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The aim of this study was to identify the existence of combinations of aggression
components (Anger, Hostility, Physical Aggression and Verbal Aggression) that result in
different profiles of aggressive behavior in children, as well as to test the differences
between these profiles in scores of perfectionism, school refusal and affect. It is
interesting to analyze these variables given: (a) their clinical relevance due to their close
relationship with the overall psychopathology; and (b) the need for further evidence
regarding how they are associated with aggressive behavior. The sample consisted
of 1202 Spanish primary education students between the ages of 8 and 12. Three
aggressive behavior profiles for children were identified using Latent Class Analysis (LCA):
High Aggression (Z scores between 0.69 and 0.7), Moderate Aggression (Z scores
between −0.39 and −0.47) and Low Aggression (Z scores between −1.36 and
−1.58). These profiles were found for 49.08%, 38.46% and 12.48% of the sample,
respectively. High Aggression scored significantly higher than Moderate Aggression and
Low Aggression on Socially Prescribed Perfectionism (SPP), Self-Oriented Perfectionism
(SOP), the first three factors of school refusal (i.e., FI. Negative Affective, FII. Social
Aversion and/or Evaluation, FIII. To Pursue Attention), and Negative Affect (NA). In
addition, Moderate Aggression also reported significantly higher scores than Low
Aggression for the three first factors of school refusal and NA. Conversely, Low
Aggression had significantly higher mean scores than High Aggression and Moderate
Aggression on Positive Affect (PA). Results demonstrate that High Aggression was the
most maladaptive profile having a high risk of psychological vulnerability. Aggression
prevention programs should be sure to include strategies to overcome psychological
problems that characterize children manifesting high levels of aggressive behavior.

Keywords: aggressive behavior, profiles, childhood, socially prescribed perfectionism, self-oriented
perfectionism, school refusal, positive affect, negative affect

INTRODUCTION

Aggression has been typically defined as a ‘‘behavior directed toward harming or injuring another
living being who is motivated to avoid such treatment’’ (Blair, 2016, p. 4). Although the study of
aggressionwas originally limited to its direct physical and verbal forms (Archer, 2009), it is currently
considered to be a complex construct involving multiple components, forms and functions.
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This study is based on the conceptualization of aggression as
proposed by Buss and Perry (1992) who consider aggressive
behavior to be the combination of three components: emotional
(Anger), cognitive (Hostility) and motor (Physical and Verbal
Aggression). Anger is an emotion that involves feelings of
variable intensity ranging from mild irritation to intense fury
(Lubke et al., 2015). Hostility refers to a cognitive state consisting
of attitudes and feelings of negative evaluation toward others,
such as cynicism, mistrust and suspicion (Fabiansson and
Denson, 2016). Lastly, the motor component of aggression
implies any physical or verbal action that is carried out in order
to injure others (Leary et al., 2006).

Far from being an exclusive manifestation of adolescence
or adulthood, aggressive behavior may develop from a very
early age (Hay, 2017) and is one of the most common
causes for child therapy referrals (Shachar et al., 2016). Over
recent years, research on aggressive behavior during childhood
has become particularly relevant. This is due in part to
the high prevalence of aggressive manifestations in the child
population, such us bullying (Modecki et al., 2014), as well
as the adverse consequences derived from each of these three
components (cognitive, emotional and motor), including a
tendency to develop physical and mental health problems, drug
use, delinquency, etc. (e.g., Harachi et al., 2006; Kerr and
Schneider, 2008; Hampson et al., 2010; Garaigordobil et al.,
2013). Furthermore, aggressive behavior has been also identified
as having a putative modulating role between genetic factors and
the emergence of suicidal behavior in psychosis (Serafini et al.,
2012).

