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Abstract 

This study examined conformity and aggression in Reserve Officer Training Corps and 

Psychology 100 college students. The purpose was to determine if any difference in levels of 

aggression or conformity existed between the two samples. Participants took an online 

questionnaire that assessed levels of conformity and four subscales of aggression, physical, 

verbal, anger, and hostility. It was discovered that ROTC participants displayed higher levels of 

aggression, particularly physical, and PSYSC 100 participants displayed higher levels of 

conformity. Males scored higher in aggression than females. Younger participants displayed 

more hostility and conformity than older participants did. A negative correlation between 

conformity and aggression was found, as welL Examining aggression and conformity may 

provide useful information in the prevention of abuse and violence. 
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Introduction 

Social Influence 

Every day, our social surroundings influence us. Whether directly influenced by our 

peers or the media, or indirectly influenced by the social and cultural norms of our group, our 

social environment affects us. This includes more than just behavior, but our thoughts and 

emotions, as welL 

The power of social influence is often greatly underestimated. People often commit the 

fundamental attribution error, which is the tendency to wrongly attribute behaviors to internal 

factors, rather than situational factors (Aronson, Wilson, & Akert, 2(02). In this case, people 

attribute behaviors to reasons of personality or choice, rather than the strength of social 

influence. This tendency can cause oversimplification of complex problems, which can lead to 

even more problems. Oversimplification decreases our ability to understand a person's 

behaviors, thoughts, and emotions, and the causes of such. There is also the danger of blaming 

the victim, rather than correctly attributing the blame to the social influences that that person 

may have been experiencing (Aronson et al., 2002). 

Conformity and aggression are both a part of, and a result of, social influence. The social 

situation and the cultural context can be greatly affected by both. Conformity in particular is 

recognized as very strong factor in social influence. Social influence requires the individual to 

want to or feel the need to conform to their social environment. Without conformity, many of 

the social reasons for social influence, such as social norms, become ineffective. Without social 

norms, violence is more difficult to prevent and controL 

With school shootings and campus violence on the rise, understanding aggression and 

conformity is becoming more important. In order to further understand the relationships between 
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aggression and conformity, the current study explored these two factors of in military and 

college student populations. This study sought to identify potential differences in aggression and 

conformity in military and civilian populations. Further, the findings could also help in 

understanding aggression in student popUlations. 

Conformity 

According to Aronson et aI., conformity is "a change in behavior due to the real or 

imagined influence of other people" (2002, p. 253). In this study, conformity has been more 

specifically defined as the tendency for an individual to behave in accordance with the norms set 

by her or his particular social group. The social groups that were used in this study were the U.S. 

Army Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC) and college psychology students. 

Conformity can take many forms, including normative and informational social 

influences, social norms, and the cohesiveness of and relationship to the social group (Aronson et 

al.,2002). Normative social influence is a change of behavior because an individual wishes to 

be accepted into or to remain a part of a group, and to avoid ridicule and rejection. Social norms 

also contribute to normative social influence. Social norms can be the explicitly defmed, or the 

unspoken but understood, rules of a social group (Aronson et. ai, 2002). An explicit rule might 

be the laws of a country, state, or city, while an implicit rule might be the practice of giving up 

your seat on the subway for a pregnant woman. Sometimes, these social norms are so strong, an 

individual will continue to conform to the group, even when they know their behavior is 

incorrect or wrong. An example of this would be an adolescent giving into peer pressure to try 

illegal, and potentially dangerous, recreational drugs. 

When people are unsure of the appropriate or expected action, informational social 

influence often takes place (Aronson et aI., 2002). This results in an individual seeking out the 
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appropriate behavior by observing the actions of those around them. For example, if a person is 

attending a social club meeting for the fust time, they may be unsure about what to do. The 

person may look around the room to see where others are sitting, clustered in the center of the 

room or spread out, or if they are rearranging chairs to sit in a circle. Depending on what the 

person sees others doing, they will take whatever action the majority of the others are doing. By 

doing this, they are conforming to the expectations and norms of the group. 

The cohesiveness of the social group and the relationship of an individual to the group 

can strongly affect his or her degree of conformity (Aronson et aI., 2002). If the group is 

cohesive, and the individual is a part of that group, the individual is more likely to conform, to 

avoid rejection. If the group is not cohesive, or the individual does not have any relationship to 

the group, the individual may feel more comfortable not conforming to the group consensus. 

However, it is important to note that it takes very little group cohesiveness to create normative 

conforming. The desire to be thought well of by the group, and to avoid potential 

embarrassment, can be very strong (Aronson et aI., 2002). 

