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ABSTRACT 

The peer group is a dynamic context within which children and adolescents have 

a wide range of experiences, both positive and negative. Friendships provide support and 

a sense of belonging; however, friendships can also be contexts within which competition 

and aggression occur. During childhood and adolescence, aggression and victimization 

are likely to occur in the school context and in situations where several members of the 

peer group are present and sometimes actively (or passively) participating. In the seminal 

work related to bullying as a group process, Salmivalli and colleagues identified distinct 

roles that children take when enacting aggression (Salmivalli et al., 1996). Salmivalli’s 

work, in the area of participant roles, however, has focused on overt bullying, a specific 

subtype of aggression which has a specific meaning within the peer relations literature. 

To date, the participant roles have not been measured within the context of overt and 

relational aggression. The purpose of the present study is to examine the psychometric 

properties of the Overt Aggression Participant Role Scale (OAPRS) and the Relational 

Aggression Participant Role Scale (RAPRS), two new scales designed by the author, to 

measure the aggressor, assistant, reinforcer, defender, outsider, and victim roles during 

acts aggression, as opposed to bullying. Additional goals include: 1) exploring the 

associations among the roles, 2) examining measurement equivalence across gender and 

grade level, and 3) exploring associations of the participant roles with measures of 

sociometric status and depressive symptoms. Findings point toward the psychometric 

properties of the two scales being quite robust. The data fit the 12 factor model and the 

scales measure the constructs equivalently across gender and three grade groups. The 
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aggressor, assistant, and reinforcer roles were strongly associated as were the aggressor 

and victim roles. Several relational roles were highly overlapping, suggesting reciprocity 

of roles. Few meaningful gender or grade level differences were found resulting in more 

similarity in the overt and relational roles than differences. The outsider role was the only 

role not associated with depressive symptoms. Implications for prevention and 

intervention are discussed.  
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INTRODUCTION 

The peer group is a dynamic context within which children and adolescents have 

a wide range of experiences. These experiences can be positive or negative in nature. 

Reciprocal dyadic friendships and larger friendship groups can provide support and a 

sense of belonging (Sherif & Sherif, 1953; Sullivan, 1977). As children move into 

adolescence, friendships become increasingly significant as the time spent with peers 

increases; therefore, the peer group is likely to have an important influence on adolescent 

behavior. The peer group, however, is a context within which negative experiences occur 

as well. The transition from elementary to secondary school can be particularly 

challenging (Bellmore, Villarreal, & Ho, 2011; Corsaro & Eder, 1990). The established 

peer group hierarchies are disrupted and friendship groups are often rearranged. The 

transition to middle school, therefore, can lead to competition as adolescents compete for 

positions within the new hierarchy (Corsaro & Eder, 1990). This competition for limited 

resources (e.g., status and power) can lead to aggression (Hawley, 1999).   

Aggression and victimization are common experiences for children and 

adolescents and the manifestation of this aggression also changes as children move into 

adolescence. The way in which aggression is expressed tends to change with increasing 

age such that young children enact more overt, physical forms of aggression but as they 

develop higher level verbal skills they enact more verbal aggression. As children move 

into adolescence we see an increase in relational forms of aggression (Björkqvist, 

Lagerspetz, & Kaukiainen, 1992; Coie & Dodge, 1998)). Thus, it has become 

increasingly common to make distinctions between overt (e.g., hitting, teasing) and 
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relational (e.g., gossiping, exclusion) forms of aggression (Card, Stucky, Sawalani , & 

Little, 2008).  

During childhood and adolescence, aggression and victimization are likely to 

occur in the school context in situations where several members of the peer group are 

present and sometimes actively (or passively) participating. In the seminal work related 

to bullying as a group process, Salmivalli and colleagues identified distinct roles (e.g., 

aggressor, assistant, reinforcer, defender, outsider, and victim) that children take when 

enacting aggression (Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Björkqvist, Osterman & Kaukiainen, 1996). 

Salmivalli’s work, in the area of participant roles, however, has focused on overt 

bullying, a specific subtype of aggression which has a specific meaning within the peer 

relations literature. Bullying involves the systematic, continuous harassment of a child or 

adolescent by a peer(s) who is seen as more powerful than the victim (Olweus, 1978). 

Although there is much evidence of the harmful effects of bullying, there is also an 

abundance of evidence toward differential and deleterious outcomes related to the more 

general experience of overt and relational forms of aggression. I hypothesize that 

children and adolescents take similar roles while enacting aggression (distinct from 

bullying) in a more broad sense, as well as when enacting specific forms (i.e., overt and 

relational) of aggression. The roles first identified by Salmivalli and colleagues have not 

been measured within the context of aggression, nor have they been measured separately 

by overt and relational forms of aggression. To test these hypotheses I created two new 

instruments to measure the hypothesized overt and relational aggression participant roles. 
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The purpose of the present study is to examine the psychometric properties of the 

Overt Aggression Participant Role Scale (OAPRS) and the Relational Aggression 

Participant Role Scale (RAPRS). The OAPRS and the RAPRS are two new scales 

designed by the author, to measure aggression, assisting, reinforcing, defending, outsider 

behaviors, and victimization during acts aggression, as opposed to bullying, and to 

determine whether parallel roles can be identified for both overt and relational forms of 

aggression. I will begin by reviewing the aggression and participant roles literatures 

within the social learning, social dominance, and resource control theoretical 

frameworks. The purpose of the study is to explore whether parallel participant roles, first 

identified by Salmivalli et al (1996) within the context of overt bullying, exist within the 

context of overt and relational aggression. I will explore the hypothesized 12 factor 

model—six roles for each form of aggression—using confirmatory factor analysis. Given 

that these are new scales, a primary goal is to explore whether the scales measure the 

constructs equivalently across gender groups and three grade levels. The developmental 

trajectory of aggression moving from physical to verbal to relational forms led me to 

believe that I might find mean level differences in the forms, across the three grade 

groups. I will test the latent means and associations in a two group (gender) model and a 

three group (grade) model, following up the grade level comparisons with three separate 

sets of comparisons for each grade level combination. Finally, the evidence supporting 

differential outcomes for overt and relational aggression as well as differential outcomes 

for the different participant roles, suggests the importance of exploring associations of 

sociometric status and depressive symptoms with the 12 roles. The exploration of overt 
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and relational aggression participant roles will be important as the field moves toward 

more specified prevention and intervention efforts around participant roles.  
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

Peer Relations 

As children move from childhood to adolescence, the peer group begins to play a 

more significant role. Adolescents spend more time with peers, place more importance on 

the social context, and begin to rely more on their peers for support (Prinstein, Boergers, & 

Vernberg, 2001; Steinberg & Morris, 2001). With this increased emphasis on the peer 

group during adolescence, relationships become increasingly intimate, providing contexts 

for support, belonging, and acceptance (Sullivan, 1977). Peer relationships also provide 

opportunities to develop new skills and competencies (Hartup, 1970; Yoon, Barton, & 

Taiariol, 2004). For example, adolescents learn the importance of taking another’s 

perspective (Sullivan, 1977), how to appropriately self-disclose personal information, and 

the importance of keeping a friend’s confidence. Thus, friendships and peer groups are 

often framed within a positive context and are understood to contribute positively to 

adjustment (see Hartup, 1970 and Sullivan, 1977). Friendships and peer groups, however, 

are dynamic and sometimes fragile contexts within which negative interactions occur, such 

as jealousy, intimacy rule violations, and aggression (Casper & Card, 2010).  

Peer Aggression 

Peer aggression has occurred throughout history with systematic research dating 

back to the works of Burk (1897) who may be the first to have systematically studied 

bullying, a specific form of aggression. Although there is no universally accepted 

definition of bullying, a general consensus is moving toward bullying being described as 

a repetitive act of aggression against targets that cannot defend themselves (Olweus, 
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1999). That is, the elements of bullying involve: intention, repetition, and an imbalance 

of power (Smith, del Barrio, and Tokunaga, 2013). Although this definition seems clear 

and straightforward, it is difficult to determine if the participants of bullying research 

necessarily understand and report on bullying, as operationalized by the researcher, or if 

they equate bullying and the more general form of aggression. Over time, a distinction 

has been drawn between bullying and a more general aggression. Aggression, in contrast, 

is “behavior that is aimed at harming or injuring another person or persons” (Parke & 

Slaby, 1983, p. 50). Thus, aggression, as it has been described in the peer relations 

literature, does not necessarily involve repetition or an imbalance of power.  

Social Learning of Aggression 

According to Bandura (1973, 1977) the acquisition of aggressive behavior can 

primarily be attributed to having both direct and indirect exposure to aggressive models. 

Aggression is more likely to become part of one’s repertoire when one not only has the 

opportunity to observe aggressive models but when one has also observed the aggression 

being reinforced (Berkowitz, 1990), and finally, when one has been a direct recipient of 

the aggression (Farrington, 1991).  

According to social learning theory, the family is a salient context for initially 

learning of aggression. Experiencing harsh parenting (Patterson, Dishion, & Bank, 1984) 

and physical abuse (Salzinger, Feldman, & Hammer, 1993) have been associated with 

later aggressive behavior; however, as has previously been stated, as children mature, the 

peer group becomes increasingly salient. Dishion, Patterson, Stoolmiller, and Skinner 

(1991), documented the influence of peers on the development of antisocial behavior. 
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Within a salient context (e.g., the family, peer group), certain behaviors are modeled and 

as a result of this exposure to influential models, the individual learns the behaviors and 

is likely to engage in the behaviors that have been modeled. The adoption of these new 

behaviors is then directly or indirectly reinforced or punished. For example, the family 

might be the first context to introduce and reinforce the possibility of aggression as a 

behavioral option through parental domestic violence (vicarious observation) or child 

maltreatment (direct modeling). Once it is provided as a model and reinforcement is 

observed, aggression is further shaped and refined through learning experiences within 

the peer group and perhaps in more broad contexts such as the school and larger 

community (Fagan and Wexler, 1987).  

Following these direct and indirect experiences with aggression, Perry, Willard, 

and Perry (1990) proposed that individuals develop outcome expectations with regard to 

the punishments and rewards of these behaviors. These outcome expectations, whether 

they are positive or negative, influence subsequent behavioral choices. When one’s 

aggressive behavior is reinforced through attention or improved status within the peer 

group, it is likely that the behavior will increase, at least in part due to outcome 

expectations.  

Overt and Relational Forms of Aggression 

Acts of aggression manifest in a variety of overt (e.g., hitting, kicking, and verbal 

assaults) and/or covert behaviors (e.g., rumor spreading and exclusion). Overt forms of 

aggression (i.e., physical and verbal behaviors) were the primary focus of research for 

decades prior to interest in the form of aggression aimed at damaging peer relationships. 
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Over the past two decades there has been a notable increase in research involving this 

relational form of aggression.  

Feshbach (1969) was among the first to focus on more indirect forms of 

aggression (e.g., deliberate exclusion and rejection) followed by Lagerspetz, Björkqvist, 

and Peltonen (1988) who also focused on aggressive behaviors that were intended to 

deliberately exclude or reject peers from the social group. Shortly thereafter, social 

aggression and ostracism became the focus of Cairns, Cairns, Neckerman, Ferguson, and 

Gariépy (1989); eventually, Crick and Grotpeter (1996) introduced the term relational 

aggression. In spite of the range of terms, each of these concepts have been used to 

describe a common phenomenon consisting of a constellation of similar behaviors which 

involve acts meant to harm a child or adolescents’: 1) relationship with peers, 2) 

friendship status, 3) position or membership in a peer group, 4) reputation, or 5) self-

concept (Crick, 1996, Crick & Grotpeter, 1996; Galen & Underwood, 1997; Underwood, 

2002). Although overt and relational aggression are distinct forms of aggression with 

unique behavioral manifestations, the expression of these behaviors often overlap.   

A recent quantitative review of more than two decades of research reported a 

considerable overlap between overt and relational forms of aggression; however, the 

overlap, notably, was not perfect (Card et al., 2008). The strong but imperfect overlap 

suggests that the two forms of aggression represent two distinct indices of aggression 

rather than one phenomenon. Consequently, overt and relational forms of aggression are 

better conceptualized, operationalized, and analyzed as distinct, yet related peer 

experiences.  
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Further supporting their distinctness, both overt and relational forms of aggression 

have been consistently, yet differentially linked with deleterious consequences. Card et al 

(2008) found that overt aggression was more strongly associated with externalizing 

problems (e.g., emotion dysregulation, conduct problems) and negative peer relations 

(e.g., low peer acceptance and peer rejection) than was relational aggression. Relational 

aggression, on the other hand, was uniquely associated with internalizing problems, 

above and beyond overt aggression. Interestingly, overt aggression was associated with 

low prosocial behavior; whereas, relational aggression was associated with high prosocial 

behavior. In spite of the notable negative consequences connected to peer aggression, 

there is an increasing literature suggesting adaptive outcomes for some aggressors.  

At the peer group level, more recent research has found links between aggressive 

children and increased popularity and power, and the perception of being “cool” (Heilbron 

& Prinstein, 2008; Juvonen, Graham, & Schuster, 2003; Rodkin, Farmer, Pearl, & Van 

Acker, 2006). At first glance this positive association with popularity might appear to be 

contradictory to the more negative association with peer rejection. The well documented 

link between aggression and rejection does not necessarily contradict the link between 

aggression and being perceived as cool or being popular. Being perceived as cool or 

popular—a measure of peer group centrality and visibility—does not equate to being 

liked—a  measure of social acceptance—rather, aggressive youth may very well be 

rejected (e.g., disliked) while at the same time be perceived as popular and cool (e.g., 

visible). 
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At the dyadic level, whereby actor-partner behaviors are linked (Dodge, Price, 

Coie, & Christopoulos, 1990), relational aggression has been linked to both positive and 

negative peer experiences. In a longitudinal study of adolescents in grades 6 through 8 who 

reciprocated friendship nominations, high levels of relational aggression talk between 

friends predicted increases in negative friendship quality (i.e., criticism,  conflict, 

dominance) six months later (Banny, Heilbron, Ames, & Prinstein, 2011). In this same 

sample, however, for those adolescents who reported a reciprocal best friendship, high 

levels of relational aggression talk predicted increases in positive friendship qualities (i.e., 

companionship, intimacy, reliable alliance, emotional support) over time. Thus, it might be 

that in some contexts, relational aggression serves an adaptive function such as increasing 

intimacy if, for example, the members of the dyad work together to relationally aggress 

against other members of the peer group.  

Resource Control and Social Dominance 

Social dominance and resource control theories provide an additional theoretical 

framework within which to explore these experiences of peer aggression. Basic survival 

is dependent upon the acquisition of resources (e.g., food, shelter, love and acceptance) 

and given the reality of scarcity, competition for these resources is likely. The 

evolutionary underpinnings of social dominance suggests that competing for limited 

resources is a natural occurrence that can be observed in most animal species to include 

the human species (Archer, 2001; Hawley & Little, 1999). Social dominance theory 

posits that individuals in competition will engage in tactics (e.g., coercive behaviors) in 

an effort to obtain and control these limited resources; therefore, within-group 
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competition is likely to lead to aggressive behaviors. When competing for limited 

resources, socially dominant members of the group may engage in coercive type 

behaviors.  

Some individuals are more successful at obtaining and controlling resources and 

this competition and range of skills is likely to lead to conflict. What determines this 

success or failure at obtaining and controlling resources has been a focus of social 

dominance research.  Sherif and Sherif (1953, 1964), for example, conducted extensive 

observations across multiple contexts, and concluded that certain individuals consistently 

emerge as socially dominant in the peer group. Hawley (1999) proposed that members of 

a social group possess different abilities and skills and engage in different tactics and 

behaviors in an effort to control these limited resources. Thus, certain individuals are 

believed to exert more influence and control over others as a result of their abilities, 

skills, and prior experiences with competing for resources.   

Developmental trajectory of aggression.  Although the motivation behind coercive 

type behaviors may be similar across development (i.e., acquisition and control of 

resources) the manifestation of these behaviors changes with age (Hawley, 1999). For 

example, young children may use physical forms of aggression in their effort to obtain 

resource (Ostrov, Ries, Stauffacher, Godleski, & Mullins, 2008). As children develop, 

however, these physical forms of aggression are no longer developmentally normative 

and become less acceptable and there tends to be a shift away from physical forms of 

aggression which are replaced with verbal (Savin-Williams, 1977), and relational forms 

of aggression (Björkqvist et al., 1992; Coie & Dodge, 1998). Relational aggression is 
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used to control resources by way of harming another’s social standing or advancing one’s 

own standing within the peer group (Archer, 2001; Hawley, 1999, 2003). This focus on 

harming another’s social relationships coupled with the developmental changes in the 

salience and meaning of peer relationships, underscore the potentially hurtful and harmful 

effects of relational aggression. 

The transition from childhood into adolescence and consequently from 

elementary to middle school, is a particularly vulnerable time period (Bellmore et al., 

2011; Corsaro & Eder, 1990); friendships become increasingly intimate, often involving 

disclosures of personal issues (Buhrmester, 1990; Maccoby, 1988; Corsaro & Eder, 1990; 

Murray-Close, Ostrov, & Crick, 2007). At the same time, this increased intimacy in 

adolescent peer relations is juxtaposed with the hierarchical nature of the peer context 

and competition for position within the hierarchy. This competition even occurs within 

close friendship groups (Corsaro & Eder, 1990). Indeed, in a study of children between 

the ages of nine and 11, approximately 77% of boys and girls reported that they had 

experienced relational aggression within their close friendships (Waasdorp, Bagdi, & 

Bradshaw, 2010). Similarly, in an older sample of adolescents between the ages of 11 and 

13, both boys and girls reported “very frequent” aggression within their friendship 

groups, with friendship groups being described as very unstable (Pronk & Zimmer-

Gembeck, 2010). The early adolescents in this study reported the experiences of their 

friendship groups to be much like a rollercoaster ride, with a group member being 

popular and well-liked one day and much less liked the next. Furthermore, it was not an 

uncommon experience to be best friends one day and then be the target of a rumor 
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denying the friendship the next (Pronk & Zimmer-Gembeck, 2010). Relational 

victimization, is particularly threatening because this behavior has the potential to betray 

the trust placed in friendship relationships and the high level of sharing and openness 

make youth vulnerable to having personal information used against them in this context 

(Casper & Card, 2010; Prinstein et al., 2001). Taken together, the developmental changes 

that occur during early adolescence (e.g., advances in perspective taking, needs of 

support and intimacy), the changes that occur with the transition from elementary to 

middle school, and the development of hierarchies and competition even in friendship 

groups, highlight the potential ‘perfect storm’ within which vulnerabilities can be 

exploited and significant damage can occur.  

Gender differences. In terms of gender differences regarding the expression of 

overt and relational aggression, results have been mixed across individual studies. Some 

have reported gender differences such that girl express more relational aggression and 

less overt aggression than boys (Crick, 1996; Crick, Casas, & Mosher, 1997; McNeilly-

Choque, Hart, Robinson, Nelson, & Olsen, 1996). Others have reported the lack of 

gender differences in regard to the enactment of relational aggression (Coyne, Archer, & 

Eslea, M., 2006; Prinstein et al., 2001; Underwood, Schockner, & Hurley, 2001). In an 

attempt to reconcile the mixed findings, Card and colleagues synthesized the existing 

overt and relational aggression literature and concluded that boys enact more overt 

aggression than girls, girls enact more relational aggression than overt aggression; 

however, the expression of relational aggression was approximately equal for boys and 

girls (Card et al., 2008).  
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Although boys and girls engage in similar levels of relational aggression (Card et 

al., 2008), efforts to obtain and control limited resources might manifest differently for 

males and females. Evolutionary theory has contributed to our understanding of 

aggression and victimization particularly with regard to divergent gender patterns. A key 

premise of evolutionary theory is that males and females use different strategies to obtain 

and control resources (e.g., intimate partners). From an evolutionary perspective, females 

presumably prefer a high-status male who has the potential to obtain significant resources 

which maximizes the likelihood that the male will provide for the offspring. Males, on 

the other hand, select a female partner based on reproductive viability which is usually 

based on physical features and attractiveness. With these goals in mind (e.g., 

reproduction), the competition for resources leads to intrasex competition and diverse 

strategies for males and females. The strategies employed are believed to be directly 

related to that on which the two genders place value. 

Physical dominance is believed to be more salient for boys; whereas, social 

connectedness is believed to be more salient for girls (Maccoby, 1988). We know that 

females engage in more relational aggression than overt aggression. From an 

evolutionary perspective, it has been hypothesized that females engage in less physical 

aggression because doing so would hinder their ability to care for their young. On the 

other hand, engaging in relational aggression, such as spreading rumors, particularly 

about sexual promiscuity of an attractive same-sex peer, diminishes the desirability of the 

competitor who is vying for the same limited resource (i.e., high-status male partner). 

Herein lays the conundrum: if social inclusion and emotional connectedness are 
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especially salient for girls and if female friends are in competition for similar high-status 

male partners, this could place them in a particularly vulnerable position to become a 

target of relational aggression. Furthermore, it is quite possible that the aggressor could 

be a high status peer within the victim’s own same-sex friendship group. Thus, it might 

require a specific set of skills as well as assistance from members of the group to 

successfully aggress relationally, particularly if the goal is to aggress against one peer 

within the friendship group while maintaining relation with other members of the group. 

This might be one explanation as to why we find relational aggression linked to high 

prosocial behaviors (Card et al., 2008).  

Hawley, Little, and Card (2007) found a subgroup of adolescents they called 

bistrategic controllers whose strategy for dominance was to use a sophisticated 

combination of coercive strategies (e.g., taking things or using deception) and prosocial 

skills to achieve their goal. Bistrategic controllers, those employing both coercive and 

prosocial strategies to obtain resources, were actually identified as being in the highest 

position in the social hierarchy because of their success at controlling resources (Hawley 

et al., 2007). It might be that only a select few are able to successfully carry out this 

sophisticated strategy; and thus, others might see their opportunity to gain status and 

power by assisting and reinforcing the more leader-like aggressor. As described above, it 

is likely that aggression occurs within friendship groups, particularly when in competition 

for resources. If the aggressor ultimately obtains and controls the resources, observers 

might very well learn and replicate that behavior, particularly if the observer was a victim 

and experienced the aggression directly. On the other hand, there could be value in 
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defending victims, particularly if the occasional victim happens to be a peer of higher 

status. It is plausible that higher status peers could be targets of relational aggression, 

particularly when competing for limited resources (e.g., high status friends, dating 

partners, maintaining one’s position in the peer group, etc.). Given that the motivation 

behind relational aggression is to damage another’s social standing or relationship with 

others in the group, it makes sense that this form of aggression occurs in the context of 

groups. In fact, the peer group is requisite to the enactment of relational aggression. 

