
Edith Cowan University Edith Cowan University 

Research Online Research Online 

Theses : Honours Theses 

1996 

Patterns of anger, attribution, and appraisal Patterns of anger, attribution, and appraisal 

Andrew J. Ellis 
Edith Cowan University 

Follow this and additional works at: https://ro.ecu.edu.au/theses_hons 

 Part of the Cognitive Psychology Commons 

Recommended Citation Recommended Citation 
Ellis, A. J. (1996). Patterns of anger, attribution, and appraisal. Edith Cowan University. 
https://ro.ecu.edu.au/theses_hons/719 

This Thesis is posted at Research Online. 
https://ro.ecu.edu.au/theses_hons/719 

https://ro.ecu.edu.au/
https://ro.ecu.edu.au/theses_hons
https://ro.ecu.edu.au/thesescoll
https://ro.ecu.edu.au/theses_hons?utm_source=ro.ecu.edu.au%2Ftheses_hons%2F719&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/408?utm_source=ro.ecu.edu.au%2Ftheses_hons%2F719&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://ro.ecu.edu.au/theses_hons/719


Edith Cowan University 
 

 

Copyright Warning 
 
 
 
 
 

You may print or download ONE copy of this document for the purpose 

of your own research or study. 
 

The University does not authorize you to copy, communicate or 

otherwise make available electronically to any other person any 

copyright material contained on this site. 
 

You are reminded of the following: 
 

 Copyright owners are entitled to take legal action against persons 
who infringe their copyright. 

 

 A reproduction of material that is protected by copyright may be a 

copyright infringement. Where the reproduction of such material is 

done without attribution of authorship, with false attribution of 

authorship or the authorship is treated in a derogatory manner, 

this may be a breach of the author’s moral rights contained in Part 

IX of the Copyright Act 1968 (Cth). 

 

 Courts have the power to impose a wide range of civil and criminal 

sanctions for infringement of copyright, infringement of moral 

rights and other offences under the Copyright Act 1968 (Cth). 

Higher penalties may apply, and higher damages may be awarded, 

for offences and infringements involving the conversion of material 

into digital or electronic form.



,·:· 

Patterns of Anger 

Running head:. PA'ITERNS OF ANGER, A"ITRIBUTJON, AND APPRAISAL 

Patterns Lif anger, attrihution, and appraisal 

Andrew J. Ellis 

Edilh Cowan University 

A Thesis Submitted in Partial Fulfilment of the 

Requirements for the Award of 

Bachelor of Arts (Psychology) Honours 

Faculty of Health and Human Sciences, Edith Cowan University. 

Date of Submission: 31. 10. !996 



USE OF THESIS 

 

 

The Use of Thesis statement is not included in this version of the thesis. 



Patterns of Anger ii 

Abstract 

A single study investigates two cognitive theories of anger arousal, and the hostile 

attribution bias (HAB) phenomenon from the aggrc:;sion literature. ll was argued that 

the role of B. Weiner· . .., ( 1985, 1986) cau."'al attribution dimen."'ion of intentionality 

has been underestimated in anger arousal; and it was hypothesised that when 

attributions of intentionality increase anger arousal increases. R. S. Lazarus and K. 

A. Smith's ( 1988) appr~isal theory holds that emotions arc aroused in response to 

personally relevant events, and without this appraisal process causal attibutions are 

insufficient to evoke emotions. Based on this it was hypothesised that appraisal 

components are better predictors of anger arousal tha!l attribution dimensions. For 

HAB, it was predicted that a high anger prone group would become more angry, and 

make stronger attributions of intentionality in ambiguous and accident.ul situations, 

when compared to a control group. Participants were 34 females and 60 males (Mean 

age= 33.6 years). Participants were shown a series of video recorded vignettes that 

depicted social interactions with negative consequences, and asked how they would 

react if they were the protagonist in these vignettes. Sr.alcs developed by the author, 

were used to measure expected anger arousal, 4 appraisal components, and 5 causal 

attibutions dimensions. Three counterbalanced series of 3 vignettes were used. These 

showed 3 scenarios in which the intent of an antagonist was depicted as either 

accidental, ambiguous or deJiberate. Results showed anger arousal increased in 6 of 

the 8 comparisons in which intentionality increased, no contradictory results were 

foJJnd. Intentionality was also found to be the primary attribution dimension 

implicated in anger arousal. Appraisal components were found to be better cognitive 

predictors of anger arousal than attributions, however, individual appraisal dimensions 

did not interact in the predicted fashion. No support was found for extending HAB to 
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anger. These results were interpreted as showing that attributions of intentionality play 

a causal role in anger arousal, and that the personal significance of events is more 

closely related to ;mgcr arousal than an event's cause. The overall conclusion was that 

the results for intentiOnality were of the most theoretical and applied significance 



Patterns of Anger •v 

Decl<Jration 

I certify :hat this thesis docs not incorpomtc, without acknowledgment, any material 

previously submitted r)r <l degree or diploma in <~ny institution of higher education 

and that, to the best of my knowledge and belief, it docs not contain any material 

previously published or written by another person except where due reference is made 

in text. 

Signature ..
c----

DatcJC. . ./.0../.CJ.7 



Acknowledgments 

I would like to thank my supervisor, Kevin Howells. 

Patterns of Anger v 



Patterns of Anger v1 

Table of Contents 

Page 

Abstract ........................................................................................... ii 

Declaration ...................................................................................... iv 

Ackno\vlcdgtncnts .................. ':· ....................................................... v 

List of'fables ................................................................ : ............... vii 

L . fF' ... 1St 0 l£UfCS .................................................... .' ... ., .................... VIII 

Introduction ..................................................................................... 1 

Method ................................................................... ·: ...................... 21 
,., 

Results and discus:;ion ............................ :~ .................................... 29 

General discussion ................................................ : ....................... 55 

References ....................................................... .'~ ............................ 60 



Patterns of Ang<~r v11 

List of Tables 

Page 

Table I. Appraisal dimc:Jsions and core relational themes 

associated with six emotions ................................................................................ 12 

Table: 2. Reliability coefficients (Cronhach's Alpha) for three 

item and two item attribution and appraisal scales by version ............................. 32 

Table 3. Mean attribution of intentionality scores as a function 

of version for each scenario .................................................................................. 36 

Table 4. Mean anger arousal scores as a function of version 

for each scenario ................................................................................................... 38 

Table 5. Mean accountability scores as a function of version 

for each scenario ................................................................................................... 40 

Table 6. Mean blame scores as a function of version for 

each scenario ........................................................................................................ 41 

Table 7. Interccrrelations between attribution dimensions 

and anger arousal by version ................................................................................ 43 

Table 8. Summary of variances for hierarchical multiple 

regression analyses for intent and four other causal 

attribution dimensh ·ns for predicting anger arousal by version ........................... 44 

Table 9. Intercorrelations between appraisal components and 

anger arousal by version ....................................................................................... 46 

Table 10. Summary of variances for hierarchical multiple 

regr.~ssion analyses for appraisal dimensions for predicting 

anger arousal by version ....................................................................................... 47 



Table II. Summary of variances for hierarchical multiple 

regression analyses for appraisal dimensions and blame for 

Patterns of Anger viii 

predicting anger nrousal hy version ...................................................................... 48 

Table 12. Summary of variances for hierarchical multiple 

regression analyses for attribution dimensions and appraisal 

dimensions for predicting anger arousal by version ............................................. 49 

Table 13. Summary of varhmccs for hierarchical multiple 

regression analyses for attribution dimensions and blame for 

predicting anger arousal by version ...................................................................... 49 

Table 14. Summary of variances for hierarchical multiple 

regression analyses for attribution dimensions and appraisal 

components for predicting anger arousal by version ............................................ 51 



List of Figures 

Patterns of Anger ix 

Pane 0 

Figure I. Mean intent scores for har sccn<~rio hy version and Lrait anger group ....... 53 



Patterns of Anger 

ln(roduction 

In 1976 Raymond Novaco wrote that "anger, although one of the most talked 

about human emotions, is the l~ast studied. Aggression and violence have been 

prominent topics in behavioural research, but anger arousal has rc.:ceivcd considerably 

less attention" (p. 1124 ). This scarcity of research continues today, and can probably 

be attributed to the theoretical work and research findings that suggests anger plays a 

mediating role in aggression and violence (Thomas-Peter & Howells, 1996; Howells, 

1995: Rule & Nesdale, 1976: :.evcy & Howells, 1990: Zillmann, 1979). This is a 

finding that has allowed researchers to measure more tangible behavioural and 

cognitive outcome variables, and to assume that anger has played a mediating role. 

This is not to say that anger is implicated in all aggressive and violent incidents, with 

a distinction between hostile (anger mediated) and instrumental (dispassionate) 

aggression long being made (Buss, 1961 ). Even though anger is strongly implicated in 

violence and aggression, it should not be regarded as an emotion with only negative 

consequences. 

Anger has functional quaiities in impelling action and as a fonn of 

communication (Novaco, 1993). A veri !I ( 1983) in a study of angry episodes found 

that only 10% of typical episodes led to aggression, and that in 19% of episodes 

feelings of anger led the person to be more friendly, Similarly this study found that a 

person experiencing anger was three times more likely to have a positive outcome 

from an episode involving anger than to have a negative outcome, and that the target 

of the anger was two and half times more likely to have a positive outcome. Anger 

therefore should not simply be viewed as a problem, it becomes one only when it 

leads to negative outcomes, such as disrupting task perfonnance, activating aggressive 

behaviours, or affecting physiological and psychological well-being (Levey & 

Howells, 1990). 

These positive aspects of anger suggest that it is an important emotion to study 

independently of its association with aggression and violence. Further, it has been 

argued (Averill, 1983) that aggression and violence represent extreme cases of anger 
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that may be misleading. This is because aggressive incidents .:1re likely to he the 

exception and rule, and they may he the result of the cumulative affects of several 

angry incidents. To understand anger it is therefore important to look to theories and 

research into emotiCJn~•. and not only to theories of aggression and violence. 

Interest in the study of emotions has exploded in recent years. This interest has 

come from many different disciplines, from many different perspective's, and at many 

different levels of analysis (Lazarus, 1993 ). As a result, there arc many theories of 

emotion (Oatley & Jenkins, 1992), and many definitio~s of what emotions arc (Frijda, 

Kuipers, & tcr Schure, 1989). Most theories share the assumption lhat emotions arc 

primarily adaptive (Smith & Ellsworth, 1987), their role being to mediate between 

environmental stimulation and behavioural rcspC'nses. Each emotion is seen as serving 

a particular set of adaptive functions, with anger's function being to prepare the person 

for action and to remove an obstacle that blocks their goals (Smith & Ellsworth, 

1987). Here, though, agreement ends, with theorists disagreeing about how the 

environment triggers an emotional reaction. and how the emotional reaction affects 

subsequent behaviours. However, because the purpose of this research is to investigate 

what causes the arousal of anger, the debate surrounding the effects of emotions 

(anger) on subsequent behaviours can be disregarded. 

At the core of the argument about the arousal of emotions is the role of 

cognition (Oatley & Jenkins, 1992). Some theorists (e.g. Zajonc, 1980) argue emotion 

is not causally connected to cognition; others (e.g. Berkowitz, 1990; Izard, 1993; 

Novaco, 1993) stress the interactions between the environment, affective states, 

learned t ehaviours, and cognitions; while others (e.g. Clore, Ortony, Dienes, & Fujita, 

!993; Smith & Lazarus, 1993; Weiner, 1985) argue that cognition holds a 

predominant role in the arousal of emotions. However, while much of this debate has 

centred on the definition of cognition (Buck, 1990), it is apparent that cognitive 

processes are a key ingredient in the arousal of emotions (Buck, 1990; Howells, 1995; 

Oatley & Jenkins, 1992). This is because cognitive theorists (e.g. Clore et al., 1993; 
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Lazams, 1984, 1991 a; McGraw, 1987) argue that cognition encompasses all mental 

activity, not only that which is conscious, rational or intentional. 

The central tenet of these cognitive thcoric~ is that emotions arc linked to 

important goals (Oatley & Jenkins, 1992) and how well a stimulus event matches 

these goals is assessed cognitivcly on a limited numhcr of dimensions (Frijda ct al., 

1989). Each emotion is thought to correspond to ~~ particular pattern of rcspon.<.,cs on 

those dimensions. Thus, these theories make prcdiciions for a wide range of emotions, 

of which anger arousal is only one aspect. This has the affect of rcduciug the quantity 

of research that has been carried out specifically on anger. 

The second tenet of most cognitive theories "is that people arc often conscious 

of emotions, and that information about emotions conveyed in ordinary language is 

meaningful-indeed essential to ordinary discourse" (Oatley & Jenkins, 1992. p. 61 ). 

That is, while cognition in anger arousal can occur automatically, this is often not the 

case because of the interpersonal function of emotions. Cognitive theories are 

particularly relevant to anger, because anger is seen as being a highly interpersonal 

emotion (A veri II, 1983; Levey & Howells, 1990; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985). That is, 

people should be very cognisant of anger. because it often occurs in situations where it 

must be communicated to other people, or other people's anger must be interpreted. 

Before individual theories and research into anger arc described, it is important 

to define anger, Spielberger ( 1988) defines anger: 

"as having two major components, state and trait anger. State anger is defined 

as an emotional state marked by subjective feelings that vary in intensity from 

mild annoyance or initation to intense fury and rage .... Trait anger is defined 

as the disposition to perceive a wide range of situations as annoying or 

frustrating, and the tendency to respond to such situations with more frequent 

elevations in state anger" (p. I). 
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Caus:.tl attribution theory 

One of the most researched cognitive theories of emotion is Weiner's 

uttribution theory (Siegert and Ward, 1995). Weiner ( 19~5. 19H6J argues that a 

primary adaptive mechanism of mankind is to try to assign causality to events, and 

that it is through this c:.msal search that we understand the world and hasc our future 

cxpccto.mcies. Weiner contends that these causal attributions occur along a limited 

number of dimensions, ;.md that emotions arise in response to specific patterns of 

attribution. These path:rns of "perceived causality certainly will differ from person to 

person and within an individual over occasions" (Weiner, 1985, p. 555 ), however the 

underlying dimensions on which they arc understood, and the way these dimensions 

cause emotion remain constant. 

Three primary attribution dimensions and a further two theoretically uncertain 

dimensions are proposed by \Veiner (1985, 1986). Weiner's first dimension is locus of 

causality (locus) which can be internal or external. An internal cause is one which is 

perceived to be due to factors within the person, and an external cause is one within 

the environment. The environment is everything outside the person making the causal 

judgement. It could be tangible (another person or an object), or intangible (fate). The 

second causal dimension is stability. A cause can be perceived as stable, such as 

ability, or unstable, such as luck. The third primary attribution dimension is 

controllability, whether the cause of an event is under volitional control or not. For 

example, effort may be perceived as being a controllable cause of success, whereas 

aptitude is uncontrollable. 

Intentionality is Weiner's fourth causal dimension. It refers to how intentional 

(deliberate) or unintentional (accidental) an event's cause is perceived to be. Weiner 

argues that intentionality is largely similar to the dimension of control, and these two 

dimensions covary highly. It is argued that "individuals intend to do what is 

controllable, and can control what is intended" (1985, p. 554). The final dimension is 

globality which was derived from the work of Abramson, Seligman, and Teasdale 

(1978). Globality refers to whether a cause is specific to a situation. or generalisable to 
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several situations. For example, intell igt·.nce could he perceived as a general cause of 

mathematic ability, whereas maths aptitude would he a nwrc specific cause. Weiner's 

model of causnl attributions is distinct from Abramson ct al. 's ( l97X) model of 

attrihutional style (sec Abramson, Mctalsky, & Alloy, 19H9 for a review), because 

attrihutional style does not include the key dimension of controllability (Weiner, 

1991 ). 

Weiner makes predictions about the relationships between attribution 

dimensions and specific emotional rcspon.scs, but qualifies these predictions by stating 

that "the field of emotion is vast and complex" (1985, p. 559). Some of the specific 

predictions of emotional reactions elicited by causal attributions include; that for 

negative events, guilt arises when a cause is attributed as being internal and 

controllable, and shame when the cause is internal and uncontrollable; for positive 

events, gratitude arises when the cause is external, controllable and intentional, and 

pride is directed by internal and controllable cau.se. Anger is theoretically related to 

negative events, where attributions arc made that the came was external, controllable, 

;md to a lesser extent intentional. The theory al.so makes predictions about how causal 

attributions 2ffect future cognitions and how these cognitive responses interact with 

emotional responses to cause behaviour. This is an aspect of Weiner's theory that is 

beyond the scope of this study. 

Causal auribution theory was originally applied to the explanation of 

emotional and behavioural reactions in achievement situations and, while the model 

has been successfully applied to many research areas (Betancourt & Blair, 1992; Ho & 

Venus, 1995), is best described in terms of achievement. Research is typically 

conducted by asking participants to describe their affective reactions to scenarios that 

describe a student failing an exam (see Weiner, 1990 for a review). Some scenarios 

are varied to alter the amount of control the student had over the result. These studies 

have found anger was evoked in scenarios that suggest failure was due to a lack of 

effort, particularly where this was coupled with high ability. In contrast, in scenarios 

where effort was depicted as high and ability as low, pity was the evoked emotion. 
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Research into helping behaviour has also found a link hetw~.:cn attributions of 

controllability and anger (Reisenzcin, 1986; Schmidt & Weiner, 1988). 

The research described above appears to support the mediating role of 

attributions of controllability in anger arousal, however, it docs not measure the 

contribution of intentionality. This is unexpected because several theorists (Averill, 

1983; Fergusun & Rule: including Weiner, 1985, 1986) highlight the importance of 

making attributions of intent for the evocation of anger. Systematic research into the 

meC:iating role of intentionality in anger has not been carried out (Betancourt & Blair, 

I 992), however several lines of research suggest that intentionality may be more 

important in evoking anger than controllability. Firstly, studies that have measured 

attributions of intentionality have found that it predicts anger (Graham & Hudley, 

1994; Graham, Hudley, & Williams, 1992), findings that, when taken alone, are n0t 

contrary to Weiner's (1985, 1986) position. Secondly, a large body of research (eg. 

Dodge & Coie, 1987; Dodge, Price, Bachorowski, & Newman, 199<!), based on 

Dodge's social information processing theory (see Dodge, 1993 for a review), has 

found that attributions of hostile intent are strongly related to the arousal of anger. 

While hostile intent and intentionality are not the same construct, a study by Epps and 

Kendall ( 1995) found that they were mcderotcly correlated and both predicted anger 

arousal. Finally, studies by Betancourt and Blair (1992), and Weiner, Amirkhan, 

Folkes, and Verette ( 1987) have measured attributions of controllability and 

intentionality and have found that intentionality was the causal dimension closely 

related to anger. 

Given that these lines of evidence suggest intentionality is the key causal 

attribution in anger, they do not explain the strong connection previously dcscriberi 

between anger and controllability. This inconsistency can be explained by a closer 

examination of these studies. Firstly, in Weiner's studies of achievement situations it 

was found that anger was evoked when there was a lack of effort (see Weiner, 1990 

for a review). This finding can be explained if it is considered that the phrase 'Jack of 

effort' has two parts, firstly 'effort' which implies controllability and secondly 'lack of 
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which implies intentionality. If an alternative scenario were used, where the 

controllable part of the cause remained unchanged, and the iiltentional part was 

altered, it seems likely that a different emotion would he evoked. Such a scenario may 

read: the student failed because an accident prevented them from applying sufficient 

effort. 

