11 Friends’ influence on school adjustment:
A motivational analysis

Thomas J. Berndt and Keunho Keefe

Best friends can have a powerful influence on children’s attitudes toward
school, behavior in class, and academic achievement. The influence of
friends has long been a concern of educators and educational researchers.
Several decades ago, James Coleman (1961) argued that most high-school
students care more about being popular with peers than about doing well
in school, in part because their peers emphasize academic success less
than social success. Many recent writers have echoed this theme (e.g.,
Bishop, 1989). N

By contrast, other writers have emphasized the posm\{e effects of
friendships on children’s adjustment and development. Piaget (.l 932/
1965) proposed that interactions with friends or other peers are crucna! f(?r
the development of a mature morality. Sullivan (1953) suggested that inti-
mate friendships among preadolescents contribute to high self-esteem and
to social understanding (Buhrmester & Furman, 1986). More recently,
many researchers have tested the hypothesis that support from friends en-
hances the social and academic adjustment of children and adolescents
(e.g., Berndt & Keefe, 1995).

Both perspectives on friends’ influence capture part of the trutl'1, but
both are incomplete and therefore misleading. Friends influence children
and adolescents through two distinct pathways (Berndt, 1992). First, stu-
dents at all grade levels are influenced by the attitudes, behavior, and qth—
er characteristics of their friends. This influence is not always negative.
Students whose friends have positive characteristics, such as high grades,
are likely to improve their own grades over time (Epstein, 198?). Onet goal
of our chapter is to outline various motives that account for friends’ influ-
ence by this pathway. . '

Second, students are influenced by the quality of their fnendslvpg For
example, friendships are higher in quality when they are more intimate
(Sullivan, 1953). Friendships are lower in quality when the friends often
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engage in conflicts or hostile rivalry with one another (Laursen, 1993).
The quality of students’ friendships affects their social and emotional ad-
justment. It can, in turn, affect their adjustment to school. The second goal
of our chapter is to outline motives related to friendship quality. Identify-
ing these motives should increase understanding of this second pathway
of influence.

Before proceeding, we should say more precisely what we mean by mo-
tives and by school adjustment, Weiner (1992) proposed that the domain of
motivation includes all questions about why organisms think and behave as
they do. This broad definition includes motives that actors themselves re-
port. For example, students sometimes say that their goal at school is trying
to do what a teacher asks (Wentzel, 1991a). The definition also includes
motives of which a person may not be aware. Unconscious motives are em-
phasized not only in psychoanalytic theories, but also in some learning the-
ories and social-psychological theories (see Nisbett & Wilson, 1977; Wein-
er, 1992). Both types of motives are considered in the chapter.

Like motivation, school adjustment is a broad construct. Our focus is
on three facets of adjustment. First, students’ adjustment to school is re-
flected by their attitudes toward their classes, their teachers, and other ex-
periences at school. Well-adjusted students value what they are learning
and are positively involved in classroom activities (Berndt & Miller, 1990;
Wentzel, 1993). Second, students’ adjustment is reflected by their class-
room behavior. Well-adjusted students behave appropriately and are rarely
disruptive (Berndt & Keefe, in press; Dubow, Tisak, Causey, Hryshko, &
Reid, 1991). Third, students’ adjustment is reflected by their academic
achievement. Well-adjusted students learn what is taught in school, and so
receive high grades and test scores.

Friends may affect all three facets of school adjustment through both
influence pathways outlined earlier. The first pathway is the focus of the
next section of the chapter. We emphasize that many motives contribute to
the influence of friends’ characteristics. The second pathway is the focus
of the following section. We emphasize that friends have goals not only
for themselves as individuals, but for themselves and their friends viewed
as a unit. An outline of the two pathways of influence and their associated
motives is given in Table 11.1.

Also discussed in the initial sections is how friends’ influence through
the two pathways might change with age. Unfortunately, little evidence on
such changes is available, and the evidence is not always consistent. We
summarize the conclusions that can be drawn, and then use our motiva-
tional analysis to suggest new perspectives on the issue.
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252 Perspectives on relationships

According to Piaget (1932/1965), friendships have featl{res that limit
both the use and the effectiveness of coercive pressure. Friends assume
that their relationship is based on equality and mutual re§pe<?t, so deci-
sions must be made through negotiation rather than d(.)mlr.latlon by one
person. Adolescents in our previous study suggested t!us kind of mutu:?l
respect when explaining why their friends had no mﬂuence. 01:‘ th;:'“
school adjustment (Berndt et al., 1989). For example: one boy said t a.t \ ’IS
friend “doesn’t try to change my opinions, and I don’t try to chang,e h!s.

This argument should not be carried too far: Although stude.nts ztdjust-
ment to school does not depend greatly on their response to fner?ds pres;
sure, friends do influence attitudes, behavior, and achievement in schf)o
(Berndt & Keefe, in press; Epstein, 1983; K%mdel, 1978)._ By drawmhg
upon a long tradition of developmental and social-psychological ress:ar; ,
we can identify the motivation that accounts for these effects of friends

characteristics.

Four motives that underlie friends’ influence. For de'cades, questl?ns
about interpersonal influence have been expl?r.ed by so.mal_ psychologlst;
interested in persuasion, attitude change, decision making in groulps, at:&
other phenomena (Chaiken, Liberman, & Eagly, 1989; Za.nna, 0 son,I
Herman, 1987; Zimbardo & Leippe, 1991). These quest.lons l?ave also
been explored by developmental psychologlsts lflte'rest.ed in social leam(;
ing, conformity to peers and parents, basic socialization proce‘ss:ls, an
other topics in social development (Bandura & Walters, 1963; Hartup,
; & Martin, 1983). .
lgﬁéth:zi;;)i:)ilngly, a strong consensus about the motives res.pon31ble f(l>r
interpersonal influence does not exist. The lack of consensus is due par.t y
to researchers’ use of different terms to refer to the same or ov.erlappmg
constructs. In addition, multiple motives are linked to social influence,
and many researchers have focused on only one. We argue that four mo-
tives should be considered when trying to understand how students are af-
fected by their friends’ adjustment to school (see Table 1). Some writers
might propose motives other than the four that we present, but we assume
other motives are less important than the following four or are Ia'rgely sy;u-
onymous with them (see, however, Erdley.; Ford; Kflpersmldt et al.,
Wentzel, this volume, for alternative perspectives on .soc1al goals). o
The first motive that underlies the influence of friends’ clfaractenstlcs
is students’ need for social approval (Hoving, Han?m, & Galvm‘, 1969; Ju-
vonen & Weiner, 1993) or their impression motivation (Chaiken et‘ al.,
1989). Students want to be liked by their friends, so they try to do things
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that will meet the friends’ expectations or make a positive impression on
them. This motive is associated theoretically with the idea of social rein-
forcement. Praise and other kinds of positive comments from friends can
function as rewards for specific behaviors by students and so increase the
likelihood of those behaviors (Hartup, 1983). In the broadest sense, this
motive relates to Skinner’s principle of positive reinforcement, a principle
common to all learning theories.

