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Abstract. The psychological assessment of firearm applicants is crucial for public safety, yet the
scientific validity of the methods mandated by law in Austria and other European nations remains
inadequate. The study emphasised the need to redefine approaches to the psychological assessment
of individuals applying for firearm ownership toward greater scientific validity and interdisciplinary
coherence. The study aimed to critically evaluate the diagnostic and evaluation foundations of the
assessment framework enacted by the Austrian Weapons Act, highlighting scientific and legal
deficiencies. The evaluation was conducted through a critical analysis of the legal regulations, a formal-
logical deconstruction of the mandated test combinations, and a systematic review of the psychometric
properties and forensic suitability of each prescribed evaluation instrument. The problematic legal
framework, which mandated outdated and scientifically unsubstantiated test series, was analysed.
The logical inconsistencies and false equivalences created by the legally permissible combinations
of different psychological tests were described. The study stated that the individual instruments are
unsuitable for forensic assessment due to outdated norms, a lack of predictive validity for firearm-
related risk behaviour, and susceptibility to response distortion. The study further detailed how the
reliance on static, actuarial assessment methods contradict modern, evidence-based standards in
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forensic psychology. The results of this research can be used by legislators, legal experts, and clinical
psychologists to reform the existing assessment procedures, thereby enhancing the scientific accuracy
and legal defensibility of firearms licensing processes

Keywords: firearms licensing; forensic evaluation; psychometric deficiencies; forensic psychology;

diagnostic validity

Introduction

Clinical psychology is no longer a subordinate
auxiliary discipline but a substantive contributor
to domains requiring high-stakes decision-making,
especially where individual risk profiles intersect
with legal and public safety concerns. One such
critical area is the psychological assessment man-
dated by the Austrian Weapons Act (Waffengesetz,
WaffG) (RIS, n.d-b) for any individual applying for
a weapon ownership license. This evaluation aims
to establish an applicant’s “reliability” (Verlasslich-
keit), ensuring low probability of reckless firearm
handling, particularly under psychological stress.

However, the scientific and legal foundation
of this process is fraught with profound defi-
ciencies that undermine the intended purpose
(RIS, n.d-b). The significance of robust licensing
procedures is underscored by public health re-
search. Such studies as K. Kennedy et al. (2025)
and S. Oliphant et al. (2025), from the United
States, for instance, consistently demonstrate a
significant association between the benefits of
firearm purchaser licensing laws and reductions
in firearm-related deaths, including those among
young people and in the context of intimate
partner violence. While the legal frameworks dif-
fer, these findings highlight the high stakes in-
volved in worldwide firearms legislation. There-
fore, the psychological assessments at the core
of such laws should be scientifically valid, relia-
ble, and legally defensible - a standard the Aus-
trian system, as this article demonstrated, fails
to meet. The diagnostic framework imposed by
law is rooted in outdated practices and relies on
assessment tools that are inconsistent, psycho-
metrically weak, and ill-suited for the complex
task of prognostic evaluation.

The core of the problem lies in the legal
requirement for psychologists to use a fixed, or
“taxative”, list of tests, a practice that directly
contradicts the principle of scientific progress
and professional autonomy. In a comprehen-
sive critique, A. Kampusch (2022) argued that
the term “reliability” in the 1996 firearms act is
insufficiently defined, rendering it scientifical-
ly impossible to operationalise and verify. Fol-
lowing the study results, this ambiguity creates
systematic distortions in the significance of any
test used. The author further identified major
flaws in the mandated procedures, including
the use of outdated validation instruments, re-
dundancies between test subscales, and the fact
that only three of the fifteen listed tests include
validity scales to detect response distortion.
Compounding this issue, a study by M. Ertl et
al. (2021) empirically demonstrated that most
test subjects were able to identify and manip-
ulate these few validity scales, therefore ineffi-
cient at cheating prevention.

The Austrian assessment model is further
compromised by its adherence to a static, actuari-
al paradigm, a methodology that has been largely
superseded in modern forensic psychology. Inter-
national best practice has shifted decisively to-
ward dynamic, context-sensitive risk assessment,
often referred to as structured professional judg-
ment (SPJ). For instance, seminal work by D. Brook-
stein et al.(2020) onthe HCR-20¥* have established
the superior predictive validity of models that in-
tegrate historical, clinical,and future-oriented dy-
namic risk factors. In their comprehensive inter-
national handbook, K. Douglas & R. Otto (2021)
confirmed that contemporary risk assessment
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acknowledgesthe limitations of staticinstruments,
emphasising that individual behaviour cannot be
captured solely through cross-sectional test re-
sults. This perspective is reinforced by T. Albright
& N. Scurich (2024), highlighting in the study on
psychopathy and legal decision-making the ne-
cessity of using multi-faceted assessment tools
that can account for complex personality dynam-
ics, a feature absent in the rigid Austrian frame-
work. This undermines large-scale meta-analyses
that have shown that structured instruments
significantly outperform static or unstructured
evaluation in predictive accuracy. Furthermore,
the European psychiatric association has explic-
itly underpinned the value of an evidence-based,
dynamic and context-sensitive approach as
the professional standard (Vollm et al., 2018).

This legislative and scientific inertia is not
unique to Austria but reflects a broader European
challenge. Modern studies show that similar is-
sues persist across the continent. In Germany, for
example, the legal guidelines for psychological
examinations remain vague, leading to signifi-
cant inconsistencies in evaluation practices be-
tween different jurisdictions (Hoppe et al., 2020).
Similarly, in Italy, the lack of a nationally binding
assessment protocol results in significant dispari-
ties (“heterogeneous solutions”) in the quality and
methodology of assessments between regions,
determining the scientific need for greater uni-
formity (Blandino et al., 2024). In Poland, critical
analyses of the legal framework highlight signif-
icant discrepancy between legal definitions and
forensic science, confirming a lack of standard-
ised quality control for the required psycholog-
ical examinations. These international examples
underscore the urgent need for a paradigm shift
towards an evidence-based, scientifically robust
approach. The continued use of outdated, static
models not only fails to meet modern profession-
al standards but also creates a significant legal
paradox, holding experts liable for reports based
on scientifically indefensible methods.

