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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire (AQ; Buss & Perry, 1992) is a broad measurement tool used with the 
general public in Spain. There is some debate regarding the interpretation of AQ scores and the usefulness of a shorter version. 
The aim is to study and compare the psychometric properties of the long and short version of the AQ and check the reliability 
of the short version in a sample of male prisoners.
Material and method: The sample was composed of 236 incarcerated males (mean age of 40.4 years of age) from Ocaña 1 prison 
center who volunteered to participate in the study. The sample was selected by using the tiered random sampling technique based 
on the internal inmate number. A random list of possible substitutes was also included in the event of refusal to be interviewed, 
with replacement being discontinued in the event of two consecutive refusals. This study is a descriptive cross-sectional design.
Results: The short version of the scale demonstrated better adjustment than the long version, as indicated by the larger CFI and 
smaller WRMR values. The number of prison sentences was positively associated with physical aggression, verbal aggression, 
anger, and hostility. The coefficients were slightly higher for the short version of the scale than the long one.
Discussion: The short version of the AQ is a valid instrument for measuring aggressiveness in prison contexts in relation to the 
long version, and correlates with subscales of aggression more strongly than the long one. 
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INTRODUCTION

Aggression has psychological, health, social, legal, 
and judicial implications around the world. The mul-
tiple facets of aggression can be expressed differently 
and “can be reflected in different personality cons-
tructs”1. The lack of clarity in construct definition 
complicates the task of measuring aggression2.

One of the most widely used and well-known 
instruments in the literature is the Buss-Perry 

Aggression Questionnaire (AQ)3. The AQ is based 
on a robust theoretical model. The questionnaire 
enables a distinction to be made between obser-
vable aggressive behaviour (physical and verbal 
aggression) and its attitudinal and emotional facets 
(hostility and anger). The AQ is partly based on 
the Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory (BDHI)4 and 
overcomes the shortcomings of the BDHI. The 
final version of 29 items resulted from a thorough 
psychometric analysis of some of the 75 BDHI ele-
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ments and the inclusion of new items. The enhan-
ced, empirically-derived version of the AQ measures 
four aggression subtraits: (a) physical aggression 
(nine items); (b) verbal aggression (five items); (c) 
anger (seven items), and (d) hostility (eight items), 
which represent the cognitive component of aggres-
sive behaviour, involving feelings of injustice and 
negative assessment towards others through misin-
terpretation of the environment, usually with regard 
to negative clues.

Later, a short, refined version of the scale with 
12 items5 was developed. According to the authors, 
the short form would better reflect the AQ’s four 
dimensions. Nevertheless, the 29-item is still the most 
widely cited version for assessing aggression. In Spain 
the questionnaire has been widely used in community 
samples since aggression does not necessarily imply 
contact with the criminal justice systems; hence the 
29 item version has proved its value with youth sam-
ples (pre-adolescents and adolescents) providing fac-
torial validity for this version6-8. 

The AQ 12 item version has also proved to be of 
value in children’s samples9 and in samples of college 
students10. In general, the reduced forms of the AQ 
tend to demonstrate a better fit than the original 
29-item version11,12. 

In criminal samples, authors13 have tested the 
psychometric properties of the reduced version of 
the questionnaire in offenders either in community 
diversion programs or in prisons, finding support for 
the use of a 12-item version of the instrument with 
this population. Nevertheless, when used to assess 
aggressive individuals, it is usually used for parti-
cular clusters of offenders (perpetrators of intimate 
partner violence or teenage aggressors) while little 
is known about its utility for more diverse groups 
of male offenders. There is some debate regarding 
the interpretation of AQ scores. While it is possi-
ble to present an aggression score that summarizes 
the scale’s total score, the data should be interpre-
ted by examining each factor separately to better 
address the heterogeneity and multidimensionality 
of aggression14.

The objective of this study is twofold: on the one 
hand, validate the Spanish short versions of the AQ 
Questionnaire in a sample of incarcerated males, since 
its factors structure for this version has not previously 
been examined and past studies in Spain have prima-
rily addressed community samples; and on the other 
hand, test the reliability of the short AQ version for 
this population. 

