[image: image1.jpg]© Original Artist
oldlinati nhtamah\e i
toonSto

5Rizelje




[image: image2.png]Obsudes fo Helping

Audence inhibifen
il ook e a foo.
Corts excond rewards
| What if 1 do sometting
wona? He'l sve mel

Lack of compelence
Fnot trained t0 handle the,
and who would | call?

Diffusion of responsiilly
‘Someone ooe must have
calld o1l

Ambiguity
1o sho really sickor just. drurk?.

behveen aftacker and vickm
Theyl ahve t0 resohe their oun family
quarels.

Plrsiisicigrorance.
o one clsc scems worrid.

Diskacion
Stop fooing around, ids, wee here 20 eat.
Sefconcerns
e for a very important, datel






Nature & Causes of Aggression

Key Definitions

· Aggression is causing deliberate harm to another person who wishes to avoid it. 

· Antisocial/Hostile Aggression – Aronson et al (1997) – ‘Aggressive action is behaviour aimed at causing either physical or psychological pain’ e.g. involving anger

· Instrumental Aggression – Behaviour which involves harm to others but only as a means to an end or goal, typically based on controlled processing
· Prosocial Aggression – Aggressive behaviour which aims to prevent some greater harm
· Sanctioned Aggression – Aggressive behaviour which is either legal or permitted because the ultimate outcome is seen as justifiable. E.g. acting in self-defence, a woman who injures a rapist while defending herself.
· Deindividuation - A person may lose their sense of individuality so that social, moral and societal constraints are loosened. 
· Relative Deprivation – A perception held by an individual or group that they have less than they deserve or expect, compared to others.
	Aggression
	•Causing deliberate harm to another person who wishes to avoid it. 



	Altruism
	•Voluntary helping → can be costly to the giver

	Anti-Social Behaviour
	Aronson et al (1997) – ‘Aggressive action is behaviour aimed at causing either physical or psychological pain’ e.g. involving anger

	Bystander Behaviour
	•Bystander intervention – form of PSB, when the bystander intervenes to help the person in distress

•Bystander apathy – the bystander chooses not to intervene and ignores the person in distress.

	Catharsis
	Release of tension and anxiety, resulting in a calming effect.

	Culture
	The system of shared beliefs, values, customs, behaviours, and artefacts that the members of society use to cope with their world and with one another, and that are transmitted from generation to generation through learning

	Empathy
	Ability to experience the emotions of another person.


	Hostile Attributional Bias
	Graham et al.(1992) -  The tendency to attribute hostile intentions to others 


	Pro-Social Behaviour
	•Prosocial Aggression – Aggressive behaviour which aims to prevent some greater harm
•PSB - helpful behaviour seen to benefit another.

	Reciprocal Altruism
	If you help someone today, they will help you tomorrow

	Social Constructivism
	That knowledge is not purely objective, but is at least partly socially constructed i.e. subjectivity.

Part of broader social movement called ‘post-modernity’ 

Part of a broader intellectual endeavour called  ‘post-structuralism’

	Vicarious Reinforcement
	•Aggressive behaviours may not be imitated simply because they have been learned - vicarious reinforcement is required.

•Behaviour is +vely reinforced if it brings about a desired outcome.

•Behaviour is -vely reinforced if it prevents an undesirable outcome.


Measuring aggression

· Difficult to operationalise the concept. Different psychologists may be measuring different aspects of aggression e.g. hostile or instrumental. Thus, most concentrate on physical aggression – but then there’s lack of research in other areas. 

· Ethical issues involved in such studies. E.g. Zimbardo et al (1973)

· Informed consent

· Protection from harm

· Demand characteristics

· External validity – therefore cant generalise

Social Psychological Theories of Aggression

Frustration-Aggression Hypothesis – Dollard et al (1939)
· Suggested that aggression is a specific response that individuals make to frustration.

