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ABSTRACT 
 

 The current study sought support for a two-factor model of relational aggression, 

comprised of reactive and proactive aggressive subtypes, and to validate the model with respect 

to emotional functioning (e.g., emotion regulation, emotional arousal, callous-unemotional traits, 

and attentional bias). A purposive sampling technique was used to recruit a sample of 164 

elementary-aged children from a non-referred, mixed-gender screening sample comprised of 

children from grades two through five. Both parent and teacher ratings of aggression and 

emotional functioning were obtained where possible. Structural equation modeling, analysis of 

variance, and correlational techniques were used to examine the relationship between reactive 

and proactive relational aggression and emotional functioning. Confirmatory factor analyses 

supported the use of a two-factor model of relational aggression; however subsequent analyses 

yielded mixed findings with respect to discriminant validity of the subtypes with respect to 

emotional functioning variables.  
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

 While there exist decades of established literature on overt aggression, a construct which 

includes physically harming others, there has been an impressive surge in recent years to broaden 

the study of aggressive behavior to include behavior that attempts to harm others by damaging 

their relationships with others (e.g., relational aggression) in order to round out our 

understanding of the broader aggression construct.  

 Relational aggression represents a complex departure from past research on overt 

aggression. It is proposed to include behaviors that are harmful via social manipulation and can 

include gossiping, rumor-spreading, and social exclusion or threatening of such (Crick, 1996), 

whereas overt aggression includes threat of and actual physical harm to others (e.g., punching, 

kicking, and bullying). The inclusion of socially manipulative behaviors in the aggressive 

nomenclature has theoretically extended the application of aggression research to female 

samples, as many have posited the gender specificity of relationally aggressive behavior. 

Regardless of whether it is the female equivalent of overt aggression, a question which remains 

unanswered by the existing body of literature, relational aggression represents an important 

cluster of behaviors which accounts for negative outcomes independent of its significant overlap 

with overt aggression. 

Relational aggression has been linked to both concurrent (e.g., Crick, 1997; Crick & 

Grotpeter, 1995; Grotpeter & Crick, 1996; Henington, Hughes, Cavell, & Thompson, 1998) and 

future maladjustment (e.g., Crick, 1996; Prinstein & La Greca, 2004; Tomada & Schneider, 

1997). An increasingly large number of researchers have controlled for the overlap between 

relational and overt forms of aggression and found that relational aggression is uniquely related 

to negative outcomes (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Prinstein, Boergers, & Vernberg, 2001). Given 

this and other research that illustrates the importance of relational aggression as a relevant, 

distinct social construct, it is unfortunate that it has not yet been studied to the extent that overt 

aggression has, particularly in regards to where the behavior is coming from (e.g., origins of the 

behavior) and why it is occurring (e.g., functions of the behavior). Investigating the origin and 

function of relational aggression should address remaining questions about the behavior, 

including more basic definitional questions (e.g., how is relational aggression different from 
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overt aggression) and more applied questions (e.g., how do we prevent and/or treat relationally 

aggressive behavior).  

 In order to better address this gap in the literature, examination of the function of 

aggressive behavior has potential. Supported largely by research on overt forms of aggression, 

one such functional distinction lies in the comparison of reactive and proactive trajectories to 

aggressive behavior. Broadly speaking, reactive aggression is thought of as an impulsive, 

emotionally dysregulated response to real or imagined stimuli, characterized by intense and 

poorly controlled emotion. Proactive aggression, in contrast, is conceptualized as an unprovoked 

response, lacking in intense emotionality, predicated on the assumption that the aggressive 

behavior will be instrumental in achieving a desired outcome (e.g., attainment of goods, 

dominance or intimidation) (Merk, Orobio de Castro, Koops, & Matthys, 2005). Aside from this 

definitional distinctiveness, reactive and proactive aggression differ on a number of different 

levels, including their causes, related outcomes, cognitive processing, as well as the ways in 

which the behaviors are targeted in treatment (Merk et al., 2005).  

When considering the utility of this functional distinction, it is important to examine the 

impact of collapsing such unique sets of aggressive responding. A “reactive” child may respond 

to provocation (e.g., not being invited to a classmate’s birthday party) in a relationally aggressive 

manner by impulsively revealing a secret about the classmate in a fit of anger. In contrast, a 

“proactive” child may respond to the knowledge of the upcoming birthday party by threatening 

the classmate with revealing the secret if an invitation is not forthcoming. The former is a “hot” 

response, riddled with emotion, while the latter is a “cold” response, relying on premeditation. 

Children tending toward one functional approach over the other may be fundamentally different, 

in terms of variables which precede aggressive behavior. These causal factors may shape an 

individual’s trajectory to aggressive behavior and the functions they serve.  

Given the theoretical importance of emotional dysfunction to the distinction between 

reactive and proactive aggression, it seems most prudent to examine the causal impact of various 

indices of emotional functioning on aggressive outcomes. Indeed, several researchers have 

investigated the link between emotional functioning and overt aggression, but very few have 

applied these findings to relational aggression. Therefore, a review of the support for this 

distinction in the overt aggression literature provides important background for the proposed 

study, involving the application of the subtypes to relational aggression.  
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Functional Subtypes of Overt Aggression  

This two-factor model of aggression has been well-researched in the area of overt 

aggression, the distinction validated from a number of angles. Merk and colleagues (2005) 

assessed the validity of the model with regard to eight criteria. They sought evidence of 

differences between reactive and proactive aggression with regard to their definition, uniqueness 

relative to each other and other, potentially similar distinctions, causes, outcomes, mechanisms, 

as well as treatment. A large body of uniqueness data exists supporting the distinction between 

reactive and proactive aggression. Although correlations between the subtypes are typically 

moderate to high, ranging from .54 - .82 in elementary-aged samples (Marsee, Weems, & Taylor, 

2008; Poulin & Boivin, 2000; Vitaro, Brendgen, & Tremblay, 2002), exploratory and 

confirmatory factor analyses support a two-factor model over a one-factor model which collapses 

items (Day, Bream, & Paul, 1992; Fite, Colder, & Pelham, 2006; Poulin & Boivin, 2000; 

Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002). An additional study examined the correlation between subtypes 

while controlling for form of aggression (e.g., overt vs. relational) and found little support for 

covariation (p = -.10; Little, Jones, Henrich, & Hawley, 2003) 

Furthermore, Merk and colleagues (2005) found that reactive and proactive aggression 

differs in theorized causes. Reactive aggression appears to be related to highly emotional 

temperaments and low intelligence (Dodge,  Lochman, Harnish, Bates, & Pettit, 1997), whereas 

proactive aggression is correlated with the positive reinforcement and modeling of aggressive 

behaviors (Dodge, 1991).  In terms of outcomes, reactive aggression is more highly related to 

internalizing psychological difficulties including suicide (Conner, Duberstein, Conwell, & Caine, 

2003), whereas proactive aggression is linked to early delinquency and long-term externalizing 

problems (Brendgen, Vitaro, Tremblay, & Lavoie, 2001).  

 Efforts have also been made to establish the prevalence of reactive and proactive 

aggression in samples of elementary-aged children. Typically, researchers have split children 

into groups of purely reactive, purely proactive, combination reactive and proactive, and non-

aggressive children. Generally speaking, purely reactive individuals make up a third of 

aggressive children whereas purely proactive children are much more rare, comprising between 5 

and 17% of aggressive children, however in one study of fourth through sixth graders, 

“proactive-only” children comprised 45% of aggressive children (Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002). 

Approximately half of aggressive children fall in a combined category, with elevated levels of 
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reactive and proactive aggression (Vitaro, et al., 2002; Waschbusch, Willoughby, & Pelham, 

1998). 

 In sum, although researchers typically find that reactive and proactive aggression covary 

to a moderate degree, more sophisticated analyses (e.g., factor analysis) yield more promising 

results, supporting the functional distinction. In fact, when the associations between the subtypes 

and various indices of emotional functioning are examined, substantive differences across 

reactive and proactive aggression become apparent. 

 

Functional Subtypes of Overt Aggression and Emotional Functioning 

In the overt aggression literature, reactive aggression is often found to be negatively 

associated with emotion regulation. That is, the ability to understand and respond to one’s 

emotional state in order to maintain an appropriate level of reactivity depending on the situation 

(Shields & Cicchetti, 1997). A child who reacts very strongly to their emotional state will act 

quickly, and in reference to their current emotion, without regard to the consequences of their 

behavior (Frick & Morris, 2004). Indeed researchers have found that emotion dysregulation was 

positively related to overt forms of reactive aggression, while negatively related to overt, 

proactive aggression (Marsee & Frick, 2007). The latter finding here is important, as it is likely 

that emotion dysregulation (vs. regulation) explains aggressive behavior, but only in the context 

of high arousal or emotionality (Frick & Morris, 2004). 

Those prone to intense emotional arousal can suffer from a disruption of processing in the 

short term (e.g., hostile attribution bias; Crick & Dodge, 1996) and the long term (e.g., in the 

internalization of societal norms; Kochanska, 1993; 1995). However, high emotional arousal is 

likely only of concern for the “hot” or otherwise reactive types of aggression. Interestingly, a 

combination of high negative and high positive affect was associated with conduct problem 

behavior. Similarly, the combination of low negative and low positive affect was associated with 

high rates of behavior problems, but appears to represent a “cold” type of aggression, 

characterized by decreased emotional arousal (Loney, Lima & Butler, 2006).  

Finally, overt forms of reactive aggression appear to be associated with an increased 

attentional bias towards emotional stimuli relative to proactive aggression (Blair, 1999; Lorenz 

& Newman, 2002). Blair (1999) found that children with emotional problems without callous-

unemotional traits had the greatest reaction to threat cues, relative to controls and emotionally 
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challenged children with elevated callous-unemotional traits. Additionally, Lorenz & Newman 

(2002) showed a link between increased reactivity to emotional words and antisocial personality 

disorder. The attentional bias of aggressive individuals may be related to documented attentional 

bias in the area of anxiety research. Vasey, El-Hag & Daleidon found that high anxious children 

had a significantly larger bias towards emotional words compared to low anxious children 

(1996). In fact, Lorenz and Newman (2002) related the group of aggressive individuals with high 

reactivity to emotional cues in their study to “neurotic” individuals. Increased attentional bias to 

negative stimuli represents vigilance to emotional cues, which in the absence of the ability to 

appropriately regulate one’s response to those cues can inhibit one’s ability to process emotional 

information and make reasonable decisions about how to react. Thus, the emotional deficit could 

potentially lead to aggressive behavior just as easily as it has been shown to lead to anxious 

responding. 

 In contrast to reactive aggression, proactive aggression appears to be rooted in an 

emotional deficit in the opposite direction. Whereas reactive children are likely to have intense 

emotional experiences without the ability to regulate them, proactive children are lacking in 

emotional intensity, even where appropriate. One construct in particular which illustrates this 

lack of emotional connection to others is callous-unemotional (CU) traits. 

This set of traits is characterized by a decreased ability for empathic responding and guilt 

reactions. CU traits represent affective and interpersonal traits which likely stem from an 

emotional deficit interfering with one’s ability to internalize norms and respond appropriately to 

negative emotional responses of others. While emotion regulation potentially explains aggressive 

behavior in the context of high arousal, CU traits likely contribute to the prediction of low 

arousal aggression (Frick & Morris, 2004). CU traits have been directly linked to overt forms of 

proactive aggression in only one study (Marsee & Frick, 2007), but there are several studies 

which provide indirect support of this link. Frick and colleagues found that CU traits were 

associated with several correlates of proactive aggression, including reward dominance and 

impulsivity, and negatively associated with anxiety and angry reactivity (Frick, Cornell, Barry, 

Bodin & Dane, 2003). An additional study found that several correlates of proactive aggression 

were associated with CU traits as well. Decreased empathy, personal distress and fearfulness 

were associated with CU traits, in addition to several cognitive themes known to be associated 
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with proactive aggression (e.g., positive expectations of dominance for aggression, low 

expectation of punishment for aggression) (Merk et al., 2005).  

In addition to CU traits, proactive aggression has been linked to two constructs described 

above: attentional bias and emotional arousal, but in the opposite direction as compared to 

reactive aggression. Decreased attentional bias, to words and pictures, is evidence of a deficit in 

processing emotional stimuli, which is thought to be critical in the development of the affective 

components of conscience (e.g., empathy). This is in stark comparison to the proposed relation 

between attentional bias and reactive aggression, wherein reactively aggressive children are 

likely to over-attend to emotional stimuli. 

