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Abstract

To explore the stability and moderating mechanisms of the relationship between aggressive behavior
and attentional bias, a Meta-analysis was conducted on 23 studies (total sample size N = 6338) through
literature review and selection. The results indicated a significant and stable attentional bias toward
aggressive information. Moderating effect analysis revealed that higher aggression tendencies were
associated with more pronounced attentional bias. Furthermore, anger-related materials and direct
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provocation contexts significantly enhanced the level of attentional bias. While high-aggression indi-
viduals, clinical patients, and offenders exhibited significantly greater bias than normal controls, no
significant difference was observed between proactive and reactive aggression types. These findings
suggest that aggressive individuals possess a cognitive advantage in capturing hostile cues during early
processing stages, a process jointly regulated by individual traits, stimulus valence, and immediate
situational factors, providing an empirical basis for the prediction and intervention of aggressive be-
havior.
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1. 5|8
1.1. B TA

FEC B2 SRR P, BERAT A RIET K IR B8 LCFREA — RN, XAER KRR EflZ T
M T R R o AL S8 B Wt A0 1) T8 Ry — AN B — A 8, (EIRAOUEACSE 2 i R o A
[ FE RS, B34 X (Impulsive Aggression)-5 Tl i P 5 (Premeditated Aggression). H#MHEX 18 7
B e SO TS BOHAR T 1R I Sl NBAAR I B R S E 47 R, HRFIEAE TAT R RS Z 01X,
s 5 P 38 IR AR B o A, SRAT R AR A BN, BT E SR SR I
FL R B TR B (K lein Tuente et al., 2019). 520X, FBEAELCE (IR AR T B AR B Bl a1 2%
)R e A —M Wi HEA W EARSARAT A, BEE A SRS EES, R TR
WF 55 R a #h o B AL BORHth A 0 SCHE 73347 11 5 R4 4T 3l (Anderson & Bushman, 2002; Huesmann, 2018;
Klein Tuente et al., 2019).

MAt2:A5 BN A% (Social Information Processing Model, SIP) AL M KA, HBehidT Mt AE 6 8 i 5h
JRNE, T A A RUBOEAT B ARE S R SR KIA RN T 45 2R (Crick & Dodge, 1994). #EIX—HRAE
BN, WA N AT AT T 2 AR e . e tE S BOENE G RS R R BT
(Anderson & Bushman, 2002). SIP BAYFE H, BB #5343 78 0 T BRA7 A8 7™ B 1) “ B A R 22 7
M 3 By 1t Bt 2 T B 22 76 s S PPA e B3 I R 6 Bt 45 SR AR AR TS o X b 3 AN AE I PR IZ T A0 R
AR B N AAE, FEARIR AR IR AR FIAEE A, W78 B 1) B0 o] e 3 i A SUBURA e
BN PENETRS) (I i 2 3% (Carroll et al., 2010). B 7 BIHLAERE )X 5y, B AT NAERIE X LIE AT 405
FinB S SR ARSI E S RD): EE W SR BE U Bot 5 ) B 5
F1o N T BREHE R ETEE T B a5 (Tremblay & Belchevski, 2004), W7 # B H A% [E M)
SN L8R (Mood) 5 B AR A5 (Agitation), PR O BE el H ARG SR 3Z BB 51 R sl , AR 2 b3l
12 K L7 (Anderson & Bushman, 2002). XA 4EE RT3, IR O 38 2 A0 A W) 7 £ B Tl
FEFTRBCEAT IR T RS2 f BS SR (Paulhus, Curtis, & Jones, 2018).

1.2. BEHEME
FEVFAS A B A ) 2R G0, H AT R E FR . BOTVEE SRR = KA R A R .
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", Buss-Perry By [ 25 (BPAQ)E NN Al 5/ Y B PR TR, 3 2 T4 B H O A3 vp R B B8t At
(Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire, BPAQ; Buss & Perry, 1992). B4k, A3 [ st B 7] %4 (Life History of
Aggression Questionnaire, LHAQ; Coccaro, Berman, & Kavoussi, 1997) & x 3t - = g ¥E: I 5 W] 4 (Reactive-
Proactive Aggression Questionnaire, RPQ; Raine et al., 2006)%% T H W3 T A [ B S92 B . 4810,
XL 25 B3R N2 R A v vl a0 i, B Tk i) — Mtk i) B i ) 4 R AT 40 & FE VP e, T AEEE
xXF BAR AT At

