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ABSTRACT

FRIENDSHIP PATTERNS:

A COMPARISON OF PROFESSIONAL MEN'S AND WOMEN'S
CROSS-SEX AND SAME-SEX FRIENDSHIPS

Vavw

by

Linda Sapadin

Advisor: Professor Florence Denmark

This study investigated the same-sex and cross-sex
friendships of 156 professional men and women. Data was
gathered by means of a questionnaire distributed through
businesses and professional organizations. Participants
responded to open-ended questions and rating scales that
asked them to compare and evaluate their friendships.

Results indicated that the sexes are nmuch closexr in
their idealism about friendships than they are in their

experiences of friendship. Though both sexes viewed trust

|3

and sharing as the most important qualities of an idezl
friendship, in actuality, men and women experienced their

friendships in quite different ways.

Two versions of cross-sex friendships, a "His and
Hers" account, indicated that both men and women
preferred women's friendships in almost all areas

measured.
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In this sample, men averaged more closg cross-sex
friendships than women did; (men 3-5, women 1-2). Women
rated their same-sex friendships as more intimate,
nurturing- and enjoyable than their cross-sex friendships,
whereas men reversed that direction and rated their
same-sex friendships as 1less intimate, nurturing and
enjoyable than their cross-sex friendships. Competition
in men's friendships adversly affected positive ratings.

Advantages of friendships indicated the same pattern

as above. Women's same-sex friendships rated highest for
perzonal enrichment, men's same-sex friendships rated

lowest and cross-sex friendships were rated comparatively
high for men and comparatively low for women. Women did
not obtain a career advantage £from their cross-sex
friendships, as was hypothesized. Both sexes felt that a
rimary advantage of their cross-sex friendships was to
obtain an "insider's perspecitive®™ about the other-sex.
Cross-sex friendships in this sample group tended to
be equal status relationships that did not continue the
traditional power disparity or zromantic and sexual
involvement between the sexes.
In all interaction contexts, same-sex friendships
interacted more frequently than cross-sex friendships,
though work-oriented contexts showed 1less separation

between the sexes.
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FRIENDSHIP PATTERNS:
A COMPARISON OF PROFESSIONAL MEN'S AND WOMEN'S
CROSS-SEX AND SAME-SEX FRIENDSHIPS
CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Cross-sex relationships seem to be more prevalent now
than ever before for some segments of the adult population.
Men and women who work together in equal status positions
have many opportunities to meet and socialize with one
another. Have these opportunities resulted in the
deveiopment of cross-sex friendships? If so, do the
characteristics and value of these relationships differ
from those of same-sex friendships?

The study of adult cross-sex friendships is of interest
to the author for several reasomns.

1. Friendship 1is a personal, close relationship that
has little if any 1imposed societal structure.
Friends do not have compulsory legal obligations or
constraints as an intrinsic part of the relationship
the way spouses, parents and children do. Friends
become friends by mutual consent and maintain the
relationship only as long as they both wish.
Society's 1legal mechansims and stamp of approval are
not mnecessary to create or dissolve a friendship.

Thus, the study of friendships can provide us with
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information about the structure and value of

significant voluntary relationships.

2. Are friendships between the sexes possible without
love, romance and sexuality as the primary
attractions? If so, the study of cross-sex
friendships can provide wus with an understarding
of how male-female relationships are organized
when the attraction is based on non-sexual,

non-romantic interests.

3. The study of cross-sex friendships can also
provide us with information as to what insights
and perspectives people obtain about the other
sex’s cognitive and affectional world. Meaningful
friendships have the potential £for the sexes to
become more appreciative and understanding of each

other's viewpoints as they interact as equals.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE RESEARCH

Friendship Definitions

Friendships are relationships with ambiguous
boundaries. The subjective nature of friendships makes it
problematic to define only in behavioral terms, though
clearly friendship involves a higher level of involvement
between people than a casual interaction. To one person,
however, a friend might be someone you share good times

with on a regular basis while to someone else this might

be a "temnis buddy", while a "real <£friend"” would be
someone seen only twice a year, yet the 1level of

interaction and intimacy 1is so high that the passage of
time is irrelevant.

Friendship, as defined by Booth and Hess (1974), is a
dyadic relationship entered into <voluntarily by people
equal in status and unrelated to one another.