The literature in support of a relationship between proactive aggression and attentional 

bias away from emotional stimuli rests largely on a similarity of proactive aggression and CU 

traits, as the vast majority of research has supported the link between CU traits and attentional 

bias (Kimonis, Frick, Fazekas & Loney, 2006; Loney, Frick, Clements, Ellis & Kerlin, 2003). 

Importantly however, a recent study has shown that the combination of high CU traits and low 

attentional bias to distressing pictures led to the highest proactive aggression scores (Kimonis, 

Frick, Munoz & Aucoin, 2007).  

As noted above, high emotional arousal is theoretically important to the reactive 

aggression construct, as low emotional arousal likely is for the proactive aggression construct. 

Indeed, it is implicit in a model of proactive aggression described as a “cold” and instrumental 

set of behaviors used for dominance or gain. Loney, Lima, and Butler (2006) found that just as 

highly aroused groups of participants were likely to aggress, proposed here to be primarily 

reactive, so were minimally aroused participants, likely in a proactive manner.  

Given the importance of the distinction between functional subtypes in overt aggression 

literature in further defining the construct, by establishing two quite different subtypes that are 

linked with distinct causes, outcomes, and are treated in two different ways, it seems prudent to 

investigate this distinction in relational aggression. Validating the subtypes with regard to 

emotional functioning variables provided detailed information in the area of greatest definitional 

distinction across the subtypes.  
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Present Study 

There is a paucity of research dedicated to the application of reactive and proactive 

subtypes to the field of relational aggression, with some notable exceptions. Marsee and Frick 

(2007) found that relational forms of reactive aggression were associated with emotional 

dysregulation to a larger degree than was proactive aggression. Additionally, relational forms of 

proactive aggression were significantly associated with CU traits, to a larger degree than was 

reactive aggression. Although there is little evidence on the emotional correlates of relational 

forms of reactive and proactive aggression, it is proposed that if relational aggression is 

considered to be a form of aggression with the same underlying purpose as overt aggression, the 

research supporting functional subtypes should hold for relational aggression. The primary 

purpose of the present study is to evaluate the fit of a model of relational aggression broken into 

reactive and proactive subtypes and to validate the subtypes with regard to emotional functioning 

variables. 

An additional goal of this study is to examine variability in the findings across gender 

and age. Some past research has indicated that relational aggression may be comprised of 

behaviors which operate differently across gender (Crick, 1997; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995) and 

age (Crick et al., 1999). These findings have been explained in myriad ways and are found only 

inconsistently, therefore it is important to include an examination of the reliability of results 

across gender and age groups.  

In addition to the study of important emotional correlates of reactive and proactive 

relational aggression, it is also important to examine the distribution of reactive and proactive 

relational aggression in an elementary-aged sample in order to determine their independence 

from one another. Although it appears that approximately half of aggressive children exhibit both 

reactive and proactive aggression, an important minority of children are exhibiting primarily 

reactive or proactive aggression. The latter groups may represent sharply unique individuals, 

relative to each other, with respect to their emotional functioning.  

Therefore, it seems prudent to investigate the proportion of primarily reactive to 

primarily proactive relationally aggressive individuals in our sample, not only to support the 

claim that primarily reactive relationally aggressive individuals are more prevalent in the general 

population relative to primarily proactive relationally aggressive individuals, but also to examine 

the differences in those groups’ associations with emotional functioning variables. A profile 
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approach to determining subtypes provides an additional method to examine the validity of the 

subtypes, at the item level, as well as proportions of aggressive types (e.g., primarily reactive, 

primarily proactive, combination-type, non-aggressive).  

In summary, the goals of this study were to: 1. evaluate the fit of a model of relational 

aggression broken into reactive and proactive subtypes, 2. validate the subtypes with regard to 

emotional functioning variables, 3. examine the proportion of reactively and proactively 

relationally aggressive individuals in the current sample and determine the relationships between 

groups and emotional functioning variables, and 4. assess consistency of findings across gender 

and age. 

 

Hypotheses 

 It was proposed that, in comparison to a general (e.g., one-factor) model, a two-factor 

model, comprised of reactive and proactive factors, of relational aggression would provide a 

better fit to data collected on a mixed-gender, elementary-aged population. In the pursuit of 

validating these subtypes in terms of the emotional deficits which are proposed to underlie them, 

reactive relational aggression was hypothesized to be negatively related to emotion regulation 

and positively related to emotional arousal and attentional bias to emotional words and images. 

Proactive relational aggression was hypothesized to be positively related to CU traits and 

negatively related to emotional arousal and attentional bias to emotional words and images. 

Furthermore, this proposed pattern of results was expected to be consistent across gender and 

age. Further analyses examined the proportion of reactive to proactive aggression in the sample. 

It was predicted that reactive relational aggression would be significantly more prevalent than 

proactive relational aggression. In addition, the relationship between primarily reactively 

aggressive or primarily proactively aggressive groups and emotional functioning variables was 

anticipated to be similar to the manner in which the above-described subtypes (e.g., Reactive 

Relational Aggression and Proactive Relational Aggression latent variables) were proposed to be 

related to emotional functioning variables.   
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CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

Participants 

The current study used archival data, collected as part of two similar research projects, 

the first of which consisted of 164 children (82 boys and 82 girls) recruited from two elementary 

school districts in the southeastern United States. These children were recruited based on 

preliminary responses that primary caregivers provided on a screening rating scale measure of 

callous-unemotional (CU) traits (Antisocial Process Screening Device, see description below). A 

total of 3835 screening packets were mailed to all families with children enrolled in the 2nd to 5th 

grades. Approximately 23% of the screening packets were returned (N = 883), at which point 

scores on the CU traits measure were used to recruit a roughly equal number of male and female 

children within each quartile of parent reported CU traits. This purposive-sampling method was 

used to ensure variability of CU traits, conduct problems, and emotional functioning as well as 

overall representativeness of the recruited sample. Phone call recruitment of the sample was 

stratified on grade level and ethnicity to further increase representativeness of the recruited 

sample. The second dataset (N = 91; 42 boys and 49 girls) was merged with the above dataset to 

increase power for the analyses. The dataset was recruited in a similar manner and the means and 

ranges on age and relational aggression were comparable across the datasets. Of note, none of 

the recruited participants displayed evidence of pronounced cognitive impairment (i.e., 

composite intelligence score < 70) on a preliminary measure of intellectual functioning 

(Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test, see description below).  

 

Measures 

 

     Relational aggression. 

The Ratings of Children’s Social Behavior (RCSB; Appendix A) (Crick, 1996) was used 

to measure parent and teacher report of relational aggression in this sample. The RCSB is a 17-

item multi-informant rating scale scored on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (never true) to 5 

(almost always true). It contains a 7-item relational aggression scale containing such items as  

“this child spreads rumors or gossips about some peers” and “when this child is mad at a peer, 
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she or he gets even by excluding the peer from his or her clique or peer group.” This scale was 

completed by parents and teachers to obtain two distinct 7-item relational aggression scale 

subtotals. The RCSB has demonstrated good internal consistency in previous child investigations 

(α =.83-.96) (Crick, 1996; Crick, Casas & Mosher, 1997).  

The RCSB’s relational aggression items were broken down into reactive and proactive 

items based on item content. The reactive items include: “When my child gets mad at peers, 

he/she gets even by excluding them from his/her group of friends” (item 2), “When my child gets 

mad at peers, he/she tries to get other people to stop liking them” (item 7), and “When my child 

is mad at classmates, he/she ignores them or stops talking to them” (item 11). The proactive 

items include: “My child spreads rumors or gossip about peers” (item 5), “My child tries to get 

others to dislike certain peers by telling lies about them to others” (item 10), “My child threatens 

to stop being friends with peers in order to hurt them or get what he/she wants” (item 13), and 

“My child likes to exclude peers from group activities” (item 15). In the combined sample, 

internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) for parent-reported relational aggression was .64 for the 

reactive scale and .60 for the proactive scale. For teacher-reported relational aggression, alpha 

was .82 and .90 for the reactive and proactive scales, respectively.  

 

     Attentional bias. 

The Emotional Words Task (Williamson, Harpur & Hare, 1991) and The Emotional 

Pictures Task (Loney, 2003) was used to measure attentional bias in this study. The Emotional 

Words Task is a lexical decision task that requires participants to hit a key to indicate whether 

letter strings on a computer screen represent real words or nonwords. Words used in the study 

fell into three categories: positive (e.g., glad), negative (e.g., bomb), and neutral (e.g., boot). The 

extent to which participants respond faster to emotional (e.g., positive or negative) words, 

relative to neutral words, represents attentional bias to emotional stimuli. Only the negative 

facilitation scores were used in this study, calculated by subtracting response time to negative 

emotional words from response time to neutral words. The Emotional Words task has been used 

in at least two studies of behavior problems in elementary and adolescent-aged participants 

(Frick, Cornell, Bodin, Dane, Barry & Loney, 2003; Loney, Frick, Clements, Ellis & Kerlin, 

2003). 
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The Emotional Pictures Task is a dot-probe measure that presents pairs of picture stimuli 

comprised of combinations of positive (e.g., kittens), negative (e.g., a crying baby), and neutral 

(e.g., a chair) pictures. In each trial, a dot appears over one of the two pictures, after which the 

participant is required to hit a key which corresponds to the picture the dot replaced. Again, the 

extent to which participants respond faster to dots replacing emotional (e.g., positive or negative) 

images, relative to neutral images, represents attentional bias to emotional stimuli. Only the 

negative facilitation scores were used in this study, calculated by subtracting response time to 

negative emotional pictures from response time to neutral pictures, in the same manner as the 

words task. Studies have found that severely conduct disordered children (e.g., those high in 

callous-unemotional traits) have a specific deficit in sensitivity to negative emotional cues (Blair, 

1999; Frick et al., 2003; Loney et al., 2003) and punishment (Frick & Morris, 2004). The 

Emotional Pictures Task has been used in at least two other studies of behavior problems in 

elementary-aged participants (Kimonis, Frick, Fazekas, Loney & 2006; Schippell, Vasey, 

Cravens-Brown & Bretveld, 2003). The latent variable of Attentional Bias was comprised of two 

observed variables: Negative Facilitation to Words and Negative Facilitation to Pictures. 

 

     Emotional arousal. 

The Positive and Negative Affect Scale for Children (PANAS-C; Laurent, et al., 1999) 

was used to measure emotional arousal in this study (see Appendix B). The PANAS-C is a 27-

item measure comprised of two subscales: a 12-item positive affect scale and a 15-item negative 

affect scale. Each item is made up of an adjective used to describe oneself, which the child rates 

using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from “very slightly or not at all” to “extremely,” 

including the negative affect adjectives sad, mad, and scared. The latent variable Emotional 

Arousal was comprised of two observed variables: Negative Affect and Positive Affect. 

 

     Callous-unemotional traits.  

The Antisocial Process Screening Device (APSD; Wootton, Frick, Shelton & Silverthorn, 

1997) was used as a screening measure of callous-unemotional traits (see Appendix C). The 

APSD is a 20-item measure, completed by parents and teachers in this study, of which a 6-item 

callous-unemotional subscale was used. This subscale contains items assessing a lack of guilt, 

empathy, and a failure to show emotions. There is evidence of good reliability (e.g., α = .76) and 
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validity (e.g., associated with low anxiety and low emotional reactivity) (Frick, Bodin & Barry, 

2000; Frick, Cornell, Bodin, Dane, Barry & Loney, 2003). 

 

     Emotion regulation. 

The Emotion Regulation Checklist (ERC; Shields & Cicchetti, 1997) was used to 

measure emotion regulation in this study (see Appendix D). The ERC is a 24-item parent 

checklist measure that contains a lability/negativity scale and an emotion regulation scale. The 

lability/negativity scale includes items such as “exhibits wide mood swings” and “is easily 

frustrated.” The emotion regulation subscale includes items such as “is empathic toward others” 

and “can say when s/he is feeling sad, angry or mad, fearful or afraid.” Internal consistency was 

strong in an elementary sample (α = .96 and .83 for the lability/negativity and emotion regulation 

subscales, respectively) (Shields & Cicchetti, 1997). 

 

     Overt aggression. 

Overt aggression was measured using items from the Children’s Symptom Inventory 

(CSI-4; Appendix E) (Gadow & Sprafkin, 2002). The CSI-4 is a commonly used, multi-

informant checklist of DSM-IV diagnostic symptoms (American Psychiatric Association [APA], 

2000) reflecting both Oppositional Defiant Disorder (ODD) and Conduct Disorder (CD). Both 

the parent and teacher versions of the CSI-4 were used for this study. Initially, parent report was 

obtained for screening purposes. Later, teacher report was also obtained. The ODD scale is made 

up of 8 items including “loses temper” and “blames others for own misbehavior or mistakes.” 

