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BERNDT, THOMAS J., and KEEFE, KEUNHO. Friends' Influence on Adolescents' Adjustment to
School. CHILD DEVELOPMENT, 1995,66,1312-1329. Adolescents may be influenced both by their
friends' behaviors and by the features of their friendships. To examine both types of influence,
seventh and eighth graders (N = 297) were asked in the fall of a school year to report their
involvement and disruption at school. The students also described the positive and negative'
features of their best friendships. Teachers reported on the students' involvement, disruption,
and grades. These assessments were repeated in the following spring. Students whose friends
in the fall described themselves as more disruptive increased in self-reported disruption during
the year. Girls' self-reported disruption was more influenced by that of their very best friend
than was boys'. Students whose very best friendships had more positive features increased in
their self-reported involvement during the year. Students whose friendships had more negative
features increased in their self-reported disruption, but only if their friendships also had many
positive features. The theoretical and practical implications of these findings, and the adequacy
of different methods for estimating friends' influence, were discussed.

Friends can have an important influence another's attitudes or behavior. Neither the
on the behavior and development of adoles- changes themselves, nor their causes, can be
cents (Savin-Williams & Berndt, 1990; You- directly assessed with a correlational design.
niss, 1980). Scholars differ, however, in how To assess influence more directly, our study
they describe this influence. One theoretical had a short-term longitudinal design. We as-
perspective emphasizes the influence of a sessed the characteristics of adolescents'
friend's attitudes, behaviors, or other charac- friends and the features of their friendships
teristics- For example, adolescents may be during the fall of a school year. We then re-
influenced by drug-using friends so they lated these characteristics and features to the
start using drugs themselves (Kandel & An- changes in adolescents' adjustment to school
drews, 1987). Another theoretical perspec- between the fall and the spring.
tive emphasizes the influence of friendships S h I d - tm t . b d truct.th .r I I -c 00 a Jus en IS a roa consWI certam leatures. For examp e, Su hvan . th I . I r d r

d(1953) d th t .

ti .. fri d h -WI mu tip e lacets. Our stu y locuse on

propose a m macy m en SipS r
th h b h . d .

h d I ts ' If t d three lacets at ave een emp aslze men ances a 0 escen se -es eem an so-. h -.. I . -
I d d . h .prevIous researc : posItive mvo vement m

cia un erstan mg. T ese two perspectives I t.. t.
(B dt & M . 11 1990h I b -

d I c assroom ac IVI les em ,1 er, ;ave usua Iy een examme separate y. One W tz I 1993) -
t I be. f d d d fri ' en e, ; appropna e c assroom -

aim 0 our stu y was to un erstan ends h . d rti I I th b f dl.S. b ..avlor, an pa cu ar yea sence 0 -

mfluence more fully y examlmng the two t - b h . (D b T - ak C sey..

I I rup Ive e aVlor u ow, is , au ,perspectives slmu taneous y- Hryshko, & Reid, 1991; Wentzel, 1993); and

~Iost previous studies of friends' in flu- academic achievement judged from report-
ence had correlational designs. That is, ado- card grades- The major issues concerning
lescents' characteristics were assessed at the friends' influence on these aspects of school
same time as their friends' characteristics or adjustment are different for the two theoreti-
the features of their friendships- Yet saying cal perspectives. We first consider issues re-
th.\t friends influence each other is equiva- garding the influence of friends' character-
lent to saying that they cause changes in one istics.
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Berndt and Keefe 1313Detennining the Influence of Friends' sures of their friends' adjustment. BecauseCharacteristics friends often interact at school, they haveSocial influence among friends is a mu- many opportunities to influence one an-tual process: Adolescents influence their other's attitudes and behaviors.friends while being influenced by them(Savin-Williams & Berndt, 1990). The usual The second. goal of o~r stu,d?, was toresult of this process is that adolescents' com~are th.e estimates of fnends mflue~cecharacteristics become more similar to those o~tame,d WIth tw'? p.rocedures for measunngof their friends. Because of the link between friends charactenstlcs. Adolescen~ ha.ve of:similarity and influence, correlations be- ten b~en asked to report on theIr fnendstween adolescents' characteristics and their behavIor. For example, they h~ve .beenmends' characteristics have often been used asked to. say how man);' of theIr fnendsto estimate friends' influence on each other. smoke cIgarettes (Chassm, Presson, Sher-Such similarity correlations are the primary man, ~onte!lo, & Mc<?r<:w, 1986). Less of-basis for conclusions that friends strongly in- ten, frien~s charactenstics ~ave been as-fIdI'dd.sessed dIrectly, from theIr self-reportsuence a 0 escents rug use, aca emlc(D.&KadI1981)AdIts'h.t,dthbh.(B.avles n e, .0 escen re-ac levemen an 0 er e avlors otvm,rtsfridld.ldthItBaker, Goldberg, Dusenbury, & Botvin, po on. en ,s wou Yle. e same resu s1992; Iannotti & Bush, 1992; Ide, Parkerson, as the friends self-re.po~s If a~olesc~nts ac-Haertel & Walber 1981). curately reported theIr friends ~ehavI?r, but,g, the accuracy of these reports typIcally IS low.Some researchers have questioned Adolescents often project their own charac-these conclusions, pointing out that adoles- teristics onto friends, assuming that theircents often select friends whose characteris- friends' behavior matches their own eventics are already similar to theirs (Epstein & when it does not (Wilcox & Udry, 1986).Karweit, 1983; Jussim ~ ?sg?od, 1989; ~n- How much these errors of projection af-del, 1978). Because slmuanty correlations fect estimates of friends' influence is uncer-reflect both sele.ction and in~uen~<:, they can tain. The issue is important because askinglead to ?verestimat<:s of ~ends Influence. adolescents to report their friends' behaviorTo obtain more valId esti~at~s, a fe,,:, re- is much simpler for researchers than is ob-se8!ch~rs hav.e used l°n.gltudmal desIgns. taining the self-reports of those friends. InWIth hIerarchIcal regres.slon analyses, these one longitudinal study (Bauman & Fisher,researcher.s ha,:e examm~d. whether ~ea- 1986), comparable estimates of friends' in-sures of friends charactenstics at one time fluence were obtained from adolescents' re-predict c~a~ges over time in adolescents' ports on friends and from the friends' self-charactenstics (e.g., Graham, Marks, & Han- reports. In more recent studies, however,sen, 1991). adolescents' reports on friends suggestedData from these studies suggest that gz:eater, influence of fri~nds than did thesimilarity correlations exaggerate friends' in- friends s.elf-reports (FIsher &; Bauman,fluence on adolescents. The regression anal- 1988; Jusslm & Osgood, 1989). Glve~ the re-yses in several longitudinal studies implied cent ~ta, we ex~ecte~ adolescent;s reportsthat friends' influence on adolescents' drug o~ frie,n.ds to YIeld Inflated estimates ofuse and attitudes toward delinquency is friends Influence.nonsignificant or weak (Fisher & Bauman, The third goal of our study was to see1988; Graham et al., 1991; Jussim & Osgood, whether friends' influence differs for the two1989; Kandel & Andrews, 1987). If similar sexes. In a few studies of drug use and sex-results were obtained for other attitudes and ual behavior in adolescence, girls seemedbehaviors, popular beliefs about the impact more influenced by friends than boys didof peers on adolescents' behavior wouldre- (Billy & Udry, 1985; Davies & Kandel, 1981;q~ire substantial revision. Downs, 1985). In other studies, no sex differ-} ences were found (Chassin et al., 1986; Gra-hc The first goal of ?U~ stud);' was to see ham et al., 1991; Keefe, 1994). Because we~w much adolescents friends Influence the assessedSeveral facets of school adJ.ustment chd.hI.th . d.t ',: anges unng a sc 00 year In. .elr.a Jus -we could evaluate the consistency of sex dif-{;~en~ to school. We expected sl.muanty cor- ferences in friends' influence.relations to suggest greater Influence of!;!~ends than regression analyses. Neverthe- Friendship Features and Their Effects"f:;~ess, we expected regression analyses to The theoretical perspective that empha-,.how that changes in adolescents' adjust- sizes the effects of friendship features is~,:,i~ent could be predicted from earlier mea- linked historically to Sullivan's (1953) hy-
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1314 Child Development

