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This study evaluates a model of social capital elsaipport from parents, peers,
teachers, and mentors (SOS) was hypothesized t@mtae¢hle link between students’
abilities to mobilize support (MOS) and four schoelated outcomes: academic,
behavioral, emotional, and career outcome expectmtiSurvey data from 206 high
school students with disabilities and 16 specialcation teachers in six school districts
across three states were collected. Results framotgtal equation modeling, with
bootstrap tests of indirect effects, indicated @S mediated the links between MOS
and two of the four outcomes: emotional well-beamgl career outcome expectations.
Invariance testing revealed significant differenfasboys and girls. Implications for
research and practice are discussed, includingehld to distinguish between social
capital and the process of capital formation, dr@drteed to consider the role of students

with disabilities in the process of social capftaimation.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

The consistently poor academic achievement, emaitiand behavioral
symptoms, and post-school outcomes of studentsdistibilities in education,
employment, and quality of life necessitate a reteamphasis on preventive approaches
in the field of secondary special education andsiteon. Two important constructs that
have received little attention in this field areisd capital and mobilization of support.
Social capital resources are embedded in relatipastith family, school, and
community members (Bourdieu, 1986; Coleman, 199i@hilization of support refers to
one’s propensity to utilize these resources. Praslynsupport resources are useless if
one does not use them (Tolsdorf, 1976; Vaux, Busdatewart, 1986). This study uses
structural equation modeling (SEM; Kline, 2011}det the direct and indirect
relationships between social capital and its ma#ilon on four school-related outcomes
among high school students with disabilities: acsideemotional, behavioral, and career
outcome expectations (career).
Statement of the Problem

Students with disabilities comprise 9% of the sdtam® population (ages 6 to 21)
in the United States (US); 37% of these studemdatween the ages of 14 and 21
(Swanson, 2008). High school graduation representgical milestone for all students,
but particularly for students with disabilities, aface a variety of internal and external
risk factors, including experiencing more stigmaljyong, and rejection than those
without disabilities — all of which affect theirademic, behavioral, emotional, and

career-related outcomes (Murray, 2003; Rose, Egpe&a Monda-Amaya, 2009).



Students with disabilities are more likely thangbavithout disabilities to drop out of
school, earn lower wages, experience unemployrberifjvolved with the criminal
justice system and have lower self-reported lites&ection (Blackorby & Wagner, 1996;
Newman, Wagner, Cameto, & Knokey, 2009). Accordmthe National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES; 2011), 92% of 14-ydds-@and 95% of 15-year-olds served
under the Individuals with Disabilities EducatioatAIDEA) dropped out of school
during 2007 and 20081 = 24.52% drop out rate for students with disabsitages 14 to
21). Those who did graduate experienced highes @tanemployment and
underemployment than students without disabilitieesmployed, they worked in
secondary labor market positions with few employntEmefits (Newman et al., 2009).
Rationale for This Study

Students’ perception of support from family membézachers, peers, and adult
role models has been identified as a strong prgtetactor for a range of emotional,
behavioral, and school-related outcomes (BarbeldseQ 2004; Currie et al., 2004)
including self-esteem, depression, social anxiBgy \Vit, Karioja, Rye & Shain, 2011),
school attendance (De Wit, Karioja, & Rye, 201®4 achool connectedness (Whitlock,
2006). The field of developmental science has shivahsupport from individuals
within an adolescent’s social ecology is a stroregljctor of positive socio-emotional
and behavioral development (Eccles & Roeser, 2D8fer, Phelps, Forman, & Bowers,
2009; Montague, Cavendish, Enders, & Dietz, 20l0jgitudinal evidence also
suggests that students received diminishing leset®cial support as they advanced
through middle (Barber & Olsen, 2004) and high sti{be Wit et al., 2010, 2011).

Research has also shown evidence of increasingl sealation, depressive symptoms,



and risk factors for school dropouts, and decregggséerception of scholastic competence
and self-esteem as adolescents advanced to higlgesg(Cantin & Boivin, 2004).

A cross-national longitudinal survey from 35 cousgrin Europe and North
America examining the physical, emotional, and psiagical health of youth ages 11,
13, and 15 found that their perception of socigipgut correlated strongly with a range
of health-related behaviors (Currie et al., 20@f)the 35 countries surveyed, the US had
the highest percentage of one-parent households)(20d the lowest percentage of two-
parent households (60%). Youth’s perceived easemimunicating with parents
decreased with age across all countries, but treeped ease of American youth to
communicate with parents on a regular basis camdigtranked in the lowest quartile
(Morgan et al., 2004). In particular, girls reparteaving more difficulty communicating
with fathers than boys.

Despite a large body of research revealing the rtapoe of social capital on
academic, behavioral, emotional, and career outsdorestudentsvithoutdisabilities,
the impact of social capital on school-related omtes for studentsith disabilities has
not been adequately examined (Trainor, 2008). Naosestudies have assessed
correlations between social capital and schookedlautcomes. A fraction of these
studies examined students’ role in acquiring sampital. An even smaller fraction of
these studies investigated how social capital douted to the success of students with
disabilities. This study uses social capital thg@gurdieu, 1986) as a conceptual
heuristic to examine direct and indirect relatiapstbetween mobilization of support
(agency), social support (structure), and acaddmeicavioral, emotional, and career

outcomes.



Contribution to Research and Practice

The distinction betweestructureandagencyis valuable for future intervention
studies because it addresses the question of whegteachieving students with
disabilities actively mobilize support to meet theeeds, or if their success is facilitated
by existing structures at home, in school, andbmmunities (Gonzales, 2010). A
substantial body of research has provided empisiggport for the association between
adolescents’ social capital and school-relatedaés, but few studies have examined
the mechanisms through which social capital exertisfluence on school-related
outcomes. Mediators transmit effects of an indepahdariable (IV) to a dependent
variable (DV; MacKinnon, 2008). A major reason 8s@ss the mediation process is that
results may suggest that certain variables shaeiktiengthened or that their
measurements should be improved (MacKinnon, 2008)erstanding these mechanisms
can inform research and lead to the developmeetfettive interventions. To date, no
study has attempted to establish these links tmlestts with disabilities. Additionally,
policy makers have supported a public discoursscbiool reform that prioritizes
discipline and standardized test scores over theea relationship building. This study
offers a conceptual framework to examine studettess — one that focuses on
relationship building.
Definitions of Key Concepts

Social capital.Social capital has a long history in the field ofi®logy. Its
theoretical development is credited to the Fremadiodogist Pierre Bourdieu and the
American sociologist James Coleman in the late 4gB0rtes, 1998, 2000). Since then,

it has become one of sociology’s most popular etsporthe field of education (Dika &



Singh, 2002; Portes, 2000). In education, socigitabtheory is frequently used to
examine differential academic achievements baseadass, sex, race/ethnicity,
immigration status, and family structure (one wg-parent households; Lareau &
Horvat, 1999; Hao & Bonstead-Bruns, 1998; Lope®86i%ong, 1998).

As is true of many global constructs, researchave loperationally defined and
measured social capital in various ways (Dika &8ir2002). For example, Coleman
(1988, 1990) defines social capital as a functibresources in which individuals can use
to trade with others. He identifies three compos@ftsocial capital: (a) norms and
sanctions (e.g., what a community considers toppeagpriate conduct), (b) information
networks (e.g., communication systems between $slaoal parents), and (c) trust.
Putnam (2000, 2005) also operationalizes sociatailap terms of norms, networks, and
trust, but he measures social capital by assessiiggparticipation, social solidarity, and
organizational membership. Feminist theorists (AdkR005) have also attempted to
define social capital as both a social “good” (exgciprocity, trust, and cooperation) and
a social “bad” (e.g., power, inequality, dependeranyd vulnerability). The clarification
of elements comprising social capital in the edooal context is critical and necessary
to select appropriate measures for this study.cheeae this end, | will discuss two
leading theories of social capital, popular criggwf these theories, and why | chose one
over the other.

Bourdieu’s structural view of social capitaBourdieu (1986) is primarily
concerned with the reproduction of class inequatibtyhe uses social capital theory to
explain how class structures and social relatioagseproduced from one generation to

the next. He defines social capital as “the aggeegathe actual or potential resources



which are linked to possession of a durable netwbrkore or less institutionalized
relationships of mutual acquaintance and recogniitjp. 248). According to Bourdieu,
social capital has the following elements: (a§itumulative, (b) it includes both actual
and potential resources, (c) it is made up of work of connections, and (d) this
network of connections is a product of investmérategies. Bourdieu (1986) argues that
these investment strategies have a multiplier efamapital begets capital. The volume
of one’s social capital depends on both the size@hetwork and one’s ability to
mobilize or collect from those contingent relatibips. Capital can have both a “positive
value (a gain in time, a head start) or a negatalee (wasted time, and doubly so
because more time must be spent correcting itstsjfg Bourdieu, 1986, p. 244).

Coleman’s functional view of social capitalWhereas Bourdieu defines social
capital in terms of systems of reproduction andeasdo institutional resources, Coleman
(1988, 1990) defines it in terms of norms, expéatat and trusts generated by social
structures. Coleman was influenced by two intellacstreams: (a) the sociological claim
that human actions are governed by norms, ruleseapectations, and (b) the
neoclassical economic belief that human behavi@sliaven by an independent,
purposive choice to maximize one’s self-intereS@eman used social capital as a
conceptual model to unite components from bothrétezal orientations to explain social
behavior. He contends that “social capital is dedibyy its function” (1988, p. S98), and
that all forms of social capital must possess tiements: social structures and actions
made possible within those structures (1988, 1990).

Critiques of existing definitions of social capitaColeman’s framework is the

most frequently cited in the educational literafued also the most criticized (Dika &



Singh, 2002). Researchers have found Coleman’sitiefi of social capital difficult to
measure because the outcome is placed within firataa (e.g., Edwards & Foley,
1997; Matous & Ozawa, 2010). Coleman defines sa@apital by its function, so the
difference between the cause and the effect iediffto distinguish. For instance, Dika
and Singh (2002) argue that Coleman’s definitiocirisular in its reasoning because
sources of social capital (relationships, netwogts)confused with benefits derived from
it (opportunities, resources). Finally, Colemamanfiework fails to differentiate between
effects of social capital that is due to an indinatls lack of ability to acquire support
(agency) and effects that is due to institutionstiimination against that individual
(structure). In contrast, the general consenstisarsocial capital literature is that
Bourdieu’s framework distinguishes the two mechasi®f activating social capital:
individual agency and institutional structure (D&&ingh, 2002). Bourdieu’s theory
also holds the most theoretical promise (Porte33,12000).

Coleman also assigns parents the primary roledgnieng social capital for
youth. This perspective is myopic because it owditahe youth’s agency in accessing
and acquiring social resources independently (Bil&ngh, 2002). In contrast, Bourdieu
(1986) explicitly recognizes that the quantity aylity of one’s social capital depends
on an individual’s ability to mobilize and converdcial resources into something
meaningful. He considers youth, not families, asrttain agents of their social support
networks. Bourdieu also withholds the assumpti@ slocial capital is entirely positive;
he acknowledges the potentially negative valuesoofal capital. Influenced by
Bourdieu’s theory, | distinguish between socialit@nd the process of capital

formation. Thus, social capital is operationalibgdneasures of social support (SOS)



that include factors of trust, communication, aheretion. The process of social capital
formation is operationalized by measures of moaiian of support (MOS).

Mobilization of support. Both Coleman and Bourdieu emphasize the importance
of social networks as resources that endow an aagano those who possess them. Only
Bourdieu recognizes the possibility that poterg@tial capital can be stored, and stored
capital can be converted into actual capital thhotigg mobilization of resources. As
Briggs (1998) suggests, social capital is “whatdren on when we get others, whether
acquaintances, friends, or kin, to help us soleblems, seize opportunities, and
accomplish other aims that matter to us” (p. 1¥8y.this study, | operationally define
MOS using three indicators: network orientationf-efficacy for enlisting social
support, and help-seeking behaviors.

Network orientation Network orientation refers to one’s propensitgéek or
accept help from others (Boissevain, 1974; Tolsd876). Tolsdorf (1976) defines it as
one’s “beliefs, attitudes, and expectations conogrthe potential usefulness of h&sd
network members in helping himi€] cope with a life problem” (p. 413). An individual
can have a “positive” or a “negative” network otetron. Positive orientation reflects
one’s beliefs or expectation that it is safe, aabis, and necessary to seek support in
stressful situations. Negative orientation reflexis’s beliefs or expectations that it is
“inadvisable, impossible, useless, or potentiaipgerous to draw on network resources”
(Tolsdorf, 1976, p. 413).

Self-efficacy for enlisting social supparBandura (1995) defines self-efficacy as
“the belief in one’s capabilities to organize ax@&ute the courses of action required to

manage prospective situations” (p. 2). One’s exgixts of personal efficacy affect the



level of effort exerted on a given task and howgltims effort will be sustained in the
face of obstacles. When an individual believes ligbr her actions can produce desired
outcomes, he or she is highly motivated to acoquersevere in the face of difficulties
(Bandura, 1986, 1995). The importance of self-affichas been demonstrated on
numerous positive outcomes, such as career chogce, Brown, & Larkin, 1987),
achievement in writing and mathematics (Pajare@32R005), and life satisfaction
(Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Regalia, & Scal2idil).

Help-seeking behaviorsThe previous two indicators assess one’s attitaahel
beliefs toward seeking help, but fail to directysass specific help-seeking behaviors. In
response to a committee member’s suggestion, aumeeathelp-seeking behavior was
created for this study to assess students’ denatiwstrof help-seeking behaviors towards
parents, friends, and teachers.

In summary, this study tests a model of socialtehpivhereby MOS and SOS are
hypothesized to have direct relations on acadeemgtional, behavioral, and career
outcomes for high school students with disabilitiedditionally, SOS is hypothesized to
mediate the link between MOS and outcomes. The clegtter presents a synthesis and

critique of the literature on social capital in edtional research.



CHAPTER Il
LITERATURE REVIEW

Dika and Singh (2002) reviewed 35 studies that exadisocial capital as an
explanatory variable in educational research betvwi®86 (when Bourdieu proposed his
theory) and 2001. Consequently, my literature reviecuses on the period between
2001 and 2012. | used research synthesis procethagasimended by Cooper (2010) and
followed a two-step process to identify the corpfistudies included in this review.

First, | located all potentially relevant reseaatticles using a combination of
subject indexes and citation searches. Electramighdises — including Sociological
Abstracts and Psychinfo — were searched usingollewving keywords: social capital
and education. This initial search yielded 406 pegrewed journal articles, book
chapters, and dissertations, many of which werdichtps. Titles and abstracts of these
documents were screened to confirm that they ex@drsocial capital in educational
context. Next, | examined lists of citations froetevant studies to identify those that
were missed from the subject index search.