Finally, the concurrent and predictive validity will 
be evaluated by examining the four subscales in both 

versions and the relationship with other measures 
theoretically linked to aggression-related constructs. 

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Participants

The participants were a sample of 236 incarcera-
ted males from Ocaña 1 prison. The participants’ age 
ranged between 18 and 65 years, with a median age 
of 40 years (M = 40.46; SD = 10.19). A total of 40.8% 
of inmates were in prison for the first time, and the 
remainder have been sentenced to prison two (24.9%) 
or more times (34.3%). Just over 70% of the partici-
pants were convicted of a violent crime.

The inclusion criteria were: 
•	 Age between 18 and 65 years. 
•	 Adequate reading and writing abilities to answer 

the self-report instruments. 
•	 Cognitive ability to understand instructions. 
•	 Ability to give informed consent. 
•	 Serving time for violent crimes (e.g., homicide, 

robbery, and other acts of violence) and/or non-
violent (e.g., theft, drug offences, fraud) offences.
The exclusion criteria were: 

•	 The presence of physical or psychiatric problems 
(severe mental disorder, personality disorder, affec-
tive disorders, anxiety disorder, etc.). 

•	 Present active clinical symptomatology at the time 
of the study. 

•	 The presence of neurological conditions that may 
interfere with the answers. 

•	 Serving a preventive prison sentence.
The sample was selected by using the tiered ran-

dom sampling technique based on the internal inmate 
number. A random list of possible substitutes was also 
included in the event of a refusal to be interviewed, 
with replacement being discontinued in the event of 
two consecutive refusals. This study is a descriptive 
cross-sectional design. The number of prison senten-
ces ranged from 1 to 11, with a median of two prison 
convictions. This variable was recoded to distinguish 
between repeat offenders (i.e., previously imprisoned) 
and first-time offenders. The type of offence refers 
to the crimes for which participants were sentenced, 
hence being divided into the group of violent or non-
violent crimes. 

Instruments

The Aggression Questionnaire (AQ)

The AQ is a 29-item questionnaire that evalua-
tes four aggressive dimensions (physical aggression, 
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verbal aggression, hostility, and anger) using 5-point 
Likert scales ranging from least to most characte-
ristic and reported good psychometric properties. 
Although interrelated, the scales were analyzed inde-
pendently as separate factors, demonstrating ade-
quate internal consistency (Cronbach’s α for physical 
aggression = .85; verbal aggression = .72; anger = .83; 
and hostility = .77). The total α coefficient was .89. 

Test-retest (nine weeks) indicators demonstra-
ted good reliability, with all correlation coefficients 
above .72 (total score = .80; physical aggression = .80; 
verbal aggression = .76; anger = .72; hostility = .72). 

In the current study, the short version AQ 
12-items version was administered enabling statistical 
analysis and subsequent comparison between the two 
versions (e.g., sometimes I can’t control the impulse 
to hit another person; I have been so angry that I have 
broken things). 

Impulsive/Premeditated Aggression Questionnaire

The Impulsive/Premeditated Aggression Ques-
tionnaire (IPAS; Standford et al., 2003) is a 30-item 
questionnaire that assesses aggressive acts that occu-
rred in the last six months. Items are scored on 
5-point scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 
5 (strongly agree). Initial validation of this study was 
conducted with 93 aggressive adults recruited from 
the community. The scale evaluates two factors: pre-
meditated aggression and impulsive aggression. The 
original study of this scale, conducted with a sample 
of physically aggressive men15 indicated that the sca-
les of impulsive aggression and premeditated aggres-
sion were reliable (alpha for premeditated aggression 
= .82; impulsive aggression = .77) and that they were 
not correlated (r = -.02). The construct validity of this 
scale has been tested in the Spanish adult population 
by ratifying its dimensional structure16. 

Triarchic Psychopathy Questionnaire

Based on the triarchic model of psychopathy, the 
Triarchic Psychopathy Questionnaire (TriPM; Patrick 
& Drislane, 2015) the questionnaire measures the 
dimensions of disinhibition, boldness, and meanness. 
The questionnaire consists of 58 items in a 4-point 
scale (true, somewhat true, somewhat false, false). 
The ordinal alpha values for the TriPM were: .86 for 
disinhibition, .61 for boldness, and .80 for meanness17.