· Claimed that frustration always leads to aggression, and aggression is always caused by frustration. However, the aggression may be displaced from the source of frustration e.g. taking it out on someone.
· Pastore (1952) claimed that justified frustration produced aggression; unjustified frustration did not.

· Doob & Sears (1939) - Found that participants reported anger when imagining frustrating situations. 

· Catalano et al. (1997) - Found that an increase in job losses was associated with an increase in violence. 

Evaluation

· Cause and effect - Frustration can cause aggression but frustration doesn't always lead to aggression

· Other factors relevant to frustration include personality, reward–cost analysis
· Individual differences – some people remain cool and calm in an aggressive situation e.g. like a nurse dealing with a difficult patient.

· Culture/location – your displacement depends almost entirely on the society your in and the situation your in. e.g. if a teacher drops something on her foot in class, she is not going to swear and become abusive.
· Research support - There is evidence for displacement. 

· Over-emphasis – on the link between aggression and frustration
Relative Deprivation – Stouffer et al. (1949)
· Relative deprivation - A perception unacceptable discrepancy held by an individual or group about what they think they have a right to, and given social conditions, they estimate they are realistically capable of attaining. This is accentuated by comparing themselves to others, thus it is commonly known as ‘perceived relative deprivation’ 
· Suggested that people at the bottom of the social strata suffer the most hardship → high levels of frustration → high levels of aggression.
· Berkowitz (1972) – If people feel deprived of something to which they feel entitled → aggression.
· Claimed subjective frustration due to perceived relative deprivation can incite aggression. 
· Most often found in industrialised societies, where there often are two distinct social classes.
· Runciman (1966) – Identified two types of relative deprivation
1. Egoistic relative deprivation – An individual compares him/herself with another similar individual. Relative deprivation may be sensed if the other individual is perceived to enjoy more privileges. Comparing yourself with someone rich and famous is a futile exercise, as it’s unrealistic and does not leave you with enduring feelings of deprivation.
2. Fraternalistic relative deprivation – Members of one group compares itself with another group. Relative deprivation may be sensed if the other group is perceived to enjoy more privileges.

· Feelings of fraternal (rather than egoistic) relative deprivation are more likely to lead to social disharmony.

Evaluation
· Makes a clear distinction between perceived relative deprivation and actual deprivation. 
· A
Social Learning Theory – Bandura (1963)
· Claimed that aggressive behaviour in nonhuman animals can be explained in terms of instinctual drives, but argued that aggression in humans is the result of learning.
· Aggression is learned through reinforcement of direct experiences and imitation of aggressive models, such as parents, peers or even TV/film characters. 

· Behaviour is +vely reinforced if it brings about a desired outcome.

· Behaviour is -vely reinforced if it prevents an undesirable outcome.

· AGGRESSIVE BEHAVIOURS MAY NOT BE IMITATED SIMPLY BECAUSE THEY HAVE BEEN LEARNED - VICARIOUS REINFORCEMENT IS REQUIRED.
· He emphasised a distinction between how this learning occurred in a social context. 

1. Learning by direct experience – Derived from Skinner’s operant conditioning. If you push someone to get something you want, the behaviour will become reinforced.
2. Learning by vicarious experience – A form of observational learning, if a child sees a ‘model hitting a doll and being rewarded for it, they will imitate the same behaviour e.g. a baby crying to get food etc. 
· 3 stages to the modelling of any form of behaviour:
1. Acquisition – Individuals pervious experience of that behaviour (e.g. observation) either that of their own or others.
2. Instigation – Degree to which the behaviour has been successful in the past
3. Regulation – The likelihood of the aggressive behaviour being reinforced or punished. 
· Bobo Doll study - Children were more likely to behave aggressively towards the doll if they had observed an adult hitting and throwing the doll (Bandura et al., 1963), particularly if they had seen the adult being rewarded for the behaviour (Bandura, 1965).

