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ABSTRACT

The present study investigates theidifferential effects of
positi&e'and negative feiﬁforcement on a class of verbal aggressive re-
sponseé, and the subsequent differential effects Jf such reinforcement
upon post-ihterview aggressive behavior. A total of 60 college students
was tested under three different reinforcement conditions (20 Ss in each):
1) positive, 2) negative, and 3) control (non-reinforcemenf)e ‘A pre-
iﬁterview measﬁre of nonverbal éggression"was deterﬁined by’the number
of shocks 8 administered to a second but unseen S during a five-minute
period., Following the shock task, a baseline for tﬁe emission of aggress-
ive verbai responses was established for each group. Then, each group
was éubjectedﬁfo its appropriate reinforcement condition while again

emitting aggressive verbal responses. Following this verbal condition-

ing phase S was given a post-interview shock task that was identical

to the pre-intérview task. The results indicafed that positive and
negafive reinforcement have differential effects on a verbal aggress-
ive response class but the differential effects failed to transfer to
thé nonverbal response mode. A critical anglysis of why this transfer
did‘not o;éur was attempted and suggestions for fufure research were

presénted°



INTRODUCTION

The efficacy of the traditional patient-therapist verbal inter-
action ih altering the patient*s subsequentvbehavior beyond that seen in
the therapist®s office has long been an issue for debate. Proponents of
the behavior therapies such as Wolpe (1964) and Eysenck (1960) criticize
the "cathartic” type therapy and believe tﬁat little chaﬁge in overt be-
haviér can be induced through the usual 50 minute discussion technique
and more direct methods for altering the undesirable behavior should be
utilized.

Other investigators such as Nuthmann (1957) and Lovaas (1961, 1964),
although not necessarily defending the traditionalntheraﬁeutic Eechniques,“
‘believe that a crucial interaction between verbal and noﬁverbal behavior
actually exists. However, the exact nature of this interaction has not
yet been delineated and the failure to pinpoint the dynamics of this inter-
action has led researchers to be concerned that therapists (although well
trained and apparently quité competent) may inadvertently alter behavior
other than that which they afe attempting to modify. That is, since the
dynamics and the exact consequences of the verbal interaction between the
therapist and the patiegt is not yet specified, the therapist may be un-
wittingly utilizing a technique that may affect behavior in accordance
with an unknown principle, producing results in opposition to the therapist's
primary goal. These critics feel, therefore, that it is necessary to study
the nature of this interaction between verbal and nonverbal behavior and
determine the basic principles prior to applying them to the therapeutic

situation.
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The nature of this interaction has not escaped investigation, how-
ever, as Lovaas (1961) offers four possibilities for consideration. The
first one“is thaé a Vérbal response, when reinforced, becomes a discrimina—
tive stimulus for a related nonverbal behavior. This implies that positive
reinforcément of the verbal behaviqr_denotes an aéceptance or at least
not a punishment of related nonﬁerbaivbehavioro

The'second is that the twe modes of behavior interact on the
basis ofrhaving common reinforcing stimgli (primary as well as secondaryje
Thus, reinforcement contingencies resqlting”in changes in the one mode of
reépondiﬁg should have a corresponding effect in the other mode of res-
ponding°

The third possibility is that certain verbal and nonverbal be-
haviors have occurred together in the history of. the individual and
through this pairing the verbal résponse has become a discriminative
stimulus for the nonverbal behavior.

The fourth manmer in which verbal and nonverbal behavior may
interéct also assumes some influence from the past.history of the in-
dividual; That is, if a nonverbal behavior has been associated in the
past with aversive stimuli the occurrence of the related response may
produce some extinction of the conditioned aversive stimuli. Through
generalization the effect on nonverbal behavior (if the conditioned
aversive stimuli inhibits the nonverbal behavior) would be an increase
in the nonverbal behavior.

