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ABSTRACT 

CONTRIBUTIONS OF FRIENDSHIP RELATIONSHIP: 
VARIABILITY IN THE EXPERIENCES OF 

EARLY ADOLESCENTS WITH OPPOSITE-SEX FRIENDS 

MAY 2002 

GLENN A. LOWERY, BS., WESTFIELD STATE COLLEGE 

M.ED., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 

ED.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 

Directed by: Professor Ernest D. Washington 

This study compared the influence of different friendship group types (same-sex 

only, opposite-sex only, mixed-sex) on social competency and social self worth in 290 

early adolescents (12-13 years). What kind of influence does opposite-sex only friends 

have on social self-concept and social competency compared to same-sex only friends? 

A sociometric nomination questionnaire was used to determine friendship affiliation 

type along with two self-reporting inventories to analyze social competence 

t 

(Assessment of Interpersonal Relationships) and social self-concept (Multidimensional 

Self-Concept Scale). A series of Analysis of Variance procedures were used to indicate 

any significant main effects and/or interactions between social competency and self- 

worth to friendship type, ethnicity, and gender. Results revealed (a) significant 

differences between same-sex only and'opposite-sex only and between mixed-sex and 

opposite-sex only friends on their level of social competency, and (b) significant 

differences between all three friendships group types on their level of social self- 

concept. The implications of these and other findings for understanding early 

adolescents’ close friendships and issues for future research are discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 

CONTRIBUTIONS OF FRIENDSHIP 

A. Introduction 

Who your friends are, what they do and think, has an impact on how you feel 

about yourself Adolescents are more likely to have higher levels of self-esteem and 

academic achievement if their peers accept them (Parker & Asher, 1987). Those who 

are less accepted tend to be at greater risk for problems in later social and psychological 

functioning (Parker & Asher, 1987). Studies have consistently demonstrated that 

children associate and congregate with friends of their own gender (Howes, 1988; 

LaFreniere, Strayer, & Gauthier, 1984) and give higher scores on a sociometric scale to 

same-sex friends than to opposite-sex friends (Hayden-Thomson, Rubin, & Hymel, 

1987). Does friendship positively impact the quality of relationships and overall sense 

of self-worth in opposite-sex friends, as it does with same-sex friend relationships'7 This 

study examines the influence of opposite-sex, same-sex, and mixed-sex friendships on 

social self-concept and social competency in early adolescence. 

The literature presents conflicting empirical and theoretical views of the 

adaptiveness of early adolescence involvement in opposite-sex friendship affiliation 

(Ladd, 1983; Strouf, Bennett, Englund, Urban, & Shulman, 1993; Howes, 1988). Some 

authors have tended to view such forms of involvement as healthy (Maccoby, 1990); 

others have expressed concern that those with opposite-sex friends may lack the skills 

necessary to form same-sex friendship (Bukowski, Gauze, Hoza, & Newcomb, 199_>). 

Whereas some studies have suggested links between opposite-sex friendship 
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involvement and difficulties in peer relationships and social skills (Urban & Shulman, 

1993; Kovacs, Parker, & Hoffman, 1996), other studies do not, or have reported 

findings to the contrary (Smith & Inder, 1990; George & Hartman, 1996). In view of 

this disparity, the primary goal of this study is to survey early adolescents who have 

identified with one of three friendship group types: same-sex only, mixed-sex and 

opposite-sex only friendships. Specifically, 1 propose to compare the social and 

emotional effects of having primary, same-sex only, mixed-sex, or opposite-sex only 

friendships during early adolescence. The focus on early adolescence is due to the 

relative lack of relevant research on this age group. Moreover, being accepted by one’s 

peers is of critical importance during this stage of development (Berndt, 1979), 

Costanzo, 1970) and appears to be highly related to having close friends (Parker & 

Asher, 1993). 

To allow for a greater understanding of the complexities of interpersonal 

relationships in early adolescence, this review is organized into three sections. Section 

one reviews the development of friendship as a transactional model, whereby our 

experiences influence our social relationships. Section two reviews friendship selection 

and influence, specifically the literature on gender and ethnicity. Section three provides 

an overview of the influence of friends on self-concept and social competency. 

B. Friendship Formation 

The dynamic quality of friendship development can best be understood through 

the framework of a transactional model. In a transactional model, the development of 

the child is a continuous dynamic interaction between the child and the experience 
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provided by the family and social context (Sameroff, 1987; Sameroff & Chandler, 

1975). Within transactional systems, development is viewed as a dynamic process 

wherein characteristics of the child and of the environment undergo continual change 

through processes of mutual influence over time. The influence of any element of the 

system is complex and is always bi-directional. The child in a transactional model is 

actively involved ir attempts to organize and alter his or her environment. Changes in 

the environment as a result of a child’s actions, on the other hand, subsequently function 

to produce changes in the child: 

The child is in a perpetual state of active reorganization and cannot properly be 
regarded as maintaining inborn characteristics as static qualities. In this view, 
the constanrs in development are not some set of traits, but rather the processes 
by which these traits are maintained in the transactions between organism and 
environment. (Sameroff, 1975, p. 281) 

Transactional-like explanatory models have been increasingly invoked within 

the literature on children’s friendship relationships (Coie, 1990; Crick & Dodge, 1994; 

Rubin, Hymel, Mills, & Rose-Krasnor, 1991; Terry, Coie, Lochman, & Jacobs, 1992). 

Terry et al. (1992) found support for a transactional model, insofar as peer relationships 

and behavior were found to mutually influence one another over time. That is, it 

appeared that the friendship group reinforced behavioral style, and at the same time, 

behavioral style reinforced the child’s social status. 

Friendships fit a transactional model and serve a variety of functions that have a 

significant positive impact on development. According to Asher and Parker s (1989) 

review, friendships provide emotional security, ego support and validation, intimacy 

and affection, guidance and assistance, companionship and stimulation, a sense of a 

reliable alliance, and a forum for the development of social competence. With a 



growing body of empirical literature substantiating these benefits (see Asher & Parker, 

1989; Ladd, 1990; Newcomb & Bagwell, 1995), adolescent friendships are being given 

greater attention as a potential context for fostering development and protecting against 

future adjustment difficulties. 

1. Friendship Maintenance 

Most contemporary research on children’s friendship development is oriented 

toward individual differences at given ages, and most accept, to some degree, the 

hypothesis that experiences with friends directly promote, extend, discourage, or distort 

children’s interpersonal and intrapersonal growth and adjustment (Parker & Asher, 

1989). 

Reliable age trends have not been observed across middle childhood in 

children’s general disposition to behave in a cooperative, helpful, or generous way 

toward peers (Eisenberg, 1990; Hartup, 1984). Instead, pattern of growth and 

maturation in this connection is one of increasing complexity, flexibility, and 

responsivity to situational, intrapersonal, and interpersonal relatedness. This pattern is 

well illustrated by Berndt and colleagues who studied a cross-section of children 

ranging in age from 5 to 13 years (Berndt, 1986). 

Berndt’s findings indicated few overall developmental changes in either 

children’s expectations regarding their own and their friends’ inclination for prosocial 

behavior or their actual prosocial behavior with peers. Instead, complex interactions 

among age, subjects’ gender, and the friendship and incentive context of the interaction 
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were evident or suggested. After 9 to 10 years of age, both boys and girls showed a 
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growing tendency to share more with friends than non-friends. Nine- to ten-year-old 

girls suggested that they would share and assist friends more than non-friends but 

treated friends and non-friends equally. Nine- to ten-year-old boys supported equal 

treatment of friends and non-friends but behaved more competitively with friends than 

non-friends (Berndt, 1986). Berndt also reported that the development of prosocial 

intentions and behavior over this age span reflects, not a single unfolding skill, but a 

complex confluence of developmental changes, including changes in the basis of social 

comparison among children, growing sex differences in children’s preferences for small 

versus large social networks, and conceptual advances in children’s understanding of 

reciprocity (Berndt, 1986). 

During middle childhood, concerns about acceptance motivate children to 

devote a good deal of Iheir energy, thought, and conversation with friends toward 

buttressing their social status and guarding against rejection (Eder, 1985; Fine, 1987; 

Parker & Gottman, 1989). Gossip, especially humorous gossip, increases in salience 

and frequency among friends at this time, and plays a significant role in this process 

(Fine, 1981; Parker & Gottman, 1989). Gossip serves at once to reaffirm membership in 

important same-sex social groups and to reveal the core attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors 

that constitute the basis for inclusion or exclusion from these groups. 

Ethnographic studies of cliques in middle childhood and early adolescence 

provide data on the nature and nuances of social life at this age. Eger (1985), for 

example, has described the plight of members of popular or elite female cliques, who, 

by virtue of their membership in an especially tight-knit and stable group, can earn 
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negative reputations with others for being “snobbish.” Involvement in cliques generally 

increases with age, at least through early adolescence. 

2. Patterns of Social Relations 

Erickson (1968) maintained that friendship-group affiliations are almost 

essential to healthy identity development. They allow for the exploration of interests 

and ideologies, to test their ability to form close relationships, and to relinquish 

psychological dependence on parents while retaining a sense of belonging. The security 

and support inherent in group membership is a comforting contrast to those with 

uncertain sense of self. Belonging to a friendship group emerges as a prominent 

developmental task early in adolescence, but friendship group affiliation is not strictly a 

matter of individual choice (Newman & Newman, 1976, p. 267): 

The adolescent’s circle of friends, their interests and style of dress quickly 
link them to a subgroup, which has continuity and meaning within the 
context of their neighborhood or school. 

Preadolescents understand a great deal about the reciprocal operations and 

obligations of friendship, about the potential of friendships to withstand conflict, and 

about the psychological motives that motivate friends’ behavior (Selman, 1980; Selman 

& Schultz, 1990). But preadolescents’ understanding of issues such as trust and jealousy 

in friendship is very narrowly tied to their perceptions of loyalty and friendship 

exclusively. In particular, preadolescents tend to view friendships in overly exclusive 

terms. The significant change at adolescence is that individuals begin to accept others 

needs to establish relationships and to grow through such experiences. 
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During preadolescence, changes in the patterns of relationships that children 

form can be observed. Interest in particular same-sex friends becomes more focused, 

and close friendships are established. Children express real interest and concern for 

these close friends and become aware of and sensitive to their feelings. According to 

Sullivan (1953), this new kind of friendship is a reflection of the emerging need for 

interpersonal intimacy. Studies have validated this new potential for intimacy in 

preadolescence, in which friends are willing to disclose and compare personal 

information with trust and confidentiality (Berndt, 1982; Tesch, 1983). 

Adolescents have been reported to have fewer friends on average than children 

in middle childhood (Epstein, 1986). Same-sex friends’ account for an increasingly 

larger proportion of adolescents’ perceived primary social network, and friends equal or 

surpass parents as sources of support and advice to adolescents in many significant 

domains (Adler & Furman, 1988). With the onset of adolescence there is an increase of 

elements that affecl the shaping of goals and goal-oriented behaviors (Jarvinen & 

Nicholls, 1996). 

Selman (1980) presents an elaborate description of sequential stages in the 

conception of friendship. At the initial stage, friends are chosen for momentary and 

concrete reasons: a partner to play with, to have fun. Later, a triend is perceived as a 

source of help, whose characteristics are important and considered beyond the 

immediate encounter. In the most advance states, friendship is conceived in terms ot the 

need for mutuality, intimacy, and trust. 

Observations of early adolescent friends indicate that intimate seif-disclosure 

becomes a salient feature of friendship interaction at this age (Gottman & Metettal, 
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1986; Parker & Gottman, 1989). Parker and Gottman (1989; Gottman & Parker, 1986) 

speculated that the salience of self-disclosure is proportionate to the role it plays in 

assisting early adolescents’ efforts to understand themselves and their own and others’ 

significant relationships. Self-disclosure prompts lengthy, psychological discussions 

about personal problems, which leads to possible avenues to their resolution. 

Friendship is a dynamic process, and the achievement of higher stages of 

friendship may bring with it some risks. Once a relationship is intimate, it is 

emotionally laden. Subsequently, the emergence of differing ideas or feelings between 

friends may arouse ambivalence, or even a sense of betrayal. According to Wright 

(1984) maintenance of friendship may demand profound social and emotional skills. 