The category of positive reinforcement includes both material rewards
and social reinforcers like praise. However, for understanding the infly-
ence of friends, praise and other social reinforcers are more: important
than are material rewards. Friends rarely give things to one another as re-
wards for specific behaviors, Therefore, the construct of social approval
corresponds to the attributes of friends’ interactions more precisely than
does the broader construct of positive reinforcement,

In the domain of school adjustment, the importance of the needs for
social approval was first emphasized by Crandall, Katkovsky, and Preston
(1960). They argued that “the basic goal of achievement behavior is the at-
tainment of approval and the avoidance of disapproval” (p. 791). They as-
sumed that approval comes from both teachers and peers, but little of their
research focused directly on this motive. In particular, they did not explore
whether the need for approval is related to friends’ influence on school ad-
justment.

Many studies in laboratory settings have shown the effects of peer rein-
forcement on children’s behavior (Hartup, 1983). Therefore, it is reason-
able to assume that reinforcement from friends and other classmates also
affects students’ attitudes, behavior, and achievement in school. Whether
friends typically encourage a positive or a negative adjustment to school is
a controversial question. Consistent with the positive view is the evidence
mentioned earlier that students say friends encourage them to study hard
at school (Brown et al., 1986). Also consistent with this view is evidence
that students higher in academic achievement are usually more popular
with peers (Coie, 1990),

There is conflicting evidence, however. The eighth graders in one re-
cent study (Juvonen & Murdock, 1993; see also Juvonen, this volume)
said they thought a peer who got good grades would generally be more
popular than a peer who got bad grades. However, the eighth graders
thought a peer who got bad grades but who was very smart and tried very
hard would be more popular than a peer with the same attributes who got
good grades. To explain this finding, the researchers speculated that the
eighth graders might have assumed the high-achieving student would “set
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the curve” for the class and make them look worse. Alter.nat;ve(li)il;i :,}:,e
i i i i ccepting tra -
i t have viewed the high achiever as a
eighth graders migh . o o e
i lue of school achievemen
| expectations about the va : nent | :
:elves rejected. Notice that these two explanatlon.s differ in ?hzt th:ﬁ ::,%c
gest that students generally value, or are disdainful of, high ac
achievement. ’ . . m
Other findings indicate that students’ level of acaan1t|c aCh;;echsnfhe
. . . ) a
i i ds. Friendship selection, in turn,
affects their selection of frien e hionder mraie. (Ball
i i hich students receive friends’ p ll,
attitudes and behavior for w st > praise (Bal
igh-achieving students are usually
1981; Schwartz, 1981). Higl sually Iriends With
them to get good grades and n
classmates who encourage : (0L mishehave
i ievi dents are usually friends wi .
in class. Low-achieving stu . mates who
i i often misbehave
i tting good grades and who !
express no interest in ge . who often misbehave in
ift over time toward their frie .
class. Moreover, students shi : and
behavior. The shift can be attributed partly to the students’ need for t
iends’ approval. . . .
" A sec::d motive that partly accounts for the mﬂuencse odf fr:ends is atll;;
i i behave like their friends. Students no
desire of students to think and et udents normally
i haracteristics or talents tha ;
hoose best friends who have ¢ ract .
deire (Hallinan, 1983). This admiration motivates students to act as their
friends do. . . ]
Kelman (1961) described the process leading t.o emu?atpn of ?rxina::-
mired individual as identification. The concept of u.ientlf('llf:tlo: :m]g9 o
i i it had multiple meanings (Mischel, .
ed in Freudian theory, where i ple mi vlischel, 1970)
ificati fer to actual imitation of anothe ,
Identification was used to re ' oWhers behavion
i i imitation, to a motive to be like a ,
to the mechanisms leading to imi , the, and
i ttributes as the other. Later, soc
to a belief that one has the same a . her, Later "
tification were
i i that the core meanings of iden
ing theorists argued . . it B
ir princi tional learning and imitati s
same as their principles of observa : !
1969). That is, people learn how and when to perform certain behaviors by
observing other people. ,
Obsergvational learning is different from Kelman’s (1961) conc:epitm (:f'
identification, however. Social learning theorists ass}:xme t:?tbpeopwz -
’ i inly because they believe they will be re
tate others’ behavior mainly . irded
for doing so (Bandura, 1977). By contrast, Kelman retained l;re:{(li( S tahs
icati ifi ive to be like the
i identi depends on a specific motive :
sumption that identification . . : i
othef person. It depends, therefore, on having a special relationship with
the other person. S . -
Kelma‘; also argued that identification involves a contmun'ng relatlone
ship between the person being influenced and the person who is the sourc
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of influence. One byproduct of this continuing relationship is that the be-
havior of the person being influenced changes whenever the other person’s
behavior changes. For example, when students are strongly identified with
particular friends, they will change their own interests and activities
Wwhenever those of their friends change. When the friends express dislike
for a particular teacher, the students will also form negative attitudes to-
ward that teacher. If the friends later begin to like that teacher for some
reason, the students will also develop greater liking for the teacher. By
contrast, the principle of observational learning does not imply that stu-
dents will track the variations in their friends’ behavior so closely, because
it does not assume such enduring links between models and observers.

Several experimental studies of observational learning from peers have
been done (Hartup, 1983). Few studies, however, have focused on aspects
of school adjustment or examined the influence of friends in particular.
The effects of peer models on students’ achievement and self-efficacy
have been demonstrated (e.g., Schunk, Hanson, & Cox, 1987), but these
studies did not use friends as models. In addition, friends’ similarity in
academic achievement and educational aspirations has often been attrib-
uted to modeling (e.g., Kandel & Andrews, 1987). However, the processes
leading to friends’ similarity have not been assessed directly.

Despite the absence of direct evidence, few researchers or educators
would deny that students’ identification with friends has some effect on
their school adjustment. Students’ desires to behave exactly like their
friends may often be exaggerated, but students certainly pay attention to
how their friends talk about school, behave in school, and achieve acade.-
mically.

