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ABSTRACT

This doctoral dissertation, which includes two distinct studies, focuses on the
development of educational expectations and educational utility values cafkimerican
adolescents. Guiding frameworks for the project include expectancy-valug fWégfield
& Eccles, 2000), theory on adolescent development (Steinberg, 2001), Cooley’s (1902)
symbolic interactionist theory, and the concepts of risk and resilience (Lttdgrz000).
Data for the study are drawn from the African American subsampe3(76) of the
Maryland Adolescent Development in Multiple Contexts Study (MADICS) @s;d997),
and span the six year period between the time during which youth were enrolledien/Gr
and one year after high school graduation.

In the first study, multiple regression and logistic regression modelisragrated
that reflected appraisals of parents and teachers were relat&tcemAmerican
adolescents’ educational utility values and expectations for future exhatatttainment
during Grade 7 and again during Grade 11. The strength of the relation betweerdreflecte
appraisals of parents and youths’ educational utility values decreasestbébrade 7 and
Grade 11, whereas the strength of the relation between reflected apprasathefs and
utility values increased over time. The magnitude of associations betvileetete
appraisals and expectations/values did not change during this period. In addidiowgsfi
suggested that affiliation with achievement-oriented peers may lyofign from the harmful

impact of low reflected appraisals of teachers during Grade 7, and from tHelharpact



of low reflected appraisals of parents during Grades 7 and 11. Finally, reflpptacsals

of parents and teachers during Grade 11 were associated with high schoolgradatts at

levels that were marginally significant. The relation between reflegipraisals of parents

and completion of high school appeared to be mediated by youths’ educational expectations.
In the second study, latent growth models were used to examine trajeatories

educational expectations and utility values between Grade 7 and Grade 11spatiah

focus on gender differences. Boys’ and girls’ expectations and valuestaesacally

equivalent during Grade 7. On average, expectations did not change across the time period

examined, although the trajectory for boys was significantly less positinehle trajectory

for girls. In addition, the sample average for educational utility valuesassd across time

in a manner that was the same for girls as for boys. Although the hypothesided ge

difference in college participation did not materialize, logistic regrasaodels revealed

that educational expectations and educational utility values uniquely cordrtbutes

variability in adolescents’ college participation status one yearlafikrschool graduation.
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CHAPTER 1
GENERAL INTRODUCTION

In the United States, completion of a postsecondary degree is associated with a
number of quality of life indicators. Unfortunately, rates of postsecondary exhadat
attainment are lower for African Americans than for European American2001-03, for
example, although 35% of European Americans between the ages of 25 and 29 years had
completed 4 or more years of college, only 18% of their African American coursenpa
done so (Harvey & Anderson, 2008 ecause they are less likely to complete college,
African Americans are less likely than other groups to enjoy the bernygiitallty associated
with obtaining a postsecondary degree, including better health, longer IHey lei@rnings
higher levels of savings, increased personal and professional mobility, anteisare
activity (Day & Newburger, 2002; Institute for Higher Education Policy, 1988)& 2005).

In light of racial disparities in postsecondary educational outcomes and ss$ocia
guality of life indicators, it is critical that researchers elucidagepathways by which
African Americans achieve adaptive educational attainment outcobhesprimary goal of
the proposed research is to better understand the motivational processes duringhiddle a
high school that precede educational attainment among African American youltgy To
this end, longitudinal models that explain motivational processes believed to precede

educational attainment are proposed. Many of the theoretical pathways tebtetdisese



models are grounded in Eccles’ and Wigfield’s (Eccles et al.,1983; \digfi&ccles, 2000)
expectancy-value theory of achievement motivatidhthe heart of the proposed models are
adolescents’ expectancies for future educational attainment and eduaatiidgalalues,

two constructs theorized and documented to be determinants of achievemett-relate
behaviors in youth (Eccles et al., 1983; Eccles, Vida, & Barber, 2004; Wigfield &:ccle
2000).

Educational Expectations in African American Adolescents

Prior research shows that African American adolescents typically hold high
expectations for their future educational attainment. Sirin and Rogers2:ifid)(examined
the educational expectations of middle class African American adolescentaiaddHat a
majority of sample members expected to attend college. Using a very lmwdrsample of
African Americans, Wood, Kaplan, and McLoyd (2007) found that, on average, adolescents
reported high levels of confidence that they would attend and complete college. This
expectation seems unlikely to be realized, given the fact that participahtg study were
enrolled in a school district with a high school graduation rate of only 46% (OrfieldnLos
Wald, & Swanson, 2004). Thus, it appears that African American youth maintain high
expectancies for future educational attainment even in the face of cobkdsmaiers to
upward educational mobility.

In theory, there are reasons to suspect that high educational expectations among
African Americans may not pay off in the form of improved academic and otheribeiia
outcomes. According to Graham (1994), past generations of theorists conzegthegh
expectations among African Americans as dysfunctional (i.e. “delusional”; p. 95)

Furthermore, the fact that high expectations appear to be so ubiquitous among African



Americans casts doubt on their power to predict future outcomes for members of this group.
Contrary to these arguments, empirical studies suggest that high educafacdhions
among African Americans are, in fact, adaptive because they appear to hatedsaith
educational attainment and other positive behavioral outcomes. For example, Enaminge
Slusarcick (1992) found that African American adolescents with higher ekpastéor
future attainment were more likely to graduate from high school than their lower
expectations counterparts. Other research has shown that high expectatistoseor f
attainment among African American adolescents predict non-academicdyshhat may
facilitate the accomplishment of positive academic goals. For exanygegxpectations
have been shown to predict lower levels of pregnancy among African Americascatble
girls (Hockaday, Crase, & Shelley, 2000), and lower levels of delinquency aifiocan
American boys (Joseph, 1996). This overall pattern of findings is consistent with
expectancy-value theory, which posits that educational expectationsemraidants of
academically-relevant behavioral choices.
Academic Values in African American Adolescents

There are numerous theoretical models that imply that African Amegitalescents
should not value high academic achievement. According to Ogbu’s cultural-ecblogica
theory, because African Americans are an involuntary minority broughtstedbntry
through conquest and subsequently enslaved, and because they do not have equal access to
the opportunity structure, members of this group disparage high academic achica®the
domain of Whites (Ogbu, 1978). Further elaboration of this framework suggests thahAfr
American students must dissociate from academic achievement to avoid baiag see

betrayers, or as “acting White,” by members of their same-raceypmgr (Fordham &



Ogbu, 1986). Steele’s (1997) stereotype threat framework also suggestsuingt val
academic achievement may have negative consequences for Africaicamnstudents. In
particular, his work suggests that African Americans may cope with negaéreotypes
about their group’s intellectual competence by disidentifying from intabdlgtrelevant
domains. In the context of stereotype threat, disidentifcation from acadersezn as
adaptive to the extent that it serves to protect self-esteem.

In opposition to these theoretical formulations, most of the research on achievement
values among African American adolescents indicates that these youth do, valfse high
academic achievement. Using a questionnaire to elicit Likertregmonses, Mickelson
(1990) found that African American high school students endorsed the dominant ideology
regarding education (i.e., that education opens doors to opportunity and is the solution to
many social problems) more strongly than did European Americans. Similas rese
been obtained using middle school samples. For example, Spencer and collgagues (S
Noll, Stoltzfus, & Harlapani, 2001) reported that African American middle satadents
viewed school success as important, as indicated by their affective resfmhgpothetical
positive (e.g., receiving an academic honor) and negative (e.g., failiagsd sthool-related
events. Taylor and Graham (2007) used a more subtle way of tapping into achievement
values in African American elementary and middle school students. Students indfis st
were asked to nominate peers whom they admired, respected, and most wantéatto be li
Girls in all age groups and elementary school boys overwhelmingly nominated high
achieving same-gender peers, suggesting that they valued the display of Haghiaca

achievement. Although findings for African American middle school boys were not



consistent with those for other age/gender groups, their lower achievemestagbeared
to be related to perceived barriers to educational and occupational opportunity.

Unfortunately, achievement values have received less attention in themesear
literature than have expectancies for success (Wigfield & Eccles, 2002ceht search of
the Psycinfo database suggests that there is no research examiningithditeal
consequences of subjective task values in African American youth. (For hesgancining
the longitudinal consequences of expectations for future attainment infAKroaricans,
see Mello (2007, 2008)). One goal of the proposed study is to redress this disparity in
knowledge about the motivational processes of African Americans.
Consequences of Educational Expectations and Values

The hypotheses of the studies proposed here are derived primarily from Ecdles’ a
Wigfield’'s expectancy-value theory of achievement motivation (E@tles, 1983; Wigfield
& Eccles, 2000). The guiding premise of expectancy-value theory is that amiradivi
expectancies for success and subjective task values determine the likeiditdoel dr she
will choose to engage in a given task, as well as his or her level of effortigrareisand
performance on that task. Within this framework, expectancies, or one’s ladlait the
probability of success on a particular task, are informed by perceptions offfecshtgdiand
self-concepts of relevant abilities (Eccles, 1983). Subjective task vatubsoadly
conceptualized as the value that one attaches to a particular task. dhilgg,wvhich are
the focus of the present study, are defined as the degree to which an individual Hediees t
given task is useful in accomplishing goals for the future. In the present stsdyosited
that adolescents’ expectancies for educational attainment and educatlipabliies

predict high school completion and future decisions to enroll in college.



Past research indicates that expectations and values are assoctratkstwwct
achievement-related outcomes. Specifically, expectations are known to influence
performance on a particular task, whereas values are known to influence individual
decisions about whether or not to engage in that task (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). For
instance, Meece and colleagues found that early adolescents’ expesctansuccess in
mathematics predicted current math performance even more stronglydi@rodgrades
(Meece, Widfield, & Eccles, 1990). In the same study, it was found that aduks@duing
of mathematics was associated with intentions to continue taking matheooatisss in the
future, but not with actual performance in mathematics. Consistent with then dtte
findings described in these previous research studies, | predict that educdiiibynsalues
will be associated with the decision to enroll in college. Breaking somemhaphst
research findings, | also predict that expectations for future attairmilebe associated with
the decision to enroll in college. Although a link between expectancies fassume a task
(in the proposed study, expectancies for successful completion of a particulaf leve
educational attainment) and the decision to pursue that task has not typically been found i
other studies, it seems logical that expectancies for completing estuicathe future will be
related to the decision to enroll in college, given that successful attainmeparbicalar
level of education is contingent upon enrollment in corresponding educational programs.
Overview of Chapters

This dissertation includes two distinct studies, both of which make use of the African
American subsample of the Maryland Adolescent Development in Multiple Cotexty

(MADICS) to test hypotheses grounded in Eccles’ and Wigfield’s expectaiag theory.



In each study, | examine longitudinal and cross-sectional correlates otaxpes for future
educational attainment and general educational utility values.

In Study 1 (Chapter 2), | examine the impact of adolescents’ reflected sgpah
parents and teachers (i.e., adolescents’ perceptions of what parents and teadhabout
their academic abilities) on their expectations and values during Grade gaamdiaring
Grade 11. Gender and age differences in the strength of the relations betveetedrefl
appraisals and youths’ motivational outcomes are also explored. In Studsoldsilthe
potential protective-stabilizing influence of parents, teachers, and peergétatiens
between reflected appraisals and youths’ motivational outcomes. Firallubte the real-
world implications of reflected appraisals by testing mediational moaéisdj reflected
appraisals, expectations, values, and high school completion status.

Study 2 (Chapter 3) focuses on gender differences in trajectories ofagiqrecand
values between Grade 7 and Grade 11. Additionally, | consider a possible influence on the
hypothesized downward trend in boys’ motivation: affiliation with achievemeetveadl
peers. Study 2 also includes tests of the predictive properties that high espgctatl
values have for adolescents’ future engagement in postsecondary educationial, pundui
how these properties vary by gender.

Finally, in Chapter 4, | discuss how both studies contribute to the broader literature on

achievement motivation in African Americans and | make suggestions twe fiegisearch.



CHAPTER 2
ASSOCIATIONS OF REFLECTED APPRAISALS WITH EXPECTATIONS AN
VALUES DURING EARLY AND LATE ADOLESCENCE (STUDY 1)

In addition to linking expectations and values with achievement-related beh&weors
expectancy-value framework provides a model to explain how children’s achievement
related expectations and values develop. According to this model, expectations and values
are shaped by a number of external forces, including the beliefs and behavigpsant
socializing agents (e.g., teachers, parents, and peers), as well anshildreeptions of
those beliefs and behaviors. Although ample empirical work indicates thatspaeachers,
and peers influence a variety of achievement motivation indicators in chitgren\(igfield
and Eccles (2002) for reviews) relatively little research has focusedwthbee socializing
agents specifically affect educational attainment expectationsesuadad (as opposed to
academic domain-specific) educational utility values. The researctidbaiexist on this
topic is consistent with expectancy-value theory. For example, using a sEmfliean
American adolescents, Trusty (2002) found that parents’ expectations fartitarien’s
future attainment during Grade 8 predicted youths’ own expectations for fttairerent
during early adulthood, a finding that held even when controlling for adolescents’ prior
academic achievement. As compared to research on educational expgcatatioh less

work has focused on how socializing agents shape children’s educational valuesciRiese



the tradition of self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) indicates thgtetemce and
autonomy supports from parents and teachers promote intrinsic educatiothredéteation
in adolescents (see Grolnick, Gurland, Jacob, & Decourcey, 2002, for a review). The
construct of intrinsic motivation in self-determination theory is analogous totistruct of
interest values in expectancy-value theory (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).

A central tenet of expectancy-value theory is that children’s perceptidhs of
education-related beliefs and attitudes of socializing agents contributgrtodfiresponding
expectations and values. Along these lines, in Study 1, | focused on the role afeadsles
perceptions of adults’ (i.e., parents and teachers) beliefs about their pecsaleahe
competence in the development of expectations and values. Parents’ and teachers’
education-related beliefs about children may shape child outcomes via masy emat
children’s perceptions of those beliefs are just one possible path of influendeermarte,
the role of reflected appraisals (i.e., one’s beliefs about how others view hin) or her
development is interesting from a theoretical standpoint. The idea thata@fgxiraisals
influence self-perceptions is much older than the expectancy-value framewtdte A
beginning of the ZDcentury, Cooley (1902, as cited by Harter, 1999), asserted that children
internalize the opinions they believe others hold of them, and integrate those opinions into
their enduring attitudes and beliefs about the self.

In Study 1, | hypothesized that adolescents’ perceptions of adults’ béloefstaeir
personal academic competence would be positively related to expectatitutsife
attainment and educational utility values. Very little research on AfAca@rican
adolescents’ perceptions of adults’ beliefs about their academic complkeésniceen

conducted; furthermore, few studies have examined the simultaneous influencés of bot



parents and teachers (Benner & Mistry, 2007). One exception is work by Gill andltRey
(1999). Using a sample of low-income African American sixth graders tkesarchers
examined the associations of youths’ perceptions of parents’ and teacperdtations for
their future attainment with youths’ academic achievement. Results edlitet children’s
perceptions of adults’ expectations for their future attainment were tetétaadults’
corresponding self-reports. However, adults’ self-reported expectatiotisilfinen’s future
educational success and children’s perceptions of those expectations etathaxnaique
effect on math and reading achievement. Other research conducted with predgmaorant!
African American children also indicates that children’s perceptions ofsaddducational
beliefs play a role in achievement and motivational processes. For instance, Banathey
Harter (2005) reported that adolescents’ perceptions of others’ beliefstdowatcademic
competence were directly related to self-perceptions of academic eropeaind
educational importance values, and were indirectly related to scholasticdrslzand
grades.

Compared to research on parent influences, there is less research on the role of
teachers in adolescent development. One goal of Study 1 was to redress ithihga
literature. The lack of research on how teachers influence adolescent develgpme
somewhat surprising for two reasons. First, a major developmental trend digiegcance
is the growing need for autonomy from parental control and increased influenceesf for
outside the family. Although scholars typically conceptualize “forces outsed@mily” in
terms of peer influences, other extra-familial entities like teaatmary also exert increasing
influence during the adolescent period, at least in some spheres of development, Se

according to ecological systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Bronfenb& Muris,

10



1998), entities that are most proximal to a given outcome should exert a strondesreffec
that outcome than more distal entities. School-level processes, includinghtiasealve
teachers, seem especially proximal to outcomes pertaining to achieveoateation. The
limited research on teachers of African American youth suggesthéyatio, in fact, affect
their students’ motivation and achievement (e.g., Kaplan & Maehr, 1999; TeeljibeBr
Parecki, & Covington, 1998; Wentzel, 2002). For instance, Wentzel (2002) found that
African American sixth graders who believed that their teacher egtihigh levels of
democratic communication and maturity demands reported stronger mastatgtern and
interest in classroom activities. The theorized and empirically demtmstizkages
between teachers and motivational outcomes in African American adolescehtsnability
to the hypothesis that, as for those of parents, reflected appraisals ofseemhierbe
associated with African American adolescents’ educational expectatidnstility values.
Risk and resilience processes in relation to expectations and vabienurse, not
all adolescents who perceive unfavorable parental and teacher opinions ab@aaithemic
competence will experience lower self-expectations and educational valdesea
processes by which these youth achieve resilience are of interest. Agdortirthar and
colleagues (Luthar, Cichetti, & Becker, 2000), factors that play a promotivarote
context can serve as a protective factor in other contexts where childrepanerming
non-competence-promoting processes. Recent research by Brody and cel{Bagd,
Dorsey, Forehand, & Armistead, 2002) has focused attention on how the effects of
suboptimal processes within the family or school context may be offset by cocgete
promoting processes within the other context. Thus, an adolescent who perceives that his or

her teachers hold unfavorable views about his or her academic competence noag be m

11



likely to maintain high levels of motivation if he or she concurrently perceivesaialeor
opinions from parents, and vice versa. Along these lines, Wood et al., (2007) reported that
high teacher expectations appeared to protect youths’ expectations from thd imapact

of low parent expectations. In Study 1, | examined the protective role of bothvpdrcei
parent opinions and perceived teacher opinions, in addition to their direct effects on
adolescents’ expectations and values. In accord with the protectivezsighiiteraction
pattern described by Luthar et al. (2000), which states that protective agmbay “confer
stability in competence despite increasing risk” (p. 547), | hypothesizedhmpetence-
promoting reflected appraisals from parents will protect youths’ expmtsaand values

from the harmful impact of believing that teachers hold unfavorable opinions about their
academic competence (and vice versa).

The peer group is another potential source of protection from the harmful influence of
believing that parents and/or teachers hold unfavorable views of one’s academpetence.
As children make the transition to adolescence and the strength of farignods on
development begins to decrease, the strength of peer influences begins te mcress
multiple spheres of development, including academic development. Prior resebasieers
found affiliations with academically-oriented peers to have a positive influenteon t
academic achievement and engagement of African American adolescentsstdture,
Engerman and Bailey (2006) reported that affiliation with achievemestted peers during
10" grade predicted I2grade achievement in a nationally representative sample of African
American students, a finding that is consistent with other research (e.@;sS@wens, &
Piliawsky, 2008; Stewart, 2008). Overall, patterns found in extant research shgyé&st t

African American peer group has the potential to exert an enhancing efféet on t

12



achievement orientation of its members (e.g., Horvat & Lewis, 2004; Oyseriylaee B
Terry, 2006). In the present study, | expect that affiliations with achievemmented peers
will have a protective-stabilizing effect on the expectations and valuesitf who believe
that teachers or parents hold unfavorable opinions about their academic competence.
A major concern when conducting correlational research on peer influencesyertai
to the bidirectional nature of the relation between adolescents and their peer grtbigpgiAl
it is likely that the peer group influences individual adolescents’ beliefs andias, it is
also the case that adolescents tend to select peers who are similar evibe8teinberg,
2001). Thus, if the data for the present study reveal that adolescents who affitiate w
achievement-oriented peers remain optimistic about prospects for futuediedaic
attainment and continue to believe in the usefulness of education even in the face of
unfavorable reflected appraisals of parents and/or teachers, it would beibigpmssake
any judgment regarding whether peer group affiliatansedhis resilient outcome. An
equally plausible explanation is that, even when they believe that parents andsthatthe
negative views of their academic competence, youth who hold positive educaieatrel
beliefs and attitudes choose friends who have similar beliefs. To addresattieis hwill
attempt to disentangle the temporal relations between peer groupiaffihad adolescents’
expectations and values by testing a cross-lagged and autoregressive lgathnaodel.
Although longitudinal associations between youths’ peer group affiliations andiedata
expectations/values are correlational and therefore cannot be used for drawgab
inferences, testing the hypothesized model may bring us one step closer stamuiileg the

possible causal ordering of these three variables.
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Moderating influences of adolescent age and gentfeaddition to positing links
between perceived parent and teacher beliefs and adolescents’ selftexeatad
educational values, | examined whether the strength of these relations chetwgsehb
Grade 7 and Grade 11. To this end, two competing hypotheses were tested as part of Study
1. The first hypothesis was that the direct influence of parents would deasegseath
progressed from Grade 7 to Grade 11. This hypothesis was based on theoretical@gposi
that the influence of parents on adolescent outcomes weakens as youth increasingly
autonomy from parental control (for a review, see Grotevant, 1998). In addition, by late
adolescence, youth are better able to differentiate their own beliefsHfos@ of important
socializing agents than they were during earlier stages of developgfaeter( 1999). This
combination of social and cognitive developmental factors suggests that tigthstriette
association between adolescents’ perceptions of parental beliefs about theiniaca
competence and adolescents’ self-beliefs related to academic cooyptenld wane over
time.