Research on the stability of aggression tends to reveal
more patterns of continuity than discontinuity (Piquero et al.,
2012). Advances in statistical methods for data modeling have
evidenced a nonlinear continuity of aggression, also revealing
the existence of certain risk factors that explain variance
in aggression that is above and beyond its continuity from
childhood to adulthood (Petersen et al., 2015). This continuity
is particularly strong over time in individuals manifesting early
highly aggressive behavior (Piquero et al., 2012). Therefore,
identifying groups of aggressive behavior is of particular
importance during the school age, allowing for the examination
of the psychological profile of children exhibiting high levels of
aggression. Furthermore, individual and contextual differences
between high and low aggression groups may provide clues
as to both protective and predisposing variables that should
be considered in intervention/prevention actions for highly
aggressive individuals. More specifically, this study analyzed
the role of perfectionism, school refusal and affect as possible
mitigating or enabling factors of such tendencies.

The interest in studying these three constructs is mainly
due to their close link with overall psychopathology. Thus,
perfectionism has even been considered as a transdiagnostic
process (Egan et al., 2011, 2012). Specifically, with respect to
child perfectionism, it has been conceptualized according to two
dimensions (Flett et al., 2016): Socially Prescribed Perfectionism
(SPP), understood as the tendency to consider the environment
as highly demanding of perfectionism; and Self-Oriented
Perfectionism (SOP), which captures the tendency to be sharply

self-critical and to impose excessive high performance goals on
oneself.

Second, although there is a declining trend in overall school
dropout rates (Freeman and Simonsen, 2015), high levels of
this problematic prevail. Moreover, advances in the reduction
of school dropout rates has not taken place equally in terms
of cultural and socioeconomic aspects. This situation justifies
the relevance of addressing cases of school refusal which are,
in turn, associated with multiple internalizing and externalizing
problems (e.g., Maynard et al., 2012; Ingul and Nordahl, 2013).
School refusal refers to the ‘‘avoidance of a child attending
school and/or persistent difficulty staying in the classroom
throughout the school day’’ (Inglés et al., 2015, p. 37). According
to the functional model of Kearney and Diliberto (2014), the
school refusal behavior may be explained based upon four
reasons or factors which are not mutually exclusive: FI. To
Avoid Negative Affectivity (associated with younger students
who refuse to attend school and have difficulties identifying
the cause of their discomfort); FII. To Avoid Social Aversion
and/or Evaluation (linked with those students who present
social difficulties and suffer in assessment situations, such
as exams or oral presentations); FIII. To Pursue Attention
(related to those students who prefer staying at home or
with their parents or loved ones instead of going to school);
and FIV. To Pursue Tangible Reinforcement (characterized
by truancy based on the desire to engage in leisure activities
outside of the educational center, such us staying at home
watching the TV, playing computer games or spending time with
friends).

Third, Positive affect (PA) is a positive, energetic, emotional,
affiliation and dominion dimension of an individual, whereas
Negative Affect (NA) is characterized by mood states such
as sadness, aversion, anger, contempt, disgust, guilt, fear and
nervousness (Watson et al., 1988; Clark et al., 1994). Both
dimensions have been widely used by research as indicators of
adjustment and maladjustment, respectively (e.g., Schütz et al.,
2013; Liu et al., 2014).

However, despite the importance of these three variables,
previous studies examining the relationship between
perfectionism, school refusal, affect and aggressive behavior
are limited or non-existent. Regarding perfectionism (i.e., SPP
and SOP), García-Fernández et al. (2017) were the first to
analyze the association between SPP and aggressive behavior
in accordance with the model of Buss and Perry, using a
Spanish sample of students aged 8–11. Results revealed that
all components of aggressive behavior were significant and
positive predictors of high levels of SPP. Likewise, students
with high levels of SPP scored significantly higher on all
components of aggressive behavior than their peers with
low levels of SPP. Also, regarding Spanish child population,
Vicent et al. (2017) found that a cluster defined by high
SPP and SOP obtained significantly higher levels of Anger,
Hostility and Physical and Verbal Aggression than any other
combination of SPP and SOP. Lastly, Stoeber et al. (2017)
used bivariate and partial correlations (controlling for the
effect of the other perfectionist facets) in three samples of
English university students. Thus, while the results indicated
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a positive and significant relationship between SPP and
all components of aggressive behavior, except for Verbal
Aggression; SOP obtained positive and significant bivariate
correlations with Hostility and Verbal Aggression, as well
as negative and significant partial correlations with Physical
Aggression.

