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Aggression as Impression Management*
RICHARD B. FELSON
State University of New York at Albany

This paper suggests six propositions from impression management theory to account for
interpersonal aggression where there is no material gain, and reviews evidence supporting
these propositions. This approach suggests that initial attacks are often inadvertent and that
retaliation may be an attempt to reinstate a favorable situational identity when one has been
attacked. The approach is particularly useful in: ( I ) explaining why perceived intentionul attack
elicits aggression; ( 2 ) recognizing the importance of role relationships for interpersonal
aggression; (3) handling the processual nature of aggressive encounters; and (4) clarifying the
relationship between interpersonal conflict and aggression.

Introduction

Students of interpersonal aggression
have generally favored either the
frustration-aggression hypothesis and its
modifications (Dollard et al., 1939; Berkowitz, 1962), or social learning theory
(Bandura, 1973) in their explanations of
aggressive behavior. Less widely accepted are interpretations of harm-doing
as an attempt to seek or restore face,
self-esteem, status, or power (Horwitz,
1956; Worchel, 1960; Becker, 1962;
Feshbach, 1%4; Short and Strodtbeck,
1965; Lofland, 1969; Toch, 1969; Hepburn, 1973; Horowitz and Schwartz, 1974;
Luckenbill, 1977). To our knowledge, no
previous effort has been made to formalize a theory of aggression along these
lines. This paper takes some first steps in
developing a general theory of aggression
based on ideas from symbolic interactionism and impression management
theory.' This theory generates a unique
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For the purposes of this paper. "aggression"
refers to the intentional act of harming another person. The focus here will be on actions that cast
another person into a negatively valued identity. Actions that incidentally or accidentally have this effect
are discussed but not labeled aggressive. The definitional problem is not as serious for this theory as it is
for instinct theories and for the frustrationaggression hypothesis, since no special antecedents
for aggressive behavior are being proposed. Rather,

set of propositions, many of which are
supported by experimental research.
Impression management theory
suggests that much of human behavior is
designed to obtain favorable reactions
from an audience. Persons are aware that
they are being categorized or typified by
others in a situation and they seek to make
these categorizations or "situational identities" (Weinstein, 1969) favorable. While
impression management theory focuses
on external audiences and public behavior, symbolic interaction theory
suggests that behavior performed in private may reflect concern for the reaction
of an internalized audience (see Mead,
1934, on the "generalized other"). Some
of the propositions and evidence
presented below suggest that persons tend
to behave in ways that are consistent with
internalized values or identities. However, for the most part, the propositions
and evidence stress the importance of the
external audience that observes or finds
out about one's behavior.
The following discussion suggests how
interpersonal conflict tends to result in attacks on the situational identities of interactants, and proceeds to show why
these attacks tend to produce retaliation.
It is argued that impression management
theory provides a better explanation of
this behavior than the frustrationaggression hypothesis or reinforcement
theories. Six propositions are derived
from impression management theory, and
their supporting evidence is reviewed.
the goals of aggressive behaviors are assumed to be
similar to the goals of other behaviors. The definition
serves for the most part to limit the scope of inquiry.
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Interpersonal Conflict and the Initial

A track

Harm and the threat of harm often
provide an effective method for succeeding in the competition for scarce rewards
(French and Raven, 1959). Though such
"instrumental aggression" is widely recognized in the literature, it is not usually
the main object of interest in analyses of
interpersonal aggression. More concern is
centered on aggression that appears to
have no material benefit and may even be
materially costly. While we do not focus
on aggression for material gain either, we
recognize its importance.
There is another source of conflict in
everyday life that, to our knowledge, has
not been discussed. Given that people
may disapprove of others and their actions, and given that others expect to be
treated with respect, an inherent source of
conflict is produced. Disapproval, when
expressed honestly to others, may be
taken as an offense by those others,
whether or not an offense is intended. If
differences in opinion and disapproval are
inherent in social life and if these attitudes
are sometimes expressed openly then the
important theoretical question is not why
interpersonal attacks occur, but why do
they not occur more often? A possible
answer to this question is found in
Goffman's (1959) notion of the "working
consensus." According to this implicit
agreement, participants in an encounter
publicly accept and support each other's
identity claims, whatever their private
opinions are. This consensus protects sacred but vulnerable selves, prevents disruption, and, from our point of view, decreases the likelihood of an aggressive encounter. Furthermore, if politeness is required in interaction, then its absence may
be interpreted as an offense. Therefore it
becomes necessary for interactants to engage in a considerable amount of effort
simply to avoid insulting others. The
avoidance of attack becomes a problematic task that each participant must engage
in when in the presence of others. Any
theory of aggression, then, should examine the propensity and ability of individuals to be polite and thus support the working consensus. For example, persons who

