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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

Relational aggression has been defined by Crick and her pioneesaaych team
as the infliction of harm to “others through damage to their peationships or through
the threat of such damage” (Crick, 1995; p. 313). It consists of behaumrsas rumor
spreading intending to cause peers to reject the target, withholding lfiemaending to
inflict harm, and excluding a child from an intimate group of frief@Cisck & Grotpeter,
1995).

While relationally aggressive attacks are excused by raariwormal”’ behavior,
particularly for females, the research indicates that frory ehildhood into adulthood,
both the perpetrators and victims of relational aggression ariskatfar, and often
experience, a broad array of psychosocial difficulties. Thesénfijs hold true regardless
of the child’s gender (Card, Stucky, Sawalani, & Little, 2008; Crick, 1€9ick, Casas,
& Ku, 1999; Moretti, Holland, & McKay, 2001; Ostrov & Houston, 2008; Putallaz
Grimes, Foster, Kupersmidt, Coie, & Dearing, 2007; Roach & Gross, 208818W&
Crick, 1999). Relationally aggressive behavior has been linked to adaeasemic
outcomes such as low grades, as well (Cillessen & Mayeux, 2007ertea also
suggests that relationally aggressive individuals experience legisl®f sociometric
popularity (Werner & Crick, 2004) and in many cases become actigjelgted over time
(Crick, Ostrov, Burr, Cullerton-Sen, Jansen-Yeh, & Ralston, 2006; W&n€rick,
1999).

Despite recognition of this form of aggression in the reseatehature and

documentation of adverse impact for both perpetrators and victime|dlesgage, girls
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will be girls, is frequently used by adults to exempt themseinma responsibility to
intervene in relationally aggressive attacks. Research showslitatthe parents of both
perpetrators and victims are generally unaware of such asdaaltbers typically do
very little to intervene (Olweus, 1993; Xie, Swift, Cairns, & Cairns, 2002). Perhaps thi
because it is assumed that this type of violence does not cause damage.

Although perpetrators of relational aggression experience ad@risequences,
they exhibit highly developed social skills and are viewed aslsocompetent by the
peer group at large (Henington, Hughes, Cavell, & Thompson, 1998). Furteermor
perpetrators of relational aggression often enjoy high levels otiped popularity. In
fact, perceived popularity is not only positively linked with initiavels of relational
aggression in high school students, but with increases in both overt atidned!
aggression during the high school years as well (Mayeux & @le008). Indeed, it is
perplexing how relational aggression is associated with a plethh@dverse outcomes
including low sociometric popularity enjoying an elevated socidaustéor relationally
aggressive individuals, despite their destructive attacks on others.

Definition of Popularity

Although by definition the word “popular” denotes the quality of being-ikedd
by others (http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/popular), indivgigkentified as
popular by their peer group are not always well-liked. In recentsydhe research
literature has begun to investigate this phenomenon with the cowpiary concepts of
sociometric popularity and perceived popularBpciometric popularitys a measure of
how much a child is liked by his/her peers (Cillessen & Rose, 20@&ceived

popularity, on the other hand, is the extent to which an individual is viewed as “pbpula
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by their peer group (Parkhurst & Hopmeyer, 1998). While some overlap exiss
research indicates that the two models of popularity (sociametd perceived) are
distinct entities (LaFontana & Cillessen, 1999).

Sociometric popularity is associated with positive developmentabmas such
as academic competence (Cillessen & Mayeux, 2007), increasé¢sl déself-perceived
competence in general (Hymel, Rubin, & LeMare, 1990) as wellvasr feternalizing
symptoms than same-aged female peers (Sandstrom & Cillessen, BOiGgrmore,
overt and relational aggression evidence a negative relationstiipcemcurrent and
future sociometric popularity (Cillessen & Borch, 2006; CillesserM&yeux, 2004;
Hymel, Rubin, & LeMare, 1990; Roach & Gross, 2003; Salmivalli, Kaukiaien,
Lagerspetz, 2000).

In contrast, perceived popularity is associated with being soaéllled and
having what others want: attractiveness, high socioeconomic stahlsticaability
designer clothes, the latest electronics, and intimate relatgenskith high status
members of the opposite sex (Alder, Kless, & Alder, 1992; LaForfar@llessen,
2002). Furthermore, while current research does not support a relatidethipen
perceived popularity and relational aggression in elementary aged pupils (ResspBw
& Waller, 2004), perceived popularity is positively linked not onlyriial levels of
relational aggression in secondary school students, but also incredseh overt and
relational aggression over time (Mayeux & Cillessen, 2008; Sands&ro@illessen,
2006). While nonaggressive ‘nice’ children are perceived as popular dthing
elementary years, the research findings (Cillessen &Bd&006; Cillessen & Mayeux,

2004; LaFontana & Cillessen, 2002; Sandstrom & Cillessen, 2008) sermidate a

www.manaraa.com



shift by middle and high school so that relationally aggressive thgals enjoy high
levels of social status while their non-aggressive peers, althwefiliked by others,
often fail to attain similar social status levels. The exewing of this developmental
shift has not been delineated.

Gender Differences in Relational Aggression

The limited amount of research that has been conducted so far suthgests
females preferentially exhibit relational, as opposed to overtresgign (Putallaz,
Grimes, Foster, Kupersmidt, Coie, & Dearing, 2007). Indeed, it appeaed hostility
is infrequently expressed through physical means, and female siggreeems to
manifests itself via attacks on one’s social relationships.

With regard to gender differences in levels of relational eggion, contradictory
findings have been found at all age levels. However, the preponderatiee evidence
seems to indicate that during the preschool and early elemegmtanry, females exhibit
higher levels of relational aggression than do males. For exastptyying a sample of
intact middle-class Caucasian families, Ostrov and Crick (2007) fthetdpreschool
girls are more relationally aggressive than boys. Furtherrmotieeir seminal 1995 study
of third through sixth grade children, Crick and Grotpeter found via yegErts that
females perpetrate significantly more relationally aggjkee behavior than males at this
developmental stage.

Findings become more muddled as boys and girls move into and thraagh th
developmental periods of adolescence and adulthood. Putallaz, Grimesy, Foste
Kupersmidt, Coie, and Dearing (2007), for instance, found that while gtilized

relational, as opposed to overt, as their preferred mode of aggregsneral levels of
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relational aggression did not differ between males and femaleade fpur. Meanwhile,
Prinstein and Cillessen (2003) found no statistically significamdege effect for
relational aggression in a study of early-adolescents. MoreovédcoitydJpton, Bolen
and Brown (2008) failed to find statistically significant evidetwéndicate that females
are more relationally aggressive than males. Current g@iffreesearch suggests that
males and females exhibit comparable levels of relational aygmneguring the years of
emergent adulthood (Duncan & Owen-Smith, 2006; Green, Richardson, & Lago, 1996).

At this point, it is difficult to understand inconsistent findings abgender
differences in relational aggression. It is possible that the wdbgender differences in
relational aggression are age specific and that theseorsaips change throughout the
lifespan. When relational aggression is viewed from evolutionary aail dearning
perspectives, seemingly discrepant findings of gender differemzgs explain how
acquisition of social position is achieved via use of both forms of sgjgrein changing
guantities over time. That is, depending upon age, males and femaleautilize
different avenues to achieve the same coveted social position: perceivedifyopular
Social Dominance Theory

Social interaction, in and of itself, has an evolutionary survival yahgsse who
are part of a social group are more likely to flourish becafiske increased access to
resources provided by the group dynamic. However, as history has sisoagain and
again, humans do not willingly share resources for the bettermelit tiemefore, in-
group competition results as group members vie for a disproportionadena of
resources relative to others. A social dominance hierarchygegoérein an individual’s

social position in the group is determined according to his/hersatzessources that are
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controlled by the group. Aggression is most likely to result in thly stages of group
formation when the various players are vying for position. Thibheé premise of Social
Dominance Theory (Pellegrini, 2008).

Hawley’'s Resource Control Theory (1999) takes this concept a stdperf
arguing that all members of the group use two opposing, yet complenessaurce
control strategies (coercive and prosocial) to expand theirsatcassources. Coercive
means of resource control refer to an individual using whatever mesgessary
(intimidation, aggression, etc.) to take what they want at tperese of others. Prosocial
strategies, on the other hand, involve group members working togethercéonraon
goal resulting in mutual gains for all. A balance of theseegjias allows competitors to
attempt to acquire additional access to desired commodities simialtaneously
maintaining social ties. Rarely does an individual rely on orsgesfy to obtain assets,
but rather all individuals use these two strategies, in diffevemtbinations, to achieve
their goals.

Relational and overt aggression are both coercive resource cordtegss that
can be very effective when used judiciously. However, these behavensoa used
equally across genders: males of all ages engage in sayifi more overt aggression
than do females (Archer, 2004; Bjorkqvist, Lagerspetz, Kaukiainen, 198%erB
Sebanac, 2003; Butovskaya, Timentschik, & Burkova, 2007; Card, Stucky, Sawalani
Little, 2005; Danner, Dubow, Goldstein, & Heretick, 2004; David & Kistner, 2000;
Duncan & Owen-Smith; Heyman & Legare, 2004; Hines & Fry, 19%4kikainen, &
Lagerspetz, 2000; Ostrov & Crick, 2007; Putallaz, et al., 2007; Roach &,G2063;

Salmivalli & Kaukiainen, 2004; Sears, 1961; Sandstrom & Cillessen; 20@e@&)alEs
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preferentially engage in relational aggression as opposed to aygmession (Green,
Richardson & Lago, 1996; Park, Essex, Waxler, Armstrong, Klein &l€with, 2005).
However, while females initially exhibit higher levels of telaal aggression than do
males, these differences dissipate and eventually disappear mee(Archer, 2004;
Mayeux & Cillessen, 2008; Park, Essex, Waxler, Armstrong, KleiGgatdsmith, 2005;
Xie, Cairns & Cairns, 2002; Xie, Farmer, & Cairns, 2003). Social cegniheory,
particularly with respect to gender role socialization, helps to explsiphenomenon.
Social Cognitive Theory

Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 1986) suggests that genderembdization
plays a large part in the resource control strategies enagteshch gender. From
toddlerhood, males and females prefer to engage in gender-appropxiatersetyped
activities (Bussey & Bandura, 1992; Etaugh & Liss, 1992) and thesergmets are not
detectable before age 18-months (Idle, Wood, & Desmarais, 1993; Servim-Poul
Dubois, Coldburne, Sen, & Eichstedt, 2001). Indeed, the gender-typed behaviors of males
and females are learned as both proximal (parents, teachers) ped distal (mass
media and culture) influences interact with a child’s emergiognitive capabilities to
determine his or her gender-role identification and ensuinggengant in gender-typed
activities through the process of triadic reciprocal determinationd@a, 1986).

The stereotypical gender-typed socialization of human beings bedgfimsthe
environment as soon as children are born: boys’ rooms are paintedruuthey are
given trousers to wear, and vehicles, tools and sports equipment twitiawhile girls

rooms are painted pink, they are given dolls and furniture to playandhare attired in
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dresses (Bandura, 1986; Idle, Wood, & Desmarais, 1993; Pomerleau, Boldagit,\a
Cossette, 1990;).

Gender-typed socialization practices continue throughout the lifesghare not
only imparted by parents (Bussey & Bandura, 1992; Etaugh & Liss, Fiht &
Hagan, 1991; Siegal, 1987; Etaugh & Liss, 1992), but by the larger culuveela
(Bandura, 1986; Bussey & Bandura, 1984; Dietz, 1998; Furnham & Mak, 1999n Mart
& Haverson, 1981). Likewise, considerable sex-segregation of chisdpday groups is
evident from toddlerhood onward (Maccoby, 1990) and children, themselves, ase
role models, mechanisms of punishment and reinforcement and contextfocues
engagement or disengagement in behavior (Bandura, 1986; Bussey & Bdia,
Lamb, Easterbrooks, & Holden, 1980; Maccoby, 1990). Gradually over-time, s
stereotyped standards of behavior are represented as intetreithrelards of conduct
(Bandura, 1984, 1986; Bussey & Bandura, 1992).

Specifically, with regard to aggression, a historically ‘makex-role, the overtly
aggressive behaviors of females are selected against bebassebehaviors are not
acknowledged, and as such not reinforced, in many instances (Fag@af,H&91). At
other times negative consequences are actively applied tdefeaggressive behavior
(Baumrind & Black, 1967; Lytton & Romney, 1991). On the other hand, cooperative play
and nurturing role-performance, such as playing house, is highly ageauby both
proximal and distal social influences (Baumrind & Black, 1967; loyté Romney,
1991), at least in Westernized families of middle- to upper-oseonomic status (Fagot

& Hagan, 1991).
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Conversely, these same aggressive behaviors are encouraged i{\Baafesnd
& Black, 1967; Fagot & Hagan, 1991; Lytton & Romney, 1991) and males asdized
from a young age that engagement in overt aggression is aceeptabany situations.
This differential socialization begins as early as preschbetgtare countless same-sex
role models (such as actors, sports stars, and superheroes) fgrbasnwho glorify
aggression (Bandura, 1986; Wright & Houston, 1983).

Furthermore, fathers and mothers reward aggression in their samguia, 1986)
and excuse their behavior with the idiom of “boys will be boys.leldaovert aggression
is rewarded on the sports field and in defense of one’s family andrgaumte females
are not encouraged to play aggressive supports and are relegatggboot roles in the
military. This is a direct representation of our society'sebehat it is inappropriate for
females to be aggressive because aggression is consideredsiecdnsith the female
gender role.

Nevertheless, females are still actively competing for reesuiSheldon, 1989 as
cited in Maccoby, 1990). This discouragement of overt aggression agmsstes that
aggression will become covert in nature, but still effective. Heweover time, male
overt aggression, too, becomes covert as overt aggression is adis@yraged by
greater societal controls in late childhood/early adolescencbavikes that were
previously adaptive then cause considerable difficulties as offemd& suspension,
expulsion and police involvement if discovered. As overt aggression no Iprmedes
access to desired commodities, but results in a considerablefldssired resources a

shift occurs: overt aggression decreases while perpetration afomalaaggression
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simultaneously increases to levels that are almost idetdithbse of females by the end
of high school (Archer, 2004; Mayeus & Cillessen, 2008).
Purpose of the Study

The goal of this study is to explore the complex web of relatipeshetween
perceived popularity, sociometric popularity and relationally aggredactics across a
wide age span, and to investigate possible gender differences diffesent stages of
development. Past research has typically focused on the preseya®lef differences in
relational aggression within restricted age ranges. In fagst previous studies on the
topic have covered an age range of only two to three years whée iotvestigations
have covered a larger age span by investigating pupils in etleey grade level. Both
approaches have led to inconsistent findings with regard to betyeeeler differences in
relational aggression. This study seeks to clarify by investig gender differences in
third through twelfth grade pupils.

Additionally, prior research on relational aggression, perceived populanty
sociometric popularity have heavily relied on convenience samples ofbamband
urban youth obtained from locals surrounding institutions of higher learsargples
which have been of middle-to upper-middle-socioeconomic status lasAwea result,
little is known about experiences of children and adolescents inan@@s$. Furthermore,
studies have implemented different procedures in measuring relataggression,
depending upon the age of participants: classroom-wide nominationgilazed for
elementary aged pupils while grade-wise nominations have been ubethidle and
high school students, limiting comparability of findings across studvasch prior

research using the peer nomination procedures has employed ed linmumination
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approach, which has the untoward side-effect of restricting thge rah data (Terry,
2000).

To address these issues in previous research, the present imoestiga
encompassed an expansive age range of grades three through twedveural
community that has been profoundly affected by the current economic waw@in
unlimited choice peer nomination instrument was utilized to avoidatst) the range of
the data, as suggested by Terry (2000). Data were collectesl gitaide level, as opposed
to the classroom level, to allow direct comparisons to be matiee&e all cohorts
investigated and to ensure that the same metric was used for all studyegariabl
The following research questions were explored:

Research Questions & Hypotheses
1. Are there significant differences within gender for ergagnt in aggressive
behavior?
Hix Females are more relationally aggressive than overtly aggressive.
Hip:  Males are more overtly than relationally aggressive.
2. Are there between-gender differences in aggressive behavior?
H.. Males are more overtly aggressive than are females.
H.,:  Females are more relationally aggressive than are males.
3. Does the pattern of gender differences in aggressive stratkifgeetween primary
and secondary levels?
Hsa  For relational aggression, the difference between males and femabsssdec
in the secondary, as opposed to primary, school level.

Hs,:  Both males and females exhibit increasing amounts of relational aggression in
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the secondary, as compared to primary, school level.
Hs.: Both males and females exhibit decreasing amounts of overt aggression in the
secondary, as compared to primary, school level.
4. Are there significant differences in relational aggression levels by papuige?
Hia Perceived popular individuals are more relationally aggressive than
sociometrically popular individuals.
5. Does the difference in relational aggression level by popylgnte differ between
primary and secondary school levels?
Hsa  Sociometrically popular and perceived popular groups exhibit similar and
low levels of relational aggression during the primary school years.
Hsy: At the secondary school level, perceived popular students exhibit higher levels
of relational aggression than do sociometrically popular students.
Hse. At the secondary level, sociometrically popular individuals continue to exhibit

low levels of relational aggression.
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CHAPTER 2
Review of Literature
Definition of Relational Aggression

For an action to be considered aggressive, the aggressor must inteciibtinéoa
cause physical or psychological harm to the victim, and thawictust also view the
action in a negative light (Galen & Underwood, 1997). The majofitieliterature on
aggressive behavior has focused on overt physical aggression, payticulaniales.
However, “as far as aggression is conceived as a motivated seqakrehaviors
resulting in the infliction of pain, then a deliberate snub and segiglusion may be
functionally equivalent to a verbal insult or even to a physical blgw@shbach & Sones,
1971, p. 385). In fact, relational aggression can be defined as omi@hticausing harm
to others via actual or threatened damage to their peer relaisr{€lnick, 1995). Rumor
spreading intending to cause peers to reject the target, vdth@dtiendship in order to
inflict harm, and excluding a child from an intimate group oérfds are all poignant
examples of relational aggression (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995).

However, Crick and her colleagues were not the first to investipa form of
aggressive behavior. Feshbach introduced the concept of indirect aggiasi@s,
defined as the infliction of pain to the victim by means of teacand exclusion and
since that time, numerous other research teams have invedtiha phenomenon. In
Finland in the early 1990’s Bjorkqvist and his colleagues undertook conmgrebetudy
of what they also termed “indirect aggression,” a central featbiwvhich is the frequent
inability of the victim to identify the aggressor, enabling thepetator to avoid

retaliation from the target and the condemnation of others. Thearas group defined
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indirect aggression as “noxious behavior in which the target persattasked not
physically or directly through verbal intimidation but in a circuiteeesy, through social
manipulation” (Kaukiainen, Bjorkqvist, Lagerspetz, Osterman, Salmi\Rdithberg, &
Ahlbom, 1999, p. 83). Behaviors such as gossiping, spreading vicious rumors in
retaliation, intentionally breaking contact with the victim and ibafting another as
revenge, and advocating the social exclusion of another exemmudiie¢t aggression
(Bjorkgvist, Lagerspetz, & Kaukiainen, 1992). Indeed, many of these lsahaiors are
representative of Crick’s relational aggression. The distinctiondset the two concepts
lies in the fact that relational aggression is comprised of bmihd-about and direct
aggressive acts that solely focus on manipulation of interperselasionships (Crick,
Nelson, Morales, Cullerton-Sen, Casas, & Hickman, 2001), while indiggtession
neglects explicitly confrontive acts such as telling a cthilat if he/she does X, Y will
happen.

More recently, Xie and colleagues have further dissecteck’€rrelational
aggression by classifying behaviors according to their degreecoafrontation,
distinguishing direct relational aggression and social aggressiopoo@mts (Xie, Swift,
Cairns, & Cairns, 2002). Specifically, direct relational aggressaars to the infliction
of damage to interpersonal relationships via confrontational strateggien as the
perpetrator stating to the victim that he/she will discontiheer¢lationship unless he/she
complies with the wishes of the aggressor. Social aggression, oothbke hand,
encompasses behaviors that intentionally disrupt relationships, budethtty of the
perpetrator is unknown to the victim. For example, gossiping, soaaiston, stealing

friends/romantic partners, the triangulation of relationships and betrayakbofall under
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this umbrella. This distinction neatly encompasses indirect aggmesgithin the
umbrella of relational aggression under the auspice of social aggression.

As the previous discussion clearly demonstrates, the concepts atibnal
aggression, indirect aggression, direct relational aggression and aggiaksion are all
closely interrelated as seen in Table 1. Therefore, for the purposes ofrdre study the
term relational aggression will be utlized as an umbrella t&snrepresent these
intersecting concepts.

Popularity

The research literature characterizes ‘popularity’ as bemgprised of two
distinct dimensions: sociometric popularity and perceived populabi&~qntana &
Cillessen, 1999). Sociometric popularity, also known as social prefeisreceneasure of
how much a child is liked by his/her peers (Cillessen & Rose, 2005), and is assed via pee
nominations in which children identify most and least liked peersofess then derived
by subtracting least liked from most liked nominations and thendatdizing the
resulting metric (Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982). Perceived popularityherother
hand, is the extent to which an individual is viewed as “popularhby peer group and
is assessed via peer nominations in which persons identify mostasicbpular peers.
A score is derived by subtracting least popular from most populainabons and

standardizing the result (Parkhurst & Hopmeyer, 1998).
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Table 1

Summary and Comparison of Definitions of Relational Aggression

Definition Method of Behavioral Examples Perpetrator
Attack Identifiable
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Relational Aggression

Indirect Aggression

Social Aggression

Direct Relational

[ NP -

Infliction of harm
to “others through
damage to their
peer relationships

or through the
threat of such
damage (Crick,
1995 p. 313).”

Harmful behavior

in which an
individual is
targeted in a
circuitous way,
through social
manipulation

(Kaukiainen et al.,

1999).

Those behaviors
which intentionally

disrupt

relationships but
where the but the

identity of the
perpetrator is
unknown to the

victim (Xie, Swift,
Cairns, & Cairns,

2002).

The infliction of
damage to
interpersonal

relationships via

confrontational
strategies (Xie,

Swift, Cairns, &

Cairns, 2002).

Comprised of

Rumor spreading intendingYes and no,

both roundabout to cause peers to reject thedepending on

as well as
directly

aggressive acts

(Crick et al.,
2001).

Roundabout
way, through
social
manipulation
(Kaukiainen et
al., 1999).

Roundabout
way, through
social
manipulation
(Xie, Swift,
Cairns, &
Cairns, 2002).

Directly

aggressive acts

(Xie, Swift,
Cairns, &
Cairns, 2002).

target, withholding strategy
friendship intending to employed (Crick
inflict harm, and excluding et al., 2001).

a child from an intimate

group of friends (Crick &

Grotpeter, 1995).

Gossiping, spreading Victim is unable
vicious rumors as revenge, to identify the
intentionally breaking perpetrator
contact with the victim and (Kaukiainen et
befriending another as al., 1999).
revenge, and advocating

the social exclusion of

another (Bjorkqvist,

Lagerspetz, & Kaukiainen,

1992).

Gossiping, social Perpetrator is not
exclusion, stealing identifiable by
friends/romantic partners, the victim (Xie,
the triangulation of Swift, Cairns, &
relationships and betrayal Cairns, 2002).

of trust (components (Xie,

Swift, Cairns, & Cairns,

2002).

