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Abstract

This study mainly discussed the classification characteristics of junior high school students in the
aggression outcome expectancy. We selected 16 junior high school students (male and female half)
to conduct a structural interview with the interview outline, and 103 junior high school students
to conduct an open questionnaire survey. NVivo1l1 software was used to understand the results of
the interview and the open questionnaire, establish nodes and classify the results, and obtain the
expected topic coding table of the results. And by aggression outcome expectancy code table, the
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result of the interview and open questionnaire to get in the final contains three primary coding,
nine secondary coding and 38 three-level coding theme analysis table and the results showed that
junior high school students thought that the attacker’s negative expectations significantly are more
than the attacker’s positive outcome expectations and the negative outcome expectations of the
attacked; Junior high school students think more about the social and psychological consequences
of aggression, and have less expectation of material results. Middle school students tend to view
the negative outcome of the victim as the positive outcome of the attacker.
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1. 51§

ok (aggression) F5 77 7515 A\ B 3547 9 e N 84 7] (Anderson, & Bushman, 2002; Zhu, Wang, &
Xia, 2019) risxd i Boh # F U St & #R 2 = A T ARG W . (EF /DR, B I B O R
NV RGN N BRASAE S 2 R M 2 B R s AT AR BRI SO0 RIOBIE FE R B, B SIS XK e
i B W R DU oK A B VR ) A BT I (52 55, 2007). 28 3 WA AR BE B8 B0 AATHI B A . BHFALK
L, 2 i 2 ) WA R ) NAE Te 5% S A % 5 2 X6 Uk A S AR S R B PR, RO Bt AH ARV 1Y)
I A BTG N (52 1, 2015) T4 1R 3R 75 SRR [ FRA% 1) 75 A B O B il FO A 7] B 2[RI S He A E
EACE OB SIBEAS T H ADFERE B BRAIRMARRERIIT R, AT T RS A L T e FE
AMEAT RGN T B A i 50 e 1 7 /D A AR T e U, W] d e B s i B AIS e AT 9 ) K A2 (Bai et al.
2020). SUtFEN, Bk # AT NI RASAE] I . A RN IR, A AT RE AR B S AR a0
JRAT N, 4tk e FE (Bushman et al., 2016). [Ak, RFABEF=ER OB ECEE, R FHhit
A7 Bk FST AN T ) LA AT 32

#1422 2] 18 (Social Learning Theory) fl#t 2315 2 T4 % (Social Information Processing Model)¥4i\ /9,
AMAE Tt 25 SR R T 2 5 M I P SR ) SRR 3R, R M B4 (Bandura, 1986; Crick & Dodge,
1994)., Mriti 4k B i (aggression outcome expectancy)fiMA A = A5 FE Al NI4T ] B8 51 K 1S 1 ) T
Sl THRIVE A8 o B 45 SR PIUHA A T A7 g P B S0 DR 3% ) 3 R R 3R AR K 2 303 B Rl (i, Perrry,
Perry, & Rasmussen, 1986; Xu & Zhang, 2008; Marks, Hine, Manton, & Thorsteinsson, 2012). K&ESZEHFR
(25 RAAE—ERREE ESCRE T IX— WS il o) I8 52 48 511 R 28 AU () Pl 35 5 Mok AT R 2 3 B7A
FK(Marks et al., 2012); X Breifl A J &S @ TN, 5 )L K BGEAT A 53 IEA 5 (Arsenio et al., 2004;
Arsenio et al., 2009); BB [FIFE R LB HAFAAEARLAT 2 2R R IR, TR e 215 B L s R
B, BDHEFRA SRR B, XA AT A AR AR A SR I S B o 1 e 14 R ] g (Behavior,
2010); PRI 2 Jahie s K AR AESE R AT, R 45 SR U v] e 2026 TR IM 45 SR U . ks, AT
Yohids, mBehF RO 7 2 RS SR U AN B D v A s SR U . e, AH B TR KL
B /DR, S K E B DOV BEEAT Y EA AT RELS B ORI EE R, EEaR S R A
H, RO AN RS, FRAABEERAT NS B ORI RS SR 1 AT REMEBLIC(Fontaine, Burks, & Dodge,
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2002; Hughes, Webster-Stratton, & Cavell, 2004; Marks, Hine, Manton, & Thorsteinsson, 2012; Perry, Perry, &
Rasmussen, 1986; Perry, Williard, & Perry, 1990; Slaby, & Guerra, 1988; Xu & Zhang, 2008). It4k, mE¥dr
YER ) LE B DFEMA TIPS B AT NIRRT AR EE R, LB A& T [FEE4E . 235
&5 (Boldizar et al., 1989; Crane-Ross et al., 1998; Gottheil & Dubow, 2001; Salimi et al., 2019). B tE5E K
P L AR ol PR 5 1 [F) 08 N S A mT ootk Mo & B4, I SR X AT Rt A AR 1 45 SR (Behavior,
2010), fhex2 ) BRI AR 7 HUHE S0 B T A B A MEER . 2R a1 U
JIhAE 5 H FRAS [ () I 1) 5503 40 26 BRAE R J5 1 S SL 9 BE o 76 T 22l 1 it b, BRI B AR I 21 4 FHL
$4 15 SN RO o AV AR TE GBS 25 7 T (Fb an XA B B3), AR, M ) LE AL
RV A N ik T 3 PR A A B4 45K 56 (Arsenio, Adams, & Gold, 2009; Arsenio, Gold, & Adams,
2004; Gasser, Malti, & Gutzwiller-Helfenfinger, 2012), &% 21318 g s b ML AR AEE B, A
ERE AR N o B0 AR BRI B 5l T LA 838 IR R, BIARATT 2 DR D 2R ABL i) 28 IR T 45 21
FAARI o SRR NI BGEAT N2 R HE A (X T8k, B2 0B 1) ) s KT %Ak
(Sl AR

