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Abstract
Psychological factors have been identified as important determinants of aggres-
sive behavior in competitive conditions. This study investigated the relations 
of anger and aggression in a sample of Iranian professional athletes in contact 
and non-contact sports. A total of 362 volunteer athletes (231 men: 104 contact, 
127 non-contact; 131 women: 54 contact, 77 non-contact) completed the Tehran 
Multidimensional Anger Scale and the Competitive Aggression Questionnaire. 
Scores on all anger subscales were positively associated with indices of competi-
tive aggression among male and female athletes in both groups of contact and 
non-contact sports. The results also revealed that “anger-control–in” and “an-
ger-control–out” were negatively associated with indices of competitive aggres-
sion in both groups. It was found that in contact sport group, four measures of 
anger including anger–in, anger–out, anger-control–in, and anger-control–out 
predicted changes related to indices of aggression in sport competitions, while 
in the non-contact sport group, only two measures of anger, i.e., anger–in and 
anger–out, predicted the changes. 

Research on the antecedents of aggression has led to formulation of several theories. 
Frustration-aggression theory (Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer, & Sears, 1939), the ex-
perienced frustration-aggression theory (Berkowitz, 1989; Baron & Richardson, 1994), 
and the theory of social learning (Bandura, 1973) are amongst the most commonly used 
models for studying aggression in sport. Berkowitz (1983, 1989) demonstrated that, 
when people deal with frustration, not all respond with overt aggressive behavior, but 
situational cues and learned responses may affect the probability of aggressive behav-
ior. Based on this evidence, Berkowitz added cognitive factors to the frustration-aggres-
sion model so emotional responses and personal motivation are considered in the pro-
pensity for aggressive behavior. In his theory of social learning, Bandura (1973, 1983) 
discussed the role of learning in aggressive behavior. Bandura argued that aggression, 
like other learned behaviors, is acquired either through direct experience or observation 
of aggressive acts. The learned aggressive behavior is reinforced by perceived and/or 
actual approval of such behaviors in the context of social interaction. 

The theory of social learning has been used in research investigating aggression in 
sport (Celozzi, Kazelskis, & Gutsch, 1981; Mintah, Huddleston, & Doody, 1999; Kirker, 
Tenenbaum, & Mattson, 2000; Gee & Leith, 2007; Wittman, Arce, & Santisteban, 2008). Ce-
lozzi, et al. (1981) demonstrated that watching an aggressive match increased aggressive 
behavior in ice hockey by those people who had high scores on trait aggression, while 
conversation about the aggressive ice hockey match did not have such an effect. This 
finding suggested that aggressive behavior is learned by observing those people who at-
tain their goals through aggression. Findings suggest that young hockey players imitate 
the aggressive behavior of professional hockey players (Smith, 1988; Weinberg & Gould, 
1999). However, an aggressive act is not always the mere imitation of learned behavior. 
Aggressive behavior is usually motivated by many situational and personal factors.

Research related to aggression antecedents in sport has focused mostly on situation-
al factors and variables related to the competition (Harrell, 1980; Varca, 1980; Keltikan-
gas-Jarvinen & Kelnonen, 1988; Butt & Cox, 1992; McGuire, Courneya, & Windmeyer, 
1992; Widmeyer & McGuire, 1997; Coulomb & Pfister, 1998; Maxwell, Visek, & Moores, 
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2009). The issue which has been given less attention is 
the discussion of psychological processes that precede 
the expression of aggressive behavior, particularly an-
ger, in sport. Berkowitz (1989) argued that the experi-
ence of provocation, frustration, or unwanted stimuli 
would lead to aggression through creating this negative 
emotion. If this negative emotion is considered as fear 
by the individual, the possibility of avoidance and eva-
sive behavior increases, and if the individual consid-
ers it as anger, the aggressive behavior would be more 
probable (Berkowitz, 1988). Therefore, this study was 
aimed to investigate whether and how anger predicts 
aggressive behavior in contact and non-contact sports.

