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The Aggression Questionnaire:
A Validation Study in Student Samples
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The goal of this study was to examine the psychometric propertics of the Aggression Questionnaire
(AQ) in Spain. The AQ is a 29-item instrument designed to measure the different dimensions of
the hostility/anger/aggression construct. It consists of 4 subscales that assess: (a) anger, (b) hostility,
(c) verbal aggression, and (d) physical aggression. In Study 1. reliability, construct validity, and
convergent validity were evaluated in a group of 384 male and female university students. Test-
retest reliability was evaluated using a group of 154 male and female university students. The
results of the factor anaiysis were similar to the scale structure claimed for this instrument. The
subscales also showed internal consistency and stability over time. The AQ and its subscales were
also compared with the scales and subscales of the Spielberger State-Trait Anger Expression
Inventory {(STAXT), the Cook-Medley Hostility Scale (Ho), the Buss-Durkec Hostility Inventory
{BDH]I), and the Jenkins Activity Survey-Form H (JASE-H). The results show that the AQ evaluates
some aspects of anger, such as Anger-Trait and Anger-Out, rather than other elements, such as
Anger-In or Anger-State. In Study 2, two new male groups were used to evaluate the criterion
validity of the AQ: 57 prison inmates and 93 university students, finding that this instrument
discriminated between the scores obtained by common offenders and university students.
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El objetivo de este estudio fue examinar las propiedades psicemetricas del Cuestionario de
Agresion (AQ) en Espana. El AQ es un instrumento de 29 items que mide las distintas dimensiones
del constructo hostilidad/ira/agresion. Consta de 4 subescalas que evaltan: (a) ira, (b) hostilidad,
{c) agresion verbal y (d) agresién fisica. En el Estudio 1 se evalué |z fiabilidad, la validez de
constructo y la validez convergente en un grupo de 384 estudiantes universitarios de ambos
sexos, También se midio la fiabilidad test-retest, usando un grupo de 154 estudiantes universitarios
de ambos sexos. Los resultados del analisis factorial revelaron una estructura similar a la
enconfrada con muestras de habla inglesa. Las subescalas mostraron una adecuada consistencia
imerna y fiabilidad test-retest. Igualmente, se calcularon las correlaciones existentes entre el AQ
y otros instrumentos de medida del constructo, tales como el Inventario de Expresion y Estado-
Rasgo de Ira de Spislberger {STAXI), ta Escala de Hostiiidad de Cook y Medley (Ho), &l Inventario
de Hostilidad de Buss-Ourkee (BDHI) y la forma H de la Escala de Actividad de Jenkins (JASE-
H). Los resultados sugieren que el AQ evalia algunos aspecios de la ira tales como Ira-Rasgo
e Ira-Externa mas que otros elementos como lra-interna o (ra-Estado. En el Estudio 2 se evalud
la validez de criteric del AQ a partir de dos grupos de varones: 57 reclusos que habian cometido
diversos tipos de delitos y 93 estudiantes universitarios. En este caso, se encontrd que las
puntuaciones obtenidas en el instrumento permitian discriminar entre ambos grupos de sujetos.
Palabras clave: ira, hostilidad, agresion, cuestionario, analisis factorial
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The terms anger, hostility, and aggression are often used
interchangeably. However, some researchers consider that
hostility, anger, and aggression can represent the cognitive,
affective, and behavioral components of the same
multidimensional construct (Barcfoot, 1992; Buss & Perry,
1992). Thus, the construct could consist of three basic
dimensions: a) affective, made up of emotions such as anger
or loathing; b) cognitive, consisting mainly of negative
thoughts about human nature, resentment, and cynical
distrust; and ¢) behavioral, defined by various forms of
aggression, such as physical or verbal aggression. All these
factors seem to be related to each other, varying in intensity,
frequency, and duration.

A review of the literature shows that there are some
problems associated with the measurement of this construct,
resulting in some confusion in this area, Some studies did
not take into account the multidimensional nature of the
construct, finding different instruments to evaluate different
components as if they were equivalent measures. In other
studies, instruments with questionable reliability and validity
were used (Barefoot & Lipkus, 1994).

