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ABSTRACT
Lorrie Ann Schmid
Peer Affiliation Stability, Sense of School Belonging and Academic Aemewnt in Early
Adolescence: Does Grade Configuration Matter?
(Under the direction of Dr. Jill V Hamm)

This study focused on the middle school transition and how the social world of peers
affected the academic world of early adolescents. Specificalbguséd on the transition to
middle school and how it might disrupt peer groups and affect academic achievengent. Thi
study included three rural samples from different regional studies. Study arw
Appalachian sample with a middle school transition while Study 2 was a Midwesiesa
where some students had a middle school transition and some did not. This research extends
the literature on peer group stability by creating a new individual-fmed group stability
indicator. Differences in peer stability were found in all three samplesvever, mixed
results were found for peer stability across time and academic ati@eandicators. No
significant differences were found by school grade configuration, indic&i@ghte middle

school transition in Study 2 did not affect peer group stability.
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Introduction

Early adolescence is an important time in development with rapid physical,eegnit
and social changes. These changes affect how adolescents think about themseltiessand ot
as well as the decisions that they make for themselves. Peer influenceeptdraczare
more important during this time period than in any other (Berndt, 1999). Researchers
speculate that the developmental changes lead adolescents to turn to gesdpsifor
understanding and adapting to the changes in their life (Cook, Deng, & Morgano, 2007). On
top of these developmental changes, early adolescents are also usualigdespeansition
from an elementary school into a middle school or a junior high school. The transition from
elementary school to middle school can often be difficult due to individual changes in
physical, intellectual, cognitive, and social development and school-level enembnm
changes like combining multiple elementary schools into one school. Pelenstgds can
be volatile during this time, with rapid changes occurring at the clique andrkdavel
(Cairns & Cairns, 1994). During the middle school transition, students are introdutad t
peers from other schools. These disruptions in peer groups can lead to students dmcusing
their social needs (i.e., “fitting in”) instead of the academic goalshafid¢Kiefer & Ryan,
2008). The decisions that are made during the middle school transition can have ingg-last
effects including academic failure and dropout (Cook, MacCoun, Muschkin, & Vidgor, 2008;
Juvonen, Le, Kaganoff, Augustine, & Constant, 2004; Seidman, Aber, & French, 2004).

The modern dominant theoretical framework for looking at school transition is

Eccles’ et al. (1991, 1993) stage-environment fit theory. From this perspectivescadoke



is a period of time where changes are rapidly occurring in terms of physiedectual and
emotional development, identity and social role redefinitions, and school transitions.
Behavior, motivation, and mental health are influenced by the fit between the ehstiast
individuals bring to their social environments and the characteristics of thogke soc
environments. One environment shared by almost all early adolescents is schoatlingccor
to Eccles et al. (1993), the mismatch between student development and their school
environment is what leads to problems in academic motivation, performance, and
achievement.

Changes due to school transition focus on three areas: procedural, academic, and
social (Akos, 2002). Academic aspects involve concerns about increased homework and
difficult courses; procedural concerns include the physical and organaadispects of
middle school (i.e., changing classes, lockers); and social aspects inckidg neawv
friends. Little study has focused on the relationship between the acaal@isocial
concerns. However, studies have shown that peer support can aid in the transitioneto middl
school. Students that perceived support through an established peer group were more
successful in the transition period than students who did not perceive such support& auley
Jovanovich, 2006).

The middle school environment is usually different from the elementary school
environment. Rather than being connected to one primary teacher like most elementary
schools, students are expected to rotate to different teachers throughout tAd@agcents
may or may not have classes with their friends from elementary school ireraadiol.
Students may have lots of different classmates throughout the day due to cldskescirel

academic tracking policies. Class sizes in middle schools are typar@éy than in



elementary schools, since the middle schools draw students from multiple ekyrsehtmls
(Juvonen et al., 2004; Wigdfield, Byrnes, & Eccles, 2006).

As students move from one educational setting to another in early adolescence,
studies have shown student declines in motivation, behavior and self-perception (Kingery &
Erdley, 2007; Widfield, Lutz, & Wagner, 2005). Environmental factors found in middle
schools, such as classroom size and structure, school size, and student partapation
been found to impact the peer group structure (Hardy, Bukowski, & Sippola, 2002). Changes
to the peer group structure and lack of peer group support can lead to lowered leveblof sc
belonging, less positive feelings towards school and to academic disengagemant&Ha
Faircloth, 2005; Kingery & Erdley, 2007).

The role of peers is quite important to adolescent identity and most adoleseents ar
characterized through their membership in cliques and groups (Cairns, Leungy@8ydha
Cairns, 1995; National Research Council, 2004; Ryan, 2001). Peer influences become more
important as adolescents move away from their families and are building unigqaegbe
identities. Peers are the standards by which these individuals judge therasdlvesdel
behavior for one another (Cook et al., 2007; Ryan, 2001; Wentzel, 2003). Some researchers
contend that peer pressure can lead to delinquency and other negative outcomes (Cook et al.,
2008; Kiefer & Ryan, 2008). Others contend that adolescents select the peer groogst that
fit those characteristics that the adolescents themselves value andgbatahée both
positive and negative (Cook et al., 2007; Ryan, 2001). Students who feel that their peers
support and care for them tend to be more engaged in academic classroomsactivitie

(Wentzel, 2003).



Since peers play a vital role in positive transitions to middle school, an important
guestion is how peer group stability might alleviate the detrimental idéstchool
environmental change both through providing a shared history with peers and through
socialization patterns within groups. That is, peer group stability might lhelprds adjust
throughout the middle school transition. Stable peer groups might lead to a gre&ef sens
school belonging because of the security these groups can offer as wekstsliished
values of the group. Peer group stability might also improve academic achrdvem
outcomes, by enabling early adolescents to focus less attention on soceahscand more
attention on academics, due to already established bonds with peers. Howetee, pos
impacts of peer group stability on academic achievement are compligatesl flact that not
all groups have prosocial outcomes. Some groups defined themselves through academic
failure, deviant behavior and other negative attributes (Kindermann, 1993; Ryan, 2001).
Stable groups that have these more negative attitudes and behaviors mag itherea
adolescent’s maladaptive behavior towards school and others, even while providing a sense
of belonging within the school environment (Hamm & Faircloth, 2005).

Another important aspect in the transition to middle school is the adolescents’ sense
of school belonging. A sense of school belonging or connectedness to the school and the
people within the school can lead to better adjustment to the transition as weha®asa
in motivation (Osterman, 2000). School belonging has also been conceptualized as the
representation of social bonds between students and adults in the school and the norms that
govern those interactions (Goodenow, 1993). A strong sense of belonging leads to a stronger
commitment to school goals and engagement in school activities (Goodenow, 1993). A

strong sense of school belonging can lead to higher school motivation, effort and



participation and, in turn, lead to greater academic achievement (Goodenow, 1993; Hamm &
Faircloth, 2005; Ostermann, 2000). Goodenow (1993) indicated that the sense of school
belonging mediates academic achievement through motivation as well as\ditators.

There has been a significant amount of research that has focused on the middle school
transition and the difficulties that it can produce. The issue of how the middle gradesst
configured to alleviate these transition issues has been an important polieyaandissue
for at least fifty years. These reforms continue to be advocated to betteeady
adolescents’ needs as well as to meet the pressures of academic adigyMac Iver &

Mac Iver, 2006). Several different grade configurations are commonly used: naode, s
junior high, and K-8. The typical configuration for most U.S. schools is middle school, in
which an elementary school that serves kindergarten through fifth grade is tblgvee

middle school that serves sixth through eighth grades. In the case of the junior high
configuration, a student would attend their elementary school until sixth grade and the
transition into junior high in seventh grade. Typically, junior high schools serve seventh and
eighth grades, but they can run through ninth grade as well. Finally, there ach&c&s

that serve kindergarten through eighth grade. Unlike the middle school or junior high model,
there are no building transitions in these schools.

Some researchers contend that stage-environment fit mismatches cdincee re
through changing how schools are configured, specifically by utilizing K-8rrttae
middle school configurations (Eccles, Lord, & Midgley, 1991, Mac Iver & Epsi€93).

Recent policies in urban areas such as the Philadelphia, Cleveland, and Balitiyrsxkool
systems have started converting middle schools into K-8 schools with the Hegligfetse

schools better foster student achievement (Byrnes & Ruby, 2007; Mac Ivac&vir,



2006). However, these changes have usually been implemented without directlyimgmpa
student outcomes in these different school grade configurations (see Weisse$,K2006
for an exception). These studies usually focus on aspects of the school structural
environment rather than on student experiential factors such as how peer group istabili
affected through different grade configurations, and its subsequentaifettident
achievement. No research has focused on differences in peer group stabil@warsts
middle schools and how the stability of peer groups might impact academic aotityve
Distinctions between school configurations, and their relevance to student
achievement, are of particular relevance in rural areas. According tiyatatthe National
Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) for the school years 2005-06, 62% of schools
designated as rural were K-8 or K-12, while the remaining 38% were middle school
configuration (U.S. Department of Education, 2007). There is no one clear definition for
rurality used by researchers. Rurality encompasses a broad diveiywiunities and
populations differing by geographical region, ethnic composition, occupationetiusea and
access to cities (Crockett, Shanahan, & Jackson-Newsom, 2000). Rural schoa$&nd t
small, scattered across a large geographical area and often have Imamethf resources.
Adolescents in rural areas may differ from adolescents in suburban and urbawydreag
more inclusive, having denser social networks, feeling more confident and haieg m
responsibility (Crockett et al., 2000). Middle school transitions which occur foradjoity
of students in suburban and urban areas do not occur for the majority of students in rural
areas. A fundamental question is the extent to which a lack of a building change & middl
school keeps changes in peers and academics from occurring, or if studenteadjusK-8

schools resembles adjustment in schools that have a middle school transitions.



The current investigation includes two studies that focused on the impact of peer
group stability on academic achievement during early adolescence. Botls siadie
longitudinal and focused on a transitional point in students’ lives from fifth tio grade and
are drawn from rural populations. Most studies focus on grade configuration during the
middle grades and academic achievement (Alspaugh, 1998; Bedard & Do, 2005, 8yrne
Ruby, 2007; Weiss & Kipnes, 2006; Wihry, Coladarci & Meadow, 1992) or middle school
transitions and peer relations (Cauley & Jovanovich, 2006; Cook et al., 2007; Hardy et al.,
2002; Kingery & Erdley, 2007). This study is unique in that it focused on relationships
among academic achievement, peer group stability and grade configunatidtaiseously
within the same early adolescent population. Additionally, these relationséipsstudied
to test the extent to which school belonging mediated the relationship betwegnopger
stability and academic achievement. The first study investigatedypme stability across
an elementary to middle school transition and determined the extent to which peer group
stability played a role in academic achievement. In addition, the role of s&#lonbing
was also studied as part of the relationship between peer group stability agwhiacad
achievement. Higher levels of peer group stability were expectedde bagher levels of
academic achievement in a direct way but academic achievement rm@beahdirectly
affected through peer group stability strengthening a sense of school belohguag
conceptualized that long term stability with peers was a criticalegiem early adolescents’
sense of school belonging (Hamm & Faircloth, 2005). Additionally, a greater sense of
school belonging would lead to higher academic achievement outcomes (Goodenow, 1993;
Osterman, 2000). In the second study, schools with different school grade configurations

those with a middle school transition and those that did not have a middle school transition



(i.e., K-8) were studied. Two aspects of this study included: a) seeing itberalifferent
levels of peer group stability by school grade configuration type and b) agstsi
relationship of peer group stability to academic achievement in both configusgtem tAs

with Study 1, the second study also included the role of school belonging and this variable
was expected to mediate the relationship between peer group stability dechi@ca
achievement in the same way as described above. No differences weredcexptat

mediation model by school grade configuration.



Review of Literature

This study focused on the relationships between peer group stability, school
belonging and academic achievement indicators and how different school grade
configurations may have different pattern of relationships among theablgar First, |
assessed peer group stability and a sense of school belonging. Next, lealifiress
relationship between peer group stability and school belonging and their impacts on
academic achievement. Finally, | looked at how different school dssiniicint organize the
middle grades and how that might affect peer group stability and acadéneicesaent.
Peer Group Stability

Peers play a dynamic role in social relations and student adjustment during thee midd|
school transition (Cook et al., 2007). Researchers also suggest that peers haveadubstanti
influence on academic outcomes, including academic norms, motivation and achievement
(Berndt, 1999; Kindermann, 1993; Kingery & Erdley, 2007). Peers influence adolescents’
academic behavior in direct and indirect ways, through social approval, modeling, group
reputation factors and assistance in academic goals (Cook et al., 2007). Thrscmftan be
exerted in both positive and negative ways (Ryan, 2001). Peer groups can shape the
adolescent’s motivation, expectations and values through shared norms and ristaoacte
the peer group. Thus, the peer group can influence the change or reinforcemeti¢mi@ca
achievement behaviors.