are upset or intoxicated (see Hepburn,
1973) may be unwilling or unable to be
sufficiently polite.
We can illustrate this problem by
suggesting how arguments emerge and
develop. Because the line between disagreement and insult is a fine one,
arguments may easily be perceived as attacks on self. Ego may pose a disagreement as a simple difference in opinion, or
as being a function of alter's incorrect
view of reality. The latter may imply that
alter is incompetent and may be perceived
by alter as an attack on self. Furthermore,
as the pace quickens and arousal levels
increase, the parties involved may have
increasing difficulty inhibiting potentially
insulting remarks. Conversational turntaking violations tend to increase as participants attempt to take and hold their
turns, resulting in interruptions and an increase in voice level. Either or both parties may then perceive the other's interruptions and shouting as an attack.

Retaliation

The most widely accepted theory of aggression where there is no material benefit
is the frustration-aggression hypothesis.
However, this theory has come under frequent criticism lately (Bandura, 1973;
Kaufman, 1970; Tedeschi et al., 1974).
Criticisms have been made of the ambiguity of the concept of "frustration."
Most importantly, at least six experimental studies show that aggression results
primarily from the perception of intentional attack rather than from simple frustration (Buss, 1963; Epstein and Taylor,
1967; Geen, 1968; Gentry, 1970; Taylor
and Pisano, 1971; and Greenwell and Dengerink, 1973). These studies show, for
example, that perceiving verbal and physical attacks as intentional, rather than experiencing failure at a task, leads subjects
to harm others. Research with children in
natural settings also suggests that it is hostile actions that elicit aggression (Rausch,
1965). Finally, studies of homicides and
assaults indicate that such encounters are
instigated by an insult from one of the
participants (e.g., Berg and Fox, 1947;
Toch, 1969; Luckenbill, 1977).
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The question becomes, then, why does
perceived intentional attack tend to result
in aggression? An adequate answer to this
question cannot be found in the aggression
literature. Social learning theory perhaps
has at least part of the answer: Counterattack or its threat reduces the probability
that one will be attacked in the future, by
demonstrating to others that such actions
will be costly. There are at least four reasons why such an explanation is inadequate for explaining many instances of retaliation. First, in many cases persons retaliate even when the material costs are
high (see Brown, 1968, discussed below).
Second, if preventing future attack is the
only reason for counterattack it would be
unnecessary to retaliate against persons
we never expect to meet again. However,
the evidence cited below clearly demonstrates that subjects retaliate against experimenters and confederates whom they
know they are unlikely to see again.
Third, since insulting others is generally
an unacceptable and infrequent event, it is
often unlikely that a counterinsult is
necessary to prevent a further occurrence.
Finally, evidence to be cited later suggests
that subjects in competitive games counterattack even when they know their opponents' choices are preprogrammed and
thus unalterable.
According to the present perspective,
there are at least two reasons why an insult is likely to result in a counterattack.
First, an insult releases the target from the
obligation to be polite toward the persor.
who has attacked him. Second, an insult
"altercasts" or places the target into an
unfavorable situational identity (Weinstein and Deutschberger, 1963),by making
the person appear weak, incompetent, and
~ o w a r d l yA
. ~ successful counterattack is
one effective way of nullifying the imputed negative identity by showing one's
strength, competence, and courage. It