Evaluation
· Subjective - Explains how reinforcement in different contexts can lead to differences in behaviour in different roles. Explains influence of TV and film on the behaviour of children

· Individual differences - Dill et al. (1997) found that aggressive personalities perceived more aggression in a video than did non-aggressive personalities – also there are cultural differences.
· Methodology of Bobo Doll study – The children found to be more aggressive, were said to be generally more aggressive in the nursery by teachers.
· External validity – Bobo Doll’s do not retaliate when hit, in reality when hitting someone, they would be some form of retaliation. 
· Ethical issues - Bandura’s experiments had low ecological validity and high demand characteristics – cant generalise findings.
· Research support - There are numerous studies on children that back up this model. 

· Reductionist - The theory is limited as it ignores individual differences and biological factors.
· Can explain inconsistencies in an individual’s aggressive behaviour – If someone is domineering and assertive at home but quiet and submissive when at work, it means they have been reinforced differently in both situations.
· Origins of aggressive behaviour? – can’t explain where it originates from and why (possibly biological).
Deindividuation – Festinger et al. (1952) 
· People normally refrain from acting in an aggressive manner in part because they are easily identifiable, especially in societies that have strong norms against such ‘uncivilised’ behaviour.

· Being anonymous to the people around you leads to less public self-awareness. Losing sight of your own standards leads to less private self awareness.

· It is not anonymity but the loss of private self-awareness that leads to increased ASB (anti-social behaviour)
· Milgram (1965) – Found that ppts were more likely to give higher levels of shock when they could not see their victim. Ppts were far more reluctant to administer the shocks when the ‘victim’ was in the same room and they could see each other.
· Zimbardo (1969) – Made a distinction between individual and deindividuated behaviour. 
· Individual – Is rational and conforms to social norms
· Deindividuated – Does not conform to social norms
· Diffusion of responsibility – in deindividuated behaviours, they become anonymous in a crowd. 
· Conditions that increase anonymity serve to minimise concerns about evaluation by others and thus weaken normal controls based on guilt, shame or fear.
· The larger the group→ the greater the anonymity→ greater difficulty in identifying a single individual
· Zimbardo (1969) left ‘abandoned’ cars in New York and a small town in California - the one in the big city was stripped and vandalised very quickly whereas the one in the small town was left alone. This suggests that the larger the group, the more anonymous the individual is and, consequently, the more extreme the ASB becomes.
· Prentice-Dunn & Rogers (1983) – Made a distinction between:

1. Public self-awareness - An individual’s sense of others’ awareness of them, of being identifiable to other people e.g. wearing a hood, mask. They think they have a greater chance of escaping the punishment.
2. Private self-awareness – An individual’s own sense of self-awareness e.g. their actions, appearance. This is when they tend to lose their individuality and will often conform to a majority. 
· If an individual submerges themselves within a group, they may become less privately self-aware. When this occurs, it is associated with ASB rather than the anonymity of public self-awareness.
Evaluation

· Deterministic – deindividuation does not necessarily lead to aggression. Diener (1980) – Found that the process of deindividuation may produce increases in PSB rather than ASB e.g. an expression of good will at a religious gathering.
The Effects of Environmental Stressors on Aggressive Behaviour

· Aggression is an example of an ASB. Theories have been proposed to explain this behaviour in terms of innate and learned factors (nature vs. nurture).

· Aggression is not only triggered by social interactions. Features of the environment (i.e. environmental stressors or ‘ambient stressors), such as temperature, noise and overcrowding, can provoke aggressive behaviours.
Temperature
· Naturalistic observations suggest that temperature and aggression are positively correlated.

· Halpern (1995) - Reviewed Lab experiments and found an ‘inverted-U’ relationship between temperature and aggression – i.e. temperature and aggression rise together until a point when aggression drops as temperature continues to rise and temperature has no more of an effect on aggression.
· This may be due to the fact that when it gets too hot, the motivation to be aggressive to decreases as an individual will try to escape from the heat.
· Anderson (1979) – Found that hotter regions of the world tend to have more aggression than cooler regions. Hotter seasons, years and days tend to have higher incidences of crime than cooler ones.
Evaluation
· Observational studies lack control - maybe something other than temperature is responsible for the behaviour.