Examination of early adolescent friendship (Bukowski et al., 1987) reveals several 

factors that may conceptually cluster into two qualitative dimensions, the sense of 

closeness to the other, including support, affection and intimacy and the level of shared 

activities. 

C. Friendship Selection and Influence 

To gain a clear understanding of friendship relationships in early adolescence, it 

is important to address the selection and influence of friends, specifically, same-sex and 

opposite-sex friendship. Studies have consistently demonstrated that children associate 

and congregate with friends of their own gender (Howes, 1988; LaFreniere, Strayer, & 

Gauthier, 1984) and give higher scores on a sociometric scale to same-sex fiends than to 

opposite-sex friends (Hayden-Thomson, Rubin, & Hymel, 1987). 
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Implications of friendships cannot be specified without distinguishing between 

having friends, the identity of one’s friends, and friendship quality. Most commonly, 

children are differentiated from one another in clinical and research settings according 

to whether or not they have friends. The evidence has shown that friends provide one 

another with cognitive and social scaffolding that support good outcomes across 

normative transitions (Hartup, 1996). 

Caspi (1993) has pointed out that selection and influence are complementary 

processes that work together to produce the adolescent’s social context. Adolescents 

choose friends who are somewhat similar to them, and they appear to choose new 

friends who are rather similar to their old friends (Neckerman, 1991). To the extent that 

new friends are similar to old friends, there will be continuity in the social context. 

Friends, however, are never identical to the child or adolescent, and may be similar on 

one characteristic while being different on others. It is these differences, which give 

rise to opportunities for children and adolescents to influence one another to change. If 

the child or adolescent changes as a result of this influence, further friendship selection 

may reflect this change. This process may result in a new developmental pathway for 

the person. The social context, then, is best viewed as a dynamic one in which influence 

and selection work together to produce change for the adolescent. 

The process of acquiring a friend is not yet well understood. Proximity and 

similarity both are known to affect friendships in childhood and adolescence (Epstein, 

1989). People choose as friends those with whom they are in frequent contact, and those 

who they perceive as similar. Shrum, Cheel, and Hunter (1998) found increasing 

% 

selection on grade, gender, and ethnicity with increasing grade, and Urberg, 
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Degirmencioglu, & Tolson (1998) found selection was stronger on observable 

behaviors than on more covert characteristics such as values and personality. However, 

the correlations never represented more than 20% of the variance in association, so 

there clearly is much still not understood about the process of friendship selection. 

Further, it is likely that most children cannot establish friendships with everyone that 

they may wish to have as a friend. The possibilities for friendship for any given 

individual may be quite constrained. There are likely to be at least two kinds of 

constraints on the establishment of friendships: structural (i.e., different academic tracks 

in school, different neighborhoods) and interpersonal (popular children cannot be 

friends with everyone who would like to be friends with them). 

Friends are not selected at random. Specific behaviors have shown to be related 

to the development and maintenance of friendships, although little is known about this 

process (Hartup, 1992). It has been demonstrated that among children who are “getting 

along,” communication becomes increasingly connected, conflicts that arise are 

successfully resolved, and play activities are coordinated (Gottman, 1983). As the 

relationship progresses, communication clarity and self-disclosure become increasingly 

important. Once friendships are established, cooperation and reciprocity become key 

elements of successful relationships (Hartup, 1989, 1992). Thus, the child’s ability to 

engage in joint communication and cooperative activities with a peer as well as 

successfully resolve conflicts with that peer, appear to be important required skills for 

friendships. 
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1. Friendship Reciprocity 

Price and Dodge (1989) investigated the processes of reciprocal behavior and 

social cognition in friendship groups. They described a spiraling cycle of influence, 

wherein children and their friends form impressions and perceptions of one another that 

guide their behavioral responses and determine the direction of their relationships. The 

components of this process included the child’s cognition’s about him- or herself, the 

child’s characteristic behavior toward friends, the influence of the child’s behavior on 

the friendship group’s collective appraisal and acceptance of the child, and the resulting 

influence of these attitudes on the group’s collective behavior toward the child. 

This model is guided by several assumptions. First, it is assumed that each 

individual brings into the interactive context broad representations of him- or herself 

and his or her relationships. These representations guide children’s expectations for 

interaction and direct them to pursue some social goals but not others. They also 

influence how children interpret the behavioral cues of their interactive partners and 

how children evaluate alternative response options. 

Second, the model assumes that from the earliest periods of interactions, 

participants form specific expectations and representations of their particular partner. 

These representations may include the behavioral characteristics of the other, as well as 

emotional reactions that were experienced at the time the representation was formed. 

These “person representations” are integrated into previously existing knowledge 

structures and guide each participant’s behavioral responses. The valence of these 

person representations is important. If primarily positive, then future interaction with 

the partner is welcomed and pursued. If the valence of the behavior and affective 
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features of the representation of the other are primarily negative, then further interaction 

with that particular individual might be avoided. This process of forming person 

perceptions is considered to be dynamic rather than static. As such, as long as two 

individuals are conlinuing to have contact with one another, there is the potential for the 

modification of existing representations and perceptions. Finally, the model assumes 

that the social outcomes of interactions (e.g., the degree to which the individuals like 

one another or whether they became friends) follow from the person’s perceptions that 

are formed during the course of interaction (Coie, 1990; Crick & Dodge, 1994; Rubin & 

Rose-Krasnor, 1992). Positive views and expectations of self and relationships, along 

with effective processing of information, should be conducive to the formation of 

positive and supportive relationships with peers. Conversely, negative views and 

expectations of self and others, along with processing biases and deficits, should lead to 

social difficulties with peers. 

The general climate of reciprocity and balance between friends further 

influences the formation and success of friendships. The individual who is responsive to 

his or her friend’s needs and interest has the right to expect responsiveness in return. 

This concept of reciprocity is a core component of the definition of friendship, and is 

recognized as such oy adults and relatively young children alike (Berndt, 1986). For this 

reason the requirements of reciprocity in friendship carries particularly strong moral 

force (Rawlings, 1992; Youniss & Smoller, 1985); individuals who do not appreciate 

this are likely to encounter difficulty. At the same time, children and adults expect 

reciprocity in friendship to be maintained without complicated practices. 
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2. Social Acceptance 

Socially accepted (popular) children tend to attribute social success to internal 

causes and expect success to continue in the future (Sobol & Earn, 1985). They also 

view social outcomes as more controllable than do socially unacceptable children. 

Alternately, children experiencing social difficulties tend to perceive their social 

successes as unstable and externally caused and to perceive their social failures as stable 

and internally caused (Hymel & Franke, 1985; Rubin & Krasnor, 1986). 

From middle childhood to pre-adolescence, accepted and unaccepted children 

differ in their social problem-solving skills. Children, who are well liked tend to 

generate competent and effective solutions to interpersonal dilemmas, whereas disliked 

children tend to generate incompetent or aggressive solutions (Ladd & Oden, 1979), 

especially if they view the other’s intentions as hostile (Dodge, 1980). Additionally, 

socially accepted children differ from dislike children in the manner they evaluate the 

probable outcomes for their behavior. In general, well-liked children are more accurate 

in their evaluation of the outcomes of their behavior. Disliked children, however, expect 

that positive outcomes will accrue if they act aggressively and that less positive 

outcomes will result from nonaggressive solutions (Perry, Perry, & Rasmussen, 1986). 

Complementing the research on the link between social cognition and friendship 

difficulties is literature on the relationship between social information processing and 

behavior. Results from research with both extreme and normal samples indicate that the 

manner in which children process information is related to their actual behavior, 

particularly when aggregated assessments of processing are conducted (e g., Dodge, 

Pettit, McClaskey, & Brown, 1986; Dodge & Price, 1995). Thus, there is empirical 



evidence that children’s social cognition’s serve to guide their behavioral orientations 

and responses with friends. 

A considerable body of research suggests, that although peers for non- 

behavioral reasons such as physical stigma sometimes reject children, behavior plays a 

substantial role. Many studies have documented behavioral difficulties between socially 

successful children and children experiencing difficulties in their relationships with 

peers (Coie, Dodge, & Kupersmidt, 1990; Newcoomb, Bukowski, & Pattee, 1993, 

Rubin & Coplin, 1992). Much of this work is based on cross-sectional research designs 

utilizing existing friendship groups. Such studies are open to the alternative 

interpretation that the behavioral differences are the result of rather than responsible for, 

these children’s difficulties with peers. Children’s behavior is undoubtedly affected by 

friendship rejection. However, enough research now exists to safely conclude that how 

children behave shapes their receptions by the friendship group in the first place. 

Longitudinal studies and studies utilizing artificial play groups, for example, show that 

behavioral assessments made before or during the earliest stages of acquaintanceship 

predict children’s subsequent social acceptance (Coie & Kupersmidt, 1983; Hymel, 

Rubin, Rowden, & LeMare, 1990; Rubin, 1993). More importantly, intervention studies 

designed to reduce children’s negative behaviors or increase their repertoire of social 

skills have shown increases in acceptance by friends as a result of behavioral changes 

(Asher, Parker, & Walker, 1995). 

Research has focused on the behavioral basis of friendship acceptance or 

rejection. Many associations between specific behaviors and rejection by friends have 

% 

been documented (Coie, Dodge, & Kupersmidt, 1990; Newcomb et al. 199j>, Rubin & 
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Coplin, 1992). One broad class of behavior that has proven to be especially significant 

is aggression. Aggressive behavior has been found to correlate with rejection by peers 

regardless of whether peer evaluations (Cantrell & Prinz, 1985; Rubin, Chen, & Hymel, 

1993), or direct observations (Dodge, 1983) are used to assess children’s social 

behavior. 

Observational studies also suggest that children who engage in high rates of 

positive social behavior (e.g., conversation, smiiing, prosocial sharing and helping), 

who make efforts to initiate contact with others, who join ongoing play in a fluid and 

natural way, who cooperate, and who respect peer norms, are likely to receive more 

positive behavioral responses from peers and have high peer sociometric ratings and 

nomination scores than other children (Coie et al. 1990; Newcomb et al. 1993). 

Similarly, children who are described by their friends as helpful, supportive, 

cooperative, friendly, nice, good at games, and good leaders are more likely to receive 

high sociometric ratings and many positive and few negative sociometric nominations 

(Coie et al. 1990; Newcomb et al. 1993; Rubin & Coplin, 1992). Thus, the presence of 

positive social skills as well as the absence of aggressive or extremely withdrawn 

behavior seems critical to acceptance by peers (Bierman, 1986). 

In an effort to impose some conceptual organization on the existing collection of 

behavioral correlates and to identify areas of relative neglect, Asher and Williams 

(1987) suggested a useful framework for considering the kinds of behaviors that should 

relate to adjustment with peers. According to Asher and Williams (1987), when 

considering the kinds of behavior that are likely to contribute to adjustment with peers, 

it is helpful to consider how an individual decides whether they like or dislike another. 
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This research suggests that we ask ourselves six metaphoric questions presumed to be 

minimal requirements for fulfilling interpersonal interaction. The more children find 

that these requirements are met; the more they are attracted to that individual. The core 

issues are: (1) whether they find the partner entertaining, (2) whether they feel that they 

can trust the partner, (3) whether they find that the partner influences them in ways that 

they find acceptable, (4) whether they find that the partner facilitates rather than 

undermines their personal goals, (5) whether the partner makes them feel good about 

themselves, and (6) whether the partner shares their fundamental values and priorities. 

Asher and Williams (1987) further suggested that by considering these core 

issues for children, one could better understand which behaviors are related to success 

with friends, and whv some behaviors are more robust correlates of social success than 

others. Behaviors that simultaneously address several core issues are expected to be 

stronger correlates of social success than behaviors that address only one concern. 

