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The unexpected increase of violent crimes in Korea urges people to look for more dynamic explanations of
criminal behavior other than sociological eugenics such as a struggle between social classes or assimilation
to deviant social environment. In this study, criminal behavior is treated as personal matter according to
the tradition of psychological theories of crime rather than sociological phenomenon. Furthermore, aggression
is supposed to be one of the most basic dispositional characteristics of violent acts. Therefore, this study
explored the relationship between aggression measured by BPAQ and criminality evaluated based on
seriousness of criminal offenses. On the other hand, the cross-validity of BPAQ was also investigated since
prevalence and expressive forms of violence is known to vary across cultures and even within a society. The
variance analyses and causal modeling presented that BPAQ had satisfactory level of cross-validicy and
dispositional aggression measured by BPAQ might have causal effect on criminality of Korean offenders.
Additionally, a theoretical internal structure of BPAQ had been confirmed to be reasonable by confirmatory

factor analyses.
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There has been a significant increase in the
number of crimes during the past 30 years in
Korea. This ctime increase rate in Korea is
significantly higher than other countries. For
example, the crime rate has been 1% increased
(from 11,635,149 to 11,605,751) in the United
States and 9% decreased (from 6,903,816 to
6,254,723 in Germany both between 1999
and 2000, while Korea had 9% increase (from
1,104,946 to 1,230,467) during same time
period in crime (Supreme Public Prosecutors'
office of Republic of Korea, 2003).

Specifically, in Korea the reported number
of violent crimes including criminal homicide,
assault, robbery, rape, arson, and other sexual
offenses sharply increased. Among these violent
ctimes the highest increase rate was reported
in cases of criminal homicide (10.4%) and rape
(10.2%) (Supreme Public Prosecutors’ Office of
Republic of Korea, 2003).

The unexpected increase of violent crimes in
spite of the radical improvement of living
conditions requires a dynamic explanation of
criminal behavior other than sociological eugenics
such as a struggle for status change of the
poor (e.g., Dahrendorf, 1995; Lynch & Groves,
1986; and Bohm, 1982) or assimilation to
social environment (e.g., Akers, 1985; Bandura,
1983). In this study criminal behavior is
treated as personal matter according to the
tradition of psychological theories (Eysenck,
1977)  of rather  than

crime sociological

phenomenon. Furthermore aggression is supposed
to be one of the most basic dispositional
characteristics of violent

1983).

The prevalence and expressive forms of

acts Baron,

(e.g-,

violence considerably  across  cultures.

vary
Across and within societies, cultural differences
play an important role in violence and
aggression. Many psychologists have studied
cultural  differences among Caucasian men,
which might be related to the tendency to
behave violently (e.g., Nisbett, 1993). However,
unfortunately, there are few studies on violence
among the Asian population. This study is one
of the few attempts to investigate aggression
and its relation to violent ctimes in an Asian
population.

Traditionally, as one of the basic ingredients
in violent crimes, aggression has been studied
by numerous scholars (Baron, 1983; Bartol,
1999; Kahn, 1984; Williams, Boyd, Cascardi,
& Poythress, 1996). Aggression is often defined
as any action that is accompanied by an
intention to cause harm to another (Berkowitz,
1973). Among a variety of etiological viewpoints
of crime, aggression has been consistently put
forward as one of the most important
individual factors. However, there are many
different theories to explain the relationship
between aggression and violent crimes.

One of the most frequently cited theories to
and violence is  the

explain  aggression
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frustration and aggression hypothesis (Dollard,
Doob, Miller, Mowrer, & Sears, 1939). This
theoty is derived from psychoanalytic theory
and regards aggressive impulse as an integral
part of human nature. Frustrated, thwarted,
annoyed, or threatened people have long been
regarded as being prone to aggressive behavior.
This viewpoint that frustration causes aggtession
is the one of the oldest empirically proven
psychological hypotheses (Bushman, Baumeister,
& Phillips, 2001).

Berkowitz (1973) had expanded on this
and  described the links
frustration and aggression in more detail. He
blocking individual
obtaining an expected goal might produce
This

theory between

argued  that an from

frustration. frustration then generates
aversive feelings such as anger, and anger
produces action readiness to aggressive behavior.
Then whether the final consequences become
present or not depends on the accessibility to
aggression-eliciting stimuli such as the presence
of firearms. More recently Berkowitz (1989)
proposed that all states of negative affect, not
just being frustrated, deserved to be recognized
as causes of aggression. For example, when
slapped in the face people automatically judge
the environment to be hostile or threatening,
get angry or scared, and prepate for the fight
or flight response (e.g., Berkowitz, 1993). His
premise of negative affect-aggression link has

been pervasively supported by many studies

(Leith & Baumeister, 1996; Petersen, Gonzales,
& Miller, 2000; Twenge, Baumeister, Tice, &
Stucke, 2001).