This will tend to make the target angry of course.
The relationship between anger and aggression may,
in part, be spurious, in that both may result from a
perception of intentional attack. Perhaps anger also
facilitates aggression. If a person believes an antagonist has caused his anger, he may retaliate to
save face or because he thinks it is appropriate (Berkowitz et al., 1969).
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suggests that the person has "honor,"
i.e., that the person is someone whose self
must be respected. In short, an attack on
self initiates a conflict in which participants may attempt to harm their opponents in their competition for favorable
situational id en ti tie^.^ The dynamics of
this type of conflict are well illustrated in
such activities as teasing, exchanging insults in jest (see Dollard, 1939, on "playing
the dozens"), and (more seriously) in
duels and feuds.
Counterattack is not the only response
to an attack. Another response, if the
target perceives the insult as legitimate or
justified, is to accept the imputed identity
and perhaps apologize. Or, if the target
perceives the material costs as too high,
he may "back down" and perhaps
achieve some satisfaction with a fantasy
about retaliation. Finally, for certain audiences, and under certain contexts, retaliation may be viewed as vindictive or vengeful and thus elicit a negative r e a ~ t i o n , ~
in which case "playing it cool" or "turning the other cheek" may be effective.
However, these actions may also have an
aggressive component if they are designed
to make the other appear uncontrolled or
aggressive.
Revenge is a counterattack delivered well after
the original attack. Revenge may involve the same
process, except that the favorable identity that one
seeks to reestablish is transsituational. Most aggression may be retaliatory, at least from the actor's
point of view. Thus, persons who believe that others
are hostile or aggressive may "retaliate" by behaving in a hostile way themselves and, as a result, elicit
the hostile behavior they expect. This mechanism
may explain the behavior of some persons who a p
pear aggressive without provocation. These persons
may believe that they are only responding to a hostile
world. They are partly correct in this perception but
they are responding to a hostile world that they have
created for themselves (see Merton, 1957, on selffulfilling prophecies). For example, in the prisoner's
dilemmagame (Kelley and Stahelski, 1970),competitive subjects believed that opponents were also uniformly competitive, and behaved in ways that induced their opponents to fulfill these expectations.
Persons may also alter their aggressive behavior
to avoid moral condemnation. For evidence that participants in aggressive encounters are judged in
moral terms as well as in terms of their power, see
Kane et al. (unpublished) and Stapleton et al. (unpublished). For a general review of research on
judgments of participants in aggressive encounters,
see Rule and Nesdale (1976).

208

SOCIAL PS YCHOLOGY
PROPOSITIONS A N D SUPPORTING
EVIDENCE

Method

In the following sections impression
management theory is used to generate six
propositions. Experimental research from
the aggression literature and the literature
on face-saving in bargaining and experimental games is cited.s Since some of this
research was not designed to test impression management theory, and since none
of it was designed to test the propositions
as stated, the evidence must be viewed as
tentative.
In all of these studies the subject harms
another person, and since no other goal
for this behavior is apparent it is reasonable to assume that harm was intended.
While subjects may not define their own
actions as aggressive (Tedeschi et al.,
1974), this is probably also true in "reallife" situations, where people tend to view
their own actions as justified. It seems
that the crucial issue is whether the
studies accurately depict the identity
negotiation process described above
rather than whether behavior in these experiments is "really" aggressive, whatever that means.
Variation in the Audience and Aggression

Impression management theory
suggests that a person's behavior is a
function of the behavior and values of an
audience. A participant in an aggressive
encounter has two relevant (external)
audiences: the antagonist(s) and thirdparty onlookers. The audience may altercast ego into a situational identity or, by
revealing its values, may indicate how a
favorable situational identity might be
achieved. Propositions 1 and 2 focus on
altercasting, while Proposition 3 focuses
on variation in the values of onlookers.

* Demand characteristics are predictable and
theoretically interesting from this perspective and
thus are less troublesome here than they are for other
theories. In citing experimental research, however, it
must be recognized that identity concerns are probably high (due to the experimenter-subject role relationship) while material costs are low, and that the
interaction involves strangers. The implications of
these factors should be the subject of research, not a
cause for rejection of the experimental method.

