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PRO AND ANT1-SOCIAL BEHAVIOR% SUBSENUENT TO
AROUSAL AND OBSERVATTONAL LEARNING FRCM
TELEVISTION
Theories Telating television viewing to suhseouent hehavior can he classified

according to the postulated intervering mechanism by which television viewing pro-
duces an effect on hehavior. Watt aad XKrull (1977) laheled the three major models
Facilitation, Catharsis and Arousal. The Facilitetion model relies on an ohserva-
tional learning or modeling nrocess to affect subgeauent hehavior; the Catharsis
model utilizes drive-reduction hv a funtasv mechamism; and the Arousal model nos-
tulates an intermcdiate generalized drive-enhanced state which is translated into
later behavior. The Catharsis model nredicts results contradictory to those pre-

dicted by the other two models. It suggests that individuals who view violent

programming, fqr examnle, suhsequéntly #ill be less-likelv to hehave aggressivelv

even under =ocial conditions which allow such hehavior. Both the Facilitation

and the Arou<al models predict subsequert increases in oggressive hehaviors under
suth conditions, however.

The Catharcis model has received little exnerimental or field studv sunport,
although catharcis offects hiuve been renorted (e.g., Feshbad and Singer, 1971).
The overwhelming majority of <tudies, however, have renorted either Facilitation
(obseriavional learning) ffects or Arcu-al feacitation transfer) effects.

The Facilitation and Arousal models are not mutually eaclusive, das hoth
mechani~ s mayv eneriate concormi tantlv., Thus, these two modeis are narticularly
diffi ue e i.o.mi=h Trom one another in practice. Dngrimontal <tudies of
violent televicion viewing veually find <uhseoucnt increases in aygressive Tevels
oT behaviors, wnich mav bo cxnlained by either of thrce two intervining rrocesses.
One wav <ay that the <uhjocts Lave learned and then chosen to cenact the agnrocq}ve
hechaviors modeled in the program and/or that the suhjects have hecome nhyiiologicallv
nrouRed #8 a Tesult of the violent denictions in the progrim and that this aremsal

produees the iner.ased arpressivn. The Avousal noded, however, docs rale ¢ne unique
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prediction: increases in behaviors of all kinds should occur as a conseauence of
viewing all types of arousing material, rather than just increases in modeled
behaviors. The Arousal model thus encomnasses but is not limited t6 aggresive
behavior subsequent to violent denictions.

The auestion of the correct medel is not an imsignifiant one. i$ the
Arousal model is correct, attemnts to reduce audience aggression by limiting
the amount of televised violence will have onlv limited effectivencss. Other tel-
evision fare which produces arousal will still notentiallv nroduce increased ag-
gressive behavior in the audience. On the other.hand, if the Facilitation or
observational learning model is correct, the nolicv called for is clear; reduce
televised violence alune in order to reduce audience aggressiveness.

Both models have extensive Quhnort. The classic work of Bandura (c;. Bandura,
Ross and Russ, 1061: 19683a; 1963b: Bandura, 1965%) and Berkowitz (cf. Berkowitsz,
Corwin and Hicronimus, 1963: Berkowitz and Geen, 1966; feen and Berkowit z, 1967)
present exnerimentai evidence that subjects Jearn fiyom or are "cued” bv violent
behaviers in a mediated communicatign and subcequent)v carry out the sume or a
similar <et of aggrewive or vio]ent'hohaviors. Other non-exnerimental evidence
for the Facilitation mud2l can be fihund in numerous wurvevs of the viewing hahits

of chltdren and siduloccints and their arrreesive lovals {of. Leflowitz, et al,

]
1 4

1972, Ra¥ipspn and Bachran, 10725 Melceod, ﬁtkin and Chaffee, 109720 1972h7.
|

The Aroe-al redlel hise alen roceived surnort in the vorl of Tanncnbaum {(cf.

Tannenbaam, 1971, 1972}, Zillman (Eif'Zillman, i971; Zililman, lovt snd Hav,
1074) and “fever (1972) among others. In general, these studies have shown the
ahility of pon ag.re ~ive material to predace phvsiclegical arousal shich then
iv o osoo ated with etevated 1ovels of subseoguent apggressive hehavior, Howwver,
21 of 7 v <radicd have a cerions esternal validity flaw in terme of o vereia)

tolevigton:  the (averir-ntal « wditien edreontiny non-violent arovsal s

often wn vrotic film., Clegrly, crovie {130 nre sot sormel network fore.




Some attempts to reconcile the Facilitation and Arousal models have been
made. In a reanalysis of survey data from the Mcl.eod, Atkin and Chaffee (19723,»
1972b) studies, Watt and Krull (1977} found evidence for indenendent arousal
and facilitation effects. However, the agent of arousal assumed in this study
was the form complexity of the television programming, rather than the emotional
content arousal postulated in the Tannenbaum, Zillman, and Mever studies. Form
complexity presumably produces arousal as a result of the cognitive decoding
"work” dcmanded by complex televised messages.

In another study, Watt and Krull (1975) attesmted to separate‘the emotional

.

arousal resmonses from the fcerm commlexity arousal resnonses of voung adults. They
found evidence of inderendent form comnlexity arousal and emotional arousal e%fects.-
The agent of arousal 'in television nprogramming thus annears'to be both the form
(form complexity) and the message (emotional cnnditiopinﬁ) of the rrogram.

The inte¢raction hetween viewer arousal and message content has also recciveh

some scrutiny, and represents vet another point of overlap between the Arounsal

and Tacilitation rodels. Buck {1976, nn. 173-174) describes an exneriment in

which subjeets were <hown an arousing sports film and #n unexciting control film.

