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Abstract
Relational aggression is one form of violence that can occur in interpersonal 
relationships. Relational aggression has various construct variations and measurement 
tools. Recently, a new measurement tool for relational aggression called the Relational 
Aggression Scale (RAS) has been developed, which can be used to measure the 
construct of relational aggression directly, indirectly, proactively, and reactively. This 
study aims to evaluate the psychometric properties of the RAS in an Indonesian sample. 
Participants in the study were 712 individuals aged 18-25 years (M = 20.987, SD = 
1.552) residing in Surabaya. The sample was collected using convenience sampling. 
The evaluation of the psychometric properties of the Indonesian version of the RAS 
included content validity, item accuracy, factor structure, and convergent validity. 
Aiken V calculation was used to evaluate the content accuracy of the items, and the 
infit and outfit estimates of the Rasch model were used to evaluate the accuracy of the 
items on the construct of direct, indirect, proactive, and reactive relational aggression. 
Factor structure testing was done using confirmatory factor analysis, and convergent 
validity testing was done by correlating the Indonesian version of the RAS with other 
relational aggression measurements tools, such as the relational aggression subscale 
of the Self-Report of Aggression and Social Behavior Measure and the Peer Conflict 
Scale. The study found that not all items of the Indonesian version of the RAS have 
satisfactory item quality based on Aiken V calculation and infit and outfit estimates 
of the Rasch model. However, the Indonesian version of the RAS has a satisfactory 
factor structure and convergent validity. Although the Indonesian version of the RAS 
is not perfect in terms of item quality, the Indonesian version of the RAS can be used 
to measure relational aggression in the Indonesian sample.

Keywords: content validity, convergent validity, internal structure validity, item fit, re-
lational aggression
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Introduction
Gossiping and spreading rumors are often considered normal 
behavior in interpersonal relationships. This can happen 
in the context of friendship (Baumgardner & Boyatzis, 
2018; Kokkinos & Voulgaridou, 2017; Kraft & Mayeux, 
2018), romantic (Woodin et al., 2016), and even siblings 
relationships (Stauffacher & DeHart, 2006; Updegraff et al., 
2005). Moreover, it can be done by individuals ranging from 
children (Aizpitarte et al., 2017; Baker et al., 2018; Jambon 
& Smetana, 2018), adolescents (Bell et al., 2018; Dumas et 
al., 2017; Mukhtar & Mahmood, 2018)heavy drinking, and 
antiauthority behavior, while also considering the role of 
teens? perception of their own popularity and psychosocial 
adjustment. High school students (N = 986; 50% female; 
Mage = 14.98 years, to adults (Clark et al., 2015; Sandberg et 
al., 2018). However, gossiping and spreading rumors are forms 
of relational aggression. Although it is considered a minor 
behavior, relational aggression can have negative psychological 
impacts on the victim, such as anxiety (Amoh & Allwood, 
2020; Gower et al., 2014), withdrawal (Findley & Ojanen, 
2013; Gower et al., 2014), depression (Casper et al., 2017; 
Kawabata et al., 2020; Kushner et al., 2018), even self-injury 
(Buser et al., 2015).

Relational aggression is considered a form of violence 
that is not easily aware of and aims to damage interpersonal 
relationships (Dailey et al., 2015; Vitaro et al., 2006). Individuals 
who engage in relational aggression tend to have unhealthy 
personalities such as narcissistic (Bell et al., 2018; Karlina 
et al., 2021; Onishi et al., 2012)interpersonal exploitation, 
and narcissistic rage and machiavellian (Abell & Brewer, 
2014; Knight et al., 2018). In addition, relational aggression 
is often triggered by negative interpersonal relationships in 
both friendship (Baumgardner & Boyatzis, 2018; Kokkinos 
et al., 2016; Soekoto et al., 2020), romantic (Linder et al., 
2002; Oka et al., 2016), and siblings relationships (Updegraff 
et al., 2005). Even relational aggression is influenced by the 
relationship with parents (Kawabata & Crick, 2016; Kokkinos 
& Voulgaridou, 2019), mainly if parents apply psychological 
control parenting which can be an example of children do 
relational aggression toward others (Baumgardner & Boyatzis, 
2018; Chen & Cheng, 2020; Voulgaridou & Kokkinos, 2020).

