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(ABSTRACT)

This empirical study examined the social provisions

that adults felt they received from friendship as well as

what they desired from friendship and explored

discrepancies between what was received and desired. The

social provisions were distinguished as: attachment, social

integration, reliable alliance, guidance, reassurance of

worth, and opportunity for nurturance. The study sought to

provide a comprehensive picture of adult friendship by

examining multiple predictor variables. The independent

variables were subdivided into three categories: self-

perception (personality type, gender orientation, self-

esteem, and psychological well—being), family intimacy

(intimacy with parents, siblings, and spouse) and personal

attributes (age, sex, and marital status).

The investigation was conducted in Blacksburg,

Virginia. Respondents were drawn from a random sampling of

faculty and staff members of the Virginia Polytechnic

Institute and State University. The Total Design Method for

mail surveys was applied to meet the objectives of the



research (Dillman, 1978). A total of 449 questionnaires

were completed and returned, representing a response rate of

65%.

Regression analysis was used to address the research

questions. The results of the study indicate that

individual characteristics do indeed affect an individual's

perceptions of the meaning and adequacy of friend

relationships. The findings underscored the importance of

using multiple explanatory variables in a study of this

nature. However, the self—perception variables proved to be

more predictive than the family intimacy or personal

attributes variables. The extraverted personality type was

the most significant independent variable having the

greatest relative influence in ten of the eighteen

regressions. The feeling personality type was also very

significant.

Because friendship is a voluntary association,

expressions of personality characteristics may be more

evident than in edther relationships. The fact that the

personality variables were such strong predictors in this

study suggests that further research is needed in this area.
l

Also, the results of the study indicate the need to include

both gender orientation and sex as variables in future

research because both were significant in this study.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

This study was designed to examine the social

provisions that adults felt they received from friendship,

the social provisions they desired from friendship, and to

explore the differences between what was desired and what

was received. For the purposes of this study social

provisions were defined as the function or role of the

friend relationship for adults. Researchers have begun to

focus on the nature of adult friendship within the past 20

years (Bell, 1981; Fischer, 1982; Matthews,1986; Powers &

Bultena, 1976; Verbrugge, 1977, 1979). The social

provisions hoped for and provided by friendship in adulthood

have not, however, been well defined (Adams & Blieszner,

1989). What is the function or role of the friend

relationship for adults? In this study the social

provisions or functions were distinguished as: attachment,

social integration, reliable alliance, guidance, reassurance

of worth, and opportunity for nurturance (Weiss, 1969,

1974). These six provisions were the dependent variables

for the study.

Most studies of friendship focus on only one or two

variables. This study provides a more comprehensive picture

1
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of adult friendship by integrating multiple aspects of this

relationship. The independent variables were subdivided

into three different categories: personal attributes, family

intimacy, and self-perception. The personal attributes

were: sex, age, and marital status. Family intimacy

variables were: intimacy with parents, intimacy with

siblings and intimacy with spouse. The family intimacy

variables are seldom addressed in the friendship literature.
F

Family intimacy refers to the amount of self—disclosure or

intimacy the respondent reports with parents, siblings, or

spouse and is a possible indicator of the individual's

potential relational skills. The self-perception variables

were: gender orientation, self-esteem, psychological well-

being, and two descriptors of personality type;

introversion/extraversion and thinking/feeling.

Significance of the Study

Much has been written about the importance of

friendship. Klinger (1977) found that the majority of

respondents to the question, ”What makes your life

meaningful?” reported that friends were important.

Campbell, Converse, and Rodgers (1976) found that most

people consider it very important to have "a happy

marriage,” 'a good family life,” and ”good friends.” Adler

(1958) believed that the human community set three tasks for
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the individual: work, which means contributing to the

welfare of others; friendship, which includes social

relationships with comrades and relatives; and, love, the

union that represents the strongest and closest emotional

relationship that can exist between two human beings. Adler

noted that humans were free to decide whether and to what

extent they would form friendships so the way friendship was

fulfilled was the best measure of the individual's social

interest. Social interest is the ability to have concern

for others. A person lacking social interest is isolated

and egocentric (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1956; Dreikurs,

1953).

Research indicates that satisfying interpersonal

relationships have a positive effect on psychological well-

being and on mortality (Lowenthal & Haven, 1968; Strain &

Chappell, 1982). Berkman and Syme (1979) in a nine year

mortality study of over 6,000 subjects found that contact

with friends reduces the likelihood of death at all ages

from 30 to 69. Crohan and Antonucci (1989) report that

friend support has shown a positive relationship with mental

and physical well-being. If friendship does indeed provide

such positive benefits then it will be helpful to determine

whether personal attributes, family intimacy, or self-

perception variables or a combination of these variables
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influences the social provisions desired and received in

adult friendship.

Rationale

The social provisions of adult friendship are

influenced by how the friendship develops (Blieszner,

1989a). A developmental approach to friendship initiation

and formation portrays the friendship as moving through

stages from awareness of a potential friendship to

acquaintance to casual friend to intimate friend (Perlman &

Fehr, 1987). Hays (1984, p.92) suggests that friendship

development proceeds as " a systematic unfolding of

increasing intimacy levels.” Shea, Thompson, and Blieszner

(1988) report that there are different expectations of

friendship depending upon its level and depth. More

intimate disclosure and more exchange of services are

expected of more intimate friends. The literature, however,

suggests that some persons do not develop close

relationships even though they may know a person for a

considerable length of time. Some people are more able to

initiate and sustain relationships with a higher degree of

intimacy than are others (Bell, 1981; Horowitz & French,

1979). If the ability to be close is not related to length

of friendship it is likely that personality type or intimacy

level with the parents plays a role. Thus, individuals
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involved in establishing a friendship bring to its formation

their own individual and relational qualities or

characteristics. These characteristics then influence the

potential for development of the friendship and play a role

in determining what the individual both desires and receives

from friendship. These same qualities could then play a

role in explaining any differences between what is desired

and what is received fronu friendship. An introvert may

desire social integration with friends but due to her or his

personality type may be unable to obtain this provision from

friendship with other adults. A male who is more feminine

in gender orientation may desire the opportunity to nurture

in friendships but may have difficulty in finding friends

who accept such feelings from a male.

The general research questions were:

1. What is the relative importance of personal
attributes, family intimacy, and self—perception in
explaining the social provisions that adults believe
they receive from friends?

2. What is the relative importance of personal
attributes, family intimacy, and self—perception in
explaining the social provisions that adults desire
from friends?

3. What is the relative importance of personal
attributes, family intimacy, and self-perception in
explaining the differences in actual and desired
social provisions found in adult friendship?
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Concegtual Framework

There are many different definitions of friendship used

by researchers within the varied disciplines of sociology,

family studies, psychology, anthropology, and social

psychology. For instance, much of the psychological

literature has focused on studies of attraction especially

among college students. Sociological studies often draw on

the work of Babchuk and Bates (1961), who defined a close

friendship as a primary relationship that includes

availability for spontaneous activities and demands. Wright

(1984) distinguished two levels of friendship, superficial

and developed. Superficial friendships are formed and

maintained because they are rewarding. Developed

friendships are based on the friends' concern for each

other's welfare and an appreciation for each other's unique

qualities.

Most researchers have not distinguished between

friendly relations and friendship, an intimate interpersonal
l relationship (Matthews,1986). Many researchers point out

that it is important not to assume that friendship implies

intimacy· or the ability to provide practical assistance.

Misunderstanding the respondent's notions of friendship or

simply relying on the researcher's a priori assumptions of
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friendship will not provide reliable findings (Cohen &

Rajkowski, 1982).

According to Adams (1989), researchers have chosen to

deal with the lack of a common definition of the word friend

· in three ways: (a) leave the interpretation of the word to

those under study, (b) limit the definition of friendship,

or (c) use inductive methods ‘to determine what the term

means to those being studied. Researchers who have chosen

to allow respondents to interpret the word friend on their

own ·then have difficulty in interpreting their findings.

When limiting the definition of friendship, researchers

often designate criteria on only a few dimensions which may

then overlook other important distinctions. Fischer (1982),

Matthews (1983), and Adams (1985) have used inductive

methods to study friendship. Fischer (1982) and Matthews

(1983) studied the characteristics of relationships

describedi as friendships and then induced definitions of

friendship. Adams (1985) delineated between definitions and

characteristics of friendship. In this study the researcher

utilized a theory of social provisions to help delineate

different domains of friendship thereby defining friendship

for the respondent through the functions of friendship as

developed by Weiss (1969, 1974). The definition of
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friendship for the respondents in the study was then viewed

as the function of friendship for adults.

Weiss (1969, 1974) developed a theory of social

provisions that sought to analyze the particular role that

relationships play in adulthood. He was interested in

whether particular relationships were unique in their

ability to meet an adult's interpersonal needs (functional

specificity) or whether one's need for social support could

be met by any number of personal relationships (the fund of

sociability). Initially, in his work with Parents Without

Partners, Weiss discovered more support for the functional

specificity of relationships. Later, however, he noted that

attachment relationships tended toward multiplicity of

provision, i.e., one's need for attachment could be met by

any number of personal relationships (Weiss, 1974).

The provisions delineated by Weiss (1969) were:

attachnent (feelings of intimacy, security, and peace as

found in relationships with spouses or very close friends);

social integration (a sense of belonging to a group with

whona one shares common interests and social activities);

reliable alliance (feeling that one will receive assistance

in times of need or crisis); guidance (knowing persons who _

can provide knowledge, advice, and expertise); reassurance

of worth (a sense of competence and respect bestowed by
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others); and, opportunity for nurturance (being responsible

for others and feeling needed). The prominence of these

provisions varies from person to person and across the life

cycle but each is considered to be crucial to sufficient

personal adjustment. Weiss (1969) contended that the

absence of any of these relational functions would produce

some form of dissatisfaction coincided by periods of acute

distress and restlessness.

Weiss's work was focused on discovering whether certain

roles (mate, friend, parent) provided specific functions in

relationships. Weiss theorized that there were six

functions that he believed were provided by different

relationships. The focus of this study utilized Weiss's

theory of relationship benefits as a guiding framework for

considering the smcial provisions that adults desired and

received from friends. The independent variables were used

to help explain why relationship needs vary from person to

person. Whereas Weiss believed that each of the provisions

was met by different relationships, this study focused on

one relationship, friendship, and studied how the

characteristics of individuals affected their perceptions

of the meaning and adequacy of friend relationships.

Weiss's theory has been shown to be relevant for

understanding family dynamics in adulthood (Long & Mancini,
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1989; Mancini & Blieszner, 1985; Mancini & Simon, 1984) and

also proved relevant in understanding the perceived

characteristics of friendship in adulthood.



Chapter 2

Review of the Literature

This section will review the literature pertinent to

the study of friendship in adulthood. The literature will

be discussed beginning with the dependent variable, social
4 provisions, followed by the independent variables. The

independent variables will be reviewed under the general

headings: personal attributes, family intimacy, and self-

perception.

Degendent Variables

Social Provisions

Social provisions were the dependent variables and were

delineated according to the six provisions described by

Weiss: attachment, social integration, reliable alliance,

guidance, reassurance of worth, and opportunity for

nurturance. Huch of the literature on social provisions

focuses cu: the differential support functions provided by

friends and family (Cantor, 1979; Litwak, 1985). Cantor

(1979) developed a ”hierarchical-compensatory" model of

social support. Her model asserts that the primacy of the

support provider to the recipient is more crucial for social

support than the nature of the task. In this model, kin are

11
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the support source of choice, then non-kin, followed by

formal organizations. If the· first source is unable to

provide the necessary support then other support networks

are called upon to compensate. I..itwak's model did not

support the same findings as those of Cantor's model.

According to Litwak (1985), kin fulfill provisions requiring

long—term commitment and intimacy; neighbors carry out tasks

requiring* speed in response, knowledge of resources, and

geographical closeness; and friends deal with problems

focused around peer group status, and similarity of

experience and history. Friends in this model are possible

important providers of affective and emotional support

because they are not bound by the obligations of family nor

by the often necessary claims made on each other by

neighbors.

Litwak (1989) has recently expanded on the findings of

his study (Litwak, 1985). He postulates that older adults

need three types of friends to manage friendship activities:

long-term friends, intermediate-term friends, and short-term

friends. Long-term friends are needed to deal with tasks

that do not require immediate proximity but do require a

common lifestyle. Such activities are associated with roles

that tend to be stable over a lifetime, such as spending

annual vacations together and reminiscing about past
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experiences. Intermediate-term friends are needed to deal

with activities related to slowly changing roles, such as

marital shifts and residential moves. Short-term friends

are needed to manage immediate and rapid changes in roles,

such as those associated with being a new member of a

retirement community, i.e., emergency loans of household

items and goods.

Fischer (1982) divided social support into three areas:

counseling (advice on and discussion of personal matters);

companionship (visiting socially and going out together);

and practical (a variety of material assistance). Fischer's

findings lend more support to Litwak's theory than to

Cantor's theory. He found that for counseling his sample

turned to spouses, nuclear kin, and "just friends." The

preferred choice for companionship was predominantly just

friends. For practical support respondents varied depending

on the need. Neighbors were called upon to look after one's

house. Co-workers discussed work problems, and older

relatives, usually parents could supply a loan. The social

support provided in this study tended to be relatively

specialized: ”...companionship from friends; practical help

from friends and neighbors; and counseling from relatives

and friends (Fischer, p.137)." Fischer also noted that the

educated were more prone than the less educated to call on
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friends and that women were more likely than men to look to

family for social support.

Several studies of older adults have focused on the

social support provided by friendship. Companionship and

emotional intimacy are the types of support most often

provided tur friends (Atchley, 1980; Chown, 1981; Bankoff,

1983). Friends are helpful with certain types of

socialization such as when the individual is struggling with

role losses. Friendships also provide a certain amount of

instrumental support such as help with shopping or light

chores and help in time of emergencies (Cantor, 1979; Adams,

1986). Mancini and Simon (1984) found that older adults had

similar expectations of family and close friends for

intimacy and social integration but did not expect close

friends to provide shelter, unsolicited advice, money, or to

jeopardize their own safety. Friendship can also help to

build the morale of the older adult by making him or her

feel competent and needed (Mancini, 1980).

Thus far the literature suggests that the social

provisions adults most often receive from friends are

companionship and intimacy. Litwak (1989) suggests that

these types of functions are usually carried out by long-

terma and intermediate-term: friends. Friendship also has

been shown to intensify morale by raising the adult's sense
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of competency. Practical help is often provided by kin and

short-term friends or neighbors.

Independent Variables
Personal Attributes

ägx.

0ne’s sex is the variable usually included in studies

of friendship. Bell (1981) contends that there is no social

factor more important than one's sex in leading to

friendship variations. Many studies seem to bear out

Bell's claim (Booth, 1972; Caldwell & Peplau, 1982; Rubin,

1986; Powers & Bultena, 1976). This review will present

findings from these studies and others which appear to

support Bell's claim and will close with an alternative

rationale for supposed differences.

Men tend to maintain large social networks with weak

ties whereas women's networks, regardless of their size, are

more likely to be characterized by expressiveness and

intimacy (Booth, 1972; Farrell, 1986). In Rubin's study

(1986) both men and women said that they valued intimacy and

reported equal numbers of intimate friends yet men's

interactions with a best friend were less personal and

intimate ‘than ·women's. Wright (1985) reports ·that women

regard friendship as a 'face-to-face" relationship with both

of the partners oriented to its personal and affective

elements. Men, on the other hand, view friendships as
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”side—by—side" relationships with both members oriented to

some external activity. These findings coincide with the

results reported by Caldwell and Peplau (1982). Women were

found to place more emphasis on talking and emotional

sharing in their interactions with friends, and men

emphasized activities and doing things together.

Men's emphasis on activity may be related to Bell's

(1981) hypothesis that men prefer to see each other in

groups rather than on an individual basis. He states that

many male friendships often include three or more persons

while females usually form dyadic friendships. The limiting

of the friendship to the dyad may be a reflection of the

intensity* of the involvement. Since men tend to reveal

less, they have no problem expanding the size of friendship

groups.

The subject of close or best friends also indicates

differences between the sexes. Rubin (1986) relates that

among the married, few of the men named a best friend and

those who did almost always indicated their wife. Most of

the women distinguished at least one trusted friend besides

the husband. Of the single men in the study over two-thirds

could not name a best friend, contrasted with three-fourths

of the women who could. Men who did identify a best friend

were likely to indicate a woman. Women, on the other hand,
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almost always named a woman. Men did not seem to be

troubled, however, by the lack of close friends. Bell

(1981) reports that many males during their adult lives

never have a close male friend.

The self—disclosure literature has been divided in

reported differences between the sexes. Jourard (1971)

found that both men and women were more likely to disclose

to others of the same sex than they were to members of the

opposite sex. Other research has indicated that men are

more likely to disclose to their close female friends than

to close male friends (Komarovsky, 1974; Wright, 1989).

Self-disclosure is closely linked to two of the functions

described by Weiss (1969), attachment and guidance. Being

able to self—disclose is important in establishing intimate

relationships and for seeking out guidance.

Cross—sex friendships have also been studied. Men are

reported to have more cross—sex friends than women. In an

important study by Booth and Hess (1974) women were found to

have fewer opportunities and were subject to more

constraints with respect to cross—sex friendships than were

men. Married females reported more cross—sex friendships

than did single, divorced, separated, or widowed women,

however, many of these friendships were initiated by the

husband. Another reason that women may not have as nmny
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cross-sex friends is that they may not find these

friendships as rewarding as same-sex friends. In Sapadin's

(1988) study women rated their same-sex friends higher for

overall quality, intimacy, enjoyment, and nurturance. The

men in the study rated their cross-sex friends higher in the

same areas, with the exception of intimacy which they rated

the same in cross- and same—sex friends.