Given that peer aggression occurs within the peer group context it has been 

conceptualized as a group phenomenon involving more than the aggressor and the victim 

(Hartup, 1983; Ladd, 1983); thus, when researching aggression, it is important to 

consider the whole of the group. An important aspect of the group dynamic is the way in 

which different members participate in the aggression. Salmivalli and colleagues 

identified different roles that children take when bullying occurs in a social context 

(Salmivalli et al., 1996).  

Participant Roles 

Salmivalli and colleagues’ seminal work in regard to aggression in the peer group 

context described bullying as a group process and reported that children are typically 

involved at varying degrees and take a variety of perspectives (Salmivalli et al., 1996). 

Children who do not take the aggressor role and who are not the direct victims of the 

aggression are also referred to as bystanders. Bystanders are children who witness the 

aggression and participate, intervene, or do nothing (Atlas & Pepler, 1998). Salmivalli et 

al (1996) further specified the bystander roles, identifying those children who actively 
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side with the aggressor as assistants and reinforcers, those who support the victim as 

defenders, and those who do not actively participate as outsiders. This group that remains 

on the periphery and appears to be uninvolved (outsiders), are seemingly “passive 

bystanders”; however, they may in fact be perceived by some victims as silently 

approving of the aggression (Cowie, 2000; Rigby & Slee, 1991).  

Salmivalli et al (1996) reported gender differences in regard to these roles. Boys 

were more likely to be identified as bullies, assistants, and reinforcers. Girls, on the other 

hand, were most frequently defenders and outsiders. Salmivalli and colleagues found the 

bully, reinforcer, and assistant roles to be associated with lower acceptance and higher 

rejection. The defender role was associated with high social acceptance. The outsider role 

scored below average on both peer acceptance and rejection and the victim role was 

associated with low peer acceptance and high social rejection. (Salmivalli et al., 1996). 

A number of theories have been applied to the phenomenon of peer aggression 

during childhood and adolescence; however, very little had been done to situate the 

growing literature regarding participant roles within a theoretical framework. Social 

learning theory as well as social dominance and resource control theories provide 

plausible frameworks for understanding the motivation behind enacting certain roles as 

well as how the various role behaviors might be modeled and reinforced. Salmivalli 

(2010) noted that bullies are motivated by the pursuit of social status and thus are likely 

to choose their victim as well as the time and location of their attack, carefully. It may 

very well be that bullies target submissive victims (Schwartz, et al., 1998) who are 

physically weak and of lower social status (Hodges & Perry, 1999) so as to increase their 
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chances of gaining power and status. When considering more broad acts of aggression, 

and particularly relational aggression, the targets are likely to be less stable over time. As 

previously mentioned, Pronk and Zimmer-Gembeck (2011) found that relational 

aggression often occurs within friendship groups, suggesting the strategies used to 

aggress relationally and the targets of this aggression might be more heterogeneous than 

those of bullies. In fact, excluding a high status group member in an attempt to get closer 

to that group member’s best friend and thus increase one’s own position in the peer group 

is a very different strategy requiring a very different skill set compared to a bully 

targeting a physically weak, socially rejected peer. If one member of a friendship group 

attempts to exclude another member, this cannot occur outside of the group context. The 

other members of the group are immediately and involuntarily involved. The other 

members assist and reinforce the aggressor or they defend the target. In such a scenario, it 

would be difficult, if not impossible, to remain neutral; thus, even an outsider would be 

involved, possibly perceived by the victim as silently approving of the aggression, just as 

Salmivalli et al (1996) posited.  

Given that relational aggression occurs within and between friendship groups, the 

relational aggression participant roles might be more fluid and less stable as compared to 

the roles as they have been described in the bullying literature. Members of the group 

may move between roles depending on the context. When observing successful acts of 

aggression, this might provide peers with the motivation and positive reinforcement to 

join forces with the aggressor and actively assist or reinforce the aggression in an effort 

to improve one’s own social standing. Successful acts might also provide negative 
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reinforcement by providing the perception that helping the aggressor will reduce the 

chances of becoming the next target. Similarly, given the evidence connecting defenders 

with high status (Goosens, Oltholf, & Dekker, 2006; Salmivalli et al., 1996), through 

modeling and direct experience with reinforcement, adolescents may learn that it is 

desirable to be perceived as a defender within the peer group, particularly if one is 

defending a peer of perceived high status. Finally, there may be those youth who prefer to 

not engage in the peer group conflicts and aggression, desiring neither admiration from 

peers nor social status; thus, this subgroup might describe the outsiders. Far less is known 

and understood about this group of seemingly unengaged peers other than they are often 

the group with the highest number of members (Salmivalli et al., 1996) and their passive 

bystander status is sometimes perceived by others as subtly supporting the aggressor 

(Gini, Aliero, Benelli, & Altoè, 2008; Salmivalli et al., 1996). 

Social dominance, resource control, and social learning theories provide diverse 

yet complimentary frameworks within which overt and relational aggression and 

participant roles during childhood and adolescence can begin to be understood. 

Regardless of the theory used to frame our understanding of participant roles, measuring 

these peer experiences pose special challenges.      

Measuring Participant Roles 

Bullying versus aggression. As previously stated, the existing research examining 

the roles that children and adolescents take in response to aggression has focused 

exclusively on bullying, a specific subtype of aggression which has a specific meaning 

within the peer relations literature. Bullying involves the systematic, continuous 



32 
 

harassment of a child or adolescent by a peer(s) who is seen as more powerful than the 

victim (Olweus, 1978). The original PRQ (Salmivalli et al., 1996), the New Participant 

Role Scales (Goosens et al., 2006), as well as all other scales that have been used 

(Fitzpatrick & Bussey, 2011; Maeda, 2003; Monks, Ortega, & Torrado, 2002), provide a 

definition of bullying to students, prior to completion of the questionnaire, to ensure there 

is no mistake about what it is the researchers are measuring. To date there are no examples 

of measuring participant roles outside of the bullying context.  

At first glance it may seem as though Monks et al (2002) measured aggression 

rather than bullying; however, upon closer examination, unjustified aggression was used as 

a more developmentally appropriate measure of bullying in this much younger preschool-

aged sample. The authors argued that bullying amongst young children tends to differ in 

terms of the stability of the victim role; therefore, unjustified aggression was used to 

capture the experience of a child being attacked physically, verbally, or psychologically 

without there being a social conflict. Thus, the authors sought to measure bullying, while 

acknowledging that bullying behaviors differ in young children. Although participant roles 

have not been measured outside of the bullying context, there is reason to believe that 

children and adolescents participate in various ways during episodes of aggression and it 

seems to make sense to explore whether youth participate in similar ways during acts of 

aggression, as have been established within the context of bullying. Others have also raised 

the issue of measuring bullying versus aggression. 

Bauman, Underwood, and Card (2013) recently argued for the conceptualization of 

cyberaggression as opposed to cyberbullying for a number of reasons. First, the definition 
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of cyberbullying, not unlike bullying in general, requires three important components: 

intent, repetition, and imbalance of power. Bauman et al (2013) argue that these aspects of 

bullying are not actually measured in the current bullying measures. By providing a 

definition of bullying at the beginning of assessment instruments (as is the case with the 

existing participant role measures), the researcher assumes that the participants have 

conceptualized the behavioral indicators within the parameters of intent, repetition, and 

imbalance of power. Bauman et al., (2013) have argued for the measurement of 

cyberaggression as compared to this more nuanced assessment of cyberbullying for these 

reasons.  

In a similar vein, I propose a measurement of participant roles of aggression rather 

than bullying; even further, I propose the measurement of participant roles separately for 

the overt and relational forms of aggression. First, providing a definition of bullying at the 

beginning of a measure of participant roles but neglecting to empirically measure intent, 

repetition, and power, is insufficient to conclude that what has been captured is truly 

bullying behavior. Second, the developmental trajectory of the manifestation of aggression 

is such that overt forms appear to be replaced by relational forms as children move into 

adolescence; therefore, it make sense to assess participant roles within a developmental 

framework specific to the forms of aggression. Given that certain relational aggression 

behaviors (e.g., rumors, exclusion from activities) require more than an aggressor and a 

victim, it would be difficult to enact relational aggression in isolation; therefore, even if the 

aggression does not involve repetition and an imbalance of power (which is assumed in 

existing participant role measures), we might expect to observe assistant, reinforcer, and 
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defender roles, during acts of aggression which parallel those that Salmivalli et al (1996) 

identified during acts of bullying.  

Categorical versus continuous. In addition to the exclusive focus on participant 

roles in bullying situations, prior research has largely taken a categorical approach toward 

understanding and assigning participant roles. The extant participant role literature has 

aimed to classify students in one primary role. A categorical approach is unlikely to 

capture the dynamic processes that occur when aggression is enacted in different peer 

contexts and with different individuals or groups of individuals. Indeed, adolescents report 

a variety of behaviors that align with multiple roles, but the typical practice has been to 

assign one role (Samilvalli et al., 1996). Several methods have been used to identify 

participant roles but the different methods have led to inconsistencies across studies. 

Perhaps the most common method is the classroom standardization method. 

Classroom standardization method. Using a standardization method whereby 

youth were assigned a role if they scored above the mean on a particular scale and if the 

difference between their first and second highest scale sores was less than 0.1, Salmivalli et 

al (1996) was able to assign 87% of the students (ages 12-13 years) to one of the six roles. 

This method, however, resulted in some students not being assigned a role. No role was 

assigned if the score was less than the class mean. Finally, children were identified as 

victims if 30% of class nominated them as a victim regardless of other roles identified. 

Sutton and Smith (1999), using a shortened version of the PRQ and an interview procedure 

rather than a questionnaire, were able to assign 84.5% of their younger sample of 7–10 

year-olds. Maedea (2003), with a sample of 10-13 year-olds and using a shortened version 
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of the PRQ, similar to Sutton and Smith (1999), were able to assign 67% of students to a 

role.  

The distribution of roles has been inconsistent across studies as well, with 

Salmivalli et al (1996), Sutton and Smith (1999), and Maedea (2003) respectively 

classifying 8.2%, 13%, and 7.9% of students as bullies; 6.8%, 6.2%, and 7.9% as 

assistants; 19.5%, 7.8%, and 8.9% reinforcers; 17.3%, 44%, and 18.5% as defenders; and 

23.7%, 10.9%, and 16.1% outsiders.  

Whole sample standardization method. Sutton and Smith (1999) also used a whole 

sample standardization method in an effort to minimize the effect of extreme scores while 

at the same time avoiding classification of youth whose scores fell below the group mean. 

There were no notable differences in the assignment of roles when using the whole sample 

standardization as compared to the class standardization method.  

Factor role method. Sutton and Smith (1999) used the four factors that were 

identified through a factor analysis which resulted in 20.8% of students being assigned to a 

pro-bullying role (i.e., bully, assistant, and reinforcer); 46.1% to the defender role; 15% to 

the outsider role; and 18.1% to the victim role.   

No standardization method. Finally, Sutton and Smith (1999) addressed the 

potential drawback of some children not being classified because of extreme scores within 

classrooms by dropping the “no role” category and classifying all children based on their 

highest role score. This approach allowed for the examination of secondary roles, 

identified as the second most prominent behavior of each child. Using the no 

standardization method resulted in all children being assigned a primary and secondary 
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role with the following distribution of primary role assignments: bully (13%); assistant 

(6.2%); reinforcer (7.8%); defender (44%); outsider (10.9%); and victim (18.1%). The 

secondary role of the bully was most commonly reinforcer (44%) followed by assistant 

(28%); secondary role of the assistant was primarily bully (58.3%) followed by defender 

(16.7%); interestingly, reinforcers’ secondary role was split almost equally between 

assistant (33.3%), defender (26.7%), and victim (26.7%); defender secondary role was 

most often victim (35%) followed by outsider (25.9%) and reinforcer (20%); outsider 

secondary role was primarily defender (61.9%) and victim (33.3%); finally, victim 

secondary role was defender (51.4%) then equally divided between assistant (17.1%) and 

outsider (17.1%). Sutton and Smith’s (1999) results illustrate the complexity of this group 

phenomenon and the subsequent difficulty in designing prevention and intervention 

programs that focus on categories of youth because it is likely a highly contextual 

phenomenon and children likely take different roles depending on the context.  

Given that some research has reported behaviors that would be in line with more 

than one role (Goosens et al., 2006; Salmivalli et al., 1996; Sutton & Smith, 1999), it might 

be more appropriate to think of the roles as more continuous than categorical. A 

continuous approach is likely to better capture the full repertoire of behaviors that any one 

individual may use across different contexts and when in proximity of different peers. For 

example it is plausible that an adolescent would both assist and defend a close friend.  

Overall aggression versus overt and relational forms. As previously stated, 

prior research has examined participant roles in relation to bullying rather than a more 

general context of aggression. Furthermore, the primary instrument used to measure 
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participant role behaviors, Salmivalli’s PRQ, tend to focus on more general acts of overt 

bullying rather than on specific (overt and relational) forms. Salmivalli’s PRQ has 

subscales for each role; however, the behaviors are not specific enough to capture each 

role (e.g., assistant, defender, etc.) as it pertains specifically to overt and relational forms 

of bullying. Most of the behavioral indicators specifically measure overt behaviors. For 

example, the bully scale includes items such as “makes others join in the bullying, calls 

those who don’t participate in the bullying “cry-babies”, etc. The assistant scale involves 

behaviors such as “joining in bullying when someone else starts it, catching the victim, 

holding the victim when he/she is harassed”. The reinforcer scale measures “giggling, 

laughing, inciting the bully by shouting, saying things to the bully like ‘Show him/her!’” 

Finally, the “defender scale” includes items such as “attacks the bully in order to defend 

the victim, takes revenge on the bully for the victim, calls the bully names in order to 

defend the victim, comforts the victim afterwards.” More recently, there have been two 

attempts to capture participant role behaviors in regard to indirect and social bullying.  

In the first example, Maeda (2003) used a modified version of Salmivalli’s PRQ 

and added and dropped some items in an effort to better capture direct and indirect 

bullying. Maeda (2003) dropped items from the original version of the PRQ bully subscale 

that were viewed as ambiguous (e.g., “Starts bullying” “Always finds new ways of 

harassing the victim”) and added items that specifically captured direct (e.g., “Hit, kick, or 

push”) and indirect (e.g., “Gossips or tells bad or false stories about someone”) bullying. 

Again, the participant role behaviors were measured within a bullying context, exclusively, 

with a very explicit definition provided to students prior to completion of the 
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questionnaire. Only one item was added to the assistant participant role scale that was 

intended to capture an indirect assistant behavior (e.g., “Helps the bully, maybe by 

spreading nasty rumors about the victim or ignoring the victim”); however, no other 

indicators that would be considered indirect behaviors were added to the other roles. The 

additional participant roles items were either overt in nature or ambiguous.  

In the second example, using Underwood’s (2002) framework of social aggression, 

Fitzpatrick and Bussey (2011) created the Social Bullying Involvement Scale in an effort to 

measure direct and indirect forms of social bullying and victimization in roles that they 

identified as social “intervening” and “witnessing” during episodes of bullying. Fitzpatrick 

and Bussey (2011) measured direct and indirect bullying, victimization, intervening, and 

witnessing; thus, the participant roles were conceptually distinct from all other examples of 

participant role research. Fitzpatrick and Bussey (2011) measured direct and indirect social 

behaviors exclusively; they did not measure overt physical or verbal behaviors. The social 

intervening scale captured helping behaviors; whereas, the social witnessing scale was 

designed to capture behaviors of youth who do not actively participate. In essence then, 

they measured social aggression roles of bully, victim, defender, and outsider. 

Fitzpatrick and Bussey (2011) and Maeda (2003) have each made unique 

contributions to the participant role literature. Given the decades of evidence, however, 

legitimizing the conceptualization of overt and relational forms of aggression and 

victimization as well as the prolific support of the participant roles first identified by 

Salmivalli and colleagues, a focus on the more general category of aggression and on the 

more specific overt and relational forms of aggression is needed. An important next step is 
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to explore whether participant roles can be identified within the broader context of 

aggression as compared to bullying for a few key reasons. First, bullying research fails to 

systematically measure the necessary criteria of bullying behaviors: repletion and a power 

differential between the bully and the victim; therefore, it is unclear exactly what is being 

measured. Second, there is considerable evidence of the deleterious effects of aggression 

and of differential outcomes for the separate forms of aggression. Taken together, I was 

convinced that similar participant roles likely exist across forms of aggression but that the 

patterns of associations among the roles might differ for overt and relational aggression. 

Furthermore, it is likely that the associations among the roles and outcome measures might 

also differ between forms of aggression. To test these hypotheses, I created parallel scales 

for overt and relational aggression (not bullying) participant roles designed to capture the 

roles of aggressor, assistant, reinforcer, defender, outsider, and victim. 

Study Purpose and Goals  

The salience of the peer context during early adolescence and the importance of 

peer acceptance and a sense of belonging have been well established in the peer relations 

literature. In addition, research supports a developmental trajectory of aggression such 

that physical forms of aggression appear to be most prominent during early childhood; 

however, as children develop more sophisticated verbal and cognitive skills, verbal forms 

of aggression become more common. Finally, during early adolescence, a time when the 

social context becomes particularly salient in terms of establishing friendship groups and 

more intimate relationships, we see a decline in physical forms of aggression and an 

increase in relational aggressive strategies (Björkqvist et al., 1992). Our current 
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understanding of peer aggression and victimization is such that we find value, if not 

necessity, in measuring overt and relational forms separately. It would follow that the 

roles children and adolescents take when aggression occurs in the peer group might also 

be better understood within a developmental framework and measured separately by 

overt and relational forms.  

Given the instability of friendship groups and dyadic friendships (Pronk & 

Zimmer-Gembeck, 2011) coupled with the notion that relational aggression is aimed at 

damaging relationships and is likely to involve more than the aggressor and victim, we 

might expect youth to engage in a variety of behaviors across multiple roles depending on 

the context. Indeed, participant roles researchers have identified youth endorsing 

behaviors across multiple roles (Goosens et al., 2006; Salmivalli et al., 1996; Sutton & 

Smith, 1999). Salmivalli’s seminal work has informed and advanced our understanding 

of bullying as a group process by identifying the key roles that youth take when bullying 

occurs in the peer group. The roles Salmivalli identified include the 1) aggressor, 2) 

assistant, 3) reinforcer, 4) defender, 5) outsider, and 6) victim. When these roles were 

initially identified, much of the aggression research was analyzing and reporting results 

of an overall measure of aggression rather than separate overt and relational aggression 

measures. The current theoretical understanding of overt and relational aggression as 

separate, yet related phenomena, is well supported with empirical evidence (Card et al., 

2008). Given the theoretical understanding supporting a developmental trajectory of 

aggression moving from more physical expressions to verbal expressions and finally to 

more relational manifestations coupled with empirical support for separate forms of peer 
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aggression as well as evidence of differential outcomes for overt and relational 

aggression (Card et al., 2008), it is important to explore participant roles (i.e., aggressor, 

assistant, reinforcer, outsider, defender, and victim) separately for overt and relational 

forms of aggression.  

Participant roles have not been studied within the context of overt and relational 

aggression; therefore, I created the Overt Aggression Participant Role Scale (OAPRS) 

and the Relational Aggression Participant Role Scale (RAPRS) to begin this line of 

inquiry. The purpose of the present study was to examine the psychometric properties of 

the two scales. The OAPRS and RAPRS were designed by the author to measure the six 

participant roles: aggressor, assistant, reinforcer, outsider, defender and victim, within the 

context of aggression rather than bullying, and to determine whether parallel roles can be 

identified for both overt and relational forms of aggression. Additional goals included: 1) 

the exploration of the extent of overlap of the participant roles; 2) determining if the 

scales measured the constructs similarly across gender and grade; and 3) exploring 

associations of the overt and relational participant roles with peer acceptance, perceived 

peer acceptance, peer rejection, and depressive symptoms. To summarize, the specific 

goals and hypotheses are as follows:  

Goal 1: To determine whether parallel roles can be identified for both overt and 

relational forms of aggression. 

H1: The 12 factor model, including six overt roles: aggressor, assistant, reinforcer, 

outsider, defender, and victim, and six parallel relational roles will fit the data 

adequately.  
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Goal 2: To explore the overlap of overt and relational aggression participant roles. 

H2: There will be strong, positive correlations among the aggressor and assistant 

roles both within overt and relational forms of aggression as well as across forms of 

aggression. 

H3: There will be positive correlations between the defender and victim roles 

within overt and relational forms of aggression and across forms of aggression. 

Goal 3: To determine whether the participant role constructs can be measured 

equivalently across gender.  

H4: The OAPRS and the RAPRS will measure the participant roles equivalently 

across gender.  

Goal 4: To determine whether the participant role constructs can be measured 

equivalently across grades six, seven, and eight. 

H5: The OAPRS and the RAPRS will measure the participant roles equivalently 

across the three grade levels.  

Goal 5: To measure the direction and magnitude of associations of overt and relational 

aggression participant roles with peer acceptance, perceived peer acceptance, peer 

rejection, and depressive symptoms.  

H6: The overt aggressor role will be associated with lower peer acceptance.  

H7: The relational aggressor role will be associated with higher peer acceptance.  

H8: The overt and relational assistant and reinforce roles will be associated with 

higher peer acceptance. 
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H9: The overt and relational defender roles will be associated with higher peer 

acceptance. 

H10: The overt and relational victim roles will be associated with lower  

        peer acceptance. 

H11: The overt aggressor and victim roles will be associated with  

       higher peer rejection. 

H12: The overt and relational victim roles will be positively associated with 

     depressive symptoms. 
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METHOD 

Participants 

An ethnically heterogeneous sample of 609 6
th

, 7
th

, and 8
th

 grade students (mean 

age 12.03 years, SD = .91) completed self-reports of participant roles with the Overt 

Aggression Participant Role Scale, and the Relational Aggression Participant Role Scale, 

depressive symptoms (Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression; CES-D; Radloff, 

1977), and peer nomination measures of peer acceptance, perceived acceptance, and peer 

rejection. The participants self-identified as 45.2% male, 50.2% White, 18.4% Latino, 

3.8% African American, 2.3% Asian, 1.5% American Indian, 1.0% Native Pacific 

Islander, and 22.8% mixed or other.  

Study Procedures 

Data were collected in spring 2010 over a two-day period at a middle school 

located in the Southwestern region of the United States. Trained research assistants read 

all instructions aloud and administered the surveys over two full class periods lasting 

approximately 45 minutes each. Students were eligible for participation if they returned a 

signed parental permission form and if they provided their own assent. Participation rate 

in this study was 88%. All procedures were approved by the institutional review board. 

Students provided self-reports of overt and relational aggression participant roles 

(i.e., overt and relational aggressor, assistant, reinforcer, outsider, defender, and victim) 

as well as depressive symptoms. Students also provided unlimited nominations of peer 
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acceptance, perceived acceptance, and rejection. Students at this school were organized in 

academic teams ranging in size from 45 to 110 students.  