Wright (1969) maintained that fhe most important
criterion of friendship 1is <voluntary interdependence.
People are considered friends when they spend a lot of
time together, interact with one another and make it a
point to keep in touch voluntarily. He further stated

that it is appropriate for researchers to accept a
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self-definition of friendship; that is, people are
friends when they consider themselves to be friends and
when they maintain voluntary contact with one another.

Bell (1981) in his study of "Friendships of Women and
of Men"™ defined friendship as a "voluntary, close and
endﬁring social relationship". He viewed friendships as
relationships that have broad and significant influences
in people's 1lives and maintain a "quality of exchange"
that indicates that they are equal status relationships.

Wong (1981) explored different types of intimacy, a
factor that has traditionally been considered an
important feature of friendship. He stated that intimacy
is an emotional state in which people feel a sense of
communality, sharing, security, acceptance and mutual
understanding. He stressed that these characteristics are
not absolute entities in a <relationship but occur in
differing degrees.

Though intimacy is usually associated with
communicating private concerns and self-disclosing
vulnerable information, it does not necessarily mean that
friends have more intimate communication than
non-friends. Wong described circumstances that stimulate
intimate communication yet the relationships are not
close though they may be intensly emotional and personal.

Examples of these types of interactions are encounter
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groups, brief sexual interludes, religious gatherings,
danger situations, extended travel. In these short-ferm
situations, 1its 1s often mneedless to worry about the
vulnerability that self-disclosure entails in long-term
relationships.

Long-term reldtionships can also be situation
specific as in work or special interest relationships.

People who interact in 1limited matters but over long

b
d

J

eriods of time often think of one another as friemnds,

hH

yet their intimacy may relate to only one aspect of their
lives. Other aspects, szcﬁ as marriage and children mey
be totally separate from friendships that revolve around
career interests or activities.

Long-ternm generalized zrelationships <(husband-wife,
old friends, friends of the family) which are generally

presumed to be the <c¢losest and most int

[+

mate type of
relationships, may have mundane and routinized
communication that 1is far from intimate. Wong, thus
concluded that self-disclosure and intimate communication
are only one possible indicator of intimate
relationships.

The definition of friendship is troublesome because
the term "friend” 1is used in so many different ways. In
casual conversation "friend" is wused to indicate many

levels of relationships, ranging from "someone you are
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friendly with", to "a best, true or real friend".
Friendship research generally has focused on the "best
friend" relationship and has most often wused sample
populations of high schoocl or college students.

The author is particularly interested in researching
adult friendships of well-educated and employed men and
women who are involved in situational contexts where
there 1is the opportunity to interact with those of the
other-sex as egquals. In this study a self-definition of
friendship is used because the author is interested in
how adults define who is a friend and whether respomnses

differ by gender.

o

Developmental levels of Friendship

Selman (1979), in his study of children's
development, characterized 5 stages of friendship that
develop as children progress <from pre-schoolers to
adolescence. The 5 stages are

1. Friendship as Momentary Physical Iinteraction

(parallel play of pre-school children)
2. Friendship as One-Way Assistance
(a friend is someone who helps you out)
3. Friendship as Fair-Weather Cooperation
(a friemd 1is a friend as 1long as there are

extrinsic benefits) Selman believes that most
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friendships that exist in reality are at stage 3.
Ideologically, most people imagine true friemnds to
be at levels 4 and 5.

4. Friendship as Intimate and Mutual Sharing
(friends sharing feelings, resources and
dependency - hanging in there even during hard
times).

5. Friemndship as Autonomous Interdependence
(friendship as a constant process of formation and
transformation. What is mnew in this stage is an
appreciation mnot only of each other's dependency

but also each other's automnomy).

Levinger (1980) analyzed relationships by looking at
the mutual dependence and interaction of two people. In
his model, each person's 1lifespace 1is <visualized in
relation to the other's. At level 1, the lifespaces do
not touch; at 1level 2, there is contact but no overlap;
at 1level 3 the degree of overlap varies from minor to
major. The 3 1levels of relatedness are described by
Levinger in the following way:

1. One person 1is aware of the other but there is no

interaction or reciprocity, as in people waiting

for a bus.
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2. There is surface contact with some repeated
interaction but the interaction is in prescribed
roles, as in shopkeeper relating to customer.