The importance of peers and peer groups during early adolescence has been well
documented (Berndt, 1999; Cook et al., 2007; Wentzel, 2003). However, little study has

focused on how stable these peer groups are and the effects of that stabilityadoidyirost



adolescent students. This is due to the fact that peer group stability is diffiméasure and
hard to interpret. Gifford-Smith & Brownell (2003) indicated that stabd#mates vary

widely across studies, related to methodological and contextual factors sualletegel,

timing of school transitions, and time of year and data collection method. An importa
aspect of stability is based on the data collection methodology used. Data on peecamoups
be collected using sociometric nominations (rating all or some part of thetshadly) or

social cognitive mapping procedures. Characteristics such as peer group shee and t
interconnectedness of the group can also impact stability measures. Mostaitsthbsity

focus on one of two methods. The primary one focuses on the individual level of peer
stability using reciprocal best friend nominations, usually elicited tlrgogiometric
nominations (see Hardy et al., 2002; Kingery & Erdley, 2007; Wentzel, 2003). The second,
less widely used assessment of peer group stability focuses on theeeatiggoup rather

than individual stability over time (see Cairns & Cairns, 1994; Kindermann, 2007;
Neckerman, 1996). Both of these methods fail to look at the role of multiple peatiaffdi

on the individual adolescent. The first method only focuses on the best friend and fails to
understand the entire peer group. The second method is focused on the peer group but not
the individual in and out movements that occur in the peer group and the effects of those
movements.

It is unclear whether peer group stability or instability is most normatikeglaarly
adolescence. The role of the peer group is multifaceted with both positive anganegati
elements that can occur from being part of any group. Peers can profoundly efluenc
adolescents through direct and indirect ways that can affect acadeneieactint, behavior

and other social interactions. Peer group stability alone does not indicateetgedup has

10



‘good’ or ‘bad’ norms and behaviors. Longer interactions between group members lead t

greater intensification of socialization with the peer group, but whether thaploagige or

negative effect is dependent upon the group’s values, norms and behaviors (Juvenon, 2007).

School Belonging

The need to belong to something larger than oneself has been identified as a
fundamental human belief (Osterman, 2000). School belonging, as it is defined bacé, is
student’s sense of acceptance, support and encouragement by teachers anchpesaisaanlt
(Goodenow, 1993). This construct is based on the perceptions of the interactions that the
individual has with teachers, administrators and peers in the classroom antidhtdhg
school. The feeling of school belonging can lead to a reduction in stress and an increase
intrinsic motivation whereas lacking school belonging can lead to school aienati
(Osterman, 2000). Belonging has been shown to explain a significant amount ofdheevari
of academic motivation and achievement through explaining level of effort and tiootiva
(Goodenow, 1993; Hamm & Faircloth, 2005; Osterman, 2000).
Peer Group Stability and School Belonging

An important component of school belonging is focused on peer acceptance and
support. When adolescents are asked about their sense of belonging in school, one of the
first aspects they describe is their affiliations with other peers (iH&nfaircloth, 2005).
One might contend that individuals who have a stable peer groups would tend to have more
security, peer acceptance and support due to long standing affiliation and atoraliz
between peer group members. Higher levels peer group stability mightudadtstto have
higher levels of school belonging due to shared school history and support from their long-

standing peers. Ladd (1990) reported higher achievement attitudes for those sthdents
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had the same peers in their classroom the following year, contending thatshisev® the
shared socialization history and connection of attitudes that allow the studehtorfee
secure. However, his work has focused on elementary school students and has not been
translated into the adolescent population. It has been hypothesized that low |etedisiof
within groups potentially affect student’s ability to forge lasting reteships that support a
sense of belonging. Additionally, school belonging within peer groups has been shown to
become more homogeneous across the school year (Hamm & Faircloth, 2005). Itis
important to determine how individuals’ peer group stability level might gtinen school
belonging.
Peer Group Stability and Middle School Adjustment and Achievement

Typically, the transition to middle school creates changes in the school environment,
including changes to relationships with teachers and peers (Cairns & Cairnsk¢8@4;et
al., 1993). Elementary schools tend to be smaller schools where students interact aith one
a few teachers and with the same classroom of peers throughout the day. Few tchtmege
peer group structure occur during the elementary school years. Howearayrqgs are
susceptible to change during the middle school transition because of school andmiassr
environmental changes (Hardy et al., 2002; Kingery & Erdley, 2007; Wentzel, 2003).
Middle schools often combine several elementary schools into one school and stuéénts me
many new peers. Also, middle schools typically have students changisgolas
throughout the school day, which may lead students to lose contact with establisked peer
due to a lack of proximity to those students.

School transitions can disrupt peer group stability through influx of new peers. These

peers may be more proximal and/or more similar to adolescents comparedhersiem

12



their original peer group members, leading individuals to leave their origieabpzup for a
new group. Evidence from two studies suggests that most peer groups are disrupged dur
the middle school transition. In one study, sociometric nominations wereezstessalyze
the pattern of nominations before (spring Bfgsade) and after (spring of'@rade) the
transition to middle school. Only one third of students nominated the same students as
friends at the two time points (Hardy et al., 2002). Another study found that over aame-y
period, peer groups remained more stable when the classroom was promoted as a unit than
when it was not (Neckerman, 1996). Little study has focused on how academicraenieve
may or may not be affected when there are peer group disruptions. There is an indication
that adolescents with disrupted peer groups spend part of their class time building new
affiliations rather than focusing on academic goals (Kiefer & Ryan, 2008).
School Belonging and Academic Achievement

Studies of peer groups have shown that high academic achievement wasecbrrela
with positive peer relations (Cook et al., 2007; Ladd, 1990; Wentzel, 2003). There is little
indication that school belonging is directly related to academic achieveR®wvever,
school belonging is related to other variables such as engagement, motivaticiorith &f
have a strong impact on academic achievement (Goodenow, 1993; Hamm & Faircloth, 2005;
Wentzel et. al., 2003). Some researchers have identified sense of belonginmdsré/ing
element in the relationship between engagement, motivation and achievement. Thus, it

mediates the relationship between these variables.
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School Type: History of the Middle Grades

Prior to the 1940’'s, most students in America were educated in K-12 or K-8 schools
in which diverse age groups of students interacted with one another (Bedard & Do, 2005).
Beginning in the 1940’s, educational reformers began the task of creating a Higi'dofor
students. Junior high schools were expected to be less like elementary schoalsealiicem
high schools. However, these students were not expected to interact with older high school
peers (Juvenon et al., 2004). Junior high schools operated like high schools with students
changing classrooms, a focus on ability tracking, and an increased emphasidemia
achievement. In the 1970’s, school systems move away from junior high schools and the
number of middle schools began to increase. Unlike junior highs, middle schools were
created to reflect the awareness that the transition into this level of sche@mgnportant
point in the academic trajectory (Mac Iver & Epstein, 1993). Middle schools, unlila juni
highs, were tasked with emphasizing integrated team teaching, approastingtion from
an early adolescence perspective, and other practices geared towarddaadgence.
However, the reality is that many schools just renamed their junior high saftoatsiddle
schools (Mac Iver & Epstein, 1993). Starting in the 1980’s, researchers and paltiessm
started to question the utility of middle schools and to study the transition frorargbey to
middle school. Seidman et al. (2004) questioned if the academic, behavioral and social
problems that occur for some during adolescence are triggered, in part, bysf@trao
middle school. Currently, a majority of schools serving middle grades areemsiddiols or
junior high schools but this trend is different in rural areas, where the majordhadls are
K-8 (U.S. Department of Education, 2007). An important question that this study addresses

is how experiencing a middle school transition versus no building transition dffects
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stability of early adolescents’ peer relationships and in turn, ttieoo belonging and
achievement outcomes.
Grade Configurations

Some researchers and policymakers have endorsed that positive early atlolesce
adjustment is best supported through a K-8 configuration. These researchetbatiaanly
adolescents’ needs are better served in smaller, community-oriented esxchiomhments
(Anfara & Buehler, 2005; Mac Iver & Mac Iver, 2006). Others indicate thatiot the
grade spans that improve the effectiveness of the school but the underlying school
characteristics (Barber & Olson, 2004; Wihry et al., 1992). Typically, K-8 schawvks
smaller class sizes and fewer teachers. However, few direct coomsaoistween K-8 and
middle schools exist in the literature. Alpaugh (1998) studied three diftgpes of school
districts: a) K-8; b) a single elementary school, transitioning into aesmgldle school; and
¢) multiple elementary schools feeding into one middle school. In those distnets w
transitions occurred (types b and c), significant achievement lossefowede and those
losses were the greatest for middle schools where multiple elemergdey &shools were
integrated into one middle school (type ¢). Wihry et al. (1992) analyzed schools Ehfigu
as either K-8 schools, middle schools, junior high schools, or combined junior-senior high
schools and examined these school grade characteristics on eighth gragensaftie When
comparing test scores across school types, the results indicated the dubreastment
scores were found in K-8 schools. Weiss & Kipnes'’s (2006) study sought to answer three
guestions: a) do eighth grade outcomes vary on the type of school a student attends? b) if
there are outcome differences, are they due to student demographic differgceselfe

esteem effects vary by school type? In this study, middle schools and K-8 stilou$
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differ on academic outcome variables but did differ on nonacademic variables such as
student self-esteem and perceived threat. Byrnes & Ruby (2007) dssbssieer
significant differences occurred between K-8 and middle school schools mdéanademic
achievement. Byrnes and Ruby found that K-8 schools had the highest levels of academic
achievement but that this was due to differences in demographics, class sizdersizg
among the schools. Finally, Mac Iver & Mac Iver (2006) analyzed schools wiraee s
schools were long-established K-8 schools, some were recently convedtechidels, and
some were traditional elementary to middle school configurations. Standaebzeddres
were higher in the established K-8 as compared to the other two school typesiolmglicat
were that the higher achievement levels might be due to a lack of the trarsiioamad in
the established K-8 schools. Taken together, these five studies’ findings sudgest tha
established K-8 schools tend to have greater academic achievement levetvetldvis
unclear why these differences occur and the role of peer group affiliatitmssie
differences. Additionally, it is important to note that three of the five stwektes conducted
on the same school system (Philadelphia) and that only two studies involved rural.schools
Long Term Impact of Grade Configurations

Finally, a different theoretical and methodological approach to middle school
transitions has been proposed through long-term assessment of the middle schbohtransi
There are a limited number of these studies, but they provide a differertri@nght which
to view the middle school environment and transition issues. These researchers ttatte
the movement to middle schools was primarily a policy decision and did not fully base the
decision on the developmental, social and academic needs of early adolescents (ICook et a

2008). Additionally, each transition point into middle school and high school is believed to
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be risky to students since drops in self-esteem, academic achievement, aatirdibhezs

have been measured (Cook et al., 2008; Eccles et al., 1993; Seidman et al., 2004). Moreover,
from this perspective, these transitions are cumulative in effect in that tleesoiaol

environment changes students are expected to withstand, the more detrimentatthe ef

Both Bedard and Do (2005) and Cook et al. (2008) found a significant drop in academic
achievement followed the transition into middle school that continued to be found throughout
middle school and high school. These studies indicate that grade configuration tamtnpor

not only at the transition point but throughout the rest of students’ public K-12 schooling
experiences.

School environment plays an important role in both peer group stability and academic
achievement. The transition from elementary school to middle school appears todead t
group instability, to a lack of school belonging and to declines in academavewtent.

Studies that have compared different school configurations have found that K-8 schools tend
to show the greatest level of academic achievement during the middle. gidesay be

due, in part, to the fact that these students do not encounter a building transition that can
undermine their peer groups. It is important to study the effects of the mitidlal s

transition because of this evidence that long-lasting trajectories migine érom this

transition that can detrimentally impact a students’ academic, behaamar@motional well-

being.
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The Present Study

The primary research objective of this study was to determine how theitratsit
middle school might disrupt peer group stability and consequently, affect academi
achievement through the mediation of school belonging. To assess the relatiomsimgs a
these indicators, the following questions were addressed in the study. Fitst thieeeffect
of the middle school transition on peer group stability? Second, to what extent isopger gr
stability associated with school belonging and academic achievemerg theimiddle
school transition? Third, does school belonging mediate the relationship betwegropper
stability and academic achievement? Fourth, do students who transition to a nfiddle sc
differ from students who do not have a transition (e.g., K-8) in terms of peer groupystabilit
school belonging and academic achievement and relationships among theses@ariable
Specifically, do K-8 students have more stable peer groups that lead to greatér s
belonging and academic achievement?

