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ABSTRACT

An Integration of Friendship and Social Support:
Relationships with Adjustment in Coliege Students

Vicki B. Veroff, Ph.D.
Concordia University, 1996

A conceptual integration of friendship and social support, explored via factor
analysis, was examined in relation to adjustment in 242 undergraduate university
men and women. Despite considerable overlap between theoretical components
of adult friendship and social support, empirically these two areas have remained
quite distinct. The present study sought to consolidate the two important research
areas, looking at sex differences and the ways in which interpersonal resources can
facilitate adjustment. Subjects were recruited from two local universities fcr this
questionnaire-based study. Participants provided information about their best
same-sex friend, their social network as a whole, a romantic relationship (if
applicable) and various aspects of adjustment, including depression, self-esteem,
quality of life and physical syr-nptoms. Best friend and social network items,
respectively, were grouped into subscales representing previously postulated
dimensions of friendship and social support. These subscales were entered into
exploratory factor analyses, separately for best friend and for network, to determine
whether as predicted, friendship and support would combine conceptually. The
factors which emerged were entered into hierarchica! multiple regressions in order

to investigate the connections between these relationship factors, daily: hassles and
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adjustment. The results suggest that relationship factors, particularly those offered
by a large, high-quality social network, offer protective benefits for college
students. Further, having a trusted, satisfying best friendship a;nd a high-quality
romantic relationship appears to enhance certain aspects of adjustment for
students as well. Daily hassles were found to detract significantly from the well-
being of young men and women. From a theoretical perﬁpective, support was
gained for viewing friendship and support not as distinct constructs, but rather, as
joint contributors to the phenomena of interpersonal relationships.  Practical
implications include the need to examine ways of helping college students with
small, less than adequate social networks build larger, more beneficial sets of

resources.
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The human condition is a social condition. From our earliest attachments
in infancy to a growing need for peers and finally intimate partners, humans live
and develop in an interpersonal milieu. The importance of this interpersonai
world is reflected in the vast amount of literature on this topic. Two major areas
of study, social support and friéndship, have accumulated independently, but
with minor exceptions have yet to be integrated conceptually or empirically. The
present study attempted to integrate these important constructs—friendship and
social support—~into a unified model of the social world, examining empirically the
relationship of this model to adjustiment in college men and women. Given that
sex differences in interpersonal relationships have been reported extensively in
the past, an important focus of the present study was to compare and contrast
the proposed model of the social world in men and women, looking at sex
differences in the nature of personal relationships as well as in the connection
between such relationships and adjustment.

Various conceptualizations of social support will be sufnmarized followed
by a review of some key social support research, including data on se;(
differences, the whole of which is intended to illustrate current work in the area.
A similar presentation of friendship theory and research will provide the
opportunity to compare and contrast friendship and support both as theoretical
constructs and as the foci of empirical research. These reviews should make
clear the gaps that remain to be filled in each domain as well as the means by

which these two major concepts can be integrated.



An additional focus of the present study was to examine how friendship
might play a role in buffering the effects of daily hassles in the lives of university
students. Much of the literature on social support concerns adéptation in the
face of various life events, whether major or minor, and the ways in which
stressors and social resources interact to impact on adjustment. Comparable
research has not been undertaken directly in the friendship literature. Thus, the
present study sought to clarify the role friendship and social support play in

potentially alleviating or influencing daily hassles.

Social Support Theories in Historical Perspective

Within the last 20 yeafs, recognition of the possible supportive properties
of personal relationships has grown. Based on physiological medels, Cassel
(1974) and Cobb (1976) first raised the issue of whether environmental factors
such as social interaction could counteract the effects of stressful life events,
thereby influencing human resistance and vulnerability to iliness. Research in
this area flourished, and psychologists began to ponder the nature and
mechanisms of social support. Nevertheless, the empirical work on social
support has far exceeded the raté of theoretical advancements. Interestingly,
although the former has generaily centred on a restricted set of support
functions and their effects on adéptation, the latter can be seen to include a wide
range of dimensions which overlap with much of what has been written on

friendship. These parallels will be addressed further on in this paper.
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Structural versus functional support

A basic premise in the social support literature is that support can be
separated into structural and functional components. The issue of network
provisions and their relative contribution to adjustment is subsumed under the
heading of functional support. Functional support refers to the various benefits
available to an individual from social network members. In an a‘pproach
reminiscent of Sullivan's (1953) work, theorists have occasionally described
social support as the degree to which a person's basic sociai needs (e.g.
affection, belonging, security) are gratified through interaction with others
(Kaplan, Cassel, & Gore, 1977; Thoits, 1982). Thus, support provisions have
been postulated which would serve to meet one's social needs, such as affect,
affirmation and aid (Kahn & Antonucci, 1980), or uniqueness of the person,
intimacy, mutual responsibility/caring and the provision of support, affection and
security (Dean & Lin, 1977, Kaplan, Cassel, & Gore, 1977).

In the empirical literature, a basic set of support functions has been
adopted by most authors, consisting of instrumental aid, which includes material
and financial assistance as well as the provision of needed services; information
or appraisal support, referring to assistance with defining, understanding and
coping with events; and emotional support, which includes comfort and empathy
(e.g. Dunkel-Schetter & Wortman, 1981; Holahan & Moos, 1981; Kaplan,
Cassel, & Gore, 1977; Thoits, 1986; Veiel, 1985).

Two other support provisions have also been used in research but with

-
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less frequency than the previous three. Social companionship (Cohen, Sherrod,
& Clark, 1987; Cohen & Wills, 1985; Hays & Oxley, 1986; Weinberg & Marlowe,
Jr., 1983) consists of spending time with others in leisure and récreational
activities, which might be presumed to foster feelings of acceptance and
belonging, and which may serve as a distraction from disturbing thoughts or
events. This component of a relationship, while postulated as a support
dimension, is most often seen as a dimension of friendship (see review to
follow).

The second support dimension to be used somewhat infrequently is
esteem support (Cohen, Sherrod, & Clark, 1987; Cohen & Wills, 1985; Mitchell &
Hodson, 19886), which refers to the knowledge that one is valued and accepted.

Despite its seemingly inherent importance, esteem support has sometimes been
confused or combined with the term emotional support. For example, the
description of "emotional support" provided by Cohen and McKay (1984)
emphasized self-evaluation and esteem-building rather than emotionally
supportive behaviours such as comfort or sympathy. Thoits' (1986) definition of
"socioemotional aid" included elements of emotional support, esteem support
and belonging, and the two former properties were clearly encompassed in
Wallston et. al's {1983) "expressive/affective” support functions. Emotional and
esteem support will be isolated here (and have been by other authors) for
conceptual clarity and in recognition of the pFacticaI value of each construct;

there seem to be clear differences between assistance in emotional adaptation
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(emotional support) and direct contributions to or enhancement of self-worth
(esteem support). That is, emotiona!l support is what is needed when cne is
upset or requires solace. Esteem can be fostered by emotional support in that if
one is made to feel better and more able to cope, one's sense of mastery and
thus self-worth is enhanced. There are, however, more direct means of building
esteem which can occur via personal relationships. In the face of stressful life
events, esteem support can serve to counterbalar;pe feelings of helplessness
and self-deprecation (Cohen & Wills, 1985). It should be noted, however, that
esteem-building does not necessarily have to serve a supportive function; even
in the absence of negative life events, one can benefit from being encouraged to
look at one's positive attributes, receiving compliments and being asked for
(valued) advice. As such, esteem “support” can be considered a dimension of
social support as well as a more generai function of personal relationships (see
discussion on friendship dimensions, to follow).

The other category of social provisions in the social support literature is
labelled structural support. Structural support refers to the underlying
organization of an individual's social network and his/her degree of affiliation =
with that network. For example, network size and frequency of contact indicate
how many potential resources one has available and how often these resources
are actually used (i.e. network involvement), respectively. Density refers to the

degree to which members of a social network know each other, thereby forming

2 social subgroup to which one belongs. Ina neMBrk of 20 people, density

=



would be very high if most of ‘he people knew each other (e.g. a group of friends
who interact both as a groupaand in various subsets), whereas the density rating
would be zero if there were no mutual relationships (i.e. an indi\.;idual with a set
of independent relationships). Finally, social integration is the individual's
membership and involvement in community and group activities (e.g. religious
affiliations, clubs, political organizations).

These structural properties reveal little about the specific social
mechanisms which might operate within one's network. However, according to
anomie theory (Durkheim, 1951), membership in socially cohesive groups
(whether dense friendship groups or social organizations) allows people to
derive rules of acceptable conduct which pre;/ent them from experiencing
feelings of uncertainty and despair. [n a similar vein, Cohen and Wills (1985)
suggested that large social networks yield regular positive experiences and a set
of stable, socially rewarded roles within the community; the results of such
provisions can include positive affect, a sense of stability and predictability in
one's life, and feelings of enhanced self-worth. In support of this hypothesis,
small low-density networks have been found to contribute to greater feelings of
loneliness (Russell, Peplau, & Cutrona, 1980; Stokes, 1885), presumably

because they offer fewer resources as well as limited group experiences. Kohut

~ (1984) viewed supportive interactions with network members as bolstering one's
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sense of self and fostering more effective adjustment during periods of life stress

(e:g. transitions). Finally, symbolic interactionists (e.g. Mead, 1934, Stryker,



1980) postulated that self-identity is derived from and maintained by role
relationships. In other words, social interaction promotes favourable self-
evaluation and the development of social identities, both of which are important
facets of psychological well-being.

Each of these theories suggests that membership in a social network can
facilitate well-being, and that the degree of functional support available is linked
to the structural properties of the network (structural support). This hypothesis
makes intuitive sense from a practical perspective as well: there is a greater
likelihood that one's needs can be met in a large network than in a smaller
network. As noted by Gottlieb (1985), a single friend or family member can be
severely taxed by demands to furnish all relationship provisions, whereas when
the burden is shared, individual resources may be more able to give of
themselves. 1t is hypothesized that in the present study, network factors will
make a greater contribution to adjustment than will individual relationship
factors.

The social support dimensions used in this study thus included the
structural features of network size, density, network involvement and social
integration as well as the functional dimensions material aid, advice and
emotional support. Esteem support was also included as a functional support
provision, although an alternate point of view on this dimension was considered,
as noted above. Some of the empirical :\;«/;ork using these support dimensions

will be summarized below.



Sex Differences in the Nature of Social Support

Sex differences have received relatively little attention in the social
support literature (Stokes & Wilson, 1984). The available data s.eem to support
the contention, described in 1949 by sociologist Talcott Parsons, that women's
roles tend to be "expressive" (i.e. emotional, intimate) whereas men take on a
more "instrumental" role (i.e. rational, task-oriented). Even in modem university
samples, when gender differences might be expected to have diminished
significantly due to the “equal rights [for both sexes]” movement, women have
still been found more likely than men to provide or receive emotional support
(Burda Jr., Vaux, & Schill, 1984; Hays & Oxley, 1986; Hirsch, 1979, Janicki,
Smith, & Rose-Kasnor, 1990"; Stokes & Wilson, 1984), to share confidences
(Burke & Weir, 1978), to spend time with their support persons (Hays & Oxley,
1986) and to rate their social networks more favourably (e.g. Burda Jr., Vaux, &
Schill, 1984; Cohen et al., 1984; Hays & Oxley, 1986; Lepore, 1992). In one
study, women reported significantly larger social networks than men as well
(Burda Jr., Vaux, & Schill, 1984). Finally, in a study of male and female
managers in the workplace, McDonald (1988) found that women viewed support
as being unhelpful if there was no consideration of feelings involved, whereas
men expressed dissatisiaction with support if there was no provision of direct

aid.

! Although this study was on "friendship behaviour”, it is being included here because support
was specifically assessed.



These data suggest a sex difference in the perceived value of different
support dimensions, along the lines of the expressive/instrumental dichotomy. [t
should be pointed out, however, that at least two studies on coliege students
found that men as well as women were more satisfied with relationships when
expressive qualities were present (e.g. emotional dependence, relationship
awareness, self-disclosure) {Frazier & Esterly, 1990; Jones, 1991), and Monsour
(1992) found that affection was an important predictor of relationship satisfaction
for male students. Thus, the expressive/ instrumental dichotomy, though
seemingly pervasive, is neither universal nor absolute.

Men and women also seem to differ in the sources from whom they are
willing or able to accept support. For example, Argyle and Furnham (1983)
found that the majority of women's support came from friends and family
members, whereas men reported getting more support from spouses and work
superiors; each gender was thus supported in the domain to which it
traditionally "belonged" and felt comfortable. Similarly, both Craig (1988) and
inglis (1988) found that men were more likely than women to receive support
from a superior at work, although there were no sex differences in other sources
of support. Finally, in a study by Stokes and Wilson (1984), men were found to
require a close confidant relationship in order to accept or receive social
support; conversely, women were able to receive support from any and all
sources. Clearly, much remains to be learned about the ways in which gender

and social support are related. One goal of the present study was to shed more



light on this interesting issue.

Friendship Theories in Historical Perspective

Despite extensive research on the determinants and parameters of social
interaction, little emphasis has been placed on the nature and functions of adult
friendship per se. Most of the empirical work in adult interpersonal relations has
focused on testing theories such as social reinforcement (Byrne & Clore, 1970;
Lott & Lott, 1974), social exchange (Thibault & Kelley, 1958} and equity (Hatfield
& Traupmann, 1981; Walster, Walster, & Berscheid, 1977), or examining
singutar dimensions of friendship in detail, such as similarity (e.g. Bailey, Finney,
& Helm, 1975; Black, 1974) and self-disclosure (e.g Aries & Johnson, 1983;
Habif, 1982; Hays, 1985; Stokes, Fuehrer, & Childs, 1980; Williams, 1985).

With respect to theory, a great deal of attention has been given to general
social developme;nt or to peer relations in children (e.g. popularity; social skills
deficits), without a comparable focus on friendship in adults. Nevertheless,
certain of the extant theories can be extended to address the construct of adult
friendship. For example, Suilivan (1953), a psychiatrist wﬁo also wrote about
social and personality development in chil&ren, developed a model focusing on
the concept of social needs which have the potential to be fulfilled via
relationships including but not limited to friendships. Sullivan postulated the
| existence of a number of relationship functions, including affection, self-

disclosure, companionship and the enhancement of self-worth, each of which
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was hypothesized to meet a particular social need.

Sullivan made an important original contribution in that he emphasized
the value of individual friendships as opposed to peers in general. Sullivan thus
contributed to the eyentuél realization that group factors (e.é. popuiarity)
notwithstanding, ha‘ving just one reciprocal close friend can positively affect both
general and social self-esteem (Bukowski & Newcomb, 1987; McGuire & Weisz,
1882). The present study will provide the opportunity to compare the relative
benefits of a best same-sex friendship and a complete social network to seif-
esteem and other facets of adjustment. As noted earlier, it is hypothesized that
for young adults, social network provisions will be a better predictor of well-being
than what is offered by a same-sex best friend.

A second notable theory of relationships was developed by Weiss (1974).
Weiss' work was not in the area of friendship per se, but he described six
important social functions which he stipulated were necessary for individuals to
feel saﬁﬁorted and avoid loneliness. These functions included attachment,
social integration, reassurance of worth, reliable alliance, guidance, and the
opportunity for nurturance.

Weiés associated each of his provisions with a particular resource class
(e.g. friends provide social integration, family members offer reliable alliance).
However, the specific connections between resource class and social provision
have yet to be demonstrated empirically. The possibility exists that each

function can be fulfilled by multiple contacts, or that several provisions can occur
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within the context of a single relationship. It can be hypothesized that aithough
certain social resources may serve an exclusive function (e.g. a buddy for tennis,
a source of support for a circumscribed problem), most relations‘hip provisions
can be obtained from a wide range of relationships, and close friends in
particular have the potential to fulfill most or all of Weiss' functions. This
question will be addressed in the present study.

Based on the work of Sullivan (1953) and/or Weiss (1974), various
authors have postulated the existence of key friendship dimensions such as
emotional security/support and the provision of a context for social growth (e.g.
Hartup & Sancilio, 1986). Other authors have described interpersonal
relationships from the perspective of relationship goals or rewards, in the
tradition of social exchange and equity theories (e.g. Berscheid & Walster, 1978;
Blau, 1964; Homans, 1961; Thibault & Kelly, 1959). Fer example, the
relationship dimensions suggested by Foa and Foa (1974), with the exception of
love, tend to be largely instrumental in nature (i.e. money, goods, services, ‘
information, status). In some cases, new ideas about friendship have developed
out of multiple sources, combining the more interpersonally-based dimensions of
Sullivan (1953) and Weiss (1974) with the reward-based focus of exchange and
equity theorists. Such models included instrumental functions along with
components such as enhanced self-worth, intimacy/affection and
sociability/companionship (e.g. Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; LaGaipa, 1977).

All the models described thus far have attempted to describe the

12



functional aspects of relationships such as friendship, but none adequately
sought to conceptualize the complex nature of aduilt friendship. For example,
none of these earlier authors fully explained the specific ways in which adult
friendship might enhance well-being, translating these rewards into meaningful
dimensions, and using these dimensions to distinguish between different adult
relationship types (e.q. close friends, casual friends, marital partners).

One author has developed a more comprehensive theory of the nature
and properties of nonkin relationships. Wright (1978; 1984; 1985) was the first
and perhaps only theorist to specifically acidress the domain of adult friendship.
Wright's basic assumption is that relationships (e.g. friendships, romantic dyads}
are formed and maintained because they are rewarding, which is a direct
derivative cf social reinforcement theory (Byrme & Clore, 1970; Lott & Lott,
1974). His approach has been to specify a set of largely nontangible
interpersonal rewards which serve to fulfill individuals' self-referent motives.
Seif-referent motives express the individual's concern for his or her own well-
being and worth, and friends are thought to provide a means of fulfilling or
facilitating the expression of such concerns.

Wright (1978; 1984; 1985) stipulated that not every relationship can fulfill
all motives, and that each motive will have different degrees of import for each
individual, depending on his or her life history and current life situation. Given
these qualifications, Wright specified a set of relationship components or

functions which are associated with the fulfilment of the self-referent motives
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(see Table 1), derived from both intuitive and empirical sources (see Wright,
1984 for details). After a number of revisions, his model includes 13 functions or
dimensions, nine of which are relevant to the study of adult frier;dshipz.

The first two dimensions are not rewards per se, but together provide a
general overview of relationship strength. Voluntary Interdependence (VID), the
single most sensitive indicator of relationship strength (Wright, 1984), includes
the commitment of two people to spend time together in the absence of
pressures or constraints to do so, and the associated overlap of their lives.
Person-Qua-Person (PQP) is the extent to which a relationship is characterized
by mutual personalized interest and concern, reflected in members' response to
each other as unique, genuine and irreplaceable. Interestingly, Wright's person-

-qua-person is quite similar to Ainsworth's (1988) definition of affectional bonds,
although the latter was derived from the literature on attachment. She described
the affectional bond as a relatively long-enduring tie in which the partner is
valued as a unique individual and is interchangeable with none other. It should
be noted that voluntary interdependence and person-qua-person together
differentiate most clearly between levels of friendship (e.g. close versus casual

friends).

2 The remaining scales serve the purpose of differentiating between relationship types (e.g.
between friendship, romantic relationships and marriage), thus are not relevant to the study
of friendship alone.
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Table 1. Dimensions of Wright's Model (Lea, 1983)

Relationship Strength

Voluntary Interdependence
Person-Qua-Person

- commitment to spend time together
- view of partner as unique, special

Interpersonal Rewards
Utility Value
Ego Support Value

Stimulation Value
Self-Affirmation Value

Security Value

- willingness of partner to provide time,
resources and assistance

- partner contribute to feelings of
self-worth and competence

- partner is interesting, stimulating

- partner facilitates recognition and
expression of highly valued self-attributes

- trust and loyalty

Tension or Strain

Maintenance Difficulty

- tension or strain associated with
partner's personality or traits

- tension or strain associated with
impersonal (i.e. situational) factors

Relationship Differentiation

Exclusiveness
Salience of Emotional
Expression

Social Regulation

Permanence

- proprietéry expectation of exclusivity

- the role of affection in the dyad

- regulation of relationship by social
norms and expectations

- anticipation of difficulties associated with
attempts at dissolution
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Wright {1984; 1985) goes on to describe five rewards or values derived from
close relationships, which contribute to the fulfilment of the self-referent motives.
The first reward, Utility Value (UV), refers to a friend's willingnesls to use his or
her time and personal resources to aid the fulfilment of the partner's needs and
activities. Stimulation Value (SV) is the extent to which an interesting,
stimulating friend encourages the expansion of one's knowledge, perspective or
repertoire of favoured activities, thereby facilitating the growth and positive
elaboration of one's self-attributes.

Security Value (SecV) refers to the belief that one's partner is safe and
nonthreatening, that he or she would not betray trust, humiliate or draw attention
to one's points of weakness or self-doubt. According to Wright (1984), the
development of a significant relationship probably requires a minimum level of
Security Value. Interestingly, Sullivan (1953) also considered trust to be a critical
component underlying the development of self-disclosure and intimacy in
friendships (Buhrmester & Furman, 1986). Other authors have viewed trust
similarly (e.g. Monsour, 1992; Reis & Shaver, 1988). In fact, it might be
- questioned whether trust, or security value, is a relationship provision per se, or
rather, a necessary precondition which can dictate and later reflect the overall
quality of a relationship. This prerequisite for the development of intimate
relations may lie beneath conscious awareness in most individuals. As noted by
Monsour (1992), this lack of awareness may explain the fact that whereas trust

has been identified as contributing significantly to the definition and direction of
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friendship (Bigelow, 1977; Davidson & Duberman, 1982), as well as to
satisfaction with male friendships (Jones, 1991), trust is infrequently mentioned
spontaneously by subjects in friendship research as a component of intimacy
(Helgeson, Shaver, & Dyer, 1987; Waring et al., 1980). A secondary goal of the
present study was to understand the role of trust (security value) in close
friendships and social networks.

Wright's Ego Support Value (ESV) is the tendency of a friend to help his
or her partner maintain an impression of him/herself as competent and
worthwhile; that is, the individual is helped to see and evaluate the self in a
positive way. Finally, Self-Affirmation Value (SAV) refers to a friend's facilitation
of the expression and recognition of one's most important and highly valued self-
attributes. Ego support value and self-affirmation value reflect the grounds of
friendship in which an individual can test out various parts of him or herself, to
find strengths that may not have found expression in other relationships (Rubin,
1985). Ego support and self-affirmation also comprise that part of relationships
which ego psychologists term the "self-object”. In close relationships, self-
objects such as friends, lovers and spouses are used to maintain, restore or
consoclidate one's internal experience. These significant others confirm one's
belief in the self and provide a continding sense of inherent value and worth via
affirmation, admiration and compassion (Solomon, 1990).

In Wright's theory, relationships can also be characterized by certain

problems or strains, termed Maintenance Difficulties (Wright & Conneran, 1989).
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Maintenance difficulties may be interpersonal in nature (e.g. personality
conflicts), or due to external or circumstantial factors which serve to keep friends
apart (e.g. relocation, time constraints). |

Finally, Global Favorability (GF), originally meant as a correction factor
for a possible halo effect, reflects the degree to whicn a person responds to his
or her friend in a globally positive or negative way. While this scale has some
value as a:general indicator of friendship, it has been found to overlap somewhat
with maintenance difficulty items (Lea, 1989) and as such would likely benefit
from some minar revisions.