3. The relationship goes beyond prescribed roles.
Interaction becomes more personal to the
individual and interdependence begins. An example
of this is co-workers who become friends and then
relate to each other in a personal and
individualistic manner.

Acquaintances and friendly relations interact at

level 2, whereas friends interact at 1level. 3. The

b

emphasis on level 2 <relationships is omn keeping a
respectable and appropriate distance. Level 3
relationships strive, on varying levels, for
individuality and intimacy. This friendship study
focused on level 3 relationships.

LaGaipa (1977) defined 4 levels of friemdship that
describe the <closeness that people feel towards one
another. His 4 levels are as follows:

1. Best Friends - the ©people that are closest to

you, generally 1 or 2 people.

2. Close Friends - a select group of people whom you

feel close to, generally about 10-12 people.
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3. Good Friends - a larger group of people whom you
seek out and prefer but are not particularly close

to.

4. Social Aéquaintances - ©people you interact with
because of the things you do or the roles you
play.

La Gaipa factor analyzed 8 major dimensions of

friendships. They are

Self-disclosure
Authenticity

Helping Behavior
Acceptance

Positive Regard
Strength of Character
Similarity

Empathetic Understanding

o ~sdon W

LaGiapa does mnot +view the presence of these factors as
clear indicators of differences in categories, for any of
these factors might be found at any of the 4 levels.
There 1is, however, a tendency for the Best Friend level
to exhibit more of these factors than the lower levels.

Gender Differences in Friendships

Comparisons of male and female same-sex friendships
reveal gender differences both in children and adults.
The many studies show considerable agreement. Over and
over again, researchers (Bell,1981), (Reisman,1981)
(Hess,1981) (Caldwell and Peplau,1982) (Booth,1972)

(Dickens & Perlman 1980) reported similiar results.
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Female friendships throughout the life span involve
more confiding, intimacy, personal concern and emotional
interactions than male friendships. Women are socialized
to appreciate the importance of the skills of social
interaction and sharing. They are more comfortable with
dyaéic relationships as contrasted to the group
orientation of males.

Males, both boys and men, are more involved with
other people in terms of roles. They share and get close
by doing things together and showing enthusiasm for
shared activities. Men often have different friends for
the various aspects of their 1lives; co-workers or
professional colleagues for work activities and other
friends for sports and leisure activities. They are more
guarded and are less self-disclosing about their personal

thoughts and emotions.

Bell (1981) reported that women stress intimacy and

self-disclosure in their friendships while men fear
intimacy Dbecause of the threat of homosexuality. He
viewed women's friendships as more personal and

emotionally based in contrast to men's friendships which
are more often characterized by the things they do with
their friends.

Similarly, Reisman (1981) stated that women's

friendships are intimate and reciprocal with shared
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confidences while men are too competitive to allow such
intimacy to happen. Hess (1981) found that women are
tﬁice as 1likely as men to discuss personal feelings and
problems with their friends while men's fear of
homosexualitf inhibits male closeness and allows men to
seek intimacy only with their wives, if at all.
Gilligan (1979,1982) concluded from her studies on
relationships that women are threated by separation and
autonomy whereas men are threatened by intimacy.

Caldwell and Peplau (1982) found that though men and

women define intimate friends with similiar terms, in

actuality, men's interactioms with their best friemds
were less personal, 1less intimate and displayed less

self-disclosure than women's best friends. Booth (1972)

also reported women's friendships to be richer in
spontaneity and confidences than mens’'. Dickens and
Perlman (1980) concurred, reporting that women had

affectionately richer friendships'and confided in their
friends considerably more than men did. |

Two studies addressed the issue of conflict in male
and female friendships. Lever's (1976) study of
children's play found that boys' games lasted longer
than girls', in part because of different ways of
handling conflict situations. Boys often argued heatedly

during the course of play but resolved their conflicts
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in order to continue the activity. Girls played games
that are less directly competitive and thus had less
experience with the eruption of conflict. When conflict
did occur, the game often broke off with little attempt
at resolving the conflict. Lever's explanation was that
girls value feelings and relationships more than the
activity itself.