The CD scale is made up of 14 items on the parent version and 9 items on the teacher version. 

Each symptom was scored on a 4-point scale ranging from 0 (never) to 3 (very often). The CSI-4 

has demonstrated good internal consistency (coefficient alpha for the ODD scale of .91 and .95 

for parent and teacher versions, respectively; for the CD scale .71 and .72 for parent and teacher 

versions, respectively), as well as strong evidence of convergent and discriminant validity 

(Sprafkin, Gadow, Salisbury, Schneider & Loney, 2002). 

 

     Intelligence. 

Intellectual functioning was assessed using the Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test, Second 

Edition (K-BIT 2; Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004). The K-BIT 2 is a well-established and widely 
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used screening measure of intellectual functioning for individuals ages 4 to 90. The K-BIT 

consists of three subtests: Vocabulary Knowledge, Riddles, and Matrices. Scores on these 

subtests are standardized and summed to form a composite measure of intelligence.  

 

Procedure 

 For the larger dataset, study data was collected in three parts: screening, family interview, 

and school visit. The screening consisted of a packet of materials sent to parents in the 

participating schools with consent, background form and a measure of callous-unemotional traits 

(APSD). The APSD was used to recruit participants in a purposive manner to achieve a wide 

distribution of callous-unemotional traits (and thus various behavior problems) in the sample. 

Background data was used to stratify the sample based on gender, ethnicity, and grade level.  

 The family interview consisted of parent consent (see Appendix F) and child assent (see 

Appendix G), as well as parent measures on various characteristics of their child and family 

dynamics, including child relational and overt aggression, child emotion regulation, child 

symptoms of ADHD, and parenting styles. Finally, the child completed a brief intelligence 

measure as well as a self-report measure of anxiety. Other parent and child measures were 

administered during the family interview, as part of a larger study of child behavior problems. 

 The final component of the study was a school visit, during which the child completed 

two attentional bias tasks, and a self report measure of positive and negative affect. During the 

school visit, teachers were asked to complete a rating scale measure of callous-unemotional traits 

(e.g., the APSD), in order to provide another informant of those traits. Additional measures were 

submitted to the teacher for completion as well, as part of a larger battery of child conduct 

problems and associated symptoms.  

 Completion of screening packets yielded a $10 donation to the child’s school, completion 

of the family interview resulted in a $50 reimbursement for participation, and an additional $10 

donation was provided for each teacher packet completed.  

 As noted above, the smaller dataset was achieved via a similar manner of recruitment. 

Parent and child data were collected in a laboratory setting and teacher rating scales were 

obtained via mailed packets. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

Analytic Strategy 

Descriptives 

Descriptive analyses as well as correlation matrices were conducted in order to determine 

the basic structure of the dataset as well as to examine for representativeness of the main study 

variables. In particular, these analyses speak to the distribution of the primary study variable 

(e.g., relational aggression), as well as the two subtypes (e.g., reactive and proactive relational 

aggression). Measures of concern include variability, skew and kurtosis. Additionally, given the 

considerable overlap of several variables in the study (e.g., reactive and proactive aggression; 

relational and overt aggression), the data were examined for evidence of multicollinearity and the 

need to include covariates (e.g., overt aggression, intelligence, etc.) in subsequent analyses.  

 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

In order to provide adequate support for the primary analyses of the study, a preliminary 

analysis of the factor structure of the relational aggression measure was conducted. A 

confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to determine fit to the data for two nested models: a 

one-factor, general model, comprised of all seven items on the relational aggression measure, 

and a two-factor model, comprised of a three-item reactive latent variable and a four-item 

proactive latent variable.  

This comparison was repeated across parent- and teacher-reported items. Inter-informant 

differences in report of childhood aggressive behavior is quite common (Crick, 1997; Ostrov, 

Ries, Stauffacher, Godleski, & Mullins, 2008). Generally speaking, these differences are thought 

to represent the distinct information known by each informant (e.g., parent and teacher) given the 

different environment in which they interact with the child (e.g., at home and at school) (Polman, 

Orobio de Castro, Koops, van Boxtel, & Merk, 2007). These differences are therefore considered 

important and often results are examined across informant, rather than using collapsed data, to 

best reflect the differences in information. A review by Crick and colleagues (1999) found a 

correlation of .19 across parent and teacher reports of relational aggression in children. 
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In order to test for gender and age invariance in the model specified by the confirmatory 

factor analysis, two multiple-group analyses were conducted on each informant; first for gender 

(e.g., males vs. female participants) and next for age (e.g., younger vs. older participants). These 

analyses compared a baseline model to one that imposes equality constraints across group (e.g., 

indicating that the model is gender or age invariant). A chi-square difference test was conducted 

to compare chi-square values across groups, with a non-significant difference indicating 

invariance. When a significant difference is obtained, relevant parameters were released from the 

equality constraint, one by one, until a non-significant difference between models was obtained. 

In the latter case, the parameters that were released were judged to be variant across groups. 

 

Structural Equation Modeling 

To test the hypothesis that reactive and proactive relational aggression are associated with 

different causal facets of emotional functioning, the model in Figure 1 was evaluated. Latent 

variables Reactive Relational Aggression and Proactive Relational Aggression were represented 

by the item-level observed variables that make up each subtype (e.g., three-items for the reactive 

subtype and four-items for the proactive subtype). Figure 1 represents the model including 

parent-reported relational aggression. A similar model was also run, including teacher-reported 

relational aggression. 

In the main structural equation model (see Figure 1), Reactive Relational Aggression was 

linked to three emotional functioning latent variables: Emotion Regulation (comprised of 

Lability/Negativity and Emotion Regulation observed variables), Attentional Bias (comprised of 

Negative Facilitation to Words and Negative Facilitation to Pictures observed variables), and 

Emotional Arousal (comprised of Positive and Negative Affect subscale observed variables). 

Proactive Relational Aggression was also linked to three emotional functioning latent variables: 

Emotional Arousal, Attentional Bias, and Callous-Unemotional Traits (comprised of parent- and 

teacher-report observed variables).  

The model proposed in Figure 1 was constructed after the careful evaluation of each of 

the latent variables and their relationship to their indicators, in a series of measurement model 

analyses. The full model was evaluated on the basis of similar fit statistics as the original 

analysis, including the TLI, the CFI, the SRMR, the RMSEA, and the relative chi-square statistic 
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(X2/df). To test individual parameter estimates, a cutoff criterion value for significance was set at 

p = .05. 

In order to test for gender and age invariance of the model specified in Figure 1, multiple 

group analyses were run in a similar manner as described above for the multiple group analyses 

of the confirmatory factor analysis. 

 

Latent Profile Analysis 

In order to further determine the relationship between reactive and proactive relational 

aggression, a latent profile analysis (LPA) was conducted. This analysis is meant to determine if 

there are distinct profiles of children who engage in different proportions (e.g., high or low) of 

each subtype of relational aggression. More specifically, LPA is a type of latent class analysis 

which uses continuous indicator variables as opposed to the typical categorical indicators to 

determine profile membership. This analysis aims to determine the extent of the heterogeneity 

within the broader aggressive population of children without arbitrarily dichotomizing variables 

best represented as continua.  

Individual LPA models were evaluated with respect to several fit indices and relative to 

each other (e.g., a three-profile model vs. a four-profile model). The fit indices employed in these 

analyses include the Bayesian information criterion (BIC; Schwarz, 1978) and sample-size 

adjusted BIC (ABIC; Sclove, 1987), the Akaike information criterion (AIC; Akaike, 1987), and 

Entropy. These fit indices tend to favor models that have high levels of data fit, parsimony, and 

accuracy when classifying members of profiles. BIC, ABIC, and AIC values decrease with better 

fitting models, whereas Entropy increases with better fitting models. Two LPAs were conducted, 

one for parent-reported symptoms and one for teacher-reported symptoms of relational 

aggression. Each LPA used each of the seven items of the measure as indicators to predict profile 

membership.  

 

Power Analysis 

 A number of power analyses were conducted, when possible, to determine our ability to 

detect predicted effects. Power analyses were conducted for the initial confirmatory factor 

analysis, multiple group analyses, structural equation modeling, and the omnibus tests for the 
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analysis of variance (ANOVA). Methods of power analysis are not yet available for latent profile 

analysis. 

For the initial confirmatory factor analysis, power was estimated to be within the 

range of .17 - .38, across informants, for the test of close fit. For the multiple group analyses 

(e.g., gender and age invariance), power was estimated to be less than .65 for the analyses by 

group (e.g., Step 1) and between .65 - .95 for the collapsed group analysis (e.g., Step 2), both for 

the test of close fit. This power estimate is consistent across informant. For the omnibus test of 

the structural equation model, power was estimated to be within the range of .65 - .95, across 

informants, for the test of close fit. For the ANOVA omnibus tests, power to detect medium 

effect sizes (e.g., d =.25) was .75 for parent-report based group analyses and .67 for teacher-

report based group analyses.  

 

Preliminary Data Analysis 

Sample Characteristics 

The final sample using parent report included 164 participants. A subset of those 

participants (n = 136) also had complete teacher report as well. The full sample was comprised 

of 50% males and had a mean age of 10 (SD = 1.25). The sample spanned grades two through 

five (24.4% in grade two, 24.4% in grade three, 31.1% in grade four, 20.1% in grade five). The 

sample was primarily White (61%) but included 26.2% Black participants, 3.7% Hispanic 

participants, 3.7% Asian participants, and 5.5% of participants identified themselves as Biracial 

or “Other”. The subsample that contained teacher report did not differ significantly from the full 

sample in terms of the gender, age, ethnicity or grade level of participant. All participants scored 

higher than 70 on the screening measure of intelligence.  

 

Data Issues & Descriptive Statistics 

 The sample was first examined for any data issues, including skew, kurtosis, reliability, 

and bivariate correlations. Descriptive information on all study variables can be found in Table 1. 

A number of the aggression variables demonstrated problematic levels of skew and kurtosis. In 

particular, the distributions of parent and teacher ratings of conduct disorder symptoms were 

highly positively skewed and leptokurtic. Skew and kurtosis was generally brought to 

appropriate levels (e.g., values under 3) by pulling outliers beyond 2.5 standard deviations above 
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the mean to that cutoff value. The following variables were adjusted in such a manner (the 

number of outliers adjusted is noted in parentheses following each variable): teacher-reported 

overall relational aggression (four outliers), reactive relational aggression (three outliers), 

proactive relational aggression (five outliers), parent- (six outliers) and teacher-reported (seven 

outliers) oppositional defiant disorder (ODD) symptoms, and parent- (four outliers) and teacher-

reported (five outliers) conduct disorder (CD) symptoms. Reliability for main study variables 

was generally above the common cutoff of Cronbach’s alpha > .70. Only the parent-reported sum 

totals for reactive and proactive relational aggression fell below this cutoff (α = .64 and .60, 

respectively).  

 Correlations were also examined for the full sample (see Table 2). All bivariate 

combinations of parent- and teacher-reported relational and overt aggression variables were 

significant at p < .05. Emotion regulation subscales also correlated with the aggression variables 

to a significant degree. Parent- and teacher-reported callous-unemotional traits correlated 

significantly with all aggression variables as well as emotion regulation subscales. Positive and 

negative affect and the negative facilitation variables (e.g., words and pictures) were the only 

variables that demonstrated non-significant correlations with other main study variables, except 

teacher-reported relational aggression. Positive and negative affect were significantly, and 

negatively correlated with each other, and were correlated with emotion regulation variables. 

Positive affect was negatively correlated with the lability subscale and positively correlated with 

the regulation subscale. Negative affect was correlated in the opposite directions for both 

emotion regulation subscales.  

 

Factor Structure 

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to determine fit to the data for two nested 

models: a one-factor, general model, comprised of all seven items on the relational aggression 

measure, and a two-factor model, comprised of a three-item reactive latent variable and a four-

item proactive latent variable. The two proposed models were evaluated relative to each other. 

Once the models were specified, the chi squares were compared (see Table 3). For teachers, the 

general model had a chi square of 54.8 (df = 14) and the two-factor model had a chi square of 

50.1 (df = 13). The difference between the two models was significant (p < .05), therefore the 

model with the higher chi square was rejected (e.g., the general model). Again, fit indices reflect 
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good model fit in general. In summary, preliminary analyses support the use of a two-factor 

model across informants, in comparison to a general (e.g., one-factor) model. For parents, the 

general model had a chi square of 32.8 (df = 14) and the two-factor model had a chi square of 

29.3 (df = 13). The difference between the models was near significance (p=.06), and thus we are 

inclined to reject the model with the higher chi square (e.g., the general model).  