Wright's (1978; 1984; 1985) model has received some empirical support
using the Acquaintance Description Form (ADF), a 65-item questionnaire
designed to tap each of the proposed relationship functions. In one paper,
Wright (1985) reported obtaining test-retest reliabilities on the ADF of .84 and
higher on almost all scales (exceptions were .72 for maintenance difficulty and
.79 for security value, both in men). ‘Cranbach's alphas were all over .83, again
with the exception of maintenance difﬁéulty (.76). Similar results were obtained
by Wright and K_eple (1981), who also reported split-half reliabilities from .79 to
.94

The ADF was used in exploratory factor analyses by Lea (1 989) on-105
single undergraduate men and women, with interesting results. Using eight
scales, Lea obtained a four_-factor solution which included Friendship Strength

(voluntary interdependence plus person-qua-person), Maintenance Difficulty

—
R
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(high maintenance difficulty, negative global favorability), a Utilitarian Rewards
factor (high utility value, moderate voluntary interdependence and ego support),
and a Self-Referent Rewards factor (high stimulation value, moderate self-
affirmation and ego support values). Lea (1989) concluded that Wright's (1978;
1984; 1985) model was operationalized and supported adequately by the ADF in
most respects, but that it could be improved. Specifically, Lea noted that direct
evidence for the model's predictive validity had yet to be obtained, and that it
lacked the detail necessary to allow adequate specification and testing of a
particular factor structure. ;

In a more recent study, Wright reported principal components analyses on
a large sample of university students, approximately half male and haif female,
describipg’;heir same-sex best friends with the ADF (Duck & Wright, 1993). All
of Wrigr-;t"s subscales, including the relationship differentiation scales, were used
in this exploratory analysis. Two factors with eigenvalues greater than 2.00
emerged; the first, which was described as reflecting a strong, rewarding
reletionship, comprised all the friendship rewards plus Emotional Expression.
The second factor seemed tc‘réﬂect possessiveness and enmeshment in the
relationship. It is hypothesized that a primary factor reflecting relationship
strength or quality will also emerge in the present study, although it is uncertain
which subscales will load on this factor, given the inconsistency in previous
factor analyses with the ADF and the fact that social support dimensions are

being added to the measure in the present study.
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Wright's model has a number of worthwhile features. First, it is unique in
both its breadth and depth relative to other theories of adult friendship. Wright
made an original contribution to the field as well in that he exten.ded the
concepts of social reinforcement and exchange theories beyond the concrete to
address the specific nontangible, self-enhancing aspects of friendship. Further,
not oniy did Wright conceptualize relationships in a new way, but he followed
through with attempts to operationalize and empirically verify his proposed set of
friendship values. Thus, Wright's model and dimensions served as a guide for
the conceptualizations and methodology of the current investigation. The
relationship dimensions chosen for study thus included Wright's Voluntary
Interdependence (companionship), Person-Qua-Person, Security Value,
Stimulation Value and Maintenance Difficulty. Certain of W}ight's subscales can
be said to overlap with the social support dimensions being studied, thus were
used as such: Utility Value (concrete or material aid) and Ego Support as well as
Self-Affirmation Value {combining to comprise esteem support). Finally, five
more dimensions were included based on the work of other friendship thecrists.
These dimensions consist of Affection, Confiding, Emotional Support, Advice

and Satisfaction with the Relationship or Network.

Sex Differences in the Nature of Friendship

Unlike the case in the social support literature, behavioural and attitudinal

sex differences in friendship have been subject to extensive investigation. As
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noted by Wright (1988), there may be a tendency for researchers to exaggerate
observed differences. Nevertheless, the sheer number and variety of studies
reporting such differences attest to some areus of distinctiveness between men
and women. Wright himself, in an attempt to challenge the prevailing
dichotomization of men's and women's friendships as “instrumental” and
"expressive”, respectively, found that although not less instrumental, women did
tend to be more expressive than men (Duck & Wright, 1993). In that study,
women's friendships were described as more affirming, secure, emotionally
expressive and generally favourable than were men's. Unfortunately, although
sex differences in friendship can be said to exist, there is little information about
the possible implications of these differencés for adjustment. As mentioned
earlier, one important goal of the present study was to examine the relative
impact of both friendship and social support functions on adaptation in men
versus women.

Early views on friendship, based less on empirical data than on intuition,
tended to characterize men's relationships as ideal, whereas women were
considered too immature, unstable and jealous to have "real” relationships
(Tiger, 1969). In the more recent literature, men's friendships have been noted
not for their superiority but for their shortcomings (Rubin, 1985). This new
perspective, biased in its own right (Wood, 1993), can be seen as a common
thread through much of the ensuing review.

The very nature of friendship, or what are considered to be important
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aspects of a relationship, seems to vary for male and female dyads. Women
report having greater expectations from friendship than do men {(Rubin, 1985), a
finding which appears to hold cross-culturally (Morse, 1983). M;Jrse noted that
when asked to rate the importance of various relationship characteristics in
terms of what they would require in a good same-sex friend, Australian and
Brazilian women rated almost every trait (e.g. empathy, emotional support, trust,
companionship) as being more important than did men. |

Perhaps as a result of their high expectations, women seem less likely
than men to sustain limited relationships and seek out friends who can serve a
broad spectrum of functions (Buhrke & Fuqua, 1887; Rubin, 1985 Wright,
1982). They may prefer having a select number of high quality friends than
numerous less gratifying relationships. In support of this hypothesis, Kraus et al.
(1993) found that in their sample of college students, women tended to have
fewer friends and engaged in fewer activities with friends but described their
relationships as higher in quality than did men. Men, who have often been
socialized to avoid personal disclosure and feelings and who spend much of
their childhood in action-centred, competitive group situations (Pogrebin, 1988),
may expect satisfaction of fewer needs and thus tolerate less "complete”
relationships than women. In fact, in Rubin's (1985) study, men reported
seeking out other men for recreational activities and to discuss “weighty" matters
(e.g. work, politics, inféllectual concerns), while women were chosen to share

their softer, emotional side. Women did not compartmentalize their relationships
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in this way.

One of friendship's most well;researched issues is that of gender
differences in nonromantic intimacy. Lewis (1978) defined intimacy as "mutual
self-disclosure and other kinds of verbal sharing, as declarations of liking or
loving the other, and as demonstrations of affection such as hugging and
nongenital caressing”. Various researchers have found a greater tendency for
women to emphasize the personal, intimate elements of a relationship such as
self-disclosure, support and emotionai quality, whereas men's friendships are
more likely to be characterized by shared interests and mutual activities (Ashton,
1980; Hays, 1984, 1985; Helgeson, Shaver, & Dyer, 1987; Rubin, 1985
Williams, 1985; Wright, 1982). Affection is aiso more likely to be present in the
same-sex relationships of women (Hays, 1984). In a study by Buhrke and Fuqua
(1987), female university students described their same-sex friendships as being
closer than male students described theirs, and women reported having better
knowledger of their female friends than men reported having of their male friends.
These results suggest a greater propensity on the part of women to engage in
and foster empathy via intimate exchanges.

Studies on self-disclosure elicited findings similar to the data on general
intimacy. Johnson and Aries (1983) found that coliege women conversed more
and |n greater depth than did college men, although some men did converse
about intimate topics in depth. Aries and Johnson (1983), studying the parents

-~
of college students, found strikingly similar results. Sex differences in confiding

.
—
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were also noted by Williams (1985), Gitter and Black (1976), and by Wright
(1989) in a review article; however, Gitter and Black (1976) noted that in their
university sample, men confided less than women about intimaté topics but not
with respect to superficial information.

In terms of the role disclosure plays in personal! relationship development,
Hays (1985) found that women in his university sample engaged in personal
communications earlier in the friendship process than did men. However,
Stokes, Fuehrer and Childs (1980), who also studied a uni\}érsity population,
noted that the men in their sample were more willing to confide in strangers
whereas the women would rather have confided in close others. This rather
unique ﬁndihg implies different levels of comfort for men and women vis a vis
confiding in close versus nonclose others. Men may prefer self-disclosure to be
a less prominent feature of their ongoing relationships, whereas women favour
the opposite and tend to lead the friendship in that direction. This possibility is
consistent with the idea that men are socialized to view personal revelations as
an indication of weakness; disclosure in situations where a relationsnip with the
confidant is unlikely (e.g. to strangers) means that the risk of eventual
belittlement i.;: greatly reduced. Although it is impossible to determine the origin
of such behaviour, the proposed study will test the hypif)theses that women are
more likely to disclose intimate information to best friends and network members
than are men. Further, based on the discussion above, it is predicted that

reported intimacy in generél (e.g. emotional support, affection) will be less
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present for men than for women.

There are studies focusing on various aspects of friendship in which sex
differences were not obtained. For example, in response to questions on the
meaning and value of friendship, young men and women in Tesch and Martin's
(1983) sample did not differ in the characteristics or dimensions of friendship
generated. Rose (1985) also found minimal sex differences in college students’
descriptions of same-sex friendships, including qualities of acceptance, help,
intimacy and companionship. The only significant difference was in loyalty,
which was a greater expectation on‘the part of women. Hays (1885) found sex
differences on some aspects of friendship behaviour (cited earlier) in his college
sample, but found no differences in friendship intensity ratings, or in the costs
and benefits perceived by men and women to be associated with close | -
relationships. Ashton (1980) also found some sex differences, cited above, but
a greater number of similarities were found between men and women, including
intimacy, emotional expressiveness, commitment, communication and like
temperament. Wright (1982) pointed out that in his study, sex differences
became smaller and fewer as friendships increased in duration and strength. He
concluded that there are probably more similarities than differences between
women and men.

In a study by Reis, Senchak and Solomon (1985), it was concluded that

men are as capable as women of interacting intimately, given a conducive

environment or set of conditions. These authors asked both members of same-
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sex dyads to report retrospectively on the conversation they had while walking to
the research laboratory. Analyses of these reports revealed that men's "free”
social interactions were less intimate than those of women. Hov;.rever, when
these men and women were specifically asked to engage in an intimate
conversation with their same-sex best friend, no sex differences as rated by self
and trained observers emerged. Based on these data and the finding by
Caldwell and Peplau (1982) that men and women have a comparable desire for
intimate friends, Reis, Senchak and Solomon (1985) pbstulated that while
equally capable, men may simply be more likely than women to choose not to
interact intimately, particularly if the situation is not quite appropriate.

In fact, the research on sex differences does provide some support for
these general assertions. It can be seen that although the friendsﬁips of men
and women are clearly not identical, with some features more important to or
present in each type of relationship, there are certainly important similarities.
Many men desire close friendships (Caldwell & Peplau, 1982), recognize the
value of intimacy in such relationships (e.g. Ashton 1980; Tesch & Martin, 1883),
and derive some support from them (Burke & Weir, 1978; Hays & Oxley, 1986;
Hirsch, 1979; Stokes & Wilson, 1984; Waring & Patton, 1984). Men are
obviously capable of having intimate conversations béth spontaneously (Aries &
Johnson, 1983; Johnson & Aries, 1983) and upon request (Reis, Senchak, &
Solomon, 1985), even though such conversations occur less spontaneously and

at a lower frequency than in women's friendships (Aries & Johnson, 1983;
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Johnson & Aries, 1983).

Clearly, men have the capacity to understand and enact all dimensions of
friendship. As Hays (1985) stated, the sex differences often observed may be
more stylistic than substantial. It can be suggested that aithough women more
often emphasize the intimate dimensions of friendship, both in terms of their
needs and expectations, some men do recognize and express these
requirements. Certaihly men are presumed to experience some of the same
socioemotional needs as women; men may be conditioned via the socialization
process to repress, deny or fear such feelings, tendencies which are reflected in
the nature of many male friendships (Aries & Johnson, 1983; Johnson & Aries,
1983). Thus, whereas men may be socialized to.\repress certain of their social
needs, or at least to expect that these needs will remain unfulfiled, women
seem to be socialized to value closeness and emotional expressiveness in good
friends; through expe_rience, these latter characteristics become important
needs which friendships are expected to satisfy. Some support for this
hypothesis comes from a recent study on affiliation motivation in adolescents
(Wong & Csikszentmihalyi, 1991). B\bth male and female adolescents with high
affiliation motivation desired to be with friends more than those with low
motivation. However, gender rather than affiliative orientation predicted the
extent to which the sample actually spent time with friends versus alone. That is,
girls spent significantly more time with friends and less time alone than did boys,

regardless of affiliative orientation. It is also noteworthy that whereas highly
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affiliative girls appeared to feel better (e.g. happier, more involved, feeling better
about themselves) than less affiliative girls, the reverse was true for boys:
Highly affiliative boys reported more negative feeling states thar{ those with low
affiliative orientations. This last finding may reflect the dissatisfaction associated
with unmet needs; these highly affiliative boys expressed a strong wish for
social companionship, but were perhaps unlikely to have those needs gratified in
the context of typical male friendships. From a different perspective, these boys
may have been socialized to value independence and therefore may have
regarded their “inappropriate” need for their friends as signs of weakness or
inadequacyf

In support of the position that men desire and are capable of having
intimate relationships in the right circumstances, it should be noted that men's
same-sex friendships may not be their closest relationships. Given the effects of
sociélization and role expectations, it may be particularly difficult for two men to
express and meet each other's intimate needs. Several authors have shown that
men prefer women as confidants (e.g. Helgeson, Shaver, & Dyer, 1887) or best
friends (Rose, 1985; Rubin, 1985) and find women warmer and more empathic
than men (e.g. Gibbs, Auerbach, & Fox, 1980). It may be, then, that in most
cases men's closest relationships do not occur with other members of their
gender, but with female partners, whether remantic or Platonic. The present
study was not able to study this possibility directly, since in order to avoid the

issue of sexual involvement, the current focus was limited to same-sex best

28



{

friends. However, using a subgroup of the main sample, the potential benefits of
an opposite-sex intimate relationship above and beyond the effects of a best
same-sex friend (and social network) on adjustment were examined. These
analyses provided one way of looking at the benefits to men of a relationship
with a male best friend versus a girlfriend (and the opposite was examined for

women)®.

—-

A Comparison of The Dimensions of Friendship and Socia! Support

When comparing the bodies of literature on friendship and social support,
there emerges a distinct similarity between descriptions of each construct, i.e.
the functionai dimensions of friendship and the provisions of support. Tabis 2
provides a summary of some of the dimensions postulated by theorists in each‘:
domain. The most obvious correspon_denca occurs in relation:.to the first support
provision, instrumental Aid;._ alt\houglﬁ fconceptualized primarily as a facet of
social support, almost every friendsl':;; theorist has touched on this dimension.
In fact, instrumental help has generally been the first support dimension to be
included along with other relationship dimensions in studies of friandship,
usually in relation to children or young adolescents (e.g. Bukowski, Hoza, &

Boivin, 1994; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985). lnfonné‘fionlappraisai was included

A
-

-

> These ar:a;iysgs made an assumption of heterosexual orientation, generally supported by
making cross-‘eference to the Social Network Questionnaire. The possible incidence of

homosexua! relationships in this sample would therefore be too small to make a significant
difference in the results.

e
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Table 2. A Comparison of Friendship and Social Support Dimensions

Friendship Social S
Dimension Designation(s) Author(s) Designation(s)
Instrumental Instrumental Aid - LaGaipa, 1971 Aid
Aid - Furman & Buhmmester, 1985 Tangible Aid
Goods/Services/Money -Foa & Foa, 1974
Utility Value - Wright, 1978, 1984, 1985
Advice/ Information - Foa & Foa, 1974 Information/
Shared Information | Guidance - Weiss, 1974 Appraisal Support
Stimulation Value - Wright, 1984, 1985
Emotional Support | Emotional Security - Hartup & Sancilio, 1988 Support
And Support Socicemotional Aid
Emotional Support
Esteem Support | Increased Self-Worth - Sullivan, 1953 Affirmation
Identity « LaGaipa, 1571 Esteem Support
Status -Foa & Foa, 1974
Reassurance of Worth - Weiss, 1874
Ego Support Value/
Self-Affirmation Value - Wright, 1984, 1985
Enhanced Self-Worth - Furman & Buhrmester, 1985
Companionship Sociability - LaGaipa, 1971 Social Companionship
Social Integration/
Opportunity for Nurturance - Weiss, 1974
Voluntary Interdependence - Wright, 1984, 1885
Companionship/
Opportunity for Nurturance - Furman & Buhrmester, 1985
Social Companionship - Hartup & Sancilio, 1986 L
Security® .| Reliable Aliiance - Weiss, 1974 Sezurity
’ - Furman & Buhrmester, 1985
Security Value - Wright, 1984, 1985
Affect® Affection - Sulivan, 1953 Affection
- LaGaipa, 1971
Aftachment - Weig-, 1974 Affect
Love -Foa & Foa, 1974
Intimacy & Affection - Furman & Buhrmester, 1885

* These dimensions have been inciuded in theoretical models but have not been used empirically in the social support literature.
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i Social Support-Dimensions

Social Support

Author(s) Designation(s) Author(s)
3Gaipa, 1971 Aid - Kahn & Antonucei, 1980
lrman & Buhrmester, 1985 Tangible Aid - Kaplan, Cassel, & Gore, 1977
»a & Foa, 1874 - Dunkel-Schetter & Wortman, 1581
'ight, 1978, 1984, 1985 - Holahan & Holahan, 1981
- Veiel, 1985
- Thoits, 1986
7a & Foa, 1974 Information/ - Kaplan, Cassel, & Gore, 1977
Jeiss, 1974 Appraisal Support - Dunkel-Schetter & Wortman, 1581
fright, 1984, 1985 - Holahan & Holahan, 1981
- Veiel, 1985
- Thoits, 1986
artup & Sancilio, 1986 Support - Dean & Lin, 1977
Socioemotional Aid - Thoits, 1986
Emotional Support - Kaplan, Cassel, & Gore, 1977

- Dunkel-Schetter & Wortman, 1981
- Holahan & Holahan, 1981

- Veiel, 1985
slivan, 1953 Affirmation - Kahn & Antonucei, 1980
iGaipa, 1971 - Esteem Support - Cohen & Wills, 1885
1a & Foa, 1974 . - Mitchell & Hodson, 1986
'eiss, 1974 - Cohen, Sherrod, & Clark, 1987
right, 1984, 1985
irman & Buhrmester, 1985
1Gaipa, 1971 Social Companionship - Weinberg & Marlowe, Jr., 1983
- Cohen & Wills, 1985
eiss, 1974 - Hays & Oxley, 1986
'right, 1984, 1885 - Cohen, Sherrod, & Clark, 1987
irman & Buhrmester, 1985 =
artup & Sancilio, 1986 o
iss, 1974 : Security - Dean & Lin, 1977
m™an & Buhrmester, 1985 - Kaplan, Cassel, & Gore, 1977
ight, 1984, 1985
livan, 1953 Affection - Dean & Lin, 1877
3aipa, 1971 - Kaplan, Cassel, & Gore, 1977
iss, 1974 Affect - Kahn & Antonucci, 1880

18 Foa, 1974
man & Buhrmester, 1985

s but have not been used empirically in the social support literature.
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in Foa and Foa's (1974) list of friendship resources and corresponds somewhat
to friendship dimensions such as guidance and stimulation value (although
Wright's stimulation value refers more to new suggestions about activities and
projects than to assistance in coping with stressful life events). Weiss' (1974)
guidance may be seen as toucking on this dimension of advice or shared
inforrﬁ;t"ikon as well. The only direct reference to emotional support in the
friendship literature occurs in Hartup and Sancilio’s (1986) model, termed
"Emotional Security and Support”. On the other hand, therefi/s aclose
correspondence between the friendship functions enhanced self-worth or self-
esteem and esteem support. Social companionship or belonging has also been
included in both friendship and social support theories,

Other overlapping dimensions can be found which occur with less
frequency than those specified above and/or have been postulated in theory but-'
have rarel; been incorporated into empirical work. For example, the supportive
value of Affection or Affect (Dean & Lin, 1977; Kahn & Antonucci, 1980; Kaplan,
Cassel & Gore, 1977) can be seen to correspond to the affective quality of
friendship. A sense of security is:noted by both social support theorists {Dean &
Lin, 1977; Kaplan, Cassel, & Gore, 1977} and writers in the area of friendship
(Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Weiss, 1974; Wright, 1984, 1985). =

it should be noted that although the structural features of a support

network do not correspond directly to dimensions postulated in the friendship

literature, there is a conceptual similarity between factors such as network

-2
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involvement or social integration and Wright's (1984, 1985) voluntary
interdependence; that is, voluntary interdependence—the degree of connection
in a relationship—-considered across the range of one’s associations would:
reflect the sum total of connectedness in one’s network.

It ;:an be seen that the similarities between friendship and social support
are notable, and the complementarity of these two constructs—which is the
central premise underlying this mi}‘lvestigation—will be addressed in more detail

further on in this paper.

Research on Social Support and Adjustrent

The standard paradigm ‘in social support research has involved examining
the relationship between individuals' available support and various aspects of
their emotional and physical adaptation. Often the samplfes under study were
those undergoing a major life crisis or trénsition. such as pregnancy, serious

me

iliness, unemployment or bereavement. Fon’f,éxample, with respect to the former,

various authors have found that sﬂcacialusupbort from iriends and family can
significantly reduce the risk of depressive symptomatology during pregnancy and
in the postpartum périod. in both adolescents (e.g. Turner, Grindstaff, & Phillips,
1890) and older mothers (e.g. Collins et al., 1993). Similar support benefits
have been found for single mothers (D'Ercole, 1988), new mothers of premature
and full-term infants (Cmic et al., 1_9_83_), women in the process of divorce

(Kurdek, 1988; Leslie & Grady, 1988) and those coping with chronic parenting
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stress (Quittner, Glueékauf, & Jackson, 1930).

In terms of more serious life stressors, high quality social support has
been associated with improved psychological and sometimes physiological
outcome in individuals with conditions such as HIV+ (Hays, Turner, & Coates,
1992), spinal cord injuries (Schulz & Decker, 1985), arthritis (Affleck et al., 1994;
Goodenow, Reisine, & Grady, 1990), infertility (Veroff & Brender, 1987) and
clinical depression (e.g. Billings & Moos, 1985; Overholser, Norman, & Miller,
1987). The spouses and caregivers of such patients, who are often at serious
risk themselves for emotional and physical disorders, have been found to benefit
from social support as well (Baron et al., 1990; Pagel & Becker, 1987; Tompkins,
Schulz, & Rau, 1988). Finally, apart from medical afflictions, support seems to
have beneficial effects on individuals undergoing traumata such as the aftermath
of a natural disaster (e.g. Kaniasty & Norris, 1993). The question of interest in
these studies has been to what extent a high-quality support network can modify
the potential negative impact of stressful life events. This particular paradigm
centres largely around the buffering hypothesis, which asserts that there is an
interactive relationship between social support and stressful life events.
Specifically, people with or without strong support networks are expected to

function equally well in the absence of negative life events. However, as life

stressors increase, individuals with strong social support systems should have

fewer symptoms, whereas those with little or no social support may be more

vulnerable to psychological and physical distress (Cassel, 1974; 1976). In
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contrast, the main or direct effects hypothesis predicts that social support affects
well-being independent of the influence of major life stressors. That is, the
better supported an individual is, the less psychological distress he or she will
experience at any given time, regardless of number or intensity of life stressors.

Although a number of authors report evidence supporting both the
buffering and the direct effects hypotheses (Cohen & Hoberman, 1983; Gore,
1978:; Habif & Lahey, 1980), many have found support for either the former (e.g.
Cohen, Sherrod, & Clark, 1986; Cutrona, 1984; Hays, Turmer, & Coates, 1992;
Pagel & Becker, 1987; Wilcox, 1981) or the latter (e.g. Bell, LeRoy, &
Stephenson, 1982; Demakis & McAdams, 1994; Ganster, Fusilier, & Mayes,
1986; Holahan & Moos, 1981; Overholser, Norman, & Miller, 1987; Tumner,
Grindstaff, & Phillips, 1990). In a comprehensive review of the literature, Cohen
and Wills (1985) found that confirmation of the buffering hypothesis seemed
most likely when the instrument used focused on functional support, including
esteem and information/ appraisal support, whereas evidence for the main
effects hypothesis was particularly strong when the measure used assessed a
broad range of support resources. Support for the main effects model was
expected in the present study, given the extensive conceptualization and
operationalization not only of both the functional and structural components of
social support, but of additional dimensions of friendship as well.