pothesis that intimate friendships have posi-
tive effects on adolescents' psychological
development (Youniss, 1980). This perspec-
tive is also linked to hypotheses that rela-
tionships high in intimacy and emotional
support have positive effects on psychol9gi-
cal adjustment and coping with stress
(Berndt, 1989; Sarason,. Sarason, & Pierce,
1990).

Evidence consistent with these hypoth-
eses has been obtained in correlational Summary ,.
studies. Adolescents who describe their Viewed most broadly, our study had tWo
friendships more positively have higher self- purposes that relate to the two perspectives
esteem and less often suffer from emotional on friends' influence. The first purpose was
disorders (Barrera, Chassin, & Rogosch, to see how much friends' adjustment to
1993; Buhrmester, 1990; Bukowski & Hoza, school influences adolescents' adjustment.
1989; Feldman, Rubenstein, & Rubin, 1988; We assumed that similarity correlations
Goodyear, Wright, & Altham, 1989). These would suggest greater friends' influence
adolescents also are better behaved at school than regression analyses, but that both
and higher in academic achievement than would suggest friends influence adoles-
adolescents with poorer friendships (Cauce, cents' adjustment. We expected measures
1986; Dubow & Tisak, 1989; Kurdek & Sin- derived from adolescents' reports on friends
clair, 1988; Rowlison & FeIner, 1988). to suggest greater friends' influence than

measures derived from the friends' self-
~y c.ontrast, rf!searchers who have used reports. We also wanted to see if friends' in-"~.

longItudInal desIgns to test hypotheses fluence differed for the two sexes. ";:~
about the benefits of friendships have rarely y;
found significant results. In one study (V ern- The second purpose of our study was to
berg, Abwender, Ewell, & Beery, 1992), the see how t?e features ,?f students' friendships
intimacy and companionship of adolescents' affect ~eu s~hool.adjustment. ~e assumed
best friendships did not consistently predict that friendshIps wIth many pos~tIve features c
the changes during a school year in their so- would enhance ~doles~ents .adjustment. We c:'. ;
cial anxiety. In other studies, various posi- assumed that friends~Ips WIth many nega: ~, !
tive features of adolescents' friendships did ti:--e fe~tures wo.uld Increase adolescents ~1 i
not predict the changes over time in their dIsruptIve behavIor. ':'1' !
self-esteem, depression, drug use, and aca- Linked to both theoretical perspectives ;~ff !
demic achieve~ent (?uBOiS, Feiner, ~ra~d, was o~e final. issue of mea~urem.ent. When j'i:~
Adan, & Evans, 1992, Vernberg, 1990, Wm- assessmgthe Influence of friends character- :"t
die, 1992). One possible reason for the non- istics, some researchers have focused on one ,~
significant results is that adolescents were friend of each adolescent (Jussim & Osgood,,\, "
usually asked general questions about the 1989),'while others have focused on multi- ","
features of all their friendships. To <:>btain pie friends (Ennett & Bauman, 1991). When ~t
more .\ccurate measures, adolescents 11.1 our studying friendship features, some research- }!
stlldy were asked about the features of spe- ers have assessed an adolescent's very best,
cific friendships. The fourth goal of our friendship (McGuire & Weisz, 1982), while [,
study W.\S to use these measures to test the others have assessed multiple friendships 'j
hypothesis that friendships with positive (DuBois et al., 1992). Because we obtained ,j
fe.\tures incre.1se .\dolescents' enjoyment of independent information about several "'
school .md, theret()re, improve their ad- friendships, we could compare the effects of
jusonent. .\ very best friendship with those of multiple

, .friendships. We expected stronger effects for
Adolcs~ents .1djustmen~ to _school ~.\y me.\sures of multiple friendships because

.1lso be .lflccted by neg.10ve mteractlons th'v more tullv .lssess the sources of influ-
with li-iends. Adliits sometimes report th.\t ~:

0 ado le~cents.h - I . h - I en<:ent I-'ir most Sllpportlve rc .1t1ons IpS .ue .1 so
SOllrces of social stress. Moreover, .1dults M thod
sl-'em more strongly .1flected by the negative e

