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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

A periodic review of local or national newspapers or
law enforcement literature provides headlines such as
"Youth kills four blacks over unhappy romance" (Juvenile

Justice Digest, 1977, 5:17. p. 6), "Couple forewarned by
police--murdered by jealous boyfriend" (AELE Law Enforce-

ment Legal Liability Reporter, 1976, 46, p. 6), or New

York (AP)-"a grand jury is looking into the murder charge
against former horse trainer Howard "Buddy" Jacobson in a

love triangle..." (The Atlanta Journal, August 22, 197E&,

p. 7-A). 1In addition, the FBI Uniform Crime Reports (1969)

revealed that the majority of aggravated assaults occur
among family members with about half of these being spouse-
killings. In 1975 the reports showed that 7% of all U.S.
murders were the result of romantic triangles or lover's
quarrels. These statistics also show a yearly increase in

violent crime. For instance, from 1960 to 1975, the total

arrests of males increased 22.8% and female arrests in

creased by 101.7% (FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1976). What

factors contribute to such violence? Why do we kill those

we love? The search for answers to these and similar

questions is intriguing researchers world wide. Before

1
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narrowing this issue down to a manageable size, it is nec-
essary to present a brief discussion of some of the signi-
ficant variables (according to past literature) that con-
cern aggression in small groups.
Aggression

A review of the aggression literature reveals at least
one general problem: there is little agreement on the def-
inition of aggression. Therefore, for the purpose of this
research, aggression is defined as

any form of behavior directed toward the goal of

harming or injuring another living being that is mo-

tivated to avoid such treatment (Baron, 1977, p. 8).
It should also be noted here that aggression (behavior) is
distinguished from anger (emotion). Anger may be defined
as "the emotional state resulting from a frustration pre-
sumably creating a readiness for aggressive acts" (Berko-
witz, 1964, p. 104).

Antecedents of Aggression.

Numerous antecedents of aggression have been investi-
gated. These might be categorized as environmental/situa-
tional or social. Environmental antecedents are those
factors in the environment that the individual has little
or no control over. These include such factors as noise,
crowding, and temperature. The situational antecedents are
those that emanate from the context of the environmental
situation in which the individual finds him/herself. Al-
though the situational antecedents are numerous, some of

the more common in the literature are heightened physio-
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logical arousal, aggressive cues, and drugs. The environ-
mental/situational antecedents have received considerable
attention as of late and have been shown empirically to
affect aggression (Baron, 1977). Social antecedents are
those that arise out of social interaction. They appear
to be very powerful and capable of producing devastating
effects on both the individual and those around him/her.
This is witnessed by the examples given in the introduc-

t n. Some specific examples of social antecedents are

st 'h variables as frustration, aggressive models, the
media, third party instigation, and verbal or physical
attack. The latter, verbal or physical attack, appears to
be the most effective of the antecedents as demonstrated
in laboratory situations in which research participants
perceived that they were being harmed by another (Borden &
Taylor, 1973: Pisano & Taylor, 1971; Taylor, 1967).

Taylor (1967) devised an aggression paradigm in which
the level of physical attack could be manipulated. 1In this
paradigm, the research participant was told that he/she
would be competing against another participant ("the op-
ponent") in a reaction-time task. At the beginning of
each trial, the participants were instructed that they
were to select a shock level (1-5) that they wanted their
opponent to receive if the opponent was slower on khat
trial. The research participant realized that on each
trial, either he/she or the opponent would receive a shock,

the intensity of which each would determine for the other.




Actually, the frequency of wins and the shock intensities
were determined by the experimenter. Research using this
paradigm has shown that people tend to reciprocate levels
of aggression. For example, Borden, Bowen, and Taylor
(1971) have shown that most people respond to direct physi-
cal attack with somewhat equal counterattacks of their own.
The effect of the attack is demonstrated by the strength of
the "norm of reciprocity." O0'Leary and Dengerink (1973)
have provided further empirical support for a reciprocity
effect.

Sex of the Aggressor and Sex of Target

One of the most widely accepted phenomena in human ag-
gression is that of greater male than female physical ag-
gression. Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) point out that males
appear to be more aggressive, not just in certain situa-
tions, but under a wide variety of circumstances. Buss
(1971) has gone so far as to allege that aggression is
mainly characteristic of males. On the other hand, Frodi,
MaCauley, and Thome (1977, p. 634) found that "of 72
studies that involved a measure of some form of aggressive
behavior (excluding studies of general hostility), 61% did
not show the expected higher male than female aggressive-
ness across conditions." Additionally, "of 314 experi-
mental studies dated between 1967 and 1974, 54% concerned
men only, 24% concerned both sexes, 8% concerred women
only, and 14% did not specify sex of subject or did not

analyze sex differences" (p. 635). The recent increase in
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female arrests, however, indicates that females may be
just as capable of physical aggression as males. Because
of the paucity of adequate male-female comparison studies
at this time, the male's greater physical aggressiveness
must be accepted with caution. Also, some evidence of no
sex differences has been reported.

Frodi, et al. (1977) reviewed a paper presented by
Lando, Johnson-Payne, Gilbert, and Deutsch (Note 1) that
found that men were more aggressive than women only when
provoked by and able to retaliate with electric shock.

The authors further state that when the provocation and
retaliation consisted of material punishment, such as
monetary fines, both men and women fully reciprocated.

In an apparent contradiction to Lando et al. (Note 1)
findings, Taylor and Epstein (1967) found that females
responded relatively non-aggressively under low and mod-
erate provocation, but equalled males under high provo-
cation. In an extension of the Taylor and Epstein (1967)
experiment, Richardson (1978) found an absence of sex dif-
ferences under conditions of high provocation. The author
concluded that (a) "females respond as aggressively as
males do--when highly provoked," and (b) "that although
males were more aggressive than females under low levels
of provocation, females seemed to adhere to the norm of
reciprocity more closely than males." One explanation the
author gave for this was that males may tend to overreact

during the first few trials. Silverman (1971) also found
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that male research participants did not differentiate be-
tween male and female targets in the competitive reaction-
time situation if the opponents consistently set high
levels of shock for the male research participant.

Both sexes exhibit higher levels of aggression against
male attackers than female attackers (Taylor & Epstein,
1967). This effect has also been demonstrated in sit-
uations where the target neither physically attacked nor
had the opportunity to retaliate against the research
participant (Buss, 1966; Yousself, 1968). This reduced
level of response toward the female seems to be one as-
pect of aggression that is agreed upon by the majority
of aggression researchers. Thus, the sex of the aggressor
and the sex of the target become important variables in
aggression studies. Although it can be shown empirically
that this difference exists, there is still disagreement
as to why.

One possible explanation of this contradiction is
that males and females may not perceive the same types of
situations as provocative. Frodi (1977) conducted a survey
of 60 male and 70 female students enrolled in a social
psychology course. She asked questions such as "what is
the most anger-provoking behavior a girl your age could
display toward you?" (p. 463). The results of her inves-
tigation provide a possible explanation for the sex dif-
ference. Namely, this difference may be that females do

not perceive the electrical shock (physical attack) to be

A et b il
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as provocative as males do.

In summary, the literature shows that verbal or phy-
sical attack is the most powerful antecedent of human ag-
gression. The studies involving attack as an antecedent
are not conclusive in establishing a "true" sex differen-
tial. The evidence does, however, support the contention
that females respond less aggressively under low levels of
physical provocation (electric shock) than males. One of
the reasons for this, according to Frodi (1977) may be
that females do not perceive physical provocation to be as
provocative as males do. This lack of solid theoretical
support for a sex differential, and the various findings
of different investigators reguire that considerable at-
tention be given to the sex of the "attacker," sex of "tar-
get," and the type and level of provocation when planning
an investigation of aggression.

Exclusion

Another potential determinant of aggression is exclu-
sion. Being excluded is defined as the condition in which
a group member's presence or absence, attention or lack of
attention, or comments or reactions to comments make no
difference to the other group members (Geller, Goodstein,
Silver, & Sternberg, 1974). Shuntich (1976) posited that
attraction was a positive function of exposure time. If
this is true, then would not the intentional reduction of
one's exposure time (active group interaction) by the other

group members function to reduce the individual's attrac-
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tion to the group? An examination of the effects of exclu-
sion presented below do seem to support such an hypothesis.

Persons being excluded from a group may develop less
favorable feelings toward the other group members. Geller,
et al. (1974) examined the effects of being ignored by
(excluded from) a dyad. A female research participant and

two confederates were brought together and told that it

would be helpful if they would get to know each other dur-
ing the absence of the experimenter. During the 10-minute
absence of the experimenter, the two confederates ignored

the research participant. The authors found that the ex-

perimental group (ignored individuals) participated less
in the conversation, evaluated both themselves and their
confederates less favorably, and were less willing to re-
ward one of the confederates than the controls in a simi-
lar situation. Pepitone and Welipizeski (1960) also found
that experimentally induced exclusion (two confederates in
a three-person group) resulted in more negative attitudes
toward both the self and others relative to a control
group. The authors concluded that "not only were the re- ]
Jector's opinions held to be less valid, but personally the

rejectors were more disliked...(and) produced an increase

in the strength of both self-depreciation and hostility"
(p. 362). |
Doob and Wood (1971) found that research participants i

who had been annoyed by a confederate liked the confederate i

significantly less than those who were not annoyed. Also




the annoyed research participants did not feel that they
could ever become good friends with the confederate and
rated him "as more aggressive, colder, less likable, more
emotional, less friendly, less interesting, more dishonest,
and stronger" (p. 160).