Other theorists focused on cognitive factors
in the pathway to arrive at the final results,
behaviors.  Social

1983),

(Huesmann, 1988), and the hostile attribution

violent

(Bandura,

learning  theoty

cognitive  scripts  model
model (Dodge, 1986) might be good examples
that seek to explain the mental processes and
pathways between aggression and its violent

Unlike

Berkowitz emphasizing the automatic natureof

results. emotion theorists  including

aggressive  pathways, a social information
processing theorist, Dodge (1980, 1986, 1991)
agreed to the perspective that aggression must
be more intentional (Rule & Duker, 1973),
foreseeable (Dyck & Rule, 1978), and freely
1974)

and

chosen (Costanzo, Grumet, & Brehm,

rather than accidental, unforeseeable,

constrained. With defining aggression into two

different types of responses, proactive and
reactive aggression, he and his colleagues
(Crick & Dodge, 1996; Dodge, Price,

Bachorowski, & Newman, 1990) found reactive
aggression was significantly explained by hostile
attributional  biases. Aggressive children and
adolescents  attributed  even  ambiguous
provocation of peers to hostile intents (Dodge,
1980; Steinberg & Dodge, 1983).

Gelles &

2001)

Criminological ~ studies

Cornell,

(e.g.,
1990; Fritzon & Garbutt,
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analyzing real crimes, yet, reported at most
10% of aggressive crimes such as family violence
could be explained by offenders’ characteristics.
Even a psychologist (Dodge, 1986) said the
relation between cognitive skills and antisocial
behavior was empirically significant but weak
in magnitude. Yet, theorists like Moffict (1993)
who focused on the idiographic characteristics
within an individual emphasized strongly the
life-course  persistence of criminogenic needs.
Among criminogenic needs, trait-like aggtessive
patterns of cognition and behavior were again
paid attention by many scholars (Loeber &
Dishin, 1983; Loeber & Hay, 1997; Loeber,
Kalb, & Huizinga, 2001; Loeber, Stouthamer-
Loeber, Van Kammen, & Farrington, 1991;
Olweus, 1981; Parke & Slaby, 1983).

The Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & Perry,
1992) is currently one of the most frequently
used instruments to assess individual aggressive
Many defined

aggression as a combination of sub-traits, and

tendencies. studies  have
numerous attempts also have been made to
develop tools to measure these sub-traits (Buss,
1961, 1971; Buss & Durkee, 1957; Buss &
1992; Harris, 1995; Huss, Leak, &

1993; Zillmann, 1979). Among the

Perry,
Davis,
inventoties measuring aggression, the Aggression
Questionnaire (AQ; Buss & Perry, 1992) which
revised the Buss and Durkees Hostility
Inventory (Buss & Durkee's 1957) is gaining

in use since its development in 1992.

The originll AQ (Buss & Durkee's 1957)

consisted of 6 dimensions of aggression,
including physical aggression, verbal aggression,
anger, indirect aggression, resentment, and
suspicion. However, 4 factors (physical aggression
(PA); verbal aggression (VA); anger (ANG);
and hostility (HO)) were identified through
exploratoty factor analysis using principal axis
factoring and oblimin rotation. Buss and Perty
found that this 4-factor model with 29 items
was supported by confirmatory factor analysis
using a sample of 448 college students.
Among these sub-traits the former two factors
(PA and VA) could be considered behavioral
outputs and the latter two factors (ANG and
HO) might represent the emotional and
cognitive contributors (Williams, Boyd, Cascardi,
& Poythress, 19906).

Several empirical studies have investigated
the factor structure of the AQ and all have
reported that the original theoretical model did
not adequately fit the data using confirmatory
factor analytic methods and standard indices of
fit. These studies consistently reported that
some items or subscales might be redundant
and proposed a simpler structure based on
their empirical analyses.

A cross-cultural validation

Canadian

studly on a
university student sample (Harris,
1995) generally supported the 4-factor structure
that Buss and Perry (1992) found. However,

the study also concluded that the hostility
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scale could be improved psychometrically if the
2 suspicion items were eliminated from the
scale.

and
Beuving (1996) attempted to apply the AQ

Meesters, Muris, Bosma, Schouten,
outside of the North America. They replicated
Buss and Perry's (1992) and Harris' (1999)
findings on a Dutch university student sample.
Also they recommended removing 3 items
from the questionnaire (1 VA item and 2 HO
items) that had multi-collinearity problems.

The first AQ validation study on an Asian
sample was conducted in Japan by Nagano
(2001). He measured the psychometric properties
of the AQ
replicated the 4-factor model of the original
AQ. The result of this study showed that the

4-factor model of the AQ was generally

translated into Japanese and

supported in the Japanese sample. However, he
found that 2 reverse scored items (1 from the
PA scale and 1 from the ANG scale, had
inadequate factor loadings. The problem of
these two items was even more remarkable for
Japanese individuals than for US individuals
(Iwata, Roberts, & Kawakami, 1995). Researchers
consistently concluded that the AQ might be
improved if the two reversed scored items
were eliminated from the scale for the
cross-cultural validation.