Generally, researchers describe relational aggression 
behaviors such as spreading rumors, gossiping, damaging 
reputation, ostracizing, ignoring, and manipulating friends 
(Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Linder et al., 2002; Little et al., 
2003; Marsee & Frick, 2007; Morales & Crick, 1998). So 
far, there have been several measurement tools developed 
to measure relational aggression, such as Children’s Social 
Behavior Scale (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995), Self-Report of 
Aggression and Social Behavior Measure (Linder et al., 2002; 
Morales & Crick, 1998), Form-Function Aggression Measure 
(Little et al., 2003), Peer Conflict Scale (Marsee & Frick, 2007), 
Preschool Proactive and Reactive Aggression Scale (Ostrov & 
Crick, 2007), and Young Adult Social Behavior Scale (Crothers 
et al., 2009). Among the available measurement tools, some 
consider the function of relational aggression that relates to 
the motivation of individuals to perform relational aggression, 
that is proactively and reactively (Little et al., 2003; Marsee 

et al., 2011). The function of relational aggression and the 
form of relational aggression that relates to how individuals 
perform relational aggression, that is directly and indirectly, 
need to be considered (Murray-Close et al., 2016; Voulgaridou 
& Kokkinos, 2015). Considering this, Voulgaridou and 
Kokkinos (2018)particularly among adolescents, that can result 
in negative psychological consequences for those involved. 
Therefore, it is important to develop instruments to detect these 
incidents and understand the problem so as to design effective 
intervention strategies. Objective This study aims to construct 
a new self-report questionnaire, the Relational aggression scale 
(RAS developed the Relational Aggression Scale (RAS) that 
accommodates the form and function of relational aggression.

RAS is designed to simultaneously measure the form and 
function of relational aggression so that each item can measure 
relational aggression directly or indirectly and proactively 
or reactively (Voulgaridou & Kokkinos, 2018)particularly 
among adolescents, that can result in negative psychological 
consequences for those involved. Therefore, it is important to 
develop instruments to detect these incidents and understand 
the problem so as to design effective intervention strategies. 
Objective This study aims to construct a new self-report 
questionnaire, the Relational aggression scale (RAS. The direct 
form of relational aggression includes threatening to reveal 
personal information, friendship manipulation, ignoring, 
social exclusion, and reputation defamation. In contrast, the 
indirect form of relational aggression includes backbiting, 
revealing private information, spreading rumors, social 
exclusion, and pranks. The items of relational aggression, 
both directly and indirectly, are written by considering the 
function of relational aggression so that each item also reflects 
relational aggression proactively and reactively. Thus, the items 
of the RAS lead to four classifications, namely directly and 
proactively, directly and reactively, indirectly and proactively, 
and indirectly and reactively

Several panelists have reviewed the items of the RAS to 
ensure the accuracy of item classification on the form and 
function of relational aggression. The psychometric properties 
of the RAS were tested by involving a Greek sample aged 
10-16 years (Voulgaridou & Kokkinos, 2018)particularly 
among adolescents, that can result in negative psychological 
consequences for those involved. Therefore, it is important to 
develop instruments to detect these incidents and understand 
the problem so as to design effective intervention strategies. 
Objective This study aims to construct a new self-report 
questionnaire, the Relational aggression scale (RAS. Several 
measurement models, such as unidimensional model, two-
factor correlation, four-factor correlation, and bifactor model, 
tested the factor structure of the RAS. Although all the models 
tested have satisfactory accuracy, only the four-factor correlation 
model was tested for internal consistency, measurement 
invariance, and convergent validity. The four-factor correlation 
model of the RAS was found to have reliability above 0.75 
and good measurement invariance across gender and grade 
levels. In addition, RAS also has good convergent validity 
when correlated with the Children’s Social Behavior Scale-Self 
Report and Peer Conflict Scale. To date, RAS has only been 
used to measure relational aggression in teenagers in Greece 
(Kokkinos et al., 2020; Voulgaridou & Kokkinos, 2020) and 
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Indonesia (Karlina et al., 2021; Soekoto et al., 2020), which 
were reported to have satisfactory reliability.

Although the items of the RAS have been reviewed to check 
the accuracy of the classification of the form and function of 
relational aggression, a quantitative content validity test has 
not been conducted. Content validity testing aims to check the 
accuracy of item content with the definition of the construct 
being measured (Bandalos, 2018; Furr, 2011). Moreover, each 
item of the RAS leads to two constructs simultaneously, namely 
the form and function of relational aggression, so it is necessary 
to ensure the accuracy of its content. In addition, the issue 
of the possibility of overlapping content items on different 
constructs is starting to be noticed by some researchers (Burrell 
et al., 2018; Dixon & Johnston, 2019; Johnston et al., 2014)
it is important that measures have good content validity and 
that there is not contamination of measures by content from 
other constructs. While reliability and construct validity are 
routinely reported, to date, there has not been a satisfactory, 
transparent, and systematic method of assessing and reporting 
content validity. In this paper, we describe a methodology of 
discriminant content validity (DCV. This can threaten validity 
because content validity is considered an essential aspect of 
the theoretical construct of a measurement tool (Terwee et 
al., 2018)and (4. Furthermore, content validity provides 
information about items’ relevance and representativeness to 
the measured construct.

Not only is the issue of overlapping content items, but the 
issue of item appropriateness in culture can also threaten the 
validity of a measurement tool. Although some researchers 
claim that relational aggression behavior is general across 
cultures (Kawabata et al., 2012; Murray-Close et al., 2016), 
some researchers claim that there are differences in relational 
aggression across cultures. For example, social exclusion is 
considered more tolerable as a form of relational aggression that 
is not as serious in one culture compared to another (French et 
al., 2002; Lansford et al., 2012). Additionally, the form of prank 
behavior can also vary across cultures. Especially in Indonesia, 

prank behavior is more synonymous with direct relational 
aggression than indirect relational aggression. Therefore, this 
condition urges researchers to test the accuracy of the RAS as 
a measure of relational aggression in the Indonesian sample.

