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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 There are many different ways of categorizing and defining aggression (Crick, 

Casas, & Mosher, 1997; Hubbard, Dodge, Cillessen, Cole, & Schwartz, 2001; 

Huesmann & Guerra, 1997; Schwartz et al., 1998). Aggression can be proactive or 

reactive (Hubbard et al.). Some researchers use the term retaliatory aggression 

(Huesmann & Guerra) rather than reactive aggression. Proactive aggression occurs 

without provocation or anger and is frequently used to achieve a goal. Pushing 

someone out of the way to get in line first is an example of proactive aggression. 

Reactive aggression is retaliatory or defensive and can occur with anger. When a 

person hits someone because the recipient said something that angered the aggressor, 

that person is responding with reactive aggression (Hubbard et al., Schwartz et al.). In 

order to elicit stronger aggressive responses from preschoolers, scenarios and 

questions used in the present study involve reactive aggression.  

 Research on aggression has historically focused on males in that males have 

been more frequently identified as being aggressive than have females (Wood, Cowan, 

& Baker, 2002). However, this may be a product of the definition of aggression which 

has historically been utilized and which has historically focused on physical acts. More 

recently, researchers have expanded the definition of aggression to include both overt 

and relational acts (Crick, Bigbee, & Howes, 1996; Cricket et al., 1997). Overt 

aggression includes physical acts, such as hitting, kicking, or pushing, as well as verbal 

acts, such as screaming or yelling. Although overt aggression includes non-physical 

acts, researchers sometimes refer to this type of aggression as physical aggression 
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(Crick, Casas, & Nelson, 2002; McEvoy, Estrem, Rodriguez, & Olson, 2003). Relational 

aggression involves manipulative behaviors, such as rumor spreading, shunning, and 

saying hurtful things to others. Overt aggression has been found to be more commonly 

expressed by males, while relational aggression has been found to be more commonly 

expressed by females (Crick et al., 1996; Crick et al., 1997; McEvoy et al.). Overt and 

relational aggression have been found to be separate and identifiable forms of 

aggression in preschoolers (Crick et al., 1997). In other words, children who are 

relationally aggressive are not necessarily overtly aggressive, and vice versa. The 

current study uses these descriptions of overt and relational aggression in order to 

include both males and females in research on beliefs about aggression. Overt and 

relational aggression have traditionally been measured by peer and teacher 

nominations (Crick et al., 1996; Crick et al., 1997).  

While it is apparent preschoolers develop temperaments (Rubin et al., 2003) and 

emotional understanding (Denham et al., 2002) that are related to aggressive 

behaviors, it is not known if preschoolers have developed normative beliefs about 

aggression or if those beliefs correlate with preschoolers’ acts of aggression.  

Researchers have found such a relationship in middle childhood (Huesmann & Guerra, 

1997), but research in preschool-aged children is limited to normative and prescriptive 

judgments about aggression (Goldstein et al., 2002). Additionally, there is not a 

measure of beliefs about aggression developed specifically for preschoolers. Although 

Huesmann and Guerra’s Normative Beliefs About Aggression Scale (NOBAGS) 

provides a model for a preschool measure, NOBAGS does not differentiate between 

overt and relational aggression and uses predominately overt aggression items.  
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The purpose of this project is to develop and evaluate a scale measuring 

preschoolers’ beliefs about overt and relational aggression. The scale – Beliefs About 

Overt and Relational Aggression Scale (BORAS) – was developed by combining two 

different scales. The first scale, NOBAGS (Huesmann & Guerra, 1997), is a measure of 

beliefs about aggression. It determined the format of BORAS and some of the questions 

asked. The Preschool Social Behavior Scale – Peer Form (PSBS-P) (Crick  et al., 1997) 

is a peer nomination form used to identify preschoolers with overt and relational 

aggression tendencies. Items from the PSBS-P were used to develop some questions 

and scenarios for BORAS. BORAS will be administered to preschoolers 4 to 5 years of 

age and evaluated for internal consistency and test-retest reliability. If found reliable, 

BORAS will be evaluated for gender differences. 

Normative beliefs about aggression have been defined in two ways in the 

literature reviewed. The first definition of normative beliefs is what children believe most 

children would do (Crick et al., 1996). This definition examines the expectations children 

have about aggression, when it will occur, and with whom it will occur. Goldstein, Tisak, 

and Boxer (2002) used a similar definition, but termed how a child would be expected to 

respond to provocation a “normative judgment” rather than a belief. Their study also 

included prescriptive judgments, which are defined as how a child should respond. 

Finally, Huesmann and Guerra (1997) defined a normative belief as a belief about 

whether or not an act is socially acceptable. This definition is most similar to Goldstein 

et al.’s definition of a prescriptive judgment. References herein to normative beliefs or 

beliefs, unless otherwise specified, refer to the definition set forth by Huesmann and 

Guerra. 
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If needed, results of this study may be used to refine and improve BORAS. After 

any necessary modifications are made, BORAS can be reevaluated with a larger 

sample size to better evaluate the reliability and significance of results. If BORAS is 

found to be an effective measure of preschoolers’ beliefs about aggression, it can be 

used to compare beliefs to acts of aggression. BORAS may help determine which 

children have patterns of beliefs that contribute to aggressive behaviors. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Traditionally, research has focused on early childhood predictors of aggression, 

effects of aggression on the aggressor and victim, and the persistence of childhood 

aggressive behaviors into young adulthood. While beliefs of school-aged children have 

been used to measure aggressive tendencies (Huesmann & Guerra, 1997), beliefs 

about aggression are just beginning to be explored in preschool-aged children  

(Goldstein et al., 2002). Measures intended for preschoolers have historically focused 

on incidents of aggression by preschoolers as rated by peers and teachers (Crick et al., 

1997). For example, peers and teachers are asked which children in their classes have 

said mean things to other children. Toddler predictors of aggression in preschool (Rubin 

et al., 2003) have also been measured through parent reports. Following social-

cognitive theory, Huesmann and Guerra have found an association between beliefs 

about and acts of aggression in school-aged children, but do not yet have a reliable 

scale to examine the same association in preschoolers.  

Types of Aggression 

Proactive and Reactive Aggression  

The traditional view of aggression, which includes overt acts such as hitting and 

kicking (Wood, et al., 2002), can be broken down into two categories: proactive and 

reactive aggression. Proactive aggression includes non-provoked, goal-oriented, and 

non-angry types of aggression, and reactive aggression involves retaliatory, angry, 

defensive behaviors (Hubbard et al., 2001; Schwartz et al., 1998). Distinguishing 
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between these two types of aggression may differentiate the social cognitions that occur 

with aggressive acts. 

 Hubbard et al. (2001) examined whether or not social cognitions are related to 

proactive and reactive aggressive acts in 8- to 10-year old males. Sixty-six African 

American males participated in the study. The criterion for selection was nomination by 

male peers as the most aggressive males in classrooms. These males were placed into 

11 playgroups. Four children from each group were randomly selected from the 

classrooms. Play sessions took place for 5 consecutive days and involved 45 minutes of 

free play with age-appropriate toys. Play groups included 4 typical males and 2 boys 

classified as highly aggressive.  

 Play sessions were videotaped and coded by trained observers for occurrences 

of proactive and reactive aggression. Males in dyads (selected by high aggression 

ratings) were specifically watched for coding. All aggressive acts were coded for type of 

aggression and instigator. Reactive aggression was coded whenever a male responded 

to his partner with hostility, frustration, and retaliation. This included angry facial 

expressions and verbalizations. Proactive aggression included instances where a male 

teased or used physical aggression against his dyadic partner to obtain some material 

goal. However, acts accompanied with anger were not coded as proactive aggression 

(Hubbard et al., 2001). 

 After each play session, participants were interviewed privately to assess 

outcome expectancies and attribution bias. To measure outcome expectancy, males 

read vignettes during which they were to imagine they were acting aggressively toward 

a peer. These vignettes included proactive and reactive acts of aggression. Males then 
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responded “yes” or “no” to questions about how effective the aggression would be. As a 

follow up question, males were asked to respond “definitely” or “maybe” to these 

questions, and a 4-point scale was created. Attributions were assessed through 

vignettes where the male was asked to determine whether the act of aggression 

committed by a peer was an accident or conducted out of meanness (Hubbard et al., 

2001). 

 Actor proactive aggression was significantly (p < .05) correlated with actor 

outcome expectations for aggression, meaning the male who committed a proactive act 

of aggression was more likely to expect aggression as an outcome. Additionally, actor 

hostile attribution biases predicted actor reactive aggression at a significant level (p < 

.01). In other words, if a male tended to interpret incidents as hostile acts rather than 

accidents, he was more likely to react to an incident with reactive aggression (Hubbard 

et al., 2001). Although these outcomes were not surprising, they demonstrated the 

connections between social cognitions and acts of aggression.  

 In a previous study, Schwartz et al. (1998) examined correlates of social-

cognitive processes and victimization with the same data used in Hubbard et al. (2001). 

They found peers who were frequently victimized were more likely to react aggressively 

to encounters, but not more likely to commit proactive aggression. Victimization was 

also positively correlated with hostile attribution biases, indicating frequent abuse by 

peers may form defensive social-cognitive structures. Victims of violence may need 

additional aid controlling anger and using fair social-cognitive processes before reacting 

to provocations. Females were not included in either of these studies (Hubbard et al., 

Schwartz et al.). 
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Overt and Relational Aggression  

Researchers have been examining two different types of aggression, overt and 

relational (Crick et al., 1996; Crick et al., 1997), compounding the different possible 

types of aggression to include proactive and reactive acts of both relational and overt 

aggression. Traditionally, females have either been omitted from research studies on 

aggression (Hubbard et al., 2001; Schwartz et al., 1998) or research including females 

has yielded insignificant results (Wood et al., 2002). Such studies used a definition of 

aggression that involved primarily physical or verbal attacks; for the purpose of the 

present study, this form of aggression is referred to as overt aggression. Relational 

aggression involves manipulative behaviors, such as exclusion and rumor spreading, 

and this form of aggression is found predominately in females (Crick et al., 1996; 

McEvoy et al., 2003). By including both forms of aggression in a measure of beliefs, it 

may be more likely that the data will yield significant results for both males and females. 