More recently, Bryant and Smith (2001)
made an attempt to shorten each subscale by
several items

omitting with low loadings,

multiple loadings and reverse-scored wordings.
However, they tried to maintain the conceptual
scheme of aggression proposed in the otiginal
AQ. They found a reduced model with 3
items per scale to fit the data adequately
using several different college student samples.
(Bither include a table with the new set of
items or put them into a footnote.)

The most recent study to test the validity
of a factor structure of the AQ was done
using an offender sample (Diamond, Wang, &
Buffington-Vollum, They

Bryant and Smith's parsimonious model as well

in press). tested
as several others with a sample of 786
mentally ill male prisoners. The Bryant and
Smith 12 item factor model that had three
items for each subscale fit their offender data
well. However, they found that one of the
the ANG had

unacceptably small factor loading and resulted

items  in subscale an
in a scale with low reliability as measured by
Cronbach's alpha. Therefore the item, I flare
up quickly but get over it quickly was
dropped and another item from the original
Anger scale I sometimes feel like a powder
keg ready to explode was substituted. The
model with this substituted item fit the data
well and the reliability and factor loadings
were all in the acceptable range.

The current study investigated the adequacy

of the original and reduced models of Korean

translation of the Buss-Perty AQ with a
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of Korean offenders. Confirmatory

the

sample

factor analysis was used to assess

competing models and construct validity was
further  investigated by  considering  the
correlations between offender's scores on the
scales of the instrument and indicators of
aggressive behavior such as participation in
violent crime, number of arrests, and crime
seriousness. Reliabilities and factor loadings was
also assessed for the scales resulting from the
competing models. Since Korean offenders
generally have less education and lower reading
abilities than non-offenders, and offenders in

be

attention spans than non offenders (Lexcen, &

general might said to have shorter
Redding, 2000), there are potential advantages
to the shorter scale should it prove to be
adequate with this group.

After a parsimonious, adequately fitting
model was determined, we also investigated
some of the structural relationships postulated
among the constructs of anger, hostility, physical
and verbal aggression and ctiminal behavior.
Among subscales of the AQ, PA and VA
might be viewed as different types of aggressive
results, whereas HO and ANG could be
considered contributing factors. Therefore the
causal relationship among aggression factors
was also assessed in this study. Among four
factors of the AQ, ANG and HO could be
remote  factors mediate

regarded  as o

provoking environment and aggressive behavioral

patterns, VA and PA.

Furthermore, the effect of vetbal aggression
escalating physical aggression was assumed.
During the earlier stages of aggression, an
aversive event produces a negative affect almost
automatically. However, mediating cognitive
elaboration process becomes more important in
later information processing stages of aggression.
Being verbally insulted is a good example to
make clearer appraisal of anger and then give

behavioral

responses for retaliation. Therefore, among four

rise to a variety of aggressive
factors of AQ, VA could be prone to facilitate
both of these two processes eventually followed
by PA.

Volavka, Czobor, &
Sidtis, 2002) also found that there was a

Researchers  (Pomara,
significant relationship between VA and PA.
By use of the hierarchical linear modeling they
revealed a2 complex relationship  between
screaming and physical aggression (hitting and
grabbing) among patients with dementia. The
result showed that PA became maximal when
VA (e.g, screaming) was absent. However,
when VA was present, PA increased as VA
was escalated. These research results proposed

be

among AQ factors

there might significant  causal  scheme

and
among offenders, target population in this

Therefore,

criminal  conducts

study. causal  relationship  was

additionally investigated by structural equation

modeling  besides the confirmatory  factor
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analysis of a four-factor structure. The main
hypothesis of causal modeling was that ANG
and HO might be the remote factors and
aggressive behavioral patterns, VA and PA
must moderate to produce offenders' violent
criminal conducts. Specifically VA might provide
an escalating effect on PA. Competitive models
maintain  this  basic

to relationship ~ were

compared.

Method

Participants

Participants in this study were 268 Korean
offenders; 109 were from maximum security
correctional  facilities and 159 were on
probation in the community. Among these
participants 255 male and 12 female offenders
were included. All female participants were
probationers. Participants were randomly chosen
from the list of offenders of each facility and
were recruited to patticipate on a voluntary
basis. These data were collected from the 24th
of December, 2002 to 28th of December,
2002 from maximum security prisons in 5
cities. Data from probationers were collected
between the 3rd of January, 2003 and the
29th of January, 2003 at the S city probation
office in Korea. This data collection procedure

was conducted under the permission of the

internal board of human rights of each facility.

Basic demographic data such as age, gender,
marital status, educational level, types of
ctime, ptior arrest history, age of first crime
and violent crime history is provided in Table
1. Demogtaphic vatiables for 268 participants
were provided based on the data-base of
Korean Inmate Classification System; participants'
age ranged from 16 to 64 and the mean age
was 34.3 (SD=11.06). The sample included
125 singles (46.6%), 91 married (34.0%), 33
divorced (12.3%), 8 separated (3.0%), and 1
widowed (0.4%). There were 5 missing cases
(1.9%).

