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Abstract

The research adopts “peer relationship scale”, “hostile attribution subscale” from “Buss-Perry ag-

» o«

gressive behavior scale”, “emotional intelligence scale” written by Scott and “Buss-Perry aggressive
behavior scale” implement questionnaires to survey 1125 students from Guangdong province. Ju-
nior high school student peer relationship indirectly affects aggressive behavior through the me-
diating role of hostile attribution bias. The indirect effect was moderated by emotional intelligence.
When emotional intelligence was high, the positive predicative effect of junior high school student
hostile attribution bias on aggressive behavior was significantly weakened, so emotional intelligence
plays moderate role. At the same time, emotional intelligence also moderated the influence of peer
relationship on aggressive behavior. When emotional intelligence is high, the negative predictive ef-
fect of peer relationship on aggressive behavior is significantly weakened.
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1. [EIRERH

AISPA(1998) X A 5 FR 1 1€ XM IRl iE N B O IR SR AT AR 24 AN N 181 AH B W [RBTG5k &
A ff 06 RAE T A AE R FE R Py T AR B I A O, JCIHAEAN R E S R R R A BN AR
PER. RIFMFEMERREFHTE OEHSMERE. R E R . EATREHmYIR4, i
TSR T AL BERIZE T, X B [l £ R s AR R (218, 2012).

AT AMERY, AMATH IS B2 5. (E5. phR. HEBURAATE, FENSETHR
BB/ B SR AR f1. 1545 %5 JJ(Emotional Intelligence, IR ENJ&—FSr (98 J sy, alLUin Tig
#EE, S5 O N RIES, KXoz, iEmRaEs, EmirmbArfiEs%, i
WA G RIETEL, S X E BokIE S A S B R T s (Mayer et al., 2000). 15452 i1 N—Ff
HEROIAES), MAMENBR R RS AGER R EERER, 2R 1] LA B0 BeE AT A .
TG W, AT Sy AN B = AR B I I BGH S AMEAT N, MU BRSBTS A B
IR (U ES, kiR Ee, SRIEMESE, 2017). FEYIHR A AT N T b, B AR R AR DG R R afer fE T
R VAR R Z, BT A RIS R AT A, 128 12 Wfal 1 B VAT il AR N e AR Mok
YEAT NIRRT b, BEEET ST N E, B NEAN R AR S S ATARE R, BT
YEAT ]9 JAIR4E, U700 50 (2005) FEA 5T Hr R B, 38 (R AF 5% R AT AT B b AT, [RIBE D% R AL i B
ZRCDFEBE iy, DU AT Nt R I 2D HL LG ACH 7 81X — AN e Ar T 58 T 5

SRR FEFE 4 22 SN ARAT TR 2 2R ISR BURT ie) AR A o7 X, LEAATT D) T — M R R SE UL 2, iy
AEMRMEEMEN T, MG BN DY B S~ E b, BEARmZEZ AR R, 5178200
A REAEEAHE R R, NS BGEMHAT NAAAEEA T B EIRI DR, A E R0 A G5 8080k ol 547 16
o {E Castro 5 NFITCH M 7, SR IA R AMBGHE AT A H A OS2 U 24 5058 2 R A
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DR 22 1), ot 2 I HH B 2 I BGEYEAT T DAFRAT T AT DA i 4 o 55 U DA s 22 3K — DA 2R R 38 Sk i />
ik 147 9 (Castro, Veerman, Koops, Bosch, & Monshouwer, 2002). Eisenberg 2% A (1996) & BLB o 14T
AT PAE S — RAIAH R R W . 1528 R B AR . AR SR SR IR 25 7 R T DAk B
HVEAT A, (HEARIE R St 5 X E 1T A (Parkhill & Pickett, 2016; Stappenbeck & Fromme,
2014).

