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ABSTRACT -

The present research explored best friendehips during
‘early-adolescence.' This purﬁose of this study is three-fold:
first, to examine a variety of subjective, qualitative feat-
ures, including both'commonly investigated ones (intimacy,
affection) and those lesser studied such aé»loneliness and
parental knowledge; second, to explore the effects of puberty'
(with groups of early and late pubertal status).qn best
friend relationships; and finaily, to study the association
between bestffriendship qualities'and two measures~ef socio-
emotional functioning, including social self—efficacy and
empathy. Sixty middle school children between the ages of 12
and 14 were studied. The early adolescents‘completed friend-
ship questionnaires assessing a variety of gqualitative
featuresg‘ All participants:responded to questibns about a .
'personrthey considered to‘be their best friend. Additioﬁ—
ally;‘qﬁestionnaires to assess socioeemotionai functioniﬁg

and a measure of pubertal Status were administered.



INTRODUCTION

A child has experiences and interactions with a
Variety of different individuals: individuals who fill a wide
range of roles capable of influencing a child's developnment,
inc¢luding parents, siblings, relativeé, teachers, acquain-
.tances, playmates, friends, and bést friends° However, as
a child grows and 1looks outside of the family system for
sdcial interactions, the importance  of peer relationships
becomes increasingly apparent. Donna, a 16 year old high
- school students remarks; "I don't_really have a role'modei'
or so called fidol', but one of my favorite people is my best
friend, 'Beth'" (Spanogle, 1984). From Donna's description,
~ one 'can guess with a fair amount of certainty that the
'relationship with Beth is important and satiéfying°
Friendship, and more specifically best'friendship,
' can mean different things depending upon the age and gender
of the child.  For examplé, attmeschool aged child may
éonsider anothér child to be his best friend just becauée
they played together in the sand'bbx that day; while an older
adolescent or adult may view a best friendship as involﬁing
strong mutual interests and support-between.people° Research
in the area of beer relationships identifies'a shift in

‘children's concepts of friendships from an initial focus on
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material characteristics evolving into one based on abstract
characteristics (Sullivan, 1953; Selman, 1980). Beypnd this,.
however, little is known about'childten's concepts of friend-
ships in general, and more specifically, the sigﬁificance of
early adolescents' perceptions of their best friendships.
The Juestion that‘ is presently in need of answers is a
descriptive one. What is an early adolescent's concept of
a best friend? What is a close relétionship in eérly adoles-
cence? |

| A child's ability to have interactions with individu-
~als is apparent very early in life°~'0nce a child becomes
capable of making eye contact, touching, following movement, 
and interacting with others, the potential for peer interac-
tion is possible. The work of Vandell and Musller (1980)
supports this hypothesis and offers two basic premises.
First, infants and toddlers arc both capablerof engaging in
extended and fairly sophisticated social interactions with
peers, and second, show preferences for particular peers.
Taken together, these two positions Suggest that infants and
foddlers are capable of forming friendships. VThe infants and
toddlers'who exchange glances; giggles, and touChes‘have-very.
unigue preferences for their friendship choices. Certainly,
these choices and interactions reflect individual differehces

in cognitive ‘and social capabilities. As the individual
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changes, the.more intellectually and socially sophisticated
hs becomes, ths more complex friendships will be expected.

Chéosing to inVestigate a particular age group's peer
interactions is really deciding which sets of unigue
variables and factors a résearcher considers importaht° For
example, with/yaunger'children the investigator will need to
focus primarily on observable behaviors in interactions° With
folder children and adolescents,Aiavestigators can begin to
explore subjective evaluations of their. relationships. The
current exploration focuses on best friendships durihg the
period of .early adoiescence° The périod of adélescencé '
begins,atvabout.ten.to thirteen years of age and‘extends:
‘through to.age eighteen to twenty-two. "According to Santfock
(1987), "earlY‘adolescénce encompasses the middle school or
junior high-school years." Two extreﬁely important reasons
fot'investigating this age group include: ii) early ado-
lescence is a time of stress and friends may prove to be
significant sources of support,‘and,(Z) early adolescence is
also a time when the Jualities of peer relationships signi—l
ficantly prediét to psychological adjustment in adulthood.

Early adolescence provides a special context in which
to study peef interactions. Theorists have<iifferedlin thsir
descriptions and ideas about the period of adolescence, but
agree upon its importance° G. Stanley Hail (1904) viewed

adolescence as a period of "storm and stress.'" He believed
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that the adolescent was fighting to become an adult. _Hall's
approach is sensible as one observes the adolescent moving
back and forth between childhood end the entrance to adult-
hood and the difficulties of chfusion associated with this
trahsitionor ‘Anna Freud. (1966) also fheorizedf about . -the
significance of early adolescence (ufilizing'a psYchoanalytic
perseective)° She also viewed aﬁolescence‘ as ae time of
.stress by noting a coetrast° She beliejed that during the
genital stage (read puberty), the homeostasie that was
preﬁioUsly achieved among the id, ego and superego during the
laﬁeﬁt stage, is ip complete disarray; The.task, tﬁerefore{
is for the individual to‘echieve belance and eontrol the id,;
or new sexual impulses associated with sexual_chanées in the
body. This control is achieved by most, but with-difficulty
during early adolescence. Thus,"historically, early
adolescence has been characterized as a streseful period.

- Important features which make edoleecence potentially
 stressful dqe to the éuberfal and cognitive chenges that are
occurring within the individual. Contributing to a sense of
stress and chaos are the development of acne and growth
spurts. These changes and the development of perspective
taking skills, cause early adOlescents to think aboﬁt
themselVes as teo large or too'small,éearly or late, or just
being “diffefent" relative to peers. These perceptions, in

turn, can influence how and why an early adolescent interacts
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with peers. Two possible reactions emerge as the early
adolescent may avoid his or her peers, embarrassed by -the
physical chenges and perceptions of inadequacies.’ .In
contrast to the previous reaction, peers may provide a
Significant end needed source of support duting this period.
As Sullivan (1953) notes, peer relationsnips can provide the
adolescent with a sense of security during e time when there
’is e‘tremendousranount of cha‘nges»occurriné° This sense of
security, he believes, is necessary for achieving successful
intimate relationships iater in life. |

"« 'Investigations of early adolescent peer interactionsA
~ as sources. of support are important for a number of other
teasons,‘ Peer interactions have been overlooked due‘to a
primary foous on the mother-child relationship (Lewis, 1984)°
Because of the large amount of research being conducted on
this topic, peef interactions have been somewhat neglected.
" The first years of life are centered around mother-child,
'~ father-child, then family interactions. As the child becomes
- aware of his surroundings, hoﬁever, increased opportunities
for experiences with agemates become availableoi While ‘the
significance of peer relationsnips'may have been viewed as
‘somewhat iess important in the past, it is difficult today
to overlook their impact. Our social climate is such that
major changes are occurring in the eafly> adolescents'

4strongest support system (the family) and several factors are
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seen as_haying a majof impact upon the family structure.
Issués such as high divorce .rates, single parent families,
working moms, teén pregnancies, and drﬁg use and abuse may
be stressful experiences forcing -teens to look outside the
immediaté family, thus turning to friends for support and
information. While the research literature suggests that
children and teens still seek advice énd factual information
from their parents, parents are not'always readily available
(Eichorn, 1980). Friends may serve as important substitute
sour'ces}of‘support°

| Another reason why peer relationships, as cdntrasted'
Vwith parent-child rélationships;rmay'be important as‘sources
of support,. resides in the idea that the famiiy‘unit may
not offer a comfortable environment'for.certain types of
intefactions to occur, primarily because so many daily'family
interactions are centered around househola maintenance
activities (Larson, 1983). ULarson's work offers support and
insight for the importance of peer relationships. Larson
(1983) found that adolescents repbrted higher affect and felt
more '"open" with friends then they did with their families.
It seems then that feeling "unconstréined" and in an "open"
situation promotes_intimate conversations which contribute
to self esteem.
In addition to offerihg é supporti&e‘ atmosphere

during a period of transition, examining early adolescents'
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.friendships is important in another, yet related, r,espect°
While on the one hand, interactions with‘peerS‘ﬁay prove
supportive and helpful while experiencing stress, the lack
of tﬁis kind of support may have deleterious conseguences
‘later in life. It is widely accepted that children wifh poor
peer relationships during childhood and adolescence are "at
.risk" for-thé development of social and emotional adjustment
problems in adulthood (Cowen, Pederson, Babigian, Izzo, &
Trost, 1973). Peer relationships are believed to foster
adjustment for a variety of reasons. For example, infimate
- and affectionate ffiendsﬁips . may help decréase an
»individual's fear and anxiety about emotional and physical.
changes that occur during early adolescence and may actually
improve adjﬁstmentA(Sullivan, 1953; Douvan & Adelson, 1966).
Peer relationships in this regard are wunigue because
adolescents. are experiehcing the same types of experiences
and can offer support to each other; more intimate peer
relationships serve to wvalidate selffworth; _And, it is
reasénable to assume that early adolescents may be able to
diséuss and undefstand all of the feelings and. guestions
about the changes that are_taking place with their peers.
Additionally, peer relationships offéfaacontext for learning
important social skills., Sullivan’'s theory relates to this
issue on two points. First, he impliés that thése children

who relate to their friends unselfishly would eventually
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transfer those prosocial behaviors to other interpersonal
- contexts. Second, he proposes that as the need for
interpersonal intimacy increases and a 'chumship" develops,
a genuine sensitivity and sincere interest in the welfare of
other persons will emerge through this relationship@ :Sulli—
van proposes that peers are critical for the development of
prosocial behaviors and social skills. Thus, understanding
early adolescent's peer relationships appears to be signi-
ficant for undefstanding a yonngster's current as well as
long term functioning.

Ther present investigation seeks to eXplote close
adolescent relationships by directing inguiry into a specific“
kind of friendship--the area ot best or close friendships.
Specifically, this exploration - addresses three issues. -
(1) First, the purpose of this study is to examine a variety
of subjective, qualitatiVe features of early adolesoent best
friendships, including features not previously examined. For
example, by understanding perceptions of gqualitative fea-
tures (e.g., intimacy, conpanionship, conflict, etc.) we hope
to gain insights into exactly how and why these relationships
are supportive and how they influence adjustment, This stud?
is designed to provide a clear, descriptive picture of best
friendships in middle school or junior high school. Second,
this investigation will examine these perceptions of friend-

. ship qualities relative to pubertal status. Participants
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‘represent roughly two phases Of puberty: early puberty and
late puberty. Adolescents, as viewed by early versus late
puberty, are expected to experience different kinds of
stressors that in turn are expected to influence their
perceptioﬁs of the qualitatiVe features of their frienGShips°
Finally, the assoéiation between best f;iendship qualities
'and two measures of social-emotional functioning will be
studied. Typically, investigations have only focused on
negative consequehces of not having close peer relationships
(e.g. cohduct disorders). In this study, initial attempts
to expléin associations among peer relationships énd more
positivé or adaptive personal charactéristics (social self-
efficacy and empathy) will be explored. While the present
invegtigation. does not offer an opportunity to directly
compare best or close friends with just '"regular" friends,
the‘resuits df this study can be compared With previously
cited findings of major contributors in the field to provide

a more complete overview.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

Friendships are vital at all points during the human
lifespan. Because of the complexity and uniqueness of
friendships, the task of accurately describing and defining
them is difficult. Close relationships, in contrast to more
casual ones, tend to be more comnlex to describe ae they
shodld encompass a broader range of activities and emptions°
While no one description can be completely encompassing and
‘appropriate, Kelley et al. (1983) propesed that "Ehe close
relationship- is one of strong; frequent, and diverse
interdependence that 1lasts over a considerable period of
Ctime." While Kelley et al.'s definition was used for
describing adult relatienships generally, it can serve as a
basis to begin to describe childhood and adolescent peer
relationships,

Many researchers have made attempts .to develop
descriptions and definitions of children's friendships.. The
first»attempts to emerge frem the'developmental literature
tend to describe children's friendships as developing througn
a series of stages. More recent descriptive frameworke of
friendships originate in the deVelopment of systems for
coding children's own descriptions of their' friendships°

These studies will be reviewed as they will serve as guides
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for how this investigation will examine early adolescents'
descriptions of their own best friendships. In addition to
reviewing the more general literaturevdescribing children's
friendshipsi a discussion of best.friendships will follow.
The best friend relationship has not‘been widely studied, at
least not ias thoronghly studied as peer relations and
friendships in general° Rathef than being the specific focus
of investigations, studies of best friendships are smaller
components of more.general friendship studies. Nevertheless,
available literature will be-reviewedaw

This review is further designed to describe friend-
ships during early adoiescence which istthebtarget population:
for this investigation. Because of rapidly changing social,
psychological and cognitive .factors,_ early adolescence
provides a rich developmental period duting wnicn to explore
friendships, and more specifically, best friendships° Addi-
tionally, a review of the evidence supporting the role of
‘puberty in effecting and possibly changing the nature of
friendships during early adolescence will be presented.
Puberty and its associated physical changes is viewed as an
aspect of this period of the life- span'making it unique.
More specifically, pubertf, and its timing, is believeagto
be a. condition causing stress, ‘pr‘ese'nting the need for
supportive and conesive friendships during thie period° -For

this reason, the present investigation will examine the best
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Vfriendships of children who aré early and A late in relation
to pubertal changes.

