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ABSTRACT 
 
 

RELATIONAL AGGRESSION AND FRIENDSHIP QUALITY IN LATE 
ADOLESCENCE  

 
 
 

Carol-Anne Hendry        Advisor: 
University of Guelph, 2012      Professor Karl Hennig 
 
 
The main objective of the present research was to contribute to the literature by examining 

relational aggression and friendship quality in a late adolescent sample. Specifically, these two 

studies sought to determine whether relationally aggressive behaviour is associated with both 

costs and benefits with respect to friendship quality for an older sample of adolescents. In the 

first study, a total of 1600 university students (74.7% female) responded to an online survey 

assessing their perceived friendship quality (comprised of positive and negative features) and 

their level of self-disclosure (i.e., intimacy) with a close same-sex friend. In addition, each 

participant rated their experience and use of relational aggression, in general (i.e., relational 

perpetration), within the friendship (i.e., relational victimization), and directed towards others 

outside of the friendship (i.e., dyadic aggression). Results indicated that both relational 

perpetration and relational victimization were predictive of negative outcomes for the friendship. 

A unique pattern for dyadic aggression was demonstrated in that it was associated with positive 

outcomes for the friendship. Self-disclosure moderated the relation between relational aggression 

variables and friendship features. The second study sought to investigate and identify 

associations between the same relational aggression variables, friendship quality, self-disclosure, 

and an additional measure of satisfaction in the close same sex friendships of 242 older female 

adolescents using a dyadic approach to account for interdependence in friendships. In contrast to 



 
 

Study 1, the results of the second study highlighted more costs than benefits when relational 

aggression is used within the friendship context. Specifically, for 121 female friendship dyads, 

the three forms of relational aggression were typically associated with poor outcomes for 

friendship quality. Analysis of similarities between friends demonstrated that dissimilar ratings 

of relational aggression resulted in better outcomes for the friendship. Dyads who reported 

greater similarities in self-disclosure were more satisfied, yet also rated their friendships as 

higher in negative features. These findings partially support conceptions of relational aggression 

as having both adaptive and maladaptive functions at the relational level for older adolescents 

and point to the importance of addressing issues of interdependence within friendships. 
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Relational Aggression and Friendship Quality in Late Adolescence 

For what do we live, but to make sport for our neighbours, and laugh at them in our turn? 
Jane Austen (1775 - 1817) 

 
"I just killed my best friend...and my worst enemy."  

"What's the difference?"  
Heathers (1989) 

 
"A friend in power is a friend lost"  

Henry Adams (1802-1872) 
 

 Relational aggression most often refers to harm inflicted on a target through damage to, or 

the manipulation of, the target’s social relationships (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). Examples of 

relational aggression include ignoring a person, excluding them from social interactions, 

threatening to withdraw friendships (e.g., “I won’t be your friend anymore”), gossiping, and 

rumour spreading.  A growing body of research indicates that although relational aggression is 

almost exclusively associated with poor social and psychological outcomes for victims (Crick & 

Bigbee, 1998), perpetrators of relational aggression may experience both costs and benefits 

within their social relationships (See Heilbron & Prinstein, 2008 for a review). For example, in 

their seminal study of relational aggression and friendship quality, Grotpeter and Crick (1996) 

determined that even though relational aggression was associated with jealousy in the friendships 

of 12 year old children, it was also associated with increased intimacy. Furthermore, the 

friendships of the relationally aggressive children did not differ significantly in terms of overall 

quality from the friendships of non-aggressive children.  

 Since that time, researchers investigating the effect of relational aggression on friendship 

quality have hypothesized that understanding the context of the aggressive behaviour is pivotal 

to interpreting the conflicting evidence in this area (Banny, Heilbron, Ames & Prinstein, 2011). 

For example, research has shown that when relational aggression is enacted by two friends 
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towards a third party there may be positive outcomes for the friendship (Xie, Swift, Cairns & 

Cairns, 2002) whereas being relationally victimized by peers has negative psychosocial 

implications (Crick, Casas, & Nelson, 2002). Thus, identifying the context of relational 

aggression (i.e., who is doing what to whom) will likely facilitate greater understanding of what 

has been coined “the double edged sword” of relational aggression (Cillessen, Jiang, West, & 

Laszkowski, 2005).  

 Complicating possible interpretations of the incongruous findings surrounding friendship 

quality and relational aggression is the dearth of studies that investigate the correlates and 

consequences of relational aggression for older adolescents. In fact, to the best of my knowledge, 

no research to date has examined relational aggression and friendship quality with an older 

adolescent population. Given the continued importance of friendships throughout the lifespan 

and the continued prevalence of relationally aggressive behaviours in young adulthood (see 

Werner & Crick, 1999), the current studies can make an important contribution to understanding 

the relational implications of this type of aggressive behaviour. Accordingly, the present studies 

address the gaps in the literature by exploring positive and negative outcomes associated with 

enacting and being the recipient of relationally aggressive behaviour within the context of dyadic 

friendships with an older adolescent sample.  

Conceptualizing Relational Aggression 

It is important to note within the current relational aggression literature there exist two 

other constructs that are defined very similarly, notably social aggression and indirect 

aggression. All three aggression constructs (i.e., relational aggression, social aggression and 

indirect aggression) have overlapping characteristics and are not considered mutually exclusive 

(Card, Stucky, Sawalani, & Little, 2008; Heilbron & Prinstein, 2008; Underwood, 2003b; 
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Vaillancourt, 2005; Young, Boye, & Nelson, 2006). The main differences between these 

constructs lie in the degree to which these behaviours are overt or covert, direct, or indirect 

(Underwood, 2003b; Xie, et al., 2002). Consequently, each construct describes slightly different 

forms of aggressive behaviour.  

Notwithstanding these discrepancies, prominent researchers within the field have 

appealed for a consistent use of operational terms in order to facilitate collaborative research in 

this area of aggression (Archer & Coyne, 2005; Underwood, 2003b; Vaillancourt, 2005; 

Vaillancourt, Brendgen, Boivin, & Tremblay, 2003; Young, et al., 2006). For the purpose of this 

research, and in an effort to promote parsimony, aggressive behaviours, which are enacted to 

damage, manipulate or harm another person’s social status or social relationships, whether by 

indirect or direct means, will be categorized under the heading relational aggression. However, 

despite this designation, the current research seeks to incorporate the wider range of definitional 

conceptualizations of previous pioneers in the field and the research of those who label the 

construct by other terms. Nonetheless, there will be some emphasis in this research on the direct 

or indirect use of manipulation in peer relationships to inflict harm (e.g., Grotpeter & Crick, 

1996).  

Relational aggression differs significantly from physical aggression in many important 

ways (Underwood, 2003b). Specific to this research, whereas physical aggression is rarely 

directed towards close friends, relational aggression is typically directed within, as well as 

outside, of dyadic friendships (Grotpeter & Crick, 1996).   Given these findings, and for the 

purpose of this research, relational aggression is conceptualized as being a composite of three 

different characteristics or forms. First, those on the receiving end of relational aggression can be 

described as individuals experiencing relational victimization (Crick, Casas & Nelson, 2002). 



4 
  

Relational victimization can occur at the hands of unknown peers, peers within the wider social 

network and those who are considered friends or best friends.  Second, those who use relational 

aggression against others can be described as enacting relational perpetration. As with relational 

victimization, perpetrators direct relational aggression towards those within the social network. It 

is important to note that the effective use of relational aggression is enhanced by social centrality 

in the peer network. That is, the more social connections an individual has, the more effectively 

he or she is able to use relational aggression within their peer group (Xie, et al., 2002). Here 

again, relational aggression can be contrasted with physical aggression, which does not 

necessitate social network centrality or relationships to be effectively employed. When being 

physically aggressive, an individual must only have physical access to their target in order to 

inflict damage. In contrast, many behaviours that are considered relationally aggressive are 

indirect and require peer involvement (e.g., gossip, social exclusion) to be enacted.  Finally, 

friends who use relational aggression together against third parties outside of the friendship can 

be described as participating in dyadic aggression. Again, in contrast with physical aggression, 

relational aggression is often enacted by two friends in relation to a third friend or peer. Given 

the recent emphasis on understanding relational aggression in context (Banny, et al., 2011), this 

research makes a unique contribution to the literature by examining outcomes related to the 

differing forms inherent in the use and experience of relational aggression. 

One of the more controversial aspects of relational aggression research concerns the 

existence of gender differences in the rates of relational aggression (Richardson, 2005; Rose & 

Rudolph, 2006, Rys & Bear, 1997; Underwood, 2003b). From its earliest conception, the 

suggestion has been that relational aggression occurs mainly within the context of female 

relationships (i.e., in a girl’s world), or at the very least, is less evident within boys’ interactions 
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(Underwood, 2003b, Underwood, 2009). Despite this assumption, there is solid evidence that 

boys do engage in relational forms of aggression, and do so at rates that are similar to girls’ 

(Young, et al., 2006; Underwood & Buhrmester, 2007). In a meta-analysis of the literature, Card, 

et al, (2008) found very few significant gender differences in the perpetration of relational 

aggression across age and ethnicity. Their results highlighted that both relational and overt 

aggression were enacted by males, whereas females were more likely to enact relational 

aggression, rather than overt aggression.  

 Notwithstanding the continuing debate surrounding gender differences in the rates of 

relational aggression, there is some consensus that differences exist in the understanding and 

experience of relational aggression for boys and girls (Crick & Zahn-Waxler, 2003).  

Specifically, girls seem to be more aware of relational aggression and agree more often about 

who is relationally aggressive within their classrooms (Card, Hodges, Little, & Hawley, 2005). 

Girls also rate relational aggression as more serious and more harmful than boys and believe 

relational aggression to be more damaging to their relationships (Crick, et al., 2002, Galen & 

Underwood, 1997; Goldstein & Tisak, 2004; Murray-Close, Crick, & Galotti, 2006; Salmivalli, 

Kaukiainen, & Lagerspetz, 2000). Finally, girls report feeling worse after relational 

victimization, find relationally aggressive conflict more distressing, and associate a greater 

number of negative consequences with relational aggression (Crick, et al., 2002, Crick, 

Grotpeter, & Bigbee, 2002; Goldstein & Tisak, 2004). Accordingly, boys appear to tolerate 

relational aggression better than girls (Salmivalli, et al., 2000). To summarize, although rates of 

relational aggression may be similar across gender, evidence suggests that gender moderates the 

associations with psychosocial variables, such that females report more social-emotional 

challenges associated with the use and receipt of relational aggression than males (Crick, et al., 
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2002; Sandstrom & Cillessen, 2010; Werner & Crick, 1999).  

Costs and Benefits of Relational Aggression 

 Aggressive behaviour in children and adolescents has long been linked with negative social 

and emotional consequences for both the perpetrator and the victim (e.g., peer rejection, 

internalizing and externalizing disorders) (see Underwood, 2003b for review). Accordingly, 

there is strong consensus when it comes to the consequences for the victims of relational 

aggression. For many decades, the research literature has been clear that being on the receiving 

end of aggressive behaviours is associated with a host of negative social and psychological 

outcomes (see Hawker & Boulton, 2000, for review). Victims of relational aggression are at an 

increased risk for significant emotional difficulties and relational concerns (Crick & Grotpeter, 

1996; Crick & Nelson, 2002; Woods, Done & Kalsi, 2009). Across numerous studies, reports of 

relational victimization add unique variance to difficulties such as depression, social anxiety, 

loneliness and aggression, even after controlling for levels of overt victimization in both 

elementary and high school students (e.g., Crick & Grotpeter, 1996; Prinstein, Boergers, & 

Vernberg, 2001; Rudolph, Troop-Gordon, & Flynn, 2009; Rudoph, Troop-Gordon, Hessel & 

Schmidt, 2011; van der Wal, de Wit, & Hirasing, 2003). The negative effects of victimization are 

also seen at the relational level. Although victims of relational aggression do not appear to lack 

friends, their close friendships are marked by more conflict (Champion, Vernberg & Shipman, 

2003). Victims of relational aggression also report lower levels of friendship quality with close 

friends (Woods, et al., 2009) and have more trouble forming new friendships (Ellis & Zabartany, 

2007).  

 Partly based on this extensive literature, the use of (as opposed to the receipt of) relational 

aggression within peer networks was initially predicted to lead to the same poor quality peer 
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relationships, emotional maladjustment and diminished social status for the perpetrators (Crick & 

Grotpeter, 1995; Grotpeter & Crick, 1996; Kawabata, Crick & Hamaguchi, 2010). These 

assumptions were partly borne out by research that has shown associations between relational 

aggression and maladjustment (Crick, 1996, Murray-Close, Ostrov & Crick, 2007; Soenens, 

Vansteenkiste, Goossens, Duriez, & Niemiec, 2008; Underwood, 2003b). Across a number of 

studies the use of relational aggression has been linked to decreases in social preference and peer 

rejection for younger age groups (see Heilbron & Prinstein, 2008 for a review). In early 

adolescence, many of the costs associated with using relational aggression are related to 

psychosocial adjustment (e.g. internalizing disorders or loneliness) (Soenens, et al., 2008; 

Underwood, 2003b).  