Measures 

The Overt Aggression Participant Role Scale, a self-report measure created by the 

author for the present study, assessed a variety of participant behaviors related to overt 

aggression (e.g., hitting, pushing, name calling) across six roles. The roles and sample 

items included: aggressor (e.g., “I say mean things to others or call them names”); 

assistant (“I join in pushing others around if someone else starts it”); reinforcer (“I watch 

or laugh when others are being pushed around”); defender (“If kids are pushing someone 

around, I try to stop it”); outsider (“I don’t do anything when someone is being hit or 

kicked”), and victim (“Kids push me around”). The aggressor, assistant, reinforcer, 

defender and victim subscales included three behavioral indicators each, the outsider 

scale included two items for a total of 17 overt aggression participant role items (see 

Table 1 for participant roles scale items and standardized and unstandardized factor 

loadings). Each item was measured on a five point scale whereby participants reported 

whether they engage in the behaviors never, rarely, sometimes, often, or always. 

Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha, a measure of internal consistency, was calculated for each 

of the participant role within the OAPRS. Previous research has resulted in discrepant 

internal reliability scores for the participant roles. Using a standardization by class 

method Salmivalli et al., (1997) (Sutton and Smith’s, [1999] figures are in parentheses) 
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reported for their Bully scale, α = .93 (.85); Reinforcer, α = .91 (.88); Assistant, α = (.81 

(.67); Defender, α = .93 (.80); and Outsider, α = .89 (.55).  

The new OAPRS, yielded the following internal consistency scores: Overt 

Aggressor Scale (α = .748); Overt Aggression Assistant Scale (α = .768); Overt 

Aggression Reinforcer Scale (α = .837); Overt Aggression Outsider Scale (α = .484); 

Overt Aggression Defender Scale (α = .864); Overt Victimization Scale (α = .786). 

The Relational Aggression Participant Role Scale, also created for the present 

study, assessed self-reported relational aggression behaviors (e.g., rumors, ignoring, 

exclusion) of the participant roles paralleling the overt scale: aggressor, (“I start rumors 

about others”); assistant (“I join in spreading rumors about others if someone else starts 

it”); reinforcer (“I usually know when others are ignoring or not talking to someone on 

purpose”); defender (“If kids are spreading rumors about others, I try to stop it”); outsider 

(“I usually do not know if kids are trying to keep someone from being a part of activities 

or groups on purpose”); victim (“Kids spread rumors about me”) for a total of 17 

relational aggression participant role items (see Table 1 for full scale and factor loadings). 

Initially, the relational outsider role had three indicator variables; however, one item was 

removed from the scale based on results described below. 

The RAPRS yielded the following internal consistencies: Relational Aggressor 

Scale (α = .711); Relational Aggression Assistant Scale (α = .704); Relational Aggression 

Reinforcer Scale (α = .664); Relational Aggression Outsider Scale (α = .501); Relational 

Aggression Defender Scale (α = .729); Relational Victimization Scale (α = .773). 
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According to Nunnally (1967), for early stages of research – such as scale construction – 

values of coefficient alpha between .50 and .60 are considered acceptable.  

Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression (CES-D; Radloff, 1977). The 

CES-D Short Version is a 10-item self-report measure of depression symptoms. 

Participants are asked to rate, on a five-point scale, how much the items describe how 

they’ve felt over the past week. In the present study, the internal consistency for the CES-

D was acceptable (α = .776). 

Peer nomination inventory (PNI). Students provided unlimited nominations of 

peers who fit the descriptions for a peer acceptance item (“I like these kids”), a perceived 

acceptance item (“These kids are liked by others”), and a peer rejection item (“I dislike 

these kids”). Scores were calculated as the percentage of nominations received for each 

item. As previously stated, the students at this school were organized and grouped in 

academic teams. The nomination pool included only those peers within the nominating 

student’s assigned academic team. Thus, the percentage of nominations received were 

standardized by team.  

Plan of Analysis 

To analyze the psychometric properties of the OAPRS and the RAPRS, I 

conducted a series of confirmatory factor analyses. I began with the full sample and fit 

the hypothesized 12 factor model: two forms – overt and relational – by six roles – 

aggressor, assistant, reinforcer, outsider, defender, and victim. I evaluated the 

equivalence of the scale properties, testing configural, loading, and intercept invariance to 
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test whether the two scales measured what they were designed to measure, equivalently 

across gender. I then performed a multi-group mean and covariance structures (MACS) 

analysis to evaluate the latent parameters (means and covariances) with a series of two 

group nested models. I evaluated the equivalence of the scale properties and latent 

parameters across grade level (6
th

, 7
th

, and 8
th

) as well with a series of three group nested 

models.  

For the nested model comparisons, I evaluated the change in chi-square (χ
2
) to 

determine whether the constraint placed on the model was tenable. When the change in 

chi-square was significant this suggested a decrease in model fit, meaning the constraint 

was not tenable. To test the adequacy of model fit I used the Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA), the Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI), and the Comparative Fit 

Index (CFI). Accepted standards suggest model fit is good with fit indices for RMSEA 

less than .05 (less than .08 is considered acceptable); the CFI is considered good if the 

value is greater than .95 (.90 is considered acceptable) (Kline, 2011).  

Goal 1: Identify overt and relational aggression participant roles. 

Confirmatory factor analysis was used to examine whether six parallel roles could be 

identified across overt and relational aggression.  

Construct validity. In an effort to determine if the OAPRS and the RAPRS are 

accurate measures of the participant role constructs, the construct validity was assessed 

by analyzing the intercorrelations of the latent variables across roles but within form of 

aggression (e.g., relational aggressor, relational assistant, and relational reinforce) as well 
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as within roles but across forms (e.g., overt aggressor and relational aggressor). Based on 

prior research, I expected the variables for the aggressor and assistant, within the same 

form of aggression, to be positively and strongly correlated. Because of the strong 

associations, some researchers have elected to aggregate the three roles of aggressor, 

assistant, and reinforcer to create one overall aggressor role (Sutton & Smith, 1999). I 

also expected the aggressor, assistant, and victim roles across forms to be strongly 

correlated (e.g., overt and relational aggressor and overt and relational assistant), as prior 

research has found overt and relational aggression and overt and relational victimization 

to be strongly correlated.  

Discriminant validity was assessed by examining the magnitude of 

intercorrelations between the latent variables of the constructs that were not expected to 

correlate. Based on prior research, I expected the aggressor roles to diverge from the 

defender roles within the same form of aggression. That is, I did not expect overt 

aggression to correlate strongly with the overt defender roles.  

There is no prior research available to inform the relationships across overt and 

relational forms of aggression for the assistant, reinforcer, defender, or outsider roles; 

however, based on Sutton and Smith’s (1999) bullying work regarding primary and 

secondary roles, within overt bullying, I did have some predictions in regard to overt 

roles. The reinforcer role might be related to the defender and victim roles; the defender 

role might be associated with the victim, outsider, and reinforcer roles. These linkages, 

however, are very much preliminary predictions based on very limited evidence and 
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given the roles have not been measured within the relational aggression context; 

therefore, the analyses are exploratory.  

Model testing. To test the 12 factor model, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

of the overt and relational aggression participant roles was conducted using LISREL 8.71 

(Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2004). That is, the hypothesized model was a 2x6 factor model: 

two forms (overt and relational) x six roles (aggressor, assistant, reinforcer, outsider, and 

victim). CFA was used to evaluate the factor structure of the OAPRS and the RAPRS. 

Goodness of fit for the models was evaluated using the comparative fit index (CFI) and 

the non-normed fit index (NNFI), both relative fit indices, as well as one absolute fit 

index, the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). Well established, general 

guidelines (Kline, 2011) were used to evaluate model fit such that acceptable fit for CFI 

and NNFI are values greater than .90 (closer to 1.0 indicates better fit) and values less 

than .08 (closer to .00 is a better fit) indicates acceptable fit for RMSEA. In addition, a 

series of nested models were evaluated by testing the significance of the difference in 

improvement of fit which were evaluated with the χ
2  

test. Given the OAPRS and the 

RAPRS are new measures created by the author for this study, requirements for model fit 

were more liberal than would be with a well-established measure. 

Goal 2: Exploring the overlapping nature of participant roles. In an effort to 

measure the degree of overlap of participant roles, I explored the latent correlations 

across all twelve constructs from the CFA. I examined the direction and magnitude of 

association across the six roles within overt and relational aggression to determine the 
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degree to which the roles are related within each form. I also examined the correlations 

between the parallel roles across overt and relational aggression forms (e.g., overt 

assistant and relational assistant) in an effort to evaluate the overlap of roles across forms 

of aggression. Within the overt and relational forms, I expected to find strong positive 

correlations among the overt aggressor and assistant roles and a positive association 

between the defender and victim roles, which would be consistent with previous work 

(Salmivalli et al., 1996). I expect to find a similar pattern across roles within relational 

aggression. Prior research related to overt forms of bullying, has found the reinforcer role 

to have secondary roles that were split across several other roles (Sutton & Smith, 1999); 

therefore, I expected weak associations among the reinforcer role and several other roles. 

Predictions regarding the outsider role are also tentative given that very little research has 

focused on these secondary roles. Again, based on Sutton and Smith’s (1999) work, I 

thought I might find weak associations among the outsider role and the defender and 

victim roles. Again, this is very preliminary, given the limited research looking at 

secondary participant roles within a bullying context and given no research has explored 

the roles across overt and relational forms of aggression.   

Goals 3 and 4: Examine measurement invariance of the overt and relational 

aggression participant roles scales across gender and grade level. In an effort to 

answer research questions regarding measurement invariance across gender for both the 

OAPRS and the RAPRS, I explored the cross-gender equivalence of the two scales. The 

same 12 factor model was fit and evaluated separately for the male and female 
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participants. A series of nested models were evaluated and their relative fit was used to 

determine gender measurement invariance, following the recommendations of Little 

(1997), and Card & Little (2006). Similarly, a three group confirmatory factor analysis of 

the 12 factor model was used in the same way to explore measurement equivalence 

across grades six, seven, and eight. 

Configural invariance. Configural invariance was assessed by examining the 

pattern of fixed and free parameters across gender groups to determine if the patterns 

were equivalent. The combined model goodness-of-fit was determined by the statistical 

fit (χ
2  

test), the relative fit (CFI, NNFI), and the absolute fit (RMSEA). If the combined 

models have good model fit, based on the identified fit indices, this would indicate 

configural invariance (Timmons, 2010).  

Weak factorial (loading) invariance. If configural invariance was established the 

next step was to test weak factorial invariance. Weak invariance can be established if the 

factor loadings were equivalent across gender groups. To establish weak invariance, the 

RMSEA values were inspected to determine if the RMSEA values for the nested models 

fell within one another’s confidence intervals. If in fact the values fell within one 

another’s confidence intervals this would indicate weak factorial invariance. If the change 

in CFI was less than .01, this too indicates weak invariance (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; 

Timmons, 2010). 

Strong factorial (intercept) invariance. Strong invariance was established if the 

indicator means were equivalent across gender groups. Again, if the RMSEA values fell 
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within one another’s confidence intervals, this would indicate strong factorial invariance. 

Finally, if the change in CFI for the weak and strong factorial invariance models is less 

than .01, this would also indicate strong factorial invariance (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; 

Timmons, 2010). 

Goal 5: Examining associations of overt and relational participant roles with 

peer acceptance, perceived peer acceptance, peer rejection, and depressive 

symptoms. Latent correlations were used to explore the associations between each of the 

12 participant roles and peer acceptance, perceived acceptance, peer rejection, and 

depressive symptoms.  
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RESULTS 

Identification of Participant Roles with Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Using the fixed-factor identification method, I first set the scale of the 

measurement model. The fixed-factor identification method fixed the construct variances 

to a constant, in this case, to 1.0 (see Little, Slegers, & Card, 2006). This standardized the 

construct and allowed the factor loadings to be freely estimated; and therefore, the 

associations among constructs are estimated as correlations (Kline, 2011). A series of 

confirmatory factor analyses were conducted to evaluate the structure of the OAPRS and 

the RAPRS. I fit the 12 factor model which included the overt aggressor, assistant, 

reinforcer, outsider, defender and victim roles as well as the relational aggressor, 

assistant, reinforcer, outsider, defender and victim roles. The initial model fit the data 

adequately (χ
2

(494) = 1892.04, RMSEA = .071(.068-.075), NNFI = .931, CFI = .943). The 

relational aggression reinforcer items had cross loadings with the overt and relational 

aggressor and assistant roles as well as the overt reinforcer role. One relational reinforcer 

item, “I listen or laugh when kids are spreading rumors about others” loaded onto the 

reinforcer roles but also on the assistant and defender latent constructs.  

Based on the plausible modifications, I initially added one dual loading and 

allowed the relational reinforcer item “I listen or laugh when kids spread rumors about 

others” to load onto the relational defender as well as relational reinforcer latent 

constructs. The model fit improved but the dual loading did not make sense theoretically; 

therefore, I could not justify this modification. It did not make conceptual sense to allow 
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the cross loading and because the modification indices for this item were so high across 

multiple constructs (i.e., 96.585 for relational defender; 91.886 for overt defender; 76.932 

for overt assistant; 63.452 for overt reinforcer; 48.439 for overt aggressor; 40.786 for 

relational assistant; 38.315 for relational aggressor), I removed the item from the scale 

altogether. After removing the one relational reinforcer item – “I listen or laugh when 

kids spread rumors about others” – the model fit the data adequately (χ
2

(461) = 1523.41, 

RMSEA = .065(.061 - .068), NNFI = .943, CFI = .953).  

The overt aggressor item that captures verbal aggression “I say mean things to 

others or call them names” loaded onto the relational aggressor and relational assistant 

latent constructs. The overt (verbal) assistant item “I join in saying mean things or calling 

others names if someone else starts it” also loaded onto the relational aggressor and 

assistant constructs. Although the overt (verbal) aggression items cross-loaded onto the 

relational aggressor and assistant constructs, I chose not to allow the cross loadings in an 

effort to keep the overt and relational constructs separate and distinct (See Table 1 for 

unstandardized and standardized factor loadings for the 12 participant role constructs).  

Some researchers have analyzed one overall aggressor role consisting of the 

aggressor, assistant, and reinforcer roles (Sutton & Smith, 1999). To test this hypothesis 

of an overall aggressor construct, I used two different methods to fit an eight factor model 

consisting of an overall overt aggressor role, outsider, defender, and victim and an overall 

relational aggressor role, outsider, defender, and victim. For the first eight factor model, I 

allowed the overt aggressor, assistant, and reinforcer indicator variables to load onto one 
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overt aggressor latent construct and the relational aggressor, assistant, and reinforcer 

indicator variables to load onto one relational aggressor latent construct. Therefore, the 

eight factor model consisted of the following latent constructs: overt aggressor, outsider, 

defender, victim, and relational aggressor, outsider, defender, and victim. The fit indices 

for the eight factor model were as follows:  (χ
2

(532) = 2278.71, RMSEA = .079(.072-.079), 

NNFI = .920, CFI = .929).  

I tested another eight factor model constraining the three latent factors of overt 

aggressor, assistant, and reinforcer to be a single construct and the three latent factors of 

relational aggressor, assistant, and reinforcer to be a single construct rather than allowing 

the aggressor, assistant, and reinforcer indicators to load onto one latent construct, as I 

did in the previous model. That is, for the second eight factor model, I constrained the 

aggressor, assistant, and reinforcer latent constructs to be a single construct for both 

forms of aggression. This model also had eight factors: four overt roles (i.e., aggressor, 

defender, outsider, victim) and four relational roles (i.e., aggressor, defender, outsider, 

victim). The fit indices for this nested eight factor model were as follows: (χ
2

(500) = 

3158.76, RMSEA = .095(.092-.095), NNFI = .871, CFI = .892) and the nested model 

comparison resulted in a significant change in model fit: (Δχ
2

(39) = 1635.35, p < .001). 

The 12 factor model, however, provided a better fit to the data (χ
2

(461) = 1523.41, RMSEA 

= .065(.061 - .068), NNFI = .943, CFI = .953). 

The aggressor and assistant roles were highly correlated; therefore, I fit a 10 

factor model allowing the latent factors for overt aggressor and assistant to correlate and 
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relational aggressor and assistant to correlate. The 10 factor model fit indices were: 

(χ
2

(496) = 2622.46, RMSEA = .081(.078-.084), NNFI = .896, CFI = .913) with a significant 

change in model fit  (Δχ
2
(35) = 1099.05, p < .001). Again, the original 12 factor model 

made the most sense, theoretically, and fit the data adequately well: (χ
2

(461) = 1523.41, 

RMSEA = .065(.061 - .068), NNFI = .943, CFI = .953).  

Finally, the latent correlation between the relational aggressor and relational 

assistant roles was 1.0; therefore, I fit one more model in which the relational aggressor 

and assistant latent constructs were constrained to be a single construct. As a result, the 

11 factor model fit the data adequately: (χ
2

(462) = 1523.46, RMSEA = .065(.061-.068), NNFI 

= .943, CFI = .953). The nested model comparison resulted in the following: (Δχ
2

(1) = .05, 

ns). In the end the 11 factor model which included the overt aggressor, assistant, 

reinforcer, outsider, defender, victim and relational aggressor/assistant combined, 

reinforcer, outsider, defender, and victim provided an adequate fit to the data. Although 

the 11 factor model fit the data adequately, going forward with the gender and grade level 

equivalency models, the originally hypothesized, 12 factor model was used. The 12 factor 

model was used to test invariance across gender and grade for two reasons. First, these 

are new scales being modeled for the first time. It was important to fully examine the full 

scale as it was originally designed before making substantial adjustments. Second, it was 

important to examine whether the relational aggressor and assistant constructs were 

separable when comparing across gender or grade groups. The respecified, 11 factor 

model might make more sense to use with any future structural equation models, given 
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the perfect correlation between the relational aggressor and assistant latent constructs; 

however, for the purposes of the present study, all subsequent analyses are based on the 

originally hypothesized 12 factor model.  

Exploring the Overlap of Overt and Relational Aggression Participant Roles  

The second goal of the current study was to explore the continuous nature of the 

overt and relational aggression participant roles. The latent correlations among the twelve 

constructs are shown in Table 2.  From these correlations, we see that participant roles for 

overt aggression tended to be correlated with parallel relational aggression roles: overt 

and relational aggressor (r = .69, p < .001); overt and relational assistant (r = .87, p < 

.001); overt and relational reinforcer, (r = .26, p < .001); overt and relational outsider (r = 

.24, p < .001); overt and relational defender (r = .93, p < .001) overt and relational victim 

(r = .95, p < .001). Each of these correlations was less than 1.0, supporting the 

distinctiveness of participant roles across overt and relational forms but also the overlap 

of the roles across form. 

When looking at the different roles within forms of aggression, we see the overt 

aggressor and assistant roles were positively correlated and strong in magnitude, (r = .89, 

p < .001), as were the overt aggressor and reinforcer roles, (r = .74, p < .001), and the 

overt assistant and reinforcer roles, (r = .84, p < .001). A similar pattern of positive 

associations emerged for relational aggression participant roles; however, the magnitude 

of the associations was smaller: the relational aggressor and assistant roles were 

inseparable, (r = 1.0). The magnitude of association for the relational aggressor and 
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reinforcer roles was smaller in magnitude (r = .34, p < .001) than the parallel roles for 

overt aggression (r = .74, p < .001). The association between the relational assistant and 

reinforcer roles was also smaller in magnitude (r = .41, p < .001) than the overt assistant 

and reinforcer roles (r = .74, p <.001). Taken together, these findings point to strong, yet 

separable associations between the active aggressor roles—those who take more leader-

like roles and those who follow—and this was similar across both over and relational 

forms.  

The defender role demonstrated some similar and some dissimilar patterns of 

associations with the different roles across forms of aggression. The overt defender role 

negatively correlated with the overt aggressor (r = -.17, p < .01), overt assistant (r = -.20, 

p < .01), overt reinforcer (r = -.28, p < .001), and overt outsider (r = -.41, p < .001) roles, 

and it positively correlated with the overt victim role (r = .21, p < .01). Similarly, the 

relational defender role negatively correlated with the relational aggressor, (r = -.15, p < 

.01), relational assistant (r = -.19, p < .01), but positively correlated with the relational 

reinforcer (r = .38, p < .001), relational outsider roles (r = .20, p < .01), and the relational 

victim role (r = .26, p < .001). This mix of results will require more exploration. 

Defending those who are being relationally victimized looks to be distinct from 

aggressing and assisting, relationally, as indicated by the negative correlations. 

Based on Sutton and Smith’s (1999) work, I predicted that the reinforcer roles 

would have weak associations with the assistant, defender, and victim roles. I found the 

overt reinforcer role to be positively associated with overt assistant role (r = .84, p < 
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.001), but negatively associated with the overt defender role (r = -.28, p < .001), and not 

associated with the overt victim role (Table 2). The relational reinforcer role was 

associated with the relational aggressor role (r = .35, p < .001) relational assistant role (r 

= .41, p < .001), with the relational defender role (r = .37, p < .001), and the relational 

victim role (r = .29, p <.001). This pattern of results regarding the relational reinforcer 

role suggests a considerable degree of overlap between the reinforcer with all of the other 

relational aggression roles. 

The outsider role in Sutton and Smith’s (1999) study had secondary roles of 

defender and victim; therefore, I thought the outsider roles might correlate positively with 

the defender and victim roles. In this sample, only the relational outsider role was 

associated with the relational defender (r = .20, p < .01), and the relational victim (r = 

.18, p < .01) roles. In contrast, I found a negative association between overt outsider and 

defender (r = -.41, p < .001) and no association with the overt victim role.  

Measurement Equivalence and Comparison of Latent Constructs across Gender  

To evaluate whether the OAPRS and the RAPRS measured the participant roles 

equivalently across gender, I tested a series of two group CFA models. See Table 3 for 

the results of the sequence of nested group comparisons. Establishing measurement 

invariance across gender is an essential initial step given the OAPRS and RAPRS are 

new scales. 

Configural factorial invariance. First, I established configural invariance by 

fitting a 12 factor model in which the pattern of fixed and free parameters were 
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equivalent across the boys and girls groups. The two group model fit the data adequately 

well: Configural: χ
2

(922, n = 609) = 2020.82, RMSEA = .064(.061-.068), NNFI = .937, CFI = 

.948.  

Weak factorial (loading) invariance. Weak factorial invariance was established 

by evaluating the corresponding factor loadings across gender groups to determine if they 

were equivalent for boys and girls. To establish weak factorial invariance I compared the 

fit statistics for the configural invariance and the weak invariance 12 factor models. 

