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Abstract

It would appear that the emotion 'anger' together with
hostile attitudes and aggressive behaviors 1is receiving
more attention in the clinical literature. Within
clinics, themselves, more programs are being developed to
deal with anger and its sequelae. This has lead to the
need for psychometric devices to assess anger, etc., more
meaningfully. The Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory was
originally deveioped to assess certain aspects of anger
but proved to be psychometrically questionable. This
device does, however, present an item pool that makes
intuitive sense. The current project, then, did; in
essence: a) rewrite the items such that the behaviors may
be ranked on a Likert-type scale (Research work has
demonstrated the ambiguity and lack of power of true/false
formats), and b) run a preliminary work-up on the revised
test using participants from introductory psychology
classes. This procedure was conducted in two stages, the
first being an item analysis. This was done through a
factor analysis; principal component with iteration
followed by an oblique rotation. On this basis,
factorially pure scales were generated. An analysis of the
internal consistency of each new scale was then modified
further to assure high homogeneity. Some preliminary
validation was then assayed by correlating the scales with
a related instrument developed by Novaco. It was expected

that 'hostility-related' scales would correlate with this
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device. The second stage consisted of the revised scales
being administered to a new group for cross-validation
(that is, a corroborative factor analysis with oblique
rotation was conducted). The internél consistency of the
scales was analyzed further and an anova was run using the
revised scales against gender and a measure developed by
Crowne and Marlowe(l1960) designed to detect the influence

of item endorsement on the basis of social desirability.
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ANGER, HOSTILITY AND AGGRESSION: THE PSYCHOMETRIC

CAPABILITIES OF A REVISED BUSS-DURKEE INVENTORY

The study of anger, hostility and aggression has
received an increase in attention during the last two
decades. Researchers have responded to the increase in
societal demand for information which may be used to aid in
the understanding, prediction and control of these 'all too
human' attributes, and the extent to which investigators
have focused interest in this area has been profound and
inciéive. The powerful undercurrent of violence which
pervades television, radio, newspapers and movies bears: no
small testimony to the magnitude of the problems so
characteristically inherent in the interpersonal and
international experience of day to day living. There is no
‘reason to assume that the stress and pressure of everyday
existence will subside. Quite the contrary, contemporary
Humankind is ©being forced to increasingly control and
deflect anger, hostility and aggressiveness.

Recent work by Bandura(1973), Novaco(1975), and
Frankenhaeuser(1971) point out the importance of accurately
describing and effectively coping with feelings, thoughts
and behaviors which can 1lead to destruction on both
personal and societal levels. This investment of time and
effort by researchers in the development of new treatment
programs has paralleled the recent upswing of interest in
this field (Novaco, 1975), but this movement has preceded

methods by which the treatments may be properly evaluated



(Edmunds & Kendrick, 1980).

One possible reason that methods of recording change
during treatment have rarely kept pace with treatment
intervention is that anger is itself not a unitary element,
but rather a component in a cluster of phenomena (Novaco,
1975 ; Spielberger, 1970; Buss & Durkee, 1957). Anger
represents the feelings associated with arousal, whereas
hostility is the attitude adopted, with the behaviors being
inferred as aggressive (Spielberger, 1979). Though
related, these components do not necessarily depend upon
each other for the translation to action (Frankenhaeuser,
1971). An individual may be highly aroused without
engaging 1in aggressive Dbehaviors, etc., and vice versa
(Funkenstein, 1954; 1956).

Novaco(1975) has contributed a great deal to the
delineation of the <cognitive correlates of aggression as
has Spielberger(197@), who, for his part has focused his
attention on devising techniques for describing the
affective- physiological correlates of aggression. Strides
are being made, and the sophistication that researchers
are bringing into the field are helping to guide further

investigators (Edmunds & Kendrick, 1980).

Measurement Devices

The psychometric evaluation of feelings of anger,
attitudes of hostility and Dbehaviors deemed to be

aggressive, 1is at best a difficult task. Practical and
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ethical constraints make it particularly troublesome to
develop situations which are able to meaningfully and
realistically elicit genuine feelings, attitudes and
behaviors from participants. Projective tests, the
delivery of electric shock and questionnaires compose the
most widely used methods of determining comparative
ratings of aggression and hostility. Anger has been
defined as an arousal state, and as such, the measurement
of this component has relied primarily on physiological
recorders such as the polygraph (Lacey, 1967).

The projective techniques that are most widely used
for measuring aggressiveness are the Rosenswieg Picture
Frustration Test, the Rorschach Inkblot Test and the
Thematic Apperception Test. All of these tests have
yielded conflicting but largely negative results (Weinberg,
1953; Buss, 1961; Megargee, 1970).

The delivery of electric shock has been the focus of
great interest by researchers wishing to measure
operationally defined aggressive behaviors, and past
research has used duration, intensity, frequency, and the
amount of pressure exerted on the shock 1lever, as indices
(Knott & Drost, 1970; Hokanson, 1961; Geen & Berkowitz,
1967). These studies indicate that frequency 1is the
better index (Gentry, 1978), Dbut this group of measures
appears to have 1little construct validity since the
components do not correlate strongly with one another
(Edmunds & Kendrick, 1980).

Questionnaires, inventories and scales can be very
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practical for research purposes. They can be given to
large numbers of people at one time period and can be
scored with relative ease. The list of questionnaires used

for determining the presence of

although an evaluation of each

this paper, some of the more

deriving tests
questionnaire development have
four

general types:

internal consistency (Edmunds &

questionnaire will be

illustrative purposes.
Intuitively developed

items from an a priori sense of

to aggressiveness. Inclusion

result of inter-rater

Medley(1954), the Cook and Medley Hostility Scale

of fifty items extracted

purpose being to discriminate between degrees

among respondents. Megargee

the results of a research program designed to assess

validity
These authors compared the
groups of male subjects:
moderately assaultive criminals,
controls.

and non-criminal

they found that the Cook

discriminate

will Dbe discussed in brief.

usually Dbeen

intuitive,

drawn

questionnaires

in

concensus.

hostility scale scores

and Medley Scale

significantly between

hostility is extensive and

is well beyond the scope of
for

widely wused methods

Approaches to
divided into
empirical, theoretical and

Kendrick, 198d). A sample

from each category for

derive their
what is apparently relevant

scales is usually the
Designed by Cook and

consists

from the MMPI with the intended

of hostility

and Mendelsohn(1962) report

the

of MMPI-derived hostility/aggressiveness scales.

of four

extremely assaultive criminals,

non-assaultive c¢riminals,

Among the results of the study

failed to

any of the criterion
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groups.

Empirically based questionnaires are derived from the
ability of items to discriminate between criterion groups.
One such device, Schultz's Hostility and Aggression Scales
(Schultz, 1954) was derived from psychiatric ratings of
patients' overt and covert aggression and control of
hostility attributes. One potential pitfall when using
this method to develop a measuring instrument is that the
use of large item pools and 1liberal confidence levels
increases the risks of committing Type 1 errors.
Shipman(1965) found that the three subscales were
unrelated to ratings of hostility in psychiatfic patients.
In another study by Megargee and Mendelgohn(l962), the
Hostility Control Scale was able to discriminate c¢riminals
from non-criminals, but was unable to separate the
assaultive from the non-assaultive groups. Existing
evidence indicates that the instrument has little validity
(Buss, 1961; Edmunds & Kendrick, 19849).

Scales derived on the basis of internal consistency,
such as Bendig's Covert and Overt Hostility Scales (Bendig,
1962), are limited as a function of the population tested.
Eysenck and Eysenck(1969, p.326), suggest " The assumption
of most factor analysts that factors extracted from one
group will apply with equal force to other groups differing
along various parameters from the original group is not
one which can be accepted without definite proof in each

particular case... A weakness of Bendig's work is that

the factors have not Dbeen shown to Dbe stable across
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different groups of subjects. This argument can be
partially diffused if the author does not generalize
findings across untested populations. In fact, if a
factor structure 1is shown to be stable within particular
populations, this may be a criterion for inclusion into
this category of persons.

A theoretical scale is one in which the content is
related to a particular theory in psychology. The
Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory (1957) 1is one such
device. Empirically derived tests offer the same reasons
to be wary as those of intuitive constructions;
truthfulness of responding, the participant's self-
knowledge, etc., but the content validity of theoretically
based scales is more clearly defined (Jackson, 19749).

One of the most promising instruments is the
Buss-Durkee Inventory. Originally created on a theoretical
basis, this measure of aggression and hostility appears to
have construct validity (Edmunds & Kendrick,19849, p.52),
though attempts designed to evaluate its' empirical
validity have vyielded (largely) negative results. The
Buss-Durkee 1is going to be the focal point of this
research, since, with modification, the instrument could be
an extremely useful clinical tool. Though the items seem
to make intuitive sense, the factor structure offered by
its' authors has been the source of less complimentary

findings.
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The Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory

The Buss-Durkee Inventory(BDHI)(Buss & Durkee, 1957)
has been the focus of a large number of empirical
investigations (Bendig,1962; Buss, Fischer & Simmons, 1962;
Simpson & Craig, 1967) and the instrument has received
consistently mixed reviews (Bendig, 1962; Leibowitz, 1968;
Geen & George, 1969; Knott, 1970; Edmunds & Kendrick,
1989) . The BDHI is composed of seventy-five true- false
statements that are organized into eight subscales. The
subscales refer to behaviors and attitudes that are often
associated with aggressive and hostile activities. The
specific meaning of each subscale is listed below.

Assault: Physical violence against human beings, including
fighting but excluding the destruction of property.

Indirect aggression: Malicious gossip, practical jokes and

temper tantrums.

Irritability: Readiness to anger including quick temper

and rudeness.

Negativism: Oppositional behavior including refusal to

co-operate, noncompliance and rebellion.

Resentment: Jealousy and hatred of others; a sense of

having been dealt with unjustly by the world over real or
fancied mistreatment.

Suspicion: Distrust, wariness and projection of hostility

. . A . .
onto others; in its extreme form this becomes paranoia.

Verbal aggression: Arguing, shouting, screaming,

threatening and cursing.
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Guilt: Feelings of being bad, having done wrong, etc.

Each category of aggression is sub-divided into active
or passive manipulation; an intuitive, common sense
approach with acts as the fundamental building blocks that
Buss and Durkee relied upon during the formulation stage of
item selection. Preliminary factor analysis by Buss and
Durkee (1957) confirmed the above structure. Two centroid
factors emerged through an oblique simple structural
rotation, and this finding was supported by a subsequent
analysis employing a varimax orthogonal rotation of the
same data (Buss et al., 1962). These factors were assumed
to represent hostility and aggressiveness.