A final purpose of this review is to examine the role\
that other individual characteristics play in friendship
formation and the maintenance of best friendShipscl Of par-
ticﬁlar interest is how empathy and sOcial‘self—effiéacy are
‘Aassodiated with friendship. characteristics. These are two
personal characteristibs capable of influencing interactions
among best friends, aé.well as being influeﬁced by these
relationships. Identifying the direction of effects, however
is not the purpose of the present investigation,i Rather,
this research represents an effort to determine if such linksﬂ
exist. |

In sum, the tasks of why and how best to study'early
adolescent best friéndships are approached by focusing upon
» four literatﬁre areas: | (1) an overview of the generél
friendship literature and how friendshipsAhave'been studied
in the past, (2) best friendships versus regular friendships,
(3) the effects of puberty upon early adolescent friendships,
and (4) the associations of frienaship characteristics with
measures of social-emotional functioning (i;e,, social éelf-

efficacy, empathy).
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Overview of Friendships in Childhood
and Adolescent Literature

Developmental Stage Theories

‘Childhood friendships have been studied from several
' perspectives»° Eéch,approach has yielded different,kinds of
iﬁforﬁation.about these friendships° Historically, investi-
gators'ana theorists attempted to explore friendships by
‘identifying stages of development; TWo examples are pro-
vided. Harry Stack Sullivan (1953) adopted a developmental
perspective that seeks to explain how péthologies emerge as
a result'of inadequate or dysfunctional social relationships
. during chil_dhood° Sullivan‘recéénized thé importance of
nonfamilial »relétionships for social and psychological-
deﬁelopment,‘ Sullivan propésed a series of' stages/eras
through which he believed the organism develops socially.
He identified six major stages/eras, which include: infancy,
childhood, the juvenile era, preadolescence, early adoles-
. cence, and late adolescence (1953). Of most significance for
this investigation is Sullivan's description of two stages°
- Sullivan noted that the preadolescent era, beginning at
approximately age 8-1/2, is mgrkedly. différent from the
juvenile era in that a new intéfest develops in a same sex;_
nonfamilialiperson who Becomes a friend, éal, ér‘chum,' The
"chumships" that Sullivan described are fullfbléwn relation-

ships characterized by love. No longer does the c¢hild
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approach interactions with peers as a means by which to getr
what he wants or needs, but rather, he becomes an aCtive,,‘
interested participant in a complex, reciprocal, intimate
relationship, The early adolescent focuses on-the relation;
ship and what he can contribute to the partner as wéll as tb
the relationship. Sullivan describes this transformation
from self to other as resulting from the need for intef— 
personal intimacy. Notable about this era iSVClOSeneSS}
intimacy in these relationships, and movement toward mutuél
satisfaction. Specifically,:Sullivan sugéests’that “chum—
ships" may serve to defuse the "extreme undesirability of the
experience of ankiety," or 1loneliness. The ability tbv
successfully form these "chumship" relationships generalizes
to developing other positive relationships.

Parten (1932, 1933), also using a developmental
approach focusing on é specific aspect of friendships,
described five Ways that infants and children play in the
preseﬁce of others:

l. Solitary play: The child plays alone and indepen-
dently with toys. The child makes no effort at
communication with othér_children, .

2., Onlooker play: The child spends most of his time
watching other children play. He will talk with

other children but does not participate.
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3. Parallel play: The ¢hild plays with similar toys

“while being next to anotherAChild, but their activi-
ties are unrelated.

4. Associative play: The child plays with anothe; child
and shares toys and conversation, but each child acts
alone and the two do not'ahare a common goal.

5. ‘Cooperative play: Children play together and help
| each otherAproduce a material product or achieve a
cammqn goal. lGame playing ié,one example,
Paften'a reaearch providesAinsith into the types of play in
wnich‘chiidren engage; however, it has deficits. Clearly,‘
thisvrésearch is most applicable to early childhood, as the
focus ia only on play as & form of social interaction. If
Parten is taking‘a developmental approach, then the theory
falls short because it addresses a single issue relevant for
understanding adolescent or adult relationships. Fnr early
A aaolescents, play or playful interaction is‘but one compdnent
of the larger context of friendship as other compdnents such
as shared inferests and mutual understanding with peers
becbme more Significant° " |
An association can be madé between these two devel-
npmental descriptions even though one is a more generai
overview and the other reviews a.specific area of sacial

interaction. Just as Sullivan's stages/eras demand certain
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levels of cognitive functioning before they can emerge, so
do Parten's five kinds of play. While more recent investi-
gators have explored the mechanisms of developmental changes
in friendships, Sullivan's and Parfen's work 'still are
significant in first identifying f;iendship dévelopment as
a'progression° Both describe development as progressing
.toward closer, more mature lévels-of social interaction--a
progressive movement from anlemphasis on self to other during'
later childhood and early adolescence,

Children's and Adolescents'
Conceptions of Friendship

More recently, investigatdrs> have attempted to
describe peer relationships from the child's and adolescent's
.perspectives. This approach contrasts with the developmental
approaches just described in that friendships are described
and defined from the child's or adolescents' point of view,
as opposed to descriptions of‘deVelmeental'progression based
on observational dafa or a clin‘ician'sperspective° For
example, Berndt (1978) posed two types of . guestions to
children in kindefgsrten} thifd, and sixth grades. The first
gquestion focused on features of friendship, with the‘question
"How donyou know that someone is your best friend?" Addi-
tional prompts of "How else do you know?" were used. The
second guestion asked about nonéfriendship and‘reasons for

friendship termination. Speéifically, "How do you know that
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someone is not your friend?" and "What would make you decide
not to be someone's friend anymore?" were used as prompts.
Upoh completion of data collectibn and analysis, a formal
eight category coding systém was devised° These eight cate-
gories form specific doﬁains from which friendships may be
studied.-A V | |

1. Play or association: playing and spending time
together. |

2. Prosocial behavior: ~helpfulﬁess and generosity.

3. Aggressive behavior: teésing and fighting.

4, Intimacy and trust:“disciosure and willingness to
disclose to each other and trust that informatioﬁ
will be kept confidential.

5. Loyélty: su@port'when»péefs and adults are present.

6. Faithfulness: dependability; the friend won't leave

| you for someone'else@‘ |

7. Definitional: comments about the friendships, those
aspects that are baéic to the definition of the
friendéhip; ackndwledgement that you are friends..

8. Personal attributes: aspeéts of‘ each perSon'S‘.

personality that affects ‘the relationship.

Berndt's work seems especially applicable to the early
adolescent time period. Each of the eight categories is

appropriate for exploring the early adolescent's friendship,
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with variation being in that of degree. For eﬁample, in
early adolescence intimacy and trust are more immediate
aspects of the relationship than is aggressiye‘béhavior°
This is nét to say that certéin‘ddmains disappear at differ-
ent times during the'liféspaﬁ, but rather, théy may take a
"back seat." This type of approaéh to studying children's
friendships appears to have wider applications to studying
friendships across the lifespan.- |

In a similar study of friendships, Bigelow and
LaGaipa (1975) explored written responses of children in
grades first through eighth'reéarding expectations of their
best friend. A set of twenty—one descriptive relationship“
dimensions was identified. Eleven of the original categories
were repofted as being most commonly used by older children,
seventh and eighth graders, to describe their relationships:
(1) helpihg——with friend vés giver (as oépoéed  to friend
heiping'as receiver), (2)'c6den activities, (3) propinquity,
(4) evaluation, (5) acceptance, (6) incremeéntal prior
interactions, (7) loyalty and commitment, (8) génuineness,
(9) intimécy, (105‘common interest, and (11) -similarity in
attitudes. Bigelow. (1977) then used a cluster analysis
téchnique, clﬁstering twenty-one. friendship expectation
dimensions preViously-identified in his wérkvwith>La Gaipa,
and féund that certain clusters emerged réflecting develop-

mental stages in conceptions of friendships. During grades
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two and three, a reward—cést system seemed to be employed by
friends, with features such as propinquity, common activity,
'and_similar expectations being salient for this age. In
vgradés fourth and fifth, sharing dimensions emerged, gspeci—
ally‘in norms, values, rules, and sanctions. A thirdvcluster
emerged for children in the sixth and seventh grades, which
yielded dimensions of intimacy, self-disclosure, and personal
-attributes; |

| Berndt (1978), Bigelow and LaGaipa (1975) and then
Bigelow (1977) approached the task of describing childhood
and adQléscent friendshipé by identifying specific relation-
.ship'chéracteristics emerging from.children's'de3cription§'
of their friendships. Although using a similar data base,
or children's descriptions of their friendships, Selman
(1980) addressed the iésue of‘describing these relationships
from a diffe:eht angle. ’Séimaﬁ (1980) generaﬁed a frameﬁork
for ‘describing friendships based on Changes in social
' cognition and social perspective taking. Selman identifies
developmental levels reflecting associations among perspec-
tives‘of the self and othersg' This developméntal'approach
differs from Sullivan's and Parten's because its focus is
primarily on a child's perceptions and cognitions about-What
is- important in peer relationships. Five leVels* are
‘identified, ranging from Level 0 to Level.4 (éée Table 1).

Parallel to these levels are stages.that reflect the under-
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sténding of élose dyadic friendships (see Table 1). The term
"stage" .is used to refer to the ﬁore complete conceptions
across the relationship domains (friendship Afofmation,
closeness and intimacy, trust, jealousy, conflicts, and their
re501utions and termination) or mors speéifically, the under-
standing that the particular child has about what constitutes
1a-friend5 - The termv"level" refers to the underlying struc--
'fure_-qf thé perspective-taking ability (developmentally
"~ based). Selman's work reflects the notion that whiie a
yQuﬁger child may commonly menfion a specific featuré such
]aé>loyalty, it is'likely that this concept does not mean thg
' same thing to:himvas it does an older child of 12 years; 
A’Se_lman seeks to discover the true meéning ‘that is Being
: fepresented for each child. For example, when a 6 yeaf old
child and a 12 year old child both talk about "loyélty" in
theié"relationships, tﬁe term "loyaltf" means different

things.
| Selman's last stage 4 is éimilar with the definition
proﬁided by Kelley et. al (1983) in that Selman's stage 4 may
serve. as somé support that preadolescent friendships possess
many adult-like relationship .characteristics. Selman's
perspective is vital to understanding friendship development
because it takes into account both developmental levels'of
social perspective—taking and étages of réfleétive under -

standing about the friendship, as well as identifying



Table 1. Selman's

developmentaltlevels and stages of friendship.

Relationship Between Perspectives of
Self and Others

Understanding of Close Dyadic
Friendships

Level 0: Egocentric or undifferentiated.

Ages 3 to 7. Children of this age are
aware of the subjective perspectives in
themselves and others but have diffi-
culty in distinguishing between their
own perspectives and those of others.
Confusion exists between intentional
and unintentional acts.

Level l: Subjective or differentiated
perspectives. 'Ages 4-9. Children in -
this stage realize that another may have
similar or different views from them. A
new concern has developed about the
psychological life and uniqueness of
each person.

Level 2: Self-reflective or reciprocal
perspectives. Ages 6-12. Perspective
taking is apparent and allows the child
to consider their own thoughts and feel-
ings and evaluations of another's
actions and behaviors. This ability
leads to a reciprocity of thoughts and
feelings rather than that of action.

' Stage 1:

Stage 0: Momentary physicalistic play-
ments. Conceptions center around
propinquity and proximity. "Playmate"

is the most appropriate term. Conflicts
arise over objects and spaces rather than
feelings.

One-way assistance: A friend
is viewed as someone who is important
because he/she performs some function
that is important to the self. '

Stage 2: Fair-weather cooperation. New
awareness of interpersonal perspectives
emerge. There is a matching of specific
likes and dislikes rather than matching
expectations and standards. Arguments
may end a friendship even though both
partners may still like each other. No
continuity is seen to exist.

8¢
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because he/she performs some function
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partners may still like each other. No
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specific issues in the friendship domain (e.g., friendship
'formation, motives, closeness, intimacy, trust, jealoﬁsy,
conflicts, resolutions, and termination)°

The combined results of the studies reviewed have
préduced interesting anad descriptive information about
children's friendships; The most significant factor is that -
Vfriendships were described in teims of the  child's and
adoléscent's coqceptions rather than imposing adult expec-
tations and definitions upon these relationships. Allowing
early adolescents to describe in their own words Vtheir
relationships was the approach adopted in the present
investigation. Furthermore, there is éonsiderable overlapi
among the_resulté of these investigations in terms of the
gualities of friendships that youngsters describe. Intimacy, .
companionship, loyalty, shared .activities, etc,, are terms
thaf repeatédly charactérize the participating children's
perceptions regardless of methods usedO‘ Because,of'the
apparent salience of these gqualitative features, the presént
investigation seeks to assess these qualities as well as .
replicate’e#isting research findings. The present research
also seeks td examine-other qualitative featﬁres of reiation—
ships emerging from children's descriptions of their best
friendships, yet not often studied. More information about

these characteristics will be discussed momentarily.