Life History of Aggression 

Life History of Aggression (LHA; Coccaro et 
al., 1997) assesses the frequency of overt aggressive 
behaviors. It has three factors: aggression, self-direc-
ted aggression, and consequences/antisocial behavior. 

The scale consists of 11 items, responded on a scale 
from 0 to 5, where 0 = “has never happened” to 5 = 
“happened so many times it that cannot be counted”. 
The internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) of the 
LHA aggression, self-directed aggression, and con-
sequences/antisocial behavior were .87, .48 and .74, 
respectively18.

A sociodemographic questionnaire was used to 
collect information regarding age and level of educa-
tion, health information and criminal data (recidivism, 
prison degree according to severity). The survey was 
self-administered in small groups and verified with 
prison files. 

Procedure and data analysis

Participants were informed about the overall 
objectives of the study. The confidentiality of the 
data was ensured, informing participants that this 
information would not be used for clinical or judi-
cial decision-making purposes. All data collected 
was used solely for research purposes, under the data 
protection law, Organic Law 3/2018, of December 5, 
On the Protection of Personal Data and Guarantee of 
Digital Rights. All participants gave written consent.  
The survey was self-administered, in small groups in 
the months of January-February 2020. Data collec-
tion ranged from 30 to 45 minutes, depending on the 
response time of the participants. The response rate 
was 97%. Descriptive statistics were calculated for 
scale and subscale scores. Given the ordinal nature of 
the items, the internal consistency of the scales was 
evaluated using ordinal alpha. Similarly, the mean 
correlations between items were calculated from 
the polychoric correlation matrices, rather than the 
covariance and Pearson correlation matrices of the 
data. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was per-
formed on the long and short versions of the scale 
(AQ-FV and AQ-SV, respectively). The four-factor 
was specified. The models were estimated using the 
robust weighted least squares estimator (WLSMV) 
in MPlus 7.4. In these models, all factors were 
allowed to correlate. In addition to the chi-square 
statistic, one absolute fit index and one incremental 
index were used to evaluate model fit, respectively 
the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and the Root Mean 
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA); a mini-
mum cut off of .90 for CFI indicated good fit and 
RMSEA values ranging from .05 to .08 represent a 
moderate adjustment, and values between .08 and 
.10 represent bad adjustment. The Weighted Mean 
Square Residual (WRMR). and a maximum cut off of 
1 for WRMR were considered indicators of a good 
fit; the WRMR is adequate for data with ordinal fea-
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tures. Concurrent validity was examined by evalua-
ting Pearson’s correlation coefficients between the 
two scales and the scores of the following tests: IPAS 
(impulsive and premeditated aggressiveness), TriPM 
(psychopathic facets) and LHA (aggression). Cri-
terion validity was assed via Welsh’s t-test for two 
independent groups comparing first time inmates 
and recidivist inmates. Effect size of 0.2 or below are 
considered small, between 0.2 and 0.5 are considered 
to be medium, and effect sizes above 0.8 are conside-
red to be large.

RESULTS

Descriptive statistics and reliability analysis

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for total 
scores and subscales of the AQ-Long Version (AQ-
FV) and AQ-Short Version (AQ-SV). Internal con-
sistency coefficients for total score and subscales of 
AQ-FV were found to be acceptable to excellent 
(ordinal α range from .67 to .92; Table 1). Besides, the 
interitem correlations were good, ranging from r =.29 
to r = .47. For the total score and subscales of AQ-SV, 
the internal consistency ranged from almost accepta-
ble to good (ordinal α range from .62 to .87; Table 1). 
Given the impact of scale length on alpha coefficients, 
we supplemented alpha values with the average inter-
item correlation coefficients, which were all satisfac-
tory (r = .35 to r = .48).

Model fit and factor loads

The fit indices for the long and short versions 
of the scale are presented in Table 2. The short ver-
sion of the scale demonstrated better adjustment 
than the long version, as indicated by the larger CFI 
and smaller WRMR values. However, RMSEA for 
AQ-SV fell short at the benchmark of .08, although 
remaining below 0.10 (simulation studies have shown 
that RMSEA values tend to be higher with small to 
medium sample sizes such as the one used in this 
study.

