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This work outlines the development and validation of a new self-report measure that assesses explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes within 
the normal adult population (using 7 samples, total N = 3,533). These explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes are expected to reflect aggressive 
biases including hostile attribution, potency, retribution, victimization by powerful others, derogation of target, and social discounting. The resulting 
scale is reliable with a hierarchical 6-factor structure, and displays convergent and discriminant validity. Criterion-related validity studies indicate 
incremental effects over socially desirable response bias, related implicit and explicit aggression measures, and is predictive of self-reported and 
other-reported aggression-related behaviors.

Social-cognitive theory revolves around how people think and
interpret their social world, and has become a dominant the-
oretical perspective for understanding how personality and in-
dividual differences are related to coherent patterns of human
behavior (Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Fazio, Jackson, Dunton, &
Williams, 1995; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; Mischel & Shoda,
1995). The social-cognitive framework and related research has
shown that both implicit social cognitions and explicit social
cognitions are important for understanding how personality af-
fects behavior (Bing, LeBreton, Davison, Migetz, & James,
2007; Frost, Ko, & James, 2007; Gawronski & Bodenhausen,
2006). Implicit and explicit social cognitions are theoretically,
operationally, and empirically distinct, and serve as meaningful
yet separate components of rudimentary personality structure:
where implicit social cognitions refer to the effortless and auto-
matic (i.e., unconscious) thoughts pertaining to an individual’s
beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors; and explicit social cognitions
refer to corresponding introspective and controlled (i.e., con-
scious) thoughts pertaining to an individual’s beliefs, attitudes,
and behaviors (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). Recent research
has shown each to have unique and often interactive explana-
tory power through various mechanisms in a variety of basic and
applied research settings (e.g., mediation, moderation, indepen-
dent and additive coaction; see Bing, LeBreton, et al., 2007;
Frost et al., 2007; Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006).

Because implicit social cognitions occur outside conscious
awareness, scholars generally agree that this component of per-
sonality must be assessed through indirect methods (Fazio &
Olson, 2003; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; Karpinski & Hilton,
2001; Nosek, Greenwald, & Banaji, 2005). Traditionally, re-
searchers and practitioners have assessed various implicit social
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cognitions via projective techniques such as the Thematic Ap-
perception Test (Lilienfeld, Wood, & Garb, 2000) or Implicit
Association Tests (Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998).
More recently, James and colleagues (e.g., James, 1998; James
& LeBreton, 2012; James & McIntyre, 2000; James et al., 2005)
have developed a framework for the measurement of motive-
based biases in reasoning and inference founded on conditional
reasoning methods (the Conditional Reasoning Test [CRT]) and
underlying cognitive biases; CRTs have been developed for the
constructs of achievement motivation (CRT–AM) and aggres-
sion (CRT–A). The basic premise for conditional reasoning is
that aggressive people, for example, often think of their actions
as reasonable, whereas nonaggressive people do not see the
same rationale (Baron & Richardson, 1994; Baumeister, Smart,
& Boden, 1996). Therefore aggressive people will rely on im-
plicit cognitive biases, which James and colleagues refer to as
justification mechanisms, to rationalize or justify their behavior
(i.e., because people are motivated to believe their actions are
reasonable); thus reflecting the personality and underlying im-
plicit social cognitions of the individual. The biases associated
with aggression as summarized by James and colleagues (James,
1998; James & Mazerolle, 2002; James et al., 2005) are:

1. Hostile attribution: Tendency to see harmful intent in the
actions of others (E. Anderson, 1994; Crick & Dodge, 1994;
Tedeschi & Nesler, 1993; Toch, 1993).

2. Potency: Tendency to frame and reason using the contrast
of strength versus weakness (E. Anderson, 1994; Gay, 1993;
Millon, 1990).

3. Retribution: Tendency to confer logical priority to retalia-
tion over reconciliation (Bradbury & Fincham, 1990; Dodge,
1986; Laursen & Collins, 1994).

4. Victimization by powerful others: Tendency to frame oneself
as a victim and as being exploited by the powerful (Averill,
1993; Finnegan, 1997; Toch, 1993).



5. Derogation of target: An attempt to make the target more
deserving of aggression (James & Mazerolle, 2002; Wright
& Mischel, 1987).

6. Social discounting: Tendency to call on socially unorthodox
and antisocial beliefs to interpret and analyze social events
and relationships (Finnegan, 1997; Millon, 1990).

Unlike implicit social cognitions, explicit social cognitions
occur within conscious awareness and are easily accessed
through introspection and direct methods (Greenwald & Banaji,
1995; McClelland, Koestner, & Weinberger, 1989), resulting in
the near ubiquitous use of self-report questionnaires. Research
has shown both implicit and explicit social cognitions are im-
portant for understanding how personality affects behavior and
have unique and often interactive predictive power (e.g., Bing,
LeBreton, et al., 2007, Bornstein, 2002; Winter, John, Stewart,
Klohnen, & Duncan, 1998). Within the personality assessment
for aggression literature, Frost et al. (2007) tested and found
support for an integrative model (i.e., channeling hypothesis)
of aggression using the CRT–A and the Angry Hostility Scale
from the NEO Personality Inventory (Costa & McCrae, 1992).
Similarly, Bing, Stewart, et al. (2007) provided and tested
an integrative typology and found meaningful interactive
effects between the CRT–A and several explicit aggressiveness
measures (Angry Hostility scale from the NEO Personality
Inventory, Form A of the Personality Research Form [PRF];
Jackson, 1968) in the prediction of multiple criteria including
dishonesty, traffic violations, and organizational deviance.

Despite these significant theoretical advances and promising
empirical findings, there is no existing measure of the explicit
social cognitions associated with the six aggressive biases
outlined by James and colleagues (James, 1998; James &
Mazerolle, 2002; James et al., 2005). This is an important gap in
the literature as researchers and practitioners must use existing
personality questionnaires, such as the Angry Hostility scale
from the NEO Personality Inventory or Form A of the PRF, as
proxy measures for the explicit social cognitions associated with
these six biases. Therefore the goal of this research is to develop
and validate a multifactor self-report measure that can be used
independently (for explicit assessment only) or in conjunction
with the CRT–A (for joint implicit and explicit assessment) to
more fully assess the aggressive biases of hostile attribution,
potency, retribution, victimization by powerful others, dero-
gation of target, and social discounting. Literature suggests
that these aggressive biases are associated with corresponding
and easily assessable explicit social cognitions through beliefs
and attitudes expressed freely by aggressive people (Fazio
et al., 1995; Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006; Greenwald &
Banaji, 1995; Karpinski & Hilton, 2001), for which there are no
existing self-report measures beyond that of hostility bias (cf.
C. A. Anderson, Deuser, & DeNeve, 1995; Buss & Perry, 1992;
Costa & McCrae, 1992). We believe such a measure will help
reveal incremental explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes (i.e.,
explicit social cognitions) that influence individual patterns of
appraisals, attributions, and behavior across situations.