Subjects in the sports {ilm condition indicated “igher levels of excitcment on

-

a sclf-report measure but showed no increases in subsecuent aggressive acts,

cempared to the control groun. However, the measurement of arousal in this exper-

iment is somcwhat questionable insofar as it was not bhased on nhvsiological data. .
- ¥ -

Lichert and Baron (1972) rerort an cincriment in which subiects were shown

either A2 violent videotape or a presunably exciting, hut nonviolent sports video-

»

tare. In this experiment, resnonses subsequent to viewing were ndt limited to
agpressive helaviors, but could be either "kelning” or "hurting™. They reisanced .
that both types of behavior should show increases (due to enhanced drive levels)
after viewing arou.ing raterial, if the Arousal model holds. On the other hand,

if rhort-term Jcaming is the mechaniam, more "hurting” resnonses should be
slwerved in the aggressive videotane groun,

-+
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They observed a significant difference between viewing groups indicating
a Facilitation effect. They also observed no difference in "helping" responses
between the groups and interpreted this as evidence against an arousal effect.
However, this interpretation nrav ‘¢ «uestioned if the non-violent videotape
produced oxcitvmon£ or arpusal . arable to the levels of arousal produced by
the violent videotape. If it d:4, one would exmect to observe similar "hurt-
ing' responses in both groups, .7 this was not the case. Further evidence
against an arousal effect remoricd by Liebert and Baron was in the observation
of <ignificuntly iower intensities of "helping'" responses than "hurting"” Tesnonses.

There is thus evidence both for and against the feneral Arousal model. The
interrclatignships between arousal processes and facilitation processes are
atso uncleur, as are the effects their interactions may have on subseauent pro-
and anti-<ocial Yehavior.

The e-berirent reported in this naner investigates hoth Facilitation aond
Aroneal procecses in yo ag adults. It had geveral major design obiectives. First,
the «ti=nluc raterinl was to be velativelv representative of mator{al normally
chowh On ¢o-mercial teicci<ion. Second, the <ocial situation set up to meassure
after-vivwing behaviorwas to @ {(2) allow for equally easy choices of either vro-
O aatf worial Lvhavior;'{b) enenre that these hehaviors are nerecived by subiects
10 be real and «ffective; uand (c) nrovide a goal toward uﬁ}ch ihe <ubicct can he

motivated, so that (d) cach subjectwould receive some level of frustration in the

cafter-viewing sitaastion.

The hypotheses soutlined below are taken from both fscilitation theories and

from Aroucal theories. Their support or Jack of support provides imolicit tests

or 1h; deyree 16 vhich Facilitution snd/or Aroussl proucceses occur,
HPOTHLCES
H1: Viewersof vielent pico.arang will eshibit nore orousal tﬂau viewers of the
othor pawtr - wing.

“otion caventure chows whivh feature hiph levels of vhveical vielonce




should be more arousal-inducing as a result ef prior emotional condi-

tioring against acts of violence.

Viewers will exhibit disirhibition to the class of acts depicted in the
shows viewed.

Short-term observational learning is the postulated mechaﬁism for dis-
inhibition. Viewers of violentﬂacts are expected to be more willing to
punish and viewers of giving acts are expected to be more willing to re-
ward in subsequent'situations which may call for a choice of either behavior.
Prior levels of aggression will be related to physiological responses to
programming.

This non-directional hvnothesis is stated speculatively. There are_several
rationales for it. 1t is possible that high prior levels of aggression are
the result of heavy violent television viewing via an observational learning
mechanism. This heavy viewing m{ght nroduce a desensitation effect, the »
postulated emotionally conditioned response to violent depictions. 1t is
also pos<sible that nersons with high levels of aggression are inherently
more ca<ily aroused, &nd thut this case of arousal is transmitted to such
social acts as agrcssion, thus, high nrior levels of aggression may be
assariated wit  ither higher or lower arousals.

The higher a Person's prior level of aggression, the more he or she will
use mmishment to achieve goals, even where reward is appropriate.

This is almost a self-evident hypothesis., We label Dersons as aggres-

sive at least partiallv hecavse of their willinemess to punish., However,

‘given a social condition in which e¢ither munishment or reward is an

caually anbropriate resnonse, it is not self-evident that vunichment will

he the chusen reoponse,  Jt is hyvoothesized that punishivent will be

: "

chousen because it is & more comson, and nerhaps habitual, sctivity for

more anglcwsive nersons -

:
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The higher a person's level of arousal, the more he/she will disnlay

-

activity of all kinds.

The rationale for this hvpothesis is basic to arousal theory. Higher
arousal jis presumahly indicative of an enhanced drive-state, and the
amount of any appropriate activity subsc ently displayved should be
preater.

The higher a person's frustration, the more he or she will use nunish-
ment to achieve goals.

This is simply a statement of the common frustration-aggression hypothe-

sis. Presumably there is an innate aggressive drive which manifests

itself under conditions of frustration. Since frustration is thus an

alternative mechanism by which agpressive behavior is explained, it is

neccssary to meacure and control for it in order to determine unequiv-

ocally whether Facilitutior and/or Aroucsal effects take place.




METHQD

Fifty male and forty-five felmale subjects were assigned to one of three
experimental viewing conditions. These were (1) a seriouscdramatic presenta-
tion with high physical ~nd verbal violence; (2) a comedy, with high verbal
conflict, but no acts of physical violence; and (3) a game show, with no
physical or verbal violence, but with a number of rewarding behaviors. These
three shows were%chosen to present a range of rewarding and punishing behav-
iors. This presunedmnge considered the dramatic Presentation to be highest
An punishment behaviors and the game show to be highest in reward behaviors.

~ Prior to viewing, subjects' aggression levels were mcasured wi-th ‘a ques-
tionnaire instrument. While viewing, continuous measurement of galvanic skir
response (skin resistance) was made. The measure of physiological arousal was
used as a causally intermediate variable, being the dependent variable for
analyses of the viewing condition, and the prior independent variable for the
subsequent hchavioral neasures.

After viewing, the subjects were engaged in a seemingly unrelated exper-
iment which actaally provided them with the opportunity to reward or punish
(or refrain from either) a person of the same sex whose role was to provide
them with information necessary to achiecve a desired goal. This person also
provoled frustration in the subjécts by periodically giving incorrect

information. ) .

