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Soci al Structure and Anger:
Soci al Psychol ogi cal Medi ators

J. Beth Mbry
Abst r act

This study uses 1996 Ceneral Social Survey data to exam ne
potential social psychol ogical nediators, suggested by equity
theory and research on distress, of the relationship between
soci al structure and anger. A broader social structure and
personal ity approach to anger is conpared with the equity and
stress nodel s proposed.

Anmong social structural |ocations, anger varies only by age
when ot her social characteristics are controlled in OS
regressions. Frequency of anger declines with age. No direct
rel ati onshi p between anger and gender, ethnicity, education,

i ncome, or marital or parental statuses is evident. However, the
tendency to express anger is associated wth nore frequent anger.

Equity beliefs about gender and individualismdo not
significantly affect anger. However, the belief that others
cannot be trusted is positively related to anger and nedi ates the
rel ati onship between age and anger. Simlar to findings related
to distress, both self-efficacy and social integration suppress
anger .

As suggested by the social structure and personality
approach, conbining cultural factors, such as beliefs, and
proxi mal influences, such as social and personal resources,



expl ains nore of the relationship between social structure and
anger than either an equity or stress nodel alone. Mstrust and
self-efficacy together explain nore variation in the frequency of
anger than either al one.

In this study, social disadvantage does not directly predict
anger. Because anger is prevalent in work and famly
rel ati onshi ps, the relationship between age and anger may be
expl ai ned by age-graded changes in work and famly roles
(Schi eman 1999). However, this would not explain the | ack of
variation in anger by other structural |ocations in which social
di sadvantage |ikely affects work and fam |y relationships.

The soci al psychol ogi cal factors that have the nost
significant effect anger in this study (m strust and self-
efficacy) vary by ethnicity and soci oeconom c status. Were it
not for greater mstrust and | ower self-efficacy, blacks and the
soci oeconom cal |y di sadvant aged woul d be angry significantly |ess
often than whites and those of hi gher soci oeconom c status.

These findi ngs suggest that expectations and perceptions of
control, shaped by in-group conparisons and experience, and which

vary by social structural |ocation, may affect anger.
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. I NTRODUCTI ON

Soci ol ogi cal Phenonenon Under Study

Many |ife experiences stemfromone’'s location within
surroundi ng social structures, |like systens of stratification
according to gender, ethnicity, socioeconom c class, and age.
Such systens result in unequal distributions of opportunities and
personal, social, and material resources. Low status within the
social structure may be a source of difficult life conditions
(Pearlin 1989) and, consequently, of nore undesirable physical,
cognitive, and enotional experiences. Enotions are of
soci ol ogi cal concern because “enotions are an inportant feature
of human experience, represent a major source of human
notivation, and have a significant effect on human behavior”
(Rosenberg 1991:124). Peopl e experience their worlds physically,

cognitively, and enotionally (Sm th-Lovin 1995).

Anger is of particular sociological significance. It is
product of social life: People get angry when treated unfairly or
when others fail to fulfill a social contract (Hegtvedt and

Mar kovsky 1995; Ross and Van WIligen 1996; Smth-Lovin 1995;
Tavris 1982). Anger is also a social problem Al societies nust
control anger to make social |ife possible (Rosenberg 1991,
Stearns and Stearns 1986; Tavris 1982); and anger has soci al
costs insofar as it increases norbidity and nortality (Ausbrooks,

Thomas, and Wl lianms 1995; Palfai and Hart 1997), famli al



di scord and divorce (Hochschild 1989; Noller and Fitzpatrick
1991; Ross and Van WIIligen 1996), and aggression and viol ence
(Stearns and Stearns 1986). As a potent notivator (Rosenberg
1991), anger is also a social force: it may be the single nost
I nportant enotion in social change, inciting action on behalf of
one’s own or others’ social rights (Barbalet 1994, 1998; Piven
and Cloward 1993). Buffering, diverting, or tenpering anger nay
contribute to the reproduction of the social structure. Despite
Its inportance as an enotion of social cause and consequence, we
| ack information about social patterns of the experience of anger
in the U S

Cross-cul tural sociol ogical and ant hropol ogi cal studies find
uni versal recognition of facial expressions of anger, suggesting
It is universally experienced, albeit culturally variable (Gordon
1990; Kenper 1990; Smth-Lovin 1995; Tavris 1982; Wl bott and
Scherer 1988). Wthin cultures, variation in gender, ethnicity,
social class, and age may lead to different enotional experiences
because | ocation in social structure is associated with
differences in people’ s conditions and experiences.

Soci al inequality places greater constraints on sone while
ot hers enjoy greater opportunities. Since unfairness and
I njustice lead to anger (Hegtvedt and Markovsky 1995; Kenper
1990; Ross and Van WIligen 1996; Smth-Lovin 1995; Tavris 1982),

anger may be experienced nore often by those in di sadvant aged



social groups. The strain of structured social arrangenents
“sends a day-to-day nessage about inequality and di sadvant age.

It translates the larger social order into daily experience. The
burdens of econom c hardship may increase stress and frustration
and seemunfair, thus producing anger” (Ross and Van WIIigen
1996:573). Theoretically then, because the socially

di sadvant aged confront nore inequality, they should experience
nore anger than socially advantaged groups.

In the | ast decade, know edge has accumnul ated about the
effects of social structure on individuals. It influences
people’s attitudes (Kiecolt 1988) and beliefs (Kluegel and Smth
1986; M rowsky and Ross 1989; M rowsky, Ross, and Van WIIligen
1996); self-esteem and self-efficacy (Gecas 1989; Hughes and Deno
1989; Schwal be and Staples 1991); and socialization and work-
orientation (Kohn, Naoi, Schoenbach, Schooler, and Sl ontzynsk
1990; Parcel and Menaghan 1994). It is clear that soci al
structural |ocation affects people’s beliefs about the world and
their resources for dealing with life's difficulties. These
factors, in turn, influence individual outcones, such as people’s
perceptions of equity and satisfaction, and experience of anger,
depression, and di stress.

Differences in beliefs about fairness often result from
socially structured differences in experiences (Kiecolt 1988;

Kl uegel and Smth 1986; Kohn, Naoi, Schoenbach, Schooler, and



Sl ontzynski 1990; M rowsky and Ross 1989; M rowsky, Ross, and Van
Wl ligen 1996). Higher socioeconomc status is associated with
nore egalitarian gender role attitudes and social liberalism
(Hochschild 1989; Kiecolt 1988; Mrowsky and Ross 1989; Thornton
1989), while nenbers of | ower education and inconme groups
typically subscribe to nore conventi onal gender roles,
authoritarian attitudes, and greater m strust of others (M rowsky
and Ross 1989).

Studi es of economic inequality show that people’s beliefs
I nfluence their perceptions such that they do not necessarily
view i nequalities as unfair but rather as the way things should
be. Kluegel and Smith (1986) cite the “ideol ogy of
i ndividualism” the belief that people generally receive what
they deserve for their efforts, as a nearly universal American
| deol ogy that nakes social inequality tolerable since rewards are
seen as fairly distributed. Al so, the extent to which wonen are
di stressed by the inequitable division of househol d | abor depends
somewhat upon whether they hold a conventional or traditional
“gender ideol ogy” (Blair and Johnson 1992; Shelton and John
1996) .

Research on stress indicates that personal and soci al
resources can buffer the inpact of difficult social
circunstances. Individuals in disadvantaged social |ocations

tend to have fewer personal resources, such as self-efficacy



(Gecas 1989; Hughes and Deno 1989), and social resources, such as
social integration (MO anahan and Booth 1991; Pearlin 1989;
Pearlin and McKean 1996) to enable themto manage difficulty.
In addition to producing varying experiences and beliefs, social
I nequal ity contributes to differences in the resources
I ndi vi dual s have available to aneliorate the frustrations and
demands of daily life (Hughes and Denp 1989; Pearlin and School er
1978; Thoits 1995).
G ven the deleterious effects of social disadvantage on
I ndi vi dual outcones and the intervening effects of beliefs and
resources, it seens reasonable to suspect simlar patterns in
enotional experience may exist. Several studies exam ning the
epi dem ol ogy of enotions and the effects of inequality on
enotions are underway using data fromthe 1996 General Soci al
Survey’s special nodule on enotions (Lynn Smth-Lovin, personal
communi cation to K Jill Kiecolt, January 28, 1998). This study
Is not an attenpt to preenpt or duplicate these studies. Instead,
it is an investigation of the potential social psychol ogical
medi ators of anger using nodels fromequity and stress research
At first glance, equity theory predicts nore anger anong
those suffering social disadvantage since they face nore unfair
circunstances and barriers to desired outcones (Ross and Van
WIlligen 1996). However, nenbers of disadvantaged groups m ght

not experience nore anger because they may not perceive



unfairness as a result of their beliefs and expectations that
things are as they should be (Kluegel and Smith 19986; M rowsky,
Ross, and Van WIlligen 1996). And, those with greater personal
and social resources, typically nenbers of socially advantaged
groups, may be nore likely to anger and act than those with fewer
resources because they believe thensel ves capabl e of changi ng
unfair situations (Pearlin 1989). A sense of potency
differentiates anger fromfear (Mdrgan and Heise 1988, Smth-
Lovin 1995). So one’s sense of control may determ ne whether the
response to unfairness is acceptance and resignation or anger and
agency. Wth a dimnished sense of potency to change their
situations, disadvantaged individuals nmay passively accept

I nequalities or rationalize themas just. |In these ways, soci al

| ocation and its effect on social psychol ogical characteristics
may have conpounding effects on social differences in the
experience of anger.

In sum variations in individuals |locations in the social
structure contribute to socially patterned differences in social
psychol ogi cal qualities and, as a result, individual outcones.
This study follows previous investigations of the effects of
social structure on well-being by using nodels fromresearch on
equity (Kluegel and Smth 1986; M rowsky, Ross, and Van WIIligen
1996; Sprecher 1986) and stress (Mrowsky and Ross 1989; Pearlin

1989; Pearlin, Lieberman, Menaghan, and Mullan 1981; Thoits 1995)



to exam ne the effects of beliefs and resources on anger.
Si gni ficance of the Study

Since “(t)he distinguishing mark of sociological inquiry is
its effort to uncover patterns and regularities shared by people
whose soci al characteristics and circunstances are simlar”
(Pearlin 1989:242), |earning about the socially patterned
distribution of enotions is an appropriate sociol ogical pursuit.
Al t hough there is abundant research on social sources of
depression and distress (Aneshensel 1992; Mrowsky and Ross 1989;
Pearlin 1989; Thoits 1995), we |ack such information on enptions.
Despite the sociol ogical inmport of anger, our know edge is
limted to studies exploring culture and anger (Canci an and
Gordon 1988; Stearns and Stearns 1986; Stearns 1987), and anger
In interpersonal interactions (Hochschild 1983; Sprecher 1986;

Sm th-Lovin 1990); there remains an absence of enpirical
soci ol ogi cal studies of social structure and anger.

Li ke non-soci ol ogi cal studies of stress and depression, nost
treatnments of anger apply a nedical nodel. This approach assunes
that anger is a random individual experience, and is problematic
Ross and Van WIligen 1996; Tavris 1982). Previous soci ol ogi cal
studi es of depression and distress reveal that although these
phenonena are treated as anonmal ous in nedical nodels, they are
socially patterned (Aneshensel 1992; Mrowsky and Ross 1989;

Pearlin 1989; Thoits 1995). Like sociol ogical studies of



di stress and depression, studying anger sociologically is |likely
to uncover differences in individual experience that reflect
soci al arrangenents.

Thi s study exam nes anger as a social enotion which: (1)
stens, in part, fromstructurally determ ned differences in
experience; (2) is affected by social psychological qualities
that also are shaped by variation in social |location; and (3) is
of soci al consequence for individual well-being, as well as for
t he change and reproduction of the social structure. By
exploring the links between social |ocation and anger, this study
extends the literature on both enotions and social structural
effects on individuals. In addition, this study nmay contri bute
to our understanding of results from concurrent epidem ol ogi cal

studi es of enotions.



1. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

This study investigates the role of social psychol ogical
characteristics in nediating social structural effects on the
experience of anger by adults in the United States. Soci al
structure affects individuals in a nyriad of conplex ways as
evi denced by variations in beliefs and resources by soci al
| ocation. This study uses data fromthe 1996 General Soci al
Survey (National Opinion Research Center), a national probability
sanple, to investigate how people’ s beliefs and resources affect
t heir experience of anger.

The question this study seeks to address is: How do soci al
structural variations in beliefs and resources affect the
experience of anger. Specifically:

1) How does social structural location relate to the
experience of anger?

2) Does gender ideol ogy nedi ate anger anobng wonen?

3) Do beliefs about individualismaffect anger?

4) Does trusting others influence anger?

5) Does sel f-efficacy, as a personal resource, nediate the

rel ati onshi p between social |ocation and anger?

6) Does social integration, as a social resource, nediate the
rel ati onship between social |ocation and anger?
7) Do gender, ethnic, class, and age differences in beliefs and

resources have varying effects on the experience of anger?



Delimtations and Limtations

The primary limtation of this study is the data avail able
on the experience of anger in the U S The delimtations
outlined bel ow provide paraneters for investigating social
psychol ogi cal nediators of social structural effects on anger in
this study.

1. Al t hough enotions include physiol ogi cal and/or
observabl e aspects, this study relies solely on
subj ective, retrospective self-reports of experience.

2. A broad spectrum of beliefs, past experiences, and
attitudes may influence individuals’
Interpretations of circunstances which in turn may
affect their enotions. The beliefs exam ned in
this study are only a few that may inpact the
experience of anger.

3. In addition to one’'s resources and beliefs, the
salience of individuals’ roles may intervene between
social location and feelings of anger (Stryker 1991 in
Sm t h-Lovin 1995), but they are outside the bounds of
this study.

4. This study considers only self-efficacy as a personal
resource and only social integration as a soci al
resource which may nedi ate anger. O her persona

resources such as self-esteem and other soci al

10



resources such as perceived social support, are
potential nediators of angry feelings. However, data
on these other resources are not included in the 1996
GSS.

5. In regard to social location and ethnicity, this study
is limted to investigating the effects of beliefs and
resources on anger for blacks and non-blacks. Too few
non- bl ack mnority respondents are avail able for
exam ni ng differences between whites, blacks, and non-
bl ack mnorities, although such differences are likely.

The ai m of studying social structural effects on anger, as

wel | as the social psychological factors that nay nedi ate those
effects, is akin to Pearlin’s pursuit of the sociological study
of stress:

This search, | believe, will reveal how ordinary people

can be caught up in the disjunctures and

di scontinuities of societies, how they can be notivated

to adopt socially valued dreans and yet can find their

dreans thwarted by socially erected barriers, and how

as engaged nenbers of society they conme into conflict
with others and thensel ves (Pearlin 1989:242).

I nvestigating the effects of social psychol ogical
characteristics, such as beliefs and resources, on anger provides
an inportant theoretical and enpirical |ink between soci al

structure and individual experience.

11



I11. REVIEWOF THE LI TERATURE

A. The Soci ol ogi cal Rel evance of Anger

Enoti ons happen to us, or so we tend to think (Rosenberg
1991; Thoits 1985). Most people view enption as sonething
outside of our control that instead controls us. Wen it cones
to our feelings, we believe “we play no part in eliciting thenf
(Rosenberg 1991:129). Contrary to conventional w sdom however,
peopl e affect the enotions they experience, collectively through
structural effects of power and status entitling sonme to nore
enotional due than others (O ark 1997; Gordon 1990; Kenper 1990)
and through cultural nornms (Hochschild 1983; Thoits 1985; Stearns
and Stearns 1986). Individually, people affect their enotions
t hrough behavi oral responses and cognitive interpretations of
events and sensations (Rosenberg 1991; Thoits 1985, 1989).
Enotions do not spring fromsone essential source, but result
from conpl ex interaction of our bodies, mnds, and social worlds.
Enotion is of sociological interest because of its significance
in the constitution of social relationships, institutions, and
processes (Barbal et 1998).

The soci ol ogi cal study of anger can help establish Iinks
bet ween soci al structure and individuals’ experiences and well -
bei ng. Anger has real consequences in everyday life. It is an
I nportant indicator of psychol ogical well-being and is associ ated

with |ower |evels of physical health (Ross and Van WIIigen

12



1996). Anger has been largely absent in sociological studies and
treated nostly within a nedical nodel that assunes it is a
random i ndividual problemrather than caused by social problens
and of social consequence. As with distress, sources of anger
may be uncovered by exam ning “the social arrangenents of society
and the structuring of experience within these arrangenents”
(Pearlin 1989: 242).

A casual survey of pop-psychol ogy self-hel p books reveal s
that society views anger as an enotion to be managed, tamed, or
ot herw se controlled or overconme because of its powerful and
danger ous consequences. In contrast, in her book Anger--The
M sunder st ood Enoti on, psychol ogi st Carol Tavris (1982) describes
anger as a ubiquitous enotional experience necessary for defining
and mai ntai ning soci al boundaries, albeit wth undesirable
personal and interpersonal consequences. In particular, Tavris
cites research on anger’s negative inpact on nental and physi cal
heal th, especially for those who cope with anger through open
acknow edgnent and expression. Tavris maintains that people are
better off psychol ogically, interpersonally, and physiologically
I f they get over anger as quickly as possible, letting it go
rather than dwelling on its causes and seeking revenge. Tavris
makes a good case for the social causes and functional purposes
of anger. However, advocating the quick diffusion of anger

negl ects anger’s potential to notivate people to change

13



undesi rabl e individual or collective circunstances.

Under st andi ng the nechani sns that intervene between soci al
structural |ocation and anger has many soci ol ogical inplications.
What i ndividuals think, do, and feel both reproduce and change
the social order. Enotions not only are a social effect, but a
causal force in society. Enotions can notivate action, and anger
in particular facilitates the reassertion of dignity and rights
(Barbalet 1998). Thoits (1995) cogently argues that collective
copi ng responses to structural effects on distress are inportant
to understandi ng catal ysts of social novenents and social change,
and that stress research is relevant to broader social questions.
The same m ght be said for research on enotions, particularly
anger .

In theory, the unfairness and frustration of soci al
di sadvant age should | ead to anger and a desire for change. Anger
IS a necessary, but not sufficient, condition for individuals to
try to change social inequities (Barbalet 1998, Piven and C oward
1993). Barbalet explains, “If we are subject to arbitrary power,
for instance, if we are puni shed when we should be rewarded, if
we are frustrated in attenpting to satisfy our needs, then it is
our enotional engagenent with these things which will determ ne
that we claimour rights in such situations” (1994:38). Fornal
and informal collective responses to structural inequities are

potent forces in social change. Piven and C oward (1993)

14



describe how individuals acting “separately but in
concert...fueled the relief rise” of the m d-1960s in Aneri ca,
despite both structural and cultural barriers (pp. 464-465). To
facilitate such responses and succeed in convincing the
“di senfranchi sed that there are practical solutions to help
them..refornmers nust kindle anger fromthe coals of depression”
(Tavris 1982:105).

The oppressed may have nothing to | ose but their chains, but
i ndi vi dual and soci al barriers often prevent the di sadvant aged
fromgetting angry and acting (Kl uegel and Smth 1986), if not
collectively, then “separately but in concert” (Piven and C oward
1993:464). As MIls asserts, “individuals, in the welter of
their daily experience, often becone falsely conscious of their
social positions” (MIlIls 1959:5). Therefore, uncovering buffers
of anger may shed sone insight on another dinension of false
consci ousness, and perhaps another angle for breaking through it,
so that “the personal uneasiness of individuals is focused upon
explicit troubles and indifferences of publics [and] is
transforned into invol venent with public issues” (MIIls 1959:5).
B. Definitions
Enot i ons

There is general consensus that enotions are products of
bi ol ogi cal, cognitive, and social elenents (Hochschild 1983;

Kenper 1990; Thoits 1985). Sone enotions are believed to be

15



uni versal : Anger, fear, sadness, and happi ness have cross-

cul tural human val ue, are universally recognized (Gordon 1990;
Thoits 1989), and each are differentially wred in the human

aut onom ¢ nervous system (Kenper 1990). Cross-cultural semantic
research indicates that enotions also are universally structured
according to three dinmensions: (1) evaluation, indicating
positive or negative affect; (2) activity, the degree of arousal
associated wth the feeling; and (3) potency, one’'s sense of
power in relation to the feeling (Kenper 1990; Mrgan and Hei se
1988; Sm th-Lovin 1995). However, the causes, neaning,
expression, and regul ation of enotions vary w dely across
cultures (Stearns and Stearns 1986; Thoits 1989).

Enotions involve: (a) situational stimulus or cues, (b)
changes in physiol ogical or bodily sensations, (c) expressive
gestures, and (d) a cultural label (Thoits 1989:318). A sinple
nodel traces enotions through a three-step sequence: (1) a
stimulus event is followed by (2) a cognition or interpretation,
which results in (3) an enotion (Rosenberg 1991). This is not to
say that enotions require extensive cognitive awareness.

