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This paper reports on the development, validity, and reliability of a self-report 
instrument designed to assess a respondent’s perspective of pain resulting from 
relational violations and work toward relational forgiveness based on a frame- 
work proposed by Hargrave (1994a). Presented here is the five-stage procedure 
used in the development of the Interpersonal Relationship Resolution Scale. Con- 
struct validity and reliability were determinedfrom an initial sample of 164 sub- 
jects. Concurrent validity of the scale was supported by another sample of 35 
respondents who took the Interpersonal Relationship Resolution Scale, the Per- 
sonal Authority in the Family System Questionnaire, the Relational Ethics Scale, 
the Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation-Behavior scale, and the Bums 
Depression Checklist. Finally, a predictive validity study of the scale was per- 
formed with a clinical and nonclinical sample of 98 volunteers. Data are pre- 
sented that support the validity and reliability of the instrument, as well as the 
final version of the scale. 

The concept of forgiveness has been used since antiquity in the religious community as 
an essential factor in healing and restoring relationships between people (Hargrave, 1994a). 
Recently, the psychotherapy literature has reflected a growing interest among clinicians in 
using forgiveness as an intervention to help families and individuals seek new beginnings 
in previously harmful relationships, resolve long-standing relational problems, and release 
anger and bitterness (DiBlasio & Proctor, 1993). Despite numerous informal or partial 
theoretical frameworks found in the family literature, DiBlasio and Proctor (1993) state 
that there is very little research on the phenomenon of forgiveness. One of the theoretical 
frameworks on forgiveness to emerge recently, reported by Hargrave (1994a, 1994b), deals 
with the use of forgiveness in salvaging and restoring family relationships. Like most work 
in the area of forgiveness, however, there are no reports of empirical testing of the frame- 
work. The purpose of this study was to develop a reliable scale which would validate the 
constructs in Hargrave’s (1994a) theoretical framework and facilitate appropriate instru- 
mentation to be used in further research on the concept of forgiveness. 

Terry D. Hargrave, PhD, is Associate Professor of Behavioral Studies, Amarillo College, PO Box 

James N. Sells, PhD, is Assistant Professor of Counseling, Northern Illinois University, DeKalb, IL 
447, Amarillo, TX 79178. 

60115-2867. 

January 1997 JOURNAL OF MARITAL AND FAMILY THERAPY 41 



THEORETICAL, FRAMEWORK 

General Information 
Forgiveness usually refers to releasing resentment toward an offender (Hargrave, 1994a), 

restoring relationships and healing inner emotional wounds (DiBlasio & Proctor, 1993), or 
releasing the person who caused an injury from potential retaliation (Fitzgibbons, 1986; 
Smedes, 1984). Only a few conceptual articles have been published on the clinical use of 
forgiveness in journals that are not religiously oriented (e.g., Enright, Santos, & Al-Mabuk, 
1989; Fisher, 1985; Fitzgibbons, 1986; Flanigan, 1987; Hope, 1987; Joy, 1985; Kaufman, 
1984; Madanes, 1991; Schneider, 1989; Wolberg, 1973; Worthington & DiBlasio, 1990). 
Forgiveness is reported to be an effective intervention regarding problems stemming from 
anger and depression (Fitzgibbons, 1986), family-of-origin issues (Hope, 1987), sexual abuse 
and compulsions (Madanes, 199 1; Schneider, 1989), personality disorders (Fisher, 1985; 
Wolberg, 1973), guilt (Joy, 1985), drug abuse (Flanigan, 1987), and broken marital rela- 
tionships (Worthington & DiBlasio, 1990). In addition, the ability of adolescents to forgive 
has been found to be associated with moral development (Enright et al., 1989). 

Hargrave 's Forgiveness Framework 
Hargrave (1994a, 1994b) conceptualizes the issues of relational pain from a contextual 

family therapy perspective (e.g., Boszormenyi-Nagy, 1987; Boszormenyi-Nagy & Krasner, 
1986; Boszormenyi-Nagy & Spark, 1984). From the perspective of contextual family therapy, 
relationships exist in four dimensions: (a) facts, (b) individual psychology, (c) family or 
systemic transactions, and (d) relational ethics (Boszormenyi-Nagy & Krasner, 1986). The 
fourth dimension, relational ethics, deals with the subjective balance of justice, trustworthi- 
ness, loyalty, merit, and entitlement between members of a relationship and is the most 
powerful and potentially the most therapeutic dimension of the family (Boszormenyi-Nagy 
& Krasner, 1986). Relational ethics is rooted in the idea that people have an innate sense of 
justice that demands balance between what they are entitled to receive from a relationship 
and what they are obligated to give in order to maintain relational existence. When people 
engage in relationships that have a balance of give (obligations) and take (entitlements) 
over a period of time, the innate sense of justice is satisfied and trustworthiness is estab- 
lished in the relationship. However, when there is a consistent or severe imbalance between 
the relational give and take, the sense of justice is violated and individuals feel cheated or 
overbenefited by the relationship. The resulting lack of trust drives individuals to destruc- 
rive entitlement (Boszormenyi-Nagy & Krasner, 1986), or the self-justifying effort to se- 
cure just entitlement. Destructive entitlement can manifest itself in many ways, including 
paranoid attitudes, hostility, rage, emotional cutoffs, and destructive harm to other indi- 
viduals (Boszormenyi-Nagy & Krasner, 1986). 

Hargrave (1994b) believes that it is this destructive entitlement that results in family 
pain and hurt. As Hargrave (1994a) states: 

The justice and trust that is so necessary for a balanced relational ethic is violated, 
and family victims of the destructive behavior are left to draw painful conclusions: 
The people on whom they are most dependent in the world cannot be trusted. (p. 
341) 
Using this theoretical construct, Hargrave (1994b) believes that individuals who are 

victims of family pain will transform the violations of love and trust into feelings concern- 
ing themselves and actions in future relationships. As Figure 1 illustrates, when individuals 
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are violated, they are likely to feel (a) rage as they experience uncontrolled anger toward 
their victimizer, or (b) shame as they accuse themselves of being unlovable and not deserv- 
ing of a trustworthy relationship. Similarly, violated individuals are likely to act in future 
relationships in ways that are (a) overcontrolling as they try to minimize their risk of hurt or 
(b) chaotic since they assume that little can be done to form trusting relationships and that 
they will eventually be hurt despite any effort. Some individuals who are victims of family 
pain experience a wide range of feelings and actions as they alternate in shamehage, con- 
trollchaotic cycles (Hargrave, 1994b). 