Figure 1 summarizZes the variables and hypotheses teiigd in this exper-
4 ":'}.ﬁ .
iment. Thc hypotheses relating show condition and prior aggref<ion level

to physiological arouzal were tested by 3 x 2 analysis of variance, with

show type one independent factor and prior aggression level, dichotomized
e
via a mean split, the other independent factor.,

The hypotheses relating show type to subsequent behavicrs were tested
by un analysis of covariance with show condition the independent factor and

-

priot aggreacion level and srousal level the covariates.
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The hypotheses relating prior aggression level and arousal to subscduent
behavior were tested in two ways: first, by considering arousal as an exogen-
ou; variable, essentially ignoring the show condition predecessor of arousal.
In this analysis the source of arcusal is ignored, and only the effects of
arousal on subsequent behavior are considered. In the second analysis, the

subjects are split according te the show condition in which they were assigned.

Here the source of arousal i1s explicitly included in the analysis.

VARIABLES

Show condition. This nominal variable is defined as the categorical type
of show viewed. The three catecgorics operational’zed in
this experiment were "action-adventure", "comedy", and 'game show."

Prior aggrec<sion lcvel is defined as agreement with statements favoring
physical as=spult or violenve, verbal hostility, and indirect or displaced acts
of violence on inanimate objccts. It is operationalized as the sum of responses
to 135 items drawn from the Zaks and Walters (1959) aggression indcx and the
Buss and Durkee (1057) inventory. Responses were on five-point iikert-type
scales, with the scale points labcled "strongly agree', 'agree", '"neutral”,
"disagree' and "strongly disagree." The possible range of values on this
BeasuTe was thus from 13 {strong agreement with all statcments, to 65 (strong

disayrcement with all statements.)

Arcusal is Jefinc? s gencralized activity of the autonomic nervous system.

It is oberationaliced as levels of =kin resistance. (SR measurements were
computed by taking the diffcrence between the unstimulated, resting GSR of
cach ubjcet and readings taken at 10-second intervals. “These readings (approx-
iﬂattly'IESZ]SG per subject, depending on show condition) were averaged to

&
produce a single valuc for cach subject, expressed in kiloohms.

»




Totzl Rewarding rehavior ar defjned as the extent to which a person

provides another with desirable items or benefits. It 18 operationalized
in this erperiment as the total number of real credit pointe awarded by the
subJéct to another player. fThe numbter of playe in the game was fived at 16,
and the plsyer coulé choope to reward, punish, or do neither on each pley
(see evperimentzl procedure for a full dercription of the game). The degree

&

of revard or pun:rhment was varizble at thI discretion of the sukject, so

the theoritical range of this variable was\from zero to a very lerge number.

¥umber of Rewarding Fehaviors is defined z2g the number of cholces

to reward znother to any evytent, rather than to punish or do neither. It
ie operatiornzlized as the rnumter of times each subject chose & reward re-
sponse of any magritude, and has the range of zero to 16 for the evperimental

game .

Intensity of Rewardirg Fehavior is defined as the average magnitude

of reward given, when a rewzrding mode of response is selected. It is

operationally defired 25 the Total Rewarding Fehavior divided by the Numter
of Rewarding Fehaviors.

Totzl Punishing Cehavior 18 defined as the ertent to which & person

t:kee de :ratle tiere from or hurtes another. It as Operaticnaiized in this
e¥p=rirent iy the tctal rumler of real credii pointes tzker Ly the sttject
from zrother rliyer. Like Total Rewardéing Fehavior, this variztle is not
fived 1n ragriiuvde, or ihe pl-yer weze free to purnish to'any cegree, ang thus
"the variatle can Trange from zero to & very largeonumber.

Hurter of ?g;}shinr Pehaviors. {g defined as the numter of choices

vo punaeh ntelher “o any evient, —ather then to reward or do tei-zrer. I1 is

3
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operationalized as the number of times each subject chose a punishment response
of any magnitude, and thus has » range of zero to 16.

Intensity of Punishing Behavior is defined as the average magnitude of

punishment given, when a punishing mode of response is$ selected. It is opera-

tionally defined as the Total Punishing Behavior cdivéded by the Humpef of
\

Punishing Behaviors.

Aggregate Behavior is defined as the overall halance of a person's reward-

ing and punishing behaviors. It is operationally defined as the total reward-

ing behavior minus thg total punishing behavior, and since these are not boun-
ded the result can range from a very large negative number (an aggregate of
more punishment than reward) to a verv large positive number (more reward than
punishfient)., The zero-point of the measurement represents an equal balance

* ¢

between rewards and punishments,

Total Behaviors is defined as the extent to which a person responds with
both rewarding and punishing behavisrs, Thus, it represents the extent of
activity in general. It i; operationally defined as the sum of the Total
Rewarding Behavior and the Total Punishing Behavior.

Frustration is defined as the extent to which a person is prevented
from rcaching a 20al toward which he or she is motivated. It is operational-
ized in the exptrimcntgl game by the number of incorrecr moves made by the
subject, for which they are penalized real credit points. Frustration is
produced both by «avting on the incorrect information given by the accomplice
and by disbelicoing correct information, This variable 3is thus not held
constant by the cxperimental design, but is measured., The manipulation

(accomplice untruthfulness) which produces the response is constant, however.




EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURE ‘
Subjects were obtained from an introductory commmication course subject
- pool at the University of Connecticut. Each signed up for an individual exper-
imental session and was instructed to come to thé lobby of the experimdntal
building. There they were met by an experimental assistant of the dpposite sex
and conducted to the experimental room. This room, which Was about the size of
an average living room, was decorated with a couch, easy chairs, ipdirect table
lamp lighting and rug, etc. in an attempt to simulate as closely as possible a
normal viewing environment. |
The subject was asked to fill out a preliminary questionnaire concerning

"attitudes and opinions". This questionnaire contained 13 items dr;wn from the
" 'Buss-Durkee hostility and aggressfon inventory (Buss-Durkee 1957) and the Zaks-
Walters agpgression index (Zaks-Walters 1959). These iteﬁs were interspersed with
17 other dummy jtems which were not analvzed. The dummy items were added to
dilute the pretest sencsitization c¢ffect, and to mask the nature of the hypothescs
being tested.

‘ The subject was then <eated in an easy chair facing a large television
monitor. e or she wias then told that the purpose of the experiment was to
measure people's physiclogical responses to different television programs.” The
GSR electrodes were attached in a bipo'ar configuration to the first and third
fingers of the left hand. The c]ec;rode leads, along with the coaxial cable
for the televieron numitor, awcre rented through the soundproof wall <ceparating

the cxperisental room from the equi:pment control room. Save for

these th:n (SP 1oads, the subject was in 2 Tairly normal viewing situation.




