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. . L - to Threat Situations .in Telzvision Drama
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: e e - ; o L _ .
+ Television is widely\reeogn1zed as a purveyor «of social:models to children,

R . . [

¢ -

s

but ‘it is.also frequently{criticized'for the laek of~diversity of social-con-

dltlons and roles in wh1ch behav1oral models appear (Lelfer Gordoh & Grévés. <

g . . . e

i .

L -

L, l974) . For example) although both aggre551ve ahd ﬁrosoc1al models are 1ncluded

B

in programs’%nd éffect,the subsequent behaviors‘of children'who view them'

s - 4 o

V(Bryan & Schwartz l97l-'Liebert’ Neale & DaV1dson l973 Ste1n & Frledr1ch iy

, -
~

press), these two types o§ nodels are usually presedied in stereo-ypically

-
-

d1fferent dramat1c contexts. PrOsocial behaviors are often featured in a

3?\?""context_ofslow--p;ced, hohCOnflictful,.qpiet entertainment, while aggression -
. a . . L. SR -

almost invariably occurs after some‘dramatic.provocagioh that is action-filled:
and conflictful (Gerbner 1972). The effectiveness of pfosocial.responses;to .

[

dramatic provocation has not been studied, although positive respoqses;to
+ conflict: are televantvand;realistie,possibilities, . The present study is -

ki

designed to examine the relative.effects of modeled prosocial and aggressive

. ) - . w . . . . ) . ©
. responses to conflict situations. = - . C e . | '\ ) oL
. . ~ . ) . a . ' u

. The context in which a_mo}eling sequence is embedded may well affect the

o

oegree to wh}oh'the behaviors;ate adopted by Q?gervers, but there ls‘little
P_' evidence tegarding thernathré”of‘the interaction.betweenlmodeliqg~cues end

[ . . - . : L . ’

""dontext. The issue is especielly{felevant to assésSing.the effects of:models

“ | | that show noh;ggress1ve eonstrdttlve réactions to cohflict or'threat sithétiohsfg

[

e

il

<

* One popular hypothes1s is that the effects of prosoc1al models mav'not extend

.

‘to contexts that are txﬁical of modeled aggression, either because the morézf'

»

positive behaviors are less likely'to be aitegded to and learned, or because-
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) modeled proSOclaimbehav1or. IannenbaUmiand Gaer's (1965) findingbthat provocationf

“ he ) ’ .‘ . . o ) : . e .
scenes involving threat of physical harm were emotionally arousing for viewers

- 2

w - R ) : ) . S R . N .
svggests -this idea, although behavioral effects were not . measured in this study.
: . P : » Lo

’ Al . . ]

However, models who respond constructivelyfto provpcation mightlactually o

. - . - . -

enhance subsequent prosoc1a1 Tevpondlng by observers. Thrs poss1b111ty is %ug—

& ?

-
M

. eested by Chlttenden s (1942) rcport that nursery school ch11dren who tfnded
»rto domlnate in peer~p1ay became more_cboperative after'symbdlgc doll—play,

: T - . -, . A ' '
'traihing-in'positive'respohding to difficult'situat{ons with otHérs. Since .

o
e

4
“the chlldren s td&fl act1V1ty 1eve1 d1d not change Ch1ttenden s procedures N _

appalcntly encou1aged responses that were 1ncompat1b1e with domluatlve behav1ors.

—— . . t .

Perhaps televlsed models who respon@7construct1ve1y to threat could_also, enhance

. - -
T . -

construct1ve responses” that are 1ncompat1b1e W1th phys1ca1 aggresslon in post- C o

»V1ew1ng situatidns. Thrs effect mlght result from helohtened attention tb .
. e . .
. . o .
- prosocial’ models because therrwbehaVior-is discrépant from'thefaggrefsion '

- . v . - a,

»tha5=steréotypicall§4occUrs.jb television threat situations.’~A second'possibrirty‘———'
A B - B a Voo

“

is thaf arousal 1nduc1ng provocammon scenes mlght helghten perTormance effects
o b'“ - S . . . f:‘;g PR .
) 3 . e

» N

In the presentje%periment;'thé effects of'a‘prpsocial _constructhe‘re~ o )
ﬂ
. ) . : N

sponSe to g&:eat and - a, phvsically agbreSS1ve react1on to&the same, provocatlon

: of mpdeling cues..

