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Abstract: The social information processing (SIP) model is an important element in theoretical accounts of aggressive
behavior. Recently, several authors have suggested the integrations of emotions in the SIP model. The purpose of this study was
to examine the validity of the revised SIP model of aggression with Japanese young people. In Study 1, 130 male Japanese
students were given three scenarios depicting social conflicts and asked to rate the variables comprising the model. Structural
equation analysis showed that hostile intent, anger and positive evaluation of aggressive behavior increased aggressive
behavior, on the other hand, adaptive emotion regulation strategies decreased aggressive behavior. Hierarchical regression
analysis revealed that the revised model was significantly better in the prediction of aggression than the original model. In study
2, 82 male Japanese delinquents were given the same materials as studyl. The results substantially replicated the results of Study
1, although emotion regulation did not work in this sample. There appear to be two possible interpretations. One possibility is
that juvenile delinquents may be likely to engage in aggression because they tend to feel strong anger, and the uncontrolled anger
distorts social perception to produce aggressive motivations. The other interpretation is that the research procedures adopted by
the study 2 influenced the results. Both studies further indicated that the levels of variables of the revised model were

significantly different between high aggressive and low aggressive participants.
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1. Introduction
1.1. Social Information Processing Model and Aggression

Social information processing has been given an important
role in theoretical accounts of development and decisions to
engage in aggressive behavior. Aggression is defined as a
behavior that is intended to hurt or harm others [1]. A social
information processing model [2, 3] was proposed to explain
the social cognitive processes of children showing poor social
competence that was an integration of Flavell’s step theory of
social inferences [4], Goldfried and d’Zurilla’s
problem-solving strategy training [5], Simon’s [6] and Hayes’
information-processing theories of cognitive problem solving
[7], and McFall’s [8, 9] reformation of social skills theory.
This model posited a sequence of cognitive steps that lead to
behavioral responses, including aggression toward others [10].
The first step is the attention to and detection of the cues from

the large stimulus array. The second step is the mental
representation of those cues, involving an interpretation of the
other person’s intention. Third, this representation activates a
specific interaction goal. Fourth, this goal selection generates
one or more possible responses. Fifth, these responses are
evaluated against the goal, and an optimal response is selected.
Finally, the selected response is enacted.

In an experimental study in which children were observed
entering a play group, and reacting to ambiguous provocation
from other children, Dodge demonstrated that these social
information processing variables predicted the level of social
competence [2].

1.2. SIP Model and Emotion Processes

The SIP model consists of cognitive variables. Dodge
regarded emotion as the energy that drives the entire process
[2], and he did not explicitly include emotion as an essential
component in the original SIP model [3, 11]. Because it has
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been repeatedly reported that negative emotions instigate and
enhance aggressive behavior, some studies assume that
emotion is a crucial internal factor of aggressive behavior [12,
13]. For example, it has been demonstrated that
short-tempered persons tend to behave aggressively [14] and
that anger instigates homicide [15], child abuse [16], and
domestic violence [17]. Considering the evidence, some
researchers have attempted to revise the SIP model to include
affective variables [11, 18, 19].

De Castro confirmed Lemerise and Arsenio’s model in
which unregulated anger enhances aggressive behavior in
social conflict situations and emotion regulation reduces it. He
proposed a revised SIP model by adding affective variables to
it, that is, anger and adaptive emotion regulation [20].
Emotion regulation is to control, modify, and manage
emotional experiences and the expression of emotions [21]. In
addition, de Castro, Merk, and Koops hypothesized that anger
distorts cognitive process but emotion regulation suppresses
the cognitive distortions and consequently reduces aggressive
behavior [22]. Those authors demonstrated that, consistent
with the hypothesis, non-aggressive children tended to show
fewer cognitive biases to perceive the other party’s hostile
intention, to evaluate aggressive behavior less positively, to
show less anger, and to have stronger emotion regulation than
aggressive children in ambiguous provocative situations.