Men are often reported in the literature as having a

larger network of friends than women. Fischer (1982) notes

a minor trend in his study which may serve to explain the

discrepancy in many studies. He found that women's social

networks shrank during the early years of marriage and the

childbearing years but grew again as parental

responsibilities decreased. Fischer also reported that male

networks cease to grow in middle age and even to contract as

retirement approaches. Thus, in old age women who are

generally more capable than men of interpersonal sociability

can more readily fill the voids of lost friendships with new

friends. In fact, Powers and Bultena (1976) noted that

older men were less likely than older women to replace lost

friends.

Even though much research has focused on the

differences between male and female friendships, Wright

(1988, 1989) warns against putting too much emphasis on so-
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called differences. He points out that,...”when researchers

have found differences they have been matters of averages

and degrees not matters of polar opposites or contrasting

categories' (Wright, 1989). He cautions that exceptions to

the seeming patterns of differences are found with

sufficient frequency to warrant serious attention. It may

be that gender orientation more so than sex is important to

the development of friendship. Femininity, but not

masculinity, has been related to intimacy (Narus & Fischer,

1982; Williams, 1985). Males who have been motivated to

detach themselves from that which is female may reject

patterns of interaction in friendship which indicate

vulnerability therefore inhibiting the disclosure that is

necessary for the development of intimacy (Williams, 1985).

Wright’s point is well taken and engendered the inclusion of

a measurement of gender orientation in this study.

Past studies on differences in male and female

friendships have focused on such areas as: number of

friends, intimacy levels, close friendships, self-

disclosure, and cross-sex versus same-sex friends. Most of

these studies have pointed to very definite differences

between male and female friendships. More recently however

the focus of differences has turned more to the area of

gender orientation as opposed to one's sex as the critical



20

factor in determining differences. Gender orientation will

be discussed further in the section on self-perception

variables.

ggg.

Hess (1982) writes that it is logical to expect

friendship behavior to transform with age because at

different points in their lives, individuals may vary in

their needs and capacities for friendship. It is also

likely that the nature of close relationships varies with

life-cycle changes. At each stage people tend to promote

and maintain networks that are congruent with needs and

concerns: of their particular life stage (Shulman, 1975).

The obligations of friendship are diffuse and may compete

with the demands of other roles. If the friendship dyad

begins to divert emotional energy from family relationships,

work, or community involvement, restraints on the friendship

may be imposed (Hess,1972). Even though many writers agree

that the life cycle stage is important in shaping people's

social networks very little has been written contrasting

different age groups in adulthood. Most of the publications

that deal with age devote their emphasis to the importance

of agehomophily.Age

homophily is the preference for people of similar

age. Bell (1981) suggests that similarity of age is one of
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the most powerful determinants of friendship choice. People

of similar age are also often similar in personal and social

resources. Fischer's (1982) studies found that more than

one-half of all friend partners are fewer than five years

apart in age. Friends who are dealing with the same things

at the same time are comforted to have friends who mirror

their struggles and meet their needs (Hess, 1972). Age

mates also share a common history and culture. Pogrebin

(1987) points out that life is organized in such a way as to

diminish the possibilities of getting to know someone ten

years older or younger. Housing costs separate young

families from more established ones, and work mates are

usually age segregated due to work experience. Hess (1972)

speculates that for adults other status distinctions may

override similarity in age. She theorizes that

characteristics such as parenthood, marital status, and

occupation may be more important in friendship development

than similarity in age. This theory is especially

interesting because there is a wider diversity in age range

for each of these variables now than there was in the past.

Young adults, particularly college students, and older
” adults would not be as affected by these characteristics so

age would more likely prevail as an important determinant of

friendships.
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Which group of adults has the most friends? Single,

young adults are likely to have very large networks of

friends (Fischer, 1982; Shulman, 1975; Wright, 1989).

Middle-aged adults are likely to have the fewest friends

because of competing demands for their time and energy.
1

Shulman (1975) relates that married adults do not develop

many new friendships during middle age. Middle-age is a

time when many marriages end which also often disrupts

friendships. Children leave home and interfamily activities

decline. Some middle-aged adults choose to focus on their

career, feeling that this will be their last chance for

success. Rosow (1967) wrote that it seemed to be

universally true that the old have fewer friends than the

young. Fischer (1982) found that elderly women in his

study had more friends than middle-aged women. Fischer

does go on to say that the older his respondents, the

smaller their networks and the less intense their

relationships. Even when older adults have opportunities to

form new friendships they prefer existing friendships

(Dickens & Perlman, 1981; Lowenthal, Thurner, & Chiriboga,

1975). Pogrebin (1987) suggests that it is not so much age

as parental status and career attitudes that dictate time

for friendships and thus affect the number of friends.

Given these variables older people have the most time for
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friendship but many find their social network contracting.

Active parents have the least time for friends. Childless

singles and marrieds have a lot of time for friends and tend

to have the largest networks.

The relationship between age and social provisions has

not been established. It is known that older adults are

_ interested in giving in relationships as well as receiving.

Older adults who feel that they receive more than they give

in a relationship are very uncomfortable (Arling, 1976). A

recent study found that the exchange of services for both

the old and the new friendships of older adults was low,

however, the researchers speculate that their measures were

not sensitive enough to capture all the exchanges of

services and the meaning of friendship <Shea et al., 1988).

The researchers also found the belief that help was

available was more crucial than the actual exchange of aid.

Researchers agree that life cycle stage is important in

friendship formation and maintenance, but they have not

focused on the differences between age groups. They also

stress that similarity· of age~ is an important factor in

friendship choice. When studying the number of friends only

one certain distinction is clear, that is, young, single

adults have the most friends. The size of friendship

networks for other groups seems to be dependent upon other
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factors such as parenting responsibilities, loss of friends,

and career status. The connection between age and social

provisions in friendship has not been studied.

Harital status.

Most of the literature on friendship focuses on the

differences between men’s and women's friendships. Much of

this research is carried out with younger populations many
of’ whom are· single. The friendship patterns of married

adults have received little attention. Studies of

friendships among married persons show a decrease in

intimacy and interaction with friends after marriage (Booth

& Hess, 1974) and a move in the direction of having more

couple friends (Babchuk & Booth, 1969). Fischer (1982)

reports that married persons name more kin and neighbors

than the unmarried but name fewer "just friends” and have

less intense relationships with those friends. Men were

even more affected by these trends than women.

Bell (1981) maintains that spouses tend to see

themselves as a single unit in the friendship network and

prefer for their friends to see them in the same way. He

further explains that often when two couples get together it

is usually two sets of friends getting together, the two men

and the two women. Couple friendships often develop through

the husband's interests especially his work. Two men who
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work together cu• have similar occupations often initially

have more in common than their wives have in common.

In an early study of married couples and their

friendships husbands were found to have greater influence in

instigating friendships and in deciding who the best friends

of the couple would be (Babchuk & Bates, 1963). Babchuk and

Bates (1963) also found that husbands initiated more mutual

friends for the couples than wives did. Close friends of

the male before marriage were more likely to become close

friends of the couple than premarital close friends of the

female. It will be interesting to note in future studies

whether these patterns still hold true among dual—career

couples and other contemporary couples. Sollie and Davidson

(1988) report that both husbands and wives have more same-

sex friends than cross·sex friends and that both reported

more intensity with same—sex friends.

The literature suggests that the friendships of married

couples, as couples, tends to be dominated by the husband.

The wife's individual friendships are less affected by

marriage than the husband's. Men tend to rely more upon

spouses for emotional support than upon friends while women

seem to rely equally upon both.
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Family Intimacy

Intimacy with parents.

Parents are highly influential in their children's

development of values including those associated with

friendship (Bell, 1981). Similarities in attitudes and

values have been found across generations with regard to

° occupational attainment, political party affiliation,

religious denomination participation, achievement

motivation, and general life orientation (Acock & Bengtson,

1975; Bengtson, 1975; Hill, Foote, Aldous, Carlson &

McDonald, 1970). If parents’ values and opinions are

respected and trusted then what they value is likely to be

transmitted to ‘their· children. Lanter (1986) found that

elderly· mothers and their adult daughters who respected,

trusted and accepted the values and opinions of the other

were most likely to share attitudes about political and

religious matters as well as views about specific aspects of

personal and family life. She noted that the two groups in

her· study reported similar levels of social involvement.

Perhaps mothers who valued social involvement had passed

this value on to their daughters.

The process of making friends involves certain skills

for sociability (Allan, 1979). These values and the

emotions surrounding them often are carried over into
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adulthood. In a study by Hollander and Marcia (1970)

children who perceived their parents as peer-oriented were

themselves peer-oriented. Parents model intimate

friendships with others and also provide a first-hand

experience of intimacy in their own relationship with the

child. Adults who do not have intimate relationships with

their parents are unlikely to have had intimate

relationships with them in childhood.

Close kin ties have been shown to predict strong peer

relations (Hochschild, 1973). Intimate peer relationships

are nurtured by positive relationships with parents (Gold &

Yanof, 1985). The· relationships between adolescents and

their parents contribute to the development of the motives

and skills that adolescents bring to potential friendships.

According to Gold and Yanof (1985), friendships are

influenced by the values concerning and the capacities for

intimacy nurtured in the parent-adolescent relationship.

Bowen (1978) writes about differentiation, the degree

of autonomy versus involvement the person exhibits in

relation to the family. A person who is tightly enmeshed in

the family is unable to establish a separate identity. This

type of family exhibits a type of distorted intimacy which

is turned inward to the family. The adult who grows up in

such a family may have difficulty with closeness in
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relationships (Papero, 1983). Hochschild (1973) found that

when family parameters are sharply defined and rigid, the

substitution of extra-familial relationships for kin

relationships was unlikely. When families were more fluid

and socially oriented high rates of familial interaction

fostered high rates of nonfamilial interaction.

These findings suggest several ways that the adult's

intimacy level with the parents may influence adult

friendships. Parents pass on their values and beliefs to

their children. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that

if parents value friendship then their children are also

likely to value friendship. Parents also provide role

models of friendship for their children in their

relationships with others and teach children how to be

intimate in their own parent-child relationship. However,

too much closeness in the family of origin may stifle

outside relationships.

Intimacy with siblings.

Recently interest has been generated about the

friendship patterns auf siblings. The interaction pattern

between siblings in childhood tends to carry over into

adulthood (Hayslip & Panek, 1989). Siblings who were close

in childhood tend to be close in adulthood (Cicirelli,

1982). Sister—sister pairs have been shown to be closer
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than brother—brother or mixed-sex pairs (Adams, 1968).

Studies have also been carried out on the effects of

opposite- and same-sex siblings on friendship. In one study

both men and women with Isisters tended to be more

comfortable with same-sex friends than those with brothers

(Greenfield & Weatherly, 1986). Another study showed that

females with brothers were more comfortable with male

friends than were females with sisters, but males with

sisters were less comfortable with female friends than those

without sisters (Burker, Goldstein, & Caputo, 1981). There

is some evidence that friendships between siblings occurs

most often in the working class (Fischer, 1982; Allan,1979).

Emotional bonds with parents are usually stronger than

those with siblings, but sibling relationships have the

potential to be the most longlasting of all interpersonal

relationships. About 80% of the respondents in Cicirelli's

(1982) study described their relationship with a sibling as

'very close' or 'close.' Siblings share a common genetic

and social heritage, a common cultural milieu, and common

early experiences within the family (Goetting, 1986).

Goetting (1986) points out several reasons why sibling

relationships have gained greater relevance over the past

100 years. Family size has diminished, therefore,

increasing the chances for greater intensity and
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interdependence in the relationship. Prolonged life

expectancy also increases chances for relationships to be

more meaningful than in the past. Increases in divorce and

geographic mobility may promote a need for the constancy a

sibling can provide. Finally, the occasional absence or

ineffectiveness of parents due to employment and marital

stress or dissolution may cause siblings to draw together in

mutual support.

The literature suggests that the sibling relationship

does not often provide intimacy or guidance in adulthood

(Bee, 1987). Siblings in ·the young adulthood stage may

however support each other effectively due to strong family

connections. Cicirelli (1980) reports that young women who

have recently left the family residence may still feel that

they can turn to their closest siblings for help and

— guidance. Companionship is also shared among siblings in

early and middle adulthood (Ross & Milgram, 1982).

Assistance or reliable alliance is uncommon even among the

elderly who have strong sibling ties. Scott (1983) found in

a study of older adults that 72% of her respondents reported

receiving no help from siblings, however, her results might

have been different if more sensitive questions had been

asked. Other studies have found that assistance comes in

the form ef aid when ill; financial support; and general
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forms of assistance including transportation and home

repairs (Cicirelli, 1982; Cicirelli, 1985; Ross & Milgram,

1982; Scott, 1983). Studies that attempted to demonstrate a

relationship between sibling contact and morale among the

elderly did not find support for the relationship (Arling,

1976; Lee & Ihinger-Tallman, 1980).

The functions of relationships with siblings have

therefore been related to the life cycle stage and to .

closeness of siblings during childhood. Young adults who

still maintain close ties with their families are likely to

look to siblings for emotional support, companionship, and

practical assistance. Companionship and assistance are the

two social provisions most often cited as given by siblings.

If sibling relationships continue to gain in importance as

suggested by Goetting (1986) then the establishment of

intimacy with a sibling may enable the individual to develop

the necessary social skills and the desire for such a

relationship with friends later in life, especially if

siblings are not able to have regular contact.

Intimacy with sgouse.

An intimate relationship involves the mutual exchange

of experiences in such a way that further understanding of

oneself and of one's partner is achieved (Chelune,
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Rosenfeld, & Waring, 1985). As a relationship becomes more

intimate, spouses generally disclose more information about

themselves and at an increasingly personal level (Derlega,

1984). Intimate relationships have been shown to provide

partners with a sense of security and attachment. Partners

also often provide one another with reassurance of worth and

with competency (Turner & Helms, 1988).

Maxwell (1985) asserts that the willingness to disclose

is one predictor of close relationships. Self-disclosure is

critical for the development of intimacy, and a number of

researchers have found a positive relationship between self-

disclosure and marital satisfaction (Bell, Daly, & Gonzales,

1987; Hansen & Schuldt, 1984; Waring & Chelune, 1983). In

general, higher levels of self-disclosing behavior have been

found to increase marital intimacy and greater marital

intimacy is associated with better emotional health as well

as higher levels of marital satisfaction (Waring & Chelune,

1983). Satisfied couples had more self-disclosure than

unsatisfied couples.

However, some researchers caution that too much self-

disclosure in a marital relationship can actually be

harmful. Sillars, Weisberg, Burgraf, and Wilson (1987)

determined that couples who disclosed information that dealt

with communal and interpersonal conversational themes were
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more satisfied than couples who disclosed information that

was more individually oriented. Bochner (1981) concluded

that marital partners who disclosed discriminately were more

satisfied and more likely to remain attractive to their

partners than were nondiscriminating disclosers.

How does disclosure with a spouse influence disclosure

in friendship for both men and women? Tschann (1988) found

that marital status appears to have an important influence

on disclosure in friendship for men but not for women.

Married men disclosed less than unmarried men, but women's

intimate edisclosure to friends was unaffected by marital

status. Harried men tend to have high levels of disclosure

with spouses but low levels of disclosure with closest

friends. Harried women showed high levels of disclosure to

their spouse and moderate-to-high levels of disclosure with

their closest friends.

High levels of intimacy with a spouse have therefore

been shown to provide a sense of attachment, security,
l reassurance of worth, and higher levels of emotional health.

Intimacy levels with a spouse may therefore influence the

functions of friendship for adults. If spouses have high

intimacy levels that provide them with the aforementioned

positive benefits, then ·they may' not look to friends to

provide such functions. On the other hand, it may also be



34

true that persons who are able to establish intimacy with a

spouse are also more able to do so with friends.

Self-Perception

Gender orientation.

Wright (1988) points out that with any significant sex

differences reported from research there will usually be a

sizable number of men and women who do not fit the general

pattern. Several subject variables have been found to

diminish or override sex differences, the most obvious being

gender role orientation (Winstead, 1986). One's gender

refers to the social concomitants of sex, one's masculinity

or femininity. Society ascribes a set of behaviors that are

considered to be normal and appropriate for one's sex, and

these normative standards are known as gender roles. The

extent to which a person accepts and exhibits a certain

gender role is known as gender role orientation.

A person may identify mainly with masculine traits,

with feminine traits, or with both. Androgynous is the term

used to describe a person who has characteristics of both

genders (Allgeier & Allgeier, 1988). Persons who endorse

traits traditionally associated with their genetic sex are

called sex- cu· gender-typed. Androgynous individuals are

flexible in their gender roles and express whatever behavior
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seems to be appropriate in a given situation instead of

limiting responses to those considered gender-appropriate.

Researchers have investigated how androgynous

individuals compare with more strongly gender-typed

individuals. Androgynous individuals of both sexes are more

likely to engage in behavior that is usually attributed to

4 the other sex than are gender—typed individuals (Bem, 1975).

Studies have shown that people who are androgynous are more

flexible, have higher levels of self-esteem, and exhibit

more social competence than people who are strongly gender-

typed or who score low in both areas (Bem, 1974; Bem &

Lenney, 1976; Flaherty & Dusek, 1980; Spence & Helmreich,

1978). Persons who are predominantly feminine or

androgynous are significantly more nurturing than those who

strictly adhere to the masculine role (Bem, Martyna, &

Watson, 1976).

Williams (1985) studied sex role orientations in

intimacy levels in the close same-gender friendships of

undergraduates. An overall gender difference of intimacy

was found with women scoring higher then men. In addition,

men and women with higher levels of femininity reported

higher levels of intimacy in their friendships regardless of

their level of masculinity. Fischer and Narus (1981) also

found that femininity, but not masculinity, was related to
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intimacy. It would thus be .likely ‘that persons who are

feminine or androgynous will be able to develop closer

friendships than those who are more masculine—oriented.