The competing hypothesis was that the influence of parents would actuediysac
over time. This hypothesis is consistent with research showing that, coattaepty,
experiences within the family continue to exert a substantial influence orecfsldelf-
perceptions throughout adolescence (e.g., Harter, 1990; Greene & Way, 2005). Another
piece of support for this second hypothesis comes from the fact that expectatiomsé
educational attainment during.grade probably reflect actual planning for the future, as
well as college goal-oriented behaviors (e.g., taking college admissians,ansiting
college campuses), that are currently underway. Making educational plansftauteeand

carrying out goal-oriented behaviors are processes that typically invobmtganput and

14



collaboration. Thus, youth at this point in adolescence may have received suffigignt i
from parents to have a realistic view of parental beliefs about their aicactemmpetence.
These parental beliefs, in turn, are likely to influence the process of plaonitig ffuture,
and thus to shape adolescents’ expectations for future attainment and the extectt thayhi
believe education will be useful to them in the future.

It is plausible that the influence of teachers also varies over time; howlexer are
no theories of teacher socialization to guide hypotheses concerning this maéesfork,
analyses testing variation in the magnitude of the relation betweenveerteacher beliefs
and youth outcomes were treated as exploratory. Research suggests thataboseek
autonomy from adults in general, a phenomenon that may cause results foritéhereres
to mirror those predicted for parents (i.e., a decrease in the influence ofseaddretime).
However, as adolescents attempt to remove themselves from parental infthbepceay
become more impressionable to other sources of adult influence, including teattiesss |
the case, the influence of teachers may become more powerful over time.

In addition to examining whether time moderates the proposed relations, in Study 1 |
assessed whether or not these links were moderated by youth gender.e Bezaus little
theoretical or empirical basis for hypotheses about how the models migheatifeaently
for boys as compared to girls, analyses concerning the moderating rotelef gere
treated as exploratory. One possibility was that links between independeate@endent
variables would be stronger for boys than for girls. Given the host of contestutdaiors
believed to be present in the lives of African American boys (e.g., pervasiveraegeatietal
stereotypes, exposure to racism, opportunities for engaging with negativequges) gr

perceiving that teachers and parents view them as academically coinmpigiet prove
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crucial in the formation of boys’ achievement-related self-perceptionsttiindies. In line
with this argument, Dubois and colleagues (Dubois, Felner, Brand, Adan, & Evans, 1992;
Dubois, Felner, Meares, & Krier, 1994) found evidence that early adolescents who
experience multiple stressors may be more receptive to the saldiéatg ef competence-
promoting features of the environment as compared to youth experiencing few or no
stressors. On the other hand, the multiple contextual risks faced by AfricamcAmboys
might make it difficult for them to construct healthy achievement oriemsigven in the
face of positive reflected appraisals of adults. Luthar and colleagudgs(let al., 2000)
theorized that the beneficial effects of factors typically assatisitt developmental
competencies may essentially get drowned out in the context of severe emvitainm
stressors. If this is the case, then links between independent and dependens veoialdle
be stronger for girls than for boys.
Overview of Study 1

The first set of hypotheses for Study 1 pertained to the relations betweeteckef
appraisals of parents and teachers and adolescents’ educational expeatatiatilgy
values. Using expectancy-value theory as a guide, | hypothesized thatadtde
perceptions of parents’ and teachers’ beliefs about their academic cooepetauld be
significantly related to expectations and values during Grade 7 and again dwteg1Gr
In line with Luthar et al.’s (2002) protective-stabilizing hypothesis, | alpeeted that
perceptions of positive parent beliefs would buffer the relation between pensepti
unfavorable teacher beliefs and low expectations/values in adolescentterid &or the
protective-stabilizing interaction pattern were met, expectationsésalaald remain high in

the presence of perceptions of unfavorable teacher beliefs under the conditionethist goar
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perceived to hold favorable beliefs. | also hypothesized that positive rdfigmbeaisals
from teachers would protect adolescents’ expectations/values from perceptions
unfavorable parental beliefs.

The second set of hypotheses for Study 1 concerns the role of peers in the
development of adolescents’ expectations for future attainment and educatidgpalalties.
Given that adolescence is a time when peers become particularly sabentadigzing agents,
| hypothesized that affiliation with achievement-oriented peers will beiegitind
significantly related to expectations and values across time. Furtheaffiisgjon with
achievement-oriented peers was also hypothesized to play a protediiizisgarole in the
relation between reflected appraisals from parents and teachers andeadslespectations
and values.

The third set of hypotheses for this study addressed group differencesdeeysol
younger adolescents, boys vs. girls) in the magnitude of the relations betflesrde
appraisals of parents and teachers and adolescents’ expectations/vakigsprbposed two
competing hypotheses concerning how these relations would change aceos®tirane
hand, adolescent theorists would argue that the influence of parents, in particular, should
decrease over time, as youth increasingly seek autonomy from adult guturithe other
hand, empirical evidence suggests that parental influences remain strongtevaie i
adolescence (e.g., Greene & Way, 2005), especially within education-relatashslom
Additionally, as older adolescents collaborate with parents in planning andipgeipar
college (or not), their beliefs about how parents view their academic competentampact

expectations and values more markedly than during earlier periods of develofftigat.
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second set of circumstances is operating, then the influence of #ggrisals from
parents on expectations and values may actually increase over time.

The second group difference hypothesis pertains to gender differences in the
magnitude of the relations between reflected appraisals and expectati@ss/vavo
competing hypotheses were offered. First, given that African Americaniioys so than
girls, are believed to experience multiple chronic risk factors for edneadifficulty, it
seems plausible that reflected appraisals from important adults mayglasia role in the
formation of adaptive education-related attitudes and beliefs for mewfitéis group. |If
this is the case, links between reflected appraisals from adults and eppstiatues would
be stronger for boys than for girls. On the other hand, it is equally possible thatltipém
risks experienced by boys negate the potentially positive influence of belibaingarents
and teachers hold high regard for one’s academic competence. If this isstHakas
between reflected appraisals and expectations/values would be strorgjds f@s compared
to boys.

The final goal of Study 1 was to assess whether reflected appraipalenfs and
teachers contributed to variation in adolescents’ completion of high school. To this end,
mediational models linking reflected appraisals, expectations/values, and mgh sc
graduation status were tested.

Study 1 Method
Data Source and Sample

Data for the present studies were drawn from the Maryland Adolescent Devietopme

in Context Study (MADICS) (Eccles, 1997), a longitudinal study designed toimsaine

influence of social contexts on adolescent development. In the fall of 1991, 1,700 youth and
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their families were invited to participate; 87% £ 1,482) agreed to do so. Approximately
61% of successfully recruited families identified as African Americamduhe first wave
of data collection. Parents and youth were first interviewed in the fall of Eogdugh were
entering middle school. Data collection continued through the year 2000, threaftears
most youth had graduated from high school. The MADICS data collection tiemétabl
displayed in Table 2.1. Analyses for the present studies draw upon data colleictgd dur
Grade 7 (Wave 1), the summer following Grade 8 (Wave 2), Grade 11 (Wave 3), and one
year post-high school graduation (Wave 5). These waves will hereafter bed ¢feas
Time 1 (Wave 1), Time 2 (Wave 3), Time 3 (Wave 4), and Time 4 (Wave 5). At Times 1, 2,
and 3, youth and primary caregivers completed a 50-minute face-toyfaneaw and a 30-
minute self-administered questionnaire. At Time 4, self-administergdysuwere mailed to
youths’ homes and completed at participants’ convenience.

Participating families in MADICS resided in a single county on the Baseaboard
of the United States, and focal youth attended one of'2®d & grade public junior high
schools at the time of recruitment to the study. In 1995, 51% of households in this county
were African American and 43% were White. One unique feature of the countytiate¢he
of the study was the relative socioeconomic equality between African éaneand White
residents in comparison to the rest of the country. In 1990, the annual household income of
African Americans was 86% of that for Whites, as compared to 60% for the Utated &s
a whole (Wong, Eccles, & Sameroff, 2003).

The present study focuses on the 876 African American members of MADICS (462
(53%) boys; 414 (47%) girls) who, at the time of the study’s inception, had a mean age of

12.29 years§D = .58). Individuals were classified as African American if they self-
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identified as such during at least one wave of data collection, and neveraddicat
membership in any other racial/ethnic category during another wave afailetaion. For
example, youth who identified as African American at three data collegtierpbints were
excluded from the sample if they self-identified as mixed African Araarand White at a
separate time point. Approximately 6% £ 53) of individuals who identified as African
American at one or more time points were excluded from the final study samalesédoey
reported membership in a different racial/ethnic category at a separagedint. Of the 876
sample youth who participated at Time 1, 69¢6=(606) participated at Time 2, 7094 €
613) participated at Time 3, and 5486 472) participated at Time 4. Several patterns of
participation across the four time points were identified. These patternseandmber of
participants corresponding with each are presented in Table 2.2.

Data regarding adolescents’ socioeconomic status were obtained froanypaimal
secondary caregivers at Wave 1. At that time point, 100%&76) of final sample
members had a reporting primary caregiver (PCG) (86% mothers, 6% fathestheé8%o
PCGs reported a median annual household income of $40,000-$44,999. Although 7% of
PCGs reported that they had not completed high school, 66% had earned a high school
diploma, 7% had earned an associate’s degree, and 21% had earned a bachelor’s degree or
higher. Fifty-eight percent of PCGs reported that they were marrieavarglwith their
partner. About 73%N = 640) of PCGs indicated that the target adolescent had a secondary
caregiver (SCG). SCGs were designated by the PCG as someone who Ingeegamée
household with the PCG and adolescent, and who had the second-most responsibility for the
focal adolescent. A total of 415 SCGs participated in the study (60% fathers, 14%

stepfathers, 6% mothers, and 20% other). About 9% of SCGs reported that they had not
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completed high school, whereas 56% had earned a high school diploma, 10% had obtained
an associate’s degree, and 25% had obtained a bachelor’s degree or higher.
Measures

Expectations for future educational attainmeAdolescents’ expectations for future
educational attainment were assessed with a single item: “How far dbigkwyou actually
will go in school?” Response options varied slightly at each wave of data iooljeotd
were therefore recoded as follows to permit comparisons between time poitsslthan
high schoal 2 =graduate from high schooB =post high school vocational or technical
training, 4 =some college/associate’s degrée=graduate from a 4-year collegé =
complete a master’s degree, teaching credential, or other professional dégreemplete
a law degree, M.D., or Ph.DThis and other similar single-item measures have been used
widely to assess adolescents’ educational expectations (Benner &, M&%; Kalil, 2002;
Gill & Reynolds, 1999; Mello, 2008; Ou & Reynolds, 2008; Sanchez, Esparza, & Colon,
2008).

Failure to correctly distinguish individuals’ expectations from theiraspns is a
problem that has clouded the research literature on adolescents’ futuratiomefstee, for
example, Kao & Tienda, 1998; Sirin & Rogers-Sirin, 2004). To ensure that study
participants were appropriately differentiating between these two gotsstthe expectations
item used in the present study was immediately preceded by an item ddsigmeasure
aspirations: “If you could do exactly what you wanted, how far would you like to go in
school?” Response options for this item were identical to those for the item about

expectations.
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Educational utility values.Three items were used to assess the degree to which
adolescents believed that education would be useful to them in accomplishing tlseiolgoa
the future (e.qg., “I have to do well in school if | want to get ahead in life.”sp&eses were
recorded on a Likert-type scale, with response options ranging fretrohdly disagregto
5 (strongly agreg Negatively worded items were reverse coded so that higher scores were
indicative of stronger educational utility values. The average of jpamits’ responses to the
three items at each time point was computed, yielding a single scexingfleducational
utility values for each wave of data collection. Cronbach’s alphas for TirBegete .52,

.63, and .63, respectively.

Reflected appraisals of parentédolescents’ perceptions of parents’ beliefs about
their academic competence were measured with three items. Titerfirstsked adolescents
to report how far their parents believe they will go in school. Response options ranged from
not finishing high school (1) to completing a doctoral degree (7). The second iteim aske
“How good of a student do your parents expect you to be in school?O(te of the worst
= One of the be¥t The third item asked, “Would your parents say that you can do
schoolwork better than, the same as, or not as good as other kids in your scho®@®@ttét =
than all 5 =Poorer than all. Because the response scales differed across items,
participants’ responses for each of the three items were standardaresich time point,
the average of these three standardized response scores was computedaciciglate
score. Cronbach’s alpha was .50 at both Times 1 and 3.

Reflected appraisals of teacher8dolescents’ perceptions of their teachers’ beliefs
about their academic competence was assessed with a single itehe $&hbol | go to

now, my teachers think I'm a good student” (Strongly agreg5 = Strongly disagree
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Responses at each time point were reverse coded so that higher scores corresgionded w
more favorable reflected appraisals.

Affiliation with achievement-oriented peer&ffiliation with achievement-oriented
peers was measured with four items asking adolescents to report how manyiehtise f
that they spend most of their time with display various achievement-relatedesttand
behaviors (e.g., plan to go to college, do well in school) \tbre of themb5 =All of then).

For each time point, the average of participants’ responses to the four item@myaged to
create a single score. Cronbach’s alphas for the three time points were .69, .66, and .77,
respectively.

Academic self-concepSelf-perceptions of academic competence were assessed with
four items asking adolescents to rate how good they are in math and other subjétts (1 =
good at al] 7 =Very good, and how well they do in math and other subjects compared to
their age mates (1 Much worse than other kidg =Much better than other kijls Because
the items used differing response scales, participants’ scores loitezacvere standardized
before being used to calculate an average academic self-concept sdomeefo 1 and 3.
Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was .77 both at Time 1 and at Time 3.

High school graduation statuddigh school graduation status was assessed at Time 4
with a single item asking youth to report whether or not they had graduatedigomschool
(1 =yes 2 =no). Responses were recoded so that youth who had completed high school
received a score of 1, and youth who had not completed high school received a score of O.

Academic achievemenGiven the known association of academic achievement with
African American adolescents’ educational expectations and values (zlgs Et al., 2006;

Sirin & Rogers-Sirin, 2004), adolescents’ achievement was covaried in the analyses
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Achievement was measured with a composite score that included participarts’ an a
standardized achievement test administered in Grade 5 and end of yeaqrognadeerages
(GPASs) for Grade 7. Achievement test scores were calculated as thehstadents’
standardized scores on the reading and mathematics subtests"bfjthdesCalifornia
Achievement Test (CAT(= .83). Grade 7 GPAs were computed on the basis of final
report card grades in math, science, reading, and health, which were obtimedHool
records. Students’ grades in each class were coded on a 5-poilflsc&le2 =D,3=C, 4
=B, 5=A), and Grade 7 GPA was calculated by computing the average of these code
Adolescents’ scores on these two measures were standardized, and aBipgigte score
for academic achievement was computed as the average of these staddauolieso=
.64).

Family socioeconomic statugamily socioeconomic status (SES) is a known
correlate of African American youths’ expectations for future attamir(e.g., Wood et al.,
2007; Trusty & Harris, 1999) and educational values (e.g., Mickelson, 1990), and thus were
also covaried in the modelg-ollowing the recommendations of Entwisle and Astone
(1994), indicators of SES were entered separately into regression models. S&Srathc
the present study included the primary and secondary caregivers’ averageadecek and
the family’s annual household income during the fiscal year prior to Wave ldlletion.

A complete description of all research measures can be found in the Appendix.

Study 1 Results

Preliminary analysesPrior to testing the study hypotheses, several preliminary

analyses were conducted. First, data were checked for univariate paftlighsch none

were found. This is not surprising given that all study variables used allirarige of
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response options. In addition, all variables were found to be approximately normally
distributed. Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations for key \sagaable
presented in Table 2.3.

In another set of preliminary analyses, | examined whether subgroups tlghi
sample significantly differed from each other with respect to meansscoreontinuous
study variables and frequency of occurrence on categorical variables. dtithtysho
participated in all waves of data collection were compared with those Wi Results
of ANOVAs used to test subgroup differences on continuous study variables are presente
Table 2.4. Youth who participated at fewer than four time points had lower scores on many
of the motivation-related variables and came from homes that reported luwel ancomes
and lower levels of parental education. Chi-square analyses were used tdiféfesesses
between full and partial study participants on categorical study vai@lde parental
marital status, high school graduation status, and college participatias) stdhese
analyses revealed that youth with incomplete participation were segmify more likely
than youth with complete data to have primary caregivers who reported beingiedraarr
Time 1 (47%, as compared to 33% for youth who completed all four waves of data
collection),y ? = 17.51 (1N = 876),p< .05. Youth who had missed at least one of the four
waves of data collection were also significantly more likely to be rhatefemaley? =
24.60 (1N = 876),p < .05); about 71% of sample boys missed at least one wave of data
collection, as compared to 54% of sample girls. Of youth who participated in the gdost-hi
school wave of data collection (Time 4), those who had missed at least one wawe of dat
collection during high school were less likely than those with complete parbcigathave

received a high school diploma, a finding that was marginally signifigdnt 3.35 (1N =
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416),p = .07; 14% of those who missed a wave had not graduated from high school at Time
4, whereas the same was true for only 7% of those who did not miss a wave. In contrast,
there were no significant between-group differences with respect to campiéat least
one year of college,? = 1.99 (1N = 414),p = .16. About 55% of youth who missed a wave
had completed at least one year of college at Time 4, as compared to 62% of those who did
not miss a wave.

A second series of ANOVAs and chi-square difference tests were used tw test f
gender differences on study variables. Results of ANOVAs, which arenfgdse Table
2.5, indicated that boys fared significantly worse than girls on most indicatorstiwftion.
Boys also had significantly lower levels of achievement than girls, butstesistically
equivalent to girls with respect to mean parent education level and annual housetole. i
A marginally significant gender difference was observed for parevatatal statusy > =
3.64 (1,N = 876),p = .06; about 45% of boys had primary caregivers who reported being
unmarried at Time 1, whereas the same was true for 39% of girls. Of youth whipaizd
in Time 4 data collection, 7% of girlslE 19) and 10% of boydN(= 15) reported that they
had not graduated from high school, a difference that was not statisticalficaigmnj > =
.64 (1,N = 416),p = .42. In addition, 63% of girld\N(= 162) and 55% of boy&(= 86) who
participated in Time 4 data collection reported that they were enrolled igeocflaifference
that was also not statistically significapf = 2.38 (LN = 414),p=.12.
Study 1 Sample Modifications

A major goal of Study 1 was to examine whether the magnitude of many of the
hypothesized relations changed between Grade 7 (Time 1) and Grade 11 (Time B%e Beca

Grade 7 and Grade 11 data were analyzed in separate models, it was necedgary for
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composition of the sample to be identical at each time point. Therefore, only youth who

participated both at Time 1 and at Time 3 were included in analyses for this study. This

resulted in a final sample size of 613 youth (70% of the original African Amerrapls),

50% (N = 307) of whom were male. Means for youth as a function of their inclusion in or

exclusion from the Study 1 sample are shown in Table 2.6. Excluded youth fared

significantly worse on Time 1 expectations, Time 2 values, and academic achme\@rm

.05). They also reported lower levels of reflected appraisals from teathiBme 1, lower

Time 2 expectations, and came from families with lower levels of mean pareatieduc

however, these latter two differences were only marginally sigmifip < .06). In

addition, excluded youth were significantly more likely to be male than feméale (6.52

(1,N=876),p<.05); 59% of excluded youth were boys, as compared to 50% of youth who

were included in Study 1. Of youth who participated in Time 4, 14% of youth excluded from

Study 1 N = 9) did not graduate from high school, whereas the same was true for only 8% of

included youth il = 25), a difference that approached significagpde= 3.50 (1N = 414),

p=.06. Excluded youth did not differ from included youth with respect to college

participation statugy¢ = .86 (1N = 414),p = .35) or family marital statug ¢ = 2.47 (1,

N = 876),p = .11).

