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Development of Korean Version of the Ambiguous Intentions
Hostility Questionnaire(K-AIHQ)
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Objectives We studied the psychometric properties of a Korean version of the Ambiguous inten-
tions Hostility Questionnaire (K—AIHQ), which measures hostile social—cognitive biases for use in
the research on paranoia.

Methods The translation and back—translation of the AIHQ with concern for the cultural differen-
ces were done according to the standard procedure. A sample of 83 healthy volunteers completed
the K—AIHQ.

Results The scores of the K—AIHQ were comparable to the results of the original studies. The Pa-
ranoia Scale was correlated with the K—AIHQ, but Magical Ideation and Perceptual Aberration scales
were not correlated with the K—AIHQ. The interrater reliabilities of the items in each situation were
in the acceptable range.

Conclusion The KAIHQ seems to be a reliable and valid test to measure the hostile social cogni-
tive biases of patients with paranoia. J Korean Neuropsychiatr Assoc 2009:;48:29-35

KEY WORDS Paranoia - K—AIHQ - Reliability - Validity.
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AFE WHF BT (paranoia scale) AFE FIskA A3
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Table 1. Summary of measures

Measure Mean (SD) Sample range
Paranoia scale 432 (12.7) 21-79
Perceptual aberration 7.66 ( 6.9) 0-33
Magical ideation 102 (4.7 3-23
BDI ' 107 (9.4) 0-54
SAS 9.82 ( 4.8) 1-19
ASQ-bias -0.08 ( 1.1) -3.0-27
K-AIHQ index scores )

Blame ambiguous 27 (06) 1.1-39
Blame intentional 38 (05) 1.6—4.9
Blame accidental 20 (0.5) 1.0-3.8
Hostility ambiguous 14 (03 1.0-2.2°
Hostility intentional v 20 (0.5 1.0-34
HosTiIh‘yoccidethI 1.0 (0D 10-1.4
Aggression ambiguous 1.5 (0.3 1.0~-2.6
Aggression intentional 1.9 (0.5 1.2-3.6
Aggression accidental 1.3 (03 1.0-3.0

BDI : Beck Depression Inventory, SAS : Schizotypal ambivalence
scale, ASQ-bias : Composite attributional style scores on all of
the infemality items for bad outcome-those for good outcome

Table 2. Interrater reliability-analysis (N=40)

Situation Hostility Aggression
Ambiguous 0.861 0.709
Intentional 0.929 0.876
Accidental 0.835 0.801

Intraclass coefficient : p<0.001
Table 3. Validity correlations of the K-AIHQ
Convergent Divergent
Measure ~ Paranoia  ASQ-bias Zi:ig;l;il il\é\gg;;c:
Blame .
Ambiguous 0.42* -0.07 0.26 0.31
Intentional 051*  —0.06 0.25 0.22
Accidental 0.31 -0.17 0.16 0.32
Hostility
Ambiguous 0.43 ~0.23 0.15 0.23
. Intentional 0.37* -0.02 - —0.02 0.02
Accidental 0.12 —0.03 0.04 0.24
Aggression
Ambiguous 0.n -0.07 0.23 0.07
Intentional 0.11 0.06 - 0.21 0.02
Accidental 0.22 —0.06 0.22 0.30

* 1 uncorrected p<0.001
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