The standardized factor loads of the two models 
are shown in Table 3. Based on the conventional cut 
off of .30 for loadings to be considered salient, it was 
found that two items in the long version of the scale did 
not meet this standard (AQ5 and AQ29, both in the 
physical aggression subscale). All remaining items had 
salient loadings at their target scales (Table 3). For the 
AQ-SV, the load of all factors was high and statistically 
significant (P < .01), ranging from .40 to .81.

Between-factors correlations for the two models 
are presented in the lower and upper diagonal of Table 
4. In both versions of the AQ scale, the latent varia-
bles (physical aggression, verbal aggression, anger, 
and hostility) were significantly interrelated (ranging 
from r = .39 to r = .61 in the short version, and from 
r = .41 to r = .68 in the long version).

Convergent Validity

The AQ-FV and AQ-SV subscales were positi-
vely related to the premeditated and impulsive aggres-

Table 1. Internal Consistency (Ordinal α), Scale Homogeneity (Mean Correlation between Items), Mean (Standard Deviations), Skewness 
and Kurtosis (Standard Errors) for AQ Scales.

4-factor model
Ordinal

M* (SD†) Skewness Kurtosis 
α r

AQ-FV‡ (29 items) .92 .30 71.53 (19.06) 0.38 2.68

  Physical assault .89 .47 22.87 (7.56) 0.40 2.65

  Verbal aggression .67 .29 12.05 (3.67) 0.45 2.98

  Anger .78 .33 16.14 (5.70) 0.33 2.39

  Hostility .77 .30 20.47 (6.45) -0.03 2.38

AQ-SV§ (12 items) .87 .36 29.75 (9.62) 0.37 2.64

  Physical assault .78 .47 10.22 (4.17) 0.18 2.18

  Verbal aggression .62 .35 6.58 (2.45) 0.73 3.15

  Anger .65 .48 4.43 (2.22) 0.61 2.51

  Hostility .65 .39 8.52 (3.24) 0.04 2.22

Note. The overall scores for the AQ-FV scale and the physical aggression and anger subscales were calculated after reversing two 
items. A symmetric distribution of such a normal distribution has a skewness of 0 and a kurtosis of 3.
*M: mean; †SD: standard deviation; ‡AQ-FV: long version of the scale; §AQ-SV: short version of the scale.
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sion subscales (IPAS). The strongest correlations were 
found between the physical aggression subscales of 
the AQ and the premeditated aggression of the IPAS 
(r = .50 for the long version and r = .49 for the short 
version). Regarding psychopathy, the AQ subsca-
les showed positive moderate to large correlations 
with the meanness and disinhibition subscales of the 
TriPM (from r = .29 to r = .64). However, only the 
hostility subscales of the AQ-FV and AQ-SV were 
significantly related to the boldness subscale of the 
TriPM, with the correlations being negative and weak 
(Table 5). Both the long and short versions of the AQ 
subscales showed significant positive correlations 
with LHA scales. As for forensic data, the number of 
prison sentences was positively associated with phy-
sical aggression, verbal aggression, anger, and hosti-
lity. The coefficients were slightly higher for the short 
scale than the long version of the scale. 

Criterion validity

Besides correlations with number of sentences, 
independent sample t-tests revealed that inmates with 
previous prison sentences scored significantly hig-
her than first-time inmates on the total scores of the 
short, t = -3.94, Welch’s df = 185.70, P < .001, d = 0.56, 
and long AQ versions, t = -4.15, Welch’s df = 187.19, 
P < .001, d = 0.58. 

Also, individuals convicted of violent crimes were 
found to have significantly higher scores than those 
convicted of nonviolent crimes, both in the long, 
t = -2.03, Welch’s df = 145.43, P = .044, d = 0.27, and 
short AQ versions, t = -2.09, Welch’s df = 137.87, P = 
.038, d = 0.28.