· Moghaddam (1998) - Perhaps high temperatures affect our judgements leading to aggressive responses being more likely 
· Interpretation of results – The relationship between temperature and crime may be a result of longer day time hours, so more people come into contact with each other, increasing chances of violence/aggression.
· Inconclusive evidence – lots of lab experiments have produced different results with no definite relationship.
Noise 

· Sounds which are experienced as too loud or as unpredictable bring about a negative response.
· Glass et. al (1972) – Asked students to complete arithmetic sums, whilst being exposed to loud, random noises. The random noise appeared to produce the most arousal and frustration. When ppts were told they could press a button to turn off the noise, they made far less mistakes on the task. Shows that having control over noise reduced their level of arousal.
Evaluation

Overcrowding 

· When an increase is social density is seen as undesirable, social outcomes are generally negative such as withdrawing from the social interaction e.g. when there are too many people in a lift, a new person may or may not enter.

· Crowding does not seem to increase aggression in urban areas, though it does in prisons.

· Stokols et al. (1973) – Studied same sex groups of 8 in a small and large room.

· Findings- males rated themselves as more aggressive in the small room than the large room, whereas the opposite was true of females. 

· Conclusion - Crowding may increase aggression in male groups but reduce it in female groups. 
· Aggressive behaviour may be due to:

1. Stimulus overload – In a high density situation, there is an overwhelming level of sensory input → making people aversive. 
2. Behavioural constraints – High density is aversive because it may lead to reduced behavioural freedom. 
Evaluation
· Cause and effect - Perhaps the social interaction during crowding increases the intensity of a persons response to a situation
· Crowding in cities – Has been suggested that cities contain more stressful environmental stressors (noise, crowding, temperature). Urban dwellers typically report being affected far more adversely by these stressors than rural dwellers.
Conclusion
· Aggression is a difficult topic to research, but it is clearly the result of a complex interaction of biological, cognitive, and social factors.
Altruism & Bystander Behaviour

· PSB - helpful behaviour seen to benefit another. Altruistic behaviour - voluntary helping → costly to the giver. Helping behaviour – intended to help others
· Egoistic behaviour – Behaviour which is motivated by a desire to benefit oneself rather than others, is selfish behaviour. 
· Difficult to distinguish between egoistic and altruistic behaviour, as you need to uncover the true motives behind behaviour, which a psychologist cannot do, so only the helper knows why they helped.
· The notion that people are fundamentally selfish is called UNIVERSAL EGOISM

· Is it possible to totally unselfish? Brown (1986) suggests we receive two types of reward

· EXTRINSIC - praise, gratitude, money

· INTRINSIC - personal satisfaction, pride
Empathy-Altruism Hypothesis – Batson (1991)
· Hypothesis states that the higher the level of empathy, the more likely altruistic behaviour is to occur. Argues altruistic behaviour is the result of observing a person in distress → an empathic concern for the other and personal distress and to try and minimise this.  Helping can be unselfish because of this.
· An egoist helps to make him/herself feel better and an altruist helps as a result of empathic concern to make the distressed person feel better.
1. Empathy involves a number of different components, including:

2. Perspective taking – ability to take another persons point of view → an empathetic concern

3. Empathetic concern – feeling compassion for the welfare of another person who is suffering

4. Personal distress – emotional reaction when we see someone else in distress

The study

· Female psychology students observed Elaine, a confederate, who was apparently receiving electric shocks.

· Experimenter asked her if she was able to continue.

· Experimenter asked the observer- the real subject of the experiment- whether she would be willing to continue with the experiment in which Elaine was participating, by taking over the role of the shock victim.

· In one condition, the subjects believed Elaine was very similar to them in terms of attitudes, shared interests etc.