Bendig(1961) attempted to replicate and expand upon
Buss and Durkee's original study. He administered the BDHI
with the Maudsley Personality Inventory (Eysenck, 1959)
which resulted in the emergence of ten centroid factors.
The third and fourth factors were interpreted as being Buss
and Durkee's hostility and aggressiveness measures.
Edmunds and Kendrick(198@, p.6l1) compared Bendig's factors
with those of Buss and Durkee by means of Tucker's
co-efficient of congruence (1951) and only a moderate
similarity was indicated (.73). Buss and Durkee (1962)
revealed 1in their study that the factors may be unstable.
They intercorrelated the subscale scores of a new set of
data derived from psychiatric patients and the resulting
factor structure was regarded by Buss et al., as Dbeing
uninterpretable.

Three factor analyses have been reviewed and three
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different solutions have appeared. It is, as yet, unclear
whether these differences are due to population
differences or simply a reflection of the nature of
emotion. Buss et al.,(1962) derived their data from
psychiatric patients while Buss and Durkee(1957) and
Bendig(1961) obtained data from college students, and the
evidence available suggests that neither the total scores
nor the subscale scores have been adequately validated. It
is also possible that the scoring method 1is 1inappropriate
for the purpose of the measure. This consideration has
never been raised by the BDHI critics. Sample differences
notwithstanding, one must ask if the BDHI can be improved

with a modification of the subject-response format.

The Revision

A forced-choice, true-false format has the advantage
of promoting a decision on the part of the respondent but
may be overshadowed by the limitations of the total and
absolute assumption of representativeness inherent in
answering a statement by this method (Tzeng, 1983). This
may be particularly apt since acknowledgement of a
socially undesirable quality or action is itself a
potentially difficult activity (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960).
Regardless of an item's applicability to everyday life, the
rater 1is always forced to accept completely or deny wholly
the characteristic being tested. Also, this type of

format cannot detect the relative differentiations between
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two ratees on the same activity, nor can it register the
relative strength of presence of two characteristics for a
single ratee (Tzeng, 1983). Better quality discriminations
can be made by increasing the range of responses and by
adding an escape option (Tzeng, 1983).

We are left, then, with a number of tests that are
confused in Dboth the trait/behavior being measured and the
supporting psychometric properties. The problem remains,
however, to assess and monitor change in anger, hostility
and aggression. The focus of the current study was to
reconsider the BDHI as the most promising devise (certainly
with respect to the item pool) for assessing aggression.
The following procedures have been performed to aid in the
re-evaluation of a new, revised Buss-Durkee Inventory.

1) the items were re-written for a Likert-type format;

2) an item analysis was conducted;

3) a factor analysis was conducted;

4) a reliability analysis was conducted as measured by
internal consistency:

5) convergent and discriminant validity was inferred
through the creation of factorially pure scales from the
Buss~Durkee Inventory and Novaco's hostility measure;

6) A second study was conducted to cross-validate the
revised scales.

7) Scales were re-checked for internal consistency and
homogeneity.

8) A measure to record the influence of social desirability

response style was administered.
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9) Sex differences were investigated to assess the

relationéhip of gender and response style biases.
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METHOD

Participants

The participants 1in this study were 127 males, 233
females and 29 non-self- classified individuals enrolled in
introductory psychology courses. Participation was on a
voluntary basis. For a demographic description, please see

Appendix F.

Materials and Measures

1. The Buss~Durkee Hostility Inventory

This psychometric study employed the original
Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory(1957) after the appropriate
modification had been conducted for the inclusion of
response catagories. The original true-false format was
replaced with the following categories designed to offer
the respondent more shading in the representativeness of
the items: never, rarely, sometimes and usually. The
inclusion of an escape response of "don't know" was also
added to enhance the potential for truthfulness from a
respondent and reduce the pressure to choose in an
arbitrary fashion(Tzeng,1983). Sequencing and item content
were altered as little as possible for response
accomodation. For example, item #2 of the original measure
is "I sometimes spread gossip about people I don't 1like".

This was altered to "I....spread gossip about people I
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don't like". See Appendix B for the entire revised test.
2. Novaco's Anger Inventory

Novaco's Anger Inventory(1974)was included in this
study so that convergent and discriminant validity
estimates could be derived from among the concept traits of
hostility and aggression. This device consists of 90 items
which tap frustrating and aggravating situations, such as,
" going for a haircut and getting more cut-off than you
wanted", "being called a 1liar", and “"being mocked by a
small group of people as you pass them,". The respondent
is asked to rate on a 5 point scale the extent to which he
or she would (in real 1life) Dbe angered by these
situations. Derived by student consensus in a preliminary
study by Novaco, these items were administered to 138 males
and 138 female undergraduates. The subsequent item
analysis showed the instrument to be internally consistent
(Cronbach alpha = .94 for males and .96 for females). See
Appendix D.

3. The Crowne and Marlowe Instrument

Crowne and Marlowe's(1960) measure was designed to
assess the extent of participant bias in responding in a
culturally sanctioned manner to questionnaire items. High
scorers on this scale respond in culturally sanctioned
ways, thereby alerting testers that these individuals may
not necessarily be responding freely with uninhibited
honesty. A measure of this response bias was considered
imperative for a study of this nature. The relevance is in

the attitude of participants to the questionnaire being
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investigated and the concept of culturally sanctioned
responding. This device consists of 33 items, such as "I
always try to practice what I preach", "I never resent
being asked to return a favor", and "I have never felt that
I was punished without cause". This scale has been shown
to correlate moderately (r=.54, p< .@1l) with the Lie scale

of the MMPI (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960). See Appendix E.

Procedure

STUDY ONE

A. THE BUSS-DURKEE REVISION
The modified Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory (Appendix
B) and the Novaco Measure (Appendix D) were administered to

234 participants (see Appendix F for demographic details).

B. PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF THE REVISED BUSS-DURKEE

All statistics were run using SPSS programs(Nie et al.,

1975). Reliability statistics were obtained from the
"Reliability" package (model=Alpha). Factor Analysis was
performed from the "Factor Analysis" package

(Oblique/PA2).

1. Revision of the scales.
a) Item analysis of the eight revised scales.
An analysis was conducted to evaluate the corrected

item-total correlations on each of the eight revised
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scales. This procedure indicates the contribution that
each item is making to the scale as a whole. The corrected
item-total correlation (corrected for inflation due to the
inclusion of the item in the total correlation) gives an
indication of the degree to which an item contributes to
the total scale score.
b) Internal consistency of the original eight
scales.
An analysis of the internal consistency of each scale
was conducted to assess scale reliability (i.e.,
homogeneity). Cronbach's coefficient Alpha was chosen to

indicate this estimate.

2. Factor analysis of the revised items.

a) Factor analysis and new scale generation.

Since it was anticipated that emergent factors would
be correlated, a factor analysis with iterations was
performed followed by an obligque rotation. Six factors
were chosen, as on an original analysis, six factors
emerged on the basis of Cattell's scree test (Child,
1973). Items were chosen for inclusion in a scale if they
(a) had 1loadings of .3 or more (Child, 1973), and (b) if
items loaded significantly on only one factor.

b) Item analysis of the new scales.

The newly generated scales were subjected to the item
analysis as above, 1i.e., a set of corrected item-total
correlations were computed.

c) Internal consistency of the new scales.
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The coefficient Alpha was again used to assess the
reliability of the new scales.

d) A Factor analysis, item analysis and check on

internal consistency was conducted on males and females,

separately.

C. PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION OF THE NOVACO ANGER MEASURE
a) Factor analysis and scale generation.

Item extraction was consistent with the method
outlined above. In this case, application of the scree
test resulted in the calling of four factors.

b) Item analysis of the new scales.

Corrected item-total correlations were computed.

c) Internal consistency of the new scales.

The coefficient Alpha statistic was computed.

D. VALIDATION OF THE BDHI (REVISED)

a) Correlational analysis of all new scales.

The Novaco items were theoretically drawn from an item

pool that tapped the concept of hostility. This is a
cognitive structure, and as such it would be anticipated
that the Novaco scales would correlate more highly with
each other than with those scales of the Buss-Durkee domain
of aggression, which could be considered more behavioral in
nature.

b) A comparative, correlational analysis was

conducted on the Novaco total score.
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RESULTS

A. PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF THE REVISED BUSS-=-DURKEE
1. Modified original scales.
a) Item analysis of the original eight scales.
Initial item analysis revealed scales that had weak
corrected item-total correlations. Many of the items
contribute little (and sometimes negatively) to the total

scale score. See table 1
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Table 1

INITIAL ITEM ANALYSIS OF THE ORIGINAL BDHI (MODIFIED)

Scale 1- Scale 2- Scale 3-
Assault Indirect Irritability
Mean = 23.11 Mean = 21.06 Mean = 27.19
S.D. = 4.77 S.D. = 4.55 S.D. = 4.44
ALPHA=.46 ALPHA=,50 ALPHA=.34
Corrected Item- Corrected Item- Corrected Item-
Total Correlations Total Correlations Total Correlations
Item r Item r Item r
Q1 .258 Q2 .153 Q4 -.044
Q9 .111 Q10 . 285 Ql2 .195
Q17 -.031 Q18 -.154 Q20 .201
025 397 Q26 .366 Q27 . 308
Q33 .358 Q34 . 303 Q35 .149
Q41 .350 042 .330 Q44 .315
Q49 .358 059 .314 Q52 .367
Q57 .479 Q58 .398 Q60 .279
Q65 .494 Q75 .387 Q66 -.274
Q79 .437 Q71 .293
Q73 .346
Scale 4- Scale 5- Scale 6-
Negativity Resentment Suspicion
Mean =12.92 Mean = 20.01 Mean = 24.49
S.D. = 2.64 S.D. = 4.05 S.D. = 5.19
ALPHA=. 30 ALPHA=.51 ALPHA=.59
Corrected Item-~ Corrected Item- Corrected Item-
Total Correlations Total Correlations Total Correlations
Item r Item r Item r
Q3 .149 Q5 .236 Q6 . 205
Q11 .213 Q13 .190 Q14 .330
Q19 .267 021 .309 Q22 .228
Q28 127 Q29 .166 Q39 . 305
Q36 .g16 Q37 .232 Q38 .273
Q45 .313 Q46 .164
053 .191 Q54 .361
Q61 .346 Q62 .221
Q67 .458

Q72 . 402



Scale 7- Scale 8-
Verbal agg. Guilt
Mean = 35.38 Mean = 23.67
S.D. = 4.87 S.D. = 3.73
ALPHA=. 38 ALPHA=.40
Corrected Item- Corrected Item-~
Total Correlations Total Correlations
Item r Item r
Q7 . 307 Q8 .d19
Q15 271 Q16 .@95
Q23 .373 Q24 .169
Q31 .944 Q32 .143
Q39 .127 Q409 .135
Q43 .312 048 .323
Q47 .336 Q56 . 200
Q51 .245 Q64 .263
Q55 .477 Q69 .255
Q59 -.201
Q63 .262
Q68 .158
Q74 .108
Corrected item-total correlations range from -.274 to

.494 suggesting a weakness among the items in relation to
the total score.

b) Internal consistency of the modified, original
eight scales.