In addition to content validity, concerns regarding the 
suitability of items in RAS are also linked to internal structure 
validity. The internal structure validity of a measurement 
instrument can be assessed through the utilization of Rasch 
model analysis and factor analysis (Demars, 2013; Osteen, 
2010). Although these approaches are grounded in distinct 
theoretical, philosophical, and conceptual frameworks, they 
offer more comprehensive insights (Andrich, 2004; Christensen 
et al., 2012; Waugh & Chapman, 2005). The Rasch model 
provides detailed item-level information that is independent of 
the sample (Tennant et al., 2004). In contrast, factor analysis 
informs the accuracy of dimensionality and factor loading 
at the instrument level (Bandalos, 2018; Rust et al., 2021). 
Both Rasch model analysis and factor analysis are valuable 
for evaluating the appropriateness of items in measuring 
constructs at various levels. These approaches not only describe 
the psychometric properties of a measurement instrument in 
terms of content and internal structure validity but also address 
convergent validity. Convergent validity, in particular, offers 
information about the accuracy of measurement outcomes 
by establishing correlations with other measures assessing the 
same construct (Bandalos, 2018; Furr, 2011).

This study aims to evaluate the psychometric properties 
of the RAS, including content validity, internal structure, and 
convergent validity in the Indonesian sample. First, the RAS 
will be reviewed by several panelists to examine the relevance 
of items in measuring the construct both in its construct and 
other constructs. Second, the researcher will evaluate the item’s 
fit based on the Rasch model. Third, this study will test the 
factor structure by composing several measurement models of 
the RAS. Finally, to ensure the accuracy of the measurement 
results from the RAS, the study will conduct correlation tests 
with other aggression measures.

Tab. 1. Demographics of research participants

Demographics Frequency Percentage Demographics Frequency %

Gender Ethnicity
Female 535 75.1 Javanese 343 48.2
Male 177 24.9 Chinese 126 17.7

Sundanese 86 12.1
Residence Betawi 27 3.8
Large city 495 69.5 Balinese 25 3.5
Small city 170 23.9 Batak 18 2.5
Village 47 6.6 Malay 15 2.1

Bugis 11 1.5
Occupation Madurese 8 1.1
Diploma student 25 3.5 Banjar 8 1.1
Undergraduate student 606 85.1 Dayak 8 1.1
Master's student 12 1.7 Makassar 7 1.0
Full-time Employment 21 2.9 Minangkabau 5 .7
Part-time Employment 8 1.1 Sasak 5 .7

Self-employed 5 .7 Arab 3 .4

Seeking employment 24 3.4 Bantenese 3 .4

Unemployed 11 1.5 Others 14 2.0
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Method
Participants

The participants in the study are 712 individuals aged 18-
25 years (M = 20.987, SD = 1.552) currently residing in 
Surabaya. The participants consist of 535 (75.1%) females 
and 177 (24.9%) males, the majority of whom are pursuing 
a Bachelor’s degree (85.1%). The majority of participants are 
of Javanese ethnicity (48.2%), Chinese (17.7%), Sundanese 
(12.1%), and 20% are of other ethnicities such as Betawi, 
Balinese, Batak, Malay, Bugis, and others. The sample size 
of this study met the minimum sample size of 384 with an 
expected statistical power of 0.90 and a type 1 error rate of p 
= 0.05 based on the Satorra and Saris (1985) method through 
WebPower (Zhang & Yuan, 2018). The sample was collected 
using convenience sampling by spreading information 
about the research through social media. Participation is 
voluntary and data will be kept confidential. The willingness 
of participants to participate in the research is stated in the 
informed consent of the research. This research has received 
ethical clearance from the Universitas Surabaya Research 
Ethics Committee with number 29/KE/II/2022.

Instruments

Relational Aggression Scale: The Relational Aggression 
Scale (RAS; Voulgaridou & Kokkinos, 2018)particularly 
among adolescents, that can result in negative psychological 
consequences for those involved. Therefore, it is important to 
develop instruments to detect these incidents and understand 
the problem so as to design effective intervention strategies. 
Objective This study aims to construct a new self-report 
questionnaire, the Relational aggression scale (RAS, consisting 
of 30 items, was used to measure relational aggression. The 
RAS is divided into four categories of forms and functions 
of relational aggression: direct and proactive (7 items, for 
example, “I threaten to share private secrets of my friend in 
order to get them comply to my wishes”), direct and reactive 
(8 items, for example, “When my friend have hurt me, I tell 
them we won’t be friends anymore”), indirect and proactive 
(8 items, for example “Ι tell my friend’s secrets so that the 
other won’t like them anymore.”), and indirect and reactive (7 
items, for example “When I get mad with my friend, I share 
their secrets with other people”). The RAS uses a five-point 
response scale, ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always).