Moreover, the motive to identify with friends is theoretically signifi-
cant because it falls within the category of intrinsic motivation, Students

A third motive related to friends’ influence is self-enhancement. Stu-
dents partly judge their own competence by comparing their performance
with that of their classmates, According to Veroff (1969), social compari-
son increases students’ motivation to achieve and contributes to aggressive
competition with classmates, Veroff proposed that students who are the
winners in academic competition often receive approval from peers as well.
This social approval further enhances their social comparison motivation.
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Veroff’s ideas are intriguing because they contrasgtg;harply |wolt_:1u3:,e
i and Murdock (1993; see als -
ore recent speculations of Juvonen 0 Juve
nmen this volume). Recall that these researchers assume: Competltl|01:itl;l
, : t's popularity.
ics i lassmates and reduces a studen
academics is resented by ¢ ' idents popularty
i i i Iso exist when the question is
These opposing viewpoints a : guestion is Tosusec o
i As noted earlier, friendships a
friends rather than all peers. s are based on
i i iends likely targets for socia P
equality, which makes frien y tar i :
(gemdi, 1986). Veroff’s (1969) theory implies that these comparisons e:d
hance students’ efforts to achieve academically, to prove they are as go |
as, or better than, their friends. Juvonen and Weiner’s (.l 993) lddeas m:‘:)I y
th;t these comparisons make students less eager to achieve academically,
because their success might make their friends resentful. tion to
Tesser’s (1984) self-esteem maintenance model suggests a resolu .c: N
i jority
i that students try to show their super ‘
this controversy. He argues . heir superiority to
i i t to their self-esteem, while admitting :
friends in areas most relevan g the
i ’ iori in less relevant areas. Thus, fi
friends’ superiority to them in . nd :
i i tant also rate their per
der mathematics as very impor : :
AN i ir friends. Fifth and sixth
' i ly than that of their friends. ‘
formance in math more high ‘ : P and oxih
i tics as relatively unimportan
raders who consider mathema : | ;
%riends’ performance in math more highly than their own (Tesser, Camp
bell, and Smith, 1984). . .
However, students are not completely free to define dorlzams o:
achievements as unimportant. For example, not all parents \;vm: Facr:ct:[i)s
. 13 L1 I M M n . 0
ir child’ i tting a “C” in math is unimporta
their child’s assertion that ge 4 . ' '
reason, students cannot always avoid direct comparisons v\.n.th friends. |:
additio,n they cannot always escape the academic competition that suc
comparisons provoke. . ‘ N -
Eit)hnographic research suggests that friends competmcl); t}z:kesh(‘ilﬂi’irg
i t’s level of achievement. High-achiev
ent forms, depending on a studen ol
ith friends to get the best grades on .
students often compete with :
1981; Schwartz, 1981). These students express the self-enhancement'] mt/)
tive l;y trying to show their academic superiority to ‘fnends.. Low-ac;‘ ie :
ing students often compete with friends in misbehavior, trlymg to En a:;
. . chal-
i ing the greatest disruption in class or by
their self-esteem by creating T e
i ’ i t directly (Ball, 1981; Schwartz, .
lenging teachers’ authority mos Z 198 ). In
i istinguish oneself — as a scholar or as a
short, the motive to distinguis . :
can partly explain both students’ own behavior and a route by which
friends influence them. . N .
The fourth motive that partly accounts for friends |.nﬂuence.1s the ne(:d
to be correct (Hoving et al., 1969), or validity-seeking (Chaiken et al.,
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1989). This motive refers to a person’s desire to hold correct beliefs and
make reasonable decisions. Deutsch and Gerard (1955) suggested the dis-
tinction between this motive and the three previous ones when they con-
trasted processes of normative and informational influence.

Normative influence depends on a person’s desire to conform to the
positive expectations of others, Viewed narrowly, it is the same as the need
for social approval. This category has been expanded to include all influ-
e€nce processes that involve a person’s reactions to other people’s opinions
and behavior ( Isenberg, 1986). This broad definition encompasses all
three motives discussed earlier. '

By contrast, informational influence depends on a person’s acceptance
of another person’s arguments as evidence about reality (Deutsch & Ger-
ard, 1955). In other words, the person focuses on the accuracy of those ar-
guments rather than their source. This category has been expanded in
more recent research to include all influence processes that involve a per-
son’s comprehension and evaluation of relevant arguments (Isenberg,
1986).

Many types of studies show that the need to be correct provides a par-
tial explanation of friends’ influence on children and adolescents. Its im-
portance is perhaps most obvious in research on peer collaboration during
problem solving (Damon & Phelps, 1989). Students often show improved
performance on cognitive problems after working on them with a peer.
This improvement is not due entirely to observational learning, that is,
poorer students learning from better students. Often, two students who are
working together both gain a better understanding of cognitive problems
after listening to one another’s arguments (Tudge, 1992).

Studies of peer collaboration can partly explain the influence of friends
on one another’s academic achievement (Epstein, 1983). This influence
must depend partly on the friends’ collaboration on class work or home-
work assignments. But informational influence goes beyond academic
work itself. A need to be correct, or to hold valid opinions, also provides a
partial explanation of friends’ influence on attitudes about school.

In a recent study (Berndt, Laychak, & Park, 1990), junior high school
students made decisions on hypothetical dilemmas that pitted doing school
work against social activities or more free time. For example, on one dilem-

tried to agree on them. In another condition, students discussed topics un-
related to school, such as where to go on a summer vacation.
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After the discussions, the students again made decisions on the dilem-
mas independently. The independent decisions of friends who had dis-
cussed the dilemmas were more similar than those of friends who had not,

d one another’s decisions. Students also

showing that friends influence
d the decisions that were accompanied

shifted after the discussions towar
by the most reasons during the discussions. These findings imply that dur-

ing adolescence, friends’ influence depends on information exchange and
the motive to be correct, just as is true in adulthood (Chaiken et al., 1989;

Isenberg, 1986).

Age changes in the influence of . ‘friends

Does the influence of friends’ characteristics change with age? To answer
this question, a few researchers asked students to read about hypothetical
situations in which friends supposedly encouraged them to engage in spe-
cific behaviors (Berndt, 1979; Brown et al., 1986; Steinberg & Silverberg,

1986). Then students reported whether they would conform to the friends’

suggestions. Most often, apparent conformity to friends increased be-

tween middle childhood and mid-adolescence, Of around ninth grade.
Conformity then decreased between mid-adolescence and late adoles-
cence, or the end of high school. However, this developmental trend was
not significant in all samples (Brown et al., 1986).