· In another condition, subjects were induced to think that Elaine was very different to them

· Batson assumed that high similarity would heighten altruistic motivation while low similarity would lower it. In addition difficulty of escape was manipulated.

· Easy to escape condition/ empathic concern = subjects knew could leave after the second trial, so did not have to watch Elaine’s plight if she continued with the experiment. 67% of subjects reporting feelings of distress escaped rather than helped
· Only 17% of the subjects reporting feelings of empathy escaped; the overwhelming majority of them stayed to help the person in need.

· Difficult to escape/ distress condition = told to observe victim until the end

· If it was easy-escape but were dissimilar = reluctance to help. 
· All other conditions = high rate of helping.
Conclusion
· His supporting study showed that participants with high empathic concern were more likely than those with low empathic concern to take the place of someone receiving electric shocks even if they could easily reduce their personal distress by leaving

· Empathy is a key factor in motivating altruistic behaviour.
· Helping is motivated by the relief of –ve feelings, and empathy means sharing these feelings. So helping them, help to alleviate –ve feelings for both of you 
· It has been suggested that it is naïve to assume that humans behave in ways that are not self-serving (Darley, 1991). But there is much evidence to suggest that people are prepared to help others even if there are no rewards for such behaviours. 
Evaluation

· These studies have been restricted to short-term altruism

· Ignores the importance of personality
· Research support? Lots of it. 

· Reciprocal altruism?
· External validity 
Negative State Relief Model - Cialdini et al. (1987)

· Empathy leads to sadness, sadness is negative and helping relieves this. Helping is therefore selfish (which challenges the empathy–altruism model). 

· It is most likely when rewards are high and costs low. People in an unpleasant mood are more likely to help than those in a neutral mood. 

· High empathy increases sadness that can be relieved by obtaining the rewards of helping
· Will only help others when doing so is necessary and effective for reducing negative personal affect, e.g., sadness. In effect, he says that the motivation for helping is egoistic.
· All helping behaviours are motivated by the desire to relieve personal distress, whether or not it is caused by the presence of someone in need of help. But help will only be given if the personal distress cannot be relieved by anything else, such as walking away (Cialdini et al. 1987). This means there is no altruism, only egoism.

· Cialdini’s experiments also involved participants taking the place of people receiving electric shocks. However, high empathy participants were less inclined to help if they had been praised by the researchers. It is thought that this praise helped to lift their mood so that it was not necessary to help the person receiving the shocks.

Evaluation

· This model doesn't allow for unselfish motives. 
· Bad moods have not been found to increase helping in children.
· Some support for Batson’s theory stems from the fact that some participants did still help the person receiving the electric shocks. This suggests that they were motivated by altruism rather than egoism.
· Methodology – lab experiment, external validity, generalise findings?
Characteristics of the Helper & Helped

Characteristics of the person in need
· Piliavin et al. (1981) – From research he identified 5 characteristics which the person seems to attract others to help them include:
1. A similarity to the helper – we are more likely to help those who are perceived to be similar to us. 
2. A physically attractive appearance – more likely to help, if you find them attractive.
3. Neediness – We are more likely to help those whom we perceive as less able to help themselves e.g. children, OAP’s 
4. Justification of help – according to the ‘Just World’ hypothesis, we believe people deserve what they get (to an extent). If a person injures themselves whilst drunk, they are less likely to receive help than if they were sober.
5. Effectiveness of help – If we believe the help is going to be effective, then we will help a lot e.g. if you donate to a charity and can see its effects, your more likely to donate again.
Characteristics of a helpful person

· Sense of competence/ a good personality – if a person feels competent to deal with an emergency, they are more likely to help e.g. if they have 1st Aid Training
· A relationship to the person in need – a prior relationship, even a few minutes standing together, makes a person more likely to help
· A sense of social responsibility – people with a strong sense of social responsibility sees it as their duty to help others e.g. voluntary help workers.
	Factor
	Study
	Effect