Perpetrator stating to the Perpetrator is
victim that he/she will identifiable by
discontinue the relationshipthe victim (Xie,
unless he/she complies  Swift, Cairns, &
with the wishes of the Cairns, 2002).
aggressor. (Xie, Swift,

Cairns, & Cairns, 2002).
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Relationship between perceived and sociometric popularity. While
sociometric and perceived popularity are highly correlated (And2a§; Cillessen &
Borch, 2006; LaFontana and Cillessen, 2002; Lease, Kennedy & Axelrod, 2002;
Parkhurst & Hopmeyer, 1998; Rose, Swenson, & Carlson, 2004; Prinsteirle&sén,
2003; Sandstrom & Cillessen, 2006), a considerable amount of reseadtaadhat
these two types of popularity are in fact quite distinct.

In one of the early studies on the topic, Parkhurst and Hopmeyer (1998¢droup
middle-school students from a small community in the Midwest inteet categories
according to their level of perceived popularity: high (1 standard ti@viabove the
mean), low (1 standard deviation below the mean) and average (evetgeh Less than
one third of perceived popular individuals were also sociometripalbylar (1 standard
deviation above the mean). In fact, two discrete groups of percpvaalar students
emerged: those who were concurrently sociometrically popular and wusevere not.
This finding has been substantiated by several other research groups.

Sandstrom and Cillessen (2006) followed Caucasian middle-school stirdemts
fifth through eighth grades. Findings revealed that perceimddsaciometric popularity
were highly correlated at .74. However, in keeping with the eatiely of Parkhurst and
Hopmeyer, Sandstrom and Cillessen also identified two types lofstat¢us children: one
group being friendly, inclusive toward peers, and generally M«elll, while the other
group of children evidenced high levels of both overt and relatiaggression.
Nevertheless, these two groups did overlap somewhat and it wablggoasd even

relatively likely, that a child may be simultaneously high on both charaatsris
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Lease, Kennedy and Axelrod (2002), utilizing a rural sample of foartugh
sixth grade students, identified a subgroup of perceived popular childrealschenjoy
elevated levels of social preference. This group of children diéwidénce the elevated
levels of relationally aggressive behavior that their perceived popalgrcounterparts
did. For females only, perceived popular-only girls were reportdsk tmore disruptive
and less prosocial than females in the perceived and sociontgtrigapular
classification. For both males and females, exclusion of otherpegtvely related to
perceived popularity but negatively linked with sociometric populaBtygagement in
bullying behaviors exhibited a similar relationship but for femaldg. Males, who were
both perceived as popular and received high ratings of sociometric poypsiared high
levels of social visibility with the perceived popular only group; havethey did not
exhibit a comparable level of relationally aggressive behavior.

DeBruyn and Cillessen (2006) found in their study of 13 and 14 year d&$ ma
and females in the Netherlands that there exist two distintymeg of popular peers:
those who are high on sociometric popularity and prosocial behavior (@egopular)
and those who, while socially central and dominant, are not nedtgsseitl-liked
(popularistic).

Farmer and Rodkin (1996) found a similar pattern of results inithesstigation
of social network centrality among emotionally and behaviorally distlirelementary
school students and their classmates. Specifically, Farmer ad&inrRfound that
engagement in aggressive behaviors does not inevitably suppresssticigl In fact,
they identified two distinct groups of popular individuals; while bgtbups exhibited

high athleticism they differed along the lines of prosocial angs@oial behavior: one
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group was highly prosocial while the other exhibited antisocial cterstics and
behaviors.

Despite these findings, evidence indicates the relationship betsoagometric
and perceived popularity is not static. Instead, it changes oveotinge of development
and the timing of the changes differs by gender. For example,cv@ss-sectional study
of fourth through eighth grade students, utilizing unlimited nominaticasures,
LaFontana and Cillessen (2002) found that while sociometric and yetcpopularity
are highly correlated (r = .70), with age, children increasiniggyinguished their own
personal liking of an individual from their evaluation of that pers@tatus among the
peer group at large, coming to view popularity as a function of soetalork centrality,
dominance and influence. Interestingly, aggression was viewed imglgapositively
over time, and females made this transition much earlier than males.

Cillessen and Mayeux (2004) found in a longitudinal study of childres Ageo
14 that the relationship between sociometric and perceived popularityedeover time
for both males and females. By age 14, perceived and sociometric piypeNatenced
no appreciable relationship for females but remained significaathglated for males at
this age.

Meanwhile, Cillessen and Borch (2006) found in a longitudinal study of rgiside
from grade 5 through high school that while sociometric and perceived apibypul
initially evidenced a positive association at the beginningfthf §rade, the correlation
steadily decreased for both genders, but for very differerdonsa In fact, these
researchers reported a curvilinear correlation between socioneatd perceived

popularity that was moderated by gender. For males, thel icatieelation between the
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two variables (r = .58) in grade six decreased to nonsignicane .03) in grade 10
before bouncing back to a moderate effect (r = .30) by graeleawror females, while
the magnitude of the correlation remained stable over timeyetsed in sign from .41 in
sixth grade to -.49 at the end of twelfth grade. When this curailiredationship was not
taken into account, Cillessen and Borch’s findings paralleled tho<eilleEsen and
Mayeux (2004). While these earlier findings have not been reanaliyzisdcertainly
possible that an undetected curvilinear relationship was presentlless€n and
Mayeux’s (2004) sample as well. Incidentally, perceived populatdius was much
more stable than actual levels of liking from fifth througlelfth grades for both males
and females.

Mayeux, Sandstrom and Cillessen (2008) found additional evidence to support
this curvilinear relationship in their study of high school studentscifsgly, for
females perceived popularity in tenth grade negatively predictedl sweiference two
years later while there was a positive relationship betwednmsetric popularity and
perceived popularity for males across this same time spageis that for females, at
least, being liked and being perceived as popular by theirgreap are increasingly
incompatible over time.

Characteristics associated with popularity

While it has only been in recent years that researchersrhade the distinction
between perceived and sociometric forms of popularity, a considdradbjeof research
indicates that popular individuals, however it is defined, share commoactdrastics.
Popular individuals are generally physically attractive, codperaand exhibit strong

leadership qualities (Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982; Elder, 1985). Aradobpscents,
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those who are considered popular by their peer group were well known, good looking and
attended many social events (Youniss, McLellan, & Strouse, 1994). @@@5) found

that, at least among his sample of middle school girls, those wigorelatively well off
economically, or socially visible were generally more populan thigls who did not
possess these characteristics. Being a cheerleader, foietite of a cheerleader, was a
prime avenue for achieving social visibility and the popularity that ensues.

While popular individuals share some traits, there are some gepeeific
avenues to popularity as well. In an investigation of primarilyd@sian middle and
upper-middle-class elementary students, Alder, Kless and AlderR)1f@@nd that
avenues to popularity are gender specific. Males attained higis sia their success in
relationships with girls, athletic ability, social skills, and geéved toughness, while
females, achieved popularity by way of their parents’ socioecnstatus, their own
beauty and desirability to males, social skills and/or acadentcess. In fact, in the
upper-elementary grades, popular males were much more defiadtlofauthority than
were less popular boys, while the socioeconomic status of themtpared degree of
parental permissiveness were the two most powerful determinants of femalaripyppul

In a qualitative study of Scottish adolescents, Michell (19939 &und that
popular boys were well dressed in the latest fashions, well grocattedctive, and
outgoing. For girls, on the other hand, popularity was linked with tipeinding power
and appearance; these girls were attractive to boys and spensiderable amount of
time socializing with males, while also engaging in high lewé risk-taking behaviors
such as smoking. Unpopular males and females tended to come from iogcenomic

backgrounds, possess limited academic skills and have little social finesse.
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While there are gender specific avenues to popularity, theceexist routes
specific to the type of popularity being considered.

Attributes associated with sociometric popularity. Sociometrically popular
individuals are assertive, and viewed by their peers as kind, ctiopaaad trustworthy
(Parkhurst & Asher, 1992). They are seen as supportive to others (@Budge, &
Coppotelli, 1982). Furthermore, sociometrically popular individuals posses®y social
skills, are friendly to a wide array of peers and behave rdapgctoward others
(Youniss, McLellan, &Strouse, 1994). Moreover, prosocial behavior is stendy
associated with sociometric popularity (LaFontana &Cillessen, g2 & Bear, 1997).
Sociometric popularity is also linked with a reduction in concurrergrnatizing
behaviors (Sandstrom & Cillessen, 2006). Sociometrically popular indivicaras
characterized as social, helpful and academically oriented (deBruythe&sen, 2006).

In addition to being liked and exhibiting prosocial behaviors, sociometric
popularity is positively related to desirable outcomes. For pre-eamy-adolescent
females social preference is positively correlated with tedoacademic functioning
(Cillessen & Mayeux, 2007). Likewise, Hymel, Rubin and LeMare9Q)%ound that
higher levels of sociometric popularity were associated wigatgr self-perceptions of
children’s self-competence.

Features associated with perceived popularity. The degree to which an individual
is viewed as “popular” by their peer group has come to be known imegearch
literature as perceived popularity (Parkhurst & Hopmeyer, 1998pantkived popular
individuals have many characteristics in common with their socrarally popular

peers. However, some of these shared attributes are more peedittperceived as
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opposed to sociometric popularity. For example, while athletic yalsliassociated with
both sociometric and perceived popularity, LaFontana and Cillessen (2008%) that

among males athletic ability was more associated with pedeopularity than with
sociometric popularity during the middle school years. Resulteduisuggested that
visibility and social impact are more predictive of perceitlegan sociometric popularity
in this age group as well.

However, perceived popular individuals very frequently possess one quatlity
shared by their sociometrically popular peers: engagement itionally aggressive
behaviors. For example, deBruyn and Cillessen (2006) found that “popularistic
adolescents” who were both socially central and dominant demonstiedeacteristics
such as antisocial behaviors, relational aggression, ostracizinginguldefiance to
teachers, showing off and behaving in an arrogant manner. Intergstihgise
popularistic students were viewed as having more power and influenceheveeer
group than prosocial-popular students.

In a study of upper-elementary aged students residing in a atgal Lease,
Kennedy, and Axelrod (2002) found evidence that, for both genders, perceived pppulari
was positively associated social visibility, possession of thpesgive equipment of
popularity (e.g. attractiveness and spending power) and relatioggltgssive behavior.
Ironically, disruptive and bullying behaviors were positively datesl with both least-
popular nominations for boys and most-popular nominations for girls, sugpestin
opposite pattern of association among these variables than hadlyypéen found in the
research literature. However, disruptive behaviors were highhglated with like-least

nominations for females. Relationally aggressive behaviors evidenaemhsaderably
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stronger relationship with perceived, as opposed to sociometric,sratinmppularity for
both genders.

Adler, Kless, and Adler (1992) also found that females with a higbeio-s
economic status and a high degree of parental permissivengisksbstl themselves as
major players in the popular crowd, manipulating those around thestablish their
focal position in their peer group and to delineate group boundaries. theses same
girls who achieved high popularity that were most sensitive texbkisionary tactics of
gossip, ‘meanness’ and spreading of rumors. While most femalgardiess of
popularity status, acknowledged the elevated social position of the gpoguls, they
actively expressed dislike for them.

Similar to high-status females, perceived popular males usieddceal expertise
to their advantage, often engaging in manipulative, domineering andoliogt
behaviors such as turning would-be friends against each othieeyasdmpeted for the
popular boy’s attention. These same boys used their savoir-fatefitee and enforce
social boundaries. Interestingly, with respect to cross-gendatiorships, males,
regardless of their popularity status, sought after the attentifojust a select group of
popular girls, making it unlikely that a relatively less populat ¢puld increase her
social standing merely by dating a high status male. Not athpi¢hese socially central
boys and girls were precocious in their development of adult social chiestaztesuch as
understanding of group dynamics (Adler, Kless, & Adler, 1992).

Conversely, utilizing a sample of seventh through tenth grade studeWsst
Berlin Germany, Hawley, Little and Card (2007) found that perdep@pularity was

related to social preference, friendship aspirations and resoartelcamong both
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genders. In this sample, perceived popularity was not related b&ingdjs overt
aggression or relational aggression in either gender. This resatt aslds with the
majority of findings documented in the United States.

Conundrum of popularity. As previously discussed, individuals with sociometric
and perceived popularity share many common characteristics andcimaye popularity
through similar avenues. However, once an individual is labeled as ‘pobultré peer
group, he or she is in a vulnerable position and may lose this covetiesl ifthis/her
behavior is not in line with the expectations of the group. Youniss, Né&elaehd Strouse
(1994) uncovered this phenomenon during the late 1980’s and early 1990’srin theli
investigation of primarily Caucasian, middle-class adolescentdeWerceived popular
children did not view themselves as superficial or snobbish, they vwetatge part,
viewed that way by their peer group. Findings suggested thatssfgite maintaining
popularity may require equilibration between gains in social stang negative
sentiments from would-be rivals. Consistent with other researdmeomopic, females
appeared to be considerably more invested in achieving and mainfaapulgrity status
than were males. Other research groups have found similarly.

For example, Merten (1997) found evidence of this conundrum of popularity in
his three-year longitudinal study of junior high school students. Medandf that
popular students were in a precarious position and quite vulnerable to lakeaigd
“stuck-up.” If a popular individual became viewed as arrogant, catedr haughty,
then not only would their popularity decrease, it might reverse @it re unpopularity.

A girl might gain the reputation of being stuck-up not only througtoa, but inaction as

well. For instance, while participants reported that popular gielsapposed to be nice,
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if a popular girl failed to exhibit understanding of peer plightsuppsrt to a friend when
needed, it was often interpreted as an intentional act designéurt the recipient.
Indeed, if high-status individuals did not mediate competition and cbafinong peers,
they were often viewed as exhibiting an overtly aggressive atienastyle toward peers,
an attribution not made about less popular individuals exhibiting sirbidsavior
patterns. Moreover, females known to be both popular and nice had to bantdgns
vigilant and consistently positive in their interactions with everytmeating all members
of their peer group as equals, regardless of their sociometric or perpepelar status.

Elder (1985) also found evidence that while popular girls were dedcabe
friendly and nice by a majority of peers, others reported thag these girls were stuck-
up and unfriendly. In fact, a majority considered popular girls to be sstubkider
hypothesized that this was because popular girls failed to engage in intesaath their
less popular female peers as frequently as desired becawsaénerso many competing
bids for their attention.

As research has demonstrated, perceived popular only individuathd@se. who
occupied an elevated social position but were not concurrently wedl}lare frequently
viewed as stuck-up and often have a reputation for engaging in aictiended to hurt
the recipient. However, this reputation for meanness servespawexful deterrent to
would be challengers for their social power. In fact, Lease Kgnaed Axelrod (2002)
conjectured that girls who are perceived as popular may feebymed to engage in
socially aggressive behavior as a means of achieving and maintairpogular status
after more prosocial strategies have been unsuccessful. i segtmelational aggression

is the weapon of the powerful (i.e. those perceived as populahébyder group).
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However, not all perceived popular youth engage in this form of behawidact, age
and gender convolute the equation. Therefore, it is important to have @ughor
understanding of relational aggression, including outcomes/correlatekerghkfferences,
and age effects before examining the complex interplay stwdly variables: relational
aggression, sociometric popularity, perceived popularity, school level and gender.
Concurrent and Future Outcomes of Relational Aggression

Victimization. Not surprisingly, research demonstrates that relational aignes
negatively impacts its victims at all age levels, at laashe United States. This finding
was starkly portrayed by Card, Stucky, Sawalani, and Little (2098yay of a meta-
analysis of 128 studies investigating relational, social or cagmgtession in persons
under the age of 18. Results indicated that both direct and indireetssiggr are more
strongly associated with peer rejection in the United Stagesih other Western and non
Western nations. Furthermore, physical and relational aggressimn woth associated
with internalizing and externalizing difficulties.

Indeed, negative outcomes of experiencing relational victimizdteore been
noted at all age levels. In fact, Crick, Casas, and Ku (1999) fourtdagher report that
during the preschool years, victims of both genders experience mimmailizing
problems than non-victims and also experience less positive peer relationshifis overa

During the middle childhood period, relational victimization has been stensly
associated with both internalizing and peer rejection difficulties.a short-term
longitudinal study of fourth grade children, Murray-Close, Ostrov, @ndk (2007)
found that increased levels of relational victimization experigrechildren of either

gender were directly related to greater internalizing sgmptology. In a study of third
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through sixth grade children, Crick and Nelson (2002) found that relatiaiahization
within close friendships was related to concurrent internalizrtgrnalizing and social
difficulties.

Furthermore, relationally victimized children are not only lessepted by other
children than are their peers during this period of development, but exgemore peer
rejection as well (Crick, Casas, & Ku, 1999; Ostrov, Woods, Janseas,Ca&sCrick,
2004). Putallaz et al. (2007) found that teachers view relationamgicéis fearful of
negative evaluation by others, appearing sad in, and avoiding, sociabsguas well as
evidencing characteristics of depression. These same studemtseptzted feeling
significantly lonelier than their less victimized peers. Morep@eick and Bigbee (1998)
reported that, among fourth and fifth grade students, relational izetion is not only
positively related to peer rejection, but is linked with submissiveavier and
internalizing problems for both boys and girls as well. Incidentédly females only,
relational victimization was negatively connected with behavioral estfaint.

Research on the outcomes of relational victimization in adolescsrienited. In
a qualitative investigation of adolescent females in Australiagr@wSlee and Shute
(2000) found that victims of relational aggression experience sermdasnalizing
problems such as anxiety, loss of self-esteem, fear for freglagonships, reduced self-
confidence and often do not understand why they were targeted. Furtbeteamhers
report that some victims contemplate suicide while others chahgels. However, their
‘reputation’ often precedes them. Additionally, these girls fredquésecome paranoid

that others are talking about them, and engage in catastrophizing self-talk.
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Perpetrators. It is well established that the victims of relational aggogss
experience adjustment difficulties in both the internalizing axtérealizing domains.
However, outcomes for perpetrators of relational aggression aunifiotmly negative
across age levels. Even during the preschool years, findings »ee mi regard to
outcomes for perpetrators of relational aggression. However, outceess to be
moderated by both gender and coexisting engagement in overt aggression.

For example, Crick, Casas and Mosher (1997) found that while theis peer
considerably disliked both relationally and overtly aggressivedm&nl| relationally
aggressive males enjoyed rather elevated levels of peer @uoeptn fact, for males,
peer liking was positively predicted by both teacher and peer egpoglational
aggression. Meanwhile, in a semi-structured observational study gbdaurdAmerican
preschool children, Ostrov, Woods, Jansen, Casas, and Crick (2004) fouredatinatal
aggression was linked with peer exclusion for males but not femalkesvise, Crick,
Ostrov, Burr, Cullerton-Sen, Jansen-Yeh, and Ralston (2006) found thatlevietrof
physical aggression was held constant, relationally aggressiavibesh continued to
predict future peer rejection for females only.

Similar results have been demonstrated during the middle childhood pesiod. F
instance, in her ground breaking early work, Crick (1996) discowbegdoth relational
and overt aggression predict future peer rejection for both boys asdHpivever, some
intriguing findings emerged. For females, relational and physiggreasion were
negatively associated with prospective peer acceptance andonalatiggression
predicted peer rejection over and above overt aggression. Additionattiieteatings

indicated that overt aggression was negatively related to futerdiki@g and positively
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associated with future peer rejection, but for girls only. Foemaleer rated relational
aggression was not predictive of future adjustment after overt aggresas accounted
for, while teacher reported relational aggression was predictive of futerdifpeg.

In a study published just one year earlier, Crick and Grotpeter (18pbjted
similar results. Specifically, they found evidence that relalipa@gressive children are
less preferred by their peers than are non-relationallyeagige children. Not only are
relationally aggressive girls are less accepted by peemsnibrarelationally aggressive
girls or boys of any relational aggression status but they iexgermore social isolation
as well. In fact, relationally aggressive girls reportgghificantly more loneliness and
less acceptance by the peer group than do others. However, relptiaggikessive
children of both genders reported significantly greater leveldepfessive symptoms
than non-relationally aggressive persons.

Crick (1997) expanded on these findings. For instance, among middle-childhood
and preadolescent pupils, teachers indicated that relationally dggreegs experience
more social-psychological adjustment problems than do relationallsessyge girls.
Teachers also reported that relationally aggressive childremiesignificantly more
internalizing and externalizing symptoms than their nonaggressive courgerpart

Hennington, Hughes, Cavell and Thompson (1998) found similarly. Among
teacher-nominated aggressive elementary pupils, extremely yowtjressive males
were not likely to experience peer rejection unless they wveerecurrently very
relationally aggressive as well, although both forms of aggresstoe associated with

negative peer evaluations and inversely related to peer likingessjge girls, however,
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were reported to be withdrawn and exhibit depressive symptomataggydless of the
form of aggression practiced.

Roach and Gross (2003) found, in an investigation of third and fourth grade
pupils, that those who were reported by peers to engage in signiéeal# of relational
aggression were also viewed as being involved in fighting in genemah rmore
frequently than their peers who did not utilize relationally aggive strategies.
Furthermore, high levels of peer rated relational aggressionaeeirrently related to
low social preference, a high number of detentions, and elevatdueteatings of
depression.

Moreover, Putallaz, Grimes, Foster, Kupersmidt, Coie and Dearing)(2207d
that among i grade children, those who exhibit high levels of relational aggressere
significantly less likely to be described as shy by theirgpéeeachers reported that these
children generally did not avoid social situations. Interestingypgtration of relational
aggression was unrelated to concurrent loneliness, social anxietgrnadizing
difficulties, peer rejection or depression in this sample; aratioebl aggressors were
viewed as socially competent by peers.

In a study of rural, urban, and suburban children, Werner and Crick (200%)
that while physical aggression significantly predicted so@gction for both genders
over time, this relationship was considerably stronger for fensslespposed to males.
However, evidence suggested that relationally aggressive childreciadiypeoys, have
low levels of sociometric popularity.

Indeed, the relationship between relational aggression and intergalizi

difficulties, as well as peer rejection, is well documentednduthe middle childhood
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period. Furthermore, relational aggression has consistently been linkkedbwoth
psychosocial adjustment difficulties and elevated social statusgdadolescence. For
example, among clinically referred youth, ages 10 to 17, in British GadynCanada,
relational aggression was related to negative self-repreisentand this association was
stronger for females (Moretti, Holland, & McKay, 2001). For both gesydessaultive
behaviors were predicted by poor self-esteem and low self-efficacy isathisle.

On the other hand, relationally aggressive behavior during adolescenbedra
inconsistently linked with academic skills deficits and eadiiosl withdrawal. For
example, Cillessen and Mayeux (2007) found that among pre- and easgcatul
females, relationally aggressive acts are related to conclowersicademic performance
in grade 6, but not for males. Relationally aggressive malesteeporore optimistic
academic and social expectations for high school than did tesiatgyressive peers and,
surprisingly, overt aggression was also related to positive exjastan the arena of
social functioning during high school. Meanwhile, Xie, Cairns, andn€42007) found
that while physically aggressive behavior predicts school dropoutgemgst in social
aggression does not consistently predict early withdrawal from education.

Despite its relationship with adverse outcomes during adolescenagona
aggression is also positively correlated with peer perceived papulandreou, 2006;
LaFontana & Cillessen, 2002; Rose, Swenson & Waller, 2004; SandstrGitie&sen,
2006) and this relationship will be discussed in detail in a subsequent section.