Other approaches to the estimation of friends’ influence have also
yielded mixed results. A few researchers have tried to assess the increase
in friends’ similarity that results from their influence on each other. In one
study (Urberg, Cheng, & Shyu, 1991), friends seemed to influence eighth-
graders’ cigarette smoking more than that of eleventh graders. In another
study (Epstein, 1983), friends’ influence on school-related attitudes and
on academic achievement seems to change little between fourth and
twelfth grade.

Another way to explore the question of developmental changes would
be to examine the strength of the various motives that underlie friends’ in-
fluence. Unfortunately, this approach has not often been adopted. Re-
searchers once assumed that students’ need for social approval could be
estimated from their conformity to peers on certain types of judgments.
However, the available data on peer conformity are difficult to interpret
(Hartup, 1983). Our second motive, to identify with friends or want to be
like them, has rarely been examined directly. Furthermore, few re-
searchers have examined age changes in the related process of observa-
tional learning from peers. Therefore, it is impossible to say whether this
motive changes in strength as children grow older.
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.The se!f-enhancement motive may become more important durin
middle childhood. A few studies suggest that children’s self-evaluati .
are more strongly affected by social comparisons with peers with incrlons
ing age.(e.g., Ruble, Boggiano, Feldman, & Loebl, 1980). This age teas(;
is _consnstent with evidence that self-esteem decreases.durin gmi:i?l
chlldhood, as children better appreciate how their performance ii varioue
domains compares with that of their peers (Marsh, 1989). Veroff (1969S
suggestf_sd thjat this trend is partly reversed in early adoleséence as soci :
comparison is integrated with autonomous motives for achievet’n chla
fortu_nately, little research has been done on this hypothesis i
basl;:lnally, some data su.ggest. that group discussions are more rational, or
more on informational influence, as children move into adolesce
(Berndt, McCartney, Caparulo, & Moore, 1983-1984; Smith, 1973) Ar(;ce
lescents give more reasons for their opinions than cl;ildren',th l .
solve conflicts during discussions more effectively e
encl;d(:;urlzs?erc‘llla;)ur; tt)l;ee aﬁzvzl:;ﬁes in. tm.otives linked to friends’ influ-
' - N ess, it is important to recognize th
friends can have a strong influence on certain aspects of o) ad 't "
ment throughout the school years. Even in the etl)ems o oo s
dents’ behavior is affected by the disruptive behavi:a)ntary gr?des" "
(Sc.hwartz, 1981). Near the end of high school, students’rerxct:t?:)rng 'e“d.s
rations are affe.cted by their friends’ aspirations (Davies & Kandel l;;‘I)l-
M?re research is needed on how much friends affect each aspect % h ¢
adjustment during each phase of schooling. pectof schocl

Motives related to the effects of friendship quality

;l;]c; |(J:nderstand the'effect.s of friendship quality on students’ adjustment
e ons':druct of .fr!e.ndshlp quality must first be defined. In this section,
ve t;i)‘rlow Teha definition that links features of friendship to their associateti
es. Then we review research that indica
: tes the effects of friendshi

: S
on school adjust'ment. Next, we consider the limited research on develop-
mental changes in the effects of friendships. P

High-quality friendships: Features and motives

.Plaget ( 1932/1965) and Suilivan (1953) assumed that friendships are high
in quality when they are intimate, egalitarian, and based on ‘r)nutu Ilg

s;?ect. To §upp!ement these definitions, other writers have suggeste: t;e‘
!ngh-quahty friendships are high in prosocial behavior (sharing and h lat
ing), trust, loyalty, affection, companionship, and caring (Bem%it & PeerrF;/-
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1986; Bukowski, Hoza, & Boivin, 1994; Furman & Buhrmester, 1992;
Parker & Asher, 1993). . o

Few writers have explicitly discussed the motives assoc_latt.:d .wnh high-
quality friendships. However, Sullivan’s analysis of friendship n.lcluded a
few suggestions about these motives. He referred to a close friend as a
chum, and suggested that children who have a chum say to themselv.es,
“What should I do to contribute to the happiness or to support the pr.esnge
and feeling of worth-whileness of my chum?” (p. 245). That is, their mo-
tive is to make the friend happy and boost the friend’s self-esfeem.

As a complement to this apparently altruistic motive, Sulhvan.su.ggest-
ed that high-quality friendships fulfill a need for interpersonal intimacy.
During intimate conversations, friends share their concerns and are. as-
sured that they are respected by peers whom they als.o respect. Sulh.van
implied, however, that high-quality friendships do not mvol've a cqmbma-
tion of altruistic and self-interested motives. The goal of friends’ mtera.c-
tion is collaboration, or “the pursuit of increasingly identical — that is,
more and more nearly mutual — satisfactions” (p. 246). .

" When friends aim for mutually satisfying interactions, they reject th.e
distinction between the goals of self and of friend. In this sense, t.he pri-
mary motive of persons involved in high-quality friendships is qualitative-
ly different from the individualistic motives (e.g., the neeq for appr9va!)
considered earlier (see Table 11.1). In high-quality friendships, these indi-
vidualistic motives are replaced by motives for both partners in the rela-
tionship. They focus not on what “I” want, but what “we” want (Hartup,
1992). .

Of course, actual friendships fall short of the complete mutuality de-
scribed by Sullivan. Aristotle (Ostwald, 1962) said that some pe.ople want
friends who increase their own pleasure. Other people want friends who
are useful to them, who will do favors for them and help them make valu-
able contacts with other people. Aristotle believed that perfect friendships,
which have the kind of intimacy and mutuality described by Sullivan, are
extremely rare.

Nevertheless, Aristotle assumed that most close friendships have some
features of a perfect friendship. Researchers who assess the pos.itive f:ca-
tures of students’ friendships are exploring how well these frlendshl.ps
match the ideal in classical and modern writings. That is, they are examin-
ing the degree to which friends adopt relationship motives, thinking not of
“me” and “you” but of “us.” .

Friendships also have negative features. Earlier, we mentioned the
forces that lead to competition between friends (Tesser, 1984). Students
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often compare their performance in academic and other activities to that
of their friends. For example, friends often compare their grades on tests
in school and take the results as an indicator of who is the smartest. Be-
cause their self-esteem is at stake, friends sometimes compete more in-
tensely with one another in such situations than nonfriends do (Berndt,
1986; Berndt, Hawkins, & Hoyle, 1986).