Many studies have shown the strength of social influence on conformity. Perhaps two of 

the most famous examples are that of Asch's line studies and Milgram's obedience study. 

Asch's line studies (1955, 1956) primarily tested an individual's reaction in the face of a strong 

group consensus. He did this by putting a participant in a group of confederates. He then 

showed the group a number of lines, and asked them to identify the line most similar in length to 

another line. The confederates would answer aloud fIrst, giving an obviously incorrect answer. 

If the participant answered correctly, he or she would be ignoring the social influence presented 

by answers of the other confederates. If the participant answered incorrectly, he or she would be 

ignoring the obviously correct answer, and conform to the group consensus. Asch found that an 
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individual would consistently conform to the group consensus, even in the face of overwhelming 

evidence to the contrary. 

Asch's line studies spurred a great deal of research in the area of conformity and the 

power of social influence. The results of these studies all continue to support Asch's original 

conclusion on conformity (i.e. Larsen, 1990; Amir, 1984). While this is useful information, it 

has encouraged psychologists to focus on the actions of an individual within a group, but ignore 

the conformity of an individual as a personality construct. That is, psychologists have studied 

how a single individual might act when faced with strong social influences. They have not 

studied if the level of conformity an individual will display is connected to their personality 

traits. 

Another part of conformity is obedience to authority. Obedience to authority can be a 

very strong social influence. There are times when this social influence can become destructive. 

Stanley Milgram showed this with his series of studies examining obedience to authority (1963, 

1974). His studies involved a "teacher," who was an actual participant, giving shocks to a 

"learner," a confederate of the researcher. The supposed purpose of the study was to study the 

effects of punishment on learning. The actual purpose of the study was to [md out exactly how 

far people would go when faced with what they thought was a legitimate demand for obedience 

to an authority figure. The results were very unexpected. The estimation was that approximately 

I % of the participants would give the highest possible shock. In actuality, 63% of the 

participants gave the highest possible shock, what they thought was a very painful 450 volts 

(Aronson et al., 2002). 

Unfortunately, this is not a phenomenon isolated in experimental settings. Examples of 

this sort of destructive obedience can be seen in real life. For example, there is the My Lai 
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massacre during the Vietnam War, where U.S. soldiers executed over four hundred Vietnamese 

civilians. Strong social influences were occurring within the force, including obedience to an 

authority figure. Soldier obeyed their commander even if they were unsure if it was the correct 

course of action. Very few soldiers resisted the social influence, and those that did, did so in a 

manner that was acceptable to their peers and commander. One soldier shot himself in the foot, 

requiring himself to be evacuated out of the village, and allowing him to escape from 

participating in the massacre (Hersh, 1970). 

Conformity does not have to take shape as obedience to authority for it to be destructive. 

Social influence can be seen strongly in extremist groups of all types, without the pressure of 

obeying an authority figure present. Terrorists operate not only because they are following 

orders, also because their social group defines terrorism as an acceptable action and encourages 

it. In order to be accepted by the group and to avoid rejection, the individual conforms to the 

group expectations. Examples of conformity in extremist groups can also be seen in some 

religious cults, such as the Heaven's Gate cult and the citizens of Jonestown, whose members 

committed mass suicide. The members did so because of the great pressure of social influence 

wielded by their leader and peers (Aronson et aI., 2002). 

Conformity can come through many different channels, and the consequences of it can be 

widespread and sometimes destructive. The desire to conform to the group norms can be very 

strong, and very difficult to resist, though some people are successful in doing so. If we can gain 

greater understanding of conformity, we may be able to [md ways to curb the destructive power 

of conformity. 
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Aggression 

This study focused on aggression and the relationship between aggression and 

conformity. In the current study, aggression is defined primarily as relational or overt 

aggression. Relational aggression is composed of indirect behaviors, such as teasing, exclusion 

from activities, and threats concerning social interaction. Overt aggression is defined as direct 

behaviors, including threats of or actually inflicting physical harm (Matlin, 2004). 

This study examined four subdivisions of aggression, physical and verbal aggression, 

anger, and hostility. Anger is defmed in Webster's Revised Unabridged Dictionary as a strong 

emotion of displeasure or antagonism, caused by a real or perceived injury or insult to one's self 

or another (1998). Hostility is defined as a tendency to feel angry towards a person or group and 

to seek to inflict, or threaten to inflict, harm upon that person or group (Aronson et al., 2002). 

Instrumental aggression, another type of aggression, is the intentional infliction of harm 

for a specific purpose other than to cause pain (Aronson et al., 2002). The Aggression 

Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992), used in this study, was not originally intended to measure 

instrumental aggression. However, the authors found that the aggression subscale of physical 

aggression was correlated with instrumental aggression. As a result, while this study was not 

specifically designed to measure instrumental aggression, it provides greater information on 

instrumental aggression. 