The subject wag told that the experimenter would be in the next room
monitoring the equipment, and would be occasionally observing through a small
one-way mirror window partially hidden behind some drapes. He or she was asked
to make him/herself comfortatle, as the equipment would require about five
minutes to stahilize. He or she was also asked to move only when necessary
for comfort Quring the television program, a2t movement would affect the phys-
iological readings.

" The subject was left alone in the room with no picture or sound on the
moritor while a GSR baseline reading was obtained. After the novelty of
the situation had faded and the GSR reading had remained constant for at least
a minute, the video taped program was started. GSR stabilization typacally
recuired from fave to ten minutes. All GSR measurements were then ervpressed
an deviations from this stable bzseline, as the actual skin resistance of
individuals varied widely. -

V:deotapes were chosed randomly for males and females, so that approx-
imately egual numbters of each eey were assigned to each of three viewing con-
ditions. The first tape was an edited version of the movie Malking Tall",
as chown On network television. The tape wag ecited into a 1 minute condensed
version of the farst half of the movie which ended with a dramatically
climactic courtroom verdict. The narrative was r;tained in the edited version
of the firal tzpe. {10 fzct, one ‘clererver Ahought that the =ditea version

wat better than the origanal). The csecond tape was 2 complete troadcest

epicode of "The Jeffersong" , with only the commercials edited out. The third

condition yas a simalariy edited iape of the game show "The’Price is Right®.

Both of these tapes ran 223 minutes. The three tapes will be referred to as




the Wi, JLFF, and PR conditions.
While the subject viewed the tape, the experimenter's assistant and
accomplice observed the subject through the observation window and recorded

any visible motion of tj: .ubject by pressing a button which recorded the

\“"""m

event on the GSR chart d-:ve. The GSR readings were later coriedted for
subject movement by assu~ang that any GSR level shift in the 10 seconds fol-
lowing a recorded subjcct riove was a result of movement, This shift was
"depreciated" over the next two minutes by subtracting linearly decreasing
percentages of the shift from each subsequent GSR reading since it was previ-
ously determined that a normal time for recovery to the GSR value before
movement was two.minutes under no stimulation conditions. Thus, the first
GSR reading after a movement had 100% of the difference subtracted, the next
reading 11/12, the next 5/6, etc.

At the e¢nd of the tape, the experimenter went back into the experimental
room and removed the GSR leads. The subject was then asked to fill out another
questionnaire concerning his/her reactions to the program and prior exposure
to the program viewed. The subjective reactions were semantic di;ferenti?l
type polar adjcctives and are not analyzed here. As the WI and JEFF episodes
were taped during‘a prior television season, and the PR program in general
has low student viewership, only three of the 95 subjects rcported prior
exposure to the stimulus material.

While the subject filled out the post-test questionnaire, the experimen-
ter's accomplice, who was the samc sex as the subject, entered a waiting room
near the ¢xperimental room. The experimenter then told the subject that "I'm

running another experimeént for a graduate student thesis, and it requires two

persons. One person has shown up, but the other has not. Would you mind

b

srayiﬁg for anothier 15 minutes te help out?'" The subject was offered addi-

tionat cxﬁerimcntal credits (a minimum of which are required as purt of the ‘

. 7

-

introductory course requirements.) 'Only one student :refused to stay and

had to b2 eliminated from the analysis.
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Tue subject was then taken into the waiting room and introdﬁced to
the accomplice, who was presented as the other student subject for the
next "experiment." This "experiment" was described as concerning infor-
mation transfer under conflict situations. The experimenter explained that
one of the two subjects would be as.igned to play a “prisoner of war" ol
the other an "interrogator'" in a board-type game. The object of the geme
was for the interrogater to gain enough information to move through the
squares 1aid out on the board (a "mine field") with a minimum loss of "men".

A "man" was lost each time the "interrogator' made an incorrect move. The

prisoner of war was to conceal as much information as possible. The inter-

rogator was given the ability to reward or punish the prisoner of war by
giving or taking experimental credit points in order to gain the most
accurate information. )

It was exPlained that in order to make the situation realistic, the in-
terrogator would himself receive experimental credits in proportion to the
number of "men” who successfully ncgotiated the '"mine field", and the
prisoner of war would actually receive the credits given or taken away by
pbg_jgtprrogator. Since experimental credits w2re necessary for introduc-

tory course credit, Doth participants should have been highly motivated,
Pretesting of the game and debriefing supported this presumption.

In actuality, the acfomplice was always assigned the role of the ,
priconet of war and the snbiect the role of interrogator. The c¢vperimenter
went over the rules of the game with both participants, and answered ques-
tions about play. The accomplice always asked the question "Am 1 allowed
to 1ie?", and the cxperimenter answered in the affirmative.

After the experimenter was sure the subject understood the game

r

and the "real" nature of the punishment and rewards, he or she informed

+

Q
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the participants that in order to limit the exchange to verbal communica-
tion and rule out non-verbal cues as to the truth or falsity of information,
each participant would . in different rooms, and the game would be played
on identical boards vi» . intercom. The experimenter woul)d monitor the
game and inform the pl... = of correct or incorrect moves.

The subject was rc¢* .ned to the experimental room and ai; intercom set

*

up. Both the accomplic. and the experimenter re.urned to the control room
and after ; suitable period of time (ostensibly to set up the "prisoner of
war" in another GXperimental.room), began the game.

The basic format of the game involved the subject asking the accomplice
1f it was safe to move into a particular square on the board. Before an
answer was given, the subject (the interrogator) would reward or pdnish
the accompiice (the priscner of war) or do neither. The degree of reward
or punishment could be varied, with each unit represeating .1 of an exper;

imental credit (a total of eight experimental credits were the introductory

course requirement). A typical exchange would be:

SUBJECT: 1s it safe to move into square R37 Reward 3 units.