The Aggression Questionnaire (AQ; Buss & Perry, 1992)
does not show either of the problems described above. On
the contrary, this instrument evaluates several compenents
of the construct: anger, verbal aggression, physical aggression,
and hostility, and it has shown adequate psychometric
standards in English-speaking samples (Buss & Perry, 1992,
Harris, 1995, 1997).

The first verston (Buss & Perry, 1992) consisted of 52
items, some borrowed intact from the Buss-Durkee Hostility
Inventory (BDHI; Buss & Durkee, 1957) and others rewritten
more clearly. The correlation matrix of the 52 items for a
first sampie of 406 college students was subjected to
principal-axis factoring and oblique rotation. This initial
fuctor analysis was followed by a confirmatory factor analysis
on a second and third sample of students. In the first sample,
four rotated factors proved to be the maximum interpretable
number: Physical Aggression, Verbal Aggression, Anger, and
Hostility (a combination of Resentment and Suspicion). This
was replicated over the next two samples. Of the list of 52
itemns, 23 were excluded. The remaining 29 items constitute
the original version of the AQ. Buss and Perry (1992) have
interpreted aggression as consisting of four subtraits. In this
way, Physical and Verbal Aggression would represent the
instrumental or motor components, Anger would be the
emotional or affective component, and Hostility would
represent the cognitive component. Recently, this factorial
structure and the subscale distinction of the AQ have alse
been found in other student samples (Bernstein & Gesn,
1997; Harris, 1995) but not in an offender population
{Williams, Boyd, Cascardi, & Poythress, 1996).

With respect 10 its psychometric standards, the results
showed adequate Lest-retest reliability and internal consistency
both for the general questionnaire and the subscales (Buss
& Perry, 1992; Harris, 1995, 1997). The internal consistency

of the four factors and the total score ranged between .72
and .89, As far as the test-retest reliability is concerned, the
analyscs yielded a group of indexes, ranging between .72
and .80 (Ando et al., 1999; Buss & Perry, 1992). The
correlations found between the AQ and peer nominations of
aggression also showed values around .40, lending support
to construct validity (Buss & Perry, 1992).

Most of the results obtained with the AQ are based on
English-speaking samples, but there are not many studies
that evaluate the psychometric properties of the AQ in
countries where other languages are spoken. Therefore, we
beiieve the instrument should be validated in Spanish
samples. This article reports the findings of two validation
studies of the AQ in Spain. We used the 29-item original
version of the AQ, which was transiated to Spanish by the
first author of this study.

Our aims were the following: (a) to confirm the factor
structure of the AQ in a Spanish sample (construct validity),
{b) 1o determine the internal consistency, split-haif reliability,
the test-retest reliability of this instrument; {¢) to determine
whether the Spanish version of the AQ is a good measure
of the different components of the construct, such as anger,
hostility, physical aggression, and verbal aggression. To this
end, we examined the existing relationships between the AQ
and other measurement instruments of hostility that evaluate
these components (criterion validity using convergent
validity); and (d) to verify whether the Spanish version of
the AQ is able to discriminate between the scores obtained
by common offense inmates and university students (criterion
or external validity).

Study 1

In this first study, reliability, construct validity, and
criterion validity (using convergent validity) were evaluated.

Method
Participants

This study involved a total of 384 Education and
Psychology students at the Universily of Jaén in Spain. There
were 90 males and 294 females, with a mean age of 21.6
years (SD = 5.6).

To estimate lest-retest reliability, we used a different group
comprised of 154 Psychology students (34 males and 120
females) from the University of Jaén. Their ages ranged
between 17 and 24, with a mean age of 18.7 years (5D = 1.2).

Instruments

In addition to the AQ, the following instruments were
included in the study:
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The Cook-Medley Hosulity Scale (Ho, Cook & Medley,
1954). This scale consists of 50 true-or-false jtems taken
from the original MMPI and it is usvally used as a
measurement of general hostility. The results of factorial
analyses suggest the existence of various factorial structures.
Thus, whereas Cook and Medley obtained a factorial
structure based on one factor, which ts called Cynicism or
Cynical Distrust, other studies (Bermidez, Sinchez-Elvira,
& Fernandez, 1994; Costa, Zondermun, McCrae, &
Williams, 1986) found two factors, called Cynicism and
Paranoid Alienation, [n terms of reliability, both the English
and Spanish versions revealed an internal consistency
between 75 and .80 (Bermadez et al., 1994; Garcia-Leoén,
1999. Smith & Frohm, 1985). The data of test-retest
reliability of the scale show values around .75 (Bishop &
Guah, 1998).