Relational aggression has also been linked with undesirable outcomes i
adulthood. For example, Ostrov and Houston (2008) studied the concepts aivproa

relational aggression, defined as those relationally aggressivehattare utilized as a
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means to an end, and reactive relational aggression, defined asnadljataggressive
behavior exhibited in response to an actual or perceived threat amesamme of

emerging adults. These researchers found evidence that whdgveesgelational

aggression is not appreciably linked with antisocial personalityriestit is associated
with features of Borderline Personality Disorder. Simitar physical aggression,
proactive relational aggression is linked with antisocial persgnatliisorder

symptomatology.

Additionally, Werner and Crick (1999) found that relational aggressios wa
associated with peer rejection among college students of both gekdeais. only
egocentric behavior was linked to relational aggression for mextioradlly aggressive
females displayed a wide range of internalizing and extemngligymptoms such as
stimulus seeking, self-harm behavior, bulimic symptoms, depression identity
problems. Relational aggression was also negatively related tourcemic life
satisfaction. Meanwhile, in a study of intercollegiate athjetgkzing a team-based peer
nomination procedure, Storch, Werner and Storch (2003) found that peers frequently
rejected males who exhibited relationally aggressive behavioite welationally
aggressive females reported alcohol problems.

Storch, Bagner, Geffken and Baumeister (2004) found in a self-rsfpaly of
undergraduates, that relational aggression was significantlyedelto concurrent
loneliness, alcohol problems, drug problems and depression for both gdrueeser,
relational aggression was associated with social anxietydorem only. In contrast, Xie,

Swift, Cairns and Cairns (2002) found that during the period of adolesarte
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emerging adulthood relational aggression does not significantly asereisk of
concurrent or future psychosocial maladjustment after accounting for otheaatskst

While a positive relationship between perceived popularity and relationa
aggression has been substantiated in middle childhood and adolescerengthtirisvas
unable to locate any studies that investigated the relationshipedretwelational
aggression and perceived popularity during adulthood; perhaps this is bétwasseial
groups of adults are more diverse and popularity is much more dificcdefine in this
context.

In summary, research has clearly shown that the perpetratiomrlatfonal
aggression is related to negative outcomes at all age levels.
Gender Differences in Levels of Aggression

It is frequently asserted that males are more aggredsare females. Indeed,
when looking at only overt aggression this gender difference is glamagis an
undisputed fact within the research literature (Archer, 2004; Bjorkgkegerspetz,
Kaukiainen, 1992; Butovskaya, Timentschik, & Burkova, 2007; Card, Stucky, Sawalani
& Little, 2005; David & Kistner, 2000; Duncan & Owen-Smith, 2006; Hegn&
Legare, 2004; Hines & Fry, 1994; Musher-Eizenman, Boxer, Danner, Dubmdst&in,
& Heretick, 2004; Ostrov & Crick, 2007; Putallaz, et al., 2007; Roach 8s§r2003;
Salmivalli & Kaukiainen, 2004; Salmivalli, Kaukiainen, & Lagerspét@00; Sandstrom
& Cillessen, 2006; Sears, 1961; Sebanac, 2003; ). In fact, in a reetmanalysis
incorporating studies that spanned 16 nations, Archer (2004) found a largenaisient
difference in overt aggression favoring males. However, when boyicah and

relational aggression are assessed, males and femaleassifed as engaging in some
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form of aggression with equal frequency (Crick & Grotpeter, 19B&mada &
Schneider, 1997).
Gender Differences in Relational Aggression

Early work on what we now term relational aggression revehkdiémales are
much more likely than males to exclude and even actively r@jeetvcomer to the group
in a laboratory setting (Feshbach, 1969). Furthermore, Lowenstein (l@#8) that
females are more likely than males to use psychological gfplesllying to inflict pain
on their victims. In fact, Lowenstein’s (1978) concept of ‘psychological mgjl\glosely
parallels Crick’s (1995) definition of relational aggression. Wh#ader differences in
relational aggression are somewhat murky, there is evidenceathsame age levels,
females are more relationally aggressive than males.

Early childhood. During the preschool years an overwhelming majority of the
evidence indicates that females perpetrate substantially malateonal aggression than
do males. For example, in an 18-month observational longitudinal study of urban children
during the early childhood period, Crick, Ostrov, Burr, Cullerton-Senedavieh and
Ralston (2006) found evidence that, in general, girls exhibit higtveidd of relational
aggression than boys. Furthermore, if relational aggression werassetssed as a
component of violence in general, as many as 50% of young aggressweayifd not
have been identified! These findings have been corroborated by others.

In a study of intact middle-class Caucasian families, Ostral Grick (2007)
found that preschool girls are more relationally aggressive than Bayslarly, in a
multi-method study comparing teacher ratings, peer nominations &u dbservations

of relational and physical aggression among preschool children, McHBaiyem,
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Rodriguez and Olsen (2003) found that these three evaluation methodsgednve
indicating that females engage in higher rates of relatiosabpposed to physical
aggression while males demonstrate the opposite pattern. Additionallytheir
investigation of three to five year old children attending daycan¢éecs at both ends of
the socioeconomic spectrum, Bonica, Arnold, Fisher, Zeljo, and Yershova (2008
that females exhibit more relational aggression than do malégwise, in an
investigation of an urban, middle to upper-middle socioeconomic stalyscaadhood
sample, Nelson, Robinson and Hart (2005) found that teachers percelsed beg more
relationally aggressive than boys.

Utilizing a longitudinal sample of children attending a universitpported
preschool Ostrov, Gentile and Crick (2006) found that, as a group, feexhles higher
levels of relational aggression than males. Sebanac (2003) also foufehthbs utilize
relational aggression significantly more often than do males.I&8lwiin a sample of
middle-class, European American preschool children, Ostrov, Woods, Jansas, &al
Crick (2004) used a semi-structured observation and found that girls bpetrpted,
and were victimized by, relational aggression to a significagréyater extent than were
boys.

However, while the preponderance of the evidence indicates thatefera
more relationally aggressive than males during the early childhaoodpéhis gender
difference has not always been substantiated across informgmesifically, in a 1997
study of children ages 3.5 to 5.5, utilizing a limited-choice peerimaiian procedure,
Crick, Casas and Mosher found that while teachers perceive eental be more

relationally and less overtly aggressive than males at this age, thg@agnviewed boys
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and girls as exhibiting similar levels of both types of aggressive behadart, Nelson,
Robinson, Olsen, and McNeilly-Choque (1998) found similarly utilizingrapge of 207
ethnic Russian preschool children in the former Soviet Union. Spdgiflta gender
differences in relational aggression via preschool teachersgratere identified. Cross
culturally, Shahim found that Iranian boys and girls, aged ttweseven, engage in
similar levels of relational aggression (2008).

On the other hand, McEvoy et al. (2003) found the opposite, incorporating
observations, teacher ratings and peer nominations. Specificallyfateg that boys
actually engage in considerably higher amounts of relational sgignethan do girls, at
least in their primarily Caucasian preschool sample.

Middle Childhood. As children transition into the K-12 school system and the
period of middle-childhood, sex differences in relational aggressionnoento be
apparent and to favor females. In their seminal 1995 study of thirdgthreixth grade
children, Crick and Grotpeter found, that while males self-disclogheh rates of
aggression, both overt and relational, than do females, peer reportseridatafemales
perpetrate significantly more relationally aggressive behaviar thales. Furthermore,
using a person-centered approach, these researchers found getdbecomposition of
aggression-type groupings differed by gender; specificallyrellational aggressive only
group was primarily made up of females while the overt aggressimgory included a
majority of males. The combined overt and relationally aggressoauggivas composed
of male and female students.

Rys and Bear (1997), using similar research methodology, did findathahg

third and sixth grade students, females were most frequentlyfieldszs relationally
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aggressive only, and males who exhibited elevated levels of relatiggadssion tended
to display significant amounts of overt aggression as well. Sigildomada and
Schneider (1997) found that the relationally aggressive only clustetained a
significant number of females while males were over-reptedein the overt and
combined groups.

Using a dimensional approach to the study of relational aggnessrick (1997)
found that girls exhibited higher levels of relational aggression than boys samete of
third through sixth grade students in the Midwest. Similarly, 1988, multi-method
study of 11- and 12-year-old Finnish children, Lagerspetz, Bjorkqumst, Reltonen
found that females engaged in increased levels of relationatssygn as opposed to
males. Moreover, in a study of urban fourth and fifth grade studetdsvef to middle
socioeconomic status, Murray-Close, Crick and Galotti (2006) foundetimaies engage
in higher levels of relational aggression than boys, via peer nomination procedures.

Tapper and Boulton’s (2004) multi-method observational study involving a
sample of 7 to 8 and 10 to 11 year olds in Great Brittan further sepgpertcontention
that females utilize more relational aggression than do maldsedl, girls tended to
evidence higher rates of relational aggression than boys. Unforyyniadslever, their
results were not statistically significant. Bjorkqvist, Legpetz, and Kaukiainen (1992)
did uncover some intriguing findings in their investigations of Finngtoal children;
principally that while relational aggression appears with eququéecy among 8-year-
old boys and girls, it is much more prevalent among femalegeatld; however, both

genders experienced a behavioral spike in relational aggression around this age.
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Meanwhile, in a mixed-ethnicity sample drawn from both public andater
elementary schools Heyman and Legare (2004) found among upper-elgnggrigar
only, relational aggression was perceived to be more charéctefifemales as opposed
to males. Across different nations, Rivers, and Smith (1994) obtained midicaigf
results at the primary school level (ages 8-11) in their studyngfish pupils for the
hypothesis that females engage in more relationally aggrdsshayvior than do males.
However, this contention was supported at the secondary level {age®) as females
recounted significantly more episodes of relational aggression than did males.

While most studies of the phenomenon of relational aggression hamechuss
sectional, one study employed a longitudinal design. Park, EssexefWakmstrong,
Klein, and Goldsmith (2005) followed 207 participants from birth and fourtdehzales
engage in considerably more relational aggression than physicaksiggr in grades 1,
3, and 5. Meanwhile, while boys in preferentially engage in overt aggression.

In stark contrast, a considerable number of researchers have tfatnchales
exhibit increased levels of relational aggression when compatkedesmales during this
developmental period. In fact, Landau, Bjorkqvist, Lagerspetz, Osteramal Gideon
(2002) found that Israeli males, ages 8, 11, and 15, exhibit higher levettatbnal
aggression than do females of the same age at all age lexbésisLikewise, DeRosier
and Thomas (2003) found that males in the upper elementary gradgecmganore
relational aggression and bullying than did females. Similadyai2000 study of
Caucasian and African American participants, David and Kistner fdwatdales were
more frequently endorsed by peers as perpetrators of relayiagiressive behavior

than were females. Furthermore, in their investigation ofatalhird and fourth grade

www.manaraa.com



41

students Tomada and Schneider (1997) found that, according to peer nominaiess, m
are more relationally aggressive than females.

In addition, in a mixed-ethnicity sample drawn from both public andafei
elementary schools, Heyman and Legare (2004) found that children pdrosaes to
be more aggressive than females in all domains (overt, relahodaverbal). Likewise,
Roach and Gross (2003) found that while males were generally aggressive than
females, males who seemed inclined toward externalizing prebdagaged in slightly
higher levels of relational aggression than the female population studied.

In a person-centered study of second and third grade pupils nominatkdirby
teachers as aggressive, Henington, Hughes, Cavell and Thompson (1998)haund t
whereas 30 percent of aggressive boys were rated by peextranety relationally
aggressive only, 12 percent of girls exhibited similar severe slewél relational
aggression. Indeed males were generally rated by peers as bothetatomally and
overtly aggressive than females. Boys were five times nikeby lto be classified in the
overtly aggressive and combined overtly and relationally aggressiupgjas opposed to
females.

During the developmental period of middle childhood, Rys and Bear (199&) ha
reported the only null findings to date where no gender differencesgeiall levels of
relational aggression have been identified.

AdolescenceDuring the period of adolescence, gender differences in relational
aggression become less clear. While some researchers uneagticeviavoring females,
others find differences in the male direction or no gender diffesemvhatsoever. The

findings that indicated a higher level of relational aggression for gelscaiewed first.
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In a study of § grade Finnish adolescents, Salmivalli, Kaukiainen and Lagerspetz
(2000) found that girls engage in more relational aggression than do Li&gwise,
Bjorkqvist, Lagerspetz, and Kaukiainen (1992) found that girls at agexhibite
increased levels of relational aggression compared to boys. Wi, Sairns and Cairns
(2002) obtained similar results in their longitudinal study of AfnicAmerican pupils
from middle childhood through the end of high school, finding that girls etitwre
social and direct relational aggression than do boys.

Additionally, in a study of early-adolescents, Walcott, Upton, Baleth Brown
(2008) found that females are more relationally aggressive thasntawever, their
findings did not reach typically agreed upon levels of significarRenstein and
Cillessen (2003) found no statistically significant gender eff@ctelational aggression
although girls engaged in more reputational attacks than did m@alen and
Underwood (1997) found that grade 10 females evidence considerably gueatéties
of relationally aggressive behavior than do males.

Furthermore, in the former Soviet Union, using a sample of 11 toe&b0ojd
adolescents, Butovskaya, Timentschik, and Burkova (2007) found that feexhibged
greater levels of relational aggression as opposed to matgfarsy, in a study of all 8
grade children in a small, rural school district, Macgowan, NadhFaaser (2002) found
that females exhibited higher levels of relational aggression than males.

Building on previous research, Mayeux and Cillessen (2008) obtained evidenc
that females utilize relational aggression more frequently wanmales in their
longitudinal sample of high school students followed from the beginningheaif t

freshman year until graduation. Moreover, utilizing a clinic reférsample in British
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Columbia, Canada, Moretti, Holland, and McKay (2001) found that pre- alydtedate
adolescent females exhibited higher levels of relationally agye behavior than did
boys, despite the fact that levels of overt aggression were cosuna¢e across gender.
Moreover, Sandstrom and Cillessen (2006) found that girls in the eigidle gxhibit
higher levels of relational aggression and anxiety than do boys.

There are also a number of studies that found no gender differenekational
aggressionSalmivalli and Kaukiainen (2004) found that while on average, girls do not
engage in more relational aggression than boys, there does arisprity of females
who engage in extremely high levels of aggression, primariljhefrélational form. In
fact, when using a person-centered-approach, females most ofiteim the non-
aggressive or relationally aggressive categories.

Similar to the findings of Salmivalli and Kaukiainen (2004), Mushee&man,
Boxer, Danner, Dubow, Goldstein, and Heretick (2004) found no genderediffe in
self-reported relational aggression in both urban and suburban settingoediyi
Putallaz et al. (2007) found that while girls studied utilizedti@hal, as opposed to
overt, aggression as their preferred mode of aggression, general tévetlational
aggression did not differ between males and females. Likewiseingtih sample of 11-
and 12-year-old Canadian children, Bosacki (2003) found that while pe®esived girls
to engage in higher levels of relational aggression than bayshee reports indicate
males and females are perceived to display comparable l&Evedtationally aggressive
behavior.

In addition, utilizing a sample of 60 middle school students from céari

American, Caucasian and Latino backgrounds Culotta and Goldstein (200%) fho
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appreciable gender differences in levels relational aggressionavigeer rating
assessment. Meanwhile, Schoiack-Edstron, Frey, and Beland (2002) foumalsand
females implemented social exclusion tactics with equal é&ecy in their sample of
American and Canadian middle school students. Similarly, ToraadaSchneider
(1997) found that males and females engage in similar leveddabional aggression. In
an investigation of a high-risk sample of children ages four taesg, Tiet, Wasserman,
Loeber, McReynolds and Miller (2001) found that males and femalesgemga
comparable levels of relational aggression. Furthermore, when th&rextreme-groups
paradigm, equal numbers of boys and girls were categorizethasmnally aggressive by
these researchers.

In contrast, during the adolescent years, some research indibatesnales
exhibit greater levels of relational aggression than do fematesthis finding has been
documented most consistently outside the United States. In a studyinnish
preadolescent and adolescent males and females, Salmivalli and Kaukiaoénféund
that, irrespective of age, males engage in more physical, \@taklational aggression
than do females. Additionally, in a similar study of 11-, 14-, and eBf-gld Finnish
youth, Lindeman, Harakka, and Keltikangas-Jarvinen (1997) found thitage levels
males exhibited higher levels of relational aggression than didlésmLikewise, in a
German study of gender differences in relational aggression ingadlyit23 adolescents,
mostly from upper-middle class families, Little, Jones, Herainth Hawley (2003) found
a slight gender difference in the male direction. Although findindshdt reach typically
accepted significance levels, Walcott, Upton, Bolen and Brown (2008dfthat males

in the United States tend to engage in higher levels of relational aggressiomihtesfe
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Adulthood. Gender differences in engagement in relational aggression become
more convoluted in adulthood and samples studied have been almost exclusively
comprised of undergraduate students, a group that is hardly represemthatihe
population at large. While Campbell, Sapochnik, and Muncer (1997) found, in aasampl
of British undergraduate students, that females exhibited signlficaigther levels of
relational aggression than males; Storch, Bagner, Geffken and B&m{@004), in a
convenience sample of undergraduate students, found that malegpsekdehigher
rates of relational aggression than did females. Furthermore, self-report study of
university undergraduates who were enrolled in health education or tiedata
psychology classes, Loudin, Loukas and Robinson (2003) found that malerae m
relationally aggressive than females; interestingly, indivelwdio exhibited high levels
of overt aggression were very likely to exhibit elevated levelglational aggression as
well.

On the other hand, in a study of undergraduate students in the Urated, St
Duncan and Owen-Smith (2006) found no gender differences in selfedpetational
aggression, while Archer (2004) found no self-reported gender differencektional
aggression for adults. Green, Richardson and Lago (1996) found a similairnrelelr
investigation of U.S. undergraduate students; specifically tressmanchers found that
males and females self-reported comparable levels of relational aggressi

In the only study to explore relational aggression among adults owSitthe
undergraduate cohort, Murray-Close, Ostrov, Nelson, Crick, and Co@@it6)(found
no self-reported gender differences in overall levels of relatiagglession in their

sample of 1,387 men and women.
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Relationship between Relational Aggression and Age

A dimensional approach looks at age and relational aggression dsebailon a
continuum. Research using the dimensional approach indicates thaglabienship
between age and relational aggression is not linear. In fact, direeawirelationship
seems to exist between these two variables such that relaggraission increases with
age from the period of early childhood through mid-adolescence beforeasieg as
young men and women become adults.

This can help to explain unclear findings. For example, in a sbddsthnic
Russian children during the early childhood period, Hart et al. (1998) found thatgild a
was positively related to increased relational aggression. Ostrimk &hd Stauffacher
(2006) found similarly in their one year observational study ekgrool-aged sibling
pairs who were separated in age by roughly two years. Syadififindings indicate that
older siblings tended to exhibit greater levels of relationalesggyn than their younger
siblings. On the other hand, in their two-year longitudinal studgre$chool children,
Crick, Casas, and Mosher (1997) found that level of relational aggresdien,assessed
by both teacher and peer nomination measures, did not vary with adgjeeim
comparisons of junior (mean age 4 years) and senior (mean agars) peeschool
classrooms. Similarly, Shahim (2008) found no age differences in ilmatidn of
relational aggression in the Iranian preschool children age 3 through 7 via tegdrer

While age differences in relation aggression levels are not alwaysyrapdarent
in the early childhood period, research shows that as children warfs¢m preschool to
middle childhood, relational aggression is on the rise. For instaneelange, four year

longitudinal study of Canadian preschool children, Vaillancourt, BrendgaminB and
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Tremblay (2003) found that children of both genders exhibit relationaésgjgn as they
transition into the middle childhood period. Furthermore, parental repodatedi that
children were relatively stable in their mode of aggression during this toansit

However, Park, Essex, Waxler, Armstrong, Klein, and Goldsmith (2005) found
that a child’s level of aggression relative to his/her samepages tends to remain
unchanged, although both relational and overt aggression decreased @vdrotim
grades one through five as reported by parent, teacher, arrdm@ifs. Consistent with
previous findings females reported a sharper decrease in overssaggrever time when
compared with males.

Yet again, males and females exhibit increased relationaksgign as they
transition into adolescence. For example, Xie, Farmer, and Camo8)(found in their
ethnographic study of inner-city African American children in gsadne, four, and
seven that regardless of gender, relationally aggressive belavieased from grades
one to seven; however levels of relational aggression were rglagteble between first
and fourth grade indicating that this increase in relatiorzgtyressive behavior occurred
as children transitioned out of middle childhood and into adolescenceadindee,
Cairns and Cairns (2002) also found evidence that relational aggressiorore
frequently used by both males and females during seventh than fpadé. What is
more, in their short-term, longitudinal study of fourth grade pupils, réfuClose,
Ostrov, and Crick (2007) found evidence to support the conclusion that rdlationa
aggression rises during the transition into adolescence. Speygjfibaty found evidence
that relational aggression increased during the course of thé fguade year, but for

females only.
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This pattern of results seems to replicate across the pondlakwieeir study of
British children during the periods of middle childhood and early adalescd& apper
and Boulton (2004) found that all forms of aggression, including relati@guession,
increase with age during grades three through six but decosasetime thereafter.
However, this age related decrease in aggressive behavior wadecablsi stronger for
overt than for relational aggression.

While relational aggression levels continue to increase as @hildecome
adolescents, the relationship between relational aggression andhitigedgring mid-
adolescence so that overall levels for both genders begin to dettimever, exactly
when this transition happens appears to be gender specific. Forcastacher (2004)
found via a meta-analysis of existing research that when amddtiaggression is
measured via peer report the gender gap widens from ages elesewvetdeen, with
females exhibiting appreciably more relational aggression thaasmisloreover, as a
result of their four year longitudinal study of high school studenteenUnited States,
Mayeux and Cillessen (2008) found that while grade nine females egidensiderably
higher levels of relational aggression than males, the leveklafional aggression
exhibited by females remains relatively stable during thie sadpool years. Males, on the
other hand, exhibit a steady increase in relationally aggrelsshaviors throughout this
period and approximate the female level of relational aggressiomidly school
graduation. Additionally, Tiet et al. (2001) found that relational aggraswas at its
highest levels, for both genders, during adolescence. Howevegmficsint age effects
on total relational aggression level in their high-risk sample ¢ésrend females ages 4

to 18 were reported.

www.manaraa.com



49

This pattern seems to hold across Westernized cultures; howevexattigiming
of the transition, and mechanisms at work, do seem to vary by couotrgx&mple, in a
study of 11-, 14-, and 17-year-old youngsters in Western Finlandgeirian, Harakka,
and Keltikangas-Jarvinen (1997) found that 14-year-olds engaged in heyleés of
what this research team termed “aggression” (a composite ofolweth and relational
aggression) than either 11- or 17-year olds. For males, aggresssbraieage 17 was
similar to that exhibited at age 11. Females, on the other handjeehigalower levels of
aggression at age 17 than at age 11.

Landau, Bjorkqvist, Lagerspetz, Osterman, and Gideon (2002) found similarly i
their study of 8-, 11-, and 15-year-old Israeli children. Spediy, they found evidence
that aggression developed curvilinearly across the period of mitddéhaod and into
adolescence. However, the greatest levels of both perpetration @mdization for
verbal, physical and relational aggression occurred within the Iisigb@age group and
the lowest levels occurred within the 15-year-old age group. Moredwvefemale level
of aggression at age 8 was identical to that exhibited at ag&vhie relationally
aggressive for males also decreased between the ages of 11 analeE5dioh exhibit
slightly higher levels of relational aggression at age 15 than did females.