The most popular theories of aggression debate if aggression is innate or learned 

(Aronson et al., 2002). There has been no conclusive data, but the most popularly accepted 

theories suggest that aggression is innate, but that learning can overcome it (Aronson et al., 

2002). This study focuses on if these aggressive tendencies, whether innate or learned, are 
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controlled by social influence, through encouragement or discouragement by the social 

environment. 

The causes of aggression can be separated into three categories, situational, social, and 

personal (Aronson et aI., 2002). Situational aggression is largely temporary and revolves around 

a specific situation or event. These events can be something such as a hot day, the effect of 

alcohol consumption, or feeling like another person has intentionally provoked you (Aronson et 

al.,2002). 

The current study focuses on the social and personal reasons for aggression. Social 

reasons for aggression generally involve social influence. Social reasons may follow the social 

!earning theory, which says aggression can be learned through modeling and imitation (Bandura 

et aI., 1961). This would include the exposure of children to portrayals of violence in the media, 

or of adults to aggressive sports. Both have been shown to increase aggressive tendencies. 

Personal reasons for aggression revolve around personality traits. The most commonly 

known personal reason is the Type A personality. Research shows that a Type A personality is 

more likely to be competitive, impatient, hostile, control-oriented, and is more often linked to 

aggressive behavior (Aronson et aI., 2002). 

Other personal reasons may include gender. In the past, studies have shown that men 

tend to act more aggressively than women do (i.e. Buss, 1961; Maccoby & Jacklin 1974). These 

early finding have been disputed. There has been a suggestion that women do not experience 

less aggression, rather, that women display aggression in different ways (Bjorkqvist, 1994). 

When a broader defmition of aggression is used that includes both relational and overt aggressive 

acts, it is shown that while women have a different quality of aggression, the quantity of 

aggression is equal to men. In some cases, such as in the use of verbal indirect aggression, 
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women show greater levels of aggression than men do (Bjorkqvist, 1994). This bias against 

women showing aggression exists largely because of cultural expectations (Matlin, 2004). Our 

culture emphasizes aggression in men, and de-emphasizes aggression in women. This can occur 

by acknowledging only physical, or overt, aggression, and ignoring the types of aggression, such 

as verbal aggression, usually exhibited by women (Matlin, 2004). By including other forms of 

aggression, such as relational aggression, in the definition, a more inclusive view of aggression 

in men and women can be produced. 

In some cases, the exact cause of aggression is difficult to discern, particularly when a 

bias already exists towards the group or situation in question. This leads us to the next topic, 

aggression in the military. Are individuals in the armed forces more aggressive than civilians 

are, or is this merely just the common perception? 

Aggression in the Military 

Psychologists have conducted many studies examining military groups. These studies 

were mainly concerned with the levels of aggression found in the military, compared to the 

levels of aggression found in their counterparts in the civilian world. Heyman and Neidig 

studied aggression in the household, comparing spousal aggression rates of a military and 

civilian population (1999). As noted by the authors, the aggression rate among military 

personnel was only slightly higher, but still statistically significant. The authors also noted that 

while this information could possibly have been skewed, as the military population is not 

necessarily representative of the civilian population, it does give a good starting point for further 

studies in aggression. 

Campbell and Muncer (1994) studied the possible differences in aggression in the 

military, in contrast to aggression in the civilian world. Studying aggression in the military and 
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the nursing profession, their primary focus was on gender differences and society's impact on 

sex roles. However, this study provided valuable information about aggression. The study 

showed that military personnel had a stronger orientation towards instrumental aggression, such 

as aggressive behaviors like yelling or shoving with the intention of increasing moral, which may 

account for the high spousal aggression rates found in Heyman and Neidig's study in 1999. 

Other studies have focused more on the aggression of the actual service member, rather 

than on just spousal interactions. In his dissertation, Gilford studied the aggression, hostility, and 

gUilt in ROTC and non-ROTC students (1985). He broke the participants down into four groups, 

ROTC males, non-ROTC males, ROTC females, and non-ROTC females. He found that all 

ROTC participants scored higher in aggression. The ROTC males scored higher than the ROTC 

females. Non-ROTC males scored higher than non-ROTC females, but lower than ROTC 

females. Unfortunately, Gilford used the Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory, which has since been 

shown to be somewhat inaccurate as it used only true or false answers. 

