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Social aggression is defined as a set of behaviors directed towards damaging another 

individual’s self-esteem or social status and may include direct forms such as verbal rejection, 

negative facial expressions or gestures, or more indirect means such as rumor spreading or social 

exclusion (Galen & Underwood, 1997). Previous research demonstrates that social aggression 

and self-reported empathy have a negative linear relationship, and that social aggression is 

positively correlated with the ability to effectively navigate varied social contexts (a subset of 

Machiavellianism, or a manipulative beliefs and strategies towards others; Wilson, Near, & 

Miller, 1996).  Despite this evidence, few researchers have investigated the relationships among 

all three of these variables (empathy, social aggression, and social navigation) (Bjorkqvist, 

Osterman, & Kaukiainen, 2000; Kaukiainen et al., 1999). 

This study examines whether social aggression is correlated with Machiavellianism, or a 

manipulative orientation to others, and if this relationship is contingent upon the child’s self- 
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reported level of empathy. It is hypothesized that children’s levels of Machiavellianism are 

related to the use of social aggression, but the strength of this relationship will vary according to 

level of empathy.  Therefore, empathy is proposed to serve as a moderator of the relationship 

between Machiavellianism and social aggression.  The investigator also conducted additional 

exploratory analyses using a portion of the sample identified by school records as Hispanic.  The 

same relationships are explored with this portion of the sample to determine whether this 

population is unique with respect to these relationships.  Using this portion of the sample, inter-

correlations among the variables are reported as well.  

A sample of 280, nine- to 13-year-old students from a school district outside a 

metropolitan area participated.  Each one completed instruments designed to measure social 

aggression, empathy, Machiavellianism, and acculturation. The results indicated that there was 

no linear relationship between Machiavellianism and social aggression, and further, there is no 

moderating effect of empathy.  An exploratory analysis with Hispanic participants (n = 217) 

suggests the relationship between Machiavellianism and social aggression, and non-significant 

role of empathy as a moderator, do not differ for Hispanic and non-Hispanic participants. 

Interestingly, acculturation is positively correlated with social aggression and negatively 

correlated with empathy, suggesting that as children become more oriented to US culture, they 

are more likely to engage in social aggression and report lower overall levels of empathy. These 

findings contribute uniquely to the literature, and further, provide new information on these 

constructs using a Hispanic sample.  Implications for intervention and future research are 

discussed. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 
 On the window ledge beside mine, Cordelia and Grace and Carol are 

sitting, jammed in together, whispering and giggling.  I have to sit on the window 

ledge by myself because they aren’t speaking to me.  It’s something I said wrong, 

but I don’t know what it is because they won’t tell me.  Cordelia says it will be 

better for me to think back over everything I’ve said today and try to pick out the 

wrong thing.  That way I will learn not to say such a thing again.  When I’ve 

guessed the right answer, then they will speak to me again.  All of this is for my 

own good, because they are my best friends and they want to help me improve. 

 –Cat’s Eye (Atwood, 1988, p. 127).   

 When research on aggression in children began in the 1960s, the definition was 

narrow. Children pushing, shoving, hitting, and kicking—the definition only included 

assaults to inflict harm on the physical well-being and safety of other children.  Since that 

time, the definition of aggression has expanded.  Research on aggression in the last 

decade reflects growing interest in more subtle or indirect avenues of aggression. Indirect 

aggression, as operationally defined in several studies, includes the verbal and nonverbal 

behaviors of ignoring, avoiding, refusing, and excluding others (Buss, 1961; Feshbach, 

1969; Feshbach & Sones, 1971).   

 Additional investigations in the 1990s centered around the construct of relational 

aggression (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). Relational aggression differs from indirect 

aggression because it explicitly includes relationship manipulation in its definition and 

includes behaviors that are intended to damage another child’s friendships or acceptance 

by the peer group. It is defined as “harming others through purposeful manipulation and 
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damage of peer relationships” (p. 711; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). Nonverbal behaviors 

first identified by Buss and Feshbach as vehicles to indirectly inflict harm on others (e.g. 

eye-rolling, making faces) are not included in the Crick and Grotpeter definition.  

 The term social aggression was first coined by Cairns, Cairns, Neckerman, 

Ferguson, and Gariepy (1989).  Years later, Galen and Underwood (1997) modified the 

definition.  They defined social aggression as a group of behaviors “directed toward 

damaging another’s self-esteem, social status, or both, and may take direct forms such as 

verbal rejection, negative facial expression or body movements, or more indirect forms 

such as slanderous rumors or social exclusion” (Galen & Underwood, 1997). Note that 

this definition explicitly includes nonverbal behaviors and indirect or direct relational 

methods (Underwood, 2003). Further, use of the term “social aggression” best captures 

the defining goal of this behavior: to inflict social harm (Galen & Underwood, 1997; 

Underwood, 2003).  There are a limited number of relevant empirical investigations that 

use the current definition of social aggression.  In their integrated review of these forms 

of aggression, Archer and Coyne (2005) argued that social aggression, relational 

aggression, and indirect aggression were best conceptualized as the same construct, with 

the different defining features of the behavior emphasized by each definition.  Due to 

their overlapping characteristics (see Figure 1 and Table 1, p. 3), research of all three 

constructs—indirect, relational and social aggression—will be discussed as background 

for the proposed study. 

 Social aggression, including related forms such as relational and indirect 

aggression, is correlated with various adjustment difficulties for both victims and 
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aggressors, and research demonstrated these behaviors result in subjective experiences of 

hurt or harm in the target at  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Overlapping constructs of social, indirect, and relational aggression. 

Table 1 

Examples Corresponding to Figure 1 

Areas of  
Figure 1 

Examples 

A Socially and indirectly aggressive—someone posts an anonymous message on someone 

else’s online blog to start a rumor about another student in order to hurt the student’s 

chances of being voted class president. 

B Socially and relationally aggressive—someone retaliates against a friend who expressed 

interest in a boy she herself is interested in by telling her she is not inviting her to a party 

and instead, inviting others in the class who have expressed dislike for the same girl. 

C Indirectly and relationally aggressive—one child is annoyed that the leader of his peer 

group makes the decisions, so he stops playing with that group of boys and tells his best 

friend, who’s also a member of that particular peer group, that he will no longer be his 

friend if he does not come with him to abandon the group. 

 
 
 
Indirect 
 

           Social 
 
 
A 
               D 

                          B 
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D Socially, indirectly, and relationally aggressive—a child leads her peer group in making 

faces and whispering rude comments behind a target child’s back every time he gets up to 

face the chalkboard.  The target child is unable to identify who is behind the low giggles 

he hears while talking to his teacher, and the child who is instigating the behavior uses her 

friendships to exclude the student and draw negative attention to him from the larger class.

which they are directed (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Crick & Grotpeter, 1996; Galen & 

Underwood, 1997).  

 Social intelligence is defined as behavioral effectiveness in various social contexts 

(Ford & Tisak, 1983).  Researchers have linked social intelligence to social aggression 

(indirect aggression: Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Kaukiainen, 2000; Kaukiainen, et al., 

1999).  Social intelligence has at times been equated with prosocial behaviors in the 

literature (Rose-Krasnor, 1997). In response to this narrow view of social intelligence, 

some have proposed that a subset of social intelligence is comprised of manipulative 

social strategy beliefs and behaviors, or Machiavellianism (Wilson, Near, & Miller, 

1996).  In a recent study, Hawley (2003) examined children’s social strategy use as a 

variation of both prosocial and coercive, or manipulative, tactics.  Some children who 

rely equally upon the two types of strategies to control social situations engage in 

aggression at a rate equal to those who rely most often upon coercive social strategies.  

Hawley used the term “bistrategic resource control” to describe the social strategies of a 

child who skillfully selects behavior for attainment of specific goals in particular 

contexts. This concept closely resembles that of social intelligence, defined by Ford & 

Tisak (1983) as “one’s ability to accomplish relevant objectives in specific social 

settings” (p. 197).  The overlap in the definitions of social intelligence and bistrategic 

control, or well-adapted Machiavellianism, suggests that the ability to accomplish social 
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objectives is likely linked in some way to a child’s repertoire of strategies for use in 

varying social contexts.    

 The classic theory of aggression in children is Social Information Processing 

(SIP; Crick & Dodge, 1994; Dodge, 1986). SIP posits that aggression stems from a 

deficit in the ability to process social information which results in a deficit in effective 

social skills.  The more recent line of research suggests that while this may be true for a 

subset of aggressive children, other aggressive children (“bistrategic controllers” or 

Machiavellian children) possess the social knowledge and the concordant skills to 

consciously choose social strategies depending upon what is most effective given the 

situation (Hawley, 2003). Instead of viewing aggression as a skills deficit, theorists 

propose that Machiavellian children represent aggressive children who possess a superior 

theory of mind, or the awareness of mental states (i.e. wants and needs) in themselves and 

others (Premack & Woodruff, 1978, as cited in Sutton, Smith, & Swettenham, 1999(a)). 

Theory of mind (TOM) has been proposed as a competing hypothesis to the SIP theory of 

aggression, as it includes the notion that social aggression should be viewed as a social 

strategy to be selected in certain situations rather than as a deviant behavior resulting 

from deficits or biases in processing (Archer, 2001). 

 Children who have high levels of Machiavellianism do not engage in social 

aggression at the same frequency.  A third construct may explain why children with 

manipulative orientations do not equally engage in social aggression.  This study 

proposes that empathy, defined as a vicarious emotional response that is very similar to 

or identical to that witnessed in another individual (Eisenberg, 1986), is that other 

construct.  Empathy has been found to negatively correlate with forms of aggression 
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related to social aggression (Espelage, Mebane, & Adams, 2004), and further, has been 

found to negatively correlate with related forms of aggression when controlling for levels 

of social intelligence, or behaving effectively in various contexts (Bjorkqvist et al., 2000; 

Kaukiainen et al., 1999).  Little research, however, has examined how the variables of 

Machiavellianism, empathy and social aggression interact simultaneously. Guided by the 

previous research (Bjorkqvist et al., 2000; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Espelage, Mebane, 

& Adams, 2004; Hawley, 2003; Kaukiainen et al., 1999), the proposed study 

hypothesizes that there is a unique relationship among social aggression, Machiavellian 

orientation, and empathy. Since prior research has only examined these relationships 

using definitions of aggression related to, but not as broadly or specifically defined as, 

social aggression, it has yet to be empirically demonstrated how this particular form of 

aggression intended to cause social harm correlates with empathy and Machiavellianism.  

The hypothesis is that there is a positive correlation between degree of Machiavellian 

orientation and social aggression, but this relationship is moderated by empathy.  Further, 

the nature of gender differences in social aggression is unclear in the literature; therefore, 

gender differences are also explored in this study to investigate whether the relationship 

among the variables is similar across genders or is different for boys and girls.   

 A variable is said to be a moderator when its inclusion into the model “affects the 

direction and/or strength of the relations between an independent or predictor variable 

and a dependent or criterion variable” (pg. 1174; Baron & Kenny, 1986).  Because 

children high in empathy would not be expected to engage as frequently in social 

aggression, the positive association between Machiavellianism (predictor variable) and 

social aggression (criterion variable) would not be expected to be as strong or to exist at 
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all among those children. Therefore, empathy is proposed to serve as a moderator to the 

relationship between Machiavellian orientation and social aggression.  

 Lastly, this study examines children’s Machiavellianism and empathy in the 

prediction of social aggression in a sample that is largely identified as Hispanic by school 

demographic categorizations.  Though this categorization provided by the school records 

is limiting in that it is considered a vague and inaccurate term to describe a very large 

subset of the population, the sample recruited for this study represents a unique 

opportunity to contribute to the literature base.  While acknowledging the limitations of 

such a categorization, the investigator recognized the need to assess and to control for 

acculturation level in describing the relationships between social aggression, 

Machiavellianism, and empathy.  In addition, an exploratory analysis was conducted 

using the subsample of all Hispanic participants in order to further contribute to the 

literature base on social aggression, as very little prior research in this area has been 

conducted with participants from this population.   

In order to inform this investigation, a thorough review of the literature was 

conducted.  This literature review is followed by a discussion of the procedures of the 

study, how participants were recruited, and how data were collected and analyzed.  

Lastly, the investigator provides a summary of results, and a discussion of the limitations 

and implications of the findings.     
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 

In order to develop a more complete understanding of how social aggression, 

Machiavellianism and empathy may potentially interact, a review of the literature is 

necessary.  Each construct is elaborated and defined, and potential gender or 

developmental differences in each construct are reviewed as well.  The result is a 

comprehensive framework and rationale for the proposed study. 

Non-Physical Aggression 
 

The study of social aggression is not without some controversy—namely, the 

definition of social aggression compared to those of other related, overlapping constructs.  

Several decades ago, a subtype of aggression apart from physical aggression first 

appeared in the literature (Buss, 1961).  Buss observed that a person could inflict harm 

upon others with low risk of being identified. This low-risk of identification on the part of 

the aggressor was believed to be potentially advantageous in a social context that 

discourages aggression.  The term indirect aggression was used to describe the concept 

(Buss, 1961); however, it was several years before empirical work emerged to clarify this 

construct. 

Indirect Aggression 
 

 Early studies used observational methodology to investigate the concept of 

indirect aggression (Feshbach, 1969; Feshbach & Sones, 1971). In those studies, “indirect 

aggression” included verbal and nonverbal behaviors of ignoring, avoiding, refusing, and 

excluding others. More than a decade later, a group of researchers in Finland became 

interested in indirect aggression in children (Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Kaukiainen, 1992; 

Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, & Peltonen, 1988). Bjorkqvist and his colleagues provided a 
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coherent definition of indirect aggression, “a kind of social manipulation: the aggressor 

manipulates others to attack the victim, or, by other means, makes use of the social 

structure in order to harm the target person without being personally involved in the 

attack” (p. 52; Bjorkqvist et al., 1992).  Importantly, direct methods of social 

manipulation in which the aggressor uses the social context to inflict harm were missing 

from Bjorkqvist’s definition.  

Relational Aggression 

Considerable research about indirect aggression in the 1990s took place in the 

United States and centered around the related construct of relational aggression (Crick, 

1995; Crick, 1996; Crick, Bigbee, & Howes, 1996; Crick, Casas, & Mosher, 1997; Crick 

& Grotpeter, 1995; Crick & Grotpeter, 1996; Crick & Werner, 1998). The authors 

proposed that previous research on indirect aggression included research on behaviors 

that could be classified as relational aggression and used to support their initial study.  

They further proposed relational aggression as a separate and unique construct from 

indirect aggression.  The premise behind the initial work in this area was that boy peer 

groups value dominance goals, and girl peer groups value relational goals. Their 

hypothesis was that boys would likely engage in physically aggressive acts to accomplish 

goals, while girls would choose relational means of aggression. Relational aggression is a 

subtype of non-physical aggression that explicitly includes relationship manipulation in 

its definition and would include behaviors that are intended to inflict damage upon 

another child’s friendships or inclusion by the peer group. It is defined as “harming 

others through purposeful manipulation and damage of peer relationships” (p. 711; Crick 

& Grotpeter, 1995). It is noteworthy that the nonverbal behaviors first identified by Buss 
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(1961) and Feshbach (1969) as vehicles to indirectly inflict harm on others (i.e. making 

faces, eyerolling, gesturing) were absent from Crick and Grotpeter’s definitions.   

Social Aggression 

 The term social aggression was first coined by Cairns et al. (1989) as part of a 

longitudinal study designed to investigate continuities of aggressive behavior throughout 

development. They observed children using social manipulation in conflict situations, 

resulting in the term social aggression, “the manipulation of group acceptance through 

alienation, ostracism, or character defamation” (p. 323). Years later, Galen and 

Underwood (1997) modified this definition. They defined social aggression as a group of 

behaviors “directed toward damaging another’s self-esteem, social status, or both, and 

may take direct forms such as verbal rejection, negative facial expression or body 

movements, or more indirect forms such as slanderous rumors or social exclusion” (p. 

589; Galen & Underwood, 1997). This definition explicitly includes nonverbal behaviors, 

and is inclusive to either indirect or direct relational methods, and captures the defining 

goal of this behavior: to inflict harm on another’s social standing or self-esteem (Galen & 

Underwood, 1997; Underwood, 2003).  Further, this definition addresses the limitations 

of both indirect and relational aggression definitions:  it clarifies the goal and intent of the 

behavior and includes direct and indirect means of inflicting harm.  This serves to create 

a more unifying construct in the literature, and thus, social aggression is the definition 

chosen for investigation in this study. 

Developmental Differences in Social Aggression 
 

Bjorkqvist and his colleagues identified a developmental theory of aggression 

based on their work on indirect aggression (Bjorkqvist & Niemela, 1992). This theory 
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conceptualizes aggression in physical, verbal and indirect forms, which manifest 

themselves in slightly different behaviors according to developmental stages from 

childhood through adolescence (Bjorkqvist et al., 1992). Specifically, the theory posits 

that physical aggression dominates expression of anger for young children, but once 

verbal skills are developed verbal aggression dominates. Once a child acquires greater 

ability to understand and behave competently in varying social contexts, children become 

more skilled in using indirect methods of aggression.  

Research on various subtypes of non-physical aggression is consistent in detecting 

its presence at various stages of development in childhood through adolescence but differ 

in when the various subtypes are most prevalent (Bjorkqvist & Niemela, 1992; Crick, 

1996; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Crick, Casas, & Mosher, 1997; Galen & Underwood, 

1997; Loudin, Loukas, & Robinson, 2003; Paquette & Underwood, 1999). Evidence 

suggests that preschoolers generally engage in more rudimentary and crude forms of non-

physical aggression, whereas older children engage in more subtle forms of relational 

aggression (Crick et al., 1999; Underwood, 2003). Research regarding forms of 

aggression expressed by Finnish children in a cross-sectional sample aged 8 to 18 

suggested that aggression of all three forms investigated (indirect, verbal, and physical) 

peaks at age eleven due to hypothesized peaked importance of peer group membership 

during this stage of development (Bjorkqvist et al., 1992).   

A larger body of empirical research in the United States found a different pattern 

that contradicted this assertion.  Girls increased in frequency of acts of social or relational 

aggression as they aged in one, six-year longitudinal study, while these acts decreased for 

boys as they aged (Cairns et al., 1989).  Additionally, using samples of children in late 
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childhood, socially aggressive behaviors were increasingly common in girls of higher age 

or grade level compared to younger girls in two cross-sectional studies, whereas for boys 

there was no difference across age and grade level (Bjorkqvist et al., 1992; Galen & 

Underwood, 1997). Additionally, relational aggression was cited as being the most 

common mode of aggression in girls ages 9-12 whereas physical aggression was most 

common in same-age boys (Crick et al., 1996). These discrepant findings could be due to 

several factors, including a reflection of culture-specific gender socialization, the way the 

construct was defined, or the methodology selected for the study.  

Gender Differences in Social Aggression 

Research in this area has frequently reported marked gender differences in 

aggressive strategies—boys were found to be more prone to physical aggression, and 

girls were more likely to engage in indirect aggression via social means (Cairns & Cairns, 

1984; Cairns et al., 1989; Crick et al., 1996; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Crick, 1996; 

Feshbach, 1969; Feshbach & Sones, 1971; Lagerspetz et al., 1988; Rys & Bear, 1997; 

Xie, Cairns, & Cairns, 2002). In a study of middle school students, Paquette and 

Underwood found that more boys describe being the target of physical aggression (71% 

vs. 42%) whereas more girls describe being the target of social aggression (89% vs. 56%) 

(1999). Caution is warranted in interpreting these results in a way that relegates social 

aggression as typical of females; boys have been found to engage in social aggression 

also. In fact, in some studies, boys have been found to engage at levels equal to girls 

(Espelage et al., 2004; Galen & Underwood, 1997; Pakaslahti & Keltikangas-Jaervinen, 

2000; Willoughby, Kupersmidt, & Bryant, 2001).  
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The most consistent gender difference with respect to aggression is that social 

aggression appears to be more hurtful for girls than for boys. Middle-school aged girls 

reported feeling significantly more hurt from being the target of social aggression than 

physical aggression (Paquette & Underwood, 1999), similar to reports by school-aged 

girls of elementary, middle and high school levels that social aggression is perceived as 

more harmful than or equally as harmful as physical aggression (Galen & Underwood, 

1997). Also, girls reported greater distress than boys at relationally aggressive 

provocation (Crick, 1995), as they also reported greater hurtfulness than boys for both 

relational and physical types of aggression, suggesting girls may be generally more 

sensitive to aggression than boys (Galen & Underwood, 1997).  

Correlates of Social Aggression 

Research into the correlates of social aggression suggests engagement may be 

related to peer group membership.  Research also suggests that social aggression is 

related to internalizing symptoms for those identified as aggressors and victims, but this 

research is in its beginning stages (Underwood, 2003). Research findings differ regarding 

the peer acceptance of those engaging in aggression. Some research suggests relationally 

aggressive children are rejected by their classmates or are simultaneously liked by some 

classmates while being intensely disliked by others (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). In 

contrast, more recent research indicates that for some children, social aggression is 

related to belonging to a highly visible, central peer group and may not consistently 

correlate with rejection by peers (Prinstein & Cillessen, 2003; Xie et al., 2002). 

Therefore, the relationship between social aggression and peer group membership, or 

status, is unclear.  
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Research suggests that socially aggressive children and victims of social 

aggression report symptoms of internalizing disorders. Children in third through sixth 

grade identified by peers as high in levels of relational aggression reported higher levels 

of depression, loneliness, and social isolation than did non-aggressive children (Crick & 

Grotpeter, 1995). Similarly, self-reports of children victimized by relational aggression 

indicated that they experienced depression and loneliness (Crick & Grotpeter, 1996). In 

another study, children who reported they were frequent victims of social aggression also 

reported having fewer close friendships and lower feelings of self-worth (Paquette & 

Underwood, 1999).  

Theoretical Explanations for Social Aggression 

 Research related to the origins of aggressive behavior has focused on the 

processing of social information and how that information can be interpreted and used to 

guide behavior. It should be acknowledged that the relationship between processing of 

social information and the use of social cognitive abilities in determining strategy 

selection is likely very complex and context-dependent. Therefore, prominent theories 

account for aggressive behavior in varied contexts.  It is important, however, to recognize 

the contributions of each theory to the body of work regarding the processes and abilities 

underlying aggressive behavior. 

Social aggression has traditionally been explained via the theory of social 

information processing (SIP; Crick & Dodge, 1994; Dodge, 1986). According to this 

theory, socially aggressive children are more inclined than non-aggressive children to 

hostile attribution bias, or the tendency to selectively attend to negative environmental 

cues or to interpret neutral cues as negative (Crick, 1995). Thus, socially aggressive 
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children may have a skills deficit in processing social information, which results in these 

observed cognitive differences between aggressive and average children. The current SIP 

model (Crick & Dodge, 1994), based upon the original model (Dodge, 1986) consists of 

six cyclical, transactional steps, which represent the influence of memory, social 

knowledge, acquired rules and schemas.  These latent theorized mental structures can be 

drawn upon to guide on-line processing at each step and, conversely, mental structures 

can also be influenced or changed by the social behavior which results from the proposed 

chain of processing.  Central to the model is the belief that the relationship between social 

cognition and social adjustment (i.e. peer evaluation and social experiences) is reciprocal; 

that is, social cognitions both influence and are influenced by social adjustment factors.  

 The steps to the SIP model include: (1) encoding of cues, (2) interpretation of 

cues, (3) goal clarification, and (4) constructing a response, (5) deciding on action, and 

(6) carrying out the action. Step (1), encoding of cues, refers to the attention paid to 

certain environmental and internal (e.g. physiological) cues. Both steps one and two 

(interpretation of those cues) are influenced by various biases and causal attributions on 

the part of the child. The child may attend only to cues that confirm held biases or may 

misinterpret cues in such a way to conform to biases or attributions. Step three, or goal 

clarification, is the forming of a goal or a focused arousal state that produces the desire 

for a particular outcome. The authors propose that children bring goal tendencies to the 

peer context but that these tendencies are also modified or revised in response to social 

stimuli. Step four, response access or construction, has been shown empirically to be 

influenced by the size of the child’s response repertoire, the content of the response as 

well as the order in which a child accesses responses (see Crick & Dodge, 1994, for a 
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review). In step five, the authors predicted that responses are decided by evaluating the 

content of each possible response, the possible outcomes expected from each response, 

and confidence in being able to perform each response. Step six, or behavioral enactment, 

is simply the result of the previous steps; the child enacts the chosen response to the 

situation. Thus, aggression is considered a maladaptive response resulting from cognitive 

missteps occurring earlier in the sequence of processing, and some empirical evidence 

supports this assertion. A thorough review of the literature in this area is beyond the 

scope of this proposal; an interested reader should see Crick and Dodge’s 1994 article for 

a thorough review of the SIP model and related research.  

Despite the seemingly comprehensive nature of the SIP model, it has been 

acknowledged in the literature that SIP may not adequately account for all manifestations 

of aggression (Crick & Dodge, 1994; Sutton et al., 1999(a); Sutton, Smith, & 

Swettenham, 1999(b); Sutton, Smith, & Swettenham, 2001). Specifically, Sutton and 

colleagues (1999a) reviewed empirical support for the assertion that previous research 

may have underestimated the social cognitive abilities of aggressive children. They 

hypothesized that, contrary to the SIP model of aggression, some children who bully 

process social information accurately and can use this information to their advantage. 

Therefore, one may possess the ability to generate appropriate or prosocial response 

options from accurate processing of social information, but when more advantageous 

consequences result from aggressive behavior, one may choose to respond aggressively. 

Sutton and colleagues postulated that these children possess a theory of mind (TOM), or 

the awareness of mental states (e.g. wants or needs) in themselves and others, which is 

subsequently used to explain or predict the behavior of others (Premack & Woodruff, 
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1978, as cited in Sutton et al., 1999(a)). Researchers who support the TOM orientation 

warn against pathologizing aggressive behavior, as the SIP model implies, because some 

behavior may be normal when taken in context (Archer, 2001; Sutton et al., 1999(a); 

Sutton et al., 2001). These researchers proposed that for many aggressive children, 

aggression achieves certain goals, and therefore, may not always be maladaptive as the 

SIP model appears to imply. 