SCALE DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDATION

In generating and validating this scale, we followed proce-
dures outlined in the scale development literature (e.g., Hinkin,
1998) commonly used in the psychological literature (e.g.,
Ferris, Brown, Berry, & Lian, 2008). We present the findings of

this scale development in four phases: Phase 1 explains the item
generation, item reduction, and scale development procedures;
Phase 2 details the psychometric properties of the resultant scale;
Phase 3 details convergent and discriminant validity; and Phase
4 details criterion-related validity evidence.

PHASE 1: ITEM GENERATION AND REDUCTION

Item Generation

Members of the scale development group, consisting of the
two faculty and three doctoral student authors, independently
and deductively developed items for the six aggressiveness fac-
tors outlined by James (1998; James, McIntyre, Glisson, Bowler,
& Mitchell, 2004). Items were carefully crafted following guide-
lines for item generation that incorporated easy reading level,
short direct statements, avoidance of words and phrases with
multiple connotations, and minimal overlap across factors. The
group then reviewed all generated items with a goal of retaining
15 items per factor for initial testing (see Hinkin, 1998). This
goal was chosen because we aimed to develop a final scale of
30 items (five items for each of the six factors) that provides
proper psychometric properties and relatively broad construct
assessment, yet is short enough to use in basic and applied re-
search settings. This process resulted in 97 items (15–17 items
per factor).

Item Reduction: Item-Sort Task

To examine the substantive validity of the developed items
we employed an item-sort task, as these procedures are recom-
mended in the early stages of scale development to determine
which items best capture the construct of interest (J. C. Ander-
son & Gerbing, 1991; Hinkin, 1998). Specifically, we calculated
the proportion of substantive agreement (PSA) for each item.
The PSA is calculated by nc/N, where nc represents the number
of participants who assigned an item to its posited construct and
N is the total number of participants.

Ten independent graduate students were recruited to partici-
pate in the item-sorting task, which is considered an appropri-
ate sample size for this initial item reduction (J. C. Anderson
& Gerbing, 1991; Ferris et al., 2008). We chose to utilize a
graduate student sample given the complexity of the construct
definitions. Each participant was given definitions of the aggres-
siveness factors and trained in the use of a rating form to sort the
initial item pool into relevant categories. Based on the aggregate
of the independent item-sort task, the majority of items achieved
perfect PSA (1.00). However, given the preliminary nature of
the item-sort task, and to ensure an adequate number of items
were retained within each factor for further analysis, we utilized
a PSA cutoff of .80. This is consistent with previous research
(e.g., Ferris et al., 2008) as PSA coefficients are used in a com-
parative manner to retain a subset of items with the largest values
(J. C. Anderson & Gerbing, 1991), and retaining items with PSA
of .80 or greater helped balance substantive validity and scale
economy in this particular situation. Items that did not meet this
cutoff were eliminated from the item pool. This process resulted
in a reduced set of 77 items (10–15 items per factor).

Item Reduction: Exploratory Factor Analysis

To further reduce the item pool and develop a parsimonious
yet multidimensional measure we conducted exploratory factor
analysis (EFA; see Hinkin, 1998). We conducted EFA on two
data sets: The first data set contained participant responses to



the previously reduced 77 items; the second data set contained
responses from an independent group of participants to 52 items,
including the best functioning items from the first EFA as well
as several newly written or revised items.

Participants and procedure. Undergraduate students from
a large university in the southeastern United States partici-
pated in the scale development study in exchange for course
extra credit. We collected useful data from 473 undergraduate
students for initial scale development. An independent sam-
ple of 348 participants from the same university contributed
to a second data set that was used for scale refinement. De-
mographic information indicated that participants were diverse
(approximately 71% Hispanic, 11% White, 8% African Amer-
ican, and 3% Asian/Pacific Islander, 7% “other”), the majority
were female (72%), and participants ranged in age from 16 to 54
(M = 21.56, SD = 4.51). These samples are appropriate for EFA
given that individual differences are generally considered uni-
versal and have been shown to be largely stable during and after
college (McCrae & Costa, 1997; Roberts & DelVecchio, 2000).

The initial item pool of 77 aggression items and standard
demographic items was administered in an online format to the
first group of participants. The second sample of participants
was administered the best functioning items from the initial
item pool as well as additional items that were newly generated
or revised. The response scale for all aggression items followed
a Likert-style format from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree). Responses were carefully screened to eliminate those
with obvious random response patterns and large amounts of
missing data.

Analytic strategy and results. With the first data set we
conducted exploratory principal axis factoring with oblique ro-
tation and Kaiser normalization to determine if the six intended
factors were represented in the item pool and, if so, which items
were the best indicators of each. Initial eigenvalues indicated one
primary component with many smaller components exceeding
the 1.0 Kaiser criterion. However, because our aim was to de-
velop a multidimensional scale of explicit aggressive beliefs and
attitudes that would be made up of six theorized factors, we ex-
amined a rotated six-factor solution and possible reduced factor
solutions (five, four, etc.) to aid in our selection of items. The
six-factor solution was made up of four components easily in-
terpretable as retribution, victimization, hostile attribution, and
social discounting, plus one that consisted primarily of potency
items, and one that was less interpretable; the five-factor solution
showed the same four interpretable components and one con-
sisting of primarily potency items; and with fewer factors each
component become less interpretable. Thus, given the goals of
the study, we chose the six-factor solution for item reduction.

Based on the .32 factor loading cutoff criteria recommen-
dation of Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), we retained items that
displayed high loadings on the intended factor with low cross-
loadings. To further reduce items, we examined item character-
istics including item distributions, interitem correlations, item
redundancy, and coefficient alpha for each factor if items were
deleted. This process resulted in the retaining of the best five ret-
ribution items, five victimization items, five hostile attribution
items, and five social discounting items from the interpretable
factors. These items yielded factor loadings on the intended
factor of .45 or higher with relatively low cross-loadings
(below .25). Additionally, we retained five potency items and

two derogation of target items for revision. Following the
item writing procedures outline earlier, we wrote 10 additional
items for potency, 9 additional items for derogation of target, 4
additional items for social discounting, and 2 additional items
for retribution, resulting in a total of 52 items for additional
item reduction.

