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Abstract

The concept of hatred has been studied for centuries by philosophers and theologians, and only more recently in the social
sciences. Although there is no consensus on a scientific or comprehensive theory, definition, or model of hatred, it is clear that
hatred is a multidimensional construct expressed both internally and externally. In this paper, we describe the development and
psychometric qualities of a holistic, public health model of hatred, called the Abuelaish Hatred Scale (AHS). Six constructs of hatred
were developed: 1) Physical/Somatic Symptoms, (2) Mistrust, (3) Intolerance, (4) Ingroup Superiority, 5) Activism, (6) Retribution.
The AHS was tested using factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, and convergent validity using two combined samples of
participants (n=1,314). A 35-item scale was developed and confirmatory factor analysis demonstrated a 6-factor solution showing
best fit to the data. Convergent validity was determined against conceptually relevant theoretical constructs from the Anger Disorder
Scale (ADS), and Emotional Quotient Inventory 2.0 (EQ-i 2.0). Cliff’s delta demonstrated small to medium effect size differences
between each sample for all 35-items. Based on the results, we believe the AHS could provide clinical utility and be used as part of
aremediation program for people consumed with excessive hatred of others.
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Public Significance Statement

Hatred can easily be justified as a subject within psychology. While there are no agreed upon definitions of hatred in the literature,
we reviewed a number of studies that looked at conceptualizing and identifying features of hatred. By identifying components of
hatred and measuring them reliably, this new scale enables more research in the area, as well as targeting remedial programs
relevant to people with extreme levels of hatred.

Introduction

Hatred has been studied for centuries by philosophers and safety and health issue that has serious effects on the public, health
theologians, and only more recently by social psychologists, an- ~care community, governments, political leaders, and academic and
thropologists, and evolutionary scientists. However, there is still no ~ non-academic institutions [3]. Although consensus may not be
consensus on a scientific or comprehensive theory, definition, or ~ reached, definitions have been proposed in the literature. Hatred
model of hatred [1,2]. The prevalence of hatred is a pressing public ~ has been defined as a “negative emotion that motivates and may
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lead to negative behaviours with severe consequences” [4]. Hatred
is part synonymous with extreme dislike, aversion, resentment, dis-
gust, anger, and rage, and includes many other emotional traits and
states of being [1]. Some definitions of hatred include an intense
and chronic feeling, a judgment of its target as “bad, immoral, dan-
gerous” [5], and a tendency, desire, or intention to be violent, often
to the extreme of destroying its target. Most alarmingly, hatred is
reported to involve the dehumanisation of the other [4,6], which
serves as a gateway through which moral barriers can be removed
and violence can be perpetrated.

Theoretical Models of Hatred

Theoretical models of hatred have been published in the lit-
erature, but few replicable models with actionable strategies that
could be used to reduce or eliminate hatred have been provided
[7-9]. One of the more widely cited theoretical models of hatred
has been the Duplex Theory of Hate [10,11]. This theory has two
aspects. The first is structural and involves the Negation of Intima-
¢y (which includes repulsion and disgust), Passion in Hate (intense
anger or fear), and Decision-Commitment (devaluation and diminu-
tion through contempt). The second aspect includes the narratives
about the target group that people are taught (often as children)
in order to justify the feelings of hatred towards that group. The
Duplex Theory of Hate describes the basic cognitive processing that
leads to experiencing hatred towards individuals and is described as
the same process as experiencing hatred towards groups of people
[12]. Looking at the three components of the structural aspect more
closely, Negation of Intimacy refers to the seeking of distance from
another person or group (the target) being dehumanized. Passion
in Hate is expressed as intense anger or fear. Through passion, the
individual becomes aroused toward fight or flight—either to strike
at the hated target or to run away from it. It is not just how one
perceives the target of hatred, but also what action is taken (fight or
flight). This feature has also been described as the superimposing
of the psychosomatic aspects of the flight or fight response [13].
The third component, Decision-Commitment, is characterized by
“cognitions of devaluation and diminution through contempt for
the targeted group” [14]. Those experiencing hatred feel contempt
towards the target group, viewing them as barely human or subhu-
man. The use of propaganda, repeated stories, or “education,” en-
ables this component to thrive. In order to measure the model and
its components, Sternberg created the Triangular Hate Scale [11].
The THS includes 29 items rated on a 9-point Likert-type ordered
categorical rating scale of agreement, ranging from 1 = ‘not at all’ to
9 = ‘extremely’. The factor structure has been explored using both
exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis, and determined to
have three components (intimacy, passion, and commitment; Ster-
nberg & Sternberg [11]). The THS has demonstrated acceptable in-
ternal consistency across a variety of samples [15], with coefficient
alpha for the subscales exceeding 80. [16].

Although the validity of the THS has been supported using a
multitrait-multimethod approach, the specifics surrounding this
approach lack external validity for the study of hatred [17]. Specif-

ically, the THS was developed using undergraduate university stu-
dents, where participants were asked to respond to the question-
naire after reading hypothetical scenarios designed to evoke hatred
[11]. Researchers have questioned the use of these hypothetical
scenarios as there is little evidence in their ability to manipulate
and evoke hatred [18, 19]. In addition, research has shown under-
graduate students commonly report they have never experienced
hatred before, therefore serving as a flawed sample in which to val-
idate this measure [1]. Therefore, whether the results from the THS
can be generalized to people experiencing real hatred in their lives
is unknown.

A Holistic Public Health Model of Hatred

In a comprehensive literature review by Fischer et al. [1], it was
demonstrated that hatred has been conceptualized in a variety of
ways beyond Sternberg’s Duplex Theory of Hate. Hatred has been
conceptualized to be: (1) a syndrome that manifests itself within
the hater [3]; (2) an emotional attitude and sentiment towards oth-
ers [20]; (3) a normative judgment of others [19]; (4) a generalized
evaluation of others based on one’s ingroup [21]; (5) a motive to
devalue others politically [22]; and (6) a form of generalized anger
directed towards the hated group [23]. These six constructs, which
are described in Figure 1, capture a comprehensive understand-
ing of hatred as a contagious disease, involving cognitive schemas,
mindsets, and emotions. It has been theorized that hatred exhibits
as physiological/somatic symptoms with negative health conse-
quences for the hater [1, 24]. Hatred has a negative physical and
emotional impact that disturbs the homeostasis and emotional
equilibrium of an individual, leading to physical, psychological, so-
cial, and behavioral changes [3]. According to this view, excessive
hatred can cause psychosomatic symptoms through its stress-like
qualities. Hatred has been directly associated with several health
problems; for example, hateful speech has been demonstrated to
increase clinical anxiety levels and has been observed to be cor-
related with disrupting immune systems and enhancing growth of
cancer and chronic inflammatory disease [25-28]. Because of the
physical toll hatred can have on a person, any assessment of hatred
should include a component measuring physical symptoms, such
as feeling dizzy, muscle tension, headaches, and a racing heart [29].

Another component that has been associated with hatred is the
emotional attitude and sentiment of mistrust for the “other” group
[1]. Research has shown partisan groups overestimated their per-
ceived disagreement and dissimilarity, further exacerbating their
hatred for one another [30]. In two studies by Chambers and Mel-
nyk [20]. it was demonstrated the more partisan groups (e.g., pro-
choice vs. pro-life, or Democrat vs. Republican) believed that the
other group would disagree or oppose their core values and beliefs,
the less that group could be trusted. As a result, participants at-
tributed more negative traits to members of other group and more
positive traits to members of their own group. According to Cham-
bers and Melnyk [20], people do not merely hate because of dif-
ferences in opinion, but because they mistrust people who oppose
the things they believe in most. This motivational narrative leads to
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mistrust and, as a result, falsely believing they have negative views
on other, unrelated important, as well as trivial, issues, contributing
to one’s hatred. Another contributing factor of hatred is the norma-
tive judgment leading to intolerance for other groups. Research has
shown individuals will demonstrate intolerance for an outgroup
when they believe that outgroup represents a set of stable charac-
teristics that are anger-evoking and will never change [4]. A series
of studies have looked at the relationship between intolerance and
group-based hatred among Israelis during various times of relative
peace and conflict [19, 31]. In a set of studies by Halperin et al. [19],
it was demonstrated that hatred was stronger than other estab-
lished predictors of intolerance, such as democratic norms, psycho-
logical authoritarianism, and threat perceptions. In addition, it was
also demonstrated that participants with higher levels of hatred
toward the outgroup were more likely to see the other group as in-
capable of changing, and therefore, were less willing to change their
own views on that group [31]. According to Halperin et al. [31], for
those experiencing long-term hatred, intolerance is an important
dimension and common expression of hatred. Feelings and beliefs
of ingroup superiority can be an important facet of hatred, and per-
haps stem from intolerant attitudes toward the outgroup. Those
experiencing feelings of hatred do not believe in the possibility of
improving group relations [21]. The very notion of White suprema-
cist groups such as the KKK and Nazi political parties supports this.
In a review of the literature on white supremacy, it was found that
“white supremacists need the constant reassurance that they are
better than anyone else” [21].

