Appendix 1: Measures
All participants will complete socio-demographic information that will include sex, age of  adolescents and education level of parents. 
Instruments
Aggressive behavior assessments
Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire (BPAQ) (Buss & Perry, 1992). The BPAQ is divided into four subscales: physical aggression, verbal aggression, anger, and hostility. The BPAQ is the most widely utilized self-report measure in contemporary aggression research, with proven validity as a predictor of aggression and its antecedents in the laboratory and in real life, with high internal reliability (α = .79 - .89)  (see Bushman & Wells, 1998; Buss & Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2001; Gerevich, et al., 2007). 
Reactive Proactive Aggression Questionnaire (RPQ) (Raine et al., 2006). The RPQ is a self-report measure that distinguishes between reactive and proactive aggression.  These two types of aggression are said to differ with regard to emotional processing. The reactive versus proactive aggression types includes increased impulsivity and other aggressive related traits of the individual, such as irritable,  hostile affect-laden defensive response to provocation,  lack of inhibitory functions, reduced self-control (Babcock et al., 2014; Dodge, 1991; Raine et al., 2006). Namely, reactive aggression is motivated by perceived or actual provocation due to a hostile attribution bias, whereas proactive aggression is often described as being without emotion, cold-blooded, thought out, and instrumental (Pechorro et al., 2017) Twelve items measure proactive aggression (e.g., ‘Use physical force to get others to do what you want’), while 11 items measure reactive aggression (e.g. ‘React angrily when provoked by others’). By taking all 23 items into account, an overall total aggression score can be calculated. High internal reliability has been shown for all scales (α = 0.81 for reactive aggression, α = 0.84 for proactive aggression, α = 0.90 for total aggression; Raine et al., 2006).
The Barratt Impulsivity Scale – 11 (BIS-11) (Patton et al., 1995). The BIS-11 is widely used as a measure of trait impulsivity and comprises three subscales: motor, cognitive, and non-planning. The BIS-11 also provides a total score indicating a global measure of impulsiveness. Cronbach’s alpha was demonstrated to be .79 to .83 (Fossati et al., 2001; Stanford et al., 2009).
Aggressive metaphoric and idiom language assessment
Idiom comprehension. This task examines idiom comprehension (based on Mashal et al., 2008; Saban-Bezalel & Mashal, 2019) and the tendency to select an aggression-related response. The questionnaire is a multiple-choice test that includes familiar idioms in Hebrew with plausible literal interpretations (e.g., “nichneset lo la’vridim”, which literally means “getting into his veins”). Each idiom is followed by four interpretations: a correct idiomatic interpretation (“interfering with his life”); a literal distractor related to, or repeating, the verb of the idiom (“injecting him with a shot”); an aggression-related distractor (“she cut his blood vessels”); and an unrelated interpretation (“entering the house”). Participants are instructed to read each idiom and choose the correct interpretation. For each idiom, the four interpretations appear in a random order. The number of both correct idiomatic interpretations and aggressive distractors will be counted. Based on our pilot data, the current questionnaire will include seven idioms, and has shown high internal consistency (α = .82).
Metaphor comprehension. This questionnaire, developed by Mashal and Kasirer (2011), examines the comprehension of 10 conventional metaphors (e.g., sharp tongue) and 10 novel metaphors (e.g., pure hand) (Kasirer & Mashal, 2016). For each metaphorical expression, four alternate interpretations of its meaning are presented: a correct metaphorical interpretation, a literal interpretation, an aggression-related distractor, and an unrelated interpretation. For example, for the conventional metaphor “thundering silence”, four alternative interpretations are presented: (1) lack of a response that also expresses dissatisfaction (correct response); (2) the quiet before the thunder (literal distractor); (3) to be quiet when threatened (aggressive distractor); and (4) spring is approaching (unrelated alternative). The participants are instructed to choose the best answer. The number of both correct metaphoric interpretations and aggressive distractors will be counted. 
Metaphor Generation Task. This task examines the ability to generate metaphoric text while describing intense self-experienced emotional states (Fainsilber & Ortony, 1987). Four positive emotions (happiness, pride, gratitude, and relief) and four negative emotions (sadness, anger, hate, and shame) were selected. Participants will be told that the questionnaire is intended to examine how people experience different events, and that they are asked to recall situations in which they had experienced these emotions. For each emotion, participants will be asked to recall a situation in which they had experienced it to an intense degree. Participants will then be asked to provide a short label that describes the event, in order to track whether participants are referring to a specific situation and also in order to use the label as a cue for later recall. Next, for each situation, participants will be encouraged to bring the incident to mind as vividly as possible: to remember where they were, with whom, and what they were doing. They will then be asked to write down the subjective quality of their emotion and how they felt inside when they felt that emotion. 
Participants will be explicitly instructed not to describe the events, but to focus on their feelings about the events. The description task will be conducted only after completion of the labeling task, to avoid the possibility that knowledge of the task requirements might bias participants’ choices of emotional events. Finally, after completing the descriptions, participants will be asked to rate the intensity level of each emotion they felt on a scale ranging from 1 (not intense at all) to 7 (highly intense). 
Three judges will code the data independently, determining whether each expression is literal or figurative (if there is disagreement the judges will discuss and decide on the score together). The judges will be told that a novel metaphor is an unfamiliar, unique, and creative (non-literal) metaphoric expression (e.g., feeling sadness is like a mirror smashed to pieces); a conventional metaphor is a familiar expression or an idiom (e.g., feeling shamed is like having a red face); and a literal response is a simple description with no figurative meaning (e.g., feeling successful is like a victory). Intra-class correlation (ICC) will be calculated.  High ICC (= 0.97) was found in previous studies (e.g., Kasirer & Mashal, 2020).
This task is similar to the task used in Fainsilber and Ortony’s (1987) study except for replacement of the emotions “fear” and “resentment” with more intense emotions (anger, hate).  We will also ask participants to describe only intense (not mild) emotional experiences as it was shown that intense events elicit higher incidence of metaphoric use.
We will also train a deep neural network to classify between novel metaphorical, conventional metaphorical and non- metaphorical (literal) sentences. To achieve this we will fine tuned a pre-trained BERT transformer that will be trained on Hebrew dataset (e.g., https://github.com/avichaychriqui/HeBERT). The coding of the human judges and the trained model will be compared (a 90% agreement is expected). 
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