52 A%, Barratt 25 A (1999)H & BB 47 79 10 4 (Aggressive Acts Questionnaire, AAQ)TE & X L FE Al
X “HARBEAT A BIREEMNT « AT TR B AT AR € SR RIS BRSO 51 K& R BT
N & BB AT N . RNV, AAQ ERBHR & JeiB Wi 7551 2 54 H W R A1
AR Bt A, R TR B I R R — AT H VP, AR G A e P ) R MR T s
BT T8 4, A RS TR BEE R R a5 TR X BN RO A sl S
RINART e I B S B, FHEAEAE ARV AL AN 5 MR T Ut 1ok e U e B — Fh B AE SR B AL 2
AL SCEC )R TR (T RIVEAT B XA RARAT RO N I 2 4EERL A, R AR I R AT TR
AN NBEEAT A ) S B PR it 1 5 R SR 07 R A 4

1.3. EERME

TE R w7 (Attention Bias) 2 it A5 7 IR AL HE 1) v B2 RURR PR S 3P OQ T, LB AL R IR N A
T RGO B BURE B SN I AL e B IR A N (Crago et al., 2019). MRIEFE S, EEMRWA
FHAER— RO BN TR, T2 2 AN R R TR ) B2 2% R 40(Cisler & Koster, 2010). HAET S, Eik
i 1R SRR B R 1) B i (Facilitated Attention). 33 & M 25 R Y (Difficulty in Disengagement) LA K i3 &
7113 (Attentional Avoidance) =M% 0 43 o PRIEE ] S 1 511 B 20 TR Bos e 15 B R Bise . ;

I 59 R DO A 3, 1 o s B 0 T A M LA B AR RS T (A ] s T A g T ) 2 IR AR 43 T B
VRIS T BRI . RS R E D Re EAERI ST, (BAESERRAE SAR BRI R, B B PR
FEAE 20 W S ) R e R P AR R SR I R, P I AT REJSZ K 2B (Cisler & Koster, 2010).

R ARG R B S ARG R AR R BAA M. —J7, R 20 AR X R e 4R
Jee Lt k2 () O ) AR AE - 7 4 PR i 28 28 (v 8 R AV AN A4 xof 47 T BUMS B AR AE AL B i 1), HL 2 R3O
It 8 R M s ) ST A S AT 9 BRORE E (CHPEAS Rt Vi A S 56 ) W) 2 o i R S MBI N AN B B A8 )9
DGR o T3 TH s 730 N i ol A s 3 [0 A7 A 5 R R0 i T A 17 (V eerapa et al., 2020) . SEUERF 7% 42
N, ARG PREEARTE 250 20 Py RIAT HS IHGT B3¢ o o) 35 D [ e e 82, T ot 2 S el ) o e A 7 400 =P 2 J5
(RIS SN B B (B IR 5248, 2017) 0 X R, SOPRE E R0 S8 3 7 43 e A2 N RN N L b — v e B
FHIRFAE 5 3 A 0k P () BB =

14. IHESIER XA KB REH

Kb AT A AR IR AR B — B Pl SO, T — N R IR S BN I R o AR AL 25 BN TREAY(SIP),
MK I SR IR T — R IESNIA AP B, 22 G i (Encoding) fEMIZBE IS — 2, H#%
PE T Ja S5 ﬁﬁ%‘ YRR EX BB, VER A IR R R AT e P g, A
EARSE e B E B, 51 A e SRR VA .

SR, AW T B ST R i R 5% B AR RN i B S A e 1 BRSO T TS IE R A&,
AH TN W E AT ) . RIS R R L 1585 R 3R = AN R R T U] MG A5 £
FERVL, BUlr e B e i A SR E AR (R s A B AT g R R ) o A SE AR T A “ B R AT
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A7 o ARSI ) 15 2 T B BUVME JE AR A I 5 A A R e i e - DA I Al 7]
FETAEAN R AR (B 5 S S AL A e v, 2 PP A R R s S R s . I
MR RO, ML T — ks rp PR, U R R T AL B ) My B A 2 US55
R REILSEIE S AR BT E R BRIR, REL T e AR RIS 2R e . WSS ARG, MR
TR0 20 T R AR T PR S (K SR SRR o 2 IMAKE T R M U i, MR RS R R
WA RO B VA5 2 R R, 20 T BB B AT A MR ZE [ B AT MR B AT L2