Competition between friends may not only affect each friend’s behav-
ior, as discussed earlier. This competition may also affect the quality of
their friendship. Recall that Piaget (1932/ 1965) assumed peer relation-
ships are based on equality. Friends, especially, view themselves as equal
in all important respects (Berndt, 1986; Youniss & Smollar, 1985). But
when students are high in competitive motivation, they may reject this
view and try to prove their superiority to friends. Then the quality of their
friendships is likely to suffer.

Other types of conflicts between friends arise for various reasons
(Laursen, 1993). The root of many conflicts may be students’ emphasis on
individualistic goals (Asher & Renshaw, 1981; Putallaz & Sheppard,
1990). Stated informally, some students would rather get what they want
and lose a friend than vice versa. Measures of negative friendship features
reflect the degree to which friends favor competitive and individualistic
goals over the goal of mutually satisfying outcomes.

Negative interactions between friends are less common in friendships
with many positive features, but the correlation is weak. Especially as
children move into adolescence, their reports about the positive and nega-
tive features of their friendships become more independent (Berndt &
Keefe, in press; Berndt & Perry, 1986). Therefore, the quality of a friend-
ship should be judged from Separate assessments of its positive and nega-
tive features. The effects of the two aspects of friendship quality on school
adjustment should also be judged separately.

Effects of friendship quality on school adjustment

Children and adolescents whose friendships have more positive features
are higher in self-esteem and prosocial behavior, are more popular with
peers, and less often suffer from emotional problems (Berndt & Savin-
Williams, 1993; Hartup, 1992). They also have more positive attitudes to-
ward school, are better behaved, and are higher in academic achievement
than other students (Berndt & Keefe, in press; Dubow et al., 1991; Kurdek
& Sinclair, 1988). In addition, students whose friendships have more neg-
ative features report less classroom involvement and more disruptive be-
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havior. By contrast, the number of best friends that students report usually
is only weakly correlated with their social and school adjustment (Savin-
Williams & Berndt, 1990). In research with adults, measures of number of
friendships are usually less strongly related to indicators of psychological
health than are measures of the support those relationships provide (Sara-
son, Sarason, & Pierce, 1990). In sum, relationship quality matters more
than quantity.

Correlations between friendship features and school adjustment do not
prove that friendship quality affects school adjustment. Students’ adjust-
ment to school could instead affect the quality of the friendships they can
form. To distinguish between these alternatives, a few researchers have
examined the relations of friendship quality to the changes over time in
students’ adjustment. In one recent study (DuBois, Felner, Brand, Adan, &
Evans, 1992), a measure of support from friends was not related to the
changes over two years in adolescents’ grades. In a second study (Dubow
etal., 1991), friends’ support was not related to the changes over two years
in younger students’ behavioral and academic adjustment.

The two studies might have yielded null results because the interval be-
tween assessments was too long. Best friendships among children and
adolescents usually last for several months, but not for years (Hallinan,
1978/1979). With an interval of two years, researchers may have been try-
ing to assess effects of friendships that ended months before.

Another possible explanation for the null results is that the measures of
friends’ support were too general. In one study (Dubow et al., 1991), the
items referred to support from classmates as well as friends. In the other
study (DuBois et al., 1992), the items referred to friends but not specifi-
cally to best friends. Both measures included items about positive features
but not negative ones.

Recently, we completed a longitudinal study that was less subject to
these problems (Berndt & Keefe, in press). In the fall of a school year, ju-
nior-high-school students described the positive and negative features of
their three best friendships. The students also reported their involvement
in classroom activities and their disruptive behavior at school. Teachers
rated the students on their involvement and disruptive behavior, and re-
ported their report-card grades. These assessments were repeated in the
following spring, about six months later. The data were analyzed in a hier-
archical regression analysis that took into account the continuity in school

adjustment. Therefore, the results can be interpreted as evidence regarding
the effects of friendship quality on school adjustment.

Students’ reports on the positive features of their very best (or closest)
friendship were related to the changes during their year in their self-re-
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Table 11.2. Predicti. o
ships icting students’ adjustment from the Jeatures of their friend.-

= Very best friend Multiple friends
i 3 — S P e
. R* R?clunge Beta R* Richange Bea
Time 2 involvement {self-reported) o
Step 1 Time 1 involvement 184 184 G2ess 3RS
5 . - i o Je
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Positive features 303 (] fin# i) w15 iR
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Time 2 disruption (sclf: reported) . 4
Step 1: Time | disruption 189 3R0 Hhlses gl ] JKE
Step 2 Time | Friendship Fearures 5 i ”J =
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Jeqr 3 . e % s
Megative features A7 i [ kel 410 i p]] [ 54w
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: e in uding nly the varinhle for posifive features and the other including o Iy it
for megntive features. For all analyses, As = 203 - 294 oot
<05 %%p < .01, **2p < 0q) .

p(.)rted n.wolvement (Table 11.2). These data imply that having a very best
fnenc!shlp with many positive features increased students’ involvemrz’ntefs\
plau.SIble explanation for this finding is that a close friendship hi h"
quality strcfmgthens motives to seek mutually satisfying interactionsgwitl;:
the best. frlend and other people. Students with such friendships may b
more 'wﬂlm.g to join classmates in academic activities and more ea c:,r te
participate in class discussions. To test this hypothesis, researchers 511' h(:
assess the school-related motives of students with frie,ndships varyin ’
quality. The motives and goals identified by Wentzel (1989 1991}!,)) ) 13
other researchers (Asher & Renshaw, 1981; Nicholls Pz;tashnick al:&
Nolen, 1985) would be good candidates for this assessme;lt. ,

. Students’ reports on the negative features of both their very best friend
ships and th.e average of their three best friendships were related to th-
changes ‘durmg the year in their self-reported disruption. These data im le
tl.lat haymg friendships high in conflicts and rivalry increased studenl:)"
disruptive behavior. Negative interactions with friends apparently spill sd
over to affect students’ behavior toward other classmates and t)t,aagh -
Sullivan (1 253) suggested that some children compete so often with eeers'
that competitive motivation becomes a prominent part of their personl:ﬂitrs
Appare'ntly, s.tudents in more competitive friendships acquire a habit czlf
competing with others in many activities. These students probably look
for chances to “put down” other classmates; they probably respond};orce-
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fully to actions by others that seemed aimed at putting them down. Simi-
larly, students who have many conflicts with friends may try harder to de-
fend their perceived rights than to adapt to others. These students may not
seek mutually satisfying resolutions to conflicts because their friends had
rarely done so with them.

