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PREFACE 

The purpose of the present study was the construction and testing 
of a descriptive model for interindividual diHevences i,n ,aggressive 
and nonaggressive behaviour. The volume cont,ains two parts. The 
first investigation concentrates on human aggressive behaviour. The 
theoretioal frame of referenc•e consists of ,an integration of different 
theoretical approaches, where the main emphasis is, howev,er, I.aid on 
learning theories. The second investigation endeavours to integr,ate 
the findings concerning aggressfon with a more gener.al description of 
individual patterns of behaviour in situations generally instigating ag­
gression. Agg11ession in different forms is then understood as only one 
of the alternative patterns of coping with noxious situations. 

I oarried out this study .at the Department of Psychology in the 
University of Jyvaskyla. Professor Martti Tafoala, Head of the De­
partment, has followed the progress of my study from its very begin­
ning. I wish to express. my deep gratitude to him for all the •encourage­
ment, advice, and comments I have received in different phases of 
my work. 

I am also greatly indebted to Professor Veikko Heinonen and 
Docent Isto Ruoppi1a for their support ,and constructive criticism in 
the penetrating analysis of the text. With Docent Raimo Konttinen 
I have discussed methodological problems ,and I am gratdul for his 
advice. Furthermore, I am obliged to Docent Kirsti Lagerspetz, with 
whom I had .a stimulating discussion about research on aggression, and 
to Professor Tapio Nummenmaia for discussions about the subject 
matter when I was outlining the first investigation. 

The translation work w,as done by Miss Malle Vork and checked 
by Mr. John Stratton. I wish to express my thanks to both of them, 
and espedally to Miss Mal1e Vork for her .agreeable co-operation in 
trans1ating. 

The collection of the data was made possible by the kind co-oper­
ation of the National Association of Kinderg,arten Teachers and of the 
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teachers in the e1ementary schools of Jyviiskylii. Particularly I want to 
thank the kindergarten teachers who assisted me in the gathering of 
the material, as well as the staff of the Computer Center of the Uni­
versity of Jyviiskylii, where the results were mainly analyzed. 

The necessary conditions for carrying out this task were created by 
the understanding support of my husband, Profes·sor Pentti Pitkiinen, 
and the patience of my daughters, Merita and Terhi. Most of all, I 
wish to express my warm thanks to them. 

Concentration on this work was made possible by the gr.ants from 
the Central Board of Finnish Research Councils ( V altion tieteellisten 
toimikunden neuvottelukunt,a) cov-ering the period from 1. 1. 1968 
to 30.12.1969, for which I wish to •express my gratitude. I also thank 
the University of Jyviiskylii for the acceptance of this report .into its 
sedes of Jyviiskylii Studies in Education, Psychology and Social 
Research. 

Jyviiskylii, November 1969 

Lea Pitkanen 
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INTRODUCTION 

The definition of human aggressiveness is more problematic than 
that of simple forms of motivated behaviour, as ,is revealed in the 
treatments by McNeil (1959), Bus·s (1961), Berkowitz (1962), 
Feshbach ( 1964), P,epitone ( 1964), l(aufman ( 1965), et al. Most 
problems of definition may be referred to the ques,tion on how many 
and on what kind of postulated concepts the explanation of ,aggression 
is based. 

In Bindra's psychology of motivation ( 1959) integrating the em­
pirical S-R approach ,and the neurophys.iological approach an ,attempt 
was made to define the c1asses of motivat�onal activities with no refer­
ence to factors underlying observed behavi!Our. B.indra adopted the 
v1ew that »it is unnecessary ,and futi'le to postulate drives, motives, 
instincts, or any other end-determirung systems in order to account 
for the various motivational phenomena» ( p. 19). In place of this, 
Bindra considered rt meaningful to categorize activities »conjointly in 
terms of the responses involved and the objects or events with respect 
to which they may be said to be directed» ( p. 291). According to 
him, aggression and withdrnWial are designed to ,alter the stimulus 
situation, and they constitut,e one cauegory - the others are: general 
activity and exploration, eating, drinking ,and sexual activity, .and ma­
t•ernal behaviour. The psychologfoal problems of the goal-directed 
aspect of behaviour deal with ( 1) the origin of directed activities; 
development, which can be attributed to constitutionally determined 
species, ,strain, and individual differences; and ( 2) the occurrence of 
direct·ed ,activities at a particular time, determined by habit strength, 
sensory cues, arousal level, and the ,state of blood chemi•stry. 

Bindra's manerial concerning ·aggression dealt mai•nly wi:th animal 
behaviour. In experiments on .animals the definition of ,aggressiveness 
has generally not been very problematic. For in:sitance, Lagerspetz 
( 1964) used the term aggressivenes,s »to designate the frequency and/ 
or intensity of aggressive behaviour in mrce» ( p. 9). Furthermore, 
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limitation of aggression to one class of behaviour is relatively clear 
on the basis of the quality of responses. 

The application of this approach to human aggression is compli­
cated by sev,eral factors, of which the followi:ng ,ex,amples may be 
given. Hormonal •effect on behaviour is r,ather direct in anim'<lls, but 
at a higher stage of development it is rnhibited by controlling effects 
of the neocortex and by habits determining activities even when con­
siderable changes take place in the internal balance ( 'Iakala, 1963). 
The process of learning responses is more complicat1ed in human than 
in animal behaviour as a consequence of identification and model 
learning. Early experiences .affecting the development of ttesponses are 
much more v;aried in children than in the young of ,a particular animal 
species. The specific responses involved in certain goal-directed activi­
ties are much more diversified in man than in animals because of the 
great vadety of means of ,exp1°ession available. The interpretation of 
the sensory cues affecting the occurrence of a response at a particular 
time is mo11e complicated in man than in ,animals beoause of a highly 
developed associativ,e memory. Together factors of this kind contri­
bute to the occurrence of ,a great variety of .aggressive behaviours, 
which makes it difficult to define aggression as a coherent class of 
activities in terms of stimuH and responses. 

As for explanatory concepts, the dynamic theories of aggressiveness 
differ from Bindna's approach. According to the psychoanalytic theory 
aggression can be described either by ,stressing the 11eactive nature 
of aggressive urges ,employed by the self-ptteservat.'ive tendency of the 
ego�instincts, or as one of the two basic human instincts ( the death 
instinct and the life instinct) . In the psychoanalytic view of the 
structure and development of personality canalization and neutrnli­
:cation of spedal .aggressive energy play a centr,al role. Consequently 
a gr,eat vadety of acts, even nonaggress,iv,e in regard to ,external cri­
teria, can be exp1ained on the basis of aggressive energy. In this case 
it is not possible to define ,aggressiv,eness .as a dass of activities of a 
similar quality. The concept of aggressive ,energy is .also contained in 
the hydrodynamic instinct model presen�ed by Lorenz, in which it is 
defined as neu11al energy, as d1scussed by Hinde ( 19 5 9 ) . On the basis 
of the concepts of motive or need, comp.arable with that of drive, 
aggression has been explained by many other theorists (Murray, 
1938; et -al.). According to ins.tmctual or drive-odentied theories, 
ev,ery individual has an inst,igation to aggression, which ev,en mani­
fests itself in ,exclusivdy symbolic forms. 

The behavioulial approach to ,aggressiveness cont,ains the assump­
tion that ,aggressive activ.ities are learned as responses to stimulus 
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situations. With the S-R theory as a starting point the drive elicited 
by a stimulus rather than the instincts has been considered the source 
of aggressive impulse. The instinctual view has been replaced by 
other explanatory concepts such as the well-known and controversial 
concept of frustration. 

The frustration-aggression hypothes:is derived from Freud's earlier 
view of the reactiiv,e 111atme of ·aggressiive urges has. been expressed in 
behavioural terms by Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer, ,and Sears 
( 19 39). The criticism ,against the hypothesis has focused on the 
problems of the operational definition of frustration ( Lawson, 1965; 
et ,al.) and on the one-to-one relation between frustration ,and aggres­
sion ( Kaufman, 1965; et al.). According to the discus,sion by Geen 
(1968), Buss ( 1961, 1966) has also attacked the hypothesis by 
stating that »frustration is at best a weak antecedent of ,aggresiSion», 
whereas Berkowitz ( 1962, 1965), when defending the hypothesis, 
has stated that »frustration is the major determinant of aggression». 
The definition of frustration by Berkowitz is broader than that by 
Buss, but their opinions differ also on the prob1ems of whether frus­
t1.1ation ( without personal :attack) elicits ,aggress.iv,e responses, and 
whether attack elicits more aggression than frustnation. 

In the frustration-aggression hypothes,is most attention has been 
paid to defensive (just) aggression, but on this basis no explanation 
can be made of offensive (unjust) ,aggression, which �s a more impor­
tant indicator of ·aggressiveness at the common sense Ievd ( Minturn, 
196 7; ,et al.). In the earHer form of the S-R behaviour theory ( Hull, 
194 3) the interpretation of behaviour,al motivation has been based on 
the immediate determinants of the tendency to respond, on drive, and 
the S-R habit. Due to the revi,siions by Hull ( 1952) and Spence 
( 1956) dea1ing with inoentive motiv,ation and processes of antici­
pation as the determinants of the impetus tio respond, the revised 
S-R theory is mo1°e valid in the explanation of mo1ar behaviour and
in the interpretation of interindividual differences in aggression.

Another expianatory model of motivated behaviour which stresses 
the role of stimulus variables is Miller's ( 1944, 1959) theory of 
approach-avoidance conflict presented within the conceptual frame­
work of the S-R behaviour theory. The approach tendency is sust,ained 
by a drive stimulus which has its origin in the internal phys.iological 
condition. The avoidance tendency is motivated by fear, an acquired 
drive. The intensity of the aggressive approach tendency can be opera­
tionally measured by the strength of the negative experiences an in­
dividual is willing to accept in order to produce a goal-response. With 
the principle of stimulus generalization taken into account, the theory 
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of approach-avoidance conflict has been employed to explain displace­
ment of aggression. 

Displaced aggression is one form of human aggression resulting 
from inhibition of direct ,aggression. It presuppos·es appraisal of the 
situation. Because of the complex, controlled nature of human be­
haviour the connection between stimulus ,and response is not directly 
predictable. This view has been taken into account ln the Expectancy 
x Value theory of motivation by Tolman, Lew.in, and Atkinson (At­
kinson, 1964). The theory of sodal learning by Rotter (1954) has 
been constructed on the same foundati:on. Man's cognitive qualifica­
tions for appraising a situation make his behaviour less dependent on 
physiological drive than is possible for lower species. Man i-s able to 
inhibit or attenuate aggression according to situational requirement·s. 
Intellectual and 11ational factors as deuerminants of behaviour have 
been emphasized in the cognitive models for dealing with motivational 
phenomena, e.g. in Festinger's ( 19 57) theory of cognitive dissonance. 

The above mentioned apprais,al processes not only modify aggres­
sive behaviour but also play ,a centr,al role in the devdopment of an 
individual's behaviour so that i-t takes nonaggressive forms. A further 
analysis of this process is made in the second part of this report. 

In developmental psychology the term differentiiation has been 
used to refer to the fact that an individual's behaviour acqui1°es v,a11ious 
forms during his life. Investigations testing the hypothesis on the 
differentiation of interindividual differences ( Heinonen, 1963; et al.) 
in intellectual abilities have shown that a slight degree of differentia­
tion often occur,s, although the results have not been consistent - a 
possible consequence of the homogeneity of the subject groups, char­
acteristics of the tests, etc. ( Heinonen, 1964, 244). According to the 
corresponding hypotheses it oan be ,assumed that differentiation also 
takes place in emotional behaviour, i.e., aggressive responses are 
gradually differentiated from diffuse expr·essions of negative aff.ect to 
a specific kind of envitonmental ·stimulus. An individual's ,abilities to 
express himself develop, ,and he learns how to make more ,accurate 
discriminations between stimuli. According to the behaviou11al theory, 
however, reinforcement is the essent1al £actor in the development of 
aggressive habit•s. The responses of every child •are under the continu­
ous control of his parents and other persons. Aggressive behaviour 
can be r,einforced, eliminat,ed, or given a more socially desirable 
direction. From h1s environment a child also adopts most of the pat­
terns of behaviour which he tests ,and which, if reinforced, remain in 
his store of responses. On account of its noxiollls consequences ag­
gressive behaviour is seldom really r•ewarded. Indifference and the 
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reaching of one's goal are sufficient reinforcers, and a number of 
secondary reinforcers may, in addition, be conditioned to the goal­
responses. 

Reinforcement history has ,a great influenoe upon individuals' re­
sponse habits in stimulus situations, ,and differences 1in this history also 
have a great influence upon differences in individuals' response habits. 
Aggression in human behaviour oannot be considered as a class of 
activities separated from other forms of goal-directed behaviour, as is 
the case in animal behaviour. Aggres,s,ive behaviour has different 
modes, directions, objects, and ,aims, the .aims being defined •according 

, to the classes of reinforcers. The quality of response habits is con­
nected with ,an individual's behaviour in general, and the adoption of 
a particular form of aggression .inhibits the occurrence of another form 
of aggression. 

The fact that aggressive behaviour takes so many forms has resulted 
in .a great number of analyses of the uniformity of aggressiveness. 
Either the problems have concerned the corre1ations between the ag­
gressiion indices of different tests and their relationships to observa­
tions of behaviour, or the ,studies have been restricted to .inter-indivi­
dual differences in overt aggression. The latter .is one of the problems 
of this study. Previous investigations analysing aggression are more 
accurately discussed in P,art I, Chapter 1. Typical of these analyses 
have been classifications of aggressive responses and examinations of 
the correlations between the dasses. Apart from Mandel's ( 1959) 

study, the classification has not been connect,ed with ,a theoretical ap­
proach. 

Human aggressive behaviour is divided into more or less specific 
response classes which do not have any unitary physiological basis. 
The drive concept of aggression is not satisfactory to .account for the 
different aspects of aggressive behaviour. Within the present study 
aggress,ive behaviour is considered as basically reactive, ,and offensive 
aggression is regarded as ,an aggressive habit adopted from reactive 
aggression through learning. The primary aggr,ession &s assumed to be 
directed at an initiatory object, but appraisal of the situation and 
inhibition of responses may tr,ansmute the reactions into indirect forms 
of aggression. The situational contexts of aggression, the cue-proper­
ties of aggression stimuli ,and the appraisal of the total situation 
should be stressed more than previously in the study of .aggressive 
behaviour. Irrespective of its paruicular forms, aggressive behaviour 
is. based on the same gener,al learning principles. The learning process 
is determined by the general personal significance and the sodal con­
s·equences of aggression. 
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The pres·ent investigation comprises a descriptive model of aggres­
s,ive behaviour ( Chapter 2), in which an attempt is. made to consider 
the variations in the direction, aim, and mode of the exptession of 
overt aggr,ession. Aggressive behaviour is used to mean instrumental 
responses, i.e. aggvession ( Buss, 1961). The 'motivational' 1aspects of 
aggression, such as  1anger (emotional reaction) and hostility ( negative 
attitude), which may but need not necessarily be present in aggres­
sion, will not be considered. Here aggression is defined as an overt 
response considered aggressive by an observer. According to Buss's 
definition, ,a response is considered ,aggressive if it is observed to 
deliver noxious stimuli to another organism. Observations may be 
based on ( 1) immediate experi-ences, provided that the observer 
himself is .an organism to which noxious stimuli are delivered, or ( 2) 
associations, if a sequence of ev,ents gives dse to associations with 
the motivational aspects of aggressive behaviour or with the noxious 
stimuli follow.ing the •aggressive responses, when the observer as an 
outsider makes observations of the response and also of the stimulus 
situations preceding and following it. 

In connection with the descriptive model of aggression hypotheses 
were made on the learning processes of different forms of aggression. 
The hypotheses concerned children's behaviour, on which empirical 
material was ,also based. The hypothes·es concerning individuals' ag­
gressive habits were derived by integrating different viewpoints se­
lected from the theories of sodal learning, cognitive motivation, ,and 
personality traits. The theoretical frame of reference and the hypoth­
eses are presented ,in Chapter 3. 

The empirical ,ex;amination -endeavoured to verify both the descrip­
tive model .and the hypotheses behind :it. The first problem of the 
investigation was to find out the applicabiLlty of the descriptive model 
in the description of individual ,aggressive habits: 

A. Do interindividual differences in behaviour correspond to the char­
actetistics included in the descriptfoe model of 1aggressJve re­
sponses? The model compdses the intensity, direction ( direct/
indirect), and aim (defensive/offensive) of aggression as dimen­
sionally varying characteristics. Further, mor•e specific discrJmina-.
tions can be made on the bas:is of the mode of aggression ( physical,
verbal, mimic).

The dimensions of the descriptive model were '<:lssumed to be related 
to the reinforcement history of individuals' aggressive habits. For the 
verification of the hypotheses based on the theoretical construction a 
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number of personality and social background v,ari,ab1es were chosen 
and studied: 

B. Do individual personality vari:ables and social background vari­
ables have the hypothesi�ed relations to the aggressive habits pre­
dicted on the basis of the descriptive model?

In global rating of aggressiveness different aggressive habits were 
assumed to be emphasized .in different ways: 

C. How essendal ,are differ,ent types of aggressive habits and the in­
dividual ,and social backg1.1ound var.i:ab1es in global rating of aggres­
siveness?

The aggressive behaviour of an individual was assumed to v,ary ac­
cording to the stimulus situation irrespective of his normal aggressive 
habits: 

D. How do the controlling stimuli in situations instigating aggression
affect the av,er,age frequencies of different types of aggression and
the structure of aggression?

While the firs.t part of this report deals exclusively w.ith aggressive 
behaviour, an attempt is made in the second part to differentiate non­
aggressive behaviour ,as well, as an alternative to ,aggression. The 
starting point for the empirical study consisted of a descriptive model 
of ,aggression and nonaggression, and the hypotheses on aggressive 
and nonaggressive personality types. The hypotheses were constructed 
by integmting differerent theories, which was the procedure followed 
in the first study. The f.irst problem was to verify the descriptive 
model, i.e., to find out how different kiinds of aggressive and non­
aggressive habits in situations gener,ally instigating aggression can be 
described within the framework of the descriptive model. The second 
problem dealt with the differences in the verbal responses for thwart­
ing symbolic stimulus situations between various ,agg1.1essJve and non­
aggressiVie personality types. The comparison of the extr,eme groups 
was expected to furnish further .information about interindividual 
differences in behaviour in ·situations generally instigating aggression. 



PART I 

STRUCTURE OF OVERT AGGRESSION 



1. UNIFORMITY OF OVERT AGGRESSION AS SHOWN IN

PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 

The hierarchical models of personality structure ( Eysenck, 1960; 
Guilford, 19 59) illustrate how personality can be conceived as a hier­
archy of traits at different levels of generality. The most general level 
consists of types built up on the observed intercorrelations of tmits. 
Under the trait level is the one which Eysenck has called »habitual 
responses.» The least general level has been called »specific re­
sponses,» and it has been the starting point for the study of the 
structure of aggressiveness. The concept of generality has been used 
to ref er to the consistency of a certiain kind of behaviour from one 
situation to another. In the present investigation, however, the prob­
lem of the structure of ,a trait is treated from a consideration of how 
unitary the manifestation of the trait ,iis in individuals' behaviour. 
Consequently, the matter of main interest is the interre1ationships of 
different forms of aggressive expression, i.e. the uniformity of aggres­
sion. 

The conception of aggression cov,ers .a great number of different 
specific responses. After making observ,ations of the behaviour of 
9-16-year-old boys in ,a boarding-school, Mandel ( 1959) listed 2205

different aggressiv,e responses, and Goodenough ( 19 31), respectively,
after observing children aged 7 months to 8 years, nearly 2000 differ­
ent outbursts of anger on the basis of mothers' 11ecordings. In ,a study
of the interrelationships of aggressive responses the sampling of vari­
ables becomes the central problem. Responses can be classified in
different ways. As categor,ization has usually Lacked theoretioal back­
ground in thes·e investigations, the response dasses vary cons,iderably 
from one study to another, which makes comparison of the results as· 
well as generalization of them more difficult. 

The fol1owing survey concentrates on the studies of children's ag-
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gression, the objectives of which resemble to ,a certain extent that of 
the present investigation. In this survey the main emphasis is given 
to the methods and the classifications of aggression. 

1. 1. Classifying and descriptive studies

In earlier studies of children's aggression ( Goodenough, 19 31; 
Dawe, 1934; Jersild & Markey, 1935; Appell, 1942; et al.) the 
successions of aggressive events have been c1assified and the frequen­
cies of different categories have been recorded. Apart from the influ­
ences of ,age, sex, and socio-economical status of the fomily, there has 
been little ·speculation on the causes of interindividual differences. 
Most studies have been carried out in nursery schools by observing 
aggr,essive behaviour occuning in rdatively fr.ee situations. These 
studies have presented a great deal of descriptive material concerning 
the conflicts of girls and boys aged 2-5 ( e.g. oauses of quarrels, 
forms of aggressive responses, 1 outcomes of quarrels, victims of ag­
gression, ,and interference by teachers), but the analyses of results 
have warranted few conclusions concerning the uniformity of individ­
ual aggressive behaviour. 

Some of the studies of the frequencies of ,aggression have been made 
by observing behav,iour according to check lists ( Must & Sharpe, 
1947; Gewirtz, 1948, unpublished dissertation; Sears, Whiting, 
Nowlis, & Sears, 1953; W,alters, Pearce, & Dahms, 1957; et al.). 
Neither of these studies has included analyses of the intercorrelations 
of different categories of aggression. In her study Body ( 1955) took 
into account both the mode of aggression ,and the targets by observing 
physical and verbal aggression toward teachers, peers ,and objects, 
but she analysed only differences between two nursery schools. In 
several investigations ( Faigin, 19 58; et ,al.) the observed categories 
of aggression have been employed for combining one single estimate 
of aggressiveness without presenting the intercorrelations of the cate­
gones. 

1. 2. lntercorrelations of different categories of aggression

Information furnrshed by previous studies concerning intercorre­
lations of different forms of aggression has been based on cabegori-

1 Categories of responses rn.taloei1ecl earlier (Pitkanen, 1966). 



21 

zations of many kinds. Jersild & Markey (ibid.) divided aggression 
into four types: physical aggression toward other persons and toward 
objects, verbal aggression, and screaming, cal1iing the teacher, etc. as 
one category. The intercorrdations of the first three were positive 
( + .17 - +. 71), but the fourth category correlated with the others
v,aryingly in ,each nursery school group (-.49 - + .50). The fourth 
category mentioned is comparable with indirect .aggression, which, in 
the studies by both Bandura & Walters (19 59) •and Lesser ( 19 59), 
correlated negatively with physrical aggression toward peers. Their 
classifications of direct aggression were similar to that presented by 
J ersild & Markey ( physioal and verbal aggressJon), but Lesser made 
a further division into provoked and unprovoked .aggression. The 
intercorrelations of direct aggression obtained by Lesser were positive, 
varying + .23 - + .73. 

Sears, Ray, & Alpert ( 1965) divided aggression into two main 
groups: antisocial and pro social ( also Sears, 1961 ) . In antisocial ag­
gression a division was made into physical ,and verbal .aggression, in­
jury to objects, and mischief; in prosocial aggression into verbal dis­
approval of behaviour, and tattling.1 With the exception of the cate­
gory of tattling and mischief, the intercorrelat-ions for boys were 
positive ( + .04 - + .63) and showed greater consistency in trait 
structure than the intercorrelations for girls. 

In the study by Kagan & Mos•s ( 1962) dea1ing primarily with the 
stability of some motive-related behaviours, the aggressive variables 
were also correlated in each age period ( 0-3, 3-6, 6-10, 10-
14). The categories of aggression were somewhat broader ( e.g. com­
petitiveness and dominance of peers) than those in the studies dis­
cussed earlier. In spite of the age of the subject the intercorrdations 
of aggression were positive, varying + .1 7 - +. 1.00. 

It can be concluded that the intercorrelations of aggression vari­
ables are generally positive, but the size of the correLation coefficients 
v,aries considerably according to the selected categories of aggression. 
On the basis of the results one is justiHed in agreeing with McNeil2 

who has made the conclusion that »futme investigations of aggression 
ought to e:icercise some caution about viewing ,expressions of hostility 

1 Originally, also direct physical aggression in phantasy, indirect physical and 
verbal aggression, vicarious aggression, and asking retribution were included 
in the division. Their frequency distributions were, however, low and skew, 
wherefore they were excluded from the analysis of results as separate variables. 

2 McNeil studied the relationships between aggressive behaviour and social 
status, and at the same time examined the interrelationships of the four 
categories of aggression by the Chi square. 
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as a unitary phenomenon that oan be captured by means of a single 
global ·estimate of 'aggressiveness'» (1962, 75). In many investiga­
tions the corr,elation coefficients have been lowes.t between direct 
physical aggression and indirect aggression. One difficulty in the ,inter­
pretation of the correlational results ensues from possible technical 
relationships between different categories espedally in the oase of 
short-time observ,ations; the presence of a particular type of response 
inhibits the occurrence of ,another type of aggression in an individual. 

The method of factor analysis makes -it possible to describe the 
interdependences of variables in such general terms which are not 
easy to discover by examining individual corre1ation coefficients. Very 
seldom, however, has it been applied to the structure ,analysis of a 
particular personality trait. Of the studies of .aggression only that by 
Mandel ( 1959) has concentrated on the problem of structure analysis 
of the trait, especially on the question of whether spont,aneous 
( triebmassig) and reactive aggressive behaviour can be factorially 
differen t1a ted. 

Mandel clas,sified observed aggression into sev•en categori-es. 1 The 
matrix of intercorrelations was factor analysed. In regard to the 
problem of the reactive-spontaneous nature of aggression, the factors 
were complex. The first factor ( »F,aktor der Feindseligkeit») com­
prrsed both severe spontaneous and reactive aggression. The second 
factor was identified »Faktor der Korpernahe,» on which the vari­
ables of playful aggression had the highest loadings, and the third 
factor was called »Faktor der Hemmung oder Beherrschung der Ag­
gression.» 

The uniformity of aggression as a secondary problem was studied 
factor analytically in the research program of the Rip Van Winkle 
Foundation. Aggressive behaviour was measured by peer-riatings. The 
items ( 24) collected from literature and other sources had been oate­
gorized speculatively .into physical, verbal, indirect, acquisiitive, and 
unclassified aggression (W,alder et al., 1961). A cluster .analysis of 
the items implied that instead of many dimensions corresponding to 
the classifications originally postulated only one homogeneous dimen­
sion of .aggressi-on could be obtained. A factor .analysis with additiional 
v,ariables yielded a common bipolar factor consisting of aggression 

1 Of these five belonged to the main division I ( »Ernsthafte Verhaltens- · 
weisen») so that three categories formed the group »Mehr reaktiv,» and two 
categories the group »Mehr spontan.» One category constituted the main division 
II ( »Handlungen, bei denen ernsthafter Charakter fraglich»), and one category 
the main division III ( »Spic.lc.risrh<' Handlungen,>). 
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and rejection versus popularity and aggression '<l.nxiety. The research­
ers paid ,attention to the numerousness of possible logical divisions 
between factorially homogeneous items. The gener,al factor of t,1ggres­
sion was also closely connected with evaluations of personality in the 
study by Banta & W,alder ( 1961 ) . 

Most of the factor analytical studies of aggression mainly furnish 
information about the relationships between aggression and other 
personality traits. Some studies ( e.g. those by W,iggins & Winder, 
1961; Mitchell, 19 56) .aimed at the preparation of ,a peer nomination 
inventory. The factor analysis carried out by Wiggins & Winder 
yielded two dimensions of aggression for the .aggression variables 
( 12) collected by intervJew: Pure Aggres·s·ion (it,ems loaded only
on Hostility factor) and Disruptive Aggression ( items loaded also on
Attention-getting factor, which included .also some of the variables of
dependency. 1 In the factor analysis by Mitchell the items of aggres­
sion ( 5) constituted one of the three factors called Social Accepta­
bility, Social Isolation, and Aggressive Maladjustment.

Teachers' tatings or observ,ations have resulted in a more differen­
tiated structure of ,aggression than peer-ratings ( Cattell & Coan, 
1957; et al.). In Koch's (1942) study of preschool children the ob­
served v,ariables ( 7) of overt aggression loaded on five primary 
factors . .Altogether nine primary factors had been extr,acted. The total 
number of viar1ables was 38, which included also variables of a child's 
soci:al, neurotic, ,and playing habits .. One of the second-order factors, 
Socialization ( meaning that ,an individual's activity agrees with the 
standards of behaviour accepted by his sodal group), cons,isted of 
four primary factors,2 all of which were loaded by .aggression vari­
ables. The second-order factor, Restraint-Expans-iv,eness, was loaded 
most highly by the primary factor Social Extrav,ersion which accounted 
for the largest proportion of the common variance of v,erbal aggres­
sion and also for some of the common variance of indirect and physical 
aggression. 

The reanalysis by Digman ( 1965) of the trait-rating material 
collected by Peterson and Cattell ( 19 59) for nursery-school children 
yielded three second-order factors for the eight primary factors. The 
second-order factors were Successful Socialization, Extravers.ion-

1 Other categories of variables were withdrawal, depression, and popularity. 
2 The factors were called Lack of Aggressiveness ( containing the variables 

pout and sulk, and indirect or remote attack especially with negative loadings), 
Hypersensitivity (pout and sulk, and physical attack), Conformity or 
Conscientiousness ( negative loadings: refuse and physical attack), and Im­
maturity ( cry and whine, and refuse). 



• 

24 

Introversion, and Emotionality. Of the primary factors Hostility was 
describable in terms of extravers:ion and emotionality. 

Peterson ( 1960) ex,amined the structure of trait-ratings by rotating 
only the two principal £actors and found out that one of them, General 
Adjustment, was very much similar to Eysenck's general factor of 
Neuroticism. It was loaded by such aggression var1ables as disobe­
dience and irritability. The other factor was identified as Extr,aversion­
Introversion, and it included for example vadables of dominance. 

The studies discuss,ed above have dealt with normal children. 
Results of the studies with problem children have been comparable 
with them: examinations of the two £actors accoundng for most of 
the common variance (Peterson, 1961; Peterson, Quay, & Tiffany, 
1961; Eysenck & Rachman, 1965; Achenbach, 1966; et al.) have 
revealed that one of the £.actors cov,ers extravert conduct problems 
(psychopathy) and contains the v,ariables of unsocral -and attacking 
behaviour, the other personal problems or diffuse psychopathology 
( neuroticism) . 

In the behaviour of juvenile delinquents many clusters or factors 
have been found, e.g. socialized delinquency, unsocialized aggression, 
and internal conflict (Hart ,et al., 1943; Lorr & Jenkins, 1953). 
Slavson ( 194 3) outlined aggr-ession in problem children into nine 
types, which included aggression from prolonged infoncy, aggression 
as ,attention-getting, aggression as a release from organic tension, and 
aggvession from hosttllity. Meg,argee ( 1966) assumed that the as,siault­
ive characteristiic i'n criminals is connected with inhibitions against 
overt aggression: in the uncontrolled ,aggvessive type these inhibitions 
ar,e low, and he usually responds ,aggressively when frustrated, whereas 
the chronically overcontrolled type inhibits ,aggression until :instigation 
to aggression summates to the point where it exceeds even his ex­
cessive defences. Empirical study revealed that the hypothesis was 
oversimplified: a reliative balance of inhibition and ,aggression was not 
sufficient to account for the strength of aggressive responses in all 
situat.ions. 

1. 3. Summary

There are differences between the studies of children's overt ag­
gression in the ·sampling of v,ariables, systems of c1assifioation, assess­
ment techniques, analyses of results, and number of identified factors. 

Representative samples of variables and a thorough gathering of 
material have been the startiing poi'nls in earher descript.ive studies 
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and in some £.actor ,analytioal studies of children's aggvession. Classifi­
cations, however, have been necessary to reduce the number of v,ari­
ables. In addition to verbal and physical ,aggression as the mos,t usual 
categories, there ar,e also categories of spontaneous (unprovoked) and 
reactive (provoked) aggression, indirect ,aggression 1n different forms, 
irritability, prosodal aggression, and competitiveness, as well as 
classifications based on the uarget or cause of aggression. 

The main methods of assessing aggression have been observation, 
teacher r.ating and peer rating. The first two hav,e resulted m ,a more 
differentiated structure of aggression than peer r,ating. The occur­
rence of more general ,aggress.ion factors in peer r,atings results partly 
from the halo-effect reflecting the peers' sociometric status, which, 
in ratings, increases the accumulation of negative or positive char-ac­
teristics in popular or unpopular peers, partly from the s.ample of v,at<i­
ables. When the battery of aggression variables ,and the v,ar,iables of 
popularity which corre1ate negatively with them hav,e been factor ana­
lysed (Walder et al., 1961; Banta & Walder, 1961), the l,argest pro­
portion of common v,ariance in ratings has been accounted for by the 
bipolar »reputation factor.» Walder's cluster analysis technique is 
not likely to reveal the dimensions of interindividual differences in 
behaviour in the same way ,as factor analysis. 

In regard to the methods of observacion ,and teacher rating the 
findings concerning the structure of aggression are comparable with 
each other on the basis of second-order factors and of the two first 
principal factors. One dimension of -aggr,ession cov-ers sodally reac­
tive or dominant behaviour, the other maladjustment or hostility. An 
examination of the corre1ational r,esults revealed that the lowest corre­
lation coefficients prev,ail between the corresponding categories of 
aggression, direct physical aggres·sion, and indirectly outbursting ag­
gression. 

When a greater number of factors has been rot,ated, the results 
have depended on the sample of v,ariables in a fundamenual way so 
that the invariance of the structures has been low. Because of consid­
erable differences in the correlation coefficients between each category 
of ,aggression it is predicted in the pr-esent inv,estigation that there are 
significant dimensions of :aggressive habits between the specific re­
sponse level and the trait 1evd, provided that •such principles of classi­
fication can be found for the s,ampling of var1ab1es which are essential 
in regard to social behaviour. 



2. A DESCRIPTIVE MODEL OF AGGRESSION

When an attempt was made to outline the mai'n types of interindi­
vidual differences in aggressive behaviour, there were many alterna­
tives ,available. The main division could have been made on the basis 
of the mode of aggression, i.e. the organ s,ystem ( physical, verbal) 
involved. This classification, although frequently used in previous 
studies, has usually not been related to inter.individual differences in 
behaviour. The results concerning children's behaviour have also 
revealed a high correlation between phys-ioal and verbal ,aggression. 
Consequently, this principle of classification has not been considered 
essential. 

In his conceptual dassifioation Buss ( 1961 ) made further divisions 
on the basis of the active/passive quality of aggression. As for rating, 
it is a relatively complex characteristic, since ,aggressive behaviour is 
usually ,active. It is questionable whether passivity, without for ex­
ample mimic aggress1on, which can be considered ,a response to a 
thwarting stimulus in some situation, can be recorded ,aggressive: 
passivity may result from cognitive appr,aisal of the thwarting situa­
tion and control of behaviour, or in some cases from inhibition of 
action caused by fear. 

As is r,evealed in Chapter 1, indirect aggression has often been 
considered a separate category, yet greatly diversified in content. On 
the basis of previous correlational results the direction of .aggression 
seems to be .a more slgnificant factor than the mode of aggression. 
Consequently, the drrection of ,aggression should be an important 
principle of classif,ication. 1 

1 Special attention was paid to the direction of aggression in the model of 
classification of verbal test responses presented by Rosenzweig ( 1947, 1948, 
etc.). No division wns made, however, in the dimension JitecL/irnlil'ecL; Lhe 
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The division into offensive and defensive aggression can be found 
in earlier descriptiv,e investigations of children, but it has not been 
revealed in correlational studi:es. The term ,aggression has often been 
used to describe offensive behaviour. Also the terms agg1.1essor and 
victim as well as the definition of the concepts of aggression and 
attack as synonyms ( Buss et al.) imply offensive behaviour. Accord­
ing to instinctual theories, offensiv,e aggression repr,esents spontaneous 
( triebmassig) aggression ( Mandel, 19 59; et al.), whereas the frustra­
tion-aggression hypothesis refers to defensive, reactive aggression. In 
the writer's opini,on, the two forms of aggression have not been ex­
amined sufficiently in the previous observational studies. An ,attempt 
is made in the present investigation to differentiate between defensive 
and offensive behaviour. 

An attempt was made within the present investigation to organize 
the characteristics of aggressive behaviour by constructing a descrip­
tive model of aggressive responses. The purpose was to find out di­
mensions such as would ( 1) be closely based on theoretical interpre­
tation of human learning of aggressive behaviour, (2) have differen­
tial psychological correspondence, and ( 3) be noticeable to an ob­
server on the basis of a succession of immediate events. The following 
presentation of the descriptive model focuses on the observable formal 
characteristics of responses, and less attention us paid to ,interpretative 
aspects. In the attempt to find out the correspondence between the 
descriptive model and individual aggressive habits the contents of the 
formal dimensions are extended to conceptual constructs. 

According to the definition by Buss ( 1961, 1), »all aggressive 
l.'esponses share two character,i:stics: ( 1 ) the deliv,ery of noxious 
stimuli, and ( 2) an interpersonal context.» As was mentioned in the 
introduction, a response is defined as being overtly aggressive .if it is 
seen to »deliver noxious stimuli to another organism,» either through 
immediate experiences or through associations. Responses lacking the 
defined characteristics remained outside the descriptive model. Such 
responses included aggressive autonomic responses, aggression in 
phantasy, and sodally acceptable ways of treating a situation, such as 
nonaggressive exhortations concerning another person's behaviour, 
proposed compromises, and deliberate restr,aint from aggres,sion ( in­
difference) e.g. by silence or withdrawal, provided that the affec-

division was based on the following qualities: aggression is turned outward 
( extrapunitivity), aggression is turned inward (intropunitivity), expression of 
aggression is avoided ( impunitivity). Consequently, also nonaggressive responses 
were taken into account in this classification. 
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tive responses which may find expression in hos1t,ile faciial gestures are 
controlled. 

One dimension, called intensity of aggressive response, can be de­
fined on the basis of the first mentioned characteristic of aggressive 
responses. Consequently, the quantity of the noxious stimuli following 
the response is ,a subjective ·experience of the observer. 

The second characteristic rders to the reLadons between an aggres­
sive response and social interaction. The observer may see the aim of 
the response on the basis of a succession of ev,ents ( whether behaviour 
delivering noxious stimuli i's a defensive respons1e to a thwartiing stim­
ulus ·situation or an unprovoked offensive act). On the basis of the 
anteoeding stimulus situation observiations ar,e made concerning the 
aim of the response (defensive/ offensive), which constitutes ,another 
dimension descr,ibing responses. 

In an examinatfon of the relationships between an ,aggressive re­
sponse iand hs target attention can also be paid to the degree of direct­
ness or indfrectness of the response toward the target. A direct re­
sponse r•eaches the victim immediately, an indirect one via mediating 
events or peop1e or ·a mediating response. For e:x.ample, oomplaining is 
one form of indirect aggression, since the noxious stimuli can be ex­
pected to reach the original target only after compla.int. Aggres,sive re­
spons,es can, ,accordingly, be descrJbed on the dimension direct/in­
direct. 

If ,even more specific characteristics of a response are taken into 
account, the organ systems involved can be analysed. These may in­
clude different parts of the body, especially the limbs ( physical ag­
gression) , organs of speech ( verbal aggression) , and facial gestures 
( mimic aggression). Aggression expressed in writing can also be con­
sidered verbal. Physical, verbal ,and mimic means of aggress.ion can be 
oalled the modes of aggression. 

The aim ,and direction of ,a response were considered independent 
of each other, �.e., both defensive and offensive aggression can be 
either direct or indirect. Each of the four forms of aggression ( direct 
defensive, indirect defensive, direct offensive and indirect offensive 
aggression) can manifest itself with different modes of aggression and 
with different intensities. From these char:acteristics the writer has 
constructed a descriptive model shown in Fig. 1. 

The basic vertical dimension is the intensity of aggressive responses. 
The criterion of the zero point is what ,is observed as ,aggressive. The 
cross section presents a description of the interpersonal qualities of 
the responses: aim (offensive/defensive) and direction ( direct/ in­
direct). The inten5,ity, aim and direction of aggressive responses are 



Intensity 

Direct 

Vectors of the modes 
of aggression 
(physical, verbal, 
mimic) 

F i g u r e 1. A descriptive model of aggression. 
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considered to be dimensionally varying characteristics ( continuous 
v,ariables), while the modes of aggression are reg,arded as discrete 
Viariables. The descriptive model can be us•ed to ,analyse aggressive 
responses. For example, beating somebody for taking a favourite toy 
is a defensive, direct response using a physical mode. The position of 
the act of beating in the dimension of intensity is probably very far 
from the zero point, although an estimation of its intensity is lastly 
dependent on the actual quality of the response and on situational 
factors. 



3. HYPOTHESES

3. 1. Theoretical frame of reference

3. 1. 1. Functions of aggression

Definitions of aggression have often presented the idea that the 
intent or goal response of aggression is »an injury to another organ­
ism» ( Dollard et al., 19 3 9; et al.) . When defining aggression behav­
:iiourally Buss ( 1961) omitted the concept of ,intent, but in the defini­
tion of the reinforcers of .aggressive responses the intentionality of 
action was, however, revealed. Buss distinguished »two major classes 
of reinforcers of aggression: ( 1 ) the stimulus of the victim suffering 
injury or being in pain, and ( 2) extrinsic rewards» ( p. 2). According 
to the differences between reinforcers ,aggression was divided into 
two types, of which angry aggression ( or hostile aggression; Sears, 
Maccoby & Levin, 1957) is reinforced by the victim's pain. Instru­
mentally aggressive responses are reinforced by external reinforcers 
following any ,instrumental action. Feshbach ( 1964) made further 
divisions: after laying special emphasis on intentionality in his defini­
tion of aggression, he distinguished, in addition to instrumental ag­
gression, aggressive drive-mediated behaviour, and divided the latter 
into expressive ( the desire to hit) and hostile ( the desire to hurt) ag­
gression. 

In the present investigation the goals of aggression were defined ,as 
follows. An aggressive response is understood to be ( 1) fundamentally 
a response by means of which an attempt is made to secure that the 
basic needs to preserve and continue life, as well as the v,arious deriva­
tives of these basic needs, will be satisfied, the primary goal of the 
response being the elimination of the thwarting s,timulus s.ituation; 
and ( 2) a response habit, generalized from its original contexts 
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through learning, in which case aggressive responses have various 
secondary goals. 

Correspondingly, there .are both primary ,and secondary rcinforcers 
of .aggres'sion, of which the latter maintain the kind of response habit 
defined .above that cannot be considered as primary r,e.active aggres­
sion. These are discussed in the section dealing with the aim of ag­
gression. The primary rdnforcers of .aggression are defined .as reduc­
tion of stimulation, which is .a consequence of the elimination of a 
thwarting stimulus situati:on. This reinforcer consists of an extrinsic 
and intrinsic .aspect. The former is a consequence of des.ired changes 
in the stimulus situation, the latter of the recovery of the internal 
balance of the organism. Cues about the elimination of the thWrarting 
stimulus situation ,are different, yet somehow or other are related to 
another person's submi,ssion .and yielding. Patterson, Littman, & 
Bricker ( 196 7) found out that »if the victim had reinforced the ag­
gressor's behaviour by showing defeat and submission, .and perhaps 
some injury as well, there was an increased chance that the .aggressor 
would select the same .aggre�sive response ,and the s•ame victim, later 
on. It can be said that .anything suggesting that the other person 
is injured, which, according to the studies by Bramel, Taub, & Blum 
( 19 6 8 ) , et al., is found gratifying if a person is angry with someone, 
is connected with expectations of the victim's subm�ss,ion. On certain 
conditions, which are discussed Later, the findings mentioned ,above 
may become essential conditioned reinforcers. of ,aggression. Sears 
(1958), too, proposed that the motive to injure others Js acquired 
through a process of secondary reinforcement. According to Scott 
( 19 58), in animal aggression injury to ,another organism is also desired 
only in some special case. 

Lorenz1 ( 1963) made ,a distinction between fight-like contests 
between the members of different spedes and int11a-specific aggres­
sion, aggression in the proper sense of the word. The latter is an essen­
tial part of the life-preserving organization of the instincts. In the 
preservation of life aggressive behaviour has important functions 
such .as balanced distributi,on of the animals of the s,ame species over 
the aV1ai1ab1e ,environment, selection of the strongest by riv,al fights, 
and defence of the young. The extermination of the fellow-members 
of the species is not the aim of aggression, although the destructive 
effect of :aggressive behaviour may manifest itself under exceptional 
circumstances. 

1 English translations of the terms by Lazke ( Lorenz, K. On aggression.
London: Methuen, 1967.).
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The concept of thwarting stimulus refers to the ,antecedents of ag­
gression. In the experiments by Geen ( 1968) »pure» frustration 
(failing ,in a task) ,elicited less aggression than insult by ,a peer follow­
ing success .at ,a task. After study.ing the behav,iour of mice, Lagerspetz 
& Nurmi ( 1964) have also shown that frustration is ,a weak .antece­
dent of aggression; in the ,absence of another mous·e frustration did 
not produce aggressive responses. The series of ,experiments carried 
out by Berkowitz during the last few years include many investiga­
tions of the antecedents of aggression. With his colleagues he has 
proved that ( 1) frustration does not usually elicit ov,ert aggression in 
the absence of cues related to aggression (Berkowitz & LePage, 1967; 
Geen & Berkowitz, 1967); and (2) the target's cue v,alue for aggres­
sion determines the magnitude of .aggression dir,ected against him 
( Berkowitz & Geen, 196 7). On the basis of these studies »pure» 
frustration cannot be considered a potent antecedent of aggression. 

According to the view adopted within the present investigation 
subjectively •experienced thwart in a stimulus situation eliciting pri­
mary aggression may be directed toward ( 1 ) the goal-oriented ,activ­
ities of· ,an individual, provided that he has reason to suppose that 
frustration is caused by another person, or ( 2) the actual well-being 
of an individual. The latter is brought about through noxious stimuli, 
which, according to Buss ( 1961), include ,active attack .and annoyers 
which are often simple, irritating or aversive sensory stimuli. Special 
stress is laid here on the importance of attack upon ,a person's sdf as 
an antecedent of aggression, as had been done by Feshbach ( 1964) 
and Worchel ( 1960). 

Experience of thwart follows cognitive appraisal of a situation, 
through which an individual can control not only his ov,ert behaviour 
but also instigation to aggression (Brehm, Back, & Bogdonoff, 1964; 
Kaufman, 1965; Lazarus, 1966). When appraising a situation he may 
p,ay attention to ( 1) arbitrariness vs. nonarbitrariness1 of frustration 
and strength of the noxious stimuli; ( 2) sodal status (little child, 
competitor, authority), prevailing condition ( ill, tired), or personal­
ity traits of the instigator; '<:lnd ( 3) scene (public, important for the 
individual's own goals). Evaluati:on of a stimulus situation as an in­
tervening variable in aggressive behaviour has been considered im­
portant by Berkowitz ( 1962), Berkowitz, Lepinski, & Angulo 
(1969), Pepitone ( 1964), Feshbach ( 1964), Kaufman (1965), et 
al. Kaufman presented The Flow Chart for Aggressive Response based 

1 Arbitrary frustrations lead to more aggressive responses than nonarbitrary 
frustration (Pllstore, 1952; Cohen, 1955; Brown, 1966; et al.). 
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on Feshbach's analysis, according to which mediating responses to ag­
gressive provocation can be grouped to form four choice points: 
classification of a stimulus as av,ersive or ,as not av,ersive, initiation of 
a goal response ( aggress,ive or nonaggressive), and continuation as 
well as completion of an aggressive or nonaggressive response. 

Schachter ( 1964; Schachter & Singer, 1962) maintained that an 
individual'·s emotional behaviour is not an immediate result of any 
autonomical changes; it is a consequence of an individual's int,erpret,a­
tion of his own internal reactions. Berkowitz et al. (1969, p. 300), 
however, have stated on the basis of their ,exper,imental study that 
within the limits of judged safety, appropriateness, and propriety, an 
individual wants to .act .in a w,ay that is consistent with his conception 
of himself, i.e., that aggres1siv-e intentions a1_1e pr,eoeded by an in­
dividual's interpretation of the connection between h1s internal re­
actions ,and external reality. 

3. 1. 2. Direction of aggression: direct/ indirect

In the construction of the descriptive model the direction ( direct/ 
indirect) of aggression was ,included. It 1s predicted that this dimen­
sion is related to the response habits of an individual through pro­
cesses of inhibition of aggression. 

In a thwarting situation the prototype of a child's response is, as 
in animal behaviour, direct aggression, fighting and biting, until in­
hibitions adopted through child rearing come between stimulus and 
response and nec,es,sitate cognitive appraisal of the situation. In a 
thwarting situation a child may ,adopt a response habit by imitating 
models of behaviour or on the basis of sdective reinforcement. 

Emphasi•s laid on model learning is a consequence of recent behav­
ioural approaches to aggress.ion ( Bandura & Walters, 1963; et al.), 
and it contradicts the catharsis hypothesis. On the basis of several 
investigations of hostility catharsis Berkowitz ( 1968) maintained 
that, in contradiction to the catharsis hypothesis, witnessed ( e.g. 
film) .aggress.�on can herght,en the chances that the obs·erver himself 
will act aggressively: ( 1) The observer acquires new aggressive .action 
patterns imitatively; ( 2) The film violence may 1ower restr.aints 
against aggress1on; ( 3) Stimuli ( e.g. weapons) that have frequently 
been associated with a certain type of action are capable of evoking 
that response on later occasions; ( 4) Aggressiv,e behaviour, even ag­
gressive words, can furnish aggression-evoking stimuli. It was stated 

2 
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also by Hartman ( 1969) that overall findings in his study contradict 
the oatharsis hypothes.i-s both in its classical and revised versions. 

Experimental studies dealing with r•einforcement history of .aggres­
sive behaviour (e.g. thos'e by Davfrz, 1952; Lov!aas, 1961; Cowan & 
Walters, 1963; Walters & Brown, 1963; Brown & Elliot, 1965; 
Loew, 196 7; Kotkin, 1968) have shown that the s.trength of aggres­
sive habits readily depends on reinforcement, and that reinforcement 
of one kind of .aggression ( e.g. verbal) increases other kinds of ag­
gress.i:on (non-verbal). Other investigations concerning reinforcement 
history have concentrated on the relationships between parents' child­
rearing practices and children's behaviour. These relationships have 
proved rather complex. Interpret:ational frameworks v,ary, too. On 
the basis of the results it can be concluded that a child's aggression is 
increased by a high degree of both permiss.iveness and punishment 
(Glueck & Glueck, 1950; Sears et al., 1957, 1965; Bandura & 
Walters, 1959; McCord, McCord, & Howard, 1961; Eron, Banta, 
Walder, & LauUcht, 1961; Eron, Walder, Toigo, & Lefkowitz, 1963; 
et .al.). 