1'e.1tures of their relationships than by their Subjects
positive features (P.1gel, Erdly, & Becker, All seventh and eighth graders in three
1~)87; Sc:hllster, Kessler, & Aseltine, 1990; public: schools were invited to participate in
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the study, and more than 60% agreed to do if there was no one whom they considered
so and received parental consent. The origi- a best or close friend. About 91 % of the stu-
nal sample included 305 students, but eight dents named three friends in both the fall
students moved to other schools during the and the spring. About 8% named only two
year and so were not part of the longitudinal friends; about 1% named only one or no
sample. The final sample of 297 students in- friends.
cluded 194 girls and 103 boys. There were ~ext, students reported on their friends'
more girls th~n boys because more ~han half invowement and disruption using items like
the students m. these 'l?Tades were girls and a those for their self-reports. For example, the
higher proportion of gul~ than boys ret~rn~d self-report item on class discussions was
consent forms. The possible effect of thiS du- changed to "How often does this friend take
ference on the findings is discussed later. part in class discussions?" Students re-

When the study began, the students' sponded on the five-point scale they had
mean age was 13 years 8 months. More than used for self-repo~s, b?t they ,:,;,ere also al-
95% of them were white, and most of the lowed to a~swer don t know. In the fall
others were black. The proportion of. white and the ,~pnn,g, abou~, 1 % of the st~dents an-
students in the sample was comparable to sw,:red, don: ~now to all queStl?ns a~out
that in their schools. The three schools drew theIr friends Involvement and disruption.
students from small towns, suburbs, and ru- T~e data for these stu~e~ts' reports on
ral areas. School principals reported that the friends were treated as missIng.
students' families varied in socioeconomic Assessment of friendship features.-
status, but most students were from working- Then students answered a series of ques-
class or middle-class families. tions adapted from Berndt and Perry (1986)
P d about the features of their best friendships.roce u:e "

all Students answered 20 questions about each
Dunng November or December, sm fri d h. th h d '

d tifi d T II d .en s IP ey a I en e. we ve ques-
groups of students comp ete question- ti. d It .th th .ti £ tu f. b th . b h ..ons ea WI ree pOSI ve lea res 0
nalres that asked a out eIr e avlor m l £ d ' I (h I th . b t fi . d ' b h ' d th friendshIp: IntImate se 1- ISC osure e.g.,

sc 00, eIr es nen s e avlor, an e " H ft d t II tho f . d tho . fri d h . C I ow 0 en 0 you e IS nen lUgS
f~atures of theI~ best. en SIpS. omp .e- about yourself that you wouldn't tell most

tion of the questionnaires took about 40 mIll. k.d ')" ) .al b h . ( "
H oftS d I d th ti I S. , prosoci e aVIor e.g., owen

~ ents .coI?P ete e, same. ques on- does this friend help you when you can't do

nalres agaIn Ir; the folloWIng Apnl or May. something by yourself?"), and self-esteem
Thus, about ;) mon~s separated the two support (e.g., "When you do a good job on
waves of data collection. something, how often does this friend praise

Assessment of involvement and disrup- or congratulate you ?"). Eight questions dealt
tion.-On the first part of the questionnaire, with two negative features of friendship:
students reported their involvement in class conflicts (e.g., "How often do you get into
and their disruptive behavior at school. arguments with this friend?") and rivalry
Involvement was assessed with six items (e.g., "How often does this friend show off
from the scale of Berndt and Miller (1990). or brag about doing something better than
For example, students were asked, "How of- you?"). As the examples suggest, all ques-
ten do you take part in class discussions?" tions asked about the frequency of interac-
Students responded on a five-point scale tions that illustrate particular features of
with the extremes labeled never and very friendship. Students responded on a five-
often. Disruption was assessed with six point scale with the extremes labeled as
items adapted from the Devereux Elemen- net;er and as very often or every day.
tary S.chool Behavior Rating Scale (Spivack Teachers' reports on students' behavior
&; SWI~, 1966). For example, s~dents we~e and achievement.-During the period of
aske~:, How often do you mIs~ehave m questionnaire administration in each school,
class. .They responded to each Item on a the students' English and math teachers
five-poInt scale. rated their involvement and disruption on

Students' reports on friends and per- items comparable to those for students' self-
ceptions of friends' behavior.- Then stu- reports. For example, one item for involve-I
dents were asked to write the names of their ment was, "How often does this student take
three best friends, in order. Students were part in class discussions?" The teachers also
told that they could name fewer than three reported the grades that the students re-
best friends if they had fewer than three. ceived in their subjects on the 'most recent

..,~eywere told that they could write none" report cards.

,~,;;;
;'1
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Data Reduction and Derivation independent reports about each mend's be-
of Measures havior. The alpha coefficients for the mea.

Students' adjustment to school.-Final sures of multiple-mends' involvement and
measures of students' self-reported involve- disruption were .81 and .90, respectively,
ment and disruption were derived by aver- These values are higher than those for the
aging the scores on the six items for each very-best-mend measures for two reasons:
measure. In the fall, the internal consistency (a) the multiple-mends' measures are based
of these measures, judged by coefficient on more items and (b) adolescents perceived ~
alpha, was .65 for involvement and .8.5 for their mends as similar in their school ad-
disruption. The correlation between the two justment.
measures was -.49, p < .001. The alpha co- ., .
efficients and the correlation between mea- Fnends actual adjustment to school.-
sures were similar in the spring, both for T?e actual. adjustment of. adolescents'
these measures and for other measures. mends was Judged from their self-reports
Therefore, only the values for the fall mea- and their teachers' reports on them. In our
sures are given in this section. study, about two-thirds (63%) of the peers

whom students named as their very best orFinal measures of teacher-rated involve- second-best mends were also participating
ment and disruption were derived by aver- in the study. More than half (54%) of the
aging ~e ratings of both teachers on the rel- mends they named third were participating.
evant Items. These measures had alpha The measures of these mends' school adjust-
coefficients of .89 for involvement and.94 ment were matched to those of the students
for disruption. The correlations between the who named them. In the fall, 90% of the stu-
two teachers' ratings were .57 for involve- dents were matched to one or more mends.
ment and .53 for disruption (ps < .001). Stu- The comparable figure for the spring was
dents' grades for English and math were 88%. Other analyses showed that the school
scored on a 0-12 scale with 0 = F and 12 adjustment of students who did and did not
= A + .The grades that students received in have mends in the study did not differ sig-
English and math correlated .51 (p < .001), nificantly. Therefore, data reported later on
so the final measure of report-card grades mends' similarity in school adjustment can
was created by averaging across these sub- be taken as representative of the entire
jects. sample.