Cogni tive processing of situational and physiological stinmuli can
occur so rapidly as to seem automatic. However, we | earn what
and why we feel through |anguage and the cul tural neanings
assigned to particular constellations of situations, sensations,

and gestures (Hochschild 1983; Thoits 1985). Therefore, to a

16



| arge extent, “subjective experiences and enotional beliefs are
both socially acquired and socially structured” (Thoits
1989: 319). Consequently, we |learn nore subtle and culturally
bound enotion | abels, such as shanme, guilt, and pride through
soci al i zation (Kenper 1990).
Anger

Anger, like other enotions, results fromthe conpl ex
I nterplay of social, psychological, and physiol ogical factors.
No enotion can be reduced to its physiol ogi cal or behavi oral
synptons. Thus, anger cannot be measured by bl ood pressure or
aggression (Stearns and Stearns 1986). |If neaning is specified
in difference (Luhmann 1995), perhaps one reasonabl e way of
establ i shing what anger neans--w t hout tautol ogous references to
ant ecedents or consequences--is to identify how people
differentiate anger from other enotions. Mrgan and Hei se (1988)
anal yzed the structure of enotions according to their three
semanti c di nensi ons: evaluation, activity, and potency (EPA).
Anger-related terns signify a negative, active, and potent
enotion. Anong negative enotions, anger differs from sadness,
which is inactive and inpotent, and fromfear, which is active
but inpotent (Mrgan and Hei se 1988). Thus, anger is a negative,
potent, active enotion.

In sociological research on structural effects on well-

17



bei ng, depression! is often used as the prinmary indicator of
psychosoci al health. However, inequality and di sadvantage al so
may | ead to increased enotional distress of all kinds, including
anger (Ross and Van WIIligen 1996). Negative outcones attri buted
to others cause anger (Kluegel and Smth 1986). |In social
I nteraction, anger results from perceptions of inequality, being
treated unfairly, or violations of a social contract. Although
t he expression of anger may be carefully regulated in society
(Stearns and Stearns 1986), the experience of anger may be a
useful indicator of inequality (Ross and Van WIlIligen 1996).
C. Theories of Enotion and Anger

Al t hough there is little enpirical evidence on the social
di stribution of enotional experience (Thoits 1989; Smth-Lovin
1995), several theories of enotion are reasonably well-devel oped.
Cont enporary soci ol ogical theories of enotion center on “the
structural, situational and interactional sources of enotional
responses” (Smth-Lovin 1995:124). A brief review of each of
t hese approaches reveals simlar predictions about when and why

we experience anger.

! Depression in sociological research on stress and enotions typically
refers to recent depressed affect and/or depressive synptons but does not
require or assert diagnosis of clinical depression, nor does it usually
differentiate severe, chronic, or organically-based depression fromrecent
depressive affect or synptonology. (For a thorough review on depression, see
M rowsky and Ross 1986).

18



I nteractional Approach to Enotions

Interactional theories of enotion, such as Affect Control
Theory (ACT), draw on identity and inpression formation theories
to predict enotions (Heise 1999; Smith Lovin 1990). ACT predicts
that people act in ways that confirm expected neani ngs of
Identities and roles (Smth-Lovin 1990; 1995). Enotions signal
our situational definitions of ourselves and others, as well as
problenms with our definitions (Hochschild 1983). Wen our
sentinments are not confirnmed, we adjust our definitions of the
situation or our identities to better fit our |ived experiences.
In this way, actors create and maintain culturally shared meaning
systens (Heise 1999).

Usi ng the EPA di nensions of enotions, ACT researchers find
that nost Americans share simlar sentinments about a w de range
of identities, settings, attributes, and behaviors (Smth-Lovin
1990, 1995; Heise 1999). ACT proposes that enotions enmerge from
i ndividual s’ identities and related actions: “W expect |ived
experience to confirmour sentinents about how good or bad, how
power ful or powerless, how lively or quiet such people are
supposed to be. W also construct experiences that are likely to
produce such confirmations” (Heise 1999:5).

Interactional approaches to enotions predict that anger
foll ows disconfirmation of expected neanings. W get angry at

ourselves when we fail to enact an identity adequately. W get
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angry at others when they fail to support us in our role
performances (Stryker 1987 in Smth-Lovin 1995) or when they
vi ol ate our expectations or perceived “rights” (Barbalet 1994;
Sm th-Lovin 1995). But when we have no recourse for unfairness,
we tend to beconme depressed rather than angry (Smth-Lovin 1995).
Cul tural Approach to Enptions

Cultural theories of enotions followtwo related strands:
one which views enotions as socially constructed, and another in
whi ch individuals are active agents who produce enotion in
interaction. In the first case, the social environnent shapes
I ndi vi dual s’ enotional experiences through culture and status.
Two simlar concepts, Russel’s “enotion scripts” and Hochschild' s
"feeling rules,” suggest that we learn to feel particular
enotions in response to stereotypical situations according to our
culture and place in society (Smth-Lovin 1995). For exanple,
anger is the scripted or expected response to unfairness or
personal offense in Western culture, yet these cultural rules
al so dictate that one should control anger toward those of higher
st at us.

In the second strand of the cultural approach to enotions
I ndi vidual s do not nmerely follow scripts, but they interpret
meani ngs associ ated wth situations and other actors, and thus
interpret their enotions in response to those neanings (Smth-

Lovin 1995). In this way, “it is not the objective fact but the

20



subj ective nmeaning assigned to it that is responsible for the

| medi ate enotional effect” (Rosenberg 1991, pp. 131-132). In
addition to using cultural nornms to interpret others’ actions,
peopl e al so use nornms to gauge what their own feelings in a given
situation should be. Wen enotions fail to match those that are
culturally prescribed in given situations, individuals engage in
enotion work to bring feelings in line with expectations
(Hochschild 1979, 1983; Thoits 1985).

I ndi vi dual s can manage or transform feelings by altering
their situational, physiological, behavioral, and cognitive
el ements. As Thoits (1985) remarks:

The nost obvious and straightforward technique is to

directly alter the situational circunstances. . . avoid

or leave the situation, replace certain situationa

features with others, or construct entirely new

situations. . . However, the use of this enotion

managenent technique is usually possible only for

persons with situational power or resources.

Consequently, nost people are likely to use other

techniques to elimnate or reduce normstate

di screpancy (p. 234).

A nore readily avail abl e means of mani pul ati ng one’s
enotions than changing the circunstances is altering the
physi ol ogi cal sensations associated with the feelings. By using
al cohol, caffeine, nicotine, and other drugs, as well as exercise
and breat hing techni ques, a people can change the physi ol ogi cal
state that coincides with their feelings and reinterpret their

enotions (Thoits 1985).

A nore comon way than changi ng the circunstances and
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physi ol ogi cal sensations that people can nmanage their feelings is
t hrough expression. While “surface acting” nmerely masks one’s
real, less appropriate feelings, “deep acting” uses gestures
associated with a desired enotion to elicit that feeling
(Hochschild 1983). Surface acting nmay becone deep acting when
repeated over tine as the “actor” attends to different features
of the situation and perceives others and their actions in new
ways that produce the desired enotion (Hochschild 1983; Thoits
1985) .

In addition to working on features of the situation, bodily
sensation, and expression, people can manipulate their feelings
cognitively because cognitions intervene between the event and
the resulting enotion (Lazarus and Fol kman 1984; Rosenberg 1991).
Cognitions and interpretations of events are prem sed on cul tural
nornms and scripts (Rosenberg 1991; Thoits 1985). Rosenberg
(1991) suggests that individuals strive to control subjective
meani ng through four self-processes: selective attention,
perspectival selectivity, selective interpretation, and self-
deception. Through selective attention to what one thinks about,
I ndi vi dual s maxi m ze desired enotions by exposing thenselves to
desired situations and thoughts while trying to shut off
undesi red experiences and nental content. Perspectival
selectivity refers to how individuals think about events and

m ni m ze the inportance of events or problens that evoke
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undesired feelings. Selective interpretation allows individuals
to assign neanings to events in order to produce desired
enotions. For instance, a person may selectively attribute
success to hinself, but failure to external causes or |ack of
effort. O, by conprehending only sel ected neani ngs or
questioning the validity of feedback that elicits undesired
feelings (e.g., admrable feelings reflect authentic self, but
undesirable feelings are not the “real nme”), the individual
evokes desirable enotions for herself. Finally, while

I ndi vidual s may use sone self-control strategies to deceive
others in order to save face or nake another feel better, people
cannot deceive thenselves for enotional gain. However

successful self-deception and nmental mani pul ati on seens to be
adaptive, resulting in greater enotional satisfaction and

adj ustnent, | ess depression, and greater productivity (Rosenberg
1991).

There are several ways that self-processes may fail to
control enotion. The event that stinulated the enotions may not
produce the cognitions necessary for the desired enotional
experience. O, cognition may fail to produce the desired
enotion. A person also nmay be unable to control his/her
cognitions. The physiol ogical arousal underlying the enotion may
persi st beyond the event to which the feelings were attributed.

Sel f-deception efforts may fail if there is an awareness of
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ment al mani pul ation, as well. And, one may not be conscious of
the cognitions fueling the enotion and therefore cannot control
t hem (Rosenberg 1991).

In this cultural view of enotions, norns and interpretations
interact to determ ne enotions, including anger. A person’s
enotional response wll differ depending on whether another’s
actions reflect an intentional slight or an unintentional
oversight, for exanple. Wdespread ideol ogical beliefs may be
one source of “cultural logic” that intercedes between
ci rcunstances and enoti ons.

Structural Approach to Enpotions

Soci al structural theories of enotions, such as Kenper’s
Soci al Rel ational Theory (1990), focus on di nensions of power and
status. In developing a positivist approach, Kenper (1981)
rejects the notion that norns determ ne enotions and | ooks to
soci al structure, social relations, and enotional links to
bi ol ogy. However, Kenper (1981) endorses the cultural view that
actors’ definitions of the situation are relevant to the enotions
that enmerge in interaction. Kenper (1990) offers structurally-
based categories for defining situations and predicting enotions.
Three theoretical propositions underlie Kenper’s (1990)
structural approach:

1. Power and status outcones of social interaction produce

enoti ons.

24



The basic enotions--fear, anger, depression, and happi ness--
naturally result from power and status relations.

Basi ¢ enotion outconmes of power and status relationships
have pre-w red physiol ogical correlates, thus the social,
enotional, and physiol ogi cal are interconnected.

Kenper conceptualizes social structure as the stratification

of actors according to power and status (1981), which produces

recur

Power

ring, predictable patterns of social relations (1990).

refers to the ability to control and coerce others with the

threat of punishnment. Status is the voluntary deference, reward,

and conpliance accorded one by others within the social system

In every situation, actors’ overl apping social categories (e.g.,

et hni

city and gender) determ ne their power and status. Power

and status are affected in social interaction, and these outcones

have

enot i onal consequences.

In the structural theory of enotions, anger is predictable.

Kenper (1990) outlines the four power/status outconmes of each

dyadi

pOSSi

c interaction which nmay actually occur out of twelve

bilities. Each actor’s power and status can increase,

decrease, or stay the sane, and there are predictabl e enotional

correlates for each outcone configuration. Elevation of one’s

own power or a decrease of the other’'s power results in feelings

of security, while decreases in one’s power or increases of the

ot her

"s power evokes fear; increases in status |ead to happi ness
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and decreases in status |lead to anger, shame, and/or depression.
More precisely, anger is the “natural” reaction to being unjustly
or arbitrarily deprived of status by another. The resulting
enoti on depends on the source of the status deprivation. |f the
agent of status loss is oneself, then shane is the predicted
response. |If loss of status cannot be corrected and the agent is
sone irremedi able source like fate, then depression is expected
(Kenper 1990).
D. Social Structure and Anger

A common thene in all of these theories of enotion is that
anger stenms frominjustice associated with social expectations.
Whet her others fail to confirmour identities and neanings in
I nteraction, violate cultural norns and social contracts, or deny
us due status, we get angry as a result of unfairness. Anerican
culture espouses an ideology of fairness and reward on nerit.
However, as a society, the United States renai ns the nost
soci ally unequal Western denocracy (Rossides 1993). Today we
have growi ng wealth in an increasingly unequal Anerican society
(Wol ff 1995), continued racial discrimnation (Jencks 1992),
gender role inequity (Hochschild 1989) and the fem ni zation of
poverty (Abranovitz, 1996; MLanahan and Booth 1991), a scarcity
of jobs that pay a living wage to individuals with low skills
(Wlson 1996), and the social isolation and status | oss anong the

elderly (Mrowsky and Ross 1989; Pearlin and McKean 1996). Yet,
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with so much inequality and so many potential social sources of
anger in America, we see little of “the trauma and anger of an
oppressed people...turned agai nst the social structure” (Piven
and C oward 1993: 227).

In everyday |life, people have an array of concerns ot her
than social injustice. Wrk and famly life, daily hassles, and
personal worries are enough for nost people to contend with, and
often nore difficult for the disadvantaged. |n addition,
percei ving oneself as a victimof society can be distressing.
Therefore, people may be notivated to ignore social inequalities
(Kluegel and Smith 1986). Still, given the extent of structural
Inequality and resultant distress, it seens reasonable to expect
sonme correspondence between soci al di sadvantage and anger. Anger
may indicate perceived unfairness in social |life. However, the
rel ati onshi p between social |ocation and anger may not be
st rai ght f orwar d.

Anger that stens fromthe conditions of social disadvantage
may be difficult to detect because nuch of such anger may be
di spl aced. Displacenent entails the unconscious shifting of
enotion fromone target to another. |Individuals enotions my be
situational ly displaced, such as carrying anger hone from work,
or objectively displaced, such as repressed resentnent toward the
system or nore powerful individuals directed toward weaker

persons or groups (Swanson 1988). Anger resulting from many
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experiences of perceived discrimnation or other non-personal,
systemc forns of unfair treatnent m ght be repressed or

di spl aced onto cl ose others until or unless a catal yzing
experience provokes a release, as in “black rage” (Gier and
Cobbs 1968) and “social rage” (Berry 1999). In cases of

di spl acenent, di sadvantage nmay not result in anger directed at
structural sources but at nore proxi mal substitute targets.

It is also possible that anger may spill over fromone real m
of life into another. The spillover thesis suggests that
qualities and experiences related to individuals occupations
spill over into other areas of individuals’ |ives, such as famly
and social activities (Kohn and School er 1983; Kohn and
Sl ontzynski 1990; W/ ensky 1961 in WIson and Misick 1997).

Whet her individuals are involved and rewarded at work or

al i enated and di stressed at work, these sane patterns nmay
spillover into social and famly participation and rel ati onshi ps.
If a simlar phenonena occurs with anger, social disadvantage
shoul d be reflected in social patterns of anger even though the
sources of anger may be difficult to detect.

There are still further conplications and contradictions in
predi cting anger from social structural |ocation. Taking gender
as an exanpl e, these problens becone apparent: Bi ol ogical and
behavi oral theories of enotion predict that nen are angrier than

wonen due to differences in sex hornones and socialization (Ross
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and Van Wl ligen 1996; Quigley and Tedeschi 1996; Tavris 1982).
However, since anger is also an enotional response to inequality,
wonen m ght be angrier than nen because of their inequitable
share of donestic and famly responsibilities (Hochschild 1991,
Ross and Van WIlligen 1996), and | ower status and pay in the

wor kpl ace (Muel l er and Wal |l ace 1996). Despite their

di sadvant age, wonen nmay tend to suppress or recast anger into
alternative feelings because gender roles prescribe that wonen
refrain fromdisplays of anger (Brody 1997; Cross and Madsen
1997). In addition, many wonmen nmay not vi ew unequal gender
arrangenents as unfair because they subscribe to gender

| deol ogi es that give wonen the predom nant responsibility for
honme and fam |y, regardl ess of contenporary expectations that
wonen al so participate in paid work outside the hone (Bunpass
1990; Hochschild 1989). Further, since a central conponent of
anger is potency, and nen have nore power in society and tend to
have a greater sense of power and control in the formof self-
efficacy (Schwal be and Staples 1991), perhaps nen get angry nore
often. Fromthis exanple, it is clear that cultural beliefs and
orientations may intervene between social |ocation and enotional
experience. Therefore, it is inportant to account for

I ntervening factors. Two sociol ogical approaches are
particularly useful for this purpose: equity theory and the

stress process.
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E. Equity Theory and Anger

Equity theory and its principles of distributive justice
al so predict anger as the response to unfair treatnent and
out cones (Hedgvedt and Mar kovsky 1995; Kluegel and Smth 1986;
McC i ntock, Kramer, and Keil 1984; Smth-Lovin 1995). A
principle of distributive justice, equity neans that individuals
receive rewards proportional to their investnents (Hedgvedt and
Mar kovsky 1995; Kluegel and Smth 1986; MCintock et al. 1984).
As a basis for reward, it is highly conpatible with capitalism
and neritocracy and so reflects Anmerican val ues (Rossides 1993).
As a cultural value, equity is a nornmative expectation | earned
t hrough observing the investnents and rewards of conparison
groups and i ndividuals during socialization (Hedgvedt and
Mar kovsky 1995; McClintock et al. 1984).

According to equity theory, violations of expectations of
fairness | ead to anger and dissatisfaction for the di sadvantaged,
and may, less frequently, lead to guilt for the advantaged
(Hedgvedt and Markovsky 1995; Mcdintock et al. 1984; M chael s,
Edwar ds, and Acock 1984; Smth-Lovin 1995). Anger nmay al so
signal unfairness, triggering cognitive reassessnent of a
situation and perceptions of inequity (Smth-Lovin 1995). In
response to perceived inequity, people strive to reduce their
distress by either altering the situation or their cognitive

perceptions of it (Hedgvedt and Markovsky 1995). Beliefs about
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what is fair determ ne both what people cone to expect and how
they construe events, and consequently what they perceive as fair
and equitable. For exanple, believing that people get what they
deserve nmakes one less |likely to perceive or respond to injustice
(Hedgvedt and Markovsky 1995). Believing that wonen are
responsi ble for the hone and fam |y whether or not they work
outside the hone makes one less |likely to perceive or respond to
I nequi t abl e divisions of household | abor (Hochschild 1989).
Bel i eving that nost people cannot be trusted and they are out for
t hensel ves makes one nore |likely to perceive, experience, and
respond to inequity (Mrowsky and Ross 1989).

Since beliefs and the expectations they create are inportant
arbiters of perceptions of fairness and equity, and those
perceptions are closely tied to anger, beliefs also may influence
anger. Three particular sets of beliefs about the social world
may nedi ate the rel ationship between individuals’ social
structural location and their feelings of anger: gender ideol ogy,
i ndi vidualism and m strust of others. These three beliefs
correspond to features of social stratification, are w despread
Wi thin Amrerican culture, and their effects on individuals’
perceptions and wel |l -being are wel |l -researched.

Gender 1deol ogy
Gender ideology refers to beliefs about appropriate sex

roles for each gender. Normative attitudes about appropriate
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gender roles in contenporary Anerica are typically conceptualized
as ranging fromtraditional to egalitarian. |Individuals with
traditional gender ideol ogies believe that nen shoul d be the
breadw nners and heads of the famly and that wonen shoul d

mai ntai n the household and famly relationships, rear children,
and play supportive roles to men (WIlkie, Ferree, and Ratcliff
1998). Traditional gender ideology bases nen’'s identities in
wor k and accords themnore power in the famly and bases wonen’s
identities in honme and famlial roles and accords them | ess power
than their male partners (Hochschild 1989). An egalitarian
gender ideology holds that nen and wonen shoul d have equal status
in the honme and workpl ace and equally share responsibility for
housework and child care. An egalitarian gender ideol ogy bases
men’s and wonen’s identities on the sane spheres and accords each
equal power in relationships (Hochschild 1989).

Perceptions of fairness are strongly related to marital
satisfaction (Blair and Johnson 1992; Hochschild 1989), narital
conflict (Perry-Jenkins and Fol k 1994) and job satisfaction
(Muel l er and Wl | ace 1996) anong wonen, even when objective
ci rcunst ances di sadvantage wonen. Not surprisingly, nmen and
wonen have different expectations about what is fair and it is
these differences in expectations, rather than differences in
actual housework or pay, that determne marital satisfaction

(Bl air and Johnson 1992; Perry Jenkins and Fol k 1994; WI ki e,
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Ferree, and Ratcliff 1998) and job satisfaction (Mieller and
Wal | ace 1996). Neverthel ess, many researchers find only weak or
no direct relationshi ps between gender ideol ogy and act ual
di vi si ons of househol d | abor, reported fairness of the division
of household | abor, and marital satisfaction (Blair and Johnson
1992; Mederer 1993; Shelton and John 1996; WIkie, Ferree, and
Ratcliff 1998). Ross and Van WIIligen (1996) suggest we can
suppl enent our understanding of inequity by investigating anger:

By studying anger we may be able to identify objective

conditions perceived as inequitable by individuals.

