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This longitudinal study was designed to investigate whether or not social connectedness predicts psychological well-
being over time. Structural equation modeling was used to examine the temporal relations between these constructs
assessed yearly for 3 years for a sample of 1,774 10- to 15-year-olds (at Time 1). Results indicated that global connect-
edness (i.e., connectedness combined across the domains of family, school, peers, and neighborhood) predicted well-
being, but no reciprocal relation was found. However, reciprocal relations were revealed by analyses that examined
connectedness at the domain level, that is, for family and school contexts. The results suggest that youth who reported
higher levels of social connectedness at one point in time would subsequently report higher well-being (i.e., life satis-
faction, confidence, positive affect, and aspirations).

In the last decade, the construct of social connect-
edness has received growing attention from
researchers of adolescent health and development.
Although studies of similar concepts, such as a
“sense of belonging,” date back to the early 1990s,
a burgeoning interest in connectedness followed
the publication of Resnick et al.’s (1997) seminal
paper, which found family connectedness and
school connectedness to be the most powerful pre-
dictors of various indicators of adolescent malad-
justment, such as emotional distress, suicidal
ideation, violence, and substance use. Since this
publication, international adolescent and school
health journals have published an increasing num-
ber of studies that have documented significant
associations between connectedness in a variety of
social contexts and an array of indicators of adoles-
cent development. However, singularly lacking are
longitudinal studies that simultaneously assess the
four main domains of connectedness (i.e., family,
school, peers, and community) in relation to posi-
tive youth development, and the current project
was designed to address this shortcoming in the
literature.

The diverse range of adolescent outcomes inves-
tigated thus far include indicators of emotional dis-
tress, such as depression, stress, and anxiety

(Shochet, Dadds, Ham, & Montague, 2006), behav-
ioral problems and problems at school (Crosnoe &
Elder, 2004; Loukas, Suzuki, & Horton., 2006), vio-
lent behavior (Brookmeyer, Fanti, & Henrich, 2006;
Widome, Sieving, Harpin, & Hearst, 2008), sub-
stance use (Bond et al., 2007), sexual behavior
(Markham et al., 2010), school dropout (Kearney,
2008), and self-esteem (Boutelle, Eisenberg, Greg-
ory, & Newmark-Sztainer, 2009). The key social
domains of connectedness that have been used to
study these outcomes are family, school, peers, and
community; however, they have seldom been stud-
ied together. The pattern of findings has been con-
sistent, with connectedness to these domains
positively associated with positive indicators of
health and behavior and negatively associated with
negative indicators of health and behavior, with
the vast majority of studies focusing on the latter.
In light of these findings, connectedness has been
viewed as a promotive factor in adolescent health
and development.

Although the study of the causes of and corre-
lates with youth problems is vital, some research-
ers have expanded their focus to include positive
indicators of well-being, attempting to shift
research and policy-making efforts toward the pro-
motion of optimal levels of adolescent health
(Cowen, 1991; Norrish & Vella-Brodrick, 2009;
Park, 2004; Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000).
This stream of research recognizes that health and
well-being are not merely the absence of disease or
deviant behavior; instead, we can seek to achieve
higher levels of positive outcomes. However, only
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a small number of studies has examined the rela-
tion between connectedness and positive indicators
of well-being (other than in the academic domain),
and these include constructs such as optimism,
hope, coping, happiness, and life satisfaction (An-
derman, 2002; Camfield, Choudhury, & Devine,
2009; Gillison, Standage, & Skevington, 2008; You
et al., 2008).

Even young people who do not exhibit diagnos-
able problems may not grow up to become happy,
well-adjusted, or productive adults (Catalano, Bur-
gland, Ryan, Lonczak, & Hawkins, 1999). As Lar-
son (2000) has noted, the disenchantment reported
by many adolescents is not necessarily indicative of
mental illness, but instead may reflect a “deficiency
in positive development” (p. 171). In contrast with
conceptualizations of health as absence of illness,
studies have identified children and adolescents
who exhibit few negative psychological symptoms
but still have low life satisfaction (Greenspoon &
Saklofske, 2001; Suldo & Shaffer, 2008). These stu-
dents demonstrate lower levels of school achieve-
ment, social adjustment, and physical health than
youth with low psychopathology and high life sat-
isfaction, suggesting the need for comprehensive
models of health that incorporate both negative
and positive indicators (Suldo & Shaffer, 2008).

Evidence Linking Connectedness and Positive
Indicators of Well-Being in Adolescents

Although researchers study, label, and operational-
ize connectedness in various ways, there is general
theoretical consensus among the diverse array of
researchers that a perceived sense of belonging or
connectedness is a basic psychological need, and
that when this need is satisfied it brings about
positive outcomes. Baumeister and Leary (1995)
characterize the need to belong or feel connected as
“a pervasive drive to form and maintain at least a
minimum quantity of lasting, positive and signifi-
cant interpersonal relationships” (p. 497). They
have argued that belonging is a fundamental moti-
vation, functions in a broad variety of settings, and
is essential for well-being. In this vein, self-determi-
nation theory (SDT) posits that relatedness is one
of three basic psychological needs inherent to
humans. According to SDT, satisfaction of these
basic needs fosters well-being, and support for and
satisfaction of each is a necessary condition for a
person’s ongoing growth and well-being (Connell
& Wellborn, 1991; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci,
2000; Ryan & Powelson, 1991). Gillison et al. (2008)
conducted a longitudinal study across three time

points examining the link between psychological
need satisfaction, including relatedness at school,
and quality of life (QoL). The authors found that
an improvement in QoL from one time point to
another was significantly predicted by an increase
in relatedness. They also found reciprocal effects,
with change in QoL being a significant predictor of
change in relatedness.

School Connectedness

Educational research examining students’ school
connectedness or sense of belonging to school is
one of the few disciplines to examine positive
developmental outcomes. School connectedness,
using measures tapping perceptions of school cli-
mate and quality of teacher–student relationships,
as well as feelings of belonging, inclusion, accep-
tance, and interpersonal support, has been linked
to a range of positive academic outcomes, includ-
ing student engagement, academic achievement,
success expectations, self-efficacy, effort, academic
motivation, and task goal orientation (Anderman &
Anderman, 1999; Centers for Disease Control &
Prevention, 2009; Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Cros-
noe, 2004; Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Klem & Connell,
2004; Witherspoon, Schotland, Way, & Hughes,
2009; Woolley, Kol, & Bowen, 2009; Zimmer-Gem-
beck, Chipuer, Hanisch, Creed, & McGregor, 2006).

Research by Anderman (2002) investigated the
relation between perceptions of school belonging
and optimism. The cross-sectional study showed
that higher levels of individual sense of belonging
to school were associated with greater optimism.
Israelashvili (1997) found that sense of school
membership was positively associated with expec-
tations of future success in a sample of 5th–12th
grade students. Students’ feelings of being
respected and accepted by peers and school staff
were seen as important correlates to their future
expectations.

