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[Abstract] Objective To obtain knowledge about aggressive behavior and interpersonal attribution of senior primary
school students, and to explore the relationship between them. Methods Stratified random sampling was used to conduct a
questionnaire survey in students of the fourth grade, fifth grade and sixth grade. The students were surveyed about their general
situation and by aggressive behavior scale and interpersonal attribution scale. The relation between aggressive behavior and
interpersonal attribution was analyzed using multiple linear regression. Results The score of aggressive behavior of male
students was significantly higher than that of female students; the total, physical aggression, anger and hostility scores of male
students of the fourth and fifth grades were significantly higher than those of sixth grade (P <C0. 05). The total, physical
aggression, verbal aggression, indirect aggression and anger scores of female student of the fifth and sixth grades were
significantly higher than those of the fourth grade (P <C0. 05). The interpersonal attribution score of male students was
significantly higher than that of female students(P<C0. 05). The fortune score of male students of the fourth, fifth grades were
significantly higher than that of the sixth grade(P<C0. 05). There were no significant differences in interpersonal attribution

scores in female students of different grades(P>>0. 05). Multiple linear regression analysis showed that scores of situation factor
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of external control and fortune were both positively correlated with scores of total aggressive behavior, physical aggression,

indirect aggression, anger and hostility when gender and grade were adjusted(P<C0. 05); the scores of effort factor of internal

control and situation factor of external control had a positive correlation with score of verbal aggression(P<C0. 05). Conclusion

The aggressive behavior of senior primary school students is mainly correlated with the external control factors of interpersonal

attribution. Students with higher score of external control factors have a higher score of aggressive behavior, suggesting that the

intervening measures should be taken to change the interpersonal attribution style to prevent aggressive behavior among these

students.
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Tab 1 Comparison of aggressive behavior scores between primary students of different grades
T+ts
Gender  Grade n AQ PHY VER IND ANG HOS F P
Male Fourth 164 74.87+£17.57 15.60+£6.25 12.96+3.76 12.09+4. 22 16. 104, 44 18.12+5.39 2.366 0. 009
Fifth 262 73.684+18.31 15.1345.91 12.99+3.86 11. 664,11 16.15+4. 89 17.74+5.62
Sixth 251 70.31+16.68 13.96+5.24 13.16+3.95 11.60+4.05 15.05+4. 28 16.55+5.53
Subtotal 677 72.72+17.62 14.81£5.79 13.05+3.87 11.74+4. 11 15.734+4.58 17.39+5.56
F 3.911 4.732 0.170 0.773 4.391 4. 887
P 0.019 0.009 0. 844 0.462 0.013 0.008
Female Fourth 158  62.64417.42 11.8144.49 11.01+£3.82 9.95+3. 34 14.32+4. 85 15.55+5. 89 2.679 0.003
Fifth 202 69.01+16.97 13,09+4.75 12.55+3.53 11.06+3.70 15.84+4.56 16.48+5.70
Sixth 212 66.64+16.40 12.567+4.45 12.26+3. 36 10.91+3.74 15.12+4.49 15.79+5. 22
Subtotal 572  66.37+17.05 12.54+4.59 12.02+3. 60 10. 70+£3. 64 15. 15414, 65 15.97+5.59
F 6.361 3.474 9. 090 4.781 4. 817 1. 386
P 0.002 0.032 <0. 001 0. 009 0. 008 0.251

AQ: Aggression questionnaire; PHY: Physical aggression; VER: Verbal aggression; IND; Indirect aggression; ANG:
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Tab 2 Comparison of interpersonal attribution scores between primary students of different grades

Tt

Gender Grade n Ability Effort Situation Fortune F P
Male Fourth 164 10.71+£4.99 13.85+4. 86 10.57+4.57 9.05+4.63 2. 369 0.016

Fifth 262 10.92+4.75 14.15+4.79 11.24+4.65 8.78+4.59

Sixth 251 11.26+5.01 14.26+4, 86 11.16+4.51 7.98+4,39

Subtotal 677 11.00+4. 90 14.12+4,83 11.05+4.58 8.55+4,55

F 0.672 0. 356 1.183 3.379

P 0.511 0.701 0. 307 0.035
Female Fourth 158 10, 44+4. 45 12.93+14.,98 10.08+5.05 7.87+4.59 1. 805 0.072

Fifth 202 10.55+4.75 13.78+4.54 11.22+4.35 7.90+4,12

Sixth 212 10. 76 £4. 41 13.64+4.67 11.48+4.58 7.68+4.39

Subtotal 572 10. 60+4. 54 13.49+4,72 11.00+4. 67 7.81+4.,35

F 0.235 1. 604 1. 458 0.142

P 0. 791 0. 202 0.156 0. 868

R3 TRAEHNFERIMEEBILR

Tab 3 Comparison of scores of internal control and external control factors between primary students of different grades

Tts
Gender Grade n Internal control External control tort’ P
Male Fourth 164 24.57+8.55 19.63+7.76 5. 480 <<0. 001
Fifth 262 25.0748.18 20.0247.96 7.161 <20. 001
Sixth 251 25.5248.59 19.14+7.56 8. 833 <C0. 001
Female Fourth 158 23.3748.28 17.95+7.76 6. 004 <20. 001
Fifth 202 24.3448.17 19.11+£7.03 6. 90" <20. 001
Sixth 212 24.4048. 14 19.17£7.57 6. 85 <20.001

“means ¢’ value when equal variances not assumed
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Tab 4 Analysis with multiple linear regression of aggressive behavior scores of senior primary students

Dependent variable Independent variable B B t P
Aggression questionnaire Constant 59. 546 — 32. 80 <0. 001
Gender —5.824 —0.165 —6.50 <0. 001
Situation 1.236 0. 324 11. 50 <£0. 001
Fortune 0. 624 0.158 5. 60 <£0. 001
Physical aggression Constant 14. 259 — 22.64 <20.001
Gender —2.112 —0.289 —7.30 <20. 001
Situation 0.174 0. 149 5.02 <20. 001
Fortune 0. 204 0.169 5. 67 <0. 001
Verbal aggression Constant 10.572 — 23.16 <0. 001
Gender —0.947 —0.125 —4.65 <0. 001
Effort 0.108 0.137 4.55 <0. 001
Situation 0.169 0. 207 6. 86 <0. 001
Indirect aggression Constant 9.492 — 22.24 <20. 001
Gender —0.975 —0.123 —4.62 <20. 001
Situation 0.233 0.273 9.21 <20.001
Fortune 0.076 0. 087 2.92 <0. 001
Anger Constant 11.969 — 35.07 <0. 001
Situation 0.229 0.228 7.58 <0. 001
Fortune 0.119 0.115 3.81 <0. 001
Hostility Constant 15. 242 — 13. 80 <C0.001
Grade —0.513 —0.072 —2.79 <0. 001
Gender —1.281 —0.114 —4.45 <20. 001
Situation 0.399 0. 328 11.49 <20.001
Fortune 0.193 0. 154 5.37 <0. 001
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