DISCUSSION

Assessing aggressiveness has always been an 
essential task in forensic settings, and it is essential to 
study the psychometric characteristics and the appli-
cability of instruments to measure aggression in such 
environments. The current study aimed to analyze 

basic psychometric indices of the long and short ver-
sions of one of the most widely used aggressiveness 
questionnaires, the AQ, that although tested in Spain, 
has not to our knowledge been studied in a diverse 
criminal justice system involving men.

In this study, the results supported the 4-factor 
structure (physical, verbal, anger and hostility) for the 
short and long versions. as previously revised19. 

The adjustment of the long version of the scale 
would benefit from the exclusion of items and the 
12-item refined version proved to have a better fit 
than the 29-item original version of the AQ. These 
results are in line with data obtained in other studies 
in which, when comparing the different versions of 
the AQ, in their 29, 20 and 12-item versions, respec-
tively, they concluded that the adjustment is notably 
better with the 12-item version in the community 
population20. 

A similar pattern was found in our data with a 
prison sample. In addition, the current results about 
the short-form of the scale also are in line with pre-
vious findings, demonstrating the shorter version’s 
robustness and good fit in forensic samples21. 

Thus, our results show that the AQ in its short 
version is a reliable instrument for measuring aggres-
siveness in prison contexts. Regarding the correla-
tions among aggressive dimensions, the results are 
relatively similar for both versions of the question-
naire. The correlations with external variables pro-
vided similar results as well, suggesting that both 
measures offer comparable levels of concurrent 
validity. It is relevant to consider that the reduced 
versions did not show a considerable reduction 
in internal consistency. This question is especia-
lly important, since some authors consider that the 
reduction in the instruments may affect its consis-
tency. In addition, previous studies that also assessed 
the psychometric properties of the items again sup-
ported the adequacy of the reduced 12-item version 
to measure aggressiveness in a reliable and valid way 
in different populations due to its discriminant capa-
city to identify aggressive individuals22,23 which has 

Table 2. Fit Indices of the Model for the Long and Short Version of the AQ Scales.

Four-factor models
RMSEA*

WRMR§ c2 || df ¶ P**
CFI† [90% IC] ‡

AQ-FV†† (29 items) .91 .07 [0.06, 0.07] 1.2 752.73 371 <.01

AQ-SV‡‡ (12 items) .95 .09 [0.07, 0.11] .9 136.77 66 <.01

Note. *RMSEA: root mean square of approximation; †CFI: comparative fit index; ‡IC: confidence interval; §WRMR: weighted root 
mean square residual; ||c2: robust chi-square indicator; ¶df: degrees of freedom; **P: p-values; ††AQ-FV: long version of the scale; 
‡‡AQ-SV: short version of the scale.
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reinforced our results for measuring aggressiveness 
and its components in the prison population, offe-
ring a response to the need to use short and valid 
assessment instruments that are required in prison 
environments given the characteristics of the system 
itself and the dynamics of its functioning. 

From the current results, we could argue for the 
adequacy of the AQ’s short form to be used in pri-
son settings, with an important evaluative potential 
as a measure of aggressiveness. It is a reliable tool 
that shows that the constructs of aggression are rela-
ted and is also a reliable measurement of recidivism 
and its relationship to offence typology. Despite the 
contribution of this research, a number of limitations 
should be noted. Data from self-reporting measu-
ring tools may be affected by social desirability. This 
variable is especially relevant in prison environments 
where there is a code of behavior among prisoners 
and prison benefits for good behavior such as not 
having parts or having bis a bis. It would be inter-
esting in future research to construct instruments to 
assess social desirability with subscales that integrate 
values of society in general and values of the pri-
son “subculture” and to monitor the levels of social 
desirability of inmates, observing whether they are 
maintained over time and their evolution in prison24. 

Future studies should also include females 
in their samples and examine the extent to which 
the current results hold for both sexes, identifying 
differentiating variables in the manifestation of 
aggressiveness. Future research is also needed to 
further study the temporal stability of the 12-item 
AQ (test-retest reliability) and to analyze its fac-
torial invariance and diagnostic utility, as well as 
to further study its relationship with other similar 
and different assessment instruments and to enable 
analyses of their relationships to neurobiological 
and psychiatric variables25.

