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AB STRACT 

A Multimethod Examination of the Friendships of Overtlv Aggressive and Relationallv 
A~gressive Children 
Doctor of Philosophy, 200 1 
Andrew V. Dane 
Department of Hurnan Development and Applied Psychology 
Ontario Institute for Studies in Education of the University of Toronto 

Self-report and observational measures were used to assess the qualities of hendships 

invoiving overtly and relationally aggressive c hildren. Participants (n = 284; IO- 13-year- 

olds) completed peer nomination measures conceming their fnendships and the 

aggressiveness of their classrnates in the fa11 and spring, along with self-report measures 

of fnendship features and fhendship satisfaction. Trained graduate students coded 

videotaped interactions of the fhends for interpersonai processes, problem solutions, 

negotiation features and nonverbal intimacy. Overtly aggressive participants and their 

hends reported partici pating together in aggressive acts against third parties (coalitional 

aggression) to a greater extent than other children. Relahonally aggressive children noted 

that their fhendships were characterizrd by a higher degree of supportive feanires than 

participants who were not relationally aggressive (non-reiationally aggressive). However, 

non-relationally aggressive fnends of relationally aggressive children perceived greater 

levels of conflict and relational aggression in their fnendships than did other participants. 

Increased participation in coalitional aggression over the school year was reported by the 

non-relationally aggressive friends of relationally aggressive chiidren. Some 

discrepancies between fnends were found in their perceptions of fhendship features. The 

fhends of relationally aggressive children who were non-relationally aggressive indicated 

less satisfaction with their fnendships, and ovenly aggressive children more satisfaction, 

than did other children. However, a unique decline in fhendship satisfaction fiom fa11 to 



spring was evident in dyads involving two ovenly aggressive children. Observed 

interpersonal processes varied according to the number of overtly aggressive or 

relationally aggressive children in the dyads. In conversations regarding problems with 

other peen, dyads comprised of two overtly aggressive children were observed to suggest 

more aggressive solutions than dyads consisting of one or fewer overtly aggressive 

participants. Finally, negotiation features, including the probability of total acceptance of 

proposals, and discrepancies between initial and final proposais, varied with respect to 

the number of relationally aggressive children in each dyad. Taken together, these 

findings suggest that both overtly and relationally aggressive children evidence sorne 

aspects of social cornpetence in their interactions with their fnends. However, the results 

also suggest possible mechanisms within these friendships by which social 

maladjustment and antisocial behaviour could be promoted. 
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INTRODUCTION 

hvestigators in the tields of psychology, psychiatry and criminology have 

studied aggressive and antisocial behaviour among children and adolescents more 

extensively by some estimations than any other fom of childhood psychopathology (for 

a review, see Coie & Dodge, 1998), and this research clearly dernonstrates that it 

constitutes a major problem for both the rnaladjusted individuals and for society as a 

whole. The literature is replete with data signifiing that youngsters are engaging in 

disconcertingly high levels of violent behaviour. In the United States, for instance, the 

incidence of violent crime has risen 600% since 1954 (Skogan, 19891, and the per capita 

homicide rate among youths under 18 increased 60% between 1982 and 1992 (Uniform 

Crime Reports, 1992; cited in Coie & Dodge, 1998). Behaviour problems arnong 

children and youth appear to be widespread in Canada as well, as teachers surveyed in 

recent epidemiological research indicated that nearly one-third of children between the 

ages of 4 and 1 I get into many fights, and approximately 30% of adolescents between 

12 and 16 years-of-age self-reported making fiequent threats to harm other individuals 

(Offord, Boyle & Racine, 199 1 ). 

Concem about aggressive behaviour has also been prompted by studies showing 

that it is predictive of a mynad of adverse long-term consequences. Loeber and his 

colleagues (Loeber. Wung & Keenan, 1993) found evideoce to this effect, in noting a 

developmental pathway that progressed from bullying and m o y n g  othen, to physical 

fighting, and then to violent acts such as physical assault and forced sex. Furthemore, a 



nurnber of investigators have reported that aggression and conduct problems in midde 

childhood (8 to 10 years) predict problems with delinquency and antisocial behaviow in 

adolescence and adulthood (Coie, Terry, Lenox, Lochman, & Hyman, 1995; Eron, 

Huesmann, Dubow, Romanoff, & Yarmel, 1987; Farrington, 199 1; Haapasalo & 

Tremblay, 1 994; McCord, 1 983). Early aggression also forecasts poor academic 

achievement, schooi dropout, substance abuse, unemployment and later psychological 

problems (Coie et al., 1995; Eron et al., 1987; Farrington, 199 1 ; Loeber, Green, Lahey & 

Kalb, 2000). Children's behavioural problems show a great deal of continuity across 

time and situations, with stability estimates for individual differences in aggression 

varyng from .38 to .60 over intervals ranging from 5 to 10 yean (Cairns, Caims, 

Neckerman, Gest & Gariepy, 1988; Coie & Dodge, 1983; Olweus, 1979; Huesmann, 

Eron, Leftkowitz & Walder, 1984). 

Relationai agmession 

Recently investigaton have extended the study of aggressive behaviour to 

include aspects of aggression that are salient to girls, in light of increasing evidence that 

aggressive behaviour is equally common among both girls and boys, and similady 

problematic for both genders (Crick & Rose, 2000). The vast majority of previous 

studies into children's aggression focused on verbal and physical aggression, which is 

more characteristic of boys than girls (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Rys & Bear, 1997). 

Because fernales were thought to participate so rarely in these overt forms of aggression 

(e-g., Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974), several writers concluded that female aggression was 

not worth studying (Buss, 196 1 ; Olweus, 1978). Consequently, the aggression literanire 



is replete with studies that have either excluded fernales, or which had too few female 

participants to permit meaningful cornparisons (Werner & Crick, 1999). This gender 

imbalance is also evident in the clinical domain, as evidenced by the 4: 1 male to female 

ratio of conduct disorders (Eisenberg, Fabes & Martin, 1998), and the paucity of girls 

identified with conduct disorder in epidemiological studies (Offord, Boyle & Racine, 

199 1). The diagnostic cnteria for conduct disorder appear to be il1 suited for capturing 

the conduct problems of grls. Zoccolillo, Tremblay, and Vitaro (1996) found that a very 

small percentage of preadolescent girls deemed by their parents and teachers to be 

socially rnaladjusted, and who demonstrated early-onsrt, persistent and pervasive 

antisocial behaviour, met critena for conduct disorder. Gender blases in criteria used to 

identify aggressive behaviour and conduct problems have likely contributed to 

limitations in the amount of research devoted to female aggression, and perhaps more 

critically, to reductions in the extent to which girls have been able access mental health 

services for conduct problerns. Failure to adequately meet the needs of aggressive girls 

is costly at an individual and societal level, since agressive girls are at greater risk than 

non-aggressive girls for contracting sexually transmitted diseases, substance abuse, poor 

health, teenage pregnancy and employrnent problems (Bardone, Moffit, Caspi, Dickson, 

Stanton, & Silva, 1998; Cairns & Cairns, 1994). 

The recent increase in attention to g r ik  aggression is attributable in part to 

research interest in relational aggression (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995), social aggression 

(Galen & Underwood, 1997) or indirect aggression (Bjorkqvist, Lagerspetz, & 

Kaukiainen, 1992), al1 of which are more charactenstic of girls than boys (Crick & 



Grotpeter, Bjorkqvist, 1994. Common to ail of these forms of aggression is an emphasis 

on intentionally inflicting h m  on a victim through social manipulation, which includes 

spreading false m o u r s  to disrupt peer relations, excludmg peers from social activities, 

and ignoring or not talking to peen with whom one is mad (Crick & Rose, 2000). Social 

aggression is defined somewhat more broadly than relational aggression in that it 

includes nonverbal foms of aggression such as disdainhl facial expressions (e.g., 

rolling of eyes, mean faces) (Galen & Underwood, 1997). Indirect aggression diffen 

from relationai aggression in placing a somewhat greater emphasis on harm being 

inflicted indirectly, such that the perpetrator may avoid retribution. Thus, the term 

indirect aggression precludes examples of relational aggression in which the victim is 

confronted directly, such as threats regarding the withdrawal of friendship (Bjorkqvist, 

1994). Although there is much overlap between these constructs, the present research 

focuses specifically on relational aggression, for which there is a there is a greater body 

of evidence that supports the construct (see below). Notably, when both oven and 

relational foms of aggression have been considered, equivalent numbers of boys and 

girls have been identified as aggressive (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). 

Relational aggression is characterized by the two components that have typically 

been proposed as the defining features of aggression, feelings of anger (Berkowitz, 

1993; Crick & Dodge, 1996), and the intent to hurt or h m  (Berkowitz, 1993; Maccoby, 

1980). Girls report that relational aggression is their most likely response when they are 

angry, (Crick, Bigbee & Howes, 1996), and girls in grades 5 and 6 (but not grades 3 and 

4) view relational aggression as a more normative form of aggression for girls than 



physical aggression (Crick et al., 1996). Girls also regard social aggression and physical 

aggression as equally hurtful, and view social aggression as more hurtful than do boys 

(Galen & Underwood, 1997). Furthemore, victirns of relational aggression, like 

physically victimized children, have been found to be at greater risk than non-victimized 

children for social-ernotional maladjustment, including depression, loneliness, social 

anxiety, and peer rejection (Crick & Grotpeter, 1996; Paquette & Undenvood, 1999). 

College students also cite relational aggression as a frequent exarnple of hurcful 

behaviour that is enacted by their peen, especially in conflicts between women (Werner 

& Crick, 1999). 

Several reasons have been suggested in the literature as to why girls are more 

inclined to use relational aggression than physical aggression. Bjorkqvist (1994) 

suggested that girls use less direct forms of aggression because they are physically 

weaker than boys, and thus less effective in aggressing physically. Crick and Grotpeter 

( 1995) postulated that individuals use forms of aggression that h m  goals that are 

valued by their respective gender peer groups. Since girls place great importance on the 

establishment of close, intirnate connections with othen (Block, 1983), agressive girls 

are likely to focus their attacks on peer relations. Conveaely, boys value physical 

dominance and instrumental goals in their peer relations (see Block, 1983), and their 

preferred modes of aggression (verbal. physical) are tailored to affect these outcornes. 

Bjorkqvist, Osterman & Kaukiainen (1992) have attempted to explain the use of 

relational aggression fiom a developmental perspective. These investigators view 

indirect aggression as more advantageous than physical and verbal aggression, positing 



that its use results in a more favourable effecVdanger ratio (Bkorkqvist, 1994). 

Specifically, one may inflict h m  on another and yet minimize one's vulnerability to 

counterattack, because it is more dificult to detect the perpetrator of covert and indirect 

aggressive actions. For this reason, they suggest that individuals with welldeveloped 

social skills, who have suficient social acurnen to manage social manipulation, are 

likely to use indirect aggression more ofien than physical or verbal varieties. They 

further suggest that preadolescent and adolescent girls make greater use of indirect 

strategies than boys because they mature faster and have better-developed social and 

verbal skills at this age. These investigators postulate that gender differences in the use 

of indirect aggression are likely to disappear as boys develop more sophisticated social 

skills. There is some evidence to support this hypothesis. Preadolescent and adolescent 

girls gnerally evidence greater levels of relational aggression than boys of the sarne age 

(Bjorkqvist, Lagerspetz & Kaukianen, 1992: Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Paquette & 

Underwood, 1999), but gender differences are uncornmon in younger children 

(Bjorkqvist et al., 1992; Rys & Bear, 1997) and there is mixed evidence in this regard 

among young adults (Richardson & Green, 1997). Furthemore, significant links have 

been demonstrated between the use of indirect aggression and social intelligence 

(Kaukiainen et al., 1999). 

Girls also seem to expect fewer rewards and greater sanctions for using gender 

non-nomative forms of aggression. As mentioned previously, girls view relational 

aggression as a more normative fonn of aggression for girls than overt aggression 

(Crick, Bigbee & Howes, 1996). Notably, they report that they would expect to 



experience more guilt and parental and peer disapproval as a result of using overt 

aggression (Perry, Peny & Rasmussen, 1986; Perry, Perry & Weiss, 1989). Furthemore, 

they expect that it would yield fewer material gains and be less likely to increase their 

self-esteem (Pcny et al., 1986; Slaby & Guerra, 1988). There seems to be an empincal 

bais  for these beliefs. Although only a small minority of girls are perceived by their 

peers as overtly aggressive but not relationally aggressive, those few evidence more 

adjusnent difficulties, consisting of intemalizing and extemalizing problems, than girls 

perceived as using relational aggression alone (Crick, 1997). 

There is considerable evidence that relational aggression is related to but distinct 

from the construct of overt aggression. First, correlations between the two constructs 

have tended to be in the moderate range (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Rys & Bear, 1997; 

Tomada & Schneider. 1997). In a similar vein, factor analyses of peer nomination 

measures of aggression consistently yield independent factors for overt and relational 

aggression, with items loading highly ont0 the respective factors (Bjorkqvist et al., 1992; 

Crick & Grotpeter, 1995: Tomada & Schneider, 1997). Fu~hermore, when extreme 

groups of overtly and relationally aggressive children are identifie4 the majority (73%) 

are placed into only one aggressive category, not both (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). After 

partialling out the efTects of overt aggression, children's relational aggression predicts 

concurrent and future social and psychological maladjment, including loneliness, 

depression, social anxiety, social avoidance, peer rejection, borderline personality traits, 

bulimic symptoms (women only), and antisocial behaviour (Cnck & Grotpeter, 1995; 

Paquette & Undemod, 1999; Werner & Crick, 1999). Finally, relational aggression is 



associated with a unique pattern of social information processing biases, specifically, a 

hostile attribution bias in situations involving relational provocations (Crick, 1995). 

Rationale for Studving Aggressive Chldren's Friendshi~s 

In light of the persistence of behavioural problems over the lifespan and their 

association with a diverse array of antisocial outcornes, the identification of conditions 

that contribute to continuities and discontinuities in aggressive behaviour is crucial. 

One area of study that is prornising in this regard is research into the peer relations of 

aggressive chi ldren, whic h have frequently been linked both theoretical ly and 

empirically to the instigation and maintenance of aggressive and antisocial behaviour 

(Bemdt, 1999; Cairns & Cairns, 1994; Dishion, Andrews & Crosby, 1995; Elliott & 

Menard, 1 996; Patterson, Capaldi & Bank, 199 1 ). 

Although a great deal of research has been conducted into overtly aggressive 

children's peer relations, relatively little is knom about their fnendships (Rubin, 

Bukowski, & Parker, 1998). Much greater attention has been paid to the peer acceptance 

of aggressive children than to their functioning in close, dyadic relationships. Although 

aggressive children are rejected by the majority of their peen (Newcomb, Bukowski, & 

Pattee, 1993; Parker & Asher, 1987; Patterson, Capaldi, & Bank, 1991; Tornada & 

Schneider, 1997), research has clearly shown that rnost aggressive children have mutual 

fi-iends, who tend to be more aggressive than other children (Cairns et al., 1988; 

Newcomb, Bukowski & Bagwell, 1999; Poulin & Boivin, 2000). Detailed research into 

the features of the friendships of aggressive children may help to clarifj the processes by 

which some friendships promote the continuity of aggressive behaviour whereas other 



serve to protect against maladjutment. In addition, this research should illuminate 

whether the maladjusmient exhibited by aggressive children in the larger peer group 

generalizes to the dyadic relations in their friendships. 

Given the social nature of relational aggression, comprehensive research into the 

features of relationally aggressive children's friendships should address key aspects of 

this problematic fom of aggressive behaviour. Importantly, like overtly aggressive 

children, relationally aggressive children arc about as likely as non-relationally 

aggressive children to have mutual fiends; in one study, three-quarters of the 

relationally aggressive participants had at least one mutual friend (Grotpeter & Crick, 

1996). There is also evidence to suggest that the structure and function of girls' 

friçndships may afford key oppominities for relational aggression (Lagerspetz, 

Bjorkqvist & Peltonin, 1988). Specifically, cornpared to boys, girls tend to have srnaller 

peer networks (Lagerspetz et al., 1988; Maccoby, 1990), with a smaller number of close 

friendships that are higher in intimacy, self-disclosure and mutual support (Block, 1983; 

Galen & Undenvood, 1997; Maccoby, 1990). In contrat, boys' peer relationships are 

characterized by larger peer networks and a greater number of Fnendships, with an 

emphasis on group rather than dyadic activities (Lagerzpetz et al., 1988; Maccoby & 

Jacklin, 1974; Owens. Shute & Slee, 7000). Furthemore, boys' F e r  relations centre 

around themes of dominance and instrumentality, rather than intimate, dyadic 

relationships (Block, 1983). Girls also express more concem about the faithfulness of 

their fnends and their social status within the peer group (Lagenpetz et al., 1988; 

Paquene & Underwood, 1999). Thus, as suggested by Grotpeter and Crick ( 1996), 



aggressive girls rnay find the conditions in their social network suitable for relational 

aggression, particularly with respect to using intimate exchanges as a means of gathering 

information that can be used as leverage against other peers. 

Friendshi~s and Social Cornpetence 

The assurnption that we rnay better understand aggressive children and 

continuities in aggressive behaviour tluough the study of their fhendships rests in part 

on evidence culled from a large body of literature in which normative fhendships were 

studied. These studies have shown that (1)  fnendships differ in important ways fkom 

other relationships and (2) that they may afford unique opportunities for the 

development of social cornpetence and for the promotion of social-emotional 

adj ustment. 

Unique aswcts of hendshio. For instance, cvidence fkom the Fnendship 

literature clearl y demonstrates that children's fhendships can be distinguished fiom their 

broader peer relations along several lines. One key distinction is connected to 

differences in the assessrnent rnethodologies used to derive the constructs of fnendship 

and peer acceptance. Peer acceptance refers to multiple peers' views of a pmicular 

child, and in this respect it is a unilateral constnict. That is, the focal chld's perception 

of his peen is irrelevant. Fnendship, on the other hand, is a dyadic construct, insofar as 

it concems the ways in which two peers regard each other (Asher, Parker & Walker, 

1996). 



Evidence supporting the validity of the distinction between peer acceptance and 

fnendship ernanates in part From research showing that many low-accepted children 

have mutual fhendships, whereas a proportion of high-accepted children do not (Parker 

& Asher, 1993). Furthermore, peer acceptance and fhendship involvement appear to 

have unique, but related, effects on social-emotional development. Supportive 

hendshi p qualities negatively predict c hildren's loneliness afier the e ffects of peer 

acceptance are partialled out, and vice versa (Parker & Asher, 1993), suggesting that 

supportive hendships may buffer children against maladjustment engendered by peer 

rejection. Furthermore, levels of preadolescent peer rejection explain unique degrees of 

variance in overall life status adjustment among young adults, controlling for hcndship 

status, while lriended preadolescents show higher levels of general self-worth and lower 

levels of depression as young adults compared to friendless youngsters, independent of 

their rejection status in preadolescence (Bagwell, Newcomb & Bukowski, 1998). 

Studies comparing the features of children's relationships with fnends to their 

relationships with acquaintances highlight additional qualities that differentiate 

fnendships from other peer relationships. Newcomb and Bagwell ( 1995) conducted a 

meta-analysis of over 80 studies in this area and fond  evidence that children's 

interactions with fhends were characterized by a greater degree of positive engagement 

(social contact, talking, cooperation, positive affect), and more effective conflict 

resolution, though the amouni of actual conflicts did not Vary. In addition, hends 

surpassed acquaintances in terms of behavioural similarity, equality, intimacy, loyalty, 

and mutual liking, and also dernonstrated lower levels of dominance. 



The voluntary and horizontal nature of fnendships also sets them apart from 

other reiationships. Unlike parent-child and sibling relationships, fhends associate with 

one another voluntarily and are under no obligation to continue the relationship under 

adverse circumstances. Consequently, the continuity of friendships depends upon the 

establishment of relations that are mutually satis&ing (Laursen & Bukowski, 1997). In 

addition to being voluntary, fnendships are horizontal rather than vertical relationships, 

in that fnendships are typically characterized by an equal balance of power (Laursen & 

Bukowski, 1997; Newcomb & Bagwell, 1995). Since hends interact with increasing 

autonomy, independent of adult authority, throughout childhood and adolescence, the 

onus is on them to jointly establish, monitor and revise social exchange rules to ensure 

that the needs of both parties are met in a fair and equitable marner (Laursen & 

Bukowsi, 1997). As discussed in greater detail below, some witers sugged that the 

processes invoived in establishing mutually palatable social exchange rules in 

friendships may promote critical aspects of social competence. 

Fnendshi~s and social-emotional adjutment. In view of the unique qualities of 

fhendships, many writers have proposed that they afford critical opportunities for the 

enhancement of perspective-taking, empathy, cooperation, negotiation and confikt 

resolution (Buhnnester, 1996; Hartup, 1996; Newcomb & Bagwell, 1995; Smollar & 

Youniss, 1982; Sullivan, 1953). Along similar lines, researchers have also suggested 

that Fnendships rnay contribute to social-emotional adjutment. For instance, some 

witen hypothesize that supportive fnendships may be valuable therapeutically, insofar 

as they promote a sense of well being (Newcomb & Bagwell, 1996). With regard to 



behavioural influences, it is widely suggested that children select potential fiiends on the 

basis of perceived similarity in features such as aggression, social withdrawal and 

popularity, especially those aspects that are salient to reputation in the peer group, and 

that fnends subsequently become more sirnilar to one another over time through a 

process of mutual socialization (Newcomb et al.. 1999; Hartup, 1996). Finally, several 

witers point to the possibility of friendships affecting children's self-perceptions (e.g., 

self-esteem) (Keefe & Bemdt, 1996; Sullivan, 1953) as well as their beliefs and 

expectations about the social world. Concerning this latter effect, investigators place 

particular emphasis on friendship processes that enhance children's capacities for 

trusting others (Sullivan, 1953), and that help to shape their beliefs about what 

constitutes normative behaviour and attitudes (Berndt, 1999; Dishion, Spmcklen, 

Andrews & Patterson, 1 996: Hartup, 1996). 

Hartup ( 1996) suggests that whereas there is good evidence indicating that 

friendships afford unique opportunities that have the potential to affect social-ernotional 

adjustment, there is relativeiy less evidence of actual effects produced by friendships. 

Although there are still a number of gaps in the literature regarding fiiendship effects, 

investigators have increasingly reported evidence that is consistent with theoretical 

writings implicating fbendship as an important developmental context. 

There are a number of studies in which conelational data indicate differences 

between fhended and hendless children. Children without fiends are generally less 

socially comptent than fnended children (Eason, 1985; cited in Hartup, 1996; Rubin, 

Bukowski & Parker, 1998), manifesting specific deficits in altruism and affective 



perspective-taking in one study, afier levels of social acceptance were partialled out 

(McGuire & Weisz, 1982). They also seem to view themselves in a more negative light, 

inasmuch as children with fhends report higher levels of perceived social and physical 

cornpetence (Bukowski, Newcomb & Hoza, 1987). In addition, fhendless children 

report more loneliness than friended chiIdren (Parker & Asher, 1993). Friendships also 

appear to act as buffers against maladjustment among children who are unpopular or 

rejected. Compared to unpopular or rejected children with friends, low-accepted, 

frirndless children evince lower levels of general self-worth, sociability-leadership, and 

adaptive behaviour, and higher levels of extemalizing behaviour problems (Newcomb & 

Bagwell, 1996). Of course, given the correlational nature of these data, inferences 

regarding causation are impossible. For instance, lonely children may be less likely to 

make fhends or they may become lonely because they have no fhends. 

Longitudinal studies of fiendship effects, of which there are only a few, permit 

inferences about the influences of having fnends. S hon-term longitudinal studies 

indicate that fhendship experience enhances self-esteem across a one-year interval 

(Bukowski, Hoa & Newcornb, 199 1; cited in Hartup, 1996), and that psychosocial 

disturbances are less frequent when children make school transitions in the Company of 

friends than when they don? (Bemdt & Hawkins, 199 1 ; cited in Hartup & Stevens, 

1997). In a long-term longitudinal mdy that followed children whose fhendships were 

assessed in Grade 5 into young adulthood, Bagwell, Newcomb and Bukowski (1998) 

found that fhendless children were more likely than fnended children to exhibit low 

general self-worth and depression as adults, independent of their childhood levels of 



peer rejection. Gauze, Bukowski, Aquan-Assee and Sippola (1996) provide M e r  

evidence that children with fiendships are relatively better protected from social- 

emotional maladjustment than children who do not have fhends. These investigators 

noted an increase in general self-worth arnong children from low-adaptive families who 

were fhendless at Time I but became fhended at Time 2. Similarly, they found a 

signi ficant decline general self-worth arnong children who became friendless at Time 2. 

Notably, children from high-adaptive farnilies evidenced no significant changes in 

general self-worth, regardless of their fnendship status, suggesting that fhendships may 

perfonn a protective function for children from maladaptive families. In sum then, there 

is some evidence derived from longitudinal research that Fnendship contributes to more 

adaptive self-perceptions and positive social-emotional adjustment. 

Additional research il 1 uminates the e ffects of the qualitative features of 

hendships on children's self-perceptions and social-emotional adjustment. 

Correlational evidence indicates a positive relation between supportive fnendship 

features and popularity (Cauce, l986), self-esteem (Perry, 1987; cited in Hartup, 1996) 

and psyc hosocial adj ustment (Buhrmester, 1 99O), and a negative association with 

loneliness (Parker & Asher, 1993). On the basis of short-term longitudinal data, Bemdt 

and Keefe ( 1 995) noted that students with supportive friendships self-reported greater 

involvement in school over the course of a school year. With regard to negative 

fnendship features, evidence suggests that involvement in conflictuai fn'endships 

predicts increases across a one-year interval in dismptive behaviou. and delinquency 

(Bemdt & Keefe, 1995; Kupersmidt. Burchinal & Pattenon, 1995). Taking these 



findings together, supportive fnendships seem to contribute to positive developmental 

outcomes, whereas fnendships charactenzed by conflict predict adverse ones. It should 

be noted, however, that the fhends' individual characteristics have not been taken into 

consideration in these results. 