Self-reported and tea..<::her-rated involve- Friendship features.-Mean scores were
ment were correlated (r -.38, p < .001), as calculated for the five features of each stu-
~ere self-reported and teacher-rat~d di~rup- dent's very ~est friendship by averaging the
tion (r = .48, p < .001).. Students With higher student's ratings on the relevant items. A
~ades ~eported more Involvement an~ less principal-components analysis of the five
disruption (rs = .29 and -.34, respectively, mean scores yielded two factors with eigen-
ps < :001) and were rat.ed by. teachers as values greater than 1.0. The first factor ac-
more Involved and less disruptive (rs = .67 counted for 51% of the variance. After
and -.~6, r~sP.ectively, ps. <: .001). These V ARIMAX rotation, this factor had very
correlations indicate the validity of the mea- high loadings (.87-.91) for intimate self-
sures and suggest th.at they assessed related disclosure, prosocial behavior, and self-
aspects of school adjustment. esteem support. A measure including the 12

Students' perceptions of their friends' items for th.ese features was very high in ,in-
adjustment to school.-Students' responses ternal consistency (alpha = .92). The high
to the items about the involvement and dis- internal consistency strongly suggests that
ruption of their first-named or very best adolescents'. reports ~bout t?e positive fe~-
friend were averaged. The alpha coefficients tures of their best friendships form a um-
for the resulting measures of the very best dimensional scale. Previous research has
friend's involvement and disruption were also suggested that children's and adults' re-
.77 and .86, respectively. ports about various positive features of close

, .relationships can be combined into one
Next, students responses to the Items scale with little loss of information (Furman

about the involvement and disruption of all & Buhrmester, 1992; Sarason et al., 1990).
their friends were averaged. The resulting
measures are comparable to measures of The second factor accounted for 29% of
multiple fnends' characteristics used in pre- the variance. After V ARIMAX rotation, it
vious research (e.g., Chassin et al., 1986), but had very high loadings (.88-.90) for the two
they h.\ve the .\dvantage of being based on negative features, conflicts and rivalry. A
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measure including the eight items for these ined the effects of friendship features on stu-
features was high in internal consistency dents' adjustment.
(alpha = .80). This value is lower than for V B t F ' dsl . Oth.. h ery es "en lIpS versus er
the measure of positive features, but t ere F . d I .

.' fi rlen SlIpSwere fewer items about negative eatures T h rod t ' fi . d h .'
th.ti fi tu 0 see ow s en s nen S ipS Wi

than about pOSt ve ea res. the friend they named first differed from

Then students' reports about all their their ot~~r firiendships, the meal! scores for
best friendships were examined. Mean the positive fe~ture~ of stu.dents very best,