Insko and Wilson (1977) found that during the initial
stage of a triadic interaction, strangers seemed to go
through an information-seeking process in an attempt to
discover similarities (especially common friends and ac-
quaintances) between themselves and the other group mem-
bers. In a situation where one individual is being exclud-
ed, the excludee can usually be expected to dispense with
the information-seeking process within two minutes (Insko
& Wilson, 1977). The excludee may attempt to explain or
fix the responsibility for the exclusion in order to reduce
the anxiety experienced in the situation. This can be ac-
complished in two ways: self-depreciation and/or hostility
toward the other group members (Pepitone & Welipizeski,
1960). Konecni (1975) found that group members who had
been insulted by other group members considered them-
selves more angry than did those who had been treated neu-
trally. Also, the "insulted people rated the confederate
as far less likable, less pleasant, less warm, more ag-
gressive and domineering, and doubted that they could be
on friendly terms with them" (p. 709).

Rather than distributing the blame for exclusion a-

mong all the group members, an individual may elect to
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scapegoat, that is, place the blame on a particular group
member. Geller, et al. (1974) suggested that this allowed

the research participant to dismiss any responsibility

HHRE RO R e e

that he/she may have had for the exclusion. If more than

one group member had independently made a negative evalua-

AR

tion of him/her, it was harder to refute. Other variables

TS b

that may influence scapegoating are physical attractive-
¢ ness of the other members, status, and sex. Any one of

these variables could make a particular group member stand

out more than the others and result in their being scape-
goated.

Berkowitz (1965) proposed that the transition from an-
ger to aggression may be the result of "stimulus cues" or
"triggers" that cause the overt display of aggression.
Excluding an individual from a group may cause a "readi-
ness" to aggress that may manifest into aggression if the

proper "cues" are present. As an example, exclusion may

cause anger (readiness to aggress) and the physical provo-
cation/attack in the Taylor reaction-time task may provide
the "cue" or signal to attack. Berkcowitz and LePage

(1967) have demonstrated that just the participation in an

experiment involving shock does not produce as much "ag-

gression" as when other "cues," such as weapons, are pre-
sent. It must be noted, however, that there has been

some controversy surrounding this finding. Although a

similar "weapons effect"” has been obtained by Frodi (1975).

others using the identical procedures used by Berkowitez
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and LePage (1967) failed to obtain the same results (Buss,
Booker, & Buss, 1972: Page & Scheidt, 1971).

Kaplan (1975) has also investigated predisposition to
aggression and suggested that once a person developed & re-
latively negative self-attitude. he/she was more likely
to adopt a deviant response pattern in the future. These
negative attitudes seemed to move the individual to a
state of preparedness to engage in aggressive behavior a-
gainst the other group members. Kaplan (1975) further sug-
gested that these responses may become overtly hostile and
even escalate to physical aggression.

In an effort to show a relationship between this pre-
paredness to engage in aggressive behavior and negative
self-attitudes, Wood (1961) conducted a study of criminal
behavior. He specifically looked at crimes involving per-
sonal assaults and property crimes and related them to the
personal backgrounds of the offenders. His correlational
data suggested that the offenders were more likely to have
had social experienges that could have produced negative
self-attitudes. He suggests that this negative self-at-
titude may have been instrumental in "preparing" the of-
fenders for the crimes.

Equity Theory

Equity theory seeks to predict when individuals per-
ceive a situation as just (equitable) or unjust (inequit-
able) and how they will react in these situations. The

theory consists of four basic propositions and their cor-

| G A A e i i
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ollaries. Only a bdbrief summary will be presented.
Proposition I posits that individuals are "selfish"
and will try to maximize their "outcomes" (positive or
negative consequences of a situation). This can be inter-

preted to mean that if individuals were left completely un-

restrained, they would run afoul of others who were also
E attempting to satisfy desires. Fortunately for society,
| a means of control has evolved and is outlined by Propo-
sition IIA and IIB. This proposition states (generally)

that groups maximize their collective “rewards" by devel-

oping an "accepted" system of distributing rewards and
costs among their members. Also, members who treat others

inequitably are generally punished by the group. Walster,

Bercheid, and Walster (1973, p. 152) define an "equitable
relationship" as one that exists when the person scruti-

nizing the relationship (i.e., the scrutineer--who could I

be an outside observer) perceives that all participants |

are receiving equal relative outcomes from the relation- ;

ship. %

Walster, Wals*ter, and Berscheid (1978) define this &

relationship mathematically as i

(0 - Ia) _ (0Op - Ip) ?

(11])kA (I1)kB |

Briefly, this formula states that the relative gains in an ?

interaction between person A and person B is equal to the ' i
person's outcomes (0) minus inputs (I) divided by the

absolute value of the inputs (1Il) raised to the
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power of +1 or -1 (depending upon the sign of A's and B's
inputs and A's and B's gains). The reader is referred to
wWalster et al. (1978) for a more detailed explanation of
this formula. Simplistically speaking, equity is depen-
dent upon two fundamental principles. First, relevant at-
tributes of the person, i.e., how much he/she contributes
to the situation, helps determine how he/she should pro-
fit from it. Second, the nature of the situation, i.e.,
good times, so-so times, or hard times, also influences
the profit from a situation. That is, when times are
good, little input reaps large outcomes.

As individuals constantly interact, either directly or

indirectly, they are continually scrutinizing the inter-

actions and making determinations of equity. Proposition
111 states that if an individual defines his/her situation
as inequitable, then he/she becomes distressed. The amount
of distress is purported to be a positive function of the

amount of inequity. Proposition IV states that once in

this state of "inequity," the individual will attempt to
restore equity and thereby reduce the stress. The two |
modes of equity restoration as described by Walster et al. |
(1973) are (a) "actual equity"--altering either his/her t
own outcomes or those of the other group members, and (b) |
"psychological equtiy"--distorting his/her perception of
his/her own outcomes or those of the other group members.
With these basic concepts of equity theory in mind, more

specific illustrations relevant to the present study will
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be presented.
One might assume that when a member of a triad is ex-
cluded (victimized), he/she will perceive the relationship
as inequitable. That is, the victim may perceive the rela-
tive gains of the other participants as greater than his
own. If the victim believes he/she has the same amount of
input up to the point of exciusion, then the victim's rela-
tive gain is less than the two excludees'. They not only
are receiving the same gains as the victim, but in addition,
have formed a coalition that appears to provide them ad-
ditional gain from the original input. This is represented
in Figure 1 with the research participant (S,) being ex-
cluded (indicated by the lack of arrows) by conféderate

one (C;) and confederate two (Cp).

Cy
Sy I
C2
Figure 1
The Exclusion of Or.e Member (Sv) of a Triad

by the Other Two Members (C; and Cj)

In this situation, the inequity produced by the exclu-
sion of Sy by C; and C, would be expected to produce dis-
tress in S because he/she would feel that he/she is re-
ceiving less (fewer outcomes than inputs relative to other

members) than deserved from the interaction. After all,

i g b
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they were strangers (in the condition established for this
investigation) at the beginning of the interaction and S,
has not exhibited any behavior that should have caused him/
her to be excluded. Just the initial seating arrangement
alone should have been enough to enhance involvement (in
this particular case, they are seated in a triangular ~-
rangement) . However, Sy finds him/herself excluded.
Walster et al. (1973) suggests that the distress produced
by the inequity may manifest itself in the form of anger
toward the cause of the inequity. In this case, that
would be both Cy; and C,. If S, perceives C; and C, as the

cause of the inequity (harm-doers) he/she may be predis-

posed to aggress against them in an attempt to restore

equity. Ross, Thibaut, and Evenbeck (1971) demonstrated
that if the victim (Sy) is given the opportunity to retali-
ate against the harm-doers (Cy and Cp), he/she will. :
Another prediction that can be made from equity theory ;‘
(Walster et al., 1973) is that if an inequity is intention-
ally produced, distress (and consequently aggression) will
be manifested in the victim at a greater magnitude than
in a situation where the inequity occurs inadvertently.
The existence of a differential wistress produced by in-
tentional/inadvertent inequity has been demonstrated by
Greenberg and Frisch (1972). These authors found that
research participants were more eager to restore equity

by paying back an intentional helper than an inadvertent

: i helper. i
f
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If we again establish an inequitable relationship by
excluding a member from a triad, and this time, as indi-
cated in Figure 2, assign the specific roles of "initiator"
and "follower" to the confederates, we would expect to
find a differential distress situation resulting in dif-
ferential levels of aggression. In Figure 2, the confed-
erate "initiator" (Cj) initiates the interaction with the
confederate "follower" (Cg) and excludes the victim (Sy).
Cf initially interacts with Sy, but soon becomes monopo-
lized by Cj. Eventually C; succeeds in causing Sy to be
totally excluded by both him/herself and Cs;. This situa-
tion would be expected to cause Sv to perceive the inequity
to have been caused primarily as a result of Cj's manipu-
lative interaction with Cf. A distress differential
should develop with the greater distress (and retaliation,
if allowed) to be directed toward C; (Figure3).

