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Introduction

The objective of this study is to develop a scale to assess negative
relationship events (i.e., emotional baggage).

For the purposes of this pilot study, we defined emotional baggage as
the negative intimate relationship events that accumulate over an 
individual’s lifetime.

Much like research addressing ‘life events’ and their effects on stress 
and illness noted in health psychology (e.g., Rabkin & Struening, 1976), 
negative relationship events are thought to affect how individuals view 
their current romantic relationships, in particular their satisfaction and 
commitment in those relationships.  Understanding how negative events 
affect relationships can ultimately help clinicians understand how past 
relationship issues affect individuals in their current relationships.
 
Outside of clinical theory, little work has been done to quantify negative 
events that may be common across individuals.  Further, the strength of 
these events requires assessment.  Success has been shown with similar 
approaches in the stress/coping life events literature (e.g., the Life Events 
Scale), but no such quantifiable effort has been made in close relationship
research.

Method

Participants
Two samples were collected for the current study.  All participants were 
18+ years of age, and either enrolled in psychology courses at CSU
Fullerton, or their acquaintances.

Sample 1 – N = 97.  Data were collected only on the proposed scale.

Sample 2 – N = 217.  Data were collected along with validation measures 
and demographics (62% female; Mean Age = 23 [SD=4.1]; 44% White, 
28% Latino, 16% Asian, 4% African American, and 8% did not specify 
an ethnicity).

Main Measure
Negative Relationship Events [Emotional Baggage].  Negative relationship 
events were measured using 39 items reflecting negative relationship 
events. Events thought to be extremely emotionally disturbing (e.g., 
physical partner abuse) were not included since existing ‘abuse’ scales 
address this topic. Areas of measurement ranged from work to intimacy 
issues.  See Table 1 for the complete scale and instructions.

The survey as originally constructed had 61 items.  Items were written 
primarily by the third author, with additional items contributed by the 
second author.  Areas of negative events included hobbies/interests, 
work issues, abuse, trust violation, expressive style, sexuality, attachment, 
physical attributes, and financial issues.

After an initial review by the authors, items addressing physical abuse 
were dropped, as were items regarding physical attributes.  Other items 
were also dropped which did not to contribute to capturing the overall 
construct.  A final listing of 39 items was deemed acceptable per face 
validity. 

Validation Measures

Attachment Style.  Attachment paragraphs 
(Hazan & Shaver, 1987): Avoidant, anxious-
ambivalent, and secure.  

Relationship Trust.  Trust Scale (Rempel & 
Holmes, 1986).  Total scale, and 3 subscales 
(Predictability, Dependability, Faith).

Relationship Satisfaction and Commitment.  
From the Investment Model Scale (Rusbult, 
Martz, & Agnew, 1998). 

Self-Esteem.  The Self-Esteem Scale 
(Rosenberg, 1965).

Demographics.  Age, gender.

Analysis
Due to the ordinal nature of the 39-item scale, 
performing factor analysis using a standard 
correlation matrix would not yield valid results 
as the factors produced would likely be based 
only on similarities of the item distributions, 
not on true multidimensionality.  Instead of 
using standard Pearson correlations, a polychoric 
correlation matrix was used in the analysis.  
Polychoric correlations bypass the problem of 
using item-level data by assuming an underlying 
normal distribution. 

Principal components analysis on the entire 
sample (N = 306) was undertaken to assess the 
dimensions of the 39 items. Items 1, 2 & 7 
were removed from the analysis due to multi-
collinearity / singularity issues. The number of 
components was assessed using a scree plot 
and component sensibility.  A total score was 
also derived, and is subsequently preferred as 
the measure of choice.

Validation of the scale was undertaken only for 
Sample 2 participants (N = 209).  Associations 
between the resulting total score and subscale 
scores were derived with the other measurement 
scales.

Results

Principal Components
Sampling adequacy was middling (KMO = .776), and the item associations in the correlation 
matrix were good (Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity: p < .001).  A scree plot of the initial eigen-
values suggested a 6 component solution, which also made intuitive sense. 

Principal components was performed forcing a 6 component solution, and a Varimax rotation 
was applied. Overall, the 6 components accounted for 44.9% of the variance.  Final rotated 
loadings are noted in Table 2.

Component Names

“Baggage” Components were labeled:
C1- Partner Irresponsibility/Idleness
C2- Lack of Trust/Honesty
C3- Partner Insecurity
C4- Emotional Intimacy Issues
C5- Social/Other Interests
C6- Physical Intimacy Issues

Subscales were formed from the items loading on each of these 
components.  A total score of ALL 36 items was also generated 
(Cronbach’s alpha on the total scale score = .685).  Figure 1 is a 
histogram of the total item score. Figure 2 contains the barchart 
total scores for the subscales.

Validation

The six subscales and total score measure were subsequently 
evaluated for construct validity on the second sample (N = 
209). The variables gender, age, self-esteem, attachment, 
relationship commitment and satisfaction, and trust were 
utilized.

Those not in a relationship at the time of assessment were 
asked to rate their ‘ideal’ partner.  No differences were noted 
between those in relationships and those imagining their 
ideal partner on the resulting subscales/total score.

Attachment:  Discriminant analysis evaluated whether the 
total negative events score could discern attachment style.  
A marginal (p <.10) result was noted (Wilk’s lambda = .977, 
chi-square [2] = 4.63), indicating that anxious-ambivalent 
attachment could be discriminated from secure and avoidant.