I nstead of asking people directly whether they consider

arrangenents fair, we use an unobtrusive neasure. |If

doing the majority of child care increases anger, if

having difficulty paying the bills and paying for food,

clothing, and nedical care increases anger, if having

difficulty providing care for one’s children while at

wor k increases anger, we infer nessages about soci al

inequality (p. 583).

Wnen and younger people tend to have nore egalitarian
gender ideol ogi es then nen and ol der adults (Thornton 1989).
Bl ack men and wonen also tend to be nore egalitarian than their
white counterparts (Taylor, Chatters, Tucker, and Lewis 1991).
Educati on and incone are al so associated with nore egalitarian
attitudes about gender roles (Hochschild 1989). Since an
egalitarian gender ideology runs counter to objective gender
inequity in the hone and workpl ace, | expect that those with nore
egalitarian gender beliefs, especially wonen, will be nore angry

t han those who subscribe to a nore traditional gender ideol ogy.

Two rol e-based |l ocations in social structure are
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particularly relevant to gender ideol ogy: spouse and parent.
Ross and Van WIlligen (1996) investigated the effects of these
rol es on anger and found that wonen report nore anger than nen;
the nore children there are in a household, the greater the anger
anong adults, especially wonen; and the divorced report nore
anger than the married, w dowed, and never married. They
attribute these findings to gender inequities in donmestic |abor
and child care, and econom c hardshi ps associ ated wi th gender
I nequality. Because these two structurally based roles are
rel evant to equity, they are included as controls in this study.
| deol ogy of | ndividualism

The vast majority of Anmericans enbrace the ideol ogy of
i ndividualism-the belief that people can and do get what they
deserve fromtheir own efforts (Kl uegel and Smth 1986).
Further, Anmericans reject the notion that those at the top get
there through greed and exploitation of others. Reward is
primarily a function of effort and ability. Mrowsky, Ross and
Van WIlligen (1996) sunmmarize this belief and its inplications:

The prem se states that opportunity for economc

advancenent is plentiful in Arerica; it follows that

I ndi vi dual s bear responsibility for their own economc

fate. An individual’s place in the distribution of

econom ¢ rewards depends on effort, skills, talents,

and attitudes. Inputs determ ne outcones: thus the

resulting inequality of economc reward is equitable

and fair. People get what they deserve and deserve

what they get.

The dom nant Anmerican ideol ogy adds judgmnent al

overtones to instrunental views, attributing a broad
fairness to socioeconomc inequality. In a |and of
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opportunity, people at the top get there through their

own hard work and effort, and deserve what they have.

Conversely, people at the bottomare there because of

their own failings or poor choices (p. 323).
The i deol ogy of individualismreduces or elimnates perceptions
of econom c inequality as unfair, and thereby makes it |ess
likely that people will attribute their own difficulties to
structural inequalities.

Al though there is little variation in the belief in
i ndi vidualismin Arerica, there are sone social differences. The
poor, bl acks, and those with | ess educati on endorse this ideol ogy
| ess enthusiastically than the m ddl e and upper cl asses, whites,
and those with nore education (Mrowsky, Ross and Van WI I igen
1996). Wonen do not endorse individualismas strongly as nen,
and ol der persons subscribe to this ideology nore strongly than
younger people (Kl uegel and Smth 1986). Despite these smal
vari ations, nost Anericans enbrace the ideol ogy of individualism
Since this ideol ogy reduces perceptions of unfairness, | expect
that it reduces anger.
M strust

M strust is the belief that others act primarily in their
own self-interest and, given the chance, will exploit other
peopl e (Acock and Kiecolt 1989). According to Mrowsky and Ross
(1989), mistrust is indicative of three related beliefs:

(1) awareness that one’s internal inpulses are

frustrated and controlled by external authority,
whi ch neans that others al so have sel fish notives
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whi ch nust be restrained;

(2) belief that there is inherent scarcity of wealth,
power, and prestige, so that one person’s gain is
al ways anot her person’s |oss; and

(3) belief that victim zation and exploitation are

common and have dire consequences for the victim
(p. 157).

M strust is associated with a di m nished sense of well-being
(Acock and Kiecolt 1989) and |ower life-satisfaction (Hughes and
Thomas 1998). It is greatest anong those with | ower |evels of
education, |ow prestige jobs and soci oecononi c status, and who
live in | owstatus nei ghborhoods (M rowsky and Ross 1989).
Conpared with whites, African Anericans have substantially |ess
trust in others, although |evels of m strust anong whites have
I ncreased in recent years (Hughes and Thomas 1998).

M strust of others also increases the |likelihood that a
person will be less inclined to devel op and use support networks
and be nore apt to act defensively and preenptively. M strust
may contribute to encountering nore hostile and threatening
conditions (Mrowsky and Ross 1989) which may contribute to
experiencing nore anger. Therefore, | expect that the greater
the m strust, the greater the anger.

Equity theory provides an appropriate framework for
predicting social structural effects on anger. Perceptions of
fairness and equity are integral to the experience of anger, as

theories of enotions and equity theory predict. Because such

perceptions are affected by beliefs and expectations, anger may
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be nedi ated by preval ent beliefs about gender,

m st rust

i ndi rect

i ndi vi dualism and

of others (see Figure 3.1). Anger may al so provide an

I ndi cator of perceptions of fairness concerning social

arrangenents.

Figure 3.1 An Equity Mdel of Anger
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F. The Stress Mdel and Anger

The sociological literature on stress al so provides gui dance
for investigating social structural effects on anger and its
potential nediators. Sociological studies of stress focus on the
soci al antecedents, patterns, and consequences of distress
(Aneshensel 1992; Thoits 1995). Exam ning stress, enotional
experience, or other individual |evel phenonenon w thout
attention to distribution across social strata assunes
I ndependence of social |ocation and negl ects consideration of
soci al causation for such phenonenon. As Pearlin explains:

“Many stressful experiences, it should be recognized, don't
spring out of a vacuum but typically can be traced back to
surroundi ng social structures and people’s locations within thent
(1989: 242). The stress process as conceptualized in sociological
research considers social location, differential resources, and

I ndi vi dual affective outcones, thus making it an apt nodel for

| i nki ng social structure to anger.

One problemin stress research is the anbiguity of the
meani ng of “stress.” Stress, broadly, enconpasses a host of
negati ve subjective experiences and their inpact on well-being.
Pearlin and School er describe stress as “experiences that
adversely penetrate people’ s enotional |lives”(1978:3). Thoits
conbines the definition of stress and stressor to nean “any

environnmental , social, or internal demand which requires the
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I ndi vidual to readjust his/her usual behavior patterns”
(1994:54). Mrowsky and Ross (1986) define distress as a
conmbi nation of elenents including depression and anxiety with
bot h physi ol ogi cal and psychol ogi cal aspects, affective synptons
such as anger and guilt, and cognitive conponents |ike m strust
and paranoia. Stress and distress are often used interchangeably
in the literature (Aneshensel 1992; Kessler, Price, and Wrtnman
1985; Pearlin et al. 1981; Pearlin and McKean 1996; Thoits 1995).

Aneshensel (1992) conprehensively refers to stress as
arousal resulting fromtaxing demands or a |ack of neans to
desired ends. Stress originates fromstressors, such as
undesi rabl e and uncontrollable Iife events as well as chall engi ng
circunstances or barriers in the environnent, and strains
stemmng fromrol e demands and conflicts (Aneshensel 1992;
Pearlin 1989; Thoits 1995). The sane circunstances do not
necessarily have the sane effects as their stressful ness depends
| argely on the resources one has for coping with them *“Thus,
stress is not an inherent attribute of external conditions, but
emanat es from di screpanci es between those conditions and
characteristics of the individual--his or her needs, val ues,
perceptions, resources, and skills” (Aneshensel 1992:16).

The stress process contains three primry conceptual
conponents: stressors and strains, noderating resources, and

I ndi vi dual outcones (Pearlin 1989; Pearlin and McKean 1996).
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Thoits (1995) summarizes the nodel of the stress process as

fol | ows:

1. I ndi vidual s’ locations in the social structure
differentially expose themto stressors which in
turn can damage their physical and/or nental
heal t h;

2. This damage is generally noderated or | essened by
I ndi vi dual s’ social and personality resources and
the coping strategies that they enploy; and

3. The possession of psychosocial resources and the

use of particular coping strategies are socially
patterned in way which at |east potentially nmay
| eave nmenbers of di sadvantaged groups nore

vul nerabl e to the harnful physical and
psychol ogi cal effects of stress (p. 68).

G ven the broad nature of stress, its wide ranging effects
on individuals is expectable. Froma social structural
perspective, stress is both a consequence of social |ocation and
a determ nant of other outcones such as depression, physica
i1l ness, and psychol ogi cal distress (Aneshensel 1992; M rowsky
and Ross 1986; Pearlin 1989; Thoits 1995). Whiile there appears
to be little difference between groups in exposure to life
changes, there are socially patterned differences in stressors
(Thoits 1995). The research points to social causation for nost
psychol ogi cal distress with the exception of severe, organically-
based di sorders (Aneshensel 1992).

Enpirical evidence fromstress research confirns that

| ocation in the social structure influences a person’s chances of

encountering stressors and strains. Wnen, the elderly, and the
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poor tend to experience nore stress than those of higher status
(Thoits 1995). Econom c strains are preval ent anong the young,
poor, those with children, undereducated, and nonwhite. Wnen
are nore likely than nmen to encounter interpersonal strains
(Aneshensel 1992). The elderly may not experience nore
stressors, however they may encounter different stressors
resulting fromillness and declining health, |oss of |oved ones,
exposure to the painful events in famly nenbers’ |ives,

caregi ving burdens for spouses and/or grandchildren, |oss of
enpl oynent roles and resources, and deteriorating nei ghborhoods
and access to vital services (Pearlin and McKean 1996). The
elderly suffer nore fromchronic stressors while the young
experience nore acute stressors (Aneshensel 1992). Wile not
generally nore vul nerable to stressors, nenbers of di sadvant aged
groups are exposed to nore stressors and susceptible to the
cunul ative effects of particular subsets of stressors (Thoits
1995) .

Anger may be simlar to stress in terns of epidem ol ogy and
soci al causation. Low status social groups show higher rates of
ment al di sorder because nenbers of these groups are nore |ikely
to encounter difficult, harsh, or dramatic |ife conditions
(Aneshensel 1992). Such trying life circunstances are likely to

evoke strong enotional reactions.

41



Di stress and Soci al Psychol ogi cal Resources

In addition to differential exposure to stressors and
strains, socially patterned deficits in resources for coping wth
t hem exacerbate their stressful effects (Aneshensel 1992; Pearlin
1989). Reducing or resolving problens, avoiding or dimnishing
di stress, and preserving a positive sense of self are signs of
stress buffering (Aneshensel 1992; Pearlin and School er 1978;
Thoits 1994). Oten, however, those exposed to the nost
stressors and strains -- wonen, the poor, mnorities, and those
with | ess education -- tend to have the fewest resources for
coping wwth stress (Pearlin 1989).

Two ki nds of resources, personal and social, buffer
i ndividuals fromthe structural effects on distress (Aneshensel
1992; Pearlin 1989; Thoits 1994, 1995). Personal resources
I nclude self-esteem and self-efficacy (Aneshensel 1992; Pearlin
1989; Thoits 1994, 1995), and social resources include perceived
soci al support (Aneshensel 1992; Thoits 1995) and soci al
integration (Pearlin 1989). Personal and social resources are
I nportant in reducing distress, although they do so in different
ways.
Per sonal Resources--Self Efficacy

As a personal resource, self-efficacy has a profound inpact
on individuals’ ability to cope with chall enges and probl ens and

has extensive effects on well-being (Gecas 1989; M rowsky and
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Ross 1986; Taylor and Brown 1988). Self-efficacy denotes a
personal belief about one’s own control over his or her outcones,
synonynmous wth instrunentalism nmastery, and internal |ocus of
control, and in contrast to fatalism hel pl essness, or
power | essness (Aneshensel 1992; M rowsky, Ross, and Van WIIligen
1996). Wiile not precisely the sane, these concepts are
generally interchangeable in a wide variety of circunstances
(Gecas 1989; M rowsky and Ross 1986).

Sel f-efficacy has both a notivational conponent, encouraging
action that allows a person to experience herself as effective,
and a cognitive conponent, the expectancy of control (Gecas 1989;
Gecas and Burke 1991). Hi gh self-efficacy predicts nore positive
out cones, such as greater satisfaction and well-being, while
fatali sm and powerl essness contribute to nore negative outcones,

i ncludi ng distress and depression (Gecas 1989; Cecas and Burke
1991; Mrowsky and Ross 1986). Soci ol ogi cal perspectives on
self-efficacy can be traced back to Marx’s work on alienation and
the thene of self-creation through efficacious action,
particularly at work (Gecas 1989). “Self-efficacy may be the
nost direct expression of the self-concept as a social force”
(CGecas and Burke 1991:47).

This broad view of self-efficacy does not differentiate
bet ween sel f-judgenents of general conpetency and nore action-

speci fic expectations about success. Bandura (1977), however,
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further specifies self-efficacy as efficacy expectations, a
person’s beliefs about successfully perform ng particul ar
actions. Bandura differentiates efficacy expectations from

out cone expectations, nore contextualized estimates of whet her
certain actions will result in particular outcones in given

ci rcunstances (Cecas 1989). For exanple, according to Bandura’'s
di stinctions, individuals my have generally high self-efficacy,
but | ow efficacy expectations about their success in exercising
regularly, or |ow outcone expectations that asking an enpl oyer
for araise in salary will result in receiving a raise, even

t hough they feel capable of asking. |In the later case, the

out cone expectation points to the individual’s belief about the
responsi veness of an external factor to a given action. Thus,
Bandura di stingui shes self-appraisals fromestimtions of the
responsi veness of the systemor environnment (Gecas 1989). Wile
these refinenments of self-efficacy theory offer greater
specificity, unfortunately, only neasures of general self-
efficacy are available in the 1996 GSS dat a.

Sel f-esteem another personal resource, has limted effects
on individual outcones. |Indeed, high self-esteemmy result, at
|l east in part, fromefficacious activity. For exanple, school
performance has a greater effect on self-esteemthan self-esteem
has on school performance (Gecas and Burke 1991). Self-efficacy

also is greatly influenced by one’'s social status, while self-
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est eem depends nore on proximal influences, such as soci al

ni ches, and interpersonal contexts (Aneshensel 1992; Gecas 1989;
Gecas and Burke 1991; Hughes and Denpo 1989). Stress research
shows that, anong personal resources, self-esteemhas |ess effect
on distress than self-efficacy (Pearlin and School er 1978) and
Its effects on stress have been less frequently investigated
(Thoits 1995). Since “the nost thoroughly devel oped |inkage

bet ween soci al standing and stress is the concept of self-
efficacy” (Aneshensel 1992:27), self-efficacy is the personal
resource of focus here.

I ndi vi dual s sel f-concepts, including self-efficacy, devel op
through interactions with others and interpretive self-processes
(Denmo 1992; Gecas 1989; Hughes and Denp 1989; Rosenberg 1981).
Through refl ected appraisals, we cone to see ourselves as we
bel i eve others see us (Swann 1987). In making soci al
conpari sons, we conpare ourselves with simlar others (Festinger
1950). And, in making self-attributions we assign internal or
external causes to our success and failures based on our
subj ective observations of ourselves, usually biased toward a
positive self-concept (Geenwald 1980). O these three
processes, self-attributions my be nost inplicated in the
devel opnment of self-efficacy because they shape sel f-perceptions
about oneself as a causal agent in the environnent.

The condition of individuals structural |ocations |argely
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determ ne their chances to devel op a sense of self-efficacy
(Gecas 1989). Self-efficacy depends upon the experience of
efficacious activity. Opportunity to be efficacious is affected
by di nmensions of institutional inequality such as occupati onal
prestige, education and inconme, and by practices associated with
cultural beliefs that result in discrimnation (Hughes and Deno
1989). Logically, performng effectively contributes to high
self-efficacy. However, since “social contexts that are
particularly conducive to efficacious activity are institutional
In nature--part of the macrostructure of society--indicators of a
i ndividual s location in the macrostructure (specifically, social
cl ass and work) should be strong predictors of personal efficacy”
(Hughes and Deno 1989:138). Thus, relatively disadvant aged
groups such as the poor, mnorities, and wonen shoul d have | ower
self-efficacy. Indeed, whites, nen, and people w th higher
I ncome, education, and occupational prestige have relatively
hi gher | evels of self-efficacy than mnorities, wonen, and people
of | ower socioeconom c status (Gecas 1989, Thoits 1995).
Al t hough age has little effect on self-esteem (Deno 1992; D etz
1996), sense of control dimnishes with age (M rowsky and Ross
1986). The effects of these status characteristics may interact,
further reducing self-efficacy (Gecas 1989).

Self-efficacy influences distress through coping behavi or

(Aneshensel 1992) because “what people do or fail to do in
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dealing with their problens can nake a difference to their well -
bei ng” (Pearlin and Schooler 1978:18). In coping with stress,
self-efficacy nmakes instrunental, problemsolving behavior nore
| i kely than passive or avoi dant behavi or (Aneshensel 1992;
Chwal i sz, Altmaier, and Russell 1992; Thoits 1995). Problem
focused coping that changes the situation or its nmeani ng appears
to be nore beneficial for well-being than passive coping that
nmerely manages di stressing feelings but does not change the
situation or its neaning (Pearlin and School er 1978; Thoits
1995).

Al t hough structural constraints contribute to | ow self-
efficacy, individuals with |ow self-efficacy do not necessarily
bl ame external sources for undesirable outcones. Hughes and Deno
(1989) found that self-efficacy does not depend on whether bl acks
bl ame the system for poor personal outcones. Mrowsky, Ross, and
Van WIlligen found that “Anericans who feel little control over
their own |lives take heart fromthe belief that nost Americans
can achi eve what they really set their mnds to, that in the
United States nost people s problens result fromtheir bad
decisions and | ack of effort, and that in Anerica good and bad
outcones are nore than a matter of |uck” (1996: 335).

Control is a key elenment of self-efficacy (Gecas 1989;
Pearlin and School er 1978; Thoits 1995), and potency and contr ol

are central conponents of anger (Mdrrgan and Hei se 1988).
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Therefore, self-efficacy may affect anger. However, potency is
not an el enent of depression, an indicator of distress.
Therefore, it is possible that self-efficacy will have the
opposite effect on anger that it has on stress. In difficult
ci rcunstances, individuals with high self-efficacy nmay becone
angry because they believe they can change the situation, whereas
i ndividuals with | owself-efficacy may feel powerless and becone
depressed instead. In such cases, the effect of self-efficacy on
anger may not be aneliorated by attributing difficulties to
system c causes. However, for nost people, | expect that self-
efficacy will be negatively related to anger.
Soci al Resources--Social Integration

The second primary social psychol ogical factor in distress
I's social resources, such as support and ties with others.
Soci al resources include dinensions of integration, relation

net wor ks, and support systens which address “whether a person’s

basi c social needs -- affection, esteem approval, bel onging,
identity and security -- are satisfied through interaction with
ot hers” (Aneshensel 1992:17). Integration refers to individuals’

soci al enbeddedness according to the nunber of their

rel ati onshi ps and frequency of contact with others (Thoits 1995).
Most peopl e’ s social networks include formal and infornal

rel ati onshi ps, ties of varying strengths and anounts of

I nteraction. People potentially get support through
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relationships “in virtually all institutional and soci al
contexts: religion, occupation, fam |y, neighborhood, voluntary
associ ations, the nedical care system and el sewhere” (Pearlin
1989: 251).

Al t hough sone research indicates that only perceived soci al
support and fulfilling personal relationships suppress the
effects of stressors (Mrowsky and Ross 1986; Thoits 1995),
Pearlin (1989) contends that:

Certainly there is nothing wong with data that bear on

per cei ved support [the resources that one actually uses

in dealing with life problens]; studies indicate that

per cei ved support indeed has a nediating function in

the stress process (Turner 1983). Yet, when the study

of perceived support is separated fromthe study of

networ ks, we are unable to see how individual s’ support

is associated with their integration into various

social institutions and contexts (p. 251).

Socially patterned differences in social integration may
medi ate social structural effects on distress. Wnen are thought
to be nore oriented toward rel ati onshi ps and nore interdependent
with others (Cross and Madsen 1997) and are nore likely to seek
soci al support in coping with difficulties (Thoits 1995).
However, they are also nore likely to be single-parents and
econom cal ly strained (McC anahan and Booth 1991), and, single or
not, to work a “second shift” (Hochschild 1989). These
conditions | eave wonen | ess tine and opportunity to participate

In social networks. Consequently, nen have nore extensive social

I ntegration, as do people of higher socioecononic status (Thoits
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1995). The poor and mnorities are nore likely to live in

di sadvant aged nei ghbor hoods and hi gher crime urban environnents
whi ch may contribute to a | ack of social integration (MC anahan
and Booth 1991). As people age, sources of support tend to
shrink and repl acenent of social contacts slows (Pearlin and
McKean 1996; Thoits 1995). Just as with self-efficacy, those
nost in need of social support to cope with stressful
circunstances tend to have | ess of this resource.

