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ABSTRACT 
 

 “Hate crimes” are thought to result in greater psychological and emotional harm 
to the victim and to other members of the targeted group than to others. Students, 46 
African Americans and 52 Whites, viewed a one-minute videotaped news report about a 
murder, described as a hate crime or an “ordinary” murder. As predicted, those who 
saw the hate crime video exhibited greater state anger.  African Americans showed 
more anger after viewing the hate crime video than the other video. Whites showed 
similar anger after viewing the two video types. Predicted state self-esteem effects did 
not occur. Predicted racial identity relations were not significant. 
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 AFRICAN AMERICAN AND WHITE STUDENTS’ REACTIONS TO VIEWING A 
NEWS REPORT OF A HATE CRIME 

 
 
 
 

 Violence motivated by hatred has a very long history in our human existence and 
can take many forms, from seemingly minor acts (e.g., property defacement) to the 
most heinous acts (e.g., body dismemberment). The term “hate crime,” however, did not 
become part of our common vernacular until the early to mid 1980s.  Hate crime is 
officially defined as a criminal act “that manifests evidence of prejudice based on race, 
religion, disability [added in 1994], sexual orientation, or ethnicity, including where 
appropriate the crimes of murder, non-negligent manslaughter, forcible rape, 
aggravated assault, simple assault, intimidation, arson, and destruction, damage or 
vandalism of property (Title 28 U.S.C. sec. 534).” Hate crime statistics are included in 
the annual Federal Bureau of Investigation’s National Crime report. Review of hate 
crime statistics, reported annually as part of the National Crime report, indicates that 
while the overall violent crime rate declined over the past decade, the number of 
“reported” hate crime incidents increased from 4,558 incidents reported in 1991 to 8,152 
in 2000 (USDOJ, 2001; Boyd, Berk & Hamner, 1996). Notably, the number of reported 
hate crime incidents declined in 2002, however, it is unclear whether this decline is 
attributable to a real decrease in incidents, or to other factors (e.g., reduced emphasis 
on reporting).  

The national news media is the most likely source of information about hate 
crime, and thus largely influential in determining the public’s knowledge and perceptions 
about hate crime. Typically, media coverage is given only to extreme, yet rare instances 
of hate crime. Although the severity of a hate crime event can range from intimidation to 
death, the majority of incidents reported to the police  (roughly 70 percent) involve 
crimes such as intimidation, property defacement, or property destruction (USDOJ, 
2001).  These less extreme hate crime incidents, unlike particularly heinous hate crime 
acts, are not widely publicized and generally are constrained by geographical and 
familial boundaries. Thus, in the absence of one’s own personal experience, an 
individual’s concept of a hate crime is probably based on the most horrific examples of 
hate crime due to media dissemination. Given the emblematic function of extreme hate 
crime events, they can be an important area for empirical focus.  

The following hate crime incidents are indicative of the severity and extreme 
types of hate crime that the public is likely to see covered in the news. One of the most 
brutal hate crimes reported in recent history is the 1998 murder of James Byrd, an 
African American man who was dragged behind a pick-up truck until his body was 
dismembered. Other national cases include the 1998 beating death of Matthew 
Shepherd - a gay male, the 2000 lynching death of Raynard Johnson - a 17 year old 
African American male, and the murder of Arthur Warren, Jr. - an African American gay 
male, who was beaten to death and then run over several times.  
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Crime motivated by hate is not a new phenomenon in the United States. 
Our history is replete with instances of such crime (e.g., the lynching of Blacks); 
however, the official (governmental) response to hate crime has changed. Due in large 
part to the lobbying efforts of civil rights organizations and increased public awareness, 
national and local political forces have launched a response in the form of federal and 
state statutes. 
 
Hate Crime Statutes  
 

A brief description of the federal statutes addressing hate crime follows. Enacted 
in 1990, the Hate Crime Statistics Act (HCSA) provided a definition of said events and 
was the first national statute to specifically address hate crime. The HCSA further 
mandated that the U.S. Department of Justice (USDOJ) collect and publish national 
incident rates for crimes meeting the criteria set forth in it’s “hate crime” definition. The 
Hate Crimes Sentencing Enhancement Act (HCSEA) is a federal initiative passed into 
law as Section 280003 of the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994.  
Under this law, a person who is convicted of a hate crime at the federal level must be 
sentenced at 3 offense levels higher than the level of the committed offense1. Title 18, 
USC section 245, Federally Protected Rights, allows for the prosecution of hate crimes 
based on race, color, religion, or national origin when the hate crime interferes with 
federally protected activities, such as voting or the pursuit of education (Hatewatch, 
2000).   

A good example of Title 18 and the HCSEA laws at work can be seen in the 1999 
bombings at Florida Agricultural and Mechanical University.  Because the bombings 
interfered with the students’ ability to attend class, and thus their right to an education, 
the perpetrator was charged and subsequently convicted under federal law for the 
commission of a hate crime and sentenced to life imprisonment. In contrast, bombing a 
building is normally a Class C felony, which carries a penalty of 5 to 20 years (United 
States Code, Title 18, Chapter 40, sec. 844). The most recent attempt at new legislation 
about hate crimes was a 1998 proposal to amend Section 245 of the United States 
Code (USC) 18. The proposal, entitled The Hate Crime Prevention Act (HCPA) would 
strengthen the existing statute by a) including gender, sexual orientation, and disability 
under its protective umbrella, and also b) allowing federal prosecution of hate crime 
cases even when local prosecution is not sought. In 2000 the HPCA was renamed the 
Local Law Enforcement Enhancement Act (LLEEA), and attached to the Department of 
Defense Authorization bill. It received a majority vote in both the Senate and the House 
of Representatives, but was removed from the final version of the legislation before final 
passage (ADL, 2001). As of 2003, the proposal had not been passed into law. In 
addition to the federal statutes listed above, most states also have some form of hate 
crime law. Some state statutes are more comprehensive than the federal laws, targeting 
prevention through education about hate crime, and providing criminal and civil 
remedies when hate crime occurs. On the other hand, some states offer very limited 
protection against hate crime, for example South Carolina, which regulates only 
institutional vandalism.  As of 2001, Wyoming was the only state without a hate crime 
statute of any type (ADL, 2001).   
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Legal Challenges 
 
Whenever attempts are made to regulate social policy, legal challenges are 

expected.  In this respect, hate crime legislation is no exception, and the governmental 
response to rising hate crime has not gone unchallenged. To date the U.S. Supreme 
Court has not heard legal challenges to the federal hate crime statutes, but has 
reviewed the constitutionality of several states’ hate crime laws. The rulings have been 
unclear as to the legality of hate crime law. In R.A.V. v. City of St. Paul, Minnesota (505 
U.S. 377, 1992), the Supreme Court ruled that Minnesota’s hate crime law directed at 
protected speech was unconstitutional (Spillane, 1994), but in Wisconson v. Mitchell 
(508 U.S. 47, 1993), it held that Wisconsin’s sentence enhancement for hate crime was 
constitutional. In what appears to be a complete reversal of the rendering in Wisconsin 
v. Mitchell, in Apprendi v. New Jersey (99-478, 159, 2001) the Supreme Court struck 
down New Jersey’s hate crime statute that permitted the judge to increase a prison term 
for a person who had been convicted of a hate crime with the minimum evidentiary 
standard of “preponderance of evidence” (rather than the stricter standard of “beyond 
reasonable doubt” generally used in criminal proceedings 
[http://supct.law.cornell.edu/supct/html]).  