DR LA 58 R F A SRR T SRR R R ARG &R, B AR w2 R A R AR &, 12488 JiE il
AR, W EATT AR AT AR, BERHATSCR . WAL R OC R B AT N B RE MR AL
HN, PABCE AR ZE A B TR IR R — AN R R A

2. MRFGF*
2.1. ARIR

AW TR B BEN LIRS, A AR A8 Il ] 44 b 22 3l e 1236 4%k, BIBR TR &5, R
AR 1125 fr, ARG 91%. X 1125 A U B AT EERE 0 i, FEART B AA 591, HREAR
1&1) 53%, A 534, HFEARSARR) 47%; ¥I—F4F 300 N, (GHEEALRR 27%, ¥ FAH 389,
HREAR BRI 35%, WI=2p4 436, (HREAMA 39%; FKEEJEAEHLUAINTT A 822, (HREA RN
73%, FEEJEATHIARAT A 303 N, (HREA RN 27%; XS H A M) b A UL R AR 387
N HFEAREET 34%, SORZHERE ST IIAA 326 N, (HFEARSE 29%, LRA 173 A,
EAEAEEL 15%, LA AE DA B 69 N, dREAS S 6%; BESRSZHE RN R UL TR 457
N, HFEARH 41%, =P 285 N, HEEARS 25%, ERMT 190 A, HEEARRE 17%; KEARME
139 N, HFEARSE 12%, WiEwFs &L B 54 N, SEEARRSEL 5%; AT 445 N, 5 40%, dE
MAEF 2 680 N, HFEAEEL 60%:; A6 380 N, diFEACEEL 34%, AR AT 745 N, HAEAR 66%:;
FEEAWN 1~2 77 520 N, SFEASE 46%, FKEEHUN 389, HFEA L 35%, ZKEEHUA 2 /iLL L
216 N, HFEARRHE19%; RRHEE HIRREM 836 A, (AR 74%, HHI 177 N, HREARSE
16%, FUERL 112 N, HFEA S 10%. BF 70 HARE I L& 1,

Table 1. The statistical analysis from demographic variables
#£ 1. AOFTETSiH9H(0 = 1125)

TiH el bk Hor b
PR 5 591 53%
'8 534 47%
Wl 300 27%
FY ) - 389 35%
W= 436 39%
. . W (BFEEK) 822 73%
L M (5 25 303 27%
W REAE 387 34%
[Ehi 326 29%
SORZHUERE LR 173 15%
REAF 170 15%
it e AR K L 69 6%
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Wi &L 457 41%
e 285 25%
BESRZHERE LR 190 17%
REAF 139 12%
it e AR K A E 54 5%
& 445 40%

R4
iy 680 60%
2 380 34%

SRR T
A2 745 66%
1wbLF 520 46%
FEH W 12w 389 35%
270k 216 19%
RER 836 74%
B E LI 177 16%
TR 112 10%
Mt 1125 100%

22. AIRITA

1) [FfERFR: RIAI2008)E1T T (FERRME) , ZEROFE=AYEE. 116 NMEHAm. o
NP WO S HE =AM, TR SR B eAFE A LD 7, LR TEEME. 2K
B G 3SREARME 4 REZEAFF G IS H R R mih5r, 308 s AR A L
PIEFEIG ZR o = ANEE T R PO 48 AN AR e/ [ f T2 B IOMUBE R 5 W M e Fa A N AE R 4 rh 5200
MORRRE ;s HE e PEfa B RIAEAE s et e o AEASHIE T [ AE QSR B 3 — B R ¥Ch 0.718.

2) BUEAE w2 (Buss-Perry BritE 1 #5) (Buss & Perry, 1992)f) (B AR E#R) « Btk %
& B E2 SRR = NS [RImil ,  r) @ AN [RI B AT AR BN N A G 4 AR R MR R Bk, 35F
298/, RN 4 NEE——B R SIBNGE. BGR. BUR. BRI RE 8B R A XT B AR
BTN, PG AR 2 SR A T B, AT 7 08 o AT 50 Hh R A R B 3R 1 P 3 — EME R4 0.768.