Other researchers have also supported the idea that aggressive children may 

possess adequate skills and therefore choose to act aggressively in some situations 

(Bjorkqvist et al., 2000; Kaukiainen et al., 1999). Similarly, some researchers refer to the 

“Machiavellian” child, or one who skillfully selects behavior for attainment of specific 

goals in particular contexts (Hawley, 2003).  Machiavellianism is discussed in the 

literature that suggests social aggression should be viewed as a social strategy to be 

selected in certain situations, not viewed as a deviant behavior resulting from deficits or 

biases in processing (Archer, 2001).  

In response to Sutton and colleagues and related arguments against SIP theory, 

Crick and Dodge (1999) defended SIP by noting that biases most likely account for 

chronic patterns of aggressive behavior, and they concede that not all aggressive acts are 

maladaptive. Further, they argue that considering another person’s viewpoint (which they 

equate with TOM) would best be conceptualized as an online processing step in SIP 

rather than as a latent knowledge structure or ability, which they assert would have only 

indirect effects on behavior (Crick & Dodge, 1999).   

Clearly, this is an area of considerable debate among researchers, and one that 

will likely continue in the area of social aggression.  As stated previously, the steps 
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involved in processing social information and in choosing how to best use that 

information are likely very complex and context-dependent. The most important point to 

be taken from this debate is the fact that cognitive missteps likely predict aggressive 

patterns of responding in children. Nevertheless, some aggressive actions may be 

adaptive to particular contexts or goals and do not result from biases or deficits in 

processing. For these reasons, multiple theories should be acknowledged as contributing 

important information to an understanding of socially aggressive behavior. 

Machiavellianism 
 
 The theoretical debate centering around SIP and TOM is particularly relevant to 

the discussion of Machiavellianism and how it may affect social behavior.  

Machiavellianism as researched pertaining to children offers scant information to inform the 

current study.  Therefore, research on social competence, social intelligence, and 

Machiavellian intelligence is included, as they can all be seen as related constructs and 

used to inform the current study.   

 In considering the literature regarding TOM and the suggestion that aggressive 

children may possess adequate understanding of social situations that they use in 

aggressive interactions, a review of the literature on social intelligence may provide 

important information relative to an understanding of social aggression (Underwood, 

2003). Due to the lack of consistent use of terms in the literature, a clarification of 

terminology is essential to this discussion.  

Definitions and Related Theories 

Social competence has largely been defined as a set of desirable skills in the 

literature (Rose-Krasnor, 1997). Social intelligence is a distinct term that surfaced in the 

literature nearly a century ago; it has appeared to cycle in and out of the literature in the 
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decades since (Walker & Foley, 1973). Theories of intelligence constructed in the years 

since appear to theoretically support it as a construct independent of academic 

intelligence; namely, Gardner’s (1993) theory of interpersonal intelligence and 

Sternberg’s (1985) theoretical conceptualization of the social and practical intelligences.  

Social intelligence as a field of research has endured difficulties in defining the 

construct, and consequently, research has not identified it as a construct independent of 

verbal and quantitative intelligence for many years (see Marlowe, 1986, for a review). 

Research by Ford & Tisak (1983), utilizing measures such as peer and teacher reports and 

behavioral observation, attempted to limit potential confounds with academic skills. Their 

results indicated that social intelligence is a construct that can be independently identified 

from more general forms of intelligence when a behavioral effectiveness criterion is 

adopted.  Thus, Ford and Tisak defined social intelligence as “one’s ability to accomplish 

relevant objectives in specific social settings” (p. 197). This definition was thought to 

capture at least part of the real-life, contextual dimensions of social intelligence and 

provides more reliable and less confounded methods of measurement (Ford & Tisak, 

1983). 

Machiavellianism appeared in the literature as a construct of interest to social 

psychologists in the late 1960s (Braginsky, 1968; Christie & Gies, 1970; Nachamie, 

1970). Authors of psychology literature frequently define this construct as a personality 

trait characterized by the behavior documented in The Prince, a book written by 

Machiavelli during the sixteenth century to gain favor with the powerful political leaders 

of the time (Machiavelli, 1513/1961).  Machiavellianism as used colloquially is equated 

with deviousness and callousness.  It is defined by personality psychologists as a 
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“strategy of social conduct that involves manipulating others for personal gain, often 

against the other’s self-interest” (Wilson et al., 1996, p. 285).   While many may equate it 

with devious and evil strategy, Wilson et al. (1996) point out the fact that “it is part of the 

Machiavellian strategy to be genuinely cooperative, trustworthy, and so forth when it is 

advantageous” (p. 287; italics added).  They go on further to explain that 

Machiavellianism can be thought of as an overall strategy that includes both prosocial 

and manipulative behaviors, with the addition of a set of rules for when it is most 

advantageous to use these types of strategies. 

A discussion of Machiavellian intelligence began among evolutionary 

psychologists as they attempted to explain the origins of primate intelligence, theorizing 

that this more advanced intellect is rooted in the complexity of the problems posed by 

social life (Byrne & Whiten, 1988).  Since then, evolutionary theory has been extended to 

explanations of Machiavellian behavior in humans as well (Hawley, 1999; Hawley, 2003; 

Schmitt & Grammer, 1997).  Similar to the view made by social psychologists, 

evolutionary psychology views Machiavellian intelligence as consisting of both coercive 

and more cooperative, prosocial behaviors (Hawley, 2003; Schmitt & Grammer, 1997).   

 Recent child focused literature by Patricia Hawley (2003) echoes the idea that 

Machiavellianism can be adaptive because it encompasses varied strategies, not just 

manipulative or deviant tactics.  Hawley makes the case for the “well-adapted 

Machiavellian” or a child who balances both prosocial and coercive strategies.  This view 

is grounded in the evolutionary social dominance perspective; that is, in order to obtain 

limited resources in the social context, a mix of strategies is most advantageous and 

adaptive (Hawley, 2003).   
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 Machiavellianism as it is defined throughout the social and evolutionary 

perspectives encompasses varied social strategies, which corresponds with the behavioral 

effectiveness criterion adopted by Ford and Tisak (1983) in defining social intelligence, a 

construct that has been theoretically and empirically linked to social aggression in the 

past.  Authors theorize that some strictly prosocial behavior may be outside the realm of 

the Machiavellian (Wilson et al., 1996).  Therefore, Machiavellian intelligence is 

conceptualized as a form of social intelligence, or a subset of social intelligence as it is 

currently defined.  Since literature regarding social intelligence and Machiavellian 

intelligence is scarce in the child domain, and since these definitions provide significant 

potential for overlap, research that utilizes a behavioral effectiveness criterion for social 

intelligence or research that investigates Machiavellianism in children will be examined 

to inform the current study.   

Developmental Differences in Machiavellian or Social Intelligence 

Drawing from the limited research on social intelligence in children lends a more 

complete understanding of how Machiavellianism may develop alongside general 

cognitive development.  It is theorized that social intelligence increases with age through 

late childhood and that this greater ability to comprehend social situations contributes to 

an increase in indirect aggression (Bjorkqvist et al., 1992). A Piagetian view of cognitive 

development would support this hypothesis. Piaget viewed the period between middle 

and late childhood/early adolescence as one during which children develop cognitively in 

ways that allow them to consider varied sets of information and think in more abstract 

terms (Piaget, 1924, as cited in Cohen, 2002). Such cognitive abilities would likely 
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facilitate effective behavior in various contexts, which could include the realization of the 

effectiveness of either coercive or prosocial behavior to gain resources in a given context.  

An investigation of published research using the “PsychInfo” literature database 

and search terms including or related to “social intelligence” in children returned 42 

studies, many conducted with specific populations unrelated to the current investigation 

(e.g. adolescents with autism). None of the articles included descriptive statistics 

sufficient to illuminate potential developmental differences. Only one study reported that 

a sample of boys did not appear to make any significant developmental gains in socially 

intelligent behavior between the ages of 10 and 12, approximately the ages of interest to 

this study (Kaukiainen, Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Lagerspetz, 1996, reported in Bjorkqvist 

et al., 2000). Given the paucity of research in the area, the developmental trajectory of 

social intelligence in children remains largely unexplored in the literature. The few 

studies that are available are summarized below. 

However limited in number, studies of Machiavellianism in children assist in 

illuminating some developmental information.  Charlesworth (1996) observed groups of 

four- and five-year-old children for incidence of Machiavellian behavior. According to 

his studies, the five-year-old children were more adept than the four-year-old children at 

accessing limited resources in a cooperative/competitive group experiment.  The older 

group of children appeared to be better able to use varied strategies, and further, they 

appeared better able or willing to use those strategies coupled with verbal strategies to 

control the behavior of others.  Sutton and Keogh (2001) report that “lack of faith in 

human nature” (one factor of a measure of Machiavellianism in children) increases 

between the ages of 9 and 12, indicating children may become more pessimistic and 
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cynical with age.  In a study conducted in India, Gupta (1986) found in her sample of 

adolescents and young adults that Machiavellianism increased with age up to late 

adolescence.  In a sample of college students, Machiavellian traits were negatively 

associated with self-esteem, hope, and well-being, and positively associated with 

powerlessness (McHoskey et al., 1999), suggesting a less than optimal developmental 

trajectory for the Machiavellian individual.  Very few studies have examined 

Machiavellianism in children, and even fewer provide age-related analyses or 

longitudinal data to describe how this construct develops in children.   

To summarize, there is tentative evidence to suggest that Machiavellianism or 

social intelligence increases in age through late childhood in one sample, and increases 

with age through late adolescence in another.  Also, children between the ages of 9 and 

12 appear to become more cynical, and according to cognitive development theories, 

children of this age are increasingly able to process multi-layer and complex social 

information.   

Correlates of Machiavellian or Social Intelligence in Children 

 Since research into these constructs is limited in childhood samples, knowledge of 

constructs or personality traits that correlate with Machiavellianism in children is scarce 

as well.  Machiavellian characteristics in children are thought by some to be “fledgling 

psychopathy” (Lynam, 1996), and have been theoretically linked to impulse control 

problems and callous or unemotional traits (Frick, 1998). The most accepted finding with 

respect to Machiavellianism in children is its negative correlation with empathy (Barnett 

& Thompson, 1985).  These authors found that children who scored high on an affective 

perspective taking measure and who also scored low in a measure of  empathy reported 
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higher Machiavellian characteristics.  Krebs and Russell (1981) termed this profile 

cognitive empathy, implying that one may be able to have knowledge of another’s 

affective or need states but not necessarily extend oneself to act on the information.  This 

relates to other’s writings of the Machiavellian as cool or aloof in social situations 

(McIlwain, 2003).  

 Additional information about the correlates of Machiavellianism in children 

relates to personality constructs or psychopathology.  A recent and major study in this 

area conducted in 2001 by Sutton and Keogh attempted to correlate Machiavellianism 

with various personality traits in a Scottish sample of 9- to 12-year-old children.  Sutton 

and Keogh (2001) found that higher Machiavellian scores were positively associated with 

psychoticism and negatively associated with social desirability in responses as defined by 

the Junior Eysenck Personality Inventory (Francis & Pearson, 1988).   Hawley (2003) 

found that children who reported using coercive strategies to control resources rated 

themselves as above average on hostility and willingness to cheat.   Some studies have 

linked child and parent reports of Machiavellianism, finding positive associations (Kraut 

& Prince, 1976; Rai & Gupta, 1989).  Another sample found a positive association 

between Machiavellianism and anxiety in children (Poderico, 1987).  

Gender Differences in Machiavellian or Social Intelligence 

 The few studies that investigated Machiavellian or social intelligence in children 

did not clearly report gender differences in the construct. For example, one study reported 

that the relationships between the variables of interest to the study did not vary according 

to gender, but this study did not report descriptive statistics (Kaukiainen et al., 1999). 

Further, in a sample of adults, dimensions of social intelligence were unrelated to 
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masculine, feminine, and androgynous gender identification (Marlowe, 1985). In theory, 

social intelligence increases with age through late childhood, and the increased cognitive 

ability to comprehend social situations contributes to an increase in indirect aggression 

(Bjorkqvist et al., 1992).  For the age range of interest for this study, girls appear to be 

somewhat more socially developed than boys (Cohn, 1991, as cited in Bjorkqvist et al., 

2000). Therefore, it seems likely that if a gender difference exists in social intelligence, it 

would be most apparent at this developmental level, with gender differences decreasing 

with age.  

 Turning to investigations of Machiavellian intelligence in children provides a 

somewhat more detailed sketch of potential gender differences in the construct but one 

that remains unclear.  Sutton and Keogh (2001) investigated self-reports of 

Machiavellianism in 9- to 12-year-old Scottish children.  They found that boys were 

significantly higher on overall Machiavellianism, and specifically on the Dishonesty 

factor of the scale.  This sample revealed in factor analyses three factors: Lack of Faith in 

Human Nature, Dishonesty, and Distrust (Sutton & Keogh, 2001). In a sample of fourth- 

through sixth-grade students in Greece, Andreou (2004) found that boys were 

significantly higher in self-reported Machiavellianism but did not score significantly 

higher on any of four detected factors: Lack of Faith in Human Nature, Manipulation, 

Dishonesty, and Distrust. A study of college students also showed self-reported 

Machiavellianism to be higher in males than females (Allsopp, Eysenck, & Eysenck, 

1991).  

 A few studies, however, reported no significant gender differences in 

Machiavellianism.  Braginsky (1970) found no significant differences between fifth-
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grade boys and girls on a self-report measure of Machiavellianism, as did Barnett and 

Thompson (1985) in a sample of fourth and fifth graders. In a racially-diverse sample of 

gifted individuals ranging in age from 11 to 23 years old, Yong (1994) also reported there 

were no significant differences between males and females.  Therefore, it appears from 

the research that Machiavellianism overall as a general construct is equal in boys and 

girls or higher in boys than in girls.  It is important to note that most studies reporting a 

significant gender difference took place outside the United States (Andreou, 2004; Sutton 

& Keogh, 2001) whereas those that failed to detect a significant gender effect were 

conducted within the United States, suggesting gender differences in Machiavellianism in 

different countries and cultures.      

 Though there is mixed evidence for gender differences in the overall levels of 

Machiavellianism in children, there is evidence to suggest Machiavellianism as a 

construct may differ in appearance or type for females than it does for males.  In one 

study, overall Machiavellianism and two of its factors (Lack of Faith in Human Nature 

and Dishonesty) were significantly more correlated with psychotism as measured by the 

Junior Eysenck Personality Inventory for boys than for girls (Sutton & Keogh, 2001).  

The authors cited this as evidence that there are differences in Machiavellian 

characteristics and its relationship with personality for males and females (Sutton & 

Keogh, 2001).  In Braginsky’s study (1970), which found no overall difference in 

Machiavellian self reports between boys and girls, the author surmised from her 

observations of only those children who scored high on the measure that “High Mach” 

girls primarily manipulated others by subtle methods of impression-management, 

whereas their male counterparts primarily manipulated by direct, aggressive approaches.   
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This further identifies gender differences in Machiavellianism as being in type or quality 

of the characteristics, rather than in average reports or levels of the construct overall. 

Empirical Evidence for a Link Between Social Aggression and Machiavellian or Social 

Intelligence 

Theoretical support for a relationship between social aggression and social 

intelligence exists as part of the developmental theory of aggression and has been 

supported empirically in the literature (Bjorkqvist et al., 1992). This theory suggests that 

as social intelligence develops, boys and girls increasingly rely on more subtle and 

indirect forms of aggression, which require a certain degree of social intelligence in order 

to be efficiently and successfully executed (Kaukiainen et al., 1999). Empirical support 

for this relationship was found when other variables of interest (physical and verbal 

aggression, empathy) were partialled out of the analysis. Indirect aggression as assessed 

by peers of participants was found to correlate positively with social intelligence reported 

by peers in three age groups: ten-year-olds, 12-year-olds, and 14-year-olds (Kaukiainen 

et al., 1999).  Additionally, studies of a Berlin sample of children in grades 5 to 10 

revealed that children who reported using coercive strategies to control resources rated 

themselves as above average on aggression, though how aggression was defined in this 

sample is unclear (Hawley, 2003).   

Social intelligence was also found to positively correlate to self reports of indirect 

aggression in 12-year-old but not 10-year-old children (Kaukiainen et al., 1996). The 

authors explain these inconsistent findings by suggesting the possibility that younger-

aged children are less able to rate complex psychological traits (Kaukiainen et al., 1996). 

In fact, it is noteworthy and supportive of this explanation that more consistent findings 
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result when data are gathered solely by asking peers to rate participants rather than 

relying upon self reports by participants (Bjorkqvist et al., 1992). No significant 

correlations were found between social intelligence and verbal aggression in either of 

these studies, which, depending on the function of verbal aggression, may or may not fall 

within the definitional boundaries of social aggression (see Figure 1 and Table 1, p. 3).  

The most recent research concerning links between social intelligence and indirect 

aggression confirm previous findings; peer estimates of social intelligence correlated 

significantly not only with estimates of indirect aggression, but also with verbal 

aggression, and somewhat less so with physical aggression (Bjorkqvist et al., 2000). The 

most relevant finding of this research to the proposed study is that social intelligence 

correlates most strongly with indirect aggression, somewhat more weakly with verbal 

aggression, and weakest with physical aggression, a finding consistent with the 

theoretical link between development of social intelligence and the evolution of more 

subtle forms of aggression as children grow older (Bjorkqvist et al., 2000; Kaukiainen et 

al., 1996).  

This accumulation of empirical evidence into the link between indirect aggression 

and social intelligence lends support to the notion that aggressive children may not 

always posses a deficit in processing social information.  Instead, children may simply 

choose to behave aggressively in certain contexts (Archer, 2001; Sutton et al., 1999(a); 

Sutton et al., 1999(b)). The positive linear relationship between indirect aggression and 

social intelligence is a consistent finding in the literature, providing evidence to support 

the hypothesis that not all aggressive children are lacking in their ability to process social 

information.  Further, descriptions of socially aggressive children as “manipulative” (e.g. 
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Bjorkqvist et al., 1992) and descriptions of Machiavellians as “sneaky” (e.g. McIlwain, 

2003) logically link covert methods of social aggression to the coercive social strategies 

of the Machiavellian.  Despite this evidence from the literature, the links between social 

or Machiavellian intelligence and social aggression remain unexplored in the research 

conducted to date.   

Relevant Theoretical Considerations 

 Repacholi, Slaughter, Pritchard and Gibbs (2003) used the above cited research 

linking non-physical aggression to social or Machiavellian intelligence to link the 

Machiavellian with possessing adequate or average Theory of Mind (TOM) skills.  

McIlwain (2003) takes this one step further and posits that it is not an inadequate TOM 

but rather the bypassing or lack of empathy that creates the positive association between 

aggression and socially or Machiavellian intelligent behavior.  Empirical links among all 

three of these constructs are explored in a subsequent section of this investigation (see 

Empathy as an Inhibitor of Aggression, p. 34).   

 To summarize, Machiavellian intelligence, considered a subset of social 

intelligence, has been linked empirically to various personality traits (e.g. Sutton & 

Keogh, 2003) and a lack of affective arousal components of empathy (Barnett & 

Thompson, 1985).  The latter finding is supported by theoretical linkages between 

Machiavellianism and the lack or bypassing of empathy (McIlwain, 2003).  While clear 

evidence for gender or developmental differences is not in existence, increased social 

intelligence is linked to increased non-physical, indirect aggression.  Therefore, a link 

between social or Machiavellian intelligence and social aggression is logical and 

plausible, but has yet to be explored in the literature.   
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Empathy 
 
 Generally, empathy has been defined as an affective response with both cognitive 

and affective components (Davis, 1983). Empathy as a construct has been closely linked 

in the literature with such constructs as sympathy, personal distress, and prosocial 

behavior (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1991). Specifically, it has been conceptualized as a type of 

“vicarious emotional response that is identical or very similar to that of the other person” 

(Eisenberg, 1986). Similarly, Hoffman (1987) characterized empathy as an affective 

reaction more appropriate to the state of another individual than to one’s own. This 

affective response is theoretically composed of the cognitive abilities to distinguish 

another person’s affective cues, perspective and role in a given situation (Davis, 1983; 

Feshbach, 1975). The affective dimension can be considered to include emotionality or 

emotional capacity (Davis, 1983; Feshbach, 1975). Some also theorize that the role-

taking dimension described above can also be either cognitive or affective in nature 

(Eisenberg, 1986; Strayer, 1987).  

Development of Empathy 

 Empathy is believed to be a product of socialization experiences in which a child 

experiences a wide-range of emotions, learns from parents to be considerate of others and 

to pay attention to the feelings or distress of others, and observes others’ empathic 

reactions through modeling (Hoffman, 1982; 1984). A developmental theory of empathy 

was proposed by Hoffman to attempt to synthesize how emotional capacities interact with 

cognitive development to produce different types of empathic responses. In particular, he 

identified six modes by which a person may react emotionally to others, the more 

advanced of these modes requiring greater cognitive development (Hoffman, 1984).  
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Those cognitive capacities that Hoffman defined as integral to empathic 

responsiveness are person permanence, role-taking capacity, and person-identity (1984). 

Person permanence is acquired by the end of the first year of life, and this is when a child 

is able to differentiate between himself and his surroundings, no longer experiencing 

fusion between self and others. The ability to cognitively take another’s role begins at 

roughly two or three years of age and is believed to grow increasingly sophisticated 

throughout childhood. Person-identity refers to the cognitive ability to use role-taking 

skills in considering another person’s reaction in situations and to conceptualize the other 

person’s general life experience—or to think globally about the perspective and 

experiences of another person.  

This cognitive growth and the modes the child uses to react emotionally to others 

join to produce one of four levels of empathy: global empathy, egocentric empathy, 

empathy for another’s feelings, and empathy for another’s general condition (Hoffman, 

1982; 1984). Global empathy and egocentric empathy are believed to end in the 

preschool years, so are not relevant to the age of the sample. Empathy for another’s 

feelings requires role-taking skills, whereas empathy for another’s general condition 

involves the cognitive ability of person-identity, and therefore, is not as affected by 

situational cues but rather relies upon the more sophisticated understanding of the person 

as one possessing a stable identity and history (Hoffman, 1982; 1984). Empathy for 

another’s feelings is thought to begin at roughly two or three years and to persist through 

late childhood, whereas empathy for another’s general condition develops during late 

childhood or early adolescence (Hoffman, 1982; 1984).  

Developmental Differences in Empathy 
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Though longitudinal data as to developmental differences in prosocial responses 

(seen as a related construct to empathy) are generally consistent with the developmental 

changes in empathy proposed by Hoffman’s model (Radke-Yarrow & Zahn-Waxler, 

1984), the empirical evidence regarding developmental changes in empathy is decidedly 

less clear (Lennon & Eisenberg, 1987). The reason for this lack of clarity in the 

developmental research is due to the fact that in many studies in the past, age differences 

were not reported, and the fact that many studies have utilized ambiguous 

conceptualizations of the construct of empathy. Therefore, it is difficult to draw firm 

conclusions regarding changes in empathy versus changes in other related constructs such 

as sympathy and personal distress (Lennon & Eisenberg, 1987).  

Adding to the confusion as to age-related changes in empathy is the fact that 

different methods of measurement appear to result in different conclusions; generally, 

researchers note age-related increases in questionnaire scores in the early school years 

and no age differences when observations of facial/gestural indices of empathy are used 

(Eisenberg & Lennon, 1983). Preschool children as young as two show the behavioral 

ability to attempt to alleviate discomfort in others, lending evidence to their ability to 

discriminate emotional cues in others (Zahn-Waxler & Radke-Yarrow, 1990). This 

provides evidence to the emergence of empathy components in very young children, 

which may increase with age (Eisenberg & Lennon, 1983) and likely vary according to 

individual and contextual variables (Feshbach, 1997). 

Gender Differences in Empathy 

 Evidence for a gender difference in empathy is mixed, some studies suggesting no 

difference and others suggesting girls are more empathic. There is a stereotype that 



 33

females are generally more empathic than males, which is consistent with 

conceptualizations of females as more nurturing than males (Lennon & Eisenberg, 1987). 

Although when this construct was examined in two meta-analyses, there were no gender 

differences in empathy (Block, 1976; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974).  It is noteworthy, 

however, that empathy was very broadly defined and was measured via different 

methodologies (reflective of the literature on the topic to date), so therefore, any gender 

differences that may actually exist may have been masked by these issues. In fact, in a 

comprehensive meta-analytic review of the topic, Eisenberg and Lennon (1983) found 

that, similar to findings of age-related differences in the construct, gender-related 

differences largely depend upon the chosen method of measurement. The greatest sex 

differences (effect size = .99, favoring females) emerged in use of self-report 

questionnaires, with very small gender differences observed in use of picture-story 

indices and no differences when facial/gestural observations and physiological measures 

were used (Eisenberg & Lennon, 1983).  

It is currently believed that boys and girls may vary on dimensions of empathy or 

the type of vicarious emotional response measured, which could also include sympathy 

and personal distress, considered to be distinct from empathy (Lennon & Eisenberg, 

1987). There is evidence to suggest that girls are more emotionally responsive and 

socially sensitive than boys (Hoffman, 1977). Also, in a recent study in which empathy 

was measured via self-report ratings of various dimensions of the construct, middle 

school girls had significantly higher ratings than males on indices of caring, consideration 

of others, empathic concern, and perspective-taking (Espelage et al., 2004). However 

many indices were used, this information should be considered in light of previously 
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reported findings that self-report measures maximize hypothesized gender differences 

favoring females (Eisenberg & Lennon, 1983). Therefore, in summary, evidence for 

gender differences in empathy is mixed, but some studies indicating greater empathy in 

girls. Issues in clearly defining the construct and its various components relative to other 

modes of vicarious emotional response have resulted in a lack of conclusive evidence for 

a gender difference in empathy. 

