A Preliminary Analysis of Norms and Reliability for the School
Reinforcement Survey Schedule (SRSS): Italian and American Early
Adolescent Boys and Girls

George R. Holmes
University of South Carolina School of Medicine
William S. Hall Psychiatric Institute

Aldo Galeazzi Emilio Franceschina
Universita di Padova, Padova, Italy Universit di Parma, Parma, Italy

George F. McNulty
University of South Carolina

Angela Q. Forand, Sandra R. Stader, deRosset Myers, Jr., and Harry H. Wright
University of South Carolina School of Medicine
William S. Hall Psychiatric Institute

The School Reinforcement Survey Schedule (SRSS) was administered to 2,828 boys and girls
in middle schools in the United States and an Italian translation was administered to 342 boys
and girls in middle schools in Northern Italy. An exploratory factor analysis using half the
American data set was performed using maximum likelihood estimation with a promax rota-
tion. This analysis produced a structural equation model with six interpretable latent variables.
This analysis was confirmed by results demonstrating a good fit with the other half of the
American sample and separately with the Italian sample. Scores for the six latent variables
were constructed and information about the distribution of scores was obtained. Multiple com-
parisons of the means were performed by gender, within each national sample, for each of the
six latent variables. American and Italian girls report obtaining greater positive reinforcement
from a wider variety of school activities compared to American and Italian boys.

KEY WORDS: Adolescent, school, social reinforcement, cross-cultural, structural equation
model, gender differences

Students who find school positively reinforcing and par-Rumberger found that students who did not misbehave and
ticipate in school events tend to perform well academicallywho participated in either extracurricular activities in school
to have better peer and adult relationships, to have highesr other organized activities were significantly less likely to
self-esteem, and to be less likely to drop out of schooldrop out.

A number of investigations providing empirical support for

findings like these have been published in the last 20 yearReinforcement Surveys

For example, Roeser, Midgley, and Urdan (1996) found

that student grades were positively related to academic self- The current investigation concerns the viability of the
efficacy and students’ feelings about belonging in schoolSchool Reinforcement Survey Schedule (SRSS: Cautela,
Academically competent middle school students had higheCautela, & Esonis, 1983) as an instrument to assess how
self-esteem and reported more satisfaction with school thapopulations of middle school students enjoy school-related
less competent students (Hirsch & Rapkin, 1987). Similaevents such as participating in school-based activities (e.g.,
results were obtained by Trusty and Dooley-Dickey (1993sports, dances, class trips), doing classroom activities and
who found that mathematical achievement was a signifihomework, and discussing school with friends or parents.
cant predictor of school affiliation in their sample of fourth  The SRSS is an instrument developed by Joseph Cautela
through eighth graders. Rumberger (1983) found that stufor use with individual girls and boys under his care in a
dents with a poor self-concept, who believed others viewedlinical setting. It is conceptually based on another clinical
them negatively (e.g., as a trouble-maker and a poor studentphstrument he devised, the Adolescent Reinforcement Sur-
who felt unsafe at school, and who thought their classes wereey Schedule (ARSS: Cautela et al., 1983). The ARSS is
not useful also were at risk for dropping out. In addition,an adaptation to adolescents of the Reinforcement Survey
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Schedule (RSS) (RSS: Cautela & Kastenbaum, 1967) Thexperiences, and related variables. For example, results from
RSS itself is a clinical instrument intended to assess whatlirsch and Rapkin’s study (1987) indicated a gender effect
the respondent found pleasurable, in contrast to what prowith middle school girls reporting greater overall satisfaction
voked fear, as in the Fear Survey Schedule of Wolpe andith their school experiences compared to the boys. Holmes
Lang (1964). et al. (1994) found that female high school students in Japan
The present study is part of a larger program of investigarated social communication and academics (e.g. “Talking to
tion concerning the viability of a variety of survey schedules,my friends about the day’s activities”) as more pleasurable
including the SRSS, which have proven useful in the clinicafthan boys. These results are consistent with those of Huang
setting. This program includes earlier factor analytic stud-and Waxman (1995) who found that girls reported more
ies of adolescents from different cultures using the ARSSschool involvement, affiliation, and satisfaction than boys,
Holmes, Heckel, Chestnut, Harris, and Cautela (1987) founénd the girls’ achievement motivation scores were greater
10 interpretable factors from responses to the ARSS byhan the boys. Compared to their female peers, male stu-
American college freshmen. Holmes, Sakano, Cautela, andents may tend to perceive school as less interesting and to
Holmes (1991) subsequently found a similar set of 10 interview their teachers as less caring and more difficult to please
pretable factors for the ARSS based on a sample of Japanefgold, Rotter, Holmes, & Motes, 1999).
college students. Shortly thereafter, Holmes, Sakano, Do-
ran, Doran, and Cautela (1994) found that factor analytic reResearch Objectives