These Supreme Court rulings are important primarily because they establish the 
legality and limitations of certain aspects of anti-hate crime laws, such as penalty 
enhancement, but they also serve a twofold function as well, both gauging and 
influencing the existing societal climate regarding hate crime. Whereas certain groups 
have commonly been perceived as being under the “protective umbrella” of the 
government, the Supreme Court rulings may change this perception. The conflicting 
nature of these rulings, coupled with the recent failure to pass HCPA, might imply to 
some that special protection from hate crime is no longer a primary goal of the 
government.  Further, one could argue that such a message will affect not only the 
number of hate crime incidents, but the psychological and emotional impact of these 
crimes on the victims and the targeted communities as well. For instance, potential 
perpetrators might be more likely to commit certain hate crime acts, if they perceive that 
there may be less emphasis on the apprehension and prosecution of hate crime 
perpetrators, and/or perceive a greater likelihood of acquittal in the unlikely event of 
prosecution. On the other hand, hate crime victims as well as other group members 
could reasonably be expected to feel an increased sense of vulnerability to hate crime, 
sensing devaluation by society as a whole, and thereby have intense psychological and 
emotional (psycho-emotional) responses to any hate crime event.  Simply stated, hate 
crime events might be experienced and perceived differently by traditionally targeted 
groups not solely due to the crime, but also because these events increase the salience 
of the group’s perceived societal status. In this way, hate crime is similar to prejudice in 
its effects.  
 
Origins of Hate Crimes 

 
Prejudice, defined herein as an unjustified negative attitude toward a group or its 
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members (Brigham, 1991), is a pervasive and longstanding social problem in the U.S. 
(Parham & Helms, 1985; see also Mohr, 1992; Kaufman & Raphael, 1987).  It is 
commonly manifested in the form of group bias, such as seen in racism, religious bias, 
ethnocentrism, and bias against sexual orientation; accordingly, hate crime, to a large 
degree, can be seen as the outgrowth of this prejudice.  Thus, hate crime is herein 
viewed as emanating from a group-based social phenomenon (i.e., prejudice), and just 
as the impact of prejudice extends beyond the individuals who actually experience it, so 
too does the impact of hate crime.  In fact, this is a key component of the rationale 
employed in support of efforts to legislate hate crime laws.  The proponents of these 
laws reason that hate crimes require special handling because: a) hate crime causes 
more psychological and emotional harm to the victim than does comparable non-hate 
crime, and b) this psychological and emotional harm extends beyond the actual victim to 
group members at large.   

On a purely human level, these arguments are very appealing.  However, from a 
scientific perspective, the issue of differential impact of hate crime has rarely been 
addressed.  So, while we can theorize that the increased harm of hate crime is due to 
its impact beyond the actual victim, empirically we don’t know if this is actually the case. 
Indeed, the opponents of hate crime legislation argue that there is little evidence that 
hate crime differs from crime in general, and further that the resources currently used 
for hate crime would be better expended enforcing existing general criminal statutes. 
Indeed, because hate crime is a low-base-rate crime, less than one tenth of one percent 
of the overall crime rate, it seems reasonable that individual cases could be adequately 
handled at the local level (FBI, 2002). As a result, it may be that special hate crime 
legislation can be justified only if a clear and convincing case can be made for extended 
impact beyond the actual victim to the collective group and by extension to society as a 
whole.  
 
Arguments for Hate Crime Laws    

 
The first argument for special hate crime legislation is that hate crime victims 

experience more psychological (e.g., loss of self-esteem) and/or emotional distress 
(e.g., anger, fear, etc.) than do victims of comparable crimes. This component is clearly 
espoused in a 1996 report published by the National Victim Assistance Academy 
(NVAA) in which it was stated that the victim of a hate crime is more likely to suffer a 
deep personal crisis, as well as an increased sense of vulnerability, stemming from the 
perception that the perpetrator represents the majority culture’s attitudes (USDOJ, 
2001). The hate crime victim’s psychological and emotional (psycho-emotional) distress 
is also thought to persist for longer periods than that of victims of comparable non-hate 
crime. To date, only two studies have examined the relationship between hate-crime 
victimization and psychological and emotional outcome, and provided modest support 
for increased symptom duration, but not for increased symptom severity for hate crime 
victims. Victims of hate crime motivated by sexual orientation reported experiencing 
psycho-emotional distress up to 5 years following their victimization, whereas victims’ 
distress resulting from comparable non-hate crime acts attenuated after two years 
(Herek, Gillis, Cogan, & Glunt, 1997).  With respect to the intensity of distress, hate 
crime victims’ emotional reactions (in the form of anger, fear of future injury for 
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themselves or their families, and sadness) were not dissimilar to those of non-hate 
crime victims; however, in terms of psychological response, hate crime victims did not 
appear to experience a reduction in self-esteem following their victimization (Barnes & 
Ephross, 1994), unlike victims of violent crime for whom loss of self-esteem is 
consistently reported (see Friedman & Tucker, 1997; Norris, & Kaniasty, 1991; Norris, 
Kaniasty, & Thompson, 1997).  Barnes and Ephross (1994) suggested that hate crime 
victims might have been able to maintain a consistent level of self-esteem by attributing 
“responsibility for the attacks to the prejudice and racism of the perpetrators” (p.250) 
rather than to the victims’ personal attributes. This finding is consistent with social 
psychological literature suggesting that when an individual perceives an injustice as 
based in the perpetrator’s racial bias or prejudice, this knowledge appears to protect the 
victim’s psychological well- being (Crocker, Voelkl, Testa, & Major, 1991). 

The second argument used to support legislative remedies for hate crime is 
based on the assumption that the impact of hate crime extends beyond the actual victim 
to the larger group population, that is, the psycho-emotional impact of hate crime is 
experienced not only by the victim, but by other members of the targeted group as well 
(United States Department of Justice [USDOJ], 1999).  There is, however, no empirical 
data supporting this supposition. To date, only one study, Craig (1999), has “questioned 
the veracity of the claim that hate crime engenders greater emotional distress” (p. 139) 
for other members of the targeted group than does non-hate crime of comparable 
severity.  She found neither a statistical difference in the overall response to hate crime 
versus non-hate, nor differences in the way that African American and White students 
react to a hate crime event. Overall, participants were no more distressed (i.e., no more 
anxious, displeased, irritated, or excited) by hate-crime assaults than they were by non-
hate crime assaults, and African Americans were not more distressed than Whites or 
vice-versa. However, Craig use of relatively mild stimuli (i.e., the assault victim was not 
seriously injured) may have accounted for the similarity in reported distress for the two 
types of crime. Additionally, with respect to the African American participants, the use of 
a Black perpetrator and a Black victim for the non-hate assault crime may have 
obscured any effects of race. Specifically, concern within the African American 
community about Black-on-Black crime could have increased the relevance of the non-
hate crime event for the African American participants, albeit for different reasons, and 
thereby raised their distress levels in response to the Black-on-Black crime and 
eliminated any difference between the two crime types.  

