Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology

VOLUME 32, NUMBER 4 OCTOBER 1975

Environmental Noise Level as a Determinant of Helping Behavior/Kenneth E.
Mathews, Jr., and Lance Kirkpatrick Canon .............. ... ..o, 571

Does the Good Samaritan Parable Increase Helping? A Comment on Darley and Bat-
son’s No-Effect Conclusion/dnthony G. Greenwald .......................... 578

Saying and Doing: Effects on Observer Performance/Marnie E. Rice and Joan E.
GTPIESEE oo T 3 W aSs « e A R R S R e (o B T e bt KA « o w o v v e 584

Implicational Principles and the Cognition of Confirmatory, Contradictory, Incom-
plete, and Irrelevant Information/Gordon Bear and Alexandra Hodun . ...... 594

A Closer Examination of Causal Inference: The Roles of Consensus, Distinctiveness;
and Consistency Information/Bruce R. Orvis, Jokn D. Cunningham, and Harold
H. Kellty il cvel snim b bt 3o i Sl SedulNICE L RTINSt NN o ok s 605

Effects of Personality—Situation Locus of Control Congruence/Thomas K. Srull and
Stuart A Kardbenich . . 1. o0 nmiaitaesien o olimn s nin fhan s nalsnis ge sn o sgemn s a e 617

Skill Versus Luck: Field and Laboratory Studies of Male and Female Preferences/
Kay Deaux, Leonard White, and Elizabeth Farris ..............ccoovinino... 629

Persons, Situations, and the Control of Social Behavior/Mark Snyder and Thomas C.
7 771 s UUNST S 1y, T 0. O - SR 637

An Experimental Study of Crowding: Effects of Room Size, Intrusion, and Goal Block-
ing on Nonverbal Behavior, Self-Disclosure, and Self-Reported Stress/Eric Sund-

SUEGTD TR0 = Do S W STl iy o N S P T 2 i iy 2N pabiahs TS 645
Differential Effects of Jury Size on Verdicts Following Deliberation as a Function of

the Apparent Guilt of a Defendant/Angelo C. Valenti and Leslie L. Downing .... 655
Attraction and Expectations of Harm and Benefits/Barry R. Schlenker, Robert C.

Brown, Jr., and James T. Tedeschi .......... ... ... i, 664
Waiting for a Crowd: The Behavioral and Perceptual Effects of Anticipated Crowd-

ing/Andrew Baum and Carl I. Greenberg ....... ... . . ciiiiiiiiiiiianoinn. 671
Effects of Noncontingent Reinforcement on Tasks of Differing Importance: Facilita-

tion and Learned Helplessness/Susan Roth and Larry Kubal .................. 680
Visual Versus Verbal Information in Impression Formation/Shigeru Hagiwara . .. ..... 692

(Continued on inside back cover)

PUBLISHED MONTHLY BY THE AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION



(Contents continued)

Frequency of Reciprocated Concessions in Bargaining/S. S. Komorita and James K.
Esser . oo

The Mediation of Aggressive Behavior: Arousal Level Versus Anger and Cognitive
Labeling/Viadimer J. Koneini ........ ... it

Need Achievement and Risk-Taking Preference: A Clarification/Jokn C. Toukey and
Wayne J. Villemez ... ... .. .

Sex Differences in Moral Internalization and Values/Martin L. Hoffman ..........

Psychological Differentiation as a Factor in Conflict Resolution/Philip K. Oltman,
Donald R. Goodenough, Herman A. Witkin, Norbert Freedman, and Florence
Friedman . .. ... e

Children’s Use of the Multiple Sufficient Cause Schema in Social Perception/Michael
CoSMIUtI oo e

The Relationship Between Attitudes and Beliefs: Comments on Smith and Clark’s
Classification of Belief Type and Predictive Value/Kerry Thomas ..............

When Seli-Interest and Altruism Conflict/Robert J. Wolosin, Steven J. Sherman, and
Clifford R, Mynatt .. ... et e e e e e e

List of Manuscripts Accepted . ...ttt e

Call for Reader Comment

The Editors of this and other APA journals are aware that on
occasion the information on method and results in published
articles is insufficient for the needs of critical readers. Any
such insufficiency is contrary to the editorial intent that jour-
nal articles be archival and complete in themselves for research
purposes. Readers are therefore invited to send the Editor
copies of letters that request additional information from
authors or memoranda on these or other deficiencies in specific
articles. Normally, such copies or memoranda will not be
acknowledged, but they will be used to guide the improve-
ment of future articles.

706

713

720

730

737

748



Yolume 32

October 1975

Number 4

Journal of Personality

and

Eb1ToRr:
AssociaTeE EDITORS:

IRWIN ALTMAN
University of Utah

NorMaN H. ANDERSON
University of California, San Diego

ALBERT BANDURA
Stanford University

DaryL J. BeM
Stanford Unsversity

SeyMour M. BERGER
University of Massachusetts

Joun C. BrIGHAM
Florida State University

TRIE BRONFENBRENNER
Cornell University

J. MerrILL CARLSMITH
Stanford University

Ispor CHEIN = |
New Vork University

RoBerT B. CIALDINT |
Arizona State University

Tuomas Coox
Northwestern University

WaLTER H. CROCKETT
University of Kansas

James E. DITTES
Yale University

NorMaN T. FEATHER
Flinders University of South
Australia, Bedford Park, Australia

