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Abstract

This study was concerned with the investigation of
gender and psycholggica] r.ypes (Extravert-Introvert,
Sensation-Intuition, Thinking-Feeling, and Judging-
Perceiving) in the application of trust of friendships of
children and adolescents in reference to their 'best' and an
'other' friend.

The psychological types were determined by the Murphy-
Meisgeier Type Indicator for Children (grades 4, 6, and 8)
and the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, Form G (grade 10). The
two measures of trust were a modified version of Sharabany
Infimacy Scale (Sharabany, 1974), which consisted of a
questionnaire of descriptive sentences about friendship, and
a measure based on the Prisoner's Dilemma, consisting of four
scenarios which described conflict situations involving
interpersonal issues regarding trust. The subjects responded
to the questions in reference to their 'best' and an 'other'
friend, who was rank-ordered sixth on their list of friends.

The analysis for sex differences showed that males and
females gave higher trust ratings for 'best' friend than for
'other' friend. Females had higher trust scores than males
when 'best' friend and 'other' friend were involved, but
males made a more trusting choice in cdnflict situations
concerping 'other' friend. Across the four psyachelogical

types examined, Extravert-Introvert, Sensation-Intuition,
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Thinking-Feeling, and Judging-Perceiving, higher trust
ratings and more trusting choices in conflict situations were
made for 'best' friend compared to 'other' friend.
Furthermore, there was a difference in scenario order for all
four psychological types for trusting choices in a conflict
involving a 'best' friend. The order from highest to lowest
mean was: 3-Secret, 4-Backstab, 1-Principal, and 2Z2-Homework.
The ordering from highest to lowest mean for an 'other'
friend was: 3-Secret, 2-Homework, 1-Principal, and 4-

Backstab.
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Chapter I
Introduction

It has been that said that "Friendship is the most
ubiquitous of human relationships across the life span"
(Tesch, 1983, p. 266). As such, friendships of children and
adolescents have been studied in order to develop theoretical
concepts by such theorists as Erikson, Piaget, and Sullivan
and to investigate more specific aspects, for example:
friendship expectations (Bigelow, 1977; Bigelow & LaGaipa,
1975), supportive relationships (Berndt & Perry, 1986), and
intimacy (Buhrmester & Furman, 1987; Sharabany, 1974;
Shérabany, Gershoni, & Hofman, 1981). Another more narrow
topic of interest is that of trust in friendships of children
and adolescents comparing a 'best' friend and an 'other'
friend in light of individual differences such as sex and
psychological type.

One encounters difficulty in attempting to draw
inferences from a review of the literature for the area of
trust in friendships of children and adolescents because the
operational definition of trust varies from being unspecified
and subjective with each child (Rotenberg, 1984), to being
limited to a promise being kept or broken (Rotenberg, 1980,

1986), to being described as behaviocral actions (Buzzelli,



1988), and to being considered in regard to violations of
social expectations (Kahn & Turiel, 1988; Rawlins & Holl,
1987) . In addition, the measures of trust included such
diverse metrics as an essay written about a best friend
(Bigelow, 1977; Bigelow & LaGaipa, 1975), individual
interviews (Berndt, Hawkins, & Hoyle, 1986; Berndt & Hoyle,
1985; Berndt & Perry, 1986; Buzzelli, 1988), a push-button
scale (Rotenberg, 1980), and questionnaires (Rotenberg, 1984,
1986) .

In many of the studies, the focus was on developmental
differences by age, and the findings were few and provided
inconclusive evidence of sex differences (e.g., Befndt &
Hoyle, 1985; Berndt & Perry, 1986; Bigelow & LaGaipa, 1975;
Buhrmester & Furman, 1987). Rotenberg (1984, 1986) examined
sex differences in trust with same-sex and opposite-sex peers
and found a trust score interaction effeét. No study looked
for sex differences in trust and friendship of children and
adolescents throughout the age range of 10 to 18 years.

No literature was found in which a specific aspect of
individual differences in human personality, such as the
eight dichotomous psychological types of Carl Jung as
measured by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Myers &
McCaulley, 1989) and the Murphy—Meisgeief Type Indicator for
Children (Murphy, 1Y8b) was the target of investigation:

That these differences in psychological type might have an



impact on trust in friendships of children and adolescents
can be inferred from the application of the principles of
type to facilitate acceptance of differences in interpersonal
relationships between parent and child, spouses, and friend
to friend (Keirsey & Bates, 1984). Furthermore, "trust is 4
basic variable in human interaction and relationships™
(Corazzini, 1974, p. 1), and as such, may be vulnerable to
the basic ' differences of psychological type.

Purpose of the Study

This study was concerned with the investigation of
gender and psychological types in the application of trust in
friendships of children and adolescents with reference to
their 'best' friend and an 'other' friend. This focus was
téken to assess gender differences over a.wider range of ages
than had been done in previous research (e.g., Berndt &
Hoyle, 1985; Berndt & Perry, 1986; Bigelow & LaGaipa, 1975;
Rotenberqg, 1984, 1986) and to examine psychological type in
an area in which no previous research had been found.

Review of the Literature

ifferen }

Sex differences in trust in children were reported by
Rotenberg (1984, 1986). Children iﬁ kindergarten, second,
and fourth grades were asked to rate how much they trusted
each of theilr classmates on a 5 point "trust" scale labeled

from "not at all" to "very, very much" (Rotenberg, 1984).



With this simple measure interaction effects between sex of
the subject-perceiver and sex of the peer-target were found.
The means on a 5 point scale were: girls trusting girls
3.90; boys trusting boys 3.61; girls trusting boys 3.32; and
boys trusting girls 3.24. Although no significdnl main
effect of sex of the subject-perceiver was reported, the
difference between the means was .18 for girls (M = 3.61) and
for boys (M = 3.43).

Rotenberg (1986) first asked fourth graders the number
of secrets and promises which had been mutually made and kept
over a two week period between them and their classmates.
Secondly, the subjects were asked to rate how much they
trusted each of their classmates on a 5 point scale from "do
n&t trust at all" to "trust very, very much", and to evaluate
the same classmates in regard to how good a friend they
judged each classmate to be. An interaction of same-sex and
mixed-sex pairs of subject and target was found across the
measure of trust. The means for the measure of trust were:
boy-boy 3.47, girl-girl 3.41, boy-girl 2.47, and girl-boy
2.43.