As stated by Deaux and colleagues, “the groups to which we be-
long are an integral part of our self-concept. Thus, discrimination
between groups results from individual group members’ motiva-
tions to enhance or maintain self-esteem” [32]. Intergroup superi-
ority requires a clear distinction between one’s ingroup versus the
outgroup, along with a perception that the outgroup represents a
homogeneous entity [1]. It is expected, then, that people who har-
bour hatred believe the ingroup they identify with are high in be-
liefs and feelings of superiority. One of the characteristics of hatred
that has been discussed in the literature is the motive to devalue
others through political activism [1]. Research has shown political
activism to be one of the most common actions taken in group-
based hatred [4]. According to Wright and colleagues [22], politi-
cal activism can occur as either normative or nonnormative action.
Normative action is defined as a group act that is intended to affect
public policy and conforms to the norms of the dominant social
system, such as laws and regulations. This type of action includes
peaceful protesting and organizing demonstrations. Nonnormative
acts violate these norms and rules, extending beyond what is re-
garded as acceptable and legal [22]. This type of action can include
looting, causing physical harm to others, or destruction of property.

In a study by Shuman and colleagues [33], normative and non-
normative actions were observed among Palestinian protesters.
When measuring a range of emotions, they found that anger pre-
dicted normative behaviors and hatred predicted nonnormative ac-

tions. For many experiencing group-based hatred for a long period
of time, violent alternatives may seem reasonable and a successful
way of protest, and perhaps a manifestation of a group’s hatred.
Finally, hatred can also be examined as a generalized form of an-
ger where individuals seek revenge and retribution towards those
they hate [34]. Studies have pointed out the desire of individuals
to punish, or even eliminate, the target of hatred [23]. In a study
by Pearson et al. [35], White participants read about a provoked
or unprovoked violent assault perpetrated by a Black assailant on
a White victim. Findings demonstrated that, regardless of wheth-
er the attack was provoked or unprovoked, White participants
that expressed higher levels of hatred towards the Black assailant
were more likely to recommend more punitive punishments, such
as longer prison sentences, or even the death penalty. As theorized
by Fischer et al. [1], the motivational goal of hatred is not to just
hurt the target, but to eliminate the target, either mentally or phys-
ically. In many cases, the act of seeking revenge or retribution is a
matter of restoring equity in suffering between the individual and
the target of hatred [24]. While the Duplex theory outlines some
important aspects of hatred, additional factors have been identified
through other hate-related studies identified above. Sternberg [36]
has even expanded his conceptualization of hatred to having a “dis-
ease-like” quality that is contagious and transmissible to others. In-
dividuals or groups can spread and inspire hatred in various ways
as hatred itself can take on various forms [36]. The more forms of
hatred that are expressed, the greater the hatred can grow. Recent
evidence has emerged to support the idea that hatred can mani-
fest in various forms both at the interpersonal and intergroup level
[2], although there is no multidimensional measure of hatred that
captures these various forms. Based on the six constructs of hatred
identified above, the goal of this study was to first 1) develop a com-
prehensive holistic model and scale to measure hatred and to eval-
uate hatred as a contagious disease and public health issue [3,36],
and second 2) to conduct a robust validation of the measure against
conceptually relevant external criterion measures, which are the-
oretically related constructs. The tool developed should apply in
areas of the world that are at high risk for hate-related violence and
associated health issues.

Materials and Methods Part 1

Scale Development

Item Pool Development: An initial pool of 62 items were cre-
ated for the Abuelaish Hatred Scale (AHS). Items were generated
by subject-matter experts and test-development experts to capture
the six constructs of hatred outlined above. A thorough examina-
tion of existing hatred literature and self-report measures [11] was
conducted to inform the selection and creation of possible items. In
addition, all items were designed to focus on group-level hatred as
opposed to individual-level hatred. This narrowed scope simplified
the measure conceptually and allowed it to be tailored to address
hatred against specific groups. The items were written to include
both positively and negatively worded items to avoid positive and
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negative response style biases. Eleven items were written as re-
verse-scored items (e.g., “It’s important to hear the views of groups
other than my own”). Five judges with an expertise in the hatred
literature were asked to indicate which, if any, of the six elements
of hatred were measured for each of the 62 items listed. Those that
were classified in the same category by 3 out of the 5 judges were
considered to be adequate to demonstrate reasonable consensu-
al validation for the content validity of that item as representing
the category. A total of 45 out of the 62 items were judged to have
“consensus.” The remaining 17 items were rewritten or edited as
per judges’ recommendations. These items did not undergo further
review by judges but were included to determine if they could em-
pirically load on specific factors.

Participants: Two samples of participants were collected be-
tween April and December 2018 for this study. All participants
were recruited and compensated online through Cloud Research’s
Prime Panels.

Normative Sample: This sample of 1,015 individuals aged 18
years or older from the U.S. were collected to reflect the propor-
tions of the 2010 U.S. Census [37] with respect to gender, ethnicity,
educational level, and geographical region. In addition, information
was also collected on participants’ political affiliation, employment

status, religion, and income range. See Table 1 for a breakdown of
the Normative sample characteristics.

Hatred Sample: This sample of 299 individuals aged 18 years
or older were collected to represent the target population for the
development of the AHS [38]. The target population for this tool
was people who openly express feelings of hatred or dislike to-
wards another group of people. To identify this group, we chose to
use a short measure of national identity and attitudes towards mul-
ticulturalism [39]. This scale was chosen, not because it necessarily
equates with hatred, but because it demonstrates the participant’s
willingness to endorse items that demonstrate extreme negative
feelings towards a group of other individuals. A participant was
included in this group if they responded to the Collective Threat
questions in a manner suggestive of harboring negative attitudes
towards immigration. These participants were selected to com-
plete the AHS because they indicated that they were less tolerant
towards immigrants and multiculturalism and were comfortable
endorsing ideas that are not necessarily socially desirable. There
were 2,974 potential participants directed to the AHS, and 10.6% of
these participants passed this selection criteria; however, 16 partic-
ipants were removed from the sample for failing attention checks,
excessive speed, and/or patterned responding. See Table 1 for a
breakdown of the Hatred sample characteristics.

Table 1: Demographic breakdown for Normative sample and Hatred sample (N = 1314).

Demographic characteristic Normative sample (N=1015) ‘ Hatred sample (N = 299) Census
Gender
Male 48% 39% 49%
Female 52% 61% 51%
Age Range

18-24 7% 5%

25-29 11% 7%

30-34 9% 9%

35-39 9% 9%

40-44 9% 8%

45-49 8% 10%

50-54 8% 9%

55-59 12% 14%

60+ 28% 29%

Race
White 80% - 64%
Hispanic 8% - 16%
Black or African American 5% - 12%
American Indian or Alaska Native 2% - 1%
Asian 4% - 6%
Other 1% - 1%
Education Level
No high school diploma 2% 3%
Graduated from high school/GED, or alternative 23% 31%
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Some college or university, but did not graduate 24% 20%
Trade certificate or diploma (occupational) 10% 11%
Community or technical college (academic) 9% 9%
University with bachelor’s degree 23% 18%
Postgraduate or professional degree 10% 8%
US Region
South 40% 43% 36%
Northeast 18% 19% 20%
Midwest 20% 24% 22%
West 22% 14% 22%
Political Affiliation
Conservative 17% 27%
Conserative leaning 21% 30%
Centrist 27% 30%
Liberal leaning 21% 8%
Liberal 14% 5%
Employment status
Full time 36% 33%
Part time 13% 10%
Unemployed 17% 22%
Retired 26% 27%
Other 8% 8%
Religion*
Christian 75% 80%
Jewish 2% 1%
Unaffiliated 19% 9%
Other (Buddhist, Hindu, Islamic, Other) 5% 10%
Income Range
No income <1% 1%
<10K 6% 4%
10 - 14K 6% 8%
15-24K 12% 15%
25-34K 14% 13%
35-49K 16% 16%
50 - 74K 21% 20%
75 -99K 11% 10%
100 - 149K 8% 7%
150 - 199K 3% 1%
< 200K 1% 1%
Not applicable 2% 4%

Note: Race information was not collected for the Hatred sample. Census data on religion was not available, proportion was collected
through.
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Both the Normative sample and Hatred sample were combined
and randomly split into two equal samples, with proportions of
77.3% Normative and 22.7% Hatred in each sample. Sample A of
657 participants was used for scale development, and Sample B of
657 participants was used for cross-validation. The two samples
did not differ in gender, x*(1) = 0.34, p > .05, or age, t(1312) = 0.32,
p>.05.