This may also clarify the relationship between beliefs and acts of aggression in females 

and relationally aggressive males. Few studies have been conducted on the 

development of relational aggression (Crick et al., 2002), so it is unknown when beliefs 

about relational aggression become stable. However, it is known relational victimization 

is emotionally harmful (Crick et al., 1999, Crick et al., 2002); consequently, relational 

aggression is an area in need of further investigation. 

 Crick et al. (1996) assessed whether or not children have normative beliefs (in 

this case beliefs about what most children would do) about overt and relational 

aggression through open-ended interviews with males and females in the third through 

sixth grades. Children were asked what most males did when they were mad at 
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someone and what most females did. Children wrote their answers on a form given to 

them by interviewers. Females were significantly (p < .001) more likely than males to 

expect females to react with relationally aggressive acts when angry. Males expected 

females to react with overt aggression (p < .05). Both genders expected males to react 

with overt aggression.  

Crick et al. (1997) investigated whether or not relational aggression is detectable 

in preschool-aged children and if relational aggression can be reliably measured as 

distinct from overt regression. Gender differences were also examined. Finally, the 

effects of overt and relational aggression on the social-psychological adjustment of 

preschoolers were examined. 

 Teachers assessed social behavior of 65 3.5- to 5.5-year-old preschoolers with 

the Preschool Social Behavior Scale – Teacher Form (PSBS-T) (Crick et al., 1997). The 

PSBS-T measured relational aggression, overt aggression, prosocial behavior, and 

depressed affect. Teachers completed the scale jointly with other teachers in the 

classroom, using their unique knowledge of each participant to come to a consensus 

about each child’s ratings, which were on a 5-point scale. 

 The Preschool Social Behavior Scale – Peer Form (PSBS-P), a peer-nomination 

measure, was developed to assess peer reports of relational aggression, overt 

aggression, and prosocial behavior of children in the classroom. The scale was 

developed through observations of preschool children’s social behaviors. Items were 

then created from the observations. The PSBS-P consisted of 17 items and was 

administered in individual interviews. Children were given half the interview in each of 

two sessions. The order in which participants completed parts A and B of the interview 
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was randomized, and there was 1 week between each session. The interview 

procedure involved presenting pictures of all the participants’ classmates for peer 

nomination. The children were asked to point to the pictures of the 3 children who 

committed specific acts of aggression (e.g., pushed and shoved other children) and 

prosocial acts. Both the PSBS-T and PSBS-P also included items to measure peer 

acceptance and rejection (Crick et al., 1997). 

 Cronbach’s alphas showed the reliability of the PSBS-T to be high in all 4 scales 

(relational aggression, overt aggression, prosocial behaviors, and depressed affect), 

with a = .96, .94, .88, and .97 respectively. Teachers’ assessments of relational and 

overt aggression were correlated (r = .76, p < .001 for males and r = .73, p < .001 for 

females). The PSBS-P yielded more moderate  Cronbach’s alphas for all 3 scales 

(relational aggression, overt aggression, and prosocial behavior): a = .71, .77, and .68, 

respectively. Correlation coefficients revealed a relationship between overt and 

relational aggression with r = .46, p < .01 for males and r = .37, p < .05 for females. 

However, factor analysis of the PSBS-T and PSBS-P yielded separate factors for overt 

and relational aggression, indicating they were separate and identifiable types of 

aggression.  Additionally, 63% of aggressive students identified with the PSBS-P were 

either relationally or overtly aggressive, but not both (Crick et al., 1997). 

 Although no age differences were found in the PSBS-P or PSBS-T, gender 

effects were found. While the PSBS-P did not yield significant genders effects, the 

PSBS-T revealed a significant (p < .001) gender effect for overt aggression. This effect 

indicated males were significantly more overtly aggressive than were females. 

Conversely, there was a significant (p < .001) gender effect for relational aggression, 
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indicating females were significantly more relationally aggressive than were males. In a 

study by McEvoy et al. (2003), the PSBS-T and PSBS-P were compared to an 

observation measure of overt and relational aggression. Similar gender effects were 

seen in all three measures. These gender effects reveal the importance of including 

questions about relational and overt aggression in studies if researchers desire to 

include both genders in aggression research that takes place in a typical preschool 

setting (Crick et al., 1997).  

Aggression in Early Childhood 

Development of Aggression 

The first obvious precursor to aggression may be the feeling of anger. Anger 

emerges as a socially directed expression in infants as young as 7 months of age. By 

the age of 12 months, infants use aggressive retaliation against peers. The primary 

aggressive acts in infants between the ages of 1 and 2 years are physical. As language 

skills increase at approximately age 2, physical aggression is replaced with verbal 

aggression. After aggression peaks around 3 years of age, it gradually declines across 

the preschool years. The decline is likely due to increased behavioral inhibition, 

language development, and emotional understanding (Coie & Dodge, 1998). While 

physical and verbal forms of aggression are part of a normal developmental process in 

young children, there are early childhood correlates that may put a child at risk for highly 

aggressive behaviors (Denham et al., 2002; Rubin et al., 2003). For example, 

dysregulated emotions, maternal negativity (Rubin et al.), and emotional understanding 

and knowledge (Denham et al.) have been found to be highly correlated with aggressive 

behaviors.  
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Correlates of Aggression  

In order to provide a meaningful measure of beliefs about aggression it is 

important to understand the roots of aggression and discern between a child who has 

acted aggressively and a child at risk for continuing aggressive behaviors later in life. 

Temperament, maternal attitudes, and emotional understanding are some of the 

developmental factors contributing to early childhood aggression (Denham et al., 2002; 

Rubin et al., 2003). However, it is not known how the normative beliefs children form 

about aggression affect the development of early childhood aggression. Because early 

childhood aggression is highly correlated with later aggression (Leff, Power, Manz, 

Costigan, & Nabors, 2001), it is important to develop a clear understanding of all factors 

related to early childhood aggression and how those factors might influence each other 

and, therefore, the development of abnormally high aggressive behaviors. 

Toddler Predictors  

Rubin et al. (2003) examined 3 predictors of externalizing behaviors in 

preschoolers: toddler temperament, conflict, and maternal negativity. Externalizing 

behaviors included conflict initiation, aggression, and regulatory control. They expected 

four variables to effect preschoolers’ externalizing behaviors: gender, conflict initiation 

as a toddler, emotion disregulation and behavioral inhibition as a toddler, and maternal 

behaviors during toddlerhood.  

 The participants were 2 years of age during the first laboratory visits and returned 

at the age of 4 for the second session. At age 2, children were videotaped in a play 

session with their mother and with another mother-toddler dyad. Videos were coded for 

externalizing behaviors in the toddler. Mothers rated emotion dysregulation in their 
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toddlers through a 7-point Likert scale measure, the Toddler Behavior Assessment 

Questionnaire (TBAQ). This measure included 5 aspects of temperament: activity level, 

social fearfulness, anger proneness, pleasure expression, and interest-persistence. 

Observed mother negative dominance and the self-reported hostile child-rearing 

measures were combined for an aggregated measure of negative mothering. At age 4, 

children visited the laboratory with their mothers to participate in play sessions with 3 

other peers. Few aggressive behaviors were observed during this session, hence 

researchers used maternal ratings of their 4-year-olds’ externalizing problems on the 

Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL) for analysis (Rubin et al., 2003). 

At age 2, males demonstrated a significantly (p < .01) larger number of conflict-

aggressive behaviors than did females, and at age 4 mothers reported their sons to 

have a significantly higher occurrence of externalizing problems. However, conflict-

aggressive behaviors at age 2 were significantly (p < .05) correlated with externalizing 

problems at age 4, but only in females. Aggressive behaviors remained relatively stable 

for males and females between the ages of 2 and 4 years of age. Data also revealed 

children reported to have dysregulated emotions were more aggressive than those who 

inhibited their behaviors more effectively. Finally, children who experienced high levels 

of maternal negativity at age 2 years exhibited a significantly stronger relationship 

between aggressive behaviors at age 2 years and externalizing behaviors at age 4 

years. Toddlers who experienced high levels of maternal negativity were more likely to 

have behavioral-emotional undercontrol, leading to externalizing difficulties  (Rubin et 

al., 2003). Because aggressive behaviors stay relatively stable between 2 and 4 years, 

beliefs about aggression may also be relatively stable. Therefore, the Rubin et al. study 



 

 14

gives some support to the ability of a preschool aggression scale to have test-retest 

reliability. It also demonstrates the need to examine gender differences when studying 

aggression and provides information that may aid in the development of early 

intervention models aimed at reducing aggression in the young child.  

Emotional Understanding and Aggression  

As indicated by Rubin et al. (2003), emotional development is significantly related 

to aggression and externalizing behaviors. Denham et al. (2002) focused on how 

emotional understanding contributed to aggression because emotion-related 

contributors may predict higher continuity of aggression and related behavior problems. 

In other words, if early childhood aggression occurs with certain social-cognitive 

patterns (specifically, poor emotional understanding), aggression is more likely to 

continue past early childhood. Conversely, early childhood aggression occurring with 

well-developed emotional understanding is not likely to persist. 

 Emotional understanding was assessed during the first 2 years of assessment 

through puppet interviews with children ages 3 and 4 years. These interviews measured 

how well children understood how others might feel in hypothetical situations. For each 

story, children were interviewed about how the main character really felt and looked (in 

facial expressions) and how other characters thought the main character felt. In all 3 

years, emotional understanding consisted of the ability to identify what others felt. 

Children were also observed in a natural setting. Observers coded the emotions 

expressed initially and the emotions of the second child reacting to the first as assessed 

through facial, motor, and vocal cues. Social competence was measured through 

teacher ratings on the Social Competence and Behavior Evaluation Short Form (SCBE). 
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Three scales were created from this questionnaire: Angry-Aggressive, Isolated, and 

Sensitive-Cooperative. Test-retest reliability on the Angry-Aggressive scale was .34 (p < 

.01) between the first and second years, .69 between the second and third years, and 

.45 between the first and last years. Cronbach’s alphas for the angry-aggressive scale 

were .78, .85, and .90 across the 3 years of the study (Denham et al., 2002). 