Associations of Reflected Appraisals with Educational Expectations and Utility Values
Multiple regression models used to test associations between reflectegap@nd

youths’ expectations/values were estimated using the Mplus (Version Scthtoftware

package (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2007). Model parameters were estimated using full

information maximum likelihood estimation (FIML), which is suitable for ugé datasets

that include some missing data. FIML permits all available data to be include@mnakysis
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and yields parameter estimates that tend to be less biased than thoskbyielddoc

missing data techniques (i.e., listwise deletion, pairwise deletion, mearatropu{Collins,
Schafer, & Kam, 2001; Enders, 2001; Schafer & Graham, 2002). Unlike imputation-based
techniques for missing data, FIML does not involve estimating values for masiag

points. Instead, FIML uses an iterative procedure to estimate the populatiarepenrs most
likely to have produced the available sample data.

Grade 7. Hierarchical multiple regression (HMR) analyses were used to agdhe
extent to which reflected appraisals from parents and teachers uniquelgutedtto the
variability in adolescents’ educational expectations and educational wlitgs during
Grade 7. Results for educational expectations are presented in the left peat#ded.7 and
will be described first. The first step of the HMR was to assess the proportianaigility
in expectations accounted for by covariates (i.e., annual household income, paremireducat
level, academic achievement, and academic self-concept; see Model 1e &.Table
Covariates accounted for 9% of the variability in expectations. Of the covapatests’
education level and youths’ academic achievement were significantiyd étathe
dependent variabl® = .20,SE B= .06;B = .21,SE B= .08, respectivelyp’s < .05.
Reflected appraisals from parents were added in Model 2e. As hypothesieetkdef
appraisals from parents were significantly associated with yoeipg'ctationsg = .70,SE
B =.09,p < .05), and accounted for an additional 11% of the variability in this variable.
Reflected appraisals from teachers were added in Model 3e. Althoughdbm@ss of
reflected appraisals from teachers with expectations was in the pdediietetion, the link

between these two variables was not significémnt,.12,SE B= .07,p = .08.
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Results for Grade 7 educational utility values are shown in the right panablef
2.7. Covariates accounted for 9% of the variability in utility values (Model 1v),yiiths’
academic achievement and academic-self-concept emerging disamgmorrelates in the
model,B = .08,SE B=.02;B = .20,SE B= .03, respectivelyp’'s < .05. Model 2v shows that
reflected appraisals from parents were significantly related tov@ue.21,SE B= .04,p <
.05), and accounted for 5% of the variability above and beyond covariates (Model 2v).
Reflected appraisals from teachers (Model 3v) were also signifiaatdted to valueB(=
.11,SE B=.04,p < .05), accounting for an additional 2% of variability.

Grade 11.Results for Grade 11 expectations are shown in the left panel of Table 2.8.
Covariates accounted for 27% of the variability in the dependent variable (Modéflie
covariates, parents’ education levBl< .20,SE B= .06,p < .05), youths’ prior academic
achievementl = .50,SE B= .07,p < .05), and youths’ concurrent academic self-cond&pt (
=.34,SE B=.07,p < .05) were significant in the model. Reflected appraisals from parents
were added in Model 2v and, as hypothesized, were significantly related t¢atiopsoB =
.71,SE B=.11,p < .05), explaining an additional 11% of the variability. Reflected
appraisals from teachers were also significantly related to &tjpes B = .16,SE B= .06,

p < .05) and explained another 1% of the variability (Model 3e).

Regression models for Grade 11 educational utility values are displayedi@ftt
panel of Table 8. Model 1v indicates that covariates accounted for 12% of the vaiiabilit
eleventh graders’ values. Prior achievem8mnt (19,SE B= .04,p < .05) and concurrent
academic self-concepB (= .16,SE B=.04,p < .05) were significant among the covariates.
Reflected appraisals from parents were added in Model 2v, and were siglyifassoiciated

with values B = .17,SE B=.04,p < .05), accounting for 2% of the variability above and
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beyond covariates. Reflected appraisals from teachers were also aighyjifielated to
values B = .39,SE B= .04,p < .05), and accounted for an additional 16% of the variability
in eleventh graders’ educational utility values.

To facilitate comparisons of coefficients across grade levels, diagigmging links
between reflected appraisals and youths’ expectations and values in/Gradi&rade 11
are shown in Figure 2.1.

Protective-Stabilizing Influences of Parents, Teachers, and Peers

Hypotheses concerning the protective-stabilizing roles of parents, teaahempeers
were tested by entering the parent reflected appraisals (RA pareeésher reflected
appraisals (RA teachers), RA parents x affiliation with achievemeastted peers, and RA
teachers x affiliation with achievement-oriented peers interactiors tedividually into the
original models. Again, these models were estimated with FIML in Mplus. Bechhigh
levels of collinearity between interaction terms, each interaction wiasl i@sa separate
model. In order to ensure that interaction effects did not differ by gender gralfhat
nonsignificant interaction terms were not an artifact of gender growgrehttes in
interaction effects, a series of 3-way interactions by gender wateated for each of the
two-way interactions. Significant interactions were probed in the mannermesoed by
Aiken and West (1991) using an internet-based interactive calculation tool defigtias
purpose by Preacher, Curran, and Bauer (2006). Specifically, simple slopes ébatibas
between the focal predictor and dependent variable at higb ébove the mean), average,

and low levels (5D below the mean) of the moderator were calculated and plotted.
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Grade 7. Grade 7 maximum likelihood regression models for two-way interactions
are presented in Table 2.9, and models for three-way interactions are shown sri2TEble
and 2.11.

The RA parents x affiliation with achievement-oriented peers interaetionwas
significantly related to expectatior® € .17,SE B=.08,p < .05). This variable accounted
for 1% of the variability in expectations, above and beyond other variables in the semlel (
Model 3e in Table 2.9). The plot of this interaction is displayed in Figure 2.2, and $tadws t
simple slopes for the relation between reflected appraisals from pandntewths’
expectations increased as a function of youths’ affiliation with achieveoniented peers.

At relatively low levels of affiliation with achievement-oriented pe#re slope for this
relation was .558E=.13,p <.05). Atthe average level of peer affiliation, this slope was
.68 SE=.09,p <.05), and at relatively high levels it was .&EE .08,p < .05). Figure 2.2
indicates that this interaction pattern is not consistent with the notion thiatiaffilwvith
achievement-oriented peers exerts a protective-stabilizing effectadascents’ educational
expectations in the presence of low reflected appraisals from parentsr, Regl@ssociation
of reflected appraisals from parents with adolescents’ expectations egpppeée magnified
in the presence of relatively high affiliation with achievement-orientespeside from the
RA parents x affiliation with achievement-oriented peers interaction, notetbeor three-
way interactions were significant in the models for Grade 7 expectations.

When modeling Grade 7 educational utility values, the RA teachers x achievement
oriented peers interaction term was signific&+(07,SEB = .03,p < .05). Figure 2.3
shows the simple slopes for the relation between reflected appraisals dadrarteand

adolescents’ educational utility values at high, average, and low levefdiafiah with
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achievement-oriented peers. When affiliation with achievement-orientexlypagerl SD

above the mean, the slope of the relation between the focal variables was tichitatis
significant @ = .05,SE B= .05,p = .37). However, at the mean and 1 SD below the mean of
affiliation with achievement-oriented peers, the slope of this relation a@stisally

significant 8 = .10,SE B=.04,p < .05;B = .15,SE B=.04,p < .05; respectively). Visual
inspection of the plot suggests that the pattern of this interaction is consistetitewi
protective-stabilizing hypothesis. It appears that the educational uélitgs of high
achievement-oriented peer affiliation youth remained high even in the preséowee of
reflected appraisals from teachers.

Although no other two-way interactions were significant in predicting Grade 7
educational utility values, the three-way interaction of RA parents xaaifiti with
achievement-oriented peers x gender was significant. The visual depictios iafehaction
is shown in Figure 2.4. For girls, the simple slope between reflected appir@isafsgarents
and values was .1&E B= .05,p < .05) for relatively high levels of affiliation with
achievement-oriented peers and .3E B= .05,p < .05) for relatively low levels of
affiliation with achievement-oriented peers. Visual inspection of the ploifersgiggests
that the interaction pattern is consistent with the hypothesis that achievameeted peers
serve a protective-stabilizing function in the presence of low reflectedisgipriiom
parents. A different pattern emerged for boys. Specifically, the slopeefoelaition
between reflected appraisals from parents and educational utility valpesrad to become
steeper as a function of affiliation with achievement-oriented peers. |&vely values of
peersB = .16,SE B=.08,p < .05. For higher values of peebss .35,SE B=.07,p < .05.

Evidence for boys does not suggest that peers serve a protective-statihztingn for
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values in the presence of low reflected-appraisals from parentsadnghe association of
reflected appraisals from parents with educational utility values aggp&abe magnified in
the presence of relatively high levels of affiliation with achievenoeietated peers. No
other 3-way interactions for Grade 7 utility values were statistisadlyificant.

Grade 11. Grade 11 regression models for two-way interactions are presented in
Table 2.12, and models for three-way interactions are shown in Tables 2.13 and 2.14.

None of the two-way interactions was significantly related to Grade 11tekipas.
However, the RA parents x RA teachers interaction term was signifiGasgbciated with
Grade 11 utility values(= .11,SE B=.05,p < .05). This interaction was plotted twice:
once with RA parents as the focal predictor and RA teachers as the mo(faoate 2.5),
and once with RA teachers as the focal predictor and RA parents as the orq#eyate
2.6). Figure 2.5 shows that, when reflected appraisals from teachers hatvelyeow, the
slope of the relation between RA parents and utility values waSBB¥£ .05,p = .81). At
the average of teacher appraisals, the slope of this relation w&E B3(.04,p < .05), and
at relatively high levels of teacher appraisals, the slope waSELB%£ .06,p < .05). Visual
inspection of the plot indicates that the pattern of this interaction is not consigtetite
hypothesized protective-stabilizing effect of reflected appraisaits feachers. The plot of
the interaction with reflected appraisals from teachers as the focaidtpradialso
inconsistent with the protective-stabilizing hypothesis. The slope of therebsttween
teacher appraisals and adolescents’ utility values waSB8B€ .04,p < .05) at relatively
low levels of reflected appraisals from parents, SR B=.04,p < .05) at the average of

appraisals from parents, and .SE(B= .07,p < .05) at relatively high levels of reflected
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appraisals from parents. No other two-way interactions were signijicasociated with
educational utility values in Grade 11.

As was the case during Grade 7, the RA parents x affiliation with achievement
oriented peers x gender interaction was significantly related to Gradeidatiedal utility
values (see Figure 2.7). In addition, the pattern of slopes observed during Grade ildris sim
to those observed at the middle school time point. For girls, the simple slope between
reflected appraisals from parents and values was SBBE .04,p = .74) for relatively high
levels of affiliation with achievement-oriented peers and SBB= .07;p = .07) for
relatively low levels of affiliation with achievement-oriented peerhdugh this second
slope was only marginally significant, the pattern of slopes is geypeaalkistent with the
hypothesis that achievement-oriented peers serve a protective-stghuizction in the
presence of low reflected appraisals from parents (see Figure 2.7). iardiffattern
emerged for boys, which resembled the pattern observed for boys during Grablehich
was not consistent with a protective-stabilizing role for peers. For lowszs/af peers$ =
.07,SE B=.06,p = .23. For higher values of peeBs+ .31,SE B=.12,p <.05. No other 3-
way interaction terms were significantly related to Grade 11 utilityesal
Moderating Influence of Youths’ Gender

To test whether the magnitude of the relations of reflected appraisals from
parents/teachers with expectations/values differed as a function of ygeitia€r, the youth
gender x RA parents and youth gender x RA teachers interaction terexenvered
simultaneously into models for Grade 7 and Grade 11 data. Regression coefficitgse
models are presented in Table 2.15. Neither interaction term was signyficdatitd to

expectations or values at either time point. However, during Grade 7, the relaeerrbe
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youth gender x RA parents interaction term and educational expectationacygat
statistical significanceB(= -.29,SE B=.17,p = .08). Plots of the simple slopes for boys and
girls revealed that the association between RA parents and expectasaganger for girls
(B =.83,SE B=.10,p < .05) than for boys = .54,SE B=.14,p < .05), although, as
already noted, this difference was only marginally significant.
Moderating Influence of Age

Clogg et al.’s (1995) method was also used to assess whether the strength of the
hypothesized relations changed between Grade 7 and Grade 11. This method is appropriate
for comparing the regression coefficients associated with a parti@riable between
models that contain identical variables but that were estimated usinguliffsmples. The

test entails using the following equation to obtatrvalue:

Significantt-values indicate that the regression coefficients being compared rifeaigly
different from each other. In the present study, comparisons were madevéoiadles
(including interaction terms) that were significantly associatel @ither expectations or
values during Grade 7 and/or Grade 11. Regression coefficients used in tests of the
moderating influence of age, as well as associatadues, are presented in Table 2.16.
Results of regression coefficient comparisons revealed change over tivee in
magnitude of some relations. Although relations between reflected apprasals a
expectations did not appear to change, the association of reflected appraisaigré&ois

with adolescents’ educational utility values appeared to decrease sigthficetween Grade
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7 and Grade 11 € 2.00,p < .05). In contrast, the association of reflected appraisals from
teachers and adolescents’ values appeared to increase significantly eveestih67,p <
.05). This result is consistent with the findings 1) that parent reflected apisounted
for 5% of the variability in values during Grade 7, but only 2% of the variability tat
during Grade 11, and 2) that teacher reflected appraisals accounted for only 2% of the
variability in values during Grade 7, but a full 16% of the variability during Grade 11.
Interaction coefficients that were significant at one and/or the otherwint were
compared to ascertain whether interaction effects were the same aweosReésults
revealed change over time in some effects. The coefficient for the RA parfazdss
interaction term for expectations, which was significant during Grade 7 ijgvafscantly
different from its nonsignificant analog during Grade t12 2.50,p < .05); the same pattern
was true for the coefficient of the RA teachers x peers interaction on ietat&aluest(= -
2.20,p < .05). The nonsignificant Grade 7 RA parents x RA teacher interaction coefficient
for values was significantly different from its Grade 11 counterpart, whashsmgnificant
=-2.74,p < .05). Finally, the coefficients of the RA parents x peers x gender interamtion f
values, which were significant at both time points, were not significantlyelfférom each
other ¢ = -.39,p = .70). This finding suggests that this 3-way interaction effect was thee sam
during Grade 11 as it was during Grade 7. Similarities between the plots fer Gaad
Grade 11 (Figures 2.4 and 2.7) seem to corroborate this result.
Longitudinal Relations between Expectations, Values, and Affiliation with Achievement
Oriented Peers
Figure 2.8 shows the results for tests of the hypothesis that affiliation wi

achievement-oriented peers is predictive of expectations and values anss$aths
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between Time 1 and Time 2 variables were estimated by regressing Varal#les onto
Time 1 variables and covariates (i.e., prior achievement, annual household income &t Ti
and mean caregiver education level at Time 1). Paths between Time 2 ar@lvErnables
were estimated by regressing Time 3 variables onto Time 2 variables, aieliing for
Time 1 variables and covariates. These models were estimated withriFNflus.
Regression coefficients for the full model are shown in Table 2.17. Although the
models explained a considerable proportion of the variability in expectations aed,\the
overall pattern for model fit indices suggests a poor fit between the datiaeangpothesized
model (RMSEA = .14, TLI = .16, CFI = .95). In addition, results did not provide clear
evidence for the hypothesized cross-lagged associations from affiliatioaehievement-
oriented peers to educational expectations and educational utility values. Alfhiougl
expectations significantly predicted Time 2 affiliation with achievetrogiented peer3(=
.06,SE B=.02,p<.05), Time 1 affiliation with achievement-oriented peers did not predict
future expectationB(= .09,SE B=.07,p =.19). Time 2 expectations predicted Time 3 peer
affiliation at a level that was almost statistically significéB = .06,SE B=.03,p =.05). In
addition, the coefficient for Time 2 peers predicting Time 3 expectations appa
statistical significanceB(= .15,SE B=.08,p = .09). This latter finding is the only piece of
evidence gleaned from this model to suggest that affiliation with achievemented peers
predicts future educational expectations. Furthermore, the model provided no evidence f
longitudinal relations in either direction between affiliation with achiex@roriented peers
and educational utility values, afls > .10.
Grade 11 Expectations and Values as Mediators of the Relation between Reflected

Appraisals and High School Graduation
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In the final set of analyses for Study 1, | tested the hypotheses thatlGresfeected
appraisals from teachers and parents are associated with high schaatigrastatus, and
that these relations are mediated by educational expectations and eduaaliynzalues.
Only sample members for whom high school graduation data were availablainele s
members who participated at Time 4) were included in these analyses. High school
graduation data were available for a total of 352 individuals (216 girls, 126 boys)ie#\ ser
of ANOVAs (see Table 2.18) and chi-square analyses revealed that yowtoior high
school graduation data were not available differed from other Study 1 samplemema
number of ways. Specifically, individuals who did not participate at Time 4 had toaem
scores on a number of motivational variables, as well as on prior academic memesad
annual household income at Time 1. Non-participants were also significantlyikebtre¢o
be male than femalg,? = 42.09 (1IN = 613),p < .05. About 56%N = 170) of Study 1
boys did not participate in Time 4, as compared to 301% 90) of Study 1 girls. There
were no significant differences between participants’ and non-partisigaimhary
caregivers’ reports of marital statys, = 2.05 (1N = 613),p = .15).

High school graduation status was a binary categorical variable (1ptatethhigh
school; 0 = did not complete high school); therefore, logistic regression modelsseel to
test hypotheses in which graduation status was a dependent variable. It tmnrdsple
regression models, FIML is not an option for handling missing data in logistessgn
models. Instead, multiple imputations (Ml) were used to impute missing values on
independent variables. Like FIML, MI techniques for missing data tend to produce
parameter estimates that are less biased than those yielded by adhHomtsrfe handling

missing data (Schafer & Graham, 2002). The NORM multiple imputation sefjreekage
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(Schaffer, 1997), which is appropriate for use with multivariate continuous varihlleare
normally distributed, was employed to create imputed datasets. Like otheamsdgr M,
NORM predicts each participant’s missing values from his or her own observed vdiles
adding in a “random noise” component that represents missing data uncertaintshbatter
purely regression-based and mean imputation methods (Shafer & Graham, 2002). NORM
was used to create a total of 6 datasets with imputed values for missing independent
variables. These datasets were then analyzed using the multiple imputatriuimetion

in Stata (Version 10). Stata was selected for this particular set osesdlgcause of its
capacity to provide odds ratios (ORs) as opposed to log odds when computing logistic
regression coefficients (odds ratios tend to be easier to interpret thardk)gaxiwell as its
ability to provide predicted probabilities for independent variables in the models (i. e.,
model-predicted probabilities of a positive outcome on the dependent variable for various
levels of a given independent variable, while holding all other independent vaaaties
mean). These features are not available in Mplus.

The criteria for mediation established by Baron and Kenny (1986) were used to test
meditational effects. According to these criteria, the first step dflestteng mediation is to
show that the focal predictor (i.e., reflected appraisals from parents/t®ash&ssociated
with the outcome (i.e., high school graduation status) (Step 1). If this condition thenet
next step is to demonstrate that the focal predictor is associated withdia¢amé.e.,
expectations/values) (Step 2). Step 3 is to show that the mediator is relatedutztimee,
even when controlling for the focal predictor. The final step in testing madligtio show
that the relation between the focal predictor and the outcome variable is Hedimben the

mediator is included in the model (Step 4). In the present study, two separate sets of
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mediational models were estimated: one set to test the mediating role dfedhica
expectations, and a second set to test the mediating role of educationalaltikty. For all
models, annual household income, parent education level, prior academic achievement, and
academic self-concept were controlled. Diagrams depicting both meditaiodels are
presented in Figure 2.9, and full regression models (including covariates) ussd to te
mediation via both expectations and values are presented in Table 2.19.