Other stgdies (Buzzelli, 1988; Rawlins & Holl, 1987;
Rotenberg, 1980) have investigated trust in children and
adolescents, but such varied operational definitions of trust
have been used in these studies that comparisons ol Lhelir

findings are difficult. Rotenberg (1980) asked how



trustworthy subjects in kindergarten, second, and fourth
grades judged the protagonists whose behaviors or promises
varied in a series of stories. Second and fifth graders were
asked to define trust and to describe how two students who
trust each other act toward each other and then to rate their
trust level of a target child in stories about two best
friends (Buzzelli, 1988). Kahn and Turiel (1988) sought to
evaluate children's conceptions of trust in the context of
violations of social expectations using children in grades 1,
3, and 5. Rawlins and Holl (1987) interviewed eleventh
graders about their friendships and found that these students
judged trust to be germane to the level and maintenance of
friendships. Trust in friendships was particularly
v?lnerable to violation by a friend's "revealing a secret" or
"backstabbing". In addition to this variety of operational
definitions of trust, sex differences were not addressed in
any of these studies. The lack of concensus across studies
regarding sex differences suggests further study of choices
mades by males and females in situations involving trust.
Psychological Type

The second area of individual differences addressed
psychological type. Carl Jung developed the concept of
psychological type to explain natural individual differences
in human behavior. Inherent in Jung's theory 1is the

assumption that these differences, which had been thought to



be random, can be grouped into patterns. The Myer-Briggs
Type Indicator (MBTI) is a self-report inventory developed by
Katharine C. Briggs and Isabel Briggs Myers to measure the
variables in Jung's personality typology (Myers & McCaulley,
19809). The four dichotomous 3cales are: Extravcrsion-
Introversion (E=I1), Sensation-Intuition (S=N), Thinking-
Feeling (I=EFE), and Judgment-Perception (J=P). The
instrument, MBTI, is predicated on the basis of Jung's
theory, proposes that individuals have certain mental habits,
or natural preferences likened to right- or left-handedness,
regarding what they pay attention to, what they are
interested in, and what information they use to process and
make decisions.

The first dimension, Extravert-Introvert (E=I), defines
a general attitude toward the world. The Extraverted types
are oriented primarily and actively to the outer world of
people and things. Those with this preference tend to be
sociable and communicate easily. The Introverted types have
a more inward orientation and focus their energy- and
attention on the inner world of concepts and ideas.
Introverts need privacy and tend to work best either alone or
with a few people.

The second dimension, Sensation-Intuition (S-N),
describes how people receive information. Sensing types take

in information directly through their five senses, notice



details and facts, and tend to be practical and realistic.
Intuitive types receive information through a '"sixth sense"”,
rely on spontaneous hunches, focus on insight and "
possibilities in relationships as well as the future.

The third dimension, Thinking-Feeling (1=f), explains
how people process the perceived information. Thinking types
process objectively and rely on reasoning and logic in
decision making; they are concerned with objective truth and
justice. In contrast, Feeling types take a subjective view
of the information and allow their personal values and the
impact that the decision may have on people to influence
their decision making. Feeling individuals have an
understanding of people, a néed for affiliation, and a desire
for harmony.

The fourth dimension, Judging-Perceiving (J=P),
interprets how people prefer to deal with the outer world.
The Judging types desire a lifestyle that is decisive,
planned, and orderly, they prefer closure with things decided
and settled. The Perceiving types prefer a lifestyle that 1is
flexible, adaptable, and spontaneous; they like to keep the
options open so they will miss nothing.

Although references to the use of the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator occur in a wide array of professional journals,
such as business, education, medically related, psycholégy,

science, religious, and others (Willis, 1984), an extensive



literature review found no instance in which this instrument
was used 1in conjunction with trust for any age group. To
look for and compare individual differences along the four
dimensions 1s basic research which is "internally focused on
pussibililies and reliance on insight to understand" (Willis,
1984, p. 330).

One study was found from which inferences could be made
to suggest the possibility that individual differences of
psychological type may affect trust. To develop a topclogy
of trust, Corazzini (1974) investigated the identification of
basic dimensions of trust, the relationship between the trust
factors and the Prisoner's Dilemma Game, and the relationship
of each trust factor to personality using undergraduate and
gfaduate students. Through a factor analysis of items from
four trust measures —-- Interpersonal Trust Scale,

Personality/Attitude Schedule IV, Personality/Attitude

Schedule VI, and Trust Test by O'Donovan -- Trust Factors I
- IV were identified: Suspicion, Risk-taking, Gambling, and
Cynical. Using the subjects' scores on the 16 Personality

Factor, significant differences were found for subjects high
on the trust factors in comparison to those who rated low.
High scores approximated the non-trusting end of the
dimension. A summary of these differences follows:

Trust Factor I - Suspicion

High - feeling, shy, assertive, suspicious, tense



Low - emotionally stable, humble, venturesome,

trusting, relaxed

Trust Factor II - Risk-taking (Personal)
High - assertive and tough-minded
Low - humble and tender-minded
Trust Factor III - Gambling (Financial risk-taking)
High - assertive and tough-minded
Low - humble and tender-minded and trusting

Trust Factor IV - Cynical (Expectancy and public
credibility)
High - self-sufficient
Low - group-dependent

There were two significant differences on 16PF scores of
subjeets who were grouped according to their scores on the
PDG. Those with high PDG scores were cooperators and
assertive and those with low PDG scores were non-cooperators
and humble.

These four trust factors identified by Corazzini (1974)
encompass the intrapersonal variables of a trusting choice:
the person's own self and inner resources to make a choice,
the exposure to danger by personal harm and/or loss of
personal goods, and the person's attitude and perception of
how society will respond. The following cue words from

Keirsey and Bates (1984) provide a couparison of the
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dichotomies of psychological type which could color trust

between friends:

Extravert - sociability, breadth, interaction
Introvert - territoriality, depth, concentration
Sensation - experience, past, realistic

Intuition = hunches, future, speculative

Thinking — objective, principles, impersonal

Feeling - subjective, values, personal

Judging - settled, fixed, planned

Perceiving - pending, flexible, open-ended

From this comparison it could be concluded that the
nuances of these intrapersonal variables could be evaluated
along 'the parameters of psycholégical type, and that said
differences may impact trust in friendships of children and
adolescents with a 'best' friend and an 'other' friend.

