	
	
	



[bookmark: _GoBack]Content Analysis Report:
Analysis of types of aggressive behaviour demonstrated by two opposing groups in a video of protesters against hunting with hounds confronting pro-hunt group members.
Abstract
[bookmark: _Int_xF47gWdm][bookmark: _Int_1AMszDVo][bookmark: _Int_h5iu6Etk]The term ‘aggression’ often describes an act that intends to harm another individual or has the effect of doing so. This kind of behaviour can frequently be observed in fox hunt protests taking place all around the UK, as protesters gather in groups and express their disgust of the sport. This report will discuss these protests in relation to various aggression related theories, such as the frustration-aggression hypothesis (Dollard et al, 1939); the aggressive cue theory (Berkowitz, 1966); Bandura’s social learning theory and Bobo doll experiment (1973); and the general aggression model (Anderson, 1997; Anderson and Bushman, 2002). For the purpose of evaluating the behaviour of protesters at one of the fox hunting protests, this report will aim to analyse the behaviours of a group of selected participants gathered from a short video available on YouTube. From the video, it was observed that the anti-hunting group were more aggressive overall, with most of their behaviour attributing to verbal aggression. The pro-hunting group exhibited primarily provocative behaviour in order to induce a response from the anti-hunters. The behaviours shown in the video attribute to many of the aforementioned theories, specifically with observations of the anti-hunt group. To further improve the study, a longer video could have been observed to analyse further behaviour trends. Additionally, some elements of the video were unclear, so a clearer perspective from the person recording would have also improved the analysis.
Introduction
Aggression is commonly defined as behaviour aiming to bring harm to an individual or group, or behaviour that has this effect. There are many different categories of aggression, including physical aggression, verbal aggression, and gestural aggression. Physical aggression is often though of to be acts of physical violence, such as hitting a person or destroying another’s belongings (Bandura, 1973). Verbal aggression includes behaviours such as name calling or shouting. Gestural aggression usually involves a physical gesture but is not necessarily a physical act of violence. This could include pointing at another person or getting physically close to them in a way that is uncomfortable. Provocation is not defined as a type of aggression, however in the context of purposefully inducing an aggressive response it can be classed as aggression. For example, one person could purposefully exhibit behaviour to irritate another person and cause them to respond aggressively, such as making loud noises.
One of the key studies of aggression is the ‘frustration-aggression hypothesis’ (Dollard et al, 1939). This hypothesis argues that frustration is what leads individuals to express aggressive behaviour, as a result of releasing their frustration. However, there are other ways for individuals to release these frustrations without exhibiting aggressive behaviour. Another theory of aggression is the ‘aggressive cue theory’ (Berkowitz, 1966). This idea builds upon frustration becoming an instigator of aggression, due to frustration causing pain to the individual. This in turn leads to anger which can be converted to aggressive behaviour as a release. It can also be argued that aggressive behaviour is learnt. This was highlighted in Bandura’s (1973) experiment using a ‘Bobo doll’. In this experiment, children would watch an adult violently hit a blow-up clown doll with a hammer. After this, the children would have an opportunity to copy the behaviour. The children who saw the Bobo doll getting hit were more likely to copy the behaviour compared to the control group. This increased further in a later version of the experiment where the adult was seen to get a reward. It was also believed that aggression came about as a response to multiple factors rather than just one. This is explored in the ‘general aggression model’ (Anderson, 1997; Anderson and Bushman, 2002), where a response is collected from both personal and situational factors surrounding the individual. Depending on how these factors affect a person’s state of arousal and cognition, different responses can be induced, such as aggression or restraint.
This report aims to analyse a video of a fox hunt protest occurring between two groups: the ‘pro hunters’ and ‘anti hunters.’ In this video, many types of aggression are showcased, including physical, verbal and gestural signs of aggression. Some participants in the video also express provoking behaviour that is clearly purposed for evoking aggressive responses in other members of the crowd. Many of the key figures in the pro-hunt group are on horseback in the video, which evokes an aggressive response from the anti-hunt group. Therefore, I hypothesise that the anti-hunt group will exhibit more aggressive behaviour than the pro-hunt group.
Method
Participants were gathered via observations of a pre-recorded video that is freely available on YouTube (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0aLAbwR3fog ). Due to this, there was no need to gather explicit consent from each participant. Five individuals each from the pro-hunt and anti-hunt groups were observed, with each instance of aggressive behaviour being recorded. Each participant was tallied for their aggressive behaviour, with instances of physical, verbal and gestural aggression being recorded, as well as provocation. The recordings were then totalled for each group in a scoring grid (see appendix 1). 