Purpose

The general research issue is the explanation of the
aggression elicited by the dynamics of the "love triangle."
In this particular study, I will deal only with same-sex
rivalry for the opposite sex triad member in an exclusion
situation. Equity theory offers an explanation for the
expected behavior. In reviewing the literature, two little
explored factors relevant to the purpose of this investi-
gation have been identified. First, research participants
in the past have not been given the opportunity to physi-

cally aggress against a male and a female target simultane-




Cy

‘\
2
Cp
Figure 2
The Exclusion of One Member (Sy) of a Triad as the Result
of the Deliberate Monopolization of the Third
Member (Cf) by the Second Member (Cy)

Figure 3
Differential Distress and Aggression Directed Toward the
Individual (Cy) Perceived as being the Primary
Cause of S,'s Inequitable Situation
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ously: and second, equity theory has not been applied to
exclusion as an antecedent of aggression. As both of these
may be factors in the aggression elicited by "love trian-
gles," this investigation examined aggression as a con-
sequence of the compounding of inequity and same-sex ri-
valry by employing a paradigm that allowed the research
participant to aggress against a male and a female target
simul taneously.

The aggression literature demonstrated that a male
can be expected to aggress at a higher level toward anoth-
er male than toward a female. This is indicated in Figure

4. Therefore, if a situation was established as in Figure

4 with a male (M) being attacked by another male (Mz)
and a female (F), one might expect M; to exhibit a higher
level of aggression toward M, than F, even though they
(M2 and F) are attacking him (M;) at the same level. That
is, My, and F are equally responsible for the attack a-

gainst M;.

Figure &

Differential Aggression as a Function of Sex
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However, one might expect the differential to be sup-

ported provided that the only provocation was the direct
attack produced from a situation such as that of the Tay-
lor aggression paradigm. You will recall that the Taylor
aggression paradigm places the research participant into a
competitive situation where he alledgedly retaliates a-
gainst another competitor.

If the exclusion condition depicted in Figure 2 were
established using the inequity produced by the "initiator"
and "follower" and varying the sex of the "initiator" and
"follower," then the interaction of sex of "initiator"
and sex of "follower" may be expected to affect aggression
levels. Using only male research participants, the four

conditions depicted in Figure 5 would be possible.

Fg Mf Mf Ff
a. b. C. d.
Figure 5

Four Conditions of Inequity Produced by Exclusion

In each condition, an "initiator effect" was expected
to increase the level of aggression exhibited toward the

"initiator" such that the "initiator" would receive more

e s
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aggression than the "follower." Of particular interest
i were conditions 5a and 5¢. In 5a, not only was there exr
pected to be an "initiator effect," but that there would §

be an interaction between sex of "initiator" and sex of

st e

"follower" (dyad composition) that would produce a same-

sex rivalry ("rooster effect") for the attention of the b

E female "follower." The term "rooster effect" comes from ;
an investigation by Eskilson and Wiley (1976) of sex com- 11
position and leadership in small groups in which they found %

that in a triad with a male "leader" and a male and female

"follower," the male "follower" challenged the male "lead-

er." They labeled this the "rooster effect." The authors g
suggested that perhaps there was a hidden agenda that dic- 4
tated male competition for female appreciation. A similar
form of this same-sex rivalry for the opposite-sex "fol-
lower" was expected to manifest itself here as an addi-

tional provocation when M; was excluded by My,. The com-

pounding between the "initiator effect" and the "rooster

T T ——— 8

effect" was expected to raise the aggression level of :
dyad A significantly above the mean of the combined level
of the other three dyads.

Condition 5c¢ was of particular interest because not

only did it provide another situation where the research

participant had the opportunity to aggress against a male

and a female simultaneously, but also demonstrate the
power of the "initiator effect" by raising the level of

aggression directed toward this dyad up to the level
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received by the all-male dyad (B).

Hypotheses
Based on the review of the literature above and the

four conditions represented in Figure 5, the following

predictions were made.

a. A main effect of target ("initiator/follower")

such that "initiators" receive higher aggression scores ¢

than "followers" after the victim is excluded.

b. A main effect of sex of "initiator" such that H
male "initiators" receive higher aggression scores than q
female "initiators" after the victim is excluded.
‘ c. An interaction between sex of "initiator" and sex
‘? of "follower” such that dyad A will receive higher ag- F
gression scores than the other dyads combined (rooster ]

effect).

d. A main effect of provocation such that as provo-

cation by the excluding pair increases, so will the vic-
tim's level of retaliation.
In summary, this investigation attempted to explicate

one of the elementary factors involved in love triangles.

t
|
|
In doing this, novel approaches were used. Specifically, i
this study allowed for displays of aggression against mul- ;
tiple opponents and placed the research participant in a |
position where in two situations he had to retaliate a- f

gainst both a male and a female target simultaneously.

In order to test the above hypotheses, the four con-

ditions in Figure 5 were used with male research partici-
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pants. The research participants were placed into one of
the four conditions of inequity and then given an oppor-
tunity to retaliate by means of physical attack (electric
shock) .




CHAPTEK 11

METHOD

Overview

The experiment consisted of two phases. In phase 1,
the research participants were brought together and the in-
dependent variables, sex of "initiator" and sex of "follow-
er" manipulated during an exclusion condition. During
phase 11, the research participants were placed in a sit-
uation where they were physically attacked by the confed-
erates and allowed to retaliate. This provided a method
of measurement of the dependent variable, aggression.

Participants

The research participants were 47 male undergraduates
enrolled in introductory psychology classes at the Univer-
sity of Georgia. Participation was in partial fulfillment
of course requirements.

Apparatus

The main apparatus consisted of a modification of the
competition/reaction-time equipment used by Taylor (1967)
to measure aggression. There were two research partici-
pant consoles (A and B) and an experimenter console, all
located in separate rooms. Console A (confederate console)

had two sets of electrodes attached to it by wires. Con-

E
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sole B (research participant console) had one set of elec-
trodes and an additional gray metal console with 10 shock
level buttons and a set of headphones, all of which are at-
tached to the main console. Intercom transceivers for com-
munication with the experimenter were also available to
confederates and the research participant.

The experimenter console was located in a center room
equipped with one-way mirrors allowing observation from the
participant's rear. Along with the experimenter console

was located an intercom transceiver master station.

Procedure

The research participants (two confederates and one
actual subject) were instructed to enter one of the "team"
rooms as their names were called off. Male research parti-
cipants were paired with a team of confederates that con-
sisted of either two males, two females, or a male and a
female. The chairs were arranged such that there was a
triangular seating arrangement. Both calling off the names
and the seating arrangement were important for the manipu-
lation. The experimenter then gave the following briefing.

The purpose of this experiment is to determine the ef-
fects of team cooperation on reaction time. 1In a few
minutes I will divide you into two teams and have you
compete in a competitive task involving reaction time.
The experiment will involve a small electric shock,
the maximum strength of which each of you will deter-
mine for yourselves prior to beginning the experiment.
If anyone of you has an objection to participating be-
cause of the shock, you may leave now and still re-
ceive credit for the experiment. However, I assure
you that you will be allowed to determine the maximum
level that you will be allowed to receive. If every-
one is still willing to participate, please read and
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sign these forms and witness them for each other. I
shall return in a few minutes.

During the experimenter's absence, the exclusion man-
jpulation took place. The first confederate (Cj) initiated
a casual conversation with the second confederate (Cg)
while excluding the participant (S,) from the conversation.
The sex of C; and Cy was varied so as to provide the four
conditions in Table 1. This conversation was interrupted
after approximately 5 minutes by the return of the experi-

menter.

Has everyone completed their forms? Let me get them
out of the way. In this experiment we are interested
in determining the effects of team cooperation on re-
action time. We will have two teams competing against
each other in a competitive task involving reaction
time. Since we need two teams, I'm going to divide
you into a one-person team and a two-person team.

None of you knew each other before you arrived, right?
Unless you have some objection, I will assign you by
drawing lots. (C; then asked if he/she could be on
the same team with Cs. The experimenter approved Cj's
request.)

0K, so C; (name) and C¢ (name) will be competing a-
gainst Sy (name). If you two (C; and Cys) will slide
your chairs forward to the table, I will attach your
electrodes. Do you want the electrode attached to
your right or left wrist? After I have everyone
ready, I will read the instructions for setting your
unpleasantness threshold and explain the task. You
(C; and C.) will have to decide who will work the
shdck 1ev£1 buttons and the reaction time button. Do
not begin planning your strategy until after (name)
and I have left the room. Each of you could receive
a different shock level depending on what (name)
wants to set for you. I'll leave (name) name card
next to the shock level buttons. I'll be talking to
you over the intercom in a few minutes. Sy (name),
if you will come with me please, I'll take you to
your room.

(to research participant)

If you will have a seat behind the console, I will

s ol e i
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attach your electrode. Which wrist do you want it at-
tached to? You will notice that there are two con-
soles. One to control the shock level for each oppo-
nent. 1 need to label these for you. Let's see,
(name) was sitting on the right or left? (The parti-
cipants in all cases responded with the correct posi-
tion.) And (name) is on the left. So this console
controls (name's) shock level and this one controls
(name's). You must decide on the shock level settings
at the beginning of each trial and push the appro-
priate buttons. You will also be required to wear
these headphones so that you cannot hear your oppo-
nents planning their strategy. You will be able to
hear me when 1 talk through the headphones. If you
need to talk to me, just speak in a normal voice and
1'11 hear you through the intercom system.