Table 19 shows the logistic regression model used to establish that reflected
appraisals were, in fact, related to high school graduation (Step 1). Paranmegtesdbr
this model show that reflected appraisals from parents and teachersotheasdociated with
high school graduation status at marginally significant le@®= 1.81,SE= .56,p = .05;
OR=1.52,SE=.34,p = .06; respectively). Predicted probabilities were calculated in Stata
to facilitate interpretation of odds ratio coefficients. These predicted plibpabdlues
represent the model-predicted probability of high school graduation for an individoa
has a given score on the focal independent variable, while the scores of all otidesan
the model are held at their mean. When reflected appraisals from parentseeaetheir
lowest observed value (-2) and all other variables held at their mean, the ptpbébili
graduating from high school was predicted to be 0.92. When reflected appraisals from
parents were near their highest observed value (1.0), the predicted probabiliy s¢tol
graduation was .99. When reflected appraisals from teachers were at tesirpoasible
value (1), the predicted probability of high school graduation was .93; when theytwere a
their highest possible value (5), this predicted probability changed to .99. Given that the

coefficients for reflected appraisals from parents and teachers on high gEmuation
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status were very close to being statistically significant, the additsbejas for testing
expectations and values as mediators were carried out.

Expectations as a mediatom Step 2 of testing expectations as a mediator of the
relation between reflected appraisals from parents/teachers and high sedaatign status,
the significant association between reflected appraisals from parehtedolescents’
expectations was demonstrat®&i«.69,SE=.12,p < .05). However, the association
between teacher appraisals and expectations was not signiBcant2,SE= .08,p = .14);
therefore, adolescents’ educational expectations could be ruled out as a medieten bet
teacher reflected appraisal effects and high school graduation.

Analyses for Step 3 revealed that expectations were, in fact, related totmogh sc
graduation statuOQR = 1.54,SE= .30,p < .05), even when reflected appraisals from parents
were in the model. The final step (Step 4) was to assess the relation befleetzdre
appraisals from parents and high school graduation with the hypothesized mediator
(expectations) in the model. When controlling for expectations, the coefficiaeflfxted
appraisals from parents in predicting high school graduation status was reduced &&%.31 (
.45) and was no longer statistically significgmt=(.42). This pattern of results suggests that
educational expectations fully mediated the relation between reflqubeaisals from
parents and adolescents’ high school graduation status. Calculation of predibtdullpies
for expectations revealed that, when expectations were at their lowebke(fyedicted
probability of high school graduation was .89. When expectations were at their irghest
the predicted probability of high school graduation was .99.

Values as a mediatorStep 2 in testing educational values as a mediator of the

relation between reflected appraisals from parents and high school graduatioshsiates
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that reflected appraisals from parents were significantly related tagolal valuesRg =
.10,SE=.04,p < .05), as were reflected appraisals from teacliers.89,SE B=.05,p <
.05). Step 3 was to test the relation between educational values and high school graduation
status while controlling for reflected appraisals from parents and teadbheder this
condition, the association of values with high school graduation status was nbtaistis
significant OR= 1.18,SE= .44,p = .66). Furthermore, the association of reflected
appraisals of parents and high school graduation status decreased only geghgibl
educational values were entered into the mad&< 1.80,SE= .57,p =.07). The same
was true for reflected appraisals from teach®R £ 1.42,SE= .45,p = .27). Thus, it does
not appear that educational utility values mediated the relation betwbsne@fappraisals
from parents/teachers and high school graduation status.
Summary of Study 1 Results

Reflected appraisals from parents and teachers each appeared to eipre &ffiect
on adolescents’ educational expectations and educational utility values draie Gand
again during Grade 11. The one inconsistency to this pattern was the margindilyesigni
relation between RA teachers and educational expectations during Gpadel®, In
addition, some support for the protective-stabilizing hypotheses described on pp. 1¥-18 wa
also obtained. In particular, the pattern of the significant RA teachersxipegaction
during Grade 7 suggests that relatively high levels of affiliation with aehient-oriented
peers may protect youths’ educational utility values from the harmful inflience
unfavorable reflected appraisals from teachers (see Figure 2.3). Beappeared to
protect utility values from the harmful influence of unfavorable reflectedaggads from

parents during Grade 7 and again during Grade 11; however, this pattern of results was
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observed for girls only (see Figures 2.4 and 2.7). Results of Study 1 provide no ewadence t
support the hypotheses that protective-stabilizing effects emanate themnreilected
appraisals of teachers or from reflected appraisals of parents.

In general, the magnitude of the relations between reflected appraisals and
expectations/values was equivalent for boys and girls. The one exception to #nrs\pas
a marginally significant gender differenge< .10) in the strength of the relation between
RA parents and educational expectations during Grade 7; specifically, RAspappeared
to exert a greater impact on girls’ expectations than on the expectationsoflb@ddition,
the magnitude of some relations changed over time. The influence of RA parents on
educational utility values appeared to wane between Grade 7 and Grade 11, whereas the
influence of RA teachers on values appeared to grow stronger over time. Cegtaiction
effects also changed over time. In particular, the significant Grade 7 Bifeteax peers
interaction, which provided evidence for a protective-stabilizing influence feers, had
dissipated by Grade 11. Furthermore, all non-hypothesis-supporting signifiaattion
effects (i.e., the RA parents x peers interaction on educational expectationsGhaieg’
and the RA parents X RA teachers interaction on values during Grade 11) appeangd at onl
one or the other time point.

As indicated in Figure 2.8, there was not much evidence in support of longitudinal
relations from affiliation with achievement-oriented peers to adolescahisational
expectations and educational utility values. Time 2 peer affiliation prediotesl 3
expectations at a level that was marginally significart (10). The opposite direction of
effect was also supported: Specifically, Time 1 expectations sigmtiffgaredicted peer

affiliation at Time 2, and Time 2 expectations predicted peer affiliatidimae 3 with
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marginal significancep(< .10). No evidence for links from affiliation with achievement-
oriented peers to educational utility values, or vice versa, was found.

Marginally significant p < .10) associations of reflected appraisals from parents and
teachers with high school graduation status were observed. The link between RAgratents
high school graduation status appeared to be mediated by adolescents’ educational
expectations, but not by their educational utility values. The link between R#etsaand
high school graduation status did not appear to be mediated by either expectatadneor

Study 1 Discussion
Reflected Appraisals and Motivation in African American Adolescents

On average, adolescents in the present study believed that significant adhdis in t
lives held favorable views of their academic competencies. At both time poitiesdst
more than 70% of respondents reported that their parents thought they would atgaar a 4-
college degree or higher; more than 30% reported that their parents thought thety woul
complete a doctoral degree. Participants also tended to believe that tezgdieisd their
academic competencies in a positive light, as indicated by ratings duadg<sf and 11 of
about 3.9 (on a 1-5 scale) on the single-item measure for reflected appraisathefs.

Results of this study suggest that reflected appraisals from parents @rettesach
make a unique contribution to the variability in African American adolescents/ational
outcomes, even when controlling for prior academic achievement and youths’ self
perceptions of academic competence. These results add to a growing éiter&inded to
elucidate the multiple pathways by which socializing agents influence yoatlisvament
motivation. Prior studies have found that adults’ perceptions of African Amereahsy

academic competencies are related to youths’ self-perceptions anchdtbatoirs of
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achievement motivation (e.g., Trusty, 2002; Wood et al., 2007; Wood, Copping, Cooke, &
Kurtz-Costes, 2007). Results of the present study suggest that adolesceeftiqgesof

what adults think of them also contribute to their motivational outcomes. Furtherhese, t
results bolster Eccles and Wigfield’s (Eccles et al.,1983; Wigfieldélds, 2000)
expectancy-value theory by providing evidence that children’s perceptipasesfts’ and
teachers’ beliefs and attitudes are factored into their expectancfesui@ educational
success and the extent to which they believe that education will be useful temthem i
accomplishing their goals for the future. Most prior findings in support of expeetahoy
theory have been obtained using European American samples; the work presented here
illustrates ways in which expectancy-value theory explains the motnagprocesses of
African Americans.

The magnitude of the relation between reflected appraisals of parents apd utilit
values decreased between Grade 7 and Grade 11, whereas the strength obtine relati
between reflected appraisals of teachers and utility values increasesh tk& exploratory
nature of analyses concerning the moderating influence of youths’ age ahal$® should
not be over-interpreted. However, an examination into how these findings correspond with
broader developmental theory may be worthwhile. The finding that the influerneitected
appraisals from parents diminished over time is consistent with the widdlyheery that
parental influence on youths’ outcomes decreases in parallel with incireaskdescents’
levels of autonomy-seeking (Grotevant, 1988). Values are often framed as dimehsions
identity (Marcia, 1966); hence, an individual’'s educational utility values raay b
conceptualized as a part of his or heademic identity Because individuation is a major

goal of identity formation, and because older adolescents are more likely tulhave
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engaged in identity formation processes than younger ones, it seems possiblerthat olde
adolescents might also be less likely to integrate feedback from parents inscéaemic
identities.

This post hoc reasoning used to explain decreases in the influence of reflected
appraisals of parents on utility values over time does not explain why thenod of RA
teachers appeared to increase over time. One potential explanation is thagseatil
gain autonomy from parents, they may become more susceptible to influences from non
familial adults. In addition, African American high school students who peréaiv
reflected appraisals from teachers may do so as a consequence of repaatietices with
stereotype threat that have occurred over the course of their academigtbase same
stereotype threat experiences may have also led youth to devalue acadenti ipurstder
to protect the self-concept from the potential ill effects of low academiarpence (Steele,
1997). Of course, each of these explanations is purely speculative, and addidnal w
should be conducted to assess whether the observed increase in teacher influesTeera a g
phenomenon for African American youth or merely an artifact of the MADIC&sdat In
addition, it should be noted that there was no change over time in the strength of the
associations of reflected appraisals of parents and teachers with adtdesducational
expectations.

Protective-Stabilizing Influences of Affiliation with Achievement-OrteRteers

Consistent with the protective-stabilizing hypothesis put forth by Luthedr €000),
the results of Study 1 suggest that affiliation with achievement-orientesl ipeg offset the
harmful influence of low reflected appraisals of parents and teachers. &dbgifelatively

high levels of affiliation with achievement-oriented peers during Grage&ased to protect
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boys’ and girls’ educational utility values from the harmful influenclowfreflected

appraisals from teachers. Unfortunately, this effect seems to havetdiddgaGrade 11.
Relatively high levels of peer affiliation at both time points appeared to pmtksttvalues

from the harmful influence of low reflected appraisals of parents, a pattrdid not apply

to data for boys. These findings, along with recent findings from other authoy8énger

& Mistry, 2007; Brody et al., 2002; Chester, Jones, Zalot, & Sterrett, 2007; Forehand, Jones,
Brody, & Armisead, 2002; Wood et al., 2007), highlight the importance of incorporating
multiple contexts of influence into models seeking to explain adolescents’ devatapme
outcomes.

Importantly, the inferences that may be drawn about the significant Grade 7 RA
teachers x peers and Grades 7 and 11 RA parents x peers interactions are somiés¢hat li
Although interaction plots are consistent with the notion that achievement-oriertechpe
serving to neutralize the harmful impact of low reflected appraisalsfeaedit set of causal
relations are also consistent with the observed pattern. Specifically asmhescents may
naturally hold strong educational utility values even in the face of lonctefl@ppraisals;
youth who are resilient in this way may also be more likely to select acmeeneriented
peer groups. Unfortunately, tests of the longitudinal relations from peéataffis to
educational utility values did little to shed light on possible causal ordering eftilies
variables. Furthermore, the absence of a main effect of peers on educatidpaialiiéis in
the cross-sectional analyses for either time point indicates that a @sectadion between
these two variables either does not exist or exists only for certain subgroups stalksle

Although affiliation with achievement-oriented peers did not appear to play a

protective role for expectations, they did appear to exert a significantafi@ct on
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expectations during Grade 11. This finding is consistent with results of numerous past
studies, which point to peers as a potential source of motivation and a positive inflnence
the academic identity of African American youth (Engerman & BaRkép6; Horvat &
Lewis, 2004; Oyserman, Bybee, & Terry, 2006; Somers, Owen, & Piliawsky, 2008;rGtewa
2008).
Reflected Appraisals and High School Graduation Status
Results of this study indicate that reflected appraisals of parents ahdreaach
made a unique, although marginally significgn&(.10), contribution to adolescents’
completion of high school. Consistent with expectancy-value theory, the relaticeebet
RA parents and high school graduation status was mediated by adolescentstiexseitr
future attainment (but not by their educational utility values). This findiagiges evidence
that expectancies for success in future educational pursuits contribute t@#atoment in
a meaningful way. Contrary to hypotheses, the association of reflectedsalgpoditeachers
with high school completion was mediated neither by expectations nor by values;
furthermore the marginally significant association of RA teachersgsattiuation status was
washed out when expectations and values were included in the models (see Table 2.19).
Interestingly, educational utility values were not significantpamted with high
school graduation. It is difficult to ascertain whether values truly havegniicant impact
on completion of high school, or whether this null finding was a consequence of sample
attrition that occurred between Grade 11 and early adulthood. This attrition daised t
sample to become increasingly homogenous between these time points and calls into
guestion the external validity of the analyses presented in Table 2.19. It is lkglylyHat

youth who did not graduate from high school were less likely to be included in the analyse
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for high school graduation status. This pattern of attrition, which appears to have led t
relatively low variability in high school completion status among samplebaenfonly 11%
of sample members reported not graduating from high school, as compared to a 30% non-
graduation rate for the school district from which they were recruited (@rfiesen, Wald,
& Swanson, 2004)), may explain why it was difficult to detect significantesfief
educational utility values (and reflected appraisals, which were only midygiigmificant)
on high school completion. This attrition may also explain why a significant aseaci
between reflected appraisals of teachers and expectations was obsethedehtire Study 1
sample, but not for the subsample used in the analyses pertaining to high school@ompleti
Study 1 Limitations and Future Directions

In addition to those already mentioned, the present study had a number ofdimitati
that could be overcome in future work. For one, the available data may not have been ideal
for tests of longitudinal relations from affiliation with achievemenéioted peers to future
educational expectations. The model presented in Table 2.17 (Figure 2.8) failedtto dete
significant longitudinal paths between these variables. However, as shown in Modlel 2e
Table 2.12, peer affiliationdo eventually become significantly aligned with educational
expectations by the time adolescents are in Grade 11. Therefore, it ikegnthat
longitudinal paths between these variables would also have been significantibltaton
time points had been closer together. Future researchers may wish tdhs-testdel using
data collected, for example, at one-year intervals rather than the awvtirge lags that were
used in MADICS.

Other limitations of Study 1 center on measurement of focal constructs. For one

youths’ educational expectations and reflected appraisals of teadrerasgessed using
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single-item measures. Although not always problematic (Gardner, Cummungsam, &

Pierce, 1998), single-item measures may be more prone to problems with castteict/
validity and test-retest reliability (Hinkin, 1995). Furthermore, interelgbilities for the
reflected appraisals of parents and educational utility values scaleanmm@essive, with
Cronbach’s alphas tending to hover between .50-.60, suggesting that the individual items
used to construct each scale may not have tapped into the same construct. The Idw interna
reliabilities of these measures call into question the specific natune tddtors driving the
observed correlations. Future researchers may wish to focus on construceng ecise
definitions and measurement tools for conducting research on these constructs.

Eccles and Wigfield’s (Wigfield & Eccles, 2002) expectancy-value mguifses a
number of potential mediating variables for the relation between reflectedsapeand
youths’ expectations/values that were not addressed by this study. Thesennedepart
of the model component labeled “child’s goals and general self-schefpa®s), and, for
the models presented in the present study, may include factors such as short-term
performance goals, long-term career goals, perceptions of the dyffassdociated with
pursuing challenging educational tasks, and self-perceptions of acamemnpetence.
Interestingly, results of the present study are consistent with the hyipdtiesself-
perceptions of general academic competence partially mediated tiensekeetween some
reflected appraisals and expectations and values (see Tables 2.7 and 2.8). In thadtgure
comprehensive tests of the expectancy-value framework should assess #tenghexle of
this and other variables.

Given the potential influence of reflected appraisals on expectations and values,

future researchers may also wish to uncover social context factors that dblgseents’
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perceptions of what adults believe about them. According to expectancy-value theory
reflected appraisals of adults are derived from adults’ actual babets children’s
academic competencies. However, this link has yet to be empiricallyndeated.

Contrary to the theory, Gill and Reynolds (1999) found that sixth grade African America
children’s perceptions of their parents’ attainment expectations werataor &b parents’
own reports of their expectations; however, it is possible that adolescer@staefl
appraisals and adults’ actual beliefs become increasingly aligned #er@s$olescent years,
as youth become more adept at accurately interpreting and procesdivacierom the
social environment (Nicholls, 1979; Weinstein, Marshall, Sharp, & Botkin, 1983).