1.3. The Cultural Aspects of Aggression and Emotion
Processes

It is known that culture has influence on anger. Cross-cultural
research has repeatedly demonstrated that Japanese are less
likely to overtly express anger than westerners [23]. However, it
is suggested that such a cultural difference in anger is caused

1.4. An Overview of the Present Research and Hypotheses
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not only by suppression based on divergent display codes but
also by internal emotion regulation. In a cross-cultural study of
emotional processes among adolescents from five countries
including Japan, Kornadt, Hayashi, Tachibana, Trommsdorff,
and Yamauchi showed that although Japanese were sensitive to
interpersonal frustrations, such as unfriendly or impolite
behaviors, they were less likely to interpret opponent’s
intentions as malevolent, thereby reacting with less anger, than
westerners and that when they really angered, they were not
often engaged in overt aggression because they were more
concerned with maintaining social relations than pursuing
aggressive goals to defend or restore self-esteem or pride [24].
This indicates that Japanese, as cultural collectivists, are
strongly oriented toward emotion regulation of anger and
avoidance of aggressive confrontation because of interest in
social maintenance.

These cross-cultural findings on anger suggest that when de
Castro et al.’s model [22] be applied to Japanese, the role of
emotion regulation may be more important in the determination
of anger and aggression among Japanese than westerners. The
revised SIP model was constructed based on the research
evidence that was obtained from the Western samples; the
model had not yet been examined for non-Western samples.
Therefore, the first purpose of this study was to examine the
revised SIP model using Japanese youth samples.

The second purpose was to examine the differences between
aggressive and non-aggressive Japanese young people in the
levels of affective variables included in the model. For the
examination, we developed a hypothesis that the aggressive
group would display higher levels of anger and lower levels of
emotion regulation than the non-aggressive group.
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Figure 1. Structural equation model of emotion processes in SIP.

The present research was designed based on the revised SIP

model (Figure 1). Although the original model consists of

numbers of cognitive and affective variables, we focused on

three cognitive variables, interpretation, response evaluation
and the decision of aggressive enactment, and two affective
variables, anger and emotion regulation. This model posits
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that the perception of the other party’s hostile intent enhances
the positive evaluation of aggressive behavior, which in turn,
facilitates the decision of enactment of aggressive behavior;
hostile biases induce anger, which also induces the positive
evaluation of and the decision of enactment of aggressive
behavior; and emotion regulation suppresses the attribution of
hostile intent, positive evaluation of aggressive behavior and
anger, leading to a low level of aggression enactment. We
measured the tendency toward socially desirable responses to
controlling aggression in the analysis.

The hypotheses of this research were the following: the
revised SIP model in which affective variables (anger and
emotion regulation) are incorporated will explain the decision
of aggressive behavior to a greater extent than the original SIP
model (Hypothesis 1); aggressive participants will display
more anger and display less emotion regulation than
non-aggressive participants (Hypothesis 2); and aggressive
participants will perceive the other party’s intent as more
hostile and evaluate aggressive behavior more positively than
non-aggressive participants (Hypothesis 3).

In order to examine these hypotheses, we conducted two
role-playing studies using different samples of Japanese youth: in
Study 1, a well-adjusted sample consisting of Japanese college
and vocational school students and in Study 2, an ill-adjusted one
consisting of Japanese juvenile delinquents who were committed
to a juvenile classification home. These samples differed in ages
and the circumstances of the study: the former sample
participated in the study in their schools, but the latter sample did
it during being incarcerated for the juvenile trial. Main focus was
on comparisons between groups of high aggression and of low
aggression in each sample, but the criterion of group
differentiation was different between the studies. Thus, we
conducted the analyses separately for these samples.

2. Study 1

2.1. Participants

One hundred and thirty Japanese male college and
vocational school students (M age=19.77 + 1.24) participated
in the study.

2.2. Procedure

Participants joined this study in classrooms. They were
asked to read three scenarios depicting situations provoking
reactive aggression that were used in Aizawa’s previous study
[25]. Participants were requested to rate their own anger, the
other party’s hostile intent and happy emotions, and the extent
to which they would use emotion regulation (distraction,
suppression, and reappraisal) and aggression on a 9-point
rating scale ranging from 1, “Not at all,” to 9, “Definitely.”
The participants also filled out the Japanese version of the
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding [26, 27] and the
Proactive-Reactive Aggressiveness scales [28, 29].!

