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Abstract

This study employed a completely random design to investigate the effects of ego-depletion (high
depletion, low depletion) and stress situations (evaluative stress, general task stress) on the tenden-
cies of proactive and reactive aggression. The evaluative stress was initiated using the Trier Social
Stress Test, and the general task stress was initiated using the Raven Advanced Progressive Matri-
ces. The results showed: 1) The main effect of ego-depletion on reactive aggression showed a marginal
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significant trend. The high depletion group triggered stronger reactive aggression than the low de-
pletion group. The main effect of stress situations on reactive aggression was significant. Evaluative
stress triggered stronger reactive aggression than general task stress. 2) There was a significant in-
teraction between the two, specifically manifested as a significant difference in the tendency of reac-
tive aggression between the two stress situations in the low depletion state, but no significant dif-
ference in the high depletion state. 3) The main effects and interaction effects of ego-depletion and
stress situations on proactive aggression were not significant. The study indicates that ego-deple-
tion and stress situations mainly affect an individual’s reactive aggression, but have no significant
effect on instrumental proactive aggression.
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1. 5|8

W4T N (aggression) & NBAE& 1 H AR AWM AZTE R — AL G, TR A2 0 22 05 TH s i i e
WA E WA E S Z —, Anderson 1 Bushman (20024 H @ XON: MEF B HE 5 — MO8 EH B 8AT
N FEMR I 14T B R AT DL B AT N 4 N RS B AT AR E S MG AT J9(Dodge & Coie, 1987,
Anderson & Bushman, 2002), I EIHAT ARAMALE S BIRREE . bS58 St ool & 0 —Fh 847 9
(Dodge & Coie, 1987; Smeijers etal., 2018), F BRIk U UG 25 BUBCRPESE,  f&— Bl Ak i Mot
1T M ESNMELERAT N AMAR A 2 BTG SR, 2 TUEA H 808 118 215 B A i = A=
TR, FERI TN BIsTRMEER f(Wrangham, 2018; JiJ 7%, Ik, 2014). [EELAE
PIREFE, TEMINEE Z /MR, RER A RIS ) Sk i3l 2 sl b Bk A7 N o .

Baumeister 25 A\ 32 H f) B8 B AR T (strength model of self-control), A4 « B 3| SFAETI IS
W B Az il B Bl — APOE BRI, BT — B B S B AR e 2 IR R R B R, SRV E I
EH| g, Bl “ 5 3B HFE(ego depletion)” (Baumeister, Vohs, & Tice, 2007). At BRI NIBE T ARIA R
R E 1 TR ) B B ARG BN S AT A B T B RSB S . 5 2R T AR
AMELEFEIRES T = R R BHIE S SINFIE VR, T AN R 1 45 RN B2 5 P A ey, T = A B
47 H(Denson, DeWall, & Finkel, 2012) Ib4h, IR T “ BIRBAFE” MMNAFEE KIS, Dang (2019)
NIRRT, AR AR e A I ARFE RS, 75 B A AREAT 55 1) I 8] 5502 B i 40U FE AT 55 IO HEFE

FRNEIRI AL, BT AP AWK S S R & . Anderson A1 Bushman (2002) %) — % B o A B #Hi8
NN, AF& BEREMATRESSCR ARG 154 Al , 2 AmyeEl, mE&em BT Anr=
A4 (Anderson & Bushman, 2002). KA NEHIGE &M SFERET, WABRE TAEZIES
5, WERURIL, AMMERELGR I ) 2 AMA AR — R A S sg e, G, XU RN A AN
RS TR (BB, AL b, IR, eEi, 2R, EEMR, 2022). B RAT ARSMEAT A IR R(K 5 4,
FEHETT, AR, SREXL 20215, DA EA 50T | RIFEEE K 1 E X B AT N R —
FEFZMA),  AHOAEIONTG 555 R X R 35 02 5 2 R B AT NP AE AN R R S A SR Tl 0, DR AR Bt 98 3 — B4R
RAEAE PR IR B IRBFE AT A B .
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2. fARGE
2.1. #iR

120 (% 21 ZYEFRFEAESIMASLL, FH 18~24 &, MAsFEM I IER, TGS EG,
ARSI AT A B Az e 7y, MR TC R E 2R, S5 R R .