The study aimed to critically analyse the di-
agnostic and test-theoretical foundations of the
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psychological assessments for firearm reliability
legally prescribed in Austria. By deconstructing
the mandated test batteries and their underly-
ing assumptions, significant scientific and le-
gal inconsistencies were revealed. The analysis
first examined the problematic legal framework,
then demonstrated the logical fallacies of the
prescribed test combinations through a formal
analysis and concluded with a detailed critique of
the suitability of each individual test instrument,
based on the official test manuals and provider
documentation (Testzentrale,n.d.; Schuhfried,n.d.;
Pearson, n.d.). Lastly, the far-reaching implications
of using outdated, static assessment models were
discussed, and a paradigm shift toward a mod-
ern, evidence-based approach was proposed.

Issues of the firearms law
implementation and the test
procedures prescribed therein
Section 3 paragraph 2 of the first firearms act
implementation (1. WaffV) regulates which test
procedures are to be used during the assess-
ment for determining reliability (RIS, n.d-a). To
ensure meaningful assessments at a scientif-
ically recognised level, so-called ‘established
test procedures” were already selected in 1997
and listed (taxativ) in the 1. WaffV in coordi-
nation with various ‘experts”. With the further
amendment of the 1. WaffV in 2012, the Federal
Minister of the Interior expanded the existing
selection with various test combinations that
were considered qualitatively and “scientifically
equivalent”. Following the requirement of 8 par-
agraph 7 WaffG, the procedures were listed “tax-
atively” (i.e., fully, exhaustively) (cf. 3 paragraph
2a 1. WaffV). However, since that time, no further
development of diagnostics or verification was
amended to cover modern scientific research
and expertise. Studies on the issue in the con-

text of Austria are insufficient.

In this context, it is worth noting from a
scientific-professional perspective that the term
“taxative” mentioned in the legal text cannot
be valid, as knowledge is never complete and a
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normative determination may perpetuate an ‘er-
ror or only preliminary finding”, which contradicts
practical developments. Accordingly, diagnostic
recommendations can never be “taxative”, espe-
cially when they are outdated and partly obso-
lete from a professional standpoint. In this con-
text, the ongoing turn away from actuarial, static,
and statistical diagnostic instruments, where the
field has progressed to the fifth developmental
stage of prognostic and idiographic assessments,
should be referenced.

D. Gerhold & C. Obermaier (2013) stated
that, similar to the previously familiar approach,
experts were still “free” to use the base scales of
the Minnesota multiphasic personality invento-
ry 2 (MMPI-2 base scales) in combination with
the stress coping questionnaire (Stressverarbe-
itungsfragebogen, S-V-F) or the reliability-ori-
ented personality test — version 3 (Verlassli-
chkeitsbezogener Personlichkeitstest, VPT-3),
alongside risk propensity factors questionnaire
(Fragebogen fur Risikobereitschaftsfaktoren,
F-R-F). These two test series largely correspond
to those already familiar and well-established.
The legal text was updated to list the then-pre-
vailing versions of the procedures. D. Gerhold &
C. Obermaier (2013) list about 20 combinations
of assessment instruments that would theoreti-
cally be possible under the law.

According to the amendment of the 1%t weap-
ons act implementation ordinance (1. Waffenge-
setz-Durchfiihrungsverordnung, 1. WaffV) in 2012,
several new combinations of test instruments
were introduced as alternatives to the previously
used combination of the MMPI-2 base scales with
the stress processing questionnaire (Stressver-
arbeitungsfragebogen, S-V-F) (RIS, n.d-a). These
new regulations stipulated that the Eppen-
dorf schizophrenia scale (Eppendorfer Schizo-
phrenie-Inventar, ESI) must be employed. This
was to be combined with the short questionnaire
for aggression factors (Kurzfragebogen zur Erfas-
sung von Aggressivitatsfaktoren, K-FAF) and the
locus of control questionnaire (Fragebogen zu
Kontrolliberzeugungen, IPC). Additionally, one

of several stress assessment tools was required,
providing the choice between the S-V-F, the cop-
ing inventory for stressful situations (CISS), or the
differential stress inventory HR (Differentielles
Stressinventar HR, DSIHR).

To complete the assessment, examiners
were to choose one of four distinct pathways.
The first option was to add the personality style
and disorder inventory (Personlichkeits-Stil- und
Storungs-Inventar, PSSI). A second alternative
was to use the inventory of clinical personality
accentuations (Inventar Klinischer Personlich-
keitsakzentuierungen, IKP) instead of the PSSI.
The third pathway involved adding the NEO
five-factor inventory (NEO-Funf-Faktoren-In-
ventar, NEO-FFI) along with a depression screen-
ing tool, which could be either the general de-
pression scale (Allgemeine Depressionsskala,
ADS) or the beck depression inventory revision
(BDI-I1). The fourth and final option was to use
the big five plus one personality inventory (Big
Five Plus One Personlichkeitsinventar, B5PO),
also supplemented by either the ADS or the BDI-
Il. At the time, the Federal Minister of the Interior,
according to D. Gerhold & C. Obermaier (2013),
wanted to state using the term ‘or” that the test
procedures named could be combined as an al-
ternative. Thus, experts “would have” the possi-
bility to choose from the above-mentioned com-
binations and prescribe them. This would also
significantly hinder the occurrence of a “learning
effect” in candidates when undergoing repeated
weapons-psychological evaluations.