1 In Studies 1 and 2, the human rights of participants were considered. The
following statements were printed clearly on the top sheet of the questionnaire:

2.3. Measures

2.3.1. Social Information Processing Variables

The scenarios depicted three interpersonal conflict
situations (“A person bumped your shoulder when you were
walking down the road, and the person walked away without
saying anything,” “A person turned off the lights when you
were reading a book in a classroom,” and “A taxi drove by,
ignoring your intention to hail it.””) based on Aizawa’ [25]. In
the analysis we used total scores of each variable across three
scenarios since Aizawa reported substantial correlations in
each variable between the scenarios.

Participants were instructed to imagine that they were
actually experiencing these episodes. After reading each
scenario, participants were requested to rate the following
cognitive and affective variables.

Attribution of hostile intent to the provoking person was
assessed to ask participants to rate the extent to which they
perceived that the person intentionally bumped into them
(turned off the lights or ignored their intention to hail the cab)
to on a 9-point rating scale ranging from 1, “Not at all,” to 9,
“Definitely.” Perception of pleasure of the provoking person
was assessed to ask participants to rate how strongly they
perceived that the provoking person felt pleasure.

Own anger was assessed to ask participants to rate how
strongly they would feel anger if they were the victim. The
decision of aggressive behaviors was assessed to ask
participants to rate the extent to which they would decide to
perform two aggressive behaviors (aggression 1: “chasing the
person to make him apologize” and aggression 2: “catch the
person’s shoulder to turn him around”) on a scale ranging from
1 “Not decide at all” to 7 “Definitely decide.” Evaluation of
aggressive behavior was assessed to ask participants to rate
the extent to which they thought each of the aggressive
behaviors was good on a scale ranging from 1 “Not good at all”
to 7 “Definitely good”.

By modifying items used in [22], we constructed items to
measure three adaptive modes of emotion regulation
(distraction, suppression, and reappraisal). Participants were
asked to indicate the extent to which they would take the
following actions to make them feel better: distraction (“talk
about it with someone” and “do something fun”), suppression
(“avoid thinking about it” and “forget it”), reappraisal (“it was
an accident” and “I had bad luck”).

2.3.2. Social Desirability

The 24 items of the Japanese version of the Balanced
Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR) [26, 27] were used
to measure socially desirable response tendencies. The BIDR
incorporates self-deceptive enhancement (honest but overtly
positive responding) and impression management (bias
toward pleasing others). Participants were requested to
respond to all items on a 7-point rating scale ranging from 1,

“There is no right or wrong answer.” “If you do not want to answer some questions,
please skip these.” “Because survey answers are analyzed statistically, personal
answers are not identified.” The Human Research Committee of Shokei Gakuin
University (registration number: 016-006) approved the study.
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“Not true at all,” to 7, “Definitely true.”

2.3.3. Trait Aggression

Proactive-Reactive Aggressiveness scales [28, 29] were
used to measure participants’ trait aggression. (Proactive
aggression: “I get what I want by might.”, “It’s easy to scare
peers into submission.”, Reactive aggression: I get mad
easily.”, ” If someone disturbs me, I can’t help giving tit for
tat.”, Participants were asked to rate the 30-item proactive
aggression scale from 1, “Not uncharacteristic of me at all” to
7, “Definitely characteristic of me,” and 12-item reactive

aggression scale from 1, “No,” to 4, “Yes.”
2.4. Results

2.4.1. Correlations Among the Variables

Descriptive statistics of the SIP and emotion variables are
presented in Table 1. Because the reactive aggression and
proactive aggression scales were significantly positively
correlated with one another (7=.64, p<.0l1), they were
combined into a single scale of trait aggression. The scores of
each variable were averaged over three scenarios. Cronbach’s
alpha for trait aggression, self-deception, and impressive
management were .89, .70, and .65, respectively.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of SIP and emotion in students (N=130).