However, evidence has mounted that not all relationally aggressive children and adolescents 

are at risk for such serious social and personal deficits (for examples, see Hawley, Little, & Card, 

2007; Heilbron & Prinstein, 2008; Rodkin, Farmer, Pearl, & Van Acker, 2000; Underwood, 

2003a). In fact, the use of relational aggression during both childhood and early adolescence has 

also been associated with a host of positive outcomes such as popularity, power within the peer 

group, teacher approval, and higher grades (Rodkin, et al., 2000; Salmivalli, Kaukiainen, & 

Lagerspetz, 2000; Vaillancourt, Hymel, & McDougall, 2003). Specifically, relationally 

aggressive adolescents have been found to be considered powerful by their peers and are 

believed to possess positive characteristics (e.g., good looks, sense of humour, etc.) that 

encourage compliance from others and acceptance within their peer networks (Rose, Swenson, & 

Carlson, 2004; Vaillancourt & Hymel, 2004; Vaillancourt & Hymel, 2006; Vaillancourt, et al., 

2003; Vaillancourt, Miller, Fagbemi, Cote, & Tremblay, 2007; Xie, et al., 2002). Even those 

identified as bullies by teachers and peers have been found to be well integrated in their social 
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networks and report high self-concept (see Vaillancourt, et al., 2003). Further, the use of 

relational aggression, rather than physical aggression, has been linked with increased social 

intelligence and higher levels of executive functioning and academic achievement (Kaukiainen et 

al., 1999; Ostrov, 2006; Rose, Swenson, & Carlson, 2004; Vaillancourt, et al., 2007; Yoon, 

Barton, & Taiariol, 2004).  

 Thus, contrary to earlier notions that the use of relational aggression primarily evoked 

social rejection and signaled poor interpersonal relationships; it appears that associative benefits 

of relational aggression exist and its use, once these benefits have been conferred, may help 

maintain social status and power in peer interactions (Prinstein & Cillessen, 2003; Sandstrom & 

Cillessen, 2010). Supporting this notion, one study found that youth who were rated as popular 

by their peers and were aware of their popularity, were more relationally aggressive than popular 

youth who were not aware of their status (Mayeux & Cillessen, 2006). Based on these and 

similar results (for example see Hawley, et al., 2007; or see Heilbron & Prinstein, 2008; for 

review), it has been theorized that relational aggression may be an effective means of both 

obtaining and maintaining power and status within social relationships (Adler & Adler, 1995; 

Mayeux & Cillessen, 2006; Merten, 1997, Merten, 2004; Prinstein & Cillessen, 2003).  

 Clearly, there is evidence that within the boundaries of childhood and early adolescence, 

relational aggression may be a double edged sword, conferring benefits and costs for those who 

enact it (see Cillessen et al., 2005). However, as noted previously, there is a dearth of studies that 

investigate the correlates and consequences of relational aggression for older adolescents and 

college aged samples. Individual level findings suggest that relational aggression in older 

adolescent populations is associated with poor psychosocial adjustment and psychopathology 

(for examples see Lento-Zwolinski, 2007; Ostrov, Hart, Kamper & Godleski, 2011; Sandstrom & 
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Cillessen, 2010; Werner & Crick, 1999). For instance, college students who were more 

relationally aggressive than their peers also had greater fears about negative evaluation from 

their peers (Loudin, Loukas, & Robinson, 2003). Similarly, another study found that popularity 

and the use of relational aggression predicted more workplace victimization for females and 

more mental health symptoms (Sandstrom & Cillessen, 2010). Likewise, in an emerging adult 

sample, relational aggression was uniquely associated with all measures of anxiety and relational 

victimization was uniquely associated with somatic and cognitive anxiety (Gros, Stuaffacher-

Gros & Simms, 2010). However, as noted by Heilbron and Prinstein (2008) the lack of evidence 

to support the existence of associative benefits for relational aggression in older adolescent and 

young adult populations may have much more to do with “a failure to assess for such features” 

than their lack of existence (Heilbron & Prinstein, 2008, p. 210).  

 Owing to the scarcity of research with older adolescent samples, it is unclear if any 

positive associations persist for those who continue to use relational aggression in their social 

relationships beyond early adolescence. And despite these few nominal studies, dyadic level 

implications of using relational aggression in older adolescent samples is relatively unexplored. 

Consequently, this study sought to determine whether the use of relational aggression confers the 

same advantages and disadvantages for friendships in late adolescence as it does with younger 

samples.  

Friendship Quality and Relational Aggression  

 In his seminal work on relationships throughout the lifespan (1953), Harry Stack Sullivan 

theorized that close, same-sex friendships (which he called chumships), were particularly 

important just prior to the onset of adolescence, around the ages of eight or nine years old 

(Berndt, 2004a). More recently, researchers have determined that dyadic same-sex friendships 
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remain important throughout adolescence, adulthood and well into old age (Hartup & Stevens, 

1999). Moreover, expectations for close friendships appear to change very little from early 

childhood to late adulthood. Although descriptions of friendship features are depicted with more 

detail and distinction as children mature, the expected reciprocity of friendship is consistent 

across the lifespan (Hartup & Stevens, 1997, Hartup & Stevens, 1999) 

 Friendship quality is a multidimensional construct comprised of both positive (e.g., 

validation and caring, companionship and recreation, help and guidance, conflict resolution, 

trust, self-disclosure) and negative features (e.g., conflict and betrayal, jealousy) (see Parker & 

Asher, 1993 for review, also Berndt, 1998). Friendships rated highly on one positive feature 

(e.g., help and guidance) typically have higher ratings for other positive features as well. 

Similarly, friendships rated highly on one negative feature (e.g., conflict) are typically rated 

highly on all negative features (Rubin, Bukowski & Laursen, 2009). Thus, ratings of all positive 

and negative features can be combined into single measures of positive and negative friendship 

quality (Bagwell, 2004; Berndt, & Murphy, 2002; Rubin, et al., 2009). It is important to note that 

positive and negative friendship features can be considered orthogonal. That is, positive features 

are typically only weakly correlated with negative features (Berndt, 1998) and thus, it is possible 

for a friendship to be high in both positive and negative qualities. For this reason it has been 

suggested that the negative and positive features of friendship be examined as separate constructs 

(Berndt, 1998; Berndt & Murphy, 2002; Rubin, et al., 2009). Typically however, friendships are 

thought to be high in quality when they have high levels of positive features and low levels of 

negative features (Berndt, 2002; Schmidt & Bagwell, 2007). Although friendship partners tend to 

agree most in relation to the positive friendship qualities they share (Furman, 1996, Parker & 

Asher, 1993), perceptions of friendship negativity have been shown to be a better marker of 
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relational discord than perceptions of friendship positivity (Burk & Laursen, 2005).  

 That relational aggression may confer both positive benefits and negative consequences 

for perpetrators has raised questions regarding the impact of relational aggression on the quality 

of close friendships. Yet there have been relatively few studies that examine how relational 

aggression is related to friendship quality for close same-sex friends (see Heilbron & Prinstein, 

2008). As noted, Grotpeter and Crick (1996) first investigated the friendships of school aged 

children in junior grades and found that both boys and girls nominated by teachers and peers as 

highly relationally aggressive had friendships characterized by more intimacy and exclusivity 

than other non-aggressive friendship pairs. Additionally, they discovered that close friendships 

did not buffer the use of relational aggression within these dyads; rather relational aggression 

was used both within the friendship and by the friendship dyad towards others (Grotpeter & 

Crick, 1996).   

The results of this seminal study and similar investigations have underscored several 

important characteristics of the friendships of relationally aggressive individuals. First, same-sex 

close friendships are possible for those who perpetrate relational aggression. In fact, it has been 

suggested that by its very nature, relational aggression requires that perpetrators have friends (for 

review see Heilbron & Prinstein, 2008; also see Rys & Bear, 1997). In an investigation of 

aggression and social outcomes, whereas physical aggression had a negative association with 

reciprocal friendships, being relationally aggressive was not significantly associated with having 

reciprocal friendships (Rys & Bear, 1997). Thus, rather than being marginalized, many 

relationally aggressive children and adolescents have been shown to have close friends and their 

aggressive characteristics do not appear to exclude them from having mutual, reciprocated, 

same-sex friendships (for review see Heilbron & Prinstein, 2008; also Bagwell, 2004).  
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 Second, the friendships of relationally aggressive individuals are not all that different 

from the friendships of non-aggressive dyads. As Grotpeter and Crick (1996) found, both 

aggressive and non-aggressive dyads were characterized by positive and negative friendship 

features. Yet, evidence surrounding the quality of relationally aggressive friendships is often 

contradictory.  For example, an investigation with preschoolers found that the extent to which 

children engaged in relational aggression towards others was positively related to teacher reports 

of exclusivity (i.e., a negative feature) between friendship dyads (Sebanc, 2003).  Along the 

same lines, elementary school children who perceived their friendships as relationally aggressive 

rated their friendships as lower in positive qualities and higher in conflict (Rose, Swenson, & 

Waller, 2004).  Yet conversely, other studies have found that girls in relationally victimizing 

friendships described their friendships as high in both positive and negative friendship qualities 

(Daniels, Quigley, Menard & Spence, 2010) and popular adolescents who were identified as 

relationally aggressive report fewer conflicts within their friendships than non-relationally 

aggressive youth (Rose, et al., 2004). Other work has shown that for young girls, increased 

intimacy between friends is associated with relational aggression in their friendships (Murray-

Close, et al., 2007). 

Thus, it appears that similar to other correlates, enacting relational aggression may have 

both associative costs and benefits for friendships quality. Illustrating this point, one study found 

that youths who used both coercive (e.g. i.e. deception or threats) and prosocial strategies (i.e., 

cooperative strategies) in their friendships had the highest ratings of intimacy, fun, and conflict 

compared to those who used only prosocial or only coercive strategies (Hawley, et al., 2007). In 

addition, these bistrategic individuals were reported to use the highest levels of relational 

aggression within their friendships. Overall, the use of relational aggression within the 
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friendships of children and adolescents appears to influence ratings related to specific friendship 

qualities such as intimacy, exclusivity, and conflict, but does not appear to affect other friendship 

qualities (i.e., recreation and companionship).  

 A third noteworthy characteristic of relationally aggressive friendships is that those who 

are relationally aggressive typically victimize even their closest friends (see Hawley, et al, 2007; 

Richardson & Green, 2003). In a study of junior elementary students, mutual friendships did not 

protect against friend-perpetrated relational aggression. Instead, they found that for a subset of 

their sample, relational victimization occurred primarily within their best friendships (Daniels, et 

al., 2010). In fact, the literature shows that the friendships of relationally aggressive children are 

often entwined in that they are likely to experience relational aggression both as perpetrators and 

victims within the same friendship (Kawabata, Crick, & Hamaguchi, 2010).  

Finally, research has shown that when two friends enact relational aggression against a 

third party, their friendship appears to be strengthened. It has been hypothesized that the positive 

friendship qualities associated with relationally aggressive friendships are a result of dyadic 

aggression (Banny, et al., 2011; Cillessen, et al., 2005). That is, evidence indicates that when 

friends collaborate to use relational aggression against a third party; they increase their level of 

friendship cohesiveness (for example, see Werner & Crick, 2004). In light of the associative 

benefits of aggressive friendships reviewed previously, it is not difficult to conceive that 

relationally aggressive behaviour may sometimes be advantageous in forging and maintaining 

dyadic friendships, particularly for adolescents. Because the use of relationally aggressive 

strategies is enhanced by social centrality in a peer network, the more close social connections an 

adolescent has, the more effectively they are able to use relational aggression within their peer 

group (Xie, et al., 2002). Due to the social nature of this form of aggressive behaviour, 
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relationally aggressive individuals often need assistance to aggress against others. Consequently, 

because relational aggression requires close relationships in order to effectively target others, it 

may actually strengthen the social bonds of a friendship. This is exemplified in a study which 

found that girls who were well liked gossiped more about other peers with their friends and 

engaged in more evaluative gossip than girls who were considered rejected by peers (McDonald, 

Putallaz, Grimes, Kupersmidt & Coie, 2007).  

Overall, being identified as relationally aggressive does not seem to consistently predict 

poorer quality dyadic friendships or less intimacy between friends (Cillessen et al., 2005; 

Grotpeter & Crick, 1996). On the contrary, it has been suggested that relational aggression may 

facilitate friendship by helping to forge alliances, foster intimacy, and increase social network 

centrality. However, as noted, much of the research literature that has explored relational 

aggression and friendship quality has focussed on the associative costs at the individual and 

dyadic level (Banny, et al., 2011). The current research seeks to contribute to a more balanced 

characterization of relational aggression and to examine if the associative costs and benefits are 

maintained for an older sample of adolescents.  

Intimacy and Relational Aggression 

In his description of chumships, Sullivan (1953) suggested that intimacy was an essential 

feature of same-sex dyadic friendships. Although Sullivan defined intimacy broadly as closeness 

between two people based on validation and self worth (Berndt, 2004a), current researchers use a 

much more specific conceptualization for intimacy. Within the literature there is general 

consensus that intimacy is a complex construct that develops, in part, through the disclosure of 

personal information between two individuals (Parker & Gottman, 1989; Reis & Shaver, 1988). 

From this perspective, intimacy between friends is facilitated when the disclosure of personal 
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details is met with receptive and responsive listening (Radmacher & Azmitia, 2006).  Thus, 

intimacy is thought to develop between friends with the disclosure of personal information by 

one or both individuals in a friendship dyad (Buote, et al., 2007; Gore, Cross, & Morris, 2006). 

Consequently, higher levels of self-disclosure correspond with higher levels of intimacy. 

Even though intimacy is often considered a hallmark of overall friendship quality, it is a 

construct that does not fit neatly into conceptualizations of either positive or negative friendship 

features. For example, intimacy, defined as self-disclosure, has been linked with both emotional 

closeness (Berndt, 2004b, Radmacher & Azmitia, 2006) as well as depression (Rubin, et al., 

2009). Highlighting its uniqueness, previous research has shown that although ratings of 

intimacy increased significantly between childhood and adolescence,  ratings of other friendship 

features did not (see Rubin, et al., 2009). Accordingly, some have argued that measuring 

intimacy as a distinct construct is an important extension of past research given the debate on 

both its negative and positive associations (Ostrov, et al., 2011; Swenson & Rose, 2009). 