Procedure

Participants for both the Normative sample and Hatred sample
were recruited and compensated through an online survey panel
vendor, Cloud Research. Participants were brought to the assess-
ment link through the vendor and were presented with an informed
consent form to read. If they did not agree to participate, they were
directed out of the study and were not compensated. Participants
who consented were sent to the demographic section of the survey.
Only participants who reported their age as 18 years or older were
eligible to participate. The protocol of this study was approved by
the University of Toronto’s Research Ethics Board (protocol ID:
37953). For the Normative sample, participants completed the
demographic questions and then responded to the 62 items on
the AHS. For the Hatred sample, participants completed the de-
mographic questions and then responded to the Collective Threat
items, in order to screen participants for the Hatred sample, and
finally, they responded to the 62 items on the AHS. No demographic
information was used to disqualify participants.

Measures

Demographic Questions

A series of demographic questions were created to help deter-
mine any group differences and describe the samples. These ques-
tions included: gender, age, ethnicity, religion, political affiliation
(range from liberal to conservative), area of residence, employment
status, highest level of education achieved, employment status, and
income range.

Collective Threat

A short measure of national identity and attitudes towards mul-
ticulturalism [39] was used as a screening tool to quickly assess if a

participant would express strong dislike for a group of people. This
scale consisted of 4 items: the first question had two response op-
tions, whereas the other three were rated on a 5-point Likert-type
scale (1 = ‘strongly disagree’ to 5 = ‘strongly agree’). This scale in-
cludes items such as “Immigrants increase crime rates” and “Immi-
grants improve our society by bringing in new ideas and cultures”
(reverse coded). These items were only used to qualify respondents
to the Hatred sample who would be open to expressing a dislike for
a group of people.

Abuelaish Hatred Scale (AHS)

The AHS version used in this sample was a 62-item self-report
scale measuring six constructs of hatred: Physical/Somatic Symp-
toms, Mistrust, Intolerance, Ingroup Superiority, Activism, and Ret-
ribution. All items were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale from
(1 = ‘strongly disagree’ to 5 = ‘strongly agree’). Examples of the
test items include “My skin itches when I think of certain groups
of people” (Physical/Somatic Symptoms), “I feel that there are cer-
tain groups of people [ cannot trust at all” (Mistrust), “The more I
learn about different groups of people the more [ understand them”
(Intolerance), “Belonging to the right group affects your afterlife”
(Ingroup Superiority), “I would join a movement that is aimed at
fighting certain groups of people” (Activism), and “Sacrificing my-
self to hurt others can bring me rewards in life and afterlife” (Ret-
ribution)'.

Statistical Analysis Plan

Exploring the Factor Structure

The first half of the combined subsample (Sample A; n = 657)
was used for Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) using R Studio [40]
based on polychoric correlations. Parallel analysis [41] and Velicer’s
Minimum Average Partial analysis [42] were run to determine the
number of factors to retain. EFA with Principal Axis Factoring (PAF)
using direct oblimin rotation was used to test different factor solu-
tions. Model fit indices were explored using the Tucker-Lewis in-
cremental fit index (TLI; > .90 acceptable fit; [43]), the root means
square error of approximation (RMSEA; < .08, acceptable fit; e.g.,
[44]), and the percentage of variance explained (>50% acceptable;

e.g. [45]).

'Data and material used in this study will not be made available.
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In addition to the EFA, effect sizes were also examined for all
62 items using Cliff’s delta (Cliff’s d; [46]) using R Studio (rcom-
panion package; Mangiafico, [47]). Since the Hatred sample was
identified as openly expressing feelings of hatred or dislike towards
another group of people, it was important the effect size differences
between the Normative sample and Hatred sample were not negli-
gible. Therefore, in order to maximize factor structure parsimony,
items were eliminated in the following situations: (1) their factor
loading on a specific factor was < .40; (2) or they cross-loaded on
another factor with a difference > .20 [48]; (3) they demonstrated
low inter-item correlations (r <.30); or (4) Cliff’s d demonstrated
negligible effect sizes between the Normative sample and Hatred
sample. Confirming the Factor Structure. The second half of the
combined subsample (Sample B; n = 657) was used for Confirma-
tory Factor Analysis (CFA) using Weighted Least Square Mean and
Variance Adjusted (WLSMV) estimators due to ordinal data with
multivariate non-normality [49] in R studio (lavaan package; [50]).
Robust model fit indices for the CFA included: robust chi square/
degree of freedom (ratio < 3 indicates good fit; Cole, [51]); TLI
[43] and confirmatory fit index (CFI; Bentler, [52]), with values
approaching 1 implying a good model fit (relying on criteria of >
.95 for good fit); and RMSEA (Steiger et al.,, [44]) and standardized
root mean square residual (SRMR), with values approaching 0 in-
dicating a good model fit (relying on criteria of < .08 for acceptable
fit; e.g., Hooper et al., [53]). Hierarchical bifactor models were also
run to establish if the AHS was better explained by a general factor
(representing a broad construct of hatred) with specific subfactors
(representing narrower sub constructs of hatred). Bifactor mod-
els assume the general and specific subfactors are orthogonal, and
therefore, the model covariances between the general and specific
factors were constrained to be orthogonal [54]. Internal consisten-
cy. Internal consistency reliability for items in the full AHS scale and
subscales was conducted using coefficients alpha [55] and omega,
based on polychoric correlations in R studio (psych package; [40]).

Results Part 1

Exploring the Factor Structure with Sample A

The factor structure of the original 62 item questionnaire was
explored using data from Sample A of 657 participants. Participants
used all response options for every item (i.e., non-zero selections of
all scale values ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree).

Furthermore, all items had a standard deviation less than 0.50, and
only 4 items demonstrated significant skewness or kurtosis (skew-
ness > 2, or kurotsis > 7; e.g., [56]). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis (.96) and
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant (p < .001), indicating
the appropriateness of using this combined subsample for factor
analysis [48].

Initial Exploration of the Factor Structure and Item Re-

duction

To determine the number of factors to retain, Horn’s [41] par-
allel analysis and Velicer’s Minimum Average Partial (MAP; Velicer
et al., [42]) analysis were run, both suggesting an 8-factor solution.
The scree plot of actual and simulated eigenvalues displayed 6 fac-
tors with eigenvalues > 1, but 2 factors with eigenvalues < 1 and
sitting on the line for simulated data. Principal Axis Factoring with
oblimin rotation was run with 8- and 6-factor solutions explored.
The 8-factor solution, in line with results from the parallel analysis
and MAP analysis, resulted in multiple items with low loadings or
cross-loadings on multiple factors. In addition, 2 of the 8 factors
had fewer than 4 items met criteria for factor loadings for the hy-
pothesized factor. Next, in line with the scree plot of actual and
estimated eigenvalues, and our theoretical underpinnings outline
above, a 6-factor solution was explored. Almost all items loaded >
.40 on to a factor with fewer items cross-loading. In addition, the
6-factor solution produced a theoretically salient solution with fac-
tors representing identified in the introduction: 1) Physical/Somat-
ic Symptoms, (2) Mistrust, (3) Intolerance, (4) Ingroup Superiority, 5)
Activism, 6) Retribution. Therefore, the 6-factor solution was select-
ed to facilitate item removal within dimensional categories.

Upon further inspection of the 6-factor solution, items were
reduced from 62 to 35 based on extreme skewness/kurtosis, low
communalities, poor factor loadings, and negligible Cliff’s d effect
size differences between the Normative sample and Hatred sample.
In addition, items were also removed if they did not represent the
dimensional categories or did not represent important aspect of
the conceptual content. After item removal, 35 items were retained
for further exploration of the six hypothesized scales: (1) 6 Physi-
cal/Somatic Symptoms items, (2) 8 Mistrust items, (3) 5 Intolerance
items, (4) 5 Ingroup Superiority items, (5) 6 Activism items, and (6) 5
Retribution items?.