The review by Cohen and Wills (1985) is valuable not only in its ability to

shed fight on a complex issue, but in that it highlights the potential benefits of
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support in the absence of major life events. In fact, several studies have been
conducted on the relationship between support and functioning in @ nonspecific
life event sample. One approach has been to take a community' sample and
obtain information about the incidence of various life stressors in the sample;
the impact of social support on adjustment is then assessed (e.g. Andrews et al.,
1978; Wethington & Kessler, 1986; Wilcox, 1981). Often, the sample is
described not in terms of major life events but rather, in terms of the minor
annoyances cr stressors that must be dealt with in the course of everyday life
(e.g. traffic, family conflicts, plumbing problems), termed "daily hassles" (e.g.
Felsten & Wilcox, 1992; Holahan: & Holahan, 1987; Kanner et al., 1981; Kohn,
Lafreniere, & Gurevich, 1991; Monrce, 1983). Researchers have recently begun
to note that daily hassles can th;MSelves have a significant impact on physical
and psychological adaptation (e.g. Blankenstein & Flett, 1992; Cummins, 1988,
Felsten & Wilcox, 1992; Kohn, Lafreniere, & Gurevich, 1991; Zika &
Chamberlain, 1987). While not in the same league as bereavement or
unemployment, everyday annoyances apply to everyone and tend to be
repetitive, additive and can be perceived as relatively problematic. In fact,
hassles have consistently been shown to be a better predictor of adjustment
than major life events (e.g. Delongis et al., 1982; Holahan & Holahan, 1887,
Holahan, Holahan, & Belk, 1984; Kanner et al., 1981; Monroe, 1983;
Weinberger, Hiner, & Tiemey, 1987; Zarski, 1984), thus warranting their

inclusion in the present study. It is reasonable to assume that as in the case of
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major life events, social support has the potential to be beneficial on a more
routine basis, in the face of daily hassles. In fact, research hgs generally
supported this hypothesis (Andrews et al., 1978; Ganster, Fus‘ilki'\'é?fu_ Mayes,
1986; Wethington & Kessler, 1986; Wilcox, 1981). However, little if any
research has addressed the issue of ways in which friendship may moderate the
effects of life stress. In the present study, it was predicted that for individt;als at
every level of hassles, both friendship and social support functions would impact
positively on adjustment (main effects hypothesis). A direct inverse relationship
between hassles anq adjustment was also expected. [t should be noted that
despite the former prediction, the possibility of an interaction between friensi_ship.
support and daily hassles (the bﬁffering effect) was also examined.
Several studies have looked at college samples in relation to social
support (e.q. Cohen, Sherrod, & Clark, 1986; DeMakis & McAdams, 1994;
Lakey & Cassady, 1990; Lepore, 1892; Procidano & Heller, 1983), with the
implicit assumption that students attending college are likely to represent a
group which is relatively free from major life stressors but subject rather to a
variety of daily nassles (which again supports the focus on Hé\ssles in the
present study). These data have indicated a relationship between perceived
support availability and reduced levels of depressive and anxiety-related”
symptomatology. Social support has also been linked to other aspects of well-

being in students, including various dimensions of college adjustment

(Schwitzer, Robbins, & McGovern, 1993; Weir & Okun, 1989), loneliness

36



.(Pierce, Sarason, & Sarason, 1991), life satisfaction (Demakis & McAdams,
1994), feelings of self-worth and happiness (Valentiner, Holahan, & Moos, 1994)
and even grade point é:\'e;g;a%ﬁgi (Cutrona et al., 1994). Although'the sources of
support are not specified in many studies, familia! support may be particularly
important for college students beyond the effects of friend support (e.g. Berman
& Sperlihgi 19914 Cutrona et al., 1994; Pierce, Sarason, & Sarason, 1991;
Valentiner, Holahan, & Moos, 1994). It was hypothesized that in the present
study, family members (i.e. parents) would be an important source of support.
That is, in analyses examining the perceived relative importahce (rank) of
various network members in providing relationship benefits, pa}ents were
expected to be among the top-ranked providers.

Despite the consistency of the findings linking support with adaptation,
certain aspects of social “support® have been found in recent studies to ﬁave
detrimentaj effects on adjustment. For example, .'consistent with Wright and
Conneran’s (1989) concept of maintgnance difficulties, Ell and Haywood (1984)
cbserved that personal relationshipsﬁ can be principal sources of stress, and that
social networks do not always act in the individual's best interests. Vinokur and
VanRyn (1 993i reported that "social undermining"--actions that directly
undermine or diminish one's sense of self-worth—impacted more strongly on

mental health than the more positive dimensions of social support. Further, in a

‘Although the study by Berman & Sperling looked at parental attachment rather than family support
. per se, it can be seen as support for the premise that familtal relations can facilitate students'
adjustment.
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study of social network development in college freshmen, Hays and Oxley
(1986) found that despite the presence of supportive behaviours and increasing
intimacy with newfound friends, interpersonal conflict also increased over time,
which in turm was associated with poor psychological adjustment. These authors
noted that the presence of an intimate social network should not be assumed to
proffer only positive benefits, but that it can in itself constitute a source of stress.
Such conflict is increasingly being acknowledged as a component of personal
relationships which must be taken into account (e.g. Hirsch, 1979; Hobfoll &
London, 1986; Pagel, Erdly, & Becker, 1987; Rook, 1984). Certainly,
researchers in the area of children’s friendship 'have already taken this important
variable into consideration (e.g. Adler & Furmaﬁ, 1988; Bukowski, Boivin, &
Hoza, 1994; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985). In the present study, it was
predicted that interpersonal conflict might load separately from the positively
valenced global friendship factor expected to emerge for best friendships.

It should be noted that associations between social support and
adjustment, even when statistically significant, have tended to be low in an
absolute sense (e.g. Ganster, Fusilier, & Mayes, 1986; Holahan & Moos, 1981;
Wallston et al., 1983). These findings may be due to a number of factors. For
instance, social support is only one of several possible determinants which can
influence adjustment to daily or major life stressors. Other mediating variables
might include properties of the individual's home and work environments,

physical health (when not directly affected by the stressor), the degree to which
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social roles can be maintained in the face of negative events, and coping style.

Another problem in the social support literature which may reduce
significant findings is the lack of consistency in support measures used and in
their degrees of comprehensiveness. There has been a range in the literature
from using simple measures of pure tangible aid (e.g. Paykel et al., 1980, found
that husbands' help with housework mediated depression in postpartum women),
to complex inventories of supportive activities, such as the Arizona Social
Support Interview Schedule (ASSIS; Barrera, 1981) and the Inventory of
Socially Supported Behaviors (ISSB; Barrera, Sandler, & Ramsay, 1981).
Further, in the majerity of these studies, the sources of support (e.g. family vs.
friends vs. colleagues) were not specified. Since differential resuits have
sometimes been obtained depending cn the source being assessed {(e.g.
Ganster, Fusilier, & Mayes, 1986; Kaniasty & Norris, 1983), the failure to
account for such distinctions might conceal the more significant effects of one or
more specific support resource classes.

Finally, the relatively low correlations between support and adjustment
. may be linked to the failure of scientists to go beyond relatively limited
conceptions of support and examine the effects of interpersonal relationships in
their entirety on adaptétion. That is, people have the potehtial to benefit from
more than three or four specific dimensions of a relationship or social network. 1t
may be that if social support were defined more broadly in terms of complete

relationships, as proposed in the current study, it would be found to have a
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greater impact on both physical and psychological well-being. One point of
interest in the present study was to determine whether in using a broad model of
personal relationships, the correlations between support and adjustment would
be of higher magnitude. If the reason for such low correlations in prior research
was in fact the use of fairly narrow conceptualizations of social relationships,
then the associations in the present study should be higher. if, on the other
hand, current correlations were found to be consistent with those in earlier work,
an alternate explanation must be responsible.

Despite the diversity in conceptualization and measurement, most
findings are supportive of a link between social support and positive adaptation,

inciuding reduced depressive symptomatology.

Sex Differences in The Relationship Between Social Support and Adjustment

Few studies have included information on sex differences in the
relationship between social support and adjustment. Those studies in which
data were presented, however, imply that such differences likely do exist, and
that this issue should be taken into consideration when studying the effects of
support on adjustment. The limited data available suggest that apart from very
close, intimate relationships, men may be less likely than women to seek out,
accept and benefit from social support. Billings and Moos (1981) noted that the
predictive vaiue of both quantitative and qualitative support for depressive and

somatic symptomatology was less robust among men than among women.
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However, in a study of patients suffering from a nonbipolar mzjor depression,
Waring and Patton (1984) found that the inverse correlation between marital
intimacy and depression was much stronger for men than for women. These few
findings offer very preliminary support for the hypothesis that women are able to
obtain and benefit from support provided by the social network in general, but
that men are reluctant to request or accept support outside of specific, intimate
relationships.

In this vein, men may be particularly dé\pendent on their sﬁéf};ér :
relationships for support. As noted in the frieﬁaship literature, men have been
shown to prefer women as best friends and confidants (Helgeson, Shaver, &
Dyer, 1987; Rose, 1985; Rubin, 1985), and find women warmer and more
empathic than men (Gibbs, Auerbach, & Fox, 1980). This hypothesis is
strengthengd by one finding in the social support literature indicating that
whereas wotnen mentioned their husbands least often as confidants, men
named their wives most often (Lowenthal & Haven, 196{3). It may be that
because women are socialized to be strong providers df emotional support and
intimacy, both men and women seek femaie partners as confidants. Alternately,
or perhaps in addition, if women have more sources of suppc\:h\}ailable to them
and are more willing to accept that support, men may have a greater need for
their female partners' provisions than women have for what their spouses can

provide, Thus, the following hypotheses were made for the present study: First,

women are more likely than men to benefit from support generally (although men

-
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should stili benefit), and second, men should benefit more than women from

having an intimate heterosexual relationship.

Research on Friendshig and Adjustment

Given thr_-.i ﬁhantity and consistency of findings linking social support and
adjustment, the absence of comparable research on friendship and adaptation is
a surprising omission. Little is known about the impact of a good friendship on
adjustment, particularly vis-a-vis daily hassles or major life events.

Nevertheless, some studies have examined the specific connection between
intimate relationships and adjustment. Although these studies are usually
subsumed under the heading of social support, perhaps because of the
operating paradigm (i.e. the buffering hypothesis), what is actually being
assessed appears to be the value of one or more specific components of
friehdship. As such, it should be possible to draw some conclusions about the
association between friendship and adjustmé:n’th__

Some studies examined the effects of Weiss' (1974) relationship
provisions on well-being. Of these provisions, which include attachment, social
integration, reliable alliance, guidance, reassurance of worth and the opportunity
for nurturance, only attachment and reassurance of worth v#'egg found to reduce
stress in divorced mothers (Kurdek, 1988). The most well-adjusted women in

Kurdek's study were those who seemed to be receiving esteem support in the

context of an intimate relationship. Kraus et al. {(1993) found three of Weiss'
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social provisions--attachment, social integration and reassurance of worth—to be
associated with reduced levels of loneliness in college students. Finally, ina
study of healthy indiyiduals coping with their spouses' cancer, all of Weiss'
provisions were po§ftively correlated with improved immunosuppressive
functioning (Baron et al., 1920). |

Most inquiries into the relationship between intimacy and well-being have
demonstrated a positive correlation. For example, Cohen, Sherrod and Clark
(1986) noted that relationships providing companionship, self-esteem and the
opportunity for intimate self-disclosure moderated fe_e_lings of stress an_g _
depression in college students. Miller and Lefcourt (1983) found that fndividuals
lacking an intimate romantic relationship were prone to higher levels of
emotional disturbance than those with such a relationship, particularly when
many negative or few positive life events had occurred. Similar resuits were
found for patients suffering from a major unipolar depression (Waring & Patton,
1984) and from traumatic losses associated with old age (Lowenthal and Haven,
1968).

Self-disclosure is a _critical component of close ré!atibnships (Altman &
Taylor, 1973; Monsour, 19§§)Féﬁen studied in isolaticn; which has been linked

with both mental and physical adaptation. For instance, Pennebaker and

o
P

Hoover (1988) found that individuals who revealed a traumatic event in their

lives (e.g. sexual molestation) were less likely than those who did not confide to

take over-the-counter medications, receive medical attention, and experience
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physiological symptoms and diseases. Similar results were obtained by
Pennebaker and O'Heeron (1984) for disclosing and nondisclosing spouses of
suicide and fatal accident victims. Veroff and Brender (1987) found that infertiie
men and women who disclosed to others theirrfeelings and problems were less
depressed, happier, more satisfied with life and reposted higher quality marital
relations than persons who tended not tc'confide, although they failed to obtain
an association between confiding and physical heal:th or symptoms. 1t should be
noted that in this literature, confiding is often interpreted as a coping strategy
(e.g. cognitive restructuring‘,_and reappraisal of meaning), rather than as a social
process per se. However, ti;e cbncept_ of self-disclosure implies both the
presence of a close relationship and the possibility of eliciting various types of
support (e.g emotional support or advice in response to one's confidences); as

sucit; it warrants inclusion as a relationship component.

The Complementarity of Friendship and Social Support

Despite the considerable ove;lxat_p between the theoretical components of
“ friendship and sccial support, these two research areas have remained quite
distinct. However, there are methodological as well as conceptual advantages
to integrating the areas of friendship and social support. For instance, a major
problem in the social support literature has been the tendency to study this
phenomenon in a vacuum, rather than within an interpersonal context. As noted

by Burhke and Fuqua (1987); support researchers have generally failed to look -
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at the individual ratationships comprising one's social network; that is, little or no
information is sought regarding the various relationships from which people
obtain support. A subject mey be asked if he or she has people in whom to
con.‘rd_fe, with whom to do activities, who are emotionally supportive and so on,
but the specific qualities and provisions {e.g. ego support, affective quality and
security) of each relationship are not examined. By the same token, it is seldom
determined whether the various support functions are supplied by the same
person or by different people, axiid whether ghis:distindion has implications for
adjustmen_t.

From the opposite end of the spectrum, friendship researchers often study
isolated dimensions of particular friendships, but fail to Iéuk at these dimensions
in combination or to consider the larger social context in wﬁféﬁ}such
relationshiﬁs take place. Tﬁere is seldom consideration of the potential additive
effects of multiple friendships or thé relative benefits of belgnging to specific
types of networks. Finally, with few exceptions (e.g. Bukowski & Newcomb,
1987), friendship researchers have largely ignored the vital aspect of social
relations addressed in the social support literature--how relationship factors can
influence adjustment. rThe stressors people experience and how they cope, so
integral to the social support literature, have yet to be adequately explored in
relation to the provisions and benefits of friendship.

The integration of these two research areas, friendshlr-’b and social

support, would greatly enhance current understanding of the nature and
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mechanisms of social relations. A consolidation of this type would also promote
new directions in research into the precise relationships between various

aspects of social functioning and adaptation.

An Integrative Model of Social Support and Friendship

The social world can be described as a set of relationships comprising
friends, family members, colleagues, acquaintances and so on, with a specific
pattern of structural features. These structural features include how many
members of various types are included in the network; how often and at whose
bidding contact is made; the proximity of network members to the individual; the
extent to which netwdrk members know each othar, and the nature of the
individual's participation in groups or organizations.

Delving more deeply into the mechanisms of the social world, it is then
possible to examiné the functional properties of the network as a whole, of
distinct r\%l_ationship types (e.q. friends; neighbours; colleagues), and of specific
relationships (e.g. John versus Mary). The literature on functional social support
usually assesses what is perceived or obtained from all possible sources (the
social world), or from one or more resource classes (e.g. support from friends;
support from colleagues and family members). Research on friendship,
including much of the work on intimacy and self-disclosure, addresses a
particular resource class (i.e. friends), whether to describe the properties of

“friendship or, less frequently, to make links between friends and adjustment.

—
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Specific relationships are sometimes examined, as when one's best friend is
named and information about this affiliation requested.

The specific links between social support and friendship can be
elucidated within this general context. Friendships—like other relationships and
like the network as a whole—can be characterized by ceriain properties, some of
which may be particularly supportive in the face of daily or major life stressors.
For example, a relationship can be described as being affect-laden, stimulating,
esteem-building and sc on, but when one member is undergoing a stressor--
whether a major life event or daily héssle—the significant other may also provide
instrumental help, guidance and/or emotional support. Friendship can thus be
seen as a normative structure within which supportive transactions occur.
Subjective appraisals can be made about the adequacy or quality of any
relational component, including but not limited to support functions.

Structural features, then, describe the outward "appearance” 6r
organization of the social network. Friendship is one important relationship type
within the network, which can be characterized by various corﬁponents (e.g. self-
enhancement, companionship, trust, affection) and social support comprises an
assistance-related cluster of such components (e.g. instrumental aid, advice,
emotional support, esteem support) that can occur in any or all of the
relationships in question, including frienqships. It should be noted that the
relative amounts 6f the various dimensions possible within relationships should

vary among those relationships; to' illustrate, with respect to young adults,
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parents might provide more advice, affection and material aid and less
companionship and confiding, whereas best friends might be high in
companicnship, stimulation, confiding and self-affirmation but lower in affection
and material atd. Less central figures might afford specific benefits only, but
might not be providers of other components at all (e.g. a "tennis buddy” might
provide companionship and stimulation, perhaps even esteem support if tennis
playing was important to the individual's self-image, but not much in the way of
other functional aspects of friendship or support).

Finally, subjective appraisals are the qualitative judgments which can
apply to all relationship dimensions. "Perceived support” is the operational term
used in most research endeavours, altnough based on the current model, this
term could be extended to encompass the pefbeived amount or value of all
possible relationship dimensions. Usingihis model, alternative terminologies
which circumvent the specific notion of support should be used, such as the
more general "perceived resources” or "perceived benefits".

The respective research on friendship and social support, summarized
earlier, reflect a somewhat artificial distinction between friendship as a relatively
stable construct and social support as a more assistance-related phenomenon.
According to the current model, social support functions constitute a subset of
friendship behaviours. When researchers examine the relationship between
social support and adjustment without considering the effects of the larger

construct of friendship (or other "whole" relationships), important information is
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being lost. For instance, there is much to be learned about the potential impact
on adjustment of the sense of safety and security provided by a close friendship;
the simple knowledge that one is loved and valued within a relaiionship; or the
stimulation a friend can provide which serves to promote personal growth and
development. One important goal of the present study was to lcok at the
combined effects of social network and friendship dimensions, including support,
on adjustment in college students. As noted earlier, it might be expected that
these relationships would be stronger than those found in the past using just
social support or just singular dimensions .of friendship. A second goal was to
see if these relationships would appear different for men and for women. it has
already been hypothesized that the association between personal relationships
and adjustment would be greater for women than for men, aithough men are

expected te benefit more from having a heterosexual relationship.

e
—_—

The Present Study

The model of the social world on which this study was based attempts to
integrate previously postulated, general dimensions of friendship and other
relationships (e.g. companionship, affection, security, stimulation) with more
specifically support-related functions (e.g. instrumental aid, advice, emotional
and esteem support), as well as the structural features of a social network
(network size, density, social integration, network involvement). A priri"nary goal

of this study was to examine the relative impact of the full range of relationship
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components, including social support, on psychological and physical well-being
in aduits. Sex differences in these processes as well as in individual relationship
properties were also examined. Finally, this study explored the role of friendship
in the face of daily hassles; although much is known about the relationship
between social support and hassles, similar information has not been amassed
regarding hassles and friendship.

The sample chosen for this study was undergraduate university students.
College students can be seen to exist'in a relatively challenging transition phase
between adolescence and adulthood, during which time various tasks must be
confronted and conquered (Berman & Sperling, 1991; Levinson, 1977). Such
tasks may include separating from_ one's family’,,of origin, developing meaningful
heterosexual relationships, and chodsing a career path at a time when intense
competition and high unemployment cannot be avoided. Further, as noted
earlier, althc;ugh students may be at less risk for major negative life events, they
are likely to experience a variety of daily hassles such as roommate trouble,
substandard living conditions, conflicts with professors, heavy workloads,
financial strains and the pains of dating. Thus, university students may _

- represent a particularly vulnerable pobi:lation; the present study ébugt;ut t6
understand social factors contributing to adjustment in this group of young
aduits.

The comﬁonents of interest in this study were derived from the work of
Wright (1978; 1984; 1985), other key theorists (e.g. Sullivan, 1953, We;iss,

T
T
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1974), and the social support literature, incorporated into an expanded version
of Wright's Acquaintance Description Form (see Methodology section for
details). Because of an interest in how these two previously unassimilated sets
of components fit together ard since there was likely to be a high degree of
intercorrelation among the subscales (e.g. Kraus et al., 1993), exploratory factor
analyses were conducted separately for the best friend and network subscales.
Using the factors that emerged, the unique contribution of each toward
predicting well-being (depression, self-esteem, quality of life and physical
symptorns) was assessed. A questionnaire on daily hassles was also
completed. The relationships of hassles and friendship/support to adjustment,
as well as possible interactions between them, were studied.

The key hypotheses of this investigation have been mentioned throughout
the text and can be summarized as follows. One set of predictions dealt with the
nature of interpersonal relationships and included:

1) Friendship and social support are related constructs and the
components of each were expected to combine via factor analysis to create
meaningful relationship factors. Although the nature and number of factors
underlying the data set could not be predicted a priori, it was hypothesized that
for best friendships, as in previous research, a factor reflecting global
favourability or friendship rewards would emerge. It was also hypothesized that
trust might form a factor, either alone or in combination with other dimensions,

reflecting the necessary preconditions for relationship formation and
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development. Similarly, maintenance difficulty (interpersonal conflict} was
expected to load separately from the global friendship rewards factor. Network
subscales were expected to vary along the structural/functional dimensions.

2) With respect to both best friendships and networks, the social support
subscales (utility value, advice, emotional support, esteem support) would be
expected to load separately from the remaining relationship factors (e.g.
companionship, security, confiding, satisfaction) if in fact these two sets are
conceptually distinct.

3} All network members were expected to emerge as potential providers
of the full range of relationship components. Nevertheless, it was predicted that
best/close friends, family members and romantic partners (where relevant) would
rank highly as resource providers.

The second set of key hypotheses concerned the associations between
interpersonal relationships, hassles and adaptation:

4) As noted earlier, a greater number of resources would normally be
available from a social network than from an individual relationship. As such,
network factors were expected to comé out more often than best friend factors as
significant contributors to adjustment. Further, with respect to the portion of this
' sampie with romantic partners, a high-quality romantic relationship was expected
to be predictive of adjustment, particularly for men.

5) Evidence was expected to support the main effects hypothesis (2 direct

relationship between the quality of personal relationships and adjustment,
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irrespective of the level of daily hassles), due to the extensive conceptualization
and operationalization of friendship/ support used in this study.

6) Hassles were expectedtobe a significant predictor of adjustment in
both men and women.

Finally, a set of hypotheses was proposed regarding sex differences in
the nature and function of personal relationships:

7) Consistent with previous research, it was predicted that women’s best
same-sex friendships would be described as being higher in the intimacy/
emotional variables (e.g. affection, emotional support and confiding), whereas
men's relationships would be characterized by greater degrees of
companionship (voluntary interdependence), stimulation value and instrumental
concerns (advice, utility value). Since women are thought to be more selective
and demanding in choosing their close friendships, they were also expected to
rate their best friends as being higher in person-qua-person than men. Further,
it was predicted that women would be more satisfied than men with their best
friends and networks.

8) Consistent with the few data available on this issue, women were
expected to benefit from social support/friendship more than men. However,
men were expected to benefit more than women from having a high-quality
intimate relationship (i.e. girlfriend or boyfriend), beyond the effects of
friendship/social support. The benefits being assessed in this study included

lower rates of depression and physical symptoms, and higher degrees of
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reported self-esteem and quality of life.

Method
Subjects
The final sample consisted of 242 university students, 142 women and
100 men, recruited from McGill and Concordia Universities. The sample was
restricted to full-time students between the ages of 18 and 28. The mean age for
women was 21.24 years (SD=2.17), while for men the mean age was 21.43
years (SD=2.35). The sample was distributed evenly across years in school
except for a slight underrepresentation of fourth-year students. The distribution
was 70 first-year students (29%), 72 second-year students (30%), 69 third-year
students (29%) and 24 fourth-year students (10%).
Demographic characteristics of the sample are described in Table 3.

Approximately two-thirds of the sample were Caucasian, while one-third was

-

classified as non-white. Religious affiliation in order of representativeness in the
sample was Catholic, "Other", Protestant and Jewish. Relatively few students
were actually living with a romantic partner (10.1% of women, 4.2% of men),
although approximately half the sample reported having a boyfriend or girlfriend
(77 Qvomen, 54%; 47 men, 47%). The mean level of education in this sample
was two years of university, and mean family income was estimated for both

sexes to fall within the middle-class socioeconomic range. It should be noted



Table 3

Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Male Female

Age 21.43 (2.35) 21.24 (2.17)
Years of Education 15.65 (5.18) 15.44 (2.57)
Family Income (000s) 54.35 (42.91'):' - 60.78 (69.41)
Current Religion -

Protestant 18.8% (16) = -.21.4% (28)

Catholic 37.6% (32) 40.5% (53)

Jewish 17.6% (15) 9.8% (13)

Other 27.5% (36) 25.9% (22)
Ethnicity

White 86.9% (73) 87.1% (115)
- Nonwhite 13.1% (11) 12.9% (17)
Relationship Status

Single 95.8% (91) 83.9% (124)

Living with Partner 4.2% (4) 10.1% (14)

Note. Values in the first three rows of the table represent means with standard
deviations in parentheses. Vaiues in the remainder of the table represent
percentage of the sample and actual ns. The ns may not add up to the full N for
the sample due to missing data on some variables.