Two studies of early adolescents in rural schools were conducted to assess thes
guestions. The first study focused on students in a traditional elementary schamtuléo m
school transition and investigated peer group stability and its relationshgplkdol
belonging and academic achievement indicators across the transitio ieasecond study
analyzed the same factors as those described in Study 1 to see if the sagneupestability
patterns existed within the two school grade configurations; either a mathaiel $ransition
or a K-8 configuration with no transition. The purpose was to see if the same peer group

stability patterns occur over time across these different school types, assbs the



relationship between peer group stability, school belonging and academic awméevand
how these interactions were or were not found across differing school graggicimins.

It is theorized that the transition to middle school leads to peer group disruption,
which leads to a disconnection with at school, which can be measured through school
belonging. This combination of peer group instability and the corresponding ladtoot sc
belonging can lead to a decline in academic achievement. In contrast, K-8 seftbdlseir
lack of a building transition, are expected to have fewer peer group disruptisnshaege
in school belonging and no significant change in academic achievement. ltocadsess
these questions, hypotheses have been stipulated for each study and are listed below.
Study 1 (Middle School Transition)

Hypothesis 1.There will be less peer group stability during the transition from
fifth to sixth grade (time 1 to time 2) than during the sixth grade year (time to time 3).
This hypothesis will be tested by assessing differences in the peer tabilipysndicators
for time 1 to time 2, and for time 2 to time 3. Peer group stability was expected to be
disrupted during the middle school transition due to changes in the school environment as
well as the influx of new peers (Eccles et al., 1993).

Hypothesis 2 There will be a positive association between peer group stability
and school belonging, with higher levels on the peer group stability indexlated to
higher levels of school belongingBoth peer group stability indicators (Time 1 to Time 2
and Time 2 to Time 3) will be analyzed with the school belonging score at Time 3esStudi
have indicated that peer acceptance and support play an important role in students’

adjustment and feelings of belonging in middle and high school (Goodenow, 1993; Hamm &
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Faircloth, 2005). It is believed that students with long lasting peer relatpsnshi be more
likely to have strong and secure ties to the school.

Hypothesis 3 There will be a positive association between school belonging and
academic achievement with higher levels of school belonging related to heghevels of
academic achievement.School belonging at Time 3 will be analyzed with academic
achievement at Time 3, controlling for prior academic achievement at Timéot red2earch
has indicated that there is a weak positive relationship between school belonging and
academic achievement (Goodenow, 1993; Osterman, 2000).

Hypothesis 4There will be a positive association between peer group stability
and academic achievement, with higher levels of peer group stability eged to higher
levels of academic achievement.Both peer group stability indicators (Time 1 to Time 2
and Time 2 to Time 3) will be analyzed with academic achievement at Time 3jllcogtr
for prior achievement at Time 1. Although peer influence on academic achievement ha
been studied (Cook et al., 2007; Crosnoe, Riegle-Crumb, Field, Frank, & Muller, 2008), little
study has focused specifically on peer group stability and its impact on academi
achievement.

Hypothesis 5The positive relationship between peer group stability and
academic achievement will be partially mediated through school belongin That is,
school belonging will partially account for the relationship between g@er group stability
and academic achievementFollowing Barron & Kenny (1986), three regression models
will be assessed in order to test for mediation. First, the mediator (schoolibgjomidj be
regressed on the independent variable (peer group stability). This step catidiected as

part of Hypothesis 2. Then, the dependent variable (academic achievement) will be

20



regressed on the independent variable (peer group stability). This stbp wdhducted as

part of Hypothesis 4. Finally, for Hypothesis 5, academic achievement will l@ssed on

both of the independent variables (peer group stability from time 1 to time 2 an2 time

time 3) and the mediator (school belonging). See Figure 1 below for a gtajgpazion of

the relationship between the three variables. The independent variables willyzemnath
academic achievement at Time 3, controlling for prior achievement &t T.ihis expected

that the relationship between peer group stability and academic achi¢waithemeaken

with the addition of school belonging (Barron & Kenny, 1986; Goodenow, 1993). Changes
in the relationship between academic achievement and peer group stability asbessed

by the direct effect of peer group stability as well as the indireettedf peer groups

stability through school belonging.

Figure 1. Model between Peer Group Stability, School Belonging and Academivémieiet

School

/ Belonging

Peer Group Academic
Stability . Achievement

Study 2: Different School Grade Configurations
Data for Study 2 will include student participants that attended either a motidiel s

in sixth grade or a K-8 school in sixth grade. Parallel hypotheses to the fivaésigot
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described above are proposed for both sets of students; those who attend a middle school and
experience a middle school transition (Hypotheses 6 through 10), and for the students who do
not experience a transition to middle school because they attend a K-8 school ¢sgpdth
through 15). In other words, Hypotheses 6 through 10 attempt to generalize the findings
from Hypothesis 1 through 5 by showing that the transition to middle school impacts the
social and academic worlds in similar ways through the disruption of peer grouipysaaiol
a corresponding decline in academic achievement.. Hypotheses 11 through 15tattempt
further generalize the study’s findings by examining how peer groupitstainitl academic
achievement may or may not be different across school grade configurationsal hed
hypotheses (16 and 17) for the study as a whole compare the findings of Study zhasmoss t
school grade configurations (middle school transition versus K-8).

Hypothesis 16 There will be a significant difference between peer group stabilit
over time by school grade configuration, with higher levels of peer group stdity
across time for K-8 schools.This hypothesis will be assessed by comparing the means of
the peer group stability indicators by school grade configuration and time points pe&ot
group stability indicators (Time 1 to Time 2; Time 2 to Time 3) will be tested hycd
grade configuration (K-8 or middle school). Itis expected that students in K-8 school
which do not have a transition to a new schooling environment, will have less disruption in
peer group stability between Time 1 to Time 2 than will those entering middle $Elcotds
et al., 1993).

Hypothesis 17 There will be a difference in magnitude found in the relationsip
between peer group stability and academic achievement by school grade aguofations.

Stronger positive relationships between peer group stability and academachievement
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will be found in the K-8 schools compared with the middle schools iStudy 2. This
hypothesis will be assessed by comparing the regression coefficentsin Hypothesis 9
(middle school transition) and Hypothesis 14 (K-8 school configuration). The regression
coefficient for the K-8 school is expected to be significantly higher than thesssgn
coefficient for the middle school. Results have indicated that K-8 schools are more
successful in terms of academic achievement, but reasons for thesede$eremain

unclear (Alspaugh, 1998; Mac Iver & Mac Iver, 2006; Wihry et al., 1992). Littkeareh

has focused on peer group stability and its impact on academic achievemsrypithesis
focuses on the extent to which peer group stability differs between school grade

configurations and how that might affect academic achievement.

23



Methods

Both studies used data from an ongoing longitudinal intervention study examining the
behavioral, academic, and social adjustment of rural youth as they transition into
adolescence. The schools patrticipating in this study were part of a randa@mndsol group
design in which half of the schools received professional development for theerteach
which focused on issues of early adolescent development and the other schoolstelerd ma
controls. Although detecting intervention effects was not part of the purpose ofrivat cur
study, they will be assessed as control variables in each model. As descnb@aspretwo
different data sets were used to answer these questions. One data sdtdo@isdents in a
traditional elementary to middle school transition. The other data set included both
traditional elementary to middle school transition environments as well & scKool
configuration. All available schools and students were asked to participaderic
achievement, school belonging, and peer relationships were assessed on eatidconse
student at each school site. Time 1 collection occurred in the Sprificgoéde, time 2
collection occurred in the Fall of'@rade and time 3 collection occurred in the Spring"of 6
grade.
Participating Schools

Study 1. Participants attended schools in rural communities in the Appalachian
region of the United States. Schools in Study 1 were designated as locale 6 afidhalN
Center for Education Statistics (NCES): “Place not within a consolidatedpoétan

statistical area or a metropolitan statistical area with a populatianedist 2500 but less



than 25000." The schools ranged from 55% and 68% of students receiving free and reduced
lunch (U.S. Department of Education, 2007).

In Study 1, all students transition from their fifth grade elementary school tdemi
school in sixth grade. In fifth grade, a student might be part of two different catians,
an elementary school that served pre-kindergarten to fifth grade or an inteensetizol
that served third to fifth grade. On average, the intermediate schools werelan the
elementary schools. The largest school that fifth graders attended had 334 sthderiteew
smallest had 174 students. Larger schools typically had smaller classisizesmaller
schools tended towards larger class sizes. The smallest class sizéstiadents while the
largest class size was 24 students. See Table 1 for more detailed informatioocbaisd

class size at Time 1.

Table 1: School Size, Type and Number of Consented Participanteefl T Study 1

School School School Size  Average Total Consented
Grades Class Size Population Participants

SchoolA 3to5 328 19 69 60
SchoolB PKto5 174 24 19 17
SchoolC PKto5 221 19 28 25
SchoolD 3to5 334 21 93 67
SchoolE 3to5 219 17 22 22
SchoolF PKto5 191 23 10 6

All students, whether they attended an elementary school or an intermeldak sc

transitioned into one of the two middle schools that served sixth through eighth ¢saties.
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schools are larger than any of the elementary schools or intermetiatésseith school
sizes of 632 and 572 respectively. However, smaller class sizes tend to ocedeiats st
progress from fifth to sixth grade. The class size for the sixth gradérssia two schools
was 17, which was also the lowest class size in the fifth grade. See Tabla&dor

information about school size and class size at Time 2 and Time 3.

Table 2: School Size, Type and Number of Consented Participante@fF Study 1

School School School Size  Average Total Consented
Grades Class Size  Population  Participants

School K 6108 632 17 262 213

School L 6108 572 17 266 224

Study 2 Participants attended schools in rural communities in the Midwest region of
the United States. Schools in Study 2 were designated as locale 7 by the Nedidralor
Education Statistics (NCES): “Any territory designated as rural by éms@s Bureau that is
outside a CMSA or MSA of a Large or Mid-size City.” The schools ranged from 86% t
46% of students receiving free and reduced lunch (U.S. Department of Education, 2007).

In Study 2, there were four schools that comprised the fifth grade sample. Two were
K-8 schools, while the other two schools transitioned to middle school in sixth grade. One of
those schools was an elementary school, serving kindergarten to fifth gradethevbileer
was an intermediate school serving third to fifth grades. The largest sadmal K-8 school
with a population of 297 students while the smallest school was the intermediate sdhool tha
served 176 students. There was no discernable pattern in class size by school grade

configuration or school size. The smallest class size was 18 while the EHagsssize was
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26 students. Both the smallest and largest class sizes were found in K-8 schools.eFor mor

information about specific school and class information, see Table 3.

Table 3: School Size, Type and Number of Consented Participantaetl H Study 2

School School School Size  Average Total Consented
Grades Class Size  Population  Participants

School G Kto8 272 18 67 51

School H Kto8 297 26 66 46

School | 3to5 176 20 52 47

School J Kto5 250 24 46 35

Students in Study 2 either transitioned into a middle school in sixth grade or stayed i
their K-8 school. The middle schools in Study 2 were substantially smaller icosigeared
to the K-8 schools. As before, the largest school was a K-8 school with 297 students while
the smallest school was a middle school with 133 students. However, class size dieémot dif
across the schools, with three of the four schools averaging 23 to 24 students. One of the
middle schools had a sixth grade class size of 15 students. For more specifictioforma

about each individual school, see Table 4.
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Table 4: School Size, Type and Number of Consented Participante@PH Study 2

School School School Size  Average Total Consented
Grades Class Size  Population  Participants

School G PKto 8 272 23 65 47

School H Kto8 297 24 64 45

School M 6to8 195 15 43 32

School N 6to8 133 24 55 47

Student Participants

Study 1 included data from 380 students (43% male), and 83% of the population was
identified as European-American, 16% as African-American and the resfietbas Asian
or Hispanic. All students were in th8 §rade at Time 1 and in th& §rade at Times 2 and
3. Study 2 included data from 171 students (46% male), and 96% was identified as
European-American. Students at Time 1 were in fourth, fifth or sixth grade and inZimes
and 3 were in fifth, sixth or seventh grade. In this study, most of the analygeSttray 2 as
two separate samples by school grade configuration. Of the 171 consentinggragjci8
(46%) were part of the middle school sample and 92 (54%) were part of the K-8 salmple. T
middle school and K-8 samples had the same percentage of male (45%) and female (55%)
students. The middle school sample participants were 94% European-Americathesiit
8 sample included 100% European American participants. In addition, the middle school
sample had only fifth graders participating, whereas the K-8 schools iddinai¢h, fifth
and sixth graders. Consent was obtained from 80% of the parents and children. Participants

were included if they had consented and had peer network data at all collection points
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Procedures

Student surveys were conducted in a group administration format. Before ¢ognplet
the survey, participants were told that their answers would be kept confidential.
Additionally, students were informed that participation was voluntary and thatdéy
stop taking part in the survey at any time. During the survey, a test pradalre
instructions and questions aloud while trained assistants provided mobile monitoringtto ass
participants as needed. Participants were asked to complete questions aboltdbetinse
peers and their school. Students were given a small item (e.g., pen) fortowgrtpke
survey.