Anger as an emotion (Oatley, 1992) is characterized 
by negative feeling related to cognitive assessment and 
an increase in physiological provocation. It may be a 
consequence of threat to the physical and psychological 
well-being of an individual (Averill, 1983; Spielberger, 
Crane, Kearnes, Pellegrin, & Rickman, 1991; Kassino-
ve & Sukhodolsky, 1995). Although there is an associa-
tion between anger and aggression (Berkowitz, 1993), 
they are distinguished from each other (Friedman, 1992; 
Spielberger, Reheiser, & Sydeman, 1995), and there is a 
comprehensive literature about the necessity of distin-
guishing between these two concepts (Sukhodolsky, 
Golub, & Cromwell, 2001; Maxwell & Moores, 2007). 
Berkowitz (1993) argued that anger and aggressive-
ness are important antecedents of aggression. Aggres-
siveness is defined as the readiness or as the propensity 
for aggressive behavior. The association between anger 
and aggression has been widely reported in sport set-
tings (e.g., Kirker, et al., 2000; Conroy, Silva, Newcomer, 
Walker, & Johnson, 2001; Gee & Leith, 2007; Maxwell, et 
al., 2009; Grange & Kerr, 2010).

The present study was aimed to gain a better insight 
into the relations of anger and aggression in contact 
and non-contact sports. In accordance with previous re-
search, it was predicted that there is a positive associa-
tion between anger and aggression in sport activities. 
Furthermore, based on existed empirical evidence, it 
can be predicted that there is a positive association be-
tween anger and aggression, both in contact and non-
contact sports. Also, the present study aimed to answer 
the question whether different aspects of anger are re-
lated to aggressive behavior in a similar way? In this 
study it was assumed that the relationship between 
various aspects of anger with aggression is different. In 
other words, aggression is not caused by every kind of 
anger. The answer to this question is important at least 
in two ways: confirming anger as a multidimensional 
structure, and supporting those theories which empha-
sized the distinction between anger and aggression. 

method
Participants
The sample of the present study included Iranian pro-
fessional athletes in contact and non-contact sports at 
national levels of competition. Three hundred and sixty-
two athletes from federations of wrestling, taekwondo, 
basketball, football, volleyball, track and field, swim-
ming, gymnastics, and weight lifting volunteered to 
participate in this research. According to the suggested 
and applied criteria in previous studies (e.g., Smith & 
Stewart, 2003; Keeler, 2007), sports such as football, bas-
ketball, taekwondo, and wrestling were considered as 
contact sports, and those like volleyball, track and field, 
swimming, gymnastics, and weight lifting were con-
sidered as non-contact sports. The athletes were asked 
to complete the Tehran Multidimensional Anger Scale 
(TMAS; Besharat, 2008) and Competitive Aggression 
Questionnaire (CAQ; Besharat, 2009). Thirty-four par-
ticipants were omitted from statistical analysis due to 
incomplete answers to the questionnaires, thus research 
sample was reduced to 362 athletes (231 men: 104 con-
tact, M age = 22.7 yr., range = 18–29, and 127 non-con-
tact, M age = 24.2 yr., range = 18–31; 131 women: 54 con-
tact, M age = 22 yr., range = 18–25, and 77 non-contact, 
M age = 23.6 yr., range = 18–29). The number and per-
centage of the athletes in each sport field was as follows: 
wrestling, 34 (9.4%), taekwondo, 32 (8.8%), basketball, 
38 (10.5%), football, 54 (14.9%), volleyball, 53 (14.6%), 
track and field, 47 (13%), swimming, 37 (10.2%), gym-
nastics, 31 (8.6%), and weight lifting, 36 (9.9%). There 
were no significant differences between the contact and 
non-contact sport groups in terms of age (t360 = 1.38, 
p < .17), education (t360 = 0.13, p < .87), and skill level 
(t360 = 0.65, p < .52). 

Procedure
After describing the aims and significance of the 

study to the authorities of the fore mentioned federa-
tions and sport clubs, the response format was explained 
and athletes completed the questionnaires. The research-
ers provided oral and written information concerning 
the nature of the study, athletes’ responsibilities as par-
ticipants, time requirements, and response confidenti-
ality. Every effort was made to avoid possible demand 
characteristics. They emphasized that honest responses 
were expected and that there were no correct or incorrect 
answers. There was no time limitation on answering the 
questions, but the maximum time taken was not more 
than 30 minutes. No coercion was used to make athletes 
participate in the study, and all of them participated vol-
untarily. The questionnaires were distributed, answered, 
and collected the day before the competitions. The order 
of the questionnaires was counterbalanced across partic-
ipants.
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Measures
Tehran Multidimensional Anger Scale (TMAS).—This 