When establishing measurement equivalence, the Change in Chi Square Test is 

considered too strict (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002 Little, 1997; Card & Little, 2006); 

therefore, I used the following criteria. If the change in CFI was less than .01, this 

indicated weak factorial invariance and if the RMSEA values of the two models fell 

within one another’s confidence intervals, this too indicated weak invariance. The CFI for 

the configural invariance model was .948, and for the weak (factor loading) invariance 

model, the CFI was .946. The change was less than .01 which indicates weak factorial 

invariance. The RMSEA for the configural invariance model was .064(.061 - .068) and for 

the weak invariance model .065(.062 - .069). The RMSEA values fall within one another’s 

confidence intervals which also indicate weak factorial invariance. The constraints placed 

on the model did not result in a decrease in model fit; therefore, the factor loadings can be 

considered equivalent across gender. Model fit for weak invariance: χ
2

(944, n = 609) = 

2083.635, RMSEA = .065(.062 - .069), NNFI = .936, CFI = .946 (Table 3).  
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Strong factorial (intercept) invariance. To establish strong factorial invariance, 

I compared the indicator intercepts within the mean structure across gender groups. 

Model fit for strong invariance was: χ
2

(966, n = 609) = 2163.57, RMSEA = .066(.063 - .070)., 

NNFI = .934, CFI = .944. The CFI for the strong invariance model was .944 and the 

weak invariance model was .946. The difference is less than .01 which indicates strong 

factorial invariance. The RMSEA for the strong invariance model was .066(.063 - .070) and 

065(.062 - .069) for the weak invariance model. The RMSEA values fall within one another’s 

confidence intervals which also suggests the mean structure is equivalent across gender 

because the constraints placed on the model did not result in a decrease in model fit 

(Table 4). 

Comparing latent parameters. To test the equality of variances and covariances 

across gender groups, I started with an omnibus test to determine if the latent 

variance/covariance matrix was equivalent across groups (Table 3). I compared the 

following nested models: the model testing homogeneity of variances/covariances χ
2

(1022, 

n = 609) = 2242.325, RMSEA = .066(.062-.069), NNFI = .937, CFI = .943 and the nested weak 

invariance model χ
2

(944, n = 609) = 2083.64, RMSEA = 065(.062 - .069), .936, CFI = .946 (Δχ
2

(78) 

= 158.69, p < .001). The nested model test was significant, suggesting the groups differ in 

their variances and/or covariances and the gender groups could not be collapsed. The 

homogeneity of variances/covariances was significant; therefore, I standardized the 

variances prior to testing the equality of the latent parameters (correlations and means) 

across gender groups (Rindskopf, 1984).  
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Equality constraints were placed on the model to test the equality of variances. 

Model fit evaluating homogeneity of variances across gender was as follows: χ
2

(956, n = 609) 

= 2141.426, RMSEA = .067(.063- .070), NNFI = .934, CFI = .944. The nested model: (χ
2

(956, n 

= 609) = 2141.426) - (χ
2

(944, n = 609) = 2083.64) = (Δχ
2

(12) = 57.79, p < .001). The change in 

chi-square was significant and therefore the equality constraints were not supported 

(Table 4).  

I evaluated equality of latent correlations across gender to evaluate whether there 

were differences in the means levels of the roles for boys and girls. Model fit statistics 

were: χ
2

(1010, n = 609) = 2187.943, RMSEA = .065(.061 - .068), NNFI = .938, CFI = .944. The 

nested model: (χ
2

(1010, n = 609) = 2187.943) - (χ
2

(944, n = 609) = 2083.64) = (Δχ
2
(66) = 104.30, p 

< .01). The change in χ
2 
was significant and therefore the equality constraints are not 

supported.  

Gender comparison of latent correlations. To test gender differences in latent 

correlations across the latent participant role constructs, I conducted a series of nested 

comparisons. Highlighted here are the significant gender differences; see Table 4 for 

results of the follow-up analyses of latent parameter equality constraints across gender. 

Comparing latent correlations of the overt aggression roles for boys and girls revealed the 

associations between overt aggressor and overt outsider were positive and larger in 

magnitude for both boys than girls (boys r = .39, girls r = .24, p < .05). The association 

between overt reinforcer and relational assistant was stronger for boys than girls (boys r = 

.82, girls r = .64, p < .05). The parallel overt and relational victim roles were more 
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strongly associated for girls (girls r = 1.0, boys r = .93, p < .05). Relational aggressor and 

relational victim were more strongly related for girls than boys (girls r = .44, boys r = 

.24, p < .05). Finally, the association between the role of relational reinforcer and 

relational defender was stronger for boys compared to girls (boys r = .47, girls r = .21, p 

< .05). These results point to mixture of small gender differences in associations of a few 

of the roles with obvious pattern emerging (see Table 5 for all gender latent correlations). 

Gender comparison of latent means. I tested the equality of latent means across 

gender groups to evaluate whether boys or girls more frequently engaged in each overt 

and relational participant role (see Table 4 for gender equality of latent parameters). 

Starting with the strong invariance model as the baseline, I compared the nested model 

with the following results: Model fit for the strong invariance model χ
2

(966, n = 609) = 

2163.57, RMSEA = .066(.063 - .070)., NNFI = .934, CFI = .944.  Model fit after constraining 

the latent means to be equal across gender was χ
2

(978, n = 609) = 2238.871, RMSEA = 

.068(.065-.072), NNFI = .932, CFI = .941. The nested model: (χ
2

(978, n = 609) = 2238.871) - 

(χ
2

(966, n = 609) = 2163.57) = (Δχ
2

(12) = 75.30, p < .001). The change in χ
2 
was significant; 

and therefore, the equality of latent means constraint is not supported meaning at least 

some of the latent means differ significantly across gender. Comparing means across 

gender revealed mean level differences for the roles of overt reinforcer (greater for boys, 

d = .18), overt victim (greater for boys, d = .01), relational reinforcer (greater for girls, d 

= -.23), relational defender (greater for girls, d = -.14), and relational victim (greater for 

girls, d = -.23). These results indicate that, where gender differences are present, boys 
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exhibit higher involvement in overt participant roles and girls exhibit higher involvement 

in relational participant roles. 

Measurement Equivalence and Comparison of Latent Constructs across Grade 

Level 

To evaluate whether the OAPRS and the RAPRS measured the 12 roles 

equivalently across 6
th

, 7
th

, and 8
th

 grade, I tested a series of three group CFA models. 

Again, just as it is important to establish gender invariance, it is important to also 

establish grade level invariance as an initial step in scale development. 

Configural factorial invariance. Similar to the gender model, I first tested 

configural invariance by fitting a model with the pattern of fixed and free parameters 

being equivalent across the three grade levels. The three group model fit the data 

adequately well: Configural: χ
2

 (1383, n = 609) = 2738.906, RMSEA = .069(.065-.073), NNFI = 

.924, CFI = .937 (Table 6 fit indices for nested sequence in grade group CFA).  

Weak factorial (loading) invariance. Next I established weak factorial 

invariance by evaluating the corresponding factor loadings across grade groups to 

determine if the indicator variables loaded onto their intended latent constructs, 

equivalently for grades six, seven, and eight.  The model fit was as follows: Weak 

invariance χ
2

(1427, n = 609) = 2872.967, RMSEA = .071(.067-.074), NNFI = .921, CFI = .933. 

The CFI for the configural invariance model was .937 and for the weak invariance model 

it was .933. The change was less than .01 which indicates weak factorial invariance. The 

RMSEA for the configural invariance model was .069(.065 - .073) and for the weak 
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invariance model .071(.067 - .074). The RMSEA values fall within one another’s confidence 

intervals indicating weak factorial invariance because the constraints placed on the model 

did not result in a decrease in model fit. 

Strong factorial (intercept) invariance. Finally, I compared the indicator 

intercepts within the mean structure to establish strong factorial invariance across the 

three grade groups. The model fit was as follows: χ
2

(1471, n = 609) = 2934.877, RMSEA = 

.070(.066-.074), NNFI = .922, CFI = .932. The CFI for the weak invariance model was .933 

and for the strong (intercept) invariance model it was .932. The change was less than .01 

which indicates strong factorial invariance. The RMSEA for the weak invariance model 

was .071(.069 - .074) and for the strong invariance model .070(.066-.074). The RMSEA values 

fall within one another’s confidence intervals which also indicates that there is strong 

factorial invariance because the constraints placed on the model did not result in a 

decrease in model fit.  

Comparing latent parameters. To test the equality of variances and covariances 

across grades I performed an omnibus test to determine if the latent covariance matrix is 

the same across the three grade groups (Table 6). The model testing homogeneity of 

variances/covariances fit χ
2

(1583, n = 609) = 3181.425, RMSEA = .071(.067-.074), NNFI = .921, 

CFI = .926. The nested model fit was as follow: model fit: χ
2
(1427, n = 609) = 2872.967, 

RMSEA = .071(.067-.074), CFI = .933, NNFI = .921. (Δχ
2

(156) = 308.46, p < .001). The 

nested model test was significant, meaning the groups differ in their variances and/or 

covariances and the three groups cannot be collapsed. Additional testing was necessary to 



67 
 

explore the nature of the differences. To test the equality of variances I used the weak 

invariance model to test the nested model. The model exploring the homogeneity of 

variances fit statistics were as follows: χ2
(1451 n = 609) = 2986.803, RMSEA = .072(.068-.076), 

CFI = .929, NNFI = .918; (Δχ
2

(24) = 113.83, p < .001). The change in chi-square was 

significant suggesting that the equality constraints are not supported and the three groups 

differ in their variances; therefore to test the equality of latent correlations across the 

three grade groups, the variances had to be standardized. I standardized the variances 

then proceeded to test the equality of the latent parameters (correlations and means) 

across the three grades (Rindskopf, 1984).  

Grade level comparisons of latent correlations. Comparing latent correlations of 

the overt and relational aggression participant roles across the three grade levels, 6
th

, 7
th

, 

and 8
th

 grades, I first fit the three group model. Overall, the data fit the model adequately 

well: χ
2

(1430, n = 609) = 2926.692, RMSEA = .072(.068-.076), NNFI = .918, CFI = .931. I then 

evaluated the equality of latent correlations across the three grades with the following 

model fit results: χ
2

(1559, n = 609) = 3052.444, RMSEA = .069(.066-.073), NNFI = .925, CFI = 

.931. The nested model comparison resulted in (χ
2

(1559), n = 609) = 3052.444) – (χ
2

(1427, n = 609) 

= 2872.97) = Δχ
2

(132) = 179.47, p < .01, suggesting the equality constraints are not 

tenable. At least some of the latent correlations differ significantly across 6
th

, 7
th

, and 8
th

 

grades.  

Grades 6 and 7 follow-up comparisons of latent correlations. The latent 

correlations equality constraint across grade levels was not tenable; therefore, follow-up 
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analyses were required to evaluate if any of the correlations were stronger for either 

grade. See Table 7 for results of the follow-up analyses of latent parameter equality 

constraints for grades six and seven. Significant differences were observed in the latent 

correlations of overt aggressor and relational aggressor (Table 8). The association of 

these two roles was stronger for 6
th

 grade students (r = .91, p < .001) than 7
th

 grade 

students (r = .62, p < .001). Students in the 7
th

 grade reported a stronger negative 

association between the overt reinforcer and the relational defender roles (r = -.24, p < 

.01) than 6
th

 grade students (r = -.19, ns). The overt defender role overlapped with the 

relational victim role more strongly for 6
th

 grade (r = .26, p < .01) than 7
th

 (r = .18, p < 

.05). There was a significant difference between 6
th

 and 7
th

 grades in regard to the overlap 

of the overt and relational victim roles. The overlap was stronger for 7
th

 grade (r = .98, p 

< .001) as compared to 6
th

 grade (r = .87, p < .001), but both were strong in magnitude. 

The relational aggressor role correlated with the relational victim role for both grade 

levels; however, the association was significantly stronger for 6
th

 grade (r = .53, p < .001) 

than 7
th

 (r = .15, p < .05). Similarly, the overlap of the relational reinforcer role and the 

relational defender role was much stronger for 6
th

 grade students (r = .70, p < .001) than 

students in the 7
th

 grade (r = .20, p < .05). The grade level differences in associations 

among the various participant roles resulted in range of findings, some of which were 

interpretable, some less so. One pattern that emerged points toward associations among 

relational aggression roles (e.g., reinforcer and defender; aggressor and victim) being 

stronger for the younger 6
th

 grade group. The overt and relational aggressor roles were 
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more strongly related for 6
th

 grade; whereas, the overt and relational victim roles were 

stronger for 7
th

 grade. 

Grades 7 and 8 follow-up comparisons of latent correlations. Next, I compared 

the latent correlations across grades seven and eight to evaluate whether certain roles 

were more strongly related for either grade. Three significant differences emerged as a 

result of the follow-up comparisons between 7
th

 and 8
th

 grades. See Table 9 for results of 

the follow-up analyses of latent parameter equality constraints for grades seven and eight. 

The first significant difference was the association between the overt outsider and 

relational outsider roles with the stronger overlap being in the 7
th

 grade sample (r = .52, p 

< .001) as compared to the 8
th

 grade sample (r = .16, p < .05). The second difference 

emerged among the overt victim and the relational aggressor roles with the association 

being stronger for the 8
th

 grade sample (r = .30, p < .01) when compared with the 7
th

 

grade sample (r = .17, p < .05). Lastly, the relational aggressor and relational victim roles 

emerged as more strongly related for 8
th

 grade students (r = .48, p < .001) than 7
th

 (r = 

.15, p < .05). See Table 10 for latent correlations for grades seven and eight. These results 

point toward the outsider roles being more strongly correlated for the younger, 7
th

 grade 

group and the overlap of relational aggressors and victims being stronger for the older, 8
th

 

grade group.  

Grades 6 and 8 follow-up comparisons of latent correlations. Finally, I 

compared the latent correlations across grades six and eight to evaluate whether there 

were meaningful differences between the 6
th

 and 8
th

 grade groups. Follow-up 
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comparisons of the latent correlations among the participant roles between grades six and 

eight resulted in eight significant differences. See Table 11 for results of the follow-up 

analyses of latent parameter equality constraints for grades six and eight. The overt 

aggressor and overt defender roles were negatively associated for both grade levels but of 

higher magnitude for 8
th

 grade (r = -.21, p < .01) as compared to 6
th

 grade (r = -.07,ns). 

The overt and relational aggressor roles overlapped significantly for both grade levels; 

however, the overlap was stronger for 6
th

 grade students (r = .91, p < .001) as compared 

to 8
th

 grade students (r = .76, p < .001). A negative association between the overt 

reinforcer and overt defender role was larger in magnitude among 8
th

 grade students (r = -

.33, p < .001) than among the 6
th

 grade students (r = -.09, ns). Associations of the overt 

reinforcer role with the relational outsider role were higher for 6
th

 grade students (r = .41, 

p < .001) and were nonsignificant for 8
th

 grade students (r = .01, ns). The roles of 

relational assistant and relational reinforcer were more strongly associated for 6
th

 grade 

students (r = .60, p < .001) as compared to 8
th

 grade students (r = .33, p < .001). The 

associations between the relational reinforcer role and the relational outsider role were in 

the opposite direction for the two grade levels; for 6
th

 grade students the association was 

positive (r = .43, p < .01) but negative for the 8
th

 grade sample (r = -.20, p < .05). The 

overlap of the relational reinforcer and relational defender roles was stronger in 

magnitude for 6
th

 grade (r = .70, p < .001) than 8
th

 grade (r = .32, p < .001).  Finally, the 

negative association between the overt reinforcer and relational defender roles was larger 

in magnitude for 8
th

 grade students (r = -.34, p < .001) than 6
th

 grade students (r = -.19, 
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ns). See Table 12 for latent correlations for grade 6 and 8. Again, we see a mixture of 

results that point toward some preliminary patterns. Among the results that were 

potentially meaningful, the associations that were stronger for 8
th

 grade were overt roles 

(aggressor and defender roles; reinforcer and defender roles). The associations that were 

stronger for the 6
th

 grade group were primarily relational roles (assistant and reinforcer 

roles; reinforcer and outsider roles; reinforcer and defender roles).  

Grade level comparison of latent means. I tested the equality of latent means 

across grade groups to evaluate if the latent means were larger for any of the roles when 

comparing across the three grade levels. Starting with the strong invariance model, I 

compared the nested model with the following results: Model fit for the strong invariance 

model χ
2

(1471, n = 609) = 2934.88, RMSEA = .070(.066-.073), NNFI = .922, CFI = .932. Model 

fit after constraining the latent means to be equal across gender was χ
2

(1495, n = 609) = 

3048.718, RMSEA = .071(.067-.075), NNFI = .919, CFI = .928. The nested model: (χ
2

(1495, n 

= 609) = 3048.718) - (χ
2

(1471, n = 609) = 2934.88) = (Δχ
2

(24) = 113.838, p < .0001). The change 

in χ
2 
was significant; therefore, the equality of latent means constraint is not supported, 

meaning at least some of the latent means differ significantly across grade groups. 

Because the latent means were not equivalent across the three grade levels, I conducted 

follow-up analyses comparing first grades six and seven, followed by grades seven and 

eight, and finally grades six and eight.  

Grades 6 and 7 comparison of latent means. In an effort to determine if any of 

the latent means of the various roles were larger for 6
th

 or 7
th

 grade students, I evaluated 
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the equality of the latent means for grades six and seven. Model fit for the strong 

invariance model comparing grades six and seven were as follows: χ
2

(966, n = 359) = 

1818.633, RMSEA = .068(.063-.073), NNFI = .909, CFI = .921. Model fit after constraining 

the latent means to be equal across grades six and seven was χ
2

(978, n = 359) = 1862.166, 

RMSEA = .068(.063-.073), NNFI = .906, CFI = .918. The nested model: (χ
2

(966, n =359) = 

1818.633) - (χ
2

(978, n = 359) = 1862.166) = (Δχ
2

(12) = 43.533, p < .001). The equality 

constraints are not tenable suggesting the latent means differ across grades six and seven 

(See Table 7 for latent mean comparisons). Follow-up analyses revealed that the mean 

levels of the overt reinforcer and overt outsider roles were greater for 7
th

 grade than 6
th

 

grade (d = .22 and d = .48), respectively. The latent mean of the relational outsider role 

were greater for 6
th

 grade students than 7
th

 grade students (d = -.41).  

Grades 7 and 8 comparison of latent means. I performed the same equality of 

latent means analyses for grades seven and eight then followed up with mean level 

comparisons. Model fit for the strong invariance model comparing grades seven and eight 

resulted in: χ
2

(966, n = 400) = 1981.765, RMSEA = .069(.065-.074), NNFI = .931, CFI = .941. 

Model fit after constraining the latent means to be equal across grades seven and eight 

was χ
2

(978, n = 400) = 2006.488, RMSEA = .069(.065-.073), NNFI = .931, CFI = .940. The 

nested model: (χ
2

(966, n = 400) = 1954.182) - (χ
2

(954, n = 400) = 1981.765) = (Δχ
2

(12) = 24.723, p 

< .05). The equality constraints were not tenable; the latent means differ across grades 

seven and eight (See Table 9 for latent mean comparisons). Follow-up analyses revealed 

that the mean levels of the overt assistant role was greater for 8
th

 grade than 7
th

 grade (d = 
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.16). The latent mean of the relational assistant role were greater for 7
th

 grade students 

than 9
th

 grade students (d = -.13).   

Grades 6 and 8 comparison of latent means. Model fit for the strong invariance 

model comparing grades six and eight resulted in: χ
2

(966, n = 400) = 1954.182, RMSEA = 

.071(.066-.076), NNFI = .924, CFI = .935. Model fit after constraining the latent means to be 

equal across grades six and eight was χ
2

(978, n = 400) = 2029.055, RMSEA = .072(.068-.077), 

NNFI = .921, CFI = .931. The nested model: (χ
2

(966, n = 400) = 1954.182) - (χ
2

(978, n = 400) = 

2029.055) = (Δχ
2

(12) = 74.873, p < .001). Again, the equality constraints between grades 

six and eight are not tenable; at least one of the latent means differed across grades six 

and eight (See Table 11 for latent mean comparisons). Follow-up analyses resulted in a 

pattern of mean levels that were significantly greater for 8
th

 graders as compared to 6
th

 

graders were only overt aggression participant roles: overt reinforcer (d = .23) and overt 

outsider (d = .38). Conversely, the mean level scores that were larger for 6
th

 grade 

students as compared to 8
th

 grade students were relational aggression roles: relational 

aggressor (d = -.22) and relational outsider (d = -.42).  

Associations of Participant Roles with Peer Acceptance, Perceived Peer Acceptance, 

Peer Rejection, and Depressive Symptoms 

After evaluating the psychometric properties of the OAPRS and the RAPRS, I 

added the peer acceptance, perceived peer acceptance, peer rejection, and depressive 

symptoms to the full model in an effort to evaluate hypotheses four through ten. The full 

model fit the data adequately (χ
2

(917) = 2402.18, RMSEA = .054 (.052-.057), NNFI = .939, 
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CFI = .948). See Tables 13 and 14 for latent correlations of overt and relational 

participant roles with sociometric status variables and depressive symptoms. 

I hypothesized (hypothesis four) that the overt aggressor role would be associated 

with lower peer acceptance. Although the overt aggressor role was associated with low 

perceived peer acceptance (r = .11, p < .05) it was not negatively associated, which is 

what I expected. The overt aggressor role was not associated with peer nominated peer 

acceptance. 

Hypothesis five was not supported. The relational aggressor role was not 

associated with peer acceptance, nor was it associated with perceived peer acceptance.  

Hypothesis six was partially supported. The overt assistant and reinforcer roles 

were significantly associated with peer acceptance (r = .11, p < .05 and r = .17, p < .01, 

respectively). The relational assistant role was not associated with peer acceptance; 

however, the relational reinforcer role was positively associated with peer acceptance (r = 

.12, p < .05). 

I predicted that the overt and relational defender roles would be associated with 

higher peer acceptance (hypothesis seven). These hypotheses were not supported. Neither 

the overt defender role nor the relational defender role was associated with peer 

acceptance.  

Hypothesis eight was fully supported. Both the overt and relational victim roles 

were negatively associated with peer acceptance. The overt victim role was negatively 

associated with both peer acceptance (r = -.15, p < .01) and perceived peer acceptance (r 
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= -.14, p < .01). Similarly, the relational victim role was negatively associated with both 

peer acceptance and perceived peer acceptance, (r = -.15, p < .01; r = -.13, p < .01), 

respectively. 

As predicted, hypothesis nine was supported. The overt aggressor and victim roles 

were both associated with peer rejection. More specifically, the overt aggressor role was 

positively associated with peer rejection (r = .13, p < .05) as was the overt victim role (r 

= .25, p < .01). Although not specifically predicted, the relational aggressor and relational 

victim roles were also associated with peer rejection (r = .20, p < .01) and (r = .23, p < 

.01), respectively. 