With the second data set the dimensionality of the 52 items
was analyzed using principal axis factoring with oblique rota-
tion and Kaiser normalization. Results suggested the presence
of six factors that were easily interpretable as the proposed
factors. To reduce these items into the desired multidimensional
measure we selected the five best items per factor using the
techniques already described. Thus the pool of 52 items was
reduced to 30 items with five representing each of the six
aggression factors. To ensure the stability of the factor structure
and item loadings prior to confirmatory techniques, we followed
the recommendation of Worthington and Whittaker (2006) and
reexamined the reduced 30 items within the same data set. The
six factors that formed the final scale accounted for 42.5% of the
item variance. These factors, in order of variance accounted for
in the items, were victimization by powerful others, derogation
of target, retribution, hostile attribution, potency, and social
discounting. Each item exhibited a loading of .40 or greater
on its expected factor with cross-loadings of .20 or below. The
resultant six-factor scale and loadings are presented in Table 1.

PHASE 2: PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES

The psychometric properties of the newly developed explicit
aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale were examined in regard to
factor structure and coefficient alpha reliability. Given the the-
oretical foundation and empirical development of the explicit
aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale, we proposed and tested a
hierarchical model in which a superordinate aggressive beliefs
and attitudes construct affects the six factor-level constructs of
hostile attribution, potency, retribution, victimization by power-
ful others, derogation of target, and social discounting.

Participants and Procedure

A third independent sample of undergraduate students from
a large university in the southeastern United States participated
in the study for extra credit. Participants took the survey on-
line, which consisted of the 30-item explicit aggressive beliefs
and attitudes scale developed in Phase 1 (see Table 1). We col-
lected useful data on 930 participants. Demographic information
indicated that the sample was diverse (approximately 65% His-
panic, 13% White, 8% African American, and 3% Asian/Pacific
Islander, 12% “other”) and ranged in age from 18 to 56 (M =
21.02, SD = 3.96). This sample is appropriate for confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) given that individual differences are gen-
erally considered universal and have been shown to be largely
stable during and after college (McCrae & Costa, 1997; Roberts
& DelVecchio, 2000).

Analytic Strategy and Results

CFA was performed to compare the fit of our hypothesized
measurement model to several alternative plausible models to
provide strong discriminant validity evidence among the six
factors within the explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale
(Lance & Vandenberg, 2002). Specifically, we tested three mod-
els: a single-factor model in which all items loaded on a com-
mon latent construct; a six-factor model in which the six latent



TABLE 1.—Final scale items and principal axis factoring loadings.

Final Scale Factor Loadings

Item
1 2 3 4 5 6

Victimization by powerful other bias items
1. The wealthy capitalize on those who are

less fortunate.
.90

2. The rich get richer by taking advantage
of the poor.

.72

3. I believe that large corporations exploit
their employees.

.53

4. Big companies intentionally rip off
customers.

.47

5. Those in power stay in power by
keeping others down.

.45

Derogation of target bias items
6. Some people are simply horrible human

beings.
.82

7. Some people are just bad people. .50
8. Some people are completely immoral. .49
9. There is not good in everyone. .45
10. In general, people are either good or evil. .40

Retribution bias items
11. Getting back at others makes me feel

better.
.76

12. If someone disrespects me, I feel the
need to get even.

.75

13. People have the right to get revenge. .75
14. Revenge is sweet. .74
15. If I am betrayed then I have the right to

retaliate.
.68

Hostile attribution bias items
16. People gain others’ trust to betray them. .72
17. Friendliness is often a disguise for

hostile intentions.
.60

18. People are motivated by a desire to harm
others.

.48

19. People make friends in order to use
them to get ahead in life.

.42

20. People give bad advice for personal
gain.

.41

Potency bias items
21. History is made through triumphs of the

strong over the weak.
.61

22. Life presents challenges that separate
the weak from the strong.

.57

23. I want to be stronger than others. .57
24. Only the strong survive. .48
25. It’s important to establish who’s boss. .40

Social discounting bias items
26. Common sense overrides the need for

rules.
.54

27. I only follow rules that I find important. .54
28. People follow too many unnecessary

rules.
.49

29. Laws are meant to be broken. .47
30. Any social rule that gets in the way of

personal expression is a bad rule.
.43

Note. Items were assed in a random order across all samples, but are presented here
based on factor loadings. Factor loadings above .30 are presented. Recommended scale is
a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

constructs were allowed to covary freely; and a hypothesized hi-
erarchical model in which the superordinate aggressive beliefs
and attitudes construct affects the six factor-level constructs.
Following the recommendations of Hu and Bentler (1999), we
used the maximum-likelihood-based standardized root mean
squared residual (SRMR) and supplemented it with the root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). We chose the

FIGURE 1.—Hypothesized hierarchical model and associated standardized re-
gression weights.

supplemental RMSEA as it accounts for parsimony, as well as
the ability for a confidence interval to be calculated around its
value. The Hu and Bentler two-index presentation strategy states
that an RMSEA of .06 or lower and an SRMR of .09 or lower
suggests good model fit. Because models that differ in regard
to the number of latent factors are not necessarily nested, we
utilized the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) index versus a
χ2 difference test to compare our CFA models.

Results of the CFAs indicated that the single-factor model in
which all items loaded on a common latent construct did not fit
the data well, χ2(405, N = 930) = 8393.78, p < .001, SRMR =
.124, RMSEA = .146 (90% CI of RMSEA = [.143, .148]). We
then tested the six-factor model in which the six latent con-
structs were allowed to covary freely. This model fit the data
very well, χ2(390, N = 930) = 1381.74, p < .001, SRMR =
.052, RMSEA = .052 (90% CI of RMSEA = [.049, .055]). Fi-
nally, we tested the hypothesized hierarchical model in which
the superordinate aggressive beliefs and attitudes construct af-
fects the six factor-level constructs. As expected, this model also
fit the data very well, χ2(399, N = 930) = 1399.14, p < .001,
SRMR = .050, RMSEA = .052 (90% CI of RMSEA = [.049,
.055]). We then examined the AIC across the models tested, as
well as a baseline independence model. The AIC displayed the
following results: independence model = 14,926.46; one-factor
model = 8,573.78; six-factor model = 1,591.74; hierarchical
model = 1,591.14. Collectively these results suggest both the
six-factor and hierarchical models fit the data well. However,
considering that the hierarchical model possesses the strongest
theoretical rationale and is more parsimonious with greater de-
grees of freedom, we found these results supportive of the a
priori hierarchical model. Standardized regression weights for
this model are presented in Figure 1. (Note: Factor-level item
order follows the EFA loading order from Table 1.)

Coefficient alpha reliabilities were also examined at the factor
and scale level. Reliabilities were moderately high at both the
factor (hostility attribution = .86, potency = .84, retribution =
.92, victimization = .90, derogation of target = .79, and social
discounting = .79) and scale (α = .91) levels.