For the educational level, 68 offenders (25.4
%) had junior high school or less educational
experiences, and 51 participants (19.0%) had
at  least college
Among others, 58 of them (21.6%) had less
than  high and 82 had

completed high school level (30.6%).

Of university — experience.

school  diploma,

Primary charges of participants varied, and
included

attempted  murder),

murder
drug,

embezzlement, fraud, larceny, rape, robbery,

assault, (including

DWI,

arson,

burglary,

and so on. For analysis the crime types were
re-categorized into 3 groups; aggressive ctime,
property crime, and others. The aggressive

crime category included murder (including

attempted murder), tape, robbery, atson, and
assault. There were 59 cases in this category.

Forgety, fraud, larceny, embezzlement and

-5 -



SHRAlE[EIEIR] | AlS 2K

Table 1. Demographic characteristics

Prisoner Sample (N=109) Probationer Sample (N=159)

N % N %
Age
Mean 36.4 329
Range 18-64 16-61
Educational Level
Less than elementary school 16 155 12 7.6
Less than highschool 65 63.2 115 729
College or higher 20 19.4 31 19.6
None of above 2 19
Criminal History
Yes 63 059 58 037
No 44 041 100 0.63
Number of Criminal History
0 37 037 90 0.6
1~2 22 0.22 35 0.24
3 times or more 41 041 24 0.16
Violent Crime History
Yes 29 279 38 24.2
No 75 721 119 75.8
Age of First Crime
19 or young 35 33.0 45 298
19~25 31 29.2 29 19.2
26~30 12 113 25 16.6
31~35 7 6.6 22 14.6
36~40 6 5.7 14 93
41 or older 13 123 16 10.6
Types of Crime
Aggressive crime 21 214 32 31.1
Property crime 45 45.9 11 10.7
Others 32 32.7 60 58.3
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perjury were categorized as a property ctime,
and military law violation, DWI, and traffic
related offenses were included into other
categoty.

Thirty-seven ptisoners and 90 probationers
did not have any prior criminal histoties, while
57 offenders (22 prisoners and 35 probationers)
have 1 or 2 times and 65 offenders (41
prisoners and 24 probationers) have 3 times
more. The greatest number of prior ctiminal
history was 21 times. Eighty offenders
answeted they committed their first crime
when they were 19-year-old or younger. Those
who had the violent crime history were 67
offenders, while 194 offenders did not have

any violent criminal histories.

Measure
The Korean version of the AQ was
emploved using the same 29 items and

response format (5-point Likert format) from
one (extremely uncharacteristic of me) to five
(extremely characteristic of me) as the original
Buss and Perry version. Four subscales of the
questionnaire, established on the basis of factor
analyses, were Physical Aggression (PA: nine
items), Verbal Aggression (VA: five items),
Anger (ANG: seven items), and Hostility (HO:
eight items). The Korean version of the AQ
was translated from English to Korean by two

bilinguals and independently translated back to

English again. This back translating procedure
the

demonstrated  that translated  Korean
version items closely same as the meaning of

the original English version of Buss and Perry.

Procedure

The research proposal was first reviewed at
the internal board of each faclity not to
invade human subject issues. Then permission
was obtained to recruit offenders to participate
in this study. All offenders were randomly
chosen from the list of names at each facility.
Then offenders were asked to cooperate with
data-collection on a voluntary basis. The purpose
of the study was described as one while world
to investigate psychological charactetistics and
all could
discontinue participation and leave at any time

should the

questionnaire.

participants  were  advised they

they feel uncomfortable with

All

performed every step of procedure. Informed

participants  independently
consent was granted at the time of the testing
and offenders were assured that all identifying
information would be stripped from the data
prior to analysis or reporting and reports

would only be provided at the aggregate level.

Data Analysis

Rather than searching for a new conceptual

model based on the factor structure to be
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obtained in this sample, reduced models of
Bryant and Smith's and Diamond et al's were
compared, which kept the Buss and Perry's
original theoretical model. This is to lessen the
reading load of the AQ for offenders. The
confirmatory factor analyses were petformed
using AMOS 4.0 to compare these more
patsimonious models with the original Buss
and Perry model.

In addition to the Chi-Square, which is
quite sensitive to sample size, four other
indices of model fit were used to assess the
adequacy of each hypothesized model (Browne
and Cudeck, 1993). fit

indices that tend to complement one another

Two  incremental
and which are relatively unrelated to sample
size (the NNFI and the CFI) were chosen as
recommended by Marsh, Balla and Hau
(1996). The GFI which has been shown to
perform well when compared to other absolute
fit indices was chosen to reflect that class in
1993). For the

previous three indices, values of .90 and above

fit index (Hu & Bentler,

are considered adequate (Bentler & Bonnett,
1990). Finally, the RMSEA, which assesses the
magnitude of the residuals when the actual
covariance  matrix i compared to the
covariance matrix implied by the model, was
used. Values up to .08 on this index are
considered adequate (Browne & Cudeck, 1993).

