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Abstract

We often feel that we are more likely to lose our temper and act aggressively after being provoked
by someone close to us rather than by ordinary friends or classmates. Previous studies have found
that the nature of relationships can influence our aggressive behaviors and the more direct ag-
gression we have toward someone close to us. However, there are no experimental studies ex-
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amining whether we would act more aggressively toward intimate partners rather than strangers
in the same provocative situation and the mechanisms behind it. In this study, we created a prov-
ocation scenario, and participants were asked whether they would choose more difficult jigsaw
puzzles for their intimate partners than strangers. The results showed that participants would
have higher levels of aggression after being irritated by intimate partners compared to strangers
who were likely to cooperate later, and the motivation to control the behavior played a significant
mediating role.
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1. 51§
1.1. ENRESER

Wrhs — M e AR AR Ak 95 2 HA AN IR = 445 3 19 A 47 A (Anderson & Bushman, 2002). Iz )it
2%, BUEEAT AR TIRATHA SR Ui e — P& NAT y, HAEERFRRCHR, R T L. SRJE DA R RPN e
PAAE R E EEER . 2R, BEE NSRS R g, BehAT NIE RS SCTEA B>, 21
AT AT K B AT BE LB BB DR IS 2 (A S0, BV, AR, 5T, 2013).

Rt A BN N Z T A AR BGEAT N, RIUDVARIIEH . “A&K” . “BA&R” . “8&
W B TEEAGAT, 4 AR BebshE e B3 M GBI BT R, e SEARKI
d47 A (Lorenz, 2005). 4783 SN ABEEA S H T ARG SN, T2 B MET AR IR EE ), HR
AR B AR B IR A () T SRR G o 2 R B RK B 44T - BB D N BUEAT e T AR AR
B TIHAG, OB B A T AL, B S B 1)K 42 (Dollard, Miller, Doob, Mowrer, & Sears,
1939). AL AT HEIR R T 9 P SN B BB 20, A AR 2 NS S8 1 E B AL E
Wik 2 2 S BAR YO BEEAT A B M EE . 5T N S B, 5 ) BUR BRI T B AT A )
PB4k 2N (Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli, 1996). Anderson 1 Bushman (2002)#& H! T — ¥z
B, AR — NS A AT BEEGHEAT RHESE, E W NS A IE— AR,
R, BT MR Z I E LR G, B8-S 7AW AgKE. #hahn T, FEANFIN T, &IHMm
KHIIN T, DAR s R B A s R A - N ABEZY, 2 g = A OCEE MR B 1) AAME SR
2) YETHERIRAS AR e, 15EK); 3) FIBTFIPEUT I T 45 SR (Dewall, Anderson, & Bushman, 2011).
N KA 2N RS S RES AT N F IR BGEAT NN R bR, R BGEAT A AT RESS R, IF 55
KL R BOE B AT AN BB 11 R S8, TSR, S BEHAT AR A (EMT, 2008).

12. FEIMNEEN R BHRIF I

PIEA T KL NS H AR A L i A B BN, QSRR AR R 3 B K55 (Richardson,
2014)o ANFEIMEFR AR AR R MBI B AT, AT AIBARENN, FATER 55 B CAE
SRILM N AR e, intia. RS, REERMT: 1) A TRERRZPHMETTRE A S E M T
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3, PP A AT AR AT Re T R 2) FRATSARYE X RN 0% B R BGEAREE, X T HEgs.
5% B BRI R, BRAVEE 28 AR BN BCHE AT, X FRg i, A5 2Rsfik
BRRAMWFEAN AR, FAIWIE 7 05 B £ (Richardson & Green, 2006) .