2.2. SRR

SN RO B, ARE AR FSFCRSIRAE . BRSO eSS —
FEAES5 I 77), DRI By 5 4 S S I A 55 Hh 2 0 T BB I AR TT A5 21

23. SR SRR
SEYSAE 55 TP A BRI RSOR 24 B BARHIRRCEM T, F0KCE, 2008), #ORBE B .

2.3.1. BRHRRES

KHAEFF W EAT S BB BRORE, ZAT S P0E 7] DUE R AR BRRIR S (S 25, 2014),
FORPART 5 — B 200 1R, miRFEALRHAER TIPS, MBRALRAR TS, 5N 10 4
b FL Py 25 A Ao

2.3.2. EHES

KPR BLR A4S B A7 56 5] K MR IR P IR F1(Allen et al., 2016), 43 RS0 5 A 33 U6 A 55 5 AN B
Bro TEASUIHARY B, kB i N — S 52 5 A7 P TIE SR, 7E 5 o iUk &I )i f5 HET 5 2 i e
FIEPRIR (MR A AR TAEMEL ), JEEAMAL “ X7 MIHEATHIK, 272 H &R,
WRPARRIR S A 5 0%, “BZRK” MR KRG —Lemf 8], 1E4kel; Bk s »%h, “%
F7 AT EE R LR . TERATIROERN B, BRI 1022 FF46, RUGEIRE 8, B ORG kLT,
WA, LR SLHTWIHESR M CSTT IR, BRATIRGRAT R 5 k.

KA S SCAERR IS B — MAT 55 TR 7, AT S5 R B o] DL 205 AR R O3 E 77, FF o] DA
WIS AT 25 B RFAE R AN B A R AT P I B, = SEIR B S i 7 8 . A RUSBRCEIE, PR, 2012). 555
B 22 TEHE SO SAEENGS S, EORPRAE 15 B SER, R IR R A T R R R
BNIERR, (R 15 e B AR A e S 1

2.3.3. WHITAMNE

K H 38 4 [ N B AT 45 (Competitive Reaction Time task, CRT)YE N BHAT &5 ( L2 A, BB, K%,
2021), 322 MKk, Horb 10 Y, 12 R4, BN i LA RO (RIS 7 ) 15 B 0 2 S S5 2
FERTHIT AR, 22 MR R 23, AT ARG, 3t 8 NS, ISk, fmmEz.
F1MNRK A R e, AZFm, AR SR EEAR: HE 21 MR IEE AR
N B $8 B (Giancola & Parrott, 2008).

3. 458
3.1. FNEEIES

AR YA IE AR B FRIBHIRE 115 0 AR R Z 7 EFQ3, 116) = 1.349, p = 0.262); FHFIE 1T
51 R IE ST R ANAEAE B35 2 5 (1(118) =—0.516, p = 0.607); 45 HLIR A2 K S35 51 & HIPEAN 1 ) B
R T SCHER 6 (4(118) = 3.098, p = 0.002); Fig SCHEF I LG 51 & FIHEPEAN P 0 838 K T4 LR &
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JE T35S (1(118) =—4.054, p<0.0001). BIPF & J1IEEEREE 51 K [F S5 B 1 K 77, B 7 = BERYEA A
3.2. BEHITHEER