es for the five features of multiple second, and third friendships were used as
~~~dshiPS were created by averaging the the. dependent variables in an analysis of

es on each feature for all the best firiend- variance. Sex and grade were between-scor b.£ . d . t.
dh .ps that students described. A factor analy- su ~ects lactors; time an nomIna ion or er

s. i

of these scores revealed the same P attern (i.e., named as first, second, or third friend)
SIS . th. b. t £ tof loadings as for the very best mendship. were Wi ill-SU ~ec lac ors.
Therefore, a measure of the positive features As expected the effect of nomination or-
of multiple mendships was created firom the der was signific~nt, F(2, 498) = 124.42, p
36 items for the positive features of the three < .001. Table 1 shows the mean scores for
firiendships that ~ost stud~nts described. the very best, second, and third friendship,
The alpha coefficient for thiS measure was averaged across both times. Post hoc tests
.96. Coefficient alpha for the comparable showed that students viewed their very best
measure created firom the ~ ite~s for ~e mendship more positively than their second
negative features of multiple friendships mendship, and their second mendship more
was .88. These values exceed those for the positively than their third mendship (ps <
very-best-mendship measures, which sug- .05). There were also effects of sex, F(I, 249)
gests that using additional items to assess = 54.24, p < .001; and time, F(I, 249) =
multiple mends hips increases reliability. 12.98, p < .001. As in most previous studies
High internal consistency also implies that (Furman & Buhrmester, 1992), girls viewed
students perceive their best mends hips as their mendships more positively than did
similar in their positive and negative fea- boys (Ms = 3.80 and 3.20, SDs = .63 and
tures. .75, respectively). Students also viewed

.their mendships more positively in theThe c.o~elation be~een the measures spring than in the fall (Ms = 3.67 and 3.53,
of the, positive and. negati.ve features of stu- SDs = .75 and. 74, respectively).
dents very best mendships was -.17. For
the measures of multiple mendships, the Mean scores for the negative features of
comparable correlation was -.15. These very best, second, and third mendships
correlations are significant (ps < .01) with were the dependent variables in a second
our large sample, but they show that the two analysis. Only the effect of nomination order
measures share little variance. was significant, F(2, 498) = 5.46, p < .01.

Mean scores averaged across time, shown in
Fnendsh,p stabd,ty.- The mends that Table 1 indicate that students viewed their

s~dents named in the fal~ were co~pared very be~t mendship as having fewer nega-
WIth those they named ill the spring. A tive features than their second and third
~endship was judged as stable if a fall mendships. The second and third friend-
~end was named among a student s three ships did not differ significantlv.
best mends in the spring. To assess the sta- ..

bility of multiple mendships, the proportion The stability of students' friendships
of a student's fall mends hips that remained varied only with nomination order, F(2, 532)
stable until the spring was calculated. = 27.66, p < .001 (see Table 1). Very best

friendships were more stable than second
Results mendships, and second friendships were

more stable than third mendships. Taken to-
We labeled the mend that students gether, these results indicate that the friends

named first as their very best friend because whom students named first were their very
we assumed that students had an especially best mends.
close relationship with that firiend. Our first
analyses tested this assumption. The next Influences of the Friends' Adjustment
analyses examined the influence of the to School
friends' adjustment to school on students' Perceived similarity, accuracy of stu-

.!idjustment. The following analyses exam- dents' reports, and actual similarity.-As
C;'c
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TABLE 1
MEAN ScORES FOR MEASURES OF VERY BEST. SECOND.

AND THIRD FRIENDSHIPS

Very Best Second Third
Measure Friendship Friendship Friendship-

Positive features:
M ~ 3.92 3.49 3.39

N:~ti~~..i~~"h;~~~; .73 .77 .78 I

M 1.7l 1.79 1.81
\SD 45 .54 .57

Stability:
M 63 .46 .32 ..
SD 49 .50 .47

NOTE.- The mean scores for positive and negative features are the
averages of those obtained in the fall and spring assessments. j

I.

Inoted earlier, many researchers have used correlation that differed significantly by sex ;
data on friends' similarity to estimate their was for multiple-friends' disruption in the
influence on each other. In addition, many spring. Girls perceived themselves as more
researchers have used adolescents' reports similar to their friends in disruptive behav- .'
on friend~ ~ measures of the ~ends' actual ior than boys did. i
charactenstics., on the assumption that ad~- The accuracy of students' reports on' !
le.scents proVIde accur.ate rep.orts on theIr their friends' involvement and disruption
friends. .Our study provided evidence on the was relatively low (see Table 2). Of the 16
appropnateness of these methods. accuracy correlations, 15 were lower than

The correlations in our sample between the corresponding correlations for perceived
students' self-reports and their reports on similarity. Most striking, all the accuracy
friends indicate their perceptions of their correlations for boys' reports on their
similarity to friends. The correlations be- friends' disruption were nonsignificant. Ev-
tween students' reports on friends and the ery nonsignificant correlation for boys' accu-
friends' self-reports indicate the accuracy of racy was significantly lower than the compa-
students' perceptions. Friends' actual simi- rable correlation for girls, except for the fall
larity is indicated by two sets of correlations. measure of the very best friend's disruption.
For the first set, students' self-reports of Apparently, boys knew less about their
their involvement and disruption are corre- friends' behavior at school than girls did.
lated with the corresponding self-reports by Boys in a previous study also knew less
their friends. For the second set, teachers' about their best friends than girls did (Diaz
ratings of the students' involvement and dis- & Berndt, 1982).
ruption are correlated with teachers' ratings A t d h fth 16 correlatl.onsf th fi. d '. I d d ' t .s expec e , eac 0 e0 e nen s mvo.vement an ISrup .Ion. for friends' actual similarity was lower than
The second set also,mcludes the correlatlon~ the corresponding correlation for perceived
between teache~s .repo~s of students similarity (see Table 2). That is, students
grades and of their fnends grades. perceived themselves as more similar to

Table 2 shows the correlations for per- their friends than they actually were. Even
ceived similarity, accuracy, and actual simi- so, most of the actual-similarity correlations
larity for boys and girls separately, because were significant and a few were strong
several differed significantly by sex. Every (i.e., greater than .50). Of the 20 correlations
correlation for perceived similarity was sig- for similarity to multiple friends, 15 were
nificant and many were strong. In other greater th.\11 the corresponding correlations
words, students viewed their involvement tor similarity to the very best friend. In addi-
and disruption as highly similar to those tion, 13 of the 16 correlations for friends' ac-
of their best friends. The correl.\tions for tual similarity in teacher-rated involvement
the multiple-friends' measures were always and disruption were greater than the corre-
stronger than the comparable correlations sponding correlations for similarity in self-
for the very-best-friend measures. The one reported involvement and disruption. Thus
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" ,
teachers viewed best friends as more similar the fall as more involved, Students becaJri~.

in their beha,:ior than the friends' self- more .disrupti~e d?ring ~e year when they