The extant literature has not yet substantiated the claim that members of 
traditionally targeted groups experience hate crime differently than non-hate crime. 
However, some data suggest perceptual differences that, which under certain 
conditions (e.g., extreme hate crime events such as those typically reported in the 
media), might lead to differential psycho-emotional reactions.  For example, Craig and 
Waldo (1996) found that when they asked students to describe typical characteristics 
of a hate crime perpetrator, Whites tended to focus on individual characteristics (e.g., 
the perpetrator is ignorant), whereas students of color (SOC), comprising a majority of 
African Americans, were likely to describe group characteristics (e.g., the perpetrator is 
White). Their attribution of group characteristics to the perpetrator may indicate that 
African Americans perceive the perpetrator as prototypical, representing the views of 
hatred and intolerance, pervasive within his group.  
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Empirical evidence aside, national leaders and special interest groups maintain 
that the impact of hate crime is fundamentally different than that of comparable non-
hate crime (Hatewatch, 2000). When considering the argument of fundamental 
difference between these two types of crime, the question arises as to whether the 
difference is such that special protection under the law is indicated. Empirical 
consideration of the question would entail first establishing the validity of the claim that 
hate crime victims as well as group members experience intensified psychological 
and/or emotional harm due to the nature of the crime. Secondly, one would define the 
mechanism or model that generates sufficient personal relevance for group members to 
experience reactions similar to those of the victim. This study considers racial group 
identity to be a primary mechanism in this regard.  
 
Racial Group Identity 

 
Group identity is the part of the self-concept that comes from knowledge of one’s 

membership in a particular group, along with the evaluation of that membership 
(Phinney, 1992).  Though group identity can stem from membership in any type of 
group (e.g., clubs, sports teams), the group memberships that appear to exercise the 
greatest influence on self-concept are those that are biologically determined or very 
resistant to change (e.g. gender, race, and sexual orientation). As such, racial group 
identity may help explain how knowledge of a hate crime event might generate personal 
meaning, sufficient to elicit an intense psychological or emotional reaction beyond that 
expected to randomly occur among group members. 

Generally, research has considered racial identity to be a unidimensional 
construct with a positive valence, and has focused on identifying key identity features 
within specific groups, for example, African Americans and Hispanics (e.g., Parham & 
Helms, 1982; Kambon, 1996). While recognizing the existence of culturally specific 
aspects, some have nonetheless argued for universal commonalities in racial identity 
and its development as well (e.g., Phinney, 1992; Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992).  
Accordingly, Phinney (1992) described three universal aspects of racial identity: sense 
of identification with one’s group, sense of belonging to one’s group, and attitude toward 
one’s group. Taking a collective perspective that incorporates both the cultural and the 
universal theoretical aspects, there seems little reason to believe that the racial identity 
developmental process differs between minority cultures and the majority culture.  
Socialization, generally considered a major mechanism in the development of racial 
group identity, occurs both within the family unit and in the greater community (i.e., 
school, church, neighborhood) for all cultures. So, while the resultant identity might look 
very different between African Americans and Whites based on their respective cultures 
(i.e., between-group differences), the universal aspects of identity (i.e., socialization 
process, identification, attitude, and sense of belonging), in my opinion, will result in 
variability in terms of positive and negative racial identity for both races.      

To review, the argument for creating special hate crime laws rests on an 
assumption of fundamental differences between hate crime and similar non-hate crime. 
These differences may be expressed at one of three levels or perspectives: perpetrator, 
victim, or group. The first of these is not in dispute. The other two levels are essentially 
expressed in the two components of the argument: a) hate crime victims experience 
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more psychological and/or emotional distress than do victims of comparable crimes, 
and b) the impact of hate crime extends beyond the actual victim to the larger group.  

The few studies published in this area offer only modest support for any 
difference between the two types of crime. As noted previously, hate crime victims’ 
distress may persist for longer periods (Herek, et al., 1997), but does not appear to be 
of greater intensity than typically found with non-hate crime victims (Barnes & Ephross, 
1994). Additionally, hate crime victims don’t appear to experience negative 
psychological effects (i.e., reduction in self-esteem) often evident in violent crime 
victimization (see Friedman & Tucker, 1997; Norris, & Kaniasty, 1991; Norris, Kaniasty, 
& Thompson, 1997).  The claim that the effects of hate crime extend to other group 
members also has not been supported, although this may be due to methodological 
issues  (Craig, 1999). One area where differences have been found, however, is in the 
pattern of attributions made. Students of Color made tended to describe group 
attributions (e.g., race) than individual attributions (e.g., ignorance) for hate crime 
perpetrators, while Whites showed the reverse pattern (Craig and Waldo, 1996).  

Although the Craig studies provided a good starting point for the investigation of 
the group members’ reaction to hate crime, further research is needed to substantiate 
claims of fundamental differences between the impact of hate crime and comparable 
violent crime, as well as to explain the conditions under which group members might be 
affected by knowledge of hate crime events. To date, no research has directly 
investigated what mechanism(s) might allow, or facilitate, a differential response to hate 
crime, either at the victim level or at the group member level.  

The present study seeks to add to the existing literature in this area by exploring 
whether fundamental differences exist between hate crime and non-hate crime, in terms 
of the psychological (i.e., self-esteem) and emotional (i.e., anger and general distress) 
responses of other members of the collective group at which a hate crime is directed, as 
compared to when a random crime is committed against a member of one’s racial 
group. A fundamental difference of this nature would be supported if exposure to a hate 
crime were found to evoke greater change in the psychological and/or emotional states 
of group members than did exposure to a similar non-hate crime. Consistent with this 
line of reasoning, I hypothesize that all participants will exhibit greater distress, as 
evidenced by higher state anger and reported distress, but relatively lower self-esteem, 
after viewing a news report of a hate crime directed at a member of their own racial 
group than after viewing a news report of a non-hate crime directed at a member of their 
own racial group.   