	Diffusion of responsibility
	Darley and Latané (1968)
	Reduced feeling of responsibility when others are around; the more bystanders, the less likely a person is to help

	Interpretation of situation
	Shotland and Straw (1976)
	Less intervention in a “domestic” than in an argument between “strangers”

	Victim characteristics
	Piliavin et al. (1969)
	Less help if “drunk” than if “ill”

	Bystander competence
	Huston et al. (1981)
	Training in relevant skills increases helping

	Bystander gender
	Eagly and Crowley (1986)
	Men help more when there is danger or an audience

	Bystander–victim similarity
	Levine (2002)
	Help others more if they belong to your in-group

	Bystander pre-occupation
	Batson et al. (1978)
	Less help if on way to do an important task


Bystander Behaviour
· Bystander intervention – form of PSB, when the bystander intervenes to help the person in distress
· Bystander apathy – the bystander chooses not to intervene and ignores the person in distress.
Cognitive Model of Bystander Behaviour - Latané & Darley (1968)
· You are probably aware of the tragic tale of Kitty Genovese, the young New Yorker who was brutally murdered in 1964. 38 people heard or observed her ordeal, which lasted more than half an hour. No-one contacted the police in that time, let alone went to her aid. Why not?
· They proposed the bystander effect which states that greater the number of bystanders who witness an emergency, the less likely any one of them is to help.
· They have suggested 3 reasons for a bystander NOT intervening to help.
	Term:
	Definition:

	Pluralistic ignorance
	Each bystander looks to the others to see how to behave. If no one acts, then the situation is interpreted as not an emergency and no help is given.

	Audience inhibition
	People do not want to look foolish in public by over-reacting to potentially safe situations.

	Diffusion of responsibility
	When other people are present, people assume someone else will deal with the situation.


Pluralistic ignorance 
· This theory proposes that we use other people as guides to inform our actions when we are unsure about the appropriate behaviour in given situation. In an emergency situation were no-one really knows what to do; interpreting the actions or inactions of others can be difficult. It is this inability to read people actions, and them to read ours that is the basis for pluralistic ignorance

· Participants sat in a room completing a questionnaire about everyday life at a large university.

· While completing a preliminary questionnaire, smoke began to pour into the room from a wall vent.

· This continued for 6 minutes until the room was full of smoke.

· Participants were either alone, with 2 others they didn’t know, or with 2 confederates who completely ignored the smoke.

· The question was what would the participants do, and how long would they take to do it? The researchers hypothesised that people look to others in situations such as this to decide what to do.
· This was exactly what happened.
· When alone, participants were more likely to report the smoke, than those with other strangers.
· 75%  of those alone took positive action, 38% of the two stranger groups intervened, participants in the groups with the 2 passive confederates were even less likely to do anything, taking action only 10% of the time.
· Conclusion - the presence of others can inhibit behaviour, and lead to a lack of response in an emergency, the more people present, the slower the response.
· People where persuaded by the passive behaviour of others that the situation was not an emergency. As some later reported that they believed to be no danger from the smoke.
· In a real life emergency, this could be fatal, so these effects are serious!
· Its also interesting that pluralistic ignorance is more likely with stranger than friends (Latane & Rodin, 1969), apparently because we are better at reading friends reactions than we are strangers.
Diffusion of Responsibility

· Less likely to help in an emergency when they are with others than when alone. The greater the number, the less likely of help being given

· Students in separate cubicles could communicate via microphones

· They were led to believe the group consisted of two people (self and victim), four people or six people

· The victim told the others over the intercom that he had epilepsy

· Later he was heard to choke and gasp, apparently having a seizure/ fit and then became quiet

· The important question was to see how long it took for them to help, and was this determined by the presumed bystanders?
· Each participant believed themselves to be either the only bystander aware of the emergency, one of two, or one of five bystanders.