Empathy as an Inhibitor of Aggression 

Generally in the literature, empathy has correlated negatively with various forms 

of aggression. In 1969, early empathy researchers, Feshbach and Feshbach, first noted 

that six- to eight-year-old boys high in physical aggression were low in empathy, but 

four- to five-year-old boys high in physical aggression were also high in empathy. The 

early finding in childhood that empathy correlates negatively with physical aggression 

during childhood has been replicated and substantiated in the literature over time. Only 

recently have investigators expanded this relationship to research of different types of 

aggression, namely, relational aggression and indirect aggression (Bjorkqvist et al., 2000; 

Espelage et al., 2004; Kaukiainen et al., 1999). When using self-report measures to 

estimate levels of various components of empathy, results for females suggest that all 

represented components of empathy were significantly and negatively associated with 

relational aggression and, further, empathy was found to mediate bullying and fighting 

but not relational aggression (Espelage et al., 2004). For males, two assessed dimensions 

of empathy (empathic concern and consideration of others) were also negatively 

correlated with relational aggression and all dimensions of empathy negatively correlated 

with bullying (Espelage et al., 2004). Additionally, to draw from the literature on 
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bullying, a negative linear relationship between empathic responsiveness and frequency 

of bullying was detected, but this relationship was mediated by a positive attitude toward 

bullying (Endresen & Olweus, 2001; Espelage et al., 2004). 

Empathy as assessed by gathering trait estimations from peers correlated 

negatively with indirect aggression for 12-year-olds when social intelligence (defined as 

behavioral effectiveness in varying contexts) was partialled out of the analysis 

(Bjorkqvist et al., 2000). Additionally, Kaukiainen and colleagues (1999) found when 

using peer-estimates of traits and controlling for social intelligence, empathy has a 

negative relationship with indirect, verbal and physical aggression for samples of 10- and 

14-year-olds.  In the same study, the authors found significant negative linear 

relationships between empathy and verbal aggression, and empathy and physical 

aggression in a 12-year-old sample.  Empathy and indirect aggression had no significant 

linear relationship for the 12-year-old children, and despite this discrepant finding, the 

authors posed no explanation for this non-significant finding.  In 2000, a follow-up study 

by Bjorkqvist and colleagues focusing solely on 12-year-olds and, again using 

estimations gathered from peers, found significant negative linear relationships between 

empathy and all three forms of aggression, controlling for social intelligence. Therefore, 

the subsequent study lends validity to the argument that the same negative relationship 

between empathy and indirect aggression exists for 12-year-olds as well.  Researchers 

have also found that children with lower levels of empathy are higher in 

Machiavellianism than children designated as high in empathy (Barnett & Thompson, 

1985).  This is similar to findings that social aggression in children has a negative linear 
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relationship with empathy (Bjorkqvist et al., 2000; Espelage et al., 2004; Kaukiainen et 

al., 1999). 

As noted above, social intelligence was included along with indirect aggression 

and empathy in two of the referenced studies (Bjorkqvist et al., 2000; Kaukiainen et al., 

1999). The authors in both instances noted that empathy “mitigates” aggression; 

however, only in the more recent study was it clearly depicted by partial correlations that 

the significant negative relationship between the three forms of aggression and empathy 

was only apparent when social intelligence was partialled out of the analysis (Bjorkqvist 

et al., 2000). Alternately, the significant positive relationship between social intelligence 

and all three forms of aggression increased to significant levels when empathy was 

controlled for in the analysis (Bjorkqvist et al., 2000). Though this research greatly 

informs an understanding of the relationships between social intelligence, empathy and 

aggression, the analysis in the above-cited studies did not allow for possible interactions 

among the constructs, which could serve to further clarify the relationships among the 

variables. 

Acculturation 

 Acculturation is a term used in the literature to describe the process of change that 

results when two cultures come into contact with each other through immigration (Berry, 

1992).  Different from assimilation, acculturation does not assume that at the conclusion 

of the process, the individual will have become full members of the majority society 

while having lost all identification with their culture of origin (LaFromboise, Coleman, & 

Gerton, 1993).  Rather, it is a process by which a person becomes a fully functioning 

member of the majority culture while maintaining their personal identity as a member of 
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the minority culture.  Acculturation is a complex process in which many varied 

behavioral and attitudinal changes take place across multiple dimensions (Berry, 1980).  

Therefore, it is most common for assessment of the construct to be confined to 

assessment of one dimension (i.e. how long immersed in dominant culture, language use, 

ethnic loyalty, behavior; Serrano & Anderson, 2003), though multidimensional theories 

of the process are illuminated in the literature.   

Models of Acculturation 

 Various models of bicultural acculturation exist in the literature and each is 

supported by various assessment foci.  The first is a multivariate model, which utilizes a 

quantitative approach to comprehend the factors that influence successful acculturation 

(LaFromboise, Coleman, & Gerton, 1993).  For instance, various aspects of premigration 

are considered important, such as class status and income, and aspects of an individual’s 

life after immigration, such as length of stay in dominant culture, education, or 

occupation are considered as well (Pierce, Clark, & Kaufman, 1978).  A broader 

understanding of both the majority society and the minority’s experience within that 

society is proposed to result from the interaction of the above information. 

 A second model of acculturation proposes that the degree of acculturation in an 

individual is best represented by his behavior and values (Szapocznik & Kurtines, 1980; 

Szapocznik, Kurtines, & Fernandez, 1980; Szapocznik, Scopetta, Kurtines, & Arandale, 

1978; Szapocznik, Santisteban, Kurtines, Perez-Vidal, & Harvis, 1984; Szapocznik et al., 

1986). This model hypothesizes that an individual will adapt the behaviors necessary to 

get along in the dominant culture but that the values of the dominant culture will take 
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longer to adopt.  Like the multivariate model, it assumes that acculturation is dependent 

on the time spent in the dominant culture, but utilizes factors like sex and age as well.   

 The communications theory of acculturation focuses on four areas of 

communication in an effort to assess the acculturation process (Kim, 1979).  These 

different areas of communication are intrapersonal, interpersonal, mass media behavior, 

and the communication environment.  Acculturation is determined by the degree of ease 

with which members can communicate within each of these areas using the language of 

the majority culture (Kim, 1979).  In studies involving the use of such language 

questionnaires, communication across domains contributes most significantly to 

explaining variations in acculturation and is thought to be a valid and reliable predictor of 

the construct in children (Barona & Miller, 1994; Serrano & Anderson, 2003). 

 Padilla and colleagues describe the fourth model of acculturation which focuses 

not only on language but also on the individual and his own ethnic identity and loyalty to 

determine status of acculturation (Olmedo & Padilla, 1978; Padilla, 1980).  This is a 

multidimensional model as it characterizes acculturation as occurring in five dimensions: 

language familiarity, cultural heritage, ethnic pride/identity, interethnic interaction, and 

interethnic distance.  These authors argue for a more complex, multi-dimensional 

understanding of the acculturation process. 

Exploration of Cultural Components of Aggressiveness, Machiavellian or Social 

Intelligence, and Empathy 

 Though little comparative research examines potential cross-cultural differences 

in the various constructs of interest to this study (social aggression, Machiavellian or 

social intelligence, and empathy), researchers from countries across the world have 
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studied these constructs.  A search of the literature using the EBSCO PsychInfo database 

reveals that studies on social aggression have occurred in Australia, Italy, Sweden, the 

United Kingdom, and the United States.  Machiavellianism or social intelligence research 

has been conducted in Columbia, Croatia, Canada, Greece, Italy, Scotland, the United 

Kingdom, and the United States.  Studies on empathy have been conducted in countries 

such as Canada, Italy, Germany, Poland, Finland, the United Kingdom, and the United 

States.  There are very few studies, however, that have examined to what degree level of 

acculturation into the majority culture affects the constructs of interest to this study. 

Correlates of Acculturation Status in Hispanic or Mexican American Populations 

The current study was conducted with a sample of predominantly Hispanic 

participants, demographically categorized as such in school records.  The term Hispanic 

is considered vague, since it includes diverse people from a variety of cultural 

backgrounds and geographic locations. Therefore, in an attempt to be more accurate and 

avoid over-generalization, the investigator asked school administration about the 

background of the majority of the children in their schools. The majority of children here 

referred to as “Hispanic” are predominantly Mexican or Mexican American (J. Bannerot, 

personal communication, October 20, 2006). Therefore, it is important to carefully 

consider the literature regarding the acculturation process of populations from Mexico.   

Some studies have examined whether acculturation to United States culture in 

Mexican American populations affects various behaviors, including cooperative and 

competitive behaviors, but these studies are very few in number.  Several researchers 

have consistently reported that children from rural Mexico are more cooperative and less 

competitive than “Anglo” children from the US (Kagan,1971; Kagan & Madsen, 1972; 
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Madsen, 1971; Madsen & Shapira, 1970).  Knight and Kagan (1977) designed a study to 

investigate whether acculturation to United States culture affects the amount of 

cooperative/competitive behavior choices endorsed as most favorable by children in the 

fourth through sixth grades.  Compared to White children in the United States and their 

more acculturated, third-generation peers, second-generation Mexican American children 

appeared consistently more prosocial, more cooperative, and less competitive. Third-

generation Mexican American children showed more competition and less cooperation 

than second-generation Mexican American children.  This finding provides further 

support for the hypothesis that the greater the length of time spent exposed to US culture, 

the more competitive and less cooperative Mexican American children become. This 

suggests that perhaps children who are oriented more toward Mexican culture are less 

competitive (which could be related to lower aggression and Machiavellianism) and are 

more cooperative (which could be related to higher levels of empathy).  

Very little research has directly examined the influence of acculturation on the 

variables of interest to this study, so the nature of the relationships between 

Machiavellianism, social aggression, empathy and acculturation remains unclear.  One 

recent unpublished doctoral dissertation examined how acculturation as measured by 

parent reports related to teacher reports of child empathy.  According to Gallagher 

(2004), acculturation as reported by parents was unrelated to child empathy as reported 

by teachers. No study to date has examined whether self reports of these two constructs 

are related.  

 Information regarding potential gender differences in how people acculturate after 

immigrating into a new majority culture is also scarce in the literature, as one study 
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compared acculturation levels in male and female participants.  In a small sample of 

Mexican American adults, level of acculturation to US culture was higher in male 

participants than female participants (Orozco, 2000).  It is unclear how gender may 

impact the process of acculturation, and for this reason, this study includes an exploratory 

analysis into potential gender differences in acculturation levels. 

In light of the increasing numbers of foreign-born immigrants from Central 

America into the United States over the past decade (Schmidley, 2003), researchers have 

called for increasing consideration of acculturation in psychological research and 

including acculturation in studies attempting to describe family functioning and other 

important psychological relationships (Parke & Buriel, 1998).  For this reason, and in 

consideration of the scarcity of studies that examine acculturation as an important 

variable of interest when working with diverse samples including Hispanic members, 

acculturation is included as a variable of interest in the main analyses and as the focus of 

an exploratory section of this investigation.  

Summary and Rationale 
 
 Since research on non-physical forms of aggression first began in the 1960s, 

research in the areas of indirect, relational and social aggression has been prolific.  These 

three types of non-physical aggression differ in their emphasis of what defines each 

behavior; however, they are best conceptualized as the same construct (Archer & Coyne, 

2005).  Indirect aggression is linearly related to higher levels of social intelligence in 

children, or behavioral effectiveness in various contexts (Kaukiainen et al., 1996; 

Kaukiainen et al., 1999), and is linearly related to lower levels of empathy in children 

(Bjorkqvist et al., 2000; Espelage et al., 2004; Kaukiainen et al., 1999).  Gender 
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difference information for social aggression is largely unclear, but suggests girls use 

social aggression more often and feel more hurt from socially aggressive provocation 

than boys.  There is a lack of research, however, that examines how Machiavellianism, 

believed to be a subset of social intelligence, relates to social aggression, even though by 

definition these constructs appear to be logically related.   

Though empathy is theoretically and empirically linked to both Machiavellianism 

and indirect aggression, no investigation to date has examined how these variables 

potentially interact.  Given the positive linear relationship between social intelligence and 

indirect aggression, there is evidence to suggest that there is a positive linear relationship 

between Machiavellianism (subset of social intelligence; Wilson et al., 1996) and social 

aggression.  The aims of this study are to a) investigate potential gender differences in 

social aggression, Machiavellianism, empathy, and acculturation b) investigate the 

relationship between Machiavellianism and social aggression while accounting for 

different levels of acculturation, and c) determine if this relationship is influenced by 

empathy and gender.  These constructs are examined using a sample with a high degree 

of Hispanic representation.  Consequently, acculturation is examined as an important 

facet to be considered in the above relationships, and data gathered solely from the 

Hispanic subsample are analyzed in a separate exploratory section of the investigation. 

It is hypothesized that empathy moderates the positive linear relationship between 

social aggression and Machiavellianism while controlling for levels of acculturation; 

specifically, Machiavellianism (or a manipulation social orientation) is most strongly 

correlated to social aggression in children with low levels of empathy.  Since evidence 

for gender differences in social aggression remains unclear in the literature, the proposed 
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moderating relationship will be tested separately for males and females if significant 

gender differences are found in any of the variables. 

Research Question 1 

 Do gender differences exist in social aggression, Machiavellianism, empathy, and 

acculturation? 

Hypothesis 1a. Girls will have higher mean scores compared to boys in peer 

ratings of social aggression. 

Rationale 1a. Research in the area of non-physical aggression has frequently 

reported marked gender differences in aggressive strategies—boys were found to be more 

prone to physical aggression, and girls were more likely to engage in indirect aggression 

via social means (Cairns & Cairns, 1984; Cairns et al., 1989; Crick et al., 1996; Crick & 

Grotpeter, 1995; Crick, 1996; Feshbach, 1969; Feshbach & Sones, 1971; Lagerspetz et 

al., 1988; Paquette & Underwood, 1999; Rys & Bear, 1997; Xie, Cairns, & Cairns, 2002). 

Boys have been found to engage in social aggression also, and in some studies, at levels 

equal to that of girls’ engagement (Espelage et al., 2004; Galen & Underwood, 1997; 

Pakaslahti & Keltikangas-Jaervinen, 2000; Willoughby, Kupersmidt, & Bryant, 2001).  

Since there appears to be more support for the notion that girls engage more frequently 

and are more hurt by social aggression (Crick, 1995; Galen & Underwood, 1997; 

Paquette & Underwood, 1999), it is hypothesized that girls will be rated as higher in 

overall mean levels of socially aggressive behaviors. 

Hypothesis 1b. Boys will not differ from girls in mean scores of self-reported 

Machiavellianism. 
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 Rationale 1b. While two international investigations of this construct reported 

significant mean differences in Machiavellianism, with boys rating themselves higher 

(Andreou, 2004; Sutton & Keogh, 2001), a similar number of studies in the United States 

reported no significant mean differences by gender (Braginsky, 1970; Barnett & 

Thompson, 1985; Yong, 1994).  Differences in reports between males and females in 

Japan have been linked to self-report bias and social desirability, but it is unclear whether 

this effect is cultural (Dien & Fujisawa, 1979). Therefore, it is hypothesized that no 

significant difference will be found between boys and girls in overall levels of 

Machiavellianism.    

 Hypothesis 1c. Girls will have higher mean scores compared to boys in self-

reported empathy. 

 Rationale 1c. When empathy was examined in two meta-analyses, there were no 

gender differences in empathy (Block, 1976; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974).  Empathy was 

measured via different methodologies and defined in a variety of ways for these reviews, 

so therefore, any gender differences that may actually exist may have been masked by 

these issues. In fact, in a comprehensive meta-analytic review of the topic, Eisenberg and 

Lennon (1983) found that, similar to findings of age-related differences in the construct, 

gender-related differences largely depend upon the chosen method of measurement. The 

greatest sex differences (effect size = .99, favoring females) emerged in use of self-report 

questionnaires (Eisenberg & Lennon, 1983).  In light of this methodological information, 

it is hypothesized that girls will rate themselves higher in overall empathy than boys.   

 Hypothesis 1d.  Boys and girls will have no significant difference in mean scores 

of  self-reported acculturation.   
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 Rationale 1d.  Since gender differences in acculturation are largely unexplored in 

the literature to date and only one study reporting gender differences described males as 

more acculturated than females, this is an exploratory component of the study.   

Research Question 2  

Are Machiavellianism and social aggression related, and if so, does this 

relationship vary according to level of empathy? 

Hypothesis 2a. Machiavellianism as measured by mean scores on the Kiddie 

Mach scale (Nachamie, 1970) is linearly related to social aggression as measured by 

mean scores on the Revised Social Experiences Questionnaire (Schaber, 2006).   

Rationale 2a. Social intelligence, which is believed to encompass coercive social 

strategy orientation or Machiavellianism, is positively associated with indirect 

aggression, a form of non-physical aggression conceptually akin to social aggression 

(Archer & Coyne, 2005).  Therefore, it is believed that greater Machiavellianism will be 

associated with higher ratings of socially aggressive behavior.      

Hypothesis 2b. The linear relationship between Machiavellianism and social 

aggression varies according to level of empathy; specifically, at high levels of empathy, 

there will be no linear relationship between Machiavellianism and social aggression, 

whereas at low levels of empathy, there will be a linear relationship. Specifically, at low 

levels of empathy, as Machiavellianism increases, social aggression is expected to 

increase as well (see Figure 2).  
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Figure 2.  The proposed moderating relationship among social aggression, 

Machiavellianism, and empathy in children. 

Rationale 2b.  In prior research, empathy was negatively related to various types 

of non-physical aggression, namely, relational aggression and indirect aggression 

(Bjorkqvist et al., 2000; Espelage et al., 2004; Kaukiainen et al., 1999). When using self-

report measures to estimate levels of various components of empathy, results for females 

suggest that all represented components of empathy were significantly and negatively 

related to relational aggression and, further, empathy mediated bullying and fighting but 

not relational aggression (Espelage et al., 2004). For males, two assessed dimensions of 

empathy (empathic concern and consideration of others) also had a negative linear 

relationship with relational aggression and, further, all dimensions of empathy had 

negative linear relationships with bullying (Espelage et al., 2004).  

Further, empathy negatively related to indirect aggression for 12-year-old children 

when social intelligence was partialled out of the analysis (Bjorkqvist et al., 2000). 

Additionally, Kaukiainen and colleagues (1999) found when using peer-estimates of 

traits and controlling for social intelligence, empathy was negatively related to indirect, 
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verbal and physical aggression for samples of 10- and 14-year-olds. The authors in both 

instances noted that empathy “mitigates” aggression; however, only in the more recent 

study was it clearly depicted by partial correlations that the significant negative linear 

relationship between all three forms of aggression and empathy was only apparent when 

social intelligence was partialled out of the analysis (Bjorkqvist et al., 2000). Alternately, 

the significant positive linear relationship between social intelligence and all three forms 

of aggression increased to significant levels when empathy was controlled for in the 

analysis (Bjorkqvist et al., 2000). Therefore, it is hypothesized that the positive linear 

relationship between Machiavellianism and social aggression changes at various levels of 

empathy, or that empathy moderates the relationship between the two social variables 

(while controlling for level of acculturation and demographic variables). 

Research Question 3 

 Does the moderating relationship change when gender is considered? 

Hypothesis 3. The role of empathy as a moderator to the relationship between 

Machiavellianism and social aggression will apply to girls and boys.   

Rationale 3.  Since the nature of gender differences in social aggression and 

empathy appears to favor females (meaning females rate themselves or are rated by 

others as higher in both social aggression and empathy), it is possible that any moderating 

relationship found generally in the sample may be different or not exist at all for either 

boys or girls.  Therefore, it was deemed important to analyze gender differences in the 

overall moderating relationship in the instance that any significant gender differences 

should exist in the sample. 

Exploratory Questions  
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Because of the unique composition of the sample of participants recruited for this 

investigation (majority Hispanic), the investigator recognized the opportunity to examine 

these constructs further.  The above research questions were examined a second time, 

utilizing only those participants in the sample identified by school records as Hispanic.  

Additionally using this subsample, intercorrelations between the constructs were 

examined as well.  The literature on social aggression, Machiavellianism, and empathy 

does not include information to suggest that these relationships would differ in Hispanic 

participants.  Nevertheless, given the fact that the majority of research on social 

aggression has been conducted with primarily European American samples, and further, 

in consideration of the opportunity provided by the composition of this sample, it seemed 

important to conduct these analyses to investigate the relationships among the variables 

in an entirely Hispanic sample. 
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Chapter 3: Methods 
 

Participants 

Participants for this study were 289 nine- to thirteen-year-olds attending fourth, 

fifth, or sixth grades at two elementary schools in the southwestern United States.  (A 

power analysis of the overall regression model using 11 predictors was conducted to 

determine the approximate needed sample size, 120, which was exceeded; see Power 

Analysis, p. 69.)  The district has six elementary schools, and lies on the edge of a mid-

size city.  The district includes 6,694 students in the following demographic breakdown:  

63% Hispanic, 9% White, 2% African American, and 0.3% Pacific Islander or American 

Indian (Texas School Performance Review, 2001).  Of all the students in the district, 

roughly 8.3% receive English as a Second Language instruction (Texas Education 

Agency, 2007).  Participants in this study were recruited by first contacting school 

administration, then by distribution of consent forms with English on one side and 

Spanish on the other to children in fourth through sixth grades on each campus.  Though 

it was understood that the investigators might decide to exclude data for analysis 

purposes, school administration requested the investigators invite all children in regular 

education, inclusion, and English as a Second Language (ESL) classrooms to participate 

in data collection.  Children whose parents consented, who provided their own written 

assent to be in the study, and who were present in school on the days of data collection 

were included.  Roughly 51% (289) of all children invited to participate at both schools 

were included in data collection.  All children spoke English, though in two ESL 

classrooms, verbal Spanish translation assistance was made available when children 

required assistance with specific words or phrases.  Investigators included date from only 
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those children who were designated by their teachers as being largely fluent in English 

but in need of occasional translation assistance.  Students who required complete English 

to Spanish translation were excluded from the study after they participated in data 

collection with translation assistance.  The investigators made the decision to exclude 

these participants since they were unable to determine whether standardized 

administration procedures were followed.  Five such cases were excluded from the 

analysis after data collection. 

The majority of children in this sample were identified through school records as 

Hispanic (77.2%), with the remainder of the sample identified as White, not Hispanic 

(10.9%), Black or African American (8.8%), American Indian or Alaskan Native (1.4%), 

and Asian or Pacific Islander (1.4%) (see Table 2).  The investigator acknowledges the 

limits of the demographic categorizations provided by school records, in that people of 

very diverse cultural backgrounds and geographic areas of origin could be included in 

any one category.  Given the young age of the participants, gathering this data from 

school records was considered to be the most accurate and most convenient means to 

acquire this information, though more specific cultural information would have been 

preferred.  Therefore, the reader is encouraged to consider the limitations that these 

categorizations place on accurately describing the participants in this study.        

Table 2 
Demographic Categorization of Participants as Identified in School Records 

Categorization (from School Records) Percentage of sample 
Hispanic 77.2% 

White, not Hispanic 10.9% 

Black or African American 8.8% 

American Indian or Alaskan Native 1.4% 

Asian or Pacific Islander 1.4% 
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The majority of this sample also came from economically-disadvantaged homes.  

Over half of the participants receive free lunches (59.5%) and another significant portion 

of the participants (15.8%) receive reduced lunches, based on federal data collected by 

the school district.  Therefore, approximately three-quarters of all participants receive 

financial assistance from the federal government, with the minority of the sample 

(24.9%) receiving no federal assistance (see Table 3). 

Table 3 
 
Distribution of Participants by Free/Reduced Lunch Status 
 
Federal aid status Percentage of  sample 

Free lunch 59.3% 

Reduced lunch 15.8% 

No assistance 24.9% 

 

With respect to grade level, fourth graders comprised 34% of all participants, fifth 

graders 34.4%, and sixth graders 31.6% (see Table 4, p. 52).  Participants’ ages ranged 

from 9 to 13 years.  Nine-year-old children comprised 26.8% of the participant pool, 

while 10- and 11-year-old children comprised 29.9% and 30.3%, respectively.  Twelve- 

and thirteen-year-old children comprised together only 13% of the sample (12.3% 12 

years old; .7% 13 years old; see Table 5, p. 52).    
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Table 4 

Distribution of Participants Across Grades 

Grade of participants Percentage of sample 

4th 34% 

5th  34.4% 

6th  31.6% 

 

Table 5 
 
Distribution of Participants by Age 
 
Age of participants Percentage of sample 

9 26.7% 

10 29.8% 

11 30.5% 

12 12.3% 

13 0.7% 

 

Lastly, with respect to gender and household composition, the participant pool 

was comprised of both boys and girls in the identified grades, with the majority of 

participants identified as female (58.6%; see Table 6, p. 53).  Further, 64.9% of the 

participating children live at home with both biological parents, 15.1% come from 

blended step-parent families, 15.8% come from single-parent homes, and 4.2% of all 

participants reside with extended family members, most often aunts/uncles, grandparents, 

or cousins (see Table 7, p. 53). 
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Table 6 

Distribution of Participants by Gender 
 
Gender  Percentage of sample 

Boy 41.5% 

Girl 58.5% 

 
 
Table 7 
 
Distribution of Participants by Family Structure 
 
Family Structure Percentage of sample 

Bio mother & father 64.9% 

Single parent 15.8% 

Step-parent in home 
(blended family) 

15.1% 

Extended family caring 
for child (no parent in 
home) 

4.2% 

 
 

Procedure 
 
Approval by the Human Subjects Committee 

 This study was in full compliance with the guidelines established by the Ethical 

Principles of the American Psychological Association (APA, 2002) and was reviewed 

and approved (July 22, 2006) by the Institutional Review Board for the Protection of 

Human Subjects (IRB) at the University of Texas at Austin (see Appendix A for a copy 

of the IRB approval letter). Also in accordance with ethical standards of the APA (2002), 

all participants in research must give their consent for inclusion in any study.  Therefore, 

children whose parents did not consent to their participation in the study were not 
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included for rating by their peers. Written consent from parents and assent from children 

was required for participation (see Appendix B for all IRB-approved consent and assent 

forms used in this study). 