. e .

t

%

were compared . Children and adolescents watched a.televisionfdramavedited to

-,

show Qneﬂof‘these_two-types of regﬁpnse,uor they. saw a neutral program.: Their -
. ot . - - ) £ o . . a . . . * Wt

own interpersonal behaVior tendencie:, either prosocdial or aggressive, were
- . ’ . ‘. . i . o . n )
e Ly S e s .
~then assessed. - S B L A -
ST : . " Y " .
UL . WMethod - \

. oo T . T o } B T .
? . . o4 N Lo i X ‘. . .n

o

e The 60 subjects Were.drawn from sik classrooms at each .of three grade
]evels in a suburban hlnneapolls school d1str1ct _They-included 12 male and
12 fenale fourth’ graders (ﬁean aOe.? 9 years, 8 months; range = 9‘§‘4 ll;O);c .

. ‘h ~
. ew e R
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. ‘q ) f : : e 4 ‘
6 male and 6 female Schnth graders (mean age F.13 , range = 1242 .- 14,4),'and' ‘$;.:

JS T 12 male and 12 female tenth graders (mean age:='16,i;‘rangé“=‘15’§ - 17,0).  ° - "

. a"

. The school district was predominantly~middle—tlass,'and more ‘than -95% of,the :
R , ’ ' . ' ‘e e
subjects were white., - ’ T T . L =,
Y R S s ’ . e . '. ‘ IR OIVVV‘, i . _ : ‘a '» ‘
LR o Although age-related p;ed1ct1ons were not central to the study, subjects s
o . » 3 . . N . -
. of several ages were .included’ in the 1nterest of genera11ty of the telev1s1on-
content -effects. . ¢
‘ i . '. LY * : : \< ) '< lu' . ) - e N : .
. ..A 22-minute artion-adventure television program depicting an intense in=-
PN . N s . . .

‘terpersonal conflict was edited into two versions. : The conflict centered on a
: . e * ) . ) ’ *'_“ ‘ o . .
police'captain who, whileﬂacting as legal guardian fora*voung boy, was framed
» . Q )

» on a brlbery,charge by the boy s gangster uncle. In the Aggres51oﬁ vérsion

, & - the pol1ce captain responded to the threat by rerS1ng to c00perate w1th
i N :

1nvest1gators ‘and by confront1ng the gangster hlmself.«-Th1s vers1on was

[

distinctive in ‘that two scenes, both invdlving“fﬁst-fighting,and one'involying

it e g : S . ; .
-gunfire, were included. 1In the Constructive Coping version, the aggresseive ¢
scenes were replaced with three scenes showing investigators gathering clﬂes,
¢ 7 l X » . . t . - ’ ' . : s
. . .. . ) - . i . - )
engaged in negotiation, and collaborating on a’ construdctive solution 'td the.
» . . . ... M o B " R -

@

RN B »

‘% . problem. No aggression was included. -Additional -minor variations occurred

¢

in ‘the two versions in ordér to.preserve the dramatic continuity. in each, bdut
: o ] . R ; - Lo
" the bagic threat-depicting scenes appeared intact in both versions\ Conmercials

T .

. were removed from the edited prograﬁ§}l~A‘ﬁore detailed surmary of the two

versions appears in Collins (Note 1) ahd is also available from the aythors on

‘request. o L R : : . N o ’ e
. . . - v h . .‘ M N . " - . ) G . -
. ) Control subjects saw.a documentary about ecologjcal balance(on?the
- o . o Lo ) - - : L . “ . v .
African savanna. This program included no modeling of interpersonal behaviors.
' - a . . I's .

o

.To equalize the léngth of the tapes, two conmercialss about the production and

o . use afrenergy»ﬁeré inserted’in the controi‘tape; o N B s M }/g#-~
.. - o S . c o . | L
- ) . e - . - - - . . L
A S - . T . . oL s . : . . !
e i - o ‘ . N » - . ' o ] . .‘-
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Procedure

Ekggrwmenters. Two wh1te females conducted Lhe study. Each'experimenter

. ' : ° . N .
¢ - .was ass1sted by a whlte female or a wh1te male equ1pment operator._ The subjects
* 2 o ¢ . i .
were told that the experlmcnters were "people from the university' who wanted °

3

B s . ey : " ' o ' <
. their help on several prOJects. ' . . L =

i 4 o L 4 - o ’ . ' e e
Exposure to the stimulus. The experimenter randomly'divided the.class = = -

into twe groups, each with half of the;hales\aﬁd’half'of'the fémales in the

. . . 3 . . . kN
. . . . - .

class, and assigned each ‘grioup to separate rooms. To ninimize classroom,effects;