The experimenter returned to the control room and continued
the following dialogue.
C; (name) and CX (name), can you hear me? S, (name)
can you hear me? I am going to play the ins¥ructions
for setting your unpleasantness thresholds. Please
listen carefully.
The instructions (Appendix B) were played over the intercom
(headphone) system using the reel-to-reel tape recorder.
At the conclusion of the instructions, the following dia-
logue was repeated three times, beginning with the confed-

erates and ending with the participant.

(Name) , I will adjust your unpleasantness threshold
now. Please tell me when you first feel the shock.

I am going to increase slowly. tell me when it begins
to tingle.

0K, I'm going to continue to increase slowly, tell me
when it is definitely unpleasant.

0K, that's the highest shock level that you can re-
ceive during the experiment.

After the unpleasantness thresholds had been deter-
mined, the task instructions were played (Appendix C).
The experimenter then engaged in the following dialogue.
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(name) and C¢ (name), do either of you have any
questlons° (Pause for 5 seconds as if questioned by
confederates.) No, you have to set the shock level
for your opponent at the beginning of each trial. Be
sure to do this when the white "set" light comes on.

v (name), do you have any questions? OK, we'll begin
the competition now.

The experimenter then initiated the session by engag-
ing the automatic cycle switch and allowing the trial se-
quence to progress through 21 cycles. After this, the au-
tomatic cycle switch was disengaged. A trial consisted of
four specific events; (a) a signal (ten seconds) to "set"
the shock level the two opponents were to receive, (b) a
signal (five seconds) to press the "reaction" button, (c)

a "release" signal for the participant to remove his fin-
ger from the "reaction"” button as fast as possible, and
(d) a feedback signal {a numbered red light) that indi-
cated the level of shock the opponents had selected for

the participant, and, if appropriate, a shock of that level
as well. An inter-trial interval of 5 seconds was used and
a shock duration of 0.2 seconds. Feedback and shock admin-
istration were partially randomized (Appendix D) within
blocks of trials to eliminate an order effect. In the
first block of trials (1-6), the "opponents" set 3's, U4's,
and 5's for the research participant giving a mean of 4.17
for block one. In the second block (7-12), 5's, 6's, and
7's were used for a mean of 6.0. The third block (13-18)
contained 8's, 9's, and 10's for a mean of 9.0. An addi-

tional trial (19) was used to determine the participant's

response to the "opponents'" last setting (18).
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As a means of assuring credibility, if a participant
had a relatively fast reaction time, he did not receive a
shock on that trial, and if he was relatively slow on a
trial, he did receive a shock. 1In all cases, the schedule
was adjusted so that the same number of shocks were re-
ceived by each participant (‘three shocks per block).

As mentioned previously, the intensity judged to be
definitely unpleasant was designated Number 10. Number 1
was set at 55% of Number 10, and the remaining numbers
evenly distributed at 5% intervals between Numbers 1 and
10.

After completion of the reaction time task, each re-
search participant completed a two section questionnaire
(Appendix E). Section I was designed to continue the de-
ception and to inquire about the research participant's
general reaction to the task. Section II consisted of
three identical sets of 18 adjective pairs--one set with
instructions for the research participant to rate himself
and one set for rating each of the confederates. The sets
of adjective pairs were counter-balanced to prevent an
order effect. Imbedded within the sets of adjective pairs
were the manipulation checks for exclusion, "initiator"
role, and "follower"” role.

After the research participant had completed the
questionnaire, a very detailed debriefing was conducted.
It was phrased such that only portions of the deception

were revealed at a time and the participant given the
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opportunity to ask questions and voice any suspicion.
During these debriefings, six research participants des-

cribed the purpose of the experiment in enough detail to

cause rejection of their data. One even admitted to inten-

tionally giving the "follower" higher shocks than the "ini-

tiator" because he thought the purpose of the experiment

was to do the opposite. The rejection of the seventh set

of data was due to the failure of the research participant
to understand the instructions.

Overall, the debriefing was an educational experience
in experimental design and included the basic strategies

for competing against multiple opponents. All the partici-

pants signed a debriefing form (Appendix F) pledging not
to discuss the deceptions used in the experiment and in-

dicating that their questions concerning the experiment

had been answered.




CHAPTER III

RESULTS

Overview

It will be recalled that this investigation was de-
signed primarily to measure aggression in inequitable sit-
uvations in which individuals were excluded from same and
mixed-sex triads. Two types of data were collected.
First, there was the level of physical aggression adminis-
tered by the research participant to the targets. These
data were subdivided into "shock settings" set for the
targets on the initial trial and the "aggression scores”
set for the targets during provocation levels 1-3 (mean
of these six trials at each level). The second type of
data collected was based on questionnaire responses.

These data were subdivided into "manipulation checks" and
"attraction measures."

Manipulation Checks

The manipulation check was divided into two parts
and used eighteen item checklists as a measurement instru-
ment. The first part was the research participant's self-
rating with the adjectives of interest being attractive,

accepted, excluded, noticed, and angry. A multivariate

analysis of variance and univariate analyses were

30
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performed and revealed nonsignificant results. This was
interesting given it's inconsistency with the behavioral
data. The second part of the manipulation check was the
research participant's rating of the targets.

It was expected that the variables sex of “"initiator,"
sex of “"follower," and target would produce differential
results with respect to adjectives such as attractive,
sociable, dominant, independent, included, warm, leader,
and friendly on the two sets of ratings involving the tar-
gets. Thus, these adjectives were selected as a means of
performing a manipulation check on the above three inde-
pendent variables. They were embedded in a list of 18
adjectives and rated on a scale of 1-6. This list was in-
cluded (as was the sel f-rating) as part of a post-experi-
mental questionnaire (Appendix E) administered to the re-
search participants at the conclusion of the reaction-
time competition. Because the adjectives were expected to
be highly correlated, a multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was performed on the research participant's re-
sponses using a 2 (sex of "initiator") x 2 (sex of "fol-
ower") x 2 (target) model.

A Pillai's trace indicated that the MANOVA was not
significant. A power test (Anderson, 1968) was performed
and indicated that the MANOVA lacked sufficient power to
detect significance at p < .05 with an N of 40 (280 re-
quired). Therefore, univariate analyses were used (Table

1).
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Table 1

Univariate Analysis of Adjective Ratings as a Function
of Sex of Initiator, Sex of Follower, and Target

Variable(s) Adjective F
Target Dominant 6.25%
Cold 9.81%#
IXF Dominant L.s51%
Independent 6.40%
Excluded 5.71%
I x e Physical Attractiveness  8.93%* ;
i Excluded L. 63* §
Cold 8. Suxw 3
{ I
? *p<.05

*##p<.01
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A significant main effect of target was obtained for
two adjectives. "Initiators" were rated as more dominant
(X=4.1; X=3.4), p < .02, and cold (X=3.7; X=2.9), p < .01,
than "followers." The interaction between sex of "initia-
tor" and sex of "follower" (dyad composition) was signi-
ficant for dominant, dependent, and excluded. Simple
main effects analyses indicated that dyad D was rated as
significantly, p< .05, higher on dominance than dyad A
(X=3.4; see Figure 6). Dyad C (X=3.2) was rated signi-
ficantly, p < .05, higher on dependence than dyad B (X=
4.0) or D (X=4.7; see Figure 8).

There was also a two-way interaction between sex of
"jinitiator" and target for the adjectives attractive,
excluded, and cold, p < .05. Simple main effects analyses
indicated that male "initiators" (X=3.8) were significant-
ly, p < .05, less attractive than female "initiators" (X=
3.1). The most attractive, p < .01, rating was received
by "followers" (X=2.9) paired with male "initiators"
(Figure 9). "Followers" (X=3.6) paired with female "initi-
ators" were significantly, p < .01, less attractive than
"followers" (X=2.9) paired with male “initiators." The

most excluded rating, p < .05, was received by male "ini-
tiators" (X=3.9) and the most included by the female "ini-
tiators" (X=4.6; see Figure 10). Male "initiators" (X=
4.1) were rated as significantly, p < .05, colder than
"followers" (X=2.6) paired with them (Figure 11). They

were also significantly, p < .01, colder than female
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"initiators" (X=3.3).

To determine if, as intended, the “"initiator" was
seen as primarily responsible for the shock settings admin-
istered to the victim, a single group t-test was performed.
To do this, the obtained grand mean of 2.75 was subtracted
from the theoretical mean of 3.50 on the bipolar question
dealing with attributed responsibility for the shock set-
tings. It will be recalled that a grand mean below the
theoretical mid-point would be in the direction of at-
tributing primary responsibiiity to the "initiator,"
whereas, the theoretical mid-point signifies that both the
"initiator" and "follower" were seen as equally responsi-
ble. The results indicated that the "initiator" was per-
ceived as being significantly, F(1, 39)=7.5, p < .01,
more responsible than the "follower" for the shock levels
received by the research participant (victim).