In order to investigate a causal relationship

among aggression factors and criminal offences

causal modeling was then applied. For this
analysis number of times the individual had
been arrested prior to this incarceration was
recoded to recover the normality of the
distribution based on the frequency analysis.
This variable was categorized into 3 categories;
none, 1 or 2 times, and 3 times or more.
Also the type of instant crime was recoded
into three categories; misdemeanor, nonviolent
property crime vs. violent crime. These two
variables were set as measurement variables
the So-called ”

CRIMINALITY, which was an ultimate effect

to define latent  variable,

variable. Criminality was produced by two

measurement  variables, number of ctiminal
history and the violence of current conviction.
Structural equation modeling was then used
to assess the relationship between the four
factors of aggression (VA, PA, HO, & ANG)
as measured by the reduced AQ and criminal

behavior (CRIMINALITY). The

primary
hypothesis that was tested was that VA and
PA served as mediator variables between ANG
and HO and CRIMINALITY.

the

In order to
investigate relative  plausibility of this

hypothesis  several competing models were
postulated and tested. Model 1 was first tested
as the most basic model in which only direct
of AQ factors on CRIMINALITY

2,

effects

(Figure 1) were permitted. Model in
contrast, was the most complicated model and

allowed all possible direct and indirect effects
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Figure 1 A Theoretical Model of Causal Model

among variables (Figure 2).

According to researchers (Berkowitz,
Pomara et al, 2002; Williams et al, 1996),
some factors such as anger and hostility might
ignite tendency to act aggressively and then
eventually concrete aggtessive behaviors would

be produced. Therefore, it could be expected

that there might be a causal relationship even

1989;

among aggression factors and then eventually
to offenders’ criminal acts.

Model 2 was further refined by removing
insignificant paths and adding parameters based
upon an inspection of modification indices and
consideration for theoretical clarity. Models
through 6 shown in Table 7 reflect this

process of refinement.

[EE [n"nﬁ'.'?'n' Rk [am11] [a@13] [ acid]
g i = Yarbal -
_f":i“l '_r ——————__ .-ﬁ..n:m-;-'.uur_:} “"“-_
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| ._,_-"<\\Ly a ="h\/ Criminadiy )
8 —— "
I'”k ’,f/ o T
\\1{’ e #_’i———"'d_—_h_ l'l'.lsua-
, Anger . ki'_”“ HeRincansss Crirminal
=i of Crifre iRl
P - .ﬂ.l:llll .l'kl:.-l:l

Figure 2 A Theoretical Model of Causal Model
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One of the major research purposes was to

identify  the

Result reasonable factor structure for the AQ that

would fit the data from current Korean

offender sample. In order to achieve this goal,

most parsimonious  but  still three factor models were tested: the original

Table 2. ltems Constituting the Original and Refined Measurement Models of the AQ

Factors Items Mean(SD)
1. Once in a while I can’t control the urge to hit another person. 1.81(1.11)

2. Given enough provocation, I may hit another person. 2.47(1.22)

3. If somebody hits me, I hit back. 3.07(1.25)

Physical 4. T get into fights a little more than the average person. 1.94(1.11)
Aggression 5. If I have to resort to violence to protect my rights, I will. 2.57(1.28)
6. There are people who pushed me so far that we came to blows. 2.40(1.23)

7. I can think of no good reason for ever hitting a person* 3.68(1.26)

8. I have threatened people I know. 1.92(1.15)

9. T have become so mad that I have broken things. 2.62(1.31)

10. I tell my friends openly when I disagree with them. 3.24(1.20)

Verbal 11. T often find myself disagreeing with people. 2.23(1.04)
Aggression  12. When people annoy me, I may tell them what I think of them. 3.12(1.18)
13. I can’t help getting into arguments when people disagree with me. 2.54(1.13)

14. My friends say that I'm somewhat argumentative. 2.00(1.05)

15. I flare up quickly but get over it quickly. 2.99(1.22)

16. When frustrated, I let my irritation show. 2.25(1.10)

17. I sometimes feel like a powder key ready to explode. 2.37(1.15)

Anger 18. I am an even-tempered person.* 2.73(1.07)
19. Some of my friends think I'm a hothead. 2.82(1.19)

20. Sometimes I fly off the handle for no good reason. 2.15(1.14)

21. T have trouble controlling my temper. 2.15(1.14)

22. T am sometimes eaten up with jealousy. 2.34(1.14)

23. At times I feel I have gotten a raw deal out of life. 2.56(1.11)

24. Other people always seem to get the breaks. 2.56(1.07)

25. 1 wonder why sometimes I feel so bitter about things. 2.06(1.02)

Hostility 26. 1 know that “friends” talk about me behind my back. 1.99(.96)
27. I am suspicious of overly friendly strangers. 2.82(1.09)

28. T sometimes feel that people are laughing at me behind my back. 2.20(1.02)

29. When people are especially nice, I wonder what they want. 2.67(1.12)
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Buss and Perry (1992)'s four factor model, the
Bryant & Smith (2001) reduced four factor
model, and the Diamond, Wang, and
Buffington-Vollum (in press) revision of the
Bryant & Smith model. Table 2 presents the

means and standard deviations of all 29 items

of the original AQ.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Confirmatory Factor Analyses were used to
assess the fit of the three proposed models for
the AQ with this Korean inmate sample. The
goodness-of-fit indices were evaluated for the
three alternative measurement models; the
original Buss and Perry's model, Bryant and
Smith's parsimonious model, and Diamond et
al's revised parsimonious model. Table 3
summarizes the results of these analyses.