The Buss-Durkee Hostility fnventory (BDHI; Buss &
Durkec, 1957). This instrument seems Lo be useful for
mecasuring both the experience and the expression of
hostility. The English version of the inventory is made up
of 75 items in a true-faise {ormal, consisting of eight
theoretical subscales based on clinical criteria: assault,
indirect hostility, irritability, negativism, resentment,
suspicion, verbal hostility, and guilt. The eight scales were
established a priori, and no factor analysis of items was
carried out. In the original study by Buss and Durkee, two
factors were found. The {irst factor contained items
assessing assault, indirect aggression, irritability, and verbal
aggression and was called Overt Hostility or Expression
of Hostility. The second factor was defined by items
assessing resentment and suspicion and was called Covert
Hostility or Experience of Hostility. These factors are
considered two independent dimensions. General internal
consistency of the BDHI was between .57 and .78 for the
original version (Bishop & Quah, 1998; Taugney, Wagner,
Fletcher, & Gramzow, 1992) and .86 for the Spanish
version (Garcia-Ledn, 1999). The resulting items of the
overt hostility subscale had an alpha reliability of .76,
whercus the items of covert hostility subscale had an alpha
of 72 {Bendig, 1962). Temporal consistency or test-retest
rcliability of the BDHI was .82 (Biaggio, Supplee, &
Curtis, 1981).

The Jenkins Activity Scale-Form H (JASE-H; Krantz,
Glass, & Snyder. 1974). This mstrument is comprised of 32
items that evaluate the Type A pattern. both globally and in
its different components. Bermidez, Pérez Garcia, and
Sanchez-Elvira {1991) validated the Spanish version by
means of factor analysis, starting with the Jenkins Activity
Scale-Form T (Krantz, Glass, & Snyder, 1974) and the
Irritability Scale by Caprara et al. (1985). The scale consists
of four subscales entitled: Hard Driving (8 items), Job
Invelvement (6 items), Impatience (5 items), and Hostility
(7 items). It showed adequate rcliability both for the global
Type A and for the subscales. With regard to reliability of
the general instrument and its subscales. both the English

and Spanish versions showed alpha reliability values between
.75 and .88. On the other hand, temporal consistency of this
instrument ranged between .84 and .92 (Bermidez et al.,
1991; Krantz et al., 1974).

The State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory (STAXI,
Spielberger, 1988). This instrument consists of 47 items to
asscss both anger experience and anger expression. Anger
experience is measured on two dimensions: Anger-State (11
items) and Anger-Trait (11 ttems). Anger expression is
measured on three dimensions: Anger-Out (10 items), Anger-
In (7 items), and Anger-Control (8 items) {(Forgays, Forgays,
& Spielberger, 1997, Fugua et al., 1991; Kjell, 1994; Migucl-
Tobal, Casado, Cano-Vindel, & Spiciberger, 1997, Spielberger,
1988). Fugua et al. (1991) obtained only moderate values of
internal consistency for the general instrurmnent, suggesting
the need to use the subscales independently. When these
subscales were studied in a Spanish population, values
between .63 and 95 for the alpha Cronbach coefficients were
found (Biaggio, 1994; Ferndndez-Abascal & Martin, 1995,
Miguel-Tobal et al., 1997).

All of these instruments were selected for two reasons.
First, they have frequently been used to evaluate the
construct, and second, the psychometric properties of these
measures are available for Spantsh population.

Procedure

The group of 384 students filled in the Ho, the AQ, the
BDHI, the JASE-H and the STAXI in group sessions in their
usual classes. Administration of the instruments was
counterbalanced. Participants took approximately 45 minutes
to fill in all the tests.

To calculate test-retest reliability, the AQ was
administered to a group of 154 students twice, with a 5-
week interval, Both administrations of the AQ were carried
out in group sessions in the classes.