Finally, the data supported hypothesis ten as well. The overt and relational victim 

roles were positively associated with depressive symptoms. The association between the 

overt victim role and depressive symptoms was positive, and moderate in magnitude (r = 

.49, p < .001) as was the relational victim role and depressive symptoms (r = .56, p < 

.001). Again, though not specifically predicted, most of the overt and relational 

aggression participant roles (aggressor, assistant, reinforcer, and defender) were 

positively associated with depressive symptoms with the exception of both the overt and 

relational outsider roles. 
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DISCUSSION 

The purpose of the present study was to examine the psychometric properties of 

the Overt Aggression Participant Role Scale and the Relational Aggression Participant 

Role Scale. Participant role research to date has focused on bullying, a specific form of 

aggression. Bullying has the specific criteria of repetition and a power differential 

between the bully and victim. Although bullying researchers provide a definition of 

bullying to study participants, there is no way of knowing if they respond to items with 

the bullying criteria in mind because researchers do not measure repetition or power 

differences. I would argue that it is possible, or even likely, that participants are actually 

responding to the more general occurrence of peer aggression. We know that peer 

aggression—separate from bullying—has negative consequences not only for the targets 

of the aggression but for aggressors as well (Card et al., 2008; Card, Issacs, & Hodges, 

2007). We also know that overt and relational aggression have differential outcomes 

(Card et al., 2008). Thus, it is important to explore participant roles within the contexts of 

overt and relational aggression, separate from bullying, and to explore differential 

associations with sociometric status and depressive symptoms which will help to specify 

intervention efforts. Because the OAPRS and the RAPRS were newly constructed scales, 

it was necessary to examine whether the scales measured the participant role latent 

constructs equivalently for boys and girls and across the three grade levels.  
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Research Questions and Hypotheses 

To review, there were five overarching goals and 12 specific hypotheses: The first 

goal was to examine the psychometric properties for the Overt Aggression Participant 

Role Scale and the Relational Aggression Participant Role Scale. I hypothesized (H1) 

that the scales would measure the 12 participant roles of aggression, as opposed to 

bullying, and that the latent constructs would be identified with confirmatory factor 

analysis. 

The second goal was to explore the degree of overlap between the six roles, both 

within and across forms of aggression. Here, I hypothesized that (H2) there would be 

strong, positive correlations among the aggressor and assistant roles both within overt 

and relational forms of aggression as well as across forms of aggression. I also 

hypothesized (H3) that within each form of aggression, the roles of defender and victim 

would be positively associated 

Goal three involved the evaluation of measurement invariance across gender. I 

expected (H4) that the OAPRS and the RAPRS would measure the participant roles 

equivalently across gender. 

Goal four also involved measurement invariance. I hypothesized (H5) that the two 

scales would measure the roles equivalently across grades six, seven, and eight. 

Finally, goal five was to measure the direction and magnitude of associations of 

the 12 roles with peer acceptance, perceived peer acceptance, peer rejection, and 

depressive symptoms. Based on prior research, I had six specific hypotheses related to 
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goal six. I predicted that: (H6) the overt aggressor role would be associated with low peer 

acceptance; (H7) the relational aggressor role would be associate with higher peer 

acceptance; (H8) reinforcer roles would be associated with higher peer acceptance; (H9) 

defender roles would be associated with higher peer acceptance; (H10) victim roles 

would be associated with higher peer rejection; (H11) overt aggressor and overt victim 

would be associated with higher peer rejection; (H12) victim roles would be positively 

associated with depressive symptoms.  

Parallel Overt and Relational Participant Roles 

First and foremost, the newly created scales, designed for this study to measure 

overt and relational aggression participant roles, performed well. The 12 factor model fit 

the data adequately; meaning, the early adolescents in this study identified with the roles 

as conceptualized. Six parallel participant roles across overt and relational aggression 

were identified with confirmatory factor analysis. As hypothesized, the participant roles 

that Salmivalli et al (1996) originally identified within the context of bullying (i.e., 

aggressor, assistant, reinforcer, defender, outsider, and victim) were identified within the 

broader context of aggression. Although some of the latent correlations of parallel roles 

across forms and across roles were large in magnitude, all of the roles (with the exception 

of relational aggressor and assistant) were distinguishable.  

The indicator variables designed to measure each of the 12 constructs also 

performed well. The internal consistencies for all subscales, with the exception of the 

overt aggression outsider scale (α = .48), met or surpassed the acceptable values (between 
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.50 and .60) for new scale construction (Nunnally, 1967). Finally, when looking at the 

factor loadings, each of the indicator variables loaded onto their intended constructs. 

There were some indicators, however, that performed worse than others. The overt 

aggressor item that captures verbal aggression “I say mean things to others or call them 

names” loaded onto both the relational assistant latent construct and the relational 

aggressor construct. The overt (verbal) assistant item “I join in saying mean things or 

calling others names if someone else starts it” also loaded onto the relational aggressor 

and assistant constructs. These cross loadings might warrant further specification of the 

behavioral indicators such that it might make sense to separate the physical, verbal, and 

relational aggressor constructs. In this initial attempt to measure participant roles of 

aggression I chose to measure only overt and relational forms but future research might 

consider further specification of physical, verbal, and relational participant role scales.   

The relational aggression reinforcer items had high cross loadings with both the 

overt and relational aggressor and assistant roles and the overt reinforcer roles. This is not 

surprising in that the nature of the items had to do with being aware of the aggression and 

it makes sense that adolescents are probably aware of aggression and perhaps even 

witness the aggression even if they do not intervene (Atlas & Pepler, 1998). One 

relational aggression reinforcer item, “I listen or laugh when kids are spreading rumors 

about others,” cross loaded onto several latent constructs (i.e., reinforcer, assistant, and 

defender roles). Initially, I allowed the item to load onto the relational reinforcer and 

relational defender latent constructs. The model fit did improve but the dual loading did 
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not make sense theoretically; and therefore, I did not model this dual loading. After 

further consideration of this item, I concluded that it is possible that listening and 

laughing along with peers in response to rumors is a behavior that is common across 

multiple roles and therefore was simply not a good indicator of the reinforcer role. 

Because this item was extremely problematic, the item was ultimately removed from the 

scale. It will be useful for future development of these scales to identify items that better 

capture the relational reinforcer construct. 

The outsider constructs, both overt and relational, had the lowest internal 

consistencies. Admittedly, there were some challenges with the reinforcer and outsider 

constructs, particularly within relational aggression. The bystander literature suggests that 

children either intervene during acts of bullying or they watch passively (Craig & Pepler, 

1998). In the participant roles literature, the outsider role has been described as a passive 

participant role; however, some have suggested that the “passive bystander” is actually 

perceived as siding with the aggressor and against the victim (Gini et al., 2008; Salmivalli 

et al., 1996). The reinforcer, on the other hand, has been described as one who incites the 

bully by laughing or by yelling thing like “Get him!” (Salmivalli et al., 1996). In the 

present study, the overt aggressor outsider items were designed to capture the passive 

participant construct with items such as “I don’t do anything when kids say mean things 

or call others names.” When considering these roles within the context of relational 

aggression, it was more challenging to distinguish relational reinforcer behaviors from 

relational outsider behaviors. In an effort to distinguish the roles, I attempted to measure 
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whether there were some adolescents who truly remained outside of the rumor spreading 

and exclusionary behaviors. It was my intention to explore whether some adolescents 

really are on the outside of what is going on in the peer group, whether intentional or 

unintentional, and not simply acting as passive bystanders. It was also my intention to 

distinguish the reinforcer and outsider roles. In the end, the outsider scales performed the 

worst of all the subscales; however, the internal consistencies were within the bounds of 

what is acceptable for new scale construction (Nunnally, 1967). Because the outsider role 

is perhaps the least understood and somewhat untapped in terms of the potential to 

contribute to prevention and intervention efforts, it will be particularly important to 

continue to develop these overt and relational outsider subscales to best capture the 

constructs, particularly in light of the present findings in regard to associations with 

sociometric status and depressive symptoms In this study, the outsider role had positive 

associations with peer acceptance and perceived peer acceptance. Even further, the 

outsider role was the only role that was not positively associated with depressive 

symptoms. Clearly, the outsider role in this sample, demonstrated the most positive 

outcomes compared to all other roles, and holds much potential in terms of prevention 

and intervention efforts. There is much more to learn about adolescents who are able to 

remain on the periphery of negative peer interactions.   

The final model that fit the data best was an 11 factor model in which the 

relational aggressor and assistant roles were collapsed because the two roles were 

inseparable in this particular sample of early adolescents. It is possible that relational 
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aggressors and assistants are so closely related that they are indistinguishable. Relational 

aggressors need assistants to execute their attack. The aggressor needs an assistant to take 

a rumor and pass it on, and they need someone to support their efforts at excluding a 

targeted peer. It is also possible that these roles are fluid and reciprocal, meaning it is 

quite possible that adolescents moves back and forth between the roles of aggressor and 

assistant. In contrast, overt aggressors do not necessarily need assistants to effectively 

carry out their attack. Although the overt aggressor and assistant roles were overlapping, 

they were distinguishable in this sample. It will be important to replicate this study in 

other early adolescent samples before conclusions can be drawn regarding the relational 

aggressor and assistant roles; however, this was an important first step in the 

identification of overt and relational participant roles.  

Associations Among Overt and Relational Aggression Participant Roles  

The common practice of participant roles researchers has been to categorized 

children into a primary role. For example, Salmivalli et al (1996) classified 87% of 

students into one of the six roles using a classroom standardization method. Similarly, 

Sutton and Smith (1999) classified 84.5% of students, and Maedea (2003) classified 67% 

of students into one of six roles. In previous research, depending on the method used to 

identify the roles, sometimes there were children to whom a role was not assigned 

because their score fell below the class mean (Salmivalli et al., 1996; Sutton & Smith, 

1999). For example, if the class had one highly aggressive bully, other aggressive 

children might not be identified because of the one extreme score. In other situations, if 
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children were identified by a certain percentage of their peers as being a victim of peer 

bullying, they were not assigned another role even if they endorsed behaviors aligning 

with other roles. Taking a categorical approach likely does not capture the complete 

picture, particularly if some children are not classified because of extreme scores within a 

classroom.  

The second goal of this study, therefore, was to examine the direction and 

magnitude of overlap of the participant roles. I suspected that there would be a high 

degree of overlap between the aggressor, assistant, and reinforcer roles. I also predicted 

that there would be a positive association between defender and victim roles. These 

hypotheses were based on the theoretical frameworks of social learning and resource 

control as well as prior findings that have identified primary and secondary roles 

(Salmivalli et al., 1996; Sutton & Smith, 1999) suggesting that children and adolescents 

endorse behaviors that cross multiple roles. In this study the overt aggressor, assistant, 

and reinforcer roles were highly overlapping as were the relational aggressor, assistant, 

and reinforcer roles. Sutton and Smith (1999) explored the idea of one general aggressor 

role that included assistants, aggressors, and reinforcers; however, most scholars have 

advocated for keeping the roles separate. The rationale behind separating these constructs 

is to differentiate the leader-like behaviors of bullies from more follower-type behaviors 

of assistants and reinforcers (Sutton & Smith, 1999). Keeping them separate also better 

captures the separation of coercive strategies used to access resources. Some peers are 

likely to be highly skilled, using a combination of prosocial and coercive strategies to 
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control resources (Hawley et al., 2007); whereas others may use less sophisticated 

strategies such as assisting and reinforcing higher status peers in an effort to access 

resources via the higher status peer. The aggressor, assistant, and reinforcer roles clearly 

are unique, yet related phenomena that are best measured independently.  

One of the motivations for children and adolescents to engage in coercive 

behaviors is the attempt to obtain and control limited resources. Controlling resources 

requires a certain set of skills; but it also requires the help of others. For example, if a 

member of the peer group is vying for the attention of a high status peer, they might use a 

combination of prosocial and coercive tactics to gain control of resources (Hawley, 

2003). In an adolescent peer group, this might involve engaging in relationally aggressive 

behaviors targeted at a peer who is believed to be a competitor in an effort to diminish 

this competitor in the eyes of other high status peers from whom the aggressor wants 

attention. In such a situation, the aggressor would need assistants and reinforcers to carry 

out such an attack. On the other hand, it is also possible that a peer who assists or 

reinforces an aggressor may also come to that same aggressors’ defense should the 

aggressor become a target. Much of this depends on who the opponent is and one’s skills 

and abilities to compete for resources (Hawley, 1999). I found an association between 

defenders and victims for both forms of aggression and these findings were consistent 

across gender and grade. The aggressor and victim roles across both overt and relational 

aggression were also positively associated. This is not surprising given the evidence that 

some children are both bullies and victims (Cook, Williams, Guerra, Kim, & Sadek, 
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2010). Taken together, this set of findings points to the dynamic nature of the adolescent 

peer ecology and suggests that we consider the possibility that adolescents enact 

behaviors that are consistent with a variety of participant roles. The general high level of 

overlap that we see across roles speaks to the notion that early adolescents endorse 

behaviors that describe multiple roles and the possibility that some of these roles are 

reciprocal in nature. The roles that peers take during acts of aggression are likely 

influenced by contextual factors such as who is aggressing, who is being targeted, the 

status of each, and their ability to elicit help (assistance or defense) from peers.  

As previously stated, much of the participant roles research has analyzed the roles 

as categorical variables, conceptualizing children or adolescents as taking primarily one 

role during acts of bullying and assuming that these roles are stable across contexts. We 

know, however, that the peer group can be a somewhat turbulent and fragile context 

(Pronk & Zimmer-Gembeck, 2010). Even friendship group experiences have been 

described as similar to a roller-coaster ride with rapidly occurring changes (Pronk & 

Zimmer-Gembeck, 2010). Grotpeter and Crick (1996) found relationally aggressive girls 

and their friends to also be intimate as measured in levels of self-disclosure. Indeed, the 

intimacy in friendships when paired with conflict within the relationship, can also lead to 

relational aggression within friendships (Mishna, Wiener & Pepler, 2008). It could be this 

instability and changing peer ecology has to do with competition for resources related to 

status and power. Competition for resources can lead to the use of coercive tactics with 

members of the group playing different roles. Nonetheless, when aggression occurs 
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within friendships, it can be especially disturbing for the victim and potentially confusing 

for other friends within the group as evidenced by some friends defending and some 

remaining on the outside (Mishna et al.,  2008). 

It should also be noted that some of the participant roles in the present study were 

not related, or were negatively associated, which also supports the discriminant validity 

of the constructs. For example, the outsider roles really did not correspond with the other 

roles with the exception of an association between the relational defender role and the 

relational outsider role. Goosens et al (2006) also found an association between the 

defender and outsider role in the context of overt bullying. In the present study, I chose to 

conceptualize the relational outsider as one who is truly outside and perhaps even 

unaware of the acts of relational aggression. I did this in an attempt to separate the 

somewhat passive reinforcer role from the uninvolved outsider role. As previously stated, 

it was much more difficult to design indicators to separate the relational reinforcing and 

outsider behaviors than it was to separate the overt reinforcing and outsider behaviors.  

The relational reinforcer was conceptualized as a child or adolescent who has 

knowledge of the relationally aggressive acts but does nothing to intervene, thus 

reinforcing the behavior. One of the items was designed to tap into a more active 

relational reinforcer behavior “I listen and laugh when kids are spreading rumors about 

others”; however, it cross loaded onto several constructs: the relational defender, overt 

defender, overt assistant, overt reinforcer, overt aggressor, relational assistant, and 

relational aggressor constructs. In the end the item was removed from the scale. Moving 
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forward with development of these scales, I will continue to refine the items to better 

separate the reinforcer roles from the outsider roles. 

The overt defender role was negatively associated with all other overt roles except 

the victim role. The relational defender role was negatively associated with the relational 

aggressor and assistant roles but positively associated with the relational reinforcer, 

outsider, and victim roles. I hypothesized that the defender roles would be associated 

with the victim roles based on prior research suggesting a connection between victims 

and defenders (Sutton & Smith, 1999) as secondary roles for one another. Pöyhönen, 

Juvonen, and Salmivalli (2010) found that defenders report high levels of affective 

empathy for victims that went beyond cognitive empathy perhaps as a result of 

experiencing victimization at some point themselves. Nonetheless, this is an important 

link not only for the well-being of victims but for prevention and intervention efforts as 

well (Sainio, Veenstra, Huitsing, & Salmivalli, 2010).  

Gender Comparisons 

Very few meaningful gender differences in the associations among the participant 

roles constructs or the mean levels were found in this sample. More importantly, 

however, the OAPRS and the RAPRS performed well across gender. That is, the two 

scales measured the 12 constructs equally across gender which was most important given 

these are new scales. One gender related pattern that did emerge was where gender 

differences were detected, boys’ involvement in overt participant roles was higher than 

girls and the opposite was true of girls. Where differences were present, girls exhibited 
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higher involvement in relational participant roles. Based on prior research, a general 

expectation might have been to see higher involvement by boys in overt roles as 

compared to the girls given the robust finding for boys to engage in more overt 

aggression than girls (Card et al., 2008). Prior research has also suggested boys and girls 

engage in similar levels of relational aggression. Based on consistent findings of little 

difference between genders involving relational aggression, I expected there to be little 

gender difference when looking at mean levels of relational aggression roles. One 

possible explanation for girls engaging in higher levels of relational roles and boys 

engaging in higher levels of overt roles is that the boys and girls may have responded to 

the overt and relational aggression role items in a way that they believed was socially 

acceptable and expected of them based on their gender.  But again, it is important to 

acknowledge that there were few significant gender differences and the effect sizes of 

those that were significant were small. 

Gender differences emerged in the associations between the defender role with 

the leader-like overt aggressor and follower-like assistant roles.  For both boys and girls, 

the associations between the defender roles (both overt and relational defending) and the 

aggressor roles were negative. For boys, however, the negative associations of the overt 

defender with both of the overt aggressor roles (leader and follower) were stronger than 

for girls. In contrast, the negative associations between the relational defender role and 

both the leader-type and the follower-type relational aggressor roles, were larger in 

magnitude for girls. The stronger negative association of overt defenders for boys 
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suggests more divergence among boys who defend against overt acts of aggression and 

those who enact overt aggression. For girls we see a similar pattern of a stronger 

divergence between girls who defend against relationally aggressive acts and those who 

engage in relationally aggressive acts. This set of findings suggests a distinction between 

the defender and aggressor roles and may reflect a basic gender difference in that boys 

and girls tend to intervene in same-sex bullying incidents (Hawkins, Pepler, & Craig, 

2001). Given that boys are typically more overtly aggressive than girls it also makes 

sense if the defender and aggressor roles are divergent, this would be stronger for boys 

than girls. Similarly, if the girls in this sample were more involved in the more subtle 

form of coercive strategies—relational aggression—this too makes sense that the 

divergence of relational defending and aggressing is stronger for girls. Cappadocia, 

Pepler, Cummings, and Craig (2012) found that for girls, social self-efficacy—

competence and assertiveness in social situations—predicted intervening behaviors; 

whereas, for boys, intervening had more to do with empathy and attitudes toward 

bullying, in general. This is perhaps an important link for specificity of prevention and 

intervention efforts (Cappadocia et al., 2012; Sainio et al., 2010) such that interventions 

aimed at increasing intervening behaviors might focus on tapping into empathetic 

responses as well as teaching assertiveness skills.  

When comparing the roles across overt and relational forms of aggression, only 

one gender difference emerged in the overlap of roles. For girls, the overlap of the overt 

and relational victim roles was stronger than for boys. I did not have a specific hypothesis 
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regarding the victim role given Salmivalli et al (1996) found no difference in victim 

status between boys and girls. Using an adapted version of Salmivalli’s Participant Role 

Scales, Goosens et al (2006) did find that girls, more than boys, were nominated as 

victims. When thinking about gender experiences in the peer group, there is some 

evidence to suggest that girls value social relationships and tend to have smaller 

(Maccoby, 1988), more intimate friendship groups than boys (Buhrmester, 1990; Murray-

Close et al., 2007) which may place them at greater risk of victimization—particularly 

relational victimization—as peers compete for resources. 

Prior research has found that girls enact more defending type behaviors and are 

more likely to remain on the periphery (Gini et al., 2008; Salmivalli et al., 1996). When 

looking at mean levels of the defender and outsider roles in this study, girls were more 

likely to endorse relational defender behaviors; however, I found no gender differences in 

the mean levels of the outsider roles. Girls did report higher levels of three relational 

aggression roles (i.e., reinforcer, defender, and victim). This seemingly mixed set of 

findings across roles might be explained by this notion that some girls use a combination 

of prosocial and coercive strategies to obtain and control resources (Hawley, 1999). 

Given the evidence connecting defenders with high status (Goosens et al., 2006; 

Salmivalli et al., 1996), adolescents may learn that it is desirable to be perceived as a 

defender within the peer group, particularly if one is defending a peer of perceived high 

status. Therefore, girls might use a combination of relational defender and aggressive 

behaviors to access resources.  
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The roles for which boys had higher means were overt aggression roles (i.e., 

reinforcer and victim). In part, this set of results is not surprising, again, given the 

consistent findings that boys enact more overt aggression than girls (Card et al., 2008) 

and that boys are more often identified as bullies in the participant roles literature 

(Salmivalli et al., 1996; Goosens et al., 2006). Furthermore, it would be expected that the 

mean level of overt roles would be higher for boys. What was surprising is that not all of 

the overt roles were higher for boys and all of the roles that had higher means for girls 

were the relational aggression roles. Although this might seem unexpected, given the 

consistent findings that boys enact similar levels of relational aggression as girls, when 

we take a closer look at the roles we see that the roles of reinforcer, defender, and victim 

were higher for girls which align with prior finding in relation to overt bullying within 

the participant roles literature. That is, findings are quite robust in that girls are more 

often nominated as defenders and victims of bullying; the present study supports these 

findings.  

To summarize, when we look at overt and relational aggression participant roles 

separately, the findings are mixed in that some align with gender differences in overt and 

relational aggression as well as participant roles research, but some do not. Perhaps the 

most important points are that the new scales designed to measure overt and relational 

aggression participant roles measure the constructs equivalently across gender and that 

gender differences of associations were few and the effect sizes for all of the mean level 
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differences across gender were very small, even negligible, ranging from d = .01 for the 

overt victim role to d = -.23 for both the relational reinforcer and relational victim roles.  

Grade Level Comparisons 

Similar to the gender invariance analyses, the most important finding in this set of 

analyses is that the OAPRS and RAPRS measured the participant role constructs 

equivalently across the three grades. This means that the overt and relational participant 

role latent constructs have the same meaning across the developmental span of middle 

school. Similar to the gender comparisons, there are more similarities and few 

meaningful differences across the three grades. Some of the grade level comparisons are 

difficult to interpret. The results that are especially difficult to make sense of are those 

that crossed form and role. For example, the association between the overt reinforcer and 

relational defender roles really has no substantive meaning. There is no particular reason 

to expect the overt defender role to correlate with the relational victim role other than the 

fact that the defender role correlates with the victim role within forms of aggression.   