A 2 (sex of "initiator") x 2 (sex of "follower")
analysis of variance was performed in order to determine
if dyad composition had an effect on attribution of re-
sponsibility. The analysis indicated that there were no
significant differences between the four dyads (Table 2).
Aggressive Behavior

On the initial trial, the research participants were
required to select a shock intensity for each of the tar-
gets without prior physical provocation. A 2 (sex of "ini-
tiator") x 2 (sex of "follower") x 2 (target) analysis of

variance was performed (Table 3) on the initial trial
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Table 2

Analysis of Variance for Attribution of Responsibility
for Shock Received by the Victim as a Function

of Sex of Initiator and Sex of Follower

41

Source of Variance af MS 2
Initiator (I) 1 1.60 <1
Follower (F) 1 .90 <1
IXF 1 0

Error 36
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Table 3

Analysis of Variance for Mean Shock Settings for

the Initial Trial by Sex of Initiator,

Sex of Follower, and Target

42

Source of Variance af NS F
Between Subjects 39

Initiator (I) 1 35.11 5.29%
Follower (F) 1 12.01 1.81
I xF 1 17.11 2.58
Error (S/I x F) 36 6.64

Within Subjects 4o

Target (T) 1 <11 29
IxT 1 31 .82
FxT 1 31 .82
I xFxT 1 1.01 2.65
Error (T x S/I x T) 36 .38

*p < .05
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shock settings. The main effect of sex of "initiator" was
significant, F(1, 36)=5.29, p < .03. As expected, a Dun-
can range test indicated that male "initiators" received
significantly higher shock settings than female "initia-
tors" (X=5.50; X=4.18).

The a priori prediction that dyad A would receive a f
higher level of aggression than dyads B, C, and D justi-
fied the use of a more liberal test than the omnibus &
(sex of "initiator" x sex of "follower") F test. Thus, a |
planned comparison wag used. Dyad A was contrasted a-
gainst dyads B, C, and D. The results indicated that dyad
A received significantly, p < .05, higher shock settings
than B, C, and D (A > BCD). The large difference (approxi-

mately two settings) between dyad A and the other dyads was

consistent with the hypotheses (Figure 12).

In order to assess the influence of sex of "initia- !
tor," sex of "follower,” target, and provocation, a 2 j{
(sex of "initiator") x 2 (sex of "follower") x 2 (target) :
x 3 (provocation) analysis of variance was performed on H
the mean aggression scores for each provocation level ;i
(block of six trials; see Table 4). The main effect of 5
sex of "initiator" was significant, F(1, 36)=6.57, p < .02. f
A Duncan range test indicated that male "initiators" re- 5
ceived significantly higher aggression scores than female q
"initiators” (X=6.11; X=5.25) as on the initial trial. As |

expected, a main effect of target, F(1, 36)=25.97, p <

.0001, was also obtained. A Duncan range test indicated
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Table 4

Analysis of Variance for Aggression Scores
by Sex of Initiator, Sex of Follower,

Target, and Provocation

Source of Variance af NS F
Between Subjects 22
Initiator (I) 1 43,87 6.57%
Follower (F) 1 .04 .01
IxPF ik 18.70 2.80
Error (S £ 1 x F) 36 6.68
Within Subjects 200
Target (T) 1 5.02 25.97%%
I x7T i & .78
1 b .01 .01
IxPFPx? 1 .20 1.05
Error (T x S/I x F) 36 19
Provocation 2 104.93 59 ,66%%
I xP 2 +59 31
FxP 2 .10 .05
ART Ry 2 17 .10




L6

et —

Error (P x S/I x F) 72 1.76
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’ Error (T x P x S/I x F) 72 18

: *p < .05
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that "initiators" received higher aggression scores than
"followers" (X=5.82; X=5.53). A main effect of provoca-
tion was significant, F(2, 72)=59.66, p < .0001, with a
Duncan range test indicating that the aggression scores
increased significantly at each level of provocation (level
1, X=4.75; level 2, X=5.32; level 3, X=6.96; see Figure
13) .

A two-way ordinal interaction between sex of "initia- h

tor" and sex of "follower" (dyad composition) was signifi- |
cant at the p < .05 level. A planned comparison indicated |
that dyad A received significantly higher aggression scores
than dyads B, C, and D (A > BCD) as on the initial trial. A
two-way ordinal interaction between target and provocation

was also obtained (Figure 14). An inspection of the means

indicated that most of the discrimination was at provoca- i
tion level 3 with "initiators" receiving higher aggression
scores than "followers" (X=7.22; X=6.70). An analysis of

the simple main effects substantiated that the "initiators" i

received significantly, p < .01, higher aggression scores

i,

only in provocation level 3.
A simple interaction effects analysis of the signifi-

cant three-way ordinal interaction between sex of "ini- .

atiator," target, and provocation indicated that male "ini-

tiators" received sigmificantly, p < .05, higher aggres- g
sion scores at each level of provocation than female "fol- |
|

lowers" and that female "initiators" received significantly,

P < .05, higher aggression scores than the "followers" i
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paired with them. Additionally, male "initiators" and
their "followers" received significantly, p < .05, higher
aggression scores than female "initiators" and their "fol-

owers" (Figure 15).

Prospect of Future Interaction

The last question in the questionnaire was a forced
choice item designed to measure attraction by determining
the research participant's interest in future interaction
with the targets. Thus, the research participant had to
choose one of the two opponents with whom to be paired for
a future interaction. Table 5 shows the Chi Square data
produced by partitioning the frequency scores (Winer,
1971). There was a significant main effect, X2=8.52, p
< .002, of sex of "initiator" with the "followers" being
chosen almost exclusively in preference to the "initiator"
when the "initiator" was male, than when the "initiator"

was female.
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Table 5

Partition of Chi Square on Frequency of Preferring the
Follower to the Initiator., as a Function of Sex of

Initiator and of Follower

Source daf X2 P

Total 9.06 .0129

Sex of Initiator (AC) 8.52 .0019

Sex of Follower (BC)

O W
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

Overview

The purpose of this study was to provide an explana-

tion for the aggression elicited by triads as they relate

to love triangles. To accomplish this, triads were formed
that consisted of the necessary sex mixture, male (research
participant)-male ("initiator")-female ("follower"), to
simulate that found in heterogeneous love triangles.. In
addition, triads consisting of male-male-male and male-
female-female were formed to provide a basis of comparison.
The male research participant was then excluded from the
triad as a result of the overt actions of one of the other
two members ("initiator"). This exclusion of one member
of the triad by the other two members was believed to be
an analog of a love triangle.

It was predicted that exclusion would produce an in-

A

|
equitable situation for the research participant, and if ‘i
he were given an opportunity to relieve the stress pro- i
!

duced by this inequity with physical retaliation in an ag- 1
{

gression paradigm, he would do so with the highest retalia- ;

tion being exhibited in the condition that most closely

resembled a love triangle (male-male-female). It was 11
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also predicted that of the two remaining members of the
triad (targets), the research participant would exhibit -
the strongest aggression toward the target perceived as
the primary cause of the inequity ("initiator"). Because
the level of perceived physical attack toward the research
participant was then increased over three levels, it was
predicted that the research participant would retaliate
with greater aggression as the attack from the targets
increased.

Findings supported the predictions and indicated
three factors related to the aggression produced by an in-
equitable situation. These were sex of "initiator," dyad
composition, and provocation.

Manipulation Checks

The results of the questionnaire data indicated that
the targets ("initiator/follower") were perceived dif-
ferentially. This was evidenced by the "initiator" tar-
gets being rated as more "dominant" and "cold" than the
"follower" targets. Althoﬁgh an attempt was made (by
having the scales on different pages) to eliminate the
possibility of relating judgments of one target to those
of the other, research participants were observed to flip
back and forth. This was presumably in an attempt to com-
pare their ratings of the previous target in order to avoid
giving an appearance of discriminating between the two tar-
gets. This tendency may account to some extent for the

lack of significant differences on the other adjective
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pairs. Furthermore, the uncertainty that the research
participant may have felt as to the use to be made of the
questionnaire data (e.g., would they be shown to the tar-
gets) may account for some additional hesitancy about ap-
pearing to discriminate. Further evidences of a hesitancy
to discriminate on the paper-and-pencil measure were the
responses of the research participants during the oral
debriefing which were clearly more negative than their
written evaluations, e.g., "I wonder if she ("initiator")
is always that big of a bitch?"

Although there were only two adjectives with signifi-
cant main effects, there were several significant and in-
teresting interactions. The sex of "initiator" x sex of
"follower" (dyad composition) interaction was significant
for dominant, dependent, and excluded. The average target
in dyad D was rated as significantly more dominant than in
dyad A. This suggests that the targets in dyad A may have
been perceived as acting out relatively normal sex roles.
That is, the male was masculine and pursuing the feminine
female. This was contrasted with dyad D where at least
one female ("initiator") may have been perceived as acting
out of her sex role stereotype, thereby making the targets'
behavior more salient.

The average target in dyad C was rated as signifi-
cantly more dependent than in B or D. It is suggested
that this difference may also be explained by salience.

Dyads B and D were both same-sex triads. Here the research
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participant may have expected the members of the all-male
dyad to be independent because of the male stereotype.

The members of the female dyad (D) may have been perceived
as independent as a result of the anti-stereotypical be-
havior of the female "initiator" combined with the im-
pression (as stated by two research participants during
the oral debriefing) that, “they were both girls and really
didn't have anything in common with me." The independence
attributed to the members of these two same-sex dyads may
have been contrasted against the male "follower's" anti-
stereotypical behavior in dyad C. The male "follower's"
dependence upon the female "initiator" may have caused
this dyad's members to have been perceived as more depen-
dent than the others.