) . .. . .

i - ,the two groups from each classroom were randomly asslgned to somé two of ‘the

&L » .2 R ¢ 2

.Lhree cond1t1ons (A gress1on, Const1ucL1ve Cop1ng, Control) In this way, a
N i Co

. . N .
..

given”classroom contributed'equally to twd, but not -to a11, of the conditions

o
-

in the-study; In each group of approx1mate1y 12- 15 ch11dren, a cond1t1on ‘ .L‘H' ot

. \
. o

V1dcotape was played back on a Sony Cv- 2200 v1deoc01der and V1ewed on a 19"
black-and—white television'monitor. The_childred, who viewed in Tooms in

théir school building, were told .to "rélan and enjoy the show as if you were
v a® * S o T . ' N - - [
watching at home.'": . o . - S , .

a

- Dependent measure.. TImmediately after V1ev1ng, one male and one female L

v o B ! R -
- -

# « from each of the two viewing conditions in a classroom were asked to ﬁhelp
us on another project."‘Ihey then went to anothericlassroom and.responded
. . . A (3 . . . -

ol . = .
E . "

'to a v@rsion of ‘the Buss'(1961)'aggressﬂon"achine similar, to that employed

_ by Ma111ck ‘& thandless (1966) and by Lieberts & Baron (1972) The remainder
of the subJecLs part1c1pated in another act1v1ty not renorted here. The .
e -

. modified Buss'procedure ca11ed the "Help Hurt mach1ne"; was used to assess )

the w1111ngness of the- subJects to he E or hurt another (IlCtlLlOUS) child —.

»
h - L
‘ r

they tuought was worklng on a sound. d1scr1n1nat1on task in another room.

kg A -
2 - .
* . = f]

Although subjects cOu1d<neither sce -nor. hear théir alters, they were’ told that |

e 0007

.
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_the light en the gray response box in.front of them would flash whenever the

.

~alter made an error on'the’hearihg test; The,subject then had to decide‘to

X "push one of vthe two’buttoﬁs.' They were told that the green "help" button would

help the alter by e11m1nat1ng a dlstract1hg background noise, ghile the, reda -

.

."hurt“ button would hurt the alter s performance by maklng the d1stract1ng

- . . \

v noise louder. SubJeebs were also told that the longer they held down e1ther

. button each time the indicator light flashed, "the more they helped or hurt the

-
LY
. Y

altet"s .performancé. " Each subject wore 'safety earphones so as not’to hear the

B
v 5 . . - . ?

Q e
dctivity of the other subjects, and each response box was separated from the

- others by:screens to pfeyent subjects' noticing that the lights for all foi ¢
K C : ' B S . ‘ '
subjects flashed simultaneously. . ST e, .

. . s . .

The entire procedure for testing each subject was controlled in an ad-

-
-

jacent ‘'room so as to produce 20 trials, Each trial lasted for 15 seconds,.and
ihere'was a 15fsecohd ihterval betWeén-Irials, The timing was automated by an.
? " ‘0/ . &

electric t1mer attached to the response apparatus. ‘Each subject's response on
)
E

eachvtrlal (that is, whether he/she pushed the Help or the Hurt*button) ano'the

duration of that response Were autOmatically'recorded by an Esterline-Angus

- o o D e

’ .
- . . . - _ e

pen recorder. Th1s deV1ce was attached to the trmer ‘so that the durat1on of

" a résponse couqube?determined"with an accuracy of .1 seQOnd. h";‘”";““‘r

]

Four 1nterpersona1 response scores were computed for each subJect ‘on. the
.Qa

basis of Help—Hurt“responses; (a) Frequency of. He~p and (b) Freq;ency of Hurt

LI

¥

resouqses consisted of the nu;her of tiies out. of the 20 tr1als thﬁt the Help:

"~ and the ‘Hurt buttohs were pushed. SUbJECtS were 1ns~ructed to push only one’
buttonhon each’trlalf;ndAto push ihat button only once.’ HOWever, they were , -
free to boid the,button down as longtas«theyLWished.v Ihjthe rare cases’of

- - » . o e o oo ‘ :

. multiple button pushes per trial, only theufirst“push uas counted._ (c) Help-

. Duration and (d) Hurt-Duration sctores were calculated ad the total amount of
S - . - . » ) ~ .