. Although Lovaas offers the only comprehensive explanations of the
pﬂenomenon, the modification of nonverbal behavior through the manipulation
of mediating verbal referents has been demonstrated by several recent

studies. Krasner, and Knowles, and Ullman (1965) report that the
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conditioning of positive attitudes toward "medical science' did not in-
crease subsequent performance on a dynamométer; However, és whose favor-
able attitudes toward ‘medical science" did increésevdemonétrated\less
of a decrement in dynaﬁometer perfbrmaﬁce than Ss whose favorable attitude_
decreased. Ullman, Weiss, and Krasner (1963) found that psychiatric
patients who were high inhibitors on aanMPImscale had lower scores on a
perceptual defense fest (PDT) following verbal conditioning of emotiomnal
words. Furthermore, the‘16Wéred pe;ceptual defense led té improved group
therapy behavior. Singer (1961) demonstrated that verbal conditioning
can alter responses to a cbmbiné;ipn‘of the éalifornia and Cbristie F
Scales and that generalizationiqéqurs to themCalifornia E Scale. Using
children as subjects, Lovaas (1961) found-that an inqreaée in aggressive
nonverbal behavior occurs foiiowiné positive reinforcement of aggressive
words. In a similar study, Lovaas (1964) demonstrated an increase in the
nonverbal consummatory respoﬁse of a fooé object following positive rein-
forcement of the food term.

However, most studies in verbal conditioning have concentrated on
the modification of the verbal behavior and have not extended their in-
vestigations to the subsequent modification of the corresponding nonverbal
behavior. Affect responses were conditioned by Salzinger and Pisoni
(1958); Babladelis (1961) conditioned positive selffstatementsg Greenspoon
(19555 c6nditioned Ehe r;te of emission of plural versus ﬁonpluréi words;
and Métarazzo? Saslow, andPareis (1960) conditioned the verbal response
class "human references," :Extensive reviews of verbal conditioning
studieé are provided by kraéner (1958), Salzihger (1959), and Greenspoon

(1962) .
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All of the above studies (including those that concentrated on
the verbal behavior alone and thoée that investigated the modification of
nonverbal behavior through the manipulation of the verbal béhavior) used
a positive reinforcement condition to increase the rate of re3ponding,
and all appear to accept the assumption that a negative verbal statement
from an Interviewer will nbt increase or maintain a verbal operant. This
assumptién appears to be based upon Verplank's (1955) conﬁention that
agreement with a speaker or merely péraphrasing'the épeaker's words will
elicit more opinions from the speaker and "...that disagreement reduces
.the numbef of opinions given, as does ignofing the speakerfs statement."
Therefore, negative reinforcing stimuli have seldom been employed iﬁ a
verbal coﬁditioning paradigm. An- exception, however, is the work of
Heller, Brahlek, and Morris (1965a) who set out to condition a response
class of”pasF references which were emitted by adult subjects.. An unseen
interviewer administered the reinforcement by presenting a short restate-
ment of the past reference and either a negative evaluation, a positive
evaluation, or an amBiguous:evaluation of the reference. Contrary to the
concept that a positive verbal statement will increase the probability of
a response recurring and a negative or aversive verbal statement will
decrease the probability of a response recurring, the results indicated
that subjects given the negative reinforcement condition emitted more
past references than either the amBiguous or the positive conditions.
Furthermore, the positive conditibn resulted in a lower number of past
éeferences than either of the other two conditions. 1In a rélated.study
Heller, Brahlek, and Morris (1965b) have shown that négative verbal re-

inforcement maintained less of a decrement in positive references about
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an animal, than did posigive verbgl reinforcement. However, no changes
in the corresﬁbhdigg nonverbal response mode were foﬁnd°