Measures

Measures used for these analyses assessed school type, school belordgngcaca
achievement and peer stability.

School type Schools were defined by the intervention project as either K-8 schools
or elementary schools with a transition to middle school, with at least one elgnsatiaol
feeding into each middle school.

School belonging.School belonging was measured by Hagborg's (1998)
Psychological Sense of School Membership — Brief (PSSM-B) scale. nedsag a short
version of Goodenow’s (1993) PSSM, the PSSM-B includes 11 items that focus on the sense
of belonging students feel towards their schools. Students rate their agrestment
statements such as “I am treated with as much respect as other stadenfs/e point
response scale where 1 is completely false and 5 is completely true. Ageawéthe
student’s responses to the items is computed as an index of school belonging where highe

scores indicate a higher level of perceived belonging. See Appendix A for ati@nnabout
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the entire measure. Cronbach’s alpha for this scale has been reported to be .71@0g88 am
diverse samples of middle school youth (Hagborg, 1998; Hamm, Farmer, Robertson,
Dadisman, Murray, Meece, & Song, under review).

Academic achievemenSeveral different measures were used to assess achievement.
Administrative data from the schools were collected on each of the consented stodents f
the school. This includes curricular grades in language arts, math, scienas;iahstisdies
as well as standardized end-of-grade test scores in reading and miathehhat
administrative data were collected separately from the student suteeyidahe Study 1
sample, a substantial proportion of the 380 respondents did not have course grades (33%) or
end-of-grade test results (47%) at Time 1 and/or Time 3. For Study 2, themediffasence
in missing data by school grade configuration. The K-8 schools submitted complsi cour
grade and end-of-grade test scores at Time 1 and Time 3 on all respondentsddi&e mi
school subset also had almost complete (99%) achievement data on course gradeg at Tim
and Time 3. Unfortunately, all of the end-of-grade at Time 1 test scores foidtke
school sample was missing. To handle the problems of missing data, listwisendedet
used so that only cases that had all academic achievement data were used igsie anal
Thus, the use of end-of-grade test scores within the analyses was limited.

Peer networksPeer networks were assessed using the Social Cognitive Mapping
procedure developed by Cairns, Perrin, and Cairns (1985). This procedure is based on the
assumption that each participant is able to observe and understand the entire shabls’ s
world even if the adolescent is not an active participants in all represented. g&tugents
were asked about social networks within their grade at their school, beginningeavith t

guestion: “Are there some kids here in your grade who hang around together a lot?”
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Respondents were then instructed to write the names of the children who hang around
together, naming all the groups that they could. Participants were not presehtaayw
class lists to prompt memory or recall (See Appendix B for a copy of the S&aglune that
was used). A composite social cognitive map of the network of peer groups was et for
by using computer software (SCM Version 4.0) to combine information across alttsubj
This program aggregates the data from all of the students by constrhotiegratrices.
First, a recall matrix is generated by listing all of the groups nameddbyparticipant.
From the recall matrix, a second matrix, called the co-occurrencexmgconstructed that
lists the number of times each student is nominated with all of the other studentdasshe c
grade or school. It is assumed that students who belong to the same peer group will have
higher co-occurrence levels with one another than with others. Finally, anatret, a
correlational matrix, is generated from the co-occurrence matrix. Tdirsxs used to
check the student profiles with their peer groups. Students whose profilegnaiessitly
correlated ¢ .40) with at least 50% of the members of a group are considered to be in the
same group. To ensure reliability and validity, a 50% participation ratade tgvel has
been established as a standard for using this procedure (Cairns, Leung, Butiaiams,
1995). Three week coefficient of stability indicators for this measure wdngdig.90)
suggesting high reliability over short intervals. Validity has been estallihrough
observational studies that find students interact four times more frequéthtip@ambers of
their peer group as those students outside their groups (Cairns et al., 1985).

Peer group stability.Most researchers that use the social cognitive mapping
procedures usually define stability at the group level, determining the peyeeafitthe group

that continues to affiliate with one another over time. (Cairns et al., 1995; Nerket896).
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The current study used a different stability procedure that more preocttetynthes each
individual’s affiliation with other peer group members across time. First, &brt@ae point,

the number of peers in an individual’'s group, not including the individual, was counted.
Then, a count of the number of members who stayed in the same group with the individual
across each time points was calculated. This indicator was created ahéngmints:

number of the same members from Time 1 to Time 2 and the number of same members from
Time 2 to Time 3. For use in the analysis, a stability percentage was ealdolaboth of

the time points. The Time 1 to Time 2 stability index was created by taking theenom
members who stayed in the same group from Time 1 to Time 2 and dividing by the number
of group members at Time 1. The Time 2 to Time 3 stability index was createdrixy tteki
number of members who stayed in the same group from Time 2 to Time 3 and dividing by
the number of group members at Time 2. For example, if Person A’s network hacefive pe
at Time 1 and three of them were still affiliated with Person A at Time Zmpérsvould

have a peer group stability index from Time 1 to Time 2 of 0.6. Higher scoresténdica

greater peer group stability between time points.
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Analysis Strategies

The first component of the analysis will involve the use of descriptive statisti
describe core characteristics of the sample. Information about the pevanables will be
assessed through univariate statistics including means, standard deviatiwnssskand
kurtosis as well as bivariate statistics including correlation. Thesablesiwill be screened
by time point within Study 1 and Study 2. All analyses (where appropriatehehilde
gender, school, intervention site and prior academic achievement as controbsartaéth
hypothesis is listed below with the analyses that will be used to answelpittbdses.
Hypothesis 1

There will be less peer group stability during the transition from ffth to sixth
grade (Time 1 to Time 2) than during the sixth grade year (Time 2 to Time 3)This
hypothesis will be tested by assigning differences in the peer grduigysiadicators for
Time 1 to Time 2 and for Time 2 to Time 3. The peer group stability indicators metsures
difference in peer group membership between peer groups at Time 1 and Time Zaas well
the difference in peer group membership between peer groups at Time 2 arl Timese
difference indicators will be used to assess the relative stability peiregroup over time.
Differences in mean peer group stability indicators between Time 1 to Time 2raa®To
Time 3 will be analyzed using a pairetest. A significant indicates a difference in peer
group stability between Time 1 and Time 2 as compared to Time 2 and Time 3. Once a
significantt is found, assessment of the differences in those indicators will be made through

the examination of the mean scores at the two time points.



Hypothesis 2

There will be a positive association between peer group stability and school
belonging, with higher levels on the peer group stability indicators dated to more
strongly positive school belonging.Peer group stability indicators from Time 1 to Time 2
and from Time 2 to Time 3 will be analyzed with the school belonging score at Tike 3.
series of regression analyses will be conducted between each of theopgestgbility
indicators (independent variable) and school belonging at Time 3 (dependeleyasa
well as a full model that includes both peer group stability indicators. A numbeiraiflear
will be included as statistical controls in the analyses including gendeventen site and
school, each of which was dummy coded.
Hypothesis 3

There will be a positive association between school belonging and academic
achievement with higher levels of school belonging related to higher lds®f academic
achievement. School belonging at Time 3 will be analyzed with academic achievement at
Time 3, controlling for prior academic achievement at Timé Tegression analysis
between school belonging at Time 3 as the independent variable and academicragtiieve
at Time 3 as the dependent variable will be conducted. A number of variables will be
controlled for in this analysis including gender, school, intervention site (all duimadey
as well as prior academic achievement level at Time 1.
Hypothesis 4

There will be a positive association between peer group stability and acadiem
achievement, with higher levels of peer group stability related to highdevels of

academic achievementBoth peer group stability indicators (Time 1 to Time 2, and Time 2
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to Time 3) will be analyzed with academic achievement at Time 3, contrablirayibr
achievement at Time 1A series of regression analyses will be conducted between both of
the peer group stability indicators (independent variables) and acadeneesacent at Time
3 (dependent variable). In addition, both peer group stability indicators will lel@tl
together in a model with academic achievement. Several variables wihbrelled for in
all of the analyses including gender, school, intervention site (all dummy codedjiar
academic achievement at Time 1.
Hypothesis 5

There will be a positive relationship between peer group stability andcademic
achievement that will be partially mediated through school belonging. Tims, school
belonging is expected to partially account for the relationship between pegroup
stability and academic achievementFollowing Barron & Kenny (1986), three regression
models should be assessed in order to test for mediation. First, the mediator (school
belonging) will be regressed on the independent variable (peer group stalihtg)will be
conducted as part of Hypothesis 2. Then, the dependent variable (academic achievement)
will be regressed on the independent variable (peer group stability). This will be tmahduc
as part of Hypothesis 4. Finally, within this hypothesis, the dependent variaddertac
achievement) will be regressed on both the independent variable (peer grouy)ssatoilit
the mediator (school belonging). All three peer group stability indicatoxglgs school
belonging at Time 3 will be analyzed with academic achievement at TinoatBolting for
prior achievement at Time 1.

To assess mediation, a series of regression analyses will be conducted betiveen bot

of the peer group stability indicators (Time 1 to Time 2 and Time 2 to Time 3)llaaswe
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both of the indicators together with school belonging at Time 3 as the independent variable
and academic achievement at Time 3 as the dependent variable. If mediation works as
expected, there will be a set of predicted findings. First, there wilsbatiatically
significant positive relationship between both peer group stability indicators and school
belonging at Time 3. Next, there will be a statistically significant pesielationship
between the peer group stability indicators and academic achievement at Timally, the
relationship between the peer group stability indicators and academiceanbr@ at Time 3
will be weakened or become nonsignificant when school belonging is added to the model.
Several variables will also be controlled for in the analyses including gesatieol,
intervention site (all dummy coded) and prior academic achievement at Time 1.
Study 2: Different School Grade Configurations

After completing Study 1, the same analyses will be conducted with the Stutly 2 da
(that was collected in another school system in another state from Studwdy.2%tcludes
data from middle schools and K-8 schools and the dataset will be split into thespadvaiese
grade configurations. Hypotheses 6 through 10 will assess the same five hypotistsdy
1 for the Study 2 schools that have a transition from elementary school to middle school.
Hypotheses 11 through 15 will assess the five hypotheses in Study 1 for the Study® school
that are K-8 schools. Analyses for Hypotheses 6 through 15 will follow the same patt
described for Hypotheses 1 through 5. Additionally, there are two hypotheses thatecompar
the findings in Study 2.

Hypothesis 16 There will be a significant difference between peer group stabilit
over time by school grade configuration, with higher levels of peer group stdity

across time expected in K-8 versus middle school$his difference will be assessed by
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comparing the means of the peer group stability indicators by school graftigucation and
time points. Both peer group stability indicators (Time 1 to Time 2 and Time 2 to Time 3)
will be tested for differences by school grade configuration (K-8 or middlmo$c It is
expected that K-8 schools, that do not have a transition to a new schooling environment, will
have greater peer group stability between Time 1 to Time 2 than those entelidigg m
school. This hypothesis will be assessed through a split plot repeated design20U8).

In this design, the split plot part of the design will be the school grade configuaiiddle
school or K-8) and the repeated measure will be peer group stability (Timarhe@TTime

2 to Time 3). For this analysis, the expected result will include a sigrtificain effect by
school configuration. If an interaction is found between the two factors (schoel grad
configuration and peer group stability), follow up analysis may be warranted.