Personality type (Introversion/Extraversion and
Thinking/Feeling).

Tesch (1989) contends that personality and

interpersonal relationships are inseparable developmental

constituents, each. affecting ·the other· simultaneously and

over time. Hinde (1982) suggests that the properties of an

interpersonal relationship are influenced by the

personalities of those involved, and the personalities of

the participants are determined to some degree by the

relationships in which they are currently or have been

involved. Personality traits can influence the pattern and

the style of social exchange (Bales, 1970; Ickes & Knowles,

1982). For instance, it has been suggested that persons

have different levels of drive for friendship as a part of .

their personality (Duck, 1977).

Research on friendship in adulthood has not considered

the role of personality type in the development and

maintenance of friendships even though researchers have

recently called for such an investigation ( Adams &

Blieszner, 1989; Matthews, 1986). A review of the

literature with younger age groups revealed that children
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who are socially withdrawn or introverted usually also have

a distorted view of friendship or one that is far below what

is appropriate for children of their age (La Gaipa & Wood,

1981). If persons retain their basic personality type over

the lifecourse then those personality factors that influence

friendship formation in childhood should continue to

influence relationships through adulthood.

A great deal of research has focused on whether

personality traits are consistent throughout adulthood.

Phenotypic persistence has been demonstrated for most

traits. Costa and McCrae (1980, 1986) working with three

basic personality traits (neuroticism, extraversion, and

openness) found that the structure of personality remains

essentially stable in adulthood. Exceptions to stability

with age include a slight decline in masculinity,

friendliness, thoughtfulness, and tolerance for others

(Hayslip & Panek,1989).

Two aspects of personality type will be examined in

this study. Both types are drawn from the work of Isabel

Myers and her mother, Katharine C. Briggs, both of whom

expanded upon the work of Carl Jung (Myers, 1976). Myers's

work has spawned numerous studies focused on such subjects

as the relationship between psychological type and marital

satisfaction, the correlations between creativity and _
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personality type, and the relationship between personality

characteristics and job satisfaction (MacKinnon, 1961;

Plessman & Staehr,1985; Sherman, 1981).

The first aspect of personality tested in this study

focuses on the person’s relative interest in the inner and

outer worlds and is designated as introversion-extraversion.

Introversion and extraversion were described by Jung (1923) j
as two complementary orientations to life. The introvert’s

main interests are in the inner world of concepts and ideas,

but the extravert is more involved with the outer world of

people and things (Myers & Myers, 1980).

The second domain of personality focuses on a person’s

basic preference for a personal or an impersonal approach to

life and is designated as thinking-feeling. The child who

prefers thinking is better able to organize facts and ideas.

The child who prefers feeling becomes more adult in handling

human relationships (Myers & Myers, 1980). One is not

limited to the extremes in either of these two sets of

orientations, but one is more prone to enjoy and to choose

one over the other.

Combinations of the two domains also need to be

considered. For instance, the extraverted feeling (EF) type

will form easy and harmonious emotional relationships with

others. Extraverted feeling types are often good at
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greeting people, like to have people around them, and

communicate freely. They also are sociable, friendly, and

sympathetic (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). The introverted

feeling (IF) type is quiet and caring and has concern for

others even though she or he will have difficulty in sharing

their concern for others. Introverted feeling types have an

intense inner emotional life. Both the extraverted and the

introverted thinking types will exhibit stunted

relationships. Even the extraverted thinker (ET) will have

a social life which is incidental (Myers & Myers, 1980).

The introverted thinking (IT) type has trouble remembering

names and faces, is contented when alone, and has problems

communicating. Introverted thinkers are the most removed

from daily social contact with people and are quite slow to

develop social skills (Myers & McCaulley, 1985).

The two aspects of personality type tested in this

study both have potential relevance for explaining

differences in the expected and received social provisions

of friendships. Each of the types (E,I,T,F) is important by

itself but combinations of types are also of interest.

Personality type will therefore be studied in several ways.

First, each of the two domains (Introversion/Extraversion

and ‘Thinking/Feeling) will be scrutinized in 'relation to

their ability to predict social provisions both expected and
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received (I vs. E and T vs. F). Then the two domains will
O

be scrutinized (I/E vs. T/F). Finally, each of four

combinations will be studied to measure their effect upon

social provision needs and patterns (EF vs. IF vs. ET vs.

IT). Even though very little prior research had been

conducted in this area it was expected that a strong

relationship between these domains of personality type and

social provisions in friendship would be shown. It was

anticipated that extraverts would receive and desire more

from friendship than introverts and that feeling types would

receive more from friendship than thinking types. Thinking

types were expected to desire less from friendship than

feeling types.

Self—esteem.

As it is conceptualized in social psychology, self-

esteem refers to " a basic feeling of worth...a belief that

one is basically a person of value, acknowledging personal

strengths and accepting personal weaknesses" (George &

Bearon, 1980, p. 72). Positive or high self-esteem is

assumed to be related to "healthy" behavior and to positive

adjustment (Rosenberg, 1965, & Coopersmith, 1967). The

person with low self-esteem is likely to lack self-

confidence, be shy, be dependent upon others (Rosenberg,
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1965), be unimaginative, value conformity, be less creative

and flexible, and avoid self-analysis (Coopersmith, 1967).

Self-esteem arises out of individuals' affective

judgments concerning the comparison between what they

perceive themselves to be and what they would like to be

(George & Bearon, 1980). Self-esteem is evaluative. Wells

and Harwell (1976) distinguish between two underlying

processes of self-esteem: evaluation and affection. They

posit that feelings about oneself must be significantly

associated with evaluations of oneself.

Duck (1983) suggests that friendship drives are

affected first by the person's self-esteem and second by

transient features of the person's life. Children with high

self-esteem get over rejection and try again. Children with

low self-esteem withdraw, make increasingly rare attempts to

initiate friendships, and eventually become isolated. Duck

goes on to describe the development of friendship in

childhood. Young children describe friends in very concrete

terms. In later childhood friends are seen as people who

share joint activities, provide aid, support against

enemies, and provide practical assistance. In adolescence

friendships start to focus on intimate sharing, secrets,

trust, loyalty, genuineness, and acceptance (Duck, 1983).

In order for a person to desire relationships with other
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people her or his self-esteem must be high. A person who

develops low self-esteem in childhood will be less able to

make friends as adults (Duck, 1983). These conclusions are

compatible with Sullivan's (1953) theory that the

friendships of childhood and adolescence can be theraputic

for self-worth and the capacity for intimacy.

Several self-esteem theories have been developed

(Coopersmith, 1959,1967; Rosenberg,· 1964,1965; Ziller,

Hagey, Smith, & Long, 1969). Morris Rosenberg has

concentrated on the dynamics of the development of a

positive self-esteem during adolescence, and his work is

probably the best known and most widely discussed.

According to Rosenberg (1979) self-esteem implies self-

acceptance, self-respect, and self-worth. Persons with high

self-esteem are satisfied with who they are yet they

acknowledge their faults and hope to overcome them.

Persons with low _self-esteem lack self-respect, consider

themselves to be unworthy or inadequate, and see themselves

as being deficient. Rosenberg's (1964, 1965) ultimate

concern is with the self-esteem as a global property of the

personality. His research suggests that people with low

self-esteem have greater difficulty and hesitation in social

interaction (Rosenberg, 1965). Ziller et al. (1969) later
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reinforced, Rosenberg's findings when they· proposed that

high self—esteem leads to effective social functioning.

0ne’s level of self-esteem then has been linked to

social abilities. Some theories suggest that the child's

abilities for and experiences of friendship are crucial in

later friendship development. Early friendship development

is seen as nurturant of one's self—esteem. Later one's

level of self-esteem is considered to be pivotal in the

establishment of social relationships. One then might

debate whether friendships bolster self—esteem cu· whether

self-esteem bolsters friendship. Perhaps both points are

valid. Either way a connection between one's self—esteem

level and the ability to make and to maintain friendships

has been established.

Psychological well-being.

The absence of meaningful social relationships is

thought to predispose an individual to emotional problems

_and psychiatric disturbance (Reis, 1984). The maintenance

of a stable intimate relationship is closely associated with

good mental health and high morale. Lowenthal and Haven

(1968) found that the happiest and healthiest participants

in their study were people who were, or had been, involved

in one or more close relationships. Fischer (1982)

discovered that respondents who named higher numbers of
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companions also scored higher on a measure of psychological

mood. In a study on the social network interaction among

older adults, friends and family were desired as regular

interactors and were viewed as more important to ongoing

interaction patterns than other groups of people (Mancini,

Quinn, Gavigan & Franklin, 1980). However, contact with

others did not relate directly to life satisfaction. The

respondents in the study who did not desire more contact

with friends reported more positive life satisfaction

whereas those who desired more interaction reported lower

life satisfaction. Adams (1971) reports that of all the

types of social relationships, friendship is the most highly

and consistently relatsd to satisfaction. Because people

choose their friends, being selected as a friend can enable

people to feel good about themselves. In a study of older

adults it was found that being able to give support to

friends enhanced morale ( Mancini, 1980).

Weiss (1974) proposed that the fulfillment of basic

social provisions was crucial to adequate personal

adjustment, and that the inability to meet relationship

provisions would lead to distress. He postulated that a

person who was lacking a sense of attachment would

experience profound loneliness and emotional isolation. A

person who does not experience a sense of reliable alliance
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feels vulnerable. A lack of social integration leads to

social isolation and boredom. Low self-regard results when

one is not provided with reassurance of worth. When needed

guidance cannot be found, the individual experiences

uncertainty and anxiety. Finally, the person who does not

have the opportunity to nurture finds life to be

meaningless. Thus, Weiss's .framework: is appropriate for

aiding in the explanation of the relationship between social

interaction and psychological well-being (Mancini &

Blieszner, 1985).

Psychological well-being has been referred to as

morale, life satisfaction, and happiness. Happiness is the

aspect of well-being that this study addresses. According

to Bradburn (1969), happiness is the degree to which a

person's positive feelings about his or her life outweigh

his or her negative feelings. Happiness then reflects the

affect that one feels toward her or his current life

situation. Bradburn’s (1969) work was developed around the

supposition of forces whose presence was related to the

presence of positive affect. The absence of these forces

would then result in the lowering or absence of positive

affect rather than having an impact on negative affect in

any way. At the same time, different circumstances

contribute to the presence or absence of negative affect and



46

have no influence on positive affect. Negative affect is

related tx: indicators of worry, anxiety and interpersonal

tensions. Positive affect is associated with the degree to

which a person is involved in the environment, social

contact and takes an active interest in the world. Bradburn

(1969) found that greater amounts of sociability were

related to higher positive affect but the relationship was

not very strong.

The connection between friendship and psychological

well-being has shown that individuals who have friends also

report higher levels of psychological well-being. This

study attempted to discover whether the level of

psychological well-being related to the types of social

provisions both desired and received from friendship. It

will also be noted whether certain provisions are more

closely related to greater feelings of happiness in

respondents.

Summary

This study was conducted in order to broaden research

on the friend role in adulthood and to identify the social

provisions both desired and received from adult friendships.

The study extends the knowledge of social provisions gained

from friendship ix: adulthood ix: several ways. First, it

should be noted that this study incorporated multiple
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explanatory variables. Past studies have often been narrow

in their scope with many researchers choosing to only study

demographic variables. The inclusion of both family

intimacy and self-perception variables were expected to add

depth to the findings by looking beyond basic

characteristics of the respondents as found in the

demographic variables. The family intimacy variables

provide an indication of the respondent's ability to relate

on an interpersonal level that could then carry over into

friendship relationships. Another possible effect of family

intimacy was whether persons who were close to family

members also desired closeness from friends. The self-

perception variables included: personality type, gender

orientation, self-esteem, and psychological well—being.

Whereas sex, age and marital status are characteristics of

the individual they do not reveal how an individual views

him or herself, and self-perception plays an important role

in. one’s ability to establish and maintain interpersonal

relationships such as friendship.

This research has determined which of the independent

variables or combination of variables was most influential

in determining social provisions in adult friendships. The

study· also helps in explaining discrepancies between the

actual and desired social provisions of adult friendship.
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The use of gender orientation as a variable in addition to

the respondent’s sex provided an opportunity to look at sex

differences versus gender differences. Finally, the study

also examined the influence of personality type on adult

friendships, an area of research that has been neglected.

The literature suggests that each of the explanatory

variables should be· related to the social provisions of

friendship. However, prior studies have mainly focused on

demographic variables ·( age, sex, marital status, income,

education). Thus, the literature does not suggest the

expected relationships between the dependent variables and

the nine independent variables. The purpose of this study

was to clarify these relationships and to provide a more

definitive understanding of the role of friendship in

adulthood.



Chapter 3

Research Methods

This section will describe the methods used to test the

research questions. Included in this discussion are

descriptions of the design, the measures, and the analysis.

As previously noted, the research questions were:

1. What is the relative importance of personal
attributes, family intimacy, and self-perception in
explaining the· social provisions ‘that. adults believe
they receive from friends?

2. What is the relative importance of personal
attributes, family intimacy, and self-perception in
explaining the social provisions that adults desire
from friends?

3. What is the relative importance of personal
attributes, family intimacy, and self-perception in
explaining the differences in actual and desired social
provisions found in adult friendship?

The Design

The Total Design Method (TDM) for mail surveys was

applied to meet the objectives of the research ( Dillman,

1978). Dillman's method was chosen based on a reported

[response rate of 60% or better, depending on the population

studied and the length of the questionnaire(Dillman, 1978).

A few days prior to the mailing of the questionnaire, a

letter was sent to randomly selected members of the faculty

and staff of Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State

49



50

University. This letter was signed by the faculty advisor

and explained the importance of the study, asked for their

cooperation in the study, provided assurance of

confidentiality, and gave an explanation of the possible

tangible reward for participating in the study. (See

Appendix A.) A cover letter to re—introduce the study and

to further motivate the respondent to participate

accompanied the 12 page questionnaire in the next mailing.

The letters were printed on the official letterhead of the

university and were signed by the faculty advisor in order

to bolster the credibility of the study.

One week after the survey had been mailed a postcard

reminder was sent to all members of the sample to serve as a

thank you to those who had already responded and as a

reminder to those who had not yet responded. (See Appendix

A.) Three weeks after the original mailing another

questionnaire and shorter but more urgent cover letter from

the researcher was mailed to those who had not responded

urging them to do so.

Respondents were drawn from a random sampling of

faculty and staff members of the Virginia Polytechnic

Institute and State University (VPI & SU). The university

is located in Blacksburg, Virginia which is situated in the

southwest region of the state. A university population gave
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the sample some particular characteristics. It should be

noted that all members of the sample were employed and most

were under 65 years of age. The faculty and staff listings

were generated from the VPI & SU on-line telephone directory

which is the most current directory on campus. Surveys were

mailed to the respondent's campus address to ensure that the

selectedl respondent could be located since many listings

did not indicate a home address. By using the most up-to-

date directory available, the percentage of the population

who were excluded due to either termination or recency of

employment was reduced.

The total number of listings in the directory was

5,516. The names of all faculty and staff members were

listed alphabetically. The first element was selected at

random. The· sampling interval was 15, and the sampling

ratio was .063. To obtain approximately 400 completed

surveys, 700 were mailed, assuming a response rate of 60%

(Dillman, 1978). Fifteen of the questionnaires were

undeliverable due to changes in job status decreasing the

potential number of respondents
top

685. A total of 449

questionnaires were completed and returned for a response

rate of 65%. This response rate is in ·keeping with

Dillman's suggested response rate for a 12 page

questionnaire of 60-70% (Dillman, 1978).
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As with any method of research there were possible

problems with using a mail questionnaire. Socially

desirable answers may have been given by some respondents,

but studies have shown that the mail survey has a lower

probability for such answers than the face-to-face interview

or the telephone survey (Dillman, 1978; Hochstim, 1967).

The mail survey increases the chance of contamination

because it sometimes reflects the views of others rather

than those of the desired respondent. Respondents may seek

advice from others when answering the questions or may turn

the questionnaire over to someone else to answer.

Respondents were encouraged to answer the questions on their

own via the cover letters.

Instrumentation

Social Provisions

Received.

Social provisions perceived to be received by the

respondent were measured by the Social Provisions Scale

(Russell & Cutrona, 1984). The theoretical basis for this

scale is Weiss's (1974) presentation of six social support

functions of close relationships. The scale contains 24

items, four for each of the six social provisions

(attachment, reliable alliance, guidance, social
‘ integration, reassurance of worth, and opportunity for
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nurturance). For each provision two items are phrased

positively and two negatively. The negative items were

recoded for scoring purposes. Examples from the reliable

alliance provision subscale are, "If something went wrong no

one would come to my assistance," and "There are people I

can depend on to help me if I really need it." (See Appendix

A for complete scale.) In the introduction to this section

of the survey, respondents were asked to think about their

friends and answer to the extent that each statement

described their relationships with friends. Since this

study specifically focused on friendship the statements had

been modified (xa address friend relationships rather than

more general relationships. For example, "There are people

I can count on in an emergency" was changed to "There are

friends I can count on in an emergency." Answers were

measured on a four-point scale ("disagree, tend to disagree,

tend to agree, and agree") which was a slight modification

of the original scale. Scores for each provision subscale

ranged from 4, indicating unavailability of the provision

from the friend network, to 16, indicating its availability.

Mancini and Blieszner (1985) analyzed the psychometric

properties of the SPS using data from a probability sample

of 494 older adults. Alphas for the six provision subscales

ranged from .75 to .86 showing satisfactory internal
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consistency for each subscale. Most intercorrelations

between the subscales were .64 and above except for those

between opportunity for nurturance and the other five

subscales. The set of intercorrelations in this study

ranged between .44 and .56. All correlations were

significant at pg .05 or less. Convergent validity was

demonstrated by the positive relationship between well-

being, affection, and friend network integration with the

opportunities for social provisions. Discriminant validity

was supported by the findings that conflict, struggle over

control, and need for social approval were unrelated or

inversely related to the SPS and its subscales.