Next, | applied the following criteria to identifiie most relevant studies: (a)
social capital was the primary explanatory variafi®¢ outcomes of interest were school-
related, including educational achievement (e.@d@s, test scores), educational
attainment (e.g., graduation, college enrolimeanty] psychosocial factors that affect
educational development (e.g., engagement, mativgt{c) primary subjects were
students (rather than teachers or parents), (tiripants included students in secondary
grades, and (e) research was conducted in the &freBl present my findings, a

summary of Dika and Singh’s (2002) synthesis israraed.
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Social Capital in Educational Research, 1986 — 2001

Research designsDika and Singh (2002) reviewed 35 studies: ong aveixed
methods (Stanton-Salazar & Dornbusch, 1995), srewealitative (e.g., Fritch, 1999a;
Lareau & Horvat, 1999), and 28 were survey desi@hishe 28 survey designs, 26
employed secondary analyses of large-scale natsumaéys not originally created to
measure social capital. For example, 17 studies da&a from the National Educational
Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88; e.g., McNeE99; Muller, 2001) and three
studies used the High School and Beyond data (l¢3B; Smith, Beaulieu, & Israel,
1992). Sample sizes ranged from 463 to 21,924afgetscale survey studies and 75 to
95 for qualitative studies. Four of the quantitatstudies used multilevel modeling to
analyze the data, the rest employed ordinary kpsire (OLS) or logistic regression. Six
studies compared differences in social capital betwgroups based on race/ethnicity
(Hofferth, Boisjoly, & Duncan, 1998; Kalmijn & Krg&amp, 1996; Lopez, 1996; Sun,
1998), one-parent and two-parent families (Pong8),%9and immigrant and native
population (Hao & Bonstead-Bruns, 1998).

Indicators of social capital Twenty-three of the 35 studies used Coleman’s
definition, so the majority of indicators of soce@pital during this period were family-
oriented, including family structure, parent-childcussion, mobility, parent-school
involvement, parental expectations, parental edutaand intergenerational closure (the
extent to which parents know their children’s fderand the parents of those friends).
Studies that examined sources of social capitatiadol used the following indicators:
teachers’ and counselors’ expectations of studgoisez, 1996), students’ perception of

caring teachers (Muller, 2001), students’ involvetrnia extracurricular activities (Fritch,
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1999a, 1999b; Israel, Beaulieu, & Hartless, 200iheRh & Downey, 1999; Sun, 1999),
the number of close friends attending the samedd¢Mbprgan & Sorensen, 1999), peer
group values and influence (Muller & Ellison, 20@kjbesh & Downey, 1999), school
climate, and teacher-student ratio (Parcel & Du20Q1).

Outcomes Dika and Singh (2002) observed three categofiesittomes in the
literature: (a) educational achievement (GPA, sdatided test scores, gain scores); (b)
educational attainment (dropout, high school cotigmde number of credits); and (c)
psychosocial factors related to educational devetay (engagement and motivation as
measured by truancy and class-cutting, and committoeschool as measured by study
time and student ratings of the importance of shhdbese studies found that social
capital was positively linked to educational acleieent (e.g., Pong, 1998; Sun, 1998,
1999), educational attainment (e.g., Carbonaro819¢hite & Glick, 2000), and
education-related psychosocial factors (e.g., MENE®9; Muller & Ellison, 2001).

Gaps in the literature. Dika and Singh (2002) identified six gaps. First,
Coleman’s conceptualization of social capital islhematic because: (a) it is too vague
to support a causal model, (b) it assumes thahpmeze the primary agents of social
capital, and (c) it ignores adolescents’ role ioeasing social capital. Second, measures
of social capital were mostly crude quantitativei@ators (e.g., number of parents,
number of times moved), which revealed few det#isut the quality of relationships
between students and those in their social netaodkthe resources those individuals
provide. Third, although nearly all studies fouhdttsocial capital had a positive
relationship with educational outcomes, one stuiyél a negative relationship among

educational aspirations (outcome), family size, aontraditional family structure (Qian
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& Blair, 1999). Another study found inverse relaships among achievement
(outcome), parent-school involvement, and parentitoong (McNeal, 1999). Fourth,
one study treated social capital as the outconan{@-Salazar & Dornbush, 1995),
which raised questions about the directionalityhef relationship between social capital
and educational outcomes. Fifth, the conceptuabizaif social capital was restricted by
variables available in large-scale surveys, whiehemnot originally designed to measure
social capital. Sixth, validity evidence of measuoé social capital was lacking in “a
good portion of the research reviewed” (Dika & $ing002, p. 45).

The remainder of this chapter presents my criacallysis of the contemporary
literature of social capital in educational resbdrom 2001 to 2012. First, | present a
brief overview of major trends in social capitasearch in education during this period.
Next, | thematically group the reviewed studie® ititose that provide empirical
evidence for the links betweéamily (parents and siblingsgchool(school, teachers, and
classmates), amathers(friends, neighborhood, and role models) on edanati
outcomes. | organize the studies in this mannéargblight patterns in findings.
Subsequently, | discuss relevant studies in theigbeducation literature. Although
social capital is not a popular concept in thedfied special education (Trainor, 2010),
various studies have examined impacts of studgapasti(see Test et al., 2009), parental
involvement (Fourqurean, Meisgeier, Swank, & Witlig, 1991), and peer assistance (see
Winokur, Cobb, & Dugan, 2007) on school-relatedcoutes for students with
disabilities. These studies did not use socialtabps a guiding framework, so | present
them in a standalone section to ensure that nmatiee review is comprehensive and

relevant to those in the field of special educatia@onclude the review with a critique of
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the existing literature and the gaps to be filleaktly, | present my research questions
and hypotheses.
Social Capital in Educational Research, 2001 — 2012

Social capital research in education has not clthegmificantly since 1986.
Many studies still focus on family-based socialitapn the tradition of Coleman (e.g.,
Kao & Rutherford, 2007; Valadez, 2002). The userafle measures of social capital,
such as counts of intergenerational closure (Kdugherford, 2007) and parental
involvement in parent-teacher association (Vala@68) is still popular. Researchers
continue to use items from extant national, largges longitudinal surveys to create
indicators of social capital. These include the ISE88 (e.g., Kao & Rutherford, 2007,
Ream & Palardy, 2008; Sandefur, Meier, & Campl2€06), ECLS-K (e.g., Freeman &
Condron, 2011), Educational Longitudinal Study:20d2e.g., Madyun & Lee, 2010;
Wells, Seifert, Padgett, Park, & Umbach, 2011), Bational Longitudinal Study of
Adolescent Health (Mangino, 2010). Sample sizeshese studies ranged from 944 to
17,899. OLS regression is still the most often-usethod of analysis, followed by SEM
(Garcia-Reid, 2007; Woolley, Kol, & Bowen, 2008)en hierarchical linear model
(HLM; Pil & Leana, 2009). Most studies used soc@ital as an explanatory variable,
but a few treated it as an outcome variable (&geenhow & Burton, 2011; Madyun &
Lee, 2010). One study examines social capitalrasdiator of the relationship between
social class and gain scores in mathematics (Fre€r@ondron, 2011).

More gualitative studies emerged between 2001 84@ fhat collected inputs
from students compared to one of six qualitativelists that did so between 1986 and

2001. For instance, Drewry, Burge, and Driscolli(@0interviewed five students in
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general education who dropped out of high schaald® (2008) interviewed three
students from immigrant and low-income familiesn@ales (2010) collected in-depth
life histories of 78 undocumented Latino youthse&@rmow and Burton (2011) conducted
semi-structured interviews with 11 students whalusacebook.

A new trend in evaluating multiple sources of sbcapital, such as parents,
teachers, friends, and neighborhoods, also eméeggd Garcia-Reid, 2007; Garcia-
Reid, Reid, & Peterson, 2005; Woolley, Kol, & Bow@008). These studies examined
the quality of students’ relationships with famibgers, school, and neighborhood and
their impact on school outcomes. The use of setipbort measures as indicators of
social capital reflects the declining focus on p&@riented measures and crude
indicators of social capital.

The outcome variables during this period were sintib those in the earlier
period. Educational achievement measures includel &d combined standardized
mathematics and reading scores (Kao & Rutherfdd@72 Outcome measures of
educational attainment included school dropout@ii@ge attendance rates (Gonzales,
2010). School engagement was the most popular psgchal outcome (Garcia-Reid,
2007), followed respectively by school satisfactaaml classroom behavior (Woolley,
Kol, & Bowen, 2008). The next sections review thedretical and empirical evidence of
relationships between various sources of sociatalsgnd educational outcomes. Studies
are grouped into three categories: family (parantssiblings), school (teachers and

peers), and others (friends, neighbors, and mentors

15



Family sources of social capital.

Parental support The quality of parent-child relationship is a el cited
protective factor, even in cases of significanteadities (Brookmeyer, Henrich, &
Schwab-Stone, 2005). Developmental theorists hawg éstablished the link between
the family environment and adolescents’ perceptafrtbe social world, which in turn,
yield important behavioral consequences (e.g.,l@it; Ackerman, & Izard, 1995).

Existing indicators of parental social capital tencategorized as follows: parent-
parent relation, parent-child relation, parent-geéation, and parent-school relation.
Many of the relationships between family socialita@mnd students’ school outcomes
are significant in the positive direction. Kao ddtherford (2007) assessed effects of
intergenerational closure and parent school invoklet on GPA and combined scores on
standardized mathematics and reading for minontyimmigrant students. Using items
from NELS:88, the researchers assessed intergarebtiosure with questions asking
parents to name their children’s five closest flieand if they knew those children’s
parents. Parent involvement was measured by faenpaeport items about school
involvement. Their findings revealed that effedishese two indicators were greatest
when students were in grade 8 and less obviousdnedl2 (Kao & Rutherford, 2007).
The authors also found a differential return frawoial capital by race (black and white)
and immigrant status (first, second, or third gatien). In another study, Martinez et al.
(2004) found that when parents encouraged youskitcoeed academically, homework
frequency increased, which in turn affected stusleadademic performance.

Sibling support Few studies have investigated protective aspéaibling

relationships as they have done for parent-chiatimnships (Gass, Jenkins, & Dunn,
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2007). Drewry et al. (2010) interviewed five stuttewho dropped out of high school and
found that siblings of three of the five subjecasl iropped out as well. Azmitia, Cooper,
and Brown (2009) interviewed 31 Latino youth inneéntary and junior high schools to
investigate the correlation between support fronemis, siblings, friends, and teachers
and adolescents’ grades in mathematics. The rds¥armeasured emotional support by
asking youth how often they had supportive convensa about personal and academic
topics and received help with homework from famihignds, and teachers. They
assessed educational guidance by asking youtkyftliave had conversations with
someone about their future academic and carees.fdadents reported that parents and
siblings were most supportive, followed by frientten teachers. The researchers found
that only parental and sibling support and fammigame had significant relationships
with mathematics performance.

School sources of social capital.

Teacher supportResearch consistently finds teacher-studentoakttips to be
one of the most important school factors influegacademic success (Croninger & Lee,
2001; Pil & Leana, 2009; Woolley & Bowen, 2007).dne of the first studies to consider
teacher support as a form of social capital, Crgairand Lee (2001) used data from
11,000 students in grades 10 and 12 (NELS:88) améxe effects of teacher support in
reducing the likelihood of dropping out. Croninged Lee (2001) defined social capital
as “the quality of social networks that comprisstwdent’s interactions with teachers” (p.
554). The researchers used two measures of saqahl teacher-student relationship
and teacher-student conversation outside of tresidam. Teacher-student relationship

was comprised of six items asking students tolrate much their teachers supported
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their effort to succeed in school. Teacher-stutigktoutside of the classroom was
assessed by one dichotomous item asking teachetbevieach student talked to them
about schoolwork, academic decisions, or persomdtiens outside of class. Using
logistic regression and controlling for studentsk sstandardized reading and
mathematics scores and attendance in grade 8 cadéraic behavior in grades 8 and 10,
Croninger and Lee (2001) found that teacher suppduced the probability of dropping
out by 50%. They also found that youth who weradanacally at-risk (held back
between grade 2 and 8, parents notified about $cklaed problems more than once in
the same grading period, no expectation of educdtgyond high school, received more
than one office referrals during the first semeefegrade 8) benefited more from the
teacher-student talk variable. Those not acadelyiattisk benefited more from
teacher-student relationship.

In another study, Pil and Leana (2009) used HLNMtestigate the effects of
teachers’ human and social capital on studentatstaized test scores in mathematics
from grades 3 to 5. After controlling for studergscioeconomic status (SES), special
education status, attendance, grade level, anpritieyear’s test scores, Pil and Leana
(2009) found that teachers’ human capital (yeatea&thing, formal education, and self-
report ability to teach mathematics) and socialtehfnumber and frequency of
interactions with other teachers and their immedsatpervisors) had significant positive
effects on students’ mathematics scores. Low SESpeacial education status were
negatively related to student achievement. Azneitial. (2009) found that teachers were
an underutilized source of support among Latinatlyodowever, the researchers also

found that teacher support was negatively corrélatith students’ grades in
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mathematics. They hypothesized that this negatwveel@tion was due to the possibility
that teachers provided more support to strugghindents than those who already
performed well in mathematics (Azmitia et al., 209

Peer supportPeer groups represent an important aspect adlscapital in
educational context (Goza & Ryabov, 2009; Tierneyéhegas, 2006; Wells et al.,
2011). Many studies have addressed the relatiofstipeen peers and a range of
negative and positive behaviors related to schoalkeaement. For example, Fuligni,
Eccles, Barber, and Clements (2001) assessedrtgdaon consequences of early
adolescents’ orientation towards peers on theursadjent during high school with 1,253
students in grades 7, 10, and 12. They found #u#trdless of race/ethnicity,
involvement with deviant peer groups was associaidugreater problem behaviors and
lower academic achievement. Eisele, Zand, and Tbor(®009) found that students’
perception of peer acceptance was associated vao@al behaviors, which were
related to school bonding, which in turn, was esdab academic performance (self-
report grades) among 174 middle class African-Aoaeriyouth. Goza and Ryabov
(2009) used multilevel models to analyze a natigrapresentative longitudinal sample
(N = 13,738, female = 51%) and found that peer nétsvhad a significant relationship
with academic achievement (GPA) and academic atemh (odds of high school
graduation). In a qualitative study of homelessilias) Miller (2011) found that
homeless students’ behavioral problems were a biyjotamf lacking friends who
provided peer-enforced sanctions or models for@ppate behaviors. Miller (2011)

argued that homeless students with no friendshipger relationships displayed signs of

19



distrust and insecurity towards individuals in tremcial ecology, which in turn, reduces
their social capital networks.

Tierney and Venegas (2006) proposed that peersthaygotential to form a
“fictive kin” network — “a tightly bonded group afdividuals who have come together
for a specific purpose” (p. 1691). Members of figtve kin network are not necessarily
friends or even a loose affiliation of students vane planning a school dance. Instead,
they are a group that works together in a sustagfiedt towards a goal that would not
have been possible to attain without their collecstrength. Tierney and Venegas (2006)
analyzed results from ten focus groups, observatiand interviews in six low-income
urban high schools with 75 peer counselors who wellege-bound seniors trained to
provide other students information about collegaliaption, scholarship, and financial
aid. They found that these 75 students benefitaa the socio-emotional and
informational support from the fellowship with othgeer counselors, access to a
physical space, and mentoring from an adult colEgeselor. The researchers argued
that effects of these 75 peer counselors on thergestudent population were negligible
compared to benefits that these peer counselonsmagturn. By serving in this role,
these peer counselors developed the social cagitalssary to navigate the college
admission and financial aid processes, and theceffas substantial (Tierney &
Venegas, 2006).