Figure 1 
Hargrave’s Model of Violations of Love and Trust 

Violations of 
Love and Trust 

PAIN 

Feeling Action 

1 [ .............................. I [ .............................. 
Rage Shame Control Chaos 

Contextual family therapy would maintain that victims of family injustice who are not 
compensated from the family of origin are likely to play out destructive entitlement in 
innocent relationships-specifically with spouses and children (Boszormenyi-Nagy & 
Krasner, 1986). In other words, victims of relational injustice are likely to become victim- 
izers withm other relationships. Hargrave (1994a) maintains that efforts aimed at forgive- 
ness, such as the release of blame and reconciliation, are therapeutic opportunities to deal 
successfully with destructive entitlement and to heal family relationships. 

The work of forgiveness, as outlined by Hargrave (1994b), is defined as effort in re- 
storing love and trustworthiness to relationships so that victims and victimizers can put an 
end to destructive entitlement. The framework maintains that the work of forgiveness in 
families fits into two broad categories of exonerating andforgiving. Neither category is 
inherently better than the other, but the two divisions do make different demands on the 
relationship between the victim and victimizer. Hargrave (1994a) maintains that exonerat- 
ing deals more with the internal processing of the victim and his or her ability to gain 
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insight into how pain was perpetrated and to establish some form of identification with the 
victimizer. Forgiving, on the other hand, demands that the victim and victimizer involve 
themselves in interactions which work toward the establishment of love and trust in the 
relationship. 

Exonerating is defined as the effort of a person who has experienced injustice or hurt to 
lift the load of culpability of the person who caused the hurt (Hargrave, 1994a). Hargrave 
(1994b) maintains that exoneration is achieved by insight and understanding. Insight refers 
to the ability of a person to objectify the mechanisms of family pain that have caused rela- 
tional damage (Hargrave, 1994a). As the individual identifies these mechanisms and trans- 
actions which cause pain, he or she has an increased ability to block the transaction and stop 
relational damage from occurring in the future. Understandmg involves identifying with 
the victimizer’s position, limitations, development, efforts, and intent. This understanding 
results in the victim acknowledging the fallibility of the victimizer, although it does not 
remove the victimizer’s responsibility for the destructive action. As understanding takes 
place, an individual feels a reduction in condemnation and blame toward his or her victim- 
izer. 

Hargrave (1994a) maintains that forgiving differs from exonerating in that forgiving 
requires some specific action regarding the responsibility for the injustice which caused the 
hurt. In a contextual framework, relational justice in a family demands that the person who 
is victimized and hurt is reasonable in holding the wrongdoer responsible for the hurt. 
Trust in the relationship has been damaged. In forgiving, the victimized person is given 
reason to believe that the wrongdoer accepts responsibility for the injustice he or she caused 
and promises to act trustworthy in the future. The relationship is re-established because 
trust has been restored. In Hargrave’s framework, forgiving is accomplished by giving the 
opportunity for compensation and through an overt act offorgiving. In giving the opportu- 
nity for compensation, the victim allows the victimizer to rebuild the status of trust in the 
relationship in a progressive manner by acting in ways that are trustworthy. In an overt act 
of forgiving, victim and victimizer discuss the relational violation openly and come to an 
agreement that they will seek a new trustworthy relationship in the future (Hargrave, 1994a). 

In sum, this forgiveness framework includes two broad divisions of exonerating and 
forgiving. Exonerating has two stations of insight and understanding; forgiving has two 
stations of giving the opportunity for compensation and the overt act of forgiving. This 
framework is illustrated in Figure 2. Hargrave (1994b) believes that both exonerating and 
forgiving are appropriate in different relationships at different times. Hargrave (1994b) fur- 
ther points out that the four stations should not be interpreted as stages. People oscillate be- 
tween stations many times in the effort to forgive and re-establish relational trust (Hargrave, 
1994a). 

Figure 2 
The Four Stations of Forgiveness 
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THE WORK OF FORGIVENESS 1 
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Rationale for  Scale Development 
In developing a forgiveness scale based on the framework outlined above, the authors 

wished to utilize a self-report instrument which would indicate not only individuals’ work 
in forgiveness as it applied to the four stations, but also the manifestations of individual 
pain as reflected in the characteristics of shame, rage, control, and chaos. Therefore, we 
developed a self-report instrument of two scales and eight subscales that measured indi- 
vidual work in forgiveness along the four identified constructs (insight, understanding, giv- 
ing the opportunity for compensation, overt act of forgiving) and manifestations of pain 
(shame, rage, control, chaos). It should be pointed out here that much of the work of for- 
giveness as outlined by Hargrave in giving the opportunity for compensation and overt acts 
of forgiving are relational in nature. In developing a self-report instrument, therefore, only 
the victim’s perceptions of the interactions in the relationship dealing with these two con- 
structs could be measured. The instrument was named the Interpersonal Relationship Reso- 
lution Scale (IRRS). 

METHODS 

A five-stage procedure was selected for developing the IRRS. In Stage 1, definitions 
were developed for the different constructs of forgiveness and manifestations of pain. In 
Stage 2, items were generated for use in the IRRS. A preliminary IRRS was tested in Stage 
3 to determine reliability and construct validity. In Stage 4, concurrent validity of the re- 
vised IRRS was determined by correlating it with the Personal Authority in the Family 
System Questionnaire, the Relational Ethics Scale, the Fundamental Interpersonal Rela- 
tions Orientation - Behavior Scale, and the Burns Depression Checklist. Finally, in Stage 5,  
a revised IRRS based on the preliminary results was tested with a clinical and nonclinical 
sample to determine predictive validity. 

Stage 1: Definitions 
The four forgiveness constructs and four manifestations of pain were identified by a 

review of the literature concerning Hargrave’s framework (Hargrave, 1994a, 1994b; Hargrave 
& Anderson, 1992). Definitions were formulated from composites of these writings and 
then reviewed by Hargrave, who was the final judge in determining face validity. The 
following definitions were adopted for this study. 

Insight. Insight is the ability to recognize transactional patterns and mechanisms by 
which relational damage was perpetrated and interrupt or intervene in the patterns or mecha- 
nisms to prevent relational damage in the future. Low involvement with this construct 
would indicate that a person would experience confusion concerning emotional pain and 
would be unable to make specific statements regarding painful interactions or how to avoid 
them. High involvement with this construct would indicate that a person experiences clar- 
ity in identifying pain and knows how to avoid painful interactions. 