Children were categorized as stably nonaggressive, stably moderately 

aggressive, moderately aggressive, and highly aggressive. At any given age, lack of 

age-appropriate emotional understanding in the children was found to be an indicator of 

aggressive behaviors. Emotional knowledge predicted angry-aggressive behaviors of 

males at ages 4 and 5 years, and earliest emotional knowledge of females was related 

to differing aggression patterns (Denham et al., 2002). It is important to know if 

aggression persists primarily when accompanied by lack of emotional understanding 

because preschoolers may be incorrectly identified as “at risk” for aggressive behaviors 

in early childhood if assessed on aggressive tendencies alone. Similarly, beliefs about 

aggression are a product of cognitions that may influence or be influenced by emotional 

understanding. A combination of knowledge about normative beliefs and emotional 

understanding may be a useful aid in early identification and intervention of aggressive 

children. However, a reliable scale for young children about beliefs on aggression must 

be developed in order to explore this possible relationship further. 

Early Peer Rejection.  

Aggression not only predicts behavior problems later in life, but is positively 

correlated with peer rejection in preschool. Wood et al. (2002) studied 76 children 

between the ages of 3.5 and 5.5 years. Teachers completed the Child Adaptive 



 

 16

Behavior Inventory (CABI) to assess social withdrawal, noncompliance, hyperactivity, 

peer rejection, and aggression on a 4-point Likert scale. Cronbach’s alpha for the 

aggression subscale was .88. Researchers collected sociometric ratings of children 

through peer interviews. Last, observers coded children’s behavior in the classroom as 

a comparison against teachers’ responses in the CABI. Incidents of aggression included 

kicking, hitting, grabbing, or pushing another child. The coded behaviors included only 

overt acts of aggression, and the results, therefore, do not provide information about 

relational aggression. 

 Frequency of aggression was low in females; therefore, correlations between 

aggression and peer rejection were stronger with males. Significant correlations were 

found between sociometric ratings and the CABI Aggression subscale for males (r = 

.29) and females (r = .38). In other words, teacher ratings of aggression in males and 

females were associated with peer rejection. However, observations of aggression were 

only significantly correlated with peer rejection in males (r = .41). Regression analysis 

indicated peer rejection as measured by the CABI was still significantly related to 

observed aggression (ß = .39), although social withdrawal was most strongly related to 

peer rejection (ß = .51) (Wood et al., 2002). 

The low frequency of aggression found in females and weak correlation between 

peer rejection and aggression may be due to the definition of aggression used in the 

study. The study makes apparent the need for inclusive measures that broaden the 

definition of aggression to include traditionally female aggressive behaviors. The results 

also demonstrate the importance of aggression in the socialization of young children 

and the need to intervene early. Additionally, the correlation between peer rejection and 
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aggression indicates children may make social judgments about overt aggression 

during the preschool years (Wood et al., 2002). 

Children appear to make choices and form judgments about aggressive 

behaviors in the preschool years. Wood et al. (2002) found a correlation between 

aggression and peer rejection in preschool. Although the precise reason children reject 

aggressive peers is not known, it is possible preschoolers make a prosocial decision to 

separate themselves from aggressive children. The case for making a judgment based 

on the child’s aggressive behaviors is strengthened if the child rejecting the peer has 

not been a victim of aggression. This helps reduce the chance the peer is being rejected 

out of fear. However, the issue of victimization effects was not addressed in the Wood 

et al. study. The Wood et al. study is further evidence that preschool-aged children are 

already forming judgments about aggression and gives reason to hypothesize that 

young children are capable of making decisions such as whether or not acts of 

aggression are acceptable.  

Measuring Beliefs About Aggression 

 It is apparent young children are developing emotional understanding and 

temperaments that shape the way they react to and use overtly aggressive behaviors 

(Denham et al., 2002; Rubin et al., 2003). However, it is unclear what beliefs have 

developed during early childhood that may also be related to acts of aggression. 

Specifically, although emotional understanding is related to acts of aggression (Denham 

et al.), it is not known if beliefs about aggression are related to acts of aggression in 

preschoolers.  Although researchers have found relationships between beliefs about 

and acts of aggression in middle childhood (Huesmann & Guerra, 1997), preschoolers’ 
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judgments about aggression are just beginning to be explored (Goldstein et al., 2002). 

Furthermore, researchers still lack a reliable measure of beliefs about aggression to use 

for comparisons between beliefs and behaviors. 

Beliefs About and Acts of Aggression 

Huesmann and Guerra (1997) studied the relationship between children’s 

normative beliefs about aggression, meaning whether or not acts of aggression are 

socially acceptable behaviors, and their aggressive behaviors. They hypothesized that 

because normative beliefs regulate actions, normative beliefs supporting aggression 

would be positively correlated with aggressive behavior. Although the researchers did 

not define “aggression,” the measure used hitting as a high level of aggression and 

yelling as a low level of aggression. 

 Huesmann and Guerra (1997) studied 784 first grade and 766 fourth grade 

children from low-income neighborhoods. The participants were 38.3% African 

American, 36.6% Hispanic, and 18.1% Caucasian. They were fairly evenly split by 

gender (48% males, 52% females). The following year 1,070 children returned for 

validity analysis, and 846 children returned the last year of the study.  

 Huesmann and  Guerra (1997) devised a 20-item measure, the Normative 

Beliefs About Aggression Scale (NOBAGS), to assess children’s beliefs about 

aggression. The NOBAGS consisted of 7 subscales: Total Approval of Aggression (a = 

.86); General Approval of Aggression (a = .80); Approval of Retaliation (a = .82); 

Approval of Retaliation, Weak Provocation (a  = .75); Approval of Retaliation, Strong 

Provocation (a = .71); Approval of Retaliation Against Males (a = .70); and Approval of 

Retaliation Against Females (a = .69). Reliabilities held up across gender, ethnicity, and 
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age group, and the scale had an internal consistency of .90. Children were given short 

scenarios and asked separately if hitting and screaming were acceptable in the 

situations. The measure alternated between asking if these reactions were “okay” or 

“wrong” to control for positive response bias. Four response choices were available to 

the children: “perfectly okay,” “sort of okay,” “sort of wrong,” and “really wrong.” The 

Peer-Nominated Index of Aggression was used to assess each participant’s aggression. 

Children were shown pictures of all classmates and asked to circle the pictures of 

children who committed specific aggressive acts, inc luding physical, verbal, and indirect 

aggression. Teachers completed the CBCL in order to use its Aggression subscale as 

another measure of aggression. Children in the first grade completed the NOBAGS 

through individual interviews, and fourth graders were read the questions by an 

administrator as a group, but wrote down their responses individually. 

 All scales and subscales showed significant correlations with peer nominations 

and teacher ratings. The Total Approval of Aggression (acquired with NOBAGS) was 

significantly (p < .001) and positively correlated with the Peer-Nominated Index of 

Aggression. Correlations with beliefs were significantly greater with peer nominations 

than teacher ratings. Huesmann and Guerra (1997) contend these correlations are 

significant according to standards of children’s personality measurement, although they 

would not be considered substantial in adult personality research. The correlation 

between beliefs and aggression was significantly (p < .01) lower for females than for 

males, and Hispanic children were slightly more likely to have consistency between their 

beliefs and aggression ratings, but differences were not significant.  
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Huesmann and Guerra (1997) also examined the stability of NOBAGS and its 

subscales and found that, although not highly so, one-year stabilities were statistically 

significant. However, younger children’s beliefs were not as stable as older children’s 

beliefs. On the Total Approval of Aggression scale, first graders had a stability of z = 

.13, p < .01, while fourth graders showed a stability of z = .40, p < .001. This 

demonstrates normative beliefs become more stable as children grow older.  

 It is apparent aggression is related to beliefs in school-aged children. However, 

this study did not differentiate  between overt and relational aggression, and the low 

correlations found with females may have occurred consequently. The reliability of 

NOBAGS demonstrates there is some reliability within subscales at all ages. However, 

test-retest reliability was not conducted, and the stability of beliefs was lower with 

younger children. This indicates beliefs at a given point can be measured reliably with 

children as young as the first grade. However, results of a measure such as NOBAGS 

cannot be expected to remain stable in one child over a long period of time. Additionally, 

it is still not known if preschool-aged children can be tested similarly with the same level 

of reliability (Huesmann & Guerra, 1997). 

Preschoolers’ Beliefs About Aggression 

Goldstein et al. (2002) examined normative and prescriptive judgments about 

aggression in preschoolers to determine if children could distinguish between normative 

and prescriptive responses  (i.e., how a child would respond and should respond, 

respectively), if there were differences between preschoolers’ beliefs about relational 

and overt acts of aggression, and what gender differences existed in these decisions. 

Fifty-one females and 48 males from primarily White, middle class families took part in 
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the study. Children were recruited from 7 mid-Western preschools. One child was 2 

years of age, 17 were 3 years of age, 71 were 4, and 10 were 5 years of age. 

 Children were read two stories that included illustrations. The first story told of 

overt provocation where a child intentionally knocked over another child’s box of 

crayons. The second story consisted of a relational provocation, where a child told a 

peer he or she was not welcome to play and should go away. Children were assessed 

with these stories in individually administered 15-minute interviews. Interviewers were 

instructed to assess children for understanding throughout the story by asking informal 

questions, such as pointing to a part of the picture or describing what had just 

happened. After hearing the story, the participants were asked questions to determine 

which type of action (i.e., verbal, physical, or relational) they thought was most wrong. 

For each story, children were asked if the victim in the story would respond via certain 

means (i.e., verbal, physical, and relational), if each action was the right thing to do, 

which response was the worst thing to do, and which was the next worst thing to do 

(Goldstein et al., 2002). 

 A main effect was found for gender within normative beliefs, F (1,91) = 4.55, p < 

.001, indicating children thought males would be more relationally aggressive than 

females. Within prescriptive beliefs, children believed relationally aggressive responses 

were more acceptable than verbally or physically aggressive responses (p < .001).  

ANOVAS were run to examine the relationship between normative beliefs and 

prescriptive beliefs and indicated significant (p < .01) effects for physical and verbal 

aggression. In other words, children anticipated verbal and physical acts of aggression 
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would happen more than the children thought they should happen (Goldstein et al., 

2002). 