31

Children's Social Networks

A third approach to describing children's friend-
ships, though inftequently @ursued, involves investigating
features of children's social networks. This line of
research examines how peer relationships differ from parent-
child, sibling, or other social network relationshiés across
specific interaction domains or relationship gﬁalities°
Furman and Buhrmester (1985) approached this task by having
fifth and sixth grade students complete the Netﬁork- of
Relationship Inventory (NRI), thch assesses ten relatienship
qualities. The children ratedlthese qualities for relationf
_ ships with mothers, fathers, siblings, grandparents, friends,
and teachers. The ten relationship quaiities»assessed on the
NRI includeﬁ (1) reliable .alliance, (2) enhancement of
worth,; (3) instrumental aid,‘(4) companionship—social inte;
gration, (5).affection, (6)'intimacy—disclosure, (7) relative
power, (8) conflict, (9) satisfaction, and (10) importance
of the relationship. Furman and Buhrmester additionally used
ratings of satisfaction and the importance of the relation-
ship as indicators of the overall nature of the relationship,

Findings revealed that while parents were most iﬁpor—
tant for many social provisions, friends were rated highest
on compenionshipo Interestingly, peers and mothers were rated
equally on the intimacy component, Additidnaily, friends

scored high on relative power, These results suggest that
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reiationships between peers are truly complex. One might
expect that the intimacy a mother shares with her child is
unparalleled, yet early adolescents.report that intimacy is
egqually acéessible with théir friends° Peer friendships are
uhique based wupon their -abilify to rival close family
'relationshibs and, together with those family relationships,
_pfovide,the basis for éll future social intefactionso

Furman and Buhrmester provide‘specific information
vabdut features of rélationships and the importance of
different members in- the child'ssocialyn‘etwork»° Furmén and
" Buhrmester's (1985) procedures, however, required the parti-
cipating-children to consider a friénd, any friend. 1In the
pfésent investigation, the participating adolescent's are
asked to repbrt specifically about the qualitétive features
of a best friendship. Time did not permit an assessment of
these.features across muitiéle relationships. As the present
investigatibn employs the Furman & Buhrmester measuré of
qualitative features of relationships, and this sample is
approximately the same age, the expectation is that results
from these two investigations can be compared and cohtrasted°

The present investigation, therefore, represents an
extension of Furman and Buhrmester‘s work by exploring best
friendships. This work representé'an extension in another

respect. That is, the most commoniy identified.features of

friendship are intimacy, knowledge, responsiveness, similar-
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ity, complementarity, and stability. Expiored to a lesser
degree, yet very important, are loneliness, parental
knbwledge, satisfaction and competition (Berndt, 1982).
Preliminafy efforts to explore children's percéptions of

these features are part of the preéent investigation.

Best Friendshiops

Best friend research 1is an area that has been
neglected in pfevious investigations. While best friendships
are a more specific type of peer relationship, this érea may
be hampered by the problem of defining the close relation-
ship. As research has shown, early adolescents are capgble
of intimacy (Sullivan, 1953; 3Berndt, 1982; Furman and
Buhrmester, 1985); and while Kelley, et al.'s definition doés
not include the intimacy component, the definition may be
appropriate here through'the implication that intimacy will

develop through strong,' diverse, frequent and mutually

~ interdependent interactions.

As noted earlier, investigators have often examined
best friendships as part of a more general investigation of
peef relationships. When best friendships are compared with
peer acguaintances, cleaf differences emerge. For exaﬁple,
Berndt (1982), studying kindergarten, third and sixth grade
students, asked specifically about.best friendships. While

most of the reasons mentioned for what are important quali-
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ties for a best friend fit into the original eight category
schemes devised by Berndt, three additional ones were added,
including: |
9. Similarity: ha%ing similar likes and dislikes°
10. Duration of friendship: being friends for a period
of time. |
11. Conflict resolution: acknowledgement that friends

make-up after fights.

Results suggested that, once again, older children nentiohed
intimacy and .loyalty as well as prosocial behavior as
friendshipgcharaéteristics more often thaﬁ younger children.
”_IhtereStingly, older children gave fewer reasons referfing
to the basic, obvious features of friendship, such as we pléy
togéther,reﬁc° Older children also reported that absence of
éqgressive behavior was important between good friends.

| Diaz and Berndt (1982) explored the best ffiendship
relationship in terms of youngster's knowledge about their
best friends. Children in grades fourth and eighth were
gquestioned about several aspects of their best friendships,
including: ©best friend's personality characteristics, the
friend's preferences, and other iﬁformational characteristics
such as birthdate and telephone number. Additionally, Diaz

and Berndt identified characteristics that they felt were
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indicators of knowledge about their partner, such as freg-
uency of contact, duration of the friendship, and éognitive
level (e.g., maturity). Their findinés are important in
several respeét;e First, a distinction can be made between
:intimate and nonintimate knowledge components of -a best
.friendship. Younger and older childfen did not differ in the
amount of knowledge they had about external and observable
.characteristics, but’oldér childreh knew significantly more
about their best friend's likes, feelings, and thoughts,‘ The
' strongest predictor:of the child's awareness of both internai
and external chafacferistics was frequency of contact. While
significant, this finding a;so seems logical in that moré
contact should yield more information-sharing opportunities. .
| Generallf, there are definition and measurement’
probleﬁs with studying best friendships and the studies cited
are not immune. For examplé, how does one cbnvey the same
meaning of "best friend" to a kindergarten child, third
' grader or junior high school student? Will the critérié be
fhe same for all groups? A definition that is specific may
be too confining and too narrow for some, if not all, groups.
A general definition may be plagued by difficulties in
distinguiéhing best friendships from regular friendships.
.MeaSurement problems stem »frdm the difficulfy of having
children identify a best friend that is'ﬁot reciprocated,

thus resulting in one-sided best friend relationship.
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Children also may identify a popular classmate.that they wish
wereliheir best friend. While there has been some progress
made in terms of describing the unique characteristics of
best friendships, there is an obvious and critical need for

further exploration in the study of best friendships in the

. areas just mentioned.

Pubertal Effects on Friendships

FEarly adolescent friendships are particularly
interesting to explore as the developmental literatnre
suégests that "adult-like" characteristics (e.g., intimacy,
responsiveness, similarity and eomplementarity, etc.) are
not preeent in social relationships until this age period
(Sullivan, 1953; Selman; 1980). Berndt (1982) discueses the
uniqueness of early adolescence and notes three major reasons
why this period is special. First, he notes that the social
environment of early adolescence is different from that in
~ childhood or late adolesceneeras the adolescent seeks greater
independence resulting in avreaefinition of the parent—child
relationship, and subsequently, peer relations. This "stage"
.ie awkward, as the early‘adelescent is treated neither as e,
child nor an adult but ‘must fit somewhere in between.
In agreement with Furman and Buhrmester's (1985) findings
that relative power in relation to friends is high, Berndt

points out that the adolescent is capable of engaging in
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egalitarian-like reiationships Qith peers and friends.- This
is unigque, as prior to this time the individual occupied,
more or 1less, subordinate positions in relationships.
Secondly, cognitiVe-abilities continue to expand and develop
durihg this time. The increésed capacity for abstract
thinking allows for greater depth.and breadth of relation-
ships. Finally,vBerndt notes that puberty:typically defines
.the beginning of early adolescencea- This may be a traumatic
time for the individual, who may turn to peers and friends,
- who are experiencing similar events, for understanding. The
emergence of intimacy and affection during this period hints
at what may now be termed close, or best frie_ndships°

As suggested by.Berndt (1982) and Sullivan (1953),
friendships undergo a transformation during preadolescence,
a transformation frequently linked to‘pubertai chahges° The
nature of the link betwéén puberty'and changés in friendships
has never been clearly established for two reasons. Fifst
is the persistent gquestion of whether or. not puberty and
early adolescence 1is a-transitional or distinct period of
life. Historically, early-addlescence is viewed as the
beginning of adolescenée or the end of childhood. This
approach somehéw_lesséns the importance .of this partieu}ar
time in an individual's life. Peterson and Crockett (1985)
view puberty as a process rather than an e?énf,'which lends

support to the notion that early adolescence is a distinct
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life period. Relevant -to friendships, a secend ptoblem
occurs in simply trying to define puberty: Medical profes-
sionals and physical anthropologists define puberty in terms
of the endocrinological‘ and physical changes that. occur
duriné this time. Social scientists approach this topic in
a similar way, as they 'identify. growth spurts snd the
- appearance of primary and secqndary sex characteristics as
developmental markers. In the preSent‘investigation,-these'
physical changes are not in and of themselves significant.
Rather, puberty is thought to be significant -because it
alters one's physical appearanee and consequeptly hOW'othe:
people respond to you and how you think about yourself, which
in,turn ‘influences one's socia_l‘relationships° Unfortu—-
nately, in this investigation, the process of how puberty
affects peer relationships will not be exemined, Rather,
this research represented an~initia;,effort to identify a _'

possible link between puberty and peer rel&tions’hips°

Personal ChéréCteristics
The purpose of this 1nvestlgatlon as described -to
thlS. p01nt is: (1) .to explore qualltatlve features of'
preadolescent's best frlendshlps that have been described as
A.signlflcant but not yet studied emplrlcally ( e.g. competl—
tien, loneliness, shared interests and parental . knowledge);

and (2) to explore how friendship qualities may vary relative
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to the preadolescent's pubertal status? The final goal of
this investigation is to explore further variations in the
qualitative features of preadolescent friendships relative
to several individual characteristics. " Individual charac-
teristics assumed to influence patterns of interactions and
perception of qualitative features include a sense of self-

.efficacy and empathy.

Social Self—Efficacy

The role of perceptions of self-efficacy, or the
child's perceived effectiveness in social interactions with
peers, has recelved llttle attention in the early adolescent
friendship research° This is surprising given that there is
some support to show that a sense of self- efficacy in 5001al
relationships or lack thereof may influence the quality of
peer relations by affecting interpersonal behavior (Goetz and
Dweck, 1980). Self-efficacy is different from social compe-
" tence in that social competence is conceptualized as skillful
social behavior and self—efficacy'is the personal belief that
competence can be achieved in social situations. How an
early: adolescent perceives his ability to .act and react
appropriately in social'sitnations may either greatly enhence
or affect detrimentally self-concept and future interactions.
For example, whether or not an early adolescent can success-

fully ask a group of children if he can play soccer with
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them, is not as important és how easily or difficult that
"person'perceives it to be for him. Does he think he can do
vit' and will it be difficult or easy? Self-efficacy is
defined as '"the belief that one can successfully perform
behavior required to produce desired outcomes" (Wheeler and
_ Ladd, 1982). For example, Wheeler and Ladd found that there
are measurable differences in children's conceptions of self-
.efficacy, Specificaliy, those children who saw themselves
as self-efficacious were well liked and fared weli in their
peer groups and/or children who had positiVe self-images,
were more inclined to see themselves as being more verbally
skilled in nonconflict interactions. Furthermore, thesé
children who were high-on self-efficacy were able to express
their own wants and opinions. Although only partially
supported, the hyéothesis that younger children tend to
overestimate their persuasive ébilitiesrcanhot be Qverlooked
(e.g. getting others to play a game their'way; or going
‘against the norm). It may be that children's .abilities to
make judgments about their social competence change with age
.and become more accurate. This implies that self-efficacy
should increase with age because the individual is better
able’tQ:jﬁdgé how effectively they may be able to peréuade
others té'his own way of thinking, Ability to persuade
appears to be the one of the factors that ah individual uses

to decide how he will react in a given situation. The second
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Aimportant finding is thet perceptions of self—efficaey varyA
from situation to sifuetion, ana that children feel greater
social competence in nonconflict situations. The researchers
believe that the strength of children's perceptions of their
social self—efficacy is dependent upon situational factors.
The ability to persuade anofher inaiViduel, especially in
conflictual situations, may be a factor that influences best
-friendships, |

As wae mentioned earlier, social self-efficacy is

essumed to influence the gquality of'peer relationships by
~affecting interpersonal behaviors. The goal of the present
investigation was to examine the specific qualitative'
characteristics inrearly adolescence ﬁhat may be aseociated
with sociel'self—efficacy° This is a first step toward
understanding how social self;efficacy may influence specific
interpersonal behaviors. Once again, ﬁhe possible links
among social self-efficacy, interpersonal behaviors and
| gualitative features of relatiohships will not be established
here. Presently, this research represents an attempt to
narrow the scope of the potential connections, by identifying
possible associations between qualitative features of best

friendships and social self-efficacy.
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‘Empathy