Wright's (1982) studies of adult friendships found
that women are more likely to confront the source of the
conflict before ending the relationship. Still, ending a
strained relationship is the most likely solution for
women, wnile men are more apt to tolerate the comflict
and still continue the relationship. The differences in
handiing conflict might also be indicative of the
different types of friendships that men and women have,

as has been discussed in previous pages.

Several researchers have evaluated the differences

between male and female friendships. Early writers
(Bonnard, 1933, Tiger 1969) ©believed 1in the male
superiority of friendships. Indeed, friendships in

history that have been perceived as “"true friends"”
emphasized the mnecessity of male bonding, especially in
times of war and crises. Bravery, courage, loyalty, and
valor were considered essential friendship traits.

Women's friendships were seen as inferior because women
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themselves were viewed as untrustworthy and incapable of
the close bonding of male compatriots who cooperatively
hunted and made war. Seiden and Bart (1975) reported
that in the historical and anthropological literature
only male friendships are considered worthy of study.
Women's friendships are éreated as inferior in character
and are often portrayed as existing only as a prelude to
marriage.

In 2 more current study, Wright (1982) questioned
thousands of people over a 10 year period and reported
that 'a majority of women considered women's friendships
to be superior to men's because of women's emphasis on
sharing and personal concern for the friend. Women
viewed men's friendships as more involved with business,
work or sports and lacking in concern or closeness for
the individual. A sizable minority of the women,
however, evaluated women's friendships as superficial
and shallow because they took second place to a
relationship with a man. Most men'questioned did not
have a étrong opinion as to the relative merits of male
and female friendships.

As contemporary society moves toward new social and
emotional roles for bDoth sexes, concepts 9f what
constitutes a "good friendship"® may change.

Self-disclosure and intimate sharing may become more
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commonplace for men whereas women may develop more
situational friendships that are oriented toward shared
interests and needs.
Friendships in Adulthood

Most friendship studies use children, adeclescents or
college students as their subjects. Adult friendships,
however, have many different characteristics from those
earlier relationships.

Shulma {1975) found that the

e}
1

mportance of
friendships in adulthood is a function of one's marital
status and social <class., With <young single. adults,
friends are considered more important than kin. For
married adults the reverse is true. Shulman's theory was
that the amount of time and energy needed to maintain
friendships is finite, so that the strength of
commitment to any particular relationship depends on the
strength of commitment to other relationships. Thus,
when family ties are strong and demanding, as is true of
couples with young children, there. is 1less time and
energy available for outside the family relationships.
Single people, on the other hand, often 1look to
friendships for meaning in their 1lives and as a
palliative to loneliness and boredom.

When people marry, the form and function of

[

ends. Fr

-

[N

friendship generally changes £or both fr ends

who are not of the same marital status become less
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important as people socialize more and more as couples.
Brain (1977) found that 1less than half of the married
couples he studied had a single friend that was
independent cof the marital dyad.

Cross-sex friendships are threatening for many
couples and even same-sex friendships may be seen as a
threat and tolerated only when they are not "taking
away" from the marital relationship. Lopata (1971) found
that at-home women are expected to see their friends
during the day and not h;ve these friendships compete or

~detract from the basic marital or family bond. Adult men

may have a2 =

Ui

ght of sport or recreation "out w

Lol aoL s

14

th the
boys", but too much of this type of socializing is
viewed as threatening toc the marital dyad. Only work is
viewed as acceptable competition to family time.

Class differences become apparent in the normative
expectations regarding friendships. Companionship
marriage is a middle <class expectation, according to
Duck (1981). Unit friendships, in which coupies form one
friendship unit socializing at the same time, are the
norm for middle-class couples. In working class
families, men will more often socialize with other men
without their wives 1involved. These friendships often

do not include self-disclosure or emotional expressivity

but are important as a male way of socializing.
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According to Allan (1977), working class friendships are
more situation specific. Each relationship is seen as
relevant to a particular social structure, whereas
middle class friendships emphasize more of the
individuality of the friendship rather than the context
of the interaction.