Mean SD
Self-deception 13.78 3.13
Impression-management 13.22 3.19
Hostile intent attribution 5.26 1.62
Happiness attribution 2.97 1.51
Own anger 7.16 1.58
Emotion regulation 5.53 1.21
Response evaluation 1 4,71 2.00
Response evaluation 2 3.52 1.86
Aggressive behavior 1 3.75 1.95
Aggressive behavior 2 243 1.48

2.4.2. Structural Equation Analysis of the Model

A structural equation analysis based on maximum
likelihood estimation (AMOS Ver.20.0 for Windows, IBM)
was applied to the hypothetical model in Figure 1. To control
social desirability, we added to this model effects of
impression management and self-deception and of age. Then,
by deleting several insignificant passes of age and the
perceived pleasure of the provoking person from this initial
model, we reached the final model depicted in Figure 2. The
overall fitness of the final model was at an acceptable level, as
indicated by chi2 (21)=15.69, p=.79, GFI=.97, AGFI=.95,
CFI=1.00, RMSEA=.00.

| Intent attribution

- SQ**,
".""-.- '41“ -
. A oy
Impression | -.287™ .
management | »
¥
Regulation

e

17

T
.30

Response evaluation 1

Response evaluation 2

Aggressive behavior 1

Aggressive behavior 2

Figure 2. Structural equation model of emotion processes in SIP of college students.

7=15.10 df=21 p=82

GFI=.98 AGFI=.95 RMSEA=.00

Tp<.10 *p<.05** p<.01

(Solid lines show facilitative paths, broken lines show suppressive paths)

Among the social desirability variables, impression
management decreased one’s own anger whereas
self-deception increased the positive evaluation of aggressive
behavior and the decision of aggressive behavior. The
attribution of hostile intent of the other party indirectly
increased the decision of aggressive behavior by way of the
positive evaluation of aggressive behavior and one’s own anger.
The attribution of hostile intent of the other party and emotion
regulation were negatively correlated. Emotion regulation
indirectly decreased the decision of aggressive behavior by
decreasing the positive evaluation of aggressive behavior.

Regression Analyses. To examine Hypothesis 1, a
hierarchical regression analysis was conducted in which the
decision of aggressive behavior was a dependent variable, and

other variables were independent variables. In this analysis,
we combined response evaluations 1 and 2 and aggressions 1
and 2. In Step 1, only cognitive variables were entered, and in
Step 2, emotion variables were added. The set of cognitive
variables (the original SIP model) accounted for a significant
amount of variance in the decision of aggressive behavior (R*
=46, F (5, 124)=23.09, p<.01), and the set of emotion
variables significantly increased the accounted variance of the
decision of aggressive behavior (AR’=.03, AF (2, 122)=4.33,
p<.05). The increase was because of anger ($=.20).

2.4.3. Differences Between Aggressive and Non-aggressive
Groups
Participants were divided into aggressive (n=64) and
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non-aggressive groups (n=66) by the median of the trait
aggression scale (4.72). Comparing cognitive and emotional
variables between these groups, we observed that aggressive
participants became angrier, evaluated aggressive behavior
more positively and decided more aggressive behaviors than
non-aggressive participants. In addition, we observed that
aggressive participants were lower in impression management
and emotion regulation than non-aggressive participants.
Aggressive participants perceived the other party’s intent to be
more hostile than did non-aggressive participants although
their perceptions did not exceed the criteria (Table 2).

Table 2. Comparison between high and low aggressive group of students.

t-value df p-value

Self-deception -.90 128 .368
Impression-management 4.50 128 .000™
Hostile intent attribution -1.78 128 077
Happiness attribution =27 128 790
Own anger -4.32 111.59 .000™
Emotion regulation 4.19 128 .000™
Response evaluation -2.85 128 .005™
Aggressive behavior -4.62 128 000"

"P<0.01, "P<0.05, TP<0.1

Self-deception was positively associated and impression
management was negatively associated with the decision of
aggressive behavior 1 (r=.20, p<.05; r=-.19, p<.05). These
results indicated that the participants who unconsciously made
themselves look good tended to decide to behave aggressively;
however, those who consciously made themselves look good
did not tend to decide aggressive behavior.