Multiple Domains of Connectedness

Research has identified links among aspects of ado-
lescent functioning and connectedness to four par-
ticular social contexts: family, school, peers, and
neighborhood and community. The importance of
examining all four of these ecological environments
that influence adolescents’ development has been
argued by Seidman (1991), and recently reiterated
by Urban, Lewin-Bizan, and Lerner (2009). More-
over, ecological approaches acknowledge that
adolescents are embedded within multiple social
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contexts simultaneously and emphasize that these
contexts likely work together to influence adoles-
cent health and adjustment (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).
Despite the reality of adolescents experiencing con-
nectedness in multiple social contexts, most of
what we know about the relation between connect-
edness and adolescents’ psychological health stems
from research that focuses on only one or two of
these contexts at a time. Examining the same con-
ditions in multiple contexts enables the investiga-
tion of questions such as: “Is connectedness to a
particular domain more important than others?”

Libbey, Ireland, and Resnick (2002) conducted
one of the few studies to examine all four key
social domains (family, friends, school, and neigh-
borhood). Their cross-sectional study found that a
greater number of domains of connectedness was
inversely associated with emotional distress, with
family connectedness having the strongest inverse
association, followed by school, neighborhood, and
peer connectedness. In another study, McGraw,
Moore, Fuller and Bates (2008) examined connect-
edness (family, peers, and school) and well-being
in a large sample of Australian adolescents. Results
indicated that connectedness, across all domains,
was inversely related to symptoms of depression,
anxiety, and stress. Furthermore, connectedness to
peers was a particularly strong predictor of well-
being. In the present study, examination of multi-
ple domains enabled us to assess whether all four
social contexts were predictive of well-being, while
also allowing an examination of the relative impor-
tance of connectedness to each domain.

Defining the Concepts and Domains of
Connectedness

Although many researchers and theorists have
increasingly used the construct of connectedness in
models and empirical studies, the construct is diffi-
cult to operationalize (terms used to describe it
include connection, bonding, sense of belonging,
sense of community, sense of relatedness, and
attachment; see Libbey, 2004, for a review of con-
ceptual and operational definitions of school con-
nectedness). However, despite the considerable
variation in definitions across studies and the dif-
fering emphasis on elements used to measure con-
nectedness depending on the domain examined, a
review of the definitions of the construct highlights
overarching themes in the condition or process that
connectedness is thought to describe. The majority
of definitions of adolescent connectedness usually
describe, or infer through measurement, one or

more of the following: the nature, property, or
quality of the relationship; the subjective psycho-
logical states (affective or cognitive) held by an
adolescent about a relationship; and a combination
of psychological states and specific behaviors
believed to be related or to influence these states
(see Barber & Schluterman, 2008, for a review).

Many definitions of connectedness to parents or
family focus on the property or nature of the rela-
tionship, emphasizing both the quality of the bond
between adolescent and parents as well as the
mutuality and reciprocity within the relationship
(Beyers, Goossens, Vansant, & Moors, 2003; Clark
& Ladd, 2000; Lezin, Rolleri, Bean, & Taylor, 2004;
Peterson, Bush, & Supple, 1999). Measures for these
definitions often focus on the nature and quality of
specific elements (e.g., communication, trust,
expressions of affection) of relationship interactions
and invariably view connectedness as a dyadic or
family construct. Definitions invoking psychological
states of being, such as a sense of connectedness, a
sense of belonging, or a sense of community, are
usually characterized by adolescents’ perceptions
of the acceptance, respect, care, support, or involve-
ment shown by their families, peers, schools, or
communities (e.g., Goodenow, 1993; Whitlock,
2006). Adolescent perceptions of liking, enjoyment,
and satisfaction with relationships have also been
used (Blum & Rinehart, 1997; Eisenberg, Neumark-
Sztainer, & Perry, 2003; Resnick et al., 1997). Many
of the measures used for these definitions invoke
both the state of being, with items such as “feel
close to people at school,” “feel a part of my fam-
ily,” “feel I belong to my school,” and the specific
behaviors purported to influence them, including
“teachers treat me fairly,” “adults in my town
respect what people my age think,” “people at this
school are friendly to me”. Finally, other definitions
of adolescent connectedness explicitly convey both
adolescents’ attitudes toward, and behavioral activ-
ity in, their social ecology, and the relationships
within it. Karcher and Lee (2002) define connected-
ness as “one’s perception of his or her own involve-
ment in and affection for others, activities, and
organizations” (p. 93). This definition reflects the
two primary ways of connecting, that is, through
activity or involvement and through caring, and it
conceptualizes connectedness as something that is
not merely received, but reciprocated as well, a
view shared by Whitlock (2006, 2007).

In this article, we focus on the concept of
connectedness as conceived by Barber, Stolz, and
Olsen (2005), who defined it as “a tie between the
child and significant other persons (groups or
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institutions) that provides a sense of belonging, an
absence of aloneness, a perceived bond. Depending
on the intimacy of the context, this connection is
produced by different levels of consistent, positive,
predictable, loving supportive, devoted, or affec-
tionate interaction.” The core notion is that a his-
tory of positive interactions with specific social
partners or institutions leads children and adoles-
cents to construct generalized expectations about
the nature of the self in relationships (Furrer &
Skinner, 2003).

Defining the Concept of Well-Being

The second construct we focus on is the concept of
well-being, which refers to positive psychological
functioning and experience. Our operational defini-
tion of well-being includes four constructs fre-
quently used in well-being and youth development
research on adolescents: life satisfaction, positive
affect, confidence, and future orientation. Life satis-
faction and positive affect, together with (the lack
of) negative affect, form the components of subjec-
tive well-being, which refers to individuals’ evalua-
tion of the quality of their lives in general (Diener,
2000). Life satisfaction is considered to be a cogni-
tive global appraisal of one’s life, whereas positive
affect refers to the frequency of pleasant feelings
and moods. Life satisfaction is a commonly used
indicator of subjective well-being in youth, and is
important not only as an indicator of well-being,
but also as a predictor and indicator of other
important behaviors (Gilman & Huebner, 2003;
Park, 2004). Levels of life satisfaction have been
used to predict the onset of depression, whereas
changes in life satisfaction have been associated
with health status, occupational functioning, effec-
tive interpersonal relationships, and school dropout
(for reviews of life satisfaction research with ado-
lescents, see Gilman & Huebner, 2003; Park, 2004).
Confidence and future orientation refer to positive
self-regard and a sense of self-efficacy in relation to
both the present and future. In the youth develop-
ment field, confidence is considered one of five key
developmental outcomes, and consists of elements
including self-esteem, self-concept, self-efficacy,
identity, and belief in the future (Lerner, Fisher, &
Weinberg, 2000; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003).