* Missing data on age occur for three men and five women.

8
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that no significant gender differences were obtained on any of the demographic
variables and there were no significant differences between demographic

categories (e.g. race, level of education) on the key measures of this study.

Instruments

The questionnaire battery, which can be found in Appendix A, was

Pl

comprised of the following measures:

Friendship and Social Support Measures -

Acquaintance Description Form. (ADF; Wright, 1984; 1985): This self-

repcivguestionnaire, described in detail earlier, assesses the extent to which
individuals' designated target person (e.g. friend) fulfills various relationship F ) |
functions (e.g. "Doing things with my friend seems to bring out my more
important traits and characteristics."). Although there are measures mEare
commonly chosen to assess social support and/or specific relationship functions
(e.g. self-disclosure), the ADF is unique in the breadth of dimensions included
and has a format which is easily modifiable to incorporate further dimensions. It
has been used on several occasions by Wright and his colleagues (e.g. Duck &
Wright, 1993; Wright, 1985; Wright & Scanlon, 1991) as well as other
researchers (e.g. Lea, 1989), and has been shown to have high reliability and
validity. In the present study, all items were scored on a seven-point L_ikert-type

scale, where 1 represented not at all true and 7 represented completely true.

Higher scores indicate greater amounts of the dimension in question. For

L -
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the present purposes, the eight relevant friendship subscales in Wright's (1985)
ADF were used.’ These subscales included: a) Voluntary Interdependence (4
items, « =.61); Person-Qua-Person (4 items, = =.72); ¢) Utility Value (5 items, =
=.76); d) Ego Support Value (4 items, = =.67); e) Stimulation Value (5 items, «
=;69); f) Self-Affirmation Value (5 items, = =.85); g) Security Value (5 items, o
=.63), and h) Maintenance Difficuity (4 items, = =.63)°. Five subscales were
then added to the measure based on existing research and theory in friendship
and social support. These subscales, which were studied in pilot work prior to
this investigation, included: j) Emotional Support (5 items, = =.75); k) Confiding
(Self-Disclosure) (3 items, « =.85); 1) Advice (Information/Appraisal Support) (4
items, « =.80); m) Affection (6 items, « =.85), and n) Relationship Satisfaction (4
items, « =.70). It should be noted that for the present purposes, esteem support
can be considered to be a composite of the ego support and self-affirmation
subscales. -

The ADF ;fvas completed first for a closest same-sex friend and then, for
the social network as a whole. In the latter version, the voluntary

interdependence, person-qua-person and maintenance difficulty scales were

omitted, and four scales specifically designed to assess structural factors were

*These subscales and their psychometric properties have been described in detail above.
Based on results of intemal reliability studies in pilot work and in the present study, items

have occasionally been dropped which were found to reduce the integrity of the subscale
in question. - E
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included. These subscales, based on social support research and tested for
intemal reliability in a pilot study, consisted of Network Involvement (i.e. size and
frequency of contact) (3 items, « =70), Density (4 items, « =.87), Social
Integration (4 items, « =.68) and Network Size (mean number of network
members nominated). Cronbach's alphas for the network ADF subscales were
as follows: Utility Vaiue - 5 items, « =.85; Stimulation Value - 5 items, = =.84;
Self-Affirmation Value - 5 items, « =.91; Ego Support Value - § items, « =.84;
Security Value - 4 items, « =.75; Emotional Support - 5 items, « =.92; Advice - 4
igéms, = =.85; Affection -6 items, « =.78; Confiding - 5 items, « =.84; Network
Satisfaction - 4 items, « =.83. The actual items for each best friend and
network subscale can be found in Appendix B.‘ it should be noted that although
a small number of the subscales were” fouhd to have only moderate internal
consistency (coefficients between .61 and .69), tﬁey were retained for use in this
study based on their theoretica! relevance é_nd their frequent use in prior
research studies, including a pilot study conducted earlier on, where adequate
internal reliability and construct validity were demonstrated.

Two questionnaires wérj\e designed for the purposes of this study, in order
to elicit information about the qt]alitative and quantitative nature of individuals'

best friends and social networks. The Friendship History Form sought

information about the history and background of respondents’ best friendships,
such as the duration of and frequency of contact in the friendship, as well as

demographic information about each partner in the dyad. The Social Provisions
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Scale, developed based on existing measures in the social support literature
(e.g. Fiore et al., 1986; Schaefer, Coyne, & Lazarus, 1981, Stokes, 1983), was
‘designed in order to elicit information about the makeup (i.e. members) and
"actual" provisions of people’s social networks. Subjects were asked to list the
names or initials of up to 20 significant members of their social network, E
including the type of relationship with each individual (e.g. Lisa - best friend;
John - brother). In order to determine which network members wers the primary
and subsidiary providers of each pelationship function, and to test Weiss' (1974)
hypothesis regarding the match between relationship provisions and providers, a
list of 11 functions (e.g. material aid; affection; advice) was presented, and
individuals were asked to indicate which members of their network fulfill each
function in descending order of importance. It should be noted that no validity

data are currently available for the friendship/support measures.

Intimacy Measure

Miller Social Intimacy Scale. (MSIS; Miller & Lefcourt, 1983). This 17-item

scale evaluates the level.of intimacy currently experienced in a close
relationship (i.e. close friend or spouse). The measure was used in the current
study specifically to assess boyfriend/girifriend relationships, so that the
association between such relationships and adjustment could be ascertained.
Each item is rated on a Likert-type scale; six of the items require a frequency

response (e.g. "How often do you show him/her affectian?") and 11 items
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require a response reflecting intensity (e.g. "How much do you feel like being
encouraging and supportive to him/her when he/she is unhappy?"). Higher
scores reflect greater degrees of intimacy. Internal reliability for this measure
has been reported by the authors to range from .86 to .91, with a test-retest
reliability of .84 over a cne-month interval and .96 over a two-month interval.
Data supporting construct, discriminant ar;dr ;c;ﬁvergent validity are also
a_vgi}able (Miller & Lefcourt, 1982). In the present study, internal reliability was

87.

Well-Being Measures

Center for Epidemiological Studies - Depression Scale. (CES-D; Radloff,

1977). The CES-D is a 20-item measure of depressive symptomatology based
on previously validated scales {e.g. the MMPI depression scale), designed to
avoid the problem of overemphasizing somatic items. This measure was chosen
because of its wide use in stress research; to illustrate, it has been found to
correlate highly and inversely with social support (e.g. Cohen, Sherrod, & Clark,
1986; Goodenow, Reisine, & Grady, 1990; Hays, Turner, & Coates, 1982) and
life regrets (Lecci, Okun, & Karoly, 1994), and has distinguished between
bereaved individuals and controls (Lehman, Worlman, & Williams, 1987) and
between mothers with chronic parenting stress and controls (Quittner,

leeckauf, & Jackson, 1990). Items (e.g. "l felt depressed”; "l enjoyed life") refer

to people's experiences during the last two weeks, and are scored 0 to 3 (rarely
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or never, some or a little of the time, moderately/ occasionally, most or all
of the time). Higher scores reflect greater depression. Radloff reported high
levels of internal consistency, test-retest reliability and validity, éﬁd noted that
correlations between the CES-D and age,“social class and gender were minimal.
The'_(_:ES—D, despite having a greater emphasis on depressed mood than on the
full rér?ge of ¢linical sighs of depression, has been found to correlate highly with
the Beck Depression Inventory (r=.87, Wong & Whitaker, 1993). Internal
reliabilities have been reported as ranging from .83 to .95 (e.g. Cozzarelli, 1993;
Hays, Turner, & Coates, 1992; Hobfoll & Lieberman, 1987, Schulz & Decker,
1985; Tompkins, Schuiz, & Rau, 1988); Cronbach's alpha in the present study
was .80.

:\Self-Esteem Scale. (Rosenberg, 1965). This scale measures global
person;ml evaluations of the self and consists of 10 statements (e.g. "l have some
positive traits"; "l often feel like a failure") scored on a seven-point Eikert-type
scale _r‘a'nging from strongly agree to strohgly disagree. Tge lower the overall
score, the greater the ievel of self-esteem. This scale was chosen for use in the
present study because it is a well-validated measure with high internal
consistency and test-retest reliability (e.g. Dinh, Sarason, & Sarason, 1994;
Hobfoll & Lieberman, 1987; Kernis et al., 1993; Rosenberg, 1965; Scheier,

Carver, & Bridges, 1994). In addition, scores on the Rosenberg have been

=2%ound to be relatively independent of stressful life events (Hobfoll & Lieberman,

1987; Pearlin et al., 1981). Internal reliability was .82 in this study.
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Quality of Life Scale. (Campbell, Conversa, & Rodgers, 1976). The

Quality of Life Scale consists of 10 semantic differentials (e.g. "discouraging/
hopeful", "boring/ interesting") which reflect how individuals feel about their life
at present. Respondents indicate on a seven-point rating scale where they fall
along the continuum between markers (e.g. discouraging versus hopeful).
Higher scores indicate lower quality of life ratings. This measure, used
frequently in the psychological literature as a dependent variable, has been
shown to correlate with high network support (Brenner, Norvell, & Limacher,
1989; Leslie & Grady, 1988), low interpersonal conflict (Brenner, Norvell, &
Limacher, 1989), the presence of a romantic relationship (Henderson &
Cunningha_m,- 1993) and, for women but not men, seeking social support as a
means for coping with distress (Stanton, 1987). Internal reliability for the

Quality of Life Scale has been reported at .95 (Brenner, Nor-veE!,—-,_&I.,_ikrn&agher,

1989). In the present study, Cronbach's coefficient alpha was found to be 87. ~

Cohen-Hoberrman Inventory of Physical Symptoms. (CHIPS; Cohen &

Hoberman, 1983). This 35-item questionnaire evaluates general physical
complaints (e.g. sleep problems, headache, stomach pain, asthma), with higher
scores signifying higher levels of symptﬁmatology. The authors found high
internal reliability (.88) and demonstrated validity {(predicted healith facilities
visits). Physical symptoms as measured by the CHIPS have been found to
correlate inversely with social support (Aspinwall & Taylor, 1992).:'and to be

unrelated to one's personal sense of optimism (Scheier, Carver, & Bridges,

62

¢!}



1994). Internal reliability in the present study was found to be .89.

Life Events Measure

Daily Hassles Inventory. (Kanner et al., 1981). This 117-item inventory of
stressful events in everyday life has been used frequently in psychological
research, and has been found to correlate significantly with both psychological
~-and physical well-being (Compas et al., 1986; Cummins, 1988; Delongis,
Folkman, & Lazarus, 1988; 'Hc'a'l-z-lhan, Holahan, & Belk, 1984; Weinberger, Hiner,
& Tierney, 1987). High scores on the Hassles Inventory connote high levels of
daily hassles. Cronbaci's alpha for the hassles measure in this study was .94.
The high test-retest rgliability of the Hassles Inventory {an average r of .8 for
nine monthly scoresi, feported initially and in later studies (e.g. Cummins, 1988),
! reflects not only the stability of the instrument but the chronicity (and likely, by
extension, the aversiveness) of the stressors measured. In order_;o gdequately
assess the stress levels of college students, the short form of the Ha_ssles
Inventory was used (as per Delongis, Folkman, & Lazarus, 1988} and school-
related items from the Life Experiences Survey. { Sara;‘.on, Johnson, & Siegel,
1978) and the College Students Life Events Scale (Sandler & Lakey, 1982) were
added. This procedure has been followed by other researchers in order to
accommodate the student population (e.g. Felsten & Wilcox, 1992; Weir & Okun,
1989). It should be noted that although perscnality variables (e.g. disposition,

psychopathology) can affect the reporting of certain life events or hassles

63



(Dohrenwend et al., 1984), several studies have failed to find or found only
limited evidence of personalitv variables moderating the relationships between
life stressors and adaptational outcome (e.g. Cocke & Rousseau, 1983;
Ganellen & Blaney, 1984; Kobasa, Maddi, & Courington, 1981; Lefcourt et al.,
1981; Zika & Chamberlain, 1987).

Social Decirability Measure

Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. {Crowne & Marlowe, 1964).

This measure is commonly used to assess the tendency to respond defensively,
i.e. with an awareness of the social valenqe associated with one's responses
(e.g. Joubert, 1991; Lakey, 1989; Lobel & 'i:eiber, 1994; Shedler, Mayman, &
Manis, 1893; Spohn, 1993). Higher scores are suggestive of gfeater social © .
defensiveness. Evidence reveals that those who endorse items on the Marlowe-
Crowne are:;not ciissembling but rather, believe they are responding truthfully
(Weinberger, 1980). [nternal reliability has been reported at .77 (Lakey, 1989)

and was found to be .82 in the present study.

~

Procedure

With permission irom various professors and the requisite officials at

=

McGill and Concordia Universities, undergraduate students were approached in
their classes to request their participation in the current study. The students

were informed that this study was designed to examine the nature of friendship
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behaviour in adults. Participation entailed filling out a series of questionnaires
assessing social and more general functioning, the completion of which would
take approximately one hour. Interested students were given copies of the
questionnaire package to complete at home and bring back to their class within
the week. Each package contained a section to be filled out with name, address
and phone number, which could be detached and submitted separately from the
anonymous questionnaires when collec:2d by the experimenter. Consistent with
similar research projects, the response rate varied for men and women; 64% of
women approached completed and returned their questionnaires, while only
37% of men did so.

In return for their cooperation, participating students became eligible to
enter a raffle from which they had the opportunity to win $50 cash or a computer
software padi(age of comparable valie: Those who expressed an immediate
desire for information about the study, as indicated on the detachable
identification form, were contacted by the experimenter shortly after
participation. Others who showed interest in the outcome of the study were
informed that they would be contacted by the expen:imenter for discussion of the

general findings upon its conclusion.

Results
The results section is organized into four parts. The analyses in Section |

describe the characteristics of respondents’ social networks, including their best
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same-sex friends. Sex differences in personal relationships were also
examined.

The analyses in Section |l address the ways in which dimensions of
friendship and social support combine for networks and for best same-sex
friends, by means of é;cploratory factor analyses. Using the factors that
emerged, Section 11l then examines the relationships between friendship,
support and var:ous aspects of adjustment. The relationship between daily
hassles and adjustment is also included in these hierarchical muitiple regression

analyses.
Finally, in Section 1V, the role of a romantic relationship in predicting

adjustment, above and beyond the effects of friendship/support, is explored

using a series of hierarchical multiple regressions.

1. Properties of Friendships for Men and Women

A. Characteristics of Best Same-Sex Friendships

- Some basic information was compilé’d regarding the.parameters of best
friendship for men and women. Ninety-five percent of the men {N=95) and 97%
of the women (N=138) in this sample reported having a same-sex best friend.
These best friends were similar to the respondents in terms of age, occupation,
race and religion. For men, their best friend was someone they had known for
an average o? 7.87 years (SD = 6.0), whom they saw approximately twice per

week (M = 103.75 contacts per year). Women knew their best friend an average
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of 8.0 years (SD = 5.32), and got together two to three times per week (M =
127.04 contacts per year). These characteristics were not significantly different
for men versus women. Table 4 presents an overview of where best friendships
were acquired. For both men and women, most friends were made in school.
Although some friends were newly acquired in university, a significant number of

best friends dated back to high school and even elementary school.

B. Role Functions of Network Members

Overall, men and women described their social networks as similar in
size: men listed an average of 15.24 network members, whereas women listed
an average of 15.26 members. A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)
was computed to compare the functions of best friends versus networks across
sex. A significant multivariate effect of relationship type was obtained (Wilks =
.35, F(1,229) = 40.14, p < .001). Despite the number of possible resources
available to these students, best friends were reported to be better providers of
most functions, including advice, emotional support, esteem support, confiding
and trust, and people were rﬁore satisfied with their best friends than with their
overall social networks. Only material aid and stimulation were equally available
from best friends and networks, and networks provided more affection than best
friends. The means, standard deviations and univariate F values for the best
friend and network subscales can be found in Table 5.

In order to determine the specific roles of various network members in the
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Table 4

Bes: Friend Sources for Men and Women

Frequency

Source Men Women

Elementary School 22% (22) 13% (19)
High School ] 24% (24) 24% (34)
University/Residence 16% (16} 28% (39)
Through Friends/Family 13% (13) 8% (12)
Neighbours 12% (12) 8% (12)
Sports/Leisure Activities 9% (9) 8% (12)
Work 3% (1) 5% (7)
Siblings .- 0% (0) 5% (7)

Note: Values in parentheses are the ns for each category.



Table 5

Univariate F-tests for Best Friend and Network Subscales:

F Values, Means and Standard Deviations (df = 1,229)

Relationship Type

Subscales Best Friend Network Univariate F Value
Utility Value 5.50 (.10) 5.41{1.17) 1.07
Ego Support 5.66 (.93) 5.22(1.05) 27.42"™
Self-Affirmation 5.56(1.04) 5.1G(1.19) 29.89**
Stimulation Value 5.14 (.95) 4.99(1.16) 3.70
Security Value 5.86 (.87) 4.93(1.28) 106.88™
Emotional Support 6.10 (.83) 5.64(1.11) 38.20™
Advice 5.37 {.99) 5.10(1.08) g.12"
Affection 4.65(1.21) 4.86(1.18) 7.00™
Confiding 5.96(1.13) 4.57(1.21) 249.06™
Satisfaction 6.13 {(.91) 5.29(1.22) 96.62*
Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses.
*p<.01 "*p<.001

P
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lives of this sample, each individual was asked to rank order his or her network
members with respect to the extent to which each provided various relationship
functions. The rankings of different network members were compared using the

Friedman nonparametric test of ranks, separately for men and women and for
those with and without a romantic relationship. !-fo;purposes of parsimony, onlyr' i
the five most important resource classes were included in this analysis since

other resource classes (e.g. colleagues, supervisors, extended family members)

were mentioned with much less frequency by the current sample.”

i. Network role functions for subjects without partners. |

For men without a romantic relationship, best and close friends were most
often turned to for stimulation, companionship, self-affirmation and as confidants.
Friends as well as parents were important sources of maf;,-i'ial aid, advipe, ego
support, trust {security value), emotional support and affection. Siblings’ were
consistently the least important provider of these men’s needs. However,
friends, parents and siblings were equally likely to be sourées of conflict. These
data can be found in Table 5.

Women without romantic partners were also IiI\;{'e'IQ to turn 6. their best

friends, close friends and parents for most needs. The only two areas in which

parents were less important resources than friends were as companions and

conﬁdénts. Siblings again were the least important function providers but were

At least one sibling was listed among network members for most subjects.
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Table 6

The Importance of Network Resources in Rank Order;

Men Without intimate Partners {(N=53}

Rank Position

Function Best Fr. Friend Parent Sibling F(3,53)
Utility Value 2700 266 262 202 9.91*
Stimulation Value 2.82° 305° 222 192** 2622
Advice 278 256 267° 199" 11.82"
Ego Support Value 287* 257 253 204 11.26™
Self-Affirmation 2870 291* 211** 211*® 19.05"
Security Value 289" 274® 240 1.98* 1543+
Emoticnal Support 278" 259 256 207 8.92*
Confiding .00 274 217* 209" 1842™
Affection 2.53 264 268 215 5.56
Voluntary Interdep. 3420 2.82° 203* 203* 2975
Maintenance Diff. 278 244 7.29

214

263

Note: For each row, ranks with superscripts indicate that the highest value in the
row with a given superscript is significantly greater at p < .05 than other values
in that row with the same superscript.

*p<.05 " p<.01 *™*p<.001
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the greatest source of conflict along with parents. See Table 7 for these data.

ii. Network role functions for subjects with romantic partners.

The differences between men with and without a romantic partner were .
found to be minimal (see Table 8 for rankings of the former). Best friends, close
friends and parents were still the prim;ﬁ soufces of most functions for men with
partners. However, girlfriends were important sources of affection for these men
(although not significantly more so than friends and parents).

For women with a romantic relationship, boyfriends were equal to best
friends, close friends and parents as providers of many functions, including
material aid, stimulation, advice, ego support, trust and emotional support.
Boyfriends were equal to friends but more important than family members as
sources of self-affirmation, affection and companionship. Again, siblings were
the least important providers of all functions. These data are presented in Table
9.

Thus, contrary to Weiss' (1974) model, it can be seen that each network
resource category was mentioned as a potential provider'éf each of the
relationship functions, by at least some students. The data show that among the
first two or three nominees in each category, few significant statistical
differences emerged. Generally, best friends, close friends and parents were
counted on most to provide the va;iogs dimensions of friendship and support,

although parents were not the primary choices as companions and confidants.
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Table 7

Importance of Network Resources in Rank Order:
Women Without Intimate Partners (N=43)

Rank Position

Function BestFr. Friend Parent Sibling F (3,43)
Utility Value 2.49 2,35 2.91 2.26 6.41
Stimulation Value 2.80 2.85° 2.15° 2.20 10.99™
Advice 274 2.47 2.56 2.23 3.50
Ego Support Value  2.78° 2.59 2.64 1.99° 9.49*
Self-Affirmation 2.88° 274 2.33 2.05* 11.43**
Security Value 276 2.52 2.48 2.24 3.40
Emotional Support 2.98* 2.56 2.51 1.95° 13.66™
Confiding 3.10° 2.83° 1.99% 2.08*% 23.44™
Affection 2.40 2.26 1.95 2.40 7.41

Voluniary Interdep.  3.07° 3.07* 1.95% 195 33.53™
Maintenance Diff. 2.08** 243 2.94° 2.57** 10.33*

Note:; For each row, ranks with superscripts indicate that the highest value in the
row with a given superscript is significantly greater at p < .05 than other values
in that row with the same superscript.

*p<.05 ** p<.01 **p<.001
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Table 8

The Importance of Network Resources in Rank Order:

Men With Intimate Partners (N=47)

Rank Position

Function Best Fr. Friend Parent " Sitling Partner F (3,47)
Utility Value. 3.63" 320 288 235° 2.94 7.20
Stimulation Value 3.55*° 3.82° 260* 238*® 265° 11.64"
Advice 3.67° 298 314 229 2.93 5.80

Ego Support Value 3.45*° 3.39%° 265 238*® 313 8.18
Self-Affirmation 3.74* 353 241%™ 220%¢ 311° 15.84™
Security Value 3.84* 331 272 219* 294 3.82
Emotional Support 3.24  3.19 293 238 3.24 6.52
Confiding 351" 346° 2861 223 3.19° 22.00™
Affection 269 3.06 328 248 3.49* 20.80"™
Voluntary Inter. 3.71% 355>  2.33* 2.17*°¢ 323 2530
Maintenance Diff. 253  3.38 3.22 285 3.01 9.93"

Note: For each row, ranks with superscripts indicate that the highest value in the
row with a given superscript is significantly greater at p < .05 than other values
in that row with the same superscript.

*p<.05 " p<.01 *p<.001
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Table 9

The Importance of Network Resources in Rank Order:

Women With Intimate Partners (N=77)

Rank Position

Function Best Fr. Friend Parent Sibling Partner F (3,43)
Utility Value 3.10 276 3.16 2.59 3.39 7.20
Stimulation Value  2.90 3.24 2.67 261*  3.58° 11.64*
Advice 3.23 272 3.17 2.66 3.23 5.80
Ego Support Value 3.17 272 2.89 272 3.51 8.18
Self-Affirmation 3.39 3.10 248 253 3.50° 15.84*
Security Value 3.19 2.85 2.85 2.80 3.31 3.82
Emotional Support 3.16 2.76 2.93 2,70 3.44 6.52
Confiding 3.49° 2.92 224 275 3.60°  22.00***
Affection 2.66° 243* 328 283 3.80° 20.80™*
Voluntary Inter. 3.75° 3.56 2423° 243> 284 25.30"™
Maintenance Diff. 2.56* 3.13 3.52 3.07 273 9.63"

Note: For each row, ranks with superscripts indicate that the highest value in
the row with a given superscript is significantly greater than other values in that

row with the same superscript.

