Advances in Psychology /[0OE 223/, 2018, 8(11), 1726-1733 Hans X
Published Online November 2018 in Hans. http://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2018.811201

A Study on the Relationships between
Aggressive Behavior and Attribution
Style among College Students

Liyun Miao?, Mingyi Zhu?

1Department of Psychology, Southwest University, Chongqing
2Department of Psychology, Shaanxi Normal University, Xi’an Shaanxi

Email: miaoly124@163.com

Received: Nov. 1%, 2018; accepted: Nov. 15", 2018; published: Nov. 23", 2018

Abstract

Object: To survey the current situation of college students’ aggressive behavior and attribution
style of, and to explore the relationships between aggressive behavior and attribution style, then
to lay the groundwork for the decrease of aggressive behavior. Methods: 256 students who se-
lected with randomly cluster sampling from nine universities and colleges in Shandong, Sichuan
and Hainan Provinces were obtained knowledge about their general condition and by Multidi-
mensional-Multiattribution Causality Scale and Chinese version of Buss & Perry aggression ques-
tionnaire. Results: 1) This paper discusses the differences between college students’ aggression
behavior and attribution style in demographic variables (sex, pre-entry environment, grade). The
study found that the external control attribution and aggressive behavior scores had significantly
differences between male students and female students (t = 2.042, t = 2.944, P < 0.05). The inter-
personal attribution scores had no significant differences between male students and female stu-
dents. The external control attribution and aggressive behavior scores were statistically signifi-
cant between students living in city and in country (t = 2.640, t = 2.005, P < 0.05). The interperson-
al attribution scores had no significant differences whether it’s living in city or in country. There
were no significant differences in students’ internal control attribution, external control attribu-
tion and aggressive behavior scores of different grades. 2) Pearson correlation analysis showed
that the scores of external control attribution were highly correlated with scores of aggressive
behavior, hostility, self-aggression and verbal aggression (r = 0.537,r = 0.403, r = 0.450, r = 0.549,
P < 0.05), the scores of internal control attribution, external control, fortune were highly corre-
lated with scores of hostility (r = 0.335,r =0.432, r = 0.534, P < 0.05). 3) The difference of students’
aggression behaviors between different attribution styles was statistically significant (F = 5.691, P
< 0.05). After the comparison, the scores of the aggressive behaviors of the extroverted attribution
style students were higher than the introverted attribution styles. This difference was statistically
significant (P < 0.05). Conclusion: 1) Among the college students, men are more inclined to attack
than women; similarly, students in cities are more inclined to attack than students in rural. And
these students are more inclined to external attribution. However, there was no statistically sig-
nificant difference between grades. 2) Aggressive behavior of college students and their attribu-
tion style are relevant, especially its external control reasons. The aggressive power of external
control students is obviously higher than internal control students.
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HE: THREMIRFEBHITASHEREIR, FTHEZRRRR, ABD KEERHIT AR
o P BEULAR. W), BRE=EILTER, AHEEVLGRE256 2 AR REARIT RSB HEE, HH
AFERZE—RER. AGFXRRAFEBRERKBHTARR=AENS . ER: 1) T T REBEERHT
RNEJFHRRAETEN OZEE (MR NFRTEERSE, Q) LHER. AT . KEEIMNEHEES .
/s LEREE(t=2.042,t=2.944, P <0.05), MIAEEESEEN EHERTEE; W, 2%4
SN EER S BB S LEREE (t=2.640,t=2.005, P<0.05), MIAEEHEASERZ AHNERDR
E; WEE. SMERRS . BEBAEEZRNEFY AU ENE L 2) REEHHITAFMAREH
R BIHRA I BR, SMERSHEHES. B BRERNKSE. SIERHHEREE (@ =0.403,r=
0.549,r=0.450,r = 0.537, P< 0.05), Wiz, B, BRE5HUEHERER R (r=0.432,r=0.534,r
=0.335, P <0.05); 3) FEARMBEAT AL FIEE XM B ER BT L T2%E X (F = 5.691, P < 0.05),
BT e R, AMEELRE RS AP BEAT AR S ' T AMEEIRE Mg %4, ZRAEFSAT%R
X(P<0.05). &it: 1) R¥EARAES, BERLHE. B SN HEERSEMHRERRE, FAERR
i, BEMETAEARE; MERRNZERYESTFER N 2) REAEBTTASHIEE KRB RIME
HRFEEMSR, SMIEIEE %4 KB K E ST W6 IE FE %A BT K P .
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B(H5EE & MR3EIF, 2010). F44(Bernare. Weiner)$2H 7 IHR = 4ER, 1245 03B ANMA 015 B BT %,
DNEGE 8 R WOA R T-85 77, Bey. ARSHMERE . i@ VUFRR R, R R R ST LRI o = Fh e . NTE
- AME, FRE - ARRE, A - AR ZER SRR [F VA R XRE S AR Rz, BRI X AT
FEAEANIE] R REN o AN [ R U DR JRURS AN 2 52 M AN A R RSO B AL, 38 2 6k AATT R0 SR B KT 7 AR S e (52
H#S, 2012).