This study sets out to extend the nascent
research investigating the link between social con-
nectedness and psychological well-being by focus-
ing on positive indicators of psychological well-
being (hereafter termed well-being), examining
connectedness in four key social contexts, and

using a longitudinal design that follows established
guidelines for investigating causal effects (Marsh,
Byrne, & Yeung, 1999). Using a large sample of
adolescents, we conducted a longitudinal assess-
ment of connectedness in four domains (family,
school, peers, and community) and well-being
(encompassing future orientation, confidence, posi-
tive affect, and life satisfaction) over three measure-
ment occasions, each 1 year apart. Using structural
equation modeling (SEM), we tested whether or
not a temporally predictive relation existed
between connectedness and well-being.

Study Predictions

This study is a prospective examination of the rela-
tion between connectedness and well-being in ado-
lescents. The primary goal was to investigate
whether or not connectedness and well-being
would evidence reciprocal influences over time,
examining this relation using both a composite
measure of connectedness (termed “global connect-
edness” in this article) as well as individual
domains of connectedness (i.e., family, school,
peers, and community). We also sought to deter-
mine which domains of connectedness had the
strongest relation with well-being. Consistent with
the proposition that connectedness exerts a causal
influence on well-being, we expected connected-
ness to predict increases in adolescent’s well-being
across time. Following procedures used by Spinath
and Steinmayr (2008) for examining reciprocal rela-
tions over time, four aspects of these relations were
examined:

1. How strong are the concurrent correlations
between well-being and connectedness? The
observed medium to strong correlations between
connectedness and well-being in previous stud-
ies suggest that causal influences between the
two constructs may be evident over time. We
expected to obtain similar moderate concurrent
relations.

2. How stable are connectedness and well-being
over time? We predicted that both constructs
would be moderately stable over 1 year, allow-
ing for reciprocal relations to be evidenced.

3. Does a path model that includes cross-lagged
paths between connectedness and well-being
describe the empirical data better than a more
parsimonious model featuring correlational
paths but no cross-lags? We predicted that the
correlational model would be rejected in favor
of the cross-lag model, and this result would
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support the assumption that connectedness and
well-being might share reciprocal, potentially
causal effects over time.

4. Would we find a bidirectional relation between
connectedness and well-being over time after
controlling for prior connectedness and well-
being? We predicted that our data would reveal
a bi-directional relation over the 3 years of data
that we obtained. We expected connectedness in
each of the four domains (family, school, peers,
and community) to predict changes in well-
being, and, based on research evidence from
studies that have examined multiple domains of
connectedness and, emotional distress, we
expected that family connectedness and school
connectedness would have the most powerful
effects on well-being, followed by peer connect-
edness, with community connectedness having
the least influence.

METHOD

Participants

In 2006, data were collected from an initial sample
of 2,174 students (from 78 schools), ranging in age
between 10 and 15 years. At this measurement
occasion, students were on average 12.21 years old
(SD = 1.75). Students were recruited by age and
placed in one of three age cohorts: youngest (10-
and 11-year-olds), middle (12- and 13-year-olds),
and oldest (14- and 15-year-olds). Our sample
approximated a nationally representative sample of
adolescents in New Zealand in several respects.
The gender ratio was 52% female students and
48% male students, very close to the average for
this age range. In particular, children and adoles-
cents were obtained from a wide range of different
types of schools that possessed the full range of
socioeconomic scores (SES) in New Zealand. In
New Zealand, schools receive a decile score (rang-
ing from 1 to 10, with 10 designating the highest
and 1 designating the lowest income catchment
areas) reflecting the average socioeconomic status
of students’ families. The range of schools in our
sample included schools at every point along the
decile scale, and the average school SES score in
our sample was 5.2, very near the national average
of 5.0. Students at Time 1 were enrolled in what
New Zealand terms Years 6 through 11 (10–
15 years old), and in a variety of primary schools,
intermediate schools, and high schools (some of
which are called “colleges”). During the course of
this study, most of the students moved from a

lower school to a higher school, but this age of
transition can vary depending on type of school
and geographical location.

There were two areas where differences from
national norms were noted. First, percentages of
participants from urban, suburban, and rural
schools were 61%, 33%, and 6%, respectively,
which varied somewhat from the national averages
of 71%, 15%, and 14%, respectively (Statistics New
Zealand, 2001). And second, the project sought to
obtain adequate numbers of Maori youth so that
this minority culture could be examined in the
future, and we were successful in oversampling
Maori individuals (but in the process we under-
sampled European New Zealand [ENZ] youth).
Percentages in the first year were: 52% ENZ (about
75% by census); 30% Maori (about 20% by census);
12% Pacific Islanders; and 6% Other.

Questionnaires were administered once a year
over three consecutive years (2006, 2007, and 2008),
at the same time during each school year. Due to
attrition over this period of time, the number of
students declined from 2,174 at Time 1 to 1,961 at
Time 2 (9.8% attrition rate between Time 1
and Time 2), and further declined at T3 to 1,809
(7.8% attrition between Time 2 and Time 3), an
overall attrition rate of 16.8% between Time 1 and
Time 3. A total of 1,774 participants completed
all three measurement occasions; all analyses
reported herein are based on this sample, and this
sample was comprised of 691 10–11-year-olds, 565
12–13-year-olds, and 518 14–15-year-olds. The main
sample was compared with the group of adoles-
cents who did not participate in all three measure-
ment occasions (n = 400). Participants who
dropped out had slightly lower levels of future ori-
entation (sample mean = 4.15; attrition mean =
4.05; p < .01) and life satisfaction (sample
mean = 4.08; attrition mean = 3.97; p < .01) at Time
1, but the two groups did not differ in confidence,
positive affect, or perceptions of connectedness in
any of the four domains. Boys (p < .05) and stu-
dents from lower decile schools (p < .05) were
slightly less likely to continue as well.

Procedure

A total of 102 schools were approached in the
North Island of New Zealand to recruit the sample
and we received approval from 78, a 76.5%
agreement rate. Once the school agreed to the
procedure, we sent information sheets and consent
forms home with the adolescents. Subsequently,
we ran data collection sessions with 30 laptop
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computers in the schools to obtain the data from
adolescents who both returned consent forms
signed by a parent and also assented to the proce-
dure. Ethical approval was obtained from a univer-
sity ethics committee, and all schools and
principals agreed to the procedures before data
were collected. The computer-administered ques-
tionnaire contained questions structured and pre-
sented through SurveyPro, so the presentation of
questions was similar to that used with internet
surveys. Respondents indicated their answers by
pointing and clicking, which made the process fas-
ter, easier, and more engaging than marking
answers with a pencil on paper. At the first time of
measurement some of the younger participants
needed 1 hr to completely respond to the question-
naire, but subsequently the amount of time
required to complete the measures decreased
appreciably. Research assistants and teachers were
always available to assist in answering queries
about particular words or procedure and ensuring
confidentiality.