ACCOMPLICE: Yes. .
After cach move by the =ubject, the eaperimenter would inform the subject
over the intercom of the ontcome (correct move or incorrect move), and the
result (e.p. "Correct, you still have 14 men"” or "Incorrect, you lose a
man.  You now have 13 Jeft"). 1If the move was inéorrcct, the caperimenter
would state the correct move and have the subject move the playing piece

to that square and continue the game, Thus, because incorrect moves were °

corrected by the cxperimenter, cach subject had exactly 16 plays.

’




L1}

The accumplice responded to 411 questions with either "yes' or "no",
uttered as consistently blandly as possible. Every fourth move the accomplice
would give incorrect infoimation, so that there were 12 correct and 4 incor-
rect answers given .ring ecach gamc session.

After the ga . .us completed, the subjects were given two '"departnental
experimental ¢val. t on forms” to fill out, one for each of the "experiments."
These forms reau . d that thq subjects list the nature of the experiment,
whether it involvel variable or predetermined credits, whether it was related
to other experiments they had participated in, and their evaluation on several
dimensions of the caperiment. In addition, the furm ashed thle sybjects to des-
cribe briefly what they thought the purpose of the eperiment was, In actuality,
these forgs served as an unobtrusive check on the experimental mapipulation.

None of the subjects detected the relationship between the telévision viewing

;
sttuation gnd the game playing situation, and all belicved that they were actually
giving and taring credits from the accomplice.

To raintain the necessary deception for the duration of the cxferiment,
cach subject was given the actual number of credits carmed during the game,
as promised by the experimenter. Subjects were not debriefed until allhsubjects
had becen run. Baite¢d on the "r%yfrimcntal evaluation form" results, it is safe
to conclude that no contamination of new subjects by former subjects took
place, and that cach subject was naive as to the real hypotheses being tested,

I
° To summarize this fairly ccaplicaiced procedure, each subject:

s

a. Filled out a pretest agyression level scale.

*
b. Viewed onc of three videotapes while having GSR recorded.

c. Played 2 «eamingly unrclated gume which featured:

1. Variable rewards and punishments svhich the subject pcrce:ved
to be real and vhich were directed at another person,

2. A motifation to perform well in order to gain perconal reward.

3. Frustration induced by another's untruthfulness.
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RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

Show Condition and Arousal.

The first hypothesis, that the show conditions would provide

¢.fI. rential arousal levels was supported, as Figure 2 and Table I indicate.
The "“R measure of arousal was above baseline (indicating increased arousal)
fo; <ibjects with both low and high levels of prior aggression in the WT
cu. dition, while 3t was actually lJower than resting baseline for all persons
in the JEFF condition. The PR condition produced near-baseline levels of
arousal. Thus the idea of emotional arousal received cxperimental support.
Although it appcars that subjects with higher levels of prior aggression
responded to the WT condition with higher levels of arousal than did subjects
with lower levels of prio; aggression, there were high standard deviations
of the arousal ]q\els. Bcecause of the wide variation in response, no signif-
icant effect due to level of prior aggression was found. Hypothesis3
relating the levels of p;ior aggression to physiological response was tHﬁ;
not supported. -

liypothesis 2 predicted that the show content would produce subsequent
behaviors in tlie subjects consistent with the behaviors depicted in the

chaws viuwed., Fijage 3 und Table 11 summarize the tests of this hypothesis.

Show Condition and Pro-social behavior. No relationship between the

.

show viewed and the number o6f rewarding behaviors was found, but significant -
N - 1

relationships betueen show Viewed and the total reward given and the inten~

sity of reward for cach ruwarding move were found. The cell means from

Tuble 1T indicate that subjects vho saw the violent program rewastded less
than those who saw the gome show, lending sone supportcto the Facilitaiion

i
e

hypothesis in the pro-<ocial direction. Howeyer, the comedy program

produced the very lawest lovels of “total rewapd. Reward iatensity followed

the sume pettern.
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tnow Condition and Anti-social behavior. The only sigmificant rela-

+

tionship between show condition,and punishing behaviors was for the inten-
sity of pimishment given when punishing responses were chosen. However,,
as. .. - Il shows, the cell means are in the opposite direction to that
neede’ “or support of an Observational learning hypothesis. There is thus
no su . rt for the Facilitation model in the anti-social direction.

oM Condition and overall behavior. An Qxamination of the grand means
in Talle 11 shows that subjects overwhelmingly chose rewards rather than

punishment to achieve their goal in all show conditions. The significant

relatior hip betwcen show viewed and the total behavior of both types is

gquite interesting. Subjects who view;d the comedy ;cspondcd much less than
subjects who viewed the violent presentation, who in tum responded less
than subjects who viewed the game show. These results, in conjunction ywith
the pro- and wntl social behavior breakdowms make it clear that subjects
rerponded freely in the reward direction but restricted responses in the
punishuent direction.’ This propensity is further illustrated in the rela-
tionship between <how condition and the overall spgregated response which
operatjonally permits a reward to cancel out a punishment. The grand mean
shows the tondency for all ticatment groups to respond with more reward than
ounichacnt.  €ince there was little difference in degree of punishment be-
tween chow conditions, and there are rcasonably large differences in the
apgregate cell neans {(although these did not quite reach a ,05 level of

significance), it is apparent that subjects arrived at their overall

reward/punishment figures by varying the rewards while leaving the pnnish-

ments at eimilar levels between treatients.

#

On the whole, the resulis indicate that the Facilitation model held

only for pro «acial bhehaviors, znd nmot for anti-social behaviors. One

x

st recownine, however, that. these :mnalyses of tovariance held cunsiant

levels o farousal (which were shown to systematically vary with the <how

-

<L
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vie.ody, wid thus reflected @ 'pure’ test of the Facilitation model,

-

rather than a realistic test.

Arousal and behavior: general considerations. The relationship between

arousal and subscquent behavior presents a difficult analysis task. Because
of the nominal nature of the show cor ' *ions, it is difficult to separate

out the effects of the show, which include Facilitation effects, from’the
effects of the arousal. Unlike the analyses of covariarce which permitted
casy "removal’ of the effect of arousal from tests of relationships between
show viewed and subscquent behavior, the effect of the show type can be
removed from the tests of the effects of arousal on behavior only by parti-
tioning the sample inté thé nominal treatment groups and conducting paral=——-
lel analyses. However, since we are assuming all non-error effects on be-
havior to be a result of either Facilitationhor Arousal effects, we can make
some logical deduétions bv examining the aiousal-behavior Pelationships and
contrasting them to the show condition--behavior relationships just discussed.

