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ABSTRACT 
 

This study explored the relationship between top peer pressure and academic achievement of 312 undergraduate 
students of English language and literature, English translation and teaching English as a foreign language. To 
this end, several students were interviewed and their views with regard to their academically top classmates 
were elicited to develop the Top Peer Pressure Scale (TPPS). The participants' ratings of the twenty seven 
indicators constituting the TPPS were then obtained on a five-point Lickert scale. When the data were subjected 
to Principal Axis Factoring and the extracted factors were rotated via Varimax with Kaiser Normalization five 
latent variables (LVs) appeared, i.e., Debilitating, Motivating, Marginalizing, Referencing and Inspiring. When 
the TPPS and its LVs were correlated with the participants' GPAs, the results showed that not only the TPPS 
itself but also its Debilitating, Marginalizing and Inspiring LVs correlate significantly with their academic 
achievement. The results are discussed and suggestions are made for future research. 
KEYWORDS: Peer pressure, academic achievement, language learning, factor analysis 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Peer pressure is the influence that people in one’s age group exert on him bringing about changes in his 

attitudes, values, or behaviors (Oni, 2010).  Perhaps it was based on this influence that a public campaign was 
vigorously followed in 1980s and 1990s to encourage teenagers to “Just Say No to Drugs”. It showed clearly 
that peers can have substantial impacts on teenagers (Black et al., 2010).  Based on research findings, Kowalski 
(1999) contended that peer pressure has a profound impact on one’s physical and emotional health and "can be 
deadly" (p. 1). 

The reason for experiencing pressure from a peer group, according to Oni (2010), is that adolescents want 
to be accepted by their peers.  Geary (1996), however, argued that there are times when the adolescents value 
their peers' opinions but do not necessarily want to be accepted by them. Regardless of what brings about the 
acceptance of peer pressure, Ladd (1999, cited in Oni 2010) believed that peers have impacts on each other's 
social, cognitive and also psychological developments and thus justified. They’re being investigated in various 
fields such as sociology, psychology, economics, and education (e.g., Coleman et al., 1966; Dielman et al. 1987; 
Geary 1996; Hoxby, 2000; Michell & West, 1996; Owoyele & Toyobo, 2008).  

Dielman et al. (1987), however, argued while most studies approach the issue based on externalities, peer 
pressure can also be investigated from an internal perspective. To achieve the objective they constructed a scale 
to measure susceptibility to peer pressure, self-esteem and health locus of control. Their results revealed positive 
correlations between susceptibility to peer pressure and substance use, misuse, and intention items. Dielman et 
al., therefore, emphasized the importance of focusing on susceptibility to peer pressure to guide future 
prevention efforts.  They concluded that the “self-esteem and health locus of control constructs are less central 
to adolescent substance use and misuse than is susceptibility to peer pressure” (p. 220). 

Similarly, Geary (1996) examined the relationship between susceptibility to peer pressure and adolescent 
autonomy within the family by focusing on three aspects of family relationships that influence autonomy of 
adolescents, i.e., parental control, decision-making, and conflict resolution. She believes that high parental 
control and decision making by both parents and teens as well as mothers’ undermining of their teens’ autonomy 
during family conflict resolution are associated with high susceptibility to peer pressure. In contrast, Oni (2010) 
asserted that sometimes when the parents do not control what type of friends their children choose, their lack of 
control leads to some deviant behaviors such as theft, truancy, drug addiction, and smoking. Although these two 
contrary arguments seem to be generally quite accurate, a closer examination reveals that there should be a 
balance between parental control and the adolescents’ autonomy and individual choice as well. 

Howard (2004) argued that since teenagers pay much attention to the act, behavior, clothing, and language 
of their peers, they need to be controlled in terms of the types of the friends they choose and keep. However, 
Michell and West (1996) employed previous research projects to argue that it is not their voluntary attention but 
being pressured by inappropriate peers such as smoking friends who affect their behaviours. They are in fact 
forced by these peers into taking up deviant attitudes and habits through strategies such as coercion, teasing, 
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bullying and rejection from their group. Michell and West, therefore, contended that employing various types of 
research methods would be best to understand issues as complex as peer pressure.  