A. Kampusch (2022) shows in a study that
the direct influence of the 1% weapons act im-
plementing ordinance (1. WaffV) on the selection
options of clinical-psychological test procedures
applied in phase 1 evaluations in Austria creates
systematic errors. The study criticised the fact
that the term “reliability” in the 1996 firearms act
(WaffG) is insufficiently defined and thus cannot
be scientifically operationalised and verified. This
circumstance causes systematic distortions in the
test results. Simulation of desirable traits as well
as dissimulation of undesirable traits also occur
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among applicants. The combination of the test
instruments leads to redundancies between the
various subscales, the test instruments are par-
tially outdated and/or have deficiencies in the
normative samples. Moreover, A. Kampusch (2022)
criticised that only three of the 15 listed test
procedures have validity scales to identify ten-
dencies toward response distortion.

Additionally, the study by M. Ertl et al. (2021)
demonstrated that most test subjects were able
to manipulate the validity scales, therefore they
are insufficiently suitable for identification of
response distortion. The listed procedures are
already internally inconsistent, from both an ex-
pert and professional-scientific point of view, and
contradictory in their specific constructs, origi-
nal goals, areas of application, and psychometric
properties - so that the presumed “prognostic and
content equivalence”, especially among all these
possible combinations, is not present. Moreover,
the combinatory permutation itself is flawed, diffi-
cult to comprehend, and has never been tested re-
garding its predictive validity for lawful behaviour.

The problematic pseudo-validity of the
construct “reliability” in the firearms
act implementation
The Austrian legislation assumes that the test
instruments explicitly listed in the implementa-
tion ordinance can be combined interchangeably
and are all equally suitable for assessing the con-
struct of “reliability” as required in paragraph 8 of
the firearms act (WaffG). For analytical clarity, the
construct ‘“reliability” (regardless of what it may
represent in psychological reality) will hereafter
be abbreviated as V. According to the legal text,
the construct of Reliability (V) may be inferred
through various specific combinations of diag-
nostic instruments. At least formally, this results
in a series of supposed equivalences, where V is

assessed by the following combinations:

Combination 1:
» Minnesota multiphasic personality inven-
tory-2 (MMPI-2)
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» Stress coping questionnaire (SVF)

Combination 2:

» Minnesota multiphasic personality inven-
tory-2 (MMPI-2)

» Risk propensity questionnaire (FRF)

» Reliability-oriented personality test (VPT-3)

Combination 3:

» Eppendorf schizophrenia inventory (ESI)

» Short questionnaire for aggression fac-
tors (K-FAF)

» Locus of control questionnaire (IPC)

» Stress coping questionnaire (SVF)

» Personality style and disorder inventory (PSSI)

Combination 4:

» Eppendorf schizophrenia inventory (ESI)

» Short questionnaire for aggression fac-
tors (K-FAF)

» Locus of control questionnaire (IPC)

» Coping inventoryfor stressful situations (CISS)

» Personality style and disorder inventory (PSSI)

Combination 5:

» Eppendorf schizophrenia inventory (ESI)

» Short questionnaire for aggression fac-
tors (K-FAF)

» Locus of control questionnaire (IPC)

» Differential stress inventory HR (DSIHR)

» Personality style and disorder inventory (PSSI)

Combination 6:

» Eppendorf schizophrenia inventory (ESI)

» Short questionnaire for aggression fac-
tors (K-FAF)

» Locus of control questionnaire (IPC)

» Stress coping questionnaire (SVF)

» Inventory of clinical personality accentu-
ations (IKP)

Combination 7:

» Eppendorf schizophrenia inventory (ESI)

» Short questionnaire for aggression fac-
tors (K-FAF)

» Locus of control questionnaire (IPC)

» Coping inventoryfor stressful situations (CISS)

» Inventory of clinical personality accentu-
ations (IKP)

Combination 8:

» Eppendorf schizophrenia inventory (ESI)

Humanities Studios: Pedagogy, Psychology, Philosophy. 2025. Vol. 13, No. 4



Psychology | Reformation of psychological assessment for firearm eligibility...

» Short questionnaire for aggression fac-
tors (K-FAF)

» Locus of control questionnaire (IPC)

» Differential stress inventory HR (DSIHR)

» Inventory of clinical personality accentu-
ations (IKP)

...etc.

It is possible to deduce a set of logical-
ly inconsistent identifies from these combina-
tions through basic algebraic transformation.
For example: the MMPI-2 is treated as equiva-
lent to the combined use of the ESI, the K-FAF,
the IPC, and the PSSI. Furthermore, the stress
coping questionnaire (SVF) is interchangea-
ble with the combination of the risk propensity
questionnaire (FRF) and the reliability-oriented
personality test (VPT-3). The SVF is also treated
as equivalent to both the CISS and the DSIHR.
Similarly, the PSSI is considered diagnostical-
ly interchangeable with the inventory of IKP.

From these legally implied equivalences, it
is possible to incorrectly deduce several scientif-
ically indefensible conclusions: this implies that
three psychometrically distinct instruments - the
SVF, the DSIHR, and CISS - are functionally iden-
tical. The regulation also assumes that the com-
prehensive Minnesota multiphasic personality
inventory-2 (MMPI-2) is equivalent to the sum
of four other tests (ESI, K-FAF, IPC, and PSSI), and
that the inventory of IKP and the PSSI are inter-
changeable. Furthermore, it is suggested that the
SVF can be directly substituted by combining the
FRF with the reliability-oriented personality test
(VPT-3). Consequently, this combination of the
FRF and VPT-3 is also considered equivalent to
both the DSIHR and the CISS.