PHASE 3: CONVERGENT AND DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY

To develop the nomological network around the newly devel-
oped explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale, we examined
convergent and discriminant validity with existing implicit and



explicit measures. Convergent validity represents the extent to
which a scale is related to other measures of the same or similar
constructs, whereas discriminant validity represents the extent to
which a scale exhibits low or nonsignificant relationships with
measures of dissimilar constructs (Campbell & Fiske, 1959;
Hinkin, 1998). We propose that the explicit aggressive beliefs
and attitudes scale will display convergent and discriminant va-
lidity with other measures of implicit and explicit aggression
and the Five-factor model of personality (FFM; cf. Barlett &
Anderson, 2012).

Although the theoretical overlap between existing explicit
aggression measures and the explicit aggressive beliefs and atti-
tudes scale is minimal, they should nonetheless tap into an over-
arching global “explicit aggression” construct. Accordingly, the
explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale should display
medium to large positive relationships with other self-report
explicit measures of aggression, such as the Aggression Ques-
tionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992). Further, factor-level relation-
ships should also display similar levels of convergence. As the
Buss and Perry Aggression Questionnaire assesses more affec-
tive, hostile, and reactive forms of aggression (anger, hostil-
ity, and physical and verbal aggression), more reactive forms
of explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes, such as retribution,
should display strong positive relationships with the Aggres-
sion Questionnaire. Similarly, hostile attribution should display
a strong positive relationship with Buss and Perry’s hostility
factor. Meanwhile, the explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes
scale should display small positive relationships with implicit
measures of aggression, such as the CRT–A (James & McIntyre,
2000). It is expected that this relationship will be positive, as
both measures assess an individual’s predisposition and readi-
ness to aggress. However, this relationship is expected to be
small in magnitude as they capture different aspects of per-
sonality, where the self-report measure assesses explicit social
cognitions via beliefs and attitudes revolving around aggression,
and the conditional reasoning test assesses implicit social cogni-
tions via motive-based reasoning underlying aggression (Bing,
LeBreton, et al., 2007; James & LeBreton, 2012). Indeed, it is
generally well accepted that the implicit and explicit compo-
nents of personality are often uncorrelated or low in magnitude
(McClelland, 1985; McClelland et al., 1989).

In regard to the FFM, research has shown that trait aggression
is related to but not redundant with the FFM, generally finding
that agreeableness is most related to instrumental goal-oriented
aggression, whereas emotional stability is most related to af-
fective, hostile, and reactive aggression (Sharpe & Desai, 2001;
Tremblay & Ewart, 2005). Accordingly, it is expected that the
explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale will be negatively
related to agreeableness and emotional stability. However, we
believe that the explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale
will display a smaller relationship with emotional stability than
other self-report measures, such as Buss and Perry’s (1992) Ag-
gression Questionnaire, as the aggressive biases in which the
explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale was developed
are less affectively driven. In addition, given the negative re-
lationship between anger and conscientiousness, and hostility
and conscientiousness (Ang et al., 2004; Gallo & Smith, 1998),
it is expected that aggression and conscientiousness will dis-
play a small negative relationship. Finally, given the lack of
theoretical justification and empirical evidence for relationships
between aggression and extraversion or openness, it would be

expected that these overall relationships will be null or near null
(Ang et al., 2004).

Method

Participants and procedure. A fourth independent sam-
ple of undergraduate students from a large university in the
southeastern United States participated in the study for extra
credit. As the CRT–A must be administered in person, all sur-
veys were administered in pencil-and-paper format. Each par-
ticipant received a packet consisting of the surveys beginning
with the CRT–A. The rationale for this order was to ensure that
the CRT–A was first and participants were not primed by the
items of the self-report aggression measures. On completion,
responses were carefully screened to eliminate those with ob-
vious random response patterns, large amounts of missing data,
and numerous illogical responses to the conditional reasoning
items, resulting in a usable sample of 406.The average partici-
pant was approximately 21 years old (ranging from 18–54 years
of age), female (approximately 69%), and Hispanic (approxi-
mately 71% Hispanic, 15% White, 8% African American, 4%
Asian/Pacific Islander, 2% “other”). This sample is appropri-
ate to determine the nomological network around the newly
developed aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale, in relation to
other individual difference measures, as individual differences
are generally considered universal and have been shown to be
largely stable during and after college (McCrae & Costa, 1997;
Roberts & DelVecchio, 2000).

Measures.

Explicit Aggressive Beliefs and Attitudes: We used the 30-
item explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale developed in
Phase 1 (see Table 1). The coefficient alpha reliability for the
overall scale was .89.

Aggression Questionnaire: We used Buss and Perry’s
(1992) 29-item Aggression Questionnaire as a comparison scale
of self-reported explicit trait aggression. This measure consists
of four factors: anger, hostility, physical aggression, and ver-
bal aggression. Each item was scored on a Likert-style scale
ranging from 1 (extremely uncharacteristic of me) to 5 (ex-
tremely characteristic of me). Sample items from this measure
include “I have trouble controlling my temper” (anger), “I won-
der why sometimes I feel so bitter about things” (hostility),
“Given enough provocation, I may hit another person” (physi-
cal aggression), and “I often find myself disagreeing with peo-
ple” (verbal aggression). The coefficient alpha reliability for the
overall scale was .89.

Conditional Reasoning Test–Aggression: The CRT–A
(James & McIntyre, 2000) measures implicit aggression and
is made up of 22 conditional reasoning problems, as well as
three nonconditional reasoning problems to improve face valid-
ity. Each of the conditional reasoning items is based on one or
more of the following six aggressive biases: hostile attribution,
potency, retribution, victimization by powerful others, deroga-
tion of target, and social discounting.

Five-factor model: The FFM was assessed with the pub-
lic domain International Personality Item Pool developed by
Goldberg (2000). Each personality factor consisted of 10 items
with a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (very inaccurate) to 5 (very
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accurate). Sample items are “I am the life of the party” (extraver-
sion), “I feel others’ emotions” (agreeableness), “I am always
prepared” (conscientiousness), “I am relaxed most of the time”
(emotional stability), and “I spend time reflecting on things”
(openness). The coefficient alpha reliabilities ranged from .76
to .89.

Results

To examine convergent and discriminant validities of the
newly developed explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes mea-
sure, as compared to other implicit and explicit measures of
aggression and the FFM, we calculated bivariate correlations
(see Table 2). We examined each variable at the overall scale
level, as well as the factor level, for the explicit aggressive be-
liefs and attitudes scale and the Aggression Questionnaire. In
general, we base our discussion of results on Cohen’s (1988)
classification of correlation magnitudes (i.e., ≥ .50 = large, ≥
.30 = moderate, and ≥ .10 = small).

