F=aleste)A] . wg
The Korean Journal of Develgpmental Psychology
2018, Vol. 31, No. 3, 163-182

27] Aad7) EAARY AFs H7;
AFNEA A} T BA T

o
2
o
rlr
P
N

%
o
©
o
3
X
t
)
N
Tk
©
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28]o] AA EAAFEA R Ao mARd ATVESAE AT T9 A3
A EARSiena) A3, 27] Fad7] YL EHAR FE] HIST EYE TR
3k, Aade] EAR £EL AT BEYAR s 9% W JoR Yehgt.
S A AL SAHALFE B AR pFo] ol Wb, Shs wAe
ARl #AE EAARFY £F2 wole 2SR U ol A= IFUEIT} ®
AARE ARZlste] F87 FIFE MIAH, 27] B2d7] e EHARY dFaeRA

WAL BAS weldEllor & QRS AAL)

F20f : mejyiy, mahde, el FE ASIEY B4, DA-SHY 2

=

# o] EE2 A=ty KUATAY T2 oJsilM FhE FAS.
T RAAAL - A8, ARsta Aests), A 9T BAd R 567 LA S 6105
E-mail: shinhy@jbnu.ac.kr

- 163 -

Jadr] meARe ARSI EgRhe AR, wAket
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SmdE|eER] wE

T AT (peer rejection)= FET TS AL}
AR Gehbs BA4E 9 0)5hoiBagwel,
Newcomb, & Bukowski, 1998; Buhs, & Ladd,
2001, 9] Ale] - Al dE Bl St
So] A 4ggS v I ThBierman, 2004;
1995). Eef =5
R

I |

Boivin, Hymel, & Bukowski,
a9Ha ARd e
2 WyAsk #AE 7HAH, 34
P 2 st £AE 0 sl
%= TH(Coie,
1995; DeRosier, Kupersmidt, & Patterson, 1994;
Parkhurst, & Asher, 1992).

EHARd hE 71E AT IFIH
A& aPa ARl e AgARA &
AE FAoZ o]FolAH YhBierman, 2004;
Mikami, Boucher, & Humphreys, 2005; Mikami, &
Hinshaw, 2006). BE2|olA AFdsle= SFHES
TAs o] F5E Ent ol kAHIH, °ols
<, 2017; AdE, 2013), F2 AFA TeE

I =efete] #A Ao ol ee 7HAE
e 4 HThDodge, Lansford, Burks, Bates,
Pettit, 2003;
Eisenberger Pfeifer, Colich, & Dapretto, 2013). &

EefARSYEL ARA ARl i &
W Yo BHoz e A 9

Ao g sfMsts FFe EA
(Lansford, Malone, Dodge, Pettit, & Bates, 2010).
olglgk ARS|IAH 7|&o] AFS EYARE
A4 8l A7 e Zle ' UEsT

A EYAF I HE ATES 27
adrlel vetus FA4HA AR A3t
A] st dth ==
ekt 4434

we) =
ce BEYE L Ho2 e
A

Terry, Lenox, Lochman, & Hyman,

Fontaine, &  Price, Masten,

bl ol
Y

B

it il
ol
_04 =

&, 2015; Boulton, & Smith, 1994; Dill, Vernberg,
Fonagy, Twemlow, & Gamm, 2004). z7] Axd
e mARITe ol 271 B opje,
sl e Qe 27} FaT A 2
E2 AR o] A7) A = AgF
1& E=h D WelA dFEe F73]

FHo s AREHY, EHDAA Y I

75 F28 484 §/12 zan
(Hawley, 2003; Rodkin, Ryan, Jamison, & Wilson,
2013). °]2|3k WA TieA= Al I
9g mIHoR HAT Y= ARY A
W} Ak S BROEeR BB
(de Bruyn, Cillessen, & Wissink, 2010; Sijtsema,
Veenstra, Lindenberg, & Salmivalli, 2009). &2
2 ARRE e slde] e 4
A BAE F e 98 Fi(easy targe)) = A
47490 5P Aale ool B AT
H A HBoulton, 1995).