scale has 30 questions derived from the State-Trait An-
ger Expression Inventory (STAXI–2; Spielberger, 1999) 
and validated for the purpose of measuring dimensions 
of anger and for application to samples of students, 
athletes, and the Iranian general population (Besharat, 
2008). The items of the scale measure six dimensions of 
anger including trait anger, state anger, anger–in, an-
ger–out, anger-control–in and anger-control–out. Rat-
ing was on a 5-point scale, with anchors of 1: Very little 
and 5: Very much. According to Besharat’s (2008) pre-
liminary findings, in a sample of 680 students, calcu-
lated Cronbach’s alphas for the six subscales were .91, 
.87, .90, .89, .79, and .76, respectively. These are indica-
tive of adequate internal consistency of the scale. Two-
week test-retest correlation coefficients for scores of 111 
athletes from mentioned samples were calculated as .82 
for trait anger, .74 for state anger, .77 for anger–in, .75 
for anger–out, and .71 for anger control-in, .69 for anger 
control-out (all ps < .001). Content validity of the TMAS 
was analyzed based on the views of 10 experts in psy-
chology and sport. Calculated Kendall’s tau coefficients 
for the six subscales were .83, .82, .89, .90, .88, and .89, 
respectively. Convergent and discriminant validity of 
the TMAS was assessed through simultaneous appli-
cation of Anger Rumination Scale (correlations ranged 
from .53 to .67), Competitive Aggression Questionnaire 
(correlations ranged from .45 to .58), and Mental Health 
Inventory (correlations with psychological well-being 
ranged from −.43 to −.55; correlations with psychologi-
cal distress ranged from .48 to .56; Besharat, 2008). 

Similar results were obtained for a sample com-
prised of 243 athletes from various sport fields: Cron-
bach’s coefficients alpha for the six subscales were .92, 
.89, .90, .81, .78, and .79, respectively. Test-retest correla-
tion coefficients for 74 athletes were calculated as .78 for 
trait anger, .73 for state anger, .76 for anger–in, .70 for 
anger–out, .68 for anger-control–in, .67 for anger con-
trol-out. This was conducted on two occasions over a 
4-wk. period. The indices related to content and con-
vergent and discriminant validity were also confirmed 
(Besharat, 2008). 

Cronbach’s coefficients alpha obtained for all di-
mensions of anger including trait anger, state anger, an-
ger–in, anger–out, anger-control–in, and anger-control–
out for the sample in the present study among contact 
athletes were .93, .85, .89, .78, .80, and .77, respectively, 
and among non-contact athletes were .90, .88, .92, .77, 
.88, and .79, respectively.

Competitive Aggression Questionnaire (CAQ).—This is 
a 25-item questionnaire which was derived from the Ag-
gression Questionnaire (BPAQ, 1992, and BWAQ, 2000) 
and validated for measuring different dimensions of an-

ger and aggressive behavior in samples comprising Ira-
nian students and athletes (Besharat, 2009). The ques-
tions measure five dimensions of aggression including 
physical aggression, verbal aggression, aggressive an-
ger, hostility, and indirect aggression on a 5-point scale, 
with anchors of 1: Very little and 5: Very much. All items 
are scaled so that higher scores indicate a greater level 
of aggression. The total score of aggression is obtained 
when all the scores of the five subscales’ questions are 
calculated. Psychometric characteristics of the CAQ 
have been examined and confirmed in several studies 
(reported in Besharat, 2009). According to the prelim-
inary findings, in a sample of 440 athletes, calculated 
Cronbach’s alphas for the five subscales and aggression 
total score were .93, .91, .85, .88, .83, and .89, respective-
ly. Test-retest correlation coefficients among the scores 
of 73 athletes from the mentioned sample were calculat-
ed on two occasions over a 4-wk. period. They were .81 
for physical aggression, .77 for verbal aggression, .73 for 
aggressive anger, .69 for hostility, .70 for indirect aggres-
sion, and .75 for the total aggression (ps < .001). Face va-
lidity of the CAQ was analyzed based on the views of 
eight experts in psychology and sport. Calculated Ken-
dall’s tau coefficients for the five subscales and the to-
tal aggression score were .83, .81, .75, .70, .76, and .78, 
respectively. Convergent and discriminant validity of 
the CAQ was calculated and confirmed through simul-
taneous application of Tehran Multidimensional An-
ger Scale (correlations with anger scales ranged from 
.55 to .73; correlations with anger control scales ranged 
from −.52 to −.65), Anger Rumination Scale (correla-
tions ranged from .47 to .58), and Mental Health Inven-
tory (correlations with psychological well-being ranged 
from −.40 to −.55; correlations with psychological dis-
tress ranged from .48 to .59; Besharat, 2009).