The response format was slightly modified in this study

from ”strongly disagree, disagree, agree, strongly agree" to

”disagree, tend to disagree, tend to agree, agree.” This

modification was implemented in order to encourage more

diversity of response since many people avoid responses that

include the word strongly. Due to this change and the

modification in the· statements in the scale, a test for

internal consistency (Cronbach's Alpha) of the subscales was

computed. Alphas for the six social provisions subscales

ranged from .72 to .88 showing satisfactory internal

consistency for the subscales. (See Table 1.) Also,

the intercorrelations among the six social provisions were
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Table 1: Summary of Responaea for Dependent Variablea

Social Proviaions Deaired N Mean Range SD rxx

Attachment 449 13.17 4-16 2.60 .83
Social Integration 449 13.86 4-16 1.98 .81
Reliable Alliance 449 14.64 4-16 1.88 .86
Guidance 449 14.13 4-16 2.28 .89
Reaasurance of Worth 449 13.66 4-16 2.39 .83
Dpportunity to Nurture 449 11.19 4-16 2.71 .82

Social Proviaione Received N Mean Range SD rxx

Attachment 449 13.00 4-16 2.88 .78
Social Integration 449 13.74 4-16 2.21 .76
Reliable Alliance 449 14.66 4-16 2.01 .83
Guidance 449 14.04 4-16 2.66 .88
Reaaaurance of Worth 449 14.30 4-16 1.91 .72
Dpportunity to Nurture 449 11.77 4-16 2.77 .73

Difference Between N Mean Range SD rxxDesired and Received

Attachment 449 .195 -7-+11 2.75 •
Social Integration 449 .135 -11-+10 2.50 +
Reliable Alliance 449 -.027 -10-+12 2.34 +
Guidance 449 .095 -11-+12 2.81 +
Reaasurance of Worth 449 -.610 -12-+9 2.59 +
Opportunity to Nurture 449 -.594 -9-+9 2.83 +
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examined for any interrelationship between the six

components of the dependent variable. Intercorrelations

between the subscales were .71 and above except for those

between opportunity for nurturance and reassurance of worth

and the other four subscales. The intercorrelations for

reassurance of worth ranged from .35 with opportunity for

nurturance to .59 with reliable alliance. The

intercorrelations with opportunity for nurturance ranged

from .35 with reassurance of worth to .62 with attachment.

The means for each subscale ranged from 11.77 to 14.66, and

the standard deviations ranged from 1.91 to 2.88. The

means, ranges, and standard deviations for each subscale are

reported in Table 1.

Desired.

The social provisions that were desired by the

respondents were measured by a 24-item scale that was based

on the Social Provisions Scale (Russell & Cutrona, 1984).

(See Appendix A.) Statements in the scale pertained to what

the respondent's liked or desired from friendships. Because

this scale was very similar to the SPS, they were not

placed together in the questionnaire and special precautions

were taken to make sure that the respondents would note the

difference. This scale had four items for each provision
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and the response format was the same as the SPS (Disagree,

tend to disagree, tend to agree, agree).

Because this scale was developed for this study, a test

for internal consistency (Cronbach's Alpha) was performed

and intercorrelations among the provisions were also

computed. Alphas for the six desired provisions subscales

ranged from .81 to .89 (see Table 1) showing satisfactory

internal consistency for the subscales. Again

intercorrelations between the subscales were high (.61 and

above) except those between reassurance of worth and

opportunity‘ for nurturance and the other four subscales.

Intercorrelations with the scale for reassurance of worth

ranged from .39 with opportunity for nurturance to .67 with

reliable· alliance. Intercorrelations with the scale for

opportunity for nurturance ranged from .39 with the scale

for reassurance of worth to .50 with attachment. Means for

the six subscales ranged from 11.19 to 14.64, and standard

deviations ranged from 1.98 1x: 2.71. (See Table 1.) The

measures for psychological well—being and self-esteem (The

Affect Balance Scale and The Rosenberg Self—Esteem Scale)

were used to speak for convergent validity. The rationale

for using these two measures comes from Weiss’s theory which
·

indicates that these provisions positively influence

psychological well-being and self-esteem. Convergent
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validity was demonstrated by the positive relationships

between both well-being and self-esteem with the desire for

social provisions. 0nly one pair out of twelve, the desire

for the opportunity to nurture with self-esteem, showed a

negative relationship. The introversion scale was used to

address discriminant validity. A person who prefers to look

inward and to rely upon self is unlikely to have a strong

desire for affection, social integration, reassurance of

worth, opportunity· for· nurturance, guidance, and reliable

alliance from others. This measure supported discriminant

validity with the introverted personality type proving to be

inversely related to each of the six subscales.

Personal Attributes

Age.

Respondents were asked to report their age as of the

interview date. The mean age for all respondents was 41

years with a standard deviation of 10.65 years. The age of

respondents ranged from 20 to 73 years. Frequencies for

various age groups can be found in Table 2.

gg;.

Respondents were asked to report their sex. Male was

coded 1 and female was coded 2. The frequencies show an

even split between female and male. (See Table 2.)
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Table 2: Summary of Responses for Independent Variables

Self—Percegtion Variables N Freg. Mean Range SD rxx

Personality type
Extravert 449 9.05 0-19 4.76 .84
Introvert 449 9.59 0-19 4.62 .84
Thinking 449 7.22 0-20 4.59 .84
Feeling 449 9.38 0-18 4.15 .82

Gender orientation .81
Masculine 114 25.4% .87
Feminine 102 22.7% .87
Androgynous 111 24.7%
Undifferentiated 115 25.6%

Psychological well-being 449 4.01 0-5 .91 .54

Self-esteem 449 33 18-40 4.35 .86

Family Intimacy Variables N Freg. Mean Range SD

Intimacy with parents 377 2.42 1-5 .98

Intimacy with siblings 404 2.49 1-5 1.07

Intimacy with spouse 358 3.70 1-5 1.08

Demographic Variables N Freg. Mean Range SD

Age 448 41.1 20-73 10.6

20-29 61 13.3%
30-39 149 33.2%
40-49 138 30.7%
50-59 74 16.6%
60-73 27 5.6%

Sex
·

Male 221 49.2%
Female 227 50.6%

Marital status
Never married 66 14.7%
Married 325 72.4%
Separated 8 1.8%
Divorced 43 9.6%
Widowed 6 1.3%
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Marital status.

Current marital status was classified according to:

never married; married; separated; divorced; widowed. The

highest percentage were married (72.4%) and 27.4% were

unmarried.

Family Intimacy

Intimacy with parents, siblings, and spouse.

The family intimacy variables included closeness to

parents, siblings, and spouse. A single question was asked

for each unit. (See Appendix A.) Respondents were asked to

what extent they shared their innermost thoughts and

feelings with parents, with siblings, and with spouse. The

responses ranged from "never true" to "always true" in a

five-point scale. Respondents were instructed to skip the

questions that did not apply to their situation, i.e.,

persons whose parents were no longer living, only children,

and single adults. Respondents reported the lowest intimacy

level with parents with a mean of 2.42 and a standard

deviation of .98 and the highest level of intimacy with

their spouse with a mean of 3.70 and a standard deviation of

1.08. (See Table 2.)
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Self—Perception Characteristics

Gender orientation.

Gender orientation was assessed by the revised version

of the Bem Sex—Role Inventory <BSRI) (Bem, 1974). The BSRI

has high reliability on scores for masculinity (Cronbach's

alpha=.86), femininity (Cronbach's alpha=.80), androgyny

(Cronbach's alpha=.85), and social desirability (Cronbach's

alpha=.75). High validity has been shown through intertest

· correlations with the California Psychological Inventory and

the Guilford—Zimmerman Temperament Survey. The BSRI is

widely used in studies of gender. The revised inventory

contains thirty items which display themselves across three

factors: masculinity; femininity; and androgyny. Ratings

were made on a seven—point scale, in which a ”1” meant

”never or almost never true,” and "7" meant ”always or

almost always true." Respondents were asked to report how

true of themselves each of the characteristics was.

Representative items included: affectionate; forceful;

adaptive; and self-sufficient. (See Appendix A for the

complete inventory.) The revised BSRI had high

reliabilites in this study on scores for the overall scale

(Cronbach's alpha=.B1), masculinity (Cronbach's alpha=.87),

and femininity (Cronbach's alpha=.87). (See Table 2.)

Masculinity and femininity scores were figured for each
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respondent, and group medians for the masculinity and

femininity scores of the subject population were generated.

The median for masculinity was 48 and for femininity was 56.

Respondents were divided at the median on both the

masculinity and femininity scales. Scoring produced a

fourfold classification of respondents as either feminine

(high feminine-low masculine), masculine (high masculine-low

feminine), androgynous (high masculine-high feminine), or

undifferentiated (low masculine—low feminine) so that each

individual was identified according to one of these final

classifications. The frequencies show an almost even

distribution between the four classifications (Table 2).

Personality type.

Two scales from the Myers—Briggs Type Indicator were

used to assess two aspects of personality type

(Introversion/ Extraversion and Thinking! Feeling). The

items on the introversionlextraversion scale have to do

primarily with ease in and desire for interpersonal contact.

Thinking!feeling items reflect a legalistic, rationalistic

versus humanistic, sympathetic approach (Mendelsohn, 1970).

The HBTI is a forced choice, self-report inventory and is

designed for use with normal respondents. (See Appendix A

for inventory items.) The reliabilities of the test are

like those of similar self-report inventories with test-
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retest correlations of approximately .70 (Mendelsohn, 1970).

Internal consistency is in the .70 to .80 range, and

intercorrelations between scales are low (Sundberg, 1970).

The alphas computed in this study for each scale ranged from

.82 to .84.

Respondents received four subscale scores, one score

for each personality dimension. Rather than designate each

respondent as either introvert or extravert and thinking or

feeling, scores for each dimension were computed for each

respondent. The regression analysis was then run based on

to what extent each respondent exhibited each personality

dimension. Sample items on the introversion/extraversion

scale were: "When you are at a party, do you like to (A)

help get things going, or (B) let the others have fun in

their own way?" and ”Are you usually (A) a good mixer, or

(B) rather quiet and reserved?" Sample items from the

thinking/feeling scale were: 'Do you usually (A) show your

feelings freely, or (B) keep your feelings to yourself?" and

"Do you more often let (A) your heart rule your head, or (B)

your head rule your heart?" Means and standard deviations

for each subscale are reported in Table 2.

Self-esteem.

Self—esteem was measured by the Self-esteem Scale

developed by Rosenberg (1965). (See Appendix A.) Self-
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esteem was defined by Rosenberg as self-acceptance, a basic

feeling of self-worth. The scale has high ratings on formal

tests of reliability and validity (Rosenberg, 1965; Silber &

Tippett, 1965; Ward, 1977). In regard to internal

consistency Rosenberg (1965) reported a Guttman scale

reproducibility coefficient of .92 and a scalability

coefficient of .72. Ward reported a coefficient of alpha of

.74, and in test—retest reliability, Silber and Tippett

(1965) found a cmrrelation of .85 between measures

. administered at two week intervals. Silber and Tippett

(1965) also found correlations ranging from .56 to .83

between the Self-Esteem Scale and other measures of self-
esteem. George and Bearon (1980) believe the scale to be a

valuable research tool for measuring global self-esteem for

all age groups. The instrument consisted of ten items

reported along a four-point continuum from strongly agree to

strongly disagree. The items were summed for a single score

of global self-esteem. The alpha computed for this scale

was .86. (See Table 2.) The mean was 33 with a standard

deviation of 4„35. Representative statements included: I

feel that I have a number of good qualities; I feel that I

do not have much to be proud of. Because half the items

focused on positive regard and half on negative regard the

positive items were recoded for scoring purposes.



65

Psychological well-being.

The .Affect Balance Scale (ABS) was used to measure

happiness, the degree to which a person's positive feelings

about his or her life outweighed the negative feelings

(Bradburn, 1969). The ABS was designed to measure the

respondent's affect over the few weeks prior to

administration. A more comprehensive response was solicited

in this study by an adjustment in the introductory phrase

from ” During the past few weeks did you ever feel...” to

'Do you usually feel...". A test for internal consistency

(Cronbach's Alpha) was performed due to this slight

modification. The alpha computed for this measure was not

high (Cronbach's alpha=.54) but was, however, in keeping

with those reported in Mangen and Peterson (1982) for the

Affect-Balance· Scale from the Duke Adaptation Study with

alphas ranging from .52 to .60. The scale consists of two

sets of questions, each consisting of five items, of which

one set measures positive affect and the other set measures

negative affect. The items that measured positive affect

were recoded for scoring purposes. The respondent answers

"yes” or ”no" to each of the ten questions. Bradburn (1969)

reported a test—retest correlation of .76 with respondents

tested three days apart. Bild and Havighurst (1976) found

that the ABS correlated with an eighteen item version of the
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Life Satisfaction Index—A (r=.66). The ABS has also been

significantly related to the Rosow Morale Scale (r=.61)

(Moriwaki, 1974). George and Bearon (1980) believe that the

ABS is the best available measure of affect. The

respondents were asked to report on how they usually feel

and sample items include: Particularly excited or interested

in something; Depressed or very unhappy. Responses were

summed separately for those items that reflected positive

affect and for those items that reflected negative affect.

Responses were recoded in order to establish them on a

continuum from 0-5. The difference between the scores on

positive and negative affect was then computed. The mean was

4.01 with a standard deviation of .91. (See Table 2.)

Data Analysis

Regression analysis was used to address the research

questions proposed in this study. The dependent variables

as measured by the scales in this study yielded six

functions of friendship: attachment, social integration,

reliable alliance, guidance, reassurance of worth, and

opportunity for nurturance. Individual scores for these

functions were computed three ways: what was desired from

friendship, what the respondent believed was received from

friendship, and the difference between what was desired and

what was received. The difference score was computed by
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subtracting· the score for what respondents believed they

received from friendship from what they desired from

friendship. Six regression solutions were run for each

research question using the full model. The .05 level of

significance was used to evaluate the relevant F·ratios.

Missing Data

Three· of the scales were particularly vulnerable to

missing data, the scales for intimacy with parents, intimacy

with siblings, and intimacy with spouse. The data were run

using both pairwise and listwise deletion in order to

determine what type of adjustment if any was needed in the

data analysis. The data run with listwise deletion was

determined ix: adequately fulfill the requirements for the

sample size needed to run the regression with n=273.

Listwise deletion was also chosen because it assured that

the same information was available for all respondents. The

results of the listwise deletion are therefore reported in

the results section. There were, however, some differences

in the variables that were· found to be significant with

listwise and pairwise deletion. For this reason, the

results of the pairwise deletion are discussed in Appendix

C.
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Distribution of Responses

Table 1 shows the distribution of responses for the

dependent variables: desired provisions, received

provisions, and the difference between desired and received

provisions., Reliabilities were computed for the social

provisions desired and the social provisions received. The

difference score was computed by subtracting the scores for

provisions received from the provisions desired. Table 1

reveals that there was very little difference between what

adults desire and what they receive from friendship with

adults desiring slightly more attachment, social

integration, and guidance than they received and receiving

_ slightly more reliable alliance, reassurance of worth, and

opportunity for nurturance than they desired.

Table 2 shows the distribution of responses for the

independent variables. For the continuous variables, the

mean, range, and standard deviation are reported. For the
categorical variables percentages are displayed.

The self-perception variables contain both continuous

and categorical variables. The measures of personality type

have been treated as continuous variables as opposed to

categorical variables. The sample was evenly distributed

in terms of gender orientation. The responses for the
measures of psychological well—being and self-esteem were
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skewed towards the socially desirable end of the response

continua. The standard deviations for these two measures

indicate, however, that the items did discriminate so that

it is still possible to examine the relationships between

these variables and others in the model. As Table 2

indicates, the sample was evenly distributed in terms of

age, sex, and marital status.
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Results

This section provides the results of the statistical

tests for the three research questions. The correlations

among the independent and dependent variables are presented

first. Each research question is then addressed, and the

results of the statistical tests are discussed.

Relationships Among the Variables

Table I3 shows the correlations among the independent

variables and the social provisions received from

friendship. High correlations exist between variables when

r= + or -.70 and above. Low correlations exist between

variables when r= + or -.30 and below (Huck, Cormier, &

Bounds, 1974). Four of the social provisions (attachment,

social integration, reliable alliance, and guidance) have

high positive intercorrelations. The other two social

provisions (reassurance of worth and opportunity for
nurturance) show moderate positive intercorrelations with a
range from r= .35 for reassurance of worth and opportunity

for nurturance to r= .62 for attachment and opportunity for

nurturance. High intercorrelations are to be expected when

70
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examining closely related aspects of a relationship, and it

should not be considered an impediment to the present study.

Overall, the· self-perception variables (extraversion,

feeling, masculine, feminine, androgynous, self-esteem, and

psychological well-being) had low correlations or exhibited

no systematic relationship with the other variables. Some

exceptions included the relationship between the extraverted

personality type and attachment (r= .38) and the extraverted

personality type and social integration (r= .36).

Respondents with higher scores on the extravert scale were

more likely than those with higher scores on the introvert

scale to receive attachment and social integration from

friendships. Other exceptions were between the feeling

personality type and the masculine gender type (r= -.39) and

between the feeling personality type and feminine gender

type (r= .39). These correlations indicate that the

respondents who were more masculine _oriented were less

likely to have feeling personality types, and the

respondents who were more feminine oriented were more likely

to have feeling personality types. The family intimacy
variables showed low correlations or no systematic

relationship with the other variables. The demographic

variables also generally exhibited low correlations or no

systematic relationships with the other variables.
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Table 4 shows the correlations among the independent

variables and the social provisions desired from friendship.