The second goal of this study was to explore a possible mechanism – racial 
group identity, through which differential reactions to these two types of crime might be 
explained. Racial group identity indicates how one perceives him or her self in terms of 
one’s racial group. It is expected to act as the mechanism through which personal 
relevance for a hate crime event is created for group members, such that they then view 
a hate crime directed at any member of the group as a threat to “us,” whereas a similar 
non-hate crime event is likely viewed as a crime against a random individual. The 
experience of the hate crime event as a self-threat may cause the person to 
automatically adopt a defensive posture that leads to various psychological or emotional 
reactions. As described in Hypothesis 1, proponents of hate crime legislation state that 
hate crime will negatively impact the self-esteem and increase the anger of victims and 



 

8 

 

other group members. But, contrary to Hypothesis 1, a positive relationship between 
racial group identity and self-esteem has consistently been found for African Americans, 
when confronted with self-threatening information the source of which could be 
attributed to prejudice or racial bias (Crocker, Voelkl, Testa, & Major, 1991; Phinney, 
Cantu, & Kurtz, 1997; Crocker & Wolfe, 2001).  Therefore, I hypothesize a positive 
relationship between racial group identity and self-esteem when the individual perceives 
a self-threat (i.e., in the hate crime condition).  Although self-esteem may be lower in 
general for persons who have observed a hate crime, the loss of self-esteem will be 
less for those who have a strong group identity where their group is victimized.  Further, 
there will be a positive relationship with anger and general distress in the hate crime 
condition.  No predictions are made with regard to the non-hate crime condition 
because it is not expected to induce self-threat. 

 
 

Method 
 

 

Design and Overview 
 
 A 2 (Race of participant: African American and White) by 2 by 2 (type of crime: 
hate and non-hate), between group factorial design was used to investigate differential 
effects of hate crime events on three dependent variables, state self-esteem, state 
anger, and general distress. African American and White individuals were randomly 
assigned to one of the four conditions.  In each condition, participants saw a videotape 
of a simulated news report of a crime event.  
 
Participants  

 
Ninety-eight participants (101 required for power of .80 according to Cohen & 

Cohen, 1983), 52 Whites, 46 African Americans, were recruited from an introductory 
level psychology course at a large, predominantly White southeastern university and 
received credit toward the partial fulfillment of the course requirement. Five additional 
participants’ data were excluded because they listed their race as “other” or mixed.  
Participants ranged in age from 18 to 27 years old. Seventy-one (72%) of the 
participants were female. 
 
Materials 

 
Stimuli.  Four videotapes, two containing a simulated news report of a hate crime 

event (one involving a White victim, one involving an African American victim), and two 
containing a non-hate crime news report (one with a White victim, the other an African 
American victim), were used. The two hate crime news reports made explicit the racial 
conflict and the motivation for the crime, as well as the type of crime (i.e., hate crime). 
Specifically, the hate crime news report detailed a hate crime event in which the 
reporter stated that the victim was selected, attacked and killed, based solely on his 
race. In each hate crime event news report, the race of the perpetrator differed from that 
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of the victim and was explicitly stated; the perpetrators’ photographs were shown in the 
video-clip.  In each non-hate crime event, only the race of the victim was specified and 
no photographs were shown. This tactic was employed in order to reduce the possibility 
of obscuring outcome due to African American participants’ concern with Black-on-Black 
crime. 

Identity. Racial identity was assessed using the Multigroup Ethnic Identity 
Measure (Phinney, 1992). The MEIM assesses three aspects of racial or ethnic group 
identity: a sense of belonging and attitudes toward one’s group, ethnic behavior and 
customs, and exploration and commitment to ethnic identity achievement, as well as a 
fourth aspect, attitude toward members of other ethnic groups. Items are rated on a 
four-point scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The racial identity 
scale is comprised of 14 items and scores can range from 14 to 56. The other-group 
orientation scale is comprised of 6 items and scores can range from 6 to 24. A racial 
identity score and an other-group orientation score were derived for each participant by 
summing across the items comprising each scale. The MEIM has a reported reliability of 
.90 with college students from ethnically diverse backgrounds (Phinney, 1992), and had 
a reliability of .85 in this study.   

Self-esteem. Heatherton and Polivy’s (1991) State Self-Esteem Scale (SSES) 
was used to assess the participants’ psychological response to the crimes. It is a 20-
item self-report inventory, designed to be sensitive to and detect momentary changes in 
self-esteem that occur as a result of laboratory manipulations. Responses were given 
on a five-point scale (1 = not at all, 2 = a little bit, 3 = somewhat, 4 = very much, and 5 = 
extremely) and in a positive direction so that high scores indicated high self-esteem. 
Alpha coefficient has been reported at .92 (Heatherton & Polivy, 1991), and the 
measure had a reliability of .86 in this study. 

Anger. The State Trait Anger Scale (Speilberger, Jacobs, Russell, & Crane, 
1983) was used to assess the emotional responses of the participants. The State Anger 
Scale (SAS) is a 10-item measure designed to assess the subjective feelings of tension, 
annoyance, irritation, fury and rage. The authors suggested that state anger varies in 
intensity and fluctuates as a function of the situation. Answers are scored on a four-
point scale (1 = not at all, 2 = somewhat, 3 = moderately so, and 4 = very much so) with 
high scores indicating high anger. The alpha coefficient has ranged from .88 to .95 
(Spielberger, et al., 1983), and was .88 in this study.  

Additional information packet.  A short five-item questionnaire was used to 
assess participants’ personal experience with either hate crime or violent crime, with 
“yes” and “no” alternatives plus the opportunity to elaborate. The participants’ responses 
were compared to the official definitions of violent crime and hate crime. Based on these 
comparisons, four scores were generated: actual and perceived hate crime experience, 
and actual and perceived violent crime experience. Fifteen participants (15.3% of the 
sample) reported past experience with hate crime, 12 of whom indicated the experience 
was through family or friends.  However, only four (4% of the sample) of these reported 
experiences met the criteria of the official hate crime definition. Fifty participants (51% of 
the sample) indicated previous experience, with 8 reporting personal experience and 
the remaining 42 reporting vicarious experience (84%) with violent crime. Only 41 of 
these participants’ reports met the official criteria for a violent crime.   

In order to gauge participants’ level of general distress after viewing the news 
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reports, six adjectives: angry, sad, happy, calm, upset, and resentful, were rated on a 
seven- point Likert scale, where 1= definitely do not feel and 7 = definitely do feel. 
Possible scores ranged from 6 to 42, with higher scores indicating greater general 
distress. The alpha coefficient for this scale in this study was .86, indicating item 
consistency and fairly good estimation of respondents’ true scores. 

Three final items, assessing the level of attention to the stimulus, asked 
participants to describe what they recalled from the video. These were completed at the 
end of the session. Three independent raters evaluated the participants’ recall of the 
videotapes. Participants received a score of 0 if they were unable to recall the motive for 
the crime, a 1 if they recalled the overall gist of the crime including the motive, a 2 if 
they also included at least two specific details, and a score of 3 if they recalled more 
than two specific details and included proper names of persons or places. Those 
participants receiving a minimum rating of 1 from all raters were included in the 
analyses; no one was excluded, as all participants received a score of at least 1. The 
overall mean rating was 1.59, SD = .51; 42% (n = 43) of the participants received at 
least one score of 2, and 7% received at least one rating of 3.  
 