Empathy is defined as a vicarious emotional
experiences of others (Mehrabian and Epstein, 1972). 1It has
been suggested that children cannot express empethy until
cerfain cognitive capabilities are aftained (Sullivan, 1953;
Selman, 1980). More recent investigations, however, are
previding empirical results contradicting this assumption
(Dunn and Kendriek, 1982). 1In faet, empathetic respondihg
has~been observed as eariy as the first year of life (Dunn
and Kendrick, 1982). It is possible, then,vto imagine the
link between relationships and development of emparhyi
Increased empathy results in increased intimacy, and vice
versa, a bidirectional associationo_ Bryant (1982) developed
a measure, An Index of Empathy for Children and Adolescents;
in which her primary goal was to develop an assessment of
youngster's understandihgs of the experience of shering
pleasant and unpleasant feelings° The particular emphasis
is on emotional responsiveness as it asks children questions
abeﬁt situations that are "real" for them. Children and
adolescents in first, foﬁrth, and seventh grades completed
the emotional empathy measure and teacher ratings. Bryant
found that empathy scores appeared to increase as physical
intimacy increases. A curvilinear developmental path'was
found for boys and girls with regard to'empathic cross-sex

arousal, suggesting variations in empathic.reSponsiveness
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based upon grade and age. Bryant's approach is unique in
that it asks the children and adolescents to_reflect upon
their own subjectiVe responses as opposed to being-a direct
measure of observed empathic behavior. Empathy is important
in the present study as it is believed that understanding
how others feel will incréase intimacy in relationships. An
understanding of how.the other person feels may signal to
>the other person caring and affection,

In sum, previous studiés have only partially begun
to answer questions about best friendships. The specific
questions that need to be answered are: (1) how do frequént-
ly explored qualltles of best frlendshlps (e.g.; intimacy;
power,‘companlonshlp) compare with other qualltles that are
léss commonly identified ( e.g. competltlon, and shared
intérestS); (2) how do the relationship qualities identified
look in relation to pubertal status; and (3)'how do relation-
ship qualities appear relative to individual socio-emotional
' functioﬁing, or specifically,‘ social self-efficacy and
empathic response. The present.investigation addreSSes these
guestions with the goal of providing a clear description of

best friendships during early adolescence°

HYpotheses

The present investigation is an extension and combi-

nation of cited needs for research in the area of children's
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friendship development. .This investigation will foéus‘on
early adolescent's responses to dJuestions about their
felationships'with a best or close friend. Specifically,
fhis study takes a 1look at best. friendship qualities,
personal adjustment characteristics, and pubertal status.
This research is primarily'descriptive, however some specific
hypotheées have been generated based on existing research.
-It was hypothesized that: (1) friendship‘quality variables
less frequently étudied yet asseséed.in this investigation
inéluding, intimate self-disclosure, compétition, shared
inte:ésts, loneliness, and parental knowledge, should
correlate with more commonly assesséd3friendship qualitf
variabieg; and (2) pubertal effects will be important in that
the 1ate puberty gfoup's friendships will be more intimate
and cooperative than the early puberty group, furthermore,
the late puberty group should report lesé competition in

their friendships.
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METHOD

Sixty young adoleécents comprised the sample for this
investigation. Five instruments were administered to measure
two different kinds of friendship gqualities, pubertal status,
éocial self-efficacy and empathy. Details of sample
characteristics, proéedures, and aescriptidns of the five

instruments are provided below.

Participaﬁts

Participants in this study consisted of 60 seventh
énd eighth grade students. The students were recruited
through Sierra Vista_Middle School, Sierra Vista, Arizona.
‘The town of Sierra Vista was a somewhat unique population‘
for this research project. Approximately 60 to 70% of all.
students enrolled at the middle school were from military,

. retired military, or civil service families,v These families
were middle class. Student ethnic backgroundeas diverse
with greater than 50% white; however, Sierra Visfa Middle
School had the highest percentage of black students of any
school in the stéte of Arizona° Other racial mixtures (e.g.,
‘Asian-Black, Asian-Hispanic, eté,) reported were due to.high
miiitary enrollment. The.mean age of respondents was 13.4

years; Religious affiliation was also a unigue character-
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istic as Catholic and Church of Latter Day Saints repfesent
the largest groups (46.6 and 41.4 respectively). See Table

2 for more detailed information about this sample.

Procedure

A letter describing the study (see Appendix A) and
requesting participatioh and pafental consent (Appendix B)
‘'was diStfibﬁted one week prior to the planned date of data
collection. All students enrolled ih periods 1, 2, 4, 5,
and. 7 _physical education classes received participation
requests;~‘0f those receiving'ietters, 51% received per-
Amission'to participate. The students surveyed were clearly
-a convenience samplé as school permission was obtained for
oniy those class periods. After receiving parental consent,
the students were asked to complete a series of five gques-
tionnaires° At the time of data collection, all students
recéiVing parental consent wére asked 'tQ sign a Minor's
.ASseht Form (see Appendix C). All participating students
received both parental consent and gave their own writtén
Assent. All participants received a ﬁery small incentive, -

a new pencil, for completing the questionnaires.
| Data were colleéted for this researcﬁ pfoject using
a series of 5 questionnaires. The questionnaires selected
for use assessed general friendship qualipies, best friend-

ship qualities, measures of personal characteristics, and a



Table 2. Group characteristics (total subjects) (N = 60).

Characteristics Meaﬁ SDh
Age o ’ : 13.4 1.7
Grade | 7.6 1.2
Number of siblings 2.4 1.4
Religious afiliation ' .Percent

Protestant 8.6

Catholic | 46.6

Jewish : ' _ 1.7

Atheist or agnostic 0.0

Other _ 41.4

Ethnic background

Hispanic o ‘ | 24.1
Native Americaﬁ | _ 7.4
Asian _ 11.1
Black ' 44.4
White ’ | 3.7

Other 10.0
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. pubertal status questionnaire. Separate versions of the
pubertal status questionnaire were administered to the male
and female students.
© All data were collected in one school day. Students

completed the measures in a small classroom during their
designated physical education period. The principal inves-
tigator administered all gquestionnaires. The following
directions were given prior to administration:

I want to thank each of you for taking the time to

complete this study. I am interested in how people

your age think about your friendships and specifi-

cally, your best or close friend. Before you begin

to answer the questions, I would like each of you to

think about a person who is the same sex as you,

that you consider to be your best friend. If you do

not have a best friend, then think of someone who is

a close friend. Please take your time and answer

all of the questions. If you get tired or do not

feel like finishing the packet you may stop at any

time. If you have any questions, please feel free

to ask me. Are there any questions before we begin?

Together, the gquestionnaires took approximately' 35 to 50

minutes to complete.

Measurement

The five questionnaires employed were designed to
measure the major constructs under investigation: friendship

" qualities, personal characteristics and pubertal status.

Assessments of Friendship Qualities

Best Friend Relationship Questionnaire (BFRQl, The

BFRQ (Gamble and McKinney, 1988) (Appendix D) was developed

~
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‘specificaily for this investigation in an atteﬁpt to éather
ianrmation on'qualities on friendships previously'identified
in the literature. Of particular interest were gualities of
friendships that have not been widely researched (e.qg.,
cémpetitidn, shared interests, parental knowledge). This
- scale departs from others, not oﬁly by focusing on lesser
‘studied variables, but also by exploring a spécific component
of ‘intimacy, or intimate self—diéclosuréa ‘A distinction
should be made hére between intimacy as assessed by a similar
scale, the NRI, andbintimate self-disclosute used ih this
scale. The subscale intimacy on the network of relationships
inventory (NRI) refers to physical intimacy. The questions
‘designed for the intimate subscale on thes BFRQ, labeled
intimate seif—diécldsure, were developedr to explore the
nature of intimate qf self-disclosing conversatidns in early
adolescence., ’These items addressed'bbth thé presence or
vabsence and thé frequency that certain special topics are
idiscussed by two friends° For examble, individuals wete
asked to answer the éuestion "How often dO'yoﬁAand-
share information about things that happened to you when you

were younger,"

with answer choices of little or none, some-
what, very often, extremely often and most often.
Overall, the BFRQ consisted of 57 items, -with a

’variety of different question formats ranging from forced

choice, to £fill in the blanks, to Likert-type (like the
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intimacy example) answer choices modelled after those in
the NRI,: The BFRQ included six subscales, including: (1)
intimate self-disclosure (7 items); (2) loneliness (7 items);
(3) cdmpetition (5 items); (4) shared interests (7 items);
(5) parental knowledge (3 itemé); and (6) overall relation-
ship satiéfaction (1 item); Each'of thegquestions for the
_six subscales were developed to investigaté a specific
relationship quality. As previously explained, the subscale
-of intimate self-disclosure was desigﬁed td assess the inti-
mate part of peer relationships that occurs in conversations
about suéh topics as childhood 'historieé, future plans;
dating, étc, The second subscale, loneliness, examined how
often‘ah‘early adolescent wanted to go some place or do
something with someone other than their bést friend. It also
tapped feelings of being uncomfortable and wanting to be with
othef people° A third subscale measured competition across
several areas including: sports, grades, friends, material
possessions, etc,‘ The fourth: subscale, ‘labeiled shared
interests,-focused on how much the early adolescent perceives
shared’activities such as school, sﬁbjects, friends, joining
clubs, and topics related to the family and home affect the
‘best friendship. For example, so the friends like to spend
their frée time in the same waYs or like the same classes in
- school. 'Thisrparticular subscale contrasts with the compe-

tition subscale in that the same topic areas are examined,
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but for activities that the two friends enjoy toéetheroA This
subscale was based on the principle of similarity in that we
like others who are like us. Péople:who like the same thinés
we like énd have similar interests and attitudes. Specifi-
cally,'simiiarity based. on proximity (Newcomb, 1961) and
attitudinal similarity (Tesser ana Brbdie, 1971)°  Parental
Knowledge( the fifth subscalé, probea for informatién about
how much parents knew about the besf friend and the level of
importance parénts’ placed on qpalities such as the friend's
looks, athletic ébilities and manners. The sixth and final
subscale assessed the overall satisfaction with the friend-
ship by asking just that question.

| An initial investigation into sﬁbs;ale reiiability
was co'mpleted° Alphé coefficients of internal consisteﬁcy
for fhe six subscaleé ranged from 026.to .80 (See Table 3
below for compléte statistics)o

Network of Relationships Inventofy (NRI) . The NRI

(Furman and Buhrmester, 1985) (Appendix E) assessed
children's and adolescent's perceptions of the qualitative
features of their relationships with social network members
(e.g., parents, teachérs, grandparents, etc.). The version
used for this study focused solely onrthe best friend rela-
tionship. The NRI consists of 38 questions, from which 10
gqualitative features of friendships were derived; including:

(1) intimacy; (2) affection; (3) prosocial behavior; (4)
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Table 3. Estimates of Internal Reliability using Chronbach's’
Alpha Coefficients for the Best Friendship Rela-
tionship Questionnaire (BFRQ) Variables (n = 60).

"Variable Number of Items Reliability
Coefficients
Alpha
Intimate Self-Disclosure '7 ' .80
Loneliness o 7 - : .55
Competition - 5 077
Shared Interests _ 7 .74

Parental Xnowledge ' 3 : .26
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companionship; (5) édmiration; (6) reliable alliancé; (7)
satisfaction}'(B) dominance; (9) conflict; and (10) pﬁnish;
ment. All the questions were specific to a pérticular best
friend and rated on a 5¥item4Likert—type response scale.
For examéle( two sample questions included "How much does
your ‘friend like or love you" .and hHow much does your friend
treat you like you're admired and respected," Scoring for
Vthis scalé involyed summing the scores across each of the 10
qualitativé categories} Internal consistency scores reported
Dy the spale'authors were good, with a mean of .80. Alphas
for this sam?le ranged from .43 to .89. A majority of the
- BFRQ variables were positively and highly correlated with

' the NRI.variables. Correlations ranged from -.22 to .78.

Personél Characteristics

The Children's Self-Efficacy for Peer Interaction

,(CSPi). This CSPI (Wheeler and Ladd, 1982) (Appendix F) was
. developed to asseés self-efficacy, which is defined by
Wheeler and.Ladd as the "belief that one can successfully
pefform behaviors required to produce desired outcbmes"
(p.:795)° The CSPI consists of'22 items, including conflict
(12 items) and non-conflict (10 items) domains, deveioped'
from Blumenfeld and Kinghorn's (1978) six observational

categories of persuasive behaviors including: -explanations,
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imperatives, rules, reqﬁests, negdtiatiqn, and Verbal
aggressions. Each question was written to describe a social
situation with four'possibleianswer choices: HARD!, hard,
easy, énd'EASY!,.Respondents were asked to complete each
sentencé with the appropriéte wdrd, basedrupon whether it is
hard of easy for them to do the task and the degree of
difficulty. HARD! means that it is very difficult, and EASY!
.implies it is simple. For examplé, "Some kids are making
fﬁn of sbmeone in your classroom. Telling them to stop is

for yoﬁ;" Scoring_offthe CSPI was compieted by summing
the‘children's responses across éll items. Total scores may
range from 22 to 88 and the authors report a direct relatioﬁ;
ship between total scores and magnitude of social self-
efficacy, with a higher score reflecting greater self-
Aefficacy, For example, the -easier the early' adolescent
reports that he/she finds it to complete taéks that require
social competence, the higher that individual's séore will
" be on the total scale. For this éample the mean was 68.6,
with a standard deviation of 11;8° The internal reliability

coefficient was established to be .91 for the entire scale.