Given the limited scope of the Rotenberg (1984, 1986)
studies, and the widely varied operational definitions of
trust (Buzzelli, 1988; Kahn & Turiel, 1988; Rotenberg, 1980,
1984, 1986) as well as the narrow age range studied, the aim
of this study was to investigate sex and psychological type
differences in trust in children and adolescents acrosé
grades 4-12 using two instruments, a modification of the
Sharabany Intimacy Scale (Sharabany, 1974), and a trust
measure patterned after the Prisconer's Dilemma Game (Luce &

Raiffa, 1957).
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Di ren

No sex differences in scores on the trust measures are
expected when the peer involved is a 'best' friend. This
prediction is inferred from the data reported by Rawlins and
Holl (1987), which discusses the distinctions made across the
continuum of friendship types (e.g., best, close, average,
specialized, and proximate others).

Sex differences in scores on the trust measures are
expected when the peer involved is an 'other' friend. In
this case, females are expected to give higher trust ratings.
This prediction follows from friendship and intimacy studies
(3erndt, 1981; Buhrmester & Furman, 1987; Jones & Dembo,
1989) thch report females having higher scores than males.
Psychological Type

Based on the research of Corazzini (1974), which found a
relationship between personality variables and trust factors,
the following hypotheses about psychological type and trust
ratings are advanced. B

No difference in trust rating score is expected for
Extravert and Introvert for 'best' friend. A higher trust
rating score is expected for Extravert than for Introvert for
'‘other' friend.

No difference in trust rating score is expected for

Sensation and Intuition for 'best' friend. A higher trust



rating score is expected for Intuition than for Sensation fo
'other' friend.

No difference in trust rating score is expected for
Thinking and Feeling for 'best' friend. A higher trust
rating score is expectcd for Fccling than for Thinking for
‘other' friend.

No difference in trust rating score is expected for
Judging and Perceiving fpr 'best' friend. A higher trust
rating score is expected for Perceiving than for Judging for

'other' friend.

12

r
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Chapter II

Subjects

The 109 subjects were students in the fourth, sixth,
eighth, and tenth grade classrooms selected by the principals
of the elementary, junior high, and senior high schools in a

metropolitan school district. The number of subjects chosen

from each grade were: fourth (N = 27; M 10.18 years; SD =

.45), sixth (N = 29; M = 12.21 years; SD- .39), eighth (N

25; M = 14.17 years; SD = .41), and tenth (N = 28; M = 16.24
years; Sd = .34). Thére were 44 males and 63 females, the
best possible gender distribution given the individual class
populations. Although it had been planned to include
approximately 25 students from 12th grade, this group had to
be dropped from this study due to an insufficient number of
participants. Because they were classmates in the same
elementary, Jjunior high or senior high school, it was assumed
that the subjects knew one another. Further, established
friendships should have been ensured because the study toock
place in the final month of the school year (Duck, 1975).

The only restriction on intelligence for inclusion in the
study was that the students could not currently be in special
education classes. All students who met the criterion in the

targeted grades were invited to participate by means of a
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letter of explanation about the study sent to their parents.
Informed consent forms were completéd by the parents and the
students and collected by the investigators to assure that
permission had been granted for each participant before the
study was run, and to ensure that the participating studernls
were volunteers. The parent letter, parental consent form,
and student assent form are found in Appendices A through (.
A total of 109 subjects completed the study. There was no
attrition of the students whose permission forms were signed.

As a matter of confidentiality, each student was
assigned a code number found on their reéearch packet. The
students were asked to include their names on the forms to
facilitate handing out the packets for completion when the
séssions had to be carried over to the next day due to the
time restriction of the class period length. Their names
were subsequently clipped from the pages, and only the
subject's code numbers were retained. In addition, the
subjects were informed that only the two investigators would
see their answers so that confidentiality was assured.
Materials

A research packet containing the instruments, Sharabany
Intimacy Scale, Modified (SISm), Prisoner's Dilemma (PD), and
grade apprqpriate type inventory, along with an information

sheet on which the students identified their 'best' friend,
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(A), and their 'other' friend, (B), and wrote their personal
definition of trust was provided for each student.
Instruments

I ification of Tr ISm). This guestionnaire was
a moditied version ot Sharabany lntimacy Scale (1974) which
was found to have a content validity of 88% and the
reliability coefficients of total intimacy scores ranged from
.90 to .94, based on item-total correlations. The clusters
for Frankness and Spontaneity as well as Trust and Loyalty,
which had the highest means in an analysis of variance Qf the
original eight clusters, and Sensitivity and Knowing were
selected as being most pertinent to this study of trust. A
fourth cluster, Common Activities, was included for filler
items. (See Appendix D).

Three clusters of items from the original Sharabany
Intimacy Scale -- Trust & Loyalty, Frankness & Spontaneity,
and Knowing and Sensitivity -- were used to rate each
subject's trust in a 'best' friend and an ‘'other' friend.

The items from Common Activities were used as fillers. The
Trust and Loyalty cluster was described by Sharabany (1974)
as "the degree to which 'A' believes that the other person
will not betray him, will keep promises and secrets but will
also act in his best interest when he is not around" (p. 60).
Frankness and Spontaneity referred to sharing the pleasant

and unpleasant emotions, hopes, fears and plans about self
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and others. Knowing and Sensitivity asked, "To what extent
does 'B" know about 'A': facts, tastes, preferences, needs,
emotions?" (p. 59). Common Activities indicated being

together at work and play and enjoying the same. The
Sharabany Intimacy Scale was shown to have validity and
reliability (Sharabany, 1974), and was used subsequently in
its entirety by Sharabany, Gershoni, & Hofman (1981), and in
part by Jones & Dembo (1989).