Relatively unchanged characteristics of behaviour determining the 
strength of aggressiv,e habits were oalled by Bus,s ( 1961) t•empenament 
variables. They include impulsiveness, ,activity levd, intensity of 
reaction .and independence. Empirical studies. (Jersild & Markey, 
1935; Green, 1933; Dawe, 1934; Must & Sharpe, 1947; Sears et al., 
1953, 1965; Kagan & Moss, 1962; Takala, Hagfors, Pitkanen, & 
Ruoppila, 1964; Walker, 196 7; et al.) have shown that aggression 
correlates positively with general activity. 1 This correlation is higher 
when the individuals studied are younger. 

The dimensions in the descriptive model presented ,above may be 
stressed differently in the combined variable of aggression and it is 
not possible to compare different studies in this respect. Within the 
present investigation the assumption has been made that the direction 
of ,aggression is related to reinforcement history of aggression, and, 
consequently, to cognitive ,apprais.al of the situation in the following 
way. If aggressive behaviour is permitted, the strength of the habits 
of direct aggression is increased, ,and ther,e is but slight considerntion 
of nonaggressive ahematives. On the other hand, if adults' responses 

1 Arousal heightened experimentally ( by a noise stimulus) has also been 
found ( Geen & O'Neal, 1969) to increase the probability that a person will 
react aggressively to aggressive stimuli. On the basis of the conflict model 
another kind of assumption can be made: »If aggressive response tendencies 
are inhibited, there should occur an increase in the overt expression of 
nggr�ssion !lt somc. staec. of ckcrcasccl arousal» (Takala & Pitkanen, 1963, 121). 



35 

to aggression are extremely pun1t1ve, dir,ect aggression is inhibited. 
The models of aggression provided by punitive behaviour do not, 
however, result in consideration of nonaggr,ession; an attempt is made 
instead to vent the emotional state, i.e. ,anger, inst.igat,ed by the situa­
tion, by means of less inhibited, indirect .aggressive responses ( Sears 
et,al., 1957, 1965; Bandura & W,alters, 1959; et al.). Compared with 
direct aggression, changes take place either in the target of aggression 
or in the aggressive responses.1 

a) Stim1:1lus gene11alizat.ion; the spread and displacement of aggression
toward a substitute object.

b) Response generalization; a change in the response to the original
target. A less direct response is substituted for a dir,ect aggr,essive
response.

Some part of each form of indirect aggression oan be interpreted 
as an outburst of anger which may manifest itself in the following 
way. Aggression is directed toward a target other than the instigator 
( toward objects in the environment or persons, not subjected to in­
hibition), or the pr·evalence of negative affect is shown towards the 
original target, although the respons·e is known to be ineffective as 
far as the goal is concerned. Another part of indirect .aggression oan 
be interpreted according to the dissonance reduction model ( Festinger, 
1957). The negative experience of being a victim is more tolerable, 
if it is possible to treat as .a victim some other organism, or the original 
instigator via a mere mediating response, e.g. by destroying his pro­
perty. 

Facto11s concerning long-term child rear.ing ,and education are not the 
only cause of indirect ,aggression; under certain sodal circumstances 
it may caused by inhibition of direct aggressiion as a consequence 
of situational factors ( e.g. ,an individual i1s unable to clef.end him­
self against arbitrary behaviour). Inability to defend oneself is as­
sumed to have the fo11owing causes: within his group an individual 

1 The concept of displacement has been used in different senses. Dollard 
et al. (19 39) have assumed that the tendency to be aggressive remains active 
in an individual until he finds a suitable object or scapegoat. The choice of 
the object has been explained by Miller (1948, 19 59) on the basis of the 
approach-avoidance conflict. Lorenz ( 1963) has extended the interpretation of 
»displacement phenomena» so as to cover also »displacement activities»: the
original tendency can be displaced, not only to another object, but to another
activity, quite different from the original. According to Bindra ( 1959) »dis­
placement phenomena» can be interpreted in terms of three factors: arousal
level, habit strength, and sensory cues, which implies that aggression toward a
substitute object is likely to occur only if it is one of the activities connected
with this object.
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may be younger, physically weaker, or equipped with a lower intel­
lectual capacity than the average, or his habits of communication with 
others of the same age may be weak. In a thwarting situation direct 
aggression is inhibhed because on the basis of his earlier ,experience 
he anticipates counter•aggression delivering noxious stimuli. Appraisal 
of the situation results in inhibition of aggression, but recurrence of 
arbitrary frustration and noxious stimuli instigates aggression, which 
can be assumed to culminate in the v,arious outbursts described above. 

The learning of indirect disp1ay of aggression ,is due to both pre­
viuus experience and immed1ate situational factors. W1ithin the present 
investigation an attempt w:as made to find out the relationships only 
between immediate situational factors and indir,ect aggression. 

3. 1. 3. Aim of aggression: defensive/ offensive

The defensi've/ oHensiv,e .aim of aggression was included tin the de­
scriptive model as the second hypothetical dimension. 

Defensive aggres•sion, like dir·ect •aggression, was considered pri­
mary aggression, the goal of which is the ,elimination of a thwarting 
stimulus. When direct defensiv,e aggressj,on is inhibited, the response 
in a stimulus situation can be indirectly aggressive. Reinforcement 
increases the probability that a particular response is r•epeated in .a 
new situation of the same kind. In .addit1on, responses are generalized 
to various stimulus situations and the anticipatory cues preceding 
them. This is reflect,ed in a lowering of the threshold of aggressri.on, 
etc. 

In defensive aggression the kind of stimuli often assooiated with 
the primary reinforcers develop into secondary reinforcers through 
the process of conditioning ,and thus become the ,aim of .aggression. 
Such aims include an injury to another organi.sm, self-assertion ( e.g. 
attention-getting, etc.). Consequently, a thwarting stimulus situation 
is not a necess,ary condition for emitting ,an aggres•s.i.ve respons•e. After 
secondary rdnforcers have been developed they may ,elicit an aggres­
sive response without drive. An indiv,idual learns to anticipate, on the 
basis of cues pres·ent in s·timulus situations, when secondary reinforce­
ment is probable, and he behaves in the habitual ( directly or indirect­
ly) aggressive manner. The aim of aggression is offensive, because it 
is not anteceded by ,a thwarting stimulus s:ituacion, which would make 
it possible to interpr,et the aim of the response ,as defensive. 

The interpretation is consistent with Spence's (19 56) modification 
of the S-R theuty. The impetus to respond is determined by <lti ve 
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and/or reinforcement by the equation sER = (D+K) x sHR ; sER 

= excitatory potential, impetus to respond; D = drive; K = incen­
tive motivational factor determined by frequency and amount of 
reward; 5HR 

= habit strength determined by the number of times 
a response has occurred in the presence of ,a ,stimulus. The ,summativity 
of D and K implies that a response is possible even if one of the 
determinants is absent ( e.g. sER > 0 if K > 0, although D = 0). 

The concept pair defensive/ offensive is not parallel to the concept 
pair angry ( or hostile) /instrumental aggression. It is assumed that 
offensive aggres,s.ion i•s maintained by reinforcers similar to those 
ma,intaining the kind of aggression customarily deHned ,as instrumen­
tal, but injury to another organism, a usual criterion of angry aggres­
sion, is also considered to be a reinforcer of offensive ,aggression. 
Correspondingly, defensiv,e aggression, ,and direct aggression in partic­
ular, can appear without ,any -emotional reaction or intent to injure 
another organism. 

The t,emper.ament variables ( p. 34) corre1ating with total aggres­
sion may influence the development of the habits of offensive aggres­
sion in two ways. Sodal activity increases the potential frequency of 
conflicts. Slight appraisal of a thw,arting stimulus situat-ion is reflected 
in impulsive response usually related to the amount of direct defensive 
aggression which contributes to the development of secondary rein­
forcers. 

The habits of offensive aggression can also be acquired through 
operant conditioning (Skinner, 19 5 3). Particularly those who respond 
easily in social situations and imitate other people's behaviour may 
notice that certain kinds of (,aggressive) responses are often followed 
by the same kind of stimuli, which, when repeated, obtain reinforcing 
value. This form of offensive aggression can be regarded as tyrannising 
aggression learnt dur,ing early childhood. The longitudinal study by 
Schaefer & Bayley ( 1963) showed that the amount of tymnnising ag­
gression in the behav,iour of -adolescent boys correlated positively with 
their mothers' emotionally involved behaviour ( overindulgent over­
protection) at the time when the boys were 0-3 years old. Difficul­
ties in the treatment of the child may result in the mother',s reactions 
to her child becoming hostile ( ignoring, punitive), as can be concluded 
from the studies by Schae£,er & Bayley and also by Kagan & Moss 
( 1962). As a circular effect the boys' offensive aggression is mo­
tiv,ated by secondary reinforcers. This is analysed in more detail in the 
following paragraphs. 

It has been proved that both punishment and ignor-ance increase 
the total amount of .a child'·s aggression ( cf. p. 34). According to 
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Bandura & Walters ( 19 59), both of them cause dependency frustra­
tion. Attention and power obtiained by aggressive behaviour are then 
found to be stronger reinforcers than when the relations between the 
child and his parents •are harmonious and secure. In the studies by 
Wiggins & W,inder (1961 ) , Siegelman (1966), Sears et al. ( 19 5 3 ) , 
and Emmerich ( 1966), aggress,ion and dependency corr-elated posi­
tively; the common vadanoe was interpreted ,as attention-getting. 

The assumption that the habits of offensiv·e aggres-sion depend on 
the relations between parents ,and children is based on the subjective 
value of secondary reinforcers. According to Rotter's ( 19 54) theory 
of social learning »a person's experiences ( or his interactfons with 
his meaningful environment) influence each other . . . New experi­
•ences are a partial function of ,acquired meanings . , .» ( postulate 5).

The consequences of aggression ,are found subjectively to be more valu­
able, if aggression leads to goals which otherwise remain unreached. 
Secondary reinforcers may give aggression a positive value ( Expect­
ancy x Value theory of motivat,ion; Atk1nson, 1964), which exceeds 
the intensity of the negative value ,ensuing from the fear of conse­
quences and affects the action tendency that pursues reinforcers. In a 
corresponding situation the response of ,some other individual may be 
inhibited, because the negative value is. stronger than the positiv,e one. 

In addition to par,ental behaviour the general ·social background 
of an individual, e.g. a low socio•economioal status, 1 may oause depri­
vation and feelings of infedority, which give ·a positive subj·ective 
value to secondary reinforcers. 

Defensive and offensive ,aggr,ession are not supposed to be inde­
pendent of each other in ,an individual's behaviour, because offensive 
aggression is thought to be acquired partly through def.ens,ive aggres­
sion; i.e., those who offend aggressively also defend themsdves ag­
gressivdy. In Mandel's factor analytical study sever,e spontaneous and 
reactive aggression together constituted the factor »Faktor der Feind­
seligkeit.» All of those who defend themselves aggressively are not, 
however, expected to adopt offensive ,aggression, if background 
£.actors do not lead to the pursuit of secondary reinforcers. Aggressive 
defence, e.g. ,against somebody else's aggressive offence, is generally 
considered acceptable in our society, and, especially when attempting 
to guide the sons to behave in a socially des'irable way, parents may 
teach discrimination between just defence ,and unjust offence. Con­
sequently, it can be assumed that in the boys' behaviour defensive 

1 Children from lower class backgrounds have tended to be more aggressive 
than children of upper class utigi11s (l'ulk, 1959; Toigo, 1%5; et al.). 
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aggression independent of offensive aggression correl,ates with socially 
acceptable general activity more highly than offensive aggression. The 
Latter is ,assumed to correlate with less controlled, impulsive general 
activity. The dual nature of extraversJon has been discovered by 
Eysenck & Eysenck ( 1963). 

3. 1. 4. Mode of aggression

In previous dassifioations of aggressive responses the most usual
categories have been physic-al and verbal aggression, although, accord­
ing to ·correlational ,and factor analytical studies, these modes of ag­
gression correlate rather highly w.ith each other. This dichotomy is, 
to some extent, speculatively relevant in regard to interindividual 
differences in aggression; in addition to the differences in the organ 
system involved, the division into physical and verbal aggression 
implies differences in the noxious stimuli deliver,ed to another organ­
ism (Buss, 1961) and in the process of sodaLization (Goodenough, 
19 31; Bandu11a & Walters, 19 59). Physical aggr,ession represents the 
most primitiv,e .and uncontrolled mode of response in a thwarting 
situation. It includes aggression expressed by different body parts 
(limbs, teeth) or weapons against other people, or, in the oase of 
indirect aggression, ,against the other env.ironment ( animals, objects). 
The consequences of these responses are experienced as a feeling of 
pain or observed as destructiveness. The severity of the consequences 
determines the intensity hieiiarchy of the responses. Another person's 
negative .attitude toward physical aggress:ion forces a child to make 
discriminations between the intensities of different responses in a 
stimulus situation at a very early stage. 

When a child's means of expression develop, it becomes possible 
to show aggression verbally. The intensity of the noxious stimuli 
delivered by verbal aggression cannot be ,as easily graded as that of the 
noxious stimuli delivered by physical aggression, beoause in the first 
case injury is more disguised or less immed1ate by nature. Verbal ag­
gres.sion can manifest itself e.g. as direct demands concerning the other 
person's behaviour, or as more indirect expressions of negative affect, 
i.e. anger. In ,addition to the physical and verbal modes of aggression,
there occurs mimic .aggression, which means expressions of discontent
and anger by means of faciial and other gestures. From the properties
of noxious stimuli delivered by mimic aggression, this mode of aggres­
sion can be considered in general as more moderate and less direct
than physical and verbal aggression.

Each mode of aggression consists of various specific responses, 
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which may appear either dfrectly or indirectly, either in defensive or 
offensive aggression. The ,aim and direction of aggression ,ar,e assumed 
to account first of all for interindividual differ,ences in aggression and 
only after that for the mode of aggression; in the choice of response 
it can be considered more important whether an individual defends 
himself (offends) aggressively at all, ,and if he does, whether he does 
it directly or .indirectly. The mode of ,aggression is presumably chosen 
after this, and it is probably even more dependent on the character­
istics of the stimulus situation than the direction of aggression. 

Buss ( 1961) has assumed that ,an individual's preferred mode of 
aggression corresponds to his response style, e.g., a person who attacks 
physically is also dominantly physical in other areas of behaviour. 
Physical fitness could then be related to the preference for the physical 
mode of aggr,ession. The ·assumption was supported indirectly by the 
finding that the school mark in gymnastics and sports correlated posi­
tively with total ,aggression (.although ,academic achievement other­
wise correlated negatively with it; T,akiala et al., 1964), in which 
physical aggr,ession was probably stressed rather heavily, because ag­
gression was measured by global r,ating. 

Correspondingly, the assumption can be made that the preference 
for the verbal mode of aggress,ion is re1ated to v,erbal abilities. This 
assumption was supported indirectly by Jersild & Markey's observa­
tions ( 1935) that verbal aggression correlates slightly with intelli­
gence, in which verbal abilities probably played ,an essendal role be­
cause of the measurement technique. 

Both of these modes of response represent a mor,e ,act1ive way of 
responding than mimic aggression. It can be ,assumed that the habits 
of physical and v,erbal ,aggression corrdate more highly with general 
activity in behaviour than the habit of mimic aggression. 

As mentioned in Chapter 2, the descdptive model of ,aggr,ession 
excluded ,a number of such response types which Lack the qualities of 
aggressive response, e.g. responses showing anxiety or socially accep­
table w,ays of treating a situation. Their relations to aggression through 
the inhibitory and controlling mechanisms they involve, as well as to 
other personality v,ariables .are analysed both specu1ativdy and empir­
ically in the second part of the report. 

3. 1. 5. Dependence of global rating of aggressiveness on different
forms of aggression 

Aggression repr,esents the violent manner of problem solving regard­
less of the form in which it manifests itself. lt has. been ,assumed earlier 
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( p. 3 7) that the preference for aggression rather than nonaggres­
sion is related to certain personality v,ariables such as impulsiveness 
and general ,activity, and also to the kind of social background vari­
,ables that are unfavorable for the learning of socially acceptable be­
haviour. Although it is assumed that individuals' aggressive habits are 
differentiated in ,accordance with the descr-iptive model, at the level 
of the second order factors ,aggression is assumed to be relatively 
unidimensional. There are individuals who very seldom respond in any 
aggressive manner: this results in ,a posfoive correlation between dif­
ferent forms of ,aggression, even though the observ,ed aggressive re­
sponses are rather independent or may substitute each other. 

In global rating the different forms of .aggression ar,e not assumed 
to be emphasized similarly; the ,assumption is. made that the ratings 
are determined by the observ,ability of the form of •aggression most 
typical of each individual. Observability is determined partly by the 
observer's role within ,a group ( personal Jnvolvement in the response), 
partly by the frequency of aggression as well .as its non-acceptability in 
regard to the nox1ous stimuli: and target. 

In the study by Banta & Walder ( 1961) the best indicators of the 
general aggression factor wer-e the peer-rating items referring to initi­
at,ed interpersonal harm ( -in the terminology used in this report: 
offensive .aggression), to retiaHated interpersonal harm ( indirect ag­
gression) , and to sooiall y undesirable dominance behaviour. In the 
study by Lesser (19 59), popu1arity within a peer group, which usu­
ally correlates negatively with tot,al aggression, correlated with differ­
ent manifestations of .aggressive behaviour in the following way. »Pro­
voked Physical Aggression [defensive] is rdatively .approved behav­
iour, Outburst Aggression, Unprovoked Physioal Aggression [ offen­
sive] ,and Verbal Aggres:s.ion [ including both defensive and offensive 
aim] are progressively more disapproved, and Indirect Aggression is 
strongly disapprov,ed» ( p. 25). 

It can be, therefore, assumed that global mting of .aggressfoeness is 
most strongly determined by the amount of indirect .and offensive .ag­
gression, and only nather slightly by direct defensive ,aggression. 

Besides the forms of ,aggression, situational variables may .also 
affect global rating of .aggressiveness. It can be assumed that the norms 
or ,expectations concerning behaviour in different situations are the 
most frequent situational £,actors determining the impression of ag­
gressiveness. 
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3. 1. 6. Effects of situational variables on aggressive behaviour

Both in estimation of thwart and choice of response ,an individual 
takes advantage of his earlier experiences in corresponding situations. 
This has been called ,above the process of cognitive ·appraisal inter­
vening stimulus and response. The noxious stimuli an ,individual deliv­
ers to another organism do not .always have the same form or the same 
intensity; the frequency and intensity of aggression v,ary significantly, 
for example, according to the power of the ,attacking individual ( Gra­
ham, Charwart, Honig, & Weltz, 1951). The study by Must & Sharpe 
( 194 7) showed that younger children are subjected mostly to verbal 
demands, and .according to Spache ( 1951), boys tend to project hos­
tility upon the environment when in conflict with adults, but toward 
the other person when the frustrator is a child. In the study by Pitka­
ne� ( 1963) four factors wer,e extracted from the hems of a story 
completion test. Of these two could be int,erpr,eted on the basis of the 
target of aggression. The first factor contained aggression against 
peers, the second factor contained conflicts between authority figures 
and a child. In conflicts between boys and girls boys are usually offen­
sive ( Jers,ild & Markey, 19 35). 

Children have conflicts mostly with those of the ,s,ame sex and age 
(Dawe, 1934; Walters et ,al., 1957). This is perhaps explained both 
by the copiousness of contacts ,and by the competition between those 
of the same size which corresponds to struggle between the members 
of a society for ranking order (also found in animals; Lorenz, 1963). 
Approximately as many conflicts occur with younger individuals as 
with older ones ( Dawe, 19 34). Aggression toward ,adults is relatively 
infrequent (Jersild & Markey, 1935; Graham et al., 1951; Cohen, 
19 5 5) . One child does no behave aggress,ively toward one person 
only; the number of different targets correlates highly with the fre­
quency of quarrels ( Dawe, 19 34). The amount of .aggression toward 
adults ,and toward peers correlat,e positively, if not very highly (Jersild 
& Markey, 1935; Bandura & Walters, 1959). 

Different situations require different degrees of control of behav­
iour, whkh in children's -aggression can be defined by, for example, 
using the crit,er.ion of how condemnable dir,ect, defensive, physical ag­
gression is. Punishments following responses are conditioned to stim­
uli, which receive a behaviour-controlling function. In the present in­
vestigation the following terminology has been used. The more con­
demnable an aggress,ive ,individual considers direct, defensive or 
physical aggtessiun tu be in a certain situation, the stronger the con-
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trolli:ng stimuli are S:aid to be. To short,en the expression, the term 
weak/ strong situational control is used here. 

Situational control is supposed to affect both the average frequen­
cies of different forms of aggression and the structure of .aggression, 
as is explained in more detail in the specification of hypotheses. 

3. 2. Specification of hypotheses

Hypotheses to Problem A ( p. 14) 

In accordance with the descriptive model of ,aggr,ession it is pre­
dicted that, with the employment of the method of factor analysis, 
( 1 ) the main proportion of the variance of interindividual differ­
ences in aggression is accounted for by the direction ( direct/fodirect) 
and ,aim (defensive/offensive) of aggression. 
( 2) The modes of aggression ( physical, verbal, mimic) can account
for the v,ar1ance in a further ,analysis of the main forms of .aggression.
( 3) Differ,ent ,aggress,ive habits intercorrelate positively and combine
in the second order factor into a geneml factor of overt aggression.

Hypotheses to Problem B 

On the relationships between background v,adables and aggressive 
habits it is predicted that 
( 1) The direction of ,aggression is related to individual charactel'istics
such .as affect an individual's abilitres. to defend himself within his
social group. If an individual is younger, physically weaker, or equip­
ped with a lower intellectual capacity than the avenage, or if his com­
munication habits with others of the s,ame age ( which can be estimated
from the number of children in the family, general activity, and pop­
ularity within the group) are weak, hi1s habits of rndirect aggression
are stronger than those of an individual who is very capable of de­
fending himself.
( 2) The aim of aggression is related to individual v1adables such as
reflect strong or weak control of behaviour, and to social background
variables such as reflect an approximave magnitude of experienced
deprivations. If an .individual ics impulsiv,e, if the socio-economical
status of his £amily is low, or if the parents' attitude toward thefr
child is indifferent, his habits of offensive aggression are stronger than
those of an individual whose general activity is controlled and socially
desirable, and if the social background vadables are favourable.
( 3 ) Physical fitness correlates more highly with physioal than with



44 

verbal or mimic mode of aggression, verbal abilities more highly with 
verbal than with physical or mimic mode of aggression, and general 
activity more highly with physical and verbal than with mimic mode 
of aggression. 

Hypotheses to Problem C 

It is ,assumed that global rating of the t11ait of aggressiveness is 
determined pr,imarily by ( 1) the amount of offensive •and indirect ag­
gression, ( 2) their background variables, and ( 3) the ·amount of 
total aggress1on directed 1'oward persons and occurring in situations 
such as generally require strong control of behaviour. 

Hypotheses to Problem D 

Situational control is assumed to affect both ( 1) the frequencies 
of different forms of aggression and ( 2) the structure of aggression, 
particularly through the direction of aggression. It is assumed that 
( 1 a) .all forms of aggression considered, more aggression appears 
with weak than with strong situational control; 
( 1 b) there appears proportionally more direct ( defensive ,and offen­
sive) aggression with weak than with strong situational control; 
( 1 c) there ,appears proportionally more indirect ( defensive and 
offensive) ,aggression with strong than with weak situational control; 
( 2 .a) with the employment of the method of factor analysis more 
differentiation takes place in interindividual differences in direct ( de­
fensive and offensive) aggression with weak situational control than 
when the factorial structur,e i,s based on av,erage frequendes of aggres­
sion independent of siLuational variables ( Problem A); 
( 2 b) more differentiation takes place in inter,individual differences 
in indirect ( defensive and offensive) ,aggression with strrn1g situa­
tional control than when the f.actori,al structure is based on average 
frequencies of aggression independent of situational v-ar-i:ables. 



4. EXECUTION OF THE INVESTIGATION

There are both quantitative and qualitative differences between children's 
and adults' behaviour. In the present investigation the uniformity of overt 
aggression was examined on the basis of the behaviour of boys aged 5-6, 
because aggression is more spontaneous and perceptible in children than in 
adults, and because the background variables determining the strength of 
aggressive habits may be found more directly in children. 

The choice of the population was partly determined by the attempt to form 
a homogeneous group of subjects the behaviour of whom could be observed in 
different situations of social interaction. According to Buss (1961), findings 
concerning the relationship between age and the amount of aggression are incon­
sistent ( examples of observed positive, negative and zero correlations: Must & 
Sharpe, 1947; Jersild & Markey, 1935; Roff & Roff, 1940; et al.). The incon­
sistency of the results can at least partly be understood as a consequence of 
the diversity of the aggression variables in different studies and of the use 
of the sum scores. Yet the conclusion that the amount of aggression attains 
a rather steady frequency at the age of 4-5, and that relatively few changes 
take place until the age of 8 seems quite reliable. Information about stability 
of aggression has been provided by the longitudinal study by Kagan & Moss 
(1962) in which the stability correlations of the aggression variables between 
the age periods 3-6 and 6-10 were very significant. The age range of the 
population was limited to 5 and 6 years in the present study. The choice of 
the subjects was confined to boys. The development of aggressive motivation 
as well as manifestations of aggression differ to some extent for boys and girls 
(Goodenough, 1931; Jersild & Markey, 1935; Must & Sharpe, 1947; Meyer 
& Thompson, 1956; Lansky et al., 1961; Kagan & Moss, 1962; Sears et al., 
1965; Mallick & McCandless, 1966). As the main emphasis in this investigation 
was on the explication and examination of the descriptive model of aggression, 
comparison of the differences between the sexes was excluded. 

An analysis of specific responses presupposes detailed observations of the 
subjects' behaviour in different stimulus situations. To ensure the comparability 
of the observations the subjects' behaviour should be observed and rated by 
relating the characteristics of an individual with the average characteristics of 
the population. A possible proced�re is to observe an individual as a member 
of a group, after a great number of observations has been made of the 
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behaviour typical of the group. Within the present investigation the social 
reference was a kindergarten. 

4. 1. Method

Techniques for the assessment of overt aggression in children, employed 
in previous studies, have included time-sampling observation, by recording 
either all of the behaviour of a child in his aggressive contacts with other persons 
(J ersild & Markey, 19 3 5; et al.), or the frequencies of certain variables chosen 
in advance ( Koch, 1942; et al.), teacher rating ( Emmerich, 1966; et al.), later 
ratings based on recordings ( Kagan & Moss, 1962; et al.), detailed diaries 
kept by mothers (Goodenough, 1931), interviews with parents (Bandura & 
Walters, 1959; et al.), interviews with subjects (Bandura & Walters, 1959), 
self-ratings (Sears, 1961;. et al.), or various equipments in experimental studies 
(Buss, 1963; Williams et al., 1967; et al.). The technique employed in this 
investigation was teacher rating in kindergartens. As the purpose was to examine 
the structure of aggression, teacher rating was considered to have certain 
advantages compared with time-sampling observation. Because of the teachers' 
long-term personal knowledge of the subjects, information was obtained about 
less usual forms of aggression, which was not expected to differentiate individuals 
on the basis of time-sampling observations, as shown by some previous studies. 
Apart from its value for practical reasons, this way of gathering material made 
it possible to obtain a sample large enough for analysis of results through the 
factor analysis model and representative enough for conclusions to be drawn. 

In order to reduce the error variance as greatly as possible ( Cattell, 1957, 
63-68), attention was paid to the following points. ( 1) To increase reliability
one month was allowed for observation of the children before rating. ( 2) The
variables were defined concretely. ( 3) To weaken the halo effect the teachers
were instructed to rate one variable at a time. ( 4) To randomize the error
variance due to rating the subjects were chosen from many ( 26) kindergarten
groups, so that the number of observers was also 26. (5) To ensure that the
observations made by one teacher would be organized within some kind of
framework yet without making the task too difficult, it was decided that each
teacher should rate 7-10 children. (6) Ratings concerning the frequency of
aggression were given in seven-point time scales, thus eliminating ambiguity
in the meaning of the scales. ( 7) A preliminary study secured comprehensibility
of the task and instructions, form of items, and appropriateness of the rating
scales.

In addition to the frequencies of the aggression variables the teachers rated 
the target and scene of a response for each aggression variable, certain personality 
variables, and social background variables. 

4. 2. Variables

Problem A. Correspondence between the descriptive model of aggression 
and interindividual differences in behaviour. The aggression variables ( 32) were 
chosen on the basis of the categories of aggression in previous studies (Dawe, 
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1934; Jersild & Markey, 1935; Koch, 1942; Sears et al., 1953; Walters et al., 
1957; Mandel, 1959; Eron et al., 1961; et al.), and the premilinary observations 
in a kindergarten. It was considered essential that the variables chosen should 
represent different forms of aggression in accordance with the descriptive 
model of aggression (Fig. 1, p. 29). In order to reduce the number of variables, 
specific responses of the same kind and with corresponding implicit intensities 
were combined. The variables are presented in Appendix A. 1, grouped 
according to the following categories of aggression composed on the basis of 
the descriptive model and the theoretical frame of reference. 

I Direct defensive aggression 
1. Physical mode of aggression
2. Verbal mode of aggression
3. Mimic mode of aggression

II Indirect defensive aggression 
1. Stimulus generalization
2. Response generalization

III Direct offensive aggression 
1. Physical mode of aggression
2. Verbal mode of aggression

IV Indirect offensive aggression 
1. Physical mode of aggression
2. Verbal mode of aggression

All of these forms of aggression do not manifest themselves with equal 
frequency in children's behaviour, wherefore different categories in the sampling 
of variables were not deliberately made to be of the same size. 

In the definition of the antecedents of defensive aggression the two types 
of thwart ( p. 32) were taken into account, viz., the instigator of defensive 
aggression is a person (X) who has been found to frustrate the goal-oriented 
activities of an individual or to attack him. Offensive aggression toward a person 
( Y) is unjust on the basis of a succession of observed events.

The instructions for rating were as follows: »Look up boy number 1 on the
subject list. Try to remember how often you have observed him behave as 
described first on the list of variables ( Tries to hurt X, e.g. by hitting, kicking 
or throwing something.). Mark his code number 1 on the first line of the 
rating sheet in the space you find appropriate». 

The graphic scale was as follows: 

The child behaves in the described manner on the average 

never once a once a once a once a once a many times 
school term month week day a day 
year 
I 

After this the code number of the second subject was to be written on the 
scale, etc., until the first variable had been rated for all subjects. Then the 
second variable was treated correspondingly, and the ratings were placed on 
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the second scale of the rating sheet. The reliability of the ratings was estimated 
by a preliminary study. The subjects were twelve boys in a whole-day course 
of a kindergarten. The teacher of a whole-day course is not the same in the 
morning and in the afternoon. The ratings of the two teachers correlated 
+ .21-+ .97 for each variable, the median being + .75. The size of the
correlation seemed to be positively related to the observability of a response.
The inter-rater agreement, calculated from the sum scores over all the variables
of aggression, was + .90.

Problem B. Dependences of aggressive habits on personality and social back­
ground variables. The dependent variables consisted of factor scores for the 
aggression factors obtained in the study of Problem A. The independent 
variables consisted of 7 personality variables and 12 social background variables 
( Appendix A.l), chosen in accordance with Hypothesis B. The personality 
variables were measured by kindergarten teachers' ratings. The ratings were 
written down on a graphic scale according to the following instructions: »Look 
up boy number 1 on the subject list and try to estimate, for the first variable 
on the list, his rank order in a group of 100 boys aged 5-6 who have been 
your pupils. Mark your rating on the rating sheet on the line corresponding to 
the question number, by writing the subject's code number in the space you 
find appropriate. 

1. 

I 

10. 20. 30. 40. 50. 

I

60. 70. 80. 90. 100. 

I 

( 1-10 = feature prominent; 90-100 = feature very slightly perceptible. 
Middle point of the scale at 50 for bipolar traits, e. g. active/passive; 1-10 =
very active; 90-100 = very passive.)» 

In the preliminary study the trait ratings of the two teachers correlated 
+ .71 - + .86. The social background variables consisted of filed information
and such estimations concerning the children's home conditions as the teachers
were supposed to know about. In the preliminary study the teachers' ratings
concerning the socio-economical status of a family revealed the lowest correlation
( + .52). For other variables the inter-rater agreement varied + .63 - + 1.00.

Problem C. Dependence of global rating of aggressiveness on ratees aggressive
habits and background variables. The dependent variables consisted of 5 variables 
for aggressiveness judged according to a general impression ( Appendix A): 
aggressiveness, frustration tolerance, position in the dominance hierarchy ( teased 
by others; feared by others), and motivation of aggressive behaviour. The first 
four variables were rated by using the graphic scale expounded in Problem B. 
In the preliminary study the ratings of the teachers correlated + .86 - + .93. 
The motivation of aggression was rated on the basis of two alternatives. The 
inter-rater correlation was + .66. 

The independent variables consisted of three groups of variables: factor 
scores for the aggression factors ( Problem A), those for the factors of the back­
ground variables ( Problem B), and those for the factors of the situational 
variables. The thirdly mentioned scores were based on ratings concerning the 
target and scene of aggression described in Problem D. 

Problem D. Effects of situational factors on aggressive hehAvirmr. Sittrntional 
variables were grouped according to the scene ( free play period outdoors, free 
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play period indoors, period of directed actlvlty or formal group work) and 
target ( teacher, taller boy, boy of the same size, smaller boy, girl) of aggression. 
The material was gathered together with the ratings of the frequencies of 
aggressive responses ( Problem A) in the following way. For each variable the 
kindergarten teacher estimated, subject by subject, which persons the response 
in question had been directed against, and what kind of situation it had occurred 
in. 

The instructions were as follows: » Try to remember who this boy has be­
haved towards in the manner described first on the list. If the target has been 
mainly a particular person or some particular persons of the mentioned 
alternatives, mark number 2 on the first row of the set of squares on this child's 
rating form. If he has behaved in this particular manner toward other persons 
as well, mark number 1 in the corresponding squares. If you have never observed 
him behave in this particular manner toward one or some of the persons 
mentioned above, mark O for each of them. Describe similarly in what kind 
of situation this boy has behaved as described. If he has behaved so mainly 
in one of the situations mentioned, mark 2 in the corresponding square. If he 
has behaved so in other situations as well, mark 1 in the corresponding squares. 
If he has never behaved so in one or some of these situations, mark O in the 
corresponding squares. 

Note. 2 can be given even though the behaviour in question were more 
uncommon to him than to other children, if you only think that it has been 
directed toward a certain group of people or occurred in a certain situation. 
If the child has behaved as described toward all of the mentioned groups of 
people instead of mainly one, or in all kinds of situations instead of mainly one, 
1 can be written in every square. 

After pupil 1 has been rated for the frequency, target and scene of the first 
described behaviour, pupil 2 is rated similarly, etc., until all of the ratees have 
been described. After this the second behaviour on the list is rated, etc., until 
all of them have been rated in the same way». 

1 

2 

3 

The set of squares for rating was as follows: 

T TB SSB 

T = teacher 
TB = taller boy 
SSB = boy of the same size 
G = girl 
SB = smaller boy 

G SB 0 I 

0 = free play period outdoors 
I = free play period indoors 

DA 

DA = period of directed activity or 
formal group work ( e.g. meals, periods 
of creative expressions, play and music) 

In the premilinary study the inter-tater agreement in ratings for each target 
and scene of aggression were estimated on the basis of the sum scores of the 
columns. The coefficients varied + .66 - + .90. The rating of teacher was least 
reliable among the targets and that of free play period outdoors among the 
scenes. The former is perhaps due to differences in a child's responses to 
different teachers, the latter to the extensiveness of the field of observation 
compared with indoor situations. 
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4. 3. Subjects and procedures

The population of subjects consisted of boys aged 5-6 in the Finnish kinder­
gartens during the spring term of 1964, and the population of raters of their 
teachers. All kindergarten teachers were catalogued. The population of teachers 
was stratified according to the geographical member associations. A random 
sample was taken from each stratum, the number of teachers in each sample 
being proportional to the total number in the stratum. 

Thirty-two teachers were asked by letter whether they would be willing to 
take part in the study. Four teachers refused. The conditions for inclusion in 
the final sample were that the teacher had worked with her group at least six 
months and that the group included at least 7 boys aged 5-6. The teachers 
excluded from the sample ( 11) were replaced by new representatives from the 
corresponding strata. If the list of pupils sent by a teacher revealed that her group 
included more than 10 boys aged 5-6, the subjects were chosen at random. 

After the teachers had returned the premilinary inquiry forms and after they 
had b�en included in the sample, they were sent the rating forms and a note 
informing them that they would be paid 4 mk per subject. About the same time 
there was an article in Lastentarha ( Kindergarten; the publication of the 
National Association of Kindergarten Teachers), signed by the chairman of the 
association, in which all members were encouraged to take part in the study. 
One month was allowed for the ratings. Two teachers failed to return the forms.1 

26 teachers returned the forms filled in as requested. These teachers had 
graduated during the period 1935-1963 (median 1955), and seven of them 
were principals. The total number of children in their groups varied 20-26. 
The groups included 10 half-day courses, 12 whole-day courses, and 4 mixed 
courses. These differences between the courses were not likely to have any 
effect on the ratings of the frequencies of aggressive responses, since the teachers 
of the whole-day courses work on morning and afternoon shifts, and thus did 
not have any more time than the teachers of the half-day courses to make daily 
observations of the children. 

The number of subjects per teacher was 7-10, the total number being 216. 
The average age of the subjects was 6 years 1 month. 

4. 4. Analysis of results

The inner structure of aggression ( Problem A) was examined by the tech­
nique of factor analysis at three levels: 1) primary factor composition of all 
aggression variables ( Appendix A. 1); 2) factor compositions of direct, indirect, 
offensive, and defensive aggression separately; and 3) second order factor com­
position of the primary factors. The correlations were calculated as product­
moment coefficients from normalized scores. The factor analyses were carried 
out by the principal-factor method ( Harman, 1960), and the rotations by the 
varimax method (Kaiser, 1958). The primary factors were also rotated by the 
method of analytic cosine rotation (Vahervuo & Ahmavaara, 1958). All the 

1 Altogether 43 ( 32 + 11) teachers received the first inquiry. Of these 6 
( 4 + 2) refused. 
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operations except the analytic cosine rotation were carried out by the IBM 1130 
computer. 

Dependences of aggressive habits ( described at the factor level in terms of 
the factor scores for the primary factors) on personality and social background 
variables ( Problem B) were studied by the linear regression analysis method 
( Cooley -& Lohnes, 1962; SSP library program 1.3.). Prior to the regression 

analyses the background variables were intercorrelated, factor analysed, rotated, 
and transformed into factor-level variables by means of factor scores. The factor 
scores were computed by the »short» regression method (Harman, 1960; IBM 
SS library program 2.2). This program does not yield formulae for factor scores, 
which makes replication of the study difficult. The procedure was selected, 
however, because the scale scores, on the basis of which the results had been 
analysed earlier by the writer ( Pitkanen, 1966), intercorrelated so highly that 
interpretation of the relations between aggression factors and background vari­
ables proved to be problematic. 

Dependences of global rating of aggressiveness on the ratees' aggressive habits 
( Problem C) were studied by linear regression analyses. A canonical analysis 
( Cooley & Lohnes, 1962) was performed for the description of the trait-rating 
variables in terms of different groups of variables ( factor scores for the aggres­
sion variables, background variables, and situational variables). 

Effects of situational variables on the frequencies of aggressive responses 
( Problem D) were examined from the distributions of the scores obtained 
through teacher rating. The correspondence between the aggression factors for 
the rated frequencies of aggressive responses over different situations ( the pri­
mary factors) and those for each situational variable was investigated through 
a symmetric transformation analysis model (Mustonen, 1966). Eight inter­
correlation matrices were calculated, one for each of the eight situational vari­
ables, on the basis of the teachers' ratings (p. 49). These matrices were factor 
analysed a_nd rotated. Each rotated factor structure was compared with the 
rotated primary factor composition (point 1, above) through transformation 
analysis. 

The operations were carried out by the IBM 1130 computer in the Computer 
Center of the University of Jyvaskyla, with the exception of the canonical anal­
ysis, which was performed by the IBM 360/30 computer at the Finnish State 
Computer Center, and the transformation analysis, which was carried out by 
the Elliot 803 computer in the Computer Center of the University of Tampere. 



5. RESULTS

5. 1. Correspondence between the descriptive model of aggression
and interindividual differencs in behaviour 

5. 1. 1. The descriptive model of aggression

Together with the construction of the descriptive model of aggres­
sion ( pp. 27-29) it was assumed that an obs,erv,er can find out the 
intensity, direction and aim of ,aggressive responses on the has,is of a 
succession of events. It was predicted that they would account for the 
main proportion of the v:ariance of interindividual differences in ag­
gression. 

The hypothesis was studied by factor analysing the intercorrelations 
of the aggress1on v,ariables. As the descriptive model being tested was 
three-dimensional an e:xamt111ation was first made into how the com­
mon var,1anoe of the variab1es can be described i'n terms of the first 
three factors. According to Harman ( 196 7, 100) a prJncip,al-factor 
pattern, without unique factors, may be ,exhibited as follows: 

z1 = a1l1 + a12F2 + a1l3 + ... + 31mF m

z = a 1 F1 + a 2F2 + a 3F3 + ... + a F ,
n n n n nmm 

where each of the n observed variables ( j = 1, 2, ... n) is described 
in terms of m common factors ( F). Each successive common factor 
contributes a decreasing amount t,o the total, original communality. 
Although the first three common factors do not account for all of the 
total communality and the correlations ,among the variables, they 
account, however, for a considerable proportion of it, which is also 
likely to be interpretationally the most important. 
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The first three principal factors accounted for the total communality 
84.6 % . They explained the common varianoe as predicted. 1 Factor 
I was unipolar, the next two bipolar. Factor II was spanned by direct 
vs. indirect aggr-ession, Factor III by defensive vs. offensive aggres­
sion. The correlation between the loadings of the v,adables on F,actor 
I and the communalities (after sev,en factors) was 0.84. Factor I was 
interpretable as a general aggression factor. Interindividual differ­
ences in the fr,equencies of aggression are probably most reli-ably 
discovered for responses that ,are Jn one way or another essential from 
the point of view of the group of taters ( e.g. to the work of kinder­
garten teachers). The correlation between the loadings on Factor I 
and the condemnability2 of the respons·es described by the aggression 
variables was 0.66. Condemnabi1ity and the intensity or observrability 
of aggression are likely to correspond to each other, on the basis of 
which the first principal factor wras interpreted as representing the 
vertical dimension caUed intensity3 in the descriptive model of aggres­
sion. 

Fig. 2. illustrates the three-dimensional structure of the aggression 
variables. The location of the variables was determined by the loadings 
on the first three principal factors. 

The figure corresponded very well to the descriptive model of ag­
gress,ion hypothesi2Jed. All the var1ables were bound together by the 
general aggression factor, i.e. by the positive loadings on the first 
principal factor. Variables 9 and 5 (Appendix A. 1; mimicked resent­
ment and verbal resistance, e.g., go away) had the lowest loadings, 
while variables 24 and 30 for offensive aggressrion had the highest 
loadings. Projections drawn on a plane rnustmte the loadings of the 
v,ariables on the second (direct/indirect) and the third ( defensive/ 

1 The factor matrix is obtainable mimeographed, see footnote, p. 202. 
2 When the material was being gathered for the study, 10 kindergarten 

teachers not included in the final sample of raters were drawn at random from 
the population of raters. They were asked to judge the condemnability of the 
responses described by the aggression variables on the 6-point scale (not con­
demnable at all - extremely condemnable). 

3 In order to find out whether the emergence of the dimension of intensity 
was influenced by the raters' working experience in a kindergarten, an addi­
tional factor analysis was performed of the battery, involving both the aggres­
sion variables and a variable for the time that had passed since the teachers' 
graduation. The latter did not load on the first principal factor. It had the 
highest loading ( 0.29) on the third factor, which indicated that more offensive 
aggression had occurred or had been rated as occurring in young teachers' groups 
than in those of older teachers. 
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III DEFENSIVE 

Fi g u r e  2. The three-dimensional structure of the aggression 
v,adables, the first three principal factors. 

offensive) principal factor. There were only a few differences in the 
main dimensions between the hypothes,ized char-acteristics of the re­
sponses included in the list of variables, ,and the empirical structure of 
the variables. The most remarkable exception concerned variable 18: 
the variance for sneaking was explained more by direct than indirect 
aggres-sion. 



55 

5. 1. 2. Direction and aim of aggression

It was predicted in Hypothesis A. 1 (p. 43) that the direction and 
aim of .aggres•sion would account for a larger proportion of the variance 
of interindividual differences in aggression than the mode of aggres­
sion. The result supported the hypothesis. No factors emerged for the 
mode of aggression interp1,etable as independent of the aim of aggres­
sion. Direct defensive aggression wa·s differentiated, however, accord­
ing to the modes of aggt'ession, after further. factors had been ex­
tracted. 

The v:atimax rotiation of the first three principal £actors yielded the 
followings factors. 1 

Factor I: Defensive aggression, directed toward the instigator, involving all 
modes of aggression, mainly direct, independent of offensive aggression ( cf. 
Factor III). The per cent of the common variance explained by Factor I 
was 28.4. 

Factor II: Indirect aggression involving both the defensive and offensive 
aim. The per cent of the common variance was 37.5. 

Factor III: Offensive aggression together with intense defensive aggression 
involving different modes of aggression. The per cent of the common variance 
was 34.1. 

The varimax rotations were also performed with 4-8 £.actors. The 
first seven eigenvalues accounted for just about ( 98 % ) the total 
original (estimated) communality. 2 The loadings on the eight factor 
were low, and the factor w,as not interpretable. The interpretiation w.as 
based on the sev,en-factor rotation carried out both by the varimax 
method and by the method of analytic cosine rotation. 

Compared with the three-foctor rotation, ,an ,increase in the number 
of rotated factors was not found to alter the interpret,ation of the 
foctor for offensive aggression. In the six-factor rotation a relatively 
small proportion of the variance of indirect aggres,sion w,as explained 

1 The rotated factor matrix is obtainable mimeographed. 
2 There were many criteria available for selecting the number of factors to 

be rotated, but the numbers obtained by different methods varied remarkably. 
The Guilford & Lacey method yielded seven factors, and Burt's only four 
(Thomson, 1956, 122-123). Comparison of the product of eigenvalues with 
unity yielded nine factors, and if the criterion that only factors explaining at 
least 2 % of the total variance should be rotated had been followed, five factors 
should have been interpreted. In the present investigation the number of inter­
pretable common factors was determined by employing Barman's criterion ( 196 7, 
169): the ratio of eigenvalues to the original (estimated) communality should 

be about 1.00. 
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by the other factor, whereas direct defensive aggression w,as divided 
into four factors. The one first detached from the general defensive 
aggression factor, found in the four-factoor rotation, was identified as 
mimic aggression. The second specific factor, interpreted ,as the halo 
factor, was obtained in the five-factor rotation, ,and the third one, in­
terpreted as verbal defensive aggression, in the seven-factor rot,ation. 
After these processes the original defensive aggression factor could 
be described in terms of physical defens,ive -aggression. 

The factors obtiained in the seven-factor rotations 1 were inter­
preted 2 as follows: 

1. Offensive aggression

The highest loadings were found in the variables for both direct and indirect 
physical offensive aggression. This cluster of responses also comprised physical 
defence. Variable 2 (behave defiantly) had more in common with the variables 
for offensive than with those for defensive aggression, and contrary to assump­
tion, its location in Fig. 2 also fell on the quadrant of direct offensive aggres­
sion. In spite of the high loadings of the variables for the physical mode of 
aggression, this factor could not be interpreted on the basis of the mode of ag­
gression, since the variables for both direct and indirect verbal offence also had 
high loadings. Of defensive verbal aggression sneaking and making scornful 
remarks were characteristic of boys who behave offensively. The positive relation 
of sneaking to offensive aggression may have been a consequence of frequent 
complaining of (physical) pain due to frequent or severe conflicts and fights, 
or of attention-getting, which has been assumed to be one of the central motives 
of offensive aggression. 

The factors yielded by the varimax rotation and that by the analytic cosine 
rotation were very much alike. 

The teachers' ratings concerning the targets of aggressive responses rendered 
it possible to examine how the form of aggression described by each factor was 
directed toward different targets. The means of the raw scores combined in 
factors3 indicated that offensive aggression (means obtained from variables 23 
-32) has most often been directed toward boys of the same size. The subse­
quent places are held by smaller boys and girls. Taller boys and teachers have
been attacked less frequently.

2. Indirect aggression (a)

The factor was spanned mainly by aggression toward objects in the environ­
ment through displacement, spread or projection of aggression, but the cor-

1 The rotated factor matrices ( varimax rotation and analytic cosine rotation) 
are obtainable mimeographed. 

2 The variables with a loading of less than 0.30 are not taken into account 
in the interpretation of the factors. 

3 The table is obtainable mimeographed. 
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responding responses toward other persons also had loadings of approximately 
the same size. In addition to the variables mentioned above, swearing suggested 
the presence of anger and diffuse response in a thwarting stimulus situation. 
Besides indirect defensive aggression, this factor explained a proportion of the 
variance of indirect offensive aggression. The factor yielded by the analytic 
cosine rotation was narrower than that yielded by the varimax rotation: the 
former did not cover indirect offensive aggression. 

The means of the rating scores for the targets of indirect aggression ( variables 
13-17 and 21-22) indicated that taller boys and teachers had caused more
stimulus generalization than smaller boys or girls, while the latter had been
vicarious targets more often than teachers or taller boys. The result was con­
sistent with the displacement model of inhibited aggression.

3. Indirect aggression ( b)

The factor had quite a narrow scope. The highest loadings were found in 
two variables of the same kind ( 20 and 31 ) , for which dissimilar aims had been 
defined. The aggression variables included additional response pairs of a cor­
responding kind, but in these the mates divided into separate factors. Indirect 
aggression, in terms of which this factor and the variables spanning it could be 
described, was characterized by imposition on another person's tendency to take 
care of both human beings and objects. Direct aggressive responses remained 
threats. The factors yielded by the orthogonal and oblique rotations corres­
ponded to each other. 

Girls and smaller boys were relatively often targets of this kind of indirect ag­
gression ( variables 20 and 31). The highest mean was, however, that for boys 
of the same size, as in other factors. 

4. Physical defensive aggression

With the exception of variable 3, the largest proportion of the variance of 
which was explained by the seventh factor, the variables for direct, defensive 
physical aggression had significant loadings on this factor. In addition, verbal 
and mimic threat as well as verbal opposition were loaded on this factor. The 
factor represented aggression whose purpose was to repel a thwarting stimulus 
immediately. 

There were some differences between the factors yielded by the varimax and 
analytic cosine rotations, but they did not have any influence upon the general 
interpretation of the fourth factor. 

The means of the rating scores for the targets (variables 1, 4, 6, 12) in­
dicated that physical defence was used mainly against boys of the same size, 
but also against other peers, especially smaller boys. 