reports would Imply. perceIved theIr friends In the fall as more

The correlations for boys' actual similar- dis~pt.ive. I~ short, students' percep~ons of ;
ity to friends were significantly lower than the~ friends I~fluenced the chan.ges In. their t
those for girls in seven cases. Boys were less self reported Involvement and dIsruption,
s.imilar. to the.ir very best frie~ds and to m~l- Some measures of friends' actual adjust-
tIple frIends In teacher-rated Involvement In ment also were significant predictors of
the fall, and in self-reported disruption at changes in students' adjustment. Changes in
both times, than girls were. Boys were less students' involvement as rated by teachers
similar to their very best friends in self- were predicted by the fall involvement of '
reported involvement in the spring than their multiple friends. Changes in students' I
girls were. self-reports of disruptive behavior were pre-

Relations of friends' adjustment to the dicted .by the fall dis.ruptio? of their very
changes in students' adjustment.-Similar- ?est friend~ and multIple frien.ds. Changes
ity correlations are fallible indices of friends' In students grade~ were. predIcted by the
influence because of the confounding effects ~all ~ades of mu~tiple ~ends. These find-
of friendship selection that were mentioned Ings Imply that fri~nds Influenced thes.e as-
earlier. Like previous researchers (e.g., Gra- pect.s of s,c~ool adjustment. The magnItude
ham et al., 1991), we assumed that hier- of friends Influence shoul? not be exagger-
archical regression analyses would provide ated, because the be.ta welght.s for the.se ~f-
more valid estimates of friends' influence. fects are not large. GIven the hIgh continuIty
Each measure of students' adjustment in the i~ adjustment, how~ver, ~ny significant pre-
spring was used as the criterion in a separate dlc~ors of changes In adjustment are worth ,
regression analysis. The corresponding fall noting, ;~;
measure ?f adjustme~t was entered at the A significant sex difference was found i
first step In the .analysls. At the second step, orJy for self-reported involvement (see Ta-
th~ correspondIng .raIl measure of the per~ ble 3). Sex was coded 1 for girls and 2 for
c~lVed or actual adjustment of. the students boys, so the negative regression coefficients
fnends. was ,ente.red. When thIS st~p ~hows imply that girls' involvement increased dur-
that .frien~s .adjustment was a sIgnIficant ing the year more than boys did. Table 3
predIctor, It IS reasonable to conclude that also shows that three interactions of sex with
frien~s influenced the chang~s ~uring the measures of the very-best-friend's adjust-
year In that aspect of students adjustment. ment were significant. To clarify these inter--

A variable for sex was entered at the actions, regression analyses were done for
third step in each analysis. At the fourth each sex separately. '
step, a term that reflected the interaction of Th al t d th t b t "h fi . d ' d. d ese an yses sugges e a very es c;,sex and t e nen s a Justment was entere. fi. d cr t th h 1 d.

tm t f . Is "o:;,Th . t t ' t .

d t t f nen s auec e sc 00 a Jus en 0 gIr ",-e In erac Ion erm provi es a es 0 sex th b Wh . 1 . d h ~cd.. fi . d ' . fl r more an oys. en a gIr perceIve er

1fferences In nen s In uence, Belore b t fri d d . t.. the "c " d th very es en as more ISrup Ive In i'.-;

computIng thIS term, we centere e pre- J:: II h If rt d d. t.. d :"~ . b . th fi h (a, er se -repo e ISrup Ion Increase 7'"

dlctors y subtractIng e mean rom eac d . th (b ta = 22 < 01) ' the c:C ' d th bl f unng e year e ., p .,score. entenng re uces e pro em 0 bl cr t r b ..
fi ,;:I . I " d .

( . k com para e ellec lor oys was nonslgm -c rmu tIco hneanty among pre lctors A1 en &
t (b t -- 03) S.. 1 I h ' do-'£~i:r W .t 1991) can e a-. .1mI ar y, w en an a , r'es , , ..lescent's very best friend actually reported",;::t

Table 3 summarizes the results of the more disruptive behavior in the fall, the self- ..,1'
analyses. The sh!tistics for Step 1 show that reported disn1ption of girls increased during ":'-~
students' i!djustment in the spring was the year (beta = .24, p < ,001), but that of ;ii"
stron,!{ly relilted to their i!djustment in the boys did not (beta = -,15). Finally, the self. ,~:;
f~lll.Thilt is, school i!djustment showed sub- reported involvement of a very best friend ;~'
stantiiu continuity. Yet after this continuity was lInrelated to the changes over time in ~;\
WitS tilken into account, both meilsures of the girls' involvement (beta = .11) but was neg- ;1
perceived i!djllstment of friends were sig- atively related to the changes in boys' ~...
nificilnt predictors of stI1dents' ildjustment. involvement (beta = -,24, p < .05). The
The stilndardized regression coefficients negative coefficient implies, paradoxically,
(the beti! weights in Tilble 3) suggest thiu that boys increased their school involvement
students becilme more involved during the when their veT}' best friend in the fall was
year when they perceived their friends in less involved. In other words, boys appar-
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ently shifted away from the friend's level of ive contributed to increases in students'
involvement. involvement.

Influences of Friendship Features Second. the ne~ative features of stu-
Relations of school adjustmellt to frielld- dents' ,.eT). best friendships and of their mul-

ship features al1d stability.- Table 4 shows tiple friendships predicted the changes in
the correlations of students' adjustment to their self-reported disruption. The regres-
school with positive friendship features, sion coefficients are consistent with our hy-
negative friendship features. and friendship pothesis tllat negative interactions with
stability. The table shows correlations for friends increase students' disruptive be-
the entire sample because onl,' 5% of them havior.
differed significantly for the ~o sexes. Th ' d h .r

fIT , t e negatIve leatures 0 veT\' best
Students who vie,ved their friendships friendships predicted the change's in

more positively described themselves and teacher-rated disruption (see Table 5). The
were rated by teachers as more involved in negative coefficient implies that teachers
school. Students who viewed their friend- viewed students who had fewer negative in-
ships more negatively described themselves teractions with their very best friend as in-
as less involved and more disruptive. In the creasing in disruption during the year. This
fall, teachers rated students as more disrup- puzz~ing r~sult w.as ~ot replicated with ti:e
tive when they described their multiple multiple-friendshIps measure (see Table :».
friendships more negativel Of the 20 cor- Further analyses showed that no effects of
relations between the fri~ndship and ad- ~en.dship features on adjustment differed
justment measures, 15 were stronger for sIgnIficantly for the two sexes.
the multiple-friendships'. meas~res than for Joint effects of positive and negative
those of ~e ver:; best. fri,endship. Even for features.- The final analvses examined pos-
the multiple-friendshIps. measures, how- sible interactive effects of positive and nega-
ever, th~ greatf!st. corr~lation w.as only .29. tive features. Research with adults has sug-
Correl~tions sIm.uar.m ma~Itude were gested that the negative effects of conflicts
found m the studIes cIted earlIer. with friends may be increased (Pagel et al.,

Students who had more stable friend- 1987) or reduced (Schuster et al., 1990)
ships also reported less disruptive behavior, "7"'hen these ~e~dships .are high~y support-
were rated bv teachers as more involved and Ive. To examIne Interactions of thIS type, the
less disruptive, and had higher grades. regression at;1alyses. were rep~~ted with a
These correlations are consistent with a term for the Interaction of posItive x nega-
small amount of previous data (Savin- tive features as another predictor.

Williams & Berndt, 1990), but their interpre- The interaction term was significant in
tation is uncertain. The stability of students' the analyses of self-reported disruption, both