Exclusion was perceived as significantly higher in
connection with dyad A than dyad D or B. Again, salience
is posited to have been the cause of this. Exclusion
should have been perceived more in connection with dyad A
if the hypothesized same-sex rivalry did occur. Dyad D
may have caused the research participant to perceive more
inclusion because he expected the females to have more in
common and, therefore, may not have perceived his exclusion
as intentional. This lack of intentionality may have made
the exclusion less salient. Dyad B may have produced less
salience of exclusion because the dyad again may have been
perceived to have had more in common and not to have inten-

tionally excluded the research participant. In both of
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these dyads there was no same-sex rivalry for the opposite-
sex member as there may have been in dyad A. Thus, these
data appear to provide support for the "rooster effect."

The second two-way interaction was between sex of
"initiator" and target. The three significant adjectives

were attractive, excluded, and cold. Male "initiators"

were rated as significantly less attractive than the "fol-
lowers" paired with them. Male "initiators" were also
rated as significantly less attractive than female "ini-
tiators." This within itself presents no great surprise.
Females are normally perceived as more attractive than
males when the rater is male. However, the fact that “fol-
lowers" paired with male "initiators" were rated as signi-
ficantly more attractive than "followers" paired with fe-
male "initiators" suggests that the "followers" in dyads
A and B were perhaps more desirable than those in dyads C
and D. This may have been due to feeling deprived of the
freedom to pair with the "follower" in dyad A because of
the male "initiator's" winning of the female "follower."
This reactance to dyad A may have been strong enough that

when combined with feelings toward dyad B, it produced a :

significant interaction.

The research participants perceived more exclusion
with male "initiators" than with female "initiators." It
is suggested that this is primarily the result of the sa-
lience of the exclusion in dyad A, rather than a general,

over-all target effect. This is supported by the fact

|
|
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that there was no main effect for exclusion for the tar-

get variabdble.
When the "initiator" was male, he was rated as colder

than "followers" paired with him. When the "initiator"

YT e e ——

was female, there was no difference between them and their
"féllowers.” This may be the result of two things. First,
males may be perceived generally as colder than females, i
and second, the result of a continued derogation of the

male "initiator" in dyad A. Further support for this ap-

parent greater attraction for the "followers" is the fact

that "followers" paired with female "initiators" were

rated as colder than the "followers" with male "initiators."
In summary, the adjective data indicates that "ini-

tiators" were perceived as more dominant and cold than

the "followers." The most domination was seen in dyad D,

the most independence in A and D, and the most exclusion

in A. This was consistent with expectations. Additionally,

the most attractive were "followers" paired with male “ini-

tiators" indicating that the “followers" (presumably more

so in dyad A) were more desirable. Male "initiators" were

perceived as more excluding than female "initiators."

Finally, male "initiators" were perceived as the coldest,

with the "followers" paired with them as the warmest.

A second and important manipulation check was the re-
search participant's perception of who was most instru-
mental in determining the level of shock that he (re-

gsearch participant) received. Results on this measure
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established responsibility concretely as being that of the
"initiator" regardless of dyad composition. Thus, the
manipulation of target appeared to have been successful.

In addition to the manipulation check on exclusion
mentioned above, the behavior of the research participants
during pre-paradigm interaction suggests that the manipu-
lation was indeed effective. Insko and Wilson (1977)
found that in an exclusion situation similar to this one,
the research participant would spend two or more minutes
in an "information seeking process." The exclusion in
this investigation appeared to have been manipulated so
strongly that all attempts at interacting with the targets
ceased by the end of the first minute. Only on two occa-
sions were attempts made after the first minute, and both
of these were in dyad A. Typically, the research partici-
pant sat back in his chair and either observed the targets
intensely while listening to their conversation or looked
randomly around the room as if he was ignoring the targets.
The effect of the exclusion was presumed to be further evi-
denced by the fact that in no instance did a research par-
ticipant object to the "initiator's" request to be paired
with the "follower." 1In fact, the most common reaction
was to say, "That's fine with me." Considering the ag-
gressive behavior that followed, it is clear that they
were not indifferent. Thus, it was felt that this ex-
clusion simulated, on an elementary level in the labora-

tory, the type of exclusion that may be produced by a }
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love triangle.

Aggressive Behavior
It was posited that within the triad there were three

distinguishable roles, victim, "initiator," and "follower."
These roles were operationally defined as follows. The
victim was the member of the triad that was initially
paired with one of the other two members (targets) but was
later excluded by both. It will be recalled that in this
experiment, the "follower" was initially friendly with the
victim. Thus, when excluded by the other two members of
the triad, the victim found himself in an inequitable
situation. The "initiator" was defined as the triad mem-
ber who intervened in the interaction between the victim
and the "follower" and initiated and controlled the exclu-
sion. The "follower" was the triad member that was ini-
tially friendly to the victim, but was soon monopolized by
the "initiator" and followed his or her lead.

Initiator Effect. Because of the differences in the

"initiator" and "follower" roles (targets), it was pre-
dicted that the research participant would respond to

them differentially both on paper-and-pencil measures and
in his aggressive behavior toward them. Of particular
concern in this experiment was the aggressive behavior of
which the "initiator" was expected to bear the brunt. The
first measure of this aggressive behavior toward the tar-

gets was the shock setting administered on the initial

trial. The failure to obtain a significant effect of
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target may have been due to the small number of scores (one
per target) used in the analysis (Taylor, 1967). If so,
it then becomes evident that there must be a powerful mani-
pulation of an antecedent of aggression in order to ob-
tain an effect on the initial trial. It is speculated
that even though the roles of the targets were salient at
this point, there was enough ambiguity created by the new
situation (reaction-time competition) to create an initial
hesitancy to overtly discriminate between them.

The second measure of aggressive behavior consisted

of the agegression scores for each of three succcasive,

increasing provocation levels which did reveal a signifi-
cant main effect. The results clearly indicated that the
"initiator" received the highest aggression scores as pre-
dicted. This "initiator effect" seemed to manifest re-
gardless of the sex of the "initiator."™ This provides
evidence that the lack of target effect during the initial
trial may have been partly due to the small N.

It is suggested that the "roles" played by the tar-
gets ("initiator/follower") resulted in the research par-
ticipant perceiving the "initiator" as being the primary
cause of the inequitable situation in which he found him-
self. The questionnaire data supports this in three pri-
mary ways. First, "initiators" were perceived to be more
dominant than the "followers," and consequently may have
been perceived as more responsible for the inequity.

Second, the "initiator" was perceived as more cold than




62
the "follower" which could be construed to have resulted
from the "initiator's" dominant behavior. A "cold" per-
son may be more likely to be the the instigator of an in-
equity. Third, the "initiators" were perceived to have
been primarily responsible for the shock the research par-
ticipant received. This indicated that at least during
the reaction-time competition, the "initiator" was seen as
responsible for the control of the dyad and could only
have been inferred from the prior excluding activity.

Having "designated" the "initiator" as the primary
cause of the inequity, it should have re-:lted in a great-
er stress being felt in the direction of the "initiator."
It is suggested that, as predicted in hypothesis (a),
the attempt to relieve this distress, and thereby to re-
store equity, resulted in higher aggression scores being
received by "initiators" than "followers."

Sex Effect. The main effect of sex of "initiator" on
the initial trial suggests that male "initiators" may
have been perceived as more responsible than the female
"initiator" for the distress the research participant ex-
perienced. This was, in fact, supported by the question-
naire data. This is also consistent with equity theory
and hypothesis (b), in that the male "initiator" condi-
tions contained dyad A. It will be recalled that dyad A
was predicted to produce the greatest level of distress
and thus to receive the highest aggression scores. This

was further supported by the research participant's
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perception of the male "initiator" as less attractive,
cold, and as more suggestive of exclusion, than the female
"initiator." Additionally, it will be recalled that more
exclusion was attributed to dyad A than to the other dyads.

A further examination of the aggression scores in-
dicated that male "initiators" received significantly
higher aggression scores than did female "initiators."
Previously reviewed literature indicated that under low
(level 1) and moderate (level 2) provocation males tend
to set lower shock levels for females than for males
(Silverman, 1971). Since two-thirds of the settings in
this experiment were made under low to moderate provoca-
tion, this apparent sex differential was predicted to oc-
cur. It is interesting to note, however, that there was
no effect for sex of "follower," thus, suggesting a hesi-
tancy to harm "followers" regardless of sex.

The Rooster Effect. The next factor to be considered

was the sex of "initiator" x sex of "follower" (dyad com-
position) interaction. As predicted, dyad A received
significantly higher aggression scores than dyads B, C,

and D on both the initial trial and over provocation levels.
This was indicative of the powerful manipulation of an an-
tecedent of aggression. The fact that dyad A received

such a high initial shock setting (almost two levels above
the others) cannot be explained merely by the sex compo-
sition of the dyad. It was noted that dyad A and dyad C

had the same sex composition. What was it then that
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produced such a strong effect in dyad A? The only dif-

ference between the two dyads was the sex of the targets.
That is, in dyad A the "initiator" was male and the "fol-
lower" was female. Dyad C was the reverse. Thus, it is

suggested that when a male "initiator" was paired with a

female "follower," a rivalry between the two males may
have developed. This same-sex rivalry for the opposite-

sex "follower" may have produced the increased Jevel of

aggression toward the male “"initiator" in dyad A ("rooster
effect"). The compounding of this "rooster effect" with
the "initiator effect" may have produced an antecedent of
aggression powerful enough to elicit a significant dif-
ference in aggressive behavior toward dyad A. This effect

was also evidenced in the aggressive behavior prior to

physical provocation from the targets, i.e., on the
initial trial. This, along with the questionnaire data

provides strong support for the "rooster effect."