Wil e rel ationshi ps may frequently be sources of stressors
or strains, ties with friends, neighbors, relatives, and
religious and social groups may buffer people fromthe effects of
stress and enhance psychol ogi cal and physical well-being
(Aneshensel 1992; Kessler, Price and Wrtman 1985; M rowsky and
Ross 1986). As social integration is a key elenent of social
support, | expect that individuals with greater soci al
integration will experience | ess anger because of the buffering
effect of this social resource.

Marital status has al so been shown to be an inportant
determ nant of social support, although it is not a guarantee
(M rowsky and Ross 1986). |In stress research, “the sinplest and
nost powerful neasure of social support appears to be whether a
person has an intimte, confiding relationship or not (typically
a spouse or lover; friends or relatives function equivalently but

| ess powerfully)” (Thoits 1995:64). Having children in the hone
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Is also correlated wth distress, especially anong wonen and
single parents (Mrowsky and Ross 1986; Ross and Van WI Il igen
1996). Therefore, marital status and the presence of children in
the hone serve as controls in the stress nodel of anger (see
Figure 3.2), as they do in the equity nodel

Pearlin and School er (1978) suggest that when it cones to
stress:

there are inportant human problens...that are not
responsi ve to individual coping responses...Muny of the
probl ens stemmi ng from arrangenents deeply rooted in
soci al and econom c organi zati on may exert a powerful
effect on personal |ife but be inpervious to personal
efforts to change them This perhaps is the reason that
much of our coping functions only to help us endure

t hat which we cannot avoid (p. 18).

The sane may be true of anger, |eaving sone direct structural
effects on anger unaccounted for by personal and soci al

resources.

Figure 3.2 A Stress Mddel of Anger
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G A Social Structure and Personality Approach to Anger

Just as individual -1evel explanations of social phenonena
omt powerful social and cultural factors, structural and
cul tural explanations are inconplete unless they explicitly link
t hese phenonena to the individuals who conprise society. An
equity nodel of anger would incorporate cultural beliefs about
gender, fairness in opportunities and outcones, and the
trustworthiness of others, but fail to consider the resources
peopl e have avail able for coping with structural inequities.
Conversely, the stress nodel of anger considers resources for
dealing with adversity, but omts the beliefs that may affect
I ndi vi dual s perceptions of their circunstances. |In addition,
beliefs and resources may have reciprocal effects and
I nteractions that further affect individual experience. A
soci al structure and personality (SSP) approach to anger woul d
integrate the equity and stress nodels to provide a nore conplete
nodel of the effects of structure, culture, social psychol ogi cal
characteristics on enotional outcones.

Accordi ng to House (1981), understanding the relationship
bet ween macro-soci al phenonena and i ndividual personality traits
requi res conceptual and enpirical analysis of both structural and
cultural influences. Simlar patterns of social interaction
(structure) and shared beliefs (culture) shape the actions,

t houghts, and feelings of individuals through soci al
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I nteractions. Wthout understandi ng how soci al structure,
culture, interaction and stinmuli are processed, we cannot
adequat el y understand or explain the relationship between soci al
structure and personal outcones.

Structure and culture inply different proximl effects and
psychol ogi cal influences on individuals, so intervening
mechani snms nust al so be specified. Accordingly, House identifies
three basic analytic principles of the social structure and
personal ity approach. The first principle is the conponents
principle: macro-soci al phenonena have nultiple conponents, and
those that are relevant to the personality outcones in question
must be clearly identified. House uses “social systeni to
enconpass both structure and cul ture, but distingui shes between
the two. The distinction lies in what people, collectively,
believe (culture) and what they do (structure in the form of
patterns of relations and activities). Culture includes shared
beliefs and values. Structure includes features of the soci al
system such as ethnic and soci oecononm ¢ conposition. The second
principle, the proximty principle, links the effects of social
structure to individuals through proximate stinmuli that directly
I npinge on them The |ast principle, the psychol ogi cal
principle, addresses how and to what extent macro and proxi nmal
m cr o-soci al phenonena affect individual personality, behavior,

and experience as a function of psychol ogi cal processes. Thus,
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to account for the relationship between social systens and
I ndi vi dual experiences, we need to identify the |inkages and
I nteracti ons between them

The social structure and personality approach allows us to
trace the often strong effects of social position on individual
experiences through the less direct channels of cultural beliefs
and social and personal resources. Beliefs and resources nmay
have nmutual effects on individual outconmes. The possible
I nteraction between self-efficacy and the ideol ogy of
I ndi vidual i sm provi des an apt exanple of the inportance of
considering beliefs and resources together: An efficacious view
of oneself |leads one to believe that “(a)ctions effect outcones;
thus hard work, ability, insight, and effort generate success”
(Mrowsky, Ross, and Van Wl ligen 1996:323). Simlarly, the
I deol ogy of individualismgives “little weight to exploitation or
bad | uck as expl anations of poverty, and attach great inportance
to the lack of effort, ability, or talent anong the poor
(Mrowsky, Ross, and Van Wl ligen 1996:323). Consequently,
I ndi vidual s may feel powerless either fromlow self-efficacy or
from “perceptions of a social systemas unresponsive to one’s
actions” (Cecas 1989). In the fatalistic view, “people nerely
react to external conditions that direct their |ives.
Ci rcunstances, forces and events outside personal control

determ ne outcones. Success or failure nerely reveals a destiny
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I nposed from outside” (Mrowsky, Ross, and Van WIIligen
1996: 322).

M rowsky, Ross, and Van WIlligen (1996) tested the effects
of the potential reinforcing and counterbal ancing effects of
resources and beliefs on distress: First, in keeping wth the
“Just world” hypothesis that people are responsible for their own
out cones, they hypothesized that the ideology of individualism
woul d reinforce self-efficacy and reduce distress. Second, they
expected that believing others have control over their outcones
woul d reduce di stress anong individuals with di mnished self-
efficacy by counterbal ancing a | ack of control of one’s own life.
They found strong reinforcing effects between individualismand
self-efficacy and counterbal ancing effects of the ideol ogy of
I ndi vidual i smon distress anong individuals with bel ow average
self-efficacy. However, people who feel powerless are not
conforted by believing that they are not alone in their
power | essness, instead those who believe thenselves and others to
be powerl ess hold a sense of resentnent (M rowsky, Ross, and Van
W1 ligen 1996).

Anmong i ndi vidual s suffering econom c hardship, belief in
I ndi vidual i smbuffers individuals wwth | ow self-efficacy from
feelings of depression: “Those who feel overwhel ned by external
or random forces take heart if nobst others seemto manage their

lives effectively. Control in principle is better than no hope
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of control at all” (Mrowsky, Ross, and Van WIIligen 1996: 325).
Subscribing to an ideol ogy of individualismmay buffer the

di sadvant aged from anger, as it does depression, by influencing
perceptions of control and fairness. However, anong people
experienci ng econom ¢ hardship who are not buffered by a strong
belief in individualism resentnent is related to depression.
Such resentnent and resignation signals “a peculiarly destructive
formof alienation. Hardship itself does not decrease or

I ncrease instrunmentalism but it encourages a very depressing
dog- eat-dog view of success” (Mrowsky, Ross, and Van WIIligen
1996: 335). These findi ngs suggest that resources and beliefs,
such as self-efficacy and the ideology of individualism should
be consi dered together, as in a social structure and personality
approach, to better account for individual outcones.

G ven the theorized effects of beliefs on perceptions of
fairness, and resources on the power to cope with difficulty, a
soci al structure and personality nodel (see Figure 3.3) may |ink
anger to relative power and privilege. Depression, a |ess potent
negati ve enotion, may be the negative affective option for the
di sadvant aged. Consequently, individuals subject to nore
difficult and inequitable conditions may experience nore
depression than anger. Enotions, and particularly anger, may
mark yet one nore way that life is easier for the socially

advant aged.
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Figure 3.3 A Social Structure and Personality Mdel of Anger
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| V. Hypot heses

Based on the preceding review of the literature, | derive

the foll ow ng hypot heses:

H1:

The greater the social disadvantage, the nore frequently

I ndi vi dual s get angry.

The rel ati onshi p between di sadvantage and anger may not be

direct, but affected indirectly by social psychol ogical

features.

Bel i efs about equity affect the frequency of anger:

a. The nore individuals’ subscribe to an egalitarian gender
| deol ogy, the nore frequently they get angry. However,
since egalitarian nmen are |less affected by the objective
ci rcunst ances that di sadvantage wonen, they are |ess
i kely to encounter situations that provoke an affective
response in relation to this belief. Therefore, gender
I deol ogy may be less relevant to nen’s experience of
anger .

b. The nore strongly individuals subscribe to the ideol ogy
of individualism the less frequently they get angry.

c. The nore individuals mstrust others, the nore frequently
t hey get angry.

The greater social and personal resources, the |ess

frequently individuals are angry.

a. The nore socially integrated, the less frequently
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I ndi vi dual s get angry.

b. The greater the self-efficacy, the less frequently
I ndi vidual s get angry. This hypothesis is offered with a
caveat: Since nost people have relatively positive self
concepts, including a sense of control over their
out cones, those with very high self-efficacy, and thus an
exaggerated sense of control, nmay experience anger
significantly nore often than others. For the majority
of people, self-efficacy may provide an effective neans
of coping with daily difficulties, thereby reducing anger
In everyday life.

H4: The conbined effects of beliefs and resources will account
for nore of the variance in anger than either beliefs or

resources al one.
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V. DESCRI PTI ON OF METHCDS
A. Sanpl e

The data for this study cone fromthe 1996 General Soci al
Survey (GSS), a full probability sanple of non-institutionalized
adults in the United States with a 76 percent response rate
(National Opinion Research Center 1996). Two sub-sanples, 1996-A
and 1996-B, each responded to different special nodules in
addi tion answering the permanent and rotating core questions.
This study uses data fromthe 1460 respondents from sanple 1996-A
who took part in the special enptions and gender nodul es. Data
from 76 non-black mnority respondents are omtted because there
are too few cases within the individual non-black ethnic groups
in this sanple to discern differences between non-bl ack
mnorities.

The remai ning sanple of 1384 reflects the adult popul ation
of the U S. as reported by the U S. Bureau of the Census. The
GSS sanple is 85.5 percent white and 14.5 percent black, simlar
to the Census Bureau' s (1998) reported 83 percent white and 13
percent black 1996 U.S. population. 1In 1996, the nedi an age of
the total U S. population was 35 years (U. S. Bureau of the Census
1998) and the GSS sanple, which excludes individuals under 18
years old, has a nedian age of 43 years. The nedi an househol d
i ncome category for the sanple is $30,000 to $34,999, simlar to

t he $35, 172 nedi an i ncome of the general population in 1996 (U.S.
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Bureau of the Census 1998). The nedi an education of respondents
Is 13 years, while 12.7 is the nmedi an years of education of those
age 25 and older in the general population (U S. Bureau of the
Census 1998). As is conmon in survey research, wonen are
slightly overrepresented anong respondents, conprising 57% of the
sanpl e but 51% of the U. S. adult population (U S. Bureau of the
Census 1998).

B. Measures

| ndependent Vari abl es

This study uses several indicators of |ocation in social
structure. Gender conpares wonen (coded 1) with nen (0). Age is
based on respondents’ date of birth which is recoded into actual
age (National Opinion Research Center 1996) and ranges from 18 to
89 years. Mssing data for five cases is coded to the nean age
of 45.38 years. Ethnicity contrasts whites (coded 0) with 201
bl acks (1).

Education is neasured as the highest grade of school
conpleted. It ranges fromno formal education (coded 0) to 8
years of college (20). Four mssing cases are coded to the nmean
of 13. 37 years.

Incone is coded in thousands of dollars per year using the
medi an val ue of the household i ncone category reported. The
twenty-one original categories range from “under $1,000" to “over

$75,000.” The unequal sizes of the original incone categories
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prohibits treating this variable as if it had the continuous
properties necessary for nore sophisticated statistical analyses
(Bohrenstedt and Knoke 1994). Therefore, recoding the data to

t he nmedi an dol |l ar val ue of each category is necessary. In
recoding this way, the ordered categorical data takes on
properties of interval-level data for analyses and retains the
specificity that would be |lost by collapsing categories into
equal intervals. Mssing data for 153 of those who did not
respond to this itemor who did not know their household i ncone
are coded to the nmean val ue of $40, 134.

Two ot her control variables are included because evidence
I ndicates they are associated with distress and anger (M rowsky
and Ross 1986; Ross and Van WIlIligen 1996; Thoits 1995). Marital
status is a series of dumry variables for married, divorced and
separated, and wi dowed, with those who have never married serving
as the conparison group. Children present neasures the nunber of
children under age 18 in the househol d.

Anger expressiveness serves as an additional control to
address the possibility that some people are nore inclined to
express anger than others (Ross and Van WIIligen 1996). After
reporting on their recent enotions, respondents were asked how

strongly they agree or disagree that, “Wen I'’mangry | |et
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peopl e know. "2 Hi gher scores reflect a greater agreenent and
greater anger expressiveness, while |ower scores indicate
di sagreenent and nore reserve in expressing anger. For exanple,
“strongly agree” is coded +2, while “strongly disagree” is coded
-2. Responses of “neither agree nor disagree/it depends” are
coded O.
I nterveni ng Vari abl es

Bet ween soci al structure and individual experience |lay a
host of possible intervening factors. |In this study, two types
of intervening variables are considered: beliefs and resources.
Bel i efs

Gender |deology. Five itens neasure respondents’ beliefs

about gender roles, particularly in regard to marriage and child

2 Individuals responding to survey formY (N= 720) were

asked two addition questions about enotional expressiveness: (1)
“I"’'mnot afraid to | et people know ny feelings;” and (2) “I keep
ny enotions to nyself” (reverse coded). These itens factor
together with the item concerning anger expression and average
Into an enotional expressiveness scale which has a reliability of
.70. The mean response of those who were asked only the first
Item does not differ significantly (p <.05) fromthe nean score
on the general enotional expressiveness scale of those who were
asked all three itens.

Ross and Van WIligen (1996) control for enotional
expressi veness by using the second item above and found that,
contrary to response bias theory expectations, those who are nore
enotionally reserved report anger nore frequently than those who
are nore expressive. In analyses not shown, the effect on
reported anger of general enotional expressiveness, as neasured
by the two additional itenms, was tested and found to be
insignificant. Therefore, only the item which was asked of al
respondents and specifically addresses the expression of anger is
used in this study.
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rearing. The first four itens ask respondents how strongly, on a
four point scale, they agree or disagree with the follow ng
statenents: (a) “A preschool child is likely to suffer if his or
her nother works”; (b) “A working nother can establish just as
warm and secure a relationship with her children as a nother who
does not work” (reverse coded); (c) “It is nuch better for
everyone involved if the man is the achiever outside the hone and
the woman takes care of the hone and famly;” and (d) “It is nore
I mportant for a wife to help her husband' s career than to have
one herself.” Afifth itemasks “Wuld you prefer the type of

rel ati onship described in statenent 1 or statenent 2? 1. A

rel ati onship where the man has the main responsibility for
provi di ng the household i ncome and the wonman has the nmain
responsibility for taking care of the hone and famly. 2. A

rel ati onship where the man and woman equal |y share responsibility
for providing the household income and taking care of the hone
and famly.” Responses reflecting the first statenent are coded
one, the second statenent coded two, and nine m ssing cases coded
to the nmean of 1.75. The five itens factor unidinensionally and
are converted to standardi zed val ues (Z-scores) and sunmed into a
scale with an alpha reliability of .75. The scores range from
-10.33 to 6.78 with higher scores indicative of a nore

egal itarian gender ideol ogy.

Al t hough gender remains highly relevant as a workpl ace and
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political issue, this measure of gender ideology primarily
focuses on gender in donestic roles for two reasons: First,

gender ideology is put into action and cones into conflict at
home in people’s roles as spouses and parents, as the vast
literature on division of household | abor attests. Second, wonen
and nmen seemto be equally satisfied with their work conditions
(Muel l er and Wl l ace 1996). In addition, neither nmen nor wonen
readily identify thenselves as fem nists; just 20 percent of the
1996- A GSS sanpl e indicated they thought of thenselves as
femnists. Therefore, gender ideol ogy based on donestic roles is
likely to be nore fruitful in analyses than gender attitudes
concerning politics or the workpl ace.

Belief in individualismis neasured by a single itemwhich
asks, “Do people get ahead by hard work or |ucky breaks and help
fromothers?” Respondents attribute getting ahead to hard work
(coded 1), hard work and luck equally (0), or to luck (-1). The
mean of responses is 0.63. This construct reflects the degree to
whi ch others are believed to control their own outcones, simlar
to “Anerican instrunentalisni (Mrowsky, Ross, and Van WIIigen
1996) and the “ideol ogy of individualisnm (Kl uegel and Smth
1986). The belief that people largely “get what they deserve and
deserve what they get” is wdely enbraced by Americans (M rowsky,
Ross, and Van WIIligen 1996:323), including those in this sanple,

73 percent of whomattribute getting ahead to hard work. Four
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hundred and ei ghty-seven respondents in the sanple were not asked
this question, so these cases are omtted for anal yses on
I ndi vidualism along with 10 cases with mssing data on this
I tem

I ndi vi dual s’ degree of mstrust is operationalized by
summing three itens (al pha = .65). The first question asks,
“Wuld you say that nost of the tine people try to be hel pful, or
that they are nostly just |ooking out for thensel ves?’” The
second item asks, “Do you think that nost people would try to
t ake advantage of you if they got a chance, or would they try to
be fair?” And the third iteminquires, “Cenerally speaking,
woul d you say that nost people can be trusted or that you can’t
be too careful in dealing with people?” Trusting responses are
coded -1, distrusting responses are coded 1, and those who
vol unt eered anot her answer or said it depends are coded 0. The
scale ranges from-3 to 3 wth a nmean of .20. H gher scores
reflect nmore mstrust of others. Only 937 individuals in the
sanpl e were asked these itens, therefore the 447 cases w t hout
data for these variables are omtted from anal yses invol ving
m strust, along with 7 other cases with m ssing data on one or
nore of these itens.
Personal and Soci al Resources

Self-efficacy is operationalized with four statements from

the M rowsky/ Ross Sense of Control Index (1991 in Sastry and Ross
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1998): (1) “There’s no sense in planning a lot--if sonething good
IS going to happen, it will”; (2) “Mdst of ny problens are due to
bad breaks”; (3) “The really good things that happen to ne are
nostly luck”; and (4) “1 have little control over the bad things
that happen to ne.” Higher scores reflect a greater disagreenent
and sense of control, while |ower scores indicate agreenent and a
perceived | ack of control and a sense of fatalism For exanple,
“strongly agree” is coded -2, while “strongly disagree” is coded
+2. Responses of “neither agree nor disagree/it depends” are
coded 0. This coding scheme shows both negative and positive
directions of responses (Sastry and Ross 1998). The handful of
cases with responses of “don’t know’ or no response to four itens
(10, 14, 11, and 19, respectively)are coded to the nean category
of each variable which was of one (1) for all but the first
vari abl e which was zero (0). The four itens factor
uni di mrensionally and are sumred to conprise a self-efficacy scale
(al pha = .68) which ranges from-8 to 8 with a nean of 1.97. The
four questions are phrased negatively and enphasi ze denyi ng
control over both good and bad outcones. Still, they suggest a
sense of being able to control one’s own outconmes and therefore
serve as indicators of self-efficacy for the purpose of this
st udy.

A scale of informal social integration consists of four

I tems asking respondents how often they(a) spend a social evening
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with relatives; (b) spend a social evening with someone who |ives
I n your neighborhood; (c) spend a social evening with friends who
live outside the neighborhood; and (d) go to a bar or tavern.
Seven response categories ranging from“never” (0) to “al nost
every day” (6) are coded so that the nore one socializes the
hi gher their score. Because these itens neasure different types
of socializing rather than different aspects of socializing, they
are not highly correlated and do not form a single dinension.
Thus, the four itenms are summed into a sinple social integration
score ranging fromO to 23 with a nean of 10.48. Anong the
sanpl e, 934 respondents were asked these itens. The other 450
respondents are excluded from anal yses invol ving soci al
Integration, along with 7 cases with m ssing data on one or nore
of the itens.
Dependent Vari abl e
Anger

Level of anger is neasured by three itens asked anong a
battery of questions about respondents’ enotions during the
previ ous week. Each was asked, “On how many days in the past 7
days have you felt...:” (a) “outraged at sonething sonebody had
done;” (b) “mad at sonething or soneone;” and (c) “angry at
soneone.” Responses to these three itens range fromzero to
seven. In factor analysis of the nineteen itens concerning

enotions, the three itens about anger factor unidi nensionally.