3) TR JIRR(EIS)Z MRS, 25 R B A B G AR, FHHHEm I K £ 4 Bl i
HCER. ZERAHFE BATH, KM 5 AEREA, AR G EERIEES T, 1= BA
e, 2= WRATTE, 3= NER, 4= WEME, 5= RMFE. HPEE 5. 28, 33 OUN XA,
HARAONIE Ry WA AES. EHE%. B4, AEaRES, XWUNEEETNE. K
BIF 5T I 265 0 23 K 0 — B R3O 0.969.

4) —JT45H Buss A1 Perry aftill, £ 2009 4 x4 F+45E NAE T T A Buss-Perry J i 4 5 38 H SChie
T, FE, T, 2009), IAERRAS B R IME B AE AR R . Al A A [F B AT IS AR N FE
AL B ME R BEEE, U 29388, R 4 MEE—SEYGE. SESGE. BoR. . %
BARHZRHES Sy, “17 = “EEATFE”, “27 K = WBARKSG, “37 = TiE, “4”
= WSS, “57 = “HEEFTET, BordE, RUBGHEMREESE, RZIRR. AT Iah v
TN — B R ECH 0.858.
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2.3. MRERFSHELE

KM SPSS26.0 HHATIS MG . MUEMK(KMO FlEASFIERERIR) . RSt M. ZRME
656 N Fl PROCESS $i #4335 4745 17 1w A RS 36 RO I 72 T 2

3. ARGR

1) IEETT i %

XTSRRI EER A Harman LA SRR S0 HEAT X R iR 22 AR 06, R RS AR R LD 1 70 4 R
WCHARFAEAR KT 1.5 A 735 4 A, BRI 707 Z R0 29.26%, Jm/T 40%, MUARHEFUAF (L™ &
SR 5 v i 22

2) BRI RN

FFER R S ECRIAR W2 . B VEAT N2 8L BAT 835 (05U R (p < 0.01)s MO VA A 22 55 Bl PEAT
NEABZEIEMR, BT SHSE H ARG REN AR, 4R IE 2.

Table 2. Correlation matrix of each variable

2. ENTERIMEEIERE(n = 1125)

M SD Al FE R & BEARmZE Bkt % 77
[FFESC &R 2.729 0.304 1
0 U A A 22 2.243 0.786 -0.352"" 1
BekiteAT A 2.198 0.727 -0.333" 0.463" 1
1E&E ) 3.540 0.755 0.018 -0.114 -0.321" 1

H: "H#Rp<0.05, TER <001, T#R p<0.001.

3) AT AR 5S

AWK Hayes (2012)4 1K) SPSS Hff) Mode 114 i #& A PR i 22 75 [7) £ 5% R 5 Brdi P47 9 2 18]
MR ON S 1B G  ITE PR R R G BUHYEAT N IR B ZE 5 ITERGE A R i 22 -5 B AT 2 1Al 1
RSTS84 AR, R A OC Fo0 Mo MAT ) A e TGN A 5k 35 (B = —0.473, t = —7.148, p < 0.001),
TN NS T ST, (Rl FE O 0] ECR UE R 22 14 67 1) FIOAE FH 235 (B = —0.863, t = —12.193, p < 0.001), &
T VL DAL 22 %o B e PR AT A 14D I [ TR0 P 92 3% (B = 0.350, t = 13.333, p < 0.001), BbAb, [FIfEIE RN Btk
AT R () B RN A0 JE R 22 PR R A SO 3 AN L F 0, R BH R A 0¢ RAMN B EL#E T B AT
I RE A% 18 O A R 22 B e A4 PO B AT . AR AR 3. 3K 4