On the other hand, no study to date has examined the
relationship between the functional model of school refusal
and the aggression model of Buss and Perry (1992). However,
research has revealed how this type of aversion to the school
may influence the development of the aggressive behavior.
For instance, Wallinius et al. (2016), in a sample of Swedish
prisoners, found that school absenteeism at early ages was one
of the major predictors of antisocial behaviors during adulthood.
Similarly, other studies with American clinical child and/or
adolescent populations have agreed to positively link FIII. To
Pursue Attention and FIV. To Pursue Tangible Reinforcement
with externalizing behaviors (Kearney and Silverman, 1993;
Higa et al., 2002; Kearney, 2002). Specifically, Kearney and
Silverman (1993) found positive and significant correlations
between FIII and FIV and externalizing behavioral problems.
Nevertheless, in the study of Higa et al. (2002), these correlations
were only significant for FIV. Similarly, Kearney (2002) also
concluded that both externalizing and internalizing problems
jointly prevailed in FIII, whereas only externalizing problems
prevailed in FIV.

Lastly, of the two affective dimensions, NA is the most
closely linked with the aggressive behavior (Donahue et al.,
2014). Based on the model of Buss and Perry, several studies
have examined how both affective dimensions have been linked
with aggression. Specifically, Verona et al. (2002), in a sample
of American undergraduates, found that participants with high
negative emotion scored significantly higher on all components
of aggressive behavior as compared to their peers with low
negative emotion. Considering only the Anger dimension,
Harmon-Jones (2003) found positive and significant correlations
between Anger and NA, as well as non-significant correlations
with PA, in a sample of American undergraduate students. In
contrast, Hewig et al. (2004), using German undergraduates,
observed that PA was significantly and negatively associated
only with Hostility, whereas NA was not significantly linked
with Anger, Hostility and Physical and Verbal Aggression.
Similarly, Dufey and Fernández (2012), in a sample of Chilean
undergraduates, found that PA was negatively and significantly
linked with all of the components of aggressive behavior,
whereas NA was linked in a positive sense. More recently,
Shachar et al. (2016), in a sample of Israeli students (grades
3–6) with observed aggressive behavior, obtained positive and
significant correlations between NA and Anger, Hostility and
Physical Aggression, with no data provided regarding Verbal
Aggression. In contrast, such correlations were negative and
significant between PA and Hostility and Physical Aggression,
whereas the relationship with Anger was not statistically
significant.

This study has a two-fold goal. First, it aims to verify
whether there are different profiles of students with aggressive
behavior, considering the cognitive, emotional and motor

components established by Buss and Perry (1992). On the
other hand, some important questions about the relationship
between aggressive behavior and perfectionism, school refusal
and affect remain unanswered. Thus, no study to date has
examined the link between SOP, Positive and NA and the
three components of aggressive behavior during childhood.
Regarding school refusal, there is no previous empirical
evidence about how the four functions of school refusal are
associated with aggressive behavior. So, in order to overcome
this limitations, after the identification of the profiles of
aggressive behavior, the significant differences between the
profiles identified on perfectionism (i.e., SPP and SOP), the
four factors of school refusal, and Positive and NA are
determined.

Thus, it is expected that profiles with more levels of aggressive
behavior shall obtain: (a)Hypothesis 1. Significantly higher levels
in SPP and SOP, in accordance with those studies that suggest a
positive relationship between both perfectionist dimensions and
all or some of the components of the aggressive behavior (García-
Fernández et al., 2017; Stoeber et al., 2017; Vicent et al., 2017);
(b) Hypothesis 2. Significantly higher scores in FIII and FIV on
school refusal, in line with previous research that has identified
a positive relationship between these factors and externalizing
problems (Kearney and Silverman, 1993; Higa et al., 2002;
Kearney, 2002); and (c) Hypothesis 3. Significantly lower scores
on PA and higher on NA, in accordance with previous works
that observed a negative and significant association between PA
and some components of the aggressive behavior (Hewig et al.,
2004; Dufey and Fernández, 2012; Shachar et al., 2016), as well
as positive in the case of NA (Verona et al., 2002; Harmon-Jones,
2003; Dufey and Fernández, 2012; Shachar et al., 2016).