B AT At — M A s Y B0 AFIPREEA N AT A, ALHE S B Bt A B itk ek (O 213975
2011)e HTABFFCRINL, MERIBEHEIT AN BT, Ha 3k, A, RS2 MR Em
(TAREE, 2012). B S5 AL S 1 0 M O DR B SR AR BGEAT NI E 5, WO BGEAT WAV AR B
SRR, FER S-S ENEVB R & A, 2012) M SCESEERT G K5 A BUd AT A A
PR T R R AR BUEAT AT A R B A, Hpm R R EEA . FAOERERE. FK.
FEE WAREALSEE LG, FVE, 2%, 2014). BERE5ExT BE (LT K 28 2 3047 RO 90 o o 5 B IR 35 4
M, HAham g @I AR R B SR FEFS, IS, 45, 2011). Ib4h, i&8F ik s 7 Elh(E
W, FENG S, 2014). HEBE(P T, 2010). WIZGEERE, TR, 55, 2012)%6 BT N2 .

eSS PR R R, B A L, Bk (B F03E TF AR PRI AR A R AE 5 Bt
AT N IAII R ZR o MR BT 4L 23 VA DR BB AR AL AL T8 32 #09 J5 BT It PR 155 28 P AR S N S
HSLHOR T S B A A R T AR AR & o 2 MR 3 VA R T 5 3 AN R 2R T SR 3
DRI B AT N B L AR TS SR Fam B 2 (R & T2z, 2011). Bram 56%F 41 TR R BGHAT
NS BEEF AT 7 ooat, RIMEEIERE S BT AR EMIS, IF B AR Tl AT
REINUABR BN, BT ik % & 4 (Bram & Heidi, 2002). Dodge 2%} /)N B4 ) L 2 f VA BRIk ) 5
BUbAT AT 1 S50 7E, RO M) LE T 5, B EA ST N )LE, ST Xl 4T N3
WUHAT E R IR B (Dodge & Frame, 1982), M AREERT 40 2K BAFE NEATHETL, HAEREH, KBFEAN
JRACTE AR IE 5 BEOR 0 N BRI R 75 3 A7 AR 035 22 57 o R A SR AR ) T S R 2R 1) B DR A 5 D 0358
BB PRATFT T I S Al N BB F) R R R, I w22, 3T AR B AT A (AR & IR R,
2004). WhIRGESELERE LR FES] T AR PERIRI R AR, SN A I SO AT R S H B A
HIEEE . BN R A R (Whoe s, 5K, 25, 2012). MZEEMET TN EEES FENRAR
HWAT RN KRR, 25 RRIIMIIES 4, BERAT R EWZE, REBOE, 2011).

AT AT AR R, AR IUA R S S BT N SN R 2 ik T LE . H AR R,
RS RZAAIAZ Wo MRFAENETILE., HOE, HEORE CEOMA, TERNEZH
NBRIKZ A, R 4G 2 i U DRk i A7 5 AN B R R MR I B B, AR FUEBUL AR DY),
=4, BENLERIUT BRI R A, M HBGEAT N5 IH B KA 34T i &1 A, R SEiE 7 i 07
THEZHRR, REREWSCEAR AR, #Em@gbBidiirl, e RSN, %o ma, ff
LT g Rkl A FE

