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TABLE 1
MEAN RATINGS OF SELF AND THE CONFEDERATE BY INSULTED AND NOT INSULTED SUBJECTS

Rating dimension

Self-rating Rating of confederate

Confederate's
behavior

Insult
No insult

Not angry-
angry

35.7
24.3

Likable-
not likable

49.7
31.3

Pleasant-
unpleasant

55. 5
26.7

Warm-cold

56.5
32.2

Not
aggressive-
aggressive

69.2
28.2

Not
domineering-
domineering

63.8
31.0

Would like as
friend-would

not like as
friend

49.8
29.3

Note, n = 12 per cell. Numbers represent mean distance in millimeters, on 100-mm bipolar scales, from the scale end named
first (e.g., "not angry," "likable," etc.).

manipulation was apparently very successful.
These results fully replicate those obtained
in the earlier studies (e.g., Konecni, 197S).
Note that these verbal measures were explic-
itly concerned with subjects' experiences dur-
ing the anagram task. They must be dis-
tinguished from the hypothesized changes in
the degree of anger, and the corresponding
changes in self-report, which were presum-
ably due to the subsequent manipulations. It
was, of course, impossible to obtain self-
ratings concurrently with the creativity task
without causing serious "contamination"
problems.

With regard to the main dependent mea-
sure, a similar 2 X 2 X S analysis was ap-
plied to the total number of shocks admin-
istered by subjects in different conditions. All
three main effects were highly significant.
Men gave considerably more shocks than
women did, F(l, 100) = 7.93, p < .Ol.s The
insulted subjects "hurt" the confederate more
than the neutrally treated ones did, F(l,
100) = 59.55, p < .01, thus replicating the
results of Kone&ii and Doob (1972) and
Konecni (1975). Finally, various stimulation
conditions significantly differentiated the sub-
jects in terms of aggressive behavior, ^(4,
100) = 7.73, p < .01.

More interesting was the significant Insult
X Stimulation interaction, F(4,100) = 3.96,
p < .01. All other two- and three-way inter-
actions were negligible. The means for the

3 This is, of course, a well-established finding in
the aggression literature. However, it is interesting
to note that while women differed from men behav-
iorally, the sexes did not differ from each other in
terms of the subjective ratings of anger or the
verbally expressed dislike of the confederate.

basic 2 x 5 design, with the sex factor
summed over, are presented in Table 2. The
interaction was clearly due to the fact that
exposure to various types of stimulation pro-
duced differential effects on aggression only
when subjects had been insulted. Among
these subjects, exposure to the simple-loud,
complex-soft, and complex-loud stimulation
conditions resulted in by far the greatest
amount of aggression, as indicated in Table 2.
The insulted subjects exposed to no stimula-
tion administered considerably more shocks
than the equally insulted subjects exposed to
simple stimulation at a comfortable (soft)
loudness level, but did not differ significantly
from the neutrally treated complex-loud
subjects.

Among the insulted subjects, exposure to
complex (vs. simple) and loud (vs. soft)
stimulation clearly had a marked aggression-
enhancing effect. The contrast of insult-sim-
ple-soft and insult-simple-loud versus insult-
complex-soft and insult-complex-loud was
highly significant, F(l, 100) = 15.87, p<
.01, and so was the contrast of insult-simple-
soft and insult-complex-soft versus insult-
simple-loud and insult-complex-loud, F(l,
100) = 20.68, p < .01.

DISCUSSION

The present research provided rather
strong support for the anger (cognitive label-
ing) hypothesis. An apparently essential con-
dition for the aggression-enhancing effect of
complex and loud stimuli, known to raise the
level of arousal, was that subjects first be
insulted, that is, label themselves angry. The
arousal-level increments due to sources not
conducive to the anger label had very little
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direct effect on aggression. When anger had
already been instated, however, such arousal-
level changes augmented the amount of ag-
gression, presumably by intensifying the emo-
tion. The present results are in agreement
with those obtained by Zillmann et al.
(1972). In a more general sense, they further
corroborate the Schachter-Singer (1962) two-
factor model of emotion and the theoretical
formulations of Zillmann (1971) and Ko-
necni (197S).