The accompanying coefficient Alpha indicates low
reliability. The 1low reliabilities show great weakness in
the scales, with the highest being on the "Suspicion" scale
at .59, and the lowest being on the "Negativity" scale at
.30. These suggest that the scales as originally conceived
may not be homogenous.

2. Factor analysis of the revised items.

a) Factor analysis and new scale generation.
A factor analysis revealed the presence of a multitude

of emergent factors. A scree test(Cattell, 1966)
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indicated only six of the twenty-one factors with
eigenvalues of 1 or more. Table 2a shows the eigenvalues
of the six chosen factors and the list showing the entire
twenty-one factors. The subsequent factor analysis where

only six factors are called for is shown in Table 2b.
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FACTOR ANALYSIS AND CORRELATIONS: BDHI(MOD.)

'

TOR

0.07865

-0 03386

~
4

Fat

™
-

FACTOR

4

FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACYOR

1

FACTOR

sy 3 ey,

PAGE 28

NN TLIM IS DT
O I "(“JCCMC':HC"“TUJOG
MOHEISXCTNSIMNC T T
[se] pE ol e Seo] aNaTE ol SRR 0 NI T ”"L, >
CTCONRNOCWNNCICT I
>
<

MONNON RTINS TR T
MO ONMCOONEMTOCHNNTIMCNL
w“"rs.\r\:unm\ﬂ;\u‘cru“ﬁmv NS <
g &

3

922

TNV oMM OB ON ‘2'4(—\ ~ GO
MO CCOT G N D OOCCC

OGOGOGCOOOCOOOOOOuCC co

.
: i . H

* @ & & 4 o & v e o o -
CCCCOOOOCOOGC&DOC
Yoot

+

»

0.21582
0.01587

0.03
~0.27603

O NN
e O fcw\a'\ln\r INCon e is
o‘x-"q.” La!"r'cl;\b c:C\ ~
- O ;
-t

<

9
397

564
"0010

NN SRS O NNt M= OO
!\0~.’~20~'\ TN SO TIIND e

XHNOTMNNINTIOCTSTIMM =N -
SN NS IO NO O NNNE
CO’.GCCOFC sc‘-f"oo-ccvo.,c*

32
&

-
”

23
87

o~
~
.

)

0.14719
~0.01988
0.12221
0.06675
“0.06464
0.192457
0.12447
0.07385

0,14

"'O . 12
+
[}
.
.
»
[ ]
.
6
&
.
» (
.
.
.
*
.
.
.
.

0.408

-0
0
O
0
-0
=0
0
")
0
G
0
0
Q
0
0
0
0

-Q
0.

4

r\cmvo«um‘«of\ﬂ—w\r\ =N O
O vt OMNANOANCEEN T CIRCD
(sode J‘v»@*‘&"‘-‘t\l\ﬁ' -c-c\c<:u\w

5
’41

o
c: Nrt N P 2 U0
. r\

*

0".0050000‘4“0“0*‘

0.04538

-0.,00287
~0.16324
0.08A453
~Q0.04%14
0,087
0.017287
~0,09205
~0,01684
~0,12641
~0.03048
0
02
47?2
NI
24
PR
21
2¢
J
2
)9
4]
24
;
4
0
?

0
0
-0
0
0
0
0
Q0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
O
0
0
4]
0.
0.
0

OO TN LS T T T
(SRS ITR IR dhetvedIp ] gtos J o N ot sy

LN STIN R ¢“’*L‘L“¢h"’ (N
e TN AT O C T i
CHCHON T =G T i

3

TN TeIMOMO SISO OTNTE
d':l‘%'""h‘:'.\owmm‘~»—:m~o¢ocwm.—:m¢~co
t\v*(‘cO!\x\N OSSO ONMINTMO
<
-
»

-t QO™ ﬁ(\"ﬂu—'E‘VHJ"q'”vﬂL‘?ﬂ-f'wCﬂH
cr‘.—-«ﬁcrﬂt UM A S NCOSCOCC T
[ AR B AR R I I 2 T I N T I R BT I I R

COCCCCOCOCOCOCOOOCOCOCEORO

L IO I R T T D R .

-
CCCOC‘C oCCCloT O

R
0.21294
0.12795

0.08

QIO CMICMCOa NN NNOTEOT | NIONIO=MCOC~iMC B3 M noN ot
SRNOOUT NI INITINT ST 0 ININOUT (5w D vt ST T v OO T
M= TS~ HNMINSRITNE I CONIEMNT O TN N e O G o
OO MM OCTCRONO~ I CNANOCSHMNOCN STIONM < = 0 NEG T
NCOOmNNNCﬂmﬁ¢OCNcﬂOCﬂﬁmOQCOCOC¢M~JNOﬁﬂmwv‘
0.‘.‘.00‘0‘00.‘.0.000.‘..0‘0.0"000"‘“"
OO0QCOOOCCOOCOCCCCOOCOCOTOCCTCTBLeIRCOToC T
; : H ' : :

[

.

u313¢9
0.11%71

0.09678

N
.

hm"cmhvm&¢mDﬂOOUQO°¢ODON\NOthﬂﬂOQON@&NN%
TP NP ORI IO O MIONG I RO BT NI T T oo
C:N"')Q'Nc‘Owr\—at‘vo“mml\Mq-rﬂm\’Jgr’ve-\ac\,oo.nwc-cvr*c;.ah,.,e¢‘.‘ -
OO OH-MNST N AIMAM N T NS NG SN OINT ST STl
COCCOMOMHHOCCOCONMN™rOOTO~=OCNmM-OTCITOCOTwITmCOr —
LTI I AR IR T I I I T TR PO O T T R e R . T T S
ooo?qoqocooooooooooogocooo¢oc0000 "oco O C @ LT

R

OmCIMTIIVNDOCHOIMITIIONGONO ~CIM LIS 0 O a0
BRIV ON DOt ot et A L O N IR IS O I SIS T 7 o 7 7
S e L e e e e s e Tt fe Tt e et e T T fe Bt dtadta T fafu e fo et

S CUR2AR

0.02276

=
!

~NV1804

Q48



AN

AN AT

FACTOR ANALYSIS AND CORRELATIONS: BDHI(MOD.)

I

STOR

TOR S  FAC

~
’

F A

A

TOR
~0,08979
~0.07323

P

R FAaL

FACTOR

2
<

FACTOR

1

FACTOR

WVt QX TONT= IO OCOHNOMN RO
O CHBENMOMNINTONONCES Nt P20 On
NEmCOMNICTT T HNITINNTMNT NI
LEMNINSHEMENMNCSNONS AN TTMITOe
v-"CﬂﬁﬁOCtvMOCCOHv‘OOGOMt‘GF}ﬂ
I I IR I 2 IR B TR I S I R R R T B R R BN B N S
CQCQvOOOCCOOOOOCOOOOvOGO
I i

. L3 H H I

Q)

Ot WIS TN INO NN
MROMNNIMENIC~ T
f:<‘0'~x—‘ ’*‘Q’M\.Q‘N'&‘@

9000*000.000

cocccoecocese

T T . - [ S |
H : HEEE A

0.01092
0.06641

O ONCg O OMNOVCTINANDN
ﬂw*emMWOAMDﬂwﬂ«NcNAM

OO InSOT
Of‘vv—'oOOf‘qu\lJOQ’H"‘(\‘CC‘JCCC
LK I N 2 Y LI I AR AL R T T I R S

ccecocoT OCOOOC‘O"OQOO <

={

e
M= GO NBT cmmmo@mmwm\cm«mﬁ
SONRRNESOCHNI =N O C B=ai]
¢¢¢¢meﬂﬁ\ Pet G S0 T LT o T IN G T
O OO O HCOCHNNOMMNCNC MmO GO
® & P 6 & & P 4 S 4 b 4t e P B e s s s e

- L
COCOCOCOCCCOCOCOCOCOCOOOCCT

\-:
<
-t
<

MO CENNOEMANC =GO MOMO
CNOICINECEHIHHCO T TN OO ON - T8
RO RNEMECOCINNIICINONMES
Gﬂ“m¢¢¢momﬁ¢¢m¢ommvohﬁﬁom
" CCOr =l (T v St = PP C O T v et vt 0
PR N IR S T T R R S A SR B T I S I 4
CCOoOCCOOCOTOCCCCTCOCOCOCCCT

LI H HE T T T

0,23802
~0.04118
0.0"570

WM Mt M QNN N O R O TN ORI O
T OO OO QNS CIT N 15D
O Nt TINHANIT SO ON T Y
SN CCRMe=NIMMN NN NN NGNS
TREMNTMCONTNTOTH M TN TSN wid
P I SR P A B T R R T RS U RS Y Y TN S

CoCOCOCOCOTOTOCOTCCOCOD

0,619201
0.59385
0.58834

0

CCmOIMINICNECOC T
IO O OO O QO OIS
CoOCTOGoCooOOooooCo

o
3

QS3
Q54
Qss
Qsé

~
iy
<

;5

Q49
QS0
51
Q52

CORRELATIONS

FACTOR

FaCYoR 9 FACTOR &

A

d
[y
S

2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR

FACTO

1

FARCTOR

G.0G876

L. 00000

0.04444
0.07168
0, 09617

. J.JS‘Q

1.00G00
2%

0.33070
0.00876

0.06%G4
G9.13364
W/

...0 ‘

(]
$

54
4 4 ¢

0.07588
o

0.08786
1.000600

0.063
0.03148

LB S ar s T K

v ad v d v
CCCOTO
P
LUUULR
EICITECS
bon bt bl

PAGE 29



-30-

Table 2b shows the factor pattern of the items as they load
on each of the six factors. Included in this table is the
accompanying correlation among the factors. The strongest
correlation is among factors one and three. Too few items
loaded solely onto factors 4, 5 or 6 to result in these
factors becoming meaningful. Items from the first three
factors that have met the selection criteria are shown in

table 3.
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Table 3

PRINCIPLE FACTOR COMPOSITION AND ITEM CORRELATIONS: BDHI (REVISED)

Factor 1

57) I....think I get into physical fights more than most
people.[r=.68]

58) I....break objects during fights.[r=.63]

49) When I lose my temper, I....could slap people.[r=.62]
50) Since passing ten, I have....had temper
tantrums.[r=.59]

51) When I get mad, I....say nasty things.[r=.59]

78) I have....been made angry enough to fight.[r=.58]

60) I am....rude to people I don't like.[r=.58]

75) I....hit table tops when I am angry.[r=.57]

72) I....feel people are trying to anger or insult me.[.55]
68) When arguing, I....shout.[r=.54]

73) I am....grouchy.[r=.53]

59) I....make threats which I won't carry out.[r=.51]

47) When people yell at me, I....yell back.[r=.50]

52) I....carry a chip on my shoulder.[r.=.50]

71) Things....irritate me.[r=.49]

48) I....do things which I feel guilty about later.[r=.48]
69) I....feel that I have not 1lived the right kind of
life.[r=.44]