Results
Facror Analyses (Construct Validity)

The correlation matrix of the 29 items was subjected
to principal component analysis and oblimin rotation. We
used the following criterton to select the items for a factor:
an item had to load at least .35 on its own factor but less
than .35 on any other factor. Four rotated factors, which
could explain 42.1% of total variance, proved to be the
maximum number interpretable. These factors were called:
(1) Anger with Resentment {items 3, 4, 7, 8, 11, 12, 16,
22, and 25); (b) Verbal Aggression (items 2, 6, 10, 13, 14,
15, 18, and 19); {¢) Physical Aggression (items 1, 5, 9, 17,
27, and 29); and (d) Suspicion {items 20, 23, 26, and 28).
The results arc presented in Table 1. The data revcaled that
the original four-factor structure was replicated in the
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Table 1
Fuctor Loadings for Oblimin Four-Factor Solution

[tems

Factor loadings

Factor {: Verbal Aggression

18. My friends say that I'm somewhal argumentative. )
6. 1 often find myself disagreeing with people. .69
13, 1 gel into fights a little more than the average persen does. .60
14. 1 can’t help getting into arguments when people disagree with me. 58
19. Some of my friends think P'm a hothead. 43
10. When people annoy me, | may tell them what [ think of them. 37
2. Ttell my friecnds openly when 1 disagree with them. 37
I5. 1 am an even-tempered person. -37
Factor II: Anger with Resentment
16. I wonder why sometimes [ feel so bitter about things. 58
8. At times. | feel | have gotten a raw deal out of life. 57
4. T am sometimes eaten up with jealousy. 55
11. 1 sometimes fecl like a powder keg ready to explode. 51
22. Sometimes, | fly off the handle for no good reason. 51
[2. Other people always seem to get the breaks. 47
25. I have trouble controlling my temper. 40
7. When frustrated, I let my imritation show. 39
3. I flarc up quickly but get over it guickly. 36
Factor III: Physical Aggression
5. Given enough provocation, I may hit another person. .80
9. If somebody hits e, 1 hit back. 75
[7. 1f T have to resort to violence to protect my rights, T will. A1
L. Once in a while, I can’t contrel the urge to strike another person. .62
27. 1 have threatened people 1 know. A48
29. 1 have become so mad that I have broken things. 42
Factor IV: Suspicion
28. When peopie are especially nice. I wonder what they want. 15
23. I am suspicious of overly friendly surangers. 70
20. 1 know that “friends" talk about me behind my back. 45
26. 1 sometimes feel that people are laughing at me behind my back. 38

Note. n = 384, u = 82

Spanish sample, showing the existence of a relatively
constant structure among different versions of the AQ. When
equating the number of males and females in the sample
{n = 180) and performing a principal component tactor
analysis with oblimin rotation, nine factors were obtained.
Four of these factors were similar to the original (our factors
of Buss and Perry (1992). but the remaining {ive had no
clear psychological interpretation. This solution was
therefore discarded.

The correlations among factors (or subscales) are
presented in Table 2. The results are similar to those
obtained by Buss and Perry (1992). although the value of
our scores was lower thun the scores of the original version.
As might be expected, the subscales of Verbal and Physical

Aggression were correlated. Likewise, the subscale of
Anger with Resentment correfated with the other three
subscales.

With regard to sex differences, the results are presented
in Table 3. Men had significantly higher scores on Physical
Ageression, F(1, 370) = 16.61, p < 001, and Verbal
Ageression. F(1, 363) = 7.94, p < .01, whereas women had
significantly higher scores on Anger with Resentiment, £(1.
359) = 17.64, p < 0L, In order to guarantee that the
differences observed were not due to the different number
of participants in the groups of men and women, the analysis
waus repeated vsing the same number of males and females
{n = 90 males and 90 females), obtaining practically the
same resulls as in the original groups.
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Table 2
Correlations amaong the Aggression Subscales

Subscale Verbal Aggression

Anger with Resentment 2
Verbal Aggression
Physical Aggression

Physical Aggression Suspicion
33w 4G
31 A5
21

Note. n = 384.
*ky < Ol

Reliability Analyses

Internal consistency of the four fuctors and the total score
was cvaluated by the alpha coefficient, obtaining the
following values: Verbal Aggression, .37; Physical
Aggression, .63; Anger with Resentment, .77; Suspicion,
.67; and total score, .82. In general, the alpha for the total
score indicated considerable internal consistency. The alphas
for the individual subscales showed lower but adequate
scores for subscales with fewer than eight items.