Given that the friendships of relationally aggressive individuals appear to be 

characterized by increased intimacy (see Grotpeter & Crick, 1996), it has been suggested that 

high levels of self-disclosure may facilitate opportunities for relational aggression to be enacted 

(see Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist & Peltonen, 1988; also Murray-Close, et al., 2007). Self-disclosure 

has been postulated as the means by which relationally aggressive children gather “secrets” from 

their friends which are then used to manipulate the friendship (Grotpeter & Crick, 1996). If this 

is the case, high levels of self-disclosure may serve as both a risk and a protective factor when 

looking at associations between friendship quality and relational aggression. Friendships which 

are characterized by the use of relational aggression may be perceived as closer and more 

intimate due to the strengthened coalition when joining together against an outside party. 
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However, closeness may be impacted negatively by relational victimization within friendships in 

which case ratings of intimacy may actually be lower than other friendship features (Cillessen, et 

al., 2005). A goal of the present study was to investigate the role of intimacy (operationally 

defined as self-disclosure) when considered as a distinct construct separate from either positive 

or negative friendship features. .  

Relational Aggression across Development 

 Although there is evidence that relational aggression can be observed in very young 

children (Ostrov, Woods, Jansen, Cases & Crick, 2004), it has been suggested that most children 

are unable to successfully employ the more subtle and manipulative aggressive strategies which 

are characteristic of relational aggression until they are beyond the preschool years (Osterman, et 

al., 1994; Vaillancourt, et al., 2003; Vaillancourt, et al., 2007). The increasing use of relational 

aggression from early to middle childhood is believed to be related to the development of more 

mature cognitive and social skills (Underwood, 2003; Vaillancourt, et al., 2003; Vaillancourt & 

Hymel, 2004).  

 The ability to successfully employ more subtle forms of aggression appears to correspond 

with higher rates of relational aggression among elementary school children, as compared to 

preschool aged children (Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Kaukiainen, 2000) and yet, debate surrounds 

rates of relational aggression in later adolescence (see Murray-Close, et al., 2007). Although 

some have suggested that the use of relational aggression declines with age as adolescents 

develop more sophisticated problem solving strategies (Pellegrini & Long, 2003), other studies 

(i.e., Galen & Underwood, 1997) have shown that the frequency of relational aggression 

increases in high school samples relative to middle and elementary school samples, and that 

rather than declining, girls’ use of relational aggression was stable across high school grades 
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(Mayeux & Cillessen, 2006)   

 Correspondingly, despite the noted dearth of post-secondary investigation, there are clues 

that relational aggression does not disappear at the end of high school. Research with emerging 

adults indicates that this form of aggression is evident among college aged samples (Lento-

Zwolinski, 2007; Werner & Crick, 1999, Zwolinski, 2008). For example, in a recent study of 

relational aggression in emerging adulthood, women who reported being relationally victimized 

within their friendships were also found to perpetrate relational aggression (Ostrov, et al., 2011). 

The Current Research 

 As noted, exploration of the impact of relational aggression on psychosocial variables in 

late adolescence has been limited and the frequency and effect of the perpetration of relational 

aggression for older adolescents is unclear. Because the majority of the literature surrounding 

relational aggression has focused exclusively on childhood and early adolescence (Gros, et al., 

2010), research exploring the use of relational aggression in post-secondary samples is essential 

to provide a greater understanding of the use of this form of aggression across development. 

Shedding more light on the associations between relational aggression and friendship quality in 

later adolescence may have important implications for both theory and practice.  First, as 

suggested (see Heilbron & Prinstein, 2008), research on dyadic level correlates of relational 

aggression will expand on a scant literature, as well as facilitate greater understanding regarding 

the factors that may sustain and support aggressive behaviours in older adolescent populations. 

Second, if it is true that that relational aggression is associated with both costs and benefits at the 

dyadic level, then interventions which ignore the benefits inherent in perpetrating relational 

aggression may fail to address the context which maintains these behaviours (see Vaillancourt, et 

al., 2003). The following investigation sought to contribute more information to the literature for 
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the development of effective interventions aimed at reducing the impact of relational 

victimization in adolescence.  

 This research examined relational aggression and friendship quality in a late adolescent 

sample. Specifically, these studies attempted to determine whether relationally aggressive 

behaviour was associated with both costs and benefits with respect to friendship quality for an 

older sample of adolescents.  

Study 1 Overview and Summary of Hypotheses 

  The first study was designed to investigate and identify associations between friendship 

quality, self-disclosure and relational aggression in the close friendships of older adolescents.  

 1. Given that there is evidence that relational aggression is used both within friendships 

and by friends against others in childhood and early adolescence (Daniels, et al, 2010; Grotpeter 

& Crick, 1996), it was expected that all three forms of relational aggression (i.e., relational 

perpetration, relational victimization, and dyadic aggression) would be significantly related in 

this late adolescent sample.   

 2. There is evidence that both positive and negative friendship features are increased in 

the presence of relational victimization for children and early adolescents (Daniels, et al., 2010). 

Thus, it was hypothesized that relational perpetration and relational victimization would be 

associated with higher levels of positive friendship features and higher levels of negative 

friendship features. Although there has been limited research regarding dyadic aggression and 

friendship quality, it is expected, given the benefits that are thought be conferred by joining 

forces against a third party, that higher levels of positive friendships features would be associated 

with higher ratings of dyadic aggression.    

 3. It has been fairly well established that the use of relational aggression within 
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friendships and by friendship pairs is linked to higher ratings of intimacy, often defined as self-

disclosure (see Grotpeter & Crick, 1996; Werner & Crick, 2004). Given these findings, it was 

hypothesized that higher ratings of relational aggression (i.e., relational perpetration, relational 

victimization, and dyadic aggression) would be positively associated with ratings of self-

disclosure. 

 4. Furthermore, based on suggestions that intimacy may serve as both a risk and 

protective factor, it was hypothesized that self-disclosure would moderate the associations 

between relational aggression and friendship quality. Specifically, it was hypothesized that the 

link between relational aggression and both positive and negative friendship features would 

depend on levels of self-disclosure.  

Method 

Participants and Procedure 

 For Study 1, participants were male and female Canadian undergraduate students 

recruited from introductory psychology courses at a University in South Western Ontario for 

which they received course credit. A total of 1600 students (74.7% female) participated in this 

study. The sample was primarily composed of first year students (89.4%) with a mean age of 

18.9 (SD=5.2). As part of the mass testing process, participants completed an online 

questionnaire package which included questions pertaining to demographics such as marital 

status, number of children, ethnic origin and intended major in their program of study. It also 

included the two measures specific to this study which are described below. 

Measures 

 Relational aggression. Reflecting the three forms of relational aggression outlined 

previously, three measures of relational aggression were computed. The first form of aggression, 
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relational perpetration, was taken from Little, Jones, Henrich, & Hawley’s (2003) 36-item self-

report measure which includes both overt and relational aggression. For the current study, the 

six-item relational aggression (pure form) was used.  A sample item reads “I’m the kind of 

person who gossips or spreads rumours.” Participants rated how true each item was for them on a 

5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (“never true”) to 5 (“always true”). Scale reliability was .74 

in the current sample. Relational victimization and dyadic aggression were assessed using the 

respective subscales from the Friendship Qualities Measure (Grotpeter & Crick, 1996). Four 

items assessed relational victimization. A sample relational victimization item reads “My friend 

tells other people my personal and private thoughts when he/she is mad at me”. Three items 

assessed dyadic aggression. A sample item reads “When my friend and I are mad at someone, we 

ignore them or don’t speak to them”. Participants rated each item on a 5-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (“not at all true”) to 5 (“always true”). Scale reliabilities for the two measures 

were .59 and .70, respectively. 

 Friendship features. Participants completed 23 items (composing eight subscales) from 

the Friendship Qualities Measure (Grotpeter & Crick, 1996). Questions related to friendship 

features were divided into positive and negative friendship features. The creation of two 

subscales is supported by findings from the extant literature (see Berndt, 2004a) in which a 

composite score has been used to identify positive and negative features of friendships (see Table 

3). Participants were instructed to rate the items “for you and your closest friend (of the same 

sex).” Subscales composing the positive friendship features, along with a sample item, were: 

help & guidance (“My friend does favours for me”), conflict resolution (“It is easy to get over 

arguments with my friend”), validation & caring (“My friend makes me feel important”), and 

companionship & recreation (“My friend and I do fun things when we’re together”). Subscales 
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composing the negative friendship features, along with a sample item, were: desire for 

exclusivity–self (“I feel jealous if I see my friend spending time with another person”) and friend 

(“My friend gets jealous if he/she see me hanging out with another friend”), conflict-self (“I get 

mad at my friend a lot”) and friend (“My friend gets mad at me a lot”).Question wording was 

modified slightly for a late adolescent sample. Participant responses were collected using the 

same Likert scale format described above. Reliability for the negative (11 items) and positive (12 

items) friendship features measure in the current sample was .78 and .85, respectively. 

 Self-disclosure. Self-disclosure was measured using two subscales from the Friendship 

Qualities Measure (Grotpeter & Crick, 1996), intimate exchange scale-self (“I can share my 

personal or private thoughts with my friend”) and friend (“My friend can share his/her personal 

or private thoughts with me”). The two subscales were strongly correlated and were computed 

together as a single measure of self-disclosure within the friendship, r = .66, p < .001. Participant 

responses were collected using the same Likert scale format recorded above. Scale reliability in 

the current sample was .90. 

Study 1 Results 

The purpose of this study was to investigate whether relational aggression was associated 

with both costs and benefits with respect to friendship quality for an older sample of adolescents.  

Preliminary Analyses 

 Descriptive statistics for each of the relational aggression and friendship variables are 

presented in Table 1.  The skewness and kurtosis for each variable was examined, and with the 

exception of relational perpetration, there were no values greater than an absolute value of one, 

suggesting reasonably normal distributions.  Relational perpetration showed values indicating a 

more positive skew of 1.22 (SE = 0.06) and a leptokurtic distribution at 1.88 (SE = 0.12). Thus, 
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square root transformations of this variable were computed.  The subsequent regression analyses 

were conducted using both the nontransformed and transformed scores and this was not found to 

make any significant differences to the overall amount of variance explained or the individual 

regression coefficients.  Thus, for simplicity, only the nontransformed scores are reported. 

Sex differences were examined using an overall 2 (gender) MANOVA across the three 

forms of relational aggression, friendship features, and self-disclosure, F(6,1532) = 36.51, p < 

.001. Follow-up univariate analyses indicated that males scored higher on relational 

victimization and dyadic aggression than did females. No sex differences were found on negative 

friendship features and relational perpetration, however females reported significantly higher 

levels of positive friendship features and self-disclosure (see Table 2). In subsequent analyses 

sex will be used as a covariate. 

Main Analyses 

 In correspondence with the first hypothesis, relational aggression variables were 

examined. As expected, results indicated a significant relationship between all three forms of 

relational aggression (rs between .32 and .50, p < .001) (perpetration, victimization, and dyadic 

aggression; see Table 2). 

 Next, associations between relational aggression variables and friendship features were 

examined. As indicated in Table 2, excluding dyadic aggression, relational perpetration and 

victimization were significantly associated with higher levels of negative friendship features (rs 

between .28 and .53, p < .001) and contrary to expectations, lower levels  of positive friendship 

features (rs between -.12 and -.40, p < .001). Dyadic aggression was associated with higher 

levels of negative friendship features only. To evaluate the degree to which relational aggression 

would uniquely predict positive and negative friendship features, two simultaneous regressions 
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were conducted. Sex was entered as a covariate in step 1, the three forms of relational aggression 

were entered at step 2 with first negative and then positive friendship features as the dependent 

variable. Results indicated a unique pattern of relations for the dyadic form of aggression (see 

Table 4). In the regression on negative friendship features (F (4, 1534) = 174.05, p <.001), sex 

was non-significant as already indicated in the zero-order correlations (see Table 2), with 

relational aggression as a block contributing 31% to the explained variance. Where dyadic 

aggression was predictive of negative friendship features in the zero-order correlations, 

controlling the other forms of relational aggression reduced the association to nonsignificance.  

In the regression on positive friendship features, sex entered at step 1 contributed 6% to the 

explained variance. The three forms of relational aggression as a block contributed a further 16 

% of the explained variance (F (4, 1534) = 104.57, p <.001). Where dyadic aggression was not 

associated with positive friendship features in the zero-order correlations, controlling the other 

forms of relational aggression resulted in a positive relationship between dyadic aggression and 

positive friendship features (β=.012, p< .001) .  

 For the third hypothesis, associations between relational aggression variables and self-

disclosure were examined. As indicated in the zero-order correlations (see Table 2), relational 

aggression was negatively related to self-disclosure for all three forms (i.e., perpetration, 

victimization and dyadic aggression), however, only perpetration and victimization significantly 

predicted self-disclosure (rs between -.10 and -.31, p <.01).  

 To evaluate the degree to which relational aggression variables would uniquely predict 

self-disclosure, a simultaneous regression was conducted with sex entered as a covariate in step 

1. The three forms of relational aggression were entered at step 2 with self-disclosure as the 

dependent variable (see Table 4). Sex entered at step 1 contributed 10% to the explained 
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variance. Relational aggression as a block contributed an additional 9%. Both relational 

victimization and dyadic aggression independently predicted self-disclosure (βs = -.31 & .10, ps 

< .001). Relational perpetration was not a significant predictor in this model (F(4, 1534) = 91.56,  

p< .001).  