*p<.05 ™ p<.01 "™p<.001

75



For women with romantic pariners, those partners were also important providers
of some functions. Generally, as noted by Berman & Speriing (1991) with
respect to parental attachment, the data support the hypothesis that parents as

well as friends play an important role in the lives of young aduits.

C. Sex Differences in Personal Relationships

Analyses of sex differences on the relationship subscales were
conducted to determine whether, as predicted, men and women showed
discrepant patterns of friendship responses. That is, women were expected to
rate their relationships as being higher in the expressive domain (e.g. gifgg:tjon,
confiding, emotional support), whereas men were expected to report having
relationships higher in instrumental qualities (e.g. stimulation, advice,
companionship).

Multivariate analyses of variance (MANQOVASs) were performed on the
subscales for both best friend (n = 138 women, 95 men) and network (n = 141

women, 99 men), respectively. Box's M test for multivariate homogeneity of

variance was significant for the best friend scales, due primarily to the slight
heterogenéity on the person-qua-person and security value subscales.
However, given the sample size in this study, the E-test has been shown to be
robust to this slight violation (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). For the network

subscales, Box's M test for multivariate homogeneity was not significant.
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i. Best friend subscales.

Among the 13 best friend subscales, a significant multivariate effect of sex
was obtained (Wilks = .75, F(13, 219) = 5.72, p<.001). Univariate F-tests
showed significant effects for person-qua-person, ego support value, security
value, emotional support, advice, confiding and satisfaction . As compared to
men, women described their best friendships as higher in emotional support,
trust and loyalty (secwurity value), advice, the sharing of confidences and the
provision of esteem. Women also regarded their best friends as more unique
and special than did men (person-qua-person), and were more satisfied with
their best friendships. The means, standard deviations and univariate F values

for the best friend supscales can be found in Table 10.

ii. Network subscales.

A significant multivariate effect of sex was obféined for the network
subscales {(Wilks = .76, F(12, 227) =6.12, p<.001). Univariate E-tests showed
significant effects for confiding, affection, advice, emotional support, security
value and satisfaction, al! of which were rated higher in women's social
networks. Confiding in particular was more characteristic of women’s than men’s

social networks. Table 11 presents the means, standard deviauons and

univariate E values for the network subscales.
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Table 10

Univariate F-tests for Best Friend Subscales:

F Values,Means and Standard Deviations (df = 1,231)

Sex
Subscales Men Women Univariate F Value
Voluntary Interdep. 5.58(1.02) 5.44(1.12) 1.00
Person-Qua-Person 5.60(1.16) 6.13(0.83) 16.18="
Utility Value 5.33(1.00) 5.61(0.98) 479
Ego Support : 5.38(0.98) 5.85(0.84) 14.87*
Self-Affirmation 5.41(0.97) 6.66(1.06) 3.24
Stimulation Value 5.06(0.97) 5.19(0.91) 1.20
Security Value 5.52(0.89) 6.10(0.73) 26.82
Maintenance Difficulty 5.51(1.07) 5.67(1.11) 1.22
Emotional Support 5.80(0.90) 6.29(0.72) 20.76**
Advice 5.08(0.96) 5.56(0.96) 14.15™™
Affection 4.45(1.23) 4.79(1.18) 4.58
Confiding -5.49(1.19) 6.26(0.96) 28.53™
Satisfaction 5.89(1.00) 6.78(0.82) 10.20"

Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses.

** p<.01 ™ p<.001



Table 11

Univariate F-tests for Network Subscales:

F Values, Means and Standard Deviations (df = 1,229)

Subscales

Utility Value

Ego Support
Self-Affirmation
Stimulation Value
Security Value

Emotional Support

Advice
Affection
Confiding
Satisfaction
Density

Network Involvement
Social Integration

Men

5.23(1.23)
5.04(1.02)
4.92(1 13)
4.84(1.26)
4.62(1.29)
5.41(1.09)
4.90(1.07)
4.62(1.22)
3.99(0.99)
5.91(0.98)
4.70(1.40)
5.01(1.46)
2.99(1.71)

Sex

Women

5.52(1.10)
5.30{1.08)
5.22(1.22)
5.05(1.07)
5.12(1.23)
5.77(1.10)
5.24(1.10)
5.02(1.14)
4.96(1.25)
6.28(0.82)
4.66(1.46)
5.00(1.43)
2.95(1.87)

Univariate F Value

3.67
3.67
3.36
1.90
9.25™
6.50™
4.77*
7.47™

4482

9.48"
.03
.00
.03

Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses.

*p<.05 **p<.01 "™ p<.001
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D. Summary of Data on Friendship Characteristics

The students in this sample generally reported large social networks in
which best friends, close friends and parents were counted on most to meet
their needs. The vast majority of men and women had a best same-sex
friendship, often longstanding, involving contact at least twice per week.
Despite reporting fairly large social networks, people perceived receiving more
of most functions from their best friends than from those networks.

As hypothesized, the characteristics of men’s and women’s personal
relationships differed in séveral ways. Although both sexes described their
relationships as providing the same general functions, women were more
satisfied than men with their best friendships and reported receiving more
emotional support, ege support and aince. Women were also more trusting of
their best friends, could confide in them more easily than could men, and
described them as more unique or special. With respect to social networks as a
whole, women trusted their networks more than did men, were more satisfied
with them, could confide in members far more easily, and reported receiving
more affection, emotional support and advice. 1t should be noted that contrary
to prediction, men’s relationships were not more likely to be characterized by

instrumental concerns and companionship.

Il. The Interrelationships Among Friendship and Social Support

In order to explore the ways in which dimensions of friendship and social

80



support are related, factor analyses were conducted separately for the 13 best
friend subscales and the 14 network subscales, respectively. Since there was
insufficient theoretical background to allow for a priori hypotheses about the
nature and number of the specific scales underlying the proposed factors (Kline,
1991), the factor analyses in this study were offjn exploratory rather than a
confirmatory nature. L

Several steps were taken to ensure that the variables being used in this
study were appropriate for exploratory factor analysis. The zero-order
correlation matrices among the best friend and network subscales (see Appendix
C), indicated the presence of numerous significant correlations. Most of these
correlations were below .75 for the best friend dimensions, although for the
network subscales, several higher correlations emerged.: Examination of
Bartlett's test of sphericity (1737.82, p < .001) and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
overall measure of sampling adequacy (.92) indicated that the correlation matrix
among the best friend subscales was appropriate for exploratory factor analysis.
For the network subscales, the correlation matrices were also shown to be
appropriate according to Bartlett's test of sphericity (2375.24, p <.001) and the

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin overall measure of sampling adequacy (.83). Further, the

subject-to-variable ratios were acceptable in all analyses (19:1), and each
subscale included in the exploratory factor analyses had reasonable to good
internal reliability (.61 to .85). Appendix D presents the intercorrelation table

among the factors obtained and the dependent variables.
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A. Best Frienc

A \arimax orthogonal rotation was used® producing two factors (see
Table 12). As predicted, a factor representing global friendship rewards was
obtained, termed "Friendship Strength, Support and Closeness”, accounting for
51.7% of item variance with an eigenvalue of 6.72. As shown in Table 12, the
variables loading on this factor included person-qua-person, voluntary
interdependence, advice, stimulation, utility value, affection, confiding, self-
affirmation and emotional support. Cronbach's alpha calculated for this factor
was .90, Factor 2, termed "Fundamental Safety and Acceptance”, accounted
for 9.5% of item variance with an eigenvalue of 1.23. The subscales loading on
this factor were maintenance difficulty, security value, satisfaction with the
relationship and ego support value. Cronbach'’s coefficient alpha for this factor
was .80, It is noteworthy that some subscales loaded on more than one factor,
although for current purposes, subscales were assigned to the factor with higher
loadings. For example, self-affirmation value and emotional support loaded
most highly on “Friendship Strength, Support and Closeness®, but had moderate
cross-loadings on “Fundamental Safety and Acceptance”. The opposite was

found for ego support value. These results are not surprising given that the

Oblique rotation was initially selected because the factors tended to be intercorrelated
(r~.40). However, since the orthogonai solution for this sample produced identical factors

to that of the oblique and presented a better differentiation among variables, the orthogonal
rotation was used.
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Table 12

Loadings for Best Friend Factors

Factor 1 Factor 2

“Friendship Strength, "Fundamental

Support and Closeness” Safety and Acceptance”
Variables
Advice 75 .23
Person-Qua-Person 74 .28
Voluntary Interdep. 1 15
Affection .68 .06
Stimulation Value .67 .16
Emotional Support .67 43
Utility Support .66 35
Self-Affirmation Value .64 .50
Confiding .66 43
Maintenance Diff. .00 81
Security Value .21 ' a5
Satisfaction 41 75
Ego Support Value 43 .62
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relationship in question concerns a best friend; the qualities characterizing

such a close relationship would not be expected to be completely independent.

B. Net\nfark

With respect to social networks, a Varimax orthogonal rotation was again
used®, revealing two factors (see Table 13) as generally predicted. Factor 1,
labelled "Functional Support" in accordance with the social support literature,
accounted for 5§3.1% of item variance with an eigenvalue of 7.44. Subscales
loading on this factor included self-affirmation value, emotional support, ego
support value, advice, utility value, confiding, security value, network
satisfaction, affection and stimulation value. Cronbach's coefficient alpha for
this factor was .94. Factor 2, termed "Structural Support” also as per the social
support literature, accounted fc:-10.8% of item variance with an eigenvalue of
1.52. As can be seen in Table 13, variables loading on this factor were network
involvement, density, network size and social integration. Cronbach's alpha for
this factor was .61. It shouid be noted that network involvement cross-loaded on
Functional Support, suggesting that although the amount of contact people have
with network members is a structural feature, it may also reflect what is offered

from the network in terms of availability.

®Orthogonal rotation was chosen because the i.nterfactor correlation was reasonably low (.26).
As in the case of the best friend analysis, the orthogeonal and oblique rotations were found to be
virtually identical.
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Table 13

L oadings for Network Factors

Factor 1

"Functiona! Support"

Factor 2

Variables

Self-Affirmation

- Ego Support

Emotional Support
Advice

Utility Support
Security Value
Confiding
Satisfaction
Stimulation Value
Affection

Density

Network Size
Network Involvement
Social Integration

91
.89
.89
.86
.32
.81
.78
.78
71
.66

29
.03
47
.01

.18
.18
18
18
.18
-15
.03
A7
37
18

.70
.69
.63
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C. Summary of Data on the Relationships Between Friendship and Support

As predicted, dimensions of friendship and social support were not found
to be distinct but rather, were found to combine conceptually. That is, the social
support functions {instrumentai aid, advice, emotional support and esteem
support) did not load independently as potentially stress-buffering constructs but
loaded along with other (non-support) dimensions (e.g. affection, trust,
compahionship, confiding) to describe what is generally available in a best
same-sex friendship and ir; a social network. It should be remembered that
while esteem support has been included here as a support dimension, it has
- also been pos_tulated to be a more genera! dimension of personal relationships

such as friendship.

ll. The Relationships Between Friendship, Support and Adjustment

In order to examine the combined effects of friendship and social support
on adjustment, and to investigate which of the relationship factors contribute to
the prediction of adjustment, a series of hierarchical multiple regression
analyses was computed. The four relationship factors derived earlier were used
as predictors' and the dependent variables were depression, self-esteem,

quality of life and physical symptoms.

®The unit method was used to calculate factor scores as recommended by Cohen and

Cohen (1983). In this method, each variable is standardized, multipled by -1 or 1 (depending on the
sign of its loading) and then each variable contributing significantly to the dimension is summed to
produce the factor score. Original variables are converted to standardized scores so that variables
with larger standard deviations do not have greater weight in the calculation of the factor score.
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Social desirability was entered as the first step in each regression
equation to control for its possible effects on the data. Gender was then entered
in the second step, followed by the best friend and network factors in the third
block. Hassles was entered next, with the interactions between the social
support/friendship factors and gender entered in the last block of each
regression equation and examined for significance. 1t should be noted that the
possibility of interactions between hassles and the relationship factors was
examined initially. No significant interaction effects were found in any
regression analyses, providing support for the main effects hypothesis as
predicted. There were also no significant interaction effects obtainéd between
gender and friendship/support; thus, this step was omitted from the regression
tables to follow.

As noted earlier, all variables were examined for skewness and outliers
prior to computing the regression analyses. Mild deviations from normality were
observed and a few outliers detected. Outliers were brought to within three
standard deviations of the mean. The subject to variable ratio was 16:1. The

range of correlations among the independent variables ranged from .07 to .67.

A. Depression
The overall equation was found to be significant (F(11,216) = 17.08, p <
.001), showing that 46.5% (adjusted R? = .43) of the variance could be

accounted for by the set of predictors. The significant variables were social
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desirability, friendship/support and daily hassles (see Table 14). Men and
women who scored higher on social desirability and who experienced fewer daily
hassles reported lower levels of depression. With respect to the rélationship
factors, a high degree of Fundamental Safety and Acceptance in one's best
friend relationship as well as a rewarding social network (Functional Support)
significantly predicted lower depressive symptomatology. No gender

differences in depression were obtained.

B. Self-Esteem

The overall equation for self-esteem was significant (F(11,216) =10.74, p
< .001). Thirty-five percent (adjusted R? = .32) of the variance could be
accounted for by the set of predictors. Social desirability and hassles were
significant predictors, with high desirability and low hassles predicting higher
self-esteem. The friendship/support block also added significantly to the
equation for self-esteem, with high levels of both Functional and Structural
Support predicting higher self-esteem. No gender differences in self-esteem

were obtained. These data can be found in Table 15.

C. Quality of Life
The overall equation for quality of life was found to be significant
(F(11,216) = 14.58, p < .001), showing that 43% (adjusted R?=.42) of the

variance could be accounted for by the set of predictors (see Table 16).
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Table 14

Summary Results for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses - Depression

Predictor Variable Beta Correl. Sr? t-Value
1. Socia! Desirability -.36 -.36 13 5,78
2. Gender .02 .04 .Co .35

3. Friendship Strength,

Support & Closeness .13 -15 .01 1.48
= Fundamental Safety
And Acceptance -22 -.24 .03 -2.66™
Functional Support ~.24 -34 .04 =349
Structural Support -.09 -22 .01 - 1,32

R? change = .11, E change (6,221) = 7.65, p < .001

3. Hassles .50 .60 21 9.24*

Note: The n for this analysis was 233.

" p<.01 *p<.001
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Table 15

Summary Results for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses - Self-Esteem

Predictor Variable Beta Correl. S t-Value
1. Social Desirability -41 -.41 A7 L.71
2. Gender =32 .02 .00 -.00

3. Friendship Strength,

Support, & Closeness .11 -12 .01 1.30
Fundamental Safety

And Acceptance -12 -17 .01 -1.49
Functional Support -27 -.38 .05 -4.04***
Structural Support -15 -.29 .02 -2.29*

R?change = .12, F change (6,221) = 9.32, p <.001

3. Hassles 25 .39 .05 419"

Note: The n for this analysis was 233.

*p<.05 *p<.001

90



Table 16

Summary Results for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses - Quality of Life

Predictor Variable Beta Correl. SF t-Value
1. Social Desirability -.35 -35 A2 -5.58**
2. Gender .03 .05 .00 .49
3. Friendship Strength,
Suppert & Closeness  -.07 -.30 .00 -.95
Fundamental Safety
And Acceptance =10 -28 .00 -1.36
Functional Support -27 -.46 .05 -4.28**"
Structural Support - =22 -39 .04 -3.54*

R? change = .22, E change (6,221) = 18.91, p<.00

4. Hassles .29 42 .07 520™

Note: The n used for this analysis was 233.

p<.001
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Significant predictors were social desirability, hassles and both Functicnal and
Structural Support. Individuals with higher scores on sociai desirability, lower
levels of daily hassles and a large, involved, high-quality social network were
more likely to report greater quality of life. Note that men and women were not

found to be significantly different on this measure.

D. Physical Symptoms

The overall equation for physical symptoms was significant (£(11,21) =
9.86, p < .001), showing that 33.4% (adjusted R? = .29) of the variance could be
accounted for by the set of predictors. Social desirability, hassles and friendship
were the significant predictors, such that high social desirability, low daily
hassles and a high-quality social network (Functional Support) were associated
with fewer physical symptoms. In this analysis, gender also added significantly
to the prediction of physical symptoms. Women reported somewhat higher

levels than men of this variable. These data are presented in Table 17.

E. Summary of Data on Friendship, Support and Adidstment

The relationships between friendship, support and adjustment were
significant for all aspects of adjustment. Contrary to prediction, the block of
relationship factors signiﬁrcantly predicted depressioh, self-esteem, quality of life
and physical symptoms equally for men and women. Network factors were

more likely to predict to adjustment than the best friend factors, although
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Table 17

Summary Results for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses - Physical Symptoms

Predictor Variable Beta Correl. SP t-Value
1. Social Desirability -.28 -28 .08 -4.44**
2. Gender -14 -12 .02 -2.16*

3. Friendship Support,

Strength & Closeness .08 03 .00 1.04
Fundamental Safety

And Acceptance -.01 -00 .00 -14
Functional Support -.23 =21 .04 -3.10*

tructural Support .04 -.07 .00 .59

R2? change = .04, F change (6,221) =2.52, p < .05

4. Hassles E 47 52 .19 7.95

Note: The n used for this analysis was 233.

*p<.05 **p<.01 *p<.001
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Fundamental Safety, Acceptance and Esteem was found to be a unique

significant predictor of reduced depressive symptomatology.

IV. Intimacy and Adjustment

In examining the relationships between friendship/support and
adjustment, it must be considered that for those with a romantic partner, there
might be a special benefit to having such a relationship. In this vein, a separate
set of analyses was conducted which looked at the association between
adjustment and intimacy {defined here as a high-quality romantic relationship)
above and beyond the effects of friendship/support. Multivariate analyses of
variance (MANOVAs) were first carried out, separately for men and for women,
comparing the adjustment of those with and without a romantic partner; no
differences were found. Using only those men and women with an intimate
relationship (77 women, 47 men), separate regression analyses were then
conducted to explore the role of these intimate relationships in adjustment.
Specifically, the relative contribution of intimacy to levels of depression, self-
esteem, quality of life and symptoms after controlling for friendship/support was
examined.

Given the relatively small size of this subsample and the specificity of the
research question, the daily hassles measure was eliminated from this set of
analyses. Subject to variable ratios in these analyses were thus close to 18:1.

In the hierarchical multiple regressions for friendship and intimacy, social
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desirability was entered first to control for its potential effects, followed by
gender in step two, the relationship factors in step three, and intimacy in the third
step. Finally, the possibility of an interaction between gender and intimacy was
examined in the last step. Since no interactions between friendship/support and
gender were obtained in earlier analyses, this block was excluded from the
current analyses. Further, since no interactions between gender and intimacy
were obtained in the current analyses, this step was omitted from the discussion
below. Note that only those dependent variables for which intimacy was found to
be a significant predictor will be presented since the earlier steps of these
regressions virtually replicate those reported earlier. Thus, only self-esteem

and quality of life are covered below.

B. Self-Esteem. =
The overall equation was significant for self-esteem (E(8,111) =6.88, p <
.001), indicating that 33% of the variance was accounted for by the set of
predictors. Individuals with higher scores on social desirability, Functional
Support and those with higher-quality romantic relationships reported higher

levels of self-esteem (see Table 18).

C. Quality of Life.
The overall equation for quality of life was significant (E(8,111) = 10.89, p

< .001), showing that 44% of the variance could be accounted for by the set of
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Table 18

Summary Results for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses

On Intimacy: Self-Esteem

Predictor Variable Beta Correl. Sr? t-Value
1. Social Desirability -40 -40 16 -5.05™
2. Gender -.08 .03 .00 -.87

3. Friendship Strength,

Support & Closeness 15 -13 .01 1.25
Fundamental Safety

And Acceptance -.14 -18 .01 -1.20
Functional Support =27 =37 .05 -2.78**
Structural Support -15 -32 02 -1.60

R? change = .13, F change (6,113) = 5.13, p < .001

4, Intimacy -18 =27 .02 -1.98*

Note: The n for this analysi= was 124.

*p<.05 **p<01 *™p<.OC7 .

96



predictors. Along with high scores on social desirability and both Functionai and
Structural Support, having a high-quality romantic relationship was a significant
sredictor of greater quality of life for the students in this sample.' See Table 19

for a summary of these data.

Discussion

A major theoretical goal of the present study was to examine grounds for a
conceptual integration of two critical areas in interpersonal relations: friendship
and social support. The results suggest that friendship and social support are
not distinct constructs but, in fact, combine conceptually. As hypothesized,
social support functions were found to constitute a subset of friendship
behaviours. In fact, social support functions were virtually indistinguishable from
other relationship dimensions, both in their patterns of interrelatedness‘ and in

their associations with various adjustment variables.

The Structure of Best Friendships and Social Networks

With respect to the network subscales, the factors which efherged from
the exploratory factor analyses are consistent with the literature describing
Structural Support (the external parameters of a network) and Functional
Support (what is obtained from one's network). Friendship an_d social support
provisions did not load separately but rather, combined to form the latter factor.

That is, emotional support, material aid, esteem support and advice combined
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Table 19

Summary Results for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses

On Intimacy: Quality of Life

Predictor Variable Beta Correl. S t-Value
1. Social Desirability -42 -42 .18 -3.37
2. Gender .01 12 .00 5

3. Friendship Strength,

Support & Closeness -.04 -.33 .00 =37
Fundamental Safety

And Acceptance -13 -32 .01 -1.23
Functional Support =21 -43 .03 -2.36"
Structural Support -23 -43 .04 -2.65*"

R2change = .21, F change (6,111) = 9.47, p < .001

4. Intimacy -28 -41 .06 -3.33

Note: The n for this analysis was 124.

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001

98



with components such as affection, self-disclosure, trust and companionship to
form a unified and vital description of what is provided from one's sccial network.
The structural features which clustered together included the number of network
members, frequency of interaction with one's network, group membership (e.g.
clubs, religious affiliation) and interrelatedness of members. This latter
collection of features can be said to represent the individual's sense of
connectedness to or involvement in the social world.

With respect to the best friend factors, as predicted, a global friendship
factor was obtained cailed “Friendship Strength, Support and Closeness”. This
factor can be said to represent the set of rewards inherent in a special ciose
relationship, including support functions. A second, more evaluative factor
emerged which might be seen to reflect the secure base necessary for a
friendship to develop. This factor, labelled “Fundarental Safety and
Acceptance”, combined trust with ease of interaction, overall satisfaction in a
close relationship and feeling valued and respected as a person. Interestingly,
two subscales hypothesized to load separately from the global friendship factor--
trust (security value) and ease of inter“action (maintenance difficuity)—were found
to combine in this second factor.

Of the two factors derived, Friendship Strength, Support and Closeness
was the most salient, accounting for almost 51% of item variance. Clearly, the
perceived quality of a friendship is based on the c;ombined availability and/or

calibre of a variety of relationship components, including companionship,
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affection, confiding and emotional support. The second factor, Fundamental
Safety and Acceptance, accounted for only 10% of item variance, but IS
suggestive of a set of possibly unconscious criteria individuals might have with
respect to close relationships. That is, although individuals may be more aware
of the actual provisions afforded by a relationship than what is underlying, it can
be speculated that in order for any close relationship to develop, a minimum
level of loyalty, trust and ease of interaction is required. This basic hypothesis
has been suggested previously regarding trust (e.g. Monsour, 1992; Reis &
Shaver, 1988; Wright, 1884), and certainly requires further investigation.
However, this underlying sense of trust and ease (the “Fundamental Safety and
Acceptance” factor) was found to predict lower depression in men and women,
suggesting that having at least one close relationship with a solid foundation
promotes psychological well-being. Future studies should attempt to replicate
these data, examining further the ways in which having a trusted, satisfying
friendship facilitates well-being. It might also be interesting to determine how the
global set of friendship rewards varies according to fluctuations in Fundamental
Safety and Acceptance through the course of a relationship, or vice versa (since
the direction of the relationship has not yet been established). The relative
importance of this factor to different groups of individuals (e.g. men versus
women, people at different developmental stages) would also be an interesting
focus of study. Research along these avenues could greatly expand current

understanding of the nature and evolution of personal relationships.
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It should be noted that the goal of the present study was to explore, for
the first time, the relationships between muiltiple dimensions of friendship and
social support. Since the available literature on adult friendship offered little in
the way of guidance as to which dimensions might load together, and since only
one relationship type (same-sex best friend) was being studied in the present
study (along with social network as a whole), exploratory factor analysis was
chosen as the most appropriate statistic. With the information obtained here,
there is now an initial suggestion of how friendship and support combine and
how the combined role of friendship and social support is related to adjustment,
Future studies should attempt to replicate these findings with other relationship
types (e.g. best opposite-sex friend, casual friend, parent, sibling, teacher),
followed by confirmatory factor analyses based on the structures thereby
obtained. Although the factors described here appear to have conceptual value,
it remains to be seen whether the;_y‘vare applicable to all types of personal
relationships. For example, it may be that the Fundamental Safety and
Acceptance factor would only be ob_served in the context of particularly close
relationships. The global friendship,factor might also differ depending on the:,:_
nature of the relationship in question; for example, dimensions more closely
associated with feelings of intimacy, such as confiding and affection, might be
less likely to load with functions such as companionship and stimulation in a

more casuz! relationship. An examination of such issues would provide

~ valuable information as to how people discriminate between relationships in their
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network, and can then be extended to an investigation of how individual
relationships are related 5 adjustment.