2Table 2 presents item stems for all 35 items but not the full item description.
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Further Evaluation of the Factor Structure

Horn’s [41] parallel analysis and Velicer and colleagues’s [42]
MAP analysis were re-run, for the reduced 35-items testing 6-, 5-,
4-, 3-, 2-, 1-factor solutions, respectively. All six potential factor
solutions were re-examined using PAF with the 6-factor solution
resulting in the most theoretically meaningful constructs of ha-
tred. For the 6-factor solution all items loaded > .40 onto a prin-
cipal factor and did not cross-load onto a subsequent factor (no
difference > .20; see Table 2). For solutions with 1 through 5 fac-
tors, not all items met criteria (e.g., item loadings fell below 0.40
and cross-loadings were common). In addition, these factor solu-
tions provided little interpretative meaning in terms of theoretical
salience. Fitindices for the EFAs of the 1- through 6-factor solutions

were compared (see Table 3). Overall, the solutions with 1 through
5 factors demonstrated poor fit in terms of both the RMSEA and
TLI fit indices. Although the fit indices gradually improved from
the 1-factor solution up to the 6-factor solution, the 6-factor solu-
tion is just below our established limits of acceptable model fit.
Regardless, the 6-factor solution provided the best interpretation
and theoretical salience, explaining 68% of the variance of hatred:
(1) Physical/Somatic Symptoms (13%), (2) Mistrust (14%), (3) In-
tolerance (10%), (4) Ingroup Superiority (9%), (5) Activism (12%),
(6) Retribution (9%), with small to moderate correlations between
factors (r =-.17 to .37). Based on the EFA results, the next step was
to replicate the 6-factor structure with the second half of our total
sample using CFA.

Table 2: Factor loadings for the 35-item Abuelaish Hatred Scale (AHS) 6-factor solution.

EFA CFA
F1 ‘ F2 F3 F4 ‘ F5 ‘ F6
Factor 1 - Physical/Somatic Symptoms

Chest pains when thinking about certain groups. 0.84 -0.1 -0.08 0.1 0.13 0.01 0.897

Skin itches when thinking about certain groups. 0.79 0.06 -0.07 -0.02 0.08 0.11 0.907

Trouble breathing when thinking of certain groups. 0.78 -0.14 -0.06 0.06 0.27 0.05 0.909

Back hurts when thinking about certain groups. 0.66 0.23 -0.05 -0.05 -0.15 0.32 0.797

Get headaches when thinking about certain groups. 0.63 0.17 -0.04 0.05 0.04 0.13 0.815

Muscles tense when thinking about certain groups. 0.57 0.38 -0.03 0.04 -0.08 0.27 0.833

Internal Reliability [Sample A, a=.89,w=.90; Sample B, a=.90,w=.91]
Factor 2 - Mistrust

Certain groups can destroy our way of life. -0.01 0.76 -0.1 0.11 0.08 -0.01 0.822

Certain groups are liars. 0.12 0.75 -0.05 -0.03 0.03 0.21 0.837

Believing in informing public about the danger of certain groups. -0.08 0.74 -0.09 0.1 0.04 0.11 0.767

Certain groups are frightening. 0.16 0.65 0.01 0.13 0.2 -0.19 0.842

Certain groups cannot be trusted. 0.14 0.63 -0.12 0.14 0.23 -0.13 0.913

Believing certain groups will not change bad behavior. 0 0.6 -0.18 0.06 0.2 -0.12 0.767

Certain groups present danger. 0.11 0.6 -0.06 0.15 0.29 -0.11 0.853

Certain groups are plotting to destroy. 0.11 0.51 -0.01 0.27 0.25 -0.27 0.795

Internal Reliability [Sample A, a=.92,w=.92; Sample B, a=.92,w=.92]
Factor 3 - Intolerance

Value learning from different groups. (R) 0.01 -0.03 0.85 -0.05 0.08 -0.15 0.792

Value hearing views from different groups. (R) 0.01 -0.05 0.79 -0.03 0.04 -0.09 0.78

Different groups of people can be okay. (R) -0.1 0.06 0.74 -0.04 -0.09 -0.02 0.775

Learning about different groups helps me understand them. (R) 0 -0.06 0.68 -0.06 -0.05 0.09 0.683

Good things about every group. (R) -0.12 -0.17 0.53 0.03 -0.16 0.21 0.745

Internal Reliability [Sample A, a=.80,w=.81; Sample B, a=.79,w=.80]
Factor 4 - Ingroup Superiority

Group belonging affects your afterlife. 0.09 -0.02 0.02 0.75 0.01 0.08 0.765

Believing in same God as me. -0.04 0.03 -0.09 0.74 -0.17 0.19 0.749

Believing some religions are better. -0.02 -0.15 -0.12 0.73 0.16 -0.09 0.749

Believing some groups are closer to God. 0 0.19 0.06 0.7 -0.05 -0.09 0.515
Citation: Izzeldin Abuelaish*, Steven Stein*, Jonathan Bridekirk, Sydney Mann and Susan Yousufzai. A Holistic Model of Hatred: 934 N

Development and Validation of the Abuelaish Hatred Scale (AHS). Sch ] Psychol & Behav Sci. 8(2)-2024. SJPBS MS.ID.000281.

DOI: 10.32474/S]PBS.2024.08.000281.


https://dx.doi.org/10.32474/SJPBS.2024.08.000281

Sch J Psychol & Behav Sci Volume 8 - Issue 2 Copyrights @ Izzeldin Abuelaish and Steven Stein

Needing to share same beliefs as my group. -0.02 0.05 -0.06 0.56 ‘ 0.08 ‘ 0.35 ‘ 0.827
Internal Reliability [Sample A, a=.80,w= 80; Sample B, a=.79,w=.80]

Factor 5 - Activism

Joining a movement to fighting certain groups. -0.04 0.09 -0.02 0.06 0.72 0.2 0.872
Speaking out against certain groups. 0.15 0.02 -0.07 0.03 0.7 0.19 0.867

Believing in others’ commitment to fight against certain groups. 0.09 0.24 0.01 0.05 0.65 -0.01 0.803
Enjoying speaking against certain groups. 0.14 0.08 -0.13 0.02 0.63 0.27 0.888

Talking about the dangers of certain groups. 0.24 0.14 -0.02 0.21 0.52 -0.09 0.773

Feeling mistreated by certain groups. 0.25 0.22 -0.1 0.07 0.42 0.05 0.74

Internal Reliability [Sample A, a=.87,w=.87; Sample B, a=.86,w=.87]

Factor 6 - Retribution

Reward from God for eliminating non-believers. 0.08 0.14 0 0.21 0.09 0.71 0.784
Reward from sacrificing self to hurt others. 0.18 -0.17 -0.15 0.04 0.31 0.58 0.894
Believing in reward for hurting certain groups. 0.13 -0.18 -0.32 0.05 0.32 0.54 0.885
Believing in inciting fear towards goals. 0.21 -0.08 -0.18 0.15 0.11 0.52 0.744
Believing in punishment for certain groups. 0.12 0.08 -0.29 0.1 0.04 0.41 0.798

Internal Reliability [Sample A, a=.81,w=.82; Sample B, a=.83,w=.83]

Total Reliability [Sample A, a=.93,w=.93; Sample B,a=.94,w=.94]

Note: All items presented in this table are item stems and not the full item description. EFA = Exploratory Factor Analysis (Principal
Axis Factoring); CFA = Confirmatory Factor Analysis (WLSMYV; standardized loadings); F1 = Hatred as Physical/Somatic Symp-
toms; F2 = Hatred as Mistrust in Others; F3 = Hatred as Intolerance for Others; F4 = Hatred through Intergroup Superiority; F5 =
Hatred through Political Activism; F6 = Hatred in the form of Retribution; Loadings > .40 in bold. R = Reverse Scored. Sample A & B

both consists of n = 657 participants.

Table 3: Fit indices for all 35-item Abuelaish Hatred Scale (AHS) factor solutions.