 Finally, self-disclosure was examined as a potential moderator of the relationship 

between relational aggression variables and friendship features using the method proposed by 

Baron and Kenny (1986). Hierarchical regression analyses were conducted in which sex was 

again entered at step 1 as a covariate, main effects for relational aggression and self-disclosure 

were then entered in step 2, and the relational aggression x self-disclosure interaction entered at 

step 3. Continuous variables (that is, measures of relational aggression and self-disclosure) were 

mean centered to increase interpretability. Sex was dummy coded (0 = males, 1 = females). 

 Examining relations with relational victimization and negative friendship features first 

(refer to Table 5), sex entered at step 1 was nonsignificant. Relational victimization and self-

disclosure contributed a further 30% to the explained variance and the interaction effect, though 

significant (β=-.07, p< .01), contributed a modest further 1% (see Figure 1).  While the effect 

was small, self-disclosure moderated the association between relational victimization and 

negative friendship features. The presence of high levels of self-disclosure in a friendship that is 

characterized by relational victimization served to reduce other negative features of the 

relationship. Next I examined relations between relational victimization and positive friendship 

features (see Table 5). Sex entered at step 1 contributed 6 % to the explained variance. Relational 

victimization and self-disclosure contributed a further 40% to the explained variance and the 

interaction effect, though significant (β=-.05, p< .01), modestly contributed a further 1%. Self-

disclosure moderated the association between relational victimization and positive friendship 
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features so that with high levels of self-disclosure in a friendship characterized by relational 

victimization, positive features of the relationship are reduced (see Figure 2). 

 Next, relations with dyadic aggression and negative and positive friendship features were 

examined (see Table 6). For negative friendship features, sex entered at step 1 was insignificant.  

Dyadic aggression and self-disclosure contributed 14% to the explained variance and the 

interaction effect was significant (β=-.07, p< .01), contributing <1%. Self-disclosure moderated 

the association between dyadic aggression and negative friendship features so that with high 

levels of self-disclosure in a friendship characterized by dyadic aggression, other negative 

features of the relationship are reduced (see Figure 3). The relations between dyadic aggression 

and positive friendship features were not moderated by self-disclosure (β=-.01, p= n.s.). As 

shown in Table 7, self-disclosure did not moderate the relations between relational perpetration 

and positive friendship features (β=.03, p= n.s) or negative friendship features (β=-.02, p= n.s).  

Discussion 

 Study 1 investigated associations between forms of relational aggression, self-disclosure 

and friendship quality. Results from this preliminary study supported the central hypothesis that 

relational aggression has associative costs and benefits for friendship quality in a sample of older 

adolescents. 

 As expected, all three forms of relational aggression were positively related. As noted, 

the strong positive correlation between relational perpetration and dyadic aggression highlights 

the individual in the role of aggressor, whereas relational victimization connotes being on the 

receiving end of aggressive acts. It is understandable that relational perpetration and dyadic 

aggression are the most highly correlated, as both represent forms of perpetration, general and 

dyadic. As suggested in the literature (see Underwood, 2003b), being victimized was 
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significantly associated with perpetration in both forms (i.e., general and dyadic) which supports 

the idea that friends are likely to experience relational aggression both as perpetrators and 

victims within the same friendship (Kawabata, et al., 2010, Ostrov, et al., 2011).  

 Relational perpetration predicted higher ratings of negative friendship features; however, 

ratings of relational perpetration did not predict positive friendship features and were not 

associated with ratings of self-disclosure. These findings suggest that enacting relational 

aggression may heighten conflict within the friendship, but does not diminish positive features or 

deter levels of self-disclosure between friends.  

.  Next, as predicted, results revealed that relational victimization was associated with 

higher ratings of negative friendship features. However, relational victimization also predicted 

lower ratings of positive friendship features and lower ratings of self-disclosure. These results 

are noteworthy given that they contradict findings that suggest that relational aggression within 

friendships increases feelings of intimacy and may heighten positive friendship experiences (see 

Banny, et al., 2011).  

 Further, as expected, dyadic aggression predicted increased self-disclosure within the 

friendship. This supports previous findings that have suggested that directing relational 

aggression towards an outside third party is associated with increased cohesiveness between 

friends (Banny, et al., 2011; Cillessen, et al., 2005). Along the same lines, dyadic aggression also 

predicted positive friendship features, providing support for theories suggesting relational 

aggression is linked with adaptive outcomes within the dyadic context of adolescent friendship. 

Dyadic aggression was not a significant predictor of negative friendship features. Thus, directing 

relational aggression outside of the friendship was not associated with ratings related to conflict 

or exclusivity.   
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 Finally, and also as predicted, self-disclosure was found to moderate the associations 

between relational aggression and friendship quality. Specifically, high levels of self-disclosure 

acted as a protective factor for negative features, but also as a risk factor for positive features 

when relational victimization and dyadic aggression ratings were high. Thus, high ratings of self-

disclosure may buffer friendship stressors such as conflict and jealousy and yet also reduce 

positive features such as fun and companionship when relational aggression is present in the 

friendship. It should be noted that although self-disclosure was a significant moderator, the 

additional variance offered when testing self-disclosure was relatively low. However, there is 

evidence that because moderator effects can be extremely difficult to detect in field research, 

even those explaining as little as 1% of the total variance should be considered important 

(McClelland & Judd, 1993).  

 In conclusion, Study 1 revealed that although perpetration predicted higher ratings of 

negative friendship features, it was not predictive of lower positive features or self-disclosure. In 

contrast, victimization predicted more negative and fewer positive friendship features and was 

also associated with less self-disclosure. Interestingly, dyadic aggression predicted more positive 

features as well as more self-disclosure, and was not a predictor of negative friendship features. 

Self-disclosure was found to reduce ratings for both positive and negative friendship features 

when relational aggression is present in the friendship.  

 In the next study, associations between relational aggression and friendship quality will 

be examined from a dyadic perspective to address the level of interdependence that occurs in 

reciprocal relationships. Further, in the second study, a measure of satisfaction will be added in 

an attempt to capture an additional dimension of friendship quality. 
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Study 2 Introduction 

 Although debates about relative rates of relational aggression in boys and girls have often 

garnered the spotlight in this research area, Underwood (2003b) has stressed that “we need to 

move beyond focusing on these [gender differences] exclusively to examine what these 

behaviours mean for boys and for girls…” (p.249). Heeding her message, the second study of 

this research focused exclusively on relational aggression within female friendships based on 

evidence which shows that females are more sensitive to their relationships with others, place 

more importance on these relationships, evaluate their friendships as fulfilling more functions, 

and generally are impacted more by negative interactions within their close relationships (Crick, 

et al., 2002; Maccoby, 1990; Mendelson & Aboud, 1999; Rose & Rudulph, 2006). Further, as 

reviewed above, there is evidence that females perceive relational aggression as more harmful 

and damaging in their peer relationships. (Crick, et al., 2002, Crick, Grotpeter, & Bigbee, 2002; 

Goldstein & Tisak, 2004). Understanding the impact of this form of aggression on friendship 

quality is important given that the formation and maintenance of stable friendships with other 

young women is a critical factor in the psychosocial development of adolescence (Crick, et al., 

2002; Maccoby, 1998; Pipher, 1994; Underwood & Buhrmester, 2007).   

A Dyadic Approach  

 Study 2 explored the association between relational aggression and friendship quality 

using a dyadic approach. This study contributed to the literature in a meaningful way by 

collecting reciprocal measures of friendship quality and satisfaction for dyadic same-sex friends, 

and identifying the associations among these friendship measures and forms of relational 

aggression. The purpose of the second study was to assess whether relational aggression (i.e., 

relational perpetration, relational victimization, and dyadic aggression) in close female 
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friendships is associated with friendship costs and benefits when examined from a dyadic 

perspective.  

 A dyadic approach is particularly important when examining friendships for a number of 

reasons. First, research shows that friends’ perceptions of the friendship are interdependent but 

are not identical (Poulin, Dishion & Haas, 1999; Swenson & Rose, 2009). Thus, when studying 

friendship quality it is important to look at both individuals’ perception of the friendship. Study 2 

extends past work by considering both friends’ perceptions of friendship quality. Second, 

Campbell and Kashy (2002) argue that it is the link between one friend’s qualities (e.g., 

relationally aggressive behaviours) and the other friend’s outcomes (e.g., ratings of friendship 

quality) that are the defining features of a relationship. As friendship quality is mutually 

influenced by both members of a dyad, it is necessary to address issues related to 

interdependence. Thus, a person’s outcome can be affected by her own behaviour (referred to as 

the actor effect) and also affected by her friend’s behaviour (referred to as the partner effect). 

Notably, it is the partner effect that captures the notion of interdependence. Using the actor 

partner interdependence model (APIM; Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006) for the analysis of dyadic 

data, I examined associations between relational aggression and friendship quality within close 

friendships (see Figure 4).  

 Finally, because APIM allows us to examine the effects of similarity between partners on 

variables (Campbell & Kashy, 2002; Cook & Kenny, 2005), I can test whether friends who are 

very similar on relational aggression variables rate their friendships as more, or less, negative 

than friends who vary greatly in ratings of relational aggression (see Figure 4). Although there is 

no previous study that directly addresses this question, related research has provided clues that 

friendships may be less likely to be symmetrical with respect to relational perpetration and 
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victimization (Cillessen, et al., 2005). However, previous research (Banny, et al., 2011) suggests 

that dyadic aggression may function to strengthen friendships and increase levels of self-

disclosure. To investigate this notion, I sought to determine the outcome for partners who are 

very similar on ratings of relational aggression, as well as ratings of self-disclosure.   

 Given the importance of dyadic analysis and in an effort to address the importance of 

context for relational aggression, Study 2 examined how friendship quality is associated with 

relational perpetration, relational victimization and dyadic aggression.  

Satisfaction  

 The quality of close friendships can be measured in multiple ways (Bukowski, Hoza, & 

Boivin, 1994; Cillessen, et al., 2005; Way & Greene, 2006). Within the friendship literature, the 

characteristics that define friendship include the emotional and physical resources a friend offers 

(e.g. help or companionship), the particular functions that friendships fulfill (i.e., self-validation), 

and the satisfaction a friendship provides (i.e., positive feelings) (Bukowski, et al., 1994; 

Mendelson & Aboud, 1999). Although traditional qualities (e.g., help, companionship) are not 

generally affected by the use of relational aggression within friendships (see Grotpeter & Crick, 

1996), it has been suggested that, perhaps, friendships that are subject to relational aggression 

may differ in terms of personal satisfaction and positive feelings about the friendship (Grotpeter 

& Crick, 1996). In addition, ethnographic and qualitative work has supported the suggestion that 

friendships characterized by relational aggression are more stressful and less satisfying than 

friendships with non-aggressive peers (Crothers, Field, & Kolbert, 2005; Daniels, et al., 2010). It 

is thought that friends would feel less satisfied with their friendships based on the higher levels 

of conflict that often exist within them (Adler & Adler, 1995; James & Owens, 2005; Merten, 

1997, Merten, 2004). Thus, Study 2 contributes to the discussion by examining the role of 



31 
 

relational aggression in the ratings of satisfaction for close friendships in this sample of same 

sex-friends. 

Study 2 Overview and Summary of Hypotheses 

 Study 2 sought to investigate and identify dyadic associations between friendship quality, 

self-disclosure, satisfaction and relational aggression in the close friendships of older 

adolescents.  

 1. Building upon previous research that has shown that higher ratings of relational 

perpetration are associated with higher ratings of victimization (e.g., Kawabata, et al., 2010, 

Ostrov, et al., 2011), it was hypothesized that relational perpetration would be positively 

associated with higher levels of relational victimization and higher levels of dyadic aggression.  

 2. Similar to the predictions made in Study 1, it was also predicted that higher ratings on 

relational aggression variables would be associated with higher ratings of both negative and 

positive friendship features.  

 3. Based on extant findings that link ratings of relational aggression and self-disclosure 

within friendships (see Murray-Close, et al., 2007), it was hypothesized that relational aggression 

variables would be associated with higher levels of self-disclosure.  

 4. It was hypothesized that all three relational aggression variables (i.e., relational 

perpetration, relational victimization and dyadic aggression) would predict lower ratings of 

friendship satisfaction.  

 5. It was predicted that partners who reported very similar ratings of relational 

perpetration and relational victimization would have more negative friendship features, lower 

ratings of positive friendship features, and lower ratings of satisfaction. Similar ratings for 

dyadic aggression would be associated with higher ratings for positive friendship features, lower 



32 
 

ratings of negative friendship features and higher ratings of satisfaction.  

 6. It was predicted that similar ratings of self-disclosure between friends would be 

associated with positive outcomes for the friendship (i.e., higher positive friendship features, 

fewer negative friendship features, more satisfaction) compared to dyads where ratings of 

intimacy varied greatly for the two individuals (i.e., lower positive friendship features, higher 

negative friendship features, less satisfaction).  

Method 

Participants and Procedures  

 Target participants were recruited from the introductory psychology courses at a 

university in South Western Ontario through the participant pool mass testing system, with a 

deliberate effort to recruit only women. Two hundred and ninety six participants from 

introductory psychology courses completed a questionnaire package in return for course credit 

and then nominated a close friend to do the same. Those students recruited from introductory 

psychology courses received course credit for their participation. Participants were asked to 

provide a first name and an email address for this friend in order that I might contact this person 

and have them fill out a similar questionnaire package. Nominated friends participated without 

compensation. Of the 296 participants, 121 female dyads (N=242 participants) were matched 

based on their friends’ participation.  