 Once the general model was rejected, the appropriateness of the two-factor model was 

evaluated according to several indices of model fit. As shown in Table 3, the two-factor model, 

by both teacher and parent report, exceeded cutoffs for good model fit for three out of five fit 

indices. Standard cutoff criteria for good fit consists of Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) values of .95 

or higher, comparative fit index (CFI) values greater than .95, and standardized root mean square 

residual (SRMR) values of .08 or below (Hu & Bentler, 1998; 1999), as well as root mean square 

error of approximation (RMSEA) values of .07 or below (Steiger, 2007). In addition, models 

were evaluated regarding their relative chi square value (e.g., X2/df), a fit statistic which takes 

into account sample size. Relative chi square values of two or less are considered markers of 

good fit (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  

 An additional set of CFAs were analyzed to determine whether parent and teacher reports 

should be collapsed for each subtype or run separately. A comparison of the general model and 

the two-factor model revealed poor fit to the data when parent and teacher items were used 

together (e.g., six items for reactive aggression and eight items for proactive aggression) for both 

specified models. As a result of these findings and the research supporting separate analyses, all 

subsequent analyses were run by informant. 

 

Multiple Group Analysis of Factor Structure 

 In order to support the generalizability of the two-factor model, the parent and teacher 

models were examined for structural invariance across genders and age. Invariance between 

groups is tested in a stepwise fashion by constraining cross-group equality.  A set of restricted 

models, one nested within a less restricted model, is created.  Models are then compared 

statistically using chi-square values and degrees of freedom.  In the first step, the model is 

applied to each group separately.  Next, a multiple group analysis is run with no cross-group 

constraints.  In the third step, a multiple group analysis is conducted while constraining structure 

coefficients to be equal across groups.  A chi-square difference test between this model and the 
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baseline model from the second step tests for invariance of structure coefficients across groups.  

This test allows for a direct comparison of model fit between two competing models by 

calculating the significance of the difference between the X2 fit statistics given the difference in 

degrees of freedom across models (Schermelleh-Engel, Mossbrugger, & Müller, 2003).  A 

significant difference indicates lack of support for invariance.  Partial invariance can also be 

tested by freeing parameters that differ between the groups while retaining cross-group 

constraints where possible, enabling one to identify areas of the model where groups 

significantly differ in model structure.  A chi-square difference test between this model and the 

baseline model tests for partial invariance.   

Multiple group analyses were first conducted for invariance across gender (e.g., male vs. 

female). A summary of fit statistics for all multiple group analyses can be found in Table 4. 

Comparison of the unconstrained and constrained models supported full invariance of the two-

factor model for both parent (X2 difference = 1.9, df = 5, ns) and teacher (X2 difference = 4.1, df = 

5, ns) reported relational aggression. The invariant parent model provided good fit to the data: X2 

= 32.26 (df = 31, p = 0.17), TLI = 0.96, CFI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.05 (90% confidence interval: 

0.00-0.10), SRMR = 0.08. The invariant teacher model provided a modest fit to the data: X2 = 

78.13 (df = 31, p = 0.00), TLI = 0.93, CFI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.15 (90% confidence interval: 

0.11-0.19), SRMR = 0.09. Next, multiple group analyses were conducted for invariance across 

age groups. Age groups were created by dichotomizing the age variable at the median, age 10. 

While invariance across younger and older participants was supported for parent reported 

relational aggression (X2 difference = 6.1, df = 5, ns), only partial invariance was supported for 

teacher reports. The invariant parent model provided a modest fit to the data: X2 = 41.78 (df = 31, 

p = 0.09), TLI = 0.94, CFI = 0.92, RMSEA = 0.07 (90% confidence interval: 0.00-0.11), SRMR 

= 0.08. For teacher-report across age groups, the initial comparison between constrained and 

unconstrained models was significant (X2 difference = 23.9, df = 5, p < .001). Examination of the 

modification indices revealed that item 10 (“this child tries to get others to dislike other peers by 

telling lies about them to others”), which loads onto the Proactive subscale, contributes most 

highly to the increased X2 of the constrained model and represent the area of most significant age 

invariance.  When the cross-group constraint on this structure coefficient was removed, partial 

invariance was supported (X2 difference = 2.1, df = 4, ns).  The resulting model provided modest 

fit to the data: X2 = 83.07 (df = 30, p = 0.00), TLI = 0.93, CFI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.16 (90% 
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confidence interval: 0.12-0.20), SRMR = 0.07. In sum, the parent and teacher models were fully 

invariant by across gender while full invariance across age was found for the parent model and 

only partial invariance across age was supported for the teacher model. 

 

Main Data Analyses 

Structural Equation Modeling 

 The first step in evaluating an overall structural equation model (SEM) is to test the 

measurement models within. For the proposed SEM (see Figure 1), there were four measurement 

models (e.g., the four latent variables pertaining to emotional functioning): Emotion Regulation, 

Attentional Bias, Emotional Arousal, and Callous-Unemotional Traits. Each latent variable was 

comprised of two observed indicators. In order to evaluate the structural integrity of each latent 

variable, a model was run in which each latent variable was formed from its two indicators. For 

each latent variable, measurement integrity required that the indicators load significantly onto the 

latent variable, and in the expected direction. This was achieved by running the four 

measurement models within a single model, with the variance for each latent variable fixed at 

one, so each of the indictors could be estimated. The desired pattern of results was found for 

three of the four latent variables: Emotion Regulation (the lability and regulation scales loaded 

significantly and in opposite directions), Emotional Arousal (the positive and negative affect 

scales loaded significantly and in opposite directions), and Callous-Unemotional Traits (the 

parent and teacher reports loaded significantly and in the same direction). For the Attentional 

Bias latent variable, neither indicator (negative facilitation to words or negative facilitation to 

pictures) loaded significantly.  Given the failure of the Attentional Bias latent variable in the 

measurement model stage, the latent variable was dropped from further analyses.  

 Next, the full SEM was run using the remaining three latent variables. This model 

provided modest fit to the data for parents: X2 = 103.31 (df = 57, p = 0.000), TLI = 0.87, CFI = 

0.91, RMSEA = 0.07 (90% confidence interval: 0.05 - 0.09), SRMR = 0.07, and good fit for 

teachers: X2 = 101.15 (df = 57, p = 0.000), TLI = 0.94, CFI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.07 (90% 

confidence interval: 0.05 - 0.09), SRMR = 0.06. In examining the structure coefficients, 

however, it appeared that the Emotional Arousal latent variable wasn’t loading as expected. As 

predicted, Emotion Regulation was loading onto Reactive Relational Aggression and Callous-

Unemotional Traits was loading onto Proactive Relational Aggression, in the expected 



22 
 

directions, but Emotional Arousal failed to load significantly onto either subtype of relational 

aggression. This was found for both parent and teacher models. It was then hypothesized that the 

subtypes of relational aggression may load differently on positive and negative affect and that 

collapsing them into one latent variable may mask these results. Although Loney, Lima, and 

Butler (2006) found that either high combined or low combined arousal led to the most conduct 

problem behavior, they note that high negative arousal may be more uniquely related to such 

behavioral outcomes. In order to account for this possibility, the Emotional Arousal latent 

variable was replaced with two latent variables: Positive Affect and Negative Affect.  The 

Positive Affect and Negative Affect latent variables were created by splitting their items into 

three indicators for each latent variable. Each indicator of Positive Affect contained four items, 

with indicator alphas ranging from .38 - .64. Each indicator of Negative Affect contained five 

items, with indicator alphas ranging from .69 - .81. In a measurement model analysis, all 

indicators loaded significantly and in the same direction, for both latent variables, indicating 

structural integrity.  

The revised SEM provided a good fit to the data for parents: X2 = 173.389 (df = 106, p = 

0.000), TLI = 0.92, CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.06 (90% confidence interval: 0.05 - 0.08), SRMR = 

0.07, and teachers: X2 = 167.33 (df = 106, p = 0.000), TLI = 0.95, CFI = 0.96, RMSEA = 0.06 

(90% confidence interval: 0.04 - 0.08), SRMR = 0.05. When examining the structure coefficients 

of the latent variables onto the subtypes of relational aggression, the following was found: 

Emotion Regulation loaded significantly onto Reactive Relational Aggression, in a direction 

indicating a negative relationship (e.g., as Reactive Relational Aggression increases, Emotion 

Regulation declines) and Callous-Unemotional Traits loaded significantly onto Proactive 

Relational Aggression, in a direction indicating a positive relationship (e.g., as Proactive 

Relational Aggression increases, so do Callous-Unemotional Traits). This pattern of findings was 

consistent across parent and teacher models and is summarized in Figures 2 and 3. One notable 

variation across informant was the relationship between Relational Aggression and the two 

Affect variables. For parents, Negative Affect loaded significantly onto both subtypes of 

relational aggression, in a direction indicating a positive relationship (e.g., as relational 

aggression increases, so do negative affect). Positive Affect was not significantly related to 

relational aggression within the parent model. For teachers, Positive Affect loaded significantly 

onto both subtypes of relational aggression, in a direction indicating a positive relationship (e.g., 
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as relational aggression increases, so does Positive Affect). Negative Affect was not significantly 

related to relational aggression within the teacher model.  

The next step was to examine the structural invariance of the revised SEM across 

subsamples (e.g., gender, age). The process for these tests is similar to the one described above 

in the Multiple Group Analysis of Factor Structure section, undertaken to determine the 

structural invariance of the initial confirmatory factor analysis across gender and age groups. At 

varying stages of the analyses, for both parent and teacher models, across both genders and both 

age groups, the multiple group analyses failed to converge. Due to non-convergence, invariance 

was unable to be fully examined.  

 

     Structural equation modeling: discriminant validity analysis. 

 Two paths were added to the structural equation model (see Figures 2 and 3) in order to 

provide support for the discriminant validity of the two subtypes of relational aggression. 

Callous-Unemotional Traits was originally proposed to be related to Proactive Relational 

Aggression and not to Reactive Relational Aggression. Emotion Regulation was originally 

proposed to be related to Reactive Relational Aggression and not to Proactive Relational 

Aggression. The first approach to testing these differential hypotheses was to add the two paths 

(e.g., Callous-Unemotional Traits on Reactive Relational Aggression and Emotion Regulation on 

Proactive Relational Aggression) to the original SEM, allowing for a test of the unique 

contribution of these paths to the relational aggression subtypes (e.g., controlling for the existing 

paths in the model). This model would not converge and thus the model was simplified to 

include only the two new paths. This approach does not allow for a test of the unique 

contribution of the paths as it is not possible to control for paths in the original model. Contrary 

to prediction, the two structure coefficients were significant, for both parent and teacher models. 

Notably, the paths were significant in the same direction as was found for the other subtype (e.g., 

positively for Callous-Unemotional Traits and negatively for Emotion Regulation), indicating 

similarity across subtypes. 

 

Latent Profile Analysis 

 Latent profile analysis (LPA) of the seven relational aggression items was used to 

determine the support for unique profiles of participants within the full sample. In order to 
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conduct the LPA, the seven items were entered into the analysis, allowing for intercorrelation of 

items within profile. For each LPA run, a specified number of classes is indicated. Increasingly 

more complex models (e.g., two-profile model, three-profile model, etc.) were run until fit 

indices peaked or plateaued. Latent profile analysis of the relational aggression items was 

conducted across informant. A summary of the fit indices for these models can be found in Table 

5. While the data appear to support a four-profile model for across informants, the groups are 

neither consistent with hypothesis nor across informant (see Figures 4 and 5). Generally, parent-

report yields profiles with fairly consistent reactive relational aggression scores across profiles 

whereas variability lies within the proactive relational aggression items. Quite differently, 

teacher-report yields profiles with linear relationships across all seven items, with each of the 

four profiles at different severity levels in terms of relational aggression scores. Ultimately, it 

was determined that LPA represented a strong focus on item-level analysis, which was 

inappropriate given the subscale-level focus of the present study. As such, analysis proceeded to 

group analyses, which will be discussed in the proceeding section.  