The six social provisions have moderate to high positive

intercorrelations with a range of r= .39 for reassurance of

worth and opportunity for nurturance to r= .83 for reliable

alliance and guidance.. The self—perception variables have
‘ low correlations or exhibit no systematic relationship with

the other variables with the following exceptions. Hoderate

correlations were reported between the feeling personality

type and the masculine gender type (r= -.41) and between the

feminine gender type and the feeling personality type (r=

.40). The negative· correlation with the masculine» gender

type reveals that persons who were more masculine in gender

orientation tended to have lower scores on the feeling

personality type scales. The positive correlation with the

feminine gender type indicates that persons who were more

feminine in gender orientation were more likely to have

higher scores on the feeling scales. These correlations were

consistent with those found between gender type and feeling

type in Table 3. The family intimacy variables had low

correlations with the other variables. The demographic

variables show the same overall pattern of low correlations

or no systematic relationship with the other variables.



N 0'1•·1•·1NN-·1¤'1„D®#‘ONU‘kDU'J5NU7lDN<'1N OOOOO<?OOOOO·-1OOC>•-••·••-1cZ11~O¤1 1 111 1 111
-1N

OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO1']1 II II

O lDGJOO•-1(')O0O5•·•(‘I•-1t")GI1D#'I|')5N •;1?1'1•:40?O?•·1?O•·1•·100•·10•·1W'
1 1 111

0 N5Q'ON550N0•«•+N05<'Nt'I-11
111

CO ®O•-1f')-1051")0¢'ONI|'lOI1’)|I7O•-1 -1•-1NN•··10•-1(')•+•••-••+Q•-1NO(N
. 1 1 1

5 50('lOOL0•-10<‘1'|!7l„O•+0'1N5•-1 00000-•OOOOOO··••-1•-••-11 II 1 1111

10 Q'•-1G1l1')I|7('750•-1('!5NV'N1D
1

ID •-11~1'1o1~•-1U1<11N•-••4o1~1'1•-1 NQ•-••-•Q•-••·••-••·+?NOO1D1

¤' Of'1t")N•+dI1•+11'1117(')¢I11.¤•-••-1 •-•?O•·•OO•·1OOO•-•OO1 II

('J 51‘1'I|'|L050'1Q•-1IDN•·-••·1 OO•·10•·1000OOON1

N N-•<••-•O·-•o0O1'1•·~-1 O•-•OONON·-•NO·-•1 1 1 1
•-• -•1~N•·•NOON1n•-1•-1 OOOOO•-•N•-11*11*11 1 II

O •-1QNNO(')OO¤' 0l•-1 N-•NN•-1•-10<'('! 51 1 ‘0
1-1 O5N<°•-•N\D•·1 L·•·1 0 •-1Q•-1•··10•'10" 0m 111111 1 5-101 5-1 •Q «-1111O •-101k0NN•-1<' ‘001
0 NONNONO •'1
2 *2«-1 1~ 1~oO0o•-• 1:+1m •-1•-1N•-1•1•-1

CL-1-1 00> >0 LO OU7|D<'U1 ('IL 1|'l<1'1'<‘("! +9'“
22-1 nn 1~t•11~1"1 '0•·1U111 10ooo 111:1:·•-1

4911101u 01!—¤.O Q' ("l•I'(') •*1 0lU') 51.00 0l¢°¤U1-10L
0 ('J ON CNS5-1 lßßß 01+9+9UI UNx C ··~ 1¤01L

-1-1 N •-1 01 ~·1»·~I11 -1-10L 10 L 01U** 0105-1+9 23 §~¤U1 >·1-10 +9+9 l+9C01 05-101: : LL -1:·•-1111 .:5-10001 03 •-1011-13 013C -1-10 3C 01L-00 ||I0•-40 +9C 30-1-10- +900«-1 00 5-IO GNU €
>+9 L·1-I 0+9 1-1 'U -1-1C0 011-1 0000 01 0001•-1 011-1 01>~ 0E0+9+9+9 -1-1 0--1-1C0l +9+90 0+9 301-1-1 L +91-1L CC C·1·1+9 01 0010l000 L U --100L 01v101010CL C01C+90000 0 01‘0 0•-100 0 E •-10L301¤-1-1C>~0•-1010101 EU+901 501-1-1U 01 „C•-1„¤C0+9>C•-1·1·1U010CCC 0100 -1-1LE•—1 00000L0·1-13C0I„C010101 L·1-1LL UL•• „¤ 0w-1-1-1‘0I|l0L•-101-IL5-10|II0l|II 011+00 0100<' 0 +90-1-1-10CI„+9011|lE'0•-1>•000013<>L¤-> QU+9«-1 •-•o01¤0•¤„x011¤01¢f.01111-1•-+•-1c11010¤101-•-101 L <U)GlD¢OkIh.l:ls<£1}¤•UUU<Ul2l:UlQ •···-1 111 01!01|§> •„••••••••••„„•„„•••••+9|+90 •-1Nf')<'1D1050O‘O•4N(')<'If7\050UWO•-1N o|o11- •"0¢'0|'0•¤¢•'0•'0•'l•'0•‘l¤"f‘("‘ zz



75

Examination of the Research Questions

The· research questions addressed in this study were

general and similar for each set of dependent variables.

The research questions sought to discover the relative

importance of each set of independent variables (self-

perception, family intimacy, and demographic) in explaining

the dependent measures (social provisions received, desired,

and differences between received and desired). Due to the

large· number of variables in ‘the study, tables for this

section are found in Appendix B (See pp. 133-151).

Social Provisions Received

Tables 5-10 (pp. 134-139) present the results of the

regression analyses for the social provisions received. ‘

Each of the social provisions will be addressed

independently.

Attachment.

Table 5 summarizes the results of the multiple

regression of attachment received on the independent

variables. The R2 for this equation was .29 (F= 6.63,

df=16/256, p< .001). The extraverted personality type had

the largest relative influence (Beta= .30), intimacy with

parents was next (Beta= .17), and the feeling personality

type was also significant (Beta= .14). Persons with
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extraverted personality types, persons who had a high level

of intimacy with their parents, and those who were feeling

personality types were the most likely to receive attachment

in friendships with other adults.

Social integration.

Table 6 summarizes the results of the multiple

regression of social integration received on the independent

variables. The total explained variance was R2= .21 (F=

4.34, df=16/256, p< .001). The extraverted personality type

had the greatest relative influence (Beta= .29), intimacy

with parents was next (Beta= .20), and the feeling

personality type was third in importance (Beta= .16).

Respondents with extraverted and feeling personality types

and those who were close to their parents were more likely

to receive social integration from friendships.

Reliable alliance.

The results of the multiple regression of reliable

alliance received on the independent variables are

summarized in Table 7. The total explained variance was R2=

.16 (F= 3.11, df=16/256, p< .001). Only one variable, the

extraverted personality type, had 1 significant influence

(Beta= .22), meaning that those persons who are more

extraverted are more likely to receive reliable alliance in

friendship.
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Guidance.

Table 8 presents the results of the multiple regression

of guidance received on the independent variables. The R2

for this equation was .19 (F= 3.65, df=16/256, p<.001). The

extraverted personality type had the greatest relative

influence (Beta= .23), the feeling personality type was next

(Beta= .15), and intimacy level with parents was third

(Beta= .14). Members of the sample who had extraverted and

feeling personality types and those who reported a high

level of intimacy with their parents were more likely to

receive guidance from their friends.

Reassurance of worth.

The results of the multiple regression of reassurance

of worth received on the independent variables are presented

in Table 9. The R2 in this equation is .23 (F= 4.68,

df=16/256, p<.001). The self-esteem level has the most

influence (Beta= .28), followed tur the androgynous gender

orientation (Beta= .22), then the· extraverted personality

type (Beta= .16), and finally the feminine gender

orientation (Beta= .16). Persons with high levels of selfé
esteem, those who were more androgynous or feminine in

gender orientation, and those who were more extraverted were

most likely to receive reassurance of worth from friends.
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Opportunity for nurturance.

Table 10 summarizes the results of the multiple

regression of opportunity for nurturance received on the

independent variables. The total explained variance (R2)

was equal to .25 (F= 5.23, df=16/256, p< .001). The

extraverted personality type (Beta= .23) and the feeling

personality (Beta= .22) had significant influence. Two

types of gender orientation were next, androgynous (Beta=

.19) and feminine (Beta= .16). Intimacy level with siblings

was also significant (Beta= .13). The extraverted and

feeling personality types, those who were -androgynous or

feminine in gender orientation, and those who reported being

close» to their· siblings were· most likely to receive the

opportunity to nurture in friendships.

Social Provisions Desired

Tables 11-16 (pp. 140-145) present the results of the

regression analyses for the social provisions desired (See

Appendix B). Each of the social provisions is addressed

independently.

Attachment.

Table 11 summarizes the results of the multiple

regression of attachment desired on the independent

variables. The R2 for this equation was .15 (F= 2.92,
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df=16/259, p<.001). The extraverted personality type

variable (Beta= .16) and the feminine gender orientation

variable (Beta= .16) had significant influence. Therefore,

respondents who were· extraverted in personality type and

feminine in gender orientation were the most likely to

desire attachment from friendship.

Social integration.

Table 12 presents the results of the multiple

regression of social integration desired on the independent

variables. The total explained variance was R2= .10 (F=

1.83, df=16/259, p< .05). The extraverted personality type

had the greatest influence <Beta= .18) so that extraverts

were more likely to desire social integration with friends

than introverts.

Reliable alliance.

The results of the multiple regression of reliable

alliance desired on the independent variables are found in

Table 13. The total explained variance was R2= .18 (F'=

3.56, df=16/259, p< .001). The extraverted personality type

had the greatest relative influence (Beta= .19), followed by
the feeling personality type <Beta= .16), and third was

psychological well-being <Beta= .13). Thus, the extraverted

and feeling personality types and those with higher levels
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of psychological well-being were the most likely to desire

reliable alliance from friends.

Guidance.

The results of the multiple regresaion of guidance

desired on the independent variables can be found in Table

14. The R2 for this equation was .16 <F= 3.15, df=16/259,

p< .001). Two variables had significant influence, the

extraverted personality (Beta= .20) and the respondent's sex

(Beta= .13). Therefore, extraverts and females were more

likely to desire guidance from friends than introverts or

males.

Reasaurance of worth.

The results of the multiple regresaion of reaaaurance

of worth desired on the independent variables are presented

in Table 15. The total explained variance was R2= .13 (F=

2.33, df=16/259, p< .01). The feminine gender orientation

had the greatest influence (Beta= .24) and self-esteem level

was also significant (Beta= .13). Persona who were more

feminine in gender orientation and persons who had higher

levels of self-esteem were then more likely to desire

reaaaurance of worth from friendship.

Opportunity for nurturance.

Table 16 aummarizes the results of the multiple

regresaion of opportunity for nurturance desired on the
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independent variables. The total explained variance was R2=

.14 (F= 2.66, df=16/259, p< .001). The age variable had the

greatest relative influence (Beta= .20) and was followed in

importance by the feeling personality type (Beta= .18).

Thus, older respondents desired more opportunities for

nurturance in friendship as did those with feeling

personality types.

Differences Between Social Provisions Desired and Received

Tables 17-22 (pp. 146-151) present the results of the

regression analyses for the differences between social

provisions desired and received. The social provisions are

addressed independently.

Attachment.

The results of the multiple regression of the

difference score for attachment on the independent variables

are summarized in Table 17. The R2 for this equation was

.10 (F= 1.71, df= 16/249, p< .05). The extraverted

personality type had the only significant relative influence

(Beta= -.16). The negative beta indicates that the more

extraverted the respondent, the less likely she or he was

to experience differences in the amount of attachment

desired and received from friends.
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Social integration.

Table 18 outlines the results of the multiple
regression of the difference score for social integration on
the independent variables. The total explained variance was
R2= .13 (F’= 2.44, df=16/249, p< .01). The variable for
intimacy with parents had the greatest relative influence on
the dependent variable (Beta= -.20) followed by the variable
for androgynous gender orientation (Beta= -.18). The
feeling personality type (Beta= -.16) and the extraverted
personality type (Beta= -.13) were also significant.
Persons then who were closest to their parents, persons who
were androgynous, and those who exhibited the extraverted
and feeling personality types were less likely to experience

discepancies between the amount of social integration
desired with friends and the amount received.

Reliable alliance.

The results of the multiple regression of the
difference score for reliable alliance on the independent
variables are found in Table 19. The total explained
variance was R2= .08 <F= 1.30, df=16/249). None of the
independent variables were significant in explaining
differences between desired and received reliable alliance.
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Guidance.

Table 20 summarizes the results of the multiple

regression of the difference score for guidance on the

independent variables. The R2 for this equation was .08 (F=

1.31, df=16/249). None of the independent variables were

significant.

Reassurance of worth.

The results of the multiple regression of the

difference score for reassurance of worth on the independent

variables are presented in Table 21. The total explained

variance was R2: .05 (F= 1.37, df= 16/249, p< .05). The sex
variable had the greatest relative influence (Beta= .17) and

indicated that females were more likely than males to

perceive differences in the amount of reassurance of worth

desired from friends and the amount received.

Opgortunity for nurturance.
I

Table 22 presents the results of the multiple

regression of the difference score for opportunity for
nurturance on the independent variables. The R2 for this

equation is .06 (F= 1.82, df=16/249, p< .05). The age
variable had the only sigificant influence <Beta= .18) and

revealed that older respondents were more likely to

experience differences between the opportunities to nurture

in friendship and their desire to do so.
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Summary

After reviewing the results of the statistical analyses
on the three sets of dependent variables (received, desired,

and differences>, it is clear that overall the self-
perception variables had the greatest influence. Generally,
the family intimacy and personal attributes variables were
less significant. A brief review of the results follows.

Received

For social provisions received from adult friendships the

extraverted personality type had the most relative influence

in five of the six regressions. The feeling personality
type was an important predictor as well. In three

regressions (attachment, social integration, and guidance),

the intimacy with parents variable was significant.

Intimacy with siblings was significant in the regression for

opportunity to nurture. The androgynous and feminine gender
types were significant in the regressions for reassurance of
worth and opportunity for nurturance. Self—esteem was the
most important predictor of reassurance of worth. Overall,
the personal attributes and family intimacy variables

explained most of the variance in the dependent variable.
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Desired

For social provisions desired the extraverted

personality type was again the most significant independent

variable in four of the six regressions. The feeling

personality type was an important predictor of desired

reliable alliance and opportunity to nurture. The feminine

gender type had the greatest relative influence on

reassurance of worth and was also significant in attachment

desired. Psychological well-being proved to be a

significant predictor for desired reliable alliance, and

self—esteem was significant for desired reassurance of

worth. Two demographic variables were influential in

predicting desired social provisions. The sex variable was

significant in the regression for desired guidance, and the

age variable was the most significant predictor of the

respondents’ desire for the opportunity to nurture. Except

for the desired opportunity to nurture, most of the variance

in the dependent variables was explained by the personal

attributes variables.

DifferencesThe

regressions for differences between social

provisions desired and received produced fewer variables

that were significant than the previous two sets of

dependent variables. Regressions for two of the provisions,
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difference scores for reliable alliance and guidance, did

not yield any significant independent variables. The sex

variable was the only significant predictor of the
differences for reassurance of worth, and the age variable

was the only significant predictor of the differences for
the opportunity to nurture. Closeness to parents and the

androgynous gender type had the greatest relative influence

on the difference scores for social integration.



Chapter 5

Summary and Conclusions

The General Research Questions

This study was designed to discover the role that

individual and relational qualities played ix: influencing

what an individual desired from friendship, received from

friendship, and the difference between what he or she

desired and received. The results of the study indicate

that individual characteristics do indeed affect an

individual's perceptions of the meaning and adequacy of

friend relationships. The findings underscore the

importance of using multiple explanatory variables in a
study of this design and nature. However, some

characteristics were shown to be more predictive than

others. The self—perception variables proved to be more

significant than the family intimacy or personal attributes

variables. Also, the independent variables were better at

predicting the social provisions desired and received than

in predicting the difference scores. Because the research

questions are similar in nature the summary is organized

around the independent variables.

87
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Self-Perception Variables ‘

Personality type.

As anticipated the extraverted personality type desired

and received more from friendship than the introverted

personality type. It was also predicted that the feeling

personality type would desire more and receive more from

friendship than the thinking personality type. This

prediction also proved to be true. Both the extravert and

feeling types had negative correlations with the difference

scores indicating that the more extraverted and feeling one

was, the less likely was one· not to get what one wanted

from friendship. Overall, the introvert and extravert types

were stronger predictors of' the dependent variables than

the thinking and feeling types.

The extraverted feeling types had previously been found

to form easy emotional relationships with others and to like

having people around them (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). The

introverted thinker has been found to prefer being alone and

to have problems with communicating with others. They often

do not develop social skills (Myers & McCaulley, 1985).

These prior findings were supported by this study with

extraverted feeling types desiring and receiving the most

from friendship, and the introverted thinking types desiring

and receiving the least from friendships. The combinations
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of extraverted thinking types and introverted feeling types

did not contribute significantly to the findings. Perhaps
these results are explained by the findings of past studies

in which both of these types have been shown to have stunted

personal relationships but do not exhibit the extreme

differences of the other two combinations (Myers & Myers,

1980). Duck (1977) suggested that persons have different

levels of drive for friendship as part of their personality.

These findings indicate that extraverted feeling types have

high levels of friendship drive while introverted thinking

types have low levels of friendship drive.

Gender orientation.

The findings relating to gender orientation supported

previous research in this area (Bem, 1974; Bem 8. Lenny,

1976; Bem, Martyna, & Watson, 1976; Spence & Helmreich,

1978; Williams, 1985). Androgynous and feminine gender

types were found to do more nurturing in friendship than

masculine types. The androgynous gender type has been

related to higher levels of self—esteem, and the results

show that the androgynous gender type was the most likely to‘

receive reassurance of worth from friends, however feminine

types were also found to receive this provision (Flaherty &

Dusek, 1980). Respondents who were highly androgynous had

low difference levels between desired and received social
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integration indicating that the androgynous gender type

generally got the amount of social integration with friends

that she or he desired. This finding is in keeping with the

belief that androgynous individuals are more socially

competent (Bem, 1974; Spence & Helmreich, 1978).