Split-half reliability was based on the analyses of the
correlation coefficient between even and odd items,
corrected by the Spearman-Brown coefficient, obtaining
ihe following values: Verbal Aggression, .54; Physical
Aggression, .76; Anger with Resentment, .71; Suspicion,
.48; and total score, .85.

With regard to test-retest reliability, in the group of 154
subjects who filled in the AQ twice {with a 5-week intervai),
the results were as follows: Verbal Aggression, .72; Physical
Aggression, .81; Anger with Resentment, .88; Suspicion,
.57; and total score, .8]. These coefficients suggest marked
stability over time.

Criterion Validity using the Convergent Validiry
We examined tha relationship between the AQ and other

instruments used to assess the construct: Ho, BDHI, STAXI,
and JASE-H. In general, the analyscs showed adequate alpha

reliability values (between .75 and .90) for the Spanish
version of these instruments (Bermidez et al,, 1991;
Bermiidez et al., 1994, Garcia-Ledn, 1999, Miguel-Tobal et
al., 1997), which are even higher than the indexes reported
previously in the literature. The correlations of the aggression
subscales with various hostility and anger scales are shown
in Table 4.

Firstly, the Ho showed the highest correlations with the
total AQ score and with the subscales of Anger with
Resentment and Suspicion. Secondly, both the total AQ
score and all its subscales correlated strongly with the
BDHI. Some items of the AQ were borrowed intact from
the BDHI. This might have partially influenced the high
correlations found between both instruments. However, high
correlations were also found between the AQ and other
instruments used in the study, whose items are different
from the items of the AQ (see correlation matrix in Table
43, For this reason, we think that the high correlations are
not an artifact of the study. Thirdly, the JASE-H and its
subscales of Impatience and Hostility also showed the
highest correlations with the total AQ score and with the
Anger with Resentment subscale. Lastly, the mmstrumental
components of Physical and Verbal Aggression also
correlated modestly with the Anger-Out subscale of the
STAXI but not with its Anger-In subscale. Both the total
AQ score and the Anger with Resentment subscale
correlated strongly with the Anger-Trait and the Anger-Out
subscales of the STAXI.

Table 3
Sex Differences in the Four Aggression Subscales
Men n = 90 Women n = 294

Subscales

M sD M sD F df
Anger with Resentment 24.9 7.3 28.7 7.0 17.64%+* I, 359
Verbal Aggression 2238 5.4 211 4.4 7.94%% i, 363
Physical Aggression 13.2 5.5 1.0 4.0 16.61%+* L. 370
Suspicion 8.8 3.4 9.6 37 328 1. 378
Total score 74.3 15.5 76.1 14.4 0.83 1, 381

#p < 01 **4p < 001
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Study 2

In this study. the criterion vadidity of the AQ was evaluated
by testing for hypathesized dilferences between contrast groups
of common-oftense prison immates and students,

Method
Participants

Two new groups were used in this study. The first group
was made up of 37 inmates of the prison of Jaén, who were
mainly incarcerated for armed robbery, robbery, aggravated
assauit, or drug-refated offenses. They were all males. with
a mean age of 20.7 years (80 = 2.9). The second group wus
made up of 93 university students. They were alsa all males,
with 4 mcan age of 19.5 years (8D = 1.5},

Procedure

Both groups were administered the AQ in group sessions.
University students fitled in the questionnaire in their usual

Table 4

clussrooms. and prison immates in a leisure room of the
prison. The prisoa inmaies were voluatecrs, and they were
informed that the results of the AQ would be g part of their
psychological assessment.

Results
Criterion or FExiernal Validity

We carricd out one-way analyses of variance. The
means and standard deviations are displayed in Table 5.
In general, we expected prison inmatcs to show higher
scores than university students both in the AQ total and in
its subscales.