Connectedness Measures

Items for measures were either taken from existing
scales or generated for the present study. Two sep-
arate pretesting sessions were performed before the
first year of data collection occurred to determine
that selected items and scales possessed good reli-
ability and validity.

Family connectedness. This 11-item scale
included five family cohesion items, two family
identity items, and four family mutual activities
items (see the Appendix for the list of all connect-
edness and well-being items). The family cohesion

and family identity items were influenced by items
in the FACES II instrument (Olson, Portner, & Bell,
1982), while the family identity items were gener-
ated for this study. Participants were asked how
often a range of statements applied to them and
their family, such as “it means a lot to be a mem-
ber of my family,” “for my family, spending time
together is very important,” and “do you and your
family have meals together?” Responses were
given on a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 (“never/
almost never”) to 5 (“always/almost always”). All
items within a scale were summed and averaged to
produce a single score. Table 1 gives the reliabili-
ties for each variable for each wave of data. The
average internal reliability for family connectedness
over the three measurement occasions was .91.

School connectedness. Six items adapted from
the Psychological Sense of School Membership
scale (Goodenow, 1993) and the School Connected-
ness Scale (Blum, McNeely, & Rinehart, 2002) were
used to assess the level of connectedness to school.
The scale comprised three items assessing student
relationships with teachers (e.g., “I always get an
opportunity to talk with my teacher(s)”) and three
sense of-school community items (e.g., “I feel
proud about my school”). The six items were
scored on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (“strongly
disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”). School connect-
edness scores were computed by averaging the six
items, with higher scores indicating greater con-
nectedness. Internal consistency averaged over the
three measurements was .87.

Peer connectedness. Seven items examining
relationships with peers at school, happiness with
number of close friends, and support from friends

TABLE 1
Means, Standard Deviations, Sample Sizes (n), and Reliabilities (a) for Connectedness (four domains) and

Well-Being (four indicators) for All 3 Years

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

M (SD) n a M (SD) n a M (SD) n a

Connectedness
Family 3.90 (0.73) 1,758 .90 3.75 (0.78) 1,684 .91 3.69 (0.79) 1,694 .92
School 3.72 (0.78) 1,763 .85 3.66 (0.74) 1,706 .85 3.65 (0.78) 1,687 .90
Peer 4.21 (0.53) 1,494 .79 4.21 (0.53) 1,467 .78 4.22 (0.54) 1,509 .81
Community 3.67 (0.80) 1,754 .71 3.74 (0.77) 1,709 .74 3.75 (0.77) 1,714 .77

Well-being
Aspirations 4.15 (0.62) 1,769 .74 4.07 (0.66) 1,758 .78 4.03 (0.69) 1,753 .81
Confidence 4.18 (0.62) 1,768 .79 4.11 (0.66) 1,743 .83 4.10 (0.68) 1,750 .86
Positive affect 3.13 (0.78) 1,762 .69 3.06 (0.81) 1,716 .71 3.06 (0.80) 1,730 .73
Life satisfaction 4.08 (0.74) 1,770 .71 4.04 (0.80) 1,756 .80 4.03 (0.80) 1,759 .83
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were used to assess peer connectedness. All items
were generated for this study. The two school peer
relationship questions asked how well students got
on with their classmates and other students in the
school. Item response options ranged from 1 (“not
at all well”) to 5 (“really well”). The two questions
relating to happiness with number of close friends
used a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (“very
unhappy”) to 5 (“very happy”). The three peer
support questions (e.g., “I can trust my friends
with personal problems”) used a 5-point Likert
scale. The average alpha coefficient over the three
waves was .79.

Community connectedness. Four items adapted
from the Sense of Community Index (Chipuer &
Pretty, 1999) were used to tap community connect-
edness. A 5-point Likert response scale was used to
assess agreement to statements such as “my family
and I know at least some of the people who live in
our street.” The mean of these four items was used
to create a score for community connectedness. The
average reliability coefficient over the three time
periods was .74.

Measurement Model of the Connectedness
Variables

Models using global connectedness. The latent
variable of global connectedness used the four key
domains of connectedness as indicators: family,
school, peers, and community. The mean of each
summed scale was used to provide the four
observed indicators at each time period. A confir-
matory factor analysis yielded a good fit for each of
the 3 years (comparative fit index [CFI] = .98, .99,
and .98; and root mean square error of approxima-
tion [RMSEA] = .04, .03, and .05). Over the three
measurement occasions, the standardized path coef-
ficients from the second order latent connectedness
variable to the observed domains of connectedness
ranged from .67 to .72 (family), .75 to .82 (school),
.54 to .61 (peers), and .44 to .51 (community).

Models using domains of connectedness. To
ensure that models in SEM are not under-identified
or over-identified, it has been recommended that
latent variables have at least three measured indi-
cators (Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman,
2002). For each domain of connectedness, individ-
ual items were randomly assigned to one of three
parcels and then averaged (see the Appendix
for list of items in each parcel). After random
assortment of items into parcels occurred, it was

observed that one parcel for peer connectedness
comprised two items that both addressed peer rela-
tionships at school: “how well do you get on with
your classmates?” and “how well do you get on
with other students in your school?” Theorizing
that this parcel might also be correlated with
school connectedness, two confirmatory factor anal-
yses of the four correlated connectedness factors
(domains of connectedness) were conducted with
SEM: the first with this parcel loading only on peer
connectedness and the second with loadings from
this parcel to both peer connectedness and school
connectedness. Although both models adequately
fitted the data, a chi-square difference test showed
significant model fit improvement when both load-
ings were included (p < .0001 for all three measure-
ment occasions). The standardized path coefficients
from this parcel to the latent school connectedness
variable were small (.20, .23, and .27), but consis-
tent, and given the theoretical link between the
items in this parcel to school connectedness, this
double-loading was retained in subsequent model
analyses. This model showed adequate model fit at
all three measurement occasions (CFIs = .98, .99,
and .98; RMSEAs = .04, .03, and .05). Over the
three measurement occasions, the other standard-
ized path coefficients from the latent connectedness
factors to the observed parcels ranged from .86 to
.90 (family), .78 to .87 (school), .38 to .94 (peers),
and .46 to .98 (community).