Understanding. Understanding is the ability to identify with the position, limitations, 
development, efforts, and intent of the person who caused relational damage. Low involve- 
ment with this construct would indicate that the person blames either himherself or the per- 
petrator to an unreasonable degree without consideration of context or circumstances. High 
involvement with this construct would indicate that a person clearly understands the circum- 
stances which must be considered in determining responsibility for relational deterioration. 
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Giving the opportunity for compensation. Giving the opportunity for compensation is 
the ability to engage in interactions and relationship with the former perpetrator in a way 
that is perceived by the victim as nonthreatening and builds emotional bonding. Low in- 
volvement in this construct would indicate that a person views a continued relationship 
with the perpetrator as nontrustworthy and that interactions are marked with communica- 
tions that cause pain. High involvement in this construct would indicate that a person 
perceives that he or she is able to engage in a relationship with the perpetrator that promotes 
reasonable care and desires to continue the relationship in the future. 

Overt act of forgiving. An overt act of forgiving is the perceived ability of a person to 
discuss past relational damage with the perpetrator and resolve issues of responsibility for 
specific violations to the point where the relationship can be secure and trustworthy. Low 
involvement with this construct would indicate that a person perceives him or herself as 
unsuccessful in discussing and resolving the relational damage. High involvement with 
this construct would indicate that a person perceives him or herself as being successful in 
overtly discussing the relational damage with the perpetrator and that a greater sense of 
trust resulted from the discussion. 

Shame. Shame is the degree to which an individual internalizes painful or undesirable 
experiences. Shame is a global measure which assesses the overall manifestation of per- 
sonal guilt. Low involvement with this construct would likely mean that the individual is 
comfortable with mild levels of confrontation and is secure with self. High involvement 
with this construct would indicate that the individual experiences excessive guilt and inter- 
nalizes emotions which indicate self is unacceptable. 

Rage. Rage is the degree to which an individual externalizes painful or undesirable 
experiences. Rage is a global measure which assesses internal feelings of anger and actions 
which are manifestations of anger. Low involvement with this construct would indicate 
that the individual does not express anger in an overt manner. High involvement with this 
construct would indicate that the individual expresses anger and resentment in external 
ways. 

Control. Control is the degree to which an individual seeks to administer life to avoid 
or deal with situations. Control is a global measure which assesses overall effort in manag- 
ing life. Low involvement with this construct reflects a relaxed style of conducting activi- 
ties and relationships. High involvement with this construct reflects an authoritarian style 
of dealing with life goals or relationships. 

Chaos. Chaos is the degree to which an individual seeks to avoid organization or 
responsibility in dealing with situations. Chaos is a global measure which assesses overall 
failure to manage life successfully. Low involvement with this construct would likely re- 
flect a balanced effort in organizing life goals and being considered responsible. High 
involvement with this construct would likely reflect an inability to organize and manage 
life goals and relationships. 

It is important to note here that the four manifestations of pain as defined by Hargrave 
(1994b) are not diametrically opposed. For instance, individuals experiencing low involve- 
ment with the construct of control do not necessarily experience high involvement with the 
construct of chaos. Likewise, it is possible for individuals who experience pain to display, 
at times, behavior in cycles of shamehage and controVchaos (Hargrave, 1994b). Therefore, 
these definitions reflect separate constructs from which subscales for the IRRS were devel- 
oped. 

46 JOURNAL OF MARITAL AND FAMILY THERAPY January 1997 



Stage 2: Statement Formulation 
Using the above definitions, the authors separately generated items to be used in the 

preliminary IRRS. We reviewed the items to ensure that there was adherence to the defini- 
tions. After discussion, we selected 162 items for inclusion in the preliminary IRRS. The 
preliminary IRRS consisted of a Forgiveness Scale which included the four subscales of 
Insight, Understanding, Giving the Opportunity for Compensation, and Overt Act of For- 
giving, and a Pain Scale whch included the four subscales of Shame, Rage, Control, and 
Chaos. 

The items were written so that the IRRS would reflect clear extremes on each con- 
struct. Also, responses to the items were worded in such a way to produce a forced choice 
(yes or no) among respondents. In this way, the IRRS would reflect univariate linear scores 
on the eight subscales. The items that were used in the final version of the IRRS are con- 
tained in the Appendix. 

Stage 3: Testing of the Preliminary IRRS 
In order to determine construct validity and reliability of the preliminary IRRS, the 

scale was administered to a sample number of subjects. Construct validity, as used in this 
study, is the degree to which a test measures its intended hypothetical construct or 
nonobservable trait (Gay, 1981). 

Subjects. A total of 164 participants completed the preliminary IRRS. The ages of the 
subjects ranged from 19 to 77 years (SD = 12.03, M = 31.92). The participants were re- 
cruited primarily from graduate and undergraduate psychology and counseling classes and 
various occupational sites, including a bank, a television station, and a construction site. A 
total of 118 females (71.06%) and 46 males (28.04%) participated in the initial testing. The 
ethnicity of the sample was 3.7% Black, 7.9% Hispanic, 6.7% Asian, and 81.7% White. 
The martial status of the sample was as follows: 42.8% married, 41.5% never married, 
12.3% divorced, 3% re-married, and .4% widowed. 

Factor analysis results. A factor analysis using a varimax rotation revealed that many 
items loaded on the eight constructs of the two scales. We then used the loading informa- 
tion to select items to be used in a final version of the IRRS. Items which loaded on only 
one construct at or above the .45 level were considered for possible use in the final version 
of the scale. Tables 1 and 2 show the loadings of the 44 items that were eventually used in 
the final version of the IRRS. 

The items in the Forgiveness Scale accounted for 56.1% of the variance; the items in 
the Pain Scale of the IRRS accounted for 47.4% of the variance. The subscales of Giving 
the Opportunity for Compensation in the Forgiveness Scale and Rage in the Pain Scale 
accounted for the largest amount of variance. Eigenvalues and variance percentages are 
found in Table 3. 