Although the factors obtained in this study were described in independent
terms for purposes of greater clarity (using the orthogonal factor structures,
which nevertheless virtually replicated the oblique analyses), some overlap
among the factors was still obtained. With respect to the network subscales,
although the correlatibn between the Functional and Structural Support factors
was quite low, a cross-loading was obtained for network involvement. This
finding makes sense given that the more an individual interacts with his or her
network members, the more likely that individual is to benefit from the various
rewards provided by the network. The ovérlap of certain best friend dimensions
(e.g. self-affirmation, ego support) would also be expected, given that the
qualities which characterize a close relationship are likely to be closely
intertwined. It would be interesting to ascertain whether such overlap occurs in
less intimate relationships, where a halo effect is not as likely to exist.

Despite their preliminary nature, the preceding data seem to suggest that
the incividual dimensions of friendship and social support appear less important
than the ways in which they combine. Although many studies have examined

single dimensions such as self-disclosure, emotional support or material aid as

independent variables, the current data indicate that these distinctions are

artificial and the emphasis on the importance of such particularities exaggerated.

It may be that the larger the network under consideration, the less importaht the
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distinction between friendship/support components becomes; in this study, two
factors emerged for best friendships, whereas for social networks as a whole, all
the nonstructural components clustered together into one large factor. Perhaps
it is easier or more important to be specific in evaluating a single relationship as
opposed to a set of relationships which may be quite varied in nature and
provisions.

Qverall, support was gained for the model proposed earlier in which
social networks can be described in terms of how they are structured (e.g. the
interconnectedness of members, frequency of interaction) and what benefits they
offer (e.g. advice, affection, emotional support). Friendship can then be seen as
a prototype for the various kinds of relationships in a social network,
characterized by a set of functions or provisioné including those which have
traditionally been labeiled “social support". Contrary to the proposed model,
however, the "social support” relationship dimensions did not form a discrete
subset of components which became protective in the face of stressful life
events. Rather, the social support dimensions tended to combine with other
relationship components to reflect the overall set of rewards and underlying
trusi/acceptance inherent in a best same-sex friendship. The mere presence of
networks with many provisions--including not just emotional support,
instrumental aid and advice, but also elements such as affection,
companionship, trust and confiding--seemed to facilitate weli-being, independent

of life stressors.
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The data in this study also indicated that contrary to Weiss' (1974)
proposal and as predicted, both friendship and support functions were shown to
be offered by any and all network members, rather than being limited to a direct
association between a given dimension {e.g. companionship) and a
corresponding network subgroup (e.g. peers). Nevertheless, the students in this
study tended to choose one or two resource classes (e.g. friends, parents) or
individuals (e.g. best friend, girl/boyfriend) as providers of most of their

socioemotional needs.

Cender Differences in the Nature of Friendship

A second principle goal of the present study was to examine gender
differences in the nature and processes of friendship and social support. The
results suggest that despite certain differences, the relationships of university-
age men and women are similar in many ways. With respect to what peopie get
from their relationships, female students reported receiving more of several
relationship components than did men. These differences followed the predicted
pattern often but not invariably. As expected, women received more emotional
support from, confided more in and were more trusting of their best friends and
network members than men. Women weré also more satisfied with both their
best friendships and their social networks. Womien reported more affectional
encounters with network members than did men. However, contrary to

expectation, men and women were equally affectionate with their best friends
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and were equally likely to obtain material aid, stimulation and companionship
from their best friends and network members. There were also no gender
differences in the amount of esteem support afforded by network members,
although women reported more ego support from their best friends than did men.
Thus, as hvpothesized and replicating earlier findings (Duck & Wright, 1993;
Wright and Scanlon, 1991), men's relationships tended to be more limited than
women's in the expressive domain, whereas women's relationships appeared
rich in both expressive and instrumental qualities. These differences are
particularly noteworthy given that the parameters of friendship (e.g. relationship
duration, frequency of contact, number of network members) were not
significantly different for the male and female samples. Nonetheless, it can be
stated that the differences between men's and women's friendships are present
but not extreme; Tiger's (1969) assertions that women are incapable of real
friendship can finally be put to rest, and those who now characterize men’s
friendships in the same way (e.g. Rubin, 1985) are also not entirely correct.
Best friends clearly form an important part of life for both men and women, and
both genders reap many benefits from their relationships, althcugh women do
seem to get more and show more appreciation for what they receive (i.e. greater
satisfaction).

Despite the sex differences described above, and contrary to prediction,
men and women did not differ in the extent to which they benefitted from their

personal relationships. For both genders, having a large, integrated social
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network (Structural Support) predicted higher self-esteem and quality of life,
while Functional Support was a significant predictor of every aspect of physical
and emotional well-being. Finally, both men and women tended to be less
depressed in the presence of a secure, satisfying relationship with a best friend
(Fundamental Safety and Acceptance). Similar results were obtained with
respect to having a romantic partner. Although depressive symptomatology and
physical symptoms were not related to intimacy, having a high-guality romantic
relationship predicted higher self-esteem and quality of life in both men and
women. These data add to current knowledge on gender differences in social
support and adjustment, particularly given the paucity of research conducted on
this issue in the past. It appears that interpersonal relationships are equally
likely to be associated with feelihgs of well-being in women as in men.

It should be noied that although the term “sex differences” has generally
been used in this paper, primarily to indicate a grouping variable, the impiication
is not that such differences when obtained are inherently attributable to gender
per se. As noted by Wood (1993), observed “sex differences” are often due
more to a relational perspective acquired via familial and cuitural learing than
to biologically, genetically and physiologically determined characteristics.
Caution must be taken when attempting to understand and define the differential
attitudes and functioning of men and women, particularly when dealing with a
topic such as social relationships which are certainly determined in large part by

socialization and acculturization.
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The Relative Benefits of Network Versus Best Friend

Although direct examination of relative variance accounted for was not
undertaken, the data in this study suggest that across gender, network factors
are significantly more important to adjustment than what is available from a best
friend relationship. Network quality consistently emerged as a significant unigue
predictor of well-being, while structural features of the network predicted high
self-esteem and reported quality of life. In contrast, the only instance in which a
best friend factor was predictive of adjustment was in the case of depression,
where Fundamental Safety and Acceptance was the significant predictor. These
findings are made more powerful by the fact that, as noted earlier, individuals
actually perceived receiving more of most relationship dimensions in an absolute
sense from their best friends than from network members. Although it is
possible that the network and best friend factors interact in an as yet unknown
way, thereby suppressing unigue variance in the multiple regression analyses, it
should be noted that the zero-order correlations between the network factors
and adjustment were generally greater than those between the best friend
factors and adjustment. Certainly, future research should examine more
explicitl}' the independent and interactive effects of network and best friend
factors on adaptation.

It thus appears that having a variety of social resources from whom one
can reap benefits is more important than having just one good friendship, even

when the perceived benefits of that friendship are greater than those perceived
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as being available from the network as a whole. These findings might appear
contrary to the findings of some authors (Bukowski & Newcomb, 1987; McGuire
& Weisz, 1982) who propose that in the absence of a social network (i.e. foran
unpopular child), having even one reciprocal best friend can positively affect
well-being. However, in this sample of university students, the reciprocity of the
best friendship was not assessed'’. Further, most of the individuals in this
sample reported the presence of fairly large, reasonably high-quality networks.
It is possible that were these networks smaller and of poorer quality, the best

friend factors would have been more strongly related to adjustment.

Intimacy

Since early adulthood is a time for developing heterosexual relationships
(Maccoby, 1990; Sullivan, 1953), part of this study involved looking at what
impact the quality of such relationships had on adjustment above and beyond
the effects of the larger social network. As noted earlier, having a high-quality
relationship with a romantic partner did add to the prediction of self-esteem and
quality of life for both men and women. Although these findings must be
interpreted with caution because of the relatively small sample size

(approximately half the original sample), they are suggestive of the fact that

11 A reciprocity subscale was included in the pilot study but internal reliability was too low
to allow inclusion in the main study. Nevertheless, this scale would have reflected
perceived reciprocity, not confirmed reciprocity.
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romantic relationships are important to one's perceived quality of life in
university, as well as to one’s perceived self-image. A corollary of these findings
is that an unfulfilling relationship may be worse than no relationéhip, since on
average, individuals with and without intimate partﬁers (without assessing

relationship quality) had equivalent adjustment.

Friendship and Hassles

One consistent finding in this study, replicating others before it (e.g.
Demakis & McAdams, 1994; Felsten & Wilcox, 1992; Kohn, Lafreniere, &
Gurevich, 1991; Roos & Cohen, 1987; Zika & Chamberlain, 1987) was the direct,
highly significant relationship between daily hassles and adaptation, particularly
depression. As predicted, neither friendship nor social support dimensions were
found to moderate the effects of daily hassles on adjustment (i.e. no interactions
were obtained), providing support for the main effects hypothesis. These resuits
are consistent with those found by other resezrchers using comprehensive
measures of social support.

it should be pointed out that the predictive value of hassles o adjustment
was generally greater than that of the friendship/support factors to adjustment.
In fact, in some cases (i.e. for depression and physical symptoms), as observed
in previous research (e.g. Ganster, Fusilier, & Mayes, 1986; Holahan & Moos,
1981; Wallston et al., 1983), associations between friendship/social support and

well-being were low in an absolute sense despite being statistically significant.
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On the other hand, the relationship factors added quite significantly to the
prediction of self-esteem and quality of life. One of the hypotheses in this study
predicted that looking at the effects of “complete” relationships might produce
associations between such relationships and adjustment greater than those
generally observed in the literature on social support alone. That is, previous
studies on adjustment used a small set of relationship provisions—the social
support dimensions—as predictor variables, resulting in the consistent but
relatively low correlations noted above. It was hypothesized that the large set of
relationship dimensions used in the current study might result in associations of
greater magnitude. This hypothesis received partial support. It appears that for
some aspects of adjustment, but perhaps not others, looking at personal
relationships in a comprehensive way does explain more in terms of how these
factors are related. Quality of life in particular was most likely to show strong
associations with the current set of relationship variables.

Although enhancing understanding of the nature and role of interpersonal
relationships has important theoretical or conceptual value, the data in this study
suggest clinical implications as well. A network of personal relationships
appears to offer significant benefits to the self-esteem and perceived quality of
life of university students, with additional albeit !esser effects on depressive and
physical symptoms. Conversely, daily hassles were found to detract significantly
from all aspects of physical and emotional well-being. Thus, it might be

advisable for stress researchers to approach future interventions from two
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concurrent vantage points: seeking ways to improve the social networks of
individuals, with the aim of reducing distress, while finding ways to directly
reduce the various so <es of distress for students or increasing their means of

coping with life stress.

Methodological Considerations

Interpretation of the findings in this study must take methodological
constraints into consideration. First, the response rate for male students was
quite low (37%) relative to that for women (64%). This finding seems to be
consistent with other research in the area of friendship. Perhaps men are simply
less interested in the topic; women approached by the experimenter did tend to
express much more interest in talking about and trying to understand their
relationships than did men. ltis also possible that the men who participated in
this study were somehow diiferent from those who refused to participate. The
participants may have been more interested in friendship, or may have had
better relationships in general. Conversely, these men may have had
relationships perceived as particularly unsatisfactory and chose to participate in
the present study as a means of attempting to understand why. This last
interpretation seems unlikely given that the male participants’ scores on most
relationship dimensions—albeit lower than women's in several cases--were still
: relatively high. Nevertheless, the full range of possibilities must be considered.

Although it was not feasible to compare participants and nonparticipants in the
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present study, future research might find a way to do so, in the hopes of
understanding what factors serve to motivate men's interest in the area of
friendship as well as the ways in which such factors might influence results.

A second methodological concern lies in the correlational nature of the
data. Itis impossible to know for certain the causal direction or basis of the
correlations obtained. Nevertheless, the data on gender differences at least do
not require longitudinal or prospective examination; correlational data are
sufficient to help clarify the nature of differences between men's and women's
friendships. The only caution here is that the present sample was asked about
their same-sex best friends and not their opposite-sex best friends. This choice
was made deliberately, to avoid the confound of sexual interest and involvement.
However, itis posrgible that different results might be obtained if opposite-sex
friendships were also considered. In this vein, some researchers have found
gender differences in the ways that same- versus opposite-sex relationships are
viewed (e.g. Banikotes, Neimeyer, & Lepkowsky, 1981, Bukowski, Nappi, &
Hoza, 1987). Thus, further research might include an examination of same- and
opposite-sex friends as well as intimate partners and family members.

An additional consideration is that the sample used for this study was
taken from a population.of presumably "normai” college students undergoing the
standard stresses of college life. It remains to be seen whether the resuits
would be generalizable to other populations experiencing other life stages or

circumstances. Future research might attempt to replicate the relationship
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factors derived from the present study and their effects on adjustment using
diverse samples such as new parents, women at home full-time versus women
working outside the home, people undergoing health or personal crises and
parents whose children are leaving home. It would be interesting to determine
whether the same sex differences and alterh{ately, the lack thereof, noted here
would emerge in other populations as well.

Finally, the fact that the data were self-report must be considered,
particularly given the relatively high scores obtained for Social Desirability.
Although the effects of having self-report data in the present study cannot
actually be measured, these self-report data did not seem to resuit in a restricted
range on the variables in question; even if there was some pressure to respond
favourably, a reasonable range of variability was found throughout the data.
There was variability among scores on the dependent variables as well as in the
relationship subscales, and in fact, the sample scored fairly high on a measure
which might easily be adjusted to reflect greater health--depression. Thus, it
does not appear that the format of the inquiry unduly influenced the results c;f
this study. Further, it should be noted that Lakey and Heller (1985) obtained
Social Desirability scores similar to those in the present study'?, and in their
sample, defensiveness was uncorrelated with reporting of negative life events

They also found no evidence for a response bias associated with social

12The mean for their sample, combining men and women, was 14.49, In the present study,
the means for Social Desirability were 16.03 for women and 15.63 for men.
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desirability, depression or physical symptoms. Even if personality style were to
influence responding, as suggested by Lakey and Cassady (1990), several
authors have found for example that it is precisely one's perceptions of support
that best predict adjustment (e.g. Cohen et al., 1984; Ell & Haywood, 1984;
Lakey & Cassady, 1930; Veroff & Brender, 1987; Wethington & Kessler, 1990).
Symbolic interactionists have also suggested that an individual’s perceptions of
his or her relationships are the most valid reflection of the quality of those
relatioaships (Bukowski, Hoza, & Boivin, 1994).

Nonetheless, it would be valuable to examine the hypotheses of this
study further using a somewhat different methodology. For example, both
partners in a friendship dyad might be asked to complete questionnaires on their
relationship, or several members of the target sample's networks might be
assessed. From another perspective, the relative contribution of various specific
relationships to adjustment (e.g. best same-sex friend, best opposite-sex friend,
intimate partner, parents) rat.hen‘;*ha;q\just best friend versus network might

provide greater knowledge as to the protective factors of social networks.

Summary and Conclusions .

In conclusion, the major theoretical contribution of the present study is
that it extends current knowledge about the nature and processes of personal
relationships. This study has provided empirical support for viewing friendship

and social support not as distinct constructs, but rather, as joint contributors to

-
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the multidimensional phenomena of interpersonal relationships. Specifically, the
social network has been shown to consist of many relationships, including best
friendships, all of which have the potentiai to offer a broad rangé of beneficial
and socially supportive—e functions. It is possible to benefit not just from
instrumental support, emotional support and advice, but also from having
companionship, affection, confidants, and so on. Although anyone in the social
network can be a source of support, most people likely tum to a relatively fixed
nucleus or subset of network members for much of what they need. In this
sample, close friends, parents and romantic partners were the most common
sources of valuable relationship provisions.

From a practical peispective, data from the present study suggest that
network factors in particular can be protective for college students, although the
presence of a trusted, satisfying best friendship was also associated with
reduced levels of depression. Having a high-quality relationship with a boyfriend
or girlfriend enhances self-esteem and quality of life, whereas daily hassles
] detract significantly from the well-being of young men and women. Clinical
| interventions should thusl:be directed first, toward reducing the stresses faced by
men and women in thei.:r:/ .college years, and second, toward helping those with
small, less than adequate social networks to develop fuller, more supportive sets
of relationships.

Finally, the current study shed some light on the nature of sex differences

in the interpersonal domain. Whereas both men and women described their
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relationships in instrumental as well as expressive terms, women's relationships
were richer in both domains. Women were also more satisfied than men with
their best friends and social networks. Despite these differences, however, the
process by which men and women seem to benefit from their personal
relationships was found to be quite similar. That is, there were no sex
differences in the ways in which the adjustment of men and women were
predicted by friendship and social support.

Future research should examine further the mechanisms by which people
benefit from their social networks. As noted earlier, it would be interesting to.
determine whether the factor structures derived in the present study and their
retationships to adjustment would be replicated with other samples, particularly
those in different developmental stages and in particular life event groups,
perhaps using different network members as target providers. Further
examination of what may be fundamental prerequisites of close friendship (in the
present study, trust, ease of interaction, satisfaction and respect) would provide
a greater understanding of how relationships develop. This avenue of research
might be particularly informative with respect to men, who may be more reluctant
than women to develop both romantic and non-romantic intimacy. It would aiso
be useful to determine whether the same prerequisites exist for all relationship
types, or whether best friends require a unique core of qualities. With ongoing
research of this type, it will gradually become possible to build a more detailed

model of an integrél facet of human experience: the world of personal relations.
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FRIENDSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE PACKAGE

This package contains several questionnaires dealing with your thoughts
about your closest friend, your social network as a whole, and yourself. The
package should take about an hour to complete, and it is completely
anonymous - NO NAMES REQUIRED. If you decline to participate, you will
not be penalized in any way in this ciass.

By agreeing to complete this package, you become eligible to win one of
two $50.00 CASH prizes!

To confirm your entry in our raffle, simply return your questionnaire package
to the researchers and return the completed slip below either with the
questionnaires as is or in a separate envelope. Your name will be entered

only if the eligibility shp |s accompanied by a completed questionnaire
package.

Please read all questionnaires carefully and complete them in full. If you
wish to obtain information about the results of this study, check off the

appropriate blank on your raffle slip, and a researcher will contact you upon
completion of the project.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

|AGREETO PARTICIPATE IN THE FRIENDSHIP RESEARCH PROJECT,
WHICH ENTAILS THE COMPLETION OF A QUESTIONNAIRE PACKAGE TAKING
APPROXIMATELY ONE HOUR. MY ANSWERS WILL BE CONFIDENTIAL AND
KNOWN ONLY TO THE RESEARCHER.

BY VIRTUE OF MY PARTICIPATION, | HAVE BECOME ELIGIBLE FOR
THE $50.00 FRIENDSHIP RESEARCH RAFFLE. THE DRAWINGS WILL TAKE
PLACE ONCE ALL QUESTIONNAIRES HAVE BEEN RETURNED.

NAME
ADDRESS

PHONE

| AM INTERESTED IN FINDING OUT MORE ABOUT THE RESULTS OF
THIS STUDY. PLEASE CONTACT ME WHEN THIS RESEARCH PROJECT
IS COMPLETED.

| HAVE QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS STUDY. PLEASE CONTACT ME

IMMEDIATELY.
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CLOSE FRIENDSHIP DESCRIPTION FORM

The purpose of this questionnaire is to find out how you would describe your
closest same-sex friend. Please read each statement carefully and then, thinking
of your closest same-sex friend, indicate how true or untrue the statement is by
circling the appropriate number on the scale next to it. The scales read as follows:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
notatall somewhat completely
true true true

Please try to respond to all sentences. If some of the situations described
have never come up in your relationship, try your best to imagine what things would
be like if they did occur. If you feel you do not have a very close same-sex friend,
please check here ___ and go on to the next form.

First name or initials of closast same-sex friend

, ITEM SCALE

1) My friend can come up with thoughts and ideas

that give me new and different things to think about.......... 1234567
2) If 1 were short of cash and needed money in & hurry,

| could count on my friend to be willing to loan it to me....... 1234567
3) My friend makes it easy for me to express my most

important personal qualities in my everyday life................. 123 4567
4) My friend is encouraging and supportive when [ am

UMDY ceeeierereriereiessanesnsssicsesenesssessarssanssassssniassnsssnsansnss 1234567
5) My friend's way of dealing with people makes him/her

rather difficult to get along with ........cccoveeiiecccninninninrnnnes 123456867
6) If | accomplish something that makes me look especially

competent or skilful, | can count on my friend to notice

it and appreciate my ability........cccceveeeericriicniininnnneeae 1234567
7) When | do something for my friend, | need to know I'll get

SOMEthiNG IN FQLUML......ereeereeeecrarerr et sees e ster v 123 4567
8) My friend is good at helping me solve problems.................. 1234567
9) 1 can converse freely and comfortably with my friend without

worrying about being teased or criticized if | unthinkingly

say something pointless, inappropriateor just silly............ 123456867
10) Sometimes my friend and | kid each other in an

affectionate Way..........c et 123 4567
11) If 1 hadn't heard from my friend for several days without

knowing why, 1 would make it a point to contact her/him

just for the sake of keeping in touch.......cccoccevveriiiccnnnnne 12345617
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SCALE

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all somewhat
true true true

12} If my friend were to move away or "disappear” for some
reason, | would really miss the special kind of
companionship s(he) provides..............cocveeeeereecerinaeeccnanees 1

13) | feel comfortable confiding in my friend ........coceeciieenees 1

14) When we get together to work on a task or project, my
friend can stimulate me to think of new ways to approach

jobs and solve problems............cveevereerernrnescsrceeentaceennes 1
15) if | were looking for a job, | could count on my friend to try
his/her best to help me find One......ccceeeveciccnrecnnensee s 1
16) My friend is the Kind of person whio makes it easy for me
to express my true thoughts and feelings.......ccccovvvrcvnnveenes 1
17) My relationship with my friend is very mutual; we do things
foreach other........o e 1

18) | can count on having to go out of my way to do things
that will keep my relationship with my friend from
"Falling @Part”.......ooo e eee e e e na e e reabta e 1
19) If 1 am in an embarrassing situation, | can count on my
friend to do things that will make me feel as much at ease
S POSSIDIE.... i ccrenrrerceecrrctmnnrer e ceeaneesesecss s nneanesessesnsesaes 1
20} It is important to me that my friend shows me affection....1
21) My friend sometimes says things that make my situation
easier to understand.............eriiricrrnneecerenieeecsraenns 1
22) My friend is the kind of person who likes to "put me down"
or embarrass me with seemingly harmless little jokes or

COMIMIEIES. ... e ccrrree e varncecaneresssesa s e s anenmneannnnsossasass 1
23) | often keep very personal information to myself and do
not share it with my friend.........cuveeieciivccireeieesrceecnenes 1

24) If my friend and | could arrange our schedules so that we
each had a free day, | would try to arrange my schedule
so that | had the same free day as my friend................... 1
25) My friend expresses so many personal qualities | like
that 1 think of her/him as being "one of a kind", a truly
UNIGUE PEISOM...cciiiaeirrrersrersererarcrmorsssnasssssssssessssssnsrsasessans 1
26) My friend gives me the moral support | need................... 1
27) My friend can get me involved in interesting new
activities that | probably wouldn't consider if it weren't
(o1 al 111172 = OO 1
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SCALE

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
notatall somewhat completely
true true true