5. Verbal defensive aggression

Compared with the fourth factor, this factor could be interpreted correspond­
ingly as verbal defence. Yet it was coloured more affectively than the factor of 
physical defence, in which repellence of thwart was emphasized. A comparison 
of factors 4 and 5 gave rise to the assumption that if a child is capable of re-
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pelling a thwarting stimulus in the most primary and direct way, emotional 
reaction instigated by the situation does not manifest itself as generalized nega­
tive attitudes such as making scornful remarks on somebody else's personality. 

The only differences between the factors yielded by the orthogonal and 
oblique rotations were in the variable for crying. 

The means of the rating scores for the targets (variables 5, 7, 8, 19) indi­
cated that verbal defensive aggression was frequent if the instigator was a taller 
boy. 

6. Mimic aggression

Of the variables for direct mimic aggression resentment and sulk had the 
highest loadings on this factor, but two variables for verbal offensive aggression 
were also loaded on it according to both the orthogonal and oblique rotation. 

For the interpretation of the factor an inspection was made of the distri­
butions of the rating scores for each target in variables for mimic aggression 
( 9 and 10) and verbal offensive aggression ( 26 and 28) m a random sample 
of 100 subjects. 

Variables 
9+10 

26+28 

Teacher+ 
taller boy 
243 
106 

Boy of the 
same size 
150 
174 

Girl+ 
smaller boy 
122 
222 

The difference between the frequency distributions was tested by Chi square, 
and it was found very significant (p<.001). The factor could be interpreted 
as representing some kind of displacement of restrained aggression, but it had 
burst out against smaller peers in the form of verbal offensive aggression. 

7. Halo factor

The factor was spanned by variables for different forms of aggression. Vari­
ables 3, 18, 5 and 10 had, however, one thing in common: they were all first 
variables on the rating form, and variable 27 was the first variable after the 
three rating variables added for the purpose of reducing the response sets. The 
correlation between the order of size of the loadings and the order of rating 
of the variables was 0.62. The factor was interpreted as being spanned by a 
negative halo effect, whose influence upon rating was great at the beginning 
but weakened as rating required continuous discrimination in behaviour of a 
negative nature. The interpretation of the halo factor is supported by results 
concerning the relations of factor scores for the aggression factor to those for 
background factors (p. 67) and to global ratings of aggressiveness (p. 70). 

5. 1. 3. Mode of aggression

It was predicted in Hypothesis A. 2 that the mode of aggression 
may account for the variance of interindividual differences in aggres­
sion in a further analysis of the main forms of aggres.sion. The varfables 
for direct ( 1-12 and 23-28), indirect ( 1-13 and 29-32), de-
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fensive ( 1-22), and offensive (items 23-32) aggression were 
factor analysed separately. 1 These analyses, with the exception of that 
for indirect aggres,sion, yielded factors interpretable on the basis of 
the modes of agg1.1ession. The factors, especially those for defensive 
aggression, can, however, be interpreted also on the basis of the in­
tensity of aggression. 

Direct aggression: 5 factors 

The structure corresponded to the primary factor composition, with the ex­
ception of the indirect aggression factor, the variables of which were excluded. 
Consequently, no factors interpretable on the basis of the modes of aggression 
and involving both the defensive and offensive aim could be found. Expected 
factors for the modes of aggression emerged only for defensive aggression. 

Indirect aggression; 3 factors 

No factors emerged for the modes of aggression. Two factors were interpre­
table on the basis of the aim of aggression. The third factor corresponded to the 
indirect aggression factor ( b) of the primary factor composition. 

Defensive aggression; 5 factors 

No factors were found as obviously interpretable on the basis of the modes 
of aggression as those emerging for defensive aggression when the variables for 
offensive aggression were included in the factor analyses (both for the primary 
factors and for direct aggression);. the factors spanned by direct defensive ag­
gression could be described in terms of the intensity of aggression. 

Factor I: Indirect defensive aggression. 

Factor II: Intensive direct defensive aggression. The highest loadings on 
this factor were found in variables for defensive aggression that were loaded 
on the offensive aggression factor in the primary factor composition. The 
highest loadings were found for sneaking, scornful remarks, fighting, and 
defiant gestures and expressions. 

Factor III: Mimic aggression together with verbal resistance ( 5). 

Factor IV: Physical resistance together with verbal opposition ( 6). 

Factor V: Halo factor. 
The variables for verbal aggression divided into three factors, which differed 

according to the intensity ( condemnability) of aggression. The variables for 
physical and mimic aggression divided into two factors respectively. 

Offensive aggression; 3 factors 

The common variance of offensive aggression proved to be very strong in the 
primary factor composition. The separate analysis yielded, however, factors in­
terpretable on the basis of both the direction and mode of offensive aggression. 

1 The rotated factor matrices are obtainable mimeographed. 
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Factor I: A general offensive aggression factor. The highest loadings were 
found in the variables for direct and indirect physical offence. In addition, 
verbal teasing and scorn were loaded on this factor. 
Factor II: Indirect offensive aggression. Direct physical and verbal offence 
aimed at disturbing others were also slightly loaded on this factor. 
Factor III: Both direct and indirect verbal offensive aggression. In addition, 
the variable of physical hurting loaded significantly. 

If different forms of aggres,sive behaviour were widely represented 
in the vadables, the factor analysis revealed that the most essential 
dimensions describing inrerindividual diff.erences were: ( 1 ) Some 
boys not only defend themselves by responding vigorously, but also 
bring about similar situations for other persons in many ways. ( 2) 
Some children ,are chai,acterized by displacement of aggression and 
indirect revenge, which is a possible cons·equence of the fact that these 
children are afraid or incapable of meeting thwarting stimulus situa­
tions by means of direct actron. ( 3 ) In some children aggression is 
limited to thwarting stimulus situations. Their aggressive behaviour 
takes different forms, probably determined by the instigator: (a) an 
individual may try to eliminate the stimulus immediately, mainly 
physically; ( b) he may protest against the progress of events verbally, 
in which case his response suggests the presence of ,suppressed affects; 
or ( c) he may restrain himsdf from activ,e res,ist,ance and content 
himself with showing displeasure by his appearance, in which case 
his activity may, however, burst out as attacks against other persons 
in some other situations. 

The modes of aggression are probably connected w.ith inhibition of 
behaviour in a thwarting stimulus situation. No factors interpretable 
on the basis of the modes of ,aggression, involving both the defensive 
and offensive aim, could be found. 

5. 1. 4. Second order factors

It was predicted in Hypothesis A. 3 that different ,aggr·essive habits 
intercorrelate positively and combine in the second order factor 
structure into a gener,al overt .aggression factor. The intercorrdations 
of the aggression variables were positive, varying + .08 - + .76. The 
size of the intercorrelations of the foctors ( seven primary factors) 
depended on the operations by which they had been obtained: 

a) The intercorrelations of factor scores were not significantly different from
zero.

b) The intercorrelations of scale scores were positive, varying + .33 - + .70.
The scale scores were compounded as follows. The variables were grouped
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on the basis of the size of the loadings in both rotation solutions to represent 
the factors. (1) Offensive aggression: items 23-26, 28-30, 32, 2; (2) 
Indirect aggression (a) : 13-17, 21-22; ( 3) Indirect aggression ( b) : 20, 
31; (4) Physical defensive aggression: 1.4, 12; (5) Verbal defensive aggres­
sion: 5, 7-8, 19; (6) Mimic aggression: 9, 10; (7) Halo factor: 3, 16, 27. 
The scale scores ( sums of unweighted scores) were calculated for each subject 
from normalized rating scores.1 

c) The intercorrelations of the factors, obtained in the analytic cosine rotation
(Vahervuo & Ahmavaara, 1958, 129), corresponded to the intercorrelations
of the scale scores, varying 0 .22-0. 79.

The second order factors were extracted by factor analysing the
correlation matrices ( b) and ( c). The proportion of the sum of esti­
mated communalides explained by the first factor was 86.1 % and 
76.3 % respectively. The first two eigenvalues accounted for the 
total communality 96.8 % and 92.3 % ( the first three, 101.2 % and 
102.4 % ) . The first £,actor had a very large scope, which supported 
the hypothesis on a general overt aggression factor. Both factor analy­
ses consider,ed, the highest loading on the first second order principal 
foctor, ( range + .86 - + .51) w.as found in the offensiv,e aggression 
factor, and the next highest in the indirect aggression £.actor (a) and 
( b), the halo factor, the factors of physical defensive aggression, and 
verbal defensive aggression, while the lowest loading was found in the 
mimic aggression factor. This order was consistent with the loadings 
of the v,ari:ables on the Hrst principal factor for the primary foctor 
composition, whrch had been interpreted as repr,esenting the dimen­
sion of intens:ity in the descriptiv,e model of ,aggression ( Fig. 2, p. 54). 

The first factor did not, however, explain all of the estimated com­
mon variance. The rotated £,actor matrices are given in Table 1. The 
interpretation was based on the two-factor ronation: 

Factor I: Direct defensive and offensive aggressfon 
Factor II: Indirect defensive and offens,ive aggression 

When both of the second order structures were taken into account the 
highest loadings on Factor I were found in the factors of physical and verbal 
defensive aggression ( the highest loading on the first factor for the scale scores 
was in the halo factor, which, for the structure based on cosine solution, stood 
in the middle of the cluster of direct and indirect aggression). The primary 
factor of offensive aggression contained both direct and indirect aggression, 
which was a possible reason for the fact that its variance was explained by 
both of the second order factors. 

1 The validity coefficients of the scale scores ( estimated factor scores) ( Va­
hervuo, 1956, 108) on the rotated factors obtained by the varimax method 
were as follows. F.I: 0.78; F.II: 0.86; F.III 0.54; F.IV: 0.60; F.V: 0.65; 
F.VI: 0.63; F.VII: 0.74.
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T a b  1 e 1. Rotated factor matrices, second order factors 

Primary factors Structure of Structure based on 
scale scores cosine solution 

I II h2 I II h2 

1. Offensive aggression 60 62 74 42 64 59 

2. Indirect aggression (a) 39 74 70 17 87 79 

3. Indirect aggression ( b) 20 82 71 28 83 77 

4. Physical defensive aggression 74 35 67 70 31 59 

5. Verbal defensive aggression 74 37 68 75 08 59 

6. Mimic aggression 30 44 28 51 37 40 

7. Halo factor 79 29 71 59 45 55 

The highest loadings on Factol' II were found in both indirect aggression 
factors. Factor II also accounted, to some extent, for the variance of the mimic 
aggression factor, which had been interpreted as reflecting some kind of dis­
plac::!ment of aggression, i.e. stimulus generalization, which also took place in 
indirect aggression (a). 

In spite of the differences in the operations by which the inter­
correlations had been obuained, the structures of the second order 
factors corresponded rather well. They showed that the cluster of 
variables bound together by the general aggression foctor could be 
le scribed in terms of two orthogonal axes. They could be named on 
the basis of the direction of aggression, one of the two cross-sectional 
dimensions in the descriptiv,e model of aggression. 

5. 2. Dependences of aggressive habits on personality and social
background variables 

It was predicted in Hypothesis B. 1 that background variables de­
scribing an individual'•s ability to defend himself within his social 
group correlate with direct .and indirect .aggression. The second order 
factors showed that dit1ect aggression was most clearly represented in 
the primary factors of physical and verbal defensive aggression, and 
indirect aggression in those of indirect f,lggression ( the variance of 
offensive and mimic aggression as well .as that of the halo £,actor was 
explained by both of the second order £.actors) . 

In the e:x;amination of the hypothesis the dependent vf<lriables con­
sisted of the factor scores for the seven primary factors of ,aggression. 
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The independent variables, defined eXiactly in Appendix A. 1, are 
given in Table 2. 

T ,a b 1 e 2. Correlation coefficients between background variiables 
and factor scores for the aggression factors 

Direct Indirect Differences 
defensive aggression direct/ 

Halo Off. Mimic indirect 
Background variables Phys. Verb. factor aggr. aggr. (a) (b)

4 5 7 1 6 2 3

Age -10 -07 03 -11 -18'"' -22'"' -09 n.s.
Stature 03 -01 -02 -02 10 -16''"' 12* 4-21 

Intellectual development 08 06 -09 -14* -09 -07 -05 n.s.
Verbal development 10 14"'' -08 -04 -07 -06 00 4-21, 5-21 

Active ( vs. passive) 14"'' 12'' 36''"' 13,·,,·, -12''' -01 -13"' 4-32
, 5-32 

Leader ( vs. withdrawing) 06 23'"' 35'"' 22''"' -07 -01 -19'"' 4-32
, 5-22

, 5-32 

Popular ( vs. despised) 11 03 -09 -07 -05 -10 -10 4-21,4-V 
Number of children in family 00 -05 -06 01 -16'°"'' -02 -11

'' Significant at .05 level, if r � .12 
"'* Significant at .01 level, if r � .16, for a one-tailed test. 
The significance of the difference (d): 1 p<.05, if d�0.16, 2 p<.01, if d�0.23, for 
a one-tailed test and for this range of size of the correlations (Mc Nemar, 1955). 

The assumption that the strength of indirect aggressive habits 
within a particular social group is determined by inhibition of direct 
aggression in certain s,ituations, e.g. because within his group an in­
dividual is younger, physically weaker, or equipped with a lower 
inllellectual capacity than the average, or because hi-s. communication 
habits with others of the same ·age are weak, received only small sup­
port. The correlations between these var1ables and the factor scores 
for the aggression factors were low, and only some of them were sig­
nificantly different from zero. 

n.s.

Age correlated negatively with the amount of aggression, but significantly 
( p < .01) only with indirect aggression (a), which supported the hypothesis. 
Contrary to the hypothesis, the differences between the correlations concerning 
age and indirect aggression, and age and direct aggression, were not significant. 
Small stature correlated positively ( p < .01) with indirect aggression (a) which 
also supported the hypothesis. The positive correlation ( p < .05) between large 
stature and indirect aggression (b) is perhaps related to fatness typical of passive 
boys. The correlations concerning intellectual development were not significant. 
With regard to verbal development, there was one significant correlation, and 
the differences between the correlations accorded with the hypothesis. 

As far as the hypothesized variables for communication habits are concerned 
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it could be seen that direct aggression correlated positively with general activity 
and leadership, whereas indirect aggression ( b) was characteristic of withdrawn 
and passive individuals. The differences between the correlations supported the 
hypothesis. A small number of children in a family did not correlate with in­
direct aggression as expected, with the exception of mimic aggression, which 
correlated with background variables in much the same way as the factors of 
indirect aggression. 

Of the mode of aggression it was predicted in Hypothesis B. 3 that 
physical aggression corre1ates positively with physioal fitness, v•erbal 
aggression with verbal ability, and both of them with general activity 
more highly than mimic aggression. Only the factors for defensive 
aggression were interpretab1e on the basis of the mode of aggression. 
The hypothesis was partly supported. 

The correlations between general activity and the modes of defensive aggres­
sion supported the hypothesis. In addition, the difference in the correlations 
between leadership and the verbal or mimic mode of aggression agreed with 
the hypothesis. 

Verbal defensive aggression correlated significantly with verbal development. 
The result supported the hypothesis; yet the correlation did not differ from 
the corresponding correlation of physical defence. The negative correlation of 
mimic aggression was, however, significantly ( p < .05) different from those 
mentioned above. 

The index of stature ( Appendix A. 1) was employed as an estimate of physi­
cal fitness. It did not correlate with the mode of aggression as expected. On 
the basis of the results the hypothesis. could not, however, be nullified; the 
correlations should be re-examined by employing variables which would measure 
physical fitness from a greater variety of aspects. 

It was predicted in Hypothesis B. 2 that variables reflecting (a) 
control of behaviour and ( b) the amount of experienced deprivations 
corre1ate with offens.iv,e and defensive aggression. Only one of the 
primary factors of aggression was interpretable mainly as offensive ag­
gression. Defensive aggres,s.ion independent of offensive .aggression 
was represented by the factors of physioal ,and verbal defence. ( Both 
of the factors for indirect aggression as well as the mimic .aggression 
factor involved both defensive and offensive .aggression.) 

The independent variables consisted of 19 personality .and social 
background variables ( Appendix A. 1, Problem B) . To reduce the 
number of dimensions, the background variables were tnansformed 
into factor-level variables. 1 The eigenvalues of the fi'rst six factors as 
a percentage of the sum of estima11ed communalities was 95.8. 

The v,ari:able of poor home condit1ons div.ided into two factors 
( I and VI). Factor I was interpreted as indifference toward the child; 

1 The rotated factor matrix is obtainable mimeographed. 
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this being independent of the sodal status. Factor VI r,epresented low 
socio-economical status. 

The variances of general .activity and leadership were also exp1ained 
by two factors ( II and IV). Factor II w,as interpreted ,as socially 
acceptable activity, the opposite of which consisted of passiveness, 
low level of intellectual and verbal development, and unpopularity,1 
and Factor IV as uncontrolled behaviour. 

Factor V was a specific age factor; in the s,ample the subjects at­
tending whole-day courses had been younger than those .atbending half­
day courses. Factor III was spanned by exceptional vs. normal home 
relations: if the parents were divorced or if the child was illegitimate, 
there were fewer children in the family, and the subject was the only 
or the youngest child more often than when the family relations were 
normal. 

Dependences of .aggressive habits on background variables were 
examined •at the factor level by the method of linear regvession anal­
ysis. The variables were transformed into factor-level v,adables by 
means of factor scores. The independent variables cons.ist·ed of the 
factor scores for the background variables. Each factor scor,e for the 
seven primary factors of aggression was treat,ed separately as a de­
pendent variable. 

The results obtained by s·even regression :analys,es, ar,e summarized 
in Table 3. ( The interoorrdations of the predictor v,arrab1es were not 
significantly different from zero.) 

It was hypothesized ( Hypothesi's B. 2) that the habit strength of 
o f f e n s i v e  a g g r  e s s i o n i's determJned by parent,s' indiffer­
ence toward the child arousing secondary motivation of aggressive
behaviour, and possibly also by other background factors which may
cause him depriv.ations and feelings of inferiority. The regression
coefficients indicated that the dependence between the factor of
parents' indifference toward the child and the offensive aggression
factor was significant, whereas, the dependences between the former
and the factors for direct defensive agg11ess.ion were not. The result
supported the hypothesis. The regress.ion coefficient of the factor of
low socio-economical status in the offensive aggres·s.ion factor, how­
ever, was not significant. This contradi'cted the hypothesis.

A further assumption was that the dependenoe between the lack of 
control of behaviour ,and the habit of offensive aggression is stronger 
than that between the former and the habit of direct def.ensd.ve aggres-

1 The interdependences were probably strengt]:iened as a result of the method 
used for gathering material. 

3 
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Tab 1 e 3. Results of the regression analys·es, £.actor scores for 
background and aggression var.iables 

Defensive 
aggression 

Independent variables Phys. Verb. 

I Indifference toward -.06 
the child 

VI Low socio-economical .04 
status 

IV Uncontrolled .07 
behaviour 

II Socially approved .09 
activity 

.05 

.05 

.14'''

.09 

V Age ( age reversed) 
III Normal ( vs. excep­

tional) family 
relations 

.06 .09 

.02 -.04 

R 

,., Significant at .05 level. 
*" Significant at .01 level. 

'"'"' Significant at .001 level. 
1 Significant at .1 level. 

.17 .24 

Offen­
sive 

aggr. 

.16''' 

.09 

Indirect 
aggression 

(a) (b)

.121 .08 

-.07 .01 

Mimic Halo 
aggr. factor 

.08 .12* 

.00 .25*** 

.35''""' .05 -.18"'* -.09 .50*** 

-.08 

.131 

-.09 

-.07 -.03 -.07 -.05 

.211
"' .08 .15* -.06 

.03 -.121 -.121 -.121 

.. 58***

s.ion. The regress1on coeff.idents were cons,istent with the hypothesis. 
The regression coefficients of the factor of socially approved behav­
iour were not signifioant. 

Of the two remaining factors of background variables only the age factor 
predicted, to some extent, the habit strength of offensive aggression. The age 
factor had been loaded significantly not only by age but also by the whole-day 
course and exceptional family relations variables. Both of these correlated sig­
nificantly with the factor scores for offensive aggression (r = .25; p < .001, 
and r = .16; p < .01, respectively), while the correlation between age and 
offensive aggression was not significant. The regression coefficient of the age 
factor in the offensive aggression factor could perhaps be interpreted through 
secondary motivation of offensive aggression: a child spends 8-9 hours a day 
in a big group of children, with only a few teachers. This may result in a desire 
to attract attention at least negatively, especially if his family relations are some­
how exceptional, in which case he has possibly been neglected. Another reason 
for a child's nonacceptable behaviour is probably the fact that it is tiring for 
him to stay with other children for such a long time. This increases his suscepti­
bility to conflicts, and in this way also the amount of offensive aggression. 
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The significant dependence between the age factor (Factor V) and the 
indirect aggression factor ( a) was parallel with that between the former and 
the offensive aggression factor. In this case the regression coefficient was, how­
ever, interpretable mainly through the negative correlation between age and 
the habit strength of indirect aggression, the interpretation of which has been 
presented earlier. Also the factor of indifference toward the child was slightly 
related to the indirect aggression factor (a). The habits of both indirect and 
offensive aggression were assumed to develop from primary defensive aggression 
under certain conditions. 

The dependences between the factors for background variables and the 
indirect aggression factor ( b) were, to some extent, similar to those between 
the former and the mimic aggression factor. These aggressive habits, particularly 
that of indirect aggression ( b), were characteristic of passive boys and of boys 
who came from families with only a few children ( often the subject was the 
only child); in many cases the parents were divorced or the child was illegiti­
mate. 

The dependences between the seventh factor, called the halo factor, and the 
background variables proved to be stronger than those between the factors re­
flecting actual aggressive habits, and the background variables; the multiple 
correlation of the halo factor was larger than those of the other factors for ag­
gression variables. The best predictors were the factors of uncontrolled be­
haviour and low socio-economical status. The latter did not predict any other 
aggression factor. 

Although the regression coefficients wer,e small, there were depend­
ences between aggresslve habits and background v.ariables that were 
consist,ent with the hypothesis. As the dependences had been obtained 
by employing the factor scoves, they were likely to be more reliable 
than the corre1ations at the variable level. 

5. 3. Dependence of global rating of aggressiveness on aggressive
habits and background variables 

5. 3. 1. Dependence of global rating of aggressiveness on aggressive
habits 

It was predicted in Hypothesis C that global rating of the tnait of 
aggressivenes·s is determined primarily by the amount of offensive and 
indirect aggression, while dir,ect defensiv,e aggression independent of 
oHensive aggression w.as assumed to have re1atively slight effect on 
it in the case of boys ,aged 5-6. 

The independent variables consisted of the factor scores for the 
seven pr,imary factovs of aggression. The dependent variables consisted 
of five variables of aggression judged according to a general impres-
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s.ion: aggressiveness, which was considered the main variable for
global rating of the trait of aggressiveness, frustration tolerance, po­
sition in the dominance hierarchy ( teased by others, feared by others)
and secondary motiv1ation of aggr,essiv•e behaviour. The intercorrela­
tions of the dependent v,ari:ables varied+ .26 - + .46. 1 

Dependences between the independent and dependent variables 
were •examined by the method of linear regression analysis by treating 
each trait-r,ating variable for aggressiveness separately ,as a dependent 
variable. The results of the five regression analyses are summarized 
in Table 4. 

T a b 1 e 4. Results of the regression .analyses, trait-r,ating variables 
of aggressiveness, and factor scores for aggression variables 

Aggressiveness Frustration Position in domi- Motivation 
Independent ( vs. peace- tolerance: nance hierarchy of behaviour: 
variables fulness) low secondary 

Teased Feared 

1. Offensive aggression .45'""' .52'°"'''' .21''* .35'""' .35*''* 

2. Indirect .16'' .26''** .10 -.01 .10 

aggression ( a)
3. Indirect -.01 -.28'''* .08 .05 -.06 

aggression ( b)
4. Physical defensive .04 .08 -.04 -.19** .08 

aggression
5. Verbal defensive .00 .29**''' .10 .04 -.05 

aggression
6. Mimic aggression .10 -.01 .21''"' .06 .05 

7. Halo factor .55'"'''' .43,'nh', .30''''"'' .39''''"'' .35*'"'' 

R .61'"'"'' .65'',;',;', .41'"'"'' .54;'c;'c;', .54'"'"''

The regression coefficients of the aggression factors in the variable 
of aggressiveness ( vs. peacefulness) were patallel with the hypothesis, 
yet lower than expected. The best predictor was the halo factor. 
Contnary to the hypothesis, the multiple correlation of 1aggr,essiveness 
( vs. peacefulness) was not higher than that of the variable for frustra­
tion tolerance (,a child tends to display aggr,ession with very little 
reason - only after s·ev,erely provoked) . 

1 The intercurrelaliu11 1ualrix is obtainable mimeographed.
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All the regressiion coefficients of the offensive aggression factor 
were significant, the largest of them being in the variable for low 
frus,tr.ation tolerance and in aggressivenes,s ( vs; peacefulness ) . The 
result support,ed t.he hypothesis. When both the high loading of the 
offensive aggression fiactor on the first principal factor in the second 
order factor structure ( on the general overt aggression factor) , .and 
the dependences between the offensive .aggres,sion factor ,and global 
rating of aggressiveness are taken into account, it seems probable that 
this habit of aggression is t h e b e s t i n d i c a t o r o f w h a t i s 
m e a n t b y a g g r e s s i v e b e h a v i o u r. 

The largest regression coefficients of the indirect aggression factor 
( a) were found in the variables of low frustration tolerance .and ag­
gressiveness. As ·expected, they were smaller than the corresponding
coefficients of offensive aggress.1on. The other coefficients of the in­
dir,ect aggr,ession factor (,a) were not significant.

Contrary to the hypothe,sis, the regression coefficient of the indirect 
aggression factor ( b) in aggressiveness was, not significant, and in the 
variable of frustration tolerance it was significantly negative. The 
latter indicated that the habit of indirect ,aggression ( b) was more 
charact,eristic of boys with a h i g h than of those with a low frustra­
tion to1erance. Moreover, it had been found out eadier that the 
strength of this habit correlated positively with passiveness. It is 
possible that these boys have overlearned inhibition of ,emotional and 
spontaneous reactions; they can be called »overcontrollers» (Block & 
Martin, 19 5 5). The indiirect aggression foctor ( b) represented a form 
of aggression whose exist,ence, in the theoretical frame of reference, 
had not been predicted. 

The regression coefficients of the factors of physical, verbal and 
mimic defensive aggression in aggressiveness ( vs. peacefulness) were 
not significant, which supported the hypothesis. The regression co­
efficient of the v e r b  a 1 .aggression factor ,in frustration toler,ance, 
however, was significant, which was pamllel with the significant de­
pendences between the factors of verbal ,aggresslon and uncontrolled 
behaviour ( Table 3). The nonsignificant regression coefficients of the 
p h y s i c a 1 defensive aggressfon factor independent of off.ensive ag­
gression suggested that the strength of this aggress,ive habit was not 
a powerful determinant of the imp11ession ,about aggressive personality. 
On the contrary: the dependence between the physical aggression 
factor and position in the domrnance h1emrchy indicated that, unlike 
offensive boys, defensive boys were not feared by others. Yet physi­
oally defensive boys were not in a low position in the »pecking order» 
of the group, as shown by the nonsignificant regression coefficient in 
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the variable »teased by others». The significant regression coefficient 
of the m i m i c aggression £,actor in this variable was in accordance 
with the dependence between the mimic aggression factor and pas­
siveness, which had been interpreted as being connect,ed w.ith weak 
communicadon habits and inabi1ity to defend oneself. 

The regression coefficients of the halo factor were very sJgnificant. 
The largest of them was found in aggressiveness. ( vs. peacdulness). 
With the regr,ession coefficients ( Table 3) of the factors of uncon­
trolled behaviour and low socio-economical status in the halo factor 
taken into ,account ( the latter did not predict any other aggression 
factors ) , t h e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f t h e h ,a 1 o f a c t o r 
c a n b e c o n s i d e r e d j u s t i f i e d. 

5. 3. 2. Description of global rating of aggressiveness in terms of the
different groups of variables 

It was pr,edict,ed in Hypothesis C that global rating of the tr,ait of 
aggressiveness is det<ermi:ned not only by ·aggressive habits but also by 
individual background variables and the targets and sc,enes of ,aggres­
sion charact,eristic of an individual's aggressive behav:iour. 

In order to find out those .aspects of global rating of aggressiveness 
and of the predictor viariables most closely related to ,each other, a 
canonical analysis was carded out. The dependent ( cdterion) v,ari­
ables consisted of the ,s,ame five trait-tating v,a11iables as those in the 
regression analysis des.cribed in the preceding chapter. 

The independent (predictor) v,ariab1es ( 16) consisted of three 
groups of variables: 

1) factor scores for the sev,en primary £,actors of the aggression vari­
ables,

2) factor scores for the six factors of the background vadables,, and
3) factor scores for the three factors of the situational variables.

The factors of the situational variables were obtained as follows. On the
basis of the teachers' ratings concerning the targets and scenes of aggressive 
responses the sum scores were calculated for each subject over all the aggres­
sion variables in each situational variable. The intercorrelations of the sum scores 
varied + .38 - + .77. To reduce the number of dimensions and the harmful 
influence of multicollinearity these variables were also transformed into factor­
level variables by means of factor scores. The rotated factor matrix is presented 
in Table 5. 
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T a b l e  5. Rotated factor matrix, situational variables

Variables I II III h2 

Target of aggression 
Teacher 23 82 18 76 

Taller boy 71 38 26 72 
Boy of the same size 79 24 21 73 

Smaller boy 38 22 69 67 

Girl 29 38 70 71 

Scene of aggression 
Free play periods outdoors 76 09 37 72 
Free play periods indoors 56 42 49 74 

Periods of directed activity 23 76 43 81 

Factor I indicated that the amount of aggression toward taller boys and that 
toward boys of the same size were closely related to each other. This type 
of aggression was frequent during free play periods both outdoors and in­
doors. 

Factor II was spanned mainly by aggression toward a teacher and during 
periods of directed activity; it thus reflected the kind of aggressive behaviour 
that most clearly breaks norms in regard to both the target and scene of ag­
gression. 

Factor III reflected aggression toward girls and smaller boys. All the variables 
for the scene of aggression were also loaded on this factor. 
The correlations of the factor scores for the situational variables to the factor 

scores for the aggression and background variables are presented in Table 6. 

T a b  1 e 6. Correlation coefficients of situational variables to aggression and 
background variables, factor scores 
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All the factors of the situational variables correlated significantly with the 
offensive aggression factor, halo factor, and the factors for indifference toward 
the child, low socio-economical status, and uncontrolled behaviour. In addition, 
aggression toward peers ( Factors I and III) correlated particularly with the 
verbal defensive aggression factor. 

The interdependences of the independent variables ,are shown in 
Tables 3 and 6. The factor scores for the same group of variables did 
not intercorrelate highly. The highest correlation coefficients did not 
exceed I 0.16 I. 

The results of the canonical analysi<s are shown in Table 7. The 
maximum canonical correlation obtained was 0.82, which was statisti­
cally very significant. The second and the third canonical correlation 
were also significant. Consequently, the independent variables as 
linear combinations accounted for the variance of the tmit-rating vari­
ables of ,agg1,essiveness in at least three different ways. 

The first pair of axes (p<.0005): The variance of low frustnation 
tolerance, aggress,iveness, secondary motivation of aggvession, and 
position in the dominance hierarchy was accounted for by the o f f e n­
s i v  e aggression factor and the ha 1 o £.actor to a statistically signifi­
cant extent. The vesult w.as in ,accordance with those obtained earlier 
by the vegression .analysis. The first vector-pair was also lightly weight­
ed by the indirect aggression factor (a), the factor of uncontrolled 
behaviour, and the factors of situational v,ar.iJables. It had been pre­
dicted that the v,ariance of the trait-rating variables of aggressiveness 
would be accounted for by those situational v1arlables which represent 
the amount of ,aggr-ession directed toward thos·e persons ,and occurring 
in those -situations generally i,equidng strong control of behaviour. 
This type of aggr-ession was reflected by factor II of the situational 
variables, and to some extent also by Factor III. The first vector-pair 
was not, however, weighted more heavily by Factors, II and III than 
by Factor I; the loadings of the factors of the background variables 
were also lower than expected. 

The second pair of axes ( p<.0005): The variance of v,ariable 3 
( teased by others) was accounted for by the factor of socially approv­
ed behaviour; the negative loading indicated that a 1 o w  position in 
the dominance hie11archy w.as related to a low intellectual capacity, 
passiveness and unpopularJty. The second vector-pair w,as weighted 
also by the factor containing aggr-es,sion toward girls and smaller boys, 
and to ,a small ,extent by the factor of indifference toward the child. 

The third pair of axes (p<.005): The other part (cf. the first 
vector-pair) of the var.1ance of the variable of 1 o w frustration toler­
ance was accounted for by the factors of physical and verbal defen-



T a b 1 e 7. Canonical correlations and vectors 

Variables Predictors
Aggression factors
1. Offensive aggression
2. Indirect aggression (a)
3. Indirect aggression ( b)
4. Physical defensive aggression
5. Verbal defensive aggression 
6. Mimic aggression 
7. Halo factor

Background factors
8. Indifference toward the child
9. Low socio-economical status10. Socially approved activity 

11. Uncontrolled behaviour
12. Age ( age reversed) 13. Normal (vs. exceptional) family
Factors of situational variables
14. Aggression toward boys ( I )
15. Aggression toward the teacher (II)
16. Aggression toward smaller peers (III)

Criteria
1. Aggressiveness ( vs. peacefulness) 2. Low (vs. high) frustration tolerance
3. Position in domi- { teased by others4. nance hierarcy feared by others
5. Motivation of aggression: secondary 

Canonical R
Chi squaredf 
p< 

Latent vectors
2 3 

57 -25
24 -11
01 05 

03 1103 -01
00 07
47 -08

15-05
0729 -10
03

27
25 

23 

49 
64 -09
37 46 
82

350.53
80

.0005

29 -10
-56
-23

14
05

20
07
34

-23-28
89 -22
16
52 

135.56
60

.0005

-0924
-36

28
29-30

-34

-19-06
10

-31
07

-03

49
18
05 

-27
78

-03-57
-07

43
74.11

42
.005

4

-1910
-03

73 

23
-32
-07
-24

06
32

-03
-21
-36
-08

02
55

06

-15-25
-30
-26

87
35

35.3726
.1

sive aggression ,and by the factor of aggression toward boys, h i g h
frustration to1erance was accounted for by the factors of indirect ag­
gression ( b) .and mimic aggression. The negat,ive loadings of the halo 
factor and the factor of uncontrolled behaviour can be ·explained as 
due to the orthogonality between the predictor var1at·es III and I. 
The negative loadings of those dependent v,atiables which, together 
with the v.ar1able of frustration tolerance, were weight,ed in the first 
criterion v,adate, can be understood correspondingly. 
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The fourth canonical correlation was not large enough to be statistically 
significant. The fourth vector-pair could, however, be given a meaningful inter­
pretation: it can be employed as a guideline. The variance of the variable of 
secondary motivation of aggression (by means of his aggressive behaviour a 
child attempts to satisfy his needs which have remained unsatisfied, e.g. tries 
to be leader of his group or to attract attention) was best accounted for by 
Factor II of the situational variables. Factor II contained the amount of ag­
gression directed toward those persons and occurring in those situations gener­
ally requiring strong control of behaviour. The fourth vector-pair was weighted 
also by the factor of low socio-economical status and the age factor ( the ag­
gressive behaviour of older children was motivated secondarily to a greater 
extent than that of younger children). 

No vector-pair was weighted by Factor III of the background variables, which 
contained the number of children in the family and exceptional vs. normal 
family relations. 

On the bas.is of the canonical correlations the conclusion could be 
dmwn that the varianoe of the five global variables of aggJ.1ess.iveness 
mted by the kindergarten teachers w,as not limi,ted to one general 
halo dimension that could be considered an interpretation of the first 
canonical vector-pair. This general ,aspect had been present most 
clearly in the rating of the V1ar,iable aggressiveness vs. peacefulness. Of 
the aggres,sive habits the habit strength of offensive aggression had 
been the foJ.1emost basis for the global rating of. .aggressiveness, as 
shown by the results of both the canonioal analysis .and the regression 
analysis. ( p. 69). The variance of the mt-ing of an .individual's low 
frustration tolerance was .also explained by the habit of defensive ag­
gression independent of of£ensive aggression. Besides these, there 
were two other ,aspects of ,aggressive behaviour: aggJ.1ession toward 
smaller peers, which was related to a low positi'on in the dominance 
hierarchy, ,and aggressiion toward a teacher, which was related to the 
secondary motivation of aggression. 

5. 4. Effects of situational control on aggressive behaviour

5. 4. 1. Effects of situational control on the frequencies of different
forms of aggression 

The aggressiv,e behaviour of an individual was assumed to v ,ary ac­
cording to the stimulus sfruation in spille of hits average aggr,essive 
habits. It was predicued in Hypothesis D that situarional control ( de­
fined p. 42) ,affects both the frequencies of differ,ent forms of aggres­
sion and the structure of aggression. 

In order to study the frequencies of different forms of aggtessiun 
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in different situations ( wJth various targets and scenes) the ,aggres­
sion v,ar1ab1es were classified by employing the empirically obtained 
descriptive model of the aggressive responses ( Figure 2, p. 54). 
From the scores obtained by the teachers' ratings conc,erning the situa­
tional variables the sum scores were calculated over all the subjects 
for each situational variab1e, consider.ing 1) all the aggression vari­
ables ( items 1-32), 2) the v,ariables of direct (items 1-8, 10-12, 
18-19, 23-29) and 3) indir,ect (items 9, 13-17, 20-22, 30-
32) aggression, and 4) the variables repl'es.enting each of the quad­
rants direct-defensive, direct-offens•tve, indirect-defensive, and in­
direct-offensive aggression. The sum scores for each situational vari­
able as percentages of the sum scores over all the situational v,arfables
are presented in Table 8.

In connection with the sdection of the targets of aggression it was 
assumed, on the basis of the hequencies of aggress,ron presented by 
Dawe (1934), Jersild & Markey (1935), Griaham et al. (1951), 
Cohen ( 1955), and Walters et ,al. ( 1957), that, on the aver,age, situa­
tional control is strongest when the target is a teacher, next strongest 
when it is a t:aller boy, a girl, a smaller boy, and weakest when the 
target is a boy of the s,ame size. The concept of situational control was 
defined by us,ing as a criterion the str,ength of the inhibition of direct, 
defensive, phys.ical .aggr,ession. The mting •scores for the targets of this 
form of aggression were distributed ,as follows: teacher 1.5 % , t,aller 
boy 18.5 % , girl 17 .9 % , smaller boy 23.1 % , boy of the same size 
39.0 %. The distribut-ions for the scenes were: periods of directed 
activity 16.9 % , free piay per1ods indoors 38.3 % , free p1ay periods 
outdoors 44.8 % . 

The amount of total aggression toward teachers was significantly 
( p<.00 1) smal1er, ,and that toward boys of the s,ame size significantly 
( p<.00 1) greater than if the ratings for the target had been comple­
tely random. The frequency distribution of the rating scores was as 
expected, .and the scores could not be considered r,andom. Cor­
respondingly, the amount of total aggression during periods of 
directed activity was significantly (p<.001) smalle·r, .and that during 
free play periods outdoors significantly (p<.001) g1,eater, compared 
with the random distribution. The result supported the hypothesis: 
all the forms of aggression consii:dered, more aggression appeared with 
weak than with strong situational control. 

The difference in the frequency distributions for the targets be­
tween direct and indirect aggres·s,�on were smaller than expected. 
In both cases the distributions followed the total distribution. In ac­
cordance with Hypotheses D. 1 b and D. 1 c, the •amount of indirect 
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Ta b 1 e 8. Frequency distributions of the rating 1soores for the 
situational variables, percentages 

Target of aggression 

Form of aggression Teacher Taller Girl Smaller Boy of the 
boy boy same size 

Total distribution % 9.1 21.7 17.3 19.0 33.0 

a (P) 2.1 2.8 2.6 2.7 3.2 
Direct aggression % 8.6 21.1 17.7 19.6 32.9 
Indirect aggression % 10.8 23.8 15.5 16.7 33.2 
Direct defensive % 6.8 22.1 16.4 19.5 35.1 
Direct offensive % 11.0 19.7 19.5 19.8 30.1 
Indirect defensive % 12.3 25.4 13.4 15.3 33.6 
Indirect offensive % 8.7 21.7 18.3 18.7 32.8 

Scene of aggression 

Form of aggression Directed Free play Free play 
activity period indoors period outdoors 

Total distribution % 21.8 36.3 41.9 

a (P) 2.8 3.3 3.4 
Direct aggression % 21.6 36.6 41.8 
Indirect aggression % 22.3 35.4 42.3 
Direct defensive % 19.7 36.8 43.5 
Direct offensive % 24.1 36.3 39.6 
Indirect defensive % 21.9 35.2 42.9 
Indirect offensive % 22.9 35.9 41.2 

aggressfon toward teachers and taller boys ( due to the amount of in­
direct defensive agg1:1ession in particu1ar) was, however, proportion­
ally somewhat greater than the amount of direct ,aggression tow1ard 
them. The reverse difference was found in .aggress,ion tow,ard girls 
and smaller boys, not in aggression toward boys of the same size as 
expected in Hypotheses D. 1 b and D. 1 c. The amount of indirect ag­
gression was determined by the power of the target rather than by 
general controlling and inhibiting factors such ,as ,advice and instruc­
tions ( girls or ·smaller peers should not be harmed) . A probable inter­
pretat,ion of the result is that when the attacker i's more powerful than 
the target, his chances of eliminating the thwarting stimulus are more 
varied than when the target is more powerful. In this opposite oase 
the instigated .aggression can be disp1aye<l ,indirectly. 
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The frequency distributions for the scenes in the cHffel'ent forms 
of aggression followed the total distribution ev,en more closely than 
those for the targets.. The most remarkable exception was found in 
direct offensive aggression: contrary to Hypothesis D. 1 c, the amount 
of direct offensive ,aggression was relatively gr,eat during periods of di­
rected .activity, and rdativdy small during free play periods outdoors. 
The result was due to the foct that half of the variables for offensive 
aggression contained dis:turbanoe of a group's activities, and that 
periods of dir,ected activity had been rated as the scenes of these 
disturbances as often as the other alternatives ( in general, the differ­
ences between the scenes were clearly pa1.1allel with the total distri­
bution) . 1 

5. 4. 2. Effects of situational control on the structure of aggression

It was predicted in Hypothesis D. 2 a that with the employment 
of the factor analysis method more differentiation takes place in in­
terindividual differences in direct ( defensive .and offensive) aggression 
with weak situational control than when the factor�al str:uctme is 
based on average frequendes of aggression independent of situational 
variables. Hypothesis D. 2 b was formu1ated correspondingly so as to 
concern .interindividual differences in indirect aggression with strong 
situational control. 

The intercorrelations of the aggression var1ables for each situational 
variable were calculated, and the factor analysis and varimax rouations 
were carded out for each of them. The corr-espondenoe of the struct­
ures to the primary factor composit1on technically independent of 
them was investigated by the method of symmetric tr,ansformation 
analysis. ( In this method, developed by Mustonen, divergent trans­
formation is to a large extent similar regardless of the direction of 
transformation.) The analyses were based on the orthogonal five­
factor rotations. An attempt w,as also made to carry out transforma­
tion ,analyses on the basis of the six-foctor and seven-factor rotations, 
but the number of factors was too great. The transformation ,analy-

1 The frequency distributions for the aggression variables as raw scores as 
well as the distributions of the targets and scenes for each variable are obtainable 
mimeographed. It can be seen from this table that the most usual aggressive 
response in kindergartens was verbal resistance ( 5; e.g. go away) against boys 
of the same size and during free play periods outdoors, The most unusual ag­
gressive response was offensive aggression toward another person by means of 
teasing somebody under his protection ( 31 ) . 
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tical comparisons were made, as mentioned above, for all the situa­
tional variables except aggression toward teachers; the distribution of 
the rating scores for aggression toward teachers was sufficient for 
multidimensional analyses in only 17 viariables. 

The primary factor composition of the aggression variables, yielded by the 
five-factor rotation, was comparable with that yielded by the seven-factor ro­
tation: 

Factor I: Indirect aggression containing both of the indirect aggression 
factors ( a and b) interpreted pp. 56-57.

Factor II: Halo factor corresponding closely to the factor interpreted p. 58. 

Factor III: Offensive aggression corresponding closely to the factor inter­
preted p. 56.

Factor IV: Mimic aggression corresponding closely to the factor interpreted 
p. 58.

Factor V: Direct defensive aggression independent of offensive aggression 
containing the factors of physical and verbal defensive aggression ( inter­
preted p. 57). The factor was loaded most highly by verbal threatening, 
fighting, physical resistance, and scornful remarks. 

The transformation matrkes L ( P, S) and the residuals, by factors, 
are presented in Table 9. 

Target of aggression. »Abnormal» or divergent transformation 
( shown by the residuals) was altogether rather small. The smallest 
total residuals were obt,ained when the factor configurations for taller 
boys and girls were representied in the factor space for the primary 
factors, .and the largest tot,al residual in the tr.ansformadon of the 
factor configuration for boys of the same size in th1s same factor space. 
The stronger inhibitions of direct aggr,ession ( due to the power of the 
target) or the genenal control1ing stimuli connected with it had been, 
the better was the correspondence between the factor composition 
for the aggression variables operationalized by the rat,ed frequencies 
of aggression toward thi-s particular target, and for the same ag­
gression v.ar1ab1es operationahzed by the rated frequencies of aggres­
sion over different situations. 

Scene of aggression. The differences in divergent transformation 
between the f.actor structure for periods of directed activity and for 
free play periods indoors, when both of them were represented in the 
factor space for the primary factors, were parallel to that obt,ained 
for the target vadables: the correspondence between the factor struc­
ture and the primary factor composition was somewhat better with 
strong than with weak s.ituational control. This generalization was 
not, however, applioable to the factor structure for free play periods 
outdoors; the residuals were smallest although situational control was 
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Indirect aggr. 
Halo factor 
Offensive aggr. 
Mimic aggr. 
Direct defensive 

Ta 6 1 e 9. Matrices L ( P, S), transformation mat11ioes, and matrices 
Diag E ( P, S)' E ( P, S), residuals by factors 

P = primary factors of the aggression variables 
S = factors of the aggression variables for each situational variable 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

Target of aggression 

I 

93 
45 
06 

Boy of the same size 

II III IV V 

00 12 05 -15 
85 -28 44 84 
05 61 -22 84 

04 -22 32 96 23 
-47 48 19 04 -60 

I 

60 
39 
39 

Taller boy 

II III IV V 

07 -11 00 79 
67 -38 31 -41 
23 84 -22 -20 

13 -36 27 89 -03 
-56 61 26 26 41 

Residuals by factors 0.61 0.71 1.00 0.54 1.34 1.00 0.44 0.55 0.49 0.82 

Total residual 4.20 3.31 

Primary factors Smaller boy Girl 

I II III IV V I II III IV V 

Indirect aggr. I 69 -02 10 10 71 98 17 04 05 11 
Halo factor II 40 82 -27 -01 -33 -13 43 16 -57 67 
Offensive aggr. III 10 21 94 -20 -19 -03 05 98 07 -20 
Mimic aggr. IV 18 -16 15 90 -33 -01 -53 14 47 70 
Direct defensive V -58 52 11 36 49 -17 71 -06 67 10 

Residuals by factors 0.93 0.50 

Total residual 

Primary 
factors 

Free play outdoors 

0.79 0.62 

3.78 

0.95 0.56 1.06 0.54 0.54 0.73 

3.43 

Scene of aggression 

Free play indoors Directed activity 

I II III IV V I II III IV V I II III IV V 

99 00 07 02 08 
00 84 -19 52 -03 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

-06 28 95 -10 00 
-03 -47 23 85 -01 
-08 02 -01 03 1.00 

Residuals 
by factors 0.46 0.30 0.56 1.01 0.59 

Total res. 2.92 

80 38 -41 24 00 83 -13 10 53 06 
09 31 70 42 -49 -50 -07 42 64 40 
44 04 56 -58 39 14 62 73 -17 -20 
24 -66 19 57 38 -04 77 -54 32 13 

-33 57 08 32 67 21 07 05 -41 88 

0.95 0.89 0.94 0.49 0.93 0.91 0.62 0.62 1.05 0.75 

4.20 3.95 
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weakest. It is possible that ,as the field of observ,ation had been 
wider during free play periods outdoors, the ratings of interindividual 
differences had been more global and more dependent on the total 
impr:ession concerning the fr:equencies of ,aggressive responses than 
the ratings concerning free p1ay periods indoors. 

The information provided by the total residuals on structural in­
variance can be supplemented by considering the transformation 
matrix coefficients (L) together with the residuals (R) of the factors. 
The coefficients ar•e summarized in Table 10, organized as follows. 
The similarity indices of the expected corresponding £,actors are given 
first, and they ,are followed by L-coefficients :2:: 0 .40 indicating into 
which primary factors the viariance of the factor for a particular situa­
tional variable was divided. No formula has. been developed for the 
estimation of the stiandard error of L-coefficient. The correspondence 
between the factors has been consider,ed very good if L > 0.80 (Nis­
kanen, 1968; et al.). According to Nisfoanen, the correspondence is 
moderate if 0.30<L<0.50. The standard error of the factor coeffi­
cient of 0.40, if the number of subjects i's 200, is 0.07 (Harman, 
1967, p. 435); the loading of 0.40 thus deviates very significantly 
(p<.001) from �ero. If the standard errors of L-coeffiaients corre­
spond approximately to those of the factor coefficients, L = 0.40 can 
be considered as an indication of real correspondence between the 
£actors. 

Target of aggression. As regards in d i r e  c t agg11ession, the re­
sults of the transformation .analyses •accorded with the hypothesis: 
mo11e diffe11entiation took place with strong situational control than 
the primary factor composition indicated, or than with weak situa­
tional control. 
( 1 ) When the factor configurations for taller boys or boys of the 
same size as targets of ,aggression were repres,ent,ed in the factor space 
for the primary £,actors, the residual of the indirect aggression factor 
for taller boys w,as great,er than that for boys of the same size. 
( 2) Ther:e was ,a very good cottespondence between the first primary
factor (indkect aggressfon) and Factors I for boys of the s,ame size
and for girl,s, whereas the variance for indirect .aggression divided into
two factors for smaller and taller boys.
( 3 ) The finding of structural invariance in indir.ect f<lggression shown
by the very good correspondence between the first primary factor and
Factor I for girls was complicat,ed by the simi1arity indices for the 
mimic aggression factor: interpretationally, the mimic aggression 
£actor was close to the indirect aggressci.on factor. In the mimic ,aggres­
sion factor the correspondences were very good except in the corn-



T •a b 1 e 10. Comparison of the factor structures 

Primary Boy of the same size 
factors 

I I L1= .93; R2=0.61
Indirect Indirect aggression. 
aggression 

Smaller boy 

I L= .69; R=0.93 
Aggression displayed 
toward objects. 