These formulaic derivations arithmetically
suggest that different diagnostic instruments are
functionally equivalent in their capacity to assess
V, which contradicts not only basic psychometric
principles but also the theoretical and clinical
foundations of the instruments involved. Moreo-
ver, such equivalences were never intended by the
original test developers and defy construct validity
and contextual fit. For instance, it is methodolog-

ically and diagnostically indefensible to assume
that the MMPI-2 is functionally equivalent to the
sum of ESI, K-FAF, IPC,and PSSI. These instruments
differ fundamentally in their diagnostic focus, em-
pirical foundation, and psychometric properties.
The inconsistencies become even more pro-
nounced considering the full range of theoretically
permissible combinations - of which over 20 ex-
ist under the regulation. Each new equation yields
further contradictions that render the diagnostic
logic arbitrary and incoherent. From a formal-log-
ic standpoint, these identities are invalid: from
a false premise, no valid conclusion can follow.
These theoretical concerns have been empirical-
ly substantiated. A. Kampusch (2022) evaluated
100 tests collected from firearms psychological
assessments between 2015 and 2021, which in-
cluded combinations such as SVF-120, ESI, K-FAF,
IKP, and IPC. The findings were unequivocal: all
such combinations exhibited significant tenden-
cies toward response distortion and systematic
redundancy. All tested inventories demonstrated
high intercorrelations among subscales, imply-
ing substantial overlap in content and construct
representation. This redundancy causes statistical
inflation and undermines the validity and reli-
ability of any conclusions regarding V (Doyle &
Dolan, 2002). Especially concerning is that many
of the instruments are outdated or were never in-
tended for forensic or prognostic application.
Furthermore, the observation by A. Kam-
pusch (2022) that only 3 out of the 15 mandat-
ed instruments include validity or manipula-
tion-check scales (e.g., lie scales) further weakens
the framework. These concerns are compounded
by the findings of M. Ertl et al. (2021), demonstrat-
ing that most test-takers were able to recognise
and strategically circumvent such scales, further
reducing their utility in detection of simulation
or dissimulation. In sum, the regulatory assump-
tion that heterogeneous instruments can be free-
ly combined while still maintaining content and
prognostic equivalence is deeply flawed. The re-
sult is a system in which logically contradictory
test combinations are mandated yet treated as
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diagnostically and legally interchangeable. No
professional or empirical justification for this
approach can be found in the international liter-
ature. The regulatory framework thereby consti-
tutes a diagnostic and legislative paradox that
undermines the scientific credibility of firearms
psychological assessments in Austria.

Critical review of the proposed test
instruments from a diagnostic and
test-theoretical perspective
For the sake of clarity and academic rigor, the
test instruments listed in the Austrian firearms
act implementation (1. WaffV, paragraph 3) are
presented and systematically examined for their
diagnostic validity, test-theoretical robustness,
and forensic applicability (RIS, n.d-a). The scien-
tific suitability of the instruments for assessment
of legal construct of “reliability” (Verlasslichkeit),
as stipulated by the Austrian firearms law, was
emphasised (Table 1, Fig. 1). The ADS represents
a German-language screening tool adapted from
the centre for epidemiological studies depression
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scale (CES-D) (Giacomuzzi & Ertl, 2024). While its
utility in public health screening is acknowledged,
its methodological limitations, such as limited
normative samples and insufficient psychometric
standardisation, render it unsuitable for forensic
purposes. The absence of predictive validation
concerning firearm risk further questions its ap-
plicability. The BDI-II is widely utilised in clinical
settings to assess the severity of depressive symp-
toms. However, critiques noted outdated norma-
tive data and problematic German translations
(Margraf & Schneider, 2018). No empirical studies
support its predictive value for firearm-related
risk behaviours, nor is it constructed to assess
stress tolerance or impulse control - key compo-
nents in determining legal reliability (Heilbrun et
al., 2014). The B5PO operationalises broad per-
sonality traits but lacks fine-grained clinical sen-
sitivity. Although based on the five-factor model,
its abbreviated item structure limits its discri-
minant capacity (John et al., 2008). Its utility for
high-stakes legal evaluations is therefore limited,
as it was never normed for forensic populations.

Table 1. Available test instruments by scales and item count

Test name Scales Items Provider
MMPI-2 — Minnesota multiphasic personality
inventory®-2, basic scales 13 370 Testzentrale (Hogrefe)
ESI - Eppendorfer schizophrenia inventory 4 40 Testzentrale (Hogrefe)
K-FAF - short questionnaire
on aggressiveness factors 5 49 Testzentrale (Hogrefe)
IPC — questionnaire on locus of control 3 24 Testzentrale (Hogrefe)
S-V-F - stress coping questionnaire 19 114 Testzentrale (Hogrefe)
CISS - coping inventory -
for stressful situations 8 48 Pearsonclinical (UK)
DSIHR - differential stress inventory 13 121 Schuhfried GmbH
PSSI - personality style and disorder inventory 14 140 Testzentrale (Hogrefe)
IKP — inventory of clinical personality
acoentuations 11 110 Testzentrale (Hogrefe)
NEO-FFI - NEO five-factor inventory 5 60 Testzentrale (Hogrefe)
B5PO - big five plus one personality inventory 6 66 Schuhfried GmbH
ADS - general depression scale 1 20 Testzentrale (Hogrefe)
BDI-Il - beck depression inventory revision 1 21 Testzentrale (Hogrefe) / Schuhfried GmbH
VPT.3 - reliability-oriented personality test 6 70 Schuhfried GmbH
FRF — risk propensity questionnaire 3 49 Schuhfried GmbH
FPI-R - Freiburg personality inventory 12 138 Testzentrale (Hogrefe)

Source: compiled based on the official test catalogues and manuals of the listed providers, including

Testzentrale (n.d.), Schuhfried (n.d.), Pearson (n.d.)
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Number of ltems per Psychological Test
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Figure 1. Number of items per psychological test
Note: MMPI-2: Minnesota multiphasic personality inventory-2; ESI: Eppendorf schizophrenia inventory; K-FAF: short
questionnaire on aggressiveness factors; IPC: questionnaire on locus of control; S-V-F: stress coping questionnaire;
CISS: coping inventory for stressful situations; DSIHR: differential stress inventory; PSSI: personality style and
disorder inventory; IKP: inventory of clinical personality accentuations; NEO-FFI: NEO five-factor inventory; B5PO:
big five plus one personality inventory; ADS: general depression scale; BDI-Il: beck depression inventory revision;
VPT. 3: reliability-oriented personality test; FRF: risk propensity questionnaire; FPI-R: Freiburg personality inventory

Source: compiled by the authors based on data in Table 1

The CISS measures habitual coping styles
across three dimensions: task-oriented, emo-

tion-oriented, and avoidance-oriented coping.