An Index of Empathy for Children and Adolescents.
This instrument (nyant,A1982) (Appendix G) was désiénea_to
assess "the experience of »perceivedvsharing.<bf feelings"
(Bryant, 1982, p. 413). This index_consisfs of 22 items in

which children and adoleécents are asked to respond to a
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series of questions as to whether it is "like me" or "not

like me," on items such as "People who kiss and hug in public

‘are silly," or "Even when I don't know why soméone is laugh-
ing, i iaugh téon" Scorin§ for this scale inVolved-computing
"an algebraic sum of all 22 items.

Total scores ranged from 0 to 22, Reported alpha
;coefficients ranged from .54 for first gréde children to .79
for seventh grade students. Reported test-retest reliabili--
tiesAweref,83 for .adolescents. The mean for this sample was

12.3 with a standard deviation of .3.8. The estimate of

internal consistency was .66 for this sample.

Puberty

Pubertal Development.séale (PDS) . This instrument

(Petersen et al., 1982) (Appendices H and I) assessed the
pubertal status of adoléscents'thfqﬁgh the use of questions
about physical changes such as "Have you noticed any skin
" changes." The PDS is a 7-item scale, with separate scale
items for boys and girls, The PDS asked about physicél
chénges _that may be occurriﬁg,  sﬁch as growth spurts,
menstfuatioﬁ for girls, and skin changes, by offering four
possibie choices ranging from-"hot yet started" (assigned a
scdre of 1) to "seems completed" (assigned a score of 4).
Scoring for this scale involved summing across the items.

Reported internal consistency was good and ranged from .68
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to .83 for the separate gquestions. For this samplé, the
glpha for females was .46 and ;64_for males. While the alpha
coefficients were somewhat 1ow,.this may have been due to a

social desirability factor of wanting to have advanced

pubertal status.
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RESULTS

Tﬁree distinct goals guided these analyses: (1) to
study associations among young adqlescenf's reports of the
qualitétive features of their best friendships in early
adolescence; (2) to determine the effects of pubertal status
onvchildren's perceptions of friendship gualities; ana (3)
to explore associations between two measures of socio;
emotional functioning (social self-efficacy and empathy) and
.the gualitative features ofrbest friendships. Addressing
-these goals necessitated several different kinds of analyses.

The first set of analyses related to the first goal,
examined ‘thé intercorrelations among the BFRQ subscale
factorsr(Table 4). When considering those Variables'charac—
’térizing close, generally warm relationships, it was observed
fhat several of these subscales were positively and signifi-
Cantiy.correlated° Infimateself-disclosure:k;Significantly
‘rcorrelated with shared interests and parental knowledge, and
shared interests and paréntal knowlédge were significantly
intercorrelated. Finally, numbéfs of shared interests were
correlated with intimate self—disclosure, Surprisingly, the
more "negative" characteristics of loneliness and competition
also were correlatéd‘ﬂith the more "positive" chafactéristics

of close relationships, except intimate self-disclosure.



Table 4. Intercorrelations of Best Friend Relationship Questionnaire (BFRQ)

Subscales for Males and Females (n = 60).
Intimate £ Loneliness Competition Shared Parental
Self- : ‘ Interests Knowledge
Disclosure '
Intimate Self- - L AB KKK : NS © . 58F*E C L ABHFEX
Disclosure ‘ R
Loneliness - . 28% L AB* KK ’ 025*
Competition : - 0 39%* . 34%
Shared ' : ' : Ao A2 kK *k
Interests : :
Parental ) _—
Knowledge
* p < .05
** p < .01

**% p < 001

8¢9
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The second set of analyses were used to addrees the
first goal. Next, an intercorrelation matrix was generatedv
for BFRQ and NRI variables in order to examine how those less
commonly studied relationehip qualities assessed on the BFRQ
were‘associated with the more.frequently studied relationship
oharacterietics aSseesed by the NRI. Results of correla-
vtional analyses revealéd that several of the Best Friend
Relationship Questionnaire ﬁariables were .significantly
correlated with the Network of Relationships Inventory
variabies (r's ranged from -.22 to .73; p < .001 to p < .05)
(Table 5). For the most part, observed'associations amoné
theeeb'variables were as expected; A The more "positive"
oharacteristiCS of children's friendships, as assessed on the
NRI, were poeitively'and,very significantly correlated with
the more "positive" friendship characteristics assessed by
the BFRQ. That is, intiﬁacy, affection, prosocial behavior,
companionship, admiration, and satisfaction from the NRI were
positively correlated with intimate self-disclosure, shared
interests, and parental knowledge from the BFRQ. These
analyses also revealed some_unexpected results. First, the
loneliness“subscale (BFRQ) was Significantly and positiyely
correlated with most of the "positiQe" relationship charac-
teristics as aesessed by the NRI. The competition subscale
was not significantly correlated with any of therther vari-

ables except reliable alliance. This negative correlation,



Table 5.

Intercorrelations of Best Friend Relationship Questionnaire (BFRQ)
Subscale with Network of Relationships Inventory (NRI) Subscales for
Total Sample (n = 60).

intimate Lonelinéss Competition Sharéd Parental
Self - ' Interests Knowledge
Disclosure
NRI Subscales
Intimacy . 48 %K% .49 Fk* - A6 KHK A5 %Kk %
Affection o T3 KKK .59 xKkk — 5 1xkk | A8 R KH
Prosocial 065*** o A4 FKkk - : JA9FFK L [ 39kkk
Compénionéhip' 0 64F** °50*** - 41 FK* 0 33%%
Admiration 38%kx 3TkkKk - 20%% .30%
Reliable ‘ 0 32%% - S =,22% - —_
Alliance
Satisfaction J52%kk 1 A3 K%K - | L37 KKk LAB*Kk
Dominance 0 30 %K - . _— D
Conflict - - - - —
Punishment —,29** - . 26%% _— —.28%*%x _—
* p < .05 k% p < .01 *%% p < ,001 (2-tailed significance)

09
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howevef, is interpretable. If competition in the relétion—
ship is Vhigh, the alliance is perceived as unreliable.
Finally, the conflict variable was not significantly related
to any other relationship‘charactéristics° For the most
part, this pattern of results was as hypothésized;'yet it
lacked'a certain clarity. The twé instrumentS'appeared to
be ﬁeasuringAa variety of specific qualitative feaﬁures of
relatiohships, but not necessarily-the same dimensions. A
more distinct pattern of correlations was expected.

- In an attemptlto gain clearer insight into early
adolescents’ frieﬁdships and’particularly‘best friendships;
t#tesfsrwere used to examine pubertal status ahd pétential
gender differences (Tébles 6) énd 7 on each of the rela-
tionship quality variables. While gender Was not initially
hypothesized to profoundly affect the resuits, it was
examined'étbthis point ihithe hope of,clarifying some of the
ambiguities that existed. The.initial exclusion of gender
was based‘upon inconsistent research findings. While Berndt
(1981), and Bigelow and LaGaipa (1980) found gender.differ—
ences in re;ation to friendship qualities and conceptions,
both Sharabany et al. (1981) and Diaz.and Berndt (1982) did
not repoft‘significant differences. Analyses using t-tests
for the BFRQ and NRI variables by gender revealed that girls
‘ ére significantly-more likely than boys to cﬁarééterize their

best friendships as high on intimate self-disclosure, loneli-
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Table 6. T-Test Analysis of Best Friend-Relationship'Ques—
tionnaire Subscales and Network of Relationships
Inventory Subscales by Pubertal Status (n = 60).

* Means
o Early Late ~ F-Ratio

Variable ‘ (n=27) (n=33) (df=58)
BFRQ Subscéles

Intimate Self-Disclosure 2.55 2.96 1.55
Loneliness o 2,27 2.52 1.28
Compet&tion ' - 2.30 2.37 1.99
Shared Interests | 2.42 2.82 2.20%
Parental Knowledge: . 2.78 2,77 1.09
NRI Subscales

Intimacy ‘ - 2.95 3.66 1.,23%
Affection  . 2.22 2.44 1.42
‘Prosocial Behavior _ 2.84 3.10 1.82
Companionship o 3.26 3.68 1.21
Admiration - 3,19 1.13 1.07
Reliable Alliarnce 4.17 4.47 1.17
Satisfaction | 3.65 3.88 1.02
Dominance 4.31 4.31 1.19
Conflict o 432 4.31 1.62
Punishment . 4.64 4.53 1.88
* p < .05
** p < .01
*%% p < .001
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'Table‘?° T-Test Analysis of Best Friend Relationship Ques-
- - tionnaire Subscales and Network of Relationships

Inventory Subscales by Gender (n =

Means
, : Boys | Girls F-Ratio
Variable (n=31) (n=29) (df=58)
BFRQ Suﬁscales
" Intimate Self-Disclosure 2.48 3.08 1.67*%*
Loneliness ' - 2.20 2.62 1.39%%
Compefition 2.30 . 2.38 1.25
Shared Interests 2981 ; 2.95 2.81 %%
parental Knowledge 2.58 2.98 1,27 %%
NRI Subscales ‘

‘Intimacy | , 3.02 3.68 1.03%*
| Affectiqn 2.16 2.54 2,30%%
Prosocial Behavior A 2,81 ,3{16 1.67
Companionship 3.33 3.66 1.38
Admiration 3.08 3.25 1.29
Reliable Alliance 4f26: - 4.43 1.12
satisfaction 3.57 4.00 1.36%%
Dominance o 4.35 4.26 1.65
Conflict 4,25 4,39 1.04
Punishment ~ 4.63 4.52 2.02+
+ p < .06
* p < .05
**% p < .01 - -
kkk P < .001
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ness, shared interests, and parental knowledge.. Significant
gender differences were observed for three of the NRI vari-
ables - of  satisfaction, affection, and intimacy. Only
marginal gender differgncés were observed for the prosocial
behavior variable on the NRI. When gender differences are
found, they tend to suggest that girls' friendships in early
adolescence can be characterized by more intimacy,-wafmth ana
.empathy (DouvanAand Adelson, 1966); These correlation mat-
rices and t-test results, therefore, provided some evidence
.of construct validity for the BFRQ constructed specifically
for the measurement of‘best friendships.

"The .next set of analyses examined- the role of
éubertal status with régard to -the youngster's perceptions
of relationship'quali'ties° Initially, all participants ﬁefe
assigned to a pubértal status group (either early puberty or
late puberty) after scores on the PDS were étandafdized and
the median split determined. 1In an attempt to gain clearer
: insight.into early adolescents' friendships and particularly
best friendsﬁips, t—teéts were used to examine the effects.
of pubertal status on re_lationship'qualitieso The t-test
technigque was the primary a p:idri analysis used to study
these effects. Results from these tests were discouréging
with only marginal differences emerging between the groups
(eérly and latg); differences that proved fﬁr the most part,

to be insignificant. The results aie presented in Table 6.
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The t-test analyses were conducted for both the BFRQ and NRI
relationship domains and dnly two were.éignificant, shared
inferests (F = 2,20, p < .05; BFRQ subscale) and intimacy
(F =1.23, p < .05; NRI subscale). The conflict variable was
marginally significant (F = 1.62, p < 010)? Furthér analyses
of the relationship qualitiesrrevealed significant findings
for se&en subscales including intimate self-disclosure,
lonelineSs,_ shafed iﬁteresﬁs, intimacy, affection and
satisfaction (results summarized in Table 7). All gualities
were significant at better than the .05 level, Additionally,
punishment was marginally significant (F = 2,02, p < .06).
Results from these analysis by gender were encéuraging and
it was deéided that further analyses including the'gender
variable should be conducted. Three sets of analysis for
pubertal status and gender were completed. Analysis of
variance (bivariate and éoVariate) with the factors pubertal
status and genderrwere employed to assess thé effects on the
relationship qualitiés° Because the results Were somewhat
compléx, they are presented and discussed by type of effect.
First, a two-way. analysis of variance was done to discover
what main and interacﬁion effects were present for pubertal
stétus and gender. Main effects for éénder were - found for
"four variableé, intimate Self—disclosure (F.= 4,44, p < .05),
loneliness (F = 4.84; p < .05), shared interests (F = 5.68,

p < .05), and paréntal knowledge (F - 4,81, p < .05) (Table
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8). Two marginél main éffects were noted for affection and
satisfaction. Unfortunately no main effécts were found for
pubertal status, and oniy one interaction effect was noted
forvconflict°
Second, two separate setsvof analyses were conducted
on each' subscale using ANOVA technigues controlling for
pubertal status, and then for gende;° No significantreffects
were found_when gender was held COnstaﬁt° Three'significant
aﬁd two marginally signifiéant findings'were revealed when
pubertal status was controlled,; These resulfs roughly
mirrored the two-way 'ANOVA findings, as intimate self-
‘disclosure, shared ihterests, parental knowledge, intimacy
and satisfaction were theAaffected gualities. See table 9,
for éomplete results. |
Analyses of éésociations among the relationship
quality variables and ”social 'self—effiéacy and empathy
.produced correlations in fhe anticipated difectiéns (see
Table ﬂO). For example, intimate self—discloéure, shared
4interests, and parental knowledge are positively and signi-
ficantly correlated with empathy. In contrast, perceptions
of competition in these relations are associated with
decreases in repdrting social self-efficacy. While intimacy
is.positively.and significantly correlated with social self-
o efficacy and modefately corrélated with eﬁpathy,vfhe intimacy

counterpart on the BFRQ (intimate self-disblosure) shows
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Table 8. ‘Two-Way Analysis of Variance for Best Friend
Relationship Questionnaire Variables and Network
of Relationships Inventory by Pubertal Status and
Gender (n = 60). '