V L=.71 
Aggression displaced 
toward other persons, 
crying. 

Girl 

I L=.98;R=0.56 
Indirect aggression. 

Taller boy 

I L= .60; R= 1.00 
Aggression displaced 
toward other persons. 
Taller boys: indirect 
physical offensive ag­
gression. 

V L=.79 
Aggression displayed 
toward objects, 
swearing. 

IV IV L=.96; R=0.54 IV L=.90; R=0.62 IV L=.47; R=0.54 IV L=.89; R=0.62 
Mimic Mimic aggression. Mimic aggression. Aggression displayed Mimic aggression. 
aggression by facial gestures and 

physical resistance. 

II 
Halo 
factor 

III 
Offensive 
aggression 

II L= .85; R=0.71 
Direct defensive ag­
gression with different 
modes; independent 
of offensive aggres­
sion. 

V L=.84 
Physical defensive and 
offensive aggression. 
I L=.45 
IV L=.44 

III L= .61 ; R= 1.00 
Particularly verbal of­
fensive aggression. 
Defence by swearing 
and threatening. 

V L=.84 

II L=.82;R=0.50 
Direct defensive ag­
gression with differ­
ent modes, particu­
larly verbal offensive 
aggression. 

I L= .40 

III L=.94;R=0.79 
Offensive aggression. 

V V L=-.60; R=l.34 V L=.49; R=0.95 
Direct defen-
sive aggres- II L= .48 II L= .49 
sion. 

1 L = transformation matrix coefficients 
2 R = residuals by factors 

V L=.70 
Aggression displayed 
by sulk and lenient 
verbal responses. 

II L= .43 ; R= 1.06 
Direct defensive ag­
gression with different 
modes, some verbal 
offensive aggression. 

V L=.67 

III L= .98; R=0.54 
Offensive aggression. 

V L=.10; R=0.73 

II L=.71 
IV L=.67 

II L=.67; R=0.44 
Direct defensive ag­
gression with differ­
ent modes, physical 
offensive aggression. 

III L=.84; R=0.55 
Offensive aggression. 

V L= .41; R=0.82 

II L= .61 



Tab I e 10. ( continued) 

Primary 
factors 

I 
Indirect 
aggression 

Free play outdoors 

I L=.99; R=0.46 
Indirect aggression. 

IV IV L= .85; R= 1.0 1
Mimic Mimic aggression. 
aggression 

II 
Halo 
factor 

II L=.84; R=0.30 
Physical defensive 
aggression. 

IV L=.52 

III III L=.95; R=0.56 
Offensive Offensive aggression 
aggression 

V V L=l.00 ; R=0.5� 
Direct defen-Direct defensive 
sive aggres- aggression. 
sion. 

Free play indoors 

I L=.80 ;  R=0.95 
Indirect aggression, 
physical offensive ag­
gression. 

IV L=.57; R=0.49 
Mimic aggression and 
verbal re sis ta nee. 

II L= .31 ; R=0.89 
Aggression displaced 
toward other persons; 
also physical defensive 
and offensive aggres­
sion. 

III L= .70 
Physical and verbal 
offence by opposition 
and resistance ( espe­
cially in periods of 
group activity). 

III L=.56; R=0.94 

I L= .44 

V L= .67; R=0.93 
Verbal defensive and 
offensive aggression. 

II L=.57 

Directed activity 

I L=.83;R=0.91 
Indirect aggression. 

IV L= .53 
Aggression shown by 
cry and sulk or dis­
placed toward other 
persons. 

IV L= .32; R= 1.0 5 

II L=.53 
Aggression shown by 
resentment and defi­
ance. Breaking of 
rules, verbal offensive 
aggression. 

II L=-.0 7; R=0.62 

IV L= .64 
III L= .42 
Physical offence; also 
physical defence or 
threat of it. 
V L=.40 
Verbal defence and 
offence, display of ag­
gression toward 
objects. 

III L= .73; R=0.62 

II L=.62 

V L=.88; R=0.75 
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parison for girls. When the target of aggression was a g.i'tl, mimic ag­
gression divided into two £,actors. 
( 4) Two £actors identifiable as indirect ,aggres•sion were also obtained
in the factor analysis for aggression toward teacher,s. The number of
v-ariables included in the ,analysis was 17. Four factors were inter­
preted.

Factor I contained indirect aggression toward objects in particular, and of 
mimic aggression crying and threatening. 

Factor IV was spanned by the variable of sulk and those for displacement 
and spread of aggression toward other persons. 

Factor II included direct expressions of aggression. 

Factor III contained the variables for disturbance of activities with both 
the defensive and offensive aim. 

The results of the transformadon analyses also accorded with the 
hypotheses for d i r e c t  ,aggression: more diHerentia,tion took place 
with weak situational control than the primary factor composition 
indicated, or than with weak situational control. 
( 1 ) When the factor configurations for taller boys and for boys of 
the same size were represented in the factor space for the primary 
factors, the r,esiduals of both the offensive aggression factor and the 
direct defensiv-e aggression factor were greater for boys of the s1ame 
size than for taller boys. 
( 2) There was a very good correspondence between the third primary
factor ( offensive aggression) and Factors III for taller boys, smaller
boys, and girls, whel1eas the var,i,ance of offensive aggression divided 
into two factors for boys of the same size. 
( 3) The fifth primary factor, spanned by direct defensive aggression,
had no counterpart in the other factor structures; the factors corre­
sponding to it most closely were II and V. There was some overlap
between the direct defensiv-e ·aggression factor ( V) and the halo factor
(II). It can be interpreted as a consequence of the fact that the vari­
aMes spanning the halo factor repres,ented direct defensive aggres,sion
with different modes. A further iinterpretatfon iis that the halo effect
was more ,apparent and prolonged on the ratings of the targets, boy�
of the same size in particular, than on the ratings of the frequencies of
aggression over different situations.

Scene of aggression. The correspondences between the primary 
f.actol1s and the factors for free pJay periods outdoors were very good. 
( The structural invaniance has been discussed in connection with the 
inspection of the total residuals.) For the other scene v,ariiables the 
results of the transformation analyses accorded with the hypothes1s: 
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more differentiation took place in indirect ,and mimic aggression with 
strong situational control ( periods of directed activity) than the pri­
mary factor composition indicat,ed. In direct def.ensdve aggression the 
differenc,e was the r,everse: more differentiation took place in direct 
aggression with weak ( hee play periods indoors) than with strong 
situational control. There were no considerable differences between 
the structur,es in offens,ive aggression. The L-coefficient•s between the 
second primary factor ( halo factor) and the foctors for periods of 
directed activity suggested that the halo effect had been strong on the 
ratings of this particular scene of aggression. 

The information provided by the transformation analyses on struc­
tural invariance gave preliminary support to the assumpdon that an 
individual has different habit hierarchies of aggressive behaviour in 
different situations. P,articu1arly the target of aggression has consistent 
influence on the structure of aggress,ive behaviour. The finding can be 
utilized in further investigations, for example when an attempt 1s 
made to vary situational control in the items of an aggression test. 



6. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

The starting point of the present investigation was the assumption 
that individuals have aggressiv,e habits ,in terms of which interindi­
vidual difforenoes oan be described more genemlly than at the level 
of specific responses but in greater det,aH than at the 1evd of person­
ality traits. In order to explicate the hypotheses on the forms of ag­
gressive habits, ,a descriptive model of aggression w,as construct,ed on 
the basis of the observable characteristics of aggres:siive responses. In

connection with the descriptive model assumptions were made on the 
learning proces.ses of differ,ent aggressive habits. The empiriml ex­
amination was focused on the verification of both the descriptive 
model and the hypotheses concerning the acquirement of aggressive 
habits. The 11esults ,are discussed by problem groups in the following 
chapters. 

6. 1. The descriptive model of aggression and individual aggressive
habits 

Three dimensionally varying characteristics were rncluded in the 
descriptive model of ,aggression: the intensity of aggression defined 
by the quantity of the noxious s.timuli delivered by responses, the 
direcdon (direct/indirect), ,and aim (offensive/ de£ensive) of aggres­
sion, both defined on the basis of the interpersonal context of ,aggres­
sfon. In addition, more specific discriminations can be made on the 
basis of the modes of 1aggl'es1s,1on (physical, verbal, mimic) : each mode 
of aggression may occur toward a target more or less di'tectly, with 
diff�rent intensides, and either with the defensive or offensive ,aim. 



86 

No oorresponding combination of characteristics bas been employed in 
previous studies. 

The oorrespondence between the descriptive model and individual 
aggressive habits was studied through the factor analysis model. The 
first three principal factors described the interdependences of the 32 
aggression variables as expected. The unipo1ar general aggression 
factor was interpretable as the intensity or observ,abihty of ,aggression. 
The next two factors described the qualitative foatur-es of interin­
dividual diHerences, and they we11e interpreved as the direction 
(direct/indirect) and aim ( defensive/ oHensive) of aggress1on. Thus 
the factors with the largest eigenvalues did not include the mode of 
aggression, which has been one of the most common prindples in the 
categorizations of aggressive responses in prevrirous studiies. The results 
supported Hypothesis A. 1. 

It was predicted in Hypothesis A. 2 that the mode of aggression 
may account for the variance of interindividual differences i'n aggres­
sion in further ,analys·es for the main forms of ,aggres.sion. These analy­
ses yielded factors interpretable to some extent ras expected, yet more 
so on the basi,s of the intensity of aggression or the process of social­
ization. The factor .analysis for direct ,aggressfon revea1ed that no 
factors interpretable on the basis of the modes of aggression involving 
both the defensive and offensive aim could be found. 

All of the empirical common vari,ance was describable in terms of 
the following types of aggressive habits. ( 1) Off.ens,ive aggress,ion 
with different modes of responses; ,a1so intens-e defensive aggression 
toward an instigator. ( 2) Inhibition of direct aggression and, ensuing 
from it, outburst·s of anger toward objects in the environment and 
toward innocent persons, and the delivering of no�i:ous st,imuli to the 
initial target through some med1at,ing ev,ents. Furthermor,e, the vari­
ables representing the most irndirect aggression had more specific 
common variance which could be rnterpreted ,as indirect aggression 
( b). ( 3) Direct defensive aggression in thwarting •situations with 
different modes of responses but without the habit of offensiv•e ag­
gression. There were further interindividual differences in direct de­
fensive aggression at least partly due to the instigator: (,a) an in­
dividual may try to resist a thwarting stimulus immediately, with the 
physical mode .in particular; or ( b) he may pro best .against the progress 
of events verbally, in which case hirs response suggests the presence of 
suppressed ,affects; or ( c) he may restrain hims-elf horn active resist­
ance and content himself with showing displeasure by his appearance, 
in which case his activity may, however, burst out ,as attacks against 
other persons in some other situat,ions. Interpretationally mimic ag-
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gression was rather close to indirect aggress,ion. In addition to the 
mentioned .aggressron factors the ha1o factor w,as also extracted, the 
interpretation of which is discussed in Chapter 6.3. 

In aggressive habts direct and indirect aggression were more in­
dependent of each other than def,ens,ive ,and oHensJv,e aggres,sion. This 
could also be seen in the structure of the second order factors. Con­
trary to Hypothesis A. 3, the common v.ar,1ance of the primary aggres­
sion factors could not be explained by one general second order factor 
only; two factors were required, one of which was interpret,ed as 
direct, the other as indirect ,aggression. 

The difference between the direction and aim of aggres,sion for 
diffenrentiating between individuals' behaviour can be interpreted as 
a consequence of the acqufoement of the ,aggressive habits. It was 
assumed that the adoption of indirect aggression is due to inhibiitiion 
of direct aggression under certain circumstances, wherea,s the habit 
of offensive ,aggression was assumed to develop .at the s,i:de of defen­
sive aggress·1on through secondary rei'nforc.ers. A conceptual sepamtion 
of offensiv,e ,and defens,ive ,aggr,ession w,as, however, found relevant, 
since there were individuals whose .aggression was limited to situa­
tions which they had found thwarting, i.e., to defensive behaviour. 

When the oboained factors were compared with prev�ous factor 
analytical results for children's .aggress,ron, d.t was found that the 
offensive aggression factor conesponded to the £,actor cal1ed »F,aktor 
der Feindseligkeit» obtained by Mandel ( 19 59), which contained 
both s·erious spontaneous ,and reactive .aggress.ion. The correspond­
ences between the other £,actors were slight, because Mandel's adviance 
classification had ·excluded indirect aggression, and becaus·e the v,ari­
ables of the present 1nvestigavion did not include playful aggression. 

The low correlation between dir,ect defens,ive and indirect aggres­
s:ion corresponded both to the intercorrelation coefficients of corre­
sponding aggression v,arrables obtained in previous studies ,and to the 
factor analytical results concerning int1erdependences of aggression 
and other personality traits. On the basis of the studies by Koch 
( 1942) et .al. it seems probable that exttavert personality traits corre­
late particularly ·wi:th direct aggressii:on, and general maladjustment 
with indirect aggression. Presumably there ,are also other connections 
between .aggressive habits and total personality. The as,sumption was 
examined by the writ,er in ,a further inv,estigation r,eported in Part II, 
in which both ,aggressive habits and nonaggressive habits replacing 
aggression in thwarting situations, .as well as the re1acionships between 
both of these habits and other personality traits were analysed. 
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6. 2. Learning of aggressive habits

The theoretical frame of reference concerning the acquirement of 
aggressive habits was construct·ed by integrating different theor,ies of 
behaviour. No theory ,alone was considered suffident to cover the 
processes present in the development of different kinds of ,aggr,essive 
habits. 

With regard to the direction of aggression in the habits of an in­
dividual the assumptions were concerned with reinforoement history 
of aggressive behaviour, inhibition of aggres,sion under certain social 
circumstances, and reduction of cognitive dissonance. Discussions. of 
developmental psychological ,aspects in the acquirement of the habits 
of direct and indrrect ,aggressfon, which have been presentied in pr,e­
vious ,studies of the rdationships between parents' child-r,earing pr,ac­
tiices. and children's aggressive behaviour, correspond to the theoret­
ical approach ,adopted w,i1thin the present inviesdgation. Learning
theory interpr,etatfons on the complex effects of punishment and rein­
forcement of aggression have been presented by Sears et al. ( 19 57), 
Bandura & Wahers ( 19 59), et al. In the as,sumptions on the rein­
forcement history of children's .aggression the ess·ential role of the 
child-rearing pr,actices has been clearly comprehended. Reliable in­
formation ,about these practices is, however, obtainable only after 
considerable effort. The results of earHer studies hav,e varred con­
siderably. Within the present study no empirical information was 
gathered about parents' child-rearing practices. Cons·equently, some 
of the assumptions pr,esented in the theoretical frame of reference 
remained unv,eriHed. One way to s,tudy the mentioned relationships 
would be to choose the subj,ects so .as to represent different types of 
aggression and to make a thorough investigation of both subjects and 
their f,amiHes. The s·econd part of the report includes ,an ex,amination 
of some aspects in the presented assumptions. 

It was assumed that the direction of ,aggression is also determined 
by situational factors which, through cognitive apprais,al, have the 
effect that an indiv,idual may or may not consider it possJble to defend 
himself directly. The assumptions on situational factors were examined 
empirically. The results supporting Hypothesis B. 1 implied that an 
individual's inabi'lity to defend himself in .a kindergart·en group was 
related to his habits of indir,ect •and mimic aggressron. Two factors 
were extracted for indirect ,aggress:ion. One of thes·e was mor•e specific 
in content ,and more charact•eristic of individuals who impose on other 
persons' tendency to take oare of the others, .and it w,as rdated to 
passive total behaviour and a high rather than low frustmt.ion toler-
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ance. The finding corresponds to the assumption made by Buss that 
indirect aggression is characber,istic of indiv,iduals who ,are typically 
sly and circumspect in their atbackiing behaviour. The result encom­
passed, howev,er, only a part of the aggression defined ,as indirect 
within the present investigat-i:on. 

Effects of specific situational £.actors on aggressive responses (Hy­
pothesis D) wer•e studied by compadng both the frequencies of the 
different forms of aggression, and the factor configurations for aggres­
sion emitted under different degrees of s,kurat-ional control. The 
results showed that ( 1) the hypotheses were supported more strongly 
when situational control was v,aried by the targets of aggression than 
when it was vaded by the scenes of aggress.ion ( free play periods 
outdoors, ·etc.), ( 2) the •amount of indirect defensive aggression was 
determined mo11e strongly by the power of the target oompared with 
that of the attacfoer than by genenal controlling and inhibiting factors 
(e.g., girls or smaller peers should not be harmed), and (3) more 
dimensions of inte11individual differences emerged for indirect aggres­
s,ion with strong situational control than was shown by the primary 
£actor composition for agg11ession vadab1es. Comespondingly, more 
-dimensions emerged for direct aggres,sJon with weak situational 
control than was shown by the primary factor oompos,ition. 

When situational Viariables ,are naken into ,account in an ex,amination 
of interi:ndividual diHerences in aggression, new problems arise. Some 
of them deal with the soci:al psychological aspects of aggression. In

sodal groups ( kiindergarten, school, etc.) competing gangs may be 
formed which determine the targets and forms of an individual's ag­
gression, perhaps limiting the occurrence of int,erindividual differ­
ences. Similarly, in ,a social group one of the members may beoome a 
scapegoat and thus the target of a great amount of ,indirect aggression, 
or aggression may be !imit.ed to fights between two oonstant compet­
itors. If the differential psychologfoal approach is linked with social 
psychological viewpoi'nts, there appear new opportunitd,es for ex­
amination of ,aggress,ive habits. 

In the theoretical frame of reference defensive and offensive ,aggres­
sion were conceptually sepamted through reinforcers of ,aggres,sfon. It 
was thought essential in the conceptual analysis to consider the cir­
cumstances under which the emission of an ,aggressive response be­
comes independent of the emotional arous-al ins,tigabed by a thw,arting 
stimulus situation. The development of offensive aggress,ion was 
assumed to be related to the circumstances under which such conse­
quences of ,aggres·s:ion as attention-getting, dominanoe, and seeing the 
victim suffering injury, are found to be subjectively imporliant stimuli 
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and, through conditioning, become ,secondary reinforcers of aggression, 
i.e. goals of 1aggressive behaviour. An individual's general activ.ity was
assumed to contribute to the development of offensive aggression
through the quantity of both conHicts and defensive aggres:Sion, and
through the probability of oper,ant conditioning. Hypothesis B. 2
was supported by the fact that uncontroUed behaviour (activity)
predicted v,ery significantly the habit strength of offensive ,aggression
but not at ,all that of physical defens,ive ,aggresston rndependent of it.
Lack of control of behaviour may, howev,er, explain only some of
offensive ,aggres,s.ion, since both thes·e foatures in an individual's be­
haviour may be det•ermined by the same background variables. Parents
may rcinforoe the impuls.iv,e .and tyrannical behaviour of their small
child, because they .appredate the general ,activity ±t implies, or they
may allow it to become reinforced by remaining indiff.erent tow1ard his
r,esponses. Parallel to the result concerning general ,activity w:as the
dependence between par,ents' indifference toward the child and offen­
sive aggression. Contrary to the hypothesis, a low socio•economical
status did not predict offensi'V•e aggress:ibn. Consequently, the varfables
in the present study indicated that· Lack of maternal oare was a more
fundamental source of secondary motivation than general depriving
circumstances.

The relation between attention-getting .and offensive aggres,slon was 
also rev,ealed by the regr,essJon coefficients of the ,aggression factors 
in the global rating of secondary motivation of behav�our; the re­
gression coefficient of the offensive .aggres·sion £,actor was very signifi­
cant, but those of the defens•ive aggression factors were not. 

There are many forms of unsociali:ced behaviour to whi·ch the in­
terp1.1etation of early offenS!ive aggres,sion is .applicable. Some of them 
may develop through the rdnforcement of defensive aggressfon, in 
which case 1an individual's behaviour gives an impres,sion of unconcern 
about the norms of .aggressive expressi1ons that p1.1evail in our society. 
Other forms of unsooiali:ced behaviour, •e.g. sadism, which represents 
utmost desire to .injure another organism, may develop from indirect 
aggression toward substitute objects into 1an aggressive habit independ­
ent of stimulus situations. Correspondingly, destructiveness may be­
come detached from its original connection with stimuli instig,ating 
aggression, piiovi:ded that the stiinuli of destruction following anger 
outbursts bring satii'sfaction and become secondary reinforcers. The 
more ,abnormal responses ( extreme groups) are concerned, the more 
complex dynamic processes determine the subjective value of the con­
sequences of the responses. Moreover, iinterpr,etation is comp1ioated 
by the symbolic functions of the responses. 
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Within the present investigadon the ,assumption was made that 
defensiv,e agg1.1ession is the primary form of aggression. According to 
Lagerspetz' ( personal communication) observations of the behav.�our 
of mice, however, it is offens,ive aggres'sion that oan be interpreted 
as the primary disposition: if ,a mouse that has lived in isolation is 
placed into a box with another mouse, the former attacks the other 
mouse immediately, whe1.1eas a mouse that has Lived with other mice 
does not react in the ·same way. According to Lager,spetz' interpre­
tation, the differences i's due to the f.act that the puniishment delivered 
through the vicdm's counter-1aggr,ess1ion ,inhibits the development of 
aggressive habits. It is thus the non-offenslve behaviour that is learnt. 
One cannot, however, make generalizations about human behaviour 
on the basis of observ,ations of the behaviour of mice, bemuse, for 
example, the interp1.1etation of sensory cues, is more complex in man 
than ,in mice. Lagerspetz & Fortin ( 1968) studiied, by simul,atlon of 
cues, the stimuli necessary for the occunence of aggr,essive responses 
in mice: the rotating motion of ,a bottle brush was ,a cue sufficient for 
the elicitation of agg1.1es,sive responses. 

Hypothesis B. 3 included assumptrons on the rdat,ionships between 
the modes of .aggression and background variables. The inter.individual 
differences were describable in t,erms of the modes of ·aggression in 
defensiv,e aggression only. Contrary to the hypothesis, the correlation 
between st,ature and the habit of physfoal aggression was not higher 
than that between statu1.1e and the habits of verbal or mimic defensive 
aggression. On the bas.is of the r,esult the hypothesi•s cannot, however, 
be nullified; the conelations should be r•e-examined by employing v,ari­
ables which would measure physical fitness from more s,ides than 
does the index of stature ,employed in the p1.1es,ent study. Verbal de­
velopment correlated s:ignificantly with the habit of verbal defensive 
aggression but not more highly than with that of phy,5foal aggression. 
The hypothesis was, however, supported by the fact that the vadables 
•of general activity correlated mo1.1e highly with the habits of verbal
.and physical aggression than with that of mimic aggres,sion.

6. 3. Global rating of aggressiveness

Hypothesis C concerned the kind of aggressive habits of an in­
dividual which determine most strongly the impression about his 
personality trait of aggress,iveness. The results showed first of all that 
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global rating of agg11essiveness was determined most strongly by the 
habit strength of o f f  e n  s i v  ,e .aggression .and by intens,e defensive 
aggression connected with it. The finding supported the hypothesis 
and accorded with previous results. Mandel ( 1959) had found that 
the highest loading ( 0.68) of the v,ariable of aggressiveness rat,ed by 
teachers was on the factor »Faktor der Feindseligkeit». In the s,tudy 
by Banta & Walder ( 1961) the best indicator,s of the general ,aggres­
sion factor were the peer rating items referring to initi,ated inter­
personal harm. The results showed further that global rating of ag­
gressiveness was determined next by the habit of genetal i n d i r e c t 
aggression: rating was independent of the more specific form of in­
direct aggression. The habit that least determined the rating of ag­
gressiveness was, in ,addition to the habit of specif.ic indirect aggres­
sion, that of physical defence independent of offensive aggression. The 
finding corresponded to that of Lesser ( 19 59). 

Of the aggression factors the one interpreted as the halo factor was also 
strongly related to global rating of aggressiveness. The halo factor correlated 
more highly than the other aggression factors with the background factors of 
uncontrolled behaviour and low socio-economical status. 

Secondly it could be seen that besides the general impression about 
aggressiv,e behaviour the kindergarten teachers' ratings were also con­
cerned with more specific ,aspects of aggression. Low frustration toler­
ance was related, ,as a separate component, to defensive aggression 
independent of off.ensive aggression, the targets of which were mainly 
taller boys and boys of the same size. The amount of aggression toward 
smaller peers ,as well as passiveness in total behaviour were rdated 
to a low position in the dominance hiemrchy ( often teased by others), 
and the amount of aggression toward teachers as well as a low socio­
economical status to aggressive behaviour interpreted as attention­
getting. 

Contrary to the hypothesis, no differences could be found between 
the variables for the t,argets and scenes of .aggression in the respect 
how strongly they had determined the impression about ·aggressive­
ness. 

6. 4. Generalizability of the results

Within the present investigation the uniformity of overt aggression 
was studied on the basis of the behaviour of boys aged 5-6. Natu­
rally, aggression displayed by children deviates in many respect from 
that of .ad1Jlts, wherefore the results do not lend themselves to direct 
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generalization with regard to other age groups. It was assumed, how­
ever, that if dimensions describing theor,etically interpretable interin­
dividual differences can be found in children's aggress:ion, the result 
prov,ides a starti'ng point for .an hwestigation ,and description of adults' 
aggression, provided that those changes in behaviour •are t,aken into 
account which result from the development of means and habits of 
communication ,and from prev,ailing norms and pressures .against ex­
pressions of aggressfon. Normally such changes manifest themselves 
in all communication between adults as, slightnes·s of intense, p,artic­
ularly of physical, aggression. Aggress,ion i's displayed in more subtle 
forms, such ,as verbal, mimic, and indirect .aggression. The latter can 
also be taken to include hostility, which, .according to Buss, can be 
understood as a conditioned anger reaction controlled in ,an actual 
thwarting situation by the process of negat:ive Labelling. 

The conception ,of aggression employed here is a product typical of_ 
western cultures, moulded by their norms. In generalizations this 
aspect should be taken into ,account. It seems probable that the verbal 
component of the mting method strengthens those i'nterdependences 
of vari'ables which can be understood as .a consequence of common 
social expectations ,and evaluations. For example, the Large common 
v,ari'ance of the v,ariables for offensive aggres,sion compared with that 
for defensive ,aggression may be due to the fact that unjust offensive 
aggression is generally conside1_1ed very condemnable. As the differ­
ence between offensive .and defensive aggress,ion is, however, theoret­
ically i'nt,erpretab1e, ,and because the separate halo factor was extr,acted 
in addition to the offensive aggression factor, there is no reason to 
ba'se the present interpretation only on the conceptual framework of 
the raters. 

Within the pr,esent investigation an estimation of the reliability of 
the variables was 1eft to ,a preliminary study, sJnce it w,as not con­
sider,ed possibte to obtain absolutely independent ratings from the 
two different teacher,s in ,each whole-day course, as the t,ime for ob­
servation was one month and the matedal was gathered by post, and 
since the inter-r.ater agreement w,as rather good in the preliminary 
study. 

In the research project the main emphasis was given to the con­
struction of a descriptive model and to the ,assumptions behind it. The 
realization of the empirical examination was one way to t,est the main 
points of the hypotheses. In further investigations it will be possiible 
to deal with one specific problem group ,at a time and to ,explain more 
thoroughly the empiri'cal correspondences which the results obtained 
in the present study ,seem to indicate. 



PART II 

AGGRESSION AND NONAGGRESSION 



1. PROBLEMS

The descriptive model of aggves,sion p1.1esented :in Part I as the 
starting point of the hypotheses on aggressive habits, w,as limited to 
a description of behaviour delivering noxious stimuli to another or­
ganism. The descriptive model thus excluded nonaggressive 11esponses 
in thwarting stimulus situations. No attempt w,a-s made, either, to 
re1ate aggressive habits to personality traits other than social react­
ivity or general activity. The following questions remained unsolved: 
( 1 ) whether it is also possible to find dimensions of individual habits 
in nonaggress,ive responses to thwarting situations, and ( 2) how 
different aggressiv,e and nonaggressive 11es.ponses a11e related to in­
dividual personaHty traits. 

If the term ,aggressiveness is used to vefer to the frequency of ag­
gress,ive respons·es in individual behaviour, it can be assumed to have 
a normal distr.ibut1on in a popu1ati:on. Accordingly, ,aggressive behav­
iour would be typical of some individuals only, while the others would 
be »normal» or nonaggressiv,e. With regard to the description of in­
terlnclividual diHerences in behaviour, the deHnit,ion is very general. 
Thwarting stimulus situations are so frequent .and have so high a 
stimulus value in socilal intenaction that an individual can also be ex­
pected to adopt some other habhs than only strongly aggressive or 
nonaggres,sive ones. 

Stimulus-respons·e behavtiour has seldom been analysed many-dimen­
si10nally m empirical studies; the tiendency has been tio judge behaviour 
one-dimensionally and pay attJention to the ,abundance/scarcity of a 
certain kind of response over v,arious situations. In the s,tudy by Wit­
tenborn ( 1956) both mother and child were given descriptions of sit­
uations, some of which were ,aggr,es•s�on instigating, and then asked 
what the child would like tJo do in these situations. The interviewer 
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checked the answers according to 6-8 altemanive categories made up 
in ,advance. These intuitively chosen categories varying from one situa­
tion to .another contained different ,aggressive responses ,as well ,as 
those concerning dependency, submissiveness, sympathy, etc. 
McClelland & Apicella ( 194 5) classified the verbal responses of male 
college students to experimentally induced frustmtion, distinguishing 
the categories of withdrawal ( inst,igation alteration, e.g. rejection), 
attack ( instrumental act var1ation), limit,ation ( frustration depre­
cation, e.g. rationalization ,and humour), ,and subs.titution ( goal re­
sponse alteration, e.g. socially ,approved respornes). 

Feshbach ( 1964) has stated speculatively that »the reduction of 
anger and aggressive drive can be accomplished through (,a) injury 
to the frustrating source or some form of displaced .aggression; ( b) 
facilitation of med1adng responses which are incompatible with anger 
and hostility; ( c) modification of the initial eliciting stimulus condi­
tion either through removal of the stimulus or through ,a change in the 
meaning of the stimulus» ( p. 266). Of these, alternative ( b) corre­
sponds mainly to McClelland & Apicella's oatJegory of substitutrion, 
( c) to those of withdrawal ,and limitation.

Accord�ng to the discussion by Crowne & Marlowe ( 1964), non­
aggres5,ive behavriour is reLated to the str,ength of an individual's ap­
proval motive. The hypothesis that ,approval-dependent .rndividuals 
defend themselves against .arous,al of hostility by means of avoidant 
defences ( r,epression and reaction formation) which block -cognitive 
awareness of ,an individual's emotional ,stJate, was supported by the 
experimentaj. •study by Conn & Crowne ( 1964). As ,a consequence 
of defensive processes the behaviour of 1<1pprov.al-dependent individ­
uals is conforming, submissive, and easily influenced. Of the re1ations 
of the approvial motive to other personality traits the observiation has 
been made ( Crowne & Marlowe; p. 84) that high-need-for-approval 
persons are more responsible than lows to perceived situational 
demands and are more likely to respond ,afHrmativdy to social influ­
ence. 

According to Lazams ( 1966), howev,er, defensiveness is only one 
alternative way of treating a thwarting stimulus situation nonaggres­
sivdy; he distinguished the following coping-reacdon patterns ( pp. 
313-318) : ( 1 ) Direct ,actions containing (,a) ,actions .aimed at
strengthening the individual's 1.1esources ·against harm, ( b) ,attack
patterns, and ( c) .avoidance pauerns; ( 2) Defensive reappraisals; ( 3 )
Anxiety-reaction patterns.

The form of coping is determi:ned by •a cognitive process called 
»secondary apprai·�al» (p. 1.55). Category 1 a is more general than
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1 b or 1 c, and, according to Lazarus, it lacks the generalizing prop­
erties. of classes of action. Action is chanact•erized by national problem 
solving, and its form depends on situational v.atiables. Attacking ( ag­
gressive) coping patterns follow secondary appmisal, which consists, 
for example, of weak situational constmints ( norms ,and pressures 
against ,attack), or weak invernalized values .against attack. Repression 
follows the secondary appmis,al that the harmful ,agent is ovierpower­
i:ng, and weak pressures inhibiting avoidanoe responses. Ddensive 
reappr,ais,al involves thought prooes,ses of many kinds. Lazarus has 
supposed ( p. 317) that it occurs when »the thveat is very great and 
no direct form of coping is viable». Defences ( externalization of 
b1ame, finding of scapegoats, or drsplaoement) can be consiidered »as 
identifying an agent of harm» when that cannot be located. In his 
speculation on defensive reappr.ais,al Lazarus refers to pathological 
responses more clearly than Crowne & Marlowe. The Last mentioned 
response category, anxiety, »is a threat reactJion when no clear action 
tendency is generated» ( p. 310). The basic impulse is avoidance, but 
it fails, since no ,agent of harm is looated, or it is ambiguous. 

In addition to aggression, the dassif,ioations ref.erred to above in­
volve also substitute reactions incompatible with anger and hostility, 
r,eactfons which r.cmd to modify the meaning of a situation, defensive 
reactions, avoidanoe and anxiety, etc. These forms of behaviiour have 
been derived from approval motive or situational factors. No general 
predictions of the reactions in .a thwarting situadon can be made on 
the basis of these explanations. 

In the present analysis of int,erindividual differences of behaviour 
in a thwarting stimulus situation two points have been emphasized. 
( 1) Recent personality psychological inv·estigations have shown that
a large proportion of the common varrance of sociial and emotional
behavdbur can be described :i!n terms of two orthogonal dimens1ions.
( 2) Stimu1i generally instigating aggression in sodal ih.t,eriaction are
so frequent that the impression of ,an individual is affected by his
coping behaviour in these situatJ1ons. Since total behaviour can be
described two-dimensionally, it is .also likely that ,a consiiderable part
of .aggressive behaviour and of its ·alternatives is descriibable in terms
of the corresponding dimens1ons.

The employment of the £.actor ,analytical model for the purpose of 
reducing the gveat number of v,ar1ables describing personal.i'ty to £.ewer 
more gener,al concepts has vesulted in an abundance of personality 
factors (French, 1953; Cauell, 1957; Guilford, 1959; Hund1eby et 
al., 1965; et al.) . In order to ,examine the interdependences of these 
factots, ( 1) second order factor analyses have been carried out, ( 2) 
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only the first two or three principal £actors have been examined, and 
( 3 ) the method of circumplex order included in the radex theory 
( Guttman, 1954) has been employed. A circump1ex is a system of 
var.1ables which has a drcu1ar law of order. The neighbourhood of vari­
ables is. determined by the ,amount of common Viariance between them. 
Through the kind of analyses mentioned .above it has been proved by 
Eysenck ( 1960), Kassenbaum et al. ( 1959), Carrigan ( 1%0), Pe­
terson (1960, 1965), Schaefer (1961), Becker & Krug (1964.), 
Black (1965), W,alker ( 196 7), et al. that ,a large proport1on of the 
common variance of personality traits i:s describable tin terms of two 
orthogonal dimensions. 

The researchers have giv,en divers names to the two main dimen­
s,1ons, which is par.tly due to the diHerenoes in the locations of the 
ax,es (rotations), partly to the diff.erences in the ex,amined v.ar�ables 
and the interpret,ational frame of 11ef.erence. Eysenck has called them 
Extraversiion vs. Introversion, ,and Neuroticism vs. Stability. The 
names of the latter dimension v.ary particularly: it has been termed 
ego weakness/ ego strength ( I<Cassenbaum), general adjustment ( Pe­
terson), ,emotional stabi1ity ( Becker & Krug), control (Walker), 
hostility /love (Schaefer), etc. 

Previous studies have shown that common variance of both v,ari­
ables for personality inv,entodes ( common v:a11ilance of items and 
scales; Konttinen, 1968) ,and of those for ratings of personality traits 
( Peterson, 1965; et .al.) can be described two-dimensionally. 

In two-dimensJonal comparisons the followi:ng qualities are of ten 
ranked in the s•ame category: stable - good (Osgood et al., 1957; 
evaluation dimens.ion) - nonemotionial - adaptable, ,and ,similarly: 
neurotic - bad - emotional - hos,tile. These parallelisms ,are partly 
due to the fact that the observer's ev,aluations and the halo effect 
agreeing with them Label and limit disc11iminations when the charac­
ter,i:s .tics of ,another person are being judged ( T,ak,ala, 19 5 3; et al.), 
partly to the common variance of the trai'ts, generated as,sociatively 
from observ,atfons of behaviour. The oognitive association network 
was discussed in the investigation by P. Pitkanen ( 1967) as ,a poss.ible 
interpret,ation of the fact that the results. of the stimulus £actor ,analy­
ses ( based on simila11ity estimatfons of stimuli) ,and those of the re­
sponse factor analyses ( e.g. ratings or per,sona1ity inv,entories) corre­
sponded with ,each other quite closely. Furthermore, Kuusinen ( 1969) 
found that the structure of personality natings was unaffected by 
the differences in the 11ated objects (fellow-students, well-known 
persons . .and personality concepts, photographs, handwriting, irrele­
vant concepts). The conespo.ndcnccs found by P. Pitkanen and Kuu-
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sinen covered more than two dimensii'ons only. The two-dimensional 
descriptive model is apparently an uncomplicated and economkal 
means of desc11ibing the perception of other persons. 

The problems of the s<tudy were: 

A. The descripcion of various aggressive and noMggressive response
habits in thwarting stimulus situations by means of the two­
di'mensional model.

B. An ,analysis of the responses of the extreme groups chosen on the
basis of (A) to symbolic •aggression stimuli.



2. HYPOTHESES

2. 1. Behaviour in thwarting stimulus situations

2. 1. 1. Main dimensions describing behaviour

The basic assumptions for the definition of the main dimensions 
describi'ng overt behav1our rn thW1arting stimulus situations ,are: ( 1) 
an indiv'idual'-s habitual l.'espons-es to thwarting stimulus situations 
(as defined p. 32 j are closely connected with his total personality, 
and ( 2) inhibition of impulses to aggression is pos,Sible ,in two ways: 
by suppressing the behavioural or extrinsic aspect, or by neutralizing 
the emotional or intrinsk ,aspect ( cf. p. 31). The hypothesized 
main dimensions are presented in Figure 3: the number of overt re­
sponses in a stimulus situatiions and the strength of control of be­
haviour. 

Controlled 
inhibition of '-,

Small number of 
overt responses 

impulses , 

Uncontrolled 
).nhi bi tion of 

/ impulses 
' '

' /
/ 

' / 
Strong control----�,�(----- Weak control
of behaviour , , of behaviour 

/ / ' 

Controlled 
expression of/ 
impulses 

/ 

/ ' 
/ ' 
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'expression of 
impulses 

Great number of 
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F i g u r e 3. A two-dimensional descriptive model of behaviour m 
thwarting stimulus situations. 
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With regard to observations of behaviour, the dimension of the 
number of ov,ert responses 1s used to indicate the frequency of the 
responses which tend to actiively modify the initial stimulus condi­
tion and to eliminate the thwart. The dimension of the control of 
behaviour describes deliberat,eness vs. impulsiveness or social desira­
bility vs. undesirabi1i'ty of respons·es. 

With r,egard to the underlying mental proces•ses, the dimensions 
are assumed to relate to the following. 

The primary •effect of a thwarting stimulus on an organism is ac­
tivating, which i's revealed both as emotional and behaviounal reac­
dons. The alternath"e response tendencies al1e approach ,and avoidance 
(Miller, 1959; ,et al.). Through conditioning ,an individual may learn 
either one of them as a response pre\liailing in ,a stimulus situation. In 
connection with ,aggres,sion the concept of ,approach is used to indicate 
an ,attempt to eliminate a thwarting stimulus by delivening noxious 
stimuli: to another individual. If fol1owed by reinforcement, such a 
response as well as the underlying emotional •acth�ation (anger) is 
conditioned to a thwarting stimulus situation and develops into a 
habit which manifests its,elf ,even under slight thw,art. On the other 
hand, if approach is prevenued by count,er-,aggressi:on, the fear and 
anxi!ety caused by it are conditioned to thwarting stimulus situatfons 
in gener.al. An individual finds such a stimulus harmful, but he can­
not react against .i:t, and, if ,anxiety is intense, he cannot even escape. 
The underlying emotional stJate may vary ,as combinations of anger 
and .anxiety, depending on the relative strength of the approach and 
avoidance tendendes. Behaviour dominated by anger and fear can be 
considered primitive, since corresponding respornes are frequent also 
in animals, partkuLarly among lower species. The response can also 
be called dJ.1ive-reaction, which refers to the S-R behaviour theories 
( Hull, 194 3; et.al.). 

The habit types mentioned above do not co\lier all the variations 
charactei,istic of the J.1esponses of human beings to thw,arting stimulus 
situations. In man the development of habits is complicated by cogni­
tive process·es, as a consequence of which certain emotional responses 
( e.g. anger or anxiety) are not necessarily conditioned to thwarting 
stimulus s,ituations in ,a genemlized form. An indiv,i:dual may be able 
to appraise the stimulus ,si,tuations he encounters and to decide be­
tween alternatives; i.e., the emotional aspect can be neutralized by 
cognitive control. In spite of the neutnalization of the ,intrinsic aspect 
the extrinsic aspect may be strong, which is revealed by responses 
designed to eliminate the thwart without aggression. It is assumed 
that this kind of behaviour is motivated by an attempt to behave in a 
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sodally :acceptable manner. The behavioural aspect is not strong when 
cognitive control is. connected with •appraisal of the situacion, as a con­
sequence of which an individual ralso avoids awareness of his emotional 
state, i.,e. of anger and anxiety. Increasing att,enrion has been paid in 
recent years to the ,importance of cognitive processes as determinants 
of emotional behaviour ,and the condicionability of emotional responses 
( Schachter & Singer, 1962; Pet·er.s, 1963; Kaufman, 1965; Lazarus, 
1966; Berkowitz et ral., 1969). Constitutional differences in arousal 
of activation (Duffy, 1962; Eys·enck, 1967) obviously increase the 
acquisition of different forms of behaviour. 

In Problem A of the present investrgation the main emphasis was 
given to the question: what kind of interindividual differences are 
revealed in responses to thwarting stimuli in ratings of overt behav­
iour? It was ,assumed that the main patterns of behaviour occurring 
in thwarting ·situafions consist of the combinations of the main di­
mensions defined abov,e. Altogether four individual patterns of be­
haviour can be derived, of which the opposites (,and also the most 
contrary to ,each other) are uncontrolled expression of impulses/ 
controlled inhibition of impulses, and controlled expression of im­
pulses/ uncontrolled inhibition of impulses (Figure 3). 

In an indivldual'·s behaviour there occur both variations due to 
transient •external and internal s,timuhl, :and changes in form due to 
factors acting upon social learning. Neverthdess, the assumption is 
made that inter,i'nd'ividual differences in behaviour toward thwarting 
stimuli may be descr,ibed in terms of the four patterns of behaviour 
defined above. 

2. 1. 2. Aggressive and nonaggressive patterns of behaviour

In order to make the definition of the two main dimensions pre­
sented in the preceding cha,pter more complete, more specific assump­
tions ar,e made below on each of the four individual patterns of be­
haviour. 

Uncontrolled expression of impulses. The goal of action in a 
thwarting situation is to eliminate the thwart immediately. This is 
done by delivering noxious stimuli to another organism, for which 
reason the response :i<s defined as aggressive. 

The descriptive model of aggression present:ed in Part I was three­
dimensional, which was prov,ed by the proj,ections of the variables. on 
the bas.rs of their loadings on the fJrst three principal £actors. The 
rolaLeJ facuors revealed that interin<lividual differences in aggr,ession 
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differentiat,ed along three dimensions: ( 1) defensd.v,e ,aggression with­
out offensive aggressiion, ( 2) off.ensive and intense defensive aggres­
sion, and ( 3 ) indirect aggression. In the second order factor con­
figuration direct defensive ,aggress.ion and indirect ,aggression were 
shown to be most independent, whiie the vaniance of offensive ag­
gression was divided on to both ,of these second order £,actors. 

Global mting of ,aggress1iveness was determined most s.trongly by 
the form ( 2) of agg11ession, which also conelat,ed most highly with 
uncontrolled general activi'ty. In previous studies ( cf. pp. 23-25) 
direct aggression has correlated mainly with extravert personality 
traits ·and ,indirect aggression with general maladjustment. 

When the dimensions of aggress11on were incorporated in the two­
dimensional desctiptive model of behaviour, the assumption was made 
that offensive and interne defensive aggression ( dimension 2) repre­
sents the combination of a great number of overt responses ,and weak 
control of behaviour. Wi:th a great number of ov,ert responses and 
stronger control of behaviour an indiV1idual's aggression is assumed 
to be limited mai:nly to direct defensiv,e behaviour. Direct defensive 
aggression is ,assumed to repvesent an .i:ntermediiary type in the dimen­
sion uncontrolled/ controlled expressfon of aggression. In indirect ag­
gression observable (overt) behaviour is not so obvious. Indirect ag­
gvession is assumed to represent weak control of behaviour and an in­
termediary type in the dimension uncontrolled ,express.ion/uncontrol­
led inhibition of impulses. 

Background factors in the acquirement of aggvessii.v,e habits have 
been analysed in P,art I. 

Controlled expression of impulses. Activiati:on aroused by aggres­
sion stimuli is kept under cognit,iv,e control and displayed in neutral 
forms. An individual's behaviour is motiv1ated by a desire to behave 
fn a socially acceptable manner, in accordance with prevailing norms. 
Therefore he considers alternative ways of coping with thwarting 
situations. The behavioural aspect manifests ,itself 1as efforts. towards 
the peaceful settlement of controversies and attempts to influence the 
other person's behaviour. He may react also by refrainfog consciously 
from expressing aggression ( e.g. by remaining silent deliber.ately). 
Aggressive behavfour occur.s. only in situations in which aggression is 
not strongly compatible wilth socially accepnab1e behaviour. As r·eg,ards 
the ,amount of aggression, this patrern of behaviour represents the 
middle quartiles of the tonal drstr.i:bution, yet it can still be l,abelled 
nonaggressive. 

Controlled expression of -impulses may require a certain level of 
cognitive capacity, and therefore this behaviour i's gradually increased 
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as a child grows up. The development of response habits towards 
either aggressive or socially acoeptab1e is, however, due to reinforce­
ment, early conditioning, and identificanion models. 

Uncontrolled inhibition of impulses. In thwarting stimulus situa­
tions an indiv;idual's responses are characterized by avoidance behav­
iour. He has no response habits enabHng him to eliminate the thwart 
nonaggressively. Activ,ation aroused by the stimulus is bound to emo­
tions, fear of the thwarting st,imulus, and anxiety about an inability 
to defend. He tries to eliminate the thwart by conciliatory gestures 
such as crying or withdrawal, and to control the ,anger instigated by 
the stimulus by negative labelling which manifests itself as v-erbal 
descriptions of emotions ( I feel angry, annoyed), intent1ons to re­
venge, and generalized hostile attitudes. If ,aggression is .aroused, e.g. 
because of continuous accumulatlion, it is assumed to have an indir,ect 

manifestation. As regards the total amount of overt aggression, this 
pattern of behaviour is assumed to represent the middle quartiles of 
the total dis.tribution. 

Uncontrolled inhibition of impulses is ,as•sumed to have, for ex­
ample, the following causes: because of his own resources ( physical 
weakness, lack of ,aggressive habits, ,etc.) or of the influenoe of his 
social ,environment .an individual may be uncertain ,about his oppor­
tunities for bdng .active, or h�s parents may ,encour,age or even force 
him to produce simple ,avoidance responses without trying to approve 
of his spontaneous ,attempts to compromise. 

Controlled inhibition of impulses. Avoidance behaviour differs 
from uncontrolled inhibition of impulses in that an individual tends 
to block awareness of his emotional state by cognitive appr.ais,al of the 
situation. The ·appraisal process may even distort reality, in which 
case it can be called defensive. Action is motiv,ated by the need for 
approval, a consequence of strong dependency on authority figures. 
Aggressive behavfour would threaten this re1ationship, and therdore 
an .individual tends to submit and adjust. In order to succeed in 
adjustment and to be able to .avoid amdety ,aroused by the recognized 
impulse to aggression, he makes effi:cient use of the cognitive pro­
cesses. 

As a consequence of his deliberateness ,an individual has few con­
flicts with others, and his aggr,ess.iv,e habits remain weak. Conse­
quently, the development is contrary to that in the behaviour defined 
as aggressive: in uncontrolled expression of impulses aggressive be­
haviour creates new conflicts and tends to reinforce new .aggression. 
Controlled inhibition of impulses is assumed to be learned ais a result 
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of the same childhood experiences which devdop dependency, and 
of nonaggressive identi£i:cation models. 

A comparison between the individual patterns of behaviour ab­
stracted ,above ,and the previous dassif'ications. presented Jn Chapter 1 
reveals that none of them .ts completely oomparab1e with the classifi­
cation given here, although corr espondences can be found in separate 
categories. Uncontrolled expression of impuls·es (aggression) is in­
cluded in the attack categories ( Lazarus, McClelland, Apicella), and 
the corresponding aat,egory ft;1med by Feshbach cov-ers_ also indirect 
aggression. The concept of need for ·approval ( Crowne & Marlowe) 
can be considered parallel to strong control of behaviour: approv,al­
dependent behaviour includes both control

l
ed expr,ession and con­

trolled inhibition of impulses, as a separation has not been made be­
tween these patterns of behaviour. Lazarus, howev,er, has made one 
( categories of rati:onal prob1em solving and defensive reapprais,als). 
The nearest equivalent for uncontrolled dnhibi'tion of impufaes which 
covers anxiety reactions can be found in the classification by Lazarus, 
although his classification is more concerned with the properties of 
s.timulus situations than with the habitual reaction patterns. 

The assumptfons on the descriptive model of aggres5iive and nonag­
gr-essive behaviour are summarized as follows: 
Hypothesis A. The habits of aggression and nonaggression adopted 
for coping with thwarting situations are diagrammatfoally describable 
in terms of the two orthogonal dimensi'ons called number of overt re­
sponses and control of behaviour, as shown in Figure 4. 
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Fi g u r-e 4. Hypothesis A. The individual patterns of behaviour in 
thwarting stimulus situations described in terms of the number of 

overt responses and control of behaviour. 
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2. 2. Individual patterns of behaviour as responses to symbolic ag­
gression stimuli 

The second problem of the present investigation deals with the 
differences in the verbal l.'esponses to verbally described thwarting 
stimulus situations between the four individual patterns of behaviour. 
Symbolic aggression stimuli consist of verbal descriiptions of situations 
involving both categories of thwart p1.1esented in the theoretical foame 
of reference in Part I. The classificat.ion made was that the thwart 
which eHcits primary defensive aggression is directed either toward 
an individual's goal-oriented act,ivities or toward his actual well-being. 
The former implied various kinds of frust1.1atfons, the latter mainly 
attacks upon another person. An examination was made not only of 
the (defensive) responses to this kind of stimulus but also of the 
differences between the types of behav1our1 according to whether 
they themselves t,end to produce noxious stimu1t to other ,individuals, 
i.e., of the diffel'ences in self-r,ated offensive aggression.