friendship could affect their school adjust- for the very-best-friend measures (beta =
ment or vice versa. Longitudinal analyses .16, p < .05) and the multiple-friendships'
cannot settle the issue, because stability is measures (beta = .26, p < .01). To clarify
measured over the same interval as the these interactions, regression equations

"changes in adjustment. Therefore, these were plotted for three levels of positive fea-
findings are not discussed further. tures: high (+ 1 SO), average (at the mean),

R I t' ./' .Ii .dsh. .Ii t t and low (-1 SO; see Aiken & West, 1991).
h e a .'ons oJ ,nen. Ip ea ures 0 Figure 1 shows the three regression lines

c anges In students adJustment.-Hypoth- from the m lti' pl -fri d h., I . Th t" b th J:I: f fri d h . fi u e en s IpS ana YSIS. a
eses a out e ellects 0 en s IP eatures fi fth b fi . d h.on tud t ' d . tm t . d "th or measures 0 e very est nen s IP wass en s a Jus en were examIne WI sim.laregression analyses like those described ear- I r.

lier. As in the earlier analyses, adjustment in Among students with friendships high
the fall was the strongest predictor of spring in positive features, high levels of negative
'adjustment. However, friendship features features were related to increases in self-
predicted significant amounts of the re- reported disruption. Among students with

"maining variance in some cases (see Table friendships low in positive features, the
-?). First, the positive features of students' level of negative features was unrelated to

"!2' very ~est friendships. predicted the change.s changes in self-reported disruptio~.. This
, in thelr self-reported Involvement. The POSI- pattern suggests that, when students friend-

tive regression coefficient implies that a ships were most supportive, negative inter-
~"~;i#,c yery best friendship that was highly support- actions with friends were most likely to in-

i:';':.."
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FIG. I.-Mean scores for self-reported disruption in the spring for adolescents who differed in the
positive features and negative features of multiple friendships.

crease their own reports of disruptive be explained by processes of friendship se-
behavior at school. lection.

Discussion As noted earlier, adolescents often se-
lect friends like themselves. For example,

The results of our analyses imply that adolescents with similar grades are often as-
adolescents' adjustment to school is in8u- signed to the same classes and often become
enced by tlleir friends' characteristics and by friends with each other. The grades of ado-
the features of these friendships. Stated in Ie scents in our study were strongly related
this way, the results are consistent with the to teachers' ratings of their involvement and
two theoretical perspectives outlined ear- disruption, so processes of selection proba-
lier. However, estimates of friends' in8u- bly contributed to friends' similarity on
ence vary across analytic techniques and these measures also. Adolescents' grades
measures of friendship. These variations are were less strongly related to their self-
easiest to explain if each theoretical perspec- reported involvement and disruption. Their
tive is considered separately. self-reports must partly reflect their attitudes

Estimating the I ,II .I' F ' ds ' toward school. Previous research suggests
.nJ.uence oJ "en th t fri d h. I .

d d IA d} ustm e t t 5 h l a en s lp se ecbon epen s ess on

n 0 C 00 d I ,. d th th . b hMost co I ti fi fri d ' ..

1 . ty a 0 escents attitu es an on elf e av-rre a ons or en s Slml arJ. .
Inad;ustme t .. fj t Th I lor, because attitudes are less observable

" n were slgm can. e corre a- (Ka d I 1978) Th .t . t .. th ttionsprovl'd te tati .d th t fi . d n e, .us, 1 IS no surpnsrng a
e n ve eVl ence a nen s fri d I ... f1n8uence ad I ts ' d. tm t, b en s were ess Slmuar rn sel -reported ad-o escen a Jus en ecause ..

friends usuall b .. 1 th Justment than rn grades and teacher-rated
y ecome more slml ar as ey d' tm t.inBuence one a~other. However, the corre- a Jus en

la~ons for report-card grades and for When processes of selection affect
~her-rated involvement and disruption friends' similarity on some characteristic,
W~re greater than those for students' self- similarity correlations overestimate their in-
reports of involvement and disruption. fluence on one another. We therefore ex-

,~es~ differences between measures may pected, and found, that regression analyses

:;:(,:
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yielded lower estimates of mends' influence
than did similarity correlations. Still, the re-
gression analyses suggested that friends in-
fluenced three aspects of adolescents' ad- I
justment. !

First, teachers' ratings of the involve- \
ment of multiple mends predicted the !
changes during the year in adolescents'
involvement as rated by teachers. Second,
the grades of multiple friends predicted the By contrast, the changes during the year
changes in adolescents' grades. Thirq, the in adolescents' self-reported disruption
self-reports of a very-best-mend's and of were predicted both by their reports on
multiple-mends' disruptive behavior pre- mends and by the friends' self-reports.
dicted the changes in adolescents' self- These findings suggest that adolescents' reo
reported disruptiono Previous ethnographic ports on friends can yield valid estimates of
studies had suggested that mends influence mends' influenceo The findings for involve-
adolescents' disruption at school (Ball, 1981; ment and disruption differ because the accu.
Schwartz, 1981), but our study provides the racy of adolescents' reports was greater, at
first quantitative evidence in support of this least for girls, for disruption than for involve-
hypothesis. ment. One task for future research is to iden-

F " d d Od t t h 0 'fi tify conditions that affect the accuracy ofnen s I no seem 0 ave a Slgru -, 01 th d o 0t . fl d I ts ' d o ti adolescents reports. Unti ose con ltionscan In uence on a 0 escen ISrup on as
k d ta b d d I t '

d b h b h ' 0 are nown, a ase on a 0 escen s reorate y teac ers, ut teac ers ratings were rts fr o d t b " t t dbl 0 , po on ten s mus e In erpre e cau-more sta e over tIme than were students 0 I b h Id b d " . d o IIf rts Th o tr t " 10 th t t h tious Y ut s ou not e Ismlsse entire y.se -repo .IS con as Imp les a eac -
ers may have been insensitive to the Finally, the similarity correlations for
changes in students' disruption. In addition, measures of a very-best-mend's adjustment
only two teachers rated each student's be- were weaker than those for measures of mul-
havior. Students' self-reports presumably tiple-mends' adjustment. In regression anal-
were based on their behavior in all their yses, the very-best-mend measures pre-
classes, not just two. Therefore, the evi- dicted changes in adolescents' adjustment
dence of friends' influence on self-reported less often than did the multiple-friends'
disruption should be taken as theoretically measures. These findings may be due partly
and practically significant. to the greater number of items for the multi-

" ..pie-friends' measures, which is likely toThe regression coefficients that esti- 0 th 0 10 b"l °ty Th ultlO
ple0 ,. Increase elr re la I I 0 e m -

mated friends Influence were not large, fi " d '
h Id al fl t the I. n" 0

th nen s measures s ou so re ec -even when slgruficant. However, ese co- fl f d I t' f . d hop group0 0 ffl " uence 0 an a oescen s nen s I
efficlents reflect the Influence 0 nends on

I t I E fi rthcomp arih " d ' d o I -more comp e e y. ven so, u er ..-c anges In stu ents a Justment over on v :)
f th Id be valuabled ". sons t> ese measures wou ,or 6 months. Extrapolate to a longer period, b , . th g t d orr

e ent con clusions

h h 3 f . d " 0 I "" ecause ey sug es 1111 rsuc as t e years 0 a tra ItIona Juruor b t fr o d " fl C n b S nd on gl'rls" 0' I ' 0 fl a ou ten s In uen e 0 oy a .high school, friends cumu atIve m uence
might be several times as large as the coeffi- Sex Differences in the I nJluence