Gender, age, self-esteem, relationship 
commitment/satisfaction, and trust:   

The following Pearson correlations (p < .05) were noted 
on the remaining variables:

C1: Trust [Predictability] (r = -.17)
  Trust [Dependency] (r = -.19)
  Trust [Faith] (r = -.20)
  Trust [Total] (r = -.23)

C2: Trust [Faith] (r = -.21)
  Trust [Predictability] (r = -.23)
  Trust [Dependency] (r =-.26)
  Trust [Total] (r = -.28)

C3: Age (r = -.19)
  Gender (r = -.30)

C4: Commitment (r=-.14)
  Satisfaction (r = -.16)
  Trust [Total] (r = -.15)
  Trust [Faith] (r = -.18)
  Age (r = .19)

C6: Commitment (r = -.17)
  Gender (r = -.21)

Total Score:
  Commitment (r = -.15)
  Trust [Predictability] (r = -.15)
  Trust [Dependency] (r = -.14)
  Trust [Faith] (r = -.22)
  Trust [Total] (r = -.20)

No other significant correlations were noted.

Discussion

The intent of this pilot study was 
to create a negative relationship 
events (or emotional baggage) 
scale to assess the affects negative 
relationship events have on indi-
viduals and their relationships.  
6 subscales and 1 total scale score 
were derived.

The total scale score was shown 
to have adequate construct valid-
ity with relationship trust.  It was 
also noted to discern anxious-
ambivalent attachment from other 
styles.  All of the subscales, 
except “social/other interests,” 
also showed some validity as 
noted through correlations with 
trust, relationship commitment, 
and relationship satisfaction.

Future Research

For future research, a larger 
sample should be obtained, 
especially for validity purposes.  
Further, the research would 
benefit from a sample of partici-
pants who are all in intimate 
relationships.  It would also be 
beneficial to use other scales 
besides trust, relationship 
satisfaction and commitment to 
validate the scale; possibly those 
dealing with coping strategies or 
interaction style within relation-
ships.

Overall, this research should be 
viewed as a first step toward a 
usable scale.

Table 1: Relationship Events Scale

Directions:  The following statements address past relationship events.  
Relationship events are things you may have experienced in ANY of your
romantic encounters or intimate relationships.  Please use the following
numeric scale to complete the statement “My past relationship partners….” 
and place the appropriate number in the blank provided next to each item. 
 
0 – Never       1 – Sometimes       2 - All the time

“My past relationship partners…”
__  3.   Lied to me about what kind of job he/she has.
__  4.   Lied to me about who he/she was with.
__  5.   Lied to me about where he/she was.
__  6.   Lied to me about running errands.
__  8.   Lied to me about having sex with another person.
__  9.   Called me hurtful names.
__  10. Had a very inconsistent schedule of work.
__  11. Couldn’t hold down a job.
__  12. Hated his/her job.
__  13. Loved his/her job.
__  14. Owned his/her own business.
__  15. Was in a helping profession (e.g., teacher, therapist, nurse).
__  16. Had lots of interests/hobbies.
__  17. Had few interests/hobbies.
__  18. Had different interests/hobbies than I did.
__  19. Enjoyed doing interests/hobbies alone.
__  20. Wanted to do all of my interests/hobbies with me.
__  21. Had a particular interest/hobby that I hated.
__  22. Said “I love you” all the time.
__  23. Never said “I love you.”
__  24. Wanted to talk about “the relationship” all the time.
__  25. Never wanted to talk about our relationship.
__  26. Was talkative.
__  27. Was quiet.
__  28. Never wanted to have sex.
__  29. Always wanted to have sex.
__  30. Was not open to new sexual experiences.
__  31. Wanted to spend every moment together.
__  32. Wanted to spend a lot of time alone.
__  33. Never had money.
__  34. Could not support themselves.
__  35. Had low goals of making money.
__  36. Was impossible to please.
__  37. Ignored me.
__  38. Cried a lot.
__  39. Made me miserable.

[NOTE: Items 1, 2 & 7 were removed from the analysis due to
multicollinearity/singularity issues]

Table 2:  Varimax Rotated Loadings (values under .30 are suppressed)
of the 36 item Negative Relationship Events Scale (N = 306)

Based on Polychoric Correlations
[Items 1, 2 & 7 were removed from the analysis due to multicollinearity/singularity issues]

Items 1 2 3 4 5 6

v34 Could not support themselves

v33 Never had money

v12 Hated their job

v11 Couldn't hold down a job

v10 Had a very inconsistent schedule of work

v35 Had low goals of making money

v9   Called me hurtful names

v21 Had a particular interest/hobby that I hated

v14 Owned his/her own business

v4   Lied to me about who he/she was with

v5   Lied to me about where he/she was

v8   Lied to me about having sex with another person

v6   Lied to me about running errands

v3   Lied to me about what kind of job he/she had

v31 Wanted to spend every moment together

v24 Wanted to talk about the relationship all the time

v22 Said I love you all the time

v20 Wanted to do all my hobbies/interests with me

v25 Never wanted to talk about the relationship

v38 Cried a lot

v32 Wanted to spend a lot of time alone

v19 Enjoyed doing interests/hobbies alone

v36 Was impossible to please

v27 Was quiet

v39 Made me miserable

v18 Had different hobbies/interests than I did

v37 Ignored me

v16 Had lots of interests/hobbies

v17 Had few interests/hobbies

v13 Loved his/her job

v15 Was in a helping profession

v26 Was talkative

v28 Never wanted to have sex

v30 Was not open to new sexual experiences

v29 Always wanted to have sex

v23 Never said I love you
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Rotated Component Loadings Figure 1:
Histogram of Total Negative Events
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Figure 2:
Barchart of Negative Events for the Components
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