Reliability. A Cronbach’s alpha analysis was performed on the two scales and corre- 
sponding subscales of the IRRS using the items selected for the final version of the instru- 
ment. Reliability for the Forgiveness Scale and Pain Scale was computed at .92 and .95, 
respectively. Reliability for the Forgiveness Scale subscales was as follows: Insight, .85; 
Understanding, .78; Giving the Opportunity for Compensation, 36; Overt Act of Forgiv- 
ing, .63. Reliability for the subscales of the Pain Scale was as follows: Shame, .74; Rage, 
37; Control, .78; Chaos, 32. 

APearson correlation coefficient analysis performed on the data from the initial testing 
of the instrument revealed that each scale of the IRRS had high, positive correlation with its 
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corresponding subscales. There was, however, no significant correlation between the For- 
giveness Scale and Pain Scale ( r  = -.15), indicating that the two scales measured different 
phenomena. 

Stage 4: Concurrent Validity Test of the IRRS 
One of the accepted methodologies of determining validity is to measure the degree to 

which the scores of the instrument are related to the scores of another instrument with 
established reliability and validity. This measure of validity is called concurrent validity 
(Gay, 1981). In order to determine concurrent validity of the IRRS, the revised instrument 
along with the Personal Authority in the Family System Questionnaire, the Relational Eth- 
ics Scale, the Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation - Behavior Scale, and the 
Burns Depression Checklist were administered to sample of subjects. 

Other instruments. The Personal Authority in the Family System Questionnaire (PAFS- 
Q) is a 132-item instrument which measures eight nonoverlapping constructs of spousal 
intimacy, spousal fusion/individuation, intergenerational fusion/individuation, 
intergenerational intimacy, nuclear family triangulation, intergenerational triangulation, 
intergenerational intimidation, and personal authority (Bray, Williamson, & Malone, 1984a, 
1984b). All items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale. Reliability for the PAFS-Q and 
subscales ranged from .82 to .95 with a mean of .90 (Bray et al., 1984a). Since the PAFS- 
Q measures constructs dealing with issues of family interaction which are likely to result in 
either intimacy or pain, it was believed to be a sound concurrent validity instrument for the 
IRRS. Items on the PAFS-Q are scaled such that larger scores are reflective of the desirable 
characteristic or interaction. It was expected that some of the constructs of the Forgiveness 
Scale of the IRRS would have significant correlations with the PAFS-Q, reflecting that 
work and progress in the area of forgiveness are related to positive interactions and relation- 
ships with family. It was also expected that some of the constructs of the Pain Scale of the 
IRRS would have significant correlations with the PAFS-Q, reflecting that high manifesta- 
tions of pain are related to negative interactions and relationships with family. 

The Relational Ethics Scale (RES) is a 24-item instrument which measures the con- 
structs of trust and justice, loyalty, and entitlement on two subscales relating to the family in 
which one was raised and one’s relation with a person of equal status (Hargrave & Bomba, 
1993). All items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale. Reliability for the RES was established 
at .96; the two subscales had a reliability of .93 and .96 (Hargrave, Jennings, & Anderson, 
1991). It was expected that the constructs of the Forgiveness Scale of the IRRS would have 
positive correlations with the Vertical Trust/Justice and Horizontal Trust/Justice subscales 
of the RES since these constructs involve family trust issues which are identified as essen- 
tial to the work of forgiveness. Also, it was expected that the constructs of the Pain Scale of 
the IRRS would have negative correlations with the subscales of the RES since low scores 
on the RES would reflect some type of family violation. 

The Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation - Behavior Scale (FIRO-B) is a 
54-item instrument which measures the constructs of expressed and wanted inclusion, con- 
trol, and affection. The FIRO-B has two sets of response categories on a 6-point Likert 
scale. Although its validity as a measure has been increasingly questioned, the FIRO-B 
remains one of the more popular psychometric instruments (Fisher, Macrosson, &Walker, 
1995). A variety of reliability data are available for the FIRO-B, but the author of the scale 
established the reliability of the expressed and wanted facets of inclusion, control, and af- 
fection in a range from .93 to .94 (Schutz, 1958). Of interest in the concurrent validity 
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study were the control subscales of the FIRO-B. It was expected that the construct of 
control in the IRRS would have a positive correlation with the control subscales of the 

The Bums Depression Checklist (BDC) is a 15-item instrument which measures sub- 
ject response to common symptoms of depression such as sadness, low self-esteem, and 
hopelessness (Burns, 1994). All items are rated on a 4-point Likert scale with higher scores 
reflecting more severe levels of depression. The author of the scale reports that the BDC 
was validated in an unpublished study correlating the instrument with the Beck Depression 
Inventory. Although the author reports that the correlation between the two measures was 
high, no validity or reliability information is available. We correlated the BDC and Beck 
Depression Inventory with a sample of 45 adults. Reliability of the BDC was .91, and the 
instrument correlated with the Beck Depression Inventory at the .85 level (p 5.001). It was 
expected that some of the constructs of the Pain Scale would have significant positive cor- 
relations with the BDC since relational pain is a possible contributor to depression. 

Subjects. A total of 35 volunteer subjects participated in the concurrent validity study 
of the IRRS. The ages of the subjects ranged from 19 to 55 years (SD = 12.03, M = 25). The 
subjects were recruited primarily from graduate and undergraduate psychology and coun- 
seling classes. A total of 23 females (65.8%) and 12 males (34.2%) participated in the 
study. The ethnicity of the sample was 17.15% Black, 20% Hispanic, 17.15% Asian, and 
46.7% White. The martial status of the sample was as follows: 37.15% married, 34.29% 
never married, 11.43% divorced, 14.28% remarried, and 2.85% widowed. 

Concurrent validity results. A Pearson correlation coefficient analysis was performed 
on all the instruments and applicable subscales. These correlations are reported in Table 4. 
Several of the IRRS Forgiveness Scale subscales had many expected correlations with the 
PAFS-Q. Insight was strongly correlated with Personal Authority, reflecting perhaps that 
individuals with high scores on the Insight subscale were comfortable setting boundaries to 
protect individual stances. Insight also had a strong correlation with Nuclear Family Trian- 
gulation, indicating that high insight reflected good nuclear family boundaries. The subscale 
of Understanding had a negative correlation with Spousal Fusion and Spousal Intimacy, 
suggesting that increased understanding of a violator causes more of a sense of individua- 
tion and less intimacy with a spouse. Understanding also correlated with Intergenerational 
Intimidation, indicating that as an individual experiences less intimidation and fear, under- 
standing increases. Both Giving the Opportunity for Compensation and the Overt Act of 
Forgiving had strong correlations with Intergenerational Intimacy, indicating that as rela- 
tional forgiveness progresses, intimacy is enhanced. 