The consensus based on this limited research is that military service members show 

higher levels of aggression than civilians do. The cause of this higher level of aggression is 

unknown, but whatever the reason, it is important to obtain a better understanding of aggression, 

and to use that understanding to combat the problems that come with it. 

The Importance of Understanding Aggression and Conformity 

The current study compares the differences in aggression and conformity between the 

PSYSC 100 participants and those of the ROTC cadets. The results provide information that 

reflects the type of people who join the military, or about the training military personnel receive. 

A lack of differences between groups may indicate that any differences perceived in military 

personnel are due to some other factor, such as the mass media portrayal of the military as overly 
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violent. The current study does not provide causal data but it allows for more in depth studies on 

aggression and conformity in the military. As a result, it may be possible to link previous studies 

on military personnel and spousal aggression. In addition, the findings will also help in 

understanding about aggression in student populations, as well. This study will also contribute to 

the efforts to prevent violence in both the Army and in the civilian world. 

Further, this study provides needed information concerning the personality trait of 

conformity and the military. There have been a few studies that have studied conformity in the 

military, but they only study conformity in-group studies, and not individual conformity 

(Atwater & Yammarino, 1993; Polley & Eid, 1994). 

Despite the number of aggression and conformity studies previously conducted, at this 

time no studies have been published that examine both aggression and conformity in individual 

samples. Therefore, this study is a first step in understanding of the relationship between these 

factors. 

This study collected accurate data on aggression and conformity in the individual service 

member, using the Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992). Previous studies on 

aggression have often used the Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory. However, research has 

concluded that the Aggression Questionnaire has greater validity and reliability (Buss & Perry, 

1992). The drawback of using this questionnaire is that it measures relational and overt 

aggression directly, but only measures instrumental aggression correlationally. However, it 

offers questions based on a five point Likert scale. Participants will also be given a conformity 

questionnaire, which is also a five point Likert scale. 

This study hypothesized that levels of aggression between ROTC cadets and PSYSC 100 

students will be different. Previous studies have shown that there are differences between 
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military and civilian populations (Campbell & Muncer, 1994; Heyman & Neidig, 1999). Based 

on the same study by Campbell and Muncer (1994), there may also be differences in levels of 

aggression between males and females. In their study, females in each group scored lower than 

the males in the same group. However, females in the military sample still scored higher than 

the males in the civilian sample (1994). In the current study, it is expected that ROTC 

participants will have higher scores in aggression than PSYSC 100 participants. Based on 

previous studies, males are expected to have higher aggression scores than females. This study 

also hypothesized that the ROTC participants would score higher in conformity. The general 

perception that military service requires conformity and previous studies showing high rates of 

group conformity and conformity in military settings support this hypothesis (Eid & Polley, 

1994; Atwater & Yammarino, 1993). 

Method 

Participants 

The participants were 473 students enrolled at Ball State University. Thirty-three were 

Army Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC) cadets currently enrolled in a Military Science 

course, and 440 Ball State University students who were currently enrolled in the Psychology 

100 course (PSYSC 100). The PSYSC 100 students received research credits for participating in 

the study. 

Two hundred and two (42.7%) of the participants were male, and 264 (55.8%) were 

female. In the PSYSC 100 sample, 256 (58.2%) participants were female, 177 (40.2%) were 

male. In the ROTC sample, 8 (24.2%) were female, and 25 (75.8%) were male. The mean age 

of all of the participants was 20.2 (SD = 4.2, range 18 - 58 years). The average age of the ROTC 

participants was 22.4 (SD = 4.7). The average age of the PSYSC 100 participants was 20 (SD = 
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4.1). The difference in age was not statistically different. The majority of the participants 

reported being single or unmarried (394, 83.3%), while 10 participants (2.1 %) reported being 

married, and 7 (1.5%) reported being divorced. There was no significant difference in marital 

status between the groups. 

Four hundred and twenty-three (89.4%) participants identified their ethnicity as 

White/Non-Hispanic, 11 (2.3%) as Black/African American, 5 (1.1%) as American, 3 (0.6%) as 

Hispanic, 2 (0.4%) as Native American, and 15 (3.2%) as Other. Fourteen (3%) participants did 

not provide information on their ethnic background. One hundred percent of ROTC participants 

identified themselves as While/Non-Hispanic (33). 

Further information was gathered concerning the participant's academic standing. The 

majority of the participants reported having completed four or fewer semesters (377, 79.7%), 

while 88 reported having completed five or more semesters (18.6%). Eighty-nine (18.8%) 

participants were humanities majors, 85 (18%) were medical science majors, 84 (17.8%) were 

education majors, 53 (11.2%) were business majors, 43 (9.1 %) were telecommunications majors, 

15 (3.2%) were architecture majors, 12 (2.5%) were physical science majors, 41 (8.7%) were 

undecided, and 51 (10.8%) were other majors. Thirty-three (7%) participants were enrolled in a 

Military Science course, and 440 (93%) were enrolled in PSYSC 100, Introduction to 

Psychology. 