28) If | were short of time or faced with an emergency, |
could count on my friend to help with errands or chores

to make things as convenient for me as possible............ 12345
29) My friend treats me in ways that encourage me to be

My "rue Self'........ s 12345
30) | feel quite affectionate toward my friend........ccccneeeeeeeee. 123 45

31) | have to be very careful about what | say if | try to talk
to my friend about topics that s(he) considers controversial

OF LOUCHIY...eeererereactissenncreeessnessssstessansrtnssssssnanssassanaasssannes 123 45
32) Iif | have some success or good fortune, 1 can count on

my friend to be happy and congratulatory about it........... 123 435
33) My friend sometimes helps me understand why | didn't do

somMething Well...........e et eeesn e enaene 12345
34) It seems as though my friend is rarely able to listen

attentively to me when | need to talk about something...1 2 3 4 5

35) | feel free to reveal private or personal information about

myself to my friend because s(he) is not the kind of person

who would use such information to my disadvantage.....1 2 3 4 &
36) If things were going badly for me my friend would

SUPPOM MEL..cneeiiiiiiiinieriieeenseerssesssosneissnsaesanassssasassssasses 123 45
37) If 1 had decided to leave town on a certain day for a leisurely

trip or vacation and discovered that my friend was leaving

for the same place a day later, | would seriously consider

waiting a day in order to travel with him/her.................... 12345
38) "False sincerity” and “phoniness"” are the kinds of terms that

occur to me when | am trying to think honestly about my

impressions of my friend.........ccocevcivcinniiinninn. 12345

39) I wish my friend was much different.........ccoceveeieiiiiinennnns 123 405
40) When we discuss beliefs, attitudes and options, my friend introduces

viewpoints that help me see things in a new light............. 123 45

41) My friend is willing to spend time and energy to help me

succeed at my own personal tasks and projects even if

s(he) is not directly involved...........cccccoevnniiriininnniinissenens 123 45
42) My friend is the kind of person who makes it easy for me

to do the kinds of things 1 really want to do...................... 123 45
43) Sometimes when my friend smiles at me | know how much

s(he) cares about me............ccovvirrerrcicciitrncc et 123 45



SCALE

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all somewhat completely
true true true

44) | have a hard time really understanding some of my friend's
actions and comments

45) My friend would stand by me if someone was causing me
trOUDIE.... .ottt e e e e e 1234567
46) If | have to defend any of my beliefs or convictions, my
friend is the type of person who supports me, even if s(he)
does not share those beliefs or convictions with me....... 12345867
47) My friend sometimes gives me information about how to
do something or suggests some action | should take...... 1234567
48) When | am with my friend, | feel free to "let my guard down”
completely because s(he) avoids doing and saying things that
might make me look inadequate or inferior..........c.ccerenene 1234567
48) | often feel that my friend doesn't really care about my
welfare and concerns
50) When | plan for leisure time activities, | make it a point to get
in touch with my friend to see if we can arrange to
do things together.... ... 12 3
51) When my friend and | get together, | enjoy a special kind
of companionship 1 don't get from any of my other
ACQUAINTANCES. ..ttt cerceretrerereeeesreeseecstesesseeeaeeesaeeseasssnssaes 12 3 4
52) When | have a problem, | often confide in my friend......... 1234567
53) I can count on my friend to be ready with really good
suggestions when we are looking for some activity or
project to engage in
54) If | were sick or hurt, | could count on my friend to do things '
that would make it easier to take..........ccccoeeeeevrvcervvcneenn. 1234567
55) Doing things with my friend seems to bring cut my more
important traits and characteristics.........cccoceeeveeceerrecenennen. 1234567
£6) | know my friend cares about me as much as | care about
RIMNET ...ttt sees et e s s ee s ve e snsnaas 12
57) 1 can count on communication with my friend to break

down when we try to discuss things that are touchy
or controversial 12 3 4

----------------------------------------------------------------

58) My friend has a way of making me feel like a really worthwhile
person, even when | do not seem to be very competent
or successful at my more important activities...........ccoueeeen. 123 4567
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SCALE
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
notatall somewhat completely
true true true

59) Conversation with my friend usually stays on a casual

level and does not involve our personal feelings.............. 12
60) ¥f 1 felt sad or upset my friend would try to cheer me up.....1 2
61) My friend is quick to point out anyﬁlng s(he) sees as a
flaw in My Character.......c.ccivvccieccniiiiinrrennneenanss s sanes 12
62) My friend and | sometimes pat each other on the back or
roughhouse to show our affection for each other............... 1 2

63) If | had just gotten off work or out of class and hiad some free
time, 1 would wait around and leave with my friend if {s)he
were leaving the same place an hour or so later............... 1 2

64) My friend is the kind of person | would miss very much if
something happened to interfere with our

acqUaINtaNCeSsNIP.......ccciiiee et 1 2
65) My friend and | talk more about our personal lives than
about everyday events..........ccvuiviceceicninneeine e 1 2
66) Sometimes my friend and | show our feelings for each
other through eye contact..........eeeeccceeereerrereveeeeeeeen. 1 2
67) | often talk to my friend about my feelings and problems...1 2
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FRIENDSHIP HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

Please answer the following questions about yourself and the friend about
whom you answered the above questionnaire (your closest same-sex friend).

1) Hdw long have you and your friend known each other?
2) How did you and your friend meet? (e.g. circumstances, place)

3) How frequently do you and your friend see each other socially?
__perweek/ per month / per year (circle one)

4) What is your occupation?

5) Years of education completed?

8) Your age?

7Y Your marital status? (single / married / separated / divorced / living with partner)

Questions 8 to 10 and 15 to 17 are optional. Although complete information
would be preferable and would help us in our research, you may leave out any
item(s) if you would rather not respond.

8) Religious upbringing (Jewish/Catholic/Protestant/Other)?
9) Racial background (White/Black/Oriental/Other)?

10) Approximate income of your present household (i.e. yourself and mate or
parents, as applicable)?

WITH REGARDS TO YOUR CLOSEST SAME-SEX FRIEND:

+1) What is your friend's age?

12) Friend's occupation?

13) Years of education completed by friend?

14) Friend's marital status (singe / married / separated / divorced / hwng with
partner)?

15) Friend’s religious upbringing (Jewisn / Catholic / Protestant / Other)?

16) Friend's racial background (White / Black / Oriental / Other)?

17) Approximate income of friend's present household (i.e. friend and mate or
parents, as applicable)? -
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THE HASSLES SCALE

HASSLES are irritants - things that annoy or bother you; they can make you-
upset or angry. Some hassles occur on a fairly regular basis and others are
relatively rare. Some have only a slight effect, others have a strong effect. This
questionnaire lists things that can be hassles in day-to-day life.

Directions: Please think about how much of a hassle each item was for you
in the last month. Please indicate on the rating scales next to each item how much
of a hassle the item was by circling the appropriate number.

0 = None or not applicable
1 = Somewhat

2 = Quite a bit
3 = A great deal

1. Misplacing or 10Sing things........ccccveeicrrrrcccrrnerceneeereesssnereionns 01 2 3
2. Troublesome neighbour(s) or roommate(s)........cccveererevecernnnne 01 2 3
3. Social OblgatioNS........cooviiiiiiiereerter e ccereecenrereereer e e neeeennnes 01 2 3
4. Inconsiderate SMOKETS........cccocieeierrreneecreeeeeceeeeecsesnsessranaeeranas 0O 1 2 3
5. Troubling thoughts about your future.........cccoevevieiiiiniicnnnnnnn. 0 1 2 3
6. Thoughts about death............vviiiievrirererirnieererererree e eererseanans 0 1 2 3
7. Health of a family member..........coovivviierecciniinicrenniicrcnennens 01 2 3
8. Not enough money for clothing.........ccooievriiimiccrniereescrneecrennns 0 1 2 3
8. Not enough money for hOUSING.......cccecierecirrirecererirerereraseeranes 01 2 3
10. Concerns about OWING MONEY......ccooveevceeererreeeeere e cereseeraeacne 01 2 3
11. Concemns about getting credit............coveveereeiieiciireeiecenreeeens 0 1 2 3
12. Concerns about money for emergencies...........ccce.u..... ieeeeees 01 2 3
13. Financial problems concerning school (in danger of not having

sufficient money to continUe).......oouveeeceeeveeceeeeeerererereeenens 0 1 2 3
14. SOMEONE OWES YOU MOMEY....coovreeeeeerrrcneeaesseeasrenesassasessaneas 01 2 3
15. Financial responsibility for someone who doesn't live with

YOU coiieiiiiiretr ettt srte s st e me e e estesa e sesasessanse s s smnnneessebtnerasen 01 2 3
16. Cutting down on electricity, water, efC......ccccoceviiiricceneeenn. 01 2 3
17. SMOKING 100 MUCK.... .ottt stsrie s ecesessessaeeeees 0 1 2 3
18. Use Of @lICONOL....... ettt e s e s e erneeees 0 1 2 3
19. Personal ‘'use of drugs.............. eveetestestetateseatensentestesenrsrassenes 01 2 3
20. Too many responSibilities..........ceeeveeerereeeeeriseeeereeerersreesssane 01 2 3
21. Decisions about having children.........ccccecoveueeuenns (R 01 2 3
22. Non-family members living in your house..........ccccecverenne.. 0 1 2 3
23. Care fOr Pel....... i eereeeeeeeccctieereeeesteenseessesresassessessesananes 01 2 3
24. Planning and/or preparing meals.............cocsveieiervesenccseresasens 0 1 2 3
25. Concerned about the meaning Of (i€ 01 2 3

{
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26.
27.
28.
28.
30.
31.
32.
33.
v 34.

- 35,
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44,
45,
46.
47.
48,
49,
80.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
58.
60.
61.

HASSLES SCALE

0 = None or not applicable
1 = Somewhat

2 = Quite a bit
3=Agreatdeal

Trouble relaxing
Trouble making decisions

Customers or clients giving you a hard time

Failed an important exam
Academic probation
Laid-off or out of work
Don't like current duties at work or schooi
Don't like fellow students or workers
Not enough money for basic necessities
Not enough money for food
Too many interruptions
Unexpected company
Too much time on hands
Having to wait
Separation from family
Being lonely
Not enough money for health care
Fear of confrontation

Physical appearance
Fear of rejection
Difficulties with getting pregnant
Sexual problems
Concerns about health in general
Not seeing enough pecple
Friends or relatives too far away
Wasting time
Auto maintenance
Filling out forms

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------

Problems getting along with fellow students or workers....

......................
)
Problems. with @ professor...........coeveeeerieevincceeeeeeeveneen. 0
.......................................................
...................................................................
.............................................................
...........................
......................................
...............................
....................................................
.............................................................
................................................................
.........................................................
............................................................................
...............................................................
................................................................................
.........................................
.................................................................
.......................................................................
.............................................................
.....................................................
..........................................................................
.......................................................
.........................................
.................................................................
tole—
.......................................................................
.............................................
.......................................................................
..........................................
......................................................
..........................................
.............................................................................
.....................................................................
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FEN

62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.

97.

3 = A great deal
Concerns about accidents..........cocveeeirccninnensicienneenenen. 0
Problems with employees.........ccooivivrivniiinnnmensesicecieneens 0
Problems on job due to being woman or man......... 0
Dismissed from dormitory or other residence............... 0
Joining a fraternity or SOrority........c.coiimeinnniecccnnnennee 0
Being exploited.........c.cooiiimiiieieeeeeee e 0
Concemns about bodily functions.........cccoieriviniiicnnnne. 0
Rising prices of common goods..........c.uienienienninnncnns 0
Not getting enough sleep or rest........vviiniiinicnninnns 0
Problems with parents........cccccovveicmrciiinininiceineneninn 0
Problems with children.......cimmiiiiiciececiinn 0
Problems with your lover.........viienemneeneen. 0
Difficulties seeing or hearing........cccenerninmnniciiinennes 0
Overloaded with family responsibilities...........ccccconveeeees 0
Too many things 0 do......cccccemermneniniennrieseieeas o;
Unchallenging WorK.......cccccverecinninnninnnsnsnescsnrensans 0
Concerns about meeting high standards....................... 0
Financial dealings with friends or acquaintances........ 0
Job or school dissatisfactions.....ccveiveicciivieciiinnnnen. 0
Worries about decisions to change jobs........................ 0
Trouble with reading, writing, or spelling abilities......... 0
TOO mMany MEBHNGS....cccceeerceireererirmsssercssaresssrrns s ssssnas 0
Changing @ Major....ccceverieereeeeciiesinces s eseeserer s ssssnnsee 0
Trouble with arithmetic sKills.......ccccovieviinenircnniiiciinneeee. 0
Failing @ COUMSE....cciiiiircrtvirttis e 0
Dropping @ COUSE.....cveeereecneenerscrnmessaeissssnsessssansssssssns 0
Concerns about weight..........ccoociiicminnincinneeecn 0
Not enough time to do the things you need to...... 0
TEIEVISION......vtieeecrieciiriccrrec s nte s rsce st et e s e s snnsnen 0
Not enough personal energy.....c...ccceiicmiciiciescenninienee 0
Concerns about inner conflicts........ccveeeeinnivinicieninnenss 0
Feel conflicted over what to do....ceiniiininiiienn. 0
Regrets over past decCisions......ccccocceinnicinnininiiicnencnen. 0
Menstrual (period) problems.........ccivmmnn.. 0
The WeathEr..........covirrvivieieeieeree ettt 0
Nightmares......c..ccoeceverrnieisinr et everesenreenane 0
156
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HASSLES SCALE

0 = None or not applicable
1 = Somewhat
2 = Quite a bit
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HASSLES SCALE

0 = None or not applicable
1 = Somewhat

2 = Quite a bit
3 = A great deal

98. Concerns about getting ahead......cccceeeeeeeeeeriieceiriiinenennes 0
99. Hassles from bOSS OF SUPEIVISON......ciceciriceriernneeerenenes 0
100. Difficulties with friends.......c.c.. i 0
101. Not enough time for family......... oo o
102. Transportation problems................. ereereeeteeaeneebtenaabeeaaanes 0
1C3. Not enough money for transportation..........ccceeeeeeeeeens 0
~104. Not enough money for entertamment and recreation....0
105, ShOPPING. ..o cccrerremertirrreeeiireerere s e e eresseras s sasesmereenaseesebnssaren 0
106. Prejudice and discrimination from others.........coviennn 0
107. Property, investments of {aXes.......cccmivciiineicerncinenecnns. 0
108. Not enough time for entertainment and recreation....... 0
109. Home maintenanCe ... rccvecrecre s creneeaeeeeseseesnes 0
110. Concerns about news events..........ccecieennnnennneen. 0
B TR 7 ¢ 1 = TSR OSSR SOT PPN 0
112, TrAIC . ireeeeerrecccerrer et crs e s aerrasaaseoe s e e s s e e e eeemmeerenes 0]
113, POIULION..cc e e bas s aneae 0
114. Concerns about job security.........ccooceceicrnnciiieeieceeeee 0
115. Financing children's education.........ccccvvveceeiniinressecionceenenas 0
116. Problems with child care arrangements......ccocvciceeeciennne 0
A7, GOSSIP.ccvuirreecrrrrrrrmrrereiriris e rar e ssssrasesenasssssassnsssmensasanes 0
118. Legal Problems. .. e ercrniireie e ceccecrecsrcsnenaeresencreraneesesane 0
119. Beginning a new school experience at a higher academic

level (college, grad school, efC.)....cceeccrnvniicnne 0
120. Applying to grad or professional schools..................... 0

157

i

—l—l_t_x_;__;_x—l_;,;.,g_s—t—x_nui—x_.;_s_;_.\
MNNNI\J{{;PNNNNNMNMMNNNNNN

—
w W G 0D G )G MG WOWWWoWwWWwwwowwww

NN



MOOD INVENTORY

The following questions are about ways you might have felt or behaved during the
past month. Please indicate on the rating scale next to each item how often DURING
THE PAST MONTH you felt or behaved this way.

_ O=rarely/none 1=some or a little 2=moderately, 3=most or
~ of the time of the time occasionally all the time
1. | was bothered by things that don't usually bother me...................... 0123
2. 1did not feel like eating; my appetite Was POOT.......ccueemmeeenrrceercnecnenns 0123
3. | felt that | could not shake off the blues, even with help from
my family O fHeNAS... ..ottt 0123
4. | felt that | was just as good as other people.........ccovveeerinracraecnne. 0123
5. 1 had trouble keeping my mind on what | was doing..........ccccceeeeens 0123
6. 1 felt dEepreSSed.... ..o veerriiiecrrerernnecrecrse et rrs s s s sbarese s s nane s s enanaaeas 0123
7. 1 felt that everything | did was an effort.........cocecveinininncnnnn, 0123
8. |felt hopeful about the future...........cccocccininim, 0123
9. [ thought my life had been a failure........ccccocomrevinnncnnennreeeenee 0123
10. [felt fRArfUL....ccreer ettt 0123
11. My sleep was restIess........c.cuiienmnrenscsenneriieessnisnsnenssssnmee s snnssens 0123
12, 1 WS NAPPY.ceeiiereiiriccrrortneiieccirereiesesnmarsesssssnsrsessisaiiensssssssssnnassensasssnns 0123
13. 1 talked less than usual............ e 0123
14, 1Rl JOMBIY ettt crserere et s s srssee s s bes s b e s s st s s s e an s e st 0123
15. People were unfriendly..........cccccvernerrvernnes rasesssrasssesssensrersaterasserssenaen 0123
16. 1 €NJOYEA life...o ittt st s 0123
17. I had crying Spells......ccvveeriicceenercveennns Feveiiesssrnnersiiennaearanes cereeareenes 0123
18 4 TEI SAU....eveeevereecriiarensereseseiessesasesenersssssssrssssssesssennsenssarssssersinsassssass 0123
19. | felt that people disliked me.........ccrccnnvneiimemnncnnnrsie 0123
20. | could not get "GOING" ... e e 0123

Please circle your responses to each of the next five questions on a scale from
1 (none) to 5 (a great deal). Each question begins as follows:

What degree of control do you feel you have to...

1} ...achieve or obtain what is important to you? 01235
2) ...make your interactions with others end up the

way you expect them to?
3) ...cope successfully when stressed?
4) ...solve problems?
5) ...view the good things that happen to you as

a result of your own actions?

o OO0
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SOCIAL NETWORK DESCRIPTICN FORM

The purpose of this questionnaire is to find out how you would describe your
social network as a whole. Your social network can include your spouse, friends,

family members, colleagues, neighbours and so on. Please read each statement
carefully and then, thinking about your social network in_genzaral, indicate how true
or untrue each statement is by circling the appropriate number on the scale next to
it. The scales read as follows:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
notatall somewhat completely
true true true

Please try to respond to all sentences. If some of the situations described
do not apply to your social network, try your best to imaqine what thmgs would be
like if they did occur. :

iTEM SCALE

1) The people in my social network can come up with thoughts and ideas

that give me new and different things to think about....0 1 2 3 4 5§ 6 7
2) If | wers short of cash and needed money in a hurry, | could count on

network members to be willing to loan it to me............. 01234567
3) The people in my network make it easy for me to express my

most important personal qualities in my everyday life..0 1 2 3 4 § 6 7
4) My network members are encouraging and supportive when!.am.

UNNEPPY.cciueeeerteerierntrictresserreseaesseessesssssssasssassssarsssnssssasss 01234587
5) If | accomplish something that makes me look especially competent

or skillful, | can count on my network members to notice it and

appreciate my ability.........ccoivrrii e 01234567
6) My network members give me the moral support |

NEEM.....ciiiricrriiriicninsnrsseresstesstesstostseestessstessssessessssesnns 01234567
7) The people in my network are good at helping me solve

ProbIEMS...... .o e 01234567

8) | can converse freely and comfortably with network members without
worrying about being teased or criticized if | unthinkingly say something
pointless, inappropriate or just plain silly.........ccc........ 01234567

8) Somiatimes my network members and | kid each other in an

affectionate Way ... rre e enrenaee 01234567

10) | feel comfortable confiding in members of my social

NEEWOTK.. oottt ettt s ssassbaessnenns 012345867
11) When we get together to work on a task or project, there are

people in my network who can stimulate me to think of new ways

to approach jobs and solve problems..........cccceeeeeenae 01234567
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17 i

SCALE

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
notatall somewnat completely
true true true

12) If | were looking for a job, | could count on members of my
social network to try their best to help me find one.....0 1 2
13) The people in my social network make it easy for me to

express my true thoughts and feelings............cccceeoee... 01 2
14) If | felt sad or upset the people in my social network would
try O Cheer Me Up........iiiectire et 012

15) If | am in an embarrassing situation, | can count on the
people in my network to do things that will make me feel
as much at ease as PoSSIDIE.......ccceeveeiererrrrrssnenssesens 012
16) It is important to me that others show me affection.....0 1 2
17) The people in my network sometimes say things that make
my situation easier to understand.........cccceveeeiennene. 012
18) There are peopie in my network who like to"put me down"”
or embarrass me with seemingly harmless little jokes or

COMMENES....cccceeeerereceececrrnnnieterarsvastansesranansessacsararsenees 012
18) | often keep very personal information to myself and do

not share it with my network members.........ccccceecneenen. 012
20) My relationships with network members are very

= (=317 £l OO OO 012

21) My network members can get me involved in interesting

new activities that | probably wouldn't consider if it weren't

(o1 10 1= 1 HOO ORI c 1%
22) If | were short of time or faced with an emergency, there

are people | could count on to help with errands or chores

to make things as convenient for me as possible........ 0'1 2
23) My network members treat me in ways that encourage

me to be my "true self.........oc oo, 01 2
24) | feel quite affectionate toward the people in my social
NEIWOTK. .cietiiiiiiiruienintntrecimrecsactssesesssoraasssssrarasssssssenins 0 1.2

25) If | have some success or good fortune, | can count on
network members to be happy and congratulatory about

26) Network members sometimes help me understand why |
didn't do something well...........oeereeiceercrrincrenceinonane 012

27) | often feel that others don't really care about my welfare
AN CONCRIMS.....ciriernrrencranresseerneesssertsssssrssrnssssnssssanans 012
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SCALE

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat
true true

6

7

true

28) | am involved in at least cne social, political or religious

organization
29) | often go over to peoples' homes

.................................

30) My network members and | know a lot of the same

31) It seems as though the people in my network are rarely
=hle to listen attentively to me when | need to talk about

012345 6 7
32) | feel free to reveal private or personal information about

something

myself to people in my network because | know they would

---------------------------------------------------------------------

not use such information to my disadvantage............
33) If things were going badly for me my network members would
0123 4

support me

------------------------------------------------------------------

34) | wish the people in my social network were much

different

members introduce viewpoints that help me see things in a

36) The people in my network are willing to spend time and energy

------------------------------------------------------------------

completely

01234567

0123 4
35) When we discuss beliefs, attitudes and options, network

to help me succeed at my own personai tasks and projects even

if they are not directly involved

-------------------------------------

37) The people in my network make it easy for me to do the kinds of

things | really want to do

care about me

38) Sometimes when close others smile at me | know how much they

..............................................................