EARFRIR R T, AT T R AT AT B A A E RSN EE . L an AT AR R 1 5 45 5 5%
IR, BT DABRATH W AR A R e BRI, — MR A T RES KA A s g e
WA —FAEGPNH T ARRE B %, DMRI R MK EE R RN 55 A KA,
EEAn S BRI T L B R RANE G B, SRR 5 2 BB AL, DRI AS 7 ZERe 5 2 B 47 9
(Laursen & Collins, 1994) £ & 2, FATR R RBNEI M IATRBEE S0P, T2 BATH B A7
N

13. FEXRSFREMHERD

SRER RN “ AR R (partnership)” , R SLAESAERAN RIS MR Z T8-S VR 4123 S50
(social principle), B2 B A A B AR MA@ A B2, LR SEHARATR B AR LER )RR (r
EHE, mill, 2004). SREXRREHMARRKRAR, Kirchler, Rodler, Holzl il Meier (2001).z 25 /i A1)
BT, SRR R IRRIE T BRI : AR Z TR AL 2 BE B AR/ N IR S B 7 X7 ) “AS ANBSFRAX”
FEABAM AT DOl 18 5 RIA B AR, ICRe s B B 7 s AR R 00 R PO B AR AE 1T
FEARAT A XU A e A BB B s AR T — NSRRI IR, RIKE e — i B DR K A 7E
—i, AREREER, HEXTEA SRS AR E X T7

SR#AEIR % 71 (intimate partner violence) & — P A77E T F1A8 BRHC A% 2 8] i X Bz H 4T 9, ALFE R AR I
i KEMECE B . R UL RS E AT )y, H TS A O — RO 3 ) A2 ) @ (Anderson &
Bushman, 2002; Baron & Richardson, 2004; Finkel, DeWall, Slotter, Oaten, & Foshee, 2009; 7K#%, 2020). fE
EEH, BN MNFRERESE DR —IRE 11T N (Finkel et al., 2009; Schafer, Caetano, & Clark, 1998).
REFER B RN, @ “HEANRERSE” SRR, 7EEWA7 SR Y 2 RFER M
i 37.2% (E%E, 2008). EHHAAZIAIN G I ANGR REROGER AL A RS, &5 B RS20t
AR, T HAEMEMKEZH, 52 FBOHRIMERER: BT EENIEGHF 24, R T)E
S8, G0 5 ROEERS . B B AR YT A A O BT O IR AR SR (752, 2010).

1.4. KRB REER

LS H HAREN R 51T WU FIAEREAMATE B (1 —Fh 72O B R BN B JT . NSRRI 4
1T NEREESLAESHLI SE Rl _ B (20 %, 2004) .

VAR Z o Sehnite, — ARSI ARSI HURI N BN, AN BIALR Fa AN A AE S0 ) 2
REEARIEINL, FIESIA—E RAMEANIERI TR, FIRER N 1R AL B B e 2 BIAE T AERa L
RARIET MEN OHIEM TR, ZfanAMERRIEIL, FEsEE S B TAME B S R0, ARk
JE B 14 (Self-Determination Theory) UCHAMATE TR 7 H AR SR LAMEZR MR 2 )5, B nf BLuE Bt
2R EI LR S I FEAT5E 19 B A5 (Deci & Ryan, 2004). H k@ B AMEAT o Wi AR E
IPNRAE AR EAT N, BIREATARAMEE MRS, R AR EAT MR TE SRR R
MAT RIERE, RTBHLRI(E FEE, 2013).

BT N TARF AR, B R BuE RN, W i E R Bah s (Lnss, 2021).
TR RS RIFREECRIEES . B9 2RI RT, HTHSBE. 9 ARSI E,
PAEA S B OB BIGETR: MERAN. HEFENRER KRR, BT 2B rrEm
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Bl HAHODRAZZBIR, BATRRER 0975 K AT REVL S T3 < R K176 18 (Laursen & Collins, 1994),
P B CAT ISP UARR A8, Ik R ECEZ BGEAT N

BT RT3 DL P B AN B R JATERT SRR B B T
F LA R A N, BATTER AR IR A 75 2o ™ A B vy R el 1 LB % | LR L (R s AL
IR B AR 2 SR B mT AT 1 T B T o