Hypothesis 17 There will be a difference in magnitude found in the relationsip
between peer group stability and academic achievement by school grade figurations.
Stronger positive relationships will be found in the K-8 schools compad with the
middle schools in Study 2.This will be assessed by comparing the regression coefficients
found in Hypothesis 9 (middle school transition) and Hypothesis 14 (K-8 school
configuration). It is expected that the regression coefficient found for hedkool would
be significantly higher than the one found for the middle schblois hypothesis will be
analyzed by assessing the confidence intervals between the unstandaghession
coefficient (B) found in the two different regression models in Study 2 (Cohen, Cohen, West,
& Aiken, 2003). The expected result is that there would be a significant differemesebe

the two regression coefficients, and that the B for the K-8 schools would be hightralz
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for the middle school transition schools, indicating a stronger predictive retapdretween

peer group stability and academic achievement.
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Results

Results of descriptive analyses and hypotheses testing are reported Belawits were
computed using the statistical software program, SPSS, version 16.0. Becaisefihe f
hypotheses were tested with two other samples, all of those results weted épgether. Thus,
the analysis under hypotheses one include the results of hypotheses 1 (Stuiyt4 froen
hypotheses 6 (middle school subset of Study 2) and hypotheses 11 (K-8 subset of Study 2).
Results are described under each hypothesis. An important aspect of this stiigy wa
mediation model between peer group stability and academic achievemerashatpothesized
to be partially mediated through school belonging (Hypothesis 5). The results adtztiom
are reported separately under Hypotheses 5.
Descriptive Statistics

Study 1 Means, standard deviations, skewness and kurtosis for the independent and
dependent variables used in Study 1 are reported below. The mean peer gratypvstaileil
from Time 1 to Time 2 indicated that most students affiliated with few of the sadividuals
from Time 1 at Time 2. Upon further analysis, 45% of the participants did ncatafiith any
of the same group members at Time 2 that they affiliated with at Time 1. Ordy &4dents
were part of the exact same group from Time 1 to Time 2. The mean peertgtolify salue
for Time 2 to Time 3 was higher than what was found at Time 1 to Time 2. This isditate
more students continue to affiliate with the same group members from Timer@d@Than

they did from Time 1 to Time 2. Additionally, a small proportion of students (32%) did not have



any stable affiliations from Time 2 to Time 3, and more students (13%) had celynpi&ct
and stable peer groups from Time 2 to Time 3.

School belonging at Time 3 indicated that most students had a relatively posiseese
school belonging. The mean course grade indicated that students were perfoouang\erage
(B-level) work. Normality was assessed through skewness and kurtosis.(1d98®) indicated
that skewness values below 3 and kurtosis values below 10 are normal. Using thuse crite
there are no problems with skewness and kurtosis in this data. See Table 7 for pliviescri
statistics for all three samples: Study 1, Study 2 — Middle School and Stud§ 3cKool.

Additionally, a correlation matrix of these variables was calculated. BaitHitst
indicators were only marginally correlated with one another across timi¢gheNof the peer
group stability measures was correlated with school belonging. Coudss gitalime 3 were
marginally correlated with peer group stability from Time 2 to Time 3 amie istrongly
correlated with school belonging at Time 3. See Table 5 for all of the correlagéfiitients

among these variables for Study 1.

Table 5: Study 1 Correlations

Variables 1 2 3 4

Peer Stability-t1t2 -

Peer Stability-t2t3 .146** -

School Belonging .035 .044 --

Course Grades 107 .169** .307** -
** n<.0001

Study 2 (middle school transitionfhe same descriptive statistics that were conducted

for Study 1 were conducted for the middle school subset of Study 2. The mean peer group
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stability value for Time 1 to Time 2 indicated that some students belonged temtiffeoups at
Time 2 compared to Time 1 and that some group member affiliations continued frorh Tome
Time 2. Similar proportions of students had either none of the same member affibatiome

2 compared to Time 1 (19%), or completely intact and stable groups with the exact sam
individuals at Time 1 and Time 2 (18%). The mean peer group stability value for Timergo Ti
3 indicated that a high level of stability was found among most individuals acrosditke e
network. Only 7% of students did not affiliate with any of the same group membettsetha
were linked to at Time 2 when assessed at Time 3. Additionally, 46% of the saohple ha
completely stable peer groups from Time 2 to Time 3.

School belonging at Time 3 indicated that most students had a relatively posiseese
school belonging. The mean course grade indicated that students were perfoouang\erage
(B-level) work. There were no problems with skewness and kurtosis in this data.bfe@ fia
all descriptive statistics from this study.

Additionally, a correlation matrix of these variables was calculated. geeap stability
indicators were moderately correlated with one another. None of the staleiéigurnas were
significantly correlated with school belonging. Course grades at TimeeSmederately
correlated with school belonging at Time 3 but not with either of the peer grouptytabili
indicators. See Table 6 for the correlation coefficients among these vafaliles middle

school sample of Study 2.
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Table 6: Study 2: Middle Schools: Correlations

Variables 1 2 3 4

Peer Stability-t1t2 -

Peer Stability-t2t3 .369** -

School Belonging .108 -.052 --

Course Grades .010 -.036 .312** --
** n<.0001

Study 2 (K-8 schoal)The same descriptive statistics that were conducted above were
conducted for the K-8 school subset of Study 2. The mean peer group stability valueedr Ti
to Time 2 indicated that some students belonged to different groups at Time 2 comparesl to Tim
1 and that some group member affiliations continued from Time 1 to Time 2. Only 11% of
participants had all new group members at Time 2 compared to Time 1. Sixtesnt péthe
sample had completely stable group membership between Time 1 and Time 2. The oeean val
for Time 2 to Time 3 was higher than Time 1 to Time 2 indicated that the majoritydeinss
continued to affiliate with the same peers from Time 2 to Time 3. Only six percemnehts
did not affiliate with at least one of their peers at Time 2 when measuredaBTim
Additionally, 52% of the sample had completely stable group membership betweef dnde
Time 3.

School belonging at Time 3 indicated that most students had a relatively posiseese
school belonging. The mean course grade indicated that students are doing ataye @+
level) work. There were no problems with skewness and kurtosis in this data s@deséabke

7 for means and standard deviations for all of the variables used by this study.
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Table 7: Descriptive Statistics

Study 1 Study 2: MS Study 2: K-8

M SD M SD M SD
Peer stability-t1t2 0.27 0.30 0.54 0.33 0.57 0.32
Peer stability-t2t3 0.43 0.37 0.81 0.29 0.75 0.34
School Belonging 3.67 0.77 3.64 0.86 3.84 0.68
Course Grades 86.50 7.43 83.30 9.75 8.71 7.28

Additionally, a correlation matrix of these variables was conducted. Thenmgowvas
correlation between the two peer group stability indicators and neither of tHetystadhicators
were correlated with school belonging. Course grades were moderatelatear with school
belonging at Time 3 but not with either of the peer group stability indicators. SexSTtablall

the correlation coefficients for the K-8 sample of Study 2.

Table 8: Study 2 - K-8: Correlations

Variables 1 2 3 4

Peer Stability-t1t2 -

Peer Stability-t2t3 .202 -

School Belonging -.151 .012 -

Course Grades -101 .148 A401** -
** n<.0001

Hypothesis 1
Students will be less affiliated with the same individuals acros$'%o 6" grade (Time

1 to Time 2) than across the'® grade year (Time 2 to Time 3).
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Study one (middle school transition)o assess the differences in peer group stability
across time, a one-tailed pairetést was conducted. There was a significant difference in mean
stability between Time 1 and Time 2 compared to Time 2 to Time 3. Peer gtabgilower
from Time 1 to Time 2 than from Time 2 to Time 3 indicating that there was a dmsrupipeer
group stability from the fifth grade to the sixth grade that was significgnéigter than the
disruption to peer group membership during the sixth grade year. See Table 9 farlth®fes
the paired-test for all three samples.

Study two (middle school transition and no transitio@pomparable analyses were
conducted on the Study 2 sample. The Study 2 sample was split into 2 categories — those
students who experienced a middle school transition and those students who did not (K-8
school). In the middle school transition sample, there was a significant diferemean
stability between Time 1 and Time 2 compared to Time 2 to Time 3. As was tHercthee
middle school sample analyzed for Study 1, peer stability was lower froe T'tm Time 2 than
from Time 2 to Time 3. As well, the K-8 sample had a significant difference in stahility
between Time 1 and Time 2 compared to Time 2 to Time 3. Peer stability wadrtmwdnme
1 to Time 2 than from Time 2 to Time 3. These findings support the hypothesis that during the
middle school transition, peer group stability will be disrupted. Additionally, tigeniys
indicate that those students without a transition to middle school might alsceexpesome

disruptions to their peer groups as well.
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Table 9: Pairedttests across all studies

Study t p Mean — Peer Group Mean — Peer Group
Stability t1t2 Stability t2t3
Study 1 6.58 <.0001 0.26 0.41
Study 2 — MS 6.48 <.0001 0.55 0.80
Study 2 — K-8 4.22 <.0001 0.58 0.77

Hypothesis 2

There will be a positive association between peer group stability (Tinfeto Time 2
and Time 2 to Time 3) and school belonging at Time 3, with higher levels on thegy group
stability index related to higher school belonging.To test this hypothesis, a regression
analysis was conducted between both peer group stability indicators as indepernalelesvan
sense of school belonging at Time 3, controlling for school at sixth grade and. ggswhise a
positive relationship was hypothesized,Falindt test results will be reported as one-tailed tests.
The results of this analysis are reported in two steps — first, regressitia ags reported with
only the control variables included in the model, and then, the regression model with the
independent variables included along with the control variables will be reported. oAeti;
each peer group stability indicator was individually assessed in its ovassegr model with
school belonging and the significant results of these analyses are regonteltl eResults are
reported below on Study 1, Study 2 (Middle School subset) and Study 2 (K-8 subset).

Study 1 The baseline model was tested, with school belonging at Time 3 regressed on
the control variables (school in the sixth grade and gender) was not signffd¢a, 287) = 1.84,
p=.08). In addition, when both of the peer group stability indicators were added to theisagress

model, no significant changes in tRéstatistic were found as demonstrated by the non-
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significantF statistic E (5, 285) = 0.36p=.35). None of the individual regressions between
peer group stability and school belonging were significant. The non-significamgedo not
support the hypothesized relationship between school belonging and peer group. stabilit
Results of the regression model includiRfgand regression coefficients used to investigate

school belonging at Time 3 and the peer group stability indicators are found in Table 10.

Table 10: Hypothesis 2 Regressions - Study 1

Dependent Variable = School Belonging R Change B
R

Baseline model .01
(with control variables)

School -.043

Gender .102
Model 1 (Both) .02 .003

Peer group stability — t1t2 .027

Peer group stability — t2t3 .038
Model 2 .01 .001

Peer group stability — t1t2 .050
Model 3 .01 .002

Peer group stability — t2t3 .043

Study 2 (middle school transitionThe baseline model was tested, with school belonging
at Time 3 regressed on the control variables (school in the sixth gradenaied) geas not
significant £ (2, 68) = 0.95p=.20). In addition, when the peer group stability indicators were
added to the model, no significant change inRhwas found E (4, 66) = 0.35p=.35). None of
the individual regressions between peer group stability and school belonginggméreast.
Similarly to Study 1, there was no support for the hypothesized relationshipebetaleool

belonging and peer group stability. Results of the regression model used tigyatgesthool
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belonging at Time 3 and the peer group stability indicators inclugfingd regression

coefficients are found in Table 11.

Table 11: Hypothesis 2 Regressions - Study 2: Middle Schools

Dependent Variable = School Belonging R Change B
R

Baseline model .03
(with control variables)

School 141

Gender .088
Model 1 (Both) .04 .010

Peer group stability — t1t2 .083

Peer group stability — t2t3 -.098
Model 2 .03 .002

Peer group stability — t1t2 .053
Model 3 .03 .005

Peer group stability — t2t3 -.077

Study 2 (K-8 schoal)The baseline model was tested, with school belonging at Time 3
regressed on the control variables (school in the sixth grade and gender) anclot was
significant F (2, 58) = 2.09p=.07). When both peer group stability indicators were added to
the model, no significant improvement to the model resukdd,(56) = 1.83p=.09). However,
the independent addition of peer group stability from Time 1 to Time 2 to the regressidn mode
substantially contributed to the fit of the model, as evidenced by a significdatistic F (3,

57) = 3.70p<.05), contributing an additional 5.7% to the variance in school belonging at Time
3. However, the relationship between school belonging and peer group stability wasenega
not positive, as expected. Thus, in this sample, lower peer group stability overataeo

higher levels of school belonging while higher levels of peer group stabilityiowetdad to a
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lowered sense of school belonging. These results run counter to the expected positive
relationship between school belonging at Time 3 and peer group stability. iHuasgs do not
support the hypothesized relationship for higher school belonging levels from aldecpster
groups. Results from the regression models used to investigate school belongirgy gmdype

stability for the K-8 school sample of Study 2 are found in Table 12.