Proposition I . Altercasting a person
into a negative situational identity tends
to result in retaliation, when the target
perceives the behavior as illegitimate and
intentional.
Evidence that it is primarily perceived
intentional attack and not frustration that
results in aggression was presented earlier. The experimental evidence that a
threat sometimes leads to a combative
bargaining stance also supports this proposition (e.g., Deutsch and Kraus, 1960).
There are two studies that suggest, at least
indirectly, that it is concern for situational
identity that accounts for the relationship
between perceived intentional attack and
aggression. First, Shuck and Pisor (1974)
found that subjects retaliate for the intended shock of a confederate whether
they actually receive the shock or not.
This suggests that it is the meaning of an
attack to which subjects are responding.
Second, in an experiment by Sermat
(1967), subjects who played the game of
"chicken" with an aggressive opponent
were more aggressive (i.e., made more
competitive choices) when they were
playing against a person than when they
were playing against a machine, even
though they knew they could not affect
their opponents' behavior in either case.6
Obviously, the identity implications are
greater when one is confronting a person.
One implication of this proposition is
that a person is more likely to retaliate if
someone insults him "to his face" than if
the negative comment is indirectly communicated. The insult delivered directly is
more clearly an attack on one's situational
identity. Furthermore, a direct insult implies that the person is not a competent
interactant and can be treated with disregard. Indirect evidence comes from a
study by Sermat (1967), who found that
subjects were more likely to harm uncooperative opponents in a competitive
game when these opponents were present
than when they were absent, even when
While equity theory (Walster er a / . , 1973) can
account for at least some of these results also, it
cannot account for the evidence on audience effects
presented below. In general, it seems safe to argue
that persons attempt to win aggressive encounters,
not break even, although the norm of equity may be
relevant for determining what is a "fair fight."
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they could not affect their opponents'
strategy.
Proposition 2. Conditions or events that
negate the situational identity imputed by
an unanswered attack make retaliation
less likely.
The relationship between an insult and
retaliation is not automatic. If an attacker's situational identity becomes less
favorable as a result of some other event,
ego's task is, in part, already accomplished, and he may be less likely to retaliate. At least four types of conditions or
events may make retaliation less likely: ( I )
The attack lacks credibility due to the
situational identity of the aggressor. (For
example, if an aggressor stumbles over his
words, or if the aggressor is a small child,
retaliation is less likely.) (2) The aggressor
apologizes for the slight, even if the target
questions the aggressor's sincerity. (3) A
third party intervenes and retaliates on
one's behalf. (4) A third party intervenes
in the role of mediator. Mediators may
constrain the antagonists and allow the
conflict to de-escalate without either side
appearing to back down. Thus, Pruitt and
Johnson (1970) found that bargainers
made substantially greater concessions
when a mediator was present. Concessions resulted in self-reported feelings of
weakness only when there was no
mediator. For a review of the literature on
mediators and bargaining and more supporting evidence, see Rubin and Brown
(1975).
Proposition 3. Persons will alter their
aggressive behavior in order to be consistent with the perceived values of the
third-party audience.
There is a considerable amount of evidence that persons alter their aggressive
behavior in order to make it acceptable to
onlookers. Brown (1968), for example,
found that adolescent male subjects who
received peer feedback informing sthem
that they had looked foolish and weak
were more likely to retaliate than subjects
who did not receive this feedback, even
though retaliation was financially costly.
These subjects also reported more concern with appearing strong. Concern for
situational identities is also demonstrated

by the attention persons give to subtle
cues in interpreting an audience's attitude
toward their behavior. Borden (1975)
found that male subjects behaved more
aggressively when they were observed by
males than when they were observed by
females, presumably because they
thought males would view this behavior
more favorably. Other studies indicate
that subjects interpret the presence of
weapons in an experimenter's office as
information about his values, and that this
increases subjects' aggression when they
are concerned with being evaluated (Page
and Scheidt, 1971; Turner and Simmons,
1974).
Secret and Disclosed Behavior

According to impression management
theory, public behavior and information
revealed to audiences tend to reflect more
favorably on self than do private behavior
and information concealed. Proposition 4
focuses on the effect of the presence of
third parties on behavior, while Proposition 5 focuses on ego's choice of information to reveal to others.
Proposition 4 . Ego is more likely t o retaliate against alter if a third party observes alter's attack on him.
In general, unprovoked aggression is
viewed negatively while (at least a limited
degree of) retaliation is viewed more positively (for a review of supporting evidence, see Tedeschi et al., 1974). Therefore, in general, the presence of onlookers
should make retaliation more likely (and
unprovoked attacks less likely). Of
course, one expects variation depending
on the audience. Thus, juvenile gangs may
admire unprovoked attacks against an
out-group (Short and Strodtbeck, 1%5;
Horowitz and Schwartz, 1974). And
Taylor and Weinstein (1974) find that the
effect of an audience on responses to criticism depends on opportunities for coalition formation and the subjects' concern
for being seen in a socially desirable way.
It may also be that the cultural attitude
toward retaliation is one of ambivalence:
While one is expected to "stand up" to
others, one should not be vengeful. Thus,
Baron (1971) found that college-student
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subjects inhibited their retaliation somewhat in order not to appear vengeful to a
psychologist observer and his assistant.
Propositions 6 and 7 assume that (at least
some form of) retaliation elicits a more
favorable situational identity and should
not apply to populations where this is not
the case.
Proposition 5 . Ego will tend to conceal
evidence of having lost an aggressive encounter and will tend to reveal evidence of
having participated or won.
The aggressive encounter is similar to
other types of contests in that participants
attempt to win and let others know they
have won, even when there is no material
benefit. In particular, ego may want the
antagonist to recognize him as having
won. For this reason ego may attempt to
hide his injuries from his antagonist. If it is
safe, he may prefer that his target be
aware that he has gotten his vengeance,
and he may be more likely to retaliate if
this is possible. Thus, Sermat (1964) found
that subjects made more uncooperative,
harmful choices in a competitive game
when they thought their uncooperative
opponents were being informed of their
choices.
Variation in the Salience of Identity and
Aggression