Another important element of this framework is that it assumes the configuration of 

children’s behavioral assets and liabilities is most important not the presence or absence 

of any single specific behavioral tendency. Thus, aggressive children who nonetheless 

possess skills for behaving in ways that leave others feeling good about themselves or 

find them entertaining, trustworthy, persuasive, and so on, are not expected to run the 

same risk of friendship rejection as aggressive children (Bierman, 1986). The 

significance of particular negative behaviors such as aggressiveness or social 

withdrawal, therefore, depends partly on whether the child also possesses offsetting 

social skills. 
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During pre-adolescence, once perceptions of one another are formed, they 

appear to remain moderately stable over time (Coie et al. 1990). Thus, the impressions 

that are formed within a particular friendship group are likely to be maintained over 

time. One explanation for the stability of person perceptions is that the structure of 

social cognitive processes appears to be favorable to the maintenance of the perceptions 

and impressions. 

3. Friendship Qualities 

In seeking to describe variability in adjustment outcomes among children with 

friends, previous research has examined social context through the qualities 

characterizing the close peer relationships of early adolescents. As developing 

adolescents place greater value on self-disclosure and loyalty in their friendships than 

do younger peers (Furman & Buhrmester, 1992), these peer relationships come to serve 

a variety of functions including self-validation and ego support. Berndt and Perry 

(1986) suggested that friendship qualities form two fundamental categories in early 

adolescence, support (reflecting positive quality) and conflict (reflecting negative 

quality). 

Conflict within adolescent relationships has received the most attention with 

respect to negative relationship quality. Previous research has emphasized conflict 

within friendships of children to a greater extent than adolescents (Laursen & Collins, 

1994), although Berndt and Perry (1986) suggested that conflict emerges as a distinct 

aspect of friendships only in early adolescence. According to studies of deviant 

adolescent behavior, a second type of negative relationship quality is the extent to 
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which overt versus subtle means of control or influence characterize friendship 

interactions. The concept of control within early adolescent friendships has appeared 

across various literature as peer pressure (Brown, 1982), and social dominance (Savin- 

Williams, 1979), and has been associated both with low self-esteem and depression 

(Phares, 1976), as well as with substance use (Newcomb & Harlow, 1986). 

Studies of gender socialization describe early adolescent girls as more 

interpersonally focused than their male peers (Maccoby, 1988; Clark & Ayers, 1993), 

with some authors suggesting that girls are more likely to incorporate this relational 

emphasis into a developing sense of identity than are boys (Paul & White, 1990). As 

such, the repercussions of both success and disruption in friendships may differently 

impact boys and girls. A lack of friendship intimacy and greater friendship conflict may 

signal interpersonal failure, inflicting greater damage on female than on male self¬ 

esteem. Conversely, greater friendship intimacy and lower friendship conflict may 

signal relationship success and acceptance prompting greater positive affect in girls than 

in boys. 

Several studies have shown that boys and girls think about and construct 

relationships in different ways (Berndt, 1982; Bukowski, Newcomb, & Hoza, 1987; 

Maccoby, 1990). Popularity among boys and among girls may be based on different 

processes with distinct correlates. There is also evidence that boys and girls think 

aggression, which is known to be a correlate of popularity among peers (Dodge et al. 

1990), in different ways (Gilligan, 1982; Huston, 1983). Further evidence indicate that 

early adolescents ascribe different characteristics to same-gender and opposite-gender 

popularity (Coleman, 1974; Douvan & Adelson, 1966). Specifically, characteristics that 
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are indicative of an individual’s positive distinctiveness from others (e.g., appearance 

and athletic prowess) are seen as being especially important for popularity with opposite 

gender friend. Children who are popular (or unpopular) with their own gender may not 

necessarily be popular (or unpopular) with the other gender. 

Children low in social acceptance are likely to see themselves in a “flawed 

mirror” (Shrauger & Schoeneman, 1979). Norms of politeness dictate that people don’t 

directly tell other people that they dislike them. Disbked individuals may also 

misinterpret the feedback they receive, assuming that others dislike some of their 

actions but do not dislike them personally. Individuals who are disliked often change 

their pattern of social interaction to minimize the time they spend with others who 

criticize them. 

Children show substantial variation in the quantity and quality of their 

friendship experiences. This variation can be reliably assessed along dimensions of 

friendship and group acceptance. Quantitative variables index the extent of children’s 

involvement in friendship relations. At the simplest level, a dichotomy between children 

with friends and friendless children is immediately evident. Despite its seeming 

simplicity, whether or not a child has a friend appears to mark an important threshold in 

children’s friendship adjustment. Regardless of their level of overall group acceptance, 

children with friends are less lonely than other children (Parker & Asher, 1993a). 

Beyond the distinction of having versus not having a friend, individual 

differences in the number of friends’ children have been examined in several studies. 

The size of children’s social networks does not appear to be as predictive of other 
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aspects of adjustment such as whether or not the child has a friend or the quality of the 

child’s friendships (Berndt & Hawkins, 1987; Parker & Asher, 1993a). 

Children’s friendships vary widely in their qualitative features even among 

children of the same age. The assessment of the qualities of children’s friendships has 

made great strides with the work and revisioning of several self-report 

questionnaire/interview measures for children of all ages (Berndt & Perry, 1986; 

Bracken, 1992,1993; Buhrmester, 1990; Bukowski & Newcomb, 1987; Parker & Asher, 

1993b; Reynolds & Kamphaus, 1992). These measures are very similar insofar as they 

attempt to describe friendship with respect to specific features that are presumed to be 

important to the functions of friendships (e g., provision of companionship, level of 

intimate disclosure, degree of helpful advice) rather than an attempt to arrive at a single, 

overall conclusion as to the relationship’s adequacy or inadequacy. In most cases, these 

measures also assess children’s perceptions of the degree of conflict as well as support 

present in their friendship, under the assumption (now substantiated) that conflict and 

disagreement occur in even the closest of friendships (Hartup, 1992; Laursen, 1993; 

Parker & Asher, 1993a; Rizzo, 1992). Another important feature of these measures is 

that they require children to describe particular (specified) friendships, in some cases 

based on actual prior sociometric testing (Berndt & Perry, 1986; Buhrmester, 1990; 

Parker & Asher, 1993b). This step is important because children who are simply asked 

to describe their friendship (i.e., are not explicitly given a particular relationship to 

describe) are likely to provide an idealized abstraction that does not fit any single 

friendship. The requirement to describe a particular friendship also probably helps to 

* 

reduce the influence of social desirability on children s responses. 
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Although the correlates of acceptance and rejection appear to be similar across 

age groups, Coie et al. (1990) point out that a few developmental differences that have 

been identified. For example, as children enter middle school, both athletic and 

academic competencies become increasingly important determinants of social 

adjustment in the peer group. In addition, with age, verbal aggression, disruptiveness in 

the classroom, and social withdrawal become increasingly important contributors to 

social rejection. And, although much less is known about this issue, it appears that the 

behavioral correlates of friendship acceptance and rejection also differ somewhat for 

children of different genders and from different sociometric circumstances (Bierman, 

1986; Coie et al. 1990). 

4. Gender • 

There are many informative reports on the ease of making friends and patterns 

of reciprocation. Epstein & Karweit (1983) found an interesting difference in the ease 

with which boys and girls make new, same-sex friends in new settings, or add new 

friends to existing friendship groups. The study suggested that boys make new friends 

or add friends to existing groups easier than do girls. Studies also indicate that 

children’s preference in choice friendships become gender segregated, as they grow 

older (Golombok & Fivush, 1994; Leaper, 1994). Also, most social boys tended to 

have extensive relations with their peers, whereas the most social girls had intensive 

relations, generally centered around one other girl. Adolescent girls and boys show 

similar contrasting patterns. 
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The difference in cultural styles between boys and girls’ groups goes beyond 

their types of social relations (Maccoby, 1986; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1987). In early 

friendship development, boys engage in rougher games, they fight more, and show 

more overt dominance-related interactions. Boys’ play also tends to occur in more 

public places, with less surveillance than is given to girls (Newson & Newson, 1986). 

Girls’ play is characteristically more cooperative, emphasizing a strong realization of 

turn taking. For pre-adolescents, self-disclosure is important and break-ups are 

emotional, with new friendships forming at the expense of old ones (Lagerspetz, 

Bjorkqvist, & Peltonen, 1988). 

Studies show that the bounds of acceptable behavior may be wide or narrow 

according to whether the activity is seen as central or peripheral to group membership, 

and the individual’s status within the group (Archer, 1984). More pronounced gender 

stereotyping by boys than girls has been shown in studies of 11-year-old children’s self¬ 

rating (Kelly & Smail, 1986). When children and adolescents evaluated a hypothetical 

boy or girl’s preference for a variety of interests, gender-stereotyped preferences were 

stronger for boys than for girls (Emmerich & Shepard, 1982). 

Thorne (1986) found that boys who did not conform to the criteria for 

masculinity, or who played with girls, were teased, ridiculed or shunned by other boys, 

and were openly referred to as “girls” These boys were also found sitting closest to the 

girls. Best (1983) also found that boys with feminine characteristics were rejected by 

other boys. In a study of status in groups of adolescent boys at summer camp, Savin- 

Williams (1980) found that the lowest ranking boys were viewed as the most feminine, 
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the most religious, submissive and quiet, which are feminine stereotypic traits (Bern, 

1974; Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1975). 

Concern over behaviorally feminine boys can be contrasted with the partially 

legitimized label “tomboy.” Studies of school playgrounds (Thorne, 1986; Luria & 

Herzog, 1985) show that there are usually several girls who can be classed as 

“tomboys.” They are found to have enhanced status with other girls as a result of 

mixing with boys. They are skilled at activities central to the world of boys, especially 

games such as soccer, baseball, and basketball. Thorne (1986) found that being a 

tomboy was a matter of degree; some girls sought access to boys’ groups but were 

excluded, and others limited their interactions with boys to specific sports. Yet 

interview studies show that a large proportion of girls and women regard themselves as 

a tomboy or as having been one (Plumb & Cowan, 1984; Hyde, Rosenberg, & 

Behrman, 1977). This suggests that it is viewed as a positive characteristic. In a rating- 

scale study of 11-year-olds’ attitudes to school subjects (Archer & Macrae, 1991), girls 

were found to view masculine subjects as difficult and feminine ones easy. 

Although there is clear contrast between attitudes to feminine boys and to 

tomboys, this is, in a sense, a misleading comparison. When Plumb and Cowan (1984) 

asked girls to choose activities they liked from a gender-stereotyped list, those who 

described themselves as tomboys chose masculine and feminine activities to a similar 

extent, whereas those who did not fit this label preferred feminine activities. Research 

on the development of associations between gender labels and behavior suggests that, 

with age, children develop subtypes of individuals within gender groups (e g., 

masculine girls and feminine boys) (Martin, 1991; Martin, Wood, & Little, 1990). It is 
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thought that individual cognitive processes, such as the development of cognitive 

schemas, may influence beliefs about group membership (Tajfel, 1982). 

5. Same-Sex and Opposite-Sex Friends 

Preference for same-sex friends is a widely documented phenomena in the social 

developmental literature (Hayden-Thomson, Rubin, & Hymel, 1987; Howes, 1988) and 

is considered typical or average. In contrast to the relatively high rate of same-gender 

choices of best friends across ages and grade levels, the literature suggests a curvilinear, 

developmental pattern of opposite-gender choices of friends. Very young children made 

frequent opposite-sex choices (Gottman & Parkhurst, 1980); children in the elementary 

and middle school grades made almost no opposite-gender choices (Bossert, 1979; Eder 

& Hallinan, 1978); and adolescents increased their opposite-sex choices of friends 

(Epstein, 1982; Montemayor & Van Komen, 1982). 

Bracken (1992) found age and gender differences in interpersonal relations 

among same- and opposite-sex friendship relations experienced by boys and girls. 

Same-sex relationships for boys remain positive and fairly stable over the 10- to 15-year 

age range. Same-sex relationships for girls remain stable until 13-years of age when the 

relationship starts a moderate decline. The quality of opposite-sex relationship in boys’ 

shows a moderate increase from age 15-years and up, whereas, opposite-sex 

relationship for girls show a dramatic increase from 13-years and up. In written 

comments, older students discussed the importance of opposite-sex friendships more 

than did younger students (Lowery, 1997). The students’ justifications help to explain 
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how the observed increase in opposite-gender choices among adolescents becomes an 

accepted social pattern, even at the expense of same-sex choices of friends. 