 

Group Formation 

As latent profile analysis did not provide sufficient support for group formation based on 

the results therein, group formation was conducted by identifying participants with extreme 

scores (e.g., one standard deviation above the mean) on continuous measures of reactive and 

proactive relational aggression. Groups were formed as participants fell into the following 

combination of scores: high on neither reactive nor proactive relational aggression (“low 

relational”), high on reactive relational aggression only (“high reactive relational”), high on 

proactive relational aggression only (“high proactive relational”), and high on both reactive and 

proactive relational aggression (“combined relational”).  Groups were formed separately for 

parent- and teacher-reported relational aggression. Descriptive information for the groups is 

provided in Table 6. As expected, a majority of participants fell in the “low relational” group, for 

both parents and teachers, at 79% and 83%, respectively, of the total sample. For parents, the 

“high reactive relational” and “high proactive relational” groups had relatively more participants 

than the “combined relational” group, but for teachers, the latter group was larger than both the 

“high reactive relational” and “high proactive relational” groups. Notably, females were rated as 
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most relationally aggressive by both parents and teachers, as males comprised only around 15% 

of the “combined relational” group for both raters. 

 

     Analysis of variance (ANOVA). 

A series of one-way ANOVAs were conducted to determine differences across group 

means on several relevant study variables. “High reactive relational” and “high proactive 

relational” groups were hypothesized to have significantly different group means on the 

following variables: lability, regulation and callous-unemotional traits. Group differences were 

proposed to mirror the pattern of results predicted for the original SEM (e.g., higher group means 

for lability for the “high reactive relational” group and higher group means for regulation and 

callous-unemotional traits for the “high proactive relational” group). The other emotional 

functioning variables (e.g., positive affect, negative affect, negative facilitation to words, and 

negative facilitation to pictures) as well as behavior problem variables (e.g., oppositional defiant 

disorder and conduct disorder) were included for examination on an exploratory basis. 

Furthermore, no specific hypotheses were made for the “low relational aggression” or “combined 

relational aggression” groups. None of the predicted group differences were found, for either 

informant. Refer to Table 7 for a summary of group analysis results and Table 8 for further 

details on the analyses by informant. 

 

Correlational Analyses 

As noted above, discriminant validity analyses were originally attempted via structural 

equation modeling, but the complexity of the modeling prevented convergence. In the second 

attempt to determine the unique relationship between relational aggression subtypes and relevant 

study variables, various partial correlations were examined (see Table 9). Parent report of both 

reactive and proactive relational aggression significantly correlated with indicators of emotional 

functioning at p < .05, except with positive affect and the attentional bias measures. When 

controlling for proactive relational aggression, reactive relational aggression remained 

significantly correlated with only lability (pr = .17, p = .032), which was in the predicted 

direction. When controlling for reactive relational aggression, proactive relational aggression 

remained significantly correlated with all variables: lability (pr = .21, p = .008), regulation (pr = 

-.19, p = .004), both in the opposite direction as predicted, callous-unemotional traits (pr = .23, p 



26 
 

= .004) in the direction predicted, and negative affect (pr = .19, p = .016), for which no specific 

prediction was made. 

 Teacher report of both reactive and proactive relational aggression significantly 

correlated with indicators of emotional functioning at p < .05, except with positive and negative 

affect and negative facilitation to pictures. When controlling for proactive relational aggression, 

reactive relational aggression remained significantly correlated with only lability (pr = .21, p = 

.015), which was in the predicted direction. When controlling for reactive relational aggression, 

proactive relational aggression was not significantly correlated with any variables, although the 

partial correlation with callous-unemotional traits was marginally significant (pr = .14, p = .099) 

and in the direction predicted. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

Relational aggression research represents a relatively new addition to the aggression 

literature, with much of the existing research centering on overt aggression. The distinction 

between reactive and proactive subtypes of overt aggression has been well studied and appears to 

improve prediction of outcomes. Given the paucity of research on the subtypes of relational 

aggression, the current study sought to evaluate the validity of this two-factor model, first by 

establishing the model via a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and then by validating the 

subtypes through a series of structural equation and regression-based analyses. Findings from the 

CFA support the hypothesized two-factor structure, but support for the predicted differences in 

associations of subtypes with measures of emotional functioning was lacking.  

 

Reactive and Proactive Relational Aggression as Valid Subtypes 

Although considerable research has examined the validity of the two-factor model for 

overt aggression (see Merk et al, 2005 for a review), this functional distinction is only just 

recently being applied to relational aggression. Furthermore, the extent to which these subtypes 

can be differentiated on the basis of emotional functioning has been studied to an even lesser 

extent (Marsee & Frick, 2007). However, these studies have found that proactive and reactive 

relational aggression differ with regard to emotional functioning, including unique links between 

reactive relational aggression and emotion dysregulation, and proactive relational aggression and 

callous-unemotional traits (Marsee & Frick, 2007).  

The CFA appears to provide the best support for the hypothesis that reactive and 

proactive relational aggression represent valid subtypes. The CFA data suggest that it would be 

an improper treatment of the data to collapse the seven items on the relational aggression scale. 

These results are promising; however subsequent discriminant validity analyses did not support 

the distinctness of the two subtypes in the predicted manner. A number of key similarities were 

demonstrated which suggest considerable overlap in the subtypes, however notable differences in 

the pattern of relationships with emotional functioning and externalizing behavior variables 

across subtypes were also found. Overall, the current study appears to have demonstrated mixed 

findings regarding the utility of the reactive/proactive distinction in relational aggression, with 
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regard to emotional functioning. Several possible explanations for these findings are offered as 

well as limitations to the current study and future directions for this research area.  

The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) conducted here provides the most promising 

support for the preliminary literature that suggests reactive and proactive subtypes exist within 

the overall relational aggression construct. The present study indicates that a two-factor model 

provides a better fit to the data, for both parent and teacher ratings, than collapsing the items into 

one factor. This is consistent with preliminary findings in the literature (Little et al., 2003; 

Marsee, Barry, Frick, Kimonis, Munoz, & Aucoin, 2007) which have found support for the 

subtypes within relational aggression using CFA. In these studies, support was found to 

distinguish reactive and proactive aggression, not only within relational aggression, but also in 

overt aggression. In the Little et al. study, reactive and proactive aggression, both overt and 

relational, were judged to be essentially orthogonal. The measures used in both factor analyses 

have been used to demonstrate differential associations with emotional functioning correlates 

across subtypes (Little et al., 2003; Marsee & Frick, 2007).  

In addition, it should be noted that the structure supported by the CFA in the current 

study was consistent across informant (i.e., parent and teacher), gender, and age group, and was 

shown to be a good fit to the data despite low power to do so, suggesting a robust factor structure 

within the relational aggression measure. The CFA conducted here expands upon the existing 

literature, as past CFA-based analyses (Little et al., 2003; Marsee, Barry, Frick, Kimonis, 

Munoz, & Aucoin, 2007) have used self-report. Furthermore, our findings add to a literature 

examining the internal validity of a two-factor model of relational aggression previously 

supported for children in middle and high school (Little et al., 2003; Marsee, Barry, Frick, 

Kimonis, Munoz, & Aucoin, 2007), as the current study used an elementary-aged sample of 

children. 

 Despite the preliminary support for the subtypes, many of hypothesized differences in 

correlates for these two types of relational aggression were not found. However, an important set 

of differences emerged which may inform remaining definitional questions surrounding the 

subtypes. Although the overall model provided good fit to the data, structural equation modeling 

(SEM) yielded poor discriminant validity for the subtypes. Latent variables for both reactive and 

proactive relational aggression were related to deficits in emotion regulation, increased 

emotional arousal, and higher callous-unemotional traits.  
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One concern about the SEM analysis was the inability to measure unique relationships 

between the subtypes and the emotional functioning variables, due to complexity of the model. 

Unique relationships were therefore examined via partial correlations between the subtypes and 

emotional functioning variables, revealing more similarities (e.g., positive correlation between 

emotional lability and both reactive and proactive relational aggression). Notably, proactive 

relational aggression was uniquely related to emotional lability and regulation in the direction 

predicted for reactive relational aggression, that is proactive aggression was related to increased 

lability and lower regulation scores.  

Examination of partial correlations appeared to yield support for the conclusion that 

proactive was the more severe subtype of relational aggression. When controlling for the other 

subtype, reactive relational aggression was only uniquely related to increased lability, while 

proactive relational aggression was related to increased lability as well as decreased regulation, 

higher callous-unemotional traits and more negative affect, although these unique effects held 

only for parent report.  

Group analyses yielded comparatively less support for the proposed functional 

distinction. Two attempts were made to form groups, including latent profile analysis (LPA) and 

ANOVA. Given that the LPA did not yield a suitable empirically-based strategy for the 

formation of groups, the ANOVA analyses involved forcing the formation of groups based on 

dimensional variables (e.g., proactive and reactive sum totals) and conducting group analyses to 

determine if primarily reactive relational aggressors and primarily proactive relational aggressors 

differed on emotional functioning scores. Contrary to prediction, the unilaterally aggressive 

groups differed on none of the study variables. This may be the result of our smaller sample, as 

group formation yielded a small number of participants in each of the aggressive groups. 

Nevertheless, some interesting findings emerged, suggesting that proactive relational aggression 

is, in fact, more severe relative to reactive relational aggression. On variables like emotion 

regulation and negative affect, the “reactive relational aggression” group looked most like the 

“low relational aggression” group, while the “proactive relational aggression” group looked most 

like the “combined relational aggression” group on the externalizing variables. Taking these and 

the partial correlation analyses into account, proactive relational aggression appears to be 

accounting for the majority of the negative correlates. 
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A recent study of elementary-aged boys and girls (Crapanzano, Frick, and Terranova, 

2010) found support for three groups in their non-referred sample: a low aggression group, a 

primarily reactive group, and a combined group. Similar to our findings, Crapanzano and 

colleagues found that the combined group was generally more severe relative to the other groups, 

as opposed to qualitatively different (e.g., relating to different constructs). Although the authors 

suggested that forming groups was key to identifying children high on both reactive and 

proactive aggression, we would argue that delineating groups could unnecessarily distinguish 

children that are not particularly different and that appropriate statistics are available to 

investigate the interaction between reactive and proactive relational aggression without 

necessitating group formation. Furthermore, research in toddlers indicates instability in ratings of 

functional subtypes (Murray-Close & Ostrov, 2009), which, if extended to older children would 

undermine the use of group formation on the basis of those variables. Despite a potentially 

misleading emphasis on group formation, the Crapanzano et al (2010) study accurately points out 

the importance of identifying the most severe of relationally aggressive children, particularly as 

it relates to treatment. Merk et al (2005) noted that there is generally support for different 

treatment approaches for reactive and proactive overt aggression (e.g., focus on social 

information processing and warmth for primarily reactive aggression and behavior management 

using operant techniques for primarily proactive aggression).  

 

Limitations 

There appear to be three possible sources of measurement error in the current study: the 

relational aggression measure, the attentional bias measures, and the use of parent and teacher 

informants. Certainly the use of the relational aggression measure is appropriate in a general 

sense, given its wide use in elementary-aged populations, although items were forced into 

subtypes specifically for this study. Inter-rater agreement was at 100% across several raters 

repeating the process of splitting items into subtypes, however the items were not specifically 

written for the purposes of assessing reactive and proactive subtypes and there were only three or 

four items per subtype. Future studies should seek to use measures developed with these 

subtypes in mind (e.g., Peer Conflict Scale; Marsee, Kimonis, & Frick, 2004). Although rating 

scale measures of relational aggression are common, use of observational and eventually 

laboratory measures may also hold promise. On a broader level, it is important to consider the 
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construct validity of the currently used measures of relational aggression. Definitional issues 

regarding the distinction between reactive and proactive aggression as well as relational 

aggression as a whole abound in the literature making instrument development difficult. It is 

important to consider possible confounding variables when representing function (e.g., reactive 

vs. proactive). 

An additional hurdle for the current study was the apparent failure of the attentional bias 

measures. Even after considerable data exploration to determine the source of a possible 

computation error, the measures did not yield predicted results. In addition, the attentional bias 

measures correlated significantly with very few of the other study variables, indicating poor 

measurement at the outset. Alternative measures to study preconscious attentional biases are not 

known, however success has been found with a number of biological measures of emotional 

reactivity (e.g., skin conductance and heart rate acceleration) used to distinguish reactive and 

proactive overt aggression (Hubbard et al., 2002).  

It should be noted that considerable evidence exists to support the use of the attentional 

bias measures used in this study (Kimonis, Frick, Fazekas & Loney, 2006; Kimonis, Frick, 

Munoz & Aucoin, 2007; Loney, 2003; Loney, Frick, Clements, Ellis & Kerlin, 2003; 

Williamson, Harpur & Hare, 1991) and the possibility for computer error at time of measurement 

in the current study appears to be a likely cause of our findings. An additional measurement 

concern in the current study is the use of difference scores with the attentional bias measures, the 

reliabilities of which are often low and in the current study approached zero. Future 

measurement may seek to remedy this incompatibility between commonly used biologically-

based measures of emotional reactivity and statistical approaches. 