School bonding School bonding is a multidimensional construet th
encompasses school connectedness, engagementtaahdnant (Cernkovich &
Giordano, 1992; Hirschi, 1969; Maddox & Prinz, 2DAA the resiliency literature,

school bonding is considered a developmental agestrong associations with
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adolescent health, social adjustment, and edu@toaricomes (Bryan et al. 2012).
Catalano, Haggerty, Oesterle, Fleming, and Hawi&94) found that school bonding
correlated with reduced problem behaviors and as®wd connectedness to positive
adults, which in turn, predicted positive schod&ted outcomes Factors that influence a
student’s bond to a school include attachmenthoai attachment to teachers and
school personnel, and school involvement (Bryaal.e2012; Cernkovich & Giordano,
1992; Hirschi, 1969; Maddox & Prinz, 2003; Murray&eenberg, 2000, 2001).

Eccles and Roeser (2005) found that the transitidngher grade levels was
marked by lower levels of bonding to school, whichurn, affected students’ academic
achievement. Boxer, Goldstein, DeLorenzo, Savog,Marcado (2011) surveyed 761
middle school students in one diverse public scioalmixed urban/suburban district in
the northeastern US and found school bonding pesjtrelated to academic aspirations
and expectations and negatively related to behalvamd emotional difficulties. Woolley
and Bowen (2007) found that sex moderated effdcistwol bonding, where girls in
middle and high school reported greater degressiujol bonding than boys.

Other sources of social capital.

Friend support Unlike peer relationships, friendships are markedlbser
personal attachment and greater degrees of trdst@anmunication. Friendship takes on
greater importance during adolescence, alignin patrental influence on both positive
and negative outcomes (Goldstein, Davis-Keen, &8dés;2005). Friends become special
confidantes as youth try to make sense of theinging biological, cognitive, and social
ecology (Bukowski, Hoza, & Boiwin, 1994). Azmitia&. (2009) found that friends

served a specialized role relative to parents @iohgs, as youth reported that friends
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were key sources of emotional support and educdtguidance. | found no study that
examined the differential effect between friends¢mse confidantes) and peers (as
acquaintances) in the social capital literature.dgear, Barry and Wentzel (2006)
followed 208 students in grades 9 and 10 who hehat one reciprocated friendship
and found that friends’ behaviors were relatedwdents’ prosocial goal pursuit, which
in turn, influenced students’ prosocial behaviors.

Neighborhood supportEducational researchers have examined the irdeieh
students’ neighborhoods as a corollary by virtuasihg measures that included a few
items on neighborhood support. For example, GdRei@, Reid, and Peterson (2005)
tested a path model linking school engagement sathal support from parents, teachers,
friends, and neighbors and neighborhood safetysahdol safety. The researchers
surveyed 226 Latino youth from an urban middle stiha northeastern state. They
found that neighborhood safety and neighborhoodhybahaviors influenced students’
school engagement indirectly through their inflleshon social support variables.

Although neighborhood support has received littterdgion in education research,
a substantial body of research in the field oftpm@l science has examined the impact of
community social capital using indicators of cielegagement and political participation
(Putnam, 1995, 2000). In order to provide a comgmsive review of the literature on
community social capital, a brief review of the wanm political science is warranted.
Putnam (1995, 2000) found that civic engagemenéfed norms of reciprocity (the
social expectation that people will respond to eatler in kind), which in turn, provided
the necessary preconditions to establish social$and trust. Research in political

science shows that community social capital isréggeo individual outcomes,
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community welfare, and democratic vigor (Putnan3,2000; Schwadel & Stout,
2012). However, community social capital in the IS been declining since 1972
(Schwadel & Stout, 2012).

Mentor support A mentor is an adult outside of immediate fanoifyschool
settings “willing to help ease the transition takldood by providing support and
challenging studentsic] to make good decisions” (Drewry et al., 20105p3). The
influence of adults outside of the family on schootcomes is rarely examined in the
social capital literature, even though the numbieme-parent families has increased in
recent decades (Currie et al., 2004). In a quaddattudy, Drewry et al. (2010) found that
only one of their five subjects who dropped ousdifiool reported having someone
outside of their family or school who encourageehthto stay in school. The sole
participant who reported having mentors identitieslyouth pastor and his uncle, both of
whom tried to persuade him to stay in school. Tistdgects mentioned immediate
family members as their mentors; one subject meatdhat she looked up to her parents
but they were “never there” (p. 514).

Social Capital in the Special Education Literature

In a systematic review of correlational studiethie secondary special education
and transition literature, Test et al. (2009) foliedevidence-based, in-school predictors
of positive post-school outcomes in education, eympent, and independent living for
students with disabilities. Five of those predistare related to social capital: parental
involvement, student support, social skills, commyexperiences, and self-

determination.
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Parental involvement.Test and Cease-Cook (2012) define parental invodvem
as participation in the IEP and educational proeesgen students are between the ages
of 14 and 21. Test et al. (2009) found one a psturdy in the special education literature
(Fourgurean et al., 1991) that examined parentalvement as a predictor of post-
school outcomes for adolescents with disabilittesirqurean et al. (1991) collected
survey data from 175 students with learning disadsl after they exited high schools and
found that students whose parent(s) participatéBhmeetings during grades 11 and 12
were more likely to be employed after high sché3i.03).

Student support Student support includes support from friendsyilig teachers,
and other adults during high school (Test & Ceagek®2012). Test et al. (2009) found
four studies that reported potential evidence efithpact of student support on positive
post-school outcomes (Doren & Benz, 1998; Halp¥aovanoff, Doren, & Benz, 1995;
Heal, Khoju, Rusch, & Harnisch, 1999; Roessler liBr& Johnson, 1990). First, Doren
and Benz (1998) interviewed 212 students with diigls 17 years and older and their
parents in Oregon and Nevada. They collected daftaroily income, parental
responsibilities, parent-child agreement on poltetgoals, skills related to personal
responsibilities, friends, and peers. Family incomas significantly related to post-
school employment for young women but not for youmen with disabilities. Students
who used family members and friends to find jobsen®233 times (for males) and 3.77
times (for females) more likely to be competitivelyployed than those who did not.
Second, Halpern et al. (1995) assessed the impéce@redictors on post-school
education: (a) scores on a functional achievenremntory, (b) participation in transition

planning, (c) parental perception of students’ petedence, (d) parental satisfaction with
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the quality of school instruction, and (e) studes&tisfaction with instruction in reading,
writing, math, behavior, and problem solving. Tetsal. (2009) considered the last
indicator — student satisfaction with instructioto-be a measure of student support in
school. In the third study, Heal et al. (1999) eksd three dimensions of quality of life
— social relationships, employment, and indepenelerftom a sample of 505 students
with disabilities. Social relationships were a casife of five parent-reported items from
the National Longitudinal Transition Study 1987/09¢a) How well does youth get
along with others? (b) How many days per week goesh see friends or family now?
(c) How many days per week does youth see friendsnaily usually? (d) Has youth
attended social groups in the past 12 months?end youth socially isolated? Students
who spent more time per week with family or friemd=re more likely to experience
higher quality of life ( = .28). Finally, Roessler et al. (1990) surveyed&cial
education graduates and their teachers about wsidy, career roles, employer skills,
involvement in social agencies, and life satistattiStudents with high occupational
guidance and preparation from teachers were mieby lto have a higher quality of life
and to be employed after high schaot (.37 for student rating;= .56 for teacher

rating).

Social skills Social skills allow students with disabilitiesitd@eract successfully
with others (Test & Cease-Cook, 2012). Test et28l09) found three studies that
demonstrated potential evidence of the influendeigt social skills on quality of life
and post-school employment (Benz, Yovanoff, & DorE®07; Halpern et al., 1995;
Roessler et al., 1990).). Halpern et al. (1995)Radssler et al. (1990) were discussed in

the previous section. Benz et al. (1997) examihedibk between employment-related
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social skills and post-school outcomes for studestts and without disabilities, using
data from a follow-along study conducted in Oregad Nevada. They found that
students who exited school with high social skilkre more likely to be competitively
employed = .43). They also found that parent-child agregrabout post-school
employment, students’ personal responsibilities, sotial relationships were not
significantly correlated with post-school employrhen

Community experiences Community experiences, which resemble the concept
of community social capital, are operationalized@smunity-based training in non-
school environments that teach students skilldedlto transportation, mobility,
recreational, leisure, and employment (Test & Céasek, 2012). Test et al. (2009)
found one exploratory study (White & Weiner, 2028t provided evidence of the
association between community experiences andgobstel employment (= .39).

Self-determination. Self-determination encompasses an array of skiksuding
problem-solving, decision-making, goal-attainmesetf-regulation, self-awareness, and
self-efficacy (Test & Cease-Cook, 2012). Many stsdiave shown that self-
determination was related to successful post-sobiclomes in education and
employment (e.g., Halpern et al., 1995; Wehmey&chwartz, 1997). Self-
determination aligns with the construct of MOShrststudy.

Collectively, the research relating to social capit the special education
literature is not framed or operationalized in asistent manner. The variables
previously discussed represented different contstyfrom quality of life to transition.
There is no overarching conceptual framework ofed@apital that guided the collection

of those variables.
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Gaps and Limitations

The literature on social capital in educationakegsh from 2001 to 2012
addresses some but not all of the limitations k& and Singh (2002) had identified in
their review. Despite the significant increaseha humber of studies examining multiple
sources of social capital, many researchers cogdimol focus on parental indicators.
Coleman’s conceptualization of social capital rerediwidely used despite having
significant limitations. Researchers continuedge large-scale longitudinal data
collected from surveys not originallesigned to measure social capital and loosely
combined indicators to approximate social capiilny researchers began to evaluate
the quality of student relationships with individkian their social ecology as a proxy of
social capital, which was an improvement on theaisgude quantitative indicators such
as the number of parents per household and the eruohitimes a family had moved.
Adolescents’ Role in Acquiring Social Capital

Tierney and Venegas (2006) argued that the “Colesaure” fixture on parental
social capital is highly deterministic: a child han poverty would be expected to remain
there for life. If social capital plays a cruciale in advancing equitable educational
outcomes, they believed that researchers shouldiarahe role of student agency in
shaping his or her own outcomes. Thus, the mostf®thange in the literature between
2001 and 2012 was the focus on adolescents asitharp architects of their social
support network. For example, Stanton-Salazar (Rfadhd that some working-class
ethnic minority youth were able to overcome ingittmal limitations by developing

relationships with individuals who provided thentwimportant resources.
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Despite the growing recognition of adolescentsligtio shape their social
support network, few studies have explicitly examainhis variable. For example,
Gonzales (2010) raised the question of whetheresscimn school is “a matter of agency
or structure” (p. 472) — that is, whether studexasvely build successful relationships or
if positive relationship building is facilitatedrbugh social structures at school — but he
failed to assess students’ role as active famhisadf social capital. Sandefur et al. (2006)
intended to collect indicators of social capitattivere within the control of parents and
adolescents, but ended up gathering traditionata@tadrs such as parental education,
family income, Catholic school attendance, and pasehool contact. To date, no study
has distinguished the differential effect of theistural component and the agential
component of a student’s social capital on schattames.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

In this study, | distinguished between social am@nhd the process of social
capital formation. | used two key features of Boeuds framework to develop my
research hypotheses: (a) students are the pringantsin shaping their social capital
and (b) the impact of students’ social relationshop school outcomes depends on their
ability to mobilize support. | focused on sourcésacial capital that were within
students’ ability to mobilize. Specifically, | meaed students’ propensity to seek help,
self-efficacy for enlisting support, and help-segkbehaviors as indicators of their
ability to mobilize support (the process of capitaimation). | also measured the quality
of students’ relationships with parents, siblingachers, friends, peers, role models,
schools, and neighborhoods as indicators of ast@al capital. School-related

outcomes were composed of four indicators: (a) eteécl achievement (based on official
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records of students’ most recent GPA), (b) probieriaviors (as rated by teachers), (c)
emotional well-being (student self-report), andddjeer outcome expectations (student
self-report).

The primary research question was: Do students dusidbilities actively
mobilize support to meet their needs, or is theacess facilitated by existing structures
at home, in school, and in communities? Secondegarch questions were: (a) Does
MOS have a direct effect on school outcomes? (BsC®OS have a direct effect on
school outcomes? (c) Does SOS mediate the effddO$ on school outcomes?

Baron and Kenny's (1986) criteria for determinimgngficant mediations were
used: (a) the direct effect of the IV on the presdmmediator is significant (pa#), (b)
the direct effect of the presumed mediator on thefsignificant (pattb), and (c) when
pathsa andb are controlled, the previously significant relatioetween the 1V and the
DV (pathc) is reducedd’). As Figure 1 illustrates, MOS influences SOS,alahin turn,
mediates effects of MOS on outcomes. Notice thextetlare three hypotheses: (a) MOS
has a significant direct effect on outcomes, (bE3@s a significant direct effect on

outcomes, and (c) SOS mediates the effect of MO&utcomes.

Social Support

b path

School Outcomes

c' (¢ path)

Mobilization of Support

Figure 1 The mediation path.
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The final hypothesis requires further justificatidimeories, not data, determine
the direction of the mediating variable (Kenny, 2D@ne could present a compelling
theory for why MOS should be the mediating variabktead of SOS. As such, the
directionality of the proposed model warrants tetioal justification.

In the field of developmental psychology, Same(@610) proposes a unified
theory of human development that integrates théogmal system theory
(Bronfenbrenner, 1977), the stage-environmenhébty (Eccles et al., 1993), and the
transactional regulation theory (Sameroff & FieX@)0). The ecological system theory
proposes that human development, from childhoaitdthood, is influenced by a
variety of social settings and institutions, bottectly and indirectly. The stage-
environment fit theory suggests that human deveéogns shaped by the extent to which
the developmental stage of a child and charadtsist his or her social environment are
mutually supportive. The transactional regulatiomdel proposes that human
development is a product of the continuous dynanmteractions between the child and
the experiences provided by his or her socialrsgdt{Sameroff, 2010, p. 16). Sameroff
(2010) examined the empirical evidence of thesertbge with subjects from infancy to
adulthood and proposed the unified theory of dgwelkent (depicted in Figure 2), which
accounts for the dynamic transactions betweenld ahd his or her social environment

across the lifespan.
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Infancy Childhood Adolescence Adulthood

Figure 2.Arnold Sameroff’s unified theory of developmend{(®).