Fnendshim of Amessive C hildren 

The importance of studying the Fnendships of aggressive children is m e r  

underscored by research demonstrating that friends' individual characteristics have a 

critical influence on mutual socialization processes within fnendships. As is often the 

case in the aggression literature, these data pertain exclusively to oven aggression. In 

general, hendships with aggressive, or antisocial children appear to promote antisocial 

developmental outcomes. Association with aggressive or disruptive fnends predicts 

increases across one-year intervals in aggression, disruption, delinquency and antisocial 

activity (Bemdt & Keefe, 1995; Boivin & Vitaro, 1995; Coie et al., 1995; Kupersmidt et 

al., 1995; Newcomb et al., 1999), controlling for initial levels of aggression. Notably, 

the research of Vitaro and colleagues (Vitaro, Tremblay, Kerr, Pagani, & Bukowski, 

1 997) indicated that fhends' aggression predicts increases in participants' aggression 

among moderately disruptive boys but not severely disruptive or nondisruptive boys. 

Friendship with aggressive boys also appean to moderate the effects of psychosocial 

interventions designed to reduce aggression. Specifically, Vitaro and colleagues   vit=^, 

Brendgen, Pagani, Trernblay & McDufT, 1999) found that highly disruptive boys 

associated with aggressive hends were more likely to meet criteria for Conduct 



Disorder following a cognitive-behavioural intervention, relative to highly disruptive 

boys who were fhends with nonaggressive peers. 

Sirnilar effects are reported in the criminology and psychiatric literatures. Boys 

aniliated with delinquent fiends exhibit increases in subsequent delinquency (Keenan, 

Loeber, Zhang, Stouthammer-Loeber, & van Karnmen, 1995; Panerson et al., 199 1). 

anti-authontarian behaviours (Keenan et al., 1995), and number of arrests (Simons, Wu, 

Conger, & Lorenz, , 1996). Gang entry is also related to having &ends who exhibit 

aggressive delinquency (Lahey, Gordon, Loeber, Stouthamer-Loeber & Famngton, 

1999). 

Although scant, there is some evidence that Fnends' characteristics influence 

children's acquisition of key components of social cornpetence and also shape their 

expectations and beliefs regarding the social world. Brendgen, Bowen, Rondreau and 

Boivin (1 999) found that affiliation with aggressive friends predicts increases in the 

proportion of aggressive strategies proposed as solutions to hypothetical social problems 

across a school year, but that it does not affect the extent to which hostile intentions are 

anributed to peen. In another study, the fnends of aggressive children evinced increases 

in tolerance for aggression relative to the fhends of nonaggressive children, across a 

one-year interval (Newcomb et al., 1999), which supports the notion that behavioural 

noms may be defined in part in the context of hendship. 

Further evidence suggests that friends7 characteristics must be taken into 

consideration in conjunction with multiple aspects of hendship quality to Mly 

understand how hendship affects social behaviour. For example, hi& levels of conflict 



among fiends predict increases in disruptive behaviour among children whose 

hendships are also high in supportive features (Bemdt & Keefe, 1995), suggesting that 

supportive friendships are not universally beneficial for development. As further 

evidence of the corn plex relations between fnendshi p qua1 ities and fnends' 

characteristics, Poulin, Dishion and Haas ( 1999) reported increases in delinquency 

among delinquent adolescents whose friendships were charactenzed by low levels of 

supportive features. These findings are inconsistent with those of Bemdt and Keefe 

( 1995), inasmuch as supportive hendship features protected against escalations of 

delinquent behaviour. Another counterintuitive finding is noted by Kupersmidt et al. 

( 1995), who found that conflictual fiiendships buffer rejected children fiom increases in 

aggression. Apparently, conflict within friendships may enhance development under 

certain circurnstances. 

Processes in fnendshi~s that mav promote amession 

Detailed research into the features of friendships involving aggressive children 

rnay help to ciarify the processes by which some hendships can lead to aggression 

whereas others serve to protect children fiom maladjusment, mechanisms about which 

there is currently little information (Berndt, 1999). Although a cornprehensive mode1 to 

explain hendship influences has not been outlined in the peer relations literature, 

hypotheses can be drawn from severai strands of theoretical writings and ernpincal 

studies as to the processes within hendships that may exacerbate the aggressive 

behaviour of the fhends of aggressive children. Although the writen of the papers 

discussed below developed their theones with reference to overt aggression, these 



processes of interpersonal influence are likely equally applicable to relational 

aggression. 

Lnvestigators ofien view mutual influence processes among fhends from a social 

leaming perspective, attributing changes to observational leaming and social 

reinforcement (Berndt, 1999; Hartup, 1996). Aggressive children are likely to model 

aggressive behaviour, which may be emulated by their fhends if it is perceived as having 

been used effectively (i.e., vicarious reinforcement). Ln addition, observation of hends 

who are successful aggressors may have a disinhibiting effect, insofar as it may enhance 

children's self-efficacy for aggressing with relative impunity in the Company of these 

hends, in other words, when these fnends are available to back them up. Friends are 

likely to serve as highly salient models for one another, since they are highly similar and 

typically hold one another in high esteem ( Bandura, 1986; Rubin et al., 1998). 

Furthemore, aggressive children may reinforce agonistic solutions to social problems 

and discourage prosocial behaviour by subtly approving of aggressive strategies in the 

coune of interactions with their fhends. Such processes of influence were observed by 

Dishion and his colleagues (Dishion et al., 1996), who found that delinquent adolescents 

and their hends reinforced rule-breaking conversations but not normative discussions 

with responses such as laughter; fnendship dyads involving non-delinquent adolescents 

demonstrated the opposite reinforcement contingencies. 

Bemdt (1999) explains the influences of conflictual and supportive friendship 

features on children's behaviour with reference to observational leaming. He suggests 

that friendships with hi@ levels of contlict are characterized by a high degree of 



negative interactions, that rnay strengthen children's repertoires of negative social 

behaviours and weaken their repertoires of prosocial behavioun. Berndt (1999) suggests 

that the effects of observational learning rnay be augrnented in supportive hendships 

because of the frequency of interaction between the two parties. This in tum would 

afford greater and more varied opportunities for the practice of negative behavioural 

repertoires, which might enhance the generalization of these strategies. Berndt ( 1999) 

also provides evidence that fiends rnay influence one another by discussing issues 

rationally during social exchanges, that is, by offering each other help and guidance as 

needed (Berndt, Laychak & Park, 1990). To the extent that levels of help and guidance 

increase as overall support rises, supportive hendships rnay also provide a context for 

this channel of influence. 

Supportive fnendships rnay also be conducive to mutual influence because of 

modeling characteristics that enhance the salience of the fnends' actions and remarks, 

and because processes of self-disdosure within close friendships rnay serve as a conduit 

for interpersonal influence. It seems likely that children would attend closely to the 

behaviours and opinions of supportive Fnends and that they would be inclined to 

implement or mimic the observed behaviours and attitudes, simply because such fhends 

are usually well-liked and adrnired (Rubin et al., 1998). Furthermore, supportive 

Fnendships are characterized by high levels of intirnacy and self-disdosure, which rnay 

provide further opportunities for mutual influence. This is especially likely to be the 

case in middle childhood and preadolescence, when children become especially 

concemed about being accepted by peen and being part of desirable social networks 



(Parker & Gottman, 1989). At this age, childten rnay be particularly inclined to use 

gossip within friendship dyads and larger social networks to ascertain which behavioun 

and attitudes are considered normative by highly regarded peers. These exchanges may 

serve to define the cntena for inclusion or exclusion from particular groups (Rubin et 

al., 1998). Thus, self-disclosure processes enable children to test their fhends' reactions 

to their beliefs and attitudes; those receiving approval are likely to be strengthened and 

retained, whereas those meeting disapproval are likely to be weakened and perhaps 

discarded (Buhmester & Prager, 1995). 

Other investigators discuss fnendship influences from the standpoint of social 

information processing, which they see as complementary to social leaming views (e.g., 

Burks, Dodge, Price & Laird, 1999). Dodge and colleagues hypothesize that children's 

hendships may have a direct impact on behaviour through modeling and reinforcement 

as well as an indirect effect on the social-cognitive knowledge stnictures (e.g., 

normative bel iefs about aggression) that regulate social behaviour (Zelli, Dodge, 

Loc hrnan & Laird, 1999; see Crick & Dodge, 1994, for a review of a social information- 

processing mode1 of social adjustrnent). As their recent research dernonstrates, these 

knowledge structures in turn influence the manner in which social information is 

processed, for example, children's normative beliefs about aggression affect children's 

evaluations of the probable consequences of aggressive actions (Zelli et al., 1999). 

Laursen and Bukowski (1997) echo this view in stating that social interactions are 

represented as mental schemas that shape children's expectations regarding fbture 

interactions. Aithough empirical evidence in support of this hypothesis is scant at 



present, there are a few suggestive findings in this regard. In particular, Newcomb and 

colleagues (Newcornb et al., 1999) determined that children with aggressive fiends 

became more tolerant of aggression over the course of a school year than children whose 

fiiends were nonaggressive. Furthemore, children who experienced aggressive 

victimization in play groups attributed more hostility to peers' actions and displayed 

more reactive aggression than other children (Schwartz et ai., 1998). The possibility that 

fiends' interactions may shape social-cognitive schemas has important implications for 

the study of aggressive children, insofar as aggressive youngsters are known to exhibit 

deficiencies and biases in regard to social information-processing (e.g., see Crick & 

Dodge, 1994). 

Another way to consider the mechanisms of fiends' influence is to examine the 

processes by which environmental influences, in general, increase aggressive behaviour. 

Three hey pathways are delineated in the literature, suggesting that aggression is more 

likely when a child experiences: ( 1) increased perceptions of threat or heightened 

feelings of imtability, fear and anger; (2) increased accessibility of aggressive responses 

in the mernorial repertoire; and (3) an increased tendency to evaluate aggressive 

responses as leading to desirable outcornes (Coie & Dodge, 1998). In view of the 

foregoing review of the literature, it is clear that the effects of friendship on aggression 

may be understood in light of these pathways of influence. For example, children 

victirnized by aggressive Fnends may be sensitized to the possibility of such threats, and 

therefore more prone than other children to reactive aggression. Also, inasmuch as 

aggressive children are likely to mode1 aggressive actions in diverse contexts and to 



display fewer prosocial strategies tban other children, aggressive actions are likely to 

become more accessible in their fnends' memorial structures, with respect to both 

conscious retrieval and non-conscious priming (Coie & Dodge, 1998; Huesmann, 

1988). Finally, social rewards from hends for displays of aggressive behaviour are 

likely to increase children's expectations that aggression will result in positive 

outcornes. Comprehensive study of the features of aggressive children's Friendships 

should suggest potential avenues for the processes of influence discussed above. 

Features of aggressive children's fhendshi~s as indicators of social comwtence and 

incom petence 

An additional benefit of studying the Fnendships of aggressive children is that 

this research should illuminate whether the maladjustment exhibited by aggressive 

children in the larger peer group generalizes to dyadic relations in fnendships. Such a 

1ine of inquiry shouid broaden understanding regarding the limits of aggressive 

children's social competence. Do aggressive children contribute to supportive 

fnendships, or are their relationships with fiends rife with conflict and lacking in 

positive features? On the one hand, aggressive children tend to be rejected or disliked by 

their pe r s  ( e g ,  Newcomb et al., 1993; Parker & Asher- 1987; Patterson et al., 1991; 

Tomada & Schneider, 1997), which suggests that they may have a smaller pool of 

prosocial children from which to select their fnends. Since the most socially competent 

children may be inaccessible, the supportive qualities of these fnendships may be 

deficient relative to those of other children. Furthermore, research has demonstrated that 

aggressive children exhibit a nurnber of social-cognitive biases and deficiencies relative 



to nonaggressive children on measures of social information-processing, which place 

them at higher risk for social maladjustment (for a review of this literature, see Crick & 

Dodge, 1994). Compared to nonaggressive children, aggressive youngsters are more 

likely to attribute hostile intent to peers (Dodge, 1980; Dodge, Pettit, McClaskey & 

Brown, 1986); set antisocial goals in problematic social situations (Lochman, Wayland 

& White, 1993; Slaby & Guerra, 1988); generate more aggressive and less prosocial 

responses to hypothetical social situations (Dodge et al., 1986; Richard & Dodge, 1982); 

and evaluate aggressive responses to social situations more favorably (Crick & Ladd, 

1990; Dodge et al., 1986; Peny et al., 1986). Consequently, aggressive children may 

enter into more conflicts with their friends than do other children, and rnay resolve them 

less cffectively. Because they are predisposed to using aggression instrumentally, 

aggressive c hildren rnay also tend to engage with their fhends in aggressive acts against 

third parties. 

However, Parker and Asher ( 1993) point out that adjustment in the context of 

dyadic relationshi ps may di fier substantiall y fiom adaptation in the broader peer goup, 

because it is a b c t i o n  of an interaction among individual characteristics, relationship 

history and specific circumstances. Other writers suggest that friendships are 

distinguishable fiom other peer relationships because they have emergent properties, 

insofar as the two parties jointly construct certain role expectations and social exchange 

rules within the context of the relationship (Hartup, 1986; Sroufe & Reeson, 1986). 

Recent findings by Coie and colleagues (1999) lend support to this contention. These 

investigaton noted that dyads with a history of aggressing toward one another exhibited 



twice as much aggression as other dyads in a contrived play group, and that they 

attnbuted more hostile intentions to each other than randomly selected dyads. They 

found evidence that the relationship history of the children in these dyads contributed 

unique variance to the prediction of hostile attributions above and beyond their 

individual charactenstics. The hostile attributions in tum explained higher levels of 

aggression. In light of this evidence, the likelihood of aggressive chldren experizncing 

social behaviour problerns in their fnendships rnay depend in part on the histories and 

properties of the specific relationships. It seems entirely possibie, then, that some 

aggressive children could have warm, supportive fnendships in which hostile, aggressive 

interactions are unlikely. Thus, the ability of aggressive children to manifest socially 

competent behaviour in the context of their friendships remains an important question 

that demands further empirical inquiry. 

Previous research into the qualities of aemessive children's fnendships 

Overt amression. Although research into the qualitative features of aggressive 

children's friendships will not identify causal pathways, it should provide dues as to 

which processes of influence may be afforded by their fnendships. Several investigators 

have explored the qualitative dimensions of ovenly aggressive children's fhendships. 

Dishion and his colleagues (Dishion, Andrews, & Crosby, 1995: Dishion, Eddy, Haas, Li 

& Spracklen, 1997) used observational methods to compare the conversations of 

delinquent adolescents and their fnends with those of non-delinquent adolescents. They 

found that delinquent adolescents and their fhends were more likely to escalate negative 

exchanges than were groups of non-delinquent fhends, and that talk pertaining to nile- 



breaking behavior was reinforced (e.g., by laughter) more fiequently in the 

conversations of the delinquent dyads. Grotpeter and Crick (1996) used a self-report 

questionnaire to assess fnendship quality arnong a school population of aggressive 

children. Children who were high in oven aggression reported committing higher levels 

of aggressive acts against othen in conjunction with their fhends than did non- 

aggressive children, as well as a lower level of intirnacy in their fhendships; the Friends 

of overtly aggressive children concurred. 

Poulin and Boivin ( 1999) studied the relation of self-reported hendship quality 

to participants' and hends' reactive and proactive aggression. Controlling for social 

preference and fhendship reciprocity, boys' proactive aggression was significantly and 

positively associated with supportive features and satisfaction with the friendship, and 

negatively related to conflict. In contrast, boys' reactive aggression significantly 

predicted high levels of conflict and low levels of satisfaction with the fhendship. 

Partialling out social preference, friendship reciprocity, and participants' aggression, 

friends' proactive aggression accounted for high levels of conflict and low levels of 

satisfaction with the hendship, whereas frîends' reactive aggression was not 

significantly related to any of the fhendship quality variables. 

Relational amession. To study the Fnendships of aggressive children in a 

gender-balanced manner, Grotpeter and Crick ( 1996) also examined the fnendships of 

relationally aggressive children. The findings of Grotpeter and Crick (1996) suggest that 

there are important qualitative differences between the fhendships of relationally 

aggressive and overtly aggressive children. Relationally aggressive children differed 



significantly 60m normal children in reporting higher levels of intimacy and self- 

disclosure on the part of their friends, and a higher degree of exclusivity (a wish to play 

exclusively with one hend), whereas the friends of relationally aggressive children 

reported higher degrees of exclusivity and relational aggression within the fnendship. 

In several other respects, the fnendships of overtly aggressive, relationally 

aggressive and nonaggressive children who participated in the study by Grotpeter and 

Crick were similar. Regardless of aggression statu, al1 participants in the study reported 

equivalent levels of conflict, ease of conflict resolution, companionship, help and 

guidance, and validation and caring. These findings are discordant with the findings of 

Dishion and his colleagues ( 1999, who observed heightened and poorly rnanaged 

conflict in the interactions between aggressive male adolescents and their fhends. 

Methodolo9;ical iimitations of previous studies 

The discrepancies in previous findings may well be attributable to the methods 

used to measure friendship. As discussed in detail by Furman (1996), observational and 

rating scale rnethods may tap different aspects of the fnendship bond. Interviews or 

rating scales are indispensable in determining the contours of the friendship as perceived 

by the fnends. Such ratings were the mainstay of the research by Grotpeter and Crick, 

which provides the best data available to date regarding the fhendships of both overtly 

and relationally aggressive children. However, Fnends may not agree with each other 

regarding their perceptions of their relationships (Furman & Adler, 1982; cited in 

Furman, 1996; Parker & Asher, 1993). This rnay be a particular problem in measuring 

the fnendships of aggressive children, who have been found to underestimate their 



dificulties in relating to peers when providing self-reports (Kupenmidt & Patterson, 

199 1 ). Thus, it may be very important to complement the self-reports on the friendships 

of aggressive children, with, first of all, the perceptions of their hends. Furthermore, 

although observational methods cannot tap childrenos understanding of friendship, they 

rnay be invaluable in revealing aspects of the interactions among fiends that the 

children may be unaware of or unwilling to report. As noted earlier, the observational 

studies by Distuon and his colleagues contnbuted heavily to knowledge about the 

fnendships .îf overtly aggressive children and youth. 

The Dresent research 

The present research is the first study to use both self-report and observational 

methods to examine the fnendships of overtly aggressive children. Furthermore, it is the 

only study to use observational rnethods in the snidy of the fnendships of relationally 

aggressive children. 

In addition, the present research will expand upon Grotpeter and Crick's findings by 

including self-report data on fnendship quality and fnendship nominations collected at 

two points in time, in the fa11 and spring of a school year. This is an important extension 

of this previous work as fnendships are dynamic and fluid relationships, in that children 

fiequently discontinue fnendships, form new fnendships and alternate best friends, al1 

within relatively short spans of time (e.g., Cairns, Leung, Buchanan & Cairns, 1995). 

The fnendships of aggressive children rnay also mutate in qualitative tems, as hi& 

levels of delinquency among adolescents predict increases in the hostility present in 



their hendships ( Windle, 1994). Previously, Poulin and Boivin (1 999) noted increases 

in conflict over the course of a school year that was associated with boys' proactive 

aggression, as well as decreases in conflict predicted by boys' reactive aggression. 

However, to this point, changes in fnendship quality over the course of a school year 

have not been studied with respect to relationally aggressive children. 

Thus, the primary purpose of the present study was to dari@ the contradictory 

and sornetimes countenntuitive findings reporied in past studies into the qualities of the 

fiiendships of relationally aggressive and overtly aggressive children, by using both 

observational and self-report methods. Based on the results of the studies reviewed 

above, it is hypothesized that different sources of information would converge to 

indicate that: I ) the friendships of both overtly and relationally aggressive children 

would be charactenzed by higher levels of conflict than the friends of non-aggressive 

children; 2) hendships involving overtiy aggressive children would be characterized by 

lower levels of intirnacy than those of non-aggressive children; 3) Fnendships involving 

relationally aggressive children would be characterized by higher levels of intimacy and 

sel f-disclosure than those of non-aggressive children; 4) both overtly and relationally 

aggressive children would have dificulty generating effective, prosocial solutions to 

interpersonal problerns, but would devise more antisocial solutions than wouid non- 

aggressive children; 5) both overtly and relationally aggressive children would use their 

Fnendships to plan aggressive actions that would h m  third parties; 6) because of their 

superficial and conflictual nature, friendships involving aggressive children would be 

less stable and less satisfjmg in the long run than other ffiendships; and finally, (7) the 



fnendships of both overtly and relationally aggressive children would increase in 

conflict over the coune of the school year. 



Participants 

A total of 284 ( 134 girls) children from two moderately sized cities in Southern 

Ontario, Canada compnsed the final sample in this study; these participants were 

administered the full complement of mesures described below. The children were 

drawn fiom 42 fifth-, sixth-, and seventh-grade classrooms (1 20,82, and 82 children, 

respectively, ages 10 to 13), in 1 7 elementary schools. Data regarding SES and ethnicity 

were not avaiiable, however, students in this area of Southem Ontario are predominantly 

White and mainly from farnilies in the middle SES range. Participants for the final 

sample were selected from a pool of 876 children who had parental permission to 

participate in the study, which comprised 77% of the total nurnber of students (1 135) in 

these classrooms. All of the students with parental consent cornpleted the assessrnent of 

aggression and hendship (see descriptions below), in both the fa11 and the spring. 

Al1 children identified as aggressive were included in the final sample, provided 

that they had a mutual fnendship. To provide a cornparison group, 47 dyads (44 girls,50 

boys) in which neither participant was overtly aggressive or relationally aggressive were 

randornly selected. Chi-square analyses indicated that these control dyads matched the 

dyads containing aggressive participants in the distributions of gender , X' (2,284) = .O 1, 

Q > .IO, grade X 2  (2? 284) = .78, > .IO, and fnendship type, X' (2,284) = 1.15, p > .10 

(mutuai best friendship or mutual fnendship). 



The final sample may be partitioned in several ways, dependmg on the categones 

of interest. The distribution of participants in the fa11 by participants' aggression status is 

reported in Table 1. (see descriptions of cnteria below). The final sample of participants 

in the fa11 was partitioned for some analyses by dyad into dyadic overt-aggression status 

and dyadic relational-aggression status, that is, the number of overtly aggressive 

children, and the number of relationally aggressive children, respectively, in each dyad. 

This is outlined in Table 2. For other analyses, participants were categorized into a two 

by two factorial design, in which the factors were participants' aggression status and 

friends' aggression status. Table 3 illustrates the number of participants in each ce11 in 

the fa11 for the participants' overt-aggression status by friends' overt-aggression status 

design. Ce11 sizes in the fa11 and spring for the participants' relational-aggression status 

by fhends' relational-aggression status design are indicated in Table 4. 

Procedure 

Informeci, written parental consent was obtained by means of letters sent home 

by the schools. Measures used to assess fnendship and aggression were administered on 

a classroom-wide basis, in the fa11 and the spring, to al1 students in the 42 participating 

classrooms who obtained parental consent. The peer nomination measures for fkiendship 

and aggression (see below) were adrninistered in the fa11 two rnonths afier the school 

year began, to allow -dents sacient time to become fmiliar with one another. Fa11 

measures of aggression and friendship were used to select the final sample, in 

accordance with criteria described below. Participants selected for the final sample 

completed two individual interviews, one each in the fa11 and the spring. During the 





Table 2 

Distribution of Partici~ants bv Dvadic Aaaression Status 

Number of Aggressive Children in Dyad 
O 1 2 

1. Overt Aggression 

Fall 89 38 15 

w 

Number of Aggressive Children in Dyad 
A A rn 

2. Relational Aggression 

Fall 71 57 14 

Spring 53 38 9 
Note. Number of paRicipants declined in spring due to exclusion of participants with - 

discontinued friendships. 



Table 3 

Distribution of Participants bv Participants' Overt-Aqaression Status and Frien 

Friends' Overt- Participants' Overt-Aggression Status 
-- - - 

Aggression Status Nonaggressive Aggressive 

1. Fall 

Nonaggressive 89 20 

Aggressive 18 15 

Friends' Overt- Participants' Overt-Aggression Status 
Aggression Status Nonaggressive Aggressive 

2. Spring 

Nonaggressive 62 18 

Aggressive 11 9 
Note. Totals reflect individuals rather than dyads within cetls.Cells include 

only one randomly selected participant from each dyad (see Overview 
section of Results for futher details). Spring cell totals 
are smaller due to exclusion of participants with discontinued 
friendships. 



Table 4 

Distribution o f q r e s s i o n  Status and F 
Relational-Aaciression Status 

Friends' Relational- Participants' Relational-Aggression Status 
Aggression Status Nonaggressive Aggressive 

Nonaggressive 71 30 

Aggressive 27 14 

Friends' Relational- Participants' Relational-Aggression Status 
Aggression Status Nonaggressive Aggressive 

2. Spring 

Nonaggressive 53 23 

Aggressive 15 9 
Note. Totals reflect individuals rather than dyads within cells. Cells include - 

only one randomly selected participant from each dyad (See Overview 
section of results for further details. Spring mil sizes 
are smaller due to exclusion of participants with discontinued 
friendships. 



individual interviews, participants cornpleted the Friendship Qualities Measure 

(Grotpeter & Crick, 1996) and a brief measure of fhendship satisfaction (Parker & 

Asher, 1993) as well as two other questionnaires that were not a part of this study. In the 

interval between the fa11 and spring administration of intemiews, semi-structured 

interactions of the dyads of mutual friends were videotaped. 