Procedure 

 
Upon arrival to the experimental lab, a same-race experimenter greeted the 

participants and asked them to complete an informed consent form and the MEIM 
identity measure. Participants were informed that the purpose of the study was to 
assess community response to violence.  After completing the forms, the participants 
viewed one of the four videotapes. Participants then completed the State Anger Scale 
(SAS), the State Self-Esteem Scale (SSES), and a packet containing the personal 
experience questionnaire, distress measure, and memory for details questions. The 
participants were fully debriefed, and all questions were answered.     

 
 

Results 
 

 

Prior to the analyses, all variables were examined for accuracy of data entry and 
missing values. The anger variable scores were transformed (log 10) to correct for 
significant skewing. Subsequently, an adequate fit was found between all variables’ 
distributions and the assumptions of analysis of variance.  Results will be discussed in 
terms of the relevant hypotheses. Table 1 (pg 23) presents descriptive statistics 
including means and standard deviations for each variable.  

Hypothesis 1 predicted greater levels of distress in the hate crime condition 
compared to the similar non-hate crime condition, as evidenced by relatively higher 
state anger and general distress, but lower state self-esteem.  

A 2 (African American, Whites) by 2 (hate crime, non-hate crime) MANOVA was 
conducted with state anger, distress and state self-esteem as DVs. Contrary to 
prediction, participants did not show greater levels of distress after viewing the hate 
crime video than when viewing the non-hate crime video. The effect of crime type was   
not significant across all three DVs, F (3, 92) = 2.10 ns. However, a significant 
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interaction between race and crime type was found (detailed below in related findings 
section), permitting further exploration of the main effects of crime type on each DV 
separately. This analysis revealed a main effect of crime type for anger, a trend effect 
for distress, but no effect for self-esteem. Participants who saw the hate crime video 
exhibited greater state anger than those who saw the non-hate crime video, F (1, 97) = 
5.53 p = .02.  The effect of crime type on distress approached significance, F (1,97) =  
 

 

Table 1 
 
African American and White Students emotional and psychological response to different types of crime 
 
Crime type                    M      SD      
 

State Anger 
 

Hate Crime 
    
   African Americans

a   
22.72 (1.34)   6.45 (.12)  

 

 
  Whites

     
23.78 (1.36)   7.67 (.13)  

       
Non-hate Crime 
 
    African Americans   17.62 (1.24)   4.26 (.09)  
 

     
Whites     23.16 (1.35)   6.49 (.11)   

  
 

 

State self-esteem 
 
Hate Crime 
    
   African Americans

a   
68.88    7.53   

 

 
  Whites

b    
61.07    7.87  

       
Non-hate Crime 
 
    African Americans

c
   64.95    11.99  

 

     
Whites

d
     63.64   12.28   

  
 

 

General distress 
 
Hate Crime 
    
   African Americans

a   
23.24    7.04  

 

 
  Whites

b    
21.63    7.97 

       
Non-hate Crime 
 
    African Americans

c
   18.76    8.54  

 

     
Whites

d
     20.36    9.42   

  
 

 

Note. Values in parenthesis represent transformed (log 10) anger scores. 
a
n = 25, 

b
n = 27, 

c
n = 21, 

d
n = 25. 
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2.93 p < .10, with greater distress in the hate crime condition than in the non-hate crime 
condition. Overall, these results offer only limited support for the first hypothesis, 
suggesting that when exposed to an extreme hate crime event such as that typically 
reported in the media, people are likely to experience an increase in anger and perhaps  
some measure of general distress, but are not likely to have a reduction in self-esteem 
(see Figure 1).  
 

general distressstate self-esteemstate anger
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Figure 1. Mean level of distress by crime type. Participants viewing the  
hate crime news report exhibited significantly greater anger than those  
viewing the nonhate crime news report. 

 

Hypothesis 2 predicted positive relationships between racial identity and self-
esteem, as well as anger and general distress, when the individual perceives a self-
threat (i.e., in the hate crime condition).  
  A correlational analysis was conducted to determine the nature of the relation of 
racial identity to these three variables within the hate crime condition.  The MEIM is 
scored in a positive direction with high scores indicating relatively greater positive racial 
identity, and low scores indicating less racial identity. A positive relationship between 
racial identity and each of the DVs was found, such that as racial identity increased so 
did each dependent measure. Two of these relationships, between racial identity and 
state anger, and between racial identity and state self esteem, approached significance 
(see Table 2).  The relationship of racial identity to state anger was in the predicted 
direction, although not significant, r (52) = .19, p < .10. Similarly, the relationship of 
racial group identity to self esteem was also positive, but did not reach significance, r 
(52) = .21, p < .10.  Finally, though not predicted, state anger was positively correlated 
with reported distress, r (52) = .56, p < .01, and negatively correlated with state self-
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esteem, r (52) = -.31, p < .05, such that as state anger increased, state self esteem 
decreased.  The positive relationship between anger and general distress is not 
unexpected, given that anger is part of the general distress measure and that both 
these measures tap negative emotions. The negative relationship between racial 
identity and anger is somewhat surprising, but is probably due to the significant yet 
differential effects of race on self-esteem and anger (detailed below), Specifically, 
African Americans exhibited greater self-esteem than Whites, whereas Whites exhibited 
greater anger than African Americans. A one-way ANOVA comparison of mean racial 
identity scores for African  (M = 48.2) and Whites (M = 40.2) revealed a significant 
difference, F (1, 97) = 44.60, p < .01.  
 
 
 
Table 2 
 

Correlations of Racial Identity and DVs for participants viewing the hate crime news 
report 
    

Measure                                                        1     2    3     4 
 
 
1.  Racial Identity      --  .192+  .210+  .155  
 
2.  Anger                     --           -.306*  .557** 
 
3.  Self-esteem                --          -.306*   
 
4.  General Distress            -- 
 
 **p < .01; *p < .05. +p<.10 (1-tailed). 
 
 

Related Findings  
 
 Although no specific predictions were made regarding any differential effect of 
race, some interesting effects were found, which may shed light on Hypothesis 1 (see 
Figure 2).  As previously noted, a significant interaction between crime type and race 
across all three DVs was found, F (3, 92) = 2.74, p < .05. Further analysis revealed that 
this interaction was a function of differences on the anger variable only. African 
American participants had a significantly higher anger response to the hate crime video 
than to the non-hate crime video, F (1, 45) = 10.95, p < .01, whereas White participants’ 
mean anger scores were essentially equivalent after viewing either the hate crime 
video, or the non-hate crime video. The overall effect of race for the three DVs was also 
significant, F (3, 92) = 4.62, p < .01. This overall effect was due to significant mean 
differences in both anger and self-esteem between AA and White participants. Whites 
reported significantly higher state anger than did African Americans, F (1, 94) = 7.63, p 
< .01, indicating that on average, across crime type, Whites were more likely to 
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experience an emotional response in the form of state anger. In contrast, African 
American participants reported higher levels of self esteem across crime type, than did 
White participants F (1, 94) = 5.01, p = < .05, a finding that is consistent with the 
literature. As noted earlier, African Americans are often found to exhibit relatively stable  
self esteem when perceiving a self-threat to be motivated by racial bias or prejudice 
toward their collective group and not to their own personal attributes.  