68



Each of the three anger itens had a handful of m ssing cases;
twel ve, eleven, and nine respectively. Respondents who said
“don’t know' or did not answer an item (12, 11, and 9 cases,
respectively) are coded to the nean values which were 1.52, 1.68,
and 1.49, respectively. Responses are averaged to create an
anger scale (alpha = .85) which ranges fromO to 7. On average,
respondents reported being angry 1.56 days per week. These itens
measure variation in day-to-day affective experience.

Three versions of the 1996 GSS was adm ni stered to sub-
sample A. As a result, no case has data for every variable in
this study. The itemon individualismwas asked of people
responding to versions 1 and 3. Itens on mstrust were asked of
I ndi vi dual s adm ni stered versions 2 and 3. And, itens on soci al
I ntegration were asked of respondents to versions 1 and 2. Since
the GSS sub-sanples are probability sanples, randomess can be
assuned. However, to account for potential sanpling bias,
possi bl e differences between respondents to versions 1, 2, and 3
were exam ned for all study variables (see Appendix 1). No
significant differences (p <.05) were noted. Therefore, these
sub-sanpl es are conparable as systematic or non-random sanpli ng
bias is not apparent.

C. Anal yses
The statistical anal yses proceeds as follows: First, |

report descriptive statistics and bivariate correl ations of the
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vari ables in the study. Second, | investigate soci odenographic
differences in the study variabl es by anal yses of variance
according to gender, ethnicity, and marital and parental
statuses. | then regress anger on the independent variables to
identify differences in the frequency of anger. Next, the
proposed i ntervening variables are regressed on the independent
variables to determ ne social variations. A series of
regressions are then used to test the effects on anger of the
proposed intervening variables fromthe equity and stress nodels,
as well as their potential nediating and noderating effects.
Finally, | test a nodel which reflects a broader social structure
and personality approach by regressing anger on the significant
I ntervening variables fromthe equity and stress nodel s.

Al t hough the terns noderator and nedi ator are sonetines used
I nterchangeably in social science research, there are inportant
di stinctions between the two. Moderators are characterized by
I nteractions between the independent variables and the
I nterveni ng variables. Tests of noderation are typically used
when the direct relationship between the independent variable and
t he dependent variable is weak. Mderators specify when a given
effect occurs. Mediators are intervening variables that specify
how and/ or why such effects occur as indicated by their
transformati on of the independent variable s effect on the

dependent variable. Tests of nediation are typical when the
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direct relationship between the independent variable and the
dependent variable is relatively strong. Only direct

rel ati onshi ps bet ween i ndependent and dependent vari ables can be
medi ated. Establishing nediation requires three regression
equations: In the first, the independent variable nust affect
the proposed nediator. |In the second, the independent variable
nmust affect the dependent variable. And, in the third, the

medi ator nust affect the dependent variable and the effect of the
I ndependent variable nust be less than in the second equation

(Baron and Kenny 1986).
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VI . RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics

Tabl e 1 shows the nedi ans, nmeans (or percentages, as
appropriate), and standard devi ati ons of each of the study
vari ables. As previously described, the sanple is 56.6 percent
femal e and 14.5 percent black. On average, respondents are 45.4
years old with 13.4 years of education and $40, 130 annual
househol d i ncone. Nearly half (46.5 percent) of respondents are
currently married, 21.1 percent are divorced or separated, 10.4
percent are w dowed, and 21.9 percent have never been nmarried.
The nean nunber of children per household is only .64 as two-
thirds (66 percent) of those surveyed have no children in the
honme. Respondents with children at home have an average of 1.9
children in the household. Descriptive statistics for the
I ndi vi dual sub-sanples are shown in Appendix 1 and reveal no
significant (p < .05) differences in soci odenographic
characteristics between respondents to different versions of the
survey.
Bi variate Correl ations

Bi variate correlations are used to test whether anger is
associ ated w th soci odenographi c characteristics or the proposed
I ntervening vari ables. Appendices 2 through 5 report bivariate
correl ati ons between study variables for the various sub-sanpl es

In the study. Appendix 2 shows correl ations anong vari abl es
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avai labl e for all respondents. Appendix 3 reports correl ations
for the 887 respondents asked about their belief in

I ndi vidualism Appendix 4 reflects correlations anong vari abl es
for the 930 individuals who responded to itens about m strust of
others. Appendix 5 indicates bivariate correlations for the 927
respondents with data on social integration. Consistent patterns
of relationships between the variables are evident across the

four sanple sub-sets.

TABLE 1. Descriptive Statistics of Study Vari abl es

N Medi an Mean or % SD
Age 1384 43. 00 45. 38 16. 69
CGender (Femal e) 1384 56. 6%
Et hnicity (Bl ack) 1384 14. 5%
Educati on 1384 13. 00 13. 37 2.92
Househol d | ncone? 1384 37.50 40. 13 27.84
Marital Status
Married 1384 46. 5%
Di vor ced/ Separ at ed 1384 21. 1%
W dowed 1384 10. 4%
Never Marri ed 1384 21. 9%
Nunber of Children at Hone 1384 0. 00 0. 64 1. 07
Anger Expression 1384 1.00 0.43 1.17
Egalitarian Gender |deol ogy 1384 0.54 0.24 3.57
Belief in Individualism 887 1.00 0.63 0. 67
M st rust 930 1.00 0.20 2.20
Sel f-Efficacy 1384 2.00 1.97 3. 17
Social Integration 927 10. 00 10. 48 4,12
Frequency of Anger 1384 1.00 1.56 1.63

a2 1n thousands of dollars.
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Rel ati onshi ps bet ween gender and ot her study variables are
consistent wth previous research discussed earlier. Conpared to
men, wonen have | ower household incone, are nore likely to be
di vorced or separated, w dowed, have nore children at hone, hold
a nore egalitarian gender ideology, and have fewer soci al
contacts. Also, there are significantly nore black wonmen than
bl ack nmen in the sanple.

Conmpared with whites, blacks typically have fewer years of
education, |ess household inconme, and are younger. Blacks are
also less likely to be currently married and have | ower self-
efficacy than whites. Blacks are nore |ikely to have never
married, have nore children in the honme, express anger, have a
nore egalitarian gender ideology, and to mstrust others to be
fair than do whites.

Those with greater education and househol d incone,
positively correlated indicators of social class, are nore likely
to be married, have a nore egalitarian gender ideol ogy, express
anger less readily, trust others nore, and see thenselves as nore
efficacious. The wi dowed tend to have | ess educati on and i ncone.
Those with | ess education are ol der and believe nore strongly in
the ideology of individualism while those with nore education
are nore likely to never have married and have nore soci al
contacts. However, those wth |ower |evels of household incone

are nore likely to have never married, as well as to be divorced
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and separated. Those with nore household incone tend to have
nore children in the househol d.

Age is the only soci oeconom ¢ i ndependent vari abl e
significantly related to the frequency of being angry, and the
relationship is negative. O der persons are nore likely to be
married or wi dowed, while younger persons are nore apt to have
never married, have nore children in the househol d, express anger
nore readily, espouse a nore egalitarian gender ideol ogy, have
greater mstrust of other, and engage in nore social contacts.

In contrast to those of other marital statuses, married
I ndividuals tend to have nore children at hone and greater self-
efficacy, but hold a | ess egalitarian gender ideol ogy, trust
others nore, and have fewer social contacts. Being divorced or
separated is correlated with having a nore egalitarian gender
I deol ogy and greater social integration. Wdows have fewer
children in the home, hold a | ess egalitarian gender ideol ogy,
have | ower self-efficacy and fewer social contacts, and
experience anger |less frequently. The never-married have fewer
children in the home, a nore egalitarian gender ideol ogy, greater
m strust of people, |ower self-efficacy, nore social contacts,
and experience anger nore frequently.

The two additional control variables, the nunber of children
I n the househol d and anger expression, have significant positive

rel ati onships with the frequency of being angry. |In addition,
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t he nunber of children at hone is correlated with greater

m strust of other people. Anger expression is associated with a
nore egalitarian gender ideology and greater m strust of others,
but also with greater social integration.

Anong the intervening variables, self-efficacy and m strust
are the nost strongly related to frequency of anger. Self-
efficacy is negatively related to frequency of anger while
m strust of people is positively correlated with frequency of
anger. Having an egalitarian gender ideology is associated with
greater self-efficacy and social integration and, albeit weakly,
with frequency of anger. Belief in the ideology of individualism
Is positively related to self-efficacy. Mstrust is negatively
related to self-efficacy.

In sum the frequency of being angry is negatively
associ ated with age, w dowhood, and self-efficacy, and is
positively associated with never having been married, nunber of
children in the househol d, anger expression, gender ideol ogy, and
m strust. The ideol ogy of individualismand social integration
have no direct relationship with frequency of anger, however,
they may be indirectly related to anger through self-efficacy and
gender ideol ogy, respectively.

Anal yses of Vari ance
As initial tests of the hypotheses that anger and the

proposed i nterveni ng social psychol ogical factors vary by soci al
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structural |ocation, analyses of variance tested for nean
differences in these variables. Table 2 shows the nmeans and
significant differences in study variables by gender, ethnicity,
and marital and parental statuses. There are sone significant
mean di fferences between gender and ethnic groups in the

I ntervening beliefs and resources, as well as between parents and
non- parents, and between those of various marital statuses. Men,
whi tes, and non-parents, hold nore traditional gender ideol ogies
than their conparison groups. Not surprisingly, the w dowed hold
t he nost conventional gender ideology while the never married are
the nost egalitarian. Blacks, parents, and the never married are
nmost mi strustful of people. Wites and married peopl e have

hi gher self-efficacy than blacks and those not currently married.
The wi dowed have significantly |less self-efficacy than others,
and are the least socially integrated group in terns of contact
with friends, neighbors, and rel atives.

Unli ke divorced individuals in Ross’s and Van Wl ligen's
(1996) study, the divorced and separated in this study do not get
angry significantly nore often, on average, than those in other
marital status categories. The w dowed get angry significantly
| ess often than others, while those who have never been married
get angry significantly nore often. Consistent with Ross’s and
Van WIlligen' s (1996) earlier findings, however, parents get

angry nore frequently, on average, than people w thout children
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TABLE 2. Analyses of Variance in Study Variables by Marital and Parental Status
Gender Ethnicity Parental Status Marri ed Di vor ced/ Separ at ed W dowed Never Married
Non- Never
Men Wonen Wi te Bl ack Parents Parents® Married Q hers Di v/ Sep Q hers W dowed Q hers Marri ed O hers

Age 44.97 45. 69 45, 85** 42.57 37.21*%** 49. 56 46. 68** 44,24 45. 98 45. 21 65. 87*** 42.99 32.26*%** 49. 05

(16.07) (17.15) (16.80)  (15.75)  (10.30) (17.76)  (14.48)  (18.33) (12.97) (17.55) (15.37) (15.44) (13.33) (15.66)
Gender 0.55%**  0.69 0.63***  0.53 0.52%* 0.61 0.17 0.14 0.77***  0.54 0. 50%* 0.58
(Femal e=1) (0.50) (0. 46) (0. 48) (0. 50) (0. 50) (0. 49) (0.37) (0.35) (0.42) (0. 49) (0.50) (0. 49)
Ethnicity 0. 10%** o8 0.19%**  0.12 0.07***  0.21 0. 63** 0.55 0.19 0.14 0.25%**  0.11
(Bl ack=1) (0. 30) (0.38) (0. 40) (0.33) (0. 26) (0.41) (0. 48) (0.50) (0.39) (0.35) (0. 44) (0.32)
Educat i on 13.51 13. 27 13.52***  12.47 13. 32 13. 39 13. 58* 13.19 13.34 13. 38 11.33*** 13.61 13.92***  13.22

(2.93) (2.91) (2.88) (3.00) (2.72) (3.02) (2.86) (2.97) (2.77) (2.96) (3.34) (2.77) (2.55) (3.00)
I ncone? 44, 18*** 37.04 41. 90*** 29.74 43. 50** 38.40 51. 54*** 30.21 31.69*** 42, 39 27.05***  41.65 30. 20*** 42.92

(28.70) (26.77) (28.16)  (23.37) (29.40) (26.86) (28.78) (22.75) (21.87) (28.82) (22.55) (28.01) (23.58)  (28.31)
# Children 0.52%* 0.43 0. 60*** 0.92 1.9 0.86***  0.45 0.55 0. 67 0.25%**  0.69 0.45%**  0.70
at Hone (0. 50) (0. 50) (1.02) (1.27) (0.99) (1.20) (0.90) (0.99) (1.09) (0.70) (1.09) (0.88) (1.11)
Anger 0. 37 0. 47 0. 39** 0. 67 0. 52* 0. 38 0. 38 0. 47 0.54 0.40 0. 26 0. 45 0.52 0. 40
Expression  (1.18) (1.16) (1.17) (1.14) (1.13) (1.18) (1.14) (1.19) (1.16) (1.17) (1.33) (1.15) (1.14) (1.17)
Gender -0.70%** 0.57 -0.10** 0.76 0. 32* -0.13 -0.45*** 1.43 0. 59* -0.13 -1.60*** 0.21 1.25*** -0.32
I deol ogy (3.48) (3.56) (3.64) (3.04) (3.52) (3.59) (3.58) (3.52) (3.65) (3.54) (3. 46) (3.54) (3.01) (3.64)
| deol ogy of 0.59 0. 65 0. 64 0.53 0. 62 0. 63 0. 58 0. 66 0. 68 0.61 0. 67 0. 62 0. 65 0. 62
I ndi vi dual i sm (0. 69) (0. 64) (0. 65) (0.75) (0. 66) (0.67) (0.68) (0. 65) (0.63) (0.67) (0. 60) (0.67) (0. 68) (0. 66)
M st rust 0.19 0.20 -0.01*** 1.41 0. 58*** 0. 002 -0, 12%** 0. 45 0. 35 0. 15 0. 07 0.21 0. 71*** 0. 05

(2.19) (2.21) (2.20) (1.76) (2.13) (2.21) (2.15) (2.21) (2.23) (2.19) (2.12) (2.21) (2.19) (2.18)
Sel f- 2. 06 1.90 2. 25%** 0. 36 1.92 2.00 2. 43*%** 1.58 1.93 1.98 0. 82*** 2.11 1.58* 2.08
Ef fi cacy (3.20) (3.14) (3.09) (3.11) (3.31) (3.09) (2.89) (3.34) (3.17) (3.17) (3.35) (3.12) (3.45) (3.08)
Soci al 10. 84* 10. 22 10.51 10. 30 10. 49 10. 48 9.83*** 11.09 11. 10* 10. 32 8.90*** 10.65 12.08*** 10.05
Integration (4.23) (4.14) (4.02) (4.73) (4.12) (4.14) (3.67) (4.43) (4.42) (4.04) (4.28) (4.08) (4. 26) (4. 01)
Fr equency 1.59 1.54 1.55 1.62 1. 83%** 1.42 1.55 1.57 1.59 1.55 1.21** 1.60 1.73* 1.52
of Anger (1.66) (1.61) (1.63) (1.64) (1.65) (1.61) (1.61) (1.65) (1.57) (1.65) (1.61) (1.63) (1.74) (1.60)
n 600 784 1183 201 470 914 644 740 292 1092 144 1240 303 1081
* p <.05 ** p < .01 **% p <, 001

St andard devi ati ons are shown in parentheses.
& In thousands of dollars.
b Non-parents include individuals who may have children not living in the home.
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in the hone (1.83 vs. 1.42 days in the past week), and are nore
i kely than non-parents to express anger (0.52 vs. 0.38).

Bl acks al so express anger nore often than whites. Blacks in
this sanple tend to be younger and have | ess education than
whites, factors associated with being nore expressive which may
account for blacks’ nore frequent anger expression.

Regr essi ons

To ascertain the effect of individual social structural
| ocations on the frequency of anger and potential intervening
soci al psychol ogical factors, it is inportant to control for
other factors. To further test the first hypothesis that social
structural disadvantage is associated with greater frequency of
anger, OLS regressions are used to determne the effects of
structural location on the frequency of anger while controlling
for the effects other soci odenographic factors.

Tabl e 3 shows the standardi zed and unstandardi zed
coefficients of regressing frequency of anger on the independent
vari ables. Social structural |ocation predicts little about the
frequency of being angry in this sanple. However, age
consistently predicts a significant decline in the frequency of
anger, as Ross and Van WIlligen (1996) found. However, Ross and
Van WIlligen (1996) also report that wonmen, bl acks, the divorced,
and those with children in the househol d experience anger nore

frequently, as do individuals inclined to keep their enotions to
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TABLE 3. Unstandardi zed and Standardi zed OLS Coefficients from
Regr essi ng Frequency of Anger on | ndependent Vari abl es

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3 Equation 4
| ndependent b B b B b B b B
Vari abl es
Age -.021*** -, 219  -.024*** - 241 -.023*** -, 231 -.021*** -, 219
(.002) (.003) (.003) (.003)
Gender -. 027 .008 -.049 -.015 -.054 .016 -.064 -. 020
(Feral e=1) (.088) (.089) (.089) (.089)
Et hnicity . 002 .0003 .019 .004 .005 . 0009 .024 . 005
(Bl ack=1) (.125) (.126) (.128) (.127)
Educati on -.019 .034 -.015 -.027 -.014 .026 -.011 -. 020
(.016) (.016) (.016) (.016)
Househol d . 002 . 026 . 001 .021 .001 . 021 . 001 . 023
| ncome (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
Marital Status?
Marri ed . 140 .043 .108 . 033 . 102 . 031
(.128) (.134) (.133)
Di vor ced/ . 184 .046 .166 . 041 . 147 . 037
Separ at ed (.139) (.14 (.140)
W dowed . 256 .048 .232 . 043 . 237 . 044
(.197) (.199) (.199)
# Children . 038 . 025 . 039 . 025
at Hone (.045) (.045)
Anger .133*** . 095
Expressi on (.037)
I nt er cept 2. 742%** 2.682%** 2.628*** 2.484x**
(.265) (.270) (.277) (.279)
R2 . 047%** . 049%** . 049% ** . 058***
Adj. R . 043 . 043 . 043 . 051
tp<.10 *p <.05 ** p <.01 *** p < .001
N=1384

Standard errors of the unstandardized coefficients are shown in parentheses.
& Never married is the onitted conpari son category.
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t hensel ves. Here however, gender, ethnicity, marital status, and
par ent hood were not significant predictors of the frequency of
bei ng angry. Ross and Van WIligen (1996) used a neasure of
general enotional expressiveness and found expressiveness was
unrelated to the frequency of feeling angry. |In contrast, here,
where the propensity to express anger, specifically, is neasured,
anger expression predicts nore frequent angry feelings. 1In the
earlier analyses of variance, parents and bl acks were
significantly nore likely to express anger. After controlling
for other soci odenographic characteristics associated with anger
expression, such as age, education, income, and anger expression,
neither ethnicity nor parental status are significant predictors
of anger. Ross and Van WIlligen (1996) found that having
children in the home increases anger due to increased economc
har dshi p associated with raising children. Although there is no
substantial difference in parents’ average nunber of children in
this study (1.9) and parents in the Ross and Van WIIligen study
(1.8), here there is a positive correl ati on between househol d

i ncome and nunber of children in the home. Ross and Van WI i gen
nmeasur ed econom ¢ hardship but did not control for household

i ncome, which are likely to be related. Perhaps anger associ ated
with the economc strains of raising children is felt primarily
by those with lower incones. In this study, the presence of

children at hone has no effect on anger once incone is
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controll ed.

In addition, in Ross’s and Van WIlligen's (1996) study,
not hers experienced nore anger than fathers as a function of
their disproportionate share of child care. By controlling for
gender in this study, the effect of gender and having children in
t he househol d on anger may be suppressed. However, in separate
anal ysi s not shown, there was no difference in frequency of anger
bet ween nmen and wonen with children, and no difference between
parents and those w thout children at hone once ot her
soci odenogr aphi ¢ characteristics were controll ed.

The first hypothesis is only minimally supported. The only
significant direct relationshi ps between social structural
| ocation and anger evident after controlling for other
soci odenogr aphi c characteristics are those between age and anger
and anger expression and anger. Thus, in this study these are
the only two rel ationships that m ght be nedi ated. However, the
first hypothesis was offered wwth a caveat: the rel ationship
bet ween di sadvant age and anger may not be direct, but indirectly
affected by social psychological features. To determ ne whether
differences in potential social psychological factors exist in
this sanple, the proposed intervening variables were regressed on
soci odenogr aphi ¢ characteristics.

Tabl e 4 reports the unstandardi zed and standardi zed

coefficients fromthe regressions of the intervening variables on
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t he i ndependent variables. The relationship between soci al
structural location and equity beliefs is consistent with prior
research. As reported previously (Thornton 1989), wonen, bl acks,
younger individuals, the never-married and di vorced espouse a
nore egalitarian gender ideology than nen, whites, and the
married, respectively. Egalitarianismincreases with greater
education and househol d i ncome, and declines as the nunber of
children at hone rises.