2. IRMEMAE
2.1. ARIR

F e RSBV R 2R, BENLE (LZR . DU )R = - BN A LA AR s R R e b B 1
Pk, WREE T SCHE. BT, KRR FEE T, HERRAA T OH A A . BRI . AR )
e, SEEU 7 B 256 N, DLSERON AT IR SIE M PHER S WA, 3 i, it
RIS 256 43, A XL 212 4y, HR0F 82.8%, b, B4 101 A, &4 111 A, K—F KN
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SRR S50 N 47 N 62 AR S3 N, T EER 78 N, ZHEFFER 134 A,
2.2. AIRAAR

2.2.1. EEXER
AFEFAENER] . FTESRE . G, DL N R R PR (R 2 2 74 .

2.2.2. ABRXRARGEER

LM SRR AN R e R IR XE IS, KA Lefcourt 4 il )2 4k 5 — % V1 [A &% (Multidimensional -
Multiattributional Causality Scale, MMCS)#J A B2k R IF R 73 83K, ZamR N 4 HEH, 7mll
BRI B, BEREMER 4 MARKER, BHEHA 6 NMEH. 75 4 NEBEIES, Ge IS JIH
T VARG e, B SRS RA R T AMEM . BRIFOE, L 0~4 0 RIXR T “ATFE”
CEUDREET L CRRFET . CREARREET M YRS, 4 N ARKEIS IR /-G EIFRTE 0~24 47,
BREM G TEETE 0~48 5o B XS 7] FHAME VLS 002 NI 1S 7 sk, 45 A IEHERR
LA AR U DR R, 25 SR SR B B 2 1K oA AR T TR XU, 8 R oL R 3 7 i ) Bk R 2
SERN 0 TR A TR A R XS o 1% B3R P — B R 2L (Crobach’s o) fE 0.73~0.84 Z [H], {5 FEFEAR,
MERE, E&RFEMHMZE, REGE, 55, 2011),

2.2.3. HITHER

FEM BRI B AN, SRR s P85 A A Buss 1 Perry BUah 7] 45 1 S0 &
1T hi(Chinese version of Buss &Perry aggression questionnaire, AQ-CV). &1 J& X 171 % i1 30 188 H 41
B AP RASEIETET N E) FEBGEEG N E). B BB ANEE) 56 AN E ) FIEL
BOAEH). W&, P15 B nldoR “ARET . CBUMRFET . Y ERE T L CEARRSR
M CSBRRFE” BAYERE . BB BE SS9 % B RAS  BON H & B A MR, S eaT
FEl N 30~150 43, A SRR B kg . 1Z 8RS0 S5 ERE FINE—EHEN T 0.60~0.89 2
6], EJIMEEEAE 0.57~0.81 Z 8], fEEEBEAE, MUE R, @& RAEPARMEMCEIRZ, JOrls, 25, 20110).

2.3. MEERF

HAS g —RIIRIRE RS BT 9 R ENH LW RIES WS, BE A IET 255
AEHRFERIESIE, F§—MER, #iligERESEE R A RR S,
2.4. BRI

K SPSS20.0 G it Bk e At B, SFENEE . BB SLEEA R t BRI T IE . YR 2 2 el
RN AMEVER D FIBGEAT B 0 R 2B e AR GO B NI P45 5« AMEMEAS 0 A0
B AT 9 BSOS R T A PR 507 22 0 W (ANOVA); 32 B PR 5575 22 20 W AR 3] VA PR IXURS o 18 0 28 ik
AT AR5 AT HOAG AT B AT -5 A BR VAR XU A SS R Pearson FRZE ARG MM o K46 7K P15
EHN 0.05.

3. 858
3.1. MRIMFEER. IMERSURBTHFS I

e A, o3 A AR NAEVERR 2« AME RS S DL BGEAS 70 BEAT PSS REAS Y ¢ ARG, 45 OR
TR, EAMEMASMBERSS b, BAERE T L, ERAGIHERE (P <0.05), MHNEMEESENE
MZERZERARLE, BaiAE (P> 0.05). W& 1.
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Table 1. Gender difference in college students’ internal control, external control attribution and aggressive behavior scores

M+ SD
(% L k%iw v IMEMRIEHS SRR ZES (M + SD)
A g t P
PRk 25.04+5.951 24.06 + 6.530 1.134 0.258
AR 22.40 + 6.098 20.53 +7.095 2.042° 0.042
Bkt 74.39 +17.384 67.33 £17.451 2.944™ 0.004

A P<0.05, ".P<00l.

