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Objective: To explore the effect and mechanism of parental conflict on aggression in college stu-
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dents. Methods: 834 college students were tested with the Perceived Parental Conflict Scale, Ag-
gression Questionnaire, Hostility Word Paradigm Scale and Social Support Rating Scale. Results: 1)
Parental conflict, perception of hostility, social support and aggression were positively correlated.
2) Perception of hostility mediated the relationship between parental conflict and aggression; 3)
Social support mediated the relationship between parental conflict and college students’ aggres-
sion; 4) Hostility perception and social support play a chain mediating role between parental con-
flict and aggression in college students. Conclusion: Parental conflict not only directly affects col-
lege students’ aggression, but also affects college students’ aggression by influencing their hostili-
ty perception and social support. The results have important theoretical and practical significance
for revealing the influencing factors of college students’ aggression and finding the way to reduce
college students’ aggression.
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1. 51§

Wi M (Aggression) A2 45 >4t il N B B B AR 0o B fR) — A g R 40 2 2 1 0 BB ) (OB% 2 2%
201 1) FERFE TG UL T, AN I SO M 3 A8 et NS (495 547 M R AT AERAT (1, 2015).
B AR AN S0t N AN 2 38 Bl B e 0 T BRI B A 5, A T BB I B fe R AN A 238 Rl DY
=5, 2016). HIWE SRR, 27.7%M K542 RHUH A 45 DL FR R (B VMR (Z0H 9555, 2010). KA
Vi 1 5 L B A KT S 5 3 U DR (o 2 K HBEH, 2019), DRI 7R K 25 AR T k0 B i TR 3R S5 ML
St TR ik RS2 O B A {2 J DA R e R AE B B R X

L1. REHRERFERHYE

REFABEEZ AR Z R ZR W, Hoh KRR RSB R, B FRT7 W) & 2 RIE. K RGH
W, AR RS2 3 R R AT R 8 B 2 S Rx 7 A BAE B SR (R A, 2017). AL
BRI 2R (Inter-parental Conflict){F2A—Ff B T~ SC BEXUJT K 8 J5 (R 7= A G 5 B AT s e =, 2
XPRZFARBGE R k= R B . MR AL 2 I BEG, T 2ok R FNBL () S BEMP R I I i 4T A
FEHE LB A A A B B CAFRHT . 2021)0 A2 N AMITE T BRI 58 RE 1 S BRI S50 K2
AW AE H S (Lemola et al., 2012; K KAEZE, 2016), RERPRRAERR . mEBA, K
FAR B R BR E (B 45555, 2021).

1.2. REAZRE, HEANSKEEREY

F2AE B THEIRIN, Bl AT G 2 A0 P AR PR A RN T 820 . AR 5K BE R G
HE, T AR SR G 5T AT RE 27 AR SR A K (Hostile cognition), ¥§—Fixd il A RSP € /A 1E I
TR MREESES M N E AR RS, ARG F 4 BN AR R I IR VE DL R S A A G B WSS
B(CEMR, 2019). BIFLeteB NP RIGEEE, 2EM A2 S BEE G 45 I 7 (Anderson et al., 1992)77 KK &
DI 51 R AE R BT, DR i SRR 858 B 15 B ) 2 g NP AR O AR . BORAR — BE RUE R A K
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PEAN B SR RG], 2021), ABEFOEM BRI S MRS A AR B 2 IR SR (BT, 2015),
P, RS, BOEARIESCBE RS R 2 A Bk 2 Tl 1

1.3. REPMR, HSI/EXRFERHM

22 3T RF(Social Support) U 4 A R4 B 11T 52 21 24 T2 0%, A2 — R REAE A S f A 952 13
AR P A BRI N, SRR A R 5K, $E Ak 2@ N RE T S ARG R N B LBl (J AR, o,
2005) o A WFFUUE B 23 S5 7K w8 (0 K 2 A 3 3 ] RS o 777 20 22 e HL 0D 7 A I A A5G AN B e PR (Ol e
B BRI, 2014). T JLE AT DA S SCRF I B 32 B B R RIR S SCREAN A A 5 ) 2K BE B (7 A 5%
2003), HAEFALTF PRI 7R Sy R B S B A B T S b AT R BRI TR A&
SCRE, HIGHERNO SCBR R 51 R B SUE R g 4%, AT AN R 0 Rixt 775, 51k s it
CREEE, 2017) BISLER VRSB 2, M SCRME R R 5 R EBGE 2 AR AE .