Instruments 

Aggression. A peer nomination measure developed by Crick & Grotpeter was 

used ( 1995, Grotpeter & Crick, 1996) to assess relational and overt aggression. Peen 

were selected as informants because it has been suggested that members of a peer group 

rnight observe relationally aggressive behaviors more easily than outside infomants 

(e.g., teachers), as such actions tend to be indirect and covert, and focused on the 

manipulation of peer relationships (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). The extensive use of such 

rneaswes in previous research as a means of identi@ng aggressive children also 

contributed to this decision (Coie & Dodge, 1983; Dodge, 1980; Dodge & Frame, 1982; 

Perry et al., 1986) as did the advantage of using multiple informants (i.e., several peers) 

rather than a single observer such as a teacher. 

n i e  overt aggression scale consisted of four items (e.g., hts, kicks and punches 

others), as did the relational aggression scale (e.g., when mad at a person, ignores them 

or stops talking to them). Eight positively-toned filler items were included, four of 

which pertained to prosocial behavior (e.g., children who Say and do nice things for 

others), and four of which related to general attributes (e.g., a good artist). Items from 

the oven and relational aggression subscales were found by Crick and her colleagues 



(Cnck & Grotpeter, 1995, Grotpeter & Crick, 1996) to forrn stable factors, and this 

factor structure was replicated in a recent cross-cultural investigation (Tomada & 

Schneider, 1997). Furthemore, the oven and relational aggression subscaies have been 

found be internally consistent (Cronbach's alpha = 9 4  , .83 ,  respectively). Children's 

responses on the relational and overt aggression subscales have been found to be stable 

over a four week penod, yielding test-retest reliability coefficients of y = .82 and ~= .90 ,  

respectively (Crick, 19%). Scores on the relational and overt aggression subscales are 

also highly conelated, =.63, e < .O0 1 (Grotpeter & Crick, 1996). In support of the 

measure's construct validity, past research has yielded significant associations between 

relational and overt aggression scores derived from this instrument, and evidence of 

social maladjustrnent such as peer rejection and negative frienciship qualities (Cnck & 

Grotpeter, 1995; Grotpeter & Crick, 1996). 

All children with permission to participate were asked to nominate children fiom 

a class roster. Unlimited nominations were permitted to ensure that the nominations 

reflected the participants' perceptions of the number of children fitting each behavioral 

description, rather than a total imposed by the investigator's instructions. Irnportantly, 

this procedure potentially allows children's nominations to reflect differences between 

classrooms in the number of agressive children in the class (Stomshak et al., 1999) 

Nominations were summed for the relational aggression and overt aggression subscales 

and then standardized within each classroom. Participants were defined as overtly 

aggressive if their overt aggression scores were greater than 1 SD above the sarnple 

mean for overt aggression; the same cnterion was applied in defining children as 



relationally aggressive. Anecdotal reports during data collection suggested that the 

children identified as overtly and relationally aggressive for the study were perceived by 

school principals and teachers as having problems relating to behavioural and social 

maladj ustment. 

Friendship nominations Al1 children with parental consent were asked to 

nominate the children they considered men& fiom rosters listing a11 of the students at 

their grade level. Unlimited nominations were pemitted to avoid placing artificial limits 

on the size of the fiiendship networks reported by participants, as suggested by Furrnan 

( 1996) and in accordance with procedures used by Schneider (1999) and Cairns et al. 

( 1995). Participants were askcd to indicate whether each nominee was a best friend. 

Children were considered to have a mutual best friendship if best hend nominations 

were reciprocal. Children were defined as having a rnutual fnendship if one member of 

the dyad was selected as a best fi-iend, whereas the other was identified oniy as a friend. 

Eighty-three percent of the dyads in the final sample reported rnutual best friendships 

whereas the remainder were identified as having mutual friendships. The proponion of 

mutual best fhendships and mutual fiendships did not vary in accordance with dyadic 

overt-aggression status or dyadic relational-aggression status. Attempts were made to 

select fhendship dyads fiom those listed first on participants' nomination sheets; mutual 

ben friendships were given priority. To ensure that the sample included an adequate 

number of dyads comprised of two aggressive memben, children identified as 

aggressive were paired with aggressive fkiends, where possible. However, if an 

aggressive child was identified as having a higher rated fnendship with a nonaggressive 



participant, that fnendship was selected for study. Thus, there was no systematic difference 

between aggressive and nonaggressive participants in the best-fnendship status of the 

children with which they were paired. In previous research in which nomination procedures 

were used to identib mutual Fnendships, deficits in adjustrnent were noted in relation to the 

fhendsbips of abused, aggressive and socially-withdrawn children (Grotpeter & Crick, 

19%; Parker & Herrara, 1996; Schneider, 1999). 

Friendshi~ features. The Friendship Qualities Measure (FQM) , a 43-item 

instrument developed by Grotpeter and Crick (1996), was used to assess the perceptions of 

both memben of each fnendship dyad. This instrument consisted of 14 subscales, including 

( 1 ) Validation and Caring (3 items): (2) Companionship and Recreation (3 items); (3) Help 

and Guidance (3 items); (4) Intimate Exchange 1 (Subject Intimacy) (3 items); (5) Intimate 

Exchange II (Friend Intimacy) (3 items); (6) Ease oflonflict Resolution (3 items); (7) 

Relational Aggression within the Friendship (4 items); (8) Overt Aggression within the 

Friendship (3 items); (9) Relational Aggression toward men (3 items); (10) Overt 

Aggression toward Others (3 items); ( 1  1) Exclusivity I (Subject Exclusivity (3 items); (12) 

Exclusivity II (Friend Exclusivity) (3 items); Conflict 1 (Subject Conflict) '3 items); and 

(14) Conflict II (Friend Conflict) (3 items). Response scales for each item ranged from 1 

(not at al1 me) to 5 (almon always me);  14 subscale scores were detemined by summing 

and averaging responses for each subscale. To improve intemal consistency, Grotpeter and 

Crick (1996) combined the two codict  subscales and the two exclusivity subscales. 

Coefficient alphas for the resulting 12 subscales ranged fiom .6 1 to .87, with a mean alpha 

of .74. Constmct validity is supported by findings demonstrating that the fnendships of 

relationally aggressive (greater exclusivity, relational aggression within friendships) and 

overtl y 



aggressive (elevated levels of overt aggression toward third parties; lower levels of 

intimacy) children were characterized by greater indications of social maladjustment 

than were the hendshi ps of nonaggressive c hildren. 

This measure of fnendship quality seemed to be particularly appropriate for the 

purposes of the study because it included items especially relevant to the Fnendships of 

aggressive children. It is comprised of items from Parker and Asher's ( 1993) well- 

established measure of fhendship quality, which includes six subscales tapping 

validation and caring, conflict and betrayal, companionship, help and guidance, intimate 

exchange, and ease of conflict resolution. Additional subscales were added by Grotpeter 

& Crick ( 1996) to obtain more specific information about negative interactions (e-g., 

aggression within hendships) and coalitional features (e-g., aggression by fnends 

toward others, preferences to play exclusively with one's friend) that aggressive children 

might experience in their friendships. For additional details regarding the construction of 

this scale, see Grotpeter and Crick ( 1996). 

Fnendshi~ satisfaction. Following Parker and Asher (1  993), two questions were 

used to mess  fhendship satisfaction. These were administered following the Friendship 

Qualities Measure. These questions asked: "How is the friendship going ?" and "How 

happy are you with this fhendship?" Consistent with the Friendship Qualities Measure, 

children responded on a 5-point Likert scale. Ratings on these two items were averaged 

to derive a single friendship satisfaction score for each parîicipant, which demonstrated 

satisfactory interna1 consistency (alpha = -82). Constnict validity for this measure is 

supported by Parker and Asher's (1993) previous work, which indicated that satisfaction 



ratings correlated positively with ratings of supportive friendship features and negatively 

with ratings of conflict in the friendship. Satisfaction ratings in the present research 

evidenced stability between the fail and spring assessments (1 = .4 1). 

Observation of dvadic interactions. Participants were videotaped in dyads with 

their identified fhends completing four semi-smictured tasks, in the interval between 

faIl and spnng assessments. For three of these tasks, the dyads were asked to have 

conversations on topics used in previous research into the dyadic interactions of 

delinquent adolescents (Dishion et al., 1995; 1997). The topics included: ( 1 ) planning an 

activity for the next week; (2) solving a problem that occurred between the fiends in the 

last month; (3) solving a problem involving another peer that happened in the last 

month. A maximum of three minutes was allotted for each conversation, as few of the 

conversations observed during a bief piloting of the procedure exceeded this duration. 

The fourth (4) task involved a negotiation over limited resources. Each dyad was 

asked to select five trading cards from a range of options, and then to determine which 

of the cards each member of the dyad would keep at the end of the procedure. The 

trading cards were gender-neutral, as they depicted a range of figures from popular 

culture, including a wide variety of athletes, pop singers, movie and television stars, and 

comic book heroes. Participants were asked to select car& to their liking, to ensure that 

they negotiated over a valucd commodity. The maximum duration of the negotiations 

was three minutes, consistent with previous research (Fonzi, Schneider, Tani & Tomada, 

1997). The four tasks were presented in random order for each dyad. 



Two graduate students were trained to rate the dyadic interactions in accordance 

with the coding systems described below. Two existing coding schemes, that have been 

detennined to be reliable and valid were used to code the dyadic interactions. Parker 

and Herrara's (1996) coding system was used to rate interpersonal processes in each of 

the four tasks; the scales and their inter-rater reliability are outlined in Table 5. Evidence 

of differences in the interpersonal processes of abused and nonabused children supports 

the construct validity of this measure. Fonzi et al.3 ( 1997) system for rating the features 

of interpersonal negotiations was used to code interactions during the negotiation task. 

As shown in Table 5 ,  this coding system was implemented with adequate inter-rater 

reliability in the present study. Its construct validity is supported by findings indicating 

that friends employed more prosocial negotiation strategies than nonfnends (Fonzi et al., 

1997). 

Additional coding categories were developed to assess observed problem-solving 

dunng the two problem-solving tasks. These categories pertained to the nature of the 

solutions discussed by the hends (aggressive, assertive, and passive). As indicated in 

Table 5, the coding categories proved to have an adequate high degree of inter-rater 

reliability. Nonverbal indicators of intimacy were examined during the fourth task, 

involving a negotiation over limited resources. Nonverbal intimacy was defined in this 

situation by two categories of behavion: approach behaviors and perspective sharing. 

Two types of approach behaviors were distinguished: rnoving the chair toward the 

partner and the tilting of the tnink toward the partner. Perspective sharing was defined 

as a strategy in which the trading cards were m g e d  to make it possible for both 



Table 5. 

Definitions and scoring of coding categories for observed dyadic interactions 

Coding Categories Definition and Scoring kappa 

Interpersonal Processes 

Conflict 

Disclosure 

The extent to which members of the dyad express nonverbal and verbal positive affect, 
including positive facial expressions and laughter OR negativity in their facial affect and 
speech-4ncluding orders, threats, reprimands, visible tension, nervousness and derogation. 
1-3 rating (1 = negative affect most of the segment; 2 = neutral affect; 3 = positive affect). 

Verbal and physical opposition between the partners, including al1 disagreernents, and 
some form of challenges, insults, and reprimands. 
1-4 rating (1 = no conflicts; 4 = five or more conflicts in segment). 

Disclosure of information of a personal or private nature about oneself or another, especially .88 
discussion of thoughts, feelings, personal experiences, or close relationships. 
1-4 ratings (1 = no disclosure; 4 = discussion of information that could compromise 
individual if known andlor extensive discussion of feelings). 

Balance of communi- The degree to which one partner in the dyad posesses more influence or wntrol during the .94 
ation and power. interaction. Indications of controllhg behaviors include choice of discussion topics, speech 

turn-taking, and leader or monitor roles. 
1-3 rating. (1 = one child is very dominant; 3 = equal balance behveen the children). 

(Table continues) 



Rating Definition and Scoring kappa 

Negotiation Features 

Initial proposal The first proposa! made by either partner regarding which car& to pick or sharing the cards. 1 .O 
O-lrating (1 = participant made first proposal; O = participant did not make first proposal). 

Subsequent proposal A proposal made afler the initial proposal that does not meet criteria for a sensitive -66 
counterproposat or a new proposal. Frequency 

Sensitive counter- 
proposal 

New proposal 

Total acceptance 

Partial acceptance 

Rejection 

Final proposal 

Final discrepancy 

A proposal that reflects accommodation to the partner's previous proposal(s) and/or needs. .93 
Frequency . 

A novel or completely new idea on how to address a problem. Frequency. .96 

Unqualified acceptance of a proposal. Frequency. .72 

Conditional or partial acceptance, or minor modification of a proposal. Frequency. .95 

Total rejection of a proposal. Frequency. .82 

The final proposal made by either partner regarding the sharing of the cards. '66 
0-1 rating (1 = participant made final proposal; O = participant did not make final proposal). 

Difference in form and content between the first suggestion of how to divide the cards and .88 
the final solution. 4-3 rating (1= low; 2=medium; 3 = high). 

(Table Continues) 



Rating Definition and Scoring kappa 

Problern solutions 

Aggressive solutions Extent to which partners discuss overtly aggressive or relationally aggressive strategies. .97 
1-3 rating (1 = no aggressive strategies; 3 = 3 or more aggressive strategies). 

Assertive solutions Extent to which partners discuss assertive strategies. 
1-3 rating (1 =no assertive strategies; 3 = 3 or more assertive strategies). 

Passive solutions Extent to which partners discuss passive strategies. 
1 -3 rating (1 =no passive strategies; 3 = 3 or more passive strategies). 

Nonverbal lntimacy 

Trunk tilt Tilting of trunk (not occurring during chair movement) by either participant toward their .79 
partner during the division of the trading cards. 0-1 rating (O = no tilting; 1= tilting evident). 

Chair approach Movement of chair by either participant toward partner during the division of the trading 
cards. 0-1 rating (0 = no chair approach; 1 = chair approach evident). 

Perspective sharing Arrangement of trading cards in a manner in which they can be seen by both partners. 1 .O 
0-1 rating. (O = no perspective sharing; 1 = perspective sharing evident). 



Table 6 

Ovewiew of Codin~ Cateaories for Observed Dyadic Interactions 

Dyadic Interaction Tasks 
Coding Categories Acîivity Planning Friend-Problem Other-Problem Negotiation 

Interpersonal Processes 

Affect 

Balance of Power 

Conflict 

Disdosure 

Negotiation Features 

Initial Proposal 

Sensitive Counterproposal 

Subsequent Proposal 

New Proposal 

Partial Acceptance 

Total Acceptance 

Rejection 

Final Discrepancy 

Final Proposal 

Problem Solutions 

Aggressive Solutions 

Assertive Solutions 

Passive Solutions 

Nonverbal lntimacy 

Chair Approach 

Perspective Sharing X 

Note. X's indicate use of coding category witfiin dyadic interaction task 



Two graduate students were trained to rate the dyadic interactions in accordance with 

the coding systems described below. Two existing coding schemes, that have been 

determined to be reliable and valid, were used to code the dyadic interactions. Parker 

and Herrara's (1996) coding system was used to rate interpersonal processes in each of 

the four tasks; the scales and their inter-rater reliability are outlined in Table 5 .  Evidence 

of differences in the interpersonal processes of abused and nonabused children supports 

the constnict validity of this measure. Fonzi et al.3 (1997) system for rating the features 

of interpersonal negotiations was used to code interactions during the negotiation task. 

As s h o w  in Table 5, this coding system was irnplemented with adequate inter-rater 

reliability in the present study. Its constnict validity is supported by findings indicating 

that friends employed more prosocial negotiation strategies !han nonfnends (Fonzi et al., 

1997). 

Additionai coding categories were developed to assess obsewed problem-solving 

during the two problem-solving tasks. These categories pertained to the nature of the 

solutions discussed by the friends (agressive, assertive, and passive). As indicated in 

Table 5, the coding categories proved to have an adequate high degree of inter-rater 

reliability. Nonverbal indicaton of intimacy were examined during the fourth task, 

involving a negotiation over limited resources. Nonverbal intimacy was defined in this 

situation by two categories of behavioa: approach behavion and perspective sharing. 

Two types of approach behaviors were distinguished: moving the chair toward the 

partner and the tilting of the tnink toward the partner. Perspective sharing was defined 

as a strategy in whch the trading cards were arranged to make it possible for both 



partners to view the cards from the proper perspective (i.e., right-side up). Each episode 

was analyzed for the presence of each of these behavion by two coders. Interrater 

reliability, assessed with 20% of the material randomly selected, is reported in Table 5. 

Table 6 provides an overview of the categories used to code the observed dyadic 

interactions in each of the four semi-stnictured tasks. 



RESULTS 

Overvie w 

Observational data and Friendship Quality Measure (FQM) self-report data were 

analyzed separately because there was almost no convergence between these sources of 

information: Only 9 of the 57 bivariate correlations between the 19 observation 

categories and the 3 factors of the fhendship perceptions (see next section) were 

significant. Of these 9 significant conelations, none was greater than 30; five were 

greater than 20 .  

Multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was the main statistical 

procedure. The analyses took two principal forms. In analyzing data From the FQM and 

the friendship satisfaction measure, a two by two factorial design was employed. In one 

set of analyses, participants' overt-aggression statu (Le., aggressive or nonaggressive) 

and friends' overt-aggression status constituted the independent variables, and 

continuous measures of participants' peer-reported relational aggression and Fnends' 

peer-reported relational aggression were used as covuiates. In another set, participants' 

relational-aggression status and hends' relational-aggression status comprised the 

independent variables, and continuous measures of participants7 peer-reported overt 

aggression and fnends' peer-reported overt aggression were employed as covuiates. 

Fo'ollowing Grotpeter and Crick's ( 1996) practice, gender and grade were not used as 

independent variables or covariates because preliminary ANCOVAs revealed very few 

interaction effects or main effects due to gender and grade on the dependent variables. 

When spring scores on the FQM were analyzed, oniy data fiom participants with stable 



fnendships were included (n =100, see below). It should also be noted that fi-iendship 

satisfaction was analyzed separately from FQM scores, following Parker and Asher 

(1993), as satisfaction with the fnendship is conceptually distinct fiom perceptions of 

fhendship features. ANCOVAs were used in the analyses involving fhendship 

satisfaction. 

To andyze data from the observed dyadic interactions (and discrepancy scores 

on the FQM), one-factor MANCOVAs were used with the number of aggressive 

children in each dyad (dyadic aggression statu) as the independent vuiable. This 

approach was taken because the dyad rather than the individual participant was the unit 

of analysis in the ccders' ratings of the dyadic interactions, as in Parker and Herrara 

( 1996). In these analyses, when dyadic overt-aggression statu (i.e., number of overtly 

aggressive children in each dyad) was used as the independent variable, a continuous 

measure of peer-reported relational aggression was used as a covariate. Similarly, a 

continuous measure of peer-reported overt aggression was employed as a covariate when 

dyadic relational-aggression statu was the independent variable. In these analyses, the 

Pi 1 lai's-Trace F criterion was reported, because it is considered more robust to potential 

heterogeneity in variance and covariance than other multivariate criteria (see 

Appendix A for hrther details). (Stevens, 1996; Tabachnik & Fidell, 1996). Gender and 

grade were not incorporated into the dyadic analyses as independent variables as ceIl 

sizes were too small to permit investigation of interaction effects (i. e., nurnber of 

dependent variables exceeded ceIl sizes) 



Planned comparisons rather than pst-hoc tests were used to evaluate significant 

univanate effects in analyses invoiving dyadic aggression status. These contrasts 

permitted the exarnination of two plausible hypotheses regarding dyadic variation in 

observed interactions. Namely, (1) Does the presence of at least one aggressive child in 

the dyad (O versus 1 or 2 aggressive children in each dyad) or (2) an imbalance in the 

aggressiveness of the fhends (1 versus 2 aggressive members) in the dyad, account for 

the observed differences in dyadic behaviour? The former contrast can only be 

calculated using planned comparisons, which allow the aggregation of data across dyads 

containing 1 or 2 aggressive children (to be compared with those involving O aggressive 

children). Furthemore, planned cornparisons provide greater power than post-hoc tests 

insofar as they minirnize the number of cornparisons (Stevens, 1996). 

With respect to al1 of the above analyses, the MANCOVAs were complemented 

with univariate ANCOVAs by variable only when the multivanate effect was significant 

(or marginally significant). To address the possible non-independence of data collected 

on both members of the fnendship dyads, analyses were conducted using data fiom only 

randomly selrcted participant per dyad (see Grotpeter & Crick, 1996; Parker & Asher, 

1993). To control family-wise Type 1 error, the alpha level was set at .01. Probability 

values between . I O and .O 1 were regarded as indicating marginal sigmficance. 

For a few additional analyses (fhendship stability, initial and final negotiation 

proposais, and non-verbal intimacy) chi-square procedures were used. This approach 

was taken to address dependent variables that were dichotomous rather than continuous. 



Perceptions of friendship features on the FOM 

Reduction of data. In order to conduct the main analyses with maximum power, 

scores derived from the original subscales on the FQM were analyzed using factor 

analysis. The subject exclusivity (alpha = -2 1 )  and fnend exclusivity (alpha = .19) 

subscales were excluded from further anal y sis because of unsatisfactory internal 

consistrncy; internal consistency remained inadequate after combining these two 

subscales, following Grotpeter and Crick (alpha = .45). Principal-cornponent analysis 

with varimax rotation revealed three factors, explaining, respectively, 12, 15, and 10 

percent of the variance. These factors represented: 1 ) supportive features; 2) 

con fl ictlrelationai aggression wi thin the fhends hip; and 3 ) coalitional aggression, or 

collective planning of aggression against a third party The factor loadings are displayed 

in Table 7. As shown, one of the scales, pertaining to overt aggression within the 

friendship cross-loaded on two factors. Despite its content, it loaded higher or the 

factor pertaining to coalitional aggression than to conflict within the friendship. 

Inspection of the items suggested that the participants may not have attended to the full 

meaning of the items cornprising that scale, which began with the same words as the 

items describing overt aggression against others. Furthemore, one of the 3 items, 

refemng to threatening to aggress, correlated very weakly with the 2 items that 

described actual aggression. 

Given these generally satisfactory results, the three factors were used in the main 

analyses, deleting the troublesome scale pertaining to overt aggression withm 

fnendships, which was, in any case, used by only a mal1 minority of respondents. 



Table 7 

Factor Loadings for the Friendship Qual ities Measure 

Factor 
Supportive ConflicUAggression Coalitional 

Su bscale Features within Friendship Aggression 

Companionship and Recreation .70 

Conflict Resolution -55 

Help and Guidance .77 

lntimate Exchange (Subject) .86 

lntimate Exchange (Friend) .85 

Validation and Caring .78 

Confiict (Subject) 

Confiict (Friend) 

Relational Aggression toward Friend 

Overt Aggression toward Friend 

Relational Aggression toward Others 

Overt Aggression toward Others .87 

Note. All other factor loadings were less than .30. - 



Nevertheless, in order to understand the main analyses more fully, a secondary analysis 

using al1 of the original subscales Save for the exclusivity subscales was performed; 

results of that secondary analysis are described below for heuristic purposes. 

FOM factor scores and overt-awession status. Descriptive statistics and 

univariate F values for the fa11 and spring FQM factor scores are listed as a function of 

the overt-aggression status of the respondents and their fiends in Table 8. With regard 

to fa11 data, multivanate main effects for fhends' overt-aggression status, F (3, 134) = 

3.99; ~ . 0  1, and participants' overt-aggression status, E (3,134) =3.94; g < .O 1, were 

significant. The interaction of participants' and fnends' overt- aggression status was 

non-signifkant, F (3, 134) = 1.14; Q > -10. As detailed in the table, follow-up univariate 

ANCOVAs indicated that the effect for hends' and participants' overt-aggression status 

was entirely amibutable to coalitional aggression by the fhends against third parties. 

MANCOVA on the spring data indicated a significant multivariate main effect 

for fnends' overt-aggression status, F (3,92) = 4.10; e < .O 1, however, unlike the 

analyses of fa11 data, the main effect for participants' overt-aggression statu was non- 

significant, F (3. 92) = 2.09; g > .IO. Consistent with fa11 findings, the interaction effect 

was non-significant, E (3,92) = -16, p > .IO. Concordant with fail reports, the main 

effect for friends' overt-agression status was amibutable to higher levels of coalitional 

aggression reported by die fhends of overtly agressive children (see Table 8). It should 

be noted that the sample was reduced to 100 dyads for the analysis of spring data, 

reflecting the nurnber of fnendships that continued fiom the fa11 to the spring 

assessrnent. 
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Orisnal FQM subscales and overt-amession status. The pattern of muitivariate 

findings was somewhat diftèrent when the MANCOVAs were repeated using fa11 scores 

derived from the original FQM subscales with adequate intemal consistency. There was 

a significant main effect for participants' overt-aggression statu, (13,125) = 3.54; 

~ . 0 0  1, as well as marginally significant main effects for hends' overt-aggression 

status, ( 12, 125) = 1.77; Q < .06. The multivariate interaction effect for participants' 

and fnends' overt-aggression status was non-significant, F ( 12, 125) = 1.06; g >. 10. As 

shown in Table 9, univariate ANCOVAs indicated that overtly aggressive participants 

reported participating in more incidents of overt coalitional aggression, as well as 

gening into a greater number of overtly aggressive conflicts with their fhends, than non- 

ovenly aggressive participants. 

The multivariate main effect for friends' overt-aggression status was rnarginally 

significant, ( 12, 83) = 2.09, e < .02, when spring scores on the FQM subscales were 

analyzed, whereas the multivariate main effect for participants' oven-aggression status, 

F ( 12,833 = 1.38, p > .IO, and the interaction effect were non-significant, ( 12,83) = - 

1.3 1, e > .IO. Descriptive statistics are reported in Table 9. 