Self-Report of Aggression and Social Behavior Measure: 
The Relational Aggression subscale of the Self-Report of 
Aggression and Social Behavior Measure (SRASBM; Linder 
et al., 2002; Morales & Crick, 1998) consisting of 11 items 
was used to measure direct relational aggression that is 
proactive and reactive. The items for direct and proactive 
relational aggression are five items (e.g., “I have spread 
rumors about a person just to be mean “) and the items for 
direct and reactive relational aggression are six items (e.g., 
“When my friend hurts my feelings, I intentionally ignore 
them”). The response options for the relational aggression 
subscale of the SRASBM consist of 7 choices ranging from 1 
(never) to 7 (always).

Peer Conflict Scale: The relational aggression subscale of 
the Peer Conflict Scale (PCS: Marsee & Frick, 2007), which 
consists of 20 items, was used to measure both proactive 
and reactive relational aggression. Each dimension includes 
ten items, including the reactive-relational dimension (for 
example, “I spread rumors and lies about others when they 
do something wrong to me”), and the proactive-relational 
dimension (for example, “I spread rumors and lies about others 
to get what I want”). The relational aggression subscale of the 
PCS uses four response options ranging from 0 (not at all true) 
to 3 (definitely true).

Data analysis

The Relational Aggression Scale, the Subscale of Relational 
Aggression from the Self-Report of Aggression and Social 
Behavior Measure, and the Peer Conflict Scale were adapted 
into Indonesian using guidelines from the International Test 
Commission (Hambleton, 2005). The adaptation process of 
the measuring instruments included translating from English 
to Indonesian, checking the accuracy of the translation, and 
translating back to English. Each adaptation stage was carried 
out by two independent translators, two reviewers, and two 
different independent translators from the initial translation. 
Finally, a pilot test was conducted to determine participants’ 
understanding of the Indonesian version of the measuring 
instruments.

The content validity of the RAS was conducted by involving 
23 panelists who were graduate students who had passed the 
psychological measurement course with an A grade. The 
content validity estimate was calculated using Aiken Validity 
(Aiken, 1985). The panelists assessed the appropriateness of 
the statement items with the construct definition with a range 
of ratings from 1 (very irrelevant) to 5 (very relevant). Each 
item was evaluated for its relevance to the form and function 
of relational aggression, namely direct, indirect, proactive, 
and reactive relational aggression. If the Aiken V coefficient ≥ 
0.63, it can be stated that the item is relevant to the assessed 
construct. The accuracy of the items based on the Rasch model 
was carried out using the Winsteps 5.0.1 program. An item is 
considered to have a measure of the construct being measured 
if it has an infit and outfit estimate of 0.5 - 1.5 (Bond & Fox, 
2013; Linacre, 2002). 

The internal structure validity of RAS was tested using 
confirmatory factor analysis through Mplus 8 with robust 
maximum likelihood estimation. The factor structure testing 
of RAS was conducted by constructing four measurement 
models, namely: (1) a one-factor model, (2) a two-factor model 
with direct and indirect relational aggression, (3) a two-factor 
model with proactive and reactive relational aggression, and (4) 
a four-factor model. The measurement models were developed 
by creating item parcels as the scale has more than five items 
for each construct and tested on a large sample size (Bagozzi & 
Heatherton, 1994). Item parcels were made by creating three 
item packets to be indicators of proactive direct, reactive direct, 
proactive indirect, and reactive indirect. Specifically, the three 
sets of reactive direct and proactive indirect parcels consisted of 
two parcels containing three items and one parcel containing 
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two items. In comparison, the three sets of proactive direct 
and reactive indirect parcels consisted of one parcel containing 
three items and two parcels containing two items.

The evaluation of the measurement model using several 
accuracy indices such as the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA), and Standardized Root Mean 
Square Residual (SRMR). If the TLI and CFI coefficients are 
greater than 0.9 and the RMSEA and SMRS coefficients are 
less than 0.08, the measurement model can be considered to 
have satisfactory accuracy (Kline, 2016; Schreiber et al., 2006; 
van de Schoot et al., 2012). Finally, convergent validity testing 
is performed using correlation analysis between RAS and the 
relational aggression sub-scales of SRASBM and PCS. If the 
correlation results with the measurement tool in this study are 
consistent with those in previous studies, it can be stated that 
RAS has satisfactory convergent validity.

Result
The results of the content validity testing of the Indonesian 
version of the RAS are reported in Table 2. Based on the 
Aiken V calculations, 22 items were found to have Aiken 
V coefficients ≥ 0.63 for both the forms and functions of 
relational aggression, and eight items were found to have Aiken 
V coefficients ≥ 0.63 for one form or function of relational 
aggression. In detail, 12 items were considered relevant to 
direct relational aggression, 11 were considered relevant to 
indirect relational aggression, 14 were considered relevant 
to proactive relational aggression, and 16 were considered 
relevant to reactive relational aggression.

Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics of the items in 
the Indonesian version of RAS. Although the majority of 
items were responded to on a scale ranging from 1 (never) to 
5 (always), the overall items had relatively low means (M = 
1.16 – 2.83, SD = 0.40 – 1.12). Additionally, it was found that 

the skewness ranged from 0.15 to 2.84 and the kurtosis ranged 
from -0.60 to 9.19. These findings indicate that the data from 
the Indonesian version of RAS followed a normal distribution 
as they exhibited skewness values of less than 3 and kurtosis 
values of less than 10 (Kline, 2016).

Table 4 shows the results of Rasch model testing for RAS 
items conducted on a sample of 712 participants. In testing the 
items of direct and reactive relational aggression, it was found 
that all items had outfit coefficients of 0.50 to 1.50. However, 
two items (IP_06 and IR_06) of indirect relational aggression 
and two items (DP_01, IP_06) of proactive relational aggression 
were found to have outfit coefficients < 0.50 or > 1.50. Overall, 
27 items of the Indonesian version of the RAS met the outfit 
coefficient for the form and function of relational aggression, 
two items only met the item accuracy for one form or function 
of relational aggression, and one item did not have item accuracy 
for both form and function of relational aggression.

The factor structure testing of the Indonesian version 
of RAS was conducted using the same sample of 712 
participants as in the Rasch model testing. The results of 
the four measurement models of the Indonesian version 
of RAS are reported in Table 5. The one-factor model 
(figure 1a), the two-factor model with direct and indirect 
relational aggression (figure 1b), and the two-factor model 
with proactive and reactive relational aggression (figure 1c) 
did not fit the data well, as indicated by the TLI and CFI 
coefficients below .90 and the RMSEA coefficient above 
.08. On the other hand, the four-factor model (figure 1d) 
exhibited a satisfactory fit. This finding suggests that the 
Indonesian version of RAS has a factor structure consisting 
of four dimensions: proactive direct, reactive direct, proactive 
indirect, and reactive indirect.

The factor loadings of each measurement model are 
reported in Table 6 and Figure 1a, Figure 1b, Figure 1c, Figure 
1d, which indicate that each measurement model has factor 
loadings greater than 0.5. Figure 1b and Figure 1d also reveals 
the correlations between latent variables in the two-factor and 
four-factor models. Specifically, direct relational aggression 

Tab. 2. The Aiken V coefficient of the Indonesian version of the RAS

Item Dir Indir Proact React Item Dir Indir Proact React

PD_01 .58 .28 .88 .18 PI_01 .03 .96 .83 .17
PD_02 .85 .08 .70 .20 PI_02 .22 .64 .95 .05
PD_03 .85 .08 .67 .23 PI_03 .12 .92 .79 .23
PD_04 .59 .21 .63 .14 PI_04 .04 .92 .88 .14
PD_05 .86 .16 .88 .16 PI_05 .20 .83 .90 .10
PD_06 .64 .13 .65 .24 PI_06 .12 .90 .89 .14
PD_07 .84 .11 .34 .67 PI_07 .07 .95 .78 .35
RD_01 .37 .39 .14 .90 PI_08 .04 .96 .87 .14
RD_02 .83 .13 .24 .71 RI_01 .12 .79 .27 .70

RD_03 .78 .17 .28 .75 RI_02 .59 .23 .29 .68

RD_04 .77 .16 .15 .92 RI_03 .28 .76 .26 .84

RD_05 .80 .17 .23 .79 RI_04 .26 .48 .24 .77

RD_06 .80 .22 .17 .92 RI_05 .47 .47 .27 .85

RD_07 .70 .32 .37 .70 RI_06 .41 .38 .13 .92

RD_08 .93 .05 .21 .92 RI_07 .10 .91 .18 .91

Note: Bold ≥ 0.63; Dir = direct; Indir = indirect; Proact = proactive; React = reactive; PD = proactive direct; RD = reactive direct; PI = proactive indirect; 
RI = reactive indirect
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has a high correlation with indirect relational aggression (r = 
.767, p < 0.001), and proactive relational aggression has a high 
correlation with reactive relational aggression (r = .820, p < 
0.001). In the four-factor model, it is also observed that the 
factors are positively correlated with each other, ranging from 
moderate to high correlations.

Table 7 reports the reliability coefficients and correlations 
of the Indonesian version of the RAS. The dimensions 
of direct proactive, direct reactive, and indirect proactive 
have satisfactory reliability coefficients of ≥ 0.7, while the 
dimension of indirect reactive only has a reliability coefficient 
of 0.65. Additionally, the relational aggression subscale of the 
SRASBM and PCS have satisfactory internal consistency. The 
dimensions of the Indonesian version of the RAS are positively 
correlated with coefficients ranging from 0.419 to 0.758. 
Furthermore, each dimension of the Indonesian version of the 
RAS is also positively correlated with the relational aggression 
subscale of the SRASBM and PCS.