Measures 

 Relational aggression. As outlined in Study 1, three measures of relational aggression 

were computed. Relational perpetration was taken from Little, Jones, Henrich, & Hawley’s 

(2003) 36-item self-report measure which includes both overt and relational aggression. For the 

current study, the six-item relational aggression (pure form) was again used.  Scale reliability 
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was .74 in the current sample. Relational victimization and dyadic aggression were assessed 

using the respective subscales from the Friendship Qualities Measure (Grotpeter & Crick, 1996). 

As in Study 1, four items assessed relational victimization and three items assessed dyadic 

aggression. Scale reliabilities for the two measures were .66 and .75, respectively for this sample. 

 Friendship features. As in Study 1, participants completed the 23 items (composing 8 

subscales) related to friendship quality based on Grotpeter and Crick’s (1996) measure. Question 

wording was modified for an adolescent sample. Supported by findings from the extant literature 

(see Berndt, 2004; Rubin, Bukowski, & Laursen, 2009), items in these separate subscales were 

summed to create two factors reflecting positive friendship features (twelve items, α =.86) and 

negative friendship features (eleven items, α =.73).  

 Self-disclosure. As in Study 1, self-disclosure was measured using two subscales from 

the Friendship Qualities Measure (Grotpeter & Crick, 1996), intimate exchange scale-self (“I can 

share my personal or private thoughts with my friend”) and friend (“My friend can share his/her 

personal or private thoughts with me”). The two subscales were strongly correlated in this 

sample and were computed together as a single measure of self-disclosure within the friendship, 

r = .66, p < .001. Participant responses were collected using the same Likert scale format 

indicated for the FQM above. Scale reliability in the current sample was .90. 

 Satisfaction. Friendship satisfaction was measured using the McGill Friendship 

Questionnaire-Respondent's Affection (MFQ-RA; Mendelson & Aboud, 1999). Eight items were 

rated on a 9-point scale (-4 = very much disagree to 4 = very much agree). Items assessed 

satisfaction with the friendship (“I am satisfied with my friendship with ___” and “I feel my 

friendship with ___ is good”). The items were averaged to create an overall scale score, with 

higher positive values indicating greater friendship satisfaction. Scale reliability in the current 
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sample was .97. 

Results 

Analytic Strategy  

 To analyze the data for Study 2, I used the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model 

(APIM), using HLM 6.0 (Campbell & Kashy, 2002; Kenny et al., 2006). In this multilevel 

model, each friendship dyad is treated as a group of two individuals with respondents nested 

within their dyad. The APIM model allows us to separate the effects of the “actor” from that of 

the “partner.” APIM assumes that an individual’s score on a given outcome measure can be 

affected by her own score on a given predictor variable (i.e., the actor effect) and that an 

individual’s score on a given outcome measure can also be affected by her partner’s score on the 

same predictor variable (i.e., the partner effect).  The partner effect models the mutual (i.e., 

reciprocal) influence that may occur between the members of the dyad. APIM models also allow 

for the testing of interactions between the actors’ and the partners’ score on a given predictor 

variable. According to Campbell and Kashy (2002), these interaction terms can take different 

forms, either multiplicative or based on absolute differences. I used the latter form (i.e., testing 

similarities) in the present analyses (see Figure 4).  

 The data set was arranged so that each individual’s predictor score was associated with 

his or her own outcome scores, as well as with his or her partner’s outcomes scores. There were 

two lines of data for each friendship dyad: one for the actor and one for the partner. Using the 

guidelines outlined by Campbell and Kashy (2002), variables were grand mean centered when 

necessary (i.e., for main effects, but not for similarity interactions).  

 The results for Study 2 are divided into several sections. In the first section, I present the 

results of descriptive and zero-order correlations for the main study variables. The second section 
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looks at intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC) to confirm non-independence of the data. An 

ICC of zero indicates independent observations, whereas non-zero ICCs indicate interdependent 

data.  As described above, it has been recommended (Kenny et al., 2006) that non-interdependent 

data be analyzed using an APIM. The third section explores the actor and partner effects and the 

fourth examines the interactions between actor and partner effects.  

Preliminary Analyses 

 Descriptive statistics for each of the relational aggression and friendship variables are 

presented in Table 8.  Skewness and kurtosis was examined for each variable. It was noted that 

the majority of variables had values of skewness and kurtosis no greater than an absolute value 

of one, suggesting reasonably normal distributions. However, a few variables fell outside of 

these parameters. Specifically, relational perpetration showed a near normal skew of 0.97 (SE = 

0.16) but was slightly leptokurtic at 1.74 (SE = 0.31).  Relational victimization showed a positive 

skew of 2.4 (SE = 0.16) but had a more kurtotic distribution at 9.4 (SE = 0.31). Self-disclosure 

values indicated a negative skew of -1.3 (SE = 0.16) and a slightly kurtotic distribution at 1.7 (SE 

= 0.31) and finally, satisfaction values indicated both negative skew -3.51(SE = 0.16) and more 

extreme kurtosis of 17.95 (SE = 0.31).  Consequently, the appropriate transformations of these 

variables were computed.  Subsequent HLM analyses were conducted using both the 

nontransformed and transformed scores and this was not found to make significant differences to 

the overall unstandardized coefficients.  Thus, for simplicity, only the nontransformed analyses 

are reported. 

 Zero-order correlations between the main study variables were conducted with the 

individual as the main unit of analysis (see Table 9). As shown, all three forms of relational 

aggression (i.e., relational perpetration, relational victimization and dyadic aggression) were 
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significantly positively related (rs between .22 and .45). Positive friendship features was only 

associated with relational victimization, whereas negative friendship features was associated 

with all three forms of relational aggression. Self-disclosure was negatively associated with 

relational victimization, but was not associated with either relational perpetration or dyadic 

aggression. It is important to note that these bivariate correlations will not reflect the complex 

nature of reciprocal relationships and these associations may be inflated due to interdependence 

(Kenny at al., 2006). Multilevel modeling is specifically designed to deal with these relationships 

and should be considered a more reliable reflection of the data. Descriptive analyses were 

conducted only to provide an initial overview of the data. 

Main Analyses 

 Interdependence between main study variables. To investigate whether participants 

and friends have interdependent perceptions of friendship features and relational aggression, 

intraclass correlations (ICCs) were calculated to examine non-independence of data between 

friends (Kenny et al, 2006). The ICCs for each variable are presented in Table 10. ICCs greater 

than zero indicate interdependence and suggest that data should be treated as non-independent to 

avoid the inflation of type 1 errors. Even a small ICC (e.g., .05) can inflate the alpha level a 

significant degree and consequently, the decision to use APIM to analyze the data was confirmed 

(Barcikowski, 1981). All but two of the ICCs for the main study variables were different from 

zero with significant effect sizes emphasizing the importance of considering dyadic 

independence in these analyses. Ratings of relational victimization and self-disclosure were not 

found to be significantly interdependent in this sample (refer to Table 10).  

 Associations between forms of relational aggression. To test whether ratings of 

relational perpetration predicted the use of relational aggression within the friendship (i.e., 
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relational victimization), and by the dyad (i.e., dyadic aggression), I examined the actor and 

partner effects for this sample. An actor effect was detected for relational victimization such that 

increases in ratings of relational perpetration predicted increases in ratings of relational 

victimization (b = .30, t(236)= 4.01, p < .001.). Actor effects and partner effects were detected 

for dyadic aggression (b = .85, t(236)= 7.83, p < .001; b = .29, t(236)= 2.69, p < .01). For both, 

increases in ratings of relational perpetration resulted in increases in ratings of dyadic aggression 

(see Table 11).  

 Associations between negative friendship features and relational aggression. Actor 

and partner effects were examined to determine whether ratings of negative friendship features 

were linked to relational aggression variables. As shown in Table 12, there were significant actor 

effects for relational victimization, relational perpetration and dyadic aggression. Partner effects 

were also evident for relational victimization and relational perpetration. A trend was revealed 

for dyadic aggression. In all cases, higher levels of relational aggression were associated with 

higher levels of negative friendship features.  

 Associations between positive friendship features and relational aggression. To test 

whether ratings of positive friendship features were linked to the use of relational aggression, I 

examined the actor and partner effects for this sample. There were significant actor effects for 

relational victimization (b = -.36, t(237)= -4.76, p < .01) such that females who reported 

relational victimization at the hands of their friend rated their friendships as lower on positive 

friendship features. No other actor effects were found and no significant partner effects were 

found for positive friendship features (see Table 12).  

 Associations between self-disclosure and relational aggression. Next, actor and 

partner effects were examined to determine whether ratings of self-disclosure were linked to the 
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use of relational aggression. There were no significant actor effects for any of the relational 

aggression variables although there was a trend for actor effects for relational perpetration (b = -

0.28, t(237)= -1.71, p = .09). Adolescents who rated themselves higher on relational perpetration 

had lower ratings of self-disclosure. A partner effect was detected such that lower ratings of self-

disclosure were associated with friends higher ratings of relational victimization (b = -0.31, 

t(237)= -3.95, p <.001. A trend for dyadic aggression and increased self-disclosure was found 

(see Table 13). No other significant partner effects were found.  

 Associations between satisfaction and relational aggression. Actor and partner effects 

were examined to test whether ratings of friendship satisfaction were linked to the relational 

aggression variables. There was an actor effect for relational victimization (b = -.56, t(237)= - 

5.00, p < .001) such that increases in ratings of relational victimization resulted in lower ratings 

of friendship satisfaction. A trend for a partner effect was detected in the same direction (b = -

.21, t(237)= - 1.88, p =.06). A trend for actor effects was also found for relational perpetration (b 

= -.23, t(237)= - 1.71, p =.09). Increases in ratings of relational perpetration were associated with 

decreases in ratings of satisfaction. No actor or partner effects were detected for dyadic 

aggression (see Table 13).  

 Similarity in relational aggression. Next, it was hypothesized that partners who are very 

similar in ratings of relational aggression within the friendship would predict poorer outcomes 

compared to dyads where ratings of relational aggression varied greatly for the two individuals. 

To test this hypothesis, I ran several similarity models to test the absolute differences based on 

the main effects (see Campbell & Kashy, 2002). Dyads who reported more differences in 

relational perpetration rated their friendships as less negative (see Table 14). In concordance with 

my hypothesis, dyads who had more similarity in their ratings of relational perpetration had 
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higher ratings of negative friendship features (b = -.21, t(119) = -2.1, p < .05). Similarly, dyads 

who reported greater differences in ratings of relational victimization rated their friendships as 

having more positive friendship features (b = .17, t(119) = 2.00, p < .05) . That is, friends who 

were more similar in their ratings of victimization rated their friendships as less positive. 

Contrary to my hypothesis, friends with similar ratings for dyadic aggression did not rate their 

friendships as higher in self-disclosure. Instead, greater differences between friends in ratings of 

dyadic aggression were associated with higher ratings of self-disclosure (b = .11, t(118) = 2.09, p 

< .05). In addition, greater differences between friends in ratings of dyadic aggression were 

associated with higher ratings of positive friendship features (b = .10, t(118) = 2.11, p < .05). No 

other significant similarity interactions were detected for similarities in ratings of relational 

aggression within the friendship 

 Similarity in self-disclosure. Finally, the last hypothesis stated that partners who 

provided similar ratings of self-disclosure within the friendship would predict improved 

outcomes compared to dyads where ratings of self-disclosure varied greatly for the two 

individuals. To test this hypothesis, I ran several similarity models to test the absolute differences 

based on the main effects (Campbell & Kashy, 2002). Overall, dyads who reported greater 

similarities in self-disclosure ratings said they were more satisfied with their friendships (b = -

.31, t(118) = -2.33, p < .05). However, it was noted that dyads who were more similar in self-

disclosure ratings had friendships that were also rated higher on negative friendship features (b = 

-.14, t(118) = -2.0, p <.05). 

Discussion 

 The main purpose of the second study was to assess whether relational aggression (i.e., 

relational perpetration, relational victimization, and dyadic aggression) in close friendships of 
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older female adolescents was associated with friendship costs and benefits when examined from 

a dyadic perspective. In contrast to Study 1, results from this study failed to corroborate recent 

findings in the literature that relational aggression has associative costs and benefits for 

friendship quality and suggests that for older female adolescents, relational aggression is 

associated with mainly poor outcomes for friendship quality. 

 One of the advantages of using dyadic analysis and the APIM is that interdependence can 

be assessed. As expected, the majority of friends’ ratings were interdependent, confirming the 

necessity of a dyadic approach (Campbell & Kashy, 2002). Yet, it is noteworthy that ratings of 

relational victimization were not interdependent. This supports the notion that relationally 

aggressive friendships are not symmetrical and there may be one person who is being relationally 

victimized more often within the friendship (Cillessen, et al., 2005).  

 Nonetheless, previous research has shown that relationally victimized adolescents are 

often perpetrators as well. These findings partially corroborate the suggestion that relationally 

aggressive friendships may be entwined (Kawabata, et al., 2010, Ostrov et al., 2011).  

Specifically, using relational perpetration as a predictor, there was a significant actor effect for 

relational victimization, meaning that increases in one friend’s reports of relational perpetration 

were associated with ratings of higher levels of relational victimization for that same person. 

Despite this, no evidence was revealed for partner effects. In other words, adolescents’ own 

aggressive behaviours were not associated with their friend’s reports of relational victimization. 

Using relational perpetration as a predictor, there were significant actor and partner effects for 

dyadic aggression. As expected, a friend’s ratings of relational perpetration contributed to their 

partner’s ratings of dyadic aggression. Hence, the more relationally aggressive the friend, the 

more dyadic aggression occurs for the friendship pair. 