From this standpoint one must. exercise caution when attempting
to demonétréte the effects of verbal conditioning by employing only the
traditional positive reinforcement technj_éques° Heller (1965) notes:
"...researchers should .choose to study experimenfal variables ﬁhich'are
ﬁore representative of the cognitive capacities of their human subjects.'
Therefore, in future verbal conditioning studies, whether they be
concerned with the modification of nonverbal behavior thr0qgh verbal
conditioning, a negative reinforcemenf condition should not be omitted
from the paradigm. In fact, in order to provide a better understanding
of these experimentai variables, replications of previous verbal condi-
tioning and transfer studies should be initiated with the addition of a
negative reinforcement condition. One such study is the work by Lovaas
(1961) who has demonstrated thét‘nonverbal.aggressive behavior can be
modified through positive reinforcement of the verbal aggressive response
mode. However, due to the lack of experimental evidence, what effect, if
any, a ﬁegative interviewer would have on these two aggressive response
classes is not known. The present study can ﬁe seen as an effort to fill
this void by attempting a partial replication of the Lovaas study with
the addition of a negative interviewer role. However; since the present
study uses adultbsubjects,rather than children and a different method
to measure verbal and nonverbal aggressive behavior it cannot be seen
as an exact replication of the lLovaas study. But it should be noted
that:Lovaas‘ major concept that'nonverbal aggréssive behavior can be
modified through verbal conditioning is maintained and is investigated

through not one experimental variable (positive reinforcement condition)
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but, rather, through two experimental variables (positive and negative
reinforcement conditions).

Thefefore, the sﬁecific hypotheses of the present study are:
(a) Negative and positive reinforcement conditions have differential
effects upon the rate of responding in a verbal aggressive response
class, and (b) Negative and positive reinforcement conditions have

differential effects upon post-interview nonverbal aggressive behavior.



METHODOLOGY

Subjecté
All Ss were undergraduate volunteers enrolled in introductory
psychology classes at the ﬁniversity of Arizona. The mean age was
19 years - 7 months and the range was from 17 yearé - 2 months to 32.

years - 4 months. A total of 60 Ss was tested, 30 males and 30 females.

Procedure
Upon reporting to the experimental room, Ss were brought into an
inner 8' x 10' room and were given the following instructions:

This experiment is divided into two phases. During the
first phase of the experiment we are interested in the physio-
logical changes induced in a human subject by means of an
electric shock. You will not be shocked. In the outer room
we have a subject performing a simple motor task and we have
attached electrodes .to this subject so that he may receive a
mild but slightly painful electric shock. Your task during
this first phase is to admihister the shock to the subject.
You do this, during a five-minute period by pressing the
button. Each time you press the button the subject will
receive an electric shock. Your instructions are to press
the button as often or as few times as you want during the
five-minute period. The sequence and number of shocks you
wish to administer‘'to the subject is left up to you.

The onset of the five-minute period will be indicated by
the light on your left, when the light comes on the five-
minute period has begun and when the light goes off the five-
minute period has ended. Remember, you may press the button
as many or as few times as you want.

During the second phase of the experiment you will be
given a verbal questionnaire pertaining to various attitudes
and opinions of college students on many topics. More detail
of the second phase will be given after you have completed
the first phase. Are there any questions?

After the instructions were read E elaborated on the dual nature of the
experiment by explaining to 8§ that the first phase of the experiment was

7
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a replication of a previous study with one important alteration -- the
elimination of E's control over the number and sequence of electric
shocks being administered. The reason for this change was explained in
terms of the possibility of the first study's data being biased by E and
his method of administering the shocks to Ss. By having a second S
administer the shocks E would not have control over the shocks nor would
he know how often they would be administered. It was explained further
that the two sets of data could then be compared and the issue of experi-
menter bias could be resolved. S.-was then told that the second phase was
a method of obtaining information concerning attitudes and opinions of
college students for a different research project and, in fact, S's time
was being utilized very effectively for two research projects simultaneously.

Following the elaboration, E retired to the outer room and re-
corded the number of times S pressed the button during the five-minute
period. The five-minute period constitutes an operant period to establish
each S's level of aggressive behavior.

Upon the termination of the five-minute period E returned to the
inner room, assumed the role of an Interviewer, and read to S the follow-
ing instructions:

You have just completed the first phase of the experiment.

The second phase is structured in this manner: I am going to
read to you items from a questionnaire concerned with various
attitudes and opinions of college students. You should consider
each item I read in terms of whether or not it pertains to you
or whether or not you agree with the item. If the item pertains
to you or if you agree with the item simply say, "I agree.' 1If,
however, the item does not pertain to you or if you do not._agree
with. the item simply say, "I disagree."