Discussion
This study aims to evaluate the psychometric properties of the 
Indonesian version of the Relational Aggression Scale (RAS). 
The RAS is a tool used to measure relational aggression and can 
measure the dimensions of relational aggression in terms of form 
(direct and indirect) and function (proactive and reactive). Each 
item of the RAS represents the form and function of relational 
aggression. The results of this study indicate that the items 
of the Indonesian version of the RAS represent the measured 
construct. Additionally, the study found that the Indonesian 
version of the RAS’s best factor structure is four dimensions: 
proactive direct, reactive direct, proactive indirect, and reactive 
indirect. Lastly, the study found that the Indonesian version of 
the RAS has satisfactory convergent validity when correlated 
with the relational aggression subscale of SRASBM and PCS. 
Overall, the findings of this study are not significantly different 
from previous studies that evaluated the RAS’s content, internal 

Tab. 3. Descriptive statistics of items in the Indonesian version of RAS.

Item Min Max M SD Skewness Kurtosis

PD_01 1 5 1.57 .83 1.40 1.46

PD_02 1 3 1.18 .44 2.54 5.93

PD_03 1 4 1.27 .55 2.16 4.61

PD_04 1 4 1.38 .60 1.39 1.29

PD_05 1 5 1.45 .76 1.83 3.36

PD_06 1 5 1.43 .72 1.79 3.09

PD_07 1 5 1.27 .61 2.51 7.02

RD_01 1 5 1.37 .67 1.78 2.64

RD_02 1 5 2.83 1.08 .15 -.43

RD_03 1 5 2.28 .98 .54 -.01

RD_04 1 5 1.43 .74 1.63 1.93

RD_05 1 5 2.62 1.12 .26 -.60

RD_06 1 5 1.37 .66 1.97 4.01

RD_07 1 5 1.57 .84 1.56 2.22

RD_08 1 5 1.47 .76 1.89 4.17

PI_01 1 4 1.39 .60 1.43 1.77

PI_02 1 5 1.28 .54 2.14 5.80

PI_03 1 4 1.27 .54 2.00 3.97

PI_04 1 4 1.16 .41 2.84 9.44

PI_05 1 4 1.19 .47 2.76 8.40

PI_06 1 3 1.16 .40 2.28 4.46

PI_07 1 5 1.28 .55 2.30 6.83

PI_08 1 5 1.40 .66 1.91 4.46

RI_01 1 4 1.46 .69 1.31 .79

RI_02 1 5 1.22 .49 2.56 8.40

RI_03 1 4 1.22 .48 2.27 4.88

RI_04 1 5 1.37 .67 1.89 3.48

RI_05 1 5 1.29 .62 2.33 5.57

RI_06 1 5 1.54 .82 1.57 2.14

RI_07 1 5 1.20 .48 2.72 9.19

Note: PD = proactive direct; RD = reactive direct; PI = proactive indirect; RI = reactive indirect
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structure, and convergence (Voulgaridou & Kokkinos, 2018)
particularly among adolescents, that can result in negative 
psychological consequences for those involved. Therefore, it is 
important to develop instruments to detect these incidents and 
understand the problem so as to design effective intervention 

strategies. Objective This study aims to construct a new self-
report questionnaire, the Relational aggression scale (RAS.

In the development of the RAS, the items of the RAS 
were ensured to be consistent with the classification of forms 
and functions of relational aggression by several panelists 

Tab. 4. Item parameters of the Indonesian version of the RAS

Direct Indirect Proactive Reactive

M In Out M In Out M In Out M In Out

PD_01 -.06 1.28 1.32 -.95 1.61 1.71

PD_02 1.33 1.07 .89 .67 .97 .83

PD_03 .86 .95 .78 .13 .88 .93

PD_04 .45 .75 .79 -.35 .78 1.03

PD_05 .25 .98 .81 -.59 1.31 1.26

PD_06 .29 1.09 .96 -.54 1.19 1.33

PD_07 .83 1.08 .79 .10 1.22 1.02

RD_01 .48 1.07 .91 5.00 1.06 .85

RD_02 -2.14 1.27 1.26 -2.18 1.24 1.24

RD_03 -1.36 .90 .89 -1.40 .88 .87

RD_04 .31 1.10 .97 .25 1.07 .97

RD_05 -1.85 1.02 1.00 -1.89 .99 .97

RD_06 .49 1.10 .93 .42 1.02 .84

RD_07 -.07 1.00 .84 -.13 1.04 .86

RD_08 .19 1.10 .96 .13 1.13 1.00

PI_01 -.46 .87 1.06 -.38 .89 1.09

PI_02 .02 .98 1.16 .09 .92 1.09

PI_03 .03 .75 0.70 .10 .77 .74

PI_04 .72 .76 0.59 .78 .78 .61

PI_05 .52 .91 0.94 .58 .95 .88

PI_06 .63 1.12 1.69 .69 1.13 1.86

PI_07 .00 .70 0.56 .07 .73 .70

PI_08 -.49 .83 0.79 -.41 .86 .82

RI_01 -.72 1.30 1.35 .15 1.02 .97

RI_02 .33 1.04 1.09 1.01 1.07 .95

RI_03 .34 .84 0.71 1.03 .98 .77

RI_04 -.39 1.18 1.37 .42 1.12 .97

RI_05 -.04 1.29 1.21 .71 1.08 .91

RI_06 -.94 1.51 1.58 -.04 1.11 1.08

RI_07 .45 .98 1.04 1.12 .98 .75

Note: In = Infit; Out = Outfit; Bold between 0.5 – 1.5; Meas = measure; PD = proactive direct; RD = reactive direct; PI = proactive indirect; RI = reactive indirect