In addition to adults’ actual beliefs about their competencies, youth may draw upon
adults’ behaviors to formulate reflected appraisals. For instance, pareatsvairbal
messages to children about their academic performance, as well as sesgéigd by the
depth and quality of involvement in children’s schoolwork, affective responses to gtsldre
academic performance, and discipline and/or rewards meted out as a consequence of
performance may inform adolescents’ beliefs about how competent thentphelieve
them to be. Scholars have pointed to a number of ways in which teachers’ differential
treatment of high versus low-achieving children, in the form of differenbdaher behaviors
like praise/criticism, autonomy-granting, strictness, warmth, and encooeagéor class
participation might cue children’s reflected appraisals from tea¢hense, 1990; Weinstein
et al., 1983)

For African American youth, one factor that might shape reflected aplsrais
teachers is the perception of school-based racial discrimination. It Beeynghat youth

who perceive teachers to be biased against African Americans will adjusettested
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appraisals from teachers accordingly. If this is the case, it is Ipladisat reflected
appraisals of teachers mediate the documented negative associati@nistiaaol-based
experiences with racial discrimination and adolescents’ achievementtrasti (Chavous,
Rivas-Drake, Smalls, Griffin, & Cogburn, 2008; Eccles, Wong, & Peck, 2006; Neblett,
Philips, Cogburn & Sellers, 2007; Wong, Eccles, & Sameroff, 2003). Future fesesarc
may also wish to examine the role that reflected appraisals of teadners ptereotype
threat processes (Steele, 1992). African American youth who are aware ofenegat
stereotypes about their group’s academic competence may be less susceptiddieinic
stereotype threat if they believe that teachers view their personahaicatbmpetence in a

favorable light.
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Table 2.1

MADICS Data Collection Timetable

Informants

Primary  Secondary Older

Wave Year Grade in School Youth Caregivers Caregivers  Siblings
1* 1991 Beginning of Grade 7 X X X X
2 1992 Summer between Grades 7 and 8 X X
3* 1993 Summer following Grade 8 X X X X
3T 1993 Summer following Grade 8 X
4* 1996 Grade 11 X X
5* 1998 1 yr post-high school graduation X
6 2000 3 yrs post-high school graduation X

* Denotes waves of data collection included inphesent report.
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Table 2.2

Patterns of Participation among Study Sample Member

N Percent of Sample Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4

325 37% X X X X

157 18% X X X

106 12% X

79 9% X X

69 8% X X X

62 7% X X

45 5% X X X

33 4% X X

Total participation per time point* 100% 69% 70% 54%
N =876 N = 606 N =613 N =472

*Percentages for each pattern may not add to ptrgetior total participation due to rounding.
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Table 2.3

Bivariate Correlations Between Key Study Variables

1 2 3 4 5 ] 7 3 B 10 11 12 13 14 15 14 17 12 19

1. Expecrations {T1)

2. Expectations (T2) A4t

3. Expecrarions (T3) Agr 4G

4. Values (T1) 20 18 1T

5. Values (T2) A1 24 a0 32~

4. Values (T3) o7 13+ 28+ 32% 3G+

7. Baers (T1) A3+ o 11+ 130 07 04

8. Paers (TI) 1§ I3~ 21* 14~ 1B+ 08 2o

4. Paers (T3) 21 28~ 35+ 13 12+ 22% 2@% 33

10, Tch. Redl. App. (T1) .18¢ 21 1+ 20+ 27+ 1§+ 22¢ 21+ ¢

11. Tch. Fedl. App. (T3) .14*  16* 2@+ 25  I6* 50*  .10¢ 15+ 19~ 221+

12. Bar Fefl. App. (T1y .38 37 24*  33= 21*  18* 13+ 16+ .18~ 25 12*

13. Bar Fefl. App. (T3) .22+ 30* 54+ 17 0+ 9+ 04 12+ 15 14+ 27% 304

14, Ac. zelfcone. (T1) .17 g g~ 21+ 21 11 15+ 1B~ 30%  15%  33v  15%

15, Acself-conc. (T3) .1a* ) R 17+ 4+ 08 15+ 15« 17 40 23 24w 20

1§, Youth gender - 10 -4 11 - 14v Q4 20~ -20% 29+ 17+ -22¢ -3 -11* -03 -05

17. Prier achievement 27 Age I3s 0 0+ 20% 03 Jdgv 2= 30 21 a@v 34v 0 37 31 - AQ¢

18. Arn hhld. income 20 23 Dé 04 402 A3 16 06 02 Ao+ 1gv g 01 -03 0 34

12, Barent education 240 200 31 12+ 1+ 4 07 20 03 08 AT 24 poe 11% -4 33 40e
Mean 404 512 503 423 417 413 349 336 333 387 383 -0l 03 .00 .00 - -0l 9248 130
(5D (147 (138 (136 (& (TH (T8 (79 (T0) B3 (8L (B (T3 OLTEY LT LT - B9y (431 (9m
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Table 2.4

Means and Standard Deviations on Continuous StadtiaMes as Function of Longitudinal Participati®tatus

All Waves (N = 325)

<All Waves (N = 551)

M (SD) M (SD)

1. Expectations (T1)* 5.15 (1.35) 4.86 (1.53)
2. Expectations (T2)* 5.25(1.29) 4.96 (1.41)
3. Expectations (T3)* 5.23 (1.29) 4.79 (1.36)
4. Values (T1) 4.32 (.63) 4.27 (.65)
5. Values (T2)* 4.27 (.68) 4.06 (.79)
6. Values (T3)* 4.21(.72) 4.01 (.74)
7. Peers (T1) 3.54 (.77) 3.45 (.80)
8. Peers (T2)* 3.41 (.68) 3.30(.72)
9. Peers (T3)* 3.43 (.79) 3.44 (.79)
10. Tchr. Refl. App. (T1)* 4.00 (.87) 3.80 (.92)
11. Tchr. Refl. App. (T3)* 4.00 (.80) 3.83(.88)
12. Parent Refl. App. (T1) .04 (.74) -.03(.74)
13. Parent Refl. App. (T3) .10 (.73) -.01 (.78)
14. Academic self-conc. (T1) .05 (.74) -.03 (.79)
15. Academic self-conc. (T3) .04 (.75) -.06 (.79)
17. Prior achievement* .24 (.85) -.16 (.89)
18. Annual hhld. Income* 10.20 (4.14) 9.02 (4.37)
19. Parent education* 2.64 (.99) 2.42 (.98)

*Significant between-group difference < .05
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Table 2.5

Means and Standard Deviations on Continuous StadliaMes as a Function of Youths’ Gender

Girls (N =414) Boys (N = 462)
M (SD) M (SD)

1. Expectations (T1)* 5.12 (1.59) 4.82 (1.34)
2. Expectations (T2)* 5.38 (1.42) 4.89 (1.26)
3. Expectations (T3)* 5.36 (1.35) 4.7 (1.28)
4. Values (T1)* 4.36 (.58) 4.22 (.69)
5. Values (T2)* 4.29 (.68) 4.07 (.78)
6. Values (T3)* 4.23 (.66) 4.02 (.79)
7. Peers (T1)* 3.65 (.77) 3.34(.78)
8. Peers (T2)* 3.52 (.68) 3.24 (.68)
9. Peers (T3)* 3.57 (.82) 3.08 (.77)
10. Tchr. Refl. App. (T1)* 4.04 (.82) 3.73 (.96)
11. Tchr. Refl. App. (T3)* 4.11 (.79) 3.74 (.85)
12. Parent Refl. App. (T1) .03 (.73) -.04 (.74)
13. Parent Refl. App. (T3)* 13 (.74) -.03 (.77)
14. Academic self-conc. (T1) .02 (.78) -.02 (.76)
15. Academic self-conc. (T3) .04 (.80) -.04 (.74)
17. Prior achievement* .27 (.85) -.27 (.85)
18. Annual hhld. income 9.59 (4.33) 9.37 (4.31)
19. Parent education 2.54 (1.03) 2.46 (.95)

*Significant between-group difference < .05
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Table 2.6

Means and Standard Deviations on Continuous StadliaMes as a Function of Inclusion in or Exclusiivom

Study 1
Included (N =414) Excluded N = 462)

M (SD) M (SD)
1. Expectations (T1) 5.06 (1.41) 4.74 (1.58)
2. Expectations (T2) 5.17 (1.34) 4.91 (1.39)
3. Expectations (T3)* 5.03 (1.36) --
4. Values (T1) 4.31 (.64) 4.24 (.66)
5. Values (T2)* 4.21 (.74) 4.02 (.73)
6. Values (T3) 4.13 (.74) --
7. Peers (T1) 3.49 (.79) 3.47 (.80)
8. Peers (T2) 3.38 (.67) 3.29 (.77)
9. Peers (T3) 3.33(.83) --
10. Tchr. Refl. App. (TT) 3.91 (.90) 3.79 (.92)
11. Tchr. Refl. App. (T3) 3.93(.84) -
12. Parent Refl. App. (T1) .01 (.76) -.04 (.78)
13. Parent Refl. App. (T3) .05 (.76) --
14. Academic self-conc. (T1) .00 (.77) -.01 (.78)
15. Academic self-conc. (T3) .00 (.77) --
17. Prior achievement* .04 (.90) -.12 (.88)
18. Annual hhld. income 9.61 (4.27) 9.14 (4.43)
19. Parent educatién 2.54 (1.01) 2.40 (.93)

*Significant between-group difference < .05
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Table 2.7

Maximum Likelihood Regression Models Predicting &adional Expectations and Educational Utility Vasueom

Reflected Appraisals During Grade(M = 613)

Educational Expectations Educational Utility Values

Model 1e Model 2e Model 3e  Model 1v Model 2v Modgel

B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE)

Annual hhld income .02 (.01) .02 (.01)* .02 (.01)* .01 (.01) .01 (.01) .01 (01

Parent education .20 (.06)* .16 (.05)* .16 (.05)*.02-(.02) -.03(.02) -.03(.02)
Achievement 21(.08)* .13(.08) .11(.07) .08 (.02)* .06 (.02)* .04 (.02)
Ac. self-concept 16 ((10)  -.02(.09)  -.05(.10) O (D3)* .15 (.04)* .11 (.04)*
RA Parents .70 (.09)* .69 (.09)* 21 (.04)*  .203)*
RA Teachers 12 (.07) 11 (.04)*
3 .09* .20* .20* .09* 14* .16*

*p<.05,"p<.10
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Table 2.8
Maximum Likelihood Regression Models Predicting &adional Expectations and Educational Utility Vasueom

Reflected Appraisals During Grade (M = 613)

Educational Expectations Educational Utility Values

Model 1e Model 2e Model 3e  Model 1v Model 2v Modgel

B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE)

Annual hhld income .02 (.01) .01 (.01) .01(01) 1(m1) .01 (.01) .01 (.01)

Parent education .20 (.06)* .13 (.06)* .13 (.06)*.01-(.04) -.02 (.04) -.02 (.04)
Achievement .50 (.07)* .34 (.08)* .33(.08)* .194)* .15(.04)* .12 (.03)*
Ac. self-concept 34 (07)* .21 (.06)* .15 (.07)* 16.(.04)* .13 (.04)*  -.02 (.04)
RA Parents 71(11)* .68 (11)* 17 (04)*  .104)*
RA Teachers .16 (.06)* .39 (.04)*
R 27* .38* .39% 12* 14* .30%

*p<.05,"p<.10
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Table 2.9

Maximum Likelihood Regression Models Predictingd&d Educational Expectations and Educational ttili

Values from Two-Way Interaction Terfis= 613)

Educational Expectations

Educational Utility Values

Model 1le Model2e  Model 3e  Model4e  Model v Mo#el Model 3v. Model 4v
B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) (SBB

Annual hhid income .02 (.01)* .02 (.01)* .02 (.01)*.02 (.01)* .01 (.01) .01 (.01) .01 (.01) .01 (.01)
Parent education .16 (05)* .16 (.05)* .17 (.05)*16 (.05)* -.03(.02) -.03(02) -.03(.02) -.0320
Achievement A11(07)  .11(.07) .12(07) .11(.07).04 (.02) .04 (.02) .04 (.02)) .04 (.02)*
Ac. self-concept -06 (.09) -.05(.10) -.05(.10).06-(.10) .12 (.04)* .11 (.04)* .11 (.04)* .12 (P4
RA Parents 35(.30) .68 (.09)* .10 (.34) .68 (*09).37 (.12)* .20 (.03)* .20 (.15) .20 (.04)*
RA Teachers 13 (07) .10(.07) .10(.07) -29(.30) .11 (.04)* .11 (04 .11 (.04)* .33 (.10)*
Peers 11 (.07) A1 (.07) -.36(.38) .03(.03) 3(.03) .29 (.13)*
RA Par. x RA Tchr. .09 (.07) -.05 (.03)
RA Par. x Peers .17 (.08)* .00 (.04)
RA Tchr. x Peers .12 (.09) -.07 (.03)*
R .20* 21 .21 21 .16* 16* .16* A7+

*p<.05,"p<.10
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Table 2.10

Maximum Likelihood Regression Models Predictingd&d Educational Expectations from Three-Way Irttoa

Terms(N = 613)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 W 7 Model 8
B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B(SE) (SHB
Annual hhid income .03 (01)* .02(01)* .02(01)* .02(01)* .02¢p .02(01)* .03(01)* .03 (.01)*
Parent education 16 (.05)* .16 (.05)* .17 (.05)* .16 (.05)* .17 &P .17 (.05)* .16 (.05)* .16 (.05)*
Achievement 07(07) .07(07) .07(07) .09(07) .09(.07) 09(07) .08(07) .09 (.07)
Ac. self-concept -03(.10) -05(.09) -06(.09) -04(.09) -089 -.05(.09) -.04(.09) -.04(.09)
RA Parents 70 (.09)*  .51(.33) .95 (.44)* .69 (.09)* .23 ()38 .45(.60) .67 (.09)* .67 (.09)*
RA Teachers A11(06y .07 (09) .07 (09) .09(07) .10(.07) .10 (.07)-.34 (.40)  -.40 (.54)
Gender -15(.09) -56(52) -59(50) -.12(.09) .849)5 .82(58) .30(.75) -.07 (2.1)
Peers 09 (.07) .22(10)* .21(.10)* -.20(41) -.RB7)
RA Par. x RA Tch. .08 (.07) -.03(.11)
RA Par. x Gender -26 (.17) -.92(.53) -19(.16) -.69(.78)
RA Tch. x Gender 11(13)  .11(.13) 13 (16) .22 (.52)
RA Par. x Peers 15 (.09) .09 (.15)
RA Tch. x Peers 11 (.10) 12 (.14)
Peers x Gen. -27 (16 -27 (16 -.26(.17) -.16(.57)
RAPar.x RATch. xGen. 17 (.12)
RA Par. x Peers x Gen. .14 (.20)
RA Tch. x Peers x Gen. -.03 (.13)
R .20* 21 21* 21 .22*% .22*% .22* .22*%

*p<.05,"p<.10
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Table 2.11

Maximum Likelihood Regression Models Predictingderd@ Educational Utility Values from Three-Way

Interaction TermgN = 613)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Wed 7 Model 8
B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) (SHp
Annual hhld income .01(01) .01(01) .01(01) .01(.01) .01(.01) 01(.01) .01(.01)  .01(.01)
Parent education -03(.02) -03(02) -03(02 -02(04) -032 -03(02) -03(02 -.03(.02
Achievement 04(.02) .04(0J) .04(02) .12 (.04)* .04(.02)* .04(.02) .04(.02) .04 (.02)
Ac. self-concept A1 (.04)* 12 (.04)* .13 (.04)* -03(.04) .124P .12(.04)* .12 (.04)* .12 (.04)*
RA Parents .20 (.03)* .33 (.13)* .06(.20) .09 (.04)* .12 ()16 .42 (.15)* .20(.03)* .20 (.03)*
RA Teachers A1 (.04)* .12 (.04)* .12 (.04)* .40(.03)* .104p .10 (.04)* .37 (11)* .35(.22)
Gender -01(.05) .12(.18)  .14(.18) .04 (.06)  .02(.22)-.01(.20) .16(.29) .04 (1.42)
Peers .07 (.05)  .04(.05) .03(.05) .32(15) .29).27
RA Par. x RA Tch. -.04 (.03) .02 (.05)
RA Par. x Gender .07 (.06) .47 (.26) .09 (.06) -.57 (.30)
RA Tch. x Gender -.03(.05) -.04 (.05) -.03 (.05) .00 (.35)
RA Par. x Peers .01 (.04) -.07(.04)
RA Tch. x Peers -.07 (.03)* -.07 (.06)
Peers x Gen. -.01 (.06) .00 (.06) -.01 (.07) .02 (.41)
RAPar.x RA Tch. xGen. -11 (.07)
RA Par. x Peers x Gen. .19 (.09)*
RA Tch. x Peers x Gen. -.01 (.10)
R .16* .16* A7 .16* A7 A7 A7 A7

*p<.05,"p<.10
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Table 2.12

Maximum Likelihood Regression Models Predictingd&al Educational Expectations and Educationalitytil

Values from Two-Way Interaction Terfis= 613)

Educational Expectations

Educational Utility Values

Model 1le Model2e  Model 3e  Model 4e  Model v Mo#el Model 3v  Model 4v
B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) (SBB

Annual hhid income .01 (.01) .01 (.01) .01(01) 1(w1) .01(.01) .01 (.01) .01 (.01) .01 (.01)
Parent education .13 (.06)* .13 (.06)* .12 (.06)* 13 (.06)* -.01(.04) -.02(.04) -02(.04) -.024)0
Achievement .33(.08)* .29 (.08)* .29 (.08)* .30%)* .12 (.03)* .11 (.04)* .11 (.04)* .11 (.04)*
Ac. self-concept 15 (.08) .11 (.08) .13 (.08) 11(.08) -.02(.04) -.03§.04-02(04) -.03(.04)
RA Parents 74 (32 .64 (11)* 1.04(.27)* .6B1)* -.32(.19) .09 (.04)* .13 (.20) .09 (.04)*
RA Teachers 16 (.07)* .15 (.06)* .15(.06)* .22Q) .41 (.04)* .39 (.04)* .39 (.04)* .26 (.14)
Peers 23 (.07)* .22 (.07)*  .29(.35) .07 (.05) 07 (.05) -.09 (.18)
RA Par. x RA Tchr. -.02 (.09) .11 (.05)*
RA Par. x Peers -.13 (.09) -.01 (.07)
RA Tchr. x Peers -.02 (.08) .04 (.04)
R .39% A1* Al1x A1x 31 .30* .30% 31

*p<.05,"p<.10
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Table 2.13

Maximum Likelihood Regression Models Predictingd&rd1 Educational Expectations from Three-Way

Interaction TermgN = 613)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 W 7 Model 8

B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) (SEB
Annual hhid income 02(01) .02(01) .02(01) .02(01) .01(01) 02(01) .02(.01) .02 (.01)
Parent education 14 (.06)* .14 (.06)* .14 (.06)* .13 (.06)* -0D@) .13 (.06)* .13 (.06)* .13 (.06)*
Achievement 27 (08)* 27 (.08)* .27 (.08)* .26 (.08)* .128P .25(.08)* .25(.08)* .25 (.08)*
Ac. self-concept A7 (07)* .17 (.07)* .17 (07)* .14 (.07) -.03(.04) .15(.08)* .13 (.07) .14 (.08)
RA Parents 67 (10)* .83 (.32)* .98 (45)* .64 (.10)* .044p 1.17(31)* .65(11)* .65 (.10)*
RA Teachers 12 (.06)* .15(.10)  .15(.10) .12 (.06)* .39 (.63) .13 (.06)* .38 (.26) .81 (.41)*
Gender -35(.08)* -17(54) -.22(53) -28(09)* .1P8)  .16(57) .71(.82) 3.81(2.40)
Peers .18 (.08)* .08 (.06) .23(.10)* .50 (.39) 1.00 (.57)
RA Par. x RA Tch. -02(.08)  -.06 (.11)
RA Par. x Gender -13(.15) -.42(.62) -.19 (.14) .16 (.45)
RA Tch. x Gender -.05(.14) -.04 (.14) -10 (.13)  -.89 (.30)
RA Par. x Peers -18 (.09)  -.14 (.09)
RA Tch. x Peers -.06 (.08) -.18 (.12)
Peers x Gen. -12 (17) -13(17) -.18(.18) -1.11(.75)
RA Par. x RA Tch. x Gen. .07 (.15)
RA Par. x Peers x Gen. -.11 (.14)
RA Tch. x Peers x Gen. .24 (.16)
R Al* Al* Al1* A42* A2* A3* A2* 42*

*p<.05"p<.10

65



Table 2.14

Maximum Likelihood Regression Models Predictingd&al Educational Utility Values from Three-Way

Interaction TermgN = 613)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 W 7 Model 8

B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B(SE) (SHB
Annual hhid income 01(01) .01(01) .01(01) .01(01) .01(01) 01(01) .01(.01) .01 (.01)
Parent education -02(.04) -01(04) -01(04) -02(.04) -024) -.02(.04) -.01(.04) -.01(.04)
Achievement A3(.04) .13 (.04)* .12 (.03)* .12 (.04)* .12 (B3 .12 (.03)* .12 (.04)* .12 (.04)*
Ac. self-concept -02(.04) -.01(04) -01(.04) -03(04) -0B4) -.03(.04) -.02(.04) -.02(.04)
RA Parents 10 (.04)* -46 (.18)* -.70 (.06)* .09 (.04)* .04@) .37 (23) .08(.04)* .08 (.04)*
RA Teachers 40 (.04)* .34 (.06)* .34 (.06)* .40 (.03)* .39@P .39 (.03)* .05(17)  .18(.19)
Gender .01(06) -55(.34) -48(.35) .04(.06) .11(.23).05(.22) -71(40) .23(1.33)
Peers 07(05)  .08(06) .08(06) -.25(20) -.0BOj.
RA Par. x RA Tch. 13 (.05)* .19 (.08)*
RA Par. x Gender .09 (.07) .51 (.44) .08 (.08) -.66 (.29)*
RA Tch. x Gender 14 (.08) .13 (.08) .17 (.08)*  -.08 (.35)
RA Par. x Peers .00 (.07) -.10 (.07)
RA Tch. x Peers .08 (05§ .04 (.05)
Peers x Gen. -.02 (.07) -.01(.06) .03 (.06) -.25 (.41)
RAPar.x RATch. xGen. -11 (.11)
RA Par. x Peers x Gen. .24 (.09)*
RA Tch. x Peers x Gen. .07 (.11)
R .30* 31 31 31 .30* 31 31 31

*p<.05,"p<.10
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Table 2.15

Maximum Likelihood Regression Models Testing thdeéviating Influence of Gender on Relations between

Reflected Appraisals and Educational Expectatioak®s(N = 613)