In additiion to the avemge diHerences in responses the eHects of
external control on the l'esponses of each of the types of behaviour 
were also analy2ed. The term strength of external control, as distinct 
from internal control affecting the move general response style of 
each individual pattern of behavlour, was used to mean the amount 
of thwart in a stimulus situation which depends, d:n defensive ,aggres­
sion, on the power of the instigator and the properties of the noxious 
stimuli, ,and, in offensiv,e aggression, on the power of the victim. 

As shown in Part I, the ,effects of situational vadab1es, and those 
of the targets of ,aggression in particular, on the structure of aggression 
were that in indirect aggl'ession mor,e diHeventiatJion took place in 
interindividual differences with strong than with weak situational 
control. The result sugges.t,ed that the behaviour of an individual had 
been modified by stimulus foctors regardless of his av,erage response 
habits. 

Various problems emerge in the prediction of an individual's ag­
gressive behaviour by verbal tests. Gener,ally the correlatJons between 
the scores in test aggression and the ratings in overt aggress:ion have 
been very 1ow. The assumption has been made (Edwards, 1957; et 
al.) that the responses i:n personality inventories ( divect techniques) 
are affected by the social desirability ,set. As the correlation between 

1 Groups of subjects who react in a consistent manner in thwarting situations 
by using individual patterns of behaviour, e.g. representatives of extreme groups, 
are called 'types of behaviour' or simply 'types'. 
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aggressive test respons,es and overt aggres.s1on ha'S not, however, been 
negative, it i's open to question which indiv.idual patterns of behaviour 
are represented by pe11sons with high scores in .aggressdon and those 
with a strong social desir.abHity set. 

The relationships between projective r,esponse data and overt ag­
gressfon have been no less complicated. In numerous studies inter­
vening or exp1anatory variables have been sought in different sources 
such as fear of punishment (Mussen & Naylor, 1954; Schaefer & 
Norman, 196 7; et al.), tendency to put on -a good or bad face ( Lind­
zey & Goldwyn, 1954; Mitchell, 1967), mother's attitudes toward 
expressions of aggression (Lesser, 1957), interaction between aggres­
sive and aggression inhibiting t•endencies ( Olweus, 1969; Shipman & 
Marquette, 1963; Megargee, 1966), hostile self-oonc,ept ( Lind2iey & 
Tejessey, 1956; Murstdn, 1965; Kaplan, 1967), unambiguous/am­
biguous nature of stimulus materJal (Kag,an, 1956; Haskell, 1961; 
Epstein, 1966; Coleman, 196 7; James & Mosher, 196 7) and v,arious 
interactions of guilt, inhibition, hostile ,sdf-concepts, and stimulus 
relevance for hostility ( Saltz & Epstein, 1963; Megargee, 196 7; James 
& Mosher, 1967). 

In the above mentioned inv,estigations the subjects' overt behav­
iour has not been classified on any basis other than the amount of ag­
gression or a corresponding characteristic. Consequently, no conclu­
sions can be drawn from the results concerning the di1stribution of ag­
gressive responses among different individual patterns of behaviour. 
The -absence of the p11esentadon of thi'S problem has been one of the 
characteristics of investigations in the psychology of personality. ( 1) 
Research problems have usually dealt with interindivd.dual differences 
in undesirable personality tvahs, e.g. anx,�ety, neurotJidsm, aggres,s!ive­
ness, i.e., in weak control of behaviour ( F,iguve 4), and even the 
sample of subjects has been drawn, compared with the mean of the 
dimension 'control of behaviour', from abnormal individuals ( charac­
terized by weak control of behaviour). Socially desirable respons,e sets 
have been considered sources of error ,in measurement difficult to 
eliminat,e, rather than indicators of interindiv.idual differences in be­
haviour. ( 2) The control v,ariables in -experimental studi�s and, corre­
spondingly, the background v1ariables in differential psychologd.cal in­
vestigations, hav·e more seldom been veal psychological personality 
variables than tnadi'tional sociological or organism vadab1es such as 
socio-economical status, sex, age, or intel1igence, whose relations to 
the behaviour under ,investigation may be very distant and complex. 
The personality variables possibly intervening in the correspondence 
between overt aggres,s±on and test aggression ( inhibi'tion of aggres-
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sion, guilt, :anxiety) have usually been derived from the same depend­
ent or test variables as the vadables for aggression under inves.tigatfon. 
Such an explanati'on has been made, for examp1e, by Olweus ( 1969) 
in the study of his ,analytic theoretical formuladons of the relation­
ships between ov,ert aggression and proj,ective tes.t aggression. ( 3 ) The 
validity criterion often used for various ,aggress,ion tests, showing low 
concurrent validity, has been overt aggression, which, when rated, is 
determined primarily by the habit strength of offensive aggression. 
It can be hypothesized that differ-ent techniques reveal differ•ent k,inds 
of aggressive tendencies and other responses to symbolic aggression 
stimuli, dependrng on the individual patterns of behaviour. 

The assumption has been studied exploratively by the writer (1968). The 
subjects were university students of psychology. Two orthogonal dimensions 
corresponding to those in the descriptive model ( Figure 4) were obtained by 
factor analysis from the battery of such reference variables as number of overt 
responses and control of behaviour, observed from the subjects' behaviour in 
small groups, variables of personality inventories ( The Eysenck Personality 
Inventory, The Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale, The Marlowe-Crowne Social 
Desirability Scale, etc.), and the Id, Ego, and Superego variables of the Arrow­
Dot test. Aggressiveness was operationalized by observation, personality in­
ventories ( The Buss-Durkee Inventory, The Siegel Manifest Hostility), pro­
jective tests (Rorschach, TAT, Rosenzweig), and self-ratings including a new 
test type called the SLEI test ( cf. p. 143). 

The variables for aggressiveness had many different locations in the two­
dimensional frame of reference. The variable of observed aggression was located, 
as expected, in the quarter of the dimensions 'weak control of behaviour' and 
'great number of overt responses', and it represented uncontrolled expression of 
impulses. The most indirect test variable, the Rorschach scale for aggression 
constructed by Murstein, correlated most highly with observed aggression, 
whereas the scores for aggression inventories were independent of the dimen­
sion 'number of overt responses' but correlated with 'weak control of behaviour'. 
Other variables correlating with weak control of behaviour were extrapunitivity 
( vs. impunitivity) in the Rosenzweig Picture Frustration Study, and self-rated 
aggression in the SLEI test. These relationships were interpretable through 
generalized hostile attitudes developed from inhibition of aggression in thwarting 
situations. One proportion of the variance of the personality inventories and 
the TAT scale for aggression constructed by Hafner and Kaplan was explained 
by the third dimension independent of the main dimensions. The third dimension 
was interpreted as suppression/recognization of non-acceptable impulses. Of 
the observed variables uncontrolled expression of aggression correlated with 
suppression, and socially acceptable behaviour with recognization. The relation­
ships between test variables and overt aggression were thus rather complex. 

WJthin the pres·ent investigation only one test type was chosen in 
order to obtain as dir-ect information as possible about the subjects' 
self-rated behaviour in thwarting sdtuati'ons. The main emphasis was 
given to the quesuiion of whether the verbal responses of the different 
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types of behav1our correspond to predictions based on their overt 
behaviour. 

The procedure was as follows. 
- An extreme group was chosen for each individual pattern of behaviour, the

behaviour of which differed as clearly as possible from the average.
- The test contained direct, concrete questions about the subjects' behaviour

in different thwarting situations.
- To minimize the possibility of impertinent ( e.g. bantering) answers the

tests were administered as individual tests like interviews. In order to
decrease the inhibition of aggression attempts were made to create an at­
mosphere in which the subject could produce all kinds of responses.

The basic Jdea was the as,sumption that in their verbal responses
the subjects reveal their chamct,eri'stic treatment of different situations, 
which correspond to their overt behaviour. Mo1.1e complicated hypoth­
eses would .also be possible, ,e.g. beoaus·e of differences in the sub­
jective meanings of test stimuli: although the aggresstive stimulus pre­
senved to each subject is the same, its subjective meaning may differ, 
depending on the frequency of the real ,experiences of an individual 
ifi corresponding situations. The experiences have consider.able influ­
enoe on the relationship between the strength of the aggressive and 
aggress:ion inhibitory tendencies adsing in the stimulus situatJon. For 
the sake of simplicity and because the sdection of the subj,ect groups 
is determined ultimately by the result conoerning Prob1em A, direct 
relationships ,are, however, hypothesJzed. Provided that more compli­
cated relationships occur, the results ar,e ,interpreted on the basis of 
the theoretical starting points .and the intervening viariables derived 
from them. 

Hypothesis B. 1. The differences between the types of behaviour 
in the total magnitude of their aggressive v-erbal responses correspond 
to those in the amount of overt aggr,essive behaviour, both for defen­
sive and offensive aggression. 

Hypothesis B. 2. (a) Indirect aggression i1s characteristic of in­
dividuals who represent the dimension 'weak control of behaviour' 
but not that called 'great number of overt responses'. (b) Direct 
defensive aggression is charact,edstic of individual's who represent the 
dimension 'great number of ov,ert responses'. (c) The intensity of ag­
gres1sive r,esponses ( with the physical, vierbal, or mimic mode) is as­
sumed to be det,ermined by the strength of the control of behaviour. 

Hypothesis B. 3. The magnitude of the .aggress1ve responses of all 
the types of behaviour is small with strong external control, 1 but the 

1 The strength of external control has been defined above as varying with 
the amount of thwart in a stimulus situation. 
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magnitude is incr,eased monoton.ioally when the thwart is weak.erred. 
The increase is, however, s1ightiest in the most nonaggressive group 
and greatest in the mosit aggressive group, which leads to a simulta­
neous ilncrease in the differences between the subject groups. The 
weak.er the ,aggressive habits, the smaller the variations in responses 
due to stimulus situatfons. The premises of this hypothesis ave: ( 1) 
The strength of .aggres:sion inhibiitory habits depends inversely on the 
stvength of aggressiv•e habits .. ( 2) There is ,a positive covariation be­
tween the strength of aggressJon rnhibitory habits and the degree of 
stimulus generalization. 

Hypothesis B. 4. As regards nonaggressiv,e responses, ther·e are 
differences between the types of behaviour due to the strength and 
quality of their ,aggression inhibitory habits. In analyses and oate­
gorizations of proj,eccive test responses aggression inhibitory tend­
eno�es have usually been thought to vary one-dimensionally. The as­
sumption is made here in connection with Hypothesis A that aggres­
sion inhibitory tendencies may be described in terms of two dimen­
sions ( Figure 5) which can be called suppression of the extrinsic 
aspect of aggression ( of the overt response) and neutralization of the 
intrinsic aspect of aggr,ession ( of the emotional reaction). 

Strong control 
of behaviour 

Small number of 
overt responses 

S+; 

S-; 

N+ S+; N-

Suppression of 

S-; N-
the extrinsic 

N+ aspect of 
aggression 

Neutralization of 
the intrinsic aspect 
of aggression (N!) 

( s:::) 

F i g u r e  5. The quality of the ,aggression �nhibitory tendencies of 
the individual patterns of behaviour ( cf. Fig. 4). 

The type of uncontrolled expression of impulses (,aggressive) 
liacks. both of the inhibitory tendencies, wherefore the number of non­
aggressive responses is assumed to be the smallest. 

The type of controlled expression of impulses is characterized by 
the tendency to neut1.1a1ize the intri'nsic aspect of aggression, as a con-
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sequence of which the impulses to act ave expected to manifest them­
selves i'n a ,socially acceptable way, as, compromises and efforts towards 
peaceful settlement of controv,ersies. 

The type of uncontrolled inhibition of impulses tends to suppress 
the -extrinsic aspect of aggression. The 1.1emaining emotional arousal 
is assumed to reveal itself in verbal responses, as descriptions of nega­
tive affects. In thi:s type fear associated with aggression stimuli is 
assumed to arouse more escape responses. than in the other types. 

The type of controlled inhibition of impulses is characterized by 
both of the inhibitory tendencies, as a consequence of which ,an in­
dividual takes an indiHerent stand in ,a thwartdng situation or ap­
praises the ,situation without negative affects or activ,e responses. 

In addition, these types are also assumed to prefer corresponding 
responses when they are asked to choose the one of the four alterna­
tives based on the above hypotheses that most closely corresponds to 
their own behaviour. 

Hypothesis B. 5. As a direct consequence of Hypothesis B. 3 it is 
assumed that when external control is str,engthened, the tot,al number 
of nonaggressiv,e responses incr-ea-ses monotonically for all of the types 
of behaviour. The incvease is, however, greatest in the most aggressive 
groups and slightest in the most nonaggressive groups. 

The vadation in the amount of each nonaggressii.ve reaction due to 
that in external control .rs assumed to be slightest in the group of 
which the reaction in questfon i1s most typical. The pr-emise of the 
hypothesis, derived from the S-R behaviour theory (Hull, 1943), is 
that ther,e ;is a positive covariation between the habit strength and the 
degree of stimulus genera1ization. 



3. A DESCRIPTIVE SYSTEM OF AGGRESSIVE AND NON­

AGGRESSIVE BEHAVIOUR

3. 1. Execution of the investigation

3. 1. 1. Methods

For the same reason as in Part I (p. 46) the method chosen for gathering 
the material for the study of aggressive and nonaggressive behaviour was that 
of rating. As an investigation was preferred of somewhat older children than 
those ( aged 5-6) studied in Part I, particularly on account of the analysis 
for verbal responses in Problem B, the rating method was to be adapted for 
a study of those of school age. The relationship between a child and his teacher 
changes as the child leaves the kindergarten and starts going to school. For this 
reason the situations become less frequent in which a teacher can make obser­
vations of a child's spontaneous behaviour. 

In many cases peer ratings furnish more useful information than teachers' 
ratings ( Cronbach, 1960). Although, according to the studies by Tuddenham 
(1952), Walker (1967), Werdelin (1966), et al., the intercorrelations of peer 
ratings and teachers' ratings of different personality traits are fairly high, the 
assumption can be made that particularly in ratings of aggressive behaviour 
peers' observations cover a greater variety of roles and stimulus conditions than 
teachers' ratings. In a school milieu it is difficult to obtain ratings of pupils 
from more than one teacher, and therefore the reliability of ratings often re­
mains unestimated. The employment of peer rating eliminates this problem. 
And as Walker (1967) has proved that after one year's interval the scale scores 
for peer ratings are more stable than those for teachers' ratings, peer rating 
was the very method chosen in advance by which the subjects for the study of 
Problem B were to be selected. The peer rating method was modified from the 
Guess-who technique originally presented by Hartshorne & May ( 1929), the 
details of which are given in Chapter 3. 1. 3. Teacher rating was employed along 
with peer rating in order to find out the invariance of the descriptive system 
when the groups of taters and methods of rating are varied. As in Part I, the 
main emphasis was given to boys' aggressive behaviour, but since the school 
classes consisted of boys and girls, it was appropriate, for the practical adminis-



115 

tration of the tests, to gather the material for Problem A so as to involve both 
sexes. 

Variables for the main dimensions of the descriptive model (Figure 4, p. 107) 
were included both in peer ratings and in teachers' ratings. In addition, the 
subjects were given the Junior Eysenck Personality Inventory developed by 
Eysenck (1965) as the version (Junior NESI) translated and modified by Ma­
kinen in the Institute of Psychology of the University of Jyvaskyla, and the 
Personality Inventory for the Lower Forms of the Primary School (KTK 1) 1 

standardized by Ylinentalo (1965, 1967) from the personality questionnaire 
developed by Cattell and Coan (1959). Self-ratings have usually (Walker, 1967; 
Werdelin, 1966) correlated rather poorly with peer ratings and teachers' ratings, 
wherefore the value of the inventory scales as reference variables was not expect­
ed to be very high. But since the two-dimensional descriptive model is, on the 
basis of previous investigations (Eysenck, 1960, 1967; Kline, 1967; Gorsuch 
& Cattell, 1967; Konttinen, 1968) as useful in the description of commori 
variance of questionnaire variables as in that of rating, this measurement tech­
nique was employed here along with the method of rating. 

The methods of study for Problem B are given in Chapter 4. 1. 

3. 1. 2. Subjects

The subjects were drawn from the second-grade pupils of the elementary schools 
in Jyvaskyla as a sample of classes. The number of classes under investigation 
was 12 ( out of 28). They represented three schools. One of them was located 
in the town center, and all of its six second-grade classes were included in the 
sample. The other two schools were located in the suburbs, and of them six 
classes were drawn at random. All of the classes were mixed. The subjects of 
the investigation comprised 183 boys and 169 girls. 

The choice of the subjects from the above mentioned subject group for the 
examination of Problem B is explained in Chapter 4. 3. 1. 

3. 1. 3. Variables and procedures

The ratings consisted of variables for aggressive and nonaggressive behaviour 
as well as reference variables concerning the main dimensions of the descriptive 
model. 

The sampling of the aggression variables was performed by employing the 
descriptive model of aggression presented in Part I. The content categories were 
constructed by varying the direction, aim and mode of aggression, and twelve 
variables were chosen to represent them. The variables were formulated by 
applying some of the previous investigations in which the method of peer 
rating has been employed (Lesser, 1959; Walder et al., 1961; Banta & Walder, 
1961; Wiggins & Winder, 1961; Takala et al., 1964; et al.). 

1 KTK 1 is the only personality inventory standardized in Finland for subjects 
of this age. 
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In the sampling of the nonaggression variables an attempt was made to take 
into account, according to the hypotheses, controlled expression of impulses as 
well as controlled and uncontrolled inhibition of impulses. The total number 
of nonaggression variables was 12 ( Appendix A. 2). 

The reference variables were chosen for the dimensions 'number of overt 
responses' and 'control of behaviour'. In addition, two variables were selected 
on the basis of the results of the factor analysis carried out by the writer from 
the peer rating material gathered by Takala et al. (1964). One of them was 
thought to be a good measure of socially acceptable activity, and the other of 
anxiety. Two variables were chosen for secondary motivation of aggression. 
They were assumed to correlate positively with the habit of offensive aggres­
sion. 

The above mentioned variables ( 33) were given as concrete a formulation 
as possible in order to make their meaning unambiguous. In the teachers' ratings 
the variables were exactly similar. In addition, the teachers were asked to rate 
the subjects' impulsiveness, anti-social behaviour, excessive withdrawal, and 
stable general impression. In order to obtain information about the subjects' 
school achievements the teachers were asked to rank their pupils, and for the 
rating of the sod�l st�tus the profession of each pupil's father (mother) was 
requested. 

For peer rating a block was prepared for each subject with 35 similar pages 
numbered 1-35. Thus an answer was given to each question on a separate 
page ( the two first tasks were exercises). The girls' blocks contained the first 
name and, if necessary, the first letter of the surname of each girl in the class, 
duplicated in capital letters. The boys' blocks contained the name of each boy 
in the class correspondingly. 

In the instruction1 the number of peers to be chosen for each question was 
left relatively undefined, although stress was laid on the importance of at least 
three names in each answer. According to B j ers ted t (196 3 ) , lower-grade pupils 
are usually capable of making at least three choices. A fixed number was not 
considered necessary, since (1) the aim was to separate in each question the 
potential extreme individuals from the whole sample, ( 2) the sizes of the groups 
varied 12-21 from class to class, and ( 3) some forms of aggression may, 
particularly in girls' behaviour, be so unusual that answering with a fixed number 
of choices would have proved difficult, and would consequently have strength, 
ened the halo effect. 

In order to motivate the subjects they were promised sweets after testing 
provided that they had performed their task carefully. In each class the material 
was gathered by the writer. The ratings took one tesson. 

In teacher rating the questions as well as the response blocks were the same 
as in peer rating. The procedure was, however, different. Girls and boys were 
rated separately by writing number 3-0 after the name of each pupil. Number 
3 was to be given to those pupils in whom the characteristic in question was 
very prominent, i.e., only to extreme individuals, and O to those pupils in whom 
the teacher had never observed the characteristic in question. The behaviour of 
the girls/boys was to be compared with that of girls/boys of the same age 
in general. 

The time allowed for rating was two weeks at the teachers' wish, since in 

1 The instruction is obtainable mimeographed. 
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many cases rating required more accurate observations of the pupils' behaviour 
than the teachers had at the time of peer rating. To obtain more material the 
teachers made observations of their pupils voluntarily during breaks. 

Personality inventories: Junior NESI. The original version of The Junior 
Eysenck Personality Inventory consists of 60 items, of which 24 measure neu­
roticism, 24 extraversion, and 12 constitute a lie scale. Makinen has prepared 
additional items to this inventory and divided the extraversion scale into two 
subscales called impulsive extraversion and social extraversion (Eysenck & 
Eysenck, 1963). Within the present investigation the total number of items 
was 94, of which 31 measured neuroticism, 20 social extraversion, 26 impulsive 
extraversion, and 17 constituted a lie scale. 

The Personality Inventory for the Lower Forms of the Primary School 
(KTK 1) consists of 108 items divided into 12 scales so that each of them 
consists of 9 items. The scales are presented in Appendix A. 2. 

The inventories were administered to the school classes orally by the writer. 
The answers were recorded by the subjects on separate answer sheets. The 
answers to Junior NESI are given on a yes-no basis. In KTK 1 there are two 
alternatives of which one ( a or b) is chosen. Example: »Question 1, Which 
would you prefer, a) playing schools or b) playing cowboys and indians?» In 
the instructions special stress was laid on personal answers. Those who would 
concentrate on the task carefully were promised some sweets after the test. 

Each inventory required one lesson. They were given at an interval of at 
least three days. The order in which they were given varied from class to class. 
On the first day peer rating was carried out after the presentation of the in­
ventory and a break. The tests were performed during the first lessons of the 
day. The material was gathered in the middle of the spring term 1968. 

3. 1. 4. Reliability of the variables

Reliability of the ratings. In order to estimate the reliability of the peer 
ratings both the girls and boys in each class were divided into two arbitrary 
subgroups. The distribution of choices was studied in each subgroup. The 
subjects' subscores, i.e. the number of choices given to them in each variable, 
were expressed in percentages of the maximum number of choices ( of the 
number of subjects in subgroup -1). The correlation coefficients were calcu­
lated between the percentages in order to estimate the agreement of the sub­
groups in their choices. The reliabilities for the ratings were estimated by cor­
recting the correlations according to the Spearman-Brown formula (McNemar, 
1955). 

The agreement of the teachers' ratings and peer ratings was estimated by 
correlating the scores for the teachers' ratings with the total scores for the peer 
ratings expressed in percentages. The boys' peer ratings, particularly those con­
cerning aggressive behaviour, were on the average more reliable than the girls' 
ratings ( Table 11). The median of the reliability coefficients for the boys was 
.75, which can be considered satisfactory as far as the interpretation of the 
results is concerned, and which corresponds to those obtained by Tuddenham 
(1952), Walker (1967), et al. The median for the girls was .66. The lowest 
reliability ( + .22 - + .30) was that of variable 16 ( find it a joke if somebody 
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T a b  l e  11. The reliabilities and means1 for the ratings 

Peer ratings Teachers' ratings 

Variables r with 
Reliability Mean% peer ratings Mean 

Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls 

Aggression 
.68' 1. Hurt .87 20.1 18.0 .71 .23 0.78*** 0.20 

2. Wrangle .69 .54 19.2 20.6 .46 .21 0.78**'' 0.46 
3. Sulk .72 .47 18.4 20.7 .26 .18 0.57 0.54 
4. Tease smaller peers .85 .67 19.7 16.6 .55 .34 0.77*'"' 0.29 
5. Displaced toward objects .73 .64 16.2 16.2 .39 .15 0.46*''* 0.20
6. Tease behind smby's back .82 .61 20.6 18.5 .46 .26 0.70'""' 0.29
7. Sneak .70 .66 19.3 22.9 .46 .49 0.81 0.65 
8. Attack .83 .64 21.0 17.3 .57 .02 0.59*** 0.14 
9. Say naughty things .76 .62 19.5 19.7 .68 .19 0.58*''* 0.26 

10. Make faces .80 .68 19.4 18.3 .50 .22 0.66'"''* 0.24 
11. Take possessions .86 .61 15.6 16.0 .48 .15 0.27 0.11 
12. Tell lies .79 .69 20.4 21.4 .51 .26 0.63'' 0.42 

Nonaggression
13. Act reasonably .77 .69 20.5 24.5 .43 .40 1.27 1.58** 
14. Negotiate .45 .41 20.5 23.6 .34 .32 1.22 1.56** 
15. Side with smaller .77 .76 19.9 24.2 .47 .37 1.08 1.23 
16. Find attack a joke .30 .22 18.9 20.7 .03 .04 0.99 0.85 
17. Peaceable .71 .75 20.5 25.1 .59 .37 1.28 1.69'""0

' 

18. Reliable .75 .78 19.4 23.9 .52 .42 1.31 1.59*'' 
19. Quit .65 .60 20.7 27.0 .51 .24 1.25 1.54''* 
20. Never quarrel .74 .77 19.2 24.7 .47 .26 1.28 1.63*'"' 
21. Cry if treated nastily .80 .69 16.3 18.6 .40 .38 0.64 0.73 
22. Afraid of others .61 .47 16.5 16.7 .30 .24 0.53 0.49 
23. Apologize .52 .51 18.3 23.5 .21 .26 1.09 1.13 
24. Plan revenge .43 .53 20.4 22.2 .37 .20 0.66** 0.44 

Reference variables
25. Be busy and play .50 .48 24.0 25.0 .35 .40 1.56 1.67 
26. Silent .75 .58 19.4 21.8 .26 .51 0.83 0.96 
27. Labile .73 .52 21.5 22.1 .34 .29 0.85'°"'' 0.65 
28. Always friendly .59 .56 20.4 26.4 .42 .37 1.38 1.54 
29. Fit for leadership .82 .75 21.7 23.2 .59 .58 0.89 0.97 
30. Unfit for leadership .82 .78 23.8 24.2 .31 .51 1.34 1.18 
31. Cry at the dentist's .75 .77 17 .1 18.6 .44 .33 0.87 0.61 
32. Disobey the teacher .89 .73 18.1 18.1 .67 .45 0.69*'"' 0.17 
33. Make fun .79 .42 20.4 20.4 .60 .27 0.85'""' 0.38 
36. Anti-social symptoms 0.39'' 0.19 
37. Too withdrawn 0.36 0.61'' 
38. Unsteady 0.95'°"''* 0.54 
39. Stable general impression 1.77 1.82 

1 There were few significant differences between the variances.
·k The Jifference beLween the means for boys and girls significant at .05 level, 

** at .01 level, 
''** at .001 level. 
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T a b  1 e 12. The reliabilities, means, and standard deviations for the scales 
of KTK 1 and Junior NESI 

Ylinentalo Pitkanen 

Reliability 
Boys Girls Boys Girls 

a) KTK 1 1 2 N=130 N=140 N=183 N=169 

46. Masculinity vs. .89 .91 M 2.77 7.34 2.35 6.64 
feminity (-) (J 1.90 1.24 1.76 1.66 

47. Anxiety .35 .56 M 4.36 5.10 4.54 5.71 

(J 1.77 1.48 1.91 1.50 
48. Fearfulness .37 .50 M 2.77 2.47 2.68 2.75 

(J 1.63 1.53 1.56 1.73 
49. Attitude toward .69 .57 M 4.62 2.43 4.67 2.62 

school (J 2.11 1.58 1.95 1.72 
50. Dominance vs. .68 .80 M 4.39 7.04 4.36 6.75 

submissiveness (-) (J 1.98 1.36 1.71 1.68 
51. Self-confidence vs. .62 .49 M 4.85 5.04 4.63 4.59 

inferiority feelings (J 1.94 2.04 1.89 2.00 
52. Altruism vs. egoism .69 .61 M 5.40 6.91 5.45 6.54 

(J 2.14 1.73 1.86 1.80 
53. Emotionality .67 .37 M 5.45 6.16 5.61 6.17 

(J 2.20 2.08 2.27 2.26 
. 54. Restlessness .73 .66 M 3.63 2.04 3.28 1.64 

(J 2.07 1.56 2.09 1.46 
55. Sensitivity .45 .49 M 7.00 5.65 7.28 5.85 

(J 1.50 1.64 1.47 1.69 
56. Co-operativeness .28 .26 M 5.59 6.14 5.58 5.56 

(J 1.69 1.66 1.72 1.89 
57. Dependency .65 .56 M 5.48 7.42 5.44 7.27 

(J 2.21 1.37 1.96 1.55 

Reliability Mean Standard deviation 

b) Junior NESI Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls 

42. Neuroticism .83 .81 13.81 13.42 6.25 6.03 
43. Lie scale .71 .63 7.89 9.62 3.70 3.34 
44. Impulsive extraversion .33 .51 11.60 8.63 3.80 3.23 
45. Social extraversion .16 .24 11.84 11.73 2.35 2.67 

1 = split-half reliabilities 
2 = test/ retest reliabilities 
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attacks), the peer ratings of which, likewise, did not correlate with the teachers' 
ratings. 

The correlations between the teachers' ratings and the boys peer ratings 
were, on the average, higher than those between the teachers' ratings and the 
girls' peer ratings. The median of the correlations for the boys was + .46 and 
for the girls + .29. The girls' and teachers' ratings of the girls' aggressive be­
haviour correlated especially poorly with each other. 

The differences between the means for the girls' scores and those for the 
boys' scores, obtained by teacher rating, were significant in several variables 
regardless of the instructions. The differences between the means for the boys' 
and girls' scores, obtained by peer rating, expressed in percentages, were not, 
however, significant. This could have been the case, because the number of 
choices was not strictly defined in the instructions. 

Reliability of the personality inventories. The reliabilities for the scales in­
cluded in KTK 1 have been estimated by Ylinentalo ( 1967) for the corre­
sponding age level in connection with the standardization of the inventory. The 
methods employed had been 'split half' and 'test/retest' (interval one year), 
and an analysis of the inner consistency of the scales had been made. The split 
half and test/retest reliabilities for the scales, as well as the means and standard 
deviations for the responses of the second-grade pupils obtained by Ylinentalo 
and those obtained by the writer, are presented in Table 12 a: 

The means for the boys in each scale as well as the intercorrelations of the 
scales were very much the same in both investigations. More variation occurred 
in the means for the girls. 

For Junior NESI the split half reliabilities were estimated as shown in Table 
12 b. The reliability coefficients for the neuroticism and lie scales corresponded 
to those obtained by Eysenck ( 1965) for subjects aged 8 ( neuroticism scale: 
boys .79, girls .80; L-scale: boys .64, girls .67), but the extraversion scales, the 
social extraversion scale in particular, proved to be more unreliable in the 
present investigation (in Eysenck's study: boys .58, girls .63), which may be 
due to the fact that the inventory is in Finland still under standardization, and 
the scales employed here were preliminary versions. 

3. 1. 5. Analysis of the results

The first problem of the investigation dealt with the two-dimensional de­
scription of aggressive and nonaggressive behaviour. Four samples were gathered 
for the solution of the problem. The 55 X 55 intercorrelation matrices of the 
following variables were calculated as product moment coefficients: 
a) The boys' peer ratings in the 33 variables (1-33, Appendix A. 2). The

subjects' scores, i.e. the number of choices given to them in each variable,
were expressed as percentages of the maximum number of choices ( of the
number of subjects in group -1). In addition, the battery included the 6
teachers' ratings of the boys ( 36-41) and the 16 scales of the personality
inventories (inventory scales 42-57).

b) The corresponding variables for the girls' peer ratings, teachers' ratings of
the girls, and inventory scales.

c) The teachers' ratings of the boys in the 39 variables, and the boys' scores
for the 16 inventory scales.
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d) The corresponding variables for the teachers' ratings of the girls and the
girls' scores for the inventory scales.

e) The 55 X 55 matrix of the average intercorrelations was obtained from the
matrices a-d through the r to z transformation developed by Fisher
(McNemar, 1955).
The matrix of the average intercorrelations was factor analysed by the princi­

pal factor method. As the descriptive model being tested was two-dimensional 
an examination was first made into how the common variance of the variables 
can be described in terms of the first two factors ( cf. p. 52). The loadings of the 
variables on the first principal factor were plotted graphically against those on 
the second principal factor. This figure was the starting point of the examination 
of Hypothesis A. 

In order to study the invariance of the two-dimensional structure with 
different raters and subjects of different sexes, four factor analyses were carried 
out. All the analyses involved the 33 rating variables. The inventory variables 
were included in the same batteries as the peer ratings: 

a 1) the boys' peer ratings and scores for the inventory scales ( 33 + 16), 
b1) the girls' peer ratings and scores for the inventory scales ( 33 + 16), 
c1) the teachers' ratings of the boys (33 + 6), 
d 1 ) the teachers' ratings of the girls ( 3 3 + 6 ) . 

The factor structures of both the aggression and nonaggression variables· were 
analysed separately from each sample ( a-d). The purpose was to examine the 
proportion of the common variance of both the aggression and nonaggression 
variables explained by the two main dimensions of the descriptive model, i.e., 
to examine what other dimensions can be found to explain the interindividual 
differences. 

The problem of explaining the common variance was also studied at a more 
general level of description, by rotating the factor matrix extracted from the 
average intercorrelations by the varimax method with different numbers of 
factors. An attempt was herewith made to take all the common factors into 
account. 

In the research project peer rating was chosen as the very method by which 
to choose the subjects for the study of Problem B. In order to obtain information 
about the invariance of the factor strncture of the 33 ratings with different 
taters and subjects of different sexes, the boys' and girls' peer ratings as well 
as the teachers' ratings of the boys and girls in the 33 variables were factor 
analysed separately. The invariance of the factor configurations was investigated 
through a symmetric transformation analysis model (Mustonen, 1966). 

3. 2. Results

3. 2. 1. Structure of the variables in terms of two main dimensions

3. 2. 1. 1. The main dimensions

It was predicted in HypothesisA(p. 107) th�t the habits of ag­
gress�ori and nonaggression adopted for coping wi,th thwarting situa-
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tions may be described .in terms of two orthogonal dimensions called 
number of overt responses and control of behavfour. 

In the factor analysis from the average intercorrelat.i:ons ( p. 121) 
eight factors were extracted. Their proportion of the total original 
(estimated) communality was 97 .2 % . The corresponding percentage 
for the first two principal factors was 57 .0. The first two factors ex­
tracted from the four samples ( a 1-d 1, p. 121 ) accounted for larger 
percentages ( 60.8 %-71.5 % ) of the total variances than those ex­
tracted from the average intercorrelations, particularly when the in­
ventory scales were excluded from the battery ( from the batteries c 1 

and d 1 concerning t,eachers' rati:ngs, p. 121 ) . 1 

The eigenvialues of the factors were sharply reduced .after the first 
factor. The differences between the eigenvalues of the second and 
third factor were not great. A similar !'educti'on in the eigenvalues 
was found in the different samples. After the fourth factor the eigen­
value percentages of the number of variables remained altogether 
r,ather small, smaller than 3. 5.

For a study of the correspondences between the prinoipal factors 
Tucker's coeffidents of congruence ( Harman, 196 7, p. 270) were 
calculated between the corresponding factors extracted from the differ­
ent samples (example: compatison between samples a1 and 6 1 : I/I; 
II/II; .. . ; VII/VII) over the common variables of the &amples 
under comparison. 2 The most stable factor was the first principal 
factor ( .90 - .99); more variation could be found in the coefficient,s 
of congruence for the other factors. According to Tucker (Harman, 
196 7, p. 271), a value under .46 for a coefficient of congruence 
does not indicate similarity between a pair of factors. This cniterion 
v,alue was exceeded by the coefficients for the first five factors in the 
comparison between the teachers' ratings of the boys and girls, and 
also in that between the boys' and girls' peer racings. In the compari­
sons between the peer r,atings and the teachers' ra,nings the criterion 
value was exceeded only by the coefficients for the first three factors. 
The difference between the above results of the teachers' r,atings and 
peer ratings was possibly due to the fact that the inventory so.ales were 
excluded from the batteries in which the teachers' ratings were in­
cluded. 

On the bas.is of the coefficients of congruence i,t can be expected 
that dimensions spanned by the inventory scales are not included in 

1 The table presenting the eigenvalues of the factors is obtainable mimeo­
graphed. 

2 The table is obtainable mimeographed. 
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the structures of the rating variables. A detailed examination and in­
terpretadon of these dimensiions is presented in Chapter 3. 2. 2. 

A consider.able proportion of the common viariance w,as accounted 
for by the first two factors ( 57-72 % ) . The coefficients of congru­
ence also indicated that the first two pr.i:ncipal £actors weve very stable 
with different raters, methods, and subjects of different sexes. The 
variables were plotted on a plane on the basis of their loadings on the 
first two principal factors ( Figure 6; aver,age intercorrelations). 

In Figure 6 the a:J(ies ave rotated to a position in which the y-.axi'S 
is parallel with the line which goes through the pair of reference vari­
ables ( 25, 26) representing the number of ov,ert responses. The orig­
inal posidon of the axes is shown by a dotted line.1
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.i 
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FEARFULNESS 4-f

-....., 

'1 ', NEG OT IA TE 
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• STABLE 

.39 
2,f 

:BE BUSY, PLAY• 
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;_ '3 GOOD LEAD.ER 

49 ?1EGATIVE ATTITUDE TO'dARD SCHOOL 3 SULK 
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11 TAKE POSSESSIONS 
'12. PLAN REVENGE i� 12 TELL LIES 

. 5 

• 4� IMPULSIVE EXTRA VERSION .32DISOBEY 

Si
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F i g u r e 6. The variables plotted on a plane on the basis of the 
first two principal factors, aver,age intercorrelations. 

1 The two-dimensional figures for the different samples ( a1-d1) are obtain­
able mimeographed. Rotations of the same size are made in these figures. 
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The variables were divided among all the quadrants in Figure 6, 
whi'Ch supports Hypothesis A. When rotated according to the variable 
pair ( 25, 26) repres·enting the number of overt responses, the axes 
were interpretable on the basJs of the highest loadings as the dimen­
sions 'number of overt responses' and 'control of behaviour'. 

A great number of overt responses was manifested both by the vari­
ables for socially ·acceptable behavfour and by those for less acceptable 
behaviour. This pool of the dimension was spanned not only by its 
reference vadable ( be busy and p1ay with others), but also by the 
aggression variables, the reference variables for secondary motivation 
of behaviour, fitness for leadership, good school achievement, and 
negodation in conflict situations. Of the inventory scales restlessness 
( KTK 1 ) and impulsive •extrnversion (Junior NESI) had the highest 
loadings. 

The pool of the dimension 'small number of overt responses' was 
spanned not only by its reference variable ( be silent and not care to 
be busy) but also by ·excessive withdrawal rated by ,a teacher, fear­
fulness, and nonparticipation in quarrels. Of the inventory scales the 
highest loadings were found in the lie scale (JunJor NESI), altruism, 
dependency, cheerfulness, and femininity (KTK 1). 

The other axis constitut·ed the dimens:i'on 'control of behaviour', as 
expected. One pool of it was loaded by the variables of di'sobed.ience 
to the teacher, making fun in order to attract auentJon, symptoms of 
antisocialness, unsteady attentiveness, unfitness for leadership, incli­
nation to cry, and fearfulness. The axis connected the patterns of be­
haviour of uncontrolled expression and i:nhibi:tion of impulses ,as ex­
pected. According to the hypothesis, the common components of the 
variables were interpr•etable as weak control of behaviour. The refer­
ence variable ( 27, labile) for weak cont11ol of behaviour did not prove 
independent of the number of overt vesponses. It is possible that the 
reference to occasional touchiness had directed the ratings toward 
aggressiv,e behaviour more than intended. It is also probable that ob­
servable changes of mood generally correlate with an abundance of 
overt responses. Weak cont110l of behaviour as a characteristic inde­
pendent of the dimension 'number of ov,ert respornes' might be better 
operationalfaed by a more general rating variable for unre1iability. 

Strong control of behaviour independent of the number of overt 
responses w,as measured by reference variable 28 ( try to be always 
friendly), ,and also by reliability, peacefulness, nonparticipation in 
quarrels, reasonableness of action, negotfation in conflict situations, 
and siding with smaller and weaker peers which repvesents ,sociially 
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acceptable •aggression. The inventory scales had no sJgnificant loadings 
on the dimension 'control of behaviour'. 

As far as the interpretation of the axes is concerned, the results of 
the cliff.event s:amples corresponded to each other 1and also to the results 
based on the •aver.age intercorrelations, although differences could be 
found in the loadings of individual variables. 

Of the reference variables it can be said that the teachers' ratings of the 
number of overt responses were more independent of the dimension 'control of 
behaviour' than the corresponding peer ratings. In the girls' ratings the variable 
of being busy and playing with others ( 25) was coloured by strong control of 
behaviour, whereas in the boys' ratings low activity ( 26) correlated with strong 
control of behaviour. In the teachers' ratings fitness and unfitness for leadership 
( 29 ,30) correlated with the number of overt responses and were more independ­
ent of the dimension 'control of behaviour' than in the peer ratings. According to 
the peer ratings, unfitness for leadership ( 30) was very closely connected with 
weak control of behaviour. 

A considerable proportion of the common vari:anoe of the variiables 
could be described in terms of the dimensilOns 'number of overt re­
sponses' and 'control of behaviour', as hypothesized. The principal 
factors themselvies could not be :identified as the hypothesii:zed main 
dimensions; they could be desctibed in terms of combinatiions of these 
dimensions. The above interpretation w.as based on the orthogonal 
rotation of the •axes. 

3. 2. 1. 2. Structuve of nonaggressive behaviour

It was predicted .in Hypothesis A that the habits of aggression and
nonaggression adopted for coping with thwart:ing situations can be 
dassified into contvolled expression, controlled inhibition, and un­
controlled inhibition of impulses. 

Controlled expression of impulses was assumed to be the kind of 
behaviour characterized both by ,a great number of responses and by 
strong control of behaviour. As hypothesized, the variables in the 
quadrant of these reference axes were. 

13. try to act reasonably even in annoying situations
14. think that if one negotiates, everything will be better
15. side with smaller and weaker peers ( socially acceptable aggression)
16. think that it is just a joke if somebody attacks.

The lowest loading was that of variable 16, which was also the least 
rdiiab1e. The viariab1e had move common v1ariance with the other vari­
ables of the same group in the teachers' ratings than in the peer 
ratings. 
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Controlled expression of impu1ses was assumed to be motivated by 
an individual's desire to behave in a sodally acceptable manner. Ob­
servations of overt behaviour can furnish information about an in­
divu.dual's motives only indirectly, but the study of Problem B is ex­
pected to give additironal support to the assumption. The s,tudy also 
deals with the ·assumpnions on the background factors of this pattern 
of behaviour. 

There were differences between the samples in the division of the variance 
of variables 13-16 among the dimensions 'number of responses' and 'control 
of behaviour'. In general, strong control of behaviour accounted for a larger 
proportion of the variance than a great number of overt responses (particularly 
in the teachers' ratings of the boys). The distribution of the variance was most 
even in the teachers' ratings of the girls. 

Controlled inhibition of impulses was assumed to represent the 
kind of behaviour most contrary to aggression, i.e. strong control of 
behaviour and ,a small number of overt responses. The variables chosen 
to measure this pattern of behaviour were 

17. be peaceable and patient
18. be a reliable classmate
19. dislike squabbling company and leave it for something else
20. never quarrel with others.

All the forms of behaviour wer,e emphasi2led more by strong control 
of behaviour than by a small number of overt responses, possibly be­
cause of the halo ·eHect which had heightened the .intercorrdations of 
favourable traits. With the exception of the vadable of reliability 
( 18) the cluster differ,ed, however, from that of controlled express.ion
of impulses and repres·ented behaviour most cont11ary to aggres1sion,
as hypothesized.

The hypotheses .included the assumption that in ,an individual char­
acterized by controlled inhibition of impulses aw,areness of the emo­
tional state is blocked by cognitive apprais,al of the ,s.iituation. The ob­
servations of overt behaviour can support the ,assumption only in­
directly; appreciable weakness of aggressive habills suggests that 
arousal of anger and the expressive t'esponses connected with it hav,e 
not been conditioned to thwartiing situations, which in turn implies 
that an individual is capable of controlling his emotional arousal. 
Although the weakness of aggressive habits may reduc·e the frequency 
of conflict situations cumulatively, it i·s unlikely that any member of 
a group of children could completely avoid stiimu1i that instigate ag­
gression. The study of P11oblem B is expected to give additional sup­
port to the above assumption. 
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As in controlled expression of impulses differences could be found between 
the samples in the amount of the variance of variables 17-20 accounted for 
by the main dimensions. The interindividual differences in the dimension 
'number of overt responses' had been organized most clearly in the teachers' 
ratings of the boys. The slightest proportion of the variance explained by the 
dimension 'small number of overt responses' was found in the girls' peer 
ratings. 

Uncontrolled inhibition of impulses was assumed to include avoid­
ance responses with negative affects, anxiety, and intentions of re­
venge. Of the variables 

21. start easily crying if others treat nastily
22. be afraid of other children
23. apologize readily even if have done nothing very wrong
24. think of revenge but never do anything

only the first two measured the char,acteris.bics of small number of 
overt responses •and weak control of behaviour ,as expected. Contrary 
to expectations, variable 23, which had been assumed to measure ag­
gression anxiety, correlated with strong control of behaviour. The 
rdati:onship was int•erpretable either in terms of the habits of s.odally 
approved behaviiour or by cons:idering the aspect on the hypothesd.zed 
psychic processes underlying overt behaviour. ReadHy .arising feelings 
of guilt possibly ensue from ,intensive auempts to suppress ( not only 
to inhibit) impulses of aggression. The 1atter interpretation was sup­
ported by the fact that variable 23 had more common vadance with 
controlled inhibition than with controlled ,expression of impulses. 

Vadable 24, which had been assumed to describe the process of 
anger arousal but inhibition of aggressive expressions, correlated with 
the variables for aggressive behavfour in all of the s,amples, probably 
because d.t is difficult for .an outsider to make valid ·observations of an 
individual's emotional reactions. An analysis of the subjects' verbal 
responses to thwarting stimuli, pr,esented in the study of Problem B, 
iis -assumed to provide further information about inhibition of the ex­
trinsic ,aspect of impulses. 

In spite of the locat,ion of some individual variables in the two­
dimensional figmes contrary to as,s.umptions, the results supported 
Hypothesis A as regards the nonaggressive patterns of behaviour. 

As ,a considerable proportion of the common v,ar,iance was ignored 
in the two-dimens:i'onal descrlption, the question arose whether such 
further, possibly •essential, interdependences of the var1ables occur 
which cannot be found if the number of factor analysed variables is 
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great. In order to solve the prob1em the nonaggression variables ( 13 
-24) were factor analysed separately in each sample.

The :6irst two principal factors, whose proportion of the total origii­
nal communality was, in the different samples, 79-89 % , could be 
given the same interpretation ,as those extracted from the aver,age in­
tercorrelations. The first factor could be identifred as the dimension 
'control of behaviour' ( the variables for controlled expression and 
controlled inhibition of impuls-es had l�adings of the same sign; the 
opposite sign was in the Loadings of the var1ables for inclination to 
cry and fearfulness), and the second as the dimensiion 'number of 
overt responses' ( controlled and uncontrolled inhibition of impulses 
had loadings of the same sign; the opposhe sign was in the loadings 
of the v,ariables for contmlled expr,ession of impuls,es and for inten­
tions of r,evenge) . 

The total original communality was explained by four factors 
( Table 13 ) . The first three factors extracted from the different sam­
ples corresponded to each other. The composition of the fourth factor 
varued according to the groups of raters. 

Factor I was interpreted as controlled expression of impulses. The factor 
had common variance with controlled inhibition of impulses and with variable 
18 in particular. The common variance could be interpreted as a consequence 
of strong control of behaviour. 

Factor II represented uncontrolled inhibition of impulses and it was slightly 
bipolar with controlled expression of impulses. In the boys' peer ratings a pro­
portion of the variance of variables 23 was explained by Factor II as expected. 

Factor III contained controlled inhibition of impulses. A contrary variable 
was that of intentions of revenge, which behaved in the same way as the ag­
gression variables in the factor analysis from the average intercorrelations. 

Factor IV extracted from the peer ratings was spanned by variables 24 
(think of revenge) and 16 (think it is just a joke if somebody attacks), and 
the factor extracted from the teachers' ratings by variables 16 and 23. Figur!! 
7 suggests that Factor IV extracted from the peer ratings was coloured by ag­
gression, and that extracted from the teachers' ratings by strong control of 
behaviour. A possible explanation of the specific Factor IV extracted from the 
peer ratings is the fact that in children's aggression intentions of revenge may 
be more transient and playful than in adult behaviour, for which reason vari­
ables 16 and 24 have had specific common variance. 

The s·eparave analysi'S for the nonaggression vadab1es did not yield 
additional dimensrons essential to the interpretation. The common 
variance was explained by the first three factors ,as the two-dimen­
sional structure suggested. The dependences reveaLed by the fourth 
factor were rather specific. 