Table 3. Regression analysis of the mediating role of hostile attribution bias

3. MEEHEREFMERBEYISTHT

A5 o Jifd - o Jitd 2 ‘ o JifE3 B
(hbr: BEPEATRN) (Bhr: WA AR mZE) (hr: BEhHEATN)

p t B t B t
P 0.022 0.529 0.230 5.267"" -0.059 -1.516
EY% -0.010 -0.394 0.080 2.885" -0.038 -1.570
FRE FE AT -0.104 -2.030" -0.084 -1.552 -0.074 -1.563
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SRR B -0.025 -1.002 -0.010 -0.376 -0.022 -0.929
BERRZ AL -0.077 -2.930™ -0.070 -2.521" -0.052 -2.141
RHMAETL 0.038 0.847 0.068 1.446 0.014 0.334
R FAETHL 0.057 1.278 0.078 1.659 0.030 0.712
P ON -0.046 -1.505 -0.027 -0.836 -0.036 -1.286
KB H T 0.070 2,192 0.098 2.905™ 0.035 1.195
A FEC R -0.775 -11.594" -0.863 -12.193™ -0.473 ~7.148™
B M 22 0.350 13.333"™
F 19.669™" 25.132"" 36.878""
R? 0.150 0.184 0.2671
E: FoRp<0.05, TFR <001, THIR p<0.001.
Table 4. Mediating effect test of hostile attribution bias
F* 4. HEEARREN PN YA
Effect Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI R
IERP I —0.4726 0.0661 —0.6023 -0.3429 61.0%
PE¥ -0.7751 0.071 -0.920 -0.641

BB G, [RFEOC R 515 468 ) R T B AT A B il (B = —0.185, t = —2.138, p <
0.05). FE VAP 22 55 17 46 4 7 I 3R AR TiUnt Mo AT M ) i/ FH (B = —0.094, t = —3.412, p < 0. 001)#3) &
=, UL IR E R R R . BURH w2250 B AT A I B T RS A T VR . B R Rt —
WTRIERIZE T, TR 1K EAR(M — 1SD)IIFREAS,  [Rl A% Z o0 Mt AT B k25 119 47 ) 0000 4 FH
(simple slope = —0.4108, t = —2.9594, p < 0.01); TfXf T1EL R JI7K-FHE(M + 1SD)HIFEA, [FfER R EAR
W25 B AT = A ) TR A, (B LTI 4 F %52 /)> (simple slope = —0.5954, t = —6.1523, p < 0. 001);
TE G 17K AR(M — LSD)FIREAR, B0 VA PR i 22 06 ek MEAT v B A S5 35 119 1 ) T 4 FH (simplle slope =
0.4018, t = 15.4677, p < 0.001); Tfix} T1E 2548 J17K- PR (M + 1SD)IFEA,  # VH R 22 B ARt 2 0 K
AT AP IE R TRINAE A, (E LT AE F %2 (simple slope = 0.3077, t = 11.1808, p < 0. 001). K HKE &
AMEAERE R DK RIS R, FAEC RIS AT A BSOS VA PR i 22 %6 BO PR AT D R T A Y 35 2 52 v e
ks, R« S5.

Table 5. Regression analysis of regulating effect of emotional intelligence

5. BEE DA ERNE A

A Rhr e BOR VA i 22 Ribr: B AT A

B t B t
P51 0.221 5.097"" —0.045 -1.288
LR 0.074 2,697 -0.026 -1.157
FE S AT -0.096 -1.794 -0.050 -1.149
EZHERE -0.010 -0.391 -0.020 -0.949
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RERRZ AL -0.078 -2.819™ -0.031 -1.388
ETHMAETL 0.072 1.551 0.004 0.119
R FAETHL 0.081 1.740 0.025 0.664
FEEH WA -0.032 -1.003 -0.025 -0.952
REFHE TR 0.092 2,776 0.027 1.001
R AR -0.871 -12.416™ -0.411 -6.820""
R A R 22 0.402 16.657""
THEE N 0.136 4771 -0.361 -15.198""
FIfERR x EER N -0.008 -0.081 -0.185 -2.138"
B IHE 2 x fH%E ) —0.094 —3.412™"
F 23.2618™" 52.1525""
R 0.2007 0.3968

F: FoR p<0.05, TFER <001, T#IR p<0.001.