MR 7 S D

A second contributing factor to the difference between
dyads A and C may have been the research participant's
perception of the female "initiator" in dyad C. It is
suggested that the rivalry between the males did not de-

velop in dyad C because the male "follower" was not per-

ceived as a rival. In fact, the questionnaire results in-
dicate that he may have been perceived as more submissive %
than the male in dyad A. Additionally, the "followers" in ‘
dyads C and D were not rated as being as attractive as

the "followers" in dyads A and B. This may have occurred
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for two reasons. First, the male "follower" was acting in
a non-masculine (submissive) manner. He made no attempt
to compete for the' "lady" with the research participant
and, therefore, may not have been perceived as a rival.
Second, the fact that the female "initiators" were acting
in an anti-stereotypical manner (dominant, cold) may have
caused them to be perceived as more masculine and, there-
fore, less devirable. Additionally, the female "initiator"
overtly chose the male "follower" over the research par-
ticipant as a team member. Therefore, the research parti-
cipant may not have perceived the situation in dyad C as
a competitive situation with the other male.

Provocation Effect. Previously reviewed literature

indicated that if an antecedent of aggression was manipu-
lated prior to participation in a potentially aggressive
interaction, relatively high levels of aggression could be
expected to manifest during the interaction. Consistent
with this is the finding, that over all, dyad A's aggres-
sion scores did remain significantly higher than those of
dyads B, C, and D. It is suggested that the compounding
of the "rooster effect" and the "initiator effect" led to
the over all effect of dyad composition as the level of
provocation increased.

Although the initial trial and the provocation levels
cannot be compared directly, it is interesting to note
that dyad D remained virtually constant from the initial

trial through provocation level 1, dyads C and B increased
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very slightly, and dyad A decreased dramatically. This
indicates that the low provocation of level 1 had little
overt effect on the research participant's aggressive be-
havior, except in dyad A. A possible explanation for this
"lack of effect" is that the prior manipulation was as
powerful in dyads B, C, and D as low physical provocation,
thereby masking the effect of the low provocation. The
dramatic decrease in dyad A may have been due to an effect
of the "norm of reciprocity," that is, a tendency to recip-
rocate the levels of shock received. The fact that dyad A
still remained well above the provocation level mean may
indicate that the “"rooster effect" had given dyad A a
greater "preparedness to aggress" (Berkowitz, 1969) than
the other dyads. Thus, the low provocation had an additive
effect on dyad A.

An interesting result was that the level of aggression
toward dyad D remained essentially constant from the ini-
tial trial through level 1. This may have been due to the
hesitancy of males to harm females under low levels of
provocation. By the completion of level 2, the dyads had
separated almost equidistantly, indicating that the "ini-
tiator" and "rooster" effects had stablized. That is, the
powerful effects of provocation had equalled the previously
manipulated effects.

From provocation level 2 through the completion of
level 3, there was an equal increase in aggression scores

in each dyad. This might suggest that under high levels of
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provocation, the less powerful antecedent effects were
"washed out." However, the three-way interaction be-
tween sex of "initiator," target, and provocation indi-
cate that under high provocation there was a discrimination
among targets with male "initiators" receiving the highest
aggression scores in provocation level 3. This indicates
that under high provocation, the victim retaliated strong-
est toward the target he believed to be most responsible
for the attack and/or the inequity. This discrimination
under high provocation is not consistent with the litera-
ture. In fact, the literature reviewed did not reveal any
antecedents that were powerful enough to cause discrimina-
tion under conditions of high provocation. The litera-
ture suggests, then, that once a certain level of prepared-
ness to aggress (anger) is reached and then set in motion
by physical provocation, chain reaction occurs. That is,
once the victim is physically attacked (low provocation),
he reciprocates with a moderate counterattack which may,
in turn, cause the "initiator" to respond at a higher
provocation level. This continues until both are respond-
ing with high provocation (fighting, shooting, etc.). At
this point, the whole episode is being sustained, not by
the initial cause of the altercation, but by the high phy-
sical provocation. A graphic example of this is where,
during the course of a verbal altercation, one male places
his hand on the other (low physical provocation). The

second male responds by rapidly and viciously removing the
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hand (moderate provocation). This is followed by the
first male pushing the second, who responds by hitting
the first (high provocation).

The present data, however, suggests that when respond-
ing to multiple opponents, the victim retaliates the
strongest toward the most powerful attacker. This per-
ceived power may be a combination of physical (male)
power and the power of the "initiator" to control the other
attacker ("follower").

Prospect of Future Interaction

The last factor to be investigated by this study was
the research participant's "liking" for his two opponents.
To do this, a forced choice item was designed to measure
attraction by determining the research participant's
choice of teammate for a future interaction. A main effect
of sex was obtained. This indicated that if the "initia-
tor" was male, then the research participant preferred (al-
most exclusively) to be paired with the "follower." If
the "initiator" was female, there was no preference. It is
suggested that this provides further support for the same-
sex rivalry hypothesis. The male research participant may
not have wanted to have been paired with a dominant male.
This is further supported by a lack of inhibition to be
paired with a male "follower" in dyad B. Thus, it was not
just the sex of the future teammate, but also the role
("initiator/follower") that the male apparently chose,

that was instrumental in making the selection.
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In dyads C and D, however, there was no preference

for the "initiator" or "follower." It is suggested that
this lack of preference resulted from two factors. First,
some of the research participants in dyad C may have seen

this as an opportunity to take the female away from the

other male, indicating that a latent "rooster effect" may
have been present. This may have been stronger in some
research participants than others. A second possible
factor is that some research participants may have wanted
to pair up with the female "initiator" even though they
did not like her in order to avoid receiving high shocks.
Several research participants stated in the oral debriefing
that they did in fact choose the "initiator" as the future
teammate because they felt that she was responsible for
the high shocks they had received. By having her on the
same team, they could avoid the high shocks. Over all,
the results of the prospect of future interaction were as

expected.

In this investigation I have attempted to use an
analog of a love triangle (triad) and to manipulate rivalry

within it. Although there are obviously differences be-

tween a love triangle and the triad formed in the labora-
tory, this investigation, nevertheless, provides insight
into some of the possible mechanisms operating there and ‘ﬂ
their potential power. For example, if the "rooster 14

effect" can manifest among strangers after a few minutes
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of interaction and result in significantly high levels
of aggression in the controlled setting of the laboratory,
then this phenomenon may account for some of the killings
mentioned at the beginning of Chapter I.

The approach to the explication of this research has
been from an equity theory stand point. An alternative
theory that may provide an explanaticn is the Origin and
Pawn theory. The reader is referred to deCharms (1968)
for a detailed treatment of this theory. Briefly, an
Origin is a person who perceives that he/she is in control
of his/her own decisions. He/she is a leader. An Origin
would correspond to the "initiator" in this investigation.
The Pawn, on the other hand, would correspond to the "fol-
lower" and the victim. The Pawn is controlled by others.
When a person recognizes that he/she is a Pawn and is being
used by an Origin, distress is manifested and directed to-
ward the Origin. This distress may lead to aggressive be-
havior.

Future Research.

The results of this study suggest several areas for
future systematic research. An investigation of the "ini-
tiator" and "rooster" effects should be conducted using
female victims. The hypothesis would predict essentially
the same results, i.e., an "initiator effect" and a "roost-
er effect." The "rooster effect" would be expected to re-
sult from a same-sex rivalry between the female victim and

the female "initiator" for the male "follower." It is
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possible, too, that female victims might be more willing

to admit to feelings of exclusion.

It is further recommended that the research be con-
tinued moving from triads composed of strangers to triads
composed of two friends, or a dating couple with a confed-
erate "initiator." The "rooster effect" would predict that
the level of aggression would be a positive function of
the attraction between the victim and the "follower."

Finally, this study provides the first step in the
investigation into the dynamics of aggression in triads.
It is hoped that it will also provide a starting point for
future research, as mentioned above, that will eventually

lead to an understanding of the aggression produced in love

triangles and methods of controlling it.
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APPENDIX A

CONSENT FORM

Date

1 , freely and voluntarily and

' (research participant)
without undue inducement or any element of force, duress,
or other form of constraint or coercion, consent to be a
participant in the research project entitled, "The Effect
of Team Cooperation on Reaction Time," to be conducted in
the Psychology Department at the University of Georgia,
during quarter, 19 _ with Dick Thompson as Princi-
pal Investigator. The procedures to be followed, and
their purposes, including identification of any procedures
which are experimental, have been explained to me and I
understand them. That is, I understand that (1) I will
compete in a reaction-time task with 2 other individuals,
(2) there is a slight shock involved in the experiment

(I will set my own level), and (3) the experimenter will
thoroughly inform me of the benefits of this study when my
participation is completed. Thus, the attendant discom-
forts and risks and potential benefits reasonably to be
expected by my participation in the experiment have been

explained to me and I understand them. I understand that
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this consent and data may be withdrawn at any time without

prejudice. I have been given the right to ask and have
answered any inquiry concerning the foregoing. Questions,
if any, have been answered to my satisfaction. I have

read and understand the foregoing.

(witness) (research participant)
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E SHOCK THRESHOLD INSTRUCTIONS

Prior to beginning the competition, we are going to

determine your "unpleasantness threshold" for shock. Each

of you will set your own threshold in order to determine
the maximum level of shock that each of you could receive
during the competition. To do this, I will give each of
you a series of shocks, gradually increasing the intensity
with each one. When the shock is first presented, it will

be below your sensation threshold and you will not feel it.