Consi stent with previous findings on belief in individualism
(Kluegel and Smth 1986; M rowsky, Ross, and Van WIligen 1996),
bl acks enbrace the ideology of individualismless strongly than
whites. Also, belief in individualismdecreases with years of
educati on.

Bl acks al so mi strust others nore than whites, as Hughes and
Thomas (1998) found. |In keeping with Mrowsky s and Ross’s
findings (1986), mstrust of others is greater anong those with
| ess education and househol d i ncone. M strust declines with age.
This may be either a generational or aging effect, which cannot
be determ ned using cross-sectional data.

The effect of soci odenographic characteristics on potenti al
I nterveni ng soci al psychol ogical factors in the stress nodel also
I's consistent with previous findings. In this study as el sewhere
(CGecas 1989; Cecas and Burke 1991; Hughes and Denp 1989; Thoits

1995), self-efficacy is higher anong whites than bl acks, and

83



TABLE 4. Unstandardi zed and Standardi zed OLS Regressi on
I ntervening Variabl es on | ndependent Vari abl es

Coefficients from Regressing

Egal i tari an Bel | ef Socl a
Gender |deol ogy I ndi vi dual i sm M st rust Sel f-Efficacy I ntegration
| ndependent b B b B b B b B b B
Vari abl es
Age -.057*** - 267 -.001 . 026 -.029%** - 217 . 015* . 079 -.057*** -.230
(.007) (.002) (. 005) (.006) (.010)
Gender 1.426*** 197 . 055 . 041 -.145 -.033 . 137 . 021 -. 5207t . 062
(Femal e=1) (.179) (.046) (.137) (.158) (.268)
Ethnicity . 743** . 073 -.182** -.095 .999*** 159  -1.250*** -, 139 -. 606 . 052
(Bl ack=1) (.256) (.067) (.197) (.227) (.380)
Educati on .234*** 191 -.030*** -.134 -.190*** - 244 .374*** 345 . 066 . 047
(.033) (.008) (.026) (.029) (.049)
Househol d . 010** . 079 . 0002 . 009 -. 005* -.069 .012*** 107 -. 0005 . 003
I ncone (.004) (. 0009) (.003) (.003) (. 005)
Marital Status?
Marri ed - T727** . 102 -.095 . 071 -.211 -.048 . 254 .040  -1.495%** - 181
(.268) (.070) (.208) (.238) (.398)
Di vor ced/ . 167 . 019 . 016 .10 -. 070 -.013 .214 . 028 -. 143 .014
Separ at ed (.282) (.073) (.215) (.249) (.425)
W dowed -. 660 . 056 -.014 . 006 -.023 -. 003 . 376 -.036 -. 754 . 054
(.399) (.101) (.306) (.354) (.626)
# Children -.370*%** -.111 . 013 . 021 . 050 .024 . 036 . 012 -.043 . 011
at Honme (.090) (.024) (.069) (.080) (.132)
Anger . 134% . 044 . 018 . 031 . 0957 . 051 -.021 -.008 . 245 . 069
Expressi on (.075) (.019) (.057) (.066) (.112)
I nt er cept -1.273* 1.083*** 4. 233%** -4, 235%** 13. 338***
(.561) (.140) (.441) (.497) (.842)
R . 204 ** . 033** .168*** . 205* * * L 113%**
Adj. R . 199 . 019 . 159 . 199 . 103
N 1384 887 930 1384 927
t p<.10 *p<.05 ** p < .01 *** p < 001

Standard errors of the unstandardi zed coefficients are shown in parentheses.
2 Never married is the omtted conparison category.



anong those wth nore educati on and househol d i ncone. M rowsky
and Ross (1986) find that individuals sense of control declines
w th age, but Gecas (1989) reports that self-efficacy typically
follows a curvilinear pattern over the life course. 1In the data
here, self-efficacy increases with age in a linear nodel. In
anal yses not shown, however, it has a curvilinear relationship:
self-efficacy increases fromyoung adulthood into md-life, dips
briefly in the md-40s, but recovers and increases into the md-
to | ate-60s, when it begins to decline. Wdows' significantly
| ower | evel of self-efficacy reveal ed by anal yses of variance
reported previously is not evident once other soci odenographic
characteristics are controlled in regression. Wdows have
significantly | ess education and inconme and are significantly
ol der which may account for their |ower self-efficacy.

Consi stent with the previous anal yses of variance, social
I ntegration declines wwth age. Currently married people are |ess
socially integrated in terns of contact wwth others than are
unmarried individuals. However, in theory, having a spouse or
significant other is an inportant source of social support
(Thoits 1995). Therefore, although they may have fewer soci al
contacts with friends, neighbors, and relatives, married people
may have no fewer social support resources than unmarried people.

Social integration is positively related to anger

expression. No causal order can be assuned, but greater soci al
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contact with others may provide nore opportunities to express
anger .

The two i ndependent variables directly related to anger, age
and anger expression, are also related to sonme of the intervening
vari abl es—a necessary requirenent for nediation. Age is related
to gender ideology, mstrust, self-efficacy, and soci al
I ntegration. Anger expression is weakly related to gender
| deol ogy, m strust, and social integration. Recalling the
requirenents for nmediation and the bivariate correl ations
di scussed earlier, neither the ideol ogy of individualismnor
social integration were significantly associ ated anger, therefore
anong the proposed intervening variables, these two variabl es
cannot nedi ate the relationshi ps between age and anger or anger
expressi on and anger.

Equity Mde

The second hypot hesis proposed that anger is affected by
equity beliefs. Therefore, anger is regressed on each proposed
I ntervening variable in the equity nodel while controlling for
soci odenogr aphic characteristics. |In addition, the possible
noderating effects of beliefs on anger are tested by exam ning
potential interactions between soci odenographic characteristics
and the intervening beliefs and resources. Interaction terns
were created by nmultiplying each soci odenographi c characteristic

by each belief. Interaction terns were included individually in

86



regression equations with all soci odenographic characteristics
and each correspondi ng intervening belief.
Tabl e 5 shows the unstandardi zed and standardi zed

coefficients fromregressing frequency of anger on the
I ndependent variables and the intervening variables in the equity
nodel, as well as significant interactions between independent
and intervening variables. Frequency of anger decreases with age
and increases with anger expression, regardl ess of other
soci odenographic or intervening factors in these equations.
Gender ideology is not a significant predictor of frequency of
anger, nor is belief in individualism However, there is a
significant interaction between being divorced or separated and
belief in individualismwhich suggests a noderating effect on
anger: anong respondents who are divorced or separated, the
greater belief in the ideology of individualismthe |ess
frequently they experience anger. Still, neither gender ideol ogy
nor individualismincrease the anmount of expl ained variation in
t he frequency of anger than that accounted for by the independent
vari ables, and, in fact, decrease it from5.1 percent to five
percent and 3.6 percent, respectively.

Anong the proposed intervening variables in the equity
nodel , only m strust has a substantial effect on frequency of
anger. Thus, the first hypothesis that beliefs related to equity

affect the relationship between social structural |ocation and
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TABLE 5. Unstandardi zed and Standardi zed Coefficients from Regressing
Frequency of Anger on | ndependent Variables, Equity Mdel
Intervening Beliefs and Significant Interaction Terms

Gender Beltef 1n
| deol ogy I ndi vi dual i sm M st r ust
Equation 1 Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 1
b Bet a b Bet a b Bet a b Bet a
Age -.022%** - 220 -.020*** -.205 -.020*** -.205 -.020*** -.204
(.003) (.004) (.004) (.004)
CGender -.062 -.019 -.063 -.019 -. 067 -.020 -.063 -.019
(Femal e=1) (.091) (.115) (.114) (.108)
Ethnicity -.023 -. 005 . 115 -.024 . 118 .025 -.167 -.035
(Bl ack=1) (.128) (.165) (.165) (.157)
Educat i on -.011 -.019 -.010 -.018 -.010 -.017 . 012 . 020
(.017) (.021) (.021) (.021)
Househol d . 001 .023 . 001 . 018 .001 . 017 .001 . 022
| ncone (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
Marital Status?
Marri ed . 101 .031 . 195 . 059 . 202 . 061 . 237 .071
(.134) (.172) (.172) (.163)
Di vor ced/ . 148 . 037 . 297 .072 . 592* . 144 . 147 . 037
Separ at ed (.140) (.181) (.231) (.169)
W dowed . 234 . 044 . 282 . 054 . 283 . 054 . 46471 . 084
(.199) (.249) (.248) (.240)
# Children . 038 . 025 . 018 .011 . 018 .011 . 032 . 021
at Hone (.045) (.058) (.058) (.045)
Anger .134*** 096 .112* . 078 L1111+ .078 . 124** . 087
Expr essi on (.037) (.048) (.048) (.045)
Gender -. 002 -.004 ------- e eeeees e e e
| deol ogy (.013)
| deol ogy of -------  ----- -.109 . 044 -.028 -.011 - -----
| ndi vi dual i sm (.084) (.092)
Mstrust ~  ------- ms--s s-ie--o oieoe aeieee ae e .168*** 221
(.026)
Div./Sep. X  =se---s  smeeeeeeees oo - 437% - 104 -e---ee eee--
I ndi vi dual i sn? (.213)
I ntercept 2.481 2.493 2.439 2.036
280) (.358) (.359) (.364)
R2 . 058*** . 048*** . 052*** . 110***
Adj usted R? . 050 . 036 . 039 . 099
N 1384 887 887 930
T p<.10 * p >.05 ** p < 01 *** p < 001

Note: Standard errors of unstandardi zed coefficients are shown in parentheses

8 Never married is the omtted marital status reference category.

b I'n anal yses not shown, interactions between independent and intervening
variables were tested. Only those that are significant are shown.
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anger is partially supported: believing that others cannot be
trusted to be fair significantly increases how frequently

I ndi vi dual s experience anger. Adding mstrust to the regression
equation nearly doubles the amount of variation explained in the
frequency of anger (5.1 percent vs. 9.9 percent). |In addition,
because m strust affects the frequency of anger and its addition
to the equation dimnishes the effects of age and anger
expression on the frequency of anger, mstrust nedi ates the

rel ati onshi ps between the i ndependent variables and anger, al beit
nodestly. As reported earlier in Table 4, blacks m strust others
significantly nore than whites, even when controlling for other
predictors of mstrust (age, education, and househol d i ncone).
Despite greater mstrust, which predicts nore frequent anger

bl acks do not feel angry significantly nore often than whites.

On the contrary, this finding suggests that were it nor for
greater m strust of others, blacks would be angry |ess often than
whi t es.

Figure 6.1 is an informal path nodel of the relationships
bet ween soci al characteristics, mstrust and the frequency of
anger. For sinplicity, path coefficients are derived by
regressing anger on mstrust and only those independent vari ables
that are significant(p < .10) in predicting anger or mstrust.

Tabl e 6A shows the bivariate correlations between

vari ables in the nodel, and Table 6B reports the regression
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FIGURE 6.1. M strust and Anger (N=930)
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Bl ack

L221%** Anger

Frequency

coefficients. |In addition, the effects of each variable are
deconposed into their direct, indirect, and total effects and
reported in Table 6C. The direct effects of two significant

I ndependent vari ables are bol stered by their indirect effects.
The negative effect of age on the frequency of anger increases by
twenty-two percent when the indirect effect of age on declining

m strust and, consequently, |less frequent anger, is taken into
account. The direct role of anger expression in increasing the
frequency of anger is heightened by its indirect effects through
m strust such that its total effect is 12.5 percent greater. The
remai ni ng i ndependent vari abl es have negligi ble effects on anger,

despite their significant relationships with m strust.
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TABLE 6A. Correlation of Variables in Figure 6.1 (N=930)

Anger
Age Ethnicity Educati on I ncone Expr essi on M st rust
Age
Ethnicity (Bl ack=1) -.082**
Educati on -.180*** -, 112%*
I ncone -. 009 -, 155%** . 349% %%
Anger Expression -.130*** . 062t -.034 -. 060t
M st rust -.208*** . 225% %% -, 249%** -.189*** . 104**
Frequency of Anger -, 228%** . 022 -.004 . 004 . 128*** . 248***
tp<.10 *p <.05 ** p < .01 *** p < ,001
TABLE 6B. Standardi zed Regression TABLE 6C. Deconposition of Effects for Figure 6.1
Coefficients for Figure 6.1 Causal Effecis
Dependent Vari abl e I ndependent Vari abl e/ Direct? I ndi rect Tot a
Dependent Vari abl e (A (B) (A and B)
| ndependent Frequency .
Vari abl e M st rust of Anger Age/ M strust -.232 0 -. 232
Age/ Anger - 173% -.051 -.211
Age .. 232%** - 173%**
Et hnicity/ M strust .163*** 0 . 163
Ethnicit . 163*** -.041
ety Et hni ci t y/ Anger -.041 . 036 -. 005
Education T 244xx - 004 Educat i on/ M st r ust - 244 *x 0 -.244
| ncone -.078* . 042 Educat i on/ Anger . 004 -. 054 -. 050
Anger EXpI' essi on . 051t .088** I ncome/ M strust -.078* 0 -.078
| ncone/ Anger . 042 -. 017 . 025
M strust L 221%**
Anger Expression/ M strust . 051t 0 . 051
R . 166*** . 105*** .
Anger Expressi on/ Anger .088** . 011 . 099
N = 930 M strust/ Anger 221 0 . 221

t p <10 * p <.05 ** p <01 *** p <. 001

a Standardi zed regression coefficients controlling for other
i ndependent vari abl es
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Stress Mode

To test the third hypothesis that personal and soci al
resources suppress anger, the frequency of anger is regressed on
t he proposed intervening social psychol ogical resources and
I ndependent variables. As wth the intervening variables in the
equity nodel, interaction terns were created and individually
tested in regression equations wth each resource and i ndependent
vari able for potential noderating effects on anger.

Tabl e 7 reports the unstandardi zed and standardi zed
coefficients fromregressing frequency of anger on the
I ndependent vari ables and the stress nodel intervening variables,
as well as significant interactions between i ndependent and
I nterveni ng variables. Again, age and anger expression are
consistently significant predictors of the frequency if anger
regardl ess of intervening variables. Both self-efficacy and
social integration predict |ess frequent anger. Therefore, the
third hypothesis is supported: personal and social resources
suppress anger. Adding mstrust to the regression equation
nearly doubl es the anmount of variation explained in the frequency
of anger (5.1 percent vs. 9.9 percent). In addition, because
self-efficacy affects the frequency of anger and its addition to
t he equation dimnishes the effects of age and anger expression
on the frequency of anger, self-efficacy partially nediates the

rel ati onshi ps bet ween age and anger and anger expression and
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TABLE 7. Unstandardi zed and St andardi zed Coefficients from Regressing

and Significant

Frequency of Anger on | ndependent Vari abl es,
I nt erveni ng Vari abl es,

Stress Model
Interaction Terns

Sel f-Efficacy &

Soci al
Sel f-Efficacy Soci al Integration Integration
Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 1
b Bet a b Bet a b Bet a b Bet a b Bet a
Age .020*** -,206 -.021*** -. 212 -.021*** -, 218 .021*** -.218 -.020*** -.213
.003) (.003) (.004) . 004) (.004)
Gender . 053 -.016 -.051 -.015 . 048 -.015 . 610* -.191 -.039 -.012
(Feral e=1) . 088) (.087) (.105) . 282) (.105)
Ethnicity . 127 -.027 -.142 -.031 -.204 -. 046 . 194 -.044 -. 2641 -. 060
(Bl ack=1) .127) (.127) (.149) . 149) (.150)
Educati on . 020 .035 -.021 .038 -.008 -.014 . 009 -.016 . 010 . 019
.002) (.017) (.019) . 019) (.020)
Househol d . 002 .040 -.002 -.032 . 002 . 034 . 002 . 039 . 003 . 047
I ncome . 002) (.002) (.002) . 002) (.002)
Mari t al
St at us?
Marri ed . 123 . 038 . 126 .038 -.107 -.034 116 -.037 -.097 -.031
.132) (.132) (.159) 157) (.156)
Di vor ced/ . 165 . 041 . 169 . 042 013 . 003 011 . 003 017 . 004
Separ at ed . 139) (.138) (.166) 166) (.166)
W dowed . 206 . 039 . 195 .037 -.045 -.008 023 -.004 -.097 -.018
.197) (.196) (.245) 245) (.245)
# Children . 042 . 027 . 040 . 026 057 . 039 050 . 034 060 . 041
at Home . 044) (.044) (.052) 052) (.052)
Anger L 132%** . 094 L 131*** . 094 162*** . 120 167*** . 124 161*** . 120
Expr essi on . 037) (.036) (.044) 044) (.044)
Sel f- .082%** . 150 - 140%** - 272  ---en emeeeeeee oo -.053** -.105
Ef fi cacy . 015) (.024) (.018)
Social  aeeeeeeeeeaeeeo ool -.028* -.074 057** -.150 -.028* -.073
Integration (.013) 019) (.013)
Self-  aaaaa . 002** -
Ef fi cacy X (.001)
I ncone®
Soc. Integ.  -----  ----- oo ----- oo--o ooooo 053* 198 ------- a----
X Gender?® 025)
I ntercept . 137 2.265 2.784 3.108 605* * *
. 283) (.285) (.372) . 401) (.375)
R .078*** . 084*** L072%** .076*** . 080***
Adj usted R . 071 . 076 . 060 . 064 . 068
N 1384 1384 927 927 927
tp >. 10 * p > 05 ** p <. 01 *** p < 001
Not e: Standard errors of unstandardi zed coefficients are shown in parentheses.
a Never married is the omtted marital status reference category.

® I'n anal yses not shown,

Only those that are significant are shown.
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anger. However, social integration, while affecting anger, does
not reduce the direct effects of age and anger expression on
anger and hence is not a nediator of these relationships.

Both self-efficacy and social integration have significant
noderating effects in conmbination wth particul ar soci al
characteristics. Self-efficacy interacts with inconme to increase
anger. Thus, those high in self-efficacy and high in incone
woul d get angry significantly nore often than others. Soci al
Integration interacts with gender to noderate anger, as well, so
that the nore social contacts wonen have, the nore frequently

they feel angry.

FIGURE 6.2. Self-Efficacy and Anger (N=1384)
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O the two intervening social psychol ogical resources in the
stress nodel, self-efficacy has a nore potent effect on anger.
Tabl es 8A and 8B report the bivariate correlati ons and deconposed
effects for Figure 6.2, an informal path nodel of self-efficacy’s
effects on the frequency of anger. Again, to sinplify the nodel,
only variables significant (p < .10) in predicting anger or self-
efficacy are included.

The positive rel ationshi ps between self-efficacy and age,
education, and inconme add little to the direct effects of each
I ndependent vari abl e on anger. The negative effect of age on
anger is slightly increased when the indirect effect of age on
anger through higher self-efficacy is added. The nom nal
positive effect of ethnicity on anger is nearly doubl ed when the
negative rel ationship between being black and self-efficacy is
taken into account, but self-efficacy’ s potent negative effect on
anger, these total effects remains small. VWhile both education
and i ncone have small| positive effects directly on anger, and
both positively affect self-efficacy. However, after tracing
their indirect effects through self-efficacy, both education and

I ncome have negative total effects on anger.
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TABLE 8A. Bivariate Correlations of Variables in Figure 6.2 (N=1384)
Age Ethnicity Educati on I ncone Anger Sel f -
Exprﬁssio Ef fi cacy
Ethnicity (Bl ack=1) -.069**
Educati on -, 178*** - 127xxx
I nconme -. 027 -, 154%** . 351***
Anger Expression - 117x .086*** -, 055 -. 054*
Sel f-Efficacy . 010 -, 210%** . 397 ** .263*** -, 050*
Frequency of Anger -, 214% x> . 015 .014 . 021 L 119*** -.138***
tp<.10 * p <.05 ** p <.01 **% p < .001
TABLE 8B. Deconposition of Effects for Figure 6.2
Causal Effects
| ndependent Vari abl e/ Direct® I ndi rect Tot al
Dependent Vari abl e (A) (B) (A and B)
Age/ Sel f - Ef fi cacy . 065** 0 . 065
Age/ Anger -.197x** -.010 . 207
Et hni city/ Sel f-Effi cacy - 143x** 0 . 143
Et hni ci ty/ Anger . 026 . 023 . 049
Education/ Sel f - Ef fi cacy . 348%** 0 . 348
Educat i on/ Anger . 026 -. 055 . 029
I ncome/ Sel f - Ef fi cacy . 120*** 0 . 120
| ncome/ Anger . 048 -.019 . 029
Anger Expression/ Sel f-Efficacy -. 005 0 . 005
Anger Expressi on/ Anger .076*** -. 001 . 075
Sel f - Ef fi cacy/ Anger -.158*** 0 . 158
N = 1384
t p <10 * p <.05 ** p <.01 **% p < 001

a Standardi zed regression coefficients controlling for other independent

vari abl es.
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Figure 6.3 traces the effects of the independent variables
on anger through social integration. Tables 9A and 9B report the
bi vari ate correl ati ons and deconposed effects for Figure 6.3.

