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Abstract
The abstract for this paper has both positives and negatives. Firstly, the abstract seems a bit short, however the journal guidelines say 100-120 words maximum (Elsevier 2018), whereas the author used a total of 126 words for this abstract, however most of the abstract is taken up by evidence. The author includes previous research within the first few lines, which does outline what the study will be exploring. The abstract then proceeds to the study. The author includes the participant numbers and gender, and then what evidence the study found. This concludes the abstract. There was no information on the rationale of the study nor any limitations or implications. They include why they are studying this subject but do not however, include a hypothesis. The reasoning as to why these were not included may have been because of the small wordcount required by the specifications, however the authors could have shortened the findings to include some of the information missing (Reidy., Zeichner., Miller and Martinez 2007).
Introduction
This study starts like most studies, with a literature review. The researchers give a good, clear definition of psychopathy and symptoms of psychopathic traits in early years. Although the definitions are adequate, the papers used to gather this information are quite old, for example the researchers used Cleckley (1941) and Hare (1991), when there are more modern papers which define psychopathy they could have used for example, Kosson and Hare’s (2003) definition, although very similar. The researchers then go on to explain the specific checklists and scales which professionals use to assess psychopathic tendencies. 
The researchers explain that one of the most popular assessments for psychopathy, the PCL-R, which is considered as the researchers stated a ‘gold standard’ in assessments regarding psychopathy. Evidence from Hare., Clark., Grann and Thornton (2000) who explored the validity of the PCL-R among several different countries, found that the PCL-R had a good response from studies conducted in a various number of countries. This suggests that the PCL-R is a good instrument in assessing psychopathy and supports the claims by the researchers. The researchers use a wide variety of references in order to explain in detail the PCL-R and the factors it is composed of. They also explain what these factors assess regarding symptoms or attributes of psychopathy. This section held a detailed explanation about the PCL-R, however, the PCL-R was not used for this study. It may have been better that the researchers introduced the LSRP into this section as this was the instrument used in this study. This may have provided the reader with a better understanding of the LSRP before proceeding into the actual study. 
The researchers then explain about divergence in forms of aggression, namely instrumental and reactive. The researchers explain instrumental aggression as, goal driven behavior motivated by external rewards. For this definition of instrumental aggression, they site Bandura (1983), although one of the leading psychological scientists who explored this subject (Bandura., Evans and Huberman 1988), more modern citations could have been used to show wider reading, for example Bushman and Anderson (2001), who similarly defined instrumental aggression as premeditated and calculated behavior which is motivated by external goals such as money or personal image. For the definition of hostile or reactive aggression the researcher’s use Berkowitz (1989), also an older paper, whereas again, Bushman and Anderson (2001), similarly defined reactive aggression as impulsive and angry behavior with the intent to harm. Although the definitions between the researcher’s and Bushman and Anderson (2001) are similar, the inclusion of more modern papers increase support of the explanatory information. 

The researchers suggest that there are correlations between the factors of the PCL-R and these two types of aggression with assistance from a study conducted by Vitacco., Neumann., Caldwell., Leistico and Van Rybroek’s (2006). This study found that individuals who mark high on factor 1 (interpersonal items), which include aspects such as, pathological lying or conning, were positively correlated with instrumental aggression or IA, and individuals who scored higher on factor 2 (antisocial behaviors) which included aspects such as poor anger control or criminal behaviors were negatively correlated to IA. This evidence correlates to popular beliefs that psychopaths generally commit crimes to further personal gain (Porter and Woodworth 2006). The study conducted Vitacco., Neumann., Caldwell., Leistico and Van Rybroek’s (2006) did not explore reactive or hostile aggression, this may have been the fuel which led Reidy., Zeichner., Miller and Martinez (2007) to conduct this study. The researchers apply some critique to the above study by introducing a study conducted by Cornell., Warren., Hawk., Stafford., Oram and Pine (1996). This study suggested that individuals with a history of instrumental aggression were ‘more’ psychopathic that individuals with a history of hostile of reactive aggression, however the IA offenders scored higher on factor 2 than factor 1 of the PCL-R. This evidence contradicted Vitacco., Neumann., Caldwell., Leistico and Van Rybroek’s (2006). Although there was critique, it was minimal, only a few lines were designated for this critique and more may have served as support to further the researcher’s own study.  