The main contribution of the current study is the 
normative data for a heterogeneous sample of incar-
cerated individuals of both long and short versions of 
the AQ. This study provided evidence of the predic-
tive value of a self-reported measure of aggressiveness 
for violence in general (number of prison convic-
tions) and violent offences in particular, allowing for 
the differentiation between violent and non-violent 
individuals. The results revealed the relation bet-
ween the AQ and antisocial and aggressive behaviour. 
The questionnaire in short versions has proved to be 
valuable in forensic settings. 

The short version of the AQ assessment of  appro-
priate behaviors is inexpensive and easy to administer 
and score, with the additional advantage of the current 

Table 3. Standardised Loadings for Factors on the AQ FV and SV 
Scales. 
 

Four-factor  
model 

AQ-FV* 
(29 items)

AQ-SV†  
(12 items)

Physical aggression 

AQ-8 .67 -

AQ-13 .68 -

AQ-22 .42 .40

AQ-29 .19 -

AQ-2 .67 -

AQ-25 .51 .45

AQ-16 .59 -

AQ-11 .69 .64

AQ-5 -0.16 -

AQ-18 - .43

Verbal aggression 

AQ-4 .43 -

AQ-21 .71 .72

AQ-14 .43 -

AQ-6 .79 .81

AQ-27 .54 .52

Anger 

AQ-12 .34 -

AQ-19 .32 -

AQ-23 .47 .59

AQ-9 .71 -

AQ-1 .68 -

AQ-28 .59 .79

AQ-18 .48 -

Hostility

AQ-15 .68 -

AQ-17 .70 .62

AQ-24 .56 .54

AQ-7 .81 .75

AQ-26 .48 -

AQ-10 .65 -

AQ-20 .70 -

AQ-3 .77 -

Note. For the long version, all factor loadings were significant 
at the P <.05 level; for the short version, all factor loadings were 
significant at the P <.01 level.
*AQ-FV: long version of the scale; †AQ-SV: short version of 
the scale.
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data providing reliable information for the use of a short, 
refined, and robust measurement of aggressiveness as a 
complementary instrument in the evaluation of aggres-
sive and violent behaviours, treatment planning and 
monitoring of intervention programs, adjusted to the 
characteristics of aggression amongst people in prisons.
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Table 4. Inter-factor Correlations for AQ-FV* (on the Upper Diagonal) and for AQ-SV† (on the Lower Diagonal).

Physical Verbal Anger Hostility

Physical 1 .53‡ .68‡ .48‡

Verbal .49‡ 1 .55‡ .41‡

Anger .61‡ .52‡ 1 .57‡

Hostility .48‡ .39‡ .55‡ 1

Note. *AQ-FV: long version of the scale; †AQ-SV: short version of the scale; ‡P < .001.

Table 5. Correlations Between the AQ-FV and AQ-SV Subscales and Measures of Associated Constructs.

AQ-FV* AQ-SV†

Physical Verbal Anger Hostility Physical Verbal Anger Hostility

IPAS‡

Premeditated .50†† .30†† .38†† .28†† .49†† .27†† .36†† .23††

Impulsive .34†† .26†† .31†† .28†† .32†† .22†† .25†† .24††

TriPM§

Boldness .10 .10 -0.07 -0.20** .03 .06 -0.01 -0.21**

Meanness .55†† .38†† .46†† .34†† .55†† .40†† .46†† .29††

Disinhibition .64†† .39†† .62†† .47†† .62†† .38†† .57†† .41††

LHA||

Aggression .72†† .50†† .61†† .35†† .68†† .44†† .50†† .35††

Consequences .66†† .45†† .58†† .41†† .62†† .36†† .49†† .39††

Self-directed .34†† .19** .39†† .32†† .29†† .20† .31†† .33††

Forensic data

N. of incarcerations .29†† .16¶ .22** .20** .26†† .17¶ .26†† .25††

Note. *AQ-FV: long version of the scale; †AQ-SV: short version of the scale; ‡IPAS: the Impulsive/Premeditated Aggression scale; 
§TriPM: Triarchic Psychopathy Questionnaire; || LHA: Life History of Aggression.
¶P <.05; **P <.01; ††P <.001.
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