Informant effects were generally not prominent in our findings, however generally 

speaking, teacher ratings of reactive and proactive relational aggression carried higher alpha 

coefficients and ultimately fewer unique effects by subtype. This may be a result of a true effect 

of informant, such that parents are better able to distinguish between reactive and proactive 

relational aggression, as defined in the current study, however it should be noted that other 

studies testing these subtypes in overt aggression have used parent (Poulin & Boivin, 2000) and 

teacher (Day, Bream, & Paul, 1992) report and found support for the distinction.  

 The current study benefitted from adequate power for a good majority of the analyses 

conducted, however multiple group analyses and group analyses seemed to suffer from lower 
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power. The multiple group analyses were largely incomplete due to non-convergence and it 

seems apparent that group differences between the reactive and proactive groups may have been 

at a disadvantage given that each of the aggressive groups contained 16 or fewer participants. 

Relatedly, we are aware of the lack of accounting for the number of analyses (e.g., Bonferroni 

correction). An important set of findings resulted from follow-up on a priori tests and thus, in the 

context of discovery, taking into account the low power afforded by the current study, the risk of 

Type I error was acceptable. Finally, the use of a small sample restricts generalizeability as does 

our choice of population (i.e., non-referred). A larger and/or clinically-referred sample may yield 

a different pattern of results and this possibility should be examined in future research. 

 

Future Directions 

A review article by Bushman and Anderson (2001) argued that it may be time to abandon 

the use of these subtypes within aggression, noting that delineating functional subtypes 

represents an over-simplification of aggressive behavior. In particular, they argue that functional 

subtypes are confounded with information processing variables (e.g., automaticity of behavior) 

as well as motives. Essentially, Bushman and Anderson appear to be questioning the precision 

with which we are able to measure function and the purity of the yielded results. Although the 

findings here are at least preliminarily supportive of the use of functional subtypes, we recognize 

the importance of arguments such as these regarding the utility and validity of such a distinction. 

Ultimately, the determination regarding whether to treat relational aggression as a unitary or 

multidimensional construct remains an empirical question to be further studied, although results 

in the current study seem to suggest the latter, at least with regard to emotional functioning 

variables.  

Future studies should first aim to remedy the measurement and power issues described 

above, but the primary recommendation for future research is a longitudinal design amenable to 

comparing unitary and multidimensional models of relational aggression, with regard to 

emotional functioning as well as a number of other causal and outcome variables. More 

specifically, studies should examine the longitudinal relationship between precursors of and 

maintenance factors for eventual aggressive behavior, as well as their link to later negative 

outcomes such as internalizing and externalizing symptoms, academic failure, mental health 

status, etc. Longitudinal associations have been investigated in overt aggression (Barker, Vitaro, 
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Lacourse, Fontaine, Carbonneau, & Tremblay, 2010; Fite, Raine, Stouthamer-Loeber, Loeber, & 

Pardini, 2010), however no such studies have examined relational aggression to this extent. A 

number of studies, however, have sought to validate the subtypes with regard to mental health 

variables (e.g., personality disorder symptoms, emotional sensitivity, abuse history, etc.) in 

adulthood (Murray-Close, Ostrov, Nelson, Crick, and Coccaro, 2010; Ostrov & Houston, 2008). 

Given the proposed difference in the development of reactive and proactive relational 

aggression, it also seems prudent to examine these constructs as they develop in childhood and 

early adolescence. 

In an important review of the overt aggression literature surrounding the 

reactive/proactive distinction, Hubbard and colleagues (2010) provided extensive coverage of 

appropriate domains of study for a longitudinal approach including precursors, maintenance 

factors, and behavioral outcomes. Although their review solely focuses on overt forms of 

aggression, the conclusions remain pertinent for initial longitudinal approaches to validating 

functional subtypes within relational aggression in a broad sense (i.e., beyond the study of 

emotional functioning variables). In particular, it appears that certain family variables are 

differentially influential in the development of reactive (e.g., maternal caregiving and parental 

substance abuse) vs. proactive aggression (e.g., poor parental monitoring and physical abuse). 

Additionally, social information variables including hostile attribution bias and difficulties with 

social encoding appear to be associated with reactive aggression whereas self-efficacy in and 

expectation of positive outcomes for aggressive behavior are associated with proactive 

aggression. These associated social information variables, in conjunction with emotional 

functioning variables may be important factors in the development and maintenance of 

aggressive behavior. Finally, reactive and proactive aggression appear to be linked to differential 

outcomes (e.g., dating violence and delinquency, respectively). 

While there is a clear preponderance of research to suggest the validity and utility of 

functional subtypes within overt aggression, this conclusion is more tentative when applied to 

relational aggression. The current study attempted to do this with regard to concurrent 

associations between reactive and proactive relational aggression and emotional functioning 

variables, with mixed success. Perhaps most notably, findings seem to support the notion that 

proactive relational aggression is the more severe subtype relative to reactive relational 

aggression. This is in contrast to many of the proposed hypotheses which posited that proactive 
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and reactive relational aggression were qualitatively different (e.g., associated with different 

correlates), whereas support for a quantitative difference (e.g., associated with similar correlates 

to different degrees) was more abundant. 
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Table 1 
 
Descriptive Statistics for Full Sample 

 Mean (SD) Range 
Cronbach’s 
alpha 

Parent-Report 
   Relational Aggression (RA) 
   Reactive RA 
   Proactive RA 
   Oppositional Defiant Disorder 
   Conduct Disorder 
   Callous-Unemotional Traits 
   Lability 
   Regulation 

 
11.7 (3.53) 
6.21 (2.21) 
5.52 (1.75) 
6.46 (4.84) 
1.21 (2.00) 
2.15 (2.11) 
27.21 (7.00) 
26.47 (3.72) 

 
7 - 25 
3 - 15 
4 - 13 
0 - 24 
0 - 15 
0 - 9 
16 - 52 
13 - 32 

 
.75 
.64 
.60 
.91 
.71 
.74 
.88 
.77 

Teacher-Report 
   Relational Aggression (RA) 
   Reactive RA 
   Proactive RA 
   Oppositional Defiant Disorder 
   Conduct Disorder 
   Callous-Unemotional Traits 

 
10.6 (5.32) 
5.02 (2.62) 
5.67 (2.93) 
3.13 (5.19) 
0.57 (1.55) 
2.84 (2.50) 

 
7 - 35 
3 - 15 
4 - 20 
0 - 24 
0 - 10 
0 - 11 

 
.92 
.82 
.90 
.95 
.72 
.72 

Child-Report 
   Positive Affect 
   Negative Affect 
   Facilitation to Pictures 
   Facilitation to Words 

 
3.8 (0.68) 
1.88 (2.11) 
-24.0 (102) 
-12.0 (128) 

 
1.8 - 5 
1 - 4.7 
-327 - 278 
-370 - 342 

 
.82 
.91 
--- 
--- 

 
Note. Dashes indicate that the Cronbach’s alpha was not able to be estimated.  
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Table 2 
 

Correlations for Total Sample 
 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
 

13 
 

14 
 

15 
 

16 
 

17 
 

18 

 
1. PRA 

-            
      

 
2. TRA 

.40 -           
      

 
3. PRRA 

.91 .34 -          
      

 
4. TRRA 

.41 .95 .36 -         
      

 
5. PPRA 

.86 .36 .58 .37 -        
      

 
6. TPRA 

.36 .95 .31 .80 .33 -       
      

 
7. PODD 

.33 .19 .28 .24 .31 .13 -      
      

 
8. TODD 

.30 .54 .28 .52 .28 .52 .26 -     
      

 
9. PCD 

.46 .27 .38 .30 .46 .23 .72 .31 -    
      

 
10. TCD 

.27 .53 .26 .46 .21 .55 .14 .73 .27 -   
      

 
11. Lab 

.38 .27 .33 .30 .35 .22 .78 .38 .71 .21 -  
      

 
12. Reg 

-.25 -.25 -.19 -.25 -.26 -.23 -.39 -.30 -.47 -.23 -.53 - 
      

 
13. PCU 

.30 .29 .23 .28 .31 .28 .47 .42 .61 .27 .64 -.65 
- 
 

     

 
14. TCU 

.25 .26 .21 .22 .24 .26 .17 .60 .26 .49 .23 -.17 .30 -   
  

 
15. PA 

-.03 .18 -.04 .12 -.01 .20 -.11 -.01 -.10 .12 -.16 .18 -.12 .06 -  
  

 
16. NA 

.24 .07 .18 .10 .26 .05 .29 .17 .35 .11 .34 -.22 .18 .07 -.20 - 
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Table 2 continued 
 

Correlations for Total Sample 
 

 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

 
13 

 
14 

 
15 

 
16 

 
17 

 
18 

 
17. P 

-.09 .17 -.07 .15 -.09 .16 -.02 .00 -.07 .02 .08 -.08 -.04 .08 -.01 -.02 -  

 
18. W 

-.04 -.18 -.01 -.16 -.06 -.17 -.08 -.02 -.13 .03 .09 -.12 -.11 -.12 .08 -.04 .10 - 

     
Note. Values ranging .17 - .22:  p < 0.05, values above .22:  p < 0.01. PRA = Parent-reported relational aggression, TRA = Teacher-reported relational 

aggression, PRRA = Parent-reported reactive relational aggression, TRRA = Teacher-reported reactive relational aggression, PPRA = Parent-reported proactive 

relational aggression, TPRA = Teacher-reported proactive relational aggression, PODD = Parent-reported oppositional-defiant disorder, TODD = Teacher-

reported oppositional-defiant disorder, PCD = Parent-reported conduct disorder, TCD = Teacher-reported conduct disorder, Lab = Lability, Reg = Regulation, 

PCU = Parent-reported callous-unemotional traits, TCU = Teacher-reported callous-unemotional traits, PA = Positive affect, NA = Negative affect, P = 

Facilitation to Pictures, W = Facilitation to Words. 
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Table 3 

Model Fit Statistics for General vs. Two-Factor Models by Informant 

 

Chi Square (df) TLIb CFIc SRMRd RMSEAe 

Parent-Report 
   General Model 
   Two Factor Model 

 
32.8 (14) 
29.3 (13) 

 
.90 
.91 

 
.95 
.96 

 
.05 
.04 

 
.07 
.07 

Teacher-Report a 
   General Model 
   Two Factor Model 

 
54.8 (14)  
50.1 (13)  

 
.93 
.93 

 
.96 
.97 

 
.03 
.03 

 
.09 
.08 

 
Note. aDifference in chi square between models is significant, p < .05. bTLI values at .95 or better 

demonstrates good model fit. cCFI values at .95 or better demonstrates good model fit. dSRMR values at or 

below .08 demonstrates good model fit. eRMSEA values at or below .07 demonstrates good model fit. 
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Table 4 
 
Model Fit for Multiple Group Analyses of Confirmatory Factor Analysis by Informant 

 Chi Square (df) TLIc CFId SRMRe RMSEAf 

Gender Invariance 
   Parent Model 
   Teacher Model 

 
32.26 (31) b 
78.13a (31) 

 
.96 
.93 

 
.95 
.90 

 
.08 
.09 

 
.05 
.15 

Age Invariance 
   Parent Model 
   Teacher Model 

 
41.78 (31) b 
83.07a (31) 

 
.94 
.93 

 
.92 
.90 

 
.08 
.07 

 
.07 
.16 

 
Note. aChi Square value is significant, p < .05. bRelative chi square (X2/df) value is 2.0 or less, 

demonstrating good model fit. cTLI values at .95 or better demonstrates good model fit. dCFI values at .95 

or better demonstrates good model fit. eSRMR values at or below .08 demonstrates good model fit. 

fRMSEA values at or below .07 demonstrates good model fit. 
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Table 5 
 

Latent Profile Analysis of Relational Aggression Items - Fit Statistics by Informant 

 
 BIC ABIC AIC Entropy N1 N2 N3 N4 N5 

Parent Report 
  2-profile model 
  3-profile model 
  4-profile model 
  5-profile model 

 
5585 
5583 
2255 
2273 

 
5449 
5421 
2069 
2128 

 
5451 
5425 
2072 
2131 

 
0.962 
0.976 
0.993 
0.988 

 
140 

2 
109 
39 

 
24 
20 
32 
3 

 
-- 

142 
7 

101 

 
-- 
-- 

16 
19 

 
-- 
-- 
-- 
2 

Teacher Report 
  2-profile model 
  3-profile model 
  4-profile model 
  5-profile model 