sults for the ARSS for Japanese high school students were L . N ]
similar to those for Japanese college students. Galeazzj The research objectives of the present investigation are:

Franceschina, Cautela, Holmes, and Sakano (1998) unde@) To construct and confirm a structural equation model of

took a cross-cultural study comparing responses of Amerthe responses of American and Itallqn early adolescents to

ican, Japanese, and Italian adolescents on the ARSS. THe SRSS; (b) To score the latent variables of the model and

similarities found among the three countries suggest that thgx@mine reliability indices for the SRSS; and (c) To inves-

ARSS is a useful instrument in a variety of cultural settings. 19at€ whether there are significant gender differences in the
Holmes, Cautela, Simpson, Motes, and Gold (1998) per[espc_)ns_e_s to the SRSS. \_Nhlle the first two objectives address

formed a factor analytic study of American students in graded€ Viability of the SRSS in studies of middle school popula-

4 through 12 using the SRSS. Among other things, the>;|ons, objective (c) is intended to illustrate the usefulness of

found a correlation between academic performance and pogje SRSS.

itive ratings of school events as measured by the SRSS. The

present study extends the work of Holmes et al. (1998) in a Method

further analysis focused exclusively on early adolescent re=, .. .

sponses to the SRSS, using girls and boys from lItaly an(l?art'c'pantS

America. Furthermore, the current study expands the re- paicipants in the American sample were 2,828 middle

search program in intercultural examination of the ARSSq.no0l students in grades six, seven, and eight (1,365 boys

(Galeazzi et al., 1998), to the SRSS. and 1,463 girls with a mean age of 13.00, SD= 1.08) from 14
) schools in South Carolina. These schools were drawn from
Gender Differences small cities and rural areas. Of the American participants

. . . 48.5% were African-American, 43.9% were white, and 7.6%

Previous research has found gender differences .regard"gélonged to other ethnic groups. There were 822 from sixth
students’ school performance, satisfaction with their schoo rade, 1,090 from seventh grade, and 916 from eighth grade.
These students are a subset of those studied by Holmes et al.
(1998) which included students in grades 4 through 12. The
342 participants in the Italian sample were from ten middle
schools of northern Italy and were between 11 and 14 years
Author Note of age (181 boys and 161 girls with a mean age of 12.49, SD
=0.94). There were 94 from grade one, 130 from grade two,
and 116 from grade three. Grades 1-3 in Italy are compara-
ble to grades 6-8 in the United States.

George R. Holmes, Department of Neuropsychiatry and Behav
ioral Science, University of South Carolina School of Medicine and
William S. Hall Psychiatric Institute; Aldo Galeazzi, Dipartimento
di Psicologia Generale, Univeraitli Padova, Padova, Italy; Emilio .
Franceschina, Istituto di Psicologia, Univeasdi Parma, Parma, Materials
Italy; George F. McNulty, Department of Mathematics, University . . .
of South Carolina; Angela Q. Forand, Sandra R. Stader, deRosseSt In this study, a section of the_ School Relnforcement
Myers, Jr., and Harry H. Wright, Department of Neuropsychiatry ©YrVey ScheduIe—AdoIescent_Versmn (SRSS; Cau_tela et _al.,
and Behavioral Science, University of South Carolina School 0f1983) was used. The SRSS is a paper-and-pencil question-
Medicine and William S. Hall Psychiatric Institute. naire that focuses on the reinforcing value of activities and