2.5. Discussion

Hypothesis 1 was supported; that is, the revised SIP
model was better at predicting the decision of aggressive
behavior than the original SIP model. In a study of Dutch
7-13 years old aggressive and non-aggressive children, the
study [22] proposed the revised SIP model in which
emotional variables were incorporated. The present study
evidenced that this model is valid even for a Japanese youth,
an Asian sample.

The present results replicated the findings of de Castro et al.
[22] that attribution of hostile intent enhanced the decision of
aggressive behavior and that emotion regulation inhibited it.
The present study also concluded that response evaluation
affected the processes; that is, both the effects of attribution of
hostile intent and of emotion regulation on the decision of
aggressive behavior were mediated by response evaluation.
Considering that participants in the present study were
students in Japanese schools and were assumed to be low in
aggression compared with clinically aggressive children who
were participants in de Castro et al. [22] recruited from
behavior disorders departments of clinics for child psychiatry
and special education for children with behavior problems in
the Netherland, the present results imply some universality in
the psychological processes in which cognitive and emotional
variables shape a decision to be aggressive.

Upon further examination of the emotional variables

comprising the revised SIP model, the present study revealed
that aggressive participants registered higher levels of anger
but lower levels of emotion regulation than the non-aggressive
participants. Regarding the cognitive variables, aggressive
participants more positively evaluated aggressive behavior
than non-aggressive participants did; however, attribution of
hostile intent did not differ between the groups, unlike the
results of de Castro et al. [22].

Though aggressive participants registered relatively lower
levels of emotion regulation than the non-aggressive
participants, both groups showed generally high level of
emotion regulation (M of aggressive participants was 5.95 and
that of non-aggressive participants was 5.11 on a 1-9 scale).
These results seem to indicate a Japanese cultural
characteristic in emotion regulation in the decision of
aggressive behavior, as we discussed in the introduction.
Another interpretation is that the discrepancy might be caused
by a possibility that both aggressive and non-aggressive
participants of the present study were relatively low levels of
aggression; thus, their hostile attributional biases were not as
high.

3. Study 2

3.1. Introduction

Study 1 indicated that the revised SIP model was a better
predictor of the decision of aggressive behavior than the
original SIP model. However, the generalizability of these
findings may be limited because the participants of Study 1
were college or vocational school students who were assumed
to have low levels of aggression. In Study 2, therefore, we
attempted to examine the revised SIP model in a more
aggressive sample, that is, juvenile delinquents. We also
attempted to examine differences between relatively more
aggressive and less aggressive delinquents in the levels of
cognitive and affective variables included in the model in the
same directions as in Study 1. In Study 2, we also measured a
tendency for socially desirable responses to control it in the
analysis.

The hypotheses of Study 2 were the following: the revised
SIP model in which affective variables (anger and emotion
regulation) are incorporated will explain the decision of
aggressive behavior to a greater extent than the original SIP
model (Hypothesis 1); highly aggressive delinquents will
become angrier and score lower in emotion regulation than
less aggressive participants (Hypothesis 2); and highly
aggressive delinquents will perceive the other party’s intent to
be more hostile and evaluate aggressive behavior more
positively than less aggressive participants (Hypothesis 3).

3.2. Method

3.2.1. Participant

Eighty-two Japanese male juvenile delinquents (M
age=16.44+1.40) who were admitted to a juvenile
classification home participated in the study. Their average
length of incarceration is three through four weeks. Their
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criminal offenses involved both violent and non-violent ones.
They were junior high or high school students, employees, or
the unemployed.

3.2.2. Procedure

As in Study 1, participants were asked to read three
scenarios and to rate the cognitive and emotional variables
composing the revised SIP model. Participants were also
administered the Japanese version of the Balanced Inventory
of Desirable Responding [26, 27] and the Proactive-Reactive
Aggressiveness scales [28, 29]. Participants were requested
to respond individually to the questionnaire in their own
rooms.