Research into he;lping behaviour that found a link between attributions of 

controllability and anger, can be explained by examining the measures of 

controllability used (Rciscnzcin, 1986; Schmidt & Weiner, 1988). In these studies the 

measures extended the construct of controllability by measuring three components; 

controllability, responsibility, and other persons fault (blame). This extension of the 

construct suggests that responsibility and blame arc inevitable consequences of an 

attribution of controllability. This is not the case, because a person who eauses a 

controllable event may not be the person who is held responsible, and the person who 

is held responsible may not be blamed. For example, a child spills a drink, their parent 

is held responsible, but no blame is attributed because the parent had a good reason 

for not supervising the child. This distinction between causality, responsibility, and 

blame is made by Shaver ( 1985; Shaver & Drown, 1986) who also argues that 

responsibility has two parts, causal responsibility and moral responsibility, which 

further increases the conceptual confusion between these constructs. 

A closer examination of Wiener's (1985) statement: ''individuals intend to do 

what is controllable, and can control what is intended" (p. 554) shows it to be 

incorrect. This is because a controllable outcome may be caused unintentionally (e.g. 

failing an exam due to insufficient effort following an accident) and we cannot always 

control what is intended (e.g. picking the winning numbers in a lottery; getting a first 

class honours). 

It appears that the failure of this research and theory into causal attribution to 

distinguish between intentionality and controllability is due to researchers and 

theorists deciding how these two constructs should be related, rather than allowing 

individual participants to make their own judgements. This is contrary to Weiner's 
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( 1985) 0',;111 contention "pcrcci vcd causality ccrtai n ly wi II d i ffl:r from person to person 

and within an individual over occasions" (p. 555). 

The problems of dearly defining the construct of controllability and separating 

it from intentionality arc rellected in the scales that have been devised to measure 

causal attributions. In Russell's ( 19S2) Causal Dimc;1sion Scale controllability is 

measured by three items that ;:Jddrcss control, in~cnt, and responsibility. This has 

resulted in it being found to have low reliability (Vallcrand and Richer, I 988). A 

revised version of this scale (McAuley, Duncan, & Russell, l 992) corrected this, but 

did not include a measure of the intentionality dimension, an omission which is 

common to other scales (eg. Benson, 1989; Seiger! & ·ward, 1995 ). This lack of clear 

measures of intent suggest that a measure that distinguishes between intent and 

control is neede::l. It also emphasises the lack of research into the affect of causal 

attributions of intentionality on anger. 

Appraisal theory 

Weiner's (1985, 1986) theory of emotional arousal is based on the proposition 

that the primary adaptive mechanism of mankind is in assigning causality to events. 

However, most cognitive researchers "agree that emotions are usually elicited by 

evaluating events that concern a person's important needs or goals" (Oatley & Jenkins, 

1992, p. 60). It is argued that the attributed causality of an event is only one aspect of 

how an individual appraises the personal significance of that event. The difference 

between causal attribution and appraisal is emphasised by Lazarus and Smith ( 1988; 

Smith & Lazarus, 1990) who argue that there are two types of cognitive processes 

involved in emotional arousal: knowledge and appraisal. 

In a nutshell, knowledge, whether concrete and primitive or abstract and 

symbolic, consists of cognitions about the way things arc and how they work. 

In contrast, appraisal is a form of personal meaning consisting of evaluations 

of the significance of this knowledge for well-being. If personal stakes are not 

implicated in an adaptational encounter, knowledge is cold cognition, to use a 
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wcll~known .nctaphN. Appraisals, in contrast, involve such stakes and reflect 

how adt:quatcly we arc managing the encounter. They arc therefore warm or 

hot (Lazarus and Smith, 1988, p. 283). 

Lazarus and Smith assert that knowledge is our cogniti vc representation of the 

world, the way things arc and the way things work. This includes: general knowledge, 

our beliefs, attitudes, and theories of th~ world; and contextual knowledge, our 

understanding of the who, when, what, why, and how of particub.r encounters. 

Weiner's ( 1985) causal attribution is seen to be one of many cognitive strategies that 

are used to gain this knowledge (Smith, Haynes, Lazarus, & Pope, 1993 ). Causal 

attributions are seen as relevant to emotional arousal because they cont:-ibutc data to 

our understanding of a situation, "however, as long as they remain non-evaluative and 

fact oriented ... they are not sufficient to produce emotion" (Smith eta!., 1993, p. 

917). Instead, it is how this knowledge is appraised for its significance to personal 

well being that dictates whether an emotiOnal response is evoKed. For example, a 

person's reactions to seeing a car being scratched will vary, depending on whether it is 

their car or someone else's, while the attributions the person makes about the cause 

will stay the same. 

Appraisal is a person's evaluation of how harmful or beneficial an event is to 

their goals, whether these goals are conscious or not. Two levels of appraisal are 

posited, primary and secondary. Primary appraisal addresses how relevant an event is 

to a person's goals, and whether it is positive or negative. It is called primary 

appraisal, not because it necessarily comes first when understanding an event, but 

"because it provides the 'heat' in a transaction, based on personal relevance, which is 

what makes knowledge potentially emotional" (Lazarus & Smith, 1988, p. 284). 

Primary appraisal alone, though, does not determine whether an event is harmful or 

beneficial. Secondary appraisal is needed, which is the individual's assessment of 

their ability to cope with an lWent and the likely outcomes of future interactions. This 

detennines the significance of an event, and therefore determines the specific 

emotional reactions. 
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Lazarus and Smith ( l98H) propose six dimensions along which appraisal 

judgements arc made. For primary 11ppraisal, two dimensions arc identified, 

motivational congruence and motivational rclcvam:e. "Motivational congrucnct: refers 

to the extent to which a transaction is consistent or is inconsistent with what the 

person wants" (p. 289), that is docs it thwart or facilitate personal goals? For example, 

the theft of a car may be motivationally congment if it was insured and unwanted, or 

motivationally incongruent if it were not insured. "Motivational relevance refers to the 

extent to which the encounter touches on personal goals and concerns" (p. 289), that 

is, how major or minor is the event. For example, the motivational relevance of a 

stol-.:n car that was not insured would vary depending on the cars value, both persmml 

and financial. 

The cognitive components of secondary appraisal arc accountability, problem­

focused problem solving potential, emotion-focused coping potential, and fllturc 

expectancy. Accountability "determines who (oneself or someone else) is to receive 

the credit (if the encounte; is motivationally congruent) or the blame (if it is 

motivationally incongruent) for the harm or benefit" (Smith & Lazarus, 1990, p. 618). 

That is, how praiseworthy or blam~worthy is the agent that caused an event? The 

"Problem-focused coping potential reflects evaluations of one's ability to act directly 

upon a situation .... Emotion-focuscd coping potential refers to the pcrc~ived prospects 

of adjustment psychologically to the encounter. ... Future expectancy refers to the 

perceived possibilities ... for changes in the psychological situation" (p. 618). 

In a similar manner to Weiner's ( 1985) attribution theory, Lazarus and Smith 

(1988) make predictions about which of their appraisal dimensions combine to form 

specific emotions. However, they argue that these combinations of appraisal 

components arc insufficient to "distinguish among the disparate emotions" (p. 290). 

They argue that molar cognitive constructs are needed to distinguish individual 

emotions. These they call core relational themes, with each emotion having its own 

unique core relational theme. The theoretical purpose of the core relational theme 

being to "represent a distinctive type of harm or benefit" (Smith et al, 1993, p. 918) 
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that hns special adaptational significance. The appraisal dimensions and core 

relational themes theoretically associated with six emotions me shown in Table I. 
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Table I 

Appraisal Dimensions and Core Relational Themes Associated With Six Emotions 

Emotion Core relational theme Important appraisal dimensions 

Anger Blame Motivationally relevant 

Motivationally incongruent 

Other accountability 

Guilt Self-blame Motivationally relevant 

Motivationally incongruent 

Self account?hility 

Fear-anxiety Danger-threat Motivationally relevant 

Motivationally incongruent 

Low or uncertain (emotion-

focused) coping potential 

Sadness Irrevocable loss Motivationally relevant 

Helplessness about Motivationally incongruent 

harm or loss Low (problem- focused) 

coping potential 

Negative future expectations 

Hope-challenge Effortful optimism Motivationally relevant 

Motivationally incongruent 

High (problem focused) 

coping potential 

Positive future expectations 

Happiness Success Motivationally relevant 

Motivationally congruent 

(Smith eta!., 1993, p. 918) 
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There is only a small amount of research that has tested Lazarus and Smith's 

theory of emotion, which is in part due ((l Lazarus proposing an alternative theory of 

emotion tJ~at is an extension of his earlier work with Smith (Lazarus, I 991 a, J 99 I h, 

1993). However, there is a moderate degree of support from other sources for their 

model's predictions for anger arousal. Many researchers (eg. A veri II, l9S3; Clore et 

al., 1993; McGraw, 1987) have highlighted a link between blame and anger, blame 

being the core relational theme Lazarus and Smith identify for anger. For example, 

Averill's (1983) research leads him to argue that, "more than anything else, anger is an 

attribution of blame" (p. 1150). Similarly, a growing body of research has identified 

the importance of the appraisal process in ~nger (Thomas-Peter & Howells, 1996). 

While much of this research reaches a different conclusion about what appraisa1S are 

relevant for each emotion, some are extremely similar. For example, Ortony, Clore, 

and Collins ( 1988), identify three variables that affect the intensity of angry emotions. 

"The degree of judged blameworthiness, ... deviations of the agent's action from the 

person/role-based expectations, ... and the degree to which the event is undesirable" (p. 

148). Variables which are almost identical to Lazarus and Smith's appraisal 

dimensions of accountability, motivational relevance, and motivational congruence. 

Research that has tested Lazarus and Smith's (1988) theory directly has found 

moderate support for it. One study (Smith & Lazarus, 1993) found that anger, guilt, 

and fear/anxiety were closely related to their theoretically predicted appraisal 

complments and core relational themes. This study also investigated the arousal of 

sadness, but results here were weaker. In another study, Smith et al. (1993) compared 

the ability of Lazarus and Smith's ( 1988) appraisal components to predict emotional 

arousal with Weiner's (1985) causal attribution dimensions. In thb study participants 

were shown a series of vignettes that were manipulated to evoke different emotions 

and different levels of these emotion:;. Following each vignette, measures were taken 

of emotional arousal, causal attributions, appraisal dimensions, and core relational 

themes. The results showed that appraisal components were better predictors of 

emotional aroll . ..ml than causal attributions, and that attribution dimensions added liHie 
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unique variance to that explained by appraisal dimensions. These results were 

interpreted as supporting the Lazarus :.~nd Smith model of knowledge and appraisal, 

with appraisal components being seen as mediating between causai aUrihUiions and 

emotions. 

It is important to note in the work described above, that the term 'appraisal 

components' includes both appraisal dimensions and core relational themes. While 

these two types of appraisal constructs taken together provided a strong result, the 

results taken separately were not as convif'cing. The best way to demonstrate this is to 

examine in more detail the theoretical predictions made for anger, and the results 

obtained. Smith et al. ( 1993) ~;edictcd that motivational congruence, motivational 

relevance, and accountability, would be more strongly correlated with anger arousal, 

than would attribution dimensions, and that attribution dimensions would add no 

unique variance to the appraisal dimensions correlation with anger. The core relational 

theme of blame was predicted to be related to causal attributions in the same way that 

the appraisal dimensions were, because theoretically this is an alternate way of 

assessing the same event. The results showed that both blame, and the three appraisal 

dimensions, were more strongly correlated with anger individually than the 

attribution dimensions. However, the attribution dimensions add significant amounts 

of unique variance to that explained by them individually. When the appraisal 

dimensions and the core-relational theme were combined, these explained all of the 

variance the causal attributions explained. This showed that the appraisal dimensions 

and core relational theme were not alternate ways of measuring the same thing, and 

only explained all of attributions role in anger arousal when c.ornbined. 

In their study, Smith et al. (1993) identify accountabil.ity as the key appraisal 

dimension involved in anger. They predicted that when vignettes were manipulated by 

altering an antagonist's intent, while keeping the negative outcome constant (as wus 

described earlier in the causal attribution ser;tion), accountability would be the only 

appraisal dimension that is affected. Motivational relevance and motivational 

congruence were predicted to remain constant, because t~1e negative outcome was not 
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changing, This affect was not found, however, the cere relational theme did increase 

as intent was increased. 

In their intcrpretntion of the result:.; of this study, Smith et al. ( 1993) 

emphasised they "support the utility of the distinction between attribution and 

appraisal" (p, 928). While they acknowledged that theoretical inconsistencies were 

"somewhat problematic" (p. 927) they failed to offer a theoretical alternative or a 

methodological explanation. One possible reason for this study's failure to support 

Lazarus and Smith's ( 1988) theory may lie in the measures used. These measures 

mostly being single item face valid scales, that were not examined to test whether they 

were measuring distinct constructs. This is particularly relevant for anger, given the 

difficulty in distinguishing between causality, responsibility, and blame, as described 

earlier. 

As mentioned above, Lazarus (199la, 199lb, 1993) has proposed a new model 

of emotional arousal that differs from the one proposed earlier by Lazarus and Smith 

(1988). This reformulation continues to look for appraisal dimensions and core 

relational themes, but describes these in tenns of the individual's ego involvement in 

various goals. Anger is theorised to depend 

"on an appraisal that one's ego identity, the active goal content, is at stake, 

which also implies goal relevance. In anger, blame is also necessary, and it 

depends on the attributions that someone is accountable and has full control 

over the demeaning action. If the person who thwarts us is not capable of 

doing otherwise, anger is absent, muted, or directed elsewhere" (Lazarus, 

l991b, p. 828). 

Angers core relational theme is defined as being "a demeaning offence against me or 

mine" (Lazarus, 1993, p. 12-16). Overall, while this reformulated theory is quite 

elaborate, in simple terms its effect is to make blame an appraisal dimension, und 

motivational relevance the core relational theme. 
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Hostile attribution bias 

Spielberger ( 198g) holds that anger arousal has two components, state anger 

and trait anger. So far this paper has explored ~.:ognitive theories relevant to state anger 

(temporary incident of anger arousal), and not addressed trait anger (predisposition to 

become anger aroused). ll has described how two sets of cognitive dimensions should 

be related to the arousal of anger and to one another. It has also described how these 

dimensions should change when the perceived level of intent in a situation changes. 

What it has not done, though, is to identify when individuals will perceive :.;ituations 

differently. To address this deficit it is proposed to investigate whether a research 

finding from the literature on aggression and violence can be generalised trait anger. 

This area of research was drawn on because of the theoretically important role anger 

plays in aggression and violence, a role that is often assumed, but not often measured. 

The research finding of hostile attribution bias (HAB) (see Dodge, 1993; 

Dodge & Crick, 1990 for reviews) a phenomenon which distinguishes between 

aggressive (and violent) groups and non-aggressive groups, is particularly relevant to 

this study. This is because as well as describing where these groups will differ in their 

(anger mediated) aggressive reactions, it identifie~ a cognitive mediator that predicts 

this reaction. HAB refers to the finding that aggressive groups are more likely to 

attribute hostile intent to an antagonist, in situations where the antagonist's intent is 

ambiguous or benign (Dodge & Coie, 1987). This is a bias which has been found to be 

"predictive of angry reacti~e violence but not proactive kinds of aggressive 

behaviours, such as bullying and coercion, that do not involve anger" (Dodge, 1993, p. 

565). 

In a typical study that has found hostile attribution bias, two groups are 

compared. One group is a highly angry/aggressive or angry/violent group, and the 

other is a control group. These groups have predominantly been drawn from child and 

adolescent populations. Both groups are shown a series of vignettes which depict 

interpersonal interactions with negative Outcomes. Vignettes which have been 

manipulated so that the intent of the antagonist (person who causes the negative 
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outcome) is either benign (accidental or prosodal), ambiguous, or ddibcratc. 

Participants arc asked to imagine themselves as the protagonist (person who suffers 

the negative outcome) in these vignettes, and following each vignette arc asked to 

judge the antagonist's degree of hostile intent, and to identify what their likely 

behavioural reaction would be. Typical results show that aggressive groups attribute 

significantly greater hostile intent and endorse more aggressive behaviours in response 

to vignettes that depicted benign and ambiguous intent (sec Dodge, 1993; Dodge & 

Crick. 1990 for reviews). P 10nses to vignettes that depict deliberate intent arc found 

not to be significantly diucrent, both group~ perceiving hostile intent to be high and 

endorsing similar behavioural responses. These results are interpreted as showing that 

the level of hostile intent attributed to an antagonist, is causally related to the level of 

aggressive response evoked. That is, in benign and ambiguous situations, aggressive 

groups are more likeJy to interpret an an! agonist intentions as hostile, and as a result 

will feel justified in getting angry and in re~aliating aggressively. 

The majority of studies that have found HAB have not measured anger 

directly, rather its role has been assumed. Studies by Dodge and Coie (1987) and 

Dodge eta!. ( 1990) have found that attributions of hostile intent lead to the 

endorsement of reactive aggressive (anger mediated) responses and not to proactive 

(instrumental) responses. A finding that was interpreted as being due to changes in 

anger arousal, but where anger arousal was not measured directly. The few studies 

(Epps and Kendall, 1995; Graham & Hudley, 1994; Graham et al., 1992) that have 

measured anger arousal directly, however, have found it to be closely correlated with 

attributions of hostile intent. 

The studies by Dodge and Coie (1987) and Dodge et al. ( 1990) also found that 

HAB is found in reactive (anger mediated) aggressive groups and not in proactive 

(instrumentally) aggressive groups. This finding suggc~ts HAB occurs in groups with 

high levels of trait anger, but again anger, anger is not directly measured. Only one 

study was located by the author (Epps and Kendall, 1995) that directly investigated 

the role anger. This study measured adult student's levels of trait anger using 
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Spielberger's ( 198:';) Tntit Anger Scale, and found I lAB occurred when high and low 

trait anger groups were compared. 

The cognitive mediator identified in HAB research is the attribution of hoslile 

intent. Most studies ask participants how hostile they helicvc the actions of an 

antagonist to be. that is how aggressive/provocative/hostile was the antagonist 

perceived as being. This raises the question as to whether cau:-.al attributions of 

intentionality and attributions of hostile intent arc equivalent constructs. Research by 

Graham and Hudlcy ( 1994) and Graham ct al. ( 1992) has found that HAB docs extend 

to Weiner's (1985, 1986) causal dimension of intentionality. These studies found HAB 

when attributions of intentionality, and not attributions of hostile intent, were 

measured. 

In Epps and Kendall's ( 1995) study, attributions of intentionality and hostile 

intent were both measured. The results of this study found that these two constructs 

were moderately correlated, and that both predicted anger arousal. The results also 

showed that hostile intent was more closely related to anger than was intentionality, 

and that intentionality added little unique variance to the prediction of anger. These 

findings were interpreted as suggesting a tiered cognitive process, with attributions of 

intentionality first being made, followed by attributions of hostile intent. It was 

concluded that "while hostility implies intentionality, the obverse is not so" (p. 175). 

For example, in a situation where a person's drink was deliberately spilled, two people 

could make the same causal attribution of intentionality, however, while one person 

may see the act as a joke, another may see it as a hostile challenge. 

Epps and Kendall's research findings are consistent with Lazarus and Smith's 

(1988) appraisal model of anger arr''Isal. They demonstrate the distinction between 

knowledge based and appraisal based cognitive process. Hostile intent is a form of 

appraisal, the personal significance of an encounter. Hostile intent can be argued to be 

one part of the appraisal dimension of accountability (how blameworthy an antagonist 

is held to be). However, accountability should be a more universal predictor of anger 

than hostile intent, because it allows individuals to select which aspects of another 
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person are important. For aggressive groups it is I ike! y that the hostility of another's 

actions is the key feature in their appraisal of that event. However, for more general 

high anger groups, other factors, such as carelessness or stupidity may he important. 

Overview of studv 

The aim of this research was to inv~stigate two theories of anger arousal, and 

to try to extend a research finding from the aggression literature to anger. The 

theories being Weiner's (1985, 1986) causal attribution theory, and Lazarus and 

Smith's (1988) appraisal theory. The research finding being that of hostile attribution 

bias (see Dodge & Coie, 1987 for a review). 