Tab 1 e 13. Rot,ated factor matrices, nonaggression and aggression 
variables 

Boys Girls 

Peer ratings Teachers' ratings Peer ratings Teachers' ratings 
Variables 
Nonaggression I II III IV h2 I II III IV h2 I II III IV h2 I II III IV h2 

13. Act reasonably 70 -27 45 -01 76 67 -17 52 00 74 77 -09 43 00 76 74 -25 25 16 70 
14. Negotiate 72 -04 18 15 58 68 -08 38 03 61 53 -21 32 33 52 69 -14 07 35 62 
15. Side with smaller 56 -44 36 15 65 65 02 34 29 63 70 -22 51 02 79 72 -02 17 27 62 
16. Find attack a joke 00 06 10 63 41 22 -12 52 35 45 19 -05 -04 40 20 24 -06 06 69 55 

1 7. Peaceable 44 -04 77 -07 79 33 00 81 -03 74 51 -09 75 -13 84 36 -02 72 04 65 
18. Reliable 58 -18 62 -05 76 59 -03 58 19 72 40 -12 83 05 85 71 -04 46 08 72 
19. Quit 34 07 72 04 66 35 33 65 14 75 40 03 73 06 70 17 08 76 28 70 
20. Never quarrel 18 17 86 -10 79 16 28 84 11 80 41 -15 75 -25 81 22 21 80 20 77 
21. Cry if treated nastily -09 74 00 08 56 02 66 -16 15 49 06 69 -01 01 48 -03 67 -07 07 47 
22. Afraid of others -06 80 09 04 65 -09 68 12 -06 49 -31 60 -08 -18 50 -21 61 17 -02 45 
23. Apologize 49 31 40 -04 50 22 13 42 47 44 41 00 75 13 74 28 21 14 61 52 
24. Plan revenge 14 03 -32 54 42 -04 16 -54 29 42 -03 -02 -49 50 49 -01 25 -42 16 26 

Aggression 

1. Hurt 82 35 19 10 84 72 23 36 21 75 74 41 16 11 75 51 11 34 47 61 
2. Wrangle 62 40 35 35 79 57 51 31 32 78 53 43 41 22 68 41 32 47 35 61 
3. Sulk 42 63 33 -01 68 24 53 10 19 38 41 58 31 00 60 36 49 14 -07 39 
4. Tease smaller peers 90 20 09 04 86 79 -05 23 08 69 82 18 -04 12 72 61 35 34 -03 61 
5. Displaced, objects 68 51 16 -05 75 56 56 00 -03 63 60 42 03 26 60 62 09 13 37 55 

6. Tease behind back 85 25 17 13 83 85 03 06 02 73 77 15 13 18 66 65 42 24 21 70 
7. Sneak 09 54 16 41 49 38 36 22 53 60 41 38 40 27 55 22 45 55 28 63 
8. Attack 87 14 16 00 80 74 33 23 17 74 76 30 18 06 70 83 20 -10 06 74 
9. Say naughty things 75 41 17 22 81 69 36 29 22 74 69 36 20 33 75 67 26 24 25 64 

10. Make faces 58 50 16 32 71 58 45 26 14 63 71 42 18 24 77 55 41 29 12 57 
11. Take possessions 78 26 09 20 72 76 -06 -07 13 60 39 39 02 52 58 75 33 -22 08 73 

12. Tell lies about others 65 37 24 35 74 48 10 15 55 57 74 24 29 18 72 51 59 10 -04 62 
25. Be busy and play 15 -11 47 -02 26 17 00 35 -17 18 13 -32 42 01 30 19 -31 37 -16 29 
31. Cry at the dentist's -09 63 -13 22 47 22 '40 -35 13 35 -12 53 -22 -02 34 05 26 -17 45 30 
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3. 2. 1. 3. Structure of aggressive behaviour

It was pr,edicted in Hypothesis A that the variance of the aggression 
v,adables is divided among the main dimens'ions .as follows.. ( 1 ) In­

direct .aggression is most independent of the dimension 'number of 
overt responses' but represents weak control of behav,iour; ( 2) direct 
defensive iaggress,ion without offensJve ,aggression repres·ents a great 
number of overt responses but is relatively independent of the dimen­
sion 'control of behavi<our'; ,and ( 3) offensive ,aggression and intense 
defensive aggres,sion connected with it represent both a great number 
of overt responses and weak control of behavfour, i.e., most clearly: 
uncontrolled expression of impulses. 

The ,aggression varrables plotted on a plane on the basis of the first 
two principal factors ( Figure 6) were looated as expect,ed in the 
quadrant of the dimensions 'weak control of behaviour' and 'great 
number of overt responses'. The common vari'anoe of the .aggres1sion 
V1ariables was strong, and the figure indicatd that only some of the 
assumed differentiation took p1ace. The structure of the v.arfobles 
differentiated, however, when the aggression variables were factor 
analysed separatdy, as shown below. 

There were slight diffel'ences, between the aggression v.ari'ables in 
the dimension 'number of overt responses': the variables closest to the 
axis of weak control of behav1our were 11 and 12 for indirect offen­
siv,e aggress,ion, 7 and 5 for indir,ect defensiv,e aggr,ess,ion, and 3 and 
10 for mimic ,aggression. The highest loadings on the dimensi<on num­
ber of overt responses were found in the variables for direct physical 
and v,erbal defensive ,aggression ( 1 .and 2), direct physical and verbal 
offensiv,e aggression ( 8 and 9), and, oontrary to the hypothesis, in 
variables 4 ( tease smaller and weaker classmates when angry at some­
thing) and 6 ( tease others when they do not notice) . Variiab1es 4 and 
6 had been ,assumed to me�sure indirect defensive aggression, but 
they were probably more emphasized by offensive aggression. In the 
formulation of the variables ( 4,6) it would hav,e been ,appropri'ate to 
lay stress on disp1acement of aggression ( e.g., t1ease smaller peers 
when dare not be cross at the original instigator), but .as complex 
formulations of the v,ar1ables were avoided, this perhaps necess,ary 
epithet was excluded. 

The location of the aggression variables in the two-dimensional figure was 
as a whole similar for the different samples, but some differences occurred be­
tween the individual variables. The greatest of them concerned the variable of 
sneaking ( 7): sneaking suggested uncontrolled inhibition of impulses more 
clearly in boys' than in girls' behaviour. It is possible that sneaking has a greater 
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component of prosocial aggression ( worry about observance of directions) in 
girls' than in boys' behaviour, wherefore in girls' behaviour this form of ag­
gression does not indicate general lack of behavioural control. 

The structure of the aggression variables was studied also by car­
rying out a separate factor analysis for variables 1-12 in each sample. 
In order to make the relatrons of the factors to the rderence axes in­
terpretable, vadables 25 ( be busy and play eagerly during breaks and 
after ,school hours) and 31 ( cry easily e.g. •at the dentist'1s) were also 
included in the factor analyses. Of the vadables common to all the 
samples 31 had the most stable location close to the ,axis of weak 
control of behaviour. 1 

The total original communality was ,explained by four factors 
( Table 13, p. 129). The votated factors for the boys' peer mtings and 
the teachers' 1,atings of the boys corresponded well. The fourth factor 
extracted from the girls' peer ratings had no corresponding factor in 
the other s,amples. 

Factor I was very general for all the samples , The order of the variables 
on the basis of the average loadings is given below. 

Average loadings 
8. Attack without reason . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .8 0 

4. Tease smaller and weaker peers when angry ... , ... , . . . . . . . . .78 
6. Tease others when angry when they do not notice . . . . . . . . . . .78 
1. Hurt another child when angry . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .70 
9. Say naughty things to other children ................... , . . .70 

11. Take other children's possessions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .6 7 
5. Displaced toward objects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .6 2 

10. Keep sneering at others ............. , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .61 
12. Exaggerate or tell lies about other children . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .6 0 
2. Quarrel with others for a slight reason . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .53 
3. Start sulking easily ....... , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 6 
7, Sneak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 8 

Compared with the aggression factors obtained in Part I, the largest pro­
portion of the variance of the general aggression factor was explained by of­
fensive aggression and intense defensive aggression connected with it. The 
loadings were, however, also high in most other variables, particularly in those 
for indirect aggression. In Part I global rating of the trait of aggressiveness was 
determined by the habit strength of both offensive and indirect aggression, which 
also had the highest loadings in the dimension of the intensity of aggression 
( Figure 2). Factor I was thus interpretable as a general aggression factor. 

Factor II. The largest proportion of the variance of the reference variable 
3 1  (cry easily e.g. at the dentist's) was explained by Factor II. Of the aggres­
sion variables the ones most closely connected with it were displacement of ag­
gression toward objects in the environment, sulking, sneaking, and sneering. The 
other variables for verbal aggression also had relatively high loadings. Variables 

1 The mimeographed figures, see footnote p. 12 3. 
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4 and 6 for indirect defensive aggression were not included in the factor except 
in the teachers' ratings of the girls ( see p. 13 0) . 

The variance of the aggression variables, revealed by Factor II and independ­
ent of the general aggression factor, contained both indirect display of aggression 
and attempts to inhibit aggression (sulk) so apparently that the factor could be 
considered as meeting the expectations concerning indirect aggression represent­
ing weak control of behaviour. 

Factor I II. The reference variable loaded on Factor III was 25 ( be busy and 
play eagerly with other children). The factor accounted for a proportion of the 
communality of verbal defensive aggression. Other variables for direct defensive 
aggression loaded on the factor were sulk extracted from the peer ratings and 
physical defensive aggression on the factor extracted from the teachers' ratings. 
The factor extracted from the girls' peer ratings contained also sneaking ( cf. the 
above interpretation of the component of prosocialness in girls' sneaking). 

The fact that the contribution of the factor to the total variance was smaller 
than expected on the basis of Part I was probably due to the exclusion of the 
different degrees of intensity from the variables for defensive aggression that 
had been taken into account in Part I. The sampling of the variables was based 
on the descriptive model of aggression, but to keep the number of variables 
convenient for the peer ratings different degrees of intensity were not included 
in it. The extraction of Factor III in a separate analysis showed, however, that 
direct defensive aggression differentiated partly from offensive aggression as 
hypothesized. 

Factor IV extracted from the b o y s' peer ratings and teachers' ratings of 
the boys could be interpreted as verbal aggression. It corresponded most closely 
to the verbal defensive aggression factor obtained in Part I which also accounted 
for a considerable proportion of the communality of sneaking. The regression 
analyses and canonical correlations revealed that this factor predicted the ratings 
of low frustration tolerance and was independent of the global ratings of aggres­
siveness vs. peacefulness. 

Factor IV extracted from the teachers' ratings of the g i r 1 s was also con­
sidered interpretable as an indicator of low frustration tolerance. The loaded 
variables were inclination to cry, displacement of aggression toward objects, and 
direct verbal and physical defensive aggression. On the basis of Part I the vari­
ance of low frustration tolerance, independent of the general halo dimension, was 
accounted for by the above mentioned forms of aggression in particular. 

Factor IV extracted from the girls' peer ratings differed from the factors 
interpreted above: it was spanned mainly by one variable: offensive aggression 
displayed toward another person's possessions. The rating had slight common 
variance with verbal offensive aggression. 
I 

Aggressive behaviour was divided into three factors that could be 
given the same interpretation in the diHerent samples. In .addidon to 
the general aggression factor, two other factors were obtained, of 
which one reflected weak oontrol of behaviour and the other a great 
number of overt responses. The factor structure supported both the 
assumption and the earlier results concerning interindividual differ­
enoes in ,aggressive behaviour attained h1 ParL I. 
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3. 2. 2. Further common factors of the variables

The preceding chapter dealt with the description of the structure 
of the variables in terms of the two prindpal factors. The factor matrix 
extracted from the average intercorre1ations was also rotated by the 
varimax method wlth different numbers of factors, starting with two. 
The interpretation was based on the six-fractor rot,ation.1 The eigen­
value of the seventh factor was only 1.16 and the percent of the total 
variance 2 .11. F,actor VII w,as spanned by the two vatiiables for fitness 
for leadership, and thus it was not int-erpretationally ess·endal. 

As far as the ratings are concerned, an incr,ease in the number of 
rotated factors revealed no such essential dimens.ions in the interde­
pendences of the variables which the two-dimensronal structure would 
not already have suggested. The inventory sc-ales, however, divided 
into two factors ( III, V) and were almost completely separated from 
the ratings. The separation was understJandable: compared with the 
intercorrelations of each var1able group the correlations between the 
inventory scales and the ratings were very low (,aver.age intercorrela­
tions :S ± .25). 

In order to facilita1:e the treatment of the slight relatronships be­
tween the inv,entory ,scales .and the ratings, the factors spanned by 
the inventory scales .and their relations to the r,atings .are d-rscussed 
first. Factors III and V explained all of the communalities of the in­
ventory scales with the •exception of the slight loadings on the lie 
scale ( 4 3 ) and the anxiety scale ( 4 7) on Factor IV. The inventory 
variables were plott,ed on a plane ( Fiigure 7 ) on the basis of their 
loadings on F,actors III and V. As to three quadrants and the main 
dimensions, Figur•e 7 corresponds very well to the two-dimensional 
descriptive model ( p. 10 7 ) summarit?ing H ypothesJs A. 

Factor III. The factor was bipolar and it could be interpreted as a dimension 
for subjective conception of the control of behaviour. One pool was spanned by 
the emotionality scale ( cheerfulness vs. depression), the lie scale, and the scales 
of self-confidence vs. inferiority feelings, altruism vs. egoism, dependency ( help­
fulness), sensitivity ( tough-mindedness vs. sensitiveness), and co-operativeness, 
the other by the scales of neuroticism, fearfulness, restlessness, impulsive extra­
version, and anxiety. The factor divided the inventory scales very unambiguously, 
reflecting a positive or a negative self-concept. It was nearly independent of the 
ratings. The highest loadings ( .12) were found in variables 31 ( cry easily e.g. 
at the dentist's) and 38 (be unsteady and lack concentration in work and atten­
tiveness), which had the same sign as the scale of neuroticism. 

1 The rotated factor matrix is obtainable mimeographed. 
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57 DEPENDENCY 
• 

• 5 2 ALTRUISM 

• 43 LIE SCALE

• 53 EMOTIONALITY

• 51 SELF-CONFIDENCE

SOCIAL EXTRAVERSION 45 • 

V 

46 FEMININITY 
. 

• 50 SUBMISSIVENESS

47 ANXIETY 
• 

- --------------+----------,...-----III

CO-OPERATIVENESS 56 0 

INSENSITIVITY 55• 

• 5
FEARFULNESS 48 • 

NEUROTICISM 42 

49 NEGATIVE ATTITUDE 

• 

TOWARD SCHOOL 
• • 54 RESTLESSNESS

44 IMPULSIVE
EXTRAVERSION 

F i g u r e  7. The structure of the inventory scales in terms of 
Factors III .and V. 

Factor V. The factor was bipolar and it could be interpreted as a dimension 
for subjective conception of the number of overt responses, i.e., as social cau­
tiousness vs. impulsiveness. The high scores opposite to those for the scales of 
femininity vs. masculinity, dependency, submissiveness vs. dominance, altruism, 
and anxiety were for the scales of impulsive extraversion, restlessness, and re­
luctant attendance at school. The factor was somewhat more closely related to 
the ratings than factor III, even though their loadings on it were but directive: 
the pool of femininity was loaded positively by variables 23 ( apologize readily), 
21 (start easily crying if others treat nastily), and 7 (sneak), and that of im­
pulsive extraversion by variable 32 ( tend to disobey the teacher) and by those 
for fitness for leadership. 

The correlation coefficients between the inventory scales and the 
ratings1 revealed some slight but consistent relationships. Factor V 
( social cautiousness vs. impulsiveness.) diff.erentrated, to some extent, 
the subj,ects in the behavioural dimension 'controlled inhibition/un­
controlled •expression of impulses', whereas the rdatfons of Factor III 

1 The correlation matrix is obtainable mimeographed. 
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( positiv,e vs. negaoive self-concept) to overt behaviour were weaker 
and more comp1ex. For example, the anx1ety scale correlated positively 
(p<.01) with the ratings for controlled expressfon of impulses, ,and 
negatively with those for anxiety. The He scale correlated with the 
s,ame ratings inv,ersely. 

The inventory variables differentiated into a logical structure, but 
their relations to the ratings were very weak, particularly in the di­
mension positive vs. negative self-concept. 

Four factors were composed of the rating variables. 

Factor I: Aggression vs. controlled inhibition of impulses. An inspection of 
the changes in the factor following an increase in the number of rotated factors 
revealed that it adopted its final composition in the three-factor rotation, in 
which its common variance with the inventory scales, shown by the first princi­
pal factor, was explained by a separate factor. After this an increase in the 
number of factors did not change the loadings more than some hundredths. The 
order of size of the loadings of the aggression variables corresponded in general 
to that of the loadings of the general aggression factor; only the range was 
smaller ( + .62 - + .83). The loadings of the ratings for controlled inhibition 
of impulses were negative, varying -.52 - -.36. The factor was identifiable 
as one of the diagonal axes in Figure 6 ( p. 123). 

Factor II: Strong control of behaviour. Like the other diagonal axis in Figure 
6, Factor II yielded by the two-factor and three-factor rotations was a bipolar 
factor for controlled expression of impulses ( socially approved activity) vs. un­
controlled inhibition of impulses (anxiety). In the four-factor rotation the 
common variance of the anxiety variables was explained by a separate factor. At 
the same time the loadings of the variables for controlled inhibition of impulses 
were strengthened on the factor for socially approved activity, and the factor 
was extended into a more general factor for strong vs. weak control of behaviour, 
on which the highest negative loadings were found in variables 38 ( be unsteady 
and lack concentration in work and attentiveness) and 32 ( tend to disobey the 
teacher). An increase in the number of factors did not change the loadings of 
Factor II yielded by the four-factor rotation more than ± .02. 

Factor IV: Uncontrolled inhibition of impulses (anxiety). The factor was a 
rather broad factor for small number of overt responses, yet coloured mainly by 
avoidance responses with negative affects. The highest loadings were found in 
variables 37 ( excessive withdrawal), 22 (fearfulness), and 21, 31 (inclination 
to cry). The factor was to some extent bipolar with controlled expression of 
impulses. The highest negative loadings were found in school achievement, 
stable general impression, and fitness for leaclership. The factor explained the 
low communality of the variable of socio-economical status of the family: 
it revealed that a low socio-economical status was related positive1y to anxiety 
in behaviour. An increase in the number of factors did not change the loadings 
of the anxiety factor yielded by the four-factor rotation more than ± .02. 

Factor VI: Lack of concentration. The sixth factor had a more narrow scope 
than the preceding factors. It accounted for the (largest) proportion of the 
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communality of variable 38 (be unsteady and lack concentration in work and 
attentiveness) that had not been explained by the preceding factors containing 
different kinds of weakness of behavioural control. The factor was also loaded 
by ratings 25 ( be busy and play eagerly with others), and 30 ( be unfit for 
leadership). The loadings with the opposite sign were found in ratings 39 ( stable 
general impression), 40 ( good school achievement), 32 ( tend to disobey the 
teacher), 36 (symptoms of antisocialness), and 17 (be peaceable and patient). 
The proportion of the variance of variable 38 described by Factor VI is perhaps 
interpretable as some kind of infantile impulsiveness not connected with more 
serious weaknesses of behavioural control. 

An inspection of the communalities of the V1atiab1es after the two­
factor and six-factor rotations revealed that the factors between them 
accounted for the var1ance of the aggr,es,sron variiab1es ( 1-12) an 
additional 6 % , and for the variance of the ratings for controlled ex­
pression of impulses ( variables 13-16), control1ed inhibition of 
impulses ( 17-20), ,and uncontrolled inhibition of Jmpulses ( 21-
22), 12.5 %, 17.3 %, and 25 %, respectively. The increase in the 
communalities of the ,anx1ety v,ariables. ,and of the v,ariables for small 
number of overt responses in general, involv,ed espeoially Factor IV 
which could be considered the third dimension in the ,structure of the 
ratings. The ,anxiety variables had both common v,ar�ance with the 
other ratings as expected, shown by projections. on a plane ( Figure 
6), and ,also specific variianc-e. At least one proportion of the specific 
v:ar1ance may be 11e1ated to scholastk abilities, as suggested by the high 
negative loading of the school achievement variable on Factor IV. 

The two-dimensional descr,iptiion is siimp1ify:ing and accounts for 
but a proportion of the common vat.ranee of the viariables, but it fa­
cilitates the org,anization of the interrelations of oomp1ex phenomena, 
which was also the aim of the present investigation of the structure 
of variables. On the whole, the results supported the assumpdons on 
the interrelationships of aggressive and nonaggressive habits. 

3. 2. 3. The invariance of the factor structures of the ratings

According to the research project the subj,ects for the study of 
Problem B wer•e to be chosen on the basis of the r,esults yielded by 
the boys' peer ratings. The mentioned ratings in the 33 v,ariables were 
factor analysed by the principal factor method. The eigenvalues of 
the factors reduced sharply: the contribution of Factor V to the total 
variance was only 1.7 %. The rotations of the £,actor matrix by the 
varimax method with 2-5 £actors revealed that the interpretation­
ally csscnti<al proportion of the common v•a11i!ance was explained by 



137 

four factors. The specific fifth factor was spanned only by variables 
16 ( think it is just a joke if somebody attacfos) and 24 ( think of 
revenge but never do anything). 

Of the first four factors the first two could be given the same in­
terpretation as Factors I and II extracted from the aver,age int,er­
corre1at1ons. 

Factor I: Aggression vs. controlled inhibition of impulses 

Factor II: Strong control of behaviour 

Factor III: Anxiety vs. socially acceptable activity. The factor did not cover 
introvert behaviour as extensively as Factor IV, and it was also more appar­
ently bipolar with controlled expression of impulses than Factor IV extracted 
from the average intercorrelations containing a greater number of vari­
ables ( e.g. the six teacher rating variables). The teachers' ratings in the 
background variables had loaded rather heavily on Factor IV. A further 
difference between these factors was that Factor III for the boys' peer ratings 
was more coloured by weak control of behaviour: it was loaded by the vari­
able of sneaking and by those for mimic aggression. 

Factor IV: Number of overt responses independent of behavioural control. 
The factor contained both controlled aggression ( think of revenge but never 
do anything; sulk; side with smaller and weaker peers) and socially accept­
able activity (negotiate; be fit for leadership). The other pool of the factor 
was spanned by the variables for small number of overt responses. 

The changes resulting from an increase in the number of rotated factors 
corresponded to those found in the analysis for the average intercorrelations. The 
first two factors were clearly bipolar and interpretable as uncontrolled expres­
sion/ controlled inhibition of impulses, and controlled expression/uncontrolled 
inhibition of impulses. In the three-factor rotation the latter factor was ex­
tended into a more general factor of strong control of behaviour. At the same 
time the bipolarity of the aggression factor was slightly decreased. The variance 
of the anxiety variables was removed to the third factor, still to some extent 
bipolar with controlled expression of impulses. The fourth factor explained the 
proportion of the common variance of the variables most independent of the 
dimension 'control of behaviour'. 

In order to obtain information about the invariiance of the factor 
structure of the 33 variables with different r,avers, methods, and sub­
jects of different sexes, the girls' peer ratings and the teachers' ratings 
of the boys and girls were .also factor analysed separiately. The inv,ari­
ance of the factor configurations wais investigated through the sym­
metric transformation analysi's model ( Mustonen, 1966). The trans­
formation matrices L ( B, Si) are presented in Table 14 a. 

The structural invariance shown by the transformation matrix and 
the residuals (Table 14) proved to be good between the boys' and 
girls' peer ratings. Greater variability occurred in the transformation 
mat11ix coefficients for the teachers' ratings. P,articularly the L-coeffi-
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Tab 1 e 14. Transformation matrices 

(a) Matrices L (B, Si), transformation matrices, and matrices
Diag E (B, Si)' E (B, Si), residuals by factors 

B = factors for the boys' peer ratings 
S = factors for each of the other samples ( i) 

Boys' peer 
ratings 

I 
II 

III 
IV 

Girls' peer ratings 

I II III IV 

1.00 01 -02 -10 
-02 98 09 -16

02 -09 1.00 -02
10 16 03 98 

Teachers' ratings 
of boys 

I II III IV 

90 -10 -17 40 
07 99 -12 04 

-12 08 76 63
-42 -07 -61 66

Teachers' ratings 
of girls 

I II III IV 

99 01 -08 -13 
-03 99 -07 14

13 12 89 43 
08 09 -45 88 

Residuals by 
factors 0.44 0.53 0.69 0.38 1.29 0.93 0.74 0.48 1.14 0.88 0.95 1.00 

Total residual 2.04 3.44 3.97 

(b) Matrices L (Si, S j), transformation matrices, and matrices
Diag E ( Si, Sj)' E ( Si, Sj), residuals by factors 

Si . . .  j = factors for the other samples as for the boys' peer ratings 

Girls' peer 
ratings 

I 
II 

III 
IV 

Residuals 
j-.i 
i-.j 

I 

Teachers' ratings 
of girls 

II III IV 

99 00 -10 -03 
-02 97 -22 -04

10 22 86 45 
-02 -07 -45 89

0.94 0.81 1.01 0.93 
0.92 0.88 1.02 0.87 

Total residual 3.69 

Teachers' ratings Teachers' Teachers' ratings 
of boys of boys ratings 

of girls - -- - - - - -
I II III IV 

85 -13 21 
02 95 -30 

-15 17 73
-51 -22 -58

47 
09 
65 
59 

1.29 0.90 0.64 0.81 
0.91 1.10 1.03 0.60 

3.64 

I 
II 

III 
IV 

I II III IV 

84 03 
-13 98
-12 -08

52 19 

01 -55 
04 -15 
97 -18 
22 80 

0.68 0.49 0.22 0.97 
0.67 0.51 0.22 0.69 

2.36 
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dent of foctor IV ·extracted from the teachers' r,atings of the boys in­
dicated slight cori,espondenoe with the factors for the boys' peer 
ratings. The stated fourth factor was spanned by the v,ar.�ables for 
both .aggression ,and anxiety. When the factor configumtions for the 
teachers' ratings were represented in the factor space for the boys' 
peer ratings, the res,idual of F,actor IV w,as, however, small, and the
factor structures were in general much the same as the structure of 
the boys' peer ratings. 1 

The total residuals indioated that· the correspondence between the 
factor structures of the boys' peer ratings and the teachers' 
ratings of the boys was somewhat better than between the former 
and the teachers' ratings of the girls. The greatest diHerenoe between 
the residuals of the factors was found in the fourth factors. Factor 
IV extracted from the teachers' ratings of the girls was loaded by the 
variables for direct verbal and indirect defens,ive aggress�on more 
highly than that extracted from the teachers' mtings of the boys. 

Detailed information on div-ergent transformation is obtainable 
from the residuals of individual variables. 2 Each of the residuals can 
be broken down into two components: · ( 1) the diffevenoe between 
the lengths of the counterpart v,ectors, and ( 2) the ,angle extended by 
these two. 

An inspection of the residuals of individual v,ari:ables yielded by 
the transformation analysis for the boys' ,and girls' peer ratings 
revealed that the gr,eatest r,estduals were those of variables 7 (sneak) 
and 25, 26 ( the reference vadables of. the dimension 'number of overt 
responses'). The residuals were due to the differences in direction 
rather than in length. The ,anguliar separation of the variables was 
shown ,already in the two-dimensional figmes, and the interpretation 
of them has also been discussed ,earlier ( p. 125 and 130). 

The great vesiduals of individual v,ar.1ables, obtained in the trans­
formation analyses for the boys' peer ratings and the teachers' 
ratings, were limited to some variables. They were mainly due to 
differences in direction. The angu1ar ,separation w.as rather great for 
variables 26 ( be si1ent) and 30 ( be unfit for leadership), :as the two­
dimensional figures also indicated. The differences have been dis­
cussed earlier in connectron with the interpretation of the main di­
mensions. Somewhat smaller residuals were found in the reference 

1 The rotated factor matrix for the boys' peer ratings ( B), and the matrices 
(S) L (S, B) are obtainable mimeographed.

2 The table for the residuals of the individual variables is obtainable mimeo­
graphed. 
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vati:ables 25 and 29, ,and in v.ariab1e 16 (think .it is just ,a joke if some­
body ,attacks). Diff.erences in length could be found in v1ari>ab1es 32 
( tend to disobey the teacher) and 1 ( hurt another child), when the 
factor configuration for the teachers' ratings of the girls were repre­
sented in the factor spaoe for the boys' p·eer ratings. The commu­
naliti:es of these van�ab1es were clearly smal1er in the teachers' ratings 
of the girls than in the boys' peer mtings. 

The £actor structures obtained from the other samples were also 
compared with each other through transformat�on analysis. The trans­
formation matrices and the residuals by foctors ar•e presented in Table 
14 b. 

In general, the results of the transformation analyses showed that 
the invariance of the factor structures was more dependent on raters 
and rating methods than on the sex of subjects: divergent t11ans­
formation was smallest between the structures of the boys' and girls' 
peer ratings, and almost equally small between the structures of the 
teachers' ratings of the boys .and girls. 

When all the performed transformation .analyses are taken into 
account it can be said that, with the ,exception of sneaking, there was 
but small structural vatiability in the l'ating variables for aggression. 
As far as the v.ar1ables for nonaggressive behaviour are concerned, 
great residuals could be found in two v,ariables ( 16, 23). Structural 
vadability was greater in the reference v,ari:ables partiicularly for the 
dimension 'number of overt respons,es' ( 25, 26) ,and for fitness for 
leadership ( 2 9, 3 0 ) . According to the teachers' r,atings, fitness for 
leadership depended on genenal activ,ity /passiveness, whereas the 
peers had given more emphasis on behavioural control. SimHarly, the 
variables for general activ1ty / passiv,enes·s ( number of overt responses) 
were more independent of behavfounal control in the teachers' than 
in the peers' ratings. 

The information provided by the transformation analyses on struc­
tural inv1adance can be utilized in further inv,estigation. The factor 
structure of the rating variables, obtained from the boys' peer ratings, 
proved very similar to those obtained from the other ,samples irrespec­
tive of rater, rating method, and sex. The choice of ·subjects for the 
study of Problem B on the basis of the factor scores for the foctors 
extmcted from the boys' peer r,atings can be considered to have 
structural v,alidity. 



4. RESPONSES OF THE AGGRESSIVE AND NONAGGRES­

SIVE EXTREME TYPES TO SYMBOLIC AGGRESSION

STIMULI

4. 1. Methods

Symbolic aggression stimuli consisted of verbal descriptions of thwarting situa­
tions which the subjects were asked to solve according to their own judgments 
of how they would behave in such situations. In the present study the de­
scriptions were administered as three series of questions1 designed by the writer. 
Both the type of thwart and external or situational control were varied ( p. 108). 

The type of thwart was varied as follows. The aggression stimuli in the first
question series ( QS 1) consisted of active attacks involving direct physical, 
direct verbal, direct mimic, indirect physical, and indirect verbal offensive aggres­
sion. External control was varied so that for each form of aggression the attacker 
was a boy of the same size, a taller boy, a smaller boy, a girl, a teacher, and the 
parents. ( Example: question 1 concerning direct, physical attack: What would 
you do if one of the boys in your class who is of the same size as you hurt you? ) 
The number of questions was thus 5 X 6. 

The aggression stimuli in the second question series ( QS 2) consisted of 
frustrations in an individual's goal-oriented activities. The starting point for the 
preparation of the questions was a story completion test constructed by the 
writer ( Pitkanen, 1963). Information had then been obtained through self­
reports about what third-grade pupils found annoying. The new question series 
was different from the previous one in, for example, the formulation of the 
questions. They were now made as personal as possible, and each subject was 
asked to consider his own actual behaviour. An attempt was also made to vary 
the degree of goal-directness in the frustrated activities. In order to create 
situations which would be representative in regard to children's social conflicts, 
the instigator (brother or sister, peer, adult) and the scene (home, circle of 
friends, school or some other public situation) were varied systematically. (Ex­
ample: question 1: Think of a situation in which you and your brother (sister) 

1 The series of questions ( QS 1-3) are obtainable mimeograph�d. 



142 

share a bike, and you are cycling in the yard with other boys. Then your brother 
(sister) comes and says that he (she) wants to have the bike. Try to think how 
you would feel and what you would do.) The number of different situations 
was 3 X 3. Three questions were made for each type of situation, which made 
a total of 27 questions. 

The third question series ( QS 3) was concerned with habits of offensive ag­
gression. The form of offensive aggression ( direct physical, verbal, and mimic; 
indirect physical and verbal) and the victim of attack ( boy of the same size, 
taller boy, smaller boy, girl, teacher, parents) were varied. ( Example: question 
1 concerning direct, physical offensive response: Do you ever attack a boy of 
your size or try to hurt him in any way, even if he had done you no harm, just 
to tease him?) As in QS 1, the number of questions was 5 X 6. 

The question series were administered as individual tests like interviews with 
oral responses.1 The subjects were tested in a random order, but in such a way 
that in each class the pupil that was tested first represented some of the non­
aggressive patterns of behaviour with strong control. The order of the question 
series was varied: half of the subjects answered QS 2 before, and half of them 
after QS 1 and QS 3, which were administered successively. The presentation of 
the three question series took approximately one hour .. 

Two or three weeks after its first presentation QS 2 was administered again 
as a group test. Four alternative answers were given to each question on the 
basis of Hypothesis B. 4. They were assumed to represent the individual patterns 
of behaviour of the two-dimensional descriptive model: ( 1) uncontrolled ex­
pression of impulses: aggressive behaviour; (2) uncontrolled inhibition of im­
pulses: inhibition of aggression but descriptions of negative affects; (3) con­
trolled inhibition of impulses: adjustment to the situation; ( 4) controlled ex­
pression of impulses: acceptable activity to solve the situation, shown by the 
figure below. 

Small number of overt responses 

(Introversion) 

SI = controlled inhibition 
of impulses: adjustment 
and deliberateness 

Strong control 
of behaviour (Stability) 

SE = controlled expression 
of impulses: acceptable 
activity to solve the 
situation 

( Extra version) 

LI = uncontrolled inhibition 
of impulses: inhibition 
of action and anxiety 

(Labilit ) 
Weak co:1trol

Y of behav10ur 

LE = uncontrolled expression 
of impulses: aggressive 
behaviour 

Great number of overt responses 

1 The instructions obtainable mimeographed are presented in connection with 
each series of questions. 
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When projecting the investigation the writer made preliminary studies with 
a population of university students, the result of which was the SLEI test for 
adults (S/table, L/abile, E/xtraversion, I/ntroversion). The items of the test 
consisted of descriptions of frustrating situations and the alternative answers as 
in QS 2 for children. The former measured the subjects' own judgments of the 
probabilities of their responses: they had to rank ( 1-4) the alternatives on the 
basis of how probable they considered the occurrence of the described responses 
in their own behaviour. As the ability of second-grade pupils to read is, on the 
average, still rather poor, the examiner read each description and the alternative 
answers in pairs. The subjects had to choose of each pair the alternative that 
best described their own behaviour. They wrote their choices on an answer 
sheet. 

Of four alternatives six pairs can be made. To shorten the test ( the number 
of items was 27) only four pairs were presented ( in the figure connected by 
arrows).1 The pairs SI-LI and SE-LE were excluded, because the tendency to 
choose a socially acceptable alternative was assumed to account for most of the 
variance of the choices. 

The pairs composed of the four alternatives according to the figure were 
presented by items in a varying order of both pairs and mates. Example: pairs of 
alternatives in question 1 ( see pp. 141-142). 

LE: Would you shout at him nastily and go on cycling, or 
SI: would you think that it is his (her) turn to cycle and give the bike? 

LI: Would you feel annoyed because your brother (sister) always wants to 
have the bike when you would like to cycle, or 

SE: would you suggest that it would be best to take turns? 

LE: Would you shout at him nastily and go on cycling, or 
LI: would you feel annoyed because your brother (sister) always wants to 

have the bike when you would like to cycle? 

SI: Would yciu think that it is his (her) turn to cycle and give the bike, or 
SE: would you suggest that it would be best to take turns? 

The actual problems of the present investigation did not include any analyt­
ical examination of the social backgrounds of the subjects. In order to obtain 
some directive information the subjects were, however, asked 
1. whether mother worked outside home,
2. how many children there were in the family,
3. which in order of birth the subject was,
4. how the parents behaved if the child had been disobedient.
Furthermore, differences between the groups were studied on the basis of the
parents' profession, about which information had been obtained from the
teachers.

For a study of the differences in the subjects' school achievements informa­
tion was obtained about 

1 The alternatives presented m each item are obtainable mimeographed in 
connection with QS 2. 
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1. mark averages of all school subjects at the end of the spring term,
2. mark averages of theoretical subjicts,
3. marks in carefulness.
During the spring term the teachers of most classes had taken part in voluntary
testing of their pupils, in which the school achievement tests standardized by
Tasola (1967) of reading, writing, and arithmetic (LUKILA I-II) was ad­
ministered. From this material the writer picked up the subjects' scores for vari­
ables
4. vocabulary
5. reading: result (speed)
6. reading: mistakes
7. arithmetic problems

4. 2. Test variables

In accordance with Hypothesis B. 4 the scoring categories of aggressive and 
nonaggressive responses were formulated as follows. 

Question series 1,2: 
Defensive aggression. When compared with the scorings of the Children's 

Form of the Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration Study (Takala, 1955; Rosenzweig 
& Rosenzweig, 1948; et al.), defensive aggression contains, of the extra punitive 
direction, the ego-defence ( a person or an object in the environment is accused or 
blamed) and need-persistence ( another person is demanded to eliminate the 
frustrating stimulus) types of aggression. Within the present investigation the 
responses were, however, categorized according to the descriptive model of ag­
gression (p. 29) with both the direction (direct/indirect) and mode (physical, 
verbal, mimic) taken into account. 

a) Direct physical aggression: hit, push, throw something; retaliate ( physical
aggression); etc.

b) Direct verbal aggression: shout back, threaten, reproach aggressively, demand
the other person to do something, etc.

c) Direct mimic aggression: look angrily, sneer back, start sulking, cry, etc.
d) Indirect physical aggression: damage or take another person's possessions,

slam doors, etc., do something forbidden.
e) Indirect verbal aggression: sneak, speak ill, etc.

Nonaggression 

a) Description of negative affects without aggressive response. The category
·corresponds most closely to the extrapunitive _obstacle-dominance type of
reaction ( Rosenzweig: insistence upon the presence of obstacle; fretting and

· complaining on account of the situationL but it contained also the intro­
punitive ego-defence type ( accusation, criticism, etc. directed toward one's
own self), where the response remains a description of negative affects. If
an aggressive response was connected with the ·description, an· answer was
scored as a defensive aggressive response, and the grounds for scoring an 
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answer as a nonaggressive response were efforts of peaceful adjustment. The 
most frequent answers were: I'd feel annoyed, miserable, angry. 

b) Escape. An answer contains an avoidance response, most frequently in the
form of running away or hiding oneself.

c) Indifference. The category corresponds to the intropunitive and impunitive
obstacle-dominance type of reaction ( Rosenzweig: a frustrating situation is
denied completely, or it is not denied but considered less important). The
most frequent answers were: I would not care, I would do nothing; submis­
siveness.

d) Appraisal of the situation. Responses were found only in the second question
series. The answers implied deliberateness -and conditions on defensive re­
sponses, concerning either another person ( extenuating circumstances, ration­
alization, attempts to understand his behaviour) or personal behaviour ( con­
sent to take the blame).

e) Conciliatory response. Answers included in the category represent rational
problem solving, the aim of which is to mitigate conflicts like impunitive ego­
defence and need-persistence types of reaction (Rosenzweig) . The answers
varied according to the situation so as to contain compromises, warnings,
initiative for clearing away obstacles, forgiveness.

The intensity of the responses was scored only for the categories of direct
physical and verbal defence. For the other categories, the intensity hierarchy was 
not differentiable correspondingly, for which reason a response included in the 
category was marked 1, and one excluded from it 0. 

The intensity was scored 2-1. Example: question 1 ( QS 1): What would 
you do if one of the boys in your class who is of the same size as you hurt you? 

Direct physical aggression 
Score 2 I'd get furious and hurt him back. 

I'd hit him. 
Score 1 I could sometimes hit him. 

I'd just push him off. 
I'd chase him, sure he'd stop. 

Direct verbal aggression 
Score 2 I'd start quarrelling. 

I'd shout back. 
Score 1 I'd tell him to stop. 

I'd say that I'd tell the teacher. 

Reliability of the test variables. Split-half reliabilities for the categories of 
QS 2, corrected for length by the Spearman-Brown formula, are given in Table 
15. For estimation of the reliability of QS 1 the correlations were calculated
between the parallel categories of QS 1 and QS 2. Information about the reli­
ability of the categories was also provided by their communalities obtained by
a factor analysis1 of the test variables.

1 The variables included in the factor analysis consisted of the scores for the 
categories of QS 1 and QS 2, the sum score for offensive aggression ( QS 3), the 
scores for both pairs of alternatives uncontrolled expression/controlled inhibition 
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T a b I e 15. The reliability of the test variables, quest.ion series 
1 and 2 

Variables Split-half Correlation Communality 
reliability 

QS2 QS 1/QS 2 QSl QS2 

L Defensive aggression 85 65 
Direct physical 67 60 65 75 
Direct verbal 43 41 40 47 
Direct mimic 46 27 44 29 
Indirect physical 57 44 64 58 
Indirect verbal 36 36 38 30 

Description of negative affects 78 50 53 25 
Escape 33 33 35 37 
Indifference 75 50 55 58 
Appraisal of situation 84 26 
Conciliatory response 78 42 42 63 

of impulses, and controlled expression/uncontrolled inhibition of impulses in 
the SLEI test ( QS 2), the teachers' ratings for the number of overt responses 
(variables 25, 26) and control of behaviour (18, 38; chosen on the basis of the 
two-dimensional figure ) . 

The total (estimated) communality was explained by six factors, and the 
communalities given in Table 15 were also based on six factors. The proportion­
ally high correlations between the parallel categories affected the composition of 
the factors as expected. 

Factor I accounted for the largest proportion of the communality of the vari­
ables for direct and indirect physical defence ( QS 1, 2), offensive aggression 
( QS 3), and aggression in the SLEI test, and also for a proportion of escape 
( QS 2). The negative loadings were found in the variables for conciliation ( QS 
1, 2), and for teacher rating 18 (reliability). 

Factor II was spanned bipolarly by the variables for indifference (QS 1, 2) 
vs. verbal and mimic defensive aggression. 

Factor III was loaded positively by the variables for indirect verbal defence 
( QS 1, 2), uncontrolled inhibition of impulses in the SLEI test, and weak 
control of behaviour ( teacher rating 38). 

Factor IV contained the variables for description of negative affects ( QS 
1, 2) and indirect verbal defence ( QS 1). 

Factor V was spanned bipolarly by the variables for the number of overt re­
sponses ( teacher ratings 25, 26). 

Factor VI accounted for the largest proportion of the communality of the 
variables for escape ( QS 1, 2). The loadings with the opposite sign were in the 
variables for direct, particularly verbal defensive aggression. 



147 

The lowest reliabilities were found for the categories of direct mimic and 
indirect verbal aggression, and escape. The reliability of the other variables 
could be considered satisfactory for the examination of the hypotheses by com­
paring the means for the subject groups. 

Question series 3. The questions were concerned with habits of offensive ag­
gression. Example: question 1: Do you ever attack a boy of your size or try to 
hurt him in any way, even if he had done you no harm, just to tease him? The 
answers were scored 0-2 depending on how ready the subject was to confess 
aggression of that kind. 

Score 2 Well, sometimes. 
Score 1 Pretty seldom. 
Score O I won't attack without reason. 

The sum score for offensive aggression ( summed over all of the 30 items) 
correlated with that for QS 1 ( .64) and for QS 2 ( .51). Its communality ob­
tained by the factor analysis was .70. 

The responses to the SLEI test ( QS 2) were scored for each pair of alter­
natives by giving score 1 for a response in a particular direction, and O for that 
in the opposite direction. Each variable can thus be considered bipolar and in­
dependent of the other variables in scoring. Split-half reliabilities· for the vari­
ables were 

uncontrolled expression/ controlled inhibition of impulses .87 
controlled expression/uncontrolled inhibition of impulses .45 
uncontrolled expression/uncontrolled inhibition of impulses .65 
controlled expression/controlled inhibition of impulses .20 

The highest reliabilities were found for the pairs of alternatives in which one 
represented aggressive treatment. The most unreliable pair was that of which the 
both mates represented strong control of behaviour. 

4. 3. Subjects

4. 3. 1. Composition of the extreme groups

The subjects were chosen from among the boys who had been the subjects 
in the study of Problem A. The factor scores for the four factors extracted from 
the boys' peer ratings were calculated for each of the boys used as subjects. The 
purpose was to compose the extreme groups for each factor and to use these 
groups as subjects for Problem B. An inspection of the distributions of the factor 
scores and their interdependences revealed, however, that dependences prevailed 
between the factor scores so that some subjects had high scores for two factors. 
Of these subjects two groups were composed. The total number of groups was 
6, of which each consisted of 10 boys. 

A leading principle in the composition of the extreme groups was that the 
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T a b  1 e 16. Means and standard deviations of the factor scores for the 
extreme groups. 

Group (N = 10) Factor I Factor II Factor III Factor IV 

F I: Aggressive 
F II: Stable 
F III: Anxious 
F IV: Controlled extraverts 

I+ III: Aggressive anxious 
II+ IV (-): Stable introverts 

M 

2.65 
-0.10
-0.52
-0.01

1.42 
-0.64

(J 

0.40 
0.26 
0.42 
0.35 

0.59 
0.17 

M 

-0.21
2.82

-0.03
0.53

-0.22
1.04

(J 

0.51 
0.71 
0.53 
0.44 

0.28 
0.53 

M 

-0.51
-0.31

2.19
-0.30

1.59 
0.66 

(J 

0.69 
0.53 
0.45 
0.59 

0.50 
0.59 

M 

-0.26
-0.03

0.08
1.57

0.67 
-1.62

(J 

0.60 
0.80 
0.75 
0.26 

0.48 
0.60 

Population (N = 183) 0.02 0.97 0.04 0.97 0.01 0.95 0.02 0.82 

F-r atios: Factor I: 91.58 (p<.001); F II: 45.17 (p<.001); F III: 36.22 (p<.001);
F IV:. 20.74 (p<.001) 

The significance of the differences between the groups in the factor scores for each 
factor: aggressive/others, FI: p<.001; stable/others, F II: p<.001; anxious/others, 
F Ill: p<.001, except anx./aggr.-anx. p<.02; controlled extraverts/others, F IV: 
p<:001; aggressive-anxious/others, F I: p<.OiOl, except aggr.anx./aggr. p<-.001, 
F III: p<.001, except aggr.-anx./anx. p<-.02 and anx./stab. intr. p<.Ol; stable 
introverts/others, F II: p<:001, except stab. intr./ contr. extr., p<.05, and stab. 
intr./stab., p<-.'0'01, F IV: p<.rOOl. 

subjects' scores for a particular factor were to deviate from the mean at least 
one standard deviation, and that the scores for the other factors were to be as 
near the mean as possible, yet not to deviate from it in the same direction. The 
means and standard deviations of the factor scores for the groups are given in 
Table 16. 

4. 3. 2. Differences between the extreme groups in rated aggressive
and nonaggressive behaviour 

The overt behaviour characteristic of each extreme group is describable in 
terms of the means of the rating variables for aggression and nonaggression.1 

The correspondences between the means of the scores obtained by peer rating 
and teacher rating were very good, with the exception of the variables that had 
behaved differently in the factor analyses ( 7 and 16 in particular): this suggested 
that the choice of the extreme groups from the sample on the basis of the peer 
ratings had considerable concurrent validity on the teachers' ratings. 

1 The tables representing the means of the scores obtained by peer rating and 
teacher rating are available mimeographed. 
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The differences between the extreme groups in the peer ratings for aggression 
( variables 1-12), controlled expression ( 13-15), controlled inhibition (17-
20), and uncontrolled inhibition ( 21-22) of impulses are summarized in Figure 
8. 

Groups 

Aggressive 

Aggressive­
anxious 

Anxious 

Controlled 
extraverts 

Stable 

Stable 
introverts 

Population mean 

>- - - - ---1 

t-----· ➔ 

� - - - - ••• - - . - ·I 

The means of the scores expressed in percentages 

100 % 

.-

Uncontrolled expression of impulses (aggression) 

Uncontrolled inhibition of impulses (anxiety) 

Controlled expression of impulses (socially acceptable 
activity) 

Controlled inhibition of impulses (deliberateness) 

F i g u r e  8. The differences between the extreme groups in aggressive and 
nonaggressive behaviour, boys' peer ratings. 

The population mean of uncontrolled inhibition of impulses ( anxiety; N =
183, all the boys used as subjects in the study of Problem A) was exceeded by 
the means for the anxious, aggressive anxious, and also for the other group of 
introverts ( stable introverts). 

Controlled expression of impulses ( socially acceptable activity) was most 
characteristic of the stable and the controlled extraverts, and least characteristic 
of the anxious and aggressive-anxious, which, according to the two-dimensional 
descriptive model, were the groups opposite to the former. 

Controlled inhibition of impulses (deliberateness) was slightest in the be­
haviour of both aggressive groups, and strongest in that of the stable groups. 

The differences between the groups in the amount of aggression were dis­
tinct. The opposite groups were the stable introverts and the aggressive, whereas 
the means for the controlled extraverts and the anxious were much the same as 
the population mean. There were also differences between the groups in the 
order of size of the means of individual aggression variables. The forms of ag­
gression most characteristic of the aggressive were offensive aggression and 
physical defence. Both of them had loaded heavily on the general aggression 
factor obtained by the factor analyses for the aggression variables (Table 13, 
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p. 129). The rank-difference correlation coefficient between the means of the
aggression variables for the aggressive and the loadings of these variables on
Factor I extracted from the boys' peer ratings was .96. The aggressive behaviour
of the aggressive-anxious was describable in terms of the second aggression
factor ( indirect aggression). The rank correlation between the means and
loadings of the aggression variables was .71. Contrary to the assumption that
direct aggression is characteristic of controlled extraverts and indirect aggression
of the anxious, no considerable qualitative differences could be found in their
aggressive behaviour. It could be seen, however, that sneaking had been more
frequent among anxious boys than among controlled extraverts. The aggression
factor in terms of which the behaviour of these groups could be primarily de­
scribed was Factor III ( defensive aggression independent of offensive aggres­
sion).

4. 3. 3. Differences between the extreme groups described zn terms
of the reference and background variables 

The ratings. For a description of the differences between the subject groups 
in terms of the main dimensions of the descriptive model (Hypothesis A, p. 107) 
the means of the reference variables rated by the peers and teachers were cal­
culated.1 As the reference dimensions 'number of overt responses' and 'control of 
behaviour' had been rated to be more independent of each other by the teachers 
than by the peers, an inspection of the differences was based primarily on the 
teachers' ratings. 

The number of overt responses ( variable 25) was great in the behaviour of 
the controlled extraverts and the aggressive, and small ( variable 26) in that of 
the stable introverts and the anxious. The middle area of the dimension was re­
presented in the behaviour of the stable and aggressive-anxious. 

The best measure of weak control of behaviour was in the teachers' ratings 
variable 38 ( be unsteady and lack concentration in work and attentiveness), 
and in the peer ratings variable 30 ( be unfit for leadership). The means of both 
variables for the aggressive, aggressive-anxious, and anxious exceeded signifi­
cantly the means of variable 28 (be always friendly to others) for strong control 
of behaviour, although the mean for the controlled extraverts was but approxi­
mately the same as the population mean. 

On the basis of the means of the aggression, nonaggression, and reference 
variables the aggressive group could be considered as representing uncontrolled 
expression of impulses, and the anxious uncontrolled inhibition of impulses, ex­
pressed in terms of the two-dimensional descriptive model. These two patterns 
of behaviour had combined in the behaviour of the aggressive-anxious, which 
was characterized by weak control of behaviour and indirect aggression, and 
constituted an intermediary type in the dimension 'number of overt responses'. 

Of the groups characterized by strong control of behaviour the one most 
contrary to the aggressive was stable introverts representing controlled inhibition 
of impulses. The stable did not clearly represent any hypothesized pattern of 
behaviour; the behaviour typical of them contained both controlled expression 

1 The table is obtainable mimeographed.
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and inhibition of impulses. On the basis of the teachers' ratings the behaviour 
of the stable was, however, characterized more by a great than a small number 
of overt responses. This was also the case in the behaviour of the aggressive­
anxious. ( The stable and the aggressive-anxious could be considered opposite in 
the dimension 'control of behaviour'.) In the ratings made of the stable subjects 
favourable personality traits had accumulated. The behaviour of the controlled 
extraverts was characterized by a great number of overt responses involving 
controlled expression of impulses rather than aggressive behaviour. Controlled 
expression of impulses was thus typical of two groups: controlled extraverts 
and the stable, the only difference being that the behaviour of the stable was 
more coloured by strong control of behaviour than that of the controlled ex­
traverts. The group of controlled extraverts did not represent the pattern of 
behaviour of direct aggression independent of offensive aggression as obviously 
as expected, which may have been partly due to the exclusion of different degrees 
of intensity from the sampling of the aggression variables, as discussed earlier 
(p. 132). Most contrary to the behaviour of the controlled extraverts was that 
of the anxious. 