3.3. Results

3.3.1. Correlations Among the Variables

Descriptive statistics of the SIP model and emotion
variables are presented in Table 3. Because the reactive and
proactive aggression scales significantly correlated with one
another (=.61, p<.01), they were combined into a single scale
of trait aggression. The scores of each variable were averaged
over three scenarios. Cronbach’s alpha for trait aggression,
self-deception, and impressive management were .92, .61,
and .79, respectively.

Interpretation
P

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of SIP and emotion in juvenile delinquents
(N=82).

Mean SD
Self-deception 39.83 8.02
Impression-management 40.98 12.04
Hostile intent attribution 15.39 4.99
Happiness attribution 8.76 4.69
Own anger 20.61 5.46
Emotion regulation 90.79 24.14
Response evaluation 1 13.95 6.21
Response evaluation 2 10.71 5.32
Aggressive behavior 1 13.15 6.31
Aggressive behavior 2 9.24 5.89

3.3.2. Structural Equation Analysis of the Model

A structural equation analysis based on maximum likelihood
estimation (AMOS Ver .20.0 for Windows, IBM) was applied
to the hypothetical model in Figure 1. To control social
desirability, we added paths from ages, impression
management and self-deception to all the variables of the model.
By deleting insignificant paths from this initial model, we
reached the final model depicted in Figure 3, in which ages and
emotion regulation were dropped because no causal path from
them were significant, and a correlation between impression
management and self-deception were added. The overall fitness
of the final model reached an acceptable level, chi2 (22)=27.92,
p=.18, GFI=.93, AGFI=.85, CFI=.98, RMSEA=.06.
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Figure 3. Structural equation model of emotion processes in SIP of juvenile delinquents.

7=27.92,df=22, p=18

GFI=.93, AGFI=.85, RMSEA=.06

+p<.10 *p<.05*" p<.01

(Solid lines show facilitative paths, broken lines show suppressive paths)

Among the social desirability variables, impression
management decreased one’s own anger and the decision of
aggressive behavior, and self-deception decreased the
decision of aggressive behavior. The attribution of hostile
intent of the other party indirectly increased the decision of
aggressive behavior by the positive evaluation of aggressive
behavior and one’s own anger. Emotion regulation did not
have any significant path.

3.3.3. Regression Analyses
To examine Hypothesis 1, a hierarchical regression analysis
was conducted in which the decision of aggressive behavior

was a dependent variable and other variables were
independent variables. In this analysis, we combined response
evaluations 1 and 2 and aggressions | and 2 as in Study 1. In
Step 1, only cognitive variables were entered, and in Step 2,
emotion variables were added. The set of cognitive variables
(the original SIP model) accounted for a significant amount of
variance in the decision of aggressive behavior (R’=.23, F (5,
75)=27.98, p<.001), and the set of emotion variables
significantly increased the accounted variance of the decision
of aggressive behavior (4R’=.05, 4F (2, 73)=6.00, p<.01).
The increase was because of anger (=.27).
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3.3.4. Differences Between Aggressive and Non-aggressive
Groups

Participants were divided into high aggressive (#=38) and
low aggressive groups (n=39) by the median of the trait
aggression scale (1.83), except for participants who had
missing values. Comparing cognitive and emotional variables
between these groups, we observed that high aggressive
participants perceived the other party’s intent to be more
hostile, evaluated aggressive behavior more positively, got
angrier and decided to behave aggressively more than low
aggressive participants. Further, we observed that high
aggressive participants were lower in emotion regulation and
impression management than low aggressive participants
(Table 4).