In early adolescence, opposite-sex friendships have been suggested to be 

important for the practice and development of social interaction skills (Howes, 1988) 

and for adjusting to society’s rapidly changing gender roles and relationships (Maccoby, 

1990; Smith & Indei, 1990). A combination of personality and environmental 

characteristics may affect the rate of opposite-sex choices of friends. In Maas’ (1968) 

study “warm” boys made more opposite-gender choices of friends than did “aloof’ 

boys, who tended to avoid opposite-gender interactions. “Warm” girls had larger groups 

of playmates than did “aloof’ girls. Environments that encourage warm and close 

relationships may change the way heterosexual relations and friendship choices are 

structured. Whiting (1986) reported that boys who were g;ven opportunities to take care 

of younger children were more nurturing in their dyadic relations than boys whose 

environments did not require or encourage child care. Opportunities for nurturing 

behavior may promote warmth, acceptance of opposite-gender friends, and the earlier 

development of reciprocated friendships. 

The literature on opposite-sex friendship offers two confounding conjectures. 

The first supposition suggests that children who have primarily opposite-sex friends are 

socially better adjusted than those who do not. These children are equally accepted by 

both sexes and are adept at communicating with either male or female peers. It is also 

believed that children with opposite-sex close friends have high social skills as a result 

of these friendships (Howes, 1988; Luria & Herzog, 1983; Maccoby, 1990; Smith & 

Inder, 1990). 
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The opposing view regards children with opposite-sex close friends as less 

socially skilled than other children. These children lack social skills necessary in 

forming same-sex friendships. For a variety of reasons they are rejected by their same- 

sex peers and subsequently turn to opposite-sex friendships (Bukowski et al., 1993; 

Carter & McCloskey, 1984; Ladd, 1983; Sroufe, Bennett, Englund, Urban & Shulman, 

1993; Wright, Giammarino, & Parad, 1986). 

Ladd (1983) reported that among middle-age children (8-12 years), contact with 

the opposite-sex was greatest among children who were unpopular with same-sex peers. 

Accordingly, he proposed that, in general, children prefer same-sex peers but that 

children who have unsatisfying relationships with same-sex peers will turn to opposite- 

sex friendship for opportunities for social interaction. Alternatively, it is conceivable 

that children who have opposite-sex friends may be perceived as being “different” by 

peers because they deviate from the “norm” of preferring same-sex friends and will 

consequently have trouble gaining acceptance within the same-sex friendship group 

(Wright, Giammarino, & Parad, 1986). Conversely, Luria and Herzog (1983) 

interpreted the results of their study of same-sex and opposite-sex friendship among 

young children to indicate that opposite-sex interaction is most likely to be observed 

among children who are most accepted by their same-sex friends. This alternative 

perspective supports the expectations that (1) popularity among same-sex friends would 

be positively correlated to liking for opposite-sex friends and (2) that children who are 

popular with opposite-sex friends would be less likely than other children to show a 

preference for same-sex friends. 
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6. Racial Influences 

Like gender, race is an ascribed, visible, surface characteristic that may 

influence children’s choices of friends. Although there is considerable discussion about 

the benefits in coeducational schools of exclusively same-sex friends for learning 

gender-appropriate behavior (Fine, 1981; Hartup, 1983), there is no analogous 

discussion of the benefits in desegregated schools of exclusively same-race friends. 

Accepted goals of integrated education are cross-race acceptance and friends (St. John, 

1975). 

The importance of race as a criterion for choice changes across the school years. 

Very young children placed less emphasis on race in their choices of friends than do 

older children (Asher, Singleton, & Taylor, 1982). Soon after school begins, same-race 

choices dominate students’ selections (Schofield, 1981; Tuma & Hallinan, 1979). 

Carter, Detine-Carter, & Benson (1980) determined that 5- to 8-year-olds made few 

racial distinctions in selecting friends, but 9- to 13-year-olds selected friends of their 

own race to obtain recognition and support in social and academic activities. 

A number of studies report fewer cross-race choices of friends are made by high 

school students than by elementary students There was a decline in cross-race choices 

across the elementary grades (Hallinan, 1982; Singleton & Asher, 1979) than over the 

secondary grades (Asher, Oden, & Gottman, 1977; Epstein, 1983; Hartup, 1983). 

Reports of students dominant choices of friends may hide the facts about cross-race 

acceptance. There was considerable cross-race acceptance of friends, teammates, and 

27 



workmates, even though best friends were most often same-race (Asher et al. 1977; 

Asher, Singleton, & Taylor, 1982; Singleton & Asher, 1979). 

The prevalence of same-race choices may be overestimated and misinterpreted 

because of a lack of other important variables in the measurement models. Same-race 

choices are often explained solely by race, but the selection process is not one¬ 

dimensional. Some studies have tried to determine whether race or other characteristics 

are the key facts for selecting friends. Achievement may be more important than race in 

determining students’ acceptance or friendships in desegregating settings (Blanchard, 

Weigel, & Cook, 1975; Miller, 1983). Race may be important for some selections (e g., 

social activities) but not others (e.g., academic work, and athletic participation). 

An increase in the proportion of the minority racial group may lead to more 

cross-race choices by members of the majority group. For example, when the number of 

African-American students in a school or class increased, more cross-race choices were 

made by whites (Patchen, 1982). The patterns are neither simple nor predictable. In one 

study in which African-American students were in a 90% majority, white students were 

at a significant social disadvantage, receiving relatively few friendship choices (Tuma 

& Hallinan, 1979). In another study in which white students were in a 90% majority, 

African-Americans and white students received about equal number of choices and 

reciprocation (Epstein, 1983b). White students’ choices were less stable in 

predominately black elementary schools (Tuma & Hallinan, 1979); African-American 

students’ choices were less stable in predominately white secondary schools (Epstein, 

1983). In minority black schools, African-American students increased same-race 
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choices from the beginning to the end of the year (Hallinan, 1980). 
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The patterns of student s choices in gender-by-race subgroups get especially 

complicated when examined separately. Clark & Ayers (1985) revealed that 

understanding the nature of early adolescent friendship differs as a function of race and 

gender. They found cross-race friendships occurred less frequently than same-race 

friendships and more frequently than cross-sex friendships. And cross race friendships 

also appeared to be closer in structure to white than African-American friendships. With 

regard to the degree of friendship satisfaction and commitment and interpersonal 

attitudes, female friends were more similar than male friends and African-American 

friends were more similar than white friends. 

In another study, African-American males but not African-American females 

made more same-race choices when the proportion of their own race increased (St. 

John, 1975), but Singleton and Asher (1979) found that females made more same-race 

choices than males Kovacs, Parker, and Hoffman (1996), in a more recent study, found 

that African- American children from single-parent homes had more opposite-sex 

friends than African-American children from two-parent homes, although this pattern 

tended to be stronger for boys than for girls. Also included was the fact that African- 

American students were twice as likely as white students to have opposite-sex friends. 

This finding of ethnic differences in friendship involvement suggests that there may be 

some subcultural differences that influence children’s attitudes toward friendship. 

Maybe African American children apply a broader definition to the term “friend than 

do white children, or African American children are encouraged by their familial, 

neighborhood, and school environments to form wider and more diverse social 
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networks with peers (see Kovacs, Parker, & Hoffman, 1996; Kistner, Metzler, Gatlin, & 

Risi, 1993). 

Several researchers have concluded that sex segregation occurs in widely 

different cultures. Whiting and Edwards (1988) presented data from six cultures (India, 

Okinawa, The Philippines, Mexico, Kenya, and the U.S.) showing that children aged 4- 

to 10-years are found in sex-segregated groups for much of the time, and that this is 

more pronounced with children of the same age, and when adults are not present. 

Observing children from Efe and Lase groups of the rain forest of Zaire, Morelli (cited 

in Whiting & Edwards, 1988) found that children aged 3-years or less showed a 

preference for playing with same-sex peers. Freedman (1980) also reviewed evidence 

that sex segregation occurred in a range of non-Western cultures (Chinese, Japanese, 

Balinese, Kenyan, and Indian). 

D. Self-Concept and Friendship 

Up to this point, this review has documented social development in early 

adolescence and the effects gender and ethnicity have on friendship. How then does 

friendship affect the way an individual feels about their social competency and self 

worth? Do individuals with only opposite-sex friends think of themselves as socially 

competent? 

Friends support perceptions of one as attractive and competent, and enhances 

self-esteem (Duck, 1984), and it is well documented that peer acceptance has a major 

role in the development and preservation ol self-concept (Grunebaum & Solomon, 

1987; Bukowski & Hoza, 1989). Early adolescence is marked by the progression from 
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seeking friendship acceptance to developing friendship intimacy (Buhrmester & 

Furman, 1986). Socially, they tend to have a larger and more fluctuating friendship 

network at a time when, developmentally, relationships with friends intensify and take 

on greater significance in defining self (Elias et al., 1985). 

What is known is that popular children tend to view themselves as more socially 

competent than their less popular peers with the association between acceptance and 

self-appraisal increasing with age (Harter, 1982; Kurdek & Krile, 1982; Ladd & Price, 

1986). Peer rejection, on the other hand, is associated with negative thoughts and 

feelings about the self. Unpopular or rejected children are more likely to perceive social 

situations as difficult (Wheeler & Ladd, 1982). Also, unpopular children are more likely 

to report greater anxiety in social situations (La Greca, Dandes, Wick, Shaw, & Stone, 

1988). 

Although this research suggest the general conclusion that children having a 

good experience with friends approach social situations feeling good about their social 

relationships and social skills, an important issue not yet resolved is whether it is true 

for children with opposite-sex only friends, and what kind of relationship do they have 

with same-sex friends. 

A realistic self-concept is an important component of sound mental health. 

According to Coleman (1960), “... it is generally true that when most people see us 

very differently from the way we see ourselves, our self-image is somehow inaccurate 

and we are probably headed for trouble (p. 293).” Children interact socially in many 

different settings. Everyone, with whom the child has social contact; friends, classmate, 

family members, teachers, and neighbors influence their social self-concept. Their 
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social self-concept is affected by the reactions of others, the extent to which they are 

accepted or approached in positive ways, and their ability to achieve goals and 

objectives through successful social interactions. Children’s self-regard and self¬ 

appraisals of their social competencies have some bearing on the ways they initiate and 

maintain social exchanges with peers. Positive self-appraisals are likely to prove 

advantageous for the initiation of social interaction, negative self-evaluations may prove 

otherwise in promoting social exchange (Harter, 1993). As social agents within primary 

social contexts (e.g., playgrounds, social outings, dances) and across other secondary 

social contexts (e.g., school, church) children learn how accepted they are by others and 

how effective they are at meeting their own personal needs through social interactions. 

This acquired knowledge is the basis for their self-evaluation and social self-concept 

(Bracken, 1993). 

The idea of a social self-concept originated more than a century ago, when 

William James wrote: 

A man’s social self is the recognition, which he gets from his mates. We 
are not only gregarious animals, liking to be in sight of our fellows, but we 

have an innate propensity to get ourselves noticed, and noticed favorably, 

by our kind. (1890) 

The link between the social self and social recognition was reinforced early in the 20 

century by Charles Cooley (1922). Cooley wrote: 

As we face, figure, and dress in the glass, and are interested in them 
because they are ours, so in imagination we perceive in another s mind 
some thought of our appearance, manners, aims, deeds, character, friends, 

and so on, and are variously affected by it. (p. 184) 
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To both James and Cooley, social self-concept referred to people’s perceptions of how 

much other people liked and admired them. They defined social self-concept by 

self-perceptions of social acceptance. 

Other scholars have defined social self-concept by perceptions of social 

competence or social skill. Fitts (1965) wrote that the Social subscale on his Tennessee 

Self-Concept Scale was designed to measure “a person’s sense of adequacy and worth 

in social interactions with other people” (p. 3). Another self-concept scale, the Texas 

Social Behavior Inventory (Helmreich, Stapp, & Ervin, 1974), has been viewed as 

measuring people’s evaluations of their social skill (Blascovich & Tomaka, 1991). 