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed &vents associated with school. The section used consists of
George R. Holmes, William S. Hall Psychiatric Institute, Drawer 24 items which concern various school related activities such
119, Columbia, SC 29202. as talking about school with friends. A complete list of these
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items is in Table 1. Students were asked to rate how muckdentified as latent variables, while the 24 items were iden-
they liked various school-related activities on a 5-point Lik-tified as observed variables. In this model, a latent variable
ert scale: “not at all” (0), “a little” (1), “a fair amount” (2), is regarded as unrelated to an observed variable provided the

“much” (3), and “very much” (4). corresponding factor loading has a magnitude of less than
0.10. The path diagram for this conceptual structural equa-
Procedure tion model is displayed in Figure 1. The arrows representing

relationships among latent variables are not shown in order
The SRSS was translated from English into Italian by twoto enhance the clarity of this figure. For a fuller account of
of the authors (Galeazzi and Franceschina) for use with thstructural equation modeling and path analysis see McDon-
participants from Italy. In order to establish the accuracy ofald (1999) and dreskog and &bom (1993).
the translation, the Italian version was translated back into
English by another group of translators. The results of this Confirmatory Analysis: The Structural Equation Models
back-translation were closely in accord with the original. LISREL 8.30 (dreskog & Sibom, 1993) was used to
Apart from translation, no adaptation of the SRSS was unfind coefficients of the corresponding measurement equa-
dertaken. In both the Italian and the American study groupsiions. The analysis was done in three stages. First, an anal-
the SRSS was administered in the respective classrooms dwysis was made across the three samples: the American Ex-
ing school hours by the classroom teachers. The process usplbratory Group, the American Confirmatory Group, and the
in the translation and administration of the SRSS adheres thalian Group. In this stage the error variances were set free
applicable portions of the The International Test Commis-but the coefficients of the measurement equations were the
sion Test Translation and Adaptation Guidelines (Hamblesame for each of the three samples. For this system of coeffi-
ton, 1994, 2001). cients the RMSEA is 0.049 with a 90% confidence interval of
(0.047, 0.051). The standardized Root Mean Square Resid-

Results uals were 0.042 for the American Exploratory Group, 0.043

for the American Confirmatory Group, and 0.14 for the Ital-

The Structural Equation Model ian Group. The results confirm a close fit for the structural
equation model with the American samples, but an unaccept-

Exploratory Analysis: The Conceptual Model able fit with the Italian sample.

The American sample was divided by selecting half of Inthe second stage, the error variances were set free and
the girls and half of the boys at random. In this way ancoefficients were permitted to differ across the three sam-
exploratory group of 1,414 American students and a conples. The RMSEA is 0.045 with a 90% confidence interval
firmatory group of 1,414 American students were formed.(0.043, 0.047). The standardized Root Mean Square Resid-
The responses of the exploratory group were subjected toals were 0.036 for the American Exploratory Group, 0.039
analysis in order to identify a usable system of underlyingfor the American Confirmatory Group, and 0.066 for the Ital-
latent variables. This process included the consideration din Group. This result indicates a close fit of the conceptual
a model with a single latent variable, the construction of astructural equation model with the American samples and an
model based on a two stage least squares (TSLS) approadtceptable fit with the Italian sample. Therefore, while the
and a variety of other factor analytic solutions. All the mod- conceptual structural equation model displayed in Figure 1
els were checked for factorability. The Root Mean Squardits with all three samples, a single complete structural equa-
Error of Approximation (RMSEA), a statistic for measuring tion model could not be found. However, the analysis does
the fit of the model to the data, was used to choose amongonfirm a single structural equation model for the full Amer-
the various models. The RMSEA was introduced in (Steigerican sample.

