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CHAPTER 11

THE PROBLEM OF AGGRESSION IN RETROSPECT :

There are almost és many theories of agg-
ression as there are individuals doimg research om it.
partly, this is because differemt scholars have studied
the problem from the vieupoint of different disciplines,
and research methods vary tremendously, Some inves-
tigaters feel that rigorous, highly comtrolled EXperi-
mental research provides the only key qu understanding
aggressive behavior, even though such research necessarily
confines them to the milder types of aggression that
can b e investigated in the laboratory, amd bars such
areas as group or_iﬁternationai violence, Others feel
that naturalistic observation of naturally occuring
aggressive interactions such as gang fights or warg is
the method of choice. S5till other scholaré maintain
that any theory of aggression derived solely from
research on humadns i1s bound to be imadequate., They
prefer to study éggressive behavior écross the full

/

phylogenetic spectrum.

’

Thus in many respects the sitwation is
similar to the three blind mem attempting to describe

an elephant when each could touch only part of it.
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But when it comes to theories of aggression, unfortu=-
nately, we cannot even be sure that we are all attempting
to describe the same animal, We may have wandered

blindly into a zoo and stopped before different cages.

Bespite this diversity, there are certain
common threads that underlie most of the theoretical
approaches to the problem of aggrqssisn. Aggression,
after all, is simply one form of human behavior, amd all
human activities do have 8 commom factors that must be

considered if the activities are to be explaimed, so,

too, with aggression.

The first factor we shall call imstigation.

By instigatiom we wean those forces within the indiviudal
that motivate, drive, or impel‘him towards the performance
of aggressive behavior. uithoutlsueh motivaéiom:it is
unlikely that thé individual will behave in am aggressive
fashion, Similarly, @ group is not likely to behave
aggressively unless it has some members who are instigated
tovards the performance of aggressive behavior, Uhile

most basic form of inséigation to aggression is a desire
to hurt ethers, such anger or hostility is not the ofly

' motivational source for aggressive behavior, Sometimes
indiviiduals or groups behave aggressively as a meanms to
accomplish other ends, The hangman may simply be trying
to earn anp honest living, Of course, as is the case im all
human behavior, aggression is .uswally multiply determined,

satisfying a rumber of needs,
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The second set of factors that we shall consider

are inhibitions. Inhibitions are factors in the indi-

vidual personality that oppose the overt expression of
aggression. In the absence of internal inhipitions,

the individual will probably act on his aggressive insti-
gation, unless (1) theres are other competing responses
which are stronger, or (2) there are external inhibitions
present in the environment. Houever, all societies have
developed taboos against some forms of aggressive behavior,
and most individuals growing up in these 6ulture learn
inhibitions against the overt expression of at least some
forms of aggressive behavior. The interaction betueen
instigation and inhibition helps determine whether or

not an aggressive response takes place, and it influences
the direction and the nature of any aggressive behavior

that is performed.

Man does not live in @ vacuum, His
behavior is @ function not only of his individual personality
characteristics but also of the situations in which he

finds himself, It is these situational factors that form

the third group of variables we must consider in the
analysis of aggressive behavior, These situational
factors may act either to facilitate or to inhibit the
expression of aggressive behavior, The presence of a

i b TN

crowd cheering one & might have . oo™
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a facilitating effect, while being confronted by an

officer of the law might have an imhibiting effect.

For an aggressive act to take place,.then,
the motivational factors instigation and the situational
factors that fécilitate the eXpreésion of aggression
must exceed the inhibitory factors = the bersonality
and situational faétors that coynteract the overt expre-
ssion of aggression. If tﬁe inhibitory factors outweigh
the motivation factors, then the aggressive act cannot
take place, On the other hand, if the motivating factors
exceed the inhibitgonS, the aggressive act ﬁil take place,
This does not necessarily mean that it will occur.
However, the fact that instigation out=-wéighs inhibitions
only means that aggression is possible., Man is a complex
creature, and at any giveh time a numbér of different
responses and behaviors afe probably competing for
expression, Engagimg in one act often means that the
individual canpnot take part in amother, so a decision
between them has to be madeé, Most of the time. these
internal bargaining processes take place unconsciously
anﬁ so rapidly so that we are unaware of the process,
Most theorists would not object to the analysis thus far,