In adulthood, friends are wusually seen much less
frequently than in adolescence. While it is not unusual
for teenagers to see their friends daily and then call
them in the evening, with adults the frequency of
contact for friemnds 1is qﬁite variable and is a poor
indicator for closeness or quality of friendship,
according to Duck (1981). Adults may see friends oniy
once or twice a year and yet regard the friendship as
important and meaningfui. 1In Shulman’s study (1975),
single people are 1likely to see their friends most
often, parents 1least often, because of the competing
demands on their time. According to Periman & Peplau
{1981), <closemess in adulthoed is more associated with
the quality of friemdships and mnot on the amount of time
spent together.

Bell (1981l) stated that new friends develop with the
appearance of new needs and are not independent of the
social context. This is clearly seen when women develop

new friendships based on having young children, going
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back to work, changing jobs, etc. Allan (1979) also
viewed the social context as 1important, stating that
friendships do mnot occur haphazardly but are 6rganized
and constructed by people in a social setting.

Developing friendships, according to Allan,

requires the ability to organize relationships 1in a

skilled way and necessitates sociability,
decision-making and initiating skills. In the middle
class, Allan explained, friendships develop by
explicitly removing the relationship from the

constraints imposed on it by specific settings. The
social setting usually dominates at the beginning oi the
relationship. 1In other words, where and how we meet
somebody initially determines how we interact with them.
When people want to get to know a person better and

develop the relationship further, they change the

e
1

mplicit "rules of relevance" from those that are
expected by the setting to ones which emphasize people's
individuality and mutual compatability. They do this by
broadening and widening the situation and activities in
which interaction occurs, thereby emphasizing the
importance of the individual rather than the activity or
social situation.

Reisman (1975) stated that friendships have many

advantages to those who have them, particularly in the
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world of work. Not only are friends pleasurable to be
with but friendships are also useful as a professional
advantage. Friends inform one about news in omne's
fields, including learning the ins and outs of
advancement and promotions. Kaufman (1978) stated that
friendships in academia worked to the advantage of men
and the disadvantage of women. Women had fewer
professional friends thus they experienced more
professional isoclation and were less likely to achieve

tenure and promotion.

Cross-Sex Friendships

Chidren and adults are more apt to form friendships
with members of their own sex than with those of the
other sex. Macoby and Jacklin (1978) studied
pre-schoolers and concluded that children as young as
2.5 years showed a definite preference for same-sex
playmates. Serbin (1977) in a study of 4 year olds,
attempted to increase cross-sex vfriendships with
positive reinforcement from the teacher. Though
cross-sex interaction did increase dramatically in this
experiment without decreasing same-sex play, cross-sex
play was discontinued when the teacher ended the

reinforcement.
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As children continue in elementary school, the
division of friendships by sex increases and 1is
reinforced by play activites and school influences
(Lever 1976). Douvan and Adelson (1966} reported that
in adolescence same-sex Zfriendships continued to be of
primary importance, though there is a clear difference
in the types of friendships that boys and girls have
(see pgs 9-14).

in the adult years, sex-segregated patterns of
friendships continue as the norm. Cross-sex friendships

are "somewhat of an anomaly among adults who are beyond

the courtship period" {(Booth & Hess, 1974, p.38). Stili,

28% of Booth & Hess's sample who were mostly of
pre-retirement age, did report having a close friend of
the other sex, though most of these were couple
friendships. Lowenthal et. al. (1977) found that

cross-sex friemds are more common in adolescents and
newlyweds than in middle-age and pre-retirement groups.
Levinson (1978) in his study of high achieving men,
found that most of his sample had not experienced a
single non-sexual friendship with a woman.

Bell (1981) stated that it 1is easier for men and
women to develop a sexual relationship without
friendship than it is to develop a friendship without

sexual involvement. Friendship, he said, includes
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elements of privacy, exclusivity and intimacy that are
associated with lovers.
Bell further stated that friendships between men and
women are often non-existent for the following reasons:
1. Men and women's worlds are separate, therefore
the common interests and social settings that are
important to beginnings of friendships often do
not exist.
2. Even when men aud women do interact with each
other in occupatitnal and social contexts, there
are often marked status differentials. Generzally,

-~ —

ty and the female

h

s in author

Eh

it 1is the male who
who is in the subordinate role. Informal patterns
of interacting tend to reinforce the more formal
dominant-subordinate roles.