Nover (nd), however, drew researchers' attention to the positive impact of peer pressure on political 
participation.  She argues that friends have a much larger influence on teenagers' voting because they usually get 
into political discussions with each other. Her argument has, nonetheless, been criticized for its one-sided focus 
on the impact of peer pressure on political participation. She fails, for example, to address the types of choices 
teens make on elections.  Definitely, while peers can make friends participate in elections and vote or register to 
vote, the same peers can induce them to elect the person, i.e., the candidate, they themselves admire.  
Consequently, this influence of peers should not be regarded as a positive one, since it has a much negative 
impact on their decision in a hidden manner. 

Along with researchers in various fields, economists have also shown great interest in investigating peer 
pressure. Hoxby (2000), for example, stated that “a number of recent models of macroeconomic growth depend 
crucially on peer effects”.  She believes that macroeconomic growth will take place more effectively provided 
that peer effects exist at school. Therefore, she supports peers' contribution to each others' betterment as an 
efficient human investment in economic development. Similar perspectives have been adopted in education. 

According to Sacerdote (2011), peer effects in schools have received considerable amount of attention 
from educators because of the findings Coleman reported in 1966. The report highlighted the effects peers exert 
on each other by adopting "Equality of Educational Opportunity" as its title and taking the stance that peers have 
a very significant impact on what students achieve in schools. Its publication thus paved the way for a noticeable 
number of studies to explore the relationship between peer pressure and educational achievement from various 
perspectives (e.g., Taylor & Wong, 1996; Hoxby, 2002; Hanushek et al., 2003; McEwan 2003; Zimmerman 
2003; Ding & Lehrer 2007; Carmen & Zhang 2008; Sacerdote 2011). 

Taylor and Wong (1996), for example, studied 620 African American adolescents by presenting them with 
a number of items dealing with five issues. The conventional peer characteristics (CPC) and negative peer 
orientation (NPO) issues, for instance, contained six and four items, respectively, which dealt with peers' 
performance in school and breaking parents' rules. They found a significant relationship only between the NPO 
and GPA (r=.16, p<.01) and based on their other results concluded that boys and girls are influenced differently 
by their peers due to social and behavioral pressures caused by their desire to conform to gender role norms.  

Similarly, Black et al. (2010) focused on peer effects and gender differences. They examined the impacts 
of school peers on boys and girls concluding that female students are influenced positively by a higher 
proportion of females in the grade while the same proportion of girls leads to negative effects on male students 
such as dropping out of the school.  Sacerdote (2011) explored the issue further and announced that increasing 
the number of girls in the classroom is associated with better school performance of other students revealing an 
inconsistency in conclusions. While Black et al. (2010) believed that higher proportion of girls produces 
problems for boys, Sacerdote (2011) argued it provided both boys and girls with advantages. Oosterbeek and 
Ewijk (2010) supported Sacredote’s view by stating that some students postpone their dropout decision when 
there is a higher proportion of girls.  It should, nonetheless, be pointed out that Black et al. examined the issue 
within a grade context, while Sacerdote approached it from a classroom perspective. 

While most studies on peer effects have focused on elementary and secondary school education (e.g., 
Duflo et al. 2008; Ding & Lehrer, 2007), some have focused on peer effects among roommates and dormmates, 
especially at the university level. Zimmerman (2003), for example, studied randomly assigned university 
roommates and dormmates as peers and found that their background and level of achievement were related to 
each other. He analyzed individual students’ grades, their own as well as their roommates SAT scores and found 
that in comparison with math SAT scores, the roommates’ verbal SAT showed stronger association with peer 
effects. Similar effects are also reported in Hoel et al.'s (2004) study. 

As can be seen in the literature reviewed above, all studies on peer pressure have approached the issue 
from a general perspective, i.e., peers of all competency levels. To the best knowledge of present researchers no 
study has explored the relationship between top peer pressure and learning English as a foreign language (EFL). 
Since top EFL students are superior to their classmates in terms of their language proficiency, they usually 
dominate their classes by monopolizing class activities and discussion and thus influence the learning of other 
students in ways not explored before. The present study is, therefore, designed to find out what indicators 
contribute to the pressure exerted by top peers, what latent variables (LVs) underlie those indicators and what 
relationships they hold with the undergraduate EFL university students' academic achievement.   
 