but here and the limits of common agreement,

Review of the literature and theories oﬂ frustration

and aggression $ v

Writers such as' Freud (1920), Storr (1968),

and Lorenz (1966), trace the mainsprings of aggression
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primarily té internal(sources, and assume that man

has a2 spontaneocusly engendered drive impelling him to
attack and even destroy other persons; they maintain

that this energy must be discharged (whether by direct
aggression, the observation of viclence, the destruction
of inanimate objects, participakion in competitive sports,
or achieving of positioﬁs_of acminance and mastery) if
uncontrolled explosions of violence and perhaps even

suicides are not to occocur,

@ork E% Siéhubd'"%iéhﬁ : Freud was trained

as a physician and did physiological research long beforme
he turned his attention to the psychological complexities
of human behavior. With his backgrou;d, and the

Parwinian spirit of his times, it is not surprising that

he should have arrived at a theory of human behaviour

that was firmly rooted in man?s animal mature. The
destructiveness of World War I had‘é profound effect on ;
Freud?s tﬁinking. Earlier, Freud had emphasised the life
force (libido or ercs) as the biological sogurce of human
motiyation. But the mass destruction of the war convinced
the 60 year-gld fFounder of psychaanalysis that man is |
impdlled not solely by libido, but by another unnamed

set of drives he termed the "death instinct® or Thanatos
(Gones {955) the primary function of the death instincts,
according to Freud, was the destruction and return of

the individual to an inanimate state; aﬁd overt aggression

was seen as the outward manifestation of these instincts,
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Freud meintained that although the aggressive drive
had a biolggical basis, inhibitiong develop during
childhood as-a result of the resolution of the Oedipus
Complex and the comsequent formation of the superego,

or conscience,

Like many of Freud's theories, the postulated
death instincts were greeted with same skepticism both °
within the and outside the psychoanalytic movement.
This notion that man carries within him the seeds of his

oun destruction was abhorrent to mamy on theological

and philosophical as well as scientific grounds,

Freud's theory has important practical
implications,. @S‘mith ﬂurenz, the notion that aggressive
instigation is an innate human attribute suggests there
is little to be gained by efforts to prevent aggressive
motivation from developing., Moreover, the idea strongly
implies that violence, for instance homicide, is the
natural éorm that aggressive behavior would take unless
blocked by inhibitory forces., On the other,hand; Freud's
theory that inhibitions develop in the course of the
young child?®s interactions with his family suggests that
child rearing practices aimed at fogtering inhibitions

against aggression have hope of decreasing violence.

Lorenz and other Ethoiogiété s

One group of the people who popularise the

notion that man is instinctively aggressive take their

§
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eviﬁance<From the scisnce of animal behavior, called
etholog?. Some of these writers are among the world?s
foremost ethologists, In many cases, their studies .

are careful and detailed and constitute major additipns
to our knowiedgé of the way their subjects behave, For
the most';art there is no quarrel with the guality of
that work, or with its imparta}me. There is strong
disagreement, however, with the easy analogies these
wirters have made betwsen genes and the behavior of fish
on the one hand, and hum@n beings on the other,
Ethologist believe that human violence is a built-in=-
human quality and that man kills his fellow men because
of his inheritance from his killer ancestors, Lorenz
seek to answer that why man has such a singular propen=-
sity for "intraspecific®™ aggression by stating that
unlike non-verbal animals, manis rapid technological
development has outstripped the slower evolution of inmate
inhibitions against the exﬁressian of his aggrassiué
instigation, icreni has suggested that the besh solution
is to provide men with opportunities to discharge their
aggressive instigation through éarticipation in sports
and other harmless competitive activities. The most
important books and writers who have takem this position
to inqate aggressiveness during ‘the past decade have
been , on aggression (1966) by Kbnrad Lorenz, African
Genesis (1961), The térritorial Impe rative (1966) and

The Social Contract (1970) by Robert Ardrey, Adventures

with the
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Missing Link (1959) by Raymand Dart, The Naked Ape (1967)
and the Human Zoo (1969) by Dasmond Morris, Human
Aggression (1968) and Human Destructiveness (1972)

by Bnthony Storr and Finally there is Niko Tinbergen's
Oxford Inaugural Address "0n War and Peace in Animels am

man®* (1968).