Feminine gender types were found to desire

significantly more reassurance of worth from friendships

than were androgynous or masculine types. In keeping with

Williams's (1985) findings, feminine gender types were found

to desire more attachment than the androgynous and masculine

types. It should be noted that the masculine gender type

was negatively correlated with all but one of the social

provisions desired and received. The androgynous gender

type· had the highest correlations with social provisions

received while the feminine gender type had the highest

correlations with provisions desired. The feminine gender

type was the most likely to have discrepancies between

desired and received social provisions in friendship.

Self-esteem.

Low self-regard is said to result when one is not

provided with reassurance of worth (Weiss, 1974). In this

study persons who reported high levels of self—esteem also

reported receiving and desiring high levels of reassurance

of worth from friends. The results did not indicate that
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the self-esteem level was connected to social integration.

This finding was initially surprising in that connections

have been made linking high levels of self-esteem to

effective social functioning (Rosenberg, 1965). However,

the Rosenberg (1965) study concentrated on the development

of positive self—esteem¤ during adolescence as opposed to

adulthood. Also, the extraverted personality type was such

an important predictor that it may have overshadowed other

variables.

Psychological well-being.

The respondent's level of psychological well-being was

not strongly related to the dependent variables in the

study; This variable was significant in the regression

equation for desired reliable alliance. An overall failure

to find significance is contrary to past studies that have

shown well-being to be related to the maintenance of stable

intimate relationships (Lowenthal & Haven, 1968; Fischer,

1982). Based on past studies it would have been expected

that significant relationships would exist between high

levels of psychological well-being and social provisions

received. Also, it would be expected that a strong

relationship would exist between high psychological well-

being and low difference scores especially in light of

previous lfindings that those who desire more interaction
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report lower life satisfaction (Mancini, Quinn, Gavigan, &

Franklin, 1980). The previous findings were however

reported in a study for persons who were 65 years of age and

older.

Family Intimacy Variables

Intimacy with parents.

The variable for closeness to parents proved to be

significantl in four of the regression equations. High

levels of intimacy with parents were predictive of high

scores for attachment received, social integration received,

and guidance received. Respondents who reported closeness

with parents also had less difference between social

integration desired and received. These findings are of

interest because respondents were asked not to include
V

family members as friends, indicating that respondents who

felt close to members of their family of origin also felt

close to friends. These findings lend support to the

findings of Litwak (1985) as opposed to those of Cantor

(1979). Even though respondents reported feeling close to

parents they also received attachment and guidance from

friends thus indicating that friends were important

providers of affective and emotional support. These results

also indicate support for Weiss (1974) who found that one's
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need for attachment could be met by any number of personal

relationships.

Does the intimacy level with one's parents affect one's

ability to be intimate with others? There is a definite

connection in these findings between intimacy with friends

and intimacy with parents. Perhaps having intimate

relationships with one's parents promotes the necessary

skills to also be intimate with friends as indicated in
'

prior studies (Hochschild, 1973; Gold & Yanof, 1985).

Intimacy with siblings.

Intimacy with siblings does not for the most part have

any relative influence on what one desires or receives from

friends. Closeness to siblings was only found to be

predictive of the opportunity to nurture received from

friends. This finding can be related to Goetting's (1986)

theory that diminished family size has increased the chances

for greater interdependence 111 sibling relationships. If

siblings learn to draw together in mutual support then

persons who are close to siblings are more likely to develop

the ability to nurture. The ability to nurture may then

carry over into relationships with friends.

Intimacy with spouse.

Intimacy levels with a spouse were not found to

significantly influence the functions of friendship for
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adults in this study. High levels of intimacy with a spouse

have been found to provide a sense of attachment,

reassurance of worth, feelings of security, and high levels

of emotional health (Turner & Helms, 1988; Waring & Chelune,

1983). However, no significant relationship was found

between intimacy levels with the spouse and the provisions

for attachment, reassurance of worth, reliable alliance, or

guidance. The findings indicated that the level of intimacy

with the spouse did not greatly influence social provisions

in adult friendship. This result is perhaps due to the fact

that the sample was almost evenly distributed between males

and females. Men have been found to look to spouses for

emotional support while women look to both spouses and

friends (Tschann, 1988). If the males in the sample had

high intimacy levels with the spouse that provided them with

social provisions then they may not have looked to friends

for such positive benefits. If the females, on the other

hand, relied on friends to meet social provisions then

perhaps each of the two groups cancelled out each other's

influence.

Personal Attributes Variables

ägx.

The variable for one’s sex was significant in two of

the regression equations. Females were shown to desire more
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guidance from friendships than males. Females were also

more likely to experience differences between the amount of

reassurance of worth desired and the amount received. Much

of the previous literature on differences between male and

female friendships was not supported by the findings in this

study (Bell, 1981; Booth, 1972; Caldwell & Peplau, 1982;

Farrell, 1986). It would have been expected that males

would desire and receive more social integration from

friendship than females, and it would have been expected

that females would have desired and received more attachment

from friendships than males. Studies that focus on these

differences have however been based on young adults in

general and on college undergraduates in particular so they

may not be relevant for understanding adult friendships

(Wright, 1989).

The variables for gender orientation proved to be more

significant than the sex variable in this study indicating

that. gender may be more· important to the» development of

social provisions in adult friendship. These findings seem

tt: support Wright’s (1988,1989) contention that too much

emphasis is placed upon the differences between female and

male friendships.
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Previous writers have suggested that individuals vary

in their need and capacities for friendship at different

points in their lives (Hess, 1982; Shulman, 1975). The

diversity in age of members of this sample provided an

opportunity to examine this theory. Only one social

provision, the variable for opportunity for nurturance, was

found to have a significant relationship with the age

variable. Older people were more likely to desire the

opportunity to nurture friends and experienced differences

between desired and received opportunities to nurture. This

particular provision is related to previous findings that

older adults are interested in being able to give to the

other person in a relationship (Arling, 1976; Long &

Mancini, 1989). Once children leave home the opportunities

for adults to nurture diminish, which may intensify the

importance of this provision in friendship.

Marital status.

The variables for marital status were not significant

in the findings of this study. Past studies suggested that

married persons shouldi show a decrease in intimacy with

friends (Booth & Hess, 1974; Fischer, 1982). However, in

this study the provision for attachment showed no changes.

The literature has also suggested that men rely more upon
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spouses for emotional support than upon friends while women

rely* upon both. No significant differences were noted

between the two for the attachment or guidance provisions.

Future Research Directions

The fact that the personality variables were such

strong predictors in this study suggests that further

research is needed in this area. Personality type should be

included in studies that examine other aspects of adult

friendship. Future studies should also consider other

personality traits such as assertiveness versus

nonassertiveness to gain a broader perspective on the

influence of various personality characteristics. Because

friendship is a voluntary association, expressions of

personality characteristics may be more evident than in

other relationships. '

The results of the study also indicate the need to

include both gender orientation and sex as variables in

future research since both had significance in this study.

Further comparisons between these two variables need to be

made when considering other aspects of adult friendship in'

order to further delineate any patterns of differences.

Also gender orientation needs to be included in more studies

that focus on same versus cross—sex friends. Fischer and

Narus (1981) have found that gender orientation may diminish
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sex differences zu: cross-sex and ix: same-sex friendships.

These findings like those that focus on same sex friendships

need further exploration in order to note significant

trends.

The findings related to psychological well-being were

surprising because of the strong relationship between the

maintenance of stable intimate relationships and good mental

health found in prior studies (Fischer, 1982; Lowenthal &

Haven, 1968; Reis, 1984). Also, Weiss's theory proposed

that the fulfillment of social provisions was crucial to

adequate personal well—being. Several of the questions on

the Affect Balance Scale were reflective of specific

distresses mentioned by Weiss as the result of not having

social provisions needs met, i.e., loneliness and remoteness

from other people, boredom, anxiety, and low self-regard.

The reliability score for the Affect Balance Scale was

in keeping with those of prior studies (George & Bearon,

1980). It should be noted, however, that the reliability

for this measure was substantially lower than that of the

other measures. Perhaps other measures of psychological

well-being need to be considered for future research.

The family intimacy scales utilized in this study were

brief. Future researchers may wish to develop a series of

questions which would allow for a more in—depth examination
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of family intimacy. Researchers should consider measures

that would allow for distinguishing families that were

extremely enmeshed or diffuse. If as Goetting (1986)

predicts sibling relationships continue to grow in

importance the role of sibling relationships in social

provisions of adult friendship should be re-examined.

Overall, the measures utilized in the study had high

reliability and proved to be acceptable for use in a study

of this nature. A few respondents objected to answering two

sets of questions related to social provisions desired and

received but this near repetition was not a problem for most

respondents. In relation to the measures of personality

some respondents had difficulty in making either/or choices

as opposed to both/and choices, i.e., calm versus lively and

analyze versus sympathize. These problems did not however

occur often enough to interfere with the scoring of the

scales or to negatively affect reliability.

Practical Imglications

Following are practical implications suggested by the

study:

The findings on gender serve to remind the practitioner

not to simply assume friendship needs or desires based on

the person's sex. In working with individuals practitioners

have to be careful not to dichotomize their thinking or to
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overgeneralize. Labelling individuals’ behaviors based on

their sex can cause the practitioner to lose sight of the
widely overlapping kinds of experiences and interactions

that evolve in most close friendships whether they are

composed of same or cross-sex dyads (Wright, 1988).

Stereotyping can only deter the practitioner from being open

to possibilities which then limit the practitioner's ability
to work with the individual.

If extraverted feeling types have the highest drive for
friendship then they are likely to be the most frustrated

with friendships that are problematic. Extraverts are prone

to concern themselves with the people around them and place

a high value on human contact. Feeling types are likely to

devote much of their energy to attending to the needs of
other people and to spend little time attending to their own
needs (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). The extraverted—feeling

types will then find it difficult to care for themselves

when relational difficulties arise. The extravert's

tendency to draw energy from contact with others is also

likely to suffer when relationships are strained.

The finding that extraverted feeling types are the most

likely to receive guidance from friends may be an indicator

of their willingness to seek out theraputic relationships.

0n the other hand, extraverted feeling types may be less
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likely: to seek: out professional help if these needs are
being met by others. There is some support for the latter
statement in studies reported by Myers and McCaulley (1985).
If extraverted-feeling types come in for counseling it may
then be helpful to examine what is going on in their
interpersonal relationships. It appears likely that their
friendships may be strained in some way either on an
interpersonal level or due to situational circumstances. 0n
the other hand, introverted thinkers are less likely to
receive guidance from friends. If, however, the introverted
thinker chose to enter a counseling relationship, it may
afford him or her the opportunity to develop the potential
to receive guidance from others.

Persons with low self—esteem may benefit from seeking
out friends who provide reassurance of worth. The results
indicate that persons with high self-esteem also receive

reassurance of worth from friends. Receiving reassurance of
worth from a friend may be more valuable to self-esteem than
receiving this provision from kin because the friend

relationship is voluntary.

The level of intimacy with the parents may be
predictive of the future ability to have relationship needs

met. If one has a close relationship with parents he or she
’ may be more likely to develop future relationships in which
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relationship needs are fulfilled due to the increased social

competence of securely attached children (Ainsworth, 1982).

Warm and sensitive parents may also serve as role models for

interpersonal behavior. However, Tesch (1989) points out

that both theory and research support a continuing, mutual

influence between early socialization experience and

individual development. The results of this study indicate

that individual characteristics are perhaps more important

than relational characteristics. _
As adults age they may benefit from developing

friendships ·that afford them ·the opportunity to nurture.

The onset of important structural changes such as the post-

parenthood years and the death of a spouse may bring about

significant losses in the adult's opportunity to nurture.

Studies have shown that adults like to give as well as

receive in relationships (Arling, 1976; Long & Mancini,

1989). Adults who continue to find ways to nurture

throughout adulthood will then experience less discrepancy

between what they desire in this area and what they receive.
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CLOSENESS TO FAMILY AND FRIENDS

The first set of statements has to do with your relationships with your
parents, brothers and/or sisters, spouse, and your closest friend.
Please indicate the degree to which the following statements are true of
each relationship. (Circle 1 for Never True, 5 for Always True, etc. If
your parents are deceased, if you do not have siblings, or if you are
not married please skip that response and go on to the next.)

NEVER RARELY MOSTLY ALMOST ALWAYS ALHAYS
TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE

1 2 3 4 5

Circle the nunber

1. I discuss ny innernost thoughts and feelings with ny parent(s). 1 2 3 4 5

2. I discuss ny innernost thoughts and feelings with ny brother(s)
and/or sister(s). 1 2 3 4 5

3. I discuss ny innernost thoughts and feelings with ny spouse. 1 2 3 4 5

4. I discuss ny innernost thoughts and feelings with ny closest friend. 1 2 3 4 5

HHAT YOU RECEIVE FROM FRIENDS

For the next set of questions think about what you receive from
friendships and circle the answer that best applies to you. Remember
that your responses should not include friends who are also family
members. Circle one response for each question.

Disagree Tend to Tend to Rgree
disagree agree

1 2 3 4

1. There are friends I can depend on to help ne
if I really need it. 1 2 3 4

*2. I feel that I do not have close personal
friendships with other people. 1 2 3 4

*3. I do not have a friend I can turn to for
guidance in tines of stress. 1 2 3 4

4. There are friends who depend on ne for help. 1 2 3 4
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Disagree Tend to Tend to Qgree
disagree agree

5. There are friends who enjoy the sane social
activities as I do. 1 2 3 4

*6. Friends do not view ne as coupetent. 1 2 3 4

7. I feel personally responsible for the personal
well-being of a friend. 1 2 3 4

8. I feel part of a group of friends who share ny
attitudes and beliefs. 1 2 3 4

*9. I do not think friends respect ny skills ”
and abilities. 1 2 3 4

*10. lf sonething went wrong, I do not have a friend
ho would cone to ny assistance. 1 2 3 4

11. I have close friendships that provide ne with a
sense of euotional security and well-being. 1 2 3 4

12. There is a friend I could talk to about inportant
decisions in ny life. 1 2 3 4

13. I have friendships where ny conpetence and skills
are recognized. 1 2 3 4

*14. I do not have a friend who shares ny interests
and concerns. 1 2 3 4

*15. I do not have any friends who rely on ne for
their well·being. 1 2 3 4

16. There is a trustworthy friend 1 could turn to
for advice if I were having problens. 1 2 3 4

17. I feel a strong euotional bond with at least
one friend. 1 2 3 4

*18. I do not have a friend I can depend on for aid
if I really need it. 1 2 3 4

*19. I do not have a friend I can feel coufortable
talking about problens with. 1 2 3 4

20. There are friends who aduire ny talents and
abilities. · 1 2 3 4
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Disagree Tend to Tend to Rgree
disagree agree

*21. I do not have a friend with whou I have an
intinate relationship. 1 2 3 4

*22. I do not have a friend who likes to do the
things I do. 1 2 3 4

23. There are friends I can count on in an eoergency. 1 2 3 4

*24. I do not have any friends that need ue to care
for then. _ 1 2 3 4

* (These items were recoded for scoring purposes.)

HOW YOU VIEW YOURSELF

This group of questions focuses on your views of yourself. Which answer
comes closer to telling how you usually feel or act? Please circle your
answer.

1. Are you usually
(A) a 'good mixer,' or
(B) rather quiet and reserved?

l

2. When you are with a group of people, would you usually rather
(A) join in the talk of the group, or
(B) talk with one person at a time?

3. In a large group, do you more often
(A) introduce others, or
(B) get introduced? V

4. Do you tend to have
(A) deep friendships with a very few people, or
(B) broad friendships with many different people?

5. Among your friends, are you
(A) one of the last to hear what is going on, or
(B) full of news about everybody?
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6. Do you
(A) talk easily to almost anyone for as long as you

have to, or
(B) find a lot to say only to certain people or under

certain conditions?

7. Can the new people you meet tell what you are interested in
(A) right away, or
(B) only after they really get to know you?

8. Do you usually
(A) show your feelings freely, or
(B) keep your feelings to yourself?

Which word in each pair appeals to you more? Think what the words mean,
not how they look or how they sound. Please circle either A or B for
each number.

9. (A) hearty quiet (B)

10. (A) reserved talkative (B)

11. (A) calm lively (B)

12. (A) speak write (B)

13. (A) sociable detached (B)

14. (A) party theater (B)

The next statements have to do with your attitudes about yourself.
Please fill in the blank beside each statement with the number which you
feel best describes how you feel about each one.

1 2 3 4
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

•15. I feel that I'm a person of worth, at least on an
equal plane with others.

•16. I feel that I have a number of good qualities.

17. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure.

•18. I am able to do things as well as most other people.
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1 2 3 4
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

19. I feel I do not have much to be proud of.

*20. I take a positive attitude toward myself.

*21. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.

22. I wish I could have more respect for myself.

23. I certainly feel useless at times.

24. At times I think I am no good at all.
* (These items were recoded for scoring purposes.)

Which of the following answers comes closer to telling how you usually
feel or act?

25. Would you say you
(A) get more enthusiastic about things than the average person, or
(B) get less excited about things than the average person?

26. At parties, do you
(A) sometimes get bored, or
(B) always have fun?

27. When something new starts to be the fashion, are you usually
(A) one of the first to try it, or
(B) not much interested?

28. Are you
(A) easy to get to know, or
(B) hard to get to know?

29. When you are in an embarrassing spot, do you usually
(A) change the subject, or
(B) turn it into a joke, or
(C) days later, think of what you should have said?
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Please circle the answer that comes closer to telling how you usually
feel or act?