The only notable indirect effect on anger through soci al
integration is that ol der individuals® |ower-levels of social
integration result in a small positive indirect effect on anger
which slightly dimnishes the total negative effect of age on
anger. \Wile there are significant differences in social

I ntegration by social structural |ocation, social integration has

only a margi nal effect on anger.

FIGURE 6.3. Social Integration and Anger (N=927)
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TABLE 9A. Bivariate Correlations of Variables in Figure 6.3 (N=927)

Age Gender Marri ed Anger Soci al Fr equency
Expressi on I ntegration of Anger
Age
Gender (Fenul e=1) . 052
Marri ed . 023 -.076*
Anger Expression - 117F . 055+ -. 057+
Soci al Integration -, 273*** -. 074* -, 153*** . 095**
Frequency of Anger -, 229%** .018 -.003 . 135*** . 004

tp<.10 *p <.05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001

TABLE 9B. Deconposition of Effects in Figure 6.3

Causal Effects

| ndependent Vari abl e/ Direct I ndi rect Tot al
Dependent Vari abl e (A (B) (A and B)
Age/ Soci al Integration -, 259*** 0 -.259
Age/ Anger -, 231 . 019 -.212
Gender/ Soci al Integration -.075* 0 -.075
CGender / Anger . 019 . 005 . 024
Marri ed/ Soci al Integration -. 150*** 0 -. 150
Marri ed/ Anger -.003 . 000 -.003
Anger Expression/Social Integration . 061t 0 . 061
Anger Expression/ Anger L11e*** -, 004 . 112
Soci al | ntegration/Anger -.072* 0 -.072
N = 927

t p <10 * p <.05 ** p <01 *** p < 001
a Standardi zed regression coefficients controlling for other independent variables.
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Since both self-efficacy and social integration affect
anger, together they may explain nore of the variance in
frequency of anger when conbi ned. However, Table 7 shows that
when self-efficacy is in the equation, social integration does
not explain any additional variation in anger. The adjusted R
with self-efficacy intervening is .071 and with soci al
integration intervening the adjusted RR is .060. Wth both self-
efficacy and social integration intervening the adjusted R is
.068, less than wth self-efficacy alone. As the nore potent
I ntervening factor in the stress nodel, self-efficacy explains
two percent nore of the variance in the frequency of anger than
the 5.1 percent explained by the independent variabl es al one.
Self-efficacy also has a |l ess potent effect on anger than
m strust which accounts for 9.9 percent of the variation in the
frequency of anger.

Soci al Structure and Personal ity Model

Conbi ning significant beliefs fromthe equity nodel and
resources fromthe stress nodel serves to test the fourth
hypot hesi s that a broader social structure and personality
approach explains nore of the variation in anger than either the
equity or stress nodels alone. Regressing the frequency of anger
on mstrust, self-efficacy, and social integration together
explains a greater proportion of the variation in the frequency

of anger than mstrust alone, increasing the adjusted R to .110.
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In this equation, however, neither self-efficacy nor social
integration significantly (p <.05) affect anger, attesting to the
potent effect of m strust on anger. Regressing frequency of
anger on mstrust and social integration also results in a
greater R (.107), but it explains |ess than one percent nore of
the variation explained by m strust al one. Regressing anger on
m strust and sel f-efficacy, however, results in an R of .115, a
nore substantial inprovenment over m strust alone, |ikely because
m strust and self-efficacy are strongly related. Thus, the
fourth hypothesis is supported: relevant cultural beliefs about
expectations for fairness and a potent resource for coping with
difficulty explain nore of the variation in frequency of anger
than significant factors fromeither the equity nodel or the
stress nodel al one.

Figure 6.4 illustrates the nearly counter bal ancing effects
of mstrust and self-efficacy. Tables 11A and 11B report the
bi vari ate correl ati ons and deconposed effects for Figure 6.4, a
path nodel with both m strust and self-efficacy intervening
bet ween soci al structural |ocation and the frequency of anger.
Again, to sinplify the nodel, only variables significant (p <
.10) in predicting anger, mstrust, or self-efficacy are
I ncl uded.

Al t hough age has a significant direct effect on anger,

because m strust is negatively related to age and positively
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FIGURE 6.4. M strust and Sel f-Efficacy as Medi ators of Anger (N=930)
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related to self-efficacy, the total effect of age on anger is
thirty-two percent greater than the direct effect. Ethnicity has
a significant, albeit small, negative direct effect on anger when
bl acks’ relatively greater mstrust and |ower self-efficacy are
controlled. The positive indirect effect on anger of being |ess
trusting and having | ess control results in blacks being anger no
nore frequently than whites. This suggests that if blacks’

soci al experiences were nore conducive to devel oping trust and
self-efficacy, they would be angry |less often than whites.

Finally, the relationships between anger expression and greater
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TABLE 10. Unstandardi zed and Standardi zed Coefficients from Regressing
Frequency of Anger on | ndependent and Significant |ntervening

Vari abl es
M strust, Self-
M strust and M strust and Effi cacy, and
Sel f-Efficacy Social Integration Social Integration
b Bet a b Bet a b Bet a
Age -.020*** -.195 -.022*** -.234 -.022*** -.232
(.004) (.005) (.006)
Gender -. 057 -.017 -.073 -.023 -. 065 -.020
(Fenal e=1) (.107) (.143) (.143)
Ethnicity -.251 -.053 -.424% -.095 -.462* -.103
(Bl ack=1) (.157) (.206) (.207)
Educati on . 039+ -. 067 . 006 . 010 . 018 . 033
(.022) (.029) (.030)
Househol d . 002 . 034 . 002 . 036 . 003 . 044
| ncone (.002) (.003) (.003)
Marital Status?
Marri ed . 252 . 075 -.014 -. 004 -.012 -.004
(.161) (.0214) (.214)
Di vor ced/ . 179 . 044 -. 065 -.017 -. 055 -.014
Separ at ed (.167) (.224) (.224)
W dowed . 449t . 081 . 198 . 035 . 142 . 026
(.238) (.344) (.345)
# Children . 032 .021 . 067 . 047 . 067 . 046
at Hone (.054) (.070) (.070)
Anger 117 . 082 .161** . 120 . 155** . 116
Expr essi on (.044) (.059) (.059)
M strust . 148*** . 195 . 136*** . 192 . 128*** . 180
(.026) (.034) (.035)
Sel f-Efficacy - 077* x> -.148  ------ 0 -e---- -. 040 -. 080
(.018) (.025)
Social  -eee--- -e---- -. 031t -.078 -. 031t -.078
I ntegration (.018) (.018)
I ntercept 1. 747*** 2. 600*** 2. 494 **
(.358) (.547)
RZ . 127*** . 129*** . 134***
Adj usted R? . 115 . 107 . 110
N 930 482 482
tp<.10 * p >.05 *x p < 01 *** p <. 001

Note: Standard errors of unstandardi zed coefficients are shown in parentheses.
@ Never narried is the omtted marital status reference category.
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TABLE 11A. Bivariate Correlations of Variables in Figure 6.4 (N=930)

Age Ethnicity Educati on I ncone W dowed Anger M st rust Sel f-Efficacy
Expr essi on
Et hnicity (Bl ack=1) -.082*
Educat i on -.180*** - 112%**
I ncome -.009 -, 155%** . 349%**
W dowed . 389%** . 036 -.204%** -.096%*
Anger Expression -.130*** . 062t -.034 -. 060t -. 047
M strust -.208 . 225%** - . 249%** -.189*** -.019 . 104%**
Sel f-Efficacy . 051 - 217x . 394%** . 250%** -.084* -.082* -.313%**
Frequency of Anger -.228%%* . 022 -. 004 . 004 -.045 L 119%** . 248%%* -, 178>

tp<.10 *p <.05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001
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TABLE 11B. Deconposition of Effects in Figure 6.4

Causal Effects

I ndependent Vari abl e/ Direct? I ndi rect Tot al
Dependent Vari abl e (A (B) (A and B)
Age/ M st rust -.216***  -.013 -.229
Age/ Sel f-Ef ficacy .073* . 038 111
Age/ Anger -.180*** -.058 -.238
Et hni ci ty/ M st rust . 135%** . 021 . 156
Et hnicity/ Sel f-Efficacy -.120***  -.023 -.143
Et hni ci t y/ Anger -. 060+ . 047 -.013
Educat i on/ M st r ust -.178*** - . 054 -.232
Educati on/ Sel f - Ef fi cacy L 312%** . 031 . 343
Educat i on/ Anger . 054 -.085 -.031
| ncome/ M st rust -. 059+ -. 015 -.074
I ncone/ Sel f-Ef fi cacy . 084** . 010 . 094
| nconme/ Anger . 056+ -.025 . 031
W dowed/ M st r ust . 005 . 007 . 012
W dowed/ Sel f - Ef fi cacy -. 041 -.001 -.042
W dowed/ Anger . 039 . 007 . 046
Anger Expression/ M strust . 043 . 006 . 049
Anger Expression/Sel f-Efficacy -.033 -. 007 -. 040
Anger Expressi on/ Anger . 083** . 014 . 097
M strust/ Sel f-Efficacy® - 174% %% 0 -. 174
M st rust/ Anger®© . 195%** . 025 . 220
Sel f- Ef fi cacy/ Anger ¢ -.146***  -.034 -.180
N = 930

tp<10 * p<05 **p<01l ***p <001

@ Standardi zed regression coefficients controlling for other independent
vari abl es.

b Controlling for independent variabl es.

¢ Controlling for self-efficacy and i ndependent vari abl es.

4 Controlling for mistrust and independent variabl es.

104



m strust and | ess self-efficacy result in a seventeen percent
increase in the total effect over the direct effect of anger
expression on the frequency of anger.

The greater explanatory power of the social structure and
personal ity nodel is not surprising for two reasons: First,
conmbi ning significant intervening variables in a regression
equation shoul d produce a larger R®. Second, and nore
theoretically inportant, mstrust and self-efficacy are
correlated. The latter is of greater rel evance because it points
to a basic relationship between a belief and a resource that is
over| ooked when the effects of cultural beliefs and personal and
soci al resources are exam ned separately in regard to individua
outcones. Believing that others can be trusted to be fair and
havi ng a sense of control are critical to individuals well-being
(Acock and Kiecolt 1989), yet frequently they are not considered
In tandem as influences on individual outcones that bear on well -
bei ng such as enotions (Fol kman and Lazarus 1988; Ross and Van
W1l ligen 1996; Schi eman 1999; Sprecher 1986; Young, French, and
Wal es 1993), nental health and quality of life (Hughes and Gove
1981; Hughes and Thomas 1998; Kessler, M ckelson, and WIIians
1999; Keyes 1998), and stress (Kessler et al. 1985; Pearlin et
al . 1981; Thoits 1994). (Notable exceptions include Acock and
Kiecolt 1989; Kohn et al. 1990; Mrowsky and Ross 1989). This

points to a need for exam ning together related cultural and
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proxi mal influences that may intervene between social structural

| ocati on and i ndi vi dual outcones.
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VI 1. Dl SCUSSI ON

This study focused on two goals: first, to exam ne the
rel ati onshi ps between social structure, anger, and potenti al
I nterveni ng soci al psychol ogical factors. Second, to denonstrate
t he useful ness of applying a broader approach to investigating
I ndi vi dual | evel phenonena than typically used in nmuch soci al
psychol ogi cal research. It is easier to address the second aim
of the study because the results clearly point to greater
expl anati on when both rel evant cul tural and proxinmal individual
factors are exam ned together. Wile such a conclusion seens
obvious, it is evident fromthe foregoing discussion that the
I nproved expl anations of variance in frequency of anger cones not
fromnerely the additive effects of including nore rel evant
vari ables but for inportant theoretical reasons. This should
encour age broader theoretical approaches and enpirical efforts
which I'ink social location, cultural factors, and proxi nal
i nfluences in order to better understand individual outcones.

In the case of the first aim this study was an initial
exploration as little is known about the social distribution of
enotions and intervening factors between social structural
| ocation and individual affective experience. This makes the
results val uabl e but sonmewhat difficult to interpret due to the
| ack of conparable research. Nonetheless, this study points to

several inportant rel ationshi ps between social structural
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| ocation, related social psychol ogical characteristics, and
anger, as well as directions for future research.
Soci al Structure and Anger

Per haps the nost remarkable finding is the |lack of soci al
variation in the frequency of experiencing anger. From an
epi dem ol ogi cal standpoint, there are few soci odenographic
differences in the frequency with which peopl e experience anger
in this sanple. 1In contrast to Ross’s and Van WIlligen's (1996)
study, social structural |ocations, such as gender, ethnicity,
social class, and marital and parental statuses fail to predict
any differences in the frequency of anger. This is sonmewhat
surprising given the existing research and theory which indicates
variation in social structural |ocation contributes to
differences in cognition, behavior, and affect. Here, age is the
only significant predictor of anger. |In fact, individuals under
age 60 are angry nearly twice as often as those age 60 and over
(1.72 vs. 0.97 days per week). This raises tw questions: (1)
why is there so little variation in anger according to nost
soci al characteristics, and (2) why is age related to | ess
frequent experiences of anger?

One expl anation that addresses both of these questions
centers on the preval ence of anger in ongoing, personal
rel ati onshi ps (Schi eman 1999). |In response to suppl enental

questions asking about a recent anger episode, nearly two-thirds
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of the GSS respondents reported feeling angry at famly nmenbers
or those in their workplaces (see Table 12). Since nost people
have fam |y and work roles, this may be one reason varies little
across soci al boundaries. And, because these roles becone nore
liberated in later life, age is inversely related to anger

(Schi eman 1999). This suggests that anger occurs largely within
rol es associated with responsibility and obligations. |I|ndeed,
anger is less prevalent in nore voluntary relationships: in this
sanpl e, only about one in ten respondents were angry at friends,

nei ghbors, or acquai nt ances.

TABLE 12. Targets of Recent Anger

Target of Anger N %
Fam |y Menbers 353 31.6
Those in the workpl ace 350 31.3
Friends, Neighbors, Acquai ntances 118 10.6
Servi ce Providers 74 6.6
Governnent, Public Figures 62 5.6
Sel f 50 4.5
Strangers, Crowds 34 3.0
Ci r cunst ances 93 8.3
Q her 83 7.4
N = 1,118

a Percentages total nore than 100% because sone respondents
chose nore than one category.

A second and rel ated potential explanation for the |ack of
variation in frequency of anger by social structural |ocation my

be biases in reporting. The retrospective reporting of enotions
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shares the problens inherent to other retrospective self-reports.
Accuracy of self-reports depends largely on the recency of the
experience, its inpact on or salience to the respondent, and the
experience’s consistency with the respondent’s thinking about
things (Fow er, 1995). In reporting anger, individuals my
readily recall feeling angry at another driver on the commute
home fromwork or at the clerk in the check-out |ine on the day
of the interview, but fail to recall such episodes from severa
days prior. This may be in part because of recency, and in part
because such episodes have little lasting inpact or salience to
the individual. People likely renmenber angry feelings rel evant
to ongoing relationships wwthin the famly or workplace. Anger
ai med at strangers or “the systeni may be quickly forgotten.

And, since ol der persons nmay have fewer salient, persona

rel ati onshi ps and fewer day-to-day interactions within them they
may recall and report |ess frequent angry feelings than younger

I ndi vi dual s.

These first two explanations are unsatisfying in |ight of
the substantial evidence that features of social disadvantage,
such as econom ¢ hardship and inequity, place greater strains on
rel ati onshi ps and contribute to nore frequent anger (M rowsky and
Ross 1986; Ross and Van WIligen 1996; Sprecher 1986).
Furthernore, if role-related responsibilities and strains are the

primary catalysts of anger within relationships, we would expect
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wonen to be angry nore often than nmen since typically they are
responsi bl e for nore househol d | abor; parents to be angry nore
often than those without children at hone due to their
childrearing responsibilities; and mnorities and the

soci oeconom cal |y di sadvantaged to be angry nore often than

ot hers because of the added hardshi ps of neeting famly and work
responsibilities with fewer resources and greater barriers.
However, this is not the case. Still, it is unlikely that social
di sadvant age has no effect on anger.

Anot her possible reason for the lack of social variation in
anger is that there may be a qualitative distinction between day-
t o-day experiences of anger and “noral anger” directed at soci al
Injustice or inequity. Such a distinction would have inportant
I mplications for understanding the role of enotions in social
novenents and social change. Berry (1999) distingui shes between
“personal rage” and “social rage,” although the two overl ap.
Personal rage indicates an enotion resulting fromindividual
personal experience, while social rage stens froma soci al
occurrence or phenonenon. Even if anger and “noral anger,” or
personal rage and social rage, are experienced differently, such
a difference would not explain why the day-to-day hardships
associated wth social disadvantage do not translate into nore
frequent day-to-day anger in interpersonal relationships. A nore

vi abl e expl anation for the relative |ack of social variation in
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anger may conme fromthe findings regarding the intervening social
psychol ogi cal factors that affect anger.
Bel i ef s and Anger

Al though there was little variation in the frequency of
anger to explain, exam ning the potential effects of social
psychol ogi cal factors proves inportant. Two of the three equity
bel i efs, gender ideology and the ideol ogy of individualism do
not significantly affect anger. However, believing that others
cannot be trusted to be fair has a strong, positive inpact on
anger. As the term “ideol ogy” denotes, gender ideology and the
i deol ogy of individualismare beliefs about the way things should
be. Mstrust, on the other hand, is a belief about the way
things are. The ideological beliefs predict Iittle about anger,
but the belief about what can be expected is a potent predictor
of anger.

As anticipated, blacks in this study are nmuch nore likely
than whites to believe that they will not be treated fairly by
others. Bl acks have good reason to m strust others because, as a
group, bl acks have been subject to unfair treatnent in the U S
Al t hough ot her ethnic groups have encountered discrimnation, it
was never anything |ike the nearly universal econom c and | egal
di scrim nation agai nst blacks that prevailed until the 1960s
(Jencks 1992) and the social discrimnation that persists today

(Kessler et al. 1999). Physical differences nmake it inpossible
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for blacks to shed their ethnic identities and assimlate (Jencks
1992) .

G ven bl acks’ unique status in Anerican society, their
greater mstrust of others is not surprising. Blacks mstrust
may reflect an awareness of discrimnation. |If blacks’

I ndi vidual and coll ective experiences engendered no greater

m strust than that of whites, blacks would be angry | ess often
than whites. Mstrust is inversely related to educati on and

i ncome, as well, inplying that those of | ower soci oeconomc
status woul d be angry less often were it not for their higher

|l evel s of mstrust. And, because m strust and age are negatively
rel ated, |ess frequent anger anong ol der persons is due, in part,
to less mstrust of others. These findings suggest that beliefs
about the way things are may function as expectations which
theories of enotion assert play an inportant role in anger.

Previ ous studies on perceptions of equity and fairness in
the division of household | abor have shown the inportance of the
di stinction between beliefs about the way things should be and
those about the way things are. Repeatedly, gender ideol ogy
proves to be a poor predictor of perceived fairness in the
di vi si on of househol d | abor (Blair and Johnson 1992; G eenstein
1996; Shelton and John 1996). Al though individuals nmay espouse
an egalitarian gender ideology, inequities in household | abor are

not necessarily viewed as unfair because, by and | arge, both
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wonen and nen still believe that wonen wll take primary
responsibility for the hone and children (Hochschild 1989; O buch
and Eyster 1997; WIlkie, Feree, and Ratcliff 1998). Because
there is no expectation of equality, there is no perception of
unfairness (inequity) despite the unequal contributions of nen
and wonen to househol d | abor. Thus, the distinction between

I deol ogy and expectation may help to explain, for instance, why
wonen are not angry nore frequently than men. This is consistent
Wi th theories of anger which predict that anger results from

vi ol ati ons of expectations.

How does group nmenbership result in differences in
expectations that m ght dimnish the effect of social structural
di sadvant age on anger? Status value theory and rel ative
deprivati on approaches highlight the role of conparison groups in
establishing expectations and perceptions of fairness. According
to Hegtvedt and Markovsky (1995), people’ s expectations conme, in
part, from conparisons w th past experiences, other individuals,
and reference groups. People cone to expect to get what other
peopl e |i ke thensel ves generally get. Relative deprivation and
gratification are “subjective feelings that stemfromreward
conparisons within one’s group” (Hegtvedt and Markovsky 1995, p.
267) .

When expected gratification declines, two types of

deprivation may result: egoistic deprivation, feeling deprived in
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one’s own situation; and fraternal deprivation, feeling one’ s
group is deprived conpared with others. [Egoistic deprivation
occurs when there is a discrepancy between the actual outcones
and the outcones a person desires or is entitled. The outcones
i ndividual s desire or feel entitled to receive are influenced by
conparati ve expectations and referents. Fraternal deprivation
| eads to collective action to renedy perceived injustice
(Hegtvedt and Mar kovsky 1995). “Moral anger” may be an enoti onal
conponent of the fraternal deprivation hypothesized to lead to
coll ective action, while everyday anger may be an aspect of
egoi stic deprivation. And, because egoi stic deprivation depends
on in-group conparisons, structural disadvantage nmay not be
evident in nmeasures of everyday anger.