Multiple tests of the remaining three hypotheses (H4, HS, and H6) rela-
ting arousal, prior aggession le\rel; and frustration to subscquent behavior
are included in the following discussions,

Arousal wnd pro-socia) behavior. Figures 4, 5 and 6 stmmarize the re-
lationships between arousal and sulsquent rewarding behavier while cxplicitly
including prior aggression level and suhscquent frustration i?/zhe predic-
tive models. For cach behavior analyzed, the overall reldt?gﬁship from
all show conditions is first presented. This relationship egscntially ig- -
nores the source of the arousal. Separate relationships for each of the

show conditions are then presented. ' ;

' Taking all show conditions into account, only the total amounti of

rexard given can be predicted from aronsal levels at ‘significantly heter
than chance levels. Even this relationship is weak, explaining only about
3% of the variance in total rowurd. Luck of frustration is overvhelmingly

21
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the best predictor of number of rewards, total reward, and reward intensity.
The Frustration-Aggression hypothesis thus finds suppert, and
the Arousal model finds very weak support. There is no support for the
hypothesis relating prior levels of aggression to subsequent-pro-social
behavior.
When cxamining the violent program condition, a similar set of results
are fo;nd. Lack of frustration stiil predicts rewarding behavior signif-

icantly, while arousal will not predict any pro-social behavior variable

at better than chance levels.

K different and somewhat ¥tTange Set of results are found i thé
comedy viewing condition. Lack of frustration takes on a reduced role in .
predicting reward variables, and arousal becomes more significant, explain- .
ing over 25% of the variance in intensity of reward in this viewing condition.

In the game show condition’, frustration (or rather its lack} again

becomes the important variable, significantly predicting all pro-social

i

variables except number of reward behaviors, which :as not predicted by~ -

any variable.

In terms of pro-social behavior then, it is safe to conclude that
!

overall evidence supporting the Frustration-Aggression hypothesis was
found, but that Arvusal effects seem tied in some” way to the show view-
ing condttion which produced the arousal.

Arousal and anti-social behavior. Ignoring the source of the arousal,

one concludes from_Figures 7..3 and 9 that both the Arousa{ model and
;he_Frustration—Aggression hypothesis are supported in terms of anti-sacia!
behavior. The number of ﬁunishing behavipfs exhibited and the total pun-
ishment given are both significantly predicted by both frustration and
arousal level, with increases in both leadiﬁg to incrcases in punishment.

The intensity of punishing behaviors is also predicted by arousal, but

t
i

73




not by frustration. Again, no rclationship is found between prior aggres-
sion level and any punishment variable.

The results for the violent program condition are identical to 1hose
for the aggregate of all'yicwing conditions, although the’strength of 1e-
lationship between arousal and punishment variables is somewhat stronger
in/this ccndition.

The comedy viewing situation again presents some markedly different
results. NO variable predicts punishmént variables at better than chance
levels for viewers in fhis condition. There is no evidence for any arousal,

. frustration, or prior aggression effect in this viewing condition.

The gane show gives yet another set of relationshipPs. The strength of
relationships are similar to those found fo% the "All Shows™" analysis, but
the arousal to behavior relationships fail to reach significance because of
the reduced number of subjects in the PR condition. 1t can only bé conclu-
Jded that frustration produced increased levels of total punishment and

number of punishments in this viewing condition. !

Arousal and overall behavior. The purest test of the aroisal model is

contained in Figure 10, which summarizes relationships between arousal and
total behavior of all Kinds. Theérefically, Eggh_rewarding and punishing
behaviors should increase withvincreases in aréusal. There is no support
in any of the viewing conditipns‘or in the "all shows" condition for the
Arousal rodel. The Frustration-Aggression hypothesis cannot be tested with

the ov-rall behavior variable, since it is non-directional, but it is inter-

" .
.

esting to note that the frustraton level is negatively related to the
miount of Lehavior in all conditions, and is statistically significagt for
the "all shows" nﬁd the WP violent condition. Under frustration, subjects
apparently reduced their total behavioral outrut. Tf it is assumed that

frustration produces arousal, this {inding can be taken as cvidence directly

‘ o
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‘ﬁyntradicting the Aroucal model, us one would expect that arousal would
be translated into increased, rather than decreased, levels of beh;vior.
When one includes the "sign" of the hehavior in eiiﬁér the pro- or
antji-social direction, it becomes clear (ge® Figure 11) that arousal level
predicts the aggregate response of subjects. Only in the PR condition did

arousal fail to predict the aggregate regpOmse at better than chance

levels. Likewise, frustration predicyed aggregate response in all condi-

tions exccpt the JEFF condition. Lower #roMscal predicted more pro-social

response, as did lack of frustration,

o

PISCUSSION
We are confronted with two difficult tasks in the discussion of these

results: first, to make some comprehensive statement about the meaning

of a large number of statistical tests; and second, to attempt a post-hoc
explanation of some highly interesting and unexpected results. Taking the
first task first, let us swamarize the results briefly:

1. The dominant mode of behavior chosen‘by the young adult was
strongly in the pro-.social direction, even when frustrated
wnd after vicwing violomtmaterial, :

. : . f
Violwit programwing produced elevated levels of arousal,
Jrj .

The <huw viewed is clearly related tph indicdtors of pro-social
bohavior in g way which supports an Dbscrvational learming or
modeling theory, when the arousal lével of the viewer is controlled.

- s
The show vicwed 1s not a good predictor of anti-social behavior
when arousal is controlled. -

]
Prior sturession lcvel does not prcdic& ¢ither pro- or anti-social
behavior levels,

'
b

Arcnsal is not strongly related.to the) levels of pro-social behavior,
while lack of frustratism is strongly jrelated.

T . oo . .
Arousal is rétaied to Iovels of anti-sécial hehavior, as is the
degree of frastration, Arousal is moxje strongly related in the
violent viewing situation than the otlier viewing conditions.

ERI
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ey
6. There is no evidence for a generalized Arousal mode! effect.

