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Abstract

Objective: Emotion and sense of power are important influencing factors of aggression. The con-
tent of this study is the influence of emotion, sense of power on aggression and the clear under-
standing of dual influence of emotion and sense of power on aggression. And it is conducive to re-
ducing the occurrence of aggressive behavior events that harm the society. Methods: In this study,
we combined the experimental method and questionnaire method, selected emotion, power as
independent variables and aggression as dependent variables, adopted a 2 x 2 two-factor experi-
mental design. 137 students which are randomly sampled from NCST are assessed by positive and
negative emotion scale and Buss-Perry aggressive behavior questionnaire. In addition, they also
participate in word search tasks and Hot Sauce. The experimental data of the subjects were col-
lected, the data were analyzed by means of analysis of variance and the conclusions were drawn.
Results: Through data analysis, there was a significant correlation between the aggression results
of Hot Sauce and questionnaire, r = 0.497, P < 0.05. Because the experimental results are more ri-
gorous, the results obtained from Hot Sauce are used in the discussion. Through the analysis of va-
riance, the interaction between emotion, power and aggression is not significant, F = 2.233, P >

0.05. The main effect of mood is significant, F = 15.436, P < 0.01, 7712J = 0.109. The main effect of

perception of power was significant, F = 6.246, P < 0.05, 77’2) = 0.047. Conclusion: Through the data

analysis, it is found that emotion and sense of power both have an impact on aggression, and there
is a significant difference between emotion and aggression. Positive emotion is not easy to cause
aggressive behavior, while negative emotion is more likely to cause aggressive behavior. The main
effect of the sense of power is significant. High sense of power is more likely to cause aggressive
behavior while low sense of power is less likely to cause aggressive behavior. There is no interac-
tion between emotion and aggression. They affect aggression independently.
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Z /b BT R BRI IS B TR I A B Al N AT R, RIS T A B g A 4 ) (5 PR
AIFE R, 2009), AHHFFE AR AT AT P A R I 820 ) J5 K A K 5l 7 (Fast et al., 2009). A 098 #
BRIIVE N IO BRAALS, BN (7 A, 2017) 0 BUIIEGEAMAR S B Y542 1] (R0 R, BUTTIRE A
WA RI T2, AT LSS SR B Bk AT F R SR L. BRI EER S E, A
NEKMERE G NG Z 5mbU R RE—, SHTE A Bk RE 7 & B S BB 25,
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W78 AR AL R SRAF VR, 22 TN A A AN A, EAR AL b Tz i Ay, BRIt 22 Bt B 55
FIt S BE S (545, 2014).
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(BRI S I AR RFAE o B AT 40 8 = sh Sl A ) Boas R () 5, 2016), W& Mo A JURh
B SRaeTE s, b IR B JE SR P BRI G . BbuE 7 aarh,  wRnN BRCE 1
Z /b F RIS AR I A B Bk 7K o P BB AR I 56 ) FH B0 A S Sam . RRURRRT Vi AR Y 5
HSIGARL, 2 H X K P AR AT AW, JE I TR T (R TR ZE AT A b, USSR I P BRI K
SE(RIKE, 2019).

PRTE SR B EAU IR, X B IAT ARIRRGSER 2, RS )2 8 gl il i ok 1 (2 /145,
2014). SULAHIE, FESEG VI R SEIR A T, R R 3 E AU AN S S B S B E( 2T
2018). IX— RUTERL I 2 7 () A BRIE LS S50 h 45 258, M OOBU B 1 8 B 2 BUE iR 00 T 20 1
BN, 5REIGIEEIMCNRREG (o HE, 22/ F, 2017). 78 HB/KF AT R R, 15 m &
T, MG B E R, MIERBUBSRAET, R B B A B BB (AT E, 2011).
XIEE R R AR, LRI IR, RO 5 BeE R BRSO, T 2E H Al AR 78 AR
SR AATT R I A — el i R D A By B oA 2 R T A B B B A, AT RS T ik 1k (4%
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Bet AT N2 Bad ek B ARG Bedi e (1 €k, 2019).,

