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1. Introduction

The internet has become the most popular
communication tools and media nowadays. The
aggressive messages, flaming (Joinson,1998) has
increased noticeably. Based on the cognitive behavior
theory (Bandura, 1973 & Bandura,1986), this study
explored the effects of flaming messages and internet
cognitive distortion on emotion and aggression.
Bandura (1973) indicated that people learn social
behaviors (e.g. aggressive behaviors) by observing
others’ behaviors and imitating them. The more media
violence children watched, the more aggressive they
would become (Bandura, 1986). Berkowitz (1993)
illustrated that people exposed to the media violent
would relate the cognition, attitude, emotion and
reaction of violence and form an aggressive net to be
strengthened by the continuous violence. As long as
they were stimulated, the aggressive net would be
aroused and then evoke the aggressive behaviors.
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Does online aggressive behaviors are evoked by the
flaming messages as well? Thompsen & Fouler(1996)
illustrated a model of flaming ,including five phases
of different strength: (1)Divergence, (2)
Disagreement,(3) Tension, (4)Antagonism, (5)
Profane antagonism.

On the other hand, aggression was defined as any
form of behavior that was intended to injure someone
physically or psychologically (Berkowitz, 1993).
Buss (1961) defined aggression as a response that
delivers noxious stimuli to another organism.
Bjiirkqvist, Osterman, & Lagerspetz(1992)indicated
three types of aggression: direct physical, direct
verbal, and indirect with scales. In addition, the
researchers of cognitive behavior theory asserted
when people were in the anger and frustrated
situation and adopt maladaptive information process,
such as cognitive distortions and hostility attribution
bias; their aggressive behaviors would occur
increasingly (Crick & Dodge, 1994). Researchers
supported that cognitive distortions would increase
people’s aggressive behaviors (Crick & Dodge, 1994;
Berkowitz, 1993). Barriga & Gibbs(1996) provided
four kinds of cognitive distortions related to
aggressive behaviors: self-centered, mislabeling,
assuming the worst and blaming others.

Moreover, emotion was a mental state that arises
spontaneously rather than through conscious effort
and was often accompanied by physiological changes
(Ekman, 2003). Lazarus& Lazarus (1994) addressed
that emotion was a complex mental process, proposed
it as cognitive motivational relational model. The
studies on the relationship among aggression,
cognitive distortion and emotion appeared on the
CMC were few. Accordingly, the research group tried
to examine this topic.

2. Study 1

The purpose was to make sure whether the
flaming messages written by the researchers could be
classified to three levels.

2.1 Research questions
Could the flaming messages conducted by the
researchers be classified into several levels?”

2.2 Questionnaire

The researchers conducted three levels of
flaming message based on the aggressive and flaming
theories (Bjiirkqvist, Osterman, & Lagerspetz, 1992 ;
Buss, 1992; Brad & Craig ,1998 and Thompson and
Fouler, 1996). The researchers used the event which
had appeared on the campus and caused impacts to
students, such as the argument of wild dogs. The
operative definition and sentences used in three levels
of flaming message were described as following.

The high/direct aggressive flaming messages were
conducted that to attack each others and post insulting
verbal, flaming message, forgetting what they
disagree originally. The middle/indirect flaming
messages were to look down on others, teases, and
use acidulous sentences. The low/disagreement
messages expressed oppose opinions directly, but
there were no aggressive opinions, offering evidences
to support themselves.

2.3 Subjects and procedure

69 college students are recruited from the BBS.
They are allocated randomly to read one of the three
flaming messages. After reading, they are asked to
judge the hostility levels (from 1 to 7)and the disgust
level (from 1to 7).

2.4 Results

The analysis of variance for the data displays(see
table 1) showed there was a significant difference in
hostility across the three levels of flaming messages
(F=4.11,P<.05). The post comparison indicated that
group direct and disagreement were significantly
different (p<.05). The hostility scores of group direct
were higher than group disagreement significantly
(p<.05). The group direct & indirect and group



indirect & disagreement were not significantly

different.

Table 1 The analysis of variances among hostility
and disgust scores of flaming messages

Variables:  Aggressive | Numberse Means Std Fo Posthoce  »
nessagese Dey-
Lhostility - Directo 3lv 5870 1.600 411% )
. . Direct=¢
Indirect. 13« 4764 1.92¢ .
X ~ . ) Disagreemente
Disagreemente 25 4.68: 1.62: )
2 Disgusts Directo 3l 3.800| 1.744) 3.31% )
. Direct>o
Indirect. 13« 3314 1.93. .
Disagreement.

Digagreements 250 2.68+| 1.28-
#P< N

Moreover, there was a significant difference in
offense scores across the three levels of flaming
messages (F=3.31, P<.05). The post comparison
indicated that groups direct and disagreement were
significantly different. The disgust scores of group
direct were higher than disagreement significantly
(p<.05). The group direct & indirect and group
indirect & disagreement were not significantly
different. There was a statistically significant
relationship between hostility (Mean=5.23, SE=1.75)
and disgust scores (Mean=3.30 , SE=1.68). The
correlation coefficient was 0.49 (p<.01), indicating a
middle relationship between them. (See the table 2)

Accordingly, the results explained that subjects
can feel both disgust and hostility, and classify the
aggressive levels among the messages. On the other
hand, the results proved that the flaming messages
could be classified into three types: direct aggression,

indirect aggression, and disagreement.