FOM factor scores and relational-agmession status. Descriptive statistics and 

univariate F values are reported in Table 10. MANCOVA performed on the fa11 data 

indicated a significant main effect for panicipants' relational-aggression status, (3, 

134) = 4.13; ~ . 0  1. and a significant multivariate interactive effect of participants' and 

fnends' relational aggression statu F (3, 134) = 4.46; F.O 1. The main effect for 

friends' relational-aggression status was non-significant, F (3, 134) =2.40; p < .07. With 



Table 9 

Onainal FQM Subscales as a function of Participants' and Friends' Overt-Aa~ression Status 

Non-overtl y Aggressive Overtly Aggressive 
Children Children 

Nonaggress- Aggressive Nonaggress- Aggressive 
ive Friend Friend ive Friend Friend Participants' Friend's 

Friendship Aggression Aggression Interaction 
Fea tures M ÇD M- u & SD - F Value F Value Value 

Fall 

Ovag-otherç 

Relag-others 

Ovag-friend 

Relag -fri end 

Helplguidance 

Conflict resolution 

Intimacy-participant 

Intimacy -frîend 

Conflict-participant 

Confiict-friend 

Validationfcaring 

1. Overt Aggression 

(11 = 18) (n = 20) 

1.29 (.42) 1.45 (50) 

2.49 (.68) 2.30 (.71) 

1.35 (.50) 1.37 (.45) 

2.08 (.81) 1.76 (.83) 

3.73 (.67) 3.35 (.82) 

3.96 (.82) 4.35 (-86) 

3.63 (.96) 3.73 (99) 

3.51 (.96) 4.08 (.71) 

2.û6 (.82) 1.82 (.73) 

2.00 (.89) 1.83 (.72) 

4.37 (.53) 3.98 (,fie) 

Companionship 4.31 (.68) 4.01 (.52) 4.48 (.50) 4.27 (.69) 



Non-overtly aggressive Overtly Aggressive 
Children Children 

Nonaggress- Aggressive Nonaggress- Aggressive 
ive Friend Friend ive Friend Friend Participants' Friend's 

Fnendship Aggression Aggression Interaction 
Features M M t J  M, M _ S D  E Value Value Value 

Spring 

Ovag-others 

Relag-others 

Ovag-Mend 

Relag-Mend 

Helplguidance 

Conflict resolution 

Intimacy-participan t 

Intimacy-friend 

Conflict-participant 

Conflict-friend 

ValidationIcaring 

Companionship 4.39 (.60) 4.21 (.67) 4.37 (.61) 4.04 (.77) 0.4 0.45 .18 
Note. + p c  . 1 0 ; * p <  .05 ;"p< .Ol ; * * *p<  ,001 





regard to participants' relational-aggression status, the univariate ANCOVA results 

indicated that relationally aggressive respondents considered their fhendships as higher 

in supportive features than did non-relationally aggressive children. In addition, non- 

relationally aggressive respondents with relationally aggressive friends considered their 

hendships as higher in conflict and relational aggression than other participants. 

In terms of spring data, muirivm'ate findings indicated significant main effects 

for participants' relational-aggression status, E (3 ,92)  = 4.24; p < .O 1, and friends' 

relational-aggression status, F ( $ 9 2 )  = 4.14; e < .O 1, as well as a rnarginally signiticant 

multivuiate interaction, (3 ,92 )  = 3.57; < -02. As shown in Table 10, friends of 

relationally aggressive children reported a higher level of conflict and relational 

aggression in their fnendships than friends of non-reiationally aggressive children. 

Furthemore, relationally aggressive participants reported a higher degree of supportive 

features in their fnendships than non-relationally aggressive children. Also, non- 

relationally aggressive children reported greater conflict and relational aggression in 

their hendships than relationally aggressive respondents. However, with regard to this 

latter finding, in view of the pattern of means in Table 10, the marginal (rnultivariate) 

interaction effect, and the significant univariate interaction effect for conflicthelational 

aggression, this seerns to be mainly due to conflicthelational aggression noted by the 

non-relationally aggressive fhends of relationally aggressive children. 

Original FOM subscales and relational-aaression status. In the examination of 

fa11 data, MANCOVA indicated a significant multivxiate main effect for fnends' 

relational-aggression status, F ( 12, 125) = 2.30, g < -0 1, and a marginally significant 



rnultivariate interaction between participants' relational-aggression status and friends' 

relational-aggression status, F (12, 125) = 2.12, p < .02. The multivariate main effect for 

participants' relational-aggression statu was non-significant, F (12, 125) = L .47, g > . I O .  

As show in Table 1 1, fnends of relationally aggressive children reported higher levels 

of relational agression and fnend conflict in their fhendships than the hends of non- 

relationally aggressive respondents, and lower levels of help and guidance and effective 

confl ict resolution. 

With respect to spring data, the pattern of multivariate findings was essentially 

the same as that for spring FQM factor scores. Specifically, significant multivariate 

main e ffec ts were detected for participants' relational-aggression status, F ( 1 2, 83) = 

2,47, p < .O 1 ,  and fiends' relational-aggression statu, E (1 2, 83) = 2,47, g < .O 1 ,  and a 

marginally significant interaction effect was found, (12,83) = 1 . 6 8 , ~  < .08. As show 

in Table 1 1, relationally aggressive respondents reported a lesser degree of relational 

and overt aggression in their friendships cornpared to non-relationally aggressive 

respondents, as well as a higher level of help and guidance, validation and caring, and 

participant and fhend intimacy. Friends of relationally aggressive children noted a 

higher level of relational aggression and conflict (by the participant and the hend) in 

their fhendships than the m'ends of non-relationally aggressive children, as well as a 

lower level of validation and caring. 

Discrepancies withn dvads in FQM factors scores as a function of dvadic overt- 

aeaession status. To investigate discrepancies between fiiends in reports of fnendship 

feawes (factor scores) on the FQM, absolute differences between the respective scores 







on the FQM factors, of the two hends in each dyad, were calculated. Descriptive 

statistics and univariate F-values are reported in Table 12. Because the dyad rather than 

the individual was the unit of analysis with respect to FQM discrepancy scores, dyadic 

aggression status was used as the independent variable. MANCOVA indicated 

significant differences in terms of dyadic overt-agression status in the FQM factor 

discrepancy scores, in the fall, F (6,272) = 3.17; p < .O 1, but not the spring, F (6, 188) = 

1.73; E > .IO. As detailed in Table 12, univariate ANCOVAs showed that reports of 

coalitional aggression were more discrepant in dyads in which there was at least one 

overtly aggressive child, and that dyads comprised of two overtly aggressive children 

evidenced higher discrepancy scores than dyads with one overtly aggressive and one 

non-overtl y aggressive participant. 

Discre~ancies within dvads in FOM factor scores as a function of dyadic 

relational-amession status. With regard to relationai-aggression stanis, significant 

discrepancies were not evident in the fall, E (6,272) = 1.83; p < .IO, but marginal 

differences emerged in spring FQM factor scores, F (6,188) = 2.50; p 1.02.  As indicated 

in Table 13, univariate ANCOVAs showed that this effect was primarily amibutable to a 

greater discrepancy in perceptions of coalitional aggression arnong dyads with one 

relationally aggressive member and one non-relationally aggressive member, compared 

to dyads compnsed of two relationally aggressive members. A t-test revealed that, in 

those "mixed-aggression dyads," the non-reiationally aggressive membee (M = 2.08; 

SD = -75) reported a significantly higher degree of coalitional aggression than the 

relationally aggressive mernben (M = 1.62; SD = .64; t = 2.04; p < .OS). 
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Table 12 

Discre~ancies within Dyads in FQM Factor Scores as a function of Dyadic Overt-A~gression Status. 

Number of Overtly Aggressive 
Children in Dyad Contrast 1: Contrast 2: 

FQM factor scores O 1 2 Groups 1&2 Group 2 vs. 
M M E  M S J  Overall F vs. Group O Group 1 

Conflict .53 (.43) .54 (.42) .66 (.48) .56 .74 .76 

Support ive 50 (51) .57 (.49) .77 (.49) 1.16 1.80 1.12 

Confiict .42 (34) .37 (34) .57 (.36) 1.20 .43 2.42 

Co-aggress .45 (-38) .65 (55)  -83 (.77) 3.51' 6.55' .96 
Note. ' p < .05, "p < -01, '"p < .O01 

Co-agress = Coalitional Aggression; Conflict = ConflicüRelational Aggression in Friendship 





Changes in FQM factor scores as a function of overt-aemession status and 

relational-agaession status. Change in FQM factor scores fiom the fa11 assessment to 

the spring assessment was assessed by means of standardized residual change scores(see 

Hauser-Cram & Krauss, 199 1 ). Residual change scores were calculated by regressing 

spring scores ont0 fa11 scores. The residuals fiom this analysis indicated the difference 

between the actual spring score and the predicted spring scores. These were then 

standardized to permit MANCOVA analyses. The chief advantage of using standardized 

residual change scores, as opposed to gain scores, to rneasure change, is that they control 

for individual differences in the fa11 scores. 

MANCOVA indicated that multivariate effects relating ro changes in FQM 

factor scores from fa11 to spring (coalitional aggression, supportive features, 

conflict/aggression in fnendship) did not Vary with respect to participants' overt- 

aggression status, F (3,92) = 1.46; g > . I O ,  friends' overt-aggression-statu, E (3,92) = 

.78; g > .IO, or the interaction between the two independent variables, F (3,92) = -54; 

> -10. 

However, according to MANCOVA, multivariate findings with respect to 

participants' relational-aggression sutus, F (3,92) = 3.07; E < .OS, and the interaction 

between participants' , relational-aggression status and fnends' relational-aggression 

status, (3,92) = 2.59; g < -05, were marginally significant. However, the multivariate 

effect for fhends' relational-aggression status was non-significant, F (3,92) = -67; g > 

-10. As s h o w  in Table 14, univariate findings indicated that the multivariate interactive 

effect was attributable to greater than expected increases in coalitional aggression 



Table 14 

Standardized Residuals for Chanaes in FQM Factor Scores as a function of Participants' and Friends' Auuression Status 

Nonaggressive Aggressive 
Children Children 

Nonaggress- Aggressive Nonaggress- Aggressive 
ive F riend Friend ive Friend Friend Participants' Friend's 

Standardized Residuals Aggression Aggression Interaction 
for FQM Factor Scores M SD M SD M SD M L F Value Value Value 

7 .  Overt Aggression 

Co-aggress 

Conflict 

Supportive 

2. Relational Aggression 

Conflict 3.86 (. 74) 4.22 (.84) 3.64 (.73) 3.87 (.64) 1 .O7 1.18 '16 

Supportive 4.21 (.go) 3.81 (.72) 4.29 (.69) 4.13 (1.09) 1.58 .55 .78 

Note. ' Q .: .IO; Q e .05; '* Q < .O1 ; **' < .O01 - 
Co-agress = Coalitional Aggression; Conflict = ConfiicUAggression in Friendship; 
Mean of standardized residuals is 4, to eliminate negative values 



arnong non-relationally aggressive children with relationally aggressive Fnends, together 

with greater than expected decreases in coalitional aggression among dyads with two 

relationally aggressive memben. 

Friendship Satisfaction. 

As indicated in Table 15, ANCOVAs performed on both the fa11 and spring data 

revealed no significant differences with respect to friends' overt- aggression status and 

the interaction between hends ' overt-aggression status and participants' overt- 

uggression status. There was however, a marginal finding in the fall, but not the spnng, 

indicating that overtly aggressive children reported greater satisfaction with their 

friendship than non-overtly aggressive respondents. 

The findings for relational-aggression status were veiy different from those 

pertaining to overt-aggression status. As displayed in Table 15, there were marginally 

significant differences in the fa11 data for Fnends' relational-aggression status and for the 

interaction between participants' and fhends' relational-aggression status. In the spring 

only, there was also a marginally significant effect for participants' relational-agression 

status. The interaction efiects indicated that non-relationally aggressive children with 

relationally aggressive hends were less satisfied than other children with their 

friendships. 

Discre~ancies in wrce~tions of fhendshi~ satisfaction. As shown in Table 16, 

there were no significant discrepancies relating to overt-aggression status in ratings of 

satisfaction with the fhendship, in either the fa11 or the spring. in contrast, reports of 

satisfaction with the fiiendship were marginally more discrepant in dyads comprised of 





Table 16 

Discrepanues within Dyads in Friendship Satisfaction as a function of Oyadic A~aression Status 

Number of Overtly Aggressive 
Children in Dyad Contrast 1 : Contrast 2: 

Fall and Spring O 1 2 Groups 1&2 Group 2 vs. 
Friendship Satisfaction - M hl a2 a a Overall vs. Group O Group 1 

1. Overt Aggression 

Fall (n = 89) (a = 38) (n= 15) - F(2, 138) - F (1, 138) - F (1, 138) 

Fnendship Satisfaction .35 (.46) .54 (.62) .50 (.57) 1.98 3.10' .O6 

Friendship Satisfaction 3 4  (50) .48 (.54) .67 (.71) 1.70 3.06' -78 

Number of Relationally Aggressive 
Children in Dyad Contrast 1: Contrast 2: 

Fall and Spring O 1 2 Groups 1&2 Group 2 vs. 
Friendship Satisfaction - M - M - M Overatl E vs. Group O Group 1 

2. Relational Aggression 

Fall (n. = 71) (n= 57) (fi= 1 4) - F (2, 138) - F (1, 138) - F (1, 138) 

Friendship Satisfaction .34 (.46) .55 (.59) .21 (.32) 3.73. .O7 5.12' 

Çnendship Satisfaction 36 (S4) .53 (S6) .22 (-36) 1 -99 .O9 3.43' 
Note. ' p < .05, "p < .O1, "'p < ,001 

Co-agress = Coalitional Aggression; Conflict = ConflicüRelational Aggression in Fnendship 



one relationally aggressive participant and one non-relationally aggressive participant 

than in dyads consisting of two relationally aggressive children, but only in the fall. A t- 

test indicated that the relationally aggressive members (M = 4.80; SD = .39) of these 

mixrd dyads provided higher satisfaction ratings than their non-relationally aggressive 

partners (M = 4.23; SD = .70; t = 3.21; p < .01). 

Changes in perce~tions of hendship satisfaction. As show in Table 17, 

ANCOVA yielded a marginally significant interaction between participants' overt- 

agression status and hends' overt-aggression status regarding changes in hendship 

satisfaction. An inspection of the means poinied to a decline in perceptions of Friendship 

satisfaction among overtly aggressive children with overtly aggressive fnends, but not 

among other dyads. However, as noted in Appendix A, this interaction effect was not 

contirmed in the equaiized groups analyses, which were performed to address unequal 

ce11 sizes and potential violations of the assumption of homogeneity of variance and 

covariance. Therefore, this effect should be interpreted cautiously until replicated in 

future research. 

No significant changes in friendship satisfaction were found with respect to 

dyadic relational-aggression status, as noted in the Table 17. 

Observed dvadic interaction: Overview of data reduction 

To ensure that observational data were analyzed in the most parsimonious 

fashion, thereby conserving paver, several steps were taken to aggregate data wherever 

possible. It should be noted that the nonverbal intimacy, initial and final proposal 

coding categones were not included in data reduction analyses, since these variables are 



Table 17 

Chanaes in Children's Perceptions of Friendshi~ Satisfaction 

Nonaggressive Aggressive 
Children Children 

Nonaggress- Aggressive Nonaggress- Aggressive 
Standardized residual ive Friend Friend ive Friend Friend Participants' Friend's 
change scores for Aggression Aggression Interaction 
friendship satisfaction BI SD - M - M a - M Value - - F Value F Value 

1. Overt Aggression 

Changes in Satisfaction 4.25 (.39) 4.19 (.72) 4.39 (.45) 3.61 (1.55) 2.67 1.98 4.80* 

2. Relational Aggression 

Changes in Satisfaction 4.26 (.65) 3.94 (.71) 4.30 (.43) 4.1 3 (.88) .51 .65 .64 
Note. ' ~ ~ . 1 0 ; ' e ~ . 0 5 ; " ~ < . 0 1 ; " e < . 0 0 1  

Co-agress = Coalitional Aggression; Conflict = ConfiicUAggression in Friendship; 
Mean of standardized residual change scores is 4, to eliminate negative values 



categorical rather than continuous (and thus analyzed using chi-square). First, inter- 

correlations among the 25 observation categories ( 14 interpersonal processes, 6 

negotiation features, 5 categories for problem solutions, see below for m e r  details) 

were examined. This indicated that many of the variables were uncorrelated, and that 

significant associations were generally low to modest in nature. Of the 300 bivariate 

correiations, only 49 reac hed conventional levels of signi ficance (p < -05). Of these 

significant correlations, only 14 were greater than 20. Inter-correlations across the three 

broad coding schemes (interpersonal processes, negotiation features, problem solutions) 

were also minimal. Only 6 of 70 bivariate correlations between interpersonal processes 

and the problem solution categories were significant, with none of these exceeding .30. 

Similarly, 17 of 84 bivariate correlations between interpersonal processes and 

negotiation features were statistically significant, ranging from .17 to -29. Finally, none 

of the 30 bivariate correlations between the problem solution categories and the 

negotiation features were statistically reliable. These empirical findings were consistent 

with an a priori assurnption that each of these three observational coding schemes would 

provide unique evidence regarding the features of aggressive children's Fnendships. In 

view of these results, three separate principal-components factor analyses, with varimax 

rotation, were conducted in an atternpt to aggregate data within the three coding 

schemes. These are reported below in the respective sections pertaining to interpersonal 

processes, problem solutions, and negotiation features. 

Observational data was available for 137 dyads. One dyad was unavailable for 

videotaping because one of the members moved following the fall interviews. A 



member of another dyad withdrew from the study for wpecified reasons after the fall 

measures were administered. niree additional dyads were not videotaped due to at least 

one of the members being absent on each occasion in which a videotaping session was 

scheduled at their respective schools. 

Observed dyadic interaction: Interpersonal processes 

Data reduction. With regard to the interpersonal processes, two interpretable 

factors were identified in a principal components analysis with varimm rotation, 

accounting for 19% and 17% of the variance respectively. Factor 1 was amibutable to 

high loadings among the four (across the four interaction tasks) balance of power 

categories (balance of power-planning, balance of power-friendproblem, balance of 

power-otherproblem, balance of power-negotiation) with loadings among these variables 

ranging from .67 to 3 5 .  The loadings on Factor 2 that exceeded .30 corresponded to the 

four affect categones (affect-planning, affect-hendproblem, affect-otherproblem, 

affect-negotiation); loadings ranged From -65 to -84. Although three additional factors 

emerged from this analysis, a coherent interpretation of these was not possible because 

the high loadings that characterized them corresponded to conceptually divergent coding 

categories. Therefore, the four balance of power categones were aggregated across 

interaction tasks, as were the four affect categories, to fom aggregate balance of power 

(balance of power-aggregate) and affect (affect-aggregate) variables, which 

demonstrated satisfactory intemal consistency (coefficient alpha = .80 and -75, 

respectively). The remaining interpersonal process coding categones were analyzed 

individually, within interaction tasks (Le., disclosure-planning, disclosure- 



fkiendproblem, disclosurestherproblem, disclosure-negotiation; conflict-Fnendproblem, 

conflict-otherproblem) ' 
Intemersonal processes by dyadic overt-agaession status. MANCOVA was 

performed on the 8 coding categories for interpersonal processes (2 aggregate scores for 

balance of power and affect, 6 scores within tasks for conflict and disclosure). Analyses 

examined effects relating to the number of overtly aggressive children in fnendship 

dyads (dyadic overt-aggression status), covarying a continuous measure of relational 

aggression. The results for the dyadic overt-agression status analysis are summanzed in 

Table 18. The multivariate FJ 16, 252) for dyadic overt-aggression status was 2.09, 

significant at the .O 1 level. As detailed in Table 18, there was a significant univariate 

findings for disclosure during the negotiation task (disclosure-negotiation), which was 

due to marginally greater levels of disclosure in dyads involving overtly aggressive 

children compared to those involving non-overtly aggressive children. A marginally 

significant univanate finding conceming disclosure dunng the planning task (disclosure- 

planning) was also obtained. The lack of strong univariate differences suggests that the 

multivariate result may derive From differences between groups in the linear 

combination of the variables comprising the observed interpersonal processes (Stevens, 

1996). As noted in Appendix A, this finding should be interpreted with caution because 

it was not replicated in the equalized groups analysis, which addressed inequality in ce11 

- -- - - - - - 

1 Two of the codimg categories for interpersonal pmcesses (cordlict-planning, confîict-negotiation) were 
excluded fiom funher analysis. The conflict-planning categoty had zero variance in some ofthe cells and 
the codlict-negotiation scores exhibiteci substantial rkewness and kurtosir not correcteci by the 
transformations described in Appendk A, which wodd attenuate power considerably. 



Table 18 

Observed Intemersonal Processes in Dvadic Interactions bv Dvadic Overt-Aa~ression Status. 

Number of Overtly Aggressive Contrast 1 : Contrast 2: 
Children in Dvad Groups 1&2 Group 2 vs. 

Interpersonal O 1 2 Overall F vs. Group O Group 1 
Processes - M a h!! a - M a (2, 133) - Ç (1, 133) - F (1, 133) 

Aggregate Scores 

Affect-aggregate 

Balance of Power- 
aggregate 

Scores within Tasks 

Disclosure-planning 

Disclosure-friendprob 

Disclosure-otherprob 

Disclosure-negotiate 

Conflict-friendprob 

Conflict-otherprob 

Note. + p < .IO, 'p  < .05, **p < .O1, *"p < ,001 
frndprob = problem with friend; otherprob = problem with other peer 



sizes and possible violations of the homogeneity of variance and covariance assumption. 

Intemersonal Drocesses by dyadic relational-amression status. A one-factor 

MANCOVA was performed, with the number of relationally aggressive children in the 

dyads (dyadic relational-aggression status) serving as the independent variable, and with 

a continuous rneasure of overt aggression used as a covariate. The corresponding 

multivariate F ( 16,252) of 1.59 for dyadic relational-aggression status indicated 

marginal signficance (e<.07). The univanate findings for dyadic relational-aggression 

status are reported in Table 19 for heuristic purposes; this seems appropriate given the 

current l evel of knowledge about relational aggression. To the author's knowledge, there 

are no existing observational data on the friendships of relationally aggressive children. 

With regard to univariate findings pertaining to dyadic relational-aggression 

status, there were significant differences in the positiveness of affect, in confiict during 

the discussion of problems within the fhendship, and in disclosure while discussing 

solutions to problems with othen. The relevant descriptive statistics and univariate F- 

values appear in Table 19. AEect was coded as more positive in dyads containing 

relational l y aggressive participants than in dyads of two non-re lationall y aggressive 

members. Affect was also more positive in dyads containing two relationally aggressive 

participants than in dyads containing only one. As Table 19 indicates, there was more 

conflict in dyads involving a relationally aggressive participant than in those without a 

relationally aggressive member during problem-solving discussions pertaining to 

problerns within the hendships ( fhendproblem). Those problem-solving discussions 

were also characterized by more conflict in dyads containing two relationally aggressive 



Table 19 

Observed intemersonal processes in dvadic interactions as a function of dvadic relational-aaaression status 

Number of Relationally Aggressive Contrast 1: Contrast 2: 
Children in Dyad Groups 1 &2 Group 2 vs. 

Interpersonal O 1 2 Overall vs. Group O Group 1 
Processes - M - M - M (2, 133) E. (1, 133) - F (1, 133) 

Aggregate Scores 

Balance of Power- 2.47 (-52) 2.50 (.50) 2.71 (.34) 
aggregate 

Scores within Tasks 

Conflict-otherprob 1.23 (.42) 1.21 (.45) 1 .O7 (.27) .67 .94 1 .O7 
Note. + p <  .jO, 'p < .05, **p < . O l ,  '"p < .O01 - 

friendprob = problem with friend; otherprob = problem involving other peer 



participants than in dyads containing only one. The findings for the resolution of 

problems involving third parties were quite different. In those discussions, conflict did 

not CO-vary with aggression status. However, there were significant differences in 

disclosure. Disclosure was greater in dyads containing relationally aggressive fhends 

than in other dyads. There was more disclosure in dyads containing two relationally 

aggressive participants than in dyads coniaining one. 

Observed dvadic interaction: Problem solutions 

Data reduction. Principal-components Factor analysis with varimax rotation was 

performed to detemine whether problem-solution categories could be aggregated. Three 

factors emerged that accounted for 16%, 220% and 2 1 % of the variance, respectively, but 

a coherent interpretation of these factors was not possible, given problems with double 

loadings and high factor loadings that were conceptually heterogenous. Therefore, the 

observed problem-solving categories were not aggregated. 

Problem-sol utions bv dvadic overt-amession status. Two MANCOVA analyses 

were computed to examine problem-solutions by dyadic overt-aggression status. 

Problem-solution categories for the %end problem" and the "other problem" were 

analyzed separately because aggressive (1 = -.04), assertive (E = .2 1, < -05) and passive (_r 

= .00) solutions were correiated to a low or non-significant degree across the two 

problern-solving situations.' Descriptive statistics and relevant univariate findings are 

show in Table 20. With respect to the m'end-problem solutions, multivariate effects for 

The aggressive solution-fiend problem category was excluded fFom M e r  analyses because of zero 
variance in one of the c e k  



dyadic overt-aggression status, F (6,262) = .34; p > .IO, were non-significant. However, 

there was a rnarginally significant multivariate effect for dyadic overt-aggression statu, 

F (6,262) = 2.12; e < .O5 when other-problem solutions were considered. Univariate 

findings indicated that the proportion of aggressive resoluîions to problems with third 

parties (other-problem) vaned to a significant degree as a function of dyadic overt- 

aggression status, but differences in proportions of assertive and passive solutions did 

not reach conventional levels of significance. Planned cornpansons revealed that 

aggressive solutions were discussed more fiequently in dyads containing overtly 

aggressive children than in dyads comprised oniy of non-<rvert!y aggressive and that 

dyads with two overtiy aggressive children proposed more aggressive solutions than 

painngs involving only one overtly aggressive participant. However, as indicated in 

Appendix A, this findmg should be interpreted with caution, since it was not replicated 

in the equalized groups analysis that was performed to address unequai ce11 sizes and 

possible violations of homogeneity of variance and covariance assumptions. 