Tr M r PD) . The second instrument, to be
designated as PD, was patterned after the Prisoner's Dilemma
Game (PDG), which was used to measure trust through
cooperative strategy with some sex differenceé found (Maccoby
& Jacklin, 1974). The premise of such studies was that trust
mugt be present for cooperative rather than competitive
choices to be selected. The format of. hypothetical real-life
situations with the options of the subject's choices fitting
the four outcomes (win-win, win-lose, lose-win, and lose-
lose) of the PDG was selected to provide an instrument that
permitted some experimental control within an environmental
context for students. The four vignettes included a school
scenario as it was adapted to the original PDG situation
(Luce & Raiffa, 1957), a situation of trust and reliance
(Furman & Bierman, 1984), and opportunities to reveal a

secret or to backstab (Rawlins & Holl, 1987).
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Four vignettes representative of hypothetical real-life
events were patterned after the concept of violation of
social expectations (Kahn & Turiel, 1988), with the forced-
choice format adapted from the PDG choices (Luce & Raiffa,
1957). It was decided to use four patterns of the PDG
choices (win-win, win-lose, lose-win and lose-lose), taken
from a table of random order, rather than keep them in one
sequential order for all four vignettes. rThe scoring of the
responses was weighted so that a higher score was indicative
of a greater degree of trust. The specific points for each
response choice were: Win-Win = 4, Win-Lose = 3, Lose—Win =
2, and Lose-Lose = 1. These vignettes provided some degree
of ecdlogical validity and served as a form of experimental
control over the trust decision in a risk situation.added a
quasi-experimental task to the study. ' (See Appendix E) .

For both inStruménts, the subjects answered in relation

to a 'best” friend and to an ‘'other' friend.

Type Inventory. The type inventory of each student was
assessed along four bipolar scales: Extraversion-

Introversion, Sensation-Intuition, Thinking-Feeling, and
Judgment~-Perception, using the Murphy-Meisgeier Type
‘Inventory for Children (MMTIC) for students in grades 4, 6,
‘and 8; the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator Form G (MBTI), for
grade 10. For the MMTIC the split—halfvreliability estimates

by scale for original and cross-validation range from .62 to
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.75 (Meisgeier & Murphy, 1987). The overall content validity
of the MMTIC has a mean of 4.1 on a 5-point Likert scale
(Meisgeier & Murphy, 1987). For the MBTI the internal
consistency reliability estimates derived from product-moment
correlgtions of X and Y continuous scores with Spearman—-Brown
prophecy formula correction range from .75 to .87 for the
traditional junior and senior high school student (Myers &
McCaulley, 1989). Evidence for the content validity of the
MBTI comes from the description of the construction of the
instrument which includes the criteria used for choosing and
scoring items. This information can be found in Myers and
McCaulley, 1989, pp. 140-142. Carlyn (1977) and Willis
(1984) summarized literature findings and reported that the
MBTI has been studied and shown to be an adeqﬁately reliable
self-report inventory and to have content and construct
validity.

The percentages of fhe expected distributions for
psychological type is summarized in Tables 1 and 2. Itshould
be noted that the scoring of the Murphy-Meisgeier Type
Indicator for Children includes a "U" designation to indicate
that "a preference was not sufficiently clear to justify
assignment to one of the bipolar preferences" (Meisgeier &

Murphy, 1987, p.9).



Table 1
- i i I i for i r Distri ion

Preferenceg for Total Sample, Including the U-Band Cases

Type N Percent
Extravert 828 55
Undetermined 377 25
Introvert 294 20
Sensation 725 48
Undetermined 327 22
Intuition 447 30
Thinking 241 16
Undetermined 291 19
Feeling 967 64
Judging 419 28
Undetermined 284 19
Perceiving 796 53

N = 1,499
Source: C. Meisgeier & E. Murphy, (1987). Murphy-Meisgeier

Type Indicator for Children Manual. Palo Alto, Ca:

Consulting Psychologists Press.
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Table 2

-Bri Indi Preferen for : 1l
p lati in th ni

Percent Percen Percent Pcrcen
Extravert 75 Sensation 75 Thinking 60 Judging 55-60
Introvert 25 Intuition 25 Feeling 40 Perceiving 45-40

Source: I. B. Myers & M. H. McCaulley, (1989). Manual: A

guide to the development and use of the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.

The distribution of psychological types by sex for the
subjects in this present study is found in Table 3. The
disparity of the Ns can be attributed to the distribution of
students in the four classrooms selected by the principals to
participate in the study. No a priori measures were taken to
balance for sex or psychological type.

Pr r

The subjects participated in a group setting by grade
level in their classrooms without their teacher present.
Theprincipal investigators explained the nature of the study
and provided instructions for each instrument found in the
research packet. It was emphasized that none of the
instruments was a test per se because there were no rigﬁt or

wrong answers to the guestions. Along with the general
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Table 3
hol N =
Sex

Male Female Percent
Type N = 46 N = 63 N = 109
Extravert 26 44 64
Undetermined 5 6 10
Introvert 15 13 26
Sensation 19 22 38
Undetermined o 9 14
Intuition 21 32 49
Thinking 18 10 26
Undetermined 5 4 8
Feeling ' 23 49 66
Judging 6 10 15
Undetermined 3 3 6
Perceiving 37 50 80

instructions, it was emphasized that no one other than the
principal investigators would see any of the students'
answers so that confidentiality was assured. The total
administration time took 55-60 minutes.

Identification of 'best' and 'other' friends. The
Information Sheet is found in Appendix F. The students were
asked to turn to the back page of the booklet, the one that
was wider than all the rest, and to think of the names of
their fellow students whom they considered to be friends.

After they had filled in the general information (date, name
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of school, grade, their name, age and sex), they were
instructed to write the names of six friends rank-ordered
with the name of their 'best' friend written on line (A).
For the purposes of this study the friend whom they listed
bth was designated their 'other' friend, (B). Next, they
were asked to put an X in the column beside the names of
their friends, who were in that same class. Having done
this, they marked in the box whether their 'best' friend was
male or female and whether that person was a
boyfriend/girlfriend or a really good friend. Last, they
were referred to the far right side of the page and told to
record the name of their 'best' friend on the line by (A) and
that of their 6th or 'other' friend on the line by (B).

Identifi ion of tru I . This questionnaire was a
modified version of Sharabany Intimacy Scale (1974). The
subjects were asked to rate each item twice, once for 'best'
friend, (A), and once for 'other' friend, (B), on a Likert
type scale from FITS (absolutely certain) to DOES NOT FIT
(absolutely certain). The items were read aloud by an
investigator to facilitate reading level differences and to
keep the subjects together on the task for the fourth and
sixth graders.

Trust measur PD]. The subjects followed along as the
investigator read aloud four vignettes patterned after the

Prisoner's Dilemma Game. For each vignette the subjects were
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asked to decide in a forced choice format how they would
respond to the hypothetical social dilemma described in each
vignette. Their first answer would represent their response
if they and their ‘'best' friend, (A), were faced with that
hypothetical situation: their second answer, they and their
'other' friend, (B).