As expected, the explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale
displayed strong convergent validity with the Aggression Ques-
tionnaire (r = .55, p < .001). Although this relationship was
large in magnitude, it clearly does not indicate problematic
scale redundancy with only 30% shared variance. Across the
Aggression Questionnaire factors of anger, hostility, physical
aggression, and verbal aggression, the explicit aggressive beliefs
and attitudes scale displayed consistent positive relationships of
moderate magnitude (ranging from r = .35–.48, p < .001).
However, there was greater variability across the factors of the
aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale (i.e., factors related to the
Aggression Questionnaire differently). As expected, the more
reactive retribution factor possessed the highest convergent va-
lidity with the overall Aggression Questionnaire scale (r = .53,
p < .001), and across all factors of the Aggression Questionnaire
except for hostility (ranging from r = .30–.51, p < .001), which
converged more strongly with the hostility factor of the explicit
aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale (r = .42, p < .001). Mean-
while, as expected, the explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes
scale displayed a small positive relationship with the CRT–A
(r = .18, p < .001). At the factor level, hostile attribution (r =
.19, p < .001) and victimization (r = .18, p < .01) possessed
the strongest relationships with the CRT–A, whereas retribution
and social discounting displayed nonsignificant relationships.

In regard to the FFM, and as expected, the explicit aggressive
beliefs and attitudes scale displayed significant relationships
with agreeableness (r = –.32, p < .001), emotional stability (r
= –.16, p < .01), and conscientiousness (r = –.16, p < .01),
and nonsignificant relationships with extraversion (r = .04, p >
.05) and openness (r = –.02, p > .05) at the overall scale level.
Additionally, these results mimic the overall results between the
Buss and Perry (1992) Aggression Questionnaire and the FFM,
with the exception of emotional stability. This is particularly
interesting, as emotional stability is most related to affective,
hostile, and reactive aggression (Sharpe & Desai, 2001; Trem-
blay & Ewart, 2005). Because the Aggression Questionnaire
captures angry affect and hostility, as well as reactive physi-
cal and verbal aggression, it therefore shows significant overlap
with emotional stability at both the overall scale (r = –.48, p
< .001) and factor (e.g., r = –.58, p < .001 for anger) levels.
However, it appears that the aggressive biases on which the ex-
plicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale is based are indeed



more cognitively than affectively driven and therefore the ex-
plicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes measure displays much
smaller relationships with emotional stability.

At the factor level the explicit aggressive beliefs and atti-
tudes scale and the FFM displayed some interesting relation-
ships. First, retribution displayed the strongest relationships
with agreeableness (r = –.35, p < .001) and emotional stability
(r = –.18, p < .001). Given previous research linking agree-
ableness and emotional stability with aggression, and our find-
ings between retribution and the Aggression Questionnaire, this
convergent evidence seems appropriate. Second, we expected a
small negative relationship between conscientiousness and the
explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale, which was sup-
ported. However, factor-level analyses indicate that this relation-
ship is much stronger for social discounting (r = –.28, p < .001).
Considering that conscientiousness could be conceptualized as
socially constructed in that individuals who are conscientious
display greater self-discipline, control, and impulse regulation,
it seems appropriate that social discounting (e.g., dismissing
social norms of the roles) displayed the strongest negative re-
lationship. Third, although the relationship between the overall
explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale and extraversion
was nonsignificant, the potency (r = .22, p < .001) and victim-
ization (r = –.14, p < .01) factors displayed small significant
relationships. Post-hoc, these relationships make sense. For ex-
ample, individuals high in potency frame and reason through
a prism of strength versus weakness. Thus they see the world
and people (themselves and others) as being strong, assertive,
and powerful or submissive, timid, and weak. In a quasi-parallel
fashion, extroverts are known to be socially active and talkative,
and they tend to assert themselves, whereas introverts tend to
withdraw from social exchanges and spend time alone. Accord-
ingly, it makes sense that there would be a positive relationship
between potency and extraversion. Further, this relationship is
similar to that of extraversion and the Aggression Question-
naire verbal factor (r = .20, p < .001), although potency from
the explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale and the verbal
factor from the Aggression Questionnaire do not display unusu-
ally strong convergence (r = .27, p < .001). Finally, openness
displayed nonsignificant relationships with every factor of the
explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale as expected.

PHASE 4: CRITERION-RELATED VALIDITY

Criterion-related validity is an important aspect of construct
validity (Hinkin, 1998), and refers to the extent to which a
measure is related to theoretically derived outcomes. Accord-
ingly, this section provides a sequence of studies that examines
the criterion-related validity of the newly developed measure.
Considering the newly developed measure should tap into the
explicit aggressive biases previously reviewed, it should predict
aggression-related behaviors both independently and in con-
junction with existing explicit measures that do not capture
these explicit aggressive biases, as well as implicit motive-based
measures that do. Thus this section examines (a) the positive in-
cremental effects of the explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes
scale above and beyond several existing implicit and explicit
measures of aggression and social desirability in relation to
aggressive driving behavior, and (b) the positive relationships
between the explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale and
interpersonal and organizational deviance.

Method

Participants and procedure.

Study 1: Participants from the convergent and discriminant
validity study (N = 406) were invited to complete a follow-up
survey online approximately 1 week after their initial partic-
ipation. Additional data were collected on socially desirable
response bias and aggressive driving behaviors (as described
later). We received usable surveys from 205 individuals for
an approximate response rate of 50%. Each participant in the
follow-up study received nominal extra credit for an undergrad-
uate psychology course. The subsample did not differ signif-
icantly from the full sample on the explicit aggressive beliefs
and attitudes scale.

Study 2: Participants were recruited through Study Re-
sponse, an online service that connects researchers to individuals
willing to complete research surveys (cf. Judge, Ilies, & Scott,
2006; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006). A link to an online survey was
e-mailed to 550 employed individuals in the Study Response
database. Data were collected on demographics, explicit aggres-
sive beliefs and attitudes, and workplace deviance (as described
later). We received 392 usable surveys for an overall response
rate of 71%.The average participant was approximately 36 years
of age and worked on average 41 hr per week. Approximately
54% of participants were female and 82% were White. Partici-
pants held job titles such as bartender, grocery clerk, librarian,
nurse, office manager, paralegal, social worker, and teacher. In-
dividuals received a $5 gift card to an online store for their
participation.