Piloting of Machiavellian Measures 

Prior to the beginning of the larger investigation, the researcher conducted a pilot 

study on a small sample in order to determine which measure of Machiavellianism would 

be most appropriate for the participants in the main investigation.  Both the Kiddie Mach 

(Nachamie, 1970; Appendix C) and the Children’s Tactics and Beliefs Questionnaire 

(CTBQ; Braginsky, 1970; Appendix D) were administered to determine ease of 

readability and comprehension in a small sample of third-graders.  Procedures for 

recruitment of participants and administration of measures, in addition to a discussion of 

the analysis and results of the pilot study, are reported here. 

 Recruitment of participants and procedures for piloting measures.  Schools for 

the piloting phase of the study were recruited by emailing principals, and once approval 

to participate in the study was obtained from principals, teachers of all third grade 

classrooms were contacted by school administration to ascertain level of interest in 

participating in the pilot phase of the study.  At this time, two teachers volunteered their 

classrooms to participate, and consent forms for the piloting stage were sent home with 

children in those two classrooms.  Researchers provided decorative pencils to children 

who returned consent forms within one week (regardless of status of consent given).  Of 

40 parental consents distributed, 15 parents consented. On the date of data collection, 

researchers read the assent form aloud.  Researchers reminded children that their answers 

were considered private and that they were not to talk about their answers with other 
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children in the study.  Children completed the two Machiavellianism measures (Kiddie 

Mach and CTBQ) and one additional measure which was piloted for a separate study.  

Researchers counterbalanced Machiavellianism measures by order of presentation (i.e. 

one group received the CTBQ first, the other received the Kiddie Mach first).  

Investigators asked the children to read the measure items independently so that reading 

difficulty of the measures could be informally assessed.  Children were asked to circle 

any words that were difficult for them to read or any items/words that they needed help 

understanding.  Administration of all three measures took approximately 30 minutes.  

Children whose parents did not consent to their participation or who did not assent to 

participate remained in the classroom, and worked on homework or reading a book while 

their classmates completed measures in a separate room.  

Following administration of all the measures, children informally shared their 

experiences of completing the two Machiavellianism measures.  Specifically, researchers 

asked if they had difficulty understanding the meaning of any items, or if either of the 

questionnaires seemed too long or confusing.  Their responses were recorded and 

considered in determining which of the two measures to use for the main study.   

Preliminary results of the piloting study indicated that readability of the two 

measures was similar.  On the CTBQ, children made 32 different notations or comments 

regarding confusing items or words across all participants and across all items.  The 

Kiddie Mach scale received 31 such notations or comments from participants.  

Qualitative observations by the researcher suggested a greater ease in readability with the 

Kiddie Mach as compared to the CTBQ, as the children asked fewer questions and 

appeared generally to have greater ease in completing the Kiddie Mach measure. 
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The investigator calculated reliability estimates of each measure based upon the 

pilot sample.  A comparison of Cronbach’s alpha estimates for the measures revealed that 

the Kiddie Mach measure (Nachamie, 1970) had far superior internal consistency 

(Cronbach’s α = .676) compared to the CTBQ (Cronbach’s α = .403).   In order to further 

investigate the appropriateness of the measures for the sample of interest, the researcher 

conducted a readability analysis using Spache’s (1953; 1978) model for readability 

calculation.  The investigator chose this particular readability index as it is one of few 

that currently remains in use, and it targets approximately the age of interest to this study 

(Kotula, 2003).  The researcher calculated the readability statistic using both the average 

sentence length and the percentage of the reading sample that is comprised of difficult 

words, or words that do not appear on the Spache reading list (Spache, 1978).  The 

formula is as follows: 

[(0.141 x Average Sentence Length) + (0.086 x Percent Difficult Words) + 0.839] 

=  

Grade Level of Material 

The CTBQ and the Kiddie Mach obtained almost identical average sentence 

lengths (11.5 and 11.55, respectively).  The CTBQ contained a greater number of 

difficult words, however, than the Kiddie Mach (23 and 17, respectively).  The grade 

level analysis resulted in a slight advantage to the Kiddie Mach, but demonstrated that 

either measure would be below the reading level of the average fourth grader (Kiddie 

Mach = 3.10; CTBQ = 3.54).  The investigator considered the readability information as 

well as reliability estimates and qualitative observations in order to determine which 

measure would be most appropriate.  Given the superior reliability estimate obtained 
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from the pilot sample for the Kiddie Mach and the qualitative observations of the children 

as they completed the measures during piloting, the researcher chose the Kiddie Mach as 

the most appropriate measure to be included as part of the main data collection. 

Main Data Collection 

 Recruitment of participants for main data collection. Students in fourth through 

sixth grades were invited to participate in a study about classrooms and how children 

behave towards one another. Copies of parental consent forms were sent home with all 

the students in the participating grade levels by homeroom or classroom teacher at both 

schools (see Appendix A for all consent and assent forms used by the researcher).  School 

administration stipulated that all children in regular, inclusion, and ESL classrooms 

should be included in data collection despite any potential limitations of the researcher in 

including their data in the final analyses.  Researchers informed students that they would 

receive a small incentive (a decorative or colored pencil) for returning the form to their 

classroom teacher, regardless of whether their parents consented to the child’s 

participation in the study.  The desired or targeted return rate was 55%.  Consent forms 

were printed with English on one side and Spanish on the other, due to the high 

percentage of Spanish-speaking parents in the participating school district.  

One week after consent forms were sent home with children, they were collected.  

One week after consent forms were distributed the return rate was less than 50%.  

Researchers re-distributed consent forms to those students who did not return a form, and 

data collection took place one week after the second recruitment attempt.  In this study, 

562 children were invited to participate.  Of those children, 400 returned consent forms 

(71.2%).  Ninety-five of those consent forms returned to teachers declined their child’s 
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participation in the study, and the remaining 305 consented (76.3% permission rate of all 

consent forms returned).  Therefore, of the total targeted population at both schools, 

54.3% returned with permission to participate.  (See Table 8 for a graphic display of this 

information for both schools.)   

Table 8 
 
Consent Rates by School 
 
Consent Forms School 1 School 2 Total 

Number sent 229 333 562 

Number returned 
(% of total invited) 

172 (75%) 228 (69%) 400 (71%) 

Number consenting 
(% of total invited) 

133 (58%)  172 (52%) 305 (54%) 

 

All children with parent consent to participate were also asked to complete a 

youth assent form.  Several children did not participate for a variety of reasons. A total of 

14 children who had parent consent declined to participate, one child had moved out of 

the district prior to data collection, and two children were not able to complete data 

collection due to repeated absences.  A few additional children’s data were excluded from 

analyses after data collection for different reasons.  Five children required complete 

English-to-Spanish verbal translation in a small group during data collection because they 

were identified by their teachers as totally non-English speaking. Another child’s data 

was eliminated due to cognitive impairment, as one class included in the distribution of 

consent forms was designated as an inclusion classroom for this child (a recipient of 

special education services).  Lastly, two children’s data were excluded due to outlier 
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analyses (see Preliminary Analyses, p. 69, for a more complete description of outlier 

analyses).  The resulting total n for this study was 280 children. 

Data collection.  Data collection took place at both schools after the initial six 

weeks of the school year had passed in order to allow for peer group determination and 

for the children to get acquainted with their classmates.  The project was scheduled on 

three separate days, predetermined by the administration and faculty of the campus.  

Children completed questionnaires in groups, usually with their classmates. The 

investigator and/or another trained graduate student in School Psychology assisted with 

administration and questions.  Items were read aloud to all children in English to ensure 

that all children, regardless of reading ability, understood the items.  If a child received 

pull-out instruction in English as a second language (ESL), willing campus personnel or a 

research assistant provided translation assistance with specific words or items.  Only 

when the child’s classroom teacher judged his or her comprehension of the English 

language to be wholly lacking were cases eliminated. Five such children were eliminated 

from the analysis, as these children required complete English-to-Spanish translation on 

all measures.  They were allowed to participate in data collection in a small group with 

verbal translation provided by a graduate research assistant.  Due to the significant 

deviation in standardized administration practices, however, their data was not included 

as part of the final data analysis.   

The researchers frequently reminded the groups about the confidential nature of 

their answers and ensured that each participating child had privacy.  During all 

administration days, the children sat in such a way as to allow for privacy of responses 

and were told to use folders or binders propped on their desks to conceal their responses 
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further from their classmates.  At one school, children who did not participate in the 

study were put in one section of the classroom to read and do homework while 

administration in a small group was conducted.  At the other school, children who did not 

participate were sent to a designated classroom serving as a study hall for the period, 

while the other children were divided up into other classrooms for measures 

administration.  

The assent form (Appendix B), child demographic information sheet (Appendix 

E), Kiddie Mach (Appendix C), Index of Empathy for Children and Adolescents 

(Appendix F), and one additional measure included for analysis by another study were all 

administered the first day of data collection in a session lasting approximately 45 

minutes.  The order of these measures was counterbalanced by classroom, and all items 

were read aloud.  Children who did not complete all of these measures were allowed to 

return to them and complete them on the second day or on a designated third “make-up” 

day.   

The second day was reserved for completion of the peer rating measure of social 

aggression and prosocial behavior, or the Revised Social Experiences Questionairre 

(RSEQ; Appendix G), and the Short Acculturation Scale for Hispanic Youth (SASH-

Y)—Language Subscale (Appendix H). The majority of the questionnaires were 

administered the first day and the RSEQ administered separately on the second day so 

that the presentation of other measures would not affect the social aggression ratings.  

On the second day of data collection, the short acculturation measure was 

administered first, and all five items as well as response choices were read aloud until all 

children had completed this measure. Then the children were lead through completion of 
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the RSEQ.  Participants from each classroom had different protocols so that children 

estimated the behaviors of only those children with whom they have regular contact (i.e. 

their classmates). The name of the child who was to be the focus of each page’s ratings 

was typed across the top of the paper. All items were read aloud repeatedly until each 

participant rated each classmate.  The order of children to be rated for social aggression 

was randomized for each packet in order to offset any potential effects of fatigue by 

respondents.  Graduate student test administrators reminded the children of 

confidentiality and also told the children that no one would be rating the same person at 

the same time to discourage them from looking onto anyone else’s paper.  After the 

RSEQ was completed and if time permitted, administrators allowed any child who did 

not complete all the measures on the first day to return to them on this second day of data 

collection.  At the completion of all the measures, graduate research assistants reminded 

children again of confidentiality and further reminded that a principal investigator would 

be on campus for the rest of the day should they experience any negative feelings or 

thoughts as a result of their participation.  No such negative effects of participation were 

reported at either campus. 

Instrumentation 
 
Social Aggression 

 Social aggression was assessed using a seven-item peer report measure called the 

Revised Social Experiences Questionairre (RSEQ; Appendix G), adapted by Schaber 

(2006) from a version created by Paquette and Underwood (1999).  The version by 

Paquette and Underwood (1999) had been adapted from the relational aggression 

subscale of Crick and Grotpeter’s (1996) Social Experiences Questionnaire (SEQ) using 
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peer nominations. Because this subscale was originally designed to measure relational 

aggression (which is defined more narrowly than social aggression), Paquette and 

Underwood added two additional items to form the RSEQ. The use of negative facial 

expressions to inflict harm on others has been found to be an important component to 

social aggression (Galen & Underwood, 1997; Paquette & Underwood, 1999). Therefore, 

the measure was expanded to include two items assessing such nonverbal behaviors as 

eye-rolling and making mean faces to inflict harm. The original SEQ includes two 

additional subscales assessing overt aggression and prosocial behavior.  For the purposes 

of this study, administration of the overt aggression subscale was omitted, and only the 

prosocial and social aggression subscales included. 

On the original peer nomination instrument (Crick & Grotpeter, 1996), each 

student is asked to nominate three peers within his/her grade level who demonstrate the 

noted behaviors described by the items. In Paquette and Underwood’s (1999) procedure, 

each child rated him or herself via self-report procedures.  In order to obtain an outsider’s 

rating for each of the children in the study, Schaber (2006) adapted the Paquette and 

Underwood measure from a self-report format to that of a peer estimation procedure.  

This version includes a Likert-type rating scale so that children are asked to rate peers for 

each described behavior. The modified measure (see Appendix A) is scored on a scale of 

Never (1), Almost Never (2), Almost Always (3), Always (4).  To offset any potential 

negative effects that could result from having to rate peers on negative behaviors, items 

from the prosocial subscale of the RSEQ were interspersed with the aggression items so 

the measure consisted of a total of 10 items. The scores for the social aggression items 

were summed for each participant across all estimations, as no directional reversals of the 
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items are needed, and divided by the number of raters to obtain an average score.  

Previous data collection procedures took approximately one hour for each child in a class 

to rate approximately 20 classmates (Schaber, 2006). The one-hour administration 

included the addition of the overt aggression subscale, and further, it was anticipated that 

the consent rate for the current population would be lower than that of the Schaber study.  

Therefore, the administration time for the RSEQ in the current study was anticipated to 

be approximately thirty to forty-five minutes per classroom.  It was most often the case 

that administration of this scale took only the estimated time, but in a few cases, children 

required some time on the make-up administration day to complete this measure.   

This peer estimations method has demonstrated high sensitivity and stability in 

measuring indirectly aggressive behavior (Bjorkqvist et al., 1992). Additionally, the peer-

estimation method has been found to have reliability that is equal to or greater than the 

peer-nomination approach (Bjorkqvist & Niemela, 1992; Terry & Coie, 1991).  The 

original 5-item, peer nomination SEQ demonstrated adequate reliability evidenced by 

estimations of Cronbach’s alpha (α = .80 for relational aggression subscale; α = .77 for 

prosocial subscale; Crick & Grotpeter, 1996).  Paquette and Underwood (1999) 

demonstrated that the two items added to assess social aggression correlated with those in 

the original measure assessing relational aggression, similar to inter-item correlations 

obtained by Crick and Grotpeter in the original study (1996).  Also, the rolling eyes item 

was rated by participants as occurring most frequently of all social aggression items, 

contributing to the justification of adding the two nonverbal items to the measure 

(Paquette & Underwood, 1999).  This study did not, however, report estimations of 

reliability on the seven-item measure.   
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An unpublished doctoral dissertation utilized the measure as it is adapted here, 

and Cronbach’s alpha reliability estimates in this study were high for both the social 

aggression and the prosocial behavior subscales (α = .92 and α = .90, respectively; 

Schaber, 2006).  Therefore, Cronbach’s alpha was calculated on the current sample of 

participants for the entire measure, including the two additional items, to provide further 

information relative to the reliability of this measure.  The reliability of the social 

aggression and prosocial behavior subscales on the current population was again found to 

be quite high (α = .93 and α = .92, respectively). 

In order to ensure that children rated only those children whom they know and 

interact with, a question at the top of each page of the RSEQ assessed this dimension.  

Each child was asked to rate how well they know each child on a scale of not at all (1), a 

little (2), very well (3), and he/she is my best friend (4).  If a child rated that they did not 

know that child at all, their data was not used to calculate the average score for the child.  

Also, to ensure that peer estimations were as accurate as possible, the data was examined 

for outliers.  If a child rated her peer in a manner that is largely inconsistent with the 

other responses of the class about that same peer (designated by falling beyond the range 

of three standard deviations from the mean for that particular rated child), it could be 

possible that the child based his or her ratings upon some criteria other than socially 

aggressive behavior.  In order to examine the outlier’s effect on the data, the average 

score for that child on social aggression was computed with and without the outlying 

information.  If a significantly different score resulted when the outlying data was 

included (as detected by an independent-samples t test, p = .05), it would have been 

considered to be skewing the data for that child and thrown out of the analysis.  After 
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analysis, however, no outliers on social aggression were detected for any child in the 

sample. 

Machiavellianism 

Nachamie’s (1970) Kiddie Mach measure (Appendix C) was used to assess the 

Machiavellian dimension, as a result of piloting procedures outlined above.  Christie and 

Geis (1970) designed the Machiavellianism measure for adults on which the Kiddie Mach 

is based.  It was adjusted to a fourth-grade reading level, and consists of 20 items rated on 

a 5-point Likert scale.  In accordance with more recent administration procedures by 

Andreou (2004) and Sutton and Keogh (2001), the following Likert scale was used: agree 

very much (4), agree a little (3), disagree a little (2), and disagree very much (1) 

(Appendix B).  Some items will be reversed scored so that the overall score reflects a 

greater or lesser degree of Machiavellian beliefs and attitude.    The only modification 

that was made with the measure was to place Item 1 on the original measure at the end of 

the measure, as it was deemed to be potentially vague in wording by the author of this 

study.  Reliability coefficients were calculated on the pilot sample, once with the item 

and once excluding the item, and it was determined that the wording of the item 

adversely affected the reliability of the measure as a whole.  Coefficient alpha is higher 

when the item is excluded from the measure (though still lower than would be desired; α 

= .441), so the item was not taken into consideration in the analysis.   

Because reliability estimates obtained for this measure were relatively low, a 

more thorough item-level analysis was conducted. Five of the remaining nineteen items 

were performing poorly. When those items were excluded from the analysis (item 

numbers 2, 9, 12, 14, and 16 on the measure included in the appendix), alpha increased to 
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acceptable levels (α = .63).  Therefore, the final score for each participant was calculated 

using the sum of only 14 items remaining after the item analysis. 

Empathy 

Empathy was assessed using the Index of Child and Adolescent Empathy (Bryant, 

1982; Appendix F).  The original self-report measure consisted of 22 statements, to 

which children in fourth grade were asked to respond in a yes/no format to denote their 

agreement or disagreement to the item as it applies to their own feelings, thoughts, or 

behaviors. The measure uses dichotomous scoring, with higher scores reflecting higher 

empathy.  An interesting finding of the original study was that boys and girls in the fourth 

grade demonstrated significant differences in their self-reported empathy toward same- 

vs. cross-sex targets (i.e., girls had significantly lower empathy for boys, and boys had 

lower empathy for girls).  Bryant (1982) included eight items that specified the sex of the 

target specifically to investigate what she termed the “cootie effect” of this age sample (p. 

423).  Since the effect of cross-sex ratings is not of interest to the current study and to 

prevent this factor from confounding measurement of empathy, those eight items were 

converted into four gender-neutral items, using language in keeping with the other 

original gender-neutral items of the scale (i.e., girl or boy became “classmate” or “kid”).  

Therefore, the scale being used for this study consists of 18 items in the original 

dichotomous format, with possible scores ranging from 0 to 18.  The measure was 

estimated to take approximately 10 minutes for a child of fourth grade reading level to 

complete; observations from the actual data collection support the ease with which 

respondents completed this measure. 
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During scale development, Bryant developed this reliable, self-report measure 

with a sample of first, fourth, and seventh graders, and she used a previously developed 

adult measure (Mehrabian & Epstein, 1972) for the basis of the items.  In the original 

study by Bryant (1982), two-week test-retest reliability ratings ranged greater than .70 for 

all grades assessed, and for fourth graders specifically (the approximate age of the 

children assessed in this study), test-retest reliability estimates for both girls and boys 

were .86, indicating a high degree of stability over a two-week period.  Cronbach’s alpha 

for the fourth grade sample in this initial study was adequate (α = .68), suggesting good 

internal consistency of responses for this age group.  Bryant’s initial study also 

demonstrated adequate convergent and discriminative validity for her measure, and this 

measure has been used in numerous subsequent studies (e.g., Eisenberg et al., 1987; 

Eisenberg et al., 2002).  Reliability estimates (Cronbach’s alpha) were calculated on the 

current sample and found to be less than adequate (α = .458).  An item level analysis 

indicated that four items were not performing well within the measure (i.e. were lowering 

the overall alpha coefficient).  After exclusion of these four items (numbers 7, 9, 12, and 

14), Cronbach’s alpha increased to acceptable levels (α = .65).  Therefore, the summed 

score of empathy for each participant excluded the four items identified above.  

Acculturation 

 Acculturation was assessed using the Short Acculturation Scale for Hispanic 

Youth—Language Subscale (SASH-Y; Barrona & Miller, 1994), one of three subscales 

in the complete 12-item SASH-Y.  The SASH-Y differs from measures of acculturation 

developed previously in that it is administered directly to children and it considers that 

the child is imbedded in particular contexts (Barrona & Miller, 1994).  The personal 
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language subscale consists of five items related to use of English or Spanish or some 

combination of the two in various contexts (e.g. in speaking with friends, in speaking 

with parents, in being spoken to at home), utilizing a five-point Likert scale.  In the 

original study by Barrona and Miller (1994), the sample consisted of urban pre-teens 

(ages 11-12) in Texas.  A subsequent study collected information from a Hispanic sample 

very similar to the participants of this study in geographic region and grade or age 

(Serrano & Anderson, 2003).  The measure demonstrated strong internal consistency (α 

=.89) and split-half reliability estimates (.84). The five-item Personal Language Subscale 

of the total measure was chosen for this administration because it predicted the majority 

of the variance in acculturation in a sample very similar to the current study's sample.  

Serrano and Anderson (2003) reported that the Personal Language Subscale explained 

83% of the observed variance in acculturation, similar to results gathered in the 

preliminary study (Barona & Miller, 1994).  The decision to use the Personal Language 

Use subscale as the measure of acculturation was also deemed beneficial to the overall 

design of the study.  The brevity of the subscale allowed for appropriate measurement of 

the construct while maintaining a total administration time that was reasonable for a 

sample of elementary-aged children.  Reliability estimate (Cronbach’s alpha) was 

calculated on the current sample and found to be strong (α =.91), indicating this subscale 

demonstrates good internal consistency. 
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Chapter 4: Results and Analyses 

The current investigation was undertaken in order to contribute to the literature 

base regarding social aggression and individual differences in children.  Specifically, this 

study addresses the relationships between social aggression, Machiavellianism, and 

empathy.  Potential gender differences in the constructs are of interest as well.  Further, 

because the sample for this study consists primarily of Hispanic children, acculturation is 

included in the design and analyses.  Supplementary exploratory analyses on data 

collected from Hispanic participants were performed as well.  Statistical analyses to 

address all research questions include multiple regression, bivariate Pearson correlations, 

and analysis of variance (ANOVA) using the Bonferroni adjustment for multiple tests.  

Assumptions for all statistical methods were tested, and applicable preliminary and post-

hoc procedures were included in the analyses as well.   

Preliminary Data Analysis 

Power Analysis 

In order to recruit an adequate number of participants for specific types of 

investigations, a priori power analyses are commonly conducted.  Power refers to the 

ability of a statistical test to detect significant effects or relationships should they exist in 

the population and is represented by the probability that the test will not commit a Type II 

error.  Type II errors occur when, as the result of the statistical analysis, a researcher fails 

to reject the null hypothesis that is really false in the population (Stevens, 1999). 

Approximate estimates of effect sizes are needed in order to conduct a successful power 

analysis.  This power analysis was conducted prior to recruitment using the Gpower 

program, a program developed specifically to conduct power analyses in research (Faul 
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& Erdfelder, 1992).  For acceptable power (.80) and in order to detect an effect of 

medium practical significance (effect size, Cohen’s F2 = .15), the overall regression with 

11 predictors (alpha = .05) would require at least 122 participants.  This number was 

exceeded during recruitment, so the power of this investigation to detect significant 

findings is assumed to be sufficient.  

Missing Data 

Despite efforts to eliminate subjects with missing data (by scheduling “make-up” 

assessment days with both schools and careful data collection practices), some children 

did have incomplete data.  In cases where items were left blank on otherwise complete 

surveys, missing data were substituted with the item mean. This is in accordance with 

procedures recommended by Downey and King (1998).  The authors recommended this 

practice only in situations where the percentage of respondents with missing data and the 

percentage of missing items is less than 20%.  With these constraints in mind, the 

procedure is appropriate for this study.  Missing items on the peer report measure of 

social aggression were substituted with the mean for that item obtained by the other raters 

of that particular child.  For example, eight social aggression ratings for Child A are 

complete with the exception of one missing item on one classmate’s ratings (Rater A).  

The mean score for that item would be calculated by summing the item score for the 

seven raters who completed the item and dividing by seven.  The item average obtained 

by this procedure would then be substituted in the data set for the one rater (Rater A) who 

did not complete the item.   

Ten participants (5.2% of the total sample) were missing information for one of 

the variables (Acculturation as assessed by the SASH-Y).  These ten respondents were 
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retained in the total data set to maximize the number of participants included in group 

comparisons (males/females, grade levels, school membership) on constructs other than 

acculturation.  This is possible due to the manner in which SPSS handles missing data, a 

practice called listwise or casewise deletion (Garson, n.d.).  This method entails 

automatic exclusion of cases with missing values for any of the variables included in the 

various analyses performed.  Listwise deletion is a common procedure, particularly in 

large samples where 5% or fewer of the participants are missing values for any given 

variable (Garson, n.d.).  Using these procedures, these cases were excluded from four 

analyses: the ANOVAs analyzing gender/school/grade differences in acculturation and 

the overall regression analysis.  In the current sample, degrees of freedom specific to the 

various analyses are reported in the text and in relevant tables in order to clarify the 

number of cases that are included for each individual analysis.   