Well-Being Measures

The latent variable of well-being (see the Appen-
dix) was constructed from four measured indica-
tors: future orientation (four items), confidence
(four items), life satisfaction (three items), and posi-
tive affect (three items). Future orientation, confi-
dence, and life satisfaction items were measured on
a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (“strongly dis-
agree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”). The questions on
future orientation were adapted from the Ryff
Well-being Scale (Ryff & Keyes, 1995). Students
responded to items such as “I am serious about
working hard now so that I have a good future”
and “I often think about my future (what I want to
do with my life).” The three questions for confi-
dence were adapted from both the Ryff Well-being
Scale and the Rosenberg Self-Esteem scale (Rosen-
berg, 1965). Items included “I am proud of who I
am” and “I feel I am able to do things as well as
most people.” The life satisfaction items were
adapted from the Subjective Well-Being Scale
(Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffen, 1985) and
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included “I am happy with my life” and “so far I
have the important things I want in life.” Positive
affect was measured by asking participants how
many days in the last week they had felt: “happy,”
“hopeful about the future,” and “enjoyed life.” The
response range was 1–4, with 1 (“less than 1 day”)
to 4 (“5–7 days”). The three items for positive
affect were adapted from positive items on the CES-
D instrument (Radloff, 1977). All items for each
well-being indicator were averaged to form respec-
tive summed scores for use as measured indicators
of the SEM latent well-being construct. Averaged
over the three measurement occasions, the reliabili-
ties for the well-being subscales were acceptable:
as = .78 (future orientation), .83 (confidence), .78
(life satisfaction), and .71 (positive affect).

A confirmatory factor analysis of the well-being
latent variable structure yielded an adequate model
fit at all three measurement occasions (CFIs = .95,
.95, and .94; RMSEAs = .06, .06, and .07). Across
the three measurement periods, standardized path
coefficients from the latent well-being factor to the
measured variables ranged from .41 to .83 (future
orientation), .63 to .80 (confidence), .58 to .86 (life
satisfaction), and .51 to .83 (positive affect).

Statistical Analyses

Missing data. Analyses were conducted on the
1,774 participants who completed all three measure-
ment occasions. However, within each measurement
occasion there were instances of missing data result-
ing from particular items not being completed by
participants. Table 1 gives information about how
many participants provided information for each of
the connectedness and well-being variables across
the three waves of data (n). Apart from items used
for the peer connectedness variable, only small
amounts of missing data for individual items were
noted (less than 3.6%). Missing values were
accounted for by means of full information maxi-
mum likelihood (FIML) estimations in the SEM anal-
yses. We did so for two reasons. First, to maximize
statistical power it is desirable to include as many
cases as possible in the analyses. Second, in longitu-
dinal studies, it is difficult to show that data are
missing at random. Studies indicate that even if data
are not missing at random, FIML is still a more effec-
tive way of handling missing data than traditional
procedures, such as list wise deletion or single- or
two-way imputation (Enders, 2001; Newman, 2003).

SEM. Data were analyzed by computing longi-
tudinal SEM with Amos 16.0 (Arbuckle, 2007). For

both global connectedness and connectedness by
domain, we created three competing models to
describe the empirical data: a fully cross-lagged
model (with T1–T2, T2–T3, and T1–T3 cross-lagged
paths; see Figure 1), a partial cross-lagged model
(no T1–T3 cross-lag paths), and a correlational
model (no cross-lags). The two latent constructs of
global connectedness and well-being were indi-
cated by four indicators each at each measurement
occasion. When analyzing data at the domain level
of connectedness, each model comprised all four
domains of connectedness (family, school, peers,
and community), with the latent constructs of con-
nectedness to each domain indicated by three par-
cels each at each measurement occasion, whereas
well-being was again indicated by four indicators
at each measurement occasion. To model autocor-
relations between the different measurement occa-
sions, we estimated covariances between error
terms between all corresponding parcels collected
at subsequent measurement occasions (T1–T2, T2–
T3, and T1–T3).

Figure 1 depicts the hypothesized fully cross-
lagged effects model. This model allowed for testing
other theoretically plausible models nested within
it. The partial cross-lagged model (paths between
adjacent time periods only) was modeled by con-
straining the T1–T3 cross-lagged paths to zero. The
correlational model was modeled by constraining
all cross-lagged paths to zero. The more parsimoni-
ous model should be preferred over the more com-
plex model provided that omitting the cross-paths
does not lead to significant deterioration of the
model fit (Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, &
Mϋller, 2003). Differences in fit between nested
models were tested using the v2 difference test. For
the evaluation of overall model fit, three different fit
indicators were used: chi-square/df ratio value,
RMSEA, and CFI. Although there is no established
cut-off for the ratio value, most researchers assert

Well-being 
Time 1 

Well-being 
Time 3 

Well-being 
Time 2 

Connectedness 
Time 1 

Connectedness 
Time 3 

Connectedness
Time 2 

FIGURE 1 The Hypothesized Fully Cross-Lagged Model.
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that a value below 3.0 indicates good model fit.
According to Browne and Cudeck (1993), an
RMSEA � .05 indicates a very good model fit and a
CFI � 0.95 indicates good model fit.

RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics

Means, standard deviations, and reliabilities are
shown in Table 1. Means of all scales fell above the
midpoint, which signals a potential violation of
the normal distribution assumption used in SEM.
We tested for kurtosis and skewness (Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2001) at both the item and parcel level.
Two individual items were slightly kurtotic,
although none were skewed. There was no evi-
dence of kurtosis or skewness at the parcel level.
These minor violations should not affect present
analyses because maximum likelihood estimations
are robust against such violations in the case of
large samples, that is, N > 400 (see Schermelleh-
Engel et al., 2003).

Mean Group Differences by Age, Gender, and
SES

To examine the data further, a three-way repeated
measures MANOVA was performed using age
(three cohort groups), gender, and SES (high vs.
low) as the independent variables on the outcomes
of the four domains of connectedness and well-
being. Gender yielded a multivariate main effect,
and at the univariate level male participants were
found to report higher levels of family and com-
munity connectedness as well as well-being, but
female participants reported higher levels of peer
connectedness. The main effect for cohort group
was explained by a decreasing linear trend by age
for all variables except community connectedness,
which manifested about equal levels across the
three age groups. SES predicted only one outcome:
students from higher decile schools reported higher
community connectedness. Gender by cohort group
interactions were found for family and school con-
nectedness, and well-being. In all three cases,
female participants displayed a sharper decline
than male participants with increasing age. Results
for time reflected the cohort group results, namely,
over time all outcomes decreased except commu-
nity connectedness, which increased. These results
largely corroborate the findings in the literature,
which shows that middle adolescents report higher
levels of maladjustment and lower levels of

positive adjustment than young adolescents (Han-
kin et al., 1998; Nolen-Hoeksema, 1994). In con-
trast, it seems that community connectedness was
the only measure which increased over these
3 years.