14. A%, FRAA, #HIX/ERFERHMY

A TCE NN IR W] B R BMEIN IR R 22—, B RE IR EE, T LREEEAREL
i, HEEOAR R NS EZ#z AL RIS — VIR b, #ET0E 5 A BUS IR R SCR, =
EF, 2021)0 BAMATTRAEX DU S HBRE A, SIREIHALS SR OUECHBE, B2, 2018), B,
ANMAKT AN TR 2 STRFAR 2 R S AR I R BEA, [R5 1 %) B B B MR R o AL AR
3, WMORIANFISH & SCRF, SRR RS KA A B 2 IR AE B AR

25 EPTIR, AWFFRET R EE RGPS St AR dhar s ST FR AL S5 BN TR, fER BRI
BSOS AL 2 S0 5 R A B R A B U SR, SRR SCRE R MR 2 AR I A AR AL o

2. MREFE
2.1. W&

K7 BURE IR B « ZE I AN T K — . K 2R R R R A, FE R 987 A, (A
W R 3 834 4y, [MIWTE Ny 84.58%. Hrb B34 349 A (41.85%), &/ 485 N(58.15%). #ik4E# 18.16
+0.93 %,

22. fiIRIE

2.2.1. BEM4E]%E(CC-BPAQ)

1% F H SOR 2 JRUAS Buss-Perry Bt PR R (58855, 2013), 3k 22 81, £055 4 A7« B2 (hostility)
Bk i (physical aggression). H'&fj(impulsivity). % &V (anger proneness). =R 5 St ik, B4
R AR MR B R R . AT T R R — U RO 0.91.

2.2.2. REAZEFLHTTER(CPIC)

A BRI 5 F: 7% (Children’s Perception of Interparental Conflict Scale, CPIC)H1 Grych %5 A (1992)
G, JEZRHE . SO AR IR E SEPRIE SUBIT (R, SLIGE, 2006). 38 @, GE T ANYERE: CBE
MR PR T BB RN B SR B EE . WMok SRR R ARG L XA BEr
RIPAR 0SB BRI R LA SR F B =Mk R BRAH 5 Mitsr, SaBmRETL
X ACBEMP R (R RN AR R, 52 B S BRI RS AR . ASHIEFE iz RS R — B RO 0.95,

2.2.3. HRIAAEKEIERBFR(WSAP-H)
%% i Dillon ZHEFFGEKZE, 2019w, FHS AT FERESE, 2020). ERILE 16 A
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BTER A, BT DARESIE X E I 2 I 2005 3 AR SCTA AR AR G AT ILIE, BRI
XA A ) AR FEREAT VP, 7 Il = S A AN R 5y, ERMH 6 mithmE. ik
XA ] -5 3 ] 2 TR AR P2 PR P R S0 B 15 70 3R B 3 TRV IR 5 s o SR ) 15 3] 00 R DU P2
PIE P ELAT- 7080 R W ORI R o ASHIE 7E P iZ 8 3R A B — B R EON 0.82.

224, HEXFFEER

M2 SCRF VP E R T KU /KL 1994 g, A5 3 MYERE: 2 SEPR I S0 WL 2
FRTRE A S HRE LR SCRF BRI BE o 36 10 38 8. S pilim, ARERAMRSRIF ISl L, PR .
AT FE P Z R R N — Bk REON 0.76.

2.3. ARERF

AHE T LA G 1 7 R Bt SR EBORRIRAE K — K 2225 DR B AT R AT ) o
H1 32 1L IR e 4 G AR AT B R GE — A BOF IR G o D e 3L R T VE R 22 308, R B 44 77 G AT
B, MK T2 15 20 Bl

2.4. BRI
K F SPSS25.0 % B4l HEAT AL FE 43 #1: SPSS Process %2 #E4T H1 A ZURIKG 36 A1 Bootstrap 737 .
3. &R

3.1. XFEFERERE

i/} Harman S AZEBATARLS, S5 REH, RFHMERAKT 1 AKETILE 20 4, B AIHET
R T 16.73% M3 8, AN T IR SHE 40% (JA7, Jeirsd, 2004). BEBIAHT SR Bl £ 3L R D7 0w %2
AAEAE ™ H A

3.2. BEXEBWRETTERSHERIH
SCREFRRFNGE « U INAN 5 R A O AR B (R R B 2 35 IE AR . Ak SORPMUR 2 A et 1k
ERFTMK. MR GEGE N 250 R R EMMRKR, HRITERILE 1,

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis of each variable

F 1. FLEMWMA MG MEX S

A M SD 1 2 3 4
SRR R 102.68 22.90 1
(=9 51 98.64 13.59 0.22" 1
o SR 28.23 5.45 -0.26" -0.22" 1
Yotk 60.30 12.37 030" 0.22" -0.20" 1

H: Tp<0.01.