The methodology involved measuring participants' reactions to a series of 

potentially anger arousing vignettes. These showed social interactions with negative 

consequences, and were varied in terms of intent. Intent was varied so that an 

antagonist's actions were shown as being either deliberate (high intent), accidental 

(low intent), or ambiguous (intent not specified). It was hypothesised that participants 

would react with greater anger arousal to vignettes that were interpreted as being more 

intentional. This would test the predicted causal link between attributions of intent and 

anger. It wa~ also predicted that as attributions of intent increased so would appraisals 

of accountability and blame. 

Participants' reactions were measured in terms of their anger arousal, the 

causal attributions they made, and four appraisal components. The attribution 

dimensions were; locus of causality, stability, controllability, imentionality, and 

globality. The appraisal components were; motivational relevance. motivational 

congruence, and accountability, the appraisal dimensions that are theoretically 

important in anger arousal; and blame, the core relational theme for anger arousal. 

This was done to investigate which dimensions from each theory best predicted anger 

arousal, and to allow a comparison of the predictive power of both theories. 

Specifically, it was predicted that appraisals w.:mld be better predictors of <'.nger 
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arousal than causal attributions, and that causal attributions would add nothing (no 

unique variance) to appraistlls prediction of anger arousal. 

The final aim of the study was to usc the data to test for hostile auribution bias 

in anger prone participants (high levels of trait anger). It was hypothesised that, in the 

accidental and ambiguous vignettes, anger prone participants would attribute greater 

intentionality to an antagonist, and would react more angrily. It was anticipated that if 

these hypotheses were supported then a similar patlcrn of responses would be found 

for appraisals of accountability and blame. 
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Method 

Participants 

The participants were 114 adults from the South West region of Western 

Australia, with approximately 751
;;., heing undergraduate students. Students were 

recruited for the study after the completion of lectures, and non-students were 

recmited from visitors to a University open day. Data from 12 participants were 

rejected, 4 due to incomplete data and 8 were randomly removed to keep equal the 

size of the groups that viewed each version. The remaining 102 participants, (34 

females and 60 males, mean age 33.6 years) were randomly assigned to the three 

versions of the vignette (42 participants per version). Participation was voluntary, and 

no inducements were used. All participants were treated in accordance with the 

ethical star1dards of the APA, and ethical clearance for this research was obtained 

from Edith Cowan University, Department of Psychology Ethics Commiuec. 

Vignettes 

Video-recorded vignettes were used for this study. This medium was used to 

maximise the effectiveness of the manipulation, by providing both visual and audio 

cues. This feature of video was also considered beneficial because it reduced the 

number of variables the participants needed to imagine. Video-recorded vignettes 

allowed a standardised representation of the appearance of an antagonist, the 

environment in which the negative outcome occurred, and the negative outcome. 

Video was also considered advantageous because it could be easily standardised, and 

should be a familiar, interesting medium for participants. 

Three scenario's with negative outcomes that should be anger evoking were 

devised. Each scenario involved two characters, a protagonist (person that suffers the 

negative outcome) and an antagonist (person that causes the negative outcome). In all 

of three scenario's a male of 30 years old played the role of the protagonist. The 

scenarios were, a 'beach' scenario that showed the antagonist kicking sand over the 

protagonist and spilling his drink; a 'car-park' scenario that showed the antagonist 
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taking a parking space the protagonist wus waiting for; and a 'har' scenario that 

showed the antagonist taking the protagonist's money. 

Three versions of each of these scenarios were devised in which the 

antagonist's level of intent was varied, while keeping the negative outcome constant. 

The protagonist's intent was shown to he accidental, deliberate, or ambiguous. In the 

ambiguous version the antagonist's intent was deliberately not specified so that hostile 

attribution bias could be tested for. In the beach scenario, the accidental version 

.showed the antagonist tripping over and kicking up sand, the deliberate scenario 

showed him stop and kick the sand, and the ambiguous scenario s.howed the 

antagonist kick up sand as he ran past the protagonist. In the car-park scenario, the 

antagonist's intent was varied by showing him, gesturing an apology in the accidental 

scenario, making an abusive gesture in the deliberate scenario, and making no reaction 

in the ambiguous scenario. In the bar scenario, accidental intent was shown by 

portraying the antagonist as drunk, deliberate intent by showing the antagonist looking 

around surreptitiously before taking the money, and in the ambiguous version no 

behaviour was emphasised. These manipulations of intent were emphasised with 

corresponding voice-overs. A transcript of the vignettes is included as Appendix A 

The three versions of each scenario started with identical introductory 

sequences, and finished with identical depictions of the negative outcome. For 

example, each version of the beach scenario concluded with a still picture of the 

antagonists legs covered with sand and their beer knocked over. This consistency was 

maintained for both sound and vision, with only a single scene being varied in the 

different versions. The face validity of each scenario, and its versions, was tested on 

friends and family of the researcher. 

To maximise the data gathered from the study, three counterbalanced series of 

vig '•::!ttes were created. This counter balancing varied both order of scenario, and order 

of version. Series I was beach deliberate, followed by car-park accidental, followed 

by bar ambiguous. Series 2 was bar accidental, beach deliberate, and car-park 



Patterns of Anger 23 

deliberate. Series 3 was car-park ambiguous, bar dclihcratc, and hcach accidental. A 

copy of these vignettes has been submitted to the honours coordinator. 

Mcasurt~s 

Attrilmtion dimensions and appraisal components 

Scales to measure the attribution dimensions (locus of causality, stability, 

controllability, intentionality. and glohality) were developed in tandem with scales to 

measure appraisal dimensions (motivational relevance, motivational congruence, 

accountability). and the core relational theme (blame). This was done through factor 

analysis and reliability analysis of two sets of items designed to tap these constructs. 

These items were administered as questions in the Negative Events Questionnaire. 

All questions required a response on a seven point Likert scale; strongly agree, agree, 

slightly agree, neutral, slightly disagree, disagree, strongly disagree. A copy of the 

negative events questionnaire is included in Appendix B-1. 

The Negative Events Questionnaire was administered to 114 men (mean age 

36.6 years) using a snowball technique. The raw data collected is included in 

Appendix B-2. An all male sample was used because this study was originally aimed 

to be run on a male population. The questionnaire instructed participants to think 

about something bad that had happened to them recently, and then to answer two sets 

of questions about that event. The first of these sets of questions tapped appraisal 

components and the second causal attribution dimensions. Partidpants were asked to 

think only of negative events so all the items were relevant, and were given a free 

choice as to the type of negative event, so that a range of scores across the various 

constructs were obtained. 

Attribution items were developed from items found in existing scales (Benson, 

1989; McAuley, Duncan, & Russell; Russell, 1982), and based on Weiner's (1985, 

1986, 1990) definitions of causal attributions. Four items were developed for the 

causal attribution dimensions of locus of causality, stability, and intentionality. Five 

items were developed for globality, because of the awkward wording of existing 

questions. Six items were developed for controllability because items measuring this 
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construct have been found to he inadequate in previous scales (Scigert & Ward. 1995). 

Items were \Vordcd so as to measure both extremes of each attribution dimension and 

put into random order on the Negative Events Questionnaire. These items arc shown 

in Appendix B-3 . along witll the question number they correspond to in the negative 

events questionnaire. 

Items for the appraisal components were designed to tap the full extent of 

these constructs based on the various theoretical and research papers that have 

deseribed them {Lazarus and Smith, 1988; Smith and Lazarus, 1990, 1993; Smith et 

al., 1993). Four items were developed for each of the appraisal dimensions, with two 

additional items added that could load on either motivational congruence or 

motivational relevance. This was done because of the difficulty of designing items 

that could distinguish between these constructs. Four items were also included for the 

core-relational theme of blame. Items were worded·' so as to measure both extremes of 

each appraisal component and put into random order on the Negative Events 

Questionnaire. These items are shown in Appendix B-4, along with the question 

number they correspond to in the Negative Events Questionnaire. 

Using SPSS for Windows a principia! components factor analysis with 

varimax rotation was carried out on the 23 causal attribution items. List-wise deletion 

of missing data left 123 cases to be analysed. Normality plots showed some items to 

be skewed and some items to be bipolar, however a Kl\10 value of .65 indicated that 

factor analysis was appropriate. Five factors were extracted (to match the theoretical 

number of attribution dimensions), accounting for a total of 53.7% of the variance. 

These five factors closely matched the five attribution dimensions lhat the items were 

designed to measure. One item from the controllability dimension did not load as 

expected, loading with the stability items. This item was removed from further 

analyses. The SPSS output for this analysis is included as Appendix B-5. 

Where necessary, items within each factor were recoded so all items were 

consistent with one of the extremes of its matching attribution dimension. Analyses 

were carried out to find the most reliable three item scales. These were not 
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necessarily the most reliable scales, hut it was decided they offered the best 

compromise between tapping the full meaning of the construct and having too many 

items. Cronhach's alpha for the five attribution scales was, .73 for locus, .69 for 

stability, .65 for controllability, .71-: for ~ntentionality, and .65 for glohality. For the 

scales used in the study it was necessary to make some minor changes to some item's 

wording. This W<.ls for consistency, and .'>o that each scale included items that measure 

both dimensional extremes. For example, the globality item 'this was a one-off' was 

changed to 'this was not a one-off. The three item scales for each of the causal 

attribution dimensions, and the question number they correspond to in the final study 

are shown in Appendix B-6. 

Using SPSS for Windows a principal components factor analysis with varimax 

rotation was carried out on the 18 appraisal component items. List-wise deletion of 

missing data left 123 cases to be analysed. Normality plots showed some items to be 

skewed and some items to be bipolar, however a Kl\10 value of .80 indicated that 

factor analysis was appropriate. Four factors were extracted (to match the theoretical 

number of appraisal components), accounting for a total of 51.0% of the variance. 

These four factors closely matched the four appraisal components that the items were 

designed to measure. One item from the accountability dimension and one item from 

the motivational relevance dimension did not load as expected, these item were 

removed from further analyses. The two additional motivational relevance/ 

motivational congruence items, loaded with motivational relevance. The SPSS output 

for this analysis is included as Appendix B-7. 

Items within each factor were receded so that all items were consistent with 

one of the extremes of its matching appraisal component, and three item scales were 

created. Cronbach's alpha for the four appraisal scales was, .47 for motivational 

congruence, . 76 motivational relevance, .60 for accountability, and , 75 for blame. A 

two item version of the accountability scale was found to increase reliability 

(Cronbach's alpha= .71 ), however the three item scale was retained with the option to 

change to a two item scale should reliability he low in the study. While the reliability 
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of the motivational congruence scale was very low, it was retained for usc. One itcrn 

from the core relational theme scale was changed so th~; scale included items that 

measured both dimensional extremes. The three item scales for each of the appraisal 

components, and the question number they correspond to in the finul study arc shown 

in Appendix B-8. 

Anger arousal 

Spielberger's ( 1988, p. I) definition of state anger as "an emotional state 

marked by subjective feelings that vary in intensity from mild annoyance or irritation 

to intense fury and rage", and his State Anger Scale were used as the basis for this 

measure. A three item measure was devised to tap the full extent of this definition, 

with the items worded so they measured how participants 'would' feel if faced with 

the behaviour depicted in the vignette, and not how they currently feel. The three 

items were "I would feel irritated", "I would feel angry", and "I would feel furious". 

All items were scored on a four point Likert scale; not at all, somewhat, moderately 

so, and very much so. A copy of this scale is included in Appendix C-1. 

A base line measure of state anger (how angry participants felt at the start of 

the research) was also created for use as a possible covariable. This measure included 

the same items as anger arousal with the removal of the word "would" from each 

item. It was scored on the same Likert scale. A copy of this scale is included as 

Appendix C-2. 

Level of trait anger 

Spielberger's (1988) Trait Anger Scale was used to measure trait anger. It was 

chosen because it has been found to have high internal consistency (Fuqua, Leonard, 

Masters, Smith, Cawpbell, & Fischer, 1991; Spielberger, 1988). A version of this 

scale adopted for use in Western Australian was used, to make the instrument more 

culturally appropriate for usc in Australia. This version contained minor changes to 4 

of the 10 items in Spielberger's original scale. All items were scored on a four point 

Likert scale; almost never, sometimes, often, and almost always. A copy of this scale 

is included in Appendix C-3. 
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Level of violence 

This mcnsurc was included as a supplemental measure, that could he used 

should trait :.m~cr not reveal I-lAB. Level of violetH.:c was measured using a six item 

scale adapted from the Conflict Tactic Scale (Straus, 1979), a measure of family 

violence. This scale required participants to record the number of violent acts they 

had been involved in during the previous year. It instructed participants not to include 

incidents in which they were 'fooling-around', disciplining a child, or in combat 

sports (eg. boxing, karate), so that culturally acceptable forms of violence were not 

included. The first five items asked about one or more specific violent acts, while the 

sixth item was about any other violent incident. An open question asking participants 

to describe any other violent incidents was included so that the veracity of responses 

the sixth item could be confirmed. Response options were; never, 1 - 2 times, 3-5 

times, 6- 10 times, over 10 times. A copy of this scale is included in Appendix C-4. 

Materials 

The materials were: video recorded vignelles, video-player, television, letter of 

~onsent for participants to sign, a copy of the letter of consent for the participants to 

retain, and answer booklet. The answer booklet contained four sections. The first 

contained scales of trait anger, state anger, and level of violence. The remaining three 

sections were identical, each containing scales of appraisal components, anger arousal, 

and causal attribution dimensions. Copies of the consent forms arc included in 

Appendix C-5. 

Procedure 

A standardised procedure was used for all participants, however some 

participants chose not to be debriefed after completing their answer booklet. The 

procedure was started by reading out the letter of consent and expanding on this where 

any questions arose. When females participated, their gender was noted on answer 

forms, and it was explained that the materials used had been originally designed for 

males. Participants who chose to sign the consent form, were instructed to complete 

the first section of the answer booklet. 
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Participants were then toltl that they would he shown a scrh.:s of three 

videotaped vignettes that depicted interpersonal interactions which had negative 

outcomes. They were told that they should imaginc themselves as the protagonist in 

each vignette 'as if this were really happening'; and tlwt uftcr each vignettc they 

should answer th(: questions in the answer hooklet fro:n this perspective. They were 

told that there were no 'right or wrong answers', hut that it was their reactions to the 

vignette that were important. They were also reminded that they could leave or w;k 

questions at any time. 

After viewing the three vignettes and completing the answer booklets, 

participants were thanked, and asked for any questions or comments they might have. 

Females participants were asked whether they had any difficulty imagining themselves 

in the situations depicted. No female participant reported any difficulty. Participants 

were then debriefed. The debriefing procedure involved identifying the variables 

being examined in the study, explaining the theoretical significance of the study, and 

showing the two series of vignettes that the participants had not seen. On completion 

of the debrief any further questions were addressed, and participants were thanked for 

their co-operation. Answer booklets were collected and the series of vignettes that 

was viewed recorded. 

Scoring 

All items within the answer booklet were scored using the numbers shown as 

response options. That is, trait anger, state anger, and anger arousal items were scored 

between one and four. Level of violence items were scored between one and five, and 

attribution and appraisal items were scored between one and seven. For the three 

preliminary measures of trait anger, state anger, and level of violence, scores of items 

were totalled to give overall scores. A reliability analysis was not considered 

necessary for the standardised scale of trait anger, and was considered inappropriate 

for the rn~asures of anger arousal and level of violence, because the items tapped 

distinct aspects of the construct. 
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Results and tliscussion 

Analysis strategy 

An outline of the an:dysis strategy employed is given below. This was 

considered ncccs:-:ary because of the complexity of the study. All data were treated as 

being of interval level, and all analyses were carried out using Statistical Package for 

the Social Sciences for Windows (SPSS). 

There were 10 dependent variables in the study, 5 attribution dimensions, 4 

appraisal components, and anger arousal. These were measured three times for each 

participant, because each participant responded to a series of three vignettes. These 

vignettes were counterbala!'lced by scenario (beach, car·park, bar) and version 

(accidental, ambiguous, df!liberate), which produced a data matrix with nine cells 

(3 X 3). The counterbalancing was designed so that analyses that were carried out 

within versions, or within scenarios, were between subject analyses. 

To give adequate s:dnple sizes for some analyses it wu:; necessary to examine 

the data from all subjects, and not from individual cells. These analyses were 

perfonned within versions (accidental, ambiguous, or deliberate) by collapsing across 

scenarios. They were not carried out by scenario (ie by collapsing across versions) 

because the manipulation of intent could affect the results from these analyses. 

The results are organised in six sections. The first of these, preliminary data 

examination, describes the analyses and data screening procedures that were carried 

out prior to hypothesis testing, and theory based data exploration. 

The second section, experimental manipulation, tested where intent 

manipulations occurred. The intent manipulations were between the different 

versions of each scenario. These were tested by comparing the mean scores of 
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intentionality for the three different versions of each scenario. This test of the 

m:.mipuh!tion was necessary hccause the level of <m antagonist's intent could not be 

measured objectively pr.ior to data collection. Changes in intent had to he measured 

from participant's subjective interpretation of each version. In cffcct, this meant that 

intent was being used as both a dependent and independent variable. 

The se~;ond section also included a test of whether the different versions vary 

on attributions of controllability. This was done because controllability and 

httentionalit~' are thec:retically closely correlated. This makes it necessary to test that 

the manipulation of intent was not simultaneously a manipulation of controllability. 

The third section, manipulation effects, investigated the effects of the 

manipulations of intent on anger arousal, and two theoretically important appraisal 

components. It also described the effects of the intent manipulation on the other 

dependent variables. These ani\lyses arc only briefly described because no theoretical 

predictions arc made for them, and the relationships between variables were explored 

in the next section of the results. 

The fourth section of the results was an exploration of the relationships 

between each of the cognitive theories and anger arousal. It included an investigation 

of the relationship between the three appraisal dimensions and the core relational 

theme, which are theoretically alternative ways of expressing the same thing. 

The fifth section compared the two cognitive theories. ln this section the 

hypothesis that appraisals would be better predictors of anger arousal, than causal 

attributions; and that causal attributions would add nothing (add no unique variance) 

to appraisals, prediction of anger arousal, was tested. 
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In the final section, hostile attrihuticd bias (flAB) was tested for, in each of the 

three scenarios (beach, car-park, bar). This was carried out by comparing high <.~nd low 

trait anger groups' mean intentionality and anger arousal scores, in each of the three 

versions (accidental, ambiguous, deliberate). Intentionality and anger arousal were the 

principal dependent variables that were examined to find HAll. 

Prelirninarv data examination 

Treatment of raw data 

Prior to analysis, raw data were screened for accuracy of data entry, and 

negatively worded items were reverse coded. Seven missing values were identified, 

which nppeared to be randomly distributed across participants and items. Missing 

values were replaced with item, by cell, mean scores (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). 

Reliability analysis 

Three reliability analyses were conducted on each of the three item scales that 

measured the attribution dimensions and the appraisal components. Three analyses 

were conducted for each scale, because participants completed each scales three times. 

These analyses were performed within versions (accidental, ambiguous, and 

deliberate) by collapsing across scenarios. Reliability coefficients for the globality, 

motivational congruence, and accountabilily scales were found to be unacceptably 

low. These were increased to acceptable levels by deleting the item that, when 

removed, caused the greatest increase in Cronbach's alpha. A summary of the 

reliability coefficients for the three item scales and two item scales are shown in 

Table 2. 
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Table 2 

Reli:Ibility Coefficients (Cronhach's Alpha) for Three ltl:m and Two Item Attribution 

and Appraisal Scales by Version 

Version 

Scale Accidental Ambiguous Deliberate 

Three item scales 

Attribution dimensions 

Locus of causality .67 .61 .65 

Stability .61 .70 .71 

Controllability .66 .65 .60 

Internationality .75 .81 .57 

Globality .50 .55 .55 

Appraisal components 

Motivational relevance .80 .79 .74 

Motivational congruence .42 .51 .37 

Accountability .33 .19 .55 

Blame .68 .81 .69 

Two item scales 

Globality .65 .71 .70 

Motivational congruence .45 .63 .57 

Accountability .55 .59 .57 

Note. n = 102. 
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Data screening 

The five attribution scales, the four appraisal scales, and the anger arousal 

mca:->urc were examined for univariate outliers, multivariate outliers, <md for normality 

of distribution. These tests were carried out for each data cell and for each version. 