Tab. 5. The model fit of the Indonesian version of the RAS

Model fit indices

χ2 df χ2/df TLI CFI RMSEA 90% CI SRMR

One-factor 469.38 54 8.69 .804 .839 .104 .095 - .113 .076

Two-factora 318.37 53 6.01 .872 .897 .084 .075 - .093 .068

Two factorb 407.35 53 7.69 .829 .863 .097 .088 - .106 .074

Four-factor 95.45 48 1.99 .975 .982 .037 .026 - .048 .029

Note: Two-factora = two-factor model with direct and indirect relational aggression; Two factorb =, (3) two-factor model with proactive and reactive 
relational aggression
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(Voulgaridou & Kokkinos, 2018)particularly among adolescents, 
that can result in negative psychological consequences for those 
involved. Therefore, it is important to develop instruments to 
detect these incidents and understand the problem so as to 
design effective intervention strategies. Objective This study 
aims to construct a new self-report questionnaire, the Relational 
aggression scale (RAS. In this study, the evaluation of content 
validity was conducted by checking the consistency of items 
with the measured construct and consistency with different 

constructs. Overall, this study found that 23 out of 30 items had 
content consistent with the definition of the measured construct. 
The remaining seven items only accurately measured one of 
the definitions of forms or functions of relational aggression. 
Nevertheless, each item should be intended to measure both 
forms and functions of relational aggression. In addition, almost 
all items were considered inconsistent with the definition of 
different constructs. Except for item DP_07 (When I am angry 
with my friend, I do not let them to sit with my group during 

Fig. 1. Measurement model of the Indonesian version of RAS (RA = relational aggression; PD = proactive direct; RD = reactive direct; PI = proactive 
indirect; RI = reactive indirect)
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the break time.) which should represent proactive relational 
aggression, it is considered more consistent with the definition 
of reactive relational aggression. The findings on item DP_07 
indicate evidence of possible overlap in item content on different 
constructs as previously explained by several researchers (Burrell 
et al., 2018; Dixon & Johnston, 2019; Johnston et al., 2014)
that is must measure the full scope and content of the construct 
without contamination from similar constructs. This study uses 
a systematic, transparent quantitative method (discriminant 
content validation, DCV.

This finding suggests that most items of the Indonesian 
version of the RAS have represented the measured construct 
following its underlying theory. However, some items still are 
not perfect in measuring the form and function of relational 
aggression simultaneously. This may be due to cultural 
differences that lead to different behaviors of relational 
aggression (Kawabata et al., 2012; Murray-Close et al., 
2016). For example, the item IR_02 (When I am angry with 
my friend, I make them prank phone calls.) is supposed to 
represent indirect and reactive relational aggression. However, 
it is considered not fully describe indirect relational aggression. 
This is because prank behavior in Indonesia is not always done 
indirectly without knowing the perpetrator. 

The quality of the items of the Indonesian version of the 
RAS is not only evaluated by testing its content validity, but 
also analyzed using the Rasch model. Based on the Rasch 
model testing, this study found that most of the items in the 
Indonesian version of the RAS are accurate in measuring its 
measuring construct. However, one item, IP_06 (I tell my 
friend’s secrets so that the other won’t like them anymore.), 

does not have item accuracy in measuring indirect and 
proactive relational aggression. When viewed from its item 
content, the item represents the behavior of disclosing a 
friend’s personal information. Disclosing a friend’s personal 
information is indeed one form of relational aggression 
because it can damage the interpersonal relationship that is 
done indirectly (Voulgaridou & Kokkinos, 2018)particularly 
among adolescents, that can result in negative psychological 
consequences for those involved. Therefore, it is important to 
develop instruments to detect these incidents and understand 
the problem so as to design effective intervention strategies. 
Objective This study aims to construct a new self-report 
questionnaire, the Relational aggression scale (RAS. However, 
disclosing personal information without an apparent reason 
may be considered excessive behavior in interpersonal 
relationships and is rarely done. Additionally, the behavior 
of disclosing personal information is an indicator of an 
untrustworthy friend (Anatassia, 2018).