AR CL AT AT AR O i, 2R s sl 1. 14 2

R R X O A R i W
48 )1 U
0.35
uw
-0.361
-0.094 J
UX — o185 —— W BEREEATANY

Figure 1. The path diagram of peer relationship to aggressive behavior

1. FfXANBEHETANEE

R A R i 22

R&E )

0.350™ -0.185™
-0.863"**

FfER AR B kAT N

Figure 2. Mediating model diagram of moderation
B 2. FHRPTERE

Xt BRI AR 70 AT R, 2R 30 K 4.
o, OIWTIEEE R A RN (R A 5% R SO PEAT ) T I R R A Y 6 S R AT A R R
Hro & 3 S 1 R AE IR RIS BGE EAT N IS W 52 IS 268 /1 i1 EIRIS B R 4L, FFER AR
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el VAT 9 1 A TAE B 5523 (simplle slope = —0.4108, t = —2.9594, p < 0.01); 7Em G288 i, [FfE
5% BN T AT S A7) TSN A FF B S ek 8 (simple slope = —0.5954, t = —6.1523, p < 0.0010). M S 44K,
AT B R ARV A, B R RS, HBER AT A A 8 NS 4 A R A

. — K& H FIEEE N

5 2.8697

25 2.6932 \
= 2 2.0481
g
#H
/s 1.5024
=

1

05

0

KRR R R R

Figure 3. The main paths lope diagram of emotional intelligence moderation

Bl 3. BEERATEREREE

Ho, riTIE G678 FIAE S 2 B AN (R VA DR i 2 6 SO PEAT ) VAT i R i R FEAE S 5o &t SRk AT
BARLZR T o 15 4 SR T B UE DR e 22 55 U PR AT A (R R e ] 52 BI04 26 R 3 R s AR S A,
TR VA TR 2 0 B ek PR AT D 1) I [ TN A ) S22 2% (simple slope = 0.4018, t = 15.4677, p < 0.001); 7Ef1%H%%
B, FCE A PR e 22 B PEAT D9 ) 1 1m) TRt 4 FH BH S5 6k 55 (simple slope = 0.3077, t = 11.1808, p <
0.01). MEAKE, AT mibEg & EmwIth Az, BEE SO 3 B w22 e, B AT e A4/
TGS A IR A .

35
3 2.8607
2.5
2.0571 2.4055
2
R
L
#H 15 1.7901
1
=
1
0.5
0
fi R )3 i 22 A R VA R i 22
—o—KHELEHE )y B )

Figure 4. The slope diagram of the second half of emotional intelligence moderation

B 4. BEE AT EFRRERE
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#Jr KM Bootstrap FEFFREATH T 1T RN ARG, PAER T AL R A O ARl “ BoE AW 2
X B AT P A S R 5 2 B 26 DI . 32 6 BoR TR RIE 4 JI1EA RIS 1
RN AT A A BGE IIE 288 A AR RME S Rl B AR w2 " S Bk AT,
e AL I (R BR0% A 0.34 (95% CI = [0.28, 0.40]); W1 A A BARIIIE 262 1t , Wl AR [RAE G Rl
BRIV R 22 SR AT T AR B IR ANy 0.48 (95% CI = [0.42, 0.54]). AFE 7 AT, 4]
Hh A [ R O B B A R 22 7 R ek AT Dy 7 AR R TR] 43 R B 15 1 FH A 508z &9 0.08 (95% CI =
[0.01, 0.16])-

B2 DA B2 IR, R T 1 ARG AR, i AR I B 22 5 e PR AT N B ) ) o B A2
BIV B AS 15 4 R 07K PRI, AR A R i 2 0] L VAT D B S g S B K e RID 2 AR A PR A R
RPN, AR 4R UG, RO E R 2 B AT N B S SR O R, BT
BB AT . A HAR LR KB E i R a2 55
Table 6. The indirect effect of emotional intelligence on the effect of hostile attribution bias on aggressive behavior
= 6. BB HENEARREN BT 1T AR LA B R

1 0.34 0.03 0.28 0.40
-1 0.48 0.03 0.42 0.54

HOR — Bl AT

Table 7. The influence of peer relationship to aggressive behavior: a moderating mediation effect

F 7. FEARMKHEITANZN: BETHHNRNRE
Index Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
0.08 0.04 0.01 0.16