In practice, the two definitions of social self-concept probably overlap. People 

who perceive themselves as more accepted by other people are likely to perceive 

themselves as more socially skilled. It seems then the definition suggested by James and 

Cooley is inherently more specific than the alternative. For James, social self-concept 

refers to people’s evaluations of their acceptance by specific groups of other people. By 

contrast, self-evaluations of social skill do not imply, or have a necessary reference to, 

any specific group of other people. 

The early theories of James (1890) and Cooley (1920) suggest that an 

individual’s social self-concepts should be strongly related to his/her actual social 

position or social acceptance. For James, the actual recognition that a person receives 

from other people should determine how favorable the person sees him or herself. For 

Cooley, other people are the looking glass in which a person sees his or her reflection. 

The degree to which empirical data support the hypotheses ot James and Cooley 
% 

has been debated. Shrauger and Schoeneman (1979) found no consistent agreement 
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between self-perceptions and how one is actually viewed by others. Since that review, 

numerous research has shown that significant relations exist not only between social 

self-concepts and actual social acceptance (Bovin, Vitaro, & Gagnon, 1992; Das & 

Berndt, 1992), but also between social self-concept and some aspects of peer reputation 

and social competence (Harter, 1982; Harter & Pike, 1984; Bracken, 1992). 

The multidimensional scales of Harter, Marsh, and Bracken are all based on the 

assumption that different facets of the self-concept are somewhat independent. Marsh’s 

Self-Description Questionnaires are based on the added assumption, from the model of 

Shavelson et al., (1976), that self-concept facets are arranged in a hierarchy. In this 

model, academic facets of the self-concepts are distinguished from nonacademic facets. 

Evidence of the intercorrelations of self-concept subscales test the degree to 

which self-concept facets are hierarchically arranged but can also shed light on the 

origins of the social self-concept. For example, if measures of the social self-concept 

are strongly related to measures of perceived athletic competence, then success in sports 

might be assumed to enhance a person’s social success. Researchers have found strong 

correlation between measures of perceived social acceptance and measures of perceived 

physical or athletic competence (Harter, 1985; Marsh & Holmes, 1990). 

Hierarchical models of the self-concept (Harter, 1983; Shavelson et al., 1976) 

imply that self-evaluations in specific domains can be aggregated to form a general or 

global self-concept. Correlation between measures of the social self-concept and of the 

global feeling of self suggest how self-evaluations ot social success affect adolescent’s 

overall sense of sell-worth. In other research, a general feeling of self was more 
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strongly related to perceived social acceptance than to perceived physical appearance. 
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This pattern was reported by Hoge and McScheffrey (1991) for a large sample of gifted 

pre-teens and by Marsh and Holmes (1990) with a more representative sample of early 

adolescents. 

One of the first theorists to explore the association between peer relations and 

self-concept was Harry Stack Sullivan (1953), who believed that the peer group was 

instrumental in fostering development. Sullivan (1953) believed that friendship is the 

driving thrust behind the preservation of one’s self-worth during the preadolescent and 

adolescent years. The experience of being isolated from one’s peer group leads to 

feelings of inferiority that block the development of a healthy self-conception. Sullivan 

defined friendship as a close, intimate, mutual relationship with a same-sex peer that 

was distinctly different from other types of social interaction. He believed that it was 

within the context of these intimate relationships that youth realize their own self-worth 

as a result of the positive regard shown to them by their friends. 

Interaction with a friend is widely and duly celebrated for its potential to 
validate one’s self-concept and enhance one’s self-esteem. People are at 
ease with their friends because they feel liked and accepted by someone 
familiar with their strengths and their weakness, their charming and their 

irritating qualities. (Sullivan, 1953, p. 277) 

Would having close, intimate, mutual relationships with opposite-sex only peers reveal 

a less compelling sense of self-worth9 Sullivan’s theory has received support from more 

recent research (Duck, 1983; Asher & Parker, 1989; Parker & Gottman, 1989). 

The social self-concept measures that researchers have used most often have 

centered on social acceptance, specifically identifying the possible negative effects of a 

lack of peer acceptance (Asher & Coie, 1990; Cornell, Pelton, Bassin, Landrum, 

Ramsey, & Cooley, 1990). 
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Researchers have discussed the possible effects of people’s social self-concepts 

on their social interactions and social relationships (Harter, 1993; Hymel & Franke, 

1985). The guiding assumption in most discussions seems to be a version of the well- 

known hypothesis of the self-fulfilling prophecy (Fiske & Taylor, 1984). Children have 

low feelings of social self-concept, by the definition, when they believe that they are not 

accepted by other children. These children are likely to assume that other children will 

behave negatively toward them. This prophecy becomes self-fulfilling when it leads to 

negative behavior, caused by anxiety or anger, toward other children. Their negative 

behavior reduces other children’s willingness to interact with them, and so reduces their 

opportunities for practicing their social skills. The net result is that children with a low 

feeling of social competence are persistently lonely and avoid or behave inappropriately 

in social situations, thus leading to low social self-concept. 

Peers dominate the social context of early adolescence to such a degree that 

difficulties in establishing and maintaining peer relationships are associated with 

multiple negative developmental outcomes including loneliness, school dropout, 

internalizing symptoms, aggression, criminality, and substance use (Asher & Parker, 

1989; Coie et. al., ?995; Kupersmiddt, Coie, & Dodge, 1990; Parker & Asher, 1987; 

Windle, 1994). 

The primary issue in this study is the relationship between friendship preference 

and early adolescent's social competence and social self-perception specifically among 

same- and opposite-sex friends. A number of studies in this review reported that contact 

with the opposite-sex, as close friends only, was greatest among those who were 
* 

unpopular with same-sex peers. In general, children prefer same-sex friends but that 
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those who have unsatisfying relationships with same-sex peers will turn to opposite-sex 

peers for opportunities for social interaction. Alternatively, it is conceivable that those 

who have opposite-sex friends may be perceived as being “different” by peers because 

they deviate from the “norm” of preferring same-sex peers and will consequently have 

trouble gaining acceptance. Regardless of which explanation one adopts, these 

perspectives lead to the expectation that early adolescents with the lowest level of social 

self-concept would show the least preference for same-sex friends or at least show the 

greatest interest in opposite-sex friends. This information would be especially useful 

when organizing interventions designed to utilize peers as socializing agents. 

E. Research Hypotheses 

A primary goal of this study is to examine differences in early adolescents’ 

friendship group type. Specifically, to assess any differences between gender (males 

and females) among individuals based on their primary friendship group type (same-sex 

only, opposite-sex only, mixed-sex), and among four different ethnic groups (African- 

Americans, Asian-Americans, Latinos/as, and Caucasians) on measures of Social 

Competency and Social Self-Concept. 

1. It is hypothesized that there will be no gender differences on their level of Social 

Competency. 

2. There will be no gender differences on their level of Social Self-Concept. 

3. There will be significant differences among the friendship group types (same- 

sex only, opposite-sex only, mixed-sex) on their level of Social Competency. 
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4. There will be significant differences among friendship group types (same-sex 

only, opposite-sex only, mixed-sex) on their level of Social Self-Concept. 

5. There will be significant differences between the influence of gender 

(male/female) and friendship group type (same-sex only, opposite-sex only, 

mixed-sex) on their level of Social Competency. 

6. There will be a significant difference between the influence of gender 

(male/female) and friendship group type (same-sex only, opposite-sex only, 

mixed-sex) on their level of Social Self-Concept. 

7. There will be a significant difference between friendship group type (same-sex 

only, opposite-sex only, mixed-sex) and ethnicity (African-Americans, Asian- 

Americans, Latinos/as, Caucasians) on their level of Social Self-Concept. 

8. There will be a significant difference between friendship group type (same-sex 

only, opposite-sex only, mixed-sex) and ethnicity (African-Americans, 

Asian-Americans, Latinos/as, Caucasians) on their level of Social Competency. 

38 



CHAPTER II 

METHODOLOGY 

A. Study Participants 

Participants in this study consisted of 290 sixth- through eighth-grade students 

(134 males, X age = 12.71, SD = .55; and 156 females, Xage =11.78, SD= .54) 

recruited from four middle schools in both urban and suburban communities in western 

Massachusetts. Schools were chosen based on grade structure (all had sixth- through 

eighth-grade structure), diversity and participant accessibility (all offered a health class 

that was made available to this study). Contacts with the students were made through 

their health class. This study was open to any student willing to spend one health class 

during school time and two one hour, after school, sessions to answer two 

questionnaires, two inventories and a debriefing interview. Consistent with the focus of 

this study, participants were asked to identify and answer all questions regarding their 

closest peer relationships. This procedure assessed perceived friendships and 

encouraged participants to focus on close peer relationships. Table 1 illustrates the cross 

tabulation of friendship group types by gender (male) and ethnicity. Table 2 illustrates 

the cross tabulation of friendship group type by gender (female) and ethnicity. The 

tables’ break down each friendship group type by gender and ethnicity giving a count of 

the participants choosing that specific group. The tables also show the percentage of the 

specific ethnic and gender participant compared within their ethnic classification and 

within the friendship group type. All participants were required to return a 
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Table 1 

Crosstabulation of Friendship Group Type by Gender (Male) and Ethnicity 

Gender 

Friendship Group Type 

Total 
Same-Sex 

only 
Mixed-Sex Opposite- 

Sex only 

Male AfricanAm Count 15 6 5 26 
% within Race 57.7% 23.1% 19.2% 100% 
% within Group 16.3% 17.6% 62.5% 19.4% 
% of Total 11.2% 4.5% 3.7% 19.4% 

AsianAm Count 3 7 0 10 
% within Race 30.0% 70.0% 100% 
%with Group 3.3% 20.6% 7.5% 
% of Total 2.2% 5.2% 7.5% 

Hispanic Count 21 7 1 29 
% within Race 72.4% 24.1% 3.4% 100% 
% within Group 22.8% 20.6% 12.5% 21% 
% of Total 15.7% 5.2% .7% 21% 

White Count 53 14 2 69 
% within Race 76.8% 20.3% 25.0% 100% 
% within Group 57.6% 41.2% 25.0% 51% 
% of Total 39.6% 10.4% 1.5% 51% 

TOTAL Count 92 34 8 134 
% within Race 68.7% 25.4% 6.0% 100% 
% within Group 100% 100% 100% 100% 
% of Total 68.7% 25.4% 6.0% 100% 

parental/guardian consent form to participate in this study. Human Subjects Board 

approval was obtained prior to data collection. 

B. Study Measures 

A considerable amount of research has been conducted on interpersonal 

relations, but much of that work has employed sociometry as the primary assessment 

device. Although sociometry contributes meaningfully to understanding how a child’s 

friend in the environment perceives the child and whether they like the child, 

sociometry does little to portray the relationship quality from the child s perspective. In 

essence, the sociometric process seeks other people s opinion of a child, but the process 
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Table 2 

Crosstabulation of Friendship Group Type by Gender (Female) and Ethnicity 

Gender Friendship Group Type Total 
Female African Am Count 12 8 8 28 

% within Race 42.9% 28.6% 28.6% 100% 
% within Group 18.8% 12.1% 30.8% 17.9% 
% of Total 7.7% 5.1% 5.1% 17.9% 

Asian Am Count 2 16 3 21 
% within Race 9.5% 76.2% 14.3% 100% 
% within Group 3.1% 24.2% 11.5% 13.5% 
% of Total 1.3% 10.3% 1.9% 7.5% 

Hispanic Count 9 18 7 34 
% within Race 26.5% 52.9% 20.6% 100% 
% within Group 14.1% 27.3% 26.9% 46.8% 
% of Total 5.8% 11.5% 4.5% 46.8% 

While Count 41 24 8 73 
% within Race 56.2% 32.9% 11.0% 100% 
% within Group 64.1% 36.4% 30.8% 46.8% 
% of Total 26.3% 15.4% 5.1% 46.8% 

TOTAL Count 64 66 26 156 
% within Race 41.0% 42.3% 16.7% 100% 
% within Group 100% 100% 100% 100% 
% of Total 41.0% 42.3% 16.7% 100% 

provides little information about how the child feels about his or her own interpersonal 

relations. Because individual psychosocial adjustment is primarily a matter of self¬ 

perception, not of others’ perception, this study looks to assess the quality of 

interpersonal relations from the adolescent’s perspective through self-report. 