The researchers did not include any reasoning as to why psychopaths may generally be heavily affiliated with instrumental aggression. for example, the amygdala which is involved with instrumental learning, aversive conditioning and the response to the fearful and sad expressions (Blair 2003). It is also suggested that when normal amygdala function in impaired, this then gives rise to impairments shown by psychopaths (Blair., Morris., Frith., Perrett and Dolan 1999). There have been many studies into this subject, for example, Kiehl et al (2001) found that individuals with high levels of psychopathy correlated to decreased volumes of the amygdala. There are also suggestions that psychopathy is correlated to dysfunctions in the frontal cortex, reducing executive functioning (Morgan and Lilienfeld 2000). These biological traits may be the reason as to why psychopaths generally score higher on when measured for instrumental aggression (Blair 2003). This information may have provided a brief background on psychopathy and reasonings as to why correlations of specific aggression appear throughout evidence.

The researchers then explain what their research entails, this section seems a bit minimal at first glance as only around 103 words were used. This section explains that the researchers carried out an experiment regarding relationships between scores on the Leverson’s self-report psychopathy scale, using both the complete scale and the splitting of the factors, with laboratory based instrumental aggression and hostile or reactive aggression. This section could have had more information regarding the LSRP as this was the instrument used to measure psychopathic traits.

The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between psychopathic factors and laboratory aggression under both hostile and instrumental conditions. The researchers state that based upon previous research into this subject and the evidence suggesting the correlation between the factors and IA, the researchers hypothesized that, both the LSRP factors would correlate with the laboratory manifested IA. The researchers then pose expectations as to some outcomes from this study but do not state these and hypotheses. This section was a little bare, no information regarding the rationale for this study was present. A rationale or the reasoning as to why this study is taking place is an essential part of the introduction (Field and Hole 2002). This information tells the reader why this study is taking place and this how the study will impact the current literature (Field and Hole 2002).  

Methodology
The sample used within this study was 135 undergraduate males with a mean age of 19.61. It was not mentioned in what country these students were studying.  The researchers split the participants up into two conditions, the IA group (n = 64) and H/RA group (n = 71). Although the participant number was an odd number, the groups could have been split more evenly, rather than having a total number difference of 7. Participants in the IA condition were informed that they could win a total of $24 by winning $1 for each trail won, however they could lose $1 for each trail lost. The participants were also informed that they could provide an electric shock to their opponents after each trail, which could then interfere with their opponent’s performances. The participants within H/RA condition knew they were competing in the task however were given no incentives. 
This study used a good sample size, however there are some issues, for example, the grouping could have been more balanced. Although the total number of participants was an odd number, the grouping number could have been closer together, instead of one group having 7 participants more than the other. Another issue was the lack of female participants; all participants used within this study were male, this reduces ecological validity regarding generalisation. If this study wished to generalise, they can only do so with the male population. The researchers did not provide any details as to why they did not include female participants. Future research could rectify these issues by conducting this experiment on both male and female participants as well as splitting the groups up more evenly. Although the research paper did not appear to include any names of the participants, the researchers did not state that they had informed the participants of any anonymity. 
The instrument used was the Levenson self-report psychopathy scale (LSRP) developed by Levenson., Kiehl and Fitzpatrick (1995). This scale consists of 26 items being self-reported by the participant to measure psychopathic tendencies. The scale was split up into 2 factors; factor 1 being 16 items and factor 2 being 9 items. The Cronbach Alphas were included for both the LSRP total and factors, these being LSRP total = .80, factor 1 = .81 and factor 2 = .52. The Cronbach Alpha scores for both LSRP complete and factor 1 was good however the score for factor 2 was very poor, as a good Cronbach alpha score is .70 and above (Tavakol and Dennick 2011). The researchers do not state how the LSRP was scored, Likert scales or the answers which the individuals could select. The researchers also did not state where the participants were to complete these LSRP questionnaires. Since this study used self-report questionnaires, there is the issue of participants lying or not providing accurate information regarding themselves. 
This study also used a device which provided an electric shock to participants and ranged from buttons 1-10, 1 being a low shock and 10 being the most intensive. The shocks were administered through the participants non-dominant hand, however there was no reference to what voltage these shocks were throughout the button range. However, the researchers state they used the response choice aggression paradigm (RCAP) produced by Zeichner., Frey., Parrott and Butryn (1999). The RCAP produces seven indices of aggression, for example shock intensity and duration, however the authors still do not inform the reader of the voltages that were used. The researcher discloses the validity of the RCAP being .54 which again is a low Cronbach Alpha score (Tavakol and Dennick 2011).