Table 4. Comparison between high and low aggressive group of juvenile
delinquents.

t-value df p-value
Self-deception .38 75 .706
Impression-management 4.38 75 .000 -
Hostile intent attribution ~ -2.18 75 032 !
Happiness attribution -1.43 75 156
Own anger -3.64 62.81 .001 **
Emotion regulation 2.87 75 .005 -
Response evaluation -2.72 75 .008 **
_Aggressive behavior -10.08 75 .000 -

"P<0.01, "P<0.05, TP<0.1

Self-deception was not associated with other variables
although impression management was negatively associated
with the perception of the pleasure of the provoking person
(r=-.25, p<.05), one’s own anger (r=-.45, p<.01), evaluation
of aggressive behavior 1 (r=-22, p<.05), evaluation of
aggressive behavior 2 (=-.29, p<.01), aggressive behavior 1
(r=-.43, p<.01), and aggressive behavior 2 (r=-.43, p<.01) but
positively with emotion regulation (r=.25, p<.05). These
results indicate that the participants who consciously made
themselves look good tended to perceive the provoking
person’s emotion as less happy, became less angry, evaluated
aggressive behavior more negatively, less decided to behave
aggressively and were higher in emotion regulation.

Although emotion regulation did not influence the processes
of aggression, its level differed significantly between high
aggressive and low aggressive participants. To examine
whether the effects of emotion regulation differed between the
groups, we performed a multiple regression analysis separately
for each group, in which aggression was a dependent variable
and other variables were independent variables. Emotion
regulation was not associated with aggression in either the high
or low aggressive groups. In the high aggressive group,
self-deception (Beta=.35, p<.01), one’s own anger (Beta=.30,
p<.04) and response evaluation (Beta=.44, p<.00) were unique
predictors of aggression whereas in the low aggressive group,
the predictors were happiness attribution (Beta=.24, p<.04) and
one’s own anger (Beta=.30, p<.03).

3.4. Discussion

Hypothesis 1 was supported; that is, the revised SIP model

was observed to be better at predicting the decision of
aggressive behavior than the original SIP model. The increase
in the accounted variance of the decision of aggressive
behavior was because of anger. Among the cognitive
variables, however, attribution of hostile intent had the
greatest effect on the decision of aggressive behavior.

Structural equation analysis of the model indicated that
regulating emotion and ages were not causally associated with
any other variables in the model. This finding suggests that
emotion regulation does not effectively work to inhibit anger
among juvenile delinquents. Unlike the student sample, the
perceived pleasure of the provoking person increased the
decision of aggressive behavior in juvenile delinquents,
indicating that the perception of hostile intent is an instigator
of aggression among juvenile delinquents.

Hypotheses 2 and 3 were also supported. As presented in
Table 4, more aggressive participants became angrier, were
lower in emotion regulation, perceived the other party’s intent
as more hostile, and evaluated aggressive behavior more
positively than less aggressive participants. Unlike the student
sample, more aggressive juvenile delinquents perceived the
other party’s intent as more hostile than less aggressive
participants. This result suggests that, like the perception of
pleasure in a provoking person, the biased attribution of intent
leads to the decision of aggressive behavior in juvenile
delinquents. Among Japanese delinquents, unlikely the
student sample, the attribution of hostile intent was positively
associated with aggression as often found in western samples.
This also suggest that a Japanese cultural characteristic of
emotion regulation is seen in the well-adjusted sample.

Findings that the level of emotion regulation differed
significantly between highly aggressive and less aggressive
participants and that emotion regulation was negatively
associated with attribution of hostile intent in the low
aggressive group and with one’s own anger in the high
aggressive group suggest a strong possibility that emotion
regulation, perhaps indirectly, worked to reduce aggression.
However, we could not obtain clear evidence for this
conclusion because emotion regulation did not substantially
influence aggression in both groups in regression analysis. We
inferred that finding to be a reason that emotion regulation was
generally weak among juvenile delinquents. We will consider
this topic in the general discussion.

4. General Discussion

In both Studies 1 and 2, the revised SIP model was observed
to be better at predicting the decision of aggressive behavior
than the original SIP model. The increase in the accounted
variance of the decision of aggressive behavior in the revised
model was because of anger in both studies. Among
cognitive variables, response evaluation (positive evaluation
of aggressive behavior) accounted for the decision of
aggressive behavior the most.