The importance of identity varies across
persons and situations. Persons who are
more concerned with the audience's reaction because, for example, they are unsure
of themselves or are dependent on the
audience for rewards (see Jones, 1964, on
ingratiation), are more likely to alter their
behavior to make it more acceptable to an
audience.
Proposition 6 . The greater a person's
concern for identity, the more likely he is
to alter his aggressive behavior in order to
attain a favorable situational identity or
avoid a negative situational identity.'

' An anonymous reviewer has suggested that
avoiding or eliminating unfavorable situational identities may not be the simple opposite of seeking
favorable ones. Persons may differ in the extent to
which they are willing to risk negative responses in
order to obtain positive ones.

This proposition has at least two implications. First, for some persons, performance in aggressive encounters may assume particular significance for self. Aggression may be more likely to occur and
escalate because these persons have more
at stake in these encounters. This may
partly explain the greater propensity of
persons of lower socioeconomic status to
engage in violence. Achievement in aggressive encounters may be more important for them since they have fewer activities upon which a positive identity can be
based. Second, self-consciousness in a
situation should make the implications of
one's behavior for self more salient, and
thereby increase the extent to which behavior is consistent with these identities.
Studies of the effect of objective selfawareness on aggression shows that the
presence of a mirror inhibits the delivery
of shock to females (presumably an inappropriate behavior) but increases shock
delivery to males when it is emphasized
that shock is helpful to learning (Scheier et
al., 1974; Carver, 1974). These studies
suggest that aggression may also reflect
concern for an internalized audience.
CONCLUSION