- i 0,

Mod Description Type of Factor | o\ le Robust X2/DF RMSEA, . With 90% | cpyp | CFLo |y
el Analysis [cI] bust OB
1 1 Factor EFA A - 0.17 [0.17, 0.17] - - 0.43
2 2 Factors EFA A - 0.14 [0.14, 0.14] - - 0.6
3 3 Factors EFA A - 0.13[0.13, 0.13] - - 0.67
4 4 Factors EFA A - 0.12[0.11, 0.12] - - 0.73
5 5 Factors EFA A - 0.1 [0.10, 0.10] - - 0.8
6 6 Factors EFA A - 0.09 [0.08, 0.09] - - 0.85
1 1 Factor CFA B 5817.72 / 405 = 14.36 0.14 [0.14, 0.15] 0.14 0.81 0.79
2 2 Factors CFA B 4436.18 / 559 = 7.94 0.1 [0.10, 0.11] 0.11 0.88 0.87
3 3 Factors CFA B 3504.01 /557 = 6.30 0.1 [0.09, 0.09] 0.1 0.9 0.9
4 4 Factors CFA B 2847.39 / 554=5.14 0.08[0.08, 0.08] 0.09 0.93 0.92
5 5 Factors CFA B 2983.30 / 550 = 5.42 0.08[0.08, 0.09] 0.1 0.92 0.91
6 6 Factors CFA B 1879.55 / 545 = 3.45 0.06 [0.06, 0.06] 0.07 0.96 0.95

Bifactor Model [1
7 general factor, 6 CFA B 17403.46 /528 =32.96 0.22[0.22, 0.22] 0.21 0.45 0.38
specific factors]
Second-Order Model
8 [1 overall factor, 6 CFA B 2286.28 / 554 =4.12 0.07 [0.07,0.07] 0.09 0.94 0.94
specific factors]

Note: EFA = exploratory factor analysis [principal axis factoring]; CFA = confirmatory factor analysis [WLSMV]; D, = degrees of free-
dom; RMSEA = robust root means square error of approximation; CI = confidence intervals; SRMR = standardized root means
square residual. CFI_  _=robust comparative fit index; TLI , = robust Tucker-Lewis’s index. Sample A & B both consist of n = 657
participants.

robust robust
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Confirming the Factor Structure with Sample B

The factor structure identified in Sample A was confirmed using
data from 657 participants in Sample B using CFA (WLSMV) with
robust model fit indices reported. The KMO (.96) and Bartlett’s Test
of Sphericity (p <.001) indicated that the sample was adequate for
factor analysis.

Fit Indices for 1-6 Factor Solutions

The six factor models identified in the EFA were confirmed,
with the 6-factor solution providing a very good fit to the data, RM-
SEA, ... = -06 [90% CI (.06, .06); p <.001], CFI ,  =.96, TLI =
.95,and SRMR =.07 (see Table 3 for other model fit indices). The re-
maining models tested produced poor to acceptable fit to the data,
indicating that a more parsimonious solution was not an equal or
superior fit to the data, and these alternative models were therefore

rejected.

Higher-Order CFA

Next, we tested a bifactor CFA model with the 6-factor solution,
in which items load onto both a general factor, and specific sub-fac-
tors. The bifactor CFA model was not identified and produced poor
fit to the data. Lastly, a second-order CFA was run on the 6-factor
solution in which items were indicators of hatred sub-factors, and
these sub-factors were indicators of an overall factor of hatred. The
second-order model produced a good fit to the data similar to the
original 6-factor solution (see Table 3). Both analyses indicate that
when using the 6-factor solution, the AHS can be interpreted as
measure of one underlying construct, as well as a multidimensional
measure.

Internal Consistency

The total 35-item scale and its individual factors were internal-
ly consistent based on ordinal alpha (a ranged from .79 - .94) and

Table 4: Abuelaish Hatred Scale (AHS) scores by gender.

omega (w ranged from .80 - .94) reliability statistics (see Table 2).

Normative Scores and Group Differences

Using the final 35-items from the AHS, the Normative sample
from both Sample A and Sample B were combined (N = 1,015) and
used to create T-scores for the total score and all six subscales. In
order to create the T-scores, raw scores were first calculated for
the total score and each subscale and using the frequency distri-
butions of the raw scores for each, were then converted to empir-
ical percentiles, and then into T-scores. The purpose of creating
T-scores for the total score and subscales was to make the AHS
more user-friendly for researchers and professionals by providing
standardized means and standard deviations (M = 50, SD = 10). All
group differences reported below are based on T-scores. Using the
Normative sample, gender and age differences were assessed to de-
termine normative groups for standardization. Results demonstrat-
ed that women scored significantly lower on the total score and all
6 subscales compared to men, with effect sizes ranging from small
(d =-0.14) to small-medium (d = -0.48; see Table 4 for a breakdown
for both groups). When examining age as a continuous variable as
it relates to raw scale scores, results demonstrated the total score
and most subscales, except for Mistrust, were negatively correlated
with age. The following subscales were significantly correlated with
age: Physical/Somatic Symptoms, r(1013) =-0.08, p =.014, Mistrust,
r(1013) = 0.12. p < .001, Ingroup Superiority, r(1013) = -0.09, p =
.003, Retribution, r(1013) = -0.19. p < .001, and Activism subscales,
r(1013) =-0.06, p =.049. On the other hand, when examining age as
a categorical variable, Tukey’s HSD post-hoc analyses demonstrated
that most significant differences being observed were taking place
between the youngest and oldest participants within the Normative
sample (Partial n? = .04; see Table 5 for a breakdown across age
categories). Although some differences were observed, the differ-
ences were small and may reflect important trends established in
the literature, so a single normative group was established, rather
than subdividing by age or gender.

Female Male t p Cohen’s d
M 46.6 50.9 -6.8 <.001 -0.43
Total Hatred
SD 9.9 10
M 48.1 50.7 -4.05 <.001 -0.26
Physical/Somatic Symptoms
SD 9.8 10.2
M 47.4 50.7 -5.17 <.001 -0.33
Mistrust
SD 10.3 10
M 47.3 49.7 -3.86 <.001 -0.24
Intolerance
SD 9.9 10
. s o M 48.5 49.9 -2.17 0.03 -0.14
ngroup Superiori
group >ip v SD 9.9 10.3
M 47.3 50.8 -5.76 <.001 -0.36
Retribution
SD 8.9 10.5
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M 46.8 51.5 -7.65 <.001 -0.48
SD 9.6 10
Note: Female N = 523, Male N = 489. Guidelines for evaluating Cohen’s d are .20 = small, .50 = medium, .80 = large.

Activism

Table 5: <<Name removed for blind review>> Hatred Scale (XHS) Scores by Age.

Par- Significant (p <.05)

18 - 25- 30- 35- 40 - 45 - 50 - 55 - 60+ | F(8, tial Tukey’s HSD Post Hoc

24yrs | 29yrs | 34yrs | 39yrs | 44yrs | 49yrs | 54yrs | 59yrs | yrs | 1006) P

n? Test Results
Total M 47 49.6 50.3 49.7 49.1 47.8 48.5 478 | 484 | 099 | 0.443 | 0.01 N/A
Hatred SD 11.1 10.7 10.6 10.1 10.7 10.2 10.2 9.9 9.5
Physical/ M 49.5 50.8 50.9 51.1 49.4 48.7 48.5 475 | 489 | 1.68 | 0.099 | 0.01 N/A
Somatic
Symptoms | SD | 104 | 105 | 98 | 103 | 106 | 93 99 | 101 | 9.7

18 - 24yrs > 45 - 49yrs,
M 44 47.6 48.9 48.5 48.8 49.5 50 49.5 | 50.2 297 | 0.003 | 0.02 | 50-54yrs,55-59yrs, &

Mistrust 60+yrs
SD 9.8 9.9 10.6 9.5 10 11 10.9 10.4 10
M 47.9 48.7 49.9 49.2 49.9 47.1 48.3 49 47.8 096 | 0.464 | 0.01 N/A
Intolerance
SD 11 10.6 9.9 9.6 9.5 9.6 10.2 10.3 9.8
Ingroup M 49.8 50.8 50.8 49.8 49.2 48.9 48.5 48.6 | 48.2 1.16 | 0.317 | 0.01 N/A

Superiority | sp | 94 9.8 10.8 9.5 104 | 10.5 9.4 103 | 10.1

18 - 24yrs & 25 - 29yrs
M 52.7 51.8 51.1 51.1 48.8 47.4 48 47 473 5.82 | <.001 | 0.04 | >45-49yrs, 55 -59yrs,

Retribution & 60+yrs;

30 - 34yrs & 35 - 39yrs
> 55 - 59yrs, & 60+yrs

M 48.2 49.9 51.5 49.9 50 48.9 48.4 47.6 | 48.6 1.42 0.183 | 0.01 N/A
SD 10.3 10.9 10.6 10.4 11.1 10.3 9.9 9.2 9.4

SD 10.2 10.7 10.5 10.1 10.2 9.3 9.3 8.9 9

Activism

Note: 18 - 24yrs N = 67, 25 - 29yrs N = 112, 30 - 34yrs N = 89, 35 - 39yrs N = 89, 40 - 44yrs N = 89, 45 - 49yrs N = 85, 50 - 54yrs N =
78, 55 - 59yrs N = 125, 60+yrs N = 281. Guidelines for interpreting partial n* small effect size = .01; medium effect size = .06; large
effect size = .14.