- -

e . " -~

E &IIC' kK '.‘- .00'008 . . A *‘* )

Cbya L . . R D - e

4
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‘.tions of the button pushes 1ncluded in the frequency,count for each button ‘ ;

: ' Cee T F L. T . Recm oo
oo L "7 . .. Children's Reésponses
" e - e g o

htimeveaoh of the'twg.béttons‘was depressed over the 20 trials; Only the dura—

s .

were added into the total duTation SCores The.Help—Duration scores yielded

o

“0
[N

a split half ;eliability,of,,SS,‘ S s : N .

o R o ’ S A : o o L oo
‘It was n%ceasary to-omit data forfSlx subjects'Erom the analySis. Fi&é' ..
5' “ [— EY . a2 - '

<written questions'about thetpl%t‘and'the'Charatters Of7the~program they viewed.

sets of data Here: oiopped bccause the subJects railed to complete all“20 trials,

. I

eitherbecause of external 1nterfetences_or'inattention. The sixth subject
o : AR N .. T

- ’ o v . S,. 4. o
misunderstood the HeIp—Hurt.instructions about signals for_Eegigning and ‘ending.

of trials. Table 1 shows the original number of subJects by sex), grade and

condition and 1nd1cates §UbJECt loss. .After~the Help-Hurt measure. was ;
< . . : . i N N

conpleted and SUbJECtS qUestions—were‘answered, all subjects briefly answered -

- - . Ve 4.

. ¥

» LI e ” <

- . . . . ' . ' © e ” - coe
T T S Results . : < - S A
@ . ¢ a . . . . L -

" Constructive Coping 4 o L .“‘ » R : X

o ' .o o .
“ N .r . N " '\ . -

Children were 31gn1f1cantly nore likely to choose p051t1ve responses on

- [

the Help Hurt mtaqure fter seeing Lhe Constiuctive Coping program than after

. . ; .

'-qeeing either the Aggress1on or Control programs,__P 0 ~ié1 ponse means

e .

;arecshown in Pigure l. A thfee—way'analysis ofvvariance (sex x'grade p S condition)

o

3

o ¢

‘responses ch ldrcn delwvered (F = 3 65 f = 2 36 P < 05) Newman-Kedls.com—

T

parisons of means (Winer 1962) indicated LhaL childrép “whp V1ewed the Construc—

s

tive Copingdqequence gave moTe qelp responses tnan children who V1ewed either

the Aggression or the Control programs_(p < .05). Since Aggressiop condition

“viewers did nok differ from Control'subjecos.(p!> .05), the oondition“effecti

-

for the‘HelPquration,response measure (F < 1).

N ‘9

was most likely due to the CHhanc1ng eflect of the Conqtructive Coping version

- c e - [P

; )
on,prosocial responses rather‘than'to the'deleterious effect of the.Aggresf

o RS : ' IS

sion condition. Paralleél but nongignificant condition differences were found

2 . . @ o ) . i‘. .

S
@
.




5 2 < ,005). Newman Keuls' comparlsons of means showed that this effect was

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

indices of he1p1ng (F <1 fqr both)

: more_aggressiVe than children'in‘the Consﬁfuctive“Coping condition on both

v R .
> e

‘Chjfdren'stesponse-
.8 S

Fréquency o Helh responses inéreased'with grade (F L 7 26, df = : 2, ,36,

-

prImarlly due to . a S1gn1f1cant rncrease in he1p1ng from the. fourth to the tenth

3

'grades (R < 01) Seuenth graders *helping tendencies were'not'different from .-

those of éither older or younger;subjectS'(E;>3.05). ThlS grade gpttern was

,
. ey

not'apparent on the Help-duration measure,(25> .05). Thcre was no 1nteramt1on
: o _ o ., Ct ) o’ )

. s
'y 4

involving grade.;: o N L ‘ ,
~ ‘_' [ . S Lo T . : v . ’ .
ThereWcreno seX. d1errences ‘on either the frequency or the durat1on

~ . B - PR

+

Aggressrog. ' . oL : .

¢+ ! .
. .« .

Cond1t10n effects on. aggress1ve behaV1or (Hurt) scores were also pronounced’

L.

as - Flgure 2~shows. Children who saw the Aggression ﬁrogram’wererignificantly
~ ) ) o ’. . . _l‘ . . ) -q‘ ' - e -

. ©
. . " . . g .
@ «

' Frequency ‘and Durat1on 1nd1ces (hewman keuls R < .05); however, the Aggress1on-

- “~—

Control d1fference was not s1gn1f1cant (R > 05) Thus ethe Construct1ve Cop1ng

*

mode11né aga1n appears responslble‘for COUdltkOn effects on. both the frequency

tof Hurt respOnses (F 3. 55 df =2 36 R < 05) and the Hurt- duratlon measure -

e .
. N

(F 354 af = _,36 p< 05) A oL q

The tendency for aggressive. respondlng decreased W1th grade in bothwfre-.