Potential Grade or School Effects 

In order to examine potential grade or school trends in the data that could skew or 

mask potentially significant results, prior to calculation of descriptive statistics, ANOVAs 

were conducted on the major variables by school and by grade using the Bonferroni 

adjustment to adjust for inflation of Type I error rate due to repeated testing.  (Type I 

error occurs when, as a result of a statistical test, the researcher falsely rejects the null 

hypothesis (Stevens, 1999).)  In these analyses, social aggression, Machiavellianism, 

empathy, and acculturation were dependent variables, with school and grade as the 

respective independent variables. No significant F tests resulted from the ANOVAs 

analyzing grade effects, giving confidence that membership in a particular grade would 
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not have a significant impact on the findings. Grade level effects are summarized in 

Table 9 (p. 72).   

With respect to school membership, the ANOVAs conducted for empathy and 

Machiavellianism by school resulted in nonsignificant F statistics, indicating no 

significant difference between students of the two schools on these variables.  Two 

ANOVAs conducted using school as the independent variable and using social 

aggression and acculturation as the respective dependent variables resulted in significant 

F tests (social aggression, F = 18.10, p = .000; acculturation, F = 11.10, p = .001), 

indicating the two schools differed significantly with respect to levels of these two 

constructs.  Since there were only two groups in this ANOVA, a typical post-hoc 

procedure of performing a t test was not conducted, as it would be redundant to the F 

statistic produced by the ANOVA.  Rather, post-hoc analyses were conducted by a 

simple comparison of mean scores, indicating students from School 2 scored significantly 

higher in both social aggression and acculturation as compared to students from School 1 

(see Table 10).  Therefore, school is included as a demographic variable in the main 

regression equations to ensure that school membership does not affect or skew the final 

results.   

Table 9 
 
ANOVA Table for Test of Grade Level Effects 
 
Variable Sample  4th Grade 5th Grade 6th Grade F Sig. 
 Size (n) Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD   

Social Aggression 280 10.12 2.45 10.12 3.47 10.40 3.00 .267 .766 

Machiavellianism 280 24.47 5.44 24.93 4.79 25.95 4.95 2.660 .072 

Empathy 280 9.44 2.43 9.90 2.67 9.22 2.70 1.569 .210 

Acculturation 270 18.97 5.37 18.82 5.79 18.06 5.66 .459 .632 
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Table 10 
 
ANOVA Table for Test of School Effects 
 
Variable Sample Size (n) School 1 School 2 F Sig. 

  Mean SD Mean SD   

Social Aggression 280 9.33 2.30 10.82 3.27 17.782 .000** 
Machiavellianism 280 25.04 4.22 25.13 5.62 .024 .878 
Empathy 280 9.81 2.32 9.34 2.78 2.204 .139 
Acculturation 270 17.26 5.77 19.56 5.31 11.236 .001** 

 
Note: Asterisks (**) denote a significant F statistic (p < .01). 
 

Descriptive Statistics 

All analyses were conducted using SPSS 15.0 for Windows (released in 2006).  

Hypotheses included comparison of mean scores on the various measures (social 

aggression, Machiavellianism, empathy, and acculturation) for boys and girls.  An 

investigation into the relationships among the variables, while accounting for important 

demographic information and acculturation, is also included.  Descriptive statistics for 

the four major variables of the study (social aggression, Machiavellianism, empathy, and 

acculturation) are reported and displayed in Table 11, and intercorrelations among the 

variables are reported and displayed in Table 12 (p. 74).  These descriptive statistics are 

followed by hypotheses and results.   
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Table 11  
 
Descriptive Statistics for Primary Variables 
 
Variables Mean Standard Deviation Sample Size (n) 

Social Aggression 10.17 2.99 280 

Machiavellianism 39.09 5.51 280 

Empathy 9.53 2.63 280 

Acculturation 18.64 5.47 270 
 
Table 12 
 
Intercorrelations Among Primary Variables 
 
Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) 

(1) Social Aggression 
(n = 280) 

1.00    

(2) Machiavellianism 
(n = 280) 

-.017 1.00   

(3) Empathy 
(n = 280) 

.021 -.352** 1.00  

(4) Acculturation   
(n = 270) 

.101 -.075 -.073 1.00 

 

Note: Asterisks (**) denote a significant correlation (p < .01; two-tailed). 

 

Assumptions of ANOVA and Multiple Regression 

Assumptions of ANOVA and multiple regression were largely met by the data 

collected for this study.  A few violations were noted in this analysis, but the statistical 

procedures used are considered robust for the type of violations found in this sample, so 

no alterations in planned analyses were necessary.  The primary assumptions of ANOVA 

are that: (1) samples are independent, (2) variance is equal across all levels of the 

dependent variable, and (3) all variables are normally distributed (Stevens, 1999).  The 

second assumption was tested using Levene’s test of homogeneity in SPSS.  All variables 



 75

had nonsignificant statistics for this test, except for comparisons of boys and girls on 

measures of acculturation (Levene’s statistic F = 4.92, p = .03) and comparisons of 

children from School 1 and School 2 on social aggression (Levene’s statistic F = 10.284, 

p = .001).  This violation is considered to only be problematic in cases where cell sizes 

are sharply unequal (ratio of larger cell to smaller cell < 1.5; Stevens, 1999).  The ratio of 

females to males in this sample is 1.40 and the ratio of participants from School 1 to 

School 2 is 1.42, less than the proposed ratio of 1.5.  Therefore, ANOVA is considered to 

be robust to both violations of the homogeneity of variance assumption.  Lastly, tests of 

normality conducted on this sample included inspection of histogram analyses and 

calculations of skewness and kurtosis.  Skewness and kurtosis statistics generated by 

SPSS are said to be nonproblematic in cases where the statistics for each are somewhere 

in the range between -2 and +2.  This analysis detected only one such violation.  Social 

aggression was found to have a higher degree of kurtosis (score = 2.38) just out of the 

range of what is considered tolerable.  A review by Glass, Peckham, and Sanders (1972), 

however, indicated that even a very high degree of skewness or kurtosis has a minimal 

impact on the validity of the F statistic. Therefore, ANOVA is considered to be robust to 

this violation.  In all cases in which ANOVA was used (testing for school and grade 

effects in preliminary analyses, testing for gender differences in Hypothesis 1), the 

experimenter used a Bonferroni adjustment to adjust the critical p value, used to 

determine significance.  This adjustment is made by dividing the desired p value (.05) by 

the number of tests (four tests for each grade, school, or gender effect), resulting in a 

more conservative estimate of the significance of results (p = .012).  This is necessary in 
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cases of repeated testing to adjust for potential inflation of Type I error rate (Stevens, 

1999). 

The data were also examined for violations of the assumptions of multiple 

regression.  (Note: Since the assumptions of correlation are subsumed by the assumptions 

of multiple regression, a separate discussion of the assumptions for Pearson correlations 

is not included here.)  Multiple regression assumes the following: 1) errors are normally 

distributed, 2) the relationship between the independent variables and the dependent 

variable is linear, 3) all measurement tools are reliable, 4) error variance is equal across 

levels of the independent variables, and 5) the data is free from outliers (Garson, n.d.).  

Examination of histograms, scatterplots, and leverage scores indicated that there were 

two outliers in the data.  These participants had unusually high scores on the 

Machiavellian measure (greater than three standard deviations above the mean), and 

further, their inclusion resulted in a significantly different average in Machiavellianism 

across the sample (as indicated by an independent-samples t test to compare the means). 

For these reasons, those two participants were excluded from the final analysis. 

Scatterplots revealed that the relationships between the independent and dependent 

variables were linear.  Further, for each regression analysis, the histogram of standardized 

residuals for each analysis showed a roughly normal curve, suggesting that error was 

normally distributed.  Finally, scatterplots of the standardized predicted dependent 

variable (social aggression) by the standardized residuals showed a random pattern across 

the range of predicted social aggression scores, which is a valid indication that all 

assumptions of multiple regression are tenable (Stevens, 1999).  



 77

 Because inter-correlations indicated two independent variables 

(Machiavellianism and empathy) have a significant negative linear relationship, the 

investigator conducted multicollinearity diagnostics in SPSS.  Multicollinearity is 

problematic to regression because it creates the situation where two independent 

variables overlap to a high degree toward the prediction of the dependent variable, 

making it difficult to discern the relative contribution of each (Keith, 2006).  Further, it 

can create regression results that are difficult to interpret or misleading.  Variance 

inflation factors and tolerance values were inspected and found to be non-problematic 

according to guidelines by Keith (2006); therefore, collinearity did not hinder the validity 

or interpretability of the regression analysis.   

 
Main Analyses 

Research Question 1 

 Are there significant gender differences between males and females in social 

aggression, Machiavellianism, empathy, and acculturation? 

Null hypothesis 1a. There will be no significant difference between scores of 

social aggression in males and females.   

Data analysis.  A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were 

significant gender differences between males and females, using sex of participants as the 

factor and the average peer-reported score of social aggression as the dependent variable.  

Since this and all subsequent ANOVAs connected to the first hypothesis of the study 

involve comparisons between only two groups, the traditional t-test post-hoc procedure 

would be considered redundant.  Rather a simple comparison of group means allowed for 

sufficient information to describe the meaning of a significant ANOVA F statistic.   
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Based upon a review of the literature, it was hypothesized that girls would have 

higher mean scores compared to boys on peer ratings of social aggression.  The one-way 

ANOVA utilized the Bonferroni adjustment option in SPSS to prevent artificial inflation 

of Type I error rate due to multiple testing of gender differences (p = .012).  As shown in 

Table 13 (p. 80), the F-test for significance indicated that the difference in social 

aggression between boys and girls in this sample was not significant (F [1, 278] = 2.425; 

p =.121). Therefore, the investigator failed to reject the null hypothesis.    

Null hypothesis 1b. There will a significant difference between scores of 

Machiavellianism in males and females.   

Data analysis.  A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were 

significant gender differences between males and females.  It was hypothesized that boys 

and girls would have equivalent mean scores on self report of Machiavellianism.  The 

one-way ANOVA utilized the Bonferroni adjustment to prevent artificial inflation of 

Type I error rate due to multiple testing, and included post-hoc follow up of a simple 

comparison of mean scores between boys and girls.  As shown in Table 13 (p. 80), the F-

test generated by the ANOVA indicated no significant difference between boys and girls 

(F [1, 278] = 2.275; p = .133). Therefore, the investigator failed to reject the null 

hypothesis, as there was no significant difference between males and females on the 

measure of Machiavellianism.   

Null hypothesis 1c. There will be no difference between boys and girls on self 

reports of empathy. 

Data analysis.  A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were 

significant gender differences between males and females.  It was hypothesized based on 
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prior research that girls would have higher mean scores than boys on self report of 

empathy.  The one-way ANOVA utilized the Bonferonni adjustment option in SPSS to 

prevent artificial inflation of Type I error rate due to multiple testing.  As shown in Table 

13 (p. 80), the F-test for significance indicated a significant difference in means between 

boys and girls (F [1, 278] = 36.270; p = .000).  Post-hoc analysis through a comparison of 

means assisted in describing the nature of the significant F test.  This comparison 

indicated that girls had higher mean scores than boys on empathy (girl mean = 10.265; 

boy mean = 8.465). Therefore, the investigator rejected the null hypothesis, since, as 

predicted, a significant difference favoring girls was found in the current sample.   

Null hypothesis 1d.  There is a significant gender difference in acculturation. 

Data analysis.  A one-way ANOVA was used to investigate the possibility of 

significant gender differences between males and females in levels of overall 

acculturation.  The one-way ANOVA utilized the Bonferonni adjustment to prevent 

artificial inflation of Type I error rate due to multiple testing.  The F-test for significance 

indicated there was no significant difference in means between boys and girls (F [1, 268] 

= 3.653; p = .057).   

To summarize results regarding Hypothesis 1 concerning gender differences, no 

significant gender differences were found with respect to social aggression, 

Machiavellianism, or acculturation.  As predicted from a review of the literature, 

however, girls did score significantly higher than boys on self report of empathy (see 

Table 13 for a summary of ANOVA results for tests of mean differences in all four major 

constructs.) 
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Table 13 
 
ANOVA Table for Test of Hypothesis 1a, 1b, 1c, and 1d: Gender Differences in Major 
Variables 
 

Variable Sample Size (n) F Sig. 

Social Aggression 280 2.425 .121 

Machiavellianism 280 2.275 .133 

Empathy 280 36.270 .000** 

Acculturation 270 3.653  .057 
 
 Note: Asterisks (**) denote a significant F statistic (p < .01). 

 

Research Question 2 

Is there a significant positive linear relationship between social aggression and 

Machiavellianism, and if so, does this relationship vary according to level of empathy? 

Null hypothesis 2a. 

Machiavellianism has no linear relationship to social aggression.   

Data analysis. 

In order to examine the relationship between the variables of social aggression 

and Machiavellianism, a Pearson product-moment correlation was calculated.  The R2 

statistic for this analysis was -.017 (two-tailed significance, p = .777).  This indicates that 

there is no significant linear relationship between these two variables.  Thus, the 

experimenter failed to reject the null hypothesis.  See Figure 3 for a graphic depiction of 

the non-linear relationship between these two variables. 
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Figure 3.  Scatterplot of non-linear relationship between social aggression and 

Machiavellianism. 
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 Null hypothesis 2b. 

The relationship between Machiavellianism and social aggression does not vary 

according to level of empathy; there is no interaction of terms. 

Data analysis. 

A sequential multiple regression analysis (Keith, 2006) was conducted in order to 

investigate whether level of empathy changed the nature of the non-linear relationship 

between Machiavellianism and social aggression.  A linear regression was conducted 

using demographic variables (demographic categorization, lunch status as an indicator of 

socio-economic status, school) and acculturation level as the first block of independent 

variables to predict social aggression.  These first variables entered in the regression 

resulted in a statistically significant increase in explained variance (∆R2 = .066, ∆F [4, 

264] = 4.676, p = .001), indicating these variables alone explained 6.6% of the variance 
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in the dependent variable (social aggression).  The relative contribution of each of these 

four variables is indicated by each variable’s specific standardized regression weight, or 

beta weight (Keith, 2006).  Analysis of this information revealed that school membership 

accounted for most of the explained variance in social aggression, as this was the only 

beta weight of all four variables entered in Block 1 to contribute significantly (β = .243, p 

= .000).  See Table 14 for information pertaining to beta weights for all variables entered 

sequentially to the multiple regression equation.   

Block 2 of the analysis included the independent variables of Machiavellianism 

and empathy.  The addition of these variables to the model resulted in a non-significant 

increase in the explained variance (∆R2 = .002 , ∆F [2, 262] = .273, p =.761),   

contributing less than one percent above the previous block in explaining the observed 

variance in the dependent variable (social aggression).  To complete the model, a third 

variable was entered into the equation, the interaction term between the variables of 

empathy and Machiavellian (Machiavellianism x Empathy).  In the presence of a 

significant interaction effect between these two variables, a significant increase in R2 

resultant from the addition of this interaction variable to the model would be expected.  

The results, however, indicated a nonsignificant increase in R2 (∆R2 = .002, ∆F [1, 161] = 

.690, p = .407), suggesting the addition of the interaction term did not significantly 

contribute to the explained variance in social aggression (see Table 15, p. 84).  Therefore, 

as a result of the above analysis, the experimenter failed to reject the null hypothesis 

regarding the interaction between Machiavellianism and empathy. (See Appendix I for all 

regression equations.) 
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Table 14  
 
Summary of Regression Coefficients Obtained for Hypothesis 2 
  
 

   
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

 
Block  Variables B Std. Error Beta  
1 (Constant) 7.784 1.436  5.422 .000
  School Name 1.486 .378 .243 3.929 .000
  Acculturation .041 .035 .077 1.192 .234
  Demographic 

Categorization 
-.103 .304 -.021 -.339 .735

  Lunch Status -.192 .232 -.054 -.828 .409

2 (Constant) 7.265 2.039  3.564 .000
  School Name 1.503 .380 .245 3.955 .000
  Acculturation .042 .035 .079 1.208 .228
  Demographic 

Categorization 
-.107 .305 -.021 -.350 .727

  Lunch Status -.184 .233 -.052 -.790 .430
  Machiavellianism .000 .038 -.001 -.012 .991
  Empathy .051 .074 .044 .687 .493

3 (Constant) 6.811 2.112  3.225 .001
  School Name 1.513 .380 .247 3.978 .000
  Acculturation .042 .035 .078 1.206 .229
  Demographic 

Categorization 
-.134 .307 -.027 -.436 .663

  Lunch Status -.185 .233 -.052 -.795 .427
  Machiavellianism .033 .055 .055 .594 .553
  Empathy .172 .164 .149 1.051 .294
  Machiavellianism x 

Empathy 
-.003 .004 -.112 -.831 .407
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Table 15 
 
Regression Results for Hypothesis 2 
 

Predictors Included ∆R2 ∆F Sig. 

Block 1  .066 4.676 .001** 

+ Block 2 .002 .237 .761 

+ Block 3 (Interaction) .002 .690 .407 
 
 Note: Asterisks (**) denote a significant increase in R2 (p < .01). 

 

Research Question 3 

In the presence of a significant moderating effect of empathy on the relationship 

between social aggression and Machiavellianism, does this relationship differ for males 

compared to females? 

Null hypothesis 3. 

If significant, the moderating relationship will not differ according to gender of 

the participant.   

Data analysis. 

A sequential multiple regression analysis (Keith, 2006) was conducted in order to 

investigate whether the non-linear relationship between the variables in Hypothesis 2 

(Machiavellianism, empathy) in the explanation of observed variance in social aggression 

changed significantly with inclusion of gender to the model.  Recall from the analysis of 

Null Hypothesis 1c that empathy was the one major variable of the study to demonstrate 

significant mean differences between genders (girls scoring significantly higher than 

boys).    
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A linear regression was conducted using the same demographic variables as in 

Hypothesis 2b (demographic categorization from school records, lunch status as an 

indicator of socio-economic status, school, and acculturation) as Block 1.  These first 

variables entered in the regression resulted in the same statistically significant increase in 

explained variance (∆ R2 = .066, ∆F [4,264] = 4.676, p = .001) as in Hypothesis 2b, 

indicating these variables alone explained 6.6% of the variance in the dependent variable 

(social aggression). 

Block 2 of the analysis included the independent variables of Machiavellianism, 

empathy and gender to examine the main effects of these variables toward explaining the 

variance in social aggression.  The addition of these variables to the model resulted in a 

non-significant increase in the explained variance (∆ R2 = .016 , ∆F [3,261] = 1.516, p = 

.211),   contributing less than two percent above the previous block in explaining the 

observed variance in the dependent variable (social aggression).  The third block of 

variables to be entered into the equation consisted of all the two-way interaction terms 

(Machiavellianism x Empathy; Empathy x Gender; Machiavellianism x Gender).  In the 

presence of a significant interaction effect, a significant increase in R2 resultant from the 

addition of these interaction variables to the model would be expected.  The results, 

however, indicated a nonsignificant increase in R2 (∆R2 = .003 , ∆F [ 3, 258] = .272 , p = 

.846), suggesting the addition of the three, two-way interaction terms did not significantly 

contribute to the explained variance in social aggression.  The final addition to the model 

was for the three-way interaction (Machiavellianism x Empathy x Gender).  A significant 

increase in R2 would be expected should the relationship between Machiavellianism and 

Empathy differ significantly in explaining the variance in social aggression in males 
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versus females.  The results, however, indicated a nonsignificant increase in R2 (∆R2 = 

.005, ∆F [1, 257] = 1.446, p = .230), suggesting the addition of the three-way interaction 

term including gender did not significantly contribute to the explained variance in social 

aggression.  See Tables 16 and 17 for a summary of all relevant regression findings for 

Hypothesis 3.    

As a result of the above analysis, the experimenter failed to reject the null 

hypothesis regarding the non-significance of the addition of gender to the model.  Were a 

significant interaction effect found, the investigator would proceed to conduct two 

separate simultaneous regressions (one for males, the other for females) in order to 

describe the different effects by gender.  Due to the nonsignificant nature of the findings, 

however, further analysis was discontinued. 

Table 16 
 
Summary of Regression Coefficients Obtained for Hypothesis 3 
 

   
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

 
Block Variables B Std. Error Beta  
1 (Constant) 7.784 1.436  5.422 .000
  School Name 1.486 .378 .243 3.929 .000
  Acculturation .041 .035 .077 1.192 .234
  Demographic 

Categorization 
-.103 .304 -.021 -.339 .735

  Lunch Status -.192 .232 -.054 -.828 .409

2 (Constant) 7.421 2.029  3.658 .000
  School Name 1.496 .378 .244 3.960 .000
  Acculturation .048 .035 .090 1.380 .169
  Demographic 

Categorization 
-.160 .305 -.032 -.525 .600

  Lunch Status -.175 .232 -.049 -.754 .451
  Machiavellianism -.002 .038 -.004 -.063 .950
  Empathy .001 .078 .001 .011 .991
  Gender .780 .390 .127 1.999 .047

3 (Constant) 7.346 2.394  3.068 .002
  School Name 1.505 .381 .246 3.953 .000
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  Acculturation .048 .035 .089 1.369 .172
  Demographic 

Categorization 
-.178 .308 -.035 -.577 .564

  Lunch Status -.173 .235 -.049 -.734 .464
  Machiavellianism .025 .065 .042 .387 .699
  Empathy .092 .186 .079 .494 .622
  Gender -.186 2.835 -.030 -.066 .948
  Mach x Gender .015 .078 .063 .190 .849
  Empathy x Gender .063 .157 .112 .399 .690
  Mach x Empathy -.003 .004 -.112 -.819 .414
4 (Constant) 7.426 2.393  3.103 .002
  School Name 1.491 .381 .243 3.918 .000
  Acculturation .050 .035 .094 1.435 .152
  Demographic 

Categorization 
-.165 .308 -.033 -.536 .593

  Lunch Status -.192 .236 -.054 -.816 .415
  Machiavellianism .017 .065 .028 .255 .799
  Empathy .055 .188 .048 .293 .770
  Gender -6.309 5.827 -1.030 -1.083 .280
  Mach x Gender .251 .212 1.058 1.188 .236
  Empathy x Gender .685 .541 1.223 1.267 .206
  Mach x Empathy -.002 .004 -.078 -.559 .577
  Mach x Empathy x 

Gender 
-.025 .020 -1.063 -1.202 .230

 
 
Table 17 
 
Regression Results for Hypothesis 3 
 

Predictors Included ∆R2 ∆F Sig. 

Block 1  .066 4.676 .001** 

+ Block 2 .016 1.516 .211 

+ Block 3  .003 .272 .846 

+ Block 4 .005 1.446 .230 
 
 Note: Asterisks (**) denote a significant increase in R2 (p < .01). 

 



 88

Supplementary Exploratory Analyses Regarding Acculturation 

Because researchers in the United States have conducted most studies on social 

aggression and related constructs with European American children, the researcher 

conducted supplementary exploratory analyses utilizing a subsample of children who 

were identified by school records as Hispanic.  Though the investigator acknowledges the 

vague and non-specific nature of this demographic categorization compared to more 

specific information related to cultural identification of the children, the analyses were 

considered to be of potential importance to the literature. One-way ANOVAs pertaining 

to gender differences examined in Hypothesis 1 and multiple regression analyses 

examining the relationships in Hypothesis 2 were conducted, as were calculations of 

intercorrelations among the variables.  Analyses conducted on the Hispanic subsample to 

investigate Hypotheses 1 and 2 resulted in similar results to those generated using the 

entire sample.  For Hypothesis 1 using this subsample, the only significant gender 

difference was in empathy (F [1, 215] = 35.838; p = .000), the same finding as with the 

entire sample.  An inspection of means of the two groups indicated that girls were higher 

in empathy than boys.  For Hypothesis 2, there was no linear relationship between 

Machiavellianism and social aggression, and no moderating effect of empathy.  These 

findings mirror the results of the analyses conducted using the entire sample.  

Table 18 (p. 89) displays the intercorrelational data using all 217 children 

identified by school records as Hispanic.  Eight of these children were missing the 

acculturation measure, so for analyses including acculturation, 208 cases were used in the 

analysis by SPSS.  These results indicate that acculturation had a significant positive 

linear relationship to social aggression in these students (r = .138; p = .047).  
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Additionally, acculturation had a significant negative linear relationship to empathy (r = -

165, p = .017).  These results suggest that Mexican American children who have a greater 

orientation to Mexican culture have higher levels of empathy and lower levels of social 

aggression.  In other words, as acculturation level increases in these children, peer 

reported levels of social aggression increase and self reported levels of empathy decrease. 

Table 18 
 
Intercorrelations Among Primary Variables, Hispanic Participants Only  
 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) 

(1) Social Aggression 1.00    

(2) Machiavellianism -.032 1.00   

(3) Empathy .020 -.328** 1.00  

(4) Acculturation .138* -.089 -.165* 1.00 

Note: Asterisk (*) denotes correlation is significant at the p = .05 level. Two asterisks 

(**) denote correlation is significant at the p =. 01 level. 

 Since the obtained correlations were statistically significant but rather small, it 

was important to provide a more meaningful determination of their significance.  Since 

the remaining participants not included in this supplementary analysis were non-

Hispanic, they provided a ready comparison group with which to compare the strength of 

the correlations.  Therefore, the correlations between acculturation and social aggression 

and acculturation and empathy were computed using the non-Hispanic participants (n = 

60).  These correlational values were then transformed to z scores, in a procedure 

typically referred to as Fisher’s r to z transformation so that they could be more easily 

compared to the strength of correlations detected in the Hispanic subsample.  Further 

calculations assisted the author in determining if the difference between the obtained 
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correlations in the Hispanic and non-Hispanic participants was significant.  The 

transformed z scores obtained by the correlations from both the Hispanic and non-

Hispanic samples were subtracted and divided by the standard error of difference 

between the two correlations (Garson, n.d.).  It was determined through these calculations 

that only the correlation between acculturation and empathy differed significantly 

between Hispanic and non-Hispanic participants.  In fact, the direction of the correlation 

is different between Hispanic and non-Hispanic participants, so that Acculturation had a 

negative linear relationship to Empathy in Hispanic participants but this relationship was 

positive in non-Hispanic participants.  Table 19 below contains the relevant correlations 

for both the Hispanic and non-Hispanic groups, as well as their transformed z scores.  