The statistical analyses revealed one significant difference
between groups. Specifically, inmates scored significantly
higher than did students in Physical Aggression, F(1, 143)
= 24,01, p < .01 In relation 1o the total score and Suspicion,
although the differcnces were not statistically significant,
higher scores were observed in prison inmates than in
university students.

Correlations between the Aggression Questioonaive and other Hostility and Anger Instruments

Hostility & Anger Scales

Anger with Resentment

Aggression Questionnaire

Verbal Aggression

Tutal Ho 53 o
Total BIXHI ot Sk 37
Total JASE-H 42k 3k
JASE-HD 03 25
JASE-HIL g 13

JASE-HL 5l pwe
JASE-HH O3 DgH=
Total STAXI-T I g
STAX)-RT gk g
STAXI-RR 5% 20
Total STAXI-EX YAL 254
STAXI-EXI 2% 09

STAXI-EXE S0 A3k
STAXI-EXC —.34% -12

Total STAXI-S 24k 09

Physical Aggression Suspicion Total score
3 56%F INL'ad
SAmE 55%F G
A7 03 16
e A7 2OFE
3owE 53w
AT 68
R 53k
‘)2:?=r 35*3‘
23%% S
22%% g
A7 33
hLid SO0

=23k ~ 3%
A7 25%F

Nore. n = 384. Ho = Cock-Mediey Hostility Scale. BDHI = Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory.
JASIE-H = Jenkins Activity Scale. form H: JASE-HID = Subscale of Hard-Dhviving; JASE-HIT = Subscale of Job Involvement: JASE-HI

= Subscale ot Impatience: JASE-HH = Subscale of Hostlity,

STAXI-T = Subscale of Anger-Trait {rom the State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory: STAXI-RT = Subscale of Temperament: STAXI-
RR = Subscale of Reaction: STAXI-EX = Subscaie of Anger Expression; STAXL-EXT = Subscale of Anger-ln; STAXI-EXE = Subscale
of Anger-Out; STAXI-EXC = Subscale of Anger-Control; STAXI-S = Subscale of Anger-State,

gy < 3
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Table 5

Crroup Differences in the Fowr Subscales of the Aggression Questionnaire

University Students 7= 93

Prison Tnmates 51 = 57

Subscales
M SD M SD F df
Anger with Resentment 259 6.6 26.2 7.2 06 1, 137
Verbal Aggression 21.5 3.0 22 5.1 38 1. 141
Physical Aggression 2.9 4.9 173 5.6 24.01%* 1. 145
Suspicien 10 31 11 4.1 2.96 1, 144
Total score 757 4.9 8.4 153 2.83 1. 132
Fn < 01,
Discussion subscale made up only of the elements of Suspicion {similar

The principal aim of this study was the analysis of the
AQ. The psychometric properties of this questionnaire in
English-speaking samples suggested that it would be
adequate for evaluating hostility, anger, and aggression in
a Spanish sarnple,

The first goal of this work was to evaluate the factor
structure of the AQ to deiermine the extent to which the
structural properties of the inventory corresponded to the
theoretical constructs upon which the AQ and its subscales
were based. We also wanted to verify whether the items of
each of the AQ subscales had salient loadings on the
appropriate factors.

The factorial analyses of the AQ carried out by Buss
and Perry (1992} reveailed four specific factors, which were
called Physical Aggression, Verbal Aggression, Hostility,
and Anger. From a theoretical point of view, Buss and Perry
considered that this group of factors represented the full
range of components of the construct. Thus, they established
that the Physical Aggression and Verbal Aggression factors
included the items related to the instrumental or behavioral
components, the Hostility factor represented the cognitive
component, and the Anger factor was based on the affective
or emotional clements of the construct.