30. Do you think the people close to you know how you feel
(A) about most things, or
(B) only when you have had some special reason to tell them?

31. When you are at a party, do you like to
(A) help get things going, or
(B) let the others have fun in their own way?

32. Do you more often let
(A) your heart rule your head, or
(B) your head rule your heart?

33. Is it a higher compliment to be called
(A) a person of real feeling, or
(B) a consistently reasonable person?

34. Do you usually
(A) value sentiment more than logic, or
(B) value logic more than sentiment?

Please answer ggg or gg to the following questions.
(Circle your answer)

Do you usuallg feel...

•35. Pleased about having accomplished something?
1. YES 2. H0

•36. That things went your way?
1. YES 2. H0

•37. Proud because someone complimented you on something you had done?
1. YES 2. NO _

•38. Particularly excited or interested in something?
1. YES 2. NO

•39. On top of the world?
1. YES 2. NO

40. So restless that you couldn't sit long in a chair?
1. YES 2. H0• (These items recoded for scoring purposes.)
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Do you usually feel...

41. Bored?
1. YES 2. NO

42. Depressed or very unhappy?
1. YES 2. NO

43. Very lonely or remote from other people?
1. YES 2. NO

44. Upset because someone criticized you?
1. YES 2. NO

This next section presents thirty personal characteristics which people
sometimes use to describe themselves. Please use these characteristics
in order to describe yourself. That is, you are to indicate on a scale
of 1 to 7, how true of you each of these characteristics is. Please do
not leave any characteristic unmarked. Here is an example using the
characteristic, sly...

Hark a 1 if it is never or almost never true that you are sly.
Hark a 2 if it is usually not true that you are sly.
Hark a 3 if it is sometimes but infreguently true that you are sly.
Hark a 4 if it is occasionally true that you are sly.
Hark a 5 if it is often true that you are sly.
Hark a 6 if it is usually true that you are sly.
Hark a 7 if it is always or almost always true that you are sly.

Thus, if you feel it is sometimes but infreguently true that you are
'sly,' you would rate this characteristic as follows:

3 Sly
Describe yourself according to the following scale:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Never or Usually Souetiues Uccasionally Often Usually Always or
Aluost Never Not But True True True Alnost

True True Infrequently Always True
True

1. Defend my own beliefs 16. Have leadership abilities

2. Affectionate 17. Eager to soothe hurt
feelings
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Never or Usually Souetiues Occasionally Often Usually Always or
Alnost Never Not But True True True Alnost

True True lnfrequently Always True
True

____ 3. Conscientious ____18. Secretive
____ 4. Independent ____19. Willing to take risks
____ 5. Sympathetic ____20. Warm
____ 6. Hoody ____21. Adaptable
____ 7. Assertive ____22. Dominant
____ 8. Sensitive to others' needs ____23. Tender
____ 9. Reliable ____24. Conceited
____10. Strong personality ____25. Willing to take a stand
____11. Understanding ____26. Love children
____12. Jealous ____27. Tactful
____}3. Forceful ____28. Aggressive
____14. Compassionate ____29. Gentle
____15. Truthful ____30. Conventional

Which word in each pair appeals to you more? Think what the words mean,
not how they look or how they sound. Please circle either A or B for
each number.

31. (A) gentle firm (B)

32. (A) thinking feeling (B)

33. (A) convincing touching (B)

34. (A) analyze sympathize (B)

35. (A) justice mercy (B)

36. (A) compassion foresight (B)



124

37. (A) benefits blessings (B)

38. (A) determined devoted (B)

39. (A) firm—minded warm-hearted (B)

40. (A) peacemaker judge (B)

41. (A) soft hard (B)

42. (A) forgive tolerate (B)

43. (A) who what (B)

44. (A) uncritical critical (B)

45. (A) wary trustful (B)

46. (A) agree discuss (B)

WHAT YOU DESIRE FROH FRIENDSHIP

For this set of questions think about what you would like to receive
from friendships and circle the answer that best applies to you.
Remember your answers to this series of questions are not based on your
current friendships but rather simply reflect what you desire from
friendships.

Disagree Tend to Tend to Qgree
disagree agree

_ 1 2 3 4

l. I would like to have friends I can depend on
to help ne if I really need it. 1 2 3 4

2. I desire close personal friendships with other
people., 1 2 3 4

3. I gggh that I had a friend I could turn to in
tines of stress. 1 2 3 4

4. I would like for ny friends to depend on oe
for help. 1 2 3 4

5. I would like to have friends who enjoy the sane
social activities as I do. 1 2 3 4
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Disagree Tend to Tend to Rgree
disagree agree

1 2 3 4
6. I gggg that I had friends who felt that I was

conpetent. 1 2 3 4
7. I would like to have personal responsibility for

the personal well—being of a friend. 1 2 3 4
8. I desire friends who share ny attitudes and

beliefs. 1 2 3 4

9. I ggg; ny friends to respect ny skills and
abilities. 1 2 3 4

10. I gggg that I had a friend who would cone to ny
assistance if sonething went wrong. 1 2 3 4

11. l desire close friendships that provide ne with
a sense of enotional security and well-being. 1 2 3 4

12. l would like to have a friend who I could talk
to about inportant decisions in ny life. 1 2 3 4

13. 1 desire friendships where ny conpetence and‘ skills are recognized. 1 2 3 4
14. I would like a friend who shares ny interests

and concerns. 1 2 3 4
15. I would like a friend who really relies on ne

for their well-being. 1 2 3 4

16. I gggg that I had a trustworthy friend, I could
turn to for advice if I were having problens. 1 2 3 4

17. I ggg; a strong enotional bond with at least
one friend. 1 2 3 4

18. I would like a friend I can depend on for aid
if I really need it. 1 2 3 4

19. I desire a friend I can feel confortable talking
about problens with. 1 2 3 4
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Disagree Tend to Tend to Qgree
disagree agree

20. I would like sone friends who adnire ny talents
and abilities. 1 2 3 4

21. I would like a friend with whon I could be
intinate. 1 2 3 4

22. I wigg that I had a friend who liked to do the
things that 1 do. 1 2 3 4

23. I desire a friend who I can count on in an
energency. 1 2 3 4

24. I would like to have a friend that needed ne to
care for then. 1 2 3 4

OUESTIOHS ABOUT YOURSELF

Circle the answer that comes closer to telling how you usually feel or
act.

1. Do you feel that it is a worse fault to be
(A) unsympathetic, or
(B) unreasonable?

2. Would you rather work under someone who is
(A) always kind, or
(B) always fair?

3. Do you feel it is a worse fault
(A) to show too much warmth, or
(B) not to have warmth enough?

4. Are you more careful about
(A) people’s feelings, or
(B) their rights?
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The following questions provide information which will be used in
understanding and interpreting the results of the study.

5. Your present age: YEARS

6. Your sex. (Circle number of your answer)

1 MALE
2 FEMALE

7. Your present marital status. (Circle number)

1 NEVER MARRIED
2 MARRIED
3 SEPARATED
4 DIVORCED
5 WIDOWED

8. Last grade completed in school. (Circle number)

1 LESS THAN 8 GRADES
2 8-11 GRADES
3 HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE
4 SOME COLLEGE
5 COLLEGE OR TRADE SCHOOL GRADUATE
6 POST GRADUATE

9. Which of the following best describes your racial or ethnic
identification? (Circle number)

1 ASIAN
2 BLACK
3 HISPANIC
4 NATIVE AMERICAN
5 WHITE
6 OTHER SPECIPY:
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Is there anything else you would like to say about the role of
friendship in adulthood? If so, please use this space for that
purpose. Also, any comments you wish to make that you think may help in
future efforts to understand friendship among adults will be
appreciated.

Parts of this survey are reproduced by special permission of the
Publisher, Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc., Palo Alto CA 94306,
from the Bem Sex Role Inventory by Sandra Bem, Ph.D., copyright 1978 and
The Myers Briggs Type Indicator Form G by Isabel Myers, copyright 1976.
Further reproduction is prohibited without the Pub1isher's consent.
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March 30, 1989

Dear Faculty or Staff Member:

The purpose of this letter is to request your help in the completion of
a doctoral dissertation research project that Janie Long, a doctoral
candidate at Virginia Tech, is completing under my direction.

The overall objective of this research project is to contribute to our
knowledge about what adults desire and receive from friendship. As
several studies have shown friends are very important to many adults and
having friends can improve one's outlook on life and one's health.
However, very little is known about what one receives from friends and
what it is about the individual which determines what one expects from
friends.

Within the next few days you will receive a survey giving you an
opportunity to express your own individual thoughts and preferences.
Completing the questionnaire, as promptly as possible after you receive
it, will be very helpful in assuring the accuracy and success of this
dissertation research. Your name was selected at random from the list
of faculty and staff at Virginia Tech. All information in the survey
will be held confidential.

Finally, as a participant in this survey you will automatically be
entered in a raffle where you will have a chance to win one of two cash
prizes, each worth $50. We hope that, in addition to your interest in
helping in this research project, that the opportunity to win a cash
prize will provide you with some additional incentive and compensation
for your valuable time.

Thank you for your willingness to help Janie complete this research
project.

Sincerely,

Jay A. Mancini
Professor, Family and Child Development
231-6110
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April 5, 1989

Dear Faculty or Staff Member:

A few days ago I sent you a letter describing a research project dealing
with the perceptions of what adults desire and receive from friendship.
The project is being conducted by Janie Long, a doctoral candidate in
the Department of Family and Child Development, under my direction.
Your help, by filling out the enclosed questionnaire in its entirety,
will be of great value in assuring the accuracy and success of this
research.

In exchange for your willingness to give some of your valuable time to
help Janie complete this research project, you will be entered in a
raffle where you will have a chance to win one of two cash prizes, each
worth $50. The drawing will be held six weeks from the date of this
letter.

Many of the questions on this survey will seem to repeat themselves or
be similar to one another. Please be patient with this repetition, as
it is necessary in order to get accurate results. He have found that it
takes approximately 30 minutes to complete the survey. Please answer
each question frankly and on your own. There are no 'right' or 'wrong'
answers. Your honest and thoughtful response is what matters.

To return this survey, simply fold it so that the return address is
showing, staple or tape it closed, and return it through campus mail.
Each return address label is marked with an identification number to
help us identify respondents to enter in the raffle and will help us
identify those respondents who require follow-up reminders. Remember
all information is confidential.

If you have questions about the study do not hesitate to call Ms. Long
at 951-4594 on Monday or Thursday evenings between 7:00 and 9:00 p.m.
Thank you again for your willingness to participate.

Sincerely,

Jay A. Mancini
Professor, Family and Child Development
231-6110
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April 11, 1989

Last week a questionnaire seeking your opinions about the
role of friendship in adulthood was mailed to you.

If you have already completed it and returned it to me,
please accept my sincere thanks. If not, please do so
today. Because it has been sent to only a small number of
people, it is important that your response be included to
give an accurate picture of people's opinions regarding this
topic. Please remember to fill out the entire
questionnaire. Your response automatically enters you in
the raffle for the two $50 cash prizes.

If by some chance you did not receive the questionnaire, or
it got misplaced, please call Ms. Long today (951-4594), and
she will mail you another one.

Sincerely,

Jay A. Mancini
FCD
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April 24, 1989

Dear Faculty or Staff Member:

About three weeks ago you received a mailing seeking youropinion regarding friendships among adults. You were askedto fill out a questionnaire and return it to my advisor, Dr.Jay Mancini. If you recently mailed your questionnaire,please accept my sincere thanks.

This research has been undertaken because so little is knownabout this particular area of personal relationships. It isimportant that I have an adequate response rate in order toassure the accuracy and usefulness of this study's findings.To get a representative picture of the opinions of allpeople, it is essential that each person in the samplereturn their survey.

In the event that your questionnaire has been misplaced, areplacement is enclosed. May I urge you to complete andreturn it as quickly as possible. I will be randomlyselecting the winners of the two $50 cash prizes on Monday,May 8.
l

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Janie Long
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Table 5: Attachment Received Regressed on Full Model

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3
BETAa R2 BETA R2 BETA R2

Block 1
Extravert .34* .31* .30*
Feeling .20* .17* .14*
D1 <Nasculine) -.02 -.02 -.02
D2 (Feminine) .06 .06 .05
D3 (Androgynous) .08 .05 .05
Psy. well-being .02 .01 .00
Self-esteem .04 .03 .05
Constant 8.36 .21b

Block 2
FAN 1 (Parents) .17* .17*
FAN 2 (Sibs) .12 .10
FAN 3 (Spouse) .00 -.01
Constant 7.07 .27c

Block 3
Age -.05
Sex .10
D5 (Unmarried) -.15
D6 (Married) -.38
D7 (Separated) -.17
D8 <Divorced) -.28
Constant 10.39 .29d

*p< .05

astandardized regression coefficients, indicating the
relative effect on the dependent variable of each
independent variable

bpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception variables

cpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self—perception and family intimacy variables

dpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accountedfor by the self-perception, family intimacy, and
demographic variables
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Table 6: Social Integration Received Regressed on Full Model

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3BETAB R2 BETA R2 BETA R2
Block 1
Extravert .29* .29* .29*
Feeling .16* .16* .16*
D1 (Masculine> .08 .07 .07
D2 <Feminineö .05 .04 .04
D3 (Androgynous) .13 .11 .10
Psy. well-being .05 .05 .06
Self-esteem .06 .06 .06
Constant 9.50 .17b

Block 2
FAM 1 (Parents) .19* .20*
FAM 2 (Sibs) -.02 -.02
FAM 3 (Spouse) -.04 -.04
Constant 8.86 .20c

Block 3
Age .02
Sex -.01 ·D5 (Unmarried) -.24
D6 (Married> -.36
D7 (Separated) -.16
D8 (Divorced) -.29
Constant 11.19 .21d

*p<·.05

astandardized regression coefficients, indicating the
relative effect on the dependent variable of each
independent variable

bpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accountedfor by the self-perception variables
cpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception and family intimacy variables

dpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accountedfor by the self-perception, family intimacy, and
demographic variables
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Table 7: Reliable Alliance Received Regressed on Pull Model

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3BETAB E2 BETA B2 BETA B2
Block 1
Extravert .25* .23* .22*
Peeling .12 .11 .11
D1 <Masculine) .04 .04 .06
D2 (Peminine) .12 .12 .12
D3 (Androgynous) .09 .07 .08
Psy. well-being -.03 -.03 -.03
Self-esteem .09 .07 .09
Constant 11.50 .13b

Block 2
PAM 1 <Parents) .06 .07
PAM 2 (Sibs) .03 .01
PAM 3 <Spouse) .08 .07
Constant 10.90 .14c

Block 3
Age -.07
Sex .03
D5 (Unmarried) -.20
D6 (Married) -.25
D7 (Separated) -.07
D8 <Divorced) -.13
Constant 12.67 .16d
*p< .05

astandardized regression coefficients, indicating the
relative effect on the dependent variable of each
independent variable

bpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception variables

cpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception and family intimacy variables

dpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception, family intimacy, and
demographic variables
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Table 8: Guidance Received Regressed on Full Model

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3BETAa B2 BETA R2 BETA B2
Block 1
Extravert .25* .24* .23*
Feeling .19* .18* .15*
D1 (Masculine) -.05 -.05 -.05
D2 (Feminine) -.02 -.02 -.03
D3 (Androgynous) .04 .01 .02
Psy. well-being -.02 -.02 -.03
Self-esteem .11 .10 .12
Constant 9.27 .14b

Block 2
FAM 1 <Parents> .15* .14*
FAM 2 (Sibs) .01 -.01
FAM 3 (Spouse) .04 .03
Constant 8.29 .17c

Block 3
Age -.07
Sex .07
D5 (Unmarried) -.11
D6 <Married) -.23
D7 (Separated> -.13
D8 (Divorced) -.12
Constant 10.49 .19d

*p< .05

astandardized regression coefficients, indicating the
relative effect on the dependent variable of each
independent variable

bpercent_of the variance of the dependent variable accountedfor by the self-perception variables
cpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accountedfor by the se1f—perception and family intimacy variablesdpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accountedfor by the self-perception, family intimacy, and
demographic variables I



138

Table 9: Reassurance of Worth Received Regressed on Full
Model

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3BETAa B2 BETA B2 BETA B2
Block 1
Extravert .17* .16* .16*
Feeling .02 .03 .05
D1 (Masculine) .11 .10 .12
D2 (Feminine) .15* .15* .16*
D3 (Androgynous) .21* .21* .22*
Psy. well-being .03 .03 .04
Self-esteem .27* .27* .28*
Constant 8.54 .20b S

Block 2
FAM 1 (Parents) .08 .08
FAM 2 (Sibs) -.02 -.02
FAM 3 (Spouse) -.01 -.01
Constant 8.32 .21C

Block 3
Age -.09
Sex -.07
D5 (Unmarried) -.15
D6 <Married) -.16
D7 <Separated) -.01
D8 <Divorced) -.04
Constant 10.07 .23d

*p< .05

astandardized regression coefficients, indicating the
relative effect on the dependent variable of each
independent variable

bpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception variables

Cpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception and family intimacy variables

dpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception, family intimacy, and
demographic variables
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Table 10: Opportunity for Nurturance Received Regressed on
Full Model

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3BETAa B2 BETA B2 BETA B2
Block 1
Extravert .24* .22* .23*
Feeling .23* .21* .22*
D1 (Masculine) .09 .09 .10
D2 <Feminine) .17* .17* .16*
D3 (Androgynous> .21* .20* .19*
Psy. well-being .00 _ -.01 .01
Self-esteem -.01 -.01 -.01
Constant 8.42 .20b

Block 2
FAM 1 (Parents) .07 .07
FAM 2 (Sibs> .13* .13*
FAM 3 (Spouse) -.08 -.06
Constant 8.07 .23c