Interpersonal conflict is inherent in social life. Open expressions of disagreement and animosity are often interpreted
as attacks on self that call forth a,similar
response from the person attacked and
thereby produce an aggressive encounter.
These encounters have implications for
the situational identities of participants as
well as for their material well-being.8
Focusing on the former, it has been
suggested that persons may retaliate in
order to maintain a favorable situational
identity when they perceive they are being
attacked.
Impression-management theory generates a unique set of propositions and is
able to account for a wide range of literature in a parsimonious fashion. We know
of no other theory that can explain the
The present approach can be viewed as complementary to social learning theory in that the importance of material rewards and costs for aggression are recognized.
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effects of variation in third parties, disclosure to third parties or antagonists, human
as opposed to nonhuman attack, face-toface attacks, or most importantly, why an
insult elicits counteraggression in the first
place.
There are two other advantages of the
theory that have not been discussed.
First, an interactionist approach accommodates the processual nature of aggressive encounters better than other approaches. The development of such an
encounter is a problematic process in that
its outcome is not predetermined by either
the characteristics or the initial goals of
participants. Rather, the outcome is the
end-product of sequential definitions of
the situation. For example, negotiations
over whether a comment is to be defined
as an insult, perceptions of success in the
encounter, and evolving commitments to
various lines of action may affect the outcome of an aggressive encounter. Given
the sacredness and vulnerability of the
self, the ambiguous line between disagreement and disparagement, and the
tendency for perceived attack to result in
counterattack, small arguments readily
escalate through a reciprocal process into
aggressive encounters.
Second, an interactionist approach recognizes the importance of the role relationship of participants in an aggressive
encounter. There is evidence that aggression is more acceptable between certain
categories of persons. The following rolerelationships between participants appear
to be important: sex roles (Taylor and
Epstein, 1%7); age categories (Shantz and
Pentz, 1972; Hicks and Lanthrop, 1968);
in-group and out-group roles (aggression
may be disapproved within a group but
legitimized against outsiders); and socialcontrol agents and deviant targets. Aggression may be legitimated for those who
either formally or informally assume roles
of social control against deviant targets
(e.g., Homans, 1950; Rule et al., 1974).
Few would argue that impression management plays no role in aggression (or
other behavior, for that matter). The question is whether the theory provides a
complete or only a partial account of aggression where there is no material gain. If
research shows that aggression is affected
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by the presence and behavior of the audience, and the salience of identity, then the
approach is supported. However, if the
approach cannot account for other findings in the literature, then it must be
viewed as more limited. For example, if it
can be demonstrated that overtly aggressive behavior (and not merely impoliteness) follows a frustrating event, and there
has been no insult, then the approach will
have been shown to be limited.
Since none of the research was originally designed to test the propositions as
stated, the propositions must be viewed as
tentative and in need of further research.
A list of particular problems that might be
investigated would include the following:
(1) Research on the presence of antagonists and onlookers: What difference does
it make whether third parties observe the
initial attack, the retaliation, both actions,
or neither action? The theory would predict, for example, that retaliation is most
likely when both the attack and the retaliation are observed by onlookers, since the
former justifies the latter, and since the
presence of an audience increases the
identity costs of backing down. The
theory also predicts that persons are more
likely to retaliate when their antagonists
are present. Finally, do persons retaliate
when they think that neither the antagonist nor onlookers will be aware of it?
Retaliation under these conditions would
suggest the impact of an internalized audien~e.~
(2) Research on situational identities attributed for various performances in aggressive encounters: In this type of research, subjects are given descriptions of
conflicts and are asked to judge the participants along various dimensions (see
Rule and Nesdale, 1976). This type of research may be able to discover, for example, when retaliation is likely to be viewed
as legitimate and when it is likely to be
viewed as vengeful.
(3) Research on tactics in aggressive encounters: Do persons prefer strong (but
safe) targets in order to appear even
There would be other possible explanations for
this finding. In general, examining the effect on an
internalized audience requires techniques different
from those suggested in this paper.
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stronger? Do persons hide injuries and let
their attackers know they have retaliated
when it is safe to do so? Finally, are persons likely to become physically aggressive when they do not have an effective
verbal retort?
(4) Research on aggression in natural
settings: In what situations and with what
types of persons are these encounters
likely to occur? What comment instigates
the aggression and how is the comment
defined by the participants? Does a person
in a bad mood (as a result of some frustration) tend to be impolite, and does this
elicit a hostile reaction from others that
the person then retaliates against? It may
be necessary to elicit reports from respondents about aggressive encounters
they have participated in since it may be
difficult to actually observe these incidents in progress.
In sum, an attempt has been made to
account for instances of interpersonal aggression where there is no material benefit. It has been suggested that aggression,
like other human behavior, is the result of
interaction processes rather than frustration or instinct. Specifically, it has been
suggested that attacks on situational identities are predictable, given divergent
interests and opinions and the sacredness
and vulnerability of the self in interaction,
and that these attacks, inadvertent or
otherwise, tend to result in retaliatory actions designed to reinstate a favorable
situational identity.
REFERENCES
Bandura, A.
1973 Aggression: A Social Learning Analysis.
Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Rentice-Hall.
Baron, R. A.
1971 "Function of audience presence and prior
anger arousal." Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology 7515-523.
Becker, E.
1962 "Anthropological notes on the concept of
aggression." Psychiatry 25328-338.
Berg, I., and V. Fox
1947 "Factors in homicides committed by 200
males." Journal of Social Psychology
26:109-119.
Berkowitz, L.
1%2 Aggression: A Social Psychological
Analysis. New York: McGraw-Hill.
Berkowitz, L., J. P. Lepinski, and E. J. Angulo
1969 "Awareness of own anger level and subsequent aggression." Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology 11:293-300.