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Participants
The sample was recruited using multi-stage random cluster
sampling, which means that all clusters were randomly selected
in each stage, in the geographic areas: central, north, south, east
and west of the Alicante province (Spain). Between one and
three centers were randomly and proportionally selected from
each geographical zone. Thus, a total of 16 schools were selected.
From each of these schools, one group per academic grade was
randomly selected from 3rd to 6th grade of primary education.
Following this procedure, an initial sample of 1397 students was
obtained, of which 195 were excluded because: (a) their parents
and/or legal guardians did not give written contest to participate
in the study (N = 74); (b) they did not have the minimum
reading level required; (N = 68); or because; of (c) errors or
omissions in the questionnaire completion (N = 53). Thus, the
final sample consisted of 1202 Primary Education students aged
8–12 (Mage = 10.25, SD = 1.28). 48.6% of participants were
males and 51.4% were females. Sample distribution across age
was: 12.6%, 17.3%, 20.3%, 32.3% and 17.5%, respectively for
students from 8 to 12 years. As for ethnic composition, 88.1%
were Spanish, 5.9% South American, 4.7% Arab and 1.3% were
of other origins.
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Instruments
The Aggression Questionnaire (AQ; Buss and Perry,
1992)
The Aggression Questionnaire (AQ) is a 29-item self-report
measure with a 5-point Likert scale of four dimensions of
aggressive behavior: Anger, Hostility, Physical Aggression and
Verbal Aggression. Specifically, the Spanish version of the scale
validated by Santisteban and Alvarado (2009), whose levels
of reliability range from α = 0.65 (Anger) to 0.80 (Physical
Aggression), was used. Acceptable internal consistency indices
were obtained in this study: α = 0.71, 0.73, 0.80 and 0.75,
respectively, for Anger, Hostility, Physical Aggression and Verbal
Aggression.

The Child-Adolescent Perfectionism Scale (CAPS;
Flett et al., 2016)
The Child-Adolescent Perfectionism Scale (CAPS) is a 22-item
self-report measure with a 5-point Likert scale of SPP and
SOP. It is the most widely employed measure to assess child
perfectionism (García-Fernández et al., 2016). Specifically, the
Spanish translation of the scale provided by Castro et al. (2004),
whose levels of reliability were α = 0.82/92 (SPP) and α = 0.75/92
(SOP), was used. Acceptable internal consistency indices were
obtained in this study: α = 0.74 for SPP and 0.76 for SOP.

The School Refusal Assessment Scale Revised for
Children (SRAS-R; Kearney, 2002)
The School Refusal Assessment Scale Revised for Children
(SRAS-R) is a 24-item self-report measure with a 7-point Likert
scale of four functions of school refusal: FI. To Avoid Negative
Affectivity, FII. To Avoid Social Aversion and/or Evaluation,
FIII. To Pursue Attention, and FIV. To Pursue Tangible
Reinforcement. In this study, the Spanish version developed by
Gonzálvez et al. (2016), whose levels of reliability range from
α = 0.70 (FI) to 0.87 (FIII), was employed. Acceptable internal
consistency indices were obtained in this study: 0.72, 0.74,
0.76 and 0.71, respectively, for the four factors of the SRAS-R.