Table 12: Hypothesis 2 Regressions - Study 2: K-8 Schools

Dependent Variable = School Belonging R Change B
R

Baseline model .07
(with control variables)

School -.245

Gender .044
Model 1 (Both) A2 .057

Peer group stability — t1t2 -.254

Peer group stability — t2t3 .015
Model 2 A2 .057

Peer group stability — t1t2 -.251
Model 3 .07 .001

Peer group stability — t2t3 -.032

Hypothesis 3

There will be a positive association between school belonging and academic
achievement with higher levels of school belonging related to higher ldsef academic
achievement. To test this hypothesis, a regression analysis was conducted with school

belonging at Time 3 as the independent variable on course grades at Time 3Jjrapfdrol

! All analyses were first conducted on course gramesend-of-grade test scores. However, all figslinsing the
end-of-grade test scores as a dependent varialéensa-significant across all of the independeniatdes
assessed. In addition, there was more missingotetiae end-of-grade test score variables thameraurse grade
variables. Thus, only course grades were repantéus study.
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school in sixth grade, gender and prior course grades at Time 1. Because a positimsiriga
was hypothesized, dfl andt test results will be reported as one-tailed tests. The results of this
analysis are reported in two steps — first, regression results areeceptt only the control
variables included in the model, and then, the regression model including the independent
variables along with the control variables will be reported.

Study 1.The baseline model was tested, with course grades at Time 3 regressed on the
control variables (school in sixth grade, gender, course grades at Tiffikid)nodel was
significant £ (3,256) = 120.04p<.0001) and explained 59% of the variance in course grades.
Each of the control variables independently contributed to the model fit, with sightfiest
results. Gender was statistically significant, and being female tedibégher course grades at
Time 3 ¢ (258) = 2.59p<.01). There was also a difference between the two middle schools in
the Study 1 sample and course grades at Tim¢258) = 3.64p<.0001) with School K reported
higher average grades compared to School L. The most significant factarmidatg course
grades at Time 3 was course grades at Timg¢2bg8) = 18.51p<.0001). After controlling for
school, gender and course grades, the addition of school belonging at Time 3 contributed to the
model fit (4, 255) = 4.60p<.05) and explained an additional 0.7% of the variance found in
course grades. The findings from these regression analyses support thedesgdattonship
between course grades at Time 3 and school belonging. However, the unique contribution of
school belonging to the model accounts for a very small percentage of variaouesi grades.
Results of the regression model used to investigate course grades at TidngcBaol belonging

includingR? and the regression coefficients are found in Table 13.
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Table 13: Hypothesis 3 Regressions - Study 1

Dependent Variable = Course Grades R Change B
R
Baseline model .59
(with control variables)
School -.147
Gender 105
Course Grades — T1 747
Model 1 .59 .007
School Belonging — T3 .089

Study 2 (middle school transitionYhe baseline model was tested, with course grades at
Time 3 regressed on the control variables (gender, school and prior achievement). Thi
relationship was significanE((3, 65) = 58.93p<.0001) and explained 73% of the variance.
Each of the control variables independently contributed to the model, with signifteant
results. Gender was statistically significant and being female tedib@gher course grades at
Time 3 ¢ (68) = 2.44p<.01). There was also a difference between the two middle schools in
Study 2 and course gradeg@8) = 2.80p<.01). The most significant factor in determining
course grades at Time 3 was course grades at Titn@8) = 12.51p<.0001). The addition of
school belonging at Time 3 to the regression model contributed to the modd#{i4) = 3.68,
p<.05) and explained an additional 1.5% of the variance found in course grades. The findings
from this sample, like the findings from Study 1, support the expected positive réiggions
between course grades and school belonging. Results of the regression modelsiddle
school sample of Study 2 includijand the standardized regression coefficient are found in Table

14.
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Table 14: Hypothesis 3 Regressions - Study 2: Middle Schools

Dependent Variable = Course Grades R Change B
R
Baseline model .73
(with control variables)
School 181
Gender 157
Course Grades - T1 .807
Model 1 .75 .015
School Belonging — T3 126

Study 2 (K-8 school)The baseline model was tested, with course grades at Time 3
regressed on the control variables (gender, school and prior achievement) anditimshela
was significant (3, 80) = 136.20p<.0001), explaining 84% of the variance. However, of the
control variables, only prior course grades contributed to this mo@@&s)(= 18.31p<.0001).
The addition of school belonging at Time 3 to the regression model did not add to the model over
and above what the control variables contributed (F (4,79) =p21®?), indicating that there
was no relationship between school belonging and course grades. Thus, no relatiasship w
found between course grades at Time 3 and school belonging in the K-8 school sampls. Result
of the regressions models used to investigate course grades at Time 3 and schanbldelong
the K-8 sample of Study 2 are found in Table 15.

Table 15: Hypothesis 3 Regressions - Study 2: K-8 Schools

Dependent Variable = Course Grades R Change B
R
Baseline model .84
(with control variables)
School .022
Gender .068
Course Grades — T1 .893
Model 1 .84 .000
School Belonging — T3 .024
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Hypothesis 4

There will be a positive association between peer group stability and acadiem
achievement with higher levels of peer group stability related to higheelels of academic
achievement. To test this hypothesis, a hierarchical regression analysis on coursearades
Time 3 was conducted using both peer group stability indicators as independenesasiat|
controlling for school in sixth grade, gender and prior course grades at Time LisBaca
positive relationship was hypothesized,Falindt test results will be reported as one-tailed tests.
The results of this analysis are reported in two steps — first, regressudts wll be reported
with only the control variables included in the model, and secondly, the regression mbdel wit
the independent variables along with the control variables will be reported. Additidadh
peer group stability indicators were independently analyzed in their owrssegrenodel with
course grades at Time 3 and significant findings are reported.

Study 1. The baseline model was tested, with course grades at Time 3 regressed on the
control variables (school in sixth grade, gender and course grades at Tiirt@slinodel was
significant £ (3, 264) = 125.69<.0001) and explained 59% of the variance. Each of the
control variables independently contributed to the model, with signifidast results. Females
earned higher course grades at Time(2%8) = 2.82p<.01) and there was also a difference
between the two middle schools in Study 1 and course gra(®&3] = 3.57p<.0001). The
most significant factor in determining course grades at Time 3 wasognades at Time 1 (

(258) = 18.93p<.0001). The addition of both peer group stability indicators as to the regression
model contributed to a significanf Rhange, demonstrated in a change infRiséatistic £ (5,

262) = 2.68p<.05). Peer group stability from Time 1 to Time 2 did not contribute to the model
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fit but peer group stability from Time 2 to Time 3 didZ56) = 1.94p<.05) explaining an
additional 0.8% of the variance in course grades.

Both peer group stability indicators were also assessed independently in their ow
models. The model that included only the Time 1 to Time 2 stability indicator did not account
for a significant R change f (4, 263) = 1.57p=.11). However, the regression model which
included the peer group stability indicator from Time 2 to Time 3 significaatijributed to the
model fit (4, 263) = 4.44p<.05) explaining an additional 0.7% of the variance of course
grades. Findings for this expected relationship were mixed, with non-sagnifindings for the
stability indicator from Time 1 to Time 2 and significant findings for peer grealplgy from
Time 2 to Time 3. Thus, having the same peer networks across the sixth grade yeadnay
higher course grades throughout the year. However, only 1.5% of the variancenodtievas
explained by peer group stability. Results from the regression modeluseddtigate course

grades at Time 3 and peer group stability are found in Table 16

Table 16: Hypothesis 4 Regressions - Study 1

Dependent Variable = Course Grades R Change B
R
Baseline model .59
(with control variables)
School -.141
Gender 11
Course Grades —-Time 1 .748
Model 1 (Both) .60 .008
Peer group stability — t1t2 .038
Peer group stability — t2t3 .077
Model 2 .59 .002
Peer group stability — t1t2 .050
Model 3 .60 .007
Peer group stability — t2t3 .083
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Study 2(middle school transitionYhe baseline regression model was tested, with course
grades at Time 3 regressed on the control variables and this relationshipnifesstgF (3,
66) = 61.35p<.0001) explaining 74% of the variance. Each of the control variables
independently contributed to the model, with signifidatetst results. Females earned higher
course gradeg (68) = 2.47p<.01) and there was also a difference between the two middle
schools in Study 2 and grades at Timé B8) = 2.95p<.01). The most significant factor in
determining course grades at Time 3 was course grades at TifgS8)L<£ 12.97p<.0001). The
addition of both peer group stability indicators as independent variables in thesiegrmodel
did not lead to a significant®Rhange demonstrated through the non-significant F stafis(&; (
64) = .145p=.43). Both peer group stability indicators were then individually assessedrin the
own regression models with course grades. In both of these models, the individgabpper
stability indicators did not contribute significantly to the model fit, asss&skthrough a change
in R%. Counter to the expected findings, the regression analyses’ results do not support a
relationship between course grades at Time 3 and the peer group stabiayorsdiResults of
the regression models including tRethe standardized regression coefficients are found in

Table 17.
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Table 17: Hypothesis 4 Regressions - Study 2: Middle Schools

Dependent Variable = Course Grades R Change B
R
Baseline model 74
(with control variables)
School .187
Gender 156
Course Grades —Time 1 .823
Model 1 (Both) 74 .001
Peer group stability — t1t2 -.039
Peer group stability — t2t3 .000
Model 2 74 .001
Peer group stability — t1t2 -.039
Model 3 74 .000
Peer group stability — t2t3 -.012

Study 2 (K-8 school)The model with course grades at Time 3 was regressed on the
control variables (gender, school in sixth grade, course grades at Times Ejgnificant E (3,
57) = 108.17p<.0001) and explained 85% of the variance. Only prior course grades at Time 1
predicted course grades at Time 80) = 16.30p<.0001). The addition of both peer group
stability indicators as independent variables into the regression model did nifuteritr the
model findings E (5, 55) = 1.65p=.10). Both stability indicators were then individually
assessed in their own regression models.. The addition of peer group stabilityrfeointdi
time 2 to the regression model contributed to the model findin@gs, 6G6) = 3.21p<.05)
explaining an additional 0.8% of the variance. When the Time 2 to Time 3 stability ardicet
entered into its model, no significant contribution was made to the model(#it 66) = .518,
p=.238). Thus, there was some limited support for Hypothesis 4 within the Study 2 — K-8
sample findings. Although the Time 2 to Time 3 stability indicator was naoststatly

significant when assessed in the model, the stability indicator from Tim&ifne 2 was
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significant. However, only 0.8% of the variance was explained by peer graulgystehen it is
included in the model. For more information on the results of the regression models fe8 the K

sample of Study 2, see Table 18.

Table 18: Hypothesis 4 Regressions - Study 2: K-8 Schools

Dependent Variable = Course Grades 2 R Change B
R2
Baseline model .85
(with control variables)
School -.017
Gender .001
Course Grades —-Time 1 917
Model 1 (Both) .86 .008
Peer group stability — t1t2 -.092
Peer group stability — t2t3 -.021
Model 2 .86 .008
Peer group stability — t1t2 -.097
Model 3 .85 .001
Peer group stability — t2t3 -.041

Hypothesis 5

There will be a positive relationship between peer group stability andcademic
achievement that will be partially mediated through school belongingAs part of this study,
it was assumed that there was a positive relationship between peer groity atab&cademic
achievement that was partially mediated through school belonging. Stated aragthechool
belonging was expected to partially explain the relationship between peer taoility and
academic achievement. This was an extension of earlier findings tlettedithe fundamental
role of peer relationships to early adolescents’ sense of school belonging (& &aincloth,

2005; Osterman, 2000). There are three regression models that need to be conductsd to asse
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mediation. In this study, the first regression conducted was the mediator (selomgling) on

the independent variable (peer group stability) which was assessed in Hypothdsess2cdnd
regression model was the dependent variable (course grades) regressed on the independent
variable (peer group stability) that was reported under Hypothesis 4. yfFthaiing this
hypothesis, course grades was regressed on both the mediator (school belodging) a
independent variable (peer group stability). It was expected that thenshagi between peer
group stability and academic achievement will weaken with the addition of schoogjive

To test this hypothesis, a regression analysis was conducted on courseagiiade 3
with both peer group stability indicators and school belonging as independentesriabl
controlling for school in 8 grade, gender and prior course grades at Time 1. Because a positive
relationship was hypothesized, Blandt test results will be reported as one-tailed tests. The
regression will be reported in two steps — first, regression results wilpbdaed with only the
control variables included in the model, and second, the regression model, including the
independent variables (both peer group stability indicators and school belongingea)Ti
along with the control variables will be reported. Additionally, both of the peepgtability
indicators were independently analyzed with school belonging at Time 3 imthenegression
model with course grades at Time 3.

Study 1. The baseline regression model on course grades at Time 3 was conducted with
the control variables (gender, school and prior achievement) and it was sigrifi¢an256) =
120.04,p<.0001) explaining 59% of the variance. Each of the control variables independently
contributed to the model, with significaatest results. Females earned higher course grades (
(258) = 2.59p<.01) and there was also a difference between the two middle schools and course

gradest((258) = 3.64p<.0001). The most significant factor in determining course grades at
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Time 3 was course grades at Timd (268) = 18.51p<.0001). The addition of both peer group
indicators and school belonging at Time 3 to the regression model contributed to the model
findings with a significanFE statistic F (6, 253) = 3.158p<.05) and altogether the independent
variables explained an additional 1.5% of the variance. When analyzing all threendeet
variables, school belonging at Time 3 contributed to the mo@58) = 2.13p<.05) and peer
group stability from Time 2 to Time 3 also contributed to the mddeb8) = 1.77p<.05) but
peer group stability from Time 1 to Time 2 did no258) = 1.03p=.15).