 ANOVA computations indicated children did not rate any specific aggressive 

response as better or worse than any other act of aggression in the overt provocation 

scenario. However, in the context of relational provocation, physically aggressive 

responses were rated as significantly worse than verbally and relationally aggressive 

responses. Additionally, males considered physically aggressive responses in the 

relational provocation scenario to be more wrong than did females, and females 

believed relationally aggressive responses to be more wrong than did males (F [2, 82] = 

4.77, p < .01). This may indicate preschool-aged children, particularly males, do not 

understand how relational aggression can be just as hurtful as physical aggression. The 

study also demonstrated relational aggression is a distinct concept in preschool-aged 

children (Goldstein et al., 2002). 

Development of the Beliefs About Overt and Relational Aggression Scale (BORAS) 

 The Beliefs About Overt and Relational Aggression Scale (BORAS) (Appendix A) 

uses NOBAGS (Huesmann & Guerra, 1997) as a model, but is modified for 

preschoolers and includes questions about relational aggression. Like NOBAGS, 

BORAS includes 6 provocation scenarios, but includes only 6 general belief questions 

(Figure 1). Each scenario includes 2 questions, and the entire scale contains 18 

questions. Although similar in structure, BORAS frequently uses different wording than 

NOBAGS and borrows examples of relational and overt aggression from the PSBS-P 

(Crick et al., 1997). The development of BORAS from NOBAGS and the PSBS-P is 

described below.  
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NOBAGS uses “suppose” in its scenarios. However, in Scenarios 1-6 of BORAS, 

“pretend” is substituted for “suppose” because “pretend” is a word more commonly used 

with preschoolers. Because some relationally aggressive acts can be more complicated 

to word, names are given to both children and those names are used each time to 

which a child is referred. BORAS could be used to compare beliefs to acts of 

aggression, therefore, the main character should relate to the participant. Male 

participants are given scenarios with male names, and female participants are given 

scenarios with female names. Male and female names were obtained from a 

kindergarten class. Genders are matched so each participant can relate to the character 

and beliefs about whether or not males should act aggressively toward females do not 

interfere with measuring beliefs about using aggression in general. Each scenario uses 

different characters. The purpose of changing names is to ensure the participants do 

not approve more of aggressive acts as one child continually provokes the other child.  

Items from the PSBS-P and NOBAGS were used to create scenarios for 

questions about overt and relational aggression (Crick et al., 1997, Huesmann & 

Guerra). Huesmann and Guerra used a relational provocation scenario to measure 

beliefs about aggression in NOBAGS. This scenario was modified with “pretend” and 

the characters were given names to create Scenario 1 of BORAS.  

Scenario 2 is a modification of an overt aggression item in PSBS-P. The acts of 

overt aggression for this item were pushing or shoving other children. This was 

reworded into one specific situation for BORAS. To simplify the scenario, only “pushing” 

was included.  
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Scenario 3 was derived from PSBS-P, but significantly reworded because the 

item involves “kids who won’t listen to someone if they are mad at them.” The element 

of the provocateur being mad at the recipient added an extraneous element to the 

situation and was deleted.  “They might even cover their ears” was removed to simplify 

the scenario.   

Scenario 4 was created from an overt aggression item on PSBS-P involving 

knocking over someone’s belongings. In PSBS-P, children are supposed to indicate 

which “kids … say they will knock someone’s stuff over or mess it up if they don’t get to 

play on it too.” Because BORAS uses scenarios that allow the participant to infer the 

provocateur’s intentionality, “say” and “if they don’t get to play on it too” were removed 

from the PSBS-P item. To create a concrete scenario that occurs frequently in the 

classroom, the scenario from BORAS uses knocking over blocks as the provocation.  

A relational aggression item from PSBS-P was used to create the provocation 

situation for Scenario 5. Like the PSBS-P item for Scenario 4, the relational aggression 

item used for Scenario 5 involves “kids who say” something to provoke other children. 

However, children may say they will not invite someone to their birthday to hurt them or 

obtain an end, but they do not necessarily follow through with the threat. Additionally, 

sometimes children are not able to invite everyone to birthday parties. Thus, although 

“say” was omitted from the overt aggression provocation in Scenario 4, it was included 

in the relational aggression provocation in Scenario 5. “If they can’t have their own way” 

was omitted to simplify the situation and allow for interpretation of intentionality. 

Scenario 6 is derived from an overt aggression item in PSBS-P.  The PSBS-P 

item gives a reason for children to throw objects at other children: “they don’t get their 
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way.” The reason for the aggressive act is an extraneous variable for the purpose of this 

study. Thus, the final overt provocation act for this scenario only informs the child that 

one child threw a toy at another. 

Similar to NOBAGS, BORAS yields a 4-point rating of the acceptableness of an 

aggressive act. However, preschoolers’ ratings are produced through scaffolding the 

interview questions (see Hubbard et al., 2001). After being presented the scenario, the 

participant is asked if it is “okay” for the main character to hit another character. If the 

participant says “yes,” the participant is then asked if it is “sort of okay” (3 points) or 

“really okay” (4 points) for the main character to hit. If the participant responds “no,” the 

participant is asked if it is “sort of wrong” (2 points) or “really wrong” (1 point) for the 

main character to hit. The same process is repeated with a relationally aggressive act 

(e.g. the main character tells other children not to play with the other character). While 

“okay” and “wrong” are the same words used in NOBAGS, NOBAGS asks if the act is 

“perfectly okay.” However, NOBAGS also uses “really wrong” rather than “perfectly 

wrong.” To maintain consistency and simplify language for preschoolers, “really okay” 

was substituted for “perfectly okay” in all items of BORAS. 

The general beliefs questions yield the same 4-point rating as the scenarios. 

However, rather than presenting a scenario with follow up questions, each belief is its 

own question. For example, Item 13 on NOBAGS states, “In general, it is wrong to hit 

other people.” However, Item 13 on BORAS asks, “If you’re mad, is it okay to hit other 

people?” Asking a question rather than requiring the participant to rate a statement may 

be an easier concept for young children to process. “In general” was substituted with “If 

you are mad” because other items from NOBAGS used the phrase “If you’re angry.” 
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Using “if you are mad” creates uniformity in the general beliefs section and removes the 

extraneous variable of “in general” versus “if you are mad.” “In general” is also an 

unnecessarily complicated concept for preschoolers. “Mad” is used rather than “angry” 

because “mad” is more commonly used among preschoolers. 

The general beliefs section includes 3 relational aggression items and 3 overt 

aggression items. Item 13 was the first of 3 overt aggression items. Item 14 is a 

relational aggression item taken from BORAS (Item 14). Like all items in the general 

beliefs section, it is reworded into question format and “angry” is substituted with “mad.” 

Item 14 on NOBAGS states that “if you’re angry, it is OK to say mean things to other 

people.” However, this can be interpreted as gossip or saying something hurtful to the 

person with whom the child is angry. These are different acts of relational aggression. 

To clarify the question, BORAS asks, “If you are mad, is it okay to say mean things to 

the person you’re mad at?” 

Item 15 on NOBAGS asked if it was okay to both yell and say bad things. 

However, while yelling is an act of overt aggression, saying bad things may be an act of 

relational aggression. Therefore, Item 15 on BORAS was simplified to ask, “If you’re 

mad, is it okay to yell at others?,” and was used as an overt aggression item. Because 

children sometimes yell at a large group when they are angry, it was not necessary to 

ask if it was okay to yell at the person with whom the child was mad. Unlike gossiping 

and saying something mean to someone (BORAS, Item 14), yelling at others does not 

create an ambiguous situation. 

Item 17 on NOBAGS asked if it was wrong to insult others. Because “insult” is 

not a common word among preschoolers, it was replaced with a description of “insult.” 
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Item 14 has already questioned saying mean things to a person; therefore, this item 

questions whether or not it is acceptable to say mean things about someone to other 

people. The final relational aggression question for Item 16 on BORAS reads, “If you 

are mad, is it okay to tell other people bad things about the person you are mad at?” 

Although the question is lengthy, the simple language should allow preschoolers to 

understand the meaning of the question.  

Item 16 on NOBAGS asks if it is “usually” okay to push or shove others. “Usually” 

is used only once throughout NOBAGS. It provides a potentially extraneous variable, 

and is, therefore, not used on Item 17 of BORAS. Rather, Item 17 on BORAS follows 

the same pattern as the other general beliefs questions and asks, “If you are mad, is it 

okay to push or shove the person you are mad at.” Item 17 is the final general beliefs 

question about overt aggression. 

The remaining questions from NOBAGS (Items 18-20) were not used in the 

development of BORAS. Item 18 was omitted because it is similar to Item 14. Items 19 

and 20 were overly general and used language that is not common to preschoolers. 

Therefore, the general beliefs section of BORAS is 2 items shorter than the same 

section of NOBAGS. However, one final relational aggression question needed to be 

added to maintain equal numbers of overt and relational questions. Consequently, the 

last relational aggression question was derived from the PSBS-P. The PSBS-P 

relational aggression item involves “kids who won’t let a kid play in the group if they are 

mad at the kid – they might tell the kid to go away.” “They might tell the kid to go away” 

is removed to simplify the question. The element of the “group” is removed because 

none of the other belief questions involve a group. The final question for Item 18 asks, 
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“If you are mad, is it okay to tell the kid you are mad at that he or she can’t play with 

you?”  

BORAS yields two separate scores, one for overt and one for relational 

aggression. The overt aggression score is calculated by summing the ranks for items 1, 

4, 5, 8, 9, 12, 13, 14, and 16 (n = 9). The relational aggression score is calculated by 

summing the ranks for items 2, 3, 6, 7, 10, 11, 15, 17, and 18 (n = 9). Items may also be 

combined within each subscale to examine general and retaliatory beliefs, as well as 

beliefs concerning retaliation to different types of aggression (see Figure 1, Appendix 

C). 

Hypotheses 

Although several factors have been found that correlate with aggression in 

preschoolers (Denham et al., 2002; Rubin et al., 2003), it is still unknown if preschoolers 

have beliefs about aggression that are correlated with acts of aggression. NOBAGS 

was developed because there is no known measure of beliefs about aggression for 

preschoolers. It includes relational and overt aggression because relational aggression 

has been found to be predominant in females and overt aggression has been found to 

be predominant in males (Crick et al., 1996).  