The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule for
Children (10-Item PANAS-C; Ebesutani et al., 2012)
The 10-Item Positive and Negative Affect Schedule for Children
(10-Item PANAS-C) is a self-report measure with a 5-point
Likert scale of PA and NA. Internal consistency levels of
0.86 and 0.82 were obtained for PA and NA (Ebesutani
et al., 2012). The 10-Item PANAS-C was translated to Spanish
using a back-translation method, in accordance with the
recommendations of Hambleton and Lee (2015). Acceptable
internal consistency indices were obtained in this study: 0.78 and
0.82, respectively, for PA and NA.

Procedure
A meeting was held with the head teachers of the selected
educational centers in order to inform them of the aims
of the study and to request their collaboration. All centers
agreed to cooperate in the investigation. Subsequently, the
written informed parental consent was requested from all

participants. Since the study participants were minors, a
letter describing the aims of the study was provided to
parents and/or legal guardians of the students selected to
participate. The letter included a section that parents and/or
legal guardians were to sign and return to the school in
case they give their consent to participate in the study. Only
those minors who provided the parental consent participated
in the study. The four tests were administrated in a single
60-min session, in which a researcher was present. During test
administration, the researcher highlighted the strictly voluntary
and anonymous character of the activity. Participants did not
receive compensation for their contribution to this study.

This research was carried out in accordance with the
recommendations of the ethical standards of the 1964 Helsinki
Declaration and its subsequent amendments. The protocol was
approved by the Ethics Committee of the University of Alicante
(Spain) (UA-2017-09-05). Written parental informed consent
was obtained from all parents or legal guardians of minors
participating.

Data Analysis
The profiles of child aggressive behavior were defined based
on the different combinations of Anger, Hostility, Physical
Aggression and Verbal Aggression. To determine the number
of profiles, a Latent Class Analysis (LCA) was performed. LCA
is a model-based technique that is currently considered to be
the best method of identifying homogeneous classes of subjects
given that it overcomes all of the problems related to K-means
clustering (Schreiber, 2017). Data-driven calculations begin with
one class. Individuals are then successively allocated to an
ascending number of classes. The fit indices and the criteria taken
into account when choosing the most adequate class solution
were the lowest Bayesian Information Criteria (BIC) and Entropy
values closer to one (Nyland et al., 2007; Schreiber, 2017; Smeets
et al., 2017).

Once the aggressive behavior profiles were established, the
inter-class differences in the obtained scores on perfectionism,
school refusal and affective dimensions were analyzed using the
analysis of variance (ANOVA). Moreover, gender was included

FIGURE 1 | Graphic representation of the profiles of child aggressive behavior
through latent class analysis (LCA).
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as a covariate to analyze its moderator effect. The Scheffémethod
was used to analyze the post hoc tests, as well as the Cohen’s
d index to calculate the effect size of the observed differences.
Specifically, d levels between 0.20 and 0.49 indicate a small
effect magnitude; between 0.50 and 0.79 indicate a moderate
magnitude; and ≥0.80, a large one (Cohen, 1988).

RESULTS

Aggressive Behavior Profiles
The LCA allowed for the identification of three profiles
characterized by different levels of aggressive behavior (see
Figure 1). As shown in Table 1, this three-class model was
the best-fitting, having the lowest BIC and the highest entropy.
The first class, High Aggression, included 590 students (49.08%)
having high levels in all components of aggressive behavior. The
second class, Moderate Aggression, consisted of 462 participants
(38.46%) characterized by moderate levels in all components
of aggressive behavior, whereas the third class, Low Aggression,
classified 150 students (12.48%) with low levels of aggressive
behavior.

Inter-class Differences in Perfectionism,
School Refusal and Affect
The results of the ANOVA indicate the existence of statistically
significant differences between the three profiles of aggressive
behavior for all of the variables considered in this study, with the
exception of FIV of the SRAS-R (see Table 2). These differences
were maintained when gender was included as a covariate,
i.e., still a significant main effect of class.

Specifically, post hoc comparisons revealed that High
Aggression obtained significantly higher mean scores in SPP,

TABLE 1 | Fit indices of the latent class analysis (LCA) values in bold show the
best model fit.