Study 3: Participants were recruited using a peer-
nomination web-based sampling methodology, similar to ap-
proaches used by Martins, Eddleston, and Veiga (2002) and
Matthews, Kath, and Barnes-Farrell (2010). Information about
the study was initially presented to students at a large southeast-
ern U.S. university enrolled in advanced undergraduate psychol-
ogy courses. Individuals were instructed to forward the study
information to others who might qualify (an e-mail invitation
was provided). To be eligible to participate, individuals were
required to be 18 years of age or older, fluent in English, work
at least 20 hr per week, and not identify themselves as a “col-
lege student.” Participants meeting these requirements followed
a hyperlink to an online survey. Data were collected on demo-
graphics, explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes, and work-
place deviance (as described later). Students received nominal
course credit while the participants received no compensation.
The final sample for the study consisted of 700 participants,
with an average age of 29, and working an average of 36 hr per
week. The sample was highly diverse, with 58% being female,
and of the following ethnicities: 68% Hispanic, 17% White, 8%
African American, 2% Asian/Pacific Islander, and 5% “other.”

Study 4: Participants were recruited using a peer-
nomination pencil-and-paper based sampling methodology,
similar to that used in Matthews et al. (2010). Students en-
rolled in advanced undergraduate psychology courses at a large
southeastern U.S. university assisted with the data collection
process. Trained undergraduate student recruiters identified in-
dividuals they personally knew and invited them to participate.
Participants were required to be 18 years of age or older, fluent



in English, work at least 20 hr per week, not identify themselves
as a “college student,” and be able to recruit a close personal
friend or family member. Participants completed two surveys
separated by approximately 3 weeks. During the second sur-
vey, participants were asked to provide a similar survey to a
close personal friend or family member. Data were collected on
demographics, explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes, work-
place deviance (self-report), and general interpersonal deviance
(other report; as described later). All surveys were returned to
the researchers in signed and sealed envelopes with participant
contact information for follow-up data collection confirmation.
Participants received no compensation. The final sample for the
study consisted of 284 dyads, with the target participant (i.e.,
self-reported explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes) having an
average age of 35 and working full-time. The sample was highly
diverse, with 57% being female, and including the following eth-
nicities: 74% Hispanic, 15% White, 6% African American, 1%
Asian/Pacific Islander, and 4% “other.”

Measures.

Explicit Aggressive Beliefs and Attitudes Scale: We used
the 30-item explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale devel-
oped in Phase 1 (see Table 1) in Studies 2, 3, and 4 (Time 1). The
response scale for the aggression items followed a Likert-style
format ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
Coefficient alpha reliabilities for Studies 2, 3, and 4 (Time 1)
were .95, .95, and .92.

Socially Desirable Response Bias: The Balanced Inven-
tory of Desirable Responding (Paulhus, 1984, 1991) was used
to detect socially desirable response bias in Study 1. This mea-
sure consists of 40 items that assess self-deception and impres-
sion management. Sample items include “I don’t always know
the reasons why I do the things I do” (self-deception) and “I
don’t gossip about other people’s business” (impression man-
agement). Respondents were asked to rate their level of agree-
ment on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (not true) to 7 (very
true). The coefficient alpha reliability for the overall scale in
Study 1 was .86.

Aggressive Driving Behaviors: The Aggressive Driving
Behavior Scale (Houston, Harris, & Norman, 2003) was used in
Study 1. This measure consists of 11 items tapping into conflict
and speeding behaviors such as horn honking, rude gestures,
accelerating to prevent passing, and tailgating. A sample item
is “Honk when another driver does something inappropriate.”

Participants rate the frequency with which they have engaged in
behaviors over the past 6 months using a 6-point response scale
ranging from 1 (never) to 6 (always). The coefficient alpha
reliability in Study 1 was .84.

Interpersonal Deviance: Self-reported interpersonal de-
viance at work was assessed with seven items from Bennett and
Robinson (2000). Other-reported interpersonal deviance was as-
sessed by adapting these items to be more general by removing
the concluding statement “at work” from each item. All items
were assessed on a 5-point frequency scale from 1 (never) to
5 (daily). A sample self-report item is “Said something hurtful
to someone at work,” and a sample other-report item is “Said
something hurtful to someone.” Coefficient alpha reliabilities
for the self-report scale in Studies 2, 3, and 4 (Time 2) were
.97, .83, and .84, whereas the coefficient alpha reliability for the
other-report scale in Study 4 (Time 2) was .84.

Organizational Deviance: Organizational deviance was
assessed with 12 items from Bennett and Robinson (2000).
All items were assessed on a 5-point frequency scale from 1
(never) to 5 (daily). A sample self-report item is “Intentionally
worked slower than you could have worked.” Coefficient alpha
reliabilities in Studies 2, 3, and 4 (Time 2) were .96, .86, and
.85.

Results

In Study 1 we examined the incremental effects of the explicit
aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale. As this was our initial
step in displaying criterion-related validity, we chose aggressive
driving behaviors because (a) the majority of the participants
from that study were likely to commute to campus daily, and
(b) the metropolitan area in which they live is known for its
high rate of aggressive driving. Accordingly, driving behaviors
should provide an aggression-related criterion likely to have a
desirable base rate and distribution of occurrences. Further, this
is particularly relevant for most U.S. adults as transportation
incidents make up approximately 41% of all fatal occupation
injuries (U.S. Department of Labor, 2012).

Multiple regression analysis examined the incremental effect
of the explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale on aggres-
sive driving behaviors (see Table 3). The explicit aggressive
beliefs and attitudes scale displayed significant incremental ef-
fects on the criterion (β = .19, p < .05). This relationship is
above and beyond demographic characteristics of age and gen-
der, the social desirable response biases of self-deception and

TABLE 3.—Multiple regression analysis examining incremental effects on aggressive driving behavior in criterion-related validity Study 1.

Ordered Predictors Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 �R2 Ordered Predictors Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 �R2

1. Age −.10 −.10 −.08 .10∗∗∗ 1. Age −.10 −.08 −.08 .10∗∗∗
Gender −.02 −.02 .02 Gender −.02 .01 .02
Self-deception .05 .05 .06 Self-deception .05 .06 .06
Impression management −.34∗∗∗ −.28∗∗ −.26∗∗ Impression management −.34∗∗∗ −.25∗∗ −.26∗∗

2. Aggression Questionnaire .23∗∗ .14 .04∗∗ 2. Aggression Questionnaire .14 .14 .06∗∗∗
Conditional Reasoning

Test
.04 .03 Aggressive beliefs and

attitudes
.19∗ .19∗

3. Aggressive beliefs and
attitudes

.19∗ .02∗ 3. Conditional Reasoning Test .03 .00

Note. N = 205.
∗ p < .05. ∗∗p < .01. ∗∗∗p < .001.



impression management, and existing implicit (CRT–A) and
explicit measures (Aggression Questionnaire) of aggression. It
might be important to note that impression management was
also significantly related to the criterion (β = –.26, p < .01);
however, the explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale was
incrementally predictive above social desirability bias. Also of
interest is that the explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes mea-
sure at Step 3 made the previously significant beta for the ex-
plicit Aggression Questionnaire nonsignificant, suggesting the
explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale is the better pre-
dictor with this particular criterion. For comparison, we also
examined the incremental effect of the corresponding implicit
CRT–A above and beyond demographic characteristics of age
and gender, the social desirable response biases of self-deception
and impression management, the explicit Aggression Question-
naire, and our new explicit measure of aggressiveness. The
CRT–A did not display significant incremental effects on the
criterion (β = .03, p > .05). Further, with all seven variables in
the regression equation, only impression management and the
explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale were significant
predictors.