First it will feel like a pinprick, then a tingling sensa-
tion, and finally it will reach an intensity that is defi- .
nitely unpleasant. I want you to tell me three things: i
(1) report when you first feel the shock, (2) report when

it feels like a tingle, and (3) report when it is defi-

PR ST oY

nitely unpleasant.v We will stop at this point. The level
that you report to be definitely unpleasant will be the
maximum shock level that you can receive during the compe-
tition. You may report to me by simply speaking out. 1I'll

hear you through the intercom system. At this time, we

will begin setting the thresholds with team B. |
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APPENDIX C
COMPETITION TASK INSTRUCTIONS

The purpose of this experiment is to determine the
effects of team cooperation in a competitive task. There
are two teams participating in this experiment, each lo-
cated in a separate room. Both teams have a similar ap-
paratus and the same task to perform. Please observe your
console as I read the instructicns.

At the beginning of each trial, the "set" light will
come on. At this time, you must immediately set the amount
of shock you wish your opponents to receive if you should
be faster on the coming trial. You will do this by pres-
sing one of the ten buttons located at the bottom of the
console. The one button corresponds to the least intense
shock, the ten button to the most intense shock. Team A
will have to set the shock level for each opponent using
both the console and the small box to the left of the con-
sole. Team B will only set one shock level for each trial.
It is important that each team set the shock level at the
beginning of each trial. Team A will make two settings,
one for each member of the opposing team. After a short

interval, each team will see the yellow "press" light come
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on and is to depress the reaction time key firmly. At
some interval after this, the blue "release" light will
come on and you are to remove your finger as fast as pos-
sible from the reaction time key. You must not remove
your finger prior to the onset of the blue "release"
light. If you do, you will receive a maximum time for
that trial and will receive a shock. At some interval
after your response, you will find out whether you were
faster or slower than the opposing team on that particular
trial. The slower team will receive a shock of the inten-
sity that was chosen by the opposing team. The faster
team will not receive a shock but will see one of the red
lights come on indicating the shock level the opposing
team set for its competitor(s).

You will be able to tell how much shock the other
team set for you in two ways. First, by the intensity of
the shock which you actually feel, and second, by which of
the ten red lights at the top of your console comes on.

As you can see, there are ten red lights, one for each
level of shock. The light on the right indicates the most
intense shock. The light on the left indicates the least
intense shock. The maximum shock that an individual can
receive, that is, the number ten, will correspond to the
unpleasaness threshold that was established prior to the
beginning of the competition. The other settings will be
percentages of this.

To summarize, when the "set" light comes on, you are
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to immediately set the amount of shock that you wish your
opponents to receive if they are slower in the coming
trial. When the "press" light comes on, you are to de-
press the reaction time key and hold it down until the
blue "release" light comes on, at which time you are to
remove your finger from the reaction time key as fast as
possible. The slower team on that trial will receive the
shock set by the opposing team. The faster team will not
receive a shock, but will see the light corresponding to
the level the opposing team had chosen for them. It is
important that both teams set the shock as soon as the
"set" light comes on and respond to the blue "release"

light as fast as they can.
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APPENDIX D

S&XL . Date
gﬂmﬁ__: Control No.
Provocation_ _____
situation Group No.
TRIAL SHCCK | FEEDBACK | Ci Cr RT Cy
+ 5 Ce
2 + 3
3 + 4 Block 1
- 3
5 5 4 Cy
° iE 5 Ce
7 - 6 X= 4.17
i + 5
9 - 5 Block 2
10 i 7
I 3 5 3
12 = ? Cf
13 - 8 : X= 6.00
Tz*%“;——‘ -
15 + 8 Block 3
16 % 10
17 g 9 Cy
e - 10
19 = 8 Ef
X=_9.00

Remarks: .
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APPENDIX E
Team A

This questionnaire is designed to obtain information
about different aspects of the experiment. Please answer
all questions and answer them as frankly and honestly as
possible. Your responses will remain anonymous. Please
do not put your name on this questionnaire. When you have
finished answering all of the questions, place the ques-
tionnaire into the envelope and remain seated. I will re-
turn shortly.

Section I--Competition
‘ .
1. Do you think the competition made your reaction time
faster or slower?
Faster Slower

2. Were you following any system with regards to the re-
action time key? Please write a brief sentence.

3. Were you following any system with regards to the shock
level buttons? Please write a brief sentence.

4. Do you think your opponents were following any system
in regard to the shock level buttons? Please write a
brief sentence.

84
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Please answer the following questions by circling the num-
ber which best answers the question. The following exam- :
ple illustrates how to use the scale. i

Ex. Did you feel nervous durigg the interaction?
5

i § & 3
yes, very no, not at all
much

If you felt very nervous during the interaction,
you would circle number 1.
If you felt moderately nervous, you would circle

number 2.

If you felt a little nervous, you would circle
number 3.

If you felt a little relaxed, you would circle
number 4.

If you felt moderately relaxed, you would circle
number 5.

If you felt very relaxed, not nervous at all,
you would circle number 6

5. To what extent was your strategy determined by what
your opponents did?

1 2 3 L 5 6
very much not at all

6. 1If given the opportunity to participate in this experi-
ment again, would you prefer to compete alone or with
another person?

1 2 3 L 5 6
strongly prefer strongly prefer to compete
to compete alone with another person

7. Did you feel nervous during the interaction?
h | 2 3 4 o 6

yes, very no, not at all %
much

e —
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8. Who do you think had the greatest influence in deter- ;
mining the level of shock your opponents set for you? j

5 1 2 3 L 5 6
! was fully was fully
responsibile responsible
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Section I1I--Social Interaction

9. Your responses to the following check list are to be
based on the impression you formed of yourself as a
result of the interaction you had with your two oppo-
nents. Please circle one number for each pair of ad-

i jectives. g
physically physically %
| attractive 1 2 3 4 5 6 unattractive |
i accepted 1 2 3 4 5 6 rejected :
unsociable @9 & % & sociable
submissive 1 2 3 % '§ &6 toninmnt
cruel 28 %N % % -4  kind
P artificial 1 2 3 &4 &5 6 @genuine
dependent 1 2 3 4 5 6 independent
5 excluded 1 2 3 & 5 6 included
shy Ok %ok %6 el
competitive 1 2 3 4 5 6 not competitive
stable 1 2 3 4 5 6 changeable
warm 358 % K85 & ould
disloyal 3 8-/% & -8 . & loyal
weak 3% 8 R %06 wireng
A follower 2. %83 &% %3 & lsslder
friendly 2 8 N %8 -6 ruds
- noticed 1. 2 83 & 5 6 igwred
angry - 83 & 5 6 netangxy

|
|
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10. Your responses to this check list are to be based on
the impression you formed of e during
the interaction you had with him/her. Please circle
one number for each pair of adjectives.
physically physically
attractive 1 2 3 & S5 6 unattractive
accepted 1 2 90k 5 6 rejected
unsociable T 2 3 & 8- 6 spolable
submissive 1 2 . i SReE. el dominant g
cruel TR S T
artificial 1 2 3 & 5 6 pgamaine i
dependent 1 2 3 4 5 6 independent ‘
excluded 1. "2 53 & ‘5 & jncluded
shy 1 2 3 L 5 6 bold
competitive 1 2 3 4 5 6 not competitive
stable 1 2 3 4 5 6 changeable
warm X 2 . SR Tt R cold
disloyal p TRREME - Slies TEeRE STD R R -
weak 1 203 B8 6 wtrong
follower 1 2 3 % 5 6 leader
friendly 28N e e
noticed BRI s &6 dpniored '
angry 1 2 3 & '§ 6 notangry x

— N ST SV - s SR .
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Your responses to this check list are to be based on

the impression you formed of

during

the interaction you had with him/her. Please circle
one number for each pair of adjectives.

physically
attractive

accepted
unsociable
submissive
cruel
artificial
dependent
excluded
shy
competitive
stable
warm
disloyal
weak
follower
friendly

noticed

angry

e e T e o o L S O o L T L = T P P
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physically
unattractive

rejected
sociable
dominant
kind
genuine
independent
included
bold

not competitive
changeable
cold

loyal
strong
leader

rude
ignored

not angry

g e
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During the second phase of the experiment, you will
be paired with one of the other two research participants

to compete on your team against the other participant.

With whom do you wish to be paired? 5

; 1 (Please circle one name and leave this page on the outside |

of the envelope.) 5#

Thank you for your cooperation.




APPENDIX F

RESEARCH PARTICIPANT DEBRIEFING FORN

The experimenter has fully explained to me the pur-
pose of this research, how the experiment was conducted,
the form of the deception involved, and the reasons that
the deception was necessary. 1 have been given the op-
portunity to ask and have had answered all my questions
concerning the experiment. I feel that I understand the

. rationale for the use of deception in this experiment and
agree that it was necessary in order to obtain the data
needed to test the hypotheses.

I further understand that the data being collected
would be useless if other participants were informed in
advance of their participation in the experiment. The
experimenter's willingness to completely explain the re-
search procedures and purposes was & benefit to me in
that I was able to learn more about psychological re-
search. But I realize that this benefit entails a re-

sponsibility to the experimenter to protect the validity

of the research. I therefore pledge not to reveal any
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information about the experiment to anyone except that it

involves a competitive reaction time task.

(witness) (research participant)

(date) i