Because preschoolers can distinguish between overt and relational aggression 

(Crick et al., 1997) and form prescriptive and normative judgments about such acts of 

aggression (Goldstein et al., 2002), there is reason to believe preschoolers are capable 

of answering questions about their beliefs about relational and overt aggression. 

Specific hypotheses for this study are: 
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Hypothesis 1: The relational scale of the BORAS will be internally consistent at both 

Time 1 and Time 2. Children who accept one act of relational aggression will accept 

other acts of relational aggression.  

Hypothesis 2: The overt scale of the BORAS will be internally consistent at both Time 1 

and Time 2. Children who accept one act of overt aggression will accept other acts of 

overt aggression.  

Hypothesis 3: BORAS will yield moderately reliable test-retest reliability coefficients.  

If BORAS is found to be reliable (p < .05) and/or valid, two more hypotheses will 

be tested.  

Hypothesis 4: There will be a significant difference (p < .05) between scores on the 

overt aggression scale and scores on the relational aggression scale at both Time 1 and 

Time 2.  

Hypothesis 5: Females will score significantly (p < .05) higher on the relational 

aggression scale than males at both Time 1 and Time 2.  

Hypothesis 6: Males will score significantly (p < .05) higher on the overt aggression 

scale than females at both Time 1 and Time 2. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Participants 

 The participants consisted of 17 males and 16 females, ages 3-5 years (mean = 

4.1), primarily from middle-income families. The children were recruited from those 

enrolled at a university child development laboratory in a small town in Texas. SES 

information was obtained from the director of the child development laboratory. Ethnicity 

data was collected from a parent survey. The Participants were 60% Caucasian, 15% 

Asian, and 6% Hispanic. Of the remaining 18%, 6% were biracial and 12% did not 

specify their child’s ethnicity on the parent survey. The data collected provides direction 

for future scale development. All children whose parents signed and returned consent 

forms (see Appendix B) were included in the study. Two males who were not present for 

post- testing were deleted from all posttest analyses. The low n was desired due to the 

experimental nature of the questionnaire. 

Measures and Instruments 

 The study evaluated the Beliefs about Overt and Relational Aggression Scale 

(BORAS). The vignettes involved situations where something negative happened to a 

child. There were 7 vignettes with 1 follow up question on overt aggression and 1 on 

relational aggression, followed by 8 questions regarding general beliefs about 

aggression. The children judged the appropriateness of an aggressive act, and the 

response received a rating from 1-4 on the questions scaffolded by the interviewer. A 

high rating indicated strong beliefs supporting aggression. A low n indicated strong 
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beliefs against the use of aggression. Variables measured included gender, overt 

aggression, and relational aggression (see Appendix A).  

Items 2, 3, 6, 7, 10, 11, 15, 17, and 18 composed the relational aggression 

subscale (n = 9, possible range = 9 – 36).  The relational aggression score was 

obtained by summing the responses for these items. Within the relational scale, items 2, 

6, and 10 measured beliefs about reactive relational aggression in response to 

relational provocation (n = 3, range = possible 3 – 12). Items 3, 7, and 11 measured 

beliefs about reactive relational aggression in response to overt provocation (n = 3, 

possible range = 3 – 12). Items 2, 3, 6, 7, 10, and 11 were combined to provide a score 

for beliefs about reactive relational aggression (n = 6, possible range = 6 – 24). Items 

15, 17, and 18 measured general beliefs about relational aggression (n = 3, possible 

range = 3 – 12).  

Items 1, 4, 5, 8, 9, 13, 14, and 16 composed the overt aggression subscale (n = 

9, possible range = 9 – 36).  The overt aggression score was obtained by summing the 

responses for these items. Within the overt scale, items 1, 5, and 9 measured beliefs 

about reactive overt aggression in response to relational provocation (n = 3, possible 

range = 3 – 12). Items 4, 8, and 12 measured beliefs about reactive overt aggression in 

response to overt provocation (n = 3, possible range = 3 – 12). Items 1, 4, 5, 8, 9, and 

12 were combined to provide a score for beliefs about reactive overt aggression (n = 6, 

possible range = 6 – 24). Items 13, 14, and 16 measured general beliefs about 

relational aggression (n = 3, possible range = 3 – 12). 
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Procedure 

 Before testing, classroom teachers in the UNT Child Development Laboratory 

distributed consent forms and information letters to parents. Parents who gave consent 

for their children to participate also completed a short demographic survey about their 

child. Parents returned their completed forms and surveys to the main office of the 

school. Before administering BORAS, names used in the scenarios were altered to not 

include any names similar to those of children in the classroom. Age and gender 

information was gathered from the permission form and recorded by the researcher on 

the data sheets.  

Testing took place during regular school hours and was conducted by the 

researcher. An employee or regular volunteer at the school brought each participant 

individually to a quiet place in the lobby of the  school and introduced the administrator 

to the participant. At this time, the administrator asked the child for his or her permission 

to ask the child some questions. The children were informed they would not be in 

trouble if they did not want to answer the questions. One child did not verbally consent 

to participate in the study and was dropped from participation. All other participants for 

whom parental consent was obtained agreed to participate in the study. Children were 

interviewed using short scenarios to elicit responses. Non-descript paper dolls depicting 

male or females figures were used as visual aids throughout the scenarios. A practice 

item was administered to ensure the children understood the procedure. Interviews took 

place in a quiet space outside the classroom where distractions were minimal and other 

children would not hear the child’s responses. When other children came into the testing 

area, the interview was halted until the area was quiet again. One child was interviewed 
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at a time. The scale took approximately 10-15 minutes to complete. The scale was 

given to the same child again approximately 2 weeks later to establish test-retest 

reliability. Each child was given the retest 11-14 days after completing his or her initial 

assessment.  
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Descriptive Statistics 

Time 1 

BORAS yielded a mean score of 12.6 (SD = 5.96, actual range = 9 – 36) on the 

overt aggression scale and 16.0 (SD = 7.59, actual range = 9 – 33) on the relational 

aggression scale.  The frequency of low scores (Table 1 and Table 2, Appendix C) 

indicates a fairly homogenous sample, although it is noteworthy there was greater 

variance on the relational aggression scale than the overt aggression scale. 

Time 2  

BORAS yielded a mean score of 14.2 (SD = 6.85, actual range = 9 – 36) on the 

overt aggression scale and 14.8 (SD = 5.95, actual range = 9 – 30) on the relational 

aggression scale. Frequencies of scores can be found in Tables 3 and 4, Appendix C. 

Internal Consistency and Reliability 

Cronbach’s alphas were calculated to determine the reliability of the overt and 

relational aggression scales. Analyses were also conducted to determine if the type of 

aggression presented in the scenario had a negative impact on the reliability of each 

scale. General beliefs about aggression were evaluated with and separate from beliefs 

about retaliatory aggression.  

Hypothesis 1: The relational scale of the BORAS will be internally consistent at 

both Time 1 and Time 2. The relational scale was found to be reliable at Time 1 and 

Time 2 (α=.88, .84 respectively). The general beliefs subscale yielded alphas of .59 and 
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.68. However, when alphas were calculated for the relational aggression scale without 

including general beliefs items, the scale was only slightly more reliable (α=.91, .85).  

Hypothesis 2: The overt scale of the BORAS will be internally consistent at both 

Time 1 and Time 2. The overt scale was found to be reliable at Time 1 and Time 2 

(α=.90, .91 respectively). The general beliefs subscale yielded alphas of .77 and .81. 

Alphas were calculated for the overt aggression scale without including general beliefs 

items, and the scale was determined to be only slightly more reliable (α=.89, .88). 

Reliabilities of all subscales can be found in Table 5, Appendix C. 

Test-Retest Reliability 

 Hypothesis 3: BORAS will yield moderate test-retest reliability coefficients. 

Pearson correlations were run to examine the stability of BORAS from Time 1 to Time 

2. The Time 1 and Time 2 overt aggression scores were significantly correlated (r = .68, 

p < .01). The Time 1 and Time 2 relational aggression scores were also significantly 

correlated, although more moderately so (r = .42, p < .05).  

Paired samples t-tests were also conducted to examine BORAS (Table 6, 

Appendix C). The difference between Time 1 (M = 12.6, SD = 5.96, n = 33) and Time 2 

(M = 14.2, SD = 6.84, n = 31) overt aggression scores (MD = -1.74, SD = 5.26) 

approached significance (t = -1.84, df = 30, p = .08). The difference between Time 1 (M 

= 15.97, SD = 7.59, n = 33) and Time 2 (M = 14.77, SD = 6.06, n = 31) relational 

aggression scores (MD = .94, SD = 7.56) was not significant (t = .689, df = 30, p = .50).  

BORAS was found to be internally consistent within the overt and relational 

aggression scales. It was also found to have test-retest reliability. Therefore, three more 

hypotheses were tested. 
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Overt vs. Relational Aggression Scores 

 Hypothesis 4: There will be a significant difference (p < .05) between scores on 

the overt aggression scale and scores on the relational aggression scale at both Time 1 

and Time 2. Paired samples t-tests indicated a significant difference (p < .05) between 

total mean scores of the overt and relational aggression scales (MD = -3.36, SD = 5.66) 

in Time 1 (see Table 7, Appendix C).  The relational aggression mean score was 15.97, 

and the overt aggression mean score was 12.61. This indicates participants were 

significantly more likely to approve of relational aggression than overt aggression. 

However, Time 2 did not yield a significant difference in mean scores of the overt and 

relational aggression scales (MD = -.55, SD = 3.59). The relational aggression mean 

score was 14.77, and the overt aggression mean score was 14.23 

Gender Differences 

 Hypothesis 5: Females will score significantly (p < .05) higher on the relational 

aggression scale than males at both Time 1 and Time 2. An independent sample t-test 

was conducted to examine differences between males and females on beliefs about 

relational aggression. There were no significant differences between genders on the 

relational aggression scale in Time 1 (MD = -.30, t = -.11) or Time 2 (MD = 1.99, t = .93) 

(see Table 8, Appendix C). Relational aggression means indicated higher scores for 

females (M = 16.13, SD = 6.97) than males (M = 15.82, SD= 8.35) in Time 1, but lower 

scores for females (M = 13.81, SD = 5.31) than males (M = 15.80, SD = 6.60) in Time 2 

(see Table 9, Appendix C). 