The influence of friendship quality on school adjustment should not be
exaggerated. Table 11.2 shows that the measures of friendship features ac-
counted for only a small (but significant) amount of the variance in stu-
dents’ involvement and disruption. Moreover, like previous researchers,
we did not find a significant effect of friendship quality on students’
grades. Even so, evidence that friendship quality is a predictor of changes
in some aspects of school adjustment is both theoretically and practically

significant.

Age changes in the effects of friendship quality

As one aspect of positive friendship quality, intimacy first becomes an im-
portant feature of friendships in early adolescence (Berndt & Savin-
Williams, 1993; Hartup, 1992). The intimacy of friendships increases fur-
ther during adolescence, as time spent with friends increases
(Csikszentmihalyi & Larson, 1984; Sharabany, Gershoni, & Hofman,
1981). Moreover, as adolescents approach adulthood, their friendships de-
velop more positive features and become more like the ideal friendships
of classical literature (Furman & Buhrmester, 1992).

Less information is available on the negative features of friendships.
On structured tasks, adolescents sometimes compete less intensely with
friends than do elementary-school children (Berndt et al., 1986). Conflicts
with friends change little in frequency during the elementary and middle-
school years, but they may decrease during the senior-high years (Berndt
& Perry, 1986: Furman & Buhrmester, 1992; Laursen & Collins, 1994).

Changes in friendship features might be accompanied by changes in
the effects of friendship. As adolescents develop friendships higher in
quality, and friends start to interact more often, variations in friendship
quality could have a greater influence on their behavior and development.
Thus far, only one study has tested this hypothesis.

Buhrmester (1990) asked early adolescents (10- to 13-year-olds) and
middle adolescents (14- to 16-year-olds) about the intimacy of one of their
closest friendships. The adolescents also reported on their sociability, hos-

tility, and other aspects of their socioemotional adjustment. The correla-
tions of intimacy with socioemotional adjustment were stronger in middle
adolescence than in early adolescence. Although other interpretations are

Friends ' influence on school adjustmen 265

Implications of friends’ influence for educational practice

Man ical i
y teachers face the practical issue of whether to intervene in the

havior. Moreover the di i
. » the disruptive students did
not h i i
the gew classrooms to form cohesive groups Ly s o
all’ i .
e jeolt)se;vatlc?ns. suggest that weakening friendships among disru
o nts by eh’mmatmg tracking can reduce negative influences P;
on students’ behavior. Because his study was not an experimen(:

'y ’
S
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especially relevant to our chapter, but ;he gt:neral issue of teachers’ inter-
ith students’ friendships is relevant. '
fefe‘;;:‘v l:;l;)[s)el:ls to disruptive students when te_ache.rs’ interventlotll weak-
ens their friendships? These students may find it hard to make ntlaw
friends, because students who misbehave in class are usually quqpular
with peers (Coie, 1990; Wentzel, l99la): If the stm.lent.s have.dltflc‘:iufty
making new friends, they may also haye difficuity §atlsfylng their nee otr
social approval. Without friends to give them praise a?nd encoura%;rrfeﬁ \
these students are likely to drop out of school, officially or unofficially
sher, 1987).
(Palrll::tre’:ii?)f trying to {)reak up friendships among students w’ho are poor-
ly adjusted to school, teachers might try to f:orrect students mlsge:cep(;
tions about their friends’ attitudes and behavior. Research on a'lco 0 han
drug abuse has shown that adolescents often assume their frlenhds t}a:ve
more positive attitudes toward the use of alcohol and other drugs t an they
actually do (Cook, Anson, & Walchli, 1993). Substz.mce-abu_se mtlervi:-
tions are effective partly because they reduce these m!sperceptlons. n I(: 1-
er words, they give adolescents accurate information ab’out l?ow’t eir
friends think and act. By doing so, they reduce.adolescents motivation to
seek social approval or self-enhancement by using drugs themselyes.
Similar misperceptions may exist in the realm of school adjustment%
Students may believe that their friends like school less and approve o
misbehavior more than is actually true. If teachers as!(ed all studer:nts to r.e-
port their attitudes toward school, both they and the!r students might dls(;
cover that pro-school attitudes are widely shared; Df)mg such a surl:/eyt lz:n_
giving students the results could reduce studenfs misperceptions t Zt leir
friends admire classmates who are poorly adjusted. !o school. Re Excn;g
these misperceptions could, in turn, enhance the positive effects of friends

on school adjustment.

Changing friendship features

When faced with friends who are a bad inﬂuence. on one another, {eachers
might also consider the quality of these friendships. As 'noted Farher, stu-
dents who are poorly adjusted to school often have friendships thatdarf.;
low in quality (Berndt & Keefe, in press; Dubow.et al., 1991). lnst;:a do

trying to end these friendships or, conversely, ta.kmg a completely ands-
off attitude toward them, teachers might try to improve them and so im-

> adjustment to school. .

pro'\ll‘f) ?::S::\:Z siu-:ients’ friendships, teachers could use cooperatlve-lear'n-
ing techniques for academic instruction (Cohen, 1994; Furman & Gavin,
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1989). Placing students in small groups and asking them to work together
on academic tasks has been viewed mainly as a means of raising students’
achievement (Slavin, 1983). But cooperative-learning programs also en-
hance prosocial behavior and tolerance of other people while reducing
competition between classmates (Furman & Gavin, 1989).

Cooperative-learning programs are not foolproof. Teachers need to
prepare students carefully and monitor interactions among the students in
a group. Otherwise, students with low status in the classroom may contin-
ue to be treated negatively in their small group (Cohen, 1994). Yet with
appropriate monitoring, the use of cooperative learning may not only im-
prove classroom climate but also contribute to the formation of high-qual-
ity friendships (Hansell & Slavin, 1981),

Programs for training social skills might also affect friendship quality
(Coie & Koeppl, 1990; Mize & Ladd, 1990). Students can be trained to
ask polite questions, to make suggestions, and to offer support to their
classmates. In addition, students can be trained to avoid unnecessary con-
flicts with peers and to resolve conflicts effectively when they arise. One
strategy for training emphasizes anger control, or avoiding impulsive ac-
tion when upset by a classmate’s behavior. Another strategy emphasizes
social problem solving, or thinking about ways to resolve conflicts with-
out using aggression (Lochman, 1985). Because conflicts with friends
spill over to affect students’ behavior toward other people (Berndt &
Keefe, in press), training in conflict resolution could reduce behavior
problems in the classroom.