EERTIR, WS RIS B o R %), WU T X A FE SR E D4, wT U T30
AT RS . ERI AR O R RIS, AMERARIRE ) AT N SIS IR ) SRR
SEHGOR, [FIREE I NER AW B SRS E . MERE I KR S AR MR Rt — ANk
JENL 2B R E o [R5 524 v AR ) i &5 SR TIURFAIE (R ) A2 O R e ) B R T VA e et , i
THE AR st AN B ) v Mok KU (1) /M, A5 T4 b AR M A7 S B Tl AT

2. AR5
2.1. 5(?}%

B G FAZET g, BT T2y — B =, AT 14~17 S 2 a4, K
KT 16 4 40) P AE (B 4 % )07 7 G5k . RN SR FFGR I 2 ) 3% 103 4 4] A ik
7T .

2.2. RS

RFAVIRIEATT 7 310 2 1 B2 5 vh 22 A0 H el 235 rh G AT R I 45 R PO, 454 X5 R
NI B S, FHRVIRFFEEL) 15~30 438 U5RIT4AHET, DFAE R BRAH, MERXI7FEIF
SAFERARJEHANIER T R VIRIFEA “ORUON, B PAERIT, B, g A, B AT
2, A/t AR B AR BCR B BT ARE M EE RE 7 DL “ARIGIRI T (BARSE IR S 7 2 R
Wr BN L), X TAT SR R UE, FTA HEAL FT2EERAT Jym] DASEHL At/ db R [ ey, it A2 A/ 2
IR A 5 2 5 o TR Gl A 1 3 ) A <) T ey St (U 2 kA B B 2 (9 Fo b rpr 2 ) R
RRERAT AU A T4, SECTIREAER Y QR 1 S R R, e Mo st
K7L ORI SR, ARG, A A R BB, R b T A4 R R (1
w, 2. BT ORERIESE)” . VRIS KR VTR S AT 53

2.3. EEoH

I8 FH 32 143 #19%: (thematic analysis) ¥ %5 k13T 20T (Braun, & Clarke, 2006), 1% /5% RS 54T Hujak /b Xif
WARAEE A NS, SREUE B [ M (Ellenbogen, Trocmé, & Wekerle, 2012; Long, & Li, 2019). %
BBRALE. O BENE:; @ Yinagmid; 6@ FHIFH; @ BREEELR; © WEiHE O a4 3 8.
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FESERVTRAIT GG B 2 )5, BATHRYE CAT 19 SCHR AL U5 -5 T 9 26 1 25 0 45 SRR G ] o 11k
AT IIGRAS R (S I 1), DTSSR B VE R EEAT 208 o 12 R FUN S0 R A 8 (0 2 o M x4 v A
(Bl 4 RIS 34T = f 98,  DUIR BT I AL .