Educational Expectations

Educational Utility Values

Grade 7 Grade 11 Grade 7 Grade 11

B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B(SE) (SEB
Annual hhid income  03(0L¢ .02 (01)* 02(01) .02 (01)  01(01) 01(.01) 01(01) .01 (.01)
Parent education 16(05 .16 (.05)* .14(06F 14(.06)* -03(02)  -03(.02) -02(04  -.014)0
Achievement 07(07) .07 (07)  27(08F .27 08 .04(02) 04 (.02)  13(04) 13 (.04)
Ac. self-concept -03(10)0  -04(09) A7(07F 17.(07)* 11(04¢ .12 (04)* -02(04)  -.014p
RA Parents 70(09F .83 (.10)* 67(10F 74491 20(03F .16 (.04)* .10(04¢ .07 (.06)
RA Teachers 11(%) .07(09)  12(06¢  .15(10)  11(04¢ .12 (04 4O(O4F .33 (.06)*
Gender -15(09  -51(52) -35(08*  -.18(.56)-01(05) .09 (.18)  .01(06) -.43 (.34)
RA Par. x Gen. -.29 (.17) -.13 (15) .09 (.06) .05 (.08)
RA Tch. x Gen. .09 (.13) -.04 (.14) -.03 (.05) 11 (.08)
R 20 21 41F 41 16* 16* 30 30

*p<.05,p<.10
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Table 2.16

Comparisons of Regression Coefficients betweend&raahd Grade 11

Grade 7 Grade 11

IV — DV B (SE B) B (SE B) t-value
RA Parents— Expectations .69 (.09)* .68 ((11)* 0.07
RA Teachers— Expectations 12 (.07) .16 (.06)* -0.43
RA Par. x Peers> Expectations .17 (.08)* -.13 (.09) 2.50*
RA Parents— Values .20 (.03)* .10 (.04)* 2.00*
RA Teachers— Values .11 (.04)* .39 (.04)* -4.67*
RA Par. x RA Tch— Values -.05 (.03) .11 (.05)* -2.74*
RA Tch. x Peers» Values -.07 (.03)* .04 (.04) -2.20*
RA Par. x Peers x Gender Values .19 (.09)* .24 (.09)* -0.39

*p<.05
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Table 2.17

Maximum Likelihood Regression Models Testing Lamigial Relations between Expectations, Values, and

Affiliation with Achievement-Oriented PedM= 613)

Expectaions(T2) Peers (T2)  Values (T2) Expedaions(T3) Peers (T3)  Values (T3)
B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE)

Annual hhid income .03 (.02) .00 (.01) -.02 (.01) .00 (.01) .01 (.01) .01 (.01)
Parent education .09 (.06) .02 (.03) .05 (.04) (.06)* .06 (.04) .01 (.04)
Achievement 38 (.07)* 07 (0%  .22(.04) 43 (.06)* 19 (.04) 15 (.04)*
Expectations (T1) 32 (.04) .06 (.02)* -.01(.02) .20 (.04)* .02 (.03) -.02 (.02)
Expectations (T2) 20 (.05)* .06 (.03)  -.03(.03)
Values (T1) .08 (.08) .04 (.05) 31 (.05)* .04 (.08 .03 (.05) 24 (.05)*
Values (T2) -.03 (.08) -.05 (.05) 25 (.05)*
Peers (T1) .09 (.07) 22 (.04) .02 (.04) .08 (.06) .22 (.04)* .01 (.04)
Peers (T2) .15 (.08) .28 (.06)* -.01 (.05)
R .30% A1* 7% .36* 24* 22%

*p<.05,"p<.10
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Table 2.18
Study 1 Sample Members’ Means and Standard Dengtia Continuous Study Variables as Function of

Participation in Time 4 Data Collection

Participated in Time 4 Did not participate in Time 4
(N=352) (N =261)
M (SD) M (SD)

1. Expectations (T1) 5.10 (1.37) 5.0 (1.47)
2. Expectations (T2) 5.24 (1.31) 5.06 (.140)
3. Expectations (T3)* 5.25 (1.35) 4.74 (1.37)
4. Values (T1) 4.33(.62) 4.28 (.67)
5. Values (T2)* 4.27 (.68) 4.12 (.82)
6. Values (T3)* 4.21 (.72) 4.02 (.74)
7. Peers (T1)* 3.56 (.76) 3.40 (.81)
8. Peers (T2) 3.43 (.66) 3.32(.69)
9. Peers (T3)* 3.44 (.81) 3.17 (.84)
10. Tchr. Refl. App. (T1)* 3.99 (.88) 3.91(.92)
11. Tchr. Refl. App. (T3)* 4.03 (.80) 3.78 (.87)
12. Parent Refl. App. (T1) .02 (.71) -.04 (.72)
13. Parent Refl. App. (T3) A3 (.72) -.07 (.79)
14. Academic self-conc. (T1) .04 (.75) -.05 (.78)
15. Academic self-conc. (T3)* .07 (.76) =11 (.79)
17. Prior achievement* .24 (.85) .24 (.85)
18. Annual hhid. inconle 9.94 (4.28) 9.15 (4.23)
19. Parent education* 2.60 (.97) 2.46 (1.06)

*Significant between-group difference < .05

"p<.10
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Table 2.19

Logistic and Multiple Regression Models Used ta Eaepectations and Educational Utility Values asdid¢ors of

the Relation Between Grade 11 Reflected Apprafsais Parents and High School Graduation StafNs 352)

Expectations and Values Expectations Values
Step 1 Step 2 Step3/4 Step 2 Step 3/4
DV = HS grad. DV = Exp. DV = HS grad. DV = Vval. DV = HS grad.

OR (SE) B (SE) OR (SE) B (SE) OR (SE)
Annual hhld income 1.22 (.08)* .00 (.01) 1.23 (108) .00 (.01) 1.22 (.08)*
Parent education .82 (.39) .17 (.06)* .74 (.36) (-0B) .82 (.38)
Achievement 4.23 (1.43)* .35 (.07)* 3.63(1.28)*  0.004)* 4.08 (1.40)*
Self-concept (T3) 1.03 (.30) .09 (.07) .98 (.31) 3 (M5) 1.03 (.31)
RA Parents (T3) 1.81 (.56) .69 (.12)* 1.32 (.45) .10 (.04)* 1.80 (.57)
RA Teachers (T3) 1.52 (.34 .12 (.08) 1.47 (.36) .39 (.05)* 1.42 (.45)
Expectations (T3) 1.54 (.30)*
Values (T3) 1.18 (.44)

*p<.05,"p<.10
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Figure 2.1. Path models depicting associations of reflected appraisals with expectations and

values during Grade 7 and Grade 11 (N =613).

Grade 7
Reflected Appraisals .69 (.09)* .
from Parents Educational
Expectations
_ A12(07). Educational Utility
Reflected Appraisals T > Values
from Teachers
11 (04)*
Grade 11
Reflected Appraisals 68 (11)* .
from Parents Educational
Expectations
. Educational Utility
Reflected Appraisals Values
from Teachers
39 (L04)*

*p< 05T p=.10

Note: Significant paths are mdicated in bold. Path coefficients are for models that
include annual household income, parent education level, academic achievement, and
academic self-concept as control variables.
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Figure 2.2. The relation between reflected appraisals from parents and adolescents’ expectations

as a function of affiliation with achievement-oriented peers (Grade 7) (N =613).
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Educational Utility Values

Adolescents’

Figure 2.3. The relation between reflected appraisals from teachers and adolescents’ educational

utility values as a function of achievement-oriented peers (Grade 7) (V= 613).
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Figure 2.4. The relation between reflected appraisals from parents and adolescents’ educational
utility values as a function of affiliation with achievement-oriented peers and youth gender

(Grade 7) (N = 613).
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Educational Utility Values

Adolescents’

Figure 2.5. The relation between reflected appraisals from parents and adolescents’ educational

utility values as a function of reflected appraisals from teachers (Grade 11) (N = 613).
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Figure 2.6. The relation between reflected appraisals from teachers and adolescents’ educational

utility values as a function of reflected appraisals from parents (Grade 11) (N=613).
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Adolescents” Educational Utility Values

Adolescents’” Educational Utility Values

Figure 2.7. The relation between reflected appraisals from parents and adolescents’ educational

utility values as a function of affiliation with achievement-oriented peers and youth gender

(Grade 11) (N =613).
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Figure 2.8. Longitudinal relations between educational expectations, educational utility values, and affiliation with achievement-

oriented peers (N = 613).

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Educational Educational Educational
Expectations Expectations Expectations

06(.03)7 15 (08)'

Affiliation with
Achievement-
Oriented Peers

Affiliation with
Achievement-
Oriented Peers

Affiliation with
Achievement-
Ortented Peers

Educational
Utility Values

Educational
Utility Values

Educational
Utility Values

79



Figure 2.9. Models testing Grade 11 educational expectations as a mediator of the relations

between reflected appraisals and high school graduation status (V= 352).

Educational
Expectations
B (SE)= 69 (.12)* OR (SE) = 1.54 (.30)*
Reflected High School
Appraisals from Graduation
Parents OR (SE) without mediator = 1.81 ((56)

OR (SE) with mediator = 1.32 ( 45), ns

Educational
Expectations

B (SE)=.12 (.08).ns OR (SE)=1.54 (30)*

Reflected High School
Appraisals from . Graduation
Teachers OR (SE) without mediator = 1.52 (34)
OR (SE) with mediator = 1.47 (.36). ns
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CHAPTER 3
GENDER DIFFERENCES IN THE EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS ANDALUES OF
AFRICAN AMERICAN ADOLESCENTS (STUDY 2)

It is widely documented that African American adolescent boys fareswtioas girls on
most indicators of academic achievement and attainment (Kaba, 2005). By miabale sc
African American boys obtain lower grades and standardized test draneheir female
counterparts, a trend that continues throughout adolescence (e.g., Mickelsoeng&,GG06).

In 2004, the national high school completion rate for 18- to 24-year-old African American me
was 73%, as compared to 82% for African American women (Cook & Cordova, 2006).
Although men in all racial/ethnic categories earned 43% of bachelorsetegwarded in 2003-
2004, African American men earned only 33% of bachelor’'s degrees awardedt&m Afr
American undergraduates (Cook & Cordova, 2006). Recent trends suggest that femmales fr
most ethnic/racial backgrounds currently outperform their male counterpadisni@nn,

DiPrete, & McDaniel, 2008); however, the gender gap in African American eclhaht
achievement and attainment is more acute than that observed for other groups tore tieese
been recognized as a significant social issue (Tucker & Mitchetd€e 1995; Wilson, 1996).

Research suggests that gender differences in the academic achievehataimment of
African Americans are mirrored by gendered trends in achievement tatigamong members
of this group. For example, work by Osborne (1997) suggests that African Amerysan bo

become increasingly disidentified from the core academic domains #uedsgh school years,



whereas girls remain identified. Using a peer nomination procedure, Tayloraman(2007)
found evidence that African American early adolescent boys (Grade 7) plaealies on high
academic achievement than elementary-aged boys and African AmarisarSgecifically,
when asked to nominate students whom they admired, respected, and most wanted to be like,
early adolescent boys selected fewer high achievers and more low axlthewedid their
younger and female counterparts. Wood et al. (2007) found that African Americampey®-
16, held lower expectations for their future educational attainment than Africancam girls.
Overall, the pattern of results reported by these and other scholars (e.glstickesreene,
2006; Saunders, Davis, Williams, & Williams, 2004) suggests that African Amdrmys are
more vulnerable to motivational difficulties than African American girls

A primary goal of Study 2 was to use latent growth models (LGMs) toiagamow
African American adolescents’ educational expectations and educatioitaMatiles change
across the adolescent years (Grades 7-11), with a particular focuseoerdiff between boys
and girls. In keeping with past research on motivational trajectories aclalescence, |
hypothesized that educational expectations and values would decline over time for sathdoy
girls. These prior studies suggest that adolescents experience a dwoliseagbroad array of
motivational indicators as they traverse this developmental period. Self-inelusling
expectancies for success in postsecondary education, may be paytiaultzgtable to
decrement during this time because of the cognitive advancements thadol@dcence.
Specifically, adolescents’ increased capacity for processing evalfe¢dback may result in
more realistic (and therefore less positive) perceptions of the selfi@Wli§f Eccles, 1994).
School-related values may also decrease as adolescents’ idenfitientdte, and non-school

related dimensions of life (e.g., the peer group) become more central to tiseilo$self. In
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addition to having theoretical underpinnings, the finding that African Americansdygirls’
expectations decline across adolescence would be consistent with pashreseducted with a
cross-sectional sample (Wood et al., 2007). In addition to hypothesizing a declinévatiorot
for both boys and girls, and consistent with findings of past research (Tayloal&@, 2007,
Wood et al., 2007), | hypothesized that African American boys would report lowestatipes
for future educational attainment and weaker educational utility valuesitteaduging Grade 7
and throughout the high school years.

The second hypothesis of Study 2 was that the magnitude of the difference betvwgeen boy
and girls’ educational expectations and values would increase as a funcgtourilobge. The
idea that these gender differences will increase over time is @nsigth limited evidence
suggesting that gender differences in African Americans’ academiev@ment increase across
the adolescent years (Coley, 2001; White, 2007). Prior academic achieveaknbvgn
predictor of achievement motivation constructs, including educational expestatnd values
(e.q., Trusty, 2002); thus, boys’ increasingly lower achievement may propetxperctations
and values downward across the high school years.

Advances in cognitive development may also account for a sharper decline in
achievement motivation among African American adolescent boys as compadetescant
girls. Like all adolescents, as African American boys mature, they baocneasingly adept at
perceiving and processing evaluative feedback about themselves and thegreapidHarter,
1999, 2006; McKown, 2004), and may incorporate such feedback into their beliefs about the self
(Harter 1999, 2006; Nicholls, 1979; Rosenholtz & Simpson, 1984). Parents’, teachers’, and
adolescents’ evaluations of African American youths’ academic comgaetend to favor girls at

both the individual level (Ross & Jackson, 1991; Washington, 1982; Wood, et al., 2007) and the
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group level (Hudley & Graham, 2001; Wood, Kurtz-Costes, Rowley, & Okeke, under review)
African American boys’ motivation to do well in school may decrease in donih increases

in their ability to perceive others’ perceptions of them and their racial/ggnaig, and in their
subsequent understanding of the consequences that others’ perceptions have dai-ttieir r
chances for accessing the opportunity structure.

Changes in social contexts may also be related to declines in the achieneteation
of African American boys. If the school performance and achievement motivatdriaain
American boys as a group decline over time, so may individual boys’ opportuniatgiate
with peers who value high academic achievement and attainment. Although the Africa
American peer group has often been conceptualized as a negative socializerge on
adolescents’ education-related beliefs and values (e.g., Fordham & Ogbu, 1986¢aé¢m
evidence indicates that relationships with peers who exhibit a positive achiewraetetion
may foster a commitment to academics among African American aduie$eey., Horvat &
Lewis, 2003). Thus, the third goal of Study 2 was to examine whether declines in boys’
affiliations with peers who exhibit education-related values and behavicassoeiated with
changes in their own expectations and values over time.

As described in Study 1 (pp. 18-19), it is difficult to interpret the direction aftsffe
between adolescents’ characteristics and those of their peer gromgeviteicting non-
experimental research on this topic. If the data revealed that Africeeniéan boys’
educational expectations and values decline alongside their affiliationscligdvament-
oriented peers, it would have been impossible to make any judgment regarding weethe
group affiliations actuallgausedhis decline in motivation, or whether boys were simply

electing to associate with individuals similar to themselves. As iryStuldattempted to
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unravel the temporal relations between peer group affiliations and boys’ a&xpesand values
by testing longitudinal relations between these variables. Again, althoogkuldinal
associations between boys’ peer-group affiliations and educational expettatissare
merely correlational and thus cannot provide definitive answers regardiragitsatssting this
model may help to elucidate the possible causal ordering of these variables.

The final goal of Study 2 was to test the possible mediating rolé"ajratle
expectations and values in the relation between gender and participation in dotiegehe
years immediately following graduation from high school. Based on prior cesgeitailed
above, | expected that sample males would enroll in college during earlycathiét
significantly lower rates than women. The idea that African American bowysr levels of
motivation account for their lower rates of college participation as coohpafemales appears
to be implicit in much of the literature and discourse on this topic; however, to my knewledg
this notion has yet to be tested empirically.

There is reason to suspect that expectations and values during adolescencetgo, in fac
predict subsequent college participation. Using a nationally representatipées Mello (2008)
found that, even with prior achievement controlled, expectations for future attaiahaeye 14
predicted actual attainment by age 26. Although no published studies report a link between
educational utility values and subsequent participation in higher education, expeaectiec
theory implies that such a link exists. According to the theory, individuals arelikedyeo
choose to engage in activities that are deemed important for the accomplishfo&une goals.

In line with this idea, | hypothesize that adolescents who believe that esuadtihelp them to
accomplish their future goals will be more likely than others to pursue education begond hi

school. Whether or not gender differences in educational expectations and values during
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adolescence explain gender differences in college participation is a pimptst remains to be
tested.
Overview of Study 2 Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1 of the present study was that adolescents’ educational expeatadions
educational utility values would decline between Grade 7 and Grade 11. This prediction is
consistent with prior empirical findings regarding motivational trajeescacross adolescence,
and with the cognitive-motivational principle that youths’ self-perceptiongéda parallel
with increases in the ability to process evaluative feedback from otherdtaridoreases in
realistic thinking.

In keeping with past work suggesting that African American boys are marerable to
motivational difficulties than girls, Hypothesis 2 was that boys would hobkereeducational
expectations and values than girls during Grade 7. Hypothesis 3 was that theydispaeen
boys’ and girls’ expectations/values would increase over the course ofthsdhiool years, in
concert with boys’ increasing awareness of barriers to upward mobility bacAfrican
American males in society and with the changes in boys’ social contertalyaiccur between
the beginning of middle school and the end of high school.

The second set of hypotheses for Study 2 pertained to the role of peersan Afric
American boys’ increased motivational difficulties across adolescd8meause the average
achievement level of African American boys on the whole declines across adokestseems
likely that individual boys’ opportunities for affiliating with achievementeated peers also
decline. In light of the demonstrated relations between affiliation witleaement-oriented
peers and motivational outcomes in African American youth, Hypothesis 4 wa®isat

expectations and values would decline in concert with their affiliation witkeaement-oriented



peers. In line with hypotheses presented in Study 1, Hypothesis 5 was thatflyith ea
achievement controlled, boys’ affiliation with achievement-orientedspgeuld predict their
expectations and values across time.

Hypothesis 5 was that expectations and values would mediate the relatioarbetwe
adolescents’ gender and their college participation status shaetfyhagh school graduation.
Although it is assumed that boys’ motivational difficulties during high school plaelean their
lower rates of college enrollment as compared to girls, this finding has not beiertlgxpl
reported in the extant literature on this topic.

Study 2 Method
Data Source and Sample

The full African American subsample of MADICS (462 boys, 414 girls) was usedtto te
Study 2 hypotheses. See p. 24-26 of this text for a complete description of the stpldy sa
Analyses for Study 2 utilized data collected during Grade 7 (Time 1), the suretneren
Grades 8 and 9 (Time 2), Grade 11 (Time 3), and one year after most youth hacedrixdoat
high school (Time 4).

Measures

Educational expectations and educational utility valdeglyses for Study 2 utilized
repeated measures (i.e., Times 1, 2, and 3) of adolescents’ educational exyzeatati
educational utility values. Measures of expectations and values were thesshuogeaused in
Study 1. See pp. 26-28 of this text for a description of these measures.

College enrolliment statusCollege enroliment status one year post-high school
graduation (Time 4) was assessed with a single item asking youth totheploighest level of

education they had completed. Response options were as follovt§"igrade 2 =11" grade
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3 =12"grade 4 =GED, 5 =one year of post-high school vocational trainieg=two years of
post-high school vocational training =one year of college8 =two years of colleged =two-
year college graduateand 10 other. Responses were recoded so that youth who had
completed one or two years of college (response options 7 and 8) received a score @&ak, wher
youth in all other categories received a score of 0. (No sample youth reponiga bep-year
college graduate.)
Study 2 Results

Latent Growth Models for Adolescents’ Educational Expectations and Educational Utility
Values

Conditional multiple domain latent growth models (LGMs) were estimated &ML
in Mplus. Conditional (as opposed to unconditional) models were selected because tltey perm
the inclusion of variables that are theorized to affect the intercept and sttqrs f the
constructs being modeled (Bollen & Curran, 2006). Conditioning variables for the models
presented here included annual household income, mean parent education level, and academi
achievement. For models involving the full sample, gender (0 = girls; 1 = boyshieasdeas a
focal predictor.