ZiLEPTE, AWM T 5%, RGBS E NN T B SRR A B SHER T, b
KA NVBEARR &, TR AR R (R M i) RRIB PRI R B (R i B
AR EE I B YRR TR, B A BT N AR HE TN 5 7 SR T R O S 4L
SETIESE SCFF o

2. ARAZE
2.1. XEkEE ST

ABEFT 2024 4 10 HF) 2024 4 11 H 1E 3 LA SCHAE FE P AT R AR S 7T . Fa 2R i () [
BERE N MAZ B B2 16 Bk R B T AR SRS R H . 53T R T PsycINFO. PubMed. ProQuest #ll
Web of Science SHHEE . HFICCHREEZR T CNKI B85 22 757 Bl A48 91T . K 28 26 AR 1 s
B, R . SRR TN (aggressive behavior OR aggression OR trait anger) AND (attention OR
attention bias) AND (faces OR words OR pictures); A FN: (7474 OR Brilifiila] OR &)
AND (77 OR yEEf[]) AND (L OR 1J[- OR B ). H4mimifL. a1 B Ak 2 im i H i 1 i
i th DA A ) SR 9T

FETT R ] S AR A A R B (W SRR AT WA Rk, T AT RE S o BT A SRR SCHR, PR —
W REATC . ST PRISMA i f2 Bl 1 s .

AR HR B3R5 S0
(n=1353)

l

MEREE X EHRE
(n=935)

SCHRHT D i i 2] A AR 5 ZEHE BRSOk
(n=54) (n=881)

SCHR AT i 158 54 S HE R SCHR
(n=23) (n=31)

YN E B 4TI SCHR
(n=23)

Figure 1. PRISMA flow chart of literature inclusion
B 1. SCERAIAK) PRISMA FRAZE
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2.2. RPN SHERR IR

G5 TCO T T IEFIRE L F R EER, SCHER I AN S FERR BRiE A«
1) HTEF RS, AN LSS SR S AT
2) WHITTR LRI E B T ARSI A A R B A AN
3) MPARFEREG TSI SWEAT R RN & Hedges® g BYHAR AT PLFE ¥ Hedges® g RISt
o HHTTCA T AN SHERTTT, HEERAEH I AN SCHREEIR KA TT
4) R Z AT AL S AR [F s, U OR B S B TR 5T . A AR SOR RAE E AT
b TR B S E i
5) HEBRA B R AR R A
6) INANNHTFXT G 10 2 F PA B AR 18 3 o

2.3. RIS
NN TC o T T 74T 0 N gAY o

2.3.1. ARKEEE
AW RIS VBT H . 55— VEE M RED .

2.3.2. HAKEEE

1) BRSBTS RIS B B i ) (1 22 7, R i A I BRI B gl I A
AR IR AR R S TR L . DI NS, GRS — TSI AT iR 2

2) YA AERVETERIE R ZE S, 2 B gR D TR TN R R AR Lo b, DA R IR AR ) 2L
PEECAE R B AT

3) RS M SR RS IG KA R I R AR, 3 g TR S R R R T R, DR
THUATE FE IR P B A 68 LA N AR A

2.3.3. WHEEKETE
PR R B B G, B R RS N BB S R E A B P2 FRATT R S SR
FH D SEIG AR A BB Sk A5 78 T FL B B 85 Sk O DR R S I, N LRl , KPS A AR B s

2.3.4. R kLT E

LR R HE S 28 R M Gm B R A MR, Mt bkl AR R B — M AR DU 2 . A TR
RHFE BRI ALBCRRE, Mt R LA B2 2, R s e R G L5 T BG4
RIRLE, *‘ﬂ?fﬁﬂtiﬁ*if&ﬁﬁ&%37ﬁﬁ%&ﬁ%%ﬁE@iﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ¥§fﬁﬂtﬁ§%§ﬁﬂ?Lf§fﬁEEE%%%é%%§, WK, Y,
FBALAE .
2.4. Geit o
24.1. YNEHE

KH Hedges’ g fE WM EFabR, KA FIFA S HHEM A Hedges g {H, (B2 7 HAh ] LU
7% Hedges’ g FI4Gi 1T &, WM{EMPRHEZ . Cohen’sd fEAN t {HEE, WITE CMA B4 IIEA N Gt E# LN
Hedges’ g {E It 4733 — 20 (508 4 o
2.4.2. BEIEMMN SRR

i) 5 R AR AR A 4% TOURIT (1) L S 00 A A TR, T AR AN 7 PO 2 2050 I P A (R0 AN A2 E iR a5

HEm
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ZEGIEEH o FEATL RN ARE R DA DA 25 TR 7 AR 320 S RN B AN R B, BN F 72 (00 4 2L A A ] U 2
FT TR 5% 22 AL SE RN B AN [T T K R S Ao i s /0 h B & Bt O AR SE i ), enlok BA
R RIES SCACREAS, WF AT VE AR AR IR, RIE,  ASHIE 50K AL RS AR B AT B0 0 A o AR T 8] 5 2K
AR, BEALBOSASE R AN OR T, W UG RAE — e R BT 4 2 H A 15 8