3.3. XEBARERFERHENXR: EXPNBNERE

X VYR B R A AL EE o ARSI HTSE R BN, M a R AEGE NN E R A — D2k
NATIS I BT 22 R G B, 508, 2014b). #HE SS Hayes %l i) process F& /7 H IR AY 6, #H1THE
AP RN B (Bolin, 2014), AP AR SRR 9 fh 2 & .
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ALBRIIE R 2 IE AR T OK 22 A i B (B = 0.30, p < 0.001)e KEREIN AN S SRR T2, 45
ROLF 2) R, SRR R R 25 1E [m) TN SO A A, 2 25 T ) B0 DR 2 AR Bt itk SRR R S5 24 7 )
S SR s WO 2 R T AL 2 S0RF, A1 2 SRR R 3 R BN R A A e v, [l A 45 SR LA 2.

Table 2. Regression analysis of chain mediation model between parental conflict and aggression (N = 834)

F 2. REPPREWH 2 EEX PN REFEYIFHT(N = 834)

BN o SR Bttt
B t B t B t
P 0.07 1.89 -0.08 -2.30" 0.03 0.82
R mMA -0.01 -0.18 0.01 0.38 -0.07 -2.02"
S BFR 0.22 039" -0.05 -6.74"" 0.30 9.08™"
=870l -0.07 -5.00"" 0.22 6.64""
a5 & -0.22 -2.86"
R 0.30 0.38 0.39
R? 0.09 0.14 0.15
F 40.86™ 44.55™ 49.57"
E: "p<0.05, “p<0.01, "p<0.001.

K HI Bootstrap %, BEAT H AR08 B SRR IR CELLBE, TGS, 2014a). BEAR 1, 2, 3 [ 95% B
XA LS 0, RUIX = 2K AR I [N 4 B IA 2 1 227K, B NI A 2 SCRFPTAR RAE L
BRI RS G R A A 2 25 1) P A 282, S R HE AL A ROREAEL D 0.07 , 7R A SE T 15 EE DY 25.81%
T RSB 45 R LA 3.

Table 3. The chain mediating effect of hostility perception and social support between parental conflict and aggression in
college students

3. MBI SHESXHAEXPRERFERH M Z BN DA YNAER

LYV N BooLLCL BooULCL PR

S BRRL 0.31 0.37 0.24
B4R 0.08 0.12 0.04 25.81%
AR 1 0.05 0.08 0.03 16.13%
1z 2 0.02 0.04 0.01 6.45%
P15 3 0.01 0.01 0.01 3.23%

TE: B 1 SRR R—EGE N — Bl B840 2. SRR 4 50 R—~ b s BHE 3. SOREP R — BRI
IS & St G iy

AR R AR 1 SCREP IS — B AR — B PE(FE SN L 16.13%): B8 1% 20 SCBEMPR— 4L
SR BUEh (TR B RS 5 B 6.45%)s B8AR 30 SRR S — BRI — 4 2 S0 RF— BUh PR (TE B N R
i b 3.23%) 3 = 2R R AT 2 AR () (B4 A S 2 s, AL RGN P 1 oo
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H: Tp<0.01, p<0.001.

Figure 1. Mediating effect model diagram
L RN HEREE

4. g
4.1. FROAHIBI R HR

RHTFLLIRRY], B NS BE RO Rz AR b PR R 2 i ok rh A L B8 T RIT SRR 1.
— RIS AR BB U\ R ) I B8 3502 51 R A= AR B AT g (1 B DR 3R (b T B 5
2011). MEARWERNMEE SEER, RE TR T AL BB X5 R IT Bedis /8 e i i ?
WHGE T KRR AR AR R8BI BT R 52 AT RE A SRR AR R 2K 2% T AR S
DRI SCRFIR] R B U T 2 B R A, IR IE O TR R AR BB . SR ) GRS R e T
RERZ AL T 2O SR R 2R (AP 9 2 LA 3 RV A AR BSOSO R, DA R A IS0 B b 5 v (1 AR
Wil o

