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This study aimed at investigating the relationships among, as well as direct and indirect
influences, of psychological characteristics and situational factors on smart peer-choice of vatious types .
of junior high school students, and why. Furthermore, at-risk groups of students were also pinpointed
with their protective factors.” .

Conceptual. framework of this study was based on interaétionism model, as well as several
important theories both in Thailand, e.g., Thai psychological theory of moral and work behavior, and
from abroad, e.g., theory of cognitive development. Samples were 684 junior high school students from
3 schools in 3 provinces, Samples consisted of 318 males (46.5%) and 366 females (53.5%) with the
average age of 15 yeam, and average GPA of 3.01. They were oﬁfahled based on stratified quota random
sampling technique.

Groups of variables in this study were .1) smart peer-choice consisted of 2 variables: risk
preference and peer influence immunity, 2) psychological states consisted of 2 variables: consisted of
unfavorable attitude toward misbehaved peer, and ability of aveic.i.nﬂsbehaved peer, 3) psychological
traits consisted of 5 variables: intelligence, future orientation at_l;cl self control, need for achievement,
mental health, and ego identity, 4) situational factors conSisred (:3f 5 variables: perceived loved and
reasoned child rearing practices, good role model from family, I,;a;élltal preaching on peer choice, good
role model from media and negative experience from misbehaved peef, and 5) biosocial background

Most of questionnaires were in form of summated rating scales. Items were selected by

statistical criteria, and performed Confirmatory Factor Analysis before computing reliability which
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ranged between .43 to .87. There were 4 hypotheses in this study. Data were analyzed by various
statistical approaches both in total sample and other 18 subgroups.

Results revealed 4 important findings. First, students reported higher degrees of future
orientation and self control, perceived loved and reasoned child rearing practices, and ability of avoid
misbehaved peer, were the one reported lower risk preference than their counterparts. This result was
especially found in students with low educated father.

Secondly, psychological traits, situational factors, and psychological states, with 12 variables
could predict 1) risk preference with 29.8% in total sample. The important predictors were ability of
avoid misbehaved peer, unfavorable attitude toward misbehaved peer, future orientation and self control,
negative experience from misbehaved peer, and mental health. The highest predictive percentage of
42.8% was found in students with more siblings. and 2) peer influence immunity with 47.5% in total
sample. The important predictors were unfavorable attitude toward misbehaved peer, future orientation
and self control, mental health, and parental preaching on peer choice. The highest predictive percentage
of 53.0% was found in students with more siblings.

Thirdly, according to results from Path analysis, it was found that risk preference was directly
affected by the following antecedents, 1) future orientation and self control, 2) mental health, and 3)
negative experience from misbehaved peer (path coefficient were .15, .11, and .11 consecutively). All
casual variables altogether accounted for 28% of the variance of risk preference. Peer influence immunity
was directly affected by 1) future orientation and self control, 2) parental preaching on peer choice, and
3) mental health (path coefficient were .13, .09, and -.07 consecutively). All casual variables altogether
accounted for 48% of the variance of peer influence immunity.

Finally, at risk group of students needed urgent attention were female students, and students
with high GPA. These students should be heightened or trained on the following antecedents unfavorable
attitude toward misbehaved peer, ability of avoid misbehaved peer, future orientation and self control,
need for achievement, and mental health,

Future research studies should investigate antecedents of smart peer-choice especially in
females and high GPA students. In addition, experimental evaluative study to examine the effectiveness
of training module on smart peer-choice based on this study should be done.