ERAT = FEARJA ARE wEas 3
o] Atk Garandeau®} Cillessen(2006)2] Aol A
T ZEA oae] B ST Ao
AR Al ofsf ko] ol F4H
3, AR} EY S} 347 sty
3
g

e

J ok ok

Oﬂ v-—?o]-v— ﬁsko] ze
AL 271AH2d7) SFoM= 247 A}
I

A&EE 4% 2o

@FL«] +317%Pr FEE l‘%ﬂéx—m A3 A
S HoFE Axol, A4S S

W FFES YAk E

FHo g Agsh= TS AT juvonen, &

Graham, 2014).
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YRT - MBIy ) £7| Fa| ERiRel ALl

AlE|H DHHo2AM EefAF

ERARE =T AY S F
o A 49 2 AR WA Gt
(Cillessen, & Rose, 2005; Light, & Dishion, 2007).
g o s mfrR Ao gk s <
A HFRAE ofrete % WHrepurational
bias) & EfAFTF ALHIL FAIHE AFE]A
A3} A FHAES 7]'71(_]13}(Hymel, Wagner,

& Butler, 1990; Mikami, Lerner, & Lun, 2010).
UnHoT AES A TR A

34 ‘ﬁ”ﬂé% =58k WHEH Hin-group) &=
A A& 7HAA BKGest,
Welsh, & Domitrovich, 2005). ¥FH g AH- 8t
e ABA 7lee FHoR g, a9
A2 ol AgtetA] 2 s
e HAoh A= =R SS9
Tl whelE Bx23tE dodle ZloE &
el JAETh AAHom Y AR
2 ggoA YF HHout-group 22 5
H thMikami et al., 2010).

529 o= 7

HAge EYAEEAYo gk dnuketAy
o] wy) FaggolT FTFS vAH, A
5 s 5 BAHoE QA QA
2 HFgHAHo=z oJojz}. FAHoE Uuk
SYEL ARHE s FAAQL P5&
Agzoz 71951, AE R FPZo=
o HAlS Holw, B5d o tig B
AAQA ;S = AFE HoA Fy

(Chen, Drabick, & Burgers, 2015). ©]&3§ &

A g AR a4 B
fEm, olF mAAEE HHL Ba) moA

¥ shgsel UF FHE BRAFOR WA
SHAl EThHuitsing, Van Duijn, Snijders, Wang,
Sainio, Salmivalli, & Veenstra, 2012).

| DA AT E A MAR-

fol

EPARE L0 S w=HHA A
HAo e FFS Ptk mPAF SHEEL
A fARE EAS A mHEY WA
Fsh= AR & =AY I (peer selection

process)= R QITHKandel, 1978). =&NAHF gAJ<]
AAA EAES AHE Fergusson® Horwood
(1999)2] QTN EAAY FUES AL
A% A Sl sMEHY] AWAE F
3 ASH A4S Qe Aol Uehgth o
% meHE ol ek olfis £t
Aoz 93l 7)1%x2 MBl(defaule selection)® A
312 A 7}Hd(social support hypothesis) 2 U
of Aztsll & < ok WA, 7127 A
AN FAdol 7Y w2t A
el HEFE 9P| ghTkSijtsema, Lindenberg, &
Veenstra, 2010). = AT A= A EALEA
AR 3 oA AEH 0w ARy
7] Wz, & = JATUEHNIE ¥
B 7FsAol Yt olH@ ol 2 mIYAR
se b fAR0l BT, BARAE b5
o e wAAR ST BAE BA Bk

o2, ABRE AR 7PEE mEF Tl
AHE A AAE FT8] fa BAE F4st
= 733O Z(Williams, Connolly, Pepler, & Craig,
2005), EHAF S FEte] A A
< B AEAE AAE F7E TFsAde] Aok
EAAY AR EAYDE THSS, =