Analysis using z scores found no univariate outliers in data cells or versions <n > 

.001). Using Mahalanobis distance, n < .001, one case from the ambiguous version, 

and one case from the deliberate version were identified as multivariate outliers. 

These cases were retained, because they came from different participants, and b..:·<;ause 

no multivariate outliers were found within individual data cells. Examination of 

normality plots and statistics showed some minor skewing. Data transformations 

were considered unnecessary. A summary of normality statistics for data cells and 

versions is shown in appendix D~l and D-2. 

Gender differences 

The five attribution scales, the four appraisal scales, and the anger arousal 

measure were examined for gender differences within each data cell and each version. 

Independent sample! tests indicated significant differences (R < .05) in two cells for 

the globality scale. These gender differences were considered inconsequential, 

because they were found in only two of the nine cells in which globality was 

compared, and were the only significant differences found in 90 cell wise 

comparisons. An independent sample! test found no significant (p > .05) difference 

between males' and females' levels trait anger, violence, and state anger. As a 

consequence of these results, aU further analyses were collapsed across gender. 
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Summary dnta 

The means and standard deviations of the five attribution scales, the four 

appraisal scales, and the anger arousal measure for each data cell, and each version, 

arc shown in appendix D-1 and D-2. Higher scores for locus of causality indicate a 

more external cause, and higher scores for motivational congruence indicate a more 

negative outcome. For the other scales higher scores indicate more stable causes, 

controllable causes, intentional causes, global causes, motivational relevance, 

accountability, blame, and anger arousal. Summary data for age, trait anger, state 

anger, and violence are also shown in appendix D-3. The raw data is shown in 

appendix E. 

Experimental manipulation 

To test the hypothesis that participants would react with greater levels of anger 

arousal to causes that were seen as more intentional, it was first necessary to identify 

where intent had changed. This was done by testing for differences between scores on 

the intentionality scale for the three versions of each scenario. This gave a total of nine 

contrasts that could show differences; three contrasts, accidental-ambiguous, 

accidental-deliberate, ambiguous-deliberate, per scenario. It should be noted, that 

while the ambiguous scenarios were not designed to evoke a particular level of 

intentionality, comparisons to this version can still be made. This is because it is 

participants' perceived level of intent that is being used to measure how intentional 

each version is, and not an objective measure. 

To test the manipulation of intent for each scenario, intentionality scores were 

analysed with one way analysis of variance (ANOV A). These ANOV A were 

considered robust to violations of homogeneity of variance, because cell .sizes were 
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large and equal, !! = 34 (Keppel, 1991 ). The results showed significant differences 

between versions for all scenarios; beach scenario, jj2, 99) = () l .KO, n < .01; car-park 

scenario, f:(2, 99) = 56.69,!! <.OJ; bar scenario, .E(2, 90) = 29.H6, I2 <.OJ. Post hoc 

comparisons using the Tukcy IISD test revealed significant differences between all 

versions in the be:1ch and bar scenarios. For both scenarios mean ;<;cores showed that 

the accidental version was seen as the least intentional, and the deliberate version was 

seen as the most intentional. In the car-park scenario, post hoc comparisons showed 

significant differences between the accidental and deliberate versions, and between 

the ambiguous and deliberate versions. Mean scores showed that the deliberate 

version was seen as more intentional than the accidental or ambiguous versions. 

Overall, eight experimental manipulations of intent were found that could be used for 

hypothesis testing. This pattern of results can be seen in Table 3 which shows 

summary statistics. The SPSS outputs for these analyses are shown in appendix F-l. 
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Table 3 

Mean Attribution of Intentionality Scores as a Function of Version for each Scenario 

Version 

Scenario Accidental Ambiguous Deliberate 

Beach 

M 1.92 3.94 5.18 

SD .92 1.75 1.20 

Car-park 

M 3.47 3.12 5.53 

SD 1.62 1.24 1.12 

Bar 

M 2.52 3.24 4.75 

SD 1.04 1.38 1.19 

To test whether the manipulation of intent was purely a manipulation of intent 

or also a manipulation of controllability, a further set of analyses were carried out. 

This was done because the attribution dimensions of controllability and intentionality 

are argued to be closely correlated by Weiner (1985, 1986). ANOVA on 

controllability scores revealed significant differences between versions in the beach 

scenario, !'(2, 99) ~ 35.22, 12 < .0 I. Post hoc comparisons using the Tukcy HSD test 

revealed two significant differences. Mean scores showed that the accidental (.M = 

3.21, SD = 1.28) version was seen as less controllable thar. both the ambiguous CM = 

5.22, SD ~ 1.19) and the deliberate (M ~ 4.49, SD = 1.33) versions. Results for the; 
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car-park scenario, !.:(2, 99) = 1.48,12 >. 10; and bar scenario, J2(2, 9CJ) = 0.3 J, n> .JO; 

were not significant. This finding of only two in ... tancc." where control was changed, 

indicated that the manipulation of intent was not simul!cmeously one of control. 

The SPSS outputs for these analyses arc shown in appendix F-2 

Manipulation effects 

Effect on anger arousal 

To test the effect of the manipulation of intent on anger arousul, three one-way 

ANOV A were carried out. These AN OVA were robust to violations of homogeneity 

of variance, because cell sizes were large and equal; n = 34, all cells (Keppel, 1991) . 

The results showed significant differences between versions for all scenarios: beach 

scenario, !:(2, 99) = 20.06, n < .01; car-park scenario, !:(2, 99) = 19.52, n < .01; bar 

scenario, E{2, 99) = 13.89, 12 < .0 l. Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test 

for the beach scenario showed that the accidental version was significantly less anger 

arousing than both the ambiguous and deliberate versions. For the car-;~:mrk and bar 

scenarios post hoc tests showed the deliberate version to be significantly more anger 

arousing than both the accidental and ambiguous versions. This pattern of results can 

be seen in Table 4. The SPSS outputs for these analyses are shown in appendix F-3 

Overall, these results show six significant changes in the level of anger 

arousal. These significant comparisons were all found between versions where 

manipulations of intent had been found to occur. All six of these results were in the 

same direction as the manipulation intent. These results support the hypothesis that as 

intent increases, anger arousal increases. 
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Table 4 

Mean Anger Arousal Scores as a Function of Version for each Scenario 

Version 

Scenario Accidental Amhiguous Deliberate 

Beach 

M 4.35 7.53 7.15 

SD 1.07 2.64 2.68 

Car-park 

M 6.18 6.18 9.32 

SD 2.71 1.98 2.45 

Bar 

M 5.79 6.09 8.32 

SD 1.75 2.29 2.40 

Note.!!= 34 

Effect on appraisal components 

Appraisal theorists posit that appraisals are a mediating cognitive process 

between causal attributions and emotional arousal. For anger, the appraisal dimension 

of accountability, and the core relational theme of blame, are hypothesised to mediate 

between attributions of intent, and anger arousal. To test whether these predictions are 

correct, one way ANOV A were carried out between versions using accountability and 

blame scores. 
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For accountability, the results showed significant differences between versions 

for all .scenarios: beach scenario, 1:(2, <)9) ::::= 3.77, D < .05; car-park scenario, £:(2, 99) = 

10.97,12 < .01: bar scenario, E(2, 99) = 3.68,12 < .05. Post hue comparisons for the 

beach scenario showed the ambiguous version to he significantly higher than the 

accidental version. For the car-park scenario the deliberate version was significantly 

higher than the accidental and ambiguous versions, and for the bar scenario the 

deliberate version was significantly higher than the accidental version. These four 

significant differences were all found between versions where differences in anger 

arousal and intentionality had been found. They were also all found to be in the same 

direction as the difference in intentionality and anger arousal. That is, where 

accountability increases, so does anger arousal, and intentionality. This pattern of 

results can be seen in Table 5. The SPSS outputs for these analyses are shown in 

appendix F-4. 
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Table 5 

Mean Accountability Scores as a Function of Version for each Sccnurio 

Version 

Scenario Accidental Ambiguous Deliberate 

Beach 

M 4.53 5.53 5.09 

SD 1.53 1.34 1.64 

Car-park 

M 4.93 4.93 6.13 

SD 1.13 1.31 1.23 

Bar 

M 4.81 5.10 5.57 

SD 1.31 1.09 1.10 

Note. !l = 34 

For the core relational theme of blame one way ANOV A found significant 

differences between versions for all scenarios; beach scenario, .E(2, 99) = 28.83, Q < 

.01; car-park scenario. £(2, 99) = 30.39,11 < .01; bar scenario, £(2, 99) = 34.45, _Q < 

.0 1. Post hoc comparisons show six significant differences that were in a pattern 

identical to that found for anger arousal. That is, in every comparison where blame 

was found to increase, anger arousal increased, as did intentionality. This pattern of 

results that can be seen in Table 6. SPSS outputs for these analyses are .shown in 

appendix F-5. 
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Table 6 

Mean Blame Scores as a Function of Version for each Scenario 

Version 

Scenario Accidental Ambiguous Deliberate 

Beach 

M 2.93 5.10 5.22 

SD 1.41 !.58 1.17 

Car-park 

M 3.75 4.10 5.96 

SD 1.36 1.28 1.12 

Bar 

M 3.72 4.35 5.70 

SD 1.21 1.48 .97 

Note. !l ~ 34 

Affect on other variables 

ANOVA was carried out on the remaining dependent variables, to test where 

manipulation of intent had other affects. In at least one scenario for each of the 

remaining dependent variables a significant difference was found. Post hoc tests 

found a total of five differences for motivational congruence, five difference for 

motivational relevance, four differences for globality, two differences for stability, and 

one difference for locus. These results are only summarised here, because the 

relationships between cognitive components are investigated in the following section, 
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and the multiple patterns of difference arc too complex to explcJrc. This summary 

shm~,o·~; that the manipulation of intent affected more th:m just the attribution 

dimensions and appraisal components it was predicted to. This is particularly relevant 

to appraisal theory, where all these dimensions were implicated in anger arousal. 

However, to causo.1l attribution theory this was less important, because these variables 

were not predicted to be involved in anger arousal. These SPSS output is shown in 

Appendix G. 

Exploration of cognitive components relationships with anger 

This section examined the relationships between each of the cognitive theory's 

components and anger arousal. The aim was to identify which components were most 

implicated in anger arousal. An investigation of the relationship between the three 

appraisal dimensions (motivational relevance, motivational congruence, and 

accountability) and the core relational theme (blame), was also included in this 

section. The following analyses were carried out within versions. 

Causal attribution dimensions 

Intercorrclations were conducted between the five attribution dimensions 

(locus, stability, control, intent, and globality) and anger arousal. These 

intercorrelations are shown in Table 7. A moderate positive correlation between 

intent and anger arousal was found in each version. This indicates that as attributions 

of intentionality increase, anger arousal increases. These correlation between intent 

and anger were the largest found in each version, and were the only ones found in all 

versions. In the accidental and ambiguous versions, weak positive correlations were 

found between control and anger arousal; and control and intent. Similarly, in the 

ambiguous and deliberate versions weak positive correlations were found between 

stability and intent; and stability and anger arousal. 
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Table 7 

Intercorrclations Between Attrihution Dimensions and Anger Arousal hy Version 

Scale 2 3 

Acddental (l! = 102) 

Locus .16 -.32** 
Stability -.07 
Control 
Intent 
Globality 
Anger arousal 

Ambiguous (l! = I 02) 

Locus 
Stability 
Control 
Intent 
Globality 
Anger arousal 

Locus 
Stability 
Control 
Intent 
Globality 
Anger arousal 

.09 

Deliberate (l! = 102) 

.13 

Note. * 11 < .01 , ** !l < .05 

-.04 
-.07 

-.11 
-.16 

4 5 6 

-.02 -.09 -.10 
.16 .01 .03 

.44** .II .43** 
-.02 .54** 

.03 

-.02 .12 .07 
.26** .34** .30** 
.25* .20* .21* 

.20'' .56** 
.06 

.06 .05 -.05 
.30** .35** .27** 
.07 .05 

.10 .40** 
.07 

I 
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To determine the unique contribution of intent to anger arousal, hierarchical 

multiple reg!·cssion analyses were carried out. These showed in all three versions that 

intent made a significant unique contribution to the prediction of anger arousal, while, 

the remaining four auributi<Jn dim~.:nsions made no significant (U > .05) unique 

contribution. These result.; indicate that intent is a better predictor of anger arousal 

than the other four attribution dimensions combined, and these dimensions add 

nothing extra to the predictive power of intent. A summary of the explained variances 

by version is shown in Table 8, and a copy of the SPSS outputs for these analyses are 

included in appendix G. 

Table 8 

Summary of Variances for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses for Intent and 

Four Other Causal Attribution Dimensions for Predicting Anger Arousal by Version 

Unique R2 

Version Shared R2 Intent Other dimensions ' !l Total R-

Accidental 102 .15 .16* .05 .34 

Ambiguous 102 .10 .21 * .06 .37 

Deliberate 102 .04 .II* .04 .19 

Note. * !1 < .01 

Appraisal components 

Intercorrelations were conducted between the three appraisal dimensions, 

(motivational congruence, motivational relevance, accountability), the core relational 
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theme (blame), and anger arousal. These intercorrclations arc shown in Tahlc 9. 

Across versions, the most consistent pattern of significant correlations were those 

between motivational rdcvancc, blame, and anger arousal. These showed moderate, 

positive relationships, and indicate that as motivational relevance increases, hlarne and 

anger arousal increases. They also show that as blame increases so docs anger 

arousal. Motivational congruence was found to be largely unrelated to other variables. 

Between all other variable there were weak, positive correlations. 
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Table 9 

Intcrcorrelations Between Appraisal Components and Anger Arousal hy Version 

Scale 2 3 4 5 

Accidental (!! ~ 102) 

Motivational congruence .13 -.08 -.05 -.07 

Motivational relevance .23* .71 ** .61** 

Accountability .35** .32** 

Blame .59** 

Anger arousal 

Ambiguous (l! = 102) 

Motivational congruence .37 .15 .33** .29** 

Motivational relevance .29** .58** .51** 

Accountability .56** .52** 

Blame .66** 

Anger arousal 

Deliberate (!! = I 02) 

Motivational congruence .04 .04 .15 .02 

Motivational relevance .38** .61** .73** 

Accountability .37** .36** 

Blame .64** 

Anger arousal 

Note. * Jl <.OJ , ** Jl < .05 
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Hicrarchicalmulliple regression :.malyses were carried out to determine the 

unique contributions of the three appraisal dimensions to anger arousal. A summary of 

the results for each version is shown in Table I 0, and a copy of the SPSS outputs for 

this analysis arc shown in appendix G. These results show that motivation<.~! 

cong111cncc made no unique contribution to the prediction of anger. Motivational 

relevance and accountability made unique contributiom in the accidental and 

ambiguous version. In the deliberate version motivational relevance alone made a 

significant unique contribution to the prediction of anger. 

Table 10 

Summary of Variances for Hierarchical Multiple Regre5sion Analyses for Appraisal 

Dimensions for Predicting Anger Arousal by Version 

--
Unique R2 

Version Shared R2 Relevance Congruence Accountability Total R 2 

Accidental .06 .32*''' .02 .03* .42 

Ambiguous .16 .10** .01 .J5:f:* .42 

Deliberate .10 .41 ** .01 .53 

Note. * 12 < .01, ** 12 < .05;!! = 102 

To determine whether the core relational theme (blame) and the three appraisal 

dimensions (motivational relevance, motivational congruence, accountability) were 

alternate ways of predicting anger arousal, hierarchical multiple regression analyses 
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were carried out. These analyses found that in cuch version, the three appraisal 

dimensions and the core relational theme contributed significant unique variance to 

the common variance. This shows that the appraisal dimensions arc not different 

ways of measuring the same thing. A sumnwry of these results for each version is 

shown in Table II, and a copy of the SPSS outputs for these analyses arc shown in 

appendix G. 

Table II 

Summary ofVarianees for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses for Appraisal 

Dimensions and Blame for Predicting Anger Arousal by Version 

Unique R2 

Version Shared R2 Appraisal dimensions 

Accidental .32 .10** 

Ambiguous .36 .06** 

Deliberate .36 .18** 

Note. * .12 < .01 , ** 12 < .05; !l = 102 

Comparison of theories 

Blame 

.03* 

.08** 

.06** 

Total R2 

.45 

.51 

.59 

To detennine whether the appraisal components were more proximal 

predictors of anger arousal than attribution dimensions, hierarchical multiple 

regression analyses were carried out. Attribution dimensions were compared to the 

three appraisal dimensions, and to the core relational theme, because these arc 

theoretically alternative ways of expressing the same thing. A :mmmary of the results 
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of these analyses. for each version, is shown in Table 12 and Table 13, ami a copy of 

the SPSS outputs for these analyses arc shown in appendix G. 

Table 12 

Summary of Variances for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses for Atlribution 

Dimensions and Appraisal Dimensions for Predicting Anger Arousal hy Version 

Unique R2 

Version Shared R2 Appraisal dimensions Auribution Total R2 

Accidental .27 .15''' .07* .49 

Ambiguous .25 .14** .10** .49 

Deliberate .16 .37** .03 .56 

Note. * !! <.OJ , **!! < .05; !l = 102 

Table 13 

Summary of Variances for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses for Attribution 

Dimensions and Blame for Predicting Anger Aroma! by Version 

Unique R2 

Version Shared R2 Blame Attribution Total R2 

Accidental .23 .11 ** .II** .46 

Ambiguous .31 .13** .06* .50 

Deliberate .16 .25** .03 .44 

Note. * !! < .01 , ** 12 < .05;!! = 102 
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The results of both these analyses show that in the accidental and amhiguons 

versions, both types of cognitive compom:nts explain unique variance. This docs not 

support the hypothesis that the appraisal components explain all the variance 

explained by the attribmion dimensions. In the dclihcratc versions, both types of 

appraisal components explain significant amounts of unique variance, while the 

attribution dimensions do not add significant unique variance to that explained by the 

appraisal components. This finding suppo11s the hypothesis. 

Attribution dimensions were also compared to the four appraisal components 

together. This was done because a previous analysis showed that the three appraisal 

dimensions and the core relational theme were not different ways of measuring the 

same thing. The results showed, in all versions, appraisal components added 

significant unique variance to that explained by attributions, while, the attribution 

dimensions addeci no unique variance to the appraisal components. This result 

supports the hypothesis, indicating that appraisal components arc better predictors of 

anger arousal than attribution dimensions, and the attribution dimensions add nothing 

to the predictive power of the appraisal components. A summary of the results of this 

analysis is r;hown in Table 14, and a copy of the SPSS outputs for these analyses are 

shown in appendix G. 
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Table 14 

Summary of Variances for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Anafyscs for Attrihution 

Dimensions and Appraisal Components for Predicting Anger Arousal by Version 

Unique R2 

Version ' Shared R- Appraisal components Atlributions Total R2 

Accidental .29 .16** .06 .50 

Ambiguous .31 .17** .04 .52 

Deliberate .18 .43** .03 .64 

Note. * ll < .05; g = 102 

Testing for hostile attribution bias (HAB) 

For the finding of HAB in the aggression literature to be applicable to anger, it 

was predicted that groups high in trait anger would attribute greater intent and react 

more angrily in accidental and ambiguous scenarios. There were three scenarios to be 

tested for HAB, each with three versions. As has been previously described, the 

deliberate version of each scenario was perceived as being more intentional than the 

accidental version, suggesting their design was effective. High and low trait anger 

groups were created by making a close to medi.:.n split of participants scores on the 

trait anger scale. The high anger group consisted of 52 participants who scored 18 and 

over, and the low trait anger group consisted of 50 partici:)ants who scored 17 or less. 