 
1803 
1650 
1624 
1507 

 
1667 
1488 
1437 
1295 

 
1677 
1501 
1452 
1312 

 
0.999 
1.000 
0.999 
1.000 

 
132 
18 

114 
114 

 
4 

114 
4 
2 

 
-- 
4 
8 
8 

 
-- 
-- 

10 
8 

 
-- 
-- 
-- 
4 

 

Note. Parent Report = models based on parent report of relational aggression. Teacher Report = models 

based on teacher report of relational aggression. BIC = Bayesian Information Criteria, ABIC = Sample-Size 

Adjusted BIC, AIC = Akaike Information Criteria, N1 = Number of participants in profile 1, N2 = Number 

of participants in profile 2, N3 = Number of participants in profile 3, N4 = Number of participants in profile 

4, N5 = Number of participants in profile 5. 
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Table 6 

 

Descriptive Information of Relational Aggression Groups by Informant 

 
Group N 
(% Male) 

Mean Reactive 
Score 

Mean Proactive 
Score 

Parent Report 
   Low Relational 
   High Reactive 
   High Proactive 
   Combined Relational 

 
130 (51.5) 
11 (72.7) 
16 (37.5) 
7 (14.3) 

 
1.83 
3.33 
2.38 
3.86 

 
1.23 
1.34 
2.16 
2.44 

Teacher Report 
   Low Relational 
   High Reactive 
   High Proactive 
   Combined Relational 

 
113 (51.3) 
7 (57.1) 
3 (66.7) 
13 (15.4) 

 
1.36 
3.00 
2.22 
3.55 

 
1.18 
1.43 
2.42 
3.26 

 
Note. Group N = number of participants. Parent Report = groups based on parent report of relational 

aggression. Teacher Report = groups based on teacher report of relational aggression. Low Relational = 

group members obtained low scores on both reactive and proactive relational aggression. High Reactive = 

group members obtained high scores on reactive relational aggression and low scores on proactive 

relational aggression. High Proactive = group members obtained high scores on proactive relational 

aggression and low scores on reactive relational aggression. Combined Relational = group members 

obtained high scores on both reactive and proactive relational aggression.
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Table 7 

 

Group Analysis Results by Informant 

 

 F (df) p 

Lability 
  Parent Report 
  Teacher Report 

 
8.92 (3, 160) 
4.11 (3, 132) 

 
.00 
.01 

Regulation 
  Parent Report 
  Teacher Report 

 
4.29 (3, 160) 
3.72 (3, 132) 

 
.00 
.01 

Callous-Unemotional Traits 
  Parent Report 
  Teacher Report 

 
6.72 (3, 160) 
2.29 (3, 132) 

 
.00 
.08 

Positive Affect 
  Parent Report 
  Teacher Report 

 
0.90 (3, 160) 
1.23 (3, 132) 

 
.47 
.30 

Negative Affect 
  Parent Report 
  Teacher Report 

 
3.80 (3, 160) 
0.68 (3, 132) 

 
.01 
.57 

Negative Facilitation to Pictures 
  Parent Report 
  Teacher Report 

 
2.55 (3, 159) 
0.94 (3, 131) 

 
.06 
.42 

Negative Facilitation to Words 
  Parent Report 
  Teacher Report 

 
0.90 (3, 156) 
0.82 (3, 128) 

 
.45 
.49 

Oppositional Defiant Disorder 
  Parent Report 
  Teacher Report 

 
6.66 (3, 160) 
19.6 (3, 131) 

 
.00 
.00 

Conduct Disorder 
  Parent Report 
  Teacher Report 

 
14.4 (3, 160) 
20.7 (3, 131) 

 
.00 
.00 

 

Note. Parent Report = groups based on parent report of relational aggression. Teacher Report = groups 

based on teacher report of relational aggression. p reflects the omnibus test of group differences on each 

measure of emotional functioning. 
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Table 8 
 
Descriptive Statistics by Relationally Aggressive Group for Emotional Functioning 

 

 Parent-Report Teacher-Report 

 M SD M SD 

Lability 
  Low  
  Reactive 
  Proactive 
  Combined 

 
25.91 
30.91 
31.80 
35.14 

 
6.30 
5.86 
7.20 
10.22 

 
26.36 
30.49 
26.33 
32.31 

 
5.93 
7.13 
5.51 
9.19 

Regulation 
  Low  
  Reactive 
  Proactive 
  Combined 

 
26.78 
27.18 
25.38 
22.14 

 
3.60 
2.96 
4.18 
3.53 

 
27.07 
25.86 
23.00 
24.23 

 
3.42 
2.54 
7.94 
4.00 

Callous-Unemotional Traits 
  Low  
  Reactive 
  Proactive 
  Combined 

 
1.85 
2.55 
3.19 
4.86 

 
1.95 
2.42 
2.32 
1.68 

 
2.67 
2.14 
4.00 
4.38 

 
2.50 
1.86 
2.65 
2.40 

Positive Affect 
  Low  
  Reactive 
  Proactive 
  Combined 

 
3.81 
3.56 
3.95 
3.64 

 
.68 
.59 
.70 
.95 

 
3.77 
3.83 
4.28 
4.06 

 
.66 
.81 
.17 
.66 

Negative Affect 
  Low  
  Reactive 
  Proactive 
  Combined 

 
1.83 
1.69 
2.16 
2.70 

 
.72 
.85 
.75 
1.42 

 
1.89 
2.29 
1.66 
1.99 

 
.81 
.86 
.11 
.84 

Negative Facilitation to Pictures 
  Low  
  Reactive 
  Proactive 
  Combined 

 
-42.50 
54.98 
-.93 
-27.00 

 
117.58 
93.36 
127.38 
204.50 

 
-19.68 
6.66 
-56.17 
-73.40 

 
128.43 
118.26 
31.74 
89.87 

Negative Facilitation to Words 
  Low  
  Reactive 
  Proactive 
  Combined 

 
-6.90 
-56.34 
-43.09 
17.03 

 
119.38 
153.53 
141.88 
207.35 

 
3.09 
-56.47 
-77.26 
-22.96 

 
124.03 
190.46 
82.87 
140.60 
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Table 8 continued 
 
Descriptive Statistics by Relationally Aggressive Group for Emotional Functioning 

 
 Parent-Report Teacher-Report 

 M SD M SD 

Oppositional Defiant Disorder 
  Low  
  Reactive 
  Proactive 
  Combined 

 
5.68 
7.55 
8.76 
11.71 

 
4.14 
4.44 
4.70 
5.98 

 
1.85 
5.00 
11.67 
9.28 

 
3.45 
5.29 
3.06 
6.64 

Conduct Disorder 
  Low  
  Reactive 
  Proactive 
  Combined 

 
.81 
1.45 
2.25 
4.03 

 
1.39 
1.57 
1.77 
2.04 

 
.22 
.57 
2.00 
2.26 

 
.76 
.79 
2.00 
1.86 

 
Note. Parent Report = groups based on parent report of relational aggression. Teacher Report = groups 

based on teacher report of relational aggression. Low = group members obtained low scores on both 

reactive and proactive relational aggression. Reactive = group members obtained high scores on reactive 

relational aggression and low scores on proactive relational aggression. Proactive = group members 

obtained high scores on proactive relational aggression and low scores on reactive relational aggression. 

Combined = group members obtained high scores on both reactive and proactive relational aggression.
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Table 9 

 
Partial Correlations between Subtypes of Relational Aggression and Emotional 

Functioning Controlling for other Subtype 

 

 Parent-Report Teacher-Report 

 Reactive Proactive Reactive Proactive 

Lability 
 

.17* (.33) .21** (.35) .21* (.30) -.04 (.22) 

Regulation -.05 (-.19) -.19* (-.26) -.11 (-.25) -.03 (-.23) 

Callous-Unemotional Traits .06 (.23) .23** (.31) .01 (.22) .14 (.26) 

Positive Affect n/a (ns) n/a (ns) n/a (ns) .13 (.20) 

Negative Affect 
   

.04 (.18) .19* (.26) n/a (ns) n/a (ns) 

Negative Facilitation to Pictures n/a (ns) n/a (ns) n/a (ns) n/a (ns) 

Negative Facilitation to Words n/a (ns) n/a (ns) n/a (ns) -.05 (-.17) 

 

Note. Reactive = reactive relational aggression. Proactive = proactive relational aggression. Numbers in 

parentheses represent bivariate correlation. Partial correlations were not calculated when bivariate 

correlation was not significant. *p < .05 **p < .01. ns = non-significant. 
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Figure 1. Structural equation modeling of subtypes of parent-reported relational 
aggression and emotional functioning. 
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Figure 2. Structural equation model with positive and negative affect latent variables 
using parent-reported relational aggression.  
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Figure 3. Structural equation model with positive and negative affect latent variables 
using teacher-reported relational aggression. 
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Figure 4. Latent profile analysis of parent-reported relational aggression items. Items p2, 
p7, and p11 reflect the reactive relational aggression items (items 2, 7, and 11 in 
Appendix A, respectively) and items p5, p10, p13, and p15 reflect the proactive relational 
aggression items (items 5, 10, 13, and 15 in Appendix A, respectively).
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Figure 5. Latent profile analysis of teacher-reported relational aggression items. Items t2, 
t7, and t11 reflect the reactive relational aggression items (items 2, 7, and 11 in Appendix 
A, respectively) and items t5, t10, t13, and t15 reflect the proactive relational aggression 
items (items 5, 10, 13, and 15 in Appendix A, respectively). 
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APPENDIX A 

RATINGS OF CHILDREN’S SOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

Directions: Please try to answer all questions in the way that best describes your child 
and his or her behavior toward peers (ie., other children who are about the same age as 
your child). There is no right or wrong answer to any of the questions. 
 
 

Never 
True  

Sometimes 
True  

Almost 
Always 

True 

1.  My child says supportive things to peers 1 2 3 4 5 

2.  When my child gets mad at peers, he/she gets even 
by excluding   them from his/her group of friends 

1 2 3 4 5 

3.  My child hits, shoves, or pushes peers 1 2 3 4 5 

4.  My child tries to cheer up peers when they are sad 
or upset about something 

1 2 3 4 5 

5.  My child spreads rumors or gossip about peers 1 2 3 4 5 

6.  My child gets in physical fights with peers 1 2 3 4 5 

7.  When my child gets mad at peers, he/she tries to get 
other people to stop liking them 

1 2 3 4 5 

8.  My child is helpful to peers 1 2 3 4 5 

9.  My child threatens to hit or beat up people 1 2 3 4 5 

10. My child tries to get others to dislike certain peers 
by telling lies about them to others 

1 2 3 4 5 

11. When my child is mad at classmates, he/she 
ignores them or stops talking to them 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. My child likes to dominate or bully peers 1 2 3 4 5 

13. My child threatens to stop being friends with peers 
in order to hurt them or to get what he/she wants 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. My child is kind to peers 1 2 3 4 5 

15. My child likes to exclude peers from group 
activities 

1 2 3 4 5 

16. My child is well liked by peers of the same sex 1 2 3 4 5 

17.My child is well liked by peers of the opposite sex 1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX B 
 

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE AFFECT SCALE FOR CHILDREN 
 

Directions: This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and 
emotions. Read each item and then circle the appropriate answer next to that word.  
 
Indicate to what extent you have felt this way during the past few weeks. 
 

 Very 
slightly or 
not at all 

 
A little 

 
Moderately 

 
Quite a bit 

 
Extremely 

Interested 1 2 3 4 5 

Sad 1 2 3 4 5 

Frightened 1 2 3 4 5 

Alert 1 2 3 4 5 

Excited 1 2 3 4 5 

Ashamed 1 2 3 4 5 

Upset 1 2 3 4 5 

Happy 1 2 3 4 5 

Strong 1 2 3 4 5 

Nervous 1 2 3 4 5 

Guilty 1 2 3 4 5 

Energetic 1 2 3 4 5 

Scared 1 2 3 4 5 

Calm 1 2 3 4 5 

Miserable 1 2 3 4 5 

Jittery 1 2 3 4 5 

Cheerful 1 2 3 4 5 

Active 1 2 3 4 5 

Proud 1 2 3 4 5 

Afraid 1 2 3 4 5 

Joyful 1 2 3 4 5 

Lonely 1 2 3 4 5 

Mad 1 2 3 4 5 

Fearless 1 2 3 4 5 

Disgusted 1 2 3 4 5 

Delighted 1 2 3 4 5 

Blue 1 2 3 4 5 

Daring 1 2 3 4 5 

Gloomy 1 2 3 4 5 

Lively 1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX C 
 

ANTISOCIAL PROCESS SCREENING DEVICE 
 
Directions: Please read each statement and decide how well it describes your child. Mark 
your answer by circling the appropriate number (0-2) for each statement. Do not leave 
any statement unrated. 
 