First, the Buss and Perry's four factor model
did not reach the acceptable level of fit with

current Korean offender sample. There was too

much common variance that was unexplained
as indicated by both the absolute (GFI = .71)
and relative fit indices (NNFI = .65). This
original four factor model also had a relatively
high ratio of chi-square to degrees of freedom
(X°/df = 328) and an unacceptably large,
root-mean-square ofapproximation (RMSEA =
.092). This finding is consistent with findings
of previous researchers (e.g., Archer, Kilpatrick,
& Bramwell, 1995; Bryant & Smith, 2001;
Diamond et al, in press; Harris, 1995; and
Williams et al, 1996) who have reported the
inadequacy of the twenty nine item factor
models of the original AQ scale.

Both revised models with reduced number
of items resulted in acceptable fit. Both the
Bryant and Smith's and the Diamond et al
model fit the data better than the Buss and
Perry's original 29 item four factor model.
These teduced factor structures — achieved

sufficient goodness-of-fit both absolute (GFIs =
92 - 93) and relative (fit indices = .87 -

Table 3. Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Three CFA Models

RMSEA

# items X2 f  XYdf GH CFl  NNFI
90% (I
0.092
Buss & Perry’s model 29 1216.95 371 328 071 0.72 0.65
(.087-.098)
12 0.083
Bryant & Smith’s model . 135.76 48 283 092 091 087
(item 15) (.067-.099)
12 0.072
Diamond et al’s model . 114.09 48 238 093 0.94 0.90
(item 17) (.055-.089)
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Table 4. Scale Inter-correlations and Reliabilities of Subscales (N=268)

BSPA  B/SVA BSANG BSHO DPA DVA DANG D HO
B/S_PA 0.66
B/S VA S6EEE 0.6
B/S_ANG Gl S9REE (.58
B/S_HO 39 A SiEEE 072
D PA 0.66
D VA SR 066
D_ANG 58w SgE 08
D_HO 39w g S0EE 072

£ p<05, ® p< 01, #%p< 001

B/S indicates Bryant and Smith (2001)’s model and D indicates Diamond et al (2003)’s model

90)
degree of freedom ratios for these models
(O /dfs 2.832.38) and RMSEAs
improvement (RMSEAs .083 - .072). Based

terms. Furthermore, the chisquare to

showed

on these indices, Diamond et al's model could
be concluded to have slightly better fitness to
this offender group.

Table
correlations of subscales of the two parsimonious

The only difference

4 presents reliabilities and inter-

models. between  two
patsimonious models was which items were
included into the subscale of anger. Coefficient
alpha indicated that inclusion of item 17 of
Table 2 instead of item 15 improved the
reliability of anger subscale from .58 to .80,
as Diamond et al (2003) suggested. When
compared to the reliabilities of original Buss &

Perry (1992)'s subscales these indices were not

low in spite of the decreased number of items;

77 in physical aggression, .66 in verbal
aggression, .77 in anger, .80 in hostility.

Prior to conducting further analyses looking
at the

CRIMINALITY, a decision had to be made

relationship between the AQ and

about which of the models best reflected the
Table 5 presentsthe
the

constructs of interest.

loadings

models that were shown to have adequate fit.

factor for two  parsimonious
As expected from the analysis of reliabilities,
the Diamond et al model which substituted
ANG

appeated to be superior with this sample. All

item 17 for item 15 in the scale
items had factor loadings higher than .50 and
the reliabilities were adequate, therefore it was

decided that this model would provide the

basis for subsequent analyses.
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Table 5. Factor Loadings for Bryant & Smith's model and Diamond et al's model

Bryant Diamond
& et al}
Smith § model model
2. Given enough provocation, I may hit another person. 053 053
Physical
yoica 6. There are people who pushed me so far that we came to blows. 0.68 0.67
Aggression
8. I have threatened people I know. 0.67 0.68
11. T often find myself disagreeing with people. 0.65 0.66
Jerbal
Verb 13. I can’t help getting into arguments when people disagree with me. 052 051
Aggression
14. My friends say that I'm somewhat argumentative. 0.72 071
15. I flare up quickly but get over it quickly. 022
17. T sometimes feel like a powder key ready to explode. - 0.7
Anger
20. Sometimes I fly off the handle for no good reason. 0.84 082
21. T have trouble controlling my temper. 08 0.77
23. At times I feel I have gotten a raw deal out of life. 0.66 0.66
Hostility 24. Other people always seem to get the breaks. 0.65 0.65
25. I wonder why sometimes I feel so bitter about things. 0.73 072

Relationship between D-AQ Subscales
and Criminal Conducts

Prior to investigating structural links between
the aggression factors and CRIMINALITY,
descriptive  statistics and correlations among
D-AQ subscales and two observed measured of
CRIMINALITY  were inspected. PA  was
significantly correlated with number of prior
arrests (¢ = .15, p<.05). When the number
of prior arrests was ordinalized into three
categories PA (v = 24, p<.001) and VA (r
= .14, p<.05) subscales were both found to

be significantly correlated with this variable.