2. METHODOLOGY 
2.1 Participants 

Three hundred twelve, 235 female (75.3%) and 77 male (24.7) undergraduate students in their first (n=88, 
28.2%), second (n=74, 23.7%), third (n=47, 15.1%) and fourth (n=93, 29.8%) year of study took part in the 
study voluntarily. Ten (3.2%) had recently graduated. They were studying English language and literature 
(n=74, 44.6%), English translation (n=49, 15.7%) and TEFL (n=124, 39.7%) at Samen-alhojaj Teacher 
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Education Center (n=28, 9.0%), Tabaran Institute of Higher Education (n=90, 28.8%), Islamic Azad University 
of Mashhad (n=49, 15.7%), Ferdowsi University of Mashhad (n=138, 44.2%) and Islamic Azad University of 
Quchan (n=7, 2.2%). The participants' age ranged between 18 and 49 (mean=23.91, SD = 6.12). They all spoke 
Persian as their mother language.  
 
2.2 Instrument 

Two instruments were developed in the present study, i.e., a demographic scale and top peer pressure 
scale. 

 
2.2.1 Demographic Scale 

The demographic scale (DS) consisted of four short answer questions and four multiple choice items. 
While the former dealt with the participants' age, GPA, department and university where they studied, the latter 
called for the specification of their year, degree, and field of study as well as gender.  
 
2.2.2 Top Peer Pressure Scale 

The top peer pressure scale (TPPS) developed in this study comprised twenty seven statements describing 
the participants' experiences with their top classmates. (The TPPS is presented in Appendix). The first 
statement, for example, read, "While giving lectures or speaking, I try not to look at her/him [the top student] in 
order not to become anxious".  They were asked to specify whether they strongly disagreed, disagreed, had no 
idea, agreed or strongly agreed with the statement.  Values of 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 were then assigned to these 
alternatives, respectively, to run statistical analyses. For describing the data, however, the values 1 and 2 were 
collapsed as were 4 and 5 to create the two alternatives of disagree and agree, respectively. The third alternative, 
i.e., no idea, was, however, kept intact to discuss the results as thoroughly as possible (see Table 1). 
 
2.2.3 Procedure 

A number of senior undergraduate university classes were attended and interviews were held with those 
students who kept silent whenever a topic for discussion was brought up in the sessions. They were asked what 
they thought about their classmates who were the best in terms of their academic achievement. Their answers 
were then collected, revised and presented as the indicators comprising the TPPS. The printed scale was then 
copied and administered to the participants after securing their verbal and voluntary approval in co-ordination 
with their instructors.  
 
2.2.4 Data Analysis 

The descriptive statistics related to indicators were done to determine their pattern of functioning. The 
internal reliability of the TPPS as well as its underlying LVs were estimated by employing Cronbach's alpha. To 
extract and rotate the LVs principal axis factoring method and Varimax with Kaiser Normalization were 
utilized, respectively. For determining the number of LVs the rotated eigenvalues of one and higher were 
adopted as the main criteria. Following Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) the loadings of 0.32 and higher were 
considered acceptable criterion to treat a given item as contributory to the factor upon which it loaded. If an item 
loaded acceptably on more than one factor, its highest loading on a given factor was adopted as contributory and 
other lower cross loadings were deleted from other factors. The extracted LVs were then correlated not only 
with each other but also with the GPAs reported by the participants. All the statistical analyses were conducted 
via the IBM SPSS Statistics 20 to address the following research questions. 
 
Q1. What factors underlie the TPPS? 
Q2. How related are the factors underlying the TPPS? 
Q3. Are the factors underlying the TPPS significantly related to GPA? 
 

3. RESULTS 
 
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of items comprising the TPPS. As can be seen, the kurtosis 

statistics ranges from -1.158 (item 13) to 1.432 (item 5). Since 36, 21 and 36 percent of participants have 
agreed, expressed no idea and disagreed with item 13, "I sometimes study more, but since the teachers have 
accepted her/him as the top student, they always give the highest score to her/him," respectively, their responses 
have resulted in the lowest Kurtosis obtained on the TPPS. In contrast, the highest percentage of participants, 
i.e., 82%, have disagreed with item 5, 'I sometimes ask myself “Why should I study for the exams when I know 
that s/he will get the highest score?"', showing that they have taken the TPPS as carefully and as honestly as 
they could.  
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Table 1 Descriptive statistics of items comprising the TPPS 
No Mean SD Skew Kurt A