61l) I....get the sharp end of the stick.[r=.43]

65) I will....resort to physical violence to defend my
rights.[r=.43]

55) I....put people in their place.[r=.48]

66) I....let it bug me if somebody treats me badly.[r=.37]
53) I'd....be considered difficult if people knew what I
thought.[r=.36]

56) Failure....gives me a feeling of remorse.[r=.36]

63) I....let others know of my poor opinion of them.[r=.42]
67) I....feel that there are people in my life who wish to
harm me.[r=.32]

Factor 2

26) If somebody hits me first, I....let him have it.[r=.57]
1) I....strike back when hit.[r=.55]

16) I can....think of a reason for hitting someone.[r=.50]
34) People are....asking for a physical fight when they
insult me.[r=.44]

21) There are....people that I downright hate.[r=.37]

42) People who pester are....asking for a punch in the
nose.[r=.30]
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Factor 3

39) I....feel resentful when I think back to what has
happened to me.[r=.55]
15) I am....ashamed of my own thoughts.[r=.52]
45) I have....been preoccupied with jealousy.[r=.52]
44) I....feel like a powder keg, ready to explode.[r=.46]
39) I....feel that others are laughing at me.[r=.43]
27) When I am mad, I....slam doors.[r=.41]
19) I....throw things when I get really angry.[r=.37]
29) I....give someone the silent treatment.[r=.33]
20) I....get angry more often than people realize.[r=.32]
14) When people are unexpectedly friendly, I....get
suspicious.[r=.31]
2) 1I....spread gossip about pepople I don't like.[r=.31]
5) I....feel life is fair.[r=.30]
The factors appear to loosely represent;
l1)"Aggression”" - (phyviol) or the wish to do physical
violence to people or objects. An illustrative item might
be the first one on the list in the table, i.e.,"I think I
get into physical fights more than most people”.
2) “Retaliation" - (retal) or the wish to get back at
people or situations that have contributed to hurt in some
manner. An example item is, "If someone hits me first, I
let him have it."
3) "Suspicion/resentment" -(sus/res) in the sense that the
person is Dbitter. For example, item 30 1is "I feel
resentful when I think back to what has happened to me".

b) Item analysis of the new scales.

An item analysis was conducted on each of the newly

generated scales.



-33-

Table 4

ITEM-TOTAL CORRELATIONS AND COEFFICIENT ALPHA'S:BDHI(REV.)

Scale 1- Scale 2- Scale 3~
PHYVIOL RETAL SUSRES

MEAN=58.89 MEAN=14. 35 MEAN=27.70

S.D.=13.06 S.D.=3.99 S.D.=5.93

ALPHA=.90 ALPHA=.73 ALPHA=.73
Corrected Item~ Corrected Item- Corrected Item-
Total Correlations Total Correlations Total Correlations

Item r Item r Item r

Q57 .66 Q42 .38 Q39 .47

Q58 .57 021 .47 Q15 .37

Q49 .60 Q34 .45 Q45 .59

Q59 .61 Qlo .43 Q44 .47

Q51 .52 Q1 .50 Q39 .35

0]5Y%] .56 Q26 .55 Q27 .46

Q709 .56 Qlg .47

Q75 .52 Q29 .39

Q72 .62 Q29 .36

Q68 .47 Q14 .28

Q73 .56 Q2 .28

Q59 .49 Q5 .24

Q47 .43

Q52 .61

Q71 .53

Q48 .44

Q69 .49

Q61 .51

Q55 .47

Q53 .37

Q56 .37

Q63 .42

Q67 .45

Q66 .43

Q65 .47

Table 4 shows the corrected item-total correlations of the
new factors. Most items weakly correlate with the total
scale score. The range for factor one is from .37 to .66.
The range for factor two is from .38 to .55, and for factor
three, .24 to .5d0.

b) Internal Consistency of the new scales.
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The coefficient Alphas' for each scale indicate a
relatively high level of homogeneity. For factor one, .90;
two and three, .73 each.

¢c) Separate analysis: males.

A separate factor analysis was ran using data obtained

from the male participants. This analysis appears on table

5.
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The previously employed criteria for scale generation was
used to produce two factorially pure scales. These scales

are shown below in table 6.
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Table 6

FACTORIALLY PURE SCALES FROM THE MODIFIED BDHI: MALES

Factor 1:

38) Most weeks I....see someone I dislike.[r=.311]

47) When people yell at me, I....yell back.[r=.51]

48) I....do things which I feel guilty about later.[r=.57]
49) wWhen I lose my temper, I....could slap people.[r=.57]
50) Since passing ten, I have....had temper
tantrums.[r=.56]

51) When I get mad, I....say nasty things.[r=.59]

52) I....carry a chip on my shoulder.[r=.36]

53) I'd....be considered difficult if people knew what I
thought.[r=.30]

55) I....put people in their place.[r=.33]

58) I....break objects during fights.[r=.62]

59) I....make threats which I won't carry out.[r=.63]

60) I am....rude to people I don't like.[r=.58]

63) I....let others know of my poor opinion of them.[r=.59]
65) I will....resort to physical violence to defend my
rights.[r=.34]

68) When arguing, I....shout.[r=.60]

69) I....feel that I have not 1lived the right kind of
life.[r=.63]

71) Things....irritate me.[r=.52]

72) I....feel people are trying to anger or insult
me.[r=.69]

73) I am....grouchy.[r=.51]

75) I....hit table tops when I am angry.[r=.55]

Factor 2:

6) I know that people....talk  about me behind my
back.[r=.34]

9) I can....control my urge to harm others.[r=.55]

13)0ther people....get the breaks in life.[r=.41]
20)I....get angry more often than people realize.[r=.36]
21)There are....people that I downright hate.[r=.34]
31)People....seem to be jealous of me.[r=.66]

34)1 feel people are....asking for a physical fight when
they insult me.[r=.59]

37)I....1like to show-up people who are too bossy.[r=.39]
39)I....feel that others are laughing at me.[r=.33]
42)People who pester are....asking for a punch in the
nose.[r=.42]
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The corrected item-total correlations and accompanying

Alpha's are shown in table 7.
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Table 7

CORRECTED ITEM TOTAL-CORRELATIONS AND ALPHA'S: BDHI (MALES)

Factor 1 Factor 2
MEAN=48.78 MEAN=25. 30
S.D.=11.57 S.D.=5.37
ALPHA=.91 ALPHA=.74
Corrected Corrected
Item~-total Item-total

Correlations Correlations
Item r Item r

38 .41 6 .36

47 .53 9 .40

48 .55 13 .24

49 .66 20 .49

50 .67 21 .33

51 .57 31 .59

52 .57 34 .49

53 .47 37 .42

55 .51 39 .32

58 .53 42 .42

59 .56

69 .59

63 .54

65 .43

68 .54

69 .55

71 .56

72 .61

73 .61

75 .57

Although the first scale shows a strong Alpha of .91, the
utility of this and the accompanying scale is of little
value due to the small number of items which comprise the
scales. The separate factor analysis derived from the data

collected on only females appears on the following pages.
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Table 2 shows the scales that were extracted from the

factor analysis.
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Table 9

FACTORIALLY PURE SCALES FROM THE MODIFIED BDHI: FEMALES

Factor 1:

47) When people yell at me, I....yell back.[r=.48]

49) When I lose my temper, I....could slap people.[r=.63]
5@) Since pasing ten, I have....had temper tantrums.[r=.55]
51) when I get mad, I....say nasty things.[r=.55]

52) I....carry a chip on my shoulder.[r=.47]

55) I....put people in their place.[r=.42]

56) Failure....gives me a feeling of remorse.[r=.43]

57) I....think I get into physical fights more than most
people.[r=.85]

58) I....break objects during fights.[r=.73]

59) I....make threats which I won't carry out.[r=.48]

60) I am....rude to people I don't like.[r=.51]

65) I will....resort to physical violence to defend my
rights.[r=.58]

68) When arguing, I....shout.[r=.49]

70) I have....been made angry enough to fight.[r=.65]

75) I....hit table tops when I am angry.[r=.67]

Factor 2:

16) I can....think of a reason for hitting someone.[r=.36]
27) When I am mad, I....slam doors.[r=.31]

29) I....give someone the silent treatment.[r=.38]

35) I....play practical jokes on people.[r=.43]

37) I....like to show-up people who are too bossy.[r=.53]
4@) When I get angry, I....swear.[r=.43]

43) People....that annoy me, are....told off.[r=.36]

The following table indicating internal consistency and
Alpha estimate reveals the newly generated scales to be

quite weak. See table 10
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Table 19

CORRECTED ITEM-TOTAL CORRELATIONS AND ALPHA'S: MODIFIED
BDHI (FEMALES)

Factor 1 Factor 2
MEAN=33.11 MEAN=17.59
S.D.=8.13 S.D.=3.51
ALPHA=.88 ALPHA=.62
Corrected Corrected
Item-total Item-total
Correlations Correlations
Item r Item r
47 .47 16 .34
49 .62 27 .26
50 .57 29 .26
51 .58 35 .49
52 .56 37 .46
55 .44 49 .32
56 .38 43 .35
57 .74
58 .66
59 .42
69 .52
65 .52
68 .51
79 .58
75 .58

The small number of items loading onto the factorially pure

scales renders them useless.

B. PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION OF THE NOVACO MEASURE
a) Factor analysis and scale generation.

A factor analysis was conducted on the data derived
from the Novaco measure. The subsequent emergence of
factors indicated eleven which were above the eigenvalue
of one. A scree test(Cattell, 1966) resulted in the
acceptance of four factors. The factor analysis,
eigenvalues and factor correlations are shown in tables 1lla

and 11b.
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A process consistent with the previous generation of
factorially pure scales resulted in the emergence of three

scales. The item composition is shown in table 12.
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Table 12

THE NOVACO PRINCIPLE FACTORS AND ITEM CORRELATIONS

Factor 1: Frustration

55) Being on the receiving end of a practical joke. [r=.68]

53) Being joked about or teased.[r=.62]

68) Stepping on a gob of chewing gum.[r=.60]

52) Being thrown into a swimming pool with your clothes on.[r=.59]

48) Someone who is always trying to get ‘'one-up' on you.[r=.52]

57) You are in a discussion with someone who persists in arguing about

a topic he knows very litle about.[r=.51]

59) Being told to 'go to Hell'.[r=.50]

7@) You have just cleaned up an area and organized the things in it, but
someone comes along and messes it up.[r=.49]

62) Being forced to participate in psychological experiments.[r=.48]

33) Someone who pretends to be something that he is not.[r=.48]

60) Someone making fun of the clothes that you are wearing.[r=.47]

49) It's a cold morning and you have an 8'oclock class. Begrudgingly

you get there on time, but the prof arrives 15 minutes late and announces
that he is cancelling the class.[r=.47]

28) Pegple asking personal questions of you just for their own curiosity.
[r=.46

58) Losing a game that you wanted to win.[r=.46]

41) Someone who tries to make you feel guilty.[r=.45]

42) You are trying to concentrate, and a person near you is tapping his foot
[r=.44]

54) Banging your shins against a piece of furniture.[r=.43]

61) Somene sticking their nose into an argument between you and someone else
[r=.43]

69) Hearing that a very wealthy man has paid zero income tax.[r=.42]

50) You are sitting next to someone who is smoking, and he is letting the
smoke drift right into your face.[r=.41]

56) Being forced to do something that you don't want to do.