1990). Browne and Cudeck (1993) suggest that a RMSEA The third stage analysis differed from the second only in
of 0.05 or less indicates a close fit and that values up to 0.0that the two American samples were treated as one larger
represent reasonable errors of approximation. sample. Therefore, the coefficients of the measurement equa-

The factor analysis using the maximum likelihood esti- tions were computed for the American sample (all 2,828 stu-
mation to extract the factors followed by an oblique promaxdents) and the Italian sample separately. The results can
rotation proved to be the best fit statistically. The number otbe found in Tables 2 and 3, with the corresponding covari-
factors to be extracted was determined by using the smallesince matrices for the latent variables in Table 4. For the full
number of factors with a RMSEA of 0.050 or less. This so-American sample the RMSEA is 0.046 with a 90% confi-
lution led to six factors with a RMSEA of 0.046. Similarly, a dence interval (0.044, 0.048) while for the Italian sample the
six factor solution resulted from both a scree-plot and inspecRMSEA is 0.050 with a 90% confidence interval of (0.042,
tion of the eigenvalues larger than one. The oblique (promax).057). Other measures of fit were also strong. For the Amer-
rotation was employed as there was no basis to assume thiaan sample, the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) is 0.96 and the
the latent variables should be uncorrelated. Normed Fit Index (NFI) is 0.93. For the Italian sample, these

The six factors were labeled as followEhe School Day, indices are 0.91 and 0.86, respectively.

Social Networking, Discussing School, Getting Grades, Ex- The conceptual structural equation model displayed in
tracurricular Activities,and Anticipating Schoal To make  Figure 1 fits the data closely, as do the separate structural
a conceptual structural equation model, these factors werequation models for the American and Italian samples.
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Scoring the Latent Variables Reliability for scores

LISREL 8.30 (dieskog & ®bom, 1993) was used to A score for each latent variable was computed by regres-
score each of the six latent variables using regression equaion. Means and standard deviations for these scores were
tions. Because the structural equation models for the Americomputed for each of the latent variables. This information
can and Italian samples differed, the regression analysis was given in Table 7. On the average, students reported lik-
carried out separately in these two samples. The regressiong Social Networking'much” and Extracurricular Activi-

coefficients are displayed in Table 5 and Table 6. ties and Getting Grade$a fair amount”. They reported lik-
ing the remaining three factors only “a little”. Cronbact’s
Means and Standard Deviatians reliability coefficient was computed for each latent variable

SPSS (Norais & SPSS Inc., 1993) was used to obtainin each sample population using the collection of items from
means and standard deviations for the scores of the latete SRSS that contributed most significantly to the score of
variables for the American sample and for the Italian sampléhe latent variable. The results, displayed in Table 8, yielded
are given in Table 7. This table also gives a further breakvalues ofa above 0.70 except in one case=(0.68), with
down according to gender. some approaching 0.90.

Reliability. Gender Differences

For each of the six latent variables (in both samples) those

items from the SRSS with regression coefficients of at least Hirsch and Rap_kin (1.987) found that. middle SCh.OOI gi(ls
0.03 were taken as the most significant contributors to théeported more satisfaction than boys with the quality of life

score of that latent variable. Cronbactrseliability coeffi- at school. Similarly, in the current study when gender was

cients for the latent variables were computed based on the%l?i%fr%;’ﬁrﬁﬂicﬂgsi :ﬁg?éc::ﬁ?oor];\iﬁgegcg:;n?r{:r:ebgilslan
gathered items. The results are displayed in Table 8. Middle school is a time when the maturational lag that boys

experience is most pronounced which may contribute to boys
finding school less reinforcing than girls. The current results

Multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) were con- are consistent W.ith the f_indings of lemes etal. (1998)ona
ducted to compare, for the American and the ltalian sampl’famIOIe of American children attending grades four through

Comparison Between Boys and Girls

populations separately, the responses of boys and girls on t \Q/el\(/jetﬁntd JW'th at Ieas_tl orf1_e dOth%r crloss Cu“”.ril study tthhat
six latent variables. In both the American and the Italian sam!0YN¢ that Japanese giris find school more reiniorcing 1 a,n
%o boys (Galeazzi et al., 1998). The combination of girls

ples, the results indicated significant differences between th lati dvant . bal task dih hasis placed
responses of the boys and those of the girls, when the lateff' 2UIVE advantage in verbal lasks and the emphasis placed on

variables were considered together: for the American samplﬁogial compliance_ among g_ir_ls may resultin better _classr_oom
Wilks F (6, 2821) = 38.490 witlp <'0 001 for the Italian adjustment and girls perceiving school as more reinforcing.