The Pain Scale had significant correlations to several of the subscales of the PAFS-Q. 
Both Shame and Rage had significant negative correlation with Intergenerational Triangu- 
lation, suggesting that individuals with higher levels of triangulation between parents also 
feel significant levels of these types of pain. Intergenerational Intimidation had negative 
correlations with the Pain Scale, perhaps indicating that when intimidation is present, indi- 
vidual pain is also evident. In addition, the Pain Scale correlated with Spousal Intimacy, 
indicating that individuals with these types of pain also experience higher levels of inti- 
macy with a spouse. 

Only two of the Forgiveness Scale subscales of the IRRS had significant correlations 
with the RES. Both Understanding and the Overt Act of Forgiving had a negative correla- 
tion with Vertical Entitlement, suggesting that higher scores on these Forgiveness Scale 
subscales indicate that an individual feels less violation from the family of origin. The Pain 

RRO-B . 
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Scale of the IRRS had several subscales which correlated with those of the RES. Most 
notably, the subscale of Shame had negative correlations with all subscales of the RES 
except Vertical Loyalty, indicating that the absence of trust and justice in vertical and hori- 
zontal relationships corresponds to high levels of individual shame. Rage had negative 
correlations with Vertical Entitlement and Horizontal Trust/Justice, suggesting that indi- 
viduals who have high scores on the Rage subscale also perceive violations from their 
families of origin and have low justice and trust in horizontal relationships. 

The IRRS and the FIRO-B had several correlations between constructs and subscales. 
Most notable and most important for this validity study was the high correlation between 
the IRRS subscale of Control and the Expressed Control subscale of the FIRO-B, indicating 
that both reveal strong expressed control behavior. Giving the Opportunity for Compensa- 
tion had negative correlations with both Wanted and Expressed Control subscales, suggest- 
ing that individuals who are engaged in relational reconciliation in this manner neither 
desire to be controlled nor want to control others. The negative correlation of Rage and 
Shame to the Wanted Affection subscale of the FIRO-B indicates that the presence of these 
types of pain is not accompanied by desired affection from others. 

Three of the four constructs of the Pain Scale of the IRRS had significant correlations 
with the BDC. Shame, rage, and chaos all had high correlations with the BDC, indicating 
that these types of pain are also accompanied by depression. A negative correlation was 
found between Understanding and the BDC, suggesting that depression is not present when 
there are high Understanding scores. 

Stage 5: Predictive Validity Test of the IRRS 
Predictive validity is the degree to which a test or instrument can predict information 

concerning an individual (Gay, 1981). In order to test the predictive validity of the IRRS, 
the instrument was administered to a sample representing a clinical population which had 
experienced some type of family violation which caused pain and a nonclinical general 
population. There were two hypotheses in Stage 5 .  The first was that the clinical popula- 
tion would express significantly lower scores than the nonclinical group on all constructs of 
the Forgiveness Scale of the IRRS, indicating that the clinical group experienced less progress 
in the work of forgiveness. The second hypothesis was that the clinical group would record 
significantly hlgher scores than the nonclinical population on all constructs of the Pain 
Scale of the IRRS, indicating higher levels of pain. 

Subjects. A total of 98 volunteer subjects participated in the concurrent validity study 
of the IRRS. Thirty-five of the subjects represented the clinical group and were recruited 
from therapy situations in which the presenting problem of the client was past sexual abuse, 
physical abuse, or family-of-origin issues. Sixty-three of the subjects represented the 
nonclinical group and were recruited from graduate and undergraduate psychology and 
counseling classes. The nonclinical group was recruited from a pool of subjects who had 
never participated in individual or family therapy. The ages of the subjects ranged from 19 
to 61 years (SD = 9.6, M = 28). A total of 68 females (69.4%) and 30 males (30.6%) 
participated in the study. The ethnicity of the sample was 3.0% Black, 15.2% Hispanic, 
13.1% Asian, and 68.7% White. The martial status of the sample was as follows: 46.4% 
married, 30.9% never married, 7.2% divorced, 14.4% re-married, and 1.1% widowed. 

Predictive validity test results. A multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used 
to determine whether there was significant difference between the scores of the clinical and 
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nonclinical populations. The omnibus MANOVA produced significant Pillais at the .01 
level, with an F (8,89) = 13.16, p < .01, (p = .0oO). The univariate F-tests indicated that the 
clinical group showed significantly lower scores than the nonclinical group (p 5 .05) on 
Insight, Understanding, Giving the Opportunity for Compensation, Overt Act of Forgiving, 
and the total Forgiveness Scale. In addition, the clinical population scored significantly 
higher than the nonclinical population (p I .01) on Shame, Rage, Control, and Chaos, as 
well as the total Pain Scale. The results of the predictive validity test are found in Table 5.  

DISCUSSION 

This paper reports on the development of a scale to assess an individual’s perspective 
on (a) the work of forgiveness according to the constructs of insight, understanding, giving 
the opportunity for compensation, and the overt act of forgiving; and (b) the manifestations 
of pain according to the constructs of shame, rage, control, and chaos. Based on the five- 
stage procedure used in this study, the IRRS shows significant construct validity based on 
the factor analysis performed on the initial sample of 164 subjects. In addition, the IRRS 
has strong reliability, and the subscales have acceptable levels of reliability as assessed by 
Cronbach’s coefficient of internal consistency. Many of the IRRS constructs correlate in 
the expected direction with other family instruments (PAFS-Q and RES) as well as with an 
interpersonal instrument (FIRO-B) and a depression scale (BDC). In terms of predictive 
validity, the IRRS successfully discriminated between a clinical and nonclinical popula- 
tion. From this study, we can conclude that the IRRS is a reliable and valid instrument and 
an accurate measure of the forgiveness framework proposed by Hargrave (1994a). 

One of the problems with creating an instrument that measures the work of forgiveness 
is that forgiveness is likely a process which involves a great deal of time and contains 
elements of both inter- and intrapersonal processing. It is conceivable, for example, that an 
individual could participate in overt forgiveness without ever achieving any level of under- 
standing. Therefore, the subscale scores of Insight, Understanding, Giving the Opportunity 
for Compensation, and Overt Act of Forgiving may have more clinical use than the Forgive- 
ness Scale total. In the same manner, Hargrave (1994b) points out that individuals experi- 
ence a wide range of feelings and actions that may alternate between the extremes of rage 
and shame, control and chaos. Therefore, it is possible that an individual will score high in 
all four pain constructs. 