Finally, when comparing the Normative Sample to the Hatred esranging from small (d = 0.3) to medium (d = 0.71; see Table 6 for
Sample, results demonstrated the Hatred sample scored signifi- a breakdown for both samples).
cantly higher on the total score and all six subscales, with effect siz-

Table 6: Abuelaish Hatred Scale (AHS) scores by sample.

Hatred Sample Normative Sample t P Cohen’s d
M 54.5 48.7 10.48 <.001 0.64
Total Hatred
SD 7.9 10.2
M 52.3 49.3 4.59 <.001 0.3
Physical/Somatic Symptoms
SD 9.5 10
M 53.5 49 8.02 <.001 0.49
Mistrust
SD 8.2 10.3
M 55 48.5 11.48 <.001 0.71
Intolerance
SD 8.1 10
M 52.8 49.2 5.81 <.001 0.37
Ingroup Superiority
SD 9.2 10.1
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M 53.5 49 7.17 <.001 0.47
Retribution
SD 9.7 9.9
M 53.1 49.1 6.5 <.001 0.41
Activism
SD 9 10.1

Note: Hatred Sample N = 299, Normative Sample N =1015.Guidelines for evaluating Cohen’s d are .20 = small, .50 = medium, .80 =

large.

Materials and Methods Part 2

Validation of the AHS Measures Against Conceptually

Relevant External Criterion Measures

Objective 2 examined the convergent validity of the 6 constructs
of hatred that make up the AHS, consisting of (1) Physical/Somatic
Symptoms, (2) Mistrust, (3) Intolerance (4) Ingroup Superiority (5)
Activism, and (6) Retribution, with the subscales that make up the
Anger Disorder Scale (ADS), as well as the Emotional Quotient In-
ventory 2.0 (EQ-i 2.0).

Participants

The original study was created with 1,015 people from the gen-
eral population and 299 people who were more extreme in their
negative attitudes toward others (e.g., viewed as threats). For those
1,015 people, after they completed the AHS, they were randomly
sent to one of the follow-up studies to complete one additional test.
The other tests included the ADS, and the EQ-i 2.0. A series of demo-
graphic questions noted above were also used to characterize any
group differences and describe the samples that completed the ADS
and EQ-i 2.0 (see Table 7).

Table 7: Demographic characteristics breakdown of participants that completed the Anger Disorder Scale and Emotional Quotient

Inventory 2.0.
Demographic Characteristic ADS (N = 246) EQ-12.0 (N =258)
Gender
Male 44% 51%
Female 56% 49%
Age Range

18-24 7% 7%

25-29 8% 11%

30-34 7% 11%

35-39 12% 10%

40-44 7% 8%

45-49 8% 12%

50-54 8% 41%

55-59 13% 0%

60+ 31% 0%

Race

White 85% 84%

Hispanic 4% 6%

Black or African American 5% 6%

American Indian or Alaska Native 3% 0%

Asian 4% 3%

Other 0% 2%

Education Level

No high school diploma 1% 1%
Graduated from high school/GED, or alternative 25% 24%
Some college or university, but did not graduate 23% 24%
Trade certificate or diploma (occupational) 11% 10%
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Community or technical college (academic) 9% 8%
University with bachelor’s degree 22% 24%
Postgraduate or professional degree 10% 9%
US Region

South 39% 43%

Northeast 18% 19%

Midwest 19% 18%
West 24% 20%

Political Affiliation
Conservative 18% 18%
Conservative leaning 19% 21%
Unemployed 29% 25%
Retired 23% 23%
Other 12% 13%
Employment Status

Full time 34% 41%
Part time 13% 13%
Unemployed 17% 16%
Retired 29% 23%

Other 8% 8%

Religion

Christian 76% 78%

Jewish 4% 1%

Unaffiliated <1% 0%

Other (Buddhist, Hindu, Islamic, Other) <1% 5%
Agnostic/Atheist 17% 16%

Income Range

No income <1% <1%

<10K 5% 6%

10 - 14K 4% 6%

15 - 24K 15% 11.7

25 -34K 14% 17.5

35-49K 17% 14
50 - 74K 18% 21.8

75 - 99K 12% 10.1

100 - 149K 8% 8.2

150 - 199K 1% 2.3

< 200K 1% 0.8

Not applicable/prefer not to answer 5% 1.6

Note: missing data: ADS: Income Range = 1; EQI: Income Range =2

Measures

The ADS version used for this study was a 74-item self-rated
inventory that helps identify clinically dysfunctional anger in indi-
viduals ages 18 and older [57]. Specifically, this scale measures var-
ious constructs of anger, including the Reactivity/Expression higher
order factor, which is a composite of the following subscales: Scope

of Anger Provocations, Physiological Arousal, Duration of Anger
Problems, Rumination, Impulsivity, Coercion, and Verbal Expression.
Other subscales of the ADS include Suspiciousness, Resentment, Ten-
sion Reduction, Brooding, Revenge, Physical Aggression, Relational
Aggression, Passive Aggression, and Indirect Aggression. Examples
of the test items include, “in general, I get angry about”, rated on
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a 5-point Likert-type scale (1= ‘almost nothing’ to 5 = almost ev-
erything in my life’). Other items were also measured on a 5-point
Likert-type scale based on duration of angry, such as “when I get
angry it usually lasts” (1 = ‘only a few minutes’ to 5 = ‘a month or
more’), or “when [ get angry, [ avoid talking to people about the
problem” (1 = ‘never’ to 5 = ‘always’). The EQ-i 2.0 asks about the
frequency with which people performed behaviors related to emo-
tional intelligence in the past and uses people’s reports of their
past behaviors to identify areas of development and predict future
behavior [58, 59]. Specifically, the EQ-i 2.0 used in this study was
a 132-item self-report scale measuring six constructs of emotional
intelligence: (1) Self Perception, (2) Self Expression, (3) Interperson-
al, (4) Decision Making, (5) Stress Management, and (6) Happiness.
Subscale composite scores were created as follows: Self-Perception
included, self regard, self-actualization, and emotional self-aware-
ness. Self-Expression included emotional expression, assertiveness,
and independence. Interpersonal, included questions that made
up the subscales for interpersonal relationships, empathy, and so-
cial responsibility. Decision Making, included questions regarding
problem solving, reality testing, and impulse control. Stress man-
agement included flexibility, stress tolerance, and optimism. The
subscale for Happiness consisted of 8 questions. All items were rat-
ed on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = ‘Never/Rarely’ to 5 = ‘Always/
Almost Always’). Examples of each of the subscale items include:
“looking at both my good and bad points, I feel good about myself”
(Self Perception); “I pay attention to how I'm feeling” (Emotional/
Self Expression); “it’s easy for me to make friends” (Interpersonal);
“when I'm really upset, I can’t decide what to do” (Decision Making);
“I keep calm in difficult situations” (Stress Management); and “I am
satisfied with my life” (Happiness).]

Statistical Analysis Plan

T-scores were created for the total score of each scale, and
all subscales of the AHS, ADS and EQ-i 2.0. In order to create the
T-scores, raw scores were first calculated for the total score and
each subscale. Using the frequency distributions of the raw scores
for each, distributions were then converted to empirical percentiles,
and then into T-scores. SPSS version 28 was used to conduct Pear-
son correlations between the T-scores for each of the 6-subscales of
the AHS and the composite T-scores that make up the subscales of
the EQ-i 2.0 and ADS. We hypothesized small negative correlations
between the subscales of the AHS and the EQ-i 2.0 (Hypothesis 2a).
On the other hand, we hypothesized to expect moderate, positive

correlations between the subscales of the AHS and ADS (Hypothesis
2b).