One limitation in most social-skills training programs is a lack of em-
phasis on students’ motivation. The programs teach students how to be-
have in social situations, but not why they should behave that way. Some
students, however, may enjoy competing more than compromising, or be
more motivated to get things they want than to develop positive relation-
ships with peers (Putallaz & Sheppard, 1990). These students need to be
persuaded that improving their friendships is worth the effort.

Trying to increase students’ motivation to develop high-quality friend-
ships could be seen as risky. As students’ interest in having good friend-
ships increases, their interest in strictly academic aspects of school might
be expected to decrease. Low-achieving students typically endorse the
goals of making friends and having fun at school more than do students
with high grades (Wentzel, 1989). At first glance, intervening to improve
students’ friendships might be thought to enhance this contrast. The inter-
vention might encourage poorly adjusted students to work even less on
their school work than on their social life. :

This concern reflects a misunderstanding of the proposed intervention.
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It is designed not to increase the time students sp‘enq with friends lbut (;o
improve the quality of their friendships. L0\a'v-ach.1ev1ng studentssi re;hy
interact frequently with friends (Csikszentmll.\alyl & Larson, 19 ;.h' ;:
problem is that their friendships are often low in po's1t1\'/e features and hig

in negative features. Giving these students tlfe mqtlvatlor} to be .mo;e- sug-
portive to friends and to have more harmonious interactions with ;:en s
is not likely to reduce their school adjustme.nt. On the cont.rary, the change
in motivation should enhance students’ social and academic competence.

Unanswered questions and future directions

Currently, evidence on the motives underlying friends.’ influence is Iarg?ly
indirect. Few researchers have tried to assess the motives tl?at account for
the influence of friends’ characteristics. Even fewer h.ave tried to examine
the motives that explain how and why friendship quality affects school ad-
Just;‘;\?s“s;tate of affairs is problematic. Without difect assessrpents of mo-
tives, it is difficult to propose convincing alternatives to the idea .that stu-
dents usually conform to friends’ pressure becaus.e of fear of pums.hmer;]t.
Without direct assessments of motives, it is dlfflcglt to explain why
friendship quality affects some aspects of school adjustment more than
Oth?[‘::/;) methods of assessing motives might be used in fut.ure research.
The first is an experimental approach. For many years, soqal psycholo-
gists have used experimental manipulations to pfobe the motives underly-
ing people’s behavior. For example, many expenmep?s have been done t]o
see whether group discussions affect people’s decisions because peopie
are motivated to seek social approval or because they want to ma}(e cor-
rect decisions (Isenberg, 1986). Interest in these two types of motives re-
mains strong within social psychology (e.g., Wood,. Lundgren, Quell?tte,
Busceme, & Blackstone, 1994). Adapting the expenmental,maplpulatlons
used in this research to study friends’ influence on students’ adjustment to
e very productive. '
SCh'(])"(l)\Lc;l::l:nz metzopd of assessing students’ motives is to ask tbem di-
rectly. As mentioned earlier, this method has b.een used to ex?mmlefmo-
tives or goals associated with classroom behavior and acaden.nc_ac. leve-f
ment (Nicholls et al., 1985; Wentzel, 1989, 1991a, b). O.ne limitation o
the method is that students may not be aware of q\e motives that govern
their behavior. Some students may also be unwilling to report their mo-
tives to a researcher. Nevertheless, these limitations should not be overes-
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timated. Previous studies have shown that valuable information can be ob-
tained with direct questions about motivation. Extensions of the research
to explore the motives underlying friends’ influence should also be re-
warding.

Another direction for future research would be a thorough analysis and
investigation of relationship motives. Sullivan’s (1953) proposals about
friends’ collaboration in pursuit of mutually satisfying outcomes were
novel in 1953, and they are still unusual. Few theories of motivation take
account of people’s social relationships; even fewer include motives that
apply to partners in a relationship as a unit (see Weiner, 1992). Theories of
motivation generally deal with only two classes of motives, individualistic
(or self-centered) and altruistic (or other-centered).

The individualistic motives that affect friendship quality have some-
times been examined systematically. Students have been asked to do tasks
with a partner and then to say whether they tried to compete with the part-
ner, to get many rewards for themselves, or to pursue other goals (see
Berndt et al., 1986). Other researchers have constructed tasks that allow
the assessment of students’ motives from their actual behavior rather than
from their self-reports (e.g., Knight, Dubro, & Chao, 1985). Extensions of
this work to probe the motives of students with friendships high in nega-
tive features would be worthwhile.

Motives associated with positive features of friendship, with a concern
for what “we” need instead of what “I” need, have so far not been exam-
ined directly. We have argued that these relationship motives are stronger
when friendships are more intimate, egalitarian, and have other positive
features. This argument should be evaluated more carefully.

One direction for research would be to explore the parallel between re-
lationship motives and collectivist values. Many researchers have as-
sumed that Western cultures emphasize individualistic values like person-
al freedom, whereas collectivist cultures emphasize responsibility to the
other members of an ingroup such as the family (Triandis, 1989; 1990).
People in collectivist cultures are assumed not to distinguish between their
personal goals and the goals of their small group. They are assumed to
view the success of everyone in their ingroup as their greatest goal. In this
sense, they are like close friends who seek not their own satisfaction but
mutually satisfying outcomes.

To document the contrast between individualistic and collectivist cul-
tures, researchers have often used or adapted Rokeach’s (1973) survey of
values. Researchers have also devised items for assessing attitudes consis-
tent with these two orientations (see Triandis, 1990). This research could
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provide not only some specific ideas but also a general approach to the
study of relationship motives. This approach could be doubly rewarding
because variations in friendships and cultural variations could be explored
simultaneously (cf. Miller, Bersoff, & Harwood, 1990).

Finally, throughout this chapter we have emphasized the distinction be-
tween the two pathways of friends’ influence. This distinction may be ab-
solute. That is, the influence of friends’ characteristics may be entirely in-
dependent of the effects of friendship features. Consider, for example,
students who have high-quality friendships with peers who have negative
attitudes toward school. Our argument to this point is that these students
will be positively affected by the quality of their friendships and negative-
ly affected by their friends’ attitudes toward school. The net effect will de-
pend on the strength of the two separate effects.

An alternative hypothesis is that the quality of students’ friendships
modifies the influence of friends’ characteristics. When students trust and
admire their friends, the friends’ characteristics should have an especially
powerful influence on the students’ adjustment (Hallinan, 1983). Cauce
and Srebnik (1989) applied this general hypothesis to the case of school
adjustment. They argued that students’ adjustment to school may worsen
greatly if they have highly supportive friendships with peers who are
poorly adjusted to school.