Hypothesis 6: Males will score significantly (p < .05) higher on the overt 

aggression scale than females at both Time 1 and Time 2. An independent sample t-
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test was conducted to examine differences between males and females on beliefs about 

overt aggression. There were no significant differences between genders in Time 1 (MD 

= -.89, t = -.42) or Time 2  (MD = 1.76, t = .71) (see Table 8, Appendix C). Overt 

aggression means indicated lower scores for males (M = 12.18, SD = 5.27) than 

females (M = 13.06, SD = 6.76) in Time 1, but higher scores for males (M = 15.13, SD = 

7.34) than females (M = 13.38, SD = 6.47) in Time 2 (see Table 9, Appendix C). 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

Reliability of BORAS 

 Hypotheses 1 and 2 regarding the internal consistency of the relational and overt 

aggression scales were supported by the data in this study. The relational aggression 

scale yielded an alpha of .88 in Time 1 and .84 in Time 2. The overt aggression scale 

yielded an alpha of .90 in Time 1 and .91 in Time 2. Although general belief items 

yielded lower correlations with inter scale items, removal of the items increased internal 

consistency only slightly (see Table 5, Appendix C). Hypothesis 3 – BORAS will yield 

moderate test-retest reliabilities – was also supported by the data. Time 1 and 2 overt 

aggression scores were correlated (p < .01), as were Time 1 and 2 relational aggression 

scores (p < .05). However, using t-tests, the difference between Time 1 and Time 2 

overt aggression scores approached significance (p = .08), while the difference between 

Time 1 and Time 2 relational aggression scores was not significant (p = .50). Further 

examination of data indicated that while some participants’ scores increased from Time 

1 to Time 2, others decreased. This was particularly true for the relational aggression 

scores. The t-test score for overt aggression was more significant because change 

occurred primarily in one direction, where relational aggression scores changed in both 

directions. This may explain the discrepancy between correlation and t-test statistics, 

because negative changes in some subjects’ scores and positive changes in other 

subjects’ scores would make the average change appear small when summed for the t-

test.  
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Both relational and overt aggression scores regressed toward the mean from 

Time 1 to Time 2 (see Figure 2, Appendix C). It is theorized this regression could have 

been influenced by several factors. First, the initial administration of BORAS to the 

participants may have caused the participants to view overt and relational aggression 

more similarly by the second administration of the scale. Consequently, the participants 

may also have been more comfortable with the administrator by Time 2, and this might 

also have affected their responses at Time 2. In fact, some participants verbally 

expressed their intention to purposefully answer questions differently at Time 2. Others 

responded to questions asked and then gave visual or auditory gestures that indicated 

to the researcher they may not have been expressing their actual beliefs in their 

responses. Finally, BORAS questions asked in the Time 1 assessment might have 

prompted participants to discuss relational and overt aggression issues with teacher 

and parents. At least one parent was asked about overt and relational aggression 

scenarios between Time 1 and Time 2. Such discussions may have had an intervening 

effect on responses at Time 2 such that these participants came to view overt and 

relational aggression more similarly than different at Time 2.  

While BORAS was found to have internal consistency and test-retest reliability, 

the skewed frequency distribution of scores and low n leave some doubt regarding the 

validity of BORAS with children who have strong beliefs supporting aggression. The 

skewed frequency also caused validity issues because parametric statistics were used 

on a scale that yielded non-parametric descriptive statistics. More variance in scores 

may occur with a larger, diversified participant pool. The distribution pattern of scores 

and the inner scale reliability indicate a larger sample may yield a distribution that still 
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contains a majority of low scores, fewer middle scores, and less high scores (see 

Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4, Appendix C). By increasing the participant pool and, therefore, the 

number of high scores, reliability within high scores could better be examined. More 

power could also be added to the results by first conducting a single repeated measures 

mixed design ANOVA to examine Time  (2) X Type of Aggression (2) X Gender 

interactions (2), rather running individual t-test analyses for each hypothesis.  

Post hoc analyses were conducted to determine if the removal of low scoring 

participants from the data set affected the results of the study. Low scoring participants 

were defined as participants who received a total score of 9 on each scale, i.e., rating all 

items as “really wrong.” The first set of analyses involved the removal of 9 participants 

who ranked all items as “really wrong” at Time 1. With the removal of these participants, 

Time 1 analyses yielded alphas of .90 and .84 on the overt and relational aggression 

scales, respectively. All low scoring participants (n = 9) at Time 2 were removed to 

examine the effects on Time 2 internal reliabilities.  Time 2 analyses yielded alphas of 

.90 and .81 on the overt and relational aggression scales, respectively. Although alphas 

went down slightly, this could be due to a lower n and does not appear to be a 

significant change. Finally, participants who rated all items as “really wrong” at Time 1 

and Time 2 were removed to examine the effects on test-retest reliability (n = 7). The 

difference between Time 1 (M = 13.12, SD = 6.52, n = 26) and Time 2 (M = 15.08, SD = 

7.14, n = 26) overt aggression scores approached significance (t = -1.75, df = 25, p = 

.09). The difference between Time 1 (M = 17.00, SD = 7.85, n = 26) and Time 2 (M = 

15.62, SD = 6.03, n = 26) relational aggression scores was not significant (t = .87, df = 
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25, p = .39). While the test-retest reliability increased slightly for the overt aggression 

scale, it decreased with the relational aggression scale. 

Contrary to expectations, reliabilities for the provocation items were higher than 

those for general beliefs (see Table 5, Appendix C). If participants were highly 

concerned about giving acceptable answers, their responses to the general beliefs 

items would be consistently low. It is interesting to note reliability coefficients for general 

beliefs about aggression were lower than other subscales, particularly for general 

beliefs about relational aggression. General beliefs about relational aggression may be 

more influenced by personal circumstance, thus reducing the reliability. Further 

investigation of this matter could determine whether or not it is appropriate to use 

general beliefs questions about aggression with preschool-aged children. 

Test Administration Issues 

There are some complications in using a scale such as BORAS with preschool-

aged children. The primary challenge is in the administration. It is difficult to administer 

BORAS in such a way that the participant’s interest is maintained, but the tone and 

fluctuations of the administrator’s voice do not influence how a participant responds. For 

example, a teacher admonishing a child may ask, “Is it okay to hit people?” The 

administrator must be able to convey the question, “Is it okay for Joe to hit Bob?” 

without conveying the same admonishing message. When sharing opinions about moral 

issues, preschoolers may look at adults for a reaction that either affirms or discourages 

their responses. Some older participants in this particular study vocalized concerns 

about if their answers were right, despite being informed there would be no right or 

wrong answers to the questions. In addition to administration difficulties, some children 
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in the study preferred to answer questions based on liking the way phrases such as 

“sort of wrong” and “really wrong” sounded. One participant shared he was going to 

answer the questions differently for Time 2 than he had at Time 1, while others 

predetermined they would answer all of the questions with one rating.  

Post hoc analyses were conducted to examine whether or not data from the 

participant who verbally expressed he was going to answer the questions differently for 

Time 2 affected the results of the study. Time 2 internal consistency, test-retest 

reliability, and gender hypotheses were retested without this participant. Internal 

consistency was not highly affected by removal of the participant. The overt aggression 

scale yielded an alpha of .92 (original α = .91), and the relational aggression scale 

yielded an alpha of .84 (original α = 84). The difference between Time 1 and Time 2 

overt aggression scores (MD = -1.33, SD = 4.82, n  = 30) became less significant (t = -

1.51, df = 29, p = .14). The difference between Time 1 and Time 2 relational aggression 

scores (MD = 1.43, SD = 7.16, n = 30) increased, although still not significantly (t = 

1.10, df = 29, p = .282). Original levels of significance were .08 for the overt scale and 

.50 for the relational scale. Finally, an independent samples t-test was conducted to 

examine if removing the participant impacted gender differences in Time 2. Males had a 

mean score of 14.57 on the overt scale, while females had a mean score of 13.38. The 

difference was not significant (p = .48). On the relational scale, males had a mean score 

of 15.29, while females had a mean score of 13.81. The level of significance was .68. 

These results vary only slightly from initial analyses and are consistent with initial 

results. Post hoc analyses indicate the inclusion of this participant in original data 

analyses did not significantly affect the results of the study. 
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Overt and Relational Scale Comparisons 

Hypothesis 4 stated scores on the overt and relational scales would be 

significantly different, and this hypothesis was supported at the p < .05 level with Time 1 

data. The mean scores for relational and overt aggression were 15.97 and 12.61, 

respectively. These results support Goldstein et al.’s (2002) findings that preschool-

aged children tend to approve of relational aggression more than overt aggression (see 

Table 7). However, mean scores for relational and overt aggression were 14.77 and 

14.23 with Time 2 data. The difference was not significant (p = .40). However, 

responses to relational aggression items still yielded a higher mean score than those to 

overt aggression. The difference in significance between Time 1 and Time 2 data may 

imply BORAS is not ideal for use as a repeated measures tool. It also may indicate 

BORAS is not a reliable tool over time and, therefore, should not be used to identify 

children as being at risk for being either overt or relationally aggressive. Differences in 

normative beliefs about overt and relational aggression may indicate children either 

have more difficulty understanding the effects of relational aggression or are educated 

less about the harm relational aggression may cause. Further research could be 

conducted to determine if relational aggression is a neglected area of early childhood 

social education. 

Gender Differences 

Hypotheses 5 stated females would be more likely than males to score high on 

the relational aggression scale, and Hypothesis 6 stated males would be more likely 

than females to score high on the overt aggression scale (p < .05). The Goldstein et al. 