Table 1. Analysis result of aggression outcome expectancy of junior high school students
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Continued
L o Wik, BAGE. WERE.
298 EA. TR SS ) ﬁg\gﬁéﬁ
i e 96 BT . REIR L. 0. R
4 (MR 23 BRERTE ], LK)
St I 17 4 M
Pk 21 k. 8. 5508
%I 2 40 RS E T
G55 =
BN OHBAR 41 XA R E AT
W ENRER RS ‘ :
sk = ek b 7 o 4l
KA 20 Wi A2
e » . L IR 5
185 BOBURAL T 117 B b5 sk
RS, PR 44 TR E
BT Wl ASE S WS, W T
M. 4% 24 . SEPRIE . SRR
R . BT R
“%?% BAARZ(E . WK RN 1 FM. LE [ SRR
3. R

SR NI AT a5 R R, 2O AT 278 NI RIS RII(Z) 15 28.7%), 467 A4
Bt AR A T2 5 48.1%), 225 /MM # M IR A RITUH(ZI 5 23.2%). RATRIR 45 &
B, x*=100.097, df=2, p=0.000, —ZZmAL3ERLMH TR0 BE .

BB TR, X B F AR S U, 2SR S5 R 24 AN (215 8.6%), 4t
S WAL 127 AN (20 45.7%), O FRSE R IUNA 127 (2915 45.7%) . K 756 145 R B, o = 76.324,
df =2, p=0.000, AZV5i&E% H I OHEEE LI, 145 R 2 & T s R s 8dEm
TR B, ZUTE A YRS R 27 N (Z 12%), HagE BAUA 185 N (X 82.2%),
OFAERTUNA 13 ML 5 5.8%). RIS REE, = 243307, df =2, p=0.000, ZEshH
B 3 R = RV A 4 R B 22 5 o X R B 35 BOVH AR &S SRR, 5207845 H 0 s 45 SR Tl
Wi 72 N 15.4%), SR 97 N2k 20.8%), (LEELE RTUHA 298 N4 63.8%). K7
K4t B, o° =197.221, df=2, p=0.000, 2Z15# % HABICE 2 B0 =R i 4 A fE B %
ZE5t.

UbAh, TEAFEMENELT, BATKIATAZUIFS T 123 MRS R 12.7%), 409
AN 265 T 7 42.2%), 438 ANOFRSE R TII(Z) & 45.1%). ROFRIR 45 K, «* = 187.487,
df =2, p=0.000, 32V 45 BT 2 25 TR ATC B 45 RIS B35 2 TV 45 ST

4. T1ig
AU BRI T — L DAL AR IS R A BRI 58—, R AR Ao Bk & ARV AR A Tl
W18 2 1 BGh H IR AE R AU AR Bl 2 AT IR A SR U 58—, 0 PP 2B 2 5 18 B el dd R )
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o E RO E R, YR ROTIAR E D 5=, IR A gt 3 1 i 4 SR A et
AR A R s WIRAPAEAL BV E IR, 2 1) BITE SR AT A BRI AT A WP Ab i, #Ih AR K2
A NBEAT RPN, RAMW . XS5 EEDENBEEE B2 RO ETA R, anfEp
ELEH, BT T U B0 10 B A S R 22 B 38 B ) A G R AR — 3. X AT Rt 5 [E Se1k
T RAHC, o E SR A R 32 Ok, RS2 AR G B AR IR . AR AR T SURIMT 2 AR L B
AL RIS AN E A SR R RO Bk, DLAERERIE AR R R o BT XX ST E A AT, Fl At
AT LEEAR LG, A L I B/ 1) 56 R A By AR ek (L, Wright, & Rollet, 2020). X 5% — Ak
PO A — 2 RO B RS A v B8 e B AR AL S VPR I R, AT T R R B O Uik T 2
B2 R AN S D RS, anZsRye B Ok, BT DA R R S H R AR
. 8 RO TG AR, A RAATTE CSEbRSEit I Bt AT, X RN T Rt
BN, R FFAERTA MR AR e B st , (H2 e X Wit B S A (Long & Li, 2019).
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