In the present study, Cronbach’s coefficients alpha 
for all dimensions of aggression including physical ag-
gression, verbal aggression, aggressive anger, hostility, 
indirect aggressions and total aggression among contact 
athletes were calculated as .91, .88, .87, .90, .89, and .89, 
respectively and among non-contact athletes they were 
calculated as .90, .91, .89, .85, .87, and .83, respectively.

results
Table 1 shows mean scores and standard deviations on 
each scale of anger and aggression among the partici-
pants. Pearson correlations were statistically significant 
and positive between dimensions of anger and vari-
ous subscales of the aggression questionnaire among 
male and female athletes both in contact and non-con-
tact sports. Also, there were significant negative corre-
lations between anger control-in and anger control-out 
scores with subscales of the aggression questionnaire in 
these athletes (Table 2). As the pattern of correlations 
between anger and aggression subscales was relatively 
similar for the groups of men and women, subsequent 
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analyses were collapsed across sex. 
A series of regression analyses were conducted to 

examine the relations between anger subscales as pre-
dictive variables and aggression subscales as depen-
dent variables. The results of separate regressions for 
contact and non-contact sports are summarized in Ta-
ble 3. In the contact sport group, 37% of the variance 
related to physical aggression subscale scores was ex-
plained by anger–in, anger–out, anger-control–in, and 
anger-control–out scores. For the verbal aggression 
subscale, 49% of the variance was explained by anger–
in, anger–out, anger-control–in, and anger-control–out 
subscales scores. Results for the aggressive anger sub-
scale showed that 35% of variance was explained by an-
ger subscale scores. For the hostility subscale, 37% of 

variance related to hostility was explained by the an-
ger subscale scores. For indirect aggression, 63% of vari-
ance was explained by the anger subscale scores. 

In the non-contact sport group, 38% of the variance 
in physical aggression scores was explained by anger–
in and anger–out. For verbal aggression, 34% of the 
variance was explained by anger–in and anger–out. For 
hostility 33% of variance, and for indirect aggression 
25% of variance, was explained by the anger subscales. 

Discussion
The relations of self-reports of anger and aggression in 
contact and non-contact sports were examined in a sam-
ple of Iranian professional athletes. Scores on trait an-
ger, state anger, anger–in, and anger–out were positive-

tABle 1
Means and standard deviations on each scale of anger and aggression  

variables for athletes in contact and non-contact sports

Variable/Scale Contact Sport Non-contact Sport

Men Women Men Women

M SD M SD M SD M SD

Anger
Trait anger 15.2 2.95 13.5 2.02 11.7 2.28 10.6 2.35
State anger 16.4 3.43 12.5 3.99 11.1 2.79 10.2 2.65
Anger–in 14.9 2.89 13.4 3.34 10.7 2.51 10.3 2.42
Anger–out 15.7 2.79 11.1 4.00 10.8 2.62 10.4 2.06
Anger-control–in 15.8 2.81 16.7 3.60 17.9 4.09 19.0 2.56
Anger-control–out 16.4 2.81 17.5 3.92 18.5 3.85 20.1 2.04

Aggression
Physical aggression 22.3 3.21 18.9 2.27 18.6 3.07 14.6 2.70
Verbal aggression 18.1 2.35 19.9 3.02 13.7 2.51 16.7 2.60
Aggressive anger 22.2 3.52 20.9 2.78 18.2 3.24 16.4 2.75
Hostility 19.9 2.53 21.3 3.21 15.6 2.76 17.6 3.05
Indirect aggression 19.8 3.32 19.7 2.80 15.9 2.47 15.5 2.69

tABle 2
Zero-order correlations between anger dimensions and measures of aggression  

for male and female athletes in contact and non-contact sports 

Variable Men (n = 231) Women (n = 131)

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Contact sport
Trait anger .40 .53 .39 .41 .61 .46 .54 .44 .47 .56
State anger .46 .63 .44 .47 .75 .78 .81 .81 .83 .81
Anger–in .55 .69 .53 .55 .77 .79 .83 .78 .80 .84
Anger–out .54 .68 .52 .54 .76 .84 .88 .83 .85 .88
Anger-control–in −.52 −.59 −.51 −.53 −.58 −.51 −.50 −.45 −.45 −.38
Anger-control–out −.43 −.48 −.42 −.43 −.49 −.47 −.48 −.41 −.41 −.37