Procedure 

Participants were recruited through email and class announcements. PSYSC 100 

participants signed up for the study online, and then accessed the questionnaire through a 

website. ROTC participants were not required to sign up to take the study, and directly accessed 

the InQsit site through http://www.inqsit.com, and completed the questionnaire. Participants 
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completed an informed consent form and research credit form after signing in. Participants then 

answered the questionnaire, and then questions concerning demographic information. 

Participants then read a debriefing statement, which gave additional information about the study, 

a contact address for the researchers, and a telephone number participants could call if they felt 

they needed assistance or had further questions. Their answers and participation were 

automatically sent to the researchers through InQsit. The researchers then accessed the 

registration page and updated the participant's research credit. The researchers analyzed the data 

using SPSS. 

Materials 

In this study, participants were asked to answer a questionnaire comprised of the 

Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992), a conformity questionnaire, and multiple 

demographic questions. The Aggression Questionnaire measured several different components 

of aggression, including physical aggression, verbal aggression, anger, and hostility. It consisted 

of twenty-nine questions, nine of which measured physical aggression, five that measured verbal 

aggression, seven that measured anger, and eight that measured hostility. 

Each question is answered on a five-point Likert scale, with one being 'extremely unlike 

me' and five being 'extremely like me.' The sum of the answers, after recoding, indicates the 

level of aggression. A high score (maximum of 145 points) indicates high levels of aggression, 

and a low score (minimum of 29 points) indicates a low level of aggression. It is important to 

look at all of the subscales individually and as a sum in order to get an accurate analysis, as each 

subsection has different minimum and maximum scales. For physical aggression, the minimum 

is 9 and the maximum is 40, verbal has a minimum of 5 and a maximum of 25, anger has a 
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minimum of 7 and a maximum of 35, and hostility has a minimum of 8 and a maximum of 40. 

The reliability of the complete questionnaire was high (a= .89) (N = 456). 

The authors created the conformity questionnaire, consisting of 10 questions that 

examined different types of conformity, such as conformity to a group decision, or obedience to 

authority. The responses are on a five-point Likert scales, I being 'never' and 5 being 'always.' 

The sum of the answers, after recoding, results in a total conformity score. A high score 

indicates high levels of conformity. The highest possible score was 50; the lowest possible score 

was 10. The reliability of this questionnaire was satisfactory (a= .79) (N = 467). Table I below 

gives examples of the questions in each subscale. Questions marked with an asterisk (*) are 

reverse coded items. 

Table I 

Sample questions of each aggression subscale and conformity scale 

Questio nnaire Sample Question 
Physical Aggression There are people who pushed me so far that we came to blows. 

Verbal Aggressio n I can't help getting into arguments when people disagree with me. 

Anger I am an even-tempered person. * 

Hostility I am suspicious of overly friendly strangers. 

Conformity I tend to go along with group decisions 

I avoid conflicts with other people 

I rebel against people who are in a position of authority. * 
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Results 

Aggression and conformity scores were calculated for the overall sample, ROTC only, 

PSYSC 100 only. Group comparisons were conducted for aggression, conformity and with 

several variables were examined, including gender, age, and semesters completed. A correlation 

between conformity, aggression, and aggression subscales was also calculated. The presentation 

of the results will begin with the statistics for the overall sample, followed by gender 

comparisons, ROTC and PSYSC 100 comparisons, and finally correlations. 

Overall Sample 

For the entire sample, the mean conformity score was 33.4, (SD=5.3), and a range of 10-

50. The mean for aggression for the total sample was 72.1, (SD=18.1, and a range of 34-137. 

The aggression subscales were also computed for the total sample, as shown below in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Mean, Standard Deviation, and Range for Aggression Questionnaire Subscales 

Scale Mean SD Minimum Maximum 
Physical 20.3 7.4 9 43 

Verbal 14.9 3.8 5 25 

Anger 16.8 5.6 7 33 

Hostility 20.2 6.6 7 40 

The number of semesters completed was divided between two groups, four or fewer 

semesters completed (N=369), and five or more semesters completed (N=88). The number of 

semesters completed produced a significance in the scores for the full sample in conformity (t 
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(463) = 2.73, p < .01) and hostility (t (463) = 2.17, p < .05). Conformity and hostility levels 

were higher for participants who had completed four or fewer semesters of college than for those 

who completed five or more semesters. Aggression (t (463) = 1.5, p > .05), physical aggression 

(t (463) = 1.09, p > .05), verbal aggression (t (463) = -.60,p > .05), and anger (t (463) = 1.28, p > 

.05) were not significantly different for these two groups. 