3.2. WL ERMFER, SMEBTURKEFTHIRMR

W2 dl, SR AR RS 2 AMENERS 0 DU BE A 0 AT T SOLAE A ¢ AR, 4R
R, FEAMEVER S ABG AR b, W AR e T R, ER A ST (P < 0.05), T R TE
/W 2 Z M ER AR, LHitE (P> 0.05). L& 2,

Table 2. Urban and rural difference in college students’ internal control, external control attribution and aggressive behavior

scores (M + SD)
F2. KFEA, IMNEHRBEEIEIE ZHFM +SD)
Wity ) t P
WP 25.35+6.363 24.05 £ 6.182 1.454 0.147
AR 22.99 +7.451 20.51 £ 6.046 2,640 0.009
Bk 34 73.87 £ 19.875 68.84 + 16.150 2.005 0.046

VE: *P<0.05, **P<00l,

3.3. FHEMFER. IMERSFURBER SR

PLEp A i3 o AR B, RO B SR BT IR T 2 b, SRS, FENAEES S, S
AR MBGE R EER TR EE R WK 3.

Table 3. Grade difference in college students’ internal control, external control attribution and aggressive behavior scores (M

+SD
*® 3.)j<$$|7~] v AIMEM RSB ST HERERM £ SD)
K— K= K= Ll F
PR 2532+ 6313 24.62 + 6.883 22.98 +5.897 25.51+5.882 1.986
Stk 22.06 + 6.684 22.47 +7.463 20.40 +7.019 22.98 +5.897 1.063
UG 75.32 + 19.345 68.55 + 19.034 70.66 + 17.733 68.26 + 14.954 1711

3.4. FREIVFAEREFERNBHF TS

DA AR Bt oy AR AR 8, VA BRI JRURS g 1 AR 6 AT B0 DR 3R 7 22 0 W (RRAIE 22 48 P2 -2 IF R R 1 U 20 A
i, BRI NIER =1 JAMIRA B XUA&, 45370 N =2 Y N R XU 4973 0 = 3 iy
AP AR ), SRR, AR B AT LE AN [ R RS (8] 1) 22 7 B Gk % 3 U(F = 5.691, P < 0.05),
PP LG I, AMR I DR AR 22 2 R B AT 949 20 i T RS R KU 1R 224, 2 e RS2
(P <0.05). W% 4.
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Table 4. Comparison of aggressive behavior scores with different attribution style (M £ SD)

4. FRVEAERNAEFE N HFFELB(M + SD)

N Bdi 34y F p
A 60 67.98 + 17.200
MR 142 76.98 + 17.828 5.691" 0.004
Tty 10 71.50 £ 16.528

VE: T.P<0.01.

3.5. BE{TASFEVAERRKEET Pearson FAEHEX T4

XBLEAT AR S AT KSR 55 AR &R A E RIS 4 AN R A A% 1E1S 50 1F Pearson B ZEAH
Kohre BRER, ESHHT NGNS R S ARTIHK L, MY ERTRENE. SMEES%
AT B ARG B2 (r=0.537, P <0.01), Hrr, SMEMESHUE. FiEBGEATE N E R B R
SRR o AN PR P AN B (B A2 ) 5 B AT a8 o0 AL 5 AN 7 1A 5 B tss b py s i A~
YEFE(RE IR N E s, Hodh, B8 F(r=0.334, P<0.01). 155 T(r=0.534, P < 0.0 )FE S K 1
(r=0.432, P<0.0) SEGEMMTHE R, W& s.

Table 5. Correlation analysis of college students’ aggressive behavior and internal control attribution style

5. REEWHITAS ARAEXEHEX S

Sk B EEImI=E: 1A B Wik A5y
ity 0.237" 0.295" 0.264" 0.217" 0.344" 0.333"
%77 0.184" 0.189" 0.177" 0.216" 0.238" 0.249"
WA 0.244" 0.280" 0.254" 0.249" 0.355" 0.336"
s 0.377" 0.324" 0.379" 0.371" 0.534" 0.500"
iBR 0.297" 0.381" 0.408" 0.299" 0.432" 0.444"
HMETE 0.383" 0.403" 0.450" 0.381" 0.549" 0.537"