 
 

Figure 2. Mean level of distress by race.
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Discussion 

 
 
 How best to stem the decade-long national increase in reported hate crime 
incidents has been at the center of legislative and judicial debates for several years. 
Though proponents of legislative control have argued that hate crime fundamentally 
differs from other crimes of equal severity in its effects on victims, targeted group 
members, and the greater community, there is little research supporting these 
contentions. Of the few studies that have explicitly placed hate crime under scientific 
scrutiny, none have identified a possible mechanism by which targeted group members 
would be relatively more affected by hate crime than by other similar crime.  

This study investigated whether the psychological and emotional impact of hate 
crime on other group members fundamentally differs from that of a violent crime of 
equal severity. Additionally, the individual’s level of racial group identity was explored as 
a possible mechanism accounting for any differences. The first hypothesis predicted 
that participants would exhibit greater overall distress (increased anger, increased 
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general distress, and reduced self-esteem) to a simulated news report of a severe hate 
crime event than to a simulated news report of a similar non-hate crime, both of which 
targeted a same-race group member. This did not occur, thus results did not support a 
claim of fundamental difference between how one is affected by hate crime and a 
violent crime of similar severity.  Despite the lack of fundamental difference when 
compared to the non-hate crime, exposure to the hate crime event did create 
substantial emotional distress for participants, as evidenced by significantly amplified 
anger and somewhat higher general distress, but did not negatively affect participants’ 
self-esteem. The failure to find a reduction in self-esteem may be due to insufficient 
power of the measure to detect subtle changes in response to the crime events. Though 
this measure has worked well in other studies (Heatherton & Polivy, 1991; Linton & 
Marriott, 1996;), the nature of the stimuli in this study may not be conducive to such a 
face valid measure.  Additionally, the increased self-esteem often found among African 
Americans when faced with a self-threat attributable to group prejudice or bias (see 
Crocker, Voelkl, Testa, & Major, 1991; Phinney, Cantu, & Kurtz, 1997; Crocker & Wolfe, 
2001), may not apply in this study due to the extreme nature of the stimuli. Moreover, 
the stimuli possibly introduce an element of fear for one’s own physical safety, which 
are not immediately reduced by increasing self-concept. Future research may wish to 
assess psychological distress with several measures before firm conclusions can be 
drawn with respect to the lack of psychological effects of hate crime on group members 

Follow-up analyses revealed differential racial response patterns for both anger 
and self-esteem. A significant interaction between race and crime type was found for 
anger. African Americans tended to report greater anger after viewing the hate crime 
news report than after viewing the non-hate crime report, whereas White participants 
reported almost equivalent levels of anger after viewing both types of news reports.    

This difference might be expected if habituation to violence among African 
Americans was in effect. For example, since the crime rate in some African American 
communities may be excessively high, there is a greater likelihood that the African 
American participants will have been exposed to violence than the White participants 
and thus, may have become habituated to violent crime in general, thereby depressing 
their emotional reactions to the non-hate crime news report. But even though it is well 
established that repeated exposure to stimuli often results in habituation, thereby 
resulting in restricted response to similar stimuli such as seen in desensitization (see 
Groves & Thompson, 1970), this was apparently not the case in the present sample. 
The African American students did not report significantly greater perceived and actual 
experience with violent crime than did Whites. A more plausible explanation, in my 
opinion, is that the non-hate crime news report had as much personal relevance as the 
hate crime news report to Whites, resulting in equivalent emotional response to both 
types of crime. Importantly, Whites and African Americans did not differ in their reported 
anger in the hate crime condition, thus the event seemed to have been personally 
relevant for both groups.  

Racial differences were also found with respect to psychological reaction to 
crime. Overall, African Americans reported greater self-esteem than did Whites, which 
is consistent with the research literature. While some have speculated that elevated 
self-esteem among African Americans functions as a compensatory mechanism to 
protect against a perceived self-threat (Crocker & Wolpe, 2001; McCoy & Major, 2003), 
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the fact that African American self-esteem did not significantly across crime type in this 
study points to other processes.  

The second hypothesis proposed that the level of racial group identity would 
greatly influence the individual’s reactions to a hate crime event, yielding positive 
relationships between racial group identity and each of the DVs. Although relationships 
were in the direction of prediction, none was statistically significant. This failure may be 
due to Whites’ unwillingness to report high levels of racial identity for fear of being 
perceived as racist, though this is purely speculative. Although methodological steps 
were taken to reduce this possibility (i.e., same race experimenter), this may not have 
been sufficient to reduce concerns on this issue. Indeed, a review of data revealed that 
African Americans reported significantly higher racial identity than did Whites. Future 
research may wish to consider controlling for the possibility that indicating positive racial 
identity creates self-threat for Whites.  

Finally, unpredicted, yet significant relationships were found between anger and 
general distress (positive direction), and between anger and self-esteem (negative 
direction). Given that anger is part of the general distress measure and that both these 
measures tap negative emotions, their significant relation is not surprising. Anger’s 
negative relationship with self-esteem is more difficult to explain. However, it could also 
be related to Whites’ experiencing self-threat about being perceived as racist.  Because 
Whites would not be able to attribute the source of the self-threat to bias or prejudice 
directed towards their collective group, they would not have been afforded the same 
protection of their self-concept.  
 In addition to those previously noted, there are three other noteworthy limitations 
to this study. First, because participants viewed crime reports about same-race victims, 
it is not possible to make inferences regarding differential psychological and emotional 
responses to hate crime in general, which limits the study’s generality. Second, it 
proved more difficult than anticipated to develop sufficiently intense stimuli that would 
evoke psycho-emotional reactions similar to those arguably experienced when people 
are exposed to actual environmental events. Although the present study likely improved 
upon the previous study (Craig, 1999) in this regard, the news reports used as stimuli 
still may not have been sufficiently intense to evoke the reactions under question. In the 
absence of conducting this study in a natural setting (e.g., after a real-life hate crime 
has occurred), which would introduce other problems (e.g., control), alternatives such 
as obtaining professional multimedia sources may be considered.  However, these will 
likely require large resource expenditures, and have the added limitation of being widely 
known (e.g., the movie American History X that chronicles the life of a hate crime 
perpetrator). Lastly, due to the disproportionate number of female participants in our 
sample (72%), we did not examine gender differences. Female respondents may have 
identified less with the male victim/crime than they would have with a female victim and 
a different type of crime such as rape, which would conceivably generate even more 
personal relevance for them.  