3. Society's interest in controlling sexuality is
expressed with the fear that open sexual
expression will become an inherent part of
continuing cross-sex friendshipé.

4. Society's wish to protect womej%%§rom men who
might use friendship as a meansﬁ‘of sexual
exploitation. Duck's study (1973) indiczated that
when women looked for male friends they looked

for those with similarities in belief systems

while men looked for physical and emotional
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attributes. Thus, a woman might think of a man as
a friend while the man is looking upon the women

as a potential lover.
Booth & Hess's study of cross-sex friendships
sampled 800 adults, 45 years of age and older from
Lincoln and Omaha, Nebraska. Théir results indicated

that middle-aged women who have male friends tended to

be employed, married, of higher class status and
involved in associations, both professional and
voluntary. Most of these cross-sex friendships were

initiated by husbands and were couple friendships. As
women got older, there was a decline in the amount of
cross-sex friendships because of the absence of a spouse
and the uneven sex ratio of the elderly. The only
influential factor on whether men had women friends was
higher occupational status.

Booth and Hess (1974) viewed certain organizational
contexts as conducive to the development of cross-sex
friendships, specifically those occﬁpations where men
and women were employed as equals and where their work
was primarily autonomous. Such fields were teaching,
research, and sales. Other social groups, such as square
dance clubs and card groups offered additional

opportunities for developing cross-sex friendships.
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Cross-sex friendships in Booth and Hess's sample,
were similiar to same-sex friendships in age and
education, though deviations from the norm were in the
direction of the male having more education and being
older. Married Reople reported far less contact and
less emotional involvement in their cross-sex
friendships than unmarried ones.

Hacker studied 3 types of friendship dyads,
(female-female, male-male and female-male) in regard to
self-disclosure, which she considered to be an important
indicator of iatimacy. Her results showed less intimacy
in cross-sex and maie-male friendships than in
female-female friendships. She concluded that cross-sex
friendships are 1less intimate mnot because of specific
sex roles, but because the dyad contains a2 man and men
in general have 1less of a capacity for intimacy and
self-disclosure. With her sample, a 1low correlation
existed between levels of closeness and self-discloéﬁrer
Respondents mentioned rewards other than mutual
self-disclosure as being important to them for their
cross-sex friendships. Important rewards were obtaining
a perspective about romance from a mnon-involved
other-sex person and the opportunity for an escort

without sexual hassle or commitment.
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Davis & Todd (1982) compared close friends of the
same sex with those of the other sex and found no large
differences. There was, however, a consistent tendency
for same-sex friemds to be rated more favorably than
cross-sex friends. Once a friendship has been
established, Davis' research "clearly suggests that
gender of the other does not make a dramatic difference
in the quality of a friendship" (p.104).

In a more Trecent paper, however, Davis and Todd
(1985) stated that gender status differences did
constrain cross-sex frieﬁdships because of "the
differences in perspectives and interests and the
possibility that romantic ©partners would be threatened

by a cross-sex friendships, particularly if it were an

intimate omne" (p.18). They found cross-sex friendships
equal to same-sex friendships in their level of
enjoyment, rust, Trespect, acceptance and spontaneity.

They found cross-sex friendships 1less intimate, less
stable and 1less mututally supportive than same-sex
friendships.
Social Context of Friendships

Cohen and Rajkowski (1982) stated that friendships
"can only be comprehended on the basis of underlying
social situations" (p.262). They see fundamental errors

in much of the psychological research on friendships
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because the social context or surroundings are not taken

into consideration. As gerontologists they are
particularly aware that friendships need to be
understood within a particular cultural, social and

temporal setting.
In their research they investigated friendships with
an elderly population 1living in single-room occupancy

hotels and found &4 variables that discriminated between

fr

[

end and non-friend. The four in order of importance
were:
1. subjective importance to the person
2. multiplex linkages
3. 1iiving outside the hotel
4., intimacy
These researchers found that the amount of contact
between people was ‘unimportant to the significance of the
friendship. In many instances, the elderly seldom saw or
had contact with friends yet the history of these
relationships took on tremendous importance. Somebody seen
once in 2 years had more subjecti#e significance as a
friend than people living within the hotel who helped each
other out daily in friemndly ways.
Reisman (1979) wrote about the different <£forms of
friendship that take ©place over a lifetime depending upon

one's 1life situation. He differentiated between friendships

as fantasy (with an overwhelming aura of illusion about
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nobility, ideals, enduring trust, loyalty, respect) and
friendships as fact. He stated that those who seriouslj
believe that the ideal represents reality are inevitably
disappointed with actual friendships as they exist.