2. AR FF%
2.1. HFRMHR

AHIEFE R IO T RO SEAERR A, SR Bk 4 1 7 SR RS20 5 2 s e, #l(N = 111)
BN SR R R B IEA T — BURZ R R HIHAR, 61 Z Aot 50 & BV K, FISTE 1728 &
Z 8], PR M=20.67, SD=1.77, LtEAS, LU 8, BAGHT, TRMHEREEKE 5
FURERT S, M 2RI AN R IR 20 4, B JE SR EIOR SCERE 91 1

2.2. SEREI

ASSII6 R R R A e Se e e v, S g PP A I A o, B AN F AN SR
HIAAER KA. BB NMEX G, 2 AHBMEAN 5 S Re A Seis & 1R B N B it & 1F .
AR 8 SR AE A RIS B8 0] 75 e 0 e P B IO B SR I AN AR N B PR 4R A

2.3. SEEaMR

231 1REBTER

ARG F BRAR, A0S A€ (2008) & 1T IR B TH Bl 17 25 B R (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen,
1988), 43 HI N 5 AR 25 1) 2817 (Cronbach’s o = 0.94) 1 5 ANH #4245 1) % %% 17] (Cronbach’s o = 0.84),
KH Likert7 riitt7r, 1 RRTERA, 2 X, 3R AL, 4 FoRhSRE, 5 RonFl®ms, 6
Fonimgl, 7 RRAEHE TR,

232 SXWREE

S5 )4 2 A A B AR RIZh AL, RIS 8 B 5 Se A 7 (K 5 R AN SEIG & VR M2 B Sk $%
e CTIR B R MREE, R Likert9 sivbfor, 1~9 RonFuil (MRE BTG 98 . [R] ¥ i) st 75 4
FUASCI I H B LABAE S IO TS L, DA 2505 I 2 S 96 H 0 s gs A A F st

24. SERRESH

241, MEMSH

R 52 41 BF S (Finkel et al,, 2000)BURTIR, MBORBISIEE, & RILATH ¥ e5e ki
EFEUTRRNSE: Ji T S . T SIEATIR B, 25 LA S I
AT, VNI 1-6 %, HCPHAFOROUE IR, 1 R0 HAERAR, 6 ROt .
WA 3 6 ISR I7). 2 J5 WO I7 O 77 B0V AR (LSR8 T B0, A R AT T
o IO E RIS F IO, JE R MO AT U F TR, AR ELERE
B, FA BRI 3 VAR, EIONES

242 BHES
AW TR - I AT 55 R M R B 47 . BIOBUT S BRI B, 2 =)
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3 30 MBI B L 11 AME 3 T 1SS AT 45

F B e En i T ORAATT Ay S R SE R — TSRS, X ANSER A A ARSI B AT S5 1E T RS
ISR Z |, ABATTRE 1 S iB I dh A v Wl A MR 55, WML B T 5%, SEBR LATA SR B AR 2 B 115
eI, B S B2 B AT, ZORMATIE 30 MERHIER 11 AMEZE, mix i #E A 1%,
D55 BEAE 10 20 Bk R EHE X 11 D EARE R 10 4. R, B8 PR 5 AN A0 X 2 1 20k
B ARIE R, AT AT 1 B ZE 380 02 H A AT AN BT P Rl EL T

wE 1R, BRE—E 30 NMEZE, AR, P mERA, BAAERIEE 10 MEE,
T B 11 AN HRER. “IGhE7 AT SRR Egoe SOOI B H AR R IE0E; 1 Rk
AT IR e SONBE A R H R B R 8= (5, 20205 3%, 2021).

QOIAX ||,
D[R]
AOL O],
A IO
s R ||
B RN S S e

Figure 1. The target pattern of the tangram task
L £ ESERER

25. LK

KA RE P NI B, Zmf B W B Bah B SCER R R B

Yok BlES =2 )5, ElERTE FiE:

FERTFF: BATRI S F BB SR 0 R A 2 ARG TN o 2R RAROR MR B AR — i 2t
TSI AEST, AR5 AAE S BRI R TR, S AT — SRR 55, RJE TR it AT — Tl
KIS, AR R P ARATA S
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BIAEA A BATR S50 3 AR G2 0 KA AR 2 AE QG RO . 5 R R AR A — A B RN —
AT XIS IAT S5, AR BIAE A SRR (E) T, Se 7 AlREAT — LSRR 55, fea Al e g dbAT
— ISR ST, B SR R R A & W