AREPe A beE e BFA, EYE

<

W el M e BY F 9
o EAAEY A3 GYIAS  fAE A

K

ko] UFERY, Sentse, Dijkstra, Salmivalli “LZ]
Cillessen(2013)2] ATollA =H 5T m3)] g
Ao ARz7re AFAAE W= Ao T
HHe B opel, AEY We) BT 7
of WA 94E Fal AH AAE FTohe

|
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SmdE|eER] wE

S(peer influence
process)©] 2L S} (McPherson, Smith- Lovin, &
Cook, 2001), At3]A Fzeo} HAUYF A&
Sl vebd 7heAol Aok AEAE Frxo]
E(social referencing theory)®ll =M (Hendrickx,
Mainhard, Boor-Klip, & Brekelmans, 2017)0 w2
M olgele ATel ARE Asle o
FaTE0] AT se) ASH A9lE B
s Fad 484 gz 49t oA
papuste) ABAee AEH Bzl
3EHQ YFe Fol, FFH0T gy
of ABH AE UE sbsAol Aok B
ofel, melrn shustel Asdes ¥
vhael AE)E BBl oa 34
Q5 ok EAAR e st A
el el 95

52 sew 4o %gu%, B0 B
oz A3 BE PF oA %az

% 2 9
2 5 Aok EmAARGA ARE sHse
A3 fARRE ARSI A 915 7} +EH9} A

2 WA, B Ao &3 mPT
o AEH ASlol Fare WA Bk

i

WAL} stol A7} el R0l o|x|= I

T wAreh sHe] dAle mdAl
L% 9P F= Aow LHHTKshin &

Ryan, 2014; Shin & Ryan, 2017; White, Jones, &
Sherman, 1998). WAR= S FE2HE A
oA AN AAE AT B opel, )

ol gk AS|A AREIHE A3
- ARSI A FZ(social referent) 2412 AF-8HAY
Ae A= yepigt 27 A&
7] AeE fder 3 HT wALTA
A AT wAkek SHzEel BA7F el
Aol o A8d Fzx= 28E 74
A8 A ATl ALY A
AALe A Y st EfA ol HAA d
F™(Hughes, & Im, 2016), &F2de] T
ERFsAES SN AR Ye
(Hendrickx, Mainhard, Boor-Klip, Cillessen, &
Brekelmans, 2016; Shin & Ryan, 2017). ClasR
wWALeL SHAe] A5 A sHe A
I} EYAR FFE EHTHDe Laet, Doumen,

Goossens, &

rﬁriri‘i—ﬂnﬂ?a

)

TN W T o

30 ox

Vervoort, Van Leeuwen,

Verschueren, 2014).

Colpin,

= @Ak PFe el s BT
FH4E 7T 7] Wl A wAke
FaAge ME AN T 2T

Y& vXA FAthHamre & Pianta, 2005;
, Cavell, & Wilson, 2001). XLA}-3}AY
= SggdAs A7 2 A
Wgol e WY, WALSHY 25 o
o A5 e FAH Y AAFHJH
(Hendrickx et al., 2016). A7} ZEe A5 3“'/\3
o) A5 W mgRAd FE G

B o), AR AREjstel il E/\}—?i}*ﬂ
Ao FFEHE HAY el Atk

-

o

R dZ =Y

EAR HdE 7€ d7ES BHAT
o] Arzlsl I gl glo] @ 7kA] Y

24 ATHES 7FA I U ThVeenstra, Dijkstra,

Steglich, & Van Zalk, 2013). WA, 7|&dT+=
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ok =

ol

3=

_Q_‘T.‘]lO
> =

N

5

& THSnijders, 2001). FRAIRFO 2 X A O9H 1 #FF). EA
>
4

%] HAE7| wefriRe| ABlE DN ATHEYAS MA-

@ el AW BHe A3 uEgde] $EH Y
oA % wWeE B S Atk e sk

s Zatg R A sMe test 2ok A, =)

U el oA ARE SHEe AzMEos fAR
=

3 A2 ANE 27 7}

)