39) If | have to defend any of my beliefs or convictions, my network
members support me, even if they do not share those beliefs

or convictions with me

..................................................
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42) | am part of a group of pedple who often get together.0
43) The people in my social network would stand by me if

someone was causing me trouble

44) My network members sometimes gives me information abo

something or suggests some action | should take
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SCALE

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
notatall somewhat completely
true true true

45) When | am with members of my social network, | feel free to"let my
guard down" completely because they avoid doing and saying things

o] g 01234567

46) | sometimes feel dissatisfied with the quality of my

FElALIONSIIPS..ciosvveeeeacrrrereinrerrereeeesrrsaeeessmesessanesseessnes 01234567

47) When [ have a problem, | often confide in members of my
social network. oy

.......................... rreneenrraennessssneneneneneens @ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

48) | can count on others to be ready with really good suggestions
when we are looking for some activity or project to engage

49) If | were sick or hurt, | could count on others to do things that
would make it easier o take.........oceveeeeeeeeeerereerenennns 012345
50) Doing things with members of my network seems to bring out my more
important traits and characteristics........cccccvceeeccunenee 012345
51) | rarely speak on the telephone with friends or
TEIALIVES. ...ttt crccrrec e seesan e se s srmnnnsseeaes 012345
52} | often attend religious services or group meetings....0 1 2 3 4 §
53) Many of the people | know are also close with each
OLNBE....oecvieeremre et ST crem s sressesesessnsnssssananens 012345
54) My friends and | are part of a group of people who often
gettogether. ... s 012345

55) The people in my social network make me feel like a really
worthwhile person, even when | do not seem to be very competent

or successful at my more important activities........ 012345
56) Conversation with network members usually stays on a casual

level and does not involve our personal feelings..0 1 2 3 4 5
57) My network members are quick to point out anyihmg they see as

aflaw in my character........cccoeeevirreeeccnececcennee 012345
58) The people in my network and | sometimes pat each other on

the back or roughhouse to show our affection for each

Ot ...ttt crces s sac e cnra s seee e s ae et eans 012345
59) My network members and | talk more about our personal lives

than about everyday events.........ccovveeevciceeecvannens 012345
60) Sometimes the people in my network and | show our feelings

for each other through eye contact........cccerveeueeeeee 012345
61) | belong to several voluntary organizations (e.g. church groups,

clubs/lodges, parent groups)......ccccoeeeeveevrcrnreeessesnes 012345

o o oo 9

(o))

.................................................................................. 01234567
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SCALE

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
notatall somewhat completely
true true true

62) There are several people in my neighbourhood with whom

I am well enough acquainted that we stop and talk to

ONE ANOLNET ... uieerirereirricrrertreterc e eeeresssssssaasesanses 01234567
63) There are many people | could call if | felt like getting together

or doing SOMEthING.....cccovreieecrenrirrenrecserencsaseens 01234567
64) | often talk to network members about my feelings and

PrODIBMS....corrirerretee et 012345867
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SZLF-REGARD QUESTIONNAIRE

Using the scale below, choose a number from 1 to 4 which best reflects your
degree of agreement or disagreement with each of the following statements. Circle
this number on the scale next to each question.

1 = strongly agree

2 = agree

3 = disagree

4 = strongly disagree

1) 1feel that | am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with

ONEES.... ittt csssis st et s s e e s e e s sanans s s anes 0123
2) Ifeel that | have a number of good qualities........cevvevimiecccieernennnn. 0123
3) Allinall, | am inclined to feel that | am a failure............ccooeenvniinnnns 0123
4) 1 am able to do things as well as other people........ccccceevrivninnnnnaee. 0123
5) 1feel 1 do not have much to be proud of.........ccocriiimrriciinnicininnnnienes 0123
6) 1 take a positive attitude toward myself.........c.cooieeiceircirnnviniinniinns 0123
7) On the whole, 1 am satisfied with myself..........cccoorerrevrcinnneicaiencee. 0123
8) 1wish | could have more respect for myself..........cccoovcrrveciienvirinneen. 0123
9) | certainly feel useless at times......cccccceeveerrrcicvcrirrr e 0123
10) Attimes [ think fam no good at all..........eceeeniiierrneeenerccennnrceeneenes 0123

LIFE DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE
Here are some words and phrases which may describe how you feel about
your present life. For example, if you think your present life is very "boring”, put an
X in the box right next to the word "boring”. if you think it is very "interesting”, put
an X in the box right next to the word "interesting”. If you think it is somewhere in
between, put an X where you think it belongs. Put an X in one box on every line.

BORINGO D OO OO OO OO INTERESTING
ENJOYABLEO OO DO OO OO OO MISERABLE
EASYODOOOOOoOOOOHARD
USELESS 00O D 0T 0000 0OWORTHWHILE
FRIENDLYCOOOQOOOOODOLONELY
FULLOCOOOO0OOO0ODOEMPTY
DISCOURAGING DO OO OO OO0 00 HOPEFUL
TEDDOWNDOOOODOOO OODOFREE
DISAPPOINTING O OO0 000000 REWARDING
BRINGS OUTTHEOO OO O DO OO OO DOESNT GIVE ME
BEST IN ME MUCH CHANCE

164



INTERPERSONAL INTIMACY SCALE

The purpose of this questionnaire is to find out how you would describe your
relationship with your boyfriend/girlfriend or spouse. If you do not have a spouse
or partner at present, please do not answer this questionnaire.

- 1) When you have leisure time, how often do you choose to spend it with your
partner/spouse?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
very rarely sometimes almost always

2) How often do you keep very personal information to yourself and do not share
it with your partner/spouse?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
very rarely sometimes almost always

3) How often do you show him or her affection?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
very rarely sometimes almost always

4) How often do you confide very personal information to him/her?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
very rarely sometimes almost always

5) How often are you able to understand his/her feelings?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
very rarely sometimes almost always

6) How often do you feel close to your partner/spouse?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
very rarely sometimes almost always

7) How much do you like to spend time alone with your partner/spouse?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
very rarely sometimes almost always
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8) How much do you feel like being encouraging and supportive try our mate when
he/she is unhappy?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
very rarely sometimes almost always

g) How close do you feel to him/her most of the time?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
very rarely sometimes almost always

10) How important is it to you to listen to his/her Qery personal disclosures?

1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 10
very rarely sometimes almost always

11) How satisfying is your relationship with your partner/spouse?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
very rarely sometimes almost always

12) How affectionate do you feel toward your partner/spouse?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
very rarely sometimes almost always

13) How important is it to yod that he/she understands your feelingg?:i:f:é;

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 89 10
very rarely sometimes almost aiways

14) How much damage is caused by a typical disagreement in your relationship
with your partner/spouse?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 10
very rarely sometimes almost always
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15) How important is it to you that your mate be encouraging and supportive to
you when you are unhappy?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
very rarely sometimes almost always

16) How important is it to you that he/she show you affection?

1 2 3 4 5 6. 7 8 9 10 =
very rarely sometime: almost always

17} How important is your relationship with your partner/spouse in your life?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 S 10
very rarely sometimes almost always
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SOCIAL PROVISIONS SCALE

This questionnaire asks about the people in your social network and what they do
for you. For Part |, please list the names or initials of up to 20 people who are
significant in your life at this time, whether you like them or not. This list can
include anyone you feel is important, such as your spouse/partner, best friend,
other close and casual friends, relatives, neighbours, supervisor(s) and colleagues.
Beside each person’s name or initials, please note his/her relationship to you (e.g.
Jane - close friend). To avoid confusion, please put a * beside the name of the
close friend you chinse to write about in the first questionnaire.

Part}

Partll

Now, using the list above, we would like you to note which of these people can be
counted on to provide or serve the functions specified below, in order of their
importance. For example, if your closest friend Mary is the best provider of
affection, followed by your spouse Leslie and your parents Jane and Harry, next to
the item on affection you would write in "Mary/ Leslie/ Jane/ Harry." You can
include as many or as few names as you like for each function. If you are unsure
about the order in which to list people after the first one or two names, just make
your best guess. Please read sach item carefully.

1) Who in your network can be counted on to provide you with time, goods and/or
help if you needed it?

2) Who in your network can be counted on to make you feel competent and
worthwhile?

3) Who in your network can be counted on to provide you with interesting,
stimulating new ideas? .
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4) Who in your network lets you express your “true self", the things
you really like about yourself?

5) Who in your network can be counted on to be loyal and trustworthy?

6) With whom in your network are you likely to experience friction or tension?

7) Who in your network can be counted on to provide emotional support
and comfort when you need it?

8) Who in your network can you openly and comfortably confide in?

8) Who in your network can you count on to provide you with affection?

10) Who in your network can be counted on to provide you with
companionship/spend time together?

11) Who in your network can be counted on to provide you with advice,
information or explanations if you needed it?

Part [l

Referring back to the above items, we would now like you to rate how satisfied you
are with the degree to which others fulfill each function. Please rate your
satisfaction by circling the appropriate number on the scales below. The scales

range from 1 (not at all satisfied) to 7 (extremely satisfied).

How satisfied are you with the degree to which your network...

1) offers time, goods and/or help..........ccoeuvennnen.. 0.1 2 3 4 5 6
2) makes you feel competent and worthwhile.....0 1 2 3 4 5 6
3) provides interesting new ideas........ceeveeemeenee. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
4) lets you express your "true self"...........coonun.e. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
5) is loyal and trustworthy..........ccccoceeivmreeccceeeennns 01 2 3 4 5 6
6) provides emotional support and comfort........... 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
7) can be openly confided in.......ccceeveeeeereeerennens 01 2 3 4 5 6
8) provides you with affection...........ccceeemveenvreennnn. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
8) provides you with companionship.........ccece....... 01 2 3 4 5 6
10) provides you with advice/information................ 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
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INVENTORY OF HEALTH AND WELL-BEING

For each statement below, circle the number that best describes HOW
MUCH THAT PROBLEM HAS BOTHERED OR DISTRESSED YOU DURING THE
PAST TWO WEEKS, INCLUDING TODAY. Mark only one number for each item.
0 means that you have not been bothered by the problem at all, and 4 means that
the problem has been an extreme bother.

1. Sleep problems (can't fall asleep, wake up in middie of night

OF €arly MOMING)..c.cccccerarrrerararsarerersstnemissesssssssessansensessses 0O 1 2 3 4
2. Constant fatiQUe.......cccveeeccriirercrrere i s 0 1 2 3 4
3. BACK PaIN..cccieicriicirrcenrcete ittt ssiaie s e aa s s esnnns 0 1 2 3 4
4. Weight change (gain or loss of 5 Ibs. or more................ 0 1 2 3 4
5. CoNStPAtION.....cciiirirrececrreceer st rere s sast st e se e o 1 2 3 4
B. DIZZINESS....ccciiiireeiercccrcccecssieseststenarsesssrssssssssseassesessansesares 0 1 2 3 4
R - 1 5 7= O 0 1 2 3 4
B. FaiNtNess. ... e eeceeeecccreerrn e sessrsenss et e ee e n 0 1 2 3 4
9. Headache.......... ettt 0 1 2 3 4
10. Migraine headache...........cceverccrmccmnnninriineneccce e, 0 1 2 3 4
11. Nausea and/or vOmMIting........cccceeereeremmiennesecrsccneesssrcscnsennes 0 1 2 3 4
12. Acid stomach or indigestion......cccccummicvmeeerinrennncnnecsnicnne, 0 1 2 3 4
13. Stomach pain (€.9. Cramps)..cccccicicrrrsiecirrseiessesssessrncesiesssns 0 1 2 3 4
14. HOt OF COld SPEIIS......oceeeeeeeeenrececereeneeeserereneasressesrressnenes 0 1 2 3 4
15, Hands trembling......ccceeerieiceeecnrerrecetienrsenisesnsiesnsssescssenne c 1 2 3 4
16. Heart pounding or racing......c.cccccecenreriisrenrescecinisneenennans 0 1 2 3 4
17. Poor appetite.......cccviererecierecrrenrerceesennrnessscsrsce s serasse e c 1 2 3 4
18 Shortness of breath when not exercising or working

RAM..... e cecrreie et e s srnneses e s s s r e e n e se s ae 0 1 2 3 4
19. Numbness or tingling in parts of your body...........cc...... 0 1 2 3 4
20. Felt weak all OVer.......cccoveeririerenieireeresecesnreneeserseeseneneenns c 1 2 3 4
21. Pains in heart or Chest........ireercrcenrreereernneaeenens c 1 2 3 4
22. Feeling oW iN BNEIgY....cccccecreriecrenrrcreennerscmaessessresanasases c 1 2 3 4
23. Stuffy head OF NOSE....oovreeeeeeee et e srssrenres o 1 2 3 4
24, BlUrred VISION........cooeiiccerecrecrecreeseeeseeseneeseneessaessseseeas 0 1 2 3 4
25. Muscle tension OF SOTENESS.......ccccccrceerercrerecenrecsesnraeeense 0 1 2 3 4
26. MUSCIE Cramps........c.ccorveeeieerennnesseenresseesaeeesessseessanecsnes c 1 2 3 4
27. Severe aches and Pains.......ccccceevieeerierersrssessersiesssssssenns 0 1 2 3 4
28. Menstrual problems...........cciiecveeerereceieeereeerereneeceennnneens o 1 2 3 4
29, ACNB......iiiecccteetnesetr s s aeesssersaassen e e ssasessresasan e meesasanens 0O 1 2 3 4
30, BrUiSES.......cii et ce e str e er s e s ses e e s resanaeennas 0O 1 2 3 4
31. Pulled (strained) muscles..........coerrverreesnecrersnecessisroneeans 0O 1 2 3 4
32. Puiled (strained) ligaments.........cccceermrecrceeercrnnensecesneene. 0 1 2 3 4
33. COld OF COUGN.....cocinricirrrrerrecererreecersrsreescesseaseeenssssesacas 0 1 2 3 4
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34. Allergies (e.g. hay fever).....cieeeeeeeeeeee s

35. Asthma

...............................................................................
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PERSONAL REACTION INVENTORY

Listed below are a number of statements concerning personal attitudes and
traits. Read each item and decide whether the statement is true or false as it
pertains to you personally. Circle the correct response.

1) Before voting | thoroughly investigate the qualifications of all the candidates.

T F
2) | never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in trouble. TF
3) It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if | am not encouraged.
T F

4) | have never intensely disliked someone. T F

5) On occasion [ have had doubts about my ability to succeed in life. T F

6) | sometimes feel resentful when [ don'tgetmyway. T F

7)1 am always careful about my mannerof dress. T F

8) My table manners at home are as good as when | eat out in a restaurant.
TF

9) If | could get into a movie without paying and be sure | was not seen, | would
probablydoit. T F _

10) On a few occasions, | have given up doing something because | thought too
little of my ability, T F

11) I like to gossip attimes. T F

12) There have been times when | felt like rebelling against people in authority
even though | knew they wereright. T F

13) No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good listener. T F

14) | can remember "playing sick” to get out of something. T F

15) There have been occasions when | took advantage of someone. T F

16) I'm always willing to admit it when | make a mistake. T F

17) | always try to practice what | preach. T F

18) | don't find it-particulariy difficult to get along with loud-mouthed, obnoxious
people. T F

19) | sometimes try to get even, rather than forgive and forget. T F

20) When [ don’t know something 1 don't at all mind admittingit. T F

21) | am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. T F

22) At times | have rezlly insisted on having things myownway. T F

23) There have been occasions when | felt like smashing things. T F

24) | would never think of letting someone else be punished for my wrongdeings..
T F

25) | never resent being asked toreturn afavour. T F

26) | have never been itked when people expressed ideas very different
frommyown. T F ]

27) | never make a long trip without checking the safetyof mycar. T F
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28) There have been times when | was quite jealous of the good fortune
ofothers. T F

29) | have almost never felt the urge to tell someone off. T F

30} | am sometimes irritated by people who ask favours of me. T F

31) | have never felt that | was punished without cause. T F

32) 1 sometimes think when people have a misfortune they only got what they
deserved. T F

33) 1 have never deliberately said something that hurt someone's
feelings. T F

R
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Appendix B

Best Friend and Network Subscales - ltems
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Best Friend Subscales

Voluntary Interdependence

1. If | hadn't heard from my friend for several days without knowing why, | would
make it a point to contact her/him just for the sake of keeping in touch.

2. if my friend and | could arrange our schedules so that we each had a free day,
| would try to arrange my schedule so that | had the same free day as my
friend.

3. When | plan for leisure time activities, | make it a point to get in touch with my
friend to see if we can arrange to do things together.

4. If 1 had just gotten off work or out of class and had some free time, 1 would wait
around and leave with my friend if (s)he were leaving the same place an hour
or so later.

Person-Qua-Person

1. If my friend were to move away or "disappear” for some reason, | would really
miss the special kind of companionship s(he) provides.

2. My friend expresses so many personal qualities that | like that | think of her/him
as being "one of a kind", a truly unique person.

3. When my friend and | get together, 1 enjoy a special kind of companionship |
don't get from any of my other acquaintances.

4. My friend is the kind of person | would miss very much if something happened to
interfere with our acquaintanceship.

Utility Value

1. If I were short of cash and needed money in a hurry, .| could count on my friend
to be willing to loan it to me.

2. If I were looking for a job, 1 could count on my friend to try his/her best to help me
find one.

3. If | were short of time or faced with an emergency, | could count on my friend to
help with errands or chores to make things as convenient for me as possible.

4, My friend is willing to spend time and energy to help me succeed at my own
personal tasks and projects even if {(s)he is not directly involved.

5. If 1 were sick or hurt, 1 could count on my friend to do things that would make it
easier to take.

Ego Support Value

1. I | accomplish something that makes me look especially competent or skillful, 1
can count on my friend to notice it and appreciate my ability.
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2. If | have some success or good fortune, 1 can count on my friend to be happy and
congratulatory about it.

3. If | have to defend any of my beliefs or convictions, my friend is the type of
person who supports me, even if (s)he does not share those beliefs or
convictions with me.

4. My friend has a way of making me feel like a really worthwhile person, even when
| do not seem to be very competent or successful at my more important
activities.

Stimulation Value

1. My friend can come up with thoughts and ideas that give me new and different
things to think about.

2. When we get together to work on a task or project, my friend can stimulate me
to think of new ways to approach jobs and solve problems.

3. My friend can get me involved in interesting new activities that | probably
wouldn't consider if it weren't for him/her.

4. When we discuss beliefs, attitudes and opinions, my friend introduces
viewpoints that help me see things in a new light.

5. 1 can count on my friend to be ready with really good suggestions when we are
looking for some activity or project to engage in.

Self-Affirmation Value

1. My friend makes it easy for me to express my most important personal qualities
inmy everyday life.

2. My friend is the kind of person who makes it easy for me to express my true
thoughts and feelings.

3. My friend treats me in ways that encourage me to be my "true self".

4. My friend is the kind of person who makes it easy for me to do the kinds of things
| really want to do.

5. Doing things with my friend seems to bring out my more important traits and
characteristics.

Security Value

1. | can converse freely and comfortably with my friend without worrying about being
teased or criticized if | unthinkingly say something pointless, inappropriate
or just silly.

2. My friend is the kind of person who likes to "put me down" or embarrass me with
seemingly harmiess little jokes or comments.

3. | feel free to reveal private or personal information about myself to my friend
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because(s)he is not the kind of person who would use such information to
my disadvantage.

4. When | am with my friend, | feel free to "let my guard down” completely because

(s)he avoids doing and saying things that might make me look inadequate
or inferior.

5. My friend is quick to point out anything (s)he sees as a flaw in my character.
Maintenance Difficulty

1. My friend's way of dealing with people makes him/her rather difficult to get along
with.

2. | have to be very careful about what | say if | try to talk to my friend about topics
that (s)he considers controversial or touchy.

3. | have a hard time really understanding some of my friend's actions and
comments.

4. | can count on communication with my friend to break down when we try to
discuss things that are touchy or controversial.

Emotional Sugigort

1. My friend is encouraging and supportive when | am unhappy.

2. My friend gives me the moral support | need.

3. If things were going badly for me my friend would support me.

4. My friend would stand by me if someone were causing me trouble.
5. If | felt sad or upset my friend would try to cheer me up.

: Confiding

1. | feel comfortable confiding in my friend.

2. When | have a problem, | often confide in my friend.

3. Conversation with my friend usually stays on a casual leve! and does not involve
our personal feelings.

Advice

1. My friend is good at helping me solve problems.

2. My friend sometimes says things that make my situation easier to understand.

3. My friend sometimes helps me understand why 1 didn't do something well.

4. My friend sometimes gives me information about how to do something or
suggests some action | should take.
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Affection

1. Sometimes my friend and 1 kid each other in an affectionate way.

2. It is important to me that my friend shows me affection.

3. | feel quite affectionate toward my friend.

4. Sometimes when my friend smiles at me | know how much {s)he cares about me.

5. My friend and | sometimes pat each other on the back or roughhouse to show our
affection for each other.

6. Sometimes my friend and [ show our fer*'ngs for each other through eye contact.

Relationship Satisfaction o

1. My friend gives me the moral support | need.

2. My relationship with my friend is very satisfying.

3. | wish my friend was much different.

4. | often feel that my friend doesn't really care about my welfare and concerns.

Network Subscales

Utility Value

1. If | were short of cash and needed money in a hurry, | could count on network
members to be willing to loan it to me.

2. If | were looking for a job, | could count on members of my social network to try
their best to help me find one.

3. If | were short of time or faced with an emergency, there are people | could count
on to help with errands or chores to make things as convenient for me as
possible.

4. The people in my network are willing to spend time and energy to help me
succeed at my own personal tasks and projects even if they are not directly
involved.

5. If | were sick or hurt, | could count on others to do things that would make it
easier to take.

Ego Support Value

1. If | accomplish something that makes me look especially competent or skillful, |
can count on my network members to notice it and appreciate my ability.

2. If 1 am in an embarrassing situation, | can count on the people in my network to
do things that will make me feel as much at ease as possible.
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3. If | have some success or good fortune, | can count on network members to be
happy and congratulatory about it.

4. If | have to defend any of my beliefs or convictions, my network members support
me, even if they do not share those beliefs or convictions with me.

5. The people in my social network make me feel like a really worth while person,
even when | do not seem to be very competent or successful at my more
important activities.

Stimulation Value

1. The people in my social network can come up with thoughts and ideas that give
me new and different things to think about.

2. When we get together to work on a task or project, there are people in my
network who can stimulate me to think of new ways to approach jobs and
solve problems,

3. My network members can get me involved in interesting new activities that |
probably wouldn't consider if it weren't for them.

4. When we discuss beliefs, attitudes and opinions, network members introduce
viewpoints that help me see things in a new light.

5. 1 can count on others to be ready with really good suggestions when we are
looking for some activity or project to engage in.

Self-Affirmation Value

1. The people in my network make it easy for me to express my mos important
personal qualities in my everyday life.

2. The people in my social network make it easy for me to express my true thoughts
and feelings.

3. My network members treat me in ways that encourage me to be my "true self".

4. The people in my network make it easy for me to do the kinds of things | really
want to do.

5. Doing things with network members seems to bring out my more important traits
and characteristics.

Security Value

1. | can converse freely and comfortably with network members without worrying
about being teased or criticized if 1 unthinkingly say something pointiess,
inappropriate or just plain silly. ‘

2. There are people in my network who like to “put me down” or embarrass me with
seemingly harmiless little jokes or comments.

3. | feel free to reveal private or personal things about myself to people in my
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network because | know they would not use such information to my
disadvantage.

4. When | am with members of my social network, | feel free to "let my guard down"
completely because they avoid doing and saying things that might make me
look inadequate or inferior.

Emotional Support

1. My network members are encouraging and supportive when | am unhappy.

2. My network members give me the moral support | need.

3. If | felt sad or upset the people in my social network would try to cheer me up.

4. If things were going badly for me my network members would support me.

5. The people in my social network would stand by me if someone was causing me
trouble.

Advice

1. The people in my network are good at helping me solve problems

2. The people in my network sometimes say things that make my situation easier
to understand.

3. Network members sometimes help me understand why | didn't do something well.

4. My network members sometimes give me information about how to do something
to suggest some action 1 should take.

Affection

1. Sometimes my network members and | kid each other in an affectionate way.

2. It is important to me that others show me affection.

3. | feel quite affectionate toward the people in my social network.

4. Sometimes when close others smile at me | know how much they care about me.

5. The people in my network and | sometimes pat each other on the back or
roughhouse to show our affection for each other.

6. Sometimes the people in my network and | show our feelings for each other
through eye contact.

Confiding

1. | feel comfortable confiding in members of my social network.

2. When | have a problem, | often confide in members of my social network.

3. Conversation with network members usually stays on a casual level and does not
involve our personal feelings.

4, My network members and | talk more about our personal lives than about
everyday events.

180



5. i often talk to network members about my feelings and problems.

Network Satisfaction

1. My relationships with nefwork members are very satisfying.

2. | oten feel that others don't really care about my welfare and concerns.
3. 1 wish the people in my social network were much different.

4. | sometimes feel! dissatisfied with the quality of my relationships.

Density

1. My network members and | know z lot of the same people.

2. 1 am part of a group of people who often get together.

3. Many of the people | know are also close with each other.

4. My friends and | are part of a group of peopie who often get together.

Network Involvement

1. | often go over to peoples’ homes.

2. | often get together with friends or relatives, either going out together or visitingr
in each other's homes.

3. There are many people | could call if [ feit like getting together or doing
something.

Social Integration

1. 1 am involved in at least one social, political or religious organization.

2. Belonging to clubs may be nice for other people, but not for me.

3. | often attend religious services or attend group meetings.

4. | belong to several voluntary organizations (e.g. church groups, clubs/lodges,
parent groups).
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Appendix C

Intercorrelations Among Relationship Subscales
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Appendix D

Intercorrelations Among Factors and Dependent Variables
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