2.4.3. HERmBITM
H R ey S T 8 0 A R T NI FEROREAARGR P 1), RO 235 (0 45 R R S R R & 3R, T
AN S5 R R R AT BEMEBUIR(Rosenthal, 1979). AW TR 2k 22 4 2 BOR PP A T 78 1 LR RS
KL ZHOTG T IA SR EOVAYE TR RA AR E S RO EL. 128 Rosenthal (1979) g
WHIRRE, WK REUNT Sk +10 (k APATTFECE), T4 BT RZ% 5] 15 .

2.4.4. FHHESH

SR 5 RO 23 A 2R e PR BRI . 0 T R AR R, SR AL b AT I 35 N AR 06,
Pz, RAFEWHLZ RN EAAEREZT . TSR AR, Wi RS TN =
HIFE R AR EL

3. &R
3.1. BEYNE

HHTTCANTIEAIN 23 ANMFAL, FEARESN 6338, BUNA AR T 2 AN BOGE TR, ATl —3Lgmig
T 61 AN o SR BEAL RN AT RS, AR F A 50 0o 5 3 =R K O0 R - 5 B A% R & Hedges® g=0.753,
z=9.181, p<0.001. Hedges’ g MIZEXHMEN 0.15 BIARERARAH IS, 0.4 APAHIG. 0.75 NEtHK. Bk, &
AL RRPBH G ERAAERENERXR, HBNEEK, BAmME, MeBehmngges, H
T JE P P A5 S D AR [ R B o RO R AR AR DL ] 2.

3.2. ARWHB

RFEMBIHE BRI T K7 REN fs N 7836 (k=61), KT 3155 k+ 10)HIbnitE, LARkZ4E R
HONRHERTE, KREWMBAEZE . WRFEE 3)KE, PN B AR50 .

3.3. WIS
T A RN M AR AR TR SR . TR RN AV R LA 1

3.3.1. IEfim

WA e S AR R . BUR AR R A A, T B EE EREE RI ER, PN R R
FHo R ERBAE T B AT BRI TR, B B A AR AE S B AR B A LI Bosl A7 AE X U 2R
MIBUEYE . MANFI B SR A BT, B U AR A6 1 SE v A il LR 2R RGO R, Xt
BRI I P AW OR AL, TERL T — M E BRI T A e X Aonh SO 4 MBSV —FiA
R, SR IR R A S Z RN T (1 —Fh B SR L. IR 7 AT A v Bk A 4 AR AR AR o
RMARAER, MO MEHBUE 7 IS P U E 5 .

3.3.2. MR

MEIER RG] B3, Q(3)=10.124, p=0.018. BB AR % A [\ AR 2L T AR
R ], AERTRAPRL Bl SR AR — TR R EE I, B R R B 7
17 340 ¥ 35 T K o 7 AIMEE — R S M A e AR T L B, St — A S A R T A9 R AR ) 2 T K
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Study name Subgrou stu st s for each study Std diff in means and 95% CI

