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Section 1. Follow-Up Analyses for Significant Interaction between Rejection and AB as Contributing to Peer Selection

	To further probe the differences between rejected and nonrejected youth, we calculated separate estimates for the alter AB and similarity AB effects for these two groups and evaluated whether these group-specific estimates were significantly different from zero. This is similar to conducting a simple slopes analysis as a follow-up to a significant interaction in a multiple regression. Because SABM, by default, centers independent variables, it was necessary to compute additional statistics to correctly interpret significant interactions. Thus, we accounted for mean centering of rejection status variable and then created a group-specific estimates by summing across the scaled interaction estimate, rejection ego estimate, and AB alter and AB selection estimates. Following these calculations, the estimate for AB alter effect for nonrejected adolescents was 0.14, and it was 0.38 for rejected youth. Next, we calculated standard errors for these rejected- and nonrejected-specific coefficients using the variance sum law for correlated random variables and consulting covariance of effect matrix that is available as a part of SABM output (e.g., Haynie et al., 2014; McMillan et al., 2018). Thus, we obtained the standard error for the rejected youth estimate which was equal to 0.009, whereas standard error for the nonrejected youth estimate was equal to 0.004. Finally, we tested the rejected- and nonrejected-specific parameters for statistical significance based on a t-ratio (estimate divided by the standard error), where t-values > 2 indicated that the coefficient was significantly different from zero at p < .05 (Snijders et al., 2010). 
	For rejected adolescents, the t-ratio was equal to 41.26 (i.e., 0.38/0.009) suggesting that AB alter estimate was significantly different from zero (p < .05). For nonrejected youth, the t-ratio was equal to 30.64 (i.e., 0.14/0.004) suggesting that AB alter estimate was significantly different from zero (p < .05). This suggests that, during the transition from 6th to 7th grades, both nonrejected and rejected youth are more likely to send ties to friends with higher levels of AB compared to friends with lower levels of AB (resp. est. = 0.135, p < .05; est. = 0.375, p < .05). The direction of this effect is the same, it appears that rejected youth have a stronger preference for friends with higher AB than nonrejected adolescents. 
	Furthermore, during the 6th to 7th grade transition, another significant interaction between rejection status ego effect and AB similarity effect was found. Following the same steps as outlined above, we obtained the following rejected and nonrejected adolescent -specific estimates, standard errors, and t-ratios for the two AB similarity effects. For rejected youth, the AB similarity effect estimate was equal to 0.30, its standard error was 0.07, and t-ratio was equal to 4.03, suggesting that this estimate was significantly different from zero (p < .05). For nonrejected youth, the AB similarity effect estimate was equal to 0.56, its standard error was 0.02, and t-ratio was equal to 33.15, suggesting that this estimate was significantly different from zero (p < .05). This suggests that nonrejected youth are more likely to befriend those who are similar to them on AB compared to friends with dissimilar levels of AB (est. = 0560, p < .05), whereas rejected youth are also more likely to befriend those who are similar to them on AB compared to friends with dissimilar levels of AB (est. = 0.30, p < .05). Whereas the direction of this effect is the same, it appears that nonrejected youth have a stronger preference for friends with higher AB than rejected adolescents.
	Finally, during the 7th to 8th grade transition, a significant interaction between rejection status ego effect and AB similarity effect was also detected. Our follow-up revealed that for rejected youth, the AB similarity effect estimate was equal to 0.003, its standard error was 0.14, and t-ratio was equal to 0.02, suggesting that this estimate was not significantly different from zero (p = n.s.). For nonrejected youth, the AB similarity effect estimate was equal to 0.46, its standard error was 0.04, and t-ratio was equal to 12.60, suggesting that this estimate was significantly different from zero (p < .05). This suggested that nonrejected youth were more likely to befriend those who are similar to them on AB levels compared to those who are dissimilar AB (est. = 0.46, p < .05), whereas for rejected youth, we do not see evidence that there is a significant preference to affiliate with others who are similar to oneself on the levels of AB (est. = 0.003, p = n.s.).
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Section 2. Homogeneity of Effects Across Schools
	To examine whether network influence and selection effects occurred equally across the different school contexts, we included dummy effects to compare them (Lospinoso, Schweinberger, Snijders, & Ripley, 2011). Results suggested that network selection varied among the students from sixth to seventh grades in that (1) there was a significantly lower degree of reciprocity in School 2 compared to School 1 (est. = -1.22, p < .001) and in School 5 compared to School 1 (est. = -0.20, p < .05), (2) there was a significantly higher degree of transitive closure (est. = 0.15, p < .01) and lower indegree popularity (est. = -0.05, p < .01) in School 5 compared to School 1 A and (3) there was a significantly lower preference to befriend those of the same gender in School 4 compared to School 1 (est. = - 0.17, p < .001) and those of the same race/ethnicity in School 3 compared to School 1 (est. = -0.24, p < .01). Our school-context heterogeneity analyses also revealed that network selection varied among the students from seventh to eighth grades such that (1) there was a significantly lower degree of reciprocity in School 4 compared to School 1 (est. = -0.35, p < .01), (2) there was a significantly lower indegree-popularity (est. = -0.11, p < .01) in School 5 compared to School 1 A and (3) there was a significantly lower preference to befriend those of the same race/ethnicity in School 2 compared to School 1 (est. = -0.41, p < .001). Importantly, no significant school-related heterogeneity was observed in peer selection and influence estimates for AB and rejection. Joint score-type tests for school heterogeneity revealed that, adjusted for the noted dummies, the joint significance tests for school heterogeneity at each site were not significant, suggesting that the parameter estimates were homogeneous across schools (from sixth to seventh grades: χ2(60) = 53.31, p = 0.71; from seventh to eighth grades: χ2(51) = 61.66, p = 0.15). This means that, having controlled for the above noted school differences, the remainder of the documented peer selection and influence effects were similar across schools.

Section 3. Goodness of Fit Analyses
	We followed established procedures for evaluating goodness of fit for statistical network models, which involve a comparison of model-implied simulated networks to the observed data regarding various network properties (Hunter, Goodreau, & Handcock, 2008; Ripley et al., 2017). We assessed fit for the two models with respect to the following auxiliary statistics: distributions of indegrees, outdegrees, triad census, geodesic distances, and behavior distribution for AB and rejection (Lospinoso et al., 2011). Using the sienaGOF function, we assess goodness of fit by comparing the observed values at the end of the period (i.e., time 2 for Period 1 and time 3 for Period 2) with simulated values from the model (Ripley et al., 2017). The Mahalanobis distance helps to assess these differences. At p > .05 levels, this index suggests that the predicted auxiliary statistic distribution does not significantly depart from the observed statistic, indicating adequate fit of the model to the data. It should also be noted that a good fit to the data is diagnosed when the observed counts for a particular statistic, which are represented in red, are  place within the grey lines indicating the 90% confidence interval obtained from the simulated data. Taken together, the GOF visualizations presented below indicated that our models produced adequate fit to the data.
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School 1, Cohort 1, Transition from Grade 7 to 8
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School 1, Cohort 2, Transition from Grade 6 to 7
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School 2, Cohort 1, Transition from Grade 6 to 7
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School 2, Cohort 1, Transition from Grade 7 to 8
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School 2, Cohort 2, Transition from Grade 6 to 7
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School 2, Cohort 2, Transition from Grade 7 to 8
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School 3, Transition from Grade 6 to 7
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School 3, Transition from Grade 7 to 8
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Goodness of Fit of IndegreeDistribution
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Goodness of Fit of OutdegreeDistribution
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Goodness of Fit of IndegreeDistribution
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