Real relationships change a good deal depending upon
the social contexts. Though high school friends may feel
very close to each other and promise to always keep in
touch, as the physical and social scenes change the

promise becomes 1less important and harder to kKeep. New

schools, new people, 1love relationships and careerxr
commitments begin to take precedence over old
friendships. As college students move into a working
environment, they spend far less time with friends and

the 1line between associates and friendships becomes more
fuzzy. Friendships during the early career and marriage
years often take on less importance in one's life than
they did in earlier years.

Several popular magazine articles have recently
featured articles on cross-sex friendships that stress
the context of men and women working together. An
example of this 1is an article in Cosmopolitan magazine
that explored the prevalence of men and women as friemnds
(unrelated to sexual or romantic involvement). These
friendships develop because they are working together in

business situations.
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Davis (1982) studied friendships by reflecting on
what he called “T"paradigm case formulations". He began
by 1looking at the paradigm case of friendships, that is
a friendship that has ALL the positive characteristics.
He can then view a particular friendship and rate to
what degree and in what circumstances it contains which
characteristics. The mnine characteristics of Davis'
friendship paradigm were:
equal eligibilities
enjoyment
trust
mutual assistance
acceptance
respect
spontaneity

understanding
intimacy

WO WN K

Davis' model took into account the influence of
the social context on the expression of £friendship
characteristics. As an examp;e, friends may trust each
other 1in many situations yet w@en they are competing for

-

a job, the trust factor may mnot apply to the work

context.

Value and Advantages of Friendships

The value or advantages of friendships have been
studied by several researchers. Wright (1984) cited five

important values of friendships.
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1. Utility Value: Helping one to meet needs or
ale

zeach perscnal geo

2. Ego Support Value: Helping one feel competent and
worthwhile

3. Stimuletion Value: Helping one expand one's
knowledge, perspective or skills

4. Self-Affirmation Value: Helping one recognize and
express one's valued self and attributes

5. Security Value: Helping one feel safe,
comfortable and non-threatened

Reisman (1979) Inm & zeview o0f the literazture cited
the following functions of friendships:

1. Awerding status

2. Bringing 2 brocad perspective te cone's life

3. Someone to talk to and do things with

4., Someone to alleviate fears and anxieties

5. Someone to discover similarities with

6. Someone to bring you helpful news or information

7. Someone to alleviate loneliness

8. Someone to provide warmth, acceptance and comfort

Macoris (1981) stated that intimate relationships
offer peorle self-knowledge, the ability to get to know
another <very well and an opportunity to share one's
innermost thoughts and feelings with a trusted other.
Davidson and Packard (1981) found that same-sex

friendships offer important therapeutic wvalue for women.
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Research in Relevant Social Psvchological Areas

Several bodies of social psychological research bearxr
on the study of friendships. Particularly relevant are
studies on interpersonal attraction, social comparison,
women and achievment/affiliation, and marital
communication and conflict.

The body of research on interpersonal attraction
provides us with data on what attracts people to want to

"

be with omne another. Proximity

1

s the best single
predictor of whether two people become friends, according
to Whyte (1956), who studied friendship patterns in a
large suburban residential community. There were
significantly more friendships among people who lived
close together than those who were several houses or
blocks away.

Darley and Berscheid (1967) demonstrated that
anticipated future interactions influenced people to
evaluate each other more positively. Zazonc (1968) and
Freedman (1967) demonstrated that familiarity leads to
more positive evaluations of others. The moxe oiten
people meet, the more often they said they liked each
other. Studies on interracial contacts indicated,
however, that familiarity leads to liking only when there

is equal-status contact.
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Another important factor affecting interpersonal
attraction is advantages of the association. People like
others who reward them or who are associated with
pleasant experiences. Freedman (1974) reported that the
reward effect is best explained by simple 1learning
principles. If somebody rewards us or we share a
rewarding experience, the ©positive experience becomes
linked with the other person. Aronson & Lindner (1965)
demonstrated that we like those who say or do nice things
for us, providing we value what they do and we trust
their motivation.