Amount of classes BIC Entropy

2 classes 11875.73 0.84
3 classes 10777.86 0.86
4 classes 10836.91 0.83
5 classes 10890.47 0.79
6 classes 10896.93 0.76

TABLE 3 | Cohen’s d index to post hoc contrasts between the mean scores
obtained and the three classes in the factors of perfectionism, school refusal and
affect.

High aggression High aggression Moderate aggression
vs. vs. vs.

Moderate aggression Low aggression Low aggression

SPP 0.33 0.40 n.s.
SOP 0.28 0.36 n.s.
FI 0.64 1.36 0.81
FII 0.54 0.87 0.43
FIII 0.24 0.85 0.59
FIV n.s. n.s. n.s.
PA n.s. 0.34 0.52
NA 0.55 0.73 0.38

Note: FI, Factor I. To Avoid Negative Affectivity, FII, Factor II. To Avoid Social
Aversion and/or Evaluation, FIII, Factor III. To Pursue Attention, FIV, Factor IV.
To Pursue Tangible Reinforcement, PA, Positive Affect; NA, Negative Affect; n.s.,
non-significant differences.

SOP, FI, FII and FIII for school refusal and NA as compared
to Moderate and Low Aggression. The comparisons between
Moderate Aggression and Low Aggression were significant in the
case of the three first factors of the SRAS-R and NA. Finally,High
Aggression andModerate Aggression scored significantly lower on
PA than Low Aggression.

The magnitude of these differences (Cohen’s d index) ranged
from 0.24 to 1.36. Differences between High Aggression and Low
Aggression revealed the largest effect sizes (see Table 3).

DISCUSSION

Three profiles of child aggressive behavior (High Aggression,
Moderate Aggression and Low Aggression) characterized,
respectively, by high, moderate and low levels on all AQ
dimensions (i.e., Anger, Hostility, Physical and Verbal
Aggression) were identified. These results indicate that although
such dimensions reflect different components of aggression,
a close and positive relationship exists among them (McKay
et al., 2016). Thus, the complexity of aggressive behavior is
evident, extending beyond the motor component (i.e., Physical
and Verbal Aggression) and it also implies the hostile beliefs
and cognitions system of the subject as well as their wrathful
emotional tendencies.

TABLE 2 | Mean scores, standard deviations and post hoc contrasts between mean perfectionism, school refusal and affect scores obtained by the three classes of
aggressive behavior.

Variable High aggression Moderate aggression Low aggression Statistical significance

M SD M SD M SD F(2,1199) p η2

SPP 32.09 8.01 29.48 7.89 28.04 7.15 10.21 <0.001∗ 0.04
SOP 41.63 7.69 39.56 7.22 38.50 9.64 7.14 <0.001∗ 0.02
FI 7.52 5.67 4.36 4.15 1.72 2.09 46.37 <001∗ 0.11
FII 4.73 5.67 2.23 3.38 1.01 1.79 30.24 <001∗ 0.07
FIII 12.62 7.44 10.85 6.92 7.36 4.68 9.81 <001∗ 0.03
FIV 12.32 4.14 12.23 4.60 11.90 3.74 0.115 0.892∗ 0.01
PA 19.64 4.11 19.02 3.59 21.07 4.25 9.21 <001∗ 0.03
NA 9.73 4.34 7.55 3.50 5.44 0.704 27.99 <001∗ 0.09

Note: FI, Factor I. To Avoid Negative Affectivity, FII, Factor II. To Avoid Social Aversion and/or Evaluation, FIII, Factor III. To Pursue Attention, FIV, Factor IV. To Pursue
Tangible Reinforcement, PA, Positive Affect; NA, Negative Affect. ∗Also when gender was considered as a covariate.
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Regarding the results for each class, inter-class differences
were found for all of the dimensions considered in this study,
with the exception of the FIV on school refusal. High Aggression
reported higher scores on all maladjustment dimensions, as well
as the lowest levels in PA, proving to be the most maladaptive
group. In contrast, Low Aggression obtained the best results
in terms of psychological adjustment. As for the third profile,
Moderate Aggression emerged as the second most maladaptive
profile. These results question the premise that certain levels of
aggression may become adaptive and demonstrate that children
with a low aggressive behavior profile tend to be better adjusted
psychologically. Thus, although certain authors have attributed
some benefits to aggression for the resolution of certain social
problems (Pellegrini, 2007), aggressive behavior should be
considered both dangerous and time-consuming (Nelson and
Trainor, 2007).