Although it demonstrates solid psychometric
qualities in general populations, its relevance to
forensic risk assessments remains tenuous (End-
ler & Parker, 1990; Andrade, 2009). Coping behav-
iour in experimental conditions may not translate
to real-world firearm safety scenarios. O. Ko-
hut (2020) noted that the Differential Stress In-
ventory (DSI) evaluates stress responses but lacks
transparency regarding its theoretical underpin-
nings and discriminant validity. Empirical support
remains limited, and the distinction between DSI
and DSI-HR is not sufficiently clarified (Schuh-
fried, n.d.). The construct’s tangential connection
to firearm misuse or recklessness undermines its
inclusion in reliability diagnostics. The ESI has

demonstrated utility in screening for schizophre-
nia-spectrum disorders. Nevertheless, the pres-
ence of a mental disorder such as schizophrenia
is neither necessary nor sufficient for establishing
ineligibility in legal contexts. Notably, many indi-
viduals with psychotic disorders demonstrate sta-
ble behaviour under treatment (APA, 2022).

In a study by M. Ertl et al. (2021), 60% of sub-
jects successfully manipulated the Freiburg per-
sonality inventory - revised (FPI-R) social desira-
bility scales. Earlier studies had already identified
its vulnerabilities to response bias. Without effec-
tive validity scales, the instrument is not capable
of reliably detecting dissimulation or simulation
of real-world behaviour. The FPI-R should there-
fore not be used in isolation for legal assessments
of firearms eligibility. The FRF measures physi-
cal, social, and financial risk-taking. However, its
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limited external validity in predicting real-life risk
behaviour, especially in forensic settings, renders
its use highly questionable. No studies link FRF
scores with impulsive aggression or firearm mis-
use. The IKP offers structured assessment of per-
sonality disorders and accentuations. Although
methodologically rich, its forensic applicability is
limited by the absence of operational thresholds
for determining reliability. Furthermore, empirical
links between specific personality disorder pro-
files and firearm misuse are scarce (Paris, 2003).

The IPC differentiates between internal
and external control beliefs. However, substan-
tial concerns regarding its factorial structure,
outdated normative data, and interpretability
remain. Its role in predicting behaviour under
duress is speculative at best. Forensic practice
demands updated tools with validated control
indices (Roesch & Cook, 2017; Ortega-Escobar et
al., 2017). The K-FAF aims to detect trait aggres-
sion. While normed, it still lacks comprehensive
validation studies regarding falsification and fo-
rensic utility. No studies confirm that aggression
scores are predictive of unsafe firearm use (Hut-
ten et al., 2024). Despite extensive clinical use,
the MMPI-2 is limited in forensic validation in its
German version. Several subscales lack adequate
reliability and predictive validity. The MMPI-2-RF,
a more modern revision, offers improved psycho-
metric properties but is not yet standard in Aus-
trian forensic psychology (Ben-Porath, 2023). This
gap between the mandated procedures and cur-
rent scientific standards is further highlighted by
research based on the even more modern MMPI-
3 for firearm injury prevention studies (Bandel et
al., 2025). No version has been validated for pre-
dicting legal reliability.

The NEO-FFI captures key personality di-
mensions. Although its theoretical foundation is
substantial, the German version lacks necessary
psychometric metrics for forensic use (Costa &
McCrae, 1992). Furthermore, it offers insufficient
insight into impulsivity, aggression, or disinhibi-
tion - core traits in firearm-related risk. The PSSI,
rooted in PSI-theory, offers a phenomenological
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model of personality disorders. Its small sam-
ple sizes and low validity coefficients limit its
forensic relevance. As no studies correlate PSSI
dimensions with legal constructs of reliability,
its inclusion in firearm assessments is question-
able. The SVF differentiates coping strategies
but demonstrates limited validity in predicting
behaviour under stress. Studies indicate strong
situational modification of coping patterns
(Trempa et al., 2002). The predictive power of the
SVF-120 is too weak for use in legal risk progno-
ses. Reliability-based personality test - version 3
(VPT.3). The VPT.3 is insufficiently documented,
with no independent validation studies (Schuh-
fried, n.d.). It lacks transparency in scoring, theo-
retical grounding, and test fairness. As of 2024,
the test is not indexed in international psycho-
logical databases nor referenced in any peer-re-
viewed forensic journals.

The diagnostic heterogeneity of the test bat-
tery specified in the 1. WaffV, along with its lack of
conceptual alignment with the legal construct of
“reliability”, renders its forensic use methodolog-
ically unsound (RIS, n.d-a). Many instruments are
outdated, poorly normed, or lack any predictive
value for firearm misuse or risk behaviour. More
fundamentally, no empirical study exists to justi-
fy the arbitrary combination of such diverse tests
into a coherent diagnostic battery. From a scien-
tific perspective, the substitution or permutation
of these instruments, some with 370 items, others
with less than 50, cannot yield consistent or valid
results. The continued reliance on these outdat-
ed methods contradicts best practices in forensic
psychology and raises serious concerns regarding
the legal and ethical robustness of the firearms
licensing process in Austria.

On the problematic use of purely
statistical and static assessment
instruments
The goal of a reliability prognosis is to predict the
psychological stability of individuals regarding
potential future behaviour — essentially in assess-
ment of the probability of hidden adverse events.
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Even the most performant prognostic models lose
validity in two years. Furthermore, internationally
recognised diagnostic systems such as the ICD-
10/1CD-11 or DSM-5-TR were never designed to
generate prognostic predictions regarding “relia-
bility” and cannot validly represent this construct
(APA,2022; WHO, n.d.).