The appeal of this theory is its capture of the éifage of adolescence within the
entire trajectory of human development. As develepnproceeds, our biology and
psychology change, and our environment also chamggbsindependent from and as a
consequence of our experience and developmentmblerelevant depiction of this
theory for the current purpose is captured durmgglife stage of adolescence, where the
self has a greater influence on the social contexile both self and context continue to
transform each other in a continuous process. Treetnality of my model, which
starts with students’ ability to mobilize supp@elf) and points toward the quality of
their social support network (other), reflects ttymamic system.

Exploratory Group Comparisons

The literature reviewed suggests that there dfereinces between boys and girls
(e.g., Doren & Benz, 1998; Morgan et al., 2004)itevand non-white students (e.g.,
Martinez et al., 2004; Stanton-Salazar, 2001),earty and late adolescents (e.g., Eccles
& Roeser, 2005; Kao & Rutherford, 2007; NCES, 20d1d)ndicators of MOS and SOS.

Consequently, if a significant meditational patlessablished, a secondary goal of this
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study is to determine whether the model is invdregamoss sex (boys and girls),
race/ethnicity (white and non-white), grade le&IllQ and 11-12), and disability
(learning disabilities (LD) and all others). | adddisability to account for the unique
needs of this study’s targeted population. | waéwa multi-group SEM approach to
examine model invariance across these groups.anailysis is entirely exploratory due
to the lack of a sufficient empirical base in thierhture; thus, no hypotheses are

proposed.
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CHAPTER 1l
METHODOLOGY

Target participants for this study were high sd¢lsboadents with disabilities and
their teachers. The sample was selected in sesteqad. First, | conducted power analysis
to determine the necessary sample size for recenitnNext, | acquired approvals of the
University of Oregon Institutional Review Board (URB) and subsequently, the school
districts review boards to recruit participantsemhl invited school principals and
special education teachers via email, phone, aselttaface meetings to participate in
this study. Participation is voluntafio identifying information was collected
Power Analysis

G*Power 3.1 (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2D@@s used to conduct a
priori estimation of the sample size for a desstdistical power (1 $), significance
level (@), and the to-be-detected population effect sibe groposed model was
fundamentally regression-based, so the linear ssgre test (size of slope) in G*Power
was selected. A sample size of 82 students waseabbaptessary to conduct the analyses
with .8 statistical power to detect an effect df;.8 was fixed at .05. These numbers were
consistent with Cohen’s (1988) recommendation ahaedium effect for regression or
correlation is around .30. According to Cohen ()98Gsample size of 85 was sufficient
to detect an effect with .8 statistical power whiemg the two-tailed significance level of
.05 (Cohen, 1990). Power of .8 is considered adeduaconvention (Cohen, 1990).

In addition to the regression-based power analysiso conducted a SEM-based
power analysis to determine the appropriate sasipée There is ho consensus in the

literature in SEM or mediation analysis on how &dedlmine the necessary sample size to
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achieve adequate power (Kaplan, 1995; Fritz & Macién, 2007). Fritz and MacKinnon
(2007) found that approximately 80% of the 166 psyogical studies that tested
mediation processes published between 2000 andiZD8wer than 400 participants
(range = 20 to 16,466; median = 187). Kline (204rid Tanaka (1987) recommended 20
participants per estimated parameter. Some metbgidts, including Kline (2011), have
considered the 20 to 1 ratio to be unrealisticaigh (Kenny, 2012), and have suggested
that a 10 to 1 ratio of sample size to estimatedrpaters is more realistic. Bentler and
Chou (1987) recommended a 5 to 1 ratio of partidpéo estimated parameters. Given
that the measurement model in this study consis28 @ree parameters (15 path
coefficients plus 18 variances, see Figure 3)napéasize of 165 (for a 5:1 ratio) to 330

(for a 10:1 ratio) would be adequate.
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Figure 3 The full a priori model. MOS = mobilization of goort; SOS = social support;

NOS = network orientation scale; EFFI = self-effigdor enlisting support; SEEK =

help-seeking behaviore = errors or residuals. Variances are not drawn.
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Participant Recruitment

The UOIRB granted approval for study proceduregingant on local districts’
approval. Consequently, | applied to conduct regenr 16 districts. Four were not
accepting research proposals. Of the remainingstBals, two never responded despite
three follow-up phone calls and emails. Three tistidenied my request, even though |
have had verbal support from their principals arathers. One of those districts gave no
reason for the denial, one said that schools wesady overwhelmed with testing, and
one district said that my study has no direct biénéd teachers and students. One district
was still reviewing my proposal as of this write-Uble 1 summarizes key
characteristics of the six districts from thredgedahat granted permission for me to
recruit participants in their schools. Table 2 thgp school characteristics.
Table 1

Characteristics of Districts (n = 6)

District  Locale Location School* Teacher* Student*
1 Fringe Rural Midwest 1 1 15
2 Fringe Town Northwest 1 1 14
3 Small City Northwest 1 3 59
4 Midsize City Northwest 2 7 83
5 Large City Northwest 2 2 15
6 Large City Southwest 2 2 20
Total 9 16 206

Note Asterisks denote the number of participants.

Inclusion criteria. Three criteria were used to select teacherdic@&)sed special
education teachers, (b) working directly with stusewith disabilities, (c) in public high
schools. Three criteria were used to select stsdéaf could read at least at the fourth

grade level, (b) receiving special education sewvic) in public high schools.
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Response rateFour response rates were considered: (a) thactligb) the
principal, (c) the teacher, and (d) the student.osit of 12 districts approved my research
proposal, yielding a 50% response rate. The prategsponse rate varied from 17% in
one district to 100% in anothavl(= 53.33%). | was unable to calculate the teacher
response rate due to the use of snowball samflie@chers were asked to keep a record
of how many students had a chance to learn abmustiidy and how many actually
participated. The student response rate, calculatetividing the number of students
who participated by the total number recruitedgexhfrom 35% to 10090 = 79%).
Table 2

Characteristics of Schools Based on 2011 Officeddrds (n = 9)

Percentage of Student Subgroup

School S:T Ratio F/IRLP White Black Hispanics
1 24:1 29.0 79.0 4.0 9.0
2 13:1 30.0 97.0 1.0 0.5
3 18:1 44.0 76.0 12.0 12.0
4 19:1 35.0 80.0 2.0 12.0
5 21:1 24.0 76.0 6.0 8.0
6 13:1 67.0 20.0 60.0 13.0
7 24:1 29.0 88.0 1.0 7.0
8 18:1 44.0 17.0 6.0 72.0
9 16:1 39.0 16.0 2.0 78.0

Note S:T = student to teacher ratio. F/RLP = percentzgstudents receiving
free/reduced lunch prices.
Sample

Sixteen special education teachers and 206 higtosskudents with disabilities
participated in this study (13:1 student to teachgo).

Students Participants’ ages ranged from 13 to 19 yellrs: (16.20,SD = 1.4).

Eleven percentn(= 23) reported to be employed and were workingmmaverage of 15
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hours per week3D = 10). Thirty percentn(= 62) reported to be “Not at all religious,”
47% = 97) were “Somewhat religious,” 13% £ 27) were “Quite religious,” and 8%
(n = 16) were “Extremely religious.” Forty-eight pert ( = 98) indicated that they
definitely wanted to attend college, 428~ 86) reported “Maybe,” 5%n(= 10) did not
plan on attending college after high school, 34 (L1) planned to join the military, and
0.5% { = 1) said that she would not graduate from hidiost

Fifty-seven percenin(= 118) reported that they lived with two pare@®% ( =
63) lived with one parent, 3% € 6) lived on their own, and 9% € 18) had other
living arrangements. Eleven percenty21) spoke a language at home other than
English; 86% 1t = 18) of those students spoke Spanish. Approximates ( = 22) said
they had moved once within the last year, 626 ((2) had moved twice, and 6% 13)
had moved three or more times within the last year.

Teacher-reported class size ranged from 3 to 288ta M = 15,SD = 6). Fifty-
eight percentr(= 121) were in a self-contained classroom setdff,( = 9) were in a
general education setting, 4% 8) were in a collaborative-team teaching classro
setting, and 34%mn(= 71) were in other types of settings. Teachguented that they
knew 21% = 43) of students “very well”, 45% = 94) of students “well”, 26%n(=
54) of students “somewhat well”, 6% € 12) of students “a little”, and 3% € 6) of the
students “not well”. According to teacher ratin8% (h = 6) of students came from high
socio-economic status (SES), 3786=(77) came from middle SES, and 4084=(82)
came from low SES. Teachers did not know the SBSeofemaining 21%n(= 44) of
students. Table 3 provides additional demograptiarmation. Notice that males were

overrepresented in the sample. This was consiatiémthe higher proportion of males
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than females receiving special education servitcéisa population: 66.6% in 2001 and
85.8% in 2009 (NLTS2, 2013).
Table 3

Characteristics of Students (N = 206)

Characteristic n Percentage
Sex
Male 132 64.0
Female 74 36.0
Grade level
g" 58 28.0
10" 40 19.0
14" 50 24.0
12" 58 28.0
Race/Ethnicity
White 115 56.0
Latino 39 19.0
Mixed 16 8.0
Black 13 6.0
Native American 9 4.5
Asian/Pacific 2 1.0
Other 12 6.0
Disability label
Learning disabilities 152 73.0
Autism 19 9.0
Emotional behavioral disorders 15 7.0
Other health impairments 11 5.0
Intellectual disabilities 8 4.0
Multiple disabilities 2 1.0
Traumatic brain injury 1 0.5
Time spent in general education
< 40% of the day 61 29.0
40 — 79% of the day 35 17.0
80% or more of the day 113 54.0

Teachers also ranked each student by level of auadgehievement out of the
entire class. | then coded teachers’ rankingslowg average, or high achievement
levels. A chi-square test of independence was pedd to examine the relation between

sex and academic ranking, which tested the nulbthgsis that male and female students
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were equally likely to be ranked low, average, ightachievers. The relationship
between these variables was not significah{2, N = 206) = 5.28p = .072. A chi-
square test of independence was also performeetéomdine if students in grades 9, 10,
11, and 12 were distributed differently across aoad achievement rankings. Results
indicated no significant differencg? (6, N = 206) = 5.84p = .442. Sample proportions
are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4

Academic Ranking by Sex and Grade Level (N = 206)

Low % (n) Average %1) High % () Total % (N)

Sex

Male 27.0 (55) 19.0 (40) 18.0 (37) 64.0 (132)

Female 9.0 (19) 14.0 (29) 13.0 (26) 36.0 (74)

Total 36.0 (74) 34.0 (69) 31.0 (63) 100.0 (P06
Grade level

9 8.0 (17) 8.0 (17) 12.0 (24) 28.0 (58)

10 6.0 (13) 8.0 (16) 5.0 (12) 19.0 (40)

11 9.0 (19) 9.0 (18) 6.0 (13) 24.0 (50)

12 12.0 (25) 9.0 (18) 7.0 (15) 28.0 (58)

Total 36.0 (74) 34.0 (69) 31.0 (63) 100.0 (06

Teachers One male and 15 female teachers participateusrstudy. Years of
teaching experience of all 16 teachers ranged ##am32 yearsN] = 14,SD= 9). One
teacher has a doctoral degree, the rest had Maskairteen teachers identified as white,
one as Latina, and one as Asian. Teachers werd &skedicate the core academic
subject for which they were responsible: sevenhtiigglish Language Arts, four taught
mathematics, three taught social studies, one taggnce, and one did not specify.
Teachers were asked to indicate how connectedféitetp their students, colleagues, and
administrators on a scale fromrof at all connectedo 5 (ery well connectgdResults

are reported in Table 5.
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Table 5

Teachers’ Connectedness to Others

Connectedness M SD Min. Max
Students 4.43 0.85 2 5
Other teachers 3.29 0.91 2 5
Immediate supervisor 3.14 1.23 1 5
Administrators 3.00 1.18 1 5
Professionals in the field 2.93 1.14 1 5
Measures

After selecting the appropriate measures and ¢hgdér issues related to format,
item wordings and scales, and clarity of directjdnsloted the surveys with five high
school students with and without disabilities and special education teacher. | used
their feedback to revise the surveys prior to tisting them to research participants.

Pilot. First, | administered the student survey to ateyhale, general education
student in grade 9. He completed the survey in RRites and provided feedback on the
wording of items, survey format, clarity of diremtis, and the likelihood of survey
fatigue. | also solicited feedback from him regagdihe ordering of each measure, if the
switching of scales (from agree/disagree to ofteindften) from one measure to the next
was confusing, and how he would feel about commuietine teacher-student relationship
items if his teachers were present. | used histiaeklto revise the format of the survey.
Specifically, | changed the order of the measuyeglacing shorter measures in between
lengthier ones. | also revised the directions t&erthem consistent across all scales.

Subsequently, | piloted the surveys to four highost students with mild to
moderate disabilities and one of their special atan teachers. The four students were
in grades 9, 10, 11, and 12; three males, one &mdliwere white. | administered the

survey to two students and their teacher admirg@dtdre survey to the other two students
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in a separate location. Students completed theegunv31 to 46 minutesV = 39). |

asked these four students the following questibigyou understand the purpose of the
survey? Overall, did you find the survey easy tdarstand? Did you feel comfortable
answering the questions? Were any words confusjpggtting, or embarrassing? How
did you feel about the length of the survey? Hodrybu feel about completing items
about your relationship with your teachers? Would feel more comfortable if the
researcher instead of your teacher was givinguheeg? Were the answer choices
reasonable? Did any item require you to think towlP Which part of the survey stood
out to you? Students reported that the survey wag ® understand and was relatively
shorter compared to what they have to take in dchivey felt as if they were doing an
exercise to prepare for a job interview. Studentsiped specific suggestions for certain
wordings of some items, such as the item “| feehalor apart when | am with my
friends.” Students said that the word “apart” wasfasing and suggested changing it to
“lonely.” Students also mentioned that their schdidinot use grade point averages and
suggested an item that allows them to report lgttades.

Demographics Students provided information about their age, geade,
race/ethnicity, family education, number of sibBngiobility, and primary language(s)
spoken at home. Teachers reported students’ diyadidtus as recorded on their IEPs.
Teacher demographics include sex, race/ethnict#grs/of teaching experience, and
licensure. See Appendices A, B, and C for thedultlent and teacher surveys.

MOS measuresMOS has three dimensions: network orientation;eskitacy

for enlisting support, and help-seeking behaviors.
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Network orientation The Network Orientation Scale (NOS; Vaux et al8@Qis
a single-dimension scale designed to assess ax@estations, attitudes, and beliefs
regarding the desirability and effectiveness okseghelp from one’s support network
(e.g., “It really helps when | am angry to tellreehd what happened” and “Some things
are too personal to talk to anyone about”). Botkitpee and negative network orientation
items were used in order to minimize acquiescexeeX et al., 1986). Participants rated
items on a 4-point agree-disagree format. Vaux. €1.886) collected data on four
samples of college students and one sample ofsa@hainple sizes ranged from 37 to
100) and found adequate internal consistency —l§2xcnis alphas ranged from .60 to .88.
Vaux et al. (1986) found three items with low laagh (< .35) but kept those items
because the researchers believed that they repedserportant aspects of the construct.
The NOS had good criterion validity with measurésarial support and personality. In
the present sample, Cronbach’s alphas were .@Bdogntire scale (20 items). Factor-
based total scores were calculated by averagingpthkof all items in each factor.