" T.P<0.01.
4. Wi
4.1. MRFFERA. IMNEEIURBEES S HIR N

TR AT LUABL, mit A, AR E T g, WM TN RZE S AR
SERIRE S f B R AT TSI, X SR IEAE 2012 ARV PE S A AR R A 45 AR (AR e & 32
FEkn, 2012)0 ATRESRA : 1) (AT BB AN R, A YO U R AR 28 o 1 26 ok 28 o 48 P52 F R 7 BE AR 2R
HAIA R STBIThG HEE R EE 2, (SR IR REAN T K. 2) B FXT RAFAE USRS 72 B
[E AL BRI R &), AU E RO RAER ZEAE LIRS, MRS IR FE s 3 ZAETT P 4, PiteA/E
MK A Z 5 . B5 T ARSI /R R A2 AR B R R (T 2408k, XY, 2, 2013). &
FE—EREE L3R MEBATAEWE IC ]l 2225 FE I 5 SR Y 22 57

NBRoR 2 AR A A A8 AR AR M M 2 R B G e L, HS TAMENER 7, X5 RR5EE .
WRIETF BT e A — 2, LR AT A 5 3 o A B RESh PR SO S A VIR AR . ARPTE AL &
[ & g3 — BUOR R B 55 2 —Fh R4l B /N2 BT AN B RE A L 1RO B 8 S5 SO S B S, AL
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MNAMBE T4 F W R AR SR RS T N EE, s i AEIR . EAMEE R, BAm Tk, =
SRR, FREREIONE . AR S A S AN T R B, MR, T AR I O SR
LUF USRS DL R A %2, IXEE Iy, AEAATIRER 2 7 AN E AN AT Pk, IXAE e R B T
55 A B VA R RS ) A JEE

4.2. WL ERMFER, SMEBFURKEE TR

MR AT LRI, R, RAWTH 2 EBGE S 2 2w TN 2. RS 2
P2 ARG BT EEREEAE, ST A A H T A S A 2 B B 2 A S AR AR AR B AR BB
Wi, FEAWREKR, MZ AT, BRBHOVIAE T, MERB, AT B3I L,
RILER, 1ET MM RE b o th OB HE DRI G KB o TR 22 2R 1) A PR g A 2 i) AT
by HAMSE A A MmA T2, ARBEFZERR. FKEEF R BNALK, KA.

FEAMENEAG > b, AR T A A, ERAGRIEYES, MRS T EZER, X
BRI T 2 2R AR AR PN PR A2 A 2 0 i HE LA I, R LM 2 AR T el . SRR AT, oA —
BT H OB A RRARENMIER, AR BEIE . SR, Wi e s
o WARDUH A AT B O AR SR 9, TR ST A DR E BV BR AR RS SR A A VA R e 2= (B2 — b
OEERENL), OB ERRZO AR R Z (R AEE & PR, 2010).

43. FHEMFEA, IMERFURBEHER SR

AT FAE R T CURI, SEGO TR AR A AMENEAS R AT ARSI T G e
ANRZG, FACHNEENY, HEPPEEEBEI. OB 7 HRGE K B ki1 4 %ok
MERBNOLHIR, ShmaTRE, IFH, KRR AT PR G R E €, Pt
B KT RS R AR A B3

4.4. BETASVEERREX R

AR T LU, mReE AR A R A MR B S B AT A AR s A e, AR & T
WIS PEYEE 5T ARG . T H, AMEE S ECR RIS IRR &, AMEIE S FIEGE . R AR
MBS M M m  BEAMME M SR R T SR . BT R AR R, BRERE. Wl
ITRIRR R R . — 7, KR EEEA R AR TS5, 18 X RARE SN R I 2
AL EGE, BEKCFE . BTrm, TR S R FKEREE DU T MR,
HIGEAT MIEE A DS I SRS R IR, 22 DGR, f8 A ARt FiEsak i
KEI. FIRHER, 2AEENBRAER R 72 B R R B REBE, X555 25 M
VAR AT AFAEZERA —ERFR, WA P NI EAEE A, BRI,

5. &t

ZZ BRI H BT I R A ig

1) BN Balifs o B8 w4 g, AR R R ZE R A B2

2) W EAEAMENER Y . WS LR R T A A, TR R 2 1R 22 A B3

3) WL AMEVERR 7. BGEAS 7 AN SZE RIS

4) REEAETAAT S HAA AT AR G, AMBUR A DR 2 2 ) e /KT I - AL TR DAL IR 22 A
By e, RS SAMETEIN 7 B m B OS, AMETEYE AR I3 i 0 A AL B Kt e
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