October 1997

X ANB SRR 7B IS0 g % RERE

L]

BORITEE ., BRI SR B X - THE
INTW3E, HOWBRHAER, FEOEHTTR
5 DB EVHTAIN B EE AR EMEN I
BRI%# - T3 (Wilson, 1978 ; Forgas, 1980),
Z OB BY) 13 AREIHE - 72 ITH A L To
b, TOFER. BHEYELPZAVEORER BT %8
TERVREREDFIMT A U B, B A1TENEH 5T
TREHETHIEABINEhBLAKVL, &
BITHIIHOEZH TR L BAREINIT VD
b LISV, SRFRAERICX S & M.
WEEPER B O R 2 L7z b | L 7
DT 5, TN, HSEFEICB T 2HETHOE
BEREREL >TV B, ﬂ%ﬁﬁ'ﬂtfﬁ%%
BEMHFAT L. ABOBMEESGREIhTL
5%%&06\§<®Abm;btmtw\xb
MRV TR TENCES 9 5 (Bandura, 1976
Fraczek, 1985),

05 OEERE BN, FA7c b DR D Ot
WA NIE L, 2 U T NEIRE S 1 2T
ArbLNE0, LrLENS, bIGEITIE,
HE & FEAERN I —B L %W (Berkowitz,
1962 ; Fraczek, 1977 ; Lagerspetz & Westman,
1980), Ih o OMFEICHL TR, 745V F
(Lagerspetz & Westman, 1980) ®HX—35 v F
(Fraczek, 1885) THEM#kAEH W IZHELITHE D
NTEI, A YORHYE (B RF 4 Y+,
Hyo=7, TYHFLIYT, NRY) RHE LK
M&sdH 5, (Ramirez, 1993), ¥IZ. Ramirez

%O HBSULHINTSE
NA=R e TNF V0T ILR*F
B o sAr

(1993) B, 74 ¥ 5 ¥ FRE— 5 v FTfrbhi
HAFER & S HBRE L. WBITHIC DLW TR
HRER—EOE I H 5 EERELTY
%, DEDAREICE S, AARICHET S €
S e 3= FOIFEE, B0, + ) 2 ML
KW 2ES Vs - FOFEHEEZRBLTL
%, Fujihara, Bleckman, Kohyama & Wapner
(1995) 3. 7 A U & & HARD K, O B8 78hc
X9 % B % [E) Rk DA 5 ik T B b i &
MITLTW3,

AR HENE, BEES (1995) 235t v 7
MR~ Y TINE L7 — & LT 3
T ET, BT T 2R UEE I XD
EDEHBEEAZI IO ERLHICT R E
ZH b, T LIlEEE. BETHO BN A E
DEHIBAHEICBOTHRSNZDD, HB50IdE
S LIcTHoERELsED L > BAIMTH ST S
OO %G 2 &K B,

BHiE

AEMNRE HAARFEHE242% (BH1374. K
PE10582) . R <A v AKFA2108, (B804 K«
PE13044) . 7 2 ) A ARFEH200% (BHE1004.
L1008

AEANE 6 DORZZAHELRE (AH0H%
TREE, MAETEEE, FHAVHES L Th
Mo, BELILEE, HOOREMETS &
ELAICEHIEBZ LX) ORT, 8 >ORBEOK
BITH (OPHEVWS, LeEid 5, ER5B,
KL, BET, BB, WkdDF 5, F%T) A,

F—0—F Xt ARNERITE, BE. RE
a2y FT v RRFIDER Y
B S PiC TN o S RASE I 5 6



— 98 — o2 B K E BBY

Fahnd (D, Fanw (0) TRIRHENDHE
ITEOHBEDOFEIRD St,

wOR

BEAHS T

HAAKFEOBEEITE OFER L. Table 11
IRENTVWE, FREDOSVIERICE S5~XB &,
D (80%), £ 5 (14%). L %2 ¢ 3
(B7%) VWRHEWS (46%), BET (45%).
1<% (35%) WiedoF 3 (19%). &4 (9%)
L5 TWV3,

PRI DFESIE, Table 2 I/RENTWV B, PRI
THREBEAVPRONLKRITHR, B&3 B
50%. Zt:38%). 75 < B (BPh429%6. 26%).
WD B (HH24%. L14%) TH -7, &
Pk b BEHEOHFAEINE O,

BELRH O FRE OFERIZ. Table 312K L
fek o, A0S %2F5 & & (57%), fiA%E<F
L% (56%). Ao a=T5 L& (53%).
ANcHIZ#H5 2 25&% W%, BB L L& X
(38%). FELAVMS LTIV EE (23%)

DIEIC T - t2o

R THEERERLENR S W 5BLKRK
(Table 4R, BOOFREMETS E = (B
56%. PE48%). Aicgixd 52 5 & x (Bt
51%. &MA41%) THY . BHEOHFEEHSE W,

ARA VATV

24 v NDBEITE DR IE, Table 11Tk
Lfck iz, ORBKREWVLS (18%), Lot 4953
(T1%). &735 (66%). 5 (62%). BET
(48%). 5<% (28%). WizhoiF 5 (8%).
9 (6%) DIEITE - 12,

PR THERSESE S N EITHIE. LR
WS (BHE8T%. 6% ). L5243 (3B
P 78%. L PET0%). 72 < B (3 1:33%. Ltk
26%). WicHoiF s (BH10%. 1t 6%) T
»H -1z (Table2 B, W btk v & H
DIFREPE O,