Borden, R. J.
1975 "Witnessed aggression: Influence of an observer's sex and values on aggressive responding." Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 31567-573.
Brown, B. R.
1968 "The effects of need to maintain face in
interpersonal bargaining." Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 4:107-122.
Buss, A. H.
1%3 "Physical aggression in relation to different
frustrations." Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology 67: 1-7.
Carver, C. S.
1974 "Facilitation of physical aggression through
objective self-awareness." Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 10:365-370.
Deutsch, M., and R. M. Krauss
1%0 "The effects of threat upon interpersonal
bargaining." Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology 61:181-189.
Dollard, J.
1939 "The dozens: Dialectic of insult." American Imago 1:3-25.
Dollard, J., L. Doob, and N. Miller
1939 Frustration and Aggression. New Haven:
Yale.
Epstein, S., and S. P. Taylor
1%7 "Instigation to aggression as a function of
defeat and perceived aggressive intent of
the opponent." Journal of Personality
35:265-289.
Feshbach, S.
1964 "The function of aggression and the regulation of aggressive drive." Psychological
Review 71:257-272.
French, J. R. P., and B. H. Raven
1959 "The bases of social power." Pp. 150-67 in
D. Cartwright (ed.), Studies in Social
Power. Ann Arbor: Institute for Social Research.
Geen, R. G.
1%8 "Effect of frustration, attack and prior
training in aggressiveness upon aggressive
behavior." Journal of Personality and SOcia1 Psychology 9:31&321.
Gentry, W. D.
1970 "Effects of frustration, attack and prior aggressive training on overt aggression and
vascular processes." Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology 16:718-725.
Goffman, E.
1959 The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life.
Garden City, New York: Anchor Books.
Greenwell, J., and Dengerink, H. A.
1973 "The role of perceived versus actual attack
in human physical aggression." Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 2 6 : s
71.
Hepbum, J. R.
1973 "Violent behavior in interpersonal relationships." Sociological Quarterly 14:419-429.
Hicks, D. J., and R. G. Lathrop
1%8 "Some dimensions ofjustified aggression."
Proceedings of the 76th Annual Convention
of the American Psychological Association
3:425-26.

AGGRESSION AS IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT
Homans, G.
1950 The Human Group. New York: Harcourt,
Brace & World.
Horwitz, M.
1956 "Psychological needs as a function of social
environments." In L. 0. White (ed.), The
State of Social Sciences. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, pp. 162-183.
Horowitz, R., and G. Schwartz
1974 "Honor, normative ambiguity and gang violence." American Sociological Review
39:238-251.
Jones, E. E.
1964 Ingratiation: A Social Psychological
Analysis. New York: Appleton-CenturyCrofts.
Kane, T. R., P. Doerge, and J. T. Tedeschi
Un- "When is intentional harm-doing perceived
publ. as aggressive? A naive reappraisal of the
Berkowitz aggression paradigm." Paper
presented at the 81st meeting of the American Psychological Association, 1973.
Kaufman, H.
1970 Aggression and Altruism. New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston.
Kelley, H. H., and A. Stahelski
1970 "Errors in perception of intentions in a
mixed-motive game." Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 6:379-400.
Lofland, J.
1969 Deviance and Identity. New York:
Prentice-Hall.
Luckenbill, D. F.
1977 "Criminal homicide as a situated transaction." Social Problems 25: 176186.
Mead, G. H.
1934 Mind, Self and Society. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Merton, R. K.
1957 Social Theory and Social Structure. Glencoe: The Free Press.
Page, M. M., and R. J. Scheidt
1971 "The elusive weapons effect: Demand
awareness, evaluation apprehension, and
slightly sophisticated subjects." Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 20:304318.
Pruitt, D. G., and D. F. Johnson
1970 "Mediation as an aid to face-saving in
negotiation." Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology 14:239-246.
Rausch, H. L.
1965 "Interaction sequences." Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 2:487-499.
Rubin, J., and B. Brown
1975 The Social Psychology of Bargaining and
Negotiation. New York: Academic Press.
Rule, G., and A. R. Nesdale
1976 "Moral judgment of aggressive behavior in
perspectives on aggression." In R. G. Geen
and E. C. O'Neil (eds.), Perspectives on
Aggression. New York: Academic Press.
Rule, G., A. R. Nesdale, and M. J. McAra
1974 "Children's reactions to information about
the intentions underlying an aggressive
act." Child Development 45:794-798.