Gender Comparisons 

Gender comparisons of aggression and conformity were also conducted. Table 3 shows 

the results of the gender comparisons for conformity, aggression, and aggression subseales. 

Table 3 

Gender Comparisons for the Full Sample 

Seale Gender Mean SD Sig. 
Conformity Female 33.7 5.2 p> .05 

Male 32.9 5.5 

Aggression Female 68.4 18.2 p < ,001 

(total) Male 76.9 16.6 

Physical Female 17.6 6.6 p < .001 

Male 23.7 7.1 

Verbal Female 14.5 3.9 p> .05 

Male 15.4 3.6 

Anger Female 16.4 5.8 p> .05 

Male 17.4 5.3 

Hostility Female 19.9 6.6 p>.05 

Male 20.5 6.6 
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The total scores for aggression and the subscales of physical and verbal aggression were 

found to be significantly different based on gender (aggression, t (464) = -5.18, p < .001; 

physical, t (464) = -9.59, p < .001; verbal, t = -2.52, p < .05). Males had higher scores in all 

areas. All other scales were not found to be significantly different for the genders (conformity, t 

= 1.64, p > .05; anger, t = -1.90, p > .05; hostility, t = -.84, p > .05). 

Table 4 

T-test, Mean, and Standard Deviation/or Gender differences in ROTC sample 

Scale Gender Mean SD Sig 
Conformity Female 33.3 5.1 p> .05 

Male 30.0 4.7 

Aggression Female 65.6 18.2 p > .05 

Male 80.0 17.4 

Physical Female 17.8 5.3 p < .05 

Male 26.8 7.7 

Verbal Female 14.6 4.7 p > .05 

Male 16.6 4.3 

Anger Female 14.8 5.2 p > .05 

Male 16.8 5.6 

Hostility Female 18.5 9.6 p > .05 

Male 19.8 5.5 

A gender comparison of ROTC and PSYSC 100 samples revealed no significant 

differences within the ROTC sample for total aggression, verbal aggression, hostility, anger, and 
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conformity. A significant difference was found in physical aggression for gender (t(33) = -3.08, 

p < .05). Males scored significantly higher in physical aggression than females (see Table 4). 

Significant differences between genders were found for the PSYSC 100 sample, in the overall 

aggression scale (t (431) = -4.64, p < .00l), the physical aggression subscale (t (431) = -8.60, p < 

.00l) and the verbal aggression subscale (t (431) = -1.99, p < .05). Males were found to have 

higher overall aggression scores than females, higher scores on physical aggression, and higher 

scores on verbal aggression. 

Table 5 

Mean and Standard Deviations jar Male and Female PSYSC 100 participants 

Scale Gender Mean SD Sig 
Conformity Female 33.8 5.2 p> .05 

Male 33.3 5.4 

Aggression Female 68.5 18.3 p < .001 

(total) Male 76.5 16.5 

Physical Female 17.6 6.6 p < .001 

Male 23.3 6.9 

Verbal Female 14.5 3.9 P <.05 

Male 15.2 3.4 

Anger Female 16.4 5.8 p> .05 

Male 17.5 5.3 

Hostility Female 20.0 6.5 p> .05 

Male 20.5 6.8 
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The conformity scale (t (431) = .800, p > .05), anger (t (431) = -l.880, p > .05), and hostility (t 

(431) = -.873, P > .05) subscales were not found to be significant by gender. The means and 

standard deviations for these scales are shown in Table 5. 

ROTC and PSYSC 100 Comparisons 

Comparisons of ROTC and PSYSC 100 participants on conformity, aggression, are 

shown in Table 6.A t-test comparing the groups on conformity showed a significant difference 

between ROTC and PSYSC 100 samples (t (471) = -2.97, P < .05). The mean conformity score 

for the PSYSC 100 sample was significantly higher than the ROTC sample. 