41 
 

 As noted previously, there is consistent evidence that relational victimization is 

associated with poor individual and social outcomes (see Crick & Grotpeter, 1996; Crick & 

Nelson, 2002). My findings support this body of literature with a number of significant actor 

effects. In this study, relational victimization was associated with lower ratings of positive 

friendship features, higher ratings of negative friendship features, lower ratings of self-

disclosure, and lower ratings of friendship satisfaction. Partner effects were also found for 

negative friendship features and a trend for partner effects was detected for satisfaction. Partner 

effects demonstrate that when it comes to relational victimization, one friend’s perception of 

poor treatment was linked to increases in the other friend’s report of negative outcomes (i.e., 

more negative friendship features and less satisfaction). It is important to note that partner effects 

indicate that perceptions of relational aggression within the friendship are likely shared. 

 Recent research has highlighted that relational aggression has associative costs and 

benefits (see Heilbron & Prinstein, 2008 for review). Adaptive outcomes have typically been 

found for those who enact relational aggression rather than those who are victimized (Hawley, et 

al., 2007). However, my study failed to find evidence to support this theory with an older sample 

of adolescents. Instead, results demonstrated that higher levels of relational perpetration were 

associated with increases in their own and their friend’s reports of negative friendship features. 

No other actor or partner effects were detected for relational perpetration.  

 As outlined previously, the theory that joining forces against a third party might increase 

friendship cohesiveness is prevalent in the relational aggression literature (see Banny et al., 

2011). An important finding of this study is that ratings of dyadic aggression did not increase 

ratings of positive friendship features or satisfaction for either actors or partners. However, a 

trend for a partner effect was detected in which increased ratings of dyadic aggression 
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contributed to higher levels of self-disclosure. This provides some evidence that engaging in 

relational aggression jointly may contribute to feelings of closeness within dyadic friendships. 

Yet conversely, dyadic aggression contributed to ratings of negative friendship features as an 

actor effect and with a trend for a partner effect. This means that ratings of dyadic aggression for 

either friend increased ratings of negative friendship features. It is plausible that if joining forces 

to use relational aggression directed outside the friendship is associated with greater self-

disclosure, then there is potential for more relational conflict and jealousy. 

 It is interesting to note that adolescents who rated themselves as higher on relational 

perpetration had slightly lower ratings of self-disclosure (i.e., trend for actor effect). In addition, 

one friend’s lower ratings of self-disclosure were associated with the other’s friend’s higher 

ratings of relational victimization. This finding supports the notion that perpetrator’s may gather 

secrets from friends to be used as ammunition, but do not necessarily disclose personal 

information themselves (Grotpeter & Crick, 1996). 

 Finally, partially supporting my predictions, I found that in all cases dissimilar ratings of 

relational aggression (i.e., perpetration, victimization and dyadic aggression) resulted in better 

outcomes for the friendship (i.e., higher ratings of positive friendship features, lower ratings of 

negative friendship features). It appears that having both friends enact or experience relational 

aggression is a bad thing for friendship. Against my predictions, this held true for dyadic 

aggression as well. Although there has been some evidence to suggest that engaging in dyadic 

aggression is associated with adaptive outcomes, my findings suggest that the more dissimilar 

friends’ ratings were for dyadic aggression, the better they rated their friendship. These results 

corroborate those found by others (i.e., Cillessen, et al., 2005) that suggested that relationally 

aggressive friendships are more likely to be asymmetrical. Perhaps an imbalance between friends 
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is most beneficial when relational aggression is involved.  

 When examining ratings of self-disclosure I found that, as predicted, dyads who reported 

greater similarities in self-disclosure were more satisfied. However, greater similarities in ratings 

of self-disclosure were also associated with negative friendship features. As discussed, research 

has shown that highly intimate friendships can also be more conflict ridden and exclusive and 

have more negative sequelae (Rubin, et al., 2009). Thus, similar to the results of Study 1, self-

disclosure may be associated with both risks and protective factors in dyadic friendships.  

General Discussion 

 Taken together, results of this research indicated that relational aggression was predictive 

of negative outcomes for friendships, although a unique pattern for dyadic aggression was 

demonstrated in Study 1, in which it was associated with positive friendship features. The results 

of Study 2 highlighted more costs than benefits when relational aggression is used within the 

friendship context. These findings partially support conceptions of relational aggression as 

having both adaptive and maladaptive functions at the relational level for older adolescence.  

 Up until very recently, the body of literature supporting relational aggression research 

emphasized only the associative costs of experiencing and enacting this form of aggressive 

behaviour. However, there is emerging consensus that there are adaptive benefits related to the 

use of relational aggression and that in order to fully understand the implications for friendship 

quality; we must endeavour to create a “more balanced characterization” (p. 11, Banny, et al., 

2011) of relationally aggressive behaviour. If relational aggression is truly a double-edged sword 

(Cillessen et al., 2005), then its use would confer both advantages and limitations. Additionally, 

it has been noted that there is a dearth of research investigating the costs and benefits of 

relational aggression for older adolescents (see Heilbron & Prinstein, 2008). Instead, friendships 
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in middle childhood have been emphasized, partly because of a historical perspective on 

chumships introduced by Sullivan (1953), and partly because of the ease of data collection 

within a structured elementary school system (Rose, 2007). This research sought to add to the 

literature by examining the costs and benefits for dyadic friendship when relational aggression is 

present in a post-secondary sample of adolescents. It is important to note that this research is one 

of the first that includes several different relational aggression variables within the context of 

dyadic friendship, thus enabling us to examine differential associations for victims and 

perpetrators.  

Theoretical Implications 

 Self-disclosure. To the best of my knowledge, this research is also one of the first studies 

to examine self-disclosure (a construct of intimacy) alongside of friendship quality and relational 

aggression. As noted, self-disclosure has been conceptualized as both a negative and positive 

feature of friendship and thus, warrants separate analysis (Swenson & Rose, 2009). Previous 

research has suggested that self-disclosure may be an important feature of relationally aggressive 

friendships. For example, Grotpeter and Crick (1996) hypothesized that relationally aggressive 

individuals gather information about their friends through intimate conversations that can then be 

used against them in times of conflict. Although some studies have shown that relational 

aggression is linked to higher ratings of self-disclosure within the friendship (Murray-Close, at 

al., 2007), my results only partially support these findings. In Study 1, only ratings of dyadic 

aggression (in which friends join forces to aggress against a third person) were associated with 

increased ratings of self-disclosure. Conversely, in Study 2, those who felt victimized by their 

friends had lower ratings of self-disclosure. As in Study 1, only dyadic aggression appeared to 

increase self-disclosure in the friendship. One explanation for these results may be related to the 



45 
 

age of this sample. It has been suggested that from early adolescence to late adolescence, 

friendships typically become more intimate and more supportive (Furman & Buhrmester, 1992). 

Perhaps older adolescents who feel victimized by their close friends are less likely to disclose 

personal information to those who engage in relationally aggressive behaviour, given that self-

disclosure has become a more esteemed feature of the close relationships.  

 In concordance with my hypothesis, self-disclosure (as a measure of intimacy) appears to 

function as both a risk and protective factor when relational aggression is present in friendships. 

Study 1 demonstrated that high levels of self-disclosure can buffer negative features, and yet also 

decrease ratings of positive features. However, it should be noted that although Study 1 found 

that self-disclosure significantly moderated the associations between two of the relational 

aggression variables and friendship quality, these associations were relatively small given the 

sample size. Yet, as noted previously, because moderator effects can be extremely difficult to 

detect outside of experimental settings, those explaining as little as 1% of the total variance 

should be considered important (McClelland & Judd, 1993).  

 The results of Study 2 further supported the dual role of self-disclosure such that friends 

who reported greater similarities in self-disclosure ratings were more satisfied with their 

friendships. And yet, alongside these higher ratings of satisfaction, were higher ratings of 

negative friendship features. Perhaps when friends have shared highly personal information, 

elements of the friendship are evaluated less positively, given the potential for betrayal. 

 Costs and benefits of relational aggression. Overall the results of both studies only 

partially support previous research that has found relational aggression to be associated with both 

negative and positive factors. In Study 1, dyadic aggression predicted higher ratings of positive 

friendship features, whereas in Study 2, there was no significant association between positive 



46 
 

friendship features and two of the three aggression variables (i.e., relational perpetration and 

dyadic aggression) and a negative association for the third (i.e., relational victimization). Unlike 

other studies which have found positive associations between relational aggression and positive 

friendship outcomes (e.g., Goldstein & Tisak, 2004), in the current research it was only dyadic 

aggression that was linked to adaptive outcomes. This result is consistent with theories that 

purport that when two friends align against a third, they experience increased cohesiveness 

(Banny et al., 2011).  The results related to dyadic aggression are supported by findings in the 

gossip literature that underscores the development of alliance, group norms and belongingness 

through the communication of negative evaluative gossip (McDonald, et al., 2007). The 

advantages that relational aggression confers in friendships for this older age group appear to be 

limited to acts of relational aggression that increase dyadic alliance. Thus, although the literature 

shows that relational aggression directed within the friendship or outside of the friendship (i.e., 

but without the cooperation of the close friend) may confer benefits at the individual level (i.e., 

power, popularity) (see Heilbron & Prinstein, 2008, for review), there appears to be fewer 

advantage to these behaviours at the relational level for older adolescents. One explanation for 

the more limited associations with positive friendship features may be due to the analysis of self-

disclosure as a separate construct. Research findings that have found stronger associations 

between relational aggression and positive friendship features are likely to have included self-

disclosure as part of an overall positive construct.  

 Although null effects are difficult to interpret, it is notable that no form of relational 

aggression was related to positive outcomes in the second study (i.e., fewer negative features, 

more positive features). Further, it is noteworthy that two of the relational aggression variables 

had no relationship whatsoever with positive friendship features (i.e., relational perpetration and 
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dyadic aggression). In contrast to research with younger samples, high levels of both positive and 

negative friendship features in the presence of relational aggression were not found.  

 Grotpeter and Crick (1996) suggested that perhaps friendships in which relationally 

aggression is used may have just as many positive features as non-aggressive friendships, but are 

less emotionally satisfying for the individuals involved. Heeding their suggestion, Study 2 

included satisfaction ratings to test this hypothesis. Interestingly, only relational victimization 

was significantly and negatively associated with friendship satisfaction, and perpetration and 

dyadic aggression were not associated with satisfaction. Perhaps as Sandstrom & Cillessen 

(2010) suggest, perpetrators of relational aggression have an inflated sense of their interpersonal 

strengths. If this is the case, then it may be that a distorted self-concept impacts their perception 

of their friendships as well, such that perpetrating acts of relational aggression against a friend 

does not diminish the sense of emotional satisfaction they might derive from the friendship.  

 My results are consistent with a large body of literature that has highlighted negative 

outcomes associated with relational victimization (see Heilbron & Prinstein, 2008). In both 

studies, relational victimization was associated with higher ratings of negative friendship 

features, lower ratings of positive friendship features, less friendship satisfaction and lower 

ratings of friendship intimacy. It is important to note that the detection of partner effects for 

negative friendship features and satisfaction confirm the interdependence of these ratings. Thus, 

it can be seen that relational victimization increases negative outcomes for both friends, not only 

for the victim in the dyad. Importantly, this was corroborated by partner effects found for 

relational perpetration. Consequently, when relational aggression is directed within a friendship, 

both the victim and the perpetrator experience deleterious results. In fact, across both studies, 

relational perpetration was associated with higher ratings of negative friendship features 
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indicating that the use of relational aggression within the friendship context is problematic for 

the quality of the relationship.  

 Symmetrical friendships. As noted by Cillessen et al. (2005), although the close 

friendships of those who are physically aggressive are typically symmetrical, the friendships of 

relationally aggressive individuals are less likely to be. Thus, it could be hypothesized that 

relational aggression is best tolerated in friendships where only one person is relationally 

aggressive. Supporting this notion of asymmetry, for my sample, relational perpetration did not 

lower ratings of positive friendship quality or satisfaction. Instead, those who enacted relational 

aggression rated the positive features of their friendships just as highly, despite their friend’s 

decreased ratings of positive friendship qualities in light of their victimization. Indeed, the results 

of Study 2 show that in all cases, dissimilar ratings of relational aggression (i.e., for perpetration, 

victimization and dyadic aggression) resulted in better outcomes for the friendship. Thus, having 

both friends enact or experience relational aggression appears to be particularly damaging for 

friendship quality.  

 Evolution-based theories (e.g., Campbell, 1995; Hawley, 2003; Hawley & McNamara, 

2006) may be helpful in understanding the use of relational aggression in female friendships, 

despite associated negative correlates. Within this perspective, relational aggression is 

characterized as an adaptive behaviour that facilitates access to resources when competition is 

unavoidable in the social context. First, from an evolutionary perspective, relational aggression is 

less dangerous than direct aggression, which entails personal risk. The preferred use of relational 

aggression over physical aggression for young women is said to occur because it is the least 

damaging and injurious form of competitive strategy (Campbell, 1995; Vaillancourt, 2005). 

Wariness of personal risk is particularly salient for women in that genetic survival is tied to the 
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survival of a limited number of offspring which require many years of support and protection 

until adulthood is reached, thus requiring that the mother survive as well. Second, the claim has 

been made that highly successful people can adopt aggressive strategies and yet still achieve 

important social goals. As noted earlier, these individuals are labeled bistrategic controllers and 

have characteristics associated with popular and aggressive youth. Similar to the concept of 

popular youth having a mixed profile, here the socially competent individual appears to balance 

the “need to get along” with the “need to get ahead” (p. 281) using a mixture of cooperative and 

coercive strategies (Hawley, 2003). Perhaps having both members of the friendship in the role of 

aggressor upsets the balance between costs and payoffs for relational aggression and exacerbates 

the negative correlates for both members of the relationship.  