72) You are involved in watching a TV program, and someone comes along and
switches the channel.[r=.38]

32) You accidentally make the wrong kind of a turn in a parking lot.

As you get out of your car someone yells at you,' Where did you learn to
drive?'[r=.38]

23) You are driving along at 45 mph, and the guy behind you is right on
your bumper.[r=.38]

43) Someone else's dog routinely defecating in your front yard.[r=.37]

78) You are in a theatre ticket line, and someone cuts in front of you.[r=.37
45) You lend someone an important book and they fail to return it.[r=.35]
38) Being hounded by a salesman from the moment that you walk into a store.
[r=.34]

26) Newspapers slanting the news against a person in political office to make
him or her look bad to the public.[r=.34]

19) You have hung up your clothes, but someone knocks them to the floor and
fails to pick them up.[r=.33]

67) Being talked about behind your back.[r=.33]
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75) Being mocked by a small ghroup of people as you pass them.[r=.32]
74) You are in a ball game, and one of your opponents is unnecessarily rough.

[r=.31] A
73) Being told by an employer or professor that you have done poor work.
[r=.31]

71) Getting hit in the back of the head with a snowball.[r=.31]
47) Getting cold soup or vegetables in a restaurant.[r=.30]

Factor 2: Receipt of Violence

89) Discovering that you were deliberately sold defective merchandise.[r=.69]
86) Getting punched in the mouth.[r=.62]

87) Being falsely accused of cheating.[r=.62]

80) You use your last 10 cents to make a phone call, and you are disconnected
before you finish dialing.[r=.61]

81) In a hurry to get somewhere, you tear a good pair of slacks on a sharp
object.[r=.59]

88) Someone rippig off your automobile antenna.[r=.56]

90) People who are cruel to animals.[r=.53]

77) Being punished for saying what you really believe.[r=.48]

83) You are out on a date with someone who subtly or indirectly conveys to you
that you just don't measure up to their standards.[r=.46] ’
65) Someone spits at you.[r=.45]

82) Being misled or deceived by a man holding political office.[r=.44]

84) You are at a shopping centre, and two evangelistic people stop you

and want to convert you to their religious ideas.[r=.42]

76) Acts of economic exploitation whereby businessmen take

advantage of need and demand an excessive profit.[r=.42]

Factor 3: Response to a Negligent Act
(All correlations are negative)

34) You walk out to the parking lot, and you discover that your car has been
towed away by the campus police.[r=.67]

1) On your way to go somewhere, you discover that you have lost the keys
to your car.[r=.67]

37) You get in your car to drive to work, and the car won't start.[r=.65]
21) Someone sneaks into your room and takes your wallet.[r=.64]

15) You are typing a term paper, hurrying to make the deadline, and the
typewriter jams.[r=.59]

14) Getting your car stuck in the mud or snow.[r=.58]

11) You unpack an appliance that you have just bought, plug it in, and
discover that it doesn't work.[r=.58]

3) Being overcharged by a repairman who has you over a barrel.[r=.50]

16) Employers who take advantage of their employees' need for work

by demanding more than they have a right to.[r=.49]

25) Hitting your finger with a hammer.[r=.49]-

35) Working hard on a project and getting a poor grade.[r=.48]

29) Your car is stalled at a traffic light, and the guy behind you

keeps blowing his horn.[r=.47]

13) Struggling to carry four cups of coffee to your table at a

cafeteria, someone bumps into you, spilling the coffee.[r=.47]
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12) You are waiting to be served at a restaurant. Fifteen minutes have gone
and you still haven't even received a glass of water.[r=.46]

36) Someone makes a mistake and blames it on you.[r=.46]

4) Being singled out for correction, when the actions of others

go unnoticed.[r=.44]

20) Being stood-up for a date.[r=.43]

6) Being called a liar.[r=.40]

39) Being given an unnecessarily difficult exam when you need a good grade.
[r=.39]

9) Someone borrows your car, consumes one-third of a tank of gas, and
doesn't replace it or compensate you for it.[r=.37]

40) You are deprived of a promotion to which you are entitled because

you haven't played up enough to the right people.[r=.34]

27) You have made arrangements to go somewhere with a person who

backs off at the last minute and leaves you hanging.[r=.34]

2) Going for a haircut and getting more cut off than you wanted.[r=.33]
7) You are in the midst of a dispute, and the other person calls you a
stupid jerk.[r=.32]
5) You are walking along, minding your own business, when someone
comes rushing past, knocking you out of his way.[r=.32]
31) Being pushed or shoved by someone in an argument.[r=.31]
The factors appear to tap the concepts of;
1) "Frustration"(FRUST)- as in item 68, "Stepping on a gob
of chewing gum";
2) Arousal from the "Receipt of Violence" (ROV)- as in item
89, "Discovering that you were deliberately sold defective
merchandise."
3) Aggravation due to "Negligence" (NEG)- on the part of
oneself or others, to oneself. An example 1is item 9,
"Someone borrows your car, consumes one-third of a tank of
gas and doesn't replace it or compensate you for it".
b) Item analysis of the new scales.

Table 13 shows the corrected item-total correlations
for the principal factors that emerged from the Novaco
data. The range of correlations in factor one is from .19

to .69. The lowest correlation in factor two is only .65,

with a highest correlation of .94.
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Table 13

CORRECTED ITEM-TOTAL CORRELATIONS AND ALPHA'S: NOVACO'S MEASURE

Factor 1 (Frustration) Factor 2 (Rec. of Violence)
MEAN=75.31 MEAN=58.89
S.D.=16.95 S.D.=11.45
ALPHA=.92 ALPHA=.90
Corrected Corrected
Item-Total Item-Total
Correlations Correlations
Item r Item r
55 .54 65 .55
53 .55 76 .52
68 .58 77 .48
52 .51 89 .63
48 .67 81 .70
57 .60 82 .55
59 .59 83 .57
79 .69 84 .44
62 .41 86 .62
33 .52 87 .66
60 .58 88 .58
49 .52 89 .70
28 .57 99 .51
58 .47
41 .61
42 .55 Factor 3 (Negligence) MEAN=182.92
54 .47 Corrected S.D.=19.27
61 .57 Item-Total ALPHA=.94
69 .53 Correlations
50 .46 Item r Item r
56 .53 1 .54 25 .53
72 .59 2 .46 27 .52
32 .57 3 .48 29 .60
23 .60 4 .50 31 .51
43 .47 5 .41 34 .67
78 .54 6 .51 35 .58
45 .63 7 .45 36 .60
38 .55 9 .49 37 .61
26 .36 11 .57 39 .55
19 .51 12 .53 49 .53
67 .57 13 .61
75 .54 14 .56
74 .50 15 .61
73 .51 16 .69
71 .49 20 .63
47 .56 21 .59

Factor three's lowest and highest is .41 and .67,
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respectively. Again, most of the items are contributing to
the total scale.
c) Internal consistency of the new scales.

The Alpha statistic of each new scale is quite high,
suggesting high scale reliability. Of the three scales,
the lowest Alpha coefficient 1is .94. This suggests
strongly that each scale 1is homogenous, i.e.,measuring

only one dimension.

C. VALIDATION OF THE BDHI (REVISED)
a) Correlational analysis of all new scales.

A preliminary attempt to demonstrate the validity of
the BDHI(rev.) was done using a modification of Campbell
and Fiske's(1959) multitrait-multimethod technique. The
three scales of the BDHI(rev.) were correlated with the
three Novaco scales. It was anticipated that the
BDHI(rev.) behavioral scales (viz., Phyviol and Retal)
would correlate 1less with the three Novaco scales, as the
latter are cognitive in nature. The remaining BDHI(rev.)
scale, "Sus/res", however, would show the highest
correlation as it is, itself, more cognitive 1in nature.

The correlations are shown in Table 14.
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Table 14

CORRELATION OF THE BDHI(REV.) AND NOVACO PRINCIPLE FACTORS

Phyviol Retal Susp Frust Rov Neg

Phyviol 1

Retal .33 1

Susp .48 .34 1

Frust .20 .16 .43 1

Rov .18 .96 .25 .59 1

Neg .16 .19 .33 .75 .60 1

In an effort to obtain a more reliable measure, the revised
Buss-Durkee scales were correlated with a total test score
from the Novaco instrument. The resulting correlations are

shown in table 15.

Table 15

CORRELATION OF THE BDHI(REV.) AND THE UNFACTORED NOVACO INSTRUMENT

Phyviol Retal Susp
Nov(unfactored) .19 .13 .40
As can be seen, the anticipated result prevails.

Inspection of both tables reveal the BDHI(rev.) factors

that reflect physical aggression (i.e., the physical
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violence or aggression and the retaliation factors) do
correlate 1less strongly with Novaco's three hostility
constructs than does the Suspicion/resentment factor, which
is in turn, more closely linked with the cognitive domain
of all three Novaco factors as well as the combined score.
"Phyviol" correlates quite poorly with the Novaco scales,
with the largest coefficient being only .28. "Retal" has,
as its' 1largest coefficient with the Novaco scales, a
figure of only .l6. It is interesting to note, however,
that both the "phyviol" and "retal" scales correlate more
strongly with "sus/res" than they do with each other (which

certainly would not have been anticipated).

D. THE "DON'T KNOW" ESCAPE CATEGORY

For purposes of correctly ranking participant
responses, all statistics previously discussed have
treated the "don't know " choice as a missing value. In an
effort to scan the actual frequency of this response

choice, the following table is presented:



-58-

Table 16

FREQUENCY OF CHOOSING "DON'T KNOW" CATEGORY (N=234)

Item No. Item No. Item No.
1 4 31 16 6l 10
2 %] 32 1 62 1
3 4 33 7 63 4
4 8 34 5 64 3
5 6 35 ) 65 4
6 24 36 4 66 2
7 1 37 3 67 6
8 19 38 3 68 2
9 4 39 8 69 2

19 ) 49 [} 79 7]

11 2 41 5 71 1

12 2 42 9 72 3

13 20 43 3 73 3

14 1 44 4 74 8

15 (4] 45 2 75 3

le6 5 46 22

17 35 47 1

18 52 48 1

19 2 49 2

20 3 50 2

21 3 51 2

22 14 52 5

23 2 53 18

24 5 54 2

25 5 55 1

26 19 56 9

27 2 57 3

28 1 58 4

29 (4] 59 7

390 ] 60 2

Item 17 reads,"When I am angry I....sulk," and item 18 is,
"I....pout when I don't get my own way". The words sulk
and pout may have caused some problems for the
respondents. These words are rarely used and perhaps

should not have been included.
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DISCUSSION: STUDY ONE

1. The Revised Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory

The internal consistency and item-total correlations
of the original eight scales, even with the revised
scoring, confirm earlier studies that question the internal
integrity of the scales. The next stage--the factor
analysis of the entire item set did indeed appear
justified.