sample Wilks F (6, 335) = 5.528 with < 0.001. Between- e . . .
groups univariate comparisons showed that the girls (in botIlRam'f'catIOnS of School Satisfaction
the American and Italian samples) had significantly higher

. < Relative differences in the degree of satisfaction with the
mean scores than the boys on each of the six latent variabl

friddle school experience for different groups are important

(see Table 9). in a practical as well as an academic sense. As Roeser, Ec-
_ _ cles, and Sameroff (1998) demonstrated in their study of

Discussion 1,041 adolescents in American schools, there is a recipro-
cal relationship between school motivation and positive emo-
The structural equation model tional functioning over time. Children who are motivated and

) likely to find school reinforcing continue to do well. More-
The structural equation models whose conceptual path dipver, positive perception of the learning environment in the
agram is displayed in Figure 1 and whose coefficients caReventh grade predicted eighth grade motivation, achieve-
be found in Table 2 and Table 3 fit the data closely. Thisment, and emotional functioning. Efforts to enhance the
close fit suggests that the SRSS—analyzed according to thiginforcement value of school for students who find their
structural equation model—can be applied in both Americaycademic experience relatively less reinforcing might be ex-

and Italian settings. To achieve this close fit, it is necessarbected to pay dividends in terms of future performance and
to accept different coefficients in the measurement equationgdjustment.

depending on which of the sample populations (American or

Italian) is under consideration. As a result, there are twaFyture Directions

structural equation models—one for the American sample

and one for the Italian sample. Broadly, these two models The relatively small size of the Italian sample may not
agree, however they differ in weighting accorded to individ-have allowed us to discern as many differences in the re-
ual items on the SRSS. To this extent, the SRSS appears gponses to SRSS as we found in the American sample. Repli-
be culturally sensitive. cating this study with a sample of several thousand Italian
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middle school students promises to lead to a deeper and more Adapting the SRSS to other cultures

reliable understanding. Finally, it should be noted that the SRSS was developed
- . - with American schools in mind. In other cultures, schools are
Providing a Basis for Clinical Use structured differently; and they may fit with family life and

The SRSS has the potential to provide clinically usefulihg |arger society in ways that are uncommon in the United

information. To realize this potential, it is necessary t0 de-gates. Perhaps companion schedules to the SRSS should be
velop a sound understanding of the correlations of responseg,yised to capture these distinctions.

to the SRSS with other clinically useful measures. For exam- Conversely, the cultural sensitivity of the SRSS in its

ple, investigation of correlations between the SRSS and thg, et form makes cross-cultural comparisons problematic.
ARSS would place school reinforcement in a broader CONpdapting the SRSS to remove such sensitivity might pro-
text. Because depression diminishes the capacity for plegy, .o an instrument capable of useful comparisons. With the
sure, an investigation of the correlations between the SRSg | ~.~o 214 Jtalian populations in mind, such an adapta-
and various measures of depression is also appropriate. Dy, " rocess might start by considering those items where
to the considerable developmental and psychological differy, o itterences between the coefficients of the measurement

ences between boys and girls in the middle school age-ran . - , :

; 9 . £13"3quat|ons or of the regression equations) are relatively large.
(_11 to 14 years), investigations of how these dlfferences are Cross-cEJIturaI stud%es of thg SRSS) involving myiddlg
linked to responses on the SRSS are also needed. Finally, the

. .o : s ¢hool students from other cultures are worthy of investiga-
grs;egnt investigation establishes preliminary norms for th‘%on. Because there are already studies of the ARSS involv-

ing Japanese high school and college students (Holmes et al.,
Providing a Basis for Educational Use 1991, 1994, Galeazzi et al., 1998), a Study of responses by
Rumberger (1995) has shown that participation in ex-Japanese middle school students to the SRSS is a natural next

tracurricular activities at school alone reduces the schoo$tep. Japanese schools may place a greater emphasis on aca-
drop-out rate in the United States. Our findings provide in-demic performance, providing another reason for replicating
formation about the relative reinforcement value of variousoUr investigation for that population. The current study indi-
school related activities for boys and girls of two different cates that some adaptation of the SRSS to the Japanese cul-
nationalities. This information may assist in reducing theture might be in order.

drop-out rate among students who are involved in extracur-
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Figure 1 The Path Diagram of the Conceptual Structural Equation Model
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Table 1
The School Reinforcment Survey Schedule
Put a check mark in the column that best describes how magtikeeach of the following school-related activities.