Wonen, bl acks, and the soci oeconom cal |y di sadvant aged
generally get less in Arerican society: |ess status, education,
I ncome, and opportunity, and as a consequence endure greater
hardshi ps including fewer resources, greater role strains, and
nore distress. But those outcones nmay not viol ate expectations
and result in nore frequent anger because these outcones
conparable to those of simlarly disadvantaged others. W know,
for exanple, that blacks conpare thenselves with other blacks,
not whites, as a reference group in obtaining informtion about
self-worth (Crocker and Major 1989; Hughes and Denp 1989). And,

bot h wonen and nen conpare husbands’ contributions to househol d
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| abor to those of other husbands, not to w ves’ contributions
(Hochschild 1989). If the sane phenonena is at work with anger,
the outcone di fferences between social groups would not result in
socially patterned differences in anger. |nstead, anger would be
contingent on outcones that fail to neet expectations based on

i ndi vi dual experiences and those of others within the soci al

gr oup.

Taki ng the factors that shape expectations into account may
al so help explain the | ess frequent anger anong ol der persons.
Popul ar views of growing old portray the |later years of life as a
time of dependency and rel ative physical, nental, social, and
econom c i npoverishnment (Rowe and Kahn 1998). Since a person
cannot meke in-group conparisons wth other elderly people until
one has entered later |life, expectations for old age may |argely
be based on popul ar views of the elderly and perceptions of the
experiences of preceding generations, especially one’ s parents
and grandparents. Today, older people in the U S. are nore
I ndependent, healthy, and economically secure than at any tine in
history (Gatz and Zarit 1999). Therefore, individuals’
experience of their later years may be better than they had
expected, resulting in |l ess frequent violations of expectations
and consequently |l ess frequent anger. |In addition, conpared with
younger people, older adults are nore apt to actively attenpt to

avoi d negative interpersonal experiences and to cognitively put
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negative experiences into a nore positive light. Thus, the
I nverse relationshi p between age and anger may be attributable to
changes in the nature of age-graded roles, as Schieman (1999)
proposes, but also to age-related differences in behavioral and
cognitive responses, and relative gratification of expectations
for old age.
Per sonal and Soci al Resources and Anger

Self-efficacy and social integration, as personal and soci al
resources, affect anger in nmuch the sane way they do distress.
Both are suppressors, although the effect of self-efficacy is
nore potent (Aneshensel 1992; Pearlin 1989; Thoits 1995). Wre
It not for the social structural barriers to greater self-
efficacy, blacks and those with | ower education and inconme woul d
be angry |l ess often than they are. A dimnished sense of control
over one’s own outcones nmakes it less likely that people will try
to remedy inequities and instead “may sinply respond with
resignation” (Hegtvedt and Markovsky 1995, p. 266), suggesting
depression rather than anger as the affective response.

Social integration, in the formof contacts outside the
i medi ate famly, slightly suppresses anger for nost people. For
I nstance, age’'s negative effect on anger is indirectly dimnished
because of the inverse relationship between age and soci al
I ntegration. However, social integration appears to exacerbate

anger anong wonmen. Since anger is nore prom nent in close
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rel ati onshi ps and wonen tend to have nore intensive social
network i nvol venent than nen, this may account for the positive
effect of social integration on anger for wonen. Soci al
I ntegration may increase the potential for anger provocation by
exposing people to nore interactions with inportant others. On
t he ot her hand, having nore social contacts may benefit sone
peopl e by providing interaction alternatives. Men, for instance,
participate in nore extensive social networks (Thoits 1995), and
anger is less promnent in relationships with friends and
acquai ntances. Thus, nore social contacts may be beneficial for
some, but detrinental for others. Research on distress indicates
that perceived social support is nore inportant than nunber of
social contacts in buffering people fromthe effects of stress.
Therefore, the nature and quality of the relationships, not
sinply the nunber, likely plays an inportant role in determ ning
whet her soci al contacts contribute to nore or |ess frequent
anger .
| mplications for Theories of Enptions

Whet her theories of enotion base their predictions on
identities, cultural meanings and scripts, or structural status,
they tend to focus on the enotional outcones of face-to-face
I nteractions. Because society is conprised of socially patterned
I nteractions, enotions should be socially patterned as well. On

the surface, this does not appear to be the case wth anger,
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except for the age-related differences. However, theories of
enotions al so propose that anger obtains when expectations are
violated or unfairness occurs in interactions. In this study,
the belief that others will be unfair is positively associ ated
with anger and this belief is nore preval ent anong socially

di sadvant aged groups. However, socially disadvantaged groups are
not nore frequently angry than others, perhaps because they do
not view their outcones unfair. The results of this study m ght
be seen as supporting the role of expectations in predicting
anger, as well as suggesting the need to nore explicitly account
for group differences in expectations to understand soci al
patterns of anger.

The expectations that affect perceptions of fairness are
shaped, in part, by status values attached to various soci al
characteristics and conparisons with simlar others. Status
values of different identities, roles, and structural statuses
vary (Hegtvedt and Markovsky 1995; Ri dgeway and Wal ker 1995), and
t herefore the expectations and consequent perceptions of
unfai rness that govern enotional responses will vary as well.

I ncorporating the factors that influence expectations, such as
status val ues and reference groups, into theories of enotions may
be hel pful in understanding differences in enotional experiences
across social groups. The role of status values, reference

groups, and associ ated expectati ons which play an inportant role
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I n perceptions of justice may contribute to | ower |evels of anger
despite social disadvantage.

In addition to expectation beliefs, this study suggests
that social and personal resources, such as social integration
and sel f-efficacy, suppress anger. Theories of enotions do not
account for the intervening effects of such resources on
enoti onal outcones, and perhaps they should. The nature and
quality of individuals social contacts likely affect exposure to
anger provoking sites, such as famly and work rel ati onshi ps.
Variations in people’ s sense of control over outcones |ikely
I nfluences their cognitive interpretations of events and thereby
affects their enotions. 1In sum theories of enotions need to
take into account social patterns of the cultural and individual
factors that influence enotions.

Directions for Future Research

W still know relatively little about the epidem ol ogy of
enotions. Research suggests there are social structural effects
on happi ness and wel | -bei ng (Hughes and Thonmas 1998) and affect
rel ated to depression such as sadness (Aneshensel 1992; M rowsky
and Ross 1989; Thoits 1995) However, neasures of affect are
typically included in scales of well-being and di stress and not
studi ed apart for affect alone. Gven the |ack of socia
variation in frequency of anger, future research should exam ne

the distribution of other enotions as well.
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Enpirical evidence suggests that anger is not socially
patterned in ways we m ght expect (Ross and Van WI|igen 1996;
Schi eman 1999). And, where sone find differences in anger by
gender, marital, and parental status (Ross and Van WIIligen
1996), those findings are not replicated here or in Schieman’s
(1999) recent study. It may be that affect cannot be traced
directly to social structural |ocation and intervening factors
nmust be taken into account. Accordingly, research is needed on
the effects of social differences in expectations on anger,

I ncl udi ng what expectations influence enotional outcones, how
status val ues and referent groups shape expectations relevant to
enotions |ike anger, and under what conditions expectations do
and so not influence enotional outcones.

Future research should al so exam ne the role of social and
personal resources on anger. |In particular, nore needs to be
known about the effects of nature and quality of work and famly
roles on anger. And, as research on age and enotions highlights
(Labouvi e-Vi ef 1999) there nay be social differences in cognitive
strategies for coping wth enotions that inpinge on the
experience of anger. In addition, further investigation of the
conditions under which self-efficacy, or its lack, contributes to
anger or depression in the face of inequity.

Longi tudi nal data will also be hel pful in investigating

enptions. The nodel s consi dered here assune a casual order. It
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seens reasonable to assune that social |ocation precedes soci al
psychol ogi cal characteristics, and, because those characteristics
are fairly stable over tinme (Denp 1992; CGecas 1989), we m ght
assunme that they precede recent experiences of anger. However,
experiences of anger may have reciprocal, though not necessarily
equal , effects on individuals’ beliefs and resources. For

i nstance, if an individual recently felt angry because soneone
violated his or her trust, this experience mght result in
greater mstrust and a di m ni shed sense of control, as well as
contributing to recent anger. Cross-sectional data makes it
difficult to disentangle these relationships.

O interest to the relationship between enotions and soci al
novenents is the possible distinction between everyday anger and
“noral anger.” If such a distinction exists, it would val uable
t o understand under what conditions “noral anger” is produced,
and whet her and at what point everyday anger becones “noral
anger,” and thus an enotional catalyst for social change. This
Is one nore way that nore explicit |inks between the affective
results of mcro-level interactions and macro-|evel social
phenonena are needed in general.

More specific neasures of anger are needed to inprove
validity and discern between anger in interpersonal contexts and
anger associated with social conditions. |In this study, anger is

a gross assessnent that may enconpass both system c and
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I nt er personal sources of anger. Coupled wth retrospective
reporting, this general operationalization of anger may reduce
variation and capture only a base | evel of anger. The
possibility of reporting bias in recalling enptions suggests that
researchers of enotion need to conduct nore naturalistic studies,
as well. Such studies mght involve asking respondents to record
their enotions and the surrounding circunstances over a period of
time. Advances in technol ogy nakes such strategies nore feasible
than ever. For instance, respondents m ght carry hand held
conputers programmed to solicit information about their enotions
at randomintervals. The resulting data could be downl oaded
directly into a data file at the conclusion of the study, or

upl oaded via w rel ess comuni cations throughout the study period.
Studies that collect data on affect as it is experienced rather
than as it is renmenbered mght tells us nore about who gets

angry, how often, at whom and why.
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VI11. CONCLUSI ONS

Does social structural |ocation affect anger? This and
ot her recent studies suggest that there are both direct and
indirect effects of social |ocation on anger. Evidence of direct
effects are m xed, with sone studies finding significant effects
of gender, ethnicity, marital and parental statuses (Ross and Van
WIlligen 1996), while this and another recent study do not
(Schi eman 1999). However, age is consistently related to | ess
frequent anger.

Evi dence is accunul ating that a variety of structurally
I nfluenced factors indirectly affect anger. Material, social,
and personal resources appear inmportant. |n one study, economc
har dshi p i ncreases anger (Ross and Van WIlligen 1998), while in
anot her satisfaction with finances decreases anger (Schieman
1999). In this study, social integration is inversely related to
anger, and Schieman (1999) finds interpersonal estrangenent
positively related to anger. Role strains also contribute to
anger as difficulties with child care (Ross and Van WIIigen
1996), perceived time pressures, and dissatisfaction with famly
life (Schieman 1999) predict nore anger. Perceived control over
outcones is negatively related to anger, as evident in this and
Schi eman’ s (1999) study.

The grow ng expl anations of the relationship between anger

and social structure are hel pful, but far fromconplete.
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Schi eman (1999) argues that age-related differences in health,

sel f-efficacy, socioenotional outlook and, especially, famly and
work rol es account for age differences in anger. Wile shifts in
roles and responsibilities likely are inportant, they would not
account for the lack of variation in anger anong ot her groups
whose rel ationships are affected by differential resources and
constraints. (O der persons may have nore positive than expected
experiences in later |ife which nmay al so hel p explain the age-
anger rel ationship.

Socially patterned differences in expectations may
contribute to | ess frequent anger anong socially di sadvant aged
groups, as well as older individuals. This study suggests that
beliefs which refl ect expectations rather than ideol ogies, such
as mstrust, play an inportant role in anger. Here, mstrust has
a strong positive relationship to anger. Wre it not for an
awar eness of likely unfair treatnment by others, those who are
nore m strustful --blacks and the soci oeconom cal ly di sadvant aged-
-woul d be even less angry than they are, and | ess angry than
whites and the nore soci oeconomni cal |l y advant aged.

Peopl e’ s expectations are shaped by experience and in-group
conpari sons, so those who tend to get |ess perhaps also tend to
expect less. This does not necessarily mean the di sadvant aged
generalize fromwhat is to what ought to be (Hegtvedt and

Mar kovsky 1995; Kl uegel and Smth 1986). Wen coupled wth the
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| ower -1 evels of self-efficacy anong di sadvant aged groups,
conparisons with others “like us” may result in expectations that
cede what is will be and there is not nuch to be done about it.
In either case, nore difficult [ife circunstances do not
necessarily translate into differences in anger. Consequently,
patterns of anger will not tell us nuch about social inequality
unl ess we take into account social patterns in the conditions,

expectations, and resources that affect anger.
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APPENDI X 1.

Descriptive Statistics by Survey Form Version

Version 1 Version 2 Version 3 X2 or
Gender (Fenal e) 57. 9% 57. 1% 54. 9% 0.91
Et hnicity (Bl ack) 15. 0% 14. 8% 13. 8% 0.31
Educati on 13. 40 13. 45 13. 25 0.61
(3.07) (2.83) (2.89)
Househol d | nconet 40. 61 39.41 40. 45 0. 26
(28. 49) (27. 14) (27.98)
Age 45. 39 45. 60 45.12 0. 97
(15. 65) (16. 74) (16. 70)
Marri ed 49. 4% 46. 6% 43. 6% 3.12
Di vor ced/ Separ at ed 19. 0% 22.6% 21. 6% 1.87
W dowed 10. 7% 9. 0% 11. 6% 1.67
Never Marri ed 20. 8% 21. 8% 23. 1% 0.70
Nunber of Children in Hone 0. 64 0. 68 0. 60 0. 65
(1.07) (1.10) (1.04)
Anger Expressi veness 0.49 0. 37 0. 43 1.07
(1.15) (1.19) (1.17)
Egalitarian Gender 0.29 -0.06 -0.15 1.94
| deol ogy (3.57) (3.74) (3.38)
Belief in the |deol ogy of 0. 60 N A 0. 65 1.52
I ndi vi dual i sm (0.68) (0.65)
M st rust N A 0.14 0. 26 0. 68
(2.24) (2.16)
Sel f-Efficacy 2.12 2.12 1. 67 2.99
(3.12) (3.17) (3.20)
Soci al Integration 10. 73 10. 26 N A 2.96
(4.22) (4.04)
Frequency of Anger 1. 60 1.45 1. 65 1.98
(1.56) (1.59) (1.75)
N 457 487 450 1394

Not e: Standard devi ati ons are shown in parentheses

*p<.05 ** p<.01
f I'n thousands of dollars.

* k% p < 001
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APPENDI X 2. Zero-Order Correl ati ons anong Study Variables Available for Al Cases
N = 1384 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
(1) Gender
(2) Ethnicity L 10***
(3) Education -.04 - 13
(4) Househol d - 13xxx - 5k . 35***
I ncone
(5) Age .02 -. 07 . 18*** .03
(6) Married - 09*** - 19** .07* . 38*** .07
(7) Divorced/ .07 .03 .01 . 16*** .02 - 48%
Separ at ed
(8) W dowed L 14x .04 L 24%** .16 * LA2% L 32% . 18***
(9) Never -. 07> LLT7Exx .10 ** L 19x** LA2%* LA9r** L27FFE - 18*
Married
(10) # Children . 08** . 10*** .01 . 08** - 31xxx L 19xx* .04 - 13xxx - 10***
at Home
(11) Anger .04 . Q9 ** . 05* . 05* L12% .04 .05 -.05 .04 .04
Expr essi on
(12) Gender L 18*** . Q9 ** . 25*%** .07** L 31xx* L12% %+ . 08** - 16* x> L18*** -, 01 . 08**
| deol ogy
(13) Sel f- -.03 5L 20k . 40*** . 26%** .01 L 13xx* .01 - 12xxx - 07 -.01 -.05 L 13x
Ef fi cacy
(14) Anger -.01 .02 .01 .02 L21x .01 .01 - 07** . 05* . 10*** LA12%*x L 06* - 14x
Frequency
* p >.05 ** p < 01 ***% p <. 001
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APPENDI X 3. Zero-Order Correl ati ons anong Study Variables for

Cases with Data on

| ndi vi dual i sm

N = 887 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)
(1) Gender
(2) Ethnicity L 10x**
(3) Education -. 05 - LlEE
(4) Househol d RO RS A I RS N V7 A
I ncone
(5) Age .01 -.07* -.16*** - 03
(6) Married -.08* -.19** .06 L38***  10**
(7) Divorced/ . 08* .02 .03 L16*** .01 LATEE
Separ at ed
(8) W dowed L13*** 05 - 25%F* L QT7*** AQ*** - 33F*F*F - 18x*x
(9) Never -.08* L 18*** . 08* CLTEEE L ABFxx L AQEREE L QTxxx QR
Married
(10) # Children Cllxxx o 12%** - 01 .07* L30***  18*** - 04 - 11*%** - 10%*
at Home
(11) Anger .06 . 06* -.09** . 05* . 10** .01 .03 -.06 .04 .03
Expr essi on
(12) Gender Ll4xxx Q7 .25%** 06 L20%*x L QQ***  10** - 16***  _16*** .03 . 08*
| deol ogy
(13) I ndivid- .05 -.06 - 12%** - 06 .02 . 06 .04 .03 .02 .00 .04 . 06
ual i sm
(14) Self- -.03 - 21*%**  40*** 26%** 04 L15*** - .01 -.10** -, 09** .01 -.05 L11x** 08*
Ef fi cacy
(15) Anger -.01 .04 .01 .02 L19**x . 01 .03 -.07* .03 . 08* . 10%* .03 .04 -.06***
Frequency
* p >.05 ** p <. 01 *** p <. 001
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APPENDI X 4. Zero-Order Correlations anong Study Variables for Cases with Data on M strust

N = 930 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7 (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)
(1) Gender
(2) Ethnicity L12%xx
(3) Education -.03 - LlEE
(4) Househol d EI I R R I G N V7 A
I nconme
(5) Age .01 -.08* -.18*** - 01
(6) Married - A1x** - 19*** 07 L36* ]k
(7) Divorced/ . 09** .04 -.06 L15*** 01 L48***
Separ at ed
(8) W dowed L14xxx 04 - 20%** - 10** L39xxx L ZOF** - 18***
(9) Never -.05 CLE*xRx Q2% *x L Q%K% L ABxxx o AQR** L 28xxx @k
Marri ed
(10) # Children .05 .09**  -.02 .07* L33rxx Q7*F* - 02 L13**x . Q9%
at Hone
(11) Anger .01 . 06 -.03 . 06 LA13*** - 06 .07* .05 .04 .05
Expr essi on
(12) Gender L20%*x 110%™ .26%** . 08* L30*** - 16*** | 08* L12*** 9% ** 03 .05
| deol ogy
(13) M strust .01 L22%** L 2B%*x L JO¥*x L 20%*x . I3*** 04 .02 L13xx . 10** L10*** - 01
(14) Self- -.02 - 22%*%*% 3R .25%** 05 11x**x .00 . 08* .07* .04 . 08* L12xxx o 3LRRH
Effi cacy
(15) Anger -.02 .02 .00 .00 .23 - 01 .04 .04 .05 C11xxx o 13*** 05 L25%xx - 18
Frequency
* p >.05 ** p < 01 *** p <. 001
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APPENDI X 5. Zero-Order Correl ati ons anong Study Variables for Cases with Data on Soci al

I ntegration

N = 927 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)
(1) Gender
(2) Ethnicity . 09**
(3) Education -.05 -.16***
(4) Househol d RIS S A I RS N ¥ A
I ncone
(5) Age .05 -. 05* -, 19%** - 04
(6) Married -.08* - 17 07 L4102
(7) Divorced/ .04 .02 .00 L16*** .04 L49xx*
Separ at ed
(8) W dowed LA7*** 05 - 25%F* L 2Q%*x AB*** - 32k o QT7xxx
(9) Never -.07* L15*** Q9% * L19**x L AQ*** - B0 - 27xxx Q7R
Married
(10) # Children .07* C11*** - 02 L09** - 3Qxxx %% Q7* L14xxx o 10 *
at Home
(11) Anger .06 L13*** - .04 .05 L12x** - 06 .06 .04 .04 .05
Expr essi on
(12) Gender L18xxx  Q9** .26%**  08* L32%xx L QQx*x Q7* L18*** [ 19*** - 03 . 09**
| deol ogy
(13) Soci al -.07* -.02 . 10** .03 L27*** . Q5***  Q7* L13**x 20%** 02 . 10%* L13*xx
Integration
(14) Self- -.03 - 21%** 40 .28*** .05 L15*** 01 L19*** - .04 -.01 -.04 L14xxx 02
Ef fi cacy
(15) Anger -.02 -.01 .03 .03 L24x*x . 00 .00 L11*** 08* . 10** Ll4xxx o Q9** .00 -.07*
Frequency
* p >.05 ** p <. 01 *** p <. 001
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