Also within this study, a sociometric nomination was used to create data on 

participant’s same- and/or opposite-sex, self-report of friends (Appendices A and B). 

Whereas sociometric nominations are typically used to assign scores to children 

according to the number of choices they receive from peers, to study the same- and 

opposite-sex preference, this study considered the number of nominations they give to 

peers. Literature has shown that sociometric choices are a reliable and valid index of 

* 

children’s liking and disliking of peers and that they are consistently related to actual 

interactions with peers (Bukowski & Hoza, 1989). Specifically, it has been shown that 
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children give positive sociometric nominations to peers with whom they have the most 

frequent positive interaction. Nomination-based sociometric data have been used to 

examine peer preferences on the basis of both sex and race (Kistner & Gatlin, 1989; 

Shrum, Cheek & Hunter, 1988). To study same- and opposite-sex friend(s) choice, this 

study used the sociometric nomination in the manner of determining friendship choice 

by sex and the number of friends. 

The premise for this study is to extend previous research on early-adolescents’ 

friendship by examining the differences of those individuals with same-sex, opposite- 

sex only, and mixed-sex friends. Toward this end, samples of adolescents were 

identified using a sociometric nomination questionnaire together with a structured 

interview, specifically identifying the friendship types (i.e., same-sex, opposite-sex 

only, and mixed-sex). The dependent variables for this analysis was the Total 

Relationship Index, representing social competence, and Social Self-Concept, 

representing social self-perception, with independent variables of gender, ethnicity, and 

friendship type. The Total Relationship Index (Social Competency) was derived from 

the AIR inventory and Social Self-Concept from that content scale in the MSCS 

inventory. * 

1. Sociometric Nomination Questionnaire 

A self-report sociometric nomination questionnaire was used to determine the 

participant’s group membership. Participants were asked to list (first and last names) 

their most important friends. The group membership variable represented the core peer 
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group with which a student is most closely associated, same-sex only, opposite-sex 

only, and mixed-sex friends (Appendix A and B). 

2. Assessment of Interpersonal Relations (AIR) 

To assess early adolescents’ perception of their social competency, the 

Assessment of Interpersonal Relationship was administered. The AIR (Bracken, 1993) 

was used to assess the quality of relationships children and/or adolescents have with the 

individuals who are most important in their lives. This study examined two primary 

relationship types - male peers and female peers. The instrument demonstrates 

exceptional technical adequacy, with reliabilities well above .90 for each of the two 

scales (relationship with female and male peers) and the Total Relationship Index 

(social competency). 

The participants were asked to rate 35 statements, in two subscales according to 

how well they apply to each of their male and female peers. The rating system consists 

of one of four possible responses, strongly agree, agree, disagree, and strongly disagree. 

Each of the AIR subscales and TRI standard score distributions has item 

gradients that are sufficiently sensitive such that at no point does a single raw score 

affect the standard score by more than 1/3 standard deviation. Thus, the AIR provides a 

full range of standr rd scores, and the scores within that range are quite evenly 

distributed (Bracken, 1992). Both of the AIR subscales used possesses more specific 

variance than error variance, and can therefore be interpreted as a reliable measure of 

interpersonal relations. Specific variance for the AIR was calculated using the squared 
* 

multiple correlation procedure suggested by Silverstein (1976). 
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The AIR subscales can be administered and interpreted independently or in 

combination. The two AIR subscales are moderately intercorrelated, and therefore 

affect and are affected by a child’s interactions in a wide variety of contextual domains. 

The Male and Female Peers Scale are correlated at .58 (Bracken, 1992). 

3. Multidimensional Self-Concept Scale (MSCS) 

To assess early adolescents’ social self-perception, the Multidimensional Self- 

Concept Scale (MSCS) (Bracken, 1992) was administered. The MSCS is composed of 

six scales (i.e., social, competence, affect, academic, family, physical) with each scale 

consisting of 25 items. Each statement is rated as: Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), 

Disagree (D), or Strongly Disagree (SD). Participants are asked, “mark the answer that 

best describes how you think.” This study only utilized the Social Self-Concept scale. 

The MSCS reports two types of reliabilities: internal consistency, and stability. 

Internal consistency is calculated for grades 5 through 12 with the Total Scales 

estimates for each grade range between .97 and .99, with the average being .99. Subtest 

scale estimates of internal consistency exceed .90 for all of the six subtests (Bracken, 

1992). Stability estimates utilizing test-retest reliability design was used. The MSCS 

Total Scale stability coefficient was .90. 

The MSCS demonstrated content validity by comparing its content with the 

content of five current scales, namely the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory 

(Coopersmith, 1984), Piers-Harris Children’s Self Concept Scale (Piers, 1984), Self 

Description Questionnaire-II (Marsh, 1990), and the Tennessee Self Concept Scale- 
% 

Revised, (Roid & Fitts, 1988). This comparison indicted considerable support for the 
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six areas of the MSCS. Another reason for its use is that the MSCS was co-normed with 

the AIR. The AIR Total Scale Score correlates a moderate .55 with the MSCS Total 

Scale Score. The MSCS Social Scale correlates at a moderate to high degree with the 

AIR Male Peers and Female Peers (.36 and .78 respectively) (Bracken, 1992), 

C. Study Procedure 

This study was conducted in three separate sessions for each school during the 

fall semester. Through the school’s health class, consent forms were sent home to each 

student wishing to participate. Once the consent forms were returned, a structured 

interview was conducted to give students basic information on the study and to gather 

demographic data. Following the interview, participants were asked to answer a 

sociometric nomination questionnaire and questions related to friendship influence. The 

questionnaire was used to identify the participant’s social network list together with 

their shared activities. This session took 45 minutes and was conducted in conjunction 

with their health class. 

Each participant was issued a coded number to ensure confidentiality. The 

number involve the last two digits of their birth year date, sex type (male = 1, female = 

2), ethnic type (African-American = 1, Asian-American = 2, Hispanic = 3, White = 4), 

and a sequential three-digit number (starting at 001) representing the corresponding 

questionnaire and inventory. After determining participant’s primary friendship type 

from their sociometric nomination questionnaire, they were given a corresponding 

alphabetical letter signifying membership in that particular group (S = Same-sex only, 
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OC = Opposite-sex only, MS = Mixed-sex). The interview, questionnaire and 

inventories were administered in a comfortable, non-distracting classroom. 

The next two sessions were conducted after school, with enough advance notice 

given to each participant to make any necessary arrangements. Session two, was 

conducted one week after the first session, and took one hour, which included a short 

break. Each participant took the MSCS and the AIR. A break with refreshments was 

given between inventories. Each participant was asked to respond to certain statements 

that best describe how they feel, which response is best for them. They were also 

instructed and given the opportunity to have any and all questions not completely 

understood, explained. It was also explained that this was not be a timed test. 

Session three was conducted one week later and lasted for one hour. In session 

three, participants were offered an opportunity to debrief the study and discuss any 

issues that might have come up. Participants had general questions in this session that 

did not reveal any further information regarding the scope of this study. 

D. Statistical Analyses 

Data were analyzed through a series of Analyses of Variance in order to assess 

the differences between males and females, among individuals based on their primary 

Friendship Group Type, and among the five different ethnic groups on measures of 

Social Self Concept and Social Competencies. Factorial ANOVAs was performed to 

assess the presence of any interaction among these variables. 

Post Hoc tests using Tukey’s HSD was used to report any significant differences 
% 

between same-sex friends only and opposite-sex friends only, between opposite-sex 
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friends only and mixed sex friends. Post Hoc tests was also used on significant 

differences found in primary friendship group types to levels of Social Self-Concept. 

Specifically, a gender (male/female) x friendship group type (same-sex only, 

opposite-sex only, mixed-sex) factorial ANOVA on Social Competency and Social 

Self-Concept was used to test any differences. A friendship group type (same-sex only, 

opposite-sex only, mixed-sex) x ethnicity (African-Americans, Asian-Americans, 

Latinos/as, Caucasians) factorial ANOVA on Social Self-Concept tested any differences 

among the ethnic groups sorted by the four ethnic groups. Once again Post Hoc tests 

was used to compare any differences in Social Self-Concept and Social Competency to 

the different ethnic groups. 

E. Results 

1. Comparison of Gender on Social Competency and Self Concept 

Results of the analysis on gender indicated that there were no significant 

differences between males (M = 526.31) and females (M = 526.65) on their level of 

Social Competencies, F(l, 288) = .009, p = .925. In addition, no significant differences 

between males (M ~ 75.63) and females (M = 76.58) were revealed on their level of 

Social Self Concept, F( 1,288) = 1.11, p = .293. Refer to Table 3 for a comparison of 

means and standard deviations on measures of social competencies and social concept 

by gender. 
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Table 3 

Comparison of Means and Standard Deviations on Measures of Social Competencies 
and Social Self-Concept by Gender 

Gender 
Males Females 

Social Competencies 526.31 526.65 
(23.46) (35.71) 

Social Self Concept 75.63 76.58 
(7.16) (7.95) 

2. Comparison of Friendship Group Type on Social Competency and Social Self 

Concept 

Results of the analysis on friendship group type revealed significant differences 

among groups based on their primary friendship group types on their level of Social 

Competencies, F(2, 287) = 177.95, p < .001. Post Hoc tests using Tukey’s HSD 

revealed significant differences between same-sex friends only (M = 536.19) and 

opposite-sex friends only (M = 464.26); between opposite-sex friends only (M = 

464.26) and mixed-sex friends (M = 532.51). No significant differences were found 

between same-sex friends only (M = 536.19) and mixed-sex friends (M — 5j2.51). In 

addition, significant differences were found among primary friendship group types on 

level of Social Self Concept F(2, 287) = 50.90, p < .001. Post Hoc tests revealed that 

there were significant differences among the three friendship group types; same-sex 

friends only (M = 76.45), opposite-sex friends only (M = 66.03), and mixed sex friends 

= 79 10). Refer to Table 4 for Means and Standard Deviations on Measures of 

Social Self-Concept and Social Competencies by Friendship Group Type. 
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Table 4 

Comparison of Means and Standard Deviations on Measures of Social Competencies 
and Social Self-Concept by Friendship Group Type 

Friendshio Grouo Tvoe 
Same Gender Mixed Gender Opposite Gender 

Social Competencies 536.19* 532.51** 464.26*/** 
(17.39) (22.69) (16.44) 

Social Self Concept 76.45*** 79 ]0*** 66.03*** 
(5.70) (7.49) (7.22) 

* Analyses reveal significant differences between same- and opposite-gender at p< .001. 
** Analyses reveal significant differences between mixed- and opposite-gender at p< 
.001. 

*** Analyses reveal significant differences between same-, mixed-, and opposite- 
gender at p< .001. 

3. Comparison of Gender by Friendship Group Type on Social Competency and Social 

Self Concept 

Results of a 2 (gender) x 3 (friendship group type) factorial ANOVA on Social 

Competencies revealed a significant difference between males (M = 530.93) and 

females (M = 543.75) sorted by same-sex friends only, F( 1,154) = 23.54, p < .001. No 

significant differences were found between males and females on either of the other two 

types of primary friendship group types (opposite-sex only, F( 1,32) = 1.56, p = .220; 

mixed-sex, F(l, 98) = .303, p = .584. In addition, the results of a 2 (gender) x 3 

(friendship group type) factorial ANOVA on Social Self Concept revealed no 

significant differences between males and females sorted by primary friendship group 

type (same sex only, F(l, 154) = 3.21, p = .07; opposite-sex only, F(l, -?2) — 1.89, p - 

179; mixed-sex, F( 1, 98) = .684, p = .410). Table 5 outlines the means and standard 

deviations on social competencies and social self-concept by gender and friendship 

group type. 
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Table 5 

Comparison of Means and Standard Deviations on Social Competencies by 
Friendship Group Type and Gender 

Friendship Group Tvoe 
Gender Same Mixed Opposite 
Males 530.93* 530.76 454.14 

(13.02) (19.43) (12.03) 
Females 543.75* 533.41 467.38 

(20.01) (24.30) (28.97) 

&fAnalyses reveal a significant difference between in gender when sorted by same-sex 
only at p< .001. 