 One important findings of Study 2 was that there were relatively few partner effects for 

relational aggression variables, and most notably, there were no partner effects for positive 

friendship features. Partner effects highlight the interdependence of the relationship between 

friends and underscore the effects of one friend’s behaviour on the other’s outcomes. One 

possible explanation for the absence of partner effects for positive outcomes can found in Poulin, 

Dishion & Haas’s (1999) research. In their study of antisocial youth, the authors found that 

aggressive friends did not share the same perspective on their friendship. That is, the perceptions 

of positive and negative friendship features were not associated with their friend’s perspective. 

Thus, aggressive friends within the same friendship rated the quality of the friendship differently. 

Borrowing from this literature, perhaps there is something unique about relationally aggressive 

friendship that parallels their findings. Relationally aggressive friends may have similar notions 

of negative elements based on their shared experience of relational aggression within the 

friendship and yet, have different perceptions of what is positive. This notion may find support in 
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Burk and Laursen’s (2005) suggestion that negative interactions are more salient to friends. In 

their study of adolescent’s perceptions of friendships they found that negative friendship features 

were better markers of relational discord than friendship positivity. Thus, in my sample, perhaps 

friends who are in relationally aggressive friendships agree more about the negative elements of 

their friendship than the positive.  

Strengths of the Current Research.  

 Overall, these two studies examining friendship quality suggest that in late adolescence 

relational aggression may be more likely to contribute to negative indicators of friendship if the 

aggressive behaviour is directed within the friendship. Associative benefits for relational 

aggression were seen only for aggressive behaviour used against others (i.e., dyadic aggression). 

These findings support conceptions of relational aggression as having both adaptive and 

maladaptive functions at the relational level. These results are particularly relevant for this 

population, given that late adolescence is a time of great transition for most individuals. Indeed, 

first year university students typically experience a disruption in established social networks and 

friendship alliances as a result of their own or their friends’ relocation after high school. Given 

this period of transition and the formation of new friendships, friendship quality plays an 

important role in individual adjustment (Buote, et al., 2007).   

 Further, shedding more light on the associations between relational aggression and 

friendship quality has important implications for intervention, for both younger and older 

adolescent populations. Given there is some evidence that relational aggression increases 

throughout adolescence, the social and dyadic benefits of using relational aggression may 

outweigh the personal costs that are concurrent (Sandstrom & Cillessen, 2010). Consequently, 

interventions which ignore the benefits inherent in perpetrating relational aggression will fail to 
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address the context which maintains these behaviours (Vaillancourt, et al., 2003). Instead, 

interventions must be informed by the implicit benefits conferred through dyadic aggression and 

perhaps reinforce relational strategies that enhance friendship closeness without the use of 

aggressive tactics. 

 In sum, the current study has several strengths. First, the large sample size in Study 1 

provides an indication of relative rates of relational aggression in a sample of older adolescents. 

Given that investigations of relational aggression have been limited in this population, the large 

sample size in Study 1 adds to the literature by proving more information on relational 

aggression for older adolescents. Second, the use of dyadic analysis for Study 2 to address the 

interdependence in friendships is important. APIM is an essential analytic strategy for helping to 

understand the reciprocal nature of adolescent friendships and the role that relational aggression 

might play in friendship quality.  Finally, this research provides evidence that in an older 

adolescent population friendship quality can be seen as comprised of positive and negative 

features which are orthogonal. Previous research has suggested that this conceptualization is 

appropriate for children and younger adolescents (Hawley, et al., 2007). This research provides 

further evidence that in later adolescence, friendship quality is comprised of positive and 

negative dimensions.  

Limitations and Future Directions.  

 These strengths notwithstanding, several limitations should be acknowledged. First, an 

important limitation to note is that the samples used in this research were drawn from a 

university Psychology department participant pool, which does not reflect the diversity of a 

community sample. Moreover, a university sample is likely to be comprised of a significant 

number of individuals from a higher socioeconomic bracket. Given that there is evidence 
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(Vaillancourt & Hymel, 2006) that students who are more privileged may also be more 

relationally aggressive, these results may not generalize to late-aged adolescence who transition 

directly to employment after high school or to other post-secondary settings (i.e., community 

college, trade school). Additionally, given the importance of context in the use and experience of 

relational aggression (Banny et al., 2011), factors associated with the university setting itself 

must be considered. For example, it is possible that university settings do not support the use of 

relational aggression due to the multiple venues (i.e., class, teams, residence, clubs) within which 

friendship groups may be formed. This could be contrasted with stable workplace settings in 

which one group of coworkers form the majority of an individual’s daily interactions. Future 

research is necessary to determine the significance of setting on the use of relational aggression 

in later aged adolescent samples and the associations with close relationships.  

 Along the same lines, the absence of information regarding the length of the friendships 

for dyads in study 2 is problematic as it is conceivable that friendships that have been maintained 

over the longer term are significantly different than newly formed friendships. Evidence suggests 

that relational aggression is most pronounced in contexts where there is some continuity of peer 

associations (Little et al., 2003). This may have particular importance for university students who 

often form new friendships given the change of location after high school. Thus, examining new 

friendships over the course of a school year may provide important information about persistence 

of relational aggression in post-secondary settings. Perhaps some adolescents begin the year 

using more relationally aggressive strategies, but upon realizing that the context does not support 

these behaviours transition to more prosocial strategies.  

 It is also important to note that one of the subscales from the FQM (i.e., relational 

victimization) showed lower than accepted internal consistency for samples in both Study 1 (α 
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=.59) and Study 2 (α=.66). Consequently, relations between relational victimization and other 

variables in this research must be interpreted with caution. Indeed, results involving relational 

victimization may possibly depend more on measurement error as opposed to reflecting 

underlying associations between constructs. Despite these cautions, it has been suggested that 

measures with low level alpha may still be quite useful, provided they contain advantageous 

properties, such as a reasonable amount of unidemensionality and appropriate content coverage 

for the domain in question (see Schmitt, 1996). Given these features, Schmitt (1996) states “there 

is no sacred level of acceptable or unacceptable level of alpha and in some cases, measures with 

(by conventional standards) low levels of alpha may still be quite useful” (Schmitt, 1996, p. 

353).  

 Finally, the instructions for the study directed participants to think of a “close same-sex 

friend” while answering questions about their friendship. Within this framework, some 

participants may have selected a best friend while others selected a friend they considered close. 

It is reasonable to suggest that relational aggression may have differing effects based on 

perceived closeness of the relationship. For example, it has been found that children who 

nominate each other as “best friends” report higher positive friendship quality than do mutually 

nominated “friends” (Cleary, Ray, LoBello, & Zachar, 2002). Future research should include 

variables designed to measure whether perceptions about the importance of the friendship are 

interdependent and the extent to which closeness is associated with ratings of relational 

aggression with friendships for this age group.  

 A large body of literature exists that highlights the link between popularity and relational 

aggression. Consistently, researchers have found that being considered popular in the peer group 

is associated with more adaptive outcomes when relational aggression is enacted (Sandstrom & 
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Cillessen, 2010). Thus, popularity is believed to buffer negative outcomes at the individual level 

(see Rose, et al., 2004). Given that relational aggression is typically enacted with a social 

network, it could be argued that popular adolescents who are also relationally aggressive may 

incur more social advantages in close dyadic friendships than individuals who are not (Allen, 

Porter, McFarland, Marsh, & McElhaney, 2005; LaFontana & Cillessen, 2002; La Greca & 

Harrison, 2005). An important task for future research would be to include a measure of 

perceived popularity in order to determine if these protective features may extend to dyadic 

friendships.  
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Appendix A 

Instructions: On the following page is a list of statements that describe young adults. We would 
like to know if these statements are descriptive of your behaviour in the past 6 months. Please 
answer the items the best that you can. Take your time and think carefully about yourself as you 
read each statement and check your response. 
                                                                                                                                            Never     Almost   Sometimes       Almost      Always 
          Never                 Always 
 
1 I’m the kind of person who often fights with others  0 1 2 3 4 
 
2 When I’m hurt by someone, I often fight back 0 1 2 3 4 
 
3 I often start fights to get what I want 0 1 2 3 4 
 
4 I'm the kind of person who tells my friends to stop  
 liking someone 0 1 2 3 4 
 
5 If others upset or hurt me, I often tell my friends  
 to stop liking them 0 1 2 3 4 
 
6 I often tell my friends to sop liking someone to  
 get what I want 0 1 2 3 4 
 
7 I’m the kind of person who hits, kicks, or  
 punches others 0 1 2 3 4 
 
8 When I’m threatened by someone, I often threaten  
 back 0 1 2 3 4 
 
9 I often threaten others to get what I want 0 1 2 3 4 
 
10 I'm the kind of person who tells others I won't be their  
 friend anymore 0 1 2 3 4 
 
11 If others have threatened me, I often say mean  
 things about them 0 1 2 3 4 
 
12 I often say mean things about others to my friends  
 to get what I want 0 1 2 3 4 
 
13 I’m the kind of person who says mean things to others 0 1 2 3 4 
 
14 When I’m hurt by others, I often get back at them  
 by saying mean things to them 0 1 2 3 4 
 
15 I often hit, kick, or punch others to get what I want 0 1 2 3 4 
 
16 I'm the kind of person who keeps others from  
 being in my group 0 1 2 3 4 
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17 If others have hurt me, I often keep them from being in  
 my group of friends 0 1 2 3 4 
 
18 I often keep others from being in my group of friends  
 to get what I want 0 1 2 3 4 
 
19 I’m the kind of person who puts others down 0 1 2 3 4 
 
20 If others make me upset or hurt me, I often  
 put them down 0 1 2 3 4 
 
21 To get what I want, I often put others down 0 1 2 3 4 
 
22 I'm the kind of person who says mean 
  things about others 0 1 2 3 4 
 
23 When I am angry at others, I often tell them  
 I won't be their friend anymore 0 1 2 3 4 
 
24 To get what I want, I often tell others I won't  
 be their friend 0 1 2 3 4 
 
25 I’m the kind of person who threatens others 0 1 2 3 4 
 
26 If others have angered me, I often hit, kick or  
 punch them 0 1 2 3 4 
 
27 To get what I want, I often say mean things to others 0 1 2 3 4 
 
28 I'm the kind of person who ignores others or  
 stops talking to them 0 1 2 3 4 
 
29 When I am upset with others, I often ignore  
 or stop talking to them 0 1 2 3 4 
 
30 To get what I want, I often ignore or stop  
 talking to others 0 1 2 3 4 
 
31 I’m the kind of person who takes things from others 0 1 2 3 4 
 
32 If others make me mad or upset, I often hurt them 0 1 2 3 4 
 
33 To get what I want, I often hurt others 0 1 2 3 4 
 
34 I'm the kind of person who gossips or spreads rumours 0 1 2 3 4 
 
35 When I am mad at others, I often gossip or spread  
 rumours about them 0 1 2 3 4 
 
36 To get what I want, I often gossip or spread rumours  
 about others 0 1 2 3 4 

Little et al. (2003) 
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Appendix B 
Most people have a number of friends who are important in their life. The following 
questions ask about your relationship with a close friend of the same sex (i.e., female). 
Please choose one person you are currently friends with and then answer the following 
questions with this person in mind.    
 
Instructions: Below are some statements about friendships.  Using the following scale, 
tell me how true each statement is for you and your friend. 
    
 

 Statements 
Never 
True 

Hardly 
Ever 
True 

Sometimes 
True 

Almost 
Always 

True 
Always 

True 

1 
My friend gives me advice when I'm figuring things 
out. 0 1 2 3 4 

2 My friend ignores me when she’s mad at me. 0 1 2 3 4 

3 
It is easy to make up quickly with my friend if we have 
a fight. 0 1 2 3 4 

4 I can tell my friend about my problems. 0 1 2 3 4 

5 
I feel jealous if I see my friend spending time with 
another person.  0 1 2 3 4 

6 
My friend is physically abusive to me when she’s mad 
at me. 0 1 2 3 4 

7 
My friend can share her personal and private thoughts 
with me. 0 1 2 3 4 

8 My friend makes me feel important. 0 1 2 3 4 

9 I get mad at my friend a lot. 0 1 2 3 4 

10 
When my friend and I don't like someone, we don't let 
them hang out with us. 0 1 2 3 4 

11 
My friend and I threaten others physically if they don't 
do what we tell them to do. 0 1 2 3 4 

12 
My friend would rather hang out alone with me, and 
not with other people.  0 1 2 3 4 

13 My friend and I have fun when we're together.   0 1 2 3 4 

14 My friend gets mad at me a lot. 0 1 2 3 4 

15 
My friend shares her personal belongings with me 
(e.g. clothes, mp3, etc). 0 1 2 3 4 

16 
My friend tells other people my personal and private 
thoughts when she’s mad at me. 0 1 2 3 4 

17 It is easy to get over arguments with my friend. 0 1 2 3 4 

18 
I can share my personal or private thoughts with my 
friend. 0 1 2 3 4 

19 
It's OK with me if my friend hangs out with other 
people when I'm busy. 0 1 2 3 4 
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20 
My friend says she will hurt me unless I do what she 
says. 0 1 2 3 4 

21 
My friend can talk with me about the things that make 
her unhappy. 0 1 2 3 4 

22 My friend compliments me. 0 1 2 3 4 

23 I disagree with my friend a lot. 0 1 2 3 4 

24 
When my friend and I are mad at someone, we ignore 
them or don't speak to them. 0 1 2 3 4 

25 
My friend and I are physically abusive to others when 
we are mad at them.  0 1 2 3 4 

26 
My friend gets jealous if she sees me hanging out with 
another friend. 0 1 2 3 4 

27 
My friend hangs out with me whenever we have free 
time. 0 1 2 3 4 

28 My friend gets annoyed with me a lot. 0 1 2 3 4 

29 
My friend tells me she won't hang out with me 
anymore unless I do what she wants to do. 0 1 2 3 4 

30 My friend does favours for me. 0 1 2 3 4 

31 

When one of us hears a rumour about a person we 
don't like, we’ll tell each other and we tell other people 
as well. 