On the criteria for item inclusion into scales, three
clear scales emerged. Two of these scales are behavioral
in nature (viz., phyviol, and retal) and the other
(sus/res), appears to be related to specific hostile
attitudes. Within the domain of anger in general the
scales certainly make sense. The item analysis and
homogeneity suggest the possible presence of pure
measures.

The correlations among the three factors is
surprisingly 1low when one considers the apparent homogenous
nature of the domain from which the items were drawn. This
is especially true when factors one and two, which are
clearly related to behaviors, are considered. The
supposition is that Dbeing disposed to physical violence
does not necessarily mean that one will hit another

person.

2. The Novaco Measure

Work on the Novaco was purely to develop some
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relatively systematic alternative measure that would tap
the area of anger. Three scales that are factorially pure
and homogenous emerged (viz., Frust, aggravation due to
receipt of violence, and negligence). Unlike the BDHI,
these all relate to attitude,i.e., hostility. The
intention was not to do an exhaustive study of the Novaco
measure but to purely establish worth as a possible

validation device.

3. Validation

As an indication that the BDHI is at least operating
in the expected direction the preliminary correlation of
the three revised BDHI scales with the Novaco total and
subscale scores give encouraging results. The correlation
of Phyviol and Retal with the cognitive measure are among
the lowest in the correlation matrix. It seems then, that
the BDHI appears to have some discriminative validity for
behavioral measures of anger and convergent vélidity for
the cognitive measure.

Results of this study suggest that the BDHI(rev.) is
possibly sound and that while the scales are all pointing
in the right direction, the question remains, "Does it
work?" . What variables, other than aggression, are
influencing 1it? The encouraging results of the first run,
then, prompted the further investigation of the BDHI
scales.

In an effort to evaluate the integrity and stability

of the revised Buss~Durkee scales, and to check on the
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possible effects of response style and participant gender,

this instrument was administered along with a measure of

social desirability to a new group of students (Appendix
F).



-62-

METHOD: STUDY. TWO
Procedure

A different group of participants, drawn from the same
subject pool, completed the lnew BDHI questionnaire
(Appendix C), devised from the previous extraction of pure
factors, along with the Crowne and Marlowe measure

(Appendix E).

A. CROSS-VALIDATION OF THE BUSS-DURKEE SCALES

In order to confirm the consistency of the items and scales
of the initial run, a confirmatory study was conducted on a
new sample of 155 participants: See Appendix F for a
description of the sample.

1. Confirmatory analysis of scales.

a) Factor analysis.

As before, a principal component factor analysis with
oblique rotation was conducted for inspection of item
loadings. Three factors were called in this case.

b) Item analysis.

Corrected item-total correlations were obtained to

check item homogeneity.
c) Internal consistency
The coefficient Alpha was obtained for an estimate of

scale reliability.
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B. EFFECTS OF GENDER AND SOCIAL DESIRABILITY

a) Sex differences.

The group was divided according to sex (when known),
and t-tests were conducted to indicate gender differences
among the BDHI(rev.) and Novaco scales.

b) Bias of Social Desirability

A three-way split was conducted on the scores obtained
from the measure of social desirability to divide the
respondents as a function of high and low response-styles
(that is, the upper and lower thirds were used) and then an
analysis of variance (with main effect investigation of sex
and social desirability response style) was conducted to
evaluate the 1influence of response style and gender on

response choice.
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Results of Study Two

A. CROSS-VALIDATION OF THE BUSS-DURKEE SCALES
l. Confirmatory analysis of scales.
a)Factor analysis
To investigate the stability of the factor pattern, a
principle component factor analysis with oblique rotation
was computed. In this case, three factors were called

for. These are presented in table 17, below.
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Factor one of this display corresponds to the previous
factor three, with 9 items loading out of the original 12.
Items 32,33,34,35,36,39,409,41 and 42 show acceptable
loadings. Factor two is the same as the earlier version,
with 5 out of the original 6 items loading acceptably.
Items 26,28,29,30 and 31 re-load as before. Item 27 was
not accepted due to an additional loading above .30 on
factor three. Factor three (o0ld factor one) carries only
19 of the original 25 items. Items
4,5,7,8,9,13,206,21,22,23 re-load acceptably.

b) Item analysis.

Table 18 shows the item-total correlations derived

from the confirmatory factor analysis and the Alpha

estimate for each scale.
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Table 18
CROSS-VALIDATION ITEM ANALYSIS:CORRECTED ITEM-TOTAL CORRELATIONS
AND ALPHA'S: BDHI(REV.)
Scale 1- Scale 2- Scale 3-
Phyviol Retal Sus/res
sp 2
MEAN= 56.01 MEAN=13.13 MEAN=28.16
S.D.=9.4 S.D.=4.5 S.D.=6.94
ALPHA=.82 ALPHA=.79 ALPHA=.84
Corrected Item- Corrected Item- Corrected Item-
Total Correlations Total Correlations Total Correlations
Item r Item r Item r
Q1 .16 Q26 .55 Q32 .62
Q2 .35 Q27 .43 Q33 .53
Q3 .45 Q28 .39 Q34 .59
Q4 .40 Q29 .52 Q35 .56
Q5 .53 Q39 .69 Q36 .61
Q6 .38 Q31 .68 Q37 .52
Q7 .37 Q38 .49
Q8 .29 Q39 .45
Q9 .49 Q40 .56
Q1o .41 Q41 .54
0Qll .48 Q42 .54
Q12 .41 Q43 -.02
Q13 .41
Ql4 .30
Q15 .24
Q16 .34
Q17 .31
Q18 .15
Q19 .47
Q20 .39
Q21 .39
Q22 .29
Q23 .49
Q24 .33
Q25 .25
Table 18 shows the item analysis computed from this
administration. Questions 1, 8, 15, 18, 22 and 25 of
factor one (Phyvio) do not cross-validate. Factor two
(Retal) <cross-validates and only item 43 of factor three

(Su

s/res) does not cross-validate.
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c) Internal consistency.
Alpha coefficients appear to Dbe fairly high and
indicative of strong internal consistency within the

factors. The lowest Alpha coefficient was .79, with the

highest, being .84.

B. EFFECTS OF GENDER AND SOCIAL DESIRABILITY
a) Bias of Social desirability
To investigate the role of social desirability as a
bias, the Crowne-Marlowe measure was correlated with all
three BDHI(rev.) scales. These correlations are all

significant and negative.
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Table 19

CORRELATION OF THE BDHI (REV.) AND SOCIAL DESIRABILITY

PHYVIOL RETALIATION SUSPICION/RESENTMENT
PHYVIOL 1 .48 .55
RETALIATION 1 .49
SUS/RES 1

SD

As would be expected, the greater the defensiveness
(indicated by higher SD scores) the less one tended to
report aggression or hostile attitudes. This was
particularly trué‘ for the scale tapping physical
violence(r=-.43)

b) sex differences

T-tests were conducted to determine whether there were
significant differences between males and females on the
factorially pure scales developed from the data derived

from group 1.
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Table 20

GROUP MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS:

GENDER DIFFERENCES ON THE BDHI(REV.) AND NOVACO'S MEASURE

MALES FEMALES

(N=94) (N=131)
MEANS S.D. MEANS S.D.
PHYVIOL¥* 2.45 @.56 2.27 2.48
RETAL  ** 2.64 @.690 2.18 @.59
SUS/RES 2.37 @.53 2.25 g.46
FRUST e 2.85 @.73 3.19 @.58
ROV * 3.56 g.90 3.76 @.52
NEG ek 3.29 .74 3.52 @.53

PROBABILITIES: P<.@l=%**, P<.@5=*

Table 20 shows the means and standard deviations of
the male and female participants derived from these tests.
Results indicated that for the Buss-Durkee factors
"Phyviol" and "Retaliation", a sex effect was present
(viz., t=2.54, p<.@5 and t=5.69,p<.01l, respectively) with
males scoring more highly than females. The factor
"Suspicion/resentment" indicated a trend in the same
direction but failed to reach significance (p<.97).

For Novaco's measure, all three factors reached
significance, but in the opposite direction to that of

Buss-Durkee(i.e., females scored more highly than males).
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The "Frustration" (t=-2.79, p<.d1l), "Receipt of Violence"
(t=2.13, p<.@5), and the "Receipt of Negligence" (t=2.75,
p<.@1) factors all showed female scores being higher than
male scores.

From the data collected from group 2, differences
emerged among males and females when their scores on the
Crowne and Marlowe measure of social desirability response
bias was tested (t=2.83, p<.0l). Females were responding in
a more defensive, socially sanctioned way than males. But
this sex influence was not strong or robust enough to reach
significance for the "Phyviol" or "Sus/res" factors. Only
the "Retaliation" factor showed a difference, with males
scoring higher than females. Recall that this was the most

significant factor to emerge from group 1.
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Table 21

ANOVA: SEX BY SD ON BDHI(REV.)

Factor: Aggression/Phyviol

SOURCE OF VARIATION DF MEAN SQUARE F SIG.
SEX 1 @.223 1.862 g.176
SD 1 1.640 13.709 0.009
SEX AND SD 1 2.013 g.111 @.739
RESIDUAL 26 @.120

Féctor: Retaliation

SOURCE OF VARIATION DF MEAN SQUARE F SIG.
SEX 1 2.667 5.558 b.020
SD 1 3.295 6.867 0.919
SEX AND SD 1 2.679 1.396 g.240
RESIDUAL 96 2.480

Factor: Sus/res

SOURCE OF VARIATION DF MEAN SQUARE F SIG.
SEX 1 3.045 g.119 g.73]
SD 1 3.295 8.683 0.0a¢
SEX AND SD 1 0.978 g.2085 B.65:

RESIDUAL 926 0.379
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computed on the three revised Buss-Durkee factors. All
three Buss~Durkee factors showed a main effect for the
social desirability measure, with males consistently
scoring lower than females. This result indicated that
males were being less defensive (and perhaps less inhibited
and more honest) in their response to the items from the
social desirability instrument than were the female
participants. The males also scored higher on the
BDHI(rev.), (indicating a reporting of more aggressive
behaviors) than the females. There were no interactions
among social desirability response bias and participant

gendre.
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DISCUSSION: STUDY TWO

1. BDHI Cross-validation: Scale analysis

The factors contain items which cross-validate. While
only 1@ of a potential 25 items cross- validate in factor
1, 5 of 6 and 9 of 12 do for factors 2 and 3,
respectively. There is a need for further item
elimination, but the factors do appear to be stable across
similar samples drawn from the same population. In fact,
the lowest Alpha coefficient was .79, for the Retaliation
scale, with the highest being .84, from the
Suspicion/resentment scale. So many items were lost from
the revised factors that the meaningfulness of the scales
is called into question. This result could be due to an
ambiguity in the items and/or an ambiguity in the meaning
of the response categories. '"Sometimes,;' and'usually'contain
too much overlap and may be too difficult to discriminate
between. There was a difference in sex ratio Dbetween the
first and second study, and this, too, may account for some
of the loss of item cross-validation.
2. Non-test effects: Gender and Social Desirability

As is frequently the case when data collection is in
self-report form, the investigator must assume a naive
posture in allowing for the existence of some deception or
self-distortion to enter into response choice
decision-making. This difficulty emerges with great
salience when data are collected on socially undesirable

behaviors. The fact that the scales correlate
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significantly with the social desirability measure is

particularly destructive to the meaningfulness of the

scales. Rather than a measure of aggressiveness and
hostility, the scales may be reflecting social
desirability.