H R AFFENT BRI A (F(1, 116) = 3.422, p = 0.067, 0% = 0.029) A1 Jsz b 4 T i 17 (F (1, 116) = 3.235,
p=0.075, 07 =0.027N) 2 A% R EE, AR KIS @B EE (F(1, 116) = 14.930, p < 0.0001, 12 =
0.114) A1 sz N T s 6 1) (F (1, 116) = 15.496, p < 0.0001, 02 = 0.118)7FAE & % T . HIRIFEAE J 1 E 0}
SRS HA(F(L, 116) = 4.594, p = 0.034, 02 = 0.038)F1 e M PE B a1 (F(1, 116) = 4.534, p = 0.035, 2 =
0.038)& HAEH B3, HMAERIN: EIRAFRIRE T, M T 5 SCHEERNLS, R 5Kt 2 K 75 fe s 5|
RS R ) AR B AT A S SV B, TIAE SR FERAS T, M 4% B8 51 K IR A A Uk A6 1) R s 8 4
Beb i m AR 22 . H IRAFEA R A 500 32 3l Booh i vy A8 AR AN 8.3 (F(1, 116) =2.357, p =
0.127, W2 =0.02).

4. g
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AL LA FE AR It B s i) e MR e i), X — S5 SREMIIE [ Re B AL BEIG . B RFE S
fEAMAFNR BN RE 1 R R, AR SZ B BREE 56 5 = AR R VR S R ety EAR B2 1T, AT -
B JE T i DX (PR R A Ay, 2 R ) DU R T A S A B AT R AT 5% 1T AL T IR AR A, X
FE LR BN R0 SRR & B AT AT ThEE B AR X L, AT H B W 2 17 4 (Heatherton & Wagner,
2011)0 fH B FRAFENRT A4 Tr et F0 5 W T A0 1) FR) 52 00 389 g v 4 O /SR RN &, AR Dang 55 AR5
S5, NTREM 5 R R AR REAT 55 [ i) TR AN B HME B R S5 )y, AR BRI B AR B R IR L

PR R 0 b — AT 55 16 0 B RE 5 A A () S B At TG ) o R B R pk 2 s i B il i JE Bl MR )
A2 AN U AN AN BT 328 B PN 1 I J (Allen et al., 2016), 11— BT 55 15 77 B SRR 6 B 18] PN 58 il
Z N RHEAT S5, s R AR ECR 5| KO BLE JI(EIE, MRS, 2012), Dickerson A1 Kemeny [ 7647
M R, [R5 4k 2 VP B AIAN R 45 SR P s A LG Atk 70 SE e 0SSR 1) HPA il F 2 Joit B
B, I HARKE B8] 5 K (Dickerson & Kemeny, 2004), X754 58 58 1) AF T S J8ORN A7 14 M B2 W] i BAR ARG Mk
X, R R SO o B, SRR B BT R EAN AR, TE18 2 IR T PEAN AVA,
BRI R, AR 2T AR A% O (Weeks et al., 2008), HJF 57tk BUAL A £E FEAE U 28 52 K32 1) X 2%
R AR B P A ER (D 505, 2026), BRIGTTO M s J0AH L — FBOAE 2% s ) e 8 51 50 S K e AT
.

4.2. BRBFEMENBEREOZERE

E IR ARFERNE S B MR R RSt P AE A EAEH, BARRICAHTEMIFERRE T, WMIE 5]
R BU ke [ A7 35 22 5, A R BIRES N, PRI 0 91 K I BGEAB IR) O 3 22 57 . IXR W] B 3R
FEHISS 7 RIS DX 2 8, A 78 2 1 RS LRI, Be 0 A [R5 R R 0 R H RS 4 X
g5y X EE BAL S VRN B ) U5 AR S B I R B B s (E Y B R IE S BT IRRE s I, MR B
DR 2 0 RS A X 40, RS — AT 55 1 70t B8 IR 3 JFL 7 AR Mo i vy, AN T BT 17 P s 0 A 858 1 22 R
4.3. REMEESEHER T

H AR A 15850 TS BT (0 RN AL AN B35, X 50 AR R4 R — 2. M
Ve A 52 2IE BB T AR ) — R B E P B AT Oy, RBUORAIINUS 28, IS H MG
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6. ARFRERE
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