Structural Equation Modeling

Before interpreting the SEM results with respect to
each of our research questions, an evaluation of the
fit of the models to the empirical data was required.
Fit indices for all models were examined to deter-
mine their fit with the data (see Table 2). The
models using global connectedness yielded a good
chi-square ratio, and CFI and RMSEA fit indices
indicated a good level of fit as well. For the models
that included all four domains of connectedness,
the chi-square ratio, CFI, and RMSEA fit indices
were also very good for all specified models.

Examination of the Underlying Conditions
Required for Investigating Causal Relations
Between Connectedness and Well-Being

Concurrent correlations between connectedness
and well-being are of interest because previously
observed strong associations between the two con-
structs (primarily with indicators of maladjust-
ment) suggest that mutual influences may exist. In
the present data, concurrent correlations between
connectedness and well-being were highest for glo-
bal connectedness (.79–.88), illustrating the stronger
relation that global connectedness has with well-
being compared with connectedness in any sin-
gle domain. Within the individual domains of

TABLE 2
Fit Indices for the Correlational, Partial Cross-Lagged (T1–T2 &
T2–T3), and Fully Cross-Lagged (T1–T2, T2–T3, T1–T3) Models

Incorporating All Measurement Occasions

Fit indices

v2 value df Ratio RMSEA CFI

Models using global connectedness
Correlational 707.11 219 3.23 .04 0.98
Partial cross-lagged 646.59 215 3.00 .03 0.98
Fully cross-lagged 639.51 213 3.00 .03 0.98

Models using domains of connectedness
Correlational 2,218.82 984 2.26 .03 0.98
Partial cross-lagged 2,066.14 968 2.13 .03 0.98
Fully cross-lagged 2,055.29 960 2.14 .03 0.98

Note. T = measurement occasion; ratio = chi-square/df;
RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CFI = com-
parative fit index.
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connectedness, concurrent correlations with well-
being were highest for family connectedness (.51
–.62) and school connectedness (.53–.65), somewhat
lower for peer connectedness (.37–.55), and lowest
for community connectedness (.22–.34), with all
correlations statistically significant across all three
measurement occasions. A related issue was the
degree to which the four domains of connectedness
intercorrelated with each other at the three time
points. Correlations varied between .51 (family and
school) and .30 (peer and community) at T1, and
were similar at T2 (between .44 and .24) and T3
(between .40 and .19). It is important to note that
no high correlations were obtained, and all four
domains were moderately intercorrelated, as was
expected.

Next, we turn to the question of how stable the
domains of connectedness and well-being were
over time. Over the time-span of 1 year, stabilities
were moderately high (ranging from .40 to .74).
The knowledge that global connectedness, each of
the domains of connectedness, and well-being are
only moderately stable over time is important
because it provides significant leeway for reciprocal
effects between the two constructs to occur.

Finally, the correlational models were tested
against the saturated, fully cross-lagged models to
determine whether the more complex cross-lagged
models provided a better fit to the data than the
more parsimonious correlational models. First, we
describe the results for the analyses using global
connectedness including all three measurement
occasions. The correlational model for global con-
nectedness, which omits all the cross-lagged paths
from the model, showed a significant (p < .0001)
deterioration in model fit compared to the fully
cross-lagged path model. Having established that a
fully cross-lagged model fitted the data better than
a correlational model, we then examined the v2 dif-
ference in model fit between the fully cross-lagged
model and a partial cross-lagged model that did
not have T1–T3 cross-lags. The difference in v2 was
much smaller, although still significant (p < .03),
however, given our large sample size (n = 1,774),
this may only be a trivial difference in model fit.
As Schermelleh-Engel et al. (2003) note, the v2 dif-
ference test is directly affected by sample size, and
in large samples trivial differences may become
significant. Consequently we considered the possi-
bility that T1–T3 paths should be included in the
final model.

Turning to the models using domains of con-
nectedness, we noted a significant deterioration in
fit again between the correlational model and the

fully cross-lagged model. Therefore, a cross-lagged
path model should be preferred. When comparing
the fully cross-lagged model to the partial cross-
lagged model, omission of the T1–T3 cross-lagged
paths did not lead to deterioration in model fit.
Given that the fit of the partial cross-lagged model
is not significantly worse than the fit of the fully
saturated cross-lagged model, the more parsimoni-
ous model should be favored. All eight of the
T1–T3 cross-lagged paths in the fully cross-lagged
model were non significant, suggesting that any
effects between domains of connectedness and
well-being in non adjacent years were fully medi-
ated by the measurement of these variables in the
intervening year.

Taken together, the comparison of model fits of
the correlational, partial cross-lagged, and fully
cross-lagged models suggests that when examining
the relation between well-being and global connect-
edness, the cross-lagged path models are the more
appropriate way to describe the data, although the
small but significant change in model fit suggests
that the fully cross-lagged model may fit the data
better than the partial cross-lagged model. In the
models using domains of connectedness, the cross-
lagged path models provided superior fit to the
correlational model; however, of the two cross-
lagged models, the partial (T1–T2 & T2–T3) cross-
lagged model seems to be the most appropriate
model to describe the empirical data.

Examination of the Cross-Lagged Effects Between
Connectedness and Well-Being

A consideration of Table 3 (see also Figure 2)
reveals that for the model using global connected-
ness, two of the possible four 1-year cross-lag paths
reached significance, and both these paths flowed
from connectedness to well-being. Neither of the
cross-lags from well-being to connectedness was
significant.

An examination of the models using individual
domains of connectedness, however, revealed that
significant cross-lag paths were found to occur in
both directions for some domains. Among the
cross-lag paths from connectedness to well-being,
four of the eight paths reached significance. Family
connectedness and school connectedness were
found to be significant predictors of subsequent
well-being for the paths between Time 1 and Time
2 and also for Time 2 and Time 3. No significant
cross-lagged path was identified from either peer
connectedness or community connectedness to
well-being. Among the cross-lagged paths in the
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opposite direction, from well-being to domains of
connectedness, five of the eight paths proved to be
statistically significant. All four paths in the inter-
val between the first two measurement points were
found to be significant, although only the path to
school connectedness reached significance in the
interval between the second and third measure-
ment points. This asymmetry may mean that the
well-being to connectedness relation wanes with
increasing age. The magnitude of the significant
cross-lag paths from global connectedness to well-
being was moderate in size, although at the
domain level of analysis, the magnitudes were
smaller, with the cross-lag paths from well-being to
connectedness larger than those from connected-
ness to well-being. Together, these results suggest
that when investigating connectedness at a global

level, connectedness influences subsequent well--
being, but not vice versa. However, when
investigating linkages at the domain level of con-
nectedness, there seem to be some reciprocal influ-
ences, in particular between well-being and both
family and school domains of connectedness.

