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“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:
   The purpose of this report is to analyse a video of two groups- pro-hunt and anti-hunt, during a boxing-day protest against fox hunting. The report discusses the theory of Berkowitz ‘Aggressive Cues’ theory and Anderson’s General Aggressive Model. The report will come to a conclusion that the anti-hunt group displays more aggressive behaviours throughout the 3-minute video. 

Introduction/literature review and hypothesis:
   According to Baron and Richardson (1994), aggression can be defined as “Any behaviour that harms another individual who is motivated to avoid such harm”. It can also be described as “intention to cause harm” (Berkowitz, 1993; Fiske, 2004). According to Anderson, 2001a, there are two types of intentions: proximate, which is closest and immediate; and primary which is ultimate, such as revenge or political tension. There are also different types of aggression, such as: violence (deliberate attempt to inflict serious physical injury or damage to property); hostile aggression (gratuitous aggression, usually impulsive); and instrumental aggression (self-defence, premeditated). However, some people would also class provocation as a type of aggression, however others would say that it shouldn’t be classes as aggression, as it can be unintentional. However, if the provocation is intended to result in an aggressive reaction, that could be harmful to the other person, it could be defined as aggression, for example, provoking a reaction in front of a police officer. Furthermore, there are several theories which try to explain the concept of aggression and aggressive behaviour, however, the two I will be discussing are ‘aggressive cue theory (ACT)’ and ‘general aggression model (GAM)’. ACT was first invented by Berkowitz, 1996, in which he found that aggression is often influence by the presence/appearance of aggressive cues, and he went on to research how those cues are portrayed in violent movies, television and video games. Berkowitz (1974) argued that those cues may suggest to an individual that acting aggressively will provide reinforcement. Berkowitz & LePage, 1967, conducted an experiment where they found that the subjects would administer more higher shocks (av.5.8), when a shotgun and a revolver were lying on a table in front of them (as opposed to badminton racquets or no object at all- av. 4.7 and 4.6). They concluded that the weapons acted as cues that simulates aggression. However, there are also several criticisms of this theory. Some argue that an exposure to a weapon produces ‘automatic priming’ e.g., a person can identify aggression-related words faster after seeing a weapon name (Anderson at al., 2002). Moreover, some argue that the availability of firearms will lead to increased aggression “Guns also provoke aggression in their own right, simply by being there” (Fiske, 2004, in Gross 2010). Others would also argue that “the intensity of the aggressive response evoked by an object probably varies directly with both the intensity of the anger and the strength of the association between the object and the original angering agency” (Berkowitz, 1964). Therefore, it can be argued that aggression is not always provoked by cues. Another theory which will be discussed in this report is GAM.
Anderson, 1997; and Anderson and Bushman, 2002b; argue that the chain of events which may lead to aggression can be initialised by two major types of input variables: situational factors-factors relating to the current situations, e.g., provocation; and personal factors- factors relating to people involved- e.g., attitudes/beliefs regarding violence. Those variables then then lead to overt aggression through their impact on three basic processes: arousal- may increase physiological excitement; affective states- hostile feelings and outwards signs of these such as facial expressions; and cognitions- can bring up thoughts about aggression. Anderson also argued that an individual’s assessment of a situation and other factors (such as police presence) leads to either: thoughtful action- stopping yourself from aggressive behaviour; or impulsive action- aggressive action. There are several evaluations of the GAM theory, but the most important ones are that GAM is likely to offer a more accurate view of nature of human aggression than the earlier theories, as it is also considered more complex than earlier theories, such as the fact that aggression is caused by more than just due to frustration. However, some would also argue that GAM has received only poor research support. It can also be hypothesised that the ‘anti-hunt’ group will display more aggressive behaviours than the ‘pro-hunt’ group. 

Method:
   For the design of the research, the researcher has used qualitative content analysis of a pre-recorded video of anti-hunt and pro-hunt protestors. The report will be comparing numerical scores of each group, and it will state the mean group scores. The participants in this research are people who are already recorded on the video, and for this report there has been 5 people identified from each group (pro- and anti- hunt groups, not the police). For the purpose of this report there was no need to recruit participants, due to the video being freely available on YouTube. The materials that are used for this report are the video mentioned above and a scoring grid (fig. 1) used to record each type of aggression for each of the two groups. For the procedure, the video was watched 3 times by me to identify the group members with different behaviours and then another 3 times to record the different types of aggressive behaviour, which was then recorded in the scoring grid (fig. 1).

Results:
   The behaviours which will be identified with each type of aggression for the purposes of this report are: verbal-name calling, shouting, chanting; physical- shoving, hitting; gestural- pointing fingers, intimidating hand movements; and prevocational- waving a hat, blowing a horn, banners, pointing fingers. Overall, it is clear that the anti-hunt group has shown more aggression, especially when it came to verbal and physical aggression, whereas when it came to gestural and prevocational aggression, it can be seen that the pro-hunt group displayed more of this aggression. At the beginning of the video it can be seen that a man from the anti-hunt group is starting a chant “only scum kill for fun”, which can also be seen on another person’s banner further into the video. There is also a woman who proceeds to scream “scum” and “dirty, filthy scum” at the people dressed as foxes and the horse riders. There is also a clear struggle between the two groups, and it can be clearly seen that another woman pushes a pro-hunt member. Therefore it can be argued that there is a clear variety of different types of aggression used by said group. However, with the pro-hunt group it is clear that a man goes right up to anti-hunt woman’s face and shouts at her, pointing his finger. It can also be argues that the people dressed as foxes have done so on purpose, as an act of provocation, which then led to the pro-hunt group cheering them on, which again is another way of provocation aimed at the anti-hunt group. Furthermore, the horse riders can be seen encouraging people to shout and whistle, by waving their hands, hats and blowing horns, which again can be seen as an act of provocation, as well as gestural aggression. Moreover, there is a man pushing a woman from the opposite group and another man attacking a member of the opposite group with a “only scum kill for fun” banner. It can be argued that both of the groups show similar acts of aggression, however it can be seen in fig. 1 and the ‘anti-hunt vs pro-hunt’ pie chart, that the anti-hunt group displays more acts of aggression.




Discussion:
   As discussed above, according to Berkowitz, aggression is caused by frustration which is seen as psychologically painful. Therefore, it can be argued that the anti-hunt group displays more aggression due to being frustrated by the killings of the foxes and this in turn causes them psychological pain, which then is portrayed in the form of aggressive behaviour. Furthermore, this can be supported by Berkowitz and LePage’s experiment, as it can be argued that the group was being provoked by the people in fox’s costumes and the horse riders dressed in hunting gear.  This is also supported by the GAM, as the theory argues that an individual’s assessment of the situation is impacted by things such as police presence and threatening nature of other persons present in each situation, which in this situation would be the opposing group, and the high police presence, which then led them to impulsive action. Therefore, it can be argued that the findings from this report agree with both of the theories discussed above, as the anti-hunt group is then one which portrays more aggressive behaviours, and they’re also the ones who have more triggers in this scenario.

Conclusion:
   In conclusion it can be clearly seen that the findings from this report support the earlier stated hypothesises, which is that the anti-hunt group will display more aggressive behaviours than the pro-hunt group. This statement can be supported by both theories stated in the introduction section (the Aggressive Cues Theory and the General Aggression Model). It is clear from the video and statistics stated within the report that the pro-hunt group is more aggressive even thought, it is clear, that both of the groups display similar aggression outbursts. 






Appendix:
	Aggression type 
	Anti-hunt 
	Pro-hunt

	Verbal
	III
	I

	Physical 
	III
	II

	Gestural
	I
	II

	Prevocational 
	I
	II
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