The Tactor structure found in the sample of Spanish
students coincides closely with the conceptual and empincal
structures suggested in the study by Buss and Perry (1992).
However, there are some discrepancies with regard to the
items included in the various factors. The behavioral
components did not vary very nuch between Spanish and
English-speaking samples, although both a decrease in the
number of elements in Physical Aggression and an increasc
in the items representing Verbal Aggression in the Spanish
sumple could be observed when compared with the English-
speuking sumple. In contrast, therc are some differences
between English-speaking and Spanish samples when the
cognitive and emotional components are analyzed. When
cxamining the results obtained on these factors in the Spanish
sample, we observe the appearsnce of a subscale of Anger
with Resentment (sinnlar 10 the subscale of Anger) and a

to the subscale of Hostility). This suggests that the aspects
associated with resentment are considered by the Spanish
population to have high emotional content, whercas aspects
related to suspicion or mistrust of others remain in the
cognitive component.

The correlation between Physical Aggression and Verbal
Aggression was expected because it is considered that both
factors are different, but complementary. aspects of
instrurnental behavior. It was not surprising that these
elements showed a lower correlation with the cognitive factor
of Suspicion. We also found maodest correlations between
the subscale of Anger with Resentment and the other three
components { Verbal Aggression, Physical Aggression, and
Suspicion), although the strength of the relationship with
the Physical and Verbal Aggression subscales was lower
than that found in relation to the Hostility component in the
original study. In this case, the items related 10 a cognitive
factor such as resentment have been included in the subscale
of Anger with Resentment, which partially explains why
this subscale presents the highest correlation with the
subscale of Suspicion. In other words, even though anger
may be a prelude to aggression, as Buss and Perry (1992)
suggested, 1t seems to play a more important role in the
presence and duration of thoughts associnted with suspicion
about other’s people motives.

The sex differences found are aiso interesting and lend
support 1o the idea that the individual scales provide more
detatled information than the total score. Men were
physically and verbally more aggressive than women, as in
the study of Buss and Perry (1992), but contrary to what
we expected, women showed higher scores in the subscale
of Anger with Resentiment than men. These data may suggest
that some Spanish women become angrier than do some
Spanish men, but the women inhibit expressing this anger
with hostile aggression. In accordance with Brody (1985),
we think that display rules and social pressures placed upon
males and {emales are particularly divergent in the arca of
anger, Thus, whereas males usually inhibit the expression
of most emotions, females selectively inhibit the expression
of socially unaccepiable emotions. such as anger.
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With regard to reliability, our results confirm those
{ound in the English-speaking sample. although our scores
reveal slightly lower values {or some subscales than the
values obtained in the first sample. We think that this may
be partialiy explained by the reduced number of items
that make up some subscales und also to the smaller
number of parlicipants in eur study. Howcever, it seems
that this instrument is suitable to evaluate the hostility
construct, showing adequate reliability in a Spanish
sample,

Both the total score and the individual subscales of the
questionnaire show different correlations with other
measurerments of hostility, anger. and aggression. The BDHI
presented the strongest relations with the AQ and all its
subscales. The literature about the BDHI considers that it
is made vp of a group of items that represent different
aspects of hostility (Biaggio & Maiuro, 1983); in this sense,
we think that these correlations confirm the existence of
four different components of the construct in the AQ. In
refation to the Ho, higher coefficients were found belween
this scale and both the total score of the AQ and its subscales
of Anger with Resentiment and Suspicion. Taking into
account the conclusions of some studies that peint out the
importance of the Ho 1o measure fundamentally the cognitive
components of the construct (Hardy & Smith, 1988), these
results seem to support the ability of the AQ (o evaluate this
element. The instrumental components of Physical and Verbal
Aggression also correlated modestly with the subscales of
Anger-Trait and Anger-Out of the STAXI, but not with its
subscales of Anger-State or Anger-In, suggesting that the
AQ could evaluate some aspects of anger, but not others.
As Buss and Perry (1992) suggest, we think that the results
demonstrate the importance of dividing aggression into its
components or subtraits.

The group difference found in the component of Physical
Aggression in Study 2 is also of some relevance. Male prison
inmates are usually more aggressive than male students.
Although in the remaining scores, the differences were not
statistically significant, inmates scorcd higher than did
students in the total score and in Suspicion. As suggested
above, the AQ seems to be an adequale questionnaire in
terms of discrimninating between different groups. The high
scores found among inmates only in the subscale of Physical
Aggression again show the importance of measuring
separately each one of the four components of hostility.
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