In their investigation of upper-middle class German adolescenttg, Libnes,
Henrich and Hawley (2003) found that during mid-to-late adolescenies iswad females
exhibit comparable levels of relational aggression. Howeveahaim sample males did
not exhibit the curvilinear relationship between age and relationaésgign. In fact,
across grades five through ten, males exhibited steady le¥eldational aggression

while females evidenced a steady decline in relational aggressionroeer ti
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Indeed, dimensional comparisons of relational aggression and age eeveal
curvilinear relationship between the two variables. More importatiow these two
phenomenon interact within the individual. Cote, Vaillancourt, Baker, Naaynad,
Tremblay (2007), using a person-centered approach, found evidencenufea gpecific
curvilinear relationship between relational aggression, overt aggneasd age that is
apparent during the period of early childhood. These researchersedlvarge cohort
of Canadian preschoolers from age two at initial assessmenttloy span of six years
and found that highly aggressive youngsters, regardless of gendeto texkibit both
physical and relational forms of aggression. In fact, it washmuare likely that a highly
physically aggressive child would exhibit co-morbid relational eggon than vice-
versa. Those children who evidenced low levels of physical aggressiog gueschool
showed a low proclivity to exhibit relational aggression whemsiteoning from
preschool to elementary, while children who exhibited substantialslefephysical
aggression during the early childhood period tended to exhibit increashets lof
relational aggression with age. Although a group of children evideadeajectory of
decreasing rates of physical aggression during the preschas| geaubcomponent of
this group simultaneously exhibited a significant increase iatioglal aggression
between the ages of four and eight years. Almost twicenasy females as males
evidenced this pattern of decreasing physical aggression and singrelational
aggression.

Research clearly indicates, through the convergence of bothnpezatered and

dimensional approaches, that a curvilinear relationship betwesional aggression and
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age does exist. However, research has not provided a clear aosther question of
when age-related changes in relational aggression occur within the populddige at
Relationship Between Popularity and Aggression

Now that the reader has a thorough understanding of relatigumession,
including outcomes and gender differences, we turn our attention tceldtemship
between popularity types and aggressive behavior.

Two groups of popular students have been delineated by the resesnatirkt
those who are aggressive and vying for position (perceived populathese who are
prosocial and likeable (sociometrically popular). These two groupsudérsts seem to
differ on major dimension: engagement in prosocial versus aggressive behavior.

Cairns, Cairns, Neckerman, Gest and Gariepy (1988) studied a drsubunban
and rural boys and girls who were in the fourth and seventh gradele ¥digressive
adolescents generally experienced lower levels of perceived popallad sociometric
popularity than matched-controls, they typically had a solid netebfkends and were
named as best friends to the same extent as control subjedietironales and females,
individuals tended to befriend those who exhibited levels of aggressidarsimitheir
own. However, aggressive students appeared unaware of how they wesd tigthe
larger peer group and rated themselves to be as popular as control subjects.

Many other researchers have found that perceived popularity sgtositively
correlated with relationally aggressive behavior. In fact tlsems to be an inverse
relationship between aggression and perceived versus sociometric pyp@iddus. For

example, using a sample offigrade students, Prinstein and Cillessen (2003) found that
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while aggressive behavior is infrequently associated with higaldeof sociometric
popularity, it is very much related to elevated levels of perceived popularity.

Relationship between sociometric popularity and aggressionin fact,
Sandstrom and Cillessen (2005) found that when level of peer \stgeopularity was
held constant, sociometric popularity was significantly positive$goaiated with
friendship, social inclusion, peer affiliation, prosocial behavior aaddeship while it
was negatively related to overt, relational or verbal aggressiam@itheir sample of
middle school students.

However, while level of prosocial behavior is a discriminatingciattetween
sociometrically popular and unpopular preadolescent females (LaFoft&hkessen,
2002), it does not appear that children with low levels of sociometricladly are not
blatantly unfriendly to peers but rather that they are meesly butgoing and positive in
their orientation (Renshaw & Asher, 1983). Indeed, sociometricallyputgopeers are
not wholly disliked within the peer group at large, while sociomatsicoopular peers
are not universally well liked (LaFontana & Cillessen, 1999).

Hymel, Rubin and LeMare (1990) followed a group of children from second to
fifth grade and found that students who were overtly aggressive and stiiaity
unpopular in grade two tended to also be unpopular and exhibit significenmiadizing
difficulties three years later. Furthermore, externalizing behs and low levels of
sociometric popularity tended to co-occur at each age level. Indesgems that
sociometrically unpopular peers exhibit low levels of prosocial behawiconjunction

with elevated levels of aggression.
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Relationship between perceived popularity and aggressioR.erceived popular
individuals, on the other hand, seem to prefer a peer interactionchijtacterized by
engagement in aggressive behavior. For instance, among a samiphegrfie students,
Sandstrom and Cillessen (2006) found that perceived popularity wasdeeiy
positively related to both overt and relational aggression. Rodkin, FaPaar and Van
Acker (2000) also found, in their study of fourth through sixth grade oo inner city
Chicago and rural North Carolina, that highly aggressive boysaatenes, among the
ranks of the most popular and socially central children in therol@a®s similar to
popular prosocial children. This was particularly true for Africamefican boys in a
classroom setting where they were an ethnic minority. Howeveferped forms of
aggression seem to be impacted by both age and gender.

Utilizing unlimited choice perceived popularity and sociometric notiana with
a sample of fourth through eighth grade students, LaFontana anssé&ll€002) found
that perceived popular persons were generally viewed as physaallyrelationally
aggressive by peers while unpopular peers were reported to ladlysesmlated. For
females, popularity and engagement in relational aggression west strongly
correlated in sixth grade and the relationship between these eariadgan to wane in
the seventh and eighth grades. While males exhibited a similarmpaff effects, the
association peaked in seventh and eighth grades and then began to levesmfie
extent. In fact, males associated perpetration of relatiagpgieasion with unpopular
peers in fourth through sixth grade; however, the pattern reverssvemth and eighth
grades as boys then viewed popular peers as more relationakgsiggrthan unpopular

peers. For females, on the other hand, popular and unpopular peers wees report
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engage in similar levels of relational aggression in fourth fétid grade; however,

relationally aggressive behavior was more strongly liked with papula sixth through

eighth grades. Furthermore, peers viewed the bullying behavipomflar peers more
negatively than that of unpopular peers (LaFontana & Cillessen, 2002).

In a study of primarily Caucasian students in grades thweg,seven and nine in
the Midwestern United States, Rose, Swenson and Waller (2004) foanhdvert and
relational aggression were inversely linked with perceived populsiitymonths later
among third grade girls. These same constructs were positieldied to perceived
popularity in seventh and ninth grade females. Overt and relation&sagm evidenced
no significant predictive relationship with perceived popularity in grfade for either
gender. However, relational aggression did not predict perceived popuditis Six
months later for males at any grade level. In addition, byf,ivetrt aggression was not
positively linked with perceived popularity at any age level but did uhjquegatively
predict perceived popularity status six months later. For seventhiatidgrade pupils,
relational aggression was uniquely and significantly correlatéu perceived popularity
despite the level of concurrent overt aggression that the pegoetsdiibited. On the
other hand, while level of initial perceived popularity did not preditire engagement
in overt aggression, it did significantly positively predict futuesels of relational
aggression for students in grades five, seven and nine.

Similarly, utilizing a sample of fourth through sixth grade Grexdkldren,
Andreou (2006) found that for females only sociometric popularity evideacegative
relationship with both overt and relational aggression. Andreou also found evitlheic

utilization of aggression strategies precedes perceived populstdys in that
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engagement in overt aggression may predict decreased perceivedripoputale
perpetration of relational aggression may result in increased popularity.

In a recent ethnographic study among girls in Vancouver andB@mdumbia,
Canada, Currie, Kelly and Pomerantz (2007) found that members oféhgmoep did
not often challenge the social standing of perceived populampginisipally because they
did not wish to become ostracized, recognizing that popular girlsl wahsiderable
power and influence. As such, perceived popular girls generally nm&dttheir elevated
social standing.

Meanwhile, Butovskaya, Timentschik and Burkova (2007) found that perceived
popularity and all three types of aggression studied (verbal, phyanchindirect) were
unrelated in males, while female verbal aggression was positinkgd with both peer
and self-ratings of popularity in their investigation of 11 to 15 yelar Russian
adolescents.

Despite cross-cultural evidence to the contrary, it seemstleast in American
society, that relational aggression is associated with perc@epdlarity during the
middle school and high school years. In fact, perceived popularity statusften be
predicted by an individuals level of engagement in relational aggredsring the same
developmental stage.

Potential for Harm: Completion of a Peer Nomination Task

Few researchers have actively investigated the potential for Waen utilizing
peer nomination sociometric instruments. In fact, only four studiesl dmlidentified
that investigated this phenomenon while a fifth study reported oesdardings

regarding best practices identified by polling researchers.
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Hayvren and Hymel (1984) studied the effects of sociometric nommatn
preschool children by both interviewing and observing children afteriréstration of
the sociometric nomination instrument. It should be noted that childrenneérasked to
keep responses confidential for methodological reasons. Students werevedbs
continuously for the 10 minutes immediately following item adnvai&in during a free-
play session in the classroom. While children initiated contact freqaently with those
children identified as preferred, they did not differ in their disglhypegative reactions
between most and least preferred peers. Furthermore, no chitba&yed to mention a
negative or neutral selection to a peer nor discuss negative oalneominations of
peers who were not immediately present. Researchers concludédetizaministration
of sociometric assessments had no adverse impact on the childenistpeactions with
preferred and non-preferred peers.

Bell-Dolan, Foster, and Sikora (1989), on the other hand, investigated the possible
harm children might experience as a result of participating same- and cross- sex
sociometric peer nomination task in a sample of 25 fifth grade rggid@ their study,
each child was spoken to individually by the examiner regardingnéoessity that
responses be kept confidential, prior to participation in the nominagk Subjects
were observed during unstructured periods (i.e. recess and lunch) mtehegrior to
and following completion of the sociometric peer nomination task.djeatits were also
observed during unstructured periods for several weeks before anadifigristration
this task. Unstructured periods were chosen as children engageanfrequent peer
interaction during these times as opposed to structured classrawitieac The primary

investigator met with small groups of children after administnatof sociometric
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assessments to debrief them and to obtain their ratings of hgviethabout completing
the sociometric assessment instrument and whether or not they hedl thieér responses
with anyone. Bell-Dolan, Foster, and Sikora (1989), similar to Hayeareh Hymel
(1984), found no adverse affects in response to participation in the sa@opesr
nomination instrument. In fact, following both the positive and negative nadion
tasks, neutral peer interactions increased while negativergesadtions decreased. Both
before and after participation in the sociometric task, childreromigtinteracted more
frequently with preferred as opposed to nonpreferred peers, but engagesy more
positive and neutral interactions with this group of students dslmglortantly, children
did not display differential rates of negative interactions with @ the peer preference
groups and, levels of negative peer interaction with non-preferred pledrsiot
significantly differ from those with preferred peers. Bell-Dypl&oster, and Sikora also
had the students complete a rating scale regarding theirexgemwith the sociometric
assessment after all data collection, including observations, had been cantpretangs
indicated that children experienced no increase in either selftedptoneliness or
negative mood as a result of participating in the sociometric nomination task.
Likewise, Bell-Dolan, Foster, and Christopher (1992) investigated fle¢y saf
sociometric peer nomination instruments with a sample of third thrivitiglyrade boys
and girls. The researcher assured each participant that she kemp their responses
confidential and asked each participant to do the same. Two to falksvedter study
completion, participants completed a questionnaire regarding theirienge with the
measure and if they had experienced any negative side effarsnts and teachers

completed measures regarding changes in their child’s behaviohafieg participated
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in the study. Neither parents nor teachers reported behavioral shesgeesult of study
participation, and generally speaking, participants reported feptiagive when filling
out the measures. However, about a quarter of female participditsted that they felt
‘bad’ about completing the negative nomination questions. Despite this finéég
percent of subjects indicated they enjoyed participating in thay stnd no differences
emerged based on sociometric status group. Those who did not enjoyp@iang cited
logistics as opposed to study content. Moreover, approximately 50 pefctarhales
reported discussing their responses with others. However, resgisssuhat rejected
peers heard much less about how their peers completed the questsrhan did
participants in other status groups. Researchers concluded thaheserfemales who
heard negative information about themselves were, for the masupaffected by this
negative feedback as it was presumed to be no worse than what tleytendn
everyday life.

Iverson, Barton, and Iverson (1997) also concluded that participation inv@osit
and negative sociometric nominations did not cause children greatarthan they
might encounter in daily life in their sample of third, fourth, antth fgrade students. As
in previous research, children were told not to discuss their ansutbrether children.
Assessment instruments were administered immediately pr@arstauctured classroom
activity and children were instructed to omit any portion of tkarigues they so chose.
Children were also advised that they could withdraw from the satidyy time. Two to
three days after completion of study measures, one of tharchees met with each
participating child individually and administered an interview deslgneassess whether

or not the child had talked about his/her responses to others, who thejkkdddathe
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valiance of the comments made, and if comments resulted in hilirigfeeResults
indicate that, regardless of sociometric status, children weadlgdjely to discuss the
sociometric experience with others and to discuss their feelmgs regard to
participating in the task. While both sociometrically popular and unpoptildents were
equally aware of comments being made about them by their pegrstatus peers were
more likely to receive compliments while low-status childrenemarore likely to be
ridiculed in a circuitous manner. It should be noted that no child wasdlgineade fun of
or found about the teasing that occurred behind their backs. Whilkeldaeported hurt
feelings, several participants identified that hurt feelirmddhave ensued had children
who were ridiculed been aware of the teasing. Children did repatt negative
discussions were generally between two parties and did not ocdwe aontext of large
groups. In general, children who talked about their participation feltiyegiabout their
discussions and most participants reported that would partake in a similachgsegect
in the future.

While the limited research on the subject seems to indicatg&natipation in
sociometric assessment causes no undue harm to subjects, over anchabewech
would be experienced in every day life, it is paramount that ndses take every
precaution to protect participants from the possibility of harmhik tein, Bell-Dolan
and Wessler (1994) polled researchers regarding best pratiibeggard to sociometric
assessments. The following were consistently identified as @angpbest practices in
this area: (a) active parental consent along with the wridsana of children older the 7
years of age and the verbal assent of children younger than abe éhs(ring that

assessment sessions are scheduled prior to structured classtiv@imasaor followed by
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a distracter task in order to reduce breaches of confidentiakityeduce the impact of
participation on interactions with peers, (c) using individual admatistr whenever
possible or several research assistants to monitor item athaion when group
administration of the measures is necessary, (d) debriefintyiredhi following
participation in the research project, (e) actively seekingbfeek from parents, teachers
and the children themselves following a research project asasvelhcouraging teachers
and parents to contact researchers with concerns, and (f) providingemtion to at-risk
children who may have been adversely impacted by the adratiostof the sociometric
measures. Results were mixed in regard to asking studyijpantis to keep their answers
private as many researchers feel that this may have eat efiposite of that intend and
lead to increased sharing of responses due to the temptation totlshasapposed
‘secrecy’ of their answers. However, the majority of redesns seemed to agree that
children should be asked not to share their responses with peerssinhiléaneously
stressing the importance of being sensitive to the feelingshafrs. Researchers also
agreed that children should be given unambiguous permission to ditiesecto share

their responses with trusted adults or to decide not to share them with anyone.
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CHAPTER 3
Methods

Participants

The participants were 99 males and females in grades thoegtthtwelve who
attended a rural school district in mid-Michigan that serves rloiwemiddle-class
socioeconomic populations. All students (n=1500) in grades three througle twete
invited to participate. Parental permission to participate wasnetdor a total of 49
males and 50 females. Table 2 contains the frequencies of maleferaalks who
participated at each grade level. The sample was 99 percent Caucasian.
Table 2

Demographic Characteristics of Participants

Grade

3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 1 Oth 1 1th 1 2th
(n=10) (n=5) (n=14) (n=21) (n=10) (n=13) (n=6) (n=9) (n=4) (n=7)

Males 6 1 8 9 5 8 4 4 2 2
(n=49)
Females 4 4 6 12 5 5 2 5 2 5
(n=50)

According to the 2000 census, the majority of parents (77%) in tha®kdistrict
had earned a high school diploma or its equivalent while only 10.7% thiedsh a
bachelor's degree. Single parent households comprised 10.3% of the populagon. T
median household income for the district was $51,679 and at that timet 8096 sof
jobs in the county were in the manufacturing sector (Leadership Montcalm 7, 2007).
However, in 2006 the county’s major employer moved its operations toctlexi
(M.J. Woodcock, personal communication, March 23, 2010) and the economic collapse

began. Montcalm County has consistently been at the top of the unempidishéor
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the last 8 years. In July of 2007, 12.5% of adults were drawing unem@h\benefits;
however, this number does not take into account the hundreds of workers wiheilfost
jobs, but were no longer eligible for benefits. According to schoolir@dtration, 66
percent of students in this school district receive free and/or edduach (S. Koster,
personal communication, November 18, 2009).

This school district is comprised of two lower elementary sch@@le-K through
grade 2) that feed into one upper elementary school (grades 3 thrqugteShniddle
school (grades 6 through 8) and one high school (grades 9 through 12). Ere low
elementary buildings, situated 6 miles apart, are each locatedmall village/town and
are attended by students from the surrounding rural area. In fasghbel community is
comprised of very a homogeneous population and most individuals whoiseée
these communities marry and raise their own children in the cowhgre they
themselves grew up. There are roughly 120 pupils in each gradddewetotal student
body of approximately 1,800.

Given the structure of this K-12 school system in this homogeneous, rura
community, children attend school with their entire peer group fronthilet grade on
and are known to at least half of their contemporaries for thdialuraf their passage
through primary and secondary education. This is a unique circumsimte
distinguishes this population from those previously studied because stademigether
for the vast majority of their educational career, and, therefoneptioeed to renegotiate
the peer group hierarchy and acquaint, or reacquaint, themselveseiuitblassmates at

the beginning of each and every academic year. Furthermore, itherery little
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movement between communities within this geographic region, and consgguent
few new persons and/or families move into this community.
Measures

Peers were chosen as informants because prior research beallgerlied on
peer informants of relational aggression and popularity and datast@sn that
information provided by various respondents such as parents, teaclesss, Shedents
themselves are not equivalent and unique information is gained fromresgimdent
(Cullerton-Sen & Crick, 2005). Because the primary purpose of thdystvas to
investigate the relationship between forms of aggression and poptypstypeer reports
were believed to offer the most valid picture of the relationbkiveen study variables
because variables such as relational aggression and populdtity &t not necessarily
observable by adults. Furthermore, this method allowed multiple ass#ssof the
behavior of each research participant because each participalishgveli evaluated by
all participating grade-mates as opposed to one teacher orcrese@Crick & Grotpeter,
1995).

Children’s social behavior scale—peer reportOriginally developed by Crick
and Grotpeter (1995) the Children’s Social Behavior Scale—PgarRESBS-P) is a
19-item peer nomination measure that assesses relationalsaggrasd other facets of
social behavior. The CSBS-P has been used extensively in parcbhsand has been
shown to be internally consistent and to have a replicable faatotst® across studies.
Scores from the CSBS-P have been found to be reliable for the populstiimisd.
While the CSBS-P has four subscales (relational aggression,aggggssion, prosocial

behavior, and isolation) only the relational aggression and overt aggressdiscales
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were used for the purpose of this study. Prosocial behavior iteres administered as
distracter items in the current study in order to counter balance the othorgipssed.
Twelve of the original 19 items comprising three of the origioat scales of the
CSBS-P were administered. The relational aggression scat@ds up of five items,
including: peers (a) who when they are mad at a person, get ekeeng that person
from being in their group of friends, (b) who let their friends knowt thay will stop
liking them unless the friends do what they want them to do, (c) whem ey are mad
at a person, ignore the person or stop talking to them, (d) who trychadexor keep
certain people from being in their group when doing things togethér(eg who try to
make another kid not like a certain person by spreading rumors aboutth&lking
behind their backs. The overt aggression scale is made up of timedntduding: peers
(a) who hit or push others at school, (b) who start physical figititisothers and (c) who
yell or call other classmates mean names. The prosoaéd $s comprised of the
following four items: peers (a) who other students look up to and tog tike, (b) who
say or do nice things for other classmates, (c) who give heltps$e tvho need it, and (d)
who try to cheer up other classmates who are upset or sad about something.
Participants were asked to write the code number of each stadgnished to
nominate for a particular item and used the same list of code nsimben answering all
items. Whereas the original administration procedure of the CSBS-P askiedrcto list
the numbers of up to three classmates for each item, the c@seateh allowed children
to nominate an unlimited number of same and cross-sex grade foragesh item. Due
to the small number of students participating in each grade, selfratoms were also

permitted (Prinstein & Cillessen, 2003).The number of nominations thédreshi
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received for each scale were summed and standardized by greade(Teick &
Grotpeter, 1995). Participant’s relational and overt aggressionsseeeee used as
continuous variables in the analysis (Crick, 1997).

Crick and Grotpeter (1995) conducted a principal components analysiseon t
scores from their 491 participating boys and girls, grades threegh six, obtained via
this peer nomination instrument. They identified four factors: owgtession, relational
aggression, prosocial behavior, and isolation with eigenvalues greaterl thgactor
loadings ranged from .73 to .84 for the relational aggression aedl&om .83 to .90 for
the overt aggression scale. Chronbach alpha indicated that the scoredl fscales were
highly reliable ¢ = .94, for overt aggression and=. 93, for relational aggression).
Overt and relational aggression were correlated at r = .54 faatele suggesting that
distinctive forms aggression (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995).

In their study of 316 primarily Caucasian third through sixthdg students of
lower-middle class socioeconomic status, Grotpeter and Crick (1@9&)fied a similar
factor structure with item loadings ranging from .86 to .91 forrétational aggression
scale and from .88 to .92 for the overt aggression scale among thelesaf 315 9-12
year old students. Relational and overt aggression were correlated &3 for this
sample.

Additionally, Crick (1996) reported supportive psychometric evidence in her
study of 245 third through sixth grade children. Chronbach alphardiational
aggression, and overt aggression scales were .83, and .94 for this. Retalional and
overt aggression were correlated at r = .77 for this sampdeh€e and peer assessments

of overt aggression were correlated at r = .69 for boys and@4 while teacher and peer
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assessments of relational aggression were r = .57 for boys an®3 for females
indicating that each informant was providing some unique infeomatot reported by
the other. One month reliability of scores from the overt aggressaia were r = .93 for
males and r = .81 for females while the one month reliabilitydtational aggression
was r = .86 for males and r = .80 for females. Long-termlgiabiover a 6-month period
for males were r = .78 (overt aggression) and r = .56 (relatiggaéssion) while long-
term stabilities for females were r = .68 for both scales.

Furthermore, Crick, Casas and Mosher (1997) verified the previousitifiele
factor structure of the CSBS-P in their sample of preschotdrehi ages three to six.
Internal consistency reliability for this sample was= .71, and .77, for the relational
aggression, and overt aggression scales respectively. Factogkeaatiged from .64 to
.76 for relational aggression and .61 to .80 for overt aggression. Relaimhalvert
aggression were correlated at r = .46 for males and r = .37 for females.

Crick (1997) also reproduced this factor structure of the CSBSHher sample
of 1166 children ages 9-12. Chronbach alphas for this sample were .96 for overt
aggression and .88 for relational aggression. Item loadings ranged 7#®to .90 for
overt aggression and .86 to .90 for relational aggression. The overtekatidnal
aggression scales were correlated at r = .63.