The perceived pleasure of the provoking person, which is a
component of the interpretation step of the model, had a
significant causal path to aggression only in the juvenile
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delinquents. This result suggests that juvenile delinquents tended
to perceive the other person’s intent as more hostile, and this
biased cognition induced the decision of aggressive behavior.

Highly aggressive participants became more angrier and
were lower in emotion regulation than low aggressive
participants both in the student and the juvenile delinquent
samples. In the juvenile delinquents, it was also observed that
emotion regulation did not suppress the decision to engage in
aggressive behavior and that such unalleviated anger
instigated the decision of aggressive behavior. These results
suggest, as previous studies have noted (de Castro et al., 2005),
that highly aggressive participants, have deficits not only in
the cognitive process but also in emotion regulation.

These results demonstrated that the revised SIP model has a
validity for understanding aggressive responses of Japanese
youths especially the critical roles of emotion regulation in
their decision processes of aggressive behavior.

The original SIP model was proposed to explain the
aggressive behavior of reactively aggressive children and has
been examined from this perspective [3]. de Castro et al [22]
attempted to construct a more comprehensive SIP model by
including emotion variables of anger and emotion regulation
in the original model. However, the results of our study
demonstrated that in juvenile delinquents, emotion regulation
did not work sufficiently to suppress the decision of
aggressive behavior and that only the variable of anger should
be included in the original model. This finding suggests that
the original SIP model can explain the decision process of the
aggressive behavior of highly aggressive people, and as
Dodge noted, anger may drive the decision process as energy
[30]. By contrast, the revised SIP model is an expanded model
to explain the aggressive behavior of low aggressive people as
well as high aggressive participants.

Emotion regulation did not work in the juvenile delinquents.
There appear to be two possible interpretations. One
possibility is that although juvenile delinquents can regulate
their emotions adaptively, their ability to do so is not high, and
they tend to feel strong anger, which they often fail to control.
Juvenile delinquents may be likely to engage in aggression
because the uncontrolled anger distorts social perception to
produce aggressive motivations.

The other interpretation is that the research procedures
adopted by the present study influenced the results. The
participants of Study 2 were juvenile delinquents who were
waiting for a juvenile trial. Although they were told that
participation in the study had no relation to the court trial, they
may have felt some social evaluation by responding to the
questionnaire, distorting their responses in some cases. Thus,
it is possible that the juvenile delinquents may have rated the
level of their own emotion regulation higher than what it truly
was. This possibility is supported by the fact that impression
management has higher correlation with cognitive and
emotional variables in juvenile delinquents than in school
students.

Our participants were adolescent and young adults, while
those of de Castro et al. [22] were 7-13 years old children. The
age difference might have caused differences in the results.

SIP model of aggression postulates that young children
behave aggressively by anger, but as their cognitive abilities
mature and they are engaged in more complex social
interactions, children gradually acquire reflective SIP skills
[31]. Research has also demonstrated that aggressive behavior
and the attribution of hostile intent decreases with age in social
conflicting situations [32]. Therefore, our participants are
assumed to be less aggressive, in general, than those of de
Castro et al [22]. Nevertheless, the present results generally
replicated de Castro et al. findings [22], suggesting that the
revised SIP model can be applied to aggression in the youth.
However, further research is necessary to explicate
developmental aspects in the model.

These two studies demonstrated that emotion regulation
substantially affects levels of aggression. However, the
evidence is not definitive because it was obtained using
hypothetical scenarios. Further investigation is necessary,
therefore, in which aggressive behavior is measured in more
realistic situations®.

5. Conclusion

The current studies demonstrated the validity of the revised
SIP model of aggression, which integrated emotion, with
Japanese young people. Our results showed that hostile intent,
anger and positive evaluation of aggressive behavior
increased aggressive behavior as de Castro et al. [22]. These
also demonstrated that the revised model was significantly
better in the prediction of aggression than the original model.

However, unlike previous study [22], our results showed
that emotion regulation did not work in the juvenile
delinquents. We referred two possible interpretations of this
results. Further investigation is needed.
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