Problern-solutions bv dyadic relationai-amession status. MANCOVAs reveaf ed 

non-significant multivanate effects for dyadic relational-aggression status in the fhend- 

problem, E (6.262) = .34; Q > .10, and other-problem analyses, E (6,262) = -97; p > .10. 

Descriptive statistics are reported in Table 20. 



Table 20 

Problem Solutions as a function of Dvadic Aqqression Status 

Number of Overtly Aggressive Contrast 1 : Contrast 2: 
Children in Dvad Omnibus Groups 1&2(Group l vs. 

O 1 2 (univariate) vs. Group O; Grow 2 )  
Problem Solutions - M a - M SD - M SD EValue EValue Value 

Assert ive-frndprob 1.91 (.73) 1.94 (.67) 1.79 (.80) .24 -16 .44 

Assertive-otherprob 2.03 (..73) 2.00 (.79) 1.93 (.73) .12 .21 .10 

Number of Retationaily Aggressive Contrast 1 : Contrast 2: 
Children in Dvad Omnibus Groups 1 &2(Group 1 vs. 

O 1 2 (univariate) vs. gr ou^ 0: Grow 2 )  
Problem Solutions - M a - M SD M E Value EVaiue E Value 



Negotiation features 

Data reduction. Following Schneider, Fonzi, Tornada & Tani (2000), a total 

proposa1 category (the sum of al1 proposais) was used in the analyses in place of the 

subsequent proposai category, since the latter was used simply to code proposals that 

could not be classified as new or sensitive, and is thrrefore not very informative.' To 

investigate the possibility of aggregating negotiation features, a principal-components 

factor anaiysis, with varimax rotation, was completed. Two factors were found that 

explaincd 32% and 20% of the variance, respectively, although due to conceptual 

heterogeneity, the factors were uninterpretable. Thus, the negotiation features were not 

aggregated. 

Negotiation features as a fiction of dvadic overt-amession stanû. Descriptive 

statistics pertaining to the negotiation features are noted in Table 2 1. MANCOVAs 

revealed nonsignificant multivanate effects for dyadic overt-aggression statu, ( 12, 

258) = -83; 2 > . IO. The proportion of initial proposals and final proposals within 

"mixed-aggression" dyads comprised of one ovenly aggressive participants and one non- 

overtly aggressive participant were analyzed using chi-square tests. There were no 

significant differences in the proportions of initial, X'(i, 72) = 2.00, g > . IO ,  and final 

proposals,X2 ( 1.72) = .89, p 3 -10, made by overtly aggressive children and non-overtly 

aggressive children in these mixed-aggression dyads. Descriptive statistics regarding 

initial and final proposals are provided in Table 22. 

3 The rejections category was excludeci fiom analysis as it was highly correiated (r = 30) with total 
proposal Score3. 



Table 2 1 

Neaotiation Features as a Function of Dyadic Overt-Aaciression Status 

- 

Number of Overtly Aggressive 
Children in Dvad 

O 1 2 
Negotiation Features &l SD M SD M SD 

Total Proposals 2.71 (1 -33) 2.68 (2.07) 3.1 1 (2.31) 

Sensitive Counter .O8 (.18) .O5 (. 16) .O3 (.13) 
Proposals 

New Proposais .34 (.43) .25 (.40) .43 (.55) 

Total Acceptance 2.07 (.80) 1.93 (1.01) 1.86 t.60) 

Partial Acceptance . 1 1 (.26) 1 3  (.28) .Il (.29) 

Rejections .44 (.82) .51 (1.07) 1.1 1 (2.03) 

Final Oiscre anc 1.43 (.76 



Table 22 

Proportion of Initial and Final Proposais within Mixed-Acraression Dvads as a kinction of Participants' 
AçiSlression Status 

Aggression Status Initial Proposal Final Proposal 
Not Proposed Proposed Not Proposed Proposed 

n (%) n (%) n (%) fi (W 

Non-retationally 33 (59) 23 (41) 
aggressive 

Relationally aggressive 23 (4 1 ) 33 (59) 25 (45) 31 (55) 

Aggression Status Initial Proposal Final Pro~osal 
Not Proposed Proposed Not Proposed Proposed 

n (%) n (%) - n (%) n (W 

Non-overtly aggressive 21 (58) 15 (42) 20 (55) 16 (44) 

Overtly aggressive 15 (42) 21 (58) 16 (44) 20 (55) 



Negotiation features as a function of dyadic relational-agmession status. 

MANCOVA yielded a marginally significant multivariate effect for dyadic relation al- 

aggression status, F ( 12,158) = 1.75, p < .06. Descriptive statistics and univariate E 

values are reported in Table 23. As s h o w  in the table, marginally significant univanate 

differences were found for total acceptances and final discrepancies. Planned 

cornparisons indicated that dyads containing two relationally aggressive children totally 

accepted proposals Iess often than dyads comprised of one relationally aggressive 

participant and one nonaggressive participant. Furthemore, dyads including at leut one 

relationally aggressive child had greater discrepancies between initial and final 

proposals ( final discrepancy scores) than dyads corn prised of two nonaggressive 

children. 

Chi-square tests indicated that relationally aggressive children in mixed- 

aggression dyads made marginally more initial proposals than non-relationally 

aggressive children, X 2  (1 ,  1 12) = 3.57, p < -06. There were no significant differences in 

the number of final proposals made by relationally aggressive and non-relationally 

aggressive children in these dyads, X 2  (1, 112) = 1.29, Q > .IO. Descriptive statistics are 

reported in Table 22. 

Observed dyadic interaction: Nonverbal indicators of intimacy. 

Nonverbal intimacy was coded during the negotiation task. Each of the three 

aspects of nonverbal intimacy (see Table 5) were coded as present or absent within each 





dyad. Descriptive statistics are reported in Table 24" .Chi-square analyses indicated no 

significant differences in trunk tilt X2 (2, 136) = 3.07, p > .IO, chair approach X' (2, 136) 

= 3.01; p > .IO, or perspective sharing %'(2, 126) = 4.83, p < .09, due to dyadic overt- 

aggression status. Similarly, no differences attributable to dyadic relational-aggression 

statu were noted with respect to trunk tilt, X2 (2, 136) = -76, p > .IO, chair approach, X' 

(2, 136) = 1.13, p > .IO, or perspective sharing, ~ ' ( 2 ,  126) = 1.53, p > .IO. 

Stabilitv of friendships 

The friendship nominations collected in the spring indicated that most of the 

friendships remained stable over the school year. Of 140 friendships that were assessed 

in the spring, only 1 2 ( 9 ?6) had dissolved according to the nominations of both of the 

participants' In another 79 (2 1%) dyads, the participants were still fnends according to 

only one of the two nomination lists. Ln contrast, 6 of 24 dyads (25%) who were mutual 

fnends but not best fhends in the fall, indicated that they were mutual best fhends in the 

spnng. 

Chi-square analyses were used to examine proportions of stable friendships as a 

function of dyadic aggression status. For this analysis, a fnendship was considered to be 

stable in the spring only if each rnornber of the dyad nominated the other during the 

spring friendship assessment. The proportions of stable fnendships are reported by 

dyadic overt-aggression status and dyadic-relational aggression status in Table 25. Chi- 

4 Data on perspective sharing was unavailable for several dyads because codas could not ascertain fiom the 
camera angle whether both members couId view the trading cards right-side up. 
5 Two dyads were unamilable for fnendship assessrnent in the spMg. A member of one dyad moved 
following the fdl assessment. and a member of another dyad withdrew from the midy &er the fall 
assessment. 





Table 25 

Friendship Stabilih, bv Dvadic A~aression Status 

Number of Overtly Aggressive Number of Relationally Aggressive 
Children in Dyad Children in Dyad 

O 1 2 O 1 2 
Friendship Stability n % fi % Q 9 % Q "/O 2 

1. Overt Aggression 2. Relational Aggression 

Non-stable 26 (30) 9 (24) 5 (36) 16 (23) 19 (33) 5 (36) 

Stable 62 (70) 29 (76) 9 (64) 53 (77) 38 (67) 9 (64) 



square analysis indicated non-significant differences in the proportions of stable 

friendships with respect to dyadic overt-aggression status, X 2  (2, 140) = .84, g > -10, and 

dyadic relational-agression statu, X 2  (2, 140) = 1.96. > .IO. Chi-square analyses were 

repeated using "pure aggression" groups, from which dyads containing individuals who 

were considered both overtly aggressive and relationaily aggressive were excluded to 

control for this potentiai confound. Results of these analyses were essentially sirnilar to 

those reported above. 



DISCUSSION 

The results support some of the hypotheses of the present study. Although the 

hendships of aggressive children were expected to be more conflictual than those of 

other children, the evidence provides only partial support for this supposition. The 

fiends of relationally aggressive children (especially non-relationally aggressive ones) 

self-reporied higher levels of conflict and relational aggression within their friendships 

than other children, and observational data indicated a marginally higher level of 

conflict within dyads involving relationally aggressive children than in those without 

such children, during conversations about problems within the fhendships. interestingly, 

these observational data also showed that Fnendshps involving relationally aggressive 

children were marginally higher than those without them in positive affect. Finally, 

contrary to expectations, there was no evidence of elevated Ievels of conflict within the 

hendships of overtly aggressive c hildren. 

There was no support for the hypothesis that intimacy would be at a lower level 

in fiiendships involving overtly aggressive children. No differences emerged in an 

analysis of the original FQM subscales, and furthemore, thcre was some evidence that 

intimate exchange was marginally higher in dyadic interactions involving overtly 

agressive children, though this fmding must be regarded as tentative (see results for 

details). 

The hypothesis that friendships involving relationally aggressive children would 

be characterized by higher levels of intimacy was partially supported. In the fa11 and 

spring, relationally aggressive participants self-reported higher levels of supportive 



features (inciuding intimacy) within their friendships, on the FQM, than did non- 

relationally aggressive participants. Furthemore, in analyses of data fiom the original 

FQM subscales, relationally aggressive participants were found to have self-reported 

higher levels of participants' (their own) and fiends ' intimacy than non-relationally 

aggressive children, in the spring but not the fall. Notably, however, the fhends of 

relationally aggressive children did not concur with these views in their own fhendship 

perceptions on the FQM. Observational data revealed that Fnendships involving 

relationaily aggressive were characterized by marginally higher levels of intimate 

disclosure during conversations regarding a problem with another peer. 

There was mixed evidence regarding the observed problem-solving abilities of 

the overtly and relationally aggressive participants. No differences emerged with respect 

to dyadic overt and relational aggression statu, in regard to problern solving around a 

problem within the friendships. However, consistent with expectations, there was 

tentative (sec: results for details) evidence indicating that dyads involving overtly 

aggressive children discussed rnarginally more aggressive solutions to problems 

conceming difficulties with another peer. No such differences were observed in 

hendships involving relationally aggressive children. 

As expected, overtly aggressive participants (fa11 only) and the fhends of overtly 

aggressive children (fall and spring) reported a higher level of coalitional aggression 

than other children on the FQM . In contrast, neither the relationally aggressive 

respondents nor the Fnends of relationally aggressive children reported using their 

fnendships to plan aggressive actions against third parties (coalitional aggression). 



Contrq  to the predictions made earlier, there were no differences with respect 

to dyadic relational-aggression status or dyadic overt-aggression status in fnendship 

stability. There was mixed support for the hypothesis that the superficial and conflictual 

nature of aggressive children's Fnendships would result in lower levels of fnendship 

satisfaction on the part of their hends. Non-relationally aggressive fnends of 

relationally aggressive children reported being marginally less satisfied than other 

children with their fhendshps, in fa11 and spring FQM data. Overtly aggressive children 

with overtly aggressive fhends also reported a marginal decrease over the school year in 

satisfaction on the FQM, relative to other respondents. 

Finally, the predicted increases in conflict over the school year were not evident 

in FQM scores examined with respect to participants' and friends' aggression status. 

However, marginal increases in coalitionai aggression were reported on the FQM by 

non-relationally aggressive children with relationally aggressive Fnends. 

Overt agaression and features of friendship 

Overall, the ovenly aggressive children in the present research demonstrated few 

clear deficits in social cornpetence within the friendship domain. This was somewhat 

surprising given previous research showing that overtly aggressive children exhibit 

deficiencies and bises in many basic social-cognitive processes (e.g., Crick & Dodge, 

1994) as well as a greater likelihood of peer rejection (Newcomb et al., 1993; Parker & 

Asher, 1987; Pattenon et al., 199 1 ; Tomada & Schneider, 1997). The few significant 

deficits shown by overtly aggressive children in the present study, however, may be very 

important ones. 



Aggressive/antisocial features within fhendshios involving overtly aggressive 

children. As expected overtly aggressive children and their hends reported engaging 

jointly in aggressive acts against third pmies to a greater degree than other children, and 

they were found to discuss margmally more aggressive solutions to problems involving 

third parties than other children. This latter result, though it should be interpreted with 

caution given its marginal significance, is concordant with research demonstrating 

deficits and biases in the social information- processing of overtly aggressive children 

(Crick & Dodge, 1994). The present finding cornplements this previous research, which 

is based on children's responses to hypothetical situations, by showing that overtly 

aggressive c hildren are marginal1 y more 1 ikel y than non-overtly aggressive children to 

generate aggressive solutions to actual social problems, in in-vivo dyadic interactions. 

These findings suggest a context for processes of interpersonal influence that 

may maintain and exacerbate aggressive behaviour. Consistent with a point discussed by 

Bemdt ( 1999), observational data from the present study suggest that antisocial 

behavior may be promoted through explicit, rational exchanges of ideas and opinions 

between fnends offering each other help and guidance. This finding suggests that there 

might be an insidious side to the fact that the ovenly aggressive participants were 

perceived by their fiends as providing levels of help and guidance comparable to that 

furnished by nonaggressive children. Supportive advice given by overtly aggressive 

fnends may actually increase the recipients' risk of maladjustment, to the extent that it 

may promote the use of agression and antisocial behaviour. This is consistent with 

Bemdt and Keefe's ( 1995) suggestion that supportive friendship features are not dways 



beneficial to developrnent, and that their effects are dependent on factors such as 

friends' characteristics and other friendship qualities such as conflict. 

In participating with their fiiends in aggressive acts, overîly aggressive children 

rnay embolden these youngsten, insofâr as their presence during a physical 

confrontation rnay improve the prospect of success. It seems plausible that a child's self- 

efficacy for aggressing might increase as a consequence of having a strong, aggressive 

friend with a history of providing assistance to him or her in physical fights. This in turn 

might lead a child to expect more desirable consequences to arise from aggression, 

which rnay lead these children to initiate aggressive interactions more fieely, with a 

diminished fear of negative repercussions. Essentially, the fiends of aggressive children 

rnay feel secure in the knowledge that their friends will "get their backs" if necessary. In 

terms of the influences of observational learning discussed by Bandura (1973). the 

coalitional aggression within these fnendships rnay have a disinhibitory effect. 

The elevated level of coalitional aggression in hendships involving ovenly 

aggressive children suggests that the children in these fnendships would be exposed to 

modeling of aggressive actions, which has the potential to expand their repertoires of 

negative social behaviours, and to enhance the accessibility of aggressive responses in 

their social-cognitive knowledge structures (see Coie & Dodge, 1998). In other words, 

by practicing aggressive and antisocial behavioun with their fhends in a variety of 

contexts, children rnay leam to generate an increasingly diverse amy of aggressive 

responses to social situations, and these responses may spring to minci, through 

conscious retrieval or automatic priming, more readiiy. 



Within the context of these aggressive interactions, aggressive behaviour may 

also be encouraged in subtle, implicit ways, through the social reinforcement processes 

noted by Dishion and his colleagues (1996; 1997). Children may discover that their 

participation in these aggressive forays may engender pleasing responses from their 

hends, such as laughter, and other forms of explicit and implicit praise (e.g., feedback 

that they are regarded as "cool"). In a related vein, withdrawal from or tentative 

participation in these aggressive events rnay evoke derision, which is likely to 

discourage prosocial interaction. This kind of feedback from fhends, and the 

camaraderie of the events themselves, may contribute to the formation of social- 

cognitive schemas in which aggression is represented as a behaviour that is likely to 

yield positive results. As indicated by Coie and Dodge ( 1998)- events that strengthen 

expectations and beliefs supporting the use of aggression are likely to escalate 

aggressive behaviour. 

It is important to note that the possibilities discussed above are speculative, and 

not tested empirîcally in the present research. The finding regarding heightened levels of 

coali tional agression and aggressive problem solving in fnends hi ps involving ovenly 

aggressive children merely suggests a potential mechanism for the antisocial influences 

that aggressive children have been found to have on their fiends in previous research 

(e.g.. Bemdt & Keefe, 1995; Kupersmidt et al., 1995; Vitaro et al., 1997). Although the 

effects of modeling and social reinforcement on aggressive behaviour have been well 

documented in previous studies, future research m u t  explicitly examine the possible 

link between coalitional aggression and aggressive problem solving within friendships 



and changes in critical social cognitions, such as social information-processing patterns 

and normative beliefs about aggression. Such research will permit much more definitive 

conclusions about the potential antisocial influences of fhendship features such as 

coalitional aggression. 

Suowrtive features within hendshi~s involving oveRiy aggressive children. 

However, friendships involving overtly agressive children were also found in the 

present research to be chanicterized by supportive qualities, which suggests that overtly 

aggressive children may display an adequate level of sociai cornpetence in this domain. 

Notably, the fitends of overtly aggressive children reported that their Fnendships 

contained high overall levels of supportive features, as well as a low degree of conflict. 

Observations of the dyadic conversations indicated that overtly aggressive children 

interacted with their fnends in an equitable manner with a high degree of positive 

affect, and that they were able to negotiate effectiveiy over the sharing of a limited 

resource. The finding of an adequate balance of power and low conflict in the 

friendships of overtly aggressive children is consistent with a sirnilar result reported by 

Panella and Henggeler ( 1986), who observed no significant di fferences in these respects 

in the interactions of conduct disordered, anxious-withdrawn, and well-adjusted 

adolescents. However, in contrast to the present findings, these authors noted that 

conduct-disordered adolescents interacted with their fnends with more negative affect 

than did well-adjusted youîhs. 

The supportive features found in overtly aggressive children's fhendships in the 

present research are crucial elements in satisfactory peer relationships. A balance of 



power is expected in children's fhendships, as it is one of the elements that distinguishes 

them £Yom aquaintanceships (Newcornb & Bagwell, 1995) and from parent-child 

relationships, which are vertical rather than horizontal in nature. This equality of power 

enables fiends to jointly construct the social exchange rules that define the relationship 

(Rubin et al., 1998). Given the importance of balance in hendship and the voluntary 

nature of these relationships, repeated violations of this principle of equality may well 

result in the discontinuation of the fhendship. Observational data from the present study 

also indicate that overtly aggressive children are able to adequately resolve conflict 

within their hendships, with the self-reports of their friends regarding conflict 

resolution and observations of negotiation in a situation of potential conflict providing 

convergmg evidence to this effect. In these negotiations over a limited resource, overtly 

aggressive children and their fhends used effective negotiation rather than power 

assertion to divide up the cards. This represents a key component of social cornpetence, 

in that the overtly aggressive children were able to balance their own objectives with 

those of their hends, pursuing their goals without compromising an important social 

relationship (Rose-Krasnor, 1997; Schneider, 1993). 

These findings may be seen as consistent with the position of Sutton, Smith and 

Swettenham ( 1999), who depicted aggressive children as socially competent in many 

wayso and even sophisticated socially; the essential difference between aggressive and 

nonaggressive children according to these authors is that the aggressive children use 

their thinking skills in antisocial ways. They also are consonant with conclusions drawn 

by Pepler, Craig and Roberts i 1998), who expressed that their observations of aggressive 



children on Canadian playgrounds were discordant with a pervasive social-skills deficit 

perspective on the problems of aggressive youngsters. The present data indicate that 

overtly aggressive children can be selective with regard to the targets of their aggression, 

and with whom they choose to interact prosocially. This may speak to the influence of 

social goals on aggressive behavior. It has been demonstrated that both aggressive and 

nonaggressive children are likely to refiain fiom aggressive responses in situations in 

which their pnmary goal is aflïliation with a peer (Lochman, Wayland & White, 1993; 

Rose & Asher, 1 999). Although proactively aggressive c hildren eval uate aggressive 

responses more positively than other children (Crick & Dodge, 1996), they may be 

disinclined to obtain instrumental goals by using these tactics against their hends, 

particularly if the preservation of these fhendships is an important goal. 

As suggested in the research by Coie and his colleagues (1999) that was briefly 

reviewed above, the relationship history of'ovenIy aggressive children and their friends, 

as opposed to the individual characteristics of the dyad memben, may also influence the 

manner in which these children interact with one another. Specifically, a history of 

supportive relations may engender mutual trust, which in turn may reduce the extent to 

which overtly aggressive children amibute hostile intent to their hends, thereby 

mitigating potential conflict and reactive aggression against their fnends. Whatever the 

reason for the social competence demonstrated by overtly aggressive children in these 

high quality Fnendships, it certainly supports the contention that their fi-iendships 

deserve special consideration as relationships that are unique fiom their peer relations in 

the broader social context. Perhaps these data may serve as a reminder that not al1 



aggressive children are social outcasts relegated to the margins of their peer group. In 

this respect, they are consistent wiîh findings showing that only about half of overtly 

aggressive children are rejected by their pe r s  (Cillessen, van Ijzendoom, Van Lieshout 

& Hartup, 992), and that children with high social network centrality are actually more 

aggressive than those with low and medium centrality (Xie, Cairns & Cairns, 1999). 

Potential risks in supwrtive fkiendships with overtiv aggressive chikiren. 

Evidence of supportive features in the hendships of overtly aggressive participants in 

the present study is in line with data reported by Grotpeter and Crick (1996) and Poulin 

and Boivin (1999). As rnentioned previously, such high levels of support may well 

increase the risk that friendships with overtly aggressive children may lead to increases 

in aggression (see Bemdt & Keefe, 1995). In providing support, overtly aggressive 

children are likely to become salien? rnodels for their fhends, inasmuch as supponive 

hends are typically quite similar and generally hold one another in high regard 

(Bandura, 1986). Rubin and his colleagues ( 1998) note that the affective bonds between 

hends sensitize them to one anothers' behaviour, and increase the probability that 

observed behaviours \vil1 be imitated. In line with this assertion, children who have 

supportive friendships with overtly aggressive children may be more greatly influenced 

by their modeled behaviour. In the same vein, they may also be also be more amined to 

their social reinforcement, and therefore more highly influenced by their approval or 

disapproval (Rubin et al., 1998). Furthemore, as discussed by Bemdt (1999), 

fnendships characterized by high levels of support tend be marked by heightened 

degrees of companionship, which may afTord a large nurnber and variety of situations in 



which overtly aggressive children rnay rnodel aggressive, antisocial behaviour for their 

fhends. Such conditions rnay contribute to an expansion and diversification of social- 

cognitive schernas that represent aggressive solutions to social problems. 

In light of the present data, relational factors that increase the influence of 

aggressive children rnay be a cause for concem. Since the overtly aggressive children in 

the present study tended to participate with their fhends in aggressive acts and to advise 

them to address their problems aggressively, it seems plausible that their influences rnay 

serve to increase the maladjustment of their hends, rather than protecting against it. 

Moreover, given the stabiiity of these fnendships over the school year, thends of overtly 

aggressive children rnay be exposed to such antisocial influences for prolonged periods. 

These findings clearly illustrate that it is necessary to consider friends' characteristics 

and multiple features of friendships together, when attempting to detemine how any 

one of these aspects of fnendship might influence children's development. 

Conflict in fnendshios involving ovenlv aemessive children. Findings fiom the 

present study add to the cornplex body of data relating to conflict in the fnendships of 

overtly aggressive children. A non-significant relation between fhends' overt-aggression 

status and conflicv relational aggression within the hendship was noted in both the 

present study and that of Grotpeter and Crick (1 996). This contradicts research by Poulin 

and BoiMn (1999), which indicated a significant, positive relation between friends' 

proactive aggression and self-reported conflict within the fnendship, controliing for 

social preference, friendship reciprocity and boys' proactive aggression. The 

discrepancy rnay be attributable to the differentiation of proactive and reactive 



aggression in the Poulin and Boivin ( 1999) sîudy: Their data show distinct relations 

between these two forms of overt aggression and friendship quality variables, suggesting 

that such a distinction might be essential to a full understanding of the influence of overt 

aggression on hendships and vice versa. It is also possible that the difference is due to 

Poulin and Boivin's use of a rneasure tapping both conflict and cornpetition, rather than 

a pure measure of conflict. 

Observational data from the present study largely corroborate self-report findings 

regarding conflict between ftiends. Conflict did not Vary as a function of participants' 

overt aggression. This finding is consistent with observational research by Panella and 

Henggeler ( 1986), which shows that conduct disordered adolescents displayed no more 

conflict in interacting with their hends than did well-adjusted individuals. However, the 

present results are discordant with evidencc fiorn observational research by Dishion et 

al. ( 1995), which indicated that conflict escalated more frequently in the conversations 

that delinquent adolescents had with their friends than it did in the discussions of other 

participants. This discrepancy may well reflect sample differences: Dishion and 

colleagues observed a clinical sample of delinquent adolescents whereas a school-based 

sample of preadolescents were observed in the present research. 

htirnacv in fhendshi~s involving overtly aggressive children. The curent 

findings are also discrepant from Grotpeter and Crick's (1996) with respect to intimacy 

between friends. Whereas, in the Grotpeter and Crick study, overtly aggressive children 

and their fiends reported lower levels of intimacy on the part of their fiends than other 

children, there were no such differences in the self-report measures used in the present 



study. Furthemore, the present research indicated no differences in selfsisclosure or 

nonverbal intimacy among the dyads containing overtly aggressive children. In fact, 

relative to other dyads, the mean level of self-disclosure was marginally higher in dyads 

involving overtly aggressive children during the negotiation and activity planning tasks. 