Appendix J contains a summary of the calculations that provided this comparison of 

correlations obtained in the Hispanic and non-Hispanic participants.   

Table 19 

Intercorrelations of Interest and Transformed Z Scores for Hispanic and Non-Hispanic 

Participants 

Correlated Variables Hispanic Participants 
(n = 220) 

Non-Hispanic Participants
(n = 60) 

 r z r z 

Acculturation and  
Social Aggression 

.138 .1389 .014 .014 

Acculturation and 

Empathy 

-.165 -.1665 .168 .1696 
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Summary of Results 

To summarize, no significant gender differences were found when data were 

analyzed using ANOVA techniques in the variables of social aggression, 

Machiavellianism, and acculturation.  Empathy, however, differed significantly according 

to gender with females scoring higher than males.  The significance of the F statistic 

associated with this analysis indicated a less than one percent chance that such a 

difference would be found by chance alone, suggesting further replication of the finding 

that girls score higher than boys on self-report instruments measuring empathy.   

Machiavellianism and social aggression had no significant linear relationship.  

While various demographic characteristics (demographic categorization from school 

records, school, free/reduced lunch status) coupled with acculturation contributed 

significantly toward explaining the observed variance in social aggression (6.6%), the 

relationships among the variables of interest to this study contributed non-significantly 

over and beyond these variables to the model.  In light of the nonsignificant nature of the 

relationship between Machiavellianism and social aggression, and further, the 

nonsignificant increase in explaining variance in social aggression when empathy is 

included into the model, further analysis based on gender was discontinued. 

Supplementary exploratory analyses using only those participants identified by 

school records as “Hispanic” replicated the analyses for Hypotheses 1 and 2.  These 

analyses indicated the same results: empathy was significantly higher in females 

compared to males, and no other significant relationships were detected.  

Intercorrelational analyses on this portion of the data indicated that acculturation has a 

positive linear relationship to social aggression and a negative linear relationship to 



 92

empathy.  This evidence suggests that as acculturation to US culture increases, Hispanic 

children are more likely to engage in social aggression and more likely to report lower 

overall levels of empathy.  The negative linear relationship between acculturation and 

empathy in Hispanic participants differed significantly from the correlation between these 

two variables in non-Hispanic participants (which was a positive linear relationship), 

suggesting the relationship between acculturation and empathy is significantly different 

for Hispanic children compared to their non-Hispanic peers. 
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Chapter 5: Summary and Discussion 

 This investigation sought to clarify gender differences and interrelationships 

among social aggression, Machiavellianism, empathy and acculturation in a sample of 

primarily Mexican American children in fourth through sixth grades.  The results related 

to gender differences will be discussed first, followed by a summary of findings 

pertaining to the relationship between Machiavellianism and social aggression, and the 

moderating effect of empathy.  First, the investigator examined gender differences in the 

major constructs, Machiavelllianism and social aggression, finding that, contrary to 

hypotheses, there were no differences in use of social aggression or degree of 

Machiavellianism between boys and girls.  Consistent with another hypothesis, females 

reported greater overall levels of self-reported empathy compared to males.  In an 

exploratory analysis of gender differences in level of acculturation, males and females 

were similar in their responses.   

 Second, the investigator examined the relationship between Machiavellianism and 

social aggression.  Contrary to hypothesized results, there was no significant linear 

relationship between Machiavellianism and social aggression. Although there was no 

linear relationship between these two variables, the researcher wanted to pursue the 

possibility that the relationship might vary according to level of empathy, so a multiple 

regression analysis was conducted.   Again contrary to expected results, empathy did not 

appear to affect the relationship between Machiavellianism and social aggression.  These 

findings suggest that social aggression has no relationship with Machiavellianism, and 

that level of empathy does not affect the relationship between these two variables. 
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 The investigator further sought to clarify gender differences and inter-

relationships among the variables by conducting additional exploratory analyses.  

Specifically, the researcher examined gender differences between Hispanic boys and girls 

on the constructs in the study, the relationship between Machiavellianism and social 

aggression, and whether the relationship between Machiavellianism and social aggression 

varied according to level of empathy for this specific subset of the sample.  The 

researcher also conducted descriptive and inter-correlational analyses to better describe 

these participants.  The Hispanic categorization provided by school records is limiting in 

that it is vague and can include individuals from a wide variety of cultures.  Regardless, 

given the predominance of European or European American samples in social aggression 

research, and given the unique opportunity presented by the demographic composition of 

this sample, these analyses were considered important to conduct in order to contribute to 

the literature base on social aggression.   

 First, regarding a sub-sample of children identified in the sample as Hispanic, 

higher levels of acculturation were linearly associated with higher levels of social 

aggression, suggesting that acculturation to US culture is positively related to 

engagement in social aggression.  Additionally, the results of the exploratory analyses 

indicated that for Hispanic children, acculturation had a negative linear relationship with 

empathy.  This finding suggests that children who are more acculturated to US culture 

have lower levels of empathy.  Each hypothesis, results pertaining to each one, as well as 

results regarding exploratory analyses are summarized and discussed below.   
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Discussion of Results and Integration with the Literature 

Hypothesis 1: Gender Differences in Major Variables 

Hypothesis 1a. Girls will have higher mean scores compared to boys in peer 

ratings of social aggression.   

 Results of the analysis to test this hypothesis indicated that there were no 

significant differences in peer reports of socially aggressive behavior, self reports of 

acculturation level, and self reports of Machiavellianism.  The finding that boys and girls 

engage in equivalent levels of social aggression is unexpected, considering the majority 

of literature indicates girls engage in socially aggressive behavior more frequently than 

boys, whereas boys most often aggress physically (Cairns & Cairns, 1984; Cairns et al., 

1989; Crick et al., 1996; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Crick, 1996; Feshbach, 1969; 

Feshbach & Sones, 1971; Lagerspetz et al., 1988; Rys & Bear, 1997; Xie, Cairns, & 

Cairns, 2002).  Yet, some studies have shown that boys engage in social aggression as 

frequently as girls (Espelage et al., 2004; Galen & Underwood, 1997; Pakaslahti & 

Keltikangas-Jaervinen, 2000; Willoughby, Kupersmidt, & Bryant, 2001).  The current 

investigation lends support to the notion that boys and girls use socially aggressive tactics 

at equivalent levels. 

 Contradictory findings in the literature, including this study, about gender 

differences in use of social aggression highlight that the expression of socially aggressive 

tactics could be dependent upon outside contextual dimensions not yet identified or 

measured by researchers.  It is possible that differences in family variables, for example, 

make a child more or less likely to engage in social aggression.  Further, it seems 

plausible that school environment could be important in understanding and predicting the 
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expression of social aggression, as well as the other variables of interest to this study 

(Machiavellianism and empathy).   

Hypothesis 1b.  Boys will not differ from girls in mean scores of self reported 

Machiavellianism. 

 The null hypothesis was accepted. The similar levels of Machiavellianism across 

boys and girls found here is consistent with prior research conducted in the United States 

(Barnett & Thompson, 1985; Braginsky, 1970; Yong, 1994), but it contradicts findings 

from two studies conducted outside the US (Andreou, 2004; Sutton & Keogh, 2001).  

Sutton and Keogh (2001) investigated self-reports of Machiavellianism in Scotland and 

found that boys were significantly higher on overall Machiavellianism, and specifically 

on the Dishonesty factor of the scale.  Andreou (2004) found that boys in a Greek sample 

were significantly higher in self-reported Machiavellianism but did not score significantly 

higher on any four factors they detected by their factor analysis of the Kiddie Mach 

measure (see p. 24, this document, for a more in depth discussion of this study).   

 Some literature suggests there are gender differences when Machiavellianism is 

examined not as a sum, or overall, score but rather as several factors.  Sutton and Keogh 

(2001) found evidence that there are differences in Machiavellian characteristics and its 

relationship with personality for males and females.  Overall Machiavellianism and two 

of its factors (Lack of Faith in Human Nature and Dishonesty) were significantly more 

correlated with psychotism as measured by the Junior Eysenck Personality Inventory for 

boys than for girls. In Braginsky’s study (1970), which found no overall difference in 

Machiavellian self reports between boys and girls, the author surmised from her 

observations of only those children who scored high on the measure that “High Mach” 
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girls primarily manipulated others by subtle methods of impression-management.  By 

contrast, “High Mach” males primarily manipulated by direct, aggressive approaches.   

Together these empirical and anecdotal reports suggest that gender differences in 

Machiavellianism are related to specific behaviors for boys and girls, rather than in 

average reports or levels of the construct overall.   

Evidence for gender differences may have been detected had Machiavellianism 

been analyzed as a multi-dimensional construct.  The measure used in this investigation 

was altered in the current analyses by removing items that were performing poorly in the 

item analysis, as assessed by Cronbach’s alpha, a measure of internal consistency.  

Because the investigator removed select items in order to increase the reliability, it did 

not seem appropriate to adopt the three- or four-factor structure detected by previous 

researchers when items were deleted. Future research, however, may be enhanced by 

retaining all items and utilizing factors detected in prior analyses.   

 Fundamentally, there appears to be a cultural component to the expression of 

Machiavellianism which remains unexamined in the literature to date. A cultural 

difference is suggested by prior research finding gender differences in the construct in 

Scotland and Greece (Sutton & Keogh, 2001; Andreou, 2004) while studies in the United 

States detect no gender differences in overall levels of Machiavellianism.  Unfortunately, 

in the current study, there were not sufficient numbers of participants from the various 

demographic categorizations to provide comparisons across groups.  Recall, though, that 

correlational analyses between Machiavellianism and the other variables conducted with 

the subsample of Hispanic participants yielded results that were no different from results 

using the entire sample, but the number of participants identified in other categorizations 
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was too small to provide for group comparisons in levels of the construct.  Also in this 

subset of participants, the same negative linear relationship between Machiavellianism 

and empathy emerged, similar to results with the entire sample.  Further, level of 

acculturation and Machiavellianism were unrelated among Hispanic participants in this 

sample.  In order to better understand cultural variation in Machiavellianism, future 

research could benefit from the inclusion of cultural identification into analyses and 

recruitment of larger sample sizes to address the research question. 

 Hypothesis 1 also included an examination of gender differences in empathy.  

Girls scored significantly higher on the measure of empathy as compared to boys, a 

finding that contradicts two meta analyses that found no gender differences in 

measurement of the construct (Block, 1976; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974).  It is noteworthy, 

however, that empathy in these two meta-analyses was very broadly defined and was 

measured via different methodologies.  Examining results for gender differences using 

the specific methodology of the current study (self report measures) provides greater 

specificity.  The current finding is consistent with a large majority of the previous 

research using self-report questionnaires.  Eisenberg and Lennon (1983), in a 

comprehensive meta-analysis accounting for different measurement techniques, found the 

largest gender difference favoring females when self-report measures were used.  

Therefore, the current results provide further evidence that when self-report indices are 

used as a measure of empathy, girls will likely have higher mean scores than boys.    

 Some authors have argued that this finding results from social desirability in 

females, or over-endorsing positive characteristics on self-report items due to the desire 

to give the answer considered most acceptable by society at large.  Researchers have 
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noted the stereotype in US culture that females are generally more empathic and 

nurturing than males (Lennon & Eisenberg, 1987).  Future research using self-report 

measures of empathy would benefit from inclusion of a measure of social desirability in 

order to control for such an influence in analysis of gender differences. 

 Lastly with respect to Hypothesis 1, the exploratory analysis of gender differences 

in acculturation revealed that there was no difference between levels endorsed by males 

and females in this sample.  There has been very little prior research investigating 

whether the process of acculturation, or the rate by which acculturation occurs, varies 

according to gender.  One study reported males were more acculturated than females in 

an adult sample (Orozco, 2000), but no study has reported these statistics in a sample of 

children.  This study provides the first examination into the possibility of gender 

differences in acculturation, though important variables such as generation level or time 

spent in the US for recent immigrants was not collected or controlled for in the analysis.  

Future research on acculturation could benefit from inclusion of such additional measures 

of the construct.  This information seems especially important in consideration of the 

developmental nature of children.  The same amount of time spent in the US by a 30-

year-old adult and a 9-year-old child will have markedly different effects on the two 

individuals, illustrative of the enormous impact such time variables may have on the 

acculturation level of children.   

Hypothesis 2: Moderating Effects of Empathy on Relationship Between Machiavellianism 

and Social Aggression 

 Results from this hypothesis reveal that first, there is no linear relationship 

between Machiavellianism and social aggression, and second, empathy does not change 
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the degree of significance or the direction of this relationship.  This was contrary to 

expected findings based upon a review of the literature.  Empathy as assessed by 

gathering trait estimations from peers correlated negatively with indirect aggression for 

12-year-olds when social intelligence (defined as behavioral effectiveness in varying 

contexts) was partialled out of the analysis (Bjorkqvist et al., 2000). Additionally, 

Kaukiainen and colleagues (1999) found when using peer-estimates of traits and 

controlling for social intelligence, empathy was negatively associated with indirect, 

verbal and physical aggression for samples of 10- and 14-year-old children.   Researchers 

have also found that children with lower levels of empathy are higher in 

Machiavellianism than children designated as high in empathy (Barnett & Thompson, 

1985).  This is similar to findings that social aggression in children has a negative linear 

relationship with empathy (Bjorkqvist et al., 2000; Espelage et al., 2004; Kaukiainen et 

al., 1999).  Despite the links provided in the research to date, Machiavellianism (a subset 

of social intelligence) and social aggression are unrelated in the current study.  

Intercorrelations calculated as part of the descriptive statistics for this study were 

supportive of the inverse linear relationship between Machiavellianism and empathy 

previously identified in the research.  Contrary to other reported findings, however, 

empathy was nonsignificantly correlated to social aggression.   

 There are several possible reasons for these findings and the acceptance of the 

null hypothesis regarding the moderating relationship.  First, the Machiavellian measure 

used in this study demonstrated lower overall internal consistency than would have been 

desired (Cronbach’s α = .63).  Though considered adequate, it could be that this uni-

dimensional measure is attempting to impose a single dimension framework on a multi-
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dimensional construct.  Researchers have conducted two factor analyses on the measure, 

which have resulted in three- and four-factor models. Sutton and Keogh (2001), using a 

Scottish sample, revealed in factor analyses three factors: Lack of Faith in Human 

Nature, Dishonesty, and Distrust.  In a sample from Greece, Andreou (2004) detected 

four factors: Lack of Faith in Human Nature, Manipulation, Dishonesty, and Distrust. It 

is possible that though overall levels of Machiavellianism were unrelated to social 

aggression, specific identified factors could have a linear relationship to social 

aggression. This analysis did not make use of prior factor analytic studies because poorly-

performing items were eliminated from the measure in order to raise alpha to acceptable 

levels. Future research, however, could benefit from the examination of 

Machiavellianism as multi-dimensional in nature.   

 Further, the empathy measure used in this study initially demonstrated lower 

overall internal consistency than would have been desired (Cronbach’s α = .458). Though 

alpha was increased to acceptable levels by elimination of items (α = .63), the low 

internal consistency obtained by the measure as a whole was unexpected. The original 

study using this measure reported good internal consistency (α = .68; Bryant, 1980).  

Introduction of these sources of measurement error (by both the Machiavellianism and 

empathy measures) likely weakened the power of the statistical design to detect 

significant relationships in the sample. It is possible that this is a false acceptance of the 

null hypothesis regarding the moderating relationship (Type II error), and improved 

questionnaires in the future may allow for a better test of the hypothesis. 

 It is also likely that the relationships between the variables included in this study 

are very complex and context-dependent.  Limitations of the study in its ability to capture 



 102

contextual dimensions, such as classroom membership or school environment, are 

included in the discussion under Limitations (p. 107). 

Exploratory Analyses Concerning Acculturation 

 In order to determine more specifically how acculturation level affected the 

constructs, it seemed important to do a supplementary analysis including only those 

participants to whom the acculturation measure of English vs. Spanish language use truly 

applied.  Because the only demographic categorization available to the investigator was 

through school records, children who were identified in this way as Hispanic were 

included for the supplementary analyses.  All analyses pertaining to Hypotheses 1 and 2 

and all inter-correlations were re-conducted using only these children. 

 Results for Hypotheses 1 and 2 on this subset of the sample did not deviate from 

results generated by the entire sample.  Only the inter-correlational results of analyses 

conducted on this subset of the sample differed from the results gathered by using the 

entire sample.  Results of the correlational analysis indicated that acculturation level and 

social aggression have a significant positive linear relationship, suggesting that as 

acculturation level increases, engagement in social aggression increases as well.  

Conversely, acculturation in this subset of the sample has a significant negative linear 

relationship to empathy, suggesting that as acculturation level increases, general reported 

empathy level decreases.  No prior research has investigated the relationship among these 

variables, and further, no prior research has investigated social aggression in a sample 

consisting entirely of Hispanic children.  In order to determine the significance of these 

correlations, the intercorrelations of interest (acculturation and its relationship to empathy 

and social aggression, respectively) were calculated using the remainder of the sample 
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identified as non-Hispanic to provide some method of comparison.  Whereas the 

correlation between social aggression and acculturation did not differ significantly 

between Hispanic and non-Hispanic participants, the relationship between empathy and 

acculturation differed significantly between the two groups.  This suggests that while 

both findings carry some import and interest to the larger population, the relationship 

between empathy and acculturation is unique in Hispanic children compared to children 

of non-Hispanic descent. 

These findings provide an extension of some limited research that has been 

conducted on Mexican American children.  These handful of studies have consistently 

determined that children from rural Mexico are more cooperative and far less competitive 

than “Anglo” children from the US (Kagan,1971; Kagan & Madsen, 1972; Madsen, 

1971; Madsen & Shapira, 1970).  Knight and Kagan (1977) designed a study to 

investigate whether acculturation to United States culture is related to the amount of 

cooperative/competitive behaviors choices endorsed as most favorable by children in the 

fourth through sixth grades.  These researchers discovered that, compared to White 

children in the United States and their more acculturated, third-generation peers, second-

generation Mexican American children were consistently more prosocial, more 

cooperative, and less competitive. Third-generation Mexican American children showed 

more competition and less cooperation than second-generation Mexican American 

children.   

The link between competition and physical aggression has been reported 

numerous times in the literature, but aggression is almost always operationally defined as 

physical in nature.  Several researchers across three decades have gathered evidence 
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suggesting that competitive games or conditions result in more observed physical 

aggression afterward than cooperative or non-competitive conditions (Bay-Hinitz, 

Peterson, & Quilitch, 1994; Nelson, Gelfand, & Hartmann, 1969; Perry & Perry, 1976).  

One such study linked competitive conditions to increases in both physical and verbal 

aggression in a sample of five- to six-year-old children (Rocha & Rogers, 1976).   

One qualitative study conducted by Xie (2000) reported that themes in the use of 

social aggression by girls were social status and competition for friendships.  This is the 

only study conducted to date to examine how competition and indirect, relational, or 

social aggression may potentially relate.  Considering the evidence cited from the 

physical aggression literature, as well as the qualitative observations garnered from Xie’s 

(2000) study, the positive link between aggression and competition seems logical.  If 

children of Mexican origin become more competitive as they become more oriented 

toward US culture, then the finding that they also engage more frequently in social 

aggression seems logical. 

It also seems logical that children who are less acculturated to US culture may be 

less central in peer groups, or less connected to the broader social network of their 

classroom or school.  A lower degree of connectedness could be attributed to cultural 

differences in styles of interacting, but may also be due to the likelihood that social 

interactions are impeded by a language barrier in some cases.  (The reader will recall that 

acculturation in this study was assessed by a measure of personal language use between 

English and Spanish.)  Therefore, it is possible that higher levels of acculturation (or 

greater use of English in personal interactions) make it more likely that a child will have 
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or be able to form the connectedness required to inflict social harm on others by use of 

the social network.   

 Turning now to a discussion of level of acculturation and its negative linear 

relationship to empathy, recall again the findings in the literature that relate to 

cooperative and competitive behaviors in Mexican American children.  Children who are 

more oriented toward Mexican culture were generally more cooperative and more 

prosocial than children who were more oriented to US culture (Knight & Kagan, 1977).  

Though level of acculturation has not been linked in prior studies to level of empathy (a 

nonsignificant relationship was found in Gallagher (2004)), the results seem plausible 

given that prosocial skills and empathy have long been positively linked in the literature 

(Eisenberg & Fabes, 1991; Eisenberg & Miller, 1987).  Further, empathy and cooperative 

behaviors have also been positively linked (Eisenberg & Miller, 1987; Marcus, Telleen, 

& Roke, 1979). Therefore the positive association between level of acculturation is 

logical given the prior research linking acculturation level to cooperative and prosocial 

behaviors, which both correlate positively to empathy. 

 These results, while logical, are difficult to explain.  Authors who have written on 

the subject in the past have speculated that the increased competitive/decreased 

cooperative behaviors could be due to an increase in socio-economic status as the child 

and family become more acculturated to the new culture (Knight & Kagan, 1977).  This 

seems unlikely to have affected this particular sample of Hispanic children, as the 

majority of these participants received federal assistance (65% free lunches, 17% reduced 

lunches), suggesting that most of these children are of very similar socioeconomic status.  

These same authors also offer that an increase in competition could be a result of 
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socialization practices of the family to orient their children to more competitive, 

individualistic culture as they adjust to the dominant US culture (Knight & Kagan, 1977).  

Perhaps this greater orientation to US culture and its more individualistic nature 

(compared to Mexico culture) results in children becoming less connected to or aware of 

the feelings of others.     

 The larger body of literature on acculturation of Hispanic populations, which 

mostly focuses on adult and psychopathology, points to generally worse mental health 

outcomes for persons of Hispanic descent who are more highly acculturated.  They 

include data to support that Hispanics in the US compared to the larger US population 

may be more likely to suffer from mental health problems, such as Major Depressive 

Episode (Falcon & Tucker, 2000; Kessler et al., 1994).  Further, compared to non-

Hispanic US residents, immigrant Mexican Americans were shown to have lower lifetime 

prevalence rates of several psychiatric disorders, while their immigrant counterparts were 

shown to have higher lifetime prevalence rates of such disorders (Major Depressive 

Disorder, drug abuse/dependence, and Obsessive Compulsive Disorder) compared to 

non-Hispanic US residents (Burnam, Telles, Karno, Hough, & Escobar, 1987).  This 

suggests among adults, those more acculturated to US culture have generally worse 

mental health outcomes.  The findings of the present study, particularly those relative to 

the negative linear relationship between acculturation and empathy levels in Hispanic 

children, suggest the possibility of similar negative mental health outcomes for Hispanic 

children who are more acculturated to US culture compared to non-Hispanic children.     
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Limitations 

Conceptual Limitations 

 Research has demonstrated that aggressive behavior can be reactive or proactive 

in nature, with children who engaged in reactive aggression displaying more attributional 

biases while proactive aggressors were identified as leaders and as humorous by their 

peers (Dodge & Coie, 1987). Other observed differences include that reactive aggressors 

were found to exhibit hostile attribution biases whereas proactive aggressors did not 

(Dodge & Coie, 1987). A limitation of this study is failure to consider the specific goal or 

function of aggressive behavior in context. It seems logical that empathy could work very 

differently in proactive vs. reactive aggression scenarios.  Children found to engage in 

proactive social aggression that is not in response to any particular provocation could 

possess lower levels of empathy overall or could bypass their empathic response in 

certain situations to achieve certain goals (Barnett & Thompson, 2001). Therefore, future 

studies could benefit by incorporating this distinction in order to better differentiate the 

role empathy plays in subtypes of aggression. 

 Another limitation of the study is failure to consider same- versus cross-sex 

behavior towards others.  Specifically, with regard to empathy, it has been acknowledged 

in the research that empathy toward others may be influenced by the degree of similarity 

that the observer perceives between himself or herself and the target. For instance, in her 

1982 study, Bryant noted strong same- versus opposite-sex effects on reports of empathy 

among fourth-graders as compared to younger- and older-aged participants. Children 

reported less empathy at this developmental level for the opposite sex than at either of the 

other levels, an effect Bryant characterized as the “‘cootie’ effect” (p. 423; 1982). Since 
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these children are of the same developmental level as the children in the proposed 

sample, it seems that perhaps empathy’s moderating effects could be influenced by the 

gender of the potential targets of aggression.  Though gender of participants was 

examined as an important variable in this study, same- and cross-sex effects were not 

included as part of this analysis.  Future studies would benefit from allowing for this 

potential influence on empathy, which appears from Bryant’s study (1982) to be 

demonstrated by children at this developmental level.  It is also possible that the sex of 

the target individual on social aggression may have influenced peer ratings of the 

construct.  Many investigations of aggression in children of this age rely solely upon 

same-sex ratings or nominations, so it is possible that not accounting for same- or cross-

sex ratings could have negatively affected the results. 

 Social desirability is a concern whenever using self-report measures and has been 

found to be especially problematic in girls’ self reports of empathetic behavior (Eisenberg 

& Lennon, 1983).  Therefore, failure to include a measure of social desirability could 

have affected the results regarding empathy.  Social desirability may have also made 

children more reluctant to agree with negatively worded statements concerning 

Machiavellianism (e.g. “Sometimes you have to cheat a little to get what you want.”)  

This may have made the skewed investigation regarding gender differences or variability 

in these constructs.     

 Lastly, a limitation of this study concerns the confidence with which results of the 

exploratory analyses concerning acculturation can be generalized.  Information pertaining 

to demographic categorization (i.e. Hispanic, African-American, etc.) was collected from 

school records.  Though this is a reliable method of obtaining such information from 
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elementary-aged children, it limits the interpretation of the results.  Even though the 

majority of children identified through school records as Hispanic are thought to be of 

Mexican or Mexican American descent, the potential inaccuracy of this demographic 

categorization is a limitation of this study.  Obtaining information about specific cultural 

identity, how the child identifies his or her own cultural heritage, is preferred to using 

over-generalized, and potentially inaccurate, descriptive terms.  Had this more specific 

cultural information been available, these results could be interpreted and generalized to 

other groups with greater confidence. 