At times I may make a comment concerning your answers to

these items. . If I do make a comment I will merely do so and
then proceed immediately to the next item.. We will not, at

this time, discuss any of the items nor my comment, if any.
Therefore, the only verbalization required of you during this



second phase is your answers "I agree' or "I disagree." Are
there any questions? ‘

Afﬁer reading the instruétions E read each item on the questionnaire to
S and responded in role to S's “Iragree" answers.

Upon the completion of éﬁe secoﬁd phase E informed S that while
he was answering the questionnaire items a second experimgnéer»was pre-
pariné another subject for the shoék experiment;” 5 wés asked if he would
’pérticipate again in énother five minute shock administe%ing phase, E
then briefly reviewed the iﬁstfuétions for the first phase, retired to
the outer room, and recorded S*s responses. during the secbnd button pressing
segment.

After the second five-minute period E returned to the.S and asked
him to write an answer to the following question: "In your own words

explain what you think this experiment was about."

Groups

Three separate groups of 20 Ss each (10 males and 10 females) énd
three different interviewer roles were used,w Grqup A reqeiﬁgd thg Pbsi_
tive Condition during which the Interviewers responded to 8's "I agree"
answers to questionnaire items rélating to aggression withﬁthe~étatemeﬁts
"That's good" and "that's fine" or other similar positive remarks; Grodp B
féceived the'Negative Conditioﬁ and the Interviewers resﬁonded with "That’é
bad" and "That's poor" or other similar ﬁegative statements when § answered
"I égree"afo questionﬁaire items relating to aggressionm. The Interviewers
éémained”silent and did not respond to S's "I agree" answers in Group C

which constitutes the Control Condition.,
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Measure of Nonverbal Aggressive Behavior

Ss were given two fiVe~minqte pgriods'(a bre-interview period
and a post-interview periﬁd) during“which they”were free to shock a second
but unseen S by pressing a_%utton as often or as few times as they desired.
The number of tiﬁes S pressed the button during each of these five-minute
periods constitutes S's nonverbal aggressive behayior for that period.
Since Ss were told that they would not have the opporﬁunity to view the
second .S while he was being shocked because it might.influence their
method of administering the shock itrwas not necessary to actually have
a second S participate in the experime_nt°

Tﬁis is a modified form of a technique deyeloped by Berkowitz
(1958, 1965) who purperts to quantify overt aggressive behavior by
ﬁeasuring the number. and duration df a limited number of electric shocks

Ss administer to another person.

Interviewer
The Interviewer was a 29 year old male graduate student who has
participéted~in several verbal conditioning studies and other related

studies as an Interviewer.

Questionnaire

The questionnaire comsisted of two forms with each containing 22
items referring to aggression or hostility and 11 filler items pertaining
to various other attitudés° The Minnesota Multiphasic Personmality Inventory
provided 29. aggression items (15 for Form A and 14 for Form B) and éix
filler items (three items for each fééno (see Appendix A)o The Edwards
Personal Preference Schedule provided'niné aggression items (four for

Form A and five for Form B) and nine filler items (five for %orm A and
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four for Form B) (see Appendix B). Six aggression items (three for each
form) and seven filler items (théee for Form A and four for Form B) were
obtained from the 16 P.F. (éeé Appendix C)o_ The items from éachréfrthe
three tests were QSSignéd to thé tWo'fo?mé on a random basis but each
' form contained the same sequence of presentation of the aggression>items
and the-fillér-items° Each form began and ended ﬁith an item referring
to aggression. |

| On a random basis one-half of the males and one-half of the fe-
males in each group receiﬁed the séqﬁenee Form A - Form B and one-half
of the males and one;aalf of thg females réceived tﬁe seéuence Form B -
Form A. The first form presented to S cpnstituted an operant périod‘to
determine the number of times S would answer ”Ivagree"_to aggression
items and the Interviewer did not respond to éﬁy of S;s answers. The
sécond form présented to S constituted!the conditioning»period and the
Interviewer responded>in role to S's "I agree" answers to the éggression
items. The S's "I aéfee" answers to éﬁe fillér items were not>resp0nded
to by the Interviéwef nof did he respond to any of S's "I disagree"

answers.