Results Part 2

The EQ-i 2.0 scale was completed by 258 participants and con-
sisted of more male (51%) than female participants. The age of the
participants ranged from 18-54, with most participants in the 50-
54 age range (41%), and the least in the 18-24 age range (7%). The
study sample that completed the ADS, included 246 participants,
who mostly identified as females (56%). The age of the participants
ranged from 18-60+, with most participants in the 60+ age range
(30%), and the least in the 18-24 age range (7%). Overall, the two
independent samples resemble each other in relation to demo-
graphic characteristics, although participants from the ADS sample
were mostly females (see Table 7).

Convergent Validity Correlations

EQ-i 2.0 Sample

As hypothesized, the subscales of the AHS and EQ-i 2.0 were
negatively correlated, with small correlations (see Table 8). A sig-
nificant negative correlation was found for each of the AHS sub-
scales and the total EQ-i 2.0 score. Specifically, the Physical/Somat-
ic Symptoms subscale was negatively correlated with each subscale
of the EQ-i 2.0, as follows: self-perception r (256) = -.28, p < .01,
emotional self-awareness, r (256) = -.19, p < .01, interpersonal r
(256) =-.22, p <.01, decision making r (256) = -.41, p < .01, stress
management r (256) = -.29, p < .01, and happiness r (256) = -.24,
p <.01. Correlations between Mistrust were significant for all di-
mensions of the EQ-i 2.0, except for emotional self-awareness. For
the correlations, r’s varied between -.14 and -.25 (p’s <.05 and .01,
respectively). The results show that Intolerance was significant-
ly correlated with each subscale of the EQ-i 2.0. All correlations
were negative and varied between -.26 and -.46 (p < .01). Ingroup
T-scores of the AHS was negatively correlated with decision making
r (256) = -.23, p < .01, and stress management r (256) = -.14, p <
.05. The correlations varied between -.15 and -.36 for Retribution
and the 6 subscales of the EQ-i 2.0 (p’s <.05 and .01, respectively).
In relation to the Activism subscale of the AHS, all dimensions of
the EQ-i 2.0 was significantly correlated, except for Emotional Self
Awareness. Correlations were negative and varied between r = -.19
and -.32 (p <.01).

Table 8: Pearson Correlations between the T- scores of the Emotional Quotient Inventory 2.0 constructs and the <<Name removed

for blind review>> Hatred Scale (XHS) (n=258).

AHS constructs Physical _T ‘ Mistrust_T ‘ Intolerance_T Ingroup_T Retribution_T Activism_T Hate_Total_T
EQ-I constructs
EQI_Total -.346%* -.194** -402%* -162%* - 272%* -.287** -.338**
Self.Perception - 278%* -137* -.329%* -0.074 -190** - 181** =237
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Self.Regard -.258** -173** - 211 -0.08 -141* -.188** -223%*
Self.Actualization -232%* -0.106 -331** -0.036 -182%* -.145% - 197**
Ergs\f;‘;‘;lei:lf -196* -0.02 -289% -0.067 -137* -0.096 -149*
Self.Expression -276** -0.087 -.260%* -181** -232%* -247** -.245%*
EmOtios‘l’ii]I'lEXpres' -220% -133* -203%* -0.095 -138* - 249% -212%
Assertiveness -.149* 0.019 - 279%* -0.12 -0.088 -0.103 -126*
Independence -251%* -0.057 -.145% -200%* -290%* -.198** -213**
Interpersonal -217** -.169** -460** -0.095 -178** -233%* -276**
Interfiirnss"hrizls'ma' -178%* -0.112 -322% -0.026 -0.04 -187%* -185%*
Empathy -.262%* -170** -419** -142* -267** -.285** -316**
Social.Responsibility -0.074 -.144* -410%* -0.061 -127* -0.085 - 173**
Decision.Making -409** -.169** -.296** =227 -.359** -316** -357**
Problem.Solving -404** -229%* -.258** -266%* -316** -.320%* -377**
Reality.Testing -229** -0.015 -.302** -0.079 - 164** -0.11 -161**
Impulse.Control -315%* -127* -152% - 174** -.344** -296** -281**
Stress.Management -.287** -.250** -.348** -137* -202%* -241%* -316**
Flexibility -225%* -.303** -.184** -192%* -.159* -274** -317**
Stress.Tolerance -.205%* -175%* -.334** -.147* -.147* -.129* -237**
Optimism -.282%* -.154* -.335%* -0.006 -.188** -.208** -238**
Happiness -241%* -.190** - 257** -0.004 -146* -.198** =224

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

ADS Sample

Participants that did not answer all questions of the ADS or AHS
were excluded from the analysis (n=5). Regarding hypothesis 2b,
the results of the correlations between the AHS and ADS subscales,
show moderate, positive correlations for most subscales, thereby
supporting the hypothesis (see Table 9). Specifically, the Physical/
Somatic Symptoms subscale of the AHS was significantly correlated
with all subscales of the ADS, except for Duration of Anger, with r’s
varying between .16 and .27 (p <.05 and p <.01, respectively). Mis-
trust correlated significantly positive with suspiciousness, brooding,
the various aggression subscales including, physical, passive, and
indirect aggression, as well as scope of provocation, physiological
arousal, duration of anger, rumination, impulsivity, coercion, and
hurt social rejection (r’s varied between .13 and .35, p < .05 and
p < .01, respectively). Intolerance correlated significantly positive
with, suspiciousness, resentment, revenge, physical and relational
aggression, scope of provocation, physiological arousal, rumination,

impulsivity, coercon, verbal expression, hurt social rejection and ep-
isode length (r’s varied between .13 and .35, p < .05 and p < .01,
respectively). The Ingroup subscale showed significant positive
correlations with revenge, physical and relational aggression, scope
of provocation, coercion, verbal expression, and hurt social rejection
(r’s varied between .13 and .19, p < .05 and p < .01, respectively).
Retribution was significantly corelated with suspiciousness, resent-
ment, tension reduction, brooding revenge, physical, relational, and
indirect aggression, scope of provocation, ruminaton, impulsivity,
coercion, verbal expression, hurt social rejection, and episode length
(r’s varied between .13 and .31, p < .05 and p < .01, respectively).
Results in relation to the Activism subscale of the AHS, showed sig-
nificantly positive correlations with all subscales of the ADS, with
correlations varying between .21 and .41 (p < .01). However, we
found that the Duration of Anger subscale of the ADS, negatively
correlated with, the following AHS constructs: Intolerance, Ingroup,
and Retribution.
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Table 9: Pearson Correlations between the T- scores of the Anger Disorder Scale constructs and the <<Name removed for blind re-

view>> Hatred Scale (XHS). constructs (n=241).

AHS constructs ‘ Physical T ‘ Mistrust_T | Intolerance_T | Ingroup_T | Retribution_T | Activism_T Hate_Total_T
ADS constructs

ROET 292%* 152 169** 0.099 227 .318** .258**
VOET .235%* .193** .207** 127* .269%* .352%* .2971**
AOFT 255%* 277 132% 0.065 0.113 .388** .290**
Suspiciousness.T .230%* 172%* 127* 0.066 .138* 272%* 216%*
Resentment.T 258** 0.077 167 0.108 301+ 271% .230**
Tension.Reduction.T 2271%* 0.087 0.112 0.077 .162* .208** 170%*
Brooding.T 221+ .166** 0.078 0.08 .138* .283** 215%*
Revenge.T 157* 0.092 .143* 141* .206** .234%* 1971**
Physical.Aggression.T 271%* 143* 216%* 172%* .300%** .281** 272%*
Relational. Aggression.T 247** 0.115 211%* 177** .313** 262%* 264**
Passive.Aggression.T 195%* 190** 0.101 0.042 0.075 .299** 217**
Indirect.Aggression.T .208** 137* 0.098 0.055 222%* 247 .204**
Scope.of.Provocations.T 266** .353%* 202%* .129* 177 A407** .357**
Physiological.Arousal.T .238** 225%* .154* 0.075 0.072 .325%* 252%*
Duration.of. Anger.T 0.048 133* -0.043 -0.023 -0.106 .210%* 0.079
Rumination.T .236%* 215%* 129* 0.065 .128* .230%* 217**
Impulsivity. T 226 224 216%* 0.055 .258%* .351%* .288**
Coercion.T 266%* .164* .198** 127* .262%* .313** 277**
Verbal . Expression.T .168** 0.099 .153* .195%* 257** 224** 221%*
Hurt.Social.Rejection.T 2471%* .196** .150%* 167** .207** .339%* 279%*
Episode.Length.T .163* 0.094 161* 0.103 201** 221%* .186**