In summary, previous research has conclusively demonstrated thatdhes
from the CSBS-P are, in fact, reliable for the assessmerdvert and relational
aggression for children during the period of elementary school. ¥aweonfirmatory

factor analysis using this instrument will be performed on theestisample in order to
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corroborate prior research findings and extend those findings to tbedseg school
population.

Assessment of perceived popularityAnalogous to the procedure reported by
Cillessen and Mayeux (2004), perceived popularity was assessedftiby sidents to
nominate an unlimited number of grade-mates for the following it&n® is the most
popular kid in your grade? Who is the least popular kid in your gr&le® to the small
number of students participating per grade level, self-nominatiome walso again
permitted.) Nominations were summed and standardized for eachgaartiacross grade
level. Participants wrote the code number of the student they wisheoiminate for a
particular item. Participants used the same list to answer all items.

This metric of peer status was used as a means of secticamtigjpants into
perceived popular, average, and perceived unpopular groups by usingfa of one
standard deviation above differentiate between groups (Kosir & KRe2(®5). Those
with scores one standard deviation above the mean or higher werdetcedsio be
perceived popular, those with scores one standard deviation belowmeahe were
considered to be perceived unpopular, and the remaining individuals compesgaup
of students who were perceived as average (Kosir & Pecjak, 2005).

Scores from this measure has moderate test-retest igli@bi# .68) over a four-
year period from fifth through ninth grades as reported by SandsiramCillessen
(2006). Asking children to name ‘popular’ and ‘unpopular’ peers appears toféee
validity in that it intuitively makes sense that the answethdee questions would reflect
the level of perceived popularity assigned to a given individyahé peer group. There

is evidence for discriminant and predictive validity as well. Esample, Wang,
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Houshyar, and Prinstein (2006), in their investigation of 441 adolescdet raad
females attending a public high school in New England, found thagtipedcpopular
males and females were more likely to engage in dieting beh#vaor their non
perceived popular classmates. With respect to self-reported bizédy perceived
popularity was associated with a muscular silhouette for maelee non-perceived
popular males reported having either thin or heavy body types. @& lagsociation was
found for females: the more perceived popular a female, the srhaflérody shape. No
association was found between body type and sociometric popularityhfer males or
females. Furthermore, sociometric popularity was unrelatetietong behavior for both
genders.

In addition to being linked with dieting behavior and perceived body type,
perceived popularity is associated with being socially skilled lreandng what others
want: attractiveness, high socioeconomic status, athletic alidisygner clothes, the
latest electronics, and intimate relationships with high stagmbars of the opposite sex
(Alder, Kless, & Alder, 1992; LaFontana & Cillessen, 2002). Percaiopdilarity in 18
grade predicts increased sexual behavior and drug use in gradeaddst(Gm &
Cillessen, 2006). It is also positively linked with both overt and oelatiaggression in
adolescents (LaFontana and Cillessen, 2002; Rodkin, Farmer, Peart &dker, 2000;
Sandstrom & Cillessen, 2006). Perceived popularity is positively linkednly to initial
levels of relational aggression in secondary school students, bub atsweases in both
overt and relational aggression over time (Mayeux & Cillessen, 208&jisBom &

Cillessen, 2006).
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Perceived popularity also makes a unique contribution to the prediction of
individual characteristics, over and above that of sociometric pogul&pecifically,
Kosir and Pecjak (2005) found, via their investigation of Slovenian naaldsemales
between the ages of 11 and 17 years of age, that students high on bmtresariand
perceived popularity were viewed by same age peers as thevelbadjusted, followed
by perceived popular students who are not sociometrically popular, socoaihe
popular only students and average students, in that order. Assessed ahimesfsi
adjustment included: getting along with teachers, academicessicccreativity,
leadership, self-concept, persistence, and low anxiety.

Assessment of sociometric popularityConsistent with the procedure utilized by
Cillessen and Mayeux (2004), sociometric popularity was assegsesking students to
nominate an unlimited number of grade-mates for the followingsitéfthich peers do
you most enjoy spending time with? Which peers do you least spgnding time with.
Nominations were summed and standardized for each participant across griade leve

This metric of peer status was utilized as a means of groygartgripants into
sociometrically popular and not sociometrically popular groups by @smg-off of one
standard deviation to differentiate between groups (Lease, Ken&iedlyelrod, 2002).
Those with scores one standard above the mean or higher were mEememhso be
sociometrically popular, those with scores one standard deviation @ lbetow the
mean were considered to be sociometrically unpopular, and the reghaidividuals
made up sociometrically average group (Lease, Kennedy, & Axelrod, 2002).

The construct of sociometric popularity also appears to be molgestable (r =

.58) over time (Sandstrom & Cillessen, 2006). Research has showmhératiking and
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disliking are sectioned in this way, measures of sociometric aopzdn reliably

discriminate between groups on a variety of characteristiosiekler, in the research
literature, group sectioning is often more specific than is meédehe purposes of this
study and sociometric statuses are derived by sectioning thenwmundi variables of
liking and disliking into the distinct status groups of popular, regecheglected, and
controversial. Children classified as popular are liked by madydaliked by few same-
age peers while rejected individuals are those who are liked by few ahkedlisyi many.

Neglected individuals, on the other hand, are generally ignored bye#regpoup are
neither mentioned as well liked or considerably disliked on sociomiesticuments.

Controversial status individuals are both simultaneously liked and etisithin the

peer group at large (Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982). A large bodyidence exists
demonstrating appreciable differences in these sociometric status groups.

In fact, in some respects, sociometrically popular and contialeskildren
exhibit more advantageous characteristics than membersathatl status groups. They
are strong leaders (DeRosier & Thomas, 2003), exhibit high leveisosbcial behavior
(Tomada & Schneider, 1997), are more social than average children (NelsonpoRdbins
Hart, 2005), exhibit high levels academic competence (Cillesselayeux, 2007), have
increased levels of self-perceived competence in generah€k\Rubin, & LeMare,
1990) and, for females only, exhibit fewer internalizing sympttimas same-aged peers
(Sandstrom & Cillessen, 2006).

On the other hand, rejected children, not surprisingly, are perceivieel both
perpetrators and recipients of both overt and relational aggrg$itallaz et al., 2007).

During the elementary school years, individuals classified &ctegj exhibit higher

www.manaraa.com



71

levels of both overt and relational aggression than persons in averegjected or
popular categories (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; DeRosier & Thomas, 2068ington,
Hughes, Cavell & Thompson, 1998 Putallaz et al., 2007; Tomada & Schneider, 1997)
However, the relationship between peer rejection and relationalsaggreseems to be
moderated by gender. Rejected males are much more likely toelvedvias overtly
aggressive than are rejected females (Putallaz et al., 2008 rgfected females are
much more likely to be relationally aggressive than are rejeatales (Rys & Bear,
1997). On the other hand, rejected girls are significantly more likely tcelagegtiby their
peers to be the recipients of overt victimization than are boys (Putallaz28107).

While controversial status children exhibit levels of overt and tioslal
aggression comparable to rejected children (Crick & Grotpeter, 198Rofker &
Thomas, 2003; Putallaz et al., 2007; Tomada & Schneider, 1997), they aregmlge
viewed by peers as perpetrators, but not victims, of both overt Etdmal aggression
(Putallaz et al., 2007).

Sociometrically popular children engage in the lowest levels latioaal and
overt aggression compared to other status groups, followed by avaragenc(Putallaz
et al., 2007) and neglected children (Crick & Grotpeter, 1994) althoughenessarily in
that order. While peers have indicated that popular children exhiedr fphysically
aggressive behaviors than do average children (Nelson, Robinson, & Hart, 20853),
Hughes, Cavell and Thompson (2000) found that among elementary aged sthéeats
are some aggressive children who are not rejected by the pmey but viewed as

average or even sociometrically popular by their peers. Robertsoneif-d&raser, Day,
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Duncan, Crowther, and Dadisman (2010) identified two types of aggresdiveluals:
those who were concurrently sociometrically popular and those who were not.

Demographic information. The demographic information sheet contained
forced choice questions. Items include gender (male or femaleg-ignaal, (3 -12) and
ethnicity (Caucasian, African American, Asian America, HmipaNative American,
Arabic American, Biracial or Other). Participants were asked complete this
guestionnaire by circling the single most appropriate answer for each item

Technology use and school behavior questionnairéAs a distractor task,
participants were asked to answer a series of questiongliregaineir technology use
(i.e., Do you have a computer? Do you text message? etc) an®menctpoint scale (1
= yes, 2 = no) as well as several questions regarding theargl school behavior (I am
tardy for school, | fight in school, etc.) answered on a Likepetypcale. The
guestionnaire was originally reported in Taiariol (2010).

Reaction measure.As previously discussed, best practices necessitate active
study of potential harm posed by research so that if hainctusred it can be mended
and avoided in the future investigations (Bell-Dolan, Foster, & Christodl®92; Bell-
Dolan, Foster, & Sikora, 1989, Bell-Dolan & Wessler, 1994; Hayvren &nély 1984,
lverson, Barton, & lIverson, 1997). Therefore, a set of questionnairessiagséow
participants felt during and after answering study questiossagministered four weeks
after the initial phase of data collection.

The Sociometric-Risk Questionnaire: Self Report (SRQ-S) deakloped for
purposes of this study and was modeled after that reported byryedBarton, and

lverson (1997). The SRQ-S is a 9-item measure that incorporatestae of open-
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ended (i.e. What was said about the worksheets?), yes/no (i.e.\Dodl yywur classmates
talk to you about how they felt?), and five point Likert-type (i.&eAtalking to others
how did you feel?) response formats.

The SRQ-S assesses participants enjoyment in participating in thehgsegect
(i.e., How much did you enjoy participating in the project? Would youtbkearticipate
in a similar project in the future?), whether peers talked ¢b ether about assessment
items (i.e., How many of your classmates did you talk to about the worksheets@&gha
said about the worksheets? Did any of your classmates talk tdgatitzow they felt? ),
and the impact of such disclosure when it did occur (i.e., After talikirothers how did
you feel? Who was complimented? Who was teased, you know, made?fihaf got
their feelings hurt?). For each of these items were pdeaedisns are identified, children
were instructed to answer the follow-up question, how did it turn out in the end?
Procedure

Participants were recruited from both general and special eolncatsses. A
letter introducing the primary investigator in addition to a confent was sent via first
class mail to the parents of all children enrolled in gradesetthrough twelve, detailing
the research to be conducted in their child’s school. Parentsdsamte returned the
permission slip, via first class mail in the self-addressachged envelope provided, to
the primary investigator, to give or deny their permission for the child tcipate in the
research study. Children for whom permission slips were not recesee not permitted
to participate in the research study.

Children who had parental permission to participate in the study weluded in

the peer nomination instruments and could be nominated by their pbédse @ without
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consent to participate were not included on the grade level rostérshildren were
unable to nominate non-participating students in response to any tddlgatems. A list
of participating students for each grade was compiled and a code massigned to
each student. Student’'s names were alphabetized by firstinasnger to allow ease of
identification of a nominee’s code number. Student names were pontde left hand
side of the page, while code numbers were printed on the right handf gl page.
Rosters contained 5 to 22 names and the variability in roster sigedwe to different
participation rates across grade levels. Participants usedrtieersster to answer all peer
nomination items.

Study questions were printed at the top of each page of the asaessm, with
the exception of the demographic information sheet, only one question wiesl n
each page. Lines were provided underneath the questions to enable pastio easily
write the code numbers of those whom they wished to nominate.

Participants completed the previously described peer nomination instsuarel
demographic information sheet, during one 30-minute administratgsioseconducted
outside of the child’s classrooms. Children were instructed thatghsdicipation in the
study was voluntary and that they could discontinue participationyatirae. Children
were directed that they could choose to skip any item that theyotlittel comfortable
answering, without penalty. Grade-level cohorts completed the ass#ssas a group in
an empty classroom in their school. Middle school students completaddbgesments in
a classroom in the adjoining high school building. Measures were atengal in the

following order during the first assessment session: demograpfummiation sheet,
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sociometric popularity assessment, perceived popularity assess@8BS-P, and
technology use and school behavior questionnaire.

The primary investigator, who employed standardized procedures, ¢tedduc
these data collection sessions with the assistance of a commohityteer. Children
who did not wish to participate or who did not have parental consent cechget
alternate assignment under the direction of their classroometeatiie data was being
collected.

Consistent with best practices for sociometric assessmemit, data collection
session was scheduled immediately prior to a structured classaotwity because
unstructured activities immediately following item administratame the times when
confidentiality breaches are most likely to occur (Bell-Dol&nWessler, 1994).
Participants were instructed that the researchers would keepasonses confidential,
the primary investigator requested that participants not discusgebponses with each
other and only share them with a trusted adult at the child’s discretion. Childrealseere
encouraged to be sensitive to the feelings of others in the corftextdescussion
regarding the “six pillars of character”, within the contexttloé Character Counts
program, which is implemented within this school district. The emamiead a
standardized script to the students and answered any questions asked by the students.

During each session, children were trained in the use of thenpeenation
instrument and the use of code numbers. Each item was read alaheé pyimary
investigator and she was available to answer the children’s gustChildren were
instructed to nominate as many students as fit the descriptieacbritem by writing the

code numbers of the students they wish to nominate. While studentsiatenstructed
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to engage in self-nomination, this practice was not monitored andraihations were
used in the data analysis. In the event a participant wrotdieieting student’s name,
as opposed to their code number, the primary investigator printeththed student’s
code number on the answer sheet and blacked out the written nameorfedighitiwhen
students nominated nonparticipating grade mates by writing iheies on assessment
sheets, the examiner blacked out this information and it was not used in the analysis.

Upon completion of the first phase of the study, children were prdwidé a
small token of appreciation (i.e. a snack sized candy bathéartime. Furthermore, all
students with parental consent were entered into a drawingdit @ard from a local
merchant as an additional thank-you for their time. Gift carde Wistributed after the
initial phase of data collection by school staff.

If students with parental consent were absent on the date of Igraipdata
collection, the primary investigator attempted to schedule a myalsession with each
student the following day, again scheduling the session beforactuséd class activity
in order to minimize priming effects.

The Sociometric-Risk Questionnaire: Self-Report was admingstiener weeks
after the initial phase of data collection. The primary ingestir administered the SRQ-
S to all research participants who participated in the irpti@lse of data collection. The
guestionnaire was completed by grade-level cohorts in an emgsradan within their
school building. Middle school students completed the assessmentasseoom in the
adjoining high school building. Students who did not participate in the stutpleted
an alternate class assignment under the direction of thesratas teacher. Student code

numbers were printed at the top of each questionnaire in order to émabésearcher to
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identify any students that self-disclosed adverse reaction &tutlg in order to provide
follow-up counseling and/or other necessary treatments.

Before completion of the Sociometric-Risk Questionnaire: Belbort students
were informed that their responses may be shared with theintpan order to provide
follow-up care if psychological harm was incurred as a resupparticipating in the
study. The primary investigator explained the use of the Lilpd-scale and refreshed
students on use of the code numbers that were utilized in the piiigesle of data
collection. Furthermore, students were directed to skip any iamthey did not feel
comfortable answering. Each statement was read aloud byitharypinvestigator. The
primary investigator and a community volunteer circulated around l#ssroom and
were available to answer questions. After this second phase of cddéstion,
participants were again be given a small token of appreciatrahéir time (i.e. a snack-
sized candy bar) and thanked for their participation.

Data Analysis

The study utilized a 2 x 2 design, analyzing the effects of gg@dewvels) and
school level (2 levels) on aggression type (relational aggresaibrowaert aggression),
sociometric popularity and perceived popularity. Fixed, main, spentlirgeraction
effects were investigated. The relationship between aggresgier{dyert vs. relational)
was also explored within and between subject groups. See Table (Bbificsresearch
guestions and planned analyses.

An alpha level of .05 was used as the significance criterion. éiumeto large
effect size was expected given the pattern of relationshipgebe study variables:

relational aggression and perceived popularity r = . 31 (LaFonta@dl&ssen, 1999),
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relational aggression and overt aggression r = .77 (Crick, 1996), stampwpularity
and perceived popularity r = .73 (LaFontana & Cillessen, 1999). Powegssnaldicated
that a minimum sample size of 84 (21 subjects per cell) should amedtto achieve a
desired power level of .95. Target n for this study was 24 sulpectsell for a total
sample size of 96 participants.

Table 3

Research Questions, Hypotheses and Planned Analyses

Hypotheses Variables Statistical Analysis

1. Are there significant differences within gender for engagement in aggressive
behavior?

Hi. Females are more Independent Variables Repeated Measures
relationally aggressive Gender (Male and Female) ANOVA
than overtly aggressive.

Dependent Variables If significant, planned
Aggression Type contrasts.
Hip: Males are more overtly o Relational
than relationally Aggression

aggressive. e Overt Aggression

2. Are there between-gender differences in aggressive behavior?

H.. Males are more overtly Independent Variables ANOVA
aggressive than are Gender (Male and Female)
females. If significant, planned
) contrasts.
relationally aggressive Aggression Type
than are males. * Relational
Aggression

e Overt Aggression

3. Does the pattern of gender differences in aggressive strategies diffegiet
primary and secondary levels?

Hsa Both males and Independent Variables ANOVA
females exhibit Gender (Male and Female)
increasing amounts of School Level If significant, planned
relational aggression e Primary (Grades 3-6) contrasts.
over time. e Secondary (Grades 7-
12)
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Hap

H3C:

Dependent Variables
. Aggression Type
. For relational Aggression

aggression, the Overt Aggression
difference between

males and females
decreases over time.

Both males and
females exhibit
decreasing amounts
overt aggression over
time over time.

Are there significant differences in relational aggression levels bygpiptype?

Hsa Perceived popular Independent Variables

individuals are more  Popularity Type
relationally aggressive e Sociometric
than sociometrically e Perceived
popular individuals.
Dependent Variables
Relational Aggression

ANOVA

If significant, planned
contrasts.

5. Does the difference in relational aggression levels by popularity type diff

between primary and secondary school levels?

Hsa Sociometrically Independent Variables

popular and perceived Popularity Type
popular groups exhibit e Sociometric

similar and low levels e Perceived
of relational aggressionSchool Level
during the primary o Primary
school years. (Grades 3-6)
o Secondary
Hsp: At the secondary (Grades 7-12)

HSC:

school level, perceived

popular students

exhibit higher levels of Dependent Variables
relational aggression Relational Aggression
than do sociometrically

popular students.

At the secondary level,
sociometrically popular
individuals continue to

ANOVA

If significant, planned
contrasts.
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exhibit low levels of
relational aggression.
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CHAPTER 4
Results

This chapter presents the results of the data analyses tteaused to address
each of the research questions for this study. The primary pugidhis study was to
examine the relation between popularity type (sociometric populanty perceived
popularity) and relational aggression. Study variables were sthpeldras z-scores.
Inferential statistical analyses were used to test eadmeofresearch questions, with
statistical significance determined using a criterion alpliallof .05. Higher scores were
indicative of higher levels of aggressive behavior or popularity. Tdse 4 for the
descriptive statistics for overall levels of popularity (so@tme and perceived) and
aggression (overt and relational). See Tables 5, 6, 7, and 8 for descsiattiistics, by
grade and school level, for sociometric popularity, perceived popularity, overssiogre
and relational aggression. Table 9 presents the intercorrelations between sallgs/a
Table 4

Descriptive Statistics for Overall Measures of Popularity and Aggression

Measure N M SD Range
Minimum  Maximum
Sociometric Popularity 99 0 0.9 -2.04 2.08
Perceived Popularity 99 0 095 -2.56 2.45
Overt Aggression 99 0 1.00 -0.56 5.52
Relational Aggression 93 0 0.96 -1.46 2.47
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Table 5

Descriptive Statistics for Sociometric Popularibz=99)

n Mean SD Range

Minimum Maximum

Primary School 50 0 0.97 -2.04 2.08

3% Grade 10 0 1 -1.70 2.08

4" Grade 5 0 1 -1.72 0.69

5" Grade 14 0 1 -1.52 1.86

6" Grade 21 0 1 -2.04 1.75

Secondary School 49 0 0.95 -1.82 1.97

7" Grade 10 0 1 -1.31 1.97

8" Grade 13 0 1 -1.82 1.34

d" Grade 6 0 1 -1.55 1.11

10" Grade 9 0 1 -1.42 1.14

11" Grade 4 0 1 -1.23 1.23

12" Grade 7 0 1 -1.35 1.28

Total 99 0 0.95 -2.04 2.08
Table 6

Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Popularity=99)

n M SD Range

Minimum Maximum

Primary School 50 0 0.97 -2.56 2.45
39 Grade 10 0 1 -2.17 1.61

4" Grade 5 0 1 -1.73 0.79

5" Grade 14 0 1 -2.56 1.02

6" Grade 21 0 1 -1.90 2.45
Secondary School 49 0 0.95 -1.94 1.62
7" Grade 10 0 1 -1.41 1.62

8" Grade 13 0 1 -1.94 1.50

d" Grade 6 0 1 -1.12 1.11
10" Grade 9 0 1 -1.53 1.40
11" Grade 4 0 1 -1.41 0.71
12" Grade 7 0 1 -1.79 1.34
Total 99 0 0.95 -2.56 2.45
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Table 7

Descriptive Statistics for Overt Aggressi@ri=99)

n M SD Range

Minimum Maximum

Primary School 50 0.26 1.25 -0.56 5.52
3% Grade 10 0.57 1.00 -0.28 2.76
4" Grade 5 -0.45 0.25 -0.56 -0.01
5" Grade 14 0.09 1.11 -0.56 2.76
6" Grade 21  0.40 1.52 -0.56 5.52
Secondary School 49 -0.27 0.56 -0.56 2.20
7" Grade 10 -0.04 0.89 -0.56 2.20
8" Grade 13 -0.07 0.62 -0.56 1.10
d" Grade 6 -0.56 0.00 -0.56 -0.56
10" Grade 9 -0.28 0.31 -0.56 0.27
11" Grade 4 -0.56 0.00 -0.56 -0.56
13" Grade 7 -0.52 0.10 -0.56 -0.28
Total 99 0 1.00 -0.56 5.52

Table 8

Descriptive Statistics for Relational Aggress{osr93)

n M SD Range

Minimum Maximum

Primary School 50 0 0.97 -1.46 2.47
39 Grade 10 0 1 -1.46 1.76

4" Grade 5 0 1 -1.10 1.64

5" Grade 14 0 1 -0.85 2.47

6" Grade 21 0 1 -1.10 2.09
Secondary School 43 0 0.95 -1.09 2.37
7" Grade 10 0 1 -1.08 1.52

8" Grade 13 0 1 -0.92 2.37
10" Grade 9 0 1 -0.91 1.61
11" Grade 4 0 1 -0.79 1.47
12" Grade 7 0 1 -1.09 1.45
Total 93 0 0.96 -1.46 2.47
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Table 9

Intercorrelations for Aggression Type and Popularity Type

Measure 1 2 3 4
1. Sociometric Popularity --

2. Perceived Popularity .33* --

3. Overt Aggression -.31* .03 --

4. Relational Aggression -.36* -.07 A49* --
*p<.01

Sociometric and perceived popularity were significantly modbraiorrelated at
r = .33, p < 0.01, indicating a positive relation between the two variaBlesrt
aggression and sociometric popularity were moderately correlated=at.31, p <
0.0lindicating that the two variables exhibit a negative relatiotatiBeal aggression
was moderately negatively correlated with sociometric populastwell (r = -.36, p <
0.01). Relational and overt aggression were strongly correlatée att .49, p < 0.01,
level. Perceived popularity was not significantly correlatech vatther measure of
aggressive behavior.
Factor Analysis on CSBS-P

In order to corroborate prior research with the CSBS-P andahtedings to the
secondary school population (grades 7-12), a principal components fadymisangth
VARIMAX was performed. This analysis yielded the three predidi&ctors (overt
aggression, relational aggression, and prosocial behavior). These ttortmted for
80.27% of the variation in scores. Specifically, the relationaleamggyn factor accounted
for 45.62% (eigenvalue =5.02), the prosocial behavior factor accounted for 25.03%
(eigenvalue = 2.75) and overt aggression accounted for 9.63% (eigenvalug.=Sg€6

Table 10.
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The results of the factor analysis indicated that one iteditibmally included on
the overt aggression scale of the CSBS-P (“Which grade-matésory call other
classmates mean names?”) had high loadings on both the overt aggiEe88) and
relational aggression (.63) factors. Therefore, the item was drojpped the overt
aggression scale. Neither was it included on the relational aggression scale.