Type inventory. The type inventory of each student was
assessed along four bipolar scales: Extraversion-
Introversion, Sensation-Intuition, Thinking—Feeiing, and
Judgment-Perception. To do this the Mu;phy—Meisgeier Type
Inventory for Children was administered to students in grades
4, 6, and 8; the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator Form G, in grade
10. The instruments were presented in strict accordance with
the guidelines provided in the test instructions and
booklets. It was stressed that there are no right or wrong
answers. In addition, the MMTIC items were read aloud by the
investigator to facilitate any slow readers.

Completion time for the questionnaires was approximately
50-60 minutes. The test measures were presented in random
order to each group to control for any possible order
effects. |

At the completion of the guestionnaires the students
were given another opportunity to ask any queétions they
might have had and were debriefed. The scoring procedures

for the instruments were not explained to the subijects



Table 6 continued

SS DF MS F e
PDB
Between-Subjects
EI 3.28 2 1.64 2.19 117
Sex 1.37 1 1.37 1.83 .179
EI by Sex .92 2 .46 .62 .541
Within Cells 77.15 103 .75
Within-Subject
Scenario 66.10 3 22.03 26.07 .000
EI by Scenario 2.63 6 .44 .52 . 794
Sex by Scenario 14.13 3 4,71 5.57 .001
EI by Sex by Scenario 6.40 6 1.07 1.26 .275
Within Cells 261.16 309 .85




Table 7

Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Sensation-Intuition Scores
ss DF MS F o
SISm

Between-Subjects

SN 65.94 2 32.97 .53 .589
Sex 768.99 1 768.99 12.42 .001
SN by Sex 58.38 2 29.19 .47 . 626
Within Cells 6379.38 103 61.94
Within-Subject
Friend 37049.38 1 37049.38 1068.64 .000
SN by Friend .81 2 .40 .01 .988
Sex by Friend .44 1 .44 .01 . 910
SN by Sex by Friend 41.64 2 20.82 .60 .550
Within Cells 3570.9¢6 103 34.67
TOTPDA-TOTPDB
Between-Subjects
SN 7.86 2 3.93 1.21 .302
Sex .39 1 .39 12 .728
'SN by Sex 6.83 2 3.42 1.05 .353
Within Cells 334.06 103 3.24 '
Within-Subject
Friend 363.02 1 '363.02 159.34 .000
SN by Friend .86 2 .43 .19 .829
Sex by Friend 13.52 1 13.52 5.93 .017
SN by Sex by Friend 4.48 2 2.24 .98 . 377
Within Cells 280.61234.66 103 2.28
PDA
Between-Subjects
SN 1.68 2 .84 1.40 .252
Sex 2.32 1 2.32 3.85 . 053
SN by Sex 2.11 2 1.05 1.75 179
Within Cells 61.99 103 .60
Within-Subject
Scenario 22.29 3 7.43 11.68 .000
SN by Scenario ] 3.70 6 .62 .97 446
Sex by Scenario .5.81 3 1.94 3.04 .029
SN by Sex by Scenario 2.21 6 .37 .58 .746
Within Cells 19¢6.61 309 .64



Table 7 continued

SS MS F P
Between-Subjects
SN .19 2 .25 .32 .728
Sex 1.16 1 1.16 1.49 .225
SN by Sex .72 2 .36 .46 . 630
Within Cells 80.19 3 .78
Within-Subject
Scenario 73.63 3 24 .54 29.13 .000
SN by Scenario 4.32 [ .72 .86 .528
Sex by Scenario 9.75 3 3.25 3.86 .010
SN by Sex by Scenario 6.16 6 1.03 1.22 .296
Within Cells 260.30 9 .84




Table 8

Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Thinking-Feeling Scores
55 DF M3 F o
SISm

Between-Subjects

TF 312.78 2 156.39 2.61 .078
Sex 447.52 1 447.52 7.47 .007
TF by Sex 62.69 2 31.35 .52 .594
Within Cells 6167.58 103 59.88
Within-Subject
Friend 23336.24 1 23336.24 716.24 .000
TF by Friend 250.04 2 125.02 3.84 .025
Sex by Friend .31 1 .31 .01 .923
TF by Sex by Friend 15.87 2 7.94 .24 .784
Within Cells 3355.90 103 32.58
Tct PDA-TOTPDB
Between-Subjects
TF 13.27 2 6.63 2.16 121
Sex 5.11 1 5.11 1.66 .200
TF by Sex 18.72 2 9.36 3.05 .052
Within Cells 316.38 103 3.07
Within-Subject
Friend 245.60 1 . 245.60 106.63 .000
TF by Friend .21 2 .10 .05 .9586
Sex by Friend 1.13 1 1.13 .49 .48¢6
TF by Sex by Friend 2.53 2 1.26 .55 .579
Within Cells 237.24 103 2.30
PDA
Between-Subijects
TF 1.99 2 .99 1.64 .198
Sex 1.38 1 1.38 2.28 .134
TF by Sex 1.10 2 .55 .91 .407
Within Cells 62.33 103 .61
Within-Subject
Scenario 4.42 3 1.47 2.42 .66
TF by Scenario 11.34 6 1.89 3.11 .006
Sex by Scenario 1.96 3. .65 1.07 .360
TF by Sex by Scenario 2.85 6 .48 .78 .584

Within Cells 187.65 309 .61



Table 8 continued

Ss MS F ]
Between-Subjects
TF 1.38 2 .69 .93 . 396
Sex .18 1 .18 .24 .623
TF by Sex .21 2 11 .85 .062
Within Cells .08 3 .74
Within-Subject
Scenario .13 3 .58 .16 .000
TF by Scenario .70 6 1.12 1.32 .248
Sex by Scenario .86 3 .62 .91 .127
TF by Sex by Scenario .79 6 .30 .35 .908
Within Cells, 57 9 .85