RN EH ] A3 F
HzAgH AT AHE T3 I ol
FE AT 7o) me AR F£329 FAR]
ot thEnnete &  UERE AHo|thA=Z B: 28 1

Zz). AR, w

Bauman, 1996; Veenstra et al., 2013). A¥& o Ake} o] HAE AR Fa3F A5

2 7|2 myxe 2 s AnE A & uF Aot FAIFHORE wALSHY A A=
TFAAE E 7 5] BAE AAHS  EYAR AHQA FEFES, AT A5
2 kgt Xo2A mEydE ) =gy A FEE M Aoty =g AEy ¥
zkzbel Aol YAl HIAh metx AA o] EH AR pAE s 1Y
2 dAFoA e olelet ey A =g s, FAMQICE EARFP ZIeAT
FF AAHE Tt HEYIS} dqFe o B AFE T ASAEAY B4 &85k,
52 W3 E gAlsly] 9, Fo AEIAEAW 7] Hadr] stgolA e AR
- (longitudinal social network analysis)= AR T Xe ) e Edagd-e BAsl, ol ALS)

sfo] weARel ABE T WAL B A DAY FHL wnaA Bt
Al G ATRYIHIY 1. TG A

ErES
Fayr

5t7|%
o) EYS

A

xR as

=25

""""""""" =

a2l 1. EefARe] AlElE oi™ol| chst ol 2
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I2AlE|5HE| K| Tt

AT

Aest 7] &4 2Sstael At 39
5-681d S 1,131 (3 sss™, ofsH
537)& PR ol Fofglon, H7h S
53 20314, 63hd 233 F 433helth

>

1242

=

AgrhL 18719 287]0] 22 14 3
3 A ATl 28] AR 308 £8)2
ojFolHth AuFF M AFEEU <
3 w9 FuAblA AT 2 2l
Aol oigk iyt o] Foixith Y
Aol Al Ao ozt ApdAolm, o] B
AEE A FAE A we A

m

f

ARem HAEE WES A9 oWy 1
52 98, AREA PBe AT ¥
ﬁ deld BB 9 dyes ded

Ar B

EHAHS ARESt] A3 F
F/H Efas At E=HA
o] BEES wol7] ffdl &£&9 7l<ol ¢
S 25 A3 thBabeock, Marks,
Crick & Cillessen, 2014). 7|28ty 2] T AH,
3474, WAL A= o] e AWy

5 Al

P oo I oo

= %‘SH 4}-] 7(']

=

o
05, 2=.05).

AR E AT <
-05, -05<z=0, 0<z<

e HE

A8l A&+ Garandeau, Ahn¥} Rodkin
(2011)94 Aol ARE YA 233 14X
T-o vk E015)7F Mg AL A
T2 o] ofol= 71 o] &7
o]tk (like least: LL)E ARE-3}H oM, H
S A glo] BT AWSIAT
BN M ) é‘%—%’

o
A8 WHATER UrolA HlER

i

o
o
o

¢

N ¥R
o

g
rlo

OKL
ofs

]_

s
oot

“>T
uode i rlr 4 -

juiod
iy

344 T APH FA(overt aggression)
I BAA FA(relational aggression)= THES}
o

2 olFollon, 2% 184 % 6

7ol il Z‘%;WOJ °d<>1 El Alxﬂ 34
oujshy, FAH FAA
A, 29 F WAE 23 WY 34
< ofr] gt 946“4 3A4L Garandeau®} 5
FE011) AT, BAZH 4

AL Crick
7} Grotpeter(1995)9] T4 ALLH RS
AR vEEQ015)7F Wk AL A3}

At
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S FAY B AARE o ofo:
Ae-g An WAY geln de dck, 2
4 344 B dARE o] ool ofu

b A OE ol 2
o] X A kvt vk 344 AAEZY
Al 8] ECronbach’s a=.87°|%t} Hl& H42 ¥
e 0~12 BZ3ch
IARSHA A