T 25 AR PR EE . AR IS AT AR I = Bl o 2R (ZE 7S, 2011) . TGO T MR B, il
FFEMEMTR, WsEBRRIES, RN 5EERIES . B0 N A m A RE RS
iAok, BIRIEGRMR k. Z4EBIR I — R 2875 SR AE 4 o AR RS L A iR 45 . R
I 8 R ANRAF BT 2 5 (R B B SZ T MR 26 02 AR 52 38 S e A AT A% 56 18 e I 7= 2R PR I 17 K
IR 2 B VETE RS 24, DURIEWEIRIE 2 h ML B3R, RK AT REF= A Xt B CB0R fl  Bed 14
A7, T B S B A R AMATE SE B AT NS . E SRR IS @ it — AR Bk, iR E
TE B PEARGA (FK 245, 2019).0 7 A BU M TR 0 B AN SUAS BE FRAR AN A A AS R A% 280 H 238 i 2 )
e (5 255, 2020). SUCAHS, BURIGEE SO AT R AMEAE RS, a0 SRAMATE 2 133 H 5 i BR
th4, ok b BEtAT =4 (Nelson et al., 2016).
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W, RWHSEFEN TR, wmERNTAEFER T . Bk R fax i AN S 4 Beid i h e
TR TRAT, 5, sRarEiTh, sBU@X & W FY MR IR S AR RE . AT 78 LA 3T 1Y)
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HLl 2 £ (Windows10).
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NY G B RER R AR RIS 25 1 R B, WO BRI AR AR 4 4H I T v A5 40 R R IE MRS BEAT ST RE A
tREEG, S5RWE 1. N Tk S REE R T RS 0 By, WOS E A 4g 4H IE T A AR R i b AR
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Table 1. Difference in positive scores in the positive emotion group (M £ SD)

F 1 ARBEENEMS2ERM£SD)

EES S t p

I EE 30.40 + 1.14
-9.144 0.000

ARG N 37.60 +1.34

Table 2. Difference in negative scores in negative sentiment group (M + SD)

52 2. HIREEEN S ERMSD)

PR t P

RS 30.20 £1.10
-12.002 0.000

L KB 40.80 + 1.64
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BG4S, BRI AR B B RS0 Bt 25 R, t = -9.144, P < 0.01, cohen’d = 5.79.
FCREPIAN B B IE A3 0 BB T 45, BRI 26 (15 R 45 S R0 1 35 Kgs > PEAT T & (M: 37.60 > 30.40).
TG H M BU S A B ER, t=-12.002, P<0.01, cohen’d =7.59. LLEZHAF B
PRSP ME N1, TERIEE TR AR AR ILRHE > 2RI )8 w5 (M: 40.80 > 30.20), FKHEAML 55 K2
IR LK Hb R e 65 5 (10155 R AE S PRI AR 15 26 RNV AR 4, OB 1 55 KR AE R E 4515 ) A B
JE L Kb FE AR AT A1 46 5 R B

3. X2
31 AR

RS2 & BOA KPR FIII S 45, ol AT R AR 55 . B sede v, doddi i,
RIAEAF GRS, AR O BV (15200 .

32. MRAE

3.2.1. #R
LB TR 222 137 4, BERMAIEE S EREM A IER, PAIT RS 52, ToliE
FfS, “PIJERN 2.16 £1.67 %

3.2.2. SLIEMHH

TG K B RIS 285 3 BORI I 55 K23, U 6 73 33 7, THIRIE 46175 K v B O S Ll KRR
B 8 7 02 Fb.