Although these intimate conversations rnay enable overtly aggressive children to access 

much-needed emotional and instrumental support, they rnay also serve as pathways for 

antisocial influences. Because it provides an opportunity to test whether one's attitudes 

and behaviors are regarded by a f'end as nonnative (Buhrmester & Prager, 1995), self- 

disclosure rnay be a critical component of the influence processes in friendships. In view 

of the present findings showing that overtly aggressive children suggested margmally 

more aggressive solutions to problerns involving other peen, and recailing the 

reinforcement of antisocial topics by delinquent adolescents in the observations of 

Dishion and his colleagues ( 1 996)' it seems likely that overtly aggressive children rnay 

mode1 antisocial attitudes during intimate exchanges with their fkends and rnay in turn 

reinforce antisocial declarations made by their fnends. Such intimate exchanges rnay 

help to explain why the fhends of aggressive children have been found to become more 

tolerant of aggression over time (Newcomb et al., 1999). Research by Dodge and 

colleagues (Zelli et al., 1999) shows clearly îhat normative beliefs supporting the use of 

aggression increase the likelihood that social information will be processed in a more 

deviant and antisocial manner. Thus, as stated previously, intimacy, like other 

supportive aspects of friendships involving overtly aggressive children, rnay have the 

potential to promote antisocial rather than prosocial behaviour. 



A final point for discussion concems the marginal decline in satisfaction over the 

coune of the school year that was uniquely reported by overtly aggressive children who 

had overtly aggressive hends. This decrease in satisfaction was not accompanied by any 

significant changes in their perceptions of the qualities of their fiendships, so it is 

unclear how the fnendship features are related to this attitude shift. Perhaps this 

diminution in satisfaction is attributable to changes in aspects of the hendship, or to 

facets of the social surround, that were not assessed by means of the Friendship 

Qualities Measure. One possibility is that the formation of new fhendships over the 

coune of the school year affected the way children perceived the ffiendships that they 

identified in the fail. For instance, some of the children in the overtly aggressive dyads 

may have may have formed new friendships with other members of their peer group, 

who had becorne more desirable play Pamiers over the course of the year, as a result, for 

instance, of acquiring a highly desirable possession (e.g., Playstation 2, popular 

videogame). Involvement in such new friendships could have reduced the satisfaction 

ratings accorded by ovenly aggressive children in the spnng to the friendships they 

identified in the fail assessment, as some of the children's initial interest in each other 

may have receded. However, this suggestion does not directly address the issue of why 

reductions in fbendship satisfaction were evident only arnong dyads of two overtly 

aggressive hends. An additional possibility is that the reponed declines in satisfaction 

were due to problems or disagreements with the friends' fhends. Conflict between an 

overtly aggressive child and a hends' friend seems like a reasonable prospect, in view 

of the tendency of aggressive children to associate with one another (e-g., Cairns et al., 



1988; Kupersmidt et al., 1995), and the social-cognitive and behavioural deficits that are 

characteristic of these children (e-g, Crick & Dodge, 1994). Such an explanation has the 

potential to account for the unique declines in satisfaction reported by dyads consisting 

of two overtly aggressive fnends. 

Relational aneression and featwes of fhendsh~  

Because little is known about the social cornpetence of relationally aggressive 

children relative to the extensive information available regarding overtly aggressive 

children (Crick & Werner, 1998), there was a limited bais  for predicting how 

competently they wouid function in the fnendship dyad. Studies indicate that 

relationally aggressive children are more rejected by their peers than are other children 

(Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Tomada & Schneider, 1997)- and that they are more likely to 

amibute hostile intent to peers in relational conflict situations (Crick, 1995). However, 

relationally aggressive girls do not exhibit the response decision biases shown by overtly 

aggressive children (Crick & Werner, 1998). In addition, indirect aggression has been 

found to be positively associated with peer-rated social intelligence in children ranging 

from 8-14-yean-old (Kaukiainen et al., 1999). Furthemore, since relationally aggressive 

children use fnendships as tools to achieve instrumental and relational goals, one might 

expect that they would be adept at forming and maintaining these relationships. Much 

like the findings From these studies, our findings present a mixed picture of the features 

of relationally aggressive children's fnendships. 

Social comwtence and fnendships involving relationally aggressive children. 

Some of the results from the present study provide evidence that relationally aggressive 



children are capable of socially comptent interactions in fnendship dyads. 

Observational data indicate that affect was marginally more positive in dyadic 

discussions involving relationally aggressive children than in other dyads, and higher 

still in dyads with two rather than one relationally aggressive child. Furthemore, the 

interactions of dyads involving relationally aggressive children did not difer from those 

comprised exclusively of non-relationally aggressive children in terms of balance of 

power, negotiation skill, and problem-soiving cornpetence. Also, on the FQM in the fa11 

assessment, relationally aggressive children rated their friendships as higher in 

supportive features than did non-reiationally aggressive children, although no such 

differences were evident in the spring data. 

However, in the prescnt research there was a greater preponderance of evidence 

than was reported by Grotpeter and Crick (1996) that the Fnends of relationally 

aggressive children, particularly those that were non-relationally aggressive, perceived 

fewer supportive and more negative features in their friendships than other children. 

Analyses of the original subscales of the FQM revealed significantly lower scores arnong 

relationally aggressive children's friends in the areas of help and guidance, and conflict 

resolution, whereas the non-relationally aggressive fhends of relationally aggressive 

participants reported lower perceptions of validation and caring. Non-relationally 

aggressive children who had relationally aggressive fnends also reponed a higher degree 

of conflict and relational aggression within their friendships, and a marginally lower 

level of satisfaction, than did other participants. 



In view of the complex findings discussed above, it is dificult to arrive a simple 

conclusion as to the level of social competence displayed by relationally aggressive 

children in their friendships. The relationally aggressive children studied herein 

demonstrated an ability to interact positively and equitably with their Fnends, especially 

in the dydic interactions. These findings are consistent with the view that children m u t  

be socially skilled to use indirect forms of aggression to manipulate social relations 

(e-g., Kaukianen et al, 1999; Bjorkvist, 1994). However, the critical cornponent of socid 

competence according to many authors is the ability to address one's goals without 

causing h m  to oihers or damaging one's social relationships (Rose-Krasnor, 1997; 

Schneider, 1993). As stated previously, the relationally aggressive children in our study 

may well have harmed their hends by aggressing against them, and furthemore, their 

actions seemed to affect their friendships advenely, insofar as their non-relationdly 

aggressive fnends reported marginally higher levels of dissatisfaction with their 

friendshi ps than other chi ldren. In this sense, the social abilities of relationally 

aggressive chldren may be regarded as superficial. However, it is important to note that 

their hendships did not appear to be damaged irrevocably by their actions, in that a 

great many of them remained stable over the course of the school year. 

Risk of maladiustment within friendships involvinp; relationallv agaessive 

chldren. These findings suggest that children having fnendships with relationally 

aggressive children rnay be exposed to influence processes that lead to social 

maladjustment. In the bullyingivictimization literature, victims of relational aggression 

expenence greater adj ustment pro blems than t heir non-victimized peers, including 



heightened peer rejection, loneliness, depression and social anxiety (Crick & Bigbee, 

1998; Crick & Grotpeter, 1996), and lower levels of general self-worth (Paquette & 

Undenvood, 1999). Although causation can not be inferred h m  these correlational 

data, the more extensive victimization literature on overt aggression indicates that peer 

rejection, intemalizing, and extemalizing symptoms are both antecedents and outcornes 

of peer victimization (Hodges, Boivin, Vitaro & Bukowski, 1999). It seerns Iikely that 

victimization by means of relational aggression perpetrated by one's fnend may 

engender sirnilar foms of maladjustment, though this possibility was not examined in 

the present study. 

In addition, the non-relationally aggressive fhends of relationally aggressive 

children reported increases over the school year in coalitional aggression that were not 

reponed by other participants. Given that the hends jointly enacted these aggressive 

actions, this finding appears to point to maladaptive influences within these friendships. 

Although data fiom the present research have insufticient scope to hlly address the 

potential reasons for this behavioural change, one due may be the high level of 

conflict/relational aggression that was reported uniquely by non-relationally aggressive 

friends of relationally aggressive children (see Table 8). In directing relational 

aggression toward their non-relationally aggressive fnends, the relationally aggressive 

children in these mixed dyads are. in effect, modeling the use of relational aggression. 

Were these attacks perceived by the non-relationally aggressive members of the mixed 

dyads as effective means of obtaining instrumental or interpersonal outcornes, the 

resultant observational learning might account for the increase in coalitional aggression 



that was reported only within these mixed dyads. At fint blush, it seems somewhat odd that 

children victimized by relational aggression would commit relationally aggressive acts 

against others, in conjunction with the very individuals who victimized them. However, as 

victims of relationai aggression, the friends of relationally aggressive children rnay be well 

positioned to appreciate the effectiveness of relational aggression (at least in terms of 

insrnimental outcornes) as a form of manipulation and coercion, which rnay motivate them 

to ernpioy such tactics as needed. Notably, although declines rather than increases in 

coalitional aggression were reported in dyads consisting of two relationally aggressive 

children, this rnay be attributable to the lesser degree of conflict'relational aggression that 

reportedly characterizes these fnendships. The declines in coalitional aggression from the 

FaIl to the spring rnay also be due to regression to the mean. 

Stability of fnendshi~s involving relationallv aggressive children. In view of the 

negative features within these fnendships, it is somewhat puzzling that fnendships 

involving one relationally aggressive and one non-relationally aggressive child remained 

about as stable over the course of the year as other friendships. Why would non-relationally 

aggressive children remain in fnendships with aggressive peee, which they perceived as 

more conflictual and less supportive than the friendships of other children? Perhaps it is 

partly because these relationships afforded roughly the same nurnber of opportunities for 

companionship and recre~tion as other fnendships. The companionship of relationally 

aggressive children rnay be quite enjoyable, albeit superficial, as suggested by the finding 

that interactions in dyads involving relationally aggressive children were marginally higher 

in positive affect than those of other dyads. One of the fun things about associating with 

relationally aggressive children rnay be having access 



to exciting pieces of gossip about one's peen. A recent qualitative study on adolescent's 

views of relational aggression provides some support for this supposition, in that 

adolescent girls reported that they enjoyed participating in negative gossip in order to 

find out exciting pieces of news about their peen (Owens et al., 2000). Relationally 

aggressive youngsters would be expected to encourage gossip about their peers, given 

that the information can be used to manipulate peer relationships (e.g., Grotpeter & 

Crick, 1996). This conjecture is supported somewhat by reports of higher levels of 

intimacy by relationally aggressive children than non-relationally aggressive children on 

the FQM in the spring, and by observations showing higher levels of disclosure in 

discussions about problems with a peer, within ffiendships involving relationally 

aggressive children, as compared to the conversations of other dyads. The bulk of the 

information exchanged in these dyad discussions could best be described as negative 

gossip. 

Studies examining children who have been victirnized by relational aggression 

seem to offer additional clues as to why fnends of relationally aggressive children may 

wish to maintain these relationships. As indicated previously, victims of relational 

aggression evidence higher levels of peer rejection, loneliness, depression and social 

anxiety (Crick & Bigbee, 1998; Crick & Grotpeter, 1996), and lower levels of general 

self-worth (Paquette & Underwood, 1999), than their non-victimized peers. In view of 

these data, it seems probable that children victimized by relationally aggressive Fnends 

may experience similar problems. Consequently, relationally victimized children may be 

very concemed about isolation fiom key social groups and about losing hends. These 



fears could be precipitated by actual events (Le., peer rejection), or by biased 

interpretations of social cues stemming fiom internalizing problems such as depression, 

low self-worth and social anxiety. These problems would be particularly troubling for 

children within the age group studied herein, who tend to be highly preoccupied with 

their social status in the peer group (Parker & Gotîman, 1989). This rnay be especially 

true of girls, who demonstrate greater emotional investment in their fiendships than do 

boys (Lagerspetz et al., 1988), and more frequently express womes regarding their 

fkiends' faithfulness and about being rejected by their friends (Paquette & Underwood, 

1999). 

Under these circumstances, friends of relationally aggressive children rnay be 

motivated to preserve their fnendships despite the shortcomings of these relationships. 

Given the likelihood that these youngsters experience peer rejection and social- 

emotional maladjustrnent, they rnay have limited options regarding other children with 

whom they rnay form friendships. ûther pers  may avoid contact with them to ensure 

that they themselves are not rejected. Thus, despite perceiving their fnendships as highly 

conflictual and lacking in supportive qualities, some non-relationally aggressive children 

rnay wish to stay connected with their relationally aggressive men& to ease feelings of 

loneliness and depression. Furthemore, in a paradoxical sense, their friendships with the 

children who victimize them rnay serve a protective function because children with 

mutual fnendships are less likely to be victimized by their peers than friendless children 

(Hodges et al., 1999). Even though the fiends of relationally aggressive children 

perceived more relational aggression within their friendships than other children, they 



rnay be protected fiom victimization at the hands of other peen by remaining allied with 

these fnends. 

Another possibility is that social advantages accrue to children who befhend 

relationally aggressive children. This prospect is suggested by data showing that children 

identified as controversial (nominated frequently as liked and disliked) in sociometric 

assessments are more relationally aggressive than children in al1 other sociometric 

categories (Crick & Grorpeter, 1995). It appears that the peen of some relationally 

aggressive children rnay have divided views about them; they are portrayed as well-liked 

by some and as disliked by others. Thus, in some social circles relationally aggressive 

children rnay be quite popular. Popular children are more likely to have hends than 

other children, as children's popularity mediates the effects of other individual 

charactenstics such as aggression, social withdrawal and social cornpetence on 

hendship formation (Newcomb et al., 1999). Thus, given that some relationally 

children rnay be adept at making fhends, some children rnay gain access to desirable 

social groups by associating with them. These social benefits rnay outweigh the 

inconvenience of having fhendships that afford low levels of support and a hi@ number 

of incidents of confiict and relational aggression. 

The design of the study rnay also have contributed to the stability of children's 

friendships with relationally aggressive children. In between the administration of the 

fall and spring fnendship nomination measures, participants completed a questionnaire 

regarding their hendship during an individud interview and participated in a 

videotaped, semi-stnictured interaction with their fiend. These events could have 



validated the friendship in some manner, increasing the likelihood of the children 

nominating each other as fiends in the spring. This possibility was noted by Thomas 

Berndt in a personal communication with Robert Caims and his colleagues (1995), in an 

attempt to account for substantial discrepancies in the stability rates noted in their 

respective studies of the fnendships of preadolescent children. In Berndt's investigation, 

which yielded higher stability rates, measures that made reference to specific hendship 

dyads were administered in the interval between fa11 and spring fiendship nomination 

measures, whereas this was not the case in the Caims study. 

Discreoancies in FOM factor scores within hendshi~s involving relationallv 

aemessive children. Data on discrepancies in FQM scores within fnendship dyads 

revealed that the non-relationally aggressive membes of dyads containing one 

relationally aggressive and one non-relationally aggressive participant reported 

participating in a marginally greater degree of coalitional aggression in the spring than 

did their relationally aggressive partnen. This finding is consistent with past research in 

which it has been demonstrated that relationally aggressive children tend to underreport 

their use of relationally aggressive behavion (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). Perhaps given 

the covert nature of relational aggression, the relationally aggressive respondents in 

these mixed dyads gave more socially desirable answers than their nonrelationally 

aggressive hends. The nonrelationally aggressive participants also reported marginally 

lower levels of satisfaction with their fnendships than did their relationally aggressive 

hends. In this case, both perceptions may have been accurate. As Furman (1996) has 

pointed out, it is likely that partnen in a fnendship dyad have somewhat unique 



experiences within the friendship. Seemingly, the nonrelationally aggressive fiends of 

relationally aggressive children derived less satisfaction than their aggressive fiends 

from a fhendship in which they perceived an excess of negative features and a lack of 

supportive features. 

Differences in observational and self - re~rt  data. Notably, the negative features 

that the fhends of relationally aggressive children self-reported were not apparent in the 

dyadic interactions, which on the whole depicted fnendships characterized by more 

sociaily comptent interaction. As rnentioned previously. dyadic interactions may reveal 

different aspects of fnendships than self-reported perceptions because they may tap into 

qualities that the friends are unaware of or unwilling to report (Furman, 1996). Of 

course, other differences may have emerged because the observations were made at one 

point in time, whereas children's perceptions of their fnendships encompassed 

interactions that occurred over a considerably longer period of time. For instance, 

relationally aggressive children may withdraw support and increase levels of confict and 

relational aggression against fiiends only when they are mad at them. In a previous study 

in which fhendship qualities were exarnined as a function of peer acceptance 

(Phillipsen, 1999), observational and self-report measures also yielded divergent results. 

Phillipsen (1  999) found that fiiendship dyads composed of one low-accepted child and 

one hi&-accepted child (dissimilar-accepted) perceived more conflict in their 

hendships than high-accepted and low-accepted dyads, but observational measures of 

dyadic interactions showed no differences between the high-accepted and dissimilar- 

accepted groups in number of disagreements, sensitivity, and positive social orientation. 



The apparent prosociality of the interactions involving relationally aggressive 

children may also have been due in part to the closed-field observational context, 

especially the fact that the dyads interacted in isolation from other memben of the peer 

group. As Lansford and Parker (1999) point out, dyadic interactions may differ in 

important ways fiom interactions within triads or larger groups, in which it would be 

possible for two of the members to form a coalition against a third party. As relational 

aggression revolves around exclusion and ostracism, the conflict and aggression that the 

friends of relationally aggressive children reported as a feature of their hendships rnay 

be more readily observable when such coalitions are possible. 

Intimacy in friendshi~s involving relationallv amressive children. Only some of 

our findings supported the reports of the relationally aggressive children in Grotpeter 

and Crick's ( 1996) study, who perceived that their friends self4isclosed more intimate 

information than othcr children. Relationally aggressive children in the present study did 

report that they and their fnends engaged in more intirnate exchanges than other 

children, in the spring but not the fall. Furthemore, some of out observational data 

could be interpreted in a way that is consistent with the ratings of participants in the 

Grotpeter and Crick study: Scores for disclosure during discussions about solving 

problerns with ihird parties were marginally higher in dyads containing relationally 

aggressive children, and highest when there were two relationally aggressive children in 

the dyad. As discussed previously, however, the content of thesr discussions suggests 

that the self-disclosure may really have been a component of exchanges that would be 

better described as gossip. Relationally aggressive children may use such gossip to 



gather information that may be used against peen in relationally aggressive attacks, as 

suggested by Grotpeter and Crick. 

Nonagmessive children and hendshi~s with aagressive voungsters 

In considering the processes of influence in aggressive children's friendships, 

one m u t  take note of the substantial number of nonaggressive children who had mutual 

friendships with aggressive youngsters in the present study. This is an important 

consideration because the prevailing view suggests that aggressive children are much 

more likely than nonaggressive children to be subject to the antisocial influences of 

aggressive friends. Some writers hypothesize that there is a direct relation between 

childhood disruptive behavioun and subsequent antisocial behaviour, and that 

association with deviant peers is merely an incidental outcome along this developmental 

pathway, which contributes nothing further to the prediction of antisocial behaviour 

(Coie, Terry, Zakriski & Lochman, 1995: Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). Other 

investigaton view this issue From a peer-individual interaction perspective (Vitaro et 

al., 1999), which suggests that aggressive children are more likely to associate with 

other aggressive children, and that these social links mapi@ the risk for subsequent 

antisocial behaviour (e.g., Patterson et al., 1991). This position is consistent with 

writings on influence processes in friendships, which postulate that friends are drawn 

together by mutual similarities, especiaily antisocial characteristics, and that they 

become more similar over time through processes of mutual influence (Newcomb et al., 

1999; Cairns et al., 1988; Harnip, 1996; Poulin & Boivin, 2000). Undoubtedly, there is 

solid evidence in support of a key contention common to both positions, that &ends are 



often similar with regard to aggressive tendencies (Newcomb et al., 1999; Cairns et al., 

1988; Poulin & Boivin, 2000). 

Although these writings and empirical findings do not preclude the possibility of 

fnendships between nonaggressive and aggressive children, they imply a developrnental 

pathway in which antisocial peer influences are secondary to, or subsurned by the effects 

of individual, aggressive characteristics. These developmental models have important 

implications for the design of intervention strategies, insofar as they lend support to 

initiatives intended to prevent association with deviant pers  or aggressive fiiends by 

reducing the aggressiveness of the individual at an early age. lndeed, Tremblay and his 

colleagues (Vitaro et al., 1999) recently tested whether a combination of parent 

education and social skills training would facilitate nondeviant peer association by 

reducing conduct problems. The present findings suggest that nonaggressive children 

rnay also be exposed to antisocial interpersonal influences in their hendships with 

aggressive children. Therefore, it appears that the influence processes withn 

Fnendships between nonaggressive and aggressive children are d e s e ~ n g  of m e r  

attention fiorn a developmental perspective, and that preventive interventions may need 

to directly address relational charactenstics within friendships and social groups that 

rnay exacerbate aggression and antisocial behaviour. Indirect intervention strategies that 

attempt to sever children's ties to deviant fkiends and peer groups by reducing aggressive 

behaviour will not likely address the antisocial influences to which nonaggressive 

children may be exposed in their friendships with aggressive children. 



Given the behavioural dissimilarity of the mixed-aggression dyads of aggressive 

and nonaggressive fnends, what is the reason for their association? One possible 

explanation centres around a distinction between active selection of fhends on the basis 

of perceived similanty, and selection by default due to repeated exclusions from certain 

peer environments (Poulin & Boivin, 2000). Several lines of research suggest that many 

aggressive children are not marginalized within their peer groups, which leaves open the 

possibility that they may have oppominities to select fnends from a larger pool of 

children, including nonaggressive, socially competent ones. Specifically, no more than 

half the children perceived by their pers  as ovenly aggressive are rejected (Cillesen et 

al., 1 W ) ,  and furthemore, children involved in social networks with high centrality are 

more overtly aggressive than children involved in networks of medium and low 

centrality (Xie, Cairns, & Cairns, 1999). Other studies indicate that some displays of 

overt aggression may actually increase children's status with peers. Children viewed by 

their peers as standing up for themselves are generally well-liked (Lancellotta & 

Vaughn, 1989) and the manifestation of proactive aggression in play groups predicts 

high levels of social acceptance even when this behaviour is non-normative in the group 

(Boivin, Dodge & Coie, 1995). Also, as mentioned previously, controvenial children are 

more relationally aggressive than other children (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995), which 

indicates that relationally aggressive youngsten may be popular with some peers. 

Therefore, some aggressive children may be able to actively select friends from a large 

and varied pool of available ctuldren, rather than having to choose fnends by default 

from a group of rnarginalized children. These aggressive children may have the option to 



select hends on the bais of common interests rhat extend beyond similarities in 

aggressive behaviour, for instance, mutual enjoyment of various sports or common 

musical tastes. 

Furthemore, recent research has show that fiiends' similarity in aggression 

varies according to the type of aggression. Poulin and Boivin (2000) found that 

proactively aggressive children were highly likely to actively select each other as 

fnends, whereas reactively aggressive children were not. These investigators postulated 

that reactively aggressive youngsten are likely to be rejected by their peers, and rnay 

have to select fhends by default rather than choosing them actively according to 

perceived similarities. It is possible that some of the overtly aggressive children in 

present study were pnmarily reactively aggressive, and therefore associated with fnends 

having mixed attributes. 

Limits of this study 

The conclusions offered in the previous pages must be tempered somewhat 

because 

of the ratio of cases to variables, and the number of analyses conducted. Of course, these 

analyses would have been performed with greater statistical power had less detail been 

provided on the Fnendships and had fewer categories been used in coding the 

videotaped interactions of the partici pating fnends. However, it was determined that it 

was better to provide considerable detail because of the uniqueness of the observational 

data and because of the newness of scholarly inquiry regarding the ffiendships of 

relationally aggressive children in particular. 



As noted earlier, there was Iittle correspondence between the observational and 

rating-scale data. This is by no means unusual in the hendship literature (Furman, 

1996). Nevertheless, the data in the present study are not very suitable for evaluating 

the convergent validity of the measurement tools themselves because the constructs 

represented in the two sources were not the sarne. Furthermore, in order to minimize 

disruptions of the school routine at a given time and to best deploy the research 

assistants, it was impossible to collect the rating scale and observational data at the same 

point in the schoof year. 

Also, there may well have been some reactivity to the presence of the 

videocamera during the dyadic observations, as is the case in any observational 

procedure. However. as suggested by Parker and Herrara ( 1 W6), the conversational 

tasks used in the present research were 1 ikely well-suited to revealing communication 

problerns in the dyads, especially with regard to selfdisclosure, balance of power and 

affect. Furthemore, the negotiation task and the interaction task involving a conflict 

between the friends were designed to potentially elicit conflict and disagreement, and to 

permit observations of how the dyads avoided or resolved it. Finally, a degree of 

verisimilitude may have been obtained in the interactions by asking the children to 

discuss real-life, as opposed to hypothetical, siîuations with their friends. 

Finally, following Grotpeter and Crick ( 19961, children3 aggression was 

classified as overt or relational in the present study. Since proactive and reactive forms 

of overt aggresssion appear to be uniquely related to fnendship qualities (Poulin & 

Boivin, 1999), some features of overtly aggressive children's friendships may not have 



been revealed as a result of the broader classification used herein. Unfortunately, the 

sample was too small to permit a further subdivision of overt aggression. 