RESULTS

Verbal‘Conditioning

The mean number of positive responses to questiomnnaire items re-
lating to aggressioﬁ is shown in Figure 1. The Positive Group had a
X = 9.05 for the first 33 items and to the séconﬁ 33 items X = 9.55. The
mean number for the first 33 items for the Negativé Condition was 8.65
and decreased to X = 7.10 on the second 33 items. The Control Group had
a X = 8,01 for the first 33 items andkdecreased slightly to X = 7.90 for
for the second 33 itéms,

Table I shows 6rthdgonal comparisons between groups using change
§cores. ‘Changé scores were computed for each group by taking tﬂe sum
of the difference betwegn the number of positive responses on the first
and second questionnaire forms for each‘S° Orthogonal comparisons 6&f
change scores between the Positive Group and the Negative Group yielded
an F of 7.12 with 1 and 57 d.f. which was significant at the .0l level
thué.confirming the hypothesis that Positive and Negative Reinforcement
Conditions have differential effects upon the rate of responding in a
verbal aggressive réspbnse class. However, there was n; significant
difference between the average of the Positive and Negative Groups as
compared with the Control Group. Therefore, when taken together the Posi-
tive and Negative Conditions were no more effective-than a Neutral Condi-

tion in producing changes in a verbal aggressive response class.

12
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TABLIE I

ORTHOGONAL COMPARISONS BETWEEN GROUPS USING CHANGE SCORES
 BETWEEN THE FIRST QUESTIONNATRE FORM AND
- THE SECOND QUESTIONNAIRE FORM .

'Source S8 d.f. MS F " p
Between Groups 592.08 2
Comparison: ’

Pos vs Neg | 42.02 1 42.02 7.12 .01

Pos + Neg vs :

COntrOl 1a21 1 10 21 O -
Remainder = 548.85 .0
Error (WG) 336.50 57 5.90

Totals 928,58 59

Nonverbal Behavior

The mean number of shocks admiﬁistered by Ss during the pre-
interview and_post-interview periods is shown in Figure 2. Ihe Positive
Group during the fre-interview period had a mean éf 30.95 reéponées which
decreased to X = 18.70 during the post-interview period. During the pre-
interview period the Negative Group had a X = 30,10 responées which in—’
creased to X = 32.70 ‘during the post-interview period. The Control Group's
mean number O0f responses during the pre-interview was 26.05 which increased
to i = 28.40 during the égst-interview period.

Table II shﬁws orthogonal comparisons between groups using change
scores. -Changé'scores were_computed for eachvgroup by taking the sum of
the difference between the.number ofﬂshock responses administered during
the pre- and post-interview périods fior each S. No'significanﬁ differences
were found between the Positive and Negative Groups thus the hypothesis

that Positive and Negative Reinforcement Conditions have differential
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effects upon post-interview nonverbal aggressive behavior was not confirmed.
In addition there was no significant difference between the average of the

Positive and Negative Groups asAcompared with the Control Group.

TABLE II

ORTHOGONAL COMPARISONS BETWEEN GROUPS USING CHANGE SCORES
. BETWEEN THE PRE- AND POST- INTERVIEW SHOCK, PERIODS

Source ' 58 d.f. MS F p
Between Groups 31074.23 2
Comparison:
Pos vs Neg 2205.23 1 2205.23 2.47 -
Pos 4 Neg vs
Control 343,41 1 343.41 0 -
- Remainder 28525.59 0
Error (WG) 50816.50 57 891.52
Totals 81890.73 59
Awareness

To the question "In your own words explain what you think this
experimeht was about," oﬁiy one S mentioned I's role as influencing the
verbal behavior and tﬁe nonverbal behavior. Four mentioned I's role as
influencing the verbal behavior or the nonverbal behavior and one mentioned
I's role but ﬁot its influence on either verbal or nonverbal behavior.

The femaihing 54 Ss offered explanations of the experiment that did not
mention I's role or his influence on verbal or nomverbal behavior. Evidently
the lack‘of‘éﬁéreness did not affect the différential effects of the
Positive and Negative Interviewer Roles on Ss' responding in a verbal
aggressivé'responée‘cléssa Howevgr, é-tfue conditioning effect was not

obtained and this may be due to Ss' lack of awareness.