 Not at all 
true 

Sometimes 
True 

Definitely 
True 

1. Blames others for his/her mistakes  0 1 2 

2. Engages in illegal activities 0 1 2 

3. Is concerned about how well he/she does 
at school/work 

0 1 2 

4. Acts without thinking of the consequences 0 1 2 

5. His/her emotions seem shallow and not 
genuine 

0 1 2 

6. Lies easily and skillfully 0 1 2 

7. Is good at keeping promises 0 1 2 

8. Brags excessively about his/her abilities, 
accomplishments, or possessions 

0 1 2 

9. Gets bored easily 0 1 2 

10. Uses or “cons” other people to get what 
he/she wants 

0 1 2 

11. Teases or makes fun of other people 0 1 2 

12. Feels bad or guilty when he/she does 
something wrong 

0 1 2 

13. Engages in risky or dangerous things 0 1 2 

14. Can be charming at times, but in ways 
that seem insincere or superficial 

0 1 2 

15. Becomes angry when corrected or 
punished 

0 1 2 

16. Seems to think that he/she is better or 
more important than other people 

0 1 2 

17. Does not plan ahead or leaves things until 
the “last minute” 

0 1 2 

18. Is concerned about the feelings of others 0 1 2 

19. Does not show feelings or emotions 0 1 2 

20. Keeps the same friends 0 1 2 
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APPENDIX D 
 

EMOTION REGULATION CHECKLIST 
 
Directions: Circle the number that best describes your child’s behavior. 
 

 Never Sometimes Often Almost 
Always 

1. Is a cheerful child. 1 2 3 4 

2. Exhibits wide mood swings (child’s 
emotional state is difficult to anticipate 
because s/he moves quickly from positive to 
negative moods. 

1 2 3 4 

3. Responds positively to neutral or friendly 
overtures by adults. 

1 2 3 4 

4. Transitions well from one activity to 
another; does not become anxious, angry, 
distressed or overly excited when moving 
from one activity to another. 

1 2 3 4 

5. Can recover quickly from episodes of upset 
or distress (for example, does not pout or 
remain sullen, anxious or sad after 
emotionally distressing events). 

1 2 3 4 

6. Is easily frustrated. 1 2 3 4 

7. Responds positively to neutral or friendly 
overtures by peers. 

1 2 3 4 

8. Is prone to angry outbursts / tantrums 
easily. 

1 2 3 4 

9. Is able to delay gratification. 1 2 3 4 

10. Takes pleasure in the distress of others 
(for example, laughs when another person 
gets hurt or punished; enjoys teasing others). 

1 2 3 4 

11. Can modulate excitement in emotionally 
arousing situations (for example, does not get 
‘carried away’ in high-energy play situations, 
or overly excited in inappropriate contexts). 

1 2 3 4 

12. Is whiny or clingy with adults. 1 2 3 4 

13. Is prone to disruptive outbursts of energy 
and exuberance. 

1 2 3 4 

14. Responds angrily to limit-setting by 
adults. 

1 2 3 4 

15. Can say when s/he is feeling sad, angry or 
mad, fearful or afraid. 

1 2 3 4 

16. Seems sad or listless. 1 2 3 4 

17. Is overly exuberant when attempting to 
engage others in play. 

1 2 3 4 
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 Never Sometimes Often Almost 
Always 

19. Responds negatively to neutral or friendly 
overtures by peers (for example, may speak in 
angry tone of voice or respond fearfully). 

1 2 3 4 

20. Is impulsive.  1 2 3 4 

21. Is empathic towards others; shows 
concern when others are upset or distressed. 

1 2 3 4 

22. Displays exuberance that others find 
intrusive or disruptive. 

1 2 3 4 

23. Displays appropriate negative emotions 
(anger, fear, frustration, distress) in response 
to hostile, aggressive or intrusive acts by 
peers. 

1 2 3 4 

24. Displays negative emotions when 
attempting to engage others in play. 

1 2 3 4 
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APPENDIX E 
 

CHILDREN’S SYMPTOM INVENTORY 
 
Directions: Check which rating best describes your child’s overall behavior. Answer each 
question to the best of your ability. 
 

 Never Sometimes Often Very Often 

1. Loses temper     

2. Argues with adults     

3. Defies or refuses what you tell him/her what 
to do 

    

4. Does things to deliberately annoy others     

5. Blames others for own misbehavior or 
mistakes 

    

6. Is touchy or easily annoyed by others     

7. Is angry or resentful     

8. Takes anger out on others or tries to get 
even 

    

9. Plays hookey from school     

10. Stays out at night when not supposed to     

11. Lies to get things or to avoid responsibility 
(“cons” others) 

    

12. Bullies, threatens, or intimidates others     

13. Starts physical fights     

14. Has run away from home overnight     

15. Has stolen things when others were not 
looking 

    

16. Has deliberately destroyed others’ property     

17. Has deliberately started fires     

18. Has stolen things from others using 
physical force 

    

19. Has broken into someone else’s house, 
building, or car 

    

20. Has used a weapon when fighting (bat, 
brick, bottle, etc.) 

    

21. Has been physically cruel to animals     

22. Has been physically cruel to people     
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APPENDIX F 
 

INFORMED CONSENT 
 

Informed Consent for Study of Child Behavior Difficulties 

 

The Florida State University Department of Psychology 

 

 The purpose of the current study is to gain a further understanding of what causes 
and maintains various types of behavior difficulties in children. You have been contacted 
as part of a general screening process. School officials were notified of the nature of the 
study and asked to assist the investigator in contacting all families of children in the 2nd – 
5th grades. This research will hopefully assist with the development of more effective 
treatment strategies to manage the various difficulties that children and parents may face 
during the elementary school years. In order to assist with this process, we need the help 
of you and your child. The title of the project is: “Gender and Emergent Childhood 
Conduct Problems” and is being conducted by Dr. Bryan R. Loney (Assistant Professor 
of Clinical Psychology at The Florida State University). Please feel free to contact Dr. 
Loney with any questions or concerns that you may have regarding the current 
investigation at 850-644-2300. The study is an attempt to obtain valuable information 
from parents, teachers, and children regarding possible contributors to behavior 
difficulties. All attempts are being made to obtain a diverse group of participants.  
 As part of the study, you will be asked to complete a background information 
sheet and several brief rating scales describing various aspects of your child’s thoughts, 
feelings, and behavior. This includes various forms assessing for behavior difficulties 
such as hyperactivity, temper tantrums, defiance, telling lies, and fighting. You will also 
complete two measures that help us to learn more about your own patterns of thoughts, 
feelings, and behaviors such as any prior experience with feelings of anxiety or sadness. 
Your involvement in the research project will take approximately 2 – 2 ½ hours. You 
and your child with be provided with instructions for each measure and given the 
opportunity to ask questions throughout your participation. Furthermore, you can refuse 
to answer questions that you feel are inappropriate or particularly uncomfortable to 
answer. All information obtained during the research project will remain confidential to 

the extent allowed by law. For example, we will not discuss specific answers with 
anyone outside of the research team unless we feel that you, your child, or someone that 
you or your child knows is in danger. All forms will contain an identification number that 
will be assigned at the start of the study and will serve as the only piece of identification 
for research measures. Names and other identifying information will be removed from all 
forms prior to analyzing results. The obtained information will be kept in a locked file 
cabinet in a research laboratory located on the Florida State University campus. A 
separate sheet of names with corresponding identification numbers will be kept in a 
locked file cabinet in the principal investigator’s office. Of note, your child’s scores will 
be grouped together with scores of other children making it impossible for anyone 
outside of the research team to determine how you or your child responded to questions. 
 In addition to your consent, your child will be provided with a brief introduction 
to the project and asked whether or not he/she agrees to participate in the study. Failure to 
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participate in the study will in no way affect your child’s progress in his or her school 
setting. This information will be conveyed to your son or daughter along with the 
knowledge that participation is voluntary and that he/she may discontinue at any time. 
Today, your child will first be administered a brief aptitude measure that assesses 
strengths and weaknesses related to working with words. Your child with then participate 
in four brief computer games that contain simple letter or picture stimuli that are 
presented on the computer screen with the goal of determining when to hit a key or not 
hit a key on the keyboard. During one of the tasks, four brief games will be played in 
which a picture appears (e.g., door) and the child must choose whether or not they would 
like to see the other side of the stimulus (e.g., whether or not smiley face behind door). 
The second task will require your child to hit a key on the keyboard after seeing a letter 
on the screen. Periodically, the child hears a beep indicating that he/she should not hit a 
key following the letter. The remaining computer tasks explore how quickly your child 
can recognize and respond to words and pictures representing various positive, negative, 
and neutral events, objects, and emotions. For example, we will assess whether or not 
he/she reads and responds faster to words like joy and cake than words like sad or chair. 
In between these computer tasks, your child will complete rating scales assessing how 
he/she views himself/herself and how often he/she experiences various positive and 
negative emotions.  
 The primary risk involved in participation is boredom and fatigue given the time 
and effort required to complete the computer and rating scale measures. Participants will 
be monitored for any signs of difficulty (e.g., sighing and restlessness) completing the 
research measures. Participation will be postponed if there are any signs of discomfort or 
distress, and your child will be allowed to stop participating at any point during the study. 
Your child will be provided with a number of breaks in an attempt to maintain an 
enjoyable and engaging atmosphere. In appreciation for your participation in the study, 
you and your child will be provided with a monetary reimbursement. For agreeing to 
participate in the project and working with us today, we will provide $50 to the family. 
The remaining portion of the study will be the completion of a brief packet of rating 
scales by a teacher that you feel can best represent your child’s functioning in the school 
setting. Following the completion of this teacher packet, a donation of $10 will be made 
to your child’s classroom for school supplies or related school activities.  
 If you agree to participate in the study, please sign and date below. Thank you for 
the time that you have spent reviewing these materials whether or not you decide that you 
would like to participate, and, to reiterate, please feel free to direct any questions, 
comments, or concerns to Dr. Bryan R. Loney at 850-644-2300. If you have any 
questions about your rights as a participant in this research, or if you feel that you have 
been placed at risk, you can contact the Chair of the Human Subjects Committee, 
Institutional Review Board, through the Office of the Vice President for Research, at 
(850) 644-8633. 
 
Child’s name: _____________________ 
 
Parent/Guardian’s Signature: __________________________ 
 
Date: ___________________ 
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APPENDIX G 
 

CHILD ASSENT 
 

I, ____________________________, agree to be asked a number of questions about my 
thoughts, behaviors, and feelings. In addition, I agree to participate in four brief computer 
games that involve pressing keys on the keyboard in response to different pictures and 
letters. This information will be used in research. However, my name or any other 
information that lets people know that the information is about me will not be used. The 
answers that I provide may help the current researchers learn more about what causes 
problems for kids. In appreciation of my help with the current project, my family will 
receive 50 dollars. If I have any questions about the study, I can ask them whenever I 
want. I can also stop answering questions anytime I want. I understand that I can decide 
not to participate and it will not hurt me or cause any problems for me at school. 
 
Child’s Name: __________________________   Date: __________________________ 
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APPENDIX H 
 

FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY IRB HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL LETTER 
 

Office of the Vice President For Research 
Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 
(850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392 
 
APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: 9/24/2009 
 
To: Kelly Schmeelk 
 
Dept.: PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT 
 
From:   Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 
Re:     Use of Human Subjects in Research 
Reactive and Proactive Aggression: Validation of a Two-Factor Model in Relational 
Aggression using Emotional Functioning Variables 
 
The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in 
the research proposal referenced above has been reviewed by the Human Subjects 
Committee at its meeting on 09/09/2009.  Your project was approved by the Committee. 
 
The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, 
except to weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related 
to potential risk and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other 
approvals, which may be required. 
 
If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped 
consent form is attached to this approval notice.  Only the stamped version of the consent 
form may be used in recruiting research subjects. 
 
If the project has not been completed by 9/8/2010 you must request a renewal of approval 
for continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to 
your expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to 
timely request renewal of your approval from the Committee. 
 
You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and 
approved by the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change in the 
protocol.  A protocol change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by 
the Committee.  In addition, federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator 
promptly report, in writing any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks 
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to research subjects or others. 
 
By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor 
is reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects 
involving human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as 
needed to insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution 
and with DHHS regulations. 
 
This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. 
The Assurance Number is IRB00000446. 
 
Cc: Janet Kistner, Advisor 
HSC No. 2009.3044 
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