One pattern of findings related to grade level differences did emerge. Differences 

in associations between grade levels increased in number as the gap across grade levels 

widened. In other words, the number of significant differences in associations between 

roles was higher when comparing 6
th

 grade and 8
th

 grade as compared to the 6
th

 and 7
th

 

grade comparisons and the 7
th

 and 8
th

 grade comparisons. Furthermore, the fewest 

number of differences in associations occurred between 7
th

 and 8
th

 grade students. Thus, 

there was a higher number of differences whenever the comparisons involved 6
th

 grade 
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students. The highest number of differences occurred between 6
th

 and 8
th

 grades (nine 

significant differences), followed by 6
th

 and 7
th

 grades (six significant differences), and 

finally the fewest number of differences occurred when comparing 7
th

 and 8
th

 grade level 

(three significant differences). I will discuss the specific differences in more depth in an 

effort to interpret meaning from these differences; however, preliminary interpretation of 

these findings might suggest a developmental trend. With increasing age, we would 

expect to see the magnitude of associations for roles across overt and relational 

aggression to weaken. It is important to note, however, that the three grades represented 

here are narrow in range and we might not expect to see large differences. 

Another pattern seemed to emerge in that for the younger, 6
th

 grade group, the 

associations that were stronger were primarily relational aggression roles (e.g., relational 

assistant and reinforcer; reinforcer and outsider; reinforcer and defender; aggressor and 

victim); whereas, for the older grades, there was more of a mixture of results that crossed 

form. For example, the associations that were stronger for 8
th

 grade were some overt 

aggression roles (e.g., overt aggressor and defender; reinforcer and defender) and some 

relational aggression roles (e.g., relational aggressor and victim). This high level of 

overlap in relational aggression roles was unexpected; however, upon deeper reflection, 

one plausible explanation could be linked to a couple lines of research. Prior research has 

suggested the transition to middle school is marked by an increase in competition for 

position in the hierarchy and that this often leads to an increase in aggression (Corsaro & 

Eder, 1990; Hawley, 1999). Furthermore, the developmental trend of aggression is such 
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that we see an increase in relational aggression around the transition from childhood to 

adolescence (Björkqvist et al., 1992). Taken together, the higher overlap of relational 

roles and the larger means across the relational roles for the 6
th

 grade sample, as 

compared to the 7
th

 and 8
th

 grades, is less surprising and actually do support the 

developmental trajectory of aggression hypothesis.  

The overt and relational aggressor roles overlapped for all three grade levels; 

however, the overlap was strongest for the youngest, 6
th

 grade sample than both the 7
th

 

and 8
th

 grade samples. The relational reinforcer and relational outsider roles were 

negatively associated for the older, 8
th

 grade sample as compared to the 6
th

 grade sample. 

The negative association between the overt aggressor and overt defender roles was also 

stronger for the 8
th

 grade sample, compared to the 6
th

 grade sample. Taken together, this 

set of findings might lend support to a specificity of form hypothesis whereby the form of 

aggression (overt versus relational) and the role becomes more specific with age 

(Björkqvist et al., 1992).  

Notably, the correlation between relational aggressor and relational victim roles 

emerged as significant for all grades. It appears as though relational aggressors are 

victims of the same negative behaviors they enact, suggesting that relational aggressors 

and victims are very much intertwined and perhaps reciprocal roles. This is not 

particularly surprising given the likelihood of relational aggression occurring within 

friendship groups and between members of groups who are competing for limited 

resources (Hawley, 1999; Waasdorp et al., 2010). Furthermore, the strategies used to 
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acquire resources shifts away from physically coercive tactics with increasing age, 

suggesting that relationally aggressive strategies become more prevalent (Hawley, 1999). 

When considering bullying in particular, the understanding is that aggressors target weak, 

low status peers; however, when considering the broader experience of peer aggression, 

and particularly relational aggression, the targets may actually be higher status peers with 

whom the aggressor is competing for position in the hierarchy. If this is the case, then a 

high degree of overlap between relational aggressors and victims is quite likely.  

When comparing the latent means across the three grade levels, significant 

differences among some of the participant roles were revealed. The results, however, 

were unexpected and did not support the developmental trajectory of aggression 

hypothesis in the sense that I had hypothesized. I hypothesized, according to the notion 

that the manifestation of aggressive behaviors moves from physical, to verbal, to 

relational over advancing developmental stages, that mean levels of relational aggressor 

roles would have been higher for the 8
th

 grade sample. Instead, the mean levels of several 

the overt roles were greater for 8
th

 grade students as compared to 6
th

 grade. One 

explanation could be that the 8
th

 grade students view themselves as dominant on a middle 

school campus and endorse those overt aggression roles more so than the relational roles. 

Again, it is important to keep in mind that the developmental span is narrow in this study; 

and therefore, any grade level differences should be interpreted with caution.  

In regard to relational aggression roles, it must be noted that there were several 

roles within which there were great similarities across grade, just as was noted regarding 
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a lack of gender difference. For example, there were no grade level differences between 

relational aggressors and assistants, or in the negative association between relational 

defenders and relational aggressors. Lastly, there were no grade level differences in the 

overlap of overt and relational victims. Most of the associations between roles but within 

forms of aggression were consistent across grades six, seven, and eight which suggest 

that few findings can be attributed to developmental differences in this particular sample 

that has a very narrow grade range. Instead, if we consider the three grade levels as a 

whole, then the higher levels of relational aggression roles by the 6
th

 grade sample 

actually does support the developmental trajectory of aggression in that we see an 

increase in relational aggression as children move into adolescence and transition from 

elementary to middle school.  

Associations among participant roles and peer acceptance, perceived acceptance, 

peer rejection, and depressive symptoms. 

The final goal of the current study was to examine associations of the participant 

roles with measures of sociometric status and depressive symptoms. I had several specific 

hypotheses based on previous research, some of which were supported, and some of 

which were partially supported. First, I hypothesized that both of the aggressor roles 

would be negatively associated with peer acceptance; neither one of these hypotheses was 

supported. Rather, the overt aggressor role was positively associated with peer 

acceptance and the relational aggressor role was not associated with peer acceptance. The 

overt and relational aggressor roles were also positively associated with peer rejection. 
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Taken together, we see that the overt aggressors were both accepted and rejected by their 

peers fitting the profile of the controversial child—both liked and disliked by some 

peers—as described by Coie, Dodge, and Kupersmidt (1990). The relational aggressor 

role did not correlate with being liked or being perceived as liked but the relational 

aggressor role did correlate with peer rejection. There was an overlap in the relational 

aggressor and victim roles and one explanation was that these roles are very much 

intertwined and perhaps reciprocal in that at least some members of the peer group are 

relationally aggressing against certain other members of the group and those being 

targeted are in turn, responding aggressively. I also found that the victim roles are 

associated with peer rejection which was expected given previous evidence of child and 

adolescent victims also experiencing rejection (Murray-Close & Crick, 2006; Ostrov, 

2008). Taken together, relational aggressor and victim roles are overlapping, perhaps 

reciprocal, and both the relational aggressor and victim roles are associated with peer 

rejection. It could be that at least some of the early adolescents in this sample are 

involved in a range of negative peer interaction, both enacting and being a target of 

aggression, possibly in an effort to gain position and status, and consequently, these peer 

group members are not well liked.   

I also predicted that the overt and relational follower-like aggressor roles 

(assistants and reinforcers) would be positively associated with peer acceptance. These 

hypotheses were based on prior research by Salmivalli et al (1996) who found that 

assistants and reinforcers were accepted by a higher than expected percentage of their 
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peers. In the current study, these hypotheses were partially supported. That is, both overt 

roles—assistant and reinforcer—were positively associated with peer acceptance and 

perceived peer acceptance. The relational reinforcer role was positively associated with 

perceived peer acceptance only, and the relational assistant role was not associated with 

peer acceptance or perceived peer acceptance. Taken together all but the relational 

assistant role was associated with perceived peer acceptance. It is possible that those 

adolescents who are seen as having relations with aggressors are also perceived to be 

liked by many when in reality, they are not. In fact, overt and relational aggressors and 

relational reinforcers are actually disliked by their peers.    

Another set of hypotheses that were not supported were the defender predictions. 

I expected to find positive associations among the overt and relational defender roles with 

peer acceptance and perceived acceptance, based on prior research. None of these 

hypotheses were supported. Although not hypothesized, neither of the defender roles 

were associated with peer rejection either. There were no associations found among any 

of these variables. I am not quite sure what to make of these findings. Prior research has 

found the defender role to be associated with positive measures of social status (Goosens 

et al., 2006; Pöyhönen et al., 2010; Salmivalli et al., 1996); therefore, these findings were 

unexpected and somewhat puzzling.   

As was expected, the victim role was associated with all of the negative 

outcomes. That is, both overt and relational victim roles were negatively associated with 

peer acceptance and perceived acceptance. They were also positively associated with peer 
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rejection. Finally, both overt and relational victim roles were positively associated with 

self-reported depressive symptoms. This set of findings, is not surprising, but taken 

together is quite concerning. It should be noted that the only roles that were not 

associated with depressive symptoms were the overt and relational outsider roles.  

Little research has focused on the outsider role; therefore, much less is understood 

about this role. Based on this sample, the overt outsider and overt victim roles are not 

associated. Similarly, there was no association between the relational outsider and 

relational victim roles. When looking at the negative sociometric status measure of peer 

rejection, the relational outsider roles were not associated with peer rejection; however, 

only the overt outsider role has a positive but weak association with peer rejection. 

Salmivalli suggested that outsider type behaviors might actually be perceived as silent 

support for the aggressors. If this is the case, at least for those who stay on the outside of 

relational acts of aggression, this seems to have little negative or positive impact. The 

relational outsider role was not associated with either peer acceptance or peer rejection; 

however, the relational outsider role was positively associated with perceived peer 

acceptance. Even further, there was no association with depressive symptoms. The early 

adolescents who endorse the relational outsider behaviors might actually be uninvolved 

and perceived as such by their peers and thus perceived as being accepted by the peer 

group. On the other hand, the findings looked a bit different for those endorsing the overt 

aggression outsider behaviors. These adolescents were both accepted and rejected by 

their peers. When nominating peers, perhaps it is a bit more obvious and therefore easier 
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to identify those who are on the periphery of overt aggressive acts as compared to those 

who do not participate in acts of relational aggression. In any case, the overt outsider role 

was the only role that was positively associated with both peer acceptance and perceived 

peer acceptance. Even further, both overt and relational outsider roles where the only 

roles that were not associated with depressive symptoms. Although this research is the 

first to look at participant roles in the context of overt and relational aggression; it is quite 

striking how well off, compared to the other roles, the outsiders appear to be functioning 

in this sample. To date, much of the intervention work has focused on defenders. Based 

on these findings, the defender role overlapped with the victim role and both were 

associated with depressive symptoms. It would be hard to advocate, based on these 

findings, for focusing intervention efforts on defending type behaviors. Clearly more 

research is needed, particularly in regard to the relational aggression roles, and it will be 

important to take a much closer look at the outsider role.  

Limitations and Future Directions 

The present study had limitations that must be considered. The first limitation is 

the low variability in the reported aggression. The middle school at which these data were 

collected had an effective anti-bullying program in place which had been implemented 

consistently over a number of years. The staff and administrators at this school, rightfully 

so, prided themselves on their commitment to addressing bullying. This certainly is 

something to celebrate; however, it likely had a direct impact on the low levels of 

reported aggression. 
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Another limitation in the current study is that two of the constructs—the overt and 

relational reinforcer roles—had only two indicators each. Within a latent framework it is 

better to have at least three indicator variables. Although two indicators is the minimum 

required for identification, three or four are better. Two indicators can cause specification 

problems and nonconvergence (Kline, 2011).  

Overall, the two scales performed well; however, it will be valuable to continue to 

refine the measures, particularly the items that measure the reinforcer constructs. The 

outsider constructs might also need to be refined. The internal consistencies for the 

outsider constructs were low, particularly the overt outsider scale. All but one of the 

scales met adequate levels for new scale development; the overt outsider scale fell below 

the threshold of .50. Moving forward with development of these scales, I will continue to 

refine the items to better separate the reinforcer roles from the outsider roles. 

In this sample, the relational aggressor and relational assistant roles overlapped 

completely; therefore, it made sense that an 11 factor model might better fit the data. In 

future studies, however, with new samples, it may still be prudent to begin with the 

hypothesized 12 factor model. This was a unique sample with very low levels of 

aggression and very little variance; therefore, it will be important to replicate this study in 

future research. As stated, a limitation of the current study is the lack of variability in 

reported aggression; therefore, I would like to replicate this study in another middle 

school that does not currently have a bullying prevention program in place. Another 

limitation is the age cohort comparisons. There were few gender and grade level 
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differences in this study; however, future research that aims to overcome some of the 

present limitations (e.g., narrow developmental range, limited variability in aggression) 

should include an examination of gender and grade level differences in the associations 

among the participant roles with the measures of adjustment and sociometric status. Prior 

research does suggest differential outcomes by gender in regard to aggression and 

victimization (Card et al., 2008). In the current study we cannot draw developmental 

conclusions given that the gender and grade level contrasts were based on concurrent, age 

cohort comparisons. It will be important to look at developmental differences across time 

and across a wider range of development or even with an accelerated cohort-sequential 

design which will better capture developmental change and continuity (Duncan, Duncan, 

& Hops, 1996).  

All of the roles with the exception of the overt and the relational outsider roles, 

were associated with depressive symptoms. The OAPRS, RAPRS, and the CESD were 

all self-report measures; therefore, it is possible that these positive associations between 

most of the participant roles and depressive symptoms are due to shared method variance. 

It will be important to develop the OAPRS and the RAPRS to be used with multiple 

informants and across developmental periods. Developing the scales to be used with 

older samples could be particularly helpful in intervention efforts for relational 

aggression.  

Peer relationships are particularly salient during middle and high school and 

relational aggression is particularly hurtful. We know that the peer group can be a 
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turbulent and fragile context (Pronk & Zimmer-Gembeck, 2010). The increased intimacy 

in friendships paired with conflict and competition for resources can also lead to the use 

of coercive tactics and relational aggression within friendship groups (Mishna et al., 

2008). When aggression occurs within friendships it can be especially disturbing for the 

victim and potentially confusing for other friends within the group as evidenced by some 

friends defending and some remaining on the outside (Mishna et al., 2008). Relational 

aggression interventions are very much needed. Much of bullying intervention efforts 

have focused on the defender role. Based on the findings in the current study, the 

defender role overlapped with the victim role and both were associated with depressive 

symptoms; therefore, advocating for intervention efforts that focus on defending 

behaviors might need to be reconsidered.  

In this study we found an intriguing set of findings involving the relational 

aggression participant roles suggesting a high degree of overlap and perhaps reciprocity 

among several of the roles. This reciprocity might suggest a different approach to 

prevention and intervention. Rather than focusing on defending behaviors, it is possible 

that focusing on relationship skills, more generally, might be an effective approach 

particularly when dealing with the types of negative peer interactions that aim to damage 

relationships. Tapping into both empathetic responses and assertiveness skills is perhaps 

one approach worth exploring (Cappadocia et al., 2012). If several of the roles are indeed 

reciprocal (e.g., aggressors/victims; aggressors/assistants; victims/defenders) it should not 

be difficult to tap into and draw upon empathetic responses as a potential intervention 
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approach. Additional skills and abilities worth exploring and developing are decision-

making skills and the ability to walk away and not engage in the negative peer group 

interactions. It could be quite useful to explore how one decides whether to engage, 

intervene, or walk away from negative peer interactions. 

More research is needed to better understand the characteristics of those who are 

able to remain on the periphery of the aggression. Those who endorse outsider type 

behaviors – either not knowing about the aggression, or actively choosing not to engage – 

comprise the largest proportion of the peer group and these adolescents appear to be 

perceived as being liked by their peers and do not report depressive symptoms. There is 

much to learn from this group of adolescents who have largely been overlooked in the 

literature. Clearly more research is needed, particularly in regard to the relational 

aggression roles and it will be important to take a much closer look specifically at the 

outsider role. 

To summarize, the purpose of the study was to examine the psychometric 

properties of the Overt Aggression Participant Role Scale and the Relational Aggression 

Participant Role Scale. To date, the roles have been studied within a bullying context 

only. Based on robust empirical evidence and developmental theory, we know that 

aggression occurs in a variety of forms and that the manifestation of aggressive behaviors 

changes with development. We also know that there are negative outcomes for both 

aggressors and victims. Furthermore, evidence points toward differential outcomes for 

overt and relational forms of aggression and victimization; therefore, it is of utmost 
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importance to examine the roles that have been identified in bullying situations in the 

broader contexts of overt and relational aggression. The OAPRS and the RAPRS did 

capture the roles across aggression forms and they measured the aggressor, assistant, 

reinforcer, defender, outsider, and victim roles equivalently across gender and grade. This 

is an important first step toward the measurement of participant roles in aggression and 

toward the goal of further specifying prevention and intervention efforts that will address 

a much larger segment of the peer group than efforts that focus specifically on bullying. 

It will be important to continue to refine the measures and to create alternate 

versions that will capture the roles across childhood and adolescence. Few gender and 

grade level differences were observed in this sample but it should be noted that there 

were limitations that could be addressed in future studies. Most importantly I found that 

parallel roles do exist across overt and relational aggression and the confirmatory factor 

analysis and measurement invariance analyses provided robust evidence that the scales 

measured the constructs similarly across gender and grade. Finally, it makes sense to 

conceptualize the roles as continuous in nature and it is possible that the context 

influences the role one takes during acts of peer aggression. 
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Table 1 

 Unstandardized and Standardized Factor Loadings for Latent Variables 

 
 
Latent Construct 

 
 
Indicator Variable 

Unstandardized 
Factor Loading 
(Standard error) 

 
Standardized 
Factor Loading 

Overt Aggressor    
 I say mean things to others or call them names   .661 (.04) .657 
 I hit or kick others   .522 (.03) .739 
 I push others around 

 
  .635 (.03) .825 

Overt Assistant    
 I join in hitting or kicking others if someone else starts it   .425 (.03) .627 
 I join in pushing others around if someone else starts it   .523 (.02) .797 
 I join in saying mean things or calling others names if someone else 

starts it   
  .650 (.03) .777 

Overt Reinforcer    
 I watch or laugh when others are being hit or kicked   .620 (.03) .809 
 I watch or laugh when others are being pushed around   .645 (.03) .828 
 I watch or laugh when kids are saying mean things or calling others 

names 
  .715 (.03) .770 

Overt Outsider    
 I don’t do anything when kids say mean things or call others names   .453 (.05) .399 
 I don’t do anything when someone is being hit or kicked   .939 (.08) .801 
Overt Defender    
 If kids are saying mean things to someone or calling them names, I try 

to stop it 
  .901 (.04) .779 

 If kids are pushing someone around, I try to stop it 1.080 (.04) .864 
 If kids are hitting or kicking someone, I try to stop it 1.126 (.05) .841 
Overt Victim    
 Kids push me around   .877 (.04) .818 
 Kids hit or kick me   .552 (.03) .623 
 Kids say mean things to me or call me names   .946 (.04) .803 
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Relational Aggressor 

   

 I start rumors about others   .480 (.03) .705 
 I try to make my friends ignore or stop talking to others   .487 (.03) .650 
 I try to keep others from being part of activities or groups   .492 (.03) .669 
Relational Assistant    
 I join in spreading rumors about others if someone else starts it   .605 (.03) .736 
 I join in trying to keep others from being part of activities or groups if 

someone else starts it 
 

  .496 (.03) .564 

 I join in ignoring or not talking to others if someone else starts it   .621 (.03) .722 
Relational Reinforcer    
 I usually know when others are ignoring or not talking to someone on 

purpose 
  .890 (.06) .700 

 I usually know when others are trying to keep someone from being a 
part of activities or groups on purpose 
 

  .928 (.06) .710 

 I listen or laugh when kids are spreading rumors about others 
 

Deleted from model Deleted from 
model 

Relational Outsider    
 I usually do not hear about rumors   .353 (.07) .272 
 I usually do not know if kids are trying to keep someone from being a 

part of activities or groups on purpose 
  .680 (.06) .594 

 I usually do not know if kids are ignoring or not talking to someone on 
purpose 

  .806 (.07) .667 

Relational Defender    
 If kids are trying to get their friends to ignore others on purpose, I try 

to stop it 
  .649 (.04) .587 

 If kids are spreading rumors about others, I try to stop it 
 

  .785 (.05) .661 

 If kids are trying to keep others from being part of activities or groups 
on purpose, I try to stop it 
 

  .949 (.04) .778 
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Relational Victim 
 Kids ignore me or stop talking to me   .727 (.04) .707 
 Kids spread rumors about me   .812 (.04) .742 
 Kids try to keep me from being part of activities or groups   .683 (.03) .737 

 

Note. Fixed-factor identification method used. 
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Table 2 

 Latent Correlations of Overt and Relational Participant Roles 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

 
1. Overt Aggressor 

 
1.0 

           

2. Overt Assistant   .89*** 1.0           

3. Overt Reinforcer   .74***   .84*** 1.0          

4. Overt Outsider   .34***   .41***   .48*** 1.0         

5. Overt Defender -.17**  -.20**  -.28***  -.41*** 1.0        

6. Overt Victim   .25***   .18**   .08   .07   .21** 1.0       

7. Relational Aggressor   .69***   .80***   .57***   .33*** -.13**   .24*** 1.0      

8. Relational Assistant   .67***   .87***   .73***   .38*** -.17**   .16* 1.0 1.0     

9. Relational Reinforcer   .20**   .20**   .26***   .21**   .33***   .21**   .35***   .41*** 1.0    

10. Relational Outsider   .05   .10   .06   .24***   .19**   .27***   .14**   .02  -.06 1.0   

11. Relational Defender  -.16*  -.17**  -.28***  -.40***   .93***   .17** -.15*  -.19**   .37***   .20** 1.0  

12. Relational Victim   .16*   .16   .05   .03   .26***   .95***   .34***   .27***   .28***   .18**   .26***   1.0 

 
*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001   
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Table 3 

Fit Indices for Nested Sequence in Gender Group Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

 
Model 

 
χ2 

 
df 

 
p 

 
Δχ2 

 
Δdf 

 
p 

 
RMSEA 

RMSEA 
90% CI 

 
NNFI 

 
CFI 

Constraint 
Tenable 

Nested Model 
Comparison 

             
Configural 
Invariance 
 

2020.82 
 

922 <.001 --- --- --- .064 [.061,  .068] .937 .948 --- --- 

   Girls 1058.84 461 <.001 --- --- --- .066 [.061,  .071] .931 .943 --- --- 
   Boys 
 

  961.98 461 <.001 --- --- --- .062 [.057,  .068] .943 .953 --- --- 

Loading 
Invariance1 

 

2083.64 
 

944 <.001 --- --- --- .065 [.062,  .069] .936 .946 Yes --- 

Intercept 
Invariance1 

 

2163.57 
 

966 <.001 --- --- --- .066 [.063,  .070] .934 .944 Yes --- 

Homogeneity of 
Variances and 
Covariances2 

 

2242.33 
 
 

1022 
 
 

<.001 158.69 
 
 

78 
 
 

<.001 --- --- --- --- No Loading 
Invariance 

Homogeneity of 
Variances2 

 