Stddiff  Standard Lower Upper

inmeans  error  Variance limit  limit Z-Value p-Value
Cognitive predictors of violent incidents 1 M:A>N 0.353 0.172 0029 0017 0689 2.058 0.040
Cognitive predictors of violent incidents 2 aggression&angerS 0.576 0.174 0030 0235 0916 3314 0.001
Cognitive predictors of violent incidents 3 M:NG>N 0.365 0.172 0.029 0.029 0.702 2127 0.033
Cognitive predictors of violent incidents 4 M:NG>N 0527 0173 0030 0188 0867 3045 0002 ——
Impulsivity and Schemas for a Hostile World aggression&angerS 0652 0229 0053 0202 1102 2842 0004
Processing Bias for Sexual Material 2 M:A>N 0.349 0.451 0203 -0.534 1.232 0.775 0.439
Attentional variability and avoidance male juvenile delinquents 1 Gi4>1 0.370 0.169 0.029 0.039 0.701 2.189 0.029 —— h—
Physical aggression and attentional bias to angry faces1 aggression&angers 0742 0.372 0138 0014 1471 1998 0046 W
Physical aggression and attentional bias to angry faces2 aggressiongangers 0.883 0.376 0142 0145 1621 2346 0019
Cognitive predictors of reactive and proactive aggression 1 G:3>1 0.904 0.158 0025 0594 1214 5717  0.000 —
Cognitive predictors of reactive and proactive aggression 2 G:3>1 0.261 0.151 0023 -0.036 0.558 1.725  0.085
Cognitive prediictors of reactive and proactive aggression 3 aggression&angerS 0.116 0.151 0023 -0.180 0412 0769 0442 e
Cognitive predictors of reactive and proactive aggression 4 aggressiongangerS 0.561 0.154 0024 0260 0862 3650  0.000 ——
Cognitive predictors of reactive and proactive aggression 5 aggressiongangerS 0.194 0.151 0023 -0.102 0490 1287  0.198 =
Cognitive predictors of reactive and proactive aggression 6 aggression&angers 0.779 0.156 0024 0473 1085 498  0.000 e ——
Attentional biases to emotion in impulsive and instrumental 1 Gi4>1 0.943 0.527 0.278 -0.090 1.976 1.789 0.074
Attentional biases to emotion in impulsive and instrumental 2 M:A>N 1.650 0579 0335 0515 2785 2850  0.004
Attentional biases to emotion in impulsive and instrumental 3 M:A>NG 2345 0.649 0422 1072 3618 3610  0.000
Attentional biases to emotion in impulsive and instrumental 4 M:A>N 4.110 0.882 0778 2381 5.839 4.660 0.000
Attentional biases to emotion in impulsive and instrumental 5 M:A>H 3.015 0.731 0.534 1583 4.447 4.126 0.000
Attentional biases to emotion in impulsive and instrumental 6 Gia>1 0957 0528 0279 0078 1991 1812 0070
Attentional biases to emotion in impulsive and instrumental 7 M:A>N 1.956 0.608 0369 0764 3.147 3217 0.001 —
Attentional biases to emotion in impulsive and instrumental 8 M:A>N 1.084 0.479 0229 0145 2023 2263 0.024
Attentional biases to emotion in impulsive and instrumental 9 M:NG>N 0.912 0.470 0.221 -0.009 1.833 1.942 0.052
Attentional biases to emotion in impulsive and instrumental 10 M:A>N 1.731 0524 0275 0703 2758 3301  0.001 —
When a smile becomes a fist 1 M:A>H 3775 0.304 0093 3.178 4372 12398  0.000
When a smile becomes a fist 2 M:A>H 6.513 0.458 0210 5615 7.411 14.210 0.000
Sex Differences in Processing Aggression Words Using 2 M:A=N 0.390 0.202 0041 -0006 0786 1932  0.053
Processing Bias for Sexual Material 1 Gia>1 0884 0.440 0194 0021 1747 2007 0045 >
Processing Bias for Sexual Material 3 M:A>N 0012 0.392 0154 -0757 0781 0031 0976 -
Type A behaviour pattern and attentional bias G2>1 0613 0.346 0120 -0.065 1291 1771 0076
Predicting Aggressive Tendencies by Visual Attention Bias aggression&angers 1.236 0.282 0.079 0684 1.788 4.386 0.000 —
Working memory guidance of visual attention to threat aggression&angers 1.666 0.154 0024 1363 1969 10790  0.000
Role of Experience in Processing Bias for Aggressive Words 1 M:A>N 0.803 0.238 0057 033 1270 3367  0.001 ———
Attentional biases for angry faces 1 G2>1 0.663 0317 0100 0042 1284 2082 0036
Attentional biases for angry faces 2 M:A>N 0.710 0.318 0.101 0.086 1.333 2231 0.026 o3
Attentional biases for angry faces 3 M:A>N 0339 0.311 0097 -0270 0949 1092 0275
Memory for Angry Faces, Impulsivity, and Problematic aggressiongangerS 0473 0.155 0024 0470 0776  3.057  0.002 —
Correlations among Salivary Testosterone Mood and Selective aggressiongangerS 1.424 0269 0072 0597 1651 4179  0.000 —
Role of Experience in Processing Bias for Aggressive Words 2 Gi4>1 0.606 0.250 0.062 0116 1.095 2426 0015
Processing bias for aggression words in forensic and nonforensic 1 Gi4>1 0.749 0.261 0.068 0.238 1.261 2871 0.004
Processing bias for aggression words in forensic and nonforensic 2 Gid>1 0.764 0.261 0068 0252 1276 2925  0.003
Processing bias for aggression words in forensic and nonforensic 3 Gi4>1 0.782 0.262 0068 0269 1295 2988  0.003 e R e
Eye tracking shows no substantive relationships 4 aggressiondangers 0221 0.126 0016 -0.025 0468 1758  0.079 e —
Eye tracking shows no substantive relationships 5 aggression&angers -0.140 0.126 0.016 -0.387 0.106 1117 0.264
Eye tracking shows no substantive relationships 6 aggression&angerS -0.040 0.126 0016 -0286 0206 -0.319  0.750 ——
Attention and interpretation processes and trait anger aggression&angers 0.539 0.143 0021 0258 0819 3759  0.000 i ——
Threat-induced impulsivity in Go/Nogo tasks 1 M:A>N 0.285 0122 0015 0045 0525 2330 0020 ——
Role of Experience in Processing Bias for Aggressive Words 3 G221 0.432 0.370 0137 -0294 1157 1167  0.243
Role of Experience in Processing Bias for Aggressive Words 4 Gi2>1 0435 0.370 0137 -0290 1161 1176  0.240 =
Processing bias for aggression words in forensic and nonforensic 4 Gi2-1 0732 0.378 0143 -0009 1473 1936  0.053
Processing bias for aggression words in forensic and nonforensic 5 G2>1 1.010 0.388 0151 0249 1772 2600  0.009
Eye tracking shows no substantive relationships 1 aggression&angers. 0.470 0.127 0016 0221 0719 3695  0.000 ——
Eye tracking shows no substantive relationships 2 aggression&angerS 0.080 0.126 0016 -0.166 0326 0637 0524 ———
Eye tracking shows no substantive relationships 3 aggressiongangers 0.201 0.126 0016 -0.046 0448 1598  0.110 e —
Threat-induced impulsivity in Go/Nogo tasks 2 M:A>N 0247 0.108 0012 0035 0459 2289  0.022 i
Inside the wire: and functional 1.065 0.338 0.114 0403 1727 3.152 0.002
From words to action: Implicit attention to antisocial 1 M:A>N 0543 0.231 0053 0092 0995 2357 0018
From words to action: Implicit attention to antisocial 2 aggressiongangerS 0699 0233 0054 0242 1156 2997  0.003 -
From words to action: Implicit attention to antisocial 3 M:A>H 0.201 0227 0052 -0244 0646 0885 0376 -
Sex Differences in Processing Aggression Words Using 1 M:A>N 0.024 0.200 0.040 -0.368 0416 0119  0.905 _r_