cients imply. Such extrapolation is difficult of Best Friends
to do, but it seems f"air to assume that regres- Perceived similarity to friends was gen-
sion coefficients in short-tenD longitudinal erally comparable for boys and for girls, ?ut
studies underestimate friends' influenceo friends' actual similarity was greater for girls
Their actual influence probably lies be- than for boyso The regression analyses re-
tween the values suggested by the regres- vealed no sex differences in the influence
sion coefficients and the similarity correl.\- of multiple friends, but very best frien~s
tionso seemed to influence the self-reported dlS-

0 ruption of girls more than boys.We also expected me.\sures derived
from adolescents' reports on friends to yield The contrasting results for the two t>:pes
I,uger simil.mty correlations and regression of measures led us to reexamine the findl~gs
coefficients th.m measures derived from the of previous studieso ~Iost shldies in which
friends' self:'reportso This hypothesis was friends appeared to influence girls mo~e
only partly confim1edo Adolescents' reports th.In boys used measures of one frien? s
showed that they perceived themselves as characteristics (Billy & Udry, 1985; Davles

)
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6: Kandel, 1981; Downs, 1985). Most studies On the other hand, our data suggest that
in which sex differences were nonsignificant the features of adolescents' friendships have
used measures of multiple friends' charac- only modest effects on their school adjust-
teristics (Chassin et al., 1986; Graham et al., ment. Even the significant correlations be-
1991' Keefe, 1994). This e\'idence suggests tween the measures of friendship features
that ~mall groups of friends may influence and adjustment were less than .30. The ef-
boys as much as girls, but girls may be more fect of positive features on changes in
influenced by their closest friend. This state- involvement was significant only for the
ment should be treated as a hypothesis ve~'-best-friend measure and only for self-
rather than a conclusion, because only our reported rather than teacher-rated involve-
findings for self-reported disruption were ment. Replication of this effect is needed be-
consistent with it. On our other four mea- fore firm conclusions are drawn.
sures of school. adjustment, sex differ:nces The relation of negative features to
in the apparent Influence of very best fnends changes in self-reported disruption can be
were absent. interpreted more confidently, because it

The variations across measures could be held for both types of friendship measures.
.sign that sex differences in friends' influ- Although the comparable analyses of
ence are weak. Another possibilit)' is that teacher-rated disruption did not yield sig-
only certain behaviors of a very best friend nificant effects, the limitations of teacher rat-
affect girls more than boys. In more general ings that were discussed earlier apply here
terms, the idea is that best friends may have as well. Our results are also consistent with
great influence on some behaviors but little other evidence (e.g., Vinokur & van Ryn,
influence on other behaviors. This idea is 1993) that individuals are affected more
intuitively reasonable but has received aI- strongly by the negative than by the positive
most no theoretical attention. Further explo- features of close relationships. Theories of
ration of sex differences in friends' influence adolescent friendship should, therefore, b~
could shed light on this question and pro- re\'ised to offer more balanced conclusion.s
mote the refinement of current theories. about the potential benefits and the poten-
Effects of Friendship Features tial costs of these relationships.
on School Adjustment Conclusions

The findings on the second theoretical The two theoretical perspectives on
perspective, the effects of friendship fea- friends' influence in adolescence differ in
tures, are partly consistent with hypotheses their focus. Stated informally, one perspec-
(Berndt, 1989; Sarason et al., 1990; Sullivan, tive focuses on who an adolescent's friends
1953) about the benefits of intimate and sup- are; the other focuses on what the adoles-
portive friendships. Adolescents who de- cent's friendships are like. Our results sug-
scri?~d their friendships as h.aving mo~e gest that the characteristics of adolescents'
positive features were more Involved In friends and the quality of their friendships
school. Moreover, adolescents who de- both affect their school adjustment. Friends
scribed their very best friendship more posi- influence all aspects of school adjustment,
tively in the fall improved in their self- but their influence on adolescents' disrup-
reported involvement during the year. tive behavior is strongest and most consis-

; Adolescents whose friendships had tent. Adolescents become more disruptive at
more negative features were less involved school when their friends are more disrup-
In school and more disruptive. In addition, tive, .and they have more negative interac-
adolescents who described their friendships tions with friends.
more negatively. in th: fall inc~eased in their One limitation of our sample was the
self-reported dlsru~tion durIng the yea:. greater number of girls than boys. The im-
The effects of negative features we.re magn~- balance raises a question about whether the
8ed whe.n adol~scents also i;>ercelved. their sex differences in friends' influence were
&iendshlps as highly supportive. That IS, ad- sample specific or representative of all ado-
o1.escents: self-reported disrup~on ~ncreas.ed lescents. This question cannot be answered
mOst d~nng the ,,:ear wh~n their ~nends~~ps definitely, but the sex differences found in

~re high both In negative and I~ posl~ve previous studies were similar to those in our

,..~tures. When adolescents had friendships study.

With many positive features, their quarrels
~ friends were especially likely to lead Another limitation of the sample was the
t9 a negative style of social interaction with high proportion of white students and the

,,' cltber peers and teachers. small representation of other ethnic groups.

..
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.('.

Scattered e,:idence suggests. that friends terpersonal competence, and adjustment d~ ;"
have mor.e Influence on whites tha~ on ing preadolescence and adolescence. CIIIld ~
blacks (Billy & Udry, 1985). Such dlffer- Development, 61, 1101-1111. ~
ences should be examined in future re- Bukowski, W. M., & Hoza, B. (1989). Popu1artty ~
search. In one respect, however, our sample and friendship: Issues in theory, measure- Y I

was mor~ heterog.eneous than in some previ- ment, and outcome. In T. J. Berndt & G. W.
ous studies. We Included adolescents from Ladd (Eds.), Peer relationships in child dewl-
three schools in two school districts which opment (pp. 15-45). New York: \'tiley.
drew students from rural, suburban, and ur- Cauce, A. M. (1986). Social networks and social
ban ~eas. T~is sampl~ is more diverse than competence: Exploring the effects of early ad-
tho.se m prevIous .stu?leS of adolescents from olescent friendships. American Journal of
a sIngle school dlstIict. Community Psychology, 14,607-628.

Finally, the use of multiple measures of Chassin, L., Presson, C. c., Shennan, S. J., Mon-
school adjustment, of friends' adjustment, tello, D., & McGr~w, J. (1986). .changes in
and of friendship features strengthened our peer and p~ent. Influence dunng ad~let-
study. Comparisons of the results for differ- cence: ~ongltudmal. ver~u.s. c~oss-sectional
ent measures were useful in judging the perspectives on smokIng Initiation. Deveio,..
most valid procedures for estimating friends' ~ental Psychology, 22, 327-334.
influence. The comparisons also suggested DaVIes, ~., & Kandel, D. B. (1981).,Paren~ and
directions for the refinement of theories and peer Influences on adolescents educational
for future research on friends' influence plans: Some further evidence. AmericanJour-

.nal of Sociology, 87, 363-387.
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