Cauce and Srebnik (1989) cited only correlational data in support of
their hypothesis. Findings consistent with the hypothesis were also ob-
tained in one experimental study (Berndt et al., 1990). As mentioned earli-
er, this study included pairs of friends who discussed dilemmas concern-
ing school work. The similarity of friends’ decisions increased after the
discussions, showing that they influenced one another’s decisions.
Friends® similarity increased most when their interactions were judged by
observers as most cooperative and least aggressive. Friends’ similarity in-
creased least when they reported that their friendships were high in con-
flicts and rivalry. These results imply that friends were more influenced by
their discussions when their friendships were high in positive features and
low in negative features.

This experiment cannot be taken as conclusive because the findings
are inconsistent with those from other studies. Hundreds of studies have
suggested that supportive social relationships almost invariably have posi-
tive effects on psychological adjustment and even on physical health
(Sarason et al. 1990). Moreover, data from our longitudinal study (Berndt
& Keefe, in press) did not support the hypothesis that high friendship
quality can magnify the negative influence of poorly adjusted friends. We
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looked for interactions between the effects of friends’ characteristics and
of friendship features. That is, we checked to see whether the effects of
friends’ characteristics varied with the quality of students’ friendships, but
we found no interactions of this type. ,

' The available data are too limited to answer questions about the rela-
Flons between the two influence pathways. More attention to the contrast-
ing hypotheses is needed, because they are linked to critical assumptions
in 1mp.ortant theories of social influence. The contrasting hypotheses also
have important practical implications. Their systematic comparison
should be a central focus of future research.

Conclusions

One message of the chapter is that friends’ influence on students’ adjust-
ment to school is a more complex phenomenon than most popular and
scholarly writers have implied. Interactions with friends affect students’
attitudes toward school, behavior in class, and academic achievement
through two distinct pathways. The effects of influence via each pathway
may b.e either to increase or to decrease students’ adjustment to school.
?Aost importantly, influence via each pathway depends on multiple mo-
ives.

Th.e influence of friends’ characteristics has been emphasized by popu-
lar writers who express concern about the negative effects of friends’ pres-
sure on students’ behavior. Our review of empirical research has shown
that coercive pressure is rarely applied in friendship groups. Students are
affected by their friends’ characteristics, but fear of punishment for non-
Fonformity to friends’ pressure is not the primary motive underlying this
!nﬂuence. More important are students’ need for social approval, their
identification with friends, a motive for self-enhancement, and the n’eed to
pe.co.rrect or make reasonable decisions. Evidence for these four motives
is indirect, but their importance cannot be questioned.

‘ The second pathway of influence, through the quality of students’
friendships, is linked to theories of social and personality development
The quality of a friendship is indicated by its intimacy, by the friends;
prosogia}l behavior toward each other, and by the frequency of other types
of positive interactions. Negative interactions also occur between friends
fmd friendship quality is lower when conflicts and rivalry are frequent and,
intense. Ideally, interactions between friends are governed by a motive to
seek mutually satisfying outcomes. That is, friends think about what “we”
want, not what “I” want. In real life, friends often have motives to get their
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own way or to compete with each other. St'udents dt?velog more Posnstltve
attitudes toward school when their friendships are hlgher m‘quahty. u-
dents become more disruptive at school when t.helr frlend.shlps are l(l:wer
in quality. The connections of these effects to differences in motlve§ ave
not been documented precisely, and more research on these connections is
rleelctl::f(ci)'rmation about the two influence pathway§ and their asso.c1ated mo-
tives has clear implications for educational practice. On_e set of issues conl-
cerns friends who negatively influence one another’s adjystment to schoc; .
Breaking up these friendships, for example, by trajmsferrl.ng t.he sthient]s Ao
different classes, can reduce this problem, but this soluthn is not |dea,.

better alternative is making all students more aware of then.' classmate.s' at-
titudes toward school and beliefs about acceptable bel'lawor._ln addm?n,
teachers can try to improve the quality of students’ friendships by using

ive learning or social skills training.

cooglexrratrl;,:ommensations for teachers are offered tenta.tively: because
their basis in research is limited. Our motivationa.l .analy51.s derives more
from theories of social influence than frc?m spe.c1flc studlies. System;txc
exploration of the motives underlying fr.lends’ influence is 'nee|ded. (ei-
search on possible links between the two mﬂuenc:c pathwgys is also n:e -
ed. Future research should not only answer basic questions about' ow
friends influence one another during childhood and adolescence. This re-
search should also clarify how this influence can be channeled to enhance

students’ adjustment to school.
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12 Peer networks and students’ classroom
engagement during childhood
and adolescence

Thomas A. Kindermann, Tanya L. McCollam,
and Elisworth Gibson, Jr.

If one asks parents and teachers about important influences on children’s
motivation and adjustment to school, answers will likely suggest four sets
of factors: the teacher and the general school environment, the psycholog-
ical make-up of the individual child himself or herself, the family environ-
ment, and the child’s relationships with his or her peers in school. In fact,
research on school motivation and adjustment has examined all four influ-
ences. However, if one looks at current discussions of motivation and
school adjustment (e.g., Ames & Ames, 1984, 1985), most research seems
to concentrate on the first two factors, namely, the school and the child;
some efforts target the family, and only comparatively few include chil-
dren’s peers.

Characteristics of schools, classrooms, teachers, and students have
been prime targets of motivational studies (Skinner & Belmont, 1993). In
general, it is educational researchers who have focused on school and
classroom contexts (for reviews, see Ames & Ames, 1985; Brophy, 1983;
1986), such as the role of teacher behaviors, teaching styles, or evaluation
strategies (Boggiano & Katz, 1991; Brophy, 1985, 1986; Graham & Bark-
er, 1990; Grolnick & Ryan, 1987; Keller, 1983; Midgley, Feldlaufer, &
Eccles, 1989; 1990; Moely et al., 1992), and the overall classroom envi-
ronment and organization (Ames, 1984; Eccles, Midgley, & Adler, 1984;
Johnson & Johnson, 1985).

Psychological research has focused more on children themselves (for
reviews see Ames & Ames, 1984; Dweck & Elliott, 1983; Stipek, 1993),
specifically on their understanding and explanations of their own role in
the school environment. Key constructs are children’s attributions (Wein-
er, 1979, 1985, 1986), their beliefs about themselves and the extent to
which they feel in control (Chapman, Skinner, & Baltes, 1990; Patrick,
Skinner, & Connell, 1993; Skinner, Wellborn & Connell, 1990; Weisz &
Cameron, 1985), and their self-efficacy in the school environment
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