Table 6 

Comparison of Means and Standard Deviations on Social Self-Concept by Friendship 
Group Type and Gender 

Friendship Group Tvpe 
Gender Same Mixed Opposite 
Males 75.77 78.24 63.00 

(5.94) (7.19) (7.46) 

Females 77.42 79.55 66.96 

(5.22) (7.66) (7.03) 

No significant differences between gender when sorted by friendship group type 

4. Comparison of Friendship Group Type by Ethnicity on Social Competency and 

Social Self Concept 

Results of a 3 (friendship group type) x 4 (ethnicity) factorial ANOVA on Social 

Self Concept revealed significant differences among ethnic groups sorted by same-sex 

friends only, F(3, 152) = 8.884, p < .001. Post Hoc tests revealed that African 

Americans (M = 80.67) were significantly different in Social Self Concept when 

compared with Asian Americans (M = 73.80), Hispanics (M = 73.67), and Whites (M — 

76.27). Post Hoc tests revealed no significant differences among the other three ethnic 
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groups. In addition, no significant differences were found among ethnic groups sorted 

by opposite-sex friends, F(3, 30) = .193, p = .901 or mixed-sex friends, F(3, 96) = 

1.570, p = .202. Table 7 refers to the means and standard deviations of friendship group 

type by ethnicity on measures of social self-concept. 

Table 7 

Comparison of Means and Standard Deviations on Social Self-Concept by Friendship 
Group Type and Ethnicity 

Friendship Group Tvpe 

Ethnicity Same Mixed Opposite 
African American 80.67* 82.71 64.85 

(4.84) (5.72) (9-52) 

Asian American 73.80* 79.70 67.67 

0-92) (7.87) (3,06) 

Hispanic 73.67* 77.80 66.50 
(5-52) (7.94) (5-40) 

White 76.27* 78.26 66.70 

(5.46) _mu_, (6.48) 

*Analyses reveal significant differences among ethnic groups sorted by same-sex only 

at p< .001. 

Results of a 3 (friendship group type) x 4 (ethnicity) factorial ANOVA on Social 

Competencies revealed significant differences among ethnic groups sorted by same-sex 

friends only, F(3, 152) = 21.09, p < .001. Post Hoc tests revealed significant differences 

between African Americans (M = 543.11) and Hispanics (M = 517.50), as well as 

significant differences between Whites (M= 540.53) and Hispanics (M = 517.50) on 

levels of social competencies. No additional differences were found among ethnic 

groups on social competencies sorted by same-sex friendship types. Analysis did reveal 

significant differences among ethnic groups sorted by mixed-sex friendships, F(j, 96) — 

5.49, p < .01 Post Hoc tests revealed significant differences between Hispanics (M = 
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517.72) and African Americans (M = 540.71), Asian Americans (M = 536.74), as well 

as Whites (M = 536.66) on Social Competencies. No additional differences were found 

among the other ethnic groups sorted by mixed-sex friendship. No significant 

differences were found among ethnic groups sorted by opposite sex friendship only, 

F(3, 30) = 2.63, p = .068. Refer to Table 8 for a comparison of means and standard 

deviations on social competency scores. 

Table 8 

Comparison of Means and Standard Deviations on Social Competencies by Friendship 
Group Type and Ethnicity 

Friendship Group Tvpe 
Ethnicity Same Mixed Opposite 

African American 543.11* 540.71* 
# 

(13.17) (17.09) 
Asian American 529.40 536.75** 478.67 

(6.84) Q5.9I) (1-53) 
Hispanic 517.50* 517.72** 457.63 

(22.07) (17.55) (47.89) 

White 540.53 536.66** 479.40 

(12.39) (26.89) (12.31) 

* Analysis reveals significant differences between AfricanAm and Hispanic friendship 

types at p< .001. 
**Analysis reveals significant differences between Hispanic and AfricanAm, AsianAm, 

and White friendship types at p< .01. 

F. Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to compare the quality of early adolescents’ 

friendship group types through their self-reporting scores on a social competency and 

social self-concept inventory. Specifically, this study looked to discover if links 

between opposite-sex friendship involvement and difficulties in peer relationships and 
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social skills existed. In doing so, the results help to extend previous research with this 

developmental age. 

One finding was that having close, opposite-sex friendships is a relatively 

common experience, as 46% reported having at least one close, opposite-sex friend. It is 

particularly noteworthy that having opposite-sex friendships was so common in this 

study considering that the focus of this study was on close, opposite-sex friendships, not 

merely acquaintances. This indicates that early adolescents are not simply interacting 

with opposite-sex peers in a superficial manner, but appear to be developing meaningful 

relationships that may affect how they perceive themselves and the world around them. 

There are some further implications that may be drawn from the results of this 

study. Specifically, early adolescents reported more companionship with their same-sex 

friends. This is consistent with previous research suggesting a preference for same-sex 

friends is a widely documented phenomenon in the social developmental literature 

(Howes, 1988). In addition, in this study, there were no significant differences in any of 

the friendship groups between males and females on their social self-concept. On the 

other hand, females reported feeling more socially competent with their same-sex 

friends than from the other two groups. As literature explains, females consistently 

report more intense relationships with their close friends than do males, perhaps 

because a greater emphasis is placed on interpersonal relationships during socialization 

for females (Lempers & Clark-Lempers, 1993), or perhaps because males’ conception 

of friendship is different than females’. Future research should continue to evaluate 

potential reasons for gender difference observed in friendship in childhood and 
i * 

adolescence. 
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In addition to examining close same- and opposite-sex friendships, a second 

major goal of this study was to compare the social and emotional adjustment of early 

adolescents who had mixed-sex friends (both same-sex and opposite-sex close friends) 

with those who only had same-sex friends. It was expected that early adolescents with 

mixed-sex friends would be similar to those with only same-sex friends in their levels of 

social-emotional functioning. The findings generally supported this notion. In fact, 

mixed-sex friendships reported higher levels of social self-concept than even those with 

same-sex only friends. Taken together, these findings suggest that having mixed-sex 

friends is a fairly normative experience during early adolescence, and is not associated 

with problematic social or emotional functioning. 

The one exception to this overall pattern was the findings that early adolescents 

with mixed-sex friends perceived their general social acceptance to be lower than those 

who had same-sex only friends. This pattern suggests that early adolescents who do not 

feel accepted by their larger peer group may seek out members of the opposite-sex to 

develop close friendship; alternatively, those with close opposite-sex only friends may 

have fewer opportunities to socialize with same-sex peers, and thus perceive their 

general peer acceptance to be lower. Because early adolescents with mixed-sex friends 

did not appear to be at a social disadvantage based on a comprehensive assessment of 

social and behavioral functioning, the significance of this finding bears replication. 

Overall, it appears that early adolescents with mixed-sex friends are generally as well 

adjusted as those who only have close same-sex only friendships. These findings extend 

the views of Kovacs et al., (1996), who suggested that those with mixed-sex friends are 

as well adjusted as individuals with same-sex only triends. 
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Although not a central aspect of the study, several findings emerged regarding 

the length of early adolescents’ friendships. Specifically, same-sex only friendships 

were longer in duration than opposite-sex friendships. Whereas early adolescents’ 

same-sex only friendships typically began 4 to 6 years earlier, when they were in 

elementary school, their opposite-sex friends typically developed within the last year. 

This pattern is consistent with other studies that reveal a bias toward maintaining 

exclusively same-sex friendships in elementary school, but by middle high school, 

opposite-sex relationships become more common (e g., Bukowski et al., 1993). 

It was also observed that early adolescent males’ close friendships were of 

T 

longer duration (about 1 year) than females’. Males’ tend to have larger friendship 

networks than females (Berndt & Hoyle, 1985), so it may be possible for friends to 

remain in males’ friendship networks for longer periods of time than in females’ 

networks. It is also possible that females undergo greater flux and transition in their 

close friendships during middle school than males. Further research is needed to 

elucidate these potential linkages. 

Moreover, it is interesting to contrast the data on length of friendships with 

studies that have found that early adolescents’ close friendships are not very stable over 

periods exceeding 1 year (Feiring & Lewis, 1993). The relatively long friendships that 

were observed in this study may be attributed to the methodology used in this study. 

Specifically, in this study, participants were asked to indicate how long they had been 

friends with their current, closet friends, whereas other methodologies ask to name their 

best friends at one point, and then again at another point (Keefe & Berndt, 1996), a 

method that may underestimate the length of these friendships. It is likely that early 
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adolescents considered their close friends to have been their friends for quite some time, 

even though they may not have consistently been best friends or closest during the 

entire time period. These findings suggest that future investigations may consider this 

issue by assessing friendship length as well as the stability of specific friendship dyads. 

Given the diverse demographics of the population, ethnicity was considered as 

an exploratory factor in the analyses, although it was not a central issue in the study. 

Very few differences were observed as a function of ethnicity; however, the observed 

differences were notable. Specifically, African American participants reported 

significantly higher level of social self-concept with close, same-sex only friends than 

other ethnic groups. Asian Americans and Hispanics were less likely to choose 

opposite-sex only friends as indicated by less than 1% and 13% of participants 

respectively, made that choice. These findings should be viewed cautiously, given the 

small number of minority youth in this sample. Nevertheless, the findings suggest that 

having close, opposite-sex only friends may be less normative and more stigmatizing 

among Asian American and Hispanic youth; this issue would be of interest to examine 

further in future research. 

Despite this study’s contributions to understanding close same- and opposite-sex 

friendships among early adolescents, it would be beneficial to supplement the early 

adolescents’ perspective with information obtained from peers and parents. Also, this 

study provides a one-time snapshot of early adolescents’ close friendships. Given the 

paucity of literature on early adolescents’ opposite-sex versus same-sex friendships, it 

was appropriate to investigate this issue in a correlational design. However, longitudinal 
% 

designs will be essential for capturing the dynamic nature of social relationships, and 
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for examining causal processes. Research designs that track the development of 

opposite-sex friendships overtime and establish linkages with adolescents’ social and 

emotional functioning would be especially useful and informative. 

With this information, there are also implications for intervention programs such 

as social skills training. At early adolescence, friendship development, acceptance and 

self-disclosure are critical to maintaining healthy relationships. It would seem important 

to make sure that adolescents have the skills necessary to maintain a friendship, 

including behaviors such as cooperation, loyalty, and trustworthiness. Although the 

specific skills needed may differ, the results of this study suggest that interventions 

focused on teaching skills that will help those students develop and maintain friendships 

may help to buffer against the negative effects of poor peer relations. 

In summary, the findings of this study are consistent with the views that 

opposite-sex friendships, are developmentally appropriate for early adolescents and may 

help to prepare them for developing close, intimate relationships with members of the 

opposite-sex as adults. Future research is needed that follows the formation and 

development of opposite-sex friendships through adolescence and adulthood, and that 

examines the long-term effects of opposite-sex friendships on social adjustment and 

competence in social and romantic relationships 
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APPENDIX A 

FAMILY INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
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CODE_ 

FAMILY INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. Please list your first, middle, and last name. 

2. Please list your date of birth._ 

3. Please list your race. _ 

4. Please list all the members in your immediate family. If you have brothers and/or 

sisters include their age. 

5. Counting yourself, how many people currently live in your household? 

Please circle the appropriate answer. 

6. 1 am raised by my 

mother, father, both parents, older sibling, grandparent(s), other relatives, 

adopted parents, foster family, other (please explain) 
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APPENDIX B 

SOCIAL PREFERENCE AND FRIENDSHIP GROUP SURVEY 
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CODE_ 

SOCIAL PREFERENCE AND FRIENDSHIP GROUP SURVEY 

1. Make a list (first and last names) of those you consider your best friend(s) and list 
how long you have been friends. Use the back of this page if you need more space. 