Future Researc h 

Further research is needed to clan@ how fnends mutually influence one another. 

Previous research has clearly show whar changes as a Function of fiends' 

characteristics and fhendship qualities, particdarly with respect to aggressive and 

antisocial behaviow (e.g., Bemdt & Keefe, 1995; Kupersrnidt et al., 1995; Vitaro et al., 

1997). Much less is known about the processes or mechanisms of influence by which 

these changes in behaviour occur (Hartup, 1996). The present research suggests that 

aggressive children's friendships are characterized by features and interactive processes 

that may enhance risk for social maladjustment. What is needed is research that 

examines the link between these processes and key developmental outcomes such as 

aggression and other forms of antisocial behaviour. Dishion and his colleagues (1  996) 

have provided some critical research in this vein, in documenting that deviancy training 

(reinforcement of antisocial topics) in delinquent youths7 conversations results in 

subsequent increases in delinquent behaviour. Additional research aiong these lines 

should M e r  illuminate the processes of interpersonal influence within fnendships that 

contribute to social maladjustment. For instance, do fiends become more aggressive as 

a function of jointly consmicting aggressive solutions to social problems, or by 

participating in coalitional aggression? Additionally, it may be beneficial to examine 

links between these hendshp processes and cntical social-cognitive variables, which 

prornote continuities in aggressive behaviour (e.g. Crick and Dodge, 1994; Zelli et al., 



1999). For instance, do certain mechanisms within friendships increase children's 

beliefs regarding the acceptability of aggressive behaviour? In identifjmg such specific 

pathways of influence in aggressive children's fnendships, researchers may discover 

avenues that are amenable to intervention, which may suggest methods for counteracting 

the potentially antisocial influence of aggressive hends and deviant peers. 



REFERENCES 

Bandura, A. (1973). Anaession: A social leamine analvsis. Englewood Cliffs, 

NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive 

theoq. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Berkowitz, L. ( 1993). A-ggressiveness-its causes. conseauences. and control. New York: 

McGraw-Hill. 

Bemdt, T. J. (1999). Friends' influence on students' adjustment to school. 

Educational Psvchologist, 34, 15-28. 

Bemdt, T. J. & Keefe, K. ( 1995). Friends' influence on adolescents' adjustrnent 

to school. Child Develo~ment. 66, 13 12-1329. 

Bemdt, T. J., Laychak, A. E., & Park, K. ( 1990). Friends' influence on 

adolescents' academic achievements motivation: An experimental study. Journal of 

Educational Psvcholo~. 82,664-670. 

Bjorkqvist, K. (1 994). Sex differences in physical, verbal, and indirect 

aggression: A review of recent research. Sex Roles. 30, 177-188. 

Bjorkqvist, K., Lagerspetz, K. M. J., & Kaukiainen, A. (1992). Do girls 

manipulate and boys flight? Developrnental trends in regard to direct and indirect 

aggression. &messive Behavior. 1 8, 1 1 7- 127. 

Bjorkqvist, K., Osterman, K., & Kaukiainen, A. (1992). The development of 

direct and indirect aggressive strategies in males and females. In K. Bjorkqvist & P. 



Niemela (Eds.), Of mice and women: Aswcts of fernale a~mession. San Diego, CA: 

Academic Press. 

Block, J. H. ( 1983). Differential premises arising from differential socialization 

of the sexes: Some conjectures. Child Develooment. 54, 1 335- 1 354. 

Boivin, M. & Vitaro, F. (1995). The impact of peer relationships on agression 

in childhood: Inhibition through coercion or promotion through peer support. In J. 

McCord (Ed.), Coercion and punishment in long-term wn~ectives. New York: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Brendgen, M., Bowen, F., Rondeau, N., & Vitaro, F. ( 1999). Effects of Iriends' 

characteristics on children's social cognitions. Social Develooment, 8,4  1-5 1. 

Buhrmester, D. ( 1990). lntimacy of hendship, interpersonal cornpetence, and 

adjusment during preadolescence and adolescence. C hild Develooment. 6 1. 1 10 1 - 1 1 1 1. 

Buhrmester, D. & Prager, K. ( 1993). Patterns and functions of self-disclosure 

dut-ing childhood and adolescence. In K. J. Rotenberg (Ed.), Disclosure Drocesses in 

children and adolescents. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Buss, A. H. ( 196 1 ). The Psycholorv of Amession. New York: Wiley. 

Cairns, R. B., & Cairns, B. D. (1994). Lifelines and nsks: Passages of vouth in 

our tirne. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Caims, R. B., Cairns, B. D., Neckerman, H. J., Gest, S., & Gariépy, J. L. (1988). 

Peer networks and aggressive behavior: Peer support or peer rejection. Develo~rnental 

Psycholow. 24,8 1 5-823. 



Cairns, R. B., Leung, M. C., Buchanan, L., & Cairns, B. D. (1995). Fnendships 

and social networks in childhood and adolescence: Fluidity, reliability, and 

interrelations. Child Development, 66, 1330- 1345. 

Cillessen, A. H. N., Van Ijzendoom, H. W., Van Lieshout, C. F. M., & Harhip., 

W. W. ( 1992). Heterogeneity among peer-rejected boys: Subtypes and stabilities. Child 

Development. 63,893-905. 

Coie, J. D. & Dodge, K. A. ( 1983). Continuities and changes in children's social 

status: a five-year longitudinal study. Memll-Palmer Ouarterlv. 79.26 1-281. 

Coie, J. D. & Dodge, K. A. (1998). Aggression and antisocial behavior. In W. 

Damon (Ed.), Handbook of child ~svcholow ( pp. 779-862). New York: Wiley. 

Crick, N. R. ( 1995). Relational aggression: The role of intent attributions, 

feelings of distress, and provocation type. Develo~ment and Psvchopatholopv. 7.3 13- 

322. 

Crick, N. R. ( 1996). The role of overt aggression, relational aggression, and 

prosocial behavior in the prediction of children's future social adjustment. Child 

Develo~ment 67,23 1 7-2377. 

Crick, N. R. (1997). Engagement in gender normative versus nonnormative 

foms of aggression: Links to social-psychological adjustment. Developmental 

Psvchology, 33.6 10-6 17. 

Crick, N. R. & Bigbee, M. A., & Howes, C. (1996). Gender diflerences in 

children's normative beiiefs about aggression: How do 1 hurt thee? Let me count the 

ways. Child Development. 67, 1003- 10 14. 



Crick, N. R. & Dodge, K. A. (1994). A review and refomulation of social 

information-processing mec hanisms in c hildren's social adj ustrnent. Psvc hological 

Bulletin. 1 15,74- 10 1. 

Crick, N. R. & Dodge, K. A. (1996). Social information-processing mechanisms 

in reactive and proactive aggression. Child Develo~ment, 67,993-1002. 

Crick, N. R. & Dodge, K. A. ( 1999). "Superiority" is in the eye of the beholder: 

A comment on Sutton, Smith & Swettenham. Social Develooment. 8, 128-1 3 1. 

Crick, N. R. & Grotpeter, J. K. (1995). Relational aggression, gender, and social- 

psycho\ogical adjustrnent. Child Develooment. 66,710-722. 

Crick, N. R. & Grotpeter, J. K. ( 1996). Children's treatment by peers: Victims of 

relational and oven aggression. Development and Psvchooatholom 8,367-380. 

Crick, N. R. & Grotpeter, J. K. (1997). Children's treatrnent by peen: Victims of 

relational and overt aggression. In M. E. Hertzig & E. A. Farber (Eds.), Annual promess 

in child osvchiatw and child develo~ment (pp. 79-97). Bristol, PA: Bninner/Mazel Inc. 

Crick, N. R. & Ladd, G. W. ( 1990). Children's perceptions of the outcome of 

aggressive strategies: Do the ends justiQ being mean? Develoomental Psvcholow. 6, 

6 12-620. 

Crick, N. R., Nelson, D. A., & Casas, J. F. (1999, April). Victimization bv Deen 

and hends: Nabodv told me their would be fhends like these. Paper presented at the 

meeting of the Society for Research in Child Development, Albuquerque, NM. 

Crick, N. R. & Werner, N. E. ( 1998). Response decision processes in relational 

and overt aggression. Child Develooment 69, 1630- 1639. 



Dishion, T. J., Andrews, D. W., & Crosby, L. (1995). Antisocial boys and their 

friends in early adolescence: Relationship characteristics, quality and interactional 

processes. Child Develooment. 66, 139- 15 1. 

Dishion, T. J., Eddy, J. M., Haas, E., Li, F., & Spracklen, K. ( 1997). Friendships 

and violent behavior during adolescence. Social Develoornent. 6,207-223. 

Dishion, T. J., Spracklen, K. M., Andrews, D. W., & Pattenon, G. R. (1996). 

Deviancy training in male adolescent friendships. Behavior Thera~v. 27,373-390. 

Dodge, K. A. ( 1980). Social cognition and children's aggressive behavior. Child 

Development, 5 1, 162- 1 70. 

Dodge, K. A., & Frame, C. L. (1987). Social cognitive biases and deficits in 

aggressive boys. Child Develooment. 53,620-635. 

Dodge, K. A., Pettit, G. S., McClaskey, C. L. & Brown, M. M. (1986). Social 

competence in children. Monoeraohs for the Societv for Research in Child 

Develo~rnent. 5 1, ( 2 ,  Serial No. 2 13). 

Farrington, D. P. ( 199 1 ). Childhood aggression and adult violence: Early 

precurson and life outcornes. In D.J. Pepler & K. H. Rubin (Eds.), Deveiopment and 

treatment of childhood amzession (pp. 5-29). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 

Associates. 

Fonzi, A., Schneider, B. H., Tani, F. & Tomada, G. (1997). Predicting children's 

fnendship status from their dyadic interaction in stmctured situations of potential 

conflict. Child Development, 68,496-506. 



Furman. W. (1996). The measurement of hendship perceptions: Conceptual and 

methodological issues. In W. M. Bukowski, A. F. Newcomb, & W. W. Hartup (Eds.), 

The cornpanv thev keeo: Friendships in childhood and adolescence (4 1-65). New York: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Galen, B. R. & Underwood M. K. j 1997). A developmental investigation of 

social aggression among children. Developmental Psvcho1o.w. 3 3,s 89-600. 

Grotpeter. J. K. & Crick, N. R. ( 1996). Relational aggression, overt aggression, 

and hendship. Child Development. 67,2328-2338. 

Hartup, W. W. (1996). The Company they keep: Friendships and their 

developmental signi ficance. Chi ld Develo~ment. 67, 1 - 13. 

Hartup, W. W. & Launen, B. ( 1999). Relationships as developmental contexts: 

Retrospective themes and conternporary issues. Relationships as develoomental 

contexts: The Minnesota s y m ~ s i a  on child psycholow. (pp. 13-35). Mahwah, NJ: 

Lawrence Er1 barn Associates. 

Hartup, W. W. & Stevens, N. (1997). Friendships and adaptation in the life 

course. Psvchological Bulletin, 12 1.355-370. 

Hodges, E. V. E., Boivin, M., Vitaro, F., & Bukowski, W. M. (1999)The power 

of fnendship: Protection against an escalating cycle of peer victimization. 

Develo~mental Psychologv. 35,94- 1 0 1. 

Huesmann, L. R., Eron, L. D., Leflkowitz, M. M., & Wdder, L. 0. (1984). 

Stability of aggression over time and generations. Developmental Psvcholom. 20,722- 

736. 



Kaukiainen, A., Bjorkqvist, K., Lagespetz, K., Osterman, K., Salmivalli, C., 

Forsblom, S., & Ahlbom, A. (1999). The relationships between social intelligence, 

empathy, and three types of aggression. m e s s i v e  Behavior. 25(2), 8 1-89. 

Keefe, K, & Bemdt, T. J. ( 1996). Relations of fnendship quality to self-esteem in 

early adolescence. Journal of Early Adolescence. 16, 1 10- 129. 

Keenan, K., Loeber, R., Zhang, Q., Stoutharner-Loeber, M., & van Kammen, 

W.B. ( 1995). The influence of deviant peers on the development of boys' disruptive and 

delinquent behavior: A temporal analysis. Develooment and Psychopatholow. 7. 7 1 5- 

726. 

Kenny, D. ( 1995). The effect of non-independence on significance testing in 

dyadic research. Personal Relationshios. 2,75 7-763. 

Kupersmidt, J. B.. Burchinal, M. & Panerson, C. J. ( 1995). Developrnental 

patterns of childhood peer relations as predictors of externalizing behavior problems. 

Develo~ment and Psvchopatholow, 7,825-843. 

Kupersmidt, J. B. & Patterson, C. J. ( 199 1 ). Childhood peer rejection, 

aggression, withdrawal, and perceived cornpetence as predictors of self-reported 

behavior problems in preadolescence. Journal of Abnomal Child Psvcholow. 19,427- 

449. 

Lagerspetz, K. M. J., Bjorkqvist, K. & Peltonen, T. (1988). 1s indirect aggression 

typical of fernales? Gender differences in aggressiveness in 1 1 - to 12-year old girls. 

m e s s i v e  Behavior. 14,403-4 14. 



Lancelotta, G. X., & Vaughn, S. (1989). Relation between types of aggressive 

and sociometric status: Peer and teacher perceptions. Joumal of Educational 

PsvchoIogy, 8 1,86-90. 

Lansford, J. E. & Parker, J. G. (1999). Children's interactions in triads: 

Behavioral profiles and effects of gender and patterns of fhendships among members. 

DevelopmentaI Psvc hologv, 35,80-93. 

Loeber, R., Green, S. M., Lahey, B. B. & Kalb, L. (2000). Physicai fighting in 

childhood as a risk factor for later mental health problems. Arnencan Academv of Child 

and Adolescent Psychiatw, 39,42 1428. 

Loeber, R., Wung, P., Keenan, K., et al. ( 1 993 ). Developrnental pathways in 

disruptive child behavior. Develo~mentai Psycho~atholo.gy, 5, 103- 133. 

Lochman, J. E., Wayland, K. K., & White, K. J. (1993). Social goals: 

Relationship to adolescent adjusmient and to social problem solving. Joumal of 

Abnomal Child Psvcholow, 2 1, 135-1 5 1. 

Maccoby, E.E. ( 1990). Gender and relationships: A developmental account. 

Amencan Psycholo~st, 45,5 13-520. 

Maccoby, E.E., & Jacklin, C.N. (1971). The ~svcholow of sex differences. 

Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. 

Newcomb, A. F., & Bagwell, C. L. (1995). Children's friendship relations: A 

meta-analytic review. Psychological Bulletin. 1 17,306-347. 

Newcomb, A. F., & Bagwell, C. L. (1996). The developmental significance of 

children's Fnendship relations. In W. M. Bukowski, A. F. Newcornb, & W. W. Hamip 



(Eds.), The company they keep: Friendshi~ in childhood and adolescence (m. 289-32 1). 

New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Newcomb, A. F., Bukowski, W. M. & Bagwell, C. L. (1999). Knowing the 

sounds: Friendship as a deveiopmental context. In W. A. Collins & B. Laursen (Eh.), 

Relationships as developmental contexts: The Minnesota svmwsia on child ~svcholow. 

(pp. 63-84). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Newcomb, A. F., Bukowski, W. M., & Pattee, L. (1993). Children's peer 

relations: a meta-analytic review of popular, rejected, neglected controversial and 

average sociometric status. Psvcholo~cal Bulletin. 1 13,99- 128. 

Olweus, D. ( 1978). Agmession in the schools: Bullies and whiooing bovs. 

Washington, DC: Hernisphere. 

Olweus, D. ( 1979). Stability of aggressive reaction patterns in males: A review. 

Psvchological Bulletin, 86,852-875. 

Olweus, D. (1993). Bullying at school: What we know and what we can do. 

Oxford: Blackwell. 

Owens, L. Shute, R. & Slee, P. (2000). "Guess what I just heard!" Indirect 

aggression arnong teenage girls in Australia. m e s s i v e  Behavior. 26,67983. 

Panella, D. & Henggeler, S. W. (1986). Peer interactions of conductdisordered, 

anuious-withdrawn, and well-adjusted black adolescents. Journal of Abnormal Child 

Psvcholo~. 14, 1 - 1 1. 



Paquette, J. A. & Underwood, M. K. (1999). Gender Differences in young 

adolescents' experiences of peer victimization: Social and physical aggression. Memll- 

Palmer Ouarterlv. 45,242-266. 

Parker, J. G. & Asher, S. R. (1987). Peer relations and later personal adjument: 

Are low accepted children at rkk? Psycholo~cal Bulletin. 102,357-389. 

Parker, J. G. & Asher, S. R. ( 1993). Friendship and hendshp quality in middle 

childhood: Links with peer group acceptance and feelings of loneliness and social 

dissatisfaction. Develo~mental Psvc holo .~ ,  29,6 1 1-62 1. 

Parker, J. G., & Gottman, J. M. (1989). Social and emotional development in a 

relational context: Friendship interaction From early childhood to adolescence. In T.J. 

Bemdt Rc G. W. Ladd (Eds.), Peer relationshi~s in child development (~13.95- 13 1). New 

York: Wiley. 

Parker, J. G. & Herrara, C. (1996). Interpersonal processes in hendstup: A 

cornpanson of abused and nonabused children's expenences. Develo~rnental 

Psvchologv. 32, 1025-1038. 

Paîterson, G. R.. Capaldi, D., & Bank, L. ( 199 1 ). An early-starter mode1 for 

predicting delinquency. In D. J. Pepler & K. H. Rubin (Eds. ), The develo~ment and 

treatrnent of childhood amession (pp. 139- 168). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Peny, D. G., Kusel, S. J., & Perry, L. C. (1988). Victims of peer aggression. 

Develoomental Psychologv. 2% 807-8 14. 

Perry, D. G., Perry, L. C., & Rasmussen, P. (1986). Cognitive social learning 

mediators of aggression. Child Develo~ment. 57,700-7 1 1. 



Phillipsen, L. C. ( 1999). Associations between age, gender, and group 

acceptance and three components of friendship quality. Journal of Earlv Adolescence, 

19 438-464. 

Poulin, F. & Boivin, M. (1999). Proactive and reactive aggression and boys' 

hendship quality in mainstream classrooms. Journal of Ernotional and Behavioral 

Disorders. 7, 168- 1 77. 

Poulin, F. & Boivin, M. (2000). The role of proactive and reactive aggression in 

the formation and development of boys' fnendships. Develo~mental Psvcholow. 36, 

233-240. 

Poulin, F., Dishion, T. J., & Haas, E. ( 1999). The peer influence paradox: 

Friendship quality and deviancy training within male adolescent fi-iendships. Memll 

Palmer Ouarterlv. 45,42-6 1. 

Richard, B. A. & Dodge, K. A. ( 1987). Social maladjustment and problem 

solving in school-aged children. Journal of Consultine and Clinical Psvcho1o.w. 50,226- 

233. 

Richardson, D. R., Green, L. G. (1997). Circuitous ham: deteminants and 

consequences of nondirect aggression. In R. Kowalski (Ed.), Aversive interpersonal 

behavion. (pp. 1 7 1 - 1 88). New York: Plenum Press. 

Rose, A. J. & Asher, S. R. (1999). Chldren's goals and strategies in response to 

conflicts within a friendship. Develo~mental Psvchologv. 35,69-79. 

Rubin, K. K., Bukowski, W., & Parker, J. G. (1998). Peer interactions, 

relationships, and groups. In W. Damon (Series Ed.) & N. Eisenberg (Vol. Ed.), 



Handbook of child ~sychology: Vol. 3. Social, emotional and personaii~ develo~rnent 

(5th ed., pp. 6 17-700). New York: John Wiley. 

Rys, G.S., & Bear, G.G. (1997). Relational aggression and peer relations: Gender 

and aevelopmental issues. Memll-Palmer Ouarterlv, 43,87- 106. 

Schneider, B. H. (1993). Children's social cornoetence in context: The 

contributions of f m i  lv. school and culture. Oxford, England: Pergarnon Press. 

Schneider, B. H. ( 1999). A multirnethod exploration of the friendships of 

children considered socially withdrawn by their school peen. Journal of Abnormal 

Child Psvcholoev, 27, 1 15- 123. 

Schneider, B. H.; Fonzi, A., Tomada, G. & Tani, F. (2000). A cross-national 

cornparison of children's behavior with their friends in situations of potential confl ict. 

Journal of Cross-Cultural Psycholoev. 3 1,259-266. 

Schwartz, D., Dodge, K. A., Coie, I. D.. Hubbard, J. A., Cillessen, A. H. N., 

Lemense, E. A., & Bateman, H. (1998). Social-cognitive and behavioral correlates of 

aggression and victimization in boys' play groups. Journal of Abnormal Child 

Psycholo-w- 26,43 1 4 0 .  

Slaby, R. G. & Guerra, N. G. ( 1988). Cognitive mediators of aggression in 

adolescent offenders: 1. Assessment. Develoomental Psycholo~. 24,580-588. 

Sullivan, H. S. ( 1953). The intemrsonal theorv of ~sychiatry. New York: 

Norton. 



Sutton, J., Smith, P. K., & Swetîenharn, J. (1999). Bullying and %eoiy of 

mind": A critique of the -'social skills deficit" view of anti-social behavior. Social 

Development. 8, 1 1 7- 134. 

Stormshak, E. A., Bierman, K. L., Bruschi, C., Dodge, K. A., & Coie, J. D, & 

The Conduct Problems Prevention Researc h Group ( 1999). The relation between 

behavior problems and peer preference in different classroom contexts. Child 

Develo~rnent. 70, 169- 182. 

Tomada, G., & Schneider, B. H. ( 1997). Relational aggression, gender, and peer 

acceptance: Invariance across culture, stability overt time, and concordance among 

informants. Devdo~rnental psycho log^. 33,60 1-609. 

Vitaro, F., Gendreau, P. L., Tremblay, R. E., & Oligny, P. (1998). Reactive and 

proactive aggression differentially predict later conduct problems. Journal of Child 

Psychologv and Psychia~ .  39,377-385. 

Vitaro, F., Tremblay, R. E., Ken; M., Pagani, L., & Bukowski, W. M. (1997). 

Disruptiveness, fhends' characteristics, and delinquency in early adolescence: A test of 

two competing models of development. Child Develo~ment. 68.676-689. 

Werner, N. E., & Crick, N. R. (1999). Relational aggression and social- 

psychological adjustment in a college sample. Journal of Abnormal Psycholopv. 108.4, 

6 1 5-623. 

Windle, M. (1994). A study of frienship characteristics and problem behavion 

among middle adolescents. Child Develoarnent. 65, 1764- 1777. 



Xie, H., Cairns, R. B., & Cairns, B. D. (1999). Social Networks and 

configurations in imer-city schools: Aggression, popularity, and implications for 

students with EBD. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorden. 7, 147- 155. 





Evaluation of the Assumptions 
Of Multivariate Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA) 



Assurnptions of MANCOVA 

Normaliw. Analyses were conducted to determine whether the assumptions of 

normality and homogeneity of variance were tenable, prior to performing the 

MANCOVAs. To ascertain whether each of the variables was nonnally distributed 

within cells, skewness and kurtosis scores were exarnined and converted to z-scores 

fol lowing the procedures outlined by Tabac hni k and Fidel 1 ( 19%). These analyses 

revealed significant degrees of skewness in several of the distributions of children's self- 

reported friendship perceptions on the FQM, but very few evidenced significant kurtosis. 

Distributions regarding children's reports of supportive features and friendship 

satisfaction were fiequenrly skewed in a negative direction, in that many children 

reported that the friendships were generaily supportive and satisfactory. In contrast, 

distributions pertaining to fnendship conflict and coalitional aggression tended to be 

postively skewed, since most children reported that such episodes were relatively 

infrequent occurrences. A number of the observational variables exhibited significant 

skewness as well, but unlike the self-report data, the skewness was predominantly in a 

positive direction. 

Al1 variables were transformed using log and square-root techniques to address 

the non-normality of some of the distrubutions. In line with Tabachnik and Fidell 

(1 996), variables exhibiting negative skewness were reflected prior to transformation, to 

ensure that they were adjusted in the appropriate direction. With respect to children's 

FQM scores and fnendship satisfaction, log tmnsformations reduced skewness 

substantially in the vast majority of variables. Analyses of the transformed friendship 



perception data yielded essentially the sarne findings as those reported in the main body 

of the text. Skewness was not reduced as successfidly by either square root or log 

transformations in the observational data. However, these data were skewed in a 

uniform direction and were thus less likely to produce a distortion in the results of the 

MANCOVAs (Tabachnik & Fidell, 1996). Furthemore, MANCOVA is regarded as 

robust to Type I error when distortions due to skewness are observed (Stevens, 1996). 

However, since this robustness may be less certain when ce11 sizes are unequal 

(Tabachnik & FideIl. 1996), equalized group analyses were performed on al1 the data, as 

described below. 

Homogeneitv of variance and covariance. A multi-step procedure was used to 

evaluate the assumption of hornogeneity of variance and covariance. Following Stevens 

( 1992) and Tabachnik and Fideil( 1996), Box's test was used to test the assumption of 

homogeneity of the covariance matrices. Given that this is known to be a markedly 

liberal test because of its susceptiblility to non-normality, a pvalue of .O0 1 was adopted 

as a cut point, following Tabachnik and Fidell(1996). To mess the homogeneity of 

variance assumption, the Levene test and F-Max were examined. If the Levene test was 

significant, indicating potential heterogeneity of variance, then the ratio of the largest 

ce11 variance to the smallest ce11 variance (F-max) was examined to determine the extent 

of the problem, as suggested by Tabachnik and Fidell(1996). Summarizing findings 

h m  Monte Carlo studies, these writen noted that MANCOVAs are robust to Type 1 

error when the F-Max ratio is less than 3, even when group sizes are more discrepant 

than those in the present study. Therefore, in the present research, the homogeneity of 



variance assumption was held to be tenable if the F-max ratio fell below 3. Using these 

criteria the homogeneity of variance and covariance assumptions were found to be 

tenable for all but 4 of the 20 MANCOVAs performed. Pillai's Trace F cnteria was 

reported in MANCOVA analyses because it is considered the rnost robust of the 

multivariate F tests to potential violations in variance and covariance (Stevens, 1996; 

Tabachnik & Fidell, 1996). 