Leon Eisenberp énﬂaﬁéﬁié§nﬁbﬁ£gdﬁ :

Eisenberfy (1975) and Momtagu (1976) debunks these
corrently fashionable theories of in;ate éggfeésiveness.
Montagu takes issue with innate agg;essionists and shows
that "on every one of the fundamental claims they have
made éoncerning manss a;legedly instinctive drives, they
are demonstrably wrong", 1In addition, he sets forth
the scientific evidence for an alternative view. Montagu
re futes point by point such proof of our *killer instinct?
as the existence of cannibalism and territoriality, the
idea that tools were originally wtilised as implements
for killing, and practice of extrapolating to human
behavior the evidence of ethology. The facts support
his view that virtually no specific human behavioy- is
genetically determined, that humams are capable of all
kind of behavior and that behavior is determined by
interaction of éxperiance and genetic constitution,
The'notion that human beings are inescapably killers

has had a fierce grip on the western imagination for

centuries, Many people find it a comforting thought
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for not omly *explains; the worldwide violence to which
we have grown accustomed byt also "excuses™ our oun vio-
lent behavior. ieon Eisenberg alsoc rejects the currentl—y
popular notion that man ié instinctively aggressive.
"Human nature is not truely reflected in the currently
popular image of a,;naksd apei, motivated by "territorial
imperatives" and impelled‘by "aggressive instincts,

He also chalienges Sigmund Freud, whose illusion of
civilization were shattered by the barbarities of the
first world war, and wrote in Civilization and Its
Discontents: "The Temdency of aggression is an innate,
independent, instinctual disposition in man®,  Eisen=
berg argues further that the ways in which men thsorize
about themselves influence significantly how they behave,
Thits would it mot be far more sensible to begin with

the assumption tha? men are by nature neither aggreésive
nor peaceful, but rather are fashioned into one or another
. as a result of a complex‘interactian betuween a widely,-
but not infinitely, modifiable set of given biological
conditions and the shapimg influences of the biological
environment, the cultural enuélopé and individual
experiences?

h ale Groun -

Frequently seen as the major alternative ta
"the Freudian-Lorenzian conception af aggression is the

frustration aggression hypothesis proposed by ¥ale GrSUp
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i.e., Dollard, Doob, Miller, ﬁomrer and Sears (1938).
The Yale Group had ma2intained that a frustration,
defined as “"an interference with the occurrence of an
instigated goal response at its proper time in the
behavior sequence“, will universally arcuse an insti-
gation to aggression. Some American‘psychologisté (zeq.
Bandura and Walters, 1963) have guestioned this thesis
by cited demonstrations of learned modifications of
frustration reacticms as evidence of the imadequacy

of the frustration=aggression hypothesis,

The 1939 monocgraph *Frustration and
Aggression? by Dollard et al has stimulated more empirical
ressarch than any other theory of aggression. Largely,'
this was because the authors, who were reared im the
American behaviorist tradition, couched their hypotheses
in clear, unambiguous language and provided operational
definitions of their princiézg constructs, During
the last three decades many e&gbnéously interpreted
the statement "Aggressiom is always a consequences of
frustration® to mean that frustration always leads to
overt aggressive behavior, Miller (1941) then clarified
the point by postulating that instigation to aggression
inevitably follows frustration, but that whether the
instigation is actually expressed depends on the relative

strength of instigation and inhibitions.

Another poimt of controversy was whether

the theory implies that frustration is the only cause of
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aggressive instigation. Buss (1961) suggested that
attack, also, can elicit imstigation to aggréssion.