2. Make a list (first and last names) of friend(s) that you spend the most time with. Use 
the back of this page if you need more space. 

3. Describe the type of activities you do with your friend(s) you spend the most time 
with. Use the back of this page if you need more space. 

4. In two words or less, how would you describe yourself7 

5. What do you most like to do with the friend(s) you spend the most time with? Use 

the back of this page if you need more space. 

8. What is the preoominate race of your friend(s)? 
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APPENDIX C 

UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
SOCIAL SELF-CONCEPT BY GENDER 
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Univariate Analysis of Variance - Social Self-Concept by Gender 

Between-Subjects Factors 

Value Label N 
Gender 1 

2 
Male 

Female 

134 

156 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable: Social Self-Concept 

Gender Mean 
Std. 

Deviation N 
Male 75.63 7.16 134 
Female 76.58 7.95 156 
Total 76.14 7.60 290 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable: Social Self-Concept 

Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Eta Squared 

Corrected Model 64.0443 1 64.044 1.110 .293 .004 

Intercept 1670032.458 1 1670032.458 28951.107 .000 .990 

SX 64.044 1 64.044 1.110 .293 .004 

Error 16613.159 288 57.685 

Total 1697955.000 290 

Corrected Total 16677.203 289 

a. R Squared = .004 (Adjusted R Squared = .000) 

Estimated Marginal Means 

1. Grand Mean 

Dependent Variable: Social Self-Concept 

Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

76.106 .447 75.225 76.986 

2. Gender 

Dependent Variable: Social Self-Concept 
95% Confidence Interval 

Gender Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Male 75.634 .656 74.343 76.926 

Female 76.577 .608 75.380 77.774 
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Univariate Analysis of Variance - Social Self-Concept by Ethnicity 

Between-Subjects Factors 

Value Label N 
Race 1 AfricanAm 54 

2 AsianAm 31 

3 Hispanic 63 

4 White 142 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable: Social Self-Concept 

Race Mean 
Std. 

Deviation N 
AfricanAm 77.39 9.57 54 

AsianAm 77.58 7.89 31 

Hispanic 74.40 7.41 63 

White 76.13 6.64 142 

Total 76.14 7.60 290 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable. Social Self-Concept 

Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df Mean Square F Siq. Eta Squared 

Corrected Model 340.0243 3 113.341 1.984 .116 .020 

Intercept 266436.428 1 1266436.428 2170.340 .000 .987 

R 340.024 3 113.341 1.984 .116 .020 

Error 16337.179 286 57.123 

Total 697955.000 290 

Corrected Total 16677.203 289 

a- R Squared = .020 (Adjusted R Squared = .010) 

Estimated Marginal Means 

1. Grand Mean 

Dependent Variable: Social Self-Concept 

Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

76.373 .513 75.364 77.383 
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2. Race 

Dependent Variable: Social Self-Concept 

Race Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 
AfricanAm 77.389 1.029 75.364 79.413 
AsianAm 77.581 1.357 74.909 80.253 
Hispanic 74.397 .952 72.523 76.271 
White 76.127 .634 74.878 77.375 

Post Hoc Tests 
Ethnicity 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable: Social Self-Concept 

Tukey HSD 

(1) Race (J) Race 

Mean 
Difference 

(l-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 
AfricanAm AsianAm -.19 1.70 .999 -4.57 4.18 

Hispanic 2.99 1.40 .142 -61 6.59 
White 1.26 1.21 .723 -1.84 4.37 

AsianAm AfricanAm .19 1.70 .999 -4.18 4.57 

Hispanic 3.18 1.66 .219 -1.08 7.44 

White 1.45 1.50 .766 -2.40 5.30 

Hispanic AfricanAm -2.99 1.40 .142 -6.59 .61 

AsianAm -3.18 1.66 .219 -7.44 1.08 

White -1.73 1.14 .430 -4.67 1.21 

White AfricanAm -1.26 1.21 .723 -4.37 1.84 

AsianAm -1.45 1.50 .766 -5.30 2.40 

Hispanic 1.73 1.14 .430 -1.21 4.67 

gased on observed means 
aseaon oDservea means. 
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Homogeneous Subsets 

Social Self-Concept 

Tukey HSCf'b c 

Race N 

Subset 

1 
Hispanic 63 74.40 
White 142 76.13 
AfricanAm 54 77.39 
AsianAm 31 77.58 

Sig. .125 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 
Based on Type III Sum of Squares 
The error term is Mean Square(Error) = 57.123. 

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 54.280. 

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed. 

c. Alpha = .05. 

66 



Univariate Analysis of Variance - Social Self-Concept by Friendship Group Type 

Between-Subjects Factors 

Value Label N 
Friendship 1 Same-sex 156 
group type 2 Opposite-s 

ex only 
34 

3 Mixed-sex 100 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable: Social Self-Concept 

Friendship group type Mean 
Std. 

Deviation N 
Same-sex 76 45 5.70 156 

Opposite-sex only 66.03 7 22 34 

Mixed-sex 79.10 7.49 100 

Total 76.14 7.60 290 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable: Social Self-Concept 

Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Eta Squared 

Corrected Model 4366.643a 2 2183.322 50.900 .000 .262 

Intercept 071468.835 1 1071468.835 4979.493 .000 .989 

FT 4366.643 2 2183.322 50.900 .000 .262 

Error 12310.560 287 42.894 

Total 697955.000 290 

Corrected Total 16677.203 289 

a. R Squared = .262 (Adjusted R Squared = .257) 

Estimated Marginal Means 

1. Grand Mean 

Dependent Variable' Social Self-Concept 

Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

73.859 .467 72.940 74.779 
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2. Friendship group type 

Dependent Variable: Social Self-Concept 

Friendship group type Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Same-sex 76.449 .524 75.417 77.481 

Opposite-sex only 66.029 1.123 63.819 68.240 

Mixed-sex 79.100 .655 77.811 80.389 

Homogeneous Subsets 

Social Self-Concept 

Tukey HSCf,b,c 

Friendship group type N 

Subset 

1 2 
Opposite-sex only 34 66.03 

Same-sex 156 76.45 

Mixed-sex 100 79.10 

Sig. 1.000 .054 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 
Based on Type III Sum of Squares 
The error term is Mean Square(Error) = 42.894. 

a Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 65.471. 

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of 
the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not 

guaranteed. 

c- Alpha = .05. 
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Univariate Analysis of Variance - Social Competency by Gender 

Between-Subjects Factors 

Value Label N 
Gender 1 

2 

Male 

Female 

134 

156 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable: Total Relationship Rating 

Gender Mean 
Std. 

Deviation N 
Male 1.96 .40 134 

Female 1.97 .57 156 

Total 1.97 .50 290 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable: Total Relationship Rating 

Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Eta Squared 

Corrected Model 1.996E-033 1 1.996E-03 .008 .929 .000 

Intercept 1113.671 1 1113.671 4476.246 .000 .940 

SX 1.996E-03 1 1.996E-03 .008 .929 .000 

Error 71.653 288 .249 

Total 1192.000 290 

Corrected Total 71.655 289 

a. R Squared = .000 (Adjusted R Squared = -.003) 

Estimated Marginal Means 

1. Grand Mean 

Dependent Variable: Total Relationship Rating 

Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

1.965 029 1.908 2.023 

2. Gender 

Dependent Variable: Total Relationship Rating 

95% Confidence Interval 

Gender Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Male 1.963 .043 ’1.878 2.047 

Female 1.968 .040 1.889 2.047 
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Univariate Analysis of Variance - Social Competency by Ethnicity 

Between-Subjects Factors 

Value Label N 
Race 1 AfricanAm 54 

2 Asian Am 31 

3 Hispanic 63 

4 White 142 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable: Total Relationship Rating 

Race Mean 
Std. 

Deviation N 
AfricanAm 2.11 .60 54 

AsianAm 1.90 .54 31 

Hispanic 2.08 .37 63 

White 1.87 .47 142 

Total 1.97 .50 290 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable: Total Relationship Rating 

Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Eta Squared 

Corrected Model 3.2913 3 1.097 4.589 .004 .046 

Intercept 861.319 1 861.319 3603.290 .000 .926 

R 3.291 3 1.097 4.589 .004 .046 

Error 68.364 286 .239 

Total 1192.000 290 

Corrected Total 71.655 289 

a R Squared = .046 (Adjusted R Squared = .036) 

Estimated Marginal Means 

1. Grand Mean 

Dependent Variable: Total Relationship Rating 

Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

1.992 .033 1.926 2.057 
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2. Race 

Dependent Variable: Total Relationship Rating 

Race Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 
AfricanAm 2.111 .067 1.980 2.242 
AsianAm 1.903 .088 1.730 2.076 
Hispanic 2.079 .062 1.958 2.201 
White 1.873 .041 1.792 1.954 

Post Hoc Tests 

Ethnicity 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable: Total Relationship Rating 

Tukey HSD 

(1) Race (J) Race 

Mean 
Difference 

(l-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 
AfricanAm AsianAm .21 .11 .234 -7.5 IE-02 .49 

Hispanic 3.17E-02 9.07E-02 .985 -.20 .26 

White .24* 7 82E-02 .013 3.71 E-02 .44 

AsianAm AfricanAm -.21 .11 .234 -.49 7.51E-02 

Hispanic -.18 .11 .355 -.45 9.94E-02 

White 3.00E-02 9.69E-02 .990 -.22 .28 

Hispanic AfricanAm -3.17E-02 9.07E-02 .985 -.26 .20 

AsianAm .18 .11 .355 -9.94E-02 .45 

White .21* 7.40E-02 .027 1.60E-02 .40 

White AfricanAm -.24* 7.82E-02 .013 -.44 -3.71 E-02 

AsianAm -3.00E-02 9.69E-02 .990 -.28 .22 

Hispanic -.21* 7.40E-02 .027 i ji.
 

o
 

-1.60E-02 

Based on observed means. 

*% � The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

71 



Homogeneous Subsets 

Total Relationship Rating 

Tukey HSCf-b-c 

Race N 

Subset 

1 
White 142 1.87 

AsianAm 31 1.90 

Hispanic 63 2.08 

AfricanAm 54 2.11 

Sig. .055 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 
Based on Type III Sum of Squares 
The error term is Mean Square(Error) = .239. 

a- Uses Harmonc Mean Sample Size = 54.280. 

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed. 

c- Alpha = .05. 
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Univariate Analysis of Variance - Social Competency by Friendship Group Type 

Between-Subjects Factors 

Value Label N 
Friendship 1 Same-sex 156 
group type 2 Opposite-s 

ex only 
34 

3 Mixed-sex 100 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable: Total Relationship Rating 

Friendship group type Mean 
Std. 

Deviation N 
Same-sex 1.90 .34 156 
Opposite-sex only 2.85 .36 34 

Mixed-sex 1.76 .43 100 

Total 1.97 .50 290 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable Total Relationship Rating 

Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Eta Squared 

Corrected Model 31.5933 2 15.796 113.163 .000 .441 

Intercept 926.815 1 926.815 6639.537 .000 .959 

FT 31.593 2 15.796 113.163 .000 .441 

Error 40.062 287 .140 

Total 1192 000 290 

Corrected Total 71.655 289 

a. R Squared = .441 (Adjusted R Squared = .437) 

Estimated Marginal Means 

1. Grand Mean 

Dependent Variable: Total Relationship Rating 

Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

2.172 027 2.120 2.225 
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2. Friendship group type 

Dependent Variable: Total Relationship Rating 

Friendship group type Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Same-sex 1.904 .030 1.845 1.963 
Opposite-sex only 2.853 .064 2.727 2.979 
Mixed-sex 1.760 .037 1.686 1.834 

Homogeneous Subsets 

Total Relationship Rating 

Tukey HSCf,b,c 

Friendship group type N 

Subset 

1 2 
Mixed-sex 100 1.76 

Same-sex 156 1.90 

Opposite-sex only 34 2.85 

Sig. .071 1.000 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 
Based on Type III Sum of Squares 
The error term is Mean Square(Error) = .140. 

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 65.471. 

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of 
the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not 
guaranteed. 

c. Alpha = .05. 
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