% 
NIP
% 

D
% 

No Mean SD Skew Kurt A
% 

NIP% D
% 

1 2.48 1.26 0.50 -0.92 27 13 60 15 1.84 1.08 1.29 0.94 11 9 80 
2 2.89 1.40 -0.02 -1.23 41 15 44 16 3.07 1.39 -0.25 -1.04 42 28 30 
3 2.32 1.36 0.50 -1.07 27 12 61 17 3.28 1.41 -0.35 -1.07 50 20 30 
4 2.11 1.07 0.71 0.13 10 22 67 18 1.79 1.09 1.33 1.12 8 14 77 
5 1.72 0.96 1.33 1.43 7 11 82 19 3.71 1.26 -1.06 0.39 70 14 16 
6 2.39 1.31 0.46 -0.98 26 15 59 20 3.46 1.15 -0.53 -0.49 57 20 22 
7 2.13 1.20 0.62 -0.49 14 24 62 21 3.82 1.14 -1.05 0.94 68 22 10 
8 2.18 1.28 0.74 -0.58 20 13 66 22 3.54 1.22 -0.71 -0.18 59 22 19 
9 1.97 1.09 0.89 -0.25 14 11 75 23 3.64 1.19 -0.84 -0.21 68 13 20 
10 2.24 1.19 0.59 -0.76 19 18 63 24 3.03 1.29 -0.08 -1.05 39 26 35 
11 2.60 1.29 0.21 -1.16 30 20 50 25 3.28 1.27 -0.57 -0.55 52 23 25 
12 2.66 1.28 0.09 -1.15 33 19 48 26 3.28 1.24 -0.44 -0.62 50 24 26 
13 2.83 1.32 0.07 -1.16 36 21 44 27 3.54 1.24 -0.71 -0.45 61 19 20 
14 2.62 1.28 0.22 -1.19 32 16 52         

 

Upon insuring that the data collected on all the items comprising the TPPS have been tabulated accurately, 
they were subjected to Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure and Bartlett's Test to secure sampling adequacy. 
The high KMO statistic of .89 was obtained showing that the common-factor model is appropriate because the 
LVs extracted in the study explain the observed correlations among the variables. According to Kaiser (1974 
cited in DiLalla and Dollinger, 2006) KMOs in the .80s are “meritorious” (p. 250). The significant Bartlett's 
Test of Sphericity (x2 = 3323.275, df = 351, p <.001) provided further support for the appropriateness of factor 
analysis and indicated that the correlation matrix was not an identity matrix. 

 Table 2 presents the initial and extraction communalities (ECs) of the TPPS items. As can be seen, the 
ECs range from .19 (item 4) to .71 (item 11). An EC is the percent of variance in a given variable which is 
"calculated based on the extracted factors only" (Brace & Snelgar, 2000, p. 311), i.e., five in the present study. 
In spite of having the lowest EC, item 4 has loaded on the first factor as will be discussed shortly. Item 11 has, 
however, loaded acceptably on the third factor, indicating that the differences in the magnitude of EC may 
provide explanatory information as regards the patterns extracted factors enter into. For example, neither item 4 
nor item 11 has cross loaded on any other factor.  
 

Table 2 Initial and extraction communalities of the TPPS items 
No Initial Extraction No Initial Extraction No Initial Extraction 
1 .425 .423 10 .491 .509 19 .469 .452 
2 .376 .368 11 .608 .707 20 .393 .443 
3 .482 .489 12 .562 .631 21 .356 .362 
4 .197 .192 13 .472 .458 22 .442 .436 
5 .314 .283 14 .415 .410 23 .348 .444 
6 .366 .371 15 .377 .380 24 .524 .602 
7 .498 .531 16 .536 .597 25 .525 .539 
8 .479 .484 17 .556 .699 26 .544 .617 
9 .409 .420 18 .372 .377 27 .545 .618 

 

Table 3 presents the TPPS items loading on five rotated factors. As can be seen, all items have loaded 
acceptably on five factors. Item 17, I always wonder whether I will be able to speak and participate in class 
activities as much as s/he does, has three acceptable loadings on factors one (.35), two (.35) and five (.66). Out 
of the remaining 26 items, seven (27%) have loaded on two factors, i.e., items 6, 7, 13, 16, 18, 24 and 27. The 
highest loadings of these items were kept and the lower ones were dropped to determined what item contribute 
to which factor. Item 27 was, for example, adopted as an observable variable contributing only to factor two 
because it loaded the highest on this factor (.71).  
 