This split caused the cells that were to be tested for HAB, using analyses of variance 

analyses (ANOVA), to be of different sizes. However, Cochrans C test, Jl > .05, 

showed that homogeneity of variance, for all analyses, was not violated. 
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A 3 x 2 (version x anger group) bctwecn-suhjccts ANOYA was performed on 

the intent scores for each scenario. Significant main effects for version were found in 

the beach scenario, J.:(2. 96) ::::49.31' 12 < .01; the car-park scenario, r.cz. 96) = 29.00, I2 

< .01; and the har scenario, E(2, 96) == 31.39, D.< .0 I. A significant interaction was 

found in the har scenario, f(2, 96) == 3.H9, 12 < .05. No significant main effects were 

found for the anger group. The interaction found in the bar scenario is shown in 

Figure 1. Visual interpretation of this shows that for the accidental and ambiguous 

versions low anger groups made more intentional attributions, and that for the 

deliberate version they mad~? less intentional attributions. This result is the opposite 

of what would be expected if HAB were present. Descriptive statistics arc shown in 

appendix H. No interpretations of main effects for version is necessary, as these 

match the one way patterns found in the manipulation of intent. The SPSS outputs for 

these AN OVA are included in appendix I. 
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A 3 x 2 (version x anger group) between-subjects ANOVA wm; performed on 

the anger arousal scores for each scenario. Significant main effects for version were 

found in the beach scenario, f(2, 96) = I 9.63, n < .0 I ; the car-park scenario, f}2, 96) 

= 18.31.n < .01; and the bar scenario, .E(2, 96) = 16.64,12 <.OJ. Significant main 

effects for anger group were found in the; the car-park scenario, E( I, 96) = 13.89, n. < 

.0 I; and the bar scenario, f( I, 96) = 6.11, ll <.OS. No significant interactions were 

found. The main effects for anger arousal in the car-park and bar scenarios do not 

support the existence of HAB. This is because anger arousal is higher in all versions, 

thus there is no bias. Descriptive statistics arc given in appendix J. ANOV A was 

repeated for anger arousal using state anger scores as a covariablc, however, this did 

not change the pattern of results .. The SPSS outputs for these ANOV A are included in 

appendix K. 

ANOV A for all other dependent variables were also carried out and examined 

for patterns of results that would support the existence of HAB. No such support was 

found. The SPSS outputs for these ANOVA are included in appendix L. To 

examine if data could be collapsed across scenario, to give a larger sample size, a 3 x 

3 (version x scenario) ANOVA was performed on the intentionality scores. This 

showed both main effects and the interaction to be significant; version, £(2, 297) = 

99.86,Jl < .01; scenario, !:(2, 96) ~ 4.56,11 < .01; interaction, E(4, 96) ~ 13.89, ll < .01. 

These significant findings, coupled with the differences in cell sizes, mean that it was 

inappropriate to collapse across versions. The SPSS output for this ANOV A arc 

included in appendix M. 
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General discussion 

The aim of this research was to investigate two cognitive theories of anger 

arousal and to try to extend a finding from the aggression literature to anger. The 

results show intentionality to he the causal attribution dimension most closely related 

to anger and lend support to the hypothesised causal relationship between attributions 

of intentionality and anger arousal. The theoretical distinction between causal 

attribution and appraisal was also supported by the results, however the pattern in 

which the appraisal components interacted was not that as was predicted by theory. 

Finally, the results sugge~;t, that the phenomena of HAB in the aggression literature 

cannot be generalised to trait anger. 

The strongest finding of this study is the relationship between intentionality 

and anger. Six significant findings lend support to the hypothesis that attributions of 

intentionality play a causal role in anger arousal. These findings though are limited, 

because the manipulations of level of intent were measured using a dependent 

variable. However, it can be argued that this is not the case, and these findings 

strongly support the author's argument that attributions of intentionality can cause 

anger arousal independently of attributions of controllability. 

Of the five causal attribution dimensions posited by Weiner ( 1985, 1986) 

intentionality is the best individual predictor of anger arousal. It is a better predictor 

of anger arousal than the other four appraisal dimensions combined, and can fully 

predict the relationship between the other four dimensions and anger. This suggests 

that if causal attributions are truly causally related to emotions, then attributions of 

intentionality are predominantly, if not completely, responsible for anger arousal. 

This conclusion, and these findings, are contrmy to Weiner's argument, that control is 
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the primary causal dimension involved in anger arousal. IL also demonstrates that his 

contention that attributions of controllability and intentionality arc usually closely 

related, is erroneous. 

This error, as described earlier, can be explained in two ways. That is, control 

and intent arc either not closely related, or arc interpreted differently. If these 

alternatives are thought of in iogical terms, both can be refuted. For example, 

following Weiner's logic, it seems reasonable to conclude that intent and control arc 

often closely related. However, it also seems logical, if this were the case, that a 

relationship would have been found between intent and control because the 

methodology of this study required participants to carefully consider events' causes. 

An answer to this logical contradiction must therefore not lie in formal logic, but 

within individual's personal attributional processes. 

A possible explanation of this apparent logical contradiction, is that attributing 

intent requires more subjective judgements than docs altributing control. Intent can 

never be measured in objective terms, whereas control can. Control is asking how 

something happens, whereas intent asks why this has happened. This explanation is 

purely speculative, but it points towards the distinction between knowledge and 

appraisal processes outlined by Lazarus and Smith ( 1988). 

Another strong finding of this research is its support for the distinction 

between attributions and appraisals. This finding is weakened by the failure of the 

appraisal components to fit Lazarus and Smith's theoretical model, and is consistent 

with previous research (Smith et al., 1993) and highlights the need for a theoretical re­

evaluation. It still, nevertheless, supports the argument that the personal meanings 
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attached to events, and not the causal descriptions made of them, arc of prinmry 

importance to anger arousal. 

The two appraisal components that arc most strongly related to anger arousal 

arc motivational relevance and hlamc. A similar distinction can he drawn hctwccn 

these as was drawn between intent and control. That is, motivational relevance is an 

internally referenced appraisal and blame is an externally referenced appraisal. It also 

seems reasonable to speculate, based on the findings of this .')tudy, that an effective 

appraisal theory must give equal priority to each of these components. 

One way that these processes may be able to be distinguished, is through their 

focus, whether internal or external. Motivational relevance is concerned with the 

personal importance of an outcome to the individual, it is an appraisal of the internally 

observed consequences of an event. Blame is concerned with the personal 

significance of the way an event was enacted; it is an appraisal of the reasons behind 

the actions of an external agent, and the likely consequences. This distinction 

between motivational relevance and blame is offered as speculation. The author 

argues that while motivational relevance and blame arc interdependent processes, 

there exists a distinction that could be used as a basis to guide future theory and 

research. 

The finding in the aggression and violence literature of HAB was not found in 

this study to be generalisable to anger arousal. Several possible reasons for this failure 

can be advanced. One possibility is that HAB is a phenomena that is only found in 

highly aggressive groups, and that while it is anger mediated in these groups, it is not 

generalisable to a normal population. A second is that outcomes were measured in 

terms of anger arousal and intentionality, and not aggressive/violent behaviours or 

I 
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hostile intent. These terms arc conceptually simil:u·, but may he interpreted differently 

by different individuals. While a third, possibility is that the high anger group were 

not sufficiently different from the low anger group in this study for I IJ\B to occur. 

A limitation of this study is that the data that were gathered for the dependent 

variables in this study were based on people's self reported and imagined reactions to 

vignettes. As such. the data gathered may represent participants implicit theories of 

anger arousal (Smith ct a!. ,1993) and not the actual attributions and appraisals. It is 

possible that when participant responded to vignettes, their responses were made on 

the basis of a belief about how they thought anger was caused and not how they 

genuinely perceived the situation. While it is impossible to preclude this possibility, 

when the experimental manipulations were tested for there were consistent patterns of 

responses that were found within different levels of anger arousal. This occurred 

when analyses were conducted within versions, and between different levels of anger 

arousal. 

A second limitation of this form of investigation is that firm conclusions about 

the relationships between variables cannot be made. This is because analyses that 

show the relative strengths of relationships between variables are based on 

correlations. Even where intent was manipulated it is 'lot possible to measure this 

objectively. However, it has been argued, for this study, that the changes in intent 

were those expected, and that a consistent pattern of attributions among participants 

support its effectiveness. 

The final notable limitation of this study lies in the scales used. While it can 

be argued they demonstrated a moderate degree of internal consistency, face validity 

and content validity, these are inadequate bases for the belief that these scales arc 
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valid and reliable measures of what they purport to ill;. ll is therefore necessary to 

interpret all findings of this study with an awareness of this potential limitation. 

Having made this point, it is the author's belief that this limitation is less applicable to 

measures of anger arousal, and causal attributions, because these were based on 

existing scales. 

The overall theoretical significance of this study clearly lies in the relationship 

shown between intentionality and anger arousal, and in the distinction found between 

attribution and appraisal. The practical significance is less clear. The finding that 

suggests appraisal dimensions arc the strongest predictor of anger arousal, has little 

practical value. This is because appraisal components arc individually based and arc 

driven by unknown, possibly unknowable, underlying goals. This leaves only the 

findings for the causal attribution of intentionality. The finding here has some of the 

disadvantage of appraisal in that it is defined by the individual, however, it is superior 

in that the goal is known (understanding causes). It also has the advantage of HAB in 

that it is applicable. to certain situations. Overall, the findings relating to intent offer 

the best directions for future research. 
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Transcripts of vigncllcs 

C<.~rpark 

Appendix A 

Patterns of Anger t,5 

Imagine its a Saturday morning and you've driven down to the shops 

As usual the car park is chock - a - block 

You drive round looking for a spot and eventually sec someone about to come out 

You stop to let t:-t.:·n; ( ;e out, 

and as they are about to drive off, another car steals your spot. 

As they drive in the driver ......... . 

Ambiguous 

....... does not look at you. 

Hostile 

...... gives you the finger, and calls you a loser. 

Accidentai 

...... apologises, that he didn't sec you waiting. 



Imagine you've gone for a day at the beach. 

Your just taking it easy, and having a few beers 

You see a guy running up the beach in your direction, 

As he comes past you he 

Ambiguous 

...... kicks up sand over you, and knocks over your beer 

Hostile 
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...... stops and deliberately kicks sand over you, and knocks over your beer 

.1\.tcidental 

...... lr' ;·. ~· over and gets sand over you, and knocks over your beer 
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Imagine your at the pub having a few bccm. 

You've been talking to the bloke next lO you at the bar who you've just met. 

He finishes his drink, says ···sec you later mate", and heads off. 

At the same time nature calls, and you go off for a pis~ 

As the other bloke gets outside he realises he's left some money on the bar, and heads 

back inside 

As you come out of the toilet you see him walk up to the bar .......... . 

Ambiguous 

...... and take your money, of which there is more 

Hostile 

...... count both piles of money and take your money, of which there is more 

Accidental 

...... obviously totally pissed, and accidentally take your money, of which there is more 
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Appendix B-1 

Negative events (1ucstionnnirc 

The following questions arc aimed at finding out how men think about negative 
events. That is, things that happen that arc had. 

The answers you give arc totally anonymous 

This questionnaire should only be completed by men over the age of 18. 

Please write your age: ____ years 

Part I. 
Think about something bad thut has happened to you recently. It can be something 
that was caused by you or by someone else. It does not mutter what sort of event it 
was, or how major or minor it was. If you want, you can briefly write down in the 
space below what the bad event was. 

How true are the following statements about the bad event you have thought of. 
Please mark only one box for each question, and answer ever; question. 

Qu. I. I take this sort of thing really personally 
Strongly Slightly Sligh!ly Strongly 

Agree Agree Agree N~utr.~l Disagree Disagree Disagree 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Qu. 2. It's not what I expect to happen 

St10ngly Slightly Slightly Strongly 

A"'' Agree Agree Ncutml Di,agree Dis~grce Disagree 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Qu. 3. It was obvious who/what was responsible 

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disngree Disagree 

0 0 0 0 D 0 0 
Qu.4. I don't blame the person/thing that caused this to happen 

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
,\grce Agree Agree Neutral Disngree Disagree Disngree 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Qu.5. It was only a small thing 

Strongly Slightly Slightly .Strongly 

A"'' Agree Agree Ncutrnl Disngrec Disagree Disngrcc 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Qu. 6. It didn't really matter what happened 
S!mnt:l~· Sh):htly Slifhlly .~IIOHgly 

A):rc'c' A[:I"C<-' A):rc·c Ne!llral r )j\fi)'Jrc I ll\at:rcc [Jr\;lj'.JCC 

D D D D D D D 
Qu. 7. The person/thing that caused this has nothing to answer f(Jr 

Stnmt:IY Sh~-:htly Sht•htly Sllor)J'Iy 
t\l_!J\'l' Agree Agn·c Nc-tlllal I l1~avrcc I lJ\a~Jn: llt'>agrce 

D D D D D D D 
Qu. 8. Its something I care a lot about 

Stmngly Sli)!htly Sli;•htly Strongly 
Agn:c ,<\)!ICC A)!n:c Neutral Dio<Jgrcc IJJ'>agrcc llhagrcc 

D D D D D D D 
Qu. 9. I know where to point the finger 

Strongly Slighlly Slightly Strongly 

Agree ,\_grec Agree Neutral DJ\;1grcc Dt>ngrcc Di>agrcc 

D D D D 0 D 0 
Qu. 10. This sort of thing is normal 

Stron~ly Slight!)· Sl'tghtly Strongly 
Agn.:c Agree Agr~c Neutral Disagree Di~agrcc Di~agrcc 

D D D D D D D 
Qu. II. It was really bad 

Strongly Sligluly Slightly Strongly 
Agree Agree Af!ICC Neutral Disagree Disagree !Ji>agrcc 

D 0 D D D D D 
Qu. 12. It was the best I could have hoped for 

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree Neutral Di~agrcc Disagree Disngree 

D 0 0 D D D D 
Qu. 13. There was more than one thing that caused this to happen 

Strongly Slightly Sli~htly Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree NeutrJI Disagree Disagree Disagree 

D 0 0 D 0 D D 
Qu. 14. No one was really responsible for what happened 

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree Neutml Disngrec Disagree Disagree 

D D 0 D 0 D 0 
Qu. 15. A lot was at stake 

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree Ncutml Disa£rcC Di~>agrec Di,sagrcc 

D D 0 D D D D 
Qu. 16. It could have been worse 

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Dis:1grce Di~>agrcc 

D 0 D 0 0 0 0 
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Qu. 17. l am not really sure why this happened 
Stmngly Sh!!h!ly Slightly 

1\!!1'1.'~ Agrr~ Agrre Neutral llhat:rce Dbagrcc 

D 0 0 D 0 0 
Qu. 18. There was no excuse for what happened 

Stmngly Slightly Sliglrtly 
Agree t\!,'rc'L' Agree NcuiJaJ J li\agrcc Dr\<rgrcc 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Part 2. 
Please write down brielly what you believe was the major cause of this event. 
ie. what is the main reason why this happened. 

Str<Hij~ly 
J)i~agree 

0 
Strongly 
r lioagrcc 

0 

Listed below are statements about the possible causes of bad events. How similar to 
the causes/reasons you gave arc they. 
Please mark only one box for each question, and answer every question. 
Remember, it is the cause that is important here, not the event. 

Qu. 19. The cause couldn't be controlled 
Strongly Slightly Slightly 

Agree Agree A!,'ree Neutral Oi~agree Disagree 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
Qu. 20. The cause was planned 

Strongly Slightly Slightly 
Agree Agree Agree Ncutr~l Disngree Disagree 

0 0 0 D 0 0 
Qu. 21. It could change a little from year to ye~r 

Strungly Slightly Slightly 
Agree Agree Agn.•c Ncutrnl Dis~grec Disagree 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
Qu. 22. It would only happen in this special situation 

Stmngly Slightly Slightly 
Agree Agree Agree Neutml Dis:~gree Di1agree 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
Qu. 23. Was something that could have been done differently 

Strongly Slightly Slightly 
Agree Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Strongly 
Dis:~grce 

0 

Strongly 
Dis:~grec 

0 

Strongly 
Dis:~grce 

0 

Strongly 
Disagree 

0 

Strongly 
Disagree 

0 
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Qu. 24. Was down to me 
S1mugly Slightly Sllt~hlly Suungly 
t\gn:~ t\gu.>c A pee Neutral I )),ilj~rcc [ ))~Hf~rt•e Di~agrcc 

0 0 D 0 0 0 D 
Qu. 25. The cause was not nonnal 

Stnmgly Slightly Slit•.luly Stmngly 
Ap1.·c· Ag1w Agree Nctlllal Dt~agrcc Dllil)o!fCC Di1agrcc 

0 0 D 0 0 0 0 
Qu. 26. The cause will probably not change much during the year 

.Stnmgly Sl1rh!ly shrhtly Strongly 
Agn:e Agn:e ,\grc·c Neu1wl I Ji1agrcc Di>agrce Dilngrcc 

D 0 D 0 D 0 0 
Qu. 27. It happened by accident 

Strongly Sliglnly Slightly Strungly 
Agn:e Agn:l' Agree Ncutr;ll Disngrcc Di~:1grce Dhagrcc 

D 0 D 0 0 0 0 
Qu. 28. There was no stopping it 

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Agn:e Agree Agree Ncutr~l Di~agrcc Disagree !Ji~agrec 

0 0 0 0 0 0 D 
Qu. 29. Was something outside you 

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Disagree 

D 0 D D 0 0 D 
Qu. 30. True only for this special event 

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Agree Agree Agn:e Ncutrnl Disagree Disagree Disagree 

D 0 D 0 0 0 D 
Qu. 31. Happened on purpose 

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Disagree 

D 0 0 0 D 0 D 
Qu. 32. The cause is something that will change 

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree Ncutml Disagn:c Disagree Disagree 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Qu. 33. There was no choice 

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree Ncutwl Disagree Dis:1grce Dis~gn:c 

D 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Qu. 34. This was a one-off 

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Disagree 

D 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Qu. 35. Was something about you 
Strnn~ly Sll1~htly .~lwhtly Strongly 

Agn.-e 1\gr~r A~.rc·~ N~ulr<~l lli,<~grcc f)j~<lj!,fCC Di\ugrcc 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Qu. 36. It wasn't meant to happen 

Stwu::ty Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Agn:~ Agrrc Agtcc Nctrtral lli\itgn:c Dt\agrcc [)i,agrcc 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Qu. 37. The cause could have been changed 

Strongly Slightly .%glllly Strongly 
Agn•c Agn:c Agr~c Neutral Di\;tgrcc Dhagrcc Di\agrce 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Qu. 38. Had nothing to do with you 

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Agn..: Agree Agree Neutml Disagree fli~agrcc Disagree 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Qu. 39. Will stay the same over time 

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Di~a~;•ee Dis~gree 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Qu.40. Is true in many different situations 

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Disagree 

0 0 0 0 D 0 0 
Qu. 41. Was undtr control 

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Di~agrcc 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Please could you check that one box for every question has been marked. 

If you have any comments about this questionnaire please write them here. 

Many thanks for you help. 
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Pilot study raw data 

The data from the pilot sll!dy is enclosed on a disc that has h!.!cn ~uhmittcd to the 

honours coordinator with this thesis, it is pn:parcd for SPSS for Windows. 