Not A A fair Very
at all little amount Much much

Leaving your home for school in the morning.

Riding or walking to school.

1

2.

3. Entering the school building.

4 Entering your home classroom and talking to yqur
teacher alone.

Having recess or free time.

Having lunch with the other students.

Doing classroom activities.

5
6.
7. Playing or socializing with other students.
8
9

Studying with other students in the study hall.

10. doing your homework.

11. Talking about school with your mother.

12. Talking about school with your father.

13. Talking about school with your friends after school.

14. Talking about your school with friends who attend a dif-
ferent school.

15. Seeing your report card.

16. Having your parents see your report card.

17. Going to school sports events.

18. Going to school dances or fairs.

19. Going to after-school clubs and meetings.

20. Going to school plays.

21. Going on class trips.

22. Looking forward to going back to school at the end|of
summer vacation.

23. Looking forward to going back to school at the end|of
the Christmas, mid-winter, and spring vacations.

24, Looking forward to going back to school each Monday

morning after the weekend.
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Table 2
Structural Equation Coefficients, American Sample
Social Anticipating Extracurricular Getting Discussing The School Error
Networking School Activities Grades School Day Variance R?
srss7 1.00 —-— —-— —-— -— — 0.70 0.51
srss6 0.96 -— -0.14 - - 0.19 0.79 0.45
srss5 0.85 -— -0.02 - -— —— 0.43 0.43
srss21 0.65 -— 0.37 - -— -0.12 0.84 0.40
srss23 -— 1.00 —-— -— -— —-— 0.47 0.74
Srss22 -— 0.98 - - - - 1.00 0.56
srss24 -0.12 0.59 —-— -— —-— 0.17 0.66 0.48
srss19 —— -— 1.00 -— -— -— 1.28 0.42
srss20 -—— -— 0.98 - - —— 1.21 0.42
srss9 - - 0.58 - 0.07 0.15 1.69 0.20
srss17 0.59 -— 0.61 - -0.10 -—— 1.29 0.37
srssl8 0.57 - 0.55 - -— -— 1.23 0.36
srssl16 —— -— —-— 1.00 -— —-— 0.61 0.75
srss15 —— -— —-— 0.95 -— —-— 0.64 0.72
srssll -— -— —-— -— 1.00 —-— 0.75 0.60
srss13 -—— -— —— - 0.82 -—— 0.95 0.44
srss12 0.36 -— 0.30 - 0.56 - 1.42 0.35
srss14 0.28 -— 0.37 - 0.47 - 1.47 0.32
Srss3 - - - - - 1.00 0.86 0.53
srssl 0.26 —-— —-— —-— -0.38 0.49 1.69 0.13
srss8 0.43 -— 0.35 —-— -— 0.38 1.28 0.31
srss2 0.28 - - - -— 0.39 2.25 0.09
srss10 -0.25 0.13 - 0.18 0.12 0.55 1.13 0.39
srss4 —— —— —— —— 0.23 0.33 1.18 0.17
Coefficients equal to 0 have been suppressed.
Table 3
Structural Equation Coefficients, Italian Sample
Social Anticipating Extracurricular Getting Discussing The School Error
Networking School Activities Grades School Day Variance R?