Explanation of values in Tables 3.1 and 3Results of conditional multiple domain
LGMs are presented in Table 3.1. Column 3 of the table contains values for the megrapart
intercept (IC) for the specified domain (i.e., participants’ average $aothat domain at Time
1). Column 4 contains values for the residual variance (RV) of each intercept. famni
value for IC RV indicates that the intercept of the variable in question diffeyssaindividual
sample members, whereas a nonsignificant value for IC RV suggests vemnalitttion in

intercepts across sample members. Column 5 of Table 3.1 contains values faapéstionean
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slope for the specified domain (i.e., participants’ average slope for that donvagebésrade 7
and Grade 11). Column 6 contains values for the RV of each slope. A significant value for
Slope RV indicates the presence of variability in individuals’ slopes for the \aimabluestion,
whereas a nonsignificant value for Slope RV suggests very little variatioopesshcross
sample members. In the present study, there was significant vayiabihe intercept of each
variable (i.e., expectations, values, and peer affiliation). However, thereorggnificant
variability for the slope of any Study 2 variable.

Explanatory factors for (i.e., predictors of) intercepts and slopes of all mrevdels
presented in Table 3.2. Values in this table can be interpreted much like bets werngbltiple
regression models. Column 1 of this table contains values representing tbasdiativeen
covariates and the intercepts of participants’ expectations (i.e., Gragedtaions). Results
for the model involving the full sample (top panel) indicate that parent educationnevel a
adolescents’ academic achievement were significantly related toepts for educational
expectations, whereas annual household income and youths’ gender were notoréteged t
variable. Column 2 of Table 3.2 contains values representing the relations betweates
and the slope of participants’ expectations. Results for the full sample showhieateaent
was significantly and positively related to slopes for expectations (i.e.,dndigi with higher
academic achievement also had more positive slopes for expectations) svgegréar was
significantly and negatively related to the slope for expectations ljiees]a@pe for boys was less
positive than the slope for girls). Annual household income and parent education level were
unrelated to participants’ slopes for expectations.

Results for full-sample modeResults for the multiple-domain latent growth model of

expectations and values are presented in the top panels of Table 3.1 and 3.2. Fit indices for the
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model indicate a good fit between the hypothesized model and the observed data (RMSEA
CFI = .97).

The first goal of the full-sample model was to test the hypotheses thatcedute
expectations and values would decrease over time (Hypothesis 1). These legiatrestested
by assessing participants’ average slope for each of these variabl€olgen 5 of Table 3.1).
The slope for educational expectations was SBH=.10,p = .28), and is depicted in Figure 3.1.
This result is contrary to the hypothesis that expectations would decline bébnastes 7 and
11. The slope for educational utility values was -3B< .05,p < .05), and is depicted in
Figure 3.2. This latter finding supports the study hypothesis that adoles@dnées would
decline over time.

The second goal of the full-sample model was to test Hypothesis 2, whichtktdte
boys would display weaker expectations and values than girls during Grade 7th2., a
intercepts for the model). This hypothesis was tested by entering gena@redictor of the
intercept for each variable. As shown in Column 1 of Table 3.2, gender was not sidwgificant
related to the intercept for expectatioBs; -.10,SE B=.09,p = .29. In addition, as shown in
Column 3, the association of gender with the intercept for values was$EG6.04,p = .19). In
sum, there was no support for the hypotheses that boys would hold lower expectationgyand util
values during Grade 7.

The third goal of the full model was to test Hypothesis 3, which stated that bajd w
display less positive trajectories than girls for expectations and valheshypothesis was
tested by entering gender as a predictor of the slope for each variaipges 8ir boys’ and girls’
educational expectations are displayed in Figure 3.3, and slopes for educatibpahiues as a

function of youths’ gender are displayed in Figure 3.4. As shown in Column 2 of Table 3.1,
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gender was significantly and negatively related to the slope for edudatiqeatationsB = -
.16,SE=.06,p < .05. This result indicates that, consistent with hypotheses, the slope for boys’
expectations was significantly less positive than the slope for gipgoatations. Contrary to
hypotheses, coefficients shown in Column 4 of Table 3.2 reveal that gender wasifioasity
associated with the slope for educational utility val&es,-.04,SE= .03,p = .21.

Results for boys-only modeParameters for the conditional, multiple-domain LGM for
boys’ expectations, values, and affiliation with achievement-oriented isegrewn in the
bottom panel of Table 3.1. Fit indices suggest a reasonably good fit between the model and
observed data (RMSEA = .04; CFl = .93).

| simultaneously estimated boys’ educational expectations, educatititpal/atues, and
affiliation with achievement-oriented peers in order test Hypothesis 4hstated that the slope
for peers would be significantly related to slopes for expectations and valuests REthe
model suggest that these slopes are not related in the hypothesized manner. nAs show
Column 6 of Table 3.1, the residual variances of all three slopes were not signifittietnt
from zero. This means that there was essentially no individual variabilitypasshcross
participants. This lack of variability in the slopes precluded the possibilitytiéa were related
to one other in a systematic manner, thereby providing no support for Hypothesis 4.
Longitudinal Relations between Boys’ Expectations, Values, and Affiliation with Acleletre
Oriented Peers

Figure 3.5 shows the results for tests of Hypothesis 5, which statedfitfedtcaf with
achievement-oriented peers would be predictive of boys’ expectations and ahssstine.
Paths were estimated using the same methodology and control variables thetede the

analogous model in Study 1.
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Regression coefficients for the full model are shown in Table 3.3. The overathdait
model fit indices suggests a poor fit between the model and data (RMSEA = .14, CFI = .92).
Results for this boys-only model largely replicated results for the Studyfdlessand provided
little evidence for the hypothesized cross-lagged associations frorateffilwith achievement-
oriented peers to educational expectations and educational utility values. Thkgyoiflgant
hypothesis-relevant paths were from Time 1 expectations to Time 2 Beer8§,SE B=.03,p
<.05), and from Time 2 expectations to Time 3 pdérs (10,SE B= .05,p < .05); contrary to
Hypothesis 5, there was no evidence that affiliation with achievement-arige¢es predicted
later expectations. Like the Study 1 model, the model for Study 2 boys provided no efadence
longitudinal relations in either direction between peers and educational vilitys, alp’s >
10.
Grade 11 Expectations and Values as Mediators of the Relation between Youths’ Gender and
College Participation Status

In the final set of analyses for Study 2, | tested Hypothesis 6, which dtatete
relation between youths’ gender and their college enroliment status wouldllz¢atdy
expectations and values. Only youth whose college participation data weotecbat Time 4
were included in these analyses. This resulted in a final sample size of 414auel€E56
boys, 258 girls). ANOVAs and chi-square difference tests revealed sagmifitean differences
on all study variables for Study 2 sample members who were and were not included in the
mediational analyses (see Table 3.4). Specifically, adolescents wh@pseticat Time 4 had
more favorable mean scores on motivation- and SES-related variables thanhtbald mot
participate at that time. Adolescents who participated at Time 4 wermatsedikely to have a

primary caregiver who reported being married at Time 1 than adolescents who didioipapar

92



X 2= 8.23, (LN = 876),p < .05. Among youth who participated at Time 4, 58% of primary
caregivers reported being married; the same was true for 53% of youth who didioqigta at
Time 4. In addition, adolescents who did not participate at Time 4 were significeoreyikely
to be male than femaje® = 71.42, (LN = 876),p < .05. About 62% of Study 2 boys did not
participate in Time 4 data collection, as compared to 34% of Study 2 girls.

Mediational analysesBecause college participation status was a binary categorical
variable (0 = did not complete 1 or more years of college; 1 = did complete 1 oyeacseof
college), it was necessary to use a combination of multiple regression etid legression
models to test the hypothesized mediation effects. As in Study 1, Ml procedueasseeto
handle missing data values on the independent variables, thereby preventingthisstiofls
power and bias in parameter estimates. Also as in Study 1, the criteriaetbby Baron and
Kenny (1986) were used in tests of mediation (see p. 44 of this text for a desaipgtiese
criteria). Results of these tests are presented in Table 3.5.

The purpose of Step 1 was to establish that there was, in fact, a relation lggtneeEn
and college enrollment status. Contrary to hypotheses, youths’ gender wiggifioastly
related to whether or not they had completed at least one year of c@iRgeX.02, SE = .25
=.95). The model-based predicted probability (i.e., taking covariates into accocoilegé
participation was .61 for girls and .69 for boys, a difference which, as alnesely, was not
significant. (In the actual Time 4 sample, 63% of girls and 55% of boys reporteddlavora
outcomes on college participation.) According to the criteria for mediagidiorsh by Baron
and Kenny (1986), because no significant gender difference in college paditipas
observed, it was not possible for expectations/values to mediate the relatioarbgénder and

college participation status.
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Although completion of the remaining 3 steps prescribed by Baron and Kenny could not
establish a mediating role for expectations or values, their resultstillevtisterest (see Table
3.5). In particular, in Step 3 of the mediational analyses for expectations, 3radpectations
emerged as a significant predictor of future participation in coll®ge<2.00,SE= .27,p <
.05). Step 3 of the mediational analyses for values revealed that this variablsoas
significant predictor of college outcomé3R = .1.89,SE= .37,p < .05).

Given that expectations and values significantly predicted collegeipatittc when
entered into separate models, a new question emerged: Do expectations ancehaloeke a
unique contribution to college outcomes? The results of the model presented in Table 3.6
suggest that they do. When both predictors were in the model, expectations and values each
significantly predicted participation in colleg@R= 1.95,SE= .27,p < .05;0R=1.74,SE=
.37,p < .05; respectively). Predicted probabilities for expectations and valuesal@raied in
Stata to facilitate interpretation of the model. These calculations eevilt, when
expectations were at their lowest possible value (less than high school gna)daiadi all other
variables in the model were at their mean, the predicted probability of colldmggpdion was
.11. For youth who expected to complete only high school, the predicted probability of college
participation was .18. Among those who expected to graduate from a 4-year, ¢bhlbege
predicted probability of a positive outcome on college participation was .60. Fiy@ibh who
expected to complete a doctoral degree had a predicted probability of .84 foe colleg
participation.

The main effect of values on college participation status was qualified byggnaly
significant p <.10) gender x values interaction. In order to interpret this interactionasepar

models were run for boys and girls (see last two columns of Table 3.6). Resdteddhat the
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association of educational utility values with college participation wagfisi@nt only for boys.
Predicted probabilities for boys’ values showed that, when values werer dbwest possible
value (1), the predicted probability of college participation was about .27. Atdhe for
values (4.3), the predicted probability of college participation was .66. Atghedtipossible
score for values, the predicted probability of a positive outcome on collegegadidin was .74.
Summary of Study 2 Results

Overall, support for Study 2 hypotheses was inconsistent. Results from thanfiylle
multiple-domain latent growth model showed that youths’ expectations for futuratexhal
attainment did not evidence significant change between Grade 7 and Grade IlanBayds’
expectations were not significantly different from each other during Graaléhough the
change in boys’ expectations was significantly less positive than theecimagigls’
expectations. Despite this significant gender difference in the sloppedtakons, neither the
slope for boys nor the slope for girls was significantly different frora.zér different pattern of
findings emerged for educational utility values. The sample as a wholeyd@aignificant
decrement in values between Grades 7 and 11. Contrary to hypotheses, there wasaamsignifi
gender difference in either the intercept or the slope of values.

For boys, the slopes for educational expectations and educational utility valees wer
unrelated to the slope for affiliation with achievement-oriented peers. Theflaignificant
variability in these slopes (i.e., for all three slopes, the residual variasceat statistically
different from zero) essentially precluded the possibility that they veéated to each other (or
to other variables) in any systematic way. Also for boys, there was no evitlahe#iliation
with achievement-oriented peers predicted future expectations and valueghitigrthe

opposite causal pathway appeared to be supported: Educational expectations seexded to pr
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future affiliation with achievement-oriented peers. Educational utilityegahore no
longitudinal relations in either direction with achievement-oriented peers.

Finally, there appeared to be no gender difference in the rate of colleiggppaan at
Time 4. This lack of direct effect between gender and college partmmgdtowever,
expectations and values each uniquely predicted college participation stataiy, e
marginally significant gender x values interaction in predicting colpeggcipation indicated
that the association of values and college patrticipation was significaainigtesboys but not
for sample girls.

Study 2 Discussion
Development of Educational Expectations and Utility Values

Adolescents in the present study reported educational expectations that weigtiopti
and stable across time. At all three time points, the average educatior@agapevas
completion of a 4-year college degree; at all three time points, greater ©% of the sample
expected to attain a 4-year postsecondary degree or higher. The findirigs thatrage
expectation score corresponded with completion of a bachelor's degree angbéutateons did
not decline between Grades 7 and 11 are consistent with results of work by Mella$in whe
reported virtually identical findings using a nationally representativeitiatigal sample of
African Americans (i.e., NELS:88).

The absence of change in expectations as a function of youths’ age respaesdeparture
from results reported by Wood et al. (2007). Using a cross-sectional samplg lofwancome
9- to 15-year-olds, these authors found that older youth reported less optinpstta¢ions than
younger ones. In addition to different sampling strategies between théss $t.e.,

longitudinal vs. cross-sectional) and different age range of sample members, onalpotent
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explanation for these divergent findings concerns the stark socioeconomiertiffeibetween
study samples; MADICS youth and youth in Mello’s study came from a wide @ng
socioeconomic backgrounds, whereas youth in the Wood et al. study were selectesl into t
sample specifically on the basis of their low-income status. It could beneéthat very low-
income youths’ expectations for future educational attainment would be moyetdilddcline
with age, as individuals become increasingly cognizant of barriers that Hiedaursuit of
higher education (e.g., lack of financial resources, lack of proximity to postmy
educational institutions, competition between work schedules and coursework). gfosets
from the present study and from Mello’s study do not support this line of thinkingfispibgi

in both studies, socioeconomic variables (i.e., annual household income and parent education
level) were unrelated to the slope of educational expectations, suggesting thetdowe
MADICS youth did not show decrements in educational expectations across time.

Why are expectations apparently resistant to downward trends acrasscadok,
whereas other indicators of motivation tend to grow weaker over the course of this
developmental period? One possible explanation may be messages from,faohbess, and
other social forces, which leave youth with the impression that obtaining a coltgge dethe
normative and most socially acceptable route to economic and occupational sugfeess in |
(Goyette, 2008). Prior research suggests that a majority of African éangrarents would like
for their children to attend college (Hill, 1999). In addition, social policies dmbsbased
intervention programs targeted at improving individuals’ life chances tend to &butumation
into 4-year colleges and universities as the optimal outcome for all youth, ttethdocusing on
the broad array of other paths to success in life. (In reality, recenticiagisgggest that slightly

less than 30% of American adults hold a bachelor’s degree or higher (US Census Bl0é3
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suggesting that degree-attainment is not the only route to success in lifsocldiestigma
attached to not going to college, as well as to attending a community collegémical school,
may also dissuade youth from considering other options, even when barriers to obtdining a
year college degree are real.

Another possible explanation for why expectations for future educational attaticim
not decline over adolescence concerns limitations in the measurement of thmsctonst
Educational expectations are supposed to represent the integration of an indidieksied’ $0
complete a particular level of education with his or her appraisal of fabtdraill impede
and/or promote attainment of that goal (Eccles et al., 1983). However, it is agt teat all
study participants interpret the typical single-item expectationsune@ this way. As Morgan
(2005) has pointed out, the extent to which respondents incorporate factors like the cost of
tuition, the probability of receiving financial aid, and the probability of admi&ancollege into
their answers to single-item questions like, “What is the highest levelo&gdn you expect to
attain?” is unclear. Adolescents who are immersed in a “college fou#tllire, and who may
be experiencing the sense of optimism/invulnerability often associated giithetielopmental
period (Elkind, 1994), may be particularly unlikely to integrate practicatiesalnto their
thinking about the future.

Overall, youth in the present study appeared to endorse the belief that educatthbevoul
of use to them in accomplishing their future goals, as indicated by their responseales for
educational utility values. Educational utility values declined slightly (lomifszantly) between
Grade 7 and Grade 11. During Grade 7, the mean score for educational utilitywedussout
4.3 (on a 5-point scale); during Grade 11, the model-predicted mean for educatidpalaltiés

was about 4.1. There was little difference in the predicted probabilities ajepigticipation
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associated with each of these scores, which suggests that the decline in valbhagariaw
practical consequences in the lives of adolescents.

To my knowledge, no prior research has examined developmental changgenéhe
educational utility values of African Americans (or of any other ethnicgracross the middle
and high school years. However, the few investigators who have focused on the devaddbpment
academic domain-specifialues during this developmental period have also noted declines
(e.g., Chouinard and Roy, 2008; Simpkins, Davis-Kean, & Eccles, 2004). Although the present
study yielded little evidence for an alarming declingemeraleducational utility values, future
researchers may wish to examine the development of domain-specifycudilies in African
Americans across the course of adolescence. For example, socetiyngfel declines in
African Americans’ math/science values may partially explain mieynbers of this group are
less likely than European Americans to pursue advanced high school coursewolitkematias
and science (Oakes, 1990), to major in math- and science-related fields @eriya@3; Tate,
2004), and to pursue doctoral work and future careers in these areas (Hoffmas),&laga
Snyder, 2003).

Both normative developmental processes and contextual factors may corttribute
declines in achievement motivation across adolescence (Wigfield &3-¢884). Declines in
self-views across childhood and adolescence may reflect an increasyd@bpilocess
evaluative feedback, which may result in more realistic perceptions of thédgédfrentiation
processes in identity formation may also play a role in motivational declpesfisally, as the
importance of other dimensions of the self (e.g., peer group affiliations,patita in sports
and other extracurricular activities, religious activities) increaseoss this developmental

period, adolescents may come to place less emphasis on academic asgentgyf Regarding
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social-contextual explanations, Eccles and her colleagues (Eccles et &l Edéél@s & Midgley,
1990) have suggested that a poor fit between adolescents’ developmental needs and the school
context may contribute to decrements in motivation. Their work has noted a number of possible
motivation-undermining features of middle schools, including lower levels of autonomy
granting, less positive student-teacher relationships, more classrootursgubat are
associated with increased social comparison, more activities that reguarelével cognitive
skills, and stricter grading standards than are warranted by adolescentspdexhl needs.
For African Americans, certain race-specific factors like erpees with racial discrimination
(e.g., Wong, Eccles, & Sameroff, 2003; Eccles, Wong, & Peck, 2006) and awarenesd of ra
barriers to upward mobility (e.g., Taylor & Graham, 2007) may contribute tandecdh
adolescents’ motivation to succeed academically. Unfortunately, few thststhave been
conducted to assess the role of normative-developmental processes and seciafeaintes in
the formation of adolescents’ academic values.
Gender Differences in Expectations and Values

Virtually none of the hypothesized gender differences were supported [@gthis of
Study 2 analyses. The absence of gender differences in adolescentsitexpedbes not
conform to results obtained by Wood et al. (2007), and the absence of gender diffierences
values is inconsistent with the results of Taylor and Graham (2007). One @auglanation
for these inconsistencies concerns the socioeconomic status of samples asbasindy. The
sample used in the present study was, on average, middle class (mediamfzomby =
$40,000-$44,999). In contrast, studies showing gender differences in African American
adolescents’ motivation have typically used lower-income samples. (For mstdood et al.’s

sample members were selected on the basis of their low-income status ahay®&raham’s

100



sample members were drawn from schools located in “economically depressdabrieasgds”
(p. 54), and slightly more than half of the sample used by Saunders et al. (2004Hradeneh
subsidy.) This pattern suggests that the gender gap in African Americascahis’ motivation
may be moderated by socioeconomic status. Furthermore, a cursory exanoh#ie
MADICS data indicates that the hypothesized gender differences arewdeat within the
lower-income half of the African American sample than within the highesme half. In the
future, | plan to use MADICS to formally test whether socioeconomic status atesi¢éne
relation between adolescents’ gender and their motivational outcomes.

The finding that a gender gap in African Americans’ motivation existopnaately
among lower-income youth would fit well with national data suggesting that titeiggap in
achievement and attainment is also more pronounced within this socioeconomic facket.
example, King (2001) reported that, among lower-income individuals in 1992, 10% more
African American females than males had completed the more rigorous “BlgesBhigh
school curriculum; however, among higher-income individuals, 6% matesthanfemaleshad
completed this curriculum. More recently, using data from 2003-2004, King (2006) found that
among African Americans in the lowest income quartile, 42% of dependent undetgsadaee
male; in contrast, among individuals within the highest income quartile, 54% ofdieype
undergraduates were male. (lHodependentindergraduates during the same period, 32% from
the lowest income quartile were male, as compared to 40% from the highest incotite )qlfa
gender differences in motivation precede gender differences in attajrih@nit seems likely
that socioeconomic status may moderate the gender gap in African Amsedgpectations and
values.