- 61

There were two groups of participants; 109
prisonersthigher criminal involvement) and 159
probationers (lower criminal involvement) that
could be expected to score differently on these
Aggression Scales based upon the implied level
of ctiminal involvement. Group means for
these sub-samples were compared on D-AQ
subscales. Table 6 presents means and standard
deviations of D-AQ for prisoners as well as
probationers. Prisoners had significantly higher
scores on PA and VA scores. The effect sizes
between two critetion groups were 1.07 on
PA and .62 on VA.
ctiminal currefit

Types of charge for
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Table 6. Group Differences between prisoners and probationers on Diamond et al's AQ subscales

D Physical Aggression ~ D_Verbal Aggression D_Anger D_Hostility
Prisoners 7.42(2.83) 7.14(2.66) 7.01(2.80) 7.48(2.55)
Probationers 6.35(2.66) 6.52(2.33) 6.45(2.95) 6.96(2.57)
1256 3.15%* 2.03% 1.57 1.62
*p <05, p <01, FH¥p <001
incarceration had been «coded into three  Searching for Causal Relationship among

categories based on the criminality of primary
charges; property crime, violent crime, and
misdemeanor. Unlike the previous result from
analysis  of

prisoners  versus  probationers,

variance  indicated that there were no

significant group differences on the subscale

scores of D-AQ.

Aggression Factors and Criminality

In order to investigate relationships among
aggression factors and CRIMINALITY a series
of structural models were tested. In these
analyses 190 cases were used since cases with
missing values on any of the variables of

interest were omitted from the data file. The

Table 7. Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Causal Models

# N i . RMSEA (90%
X df X7/ df GFI CFIL NNEI
variables Ch)
Model 1 0.147
. 34 377.073 74 5.096 0.744 0.577 0.533
(Figure 1) (.133-.162)
Model 2 0.057
. 36 107.862 67 1.61 0.921 0.943 0.867
(Figure 2) (.036-.076)
Model 3 0.056
36 108.864 68 1.601 0.921 0.943 0.865
(remove b) (.036-.076)
Model 4 0.056
36 109.406 69 1.586 0.921 0.944 0.865
(remove h) (.035-.075)
Model 5
0.055
(remove d & 36 112.014 71 1.578 0.919 0.943 0.861
(.035-.074)
0
Model 6 0.055
) 36 113.293 72 1.574 0.919 0.942 0.86
(remove f) (.035-.074)
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first model (Model 1) that was tested included
only from all of the AG

subscales to the ctiminality latent variable. AG

direct effects

scales were allowed to correlate freely. As can
be seen in Table 7, this model did not fit
adequately.

Next a series of nested models were tested
in which both direct effects and indirect effects

were estimated and tested for significance and

Table 8. Chi-square Changes of Causal Models

fit. These models (shown and Models 2
through 6 in Table 7 and compared graphically
in Figure 2) exhibited adequate fit (GFI =
919 - 921, CFI = 942 - 944, NNFI =
860 - .867, RMSEA = .055 - .057), and the
most parsimonious of these models (Model 6)
did not fit significantly worse than Model 2
when compared using the Chi-Square difference

test (Table 8). Therefore, the most parsimonious

X’ d AX2 Adf p
Model 1(Figure 1) 377.073 74
Model 2(Figure 2) 107.862 67 269.21 7 0.00
Model 3(remove b) 108.864 68 1 1 0.32
Model 4(remove h) 109.406 69 0.55 1 0.46
Model 5(remove d & ¢) 112.014 71 2.6 2 0.27
Model &(remove f) 113.293 72 1.28 1 0.26

lag11] [aa13 | [ac1s]

[raz3] [poz4] pazs]

59
Hostility

62

as*

|AQ02| |.&QDB| |m ua|

Heinousness Criminal

|20 17] |.A@2D| lra 21 |

@ @ @

Of Crime

s

History

Figure 3. Path Coefficients of Causal Model
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Table 9. Regression Weights of each path