FEE RS erpaR 20 18 NMAE, Hb 13 MSE. RBUEGEL, 5 AN REIE, HiE
B R B A AR 12 x 12 PR RE, LB AR R R R H 2 I 18 MR

B e WS BRI (L, S A, B R O MR R &
WAE), I E RO T RA ML OB S P B, R DR T BRI A AR
Wz, RN B 1 2 b — i A B B K

Buss-Perry Jifi 1745 : Buss-Perry Brh 1t 52 (1) N — itk R 204 0.88. B AL 7 DU T B By R Bt |
FiBWE . U, WM. ZMERRA 5 HER. ZERH IO EONIN E MARICE RO T TR
Z

T BV 2 R 3 R TS 56
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KRR 2 (1648 ARG ZE STEIIE 4E) x 2 (B S BU B S ARKU 1 ) P R 3R ik () s Bt i it
HrhBEh PSR O AR &, RV GRS M8, Bk SR 8Oy R R84 FIH E-prime 4K
5 LT 7T S 56 o
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Figure 1. Experimental flowchart
1. EERIEE

3.25. W&

1) MK 2 & (Windows10);

2) FE2E E-prime2.0 Professional SZ46#F

3) TN IEMESPETE  E R, B RS AUk,
33. IRER5TR
331 IREFRER

TERCSEI AR 137 4y SEIR B HEATIRE, TR EA SRR, RERAR 129 0rA R, ARER
94.2%.

N T IGUETE 265 R BUAT RO, s o RPN 175 28 2L P L 2 A7 1k 75 AR W L ) I e B PR A5 40 e ot
FEA R, 25K 3.

Table 3. Analysis of emotion-induced outcomes (M + SD)
% 3. BHFLLERDIH(M £ SD)

Ve M+ SD t P
TR IE P14y 32.79 £ 5.62
MG 420 16.252 0.000
AR SRR 5 18.15 +6.25
O
— TH IR IE 454 20.78 £ 4.17 v, 0,000
AR5 30.49 +5.92
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WG AR, BIRIELE R T BT 7 5 VS AP AE B35 % 5+, t = 16.252, P < 0.01, cohen’d
=2.46. HIIEH B R T IEHS S 5N E s AAE R E 2R, t=-12871, P<0.01, cohen’d =1.90, Rl
TR A G55 R A B (I 101 55 K 2) R Al s 05 B (R Ll K M RR) 24075 R W 4 1l oh LA 28
3.3.2. SLWBIRGER

N BRUE SIS R AT SR, XS SEIR AT AT, R AR S8 M MR A 40 A i 45 Mok
1R AR ST, P AR DG S5 N2 4.

Table 4. Correlation between experimental aggression and questionnaire aggression
4 THREHMSEIEREMNEXXR

SEu6 ki v ) 2 B i P
S W 1 0.497"
i) 5 B v 0.497™ 1

UL AEBASEE RN 0.01 B, AR R BN

I 4 WL, 38 AR S v A A e G v A S T R A G P R R ARG,
=0.497, P <0.01. UiHIAVE LKL 1 46 Hr il & i Bt PR B T DU SRR 25 R iR 55, HPIE AT
NAB TR RIR S5 RATVEUE,  TAR N J7 B 45 RASCCHE, IRIE.

3.3.3. 1R&E. MAORNBE MM EIER

NT TS BOTBT B2, R U 25 . BUIR S SRR BRSO ZZ b, 3

Ketgdh . BUNRS GRS 807 Z 00, PIEINZES T8 R 5. %K 6.

Table 5. Differential analysis of emotions, feelings of power, and experimental aggression

?5. IFE WARESUBHMENERNN

H By F P
&% 1 112.408 15.436 0.000
1% 1 45.481 6.246 0.014
L AL 1 16.101 2.233 0.138
®FE 125 7.212

Table 6. Differences in emotions, feelings of power and questionnaire aggression

?6. 1R WARSEERHHENERNN

H B75 F P
&% 1 1990.050 8.812 0.004
B 1 97.288 0.431 0.513
T 1 21.788 0.096 0.757
R 125 227.468

I 5 TLAE e eI e S R b, 54 BUDIBS Mot A EAE AN B3, F = 2.233,
P>0.05. 15%MEMPZE, F=15434, P<0.01, n, =0.109. HUEZFIMBRIESERZ, MEKIL
AR, B2 B %, MR TG B RN 2%, F=6.246, P<0.05, 7,
=0.047. ERUBE SN AIIBGEEYE, AP SR> AR B
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MR 6 TLMRH, BB gE RERTE% . BOIBK B EAER AR #, F=0.096, P>
0.05. & E MM, F=8812, P<005 n, =0.065. WE&SHMAMENBEE. BUIEERRA
%, F=0431, P>0.05, BUJEA SN Bt 1t = A= 5200 o