Table 9

ce m able for J ing-Percgeivi
sSs DF MS F P
SISm
Between-Subjects
Jp 74 .50 2 37.25 .60 .550
Sex 201.65 1 201.65 3.25 .074
JP by Sex 50.00 2 25.00 .40 . 669
Within Cells 6389.88 103 62.04
Within-Subject -
Friend 14491.79 1 14491.79 444.26 .000
JP by Friend 242.61 2 121.30 3.72 .028
Sex by Friend .57 1 .57 .02 .895
JP by Sex by Friend 15.29 2 7.65 .23 .791
Within Cells 3359.84 103 32.62
TOTPDA-TOTPDB
Between-Subjects
Jp 9.56 2 4.78 1.48 .232
Sex - .23 1 .23 .07 .791
JP by Sex 3.44 2 1.72 .53 .588
Within Cells 332.14 103 3.22
Within-Subject
Friend 168.84 1 .168.84 74.02 .000
JP by Friend 3.29 2 1.65 .72 .488
Sex by Friend 5.69 1 5.69 2.49 117
JP by Sex by Friend 2.44 2 1.22 .53 .588
Within Cells 234.93 103 2.28
PDA
Between-Subjects
JP .90 2 .45 .74 .481
Sex 1.02 1 1.02 1.68 .198
JP by Sex 1.46 2 .13 1.19 .307
Within Cells 62.91 103 .61
Within-Subject
Scenario 12.07 3 4.02 6.76 .000
JP by Scenario 7.18 3 1.20 2.01 .C64
Sex by Scenario 5.45 3 1.82 3.05 .029
JP by Sex by Scenario 10.47 6 1.75 2.93 .009
Within Cells 217.59 309 .70



Table 9 continued

Ss MS F p
Between-Subjects
JP 2.31 2 1.16 1.51 L2286
Sex .45 1 .45 .59 .443
JP by Sex .01 2 .01 .01 . 993
Within Cells 78.85 3 .77
Within-Subject
Scenario 48,95 3 16.32 19.35 .000
JP by Scenario 3.66 6 .61 .72 .630
Sex by Scenario 3.50 3 1.17 1.38 .248
JP by Sex by Scenario 5.32 6 .89 1.05 .392
Within Cells 260.54 9 .84




Table 10

f

ien
Best Friend Other Friend
Mean SD Mean SD
E-T
E-Male 62.77 7.85 32.42 7.76
Female 66.89 5.27 " 36.68 6.52
U-Male 61.60 6.11 31.20 7.19
Female 60.00 8.94 34.50 6.98
I-Male 60.67 6.49 30.07 7.78
Female 66.15 5.51 31.85 7.48
S-N
S-Male 62.37 6.31 32.84 7.52
Female 66.41 5.33 34.50 8.25
U-Male 62.67 3.78 31.00 8.65
Female 67.44 5.62 37.89 6.39
N-Male: 61.38 8.72 30.48 7.63
. Female 64 .34 6.54 35.47 6.10
T-F
T-Male 59.50 8.27 31.56 7.07
Female 60.90 8.79 34.60 7.66
U-Male 60.20 8.93 32.40 0.38
Female 68.00 2.45 37.75 2.06
F-Male 64.26 5.20 31.30 7.75
Female 66.98 4,94 35.47 7.09
J-P
J-Male 61.83 6.24 29.33 4.46
Female 66.10 7.17 35.70 6.93
U-Male 61.00 7.55 40.67 1.53
Female 63.00 7.21 39.67 4.62
P-Male 62.05 7.47 31.14 7.86
Female 66.26 5.73 35.18 7.07
Legend:
E-I = Extravert-Undetermined-Introvert
S-N = Sensation-Undetermined-Intuition
T-F = Thinking-Undetermined-Feeling
J-P = Judging-Undetermined-Perceiving
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Table 11

Best Friend Other Friend
Mean SD Mean SD
E-T
E-Male 13.89 1.71 11.81 1.60
Female . 14.49 1.50 11.07 1.69
U-Male’ 15.00 1.23 12.40 1.82
Female 14.50 1.98 11.33 2.07
I-Male 14.33 1.29 10.73 2.15
Female 14.15 1.73 10.77 1.36
S—-N
S-Male 14.58 1.50 11.84 1.98
Female 14.64 1.50 10.96 1.81
U-Male 13.00 2.10 11.17 1.84
Female 14.79 1.99 10.78 1.92
N-Male- 14.10 1.30 11.33 1.83
" Female 14.31 1.53 11.16 1.48
I-F
T-Male 13.72 1.84 11.28 1.99
Female 14.30 1.64 10.90 1.97
U-Male 14.40 1.67 11.00 11.87
Female 15.75 0.50 13.00 0.82
F-Male 14.44 1.24 11.83 1.80
Female 14.43 1.59 10.90 1.54
J=P
J-Male 14.33 1.63 10.83 1.84
Female 14.00 1.83 10.30 1.42
U-Male 12.67 1.53 11.33 1.16
Female 14.67 1.16 11.00 1.00
P-Male 14.24 1.52 11.65 1.93
Female 14.58 1.55 11.18 1.70
Legend:
E-I = Extravert-Undetermined-Introvert
S-N = Sensation-Undetermined-Intuition
T-F = Thinking-Undetermined-Feeling
J-P = Judging-Undetermined-Perceiving
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Scenario 3 - Secret and Scenario 4 - Backstab as compared to
Scenario 2 - Homework . A second simple effects analysis
revealed significant differences across psychological type
for PDA2 - Homework, E(2,309) = 4.59, p <.05.

r j - r Fri PDB) . There were no
significant between-subjects effects. The within-subject
analysis revealed a significant effect for Scenario, and a
significant interaction for Sex by Scenario. The simple
effects analysis of sex across scenarios indicated
differences for males, E(1,309) = 24.67, p<.05, and for
females, E(1,309) = 28.33, p<.05. The Tukey HSD analysis
within scenario indicated that males made choices indicating
g:eatér trust for PDBl1 - Principal and PDB2 -Homework,
compared to females PDB1 - Principal and PDB2 - Homework;
but, that for PDB3 - Secret females made more trusting
choices than males.

n ion—-Intuiti
The hypotheses for Sensation-Intuition predicted no
difference in trust rating score for 'best' friend, but a
higher trust rating score was expected for Intuition than for
Sensation for 'other' friend. (See Tables 7, 10, and 11.)
SISm. The between-subjects analysis showed a
significant effect for sex. The trust score for females was

significantly greater than the trust score for males. For

the within-subject analysis, friend was a significant effect.
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Higher ratings were given for 'best' friend than for 'other'
friend.