Table 3  TPPS Factor matrix 
Item  1 2 3 4 5 Item 1 2 3 4 5 
1 .598 * * * * 15 .574 * * * * 
2 .538 * * * * 16 * .389  * .574 
3 .609 * * * * 17 .352 .351  * .657 
4 .376 * * * * 18 .386  .347 * * 
5 .495 * * * * 19 * .565 * * * 
6 .384 * .385 * * 20 * .654 * * * 
7 .589 * .329 * * 21 * .515 * * * 
8 .633 * * * * 22 * .633 * * * 
9 .563 * * * * 23 *  * .619 * 
10 * * .609 * * 24 * .493 * .584 * 
11 * * .790 * * 25 * .704 * * * 
12 * * .734 * * 26 * .783 * * * 
13 .383 * .533 * * 27 * .705 * .335 * 
14 .570 * * * * * * * * * * 

* Loadings less than .32 
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 Table 4 presents the variances explained by five LVs extracted in this study. As can be seen, the rotated 
LVs explain 47.6% of variance in the TPPS. This magnitude of variance is higher than 40.1% explained by the 
six rotated LVs underlying the 30-item Persian Foreign Language Identity Scale (Khodadady, Sarraf & 
Mokhtari, 2013) and 43.1% explained by the four LVs underlying the 20-item Persian Cultural Intelligence 
Scale (Khoadady & Ghahari, 2011), indicating that the factors comprising the TPPS explain its underlying LVs 
more than the other two scales do.  
 

Table 4 Total variance (V) and cumulative variance (CV) explained by LVs 
Factor Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of V CV % Total % of V CV % Total % of V CV % 
1 6.932 25.672 25.672 6.430 23.814 23.814 4.040 14.962 14.962 
2 4.001 14.817 40.489 3.494 12.940 36.754 3.780 13.999 28.961 
3 1.828 6.772 47.261 1.329 4.922 41.676 2.602 9.636 38.597 
4 1.379 5.107 52.368 .909 3.367 45.043 1.299 4.809 43.406 
5 1.148 4.254 56.622 .681 2.524 47.567 1.123 4.160 47.567 

 
 Table 5 presents the descriptive statistics as well as the reliability estimates of the TPPS and its five 

LVs called Debilitating, Motivating, Marginalizing, Referencing and Inspiring in this study. As can be seen, the 
alpha reliability coefficient (RC) of TPPS is .88. According to Salvucci et al (1997), since it is higher than .80, 
the TPPS enjoys a "high" (p. 115) reliability level as do four of its underlying LVs, i.e., Debilitating (.84), 
Motivating (.85), Marginalizing (.82) and Inspiring (.80). Only Referencing LV has a "moderate" RC (.68). 
 

Table 5  Descriptive statistics and reliability estimates of the TPPS and its underlying factors 
No Factors  No of items Items  Mean  SD Skewness Kurtosis Alpha 
1 Debilitating  11 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 14, 

15, 18 
24.07 8.165 .538 -.210 .84 

2 Motivating  7 19, 20, 21, 22, 25, 26, 
27 

24.62 6.175 -.637 .250 .85 

3 Marginalizing  5 6, 10, 11, 12, 13 12.72 4.861 .164 -.888 .82 
4 Referencing  2 23, 24 6.67 2.159 -.403 -.452 .68 
5 Inspiring  2 16, 17 6.36 2.557 -.253 -.920 .80 
 TPPS   74.43 16.631 -.174 -.084 .88 

 
 Table 6 presents the correlations coefficients obtained among the TPPS, its five LVs and GPAs. As can 
be seen, Debilitating has correlated the highest with Marginalizing (r=.60, p<.01) whereas Motivating shows the 
highest relationship with Referencing (r=.48, p<.05) followed by Inspiring (r=.46, p<.01). These results answer 
the second research question and show that the five factors relate differently to each other in terms of the 
magnitude of their significant correlations. They show that top peers play conflicting roles among their 
classmates by debilitating some and inspiring others.  
 