Expectations, Values, and College Participation
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Perhaps the most striking set of findings from Study 2 was that adolescents’lGrad
educational expectations and educational utility values uniquely predicteduthesr ¢ollege
participation, even when controlling for prior academic achievement and/femeibeconomic
variables. Although prior research has reported a link between Africancaméoys’ high
school expectations and future educational outcomes (Mello, 2007), results reported in the
present study suggest that this relation exists for both boys and girls. To med#gewthis is
the first research to report an association between general educatiggalalties during high
school and participation in postsecondary education. Interestingly, this linuabfsed by a
marginally significant interaction with gender, which revealed thategghlayed a statistically
significant role in boys’ but not girls’ college outcomes. Perhaps this partduhension of
motivation is more important for African American boys’ outcomes becausedssir negate
the harmful impact of developmental risks that are more likely to be experienbegdthan by
girls. On the other hand, the extent to which this finding is a replicable piece ofaviden
support of developmental theory, or merely a peculiarity of this particulasetats
guestionable; other studies have shown some aspects of motivation to be more impohtant for t
educational outcomes of African American girls (e.g., Saunders et al., 2@aHioAally,
severe problems with sample attrition between high school and early adulthodd, whic
disproportionately affected boys and lower-income sample memberantaligiestion the
external validity of Study 2 analyses of college participation. Future inaestsgmay wish to
examine whether the impact of values on African Americans’ achievfattamtment outcomes
really does vary by gender (and, if discovered, whether this gender differeresebya

socioeconomic status and is attributable to gender differences in develapnsérfactors).
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In addition to their practical significance, the findings that educational &ty and
educational utility values each make a unique contribution to African Americarseeiols’
future college outcomes has relevance for motivational theory. As implieddbgs’ and
Wigfield’s expectancy-value theory of motivation (Eccles et al., 1983; @liy& Eccles, 2002)
these constructs appear to be associated with adolescents’ attainatedtakobices. Although
the temporal ordering of the variables in the model shown in Table 3.5 (Grade 11
expectations/values predicting college participation during early adulthosujgestive of a
causal pathway from motivation to attainment outcomes, it is plausible thateletgms could
be explained by “third variables.” For example, adolescents’ Grade 11 a&txpesimight have
been based on preparation and planning for college that had (or had not) already atcurred i
collaboration with parents; planning and preparation, in turn, might increase the likelihood of
positive outcomes for college participation. Future research efforts shoulétedioward
disentangling the effects of educational expectations and values fronfieitts ef their
correlates.

Study 2 Limitations and Future Directions

In addition to those already described, there are other limitations of thystisaud
warrant mention. The most glaring limitation of Study 2 concerns the sanrglerathat
occurred between high school and early adulthood. Only 47% of the original 876 sample
members were retained across the transition between high school and early adulthood.
Furthermore, sample males were significantly less likely to be rdtéia@ sample girls. This
gendered pattern in sample attrition could explain why no gender differenmléenecoutcomes
was observed in the present study. Although impossible to know with certainty, hlis hig

likely that lower-attaining boys (i.e., those who did not enroll in college) wesdikety than
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higher attaining ones to participate in Time 4 data collection. Time 4 d&atiol was
conducted via mail survey, a data collection strategy that tends to yielddpanse rates than
telephone and face-to-face interviews (Cauce, Ryan, & Grove, 1998).

Although not necessarily a study limitation per se, the absence of variatiss acr
MADICS patrticipants in the slopes for expectations and values represents ackddbl
researchers seeking to identify factors that shape youths’ motidtiajeatories across time.
Study 2 results suggest that the form of these trajectories does not differyamrtis a finding
that leaves no room for individual differences in slopes to be explained. On the other hand,
Study 2 resultslo provide evidence for individual variability in tih@erceptsfor expectations
and values. Therefore, instead of focusing on motivational patterns acrossseaeshers
might profit from examining factors that explain individual variability in mdiaaduring early
adolescence. For example, difficulty in adjusting to middle school might coettibtite
formation of maladaptive motivational beliefs during Grade 7. Given the lack of Vityiabi
patterns of change in expectations/values across time, it seems tlddptiaéa
expectations/values during Grade 7 could essentially set the stage for abnitivational

difficulties across the high school years.
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Table 3.1
Conditional Latent Growth Models for Educationaldextations, Educational Utility Values, and Affilan with

Achievement-Oriented Ped(fs = 876)

1 2 3 4 5 6

RMSEA CFI IC M 6B ICRV (SB  Slope M 6B  Slope RV 6B
Full Sample(N = 876) .04 .97
Expectations 4.31 (.15)* .55 (.06)* .11 (.10) ooy’
Values 4.38 (.07)* 12 (.04)* -.13 (.05)* .01%2)
Boys Only(N = 462) .04 93
Expectations 4.27 (.20)* .63 (.18)* -.16 (.14) 6 (009)
Values 4.33 (.10)* .15 (.02)* -.16 (.08)* .00Q)F
Peers 3.32 (.12)* .14 (.02)* -.25 (.09)* .00 (.00

Note: Models conditioned on annual household ingamean parent education level, academic achieverapdt
youths’ gender. M = Mean; IC = Intercept; RV = Rleml variance; p < .05;” Residual variances for some slopes
were manually set to zero because the corresponding provided by Mplus was negative. In eactects
negative value provided by Mplus was not signifibadifferent from zero. It is not unusual for 8gtical software

packages to produce negative values for a givaanee when the actual value of that variance isigmificant.
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Table 3.2

Explanatory Factors in the Development of Educatldixpectations, Educational Utility Values, andilstion

with Achievement-Oriented Peers

1 2 3 4 5 6
Exp. IC Exp.Slope Values IC Values Slope Peers IC Peers Slope
B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE)
Full Sample
(N=876)
Annual hhld. income .02 (.01) -.01 (.01) -01(.01) .00(.01)
Parent education .22 (.05)* .01 (.04) -.01 (.03) 2 (02)
Achievement .33 (.06)* 11 (.04)* .17 (.03)* .082)
Gender -.10 (.09) -.16 (.06)* -.06 (.04) -.04 (.03
Boys Only(N = 462)
Annual hhld. income .01 (.02)* .02 (.01) -.01 (.01) .01 (.01) .00 (.01) .01 (.01)
Parent education .23 (.07)* -.02 (.05) .04 (.04) 01+.03) .00 (.04) .02 (.03)
Achievement .25 (.08)* .13 (.05)* .20 (.04)* .003) -.04 (.05) .07 (.03)

*p<.05,'p<.10
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Table 3.3

Maximum Likelihood Regression Models Testing Awdgr&ssive and Cross-Lagged Relations between

Expectations, Values, and Affiliation with AchieeetnOriented Peers (Boys OnkN = 462)

Expectations (T2) Peers (T2) Values (T2) BExmadis) Peers (T3) Values (T3)

B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE)

Annual hhid income .02 (.02) -01(01) -02(01) .04(.02)* 03 (.01)* .02 (.01)
Parent education 15 (.07)* .00 (.05) .08 (.05) (.08) .04 (.05) .00 (.06)
Achievement .33 (.08)* .03 (.05) 19 (.06)* 349)0 .06 (.06) 17 (.06)*
Expectations (T1) 28 (.05)* .05 (.03)* -.04 (.03) .13 (.06)* -.02 (.04) -.07 (.08)
Expectations (T2) 23 (.07)* 10 (.05)* -.015)0
Values (T1) 19 (.09)* .07 (.06) .34 (.06)* 121)1 .00 (.07) 32 (.07)*
Values (T2) -.10 (.11) -.08 (.07) 18 (.07)*
Peers (T1) -.02 (.08) 25 (.05)* -.02 (.05) 10[0 .20 (.06)* .00 (.06)
Peers (T2) 10 (.12) 20 (.08)* .05 (.08)
R 27* A1* .16* 33* 18* 23*

*p<.05,"p<.10
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Table 3.4

Study 2 Sample Members’ Means and Standard Dengtia Continuous Study Variables as Function of

Participation in Time 4 Data Collection

Participated in Time 4

Did not participate in Time 4

(N = 414) (N = 462)
M (SD) M (SD)

1. Expectations (T1)* 5.07 (1.40) 4.81 (1.44)
2. Expectations (T2)* 5.23 (1.32) 4.85 (1.34)
3. Expectations (T3)* 5.26 (1.30) 4.55 (1.36)
4. Values (T1)* 4.32 (.62) 4.20 (.69)
5. Values (T2)* 4.26 (.68) 3.99 (.82)
6. Values (T3)* 4.21(.72) 3.93 (.74)
7. Peers (T1)* 3.55(.76) 3.33(.79)
8. Peers (T2)* 3.40 (.68) 3.22 (.70)
9. Peers (T3)* 3.44 (.81) 3.04 (.78)
17. Prior achievement* .24 (.86) -.42 (.80)
18. Annual hhld. income* 10.01 (4.28) 8.78 (4.29)
19. Parent education* 2.59 (.97) 2.40 (.95)

*Significant between-group difference < .05

"p<.10
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Table 3.5

Logistic and Multiple Regression Models Used ta Eapectations and Educational Utility Values asdid¢ors of

the Relation Between Gender and College ParticqpastatugN = 414)

Expectations and Values Expectations Values
Step 1 Step 2 Step3/4 Step 2 Step 3/4
DV = College DV = Exp. DV = College DV = Vval. DV = College

OR (SE) B (SE) OR (SE) B (SE) OR (SE)
Annual hhld income 1.16 (.03)* .02 (.01) 1.17 (04) .00 (.01) 1.17 (.04)*
Parent education .93 (.13) .20 (.06)* 79 ((11) (-06) .89 (.13)
Achievement 3.98 (.75)* .56 (.06)* 3.05 (.66)* .204)* 3.69 (.70)
Gender 1.02 (.26) -.52 (.08)* 1.46 (.41) -.09 (.07) 1.027)
Expectations (T3) 2.00 (.27)*
Values (T3) 1.89 (.37)*

*p<.05,"p<.10
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Table 3.6

Logistic Regression Models Predicting College Rapttion Status from Grade 11 Educational Expeotai

Educational Utility Values, and Their Interactiométh Adolescent GendéN = 414)

Full Sample Boys Only Girls Only
(N = 414) (N = 156) (N = 258)
OR (SE) OR (SE) OR (SE) OR (SE)

Annual hhld income 1.19 (.02)* 1.19 (.04) 1.16 §706 1.20 (.05)*

Parent education 77 ((10)* 77 (11) .70 (.15) .81 (.15)

Achievement 2.82 (.32)* 2.93 (.63)* 2.39 (.65)* 3.495)*

Expectations (T3) 1.88 (.29)* 2.03 (.33)* 1.98 (48 2.00 (.34)*

Values (T3) 1.74 (17)* 1.29 (.28) 2.24 (.63)* 1.230)
Gender .18 (.36)
Gender x Exp. .93 (.25)
Gender x Val. 1.79 (.62)

*p<.05"p<.10
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Figure 3.1. Model-estimated latent growth trajectory for educational expectations between

Grade 7 and Grade 11 (N = 876).
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Figure 3.2. Model-estimated latent growth trajectory for educational utility values between
Grade 7 and Grade 11 (N= 876).
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Figure 3.3. Model-estimated latent growth trajectories for educational expectations between
Grade 7 and Grade 11 as a function of youth gender (N = 8§76).
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Note: The slope for boys was significantly less positive than the slope for girls (p < .03).
However, neither slope was significantly different from zero.
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Figure 3.4. Model-estimated latent growth trajectories for educational utility values between
Grade 7 and Grade 11 as a function of youth gender (N = 876).
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Figure 3.5. Longitudinal relations between boys’ educational expectations, educational utility
values, and affiliation with achievement-oriented peers (V= 462).
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CHAPTER 4
GENERAL CONCLUSION
Contributions to the Literature on Achievement Motivation in African Americans

The research presented here contributes meaningfully to the growing Hiadsatdre on
the development of achievement motivation in African Americans. Past researchi\atiomt
in African Americans has tended to focus on motivational differences betwaeanAfr
Americans and members of other ethnic groups. Although there may be legitieartetical
reasons for comparing racial groups, such research provides little infornmatiatrtize
processes by which motivational outcomes in African Americans arise (Stealbdetcher,
1998). The research presented here used a within-racial group design to exareiates of
African American adolescents’ educational expectations and educatioitahatiles. Thus, the
results shed light on mechanisms that may underlie the development of adaptiveonativat
patterns in African American youth.

In an assessment of the state of the research on ethnic minority childreaa; Gal and
her colleagues (1996) decried the fact that longitudinal work on the normative deval@bme
ethnic minority children has been ignored. Ten years later, Graham and Hudley &@btsd
that they were unable to identify a single published longitudinal study the priotais of
which was development of achievement motivation in African American childreth Budy 1

and Study 2 used longitudinal designs to examine the development of motivatied-relat



constructs and their correlates in African American adolescents. Stxdynined the role that
adolescents’ perceptions of certain social-context factors (i.e., aduik$stabout their
academic abilities and the achievement orientation of peers) play in skiagingducational
expectations and educational utility values. This study also examined how théuchaghi
these influences changes over time. In contrast, Study 2 examined changas ievals of
expectations and values over time, with a particular emphasis on gendendédter@&oth
studies provided evidence that motivational factors during high school may preditt actua
attainment outcomes during early adulthood.

Over a decade ago, Graham (1997) called on researchers of achievement mativation i
African Americans to draw upon theory to guide their work. Although some of thedlesea
conducted since that time has been grounded in motivational theory, other studies on
achievement-related processes in African Americans appear to have festitia¢or
underpinnings. The research presented here addressed this issue byyekatizitig upon
expectancy-value theory as its guiding framework. In the past, supportsftinébry has been
drawn from research conducted with predominantly European American samplalis &fes
Studies 1 and 2 suggest that the expectancy-value framework may be usefudimrexghe
motivational outcomes of African Americans. This finding is important in lightefsS(1999)
argument that researchers should not assume that models can be generalined fsropulation
to another, and that generality is something that should be tested empirically.

Limitations and Future Directions

Although the studies presented here made use of the expectancy-value framework as a

guiding theory, models tested did not fully capitalize on the potential benefithehaiebry has

to offer researchers of African Americans. One reason that expectalueytireory is
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particularly suited for the study of motivation in African Americans is thatows researchers
to take into account certain aspects of the contexts in which motivation develops, indlodang t
contexts characterized by racially oppressive features. Within psychalagi, of the research
on motivation in African Americans has failed to take into consideration exfernak that
influence African Americans’ education-related attitudes and beliefdurBing attention to
how social context factors external to the child may have a harmful impaattovanonal
processes, researchers can avoid a “blame the victim” approach to detdittye widely-
documented underachievement of African American youth. By the same token, attending
external influences that promote motivation can also help researchersyiteetofs that lead to
optimal outcomes for members of this group. Although the knowledgpehaptionf the
social context (in the form of reflected appraisals of adults and the achm@vemneatation of
peers) are associated with expectations and values bolsters developmemaitivational
theory, these findings may be of limited practical use; specifigaligrventionists may find it
less effective to changeerceptionf the social context than to change the social context itself.
Using more objective measures of social context features (e.g., third-gawtys of adolescents’
social networks, third-party reports of social-context factors that shapiesyoeflected
appraisals of parents and teachers) may have provided better informatiainggbaw changes
in the actual social context might lead to changes in adolescents’ motivation.

The research presented here, although conducted using an African America® sampl
does little to inform our understanding of how being African American contribwutes t
motivational outcomes. Although this research was useful in elucidating the wermat
developmental processes for members of this group, models tested adhere tonviest &id

Landin (1998) refer to as theferred ethnic correlateapproach to research with minority
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populations. In contrast, these scholars recommemebaured ethnic correlatepproach,
wherein factors known to be correlated with race/ethnicity are explicglyded in models of
development. The measured ethnic correlates approach is consistent with@dret al.’s
(1996) integrative model for the study of developmental competencies in ethnigyninor
children. Garcia Coll and her colleagues argue that, in order to attairsaceaderstanding of
the pathways by which ethnic minority youth achieve developmental competeseai,chers
must place variables linked to social stratification at the center of tleadmabdels designed to
explain minority children’s development. Although expectancy-value theory doexpiwitly
elaborate on race-specific variables, such variables can be easilydhoappexisting
components of the model. For instance, the “socializer’s beliefs and behaviors” catnpone
could include variables such as race-based social exclusion by peers and'tetareetypes
about African Americans’ academic competence. The “previous achievesertr
experiences” component could include ethnic correlates such as transitionmgaéially
homogenous into racially heterogeneous schools, and placement in lower acaatsksicltr
sum, future research could benefit by sharpening the focus on how contexts unique to the lives

African Americans shape children’s development.
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APPENDIX

! Measure included in Study 4Measure included in Study 2

Expectations for Future Educational Attainnteht

Ite Response Options

How far do you think you actually will go in 1 = less than high school

school? 2 = graduate from high school
3 = post high school technical or vocational
training/some college
4 = graduate from a business college or a two
year college with associates degree
5 = graduate from a 4 year college
6 = get a masters degree or a teaching credential
7 = get a law degree, a Ph. D., or a medical
doctor’s degree

Educational Utility Valuek?

ltems Response Options

| have to do well in school if | want to get ahead. = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neither
in life. Disagree Nor Agree; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly
Agree

Schooling is not so important for kids like me.

Getting a good education is the best way to get
ahead in life for kids in my neighborhood.
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Perceptions of Parents’ Beliefs About Academic Competence

ltems Response Options

How far do you think your parents believe you 1 = less than high school

will go in school? 2 = graduate from high school
3 = post high school technical or vocational
training/some college
4 = graduate from a business college or a two
year college with associates degree
5 = graduate from a 4 year college
6 = get a masters degree or a teaching credential
7 = get a law degree, a Ph. D., or a medical
doctor’s degree

How good of a student do your parents expect One of the best students = 1; One of the worst

you to be in school? students =5

Would your parents say that you can do Better than all = 1; Poorer than all =5
schoolwork better than, the same as, or not as
good as other kids in your school?

*ltems in this measure will be modeled as a latent construct.

Perceptions of Teachers’ Beliefs About Academic Competence

Ite Response Options

At the school | go to now, my teachers think I'mL = Strongly agree; 5 = Strongly disagree
a good student.
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Affiliation with Achievement-Oriented Peérs

ltems Response Options

How many of the friends that you spend most of = None of them; 5 = All of them
your time with...

Do well in school?
Plan to go to college?

Like to discuss schoolwork or other intellectual
things with you?

Think it's important to work hard on school

work?

College Enrollment Statfis
Ite Response Options
Are you in college? 1=No

2 =Yes, part time
3 =Yes, full time

Covariates: Prior Achievemértt

Achievement test score were obtained from school records and will be calculated as the mean of
students’ standardized scores on the reading and mathematics subtests dfotimeaGethievement
Test (CAT), which was administered during Grade 5.

Grade 7 grade pointaverages were obtained from school records and are coded on a 5-point scale
(1=F, 2=D, 3=C, 4=B, 5=A).
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Covariates: Primary Caregiver-Reported Socioeconomic $tatus

ltems Response Options
Total family income before taxes from all 1 = Less than $5,000
sources in 1990 2 = Between $5,000-9,999

3 = Between $10,000-14,999
4 = Between $15,000-19,999
5 = Between $20,000-24,999
6 = Between $25,000-29,999
7 = Between $30,000-34,999
8 = Between $35,000-39,999
9 = Between $40,000-44,999
10 = Between $45,000-49,999
11 = Between $50,000-54,999
12 = Between $55,000-59,999
13 = Between $60,000-64,999
14 = Between $65,000-69,999
15 = Between $70,000-74,999
16 = More than $75,000

Highest level of education obtained (mean for 1 = did not complete high school
primary caregiver and secondary caregiver) 2 =GED

3 = high school diploma

4 = associates degree

5 = bachelors degree

6 = masters degree

7 = doctoral degree
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