In spite of these limitations, by drawing from and expanding on Craig’s (1999) 
earlier work, this study makes a contribution to what is empirically known about the 
effects of hate crime on members of the targeted group. This study’s main contribution 
lies in its search for a mechanism to explain why targeted group members might have 
heightened psychological and emotional reactions to hate crime events. One’s racial 
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identity gives a measure of how the individual perceives himself in relation to his racial 
group. Conceivably, as racial identity increases, so too does the relevance of threats to 
the group, resulting in an “us” perception. Racial identity had a strong association to the 
participants’ emotional response, but not to their psychological response to hate crime. 
However, given that the measure of psychological response may have been inadequate 
in this study, future research may wish to reevaluate racial group identity as a possible 
mechanism for increasing personal relevance along with other alternatives. Additionally, 
there are other categories of hate crime, such as those focusing on religion or sexual 
orientation, and the study of these crimes may also provide valuable empirical data 
about how hate crime affects psychological and emotional well being. Another factor 
requiring further research is whether the emotional response to hate crime is limited to 
crimes directed at one’s own racial group or if it will extend to hate crime directed at 
other racial groups. Finally, future research should examine whether the emotional 
responses indicated in this study have long-term effects beyond the laboratory setting.  
 
Conclusion 
 

The results of this study lend some support to the claims that other members of a 
targeted group may experience emotional reactions (anger) to hate crime without 
themselves being physically victimized. In contrast, there was no evidence that they 
experienced any differential psychological reaction, as measured by differences in state 
self-esteem levels.  It is important to note that the emotional reactions may be restricted 
to those group members who are traditionally targets of hate crime, which suggests that 
any differential impact of hate crime events is not fundamental to the crime itself, but 
may instead be linked to the group’s history within the society or to levels of racial 
identity, for example. For this reason, the expenditure of resources on identifying and 
combating hate crime may be justified not only because of hate crime’s clear differential 
impact on other group members, but also because of the implied message that violent 
expressions of intolerance are no longer supported nor tolerated within this society, and 
that we as a society may be moving ever closer toward becoming a open, diverse, and 
inclusive society.   
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APPENDIX A 

 
 

SCRIPTS AND INSTRUMENTS 
 
 
1. Scenario Script 

a. Hate Crime 
b. Non Hate Crime 

 
2. Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (Phinney, 1992). 

 

3. State Self-Esteem Scale (Heatherton and Polivy, 1991) 
 

4. The State Trait Anger Scale (Speilberger, Jacobs, Russell, & Crane, 1983) 
 

5. Additional information packet 
 

 
1a 
 
Hate crime script 
 
And now for today’s top news story!  Two men have been charged in the brutal death of 
James Robinson.  Robinson and his family were the first White family to move into the 
all Black community of Sylacauga.  The suspects told police that they had threatened 
Robinson’s life if he did not move out of their neighborhood.  According to the suspects, 
he had plenty of warning. 
 
Early Saturday morning the badly beaten and partially burned body of 39-year-old 
James Robinson was discovered on a dirt road off of County Road 99.  According to the 
police, the Robinson family had received several threats since moving into their new 
home in Sylacauga, only one month ago.  The suspects told the police they had been 
watching the Robinson home for more than a week and on Friday they followed 
Robinson from his home to the local Kroger grocery store.  They then followed 
Robinson from the store and forced him off of a deserted road near Peckerwood Creek, 
where they brutally beat him with an axe handle.  They then set his body on fire and 
drove away in his car, which was discovered still burning along side Alabama Route 
148.   
 
The Coosa County Sheriff’s department confirmed that Robinson had been beaten and 
said it appeared that someone had tried to burn his body by placing a tire underneath 
him.   
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Robinson’s wife last saw Robinson at 9:00 p.m. on Friday night as he was leaving to go 
to the local grocery store.  The last person to see Robinson alive was a Kroger 
employee, around 10:00 p.m.   
 
The Alabama Bureau of Investigation and the Coosa County Sheriff’s department have 
called this one of the most heinous crimes of hatred they have ever investigated. 
 
1b 

 
Non hate crime script 
 
And now for today’s top news story.  Two men have been charged in the brutal death of 
James Robinson.  Early Saturday morning, the badly beaten and partially burned body 
of 39-year old James Robinson was discovered on a dirt road off of County Road 99.  
The suspects told police they had noticed Mr. Robinson at the Blind Pig Tavern, on 
Friday night.  The suspects told police that Robinson had been drinking heavily and 
flashing a large amount of cash, later determined to be about $5,000 dollars.  The 
suspects said that they had not intended to kill Mr. Robinson, just take his money and 
rough him up a little bit, but things got out of hand when Robinson struggled with them.  
One of the suspects admitted to brutally beating Mr. Robinson with a tire rod and in an 
apparent attempt to cover up the crime set his body on fire.  The suspects then drove 
away in Robinson’s car, which was discovered still burning along side Alabama Route 
148. 
 
The County Sheriff’s office confirmed that Robinson had been beaten to death and said 
it appeared that suspects tried to burn his body by placing a tire underneath him and 
setting it on fire. 
 
A close friend of Mr. Robinson said she last saw him on Friday night at about 9:00 p.m. 
when he left to go to the Blind Pig Tavern.  The last person to see Robinson alive was 
an employee of the tavern, at around 10:00 p.m. 
 
The Alabama Bureau of Investigation and the Coosa County Sheriff’s department have 
called this one of the most heinous crimes they have ever investigated. 
 

 

 
2 

 
In this country, people come from a lot of different cultures and there are many different words to describe 
the different backgrounds or ethnic groups that people come from.  Some examples of the names of 
ethnic groups are Mexican-American, Hispanic, African-American, Asian American, American Indian, 
Anglo-American, Black and White.  Every person is born into an ethnic group, or sometimes two groups, 
but people differ in how important their ethnicity is to them, how they feel about it, and how much their 
behavior is affected by it.  These questions are about your ethnicity or your ethnic group and how you feel 
about it or react to it. 
 
Please fill in: 
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In terms of ethnic group, I consider myself to be 
___________________________________________________. 
 
Use the numbers given below to indicate how much you agree or disagree with each statement. 
 
  Strongl

y agree 
Somew
hat 
agree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Strongl
y 
disagre
e 

1 I have spent time trying to find out more about my 
own ethnic group, such as its history, traditions, 
and customs. 

1 2 3 4 

2 I am active in organizations or social groups that 
include mostly members of my own ethnic group. 

1 2 3 4 

3 I have a clear sense of my ethnic background and 
what it means for me. 

1 2 3 4 

4 I like meeting and getting to know people from 
ethnic groups other than my own. 

1 2 3 4 

5 I think a lot about how my life will be affected by 
my ethnic group membership. 

1 2 3 4 

6 I am happy that I am a member of the group I 
belong to. 

1 2 3 4 

7 I sometimes feel it would be better if different 
ethnic groups didn’t try to mix together. 

1 2 3 4 

8 I am not very clear about the role of my ethnicity 
in my life. 

1 2 3 4 

9 I often spend time with people from ethnic groups 
other than my own. 

1 2 3 4 

10 I really have not spent much time trying to learn 
more about the culture and history of my ethnic 
group. 

1 2 3 4 

11 I have a strong sense of belonging to my own 
ethnic group. 

1 2 3 4 

12 I understand pretty well what my ethnic group 
membership means to me, in terms of how to 
relate to my own group and other groups. 