Standardized ~ Unstandardized
weights weights SE. CR

Verbal Aggression «— Hostility 0.275 0.304 0.124 2.455%
Verbal Aggression «— Anger 0.660 0.536 0.096 5.57 6%k
Physical Aggression < Verbal Aggression 0.909 0.987 0.137 7.21 3k
Criminality <— Physical Aggression 0.253 0.270 0.092 2.932%%
AQ 23 < Hostility 0.588 1.000
AQ 24 — Hostility 0.655 1.085 0.177 6.135%x
AQ 25 < Hostility 0.720 1.176 0.185 6350k
AQ 21 <« Anger 0.772 1.000
AQ 20 < Anger 0.851 1.119 0.103 10.866%4*
AQ 17 < Anger 0.624 0.811 0.099 8,220k %
AQ 11 < Verbal Aggression 0.684 1.000
AQ 13 < Verbal Aggression 0.475 0.761 0.132 5.765% %
AQ 14 < Verbal Aggression 0.702 1.068 0.131 8.146%
AQ 8 < Physical Aggression 0.672 1.000
AQ 6 < Physical Aggression 0.637 1.001 0.143 7.0138%*%
AQ 2 < Physical Aggression 0.495 0.786 0.138 5.687%%%
Crime Type « Criminality 0.193 0.198 0327 0.608
# of Priors < Criminality 0.963 1.000

Fpo< 05, R p <01, M p <001

model was accepted as the final model among
candidate causal models.

Table 9 presents the regression weights of
each path in the final model. The significance
tests showed a plausible causal relationship
among latent variables. Figure 3 indicates it as
in solid lines. Fitst of all, emotion factor,

ANG (=.66, CR.=5.58, p<.001) and cognitive

factor HO (=.28, CR.=2.46, p<.05) seem to
make causal effects on VA. Then VA might
be likely to engender PA (=91, CR.=7.21,
p<.001). And finally PA as action readiness
resulted
(=.25, CR=293, p<.0l). Any direct effects
ANG and HO to
couldn't the

in offenders'’ violent criminal acts

from remote variables,

criminal  conducts reach to
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significance level.

Discussion

The primary purpose of this study was to
confirm a factor structure of the version of

Korean AQ. Furthermore, the hypothesized

causal relationship was explored between

aggression factors and behavioral evidences of

violence in an offender sample. At a

preliminary factor analysis, Diamond et al's
fit  American
validated ~ for

included in this study among patsimonious

model  that offenders  was

reasonably Korean  offenders
factor structures with maintaining conceptual
framework of Buss and Perry’s. All the factor
loadings reached to satisfactory level and
fitness indices presented good fit of this model.

The additional causal modeling supported
that aggression factors might have a causal
inter-relationship to produce violent conducts.
Even though the sample size shrank to omit
the cases with missing values, the aggression
factor, PA was related to criminality measured
by criminal history and violence of primary
charges. The significant paths made to infer
that the greater angry and hostile feeling
offenders expetienced the more they became
verbally aggressive and then the probability of
this

verbal aggression being followed by

physical aggression increased. This sequential

mechanism was likely to end up with final
ctiminal conducts. This causal relationship looks
plausible for this data set, however further
validation procedure is needed with other sets
of offender data.

The implication of these results is that
disposition

an

play

important role in offensive behaviors among

aggressive may  also
Asians who are usually believed to be not so
much aggressive as Western offenders. In order

to make this proposition to be a validated one

the further comparative studies should be
performed even though this statement seems
fairly plausible at this stage. Also future

analyses should focus on revealing the inner
structure of aggression. Even among aggression
factors, there seems a consistent pathway from
input of being attacked in every meaning to
output of expressing aggression in an apparent
form.

However for criminal conducts the amount
of vatiance to be explained by aggression is
very small. In this study, aggressive tendency
of offenders accounted for around 10% of
variance of their criminal history. In spite of
the petsuasive causal pathways found in this
study, this amount of explanatory power could
be easily substituted for other causal factors
such as family background or socioeconomic
status. Therefore, the interpretation of these

should call careful Also

another drawback is all the results were drawn

results attention.

-6 -
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from cross sectional data rather than longitudinal
one. Since variables assumed to be predictors
were gathered later in time than collection of
the criterion behavior. Therefore, the direction
of causal relation seems somewhat reversed.
coud  be

regarded as a causal factor, not a result factor.

However, logically  aggression
This is because a disposition of the individual
that is inherently indicative of a tendency
toward aggressive behavior. Researchers (Eysenck,
1977; Farrington, 1997, Moffit, 1993) presented
many times that personality characteristics
might be one of the most steady predictors of
criminals' lifelong persistence of offences.

In spite of these methodological flaws it
seems sufficient to admit aggression is not
only one independent structure even for
Korean offenders. As expected in many studies,
anger and hostile cognitions play important
role in making aggressive disposition expressed
in concrete behavior. This fact implies treatment
programs should be more focused on eatlier
processes rather than regulating aggressive
behavioral patterns such as muscle relaxation.
Projective attitudes of offenders to their victims
might aggravate transference from anger to
physical violence. At the same time, negative
emotion should be made to be more conscious.
With letting to be aware of their anger and
its source, offenders may choose more socially
actions  other  than

acceptable aggressive

behavioral codes exploding their anger.

There are definitely many types of

aggressions (e.g. Bartol, 1999; Myers, 1996).
The causal model found in this study from
offenders may not fit to other non-offender
population. Also this model may fit worse to
the specific subpopulation of offenders. Future
investigation of this causal model of aggression
should also consider the characteristics of target

population.
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