Table 10

Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance, and Cumulative Percentages for Faictbes
12-ltem CSBS-P

Factor  Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %

1 5.02 45.62 45.62
2 2.75 25.03 70.65
3 1.06 9.63 80.27

Factor loadings for the items of the resulting three soakse relatively high,
ranging from .81 to .86 for the relational aggression scale, from .7680tdor the
prosocial behavior scale and from .88 to .91 for the overt aggressionSealéable 11
for factor loadings.

Table 11

Factor Loadings From Principal Component Factor Analysis with Varimax Rotati
Communalities, Eigenvalues, and Percentages of Variance for Items of the CSBS-P

Factor loading
Item 1. 2. 3. Communality
Relational Prosocial Overt
Aggression Behavior Aggression

4. Which people, who when they .83 .05 22 75
are mad at a person, get even by

keeping that person from being in

their group of friends?

6. Which people let their friends .86 -.15 19 .79
know that they will stop liking

them unless the friends do what

they want them to do?
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7. Which people, when they are
mad at a person, ignore the
person or stop talking to them?

10. Which students try to exclude
or keep certain people from being
in their group when doing things
together?

12. Which students yell or try to
make another kid not like a
certain person by spreading
rumors about them or talking
behind their backs?

1. Which kids do other students
look up to and try to be like?

3. Which students say or do nice
things for other grade-mates?

5. Which people give help to
those who need it?

8. Which students try to cheer up
other classmates who are sad or
upset about something? They try
to make them feel happy again.

2. Which students hit or push
others at school?

9. Which students start physical
fights with others?

Eigenvalue
% of variance

.86

.84

.81

.08

-.13

-17

-.01

.28

.33

4.10
34.18

.02 -.01
-.05 .35
-.13 .34

.76 .08

.90 -.19

.88 -.17

.88 -17
-.16 .90
-.16 .89
3.03 2.53

25.28 21.10

75

.84

.79

.59

.86

.83

.80

.92

.90

Overt and relational aggression were correlated at r = .49 foséample, while

relational aggression and prosocial behavior were correlated-a4X. Meanwhile, overt

aggression and prosocial behavior were correlated at r = -.4ief@urrent sample. All
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correlations were significant at the p < .01 level. See Tableoflza fsummary of

correlations between the scales.

Table 12

Intercorrelations for Scales of the CSBS-P

1 2
1. Relational Aggression
2. Overt Aggression A9%--
3. Prosocial Behavior -.39*-.41*

*p < .01

Measures of Popularity

For the current sample, 16 percent of participants were wassi§ perceived

popular while 69 percent were classified as perceived averdtger-percent of the

sample was classified as perceived unpopular. Table 13 summaezpsrcentages of

participants classified in each of the three perceived populatétus groups and

compares those percentages with prior research. Data indibatethe percentages of

participants classified into each of the three categoriessianilar between the current

study and those of LaFontana and Cillessen (1999) and Parkhurst pmeyéo (1998),

providing evidence for the validity of the perceived popularity measure.

Table 13

Perceived Popularity Status Comparisons

Popular

Average

Unpopular

Current Sample

N=99)

Grades 3-12

LaFontana & Cillessen (1999)
(n=191)

Grades 4-5

Parkhurst & Hopmeyer (1998)
(n=727)

Grades 7-8

16%

17%

16%

69%

64%

67%

15%

67%

17%
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For the current sample, 16 percent of participants were ctabssifis
sociometrically popular while 67 percent were classified asoswtrically average.
Seventeen percent of participants were classified as sociometuopipular.

Additionally, sociometric and perceived popularity are correlated=at33, p =
.001 for the current sample, indicating that they measure diffdrentelated, facets of
peer relationship status.

Research Questions

Five research questions were developed for this study. Thestioggewere
answered using inferential statistics, with a criterion alpha05 used to determine
statistical significance.

Research question 1Are there significant differences within gender for engagerime
aggressive behavior?

Hi. Females are more relationally aggressive than overtly aggressive.

Hip: Males are more overtly than relationally aggressive.

A repeated subjects analysis of variance was run to exanithen wender
differences in aggressive type. Mauchly’s test was conductedasdot significant (X
= .000), suggesting that the observed matrix does exhibit approprigtedy \eariances
and covariances. Table 14 provides the means and standard deviationdeforanth

females.
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Table 14

Means and Standard Deviations For Relational Aggression and Overt Aggression by
Gender

Variable Males (n=45) Females (n=48) Total (n=93)
M SD M SD M SD
Relational Aggression 0.11 0.96 -0.10 0.95 0 0.96
Overt Aggression 0.46 1.29 -0.37  0.37 0.04 1.02

Table 15 summarizes the results of the repeated subjectsiar@lyariance. A
significant between subjects main effect was found for gender9E(E 9.39, p = .003,
n’= .09). An interaction effect was found for aggression type andegef(, 91) =
9.90, p = .002y° = .10.

Table 15

Summary Table for Gender by Aggression Type Repeated Subjects ANOVA

Source df SS MS F p n?
Between Subjects
Gender 1 1256 1256 9.398* .003 .09
Error 91 121.75 1.34
Within Subjects
Aggression Type 1 0.10 0.10 0.220 .641 .00
Aggression Type x Gender 1 448 4.48 9.90 * 002 .10
Error 91 41.20 0.45

A series of planned contrasts were investigated to comparesaggr levels
within gender. Two contrasts produced significant results. A compasfsetational and
overt aggression for males was significa(tl., 44) = 5.85, p = .026)°= .12, suggesting
that the males in this sample exhibit higher levels of overt(M46, SD = 1.29) than
relational aggression (M = 0.11, SD = 0.96). In addition, a comparisaygossion type

for females was significan(1, 47) = 4.01, p = .05Iy°%= .08, suggesting that the
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females in this sample exhibit higher levels of relatiois# (-0.10, SD = 0.95) than
overt aggression (M =-0.37, SD = 0.37).
Research question 2Are there between-gender differences in aggressive behavior?

H.a. Males are more overtly aggressive than are females.

H,,: Females are more relationally aggressive than are males.

Two analyses of variance were run to examine between gendereddés in
aggression type; one for relational aggression and one for overt siggrefable 16
provides the means and standard deviations for relational aggressgendgr, while
Table 17 provides the means and standard deviations for overt aggression by gender.
Table 16

Means and Standard Deviations For Relational Aggression by Gender

M SD
Males (n = 45) 0.11 0.96
Females (n = 48) -0.10 095
Total (n = 93) 0.00 0.96

Table 17

Means and Standard Deviations for Overt Aggression by Gender

M SD
Males (n = 49) 0.38 1.26
Females (n = 50) -0.37 0.38
Total (n = 99) 0.00 1.00

No significant effects were found for relational aggression.€lraBlsummarizes
the results of the ANOVA.
Table 18

One-Way Analysis of Variance Summary Table for the Effects of Gendeelational
Aggression

Source df SS MS F p "’

www.manaraa.com



91

Between-group 1 1.02 1.02 1.12 294 .01
Within-group 91 82.98 0.91
Total 92 84.00

A significant between gender difference was found for overt aggne$s1, 97)
= 16.29, p = .000y? = .14, suggesting that the mean level of overt aggression for males
(M =0.38, SD = 1.26) is significantly higher than the mean levelveft aggression for
females (M = -0.37, SD = 0.38). These results are summarized in Table 19.
Table 19

One-Way Analysis of Variance Summary Table for the Effects of Gend®vert
Aggression

Source df SS MS F p n°
Between-group 1 14.09 14.09 16.29* .000 14
Within-group 97 83.91 .84

Total 98 98

Research question 3:Does the pattern of gender differences in aggressive sesitegi
differ between primary and secondary levels?

Hso For relational aggression, the difference between males andlefem

decreases in the secondary, as compared to primary, school level.

Hsp: Both males and females exhibit increasing amounts of relatigga¢ssion

in the secondary, as compared to primary, school level.

Hs: Both males and females exhibit decreasing amounts of overt aggr&ssi

the secondary, as compared to primary, school level.

A gender by school level mixed design analysis of variande aggression type
as a within subjects dependent variable was conducted to deterimtizewthe pattern
of observed within and between gender differences in aggressategsts changes over

time. Mauchly’s test was conducted. This test was not significagigesting that the
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observed matrix did exhibit appropriately equal variances and cowasgX= .000).
Table 20 provides the means and standard deviations for relational ahdggression
by grade and school level.

Table 20

Means and Standard Deviations for Aggression Type by Gender and School Level

Gender School Level Relational Overt Aggression
Aggression
M SD M SD
Male (n=45) Primary (n=24) 0.37 1.04 0.86 1.53
Secondary (n=21) -0.19 0.78 0.02 0.75
Total (n=45) 0.11 0.96 0.46 1.29
Female (n=48) Primary (n=26) -0.34 0.77 -0.28 0.49
Secondary (n=22) 0.18 1.08 -0.46 0.18
Total (n=48) -0.10 0.96 -0.37 0.37
Both Male and  Primary (n=50) 0.00 0.97 0.26 1.25
Female (n=93) Secondary (n=43) 0.00 0.95 -0.23 0.59
Total (n=93) 0.00 0.95 0.04 1.02

Significant within subjects interaction effects were iderdifier aggression type
by genderf(1, 93) = 11.14, p = .004°= .15 and aggression type by school le%l,,
93) = 6.48, p = .013;°= .09. Table 21 summarizes the results of the analysis of variance.

To investigate the aggression type by gender interaction, a sdriplanned
contrasts were conducted. As previously discussed in ResearchoQuesti comparison
of relational and overt aggression levels for males was signifiF(1, 44) = 5.85, p =
.020,m%= .12, suggesting that the males in this sample exhibit highelslef overt (M
=0.46, SD = 1.29) than relational aggression (M =0.11, SD = 0.11). Additipmaall
previously discussed in Research Question 1, a comparison of aggragsofor
females, was significan(1, 47) = 4.01, p = .053°= .08, suggesting that the females in
this sample exhibit higher levels of relational (M = -0.10, SOD.85) than overt

aggression (M = -0.37, SD = 0.37).
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Table 21

Summary Table for Gender by School Level Mixed Design ANOVA wites&ggr Type
as a Within Subjects Dependent Variable

Source df SS MS F P 1
Between Subjects
Gender 1 11.07 11.07 8.94* .004 .08
School Level 1 3.19 3.19 2580 .112 .02
Gender X School Level 1 872 8.72 7.04* .009 .07
Error 89 110.16 1.24
Within Subjects
Aggression Type 1 0.03 0.03 0.080 79 .00
Aggression Type x Gender 1 474 474 11.14* .001 15
Aggression Type x School Level 1 2.76 2.76 6.48* .013 .09
Aggression Type x Gender x 1 0.49 0.49 1.160 .284 .02
School Level
Within cells 89 2341 0.28
Total 93 31.43

To investigate the aggression type by school level interactiomies ¢ planned
contrasts were conducted. One was significant; a comparisonational and overt
aggression levels at the secondary school level t(48) = -3.35, p =021, indicating
that at secondary level students exhibit more relational (M BOs 8.95) than overt (M
=-0.23, SD = 0.59) aggression.

Research question 4Are there significant differences in relational aggressivaléeby
popularity type?

Hsa Perceived popular individuals are more relationally aggressive than

sociometrically popular individuals.

Research question 5Does the difference in relational aggression level by popylari

type differ between primary and secondary school levels?
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Hso: Sociometrically popular and perceived popular groups exhibitairarhd

low levels of relational aggression during the primary school years.

Hsp: At the secondary school level, perceived popular students exhibitr highe

levels of relational aggression than do sociometrically popular students.

Hse: At the secondary level, sociometrically popular individuals continue to

exhibit low levels of relational aggression.

An analysis of variance was conducted to determine there ardicsighi

differences in level of relational aggression by popularity &peé also by school level.

Mauchly’s test was run. This test was not significant, suggestat the observed matrix

did exhibit appropriately equal variances and covariances =(X000). Table 22

summarizes the means and standard deviations for perceived populatualdivat each

sociometric popularity status by school level.

Table 22

Means and Standard Deviations for Relational Aggression by School Level by Popularity

Status (Perceived Popularity Status x Sociometric Popularity Status)

Sociometric Perceived Perceived Perceived
Popularity Status Popular Average Unpopular
n M SD n M SD n M SD
Popular 1 0.22 -- 5 -0.91 0.88 0 -- --
9 Average 3 0.05 1.06 30 -0.40 0.67 4 0.84 0.76
§ Unpopular 2 1.30 1.12 3 0.71 1.22 2 2.06 0.59
Total 6 0.50 1.05 38 -0.28 0.79 6 1.25 0.90
v Popular 1 0.35 -- 7 -0.76 0.29 0 -- --
% Average 6 0.37 0.75 15 0.10 0.95 3 -0.67 0.34
S Unpopular O - - 3 -028 108 4 105 1.33
<  Total 7 0.36 0.68 25 -0.19 0.89 7 0.32 1.33
— Popular 2 0.28 0.10 12 -0.48 0.67 0 -- --
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Average 9 0.26 0.81 45 -0.24 0.80
Unpopular 2 1.30 1.12 6 0.21 1.17
Total 13 042 0.83 63 -0.24 0.82

7
6
13

0.20 0.99
1.39 1.86
0.75 1.21

Two significant main effects were found, one for sociometric popylatatus

F(2, 88) = 5.74, p = .00%°= .10 and one for perceived popularity st&f(@, 88) = 4.53,

p = 0.14,m°= .08. Table 23 summarizes the results of the analysis of varidiw

determine where the differences lay, a series of planned stesnware investigated to

compare relational aggression levels within sociometric populatdjuses and also

within perceived popularity statuses.

Table 23

Summary Table for Two-Way Analysis of Variance: Effects of Populayie and

School Level on Relational Aggression

Source df SS MS F p 1
Sociometric Popularity Status 2756 3.78 5.74* .005 .11
Perceived Popularity Status 2596 2.98 4.53* .014 .08
School Level 1 193 193 294 .091 .03
Sociometric Popularity Status x Perceived 3 251 084 1.27 .290 .04
Popularity Status

Sociometric Popularity Status x School Level 048 0.24 0.37 .696 .01
Perceived Popularity Status x School Level 2.75 138 2.09 .131 .04
Sociometric Popularity Status x Perceived 2 218 109 1.65 .198 .03
Popularity Status x School Level

Within cells 74 48.67 0.66

Total 88 72.03

To determine where the differences lay, a series of plannedastmtwere

investigated to compare relational aggression levels within seti@mpopularity

statuses and also within perceived popularity statuses.

Two contrasts were significant. First, a comparison of melatiaggression levels

between sociometric popularity status types was significéd@) £ 3.55, p = .001p’=

.12 indicating that participants classified as sociometrically unpogi = 0.76, SD =
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1.26 ) exhibit significantly more relational aggression than do pgaatits classified as
sociometrically popular (M = -0.25, SD = 0.81 ) or sociometricallyrage (M = -0.12,
SD = 0.82). Second, a comparison of relational aggression levels bepsemeived
popularity status types was significant, t(90) = 3.64, p =.§69,13 indicating that both
perceived popular (M= 0.42, SD = 0.83) and perceived unpopular (M = 0.64, 113
individuals exhibit higher levels of relational aggression than do mha@s who were
perceived as average (M = -0.22, SD = 0.83). No significant atienaeffects were
found.
Reaction Measure

While peer nomination tasks are widely used in the researctliteras a means
of assessing both aggression levels (overt and relational) and pgpustatus
(sociometric and perceived), very little research has been conductgtermine the
impact of these measures on participants. In fact, only fourroésgeoups (Bell-Dolan,
Foster, & Christopher, 1992; Bell-Dolan, Foster, & Sikora, 1989; Hayvrdiy®el,
1984; Iverson, Barton, & Iverson, 1997) have previously investigated thie.iss
Therefore, a follow-up measure to actively investigate the patdoti harm stemming
the use of peer nomination instruments with the present sampleondiscted as part of
this study and is subsequently discussed.

Overall, participants reported talking to relatively few, or norgpabout the peer
nomination worksheets. In fact, 34 percent reported that they did not ditlveis
worksheets with any of their peers while 39 percent reportedtliegt discussed the

worksheets with only one or two peers. Sixteen percent of partisipgported talking to
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three or four peers about the worksheets and 11 percent reported talkiregydr more

classmates about them. These results are summarized in Table 24.

Table 24

Question 1: How many of your classmates did you talk to about the worksheets? (N=90)

Total Elementary (n=44) Secondary (n=46)
Rating n % n % n %
None 31 34 20 45 11 24
One or two 35 39 13 30 22 48
Three or four 14 16 7 16 7 15
Five or more 10 11 4 9 6 13

When asked about what was said about the worksheets, 62 participants responded.
Responses were coded into categories. Three participants gave essihatsontained
elements fitting into 2 or more categories. Consequently, 69 respsasesategorized.
The majority of responses (35%) indicated that participants, whaltalbeut the study
with others, talked about physical aspects of the study (i.e. beguiyed to complete a
worksheet). Fourteen percent of responses specified thatipemts discussed the
purpose of the study. Four percent of responses indicated that pattiapussed their
feelings about the study (i.e. that it was a “waste of timiEvelve percent of responses
dealt with the reward for participation, while one respondent (1.5%)tegbdiscussing
the study topic (i.e. bullying is bad). Another response involved ticipants surprise
with how few persons participated in the study. Two respondents (8pgrted
discussing their positive feelings about study participation. Onother hand, six
respondents (9%) reported discussing the peer nominations (i.e. which werers

nominated as popular, aggressive, etc.). These results are summarized in Table 25.
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Table 25

Question 2: What was said about the worksheets?

Response Number of Percent of Total
responses Responses

Physical aspects of the study (i.e. completing a 24 35%

worksheet, answering the same questions over and

over)

Purpose of the study (i.e. what was the purpose of ti® 14%

worksheets, bully sheet)

Feelings about the study itself (i.e. waste of time) 3 4%

Reward for participation (i.e. enjoyed getting candy 8 12%

for participating)

Implications of study topic (i.e. bullying is bad) 1 1.5%

Number of participants (i.e. surprise about how few 1 1.5%

persons participated)

Positive feelings about participation (i.e. enjoyed 2 3%

participation)

“Nothing” (i.e. nothing because we did not talk aboutl4 20%

it; nothing was really said)

Peers who were nominated (i.e. peers who were 6 9%

nominated as popular, aggressive, etc.)

Total 69 100%

Seventy four percent of participants reported feeling good aft@ndao others

about the study, while 20 percent reported that they “felt rgalby”. Six participants (n

= 4) reported feeling bad after talking to others about the stlidgse results are

summarized in Table 26.
Table 26

Question 3: After talking to others, how did you feel? (N=69)

Total Elementary (n=29) Secondary (n=40)
Rating n % n % n %
Felt bad 4 6 2 7 2 5
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Felt good 51 74 17 59 34 85
Felt really good 14 20 10 34 4 10

The majority of participants (62%) reported that their classsndi not talk to
them about how they felt while 38 percent reported that theisrolt®es had talked to
them about how they felt. These results are summarized in Table 27.

Table 27

Question 4: Did any of your classmates talk to you about how they felt? (N=87)

Total Elementary Secondary

Rating n % N % n %
Yes 33 38 18 42 15 34
No 54 62 25 58 29 66

The majority of research participants (66%) reported that thepyed
participating in the research project, endorsing ratings of “likeedliked a lot”, while
only 4 percent of research participants indicated that they did mjol eroject
participation by endorsing ratings of “disliked” or “disliked a loThirty percent of
research participants reported neutral feelings about pnogetitipation. These results
are summarized in Table 28.

Table 28

Question 8: How much did you enjoy participating in the project? (N=88)

Total Elementary (n=43) Secondary (n=45)
Rating n % n % n %
Disliked a lot 2 2 1 2 1 2
Disliked 2 2 2 5 0 0
Neutral 26 30 6 14 20 45
Liked 31 35 13 30 18 40
Liked a lot 27 31 21 49 6 13

Participants who indicated that they either talked to their @dsngt the study, or

were talked to by their participating peers about the studse asked to indicate which
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participating grade mates were discussed in a positive mannar tiyee way between
subjects analysis of variance was run on the resulting data narexgroup differences
for gender, sociometric popularity status and sociometric populaatysstegarding
“Who was complimented?” in order to determine if a particutaug of subjects were
more likely than other groups to discussed in a positive light dftelly garticipation.

Higher numbers indicate that group members were more likely tcobwlimented.

Table 29 provides the means and standard deviations for “Who was contpliffieby

gender, sociometric popularity status and perceived popularity status.

Table 29

Means and Standard Deviations for “Who was complimented?” by Gender, Sociometric
Popularity Status and Perceived Popularity Status

Sociometric  Perceived Perceived Perceived Total

Popularity Popular Average Unpopular

Status

n M SD n M SD n M SD n M SD

Popular 1 1 -- 6 1 0 -- -- -- 7 1 0
= Average 5060 055 21 0.38 0.50 6 0.50 055 32 0.44 0.50
% Unpopular 2 0.50 0.71 5 0 0 3 0.33 058 10 0.20 0.42

Total 8 0.63 052 32 0.44 0.50 9 0.44 053 49 047 0.50
py Popular 2 1 0 8 0.89 0.35 -- -- -- 10 0.90 0.32
g Average 4 0.75 050 27 0.41 0.50 3 0.33 058 34 0.44 0.50
®  Unpopular 1 1 -- 1 1 -- 4 0.25 0.50 6 0.50 0.55

Total 7 0.86 0.38 36 0.53 0.51 7 0.29 049 50 0.54 0.50

Popular 3 1 0 14 0.93 0.27 -- - -- 17 0.94 0.24
S Average 9 0.67 0.50 48 0.40 0.49 9 0.44 052 66 0.44 0.50
8  Unpopular 3 0.67 0.58 6 0.17 0.41 7 0.29 049 16 0.31 0.48

Total 15 0.73 0.46 68 0.49 050 16 0.38 0.50 99 0.51 0.50

No significant effects were found for gender, sociometric popwlatitus or

perceived popularity status, indicating that all groups were eqjikaly to be discussed
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in a positive manner after study participation. Table 30 summaittizesesults of the
ANOVA.
Table 30

Summary Table for Three-Way Analysis of Variance: Effects of GeSderometric
Popularity Status, and Perceived Popularity Status on “Who was complimented?”