-
e . - v .
- T e e L X

quancy (F 6.01, d_f_ = 2,36, R,< 01) and duration (F = 4.73, f-‘= 2' 5B < 05)

Newman- heuls comparisons of means. turther 1nd1cated that fourth graders scores

on both rrequency and duration were 51gn1f1cant1y greater than tenth graders

'(R < 05), but seventu nraoers scores were not significantly different,from

those of the other Lwo aQe oroupsl;R > 05) No other.main'effects or inter-
. i e T,

actlons appeared in analyses of the Help- ~Hurt responses.'
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Aggress1on scores, were h1gh1y negat1vely correlated W1th Fgequency of

B
/ . ®

"HEIP (r'=,-,98 for,frequency of Hurt T = A 81 far Hurt- Duration, for both

/
* s - -

P < 001): and He1p Duratlon scores ‘F —f- .66 for Flequency of Hurt '='—,41

t

; 5 .
for Hurt uuratlon, for both p,' .001) Interco:rel@tions for'each grade levels

‘. .k ) X . N . ."“ R “.
. separately Were similarly high andvnegatlve. =

a .
. | Afousal . , p _ LT SR
. N . . N . . t . s

M CAe B . . . .

o ~',' Since arousal is often thought to account for effects of mass- med1a vio-

“ .
° ~—

- . -
. . . ‘
v -

S ~ 1lence,. an analysis:was performedjto determine whether the prosocial anﬂ

-
: % -

, . o . , )
aggress1ve condltlohs were d1fferent1ally arouS1mg. ~“1f the Constructlve Cop- R
4 . / . .
o . 9 S i
1ng version proved to bes le s arou51ng than the Aggre551on and; Contral ver51ons,’

s

the contrast1ng effectsi'

i

the two programs m1ght be attr1butable to thé

¢

d1fferent1al arousal effects of the models rather‘than the Spec1f1c d1s1nh1-

> ¢ ’

.,,u

b1t1on effects of the1r ‘behaviors. Consequently, ‘an analysis“of combfred
A+ . s ’ .

I

. total-duration of Help and Hurt scores, representlng total button:pusﬁ1ng

" . S . A
. R ' . . . e,

activity, was performed .There was no'differahce between oonditions'(F.<'l),on'_

this Tactivity indekf‘ 1ndrc%£1no that cond¢t1on d1fferénces 1n response patterns

were probably not an art1fact of dlfferent total amounts of responding. o
- o '

- . . [ ", . . . . .
’ - & . ‘ DlSCu5510n e . : : .
v - . » é’ . . ° » . - -
-~ oo
-, The results 1nd1cate that viewing modeled constructlve responses to provo-
N IS . .

w N
catlon enhances general prosocaal respond1ng and inhibits. aggress1ve respondlng.
L. e - .

“
. -

o M h .
Thi's was true even though the st1mulus programs-apparently d1d not 1nduce d1f-
v . e

ferent l vels of act1V1ty. Ihe most plcu51b1e explanat1on for these effects

\/LS that the Coq@truct1ve Cop1no sub}ects were affected by model1ng eues that
o . were, 1ncompat1ble W1th ‘the less poslt1ve responses ava1lable to %hem. The
. . : o ) . K4

finding is emlnlscent both of'oh1ttenden s (1942) results aud Dav1tz s (1952)

‘ eV1dence thgt tra1n1ng ch1]dren in conqtruct1ve act1V1t1es 1ncreases the llke- ’
}lihoodidf constructive reactions following'frustration.; Perhapshtelevised
s ' " : . . : b.

.
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models provide such training for young obse “vers.,

o

e

¢

. £
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@

i - .
. »

Thls may be pa1t1cularly

\. 1

trie” Wnen the models themselves are respOndlng to provocatlve clrcumstances

thatpare stereotyped contextsffor .ggress1ve respondlng.

A

%3

_.three age levels:

levels‘o

fUActlon of

surprising,

s
LY

-

~

age lcvel

there is llttle

/
At the same t1me, ‘there was some 1nd1catlon that abs01utq

asis’,

»

+

‘The strong effect of the-Constructiv 'Coplng %ondltlon was found at all

s

pos1t1ve responding 1ncrcased and hostlle resnpnd1ng decreased as a

2

.