Next we examined relationships between the explicit aggres-
sive beliefs and attitudes scale and workplace deviance in two
independent working samples (see Table 4). The aggressive be-
liefs and attitudes scale was significantly related to interpersonal
deviance (Study 2, r = .50, p < .001; Study 3, r = .39, p <
.001) and organizational deviance (Study 2, r = .48, p < .001;
Study 3, r = .41, p < .001) in both samples. Additionally, all
factors were significantly related to workplace deviance in the
expected direction, with correlations ranging from r = .21 to
.55 (p < .001) for interpersonal deviance and r = .20 to .53 (p
< .001) for organizational deviance.

In a final step to provide criterion-related validity evidence,
we examined the explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale
in relation to self-reported and other-reported deviance with the
predictor and criterion separated by approximately 3 weeks (see
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). As reported in
Table 5, the explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale from
Time 1 was significantly related to self-reported workplace in-
terpersonal deviance (r = .23, p < .001) and organizational
deviance (r = .26, p < .001) at Time 2. All factors displayed
significant relationships except for hostile attribution with inter-
personal deviance and derogation of target with organizational

deviance. Similarly, the explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes
scale from Time 1 was significantly related to other-reported
general interpersonal deviance (r = .23, p < .001) at Time 2.
All facets displayed significant relationships except for hostile
attribution, which is similar to the self-report relationships. Ad-
ditionally, it is important to note that the relationships between
the explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale from Time 1
and self-reported and other-reported interpersonal deviance at
Time 2 were similar in magnitude at both the overall scale and
factor levels, although self-reported and other-reported interper-
sonal deviance at Time 2 were only moderately related (r = .40,
p < .001).

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to create a reliable and valid
multifactor self-report measure that taps into the explicit social
cognitions and biases expressed freely by aggressive people
(Fazio et al., 1995; Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006; Green-
wald & Banaji, 1995; Karpinski & Hilton, 2001). These aggres-
sive biases, which are associated with easily assessable explicit
aggressive beliefs and attitudes, include hostile attribution, po-
tency, retribution, victimization by powerful others, derogation
of target, and social discounting. Through the use of seven sam-
ples (total N = 3,533) we deductively developed and validated
the first self-report measure to capture these explicit aggressive
beliefs and attitudes, which can be used independently (for ex-
plicit assessment only) or in conjunction with the CRT–A (for
joint implicit and explicit assessment) to more fully assess ag-
gressiveness. A hierarchical six-factor structure was supported.
Convergent and discriminant validity were provided showing
expected relationships with the FFM of personality, the explicit
Aggression Questionnaire, and the implicit CRT–A. In the four
criterion-related validity studies we found incremental effects
on aggressive behaviors above and beyond socially desirable
response bias and related implicit and explicit aggression mea-
sures, and significant and meaningful relationships with work-
place deviance. Additionally, we found predictive validity ev-
idence for both self-reported and other-reported interpersonal
deviance. Collectively, these results provide strong initial sup-
port for the newly developed explicit aggressive beliefs and
attitudes scale.

TABLE 4.—Descriptive statistics, correlations, and reliabilities for criterion-related validity Studies 2 and 3.

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Workplace deviance
1. Interpersonal deviance 1.48 (1.82) .81 (.97) .97 (.83) .65∗∗∗ .39∗∗∗ .26∗∗∗ .33∗∗∗ .38∗∗∗ .35∗∗∗ .31∗∗∗ .28∗∗∗
2. Organizational deviance 1.57 (1.71) .78 (.79) .91∗∗∗ .96 (.86) .41∗∗∗ .28∗∗∗ .32∗∗∗ .39∗∗∗ .37∗∗∗ .28∗∗∗ .35∗∗∗

New aggressiveness measure
3. Aggressive beliefs and attitudes 3.82 (3.52) 1.06 (1.09) .50∗∗∗ .48∗∗∗ .95 (.95) .81∗∗∗ .80∗∗∗ .80∗∗∗ .83∗∗∗ .81∗∗∗ .81∗∗∗
4. Hostile attribution 3.28 (2.80) 1.42 (1.16) .53∗∗∗ .48∗∗∗ .85∗∗∗ .90 (.82) .57∗∗∗ .58∗∗∗ .63∗∗∗ .60∗∗∗ .59∗∗∗
5. Potency 4.43 (4.37) 1.09 (1.33) .26∗∗∗ .26∗∗∗ .78∗∗∗ .56∗∗∗ .78 (.80) .58∗∗∗ .58∗∗∗ .59∗∗∗ .59∗∗∗
6. Retribution 3.34 (2.95) 1.49 (1.40) .50∗∗∗ .50∗∗∗ .85∗∗∗ .69∗∗∗ .59∗∗∗ .92 (.90) .55∗∗∗ .55∗∗∗ .59∗∗∗
7. Victimization 4.07 (3.74) 1.39 (1.48) .31∗∗∗ .32∗∗∗ .81∗∗∗ .63∗∗∗ .55∗∗∗ .61∗∗∗ .90 (.88) .60∗∗∗ .63∗∗∗
8. Derogation of target 4.47 (4.01) 1.22 (1.40) .21∗∗∗ .20∗∗∗ .67∗∗∗ .43∗∗∗ .59∗∗∗ .46∗∗∗ .47∗∗∗ .80 (.81) .56∗∗∗
9. Social discounting 3.37 (3.27) 1.26 (1.30) .55∗∗∗ .53∗∗∗ .83∗∗∗ .76∗∗∗ .55∗∗∗ .70∗∗∗ .60∗∗∗ .37∗∗∗ .84 (.82)

Note. Study 2 N = 392; Study 3 N = 700. Study 2 data are outside of the parentheses and below the diagonal; Study 3 data are inside of the parentheses and above the diagonal.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are shown in italics and appear on the diagonal.

∗∗∗p < .001.