· As the number of bystanders increased, the percentage who tried to help decreased, thus supporting the hypothesis.
· L & D proposed a 5 step cognitive model of bystander intervention, which states that the bystander must go through the all the steps to intervene.


Evaluation

· The model gives good reasons why bystanders may not intervene but does not explain the motives of people who do help.

· Reductionist - Factors other than the presence of other people inhibit helping behaviour as found by Piliavin et al (1981)

· Methodology – lab experiments, external validity, reliability 

Cultural Differences in Prosocial Behaviour
· Whiting & Whiting (1975) compared the levels of altruism in 3 to 10 year olds in 6 different cultures, in order of altruistic nature,
1. Kenya
2. Mexico
3. Philippines
4. Okinawa
5. India
6. USA 
The results showed significant differences.
Eisenberg & Mussen (1989) - suggest that there are two reasons for cultural differences in altruism 

1. Industrial societies place value on competition and personal success.

2. Co-operation at the home in non-industrial societies promotes altruism.

Within many cultures across the world, rural areas seem to have higher incidences of altruistic behaviours than urban areas. However, moving from the city to the country may lead to a person becoming more altruistic, perhaps because they have fewer factors demanding their time (Milgram, 1970).

Evaluation

· Few studies follow the same method in each culture.

· What is meant by ‘help’ differs across cultures, as do the motives for giving help.
Media Influences on Prosocial & Antisocial Behaviour

· Generally the media may have a number of effects
Media Influences on Prosocial Behaviour

Explanations of media influence on PSB

The media can also have a very positive effect.
· Inoculation - 

· Social Learning Theory – first children observe the behaviour, then they imitate it ONLY is the rewards are greater than the costs (i.e. punishment) 
· Lovelace & Huston (1983) – Identified 3 modelling strategies used by researchers in the transmission of Prosocial messages:
1. Prosocial only – 
2. Prosocial conflict resolution – PSB’s are presented alongside ASB’s
3. Prosocial without resolution – Problems are presented that suggest PSB’s
· Lovelace & Huston (1986) claim that the most effective way of communicating a pro-social message may be to present PSB without any contrasting ASB
· Catharsis – release of tension and anxiety, resulting in a calming effect.
· The cathartic effect of television violence may only be true for certain personality types, particularly imaginative and fantasy-prone people (Singer, 1989).

Research studies into media influence on PSB

PSB only

· Sprafkin et al (1975) had two groups of children watch episodes o lassie, one in which Lassie saved someone, one that showed no PSB. 

· Later they were given the opportunity to help some puppies, but that would mean disengaging from a game with a big prize. 

· The group that had seen the pro-social programme spent on average 90 seconds helping & imitated specific behaviours. (As opposed to the other group who spent 50 seconds).

· Friedrich & Stein (1973) studied American pre-school children who watched a pro-social programme called ‘Mister Rogers Neighbourhood’. 

· They found that afterward the children recalled a significant amount of the PSB and acted in a more helpful way
· Liebert & Poulos (1975) – Content analysis of US broadcasting, found that on average there were 11 altruistic acts and 6 sympathetic acts per hour of programming.

PSB conflict resolution

· Hearold (1986) – Carried out a meta-analysis of 230 studies of the effects f=if television and found that PSB’s can be learned from observing positive role models on television, especially if the models are rewarded for their behaviour. In fact, it seems that the influence of television on PSB is stronger than ASB. This may be because programme makers try to get across prosocial messages, so make it much clearer for the viewer, which is not the case for ASB’s. 