0 1 2 3 4 

32 
I can talk with my friend about the things that make me 
unhappy. 0 1 2 3 4 

33 
It's OK with my friend if I hang out with other friends 
when she’s busy. 0 1 2 3 4 

34 
It’s easy to talk with my friend about how to resolve 
our arguments. 0 1 2 3 4 

35 My friend can tell me about her problems. 0 1 2 3 4 

36 My friend annoys me a lot. 0 1 2 3 4 

37 My friend apologizes if she hurts my feelings. 0 1 2 3 4 

38 
My friend won't let me hang out with her and her other 
friends when she’s mad at me. 0 1 2 3 4 

39 
I would rather hang out alone with my friend and not 
other friends too. 0 1 2 3 4 

40 
My friend asks me to participate in activities or events 
with her. 0 1 2 3 4 

FQM:Grotpeter & Crick (1996)  
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Appendix C 
The items on this page concern your feelings for your same sex friend.  Imagine that the 
blank space in each item contains your friend's name.  With her in mind, decide how 
much you agree or disagree with the item.  On the scale directly to the right of each item 
circle the number that indicates how much you agree that the statement describes 
your feelings.  There are no right or wrong answers, because everyone's feelings for 
friends differ from person to person.  Just honestly describe your feelings for your friend. 

      Very         Some-      Some-         Very  
       Much         what              what          
Much 
            Disagree   Disagree       Agree          
Agree 
 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4   

 1. I am happy with my friendship with ___.   -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4   

 2. I care about ___.   -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4   

 3. I like ___ a lot.   -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4   

 4. I feel my friendship with ___ is a great one.   -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4   

 5. I am satisfied with my friendship with ___.   -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4   

 6. I feel my friendship with ___ is good.   -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4   

 7. I want to stay friends with ___ for a long time.   -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4   

 8. I prefer ___ over most people I know.   -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4   

 9. I feel close to ___.   -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4   

10. I think my friendship with ___ is strong.   -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4   

11. I am pleased with my friendship with ___.   -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4   

12. I am glad that ___ is my friend.   -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4   

13. I hope ___ and I will stay friends.   -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4   

14. I would miss ___ if he/she left.   -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4   

15. I am content with my friendship with ___.   -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4   

16. I enjoy having ___ as a friend.   -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4   
 
 

McGill RA- Mendelson & Aboud (1999) CJBS 
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Table 1 

Study 1 Means and Standard Deviations of Main Variables  
  

Subscale          M (Range)   SD 
 
Relational Perpetration  1.57 (1.0 – 4.2)  .52 
 
Relational Victimization  .62 (0.0 – 2.5)   .48 
 
Dyadic Aggression   1.5 (0.0 – 4.0)   .78 
 
Positive Friendship Features  11.84 (2.33 – 16.0) 2.2 
 
Negative Friendship Features  3.4 (0.0 – 11.7)  1.74 
 
Self-Disclosure   6.6 (.33 – 8.0)   1.4 
 
Note. N=1600 
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Table 2 

Study 1 Intercorrelations among Scales and Gender Differences 

                             Gender Differences  

 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. F r direction 

1. Relational Perpetration .31 .50 .33 -.12 -.10 3.26 -.05 m=f 

2. Relational Victimization  .33 .53 -.40 -.31 6.15* -.07 m>f 

3. Dyadic Aggression   .28 -.05 -.05 7.16** -.07 m>f 

4. Negative Friendship Features   -.31 -.25 .23 -.00 m=f 

5. Positive Friendship Features    .64 97.43*** .26 f>m 

6. Self-disclosure      177.95*** .33 f>m 

Note. N=1600, Correlation coefficients ≥ .05 are significant at p < .05, those ≥ .06 are significant 
at p < .01, and those ≥ .10, p < .001. 
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Table 3 

Study 1 Factor Analysis Results of the Friendship Qualities Measure (Grotpeter and Crick, 
1996)  
 

 Friendship Features 

 
Subscale Positive Negative 
 
Help/Guidance .80 .00 

Conflict Resolution .61 -.30 

Validation/Caring .81 -.17 

Companionship/Recreation .74 -.02 

Intimate exchange–Self .80 -.08 

Intimate exchange –Friend .77 -.10 

Desire for Exclusivity–Self .07 .73 

Desire for Exclusivity–Friend .04 .79 

Conflict–Self -.34 .68 

Conflict–Friend -.29 .72 
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Table 4 

Study 1 Simultaneous Regression Analyses Predicting Friendship Features and Self-Disclosure, 
Controlling for Sex 

Variables ΔR2 F change β r 

Negative Friendship Features 

Step 1. Sex .00 0.23 -.01 .00 

Step 2. Relational Perpetration .31 232.0*** .17*** .33** 
 Relational Victimization   .46*** .53**

 Dyadic Aggression   .04 .28** 

Positive Friendship Features 

Step 1. Sex .06 97.43*** -.24*** -.24** 

Step 2. Relational Perpetration .16 100.63*** -.03 -.12** 
 Relational Victimization   -.41*** -.40** 
 Dyadic Aggression   .12*** -.05 

Self-Disclosure 

Step 1. Sex .10 178.0*** -.32*** -.32** 

Step 2. Relational Perpetration .09 56.36*** -.03 -.10** 
 Relational Victimization   -.31*** -.31** 
 Dyadic Aggression   .10*** -.05 

Note. * p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001 
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Table 5 

Study 1Hierarchical Regressions Examining Self-disclosure as a Moderator in the Relationship 
Between Relational Victimization and Friendship Features 

Variables ΔR2 F change β r 

Negative Friendship Features 

Step 1. Sex .00 0.01 -.07*** .00 

Step 2. Relational Victimization (RV) .30 326.66*** .48*** .53***

 Self-disclosure   -.11*** -.25*** 

Step 3. RV X Self-disclosure .01 9.5** -.07** 

Positive Friendship Features 

Step 1. Sex .06 103.38*** -.05* -.25* 

Step 2. Relational Victimization (RV) .40 573.48*** -.23*** -.40***

 Self-disclosure   .56*** .64*** 

Step 3. RV X Self-disclosure .01              7.47** -.05** 

Note. * p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001 
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Table 6 

Study 1 Hierarchical Regressions Examining Self-disclosure as a Moderator in the Relationship 
Between Dyadic Aggression and Negative Friendship Features 

Variables ΔR2 F change β r 

Negative Friendship Features 

Step 1. Sex .00 0.33 -.12 .01 

Step 2. Dyadic Aggression (DA) .14 129.11*** .28*** .28***

 Self-disclosure   -.26*** -.25*** 

Step 3. DA X Self-disclosure .01 9.14** -.07** 

Positive Friendship Features 

Step 1. Sex .06 92.89*** -.04* -.24*** 

Step 2. Relational Victimization (RV) .35 454.94*** -.01 -.40***

 Self-disclosure   .62*** .64*** 

Step 3. RV X Self-disclosure .00              .35 -.01 

Note.  * p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001 
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Table 7 

Study 1 Hierarchical Regressions Examining Self-disclosure as a Moderator in the Relationship 
Between Relational Perpetration and Friendship Features 

Variables ΔR2 F change β r 

Negative Friendship Features 

Step 1. Sex .00 0.0 -.01 .01 

Step 2. Relational Perpetration (RP) .17 159.67*** .31*** .33***

 Self-disclosure   -.25*** -.25*** 

Step 3. RP X Self-disclosure  .00 .74 -.02 

Positive Friendship Features 

Step 1. Sex .06 98.17*** -.04* -.24*** 

Step 2. Relational Perpetration (RP) .35 471.23*** -.05*** -.12***

 Self-disclosure   .62*** .64*** 

Step 3. RP X Self-disclosure .00              1.93 -.03 

Note. * p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001 
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Table 8 
 
Study 2 Means and Standard Deviations of Main Variables  
 M (Range)  SD 
Relational Perpetration 
 

1.68 (1.0 – 4.17) .53 

Relational Victimization 
 

1.50 (1.0 – 5.0) .56 

Dyadic Aggression 
 

2.44 (1.0 – 5.0)  .92 

Negative Friendship Features 
 

5.32 ( 2.0 – 11.83) 2.31 

Positive Friendship Features 
 

16.91(9.0 – 20.0) 2.3 

Self-disclosure 
 

9.0 (3.33 – 10.0)  1.2 

Satisfaction  
 

3.4 (-4.0 – 4.0)  1.03 

N= 242 participants  
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Table 9 
 
Study 2 Intercorrelations among Main Study Variables (N=242 participants)  
 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Relational Perpetration 
 

.22** .45** .17** -.11 -.07 -.08 

2. Relational Victimization 
 

 .39** .35** -.26** -.21** -.30** 

3. Dyadic Aggression  
 

  .17** .09 .12 .05 

4. Negative Friendship features 
 

   -.17** -.06 -.07 

5. Positive Friendship features 
 

    .73** .60** 

6. Self-disclosure 
 

     .49** 

7. Satisfaction  
 

      

Note. **p <.01, * p < .05 
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Table 10 
 
Study 2 Intraclass Correlations (ICCs) for Main Study Variables (k=121) 
 ICC 
1. Positive friendship features 
 

.19** 

2. Negative friendship features 
 

.25** 

3. Satisfaction 
 

.50** 

4. Relational perpetration 
 

.19** 

5. Relational victimization 
 

.01 

6. Dyadic aggression 
 

.27** 

7. Self-disclosure  
 

0.06 

Note. **p <.01, * p < .05 
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 Table 11 
 
 Study 2 Actor and Partner Effects between Relational Aggression variables with Relational 
 Perpetration as Predictor 

 Actor Effect Partner Effect 
 b t(236)  b t(236)  
Relational 
victimization 

0.30 4.01** 0.07 .96 

Dyadic aggression 0.85 7.83** 0.29 2.69* 
Note. *p< .05, ** p < .01 
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Table 12 
 
Study 2 Actor and Partner Effects for Friendship Features and Relational Aggression Variables 

Negative Friendship Features 
 

 Actor Effect Partner Effect 
 b t(237)  b t(237)  
Relational 
perpetration 

0.19 2.67** 0.16 2.32* 

Relational 
victimization 

0.57 12.08** 0.12 2.16* 

Dyadic 
relational 
aggression 

0.17 4.61** 0.06 1.74 (p=.08) 

Positive Friendship Features 
 

 Actor Effect Partner Effect 
 b t(236)  b t(236)  
Relational 
perpetration 

-0.08 -1.1 -.06 -.84 

Relational 
victimization 

-.36 -4.76** -0.09 -1.27 

Dyadic 
relational 
aggression 

0.01 .36 -0.05 -1.07 

Note. *p< .05, ** p < .01 
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Table 13 
 
Study 2 Associations between Relational Aggression Variables, Self-disclosure and Satisfaction 

Self-disclosure 
 

 Actor Effect Partner Effect 
 b t(237)  b t(237)  
Relational 
perpetration 

-0.28 -1.71 (p=.09) -0.05 -0.33 

Relational 
victimization 

0.01 0.17 -0.31 -3.95** 

Dyadic 
relational 
aggression 

0.07 1.33 0.08 1.68 (p=.09) 

Satisfaction 
 

 Actor Effect Partner Effect 
 b t(237)  b t(237)  
Relational 
perpetration 

-0.23 -1.71 (p=.09) -0.003 -0.02 

Relational 
victimization 

-0.56 -5.00** -0.21 -1.88 (p=.06) 

Dyadic 
relational 
aggression 

0.05 0.74 -0.01 0.22 

Note. *p< .05, ** p < .01 
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Table 14 
 
Study 2 Similarity in Relational Aggression Variables for Friendship Features  

Relational Perpetration 
 b t(119)  
Negative Friendship Features -0.21 

0.08 
0.11 
0.13 

-2.1* 
0.79 
0.98 
0.60 

Positive Friendship Features  
Self-disclosure  
Satisfaction 

 
Relational Victimization 

 b t(119)  
Negative Friendship Features 0.01 

0.17 
0.17 
0.28 

0.21 
2.0* 
1.6  
1.6 

Positive Friendship Features  
Self-disclosure  
Satisfaction 

 
Dyadic Aggression 

 b t(118)  
Negative Friendship Features -0.01 

0.10 
0.11 
0.03 

-0.03 
2.11* 
2.09* 
0.37 

Positive Friendship Features  
Self-disclosure  
Satisfaction 

Note. *p< .05, ** p < .01 
	  

 



89 
 

Table 15 
 
Study 2 Similarity in Self-Disclosure on Friendship Features and Satisfaction 
 b t(118)  
Negative Friendship Features -0.14 

-0.04 
-0.31 

-2.0* 
-0.89 
-2.33* 

Positive Friendship Features  
Satisfaction 

Note. *p< .05, ** p < .01 
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Figure 1. Self-disclosure moderating the association between relational victimization (low and 
high) and negative friendship features (dependent variable).  
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Figure 2. Self-disclosure moderating the association between relational victimization (low and 
high) and positive friendship features (dependent variable).  
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Figure 3. Self-disclosure moderating the association between dyadic aggression (low and high) 
and negative friendship features (dependent variable).  
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Figure 4. A general model of the possible effects of relational aggression variables on friendship 
features (positive and negative). Paths a and d represent actor effects; paths b and c represent 
partner effects; path represents similarity between partners.  
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