A number of studies on animals ﬁave shown that painful
stimuli such as electrical shock, intense heat, physical
blows and tail pinches can result in aggression(Ulrich,
Hutchinson, and fzrin, 1965) some authorities argued
that such stimuli fall within the Yale Groups® defini-
tion of a frmétration as an interruption of an ongoing
goal sequence, Berkowitz (1962), for example, stated,
M .s.. A person who steps on our toes might also arouse
angef if this action interrupted or interferred with
internal responses oriented toward the reservation

or attainment of security or comfort," Others hold
that it is more parsimoniocus simply to include attack
as one of variables which, along with frustration, can

elicit aggressive instigation.

Subsequent reéearch on the frustration-
agg;essign theory has focused on the factors that may
influence the amount of perceived frustration and the
subsequent instigation to aggression. The arbitrariness
of frustration (Pastore, $952), and whether the
frustrated individual believes he will have-an oppor-
tunity to retal;ate (Thipaut and Coules, 1952} Worchel,
1957 )have been among the variables found to in?luenée
these parameters. VYale's group study take its departﬁre

point from the assumption that ~‘aggression is always
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a caﬁsequeﬁce of frustration', More specifically the
proposition is that the occurance of aggressive beﬁavior
aluays presupposes the existence of frustration, and
cont rariwise, that the existence of frustration always
leads to some form of agfiression. From the point of
view of daily observatiom, it does not seem unreason=
able to assume that aggressive behavior of the usually
recognised varieties is. always traceable to amd produced
by some form of frustration, But, in many adults and
even children, frustration may be followed so promptly
by an apparent acceptance of the situation and readjust-
ment, that ome looks in uéin for the aggressive behavior
to occur, Here, aggressive reactions may be temporarily
compressed, delayed, Bisguised, displaced or ot%erwise
deflected from their immediate and legical goal, but
they are not desstroyed, ‘Bafore we preceed further it

will be useful to define certain related concepts,

An instigafar is some antecedent condition
‘'of which the predicted response is the comsequence,....
The concept of instigetor is much broader tham that of
stimulgus; whereas the latter refers only to emergy
exerted on a sense organ, the former refers to any
antecedent condition, either obserﬁed or<inferred from
. which the response can be predicted, whether this
condition be a stimw%ﬁus, a verbally reported image,

idea, or motive or a state of deprivatiom......
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Several instigators to a certain response may operate

simultanecusly, adding to the strength of instigation,

An act which terminates a predicted sesquence

will be called a goél response, It reduces the strength

of instigation to a degree at which it mo longer has
as much of a tendency to produce the predicted behavior

SEeguUEence .

an interference uith the occurrence of an
instigated goal-respomrss at its proper time in the

behavior sequence is called a frustration,

A substitute response is any action which

reduces to some degree the strength of the instigafion,
the goal response to which was prevented from occuring,
Substitute responses ocour with great frequemcy in the
face of frustrations of all kinds. Any sequence gof
behavior, the goal-response to which is the injury of
the person towards whom it is directed, is called

aggression, According to the frustratiomn-aggression

hypothesis, this is the primary and characteristic

reaction to frustration.....

Many of the common forms of aggression can
be instantly recogmized by almost any observer who
belongs to a particular culture in which they occur,.
Like other ferms of behavior, aggressive behavior is

~also frequently forced inmto culturally defined pattern.
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Acts of physical violence ars perhaps the most obwious
one, Phantasies of "getting even" with fivals, calculated
forays against frustrating persons (whether the weapon

is a business deal, a gun, a malicious rumor, or a verbal
castigation is of little moment), and generalised
deStructive or remonstrative outbursts like lynchings,
strikes, and certain reformist campaigns are clearly

forms of aggression as well, It hardly needs special
emphasis that°tremendous1y complex learned skills, such

as the use of the'boome:iange apd machine gun, may occur

in these aggressive hshavior sequence,

Aggression is not aluays manifested in overt
movements but may exist as the contemt of a phantasy or
dream or even @ well thoughout planm of revenge. It may
be directed at the object which is perceived as causing
the frustration or it may be displaced to some altogether
innocent source or even towards the self, as in masochism,
martyrdom and suicide, Thus target of aggression may be
inanimate or animate, Such nouns as anger, resentment,
hatred, hostility, animus, exasperation, irrikation and