0.492 0.026 0.001 0440 0543 18.846 0.000 < p
-1.00 -0.50 0.00 0.50 1.00
Favours A Favours B

Figure 2. Forest plot of effect sizes

[ 2. BRI

Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Std diff in means

Standard Error

Std diff in means

Figure 3. Funnel plot
& 3. Rk

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.163150 364 Lik=2g7i i



https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.163150

FZH

Table 1. Moderating effect analysis
=1 DY

— IEJ‘E‘i‘fiﬁa\ﬁ - — ﬁé\iﬁﬁ 95%CI RIY==E L
Q#4lE df pfH At R BRSO oz pfH

Bra e / /o Aggression & Bias 21 0.409 0340 0479 11.592 0.000
g eyt 10.124 3 0.018 A&H 4 3309 0438 6.181 2259 0.024
A&N 16 0.542 0325 0.760 4.883 0.000

A&NG 1 2217 0.897 3.537 3291 0.001

NG&N 3 0.470 0238 0.701 3.979  0.000

iane il 17.931 6 0.006 1 22 0.736 0.436 1.035 4.816 0.000
2 1 0.696 0.072 1321 5.169 0.029

3 4 0.452 0283 0.621 3.511 0.000

4 12 1382 0.953 1.810 6.406 0.000

1&2 8 0.664 0.412 0916 2.185 0.000

1&3 6 0.465 0205 0.724 5235 0.000

1&4 8 0.619 0.430 0.809 6317 0.000

Bk A 1757 1 0.185 PA 7 1303  0.821 1.785 5303 0.000
RA 10 0.846 0371 1321 3.489 0.000

B fE AR 21261 1 0.000 WE B 26 1363 0972 1.754 6.834 0.000
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