9. When considering all behaviors in a single summary fashion,
aggregate response 1s a result of both arousal and frustration,
and (not so confidently) the show viewed.

What we seem to be describing js a situdtion in which causes (or at

.

I
least predictors) of pro-social behavior are different from the causes

. of anti-social behavior. Increased pro-social behsvier appears to be
a result of televised exposure to similar behi&ior and lack of frustration.
Increased anti-social behavior appears to be tﬁo result of arousal and
frustration.

1f this finding can be considered generally true,(a sweeping generaliza-
-

tion, 4s the subjects of this cxperiment were high SES, highly socialized

young adults) pro-social behavior could be increased by removing sources of

frustratU@; and by increasing pro-social content in the television medium,

but there iS‘?o direct implication that anti-social behavior would be decrcased

by decreasing violent content. Other than reducing f{rustration (which is a
bi@ out of the mass cummunicator's norial abilities) the prescription for
jeducing anti-<ocial behavior would be to reduce arousal in audience ncmbers.
ILf arousal 1s produced by omotional response to vieolent content, for exam-
ple, then reducing violent content would help to achieve the desired result.
Indeed, thore is some evidence for this in the higher levels of arousal
observed in this experiment in the violent viewing condition, and in the
increased role arcvusal sccms io play in this viewing condition (sce Figi 7,
8 a;d 9). But there are many other variables differing between viewing
conditﬁons which are not analyzed in this experimgnt, and they may also

have effectsjon aroural.  Form complcxi%y, SUsprnse and sexual responses
bave 411 been related tg:%rousal.' Arousal produced by these factors

x

will not be redueed by eliminating violent content, and may hpve the sime

effect on subscquent anti-social hehavior as arousal produced iy emotional

response to violence, ‘

2
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But we st1ll have to account for some unexpected results. Again
we can summarize these questions;

1. Why was no support found for the generalized arousal model?

2. Why did the comedy viewihg condition consistently produce unex-

pected results at variance yith the other two viewing conditions?

3. Why was prior aggression level not related to =nti-social behavior?

The answer to the first question may lie in the nature of the behaviors
permitted in this experinent. 1n the discussion of prior tests of the
Arousal model, it was noted that'most outcome behaviors measured were Testric-
ted to anti-social behavior. The test of the model typically was made by
changing the arousal-agent from violent content to some other stimuiating
but nonvirlent material. The outcome of these tests are consistent with
the rcsult of this experiment. Here, too, higher levels of arousal pre-
dictod higher levels of anti-social behavior, even when ignoring the source
of the arousal. In fhe sipgle discussed experiment which permitted a choice
of pro-social or anti-social behaviors after viewing, (Licbert and Baron,
1972), no cupport for gencralized transfer of arousal to both kinds of
behaviors was found. Again, We have replicated this effect.

The incensisteoncy hgre scems to be that two different effects were
tected in the two wiffcrent conceptualizations: the Tannenbaum and Zillman

resutts stated that arcueal from gjffgrgnlhfgnzggi could be transferred to
the wae class of behaviers, (i.e., anti-social behaviors) while the Licbert
and Baron results state that arousal {rom the 3§W§f§5§£§’ (violent
tclevi<ion programming,) was not transf{erred to different classes of behav-
ior {both pro- and onti «ocial behavior,).  In all, the resulte seem consis-
tént with the ideca that arousal frem vhatever source is transferred

primarily to anti-social behaviors.

The question concerning the ¢omedy vicewing condition resalrs is
' }

probably best answered by invokfﬁg "unimcasuyred variables" as an explana-

2u




tion., The subject in this condition showed the lowest level of arousal
and the lowest rewarding behavior, This is consistent with a general
arousal effect. But they also showed scmewhat more than average punish-
ment ! havior, to which these low jevels of arousal were negatively rela-
ted. This is not consistent with general arousal.

Tne of the primary differences between the comedy situation and the
other viewing conditions . as the very high level of verbal conflict. There
were many (hum arous) shouting scenes and (unrealistic) threats. This verbal
output might have specific effects, or it may be simply that the comedy
situation elicits an entirely different response pattern. Of course, the
results may be due to simple sampling error, but the alpha error probabil-
ities observed make this doubtful. Comedic effects appear to need more
careful study.

Finally, the questior of prior aggression level and its lack of rela-
tionship to vitually every other variable must be addressed. Here, the
danger of "proving" the null hypothesis must be clearlf avoided. It is
most likely that the mecasuring instrument was not sensitive enough to pre-
dict behavior in this instance. A self-report paper and pencil measure,
describing primarily hypotheti;al situations, is inherently error prone,
Real relationships may be detected in the presence of this error if the
sample size is large cnough, as it often is in surveys. " But for an exper-

imental study such.as this one, with a fairly small sample, the inmstrument

may simply be too insensitive to make accurate predictions. Another possible

explanation is that college students tend to be a highly socialized segment
of the population, Such individuals might agree with aggressiﬁe scajle
items.but be inhibited from (or socialized against) overtly displaying

aggressive behavior,




FIGURE 1

OUTLINE OF HYPOTHESES

Prior Aggression ngel
H3

. Arousal

-

Behavioral Outcomeé

H2

Total Rewarding Behavior

Intensity of Rewarding
Behavior

Number of Rewarding Be-~
haviors ,

Total Punishing Behavior

Intensity of Punish. Beh.

Number of Punish. Beh.

Total Bchaviors '
~Aggregate B'ehaviors

NOTE: In tests of hypotheses, the critical level of alpha
was set at p- .05 if N> 50, and p<.10 if N< S0,




FIGURE 2
PREDICTION OF AROUSAL BY SHOW TYPE AND PRIOR AGGRESSION

Prior Aggression
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No significant interaction
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FIGURE 3

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHOW CONDITION AND SUBSEOUENT BEHAVIORS, CONTROLLING FOR
PRIOR AGGRESSION LEVELS AND AROQUSAL (ANALYSES OF COVARIANCE)
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FIGURE 4 .