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Discussion

This study was designed to develop a holistic measure of hatred
towards others. Based on our literature review, an initial pool of
62 items was developed to capture these six constructs of hatred:
(1) Physical/Somatic Symptoms, (2) Mistrust, (3) Intolerance, (4)
Ingroup Superiority, (5) Activism, (6) Retribution. Using five expert
judges, 45 out of the 62 items reached consensus and the remaining
17 items were rewritten according to judges’ recommendations. All
items were designed to focus on group-level hatred as opposed to
individual-level hatred. The AHS was explored using factory analy-
sis and confirmatory factory analysis with two unique samples of
participants: A Normative sample representing recent American
population demographics [37], and a Hatred sample comprising
individuals who exhibited hatred towards immigrants and scored
high on collective threat. Exploratory factor analysis resulted in a
35-item scale. CFA demonstrated a 6-factor solution had the best
fit to the data, although a higher-order model also had acceptable
model fit. Other psychometric properties of the AHS were accept-
able, with high internal consistency, and Cliff’'s d demonstrating

hypothesized small to medium effect size differences between the
Normative sample and Hatred sample for all 35-items. In addition,
we examined the correlations between the AHS, the ADS and EQ-i
2.0 subscales, with two subsamples of participants representing
the general population, who were randomly selected to complete
one test. In general, the AHS subscales correlate negatively with the
EQ-i 2.0 and show a positive correlation with the ADS. However,
not in line with hypothesis 2b, we found that the duration of anger
subscale of the ADS showed negative correlations with 3 constructs
of the AHS, including Intolerance, Ingroup and Retribution (which
was expected to be positive), although these were not significant.
Overall, the validity of the AHS is further supported by the results
showing the expected relationships with validated scales, name-
ly the ADS and EQ-i 2.0. In contrast to previous hatred scales, the
AHS provides a more holistic and health-related measure of hatred
based on current findings.

Aside from the Duplex Theory of Hate [10,11], there is a lack
of empirically derived models of hatred in the psychological liter-
ature. For example, the Sternberg Triangular Hate Scale (THS) is
one of the most widely used measures of hatred. On the other hand,
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recent literature and findings point to hatred as more multidimen-
sional than what Sternberg initially proposed [1]. Although the THS
has demonstrated some conceptual and empirical strength, there
have been concerns about this instrument with respect to both its
conceptual basis and the methodology used in prior studies. Con-
ceptually, it does not contain all of the elements of hatred that have
been summarized in the recent literature [14]. Methodologically,
although its validity has been demonstrated using a multitrait-mul-
timethod approach [16], using undergraduate university student
participants in order to measure hatred has been called into ques-
tion by other researchers [4,18]. Since undergraduate students do
not represent the external validity needed for the study of hatred, it
was important for the development of the AHS, that a collection of
American participants that exhibited hatred were used. By having
a Normative sample and Hatred sample to compare, we are better
able at providing more external validity for the six constructs with-
in the AHS. As demonstrated by the results, across all six subscales
and the total score, the Hatred sample scored higher than the Nor-
mative sample, lending validity evidence through meaningful differ-
ences being groups, as hypothesized, when using this instrument.

Although it is important to demonstrate that the AHS can mea-
sure someone experiencing hatred versus someone who does not,
there are some gender and age differences. Across the measure,
men scored higher than women on the total AHS and all 6 sub-

scales. Research has demonstrated that men are more outwardly
expressive of their hatred and more likely to support direct action
with hated members of the other group [60]. This finding would
be most apparent in the AHS Activism and Retribution subscales.
On the other hand, there is not enough empirical work to support
why these differences might exist for each of the 6 subscales, par-
ticularly Physical/Somatic Symptoms. Although some research has
theorized women might be more perceptive of the expression of
hatred compared to men, research on this matter remains incon-
clusive [61]. In addition, a lot of empirical studies on hatred do not
report gender differences as part of their overall results or theorize
why such differences might exist [35]. In addition, it was demon-
strated across the AHS subscales that hatred seemed to decrease
with age except for Mistrust. Post-hoc analyses demonstrated that
most of the age differences were observed at the extreme ends of
our data, between the youngest (18 - 24yrs) and oldest (60+yrs)
participants. But, based on post-hoc analysis, only the Mistrust and
Retribution subscales continued to show apparent age differences.
For the Mistrust scale, younger participants scored higher in trust-
ful of others than the older participants. These finding parallels
other research supporting increased trust of others by early adults
(and younger) compared with older age groups [62]. We start off
life trusting others, but as we age, we learn to be more cautious
and less trusting of others, in particular strangers or those who may
appear “different” from us.
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Figure 1: Holistic public health model of hatred.

The Retribution scale, on the other hand, while also significantly
differentiated by age, found that younger people were higher in ret-
ribution than older adults. It may be that the younger group, while
being more trusting of others, was more likely to want to retaliate,
perhaps when that trust was broken. In general, younger adults are
more likely to retaliate against others they have conflict with or are

likely to hate. According to reported police data, the majority of
hate crimes are carried out by younger people. In the United States,
it is estimated that nearly 50% of all hate crimes are committed by
individuals younger than 20 years of age, compared to 25% for non-
hate crime offences. One of the advantages of developing a model
of hatred is the identification of specific correlates of hatred (see
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Figure 1). By looking at the specific pattern of scales in individuals
high in hatred towards others we can develop targeted interven-
tions potentially reducing some of the violence attributed to hatred.
This supports Sternberg’s [10] premise on dealing with hate:

[ believe that the best ways to combat hate are to understand
it, to recognize it in oneself and to reject it. Moreover, I believe that
wisdom ultimately may be the best cure. Wise people do not hate
because they understand things from other people’s points of view,
including those of people with whom they may have strong dis-
agreements. Teaching people to think wisely, therefore, may be the
best way to teach them to reject hate. (p. 5)

In order to teach people “wise thinking”, it is important to be
more specific about where their thinking may be “unwise.” For ex-
ample, if their hatred is based on mistrust and fear of others, then
targeted interventions could include increasing exposure to oth-
er groups, learning more about other groups, and better under-
standing the challenges and history of different groups. If hatred
is based on Intolerance, then a different set of interventions could
be applied. These can include learning about the contributions of
other groups to society and role playing where they play a member
of the other group. If the target is afflicted with Ingroup Superiori-
ty, the intervention could involve having the target first share the
perceived strengths of their own group, then explore any in-group
challenges. They can then explore the strengths and challenges of
other groups as comparisons. If they score high in Retribution var-
ious aspects of assertiveness, negotiation skills, and other psycho-
logical skills could be taught. People high in Activism can be taught
the differences between constructive and destructive protest. In
other words, a series of interventions could be targeted based on
the hatred profile of the individual.

Limitations & Future Directions

One of the common criticisms of measuring traits that are per-
ceived as negative (or positive) is that they may be underreported
by participants and therefore easily manipulated [63]. Measuring
hatred directly through self-report can be challenging in terms of
peoples’ potential to present an overly positive impression. Also,
due to the level of introspection required, participants may lack
self-awareness into the various form of hatred being described in
the AHS. While the present study did not correlate the AHS scores
with scores from measures of social desirability, this investigation
is a likely next step to consider. In addition, since the AHS measures
hatred more holistically, it may be important to assess the “im-
pairment of the normal state” among participants, which was not
considered in this study. For example, if hatred is to be viewed as
a disease that manifests itself in certain signs and symptoms, then
a distinct clinical picture may be able to be obtained [3]. By mea-
suring other psychological, social, physical and spiritual aspects
of participants in relationship to their hatred scores, results may
provide more clarity into the health consequences of hatred and
how different types of hatred are formed. Some assessments worth

considering include well-being, anxiety, depression, stress, PTSD,
self-esteem, and other physiological measures. Although this study
draws comparisons to the Sternberg Triangular Hate Scale (THS),
it is unclear what the convergent validity might be between the
AHS and the THS. Recently Sternberg [14] has expanded his theo-
ry of hatred to include more constructs similar to some subscales
measured in the AHS. Yet without any hatred measure developed
to capture Sternberg’s FLOTSAM theory [14], it might be worth ex-
amining the extent to which the AHS’s subscales correlated with the
subscales from the THS. Finally, future research will have to explore
the theoretical underpinnings of our holistic public health model of
hatred in order to determine whether different exposures lead to
different types of hatred (see Figure 1).
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