In addition to the already mentioned prob-
lematic permutations, it is necessary to critically
assess the psychometric quality of the instru-
ments used. Of all the instruments listed in the
Austrian ordinance, only three include validity
scales (e.g., lie scales or openness indices) in-
tended to detect socially desirable responding -
MMPI-2, FPI-R, and ESI. However, these scales are
controversial due to limited reliability in detect-
ing cheating (Ben-Porath, 2023).

For instruments that lack such validity indices,
the probability of response bias increases signifi-
cantly, especially as many of them are easily inter-
pretable by test-savvy individuals. Further analysis
of the issue demonstrates the several tests are
below an ROC (receiver operating characteristic)
curve threshold of 0.7 - indicating insufficient
discriminative accuracy. The ROC curve plots true
positive rate (sensitivity) against false positive
rate (1 - specificity), and an AUC (area under the
curve) below 0.7 suggests limited predictive utility
(Swets, 1988; Ellerbrock, 2010; Youngstrom, 2014).
Modern studies highlighted these limitations:
F.van Leeuwen et al. (2025) underpinned that AUC
values of prognostic model change significantly
across external validation studies. This implies that
large uncertainty when applying an instrument to
a new context. Furthermore, R. Denz et al. (2023)
highlighted that AUCis often misused as an all-pur-
pose performance metric in risk assessments.

A. Kampusch (2022) highlighted that the
test procedures mandated by the 1. WaffV are
not only partially redundant at the subscale
level but also outdated, no longer commercially
available in some cases, and based on obsolete
or insufficiently documented normative sam-
ples. These limitations fundamentally under-
mine the fairness and validity of any comparative

conclusions drawn from such data. Modern foren-
sic risk assessment uses AUC values derived from
ROC analyses to establish the predictive validity
of instruments. State-of-the-art tools such as the
HCR-20"* or the FoVOx rely on a combination of
historical, clinical, and future-oriented dynamic
risk factors - reflecting a shift toward structured
professional judgment and evidence-based idio-
graphic evaluation (Douglas et al., 2014).

Statistical or static diagnostic instruments,
such as those often cited in the Austrian con-
text, are therefore further defined as obsolete.
Contemporary risk prediction acknowledges that
individual trajectories cannot be captured sole-
ly through historical data or cross-sectional test
results. Instead, dynamic interactional models -
considering context, psychosocial variability, and
clinical judgment - have proven more accurate
(Ogloff, 2003; Koh & Kim, 2023). Moreover, some
case constellations simply defy conventional di-
agnostic categorisation. For these, specialised
instruments such as FOTRES or FoVOx are recom-
mended, though their application requires struc-
tured training and calibration (Fazel et al., 2012;
Goncalves et al., 2017). Unfortunately, such so-
phisticated, dynamic approaches remain absent
from Austrian firearms reliability assessments,
which still rely on standardised self-report tests
with fixed answer categories. None of the in-
struments in use possess scientifically verified
predictive validity for the complex construct of
behavioural reliability under stress, social prov-
ocation, or legal scrutiny.

In summary, the continued reliance on out-
dated, largely static, and insufficiently validated
instruments - absent a theoretical foundation
linking them to the legal construct of “reliabili-
ty” - undermines the credibility of the assessment
framework. To ensure legal robustness and scien-
tific rigor, a paradigm shift toward idiographic,
evidence-based, and dynamically grounded di-
agnostics is urgently needed. This necessity mir-
rors a broader, international demand for greater
scientific accountability in all forensic disciplines,
including a call for more transparency, open data,
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and rigorous validation of methods, often sum-
marised under the principle of ‘open science” (Al-
bright & Scurich, 2024). Adopting these principles
is fundamental to establishing the scientific and
legal integrity of future reliability assessments.

Legal issues and conclusion
of observations

The foregoing analysis demonstrated that the as-
sessment procedures mandated under the Austri-
an firearms act (WaffG) for evaluation of “reliabili-
ty”is not scientific or robust (RIS, n.d-b). The entire
framework is based on a foundation of outdated
science, logical fallacies, and legislative inertia,
creating a significant legal and professional para-
dox for the experts tasked with its implementation.
The central issue is the legal obligation for experts
to use a fixed, “taxative” list of diagnostic instru-
ments that are, as demonstrated, scientifically in-
defensible. The construct of “reliability” that these
tests are meant to assess remains insufficiently
defined within the law, rendering it impossible to
operationalise and validate in a scientifically rigor-
ous way. This fundamental ambiguity means that
any subsequent assessment, regardless of the in-
struments used, rests on a legally precarious foun-
dation. A judgment of “unreliability” derived from
such an undefined premise is highly vulnerable to
legal challenge, as it lacks objective, verifiable cri-
teria. Experts are therefore required to produce le-
gally binding judgments on a construct that has no
clear scientific basis, using tools that are ill-suited
for the task. This stands in evident contrast to
modern forensic practice, which demands that
legal constructs have clear, empirical referents to
be assessed validly (Ortega-Escobar et al., 2017).

This creates a direct and irreconcilable con-
flict with their professional and ethical obliga-
tions. According to paragraph 22. 1 of the psy-
chologists’ act, experts are guaranteed “freedom
in professional practice”, which includes autono-
my over the choice of diagnostic instruments. Fur-
thermore, they are legally bound by professional
standards to align their practice with the current
state of psychological science. However, the state
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of the science has moved decisively away from
the static, actuarial instruments listed in the or-
dinance. International best practice is centred on
dynamic, evidence-based models of SPJ, such as
the HCR-20Y3, which integrate historical, clini-
cal, and dynamic future-oriented risk factors and
have far superior predictive validity (Douglas et
al., 2014; Pirelli et al., 2015). The exclusive reli-
ance on outdated, item-based self-report instru-
ments no longer reflects scientific standards and
fundamentally contradicts the principles of evi-
dence-based practice in forensic psychology.