Possible Moderators of Age, Gender, and Socio-
economic Status

Although not predicted, it was possible that impor-
tant demographic variables might have functioned
as moderators of the relationships identified above.
Equality constraints were employed to examine
whether age, gender, and socioeconomic status
differences could be identified. No gender differ-
ences were noted for the overall connectedness
model, and only a single result was obtained for
the domains of connectedness model after adopting
a Bonferroni adjustment for the number of analyses
performed: peer connectedness at T2 predicted
well-being at T3 more strongly for male partici-
pants, v2 ch(1) = 9.5, p < .001, males = .10 and
females = �.06. No differences were noted for
socioeconomic status in either model.

On the other hand, several age differences were
identified. For both models, stability of well-being
was found to be stronger for the older cohorts:
between T1 and T2, v2 ch(2) = 20.5, p < .001, youn-
gest cohort = .39, middle cohort = .48, and oldest
cohort = .79; and between T2 and T3, v2 ch(2) =
23.0, p < .001, youngest cohort = .36, middle
cohort = .66, and oldest cohort = .62. No age differ-
ences were noted for the overall connectedness
model, but one finding was identified for the
domains of connectedness model: well-being at T2
predicted peer connectedness at T3 most strongly
for the youngest cohort, v2 ch(2) = 11.4, p < .001,
youngest cohort = .21, middle cohort = �.03, and
oldest cohort = .04. In sum, these three moderators
had little influence on the basic relations identified
in the models run on the overall sample.

DISCUSSION

The chief aim of this investigation was to deter-
mine whether or not social connectedness and psy-
chological well-being exhibited a reciprocal relation
over time for adolescents. Longitudinal data were
collected over a 3-year period from a large sample
of adolescents, and SEM analyses were used to
investigate this relation. To answer our primary
research question, we first investigated the under-
lying conditions required to conduct this analysis.

Well-being 
Time 1 

Well-being 
Time 3 

Well-being 
Time 2 

Connectedness 
Time 1 

Connectedness 
Time 3 

Connectedness
Time 2 
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.42*** .32*** 

.17* 
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.37*** 
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FIGURE 2 Standardized Structural Equation Modeling Maxi-
mum Likelihood Estimates for the Fully Cross-Lagged Model
Using Global Connectedness (also see Table 3). Note. Fit statis-
tics: v2 (213, N = 1,774) = 639.51, p < .001, comparative fit
index = .98, root mean square error of approximation = .037.
*p < .05; ***p < .001.

TABLE 3
Estimated Coefficients for Cross-Lagged Path Coefficients for

Both the Global Connectedness and Domains of Connectedness
Path Models

Conn T1 to
WB T2

Conn T2 to
WB T3

WB T1 to
Conn T2

WB T2 to
Conn T3

Global Conn .38*** .20* �.03 .08
Family .12*** .06* .15*** .04
School .06* .08** .19*** .13***

Peer .03 �.00 .08* .06
Community �.05 .02 .12*** .02

Note. T = measurement occasion; Conn = connectedness;
WB = well-being.

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
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Specifically, we were interested in concurrent cor-
relations between connectedness and well-being,
the stability of these constructs over time, and the
path model that best described the temporal rela-
tion between these phenomena.

Regarding concurrent correlations, results were
congruent with predictions that a moderate relation
would be found. Significant correlations were
found between global connectedness, domain-spe-
cific connectedness, and well-being. These findings
confirm that a significant association exists between
measures of connectedness and well-being in
young people concurrently. The positive associa-
tion between connectedness and well-being has
been reported by several other authors (e.g., With-
erspoon et al., 2009; Woolley et al., 2009; Zimmer-
Gembeck et al., 2006); however, the present study
is one of the few investigations incorporating mul-
tiple indicators of connectedness and well-being
over time. The relative sizes of these relations indi-
cated that family and school connectedness were
more strongly associated with well-being than peer
or community connectedness.

The next issue investigated was that of construct
stability. Our data showed that, consistent with
predictions, connectedness and well-being were
moderately stable over time. The level of stability
of these phenomena is important, as it constrains
to what degree researchers can investigate the rela-
tions between these constructs longitudinally. Our
results also indicated that cross-lagged path models
fitted the data better than a correlational model.

Having satisfied underlying conditions, we then
examined the temporal relation between connected-
ness and well-being. When connectedness was con-
ceptualized at a global level, a reciprocal relation
was not supported by the data; global connected-
ness was found to predict well-being but not the
reverse. In contrast, support for a bi-directional
relation emerged when connectedness was mea-
sured at the domain level, specifically for family
and school connectedness. Why this apparent
inconsistency between molar and molecular view-
points? The global connectedness latent construct
captures the common variance across these four
domains and thus presents a different picture of
these relations than do the four individual
domains. The global construct is useful in that it
presents a more general picture of the nature of
connectedness in relation to well-being, but the
domain view is also useful because it conveys the
nature of the more particular relations tied to spe-
cific types of connectedness. We argue that both
perspectives, despite their apparent contradiction,

have value and should be recognized for what they
say. We believe that the statistical discrepancy is
caused by the fact that the global connectedness
construct is a mathematical combination of three
connectedness domains that do not evidence con-
sistent reciprocation over time, with a single con-
nectedness domain (i.e., school) that does evidence
consistent reciprocation over time. Conceptually,
we feel that these results suggest that well-being is
somehow more stimulative of behaviors that tie
adolescents to schools (and to families) over time,
more so than for connections to peers and commu-
nities. It seems that engaging with schools is a
qualitatively different experience for adolescents
than engaging with peer groups and communities,
and we see this issue a useful direction for future
research.

Current findings for school connectedness are
congruent with previous studies that have found
positive effects on well-being (Anderman, 2002;
Gillison et al., 2008; Israelashvili, 1997; You et al.,
2008). The present study also found that family
connectedness had a particularly strong role to
play in the subsequent well-being of young people
as well, similar to the findings of Libbey et al.
(2002). In contrast, we did not find that peer con-
nectedness was especially influential, as McGraw
et al. (2008) have found. Researchers have noted
that the influence of peer connectedness may be
two-edged: beneficial when peer norms are positive
and deleterious when peer norms are negative
(e.g., Mounts & Steinberg, 1995). This information
is important to those working in the area of posi-
tive youth development with an intention to foster
well-being. These findings suggest that enhancing
youth connectedness within various social domains
can have positive benefits for overall well-being,
and this is especially the case for relations with
family and schools. The results also indicate that
feeling good about oneself (well-being) in some
cases might lead one to become better connected to
people in different contexts (see Table 3: well-being
at T1 predicted higher connectedness in all four
domains at T2). This well-being-to-connectedness
path is consistent with a robust finding identified
in the literature on happiness, which is that
happy people tend to have better interpersonal
relationships over time than do their less happy
peers (Lyubomirsky, King, & Diener, 2005).