The IRRS has impressive levels of reliability for both the Forgiveness Scale and the 
Pain Scale. Although the subscales of Overt Act of Forgiving and Shame have marginal 
levels of reliability, they are acceptable for new scale development (Gay, 198 1). The subscale 
of Overt Act of Forgiving has a weaker level of reliability than the other subscales. Some of 
the items in this subscale focus on the victimizer apologizing for causing pain; other items 
focus on the victimizer accepting responsibility. It is possible that these two focuses repre- 
sent different steps in the forgiving process and therefore are not necessarily representative 
of the same construct. Further study of this construct of forgiveness is warranted, and more 
items representative of this construct need to be generated to improve reliability. 

Although the IRRS showed many of the expected correlations with the PAFS-Q, FIRO- 
B, and BDC, it did not have the expected correlations with the RES. The Vertical and 
Horizontal TrusdJustice subscales should measure the more essential elements and aspects 
of relational balance and trust. The constructs of the Forgiveness Scale of the IRRS are also 
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directed at uncovering perceptions of relational trust, so significant correlations would have 
been expected. This fact warrants further study of the construct of trust from a contextual 
perspective. One of the limitations of this study was the small number of participants in the 
concurrent validity study. More participants in another concurrent validity study should 
yield additional possible explanations for correlations between the IRRS and other instru- 
ments and directions for the future development of the IRRS. 

The power of the constructs to discriminate between clinical and nonclinical popula- 
tions suggests that the IRRS is a good measure of Hargrave’s forgiveness framework. Indi- 
viduals experiencing high scores reflective of pain from relational violations score lower in 
the work of forgiveness. Also, the low correlations between the Forgiveness Scale and Pain 
Scale of the IRRS clearly indicate that the subscales measure separate phenomena. In 
addition, the strong correlations of shame, rage, and chaos with the BDC may give clini- 
cians insight into differentiating the distress of depression into specific pain. The IRRS, 
therefore, may be particularly useful to therapists working with individuals having diffi- 
culty with relational violations in assessing the potential for the work of forgiveness and the 
level of the client’s distress. The scoring technique used in this study, however, may limit 
clinical interpretations of scores since positive answers were given a value of one and nega- 
tive responses were given a value of zero. Further consideration should be given in the 
scale development to creating a scoring technique that will yield clearly useful clinical 
information. Since the constructs of forgiveness according to Hargrave’s framework have 
been validated, the IRRS may also be useful as an empirical research tool in exploring the 
effectiveness of therapy aimed at forgiveness and individual pain resolution resulting from 
the work of forgiveness. 

Forgiveness is a complex concept and resulting distress and pain from relational viola- 
tion is a broad subject. The IRRS is a first attempt to identify these constructs in a brief and 
useful manner. However, it is important to note that this model of forgiveness is but one 
illustration of the process (Hargrave, 1994a) and that other substantial constructs dealing 
with forgiveness and pain are likely to exist. The IRRS, therefore, is neither comprehensive 
nor exhaustive as a clinical or research instrument. 

Additional research is warranted to provide further validation for forgiveness constructs. 
Also, the effects of such variables as ethnicity, gender, marital status, family background, 
and seventy of violating event on IRRS scores are yet to be determined. Larger respondent 
sets are needed to set clinical norms to provide specific meaning to scale scores. In spite of 
these limitations, however, the IRRS shows promise as an instrument which validates a 
forgiveness model. 
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Table 1 
Factor Analysis of the IRRS (Forgiveness Scale) 

Construct 
Item 

Giving the Overt 
Opportunity for Act of 

Insight Understanding Compensation Forgiving 

Insight 
07 
08 
11 
16 
18 

Understanding 
09 
13 
14 
15 
20 

.69 

.59 

.66 

.63 

.52 

-.06 
-.41 
.13 
.10 

-.22 

Giving the Opportunity for Compensation 
02 .09 
03 .06 
05 .09 
06 .09 
10 -.01 
19 .10 
22 .05 

Oven Act of Forgiving 
01 .05 
04 .12 
12 -.04 
17 .14 
21 .ll 

-.16 
-.22 
.07 
.04 
.09 

.66 

.46 

.69 

.55 

.53 

-.02 
.07 

-.20 
-.11 
.04 
-.12 
-.03 

-.09 
-.09 
.06 
.07 

-.04 

.24 

.33 
- .05 
.15 
-.11 

-.11 
-.35 
-.07 
-.05 
.26 

.82 

.74 

.67 

.81 

.80 

.76 

.83 

.18 

.18 

.22 

.31 

.30 

.13 
-.06 
-.05 
.02 
.16 

.25 
-.11 
-.08 
-.35 
.09 

.17 

.14 

.21 

.18 

.12 

.18 

.14 

.73 

.75 

.76 

.79 

.78 
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Table 2 
Factor Analysis of the IRRS (Pain Scale) 

Construct 
Item Shame Rage Control Chaos 

Shame 
24 
26 
30 
33 
35 
38 

Rage 
27 
31 
32 
37 
39 
43 

Control 
28 
34 
36 
44 

Chaos 
23 
25 
29 
40 
41 
42 

.65 

.56 

.72 

.66 

.51 

.47 

.05 

.12 
-.15 
.06 

.15 
-.08 

-.01 
.16 
.08 
.03 

.06 

.01 

.10 

.06 

.03 

.09 

.02 

.38 

.09 
-.15 
.39 
.36 

.62 

.61 

.49 

.61 

.48 

.74 

.21 

.15 

.10 

.ll 

-.15 
.30 
.05 
.19 
.06 
.03 

.19 
-.11 
.17 
.04 
-.11 
-.30 

.29 

.2 1 

.26 

.02 

.28 

.08 

.45 

.77 

.66 

.76 

.27 
-.07 
-.02 
-.03 
-.01 
-.06 

.05 

.ll 

.17 
-.06 
.26 
-.04 

.07 

.08 
-.08 
.12 
.04 
.17 

-.27 
.06 
.12 
.02 

.62 

.64 

.72 

.46 

.61 

.75 
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Table 3 
Preliminary IRRS Factors in Order of Loading 