The legal framework forces a system where
psychometrically distinct instruments are treat-
ed as functionally interchangeable, leading to
logically contradictory and arbitrary assess-
ment batteries. Yet experts remain personally
liable for their reports. They are caught in an
untenable position: adhere to a flawed law and
violate their professional duties, or adhere to
professional standards and violate the letter of
the weapons act. This flawed process not only
exposes experts to significant liability, includ-
ing potential civil lawsuits from applicants or
sanctions from professional bodies, but it also
raises serious questions about due process for
applicants. Their fundamental eligibility for a
firearms license is decided by scientifically inde-
fensible methods, which is therefore impossible
to appeal a negative decision on objective, evi-
dence-based grounds (Heilbrun et al., 2014). The
contradiction in the law is further highlighted by
the fact that in phase 2 assessments, experts are
granted full discretion in their choice of tools,an
inconsistency that undermines the entire regula-
tory logic. This legislative and scientific inertia is
not an isolated Austrian anomaly but reflects a
broader European challenge.

The Austrian case
in an international context
The problems delineated throughout this article,
ranging from outdated diagnostic instruments
and a reliance on static-actuarial methods to the
logically inconsistent combination of tests, are
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not exclusive to Austria. While the Austrian case
is particularly notable for its rigid, legally man-
dated list of flawed test combinations, the under-
lying issues of legislative inertia and a failure to
align legal requirements with modern scientif-
ic standards are echoed across the continent. A
comparative analysis of practices in other Euro-
pean nations reveals a widespread and troubling
inconsistency in how psychological fitness for
firearm ownership is assessed, highlighting the
urgent need for a paradigm shift toward an evi-
dence-based, scientifically robust approach.

Several countries, such as Germany and Ita-
ly, provide a substantial contrast to Austria’s rigid
framework. In Germany, a psychological examina-
tion may be required under paragraph 6 of the
Waffengesetz (WaffG), but the legal guidelines re-
main vague, leaving the selection of instruments
to the examiner’s discretion. While this lack of a
binding federal standard creates significant in-
consistencies in evaluation practices, it avoids the
specific legal and ethical paradox found in Aus-
tria. German experts are not legally compelled to
use a fixed list of scientifically indefensible tools;
the Austrian expert, however, is bound by a “taxa-
tive” list that mandates outdated procedures and
creates a direct conflict with their professional
duty to use state-of-the-art methods.

A similar situation is present in Italy, where
assessments are handled regionally without a
nationally binding protocol, leading to significant
disparities in quality and methodology. Although
some Italian experts use instruments, such as the
MMPI-2,they are not forced to treat it as diagnos-
tically equivalent to a collection of other, com-
pletely different tests — a core logical fallacy of the
Austrian system.An Italian expert could, in theory,
apply a modern, evidence-based approach like
SPJ, whereas the Austrian expert is legally barred
from doing so in the critical phase 1 assessment.
The problem in these countries is a lack of stand-
ardisation, leading to inconsistent quality; Aus-
tria’s problem is the standardisation of scientifi-
cally flawed practices. Other nations, such as the
UK and Nordic countries, have even less formal-

ised systems. In England and Wales, psychological
assessment is not a routine requirement and is
typically only initiated if ‘good reason” suggests a
potential issue, with the evaluation of “fitness” of-
ten left to general practitioners and police forces.

Similarly, in Sweden and Norway, psycholog-
ical assessment is rarely formalised and tends
to be reactive rather than proactive. A study by
S. Henriksen & B. Kruke (2020) confirmed that
these assessments vary widely and lack structured
prognostic models. While this approach forgoes
the potential benefit of systematic screening, it
also avoids the systemic harm of mandating a sci-
entifically invalid process for every applicant. The
issue in these jurisdictions can be seen as a po-
tential under-utilisation of psychological exper-
tise, which starkly contrasts with Austria’s legally
enforced misapplication of it.

The challenges of Poland highlight shared
methodological deficiencies. In Poland, psycho-
logical assessments are mandated, but analyses
show insufficient quality control regarding the
validity, predictive utility, or critically - the ma-
nipulation resistance of the tests being used. This
directly mirrors the Austrian dilemma, where only
three of the fifteen mandated instruments even
include validity scales to detect response distor-
tion, and those have been empirically shown to
be largely ineffective. The reliance on tests that
cannot reliably detect faking is a profound foren-
sic shortcoming shared by both systems.

These international cases reveal a clear and
global inconsistency in the psychological as-
sessment of firearm applicants. The widespread
reliance on static self-report tools, outdated di-
agnostic logic, and the absence of standardised,
empirically validated methods reflects a profound
forensic shortcoming across Europe. This compar-
ative analysis strengthens the conclusion that the
Austrian model is not just flawed but represents
a rigid and paradoxical failure of regulation. The
urgent need for a paradigm shift towards scientif-
ically sound, evidence-based standards is not just
an Austrian issue, but an international imperative
for ensuring public safety.
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Conclusions
The analysis of the psychological assessment of
firearm reliability in Austria, presented in the study,
causes several critical conclusions. First, the legal
framework established by the 1t weapons act im-
plementation ordinance is scientifically untenable.
The “taxative” or exhaustive list of procedures ef-
fectively freezes the assessment process in time,
ignoring decades of scientific progress. It compels
experts to use test procedures that are outdated,
questionable from a test-theoretical standpoint,
and unsuitable for the prognostic assessment of
the construct “reliability — a term the law fails to
adequately define, rendering any scientific opera-
tionalisation impossible from the outset. Second,
the assumption that the various prescribed test
combinations are diagnostically equivalent and
interchangeable is a logical fallacy. As has been
shown, this leads to formally and logically in-
consistent equations of psychometrically distinct
instruments, such as treating the comprehensive
MMPI-2 as equal to a combination of four entirely
different tests. This arbitrary interchangeability un-
dermines the validity of the entire assessment pro-
cess from a basic scientific perspective. Third, the
individual test instruments lack suitability for the
forensic context. Many suffer from outdated norms,
low predictive validity for risk-relevant behaviour,
and high susceptibility to socially desirable re-
sponding. This vulnerability is compounded by the
fact that few possess effective validity scales, and
even those have been empirically shown to be eas-
ily circumvented by informed test-takers, rendering
them largely ineffective in high-stakes evaluations.
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Fourth, anchoring the assessment exclusively in a
static-actuarial paradigm contradicts scientific
standards in forensic risk prognosis. Contempo-
rary, evidence-based approaches call for a shift
towards dynamic methods such as SPJ, which in-
tegrate historical, clinical, and future-oriented risk
factors — methods absent in the Austrian system.