DISCUSSION

It is interesting io note that the present study did not confirm
the results of the Heller, ggglq, studies which included both a positive
and a negative reiniprcement conditién in the paradigm. That is, these
previous studies demenstrated that the negative reinforcement condition

maintained the verbal operant at a higher level than did the positive

i

reinforcement condition whereas the present study found that the positive
condition yielded a slight increase in the verbal behavior while the nega-
tive conditioh'produced a decrease.

An attempt.to explain this disparity can be made in terms of an
unstructured versus a structured situétiqn*during the verbal conditioning
phase of the experiments. The Heller, éggla, studies allowed S complete
freedom during a 15 minute beribd to talk aboutunearly any topic he desired.
When S emitted the reference to be conditioned and received a negative
statement from the Interviewer for his efforts, S had a strong tendency
to become argumentaéive and to attempt to sway the Interviewer over to
his viewpoint. By responding in this manner S neceésarily had to copntinue
talking about thé same topicufhat elicited‘the hegative response, thus
emitting an increasing number of the verbal reﬁerenté. Evidently the
positive reinforcement condition did not prééént a similar challenge and
S often would begin to discuss topics other than that which elicited the
positive statement from the Interviewer.

The present study, héwevef, does not allow the opportunity to dis-

cuss or persuade and Ss in the negative condition may have attempted to

17
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avoid the Interviewer's negative commenté or gain his approval by the
onl& method available ;o them at the time ;- quit agreeing to aggression
items. Immediately following the verbal condiﬁioning pﬁase Ss in the
negativebcondition would invariably begin to qualify why they were agreeing
with the items on the questionnaire and question the Interviewer as to why
he kept making negative comments. This suggests thafJSs had a tendency
to become argumentative but the structured situation kept this tendency
from being realized.

Since the corresponding nonverbal mode of responding was not altered
significantly by verbal conditioning it is difficult to differentiate be-
tween the variousrhypothéges presented by Lovaas concerning the interaction
between these two médes of behavior. Howe&er, since this interaction
apparently did not occur according to brediction some important comments
concerning each of the explanations should be made.

To begin, the concept that reinforcement of verbal behavior denotes
an acceptance or at least not a éunishment or related nonverbal behavior
is an‘infefesting one but does not provide an answer to an important
question of how many times must a reinforcement be administered before
the verbal behavior achieves the power of a discriminative stimulus for
related nonverbal behavior; In other words, how many times is it necessary
to reinforce verbal behavior before a correéponding chénge in the nonverbal
behavior occursZr Furthermore, Lé;aas does not consider what the nature of
this interactioﬁvmight be if one would use an aversive reinforcement rather
‘than a positive reinforcement on the verbal behavior. Can it be assumed
that negative reinforcement of verbal behavior denotes a punishment or a

7

least a nonacceptance of related nonverbal behavior?
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Thgse questions havevimportant implications for the therapeutic
settingo- That is, how many times must the therapist positively or nega-
tively reinforce a patient's verbal beﬁavior before the nonverbal be-
havior yields and begins to change accordingly?

Secondly, the concept that both modes éf behavior have common
reinforcing stimuli and changes in onem%ode will result in chaﬁges in the
other mode suggests a near linear relationship between these behaviors.

Why then when positive and negative reinforcement had different?al effects
upon the rate of responding in the verbal response class did not a corres-
ponding differential effect on the nonverbal behavior also occur? Perhaps
there exists a linear relationship for certain kinds of behavior'but-for
other behaviors such as aggression the interaction between-verbal and non-
verbal résponse modes may become a matter of the degree of reinforcement
‘once again.