KENNETH GERGEN
Swarthmore College

ALaN E. Gross
University of Missouri

WiLLiaM DEMBER |
University of Cincinnati

ALAN F. FoNTANA
Veterans Administration Hospital,
West Haven, Connecticut

Davip GoCcHMAN
University of Louisville

Marcia GUTTENTAG
Roslyn Heights, New York

Jacos HauraLuoMA .
Colorado State University

Jack HokaNsoN
Florida State University

Social Psychology

Joun T. LanzerTa, Dartmouth College

Avice H. Eacry, University of Massachusetts—Amberst
AnTtHONY G. GREENWALD, Ohio State University
ALBERT PEPITONE, University of Pennsylvania
WiLLiaMm Scort, James Cook University, Townsville,

Australia

CONSULTING EDITORS
WiLriaM HAYTHORN

Florida State University
CrLyprE HENDRICK

Kent State University

Davip S. HoLMES
University of Kansas
Lourse KIDDER
Temple University
Rosert E. KLECK
Dartmouth College
Mirton E. LIPETZ
University of Colorado
Crirrorp E. LUNNEBORG
University of Washington
R. Crark McCAULEY
Bryn Mawr College
ALBERT MEHRABIAN
University of California, Berkeley
GERALD A. MENDELSOHN
University of California, Berkeley
Davip MEssICK
University of California,
Santa Barbara
Jubson MiLrs
University of Maryland
HerBerT L. MIRELS
Qhio State University
WiLLiaM N. Morris
Dartmouth College
RicuHARD NISBETT
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor

JANE A. PILiAVIN
University of Wisconsin—Madison

ISSUE CONSULTANTS

GEORGE KELLING
Columbia University

KINLEY LARNTZ
University of Minncsota

Leo MELTZER .
Cornell University

RICHARD RATIFF
University of Colorado

SibNEY ROSEN X
University of Georgia
JAMES SHORT
Washington State University

M. B, SsutH . R
University of California, Santa Cruz

Dean Pruitt
State University of New York
at Buflalo

MirtoN E. ROSENBAUM
University of ITowa

Davip J. SCHNEIDER
Brandeis University
MARVIN SHAW
University of Floride
LAWRENCE STRICKER
Educational Testing Service,
Princeton, New Jersey
Lioyp H. STRICKLAND
Carleton University, Ottawa, Ontario
Frep L. STRODTBECK
University of Chkicago
PETER SUEDFELD
University of British Columbia,
Vancouver, Canada
James T. TEDESCHI
State University of New Vork,
Albany
Harry UprsHaw B
University of Illinois at Chicago
Circle
ELAINE WALSTER . R
University of Wisconsin—Madison
1.ApD WHEELER
University of Rochester
RoBERT S. WYER, JR.
University of Illinois at
Urbana-Champaign
ROBERT ZILLER )
University of Florida
PHILIP ZIMBARDO
Stanford University

DavID SUMMERS
Battelle, Seattle

JosePH VEROFF
University of Michigan
NEert VIDMAR
Tale Law School

MicHAEL. WALLACH
Duke University

PETER WARR
University of Shefield,
Sheficld, England

THuEODORE WEISSBACH
Pomona College

KATHERINE WILLIAMS
State University of New York

THE AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION, Inc.

Copyright © 1975 by the American Psychological Association, Inc.






710

ViabiMir J. KoNECNI

TABLE 1
MEAN RATINGS OF SELF AND THE CONFEDERATE BY INSULTED AND NoT INSULTED SUBJECTS

Rating dimension

Self-rating Rating of confederate
Would like as
Not Not friend-would
Confederate's Not angry- Likable— Pleasant— aggressive— domineering— not like as
behavior angry not likable unpleasant Warm-cold aggressive domineering friend
Insult 35.7 49.7 55.5 56.5 69.2 63.8 49.8
No insult 24.3 31.3 26.7 32.2 28.2 31.0 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., Kone¢ni, 1975).
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 5 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(1,100) = 7.93, p < .01.* The
insulted subjects “hurt” the confederate more
than the neutrally treated ones did, F(1,
100) = 59.55, p < .01, thus replicating the
results of Konefni and Doob (1972) and
Konecni (1975). Finally, various stimulation
conditions significantly differentiated the sub-
jects in terms of aggressive behavior, F(4,
100) = 7.73, p» < .0L.

More interesting was the significant Insult
X Stimulation interaction, F(4,100) = 3.96,
p < .0l. All other two- and three-way inter-
actions were negligible. The means for the

8 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(1,100) = 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(1,
100) = 20.68, p < .01.

DiscussioNn

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 (1975).

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

74N

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 no¢ support
the notion that aggression may be enhanced
by stimulation not conducive to the label of
anget.

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

Stimulation
Simple-soft : Simple-loud: Complex-soft: Complex-loud:
Confederate's 4.00 bits/tone 4.00 bits/Lone 9.17 bits/tone 9.17 bits/tone
behavior at 73 dbh. at 97 db. at 73 db. at 97 db. None
Insult 11.58, 20.33, 19.58, 22.92, 15.58;
No insult 10.75, 11.33, 11.42, 13.0850 11.00,

Note. n = 12 per cell. Cells having common subscripts are not significantly different at the .05 level by the Duncan multiple-

range test,
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lation group). One is tempted to say that
simple-soft stimulation was actually soothing
(cf. Konetni & 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(1,100) = 3.31, »
== .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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