Another important result from the current study
is that examining effects over a 2-year timeframe
suggests that the positive impact of domain-specific
connectedness diminishes over time (any impact
between domain-specific connectedness at T1 and
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well-being at T3 was found to be fully mediated by
domain-specific connectedness at T2). Therefore, to
maintain positive impacts on well-being endur-
ingly, interventions aimed at improving connected-
ness should try to focus on enhancing adolescents’
abilities to maintain connectedness over time, for
example, by building individual capabilities for
developing meaningful relationships such as prac-
ticing acts of kindness, making time for others,
expressing appreciation and affection, managing
conflict, communicating through honest self-disclo-
sure, and being supportive and loyal (Catalano
et al., 1999; Larson, 2000; Park, 2004; Roth &
Brooks-Gunn, 2003). Simply offering isolated
opportunities for connection, without fostering
long-lasting capability-enhancing strategies and
techniques, is unlikely to yield long-term benefits.

The findings also raise the possibility that
important differences may exist between social sys-
tems in terms of their impact upon the relation
between connectedness and well-being. Our data
suggest that the familial and school environments,
for instance, may be more salient for positive
aspects of functioning over time. Although the lit-
erature discusses the increasing importance of
peers during this period of adolescence (Steinberg,
2010), our results show the primacy of family con-
nections in predicting adolescent well-being out-
comes. Also, it is notable that many of the school
connectedness items used in this study (see Appen-
dix) refer to the perceived relationship with one’s
teacher or teachers, so one tentative interpretation
of our findings could be the critical importance of
connectedness to a significant adult who cares for
and respects the teenager (e.g., Persson, Kerr, &
Stattin, 2007). Peer and community contexts, by
contrast, may play key roles in other outcomes or
later in life.

The larger values for both concurrent correla-
tions and estimated cross-lagged path coefficients
between global connectedness and well-being com-
pared with domain-specific connectedness and
well-being suggest that there may be additive,
complementary, or potentially multiplicative effects
across domains. Adolescents who report high con-
nectedness across several or all domains may
derive additional positive effects on well-being
beyond those associated with domain-specific
effects. Furthermore, global connectedness could in
part be capturing the ability (or perception thereof)
of the individual to establish and maintain mean-
ingful relationships across widely varying contexts.
Future analyses of our data will help to elucidate
these pathways. What is clear at this juncture,

however, is that an overall sense of belonging to
key domains in one’s life predicts well-being in
important ways.

How generalizable are these results? Examina-
tion of three important demographic moderators
(age, gender, and SES) suggests that the above-
mentioned findings are broadly applicable to boys
and girls of early and middle adolescence across
different income levels in New Zealand. The few
significant findings indicate that peer relationships
may function somewhat differently for male stu-
dents than female students, and it seems, as one
would expect, that well-being is more changeable
over time for younger adolescents. On balance,
however, it seems that the basic cross-lag relation-
ships that we identified previously seem to func-
tion very similarly across age, gender, and SES
boundaries. Other potential moderators such as
geographical region (e.g., rural vs. urban) and eth-
nic group membership should be investigated in
the future as well.

The findings should be considered within the
context of several limitations in the methodology.
First, since there is a lack of consensus in the field
concerning how to measure social connectedness,
some of the present measures—that is, those specif-
ically created for this study—may not map onto
other researchers’ measures very well. We agree
with Barber and Schluterman (2008) that greater
uniformity of connectedness measures will be help-
ful in moving the field forward. Second, we created
connectedness measures with varying numbers of
items, and this fact might have contributed to the
finding that community connectedness, for exam-
ple, with four items, did not predict well-being as
well as other types of connectedness measured
with a greater number of items. On this point,
what Chipuer and Pretty (1999) refer to as “com-
munity” connectedness might better be termed
“neighbourhood” connectedness given the content
of their items, and future work would do well to
differentiate the effects of neighborhoods and com-
munities. Third, although adequate internal reli-
abilities were obtained on all measures across the
age-span tested here, older participants probably
experienced less difficulty in reading and reliably
interpreting all of the measures than the youngest
participants. And fourth, a multimethod approach
to youth connectedness, using informants other
than the young person such as parents, teachers,
and peers, would be helpful in substantiating
validity of these self-report measures.

An important implication of these findings is that
well-being seemingly can be improved indirectly,
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and perhaps lastingly, by fostering positive rela-
tionships of youth within families and schools, and
to a certain degree with communities and peers as
well. Well-being would seem to be based on a foun-
dation of reciprocal, caring, and responsive relation-
ships that teenagers participate in within the
important ecological domains of their lives. Satisfy-
ing the need to be connected with others (Baumei-
ster & Leary, 1995; Ryan & Deci, 2000) seems to
provide adolescents a substantial basis for feeling
positive about themselves and their future; conse-
quently we recommend that interventions and
youth programs include a component that encour-
ages healthy connectedness with stimulating and
supportive programs and caring adults and peers.

APPENDIX

Parceling for Latent Variables

SEM Parcel

Family connectedness
Do family members watch you play sport or
perform in other areas?

1

For my family, spending time together is very
important

1

My family asks each other for help 1
My family likes to spend free time together 2
It means a lot to be a member of my family 2
We are proud to be members of our family 2
Do you and your family have holidays together? 2
We like to do things just as a family 3
We can easily think of things to do together as
a family

3

Do you and your family have meals together? 3
Do you and your family spend time going out
together?

3

School connectedness
I feel that my teacher(s) respect me 1
My teacher(s) understand me 1
I like going to school 2
I always get an opportunity to talk with
my teacher(s)

2

I feel proud about my school 3
I feel I am treated with as much respect as other
students

3

Peer connectedness
How well do you get on with your classmates? 1
How well do you get on with other students in
your school?

1

How happy are you with the number of close
friends you have outside of school (not school
mates)?

2

I can trust my friends with personal problems 2
How happy are you with the number of close
friends you have in school?

3

(Contd.)

SEM Parcel

My friends understand and accept me for who
I am

3

My friends and I help each other out 3

Community connectedness
My family and I know at least some of the
people who live in our street

1

My neighborhood is a good place for young
people to grow up in

2

My family and I can count on our neighbors for
help

2

I feel safe walking around my neighborhood at
night

3

Future orientation
I am serious about working hard now so that
I have a good future

1

I often think about my future (what I want to do
with my life)

1

I set goals and work hard to achieve them 1
I work hard now for a good future 1

Confidence
I am proud of who I am 2
I feel I am able to do things as well as most
people

2

I am confident and positive 2
I have many good qualities 2

Life satisfaction 3
I am happy with my life 3
So far I have the important things I want in life 3
I wouldn’t change my life 3

Positive affect
Happy 4
Hopeful about the future 4
Enjoy life 4

Note. SEM = structural equation modeling.
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