Gender Pubertal Status

Sum of F-Ratio Sum of F-Ratio
Variable ' Sguares- (df=1) Sguares (df=1)

BFRQ Subscales

Intimate Self-Disclosure 3.40  4.44% .51 .66
‘Loneliness R v1,77'» 4.84% l°13 - 35
Competition o Los .06 .02 .03
Shared Interests | 3.39  5.68% .44 .73
Parental Knowledge = . 2,93 4.81% .51 .83

NRi Subscales

Intimacy : ' 2,48 1,67 3.42 2.31
Affection : ~ 1.57  3.07+ .07 .14
' Prosocial Behavior "~ 1.08 1.60 .26 .38
;Compaﬁionship .42 .48 1,46 1.65
Admiration | .75 1.01 .34 .46
Reliable Alliance .04 . 09 .97 2.42
Satisfaction 2.07 3.52+ .04 .07
 Dominance .15 .13 .03 .03
Conflict 239, .79 .08 .16

Punishment .09 - .30 .08 .28

+ p < .10
* p < .05
**E< 001
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Table 9. Analysis of Covariance for Best Friend Relationship
Questionnaire Subscales and Network of Relationsips
Inventory Subscales--Controlling for Pube;tal
Status and/or Gender (n = 60). ~

By Pubertal Status By Gender
with with
Gender Pubertal Status

Sum of F-Ratio Sum of F-Ratio-
Variable Squares (df=1) = Sguares (df=1)

BFRQ Subscaleé

Intimate Self4Disclosure - 51 .65 3.40 4,33%*

Loneliness .13 .34 .96  2.57
Competition .02 .03 .05 .06
Shared Interests ,' .44 .70 . . 3.39 5.47%

Parental Knowledge . .51 .83 2.93 4,78%*

NRI Subscales -

Intimacy S 3.42 2.29 2.47 1.66
Affection o .07 4 1.57 3.04+
_Prosocial Behavior .26 .38 1,09 1.60
Companionship 1.46 1.66 .42 .48
Admiration .34 .47 2,75 1.02
Reliable Alliance .97 2.46 - .04 .09
“Ssatisfaction | .04 .07 2,07 3.49+
Dominance .03 . °VO3V_ .15 .13
Conflict ' .08 - .15 .39 .75

Punishment ' © .09 .29 .08 .30

.+ p < .10 *p < .05 *¥*'p < .01
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nonsignificant effects. Intimaﬁe self-disclosure wés posi-~
tively and significantly correiated-with empathy but not
significantly correlated with social seif—efficacy (see Table
1O for pomplete results). Overéll, ﬁpre of the BFRQ and the
NRI variables were correlated with empathy than with social
sélf—effiéacy° Additionally, those variables considéred to
be "positive" on both scales were correlated mére often with
both sociai self-efficacy and empatﬁy than are the "négative"
variables (ife;, conflict and punishment). This may suggest
that the "positive" variables are ciésely associated with
more adaptive socié—emdtional functioning.and have more of
an enhancing influence tﬁan the '"negative" ones "which
interfere.

The analyses conducted were directed by the geheral
goais'of'the‘present inVestigatiOn of providing a descriptive
for best. friendships in early adolescence. Two‘ﬁeésurés
assessing the quaiitative features of friendships were
analyzed for possible associations among fhe measures them-
selves, between the measures and pubertal status. Once
‘again, a génder variable was analyzed, along with pubertal
status, to help clarify the initial results. The fiﬁdings
offered support for some hypotheses in the present investi;

gation, and directions for future research projects.
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Table 10. Intercorrelations of Self-Efficacy, Empathy by Best
Friend Relationship Questionnaire and Network of
Relationships Inventory Subscales. for 'Males and

Females (n = 60).

Self-Efficacy Empathy

BRFQ Subscales

. Intimaté self—disclosure w43 KK%
Lonelinéss — .25%
Competition - -.32%
Shared Interests W 22% L 37 kK%
Parental Knowledge _ .33 %k%

NRI Subscales.
Intimacy ,36*?*. L27%
Affection'ﬂ . 26% 0 38* %%
Prosocial . 25% 037 %%
Companionship - 0 30%%*
Admiration - ,27%
Reliable Alliance - -
Satisfaction - e38***
Dominance —_ -
Conflict - —_
Punishment - -

% p < .05 4k p < .0l  *tk p < 001
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DISCUSSION

The present investigation sought to proviae a rich
description of best friendships in early adolescence, to
determine the similarities and differences in best frieﬁd—
ships as‘related'to less frequentlygresearchedvqualities such.
as competition aﬂd loneliness, to look at the effects of
puberty on close peer relationships, and to determine the
association between self-efficacy and empathy and béét
friendship relationship gualities. This study achieved these
goalsy@ith‘moderate success.

| This explération produced several significant find;
ings. First, correlation matrices revealed that four of the
five BFRQ gualities,; intimate self-disclosure, loneliness,
VShared intereéts, and pafental knowledge were poSitivelyvand
significantly correlated with the NRI qualities. The inti-
mate self-disclosure subscale was most frequentiy correlated
with the NRI subscales suggesting that a significant associ-
ation exists between this relationship gquality and other
fregquently exaﬁined characteristics of <children's peer
relationships. The intimate self-disclosure subscale was
most frequently correlated with the other» relationship
quaiities possibiy suggesting that it is a cenfral or cofe

ingredient of early adolescent best friendships. Further-
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‘ more, no gender differences emerged in rélation, to the
intimate self-disclosure subscale. ther'-investigators
(Berndt, 1982) have criticized the use of intimacy as an
index of best friendship quality becéuse girls typically

score higher than boys‘reflécting, perhaps,lgreater'verbal-
fluency° The present results, though they need to be
replicated, suggest‘that the aSSessment of intimate self-
. disclosure may be tapping a Qende£ independent feature of
best friendships. While further analysis is'needéd, this
preliminary finding offers initial 5upport for including an
assessment of self-disclosure, as obposed to intimacy, when
investigating intimacy in early adolescents' relationshipé;
This is especially true at a time when males may be unwilling
to relay inforﬁation'about physical intimacy with friends,
such as patting them on the back or putting an érm around a
shoulder. Additionally, the intimate self—disclbsufé vari-
able correlated with physical intimacy, affection, prosocial
behavior, and reliable alliance. The significance of the
intimate self-disclosure variables, along with the other
correlétions amoné the other relationship éualities (i.e.,
loneliness, shared interests, and parental knowiedge)
suggests that these lessgrvstudied variables are.impoftant
in studying friendshipé due to their potential influence on
best friendships. Including these relationéhib qualities in

future investigations would provide further support for their
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role in the development and maintenance of best friendships
and insight intb other possible variables.

A'second BFRQ subscale (loneliness) presented some
puzzling results. Loneliness was positively and signifi-
cantly associated with 'intimacy and affection. After
consideration, two explanations seemed acceptable. AFirst,
it may be that thoSe-ihdividuals who reported;being more
intimate and affecfionate as Qeli as more lonely, felt
comfortable enough with their relationsﬁips to admit the‘
loneliness (i.e., occasionaliy'wondéring what it would be
like to be with éomeoné other than their best friend). A
second éxplanation suggests that those who are lonely will
- seek intimacy as a way of trying to reduce their 1lonely
feelings. In revieWing the youngster's ratings of fhese
loneliness items, an inconsisﬁency was noted. Loneliness
usually implies a_feelihg; feeling as though oﬁe does not
have friends, loved ones, etc. However, the phrasing of the
question the early adolescents réspOnded to implied something
different. The sUb#calé is structured so that the individual
is reporting how often he/she thinks about or desires to be
involved with friends other .than the one that wasvtheir
"best" friend. Lonely here is taken to mean lonely for other
relationships} and not lonély for friends, in general.
Thefefore,'if this variable is to be includéd in future

investigations, the subscale must be renamed and redefined.
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The second focus of this project was to look at the
infernce of.pubertal status on relationship gualities. The
lack of signifisantAfindings in this area may be due to the
population studied. The subjects were all very close in age
and pubértal status. With this age group, thé gender'dif-
ferences proved to be somewhat more signifisant fhan_pubertal
status‘differsnces. Gendsr differences in existing research
of friendships havé emerged inconsistently, and were not an
initiai focus of this study. Howevsf, results of data
reportedi here indicate that the génaer differences were
plentiful and more numersus than pubertal status results.
Althougﬁ minimal, whérelsignificsnt differences did emerge
‘based on pubértal-status, such was the_fsct that the late
pUbertai‘ststus group was significantly different from the
éarly group onlthe shared intéiests and intimacy subscales,
they were intéresting and in the hypéthesized'éirectidns°
Furthermore, these results suggest the need to look further
at the rple of puberty in the forﬁation and maintenance' of
best friendships in early adolescence.

The}final purpose of this research project was to
investigate the associations among thevrelstiohship qﬁality
variables and social self-efficac§ and empathy. These
results supported the idea that the mors "positive" rela-
tionship qualities would be positively and hiéhly correlated .

with both of these variables. - The associations shown are
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encouraging‘ and now more specifié research is néeded‘ to
determine possible causél links. BésedAupon the findings of
the present study, it is difficﬁlt to‘say witﬁ any amount of
certainty that early adolescent ffiendships are becomingimore
mature. Although differences bétween means were‘found and
most often the late pubertal status groups were higher, the

difference was not statistiéally‘significant°

Limitations

The major limitationé of this research project
include a unique sample and lack of informationlabout the
respondents feelings and -cognitions about théir "regular"
friends as prOSed to their best or élose friends. Spéci—
fically, probiems‘existed4with the format of the project.
This study was conducted on a single occasion, a one-shot
case study, and is therefore susceptible to th;éats to both
reliability and validity (Campbell and Stanley, 1963). The
‘population studied is one that is Very‘narrdw,_Specifiq, and
»unique; therefore, these results mayjnot be ttuly*rep?eQ
sentative of the "avérage" aaolescent's relationéhips with
peers. Ho&ever} the uﬁiquenéss of the wunusual ethnié
backgrounds and life experiencés (career military and.ciVil
. service employees)-of fhis group of students offefs infqrma—
tionvon'this specialized populétion which mayAbe.ccmbihed

‘with future research to 'compleﬁe- the picture of best
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friendships. Certainly, the samplerpopulation was one of
convenience. This sample, which yieldéd.just 51% of those
recruited, provided jﬁst enbugh.of'a return to assure the
élausibility of the study. While the 60 participants were
almost evenly distributed betweenimales and females (31 and
29, respectively), the breakdowni between early and late
pubescent participants was less balanced.

On a more conceptual level; both positive and nega-
tive factors were apparent. The ﬁse of multiple measures
was‘helpful, not only for reliability and validity purposes
.bﬁt for gaining different views and perspectiQes on the early
adolescént best friendships. As a whole package, this group
oflfive questionnaires worked well. quever, this particular
investigation utilized these measures to fécus on best
friendships. The fact that we did not measure '"regular"
-.friendships or acquaintances prohibited us froﬁ comparing
these different kinds of relationships. Additionally, the
effects of pubertal status on friendship variables proved to
be less significant than,hypothesiZed,, It was expected that
more differences would be obserVéd, Overall, this lack of
differences may be due to the lack of differences in pubertal.
,stétus'apparent between seventh and eighth grade stud,énts°
Perhaps an investigation in which subjects represented more
Adiverse age groups, such as a comparison améngASixth, eighth

and tenth grade students, may provide a better indication of
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the true effects of pubertal status on best friehdships°
Although the resﬁlts are perhaps limitéd in their generaliz—‘
ability to all early'adolescént best friendships, a basis for

describing these rélationships was developed and tested.

Future Research

Results from the present investigation offer new
directions for future research. First, continued validation
for the Best Friend Relationship Quesfionnaire is needed with
a Qariety of different populations. Second, all question-
nairés need to be completed by subjecté for both best and
regular friends to'determine differences, and distributed on
two>différent occasions, preferably in the early fall and
late épring months. Third, an interesting focus would be to
look at those friéndéhips in which opposite sex pairings
occur and coﬁparé them with same-sex best friendships,
'Finally, a more comblete appfoéchvto puberty needs té be
taken if the_true impact opruberty is4£o be measured° In
addition to physical changes that are-OCCurring,‘assesémeﬁts
of puberfal impact on'perceptions of self, mood, andtspecific
interpersonal behavior ﬁUSf be explored. While these linké
were not exploréd in the'present.investigation, the necessity
is apparent if an accurate picture of the effects of pubertal

status is to be presented.
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This particular area of exploration, early adolescent

best friendships, offers many unigue and exciting opportuni-
ties for investigators. 'Thelultimate need is to follow
»individuals longitudinally through a series of relationships,
both same sex and opposite sex friendships, to determine the
impactAof these close relationships on future interpersonal

interactions and relationships.
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Deax Parenfs and Students:

Stand By Me: Preadolescent Best Friendships

You axre asked to xead the following material to insure that
you are informed of the nature of this research study and of how
you will participate in it, if you consent to do so. Signing
this foxm will indicate that you have been so informed and that
you give your consent. Fedexral regulations requixre written
informed consent prioxr to participation in this research study so

-that you can know the nature and the risks of your participation
and can decide to partlclpate or mot partic;pate in a free and
infoxrmed mannex. ,

- Please read the -following statements and s;gn and return this
form lf you consent <o partlclpatlng in this study.