Self-efficacy for enlisting supportTwo subscales from Bandura’s
Multidimensional Scales of Perceived Self-EfficdMSPSE; Bandura, 1990) were used
to assess the extent to which students believgdwies capable of mobilizing support.
The MSPSE has 57 items that measure nine domasfedfficacy on a 7-point Likert
scale ranging from (not very well to 7 {very wel). The MSPSE is widely used and
demonstrates good reliability and validity (Chaigea, & Griffin, 2001; Miller,
Coombs, & Fuqua, 1999). Two of those nine subscadgs used to measure MOS: self-
efficacy for enlisting social resources (SE-SRjrfivems) and self-efficacy for enlisting

parental and community supports (SE-PC; four itelaja from a sample of 651
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undergraduate college students revealed satisyachability. Cronbach’s alphas were
.63 for the SE-SR and .79 for the SE-PC (Choi.e801). Authors of the MSPSE
provided anchors only for the odd-numbered scaleenly 1, 3, 5, 7 were defined (i.e., 1
= not very well 7 =very wel). During the pilot of the survey, participants oeled that
they had a hard time figuring out what the blan&cgs in between were (i.e., 2, 4, and
6). In response to this concern and in considaeraifdhis study’s sample, | removed
those empty categories. Instead of a 1 to 7 sttakestudy used a 1 to 4 scale ranging
from 1 (hot well at al) to 4 {very wel). The item “How well can you get your brothers or
sisters to help you with a problem?” was removedifsubsequent analyses because 37
students (18.5%) reported having no siblings. Cashls alphas for the present sample
were .74 for the entire scale (7 items), .67 fer 8-SR (4 items), and .65 for the SR-PC
(3 items). Factor-based total scores were calalilayeaveraging the total of all items in
each factor.

Help-seeking behaviordNeither the NOS nor the two MSPSE subscalesttirec
assessed specific help-seeking behaviors. In regpgona committee member’s
suggestion, | created 15 items to evaluate thenektenhich students exhibited help-
seeking behaviors with parents, friends, and teadhehe last 30 days. Students
responded to items such as “In the last 30 days,dften have you asked a teacher for
advice about something important to you?” on a #plakert scale ranging from 1
(neve) to 5 ery often. Cronbach’s alphas for this study’s sample w@8efor the entire
scale (15 items), .91 for the parent subscalestfs), .88 for the friend subscale (5
items), and .85 for the teacher subscale (5 iteRajtor-based total scores were

calculated by averaging the total of all itemsaclefactor.
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SOS measuresSOS was measured using students’ self-repoheofjtiality of
their relationships with parents, friends, teachgchool, siblings, peers, neighborhood,
and mentors.

Parent and friend supportStudents assessed the quality of relationships with
parents and friends using the 24-item short ver@i@ada Raja, McGee, & Stanton, 1992)
of the original 53-item Inventory of Parent and P&gachment (IPPA: Armsden &
Greenberg, 1987). Although this measure uses “prats title, all items on the peer
subscales were about individuals whom studentsderesl to be good “friends.” To
maintain the distinction between friendship andrpekationship in this study, | will use
“friend” to refer to this particular measure’s psebscales. The IPPA was developed
based on attachment theory (Bowlby, 1977) to assdaslescents’ perceptions of the
affective and cognitive dimensions of relationshwpth parents and close friends. Nada
Raja et al. (1992) created a 24-item short versidhe IPPA using items with the
highest item-total correlation coefficients witlgach subscale. The 24-item brief version
was equally divided between the parents and fresrades, and 11 items were reverse-
coded. Responses followed a 4-point Likert scamff. @lmost nevetrue) to 4 @most
always tru@. Nada Raja et al. (1992) tested the brief versidh a sample of 935
adolescents in New Zealand and obtained Cronbapiss of .82 for the parent scale
and .80 for the friend scale. The brief IPPA haovah significant correlation with
measures of psychological well-being (Nada Rap.e1992). Montague et al. (2010)
reported Cronbach’s alphas of .83 (parent) andfr&hd) from a sample of 212
adolescents (91% African American and/or Hispawicd were at risk for developing

emotional and behavioral disorders in a large, md@nool district in the US. Montague
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et al. (2010) found that parental relationship wasrong predictor of internalizing and
externalizing behaviors whereas friendship predictely internalizing behaviors. For
this study’s sample, Cronbach’s alphas were .8@eibrief IPPA parent scale (12
items), .76 for the trust factor, .70 for the conmeation factor, and .79 for the alienation
factor. For the brief IPPA friend scale, Cronbadijshas from this study’s sample were
.86 for the entire scale (12 items), .69 for tru&8, for communication, and .78 for
alienation. Factor-based total scores were cakedlay averaging the total of all items in
each factor.

Teacher supportSimilar to the IPPA, the Inventory of Student-Glear
Relationships (IT-SR; Murray & Zvoch, 201Wps designed to assess early adolescents’
general perception of (a) trust (“I tell my teachabout my problems and troubles”), (b)
communication (“If my teachers know something ishieoing me, they ask me about it”),
and (c) alienation (“My teachers don’t understarthtd’m going through these days”).
Responses were scored on a 4-point Likert scalgngrirom 1 @lmost never or never
true) to 4 @most always or always triileThe IT-SR had good internal consistency, with
Cronbach’salphas ranging from .73 (alienation) to .85 (trast)88(communication;
Murray & Zvoch, 2011). For this study’s sample, @lvach’s alphas were .84 for the
entire scale (19 items), .79 for trust, .89 for coumication, and .82 for alienation.
Factor-based total scores were calculated in tme saanner as the IPPA brief.

Sibling, peer, and neighborhood suppoifhe Hemingway Measure of
Adolescent Connectedness (MAC; Karcher & Sass, Pi81&57-item self-report
measure that assesses adolescents’ involvememeaifis relationships, contexts, and

activities. This study used three of the ten sulescan the MAC: adolescents’
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connectedness to siblings, peers, and neighborh&baldents who have no siblings were
instructed to skip these items. Students ratecethess on a 5-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 (ot at all trug to 5 (very trug. Each subscale had one reverse-scored item to
control for patterned rating. Connectedness torglblassessed youth’s involvement with
and caring for their siblings (e.qg., “l enjoy spargitime with my sibling(s)”).
Connectedness to peers evaluated feelings abost gee classmates (e.g., “I like
working with my classmates”). Connectedness tohtmghood measured the degree to
which youth felt their neighborhoods to be supperaind the quality of their
relationships with neighboring youth (e.g., “I hamg a lot with kids in my
neighborhood”). Karcher and Sass (2010) reportedetmeliability coefficients from a
sample of 3,598 middle school students: .90 (gishn.70 (peers), and .86
(neighborhood). The sibling factor was dropped ftbemmodel because 37 students
(18.5%) reported having no siblings. For the presample, Cronbach’s alphas were .75
and .84 for the peer and neighborhood subscalgsecavely. Total scores were
calculated separately for each subscale by avayalgeasum of all items in each.

Mentor support The Influence of Others on Academic and Careaidiens
Scale (10) was used to measure the degree of sugtpdents receive from mentors,
defined as adults outside the family and school{dl& Kokaly, 2001). The 10 has 15
items and two factors: guidance and inspiratiore ifistrument uses a 5-point Likert
scale ranging from Is{rongly disagrekto 5 Gtrongly agreg Nauta and Kokaly (2001)
conducted four studie®(= 41, 145, 183, and 190) with undergraduate celktgdents
(mean age was 20.18 years). They found that tkenal consistency coefficients for the

guidance subscale ranged from .89 to .94 and tbicents for the inspiration subscale
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ranged from .89 to .91. Other studies that usedng@ration subscale reported internal
consistency alphas of .87 (Nauta, Saucier, & Wahd2001) and .91 (Quimbly &
DeSantis, 2006). Evidence of construct validity wagported with measures of general
social support, occupational information, careéetision, career certainty, and social
desirability (Nauta & Kokaly, 2001). For this stuslgample, Cronbach’s alphas were .81
for the entire scale, .77 for the guidance faadad .66 for the inspiration factdfactor-
based total scores were calculated by averagingpthkof all items in each factor.

School bonding School bonding was measured with seven items asi¢hlook
forward to going to school,” and “I like to takerpan class discussion and activities”
(Murray & Greenberg, 2001). Students rated thesaston a 4-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 @most never or never trigo 4 @most always or always trjieMurray and
Greenberg (2001) found significant correlationsMaetin this measure of school bonding
and measures of school competence (33 to .50) on a sample of students in grades 5
and 6 with @ = 96) and without disabilities(= 193). The researchers reported an
internal consistency of .82 for the entire scalee Cronbach’s alpha from this study’s
sample was .89 otal scores were calculated by averaging the el tems.

School-related outcomesFour school-related outcomes were examined:
academic, behavioral, emotional, and career.

Academic outcomeStudents’ grade point averages (GPA) over the necsint
grading period, which teachers collected from sttsleofficial records, were used as
indicators of students’ academic performance.

Behavioral outcomeThirty items on the problem behaviors subscaléef

Social Skills Improvement System-Teacher Ratinde&S(aSI1S; Gresham & Elliott,
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2008) were used to assess four dimensions of dsiderhaviors: externalizing,
internalizing, bullying, and hyperactivity/inattémm. The SSIS is the second generation
of the Social Skills Rating System (SSRS; GreshaHil&tt, 1990), a widely used and
highly researched measure of social skills, probdbemaviors, and academic competence.
The SSIS has strong evidence of validity and rditgbwith an internal consistency
coefficient of .96, test-retest reliability coefdat of .92, and inter-rater reliability
coefficient of .58 (Gresham & Elliot, 2008). Anaggsof patterns of correlations with
other measures provide support for the criteridatee validity of the SSIS, including
the SSRS, the Behavior Assessment System for @hil#@lf' Edition (BASC-2), the
Walker-McConnell Scale of Social Competence and8kcAdjustment (SSCSA), and
the Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scale¥Edition (Vineland-Il). The SSIS technical
manual provides substantial psychometric evidefceliability and validity (Gresham

& Elliott, 2008). Teachers rated students on a évplakert scale ranging from hévej

to 4 @lwayg on items such as, “Acts without thinking,” “Talkack to adults,” and
“Keep others out of social circles.” Internal catency alpha for this subscale was .95,
test-retest reliability was .83, and inter-ratdiatality was .62 (Gresham & Elliot, 2008).
The Cronbach’s alpha from this study’s sample W8s Total scores were calculated by
averaging the sum of all items.

Emotional outcome The 6-item Life Satisfaction Scale (LSS), a bviefsion of
the Multidimensional Students’ Life Satisfactiona®c(Gilman, Huebner, & Laughlin,
2000) was used to assess students’ life satisfactisix domains: family, friends,
school, self, living environment, and overall lifstudents responded on a 7-point Likert

scale ranging from ltérrible) to 7 @delighted. Zullig, Valois, Huebner, Oeltmann, and
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Drane (2001) used the LSS with high school studandsreported an internal
consistency reliability of .85. Zullig et al. (2004lso found strong evidence of
convergent and discriminant validity of the LSShnfidctors on the Behavior Assessment
System for Children (BASC; Reynolds & Kamphaus,299he Cronbach’s alpha was
.81 in the present sample. Total scores were abaiby averaging the sum of all items.

Career outcomeThe Outcome Expectation Scale (OES; McWhirteotiars, &
Rasheed, 2000) was developed to assess high sthdehts’ career outcome
expectations (e.g., “I will be successful in my st career/occupation,” “The future
looks bright for me”). Students rated six itemsaof-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagregto 4 (strongly agreg Internal consistency was .83 for a sample of 95
students in grade 10 from an urban high schoolmdsized Midwestern city
(McWhirter et al., 2000) and .84 for a sample a2 82ban high school students (Kenny
& Bledsoe, 2005). Test-retest reliability over 9eke was .59, as obtained from a sample
of 95 students in grade 10 (McWhirter et al., 20003Whirter et al. (2000) estimated
concurrent validity in a sample of 110 studentgriade 10 using an outcome expectation
measure and found a significant correlation of B# Cronbach’s alpha was .87 in the
present sample. Table 6 summarizes the final measiged in this study.
Procedures

Consent | emailed recruitment materials to principals &sachers up to two
times. Respondents who agreed to participate vedieevfed up via email, phone, or in
person, where | provided further information abitug study, including the purpose,

risks and benefits of participation, their rolesgd @ompensation. Active parent consent
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procedures were used in three districts. In on@ictisSpanish versions of parent consent
and student assent forms were provided. See Appes@i to G for consent forms.
Table 6

Measures and Reliabilites in this Study (N = 206)

Measure ¢) Subscales (# of items) « Source Scale
1. NOS (.68) Network orientation (20) .68 Student - 41
2. MSPSE (.74) Social resources (4) .67 Student 1-4
Parent & community (3) .65
3. Help-seeking (.93) Parent (5) 91 Student 1-4
Peer (5) .88
Teacher (5) .85
4. IPPA_Brief Parent (.86) Trust (4) .90 Student 1-4
Communication (4) .81
Alienation (4)
5. IPPA_Brief Friend (.78)  Trust (4) .89 Student 1-4
Communication (4) .82
Alienation (4)
6. ITSR (.84) Trust (5) .79 Student 1-4
Communication (8) .89
Alienation (6) .82
7. MAC (.86) Peers (4) 75 Student 1-5
Neighbors (6) .84
8.10 (.81) Guidance (7) .85 Student 1-5
Inspiration (8) A7
9. School Bonding (.85) Bonding (7) .85 Student 41 -
10. GPA Student’'s GPA - Teacher 0-4
11. SSIS (.93) Problem behavior (30) .93 Teacher- 41
12. LSS (.81) Global life satisfaction (6) .81 Sod 1-7
13. OES (.87) Career outcome .87 Student 1-4

expectations (6)

Note a = Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient.