Whlle a negatlve 601relat1on between the two is not .

r

a-isting 1iﬁ%rature~(e.g.;vFeshb ch 1970

)

Rosenhan 1972),

&2

partlcular pattern of\ mean score

prosoc1al alternatlve in a forced eho1ce 51tu£l1on llke the PeTp Hurt measure

either in the present ;tudy or. in thé ex- ¢

of

fdr explﬁlnlng tbls

It may be that tendenc1es to choose the

“y

increases-with age,/produqing a corresponding decrease‘in aggressive respond-

-

e

)

'ing; or aggressive ghoices themsélves may be less' likely with increasing age,

.. . . <
making prosocial alfernatives more likely.
decreased significantly across grades,

-grade effects,

»

» I

S

makes the latter explanation morchredible.,

0y

The fact. that Hurt-Duration scores.

‘
-~

it ].:S [4

However

»‘.possiblehthat inverse age-related pattern ‘for the.frecuency scores is not due -

o may'be explainable by two related'phenomena:

~

— .y

to either of the simple causal relationships mentioned previously.

Rather, it
. ’ . ’
(1) socialization practices that

.
.o g

as

while Help-Duration scores showed no
o, . . . -

encourege constructive responding while discouraQing aegressive behaviors;
. w . . . .

well as (2) the development of cmpathlc cognltlve nnd afrcctlve‘capabllltles

that are 1ncompat1ble w1th ﬁgcresslon (Feshbaqh & Feshbach, hote '2), but that

-
-

"The fact that both rrequency and

o

/
m1ght facllltate prosoclal 1esponu1n§

“

duratron 1nd1ceszof ‘positive

nwithin.each grade~level suggests thaF,

\

i

 —

and host11e respondlng are negatlvely\correlated

if these latter_processes do affect

v \

T

"
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social respond1ng, they have begu1 to do so by th1rd grade and progress1ve1y

oo

E ° PR B . . Cse

affect children's behavior into h1gh school.. o ' o :

.A pertinentﬁhypothesis'implied by theSe data is that"%mdeledhprosocial‘

responses to an %rousal 1ndu01ng provocat1on may be ‘even more potent than

A tést of th1s hypothes1s
: <
requires dn equivalence of modellng instancés that cannot be assumed for the

- g

modelel aggression in slmllar provocatlve contexts. .
Y .

L

present stlmu11, consequently, the fact that both "qelp ‘and "Hurﬁ" response

°

' \
patterns aﬂpear to result from the 1ncrease‘1n Help nd the decrease in Hurt N

behQV1ors in the Constructlve Coﬁfng cond1t1on is not ﬁully 1nterpretab1e. hid

.

,Howaver, in viéw of-t@e frequently reported aggression—Zﬁhancing effectsrof -

v “ . - e

the relat1ve1y strong effect of the prosoc1a1 model

MY

‘fmodeled aggre sion,

One posS1b1e reason’ fo

deserves further attentlon.

the_aggrggglne

-St:. .
% / .

g

present Aggre551o'

,,‘_.‘.,—-

e

E)

/‘
—"6f'§1gn1f1canthdls;hkgb ting effe

o B IR Y ~,- —
of nn aggr3551ve st1mﬁlus. A second poss1b111tz_is_Jjunyfnnr?r“'ESs1ve- : U

.1f~ . \\ . ot .~’ : A
- o

responses a latrvel . novel reactlons-to threat in -t 1ca1 te1ev151on
L’,s,re_re ! hreat i YP,..-» P

S oL X

programs;jcogsequenﬁly, thg{ may_havelbeen~more‘attention-gqtting.than~aggression.
o e . - _" \ ‘ . . . {"-‘ . . d o .,
A third;eSpeciafly inteiestin% possibility{is that_middle-clasé?children'such as

Ve

" ’ . 7—, ot - "’ . ' - H -
our subJects h ave beEH‘SOCiallxﬁé to value non-agg ressiVe'solutions and, : - ‘

o N > . .\ . .
N 3 . "

*

1mp11c1t1y a551on a hlgher valence'to a modeléd solgtlon of thlS y:“

- .

- ~
K . R R

‘thérefore,

ot ,;

v
?drther 1esearch should be d1rected to e

4

type than tonan aggresshve solutlon.'
L3

4
[ '* . >

““clar1f1catlon oﬁ_quch p0551b]e,fdélors in the 1mpact of nonaggress;ve models.

P

” 4
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