4, Z&THL
4.1. B RAEE

WA H T S A 1A, A 2 AT 3. AR SOR B S5 a UR Buss-Perry i
) G T, 3 T AR D DR AR B (B ) B R R R AU S 0 v AN ol 17 25 I A5 45 AR
KOG, P ISR S RAAT R A, W S R mT LB DO U5 (I as RIAIE, RIPI#E K
S S5 RAPAE ARSI B AR, IO Sgn g R b T EARK . BEORA P A S 86 25 R AR AE T sk
A RTEEL, E e BONEB KO IR A B SR U012 32 21 5 2 JE M R R A5, 2R K
SRS TN, WO R B S B0 QB b Ve 45 RAF B PR 2 S5 R

4.2. RN ERIRME

NEHRER KA, AR B TS B TS R KRG, I A8 WL 1736 S 1 Bl PR 2R
KE, HHEN TR EZE . WEEE Lo, BIRTE LA R EE S E B RAR T A G A B B1E,
EIRARR S 2 2 S BOMR B VEBRAR, A EBGEYEAT . RS 4 & R ECME B S I EBGEE BT
FARE P AE B VEAT W] REE ok, X ST ANRIBT R R — 2, S5 S 1 —2

AW FEDARMIEERE T, DMERERRAE L KR IEEEE, AR S arkEe, |
PR AU R (R 7208, £ 555, 2019). XE MR RA K, ERIRES T, MO T 7k
F SRR 2 G IR VRS ORI, XSRS AN AT oA, R R AR IR TR R R,
PRI 28 IRTS 2 A 2R A 247 R (A5 150, 2020), 1X AT RER AR K 28 2 SE DI 51 R B AT N IR
e AETEE KIRIEA = B SESEAT N, RIBE S5 MRS 28, ik s 4 5D s AT
NEEARNRATHN, BIEMRE 22 SR BGR AT N ATRAEMI(E &5, 2018). ERRIRIGHIRE T, MESEZ
i Ol AT OIS, BUEZ R, RRIRT B SIS EEE, S MREEREERET,
B Mg Em” P, EZRIONETT. METMEE, HETRRARSIERILH 2 K5
R REG T, IXA] e 2 A 5 51 R BT MR R 22— (ke 245, 2012).

4.3. MARMBHE MR

MNEHEER KA, AP LI s B S R b, DU BN 83 . WEA FBUTRA 2
W EMERIL, AT E R s TP R, U B A 5 51 R i AT e, AU
AL S RBGEAT N REIABE—2, WSR2 —56

RGBT AL AR ELE, "B A TE ZAE R, RS OGEIR D, WA A
FH, BEOHT R 5 EBGERAT s ARBUI RS 2 5 T AL, S DUAESIHLEEHE A 2K
178, RIMAT AR BB LIRS, A5 ARl . RIESUI KBS R ER S, =B AR X
FHOER, AEERAVUNE R, XEEREH ML, MBI AN T e, re s 2t
=AM, MRS 5 7= A Bt AT e RGBS e, B MARET ")
MMAEZ 2 BIRE], FERBEE, WA ERBEAUIERAME, RS2 2 OB, =
A EBGEAT N -

FERET FE I SEIRSE R b, BUTEII B RN A o X AT REZ U7 RO, Bl i 52 R B0
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4.4. B4 WARMBEMRZEIER

FEBBUE SIS R B PR RN G BGE TESS R b, B SRR B EARE, BRI
I8 5, BRI RN G AE SR B PR 4 2R R 3% . Seieaf R 50U 3 A8l 152,
TV N2, RIS BGR TEfm /e B H 21, ARSI, MR N SGE IEVE
R, BOX A B RPR SRR R RO, MRIBGE TR /s RIS IR, MR
ARG, MATEE SO, BT Syt i T REAT R, AT AR B e AR K
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