srss7 1.00 —-— —-— —-— -— — 0.44 0.42
Srss6 1.12 -— 0.16 —-— -— -0.08 0.44 0.52
srssb 0.66 - 0.01 - -— —-— 0.50 0.22
srss21 0.29 —-— 0.10 —-— -— -— 0.53 0.08
srss23 -—— 0.98 —— - -— -—— 0.23 0.81
Srss22 -—— 1.00 —— - -— -—— 0.40 0.71
srss24 -0.02 0.34 —— - -— 0.43 0.58 0.38
srss19 -— -— 0.42 -— -— -— 0.56 0.17
srss20 —— -— 1.00 -— -— -— 1.34 0.32
Srss9 - -— 0.27 -— 0.17 0.37 1.07 0.17
srss17 0.44 -— 0.58 - -0.04 -—— 1.07 0.27
srssi8 -0.70 -— 1.57 - -— —— 0.61 0.65
srss16 -—— -— —— 1.00 - —— 0.08 0.96
srss15 —— -— —— 0.82 —— —— 0.66 0.67
srssll -— -— —-— -— 1.00 —-— 0.20 0.85
srssl13 -— -— —-— -— 0.44 -— 1.40 0.14
Srss12 -0.11 —-— -0.04 —-— 0.94 -— 0.42 0.70
srss14 0.37 -— 0.12 - 0.26 - 1.20 0.13
srss3 —— —— —— —— —— 1.00 0.44 0.54
srssl -0.01 - - - -0.05 0.99 0.47 0.50
srss8 0.28 -— -0.07 - —-— 0.95 0.76 0.40
srss2 0.06 -— -— —-— -— 0.82 0.79 0.31
srss10 -0.19 -— - -0.03 0.24 0.72 0.70 0.35
srss4 -— -— —-— -— 0.16 0.57 0.72 0.26

Coefficients equal to 0 have been suppressed.
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Table 4
Covariance Matrices of the Latent Variables

American Sample

social xact antici talk grades day
social 0.74
xact 0.30 0.91
antici 0.01 0.41 1.32
talk 0.09 0.43 0.40 1.13
grades 0.14 0.36 0.48 0.66 1.79
day 0.06 0.29 0.57 0.50 0.61 0.97
Italian Sample
social 0.31
xact 0.26 0.63
antici 0.09 0.22 0.99
talk 0.13 0.13 0.17 1.16
grades 0.12 0.18 0.33 0.70 1.95
day 0.11 0.16 0.51 0.28 0.35 0.51
Note.social = social networking talk = discussing school
xact = extracurricular activities grades = getting grades
antici = anticipation of school day = the school day
Table 5
Regression Coefficients: American Sample
Social Anticipating Extracurricular Getting Discussing The School
Networking School Activities Grades School Day
srssl 0.02 -— —— —-— -0.05 0.07
Srss2 0.02 -— —— —-— -— 0.05
srss3 -0.01 0.02 - 0.02 0.03 0.32
Srss4 —-— 0.01 —-— 0.01 0.06 0.08
Srss5 0.19 -— -0.02 —-— -0.01 -0.01
srss6 0.18 - -0.05 0.01 -0.01 0.05
srss7 0.21 -— -0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.01
srss8 0.05 0.01 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.08
srss9 -— 0.01 0.08 —-— 0.02 0.03
srss10 -0.04 0.03 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.14
srssll -0.01 -— 0.02 0.03 0.34 0.04
srss12 0.03 -— 0.05 0.01 0.10 0.01
srss13 -0.01 -— 0.01 0.02 0.22 0.02
srssl4 0.02 -— 0.06 0.01 0.09 0.01
srssl15 0.01 -— -— 0.39 0.03 0.03
srssl16 0.01 0.01 -—— 0.43 0.03 0.03
srssl7 0.06 0.01 0.10 -— -0.02 -0.01
srssl18 0.06 0.01 0.10 —-— -— -—
srss19 -0.01 0.01 0.18 -— 0.01 -—
srss20 -0.01 0.01 0.18 -— 0.01 -—
srss21 0.11 —-— 0.09 -— -— -0.05
srss22 -— 0.21 0.02 -— -— 0.02
srss23 -0.01 0.45 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.04
srss24 -0.03 0.20 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.09