Although the groups were composed on the basis of four factors ( p. 137), 
their characteristics and relations to each other could be described in terms of 
the two main dimensions of the descriptive model. An explanation of the result 
is that the different variable groups were bound together by strong common 
variance which could be described in terms of two orthogonal axes identifiable 
as the dimensions of the descriptive model. 

The inventory scales. In spite of the fact that, according to the teachers' and 
peers' ratings, the differences between the groups were very distinct, the scores 
for the inventory scales separated the groups from each other in a significant 
way only in some cases.1 

As far as overt behaviour is concerned, the contrary groups separated from 
each other by the inventory variables most distinctly and according to expecta­
tions were the stable introverts and the aggressive: the scores for restlessness 
and insensitivity were significantly higher for the aggressive, whereas the scores 
for dependency, altruism, and the lie scale2 were higher for the stable introverts. 
No significant difference could be found between the controlled extraverts and 
the anxious, nor between the stable and the aggressive-anxious, in spite of the 
considerable differences in their overt behaviour. Contrary to the simplified 
hypothesis ( p. 111) both the stable and the aggressive-anxious had high scores 
for the neuroticism scale, which indicated low correspondence between self­
ratings and the ratings made by other persons in the dimension 'control of be­
haviour'. 

1 The table presenting the means of the groups is obtainable mimeographed. 
The inventory scales are grouped and ordered on the basis of Figure 7 (p. 134). 

2 Eysenck, Syed & Eysenck (1966) compared girls' and boys' scale scores 
and found that a high score for the lie scale correlated positively with femininity. 
Of the extreme groups the stable introverts could be considered the most 
feminine in behaviour. 
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School achievement.1 The superiority of the school achievements of the stable 
could be clearly seen both in the LUKILA test and school marks. The second 
best group was that of the controlled extraverts. In the peer ratings, completely 
independent of ratings of school achievement, favourable traits had accumulated 
in the best pupils of the class. The same phenomenon in teachers' ratings has 
usually been considered a consequence of the halo effect. The result can also 
be interpreted as an indicator of an actual relationship between controlled ex­
pression of impulses and cognitive capacity, as assumed earlier (p. 106). It is 
possible that these connections are relatively strong in the case of lower-grade 
pupils, but that they weaken with age.2 According to the school marks and the 
school achievement test, the achievements of the groups representing weak 
control of behaviour were significantly poorer than those of the groups charac­
terized by strong control of behaviour. Those with the poorest achievements 
were the anxious instead of the aggressive, as shown by the scheme in Figure 9. 
The aggressive were, however, the most careless group in their work, which 
could be seen both in the means for their marks in carefulness and in the num­
ber of mistakes in the reading tests. 

Vocabulary 

35,1 Aggressive 
Contro:).led 
extraverts 

�eading: mistakes 

Stable 
introvert 
3.6 

2,8 
Stable 

Controlled 
extraverts 

Anxious 

8,8 Aggressive­
anxious 

10. 1 
Aggressive 

F i g u r e 9. The differences between the extreme groups in school 
achievement, presented schematically. 

There were differences between the groups in school achievement within the 
dimension 'strong control of behaviour characterized by socially acceptable re­
activity /weak control of behaviour characterized by anxiety', and in carefulness 
within the dimension of aggression, i.e. uncontrolled expression of impulses/ 
controlled inhibition of impulses. 

1 The table presenting the means of the groups is obtainable mimeographed. 
2 Savage (1966) studied children aged 7-8 and 11 and found out that a 

high score for extraversion (measured by EPI and C.P.Q. of Cattell) is related 
to brighter intellectual level and high academic attainment ( correlating 
+ .19 - + .27). In university students the relationship was in the opposite
direction ( Savage, 1962). The relati:onships are probably still stronger when
rating variables are used for extraversion.
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Background factors. The social status of the family was scored 1-3 according 
to the level of education that the parents' profession required.1 The parents of 
the controlled extraverts and the stable had received significantly higher educa­
tion than those of the anxious. The differences between the groups could be 
described in terms of the dimension 'control of behaviour' corresponding to that 
presented in connection with school achievements ( Figure 9). 

The mothers of the aggressive and aggressive-anxious boys worked outside 
home in more cases than those of the stable introverts.1

•
2 The differences be­

tween the groups could be described in the aggression dimension like those of 
carefulness ( Figure 9) . 

The number of children in the family did not separate the groups in a signifi­
cant way. The aggressive were, however, the eldest or middle-born children in 
the family more often than the anxious, stable, or stable introverts.1 

When presented the question series the subjects were asked how their parents 
behaved when they had been disobedient. The aggressive, aggressive-anxious, and 
anxious told that they were often given corporal punishment ( beaten, shaken 
by the hair). The controlled extraverts said that such punishment was possible 
for something very serious, but only one of them said that he had been thrashed 
during that school year. The controlled introverts reported that they were only 
shaken by the hair, while in the experience of the stable corporal punishment 
belonged to infancy. The subjects characterized by strong control of behaviour 
said that their parents usually reproached them or discussed the matter with 
them. It is generally recognized that these responses appeal to a child's own 
cognitive appraisal more than corporal punishment. The assumption has been 
made earlier that cognitive appraisal is connected with neutralization of the emo­
tional aspect of aggression impulses, and, through it, with controlled expression 

•of impulses. The differences in the parents' child-rearing practices accorded with
the hypothesis.

The family member who carried out the punishment was not said to be the 
same in the different groups. The aggressive were punished mostly by their 
mothers ( 70 % ) , who also displayed a great amount of direct verbal aggression 
toward them. The fathers of these families were indifferent and their role as 
educators was vague. The parents acted inconsistently so that the child could 
evade punishment by escape or dishonesty. The controlled extraverts believed 
that father would be the person to punish them ( 80 % ) . The parents' role as 
educators probably affects the masculine identification of boys and, through it, 
internalization of norms for aggressive expression, which partly accounts for the 
differences in the behaviour of the aggressive and the controlled extraverts in 
this study. The anxious and aggressive-anxious said that they were given corporal 
punishment by both parents ( 60 % ) . Here the groups differed from the aggres­
sive: the former were capable of more efficient inhibition of the behavioural 
aspect of impulses. 

1 The table presenting the means of the groups is obtainable mimeographed. 
2 The results obtained by McCord et al. ( 1963) showed that if the home 

is stable, the fact that mother works outside home decreases competition be­
tween the children and »produces no indication of peer aggressiveness. In un­

stable homes such absence is more frequently perceived as rejection, and .at later 

stages the boys tend to show a higher delinquency rate.» 
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The severity of the causes of corporal punishment varied from one group to 
another. The aggressive were most often ( 50 % ) punished because of conflicts 
with the other children of the family, and they revealed that they were openly 
jealous of their younger sisters and brothers. There were two more frequent 
causes connected with aggressive behaviour: fighting with playmates and break­
ing objects. The aggressive-anxious disobeyed mainly by doing something for­
bidden or resisting their parents. These were also the most usual causes of 
corporal punishment in the group of the anxious, yet with the hypothesized 
qualitative differences that the causes were, from a more general point of view, 
less severe ( climbing into trees, making a mess at home, etc.). The subjects 
characterized by strong control of behaviour were punished for a great variety 
of reasons, which cannot be put into one single category. The causes were mainly 
concerned with breaking the norms of the family, such as neglecting one's duties, 
watching TV, eating, and also teasing a sister or brother ( only the controlled 
extraverts) . 

The background variables of the extreme groups in the aggression dimension 
( the aggressive and the stable introverts) indicated that there were no differ­
ences in the social status, but in most cases the mothers of the aggressive worked 
outside the home, and these were the eldest or middle-born in the family. The 
differences were probably related to the quality and quantity of frustrations, 
the evidence for which was open jealousy toward a younger sister or brother 
( the aggressive), conflicts with mother, and inconsistency in the parents' child­
rearing practices. These findings possibly reflected indifference toward the child, 
which, at the p<.05 level of significance, was related to offensive aggression 
and defensive aggression connected with it, as shown in Part I. The social back­
ground of the stable introverts favoured the development of dependency espe­
cially on the mother, which was reflected in, for example, the group answers in 
the inventory. 

Some differences were thus found in the social backgrounds of the groups, 
although, on the basis of the characteristics of the variables, the results can be 
considered only explorative. 

4. 4. Differences between the extreme groups in their aggressive
responses to symbolic aggression stimuli 

4. 4. 1. Analysis of the results

The chapter deals with the subjects' verbal responses to question series 
1-3. The aggression stimuli of

QS 1 were attacks of other persons, and those of
QS 2 were more general frustrating situations.
QS 3 was concerned with habits of offensive aggression.

In the testing of Hypotheses B. 1 and B. 3 the groups were compared on the
basis of the sum scores for defensive (QS 1, 2; categories a-e, p. 144) and offen-
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sive (QS 3; questions 1-30) aggression. The testing of Hypothesis B. 2 was 
based on these five categories of aggression, of which three involved direct, and 
two indirect defensive ( QS 1, 2) or on offensive ( QS 3) aggression. 

The hypotheses were tested by using a single-factor and three-factor design 
of analysis of variance, of which the latter was a special case of a 6 X 5 X 6 
factorial experiment with repeated measures on the last two factors ( Winer, 
1962). A three-factor analysis of variance was performed for each of the follow­
ing dependent variables: QS 1, the sum score and the scores for the five cate­
gories of defensive aggression; QS 3, the sum score for offensive aggression. The 
first factor consisted of six groups of 10 subjects. For QS 1 there were five in­
dependent variables ( types of aggression stimuli or attack: direct physical, verbal, 
mimic, and indirect physical and verbal attack) and six conditions ( attackers: 
boy of the same size, taller boy, smaller boy, girl, teacher, parents) in each vari­
able. For QS 3 the five independent variables consisted of forms of offensive 
aggression ( parallel to the types of attack in QS 1), and the six conditions 
consisted of victims ( parallel to the attackers in QS 1) .1 

Due to rather large differences between the groups in the means for offensive 
aggression, the variances were not completely homogeneous. According to Winer, 
»moderate departures do not, however, seriously affect the sampling distribution
of the resulting F statistic ... [ there] is a small positive bias, since relatively
more significant results will be obtained than the exact sampling distribution
warrants» ( p. 92). In order to avoid the error of rejecting the null hypothesis
the p = .01 level of significance was adopted for calling a finding statistically
significant.

4. 4. 2. Relationships between the magnitudes of aggressive verbal
responses and overt aggression 

It was predicted in Hypothesis B. 1 ( p. 111) that the differences 
between the extreme groups in the magnitude of their aggressive 
verbal responses to symbolic ,aggression s·timuli correspond to their 
differences in the amount of overt aggression. The means. of the sum 
scores for ,aggressive responses ( QS 1, 2, 3) are presented griaphically 
in Figure 10. The groups were ordered on the x,axis ,according to 
their overt ,aggressiveness; as shown in Figure 8 (p. 149), the most 
aggressive group was that of the aggressive, and the least aggressive 
that of the stable introverts. 

The di'ffer,ences between the means. for the groups showed the 
following. 
( 1 ) The differences between the ,aggres·s.ive and nonaggressive groups 
were sfgnif.ioant for QS 1 and 3, as ,expected. Both of the 1s·eries con­
sisted of very direct questions about aggressive habits. For QS 2 the 

1 The tables summarizing the results are obtainable mimeographed. 
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Aggr. Aggr,,Contr. Anx. Stab.Stab. 
anx. extr. intr. 

2 3 4. 5 6 

The significances of the main effects of the groups 
tween the means for the groups (t-test): p< 

F 1/2 1/3 1/4 1/5 1/6 

QS 1 .{)1 n.s. .001 .01 .Oil .015· 
QS 2 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
QS 3 .01 n.s. .001 .002 .01 .QOl

t--------1 Question series 1 

1- - - --1 Question series 2

�-- - ---� Question series 3

( F-ra tio) and the differences be-

Other 
2/3 2/4 2/5 2/6 6/3 differ-

ences 
.002 .02 .01 .05 .1 n.s.
.1 .1 n.s. .1 n.s. n.s.
.01 :05 .05 .102 n.s. 11.S. 

Fi g u r e  10. The means of the sum scores for aggression, QS 1, 
2 and 3. 

differences between the groups were paml1el but not statistically sig­
nificant. 
( 2) None of the question series separated the nonaggresisive groups
as expected. In particular, the magnitude of the aggr,essive responses
of the controlled ,extraverts was smal1er and that of the stable intro­
verts greater than expected.
( 3) The assumption on ,a cl:ir,ect relationship between .aggres,s:ive verbal
responses and overt ,aggression was only partly supported.

4. 4. 3. Direction of aggression

It was pr,edicted fo Hypothesis B. 2 that indirect .aggression is char­
acteristic of .individuals with weak control of behaviour but not with 
a great number of overt responses, .Le., of the aggr-ess!ive-anxious and 
the anxious. 

The group means of the sum scores ( categories d, e) for indirect 
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aggression are pl1esented graphically in FiguJ1e 11. The means indi­
cated that the hypothesis w,a,s only partly ,supported. 
( 1) In geneml, the magnitude of indirect aggJ1ession in the responses
of the aggressive-anxious was gJ1eater than in those of the g1,oups with
strong control of behaviour, particu1arly in those of the controlled
extraverts, but differed horn the J1esponses of the aggressive only for
QS2.
( 2) For the anxious the only finding that accorded with the hypoth­
esis was a slight diff.eJ1ence between them ,and the controlled extm­
verts in the amount of indirect ,aggression for QS 1.

Question series 1 Question series 2 Question series 3 

\ / 

V 

/'­

/ 

/ 

/ 

25.0 

/ 

25.0 

\ 

\ 

Aggr Aggr Contr Anx Stab Stab Aggr Aggr Contr Anx Stab Stab Aggr Aggr Contr Anx Stab Stab 
anx extr intr anx extr intr anx extr intr 

2 3 4 5 6 2 3 4 5 6 2 3 4 5 6 

Direct aggression - - - - -- Indirect aggression

The significances of the main effects of the groups (F-ratio) and the differences be­
tween the means for the groups ( t-test): 

QS 1; direct a: F (p<10l), groups 1-2/3-6 p<.Ol-.05 
indirect a: F (n.s.), 1/3 p<.Ol; 1/5 p<.02; 2,4/3 p<.1; 6/3 p<.l 

QS 2; direct a: F (n.s.), no significant difference between the means 
indirect a: F (n.s.), 2/3-6 p<:Ol; 2/1 p<.'05 

QS 3; direct a: F (p<.01), 1-2/3-6 p<.002-.05·, except 2/5 p<.1 
indirect a: F (p<.'01), 1-2/3�6 p<.00-2-.05 

F i g u r e 11. The means of the sum scores for dkect and indirect 
aggression, QS 1, 2 and 3. 
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The further prediction was made in Hypothesis B. 2 that direct 
defensive aggression �s charactedstic of individuals with a great num­
ber of overt responses, i.e., of the aggr·essive and the controlled ex­
traverts. As shown in Figure 11, 
( 3) .as for the aggressive the hypothesis was supported only for QS
1. The signifacant differences between the aggressive and the other
groups were mainly due to their differences i:n the ,amount of p h y s­
i c a 1 defensive ,aggression. ( The means for the individual .aggression
categories .are given ,in Table 17.) No significant differences could be
found between the aggressive ,and the other groups in the sum scores
for direct defensive .aggression ,i:n QS 2, but for p h y s i c  a 1 defen­
sive aggression, however, some slightly ,s:igniffoant differ,ences ap­
peared between them. In mimic and verbal aggression the differ,ences
between the aggressive and the other groups were smaller than in
physical aggr,ession, both for QS 1 and QS 2.

T a b  1 e 17. Means of the soores for the individual ,aggr,ession 
categories, extreme groups 

Variables Aggressive Ag�ressive- Controlled Anxious Stable Stable F 
anx10us extraverts introverts 

1 2 31 4 5i 6 p< 

QS 1: defensive aggr. 
Direct physical 11.4'"'"' 10.7"' 3.2 4.1 3.6 3.1 .01 
Direct verbal 7.88 5.78

3 

3.2 3.1 3.8 5.7 n.s.
Direct mimic 2.3 3.6 2.6 2.7 2.3 3.1 n.s.
Indirect physical l.Y 1.1 a" 0.1 0.8 0.3 0.6 n.s.
Indirect verbal 4S' 4.3 1.9 3.7 2.8 4.8 11.S. 

QS 2: defensive aggr. 
Direct physical 5.4a3-G 4.1 a• 2.4 2.8 2.6 2.9 .1 
Direct verbal 6.9 8.4 7.1 7.1 7.8 7.2 n.s.
Direct mimic 0.5 0.5 0.8 0.4 1.0 0.5 n.s.
Indirect physical 1.8 2.2''' 1.0 1.6 1.5 1.2 n.s.
Indirect verbal 2.0 3.P 2.3 1.4 1.8 2.1 n.s.
QS 3: offensive aggr. 
Direct physical 3.2'"'' 3.6''''' 0.7 0.8 1.1 0.8 .01 
Direct verbal 4.6''"'' 4.0''' 0.8 1.3 1.6 0.9 .01 
Direct mimic 4.o,·,,,,·, 3 .4,.,a , •

0.8 0.7 1.7 1.4 .01 
Indirect physical 5.1'°"'' 4.4,·, 1.2 1.6 1.6 0.9 .01 
Indirect verbal 3.7"' 4.0''' 0.8 1.0 0.7 1.0 .01 

,·, significant at .05 level, ,,,., at .'01 level, ,·,;,,·, at .0:01 level, aat .1 level compared with
the mean printed in italics. 

*0, an the difference is significant only in comparison with the group n.
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The aggressive ,and aggressive4anxious were not s,ignifioantly differ­
ent from ,each other in the amount of direct aggression, which contra­
dicted the hypothesis. It seemed to be the tendency, however, that 
while physical defence was typioal of the ,aggressive, proportionally 
more verbal and mimic aggression appeared i:n the responses of the 
aggressive0anxious. 
( 4) As far as the controlled extraverts are ooncerned, the hypothesis
was not confirmed. In their responses direct defensive aggression
was as infrequent as in those of the other nonaggres.sive groups.
( 5) Hypothesis B. 2 was concerned with defensive r.iggr,es,sion. For
the s,ake of comparison the inter-group differences in offensive aggres­
sion were also studied. The aggressive groups differed significantly
from the nonaggressive ones in all forms of offenstive r.iggression, which
met the expectations.

4. 4. 4. Effects of external control on aggressive responses

It was predicted in Hypothesis B. 3 that external or situational 
control has the effect on an i'ndividual's aggressive responses that with 
strong external control the magnitude of the respons·es of all the types 
of behaviour is small, but that it increases monotonically when the 
thwart is weafoened. The differ,ences between the groups were .assumed 
to increase simultaneously. 

External control was varied in QS 1 and QS 3 by varying the target 
of aggression (attacker and victim, p. 141). The concept of situ­
ational control had been defined in Part I by using the criterion of 
how condemnable direct, defensive, physical aggres·sion is. According 
to the teachers' ratings this form of aggres·sion had been most fre­
quently directed toward boys of the same isti2le, next most frequently 
toward smaller boys, taller boys, and girls, ,and leas.t frequently toward 
teachers. The instiigators ,and victims in the question series also in­
cluded the parents, which in the scale would probably be located be­
tween teachers and girls. 

The distribut1on of aggressive responses ( sum scores; QS 1, 3 ) to 
the different targets is presented g11aphicallY, in Figure 12. 
( 1 ) In accordance with the hypothesis, the differences between the 
groups both in defensive and offensive aggriessfon were smallest when 
the target of aggression w,as ·siaid to be the teacher, and greatest when 
it was said to be ,a boy of the same size. 
( 2) The hypothesis according to which there is ,an increase in the
magnitude of aggressive responses when the thwart i1s weakened was
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Question series 1: defensiveaggression
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boy of the same size
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girl
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Question series 3: offensiveaggression

<c---Aggressive
-- ---.__4-----Aggressive-', anxiousControlled. "-, extraverts , 
l Stable ''- - -, introverts ', ,-- -� _ _ _ Stab 1 e ',·-· -;,�----�,. I ' 

;:,.,.: --.-.................. ..,�.� //.......
...... . '"--'--

-.:c
- ',, ;,,_ •-., �,�Anxious
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p
T 

smaller boy
parent 
teacher

F i g u r e  12. The distr.ibution of aggres•sive responses among the
targets.

supported by the sum scores for aggression ( Figure 12): the main
effects of C (targets) wer,e significant (p<.01) both for defensive
( QS 1 ) •and off.ensiv,e ( QS 3 ) aggression. 1 The order of the targets
was as ,expect,ed, except that offenslv,e aggressiion was more frequent
toward girls than taller boys.

The analyses of variance for each category of defensive aggression revealed 
that the main effects of the attackers were significant ( p< .01) on all the forms 

1 The mimeographed tables. 



161 

of defensive aggression. In each case the magnitude of defensive aggression was 
distributed among the different attackers in much the same way as shown by the 
target dimension in Figure 12. Some specific dependence on the attackers could, 
however, be found (Table 18): direct physical defensive aggression was directed 
particularly toward boys of the same size and smaller boys, and indirect aggres­
sion (sneaking) both toward the former and toward taller boys. The differences 
between the targets were not so apparent for direct verbal defensive aggression 
also directed toward authority figures. 

T a b  1 e 18. Dependences of the different forms of defensive aggression 
on the attackers, means for the subjects 

Variables SSB SB G TB p T 

Direct physical 1.98 1.88 1.27 0.70 0.18 0.00 
verbal 1.10 1.28 1.05 0.78 0.48 0.22 
mimic 0.88 0.47 0.53 0.38 0.37 0.13 

Indirect physical 0.23 0.05 0.12 0.07 0.17 0.05 
verbal 1.27 0.50 0.30 1.57 0.00 0.03 

SSB = boy of the same size TB = taller boy 
SB = smaller boy P = parent 
G = girl T = teacher 

The significant B X C ( form of offensive aggression x victim) interaction 
(p<.01) for offensive aggression was a finding parallel to those concerning the 
effects of the attackers on the different forms of defensive aggression. The distri­
bution of offensive aggression among the victims is shown in Table 19. 

T a b  1 e 19. Interaction between the forms of offensive aggression and the 
victims, mean for the subjects 

Variables SSBl SB G TB p T 

Direct physical 0.57 0.48 0.25 0.30 0.10 0.00 
verbal 0.55 0.47 0.45 0.38 0.30 0.05 
mimic 0.57 0.47 0.42 0.35 0.18 0.02 

Indirect physical 0.42 0.37 0.57 0.15 0.50 0.47 
verbal 0.45 0.45 0.40 0.33 0.13 0.10 

1 See table 18. 

6 
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The number of different forms of offensive aggression toward boys of the 
same size, smaller boys, and taller boys was almost the same, although direct 
aggression was slightly more frequent than indirect aggression. Girls were least 
frequent targets of direct physical offensive aggression, and taller boys of in­
direct physical offensive aggression. In the latter there were considerable differ­
ences between girls and taller boys: boys teased girls quite frequently by dis­
turbing them or by handling their possessions without permission. Indirect 
physical aggression was also the most frequent form of offensive aggression 
toward authority figures. Furthermore, parents were targets of direct verbal 
aggression. 

( 3) The hypothesis that there is ra parallel but quantitatively differ­
ent increase in the magnitude of the aggressiv,e responses of the differ­
ent groups was supported for defensive aggression, even though the 
group x attacker int,eraction w,as slightly significant ( p<.05). The 
group x victim .interaction for offensive aggression was still more 
significant (p<.01). 

For defensive aggr,ession ( QS 1 ) the greatest exception to the mon­
otonic increase in the magnitude of aggression w,as 

- the great amount of aggression displayed by the stable introverts toward
girls.

The exceptions for offensi\lie aggr,ession were

- the great amount of aggression displayed by the aggressive toward taller
boys,

- the great amount of aggression displayed by the anxious and aggressive­
anxious toward parents, and

- the great amount of aggression displayed by the stable introverts toward
smaller boys.

Of the nonaggr,essive groups the clearest discriminations between 
the targets had been made in the responses of the controlled extra­
verts. Offensive aggression was dir,ected mainly toward boys of the 
same size, defensiv,e ,aggression also, and proportiionally slightly more, 
tow,ard the other peers. 

The magnitude of ,aggressiv,e responses toward boys of the same 
size separated the groups much ±n the s,ame way as the habit stvength 
of overt .aggression, with the exception that the defensive .aggr,ession 
of the stable .introverts was more frequent ·and intense than expected. 
The result could be considered as supporting Hypothesis B. 1 ( the 
magnitude of aggressive responses and ov,ert aggression at'e pos.itively 
related to each other), as it is probable that the inter-group differ­
ences in the amount of overt ,aggressron in general were parallel to 
those in the amount of aggr·ession toward boys of the same size. 
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The dependence of each form of defensive aggression on the attacker in the 
responses of each group was illustrated by the group x attacker interactions, 
which, with the exception of indirect verbal aggression, were significant. 

In all the groups p h y s i c a 1 defence was most infrequent toward teachers 
and parents, but differences could be found in aggression toward peers. The ag­
gressive and aggressive-anxious defended themselves physically against all the 
peer groups ( the distribution of aggression among the targets was proportionally 
similar to that presented in Figure 12), the controlled extraverts almost ex­
clusively against boys of the same size, the anxious and the stable against 
smaller boys, and the stable introverts against girls. 

Direct v e r  b a 1 defensive aggression was directed toward the same targets 
as physical defensive aggression, with the exception that verbal defence was 
extended to the targets with stronger external control. The same appeared for 
m i m i c  aggression. 

The dependence of the form of offensive aggression on the victim in each 
extreme group was illustrated by a triple interaction (group x form of offensive 
aggression x victim), which was significant (p<.01). It was interpreted in the 
following way. In all the groups p h y s i c  a 1 offensive aggression, like defen­
sive aggression, was most infrequent toward teachers and parents, but intergroup 
differences were found in attacks upon peers. For the aggressive, aggressive­
anxious, and stable, the distribution of physical offence among the victims was 
rather parallel to that of the sum scores for offensive aggression ( Figure 12). 
The controlled extraverts attacked physically only boys of the same size, the 
stable introverts and the anxious girls and smaller boys. 

The distributions of v e r b  a 1 and m i m i c  offensive aggression was not 
comparable with the total distribution ( Figure 12); their frequencies toward 
all the targets except teachers were relatively even. (The only exception was the 
group of controlled extraverts who also displayed these forms of offensive ag­
gression mostly toward boys of the same size.) 

As shown in Table 19, i n d i r e c t  physical offensive aggression was rel­
atively frequent toward teachers. An inspection of the inter-group differences 
revealed that indirect physical offensive aggression toward teachers was displayed 
only by the aggressive and aggressive-anxious, toward parents also by the other 
groups except the stable introverts. The small amount of aggression displayed by 
the latter toward parents possibly indicated the hypothesized dependency upon 
them and other authority figures. The findings concerning their home conditions 
as well as their scores for the inventory scale also accorded with the assumption. 
Both of the anxious groups, however, were relatively often found to attack 
their parents: the aggressive-anxious with all the forms of offensive aggression, 
the anxious with mimic and indirect physical aggression. The response was 
possibly due to the parents' punitive child-rearing practices. 

( 4) Another phenomenon interpr,etable as an effect of external control
was the finding for QS 1 that physical attack did not elicit counter­
aggression ,as frequently as direct verbal attack. The main effect of B
( type of attack) on the total magnitude of defensive aggression was
significant ( p<.01). The means of the sum scores for defensive ag­
gression in the different types of attack wer,e: direct verbal attack
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4.50, indirect physical 4.15, direct mimic 4.00, direct physical 2.98, 
and indirect verbal 2.38. The small amount of counter-aggression to 
indirect verbal attack was possibly due to a lack of immedi1ate infor­
mation of attack. 

The gwup x type of attack ( AB) interaction was not signifioant. 
The differences between the groups in the magnitude of defensive ag­
gression toward the different types of attack were parallel and sup­
ported Hypothesis B. 3. 

An analysis of the effect of the type of attack on each form of defensive ag­
gression revealed that the main effects of the types of attack were significant 
( p<.01), with the exception of indirect verbal defensive aggression. The means 
indicated that in defensive aggression there was a tendency to repeat the stim-

. ulus: physical attack caused either direct or indirect physical defence, verbal 
attack verbal defence, etc. 

Stimulus repetition occurred similarly in all groups, for which reason the 
group x type of attack ( AB) interactions were not significant. 

All the attacker x type of attack (BC) interactions were, however, significant 
(p<.01), which meant that a particular form of defensive aggression did not 
reappear as stimulus repetition independently of the attacker (instigator). For 
example, direct physical aggression was not displayed toward a teacher, even 
though the type of attack of the teacher had been direct physical. On the other 
hand, smaller peers were targets of physical aggression even though their type 
of attack had been only verbal or mimic. The result indicated that the subjects 
tended to adjust their defensive responses to stimulus situations and take into 
account especially the strength of external control. 

4. 4. 5. Interpretation of the results

The hypotheses on the correspondences between verbal responses
and overt behaviour were formulated as simply as possible with ex­
pectations of direct relationships. Since the obtained relationships 
differed, however, from simple correspondences in some respects, 
another frame of reference, based on a more complicated dependence, 
was adopted, with .application of the concepts presented in the theory 
of achievement motiv,ation by Atkinson ( 1964).

Prior to the presentation of the hypotheses, it seemed possible that 
the subjective meanings of aggression stimuli might v,ary ,according to 
the habit strength of aggressiion. The subjective meanings can be un­
derstood to suggest the relative strength of approach (aggression) 
and avoidance ( aggression inhibitory) tendencies aroused in a stimulus 
situation. If the ,assumption is made that the strength of the aggres­
sion tendency (TA) activ,ated by an aggressive provocation is rela­
tively constant, interindividual differences in verbal responses are in­
terpretable on the basfa of inhibitory tendencies·. 
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The .assumptron can be made that· the strength .of the aggress,ion 
inhibitory tendencies .activated by •an aggressive provocation is deter­
mined both by the strength of aggres:sion inhibitory habits ( which 
depend inversely on the strength of agg11essive habits) ,and by subjec­
tive probabilities of failure, in the s.ame way ,as assumed in the theory 
of achievement motivation by Atkinson ( 1964; 244) on the tendency 
to avoid failure: T-f = MAF x Pf x If. (T_f = tendency to avoid 
failure; MAF = motive to avoid failure; Pf = expectancy of failure; 
If= negative incentive value of failme = -Ps). In connection with 

aggressive behaviour M AF can be assumed to refer to the strength of 
aggression inhibitory habits. Pf is determined by the strength of ag­
gressive habits: if thes·e are strong, the individual estimates the prob­
ability of failure to be averagely smaller than if they are weak. If 
refers to shame (,and embarrassment) of failure: when ·a task ,appears 
to be easy, the shame of failure is greater than when a task appears 
to be difficult. On the bas.is of their aggr,essive and .aggression inhibi­
tory habits the groups can be given the following fictitious indices 
characterizing the inter-group differences in the strength of the aggres­
sion inhibitory tendency activated by an aggressive provocation. For 
example, MAF Pf If T_f 

Aggressive 1 .10 -.90 -.09 
Controlled extraverts 3 .50 -.50 -.75 

Stable introverts 5 .90 -.10 -.45 

When aggressive habits are of an average strength, aggression in­
hibitory habits (MAF) as well as the probabilities of failure ,are aver­
age, which has the consequence that ,aggression ·inhi:bitory tendendes 
activated by an aggressive provocation are stronger than when aggres­
sive habits are extremely strong or weak. 

In ,addition to the aggression and aggression inhibitory tendencies 
activated by an aggression stimulus an individual's responses are prob­
ably accounted for by tendencies which may be described in terms 
of other motives, as assumed by Feather ( 1961) in an application of 
the theory of achievement motivation, who presented the concept of 
Extrinsic Mouiv,ation (T = (Ts + T_f) + T Extr). In aggressive behav­
iour Extrinsic Motiv,adon can, for example, involve e.g. an individual's 
tendency to behave in a socially acceptiable manner, in which case the 
direction of the tendency is the same as that of the aggression inhibi­
tory tendency, or a tendency to attract attention ,at 1eaist negatively, in 
which case the direction supports the aggression tendency. Feather's 
formula was apphed to aggressive behavi·our as follows: 

RA
gg

r = (TA + T_f) ± MExtr 
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RAggr = the magnitude of an aggressive responses to a symbolic ag­
gression stimulus. TA = ,aggres,sion tendency activ,ated by the stimu­
lus. T_f = aggression inhibitory tendency. MExtr = other motives 
directing acdon, supporting either the aggression or aggression inhibi­
tory tendency. 

The frame of reference was especially ,applicable to the results con­
cerning QS 1 both for the inter-group differ,ences in the sum ·scores 
for defensive ,aggression ( Figure 10) and for those in the magnitude 
of aggression toward boys of the s,ame sfae ( Figure 12 ) . In both cases 
the magnitude of counter.,aggressron in the responses of the stable 
introverts was gr,eater, and ±n those of the controlled extraverts 
smaller than ,expected. The direct questions, of the first series were 
concerned with a person's behaviour when somebody attacks. If the 
answer revealed that there occurred counter.,aggres·s,ion, the additional 
question was made casually, »Does it ohen happen that way?» The 
answers of the stable introverts were unexceptionally negative. They 
implied that for these subjects the stimulus situadons did not have 
such subjective reality and they did not ,activ,ate such aggression in­
hibitory tendencies as for those subjects whose aggressive habits were 
stronger and the number of experienced conflicts greater. 

An increase in external control reduced, on the ,ave11age, the magni­
tude of aggressive responses. The reduction can be intierpreted as a 
consequence of an increase in ,either T_f or MExtr supporting the in­
hibitory tendency. The strengthening of T_f i:s connected with ag­
gression inhibitory habits which have probably been different for 
different attackers in each group. The strengthening of MExtr sup­
porting the aggression inhibitory tendency is a pos,s:ible consequence 
of the fact that the relationship between attacker and victim has be­
come complicated :and implies dependences concerning ,a greater num­
ber of motive ,areas. 

As the dis.tribut1on of overt ,aggressive responses to the different 
targets was not examined together with the rating of aggressive be­
haviour, the interpretation remained open concerning when the ex­
ceptions of the monotonic increase in aggressive responses with 
strengthened ,external control ,are di-rectly interpretable in terms of the 
strength of the aggressive and ,aggression inhibitory habits, and when 
it is necess,ary to employ some other explanatory v,ari,able. The as­
sumption can, however, be made that, due to the weakness of the ag­
gressive habits of the stable introverts, ,a reJ:atively great magnitude 
of aggres,s�on was disp1ayed verbally by them toward girls and smaller 
boys, the probability of ·success being then high and the aggression 
inhibitory tendencies weak. 
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The clearest discriminations between the targets were made in the 
answers of the controlled extmverts, whos·e ,aggvessive respons-es were 
directed mainly toward boys of the same size. The vesult oan be given 
the fol1owing alternative int·erpretat.ions: dther the habits of overt 
aggression of the controlled -extr,avevts are gener,ally limited mainly 
to boys of the siame sfae, (a1so in overt behaviour), or the result in­
dicates that aggression impulses actiViat1ed by a sti'mulus ,are, at the 
symbolic level, under strong control which is determined by MExtr 
( e.g. a tendency to behave in a socially acceptiable manner). 

A methodical finding was that the dichotomic separation of the aggressive 
and nonaggressive groups on the basis of the sum scores for the aggressive re­
sponses given to question series 1-3 was the more valid the more uncomplicated 
the stimulus material was. The groups were separated most clearly by the 
questions about habits of offensive aggression ( QS 3). The direct and uncompli­
cated questions about the habits of defensive aggression ( QS 1) also separated 
the groups as expected. The stimulus material was most complex in QS 2, in 
which the frustrating situations were described as brief stories: the inter-group 
differences in the magnitude of aggressive responses were relatively small, and 
the test did not separate the aggressive and nonaggressive groups from each 
other significantly. 

The differences in the results obtained by the different question series were 
interpretable by the employment of the above mentioned formula of RAggr, 
A more detailed description of the context had strengthened an individual's 
tendency to take the other party into account and to behave in a socially ac­
ceptable manner, i.e., it had strengthened the extrinsic motivation supporting 
the aggression inhibitory tendency, which was reflected in the relatively small 
magnitude of aggressive responses from the overtly aggressive groups. Allison & 
Hunt (1959) have made the corresponding observation that »when responding 
to frustrating situations in which the intention of the frustrating source was not 
specified, Ss high on the Edward's Social Desirability Scale express significantly 
less aggression than Ss low on the SDS». But when an event was ·explained 
more accurately, i.e., the motives of the frustrator were presented, »the effect 
of the SD factor was no longer present». 

4. 5. Differences between the extreme groups in their nonaggressive
responses to symbolic aggression stimuli 

The chapter deals with the subjects' verbal responses to QS 1 and QS 2 on 
the basis of both the sum scores for the nonaggressive responses and each scored 
nonaggression category (pp. 144-145), and with their choices of the pairs of 
alternatives given to QS 2 on the second presentation ( SLEI test, p. 143). 

Hypothesis B. 4 was tested by comparing the group means for both question 
series in each nonaggression category. Hypothesis B. 5 was tested on the basis 
of QS 1. The dependence of nonaggressive responses on the attackers was studied 
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by a two-factor design of analysis of variance (Winer, 1962; 302), in addition 
to which a three-factor analysis of variance was performed for each nonaggres­
sion variable by using the same special case of 6 X 5 X 6 factorial experiment 
as in the analysis of the aggressive responses (p. 155).1 

4. 5. l. Differences between the groups in the types of nonaggressive
responses 

It was predicted in Hypothesis B. 4 that the number of nonaggres­
sive forms of treatment of thwarting situations is smallest in the re­
sponses of the ,aggressive,· and that there are qualitative differences 
between the nonaggres.sJve groups: the treatment assumed to be most 
typical of the controlled extraverts was conciHatory response, of the 
stable introverts indifference or ,appraisal of the situation, and of the 
anxious description of negative affects. without an aggressive response, 
or escape. 

The group means of the soores for each nonaggression category are 
presented graphioally in Figure 13. 

The group means ,indicated the following. 
( 1 ) There were significant differences between the nonaggres:sive 
and aggressive groups in the sum scores for nonaggressive responses 
to QS 1, as expected, with the ·excepvion of the stable introverts who 
had answered the questions with more counter-aggression than ex­
pected. The main ,effect of the groups was significant ( p<.05). 

The nonaggr,ess.iv,e respons·es of the aggressive-arrnrous to QS 2 were 
significantly more infrequent than those of the nonaggress,ive groups 
( 3-5), which support,ed the hypothesiis. The aggressive did not, how­
ever, differ from the nonaggressive groups. On the whole the differ­
ences between the groups remained small, ,and the main effect of the 
groups was not significant. 
( 2) There were diff.er-ences between the groups in the types of non­
aggressive responses, but only for description of negative ,affects in
the hypothesi2;ed way. The main -effects. of the groups were not signif­
icant with the exception of the category of conciliatory response for
QS 1. There were, however, signifi:oant inter-group differences or
parallel results for QS 1 .and 2, an inspection of which rev,ealed the
following d i  r ,e c t i v  e findings.

The greatest number of descriptions of negative affects without aggressive 
responses, aroused by the stimulus situations of both question series, was found 

1 The tables summarizing the results are obtainable mimeographed. 
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Question series 2 

\ 

' \ 

I 

'I 

Cone ilia tory 
response 
J, 

,\.,_Negative
, . affects 

, �Indifference 

Appraisal of 
situation 

,'- _________ ,.,. .... 
1'--

✓ 

Escape 

,, 

Aggr Aggr-Contr Anx Stab Stab 
anx extr intr 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1�onaggr. 14.9 15.5 21.5 20.1 22.4 16.1 19.6 13,4 20.8 20.9 18,917.7 
The significances of the main effects of the groups (F-ratio) and the differences be­
tween the means of the groups ( t-test) : 
QS l; MNonaggr. F (p<.05); 3/1, 2, 6 ja 5/1, 2, '6 p<.Ol-.05; 4/1 p<.05 

Indifference: F (n.s.); 3/1-2 p<.105-; 3/4, 6 p<.l
Conciliatory response: F (p<.iOl); 5/1 p<.001, 5/2 p<.02, 5/3, 6 p<.05, 

5/4 p<.l, 3/1 p<.0'.5, 4/1 p<.0,1, 6/1 p<.1 
Description of negative affects: F (p<.l); 4-5/1 p<.l, 4-5/2 p<!05
Escape: F (n.s.); 1/5-6 p<.05, 2/6 p<.l 

QS 2; MNonaggr. F (n.s.); 1,4/2 p<.05, 3/2 p<.01, 5/2 p<.l 
Indifference: F (n.s.); 3/1 p<.05 
Description of negative affects: F (n.s.); 4/2. p<.0.5, 3/2 p<.1, 5/2 p<.Ol 
Escape: F (n.s.); 1/2 p<.l, 1/3 p<.l, 1/5 p<.05-

F i g u r ,e 13. The means of the scores for the individual non­
.aggression categor1es, the -extreme groups. 

for the anxious. The other type of treatment assumed to be characteristic of the 
anxious was escape from the situation. For both question series the group most 
inclined to it was, however, the aggressive. Escape could be considered as 
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representing the kind of treatment contrary to aggression whose habit strength 
proved dependent on the strength of aggressive habits. The amount of escape 
was dependent on the strength of external control, as shown in greater detail in 
Chapter 4. 5. 2. 

The assumption was made that the controlled extraverts would respond par­
ticularly with conciliation. Compared with the other groups, however, the treat­
ment more typical of them in both question series was indifference. Strong 
control of aggression impulses, interpreted earlier as characterizing the verbal 
responses of the controlled extraverts, had the result that the thwart was 
denied or considered less important, as was assumed typical of the stable in­
troverts. Appraisal of the situation ( QS 2), which was also assumed typical of 
the stable introverts, was also slightly more typical of the controlled extraverts. 

None of the scored nonaggression categories was conspicuous in the responses 
of the stable introverts. Like the other nonaggressive groups, they differed from 
the aggressive significantly only in the category of conciliatory responding. 

The considerable amount of conciliatory response ( QS 1) separated the stable 
from the other nonaggressive groups. In QS 2 the result was parallel. Like that 
of the controlled extraverts, the overt behaviour of the stable was characterized 
by controlled expression of impulses, so the assumption on conciliatory response 
was partly supported. 

The difference between the two quest,ion series in theJr stimulus 
material was .a possib1e reason for the average differences in the 
types of nonaggressive responses to them. When the stimulus situa­
tions had been described as ,attacks of another person, all the groups 
had responded most frequently with indiff.erence ( QS 1). More com­
plex frustrating situations ( QS 2) had actiiv,ated conciliatory response. 

The further prediction was made in Hypothesis B. 4 that when 
asked to choose one of the ,alternatJives constructed -according to Hy­
pothesrs A ,and B. 4 as a iiesponse to each stimulus sJtuation of QS 2 
( the SLEI test), the subjects prefer the tr,eatment which most closely 
corresponds to their overt behaviour. 

The group means of the scores for each pair of alternatives described 
p. 147 are presented in Table 20.

It was expected that the fo,st pair of .alternatives ( aggression vs.
controlled inhibition) would separate both of the ,aggressive groups 
from both of the stable groups. The group means showed that the 
mentioned pair of alternatives separated the actual stable group from 
the groups characterized by weak control of behaviour. The number 
of aggressive choices was great,er than expected in the responses of 
the stable introverts i'1l QS 2 in the same w.ay as in QS 1. 

The second pair of altemativ,es ( anxiety vs. controlled expression) 
was assumed to sepamte both of the anxious groups from the stable 
and the controlled extraverts. The hypothesis was supported. In ad-
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T a b  1 e 20. Means of the scores for the SLEI test, extreme groups 

Pair of alternatives Aggressive Aggressive- Anxious Controlled Stable Stable F 
anxious extraverts introverts 

1 2 3 4 5 6 p< 

1. LE-SI, Aggression
( vs. controlled in-
hibition) 9.2 10.7 9.5 6.9 4.0 7.3 .1 

2. LI-SE, Anxiety ( vs.
controlled expression) 8.7 9.3 9.5 7.0 5.4 6.9 .01 

3. LE-LI, Aggression
( vs. anxiety) 12.5 12.0 13.2 10.9 8.8 11.1 n.s.

4. SE-SI, Controlled ex-
pression ( vs. con-
trolled inhibition) 13.9 15.0 13.4 12.4 12.0 13.1 n.s.

1+2, Weak (vs. strong) 
control of behaviour 17.9 20.0 19.0 13.2 8.4 13.2 .01 

3+4, Great (vs. small) 
number of overt 
responses 26.4 27.0 26.6 23.3 20.8 24.2 n.s.

The significance of the inter-group differences: 
1: 1/5 p<.02, 2/5 p<.01, 3/5 p<.01, '6/5 p<.1 
2: 1/5 p<.02, 2/4 p<.l, 2/5 p<.002, 2/6 p<.<02, 3/4 p<.l, 3/5 p<.002, 

3/6 p<:02 
3: 1/5 p<.02, 2/5 p<.l, 3/5 p<.r02 
4: 1/5 p<.05, 2/4 p<.l, 2/5 p<.,02, 3/5· p<.l 

1+2: 1/5 p<.Ol, 2/4 p<.l, 2/5 p<.001, 2/6 p<.05,, 3/4 p<.l, 3/5· p<.001, 
3/6 p<.,05, 4/5 p<.l, 16/5 p<.'01 

3+4: 1/5 p<.'01, 2/5 p<.05, 3/5 p<!Ol 

dition, the pair of alternatives sepa11ated the stable introverts from 
both of the anxious groups. 

The third and fourth pair of alt'ernatives were expected to separate 
the groups in the dimension 'number of overt responses'. The hypoth­
esis was not, however, supported, as both of the pairs of alternatives 
only separated the stable from the groups representing weak control 
of behaviour; contrary to expectations, the stable preferred introvert 
responses most consistently. The same was revealed by the combined 
variable 3 + 4. 

In the dimension 'control of behaviour' ( 1 + 2) the mean for the 
aggressiveaanxious indicated weakest control of behaviour, and that 
for the stable strongest, which supported the hypothesis. The aggres­
sive-1anxious and the anxious differed significantly from all the groups 
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representing strong control of behaviour, the .aggressive only from the 
stable. 

Although the v e r b a 1 responses to QS 2 did not separate the 
aggressive groups signifioantly from the nonaggressive ones, and 
although the hypothesis was not clearly supported for the nonaggres­
s,ive responses, the finding could be made concerning QS 2 that with 
the employment of the a 1 t ,e r n ,a t i v ,e ,a n s w e r s there appeared 
significant differences between the groups. The result w.as int:erpret­
able in the following way. 

The interpretation was made ,earHer (p. 167) that ,a more detailed 
description of the context ,strengthen MExtr supporting the aggres­
sion i,nhibitory tendency. The great number of the nonaggres·sive re­
sponses of the aggressive to QS 2 ( Figure 13) accorded with the in­
terpretation. The number of the nonaggr,es.siv,e responses of the ag­
gressiive-anx:ious w,as, however, very small. With both the aggressive 
and nonaggressive responses to QS 1 and QS 2 taken into account, the 
interpret,ati:on was also applicable to the responses of the aggressive­
anxious; MExtr only manifested itiself in different ways for the aggres­
sive and the aggressiv,e-.anxious. 

- From QS 1 to QS 2 there was a q u a 1 i t a t iv e change in the responses
of the aggressive in the direction of stronger control of impulses ( socially
acceptable activity).

- From QS 1 to QS 2 there was a reduction in the i n t e n  s i t y of aggres­
sion and, proportionally, a slight increase in the number of indirectly ag­
gressive responses in the responses of the aggressive-anxious.

The pairs of alternatives did not include the pair LE-SE ( .aggression
vs. controlled expression of impulses) which could have revealed the 
kind of strong extrinsic motivation of the ,aggressive that the verbal 
responses indicated. On the other hand, in the pair of alternatives 
LE-SI the mates of controlled inhibition of impulses described treat­
ment so contrary to the aggres,siv,e that the ,aggressive subjects did not 
prefer them to the ,aggressive .alternatives. In the pair of ,ahernatives 
LE-LI (.aggress.i'on vs. ,anxiety) ,anxiety r•epresented weak control of 
behaviour ·and w,a,s thus more simi1ar to aggressive treatment than 
controlled inhibition of impulses: the aggressive prderred the aherna­
tives of ,anxiety more than ,expect:ed, which also supported the inter­
pretatiion of extrinsic motivation. 

In the consttucLion of Lhe altemativ,e answers the intensity and 
direction of ,aggression were not uaken into account sys,temati:cally, for 
which 1.1eason the possib1e preferences of the aggressive-anxious ro in­
direct and more attenuated •aggvession we1.1e not rev,ealed. 
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4. 5. 2. Effects of external control on nonaggressive responses

It was predicted in Hypothesis B. 5 that when external control is 
strengthened, there is an increase in the number of nonaggres.sive re­
sponses of ,all the extreme groups so that the Jncrease ds greatest in the 
most aggressive groups. The hypothesis was tested on the basis of the 
respons·es given to QS 1 (Figure 14). Naturally, the •amount of non­
aggressive responses was dependent on the amount of aggressive re­
sponses, whose relations to the ,attackers was dealt with in Chapter 
4. 4. 4. The dependenoe w,as not, however, quite ,symmetrltal, since
in the scoring of the aggressive responses the intensity of ,aggression
was also taken into account.

SSB SB G TB p T 

--� Aggressive (AG) 

0-------------0 Aggressive-anxious (AG-ANX) 

-- --- Anxious (ANX) 

13-----G Controlled extraverta (CE) 

6------8 Stable (S) 

�--····-- ··• Stable introverts (SI) 

SSB = boy of the same size 

SB= smaller boy 
G = girl 

TB= taller boy 
P = parent 
T = teacher 

F i g  u r ,e 14. The di'strlbution of nonaggressive r,esponses 
among the targets, QS 1. 

( 1 ) The hypothesis that there ils -an increas·e in the amount of non­
aggres:Sive responses due to strengthened external control was sup­
ported by the means of the sum scores for the nonaggres.sive responses. 
The ma'in effect of the .attackers was signifioant (p<.01). 

The analyses of variance for each nonaggression category revealed that the 
main effects of the attackers were significant (p<.01). All of the nonaggressive 
responses did not, however, increase monotonically with strengthened external 
control. They were dependent on the attackers as shown in Table 21. 