1) ZEZBr B

FEFELRI B, BORTE G R 1 08, 1 b )a, SOk 2 AR L b 1460
s RS REAT VY

2) LB

RABEAES, HAEAHEER BB ST uRNEE: b1 By . iU #ait
AR, 2 5 EARRS 5 g w7 — M NE PR, PRI SRS 1~6 2, By ORIROREiE )
s, 1RO AE AERAR, 6 RonflidE AR . BolA 3 B LR m (], whE ] T s R IGE
A

3) WER B

AR PR A, 5 LR 3 B 5 B (LSR5 BOA B Bl , A AT
PO, XAPPOSE SO B R B HE R A ), P AR RS0 3 IVEAY, RIS — M. BUXE
PO 2 e 7 B RO E LRI 2 15 2

4) kB

R -ETIRAE S5 I B K i i

5) SEiJE I B

XA B ZE 0 A CAEHAT - LIRSS, 25 8 RIS Ja 821 5% RS IG A AR i ] F ik
P L BT IRE S . HiE 7 E B R B M BASKIG LSS . eI HIA R SE. (K 2)

LTIt HHETRR
[ BEHR H SEHR H MEBR H BEHR H SRR ]

Figure 2. The experimental process
[El 2. LRI

3. IRER
3.1. BEAILKRLE: MRIFERES

T PEAR B AN BE R NS R R B RS AT Z A 50 . MO AR T IR st R, f
AR I AN B A N\ s 2H A R R 1) A IS 45 0 (1(89) = 1.27, p = 0.21). FRARIH 2% 98 5 (1(89) = 0.80, p =
0.43). WML IEEE R E (1(89) = —0.59, p = 0.56)2%45#5 I AR E.
3.2. HEESZSHYRLLE

XHHARAE S5 2 B IR BEAT SR, Kol I 4 5 e R IR A AT X FEAS T A5,
SRR, fEHIRIE R R A, 0. SR LE, BEXERE ) 1 E S B3 T KT (ps

v
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<0.05); MfERREZ bR PURSE E, POAERE R 1 B S0 B KT 220K (ps < 0.05). 7
Bb, B A ) S A 4 R VR E R 2 IR T R 2K (1(90) = 7.33, p<0.001). DA _EZIRFHIHE
S5 IR TR RIS IRAS, JFRER T BaX IR 2

3.3. FEIMHENR B H IR

N T KBS AR G BRI, DA R (A R ReA & EMBEAEN) A B &, PLGXT
Ji o A IR Ao R A &, BT R R T 2. SRR, WER R RN B (FQ) =
4.96,p=0.029, 5 =0.054), PR FEIPILEEI AR R (M = 2.72, SE = 1.98) 34 £ T4 Bk AL £
EAER %M = 2.00, SE = 1.37). (/4] 3)

4- *

oA R A
n

Ga(E! EESUN

Figure 3. The number of difficult patterns the participants chose for
different provocation targets, “p < 0.05
3. WIRATRREMBEMRIEENSEE RN, p<0.05

KRN, Solg B BCE R LS 2 MR 5, XA R S
B
34, MENRMEEMNEE: EHEHRER

SRR, AR T A F B R, aE R 6 = L T AR N PRI 42 | ALK P 535 22 R (8(89) =
—2.27,p<0.05), X TG ae A A1ERIBAAEN, Bk rEtHshiil(M = 4.34, SE = 1.97) &3 & X0
FEHIZIHLM = 3.37, SE = 2.13). #&HIZWLAK - SEh R br B G SHaRIEREm R 2N R %
AR, r=-0.28, p<0.01; HHiikFem R R RN EE EMHK, r=024, p<0.05; SEMERIZEM
A PR (R 9%, r=-0.28, p<0.01l. IBEN G NAEE, #lEBrmEREN SO
R, EHZNAT AR, #ATR N aT.