File munc PILOT 
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Appendix ll-3 

Attribution items included in Negative Events Questionnaire Including Question 

Number 

Lo~us of causality (internal I externalj 

Qu. 24. \Vas down to mi.! 
Qu. 29. \Vas something outside you 
Qu. 35. \Vas .something about you 
Qu. 38. Had nothing to do with you 

Stability over time (stable I unstable) 

Qu. 21. It could change a little from year to year 
Qu. 26. The cause will probably not change much during the year 
Qu. 32. The cause is something that will change 
Qu. 39. Will .stay the same over time 

Controllability 

Qu. 41. \Vas under control 
Qu. 23. Was something that could have been done differently 
Qu. 37. The cause could have been changed 
Qu. 19. The cause couldn't be controlled 
Qu. 28. There was no stopping it 
Qu. 33. There was no choice 

Intentionality 

Qu. 20. The cause was planned 
Qu. 27. It happened by accident 
Qu. 31. Happened on purpose 
Qu. 36. It wasn't meant to happen 

Globality (Cross situational generality) 

Qu. 22. It would only happen in this special situation 
Qu. 30. True only for this special event 
Qu. 34. This was a one-off 
Qu. 25. The cause was not normal 
Qu. 40. Is true in many different situations 
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Appraisal items included in Negative Ev~!BJJJ!CStionu.;~irc Including Question 

Number 

Motivational relevance (how important is the outcome) 

Qu. I. I take this sort of thing really personally 
Qu. 6. It didn't really matter what happened 
Qu. 8. hs something I care a lot about 
Qu. 15. A lot was at stake 

Motivational congruence (negative<> positive outcome) 

Qu. 2. It's not what I expect to happen 
Qu. 10. This sort of thing is normal 
Qu. 16. It could have been worse 
Qu. 12. It 1.vas the best I could have hoped for 

Possible relevant and congruent combined, for interest 

Qu. II. It was really bad 
Qu. 5. It was only a small thing 

Accountability (How praise worthy or blameworthy is the person) 

Qu. 3. It was obvious who/what was responsible 
Qu. 9. I know where to point the finger 
Qu. 13. There was more than one thing that caused this to happen 
Qu. 17. I am not really sure why this happened 

Core Relational Theme 

Blame 

Qu. 4. I don't blame the person/thing that caused this to happen 
Qu. 7. The person/thing who caused this has nothing to answer for 
Qu. 14. No one was really responsible for what happened 
Qu. 18. There was no excuse for what happened 
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Factor Analysis of Attribution items from Ncgmive Events Questionnaire~ 

----------- FACTOR ANAL'/SIS -----------

Analysis number 1 Listwise deletion of cases •11ith missing values 

Correlation Matrix: 

QU19 QU20 QU21 QU22 QU23 QU24 QU25 

QU19 1. 00000 
QU20 -.14142 1. 00000 
QU21 . 07719 -.02361 1. 00000 
QU22 . 00457 -.03644 -. 01146 1. 00000 
QU23 -.38975 .09793 -. 03704 -.12188 1. 00000 
QU24 -.10112 -.12172 .07899 .03425 . 07209 1.00000 
QU25 -.02217 .12433 -.18598 . 02244 -.08746 -.29093 1. 00000 
QU26 -.13934 .10299 -.19272 -. 09793 .22518 -.16292 .01748 
QU27 .26645 -.43564 -.12633 .04595 -.14137 . 09698 .04451 
QU28 .43097 .06820 -. 04855 -.08680 -.32919 -.02686 .14246 
QU29 .18725 .14832 -.10516 -.00820 -. 04894 -.46466 .25204 
QU30 .14912 -.16362 -. 03512 . 48290 -.16918 -. 00044 .17329 
QU31 -.16106 . 69246 -.05245 . 06420 .11843 -.19966 .29415 
QU32 .10830 -.20479 . 26268 .00733 -. 04401 .1591.1 -. 21437 
QU33 .33004 -.15959 .03365 . 13588 -. 35888 -.07653 .19163 
QU34 .22760 -.22861 .17874 . 23516 -.18787 .12362 .14277 
QU35 .00273 -.07072 .14438 -.04882 .07252 . 5 0322 -.16220 
QU36 .02692 -.41487 -.11647 -.07735 . 03166 .04120 .15961 
QU37 -.32598 -.03552 -.07178 -.20342 .44563 . 04709 -. 05878 
QU38 .20023 -.06218 -.22526 .13490 -. 26456 -. 44991 .34054 
QU39 -. 06685 .16285 -.31485 -.06836 . 008"/5 ... 13381 . 06367 
QU40 ... 13090 -.03569 .06053 -.06876 .07445 .07634 -.13577 
QU41 .17829 -.03091 .07691 .11411 -.10334 .26268 -.14612 

QU26 QU27 QU28 QU29 QU30 Qll3l QU32 

QU26 1. 00000 
QU27 -.24738 1. 00000 
QU28 .09588 .22115 1.00000 
QU29 ,09547 -,03876 .21998 1. 0000 0 
QU30 .00886 .16315 .24864 . 21737 1. 00000 
QU31 ,24417 -. 50011 -.06601 .16539 -.09491 1.00000 
QU32 -.29057 ,02903 -.00059 -.23576 .04465 -. 22228 1. 00000 
QU33 .08441 .17226 .40437 .17714 . 35238 -.09904 .00701 
QU34 -. 22437 .36955 .12733 -.0816]. .46563 -.20590 . 29085 
QU35 -.13989 .06888 .02936 -.24171 .02701 -. 03018 .15543 
QU36 -. 09804 .44730 .06963 -. 096€7 .13530 -.34599 .06965 
QU37 .11437 -. 03778 -.39429 -.013]5 -.22109 .04851 -. 02975 

---~------



QU38 
QU39 
QU40 
QU41 

QU33 
QU34 
QU35 
QU36 
QU37 
QL13B 
QU39 
QU40 
QU41 

QU40 
QU41 

QU26 

.14691 

.47709 

.07487 
~.14614 

QU33 

l. 00000 
.21792 

~. 00662 
.10211 

-.36416 
.12573 
.04865 

-.29868 
.00287 

FACTOR 

QU27 

.11179 
-. 06124 
-.11934 

.00164 

QU34 

1.00000 
.04825 
. 36192 

-. 08141 
.08161 

-.28970 
-.29784 

.17093 

QU28 

.20868 

.13699 
-.27154 
-.13242 

QU35 

1.00000 
.08497 
.14150 

-. 49031 
-.06591 
-.03337 

. 03222 

QU40 QU41 

1.00000 
.00601 1. 00000 

Patterns of Anger 77 

ANALYSIS 

QU29 

. 51088 

.17409 
-.02636. 
-.13305 

QU36 

1.00000 
. 08590 
.12560 

-.13239 
-.11657 

. 06462 

QU30 

.19483 
-.00314 
-. 30911 
-.01741 

QU37 

1.00000 
-.19691 
-. 01804 

.27717 
-.03621 

QU?.l 

.05723 

.13816 
-. 06909 
-.06789 

QU38 

1. 00000 
.19773 
. 002H 

-.01536 

QU32 

- .18106 
-.45819 
- .06497 

.11362 

QU39 

1. 00000 
.15516 

-. 22552 

Kaiser-Meyer-01kin Neasure of Sampling Adequacy "' . 64989 

Bartlett Test of Sphericity= 907.49299, Significance"' .00000 

Extraction 1 for analysis 1, Principal Components Analysis (PC) 

Initial Statistics: 

Variable Communality • Factor Eigenvalue Pet of Var Cum Pet 
• 

QU19 1.00000 • 1 3. 72716 16.2 16.2 
QU20 1. 00000 • 2 3.43695 14.9 31.1 
QU21 1. 00000 • 3 2.01246 8.7 39.9 
QU22 1. 00000 • 4 1.61875 7.0 46.9 
QU23 1.00000 • 5 1. 56144 6. 8 53.7 
QU24 1.00000 • 6 1. 30947 5.7 59.4 
QU25 1,00000 • 7 1. 09504 4.8 64.2 
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.ACTOR li.Nt\LYSIS 

variable Co:r"-nuna 1 i ty 

QU26 
QU27 
QU2B 
QU29 
QU30 
QU31 
QU32 
QU33 
QU34 
QU35 
QU36 
QU37 
QU38 
QU39 
QU40 
QU41 

1. 00000 
1. 00000 
1.00000 
1.00000 • 
1. 00000 
1. 00000 
1. 00000 
1. JOOOO 
1.00000 
1.00000 
1.00000 • 
1.00000 
1. 00000 
1.0000) 
1.00000 • 
1.00000 • 

PC extracted 5 facto:-s, 

Factor Matrix: 

QU34 
QU27 
QU19 
QU30 
QU33 
QU23 
QU31 
QU37 
QU40 

QU38 
QU29 
QU24 
QU25 
QU35 
QU39 
QU32 
QU26 
QU41 

QU36 
QU20 

Factor 1 

. 6654 9 

.59937 

.55620 

.54931 

.54818 
-.51458 
-.50519 
-.44762 
-.39376 

.30792 
-. 35754 

.43363 
-.49961 

Factor Eige:~value 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
1B 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

Factor 2 

.32598 

.39541 
-.30138 

.67902 

.65185 
-.63731 

.50355 
-.49876 

.48110 
-.47609 

.39083 

.32014 

. 96928 

.92515 

. 82393 

. 71120 

.67089 

.57966 

.52425 

. 5135'5 

. .:4752 

.~2285 

.39425 

.33955 

. 29071 

.24074 

.20347 

.18172 

Factor 3 

-.48473 

.47041 
-.42871 

-.56804 
.53933 

P-·~ of Var Cum Pet 

4.2 
4. 0 
3. 6 
3. 1 
2.9 
2. 5 
2. 3 
2.2 
1.9 
1.8 
1.7 
1.5 
1.3 
1.0 

.9 

. 8 

Factor 4 

.36827 

-. 31058 

.34329 
-.30570 
-. 44134 

68.4 
72.4 
76.0 
79.1 
82.0 
84.5 
86.8 
89.0 
91.0 
92.8 
94.5 
96.0 
97.3 
98.3 
99.2 

100. {'. 

Factor 5 

-.30757 
. 44453 

-.37574 

.35961 

.46535 



QU21 

QU2B 
QU22 

Final 

Factor 1 

Statistics: 

Variable Communality 

QU19 .56515 
QU20 .06131 
QU21 .37159 
QU22 .37150 
QU23 . 52 64.6 
QU24 . 62659 
QU25 . 0356 
QU26 . 46137 
QU27 .61900 
QU28 .63700 
QU29 .47574 
QU30 . 63164 
QU31 .74097 
QU32 .43730 
QU33 . 51744 
QU34 . 64039 
QU35 . 58332 
QU36 . 58515 
QU37 . 51637 
QU38 . 70985 
'JU39 . 63486 
QU40 . 39254 
QU41 . 18765 

F A C T 0 R 

Factor 2 

-.33360 

.39411 

• Factor 
• 
• 1 

2 
• 3 
• ' • 5 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

VARIMAX rotation 1 for extraction 

VARIMAX converged in 7 iterations, 
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ANALYSIS 

Factur 3 

.42437 

Factor 4 

-.48999 
. 41650 

Factor 5 

Eigenvalue Pet of var Cum Pet 

3. 72716 16.2 16.2 
3.43695 14.9 31.1 
2. 01246 8. 7 39.9 
1.61875 7.0 46.9 
1.56144 6. 8 53.7 

1 in analysis 1 - Kaiser Normalizatlon. 
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FACTOR ANALYSIS-----------

Rotated :'actor Matrix: 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor ' Factor ' 
QU20 -.79669 
QU31 -. 78202 
QU27 . 75315 
QU36 .71213 

QU28 .73588 
QU37 -.69687 
QU19 . 69622 
QU23 -.67067 
QU33 . 60829 .34440 

QU38 .77992 
QU24 -. 77002 
QU35 -.75698 
QU29 .60833 

QU39 . 76458 
QU26 .65424 
QU32 -.61750 
QU21 -.54841 
QU41 -.42468 

QU30 .74709 
QU34 . 36954 -.34806 .60964 
QU22 . 56870 
QU40 -. 56345 
QU25 .40994 .45158 

Factor Tran3formation Matrix: 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 

Factor 1 .57926 . 59119 .03244 -.32028 . 45969 
Factor 2 -.26661 .35436 • 68217 .54219 . 2 0984 
Factor 3 -.76700 .37699 -. 21653 -.42803 .19873 
Factor 4 -.05729 -. 5?628 .44860 -.40590 . 52457 
Factor 5 -. 04248 -.16509 -.53429 ,50546 . 65573 
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Three Item Causal Attribution Scales and the Question Number they Refer to in the 

Final Studv 

Locus of causality 

Qu. 11. The cause was down to you 

Qu. 4. Was something about you 

Qu. 7. Had nothing to do with you 

Swbility over time 

Qu. 14. The cause will probably not change much during the year 

Qu. 8. The cause is something that will change 

Qu. 3. Will stay the same over time 

Controllability 

Qu. I. The cause could have been changed 

Qu. 5. The cause couldn't be controlled 

Qu. 9. There was no stopping it 

Intentionality 

Qu. 15. This was planned 

Qu. 6. It happened by accident 

Qu. 12. Happened on purpose 

Globality 

Qu. 2. It would only happen in this special situation 

Qu. 10. True only for this special event 

Qu. 13. This was not a o.1e-off 
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f.qctor Ana\vsis of Appraisal items from Negative Events Questionnaires 

-----------FACTOR ANALYSIS-----------

Analysis nu.1'.ber 1 Listwise deletion of cases with missing values 

Correlation Matrix: 

QUOl QU02 QU03 QUI14 QUOS QU06 QUO? 

QUOl 1. 00000 
QU02 .30547 1.00000 
QU03 .25100 -.01260 1.00000 
QU04 -.34706 -.11957 -.32458 1. 00000 
QUOS -.30297 -.12706 -. 05611 .42489 1. 00000 
QU06 -.16869 -.15657 .03832 .27740 . 47214 1. 00000 
QUO? -.31450 -.18131 -.12173 .54289 .38741 .20006 1. 00000 
QUOS .24126 .14233 -.07319 -.25514 -. 42208 -. 2 8642 -.11336 
QU09 .40528 .20027 .54777 -.46022 -. 28352 -.12992 -. 20104 
QUlO -.17824 -.25•.\58 .04185 .16515 . 34993 .26956 . 20710 
QUll .35039 .12179 .11046 -.31510 -. 60430 -. 42013 -. 24710 
QU12 -.07479 -.12829 .15821 .02940 .19901 .17290 .19041 
QU13 .03251 -.08807 -.13484 .11568 . 04977 . 05723 .08427 
QU14 -.29505 -.04525 -.26731 .44260 . 42878 . 22513 .50373 
QU15 . 27109 . 09797 . 04513 -. 22078 -.45969 -.39299 -.22702 
QU16 -.13912 -.09309 . 01584 .18164 .14919 .00802 .09552 
QU17 .00261 .10724 -.30869 -. 09864 -. 07451 -.18317 -.17806 
QU18 .17039 .08885 .16817 -.27463 -. 27.248 -.10165 -.26064 

QUOS QU09 QU10 QU11 QU12 QU13 QU14 

QUOS 1. 00000 
QU09 .17317 1.00000 
QUlO -.18479 -.19581 1.00000 
QUll .37526 .30723 -.30533 1. 00000 
QU12 -.07711 -.12874 .30110 -. 23735 1.00000 
QU13 . 13177 -.09715 .17143 -.00796 -. 00872 1. 00000 
QU14 -.13871 -.25274 .12499 -. 27400 .13049 . 04199 1.00000 
QUlS .36354 .17804 -.24448 .52168 -.18910 . 07785 -.24470 
QU16 -.22736 -.07916 .20309 -.24167 .16917 .04136 .12768 
QU17 .08606 -.15536 -.203.H .00527 -.05H7 -.14470 .05569 
QUlB .08095 . 25379 -.11712 . 23509 -.14050 -.03508 -.30736 

QU15 QU16 QU17 QU18 

QUJ.S 1. 00000 
QU16 -.09851 1. 00000 
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0'-'17 
ou:s 

QU:: 

. one:; 

.177:: 

F,;CTOR 

QU16 

-. 06780: 
-.07510 

QU17 

1.00000 
.04570 

ANAl,YSIS 

QU18 

1. 00000 

Ka!.ser-~·:eye=-Olk!.:-. :-Ieasure o=: Sampling Adequacy = . 79961 

Ea=tlet~ Tes~ of 2~hericity = 566.42320, Significance= .00000 

Ex-:.ract~on 1 f)C- ana!.ysis 1. Principal c,omponents Analysis {PC) 

Initial Stat:..stics: 

Vadable Com::-:..:..-.al i ty • Factor Eigenvalue Pet of Var Cum Pet 
• 

QUJ1 :.00000 • 1 4.57065 25.4 25.4 
QGJ2 :.oooco • 2 1. 98574 11.0 36.4 
QUJ3 :.ooo:·Cl • 3 1. 41375 7.9 44.3 
QU·:·4 :.OOO':J • ' 1.21510 6.8 51.0 
QUJS :. 00000 • 5 1.07836 6.0 57.0 
QUJ5 :. 00080 • 6 1.03958 5.8 62.8 
QU07 :. oooco • 7 .98348 5.5 68.3 
QUOS :.00000 • 8 . 80922 4.5 72. g 
QU09 :.00000 • 9 .68747 3 . 8 76.6 
QUlO :. 00000 • 10 .65497 3 . 6 80.2 
QUJ.l :. 00000 • 11 . 60727 3. 4 83.6 
QU22 :.ooooo • 12 . 56526 3.1 86.7 
QU13 :. 0000(1 • 13 .52851 2.9 89.7 
QU!4 :.oooco • 14 .49590 2.8 92.4 
QU15 :. 00000 • 15 .41944 2.3 94.7 
QU16 :.00000 • 16 .35160 2.0 96.7 
QU!7 :.00000 • 17 .30849 1.7 98.4 
QU18 :. 00000 • 18 . 28521 1.6 100.0 

PC ex:rac~ed . factors. ' 

Factor Y..atrix: 

Fact:Jr 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

QUOS .75892 
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r:'actor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

QUll -. 71163 
QU04 .67304 - .3036(· 
QUO? .60045 .34373 .38024 
QU15 -.59457 .35178 
QU14 .59347 .39455 
QUOl -.57618 
Qt:'09 -. 553;18 .50904 .35597 
QU06 .54267 .33513 
QUOS -.49129 .38192 
QU10 .47704 .33492 -.32060 
QU18 -.42138 

QUO) . 7925<: 
QU12 . 32134 .32913 

QU13 ,63698 
QU17 -. 50135 -.50355 

QU02 -.32177 -.30128 . 51116 
QU16 -. 30077 

. Final Statistics: 

Variable Communality • Factor Eigenvalue Pet of Var Cum Pet 
• 

QUOl .44741 • 1 4. 57065 25.4 25.4 
QU02 .46798 • 2 1. 98574 11.0 36.4 
QUO) . 72114 • 3 1.41375 7.9 44. 3 
QU04 .62306 • 4 1.21510 6.8 51.0 
QUOS .65553 • 
QU06 .44107 • 
QU07 .63423 • 
QUOS .48491 • 
QU09 .69263 • 
QUlO . 53163 • 
QUll . 62604 • 
QU12 .26252 • 
QUl) . 43255 • 
QU14 . 58667 • 
QU15 . 54466 • 
QU16 . 20660 • 
QU17 .56746 • 
QUlB . 25916 • 
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FhCTOE ANALYSIS 

VARIHA.X rotatL:::: 1 for extraction 1 in analysis 1 - Kaiser normalization. 

VARIHA..X converged in 8 iterations. 