The researchers gave various details regarding what the participants were informed to do and not do and this took up most of the procedure section, however at no point was any information given regarding what type of statistical program they were using or how they had gathered the data. Reference was made to the electric shocks; however, no details were provided regarding the voltages used. Although the researchers state that no shock would exceed that of the participants’ pain threshold, individuals’ pain thresholds differ, and no reference was given as to how the researchers determined those thresholds. 
There was also no information regarding the design of the study, although a reader accustomed to reading psychological literature would be able to assume what type of design a study will be due to participant groupings and variables; however, the researchers should make clear for the reader what design their study is and it should not be left for the reader to guess. This procedure section leaves out a lot of the basic information the reader must know in order to fully understand the experiment and how it was analysed. 
The researchers did not give any reference as to what statistical test they used to analyse the data. Due to this any reader wishing to conduct a similar study using this paper may struggle to use the same statistical test. The researchers did however give a good explanation regarding the correlation between their conditions. The tables were presented clearly and were easy to read. The researchers stated that a total of eight participants were excluded from this study together with the reasons for their exclusion. Although this was in small print under the first results paragraph, the inclusion of this information is good.  
The analysis from this study found that within the instrumental condition (IA) the LSRP complete and factor 1 had a significant correlation with the aggression composite, however no significance was found between the same condition and factor 2 t(55) = 2.17, p<.05. They also found that within the same condition, factors 1 and 2 were significantly different. Within the hostile condition (H/RA), the LSRP complete and both factors were significantly correlated with aggression. Although they noted that within the IA condition there was a significant difference between all three factors, in the H/RA condition they was not as t(65) = .72, ns. The researchers also explored whether there were any differences between both conditions; the evidence suggested that there was only a significant different between the size of the correlations (z = -2.14, p< .05), but again they did not present the statistical test used to create these findings.
The ecological validity of this study is adequate. The 135 participants used were selected from a larger pool with 86% being Caucasian. Due to the participant sample only being younger undergraduates, with a mean age of 19, the generalisation may not be high beyond this sample. In order to reduce internal validity threat, the researchers informed the participants about all the procedures, however, gave no reference to the reasoning of the experiment.  
Discussion
The researchers firstly, presents a brief overview of what the study conducted consisted of. They briefly linked their study to previous literature but did not go into too much details and did not present new literature. The researchers also point out what the existing literature more predominantly uses, in regards to measuring IA and H/RA based upon either self-reporting scales or case files, and suggests that their study differs in that they used a laboratory experiment to measure outcomes in these aggression in comparison to LSRP psychopathy factors. This information could have been included in the introduction as their rationale. 
The researchers then tie their own evidence to previous evidence by briefly overviewing the similarities between this study and previous studies. They also explain that some of the evidence found within this study has not supported claims set by previous research, for example, this study found that both LSRP’s factor 1 was significantly correlated to aggression within the IA condition, this did not support claims by Cornell., Warren., Hawk., Stafford., Oram and Pine (1996) and Woodworth and Porter (2002). The researcher explains the results and tie them to the hypotheses made. The term ‘hypotheses’ was used which implies multiple hypotheses, however only one clear hypothesis was found with multiple expectations. If the researchers used these expectations as hypotheses, It may have been better to present them as such. However, the ties they present from the evidence to the hypotheses is detailed and easy to understand as there were no statistics and was explained in words. 
In the next section of the discussion the researchers introduce new research for example Lynam (2002) and Ross., Lutz and Bailley (2004), to explain the LSRP factors. Although this research is helpful to the reader to further understand the LSRP and the factors, this information could have been included in the introduction to assist the reader in understanding the instrument being used before the proceedings of the study was explained.  This whole section is used to explain the LSRP factors and the correlations between them and the two types of aggression. Although the researchers tie this information to the findings of the study, this whole section could have been put into the introduction and later touched upon in the discussion to link the information to the findings. 
The conclusion mainly consisted of connecting the present study with previous research and theory. The researchers did explain so rationale, for example, they suggest that this evidence creates a new avenue in which aggression and psychopathic traits correlate. They include points in which future research could add to the knowledge base by the inclusion of alternative measures of psychopathy and personality in which they suggest would provide a refined analysis into these issues. The researchers did not however, include how further research can improve their own study. This information is important if other psychologists wish to replicate this study for the future. The researchers also do not touch upon any limitations regarding this study. This information may also be important for the same reason regarding replication.    
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