Note.Coefficients equal to 0 have been suppressed.
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Table 6
Regression Coefficients: Italian Sample
Social Anticipating Extracurricular Getting Discussing The School
Networking School Activities Grades School Day
srssl 0.01 0.04 - - -0.01 0.17
Srss2 0.01 0.02 0.01 - - 0.08
Srss3 0.01 0.04 0.01 - 0.01 0.18
srss4 0.01 0.01 - - 0.03 0.07
srss5 0.12 - 0.05 - 0.01 0.01
Srss6 0.24 -0.01 0.14 - 0.01 -
Srss7 0.20 - 0.08 - 0.01 0.01
sSrss8 0.04 0.02 —— —— —— 0.10
Srss9 0.01 0.01 0.04 - 0.02 0.03
srss10 -0.02 0.02 -0.01 - 0.04 0.08
srssll 0.03 -0.01 0.01 0.01 0.58 0.01
srssl12 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 0.01 0.26 0.01
srssl3 —— —— —— —— 0.04 ——
srssl4 0.03 —— 0.02 - 0.03 ——
srssi15 —— - - 0.09 - ——
srssl16 - 0.01 0.01 0.88 0.04 0.02
srssl7 0.05 —— 0.09 - - 0.01
srssi8 -0.01 0.02 0.31 - - ——
srssi19 0.03 —— 0.10 - —— -
srss20 0.03 —— 0.10 - —— -
srss21 0.05 —— 0.04 - —— -
srss22 —— 0.28 0.01 —— -0.01 0.04
srss23 -0.01 0.49 0.02 - -0.01 0.07
srss24 —— 0.08 —— —— - 0.07

Note.Coefficients equal to 0 have been suppressed.

Table 7
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations
Social Anticipating Extracurricular Getting Discussing The School
Networking School Activities Grades School Day
American Boys N = 1365)
Mean 2.71 0.89 151 2.01 1.09 1.23
SD 0.80 1.00 0.79 1.31 0.91 0.87
American Girls N = 1463)
Mean 2.85 1.17 1.94 2.27 1.43 1.46
SD 0.71 1.06 0.80 1.25 0.92 0.80
Full American SampleN = 2828)
Mean 2.278 1.03 1.74 2.15 1.27 1.35
SD 0.76 1.04 0.82 1.29 0.93 0.84
Italian Boys (N = 181)
Mean 2.40 0.82 2.63 1.72 1.50 1.02
SD 0.49 0.91 0.72 1.39 1.03 0.62
Italian Girls N = 161)
Mean 2.56 1.16 3.00 2.01 1.80 1.27
SD 0.46 0.92 0.64 1.32 0.99 0.63
Full ltalian Samplel = 342)
Mean 2.47 0.98 2.80 1.85 1.64 1.14

SD 0.48 0.93 0.70 1.36 1.02 0.64
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Table 8

Cronbach’sa Coefficient of Reliability
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Social Anticipating Extracurricular Getting Discussing The School
Networking School Activities Grades School Day
American Sample
0.79 0.76 0.78 0.73 0.78 0.74
Italian Sample
0.68 0.83 0.71 0.89 0.74 0.84
Table 9

Between-Groups Univariate Comparison of Mean Scores by Gender

Latent Variable

Mean Difference

95% Confidence Interval

F (Female Male) Lower Bound Upper Bound
American Sample
Social Networking 24, 64*** 0. 14%** 0.09 0.20
Anticipating School 48, 95*** 0. 23*** 0.20 0.35
Extracurricular Activities 219. 19%** 0. 44*** 0.38 0.50
Getting Grades 31, 78+ 0. 27*** 0.18 0.37
Discussing School 97. 67*** 0. 34%** 0.27 0.41
The School Day 50. 88*** 0. 22%** 0.16 0.28
Italian Sample

Social Networking 9. 06** 0.16** 0.05 0.26
Anticipating School 11.85** 0. 34** 0.15 0.54
Extracurricular Activities 24, 36*** 0. 46*** 0.22 0.51
Getting Grades 3.87* 0.28* 0.00 0.58
Discussing School 7.02*%* 0. 29** 0.07 0.51
The School Day 14, 37*** 0. 26*** 0.12 0.39

Note.Bonferroni adjustment for multiple comparisons

*p < 0.05.

* < 0.0L

**% < 0,001.