ALY A A2k 252 Hughes,
Wehrly(2014)2] Aol ALSH &3-S v
& &9 g ARAFeo17)7 WMok
ARG SIS AR
=3 gshes E=YE BT AYIIATE o
ALY AR Z8He] A2 o] ofol= AAY
aA AF Ak Folst=

P& Uk, LAY A5 g

L

o HolSE BEE B A A
o

A%} A5 B 247 9 23 A8l
A =L AEHA St

LEdER=

EEslaE ATHAR ZAsgon,
S A A8 k7 ATE APa

EAE dis P FEE 74
Hom, olgA FAH, 131719 2317] ==
UIESZ7E B4 AREHAY. EHUES A
_/] A= z]t Eﬂ— /\].p:]O:]ﬁU]— ‘:‘/\'L/] ﬁzx]
B2 " (Huisman & Steglich, 2008) E3f A
gEon, dd % A== A% Fqzd
H3}= Huisman¥} Snijders(2003)7} A|AISF 32
2 Wsh B4 S 288kt

el Allst 1

D ATFHER{ 2L MAREHM Ao 2

02
s

B dFelA e =HUEY L 3440
= ¥ & 3449 ABlEE Ass] 9
3l Rsiena 1.1-232 ZZ I ([Ripley, Snijders, &
Preciado, 20118 AMgEle] EF ALSAAYWE
e AANSATH 2 AlSAAY A 5E
< A HENS, =Y 1ga =T
32 FEAKAHSTY,
Faust, 1994).

HA UEYZ EFA2= DS (density), T3
A(reciprocity), F0]2 A B Al(transitivity) L
g =3 AABAG-cyde s AHEJUT
(Snijders, van de Bunt, & Steglich, 2010). @&+
EYUE A BT BAS F gellA,

2015; Wasserman &

At ol wiel Jsd mE AE e
#e YrRth oz A4S EYUE
HAA RFeh IR FEAR] A BA
7 Uehs HlIES, Aol AAdAlE I
A e EHE Qe A mejeke] #
A7 detde A4S ot <84 A
A Aold AAdASY 2, 359 d2x
g glolx nigAIN o g2 IFHAT FAHE

Ae ol

nges meduEddlE AEs w7
Fo] 2o} aIKego effect), EFAFE Ialter effect)
a8 A8 A Gelection similarity)©] 54
Hoth Efdg = ARSA EAl uiet
A9l Yetus 4&E B EHDijkstra,
Cillessen, Lindenberg, & Veenstra, 2012). o]u =}
olEgE AL EeE AW AL,
B ERE EYERE AW W= A
oplgith, 7k meARe) Aolamist ehaf

At AHQ A EefARSR] £esE

FATE o] AWt FA W= AL on

(e3

oot
mlo m
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SmdE|eER] wE

BT AY RS RAT AEIE S4o)
YERtE shizte] maTe @aels Ae
g v,

PR B LS SRR PR
2% @ Bl linear shape), ©]1 2} % Bl (quadratic
shape), A5 A (behavioral similarity), EAH

748e 9m] $+Ch(Kupersmidt, DeRosier, &
Patterson, 1995). A g e} o|x3t e =
THH Wl AgS HoFE As;olnt A
Ytk Al e BBe 2} B 2h
5 ot olAgs Fele AEdsie) 7
Fozx, 27 BEow SR B3t
He WU ek ARe HolET @E
FAE BTe] ABA A AARIAE
Age oulan shel 4us gA4T 2
° -

NH Bqol Aolg BAE] 99, A2
3 AN WE ZAE W BAsdt @
Asarel e Awis] sla), wast
A AAst 2E gze] JRENE wao] =
FAZG

EAE & 79, MEHE A (meta-analysis) ¥ THF]
o T-t}@,(multi—group analysis)% 283 4
HEHEA S SEEE S92 VES A 54
< 7= ZoE HAE, ZF YEYI