Table 6 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Significance between ROTC and PSYSC 100 

Scale Group Mean SD Sig 

Conformity ROTC 30.8 5.0 p < .05 

PSYSC 100 33.6 5.3 

Aggression ROTC 76.5 18.4 p> .05 

(total) PSYSC 100 7l.8 18.1 

Physical ROTC 24.6 8.1 p < .001 

PSYSC 100 20.0 7.3 

Verbal ROTC 16.1 4.4 p> .05 

PSYSC 100 14.8 3.7 

Anger ROTC 16.3 5.5 p = .05 

PSYSC 100 16.8 5.6 

Hostility ROTC 19.5 6.5 p> .05 

PSYSC 100 20.2 6.7 
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Overall aggression was found to not be significantly (t (471) = 1.45,p > .05) different between 

ROTC and PSYSC 100 participants. However, the ROTC mean was higher. Further, ROTC 

participants were found to be more physically aggressive than PSYSC 100 participants were (t 

(471) = 3.49, p < .001). PSYSC 100 participants were found to have a marginally higher score 

in anger (t (471) = -.532, p = .05). Verbal aggression (t (471) = 1.964, p > .05) and hostility (t 

(471) = -.575, p > .05) were not found to be significant between ROTC and PSYSC 100 

participants. 

Correlations 

A Pearson's correlation analysis was done on the six scales and subscales. Table 7 shows 

the correlation matrix. There was a moderate negative correlation between aggression and 

conformity (r = -.30) suggesting that aggression and conformity are distinct concepts. As 

expected, the physical, verbal, and anger subscales were all highly correlated with the total 

aggression score. 

Table 7 

Correlations arrwng Conformity and Aggression Scales and Subscales 

Variable Conformity Aggression Physical Verbal Anger Hostility 
Conformity -.30 -.31 -.50 -.23 .00 

Aggression .79 .71 .82 .76 

Physical .48 .46 .36 

Verbal .56 .35 

Anger .56 

Hostility 
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Discussion 

Aggression 

It was expected that ROTC participants would have higher scores in aggression than 

PSYSC 100 participants. Males were also expected to have higher aggression scores than 

females. ROTC participants were also expected to have higher conformity scores. The results of 

this study only partially supported the expectations based on previous studies, which have found 

that military personnel have significantly higher levels of aggression (Heyman & Neidig, 1999; 

Campbell & Muncer, 1994; Gilford, 1985). ROTC participants were found to have higher scores 

in physical aggression, however, PSYSC 100 participants were found to have higher scores in 

the anger subscale of aggression. 

While there was no statistical significance in overall aggression, there was a practical 

difference. The mean for ROTC participants (M = 76.5) was higher than the mean for PSYSC 

100 participants (M = 71.8). The difference in means was not great enough to be considered 

statistically significant, but the mean results were different enough that it is possible that the 

different powers of the two samples affected the statistical significance. In this study, hostility 

and verbal aggression were found to be insignificant between ROTC and PSYSC 100 samples. 

The differences in physical aggression and anger may suggest that the differences in aggression 

levels may be narrowed down to differences in just physical aggression and anger. 

Previous studies have shown that military personnel may be more aggressive than 

civilians (Heyman & Neidig, 1999; Campbell & Muncer, 1994). A question may be raised as to 

why. Does military training cause increased aggression in military personnel, or are people who 

are naturally aggressive attracted to military service? Finding the answer to this may have some 

important consequences. It may be possible to link previous studies on military personnel and 
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spousal aggression. It could bring us closer to understanding and preventing spousal abuse and 

violence in both the military and the civilian world by facilitating learning more about the causes 

of aggressive behavior. 

Whether aggression is innate or learned, it is possible to control it. The most common 

ways are distracting ourselves from the source of our anger and aggression, discussing our 

feelings, modeling non-aggressive behavior, training the use of non-aggressive methods, and 

building empathy (Aronson et al., 2(02). Depending on the type of aggression, instrumental, 

overt, or relational, and what has caused it, personal, social, or situational reasons, the most 

appropriate method for controlling aggression could be used to try to prevent violence. 

Conformity 

PSYSC 100 participants were found to have higher scores in conformity. It was 

hypothesized that ROTC cadets would show higher levels of conformity because of the general 

perception that military service requires conformity. The results showed a reverse pattern, which 

has some interesting implications. One possible explanation is that the ROTC participants are 

taking part in a leadership development course, designed to prepare them to be an officer in the 

United States Army. Obedience to authority is emphasized, however, cadets are also trained to 

question orders, make moral decisions, and to do what is right, even if their decision is 

unpopular. This may encourage ROTC cadets to be somewhat less conforming than PSYSC 100 

students. An interesting way to test this would be to compare the levels of conformity between 

enlisted and commissioned personnel in the military. If lack of conformity is related to being an 

officer, there should be higher levels of conformity among the enlisted personnel, in comparison 

to the commissioned personnel. 
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Another possible explanation is the age difference between ROTC and PSYSC 100 

participants. It is possible that PSYSC 100 participants scored higher in conformity due to their 

younger age, and a greater pressure to conform to their social group. The average age of the 

ROTC sample was 22.4, and 20 for the PSYSC 100 sample. While not a great difference, the 

means straddle a very important age, 21. There is a leap between still being underage, though an 

adult, and being a fully legal adult. A twenty-year-old may also still be focused on fitting in with 

their social group, while a twenty-two year-old has already found their own identity and place in 

their social group. The twenty-one year-old may feel more confident in not conforming than a 

twenty-year-old might. 