Survey implementation To ensure the consistency of survey implementatio
across settings, all teachers were instructedlimida 16-step checklist (see Appendix
H). The checklist was divided into three sectidrefore, during, and after survey
administration. For example, before survey adnmaigin, teachers were instructed to

“Create a survey ID for each student that begirtk yaur initial + a 3-digit number +
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student’s first initial.” During survey implemeni@a, teachers were reminded to
“Address any questions that students may havegrAftirvey implementation, teachers
were asked to “Seal student surveys in the proveseelopes.” All surveys were
available both online via Qualtrics and in paped-gencil formats. Participants chose
the survey format most suitable to their needsdé&its and teachers were instructed to
complete the surveys outside of regular classroound) such as before or after school,
in order to minimize interference with regular mstion. The student questionnaire took
approximately 30 to 40 minutes to complete. Teachempleted a two-page
guestionnaire about themselves and a four-pagegrédr each student, which took
approximately 5 to 10 minutes.
Model Identification

SEM models can be under-identified (fewer knowmthaknown parameters),
identified (same number of known and unknown patarsg or over-identified (more
known than unknown parameters). Only over-iderdifigodels allow for the exploration
of parameter estimates to determine if the modieldeed a reasonable representation of
the phenomenon in question. According to the medifnodel (Figure 3), the number of
parameters to be estimated was 30 (14 regressightsglus 16 variances). The degrees
of freedom were 75 (105 minus 30), yielding an eddentified model.
Data Analysis

Rationale for SEM. SEM accounts for measurement errors, allows for the
simultaneous examination of multiple variables, alows variables to correlate. As
such, there is no need to control for other vaesloh order to examine a particular

relationship between a specific predictor and gdtevariable.
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SEM is theory-driven rather than data-driven beeautests models that are
conceptually derived a priori (Kline, 2011). As buit is an appropriate technique for
analyzing non-experimental data. However, “a prilm@&s not mean exclusively
confirmatory” (Kline, 2011, p. 8). In a strictly sbrmatory application, researchers test
only one model and reject or accept that sole mbastd on data. In a less restrictive
application, researchers can use SEM to test aligenmodels or to generate models.
Model generation is most commonly used and isdhbgerthat | have chosen. Model
generation begins with an initial model that mighbt fit, which is subsequently modified
and tested again with the same data (Joreskog,).1BB& goal is to arrive at a model
that: (a) makes theoretical sense, (b) is reasgmarsimonious, and (c) has acceptable
fit to the data (Kline, 2011).

Data preparation. Descriptive analysis was conducted using SPS&fadMac
(IBM, 2011). SEM was performed using Amos 18.0\dndows (Arbuckle, 2009). The
raw data were screened for the following problemsr o running analyses: missing
data, outliers, multicollinearity, and the assumipsi of normality, linearity, and
homoscedasticity.

Missing data The best approach to treating missing data isemtéon (Kline,
2011). Consequently, | took an assertive trackpg@ach that involved working closely
with teachers to encourage students to be thougiitwt participating in this study. If
data loss was ignorable (occurred randomly androeduess than 2% on any single
variable), then the method used to deal with mggdita would be inconsequential
(Kline, 2011). If data loss occurred systematicaten full information maximum

likelihood (FIML) would be used as the method efatiment (Little & Rubin, 2002).
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Missing data occurred only on the student surveye students (2.4%) missed entire
sections of the survey, so | contacted their teactied asked if those students could
complete those sections, which they did. Nine sitglgt.4%) had missing demographics
such as age and primary language spoken at honhepsatacted their teachers to acquire
this information. Another nine students skippedeon the survey. The number of items
skipped ranged from one to five out of a total 47 ltems (0.68% to 3.40%), thus, the
amount of data loss was ignorable. | used the Fiidiion in Amos to impute the
maximum likelihood based values for these misseigd

Outliers. I used Mahalanobis distances results in Amosterchine which
observations were contributing to the sample’s dapafrom multivariate normality.
Mahalanobis distances revealed six significant ivauitate outliers. | checked each of
these six students’ surveys to make sure that there no data entry errors. | found that
these students could reasonably belong to thedateeample, so | decided to keep them.

Assumption of normality Research has found that maximum likelihood (ML)
estimation might still perform well with some depaies from multivariate normality
(Hu, Bentler, & Kano, 1992). Researchers have argoat the importance is not whether
a sample has a multivariate normal distributiort,that parameter estimates are
trustworthy when data are multivariate non-norn@zdg, Mokhtarian, & Johnston, 2008).
Amos evaluates multivariate kurtosis using Mardtet, of which a critical ratio (c.r.) of
1.96 or less is required for a sample to be consttmultivariate normal. Results from
Amos showed a departure from multivariate normatity. = 7.21. Instead of deleting the
six outliers, | used generalized least squares J@s3he method of estimation in

addition to ML. GLS is a more robust method whesmaksumption of multivariate
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normality is violated. Inspection of bivariate segplots, P-P plots, and histograms
revealed no significant departures from univarragemality, linearity, or
homoscedasticity. As shown in Table 7, the skewaseand kurtoses of distributions of
the outcome variables are within the acceptablgear —2.0 to +2.0 (Muthén & Kaplan,
1985).

Table 7

Assessment of Normality

Variable Skewness SEof Skewness Kurtosis SEof Kurtosis

Academic -0.33 0.17 -0.17 0.34
Behavioral 1.27 0.17 1.58 0.34
Emotional -0.56 0.17 -0.00 0.34
Career -0.09 0.17 -0.14 0.34

Multicollinearity. There is no consensus on what constitutes “tgb’tof a
correlation between variables: .80 is often citedhe guideline, but problems can also
occur at a moderate .40 (Morrow-Howell, 1994). Zerder correlations between all
independent variables in this study ranged fromo249 (see Table 9). Kline (2011)
recommends using a regression diagnostics procedhch involves calculating the
squared multiple correlatioR}) between each variable and all of the red® livas
greater than .90 for a variable analyzed as thermn, he suggests eliminating that
variable on the basis of redundancy. Followingrammendation, | ran several
multiple regressions, each with a different vamiadss the criterion and the rest as
predictors R? ranged from .09 to .46, so all variables wereimeth

Assessment of fitFour goodness-of-fit indices were used to assesswall the

model fit the data: the chi-square approximatiothefdiscrepancy function,q(2 ), the

standardized root mean square residual (SRMR)dh®arative fit index (CFI), and the
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root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) Thi-square test of significance
was selected because it is one of the most comnusielg indices, although it is
dependent on sample size. CFl, SRMR, and RMSEA bega found to perform well
with respect to detecting model misspecificatiod da not depend on sample size
(Jackson et al., 2009). Hu and Bentler's (1999k0a for good fit were used. Fit is
considered adequate if CFl valueszar80, and better if they are.95. The cut-off value
for SRMR is < .08. RMSEA is .08 for moderate fit and .06 for good fit.

Mediation analysis.In the current study, | used the bootstrap methabsess
mediation. The bootstrap is a resampling strategluses original sample data as a
population reservoir to withdraw random samplesipén with replacement in order to
estimate the total and indirect effects (Efron &ghirani, 1993). The bootstrap is the
recommended method of mediation analysis for stonattoderate sample sizes and for
when there is an a priori belief that the effezess small (Shrout & Bolger, 2002). The
bootstrap method also has more power and yielde precise standard errors than
regression-based methods. It also places greatanasis on confidence intervals oyer
values (Shrout & Bolger, 2002; Fritz & MacKinnorQ(@?). In the present study, the
computation of bootstrap distributions was perfatrmsing Amos 18.0 for Windows
(Arbuckle, 2009).

Measurement Models

Amos 18.0 for Windows (Arbuckle, 2009) with ML esfaition was used to run a
series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) tceasghe adequacy of the measurement
model of the three latent constructs (MOS, SOS,@uitome). Many problems with

SEM models, such as the lack of fit, are due tosueament component issues that can
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be identified with CFAs (Jackson, Gillaspy, Jr.P&rc-Stephenson, 2009; Schreiber,
Stage, King, Nora, & Barlow, 2006; Thompson, 20@ part of this process, |
examined factor loadings, unique variances, maatifon indices, and fit indices to
ensure that measured indicators factored as hygiadteonto their respective latent
variables. Indicators with non-significant or losallings B < .50) were removed and Hu
and Bentler's (1999) recommended fit indices wenaliad (i.e., CFE .95, SRMR <

.08, RMSEALZ .06).

Table 8 displays results from CFAs, including fadtadings, fit indices, squared
multiple correlations, and unique variances. Past+hodifications were conducted due
to poor model fit. Although the outcome model haddjfit, it had no significant factor
loadings. Consequently, outcome measures were agdrseparately. After eliminating
indicators with non-significant and low loadinggxXamined modification indices for the
MOS model first. Results revealed that SE-PC wghklficorrelated with the parent help-
seeking factor. | dropped SE-PC and retained SEESBn though SE-SR had a low
factor loading, its inclusion improved model figsificantly. SE-SR also represents a
theoretically significant construct that was imamittto include in the MOS model.

Next, | examined modification indices of the SOSd@lpwhich revealed that
residuals of the parent trust and communicatiorscales were correlated, so | combined
those two factors to form one indicator of paremgsort. | did the same for the teacher
trust and communication factors, because theidveds were also correlated. After
making these modifications, the model had goo(sée Table 8). Figures 4 and 5 display
the final measurement models along with standaddiegameter estimates. All factor

loadings were significanp < .001.
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Table 8

Standardized Parameter Estimates from CFA

Standardized factor loading3) (

Variable MOS SOS  Outcome R S
NOS 27 .08 .92
SE-SR A4Fr* .19 .81
SE-PC 56*** 31 .69
Parent help-seeking .80x** .63 .37
Peer help-seeking .B4*** 41 .59
Teacher help-seeking .82%** .67 .33
Parent trust .B60*** .36 .64
Parent communication ST .32 .68
Parent alienation - 25%** .06 .94
Friend trust BN Akl 13 .87
Friend communication A 3FE* .18 .82
Friend alienation -.04 .002 .998
Teacher trust A R .50 .50
Teacher communication .68*** A7 .53
Teacher alienation -.14 .02 .98
Mentor guidance B5*** 43 .57
Mentor inspiration AG*H* 21 .79
Peer connectedness B9*** .48 .52
Neighbor connectedness A5xr* .20 .80
School bonding .B6*** 43 .57
Academic .16 .02 .98
Behavioral -.18 .03 97
Emotional T2 52 .48
Career A7 22 .78
Factor Correlations
MOS 1
SOS .84 1
Outcome 72 .89 1
Fit indices of a priori measurement models
p (Xz) <.001 <.001 .19
CFI .84 .53 .96
SRMR .08 14 .04
RMSEA 14 .18 .06
Fit indices of final measurement models
p (%) 761 551
CFl 1.00 1.00
SRMR .01 .01
RMSEA <.001 <.001

Note R? = squared multiple correlatios.= error variance; ***p < .001.
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All factor loadings for MOS and SOS were signifitarelp-seeking behaviors
towards teacher had the strongest linear relatipngith MOS, followed by help-seeking
behaviors towards parents, then peers, and lastliiyefficacy for enlisting social
resources. Teacher support had the strongestorethip with SOS, followed by peer,

then mentor, then parent support.

SeekParent SeekPeer SeekTeach SE_SR

Figure 4.Final measurement model for MOS = mobilizatiorsopport. All factor

loadings are significanp < .001. Variances are not drawn.

Parent Teacher Mentor Peer

Figure 5.Final measurement model for SOS = social suppdirfactor loadings are

significant,p < .001. Variances are not drawn.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

Do students with disabilities actively mobilize popt to meet their needs, or is
their success facilitated by existing structurelsane, in school, and in communities?
This study addressed these questions by examinénditect and indirect relationships
between MOS and SOS on four outcomes: academiaylehl, emotional, and career.
Data analyses in this section progress in thregestairst, | examine the descriptive
statistics of the predictor and outcome varialfieond, | perform SEM to examine the
model fit and to test the posited meditational paknally, | use multi-group analyses to
test for invariance in the full model across sulbgoof sex, race/ethnicity, disability, and
grade level.
Descriptive Statistics

Correlations. Correlations among study variables are displayelhinie 9. All
four MOS variables were correlated significantlftwemotional outcomes, three were
associated with career outcomes, and two were iassdavith behavioral outcomes.
None of the MOS variables were correlated signifilsawith academic outcomes. Also
shown in Table 9, all four SOS variables were digantly associated with emotional
and career outcomes, and only the mentor and g@8rf&ctors were correlated with the
behavioral outcome. None were correlated signifigamith academic outcomes.

Means and standard deviationsTable 10 summarizes means and standard

deviations for all variables across sex, race/ettyidisability, and grade level.

59



Table 9

Zero-Order Correlations Among the Study Variabls=(206)

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Seek parent 48 66 .30 59 .39 .39 .39 01 -.12 36 .30
2. Seek peer 58 25 31 25 27 .28 06 -22° A7 12
3. Seek teacher 31 .40 51 327 .43 11 -.15 35 .25
4. SE_SR 26 .36 .36 .26 10 -.11 35 .33
5. Parent 41 36 34 .06 -.06 33 26
6. Teacher 44 49 07 -12 37 21
7. Mentor 45 -03 -19° 427 38
8. Peer .02-.18" 400 24
9. Academic 15 11 .04
10. Behavioral -12 -.08
11. Emotional 34
12. Career
M 306 306 280 295 267 263 365 336 24616 533 3.34
SD 114 109 099 054 057 064 070 076 090241 1.06 0.48
Min. 1.00 100 1.00 100 100 1.15 125 1.00 083®m0 1.67 2.00
Max. 500 5.00 500 400 400 400 5.00 500 3997 7.00 4.00

Note Seek = help-seeking behaviors; SE_SR = Self-&ffidor Enlisting Social Resources; Parent = Inegnof Parent
Attachment; Teacher = Inventory of Teacher-Studgiationship; Mentor = Influence of Others on Acadzand Career

Decisions; Peer = Peer Connectednkks.meanSD = standard deviationp*< .05, **p < .01.
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Table 10

Mean and Standard Deviation of Measured Variablgs3Boups (Sample Size)

Sex Race/Ethnicity Disability (incidence) Gradedev
Boy Girl White Non-White LD All Others 9-10 11-12

(n=132) (n=74) (n =115) (n=91) (n =150) (n =56) (n=98) (n =108)

M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SDM SD M SD
SeekParent 296 1.14 3.231.12 3.071.12 3.041.17 3.131.14 2.861.13 3.101.10 3.011.18
SeekPeer 292112 3321.00 3.021.09 312110 3.211.03 2681.17 3.001.09 3.121.10
SeekTeach 278 098 2.821.01 2.840.95 274103 284098 269102 2761.00 2.830.98
SE_SR 292 0.54 3.000.56 2.980.49 291061 296055 2930.53 291053 2.980.56
Parent 2.67 0.61 2.670.51 269060 2.65054 2.68052 2660.70 2.700.55 2.640.59
Teacher 2.69 0.64 2520.62 2.690.65 255061 2.62062 2.650.68 2590.64 2.660.64
Mentor 3.57 0.70 3.790.69 3.650.67 3.650.74 3.690.71 3.530.68 3.680.73 3.620.68
Peer 3.350.75 3.360.79 3.330.75 3.380.78 3.390.77 3.260.74 3.400.74 3.320.79
Academic 2.36 0.76  2.630.63 2.520.68 2.390.77 244066 2520.88 2.520.82 2.400.62
Behavioral 155043 129030 145036 146046 1.340.33 1.770.43 1.460.44 1.450.38
Emotional 538099 523118 531105 535108 543099 505121 540109 5.261.04
Career 3.33048 336049 3.34050 3.34046 3.320.46 3.380.54 3.350.46 3.330.50

Note Seek = help-seeking behaviors; SE_SR = Self-&ffidor Enlisting Social Resources; Parent = Inegnof Parent

Attachment; Teacher = Inventory of Teacher-Studgiationship; Mentor = Influence of Others on Agadzand Career

Decisions; Peer = Peer Connectedness. LD = LeaBisgpilities.M = meanSD = standard deviation.
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Sample sizes for subgroups are displayed in Tahl®stributions of all measured
variables’ scores approximated normal. No signifiaanivariate outliers were detected.
Behavioral scores’ distribution was positively sleslvand the emotional scores’
distribution was negatively skewed.
Structural Model

The final model (shown in Figure 6) had adequateﬁ(49) =121.28p<.001,
CFI =.90, SRMR = .06, RMSEA = .08. As shown inlig6, all indicators loaded
significantly onto their associated latent congsyMOS and SOS), which supported the

operationalization of MOS and SOS in the final mode

B a P P
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\\ Academlc

)
- 18 (43") @

MOS » Emotional
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)SeekParen SeekPeer ‘SeekTeach” SE SR |

o @ © @

Figure 6 SEM results. The values along the arrows arstidr@dardized regression

coefficients ); the values by the corners of the rectanglesreraquared multiple

correlations ). (Total effects).
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The magnitude of the loadings of indicators onl#tent construct MOS varied
across support sources, where students’ help-gpbkimaviors towards teachers formed
the strongest indicator of MO8 € 0.84) followed by their help-seeking behaviors
towards parentdy= 0.78), then peer& & 0.63). The magnitude of the loadings of
indicators on the latent construct SOS remainetivelly stable across support sources,
with 3sranging from 0.61 for parent support to 0.67 &adher support.