This consideration becomes even more complex when
gender differences emerge as a function of SD scores. The
data support the notion that the respondents are being
consistent, if not totally honest. Indeed, as the concept
domain moves from aggression to hostility (i.e., from being
behavioral to being cognitive), there is a corresponding
shift in mean gender scores (i.e.,from males scoring
higher, to females scoring higher). It is conceivable
that male aggravation could be more readily expressed in
behavioral form, and that female aggravation would be
expressed in the cognitive domain of hostility.

The BDHI(rev.) appears not to be ready, at least

psychometrically, to offer clinical utility.
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Appendix A

An Inventory for Assessing Different Kinds of Hostility: Buss-Durkee
(The numbers in parentheses indicate the sequence of the inventory)
(an asterisk indicates a "False" item)

Assault:

1. Once in a while I cannot control my urge to harm others.
(9)

2. I can think of no good reason for ever hitting anyone.
(17*)

3. I somebody hits me first, I let him have it. (25)

4. Whoever insults me or my family is asking for a fight.
(33)

5. People who continually pester you are asking for a punch
in the nose. (41)

6. I seldom strike back, even if someone hits me first.
(1%*)

7. When I really lose my temper, I am capable of slapping
someone. (49)

8. I get 1into fights about as often as the next person.
(57)

9. If I have to resort to physical violence to defend my
rights, I will. (65)

1. I have known people who pushed me so far that we came
to blows. (70)

Indirect:

1. I sometimes spread gossip about people I don't like. (2)
2. I never get mad enough to throw things. (10)

3. When I am mad, I sometimes slam doors. (26)

4. I never play practical jokes. (34%*)

5. When I am angry, I sometimes sulk. (18)

6. I sometimes pout when I don't get my own way. (42)

Z. Since the age of ten, I have never had a temper tantrum.
50*)

8. I can remember being so angry that I picked up the
nearest thing and broke it. (58)

9. I sometimes show my anger by banging on the table. (75)

Irritability:

1. I lose my temper easily but get over it quickly. (4)

2. I am always patient with others. (27%)

3. I am irritated a great deal more than people are aware
of. (20)

4. It makes my blood boil to have somebody make fun of me.



~82-

(35)

5. If someone doesn't treat me right, I don't let it annoy
me.(66%*)

6. Sometimes people bother me just by being around. (12)

7. I often feel like a powder keg ready to explode. (44)

8. I sometimes carry a chip on my shoulder. (52)

9. I can't help being a little rude to people I don't like.
(69)

16. I don't let a lot of unimportant things irritate me.
(71%)

11. Lately, I have been kind of grouchy. (73)

Negativism:

1. Unless somebody asks me in a nice way, I won't do what
they want. (3)

2. When someone makes a rule I don't like I am tempted to
break it. (12)

3. When someone 1is bossy, I do the opposite of what he
asks. (19)

4. When people are bossy, I take my time just to show them.
(36)

5. Occasionally when I am mad at someone I will give him
the 'silent treatment'. (28)

Resentment:

1. I don't seem to get what's coming to me. (5)

2. Other people alwaysseem to get the breaks. (13)

3. When I look back on what's happened to me, I can't help
feeling mildly resentful. (29)

4. Almost every week I see someone I dislike. (37)

5. Although I don't show it, I am sometimes eaten up with
jealousy. (45)

6. I don't know any people that I downright hate. (21%)

7. If I let people see the way I feel, 1'd be considered a
hard person to get along with. (53)

8. At times I feel I get a raw deal out of life. (61)

Suspicion:

l. I now that people tend to talk about me behing my back.
(6)

2. I tend to be on my guard with people who are somewhat
more friendly than I expected. (14)

3. There are a number of people who seem to dislike me very
much. (22)

4. There are a number of people who seem to be jealous of
me. (30)

5. I sometimes have the feeling that others are laughing at
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me. (38)

6. My motto is 'Never Trust Strangers.' (46)

7. I commonly wonder what hidden reason another person may
have for doing something nice for me. (54)

8. I used to think that most people told the truth but now
I know otherwise. (62)

9. I have no enemies who really wish to harm me. (67%)

10. I seldom feel that people are trying to anger or insult
me. (72%*)

Verbal:

1. When I disapprove of my friends' behavior, I let them
know it. (7)

2. I often find myself disagreeing with people. (15)

3. I can't help getting into arguments when people disagree
with me. (23)

4. I demand that people respect my rights. (31)

5. Even when my anger is aroused, I don't use "strong
language." (39%)

6. If somebody annoys me, I am apt to tell him what I think
of him. (43)

7. When people yell at me, I yell back. (47)

8. When I get mad, I say nasty things. (51)

9. I could not put someone in his place, even if he needed
it. (55%)

1d. I often make threats I don't really mean to carry out.
(59)

11. When arguing, I tend to raise my voice. (68)

12. I generally cover up my poor opinion of others. (63%)
13. I would rather concede a point than get into an
argument about it. (74%)

Guilt:

1. The few times I have cheated, I have suffered unbearable
feelings of remorse. (8)

2. I sometimes have bad thoughts which make me feel askamed

of myself. (16)

3. People who shirk on the job must feel very guilty. (24)
?. %t depresses me that I did not do more for my parents.
32

5. I am concerned about being forgiven for my sins. (40)

6. 1 do many things that make me feel remorseful

afterwards. (48)

7. Failure gives me a feeling of remorse. (56)

8. When I do wrong, my conscience punishes me severely.
(64)

9. I often feel that I have not lived the right kind of
life. (69)
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Appendix B

THE FIRST REVISION: BUSS-DURKEE HOSTILITY INVENTORY (MODIFIED)

Race:
Ethnic Origin:
Sex:
Age:

{.o-loooo.oo.ooo.o.-oZ..'cco'o0003.000000..00.004.0.0.0000'!00005}

{..never..........rarely.....sometimes.......usually........don't
know}

Below is a list of statements about how people think feel

and act in all kinds of situations. Look at each of them

and, using the categories given at the top of the page,
choose the one that describes you normally. Try not to
think of very specific things, only how you generally act.

For example, you may read a statement that goes: I

eat ice-cream.

You would think back to whether you have had
ice-cream, and then whether you eat it a lot. If you have
eaten it every night for a 1long time, you might choose
either 3 or 4, meaning sometimes or usually. Then place
the number which lies above how you have rated yourself
for this statement, on the line in the statement, in this
case:

I 4 eat ice-cream. Which means that I would say
that I usually do eat ice-cream. This statement is
generally TRUE for me. Now Jjust go through the 1list,

completing each 1line putting down what is generally true
for you.

1)I....strike back when hit.

2)I....spread gossip about people I don't like.
3)People....have to ask nicely or I won't do what they
want.

4)I lose my temper easily but....get over it quickly.
5)I....feel life is fair.

6)I know that people....talk about me behind my back.
7)I....let my friends know it when they do things I don't
like.

8)I....feel guilty when I cheat.

9)I can....control my urge to harm others.

19)I....throw things when I get really angry.

11)I....break rules that I don't like.

12)The presence of others....bothers me.

13)0Other people....get the breaks in life.

14)When people are unexpectedly friendly, I....get
suspicious.

15)I am....ashamed of my own thoughts.
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16)I can....think of a reason for hitting someone.

17)When I am angry, I....sulk.

18)I....pout when I don't get my own way.

19)When someone is Dbossy, I....do the opposite of what is
asked.

20)I....get angry more often than people realize.

21)There are....people that I downright hate.

22)People have....disliked me.

23)I....disagree with people who think they are right.
24)When people disagree with me, I....get into arguments.
25)I....feel guilty when I don't do a good job.

26)If somebody hits me first, I....let him have it.

27)When I am mad, I....slam doors.

28)I am....patient with others.

29)I....give someone the silent treatment.

30)I....feel resentful when I think back to what has
happened to me.

31)People....seem to be jealous of me.

32)I....demand that people respect my rights.

33)I....get depressed thinking about how little I do for my
parents.

34)I feel people are....asking for a physical fight when
they insult me.

35)I....play practical jokes on people.

36)I....hate it when people make fun of me.

37)I....1like to show-up people who are too bossy.

38)Most weeks I....see someone I dislike.

39)I....feel that others are laughing at me.

4@)When I'm angry, I....swear.

41)I am....concerned about being forgiven for my sins.
42)People who pester are....asking for a punch in the
nose.

43)People that annoy me are....told-off.

44)1I....feel like a powder keg ready to explode.

45)I have....been preoccupied with jealousy.

46)I....trust strangers.

47)When people yell at me, I....yell back.

48)I....do things which I feel guilty about later.

49)When I lose my temper, I....could slap people.

5@)Since passing ten, I have....had temper tantrums.

51)When I get mad, I....say nasty things.

52)I....carry a chip on my shoulder.

53)1'd....be considered difficult if people knew what I
thought.

54)I....wonder why people do nice things for me.

55)I....put people in their place.

56)Failure....gives me a feeling of remorse.

57)I....think I get into physical fights more than most
people.

58)I....break objects during fights.

59)I....make threats which I won't carry out.

60)I am....rude to people I don't like.

61)I....get the sharp end of the stick.

62)People....tell the truth.

63)I....let others know of my poor opinion of them.

64)My conscience....punishes me severely.
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65)I will....resort to physical violence to defend my
rights.

66)I....let it bug me if somebody treats me badly.
67)I....feel that there are people in my life who wish to
harm me.

68)When arguing, I....shout.

69)I....feel that I have not lived the right kind of life.
70)I have....been made angry enough to fight.
71)Things....irritate me.

72)I....feel people are trying to anger or insult me.

73)I am....grouchy.

74)I would....rather concede a point than argue.

75)I....hit table tops when I am angry.
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Appendix C

THE SECOND REVISION: BDHI (REVISED)

(the introduction and instructions are the same as those
used in the previous revision)

1)I....think I get into physical fights more than most
people.

2)I....break objects during fights.

3)When I lose my temper, I....could slap people.