Rotated Factor Ma~rix: 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor ' 
QU07 .77464 
QU04 .72653 
Q014 . 71284 
Q018 -. a1n 

QUlS .70~30 

QUll .68993 
QUOS .67348 
QUOS .46050 -.64022 
QU06 -.53273 
QU13 .31075 .42217 .39014 

QU10 . 67513 
QU02 -.67303 
QU12 .42880 
QU16 .41053 

QU03 -.33500 .76313 
QU09 -. 32034 -. 30873 .69522 
QU17 -.30688 -.64157 
QUOl -.32951 .43250 

Factor Transformation Matrix: 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 r~actor ' 
Factor 1 .64657 -. 59845 .41842 -.22074 
Factor 2 -. 32550 -.42323 .31220 .78579 
Factor 3 . 41710 .67752 .50279 .33793 
Factor ' .54957 -. 06079 -.68895 '46863 
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Three Item Causal Anrihution Scales and the Question Number they Refer to in the 

Final Study 

Motivational relevance 

Qu. l. A lot was at .;take 

Qu. 12. It was reall\ bad 

Qu. 7. It was only a small thing 

Motivational congruence 

Qu. 4. It's not what I expect to happen 

Qu. 8. This sort of thing is normal 

Qu. 11. It could haYe been worse 

AccountabilitY 

Qu. 3. I am not really sure why this happened 

Qu. 6. It was obvious who/what was responsible 

Qu. 9. I know where to point the finga 

Core relational theme (Other-blame) 

Qu. 2. The person/thing who caused this has a lot to answer for 

Qu. 5. I don't blame the person/thing that caused this to happen 

Qu. 10. No one was really responsible for what happened 



Three item anger arousal scale 

How would you feel 

Appendix C-1 
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Not at all Somewhat Moderately so Very much so 

I. I would feel irritated 2 3 4 

2. i would feel anger 2 3 4 

3. I would feel f~1rious 2 3 4 
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Three item anger appraisal scale 

How well do the following statements describe how you feel right now Please circle 

the appropriate answer. 

Not at all Somewhat lvloderatcly so Very much so 

l. I feel irritated 2 3 4 

2. I feel anger 2 3 4 

3. I feel furious I 2 3 4 
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Trait anger scale 

How well do the following statements de.o;;cribe how you generally feel Please circle 

the <li ·1ropriatc answer, a:-~d answer every question. 

Aimost Sometimes Jfien Almost 
never always 

I. I am quick tempered 2 3 4 

2. I get angry when I am slowed down 
by other peoples mistakes I 2 3 4 

3. I have a hot temper 2 3 4 

4. I feel annoyed when I am not given credit 
for doing good work 2 3 4 

5. I am a hotheaded person I 2 3 4 

6. I fly off the handle 2 3 4 

7. When I get mad, I say nasty things I 2 3 4 

8. It makes me angry when I am criticised 
in front of other people I 2 3 4 

9. When I get frustrated I feel like hitting someone I 2 3 4 

I 0. I feel angry when I do a good job and 
get a bad report I 2 3 4 
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Level of violence scale 

How often have you dune the following aggressive acts to another person in the past 

year. ?lease do not count incidents where you were fooling~around, disciplining a 

child, or in combat sp011s (eg. boxing, karate). Please circle the appropriate answer. 

Never I - 2 3 - 5 6- 10 Over 10 
Times Times Times Times 

I. Threw something at someone I 2 3 4 5 

2. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved 2 3 4 5 

3. Slapped or bit I 2 3 4 5 

4. Hit or kicked I 2 3 4 5 

5. Hit with an object I 2 3 4 5 

6. Other violent incident I 1 3 4 5 
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Participants and researchers cony of the letter of consent 

Dear Sir 

This study is being conducted as part of my Honours degree jn Psychology at Edith Cowan 
Univeisity, and I would be grateful for your assistance in it. 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the levels of anger people experience, and the way 
they think about situations that c~·uld lead to anger. If you agree to take part in this study you 
will be shown a series of video clips and asked to imagine how you would feel if you were the 
person shown in the clip. You will be asked to complete some short questionnaires after each 
clip that measure how angry the clip made you feel and some of things you thought about. 

Your participation is entirely voluntary, and you are free to withdraw at any stage, from all or 
any part of this study. There are no consequences for you if you choose not to participate. 

It is hoped that this study will lead to a clearer understanding of when and why anger occurs, 
and that this understanding can lead to improvements in anger management programs. 

The information obtained from you will be treated in the strictest confidence, and will remain 
anonymous. There is no need for you to record your name or any other information that could 
identify you. 

Should you wish to find out about the results of this study or have any queries regarding it 
please feel free to contact me or my University supervisor. 

Yours Sincerely . .--

Andrew nlli..--­
Tel.  

Supervisor, Kevin Howells, 
Tel. (09) 400 5826 
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Consent form - researchers copy 

Dear Sir 

This study is being conducted as part of my Honours degree in Psychology at Edith Cowan 
University, and I would be grateful for your assistance in it. 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the levels of anger people experience, and the way 
they think about situations that could lead to anger. If you agree to take part in this study you 
will be shown a series of video clips and asked to imagiqe how you would feel if you were the 
person shown in the clip. You will be asked to complete some short questionnaires after each 
clip that measure how angry the clip made you feel and some of things you thought about. 

Your participation is entirely voluntary, and you are free to withdraw at any stage, from all or 
any part of this study. There are no consequences for you if you choose not to participate. 

It is hoped that this study will lead to a clearer understanding of when and why anger occurs, 
and that this understanding can lead to improvements in anger management programs. 

The information obtained from you will be treated in the strictest confidence, and will remain 
anonymous. There is no need for you to record your name or any other information that could 
identify you. 

Should you wish to find out about the result<; of this study or have any queries regarding it 
please feel free to contact me or my University supervisor. 

Yours Sincerely 

Andrew Ellis 
Tel.  

Supervisor, Kevin Howells, 
Tel. (09) 400 5826 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
I have read this consent fonn, and have been given a signed copy of it. Any questions I have 
asked have been answered to my satisfaction. I agree to participate in this study, realizing I 
may withdraw at any time. 

I agree that the research data gathered from this study may be published provided I am not 
identifiable. 

Name ___________________ _ 

Signature ------------------------- Date I /1996 
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Appendix D-1 

Nonnality and summarv data by cell 

SCENARIO: 1. 00 VERSION: .. 1. 00 

Number of valid observations (list• . .;ise) = 34.00 

Valid 
Variable He an Std Dev Y.urtosis s.E. Kurt Skewness S.E. Ske·11 II 

'ANGER 4.35 1.07 -. 22 .79 . 64 .40 34 
ACCOUNT 4. 53 1.53 .07 .79 -.87 .40 34 

:MOTCONG 5.32 1. 00 -. 64 • . 79 -.35 .40 34 
a-!OTREL 2.26 1. 05 .23 .79 .89 .40 34 
'BLANE 2. 93 1. 41 -. 48 .79 .51 .40 34 
CONTROL 3.21 1. 28 -. 77 .79 .14 .40 34 
GLOBE 3.47 1. 52 -. 69 .79 .55 .40 34 
INTENT 1. 92 .92 2. 51 .79 1. 33 .40 34 

SCENARIO: 1. 00 VERSION: 2.00 

Number of valid observations (listwise) = 34.00 

Valid 
Variable He an Std Dev Kurtosis S.E. Kurt Skewness S.E. Skew N 

ANGER 7. 53 2.64 -. 82 .79 .22 .40 34 
:ACCOUNT 5. 53 1. 34 2. 69 .79 -1.47 .40 34 
MOTCONG 5.29 1.22 1.25 .79 -1.06 .40 34 
.MOTREL 3 .30 1.56 -.76 .79 .28 .40 34 
'BLANE 5.10 1. 58 .56 .79 -1.24 .40 34 
CONTROL 5.22 1.19 -1.06 .79 -.18 .40 34 
.GLOBE 4.47 1.44 -.51 .79 -.43 .40 34 
iNTENT 3. 94 1. 75 -1.47 .79 -.26 .40 34 

SCENARIO: 1. 00 VERSION: 3.00 

Nwnber of valid observations (listwise) = 34.00 

Valid 
Variable Mean Std Dev KUrtosis S.E. Kurt Skewness s.E. Skew N 

ANGER 7.15 2. 68 -. 64 .79 .52 .40 34 
ACCOUNT 5.09 1.64 -.31 .79 -.72 .40 34 
MOTCONG 6.03 1.13 .23 .79 -1.05 .40 34 
MOTREL 3. 58 1.56 -.50 .79 .23 .40 34 
'BLAME 5. 22 1.17 .37 .79 -.52 .40 34 
CONTROL 4.49 1.33 -. 80 .79 -.12 .40 34 

:GLOBE 4.16 1.31 -.36 .79 -.28 .40 34 
::INTENT 5.18 1.20 1. 05 .79 -.96 .40 34 
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SCENARIO: 2.00 VE.?.SION: 1-.00 

Number of valid o:Oserva ti ons (1 istwise) " 3 4. 00 

Valid 
Variable Mean Std Dev Kurtosis· S.E. Kurt Ske·1mess S.E. Skew II 

"ANGER 6.18 2. 71 -.09 .79 .88 .40 " :ACCOUNT 4.93 1.13 .37 .79 -.11 .40 J4 
.NOTCONG 4. 12 1. 37 -.09 .79 .10 .40 J4 
NOTREL 2.69 1 . 53 -.59 • 79 . 95 .40 34 
"BLAME 3.75 1. 36 -1.04 .79 .34 .40 34 
CONTROL 4.0~ 1. 33 -.69 .79 .09 .40 34 
GLOBE 3.40 1. 28 -1.08 .79 .16 .40 34 
INTENT 3 .47 1. 62 -. 64 .79 .48 .40 34 

SCENARIO: 2. 00 VERSION: 2.00 

Number of valid observations (listwise) " 34 . 00 

Valid 
Variable Mean Std Dev Kurtosis S.E. Kurt Skewness S.E. ske.,; N 

'ANGER 6.18 1. 98 -.08 .79 . 74 .40 34 
ACCOUNT 4. 93 1.31 1. 20 .79 -.70 .40 34 
MOTCONG 3. 38 1.64 -. 79 .79 .41 .40 34 
NOTREL 2. 52 1.19 -.49 .79 . 68 .40 34 
BLAME 4,10 1.28 -. 46 .79 -.24 .40 34 
':ONTROL 3,97 1.27 -.06 .79 -.48 .40 34 
]LOBE 4.47 1.45 -.35 .79 -.50 .40 34 
INTENT 3 '12 1.24 -.39 .79 .56 .40 34 

SCENARIO: 2.00 VERSION: 3.00 

Number of valid observations (listwise) " 34.00 

Valid 
Va.r.iable Mean Std Dev Kurtosis S.E. Kurt Skewness S.E • Skew N 

ANGER 9.32 2. 45 -.33 . 79 -.65 .40 34 
ACCOUNT 6.13 1.23 8.85 .79 -2.68 .40 34 
:MOTCONG 4. 74 1. 62 -.82 . 79 -.48 .40 34 
MOTREL 4. 69 1. 56 .08 .79 -.73 .40 34 
"BLAME 5.96 1.12 10.89 .79 -2.75 .40 34 
:cONTROL 4.50 1 .51 -1.14 .79 -.12 .40 34 
GLOBE 4. 73 1. 56 -1.10 . 79 -.26 .40 34 
INTENT 5. 53 1.12 .27 .79 -.95 .40 34 
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SCENARIO: 3. 00 VERSION: 1.00 

Number of valid obse:-vations Oistwise) = 34.00 

Valid 
Variable He an Std Oev Kurtosis S.E. Kurt Skewness S. E. Skew 11 

ANGER 5.79 1. 75 1.11 .79 .98 .40 3< 
ACCOUNT 4.81 1. 31 . 4 5 .79 -.82 .40 " NOTCONG 3.99 1. 3 3 -.57 .79 .30 .40 " NOTREL 3.09 1. 29 -.93 .79 .30 . 40 " BLAME 3.72 1. 21 -.23 .79 - .22 . 40 34 
CONTROL 4. 87 1.18 .28 .79 -.60 . 40 34 
.GLOBE 4.26 1. 3 3 -.62 .79 -.47 . 40 34 
INTENT 2. 52 1. 04 - .40 . 79 .65 .40 34 

SCENARIO: 3. 00 VERSION: 2.00 

Number of valid obse:-vations (listwise) = 34.00 

valid 
Variable He an Std Dev Kurtosis S.E. Kurt Skewness S.E. Skew ll 

ANGER 6.09 2.29 .78 .79 . 84 .40 34 
ACCOUNT 5.10 1. 09 -.65 .79 -.19 .40 3~ 

HOTCONG 5.04 1. 01 -.22 .79 -.48 .40 34 
HOTREL 3. 89 1. 63 -1.00 .79 . J.9 .40 34 
BLAME 4. 35 1. 48 -1.13 .79 -.04 .40 34 
CONTROL 4. 82 1.10 -.14 .79 -.67 . 40 34 
3LOBE 3. 53 1. 30 -.76 .79 .18 .40 34 
INTENT 3.24 1.38 -. 64 .79 .23 .40 34 

SCENARIO: 3. 00 VERSION: 3.00 

Number of valid observations {listwise) = 34.00 

Valid 
Variable Mean Std Dev Kurtosis S.E. Kurl Skewness S.E. Ske\oJ N 

'ANGER 8.32 2.40 -1.09 .79 -.18 .40 34 
·ACCOUNT 5.57 1.10 -.80 .79 -.50 .40 34 
'NOTCONG 5. 06 1.28 -.03 .79 -.60 .40 34 
.:MOTREL 4.48 1.27 -.70 .79 -.49 .40 34 
~-BLAME 5.70 .97 1. 50 .79 -.98 .40 34 
CONTROL 5. 04 1.26 -.73 .7'... -.41 .40 34 
GLOBE 4.53 1. 50 -1.44 .79 -.29 .40 34 
INTENT 4 .. 75 1.19 -.08 .79 -.31 .40 34 
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Appendix D-2 

Normality and summary data by version 

VERSION: 1. 00 accident 

Number of valid observations (list'llise) " 102. 00 

Valid 
Variable Mean Std Dev Kurtosis s. 8. Kurt Ske·..mess S.E. Skew ll 

ANGER 5.44 2.10 1. 75 . 47 1. 33 ·:, 24 102 
:..ccoUNT 4.75 1.33 . 52 .47 -.77 .24 102 
-!OTCONG 4.48 1. 37 -.66 •. 4 7 -.13 ·" 102 
NOTREL 2. 68 1. 33 -.so . 47 .77 .24 102 
BLAME 3. 46 1. 37 -.75 .47 .15 .24 10<: 
~ONTROL 4.04 1.43 -.76 .47 -.12 .24 102 
GLOBE 3.71 1.42 -1.04 . 47 .11 .24 102 
INTENT 2. 64 1. 37 .68 .47 1. 04 .24 102 

VERSION: 2.00 ambiguous 

Number of valid observations (listwise) " 102.00 

Valid 
Va!'iable Mean Std Dev Kurtosis S .E. Kurt Skewness S.E. Skew N 

~GER 6,60 2.39 -.22 .47 .63 .24 102 
~CCOUNT 5.19 1.26 .88 .47 -.79 .24 102 

·.MDTCONG 4.57 1.56 -.54 .47 -.60 .24 102 
'MOTREL 3.24 1.56 -.68 .47 .47 .24 102 
'BLAME 4.52 1.50 -.86 .47 -.38 .24 102 
::ONTROL 4.67 1.29 -.09 . 47 -.42 .24 102 
GLOBE 4.16 1. 45 -.82 .47 -.19 .24 102 
.INTENT 3.43 1. ~1 -1.06 .47 .24 . 24 102 

VERSION: 3.00 deliberate 

Number of valid observations (listwise) = 102.00 

Valid 
Variable Mean Std Dev Kurtosis S.E. Kurt Skewness S.E. Skew N 

''lANGER 8.26 2. 64 -1.10 .47 -.11 .24 102 
'ACCOUNT 5.60 1.40 1.21 .47 -1.23 .24 102 
MOTCONG 5.27 1.45 -.24 . 47 -. 72 .24 102 
MOTREL 4.25 1.53 -,67 .47 -.33 .24 102 
BLAME 5.6~ 1.12 2.68 .47 -1.30 .24 102 
CONTROL 4.6& 1. 38 -.93 . 47 -.23 .24 102 
GLOBE 4.47 1.46 -1.03 .47 -.19 .24 102 
.INTENT 5.15 1.20 .03 .47 -.67 .24 102 
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Appendix D-3 

Summary data 

Trait anger 

• 

ANGERTTT 

valid Cum 
Value Label value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 

10.00 1 1.0 1.0 1.0 
13.00 6 5.9 5.9 6. 9 
14.00 10 9.8 9.8 16.7 
15.00 8 7.8 7.8 24.5 
16.00 12 11.8 11.8 36.3 
17.00 13 12.7 12.7 49.0 
18.00 7 6.9 6.9 55.9 
19.00 12 11.8 11.8 67.6 
20.00 5 4.9 4.9 72.5 
21.00 5 4.9 4.9 77.5 
22 .oo 12 11.8 11.8 89.2 
23.00 3 2.9 2.9 92.2 
25.00 4 3.9 3.9 96.1 
26.00 1 1.0 1.0 97.1 
28.00 2 2.0 2.0 99.0 
31.00 1 1.0 1.0 100.0 

------- ------- -------
Total 102 100.0 100.0 

Mean 18.294 Std dev 3. 817 

Valid cases 102 Missing cases 0 
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Level of violence and state anggr 

VIOLENCE - level of violence 

Valirj Cur.. 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 

6.00 ,. 47.1 47.1 1.7.1 
7.00 20 19.6 19.6 66.7 
8.00 17 16.7 16.7 83.3 
9.00 7 6,9 6.9 90.2 

10.00 3 2.9 2.9 93.1 
11.00 3 2.9 2.9 96.1 
14.00 2 2.0 2.0 98.0 
16.00 1 1.0 1.0 99.0 
23.00 1 1.0 1.0 100.0 

------- ------- -------
Total 102 100.0 100.0 

Mean Std dev 2.406 

Valid cases 102 Missing cases 0 

ANGERSSS State anger scores 

Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 

3.00 73 71.6 71.6 71.6 
4.00 21 20.6 20.6 92.2 
5.00 4 3.9 3.9 %.1 
6.00 3 2.9 2.9 99.0 

10.00 1 1.0 1.0 100.0 
------- ------- -------

Total 102 100.0 100.0 

Mean 3.441 Std dev .960 

Valid cases 102 Missing cases 0 
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AGE 

Valid Cum 
Value Lab;;;:. Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 

17.00 6 5.9 5.9 5.9 
18.00 10 9.8 9.8 15.7 
19.00 9 8.8 8.8 24.5 
20.00 3 2.9 2.9 27.5 
21.00 3 2.9 2.9 30.4 
23.00 3 2.9 2.9 33.3 
24.00 1 1.0 1.0 34.3 
25.00 7 6.9 6.9 41.2 
26.00 1 1.0 1.0 42.2 
27.00 8 7.8 7.8 50.0 
29.00 1 1.0 1.0 51.0 
30.00 2 2.0 2.0 52.9 
31.00 2 2 .0 2.0 54.9 
33.00 ' 3.9 3.9 58.8 
34.00 2 2.0 2.0 60.8 
35.00 2 2.0 2.0 62.7 
36,00 3 2.9 2.9 65.7 
37.00 3 2.9 2.9 68.6 
38.00 8 7.8 7.8 76.5 
39.00 ' 3.9 3.9 80.4 
40.00 ' 3.9 3.9 84.3 
41.00 ' 3. 9 3.9 88.2 
42.00 2 2 .o 2.0 90.2 
44.00 1 1.0 1.0 91.2 
45.00 1 1.0 1.0 92.2 
46.00 2 2.0 2.0 94.1 
48.00 1 1.0 1.0 95.1 
49.00 2 2 .o 2.0 97.1 
54.00 1 1.0 1...0 98.0 
58.00 1 1.0 1.0 99.0 
60.00 1 1.0 1.0 100.0 

------- ------- -------
Total 102 100.0 100.0 

Mean 30.324 Std dev 10.504 

Valid cases 102 Missing cases 0 
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Appendix E 

Raw data 

The data from the study is enclosed on a disc that has heen suhmitted to the honours 

coordinator with thi\ thesis, it is prepared for SPSS for WindlJWs. 