AL AN F ESIE SRFE
w

o] WESAE shte HEYAR FTHst
AA HEQIE Yoz FAIYE FHIIG
(Ripley et al., 2011). 7|Z84 A3} T AF
of tigk Aslsl By 9 WAL Al
o] BE oA vl AgHS B

webd o ATelME ShFE mel Asls 3
4ol §A4S mEen T BAL AX

shsck

%<}

i)

EHIEH TS| 7ed SF

3 mAuENIY /%8 4L & 13
2tk WA mepEYA] A9 1570 ¥
8 23719 GAES] Ee) JBAGo] B
ATE®), A7E AR b Bolson

(EHA), A2E T2 ABste i

1. 85 EfUEHIS T

kA

XN EX|
= =

n=1131

IR 0.25 0.27
A 6.22 6.75
e

=Y EYIHE}
HARA
AL
HAFA
HEY = W}

Hamming Distance” 103.16

160.73 172.37
59.19
47.07

111.09

Jaccard Index”
D) EHUNEH]ZANA 753 BAVFsAAA HA
e #4119 HlES oWF

2) SANEE =YAAY WIAHEE g
3) SANHEE EAUES D WEAAAA B

#A9 Hlge ou
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=R

4 WHEE AdvEy, AL

21H O

A=

47074 18l A=

Uelyith vixgoz muES o] WHElH

Ayt 2otk oz EHUEY

HAHEY| EeiARe| AglE IHY: ATHIEY A9 DA-SHY 22| &
S8 UERRTh
F 59.19%,
111.09Me2  EefARel ZTMEin ZFPSto| ZLhAb
AZY 24

< 9J7])3EE= Hamming dtance®t Jaccard Index”7}
g
EAZAgS| 316 S00E FEIACIEA 3), T EQAFY AL3)E 3 SYEA tﬂOJPJ
AS AR B AR 20e FHshe 4 ERE Avn) 9, 9 AsaEn 24
B 2. AR B AlEMEY M At
= 232? ASACER
Hel
b SE b SE b SE
HEZ a3}
A -2.06™ 0.04 2.06™ 0.03 -2.06™" 0.03
34 Lo4™ 0.05 1.04™ 0.05 1.04™ 0.05
o)A kA 0.27"" 0.01 0.27" 0.01 0.27"" 0.01
<=8 A -0.28" 0.01 -0.28 0.01 0.28"™ 0.01
E=Ydy 23
E}zk 0.16™ 0.03 0.15™ 0.03 0.15™" 0.03
34
2o} -0.14™ 0.03 -0.14™ 0.03 -0.14™ 0.03
(4=1
Ae 0.87"" 0.03 0.87™" 0.03 0.87™" 0.03
ERA} 0.16™ 0.02 0.16™ 0.02 0.16™ 0.02
2o} -0.10™ 0.02 0.10 0.02 -0.10 0.02
AR
A A 0.23" 0.10 0.23 0.10 0.23 0.11
ERIdF 53
A 0.06 0.05 0.09 0.06 0.10 0.07
o)z E e 0.27" 0.05 0.15" 0.06 0.11 0.06
A 437" 0.61 5.01™ 0.73 5.18™ 0.73
A a3} 0.28" 0.09 0.78"™ 0.14 0.80™ 0.14
44 83 0.26" 0.09 0.28" 0.09
WAL A A BT} -0.55"" 0.10
wALSHAY s ast 0.38™" 0.11
"p<.05,"p<.01,""p<.00
D EY L EYPUESA FF F dE—HFJr EYYFgaY 28y JEERE X33 7% 1Y

2) 5§ 2
3) BE 3:

210 344 5IE
B2&20] ALY Xlxl



SmdE|eER] wE

2 194 E=HHE
A EAY meARe] Aded o
3 e adE AHEgTh o
2y 200lMe 3449 aRE FUhst
o} wA 9 ByolA= wARSA AR 9F 2
BHE FURIGOH, ol HTRIFS
ARSI £4 dis ¥ 29 2o
EHPUEL Z] 727 e AHE Ay,
F21Q1 957 YERKe=-2.06, p<.001) 3t59]
EHYNEYI7F +AFQ ohd BT AFH
71Ee TAHLE F4HE BFs Btk =
3 8 Ap=1.04, p<.00)T Ho|AH AzlHA
6=0.27, p<.001)7} BZH 2 FoJste], T
EQ A 21T 7t s AR

Bo] e Ads AAE g Ao y

>
>,
ol
o
32
S
L
)

b
K4
P

off %@ do o Ho dlo
o o
Mo o

o
A

A AABA(p=-0.28, p<.001)7} F-
frojated, AAA = BATE 4
3.