PD. There were no significant between-subjects effects
for TotPDA-TotPDB. The within-subject analysis revealed a
significant effect of Friend. A significant interaction
effect was found for Sex and Friend. Simple effects analysis
showed an effect of Sex, E(4.103) = 5.64, p < .05, for 'best'
friend, TPDA, and an effect of Friend was found for for
males, E(1,103), = 70.50, p <.05, and females, E(1,103) =
155.18, p <.05. Comparison by Tukey HSD analysis showed
higher means for 'best' friend total score (TPDA) compared to
'other' friend total score (TPDB) for males, and females.
Far T?DA, 'best' friend trust choice scores for females were
higher than those given by males.

Tr i - B Frien PDA). The between-subject
analysis showed a marginally. significant effect for Sex,
with females assigning higher trust choice scores than males.
The within-subject analysis revealed a significant main
effect of Scenario and a significant interaction of Sex and
Scenario. Simple effects analysis indicated both males,
F(3,309)= 11.35, p <.05, and females, E(3,309) = 8.17, p
<.05, discriminated in their ratings across scenarios.
Simple effects analysis indicated in PDAl - Principal,
EF(3.309) = 13.97, p <.05, that females gave higher trust

ratings than males. Tukey HSD analysis showed this order of
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means across scenarios: 3-Secret, 4-Backstab, 1-Principal,
and 2-Homework, with Scenario 3, Scenario 4, and Scenario 1

significantly different from Scenario 2.

Trust Choice — Other Friend PDB. The analysis found no
significant between-subjects effects. The within-subject

analysis showed a significant main effect for scenario.
Tukey HSD analysis indicated that the order of means across
scenarios, was: 3-Secret, 2-Homework, 1-Principal and 4-
Backstab, with Scenario 3 significantly different from
Scenarios 4, 1, and 2, and Scenarios 2 significantly
different from Scenarios 1 and 4. The interaction for Sex by
Scenario was also significant. Further analysis, using
simple effects, showed both males, E(3,309) = 23.81, p <.05,
aﬁd'females, E(3,309) = 21.47, p <.05, to select different
choices across scenarios. Tukey HSD comparisons revealed
that the trust choices of males for PDBZ - Homework were
signif;cantly higher than for PDB4 - Backstab and PDB1 -
Principal, and that females' trust choices for PDR3 - Secret
were significantly higher than for PDB4 - Baékstab, PDB2 -
Homework, and PDB1 - Principal.
Thinking-Feeling

The hypotheses for Thinking-Feeling predicted no
difference in trust rating score for 'best' friend, but a
higher trust rating score was expected for Feeling than for

Thinking for ‘'other' friend.. (See Tables 8, 10, and 11.)



43

SISm. The between-subjects analysis showed the main
effect of sex and a marginally significant effect of
Thinking-Feeling. Mean scores comparison showed that the
trust score for females was higher than that for males.

The within-subject analysis showed a significant effect
for Friend, and for TF by Friend. 'Best' friends were given
higher trust scores than the 'other' friend . Analysis by
simple effects indicated an effect for Friend for Thinking,
E(1.103) - 55.04, p <.05; Undetermined, E(1,103) = 62.99, p =
<.05; and Feeling, E(1,103) = 77.68, p <.05. 'Best' friend
received higher trust score ratings compared to 'other'
friend for all three psychological types.

BD. The analysis of Total PDA-Total PDB (TPDA-TPDB)
showed a between-subjects effect for TF by Sex. Analysis by
simple effects indicated an effect for Sex, E(2,103) = 5.30,
p <.05, across psychological type, ana an effect of
Psychological Type, E(1,103) = 6.74, p<.05. Analysis by
Tukey HSD revealed that for Undetermined females had higher
trust rating scores than males

A significant within-subject effect was found for
Friend. The trust choice score was higher for 'best' friend

compared to 'other' friend.

Trust Choice - Best Friend (PDA). No significant
between-subjects effects were found. The within-subject

analysis showed a marginally significant effect of Scenario
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and a significant interaction for Thinking-Feeling and
Scenario. Tukey HSD indicated the order of the differences
across scenarios was: 3- Secret, 4-Backstab, Principal, and

2-Homework, with Scenarios 3 and 4 significantly higher than

Scenarios Z and 1. Analysis by simple effects showed that
Feeling, E(3,309) = 4.48, p <.05, was significant across
scenarios. Tukey HSD comparison showed that PDA3 - Secret
was significantly higher than PDA2Z - Homework

Trust Choice - Other Friend (PDB). A marginally

significant effect was found for Thinking-Feeling by Sex.
Analysis by siﬁple effects showed an effect for Undetermined,
F(1,103) = 3.87, p <.05. Tukey HSD indicated that females
gave higher trust choice ratings than males.

The within-subject analysis showed an effect of
scenario. The Tukey HSD revealed that the order of scenarios
was: 3-Secret, 2-Homework, 1-Principal, and 4-Backstab, with
Scenario 3 significantly higher than Scenarios 4, 1, and 2,
and Scenarios 2 significantly higher than Scenario 4 and 1.

ing-Perceivin

The hypotheses for Judging-Perceiving predicted no
difference in trust rating score for 'best' friend, but a
higher trust rating score was expected for Perceiving than
for Judging for 'other' friend. (See Tables 9, 10, and 11.)

Sism. The between-3ubijects analysis showed a marginal

effect for Sex with females higher compared to males. The
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within-subject analysis showed a significant effect for
Friend and Judging-Perceiving by Friend. Analysis by simple
effects indicated and effect of Friend for Judging, E(1,103)
= 71.42, p <.05; Undetermined, E(1,103) = 34.41], p <.05; and
Pcrceciving, E(1,103) = €8.62, p <.05. [Iigher trugt gcorc
ratings were given to 'best' friend, TBest, than to 'other'
friend, TOther.

PD. The repeated measures analysis of Total PDA-Total
PDB (TPDA-TPDB) indicated no significant between-subjects
effects. The only significant within-subject factor was
Friend. Higher frust score ratings were given to 'best'

friend, TBest, than to 'other' friend, TOther.