4. Wit

AT P AR R RN B R R, BERHRWER AR, B oA R, SR
N BT VR R DR 22 AE T 2R RO R S Mo e AT N Z IR B VR . BFFeas AR W], s 3 B 22
FER AL R RESG R S B AT A AR B P A E R . @R ERE, B0 A2 [F) 5% 0 e AT M )
SN, i ORI PR 22 A TR AR PRSI E e X A SR A R G

HARKSE, A AANIE NS b AR BE AR, WSCE AR 2E AT AT g2 fl AR IS 47
Ny REEIHAT R BE R BN I BCAT RN, BT SR AR A AR AT A L A, 8 i i
— B Wi AT 9 (Fangying Quan et al., 2019). KL B REATL, WO VA DA i 22 v ) PAFE IR BB
i 52 BIPRIE A5 A S B i B AT N R I AT e AR 22 8 D BUE BGEAT NI A, Al REATE D D i
WINL T X FE TG BT UMEFPEIELEGE MR R A RIS R, W1 A2 5 X R R
A A SRR PR 2, BEAT MR B AT

A FGR TR, HEE A RERR SBEEEAT NN T B B IR TR . B2
BGA T EBAR, BB A RO R Bl AT A S 2 R TS 468 KT RIS, 2
BOPRTT T R B AR, TS0 PR 2 BT Y AR ROR .

R R IAT ASAE 12~20 S HBLRUR B TE, ot 0 75 /0 47 I YT A5 S S v B s 2 5 e
15709, AR B PEAT 9L 28 5 S A AT 9P AR CRVERMT, XU, 2003). 15268 IERI R AR R AR R 5 I
A AT NI B AR R FEFPERRARE T, #IhARA W Refh itk i, A
LT A 28 8 0 mT AR B PEAT N 00 o SR AT T TSR B i 28 8 0 B = AR AR S 28 B 0 i 22
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FEFER AN RGO, BT . ROy RAF B 288 70 0] ORI AT i, 128 A i
SRR NTEE AW AFITIRE. W, MG BB E VIS, FR AR, &2 1
PRREEAS, WD T HEEAT . TG AT T E R BUs AR, Y T RCE R 2 X B AT D IR R
HOR . MME RN TR RVEACRE, (EEM LIRSS RGN RS, —HMLPw, 524
REF LR NE BAC BT R, 215 BALBRM T 5. TEAL 25 BN a2 v A S A R 26 3 [F) e 36 fin
Tt AR AT AT ORI, m SR s A R g i, FERCGERARMRER LT, b
THEEEAT N TR N — A EE A OERE YT, RESR O AR B AR 28 I R TR SR, A
GNBRIPR, WD B AT i B AR (L0 M, 21155, 2019)0 1 &84y — ST O B I REAE
PFBIHL. N EIAAT 5 T A] DUAHE BB A P DA Al PRk R AN R SR A A A R 22 KA, T
CAIE L 1% 25 8 715 BE T > B AT N

5. &hig

AHFFECLT AR I AE R R, Bl FR O PR SRESE, SR IH) h AR R A 06 Rl I SO
VA PR i 2 0 el PEAT R IS LA RIS OIS 468 T 92 &, SR NSRS B KPR, 4
AR R OG R X B AT S IR . SR A IS5 R T T

1) ¥IrhAERERR BOERARmZE. BEE ), BT NEFER. SORZAFRE. AN, K
BHH X ERAFREEEZR, AHMAD2EE ERNERARE,

2) WA A RSk B B VEAT 9 2 R e A A

3) I A ARk e AR A VA R e 22 S TR S R ML PEAT D BOE PRV R ZE A P 2 TS B
e

4) AR T IERGEIA P i 22 5 Bk AT N Z IR R R T R, B 28 R A, BoE A A
i 2% SO AT U IR D [ SRR s o 2 R AR IR fE O R S B PEAT N Z AR A S TR, B 24
BB, RIS R X B AT I AR SS , 19 AW A R T AR

S 3k
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