2141.43 956 
 

<.001   57.79 12 <.001 --- --- --- --- No Loading 
Invariance 

Equality of 
Correlations2 

 

2187.94 1010 <.001 104.30 66 <.01 --- --- --- --- No Loading 
Invariance 

Latent Mean 
Invariance2  

2238.87 978 <.001   75.30 
 

12 <.001 --- --- --- --- No Intercept 
Invariance 

 

  Note. 1 Evaluated with the RMSEA and CFI Model Tests; 2Evaluated with the χ2 Difference Test 
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Table 4 

Gender Equality of Latent Parameters 

        Girls        Boys χ2 df Δχ2 Δdf p 

 
Loading Invariance 

 
--- 

 
--- 

 
2083.64 

 
944 

 
--- 

 
--- 

 
<.001 

Homogeneity of Variances and Covariances --- --- 2242.33 1022 158.69 78 <.001 
Equality of Variances  Ψ Ψ 2141.43 956 57.79 12 <.001 
  Overt Aggressor  1.00 1.20 2139.61 955 1.82   1 ns 
  Overt Assistant 1.00 1.36 2135.79 955 5.64 1 <.05 
  Overt Reinforcer 1.00 1.62 2125.94 955 17.49 1 <.001 
  Overt Outsider 1.00 1.40 2139.72 955 1.71 1 ns 
  Overt Defender 1.00 1.12 2140.45 955 0.98 1 ns 
  Overt Victim 1.00 1.24 2138.17 955 3.26 1 ns 
  Relational Aggressor 1.00 1.05 2141.11 955 0.32 1 ns 
  Relational Assistant 1.00 1.01 2139.13 955 2.30 1 ns 
  Relational Reinforcer 1.00 1.04 2141.39 955 0.04 1 ns 
  Relational Outsider 1.00 1.30 2139.86 955 1.57 1 ns 
  Relational Defender 1.00 1.11 2140.83 955 0.60 1 ns 
  Relational Victim 1.00   .84 2139.35 955 2.08 1 ns 
        
Loading Invariance --- --- 2083.64 944 --- --- <.001 
Equality of Correlations  r r 2187.94 1010 104.30 66 <.01 
  Overt Aggressor – Overt Assistant    .96   .84 2184.51 1009 3.43 1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor – Overt Reinforcer   .77   .71 2187.20 1009 0.74 1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor – Overt Outsider   .24   .39 2182.68 1009 5.26 1 <.05 
  Overt Aggressor – Overt Defender  -.08  -.20 2187.79 1009        0.15 1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor – Overt Victim   .36   .20 2184.25 1009 3.69 1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor – Relational Aggressor   .68   .73 2186.30 1009 1.64 1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor –Relational Assistant   .68   .70 2187.78 1009 0.16 1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor –Relational Reinforcer   .27   .22 2187.89 1009 0.05 1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor –Relational Outsider   .05   .06 2185.30 1009 2.64 1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor –Relational Defender  -.11  -.14 2187.93 1009 0.01 1 ns 
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  Overt Aggressor –Relational Victim   .24   .15 2184.76 1009 3.18 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Overt Reinforcer   .82   .84 2187.84 1009 0.10 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Overt Outsider   .40   .42 2187.94 1009       0.0 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Overt Defender  -.17  -.20 2186.89 1009 1.05 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Overt Victim   .31   .12 2187.46 1009 0.44 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Relational Aggressor   .82   .82 2187.52 1009 0.42 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Relational Assistant   .88   .89 2187.94 1009 0.00 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Relational Reinforcer   .27   .20 2186.78 1009 1.15 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Relational Outsider   .01   .17 2187.60 1009 0.34 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Relational Defender  -.19  -.12 2187.88 1009 0.06 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Relational Victim   .27   .12 2187.94 1009 0.00 1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Overt Outsider   .41   .52 2187.94 1009 0.00 1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Overt Defender  -.19  -.29 2187.88 1009 0.06 1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Overt Victim   .12   .08 2186.17 1009 1.77 1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Relational Aggressor   .57   .60 2186.15 1009 1.79 1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Relational Assistant   .64   .82 2180.24 1009 4.70 1 <.05 
  Overt Reinforcer – Relational Reinforcer   .31   .31 2187.87 1009 0.07 1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Relational Outsider  -.02   .12 2187.50 1009 0.44  1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Relational Defender  -.23  -.25 2187.40 1009 0.54 1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Relational Victim   .10   .07 2187.75 1009 0.19 1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Overt Defender  -.37  -.43 2187.55 1009 0.39 1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Overt Victim   .08   .06 2186.59 1009 1.35 1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Relational Aggressor   .42   .27 2183.13 1009 4.81 1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Relational Assistant   .39   .39 2187.58 1009 0.36 1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Relational Reinforcer   .19   .27 2185.75 1009 2.19  1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Relational Outsider   .35   .17 2183.83 1009 4.11 1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Relational Defender  -.33  -.43 2185.22 1009 2.72 1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Relational Victim   .03   .06 2185.41 1009 2.53 1 ns 
  Overt Defender – Overt Victim   .25   .16 2187.92 1009 0.02 1 ns 
  Overt Defender – Relational Aggressor  -.13  -.13 2187.80 1009 0.14 1 ns 
  Overt Defender – Relational Assistant  -.14  -.19 2185.31 1009 2.63 1 ns 
  Overt Defender – Relational Reinforcer   .29   .35 2187.94 1009 0.00 1 ns 
  Overt Defender – Relational Outsider   .22   .14 2187.80 1009 0.14 1 ns 
  Overt Defender – Relational Defender   .94   .92 2186.70 1009 1.24 1 ns 
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  Overt Defender – Relational Victim   .26   .20 2187.59 1009 0.35 1 ns 
  Overt Victim – Relational Aggressor   .30   .21 2182.79 1009 5.15 1 Ns 
  Overt Victim – Relational Assistant   .27   .08 2185.68 1009 2.26 1 ns 
  Overt Victim – Relational Reinforcer   .24   .18 2187.53 1009 0.41 1 ns 
  Overt Victim – Relational Outsider   .26   .27 2187.83 1009 0.11 1 ns 
  Overt Victim – Relational Defender   .21   .13 2186.54 1009 1.40 1 ns 
  Overt Victim – Relational Victim    .99   .93 2183.53 1009 4.41 1 <.05 
  Relational Aggressor – Relational Assistant 1.05   .97 2185.59 1009 2.35 1 ns 
  Relational Aggressor – Relational Reinforcer   .37   .32 2187.91 1009 0.03 1 ns 
  Relational Aggressor – Relational Outsider   .02   .26 2187.67 1009 0.27 1 ns 
  Relational Aggressor – Relational Defender  -.26  -.06 2187.74 1009 0.20 1 ns 
  Relational Aggressor – Relational Victim   .44   .24 2182.22 1009 5.72 1 <.05 
  Relational Assistant – Relational Reinforcer   .38   .44 2185.47 1009 2.47 1 ns 
  Relational Assistant – Relational Outsider  -.13   .15 2185.96 1009 1.98 1 ns 
  Relational Assistant – Relational Defender  -.31  -.09 2184.82 1009 3.12 1 ns 
  Relational Assistant – Relational Victim   .37   .17 2187.52 1009 0.42 1 ns 
  Relational Reinforcer – Relational Outsider  -.12  -.04 2187.94 1009 0.00 1 ns 
  Relational Reinforcer – Relational Defender   .21   .47 2183.45 1009 4.49 1 <.05 
  Relational Reinforcer – Relational Victim   .30   .22 2187.01 1009 1.93 1 ns 
  Relational Outsider – Relational Defender   .30   .08 2186.77 1009 1.17 1 ns 
  Relational Outsider – Relational Victim   .13   .21 2187.70 1009 0.24 1 ns 
  Relational Defender – Relational Victim   .21   .25 2186.45 1009 1.49 1 ns 
        
Intercept Invariance --- --- 2163.57 966 --- --- <.001 
Equality of Means  M M 2238.87 978 75.53 12 <.001 
  Overt Aggressor  0 .133 2235.98 977 2.89 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant 0 -.004 2238.87 977 0.00 1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer 0 .234 2230.65 977 8.22 1 <.01 
  Overt Outsider 0 .067 2238.50 977 0.37 1 ns 
  Overt Defender 0 .007 2238.86 977 0.01 1 ns 
  Overt Victim 0 ..205 2229.00 977 9.87 1 <.01 
  Relational Aggressor 0 -.054 2238.18 977 0.69 1 ns 
  Relational Assistant 0 -.077 2237.46 977 1.41 1 ns 
  Relational Reinforcer 0 -.237 2232.76 977 6.11 1 <.05 
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  Relational Outsider 0 -.107 2238.01 977 0.86 1 ns 
  Relational Defender 0 -.147 2234.79 977 4.08 1 <.05 
  Relational Victim 0 -.217 2226.46 977 12.41 1 <.001 
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Table 5 

 Latent Correlations, Means, and Standard Errors for Girls and Boys 

    1    2    3    4     5    6    7    8    9    10    11  12 

 
1. Overt Aggressor 

   
— 

   
  .84 

   
  .71 

   
  .39*** 

 
 -.20 

  
  .20 

   
  .73 

   
   .70 

   
  .22 

   
  .06 

 
-.14 

 
.15 

2. Overt Assistant   .96   —   .84   .42  -.20   .12   .82   .89   .20   .17 -.12 .12 

3. Overt Reinforcer   .77   .82   —   .52  -.29   .08   .60   .82***   .31   .12 -.25 .07 

4. Overt Outsider   .24**   .40   .41   —  -.43   .06   .27   .39   .27   .17  -.43 .06 

5. Overt Defender -.08  -.17  -.19  -.37   —   .16  -.13 -.19   .35   .14   .92 .20 

6. Overt Victim   .36   .31   .12   .08   .25   —   .21   .08   .18   .27   .13 .93*** 

7. Relational Aggressor   .68   .82   .57   .42  -.13   .30   —   .97   .32   .26 -.06 .24** 

8. Relational Assistant   .68   .88   .64***   .39  -.14   .27 1.0   —   .44   .15 -.09 .17 

9. Relational Reinforcer   .27   .27   .31   .19   .29   .24   .37   .38   — -.04   .47*** .22 

10. Relational Outsider   .05   .01  -.02   .35   .22   .26   .02  -.13  -.12   —   .08 .21 

11. Relational Defender -.11  -.19  -.23  -.33   .94   .21  -.26  -.31   .21**   .30   — .25 

12. Relational Victim   .24   .27   .10   .03   .26 1.0***   .44***   .37   .30   .13   .21  — 

 
Note. Latent correlations for girls (n = 333) are below the diagonal, and latent correlations for boys (n = 276) are above the diagonal. 
 Bolded values and significance levels are noted for those latent correlations that were significantly different across gender. 
*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 
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Table 6  

Fit Indices for Nested Sequence in Grade Group Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

 
Model  

 
χ2 

 
df 

 
p 

 
Δχ2 

 
Δdf 

 
p 

 
RMSEA 

RMSEA 
90% CI 

 
NNFI 

 
CFI 

Constraint 
Tenable 

Nested Model 
Comparison 

             
Configural 
Invariance 
 

2738.91 1383 <.001 --- --- --- .069 .065-.073 .924 .937 Yes --- 

   6th Grade 854.25 461 <.001 --- --- --- .069 .060-.077 .892 .911 --- --- 
   7th Grade 910.41 461 <.001 --- --- --- .070 .064-.077 .915 .930 --- --- 
   8th Grade 
 

974.24 461 <.001 --- --- --- .069 .063-.075 .942 .952 --- --- 

Loading 
Invariance1 

 

2872.97 1427 <.001 --- --- --- .071 .067-.074 .921 .933 Yes --- 

Intercept 
Invariance1 

 

2934.88 1471 <.001 --- --- --- .070 .066-.074 .922 .932 Yes --- 

Homogeneity of 
Variances and 
Covariances2 

 

3181.43 1583 <.001 308.46 156 <.001 --- --- --- --- No Loading 
Invariance 

Homogeneity of 
Variances2 

 

2986.80 1451 <.001 113.83 24 <.001 --- --- --- --- No Loading 
Invariance 

Equality of 
Correlations2 

 

3052.44 1559 <.001 179.47 132 <.01 --- --- --- --- No Loading 
Invariance 

Latent Mean 
Invariance2 

3048.72 1495 
 

<.001 113.84 24 <.001 --- --- --- --- No Intercept 
Invariance 

 

Note. 1 Evaluated with the RMSEA and CFI Model Tests; 2Evaluated with the χ2 Difference Test 
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Table 7  

Equality of Latent Parameters Grades 6 and 7 

 6th Grade 7th Grade χ2 df Δχ2 Δdf p 

 
Loading Invariance 

 
--- 

 
--- 

 
1791.93 

 
944 

 
--- 

 
--- 

 
<.001 

Homogeneity of Variances and Covariances --- --- 1921.51 1022 129.58 78 <.001 
Equality of Variances Ψ Ψ 1828.23 956   36.30 12 <.001 
  Overt Aggressor  1.00   .927 1828.01 955    0.22   1 ns 
  Overt Assistant 1.00   .943 1828.07 955    0.16   1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer 1.00 1.86 1817.00 955  11.23   1 <.001 
  Overt Outsider 1.00   .612 1826.61 955    1.62   1 ns 
  Overt Defender 1.00 1.26 1825.77 955    2.46   1 ns 
  Overt Victim 1.00   .865 1827.34 955    0.89   1 ns 
  Relational Aggressor 1.00 1.12 1827.75 955    0.48   1 ns 
  Relational Assistant 1.00 1.19 1822.81 955    5.42   1 <.05 
  Relational Reinforcer 1.00 1.26 1827.35 955    0.88   1 ns 
  Relational Outsider 1.00 1.33 1827.28 955    0.95   1 ns 
  Relational Defender 1.00   .763 1825.48 955    2.75   1 ns 
  Relational Victim 1.00 1.11 1827.81 955    0.42   1 ns 
          
Loading Invariance --- --- 1791.93 944 --- --- <.001 
Equality of Correlations r r 1877.84 1010 85.91 66 <.06 
  Overt Aggressor – Overt Assistant    .94   .90 1877.45 1009   0.39   1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor – Overt Reinforcer   .74   .74 1877.78 1009   0.06   1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor – Overt Outsider   .17   .17 1877.84 1009   0.00   1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor – Overt Defender  -.07  -.14 1877.73 1009   0.11   1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor – Overt Victim   .40   .21 1877.68 1009   0.16   1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor – Relational Aggressor   .91   .62 1873.67 1009   4.17   1 <.05 
  Overt Aggressor –Relational Assistant   .84   .67 1877.60 1009   0.24   1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor –Relational Reinforcer   .25   .18 1877.84 1009   0.00   1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor –Relational Outsider   .13  -.02 1877.56 1009   0.28   1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor –Relational Defender  -.03  -.09 1877.64 1009   0.20   1 ns 
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  Overt Aggressor –Relational Victim   .23   .07 1877.76 1009   0.08   1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Overt Reinforcer   .75   .86 1877.83 1009   0.01   1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Overt Outsider   .16   .34 1877.73 1009   0.11   1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Overt Defender   .05  -.23 1877.73 1009   0.11   1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Overt Victim   .39   .15 1877.53 1009   0.31   1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Relational Aggressor   .94   .79 1877.82 1009   0.02   1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Relational Assistant 1.0   .92 1876.88 1009   0.96   1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Relational Reinforcer   .30   .16 1877.39 1009   0.45   1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Relational Outsider   .25   .07 1877.31 1009   0.53   1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Relational Defender   .11  -.21 1875.64 1009   2.20   1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Relational Victim   .33   .09 1877.80 1009   0.04   1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Overt Outsider   .37   .29 1877.27 1009   0.57   1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Overt Defender  -.09  -.24 1875.33 1009   2.51   1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Overt Victim   .15   .08 1877.78 1009   0.06   1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Relational Aggressor   .56   .52 1877.68 1009   0.16   1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Relational Assistant   .64   .78 1876.98 1009   0.86   1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Relational Reinforcer   .10   .25 1876.80 1009   1.04   1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Relational Outsider   .41   .09 1874.84 1009   2.00   1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Relational Defender  -.19  -.26 1874.02 1009   3.82   1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Relational Victim   .00   .03 1876.84 1009   1.00   1  ns 
  Overt Outsider – Overt Defender  -.18  -.42 1877.12 1009   0.72   1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Overt Victim   .04   .04 1877.37 1009   0.47   1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Relational Aggressor   .22   .26 1877.72 1009   0.12   1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Relational Assistant   .31   .33 1877.77 1009   0.07   1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Relational Reinforcer   .27   .11 1877.52 1009   0.32   1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Relational Outsider   .52   .52 1876.46 1009   1.38   1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Relational Defender  -.11  -.43 1877.15 1009   0.69   1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Relational Victim   .06  -.02 1876.49 1009   1.35   1 ns 
  Overt Defender – Overt Victim   .20   .20 1876.19 1009   1.65   1 ns 
  Overt Defender – Relational Aggressor   .05  -.24 1877.77 1009   0.07   1 ns 
  Overt Defender – Relational Assistant   .07  -.28 1877.77 1009   0.07   1 ns 
  Overt Defender – Relational Reinforcer   .59   .17 1877.82 1009   0.02   1 ns 
  Overt Defender – Relational Outsider   .46   .12 1876.74 1009   1.10   1 ns 
  Overt Defender – Relational Defender   .95   .91 1876.86 1009   0.98   1 ns 
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  Overt Defender – Relational Victim   .26   .18 1872.89 1009   4.95   1 <.05 
  Overt Victim – Relational Aggressor   .42   .17 1875.33 1009   2.51   1 ns 
  Overt Victim – Relational Assistant   .32   .11 1877.72 1009   0.12   1 ns 
  Overt Victim – Relational Reinforcer   .32   .20 1877.78 1009   0.06   1 ns 
  Overt Victim – Relational Outsider   .21   .29 1877.42 1009   0.42   1 ns 
  Overt Victim – Relational Defender   .13   .17 1876.93 1009   0.91   1 ns 
  Overt Victim – Relational Victim   .87   .98 1873.14 1009   4.70   1 <.05 
  Relational Aggressor – Relational Assistant 1.07   .94 1877.84 1009   0.00   1 ns 
  Relational Aggressor – Relational Reinforcer   .47   .26 1877.81 1009   0.03   1 ns 
  Relational Aggressor – Relational Outsider   .36   .01 1874.95 1009   2.89   1 ns 
  Relational Aggressor – Relational Defender   .10  -.28 1877.78 1009   0.06   1 ns 
  Relational Aggressor – Relational Victim   .53   .15 1871.91 1009   5.93   1 <.05 
  Relational Assistant – Relational Reinforcer   .60   .39 1874.73 1009   3.11   1 ns 
  Relational Assistant – Relational Outsider   .28  -.02 1877.81 1009   0.03   1 ns 
  Relational Assistant – Relational Defender   .12  -.29 1877.65 1009   0.19   1 ns 
  Relational Assistant – Relational Victim   .41   .18 1877.29 1009   0.55   1 ns 
  Relational Reinforcer – Relational Outsider   .43  -.04 1876.40 1009   1.44   1 ns 
  Relational Reinforcer – Relational Defender   .70   .20 1872.67 1009   5.17   1 <.05 
  Relational Reinforcer – Relational Victim   .42   .24 1877.84 1009   0.00   1 ns 
  Relational Outsider – Relational Defender   .45   .14 1877.67 1009   0.17   1 ns 
  Relational Outsider – Relational Victim   .19   .22 1877.77 1009   0.07   1 ns 
  Relational Defender – Relational Victim   .19   .23 1872.82 1009   0.02   1 ns 
        
Intercept Invariance --- --- 1818.63 966 --- --- <.001 
Equality of Means  M M 1862.17 978 43.54 12 <.001 
  Overt Aggressor 0   .152 1859.69 977   2.48   1 ns 
  Overt Assistant 0  -.159 1859.32 977   2.85   1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer 0   .266 1856.83 977   5.34   1 <.05 
  Overt Outsider 0   .424 1851.34 977 10.83   1 <.001 
  Overt Defender 0  -.048 1861.81 977   0.36   1 ns 
  Overt Victim 0  -.011 1862.14 977   0.03   1 ns 
  Relational Aggressor 0  -.039 1862.04 977   0.13   1 ns 
  Relational Assistant 0   .103 1861.18 977   0.99   1 ns 
  Relational Reinforcer 0   .084 1861.72 977   0.45   1 ns 
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  Relational Outsider 0  -.445 1852.68 977   9.49   1 <.01 
  Relational Defender 0   .068 1861.39 977   0.78   1 ns 
  Relational Victim 0  -.072 1861.40 977   0.77   1 ns 
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Table 8  

Latent Correlations Grades 6 and 7 

    1    2     3    4     5    6     7     8   9    10  11  12 

 
1. Overt Aggressor 

  
 — 

   
    .90 

    
   .74 

  
  .17 

 
 -.14 

 
.21 

  
  .62*** 

  
  .66 

  
 .18 

 
 -.02 

 
-.09 

 
 .07 

2. Overt Assistant   .94    —    .86   .34 -.23 .15   .79   .92  .16   .07 -.21  .09 

3. Overt Reinforcer   .74     .75    —   .29 -.24  .08   .52   .78  .25   .09 -.26**  .03 

4. Overt Outsider   .17     .16    .37    — -.42  .04   .26   .33  .11   .52 -.43 .02 

5. Overt Defender  -.07     .05  -.09  -.18   — .20 -.24 -.28  .17   .12   .91 .18* 

6. Overt Victim   .40     .39   .15   .04   .20  —   .17   .12  .20   .29   .17 .98*** 

7. Relational Aggressor   .91***     .94   .56   .22   .05  .42    —   .94  .26   .01 -.28 .15* 

8. Relational Assistant   .84   1.0   .64   .31   .07  .32 1.0    —  .39 -.02 -.29 .18 

9. Relational Reinforcer   .25     .30   .10   .27   .59  .32   .47   .60   — -.04   .20* .24 

10. Relational Outsider   .13     .25   .41   .52   .46  .21   .36   .28  .43    —   .14 .22 

11. Relational Defender  -.03     .11  -.19ns  -.12   .95  .13   .10   .12  .70***   .45    — .23 

12. Relational Victim   .23     .33   .01   .06  .26** .87***   .53***   .41  .42   .19   .19  — 

 
Note. Latent correlations for 6th grade (n = 150) are below the diagonal, and latent correlations for 7th grade (n = 209) are above the diagonal. 
 Bolded values and significance levels are noted for those latent correlations that were significantly different across gender. 
*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 
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Table 9  