Similarly, differences in the mean scores in perfectionism,
school refusal and affect between the three profiles identified in
this study allow for the examination of the relationship between
such variables and aggressive behavior.

First, with respect to both perfectionist dimensions, students
characterized by high levels of aggression scored significantly
higher on SPP and SOP than their peers with low and moderate
levels of aggressive behavior. These results are in accordance
with Hypothesis 1 and with those studies that found evidence of
a positive association between the perfectionist dimensions and
the components of aggressive behavior (García-Fernández et al.,
2017; Stoeber et al., 2017; Vicent et al., 2017). However, effect
sizes of these differences have shown that aggressive behavior is
more closely linked to SPP than to SOP. García-Fernández et al.
(2017) explained the relationship between SPP and aggression
based on the frustration-aggression model. According to these
authors, children with high SPP manifest aggressive behaviors,
either physical or verbal, for two reasons. On the one hand,
as a consequence of the anger experienced toward others after
the humiliation resulting from not being able to achieve the
imposed expectations. On the other hand, it could be justified
as an attempt to defend themselves from an environment that is
considered to be highly harsh and critical, in other words, as a
consequence of the hostility. Likewise, the frustration resulting
from failing to reach the high self-imposed goals and the anger
derived from a strong tendency to self-criticism would explain
the link between SOP and aggressive behavior (Vicent et al.,
2017).

Regarding the relationship between the aggression profiles
and the explanatory factors of school refusal, the results partially
support Hypothesis 2, since students characterized by high levels
of aggression scored significantly higher on the first three factors
of the SRAS-R as compared to their peers with low levels of
aggressive behavior. The large differences betweenHigh and Low
Aggression in FIII are expected, given that this third factor of
school refusal has been associated with both internalizing and
externalizing problems (Kearney, 2002). However, the effect sizes
revealed that the largest differences between the High and Low
Aggression profiles were associated with the first two factors
of the SRAS-R, which present comorbidity with generalized
anxiety, social anxiety and depression (Kearney and Albano,

2004; Kearney et al., 2005). These findings contrast with previous
research that has associated externalizing problems with FIII
and FIV, mainly, with subjects who base their school refusal
on FIV due to its relationship with school absenteeism. FIV is
more frequent in adolescents than in children. It is not based on
anxiety and is developed without parental consent (Yahaya et al.,
2010; Kearney, 2016). However, a number of emotional reactions
such as excessive anxiety, crying, stress, or excessive somatic
complaints may also arise, especially in younger students who
base their school refusal on FI and FII (Kearney and Bensaheb,
2006), which could be accompanied by an aggressive behavior
response. In fact, in a review performed by Grant et al. (2004)
it was noted that in 53 of the 60 studies reviewed, general stress
levels predicted high levels of aggressive behavior.

Despite the fact that scientific literature has revealed a positive
and significant correlation between the FIII and FIV on school
refusal and the presence of externalizing behaviors (Kearney
and Silverman, 1993; Higa et al., 2002), none of the previous
studies was carried out in a Spanish community sample of
participants in the late childhood period (8–12 years of age)
and applying an instrument of aggressive behavior based on
components at cognitive, emotional and motor levels. Therefore,
the particularities of this researchmay also be explanatory factors
for the differences found.