Both peer group stability indicators were also assessed independentlyheith sc
belonging at Time 3 on course grades. The model with peer group stability freerlTo Time
2 and school belonging at Time 3 contributed a significant change in the moB€Efit233) =
3.146,p<.05) explaining about 1% of the variance However, school belonging was the only
independent variable that contributed to this mod@38) = 2.15p<.05). The model with peer
group stability from Time 2 to Time 3 with school belonging at Time 3 also contributed a
significant B change E (5, 253) = 4.21p<.01) and the independent variables explained 1.3% of
the variance. School belonging again significantly contributed to the md@8éBj = 2.12,
p<.05) as well as peer group stability at Time 2 to Time(358) = 1.94p<.05). Of the
independent variables that made up this model, both school belonging at Time 3 and peer group
stability from Time 2 to Time 3 contributed significantly to the understandicgufse grades at
Time 3. However, these independent variables altogether only contributed 1 to 1.5 petent of
variance in course grades. Although these findings support the contributions of peer group
stability and school belonging in understanding the variance in course gheyjedo thot
support the expected mediating relationship. This is due to the fact that tlomseiatbetween

school belonging and peer group stability that was expected in Hypothesis 2 wagsifioast,
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making mediation implausible. Results of the regression models used to invesiigate

grades at Time 3 for the Study 1 sample are found in Table 19.

Table 19: Hypothesis 5 Regressions - Study 1

Dependent Variable = Course Grades R Change B
R
Baseline model (with control variables) .59
School -.147
Gender 105
Course Grades —t1 747
Model 2 .60 .010
Peer group stability — t1t2 .052
School belonging — t3 .089
Model 3 .60 .013
Peer group stability — t2t3 .078
School belonging —t3 .088
Model 4 .60 .015
Peer group stability — t1t2 .041
Peer group stability — t2t3 .072
School belonging —t3 .088

Study 2 (middle school transition].he baseline model was tested, with course grades at
Time 3 regressed on the control variables (gender, school and prior achievement). Thi
relationship was significanE((3, 63) = 56.77p<.0001) and explained 73% of the variance.
Each of the control variables independently contributed to the model, with signifteant
results. Females earned higher course graqéS)(= 2.47 p<.01)and there was also a
difference between the two middle schools in Study(85) = 2.81p<.01). The most
significant factor in determining course grades at Time 3 was priorecguades at Time 1 (
(65) = 12.36p<.0001). The addition of both peer group stability indicators and school

belonging at Time 3 as independent variables in the regression model did not comtribete t
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model fit (F (5, 60) = 1.24, p=.15). Both stability indicators were also assessed indelyende
with school belonging at Time 3 on course grades. In both of these regressiohshaage

was found. These findings do not support the hypothesized relationship between peer group
stability, school belonging and academic achievement since no significeramehip between

the variables was found. See Table 20 for more information regardifij ainel the

standardized regression coefficients for the regression models for the setidbl sample of

Study 2

Table 20: Hypothesis 5 Regressions - Study 2: Middle Schools

Dependent Variable = Course Grades R Change B
R
Baseline model (with control variables) 73
School .184
Gender 161
Course Grades —t1 .811
Model 2 .75 .016
Peer group stability — t1t2 -.039
School belonging — t3 128
Model 3 74 .014
Peer group stability — t2t3 .000
School belonging —t3 126
Model 4 .75 .016
Peer group stability — t1t2 -.044
Peer group stability — t2t3 .013
School belonging —t3 128

Study 2 (K-8 schoal)The baseline regression model with course grades at Time 3 was
regressed on the control variables (school in sixth grade, gender, courseagfBidee 1) and
was significant (3, 56) = 108.00p<.0001) explaining 85% of the variance. The only factor in

determining course grades at Time 3 was course grades at Tirfe81 £ 16.30p<.0001). The
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addition of both peer group stability indicators and school belonging at Time 3 as indgpende
variables in the model did not contribute to the fit of this mo@é€6( 50) = .93p=.22). Both
stability indicators were also assessed independently with school bgjatgiime 3 on course
grades at Time 3. In both of these regressions, there was no chadgedtisRc. As with the
middle school sample of Study 2, the regressions between peer group stabilitypstirogihg
and academic achievement were not significant. These results do not suppgobthesized
relationship between peer group stability, school belonging and course grades. dor mor
information on the results of the regression models used to investigate coursagianes3

and peer group stability indicators along with school belonging for the K-8 saifrptady 2,

see Table 21.

Table 21: Hypothesis 5 Regressions - Study 2: K-8 Schools

Dependent Variable = Course Grades R Change B
R
Baseline model (with control variables) .85
School -.053
Gender .002
Course Grades —t1 .907
Model 2 .86 .007
Peer group stability — t1t2 -.089
School belonging — t3 .006
Model 3 .85 .002
Peer group stability — t2t3 -.034
School belonging —t3 .023
Model 4 .86 .007
Peer group stability — t1t2 -.085
Peer group stability — t2t3 -.018
School belonging —t3 .006
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Hypothesis 16

There will be a significant difference between peer group staliy over time by
school grade configuration, with higher levels of peer group stability acrosgte for K-8
schools. To assess the differences in peer group stability across time and schoolratinfiga
split plot factorial MANOVA was conducted on the Study 2 dataset. The separtstevple
school grade configuration, that is, middle school and K-8. The factorial componadenhcl
both peer group stability indicators (Time 1 to Time 2 and Time 2 to Time 3). Ther@ wa
significant interaction between peer group stability over time and school gyvafiguration (F
(1,169) = 24.23, p<.000%?= .125). Although the middle school sample had a lower peer group
stability value at Time 1 to Time 2 (55% (MS) versus 58% (K-8)) by Time 2 te Binthey had
a higher peer group stability value (80% (MS) versus 77% (K-8)). However, thgrpapr
stability differences between the school grade configurations were quilie See Figure 2 for
the graphical display of peer group stability over time by school grade comifigurarhese
findings do not support the hypothesized proposal that K-8 schools would have significantly
higher levels of peer group stability from Time 1 to Time 2 compared to theersdabol
sample. In fact, peer group stability indicators were remarkably siatgtass school grade

configuration for Study 2.
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Figure 2: Peer Group Stability Over Time by School Grade Configuration

100
80 -
60 -
40 ~

20 f
0

T1T2 T2T3
—e&— Middle School —=—K-8

Although not part of the formal analyses, differences between Study 1 and2Siady
group stability indicators were also assessed. Similar values in peersgabilppy were found
in the two samples within Study 2, however, the peer group stability indicatorsiftyr Swere
much lower at both time points as compared to Study 2. Although the stability wauesdch
lower in Study 1 than Study 2, it appears that the same patterns in peer groiip staiif in
all three samples. Figure 3 graphically indicates the peer group stabéityime for all three

samples.

Figure 3: Peer Group Stability Across All Three Study Samples
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Hypothesis 17

There will be a difference in magnitude found in the relationship btween peer
group stability and academic achievement by school grade configuratiorl.o assess the
differences in the magnitude of the relationships between peer group stalilagademic
achievement found in Study 2 (Hypothesis 4), a comparison of the unstandardized regression
coefficients (B), their standard errors and confidence intervals werssass The
unstandardized regression coefficient for peer stability from Time 1 to Ziméhe middle
school sample was -1.1 with a confidence interval from -5.4 to 3.2 compared with the K-8
sample where the coefficient was -2.1 with a confidence interval from -4.6 to W®ugh the
coefficients may appear to be significantly different, the confidence ingentarsect,
suggesting that these coefficients do not differ in any meaningful waylaBynihe
unstandardized regression coefficient for peer stability from Time 2 to Jiméhe middle
school sample was 0.01 with a confidence interval from -4.7 to 4.7 compared with the K-8
sample where the coefficient was -0.45 with a confidence interval from -2.9 to 2.0fokes be
the confidence intervals intersect, suggesting that these understandiesdioegcoefficients do
not significantly differ. The nonsignificant findings do not support the hypothesifecedice
in magnitude in the relationship between peer group stability and acadeneiceacant by

school grade configuration.
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Discussion

Early adolescence is a dynamic developmental period with rapid physical, oo gqmnidi
social changes, and with some adolescents also having to transition fromtatgraehool to
middle school. School transitions can negatively impact students in several wagsac
problems adjusting to social and academic changes. These transitionscaldiores for
adjustment in that trajectories for the rest of an adolescent’s life tmegim during this
transition. Thus, problems that occur during the transition to middle school can lead tmproble
that persist throughout the adolescent’s school life and beyond. The primary fduassafdy
was to determine how the transition to middle school might disrupt peer group\statlit
consequently affect academic achievement through school belonging.

This study contributes and extends the stage environment fit theory in thaisi$amn
the interaction of the social and academic realms. Originally, stage enemofit theory
focused more on teachers and parents as agents of change during the tramsitidietschool
but not on the power of peers to help with adjustment and achievement. In addition, most studies
have focused on peer effects on psychosocial adjustment and not academic achiéeearent (
exception, see Ryan, 2001). Specifically, the current study is unique in thattiydoegsed on
how peer group stability predicts academic achievement. Across the titdies sthere were
mixed findings regarding peer group stability and academic achievemertudinlS there was
a small positive relationship between peer group stability over the sixthygradand course
grades at the end of the year, with higher levels of peer group stabilityroegrredicting

higher course grades. In the K-8 sample of Study 2, there was a smalep@sationship



between peer group stability from the fifth to sixth grade year and cgrades at the end of the
sixth grade year with higher levels of peer group stability predicting haghese grades. Thus,
understanding the stability of the peer group is important to educators who wantinoize the
academic achievement of early adolescents who attend their school.

Peer Group Stability Indicator

This study also extends the literature on peer group stability. At firdies on peer
group stability focused on the mutual relationship with a best friend; that is, @laelsest friend
also see you as their best friend? In more recent years, stabilibpchasd on the entire peer
group cligue and the stability of the whole group across time. Therefore,af gnoeip had six
members and five stayed in the group over time, the group would be considered yedtdivel
However, both of these stability indicators lack precision about individual-leditgtavith
peers across time. The first measure only takes one person, the best frierodound, and
thus, stability over time is a dichotomy. This measurement does not take the breadgope
context into account. Students may change best friends but their largerqugemgry be stable
across time. The second measure, which studies peer group-level stalaityt ttocus on
individual change in the peer group. Peer groups may stay relatively stabtenaydout it is
not possible to discern the trajectory for individuals who leave a peer group or whgaiavaly
peer group that they have not belonged to previously.

This study included the creation of a new peer group stability indicator thattsorr
weaknesses found in the two stability measures described above. First, unlikst therzke
measure, this stability measure captures all affiliations within thegpeep. Second, unlike the
peer group-level measure, this measure focuses on individual adolescents andgéeacha

individual's peer affiliates over time. Stated another way, this meastuse® on the individual
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level changes in the peer group, not on peer group level changes. This indicatos assesse
many peers early adolescents continue to affiliate with across tithpeek affiliates are studied
to create a total stability level for each individual across time.

Peer Group Stability Across Time

The current study focuses on middle school transition and how the social world of peers
affected the academic world of early adolescents. One of the main olgexdtihe study was to
see how peer group stability changed over time during the transition to middle schotierA
aspect of the study of peer group stability was to investigate the extent topeleicgroup
stability differed by school grade configuration. It was expected tind¢sts in schools without
a transition to middle school would have higher levels of peer group stability ovahtime
students in schools who had a transition to middle school.