File name: Honours 

This file shows the data after recoding (+ve and -ve), the scales used are included, and 

the high I low trait anger group identified. This is done so any further analyses can be 

carried out. 
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Appendix F-1 

ANOV A for intent scores by version 

SCENARIO: 1. oo beach 

variable <:INT!SI' 
By variable VERS:~:I 

Source 

Between Groups 
l.,.ithin Groups 
Total 

ONE\'IAY-----

version 

Analysis of Varrance 

Sum of He an 
D.F. Squares Squares 

2 183.5904 91.7952 
99 176.8366 1. 7862 

101 360,4270 

SCEt~I:.!:IO: 2.00 :::ar-park 

variable ZINTE!;T 
By Variable VERSIO!l 

Source 

aetweE,n Groups 
within Groups 
Total 

0 N E W A Y - - - - -

version 

Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
D.F. Squares Squares 

2 115.3725 57.6863 
99 178.2484 1.8005 

101 293.6209 

SCENARIO: 3.00 bar-money 

Variable ZINTE~7 

By Variable VERSION 

Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

----- ONEWAY -----

version 

Analysis of Variance 

· Sum of Mean 
D.F. 3quares Squares 

2 87.7712 43.8856 
99 145.5065 1. 4698 

101 233.2778 

F F 
Ratio Prob. 

51.3905 .0000 

F F 
Ratio Prob. 

32.0392 .0000 

F F 
Ratio Prob. 

29.8590 .0000 
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Appendix F-2 

ANOV A for control scores bv version 

SCENARIO: 1. 00 beach 

0 !l E W A 'I - - - - -

Variable ZCONTROL 
By Variable ~RS!ON version 

Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Source D.F. Squares squares 

Between Groups 2 70.4379 35.2190 
Within Groups 99 159.3627 1. 6097 
Total 101 229.8007 

SCENARIO: 2.00 car-park 

ONE\'/AY -----

Variable ZCONTROL 
By Variable VERSION version 

Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Sourc~ D.F. Squares Squares 

Between Groups 2 5.5506 2. 7753 
Within Groups 99 185.9755 1. El785 
Total 101 191.5261 

SCENARIO: 3.00 bar-money 

- - - - - 0 N E W A Y - - - - -

Variable ZCONTROL 
BY Variable VERSION 

Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

version 

Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
D.F. Squares Squares 

2 .8719 .4359 
99 137.9891 1.3938 

101 138.8610 

F F 
Ratio Prob. 

21.8789 .0000 

F F 
Ratio Prob. 

1.4774 .2332 

F F 
Ratio Prob. 

.3128 . 7321 
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Appendix F-3 

ANOV A for anger scores by version 

SCENARIO: 1. 00 beach 

Variable WANGER 
By Variable VERSION 

Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

ONE\·/AY -----

version 

~~alysis oi Varia~ce 

Sum of Mean 
D. F. Squares Squares 

2 204.4902 102.2451 
99 504.5000 5. OS 60 

101 708.9902 

SCENARIO: 2.00 car-park 

Variable WANGER 
By Variable VERSION 

Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

ONE\'/AY -----

version 

Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
D.F. Squares Squares 

2 224.4902 112.2451 
99 569.3235 5.7507 

101 793.8137 

SCENARIO: 3.00 bar-money 

Variable WANGER 
By Variable VERSION 

Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

----- ONEW'IAY -----

version 

Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
D.F. Squares Squares 

2 130.1176 €5.0588 
99 463.1353 4.6842 

101 593.8529 

F 
Ratio 

20.0640 

F 
Ratio 

19.5184 

F 
Ratio 

13. 8890 

F 
Prob. 

.0000 

F 
Prob. 

.0000 

F 
Prob. 

. 0000 
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Appendix F-4 

ANOV A for accountability scores by version 

SCENARIO: 1. 00 bouch 

0 N E W A Y - - - - -

Variable XACCOUNT 
By Variable VERSION version 

Analysis of Variance 

sum of Mean 
Source D.F. Squares Squares 

Between Groups 2 17.0784 8.5392 
Within Groups 99 224.1765 2.2644 
Total 101 241.2549 

SCENARIO: :2.00 car··park 

ONE WAY 

Variable XACCOUNT 
By Variable VERSION version 

Analysis of Variance 

Sum of He an 
Source D. F. Squares Squares 

Between Groups 2 32.9608 16.4804 
Within Groups 99 148.7868 1.5029 
Total 101 181.7475 

SCENARIO: 3.00 bar-money 

----- ONEWAY -----

Variable XACCOUNT 
By Variable VERSION version 

Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Source D.F. Squares Squares 

Between Groups 2 10.1176 5.0588 
Within Groups 99 135.9632 1.3734 
Total 101 146.0809 

F F 
Ratio Prob. 

3. 7711 .0264 

F F 
Ratio Prob. 

10.9658 .0000 

F F 
Rat:.io Prob. 

3.6835 .0286 
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Appendix F-5 

ANOV A for blame scores by version 

SCENARIO: 1. 00 beach 

0 N E W A Y - - - - -

Variable YBLAHE 
By Variable VERSION version 

Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

SCENARIO: 

Variable 
By Variable 

Source 

Between Groups 
W>lithin Groups 
Total 

SCENARIO: 

Variable 
By Variable 

Source 

Between GrOl'PS 
Within Groups 
Total 

Analysis of Variance 

Sum of 11ean 
D.F. Squares Squilres 

2 112.4989 56.2495 
99 ::.93.1536 1.9510 

101 305.6525 

2.00 car-park 

----- ONEWAY -----

YBLAME 
VERSION version 

Analysis of Variance 

Sum of He an 
D.F. Squares Squares 

2 96.3747 48.1814 
99 156.9673 1. 5855 

101 253,3420 

3.00 bar-money 

YBLAME 
VERSION 

----- ONEWAY -----

version 

Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
D.F. Squares Squares 

2 69,4967 34,7484 
99 151.6536 1.5319 

101 221.1503 

F F 
Ratio Prob. 

28.8304 .0000 

F F 
Ratio Prob. 

30.3920 .0000 

F F 
Ratio Prob. 

22.6839 .0000 
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Appendix G 

Long analyses stored on disc 

The following analyse.~ have been given on a disc to the honour coordinator with this 

thesis. The files and their names are listed below. 

ANOVA 

MRl 

ANOV A by version for other variables 

Multiple regression analyses for intent and four other cawml 

attributions 

MR2 : Multiple regression analyses for three appraisal dimensions 

MR3 : Multiple regression analyses for blame and three appraisal 

dimensions 

MR4 :Multiple regression analyses for appraisal dimensions and 

attribution dimensions 

MRS :Multiple regression analyses for blame and attribution 

dimensions 

MR6 :Multiple regression analyses for appraisal components and 

attribution dimensions 

HAB : 3 x 3 scenario x version ANOV A 
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Appt.:ndix II 

Descriptive \!atisrics intcnl..hy version and angc.Lgroup_for scenario 

Table H-1 

Mean Intent Scores a~ a Function of Version and Anger Group for Beach Scenario 

Version 

Anger group 

Low 

n 

High 

M 

SD 

n 

Accide!ltal 

1.98 

1.07 

20 

1.83 

.66 

14 

Ambiguous 

3.79 

1.84 

14 

4.05 

1.73 

20 

Deliberate 

5.10 

1.09 

16 

5.24 

1.32 

18 
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Table H-2 

Mean Intent Scores as a Function of Version and Anger Group ~~~r Car~park Sc~nario 

Version 

Anger group 

Low 

M 

n 

High 

M 

SD 

n 

Accidental 

3.69 

1.36 

16 

3.28 

1.83 

18 

Amhiguous 

2.92 

1.08 

20 

3.40 

1.44 

14 

Dclihcratc 

5.14 

1.15 

14 

5.80 

1.03 

20 
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Table H-3 

Mean Intent Scores as a Function of Version and Anger Group for Bar Scenario 

Version 

Anger group Accidental Ambiguous Deliberate 

Low 

M 2.69 3.79 4.52 

SD 1.16 1.24 1.22 

ll 14 16 20 

High 

M 2.40 2.74 5.07 

SD .95 1.35 1.12 

ll 20 18 14 
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Appendix I 

SPSS outputs of ANOY A results for intent by version and anger £!roup for scenarios 

SCE!-JARIO: 1. oc beach 

• AflAL";'SIS 0 F VARIANCE ~~• 

ZI~lTENT 

by VE!'.SION v~::sion 

HI'JRL0'.-1 

ml!QUE surr.s of squares 
All effects entered simultaneously 

Source of Variation 

Hain Effects 
VERSION 
HIORLml/ 

2-Nay Interactions 
VERSION HIORLO\•/ 

EXplained 

Residual 

Total 

102 cases were processed. 
0 cases ( .0 pet) were rnissi::;. 

SCENARIO: 2. 00 car-pa::k 

sum of 
Squares 

184.382 
180.730 

.174 

.742 

.742 

184.509 

175.918 

360.427 

OF 

3 
2 
1 

2 
2 

5 

96 

101 

Mean 
Square 

61.461 
90.365 

.174 

. 371 

. 371 

36.902 

1. 832 

3.569 

***ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE*** 

ZINT£NT 
by VERSION ve::sion 

HIORLOW 

UNIQUE sums of squares 
All effects entered simultaneously 

Sum of 
Source of Variation Squares OF 

Main Effects 109.742 3 
VERSION 103.485 2 
HIORLOW 1.499 1 

2-Way Interactions 5.516 2 
VERSION HIORL0\'1 5.516 2 

Explained 122.313 5 

Residual 171.308 96 

Total 293.621 101 

102 cases were processed. 
0 cases ( .0 pet) were missing. 

Mean 
8'-lU.:..re 

36.581 
51.743 
1.499 

2.758 
2. 758 

24.463 

1. 784 

2. 907 

F 

33.540 
49.313 

.095 

.202 

.202 

20.138 

F 

20.500 
28.996 

.840 

1. 545 
1. 545 

13.709 

Sig 
of F 

.,. 000 
·. 000 
.758 

. 817 

. 817 

.000 

,. 

Sig 
of F 

.000 

.000 

. 3 62 

.2'18 

. 21a·· 

.000 



' 

SCENARIO: 3.00 bar-mone'j 

• ANALYSIS 

ZINTENT 
by VERSIO!I version 

HIORLO'.'I 

0 F 

UNIQUE sums of squares 

Patterns of Anger Ill 

V A P. I A !i C E • • • 

All effects enteret.· simultaneously 

Sum of !<lean 
Source of Variation Squares OF Square F 

Mai;-, Effects 94.293 3 31.431 22.700 
VERSION 86.936 2 43.468 31.394 
HIORLOW 1. 715 1 1. 715 1. 238 

2-Way Interactions 10.771 2 5.386 3.890 
VERSION HIORLOW 10.771 2 5. 386 3. 890 

Explained 100.356 5 20.071 14.496 

Residual 132.922 96 1. 385 

Total 233.278 101 2.310 

102 cases were processed. 
0 cases ( .0 pet) were missing. 

Sig 
of F 

.000 

.000 

.269 

. 024 

.024 

.000 
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Appendix J 

Descriptive statistics for anger arousal by version and anger group for scenario 

Table J-1 

Mean Anger Arousal Scores as a Function of Version and Anger Group for Beach 

Scenario 

Anger group 

Low 

!! 

High 

M 

SD 

!! 

Accidental 

4.60 

1.!9 

20 

4.00 

.78 

14 

Version 

Ambiguous 

7.14 

2.96 

14 

7.80 

2.44 

20 

Deliberate 

6.56 

2.45 

16 

7.67 

2.83 

18 
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Table J-2 

Mean Anger Arousal Scores as a Function of Version and Anger Group for Car-park 

Scenario 

Anger group 

Low 

High 

M 

SD 

n 

Accidental 

5.38 

2.87 

16 

6.89 

2.42 

18 

Version 

Ambiguous 

5.80 

1.96 

20 

6.71 

1.94 

14 

Dcliheratc 

7.79 

2.36 

14 

10.40 

1.90 

20 
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Table J-3 

Mean Anger Arousal Scores as a Function of Version and A_rrgcr Oroup for Ha~ 

Scenario 

Anger group 

Low 

!l 

High 

M 

SD 

!l 

Accidental 

5.29 

1.49 

14 

6.15 

1.87 

20 

Version 

Ambiguous 

5.81 

1.56 

16 

6.3 

2.81 

18 

Deliberate 

7.60 

2.44 

20 

9.36 

1.98 

14 
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Appendix K 

SPSS outputs of ANOY A results for anger arousal by version and anger group for 

sccnanos 

SCENARIO: 1. 00 beach 

• ANAL'!SIS 0 F V ,.._ R I A 11 C E * * * 

:•lANGER 
by VERSION •;ersion 

HIORLClW 

UUIQUE SU.'":'!S of 
All effects v 

Source of Variation 

Hain Effects 
VERSION 
HIORLml 

2-Way Interactions 
VERSION HIORL0:-1 

Explained 

Residual 

Total 

102 cases were processed, 
0 cases ( .0 pet) were missing. 

SCENARIO: 2.00 car-park 

Jares 
~d simultaneously 

Sum of He an 
Squares DF Square 

215.440 3 71.813 
199.450 2 99.725 

3.737 1 3.737 

12.979 2 6.490 
12.979 2 6.490 

221.338 5 44.268 

487.652 96 5.080 

708.990 !.01 7. 020 

• • • ANALYSIS 0 F VARIANCE • • • 

WANGF.R 
by VERSION version 

HIORLOW 

UNIQUE sums of squares 
All effects entered simultaneously 

Sum of 
Source of Variation Squares OF 

Main Effects 285.094 3 
VERSION 185.720 2 
HIORLOW 70.450 1 

2-Way Interactions 12.251 2 
VERSION HIORLOW 12.251 2 

Explained 307.072 5 

Residual 486.742 96 

Total 793.814 101 

102 cases were processed. 
0 cases ( .0 pet) were missing, 

Mean 
Square 

95.031 
92.860 
70.450 

5.125 
5.125 

61.414 

5.070 

7.860 

F 

14.137 
19.632 

.736 

1. 278 
1 . 27 8 

a. 715 

F 

18.743 
18.315 
13. B95 

1. 208 
1. 209 

12.113 

Sig 
of F 

.000 

.000 

.393 

. 2 83 

. 2 83 

. 000 

Sig 
of F 

.000 

.000 

.000 

. 303 

. 303 

.000 



I 

SCENA::C:O: ].00 bar-money 

A N A L '/ S I S 

\•/ANGER 
by VERSION VP.rsion 

1-!IORLO\•/ 

0 F 

UNIQUE !:Unl.<~ of ~q·..:ares 

Patterns of Anger II fi 

VARIJ..!ICE '' • 

All effect!: ento::red simultanev,..:sl:r 

5-Jurce of ·:-'lriation 

!~;~.in :;:::ec::s 
VE:<.srm; 
HIC?...! .. .G:>; 

2-:•/ay :nter:lctions 
VE:<.SIQ;l HIO?.Lm/ 

:::xpla.:.::-.ed 

?asid•:.s.: 

':'otal 

102 ca.:;e:; 'n·ere processed. 
0 cases ( .0 pet) •,.;ere missing, 

Sum o !" 
Squares 

161.403 
149.053 
27.358 

6.773 
6. 773 

163,994 

429.859 

593.853 

Df 

3 
2 
1 

2 

' 
5 

101 

W:<an 
Sq,Jare 

53. BOl 
74.526 
27.352 

3.386 
3.385 

32.799 

<: .478 

5. 880 

F 

12.015 
16.644 

6.110 

.756 

. 756 

7. 32 5 

Sig 
~: F 

.OJO 

.000 

.015 

.000 
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Appendix L 

SPSS outputs of ANOV A results for anger arousal hy version and anger group using 

state anger scores a;; covariable for scenarios 
SCENARIO: 1. 00 b10ach 

,\NALYSIS 

\·lht\GER 
by VERSION version 

HIORLQ\·/ 
with ANGERSSS 

0 F 

U!liQUE sums of squares 

V A R I A t/ C E * - * 

All effects entered simultaneously 

sum of 
Source of Variation Squares 

Covariates 17.734 
ANGERSSS 17.734 

Hain Effects 215.365 
VERSION 197.969 
HIORLO',~ 4.383 

2-Nay Interactions 14.516 
VERSION HIORLQI•/ 14.516 

Explained 239.073 

Residual 469.918 

Total 708.990 

102 cases were processed. 
0 cases ( .0 pet) were mis>>ing. 

SCENARIO: 2.00 car-park 

••• ANALYSIS 0 F 

\'/ANGER 
by VERSION version 

HIORLOW 
with ANGERSSS 

UNIQUE sums of squares 

Mean 
OF Square 

1 17.734 
1 17.734 

3 71.788 
2 98.985 
1 4.383 

2 7.258 
2 7.258 

6 39.845 

95 4.947 

101 7. 020 

VARIANCE • •• 

All effects entered simultaneously 

Sum of Mean 
Source of Variation Squares DF Square 

~ovariates 46.483 1 46.483 
ANGERSSS 46.483 1 46.483 

Main Effects 302.010 3 100.670 
VERSION 198.088 2 99.044 
HIORLOW 74.813 1 74.813 

2-Way Interactions 12.285 2 6.143 
VERSION HIORLOW 12.285 2 6.143 

Explained 353.554 6 58.926 

Residual 440.260 95 4.634 

Total 793.814 101 7. 860 

'.u2 cases \'iere processed. 
0 cases (.0 pet) were missing. 

F 

3. 585 
3. 585 

14.513 
20.011 

.886 

1.467 
1.467 

8.055 

F 

10.030 
10.030 

21.723 
21.372 
16.143 

1.325 
1. 3" 5 

12.715 

Sig 
of F 

,061 
.061 

.000 

.000 

.349 

.236 

. 236 

.000 

Sii,j 
of F 

,002 
.002 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.271 

.271 

.000 



SCENARIO: ) . 00 bar-money 

• • ANALYSIS 

',•.'A:lGER 
by \'ERSION version 

H!ORL0\•1 
"''i.th A:;SERSSS 

0 p 

tr::IQUE sums of squares 

Patterns of Anger 118 

VARIANCE . . . 

J..ll effects entered simultaneously 

sum of Mean Sig 
Source o: Variatic~ Squares OF Square F of F 

Cova:::iates 5.745 1 5.745 1.287 .259 
;..:.;GERS5S 5.745 1 5.745 1. 287 .259 

Nain Effe-::ts 162.750 3 54.250 12.152 .000 
V:::RSIW 149.783 2 74.891 16.775 .ooo 
H!ORLC;·; 28.290 1 2 8. 290 6.337 .014 

2-\'/ay In::e~ac::ions 6.154 2 3.077 .689 . 504 
\':.:RSIC: H:ORLO:·; 6.154 2 3. 077 .689 .504 

Explaine:: 169. "139 6 28.290 6. 337 .000 

Residual 424.114 95 4.4.64 

Total 593.853 101 5. 880 

102 cases '"'ere processed. 
0 cases (.0 pet) were missing. 
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Appendix M 

SPSS output of ANDY A results for intentionality scores hy ycrsion and scenario 

• • • ANALYSIS 

ZINTENT 
by VERSION version 

SCENARIO sce:1ario 

0 F 

UNIQUE sums of squares 

V A R I A fl C E . . . 

• All effects entered s:.::-.•Jltaneously 

Source of Variation 

Main Effects 
VERSION 
SCEN.~IO 

2-t~ay Im:.eractions 
VERSION SCENARIO 

Explained 

Residual 

Total 

306 cases were processed. 
0 cases (.0 pet) were missing . 

Sum c: 
Squares 

352.010 
336.633 

15.378 

50.102 
50.102 

402.112 

500.592 

902.703 

DF 

' 2 
2 

' ' 
8 

297 

305 

He an 
Square 

88.003 
168.316 

7. 689 

12.525 
12.525 

50.264 

1. 685 

2. 960 

Sig 
F of F 

52.212 .000 
9 9. 8 52 .000 

4.562 .011 

7.431 .000 
7.431 .000 

2 9. 822 .000 

. __________________ j 
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