Methodological Limitations 

 The proposed study has some methodology limitations. With regard to the use of 

peer-report measures, it should be noted that these measures can be subject to response 

biases (i.e. favoring friends in ratings) (Greener, 2000). Using multiple informants, 

however, should minimize the impact of such biases (Greener, 2000); the use of averages 

across informants for the scores on socially aggressive traits further seeks to minimize the 

effects of response biases. Peer-reports were chosen for use in this study due in part to the 

covert nature of many socially aggressive acts and to the fact that other children are able 

to observe behavior that teachers and parents may not notice (Hubbard & Coie, as cited in 

Greener, 2000). Therefore, though they may be prone to various biases, peer-report 

measures are thought to provide a more accurate estimation of behavior, especially 

behavior considered to be socially-undesirable (Bjorkqvist et al., 2000).   

 The second methodological limitation of this study is also related to the use of 

peer report measures.  Though peer reports are much less likely to be impacted by social 

desirability since each person is rating others and not themselves, peer reports can be 
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influenced by variables unaccounted for in this analysis.  Clustering effects would likely 

result in the data if particular homeroom teachers were more or less tolerant or aware of 

socially aggressive behavior, resulting in differential ratings of social aggression 

dependent upon homeroom.  For instance, if Mr. K is particular lenient with respect to 

socialization in his class (e.g., note passing and conversation) then students in his 

classroom could likely have higher overall levels of social aggression reported by 

members simply due to the increased opportunity for such behavior to occur.  The 

analyses conducted in this investigation do not account for such effects.   

 The third methodological limitation of the proposed study concerns common 

causes of variables. It is possible that various systemic, family or parenting factors could 

serve to influence social aggression (the outcome variable) and Machiavellianism or 

empathy (independent variables). Common causes of outcome and predictor variables are 

especially problematic in multiple regression analyses (Keith, 2006).  Were significant 

regression results obtained, the failure to account for possible common causes would be a 

major methodological limitation of this study as variance in social aggression may have 

been misattributed to the included predictor variables rather than to the unknown 

common cause.  

 Finally and notably, two of the measures included in this analysis demonstrated 

poor reliability (as measured by Cronbach’s alpha), resulting in the restriction of the 

range of these variables (Machiavellianism and empathy) in order to adjust the reliability 

of the instruments to acceptable levels (Cronbach’s alpha > .60; Garson, n.d.).  In any 

investigation for which measurement reliability is questionable or lacking, the power of 

the analyses to detect significant findings is compromised, as the degree of error is 
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greater than if all measurement tools were high in reliability (indicated by Cronbach’s 

alpha ≥ .8; Garson, n.d.).  Therefore, measurement error is another limitation of this 

investigation. 

Future Directions 

 Much of the implications for future directions in research in this area stem from 

the limitations discussed above.  Suggestions for improving the relevant methodology as 

well as suggestions for future research design are included.  Methodologically, because 

this study allows for cross-sex ratings of social aggression, a potential area for further 

investigation lies in the question of how cross-sex versus same-sex peers differ in ratings 

of frequency of socially aggressive behavior.  Gender has also been found to influence 

reported levels of expressed empathy, in that children in the fourth grade were found to 

demonstrate significantly less empathy for opposite sex children (Bryant, 1982).  Same- 

versus cross-sex ratings were not included as part of the examination of empathy in this 

study.  A potential area for further investigation lies in the question of how cross-sex 

versus same-sex peers differ in ratings of frequency of socially aggressive behavior, and 

whether children vary in reported levels of empathy dependent upon sex of the target.   

 Further, future research using peer ratings would likely benefit from the use of 

statistical tools like Hierarchical Linear Modeling that can take into account specific 

variables like group membership.  This technique allows for a more powerful 

examination of the constructs because it is able to take into account the clustering effect 

of children in certain classrooms.  It is possible that children from certain classrooms 

display more or less social aggression due to contextual factors specific to their teacher or 

classroom environment.  Similarly, in light of the significant school effects found in the 
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current sample for the construct of social aggression, future studies should utilize a 

measure of school environment in order to further investigate systemic or contextual 

factors that likely influence the expression of aggression and empathy.  This would 

address the methodological concern of common causes of variables.   

 Since several self-report measures were used in this sample, it is possible that 

social desirability could have adversely affected reports of empathy and 

Machiavellianism.  Inclusion of a social desirability measure could strengthen future 

studies, making them more likely to detect significant effects if they are present in the 

population.  Furthermore, studies in the future using Machiavellianism as a variable may 

consider conducting a factor analysis and using distinct factors in analyses instead of an 

overall summed score.  Treatment of this construct as multidimensional may strengthen 

the likelihood of finding significant effects should they exist in the population. 

 This investigation also guides future research design.  The results pertaining to the 

Hispanic subset of the entire sample contribute uniquely to the literature in that no other 

study has examined social aggression or self-reported empathy and how it relates to 

acculturation in children.  Even so, the results could have a much greater impact had the 

investigator been able to collect cultural identification information, rather than general 

demographic categorizations, for the analyses.  “Hispanic” is a non-specific identifier that 

can include children from such diverse ethnicities as Spain, Cuba, Puerto Rico, Mexico, 

Venezuela, as well as individuals from countless other Central American countries, each 

with the potential for very different cultural identifications.  Future research would 

benefit from recruiting adequate numbers of individuals of diverse cultural identifications 

so that cross-cultural comparisons in the frequency and expression of social aggression 
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are possible.  The process of acculturating to a new culture, and the process by which 

these children become more socially aggressive and less empathic could be greatly 

informed by qualitative methods, as well.  Future research on the subject could benefit 

from inclusion of more specific cultural information and qualitative methodology. 

 Further, with respect to the finding that empathy does not moderate the 

relationship between Machiavellianism and social aggression, it is likely that the 

expression of socially aggressive behavior is contingent upon a variety of inter- as well as 

intra-personal variables not included in the current investigation.  For the benefit of 

designing effective interventions to curb the negative effects of social aggression, 

researchers must continue to seek out the unique variables that contribute to its 

development and maintenance over time.  If the goals of socially aggressive behavior 

were better understood, perhaps interventions could focus on more prosocial and less 

harmful avenues to meet the goals of the social aggressive individual.  Additionally, 

future interventions could be informed by research on specific family variables and how 

they may contribute to the development or expression of social aggression in 

interpersonal relationships.  Much remains unexplored relative to the topic of social 

aggression and how best to intervene with this behavior.   

Conclusions 

 The current investigation explored interrelationships among Machiavellianism 

and empathy, while accounting for level of acculturation, in the expression of social 

aggression.  While there is no relationship between Machiavellianism and social 

aggression, and there is no significant moderating effect of empathy, results on gender 

differences provide further support for one replicated finding in the literature.  Empathy 



 114

varies significantly by gender, favoring females, which supports extensive prior meta-

analytic research on the topic, finding that females generally score higher than males on 

self reports of the construct.   

 A supplementary exploratory analysis of the relationships among the variables 

using only the Hispanic subset of the sample resulted in some interesting and notable 

findings.  This study suggests that children with higher levels of acculturation report 

lower levels of empathy and further, these children are more likely to engage in social 

aggression.  Even though the Hispanic categorization used to identify this subsample is 

vague and can include children from a variety of cultural backgrounds, these results are 

notable because they represent some of the first research conducted in the US to examine 

the expression of these variables in children not of European American descent.  Cultural 

identification information was not available but could have resulted in more detailed and 

less generalized results. Hispanic children have long been under-represented in 

psychological research.  It is the hope of the investigator that future studies will recognize 

the importance of recruiting diverse participants and recognize the potential impact that 

acculturation has on various psychological constructs.   

 Though this research found that Machiavellianism and empathy do not 

significantly interact toward the prediction of social aggression, and though 

Machiavellianism did not have a significant linear relationship with social aggression, 

future research must continue to explore the complex pathways and precipitants to social 

aggression in all children, including those from under-represented groups.  With 

continued research, professionals can design effective interventions to not only decrease 
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the use of these social tactics but also to decrease the negative effects that these behaviors 

have on developing children and adolescents.   
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Appendix B: IRB Approved Consent and Assent Forms for Pilot Study and Main 
Study 

Informed Consent for Pilot Study   (Phase I) 
IRB study # 2006-07-0026 

Informed Consent to Participate in Research 
 
Researchers: Shanna Reeves, M.A. and Sarah Ricord-Griesemer, M.A. 
Phone Numbers : 512/773-5739 and 512/589-3324 
Doctoral Candidates in the Department of Educational Psychology, School Psychology Program 
at the University of Texas at Austin 
 
Faculty Sponsor: Cindy Carlson, Ph.D. 
 
Your child, along with approximately 20 other children your child's age, is being asked to 
participate in a research study. This form provides you with information about the study so that 
you may decide whether your child may participate in this study. You also may contact the 
researchers (the persons in charge of this research), Shanna Reeves and Sarah Ricord-Griesemer, 
or their representative, so that he/she can describe this study to you and answer all of your 
questions. Please read the information below and if you have any questions please contact Shanna 
Reeves or Sarah Ricord-Griesemer (the investigators). Your participation is entirely voluntary 
and you can refuse to participate without any consequences, and this study has no bearing on your 
relationship with your child's school or the University of Texas. It is entirely voluntary. 

 
Title of Research Study: The Implications of Social Aggression 
 
What is the purpose of this study?  This study is a part of a larger study that looks at why 
children use bullying behaviors.  In order to conduct our larger study, we must first make sure 
that the questionnaires we use are easy for elementary-aged boys and girls to understand.  To do 
this, we are asking parents of third graders to allow their children to fill out questionnaires and to 
tell us what parts are difficult to read and understand.   
 
If you agree to be in this study we will ask you and your child to do the following things: 
 
(1) You will need to sign and return the attached consent form.   
 
(2) We would like for your child to fill out a few questionnaires, and answer questions about his 
or her experience filling them out.  Your child will fill out two questionnaires that ask questions 
about your child's beliefs about using manipulative behaviors.  We are asking your child to read 
these questionnaires and answer questions to help us determine if the wording of the 
questionnaires is too difficult for elementary-aged children to read and understand.  We estimate 
this will take approximately 20 minutes. 
 
In addition, if your child is a boy, we will ask him to also read one more questionnaire.  This 
questionnaire describes conflicts between children, but has only been used with girls in the past.  
If your child is a boy, we'd like him to help us determine if boys have seen these same conflicts 
and ensure the questionnaire makes sense to boys, too.  We estimate this portion will take 
approximately an additional 10 minutes 
 
Total Estimated Time:  This study will take approximately twenty minutes for the girls to 
complete, and thirty minutes for boys to complete.  This study will be conducted with groups of 
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children under the direction of a researcher, who is a doctoral student from the University of 
Texas.  The study will be conducted at your child's school at a time determined best by your 
child's teacher and/or principal.   
 
What are the possible risks and benefits?  
One possible risk to your child's participation in this study is that he or she will feel uncomfortable 
discussing conflict situations.  A graduate student trained in talking with children about their 
feelings will be conducting the research and available to talk with your child.  In addition, your 
child will be told he or she can contact the counselor should he or she feel any discomfort. There are 
no direct benefits to your child. This study will help researchers design a larger study that will ask 
children about aggressive behaviors in an effort to help design better interventions in the future.   
 
There is a possible risk of loss of privacy. Every effort will be made to protect the privacy of your 
child's responses, and names will immediately be replaced with a researcher-assigned ID number to 
protect privacy. All documents will be stored in a locked file cabinet on the University of Texas 
campus to protect your child's privacy. 
 
Will your child receive compensation for his/her participation in this study?  
If your child returns this consent form, regardless of whether or not he or she will complete the 
questionnaires, he or she will receive a University of Texas pencil. 
 
If you do not want your child to take part in this study, what other options are available to 
you? 

Participation in this study is entirely voluntary. You are free to say no and prevent your child 
from being in the study, and your refusal will not influence current or future  relationships you or 
your child has with your child's school or with The University of Texas at Austin.  

Contacts and Questions 

If you wish to stop your child’s participation in this research study for any reason, you should 
contact the researchers: Shanna Reeves at 512/773-5739 or Sarah Ricord-Griesemer at 512/589-
3324.  You are free to withdraw your consent and your child’s participation in this research study at 
any time without penalty or consequences of any kind. Throughout the study, the researchers will 
notify you of new information that may become available and that might affect your decision to 
remain in the study. In addition, if you have questions about your rights as a research participant, 
please contact Lisa I. Leiden, Ph.D., Chair, The University of Texas at Austin Institutional 
Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, (512) 471-8871. 
 
Protecting Privacy 
Your child's name will not be used on paper forms. There will be no information on any of the data 
forms that would link responses to a specific child. For further assurance, records will be stored at 
the University of Texas at Austin in a locked filing cabinet in a locked room.  
 
Authorized persons from The University of Texas at Austin and the Institutional Review Board have 
the legal right to review your research records and will protect the confidentiality of those records to 
the extent permitted by law. The faculty sponsor of this research will also have the legal right to 
review your research records. Otherwise, your research records will not be released without your 
consent unless required by law or a court order.  If the results of this research are published or 
presented at scientific meetings, your child's identity will not be disclosed. 
 
 
 



 120

Signature Page 
 
Please indicate your decision below: 
 

   YES I give my permission for my child, ________________________, to  
              (print name of child) 
participate in this research study. 
 
 

 NO I do not give my permission for my child, ____________________, to  
            (print name of child) 
participate in this research project. 

 
 
    
Parent or Legal Guardian Signature  Date 
 
    
Researcher signature  Date 
 

 

NOTE: TWO COPIES OF THIS LETTER ARE PROVIDED; ONE IS TO KEEP FOR 
YOUR RECORDS 

 



 121

IRB study # 2006-07-0026 
 

Consentimiento informado para participar en la investagacion 
 

Investigadores: Shanna Reeves, M.A. y Sarah Ricord Griesemer, M.A. 
Números de teléfonos: 512-773-5739 y 512-589-3324 
Candidatos doctorales en el Departamento de Psicología Educacional, programa de Psicología 
de la Universidad de Texas en Austin. 
 
Profesor Universitario: Cindy Carlson, Doctora en Filosofia. 
 
Su niño, junto con aproximadamente 20 niños más de la misma edad, se le está invitando a 
participar en un estudio de investigación. Este formato le dará la información sobre el estudio 
para que pueda decidir si su niño participa o no en el  estudio. Puede contactar a las 
investigadoras (Personas encargadas de la investigación), Shanna Reeves y Sarah Ricord-
Griesemer, o sus representantes para que le describan el estudio y respondan sus preguntas. Por 
favor, lea la informacion de abajo y llame a las investigadoras en caso de tener alguna pregunta. 
Su participación es enteramente voluntaria y puede negarse a participar sin ninguna consecuencia. 
Este estudio no tiene relación con la escuela de su niño o con la Universidad de Texas. Es 
enteramente voluntario. 
 
Título del Estudio de Investigación: Implicaciones de la Agresión Social. 
 
¿Cúal es el propósito de este estudio?  
Este estudio es parte de un estudio más grande que mira porqué los niños asumen conductas 
intimidantes.Para dirigir nuestro más grande estudio, debemos primero asegurarnos de que los 
cuestionarios que estamos usando son fáciles de entender para los niños y niñas de edad 
elemental. Para hacer esto, le estamos pidiendo a los padres de tercer grado permitir a sus niños 
llenar los cuenstionarios y decirnos qué partes son dificiles de leer y entender. 
 
Si esta de acuerdo en participar en este estudio, le pedimos a usted y a su niño hacer lo 
siguiente: 
1) Usted deberá firmar y regresar el formato de consentimiento adjunto. 
2) Nos gustaría que su niño llenara unos cuestionarios y responda, además,  las preguntas sobre 
su experiencia al llenar el cuestinario. Su niño llenará dos cuestionarios que hacen preguntas 
sobre su opinión al usar conductas manipulativas. Le estamos pidiendo a su niño leer los 
cusntionarios y responder las preguntas para ayudarnos a determinar si la redacción de los 
cuestionarios es muy dificil de leer y enteder para los niños de tercer grado elemental. Estimamos 
que ésto se tome aproximadamente 20 minutos. 
 
Además, si su hijo es un niño, le pediremos que lea un cuestionario adicional que describe los 
conflictos entre niños. Cuestionario que sólo ha sido usado con niñas en el pasado. Si su hijo es 
un niño, nos gustaría que él nos ayudara a determinar si los niños han visto estos mismos 
conflictos y asegurarnos de que los cuestionarios tienen sentido para los niños (Varones). 
Estimamos que esta parte se tome aproximadamente 10 minutos. 
 
Total tiempo estimado: Este estudio se tomará aproximadamente veinte minutos para las niñas y 
treinta minutos para los niños. Este estudio será conducido por un grupo de niños bajo la 
dirección de un investigador que es un estudiante doctorado de la Universidad de texas. El estudio 
se llevara a cabo en la escuela de su niño en un tiempo determiando por el profesor y/o director 
de su niño. 
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¿Cúales son los posibles riesgos y beneficios? 
Un posible riesgo en la participación de su niño en este estudio, es que él o ella se pueden sentir 
incómodos discutiendo situaciones de conflicto. Un estudiante graduado y entrenado en tratar 
con niños sobre sus sentimientos estará conduciendo la investigación y estará disponible para 
hablar con su niño. Además, su niño sabrá que puede contactar al asesor si se siente incómodo. 
No hay beneficios directos para su niño.Este estudio ayudará a las investigadoras a diseñar un 
estudio más grande que  preguntará a los niños en general sobre sus conductas intimidantes en un 
esfuerzo por ayudar a diseñar mejores intervenciones en el futuro. 
 
Hay un posible riesgo de pérdida de privacidad. Haremos todos los esfuerzos para proteger la 
privacidad de las respuestas de sus niños, y los nombres serán inmediatamente reemplazados por 
un número de identificación asignado por el investigador para proteger su privacidad. Todos los 
documentos serán guardados en un fichero asegurado en un campus de la Universidad de Texas 
en Austin para proteger la privacidad de su hijo. 
 
¿Recibirá su niño/a alguna compensación por su participación en este estudio? 
Si su niño devuelve este formato de consentiemiento, sin importar si completará los cuestionarios 
o no, él o ella recibirá un lápiz de la Universidad de Texas. 
 
Si usted no quiere que su niño haga parte de este estudio, qué otras opciones estan 
disponibles para usted? 
La participación en este estudio es enteramente voluntaria. Usted está en su derecho de negarse e 
impedir a su hijo participar en este estudio, y su negativa no influirá en sus relaciones actuales o 
futuras con la escuela o con la Universidad de Texas en Austin. 
 
CONTACTOS Y PREGUNTAS 
Si usted, por alguna razón, desea impedir a su hijo participar en la investigación de estudio, 
deberá contactar a las investigadoras Shanna Reeves en el número telefónico 512/773-5739 o 
Sarah Ricord-Griesemer en el 512/589-3324. Usted es libre de retractarse de su consentimiento y 
de la participación de su hijo en la investigación de estudio en cualquier momento sin penalidad o 
consecuencias de ningun tipo. A lo largo del estudio, las investigadoras le notificarán nueva 
información que puede estar disponible y que podria influir en su decisión para permanecer en el 
estudio. Además, si tiene alguna pregunta sobre sus derechos como participante de la 
investigación, por favor, contacte a Lisa I Leiden, Sicóloga y catedrática, Universidad de Texas 
en el Consejo de Revisión Institucional de Austin para la Protección de Materias Humanos, 
512/471-8871. 
 
PROTEGIENDO SU PRIVACIDAD 
El nombre de su hijo no será usado en ningún documento. No habrá ninguna información en los 
archivos que pueda vincular las respuestas con algún niño en específico. Para más garantía, los 
archivos serán guardados en la Universidad de Texas en un archivador en un cuarto bajo llave. 
 
Personas autorizadas de la Universidad de Texas en Austin y del Consejo de Revisión 
Institucional tienen el derecho legal de revisar  sus archivos protegiéndo la confidencialidad de 
estos documentos hasta el punto permitido por la ley. El proferor universitario de este estudio 
también tendrá el derecho legal para revisar los archivos.De otra manera, sus archivos no serán 
vistos sin su consentimiento, a menos que sea requerido por la ley o una orden judicial. Si los 
resultados de esta investigación son publicados o presentados ante  reuniones científicas, la 
identidad de su hijo no será revelada. 
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Hoja para Firma 
 
 
 
Por favor, indique su decisión abajo: 
 
□  Si, doy permiso a mi hijo _______________________________ para participar en  
                                                        (Escriba el nombre de su hijo) 
esta investigación de estudio. 
 
 
□ No, No doy permiso a mi hijo ______________________________ para participar  
                                                              (Escriba el nombre de su hijo) 
Participar en esta investigación de estudio. 
 
 
 
 
____________________________________                          _______________________ 
Firma del padre/madre o guardian                                                             Fecha 
 
 
____________________________________                         _______________________ 
Firma del investigador                                                                                Fecha 
 
 
 
Nota: Le serán estregadas dos copias de esta carta. Guarde una en sus archivos. 
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Child Assent Form for Pilot (Phase I) 
 

The Implications of Social Aggression 
 
 
I agree to be in a study about how my classmates interact with one another. This study was 
explained to my (mother/father/parents/guardian) and (she/he/they) said that I could be in it. The 
only people who will know about what I say and do in the study will be the people in charge of 
the study. 
 
In this study, I will be asked to read a description of an argument between kids and talk about it.  
I will also be asked to read some questions and tell the researcher if the questions make sense or 
are confusing.  My answers will only be shared with the people in charge of the study.   
 
I know that it is my choice to participate, and that nothing bad will happen if I decide I do not 
want to answer the questions. If I decide to drop out of the study, all I have to do is tell the 
person in charge.  Dropping out of the study will not cause any damage to my grades or 
relationship with the people in the study, my teacher(s), or the University of Texas at Austin.  
 
I am saying “YES” or “NO” to participating in this project: 
 
____ YES, I want to participate. 
 
____ NO, I do not want to be in this project. 
 
 
 
__________________________________________ __________________ 

          Child’s Printed Name Date 
 

__________________________________________ __________________ 
     Signature of Researcher Date 
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Parent Consent for Data Collection      (Phase II) 
 

Informed Consent to Participate in Research 
IRB Study # 2006-07-0026 

Researchers: Shanna Reeves, M.A. and Sarah Ricord-Griesemer, M.A. 
Phone Numbers : 512/773-5739 and 512/589-3324 
Doctoral Candidates in the Department of Educational Psychology, School Psychology Program at the 
University of Texas at Austin 
 
Faculty Sponsor: Cindy Carlson, Ph.D. 
 
Your child, along with all the children in your child's grade, is being asked to participate in a research study. This 
form provides you with information about the study so that you may decide whether your child may participate in 
this study. You also may contact the researchers, Shanna Reeves and Sarah Ricord-Griesemer so that they can 
describe this study to you and answer all of your questions. Please read the information below and if you have any 
questions please contact Shanna Reeves at 512/773-5739 or Sarah Ricord-Griesemer at 512/589-3324. Your 
participation is entirely voluntary and you can refuse to participate without any consequences, and this study has no 
bearing on your relationship with your child's school or the University of Texas. It is entirely voluntary. 

Title of Research Study: The Implications of Social Aggression 
 
What is the purpose of this study?  
 
The goal of our study is to better understand bullying behaviors called social aggression.  These behaviors include 
gossiping, spreading rumors behind someone’s back, purposefully excluding a particular child, and so forth.  The 
questionnaires that we are asking children to fill out will help us to better understand why kids use these bullying 
behaviors and what they accomplish.  Specifically, the questionnaires that your child fills out will help us understand 
the level of peer aggression your child’s peers are engaging in, your child’s beliefs about aggression, and the level of 
empathy they feel for their peers. This better understanding will allow us to inform other researchers so that better 
programs can be created to decrease bullying behaviors. 
 
If you agree to be in the study, we will ask you and your child to do the following things: 
(1) You will be asked to complete the attached consent form and return it to your child's school. 
(2)  Your child will be asked if he/she wants to participate.  
(3)  If so, he/she will be asked to complete six different questionnaires, spread out over two sessions that should last 
approximately forty-five minutes each. The two sessions will occur on different days. With the help of teachers and 
the principal, researchers will schedule the study to minimize any impact on academic time.  
 
Total Estimated Time:  Two forty-five minute sessions. 
 
Risks and Benefits to being in the study: 
One possible risk of this study is that children may talk about their ratings of other children with one another. Their 
discussions could be harmful to the child in question. For example, Jenny may talk to Sue about her ratings of Janet. 
Janet could overhear and may become hurt that Jenny and Sue are talking about her. To help discourage children from 
talking to one another about their ratings, children will be asked to keep their answers confidential and not to talk about 
them. Teachers will also be asked to pay special attention to what children are talking about after the rating forms have 
been filled out so the teacher can put an end to the discussion.  
 
Children are asked to describe their own perceptions of other children who engage in different types of social 
aggression, and children also rate their own levels of behaviors related to social aggression, using names of children. It 
may make your child uncomfortable to describe their own, or their classmates', behaviors using names. Researchers 
will explain to the children that the behaviors being asked about are not necessarily a problem, nor are the answers 
going to be used to get anyone "in trouble," and that most of the behaviors described in the study are seen in many 
children at different times and is not unusual. These explanations may reduce any potential for discomfort. A graduate 
student and the school counselor will remain available in case there is any child who experiences discomfort. 
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There is a possible risk of loss of privacy. Every effort will be made to protect the privacy of your child's responses, 
and names will immediately be replaced with a researcher-assigned ID number to protect privacy. All documents will 
be stored in a locked file cabinet on the University of Texas campus to protect your child's privacy. 
 
There are no direct benefits to your child. By collecting data about how the children interact with one another, 
researchers are able to determine contributing factors of social aggression, and can suggest interventions to your school 
that will be more effective in eliminating these behaviors.  
 