Mediation analyses Mediation analyses were tested using the bootstiethod
with bias-corrected confidence estimates. The 96ftidence intervals of indirect
effects were obtained with 1000 bootstrap resan(ple=acher & Hayes, 2008).

Table 11

Standardized Indirect, Direct, and Total Effects

Effect MOS SOS

Indirect

SOS

Academic 0.03

Behavioral -0.15

Emotional 0.60**

Career 0.43*
Direct

SOS 0.81*

Academic 0.06 0.03

Behavioral -0.03 -0.19

Emotional -0.17 0.75**

Career -0.10 0.53*
Total

SOS 0.81*

Academic 0.09 0.03

Behavioral -0.18* -0.19

Emotional 0.43** 0.75**

Career 0.32** 0.53*

*p <.05, *p < .01, **p < .001.
To recap, Baron and Kenny’s (1986) criteria foredetining the presence of a

mediator are: (a) the direct effect of the IV oa firesumed mediator is significant (path
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a), (b) the direct effect of the presumed mediatotiee DV is significant (path), and
(c) when patha andb are controlled, the previously significant relatizetween the IV
and the DV (patle or the total effect) is reduced (pathor the direct effect).
Standardized indirect, direct, and total effecesdisplayed in Table 11.

Path coefficients in Figure 6 show that: (a) MOS# halirect positive relationship
with SOS (patta), (b) SOS had direct positive relationships withogional and career
outcomes, after partialling out the effect of MQfathb), and (c) total effects of MOS on
emotional and career outcomes were significant(@abut not its direct effects (path
c’). These results indicated that SOS mediated tikebetween MOS and emotional
outcomesf3 = 0.60, 95% CI [0.33, 2.23], and the link betw®#@S and career outcome
expectations = 0.43, 95% CI [0.13, 1.15]. Overall, the variabie MOS and SOS
explained approximately 38% and 20% of the variameemotional and career
outcomes, respectively. The direct effect of MOSaorotional and career outcomes also
became non-significant when controlling for SOSifa), thus suggesting full
mediation (see Figure 6). Notice that the totatefbf MOS on behavioral outcomes was
significant, but became non-significant after colitng for SOS (direct effect), thus
suggesting the presence of multicollinearity ambi@S and SOS variables.

Invariance Testing

Given that two significant mediational paths westablished, a multigroup
analysis (factorial invariance) was used to comgat®roup differences of the two
significant mediated models (emotional and caraerss four categories: sex (boys and
girls), race/ethnicity (whites and minorities), alidities (LD and all others), and grade

level (9-10 and 11-12). The default option for ingace testing in Amos was used. The
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chi-square from the unconstrained model (all patarsallowed to be unequal across
groups) was compared to the chi-square from thetcined model (factor loadings were
constrained to be equal across groups). The meduatths appeared to be invariant
(equal weights) across race/ethnicity {(15) = 13.60p = .556), disability £x*(15) =
13.60,p = .556), and grade levelA*(15) = 13.60p = .556). Model differences (not
invariant) were detected for sexy?(15) = 28.73p = .02. As shown in Table 12, indirect
effects of SOS on the links between MOS and care@MOS and emotional outcomes
were significant for boys, but not for girls. SQ#Y mediated the relationships between
MOS and those two outcomes for boys. Fit indicesfh the unconstrained modpl<
.001, CFI = .88, SRMR = .07, RMSEA = .07) and coaised modelf§ < .001, CFl =

.86, SRMR = .08, RMSEA = .07) for sex demonstragtedr to adequate fit. Extreme
caution is warranted when comparing these resukga the lack of good fit and lack of
cross-validation. Standardized parameter estinatedisplayed in Figures 7 and 8.
Table 12

Standardized Parameter Estimates for Boys and @itteconstrained Model)

Boys =132) Girls (= 74)
Effect MOS SOS MOS SOS

Indirect

SOS

Emotional .64** 42

Career S51** .34
Direct

SOS 78** .89**

Emotional -.31 .82** 24 A7

Career -.17 .65** .04 .38
Total

SOS 78** .89**

Emotional 32%* 82** .66** A7

Career .34** .65** 31 .38

*p < .05, **p < .01
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

The purpose of the present study was to test alnobdecial capital among high
school students with disabilities. Social capitalsveonceptualized as consisting of MOS
(i.e., agency in recruiting social capital) and SO&, salient social support and
environmental structures). Of primary interestha present study was to investigate the
relationship between MOS, SOS, and academic, befsyemotional, and career
outcomes as well as whether or not SOS mediatedtsfof MOS on outcomes. Of
secondary interest was to explore group differemcesss sex, race/ethnicity, disability,
and grade level on the significant mediated paths.

Results from a sample of 206 youth with disabsitieem 16 classrooms, across
nine high schools, six districts, and three statdgated that: (a) MOS was directly
related to three of the four outcomes (behavi@mptional, and career), (b) SOS was
directly related to two of the four outcomes (emoél and career), (¢) SOS mediated
effects of MOS on two of the four outcomes (emadicand career), and (d) these two
mediated paths were significant for boys but nogids. Thus, findings support the
hypotheses that students’ abilities to mobilizepgupfrom parents, peers, teachers, and
mentors were significantly related to the qualityreeir social support network, which in
turn, enhanced their emotional well-being and canetcome expectations, but not their
academic or behavioral performance in the classrétowever, these significant
mediated relationships only apply to boys but nagitls with disabilities in high school.
Before elaborating on primary findings and theipliwations for research and practice, |

will discuss results from the measurement modeds. fi
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Results From Measurement Models

Prior research suggests that it is important tefadly construct measurement
models prior to conducting SEM (Jackson et al. 2@zhreiber et al., 2006; Thompson,
2004). In the current study, | conducted a serfgSFAS to ensure that measurement
models had good fit to the data prior to testirgstructural model. These analyses
resulted in several important changes betweenypethesized models and the final
measurement models.

First, MOS was initially hypothesized to includegé components: (a) students’
attitudes towards accepting help from others (ngtwoientation), (b) self-efficacy for
enlisting social support, and (c) help-seeking badra. Factor loadings from the initial
CFA revealed that help-seeking behaviors had tieagest linear relationships with
MQOS, followed by self-efficacy for enlisting suppaXetwork orientation was not a
significant factor of MOS. In other words, studemislp-seeking behaviors and self-
efficacy for enlisting support, not their attitudgsout accepting help from others, were
predictive of their abilities to mobilize supporbin parents, teachers, and peers.

The finding that network orientation did not loagrsficantly on MOS was
unexpected and should be interpreted with caukost, what | considered to be MOS in
this study could just be one dimension of actuabimation of support. Given that this
study is an exploratory correlational study, adaisil research is needed to explore the
underlying factors of this construct. Second, asicé@t network orientation has been
treated as a homogenous construct (Barone, Iscmie®, & Schmid, 1998; Vaux et al.,
1986). However, Barone et al. (1998) found thatest®nt network orientation differs as

a function of network reference groups (family, ffamily adults, and peers). They
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created a three-factor network orientation scad¢ distinguished between different
network reference groups and found adequate fivorsamples of high school students
with and without disabilities in a diverse-urbaimaal district. Unfortunately, their
measure could not be found. All four researchecaitve practitioners. | was able to
contact the second author at her private pradtigeshe no longer had a copy of that
measure. The measure of network orientation usétkipresent study did not distinguish
among various network reference groups. Futurearekeon adolescents with disabilities
should re-examine this construct and considerrttportance of distinguishing among
network orientations towards family, non-family #duand peers.

Factor loadings revealed that help-seeking behstmwards teachers had the
strongest relationship with MOS, followed by pagerihen peers. This finding supports
prior research that found teacher-student relatipssto be one of the most important
school factors influencing school-related outcorf@@®ninger & Lee, 2001; Pil & Leana,
2009; Woolley & Bowen, 2007). However, additionaldies are warranted to determine
if teacher-student relationships contribute morsdoool-related outcomes than parent-
child relationships and peer relationships for lghool students with disabilities.

| originally proposed that SOS was comprised d@ghlpmsitive and negative
relationships with parents, siblings, friends, tess, mentors, peers, schools, and
neighborhoods. The alienation factors on the pafgahd, and teacher scales were not
significantly associated with SOS. The non-sigaifice of the alienation factors was
unexpected, because both Bourdieu (1986) and fettimorists (Adkins, 2005) have

proposed that social capital can be negative. Aljhahese negative social capital
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indicators are not appropriate for this model, aleidhat captures effects of negative
social capital is a worthy endeavor for future istigations.

Another unexpected result was the low factor logsliof friend support compared
to peer support measures. While this finding vaéiddhe original hypothesis that
friendships and peer relationships are not ana®goustructs, this difference could
result from multicollinearity between the friendogwrt and the peer support measures.
Unfortunately, the literature on friendships anémpelationships has not made a clear
distinction between the two groups, thus, doesffet any explanation for this finding.
Therefore, I will treat the peer support factoiralicative of both friendships and peer
relationships for the remainder of this discusskuture research should consider
distinguishing between friendship (defined by proity and intimacy) and acquaintance
groups to determine whether and why these typeslationships have different impacts
on students’ school-related outcomes.

Another surprising finding was that teacher suppad the strongest relationship
with SOS, followed by peer, then mentor, and lagtyent. These results suggest that
relationships with individuals outside of the fayniteachers, peers, mentors) had a
stronger influence on students with disabilitiextial support network than relationships
with those at home. These findings are inconsistaht prior research that found
adolescents’ relationships with parents have agtmafluence on their social interactions
(Brown, Mounts, Lamborn, & Steinberg, 1993; Cicthet al., 1995; Steinberg &

Morris, 2001). For example, Panacek and Dunlap3p@fund that students with
disabilities identified family members to be theshimportant people in their lives,

followed by home-based friends, then school-bagedds. Research on adolescents
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without disabilities also found that those withaldse friends, and those with
authoritative parents are more influenced by fartiign peer relationships
(Bogenschneider, Wu, Raffaelli, & Tsay, 1998; Gawagkowski, Aquan-Assee, &
Sippola, 1996). Additional research is needed terdane if findings from this study
would repeat with a different sample of studenthwlisabilities. Lastly, the sibling
variable was dropped due to a large number of stolglld participants. Future research
is needed to examine effects of sibling support.

Third, the four outcomes (academic, behaviorabt@mnal, and career) were
initially hypothesized to load on one latent coastr(outcome). Although this initial
model had good fit to the data, none of the falctadings were significant, suggesting
that the latent construct did not explain any ef dlutcomes. This result is consistent with
other investigations in the social capital literaiuvhere each outcome was tested
separately (i.e., Ahmed, Minnaert, van der WerK@&yper, 2010; Freeman & Condron,
2011; Ream & Palardy, 2008). Thus, in the currandys relationships between MOS,
SOS, and each of the four outcomes were treateghertiently.

Results from the Structural Model

MOS was strongly related to SOS and three outcobedsvioral, emotional, and
career. This finding is consistent with the hypsthehat students with high mobilization
skills were likely to acquire a significant socglpport network and achieve positive
outcomes. Specifically, high MOS skills were asated with decreasing problem
behaviors, increasing emotional well-being, andnoistic career outcome expectations.
However, the significant relationship between M8 problem behaviors disappeared

when controlled for SOS, thus suggesting a sigamificlegree of redundancy in using
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both measures to assess students’ behavioral oesc@OS was also significantly
related to emotional and career outcomes, butcartemic and behavioral outcomes.

The non-significant relationship between MOS aratlamic outcome is
inconsistent with existing research in the socagital literature. Two explanations are
offered. First, | did not use an academic selfeaifly measure. Studies of the relationship
between self-efficacy and academic performanceddhat self-efficacy accounts for a
quarter of the variance in academic performancg(€s 2006). However, those studies
used specific dimensions of self-efficacy, suchvasng self-efficacy (Pajares, 2003)
and mathematics self-efficacy (Pajares, 2005). $tudy used the self-efficacy for
enlisting social resources subscale, which sigaifity predicted SOS but not the
academic outcome.

Second, in the special education literature, rebeas found that self-
determination interventions were not effectivermproving the academic performance of
students with disabilities. The self-determinatbmmstruct in special education
resembles, but is not analogous to, the MOS coetstiuhis study. Cobb, Lehmann,
Newman-Gonchar, and Alwell (2009) reviewed six rraatalyses of self-determination
studies and concluded that, “If academic achievémehnancement for students with
disabilities is what local practitioners are loakifor... then it appears that they should
look elsewhere than at self-determination” (p. 1B&rhaps the same conclusion could
be made about MOS in this study. However, in theeabe of experimental control, this
conclusion is premature.

The non-significant relationship between SOS aedattademic outcome could

be due to the inclusion of late adolescents irstimaple. Kao and Rutherford (2007)
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found that parent-school involvement was positivelpted to GPA and standardized test
scores for a national sample of students in graolet 8ot for students in grade 12. The
researchers concluded that social capital matteiest for younger students. Kao and
Rutherford (2007) also used parents’ responsesuloitems about their involvement at
school from NELS:88 as a measure of parent soaj@tal. Perhaps the assessment of
SOS in this study, which was based on studentsgpgions of support, might not be
indicative of actual resources that individualsiistudent’s social support network
possess or actions that those individuals would takbehalf of the student.