annoyance carry something of the mearimg of the concept,

Verbs such as destroy, damage, torment, retaliate, hurt,

blow up, humiliate, insult, threaten and intimidate refer

[

to actions of an aggressive nature,

Rlthough the frustration - aggression
hypothesis assumes a universal casual relation betueen

frustration and aggressionm, the two concepts have been

defined independently as well as dependently,
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. The deﬁendenf definition of aggression is
that response which fellows frustration, reduces only
the secondary, frustratien - prdduced instigation,
and leaves the strength of the original instigation
unaffected. Frustration is imdependently defined as
that condition uhich exists when = goal-responsé suffers

interference. . Aggressiom is independently defined

as an apt uhosé goa2l-tesponse is injury to organism.
The frustration - aggression hypothesis
originated in 4Frustration amd QAggression', and it is
stated clearly on the first page of the book : "This
study takes as its point of departure the assumption
that ‘aégression is always a conseguence of frustration?,
More specifically the proposition is that the occurr-
ence oi aggressive behavior dluays preéUpposés the
existence of frustration and, contrariwise, the exis-
tence of frustration always leads to some form of
aggression." (Dollard et al, 1939, p. 1). This
immediate reaction to this sweeping generalization was
negative, and one of the authors quickly amended tﬁe
hypothesis to read, "Frustration produces imstigations
to a number of different types of responses, one 6f
which is an instigation to aggression."™ (Miller,1941,"
pe338). This new version of the hypothesig?ggt retain

! .
the sweep and generality of the original, and it is
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certainly mors in line with the facts concerning

frustration and aggression,

In denying that frustration aluays leads to
aggression, Miller did mot -retract the other half of
the hypothesis, namely that aggressiom is always caused

by frustration:®

“The assertion that the occurrence of
aggression aluays presupposes frustration, is in our
opinion defensible and useful as a first qpproximétion
or working hypothesis.® (Dollard et al, 194#, p.338).
This notion,‘that the dnly‘antecedenﬁ of aggression is
frustration, has beem accepted by most psychologists
who have dealt with thistissme. There have been two
outstanding exceptions., Maslow (1941) denied that 1
simple frustration would lead to éggressian, which he
believed would be causesd onlj by attack or)threat.
Rosenzueig (1945) also emphasized that nom-threatening
stimuli would ﬁot leéd to aggfessioﬁ but éhat threaten-
ing, frustrative stimuli would leéq to aég;éésign.
Except fo} these two writers, most psychologists appear
to have accepted thé F;ustratién - aggression hypoéﬁesié,
denying any antecedent to apggression other than frus-
tration. In}the two comprehensive reviews by psycholo-

gist (Berkowitz, 1958; McNeil, 1959) the frustration =-

aggression hypothesis is‘Fully accebted. Be rkouwitz
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goes so far as to state that frustration imcludes
attack and insult, arguing that frustration and attack

cannot be distinguished operationallly,

Reinforcement PatternS'anH ﬁggreséicn B

The Social Learhihg Theory

1

The social learning theoéf proposed by
Bandura and Malteréiggpresents a shift in emphasis to
how aggressive b;havior patterns are learned and main-
tained, Compared with the other theorisﬁs, these
authors are less concerned with the-sources of aggre-
ssive instigation or drive tham they are with the reimn-
forcement contingencies in the miliéu which influence

whether an aggressive response, once made, will be

rewarded,

While most of the theorists thus far have
focussed on uhaé Buss (1961) terms “angry" aggression =
aggressive behavie® that is rewarded by the iﬁjuryiof
the victim - Bandura amd Walters also include *instru-
mental? aggression within their doméa‘.n. They investigeate
aggression learned as a means.tc séme other end such
as imitation of @ parent?!s aggressive bshavior to mbfain
his approval, These studies demanstrate that theories
of aggressive behavior that are limited to angry |

aggression will be incomplste.
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The response to aggression can also,
according to Bandura and Walters, have complex results.
Physical punishmemt for aggressive behavior may induce
inhibitians, as the Yale Group suggested; but it may
simultaneously, provide the child with an aggressive
model to imitate.‘.Simiiarly, engaging‘im overt aggress-
ion may reduce instigation,making subsequent acting
out less likely, but it can alsc decrease inhibi-
tions, thereby increasing the chances for future
aggressive behavior, The practiéal implications
of the social lea@rning view point is that the elimi~
naéion of frustration through successful poverty
programmes and the like might reduce instigation to
aggression, but extrinsic rewards for aggressive
behavior im a culture alse contribute to the develop=

ment and maintenance of aggressive habits, '