Block 3
Age -.01
Sex -.07
D5 (Unmarried) -.03
D6 (Married) -.23
D7 <Separated) -.04
D8 (Divorced) -.13
Constant 10.24 .25d
*p< .05

astandardized regression coefficients, indicating the
relative effect on the dependent variable of each
independent variable

bpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception variables

cpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception and family intimacy variables

dpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self—perception, family intimacy, and
demographic variables
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Table 11: Attachment Desired Regressed on Full Model

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3BETAa B2 BETA B2 BETA R2
Block 1
Extraverted .18* .16* .16*
Feeling .14* .12 -10
D1 <Masculine) .00 .01 .01
D2 (Feminine) .16* .17* .16*
D3 (Androgynous) -.01 -.03 -.04
Psy. well-being .06 .05 .06
Self-esteem -.01 -.01 .00
Constant 10.40 .10b ‘

Block 2
FAM 1 (Parents) .00 .01
FAM 2 (Sibs) .16* .14
FAM 3 (Spouse) .00 .01
Constant 9.93 .12c

Block 3
Age -.02
Sex .05
D5 (Unmarried) -.15
D6 (Married) -.48
D7 <Separated) -.16
D8 (Divorced) -.29
Constant 13.39 .15d

*p< .05

astandardized regression coefficients, indicating the
relative effect on the dependent variable of each
independent variable

bpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception variables

cpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception and family intimacy variables

dpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception, family intimacy, and
demographic variables
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Table 12: Social Integration Desired Regressed on Full Nodel

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3
BETAB R2 BETA R2 BETA R2

Block 1
Extravert .18* .17* .18*
Feeling .04 .03 .01
D1 (Nasculine> -.10 -.10 -.10
D2 (Feminine> .10 .11 .10
D3 (Androgynous) -.14 -.14 -.15
Psy. well-being .00 .00 .00
Self-esteem .11 .11 .11
Constant 11.37 .08b

Block 2
FAN 1 (Parents) -.07 -.07
FAN 2 (Sibs> .09 .07
FAN 3 <Spouse) -.02 -.02
Constant 11.56 .09c

Block 3
Age .02
Sex .06
D5 (Unmarried) -.18
D6 (Narried> -.47
D7 (Separated) -.17
D8 (Divorced) -.39
Constant 13.86 .10d
*p< .05

astandardized regression coefficients, indicating the
relative effect on the dependent variable of each
independent variable

bpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception variables

Cpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception and family intimacy variables

dpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception, family intimacy, and
demographic variables
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Table 13: Reliable Alliance Desired Regressed on Full Model

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3BETAB B2 BETA B2 BETA B2
Block 1
Extravert .20* .19* .19*
Feeling .21* .19* .16*
D1 (Masculine) -.01 -.01 -.02
D2 (Feminine) .13 .14 .12
D3 (Androgynous) -.03 -.04 -.06
Psy. well-being .13* .12* .13*
Self-esteem .01 .00 .00
Constant 11.33 .14b

Block 2
FAM 1 (Parents) -.05 -.05
FAM 2 (Sibs) .07 .05
FAM 3 (Spouse) .07 .08
Constant 11.14 .15c

Block 3
Age .05
Sex .11
D5 (Unmarried) -.01
D6 (Married) -.28
D7 (Separated) -.10
D8 (Divorced) -.22
Constant 11.75 .18d
*p< .05

astandardized regression coefficients, indicating the
relative effect on the dependent variable of each
independent variable

bpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception variables

cpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception and family intimacy variables

dpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception, family intimacy, and
demographic variables
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Table 14: Guidance Desired Regressed on Full Model

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3. BETAa R2 BETA B2 BETA B2
Block 1
Extravert .22* .21* .20*
Feeling .14* .12 .10
D1 (Masculine) -.07 -.07 -.08
D2 (Feminine) .13 .13 .12
D3 (Androgynous) -.07 -.09 -.11
Psy. well-being .04 .03 .04
elf-esteem -.02 -.03 -.02
Constant 12.21 .12b

Block 2
FAM 1 (Parents> .07 .08
FAM 2 (Sibs) .07 .05
FAM 3 (Spouse) .01 .02
Constant 11.66 .13c

Block 3
Age .09
Sex .13*
D5 (Unmarried) -.08
D6 <Married) -.32
D7 <Separated) -.09
D8 (Divorced) -.26
Constant 11.93 .16d

*p< .05

astandardized regression coefficients, indicating the
relative effect on the dependent variable of each
independent variable

bpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception variables

Cpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception and family intimacy variables

dpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception, family intimacy, and
demographic variables
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Table 15: Reassurance of Worth Desired Regressed on Full
Nodel

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3BETAa B2 BETA B2 BETA B2
Block 1
Extravert .12 .11 .11
Feeling -.03 -.04 -.08
D1 (Nasculine> .05 .06 .05
D2 (Feminine) .24* .25* .24*E D3 (Androgynous> .07 .08 .06
Psy. well-being .10 .10 .09
Self-esteem .13* .13* .13*
Constant 9.24 .11b

Block 2
FAN 1 (Parents> -.08 -.08
FAN 2 <Sibs) .08 .07
FAN 3 (Spouse) .01 .00
Constant 9.39 .11C

Block 3
Age .02
Sex .10
D5 (Unmarried) -.17
D6 (Narried) -.36
D7 (Separated) -.19
D8 (Divorced) -.31
Constant 11.41 .13d

*p< .05

astandardized regression coefficients, indicating the
relative effect on the dependent variable of each
independent variable

bpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception variables

cpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception and family intimacy variables

dpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception, family intimacy, and
demographic variables
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Table 16: 0pportunity for Nurturance Desired Regressed on
Full Model

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3BETAa B2 BETA B2 BETA B2
Block 1
Extravert .08 .08 .12
Feeling .17* .16* .18*
D1 (Masculine) .02 .02 .00
D2 (Feminine) .11 .11 .10
D3 <Androgynous) .10 .10 .05
Psy. well-being .08 .08 .11
Self-esteem -.03 -.02 -.06
Constant 8.90 .07b

Block 2
PAM 1 (Parents) .06 .08
FAM 2 (Sibs> .02 .04
FAM 3 (Spouse) -.08 -.05
Constant 8.89 .08c

Block 3
Age .20*
Sex -.08
D5 (Unmarried) -.25
D6 (Married) -.60
D7 (Separated) -.25
D8 (Divorced) -.51
Constant 11.93 .14d
*p< .05

astandardized regression coefficients, indicating the
relative effect on the dependent variable of each
independent variable

bpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception variables

Cpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception and family intimacy variables

dpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception, family intimacy, and
demographic variables
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Table 17: Difference Score for Attachment Regressed on Full
Model

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3BETAB B2 BETA B2 BETA E2
Block 1
Extravert —.17¤ -.16« -.16~
Feeling -.08 -.07 -.13
D1 (Masculine) .03 .03 .04
D2 (Feminine) .09 .09 .09
D3 (Androgynous) -.08 -.06 -.07
Psy. well-being .04 .04 .06
Self-esteem -.05 -.04 -.05
Constant 2.20 .07b

Block 2
FAM 1 (Parents) -.14 ' -.13
FAM 2 (Sibs) .01 .01
FAM 3 (Spouse> .01 .02
Constant 2.86 .09C

Block 3
Age .01
Sex -.07
D5 (Unmarried) .02
D6 (Married) -.05
D7 (Separated) .05
D8 (Divorced) .01
Constant 3.06 .10d

¤p< .05

astandardized regression coefficients, indicating the
relative effect on the dependent variable of each
independent variable

bpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception variables

cpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception and family intimacy variables

dpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception, family intimacy, and
demographic variables
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Table 18: Difference Score for Social Integration Regressed
on Full Model

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3BETAB B2 BETA B2 BETA B2
Block 1
Extravert -.13* -.13* -.13*
Feeling -.13 -.13 -.16*
D1 (Masculine) -.14 -.13 -.13
D2 (Feminine) .04 .05 .03
D3 (Androgynous> -.20* -.18* -.18*
Psy. well-being -.03 -.04 -.04
Self-esteem .02 .02 .03
Constant 2.16 .09b

Block 2
FAM 1 (Parents) -.20* -.20*
FAM 2 (Sibs) .07 .06
PAM 3 (Spouse) .02 .03
Constant 2.84 .12c

Block 3
Age -.01
Sex .06
D5 (Unmarried> .11
D6 (Married) -.01
D7 (Separated) .03
D8 (Divorced) .00 .13d
Constant

*p< .05

astandardized regression coefficients, indicating the
relative effect on the dependent variable of each
independent variable

bpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception variables

cpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self—perception and family intimacy variablesdpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception, family intimacy, and
demographic variables
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Table 19: Difference Score for Reliable Alliance Regressed
on Full Model

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3BETAE R2 BETA R2 BETA R2
Block 1
Extravert -.05 -.05 -.04
Feeling .04 .04 .01
D1 <Masculine) -.06 -.06 -.07
D2 (Feminine) .01 .01 .00
D3 (Androgynous) -.08 -.07 -.09
Psy. well-being .11 .11 .11
Self-esteem -.07 -.07 -.08
Constant .27 .04b

Block 2
FAM 1 (Parents) -.07 -.07
FAM 2 (Sibs) .03 .03
FAM 3 (Spouse) -.02 -.01
Constant .59 .04C

Block 3
Age .10
Sex .08
D5 (Unmarried) .15
D6 (Married) E -.02
D7 (Separated) -.03
D8 (Divorced) -.10
Constant -.62 .08d
Note: None of the variables were significant at p< .05.

astandardized regression coefficients, indicating the
relative effect on the dependent variable of each
independent variable

bpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception variables

Cpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception and family intimacy variables

dpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception, family intimacy, and
demographic variables
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Table 20: Difference Score for Guidance Regressed on Full
Model

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3BETAB R2 BETA B2 BETA B2
Block 1
Extravert -.04 -.04 -.05
Feeling -.07 -.07 -.07
D1 (Masculine) -.03 -.02 -.03 ·
D2 (Feminine) .11 .12 .11
D3 (Androgynous> -.10 -.09 -.10
Psy. well-being .05 .05 .06
Self-esteem -.11 -.11 -.11
Constant 2.77 .05b

Block 2
FAM 1 (Parents) -.07 -.06
FAM 2 (Sibs) .04 .04
FAM 3 (Spouse) -.01 .00
Constant 3.12 .06C

Block 3
Age .11
Sex .04
D5 (Unmarried) .03
D6 <Married) -.05
D7 <Separated) .04
D8 (Divorced) -.11
Constant 1.55 .08d

None of the variables were significant at p< .05.

astandardized regression coefficients, indicating the
relative effect on the dependent variable of each
independent variable

bpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception variables

Cpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception and family intimacy variables

dpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception, family intimacy, and
demographic variables
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Table 21: Difference Score for Reassurance of Worth
Regressed on Full Model

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3BETAa B2 BETA B2 BETA B2
Block 1
Extravert -.03 -.03 -.04
Feeling -.07 -.08 -.13
D1 (Masculine) -.04 -.03 -.05
D2 (Feminine) .12 .12 .12
D3 (Androgynous) -.06 -.05 -.07
Psy. well-being .07 .06 .04
Self-esteem -.09 -.09
Constant 1.02 .04b

Block 2
FAM 1 (Parents) -.10 -.10
FAM 2 (Sibs) .08 .07
FAM 3 <Spouse) .01 .00
Constant 1.27 .05c

Block 3
Age .09
Sex .17*
D5 (Unmarried) .01
D6 (Married) -.07
D7 (Separated) -.10
D8 (Divorced) -.17
Constant .30 .08d
*p< .05

astandardized regression coefficients, indicating the
relative effect on the dependent variable of each
independent variable

bpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception variables

cpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception and family intimacy variables

dpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accounted
for by the self-perception, family intimacy, and
demographic variables
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Table 22: Difference Score for Opportunity for Nurturance
Regressed on Full Model

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3BETAB B2 BETA B2 BETA B2
Block 1
Extravert -.15* -.13 -.11
Feeling -.07 -.05 -.04
D1 (Masculine) -.07 -.07 -.10
D2 (Feminine) -.07 -.08 -.08
D3 (Androgynous) -.09 -.08 -.11
Psy. well-being .08 _ .09 .09
Self-esteem -.02 -.01 -.05
Constant .54 .05b

Block 2
FAM 1 (Parents) .03 .04
FAM 2 (Sibs) -.12 -.09
PAM 3 <Spouse) .00 .01
Constant .72 .06C

Block 3
Age .18*
Sex -.01
D5 (Unmarried) -.04
D6 (Married) -.02
D7 (Separated) -.10
D8 (Divorced) -.11
Constant -.85 .10d

*p< .05

astandardized regression coefficients, indicating the
relative effect on the dependent variable of each
independent variable

bpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accountedfor by the self-perception variables
cpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accountedfor by the self-perception and family intimacy variables
dpercent of the variance of the dependent variable accountedfor by the self-perception, family intimacy, and
demographic variables
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Pairwise Regression Findings

The findings of the pairwise regression reinforce the

findings of the listwise regression that the self—perception

variables were the best predictors of the dependent

variables. Tables 23-25 list the significant betas and the
total explained variance (R2) for the three research
questions measured both listwise and pairwise for each of
the social provisions.

The variables for personality type again had the
greatest relative influence. The extraverted personality
type was significant in 11 of the 18 regression equations,
and the feeling personality type was significant in 6 of the
equations. The extraverted personality type was the most

significant predictor of 5 of the 6 regressions for social
provisions received and for 4 of the 6 regressions for
social provisions desired.

Gender orientation declined in influence while the

self-esteem level increased in influence. The masculine

gender type which did not obtain significance in the
listwise regression was found to be significant in two of
the pairwise regressions. The higher the level of the
masculine gender type the more the respondent reported

receiving reassurance of worth and the less discrepancy
there was between social integration received and desired.
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Persons with higher self—esteem were more likely to report

receiving more reliable alliance and guidance and to desire
more social integration and reassurance of worth. As in the
listwise regression, the level of psychological well—being
did not prove to be significant.

The· variable for intimacy with parents remained the
most important family intimacy variable. Sex was the only

significant demographic variable in the analysis. Females
reported receiving more attachment than males and also
reported desiring more social integration than males.
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Table 23: Regression Equations for Social Provisions Received with
Listwise and Pairwise Deletion of Missing Data

Listwise Pairwise
Social Provisions Variable BETA R2 Variable BETA R2
ATTACHMENT EXTV .30 EXTV .25

FAM1 .17 FAM1 .16
FEEL .14 FEEL .14

ggg SEX .12 ggg

SOCIAL INTEGRATION EXTV .29 EXTV .26
FAM1 .20 FAM1 .15
FEEL .16 ggg ggg

RELIABLE ALLIANCE EXTV .22 EXTV .20
ggg SEST .13 ggg

GUIDANCE EXTV .23 EXTV .19
FEEL .15 SEST .14
FAM1 .14 ggg FAM1 .14 ggg

REASSURANCE OF SEST .28 SEST .28NORTH D3 .22 D3 .21
EXTV .16 D2 .17
D2 .16 ggg D1 .13 ggg

OPPORTUNITY FOR EXTV .23 EXTV .21
NURTURANCE FEEL .22 FEEL .20

D3 .19 D3 .19
D2 .16 D2 .15
FAM2 .13 ggg ggg

NOTE: All variables listed are significant at the p< .05 level.

EXTV= Extravert; FEEL= Feeling; FQHl= Intiuacy with parents; FQM2= Intinacy with Siblings;
SEST= Self-esteeu, D1=Masculine; D2=Fe|inine; D3=Qndr0gynous
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Table 24: Regression Equations for Social Provisions Desired with
Listwise and Pairwise Deletion of Missing Data

I
Listwise Pairwise

Social Provisions Variable BETA R2 Variable BETA Rg
ATTACHMENT EXTV .16 EXTV .17

D2 .16 113 FEEL .15 112

SOCIAL INTEGRATION EXTV .18 EXTV .20
SEX .15

· 11Q SEST .15 113
RELIABLE ALLIANCE EXTV .19 EXTV .19

FEEL .16 FEEL .16
PUB .13 Liä 113

GUIDANCE EXTV .20 EXTV .18
SEX .13 FEEL .14

Lié SEX .12 111
REASSURANCE OF D2 .24 SEST .14
UORTH SEST .13 113 EXTV .13 111

OPPORTUNITY FOR AGE .20 FEEL .19
NURTURANCE FEEL .18 111 EXTV .12 Llg

NOTE: All variables listed are significant at the p< .05 level.

EXTV= Extravert; FEEL= Feeling; FQH1= Intinacy with Parents; FQH2= Intiuacy with Siblings;
SEST= Self-esteen, D1= Masculineg D2= Feninineg D3= Rndrogynous
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Table 25: Regression Equations for Discrepancy Scores with
Listwise and Pairwise Deletion of Missing Data

Listwise Pairwiae
Social Provisions Variable BETA RE Variable BETA R3ATTACHMENT EXTV -.16 L10 FAM1 -.14 LQQ

SOCIAL INTEGRATION FAM1 -.20 D3 -.18
D3 -.18 FAM1 -.15
FEEL -.16 D1 -.14
EXTV -.13 Llä LQQ

RELIABLE ALLIANCE N.S. N.S.

GUIDANCE N.S. N.S.

REASSURANCE OF SEX .17 LQQ SEX .14 LQQWORTH

OPPORTUNITY FOR AGE .18 L1Q N.S.
NURTURANCE

NOTE: All variables listed are significant at the p< .05 level.

EXTV=Extravert; FEEL=Fee1ing; FQM1=Inti|acy with Parents; FHM2=Inti¤acy with Siblings; 5EST=Se1f-
esteen, D1=Masculine; D2=Fe•inina; D3=Rndr0gynous