(2002) study found no significant gender differences about beliefs, and the present 
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study yielded similar results. Mean differences ranged from -.42 –  .93 and were not 

significant (see Table 8, Appendix C).  Because males exhibit more conflict-aggressive 

behaviors than females between the ages of 2 and 4 years (Rubin et al., 2003), the 

results of this study, as well as Goldstein et al.’s study, indicate aggressive behaviors 

may not correlate with aggressive beliefs at this age. Additionally, Crick et al. (1997) 

found males were significantly more likely to be overtly aggressive and females were 

significantly more likely to be relationally aggressive. The lack of gender differences in 

beliefs found in the present study merit further investigation because early intervention 

methods focused on shaping beliefs about aggression may be ineffective if this 

hypothesis proves to be true.  

Summary and Conclusion 

 It was hypothesized BORAS would be internally consistent within overt and 

relational aggression scales. This hypothesis was met. However, test-retest reliability 

exceeded expectations with stronger reliabilities than expected. This may be due to the 

large number of low rating responses. The following hypotheses were examined 

because BORAS was found internally consistent and reliable, allowing for more analysis 

of results. The third hypothesis regarding a significant difference in the overt and 

relational scales was supported by the results of this study. It was hypothesized that 

males would score significantly higher on the overt aggression scale than females, and 

females would score significantly higher on the relational aggression scale than males. 

This hypothesis was not supported by data and was, therefore, rejected. 

 The pilot study of BORAS yielded significant results, warranting further 

investigation. Scale analysis on BORAS should be conducted again with a larger, 
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diverse participant pool. Because children from the same preschool are generally taught 

and hear the same lessons and values about aggression, drawing participants from 

homes and different preschools may provide more information. This would also make 

the scale more generalizable and, therefore, increase its validity. Once scale analysis 

has been conducted on a larger scale, subsequent research can be conducted to test 

the hypothesis that normative beliefs about aggression do not correlate with acts of 

aggression. The scale could also be used in a longitudinal or cross sectional study to 

examine the development of beliefs about aggression and whether or not gender 

differences in beliefs will eventually develop.  

 Although there are many unanswered questions about the development of 

relational aggression, research indicates preschoolers who are victimized by relational 

and/or overt aggression suffer from peer relationship difficulties (Crick, Casas, & Ku, 

1999).  Females, specifically, continue to be negatively affected by relational 

victimization as they grow older (Crick et al., 2002). It is important to establish whether 

or not beliefs about aggression are correlated with acts of aggression in order to shape 

early intervention strategies to reduce later aggression. If beliefs about aggression are 

unsteady in early childhood, an early intervention strategy based on shaping beliefs 

about the morality of aggression may have little effect. Early intervention efforts may be 

most effective focusing on emotional understanding and how relational aggression can 

hurt others as much as overt aggression. However, should further research 

demonstrate a correlation between beliefs and acts of aggression in early childhood, a 

more comprehensive approach to early intervention could be developed. 
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APPENDIX A 

BELIEFS ABOUT OVERT AND RELATIONAL AGGRESSION SCALE 

(Copyright 2004 by Amy D. Turcotte) 
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Beliefs About Overt and Relational Aggression Scale (BORAS) 

 

Date: 

Participant #: 

Gender: 

Age: 

Ethnicity: 

Instructions – I am going to tell you some stories and ask you some questions. Is that 

okay? You can answer the questions with whatever answer you think is true. I will not 

tell anyone your answers. You do not have to answer the questions if you don’t want to, 

okay? I am going to ask you to pretend that some things have happened with children in 

a class. These children are pretend. They do not really go to a school somewhere. I am 

also going to ask you some questions about what some of the kids should do. There are 

no right answers to the questions.  

EXAMPLE SCENARIO. Pretend a male named Roy does not want to pick up his toys, 

but his mom says he has to. 

 EX. Is it okay if Roy disobeys his mom and does not pick up his toys? 

  Yes: Is it sort of okay or really okay? 

  No: Is it sort of wrong or really wrong? 

Okay! We’re going to do some others now.  

Scenario A. Pretend Bob says something Joe does not like. 

Item 1. Is it okay for Joe to hit Bob? 

 Yes: Is it SORT OF OKAY or REALLY OKAY? 
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 No: Is it SORT OF WRONG or REALLY WRONG?  

1 Really Wrong 
1 

Sort of Wrong 
2 

Sort of Okay 
3 

Really Okay 
4 

 

Item 2. Is it okay for Joe to tell the other kids not to play with Bob? 

 Yes: Is it SORT OF OKAY or REALLY OKAY? 

 No: Is it SORT OF WRONG or REALLY WRONG?  

2 Really Wrong 
1 

Sort of Wrong 
2 

Sort of Okay 
3 

Really Okay 
4 

 

Scenario B. Pretend Sean pushes Evan. 

Item 3. Is it okay for Evan to tell the other kids not to play with Sean? 

 Yes: Is it SORT OF OKAY or REALLY OKAY? 

 No: Is it SORT OF WRONG or REALLY WRONG? 

3 Really Wrong 
1 

Sort of Wrong 
2 

Sort of Okay 
3 

Really Okay 
4 

 

Item 4. Is it okay for Evan to hit Sean? 

 Yes: Is it SORT OF OKAY or REALLY OKAY?  

 No: Is it SORT OF WRONG or REALLY WRONG? 

4 Really Wrong 
1 

Sort of Wrong 
2 

Sort of Okay 
3 

Really Okay 
4 

 

Scenario C. Pretend Chris won’t listen to Greg. 

Item 5. Is it okay for Greg to hit Chris? 

 Yes: Is it SORT OF OKAY or REALLY OKAY?  

 No: Is it SORT OF WRONG or REALLY WRONG?  
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5 Really Wrong 
1 

Sort of Wrong 
2 

Sort of Okay 
3 

Really Okay 
4 

 

Item 6. Is it okay for Greg to tell the other kids not to play with Chris? 

 Yes: Is it SORT OF OKAY or REALLY OKAY?  

 No: Is it SORT OF WRONG or REALLY WRONG? 

6 Really Wrong 
1 

Sort of Wrong 
2 

Sort of Okay 
3 

Really Okay 
4 

 

Scenario D. Pretend Saul knocks over Seymour’s block tower. 

Item 7. Is it okay for Seymour to tell the other kids not to play with Saul? 

 Yes: Is it SORT OF OKAY or REALLY OKAY?  

 No: Is it SORT OF WRONG or REALLY WRONG?  

7 Really Wrong 
1 

Sort of Wrong 
2 

Sort of Okay 
3 

Really Okay 
4 

 

Item 8. Is it okay for Seymour to hit Saul? 

 Yes: Is it SORT OF OKAY or REALLY OKAY?  

 No: Is it SORT OF WRONG or REALLY WRONG?  

8 Really Wrong 
1 

Sort of Wrong 
2 

Sort of Okay 
3 

Really Okay 
4 

 

Scenario E. Pretend Sam tells David that Sam is not going to invite David to his birthday 

party. 

Item 9. Is it okay for David to hit Sam? 

 Yes: Is it SORT OF OKAY or REALLY OKAY?  

 No: Is it SORT OF WRONG or REALLY WRONG?  
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9 Really Wrong 
1 

Sort of Wrong 
2 

Sort of Okay 
3 

Really Okay 
4 

 

Item 10. Is it okay for David to tell the other kids not to play with Sam? 

 Yes: Is it SORT OF OKAY or REALLY OKAY?  

 No: Is it SORT OF WRONG or REALLY WRONG?  

10 Really Wrong 
1 

Sort of Wrong 
2 

Sort of Okay 
3 

Really Okay 
4 

 

Scenario F. Pretend Gage throws a toy at Paul. 

Item 11. Is it okay for Paul to tell the other kids not to play with Gage? 

 Yes: Is it SORT OF OKAY or REALLY OKAY?  

 No: Is it SORT OF WRONG or REALLY WRONG? 

11 Really Wrong 
1 

Sort of Wrong 
2 

Sort of Okay 
3 

Really Okay 
4 

 

Item 12. Is it okay for Paul to hit Gage? 

 Yes: Is it SORT OF OKAY or REALLY OKAY?  

 No: Is it SORT OF WRONG or REALLY WRONG?  

12 Really Wrong 
1 

Sort of Wrong 
2 

Sort of Okay 
3 

Really Okay 
4 

 

We are done pretending now, but I have a few more questions for you, and then you 

can go back to class.  

General Beliefs 

Item 13. If you are mad, is it okay to hit others? 

 Yes: Is it SORT OF OKAY or REALLY OKAY?  
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 No: Is it SORT OF WRONG or REALLY WRONG?  

13 Really Wrong 
1 

Sort of Wrong 
2 

Sort of Okay 
3 

Really Okay 
4 

 

Item 14. If you are mad, is it okay to yell at others? 

 Yes: Is it SORT OF OKAY or REALLY OKAY?  

 No: Is it SORT OF WRONG or REALLY WRONG?  

14 Really Wrong 
1 

Sort of Wrong 
2 

Sort of Okay 
3 

Really Okay 
4 

 

Item 15. If you are mad, is it okay to tell other children bad things about the kid you are 

mad at? 

 Yes: Is it SORT OF OKAY or REALLY OKAY?  

 No: Is it SORT OF WRONG or REALLY WRONG?  

15 Really Wrong 
1 

Sort of Wrong 
2 

Sort of Okay 
3 

Really Okay 
4 

 

Item 16. If you are mad, is it okay to push or shove the kid you are mad at? 

 Yes: Is it SORT OF OKAY or REALLY OKAY? 

 No: Is it SORT OF WRONG or REALLY WRONG? 

16 Really Wrong 
1 

Sort of Wrong 
2 

Sort of Okay 
3 

Really Okay 
4 

 

Item 17. If you are mad, is it okay to say mean things to the kid you’re mad at? 

 Yes: Is it SORT OF OKAY or REALLY OKAY?  

 No: Is it SORT OF WRONG or REALLY WRONG?  

17 Really Wrong 
1 

Sort of Wrong 
2 

Sort of Okay 
3 

Really Okay 
4 
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Item 18. If you are mad, is it okay to tell the kid you are mad at that he or she can’t play 

with you? 

 Yes: Is it SORT OF OKAY or REALLY OKAY?  

 No: Is it SORT OF WRONG or REALLY WRONG?  