In order to record each instance of aggression from the participants chosen in the video, I watched the video a total of seven times. Firstly, I listened out for the chants of the anti-hunt group and recorded each spoken chant as an instance of verbal aggression. There were two clear voices throughout the video shouting out chants, which seemed to increase in frequency upon provocation by the pro-hunt group. This was the most common type of aggression observed from this side. Next, I watched the video again to pick out the behaviours of the individuals on horseback belonging to the pro-hunt group. From this, I observed and recorded several instances of provocation, including blowing a horn, raising hats in the air and jeering at the anti-hunt group. This seemed to be the primary form of aggression shown from this side. The rest of my viewing of the protest gave me an opportunity to scan for other details from the participants I chose from each side. The anti-hunters held many slogan signs, which may have provoked a response from the pro-hunters. Towards the end of the video, there was also more instances of shouting and shoving from the crowd.
Results
Behaviour Key:
Physical aggression – hitting, shoving
Verbal aggression – shouting, chanting, booing
Gestural aggression – pointing, uncomfortable closeness
Provocation – whistling, cheering, raising hands, raising hats, blowing a horn
From the pro-hunt group, I observed 17 total instances of aggression. The most common form of aggression shown by this group was provocation, with 12 instances being recorded across the five participants. One verbal cue was recorded, along with two instances of both physical and gestural aggression. The anti-hunt had an observational total of 33 instances of aggression. 28 of these were recorded as instances of verbal aggression, making this the most common form of aggression from the anti-hunt group. One instance of both physical and gestural aggression was recorded for this group, as well as three instances of provocation. 
From the results graph below, it is clearly indicated that the anti-hunt group were much more verbally aggressive than the pro-hunt group, as 28 instances were recorded of this for the anti-hunt group whereas the pro-hunt group had only one. The pro-hunt group, however, was more provocative than the anti-hunt group. 12 instances of provocation were recorded from the pro-hunters, many of which coming from the group members on horseback. By comparison, only three instances were recorded for the anti-hunt group. Both groups showed similar scores of physical aggression and gestural aggression, with the pro-hunt group having a slightly higher tally in both instances. Overall, the anti-hunt group was indeed more aggressive compared to the pro-hunt group, with the anti-hunters scoring a total of 33 observed aggressions from the five participants selected. This is in huge contrast with the pro-hunting group, which had 17 total recorded instances of aggression observed from the five selected participants.
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Graph generated using Microsoft Excel.
Discussion
Findings from the video analysis indicate that there are some grounds to the frustration-aggression hypothesis (Dollard et al, 1939). The anti-hunt group protesting is clearly frustrated with the behaviour of the pro-hunt group, which is indicated by the protest itself. The reason that the protest is happening in the first place is due to the frustration of the anti-hunters towards the pro-hunters, as the anti-hunters are arguing against the killing of foxes for leisure. This also falls in line with the aggressive cue theory (Berkowitz, 1966), as the frustration of the protesters, specifically those against fox hunting, is being expressed as anger in the video. This can be seen from the shouting exhibited by the anti-hunt group.
Additionally, the behaviour of both groups, particularly the anti-hunt group, follows the patterns suggested in the general aggression model (Anderson, 1997; Anderson and Bushman, 2002). Each of the anti-hunters sure a personal value of frustration and anger towards the pro-hunters, which under the circumstance of the protest, become expressive aggressive behaviours. There is no indication in the video however, that any of the protesters have learnt this behaviour from someone else, as indicated in Bandura’s (1973) social learning theory.
If this study were to be reconducted, there are several improvements that could be made. Firstly, the length of the recording could be increased in order to evaluate the progression of behaviours shown in the video. Since the video begins in the middle of the protest, there is no way of observing the progression of aggressive behaviours shown. Additionally, the angle of the recording is at times unclear, meaning that some instances of aggression were not visible. Due to these factors, only five participants from each side of the protest were selected. This could be expanded upon by having a clearer angle to view the footage from.
Conclusion
Overall, there was a significant difference between the instances of aggression displayed by the pro-hunt and anti-hunt groups. The anti-hunt group mostly displayed instances of verbal aggression, whereas the pro-hunt group favoured an approach of provocation. The other types of aggression observed (physical and gestural aggression) were less prominently expressed by the participants observed, with each having low total scores. Therefore, the hypothesis proposed earlier in this report has been proven to be correct.
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Appendix
Appendix 1
	Type of Aggression
	Pro-Hunt
	Anti-Hunt

	Physical
	II
	I

	Verbal
	I
	IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII

	Gestural
	II
	I

	Provocation
	IIIIIIIIIIII
	III

	Total
	17
	33
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