Trust Choice — Best Friend (PDA). The between-subjects
analysis showed no significant effects. The within-subiject

analysis revealed a significant effect for Scenario; for Sex
by Scenario; and for Judging-Perceiving by Sex by Scenario;
and a marginally significant effect for Judging-Perceiving by
Scenario. The order of the means for the main effect of
scenarios was 3-Secret, 4-Backstab, 1-Principal, and 2-
Homework, with Scenarios 3, 4, and 1 significantly higher
than Scenarios 2. Two significant interactions were found:
Sex by Scenario and Judging-Perceiving by Sex by Scenario.
Simple effects analysis showed significance across scenarios
for Judging, males, E(3,309) = 2.71, p <.05, and females,

E(3.309) = 3.88, p <.05;, and for Undetermined, males,
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F(3,309) = 10.02, p <.05, and females, E(3.309) = 4.44,
p<.05. Further analysis by Tukey HSD indicated that for
Judging males rated Scenario 4 - Backstab signifiéantly
higher than Scenaiio 2 - Homework and females rated Scenario
3 - Secret and Scenario 4 significantly higher than Scenario
2 — Homework. In addition, for Undetermined males rated
Scenario 4 - Backstab 'and Scenario 3 - Secret significantly
higher than Scenario 1 - Principal and Scenario 2 -. Homework
and females rated Scenario 4 - Backstab, Scenario 2-
Homework, and Scenario 1 - Principal significantly higher
than Scenario 3 - Secret.

Trust Choice - Other Friend (PDB). No significant
betweén—subjects effects were found. The within-subiject
analysis indicated a main effect of Scenario. Tukey HSD
revealed the following order across scenarios: 3-Secret, 2-
Homework 1-Principal, and 4—Backstab,‘with Scenario 3 and
Scenario 2 significantly higher than Scenarios 4 and 1.

Reliability Analysis

The reliability of the Sharabany Iﬁtimacy Scale,
Modified, thelMurphy—Meisgeier Type Indicator for Childfen,
and the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator were examined with
Coefficient Alpha. The resulting values appear in Tables 13

and 14.
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‘Table 13
1 Modifi
I;uﬁl_ﬁsaig*
Total SISm 0.84
Best Friend (SISmA) Other Friend (SISmB)

Total 0.73
Frankness 0.61
Sense- ,0‘39
Trust 0.34

Total Frankness 0.69

Total Sense 0.62

Total Trust 0.66

Total

Frankness

Sense

Trust

.84

.62

.66

.69

*Coefficient Alpha Values
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Table 14
il3 Anal i f Murphv-Mei i I i for

ghildreniénd Myvers-Briggs Type Indicator*

MMTIC
Personality Type
Extravert-Undetermined—-Introvert (EUI) .71
Sensation-Undetermined-Intuition (SUN) .69
Thinking-Undetermined-Feeling (TUF) .79
Judging-Undetermined-Perceiving (JUP) .74
MBTI
Persoﬁality Type
Extravert—-Introvert (EI) .82
Sensation-Perception (SN) .83
Thinking-Feeling (TF) .74
Judging-Perceiving (JP) .84
*Coefficient Alpha Values
ggrrglazignal Analysis of Trust Score Measures

A Pearson Product Correlational analysis was used to
examine the relationship among the SISm and PD measures of
peer trust. Tables 15 and 16 show the matrix of correlations

for the two scales and their components.
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Chapter IV
Discussion

Sex Differences

The hypothesis that no significant differences would be
found between males and females for the trust rating for
'best’' friend in the Sharabany Intimacy Scale, Modified
(SISm) and the Prisoner's Dilemma (PD) measure was not
confirmed. No significant differences were found between
males and females for the trusting choice for 'best' friend
in the four conflict scenarios, but females had higher trust
rating scores on the Sharabany Intimacy Scale, Modified. The
hypothesis that females would have a higher trust score
rating for 'other' friend in the Sharabény Intimacy Scale,
Modified, was confirmed, while the hypothesis that females
would make more trusting choices for 'other' friend in the
Prisoner's Dilemma was not confirmed. Males made marginally
more trusting choices than females for 'other' friend in the
four conflict scenarios.

It was expected that thé trust level for 'best' friend
would not differ for males and females because there were no
restrictions imposed on the qualitative judgments the
subjects made within themselves about who their 'best' friend

was (i1.e. same or opposite sex friend or reciprocity) . It
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was assumed that the student would trust his/her 'very best
friend' (the term used in the study for the student's frignd
listed in the first position in the rank-ordered list)
whether the subject was male or female, and that no sex
differences would be revealed fnr 'hest' friend. This
hypothesized result was confirmed. The expected higher trust
rating score for females as compared to males for 'other'
friend was generated from friendship and intimacy studies
(Berndt, 1981; Buhrmester & Furman, 1987; Jones & Dembo,
1989), which report females as having higher scores on these
dimensions along with data that indicates girls interact in
dyads and small groups compared to boys who interact with
groups. Taken together, these findings suggest that higher
friendship and intimacy scores should be extended to 'other'
friend for girls, whereas boys would be less likely to show a
similar trust level in their ‘'other' friend who was just "one
of the gang". Females, on the other hand, would be able to
determine from their interaction with a smaller group whether
or not the 'other' friend fit the general parameters of
friendship expectations, "those beliefs, attitudes and values
that a person expresses as being important characteristics in
a best friend" (Bigelow, 1977, p. 24). This anticipated
difference was not found for Sharabany Intimacy Scale,
Modified, and, contrary to expectations, males had higher

trust rating scores in conflict choice situations than



females. Although the vignettes were patterned after the
Prisoner's Dilemma Game payoff matrix, it appears that they
were not perceived of as opportunities for game strategy
competition by the males, which would have resulted in their
receiving lower scores than females. The findings of Coady
(1986), in which the Prisoner's Dilemma Game was used, that
females were more trusting than males and males more
competitive than females did not carry over to this study.

P logical T

The hypotheses that no differences in trust rating score
would be found for Extravert-Introvert, Sensation-Intuition,
Thinking-Feeling, and Judging-Perceiving with 'best' friend
was confirmed by analysis of the Sharabany Intimacy
Scale,Modified (SISm). The hypotheses that the trust ratings
would be higher for Extravert compared to Introvert, for
Intuition compared to Sensation, for Feeling compared to
Thinking, and for Perceiving compared to Judging fér 'other'
friend were not confirmed. Analysis of the Sharabany
Intimacy Scale, Modified showed no significant differences
for psychological type for 'other' friend.

The analysis cf scores on the cénflict scenarios for
'best' and 'other' friend also found no significant
differences between the pairs of Extravert-Introvert