18 Really Wrong 
1 

Sort of Wrong 
2 

Sort of Okay 
3 

Really Okay 
4 

 

Prompts: 

1. Repeat question. 

2. Which do you think? 

3. Is it sort of okay/wrong for ________ to ________ or really okay/wrong for 

_______ to ________. 

4. You can tell me whatever answer you choose. There is not a right answer. 

Female Names: 

Roxy    Kayla 

Sarah    Rachel 

Jan    Kristen 

Claudia   Tabitha 

Danielle 

Christy 

Madelyn  

Angie 

Samantha
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APPENDIX B 

INFORMATION LETTER AND CONSENT FORM
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Information Letter 

October 1, 2003 

Dear Parent: 

I am a graduate student at the University of North Texas. The purpose of this letter is to 

provide you with information so you can decide whether or not to permit your child to 

participate in a research study on “Preschoolers’ Beliefs About Aggression” being 

conducted by me at the University of North Texas. 

 

Purpose and Procedures 

The purpose of the study is to develop a scale to measure preschoolers’ beliefs about 

different kinds of aggression. The research will take place in a quiet and private place at 

the lab school. The child will be out of normal classroom activities for no more than 30 

minutes. During this time, either myself or another researcher will ask your child will be 

asked to pretend that certain events have occurred and then to answer questions about 

each scenario. Your child will decide whether or not certain aggressive acts are okay 

within the context of the situation told to him or her. Your child will also be asked 

questions about whether or not it is okay to commit certain aggressive acts. All 

scenarios and acts of aggression will be events that are not unusual occurrences in a 

typical preschool classroom. For example, a scenario might be one child throwing a toy 

at another child. Your child will complete this task twice. The second test will take place 

two weeks after the first test and will also last about 30 minutes. 
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Potential Risks and Benefits of Participation 

Your child’s participation in the study will not have an effect on his or her standing in the 

class. It is entirely voluntary. We will ask your child if he or she is willing to participate 

before we begin the task. Signing the attached consent form allows us to interview your 

child for this study. However, you are free to withdraw your child from the study at any 

time. Additionally, no child will be forced to participate in the study. If your child decides 

he or she does not want to participate or becomes upset during the testing, he or she 

will be allowed to return to the classroom and will be assured he or she did nothing 

wrong. If at any point you decide you do not want your child to complete the study, you 

may end his or her participation by contacting me. No negative consequences to 

participating are foreseen. The scenarios are designed to interest your child and 

encourage honest feedback about what he or she thinks. Many children enjoy sharing 

what they think with adults. We do not anticipate any risks to your child in this study, but 

if he or she is uncomfortable with the questions asked, we will end the session and 

return your child to his or her class. By doing this study we hope to learn new 

information about measuring beliefs on aggression that will help guide future studies 

geared toward early intervention. 

 

Confidentiality 

All responses from your child will be kept confidential. While individual responses to the 

questions will not be made available to you or the staff at the lab school, you will have 

the opportunity to see the final results of the study if you choose. These results will only 

show group information. One master list will contain the name of your child and a 
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corresponding number. Your child will be assigned a number so his or her name is not 

on any data collected. Only the researcher will have access to this list, and it will be kept 

locked and separate from the data forms. Your child’s score sheet will only have his or 

her participant number on it. This research study has been reviewed and approved by 

the UNT Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects (940) 565-3940. 

 

CONSENT 

If you understand all of the information in this letter and agree for your child to 

participate in the research, please indicate on the form attached and return the form to 

your child’s teacher. This will indicate your formal consent to have your child participate 

in the research. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (214) 228-

1770. My faculty advisor is Dr. Becky Glover and she can be reached at (940) 565 – 

4876. I look forward to hearing from you! 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

Amy Turcotte 

Graduate Student at the University of North Texas and Researcher 
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Consent Form 

 You are making a decision about whether or not to have your child participate in 

this study. Your signature indicates you have read (or have had read to you) the 

information provided in the attached Parent Information Letter, you have decided to 

allow your child to participate, and you have received a copy of the letter and consent 

form. 

 

Parent’s or Guardian’s Signature  Date 

 

 

 

Please fill out the following information if you have agreed to allow your child to 

participate in the research project. 

Child’s Name ___________________________ 

Child’s Gender _________________ 

Child’s Ethnicity ________________ 

Child’s Date of Birth _____/_____/_________ 
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TABLES AND FIGURES
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Figure 1 

Scale Model

Overt Provocation
Items 3, 7, 11

Relational Provocation
Items 2, 6, 10

Provocation

General Beliefs
Items 15, 17, 18

Relational Aggression

Overt Provocation
Items 4, 8, 12

Relational Provocation
Items 1, 5, 9

Provocation

General Beliefs
Items 13, 14, 16

Overt Aggression

BORAS
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Table 1   

Overt Aggression Time 1 Scores 

 Table 2  

Relational Aggression Time 1 Scores 

Score Frequency Percent  Score Frequency Percent 

9 11 33.3  9 9 27.3 

10 3 9.1  10 2 6.1 

11 5 15.2  11 1 3.0 

12 6 18.2  12 3 9.1 

13 2 6.1  13 3 9.1 

14 1 3.0  14 0 0.0 

15 1 3.0  15 3 9.1 

16 0 0.0  16 1 3.0 

17 0 0.0  17 0 0.0 

18 1 3.0  18 0 0.0 

19 0 0.0  19 2 6.1 

20 0 0.0  20 0 0.0 

21 1 3.0  21 1 3.0 

22 0 0.0  22 1 3.0 

23 0 0.0  23 1 3.0 

24 0 0.0  24 0 0.0 

25 0 0.0  25 2 6.1 

26 0 0.0  26 0 0.0 

27 0 0.0  27 0 0.0 
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28 0 0.0  28 0 0.0 

29 0 0.0  29 1 3.0 

30 1 3.0  30 0 0.0 

31 0 0.0  31 1 3.0 

32 0 0.0  32 1 3.0 

33 0 0.0  33 1 3.0 

34 0 0.0  34 0 0.0 

35 0 0.0  35 0 0.0 

36 1 3.0  36 0 0.0 
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Table 3   

Overt Aggression Time 2 Scores 

 Table 4   

Relational Aggression Time 2 Scores 

Score Frequency Percent  Score Frequency Percent 

9 9 27.3  9 8 24.2 

10 2 6.1  10 0 0.0 

11 1 3.0  11 2 6.1 

12 2 6.1  12 1 3.0 

13 4 12.1  13 4 12.1 

14 4 12.1  14 4 12.1 

15 3 9.1  15 4 12.1 

16 1 3.0  16 2 6.1 

17 0 0.0  17 0 0.0 

18 1 3.0  18 0 0.0 

19 0 0.0  19 0 0.0 

20 0 0.0  20 0 0.0 

21 0 0.0  21 1 3.0 

22 0 0.0  22 0 0.0 

23 1 3.0  23 2 6.1 

24 1 3.0  24 0 0.0 

25 0 0.0  25 1 3.0 

26 0 0.0  26 0 0.0 

27 0 0.0  27 0 0.0 
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28 0 0.0  28 0 0.0 

29 0 0.0  29 0 0.0 

30 0 0.0  30 2 6.1 

31 0 0.0  31 0 0.0 

32 0 0.0  32 0 0.0 

33 0 0.0  33 0 0.0 

34 0 0.0  34 0 0.0 

35 1 3.0  35 0 0.0 

36 1 3.0  36 0 0.0 
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Table 5 Internal Consistency of Subscales 

Sub Scale Pre 

α 

Post 

α 

Relational Aggression Total .88 .84 

Retaliatory Relational Aggression  .91 .85 

Retaliatory Relational Aggression w/ Overt Provocation .85 .79 

Retaliatory Relational Aggression w/ Relational Provocation .80 .60 

General Beliefs About Relational Aggression .59 .68 

Overt Aggression Total .90 .91 

Retaliatory Overt Aggression  .89 .88 

Retaliatory Overt Aggression w/ Overt Provocation .84 .69 

Retaliatory Overt Aggression w/ Relational Provocation .81 .80 

General Beliefs About Overt Aggression .77 .81 
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Table 6 Test-Retest T-scores 

Paired Differences 

95% Confidence Interval of 

the Difference 

 

n Mean Difference 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean Lower Upper t df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Overt 31 -1.74 5.26 .95 -3.67 .19 -1.84 30 .08 

Relational 31 .94 7.56 1.36 -1.84 3.71 .69 30 .50 

 

Table 7 Paired Sample T-Test for Overt and Relational Aggression Scales on Time 1 and Time 2  

Paired Differences 

95% Confidence Interval of 

the Difference 

 

n Mean Difference 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean Lower Upper t df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Time 1 33 -3.36 5.66 .99 -5.37 -1.36 -3.42 32 .002 

Time 2 31 -.55 3.59 .64 -1.86 .77 -.852 30 .401 
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Table 8 Gender Independent Sample T-Test 

t-test for Equality of Means 

 95% Confidence Interval 

of the Difference 

 

n 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference Lower Upper t df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Time 1 Overt 33 -.89 2.10 -5.17 3.40 -.42 31 .68 

Time 1 Relational 33 -.30 2.69 -5.78 5.78 -.11 31 .91 

Time 2 Overt 31 1.76 2.48 -3.32 6.83 .71 29 .48 

Time 2 Relational 31 1.99 2.15 -2.40 6.37 .93 29 .36 
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Table 9 Gender Means for Overt and Relational Aggression Time 1 and Time 2 Scores 

 Gender n Mean Standard Deviation Standard Error Mean 

Time 1 Overt     Male 

Female 

17 

18 

12.18 

13.06 

5.27 

6.76 

1.28 

1.69 

Time 1 Relational Male 

Female 

17 

18 

15.82 

16.13 

8.35 

6.97 

2.03 

1.74 

Time 2 Overt Male 

Female 

15 

16 

15.13 

13.38 

7.64 

6.47 

1.90 

1.62 

Time 2 Relational Male 

Female 

15 

16 

15.80 

13.81 

6.60 

5.31 

1.71 

1.33 
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Figure 2 

Overt and Relational Aggression Mean Scores Over Time 

10

12

14

16

18

20

Time 1 Time 2

Overt
Relational
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Figure 3 

BORAS Paper Doll Replications 
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