The current thesis project focused on three different samples in two studiesdae mi
school samples and one K-8 sample. The data for Study 1 included an elementddjeo mi
school transition and was collected in the Appalachian region of the United StatesStudy 2
included both a middle school transition and a K-8 schools where no transition took place and
was collected in the Midwest region of the United States. For all threeesameér group
stability was lower from Time 1 to Time 2 compared to stability from TineTrme 3. This
indicates that there was more disruption in peer group stability from fiftle goesixth grade
than during the sixth grade year. These findings support the idea that peer grdagrshegm
changes over time, regardless of school grade configuration. However, peer godiip gid
not differ by school grade configuration. Study 2 specifically included schalglitl have a
middle school transition and those schools that did not. No significant difference®ureatdfy

school grade configuration across time in terms of peer group stability.
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Unexpectedly, differences in the levels of peer group stability were fouwddrethe
three samples, with differences in stability over time found between Study Tualyd?S
Compared to both samples of Study 2 across time, Study 1 had lower peer group lsteddsity
These different stability levels were found to persist across both time pomasl(to time 2 and
time 2 to time 3). However, both studies had similar increases in peer groupysbabilitime;
it was just that Study 1 had a much lower level of peer stability between the fiftid grade
and the beginning of sixth grade. This may be due to some unknown differences in these schools
by region, with the Study 1 sample being drawn from Appalachia and the Study 2 bamgle
drawn from the Midwest. However, this may also be due to differences in how each stud
sample transitioned to middle school and specifically, the adjustment to the inflawqfeers
and its impact on peer group stability over time. In Study 1, several elemgcitanis
transitioned into one middle school. In Study 2, one sample did not have a transition to middle
school (K-8 sample). The other sample within Study 2 that did have a middle schogl sett
transitioned from a single elementary school into a single middle school. Neck€&r996)
found that peer groups were more stable when students were promoted as a classratimg indi
that peer stability, in part, rises from students’ familiarity with one anotinetudy 2, students
were promoted into a new grade in the same school (K-8) or as a grade cohamt alhér
school into a middle school. This is contrasted with Study 1, where several diffenent
cohorts were combined all together in a new middle school setting. Thus, the dd$eirepeer
group stability between Study 1 and Study 2 might not be due to the environmental tramsition t
middle school but, rather, due to the influx of new peers into the middle schools of Study 1.
Although most of the middle school transition literature focuses on environmemngkesha

between elementary school and middle school, perhaps the influx of new and unfamisar pe
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intensify the social needs and changes during the transition. It is importantituiedat
analyze the role that the social environment, especially peers, play inisghcanisitions.
Peer Group Stability, School Belonging and Academic Achievement

Another aspect of this study focused on the hypothesized mediation of school belonging,
on the relationship between peer group stability and academic achievememtg $takile peer
affiliations was expected to raise a student’s sense of school belongiregpsers and social
interactions play an important role in adolescent’s adjustment and enjoymehookf. s
However, there was no significant relationship found between the mediator, scloogjitg!
and the independent variable, peer group stability in this study. Thus, the predidigtiome
model was not supported in this sample. There are several possibilities whigtitiberthe
case. School-level attributes, such as the size of the school and classroomyraayqia
important role in school belonging in rural samples. Additionally, in smaller schioelsyle of
teachers and administrators may play a more significant role than peers do.

In addition, there were only weak relationships found between school belonging, peer
group stability and academic achievement in this study. The regression mypliiisesl a large
percentage of the variance in course grades at Time 3, however, little vdribate was
explained by school belonging and / or peer group stability at any given tinte pdthough
the findings were limited, there does appear to be a relationship betweenopgestgbility and
academic achievement, with greater levels of peer group stability delmdmgher course
grades. This was especially apparent in the Study 1, where overall pgestaoility levels
were lower. Those students who had higher levels of peer group stability werekelgre|

have higher levels of academic achievement.
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Rurality and Generalizability

Rurality encompasses a broad diversity of communities and populations thabyliffer
geography, ethnicity, occupational structure, economics and access to ciresathrer
characteristics (Crockett et al., 2000). Generalization across reaal ia difficult, because the
individual contexts can differ widely. The diversity found within rural areas widsm in this
study. For instance, rural schools can have widely different school gradeucatidigs. Some
schools consolidate students over long distances while others hold to local, village or ci
districts that only serve a small local area. This may mean that schodie cather large as
with the consolidated schools or very small as with the village schools. Schoolscarckide
different grade configurations from K-12 schools to very small numbers of grieel@snlior
high schools (7 — 8") and intermediate schools{3 5"). Different schools transition to middle
school at different points during early adolescent development, and it is unclear sew the
different transition points impact students and their peers. Within the current thiesky
differences made the findings hard to generalize across schools and theaempile  Thus,
every school was unique and could be a complete study itself.

The transition to middle school described by Eccles et al. (1991, 1993) and the
comparisons of the middle school versus K-8 school configurations (Alspaugh, 1998; &yrnes
Ruby, 2007; Mac Iver & Mac lIver, 2006; Weiss & Kipnes, 2006; Wihry et al., 1992) may not
operate in the same ways across schools in rural areas. Regardless of adeoabmfiguration,
it was unclear whether these schools were operated like typical K-8 schoatklte sehools.
Some K-8 schools contain middle school halls, where sixth through eighth grades anedonta

(Anfara & Buehler, 2005). In rural areas, a middle school may not contain ataitikyrtg and,
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in fact, students may change teachers and classrooms on a very limite@ tmadst( et al.,
2000).

Peer group affiliations may also differ from those found in urban and suburban areas.
Studies have indicated that rural areas might be more inclusive and have deakeetoorks
which may lead to higher levels of peer group stability (Crockett et al., 200®@).reksons for
denser social networks might be smaller network sizes in the first place(ly a certain
number of individuals to affiliate with in the first place) and more overdiilgiain the network
overall, with fewer members migrating in and out of the area. Differencasairareas may
alter how early adolescents experience the transition to middle school inhabgardier studies
that focused on larger, more urban areas cannot predict.

Limitations of the Current Study

Limitations of the present study include issues with the data used such aslthe sm
sample size and missing data, as well as characteristics of thesehaals, including school
size, class size, school grade configuration and different transition patédrisree samples
used had sufficient sample sizes for the analyses conducted. However, lapgerssaes would
have increased statistical power and some of the results that trended igmifeience may
have been found to be, in fact, significant if there were more participants. Ehespecially
true for the Study 2 sub-samples where the available sample sizes warsmalier than the
Study 1 sample.

Another potential limitation was problems with missing data, especiallgarddo the
academic achievement data. A substantial proportion of the course gradeddend-of-grade
test score data were missing. This meant that those cases had to be rateted $ample.

Again, the missing data, like small sample sizes, lead to a reduction incstipistver. In
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addition, it is unknown whether there is a difference between those students with known
academic achievement data and those without academic achievement data of scademic
achievement. For instance, if a school did not report lower achieving studentsiacadellts
for this sample, it could indicate that the results reported here were biasedstbvgher
achievement.

The current study focused on rural schools and rural populations. An area of inquiry in
this study focused on school grade configuration. The results of this sttelgxpected to
show that peer groups would be more stable in environments where school transitions do not
occur, compared to the disruption that occurs when transitions happen. Although this was a
unique aspect of the study that allowed for different school grade configuratibestudied, it
was not without its problems. In some of these schools, students have alreadgrieghsitice
to a new school in the third grade before transitioning to middle school in sixth grasle. |
unclear what impact this earlier transition has on students and how it mightladfé@nsition
to middle school. Perhaps students will have an easier time transitioning to miie sc
because they have already changed schools once before. However, Se@m@0@4)
indicated that multiple transitions during adolescence can lead to ‘double jeopdihdgach
transition adding to academic and social risk. Perhaps the transition to third grade ha
implications for greater risk patterns and could begin a trajectory of problemidreha
Future Directions

The results of this study suggest several areas for further intestigdhis study was a
preliminary exploration of peer group stability and its relationships with schimridieg and
academic achievement. One future direction is to expand this sample tolthé suhools that

make up the larger intervention study. Increasing the sample size wiliatidtical power to
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these analyses. Thus, findings that demonstrated trends towards significgrize sigaificant
when a larger sample size is used. Additionally, the differences found between saghblzem
diluted through increasing the number of schools. It is possible that by incrdessayriple,
more generalizable results would be found. This would help in the interpretation of findings.
The current study focused on peer group stability. The peer group stabilityondica
assessed if an adolescent continued to affiliate with the same peers ovarttaitenot
determine if the relationship among peers favored higher achievement or not tloalgame
individuals continue to hang out with one another. Thus, peer group stability could be & benefi
or a liability on values and behaviors based on the peer group context. Peers careinflue
adolescents in direct and indirect ways that can affect academic achitveetaviors and
other areas of concern. Longer interactions between group members, which canuredias
higher levels of peer group stability, lead to greater intensificatioroapgiorms, values and
behaviors. Some peer group associations are prosocial, helping students acti@weaca
success (Cook et al., 2007; Crosnoe et al., 2008; Wentzel, 2003). However, some stable peer
groups are associated with deviant and maladaptive behaviors regarding satfeol&iRyan,
2008; Ryan, 2001). Both peer groups may be stable but can lead to very different outcbmes suc
as academic achievement.
This analysis of peer group stability does not take into account the group’s dgood
‘bad’ norms and behaviors. One way to further this work is to include indicators that
characterize the peer group. These variables might include indicatorblavaildne current
study such as: peer norms on academic achievement, aggression, sociahdtatosinence,
group centrality and school involvement. Several lines of inquiry might follow finem t

intersections between peer group characteristics and peer group staetlityme. Therefore, a
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future study could identify what types of characteristics lead to peep gtability and peer
group instability. In addition, those characteristics could be used as moderatousarstudlies
of peer group stability and academic achievement. Thus, a broader exploratiengrop@
stability and what stability over time contributes to peer influence camobe richly described
by adding peer group characteristics to the study.

Conclusion

The current study introduced a new measure to assess peer group stabdgyiae, to
investigate how stability changes during the transition to middle school. itptalsit also
measured in different school grade configurations, like a K-8 school winelenss do not have
a transition to middle school. The findings indicate that regardless of school catdiguthere
is greater peer group stability during the sixth grade year as cedwéh the end of fifth grade
and beginning of sixth grade time span.

The current study also focused on the relationship between peer group stadility
academic achievement. In schools where whole grade peer group stedslitywer, students
with higher levels of peer group stability tended to have higher course gradesveton those
schools where peer group stability was quite high, no relationship betweenysaaloilgrades
was found. The primary focus of this study was the expected mediation model betereen p
group stability over time, school belonging and academic achievement. Highrqaer g
stability levels were expected to cause a higher sense of school bel@nyegeer
relationships tend to help adolescents adjust and relate to the school environment.rHoweve
higher peer group stability did not lead to higher levels of school belonging. pB eptuaip-level
characteristics on school belonging, peer norms and school involvement moderatevitheaindi

level relationship between individual level peer group stability and school bajpongin
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Although these findings add to our understanding of peer group stability, school
belonging and academic achievement that occur over the course of theotmanstiddle
school, this study also generated a series of new questions for future inesiga key
guestion that remains is how different types of peer group members relate to sciext ¢
variables and how that is or is not consistent with the entire group-level aggregfdhese
variables.

This study focused on an important transition period in early adolescence. Clnanges i
peer group membership can change peer influence, and consequently, adolescentsidalues
behaviors. One important attribute is academic achievement. Future workasteato link
individual-level attributes, group-level attributes and peer influence onragadehievement.
This work can help educators better understand the role of peers in school on academic

achievement.
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Appendix A: Psychological Sense of School Membership — Brief

1. Ifeel a real part of my school.

Completely False

[ ]

Completaly Troe

[]

Completaly Trie

[ ]

Complataly True

1 1 1
[ ] L] L] L]
2. People notice when I'm good at something.
1 1 1
[] L] L] L]
Completely False
3. Other students in this school take my opinions seriously.
1 1 1
[ ] L] L] L]
Completely False
4. Most teachers at my school are interested in me.
1 1 1
[] L] L] L]

Completely False

[ ]

Completely Troe

5. There’s at least one teacher or adult in this school I can talk to if T have a prohlem.

1

(I

[]

Completely True

[ ]

Completaly Trie

L]

Completely True

[ ]

Completely True

[]

Completely True

(]

Completely True

1
[ ] L] L] [ ]
Completely False
5. People at this school are friendly to me.
1 1 1
[ ] L] L] []
Completely False
7. I am included in lots of activities at my school.
1 1 1
[] L] L] L]
Completely False
3. I am treated with as much respect as other students.
[ 1 1 1
[ ] [ ] L] L]
Completely False
9. The teachers here respect me.
1 1 1
[] L] L] [ ]
Completely False
10. People know I can do good work.
1 1 1
[ ] L] L] [ ]
Completely False
11. Other students like the way I am.
1 1 1
[ ] L] L] L]

Completely False

[ ]

Completely True




Appendix B: Social Cognitive Map Measure
Friends and Groups

Are there any kids in your grade who hang arougeéttoer a lot?Yes / No
Please write their names on the lines below. Irekeach person’s last name. Name all the groupgdhiatan think
of.

Group 1:

Group 2:

Group 3:

Group 4:

Group 5:

Are there some kids who don't seem to have a péatigroup, who tend to stay by themselves a lot?

IF YOU NEED MORE SPACE, TURN THE PAPER OVER. REMEMBER, YOU DON’'T HAVE TO FILL IN ALL THE LINES .
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