Non-contact sport
Trait anger .20 .22 .19 .18 .31 .27 .26 .25 .23 .21*
State anger .29 .19 .29 .26 .14* .50 .55 .56 .56 .55
Anger–in .59 .52 .59 .56 .44 .45 .49 .50 .49 .50
Anger–out .58 .49 .57 .54 .42 .46 .50 .50 .51 .51
Anger-control–in −.44 −.38 −.43 −.42 −.32 −.10* −.11* −.19* −.24 −.23
Anger-control–out −.40 −.37 −.39 −.37 −.31 −.12* −.14* −.21* −.26 −.25

Note.—1 = Physical aggression; 2 = Verbal aggression; 3 = Aggressive anger; 4 = Hostility; 
5 = Indirect aggression. *Not significant. Correlations are significant at p < .05
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ly associated with self-reports of competitive aggression 
among male and female athletes in both contact and 
non-contact sports. Correlations between anger-con-
trol–in and anger-control–out subscales and sport ag-
gression subscales were negative. These findings sup-
port the hypotheses. Statistical analysis indicated that 
in the contact sport group, four measures of anger (in-
cluding anger–in, anger–out, anger-control–in, and an-
ger-control–out) predicted indices of aggression in sport 
competitions, while in non-contact sport groups, only 
two measures of anger (anger–in and anger–out) pre-
dicted scores on the measures. These findings suggest 
that all aspects of anger do not have the same relation 
with aggression. Although for the scales of anger–in 

and anger–out, the anger predictors functioned similar-
ly in both contact and non-contact sports athletes; for 
the scales of anger-control–in and anger-control–out, 
they did not. Only anger-control–in and anger-control–
out predicted self-reported aggressive acts in the contact 
sport group. The data are in line with results of previous 
studies (Berkowitz, 1989, 1993; Conroy et al., 2001; Max-
well & Moores, 2007; Wittmann et al., 2008) and can be 
explained based on the following interpretations.

The relations of different dimensions of anger with 
aggression suggest that trait anger or state anger, or a 
combination of both, may exist in any person, but these 
aspects of anger are not automatically and necessarily 
followed by aggression. Converting anger to aggres-

tABle 3
Regression analyses for anger dimensions as predictors of aggression for athletes

Variable Contact Sport (n = 231) Non-contact Sport (n = 131)

R2 F β t R2 F β t
Physical aggression

Regression .37 14.60 .38 20.17
Trait anger −0.10 −0.99 0.01 0.21
State anger −0.14 −1.03 0.01 0.09
Anger–in 1.96 5.92* 1.47 6.86*
Anger–out 1.49 3.94* 0.89 3.85*
Anger-control–in −0.57 −2.63* −0.01 0.07
Anger-control–out −0.42 −2.06* −0.20 1.10

Verbal aggression
Regression .49 24.25 .34 17.15
Trait anger 0.09 0.74 0.05 0.71
State anger 0.01 0.12 −0.02 −0.24
Anger–in 1.63 5.49* 1.42 6.41*
Anger–out 1.07 3.18* 0.84 3.49*
Anger-control–in −0.62 −3.18* −0.19 0.96
Anger-control–out −0.53 −2.88* −0.01 0.06

Aggressive anger
Regression .35 13.44 .35 17.62
Trait anger −0.15 −1.34 −0.01 −0.10
State anger −0.02 −0.11 0.04 0.56
Anger–in 1.08 3.22* 1.14 5.19*
Anger–out 0.56 2.46* 0.53 −2.2*
Anger-control–in −0.60 −2.71* −0.20 1.00
Anger-control–out −0.45 −2.18* −0.06 −0.30

Hostility 
Regression .37 14.61 .33 15.99
Trait anger −0.13 −1.20 −0.02 −0.24
State anger −0.01 −0.07 0.03 0.34
Anger–in 1.16 3.52* 1.10 4.95*
Anger–out 0.64 2.70* 0.52 2.18*
Anger-control–in −0.60 −2.77* −0.09 −0.46
Anger-control–out −0.47 −2.29* −0.02 −0.09

Indirect aggression
Regression .63 42.31 .25 11.15
Trait anger −0.06 −0.69 0.09 1.37
State anger 0.28 1.51 0.01 0.15
Anger–in 1.16 4.56* 0.67 2.86*
Anger–out 0.55 2.90* 0.48 2.22*
Anger-control–in −0.25 −1.49 −0.15 −0.60
Anger-control–out −0.32 −1.02 −0.39 −1.93