PREDICTORS OF NUMBER OF REWARDING BEHAVIORS

All Show Conditions
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FICURE

PREDICTORS OF TOPAL EEWARDING BERAVIOR

A1l Show Conditions PRIOR AGGRESSION LEVEL
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FICURE 6

PHEDICTORS OF ILTERSIIY OF AEWARDING LEHAVIOR
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FIGURE 7
PREDICTORS OF NUMBER OF PUNISI{ING BEHAVIORS

All Show Conditions
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TIGURE &

PHELICTORS OF TOTAL PONISHING EBELAVIOR

PRIOR AGGRESSION LEVEL
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FRUSTRATION

JEFF Condition PRIOR AGGRESSION LEVEL

Ps .24 ﬁ’ .16
F= .55 {3 27 da.f.) n.s.

L.B.

v
AKOUSAL- - —--=% TOTAL PUK1SHING BEHAVIOR

™~ 8- "'l06
N.5.

FRUSTRATIOX

+ PR Condition ' , PRIOR AGGRESSION LEVEL
R= .26 L g= -.05
= 2.43 (3;27 4.1.) - , n.s.
b= .087

v

!BOUSEL"'""”E'"‘E?"""'"'_"“-”_ TOTAL PUNISHING Z»HAVIOR
= . F Y
n. S ’ E= '46
t= ?.60
7= .00’7

_FEU STRATION




PREDICTORS OF INTENSITY CF PUKISHING BEMAVIOR

All Shoy Conditions
_R= .18

Fe 1.01 {3;91 d.f.)
Ni.6.

LROUSAL~-—-

WT Cond:ition
e 43

F= 2.17

Ni.B.

PRIOR AGGRESSION LEVEL

B = -.03

Ni.B.

v

~~» IKTENSITY OF PUNISHING
/A EEHAVIOR

g = -06
n.s.

-~ FRUSTRATION
FRIOR ACGEESSION LEVEL
B »® -ow

Nn.s.

v

AAOUSAL~=s ~m e e e —~» INTENSITY OF PUNISHING

= .45
t= 2.48
P= .009

A  EEHAVIOR
BE.CS

N.B.

FRUSTRATION

JEFF Condgition
R= ,20
F= .38 (3;27 d.f.)

Ni.B.

PRIOR ACGRESSION LEVEL
: B=.05

N.s.

]

] LW .

'E Conditaon
.29
.83(3;27 ¢.1.)

\--> " INGEKSITY OF FUNISHING

'  EBEHAVIOR
f=,-.20

Ni.S. -

P

o

FRUSTRAPION

PHIOR ACGGRESSION LEVEL
. £= -.18

N.S.

¥
INTENSTTY OF PUNISHING
A FEEERVICR

£ . .27
. t= 1,405

) D= .085 .

FRUSTRATION




FIGURE 1C

FHEDICTORS OF TO7TAL

All Show Conditione
R= .29
F= 2.74
P= 0048

AROUSAL—— e —
E = "'006
NaBas

FrEAVIOK

PRIOR AGGRESSION LEVEL
B = -.06
N.8B.

A 4
‘POTAL i, ::.:.:';VI OR

’k B = -.28
t= 2.75
p=.004

FRUSTRATION

EE Conditionse

RS 0J4 1
F= 1.94

NeB,

PRIOR AGGRESSI1Ol! LEVEL
B = -004’—11‘5‘

A

AROUSAL-

TAL BEHAVIOR

/\ B = -.41
t= 2.40
p= .01

"

FRUSTRATION

JEFF Condition
R= 038
Fu 1.53 {3;27 d.1.)

.S,

ARCUSAL-

_ PRIOR AGGRESSION LEVEL
‘8=-11
n.s.

V.
TOTAL ¥EHAVIOR

M B=-.27T .
t= 1.52
p- . 070

-.ﬂ"
%

FRUSTRATION

PR Cendition
"B= 420

Fe g.63
n,s

]

AKOUSAL- S

E = 000
n.s.

.~ PRIOR AGGRESSION LEVEL
B = -.07

N.B,

b4

______ --» TOTAL FFHAVIOR

N B = —a16
N. B,

FRUSTRATION




*IGURE 7

FHEDICTOKS OF ACGOREGATE RESPONSE

All Show Conditions
R= .46

F= 8.07 (3;91 4.f.)
D= .000

PRIOR ACCRESSION LEVEL
B- .08

N.8.

v
» AGGREGATE RESPONSE
/P B = -.40
t= 4.245
p- 0001

FRUSTRATION

KT Condition

Re .64 '

F=6.56 (3:;29 d.f.)
p=.002

AROUSAL~

JEFF Condition

R= .43

F= 2.07 (3;27-4.f.)
n.s.

ARCUSAT~—=

PRIOR AGGRESSION LEVEL

B- 002
n.s.

h 4
» AGCHEGATE RESPONSE’
A B = ~.54
ts 3.76
p='.00I

FRUSTRAT1ON

PRIOR AGGRESSION LEVEL
8= -.20
n.s.

Y

% AGGREGATE RESPONSE
N M- B = -.21
n.s.

FRUSTRATION

PR Condition
R- 042
F= 1.91 (3;27 d.f.)

N.%,

PRIOR AGGRESSION 1EVEL
g = -.03

a8

v
AGGREGATE RESPONSE

AROUSAL-

N B = —.42 -
ts 2.32
7= .014

FRUSTRATION




TABLE I

CELL MEANS: AROUSAL BY SHOW TYPE, PRIOR AGGRESSION LEVEL

*PRIOR AGGRESSION LEVEL

Condition Lov

KT H .55

s.d. .31
o 21

.46
.08
17

1.85
19. 43
16




TABLE 11

CELL MEAN DEVIATIONS (ADJUSTED FOR COVARIATES) OF SUBSENUENT BEHAVIORS WITHIN
EACH SHOW CONDITION

DEVIATION FROM GRAND MEAN BY
BEHAVIOR SHOW ‘CONDITION

WT JEFF PR

NUMBER OF REWARDING
REHAVIORS .30 ) .82

JTOTAL REWARDING
BEHAVIOR

INTENSITY OF REWARDING
BEHAVIOR

NUMBER OF PUN1SHING
BEHAVIORS

TOTAL PUNISHING
BEHAVIOR

INTENSLTY OF
PUNTSHING BEIAVIOR

TOTAL BEHAVIOR

AGGREGATE RESPONSE
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