The non-significant relationship between SOS artthb®ral outcomes was
inconsistent with the literature reviewed. Reseandhe field of developmental science
has shown that social support is a strong predaftpositive behavioral development
(Eccles & Roeser, 2009; Lerner et al., 2009; Moméaegt al., 2010). However, research
also shows that students’ perceptions of supparinished as they advanced through
middle and high schools (Barber & Olsen, 2004; Deatal., 2011). Cross-validation of
this model with a younger sample of students wislalilities would clarify the
significance, or lack thereof, of the link betweg@S and behavioral outcomes.
Results from Invariance Testing

The literature reviewed in this study suggeststtiere were sex, race/ethnicity,
and grade level differences in adolescents’ saaipital. Therefore, | conducted follow-
up comparisons of these group differences on tleestgnificant mediated paths
(emotional and career). | also tested for modehimnce on students’ disabilities (LD

and all other) to examine potential differencesveein these two groups. This step was
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entirely exploratory and results should be integmtevith extreme caution due to the lack
of good fit and the lack of cross-validation witllifferent sample.

Contrary to prior research, results from theseyaeal indicated that the mediated
paths between MOS, SOS, and emotional and carémyroas were invariant for
race/ethnicity, disability, and grade level. Theklaf racial/ethnic, disability, and grade
level differences in this study’s model may be expd in several ways, each of which
requires further investigation. The significantfelience across sex is discussed last.

Race/Ethnicity. Contrary to previous studies indicating that mdrnte students
have less access to social capital than white staddata from this study did not reveal a
difference between white and non-white studentc{hlmixed, Latino, Native
American, and Asian American). What is unclear ether the lack of an observed
racial/ethnic difference in this study’s model reggnts equal levels of MOS and SOS for
all students in the sample or masks a true difts¥eccounted for by the influence of sex
or disability. In other words, perhaps sex andllgg, more than race/ethnicity,
influence students’ abilities to mobilize suppartldhe structural barriers that prevent
them from acquiring social support. Additional r@s# is needed to assess if
race/ethnicity play a negligible role in social tapformation after controlling for sex
and disability.

Disability. One possible explanation for the lack of disaptiifferences may be
that the sample in this study is not heterogeneowosigh. First, students with LD
comprised 73% of the sample. Second, all studentt bre able to read at least at the
fourth grade level in order to participate in thiady, so the sample in this study might

have been cognitively equivalent even though tthisability labels were not. A larger
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and more balanced sample size of students withridDadl other disabilities is needed to
validate this finding.

Although this study found no significant differesamong students with LD and
all other disabilities, it does not discount pniesearch showing significant differences in
the social capital of students with and withoutdisities. Barone, Schmid, Leone, and
Trickett (1990) found that students with disalelgtireported that non-family adults made
up 38% of people in their social network from whtitay would seek emotional support
compared to 10% reported by students without disiaki Panacek and Dunlap (2003)
found that students with emotional behavioral disos had very restricted social
networks in school, which were dominated by peadsadults affiliated with special
education, relative to a matched comparison grawgeneral education. Findings from
the present study and prior research underscolengh@tance of attending to both the
individual factors (students’ ability to recruitport from different sources) and
environmental factors (availability of support iffferent contexts) in supporting students
with disabilities to develop social capital.

Grade level Grade level differences were expected basedlwosexperience
and maturation. Specifically, students with diséibs in grades 11 and 12 were expected
to display higher levels of emotional maturity, isb@daptation, self-actualization, and
career confidence than students in grades 9 andlds$t. studies of differences across
grade levels focused on elementary and middle $ctodents (e.g., Roeser, Eccles, &
Sameroff, 2000), and detected significant changesudents’ perceptions of self-esteem,

self-confidence in mathematics, reading, and s@atvities (Wigfield, Eccles, Maclver,
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Reuman, & Midgley, 1991). Similar patterns of difaces across grade levels were
expected of students in high school.

Contrary to expectations, results from this studlyrbt reveal any significant
differences among students in grades 9 througinigrpretation of this finding should
take into account past research that found graa édfects to be nonlinear. For
example, Martin (2009) assessed age effects imalsaof 3,684 high school students
and found no significarlinear age effects on students’ academic performance and
engagement, but did find significambnlinearage effects (cubic and quadratic).

Sex Prior research has shown sex differences intiheation of support from
family members and peers across the lifespan, wirerand early adolescent girls
(Bukowski et al., 1994), late adolescent girls (¥,al985), and adult women (Day &
Livingston, 2003) reported greater utilization apport from family members and peers
than did adolescent boys and adult men. Reseattie ispecial education literature has
also shown that girls who used family members a®tpto find jobs were 3.77 times
more likely to be competitively employed versus3tignes for boys. These findings
indicate that not only do girls have a more suppersocial support network than boys,
but also those support networks are more effeeivefluencing outcomes for girls than
for boys. Results from the present study did nfitrafthese prior findings of sex
differences favoring girls, because the mediatedsgpaere significant for boys but not
for girls. However, it is difficult to conclude thhoys in this study had stronger MOS
skills or a more supportive SOS network than giils such, careful considerations of

this finding are pivotal. Two explanations are oéfd
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First, Powell and Luzzo (1998) sampled 235 stud€rtS girls, 127 boys) in
grades 10, 11, and 12 from four urban high schaotsfound that boys believed that they
had more control over their career decision-makinag did girls. Career decision-
making represents the cognitive dimension of camesurity (Crites, 1971). Those who
possess high levels of career maturity are moedylito think about alternative careers,
relate present behaviors to future goals, set aahle occupational aspirations and
expectations, and have greater internal locus ofrab(Luzzo, 1995; Powell & Luzzo,
1998). Perhaps boys’ sense of control and sel¢affi of career decision-making is
linked to goal-oriented actions that lead to opgticicareer outcome expectations and
overall emotional well-being.

Second, prior research has shown that patternscadlsnteractions are different
for boys and girls. For example, there is suffitievidence showing that boys, from pre-
school age to adolescence, have more integratéal setworks (their friends were more
likely to be friends with one another) than gifioge, 2002). Boys’ pattern of social
interaction is more consistent with Bourdieu’s (&P8efinition of social capital (i.e.,
“aggregate of the actual and potential resourcashndre linked to possession of a
durable network of more or less institutionalizethtionships”). Sex differences in
patterns of social interactions might have accalifdethe observed sex differences in
this study. Future studies should take into accdifférent structural patterns (frequency,
duration, and content of interactions) of socigéaction between boys and girls with
disabilities. Finally, sex differences found inglsitudy should be interpreted with
caution, because the invariance test was condwdtbdc severely limited sample size

(boys =132, girls = 74), thus violating tNe= 200 rule-of-thumb in SEM.
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Implications for Research

At present, three conceptual confusions existenstbcial capital literature: (a) the
distinction between actual and potential resour@®@she difference between social
capital and the process of capital formation, andhe distinction between the network
orientation of resource-seekers and willingnesesburce-givers (Lee, 2010). Findings
from the present study contribute to improving abcapital research in education by
helping to clarify two of these conceptual confunsio

First, findings from this study support the notibiat potential resources should
be treated as “accessible but un-utilized sourtesmal capital” (Lee, 2010, p. 781).
Although it is unclear from this study if studeatstually utilized resources from their
network reference groups to attain positive emati@md career outcomes, the
significant effects of SOS on these outcomes amsistent with network analysts’
conception of social capital as resources purpbsimebilized from social relations. The
significant indirect effects lend evidence to supploe claim that potential resources can
be activated (via MOS), at some point, to beconteahcesources (via SOS).

Second, the process of capital formation (MO%)nd should be treated
differently from actual social capital (SOS). Per{@998) proposes the separation of
social capital resources from an individual’s apito obtain them. He cautions against
the growing consensus in the literature that “dam@mpital stands for the ability of actors
to secure benefits” (p. 6) Evidence from this stadgcurs with Portes’ suggestion to
separate one’s ability in forming social capital@®) from social capital itself (SOS).
MOS depends on individual students’ social skdlsiity, and motivation. Students may

have mobilization skills to acquire support but nfegk access to a positive support
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network, perhaps due to living in resource-deprigadironments. On the other hand,
students may have access to successful parentgmgreers, and teachers but lack the
ability or motivation to utilize these resources.

Finally, although this study did not measure thiérgness of resource-givers to
support students (resource-seekers), it did prosaaee distinctions among various
network reference groups. Specifically, findingsnfrthis study revealed that teachers
had the strongest influence on students’ MOS anfl,S®ile parents contributed the
least to forming students’ SOS. Future researchldhmnsider investigating not only the
willingness of resource-givers, but also theiriéibs to provide important support.

Experimental and longitudinal studies are necessapyovide the requisite
degree of analytical validity of distinctions betwme(a) actual and potential resources, (b)
social capital and the process of capital formataomd (c) the willingness of resource-
seekers and resource-givers. Only when we canab#es transformation of potential
resources into actual resources, and the willingoésesource-givers to take the desired
actions at a future time can these distinctionsbde clear. This investigation is beyond
the scope of this study, but should be considerddture research.

Implications for Practice

Adults working with students with disabilities alassume the role of resource-
givers, and thus, should be aware that studentsalscapital is simultaneously
influenced by their ability to mobilize support alog resource-givers’ ability to provide
the necessary support. This understanding hadisegmtiimplications for students’

overall emotional well-being and career outcomeeeigtions.
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Importance of emotional well-being.The significant effects of MOS and SOS
on emotional outcomes are consistent with DeciRyah's work in the field of
motivational psychology. Deci and Ryan (2000) cl#éat relatedness, autonomy, and
competence are “innate psychological nutrientsdhatssential for ongoing
psychological growth, integrity, and well-being”. @29). Relatedness, similar to the
construct of SOS in this study, refers to securmeaotions with others. Autonomy (self-
initiation) and competence (self-efficacy in acqugrvarious internal and external
outcomes) are partially accounted for in the MOSlehoThe satisfaction of these basic
needs is pivotal for human development, but thigfeation requires both an
individual’s motivation to act and a supportive isbenvironment to respond. For
practitioners interested in the promotion of pesitbutcomes for students with
disabilities, the implications are clear: teachstigdents mobilization skills and providing
training for parents, mentors, and teachers to gh@amstudents’ growth are essential to
depositing these basic psychological nutrients tnélives of youth with disabilities.

Examination of items on measures of MOS and SO&ated the following
recommendations for students and adults. Studees to (a) share their academic and
career goals with family and non-family member3,idlentify specific individuals who
can support their academic and career goals, é&) @& mentors and role models in the
community, (d) talk to friends about academic aagker goals, and (e) let go of negative
relationships. Parents, teachers, and mentorstodedl accept students for who they are,
(b) create opportunities for students to practicbihization skills, (c) talk to students
about academic and career aspirations, (d) beadkaito students, and (e) help students

to troubleshoot problems in school and in life.
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Importance of career outcome expectations he findings that MOS and SOS
significantly predict career outcome expectatiomserconsistent with prior research.
Research in the field of career counseling fourad shipport from parents, peers, and
teachers significantly predict career aspiratipesceptions of opportunity and school
outcomes, perceptions of barriers, and self-effidac adolescents (Ali, McWhirter, &
Chronister, 2005; Kenny, Blustein, Chaves, Gross&aBallagher, 2003; Wall, Covell,
& Maclintyre, 1999). The significant relationshigsMOS and SOS with career outcome
expectations are particularly important for studemith disabilities. Research in the field
of career counseling found that youth who are walble to discrimination face a range
of systemic career/education barriers that inhi®tr career trajectories, such as negative
social support and role models, lack of accessdources, negative self-efficacy, and
limited coping strategies (Jackson & Nutini, 200B)e literature in special education
indicates that students with disabilities are nlikedy to be underemployed than those
without disabilities; if employed, they are moreelly to work in secondary labor market
positions with few employment benefits than thosheut disabilities (Newman et al.,
2009). Prior research has also shown that studetitdisabilities who had high
occupational guidance and preparation from teachers more likely to have a higher
quality of life and to be employed after high sch@oessler et al., 1990).

Research in the field of vocational psychology fdtmat career expectations
during adolescence reflect students’ projectionscofupational self-identity into
adulthood (Diemer, 2009, 2012). For example, Arb@@®0) found that positive career
outcome development during adolescence signifigamibact lifestyle choices and

general well-being in adulthood. When students faslources or support to achieve their
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occupational self-identity, they are more likelyldaver their vocational expectations and
end up pursuing careers that are easier to aftaegdestructive nature of this aspiration-
expectation gap can result in diminishing care@&ianent and long-term quality of life
for students with disabilities.

The career development of youth vulnerable to disoation can be enhanced
through positive social support, career intervenpoograms, and effective coping
strategies (Jackson & Nutini, 2002). Jackson antihN(2002) also suggest that both the
students and those who work with them need to labout the hidden resources and
barriers that continue to limit the achievemenstoidents with disabilities. Prevention
efforts can focus on teaching students importacigsskills to recruit support and to
build a dense social network of actual supportd&tts with disabilities need to be
taught how to initiate positive relationships wkidy individuals who can support them in
attaining their goals, thereby improving their letegm quality of life. Prevention efforts
can also focus on training parents, teachers, ardars on how to support students.
Supportive peers and adults can facilitate studentntation and motivation towards
improving their circumstances.

Limitations

This study suffers from the following limitationSirst, no causal relations can be
inferred. SEM is sometimes referred to as a causaleling technique, which is both
dated and erroneous (Kline, 2011). No statisteethhiques, no matter how sophisticated,
can provide evidence of causality in the absen@xpérimental control (Kline, 2011).
Future research should test this model on expetahenlongitudinal data, where

outcome variables are collected after the predictor
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Second, this study used only self-report measwresltect indicators of social
capital, which is prone to response distortions tdugn individual’s psychological,
sociological, linguistic, experiential, and contgadtvariables that may have little to do
with the constructs of interest (Lanyon & Goodstdi®97). Observation studies could
address some of these issues. Future researcli slisolconsider direct observations
and collecting multi-source data (from parentsypesnd mentors). Third, the lack of
cross-validation is a significant concern. Ideadlyarge sample size should have been
obtained to allow for cross-validation, where tlaadwould have been split in half and
be used to determine if the measurement and stal@omponents would display similar
patterns on both sub-samples.

Finally, | was not able to capture actual resoussaslable to students from
individuals in their social support network (paernteachers, mentors, peers) and these
individuals’ willingness to support students. lIete resource-givers were willing but
lacked the means to provide appropriate capitah the mobilized support might not
generate desired outcomes. Future research shonsgider examining these factors.
Conclusions

Students with disabilities remained a neglectedufadjon in social capital
research. They are also more at-risk for diminishegtiemic and career outcomes than
students without disabilities. Understanding specifechanisms that can support their
growth is essential. Findings from this study réeddhat the emotional well-being and
career outcome expectations of high school studeititsdisabilities could be enhanced
through supportive relationships with parents, petachers, and mentors, as well as

social skill and self-efficacy development. Emotibwell-being is related to the

83



satisfaction of three innate psychological needs dine pivotal for human growth:
autonomy, relatedness, and competence. Careemogitexpectations are indicative of
students’ vocational aspirations and success ittrazhd.

To date, MOS has not been proposed as a poterpiratory variable in the
social capital literature. Additionally, MOS and S®ariables have not yet been tested
together with a sample of students with disabditihis study supports the importance of

examining student-level factors in future researcbocial capital in educational context.
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