. -"I am being invited to voluntarily participate in the above-
tltled research project. The purpose of this project is to
investigate the differences and similarities of ‘preadolescent
best friendships." Y“I have been invited to participate because I
am between the ages of 10 yveaxrs and 15 years and because I have a
best or close friend. More than 100 subjects will be enrolled in
this study." : :

®If I agree to participate, I will be asked to agree to the
following: Complete five questionnaires during a 50 minute time-
period." "I will not be paid foxr paxticipating in this study.”

"1 understand that my confidentiality will be strictly
maintained. I will be assigned a subject ID4é. Only the
‘principal investigator (Michelle McKinney) and her major
professor (Dr. Wendy Gamble). w;ll have access to the names of the
participants.”

"Before Giving my consent by signing this form, the methods,
inconveniences,; risks, and benefits have been explained to me and
" my questions have been answered. I understand that I may ask
questions at any time and that I am free to withdraw from the
project at any time without causing bad feelings or affecting my
medical care. I understand that this consent form will be filed
in an area designated by the Human Subjects Committee with access
restricted to the principal investigatox, Dr. Gamble, ox
authorized representative of the Family Studies Department. I
understand that I do not give up any of my legal rights by
signing this form. A copy of this consent form will be given to
me." o

Subject's Signature : Date

Parent/Guardian's Signature ‘ Date
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721

COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE
SCHOOL OF FAMILY AND CONSUMER RESOURCES

Dear Participant:

Thank you for completing this survey. |1 am currently investigating
teen"s friendships, specifically best or close friends. A "best" or
"close" friend is someone that is very important to you. but is aal a
member of your family.

Before you begin this survey, please think about the person that
is your "best” or 'close"™ friend. You should answer ail cf the Questions
about this person. Please do not "switch"™ persons.

I will be asking more teens. like yourself, to complete these
surveys when school begins in the Fall. IT you would like to participate
in this survey or if you would like to be a part of another study that

would involve you and your "best" or "close" friend being interviewed.
please complete the information below.

Thank you again for completing this survey.

Masters Degree Candidate

NAME :

ADDRESS:

Zip Code
SCHOOL:
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Minor's Consent Form

Project Tii]e: Stand By Me: Preadolescent Best Friendships

By asking you to fill out these questionnaives, we are trying to get information
-about how preadolescent's think about their fr1ends

You are a part of a large group of preadoiescents who will complete these
questionnaires. All of the individuals will be between the ages of 10 and
15 years o1d and will be both boys and girls.

If you have any questions please let us know. As a participant in this
‘project, your confidentiality is very important ¢o us. To protect your
privacy, you will be assigned a subject identification number. We will
use this number instead of your name,

You may choose not to complete these questionnaires at anytime. Please

" Jjust let us know., If you find a question difficult, you may choose not
to answer it. Please remember that this is not a test and that there are
no right or wrong answers.

Signature . Date
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Best'or Close Friendships

I.D. Number Boy or Girl 1Age Grade
Birthdate:

Everyone has a number of people who ave important in his or her life.

For example, your parents, stepparents, Telatives, teachers , friends and
brothers and sisters are people who might be important to you. In this
questionnaire, we ask about your relationships with these people.

Your siblings are your brothers and sisters.

i. Circle all the parents vou have who are living:
Natural Mother Step~Mother' Natural Father .  Step-Father

2. Circle the parents you live with right now:
Natural:Mother Step-Mother Natural Father Step-Father

3. Think of an adult you have who is MOST IMPORTANT to you. Who is this
person? _
Grandmother Grandfather  Aunt Uncle MNother Step-Mother

Father Step-Father_ Teacher Coach Brother Sister
&, Write down the names of your siblings (your brothers and sisters) or -
. step-siblings from the OLDEST TO YOUNGEST. If you have more than
brothers and sisters,write down the four MOST IMPORTANT to you.

First Name Boy/Girl  Age Grade Live At Natural/Step
(circle one) (circle one)

Sibling 1 ' —_— ____  home/away natural/step
Sibling 2 . : — —— home/away natural/step
Sibling 3 - __  home/away natural/step

Sibiing b — home/away natural/step

5. Which sibling {or stepsibling) is most importan{ to you? Pick just one.
Sibling 1 Sibling 2 Sibling 3 Sibling &

6. How many siblings (or stepsiblings) do you have?

i 2 3 b 5 6 7 8 S

7. My Teligion is: (Circle one)
Protestant Catholic Jewish Agnostic or Atheist Other
8. 1 My ethnic background is: (Cixcle one)

Hispanic Native Bmerican Asian Black Uhite Other__
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List up to 5§ of your closest friends: .
First Name Last Name ~ Bge Grade @irl or Boy

girl ox boy

gi:l or boy

girl or boy

girl ox boy.

girl or boy

If you have a best friend, answer the questions aboui_that person,»
“If you do not have a a best friend, think of a close friend.
PLEASE THINK ABOUT A PERSON THAT 1S THE SRME SEX AS YOU.

ic.

11.

iz2.
i3.

ib.

15.

16.

i7.

Do you have a best friend? yes no
. If yes, what is your‘best friend's name?
First Last
“If no, what is your close friend's name
: First - Last
~ How long have you been friends? ' {(months or yeaxrs)

How long have you been best ox close friends?i {months or years)

The best thing about my best or close friendnis

The thing I like best about having a best or close friend is____

The thing I like least about having a best or close friend is __

My best or close friend and I do the follow;ng things together*
Circle all the things that you do together.

Play Sports ) Go to Movies " Share Secrets
Talk on the Phone Piay on a Team Togethexr Study

Go to the Mall Date Dance

Talk over Problems | Go to Parties Together  Eat Lunch

Get Together Hatch TV Other.
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Fill in the blanks with the name of your best or'close friend and banswer the
questions about your relationship with your friend. '

i8. How often do you and share information about things that happened
{0 you when you were younger ' '

Little or none Somevhat Very Often Extremely Often’ Host Often

19. How often do you tell zbout the things that you are worried about
or that you are afraid of? (Like being afraid of getting sick, or of .
someone else getting sick, or of mot doing well in school, oxr just worried
about things happening in the world.) How often do you share these worries
with your friend?

Little or none Somewhat Vexry Often Extremely Often Most Often

20. How much do you and e talk about what you want to do in the
: future, like talk about what you want to be when you grow up?

Little or None Somewhat Very Much Extremely Much The Most
21. When kids are 11, 12 and 13 years old our bodies start to change

in a number of different ways. How oftenmdovouand ___

talk about the things you feel and see happening to your bodies?

Little or noxie Somewhat Vei'y Often Extremely Often Most Often

22. How much do you and ‘ talk about how you feel about entering
high school (middle school or junior high) or becoming a teenager?

Little or None Somewhat Very Much Extremely Much The ﬁost

23. How much do you talk eiith about feelings or thoughts
you might have about girls/boys that you know? (opposite sex)

Little or None Somewhat Vexry Much Extremely Much The Most

2k How often do you share your feelings about dating or getting to know
girls/boys with ?

Little or none Somewhat Very Often Extremely Often Most Often

25. tYhen you are with . how often do you £ind yvourself wondering
what the other kids in your class avre doing?

Little or none Somewhat Vexy Often Extremely Often Most Often
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27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

3k,

35.
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How often would you like to call or go somewhere with someone
other than ?

Little or none Somewhat Very Often Extremely Often HMHost Often

When you're with , how often would you rather be
be spending time with other friends?

Little or none Somewhat Vexry Often Extremely Often Most Often

When you are with : how often do you feel kind of safe and
comfortable?

Little or none Somewhat Very Often Extremely Often Host Often

then you are with how often do you feel uncomfortable oxr

" nexvous about your friendships lasting in the future?

Little or none Somewhat Very Often Extremely Often Host Often

When you are with how often do you wish your
friendship would go on forever?

Little or none ’Somewhat Very Ofteni Extremely Often Most Often

When you think about your friendship with N how often do
you feel that you wouldn't want to'change;your friendship for anything?

Little or none Somewhat Very Often - Extremely Often Most Often

Ifyouand - are playing cards or a game, how often will you
compete with one another and really txy to win the game?

Little or none Somewhat Very Often Extremely Often Most Often

If you and are playing sports, how often will one of you.
try to be better than the other (even if you are on the same team)?

Little or none Somewhat Vexry Often Extremely Often Most Often

How often do you and ' compare grades that you got on a test

or compare your rveport cards?

Little or none Somewhat Very Offen', Extremely Often  Most Often

How often do you try and do better than in school?

Little or none Somewhat Very Often Extremely Often Most Often
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37,

38.

39.

40.

&1,

k2.

&3,

bk,

b5,

46.
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How often do you compete in other areas (friends, clothes, and other
activities, etc.)?

Little oxr none Somawhat Very Often = Extremely Often HMost Often

How much do you and like the same subjects in school?

Little or None Somewhat Vexy Much Extremely Much  The Most

How much do you and 1like the same teachers?

Little ox None Somewhat Vexry Much Extremely Much The Most

How much do you and : feel the same way about studying?
Little or None Somewhat Very Much Extremely Much The Most

How much do you and - feel the same way about the other
kids in school? (the way kids dress, thg way kids act, etc.)

Little or None Sémewhat Vexry Much Extremely Much The Most

How much do you and . feei,the same way about joining clubs or |
extra curricular activities during or after school? (for example: teams,
computer, music, art, etc.)

Little or None Somewhat Vexry Much Extremely Much The Most

How much do you and feel the same about your P.E. classes
(physical education classes)?

Little or None Somewhat Very Much Extremely Much  The Most

How often do you and - feel the same about different
things (such as what goes on in your families, problems, etc.)?

Little or none Somewhat Vexry Often Extremely Often Most Often
How much do your parents know about your friendship with __ ?
Little or None  Somewhat Very Much Extremely Much The Most

Do your parents know that you and are best friends?

YES No
How often do your parents like and approve of your friendship?

Little oxr none Somewhat Vefy Often Extremely Often Mos{: Often ‘
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How many of each of the following things have your parents told you they like
about ? What about dislike? How much do the following things
matter to your parents when they think about your relationships with _ ___  ?
Circle either like or dislike for each question. -Cixcle “impoxrtant® if '
you think that that it is important to your pavents.

 your friend's manners LIKE DISLIKE ' IMPORTANT
 your friend's athletic abilities LIKE DISLIKE ~ IMPORTANT

your friend's parents \ LIKE " DISLIKE IMPORTANT

your }friend's school woxk LIKE DISLIKE =  IMPORTIANT

your friend's looks LIXE ‘DISLIKE IMPORTANT

How long have you and - known cach other?. -

a. a few of weeks?

b. a few of months?

c. less than a yeax?

d. about a yeax?

e. about a year or two?

Hhen you argue or get mad at your friend, how long do you not speak

to each othexr?

a. none (this means that you always speak to each other whether you are
angry oxr not)

b. a few minutes

¢c. a few houxs

d. a day

e. a few days

£f. a week or longer

How long do you expect to be friends? {yeaxs)

Have you started dating? Yes Mo,
How Long?

Has ______ gtarted dating? Yes No
How long? : :

Do you have any friends that you talk to or spend time with

that are girls/boys(opposite sex)? Yes Mo,

Think about how satisfied you are with you friendship with youxr
best or close friend. Rate how satisfied you are with youxr
friendship. Circle the number that best describes you satisfaction.

i _ 2 3 b 5
not ) , the most
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56,

57.

Yes No.
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If you are a girl, have you started to menstruate? Yes No

If yves, how long ago did this happen. Cixcle the number that

-best describes you.

a. Yithin the past 6 wmonths
b. In the last 6-12 months
¢. More than 12 months ago
d. more than 2 years ago

Yhen you started to menstruate, did you tell your best or close

friend about what was happening to you?
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YOUR BEST OR CLOSE FRIEND
D §

-

i, Pleage liét the first neme and last initial of youxr best or close
fricnd. This should be a person that is pot in youxr family, and
should bo some ome that you sce regularly.

THE NEXT QUESTIONS ASK RBOUT YOUR RELATIONSHIPS WITH YOUR BEST FRIEND.
CIRCLE THE ANSUER THAT BEST ANSUERS THE QUESTION.

2. HOY MUCH FREE TIME DO YOU SPE’ND HITH YOUR E’RI&‘GD’
Little or Nome Scmewhat Vefy Hueh Extremely Fuch The Most

3. HOH MUCH DO YOU RND YOUR FRIEMD GET UPSET YITH OR FMAD AT EACH OTHER?
VLz.ttle or None Somewhat Very Much Extremely Much 'The Most

&, HOW MUCH DOES YOUR FRIB\?D TEACH YOU HOW TO DO THINGS THAT YOU
DON'T KNOH?

Little or None Somewhat Very Much Extremely Much The Most
5. HOW SATISFIED RRE YOU HITH 'fOUR RELRTIONSHIP WITH YOUR FRIEND?