The third possibility assumes that verbal behavior already has
the prOpérties of a discriminative stimulus for the mnonverbal behavior
produced through a pairing of the behaviors during an individual's history.
Again the question occurs concerning how much reinforcement of this discrimina-
tive stimulus (presumably less since it already has the properties of a
discriminativefstimulus)'is necessary to produce a change in the related
nonverbal behavior. Aléhough Lovaas considers the fourth possibility the
least likely it has particular’impbrtance when considering aggressive be-
havior. For most individuals nonverbal aggressiﬁe behavior has been assoc-

’iated;in the past with aversive stimuli. Presumably, by positively cpnﬁi-
tioning verbal aggressive behavior éom; extinctionvof these aversive

stimuli may occur. Note that Lovaas was able to increase children's non-

verbal aggressive behavior through verbal conditioning of aggression words
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vet this study failed to do likewise with adults. Perhaps the failure to
increase the verbal and nonverbal aggressive behavior in adults was due
priﬁérily to adults,having a much greater frequency and divergency of
aversive stimuli associated with aggressive behavior than do children.

If so then it is possible that a great deal more reinforcement may be
ﬁecessary for an equal amount of change to occur in adult's aggressive
behavior. Furthermore, the verbal aggreésive behavior decreased when
negatively reinforced while the nonverbal did not show corresponding
changes. This suggests that for adults aversive stimuli may be more
effective for altgring verbal aggressive behavior than for altering the
corresponding nonverbal response mode.

Another aspect concerning the difference between children’s and
adult's aggressive behavior should also be considered. As a child passes
thréugh thé various stages of socialization hekﬁegins to learn that verbal
aggressive behavior is more acceptable than acting-out or nonverbal aggress-
ive behavior and respond accordingly. It is highly unlikely, however,
that children of nursery school age have learned this socially important
discriminating at such an early stage of development. Therefore, since
adults realize that verbal aggressive behavior is more écceptagle than
the nonverbal aggressive behavior, reinforcement of the verbal behavior‘
may alter the verbal response mode but through discriﬁination correspond-
changes igythe nonverbal response mode may be inhibited. Children, how-
ever, may not as yet learn this discrimination and reinforcement of the
verbal aggressive behavior may alter the verbal response mode and through
generalization corresponding changes in the nonverbal response mode may

also occur.
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The point of this discussion is that on the one hand the four
possibilities presented by Lovaas are faifly divergent in their respect-
ive concepts but on the othér hand they all seem go imply a near linear
relationship between verbal and nonverbal behavior. A more accurate ex-
planation should include the concept that for some behaviors a great deal
more reinforcement mﬁy be necessary before changes in the corresponding
nonverbal response mode can)be obtained than for other behavidfs, In
addition, some nonverbal behaviors may not have an interaction with a
corresponding verbal response mode and verbal conditioning will not pro-
duce correéponding changes in the nonverbal response mode. |

If it is true that for some verbal behaviors no corresponding
interaction with a nonverbal behaviqr exists, the effects that the tradi-
tional "cathartic' type therapies have concerning appropriaﬁe changes in
a nonvefbal respoﬁse mode may be minimal. Perhaps in situations like
these the more direct behavior therapies would be more efficient. How-
ever, other behaviors which can be shown to have a strong interaction
between the vergal and nonverbal aspects of the behavior may yield them-
selves to the traditional therapeutic setting quite well. The problem
remains, however, to determine which behaviors fall into which categories.

Although s;veral possibilities have been considered in an attempt
to explain why the modification of verbal agéressive behavior did not
alter the corresponding nonverbal response mode these explanations cannot
be considered exhaustive without including an analysis of the experimental
design employed by this study. That is, the failure of verbal and nonverbal
aggreésive behavior to interact ﬁay be due to an a?tifact of the paradigm.

One such possibility is that the nature of the shock task may not have been

a true measure of nonverbal aggressive behavior. Since Ss were given a
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socially acceptable reason why they should shock another person and they
did not actually see the person they wgre»shoéking they may not have been
responding in the same manner as they would have if the task had been
viewed by them as a truly aggressive one. Thus if the nonverbal response
modevwas not an aggressive task it may not have been subject to modifica-
tion through the reinforcement of verbal items relating to aggression.
Therefore a more adequate measure of nonverbal aggressive behavior should
be employed in future studies concerned %ith the modification of nonverbal

aggressiVe behavior through verbal conditioning.