Wil me AR 2% Bzl Aol agn A
FrAMdol BAACE Fosidn 7] Ha
W) S 22 e Az =T
< A= Aol FEHH =87, p<.001).
EYAR FF0] HSTE Y E ITE AW
ke o] Wkom(=-.10, p<.001), BAl°l
FHPEZRE IFE AW B AR B
Yebtthe=-.16, p<.001). L3+ =
ol AR EHE TR At A
(=023, p<.050& HATh

EFFEAAN A AP E e} oA E
= FAdeE fo3 st it A5
AL Aoz Fo8t(=5.18, p<.01),
T 8 ko] mHAR FFo] 28
712 AR AR fARIAE Ao2 ey

B WA AR SEe] B24E shel

n

o

HEH(p=-.55, p<.001),
S =238, p<.001)°l wt =
[e}

2
YA FEE BolAE Aoz et

x9 g A

o] AT FVANAAY A o g3to]
27] Bad7] wARe ASs HHS §
Asta, DAY WAL EAR HRE
Je Avugth AT A4 w
A WET] 4T ABAE A @A)
Aol o POl Y Ao S

Fa d7Adel] dis) tF 2ol =95t
A gk

AR, AR FEo] A SAE 7
E AT peer affiliation)S T Ao U
Ehgtth olEg Ade ARIA A9 2 AF
3 s o] AR ez dAIEA A
e B AgdTet #Es o]
(Logis et al., 2013; Sentse et al., 2013). A F
shugte] Eeldgtel Uehhs ol f2E A1)
q nzslz g $ANT AR ARE A
Za% 4 o 27 Aedr) e =
AReelA +85E A4S FEe A
. olF Ba) BA4T SAS Fekat
(Kornienko, Dishion, & Ha, 2018; Mikami et al.,
2010). = NA AR SHYEL oHF A3
A gl AL P5s sk AFS Kol
o, o2 e EHPEY &Ko oHee
7EAA Eek o] HAA A EHAA ARGst
S AT 7P FARE S 7HA
EYAR S T2 Adshs 71z A
S 3 FthkBoivin, Dodge, & Coie, 1995).
g AL FrARRE ERfoke] A e F

o e
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AT - MBS/ &7 HAE7| E2iARe| Alelgt

3 ABA AAE SR Wuk oz}, T
&Y AFRHE 222E HEE EHF
&S FASHA %WHuitsing, Veenstra, Sainio, &
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Friendship Processes of Peer Rejection among Early-Adolescents:

Examining the Role of the Teacher-Student Relationship

Jingu Kim Huiyoung Shin

Konkuk University Chonbuk National University

In the current study, we examined early adolescents’ friendship selection and social influence with regard
to peer rejection and the role of teacher-student relationship among fifth and sixth graders. Participants
(N=1131, 48% girls at wave 1 and 2) were followed from spring to fall within one academic year. With
longitudinal social network analysis (RSiena), we found that early adolescents tended to select friends with
similar levels of peer rejection in the classroom, and their friends influenced one another in their own peer
rejection over time. Further, relationship with the teacher had a significant effect on youth’s own level of
peer rejection. When youth had a supportive relationship with the teacher, they were less likely to be
rejected by their peers. When youth had conflicts with the teacher, they were more likely to be rejected
by their peers. The results suggest that peer processes of selection and influence play a role in the
development of early adolescents’ peer rejection, and underscore the importance of the teacher-student

relationship in youth’s peer dynamics of rejection.
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