Resenzweiq *Frustration Theory® and his definition

of frustration

Im 1934, Saul Rosenzweig, them a Research
Assistant in the Harvard Psychological Clinic, published
a "?euriéﬁic" classification of types of reactions to
frustration., A more complete formulation of his theofy
“appeared in 1938, His theory consisted ¢f three major |
points, First, there was a very global defimition

of frustration corceived as the "Jccurance of an pbstacle

that prevented the satisfaction of a meed." The term

iy
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!
Meesd" is used 8s more or less equivalent with the

broad concept of motivation, Second, and perhaps

. the best known feature of this theory as the classi-
fication of types of reactions to Frustgation. His
concepts “extra-punitive®, %intropunitive? and fimpu-
nitive? come under the directhbon of aggression. *Obstacle
dominance', ‘ego-defence’ and *peed-persistence' came
under the type of aggression. The third is the
"frustration-tolerance ® which means 4the cépacity of

the .individual to withstand frustration without resorting
to inadequate modes of response (Rosenzueig, 1965).

He asgsserted that frustration toleramce téﬁds to

increase with age, and elso there is some sert of
"optimum”" amount of frustratiom that anm individual
should experience at a particular developmental level

in order te attain maximum frustration-tolerance.

Rs an impediment to growth, frustration
is an ingredient of all disease., As a stimulant to
growth it enters into mogt; if not all, creative
activity. The importance of stress to tﬁe physi&an
hardly cam be overestimated, and amy instrument that
cont ributes . to an appraisal of its effects in the indi-~

vidual patient is necessarily of interest,

Frustration theory assumes the unity-of-

the-prganism, but attempts to implement the point of
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view comcretely by adopting frustration as é cemtrally
orienting concept and ofdering to it in operational
and experimental terms many of the insights derived
-from psycho®analysis and psychosomatic medicine
(Rosenzweig, 1944)., The thesory includes three levels
of psychobiclogical defence the celluler or immuno-
logical, tﬁe autenomic or emergency, and the cortical
or ego-defence, The normal amd abnormal interrelation-
ships of these levels in the umified fumctionimg of tte
organism provide the key to both adjusted amd mal-
adjusted behavior. M@As can be appreciated readily, a
general theoty of diseasd and of health is implicit in
the afore~indipated continuum § Frustration-growth-

creativity.

Frustration is defined as goccurring when-
ever the organism meets @ more or less insurmountable
obstacle or obstrliiction in its route to the satisfaction
of any vital meed, An adventitious increase of tension
signals the presence of such a8 stress. It is hypethe=-
sized that when such stress occurs aggression of some

type ensues,

Rosenzweig!s description of aggression @

Rogression has bsen discussed in recent

times with two fallacies in evidence, 0One of these
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perhaps the more important equates aggression, uith
hostility or destructiveness. However, conceived as
generically or esséntially self-assertive, aggression
cém be viewed as affirmative or negative, constructive
or destructive in effect. The other fallacy concerns
the limitation of aggressiom to antecedent frustration,
While it is true that frustration is ene of the promirent
conditions to the instigation of aggression, it is not
justifiable, accerding to presemt knowledge, to regard
aggression as necessarily dependent upon Frustratién.
®aggression® is broad encugh to embrace both consfruct-
ive and destructive behavior; for reasons of convenience,
the part of present investigation is limited to verbal
aggressive behavior under frustrating stimulus cmﬁditions.
“Convenience® refers here to the Picture-Frustration
(P~F study, which was devised as a tool to elicit the

various modes of verbal aggressiom induced by frustration)