- -
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10.
115

12.

13.

14,
15.
16.
17.

18&

19.

200

219

22,

24

Ageoression Items

When someone does me a wrong I feel T should pay him back if I can,
just for the principle of the.thing.

At times I feel like smashing things.

I get angfy sometimes.

I sometimes tease animals.

At times I have a sErong urge to do something harmful or shocking.

Some peopie are so bossy that I feel like doing the opposite of what
they request, even though I know they are right.

Sometimes I feel as if I must injure either myself or someone else.
At times I feel like picking a fish fight with someone.

I have at times stood in the way of people who were trying to do
something, not because it amounted to much but because of the
principle of the thing.

I get mad easily and then get over it soon.

i have been quite independent and free from family rule.

I can easily make other people afraid of me, and sometimes do for
the fun of it.

I do not blame a person for taking advantage of someone who lays
himself open to it.

I easily become impatient with people}
Sometimes I enjoy hurting persoms I love.

I am often”said to be hotheaded.

‘Horses that don't pull should be beaten or kicked.

I am often so annoyed when someone tries to get ahead of me in a line
of people that I speak to him about it.

I have at times‘had to be rough with people who were rude or annoying.

There are certain people whom I dislike so much that I am inwardly
pleased when they are catching it for something they have done.

I am often inclined to go out of my way to win a point with someone
who has opposed me.

1 like to poke fun at people.
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24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

25

In school my marks in deportment were quite regularly bad.

I do not try to cover up my poor opinion or pity of a person so that
he won't know how I feel.

I strongly defend ﬁy own opinions as a rule.
I would certainly enjoy beating a crook at his own game.
Some of my family have habits that bother and annoy me very much.

I don't blame anyone for trying to grab everything he can get in
this world.

1t makes me impatient to have people ask my advice or otherwise
interrupt me when I am working on something important.

Filler Items

Most any time I-would rathér sit and daydream than to do anything
else.

I do not worry about catching diseases.

Most people make friends because friends are likely to be useful
to them. ' ’

I have no erdemies who really wish to harm me.
i enjoy social gatherings just ho be with people.

When a man is with a woman he is usually thinking about things re-
lated to her sex.
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1.

2.

27

Aggression Items

I like to attack points of view that are contrary to mine.

I feel like telling other people off when I disagree with them.

I feel like criticizing‘someone publicly if he deserves it.

I feel like making fun of people who do things that I regard as

stupid.

I feel like getting revenge when someone has insulted me.

I like to blame others when things go wrong.

I like to read newspaper accoungs of murders and other forms of
violence.

I

I

like

to tell others what I think of them.

get so angry that I feel like throwing and breaking things.

like

Filler Ttems

to conform to custom and to avoid doing things that people

respect might consider unconventional.

like
like
1ike
like
feel
like
like

like

N

to plan and 6fééﬁize the details of any work.

to avoid responsibilities and obligations.

to analyze my own motives and feelings.

my friends to make a fuss over me when I am sick.

timid in the presence of other people I;régard as my superiors.
to eat in new and strange reséahrants,.

to finish any job or task that T begin.

to read books and plays in which sex plays a major part.
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7.

29

Agoression Ltems
In a strange city, I would walk wherever I liked.
It is more important to get your ownriéééé put into practice.

If I disagreed with a class teacher on his views, I would usually
tell him in class that my opinion differs.

When I need immediately the use of something belonging to a friend
but he is out, I think it is all right to borrow it without his

permission. ’

I have on occasion torn down a public notice forbi&ding me what I
feel I had a perfect right to do.,

People have sometimes called me a proud, '"stuck-up" individual.

Filler ILtems

I am sometimes sO very hapﬁy that I get afraid my bappiness cannot
last. 7

I have a feeling that my friends do not need me so much as I need
them. ' '

I can always change old habits without difficulty and without slipping

back.
On top of a high building or in a deep tumnel, I never feel nervous.

I think I am more sensitive than most people to the artistic
quality of my surroundings.

I would rather be an insurance salesman than a farmer.

In social groups I am bothered by self-conscious shyness.
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