1 2 3 4 

13 In order to learn more about my ethnic 
background, I have often talked to other people 
about my ethnic group. 

1 2 3 4 

14 I have a lot of pride in my ethnic group and its 
accomplishments. 

1 2 3 4 

15 I don’t try to become friends with people from 
other ethnic groups. 

1 2 3 4 

16 I participate in cultural practices of my own group, 
such as special food, music, or customs. 

1 2 3 4 

17 I am involved in activities with people from other 
ethnic groups. 

1 2 3 4 

18 I feel a strong attachment towards my own ethnic 
group. 

1 2 3 4 

19 I enjoy being around people from ethnic groups 
other than my own. 

1 2 3 4 

20 I feel good about my cultural or ethnic 
background. 

1 2 3 4 
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21. My ethnicity is  
1) Asian, Asian American, or Oriental 
2) Black or African American 
3) Hispanic or Latino 
4) White, Caucasian, European, not Hispanic 
5) American Indian 
6) Mixed, parents are from two different groups 
7) Other (write in): _______________________ 

22. My father’s ethnicity is (use numbers above):  ________ 
23. My mother’s ethnicity is (use numbers above): ________ 
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This is a questionnaire designed to measure what you are thinking at this moment.  
There is, of course, no right answer for any statement.  The best answer is what you 
feel is true of yourself at this moment.  Be sure to answer all of the items, even if you 
are not certain of the best answer.  Again, answer these questions as they are true for 
you RIGHT NOW.  
 
 
  Not at 

all 
A little bit Somewh

at 
Very 
much  

Extremely 

1 I feel confident about my abilities. 1 2 3 4 5 

2 I am worried about whether I am 
regarded as a success or failure. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 I feel satisfied with the way my body 
looks right now. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 I feel frustrated or rattled about my 
performance. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 I feel that I am having trouble 
understanding things that I read. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6 I feel that others respect and admire 
me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7 I am dissatisfied with my weight. 1 2 3 4 5 

8 I feel self-conscious. 1 2 3 4 5 

9 I feel as smart as others. 1 2 3 4 5 

10 I feel displeased with myself. 1 2 3 4 5 

11 I feel good about myself. 1 2 3 4 5 

12 I am pleased with my appearance right 
now. 

1 2 3 4 5 

13 I am worried about what other people 
think of me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14 I feel confident that I understand things. 1 2 3 4 5 

15 I feel inferior to others at this moment. 1 2 3 4 5 

16 I feel unattractive. 1 2 3 4 5 

17 I feel concerned about the impression I 
am making. 

1 2 3 4 5 

18 I feel that I have less scholastic ability 
right now than others do. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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19 I feel like I’m not doing well. 1 2 3 4 5 

20 I am worried about looking foolish. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Part 1 Directions:  A number of statements that people use to describe themselves are given below.  
Read each statement and then circle the appropriate number to indicate how you feel right now.  There 
are no right or wrong answers.  Do not spend too much time on any one statement, but give the answer 
that seems to best describe your present feelings. 
 
  Not at all Somewh

at 
Moderately 

so 
Very much so 

1 I am furious 1 2 3 4 

2 I feel irritated 1 2 3 4 

3 I feel angry 1 2 3 4 

4 I feel like yelling at somebody 1 2 3 4 

5 I feel like breaking things 1 2 3 4 

6 I am mad 1 2 3 4 

7 I feel like banging on the table 1 2 3 4 

8 I feel like hitting someone 1 2 3 4 

9 I feel like swearing 1 2 3 4 

10 I feel annoyed 1 2 3 4 

11 I feel like kicking somebody 1 2 3 4 

12 I feel like cussing out loud 1 2 3 4 

13 I feel like screaming 1 2 3 4 

14 I feel like pounding somebody 1 2 3 4 

15 I feel like shouting out loud 1 2 3 4 
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Using the following scale, rate how nearly each of the following words describes how 
you are feeling at this moment. 
 
Definitely do                Definitely  
not feel                          feel 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
1        2                      3            4        5               6               7 
 
___ Angry 
 
___ Sad 
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___ Happy 
 
___ Calm 
 
___ Upset 
 
___ Resentful 
 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
The following questions pertain to the news report you have just seen. 
 
A)  Write as many details as you remember about the video (What did you see). 
 
B)  Write as many details as you remember about the crime that was reported. 
 
C)  What about the crime bothered you? 
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IRB APPROVAL AND CONSENT FORM 
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

 
I freely and voluntarily, without any element of force or coercion, consent to be a 

participant in the research project entitled “Group member reaction to violence”. 
 

 The study is being conducted under the direction of John C. Brigham, Ph.D. I 
understand that the purpose of the study is to examine the psychological and emotional 
effect of violence on members of different social groups.  I understand that I will be 
shown a videocassette with violent content. I further understand that through the use of 
paper and pencil questionnaires, I will be asked questions about how I feel and what I 
think as it relates to violence. 

 
The total time commitment will be approximately 1 hour.  I understand that my 

participation is totally voluntary and that I may opt to stop participation at any time.  If I 
stop participation before completion, no penalty of any kind will be assessed. All my 
answers to the questions will be kept confidential and identified by a subject code 
number.  My name will not appear on any of the results. No individual responses will be 
reported.  Only group findings will be reported. 

 
I understand that there are no apparent risks to taking part in this study.  Further, 

I understand that there will be no direct benefits to me, other than satisfying the course 
research requirement and learning about how research is conducted. 

 
I understand that I have the right to ask and have answered any inquiry 

concerning the study.  Questions, if any, have been answered to my satisfaction.  I 
understand that in the future, I can contact Dr. Brigham in the FSU Psychology 
Department at 644-3823 or by email at: brigham@psy.fsu.edu if I have any questions or 
would like further information about the study. 
 
 
 
 
 
____________________________  ____________________________ 
(Participant)      (Date) 
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Endnote 
 

   
1 There are nine levels of offense at the federal level: Class A felony (penalty is life imprisonment or death), Class B 

felony (25 years or more), Class C felony (10 to 25 years imprisonment), Class D felony (5 to 10 years 

imprisonment), Class E felony (1 to 5 years imprisonment), Class A misdemeanor (6 months to 1 year 

imprisonment), Class B misdemeanor (30 days to 6 months), Class C misdemeanor (5 to 30 days imprisonment), 
and infraction (penalty is less than 5 days or no imprisonment). 
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