Eaualized ~ o u ~ s  analvsis. Equalized groups analyses were also nin to address 

the few problems with heterogeneity of variance and covariance, which c m  make the F- 

test liberal in instances in which ceil sizes are discrepant (Tabachnik and Fidell, 1996). 

When cell sites are equal, significance tests in MANCOVA are expected to be robust 

(Tabachnik & Fidell, 1996). This approach also addresses any concems arising fiom the 

non-orthogonality of the effects analyzed in an unequal groups design. Analyses were 

nm using three randomly selected subsamples; original analyses were regarded as being 

confirmed if the results were replicated in 2 out of 3 analyses. 

Except as noted below, equalized groups analyses contirmed findings that were 

reported with respect to the full sample. The multivariate interaction between fnends' 

and participants' relational-aggression status data was replicated for hendship 

satisfaction in the spring but the main effects regarding fiends' and participants' 

relational aggression-status were not. In regard to changes in fhendship satisfaction, a 

significant interaction between hends' and participants' overt-aggression status did not 

emerge in the equalized groups analysis. The significant effect of dyadic overt- 

aggression statu on observed interpersonal processes was also not obtained in this 



supplementary analysis. Finally, there was no confirming evidence that children's 

discussion of aggressive solutions to third-party problems varied 

by dyadic overt-aggression statu. Unreplicated findings must be interpreted with 

caution, until they are confirmed by subsequent research. 

Homogeneitv - of reaesssion and linearitv. The validity of two assumptions of 

the MANCOVA procedure were assessed next. Interactions between the covariates and 

the independent variables were examined to test the homogeneity of regression 

assumption as well as parallelisrn of the regression siopes. No significant interactions 

emerged, suggesting that the assumption was tenable. Furthemore, examination of a 

random selection of scatterplots (foilowing Stevens, 1996) suggested that the 

assurnption of linear relationships between dependent variables, independent variables 

and covariates was tenable. 



APPENDIX B 



Friendship Qualities Measure 
with Friendship Satisfaction Items (#44 and #45) 



Tm seing to read you some sentences about friendships. Please put an "X" in the box that tells 

how tme each sentence is about your friendship with 

Examples: 

A. I like to play kickball with my fnend. 

II X o t ~ . 4 1 1  1 HuddFver 1 Some times Alrnost Aiways 
True 1 Tme 1 

B. M y  &end and 1 both like to clean Our roorns. 

****************************************************************************** 
1.  My f iend gives me advice with fi-&ng things out. 

Xot At A11 
Tme 

Not At All 1 HarddeEver Sornetirnes Almost Al ways 11 Tnie 1 T m  1 Tme 

2. M y  hend ignores me when she is mad at me. 

Hardly Ever 
Tme 

3. It is easy to make up quickly with my f iend if we have a fight. 

Some times 
Tme 

4. 1 c m  tell my fnend about rny problems. 

Noc At Al1 
True 

Almost Always 
Tme 

Al ways 
True 

i 

Hardly Ever 
True 

Not Ar A11 
True 

Sometimes 
Tme 

b 

Hardly Ever 
True 

Airnost Aiways 
True 

Somerimes 
Tme 

-- 

Always 
True 

AImost Always 
Tme 

hlways 
True 



5. 1 feel jealous if 1 see my fiiend playing with another kid. 

6. M y  friend hits and kicks me when she is mad at me. 

Kot At AI1 
True 

7. My friend can tell me her secrets. 

Hardly Ever 
True 

Xot Ac Al1 
True 

8. M y  friend makes me feel important and special. 

Sometirnes 
True 

HardIy Ever 
True 

Xot At Al1 
True 

9. I _oer mad at my friend a lot. 

Almost Al ways 
True 

- 

Sometimes 
Tme 

d 

Hardly Ever 
Tme 

Not Ar Al1 
True 

Always 
Tme 

10. When my friend and 1 don't like someone, we won't let h e m  play with us. 

- - 

Almost Aiways 
Tme 

Some times 
Tme 

Hardly Ever 
True 

Not At A11 
Tme 

Al ways 
True 

I 1. M y  friend and I ihreatrn to beat others up if they don't do what we tell them to do. 

Almost Always 
True 

Sometimes 
True 

Hardly Ever 
Tme 

Not At Al1 
True 

Always 
True 

1 True 1 True 1 True 1 Tme T& 1 

Almost Always 
True 

Sometimes 
Tme 

Hardly Ever 
Tme 

Al ways 
Tnre 

Not Ai Al1 

Almosr Always 
True 

Sometimes 
Tme 

Al ways 
Tme 

Hardly Ever 

Almost Always 
True 

Sometirnes 1 AlmostAlways 1 AIways 

-- 

Aiways 
True 



12. M y  friend would rather-play aione with me. and not with other kids. 

13. M y  fiend does h n  thinss with me. _ ..+ 

Not At All 
Tme 

14. My friend gets rnad at me a lot. 

+ 

Sometimes 
Tme 

Hardly Ever 
Tme 

Noc At Al1 

15. My hiend shares things (like books or Nintendo Cartridges) with me. 

- - - - - -- 

%lmost Always 
True 

Tru e True Tme Tme True l 

Sometimes 
- 

Hardl y Ever 

Aiways 
True 

Not At Al1 
Tme 

16. My friend tells my secrets to other kids when she is mad at me. 

Alrnost Always 

Sometirnes 
True 

HardIy Ever 
Tme 

Not Ac AI1 
True 

r 

Not At AI1 1 Hardly Ever 1 Sornetimes 1 Almost AIways 1 AIways 

T 
Always 

Tme 1 Tnie 1 True 1 True 1 True II 

Almost Aiways 
True 

Wardly Ever 
Tme 

17. It is easy to get over arpments  with my fiend. 

Always 
True 

Sometirnes 
Tme 

18. I can tell my friend my secrets. 

No[ At Al1 
True 

b- 

- 

Almost Aiways 
True 

Always 
True 

Hardly Ever 
Tme 

Sot  At AI1 
True 

Sometimes 
True 

A 

19. Ir's OK with me if rny friend plays wirh other kids when 1 am busy 

Hardly Ever 
1 True 

Almost Always 
Tme 

Surnethes 
Tme 

Aiways 
True 

Almost Always 
True 

ALways 
Tme 



20. My fiend says she will beat me up unless 1 do what she says. 

t 

Not At Al1 

2 1. M y  fiend can talk with me about the things that make her sad. 

True True True True Tmr A 
 HU^$ Ever 

Not Ar AI1 
True 

22. M y  hiend tells me 1 am jood at things. 

Sometimes 

Hardly Ever 
True 

23. I disagree with my fiiend a lot. 

Not At Al1 
Tme 

Almost Aiways 

Sometimes 
True 

24. When my Friend and I are mad at someone. we ignore hem or don't talk ro them . 

Always 

Hardly Ever 
True 

Noc ,4c Ail 
Tme 

Almosr Always 
Tme 

Mwzys 
Tme 

Sometimes 
True 

Hardly Ever 
True 

Not At A11 
True 

16. M y  friend sets jealous if shç sees me p l q i n p  with mothcr kid. 

Noc At Ali 
Tme 

Alrnost Aiways 
True 

Sometimes 
Tme 

Hard1 y Ever 
True 

Always 
True 

Harddly Ever 
True 

Almost Always 
True 

Sometimes 
Tne 

AIways 
Tme 

S o m  cimes 
Tme 

AImost Always 
Tnie 

AI ways 
True 

Almost ' ~ l w a y s  
True 

Always 
True 



FSG 

27. M y  friend plays with me at recess. 

--- - 

Not At AI1 
Tme 

25. My fiend pts annoyed with me a lot. 

Hardly Ever 
True 

Plot At A l  
True 

29. M y  fnend teils me she won? Iike me anymore unless I do what she says. 

Sometimes 
True 

Hardly Ever 
Tme 

Not Ac Al 
True 

30. M y  friend does special hvors for me. 

Alrnost Always 
Tnre 

Sometimes 

Hardly Ever 
Tnie 

AI ways 
Tme 

3 1. M y  friend pushes and shoves me when she is mad ar me. 

Tme Tme True A 

Almost Always 

Sometimes 
Tme 

Almost Always 
True 

Sometimes 
True 

t 
Xoc At Al1 

Tme 

Not Ac All 
True 

AI ways 

Al ways 
Tnie 

Hardy Ever 
True 

32. When one of us hears a mmor about sorneone we d o i t  like. we tell each other and pass i t  on. 

AImost AIways 
Tme 

, 

Hardly Ever 
Tme 

iUways 
True 

Not At A11 
True 

b 

33. I c m  tnlk with my friend about the thinjs that mûke me sad. 

Sometimes 
True 

A 

Sometimes 
Tme 

- - - --- 

Hardly Ever 
Tme 

Not At Al1 
Tme 

AImost Always 
True 

Almost Always 
Tme 

Hardly Ever 
True 

Always 
True 

Al ways 
Tme 

Al w ays 
l'me 

Sometimes 
Tme 

A' 

Kct At A11 
True 

H ~ r d l y  Ever 
True 

Sornztimes 
Truz 

AImost Always 
True 

Almost Alwriys 
Tme 

Always 
True 



34. It's OK wirh my friend if 1 play with other kids when she is busy. 

35. It is easy ro talk wirh my fiiend about how to get over being mad ar each other. 

Not At Al1 
True 

- - - - -  11 Nor Ar Al1 T Hardly Ever 1 Sometimes 
True Tme True 

36. My hend  and 1 push and shove others when we are rnad at them. 

HardIy Ever 
Tnie 

37. My fnend can tell me about her problems. 

Sometimes 
Tme 

S o t  At AI1 
Tnte 

II Nor At All / Har;:eEvcr 1 Sometimes Alrnost Always 
True True 1 Tnie 

Always 
Tnie 

Almost Always 
True 

* 

Hrirdly Ever 
True 

AIways 
True 

39. M y  fiiend says she's sony if she hum my feelings. 

Sometimes 
True 

Not At AI1 

JO. My friend won't let me play with her and her other friends when she is mad at me. 

Almost Al ways 
Tme 

Hardly Ever 

Not At Al1 
True 

Not At  AI1 Hardly Ever 1 Some cimes AIrnost Always Always 1 

Always 
Tnie 

True i Tme 

1 Trus True 1 True 1 Tiue 1 True I 

Sometimes 

Hardly Ever 
True 

True 
AIrnost Always 

Sometimes 
True 

Al ways 
Tnie Tme 

Alrnost .4lways 
Tme 

.-- 

Always 
True 



4 1. I would rather play alone with my fkiend. and not other kids, too. 

42. M y  f i end  disagrees with me a lot. 

Not At Al1 
T N ~  

43. M y  fnend picks me as p m e r s  for things. 

Hardly Ever 
Tme 

'iot At AII 
Tnie 

. HOW is this Wendship going? 

Sometimes 
Tme 

I 

Ahost  Always 
True 

- - -  - - 1 Hardly Ever / Some times Almost LUways 
Tme Tme Tme 1 True 

HardIy Ever 
True 

AIways 
True 

Al ways 
Tme 

45. How happy are you with this friendship? 

Almost Always 
True 

Sometimes 
Tme 

It's Going 
Real1 y 
B ad1 y 

Al ways 
True 

.- . 

It's Going 
Kind of 
B ad1 y 

V V  

Unhappy I 

It's Going 
OK 

A Little 

Unhappy 

It's Goin: 
Precty 

Not Really 
Happy Or 
Unhappy 

I r ' s  Going 
Real1 y 

Weil 1 Well 

Kind of 

Happy 

 ver^ 

Happy 



Friendship Nomination Instrument 



Frieodship Sheet 

Your Name (Use code name): School: 

Teacher: Grade: 

Generai Instructions: PIease write down the code names of the students who are 
your friends. Use the clau lisfs provided to find the correzt code name for eacb 
student identified. For each friend, put down how long you have been friends, and 
whether or not this u your best friend. We wül not teil anybody your answers, and it 
wouid be b a t  if you didn't either. 

Friend's Code 
Name 

How long have 
you been friends? 

Is this your 
k t  fdend 
at school? 

Is this your 
best friend 
in the whote 
world? 

Ifyour best friend in the whole worid does aot go to this school, please write hU/ber 
name below. 

Name of Friend School Grade 



Peer Nomination Measure of Aggression 



The School Play 

School: Your (Code) Name: 

Teacher: Grade: 

Lnstructions: 

Imagine that you are the director of a school play starring the students in this classroom. 
The director9s most important job is to select the right people to act in the play. You have 
beea given a Iist of students who rnay be included in the cast. Please choose the students 
from the list who would best fit each of the parts or roles described below. Try to pick the 
students who seem to fit each part in real life. 

You rnay select as many students as you wish for each part; it is OK to pick a student to 
play more than one role. When making your selections, wnte the student's T o d e  Name* in 
the spaca provided; these are priated on the class hts beside each student's real neme. 
Check carefully to be sure that you have written down the correct code. 

Please note that we will not tell anybody your answen and that it would be b a t  if you 
didn't tell anyone either. 

1. A good leader 

3. Hits, kicks, punches othen 

4. Tell fiends they will stop liking hem unless friends do what they Say 



S. Cheers others up * 

6. Punches, shoves others atound 

7. Redy  srnart Li math 

8. When maci, gets even by keeping a person fiom b&g in their group of %en& 

9. Threatens to beat up others 

IO. Does nice things for others 

11. When mad at a person, ignores them or stops taIking to them 



12. Star athfete 

1 .  Tries to keep cenain people aom being in their group during advities 

14. S m  fights 

16. A very talI penon 



APPENDIX C 



SUPPLEMENTARY ANALYSES 



Rationale for Sumlementaq Analyses 

Two sets of supplernentary analyses are included in this section. The first set 

involves pst-hoc analyses that pertain to the MANCOVAs of dyadic aggression statu, 

for which there were significant multivariate effects. In the Results, planned contrasts 

were used to partition the variance for significant follow-up univariate ANCOVAs, to 

determine the nature of these effects. In this section, relevant tables are represented to 

display the results of salient pst-hoc tests, to allow cornparisons with the results of the 

aforementioned planned contrasts. Please note that the designation " b  has been added to 

indicate the tables in the Results section that these supplementary analyses complement. 

For example, Table 1% is the complement to Table 12 in the Results section. 

The second set of supplementary analyses involves a series of hierarchical 

multiple regression analyses. These were included as an altemate method of testing 

changes in children's perceptions of hendship features and hendship satisfaction over 

the coune of the school year. 



Table 12b 

Discmpancies within Dvads in FQM Factor Scores as a function of Dvadic Overt-Aqqression Status. 

Nurnber of Overtly Aggressive 
Children in Oyad 

FQM factor scores O 1 2 
M SD 1 Overall 

Fall (a = 89) (0 = 38) (n= 15) - F(2, 1 38) 

Supportive .50 (.40) .66 (.50) .44 (-35) 2.18 

Confiict 53 (43) .54 (.42) .66 (-48) .56 

Spring (n = 62) (n = 29) (g = 9) E (2,96) 

Supportive 5 0  (-51) -57 (.49) .77 (-49) 1 .16 

Conflict .42 (.34) .37 (.34) 5 7  (.36) 1.20 

Co-aggress .45 (.38) .65 (.55) .83 (.77) 3.51" 
Note. p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .O01 

Co-agress = Coalitional Aggression; Conflict = ConflictlRelational Aggression in Friendship 
Means with different subscripts are different at the .O5 levef in post hoc cornparisons using 
Bonferroni corrections. 



Table t3b 

Discrepancies within Dyads in FQM Factor Scores as a function of Oyadic Relational-Aqaressic 

Nurnber of Relationally Aggressive 
Children in Dyad 

FQM factor scores O 1 2 
M g Mh M sO Overall E 

Supportive 

Conflict 

Co-aggress 

Spring 

Supportive 

Conflict 

Co-aggress .44 (.33), .72 (.62)b .44 (.44)& 4.20' 

Note. p < .05, "p < .01, "*p < .O01 

Co-agress = Coalitional Aggression; Conflict = ConflicURelational Aggression in Friendshij 



Table 16b 

Discrepancies within Dvads in Friendship Satisfaction as a function of ûvadic Overt-A~nressia 

Number of Overîly Aggressive 
Children in Dyad 

Fall and Spring O 1 2 
Friendship Satisfaction M gJ M ÇD M Ç O  Overall F 

.i . Overî Aggression 

Fall @ = 89) (Z1= 38) b= 15) - F(2, 138) 

Friendship Satisfaction .35 (.46) .54 (.62) .50 (-57) 1.98 

Friendship Satisfaction .34 (.50) .48 (-54) .67 (.71) 1.70 

Number of Relationally Aggressive 
Children in ûyad 

Fall and Spring O 1 2 
Fnendship Satisfaction M SD M SD M SD Overall F 

2. Relational Aggression 

Fall (n = 71) @=57) (g= 1 4) - F (2, 138) 

Friendship Satisfaction .34 (.46), .55 (.59), .21 (.32), 3.73. 

Spring (n = 53) (g = 38) (D = 9) - F (2, 96) 

Friendship Satisfaction .36 (54) .53 (S6) .22 (.36) 1.99 
Note. p < .05, "p c .01, **'p < .O01 

Co-agress = Coalitional Aggression; Conflict = ConflicVRelational Aggression in Friendshi 
Means wilh different subscripts are different at .O5 level in post hoc camparisons using 
Bonfemni correclions 



Table 18b 

Observed Intemersonal Processes in Dvadic Interactions bv Dvadic Overt-Acaaression Status. 

Number of Gertly ~gcess i ve  
- 

Children in Dvad 
Interpersonal O 1 2 Overall E 
Processes - M - M SD - M $D (2, 133) 

Aggregate Scores 

Affect-aggregate 

Balance of Power- 
aggregate 

Scores within Tasks 

Disclosure-planning 

Disclosure-friendprob 

Disclosure-otherprob 

Disclosure-negotiate 

Conflict-friendprob 

Conflict-otherprob 

Note. + p <  . t O , * p <  .05,"p<.01, "p<.001 
frndprob = problern with friend; otherprob = problem with other peer 
Means with different subscripts are different at the .O5 level in post-hoc cornparisons with Bonferoni corrections 



Table 19b 

Observed Interpersonal Processes in Dvadic Interactions as a function of Dyadic Relational-Aaaression Status 

Number of Relationatly Aggressive 
Children in Dyad 

Interpersonal O 1 2 Overall F 
Processes M SD hd sO !!!? SD (2, 133) 

Aggregate Scores 

Affect-aggregate 

Balance of Power- 
aggregate 

Scores within Tasks 

Disclosure-planning 

Disclosure-friendprob 

Disclosure-otherprob 

Disclosure-negotiation 

Conflict-friendprob 

Conf lict-otherprob 1.23 (.42) 1.21 (.45) - I 

Note. + p < .IO, ' p < .05, "p < .01, "'p < ,001 
friendprob = problem with friend; otherprob = problem involving other peer 



Table 20b 

Problem Solutions as a fundion of Dvadic Aaaression Status 

Number of Overtly Aggressive 
Children in Dvad Omnibus 

O 1 2 (univariate) E 
Problem Solutions - M - M SD - M a Value 

Assertive-frndprob 1 .91 (.73) 1.94 (.67) 1.79 (.80) -24 

Passive-frndprob 1. 17 (.41) 1 .28 (.45) 1.21 (.43) .94 

Aggressive-~therprob 1.15(.39), 1.14(.35), 1.50(.76)b 4.15' 

Assertive-otherprob 2.03 (. .73) 2.00 (.79) 1.93 (.73) .12 

Passive-otherpro b 1.49 (S5) 1.33 (-59) 1.71 (.73) 2.27 

Number of Relationally Aggressive 
Children in Dvad Omnibus 

O 1 2 (univariate) 
Negotiat ion Features - M a - M a - M Va 1 ue 

Assertive-otherprob 2.02 (.69) 2.1 1 (.78) 1 -64 (-74) 2.18 

Passive-otherprob 1.47 (.59) 1.46 (S7) .i .50 (-65) .O2 
Note. ' p < .OS; " p < .01; " p < .O01 - 

Means with difierent subscripts are different at the .O5 level on post-hoc cornparisons using 
Bonferroni corrections 



Table 23b 

Neaotiation Features as a function of Dvadic Relational-Aaaression Status 

Number of Relationally Aggressive 
Children in Dvad Omnibus 

O 1 2 (univariate) 
Negotiation Features - M a - M - M Value 

Total Proposais 2.54 (1 -57) 3.07 (1.88) 2.39 (.74) 1.84 

Sensitive Counter .O7 (. 18) .O4 (.14) .14 (.23) 1.97 
Proposals 

New Proposals .25 (.36) -37 (-47) .46 (.57) 1.81 

Total Acceptance 1.93 (.81), 2.19 (.91), 1.68 (.57), 2.63' 

Partial Acceptance .O7 (27) .14 (4) .18 (.32) 1.26 

Final Discrepancy 1 .O9 (. 38), 1 .32 (.6ô), 1.29 (.73), 2.84' 
Note. ' p <  .10; ' p c  .OS; " p  c .O1; "p < .O01 - 

Means with different subscripts are different at $05 level in post hoc cornparisons using 
Bonferroni corrections 



Table 14b and 17b 

Hierarchical Regression Analvses of Chanqes in Perceived Friendshi~ Features and 
Friendship Satisfaction 

Dependent variables and predictors R R~ dchange Beta 

DV: Spring Coalitionat Aggression 
Step 1: Fall coalitional aggression 
Step 2: Participants' Relag 

Friends' Relag 
Step 3: Particpants' Ovag (con) 

Friends' Ovag (con) 
lnteraction 

DV: Spring Coalitional Aggression 
Step 1 : Fall coalitional aggression 
Step 2: Participants' Relag 

Friends' Relag 
Step 3: Particpants' Ovag (di) 

Friends' Ovag (di) 
Interaction 

DV: Spring Coalitional Aggression 
Step 1 : Fall coalitional aggression 
Step 2: Participants' Ovag 

Friends' Ovag 
Step 3: Particpants' Relag (con) 

Friends' Relag (con) 
Interaction 

DV: Spring Coalitional Aggression 
Step 1 : Fall coalitional aggression 
Step 2: Participants' Ovag 

Friends' Ovag 
Step 3: Particpants' Relag (di) 

Friends' Relag (di) 
lnteraction 

DV: Spring Supportive Features 
Step 1 : Fall supportive features 
Step 2: Participants' Relag 

Friends' Relag 
Step 3: Particpants' Ovag (con) 

Friends' Ovag (con) 
lnteraction 



Oependent variables and predictors R R* ~ ~ ~ h a n g e  Beta 

DV: Spring Supportive Features 
Step 1 : Fall supportive features 
Step 2: Participants' Relag 

Friends' Relag 
Step 3: Particpants' Ovag (di) 

Friends' Ovag (di) 
lnteraction 

DV: Spring Supportive Features 
Step 1 : Fat1 supportive features 
Step 2: Participants' Ovag 

Friends' Ovag 
Step 3: Particpants' Relag (con) 

Friends' Relag (con) 
lnteraction 

DV: Spring Supportive Features 
Step 1 : Fall supportive features 
Step 2: Participants' Ovag 

Friends' Ovag 
Step 3: Particpants' Relag (di) 

Friends' Relag (di) 
lnteraction 

DV: Spring ConflidRelag 
Step 1: Fall wnfiict 
Step 2: Participants' Relag 

Friends' Relag 
Step 3: Particpants' Ovag (con) 

Friends' Ovag (con) 
lnteraction 

DV: Spring Conflict/Relag 
Step 1 : Fall confiict 
Step 2: Participants' Relag 

Friends' Relag 
Step 3: Particpants' Ovag (di) 

Friends' Ovag (di) 
lnteraction 

DV: Spring ConfiicüRelag 
Step 1: Fall confiict 
Step 2: Participants' Ovag 

Friends' Ovag 
Step 3: Particpants' Relag (con) 

Friends' Relag (con) 
Interaction 



Dependent variables and predictors R R~ ~ ~ ~ h a n g e  Beta 

DV: Spring ConflicüRe lag 
Step 1 : Fall confiict 
Step 2: Participants' Ovag 

Friends' Ovag 
Step 3: Particpants' Relag (di) 

Friends' Relag (di) 
Interaction 

DV: Spring Friendship Satisfaction 
Step 1 : Fall satisfaction 
Step 2: Participants' Relag 

Friends' Relag 
Step 3: Particpants' Ovag (con) 

Friends' Ovag (con) 
lnteraction 

DV: Spring Friendship Satisfaction 
Step 1 : Fall satisfaction 
Step 2: Participants' Relag 

Friends' Relag 
Step 3: Particpants' Ovag (di) 

Friends' Ovag (di) 
lnteraction 

DV: Spring Friendship Satisfaction 
Step 1 : Fall satisfaction 
Step 2: Participants' Ovag 

Friends' Ovag 
Step 3: Particpants' Relag (con) 

Friends' Relag (con) 
Interaction 

DV: Spring Friendship Satisfaction 
Step 1 : Fall satisfaction 
Step 2: Participants' Ovag 

Friends' Ovag 
Step 3: Particpants' Realg (di) 

Friends' Relag (di) 
lnteraction 

Note. ' p c .lO: p c .OS; * p c .Ol: pc -001 - 
Relag = relational aggression; ovag = overt aggression; con = continuous data; di= dichotornous 
DV = dependent variable 