The fmding that conformity and hostility scores were higher for participants who had 

completed four or fewer semesters may support this supposition for higher conformity levels 

among younger participants. A t-test showed that the number of semesters completed was a 

significant indicator of age (t (457) = -5.41, p < .001). Participants who had completed four or 

fewer semesters had a mean age of 19.4 (SD = 2.8). Participants who had completed five or 

more semesters had a mean age of 23.5 (SD = 6.9). In conjunction with the results of higher 

conformity among twenty-year-olds, it is possible that participants who completed four or fewer 

semesters are more conforming because of their age and relatively immaturity. This may also 

explain the higher scores in hostility found in the group of participants who had completed 4 or 

fewer. An individual less secure about their social environment and peers may be more inclined 

to interpret people and situations as more threatening and respond in a more hostile manner. It is 

also possible that people become less hostile as they grow in maturity and experience. However, 

more research would be necessary to confirm this hypothesis. 
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Gender 

The gender comparisons produced several results of significance. In a comparison of 

males and females in the full sample, males had higher scores in overall aggression, physical 

aggression, and verbal aggression than females. In the ROTC sample, males were found to have 

higher physical aggression than females. The lack of differences found in other comparisons 

may indicate a problem with the sample size. The ROTC sample had a lack of females (N = 8) 

that may have affected the results. In the PSYSC 100 sample, overall aggression, physical 

aggression, and verbal aggression were higher for males than females. A reason for this may be 

social context. Our culture emphasizes aggression in males, and not in females. In cultures 

where aggression is discouraged or encouraged, regardless of gender, the difference in levels of 

aggression disappears (Matlin, 2004). This could explain the higher scores in aggression for 

males. 

Due to sample constraints, we were unable to determine the relationship between gender, 

military involvement, and aggression. However, previous studies have shown that while, in 

general, military personnel have higher levels of aggression, males in the military have higher 

levels than females in the military, and civilian males have higher levels of aggression than 

female civilians do. However, females in the military have higher levels of aggression than male 

civilians do. (Campbell & Muncer, 1994) 

Higher levels of aggression in the military may be cause for concern. Previous studies 

have shown that military spouses have higher levels of spousal abuse (Heyman & Neidig, 1999). 

Based on studies that have shown higher levels of aggression in the military (Campbell & 

Muncer, 1994), it may be possible to link levels of aggression and levels of spousal abuse in 

military populations. 
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Limitations 

There are several limitations in this study. The most important, perhaps, are the sample 

sizes. While there was a plentiful pool of participants from which to draw the PSYSC 100 

participants, the options for ROTC were much more limited. The population being studied, Ball 

State ROTC contracted cadets, only totaled 54 students. This severely limited our ROTC 

sample. While 33 ROTC cadets participated, more than half of the population, the sample size 

was minimal. 

Another problem with the sample sizes was the great difference between the two, 

comparing 33 ROTC participants to 441 PSYSC 100 participants. Such a dramatic difference 

between the sample sizes may have had an effect on the statistics calculated. A more balanced 

study, preferably with many more ROTC participants and a higher number of females in the 

ROTC sample, could clarify this study's fmdings somewhat. 

It is also important to note that the conformity questionnaire used had not been previously 

used. No previous validity or reliability tests had been done on its items. After this study, based 

on correlations, it does appear that the questionnaire is reliable. This questionnaire should be 

given to a larger sample to further assess its validity and reliability. 

Conclusion 

The results of this study showed that ROTC participants were more aggressive, and 

PSYSC 100 participants were more conforming. A greater number of semesters completed, 

which is linked to greater age, indicated a higher level of conformity and hostility. In general, 

males scored higher in aggression than females. These findings were corroborated by previous 

studies, which leads to a strengthening of our current understanding of aggression. 
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While the results for aggression are well supported by research, there is little support for 

the conformity findings. Previous conformity research has focused primarily on Asch line-type 

studies, therefore this study is unique in examining conformity as a function of personality. 

Further research in the area of conformity is necessary before the results of this study can be 

validated and applied. 

It is hoped that the information provided by this and further studies will be used in trying 

to understand and control aggression, conformity, and thus violence. If further studies in this 

area are done, it could greatly improve the lives of many victims of violence. 
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