Table 6 Correlations among the TPPS, its underlying factors and GPA 
Variables TPPS GPA 1 2 3 4 5 
TPPS 1 -.297** .792** .629** .744** .412** .693** 
GPA -.297** 1 -.374** -.046 -.116* -.080 -.337** 
1 Debilitating .792** -.374** 1 .114* .599** .091 .467** 
2 Motivating .629** -.046 .114* 1 .235** .482** .458** 
3 Marginalizing .744** -.116* .599** .235** 1 .088 .381** 
4 Referencing .412** -.080 .091 .482** .088 1 .216** 
5 Inspiring .693** -.337** .467** .458** .381** .216** 1 

 
As it can also be seen in Table 6, the participants' GPA correlates significantly but negatively not only with 

the TPPS (r=-.30, p<.01) itself but also with its Debilitating (r=-.37, p<.01), Marginalizing (r=-.12, p<.05), and 
Inspiring (r=-.34, p<.01) factors. These results answer the second question and show that three out of five 
factors underlying the TPPS are significantly related to GPA. It seems that top peers at undergraduate level 
neither motivate nor provide good references for their classmates studying English for literary, translation and 
teaching purposes.  
 

4. DISCUSSIONS 
 
The present study shows that the TPPS is a reliable measure of top peer (TP) pressure which consists of 

five factors, i.e., Debilitating, Motivating, Marginalizing, Referencing and Inspiring. The first LV shows that 
normal students (NSs) don't believe they would become top students themselves and get the highest mark. They 
do not look at the TPs while speaking, become happy at their absence, do not study, and avoid answering 
questions. Feeling hopeless, the NSs stay silent, question themselves as regards studying for examination and 
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hate the TPs for their low GPA. The more Debilitating the presence of the TPs becomes, the lower the NSs' 
achieve in their academic studies.  

In contrast to the TPs' Debilitating influence, the Motivating LV of TPPS stimulates NSs to study harder, 
try to attract their teacher's attention, do their assignments accurately and precisely and strive not only for 
excellence but also for language proficiency gained by their TPs. They also like to obtain scores higher than 
their top counterparts. The motivating influence of TPs does not, however, show any significant relationship 
with GPA implying that normal students prefer to relate their academic achievement to their own ability rather 
than the positive effect of TPs.  

As the third LV, Marginalizing factor involves NSs' becoming jealous and annoyed at their teachers' 
exclusive attention to the TPs and their success, language proficiency, and top marks. They believe that the TPs 
get the highest score simply because the teachers have accepted them as such and prefer, therefore, to take the 
courses the TPs have not taken. Thus the results of this study show that the more marginalized the NSs feel to 
have become, the less they achieve in their academic courses. From a psychological perspective, it might be 
reasonable to contend that NSs utilize the TPs as a scapegoat to justify their poor academic achievement.  

NS's resorting to Marginalizing influence of TPs as a scapegoat to justify weak academic performance is 
supported by the lack of any significant relationship found between Referencing LV and GPA. As the second 
positive aspect of top peer pressure, Referencing takes place when normal students ask the TPs' help in solving 
problems and trying to be like them by following them as models. The results of this study may imply that NSs 
relate their relatively poorer academic achievement to the TPs but give no credit to their positive effect as 
exemplary models.  

If NSs are taken as the majority, then their cognitive style may explain how they utilize their field 
dependence to assign a significant Debilitating and Marginalizing role to TPs. Based on their performance on a 
schema-based cloze multiple choice item test (S-Test) designed by Gholami (2006), Khodadady, Hosseini 
Fatemi and Etminan (2012) divided 253 undergraduate and graduate students of English into low (n=56, 22%) 
middle (n=156, 62%) and high (n=41, 16%) proficiency groups. Among the test takers, only the middle 
proficiency groups' scores on the semantic subtest correlated with their field dependent cognitive style (r=.28, 
p<.01). These results might possible support the argument that field dependent test takers are passive and 
expectant with regard to learning (Carter, 1988; Ennis, 1991; Goodenough, 1976).  

As the last LV underlying the TPPS, Inspiring factor materializes when NSs wonder whether they will be 
able to speak and participate in class activities as much their TP does and whether they will be respected and 
praised as the TP is. This factor, however, shows negatively significant relationship with the GPA, indicating 
that the more inspiring the TPs are the less the NSs achieve. The apparently contradictory relationship between 
the GPA and Inspiring LV does not seem to be unexpected when it is compared with findings of other studies 
indirectly.  