· Greenberg et al. (1980) – Content analysis, of children’s TV, found that among the favourite 8-12yr olds programmes, there were on average, 42.2 acts of ASB and 44.2 acts of PSB
Media Influences on Antisocial Behaviour

· Much emphasis has been placed on the role of the media (particularly television and film) in influencing anti-social behaviour.
Research studies in to media influence on ASB

Correlational Studies
· Belson (1978) – interviewed 1,500 boys aged 12-17 in London to assess their viewing habits and aggressiveness
· Found → those that viewed more violent programmes also committed more violent acts
· Conclusion → television may encourage more violence OR violent people prefer to watch violent programmes.
Evaluation

· Correlation studies only show a statistical difference, but no cause and effect relationship i.e. don’t know whether A causes B or B causes A or another factor – C- is involved. 
· Ignores so many other factors, age, gender, personality

Field Experiments

· Have higher ecological validity than lab experiments. 
· Parke et al. (1977) - showed that aggression in American and Belgian delinquent boys rises if they watch violent films at home. No change in aggressive behaviour is observed if they view non-violent or neutral films.

Evaluation

· Have no control over confounding variables e.g. time of day, noise, 
· Sample was of delinquent boys – so not representative of all adolescents. 
Lab Experiments

· It has been shown that violent programmes results in an increase in aggression in children (Liebert & Baron, 1972) but laboratory experiments may be too artificial.
Longitudinal Studies
· Eron et.al (1972) - 800 children were studied and information about their viewing habits, viewing time, type of programme, family habits, and aggressive as rated by school mates.

· Ten years later - 400 of them were interviewed concerning their viewing habits and record of delinquency and peers rating of their aggressiveness. This produced a positive correlation even when statistically controlled for their level of childhood violence (in case they had started significantly more violent)

· Although no such significant relationship was found for GIRLS, so it seems that they do not imitate aggressive behavioiur far less and are reinforced less for doing so both directly and vicariously

Evaluation

· Correlation studies only show a statistical difference, but no cause and effect relationship i.e. don’t know whether A causes B or B causes A or another factor – C- is involved. 

· Ignore so many other factors, age, gender, personality

·  Looks at aggressive behaviour on a long-term basis.

Natural Experiments

· Show that the introduction of televisions to a town increases the aggressive behaviour of the inhabitants (Joy et al., 1986). However, it is not possible to be sure that the change in behaviour was a result of violence on television.
· Williams (1986) in CANADA a naturalistic observation was carried out on children combined with peer and teacher rating of children behaviour in an area that had only recently installed television, this was compared to a community with only one T.V channel and another that had had several
· Found that violence in the 6 - 11 year olds increased over a two year period, but this did not occur in communities where T.V was readily available already.

Evaluation
· No control over variables, very expensive, time consuming
· Therefore, hard to establish C+E relationships
· Hard if not impossible to replicate such studies.
Explanations of media influence on ASB

· Generally the media may have a number of effects:

Arousal 
· A heightened state of physical and mental arousal.

Cognitive Priming
· Berkowitz (1984) - Pro or anti social event in the media may activate pro or anti social thoughts and feelings in viewers through their association in memory pathways i.e. their receptivity to them. 
Disinhibition 

· People may be less likely to control themselves after watching PSB or ASB

Displacement Effect (Moral Panic)
· The media may exaggerate the dramatic, Gerbner & Gross (1976) found that people who watch a lot of television, rate the world outside as more dangerous and threatening than it actually is. (Deviance amplification effect)

Desensitisation 
· A failure to be disturbed by violent behaviour, due to being exposed to them so frequently. 
· Controversially, it may be due to a failure by the parents so teach the children the social norms regarding violence.

Imitation

· Bandura has shown that modelling can lead to the imitation of aggressive behaviours. 
Contents/Specification





a. Nature and causes of aggression


Social psychological theories of aggression (e.g. social learning theory, deindividuation).


Research into the effects of environmental stressors on aggressive behaviour (e.g. heat, noise, crowding).





b. Altruism and bystander behaviour


Explanations (e.g. empathy-altruism, Latané and Darley’s decision model) and research studies relating to human altruism/bystander behaviour. 


Cultural differences in pro-social behaviour.





c. Media influences on pro- and anti-social behaviour


Explanations and research studies relating to media influences on pro-social behaviour.


Explanations and research studies relating to media influences on anti-social behaviour.
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