TABLE 5.—Descriptive statistics, correlations, and reliabilities for criterion-related validity Study 4.

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Interpersonal deviance (O-R)
1. Interpersonal deviance 2.16 1.11 .84
Workplace deviance (S-R)
2. Interpersonal deviance 1.90 1.05 .40∗∗∗ .84
3. Organizational deviance 1.71 .79 .32∗∗∗ .51∗∗∗ .85

New aggressiveness measure
4. Aggressive beliefs and attitudes 3.70 .97 .23∗∗∗ .23∗∗∗ .26∗∗∗ .92
5. Hostile attribution 2.88 1.12 .11 .12 .21∗∗∗ .76∗∗∗ .75
6. Potency 4.56 1.26 .16∗∗ .16∗∗ .15∗ .76∗∗∗ .43∗∗∗ .77
7. Retribution 2.98 1.30 .18∗∗ .14∗ .24∗∗∗ .77∗∗∗ .53∗∗∗ .51∗∗∗ .83
8. Victimization 4.00 1.41 .24∗∗∗ .20∗∗ .24∗∗∗ .79∗∗∗ .51∗∗∗ .53∗∗∗ .51∗∗∗ .83
9. Derogation of target 4.25 1.27 .13∗ .15∗ .06 .72∗∗∗ .52∗∗∗ .49∗∗∗ .39∗∗∗ .46∗∗∗ .73
10. Social discounting 3.51 1.26 .24∗∗∗ .27∗∗∗ .29∗∗∗ .79∗∗∗ .53∗∗∗ .52∗∗∗ .55∗∗∗ .57∗∗∗ .44∗∗∗ .76

Note. N = 284–278. O-R = other report; S-R = self-report. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are shown in italics and appear on the diagonal.
∗p < .05. ∗∗p < .01. ∗∗∗p < .001.

Limitations

As with any study, there are a few limitations that should
be acknowledged in this work. One potential limitation is that
data were collected using a series of self-report questionnaires.
However, our intention was to develop and validate a self-report
measure of the explicit beliefs and attitudes held by aggressive
people, thus we relied exclusively on self-report data for ag-
gressiveness. It is important to note that relying on self-report
data makes this study potentially vulnerable to the effects of
common-method variance (CMV), such as the inflation of cor-
relations and regression coefficients. In an effort to combat
CMV, we showed incremental effects above and beyond so-
cially desirable response bias in Study 1, collected predictor
and criterion data in two separate waves in Study 1 and 4,
and collected other-report criterion data in Study 4 (see Pod-
sakoff et al., 2003). Further, potential inflation of relationships
due to CMV might not have been a pervasive problem in the
cross-sectional data as many of the nonproposed relationships
exhibited nonsignificant correlations. For example, Study 1 con-
tained several nonsignificant relationships between personality
variables (e.g., agreeableness and emotional stability at Time
1). These results suggest that CMV did not necessarily inflate
our observed correlations.

An additional limitation involves our testing of seemingly
causal relationships though the use of correlational data. This
means that the displayed relationships suggest plausible expla-
nations for the observed patterns of covariance (James, Mulaik,
& Brett, 1982), and the absence of a proper experimental design
prevents us from testing true causal relationships. However, the
purpose of this study was to develop a valid measure of ex-
plicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes. Accordingly, the lack of
truly causal relationships is less of a concern as criterion-related
validity is indicated through relationships with theoretically de-
rived criteria. Accordingly, whether aggression is an antecedent,
mediator, or consequence, criterion-related validity is estab-
lished through patterns of covariance. Nonetheless, future re-
search could seek to establish if the general structure implied in
this work is consistent with a truly causal model by structuring
studies and collecting data to satisfy the requisite conditions for
causal inference (see James et al., 1982).

Practical Implications and Future Directions

The practical implications for self-report explicit aggressive-
ness measures, such as the one developed here, are vast. One
example in the applied psychology field is the use and appli-
cation of such measures within the workplace. As suggested
in Bing, LeBreton, et al. (2007), the integrative use of implicit
and explicit measures and subsequent application of knowledge
about employee aggressiveness can be directed toward selection
decisions, with additional uses in work team composition, team
member training, and executive coaching. More comprehensive
understanding of the implicit and explicit processes underly-
ing aggressive behaviors could be especially useful for training
design, particularly suggesting effective components and ap-
proaches to incorporate in team-building, conflict resolution,
and coaching efforts. Another potential use of the identifica-
tion of aggressive individuals is for the effective routing of
aggression to beneficial purposes. Training personnel to better
understand and comprehend aggressive behavior (self and oth-
ers) could be particularly useful for service sectors (e.g., police
officers). More generally, this positive approach might provide
a good complement to the difficult-to-achieve deselection and
retraining of individuals with inherent aggressive tendencies.
The usefulness of aggression-relevant information in organiza-
tions will depend greatly on identifying the network of related
constructs and outcomes as well as developing process-based
interventions. To build such a knowledge base around aggres-
sion in the workplace, it will be necessary to identify effective
procedures for measuring the subtleties of aggression.

As it was beyond the scope of this work, future research could
more thoroughly clarify the theoretical and empirical relation-
ships between aggressive predispositions (e.g., explicit beliefs
and attitudes, implicit motive-based reasoning) and “aggres-
sive” organizational behaviors (e.g., abusive supervision, work-
place bullying, workplace incivility). Although recent research
has made significant advancements in our understanding of ag-
gressive workplace behaviors (e.g., Bowling & Beehr, 2006;
Tepper, 2007), much more clarity is needed to fully understand
the complexities of these constructs and measures (cf. Hershco-
vis, 2011). For example, future research could explore the pro-
cess in which explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes influence



organizational behaviors (cf. Frost et al., 2007). Similarly, the
newly developed explicit aggressive beliefs and attitudes scale
should not be seen as a replacement to existing measures of ag-
gression, but as a complement to current measurement and the-
ory (e.g., used in conjunction with the CRT–A; cf. Frost et al.,
2007). Accordingly, future research should further clarify the
integrative processes through which aggressiveness influences
outcomes.

Conclusions

We believe our newly developed scale is a reliable and valid
self-report measure that taps into the explicit social cogni-
tions and biases expressed freely by aggressive people. Prelim-
inary evidence indicates that conceptual and empirical redun-
dancy with existing implicit and explicit measures is minimal.
Criterion-related validity evidence suggests that the explicit ag-
gressive beliefs and attitudes scale is incrementally and mean-
ingfully predictive of a number of organizational and nonorga-
nizational outcomes. These findings support the utility of the
30-item measure, as well as the individual five-item factor-level
measures. We feel these measures can be used in conjunction
with current and future measures to better explain complex de-
viant behaviors in a number of contexts.
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