4.2. HRZFFHP AN

KBTI, I STRFAE SRR RO K AR B i s th /AR R, 36E 1 el 2. H /KK
A ERR98T) B, MARIAE S SCRF R = AN TT IR G 705 3 L SEBRAS 2 (P B SR, EALR 5
RIS RSO, PARAMABUN s ] SCRF ORI 2. IR R BE R AR 18 ¥k ) AR AR SC SEUEHF 7E
(Patrick & Meredith, 2008; %23 {#%%, 2013), AbFRIKIMRK R P RISCERIA R ZHE IR0 T L2,
FE7 2 BT LLBORS I 5 SR T AN BE 20 T B IS RE, S BOR T[RRI B AT O SR AMB AR, B#
M T 7 2O SRR S SERF IR LA I . A TR SEAC REPR IR S5 . R . A 7R DA SR
¥ A BT 3 REXS T R A M 2 38 i 24 P RS 0 ) T A R RS A2, 2010), SR8 B S B 5 ey
FREH, T RIEFNBINI B 2 SCRFERIRI A LB 2 W48 BRI AL 2 SCRFIMR, W SCHRF A 230 A
AT A, BURE T 20 JERAE R R 3RS 2 AR A I N 5 QAR BN U T i A 1 2, T/ e Ll
PEABTI o

4.3. BEANANSHSFHNEA RN

AHIF T R IR 2 SR AE SRR R S A T R (Rl R g U AR T, B, QBRI
DU E, KRR, RN B 2 SO, R A BGh PEGR, BAIE 1 TR
3o At I PR IR, MR IR EE 2 1L N (T A B R0 SOBREE b 58 v R B SOROA R AN IR
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AT N TS BR SR X7 21 T 2200 RN, A4S T WA IS A & SCRFIORER L ERIATRIA -
HIEAE I R T, RS A 2 SCHF I 7R SR 17 /) P i 2 U 2% L E AR B, B RN SCRER R I 22 1
EHEDHRBRINFRR RS BN E GBI NBRah 587 A4 T EUE AR, LR SR RO A B s
JIR B AT, BEESBULEALAT IR AR E A RSE A R, W E 3O L X SBELASM L2 SR
i EANRER R (M 2 555, 1998), TR R AL & SCRF R B BRI IE BRI AT RN, &3
B .

4.4. ARBTREFE

AW IRV B R G R AT AR A, DARECR N RN AL & SCRRAE P TR h o A
R T SRR R KA R BU S LA, 6 G R I R A M8, et 7 B, T T &
@ N RS R. 5UMERT AR B2 A TN SE SRR RN T L s i A JRy BR T 15 2%
JEJ0 SUSINEIRE BRI SRR 25085, XA AR M2 AL B 5 200 [F) PR AE L B Ak S W 2% B DA R A2
SCRF it ZEANRIA o AR SRR IR AR i ] LASRBRAE T 208 KK o FE rp . TR, WEFE B XM R IEH A $2
P R S, FRRERIE R AR 2 AN, R T R R MR 2570 3=, gk
RRIININ 752, 0, AR . T LR SIARAT JB RE A R 51 G 1 A S8 T 2 BN 6 T i

SR, ABEFNAAEL N AL S AWFFRIREARACRYE E 2R B AN, SRR S ERE
AR, BRI TR AAIR K . ARRWETERT U AT REY KRR A B ATl i ], 3t — P4 5t 7t
SRV s 58 =, RS FOR R I U AR AT B T B SRR PR BOROAR AR SCRRAN
REPABCEZ SIS NR R, BRI, TR L IRE] A28 MR AR . R
SRAT LA & A FH N RO FE it — D PR A B TR ARG &R

5. &g

1) BRI, BURINEN L Ak 2 SORPRIOR 5 A Tk R 2 B T 1 42 3 TE AR OG

2) WORNRIESC BRI R A et k2 R A A5 5

3) Ao SCRFAE SO SRR 22 A Bt 2 TRl v A 5

4) BUSINFIAAE 2 SCRFAE SRR RAUR 22 AR T P 2 AR B U R AR, TR T “ SRR R — Bl
IWHI =4 250~ B fE” IX— 842

EL£mAB
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SE K
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