Equality of Latent Parameters Grades 7 and 8 

    7th Grade    8th Grade χ2 df Δχ2 Δdf p 

 
Loading Invariance 

 
--- 

 
--- 

 
1959.72 

 
944 

 
--- 

 
--- 

 
<.001 

Homogeneity of Variances and Covariances --- --- 2067.25 1010 107.53 66 <.001 
Equality of Variances       Ψ      Ψ 2008.69 956 48.97 12 <.001 
Overt Aggressor 1.00 1.27 2006.18 955 2.51   1 ns 
Overt Assistant 1.00 1.60 1995.84 955 12.85   1 <.001 
Overt Reinforcer 1.00 1.23 2006.54 955 2.15   1 ns 
Overt Outsider 1.00 1.82 2005.27 955 3.42   1 ns 
Overt Defender 1.00 1.00 2008.69 955 0.03   1 ns 
Overt Victim 1.00    .942 2008.49 955 0.20   1 ns 
Relational Aggressor 1.00   .909 2006.55 955 2.14   1 ns 
Relational Assistant 1.00   .886 2001.98 955 6.71   1 <.01 
Relational Reinforcer 1.00   .806 2007.31 955 1.38   1 ns 
Relational Outsider 1.00   .828 2008.58 955 0.11   1 ns 
Relational Defender 1.00   .883 2008.07 955 0.62   1 ns 
Relational Victim 1.00   .792 2006.14 955 2.55   1 ns 
        
Loading Invariance   1959.72 944 --- --- <.001 
Equality of Correlations        r       r 2033.43 1010 73.71 66 ns 
Overt Aggressor – Overt Assistant    .90   .88 2033.40 1009 0.03   1 ns 
Overt Aggressor – Overt Reinforcer   .74   .75 2033.04 1009 0.39   1 ns 
Overt Aggressor – Overt Outsider   .17   .43 2033.02 1009 0.41   1 ns 
Overt Aggressor – Overt Defender  -.14  -.21 2032.46 1009 0.97   1 ns 
Overt Aggressor – Overt Victim   .21   .36 2032.33 1009 1.10   1 ns 
Overt Aggressor – Relational Aggressor   .62   .76 2031.21 1009 2.22   1 ns 
Overt Aggressor –Relational Assistant   .67   .70 2033.41 1009 0.02   1 ns 
Overt Aggressor –Relational Reinforcer   .18   .19 2032.92 1009 0.51   1 ns 
Overt Aggressor –Relational Outsider  -.02   .06 2033.03 1009 0.40   1 ns 
Overt Aggressor –Relational Defender  -.09  -.26 2030.04 1009 3.39   1 ns 
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Overt Aggressor –Relational Victim   .07   .30 2033.42 1009 0.01   1 ns 
Overt Assistant – Overt Reinforcer   .86   .84 2032.37 1009 1.06   1 ns 
Overt Assistant – Overt Outsider   .34   .47 2032.81 1009 0.61   1 ns 
Overt Assistant – Overt Defender  -.23  -.24 2031.87 1009 1.56   1 ns 
Overt Assistant – Overt Victim   .15   .24 2033.40 1009 0.03   1 ns 
Overt Assistant – Relational Aggressor   .79   .87 2033.38 1009 0.05   1 ns 
Overt Assistant – Relational Assistant   .92   .89 2033.37 1009 0.06   1 ns 
Overt Assistant – Relational Reinforcer   .16   .20 2033.09 1009 0.34   1 ns 
Overt Assistant – Relational Outsider   .07   .13 2033.27 1009 0.16   1 ns 
Overt Assistant – Relational Defender  -.21  -.22 2031.85 1009 1.58   1 ns 
Overt Assistant – Relational Victim   .09   .26 2033.27 1009 0.16   1 ns 
Overt Reinforcer – Overt Outsider   .29   .57 2031.45 1009 1.98   1 ns 
Overt Reinforcer – Overt Defender  -.24  -.33 2032.13 1009 1.30   1 ns 
Overt Reinforcer – Overt Victim   .08   .15 2032.32 1009 1.11   1 ns 
Overt Reinforcer – Relational Aggressor   .52   .69 2031.76 1009 1.67   1 ns 
Overt Reinforcer – Relational Assistant   .78   .76 2032.39 1009 1.04   1 ns 
Overt Reinforcer – Relational Reinforcer   .25   .32 2031.98 1009 1.45   1 ns 
Overt Reinforcer – Relational Outsider   .09   .01 2032.94 1009 0.49   1 ns 
Overt Reinforcer – Relational Defender -.26  -.34 2033.32 1009 0.11   1 ns 
Overt Reinforcer – Relational Victim   .03   .17 2032.75 1009 0.68   1 ns 
Overt Outsider – Overt Defender  -.42  -.39 2033.33 1009 0.10   1 ns 
Overt Outsider – Overt Victim   .04   .19 2033.20 1009 0.23   1 ns 
Overt Outsider – Relational Aggressor   .26   .47 2032.97 1009 0.46   1 ns 
Overt Outsider – Relational Assistant   .33   .47 2033.31 1009 0.12   1 ns 
Overt Outsider – Relational Reinforcer   .11   .30 2032.75 1009 0.68   1 ns 
Overt Outsider – Relational Outsider   .52   .16 2028.29 1009 5.14   1 <.05 
Overt Outsider – Relational Defender  -.43  -.44 2033.42 1009 0.01   1 ns 
Overt Outsider – Relational Victim  -.02   .14 2033.40 1009 0.03   1 ns 
Overt Defender – Overt Victim   .20   .21 2032.45 1009 0.98   1 ns 
Overt Defender – Relational Aggressor  -.24  -.11 2033.34 1009 0.09   1 ns 
Overt Defender – Relational Assistant  -.28   .14 2031.53 1009 1.90   1 ns 
Overt Defender – Relational Reinforcer   .17   .34 2033.15 1009 0.28   1 ns 
Overt Defender – Relational Outsider   .12   .04 2032.60 1009 0.83   1 ns 
Overt Defender – Relational Defender   .91   .94 2032.37 1009 1.06   1 ns 
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Overt Defender – Relational Victim   .18   .29 2032.48 1009 0.95   1 ns 
Overt Victim – Relational Aggressor   .17   .30 2027.00 1009 6.43   1 <.05 
Overt Victim – Relational Assistant   .11   .22 2032.55 1009 0.88   1 ns 
Overt Victim – Relational Reinforcer   .20   .25 2033.21 1009 0.22   1 ns 
Overt Victim – Relational Outsider   .29   .24 2033.28 1009 0.15   1 ns 
Overt Victim – Relational Defender   .17   .20 2033.33 1009 0.10   1 Ns 
Overt Victim – Relational Victim   .98   .98 2033.09 1009 0.34   1 ns 
Relational Aggressor – Relational Assistant   .94 1.06 2031.71 1009 1.72   1 ns 
Relational Aggressor – Relational Reinforcer   .26   .36 2033.00 1009 0.43   1 ns 
Relational Aggressor – Relational Outsider   .01   .14 2032.23 1009 1.20   1 ns 
Relational Aggressor – Relational Defender  -.28  -.15 2033.27 1009 0.16   1 ns 
Relational Aggressor – Relational Victim   .15   .48 2023.82 1009 9.61   1 <.01 
Relational Assistant – Relational Reinforcer   .39   .33 2030.22 1009 3.21   1 ns 
Relational Assistant – Relational Outsider  -.02   .05 2033.42 1009 0.01   1 ns 
Relational Assistant – Relational Defender  -.29  -.21 2032.70 1009 0.73   1 ns 
Relational Assistant – Relational Victim   .18   .38 2032.41 1009 1.02   1 ns 
Relational Reinforcer – Relational Outsider  -.04  -.20 2032.97 1009 0.46   1 ns 
Relational Reinforcer – Relational Defender   .20   .32 2033.31 1009 0.12   1 ns 
Relational Reinforcer – Relational Victim   .24   .33 2033.16 1009 0.27   1 ns 
Relational Outsider – Relational Defender   .14   .06 2033.39 1009 0.04   1 ns 
Relational Outsider – Relational Victim   .22   .12 2033.01 1009 0.42   1 ns 
Relational Defender – Relational Victim   .23   .32 2033.36 1009 0.07   1 ns 
        
Intercept Invariance   1981.77 966 --- --- <.001 
Equality of Means  M       M 2006.49 978 24.72 12 <.05 
Overt Aggressor 0  -.041 2006.31 977 0.18   1 ns 
Overt Assistant 0   .190 1999.64 977 6.85   1 <.01 
Overt Reinforcer 0   .123 2004.22 977 2.27   1 ns 
Overt Outsider 0   .119 2004.66 977 1.83   1 ns 
Overt Defender 0   .014 2006.48 977 0.01   1 ns 
Overt Victim 0  -.031 2006.21 977 0.28   1 ns 
Relational Aggressor 0  -.101 2004.13 977 2.36   1 ns 
Relational Assistant 0  -.132 2002.07 977 4.42   1 <.05 
Relational Reinforcer 0   .058 2006.22 977 0.27   1 ns 



137 
 

  Relational Outsider 0  -.065 2006.25 977 0.24   1 ns 
Relational Defender 0   .021 2006.38 977 0.11   1 ns 
Relational Victim 0  -.012 2006.44 977 0.05   1 ns 
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Table 10 

 Latent Correlations Grades 7 and 8 

     1     2     3     4     5     6    7    8     9   10   11   12 

 
1. Overt Aggressor 

 
— 

   
 .88 

    
  .75 

   
  .43 

 
 -.21 

  
  .36 

  
  .76 

  
  .70 

   
  .19 

  
 .06 

 
-.26 

  
  .30 

2. Overt Assistant   .90 —   .84   .47  -.24   .24   .87   .89   .20  .13 -.22   .26 

3. Overt Reinforcer   .74  .86  —   .57  -.33   .15   .69   .76   .32  .01 -.34   .17 

4. Overt Outsider   .17  .34   .29   —  -.39   .19   .47   .47   .30  .16* -.44   .14 

5. Overt Defender  -.14 -.23  -.24  -.42   —   .21  -.11  -.14   .34  .04  .94   .29 

6. Overt Victim   .21  .15   .08   .04   .20 —   .30**   .22   .25  .24  .20   .98 

7. Relational Aggressor   .62  .79   .52   .26  -.24   .17* — 1.0   .36  .14 -.15   .48*** 

8. Relational Assistant   .66  .92   .78   .33  -.28   .12   .94 —   .33  .05 -.21   .38 

9. Relational Reinforcer   .18  .16   .25   .11   .17   .20   .26   .39 — -.20  .32   .33 

10. Relational Outsider  -.02  .07   .09   .52***   .12   .29   .01  -.02  -.04 —  .06   .12 

11. Relational Defender  -.09 -.21  -.26  -.43   .91   .17  -.28  -.29   .20  .14 —   .32 

12. Relational Victim   .07  .09   .03   .02   .18   .98   .15*   .18   .24  .22  .23 — 

 
 Note. Latent correlations for 7th grade (n = 209) are below the diagonal, and latent correlations for 8th grade  (n = 250) are above the diagonal. 
 Bolded values and significance levels are noted for those latent correlations that were significantly different across gender. 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  
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Table 11  

Equality of Latent Parameters Grades 6 and 8 

 6th Grade 8th Grade χ2 df Δχ2 Δdf p 

 
Loading Invariance 

 
--- 

 
--- 

 
1909.93 

 
944 

 
--- 

 
--- 

 
<.001 

Homogeneity of Variances and Covariances --- --- 2098.12 1022 152.73 78 <.001 
Equality of Variances  Ψ Ψ 1995.30 956 85.37 12 <.001 
  Overt Aggressor 1.00 1.23 1993.90 955 1.4 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant 1.00 1.82 1981.80 955 13.5 1 <.001 
  Overt Reinforcer 1.00 2.02 1979.37 955 15.93 1 <.001 
  Overt Outsider 1.00 1.14 1995.09 955 0.21 1 ns 
  Overt Defender 1.00 1.26 1992.55 955 2.75 1 ns 
  Overt Victim 1.00   .768 1992.77 955 2.53 1 ns 
  Relational Aggressor 1.00   .864 1993.18 955 2.12 1 ns 
  Relational Assistant 1.00   .889 1995.27 955 0.03 1 ns 
  Relational Reinforcer 1.00 1.12 1995.07 955 0.23 1 ns 
  Relational Outsider 1.00 1.23 1994.92 955 0.38 1 ns 
  Relational Defender 1.00   .685 1989.95 955 5.35 1 <.05 
  Relational Victim 1.00   .867 1994.59 955 0.71 1 ns 
        
Loading Invariance --- --- 1909.93 944 --- --- <.001 
Equality of Correlations  r r 2008.12 1010 98.19 66 <.01 
  Overt Aggressor – Overt Assistant   .94 .88 2008.05 1009 .07 1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor – Overt Reinforcer  .74 .75 2008.09 1009 .03 1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor – Overt Outsider  .17 .43 2007.28 1009 1.03 1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor – Overt Defender -.07 -.21 2005.21 1009 2.91 1 <.05 
  Overt Aggressor – Overt Victim .40 .36 2007.71 1009 0.41 1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor – Relational Aggressor .91 .76 2004.22 1009 3.9 1 <.05 
  Overt Aggressor –Relational Assistant .84 .70 2008.08 1009 0.04 1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor –Relational Reinforcer .25 .19 2007.82 1009 0.03 1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor –Relational Outsider .13 .06 2007.41 1009 0.71 1 ns 
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  Overt Aggressor –Relational Defender -.03 -.26 2006.21 1009 1.91 1 ns 
  Overt Aggressor –Relational Victim .23 .30 2006.47 1009 1.65 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Overt Reinforcer .75 .84 2008.10 1009 0.02 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Overt Outsider .16 .47 2007.66 1009 0.46 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Overt Defender .05 -.24 2007.44 1009 0.68 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Overt Victim .39 .24 2008.12 1009 0.0 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Relational Aggressor .94 .87 2007.23 1009 0.89 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Relational Assistant 1.0 .89 2007.92 1009 0.02 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Relational Reinforcer .30 .20 2006.43 1009 1.59 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Relational Outsider .25 .13 2006.69 1009 1.69 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Relational Defender .11 -.22 2007.56 1009 0.56 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant – Relational Victim .33 .26 2006.71 1009 1.41 1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Overt Outsider .37 .57 2007.64 1009 0.48 1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Overt Defender -.09 -.33 1999.81 1009 8.31 1 <.01 
  Overt Reinforcer – Overt Victim .15 .15 2007.61 1009 0.51 1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Relational Aggressor .56 .69 2008.11 1009 0.01 1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Relational Assistant .64 .76 2007.89 1009 0.23 1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Relational Reinforcer .10 .32 2006.01 1009 2.11 1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer – Relational Outsider .41 .01 2003.85 1009 4.27 1 <.05 
  Overt Reinforcer – Relational Defender -.19 -.34 2001.34 1009 6.78 1 <.01 
  Overt Reinforcer – Relational Victim .004 .17 2005.22 1009 2.9 1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Overt Defender -.18 -.39 2006.47 1009 1.65 1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Overt Victim .04 .19 2005.71 1009 2.41 1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Relational Aggressor .22 .47 2006.47 1009 1.65 1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Relational Assistant .31 .47 2008.12 1009 0.0 1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Relational Reinforcer .27 .30 2008.08 1009 0.04 1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Relational Outsider .52 .16 2005.89 1009 2.23 1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Relational Defender -.11 -.44 2006.92 1009 1.2 1 ns 
  Overt Outsider – Relational Victim .06 .14 2006.13 1009 1.99 1 ns 
  Overt Defender – Overt Victim .20 .21 2008.12 1009 0.00 1 ns 
  Overt Defender – Relational Aggressor .05 -.11 2007.45 1009 0.68 1 ns 
  Overt Defender – Relational Assistant .07 .14 2006.96 1009 1.16 1 ns 
  Overt Defender – Relational Reinforcer .59 .34 2007.82 1009 0.03 1 ns 
  Overt Defender – Relational Outsider .46 .04 2006.03 1009 2.09 1 ns 
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  Overt Defender – Relational Defender .95 .94 2008.11 1009 0.01 1 ns 
  Overt Defender – Relational Victim .26 .29 2007.15 1009 0.97 1 ns 
  Overt Victim – Relational Aggressor .42 .30 2008.06 1009 0.06 1 ns 
  Overt Victim – Relational Assistant .32 .22 2008.12 1009 0.0 1 ns 
  Overt Victim – Relational Reinforcer .32 .25 2008.12 1009 0.0 1 ns 
  Overt Victim – Relational Outsider .21 .24 2007.86 1009 0.26 1 ns 
  Overt Victim – Relational Defender .13 .20 2008.08 1009 0.04 1 ns 
  Overt Victim – Relational Victim .87 .98 2004.36 1009 3.76 1 ns 
  Relational Aggressor – Relational Assistant 1.07 1.06 2008.04 1009 0.08 1 ns 
  Relational Aggressor – Relational Reinforcer .47 .36 2008.11 1009 0.01 1 ns 
  Relational Aggressor – Relational Outsider .36 .14 2007.59 1009 0.53 1 ns 
  Relational Aggressor – Relational Defender .10 -.15 2008.11 1009 0.01 1 ns 
  Relational Aggressor – Relational Victim .53 .48 2008.09 1009 0.03 1 ns 
  Relational Assistant – Relational Reinforcer .60 .33 2000.66 1009 7.46 1 <.01 
  Relational Assistant – Relational Outsider .28 .05 2008.02 1009 0.10 1 ns 
  Relational Assistant – Relational Defender .12 -.21 2007.41 1009 0.71 1 ns 
  Relational Assistant – Relational Victim .41 .38 2008.06 1009 0.06 1 ns 
  Relational Reinforcer – Relational Outsider .43 -.20 2003.82 1009 4.30 1 <.05 
  Relational Reinforcer – Relational Defender .70 .32 2004.49 1009 3.63 1 <.01 
  Relational Reinforcer – Relational Victim .42 .33 2007.99 1009 0.13 1 ns 
  Relational Outsider – Relational Defender .45 .06 2007.71 1009 0.41 1 ns 
  Relational Outsider – Relational Victim .19 .12 2007.76 1009 0.36  1 ns 
  Relational Defender – Relational Victim .19 .32 2004.85 1009 3.27 1 ns 
        
Intercept Invariance --- --- 1954.18 966 --- --- <.001 
Equality of Means M M 2029.06 978 74.88 12 <.001 
  Overt Aggressor 0 0.17 2026.37 977 2.69 1 ns 
  Overt Assistant 0 0.02 2029.01 977 0.05 1 ns 
  Overt Reinforcer 0 0.38 2019.22 977 9.78 1 <.01 
  Overt Outsider 0 0.40 2017.93 977 11.13 1 <.001 
  Overt Defender 0 -0.04 2028.79 977 0.27 1 ns 
  Overt Victim 0 -0.04 2028.74 977 0.32 1 ns 
  Relational Aggressor 0 -0.21 2024.67 977 4.39 1 <.05 
  Relational Assistant 0 -0.02 2029.03 977 0.03 1 ns 



142 
 

  Relational Reinforcer 0 0.12 2028.01 977 1.05 1 ns 
  Relational Outsider 0 -0.46 2020.34 977 8.72 1 <.01 
  Relational Defender 0 0.10 2027.25 977 1.81 1 ns 
  Relational Victim 0 -0.12 2026.57 977 2.49 1 ns 
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Table 12  

Latent Correlations Grades 6 and 8 

      1       2       3      4      5      6       7      8    9   10   11   12 

 
1. Overt Aggressor 

 
— 

   
  .88 

     
   .75 

   
  .43 

  
-.14** 

   
  .36 

  
   .76*** 

  
  .70 

 
.19 

   
  .06 

 
-.26 

   
  .30 

2. Overt Assistant   .94 —    .84   .47 -.24   .24   .87   .89 .20   .13 -.22   .26 

3. Overt Reinforcer   .74   .75 —   .57 -.33***   .15   .69   .76 .32   .01 ns -.34***   .17 

4. Overt Outsider   .17   .16   .37 — -.39   .19   .47   .47  .30   .16  -.44   .14 

5. Overt Defender  -.07ns   .05  -.09 ns  -.18 —   .21  -.11  -.14 .34   .04   .94   .29 

6. Overt Victim   .40   .39   .15   .04   .20 —   .30   .22 .25   .24   .20   .98 

7. Relational Aggressor   .91***   .94   .56   .22   .05   .42 — 1.0  .36   .14 -.15   .48 

8. Relational Assistant   .84 1.0   .64   .31   .07   .32 1.0 — .33***   .05 -.21   .38 

9. Relational Reinforcer   .25   .30   .10   .27   .59   .32   .47   .60*** — -.20*  .32***   .33 

10. Relational Outsider   .13   .25   .41***   .52   .46   .21   .36   .28  .43** —   .06   .12 

11. Relational Defender  -.03   .11  -.19ns  -.12   .95   .13   .10   .12  .70***   .45 —   .32 

12. Relational Victim   .23   .33   .01   .06   .26   .87   .53   .41  .42   .19   .19 — 

 
   Note. Latent correlations for 6th grade (n = 150) are below the diagonal, and latent correlations for 8th grade  (n =250) are above the diagonal. 
   Bolded values and significance levels are noted for those latent correlations that were significantly different across gender. 
  *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  



144 
 

Table 13 

Latent Correlations of Overt Aggression Participant Roles with Sociometric Status and Depressive Symptoms 

 

    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9   10 

1. Overt Aggressor 1.0          

2. Overt Assistant   .89*** 1.0         

3. Overt Reinforcer   .74***   .84*** 1.0        

4. Overt Outsider   .34***   .42***   .48*** 1.0       

5. Overt Defender  -.17**  -.20**  -.28***  -.41*** 1.0      

6. Overt Victim   .25***   .18**   .08   .07   .21** 1.0     

7. CESD   .28***   .24***   .18**   .07   .11*   .49*** 1.0    

8. Perceived Peer 

     Acceptance 

  .11*   .11*   .17**   .17**   .02  -.14**  -.05 1.0   

9. Peer Acceptance   .06   .09   .14**   .17**   .00  -.15**  -.07   .85** 1.0  

10. Peer Rejection   .13*   .05   .06   .12*  -.03   .25**   .09   .08 -.16** 1.0 

 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 14 

Latent Correlations of Relational Aggression Participant Roles with Sociometric Status and Depressive Symptoms 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Relational 

Aggressor 

1.0          

2. Relational 

Assistant 

1.0 1.0         

3. Relational 

Reinforcer 

  .34***   .41*** 1.0        

4. Relational 

Outsider 

  .14**   .02  -.06 1.0       

5. Relational 

Defender 

 -.15*  -.19**   .37***   .20** 1.0      

6. Relational Victim   .34***   .27***   .29***   .18**   .26*** 1.0     

7. CESD   .29***   .24***   .27***  -.01   .14**   .56*** 1.0    

8. Perceived Peer 

    Acceptance 

  .03   .08   .12*  -.03   .02  -.13**  -.05 1.0   

9. Peer Acceptance  -.02   .05   .08  -.05   .03  -.15**  -.07   .85** 1.0  

10. Peer Rejection   .20**   .09   .16**   .03  -.06   .23**   .09   .08 -.16** 1.0 

 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 