*p < .001. 
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sion requires activation, intensification, and directing 
the anger. If the athlete takes responsibility for a situ-
ational failure, anger is internalized, intensified, and ac-
tivated against the self. In contrast, if other people are 
seen to be responsible for the failure, then anger may 
be activated and intensified outward and against oth-
ers. Of course, anger is not always activated complete-
ly inward or outward, but the outcome of the individ-
ual’s evaluation does activate anger and can influence 
aggression. For example, in a competition, an athlete 
might consider that his opponent’s provocation, cheat-
ing, aggression, or even better performance are “re-
sponsible” for his own failure and defeat, and as a result 
may express anger as aggressive behavior toward oth-
ers. Another athlete might assume that personal issues 
(poor preparation, concentration, etc.) have contributed 
to a failure and therefore express anger toward the self. 
Anger activation and directing of anger occurs in both 
scenarios, and may be followed by aggression. In other 
words, within the phenomenological analysis of an ath-
lete in a sport situation involving defeat and failure, an-
ger is expected to be associated with aggression.

A mechanism of aggressive behavior closely related 
to self-directed anger is the dominance of negative af-
fect. Berkowitz (1989) argued that experiences of fail-
ure, opponent’s aggression, and being provoked could 
lead to aggression through formation of negative affect. 
The same possibility can be identified in all situations in 
which anger is activated, either by external factors (an-
ger–out) as Berkowitz mentioned or by internal factors 
(anger–in). Different expressions of aggression such as 
physical aggression, verbal aggression, and indirect ag-
gression (Buss & Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000; Max-
well & Moores, 2007; Maxwell, 2008), corresponding to 
different aspects of anger (in or out), are consistent with 
this explanation. Although in any kind of anger, domi-
nance of negative affect might contribute to aggression, 
it can also be suggested that when anger–out is activat-
ed, the possibility of physical aggression increases and 
when anger–in is activated, there would be an increase 
in the probability of verbal or indirect aggression. Fur-
ther study is required.

It is well known ii sport psychology that when an 
athlete shifts his focus of attention away from the ath-
letic task, failure and defeat are more likely; activation 
and intensification of anger may occur, finally potenti-
ating aggressive behavior. In addition, it could be ar-
gued when anger is activated, concentration will be dis-
rupted and disturb the professional performance of the 
athlete. Failure in such situations is expected to increase 
the possibility of aggressive behavior (Bandura, 1973; 
Berkowitz, 1989; Baron & Richardson, 1994). Fear and 
anxiety regarding failure should also be addressed in 
this type of circumstance. In a situation where concen-
tration is disrupted and professional performance and 

behavior of the athlete is disturbed, it is possible that 
fear and anxiety about failure may increase aggressive 
behavior.

Results from anger measures could be interpret-
ed with respect to both situational and personal (psy-
chological) factors. Perceived legitimacy of aggression 
(Berdemeier, Weiss, Shields, & Cooper, 1987; Ryan, Wil-
liams, & Wimer, 1990; Gee & Leith, 2007; Maxwell et al., 
2009) might facilitate the process of anger activation in 
contact sports, leading to more aggressive behaviors. 
Personal characteristics (Wittman, et al., 2008), such as 
predisposition to anger, might attract a player to a con-
tact sport rather than a non-contact sport. Also, the ac-
tivation of anger is related to aggression through per-
sonal control and anger management. When anger is 
activated under the influence of any factor (internal or 
external), when negative affect dominates the behav-
ior of an individual, and when concentration and atten-
tion are disturbed, then anger may be intensified until 
aggressive behavior is expressed, due to a loss of self-
control. This may be especially true in contact sports in 
which the results of the present study showed that an-
ger-control (in and out) explained significant variance 
in all aggression measures.

In summary, self-report of aggression in both con-
tact and non-contact sports was predicted by self-report 
of specific aspects of anger. Anger does not necessarily 
lead to aggression, and only some kinds of anger may 
be risk factors for sport aggression. Patterns of relations 
between anger and aggression were relatively differ-
ent for contact and non-contact sports, with better pre-
diction of aggression reports among athletes in contact 
sports. On a practical level, the results could address the 
importance of attention to anger as an influential factor 
in sport aggression, perhaps suggesting some steps to-
ward prevention such as anger management, especial-
ly in contact sports. At the theoretical level, results ob-
tained indicate that the anger construct and the type of 
sport may be strong influences in sport aggression, an-
other step toward developing a theory of psychopathol-
ogy in a sport context.
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