Factor Items, In Order of Loading* Eigenvalue Variance 

Giving the Opportunity 
For Compensation 22,02,06, 10, 19,03,05 6.69 

Overt Forgiving 17,21, 12,04,01 2.21 

Insight 07, 11, 16,08, 18 1.78 

Understanding 14,09, 15,20, 13 1.66 

Rage 

Chaos 

Control 

Shame 

Total Forgiveness Scale Variance 

43,27, 37, 31, 32, 39 4.65 

42,29, 25, 23, 41,40 2.60 

34,44, 36,28 1.74 

30, 33,24,26, 35, 38 1.41 

30.4% 

10.1% 

8.1% 

7.6% - 

56.1% 

21.2% 

11.8% 

7.9% 

6.5% 

Total Pain Scale Variance 47.4% 

*Only loadings 2.45 are listed. 
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Table 4 
Correlation of IRRS to the PAFS-Q, RES, FIRO-B, BDC* 

Scale 
Subscales 

IRRS 
For Scale 
Pain Scale 
Insight 
Underst 
Giv Opp 
Overt Forgiving 
Shame 
Rage 
Control 
Chaos 

PA FS-Q 
Spousal Fusion 
Intergen Fusion 
Spousal Intimacy 
Intergen Intim 
Nuc F Triang 
Intergen Triang 
Intergen Intimid 
Personal Auth 

RES 
Vertical Total 
Horizon Total 
Ver Tmsr/Jus 
Ver Loyalty 
Ver Entitle 
Hor Trust/Jus 
Hor Loyalty 
Hor Entitle 

FIRO-B 
Want Affec 
Exp Affec 
Want Cont 
Exp Cont 
Want Incl 
Exp Incl 

BDC 

For Scale 

1.0 
.02 
.34* 
. l l  
.83** 
.60** 

-.02 
.24 

-. 16 
-.11 

.21 

.25 

.04 

.37* 
-.13 
-.23 
-. 19 
-.18 

.05 

.04 

.20 

.26 
-.45** 
.12 
.28 

-.25 

.10 

.13 
-.39* 
-.36* 
.09 

-.06 

.14 

IRRS 
Pain Scale Insight Underst Giv Opp Overt For Shame Rage Control Chaos 

1 .O 
-.37* 
-.40* 
.07 
.51** 
.71** 
.77** 
.80** 
.52** 

.28 

.43** 

.65** 
-.06 
-.17 
-.39* 
-.63** 
.09 

-.39* 
-.63** 
-.25 
-.29 
-.39* 
-.62** 
-.29 
-.32 

1.0 
.12 1.0 

-.09 -.08 1.0 
.02 -.35* .38* 1.0 

-.44** .13 -.04 .33* 1.0 
.09 -.20 .04 .56** .54** 1.0 

-.57** -.41* .09 .22 .42* .37* 1.0 
-.27 -.70** .09 .26 .03 .09 .52** 1.0 

-.05 -.42* 
-.19 -.07 
-.02 -.58** 
.20 .20 
.45** .14 
-.19 .10 
.24 .47** 
.45** .20 

.27 

.28 

.01 

.44** 
-.32 
-.09 
-.18 
-.lo 

.27 

.28 

.01 
.44** 
-.32 
-.09 
-.18 
.OO 

.21 -.19 .10 -.13 

.23 .13 .08 -.34* 

.25 -.15 .18 .04 
-.04 .18 .29 .02 
.17 -.43** -.29 -.45** 
.23 .22 .12 -.27 
.27 .06 .30 -.14 
.03 -.08 -.16 -.30 

.01 

.27 

.36* 

.14 
-.11 
-.37* 
.34* 
.%* 

.14 .24 .45** 

.26 .39* .31 

.45** .39* .66** 
-.22 .06 -.09 
.07 -.31 -.19 

-.72** -.08 .08 
-.62** -.37* -.39* 
-.05 .06 -.06 

-SO** -.22 -.31 
-.80** -.48** -.34* 
-.34* -.04 -.32 
-.27 -.16 -.18 
-.58** -.41* -.13 
-.69** -.46** -.31 
-.66** -.13 -.05 
-.45** -.32 -.27 

-.08 
-. 14 
-.07 
-.23 
.09 

-.32 
-.04 
.20 

-.46** -.23 .23 .29 -.20 -.47** -.44** -.21 -.14 
-.29 -.34* .25 .28 -.01 -.06 -.28 -.lo -.36* 
.31 -.32 -.07 -.35* .OO .25 .15 .25 .27 
.28 -.04 -.35* -.41* .13 -.04 .24 .48** .08 
-.34* -.11 .24 .19 -.18 -.28 -.18 -.14 -.42* 
-.16 -.17 .01 -.03 .06 -.18 -.I4 .02 -.15 

.12** .03 -.35* .02 .32 .59** .81** .22 .38* 

*significant at .05 level, **significant at .01 level. 
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Table 5 
Univariate F-test Comparison of Clinical and Nonclinical Scores on the IRRS 

Variable 

Forgiveness Scale Total 
Group A! SD 

Clinical 35 2.27 33.71 
Nonclinical 63 3.29 36.40 

Clinical 35 1.45 7.03 
Nonclinical 63 1.72 7.69 

Clinical 35 .924 7.56 
Nonclinical 63 .978 7.98 

Clinical 35 1.39 10.42 
Nonclinical 63 2.90 12.94 

Clinical 35 1.83 8.08 
Nonclinical 63 .950 9.54 

Clinical 35 4.16 35.53 
Nonclinical 63 4.19 32.11 

Clinical 35 2.00 10.36 
Nonclinical 63 1.72 9.22 

Clinical 35 1.83 9.60 
Nonclinical 63 2.10 8.45 

Clinical 35 1.23 6.21 
Nonclinical 63 1.17 5.48 

Clinical 35 1.24 10.64 
Nonclinical 63 1.83 8.89 

Insight 

Understanding 

Giving the Opportunity for Compensation 

Overt Act of Forgiving 

Pain Scale Total 

Rage 

Shame 

Control 

Chaos 

Standard 
Mean 

1.464 
1.739 

1.406 
1.537 

1.514 
1.586 

1.480 
1.840 

1.616 
1.909 

1.665 
1.46 1 

1.720 
1.530 

1.601 
1.409 

1.55 1 
1.371 

1.772 
1.481 

F-Ratio 
34.46 

3.99 

4.30 

23.17 

19.49 

15.11 

8.70 

7.93 

7.95 

31.75 

&& 
.oo 1 

,048 

.04 1 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.004 

.006 

.006 

.oo 1 
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APPENDIX 

Interpersonal Relationship Resolution Scale 

Directions: In any relationship, it is possible for people to experience hurts that can 
lead to emotional pain. In some cases, these hurts can be severe and long-lasting. This 
scale is designed to measure: 

-some of the emotions and behaviors that you feel and exhibit toward the person 
who caused you hurt 

-some of the feelings you have about yourself 

-some of the ways you act in other situations and relationships. 