Table 2 Zero-order correlation coefficients
between hostility and offense grades

. Hostility Offense
Variables
! M=5.25.SD=1.75 M=3.30. SD=1.68
hostility -- A49**
Disgust 49** -
*P<.001

The content of the direct aggressive messages
consisted of sentences “call others names,” “fuck”,
etc. The content of the indirect aggressive messages
consisted of sentences “I am a PhD students and

superior to you,” “Are the wild dogs’ lives are more
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important than ours?”, etc. Finally, the content of the
disagreement messages consisted of sentences “l am

not happy with your views,” “what on earth do you

disagree? ”, etc.

3. Study 2

The purpose was to study the effects of online
flaming messages and Internet cognitive distortion on
emotion and aggression.

3.1 Research questions
Did people with high and low levels of Internet

cognitive distortion report higher aggression scores
after reading the online flaming messages?

Did people with high level internet cognitive
distortion report higher negative emotion scores after
reading the flaming messages?

Was there a three way interaction among flaming
messages, Internet cognitive distortion, as well as pre
and post emotions on aggression scores?

Was there a three way interaction among flaming
messages, Internet cognitive distortion, as well as pre

and post emotions on emotion score?

3.2 Questionnaires

The Questionnaire consisted of several parts: the
scale of emotion, Internet cognitive distortion,
Internet aggression, and three levels of flaming
messages. The online flaming messages were adopted
from Study 1. The scales were validated by factor
analyses using principle component method and
varimax rotation. The scale of emotion was revised
from the scale by Levine, Wyer, & Schwarz(1994).
The Internet cognitive distortion scale was revised
from the scale “Inventory of Hostility Cognitive
Distortions(IHCD) “ by Lin,& Hwang (2005). The
internet aggression scale was revised from the scale
“Internet Hostility Questionnaire (IHQ)” by Lin&
Hwang (2005).

3.3 Subjects and procedure
359 college students are recruited from the BBS.
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The subjects first are asked to answer the scale of
Internet cognitive distortion and emotion. Then the
system assigns the three levels of flaming messages
to subjects to read at random. After reading the
messages, they were asked to answer the scales of
Internet aggression and emotion.

3.4 Measurement
The experiment was between-subject factorial

design. The researchers divided subjects into high and

low cognitive distortion by comparing the scores of
cognitive distortion scale whether were above the
average grades. Then the subjects were assigned to
read one of the three flaming messages at random.
The subjects were assigned into six groups, see the
table3.

Table3 The group of subjects in the treatment

a high cognitive | low cognitive

distortions distortions

Direct aggressive
H1{N=86} L1M=5%)~

flaming messages

Indirect aggressive
H2(MN=63) La(l=3%)«

flaming messages

Opposite flaming
H3MN=60)0 L3=52%0
messagese

3.5 Results

The research group adopted the previous
flaming messages and scales to precede the
experiment. The descriptive statistics of variables
were presented on Table 4.

Table 4 The descriptive statistics of variables

fead]

Cognitives Std
P Means< Mutnbersa
distortions Dewe
Diwect « High+ 5647« 607 86+

aggressives Low+ 4792+« | 7859 59+

flaming+ Sume 52.9%0| B.O4a 1450
messagess
Indirect High« 557%¢ | 229« 630
aggressives Lowe 4851« | 741 3594
flaming+ Sume 52,874 9240 102e
messagess
Cpposite High« 55834 774« &0«
flaming+ Lowe 48630 6360 52+
messagess Sume 52.82¢| 765 112«
Sume High« 55830 762 208

Lowre 48.63¢| 7.25¢ 1500
Sutmne 52.82¢| B.Z6e 3580

The two-way analysis of variance displayed that
there were not a significant difference in aggression
scores (See the Table 5) across interaction between
the flaming messages and cognitive distortion
(F=1.160, P>.05). There was not a significant
difference in aggressive grades (See the Table 4)
across the three levels of flaming messages (F=.044,
P>.05). However, there was a significant difference
in aggression grades across the cognitive distortion
(F=76.222, P<.05).

Table5 Three-way analysis of variances in
aggression across flaming messages and
cognitive distortion scores

Variablese 380 dfe WS Fe e
flaming messages 49650 20| 2483 D440 o
cognitive 4269.5400| 1o | 4269.5404 76.222%%%40
distortions
flaming messages 129.945¢ | 20 | 64.973¢ 1.160< |e
*rognitive
distortions
Rewised Sume 244372314 3580 e 8 e
*x*xp< 001

The researchers furthered to compare aggression
grades means for high and low cognitive distortion
grades. The descriptive statistics of variables and
t-test results were presented on Table 6. The result
displayed that the aggression scores of high Internet
cognitive distortion were higher than the scores of
low Internet cognitive distortion (T=9.01, P<.001).