In this study, although some items in the Indonesian 
version of the RAS are less satisfactory in content validity 
and item accuracy, the Indonesian version of the RAS has a 
satisfactory factor structure consisting of four factors. This 
finding is consistent with previous research that found that the 
four-factor model is the best structure for RAS (Voulgaridou 
& Kokkinos, 2018)particularly among adolescents, that 
can result in negative psychological consequences for those 
involved. Therefore, it is important to develop instruments 
to detect these incidents and understand the problem so as 
to design effective intervention strategies. Objective This 
study aims to construct a new self-report questionnaire, 

Tab. 6. Factor loadings of the measurement model for the Indonesian version of RAS

RAS Direct Indirect Proactive Reactive DP DR IP IR

Parcel 01 of PD .650 .663 .645 .687
Parcel 02 of PD .730 .684 .728 .752
Parcel 03 of PD .620 .691 .594 .667
Parcel 01 of RD .559 .719 .674 .823
Parcel 02 of RD .523 .670 .645 .760
Parcel 03 of RD .528 .665 .637 .743
Parcel 01 of PI .780 .817 .800 .665
Parcel 02 of PI .796 .827 .826 .653
Parcel 03 of PI .815 .854 .838 .674
Parcel 01 of RI .671 .661 .649 .665
Parcel 02 of RI .653 .664 .669 .653
Parcel 03 of RI .675 .669 .672 .674

Note: PD = proactive direct; RD = reactive direct; PI = proactive indirect; RI = reactive indirect

Tab. 7. The reliability (main diagonal) and correlation coefficients (below main diagonal) of the Indonesian version of the RAS

PD RD PI RI PRA RRA PR RR

PD .704
RD .591 .730
PI .675 .417 .843
RI .669 .550 .739 .650
PRA .617 .353 .652 .646 .780
RRA .625 .607 .530 .619 .708 .779
PR .588 .358 .607 .605 .717 .680 .804
RR .532 .513 .562 .607 .619 .726 .788 .846

Note: PD = proactive direct; RD = reactive direct; PI = proactive indirect; RI = reactive indirect; PRA = proactive relational aggression of SRASBM; PRA 
= reactive relational aggression of SRASBM; PR = proactive relational aggression of PCS; RR = reactive relational aggression of PCS. All correlations were 
significant at the p < 0.001 level.
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the Relational aggression scale (RAS. A previous study 
by Voulgaridou and Kokkinos (2018)particularly among 
adolescents, that can result in negative psychological 
consequences for those involved. Therefore, it is important to 
develop instruments to detect these incidents and understand 
the problem so as to design effective intervention strategies. 
Objective This study aims to construct a new self-report 
questionnaire, the Relational aggression scale (RAS also found 
that the one-factor and two-factor models had a model fit 
consistent with the data. However, this study did not find 
similar results. This indicates that RAS intends to measure 
four dimensions of relational aggression: proactive direct, 
reactive direct, proactive indirect, and reactive indirect.

This study found that positive correlations support the 
structure of the Indonesian version of the RAS among its 
dimensions. This indicates that the four dimensions of the 
RAS all measure relational aggression in different forms and 
functions. Additionally, the Indonesian version of the RAS 
has perfect convergent validity when correlated with the 
relational aggression subscales of the SRASBM and PCS. 
The SRASBM and PCS have been used in previous research 
to measure relational aggression (Voulgaridou & Kokkinos, 
2019). Although the SRASBM and PCS are generally used to 
measure aggression in friendship relations, both instruments 
also consist of relational aggression subscales (Linder et al., 
2002; Marsee & Frick, 2007; Morales & Crick, 1998). These 
findings indicate that the Indonesian version of the RAS has 
accurate measurement results when correlated with other 
instruments that measure similar constructs (Bandalos, 2018; 
Carlson & Herdman, 2012).

Overall, this research contributes to the presentation of the 
psychometric properties of the Indonesian version of the RAS 
based on the testing of content validity, item accuracy, factor 
structure, and convergent validity. The findings of this study 
do indicate that not all items of the Indonesian version of the 
RAS have good content validity and item accuracy. However, 
it cannot be directly stated that the Indonesian version of the 
RAS cannot be used to measure relational aggression in the 
Indonesian sample. This is because the testing of the validity 
of a measuring instrument is not singular and standalone but 
rather holistic and integrated with other sources of validity 
evidence (AERA et al., 2014; Lane, 2014; Padilla & Benítez, 
2014; Rios & Wells, 2014; Sireci & Faulkner-Bond, 2014).
Furthermore, this research found that the Indonesian version 
of the RAS has a satisfactory factor structure and convergent 
validity. As a means of improving item quality, future research 
can improve or even create new items that are more appropriate 
for the Indonesian context.

Conclusion
The study concludes that the RAS version of Indonesia does not 
have satisfactory item quality for all items. However, the RAS 
version of Indonesia has a good factor structure in the form 
of four dimensions: proactive direct, reactive direct, proactive 
indirect, and reactive indirect. Furthermore, the Indonesian 

version of the RAS has a satisfactory level of measurement 
accuracy when correlated with other relational aggression 
measurement tools. Although the RAS version of Indonesia is 
not perfect in terms of item quality, it can be used to measure 
relational aggression in the Indonesian sample.
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