In summary, the system places experts in an
irreconcilable legal and ethical dilemma, caught
between the flawed mandates of the weapons act
and their professional duty under the psycholo-
gists act to adhere to the state of the science. This
fundamentally challenges the scientific credibil-
ity of firearm-related assessments in Austria. A
fundamental reform, guided by scientific findings,
is urgently needed to ensure the rule of law, pro-
fessional integrity, and public safety. Prospects
for future research should therefore focus on the
validation of dynamic, evidence-based risk as-
sessment tools within the Austrian legal context
and on developing a scientifically operationalised
model of “reliability” to inform future legislation.
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AHoTauif. McuxonoriyHa ouiHka ocib, siki nofanu 3asBy Ha OTPUMAHHS [03BOJSY HA BOJNOAIHHS
BOrHenasbHOK 30pO€, Ma€e BupillanbHe 3HAYeHHS AN rpoMaacbkoi  6esnekun. JocnigkeHHs
NiZKpecnnno HeobxifHiCTb NepeoCcMUCNEHHS NIAXOAIB A0 MCUMXONIOTIYHOI OLIHKK OCib, aKi NnpeTeHayBanu
Ha MpaBO BOMOAIHHA 30pO€, y HanpsMi Binbwoi HaykoBOi BaMifHOCTI Ta MiKXAMCUMMAIHAPHOI
y3ropxeHocti. BogHouyac HaykoBa 06rpyHTOBaHICTb MeTofiB, nepeabavyeHnx 3akOHOAABCTBOM ABCTii
Ta iHWMX €BPOMEMCbKMX KpaiH, 3a/lMLIAETbCS BKPai CyMHiBHOK. MeTow Ui€i cTaTTi Byno 34ilcHUTH
KPUTUYHY OLHKY [AiarHOCTUYHMX | TECTOBO-TEOPETUYHMX 3aCafd CUMCTEMM OLHIOBAHHS, BCTAHOBIEHOI
3aKOHOM ABCTpii npo 36pot0 Ta BUSABMEHHS ii HAyKOBWMX i tOpUAMYHUX HeponikiB. OUiHIOBaHHS
3[iMCHIOBANOCA LWASXOM KPUTUYHOTO aHanisy HOPMAaTMBHO-MPaBOBUX MONOXeHb, (opManbHo-
JIOTiYHOI AEKOHCTPYKLii 060B93KOBMX KOMOBiIHALIM TECTIB Ta CUCTEMATUYHOIO OMNSAY NCUXOMETPUUHUX
XapaKTepUCTUK | CyLOBO-MCMXONOFIYHOI MPUAATHOCTI KOXHOro i3 nepegdavyeHuMx iHCTpyMeHTiB. Y
CTaTTi NpoaHanizoBaHo npobnemHy nNpaBoBy 6asy, ska BUMAra€ BUKOPWUCTAHHS 3acTapiivx i HayKoBO
HeobrpyHTOBaHMX TecToBMX GaTapei. OnMcaHO NOriYHi Hey3rokeHoCTi Ta XMOHi eKBiBaneHTH, L0
BMHMKAIOTb YHACNIAOK 3aKOHOABYO A0MNYCTUMMUX KOMOBIHALIM Pi3HWMX NCUXONOTiIYHMX TECTiB. 3a3HAYEHO,
WO OKPeMi iHCTPYMeHTU 34e6inblworo HenpuaaTHi Ana CyA0BO-MCUMXONONIYHOI OLIHKM Yepes 3acTapini
HOpPMM, BiACYTHICTb NPOrHOCTMYHOI BaNiAHOCTI WOAO PU3MKY MOBEMiHKM, NMOBA3aHOI 3i 36poeto, Ta
BPa3/MBICTb 40 CNOTBOPEHHS BiAnoBiAeN. [JleTaNbHO NOKA3aHO, LLLO BMKIHOYHA 3a/1€XKHICTb Bif CTAaTUYHMX,
AKTyapHUX METOAIB OLiHIOBAHHS CyrnepeynTb Cy4acHUM, AOKA30BMM CTaHAApTaM CyAOBOi MCUMXONOTii.
Pe3ynbtaTi UbOro AOCNIIKEHHS MOXYTb OYTM BUKOPWUCTaHI 3aKOHOAABLSIMM, OPUCTAMK Ta KITiHIYHUMM
ncuxonoramu Ans pedopMyBaHHS UMHHWMX MNPOLESYp OLiHIOBAHHS, WO CNpUSTUME MiABULLEHHIO
HaykoBOi 06rpyHTOBAHOCTI Ta LOPUANYHOI 3aXMLLEHOCTI MPOLLECY BUAAYI AO3BONIB Ha BONOAiIHHS 30pOEtD

KnioyoBi cnoBa: 103Bin Ha BONOAIHHS 36pOEI0; CyA0BO-NCUXONIONYHA OLiHKA; NCUXOMETPUYHI HEAONIKM;
Cy[0Ba NCUXONOTis; AiarHOCTUYHA BaNifHICTb
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