4)Since passing ten, I have....had temper tantrums.

5)When I get mad, I....say nasty things.

6)I....feel people are trying to anger or insult me.

7 )When arguing, I....shout.

8)I....make threats which I won't carry out.

9)I....carry a chip on my shoulders.

19)I....do things which I feel guilty about later.
11)I....feel that I have not lived the right kind of life.
12)I....get the sharp end of the stick.

13)I'd....be considered difficult if people knew what I
thought.

l4)Failure....gives me a feeling of remorse.

15)I....1let others know of my poor opinion of them.
16)I....feel that there are people in my life who wish to
harm me.

17)I....1let it bug me if somebody treats me badly.

18)I will....resort to physical violence to defend my
rights.

19)I have....been made angry enough to fight.

20)I am....rude to people I don't like.

21)I....hit table tops when I am angry.

22)I am....grouchy.

23)When people yell at me, I....yell back.
24)Things....irritate me.

25)I....put people in their place.

26)People who pester are....asking for a punch in the
nose.

27)There are....people that I downright hate.

28)I feel people are....asking for a physical fight when
they insult me.

29)I can....thing of a reason for hitting someone.
30)I....strike back when hit.

31)If somebody hits me first, I....let him have it.
32)I....feel resentful when I think back to what has
happened to me.

33)I am....ashamed of my own thoughts.

34)I have....been preoccupied with jealousy.

35)I....feel like a powder keg, ready to explode.
36)I....feel that others are laughing at me.

37)When I am mad, I....slam doors.

38)I....throw things when I get really angry.

39)I....give someone the silent treatment.
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40)I....get angry more often than people realize.

41)When people are unexpectedly friendly, I....get
suspicious.

42)I....spread gossip about people I don't like.
43)I....feel l1life is fair.



-89-

Appendix D

NOVACO'S ANGER INVENTORY

For each of the following items, please rate the degree to
which the incident described by the item would anger or
provoke you by using the following scale:

ouotoolocncooo0002"to.o000003.cocot000'004!00|000'00'05}

{nOt at allo R X:! littleo - .Some-not mucho . omucho * e -Very
much}

Use the same scale for all of the items. Please score your
responses to the items on the answer sheet provided. Try
to imagine the incident actually happening to you and then
indicate the extent to which it would have made you angry
by scoring the answer sheet.

1. On your way to go somewhere, you discover that you have
lost the keys to your car.

2. Going for a haircut and getting more cut off than you
wanted.

3. Being overcharged by a repairman who has you over a
barrel.

4. Being singled out for correction, when the actions of
others go wunnoticed.

5. You are walking along, minding your own business, when
someone comes rushing past, knocking you out of his way.

6. Being called a liar.

7. You are in the midst of a dispute, and the other person
calls you a "stupid jerk".

8. Hearing that a person has been deprived of his
constitutional rights.

9. Someone borrows your car, consumes one-third of a tank
of gas, and doesn't replace it or compensate you for it.
19. People who think that they are always right.

11. You unpack an appliance that you have just bought, plug
it in, and discover that it doesn't work.

12. You are waiting to be served at a restaurant. Fifteen
minutes have gone by, and you still haven't even received a
glass of water.

13. Struggling to carry four cups of coffee to your table
at a cafeteria, someone bumps into you, spilling the
coffee.

14. Getting your car stuck in the mud or snow.

15. You are typing a term paper, hurrying to make the
deadline, and the typewriter jams.

16. Employers who take advantage of their employees' need
for work by demanding more than they have a right to.

17. Watching someone bully another person who is physically
smaller than he is.

18. Professors who refuse to listen to your point of view.
19. You have hung up your clothes, but someone knocks them
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to the floor and fails to pick them up.

2@0. Being stood-up for a date.

21. Someone sneaks into your room and takes your wallet.

22. You are driving to pick up a friend at the airport and
are forced to wait for a long freight train.

23. You are driving along at 45mph, and the guy behind you
is right on your bumper.

24. You are talking to someone, and he doesn't answer you.
25. Hitting your finger with a hammer.

26. Newspapers slanting the news against a man in political
office to make him look bad to the public.

27. You have made arrangements to go somewhere with a
person who Dbacks off at the last minute and leaves you
hanging.

28. People asking personal questions of you just for their
own curiosity.

29. Your car 1is stalled at a traffic light, and the guy
behind you keeps blowing his horn.

39. Watching someone berate another person to excess.

31. Being pushed or shoved by someone in an argument.

32. You accidentally make the wrong kind of a turn in a
parking 1lot. As vyou get out of your car someone yells at
you, "Where did you learn to drive?"

33. Someone who pretends to be something that he is not.

34. You walk out to the parking lot, and you discover that
your car has been towed away by the campus police.

35. Working hard on a project and getting a poor grade.

36. Someone makes a mistake and blames it on you.

37. You get in your car to drive to work, and the car won't
start.

38. Being hounded by a salesman from the moment that you
walk into a store.

39. Being given an unnecessarily difficult exam when you
need a good grade.

4@. You are deprived of a promotion to which you are
entitled because you haven't played up enough to the right
people.

41. Someone who tries tomake you feel guilty.

42. You are trying to concentrate, and a person near you 1is
tapping his foot.

43. Someone else's dog routinely defecating in your front
yard.

44. When you are criticized in front of others for
something that you have done.

45. You 1lend someone an important book and they fail to
return it.

46. In the parking lot where you have 1left your car, the
person whose car is next to yours swings open his door,
chipping the paint from your car.

47. Getting cold soup or vegetables in a restaurant.

48. Someone who is always trying to get "one-up" on you.

49. It's a cold morning and you have an 8 o'clock class.
Begrudgingly, you get there on time, but the prof arrives
15 minutes late and announces that he is cancelling the
class.

5. You are sitting next to someone who is smoking, and he
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is letting the smoke drift right into your face.

51. People who constantly brag about themselves.

52. Being thrown into a swimming pool with your clothes
on.

53. Being joked about or teased.

54. Banging your shins against a piece of furniture.

55. Being on the receiving end of a practical joke.

56. Being forced to do something that you don't want to
do.

57. You are in a discussion with someone who persists in
arguing about a topic he knows very little about.

58. Losing a game that you wanted to win.

59. Being told to "go to hell."

60. Someone making fun of the c¢lothes that you are
wearing.

61. Someone sticking their nose into an argument between
you and someone else.

62. Being forced to participate in psychological
experiments.

63. You are walking along on a rainy day, and a car drives
past, splashing you with water from the street.

64. Acts of prejudice against a minority or ethnic group.
65. Someone spits at you.

66. You need to get somewhere quickly but the car in front
of you is going 25mph in a 4@mph zone, and you can't pass.
67. Being talked about behind your back.

68. Stepping on a gob of chewing gum.

69. Hearing that a very wealthy man has paid zero income
tax.

78. You have Jjust cleaned up an area and organized the
things in it, but someone comes along and messes it up.

71. Getting hit in the back of the head with a snowball.

72. You are involved in watching a TV program, and someone
comes along and switches the channel.

73. Being told by an employer or professor that you have
done poor work.

74. You are in a ball game, and one of your opponents is
unnecessarily rough.

75. Being mocked Dby a small group of people as you pass
them.

76. Acts of economic exploitation whereby businessmen take
advantage of need and demand an excessive profit.

77. Being punished for saying what you really believe.

78. You are in a theater ticket line, and someone cuts in
front of you.

79. Being forced to do something in a way that someone else
thinks that it should be done.

8@0. You use your last 19 cents to make a phone call, and
you are disconnected before you finish dialing.

81. In a hurry to get somewhere, you tear a good pair of
slacks on a sharp object.

82. Being misled or deceived by a man holding political
office.

83. You are out on a date with someone who subtly or
indirectly conveys to you that you just don't measure up to
their standards.
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84. You are at a shopping center, and two evangelistic
people stop you and want to convert you to their religious
ideas.

85. While washing your favorite cup, you drop it and it
breaks.

86. Getting punched in the mouth.

87. Being falsely accused of cheating.

88. Someone ripping off your automobile antenna.

89. Discovering that you were deliberately sold defective
merchandise.

9. People who are cruel to animals.
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Appendix E

CROWNE AND MARLOWE'S SOCIAL DESIRABILITY MEASURE

(for our purposes, it was presented as the "Personal
Reaction Inventory")

1. Before voting, I thoroughly investigate the
qualifications of all the candidates. [T]

2. I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in
trouble. [T]

3. It 1is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I
am not encouraged. [F]

4. I have never intensely disliked anyone. [T]

5. On occasion I have had doubts about my ability to
succeed in life. [F]

6. I sometimes feel resentful when I don't get my way. [F]
7. 1 am always careful about my manner of dress. [T]

8. My table manners at home are as good as when I eat out
in a restaurant. [T]

9. If I could get into a movie without paying and be sure I
was not seen I would probably do it. [F]

1. On a few occasins, I have given up doing something
because I thought too 1little of my ability. [F]

11. I like to gossip at times. [F]

12. There have been times when I felt 1like rebelling
against people 1in authority even though I knew they were
right. [F]

13. No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good
listener. [T]

1l4. I can remember ‘playing sick' to get out of something.
(F]

15. There have been occasions when I took advantage of
someone. [F]

16. I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake.
r]

17. I always try to practice what I preach. [T]

18. I don't find it particularly difficult to get along
with loud mouthed, obnoxious people. [T]

19. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and
forget. [F]

20. When I don't know something I don't at all mind
admitting it. [T]

21. I am always courteous even to people who are
disagreeable. [T]

22. At times I have really insisted on having things my own
way. [F]

23. There have Dbeen occasions when I felt like smashing
things. [F]

24. I would never think of letting someone else be punished
for my wrongdoings. [T]

25. I never resent being asked to return a favor. [T]

26. I have never been irked when people expresed ideas very
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different from my own. [T]

27. I never made a long trip without checking the safety of
my car. [T]

28. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the
good fortune of others. [F]

29. I have almost never felt the urge to tell someone off.
LTl

3. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of
me. [F]

31. I have never felt that I was punished without cause.
[Tl

32. I sometimes think when people have a misfortune they
only got what they deserved. [F]

33. I have never deliberately said something that hurt
someone's feelings. [T]



-95-

Appendix F

PARTICIPANT DEMOGRAPHICS

Group 1 Group 2
SAMPLE SIZE 234 155
AGE
(MEAN) males: 21 21
(s.D.) 3.3 2.8
(MEAN) females: 23 21
(s.D.) 7.6 5.4
GENDRE
males: 24 33
females: 131 192
no data: ° 20
RACE
Caucasion: 201 121
Occidental: 15 2
Black: 1 4
Native Indian: 2 1
Other: 15 27

ETHNIC HERITAGE

Chinese: 13 2

Native Indian: 2 1]
Canadian: 46 30

Italian: 23 9

English: 45 39

Finnish: 27 7

Northern European: 38 23
Malaysian: 2 2

Irish: 29 19

Other: 18 26