Source df SS MS F p ¢
Gender 1 0.13 0.13 0.58 .449 .00
Sociometric Popularity Status 21.08 0.54 2.44 .094 .05
Perceived Popularity Status 20.64 0.32 145 .240 .03
Gender x Sociometric Popularity Status 20.62 0.31 1.49 .253 .03
Gender x Perceived Popularity Status D.67 0.33 150 .229 .03
Sociometric Popularity Status x Perceived 3 0.20 0.07 0.30 .827 .00
Popularity Status

Gender x Sociometric Popularity Status x 3 034 012 052 .671 .01
Perceived Popularity Status

Error 83 18.38 0.22

Total 98 24.75

Participants who indicated that they either talked to their @dsngt the study, or
were talked to by their participating peers about the studye asked to indicate which
participating grade mates were discussed in a demeaning miayremswering the
guestion, “Who was teased, you know, made fun of?”. A three way betubgects
analysis of variance was run on the resulting data to examme gtifferences for
gender, sociometric popularity status and sociometric popuktatys regarding “Who
was teased, you know, made fun of?” in order to determine if &uydart group of
subjects were more likely than other groups to discussed inaiveetjght after study
participation. Higher numbers indicate that group members werelik@lseto be teased.
Table 31 provides the means and standard deviations for “Who wad, tgageknow,

made fun of?” by gender, sociometric popularity status and perceived popubdrit; st
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Table 31

Means and Standard Deviations for “Who was teased, you know, made fun of?” by
Gender, Sociometric Popularity Status and Perceived Popularity Status

Sociometric Perceived Perceived Perceived Total

Popularity Popular Average Unpopular

Status

n M SD n M SD n M SD n M SD

Popular 1 0 -- 6 0.33 0.52 -- - -- 7 0.29 0.49
= Average 50.60 055 21 0.29 0.46 6 0.83 041 32 0.44 0.50
% Unpopular 2 0.50 0.71 5 0.40 0.55 3 0.33 0.58 10 0.40 0.52

Total 8 0.50 0.53 32 0.31 0.47 9 0.67 050 49 0.41 0.50
py Popular 2 0.50 0.71 8 0.13 0.35 -- -- -- 10 0.20 0.42
g Average 4 025 050 27 0.26 0.45 3 0.33 058 34 0.26 0.45
®  Unpopular 1 0 -- 1 1 -- 4 0.25 0.50 6 0.33 0.52

Total 7 029 049 36 0.25 0.44 7 0.29 049 50 0.26 0.44

Popular 3033 058 14 0.21 0.43 -- -- -- 17 0.24 0.44
S Average 9 0.44 0.53 48 0.27 0.45 9 0.67 050 66 0.35 0.48
8  Unpopular 3 0.33 0.58 6 0.50 0.55 7 0.29 049 16 0.38 0.50

Total 15 0.40 0.51 68 0.28 0.45 16 0.50 0.52 99 0.33 0.47

No significant effects were found for gender, sociometric popwlatitus or
perceived popularity status, indicating that all groups were eqjikaly to be discussed
in a positive manner after study participation. Table 32 summaitizesesults of the

ANOVA.
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Table 32

Summary Table for Three-Way Analysis of Variance: Effects of Ge&deiometric
Popularity Status, and Perceived Popularity Status on “Who was teased?”

Source df SS MS F p ¢
Gender 1 0.05 0.05 0.23 .631 .00
Sociometric Popularity Status 20.22 0.11 0.48 .620 .01
Perceived Popularity Status 20.06 0.03 0.14 .870 .00
Gender x Sociometric Popularity Status 20.37 0.18 0.82 .446 .02
Gender x Perceived Popularity Status ».23 0.12 051 .601 .01
Sociometric Popularity Status x Perceived 3 095 032 141 .247 .04
Popularity Status

Gender x Sociometric Popularity Status x 3 080 0.27 1.18 .321 .04
Perceived Popularity Status

Error 83 18.75 0.23

Total 98 22.00

Participants who indicated that they either talked to their @dsngt the study, or
were talked to by their participating peers about the studye asked to indicate which
participating grade mates were aware that they had been édcussa demeaning
manner by their peers and, consequently, suffered hurt feeliragssiasering the question
“Who got their feelings hurt?”. A three way between subjectdyars of variance was
run on the resulting data to examine group differences for gender, stetopopularity
status and sociometric popularity status regarding “Who got #&infs hurt?” in order
to determine if a particular group of subjects were more likefn tother groups to
experience hurt feelings after study participation. Higher numipelisate that group
members were more likely to experience hurt feelings. Tablg@ades the means and
standard deviations for “Who got their feelings hurt?” by genderpstric popularity

status and perceived popularity status.
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Table 33

Means and Standard Deviations for “Who got their feelings hurt?” by Gender,
Sociometric Popularity Status and Perceived Popularity Status

Sociometric Perceived Perceived Perceived Total

Popularity Popular Average Unpopular

Status

n M SD n M SD n M SD n M SD

Popular 1 0 -- 6 0.17 041 -- -- -- 7 0.14 0.38
= Average 50.20 045 21 0.19 0.40 6 0 0 32 0.16 0.37
%’ Unpopular 2 0.50 0.71 5 0.20 0.45 3 0.33 0.58 10 0.30 0.48

Total 8 0.25 046 32 0.19 0.40 9 0.11 0.33 49 0.18 0.39
gy Popular 2 0 0 8 0 0 -- -- -- 10 0 0
g Average 4 0.25 050 27 0.11 0.32 3 0 0 34 0.12 0.33
®  Unpopular 1 0 -- 1 0o - 4 0.25 0.50 6 0.17 0.41

Total 7 014 0.38 36 0.08 0.28 7 0.14 0.38 50 0.10 0.30

Popular 3 0O O 14 0.07 0.27 -- -- -- 17 0.06 0.24
8' Average 9 0.22 0.44 48 0.15 0.36 9 0 0 66 0.14 0.35
& Unpopular 3 0.330.58 6 0.17 041 7 0.28 049 16 0.25 0.44

Total 15 0.20 041 68 0.13 0.34 16 0.13 0.34 99 0.14 0.35

No significant effects were found for gender, sociometric populatétus or

perceived popularity status, indicating that all groups were eqjilaly to be discussed

in a positive manner after study participation. Table 34 summaitizesesults of the

ANOVA.
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Table 34

Summary Table for Three-Way Analysis of Variance: Effects of Gender, Sociometric
Popularity Status, and Perceived Popularity Status on “Who got their feelings hurt?”

Source df SS MS F p ¢
Gender 1 0.13 0.13 0.95 .333 .01
Sociometric Popularity Status 20.14 0.07 0.54 584 .01
Perceived Popularity Status 20.02 0.01 0.09 .914 .00
Gender x Sociometric Popularity Status .13 0.07 0.50 .610 .01
Gender x Perceived Popularity Status .04 0.02 0.16 .853 .00

Sociometric Popularity Status x Perceived 3 0.26 0.09 .646 .588 .02
Popularity Status

Gender x Sociometric Popularity Status x 3 0.09 0.03 0.22 .883 .00
Perceived Popularity Status

Error 83 11.01 0.13

Total 98 12.02
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CHAPTER 5
Discussion

The purpose of the study was to explore the complex web oforedatietween
perceived popularity, sociometric popularity and relational aggressiass a wide age
span, and to investigate possible gender differences acrossemtffstages of
development. Results of the statistical analyses used tdéehiypotheses were mixed,
with support provided for some of the hypotheses. Results of the maearch
guestions are discussed in this section.

The first set of hypotheses examined differences in relational and ovesssiggr
within each gender. A statistically significant interactiofeeff between gender and
aggression type was found. In this sample, and as predicted, males owack tb
exhibit higher levels of overt aggression than relational aggressivhile this finding
seems intuitive, given the plethora of research indicating betwa®theg differences in
overt aggression favoring males, this phenomenon has been rarely .stidiadt, Klein
and Goldsmith (2005) were the only researchers that directly igatedi this question,
finding that males preferentially engaged in overt, as opposeeldtional aggression,
during the developmental period from birth through grade 5. Other stid®provide
indirect evidence for males’ propensity for overt aggressionck@md Grotpeter (1995)
found that during the period of middle childhood males were overreprdsenthe
group of children identified to exclusively engage in overt aggesss opposed to
relational aggression or a combination of the two. Rys and Bear (186fidnted this

finding in their middle childhood sample; however, they also found thatsnvadse
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overrepresented in the group of children who exhibited high levels of both anbr
relational aggression.

Additionally, females in this sample were found to exhibit higlearels of
relational aggression than overt aggression. This finding is consistanthe results of
previous studies that females preferentially engage in relatiasabpposed to overt,
aggression (Green, Richardson & Lago, 1996; Park, Essex, Waxler, émmskiein &
Goldsmith, 2005; Putallaz, Grimes, Foster, Kupersmidt, Coie, & Dearing, 2007).

The second set of hypotheses examined between-gender diffeiremekzional
and overt aggression. A statistically significant gender diffee was found for overt
aggression. As predicted, males were found to exhibit higher leveigedf aggression
than were females. This finding adds to the existing body ofafitee that has
consistently found that males, of all ages engage, in significarghg overt aggression
than do females (e.qg., Archer, 2004; Bjorkgvist, Lagerspetz, Kaukiainen, @882y &
Crick, 2007; Sandstrom & Cillessen; 2006).

On the other hand, males and females were found to exhibit comparsddteof
relational aggression in this sample. This finding was unexpected thiaée the bulk of
current research has found that females engage in higher ¢dvwelstional aggression
than do males (Butovskaya, Timentschik, & Burkova, 2007; Campbell, Sapochnik &
Muncer, 1997; Crick, 1997; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Galen & Underwood, 1997,
Murray-Close, Crick & Galotti, 2006; Nelson, Robinson, & Hart, 2005; Ostrdvri€k,
1997). However, the current finding of no gender difference in legklselational
aggression is in line with the findings of several research gr{ldbpscan & Owen-

Smith, 2006; Hart, Nelson, Robinson, Olsen, & McNeilly-Choque, 1998; Rys&,B
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1997; Tomada & Schneider, 1997) and adds to this small, yet growing, baeseaifch
literature showing no gender difference in relational aggression.

The third set of hypotheses examined the pattern of gendereddés in
aggression type (relational and overt) between primary and secosdaogl levels.
Statistically significant interaction effects were idaatiffor aggression type by gender,
which was discussed as part of the first set of hypothesisgeand aggression type by
school level. As hypothesized, students at the secondary schoollekelfound to
exhibit higher levels of relational, as opposed to overt, aggressiordiffiéoence in
aggression type was identified at the primary school level.

Hawley's Social Dominance Theory, in conjunction with Social Cogmiti
Theory, can explain the phenomenon of preferential use of relationasaggr over
overt aggression in adolescents. Specifically, individuals use aiggress a means of
resource competition. Over time, social learning, as welh@a£xperiences of the direct
consequences of their aggressive behavior, teaches children that gyesseon is
associated with many risks and may not be worth the potentiairga@source access.
Therefore, children’s aggression may become more covert in natireelational
aggression levels increase because children and early adolesesentsdraed how to
competitively gain access to resources while simultaneously agoitiie negative
consequences associated with overt aggression. This is supportedvinyrkhef Cote,
Vaillancourt, Baker, Nagin, and Tremblay (2007) who found that overt aatorel
aggression were used to a similar extent by preschool childrenfietb@is aggressive.
However, over time, children who exhibited substantial levels of phlysiggression

during the early childhood period tended to exhibit increasing leveleelafional

www.manaraa.com



109

aggression. Moreover, levels of overt aggression also tended to degitbaage. While

it was hypothesized that an overall decrease in overt aggressiot be observed in the
current sample, that was not the case. It is possible thatsthisflective of a true

difference in aggressive strategies for the current samipén compared with samples
previously studied; however it is also possible that the expectegagdecin overall overt
aggression was not detected in the current sample due to thesamale size, which

resulted in the study being underpowered.

In summary, the current study found that individuals at the secorieeey
exhibit higher levels of relational, as opposed to overt aggressioyvieova decrease in
overall levels of overt aggression from primary to secondary scha®lnat detected in
the current investigation.

The fourth set of hypotheses examined the relations betwe&omrralaaggression
and popularity type (sociometric and perceived) as a way of iskagnrelational
aggression within the peer context, given that, by definition, relatamygriession seeks
to disrupt peer relationships and, as such, cannot occur outside of thepadgnamic.
Significant main effects were identified for both sociomettel perceived popularity.
Contrary to expectations, individuals who are perceived as populdrebgeer group
were not found to exhibit higher levels of relational aggress$ian their sociometrically
popular peers. The absence of this expected interaction effqutolsbly due to the
small sample size, which likely resulted in the study dpeinderpowered. However, it is
also possible that the absence of this hypothesized interactsmn isffeflective of a true

difference in the sample being studied when compared with previously studieé@sampl
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Regardless, in this sample, participants classified as sdcicatlg unpopular,
regardless of school level, were found to exhibit higher level&lafional aggression
than either sociometrically popular or sociometrically averagesp&Vhile this finding
was not hypothesized, it is in line with the recent reseanthnfis of Sandstrom and
Cillessen (2005) that sociometric popularity was negatively egldab all types of
aggression in their sample of middle school students. Additionally, gests) that
sociometrically popular individuals do in fact exhibit low levels elational aggression
across the developmental periods of middle childhood and adolescence.

Additionally, the current study found that, regardless of school,|lg@ersons
classified as both high or low on a measure of perceived pdpuahibited elevated
levels of relational aggression. This is consistent with thdirfgs of LaFontana and
Cillessen (2002) who found that increased levels of relational aggmewere linked
with being perceived as unpopular in fourth and sixth grade for both rgewtide for
fourth and fifth grade females, those perceived as either popular or uapeghibited
elevated levels of relational aggression.

As previously discussed (Hawley, 1999; Pellegrini, 2008), perceived popular
individuals occupy a position at the top of the social dominance higrdughto the fact
that individuals of who have achieved perceived popular status have siabsizrgss to
group resources. This social position is achieved and maintained jditieus use of
both prosocial behavior and coercive resource control strategie®l@@onal and overt
aggression). For example, Merten (1997) found that perceived popular stocartged
a precarious social position and were quite vulnerable to loosingdinagted social

status if they failed to engage in prosocial behaviors such asatmgdgroup level
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conflict, and treating all members of the peer group, regaadiEtheir popularity status,
as if they were equals. Similarly, Elder (1985) also found eviddratewhile popular
girls were described as friendly and nice by a majority efqeothers reported that these
same girls were snobbish and unfriendly; based on these findings rite oweto
hypothesize that these popular girls were unable to interdtttatr less popular peers
as frequently as was desired due to the many competing bidseforattention. These
studies indicate that relational aggression occurs within the crncpletext of peer
groups where multiple factors (e.g., social standing and prosocialibet) interact with
relational aggression.

Individuals in the current sample who are perceived as unpopular &lditexk
high levels of relational aggression as well; although it is nedarchow they utilize
relational aggression without social power within a peer cont#@xgossible explanation
based on Hawley's Social Dominance Theory is that these indisidmay not
effectively use coercive resource control strategies (i.atioahl aggression) along with
more prosocial ones, thus experiencing negative peer perceptions. Eimliposhould
be explored in future research.

The fifth set of hypotheses examined the difference in relataggression for
sociometric and perceived popularity status types (popular, unpopular, aadegviey
school level. Contrary to what was hypothesized, no school levetsetliece identified.
While this finding could be specific to the current sample, as opfgogbdse previously
studied, it is possible that the current small sample sizetedsul insufficient power to
detect the hypothesized interaction effect. Additionally, theeatirsample size was

skewed so that primary school level students had many more pamigigeade mates
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from which to nominate, as opposed to students at the secondary schbdlhe/enay
have affected results as secondary school level students may ndidswvas familiar
with other participating peers due to the much smaller number ofnssuprticipating at
each grade level.

While peer-nomination methods are frequently used in research to Istdialy
physical and relational aggression, little research existhemossible effects of these
measures on participants. The majority of participants who cordplste SRQ-S
reported that they did not discuss the research with their @ewrsonly a small
percentage of study participants (9%) self-reported discusgimgh peers they had
nominated for a given item with their peers. The majority ofigpants (66%) reported
enjoying project participation, while 30% reported neutral Mfggsli about having
participated in the research. Neither gender, perceived populatiig,st@r sociometric
popularity status differentiated among those students who were coenpdid, teased, or
experienced hurt feelings as a result of study participation, stiggehat participation
in the peer nomination research affected all groups similarly.

In summary, results of the reaction measure indicate thataalpg were equally
affected to an equal degree by study participation; however, wegsea small minority
of students whom their peers reported experienced undesirable out{ieanebeing
teased and/or experiencing hurt feelings) as a result of study pditicipa
Implications

The findings of the current study have implications for psycholqgsstisool
personnel, parents and researchers alike. Current findings expand pneseasch

showing that females preferentially engage in relationabpassed to overt aggression,
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while males exhibit the opposite pattern. Additionally, males laixhmnore overt
aggression than do females. Taken together, these findings indidatgericer is an
important factor in understanding overt and relational aggression. sigioficant
difference in relational aggression between males and femalesuggest that we have
to go beyond gender line in understanding relational aggression, nohae ar female
form of aggression, but in general because its covert nature mak#gult to bring to
the attention of adults. Sadly, in my own experience as a school psgshowhen
relational aggression is reported it is often ignored because lthgibewas not directly
observed by those with the power to intervene, nor does it leave visible scars.
Additionally, current findings indicate that students at the secorsidgol level
preferentially engage in relational, as opposed to overt aggresden.aggressive
behavior of older children and adolescents often goes undetected becairseil &a
frequently not directly observed by adults and does not leave visible evidence oedamag
As many of us would predict, children and adolescents who exhibitteteva
levels of relational aggression are frequently classified asraetrically unpopular by
their peer group, according to current study findings; and as thencatuely suggests, a
portion of these relationally aggressive individuals are perceisathpopular by their
peer group as well. However, the structure of the peer group is wenylex, and many
relationally aggressive individuals concurrently enjoy elevatedldewé perceived
popularity as reflected in current study findings. Within theemtrsample, this pattern
holds true regardless of school level or age. These findingmpogtant because persons
who are often sought after as friends (i.e. perceived popular indiicualsnany times

the same individuals who engaged in relational aggression. It isthtaterelational
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aggression, by its very nature, occur as part of a group dynamto dthue fact that at its
very core is a desire to inflict damage by disrupting soclatioeships. Therefore, our
interventions must be targeted toward the peer group as a whole, andrabt specific
individuals who are identified as exhibiting elevated levels otioglal aggression. It is
by changing the peer group dynamic that is accepting atioehlly aggressive strategies
that we have the best chance of intervening, and perhaps even ipigg\vidiet occurrence
of relationally aggressive behavior.

While the current study found evidence that, for the most part,ciparis
enjoyed study participation and experienced few, if any, idatéf as a result of study
participation, further research is needed to evaluate the inopguarticipation in peer
nomination research has on research subjects as this issullecsust for debate. This
research method should not be considered harm-free to participantsuffitient
research data exists to support that hypothesis.

Limitations

This study was conducted at an upper elementary, middle, and high withaol
the same school district in a rural community in Michigan. Tioeee the findings may
not be generalized to other same-aged students residing in miflecals such as
suburban or urban settings.

The sample size for this study was very small and includsdthen 10 percent of
the students in each grade; therefore, it is likely that thmpleais not representative of
the population at large. Because participants were only perrtott@oiminate peers who
had parental permission to participate in the study, it is likely that ehildho were high

on a particular study characteristic (i.e. overt aggressiolatiamal aggression,
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sociometric popularity, perceived popularity) were not included in #mepk which
would skew the available sample of peers from which participants could nominate.

Additionally, students nominated only their participating peers reggrdi
relational aggression, overt aggression, sociometric and perceived pgpulse of peer
nominations, especially in relation to limited sample size sigmificant limitation of the
study as children who may have demonstrated high levels of aggres popularity
were not included. In fact, when completing the measures, studgigeants often asked
if they could nominate peers other than those listed on the greelelikt. This was
particularly problematic in grades 9 through 12, where subjects ioftiesated on their
peer nomination sheets that they were wholly unfamiliar withoperdisted as grade-
mates they could nominate for a give item.

Students whose parents provided consent to participate in the stydypema
different from their peers, which could have impacted the studynfysdiNo data was
available to explore possible differences between the two grougisidgnts in terms of
experiences with relational and overt aggression. Additionally, noniafiion was
available to explore possible differences between the two groupsrrirs tof their
perceptions of the sociometric and perceived popularity status of their peers

Moreover, study measures were also completed in a group format. ikitgpe
of data collection is used frequently for collection of peer nonoinatata, it may have
affected results. Despite the fact that participants westucted not to discuss their
answers and were seated several feet apart, it is posgmbleatrticipants became aware
of whom their peers were nominating for a given item, and thig mave affected their

responses.
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There is one specific limitation to research with the SRQ48s self-report
guestionnaire was based on an instrument (lverson, Barton, & Iverson ti&0i3ed an
interview format, enabling the researcher to ask follow-up aurestiof research
participants in order to ensure that they correctly understood wisabeuag asked. Due
to the self-report, paper and pencil format of the SRQ-S, the painavestigator did not
have the opportunity to ask follow up questions in order to determipariicipants
understood the content of a specific item(s).

Future Directions: Relational Aggression

Relational aggression is still a relatively new area etaech in the aggression
literature and merits further study, especially in relationts causes and correlates.
While both high and low levels of perceived popularity have been linkédelevated
levels of relational aggression in the current study, as wedltias research (LaFontana
& Cillessen, 2002; Prinstein & Cillessen, 2003; Sandstrom & Ciltles2606; Rose,
Swenson, & Waller, 2004), more information is needed about this phenomenon,
especially as it relates to intervention. Specifically, e/alirrent study findings indicate
that it is possible to achieve sociometric popularity without emggigi elevated levels of
relational aggression, is it possible to achieve perceived popatas stithout exhibiting
high levels relational aggression? How are some individuals whbiteglavated levels
of relational aggression able to achieve/maintain high levelseofefwed popularity
while others are perceived as unpopular by the peer group? Whaicspebidviors,
aside from engagement in relational aggression, differentiesensehigh on sociometric
popularity from sociometrically average or unpopular persons? Vgbiee research

(Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982; Parkhurst & Asher, 1992) has foundretifes in
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prosocial behavior, how much is ‘enough’ to balance out the negafee eflational
aggression can have on popularity status?