HA A3 AT 4G R, PR S (5 B AR NI L) T DAk 25 1 [ FU AN Ak £ 6t 7 38 438 11 v X R SR A 4
(b=0.211, p<0.05), &3 Gl F MR #IZIHL(0 = —0.234, p < 0.05), B AT LR 2 61 m) Fi A
PG 5 e B 1) e v B A B (b = —0.249, p < 0.05). K HISHLEI AL 2 J5, A B gl B 1)
e A P AN B AE 1) A 4% B2 (b = 0.198, p = 0.098). i — % /- 2L Bi i bootstrap 7304, 53—
ALE 0 1) 95%E 5 X [A][0.010, 0.118]. Z5 Rt S5HEAHEL, FEX /G 2L ] e S ERIRa A NI,
WIS,  NiED T o E R R . (K 4)
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Figure 4. The mediating role of control motivation between provocation targets and participants’
choice of difficult patterns, *p < 0.1, p < 0.05
4. EFIRHERBEEMEINEENSRERENPNMER, p<01, p<0.05

4. ¥hig
4.1 BENKMNBHENRE: EHEHLEER

AW T ORI, 5 SR GO B M S e R e s L . g5 R EOR,
MR F RN E, M THPEENEE, SORE A EEE S, NHEPE TEZ SRR, A
PR T A B, BB NIAE H A R EEAE A .

AW 5t 5 LAE Richardson [ 5T (Richardson & Green, 2006)—3, 5% 2 % 5 It 5t 2= 5o i FA1 T 2
P, ERBEREESRSE T, MICTABAAERN. GRS ELRAENREAEN, AT T A&, E
AR A T B B v . 2 ATAETE ORI, AR N ANE S Re 8 HR Bt A7 A A m] R4 AR
TE A R B B AL, SEma S AT 9, R R R T B0t A7 = A 5 SR 1 mT B A T DL BSOS 45 2R
JITIR T 1) B8 AN DG R B 2 06 4R S5 4R ) B0k 1 AT N P A EE RS (1 AR, 2008) . A4 Ok R
(social relational model)i\ % ZRESLAERUIT AT 2L IR LA o & R RAGERN, M IRANAT it G b 2>
KA, BRI BOR R BRSNS IR R TERIR VP B AR, DUE O R PRk 13 [ml4R
XFFIF . AMARERIR SR, WFEHER RS, H/DEHE Al Z ok A B R, T35
e AEGEATELIR R, WACBE, WABMHERESE, A 2K 3 2 i) IR M (Laursen & Collins, 1994).
AT TSI A FEISUE 7 A [R] PRI 0T G 22 s mm Al i A e M EL A% ) S LLE o BT 21 i B 224
RIAH OO J5 22K F BRI SR T ] B CAT ARSI BUEAT A RS, Seae 25 SR Ut I 3AT]
TEWEE G, BT AREOLS B RZER W, &6 E QAT ARSIHUESS, KUk 4 7 58 s i s .

4.2. MERFEHEBRANBLR

TSR R THAMA SR RFEINEE, fRettEr, BARS M, WRONEWEERER,
AR A B S B, FECRE BRI A . SRR IAN X 52 55 35 1) 5 O BRI A%
5, e EN AR SR EN A, B R T L0 g FE4T R (Ellsberg & Emmelin, 2014). #E4>
FREFMI R, FKERAERE R RIS MERE, BEMERNIAMM MW KR, tare
AERZH A, BRET KRS ORIE, 2017).

HHIBEEAT NI RE )1 5 A BCEAT N B R TR S IE L, TG AT BT AR A R L, A
AN BEEAT NI RE K 2ok . A (E BCEAT R R A, AU 4 78 4 R BN BGEAT N JE SR
BME(EMKL, 2008) . AHF TR AL B Ao AR = AR T m i B, R BEAEG B AT AR
BRI SC R, BMEHAT ARISINIES . % T RE BRI T4 BN — PR 5 i 1) 41 25 )
A, KK AT LNIEEIZ I ZINAT, EAMTRIRBIBEAT i 28, X8 R e & A

SO, NI SR 2 PR R TR AR
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