R DHFAREORER T, MAETFEE (56%).
HAOB%25F2% &% (55%). HAYOHEY AT 5
Ex (52%), BELLEE (46%). fACE%
BZ2&% (40%).FELAVDES L TR0

Table 1 Ranking of full acceptance for aggressive acts

(total population)

Rank Japan Spain USA Finland Poland
(N=242) (N=210) (N=200) (N=83) (N=64)
1st Ra Ir Ir Hd Th
80% 8% 81% 1.19 1.15
2nd Sh Hd Sh Th Ir
74% 51% 8% 1.00 1.14
3rd Hd Sh Hd Ht Hd
57% 66% 68% 0.80 1.13
4 th Ir Ra Ra Sh Sh
46% 62% 49% 0.78 1.04
5th Th Th Th Ir Ra
45% 48% 49% 0.73 0.99
6 th Ht Ht Ht Ra Ht
35% 28% 39% 0.70 0.95
7th To To Ki Ki To
19% 8% 17% 0.31 0.61
8 th Ki Ki To To Ki
9% 5% 7% 0.28 0.52

Ra=having rage ; Sh=shouting ; Hd =hindering ; Ir=being ronic ;

Th=threatening ; To=torturing ; Ki=Kkilling
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Table 2 Percentage of full acceptance for aggre-
ssive acts
(gender differences)

Japan Spain USA

Male Female Male Female Male Female

Ra Ir Ir
7%  82%  87% % >76%  81% * >80%
Sh Hd Sh
5%  12%  78% % >70% 789% 7%
Hd Sh Hd
599%  54%  68%  66% 1%  656%
Ir Ra Ra
45%  47%  65% 61% 519%  47%
Th Th Th
50% * >38% 529 % >47% 569% % >42%
Ht Ht Ht
429% % >26%  33% % >26%  45% % >32%
To To Ki
249% % >14% 10% % > 6% 21% % >14%
Ki Ki To
10% % % 4% 10% % > 4%

*p<.05
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Table 3 Ranking of full acceptance for justifying situations

(total population)

Rank Japan Spain USA Finland Poland
1st Sd Al Al Al Al
57% 56% 64% 1.01 1.27
2nd Al Sd Sd Sd Sd
56% 55% 62% 0.96 1.25
3rd Dp Dp Dp Dp Dp
53% 52% 57% 0.79 1.05
4 th Pu Em Pu Nc Nc
47% 46% 45% 0.52 0.81
5th Em Pu Em Pu Pu
38% 40% 40% 0.41 0.61
6 th Nc Nc Nc Em Em
23% 26% 23% 0.38 0.41

Sd =self-defence ; Al=altruism ; Dp=defense of property ;
Pu=punishment ; Em =emotional agitation ; Nc=communication difficulties
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Table 4 Percentage of full acceptance for justify- Table 5 Kendall correlation coefficient for aggre-
ing situations ssive acts
(gender differences) Japan 9143
Japan Spain USA NC 8
Sig .458
Male Female Male Female Male Female
sd Al Al Poland .5000 .2857
0 0 0 0 0, 0, N( 8) N( 8)
Al Sd Sd )
589%  53%  61%% >54%  63%  61% Spain -3571 5714 7143
NC 8 N(C 8 N(C 8
Dp Dp Dp Sig .216 Sig .048 Sig .013
ig . ig . ig .
56% % 489 599 % >49%  63% % >50% g g g
Pu Em Pu USA .4001 .5455 .6183 .8365
51%% >41%  48%  45%  50% % >39% NC 8 NC 8 NC 8 NC 8
Em Pu Em Sig .170 Sig .061 Sig .034 Sig .004
40% 35% 39% 41% 42% 39% Finland Japan Poland Spain
Ne Ne Ne (Coefficient/(Cases)/2-tailed Significance)
24% 21% 28% 24% 26% 21%
*p<.05
Spain
Japan USA Poland Finland
1.5 1.0 ~0.5 0 0.5 1.0 1.5
Figure 1 Stimulus coordinates for aggressive acts
Dendrogram using Ward Method
Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine
CASE 0 5 10 15 20 25
Label Num o SR d R b +
Spain 4
USA 5 —J }’ —
Japan 2 — j
Finland 1
Poland 3 1]

Figure 2 Hierarchical cluster analysis for aggressive acts
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Table 6 Kendall correlation coefficient for justify-
ing situations

Japan .6000
NC 6
Sig .091
Poland 1.0000 .6000

NC 6 NC 6
Sig .005 Sig .091

Spain .6000 7333 .6000
NC 6 NC 6 NC 6
Sig .091 Sig .039 Sig .091

USA .7333 .8667 1333 .8667
NC 6) N(C 6) NC 6) NC 6)
Sig .039 Sig .015 Sig .039 Sig .015
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Finland Japan Poland Spain
KHBETBEEI N - FOBLEERELD 5
Spain
Japan Poland
USA Finland
1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.5 1.0 1.5
Figure 3 Stimulus coordinates for justifying situation
Dendrogram using Ward Mecthod
Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine
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Figure 4 Hierarchical cluster analysis for justifying situation
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Cross—Cultural Study of Attitudes toward
Interpersonal Aggression

Abstract

The degree of acceptance of various forms of aggression in different situations was
investigated by questionnaires administered to students from Japan, Spain, and U.S.
A.. These data are also compared with similar studies in Finland and Poland.
Although some minor differences were found among the different countries as well
as gender differences, very similar acceptance patterns of physical aggression and
defensive justifying situations were observed in all the populations studied, suggest-

ing a certain universality of norms and beliefs in industrialized societies.

Key words : interpersonal aggression, attitudes, norms, cross—cultural
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