Additionally, the impact of gender and age on the relation betwslational
aggression and popularity status needs to be investigated as these fagy have
particular bearing on the development of future interventions forahs 6f aggression.
Moreover, as use of technology continues to spread among youth and chihdren, t
relation between relational and cyberbullying requires studyderdo help develop both
prevention programs and intervention techniques to address these often, uyete
damaging, forms of aggression. Popularity status may factor intmtdrplay between
relational aggression and cyberbullying as well. These ismwgesertainly multifaceted

and any effective intervention program will need to take them into account.
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APPENDIX A

Demographic Information Sheet

Gender: (Please Circle One)

Male Female

Grade Level: (Please Circle One)

g gh 14" 11h 12"

Ethnicity: (Please Circle One)

Caucasian African American Asian American Hispanic

Native American Arabic American Biracial Other
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APPENDIX B
Peer Nomination Measure

Which peers do you most enjoy spending time with? (List all that apply)
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Which peers do you least enjoy spending time with? (List all that apply)

120
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Who is the most popular kid in your grade? (List all that apply)
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Who is the least popular kid in your grade? (List all that apply)
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Which Kkids do other students look up to and try to be like? (List all that apply)
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124

Which students hit or push others at school? (List all that apply)
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125

Which students say or do nice things for other grade-mates? (List all that apply)
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Which people, who when they are mad at a person, get even by keeping that
person from being in their group of friends? EXAMPLES: (1) Say you're going to a
party with some friends, and someone says “lets invite some kid”, we want you to
pick someone who would say “NO, [ don’t want to invite that kid because I'm mad at
them”, (2) Pick someone who would say to a kid “I'm going to the mall with my
friends and you can’t come, because I'm mad at you”. (List all that apply)
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Which people give help to those who need it? (List all that apply)
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Which people let their friends know that they will stop liking them unless the
friends do what they want them to do? (List all that apply)
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Which people, when they are mad at a person, ignore the person or stop
talking to them? (List all that apply)
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Which students try to cheer up other classmates who are upset or sad about
something? They try to make them feel happy again. (List all that apply)
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Which students start physical fights with others? (List all that apply)
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Which students try to exclude or keep certain people from being in their
group when doing things together (like having lunch in the cafeteria or going
to the movies)? EXAMPLES: (1) Say you're in the cafeteria eating with your friends
and someone says “lets ask that kid to sit with us” we want you to pick someone
who would say “NO, I don’t want that kid to sit with us”, (2) Pick someone who
would say to a kid “I'm going to the movies with my friends and you can’t come”.
(List all that apply)
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Which grade-mates yell or call other classmates mean names? (List all that
apply)
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Which students try to make another kid not like a certain person by spreading
rumors about them or talking behind their backs? (List all that apply)
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APPENDIX C
Technology Use and School Behavior Questionnaire

A. Please answer the questions below by shading one answer for each question.

Do you have a computer? Yes No
(1) (2)
If you have a computer in your house, Your Room Kitchen Family Room Other
where is it located? (1 (2) (3) (4)
Are you allowed to use the computer? Yes No
(1) (2)
Are there any parental monitors Yes No Don’t know
(blocked websites) on your computer? (1 (2) (3)
Do you have an email account? Yes No
(1) (2)
Do you instant message? Yes No
(1) (2)
Do you have a cell phone? Yes No
(1) (2)
Does your cell phone have text Yes No
messaging? (1 (2)
Do you text message? Yes No
(1) (2)
Do you have a personal web page (e.g. Yes No
myspace, facebook)? (D (2)

B. Please use the scale below to indicate how often you engage in each of the listed

behaviors.
0 1 2 3 4 5
Never Less Onceora | Onceofa | Daily of Several
than few times | few times | almost times a
once a a month a week every day | day
month
I am tardy for school. 0) €))] 2) 3) 4) (5)
I am absent from school. (0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
I am suspended from school. (0) (@) (2) (3) 4) (5)
I fight in school. (0) (1) (2) (3) 4) (5)
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APPENDIX D
Sociometric-Risk Questionnaire: Self-Report
1. How many of your classmates did you talk to about the worksheets?

a.) none b.) one or two c.) three or four d.) five or more

2. What was said about the worksheets?

3. After talking to others, how did you feel?

1 = felt really bad 2 =felt bad 3 =feltgood 4 =feltreally good

4. Did any of your classmates talk to you about how they felt?
Yes No

5. Who was complimentedAPLEASE USE CODE NUMBERS)

A. How did it turn out in the end?

POSITIVE NEUTRAL NEGATIVE
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6. Who was teased, you know, made fun of PLEASE USE CODE NUMBERS)

A. How did it turn out in the end?

POSITIVE NEUTRAL NEGATIVE

7. Who got their feelings hurt? (PLEASE USE CODE NUMBERS)

A. How did it turn out in the end?

POSITIVE NEUTRAL NEGATIVE

8. How much did you enjoy participating in the project?

1 =disliked a lot 2 =disliked 3 =neutral 4 =liked 5 =liked a lot

9. Would you like to participate in a similar project in the future?

YES NO MAYBE
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APPENDIX E

Central Montcalm Parental Permission/Research Informed Consent
Title of Study: Relational Aggression and Popularity Status Study

Purpose:

You are being asked to allow your child to be in a research study at their school that
is being conducted by Lisa ]. Woodcock, Ph.D. candidate in the Educational
Psychology, from Wayne State University to investigate the relationship between
relationally aggressive behavior and two types of popularity. Relationally aggressive
behavior can be defined as: hurting others by damaging their relationships with
peers or by threatening to damage those relationships. Examples of this type of
aggression include: spreading rumors with the intent of causing peers to reject the
target, withholding friendship intending to inflict harm, and excluding a child from
an intimate group of friends. This study will be conducted at Central Montcalm
Public Schools. The estimated number of study participants to be enrolled at Central
Montcalm Public School is about 400 participants. Your child has been selected
because he or she is currently enrolled in third through twelfth within the Central
Montcalm School District.

Study Procedures:

If you decide to allow your child to take part in the study, your child will be asked to

e (Complete peer-rating questionnaires regarding aggressive behavior, and
popularity status.

0 To assess aggressive behavior, students will have the opportunity to
nominate only participating grade-mates on items such as “kids who
hit or push others at school”, “kids who start physical fights with
others”, “people who, when they are mad at a person, ignore the
person or stop talking to them” and “people who, when they are mad
at a person, get even by keeping that person from being in their group
of friends”.

0 With regard to popularity status assessment, students will have the
opportunity to nominate only participating grade mates on items such

» o«

as “who are the most popular kids in your grade”, “who are the least
popular kids in your grade”, “which peers do you most enjoy spending
time with”, and “which peers do you least enjoy spending time with”.

0 Approximately four weeks after the completion of peer nomination
instruments, participants will be asked to complete a brief survey
regarding reactions to the study. Participants will be asked questions
regarding how many of their classmates they spoke to about the
worksheets, what was said about the worksheets, their emotional
reaction to the worksheets and their emotional reaction regarding
what was said about the worksheets.

o0 Participants will be asked to complete all study questions, however if
a child does not wish to answer a particular item(s) he or she may
skip those items. Furthermore, your child may withdraw from the
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study at any time without penalty. Completion of questionnaires will
take approximately 30 minutes during the initial phase of data
collection. Questionnaires will be completed in a small group setting
composed of grade-mates. At a second, follow-up visit to take place
approximately 4 weeks after the initial phase of data collection,
participants will complete a brief questionnaire detailing reactions to
the study. This reaction questionnaire will take approximately 15
minutes to complete.

0 Copies of study materials will be available in the main offices of each
participating school (Central Montcalm Upper Elementary, Central
Montcalm Middle School, and Central Montcalm High School).

Benefits:
There may be no direct benefits for your child; however, information from this
study may benefit other people now or in the future.

Risks:
By taking part in this study, your child may experience the following risks: increased
awareness of his or her popularity status within the peer group, sad and/or
distressed feelings regarding his/her peer group status. Your child may also have
fears regarding children discussing study questions and be afraid that teasing may
result.

If your child experiences any of these risks, he or she should talk to a “safe person”
such as a parent, teacher, school principal, paraprofessional, or other adults with
whom your child has a trusting relationship.

The following information must be released/reported to the appropriate authorities
if at any time during the study there is concern that:
0 Child abuse or elder abuse has possibly occurred
0 Your child discloses illegal criminal activity, illegal substance abuse or
violence.

There may also be risks involved from taking part in this study that are not known
to researchers at this time.

Costs
There are no costs to you or your child to participate in this study.

Compensation:

o For taking part in this research study, your child will recavemall gift as a
token of appreciation after each data collection session. Atlrehilwho receive
permission to participate, regardless of whether they actpattcipate in study
procedures, will also be entered into a drawing for a $10 gift wam local
merchant. The odds of winning will be at least 1 in 9.
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Confidentiality:

0 All information collected about your child during the course of this study will
be kept confidential to the extent permitted by law.

0 Your child will be identified in the research records by a code name or
number. Information that identifies your child personally will not be released
without your written permission. However, the study sponsor (if applicable),
the Human Investigation Committee (HIC) at Wayne State University or
federal agencies with appropriate regulatory oversight (Office for Human
Research Protections [OHRP], Office of Civil Rights [OCR], etc.), may review
your child’s records.

Voluntary Participation /Withdrawal:

Your child’s participation in this study is voluntary. You may decide that your child
can take part in this study and then change your mind. You are free to withdraw
your child at any time. Your decision about enrolling your child in the study will not
change any present or future relationships with Wayne State University or its
affiliates, your child’s school, your child’s teacher, your child’s grades or other
services you or your child are entitled to receive.

Questions:

If you have any questions about this study now or in the future, you may contact
Lisa J. Woodcock or one of her research team members at the following phone
number (517) 304-0059. If you have questions or concerns about your rights as a
research participant, the Chair of the Human Investigation Committee can be
contacted at (313) 577-1628. If you are unable to contact the research staff, or if you
want to talk to someone other than the research staff, you may also call (313) 577-
1628 to ask questions or voice concerns or complaints.

Consent to Participate in a Research Study:

To voluntarily agree to have your child take part in this study, you must sign on the
line below. If you choose to have your child take part in this study, you may
withdraw them at any time. You are not giving up any of your or your child’s legal
rights by signing this form. Your signature below indicates that you have read, or
had read to you, this entire consent form, including the risks and benefits, and have
had all of your questions answered. You will be given a copy of this consent form.

Name of Participant Date of Birth
Signature of Parent/ Legally Authorized Guardian Date
Printed Name of Parent Authorized Guardian Time

Grade of Participant:
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*Signature of Parent/ Legally Authorized Guardian Date
Printed Name of Parent Authorized Guardian Time
**Signature of Witness (When applicable) Date
Printed Name of Witness Time
Oral Assent (children age 7-12) obtained by Date
Signature of Person Obtaining Consent Date
Printed Name of Person Obtaining Consent Time

* Both parent’s signatures should be obtained howeotr are
required for level 3 studies

** Use when parent/guardian has had consent formtoead
them (i.e., illiterate, legally blind, translatetto foreign language
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APPENDIX F

Documentation of Adolescent Assent Form
(ages 13-17)

Title: Relational Aggression and Popularity Status Study

Study Investigator: Lisa J. Woodcock

Why am | here?

This is a research study. Only people who choose to take part are included in
research studies. You are being asked to take part in this study because you are a
student within the Central Montcalm School District.  Please take time to make
your decision. Talk to your family about it and be sure to ask questions about
anything you don’t understand.

Why are they doing this study?
This study is being done to find out about how kids treat each other and what
behaviors are related to popularity.

What will happen to me?

You will be asked to complete several questionnaires in a large group setting.
During the first session, you will be asked to nominate participating classmates on
various items such as: “being well-liked”, “starting fights”, and the like. During the
second session, you will be asked to complete a questionnaire about your
experiences during and after the first data collection session.

How long will | be in the study?
You will be in the study for approximately 1 month, during which time 2 assessment
visits will occur. These assessment visits will last between 15 and 30 minutes each.

Will the study help me?
e You will not benefit from being in this study; however information from this

study may help other people in the future by helping adults understand
better understand aggression/bullying behaviors in kids your age in order
to prevent it from happening to other kids in the future.

Will anything bad happen to me?

By participating in this study, you may become more aware of your popularity
status or the degree to which you are well-liked by others. You may also experience
sad or upset feelings regarding your popularity status. You may also be afraid that
other participating classmates will discuss study questions and that you may be
teased as a result.
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If you do experience any of these feelings, talk to a “safe person”. This person can be
your parent, teacher, a classroom paraprofessional, school principal or other adult
with whom you have a trusting relationship.

Will I get paid to be in the study?

For taking part in this research study, you will receive a small token of appreciation
(i.e. a snack sized candy bar) after participation in each phase of the study. There are
2 study phases. Since you have received parental permission to participate in the
study, you will also be entered into a drawing for a $10 gift card to a local store,
regardless of whether or not you choose to participate in the study. The odds of
winning the gift card are at least 1in 9.

Do my parents or guardians know about this? (If applicable)

This study information has been given to your parents/guardian aydditethat you
could be in it. You can talk this over with them before you decide.

What about confidentiality?

We will keep your records private unless we are required by t@avshare any
information. The law says we have to tell someone if you might yaurself or
someone else. The researcher can use the study results aaslogm cannot be
identified

The following information must be released/reported to the appropriate authorities
if at any time during the study there is concern that:
0 child abuse or elder abuse has possibly occurred,
0 you disclose illegal criminal activity, illegal substance abuse or
violence.

What if | have any questions?

For questions about the study please call Lisa Woodcock at (517) 304-0059. If you
have questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant, the Chair of
the Human Investigation Committee can be contacted at (313) 577-1628.

Do I have to be in the study?
You don’t have to be in this study if you don’t want to or you can stop being in the

study at any time. Please discuss your decision with your parents and researcher.
No one will be angry if you decide to stop being in the study.
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AGREEMENT TO BE IN THE STUDY

Your signature below means that you have read the above informaban the study
and have had a chance to ask questions to help you understand whait gouiwthis
study. Your signature also means that you have been told that yobarege your mind
later and withdraw if you want to. By signing this assemhfgou are not giving up any
of your legal rights. You will be given a copy of this form.

Signature of Participant (13 yrs & older) Date

Printed name of Participant (13 yrs & older)

**Signature of Witness (When applicable) Date

Printed Name of Witness

Signature of Person who explained this form Date

Printed Name of Person who explained form

** Use when participant has had consent form read to them (i.e., illiteratey el
translated into foreign language).

www.manaraa.com



145

APPENDIX G

Mental Health Resources in Montcalm County

e The Montcalm Center for Behavioral Health
611 N. State St.
Stanton, M| 48888
(989) 831-7520

e Transitions Counseling Services
507 S. Nelson St.
Greenville, M1 48838
(616) 754-9420

¢ North Kent Guidance Services

106 S. Greenville West Dr.
Greenville, M| 48838
(616) 754-2364

e Center for Human Potential
620 N. State St.
Suite A
Stanton, M| 48888
(989) 831-9111

e Community Hope Christian Counseling and Mental Health Center
6728 Vining Rd.
Greenville, M1 48838
(616) 225-8220
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APPENDIX H
Primary Investigator Letter of Introduction
Dear Sir or Madame,

My name is Lisa Woodcock and I am a graduate of Central Montcalm High School. I
am currently pursuing my Ph.D. in educational psychology at Wayne State
University and am in the process of conducting my dissertation research. I will be
studying relational aggression and its relationship with popularity in both boys and
girls, grades 3-12. I will be conducting this research at Central Montcalm Upper
Elementary School, Central Montcalm Middle School and Central Montcalm High
School.

You may be asking yourself, what is relational aggression? In answer, I ask you to
think of middle school girls who use relationships themselves as a weapon using
statements such as “you can’t come to my party because I'm mad at you”, and “I
won’t be your friend unless..."”; tactics such as becoming friends with someone as a
way to get back at someone else also characterizes this form of aggression.

This area of research is important because this form of aggression can have very
lasting effects and often creates deep scars. By completing my dissertation research
in this area, I hope to add to the body of knowledge that will one day lead to the
development of effective interventions which specifically target this form of
aggression in order to save future generations from its lasting effects and to heal the
damage that has already been done to its victims.

The reason I chose Central Montcalm as a research site is because I completed a
similar study within this district in 2005, as part of my Master’s Degree program
and the community was both receptive of and eager to participate in this type of
research. [ sincerely hope that you will consider allowing your child to participate in
this study.

Attached, please find a consent form that must be signed and returned in the self-
addressed stamped envelope provided in order for you to grant your consent for
your child’s participation. If you wish to review study instruments before granting
your permission for study participation, copies of all research instruments will be
available for review within the main office at your child’s school.

If you have any questions or I can be of any further assistance, please feel free to
contact me by phone at (517) 304-0059 or email lwoodcock1981@yahoo.com

Sincerely,

Lisa Woodcock
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APPENDIX I

Child Assent Form (Ages 7 - 12)

[ would like to participate in the Relational Aggression and Popularity Status study.

Signature Date
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APPENDIX]]
Script to Obtain Child/Adolescent Assent and Survey Directions
Beginning of First Data Collection Session:

Hi. My name is Ms. Woodcock. You are all here because you have received parental
permission to participate in the Relational Aggression and Popularity Status study.
This study looks at ways kids interact with others and how that is related to how
much kids are liked by others and whether or not they are popular. During this
study, you will be asked to nominate your participating peers on many different
behavioral characteristics. Your participation is voluntary and you may skip any
item(s) that you do not feel comfortable answering. The first page, is an assent
sheet. While your parent’s have given you their permission to participate, I'd also
like you to “give yourselves permission” to participate by signing this sheet, stating
that you want to participate. You do not have to participate in this study if you do
not want to and there will be no negative consequences if you decline to participate.
Do you have any questions?

Many of the items you will be nominating your peers on deal with sensitive topics
such as how well-liked or popular someone is, or who engages in aggressive
behaviors. I want you to know that your answers will be kept confidential by me.
That means only you and I will know your answers. However, while I will know your
answers, | will not know that it was you who gave them because your name is not on
any of these measures. It will also be very important that you do not discuss your
answers with each other as that might cause someone’s feelings to get hurt. I do
encourage you to share your answers with a trusted adult, such as your parent, if
you so choose. Keep in mind the 6 “Pillars of Character”: Trustworthiness,
responsibility, fairness, respect, caring and citizenship. These pillars tell us how to
be a good friend/classmate to others. Do you have any questions?

You have a separate answer sheet for each item and the question is printed at the
top of the page. I will read each item and you can follow along, listing the code
number of the persons you wish to nominate. If you do not wish to nominate any
participating students for a given item, please write ‘none’ on the page. The code
numbers are listed along the right hand side of the page. Only students with
parental permission to participate are listed and can be nominated. Do you have any
questions? If you have any questions while we are completing the items, please raise
your hand and I will be around to assist you.

End of First Data Collection Session:

[ want to thank you all for participating in this study. As a token of my appreciation,
you will each receive a snack-sized piece of candy. I want to remind you that I will
not share your answers with anyone unless you told me that you are hurting
someone or that someone is or has hurt you. I also want to remind you to be good
friends and use the skills you been practicing as part of the “Pillars of Character”
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program. Do not discuss your responses with each other as that might cause
someone’s feelings to be hurt. However, I want to encourage you to talk to a trusted
adult, such as a parent or teacher, regarding your thoughts and feelings about the
questions you answered today. Do you have any questions?

I'll be back in about a month to complete the second phase of the study. See you all
soon.
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APPENDIX K
Sociometric-Risk Questionnaire: Self-Report Directions

Beginning of Second Data Collection Session:

Think back to the worksheets you completed several weeks ago and answer the
following questions. Remember to list the code number that corresponds with the
peer you wish to list for each question. If you have any questions, please raise your
hand and I will be around to assist you.

End of Second Data Collection Session:
Thank you for your participation in the study.
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APPENDIX L

School Approval

Central Montcalm Public School
Board of Education

1480 5. Sherdan Rd. | PO, Box 9 Stanton, Mchigan 46838
Phone: (980) 831-2000 Fax: (889) 431-2010

i IR OARC I Oy

October 7, 2009

M. Lisa Woodeock
3121 Dexter Road
Ann Arbor, M1 48103

In re:

Dear Ms. Woodoock:

After having met with you and reviewing documentation you have submitted conceming
the above-mentioned study as a part of your dissertation, it is without reservation that [
authorize your use of the Upper Elementary School and the Middle School / High School
s your research sites for your study. | understand it will be necessary to acquire Parental
Permission /Research Informed Consent prior o any interaction with the students,

- Your contacts are listed on the attached sheet. The principals will facilitate your having
access 1o the necessary student data in order to implement your study.

It is my understanding that you will share your conclusions with the Central Montcalm
Public School Dustrict. Should you need anything further, do not hesitate o contact me,

5i
J. Helms

Superintendent

o Ms. Susan Koster, Principal of CMUE

Mr. Tom Torok, Principal of CMMS
Mr. John Keamney, Principal of CMHS

CREATING A 25T CENTURY LEARNING COMMUNITY
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APPENDIX M

Human Investigation Committee Approval

HUMAN INVESTIGATION COMMITTEE

WAYNE STATE  sesced i
UNIVERSITY sz FiL

hitp://hlc wayne. edu

NOTICE OF FULL BOARD APPROVAL

Ta: Lisa Wioodcock
Treoretcal & Behavior Foundations
400 Strathmors
From: Dr. Scolt Milis P
Date: December 03, 2010
RE HIC #: 1047 1083F
Prolocol Tie:  Relaional Aggression and Popularty Status Study
Sponon
Prodocol # 101 000ES 1
Expiration Date: November 17, 2011
Risk Level / Category: 45 CFR 46,404 - Ressarch not involving greater than minimal risk

The above-referenced prolocal and Rems lated below [if apphcable APPROVED following Raview
mmmmmm:m?&m pﬂgdw::mmﬂhuuﬁlﬂﬁ‘;gﬂmh prr:lrﬂ"“
does nol replace any deparimental or offer approvals that may be requined.

introduction Script

Documentation of Adclascent Assent Form [dated 11/25/10)

Cantral Monicaim Parentsl Permisson/Ressarch Informed Consent (daled 11/28/10)

e e e P oo g b e o o e
L reaporibility oo cbisn reviess and cordnLasd bssforn e
rummm-nﬂd-—im—--mm-d_mruwum-m

* i Changes of STOMENE 15 P sbdwe-relanenced poiooal mecLins e and appeval by e HIC BEFORE impssnantatan,
. mmﬁ—umm_h-_dmummmnmmhnmm
e P iy s o M)
HOTE:
1. Upon rosfication of & mgeding reguisiony site wisil, hoid notlication. andior xtarnal audit e HIC ofice muss ba contacied immediately.
2 Forms shoull b dosesinte o Se HIC webaite of sach e
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ABSTRACT
RELATIONAL AGGRESSION AND POPULARITY
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Major: Educational Psychology

Degree: Doctor of Philosophy

The purpose of this study was to examine the relation between perceived
popularity, sociometric popularity and relational aggression across a wide age span,
and to investigate gender differences across different stages of development.
Students (n = 99) in grades 3 through 12, from a rural school district in mid-
Michigan, participated in the study. Data were collected during the 2010-2011
school year.

Statistically significant within gender differences were found for relational
and overt aggression, indicating that males exhibited higher levels of overt than
relational aggression and females exhibited higher levels of relational than overt
aggression. No statistically significant between gender differences were found for
relational aggression. There was a statistically significant between gender difference
for overt aggression, indicating that males are more overtly aggressive than are
females. A statistically significant interaction effect was identified for aggression
type by school level, suggesting that secondary level students exhibit more

relational than overt aggression. When looking at relational aggression levels by
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popularity type and school level, statistically significant main effects were identified
for sociometric and perceived popularity, indicating that individuals who are high
on sociometric popularity exhibit low levels of relational aggression while persons
with either high or low levels of perceived popularity exhibit elevated levels of
relational aggression. No interaction effects were identified.

A reaction measure indicated that children of all perceived and sociometric
popularity status groups were equally likely to be complimented, teased, or have
their feelings hurt as a result of the study; however, results also indicate that very
few students experienced undesirable outcomes as a result of study participation.
Little research to date has investigated differences in relational aggression levels, or
the relationship between popularity status types and aggressive strategies, across
such a wide age span. Far less research has actively investigated the effects of
participation in a peer nomination task. The study provides support for the
importance of research addressing the link between aggressive strategies and
popularity status as well as the importance of research examining the effects of

participation in peer nomination research.
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