174 

T a b  I e 21. Dependences of the different forms of nonaggressive treatment on 
the attackers, means for the subjects 

Variable SSBl SB TB G p T 

Description of negative affects 0.20 0.03 0.10 0.07 0.48 0.53 
Escape 0.23 0.15 0.85 0.22 0.25 0.22 
Indifference 0.75 1.63 1.35 1.93 1.98 3.00 
Conciliatory response 0.83 0.65 0.48 0.55 1.25 0.75 

1 See Table 18. 

The greatest exceptions to the expected distribution were found for escape, 
which was frequent especially when the attacker was a taller boy, and for con­
ciliatory response, which was most frequent when the attacker was a parent or 
a boy of the same size. 

( 2) The hypothesis that there is 1a parallel but quantitatJivdy differ­
ent incrna,se in the amount of nonaggressive respons,es of the differ­
ent groups could be consirdered ,as having been supported ( Figure 14). 
The group x attacker ( AB) interaction w,as signifioa,nt only at the 
p<.1 leveI. 

The amount of nonaggressive responses concerning boys of the same size 
separated the groups much in the same way as the habit strength of overt ag­
gression, as found also for the magnitude of aggressive responses concerning 
boys of the same size, with the exception of the stable introverts. (The dotted 
line describing the means for the stable introverts in Figure 14 was expected 
to be located at the top in a slightly ascending direction. The interpretation of 
the result was directly derivable from that concerned with aggressive responses, 
pp. 165-166). 

( 3) V1ariation in the ,amount of each nonaggressiive tr,eatment, due to
external control, was ,as·sumed to be slightest in the group of which
the treatment in question was most typioal. Contrary to expectations,
the differences between the groups in their not11Jaggressiv-e responses
( Figure 13), with the exoeption of conciliatory response, were not
so great that a particular treatment could be considered signiHoantly
typical of a paroicular group. Since the group x ,attJacker (AC) inter­
actions, :apart from that for description of nega,tive ,affects, were, how­
ever, s.ignifi:cant (p<.01), a preliminary 1inspection was performed
to test the hypothesis.

The means for QS 1 and QS 2 indicated that conciliatory response was 
most typical of the stable, indifference was most typical of the controlled ex­
traverts, and escape was most typical of the aggressive. 
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The distributions of the nonaggressiv,e responses of the above 
groups .among the targets, as well as the corresponding means for the 
other groups .as two combinati:ons, one for weak ,and the other for 
strong control of behaviour, are presented in Figure 15. 

Conciliatory response 

SSB SB TB G P T 

0----0 Stable 

Escape 

Groups with weak control 
of behaviour 

Con trolled extraverts + 
stable introverts 

SSB SB TB G P T 

0--0 Aggressive 

Aggressive-anxious + anxious 

Groups with strong control 
of behaviour 

3,5 

3,0 

2.5 

2,0 

1. 5 

1.0 

0.5 

Indifference 

SSB SB TB G P T 

0---{;) Controlled extraverts 

Groups with weak control 
of behaviour 

Stable + stable introverts 

SSB boy of the same size 
SB smaller boy 
TB taller boy 

G girl 
P parent 
T teacher 

Fi gu r e  15. The distribution of nonaggressive responses among the targets, 
different categories of nonaggression. 
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As for the conciHatory response of the ·stable, the hypothesis was 
not supported: thi:s type of treatment w,as most frequent when the 
target was a parent or a boy of the ·same s:ize. Similarly, in the indiffer­
ent response of the oontrolled extraverts the1.1e appeared variation that 
was greater than expected: this type of treatment hardly occurred 
when the instigator was .a boy of the same size. The esoape responses 
of the aggressive boys we1.1e connecved with conflicts with taller boys 
and authority figures, and negative affects were also less typical of the 
anxious when the attacker was ,a smaller boy or a girl. 

(4) Variation in the type of aggression stimuli (types of attack) had many
significant effects on nonaggressive responses. The findings were logically inter­
pretable and shed light on the content validity of QS 1. The main effects of the
types of attack were significant on all the types of nonaggressive treatment. The
most frequent cause of descriptions of negative affects and indifference was
indirect verbal aggression ( speaking ill of somebody behind his back). Escape
was more frequently due to direct than to indirect aggression, a consequence of
the experienced strength of thwart, while for conciliatory responding the case
was the opposite.

The group x type of attack ( AB) interaction was significant only for in­
difference. All of the groups were most frequently indifferent toward indirect 
verbal attack but differed from each other for direct physical and mimic aggres­
sion. Indifference toward physical attack correlated positively with a great num­
ber of responses in overt behaviour independently of the strength of the control 
of behaviour ( the more active, the more indifferent). Indifference toward mimic 
attack was typical of the introvert groups. 

The attacker x type of attack (BC) interactions were significant (p<.01) 
except for conciliatory response. 

The cause of descriptions of negative affects was most frequently the verbal 
and mimic aggression of authority figures, and least frequently the direct ag­
gression of smaller boys and girls. 

The number of escape responses was directly proportional to the directness 
of the attack of a taller boy. Similarly, the mimic aggression of authority figures 
caused a desire to escape, especially in the aggressive. 

Indifference occurred only toward authority figures, if the attack was in­
directly physical, and also toward girls and smaller boys, if the type of attack 
was direct physical. The distribution of indifference among the targets was more 
even in the other types of attack. 



5. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Part II was concerned with aggressive ,and nonaggressive respons·e 
habits adopted for coping with thwarting situations. A two-dimens,ion­
al descriptive model was constructed, on the bai�is of which predictions 
were made of aggressiv,e and nonaggressive patterns of behaviour. 
The two approaches for the t•esting of the hypotheses were: 
( 1 ) The -structure of aggressive and nonaggressive habits was ana­
lyzed from the ratings made by the subjects' teachers and peers. 
( 2) Different types of treatment of thwarting situations were ex­
amined on the basis of the verbal respons,es of the extreme groups of
each type of behaviour to .aggvession stimuli:.

5. 1. Correspondence between the two-dimensional descriptive model
and the empirical findings 

In the explication of the hypotheses on .aggves,sive and nonaggres­
sive patterns of behaviour in thwarting situations two viewpoints were 
employed ,as guidelines. Firstly, previous investig,ations ( Eysenck, 
1960; Peterson, 1965; et al.) have proved that observacions of the 
int,erdependenoes of personality trains tend to differentiate in two 
bipol,ar dimens:ions independent of each other. In the descriptive in­
terpretations of thes·e dimensions cliffevent researchers have preferred 
different terms. Eysenck has called them Exttaversion/Introversion 
and Neuroticism ( Lability) /St,abrhty. Secondly, thwarting stimulus 
situations are so frequent in soc1al inter.action that an individual's 
habitual treatment of thes,e situations is. likely to be closely connected 
with his total personahty; if tot,al behavJour can be described two-
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dimensionally, it is Likely that a considerable part of aggressive 
behaviour -and of the ahernative of it oan also be described in terms 
of the cornesponding dimensions. The hypotheses on the patterns of 
behaviour we11e not based on constitutional diffe11ences; in accordance 
with the procedure followed in P,art I, social learning was consiidered 
essential iin the development of response habits. 

WJ�hin the present investigation aggression wa:s defined as basioally 
reactive. In ,a thwarting situatiion there arises an ,impulse for the elimi­
nation of the unp1ea:sant stimulus. Until an indiviidual is ab1e to inhibit 
his aggression in ,a thwarting stimulus situat.ion, he delivers noxious 
stimuli to the instigator, for which reason his way of responding is 
defined as aggres;sive. Direct aggression is gener,ally not oonsidered an 
acceptable way of solving conf1icts. In previous studies runhibitfon of 
aggression has often been regarded as the reaction opposite to aggres­
sion. An auempt was made in the present investigation to differentiate 
the concept of inhibition by d�stinguishing in it suppressfon of the 
extrinsic aspect and neutralization of the emotional or intrinsic aspect. 
Responding in a thwarting stimulus situation may thus be character­
ized by either uncontrolled or controlled ,expression of impulses. The 
former vefers to overt ,aggressd,on, the 1attier to negotiiation ,and efforts 
towards peaceful settlement of controversies.. Correspondingly, pas­
siveness in such s1tuations may be due to dther uncontroHed or con­
trolled inhibition of impulses. Uncontrolled inhibidon r.efers to avoid­
anoe responses motiv,ated by fear and anx,iiety, wheveas controlled in­
hibition suggests appnaisal of the situation and avoidance of the re­
sulting aggression. The dimension 'expression/inhibition of impulses', 
defined more gener,ally as the dimension 'number of overt responses', 
is, as far a'S the desc11iptive model of behaviour is ooncerned, comp.a­
rable with the dimension 'Extraversion/Introversion' (Eysenck), and 
the dimension 'weak/ strong control of behaviour' with the dimension 
'Lability /Stability'. More accunate definitions of these dimensions and 
of the pattierns of behaviour denived from the mai1n dimensions by 
combining them have been given in the text ( pp. 102-107). 

The original construct•ion of the descriptiive model of aggression 
presented in Part I ( p. 29) was three-dimens,ional. Empirical findings 
of interindiv,idual differences showed that a two-dimensional descrip­
tion was sufficient at the most general 1evel ( second order factor 
structure). The model of ,aggression w,as i'ncorporated in the two­
dimensional descriptive model of behaviour in thwarting stimulus 
situations, where it w;a:s located in the quadr,ant termed uncontrolled 
expvess1on of impulses. The assumption w;as made that in a combi­
nation of the chamcteristics of 'great number of overt responses' and 
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'weak control of behaviour' the habius of defensive aggression and also 
those of offensive aggress.ron ,acquired through conditioning are the 
strongest, whereas the habits of direct defensiv,e aggressiion are typical 
of individuals cha11acterized by a great number of overt responses, and 
those of indirect •aggression of individuals char.acter,ized by weak 
control of behaviour. 

The variables for the empirical ,ex;amination were chos·en as repre­
senting the hypothesized types of behaviour. In order to connect them 
with behaviour.al traits independent of ,aggression they were al-so 
taken to include some reference v;adab1es. 

Far the study of the hypotheses on the two-dimensional descriptive 
model a factor analysis was carried out, and the proportion of the 
common v,adance ,explained by the two principal factors was examined. 
The result showed, supporting Hypothesis A, that a descr,iption of the 
common variance �n tierms of two dimensions w,a:s perui'nent, and that 
only the location of some individual v;ariab1es was contrary to ex­
pectations. EV1en then the results were interpretable. The aggression 
variab1es had strong common V1adance, which was probably due to the 
method of rating, and direct ,and indirect defensii've aggres;sion were 
not differenti!atied in the two-dimensJonal descripti'on ,as clearly as 
expectJed. The 1.1esult might have been partly due to the exdusiion of 
different degrees of .intensity from the s:ampling of the aggression v,ari­
ables, ,a procedure ,aimed ,at reducing the number of vatitables, a,s a 
consequence of which interindividUJal diHerenoes could not ,emerge in 
as many aspects as those in P,art I. 

A comparison of the results concerniing the two-dimens:ional descrip­
don with p1.1ev:ious r•esults rev,ealed the following. The general aggres­
sion foctor ext1.1acted by means of the method of rating both in Part I 
and in the studies by Mandel ( 19 59), Banta & Walder (1961 ) , 
Walder et al. ( 1961 ) , et ral. corresponded to the pattern of behaviour 
termed her,e uncontrolled expression of impulses. The degree of the 
Lack of control Jn ,aggressive expressci.ons w1as positively rdated to the 
degree of their intensity. The di,mension of intensity iin the descriptive 
model of aggression was thus comparable with the dimension 'un­
controlled expression/ controlled inhibition of impulses' describing 
the strength of ,aggressive habi:ts or the magnitude of aggression. 

The emergence of ,additional components of aggressive behaviour 
depends essentially on the s•amp1e of vrar1abres. The common variance 
of ,aggression V1adables is. ,emphasized if the v;ariables included in a 
£.actor analysis are heterogeneous., and especi:ally if some of them 
measure controlled behaviour. If the structure is ,analyzed from vari­
ables limitied to weak control of behav,iour, the aggres,sion variables 
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divide at a general desc11iptiv,e level into two £actors interpretable, 
depending on the rotation of the .axes, either as uncontrolled expres­
sion and uncontrolled inhibition of impulses ( conduct problems and 
personality problems: Petierson, 1961; Eysenck & Rachman, 1965; 

et .al.) or as great number of overt l1esponses ,and weak control of be­
haviour ( ,extravers.i!On .and neuroticism: Peterson, 1961; dominance 
or .aggJ.iession and hostility: Digman, 1965; Magee, 1964). 

If the variables included in a factor analysis are very homogeneous 
containing only uncontrolled expression of impulses, three main com­
ponents of aggressiv,e behav:iour can be distinguished, as shown both 
in Part I ,and II: ( 1 ) offensive .aggression and defensive aggres·sion 
connected with it, corresponding to the general iaggJ.iession factor; ( 2) 
direct defensive aggJ.iessJon wi:thout offensive ,aggression, which c,an be 
anchored in the dimension '.number of overt responses'; and ( 3 ) in­
direct aggJ.iession, which can be anchol1ed correspondingly in the di­
mension 'control of behaviour'. 

As far as nonaggl1es,sive behaviour ifs concerned, inter.individual dif­
fel1ences were describable in terms of three patterns of behaviour: 
contl10lled expl1ession, contl1ol1ed inhibition, aind uncontrolled inhi­
bition of impulses. In the w1.1iter's opinion one of the main points of 
the present study was an auempt to desc1.1ibe the ,empir,ical varliables 
as treatment of situations genenally instigating aggression, and to s·eek 
connections between types of treatment ,and more general personality 
t11aits. The closest ,analogy to this approach can be found ,in the classi­
ficatiions presented by McC1elland & Apicella ( 194 5) and Laz,arus 
( 1966) ; yet no ,attempt has been made in them to connect coping­
reaction patterns. with other personality tr,aits. Laz,arus has distin­
guished three types of direct actions ( cf. p. 98). On the basis of the 
r,esults of the present l,nvestiig,ation thos,e indivJduals who are charac­
terized by ,a great number of overt respons·es and, at the s,ame t,ime, by 
strong contr,ol of behaviour, prefer the response type categorized by 
Lazarus »actions aimed ,at strengthening the individual's resources 
against harm,» and those with uncontrolled expl'ess.ion of impulses 
prefer »attack patterns». The third cat,egory for dil'ect actJons, »avoid­
ance patterns,» ar,e not comp1etely comparable with 1any of the foctors 
in the pr,esent study: the Lauter did not include variables for escape 
habits. Anxiety :rieactiion pauerns together with avoidance responses 
would constitute the nearest ,equivalent to uncontrolled inhibition of 
impu�ses. The assumption can ,also be made that ,avoidance patterns 
are very typical of those who behave agg1cessively when the thwart in 
a s.ituation �s found to be gr,eat. A result ,according with the ,assumption 
suggested that aggressive individuals, more fiiequently than those 
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representing the other types of behaviour, responded to verbal de­
scriptions of situations inducing aggression by escape, especially when 
the instigator was a taller boy or a figure of authority. The reaction 
pattern categorized by Lazarus as »defensive reappraisal» is probably 
most typical of individuals whose habits are most nonaggressive, i.e. 
of those cha1.1acterized by controlled inhibi'tion of impulses. The in­
terpretation w.as supported, for ex,ample, by the high score for the ex­
treme group of the type 'controlled inhibition of impulses' in the lie 
scale of the itwentory originally constructled by Ey,senck ( 1965). 

Lazarus has hypothesi�ed that coping strntegy is ,always based on 
the proces,s of cognitive eV1aluation oalled secondary appraisal, whereas 
the assumption w:a:s made in the present investigation that cognitive 
appraisal interv,enes between stimulus and response the more strongly 
the move controlled behaviour is concerned. The assumption was 
supported indir,ectly by the finding parallel with the hypothes,is that, 
on the bas,i,s of school achievement, the level of the intellectual devel­
opment of children characterized by strong control of behaV1iour was 
higher than that of children characterized by weak control of behav­
iour, and that, as far .as appeal to children's own judgment is con­
cerned, such differences could also be found in parents' child-rearing 
practices. Further investigations would, however, be necessary to solve 
this problem: for example, the decision-mak.ing processes of differ­
ent individuals in thwarting situations could be analyzed in the con­
ceptual framework of the Expectancy x Value theory of motivation. 
An examination of the dimension 'control of behav;iour' could also be 
connected with the study of moral development (PJ,aget, 1948; 
Cowan, Langer, Heaventiich, & Nathanson, 1969; Bandura, 1969; et 
al.). 

As regards the main dimensJons, the results were compa11able with 
earHer results concerning the two-dimensional descriptive system ( cf. 
p. 100). The types of personality, or clusters of personality traits,
outlined previously by means of these main dimensions are probably
comparable with the �ndividual patterns of behav�our in thwarting
situations found in the present investigation, although, on account of
the scarcity of the veference v,ariab1es, the re1at�onship oannot be
generalized very far. The circular scheme presented by Eysenck &
Eysenck ( 1964) rdates the two main dimensions and more specific
personality traits to the Galen-Kant-Wundt scheme of the four
temperaments. Provided that such vague comparisons are allowed,
the tempemment type Choleric and such personality traits as impulsive
and excitable can be uaken to correspond to the 'type' of 'uncontrolled
exp1.1es.sion of impulses', Melancholic to 'uncontrolled inhibit:iion',
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Phlegmatic to 'contvolled inhibition', and Sanguine to 'controlled ex­
pression of impulses'. 

It iis not possible to describe all the common variance of the vari­
ables for personality traits, or that for behaviour in thwarting situa­
tions in terms of two dimensions. From the 33 rating v,ar1ables four 
interpretati:onally relev,ant factors could be extnacted: aggression vs. 
controlled .inhibition of impulses, strong control of behaviour, .anxiety 
vs. socially ,approv,ed activeness, ,and number of overt responses in­
dependent of control of behaviour. The results of tmnsformatiion anal­
yses showed that this structure had considenable invariance irrespec­
tive of rater, rating method, and sex. In spite of more •specific common 
variance the variables we11e bound together by strong, two-dimension­
ally describable common v.adance. 

On the bas,�s of the results the number of rating variables can be 
reduced for a two-dimensional description to ten c1ass,es of behaviour 
containing both the main dimensions and the aggressiv,e and nonag­
gressive patterns of behaviour. 

Ma i n  d i m e n s i o n s  

Number of overt responses 

Great: Keep moving and running, play with others, have a great deal of 
energy. ( An attempt was made to avoid in the description cues of socially 
approved activity probably included in variables 25 and 26. A somewhat 
similar definition of the dimension of activity is that by Walker, 1967.) 
Small: Not move much, walk, not run, be standing alone, silent. 

Control of behaviour 

Strong: Reliable, keep a promise, not get excited or enthusiastic, friendly. 
Weak: Unreliable, lacking concentration, the teacher feels concerned about 
the development of the child's personality because of ensuing anti-socialness; 
unfriendly. (Variable 27 of lability stressing the changeability of moods did 
not prove to be a good definition of the control of behaviour.) 

Pa t t e r n s  o f  b e h a v i o u r

Aggressive behaviour 

Defensive and offensive aggression: Attack without reason, tease others, say 
naughty things, defend oneself readily if teased. 
Direct defensive aggression independent of offensive aggression: Defend one­
self if teased, but not tease others or attack without reason. 
Indirect aggression: Try to restrain one's aggressiveness, which, however, 
often bursts out as aggression toward innocent persons, or as kicking at ob­
jects, sneaking, touchiness, etc. 

Nonaggressive behaviour 

Controlled expression of impulses: Try to solve annoying situations reason­
ably, negotiate, conciliate, side with smaller and weaker peers. 
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Controlled inhibition of impulses: Peaceable, patient, never quarrel, adjust­
able, submissive. 
Uncontrolled inhibition of impulses: Fearful, cry easily when teased, unable 
to do anything to improve a situation either aggressively or nonaggressively. 

5. 2. Value of the inventory scales as reference variables m the
description of behaviour 

The var,iables for the main dimensions of the descrJptive model were 
supplem.emed by two personality rnventodes: a v,ersion (Junior 
NESI) of the Junior Eysenck Personality lnv,entory ( Eysenck, 1965), 
and the Personality lnv,entory for the Lower Forms of the Primary 
School ( KTK 1 ) standardized from the questionnaire developed by 
Cattell and Coan (1959). The inventodes included altogether 16 
scales. The cone1ations between the inv,entory scales ·and the rnting 
vadabies were very low, which corresponded to the e.g. recent find­
ings by Walker (196 7) and Werdelin (1966) that there are but 
slight connections between sdf-rnoiings and teachers' ratings or peer 
tiatings. When both the rating V1ariables and the inventory scales were 
included in ,a £acoor analysis, the inventory v,ariables div:i.ded into two 
foctors independent of the rating var1ab1es. One of them was inter­
preted ,as a subj,ective conception of the control of behaviour ( pos.itive 
vs. negativ,e self-concept), the other as a ·subjectiv,e conception of the 
number of ov,ert responses ( social cautiiousness vs. impulsiveness). An 
inspection of the intercorre1ation matrix revealed that only the v,ari­
ables spanning the 1aNler £actor had slight posritJve connections with 
the corresponding tiating v,adab1es. Positive vs. neg,ative self-concept 
was independent of the ratings. of overt behav.inur, and the few signif­
icant connections obtained indicated unexpected rather than expected 
connections. For example, the high scores for the anxiety scale corre­
lated positively with sodally •acceptable activity. 

Consequently, the scores for inventory soales obt,ained for children 
do not admit of dir,ect gene11a1izations concerning behaviour. The con­
ceptual interpretation of the two-dimensJonal structures of the in­
ventory ,and rating vatiiables was the same, but their corrdational 
conespondences wer,e very slight. The weak re1ationships between the 
inventory variables and ov,ert behavfour oould .also be seen when a 
comparison was made of the means of the extreme g11oups chosen on 
the bas:is of the peer r.atJngs. In 10 of the 16 scales no sigrufioant inter­
group diHe1,ences could be found. The ,soales separatfog the extreme 
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groups most as expected were those of restles.sness, dependency, altru­
ism, and tough-mindedness. The scores for the neurotidsm scale of 
Junior NESI were found to be related to the racings concerning the 
dimension 'control of behaviour' in the shape of a U-curve. A possible 
interpretiation of the relation is that both ·�trong and weak control of 
behaviour result i:n ,a greater amount of experiience of environmental 
pres,sures than avenage control of behaviour. In a school milieu in­
dividuals characteri:;ied by strong control of behav:rour and, according 
to the present study, ,also by high intellectual capacity, may have 
feelings of tension and ,anxiety e.g. because of a high level of aspira­
tion. 

According to Rushton ( 1966), so.me 70 % of the prevuous studies 
have shown that chHdven's scholastic success is positively connected 
with stability or adjustment, while the rest have indicated that it is 
connected with ,anxiety ( neuroticism), when neuroticism vs. stability 
is measured by st•andardized quesdonnaires. The inconsistency of the 
results can be understood when the findings of the present investiga­
tion ave taken into ,account: the direction of the relationship may 
depend on, for example, the composition of subj.ect groups, •espec1ally 
on the types ·and proportional number of extreme individuals in the 
dimension 'control of behaviour'. If the control of behaviour is meas­
ured by ratings, school ·achievement corrdates. very significantly with 
stability ( in which strong control of behaviour and a re1aci.vely great 
amount of overt responses ,ave combined) . The above was found not 
only for the teachers' ratings but also for the peer mti'.ngs, in which a 
knowledge of school achievements was hardly included as ia halo 
factor. 

The reliability of the inventory scales was satiisfactory, and their 
interdependences differentiated into a logical structure; yet the 
answers were but slightly ,anchored i:n overt behaviour. A choice of 
the extreme groups on the basis of the factor scores for the foctors of 
the inv,entory scales ,and a study of their overt behaviour might furnish 
additional information about the relationships among these viatiiable 
groups. 

5. 3. The aggressive and nonaggressive responses of the extreme
types of behaviour to symbolic aggression stimuli 

The extreme groups were chosen on the basis of peer racings. Six 
groups were composed by ·employing the foctor 1scor,es of four factors.
A comparison of the inter-group diffevences i:n the peer rat.ings and 
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teachers' ratings indicated that .although the groups were composed 
on the basis of four factors, their cha11acteriistics and int:errdations 
could be described ,in terms of the two main dimensions of the de­
scriptive model. 

The symbolic .aggression stimuli were administered ,as three series 
of questions ( QS), the •stimulus properties o.f which we11e v,aried. The 
aggress1on stimuli of QS 1 wer,e attJacks of other per.sons, those of QS 
2 were more general frustr,ating situ:ations, and QS 3 was concerned 
with habits of off.ensive aggression. 

The results of the analyses of vadanoe were presented in Chapters 
4. 4. and 4. 5. for each hypothesis ,ais a Hist, iand the frame of reference
of the interpr,etation w.as given ,in Chapter 4. 4. 5. The main results
were the following.

Hypothesis B. 1 on a di11ect 11elationship between the magnitudes 
of overt aggr,ession and aggressive test responses was supported for 
QS 1 and QS 3, when the aggressive and nonagg11essii.ve groups were 
treated dichotomically. QS 2 did not sepanate the .aggressive and non­
aggres•s,ive groups horn each other. The fact that the resufos were not 
the same for QS 1 and QS 2 w;as interpreted as a consequence of the 
difference in their stimulus material: QS 1 consisted of direct ques­
tions about an individual's defensive habits without presenting any 
motives of the ,attacker, while the stimulus material of QS 2 included 
mor,e specified descniptions of ,situations. It is poss:ihle that a more 
detailed desc11iption of the context strengthens the tendency to take 
the other party into account, i.•e. the ,extrinsic motivation supporting 
the aggression inhibitory tJendency. AILison & Hunt ( 19 59) have 
made a corresponding finding concerning the conneccions between the 
scores for aggression .and Edward's Sodal Desirability Scale ( cf. p. 
167). 

The magnitude ·of agg11essive responses towards boys of the same 
size separated the groups in the same way as the habit strength of 
overt aggression, with the ,except:ion of the stable introverts. The 
result was consider,ed to support Hypothesis B. 1: it is p11obable that 
the inter-group differences .in the amount of overt .aggression .in gener­
al a11e parallel to those in the .amount of ,aggres1s:ion toward boys of 
the s,ame sfae. The finding could be taken into account in the con­
struction of aggression tests. For ex.ample, the pictures of projective 
tests often include conflict sii.tuations between ,an adult and a child. 
Nev,ertheless, according to the present investigation, the inter-group 
differences in the magnitude of aggressiv,e treatment were consider­
ably smaller when the target was ,a figure of authority than when it 
was a boy of the same sfae. 
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Differences between the n o n a g g r ,e s s i v e groups were not 
found in the total magnitude of aggressive responses that would have 
supported the hypothesis. The number of the aggres,sfoe responses of 
the controlled exttaverts ,especially was smaller 1and that of the s,oable 
introverts greater than expected. An inspection of the drstributions 
of aggressiv,e responses among the targens rev,ealed that the clearest 
discriminadons between the targets were made by the controlled ex­
traverts: they displayed direct aggression mainly toward boys of the 
same size ( in the other nonaggressive groups direct ,aggression was also 
rather frequent toward girls ,and smaUer boys). 

For ,an interpretation of the results the formu1a presented was 
derived from the theory of achievement motiv,ation by Atkinson: 

RAggr = (TA + T_r) ± MExtr
The magnitude of aggressive test responses ( RAggr) was assumed 
to depend especially on the strength of the inhibitory tendency (T_f), 
which is a function of aggress,ion inhibitory habits and the probability 
of failure. If aggres,sion inhibitory ( and ,aggressive) habits are of an 
average strength, the probability of failure is also average, ,and conse­
quently (as shown p. 165) aggression .inhibitory tendencies ,activ,ated 
by an aggr,essive provocadon are stronger than if the aggression in­
hibitory tendency ts very strong or weak. The variation of aggressiion 
inhibitory tendencies and subjective probabilides of £,allure according 
to the targets, and the eHects of it on the magnitude of aggressive test 
responses were di:scussed p. 166. A further investigation would be 
necessary to test the ,applicability of the interpretational frame of 
rderence to this kind of detailed finding, and at the same time it 
would be necessary to examine the inter-group differences in the 
distribution of ov,ert ,aggression among the diHer,ent targets. 

In connection with projective tests for different motiv,e areas it has 
been discussed (Epstein, 1962; Feshbach, 1961; Olweus, 1969) 
how, in the case of subjects with low scores for a particu1ar motive 
area, those with a so-cal1ed weak drive could be distinguished from 
those with a strong but inhibhed drive. If the strength of drive for 
aggr,ession is deHned on the basis of the habit strength of overt aggres­
sion, it seems probable that in individuals with av,erage aggressive 
habits, particularly in those whose behaviour is motiv,ated by a tend­
ency to respond in a sodally ,acceptable way, aggression impulses 
activated by a stimulus are, at the symbolic level, under stronger 
control t1ian sin those with very weak aggressive habfos. The result is 
that regardless of the differences in overt aggressJon the magnitudes of 
aggressive test respons·es ,are either eqUJally great or correlate even 
negatively with the habit strength of overt aggrcss:ion. 
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The interpretation was ·supported also by the results obtained by 
Olweus ( 1969). In his study the number of the projective .aggre,ssive 
test responses of those subject•s who were more aggressive than the 
average correlated positively with ,aggressiv·e behaviour, whereas in the 
case of boys who were more nonaggres,sive than the average the cor­
relation was negative. As the ratings of overt behavJ1our were con­
cerned only with the .amount of aggression, it is not possible on the 
basis of the presented mated,al to analyze whether those responding 
most nonaggress.ively correspond to the controlled ,extraverts of the 
present investigatiion. Olweus interpreted his results in terms of •a 
modification of the model of approach-avoidance conf1ict. Olweus' 
analytic ,a:ssumpdons can be simplifried by ·stating that the habitual .ag­
gression inhibitory tendencies of individuals with moderate habitual 
aggressive tendendes are higher than thos·e of individuals with weak 
habitual aggressive tendendes, .as a consequence of which the ,activated 
aggressive tendencies of the latter manifest themselves more strongly. 

The ·assumption made in Hypothesis B. 2 ( p. 111) that there are 
differences between the groups ( controlled extraverts & ,aggres,sive/ 
aggressive-anxious & anxious) in the magnitude of direct ,and indirect 
aggres,sive responses was not supported to .a s.tatiistioally significant ex­
tent ( the main effects of the groups were not significant), '<llthough 
some inter-group differences according with the hypo.thes,i'S could be 
found. Cons·equently, the verbal responses of the groups to ,symbolic 
aggression stimuli did not prov,i:de the expected ,information on the 
effects of the inhibhion of .aggres·sion ,impu1ses on the direction of 
aggression. 

The total magnitude of direct aggressive ( v,erbal) responses sepa­
rated the aggressive and nonaggressive groups. from each other in 
defensive behav,1our ( QS 1 ) more clearly than that of indfr.ect aggres­
sive responses. As to offensive behaviour ( QS 3), both direct and 
indirect .aggressive responses separ,ated the mentioned groups to an 
equally significant ,extent. 

Hypothesis B. 3 on the effects of external control on the magnitude 
of .aggressive respons·es was supported by the �i'gnificant main effects 
of the targets ( attacfoers and victims). The hypothesis on ,a parallel 
increase in the aggressive responses of the different groups wars .also 
partly supported, although the significant group x target interactions 
indicated that .aggressive responses. tended, to some extent, also to 
,accumulate in some particular targets in the differ,ent groups (p. 162). 

Bes.ides the •attackers, the type of attack was. also v,aried in QS 1. 
As far ,as defensive r,esponses are concerned, the w;ay i'n which another 
person attacked pro.ved to be very signi£roant. It seemed to be a gener-
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al t,endency to deliver noxious stimuli to the attiacker in the same form 
ais he had deliv,ered them. The srgnifioant ,attacker x .type of attack in­
teractions revealed, howev·er, that in spite of the general tendency the 
subj,ects were inclined to adjust their responses to stimulus situations 
and especially to take the strength of ext,ernal control into account. 

The results conoerning aggressive verbal responses indioated that 
significant analytioal findings can be obtained by direct, uncompli­
cated questions about an individual's own behaviour, a,t least in .a 
comparison of extreme groups. With the employment of projective 
test responses it has been found out in recent .inV1estigat1ons ( Murstdn, 
1965; Coleman, 1967; Olweus, 1969; ·et al.) that aggressive re­
sponses to s,timuli having »high or medium relev,ance for hostility» 
correlate with the habit Stl'ength of overt aggr,ess�on more highly than 
those given to very ambiguous stimu1i. 

The scoring of the responses given to the question series could be 
made still more accur.ate by additional questions. As for def.ensive ag­
gression ( QS 1), for examp1e, after giv,en the answer »I'd hit back» 
the experimenter could ask, »Would you hit harder, ,as hard, or less 
hard?» When presented ocoas,ionally, this addi'tional question seemed 
to separate the aggressive and the stable ,introverts. For offensive ag­
gression a possible question would be, »When did you laist behave 
like that?» The question would probably facilitate the mting of the 
strength of this particular .aggressi.ive habi:t. 

Hypothesis B. 4 on the qualitative int,er-group differences in non­
aggressive responses was not very strongly supported. In general, the 
main effects of the groups were not signifioant. Several significant 
inter-group differences could, however, be found. The following di­
rective findings deserve mention: ( 1) description of negative affects 
(e.g., I'd feel annoyed) was most typical of the anxious and ( 2) in­
difference of the controlled extraverts; ( 3) the stable pref.erred con­
ciliatory response, which was in all groups most frequent when the ag­
gression stimuli consisted of complex frustr,ating situations ( QS 2; in 
QS 1 the most frequent responses of the differ,ent g110ups was indiffer­
ence); ,and ( 4) in the responses of the stable introverts none of the 
scored categories was conspicuous. Thus the verbal responses to the 
different aggress.ion stimuli did not support the assumption that the 
stable introverts take ,an indifferent stand in a thwarting situation or 
appraise such a situation on account of their strong aggression inhibi­
tory tendencies. 

The nonaggressiv,e verbal responses did not furnish much informa­
tion concerning the interpretation of aggres,sion stimuli. For QS 2 
this might be partly due to the form of the question repeated in every 
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it-em, »What would you then think and do?» 'to make the scoring of 
the responses clearer it would have been better to ask both what the 
subjects would think and what they would do. Boys aged 8-9 an­
swered the seoond part of the question spontaneously, so information 
about thinking prooesses remained too scanty for r-eHable scoring. 

When QS 2 was presented to the subjects by giving pairs of alter­
native answers formulated on the basis of the hypotheses it could be 
seen that the quesdon series separated the groups very significantly 
in the dimension 'control of behaviour'. The aggressiv,e, aggressive­
anxious, and ,anxious had, more often than the groups chamcterized 
by strong control of behaviour, chosen alternatives representing un­
controlled expression and inhibition of impulses ( weak control of be­
haviour). The 1.1esult corresponded to the writer's earlier ( 1968) 
fi'nding conoerning the responses of university students, in which the 
subjects had to rank ( 1-4) four alternatives according to how prob­
able they considered the occurrence of the described responses in 
their own behaviour. Due to the alternative answers QS 2 was more 
like a questionnaire for ,aggression. In previous investigations the 
scores for hostility have been found to corre1ate more highly with 
anxiety ,and neuroticism than with extravert personality traits. 

The assumption w,as made in Hypothesis B. 5, based on ,a positive 
covarJation between a habit ·strength and the degree of ,stimulus gener­
alizadon, that the ,effects of variation in stimulus material on nonag­
gressive responses are slightest for the group of whom the type of 
nonaggression .in question .is mos.t typical. The hypothesis was not sup­
ported. The stable preferred concili,atory response significantly more 
often than the other groups; yet the di-stribution of it among the differ­
ent targets was no more even than for the other groups. 

Both the aggressive and nonaggress,ive responses vaded readily ac­
cording to the target (attacker). Endler & Hunt ( 1968) compared 
the proportions of variance from individual diHerences, modes of re­
sponses, and situations for hostili'ty and ,anxiousness measured by in­
ventories. They found a lower level of intemction with situations for 
hostility than for anxiousness. They interpreted the difference as a 
consequence of the sampling of situations, which cannot be considered 
very systematic. In their 'Study the situations were varied mainly by 
varying the general setting of the situation. With regard to aggres­
,sion, it would be more rdev,ant to vary the targets ( instigators, 
attJackers, or vktims) than the scenes; for anxi<ety, variation of the 
scenes would be more relevant. In the present investigation variation 
of situational factors was limited mainly to the targets of aggression. 
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The procedure was based both on the results of the first part of the 
report and on the interpersonal characteristic of aggression. 

5. 4. Possibilities of further investigation

The investigation showed clearly the importance of some gener.al 
experimental problems: 

- the dimension 'control of behaviour' (p. 181),
the relationships between personality traits ,and the individual
patterns of aggr.ession and nonaggression ( p. 181),
the relationships between the scores for a particu1ar characteristic
obtained by different test methods ( e.g. personality inventories,
p. 184) and characteristics of overt behaViiour, corresponding to
that carried out ·explotatively by the writer ( 1968),
testing of the model of interpretation for int·er-group differences
(p. 186).

The study of inter-group differences could be extended: 

What kind of int,er-group differences emerge when verbal st,imuli 
are replaced by visual ones, and verbal responding by motor. To study 
this problem the writer constructed a set -of equipments for measuring 
physical defensive aggression. The extreme groups were retested by 
employing this »quarrel machine,» but the results ar-e not yet avail­
able. 

The overt aggression of the ·extreme groups could be studied e.g. 
by arranging real situations instigating ,aggres·s:ion, both in individual 
tests and in deliberately combined small groups, and by observing 
different types of expr,es,sion •and inhibition of aggression impulses. 

Furthermore, physiological reactions ,in connection with different 
aggressive and nonaggresS:iv,e verbal responses could be studied e.g. 
in whether autonomic reactions a11e activated by verbal descr,iption of 
negative affects, or whether they are more closely connected with in­
difference or some other ki'nd of treatment. 

A longitudinal study would make it possible to examine the stability 
of the individual patterns of behaviour. Another interesting question 
would be ,in which patliologioal syndroms the different 'types of be­
haviour' may occur when extremely promrnent in adolescents or 
1adults. The p1,eliminary ,as,sumption could be made that offensive 
(impul'sive) aggression is ,an .i:ndication of psychopathy, which is char-
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acterfaed by a lack of internalized norms of behaviour. Another form 
of psychopathy has been drstingurshed, which is hostJle psychopathy, 
possibly related to behaviour termed aggressiv,e-anx,1ous. As is gener­
ally known, anxiety is included in many dinical syndroms. The strong 
tendency of controlled inhibition of impulses may result in the devel­
opment of defence mechanisms or obsessions. Psychos'Omatic re­
actions may ·emerge in several extreme types of behaviour, e.g. in 
those characterized by strong control. 

A further far-reaching problem is concerned with the goals and 
methods of therapeutic treatment of the different types. If behav�oural 
characteristics oan be understood mainly ,as response habits, the prin­
ciples of therapeunic methods may be derived from the theories of 
learning and motivation. 

Problems can also be explicated so as to concern either the rein­
forcement history or the actual social psychological background of the 
individual patterns of behaviour ( cf. p. 89, Part I). 

One of the central theoretical problems is ,to study the reinforcers of 
offensive aggression. 
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1. PART I

Problem A 

APPENDIX A. VARIABLES 1

I Direct defensive aggression 

a) Physical mode of aggression

1. He resists X by using lenient physical means (e.g. by pushing off) . ( 22) 2 

2. He behaves defiantly against X, e.g. opposes when asked or told to do some­
thing; disobeys intentionally. (19)

3. He tries to hurt X, e.g. by hitting, kicking, or throwing something. (7)
4. He starts fighting with X. ( 15)

b) Verbal mode of aggression

5. He resists X by saying, go away, get out, don't, etc. (9)
6. He opposes X's suggestions; e.g. I won't go, I won't give it. ( 17)
7. He threatens revenge; e.g. I'll tell the teacher, I won't let you play any

more. (11)
8. He makes a scornful remark to X; e.g. you're mad, naughty; calls names.

(14)

c) Mimic mode of aggression

9. He resents X, expressing it with an angry look or expression. ( 16)
10. He starts sulking, does not answer, withdraws. ( 10)
11. He starts crying in a situation caused by X. (12)
12. He threatens X by making gestures. ( 13)

II Indirect defensive aggression 

a) Stimulus generalization

13. When a child dare not be cross with X, he displays aggression toward some
object. ( 26)

14. \'X'hen a child dare not be cross with X, he displays aggression toward some
other person ( Y) . ( 23)

15. When a child gets very angry, he displays aggression toward X and also

1 Appen<lices B (Tables and figures) and C (Question Series 1-3 and 
instructions) are obtainable mimeographed, address: Department of Psychology, 
University of Jyvaskyla, Finland. 

2 The rank of the variables in the rnting list. 
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toward some objects around him, without being concerned about the person 
they belong to. ( 24) 

b) Response generalization

17. He swears at X on account of a situation caused by him. ( 21)
18. He damages X's possessions, productions, etc. intentionally. ( 8)
19. He sneaks about X to the teacher or an older peer. ( 18)
20. He tries to hurt a person who is close to X and whom X tries to protect

(little sister, smaller peer). ( 20)

c) Projected aggression

21. When a child feels his own inability or some obstacle due to circumstances
preventing him from doing something, he tries to damage objects in his
environment, e.g. any material at hand. ( 28)

22. When a child feels his own inability or some obstacle due to circumstances
preventing him from doing something ( e.g., there are not enough tools for
everybody; he breaks something accidentally), he tries to make somebody
else (Y) the scapegoat. (25)

III Direct offensive aggression 

a) Physical mode of aggression

23. He irritates somebody (Y) causing trouble in co-operation, e.g. by breaking
the rules of a game, refusing to take turns, or intruding. ( 39)

24. He disturbs somebody (Y) e.g. by grabbing a tool, interfering with a game,
or grasping him by the neck. ( 36)

25. He hurts somebody (Y) without any reason, e.g. by tripping, pulling hair,
pinching, striking in passing, or slingshooting. ( 33)

b) Verbal mode of aggression

26. He tries to prevent somebody's (Y) act1v1t1es, e.g. by saying, don't come
here, don't touch it, that's not yours, we won't let you in. ( 38)

27. He teases and vexes somebody ( Y), e.g. gibes, makes malicious remarks, or
calls names. ( 3 2 )

28. He makes scornful remarks to somebody (Y), e.g. about what he has made,
about his clothes, or home. (35)

IV Indirect offensive aggression 

a) Physical mode of aggression

29. He vexes somebody (Y) by doing secretly something he knows to be for­
bidden. ( 41)

30. He teases somebody (Y) by intentionally handling and damaging his pos­
sessions or something he has made. ( 34)

b) Verbal mode of aggression

31. He teas�s a person whom he knows to be close to or in the protection of
somebody ( Y), e.g. little sister or a smaller peer. ( 31)
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32. He gossips and tells something awkward or false about somebody (Y) be­
hind his back in order to bring discredit on him. ( 40)

Problem B 

Personality ·variables 

1. General activity vs. passiveness. The trait manifests itself as an abundance or
lack of ( either acceptable or nonacceptable) behaviour. ( 2)

2. A child's behaviour is usually uncontrolled and impulsive ( e.g., when seeing
in somebody's possession an object he likes, he wants to get it; he becomes
easily enthusiastic and forgets his task; he seems to forget directions and
orders) . ( 40)

3. A child's behaviour among his peers: leader type - withdrawing. ( 4)
4. A child's position among his peers: popular - despised. ( 6)
5. General level of intellectual development, reflected in the child's resource­

fulness, insightfulness, and ability to perform tasks. ( 1)
6. Level of verbal development, reflected in the child's verbal ability, extensive­

ness of his vocabulary, etc. ( 5)
7. Stature compared with the other boys of the group.

Information about this was obtained by means of the preliminary inquiry 
form. The teachers were asked the heights and weights of all their boy 
pupils ( also those of the boys excluded from the sample later on). Both 
variables were normalized in groups. The normalized scores were summed 
up for each subject. This sum score indicated the stature of each boy 
compared with the other boys in his group. 

Background variables 

1. Date of birth
2. Do parents live with the child? (d) Yes No 

If the answer is No: Are they divorced? Yes No 
Is the child illegitimate? Yes No 
Is one of them dead? Yes No 

3. Number of children in the family.
Which in order of birth is the ratee? (e)

4. Does the child attend the whole-day or half-day course of the kindergarten?
(a)

5. Mother's attitude toward the child ( h)
concerned irregularly concerned indifferent 

6. Mother attends different occasions organized by the kindergarten (i)
whenever possible sometimes never

7. The child's needs for food and sleep are satisfied at home ( j)
normally often remain unsatisfied

8. Estimated use of alcohol in the family (g)
frequently sometimes never not known 

9. Father's degree or occupation Place of employment (b) 
10. Mother's degree or occupation Place of employment ( c) 
11. Estimated economical status of the family (f)

very low low average high
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12. General estimation of the child's home conditions
excellent good average poor very poor 

Problem C 

1. Aggressiveness vs. peacefulness (3)
2. The child tends to display aggression: for a very slight reason - only after

severely provoked ( 31)
3. The child is teased by others or his activities are interfered with, compared

with the other boys: often - seldom (29)
4. On account of his behaviour the child is feared or his company is shunned,

compared with the other boys: very much - not at all ( 42)
5. By means of his aggressive behaviour the child attempts to satisfy his needs

which have remained unsatisfied ( tries to be leader of his group, attract
attention, etc.): seems likely seems unlikely ( 44)

Problem D 

Targets of aggression 

1. Teacher
2. Taller boy
3. Boy of the same size
4. Smaller boy
5. Girl

Scenes of aggression 

1. Free play period outdoors
2. Free play period indoors
3. Periods of directed activity or formal group work, e.g. meals, periods of

creative expressions, play and music.

2. PART II

Problem A 

Variables of peer and teacher ratings 

A g g r e s s i v e  b e h a v i o u r

I Direct defensive aggression 

a) Physical mode of aggression

1. Which of your classmates may hurt another child when angry, e.g. by hitting,
kicking, or throwing something? ( 26) 1 

1 The items were administered to the subjects in a random order. Half of the 
subjects gave their answers in reverse order, with the exception of the first two 
items which were given first in both cases. 
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b) Verbal mode of aggression
2. Who quarrel with other children even for a slight reason? (30)

c) Mimic mode of aggression
3. Who easily start sulking ( their look reveals that they are angry although

they do not say a word)? ( 21)

II Indirect defensive aggression 

a) Stimulus generalization

4. Who tease smaller and weaker peers when angry at something? (9)
5. Who kick pieces of furniture or other objects when angry at something?

(16)
b) Response generalization

6. Who tease others when angry when they do not notice? ( 12)
7. Which of your classmates are sneaks? (34)

III Direct offensive aggression 

a) Physical mode of aggression

8. Who may attack somebody without any reason? ( 18)
b) Verbal mode of aggression

9. Who say naughty things to other children even if these had done nothing
wrong to him? ( 24)

c) Mimic mode of aggression
10. Who keep sneering and making faces at other children? (28)

IV Indirect offensive aggression 

a) Physical mode of aggression

11. Who may take other children's possessions? (33)
b) Verbal mode of aggression
12. Who sometimes exaggerate or tell lies about other children? (10)

No n a g g r e s s i v e  b e h a v i o u r

Controlled expression of impulses 

13. Who try to act reasonably even in annoying situations? (25)
14. Who think that if one negotiates, everything will be better? ( 13)
15. Who side with smaller and weaker peers? (32)
16. Who think that it is just a joke if somebody attacks them? ( 20)

Controlled inhibition of impulses 

17. Which of your classmates are peaceable and patient? ( 29)
18. Who are considered reliable classmates? (23)
19. Who dislike squabbling company and leave it for something else? (17)
20. Who never quarrel with others? ( 35)

Uncontrolled inhibition of impulses 

21. Who easily start crying if others treat them nastily? (27)
22. Which of your classmates are afraid of other children? ( 11)
23. Who readily apologize even if they had done nothing very wrong? ( 14)
24. Who think that they will certainly get revenge but never do anything? (19)



R e f e r e n c e  v a r i a b l e s

Number of overt responses 
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25., Which of your classmates are always busy and play eagerly with other 
children during breaks and after school hours? ( 5) 

26. Who are always silent and do not care to be busy? ( 6)

Strength of control of behaviour 

27. \Vhich of your classmates are sometimes very touchy and sometimes really
nice chums? ( 7 )

28. Who always try to be friendly to others? (8)

Socially approved activity 

29. (The item was presented as the first variable to be rated in the following
way.) Let us imagine that one spring day the lower classes make an ex­
cursion. The teacher tells you to name the classmate who would be a good
leader. A girl leader should be chosen for the girls and a boy leader for the
boys. Who do you think would be good leaders? (3)

30. Whom would you never choose as leader of the excursion? ( 4) 

Anxiety 

31. Who do you think easily cry, say, at the dentist's? ( 31 )

Secondary motivation of behaviour 

32. Who tend to disobey the teacher? (22)
33. Who try to attract attention by making fun? (15)

Additional variables rated by teachers 

Anti-social behaviour 

34.1 Which of the pupils of the class have been caught filching? 
35.1 Which pupils are inclined to truancy? 
36. Which pupils does the teacher feel concerned about because of ensuing

anti-social behaviour?

Withdrawal 

37. Which pupils are too withdrawn and timid?

Impulsiveness 

38. Which pupils are unsteady and lack concentration in their work and atten­
tiveness?

Stable general impression 

39. Of which pupils does the teacher think that they will certainly be successful
in later life?

School achievement 

40. Rank the pupils on the basis of their school achievements (latest reports).
The best pupil is numbered (1), the next ( 2), etc., boys and girls separately.

1 Excluded from the analysis of results because of their low frequency. In­
formation furnished by them included in variable 36. 
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Socio-economical status of the family 

41. Father's (mother's) profession ( written after the pupil's name).

Personality inventories 

Junior NESI 
44. Impulsive extraversion
45. Social extraversion
42. Neuroticism
4 3. Lie scale
KTK 1 

46. Masculinity vs. femininity (-)
+ girlish
- boyish, frisky

47. Anxiety
+ easily anxious, resentful
- not anxious, relaxed

48. Fearfulness
+ fearful, suspicious
- fearless, trustful

49. Attitude toward school
+ attend reluctantly
- attend willingly

50. Dominance vs. submissiveness
+ submissive, adaptable
- domineering, commanding

51. Self-confidence vs. inferiority feelings
+ self-confident, self-sufficient
- uncertain, feel inferior

52. Altruism, egoism
+ benevolent
- egocentric, resistant

5 3. Emotionality 
+ cheerful, jovial
- worried, depressed

54. Restlessness
+ clamorous, noisy
- peaceful, silent

55. Sensitivity
+ insensitive, tough-minded
- sensitive, dreamy

56. Co-operativeness
+ social, trustful
- like to be alone

57. Dependency
+ seek parents' protection, helpful
- unconcerned, not helpful
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