Table 6 The comparison of aggression grades
means for high and low cognitive distortion grades

Cognittves t
o Numberss Meansq 5td Deve T Valuee
dhstortions
) Highe 2080 | 55830 T62e | D010
Agaressions
Lowe 1500 | 48.630| 7230
*, (00

The mix design three-way analysis of variance
displays that there was not a significant difference in
twice emotion scores (see the Table 7) across
interaction among the flaming messages, Internet
cognitive distortion. (F=.064, P>.05).



However, twice emotional scores (measurement
timing) were different significantly (F=640.923,
P<.001).Moreover, there was a significant difference
in emotion grades across the high and level Internet

cognitive distortion (F=76.222, P<.05).

Table 7 The mix design three-way analysis of
variance across variables and timing

Variablese ER dfe M5e Fo ‘
Emotion (Timing)e | 6409230 | 1o 6409230 38 349%+*a,
cognitive distortions | 5125600 | 1o 5125600 4.550% |«
flaming messagese 97497 20 | 48749 4330 |
cognitive distortion® 71,338 20 35.66% A

flaming messagese
Time* 8.154¢ le | 5154 S48e e

cognitive distortions

Time*v 19.706¢ e 9.853¢ 80
aggressive messagesd
Time*« 2.133¢ e 1.066« 6de ¢

cognitive distortion

*laming messages

Within errorse ] a a o M
Within subjectse | 397675414 353 112656« @ «
Uniqueness+ 5899.725¢| 353 16713¢ o ‘
Totale a a a a K

*P<.05, ***P<.001

4. Conclusion and discussion

The first finding of this study indicated that the
flaming messages written by the researchers could be
classified into three levels: direct aggressive, indirect
aggressive, and disagreement. The classification
accorded with the flaming strength of Thompsen &
Fouler(1996), the aggression levels of Buss (1961),
and theory of Bjiirkqvist et al (1992). The result
displayed that scores of subjects reading direct
aggressive flaming in hostility and disgust were
higher than the disagreement messages. This evidence
supported the assertion of flaming strength of
Thompsen &Fouler(1996). Moreover, the direct
messages consisted of bad languages and the indirect
aggressive consisted of tease. Since the online
aggressive behaviors were only reveal in verbal
information, the hostility and disgust feeling between
direct and indirect flaming message were possible
difficult to make the differentiation.
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The second finding explained that there were no
interaction between flaming messages and Internet
cognitive distortion in aggression. There was not a
significant difference in aggressive scores after
subjects reading three level flaming messages as well.
However, the aggressive behaviors were significantly
different between group high and low Internet
cognitive distortion. The result was in line with
previous studies that cognitive distortions would
increase people’s aggressive behaviors (Crick &
Dodge, 1994; Berkowitz, 1993). Looking back to the
first finding, the subjects could recognize hostility
and disgust feelings from the three level messages.
The second finding displayed only the Internet
cognitive distortion had impact on aggression.
Accordingly, although the subjects had rational views
on the flaming messages, the users with high internet
cognitive distortions tended to behavior more
aggressively online than other users without flaming
messages evoked.

The third finding indicated that there was no
interaction between flaming messages and Internet
cognitive distortion in twice emotion. There was a
significant difference in twice emotion grades. In
addition, there was a significant difference in twice
emotion grades across the high level Internet
cognitive distortion. The results explained that
subjects’ emotion was evoked by the treatment. The
emotional state of Internet cognitive distortion was
influenced by times. Accordingly, the flaming
messages could not let subjects” emotion change, but
the twice emotion between group high and low
Internet cognitive distortion changed. The result was
the assertion of theories of Crick & Dodge(1994) and
Lazarus& Lazarus (1994). They indicated that
cognitive distortions were untruthful, false attitudes
and dogmatic, radical thinking. They also addressed
emotion was a complex mental process and response
one’s cognition. The cognitive distortions lead one’s
negative emotion to be evoked. In Conclusion, the
results indicated that flaming messages could cause
emotional change. In addition, although the subjects



TrackE-O00 00000

could classify the flaming messages and their emotion
changed during the treatment, they did not behave
aggressively after reading the flaming messages.
However, subjects with high Internet cognitive
distortion behaved aggressively and emotion change
violently without reading flaming messages. As a
result, the chief reason for online aggression was
possible the Internet cognitive distortions.

At last, the researchers suggested the flaming
messages were some limitations and might cause fail
to evoke aggressive behaviors. According to theories
of Berkowitz (1993) and Buss (1961) aggression were
both active and passive. The flaming messages
researchers conducted were not subjects’ active
behaviors. They were passive to read the messages
and had no target to aggress. In addition, they were
bystanders and not threatened to reactive. Although
all the subjects’ emotion would be aroused after the
treatment, the subjects’ aggressive behaviors were
hard to evoke. The subjects with high cognitive
distortion had extreme character and intended to
aggress without reasons, and for them, our flaming
messages was nothing. Maybe the Bandura’s (1973,
1986) aggression theory from social learning theory
was still correct, and the experimental design must be
careful to examine the issue. The future study could
investigate further follow the results.
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