The cognitive-labeling hypothesis with-
stood an important test: Even the repeated
exposure to aversive auditory stimulation did
not enhance aggressive behavior, unless the
subjects had a good reason for considering
themselves angry. The assumption, favored
by various theorists, that insult and frus-
tration affect aggression merely because of
their aversiveness may be erroneous. In addi-
tion, the present finding has implications for
applied issues involving the effects of aversive
stimulation on human social behavior.

Prior research (Konecni et al., in press) on
the effects of insult and subjects' expression
of aggression on their preference for simple
versus complex stimulation, had suggested
that the degree of anger, rather than the level
of arousal, may be responsible for the rela-
tionship. The present experiment examined
the converse relationship (i.e., the effect of
simple vs. complex stimulation on aggression)
and has led to a similar conclusion. Two,
albeit related, lines of evidence thus suggest
that cognitive processes should be taken into
account in discussions of human motivation.
In this sense, the present results may be par-
ticularly relevant for the motivational sys-
tems that make explicit use of both the
level of arousal and "collative" stimulus

variables, such as complexity (Berlyne,
1967).

Only one aspect of the results was some-
what inconsistent with the foregoing analy-
sis. While the mean for the insult-no-stimu-
lation cell was greater than that for the no-
insult-complex-loud cell, the difference was
not significant. It is, of course, possible to
speculate that a persistent repetition of com-
binations of arousing events may lead to a
level of aggression close to that produced by
a past and nonrecurring angering event. How-
ever, the overall pattern of results, in addi-
tion to the fact that the no-insult-complex-
loud cell did not differ from other groups of
noninsulted subjects, clearly did not support
the notion that aggression may be enhanced
by stimulation not conducive to the label of
anger.

With regard to the effects of complexity
and loudness on insulted subjects, it is con-
venient to consider the insult-no-stimulation
cell as providing a point of reference: At the
immediate, empirical level, in terms of the
amount of aggression and, at the conceptual
level, in terms of the level of arousal and the
degree of anger. An interesting, and some-
what unexpected, finding was that exposure
of insulted subjects to simple-soft stimulation
resulted in a very small amount of aggression,
equivalent to that displayed by various
groups of noninsulted subjects. These people
gave significantly fewer shocks than did the
insulted subjects exposed to no stimulation.
This fact seems to suggest that simple-soft
stimulation may have actively reduced the
level of arousal (and the degree of anger),
beyond the gradual recovery pattern of the
arousal system due to homeostatic processes
(presumably evident in the insult-no-stimu-

TABLE 2
MEAN NUMBER OF SHOCKS BY EXPERIMENTAL CONDITION

Note, n
range test.

Confederate's
behavior

Insult
No insult

= 12 per cell. Cells

Simple-soft:
4.00 bits/tone

at 73 db.

11.580
10.7S0

having common

Simple-loud :
4.00 bits/tone

at 97 db.

20.33a
11.33C

subscripts are not

Stimulation

Complex-soft :
9.17 bits/tone

at 73 db.

19.58a
11.420

significantly different

Complex-loud :
9.17 bits/tone

at 97 db.

22.92a

13.08bo

at the .05 level

None

15.58b
ll.OOo

by the Duncan multiple-
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lation group). One is tempted to say that
simple-soft stimulation was actually soothing
(cf. Konecni & Sargent-Pollock, Note 2).
This finding is inconsistent with the view
that various levels of psychophysical and
collative variables, such as loudness and
complexity, have a unidirectional effect on
the level of arousal.

On the other hand, either loud or complex
stimuli were sufficient to lead insulted sub-
jects to display a considerable amount of
aggression, presumably by raising the level of
arousal above that of the insult-no stimula-
tion group. The evidence for additivity of
the effects of complex and loud stimuli is
equivocal, however, since the contrast of
Insult-Simple-Loud + Insult-Complex-Soft
versus 2 X Insult-Complex-Loud was only
marginally significant, F(l, 100) = 3.31, p
« .07). It is possible that the nature of the
creativity task imposed a constraint on the
range of the dependent variable, producing a
"ceiling" effect in the insult-complex-loud
cell.

In conclusion, the present research ob-
tained new evidence in support of the view
that aggressive behavior of the type examined
here is best understood in terms of the com-
plex interplay of arousal-related and cogni-
tive factors.
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