Will your child receive compensation for his/her participation in this study?  
 
All children who return this form, regardless of whether their parent consents or declines to allow participation, will 
receive a UT pencil as a reward.  
 
If you do not want your child to take part in this study, what other options are available to you? 

Participation in the data collection process of this study is entirely voluntary. You are free to refuse to be in the 
study, and your refusal will not influence current or future relationships with The University of Texas at Austin. 
Children who do not participate in the study will simply participate in a different activity, determined by the child's 
teacher, during the time the study is taking place.  

Contacts and Questions 

If you wish to stop your child’s participation in this research study for any reason, you should contact: Shanna Reeves 
at 512/773-5739 or Sarah Ricord-Griesemer at 512/589-3324.  You are free to withdraw your consent and your child’s 
participation in this research study at any time without penalty or consequences of any kind. Throughout the study, the 
researchers will notify you of new information that may become available and that might affect your decision to remain 
in the study. In addition, if you have questions about your rights as a research participant, please contact Lisa I. 
Leiden, Ph.D., Chair, The University of Texas at Austin Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human 
Subjects, (512) 471-8871. 
 
How will your child’s privacy and the confidentiality of your child’s research records be protected?  
 
Information pertaining to your child's race and whether he or she receives subsidized free or reduced lunches 
will be gathered from the school.  This information is gathered only to describe the type of children who 
participate in our study.  Your child’s name will not be recorded with the race and subsidized lunch information. 
 
As part of the data collection process, children’s names will need to be placed on each rating form the child fills out so 
that the child can identify which classmate he/she is rating. Your child's name, however, will be replaced by a code 
number so that the identity of who has rated the children will remain unknown.  To ensure confidentiality and privacy, 
after the children have finished rating their classmates and turned in their forms, the names on each form of who has 
been rated will be removed and will be replaced with a number so no child's responses can be identified later. Once this 
process has occurred, there should be no information on any of the data forms that would link responses to a specific 
child. For further assurance, records will be stored at the University of Texas at Austin in a locked filing cabinet.  
 
Authorized persons from The University of Texas at Austin and the Institutional Review Board have the legal right to 
review your research records and will protect the confidentiality of those records to the extent permitted by law. If the 
research project is sponsored then the sponsor will also have the legal right to review your research records. Otherwise, 
your research records will not be released without your consent unless required by law or a court order. 
 
If the results of this research are published or presented at scientific meetings, your child's identity will not be 
disclosed. 
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Signatures: 
 
PLEASE RETURN ONE COPY OF THIS PORTION TO YOUR CHILD’S TEACHER. PLEASE KEEP 

ONE COPY FOR YOUR RECORDS. 
 
 

Name of child (please print):____________________________________________ 
 
 
Please indicate your decision below: 
 

�  YES I give my permission for my child to participate in this research study. 
 
 
�  NO  I do not give my permission for my child to participate in this research project. 

 
 
    
Parent or Legal Guardian Signature  Date 
 
    
Researcher signature  Date 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
NOTE: TWO COPIES OF THIS LETTER ARE PROVIDED; ONE IS TO KEEP FOR YOUR 

RECORDS AND ONE SHOULD BE RETURNED TO YOUR CHILD'S TEACHER. 

 



 128

IRB Study # 2006-07-0026 
 

Consentimiento informado para participar en la Investigación 
 

Investigadoras: Shanna Reeves, M.A. y Sarah Ricord Griesemer, M.A.  
Números telefónicos: 512/773-5739 y 512/589-3324 
Candidatos doctorales en el Departamento de Psicología Educacional, Programa de Psicología de la 
Universidad de Texas en Austin. 
 
Profesor Universitario: Cindy Carlson, Doctora en Filosofia. 
 

Su hijo, junto con todos los niños de su clase, está siendo invitado para participar en un estudio de 
investigación. Este formato le dará la información sobre el estudio para que pueda decidir si su niño participa o no 
en el estudio. Puede contactar a las investigadoras (Personas encargadas de la investigacion), Shanna Reeves y Sarah 
Ricord-Griesemer para que le describan el estudio y respondan sus preguntas. Por favor, lea la información de abajo 
y llame a las investigadoras en caso de tener alguna pregunta. Su participación es enteramente voluntaria y puede 
negarse a participar sin ninguna consecuencia. Este estudio no tiene relación con la escuela de su niño o con la 
Universidad de Texas. Es enteramente voluntario. 

 
Titulo del Estudio de Investigacion: Implicaciones de la Agresión Social. 
 
¿Cual es el propósito de este estudio? 
La meta de nuestro estudio es entender mejor las conductas intimidantes llamadas agresión social. Estas conductas 
incluyen chismes, hablar mal detrás de la espalda de los otros, exclusion determinante de un niño en particular, y asi 
sucesivamente. Las preguntas que le pedimos a los ninos completar, nos ayudará  a entender mejor porque los niños 
usan estas conductas intimidantes y lo que ellos realizan. Especificamente, los cuestionarios que su niño llenará nos 
ayudará a entender en nivel de agresión con el que los compañeritos de su hijo estan identificados, las creencias de 
su hijo sobre la agresión, y el nivel de empatía que ellos tienen por sus compañeros. Este mejor entendimiento nos 
permitirá informar a otros investigadores para que mejores programas puedan ser creados y reducir asi, las 
conductas amenazantes. 
 
Si está de acuerdo en participar en este estudio, le pedimos a usted y a su niño hacer lo siguiente: 

1. Le pediremos que complete el formato de consentimiento adjunto y devolverlo a la escuela de su hijo. 
2. Le preguntaremos a su hijo si desea participar en el estudio. 
3. En caso de aceptar, él/ella deberá completar seis diferentes cuestionarios en dos sesiones de cuarenta y 

cinco minutos cada uno, aproximadamente. Las dos sesiones se llevarán a cabo en días diferentes. Las 
investigadoras, con la ayuda de los profesores y el director, fijaran el día y la hora del estudio para 
minimizar cualquier impacto en el tiempo académico.  

 
Total tiempo estimado: Dos sesiones de cuarenta y cinco minutos cada uno. 
 
Riesgos y beneficios de estar en el proyecto: 
Un posible riesgo del estudio es que los ninos pueden hablar de la valoracion de los demás  niños con los otros. 
Sus discusiones podrían ser dañinas para el niño interrogado. Por ejemplo, Jenny puede decirle a Sue su valoracion 
sobre Janet. Janet puede oir por casualidad y puede sentirse herdida porque jenny y Sue estaban hablando de ella. 
Para ayudar a evitar que los niños hablen de los otros, les pediremos que guarden sus respuestas de manera 
confidencial y no hablen de ellas. Los prefesores también pondrán especial atención a lo que los ninos dicen después 
de llenar el  formato de valoración, por lo tanto el profesor pondría un “alto” a la discusión. 
 
Pediremos a los ninos que describan sus propias percepciones sobre los otros ninos pertenecientes a diferentes tipos 
de agresion social, y los ninos también valorarán sus propios niveles de conducta relacionados con la agresion 
social, usando nombre de los ninos. Esto puede hacer que su hijo se sienta incómodo al describir su propia 
conducta y la de los otros compañeros utilizando sus nombres. Las investigadoras explicarán a los niños que las 
conductas por las cuales han sido interrogados no son necesariamente un problema, ni tampoco las respuestas van a 
ser usadas para meter a  nadie en problemas, y que la mayoría de las conductas descritas en el estudio son vistas en 
muchos niños en diferentes ocasiones y que no es algo inusual. Estas explicaciones pueden reducir el potencial de 
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inconformidad.Un estudiante graduado y el consejero de la escuela permanecerán disponibles en caso de que haya 
un niño que experimente inconformidad.  
 
Hay un posible riesgo de pérdida de privacidad. Haremos todos los esfuerzos para proteger la privacidad de las 
respuestas de sus niños, y los nombres serán inmediatamente reemplazados por un número de identificación 
asigando por el investigador para proteger su privacidad. Todos los documentos serán guardados en un archivador 
asegurado en un campus de la Universidad de Texas en Austin para proteger la privacidad de su hijo. 
 
No hay beneficios directos para su niño. Por medio de la recoleccion de datos sobre cómo los niños interactúan con 
los otros, las investigadoras estarán en capacidad de determinar los factores que contribuyen a la agresión social, y 
pueden sugerir intervenciones a la escuela que pueden ser más efectivas en la reducción de estas conductas. 
 
¿Recibirá su niño/a alguna compensación por su participación en este estudio? 
Si su niño devuelve este formato de consentimiento, sin importar si completará los cuestionarios o no, él o ella 
recibirá un lápiz de la Universidad de Texas. 
 
Si usted no quiere que su niño haga parte de este estudio, qué otras opciones estan disponibles para usted? 
La participación en el proceso de recolección de datos de este estudio es enteramente voluntaria. Usted esta en su 
derecho de negarse e impedir a su hijo participar en este estudio, y su negativa no influirá en sus relaciones actuales 
o futuras con la escuela o con la Universidad de Texas en Austin. Los niños que no participen en el estudio, 
simplemente participarán en una actividad diferente, determinada por el profesor de los niños, durante el tiempo en 
que el estudio se lleve a cabo. 
 
Contactos y preguntas 
Si usted, por alguna razón, desea impedir a su hijo participar en la investigación de estudio, deberá contactar a las 
investigadoras Shanna Reeves en el número telefónico 512/773-5739 o  Sarah Ricord-Griesemer en el 512/589-
3324. Usted es libre de retractarse de su consentimiento y de la participación de su hijo en la investigación de 
estudio en cualquier momento sin penalidad o consecuencias de ningun tipo. A lo largo del estudio, las 
investigadoras le notificarán nueva información que puede estar disponible y que podría influir en su decisión para 
permanecer en el estudio. Además, si tiene alguna pregunta sobre sus derechos como participante de la 
investigación, por favor, contacte a Lisa I Leiden, Doctora en Psicología, catedrática, Universidad de Texas en 
Austin en el  Consejo de Revisión Institucional para la protección de Materias Humanas, 512/471-8871. 
 
¿Cómo la privacidad y la confidencialidad de los archivos de los niños serán protegidas? 
La información relacionada con la raza de su hijo y si él o ella recibe almuerzos subvencionados, gratis o 
reducidos, será obtenida de parte de la escuela. Esta informacion obtenida es sólo para describir la clase de niños 
que van a participar en el estudio. El nombre de su hijo no será registrado con la raza y la informacion de almuerzo 
subsidiado. 
 
Como parte del proceso de recolección de datos, será necesario colocar el nombre de los niños en cada formato de 
evaluación que ellos llenen, ya que el niño puede identificar qué compañerito está evaluando. El nombre de su hijo, 
sin embargo, será reemplazado por un número de código para que la identificación de quien ha evaluado 
permanezca desconocida. Para estar seguros de la privacidad y confiabilidad, después de que cada niño haya 
terminado la evaluación de sus compañeros y entregado sus formatos, los nombres de los que fueron evaluados 
serán borrados de los formatos y reemplazados por un número de código para que las respuestas de su niño no sean 
identificadas mas tarde. Una vez este proceso haya pasado, no habrá información en ninguno de los formatos de 
archivos que puedan relacionar las respuestas con un niño en específico. Para mayor garantía, los archivos serán 
guardados en la Universidad de Texas en Austin en un archivador asegurado. 
 
Personas autorizadas de la Universidad de Texas en Austin y del Consejo de revisión Institucional tienen el derecho 
legal de revisar  sus archivos protegiéndo la confidencialidad de estos documentos hasta el punto permitido por la 
ley. Si el proyecto de investigación es patrocinado, el patrocinador también tiene el derecho legal de revisar los 
archivos de dicha investigación. De otra manera, sus archivos no serán revelados sin su consentimiento a menos que 
sea requerido por la ley u orden judicial.  
 
Si los resultados de esta investigación son publicados o presentados ante  reuniones científicas, la identidad de su 
hijo no será revelada. 
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FIRMAS 
 

POR FAVOR DEVUELVA UNA COPIA DE ESTA PARTE AL PROFESOR DE SU HIJO. Y 
POR FAVOR, GUARDE UNA EN SUS ARCHIVOS. 

 
 
 
 
 

Nombre del niño (en letra imprenta): _________________________________________ 
 
 
Por favor, indique su decisión abajo: 
 
 
□  Si, si doy permiso a mi hijo para participar en este estudio de investigación. 
 
□  No, no doy permiso a mi hijo para participar en este proyecto de investigación. 
 
 
 
 
_________________________________________                          __________________ 
Firma del padre/madre o guardian                                                                  Fecha 
 
 
 
_________________________________________                          __________________ 
Firma de la investigadora                                                                                Fecha 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NOTA: DOS COPIAS DE ESTA CARTA LE SERAN ENTREGADAS. UNA DEBERA GUARDARLA 
EN SUS ARCHIVOS Y LA OTRA DEVOLVERLA AL PROFESOR DE SU NIÑO. 



 

 131

Child Assent Form for Main Data Collection (Phase II) 
 

The Implications of Social Aggression 
 
 
I am being asked to be in a study about how my classmates interact with one another. This study was 
explained to my (mother/father/parents/guardian) and (she/he/they) said that I could be in it. The only 
people who will know about what I say and do in the study will be the people in charge of the study. 
 
In this study, I will be asked questions about what I would like to happen in certain situations.  I will also 
be asked questions about my beliefs about what other people think and want.  My answers will only be 
shared with the people in charge of the study, and I understand that I am not to talk about my answers or 
ask others about their answers.   
 
Writing my name on this page means that the page was read (by me/to me) and that I agree to be in the 
study. I know that it is my choice to participate, and that nothing bad will happen if I decide I do not want 
to answer the questions. If I decide to drop out of the study, all I have to do is tell the person in charge.  
Dropping out of the study will not cause any damage to my grades or relationship with the people in the 
study, my teacher(s), or the University of Texas at Austin.  
 
I am saying “YES” or “NO” to participating in this project: 
 
____ YES, I want to participate. 
 
____ NO, I do not want to be in this project. 
 
 
 
__________________________________________ __________________ 

          Child's Printed Name Date 
 

__________________________________________ __________________ 
     Signature of Researcher Date 
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Appendix C: Kiddie Mach 

 
Kiddie Mach 

 
Directions:  Read each sentence, and check the box below each one that matches 
how much you agree or disagree with each sentence. 
 
1. Most people are good and kind. 
 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 

 
2. The best way to get along with people is to tell them things that make them happy. 
 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 

 
3. You should do something only when you are sure it is right. 
 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 

 
4. It is smartest to believe that all people will be mean if they have a chance. 
 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 

 
5. You should always be honest, no matter what. 
 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 

 
6. Sometimes you have to hurt other people to get what you want.  
 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 

 
7. Most people won’t work hard unless you make them do it.  
 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 

 
 
8. It is better to be ordinary and honest than famous and dishonest.  
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□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 

 
9. It’s better to tell someone why you want him to help you than to make up a good story 
to get him to do it. 
 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 

 
10. Successful people are mostly honest and good. 
 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 

 
11. Anyone who completely trusts anyone else is asking for trouble.  
 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 

 
12. A criminal is just like other people except that he is stupid enough to get caught.  
 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 

 
13. Most people are brave.  
 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 

 
14. It is smart to be nice to important people even if you don’t really like them.  
 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 

 
15. It is possible to be good in every way.  
 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 

 
16. Most people can not be easily fooled. 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 
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 17. Sometimes you have to cheat a little to get what you want. 
 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 

 
 
18. It is never right to tell a lie. 
 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 

 
 19. It hurts more to lose money than to lose a friend  
 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 

 
20.  Never tell anyone why you did something unless it will help you. 
 

□ Disagree Very 
Much □ 

Disagree a 
Little □ Agree a Little □ 

Agree Very 
Much 
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Appendix D: Children’s Tactics and Beliefs Questionnaire 
 

Children’s Tactics and Beliefs Questionnaire 
Adapted from Braginsky (1970) 

 
Directions: Read each sentence, and check the box that matches the answer that you 
think is most correct. 
 
1.   A person can be good in every way.  
 

□ Not true □ Not really true □ A little true □ Really true 

 
2.   It is better to be a person who is humble and honest than to be one 
 who is important and dishonest.  

□ Not true □ Not really true □ A little true □ Really true 

 
3.  Never tell anyone the real reason you did something unless it  
 be helpful to you.  
 

□ Not true □ Not really true □ A little true □ Really true 

 
4. The best way to handle people is to tell them what they want to 
 hear.  
 

□ Not true □ Not really true □ A little true □ Really true 

 
5. Most people won’t work hard at things unless they are forced 
 to.  
 

□ Not true □ Not really true □ A little true □ Really true 

 
6. Anyone who completely trusts anyone else is asking for trouble.  
 

□ Not true □ Not really true □ A little true □ Really true 

     
7. People should be sure they are doing the right thing before they 
 act.  

□ Not true □ Not really true □ A little true □ Really true 
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8. The saying that there is a sucker born every minute is right.  
 

□ Not true □ Not really true □ A little true □ Really true 

 
9. Most people who get ahead in the world lead good, clean lives.  
 

□ Not true □ Not really true □ A little true □ Really true 

 
10. You can be sure that most people have a mean streak and they will  
 show it whenever they have the chance.  
 

□ Not true □ Not really true □ A little true □ Really true 

 
11. Most people are brave. 
 

□ Not true □ Not really true □ A little true □ Really true 

 
12. It is a smart thing to flatter important people. 
 

□ Not true □ Not really true □ A little true □ Really true 

 
13. Honesty is always the best policy. 
 

□ Not true □ Not really true □ A little true □ Really true 

 
14. Most people are good and kind. 
 

□ Not true □ Not really true □ A little true □ Really true 

 
15. It is hard to get ahead without cutting corners here and there. 
 

□ Not true □ Not really true □ A little true □ Really true 

 
16. There is no excuse for lying to someone. 
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□ Not true □ Not really true □ A little true □ Really true 
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Appendix E: Demographic Information Sheet 

 
 
 
How old are you today? 
 

a) 8 years old 
b) 9 years old 
c) 10 years old 
d) 11 years old 
e) 12 years old 

 
When is your birthdate?  _______________________ 
 
What grade are you in? 

a) 4th 
b) 5th 
c) 6th 

 
Are you a (circle one): 

a) boy 
b) girl 

 
Circle all the people you live with: 
 
Mother  Step-Mother  Father’s Girlfriend Father’s Friend 
 
Father  Step-Father  Mother’s Boyfriend    Mother’s Friend 
 
Grandmother    Grandfather 
 
Brother Sister   Cousin 
 
Uncle  Aunt   Niece  Nephew 
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 Appendix F: Index of Empathy for Children and Adolescents 
 

Index of Empathy for Children and Adolescents 
 

For each of the following sentences, please mark YES if you agree with the statement, 
and NO if you do not agree.   
……………………………………………………………………………………… 
 

1. It makes me sad to see a kid who can’t find anyone to play with. 
 

□ Yes □ No 

 
2. People who kiss and hug in public are silly. 

 

□ Yes □ No 

 
3. Kids who cry because they are happy are silly. 
 

□ Yes □ No 

 
4. I really like to watch people open presents, even when I don’t get a present 

myself. 
 

□ Yes □ No 

 
5. Seeing a kid who is crying makes me feel like crying. 

 

□ Yes □ No 

 
6. I get upset when I see a kid being hurt. 
 

□ Yes □ No 

 
7. Even when I don’t know why someone is laughing, I laugh too. 

 

□ Yes □ No 
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8. Sometimes I cry when I watch TV. 
 

□ Yes □ No 

 
 
9. It’s hard for me to see why someone else gets upset. 
 

□ Yes □ No 

 
 
10. I get upset when I see an animal being hurt. 
 

□ Yes □ No 

 
 

11. Some songs make me so sad I feel like crying. 
 

□ Yes □ No 

 
 
12. Grown-ups sometimes cry even when they have nothing to be sad about. 

 

□ Yes □ No 

 
 

13. It’s silly to treat dogs and cats as though they have feelings like people. 
 

□ Yes □ No 

 
 

14. I get mad when I see a classmate pretending to need help from the teacher all 
the time. 

 

□ Yes □ No 

 
15. Kids who have no friends probably don’t want any. 
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□ Yes □ No 

 
 

16. I think it is funny that some people cry during a sad movie or while reading a sad 
book. 

 

□ Yes □ No 

 
17. I am able to eat all my cookies even when I see someone looking at me wanting 

one. 
 

□ Yes □ No 

 
18. I don’t feel upset when I see a classmate being punished by a teacher for not 

obeying school rules. 
 

□ Yes □ No 
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Appendix G: Revised Social Experiences Questionnaire (RSEQ) 

Revised Social Experiences Questionnaire –Adaptation 

Answer the questions by circling how much each question is true for the person whose name is 
written at the top of the page: Almost Never if the question is mostly NOT true of that person, A 
Little if the question is a little true of that person, Often if it’s sometimes or mostly true of that 
person, and Almost Always if that question is almost all the time true of that person.  When 
answering the questions, think about that person’s behavior in the LAST TWO WEEKS. 
 
Name of Classmate______________________ 
 
How well do you know this person? 
□ 

Not at all 
□ 

A little 
□ 

Pretty well 
□ He/she is 

my best 
friend 

 
1. Do you look up to or want to be like this person?  
 

□ Almost 
Never 

□ A little □ Often □ Almost 
Always 

 
2. Does this person do nice things for other classmates?  

 
□ Almost 

Never 
□ A little □ Often □ Almost 

Always 
 

3. Does this person get even by keeping classmates he/she is mad at out of their 
group of friends?   

 
□ Almost 

Never 
□ A little □ Often □ Almost 

Always 
 

4. Does this person give help to classmates who need it?  
 

□ Almost 
Never 

□ A little □ Often □ Almost 
Always 

 
5. Does this person tell classmates he/she won’t be their friend unless they do what 

he/she wants them to do?  
 
□ Almost 

Never 
□ A little □ Often □ Almost 

Always 
 
6. Does this person ignore classmates or stop talking to classmates when he/she is 

mad at a classmate?  
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□ Almost 

Never 
□ A little □ Often □ Almost 

Always 
 

7. Does this person try to cheer up other classmates who are upset or sad about 
something?   
 

□ Almost 
Never 

□ A little □ Often □ Almost 
Always 

 
8. Does this person try to exclude or keep other classmates from being in his/her 

group when doing things? 
 
□ Almost 

Never 
□ A little □ Often □ Almost 

Always 
 

 
9. Does this person spread rumors or talk behind other classmates’ backs to make 

other people not like that classmate? 
 
□ Almost 

Never 
□ A little □ Often □ Almost 

Always 
 

10. Does this person roll his/her eyes at other classmates or snub his/her nose at 
classmates?     

              
□ Almost 

Never 
□ A little □ Often □ Almost 

Always 
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Appendix H: Short Acculturation Scale for Hispanic Youth (SASH-Y) 

Language Survey 
 
Answer each question by checking the box next to the answer that fits the best for you.  
There is no right or wrong answer.  Do your best to answer each question. 
 
 

1. What languages do you read and speak? 
 

□ Spanish 
only 

□ 
More 
Spanish 
than 
English 

□ Both equally □ More English 
than Spanish 

□ English 
only 

 
 

2. What languages do your parents speak to you in? 
 

□ Spanish 
only 

□ 
More 
Spanish 
than 
English 

□ Both equally □ More English 
than Spanish 

□ English 
only 

 
3. What languages do you usually speak at home? 
 

□ Spanish 
only 

□ 
More 
Spanish 
than 
English 

□ Both equally □ More English 
than Spanish 

□ English 
only 

 
4. In which languages do you usually think? 
 

□ Spanish 
only 

□ 
More 
Spanish 
than 
English 

□ Both equally □ More English 
than Spanish 

□ English 
only 

 
5. What languages do you usually speak with your friends? 
 

□ Spanish 
only 

□ 
More 
Spanish 
than 
English 

□ Both equally □ More English 
than Spanish 

□ English 
only 
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Appendix I: Summary of Regression Equations 

 

For Hypothesis 2: 

Y = β0 + β1(School) + β2 (Racial ID) + β3(Lunch Status) + β4(Acculturation) + β5(Mach) + 

β6Empathy + β7(Mach x Empathy)* 

 

For Hypothesis 3: 

Y = β0 + β1(School) + β2 (Racial ID) + β3(Lunch Status) + β4(Acculturation) + β5(Mach) + 

β6(Empathy) + β7(Gender) + β8(Mach x Empathy) + β9(Mach x Gender) + β10(Empathy x 

Gender) + β11(Mach x Empathy x Gender)* 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

* Interaction term entered last into the regression. 
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Appendix J: Summary of Calculations Performed to Determine Significance of Difference in 

Correlations 

Fisher’s r to z transformation for correlations between Hispanic and Non Hispanic participants: 
 
Hispanic n = 220     Non Hispanic n = 60 
Acc x SA = .1389 (z score)    Acc x SA = .014 (z score) 
Acc x Emp = -.1665 (z score)    Acc x Emp = .1696 (z score) 
 
Standard Error of the Difference (SE) = Square root of [(1/n1-3) + (1/n2-3)] = Square root 
[(1/217)+(1/57)]= .1488359989 
 
Difference between two z scores of correlations divided by SE above = significance of difference 
 
Acc x SA     .1389 - .014 = .1249 / .1488359989 = .8391787  <  1.96 (significance level = .05) 
 
Acc x Emp    -.1665 - .1696 = .3361 / .1488359989 = 2.25819025  >  1.96 (significance level = 
.05) 
 
The difference in correlations of Acculturation to Empathy is greater than significance level (.05) 
of 1.96, so difference in correlation of Acculturation to Empathy is significantly different in 
Hispanic vs. non-Hispanic participants.   
 

 

 

 

Note: Calculations were obtained following guide provided by StatNotes, retrieved June 25, 2007, at 

http://www2.chass.ncsu.edu/garson/PA765/correl.htm
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