Little or None Somewhat Verﬁ Much Extremely HMuch The Most.
6. HOW MUCH DO YOU TELL YOUR FRIEND EVERYTHING?

Little or None Somewhat Vexry Much Extremely Much The Most

7. HOY MUCH DO YOU HELP YOUR E’RIEND.WITH THINGS HE/SHE CEN'T DO
BY HIMSELF/HERSELF?

Little or None Somewhat Vexry Much Extxemely Much The Most
8.  HOW MUCH DO YOU SEE YOUR FRIEND?

Little or None Somewhat Vexy Much_ Extréxf\ely Much The Most
9% HOW MUCH DOES YOUR FRIENDV LIKE OR LOVE YOU?

Little or None Somewhat Very Much Extremely Much The Most
10. HOW MUCH DOES YOUR FRIEND ?UNISH YOU?

Little or None Somewhat Very Much Extx'emely Much The Most

i1, HOW MUCH DOES YOUR FRIEND TREAT YOU LIKE YOU'RE ADMIRED AND
RESPECTED?

Little or None Somewhat Very Much Ex{remely Much The Most
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i3.

ié.

156

1s.

17.

18,

i9.

20.
21.

22.

23.

2k,

HHO TELLS THE OTHER PERSON WHAT TO DO MORE OFTEN, YOU OR YOUR FRIEND?

Friend almost Friend About the I often I almost
always does often does same do always do

HOW SURE ARE YOU THAT THIS RELATIONSHIP WILL LAST NO MRTTER YHAT?
Little or not at all Somewhat Very Sure Extremely sure Most sure
HOY MUCH DOES YOUR FRIEND HUG YOU?

Little. or None Somewhat Vexry Much Extremely Much The Most
HOW MUCH DO YOU PLAY AROUND AND HAVE FUN WITH YOUR FRIEND?
Little oxr None 'Sdmewhat Very Much Extremely Much The Most
HOW MUCH DO .YOU AND YOUR FRIEND DISAGREE O/ QUARREL?

Little §r None Somewhat Very Much Extremely Much The Most
HOYW MUCH DOES YOUR FRIEND HELP YOU FIGURE OUT OR FIX THINGS?
Little or None Somewhat Very Much Extremely Much The Most

HOW HAPPY ARE YOU WITH THE WAY THINGS ARE BETWEEN YOU AND YOUR
FRIEND? ’ '

Little or Somewhat Very Happy Extremely habpy Most Happy
not at all

HOW MUCH DO YOU SHARE YOUR SECRETS AND PRIVATE FEELINGS WITH YOUR
FRIEND? :

Little or None Somewhat Very Mﬁch Extremely Much The Mosf

HOW MUCH DO YOU PROTECT AND LOOK OUT FOR YOUR FRIEND? .
Little or None Somewhat Very Much Extremely Much The Most

HOW MUCH ARE YOU AROUND YOUR FRIEND?

Little or None Somewhat Very Much Extremely Much The Most

HOW MUCH DOES YOUR FRIEND REALLY CARE ABOUT YOU?

Little or None 'Somewhat Very Huch Extremely .Much The Most

HOW MUCH DOES YOUR FRIEND DISCIPLINE YOU FOR DISOBEYING HIN/HER?
Little or None Sorﬁeérhat Very Much Extremely Much ‘The' Most

HOW MUCH DOES YOUR FRIEND TREAT YOU LIKE YOU'RE GOOD AT MANY 'THINGS?

Little or None ~Somevhat Very Much Extremely Much The Most



25.

26,

27.

280 )

290
30.
31.
32.

33'
3k.

35,

36.

~ BETWEEN YOU AND YOUR FRIEND, BHO TENDS TO BE THE BOSS IN 'THIS
RELATIONSHIP?

Friend almost Friend About the I often I almost

always does often does same do . always do

HOW SURE ARE YOU THAT YOUR RELATIONSHIP WILL LAST IN SPITE OF
FIGHTS? ,

Little oxr None Somewhat Very fuch Extremely-’b‘ﬁ_uch The Most
HOW OFTEN DO YOU GO PLACES AND DO mJOYABLE THINGS WITH YOUR FRIEND?
Little or None Somewhat Vexry Often Extremel? Often Most Often

HOW MUCH DOES YOUR FRIEND KISs Y0U?

. Little or None Somewhat Vexry Much Extremely Much The Most

HOW MUCH DO YOU AND YOUR FRIEND ARGUE YWITH EACH OTHER?
Lit‘tie oxr None Somewhat Very Much Extéemely Much. The Most

HOW OFTEN DOES YOUR FRIEND HELP YOU WHEN YOU- NEED TO GET
SOMETHING DONE?

Little or Somewhat Very Often = Extremely Often Most Often
not at all , :

HOW GOOD IS YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH YOUR FRIEND?

Little or " Somewhat  Very Good  Extremely Good  The Best
not at all

HOW MUCH DO YOU TMK TO YOUR FRIEND ABOUT THINGS THAT YOU DON'T
WANT OTHERS TO Kow?

Little ox None Somewhat Very Much Extremely Much The Most
HOW MUCH DO YOU TRKE CARE OF YOUR FRIEND? ’

L:Lttle oT None Somewhat Very Much Extremely Much The Most A
HOH MUCH Do YOU TALK TO YOUR FRIEND?

Little or None Somewhat Very Much Extremely Much . The Most

HOW MUCH DOES YOUR FRIEND HAVE A STRONG FEELING OF AFFECTION
LIKING OR LOVING TOWARD YOU?

Lit‘tle or None Somewhat Very Much . Extremely Much The Most

HOW MUCH DOES YOUR FRIEND SCOLD YOU FOR DOING SOMETHING YOU'RE -
NOT SUPPOSED TO DO?

Little or Np'ne. Somewhat Very Much Extreinely Much ‘The HMost

96
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38.

39.

50.
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HOW MUCH DOES YOUR FRIEND LIKE OR APPROVE 0? THE THINGS YOU DO?

- Little or None Somewhat Vexy L"mch Extremely Much The Most

IN YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH YOUR FRIEND, WHO TENDS TO TAKE CHARGE
AND DECIDE WHAT SHOULD BE DONE?

Friend almost Friend - - About the I often I almost
always does often does = same do always do

HOW SURE ARE YOU THAT YOUR RELATIONSHIP YILL CONTINUE IN THE

_ YEARS TO COME?

Little oY Somewhat Vexy Huch Exti'emely Much The Mosf

HOW MUCH DOES YOUR FRIEND TOUCH YOU AFFECTIONATELY (E.G. PATS,
ARMS AROUND SHOULDERS)? :

Little or None Somewhat Very Much’ Extremely Much The Most
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IDg

Read cach statemont and £ill in cach blank with the word that best describes you,
HARD!, hard, ecasy, EASY! Put "H" if it is REALLY HARD FOR YOU, Put "h" if

it is sort of haxd for you. Put "E" if it is REALLY HARD FOR YOU, Put "e" if

it is gort of haxd fox vou. :

i. Some kids want to play a game. Asking fthem if you can play is for you.

2. Some kz.ds are arguing about how to play a game. Telling them the rules
ig . foxr you. ;

3. Somz kids are teasing your f£riend. Telling them to stop is for you.

&. You want to start a game. Asking other kids to play the game is _ __ tor you.

§. B kid tries to take your turm during a game. Telling the kid it's your turn
is for you. )

for you.

6. Some kids are going to lunch. Asking if ?oiz can git with them is

7. B kld cuts in front of you in line. Telling the kid not to cut in
is _____ for you.

8. B kid wants to do something that will get you into trouble. Asking the kid
to do something else is foxr vou..

9. Some kids are making fun of someone in your classroom. Telling them to stop
is _____ for you.

10. Some kids need more people to be on their teams. BAsking them to be on a team
is ______ for you.

11. You have to carry some thz.ngs home after school. Asking another kid tor
help 13 for you. ‘

12. B kid always wants to be first when you play a game. Telling the kid you
are going first is for you.

13. Your class is going on a trip and everyone needs a partner. Asking someone
to be your partner is _ for you. -

16. R kid does not like your friend. Telling the kid to be nice to your
friend is for you.

15. Some kids are deciding what game to play. Telling them a game you
like is foxr you.

16. You are having fun playving a game but the other kids want to stop.
Bsking them to finish playing is _ for you.




17.
18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

You are working on a project. BAsking anothexr kid to help is ___ __ for vou.

Some kids ave using your play avrea. Asking them to move is for you.

Some kids are deciding what to do after school. Telling them what you want
to do is for you.

A group of kids want to play a game you don't like. Rskmg them to play a
game you like is foxr you.

Some kids are planning a party. BAsking them to iavite your friend
is _____ foxr you.

for you.

A kid is velling at vou. Telling the kid to stop is
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APPENDIX G

BRYANT (1982) INDEX OF EMPATHY FOR
CHILDREN AND ADOLESCENTS



Put an X in the appropriate box that best describes you.

13.

.1,

5.
is.
i7.

18.
19.
20.

21.

22,

1t makes me sad to see a girl who can't £ind anyone
to play with. .

People who kiss and hug in public are silly.
Boys who cry because they ave happy are si;ly;4A

I really like to watch people open presents,
even when I don't get a present myself.

Seeing a boy who-is‘crying makes me feel liké crying.
I get upset when I see a girl being hurt.

E@én when I don't know why somwone is laughing,
I laugh too.

Sometimes I exy when I watch TV.

Girls who crv because they are happy are silly.

. It's hard for me to see why someone else gets upset.

. I get upset when I see an animal being huxrt.

1t makes me sad to see a boy who can't £ind
anyone to play with.

Some songs make me so sad I feel like erving.
I get upset when,I see a boy being bhuxt.

Grown ups sometimes cry even when they have
nothing to be sad about.

It's silly to treat dogs and cats as though they
have feelings like people.

I get mad when I gee a classmate pretending to
need help from the teacher all the time.

Kids who have no friends probably don't want any.

Seeing a girl who is cr?ing,makes me feel like cryihg

I think it is funny that some people cry during
a sad movie or while reading a sad book.

I am able to eat &ll my cookies even when I see
someone looking at me wanting one.

-1 don't feel upéet when I see a classmate being

punished by a teacher for not obeying school rules.

ME
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NOT ME
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APPENDIX H

PETERSEN ET AL. (1982) SELF-REPORT MEASURE OF
PUBERTAL STATUS: RELIABILITY, VALIDITY
AND INITIAL NORMAL (BOYS)
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Section I: To answer each question, please circle the mumber in front of the
answer that best describes what is happening to you. Please choose anly
cne answer for each question.

1. Would you say that your growth in height:

1. has not yet bequn to spxt (“spuxrt® mammgtwthﬁnnml)
2. has barely started

3. is definitely undervay

4. seems campleted

2. Ard how about the growth of body hair ("body hair® means underarm and
pubic hair)? Would you say that your body hair has:

1. not yet started growing
2. has barely started growing
3. is definitely undervay
4. seems campleted

3. Haveymmticedar.nysldndnngs, especially pimples?
1. not yet started showing changes
2. have barely started showing changes
3. skin changes are definitely underway
4. skin changes seem campleted

4. Ha;wymmti.cadadeepaﬁngotyuzvoice?
1. not yet started changing
2. - has barely started
3. woice change is definitely underway
4. woice change seems canpleted

S. Have you begun to grow hair on your face?
1. not yet started growing hair
2. has barely started growing hair
3. facial hair growth is definitely underway
4. facial hair growth seems campleted

Section IT: To answer each question, fill in the blanks with the best answer
you can give.

6. t-bwtallaxleym?

Height: I am____ feet and _____ inches tall.
7. How mach do you weigh?

Weight: I weigh ___ pounds.
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APPENDIX I

PETERSEN ET ALO (1982) SELF-REPORT MEASURE OF
PUBERTAL STATUS: RELIABILITY, VALIDITY
AND INITIAL NORMAL (GIRLS)
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HOW TO ANSWER THE QUESTIONS G

Section I: To answer each question, please circle the number in front of the

1.

2.

3.

4.

answer that best describes what is happening to you. Please choocse only
one answer for each question.

Would you say that your growth in height:

1. hasmtyctbagmtospm‘t("spurt means more growth than usual)
2. has barely started

3. is definitely underway

4. seems campleted

Ard how about the growth of body hair ("body hair® means underarm and pubic
hair)? Would you say that your body hair has:

1., not yet started growing
2. has barely started growing
3. is definitely underway
4. seems caupleted

Have you noticed any skin changes, especially pimples?

changes
2. have barely started showing changes
3. skin changes are definitely underway
4.  skin changes seem campleted

Have your breasts bequn to grow?

1. not yet started growing

2. have barely started growing

3. bLreast growth is definitely underway
4. breast growth seems campleted

Section IT:. To answer each question, £ill in the blanks with the best answer

S.

7.

you can give.
Have you bequn to menstruate?

1. m©
2. Yyes

If you answered "yes," how old were you when you first menstruated?
Age: I was years and months old when I began to menstruate.

How tall are you?

Height: I am_____ feet and _____ inches tall.
How much do you weigh?

Weight: I weigh ___ pounds.
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