213

Scheier, M. F., A. Fenigstein, and A. H. Buss
1974 "Self-awareness and physical aggression."
Journal of Experimental and Social Psychology 10:264-273.
Sermat, V.
1964 "Cooperative behavior in a mixed-motive
game." Journal of Social Psychology
62:217-239.
Sermat, V.
1967 "The possibility of influencing the other's
behavior and cooperation: Chicken vs.
prisoner's dilemma." Canadian Journal of
Psychology 21:204-219.
Shantz, D. W., and T. Pentz
1972 "Situational effects on justifiableness of aggression at three age levels." Child Development 43;274-281.
Short, J. F., and F. Strodtbeck
1965 Group Process and Gang Delinquency.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Shuck, J., and K. Pisor
1974 "Evaluating an aggression experiment by
the use of simulating subjects." Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 29: 181186.
Stapleton, R. E., J. M. Joseph, and J. T. Tedeschi
Un- "An empirical re-evaluation of the concept
publ. of aggression: Labeling behaviors and the
competitive reaction-time game."
Taylor, M., and E. A. Weinstein
1974 "Criticism, witnesses and the maintenance
of interaction." Social Forces 52:473-480.
Taylor, S. P., and S. Epstein
i%7 "Aggression a s a function of the interaction
of the sex of the aggressor and the sex of the
victim." Journal o f ~ e r s o n a l i35:474-486.
t~
Taylor, S. P., and R. Pisano
1971 "Physical aggression as a function of frustration and physical attack." Journal of Social Psychology 84261-267.
Tedeschi, J. T., R. B. Smith, and R. C. Brown
1974 "A reinterpretation of research on aggression." Psychological Bulletin 81:540-563.
Toch, H.
1969 Violent Men. Chicago: Aldine.
Turner, C. W., and L. S. Simmons
1974 "Effects of subject sophistication and
evaluation apprehension on aggressive responses to weapons." Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 30:341-348.
Walster, E., E. Berscheid, and G. Walster
1973 "New directions in equity research." Journal of Personality and Social Psychology
25:151-176.
Weinstein, E.
1%9 "The development of interpersonal competence." In D. Goslin (ed.), Handbook of
Socialization Theory and Research. New
York: Rand-McNally, pp. 753-775.
Weinstein, E., and P. Deutschberger
1963 "Some dimensions of altercasting."
Sociometry 26:454-66.
Worchel, P.
1960 "Hostility: Theory and experimental investigation." In D. Willner (ed.), Decisions,
Values and Groups (Vol. I). New York:
Pergamon Press.

http://www.jstor.org

LINKED CITATIONS
- Page 1 of 2 -

You have printed the following article:
Aggression as Impression Management
Richard B. Felson
Social Psychology, Vol. 41, No. 3. (Sep., 1978), pp. 205-213.
Stable URL:
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0147-829X%28197809%2941%3A3%3C205%3AAAIM%3E2.0.CO%3B2-F

This article references the following linked citations. If you are trying to access articles from an
off-campus location, you may be required to first logon via your library web site to access JSTOR. Please
visit your library's website or contact a librarian to learn about options for remote access to JSTOR.

References
Honor, Normative Ambiguity and Gang Violence
Ruth Horowitz; Gary Schwartz
American Sociological Review, Vol. 39, No. 2. (Apr., 1974), pp. 238-251.
Stable URL:
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-1224%28197404%2939%3A2%3C238%3AHNAAGV%3E2.0.CO%3B2-5

Criminal Homicide as a Situated Transaction
David F. Luckenbill
Social Problems, Vol. 25, No. 2. (Dec., 1977), pp. 176-186.
Stable URL:
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0037-7791%28197712%2925%3A2%3C176%3ACHAAST%3E2.0.CO%3B2-Y

Children's Reactions to Information about the Intentions Underlying an Aggressive Act
Brendan Gail Rule; Andrew R. Nesdale; Marilynn J. McAra
Child Development, Vol. 45, No. 3. (Sep., 1974), pp. 794-798.
Stable URL:
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0009-3920%28197409%2945%3A3%3C794%3ACRTIAT%3E2.0.CO%3B2-H

Situational Effects on Justifiableness of Aggression at Three Age Levels
David W. Shantz; Thomas Pentz
Child Development, Vol. 43, No. 1. (Mar., 1972), pp. 274-281.
Stable URL:
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0009-3920%28197203%2943%3A1%3C274%3ASEOJOA%3E2.0.CO%3B2-D

http://www.jstor.org

LINKED CITATIONS
- Page 2 of 2 -

Criticism, Witnesses and the Maintenance of Interaction
Minna Taylor; Eugene A. Weinstein
Social Forces, Vol. 52, No. 4. (Jun., 1974), pp. 473-480.
Stable URL:
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0037-7732%28197406%2952%3A4%3C473%3ACWATMO%3E2.0.CO%3B2-Y

Some Dimensions of Altercasting
Eugene A. Weinstein; Paul Deutschberger
Sociometry, Vol. 26, No. 4. (Dec., 1963), pp. 454-466.
Stable URL:
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0038-0431%28196312%2926%3A4%3C454%3ASDOA%3E2.0.CO%3B2-0