Since each person is unique, there are no right or wrong answers. Just try to respond as 
honestly as you can. Please respond to every statement. 

Rate the following statements as they apply to you and the person who hurt you in such a 
way that causes you distress. Even though many people may have caused you hurt, keep 
just this one particular person in mind when answering the statements. If you do not have a 
current relationship with the person who caused you hurt, answer the statements as you 
remember when you were involved with the person. 

After reading each statement, check the answer that BEST describes the way you feel or act. 

1. This person has apologized to me for the pain he or she has caused in my life. 

- Yes, I believe this is true. - No, I believe this is false. 

2. I believe we are on the road to restoring our relationship. 

- Yes, I believe this much of the time. - No, I seldom feel this way. 

3. I have a current relationship with this person and feel little need to talk about the past 
hurt. 

- Yes, this is mostly true. - No, this is mostly false. 

4. I believe this person would not intentionally hurt me again because he or she is now 
trustworthy in our relationship. 

- Yes, this is true much of the time. - No, th s  is hardly ever true. 

5.  The only way I can deal with this relationship is to keep my distance from this person. 

- Yes, this is mostly true. - No, this is mostly false. 
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6. My relationship with this person has improved gradually over time by just being together 
and having mostly good times. 

- Yes, this is mostly true. - No, this is mostly false. 

7. I feel powerless over circumstances of our relationship when I’m with this person. 

- Yes, I feel this way most of the time. - No, I do not feel this way often. 

8. I have difficulty stopping this person from causing me hurt. 

- Yes, I have this difficulty often. - No, this is mostly not the case. 

9. This person has pain that has nothing to do with me. 

- Yes, I am fairly sure this is true. - No, I do not believe this is true. 

10. Things are not completely resolved in our relationship, but it is getting better. 

- Yes, this is mostly true. - No, this is mostly false. 

11. I have trouble sorting out my emotions with regard to this person. 

- Yes, I have this trouble often. - No, I am fairly clear about my feelings. 

12. This person acknowledges that he or she has done things wrong in the past concerning 
our relationship. 

- Yes, this is mostly true. - No, this is mostly false. 

13. I never seem to “win” when it comes to relating to this person. 

- Yes, this is mostly true. - No, this is mostly untrue. 

14. When this person is cruel to me, it has more to do with his or her problems than it does 
with me. 

- Yes, I believe this most of the time. - No, I have difficulty believing this. 

15. For the most part, I deserve the things that have happened to me. 

- Yes, most of the time. - No, I hardly ever believe this. 

16. I know how to effectively stop this person from causing me pain. 

- No, almost never. - Yes, most of the time. 
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17. This person has taken responsibility for causing me pain. 

- Yes, I believe this much of the time. - No, I hardly ever believe this. 

18. I understand why I feel pain from this person. 

- Yes, it is fairly clear to me. - No, I am fairly confused. 

19. Our relationship is improving a little each time we are together. 

- Yes, I find this mostly true. - No, this is mostly false. 

20. If I had come from this person’s background, I might do some harmful things to people. 

- Yes, I might have made the same mistakes. - No, I think I would have done 
better. 

21. When I talked to this person about the damage he or she caused, he or she accepted 
responsibility. 

- Yes, for the most part. - No, he or she mostly did not. 

22. I believe that our relationship is making progress and someday may be totally healed. 

- Yes, I believe this much of the time. - No, I seldom feel this way. 

23. People don’t ask my advice or opinion. 

- Yes, I believe this is mostly true. - No, this is mostly false. 

24. Nobody knows how I really feel. 

- Yes, I believe this is mostly true. - No, I believe this is mostly false. 

25. I easily misplace things. 

- Yes, I do this much of the time. - No, this is hardly ever the case. 

26. I am ashamed of what has happened to me. 

- Yes, I feel this way much of the time. - No, I seldom feel this way. 

27. I hit things when I am really angry. 

- Yes, this happens often. - No, this hardly ever happens. 
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28. Winning is very important to me. 

- Yes, I believe this is mostly true. - No, I hardly ever feel this way. 

29. I can stay with tasks until they are complete. 

- Yes, I do this much of the time. 

30. I need to cover up how I really feel. 

- No, this is hardly ever the case. 

- Yes, I feel this way most of the time. - No, I seldom feel this way. 

3 1. I feel like smashing things. 

- Yes, I feel this way often. - No, I hardly ever feel this way. 

32. I swear a lot when I am mad. 

- Yes, I do this much of the time. - No, this hardly ever happens. 

33. I don’t want people to know what happened to me. 

- Yes, this is mostly true. - No, this is mostly false. 

34. I have difficulty compromising with other people. 

- Yes, I believe this is mostly true. - No, this is seldom true. 

35. I feel hopeless and alone. 

- Yes, this is mostly true. - No, this is mostly false. 

36. It is often better to cover up your feelings. 

- Yes, I believe this is mostly true. - No, I hardly ever feel this way. 

37. This person causes me to feel so angry, I cannot think. 

- Yes, this happens often. - No, this seldom happens. 

38. I feel responsible for what this person did to me. 

- Yes, I feel this way much of the time. - No, I seldom feel this way. 

39. When in an argument, I have been known to throw things. 

- Yes, this happens often. - No, this hardly ever happens. 
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40. People say that I’m co-dependent. 

- Yes, I believe this is mostly true. - No, I hardly ever feel this way. 

41. After work or school, I have no motivation to get anything accomplished. 

- Yes, I believe this is mostly true. - No, I hardly ever feel t h s  way. 

42. Life feels organized. 

- Yes, I believe this is mostly true. - No, I hardly ever feel this way. 

43. I feel enraged often. 

- Yes, this happens much of the time. - No, this hardly ever happens. 

44. People say that I am a person that has to have my way. 

- Yes, I believe this is mostly true. - No, this is mostly false. 
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