Along with the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL), Khodadady and Ghahari (2012), for 
example, administered the Persian Cultural Intelligence Scale (CQS) to 145 undergraduate students studying 
biology, chemistry, English language, geology, law, and physics at Ferdowsi University of Mashhad and Tehran 
University. Contrary to their expectations they found negative relationships between the TOEFL and the CQS 
(r=-.37, p<.01) and its Cognitive (r=-.35, p<.01), Motivational (r=-.28, p<.01), Behavioral (r=-.23, p<.01), and 
Metacognitive (r=-.21, p<.05) factors. These results may suggest TPs do inspire normal students. They do not, 
however, translate the inspiration into studying more. 
 

5. CONCLUSION 
 
Five LVs underlie normal students' attitudes towards their top peers, i.e., Debilitating, Motivating, 

Marginalizing, Referencing and Inspiring. While out of the three positive factors, Motivating and Referencing 
reveal no significant relationship with EFL students' academic achievement, it relates significantly but 
negatively to the Inspiring factor calling for further research to find out whether ability measures such as 
language proficiency tests hold similar relationships with these factors. Since the Debilitating and Marginalizing 
factors have the highest and lowest significant relationships with academic achievement as measured by GPAs, 
respectively, it seems that the more normal students compare themselves with their top peers, the less they strive 
to achieve academically. These results must, however, be treated with caution because many variables such as 
the enrollment of many low-proficient EFL students in private universities, scarcity of jobs available in the 
market and the ever-increasing irrelevance of qualification in getting employed might have resulted in the 
negative relationships found in this study.  
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Appendix 
Top Peer Pressure Questionnaire 
 
Directions. Below are a number of statements explaining the attitudes and behaviors of university students 
towards the top student(s) in their classes. Read each statement and indicate whether you agree or disagree with 
them. Your answers will hopefully help teachers and students alike to have a better understanding of what 
effect(s) top students have on the other students. Remember there is no right or wrong answer.  
 
University: _________________________  Department: _____________________ 

Field of study: English Literature  English Translation     Teaching English  

Study program: B.A./B.Sc.  M.A./M.Sc. 

Study year:    First     Second        Third     Fourth         Graduated 

Grade Point Average (GPA): ________ 

Age in years: _____ 

Gender:     Female Male 
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Because of the top student in our class, …  Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree No idea Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Q1: While giving lectures or speaking, I try not to look at her/him in 
order not to become anxious.   

     

Q2: I keep silent whenever s/he participates in class activities.       

Q3: I believe I can never get the highest mark.       

Q4: My GPA will decrease.      

Q5: I sometimes ask myself “Why should I study for the exams when I 
know that s/he will get the highest score?" 

     

Q6: I like to take the courses s/he has not taken so that I can reveal my 
ability.  

     

Q7: I become happy whenever s/he is absent.       

Q8: I believe that I can never become the top student of the class.        

Q9: I’m totally hopeless and stressful.      

Q10: Her/his success, language proficiency, and top marks make me 
jealous.  

     

Q11: I become jealous whenever teachers pay attention ONLY to 
her/him.  

     

Q12: Teachers' exclusive attention to her/him bothers me.      

Q13: I sometimes study more, but since the teachers have accepted 
her/him as the top student, they always give the highest score to 
her/him  

     

Q14: Whenever teachers ask a question and I want to answer, s/he 
raises her/his hand and because of that I avoid answering the 
question.  

     

Q15: I don't try to study as much as I can.       

Q16: I wonder whether one day I will be respected and praised as much 
as her/him.  

     

Q17: I always wonder whether I will be able to speak and participate in 
class activities as much as s/he does.  

     

Q18: I hate her/him and I wish s/he were an ordinary student.      

Q19: I try hard to reach her/his level of language proficiency.      

Q20: I do my homework/projects as accurately and precisely as s/he 
does. 

     

Q21: I do like to get a score higher than her/his.       

Q22: Although I know that s/he is better than me, I try to excel and 
achieve more than s/he does.  

     

Q23: I ask her/him for help whenever I face         problems.      

Q24: I follow her/him as a model and try to be like her/him.       

Q25: To attract my teachers' attention as much as s/he does, I study 
more and try harder. 

     

Q26: Whenever we have an exam, I study harder than her/him to get 
the highest score. 

     

Q27: Her/his attempts and motivation has made          me study more.      
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