Lastly, according toHypothesis 3, participants with high levels
of aggressive behavior reported significantly lower levels of PA
as compared to those having Low Aggression levels. These results
also coincide with previous research that has found a negative
and significant association between aggressive behavior and PA
(Hewig et al., 2004; Dufey and Fernández, 2012; Shachar et al.,
2016). Thus, this negative relationship could be explained by
the fact that individuals who tend to show positive emotional
states usually present greater prosocial behavior (Aknin et al.,
2018). In contrast, literature on aggression has concluded that
individuals tend to attack others when experiencing negative
emotions (Verona et al., 2002; Harmon-Jones, 2003; Dufey and
Fernández, 2012; Shachar et al., 2016). In other words, ‘‘when
people feel bad, they are too likely to have angry feelings, hostile
thoughts andmemories, and aggressive inclinations’’ (Berkowitz,
2001, p.335). According to this statement, results from this study
have found that High Aggression scored significantly higher on
NA than the other profiles, with these differences beingmoderate
in size.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

Certain limitations of this study should be considered. First,
the sampling procedure and the sample size ensure the
representativeness of the Spanish community population
between the ages of 8 and 12. Nevertheless, results from this
study must be generalized with caution. Therefore, it would
be interesting for future research to replicate this study using
other age and cultural groups. Second, the design employed
impedes the establishment of causal relationships between
aggressive behavior and perfectionism, school refusal and affect.
This limitation could be solved by using longitudinal data
or with structural equation modeling. Third, this work also
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has the limitations of using self-report measures (Fernández-
Montalvo and Echeburúa, 2006) which could be solved with
a multi-source and multi-method assessment. Furthermore, it
should be noted that this study does not take into account the
potential relationship between perfectionism, school refusal
and affect. This limitation should be addressed by future
research performing a causal-explanatory model of aggression
behavior considering the possible links between the predictor
variables (i.e., perfectionism, school refusal and affect). Finally,
it should be noted that this study is based on the Buss and
Perry model which defines aggressive behavior as a set of three
components: emotional, cognitive and motor. Thus, other
functions such as proactive/reactive aggression have not been
considered.

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS AND
CONCLUSIONS

Despite the mentioned limitations, this work is a novel
contribution for research on aggression for several reasons.
First, it is the first study to examine profiles of aggressive
behavior while jointly considering the dimensions of Anger,
Hostility, Physical Aggression andVerbal Aggression. Second, no
previous study has analyzed the link between aggressive behavior
(according to its three components: emotional, cognitive and
motor) and SOP and Positive and NA in child population.
Last but not least, this is the first work to offer empirical
evidence on the relationship between aggressive behavior and
school refusal. Thus, in accordance with our results, almost
50% of the child population manifests high levels of Anger,
Hostility and Physical and Verbal Aggression. These children
also present clear perfectionist trends. They often feel sad,
afraid and miserable and rarely experience positive emotions
like happiness or pride. Furthermore, they tend to refuse
school since attending school causes them great discomfort,
because they suffer in social or school evaluation situations, or
given that they have difficulties in being separated from their
parents. This high aggression profile could be detected by school

counselors using the AQ and identifying those students who
report high scores in all dimensions evaluated by the mentioned
scale.

Finally, if the correlates of aggressive behavior, perfectionism,
school refusal and NA with certain problems and
psychopathologies are taken into account (e.g., Jaafar et al.,
2013; Thornton et al., 2013; Morris and Lomax, 2014; Schütz
et al., 2014),High Aggression could be considered a profile having
a high risk of psychological vulnerability to be treated without
further delay. Therefore, Farrington et al. (2017) described
the effectiveness of developmental prevention programs on
aggressive behavior in children and adolescents. These programs
are defined as community-based programs that may be focused
on individual (providing training in social competencies,
interpersonal problem solving and other cognitive or behavioral
skills), family (providing counseling on child-rearing, coping
with family stress or training in parenting skills) or school
(improving the school climate, teaching behavior, etc.). Likewise,
prevention programs on aggression should be combined with
strategies designed to bolster levels of resilience in order to
avoid or overcome psychological problems (i.e., perfectionism,
school refusal and NA) associated with children having a High
Aggression profile.
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