Festinger's theory of social comparison (1954) stated
that people have a drive to evaluate themselves.
Particularly in the absence of objective measures, they
will evaluate themselves by comparison with other people
who are similiar to them. Shachter (1959) and Zimbardo
(1963) tested Festinger's prediction by showing that
under high fear conditions, subjects showed a strong
preference £for ©being with those whe were in a similiar

situation to them. The more wuncertain people are in a

situation, the stronger is the need for social
comparison.
In the 1970's new research studies began to

investigate affiliation and achievement needs in women

and how they interacted with each other. Some
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researchers, Broverman (1972) and Hoffman (1972) viewed
achievement and affiliation as two competing motives in
women. Other researchers, Bardwick (1971) and Stein and
Bailey (1973) saw achievement and affiliation as two
aspects of the same motive and behavior. Gilligan (1982)
stated that women's major concerns centered around a
network of relationships and responsibility. She
observed that women's achievement 1is often expressed
@differently <£from men's because of the importance of
relationships in women's lives.

It can be speculated from participants' responses to
their own sociability' and to the nature of their work,
that most people in this sample population were high in
achievment and affiliation needs.

The body of 1literature on marital communication and

conflict reports many stud

i

es that indicate sex
differences in how couples communicate and fight. Frost
and Wilmot (1978) indicated that women use more

accommodative strategies and seek a

I+

air outcome to
conflict whereas men use more competitive strategies and
seek to win the conflict. Strodtbeck and Mann (1956)
showed that men use more task-oriented and opinionated
language in confliet situations while women use more

expressions of support and solidarity.
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Several resear;hers have directly observed marital
couples as they interéct in structured settings. Rausch
(1974) and Gottman (1976,1977) coded couple's
communication in improvised conflict scenes and
contrasted the intent and impact of messages exchanged
betweeﬁ spouses. They found that couples in trouble
tended to communicate at cross-purposes with one another,
without 1listening or validating each other's viewpoints.
Noller (1%80) found that women were better deccders than
their husbands. When communication was misinterpreted, it

~
wra e AfFran
was mgre cITen

(¥8

he Thusbands that 4did not pick up the
correct nuances. Knudson (1980) videotaped 33 couples in
conflict and found that engagement of conflict was
associated with increased understanding of the other's
perceptions while avoidance of conflict led to decreased
ng.

It 1is speculated that cross-sex friendships could

have similiar communication patterns to married couples.

If this

i

s so, then comnunication within female
friendships should show more understanding and
appreciation of the other's viewpoints than cross-sex or

all male friendships.
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CHAPTER 3

RATIONALE FOR HYPOTHESES

This research focused on adult friendships. The
study compared same-sex and cross-sex lfriendships of
professionally-oriented employed men and women. This
section describes the four hypotheses of the study. Each
hypothesis relates to a pfimary section of the
questionnaire that was developed as the research tool.
The questionnaire is described in further detail in the

-
i

1 Appendix A.

P

s located

o)

ar 1 - - -
Methods section and

1. FREQUENCY OF CROSS-SEX FRIENDSHIPS
How prevalent are cross-sex friendships amongst
today's professionally-oriented working population? Does
this population have more same-sex friendships than
cross-sex friendships? Does the amount of cross-sex
friendships differ for women and men? The first
hypothesis addressed these issues.

The friendship 1literature (Macoby and Jacklin 1978,
Booth & Hess 1974, Levinger 1978) reported that
sex-segregated patterns of friendships are the norm both

with children and adults. Bell (1981) ©proposed that

friendships between men and women are rare because their
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everyday worlds are separate, therefore, common
interests and social settings that are conducive to the
beginnings of friendships generally do not occur.

More recent research (Wright 1984, Davis 1985) on
different types of relationships have included cross-sex
friéndships as well as same-sex friendships, which is a
change from older research that assumed that friendships
were same-sex. Recent articles in the popular press
{(Cosmopolitan 2/85, Glamour 4/85, Newsday 5/12/86) have
explored men-women friendships as an increasingly

popular type of relationship.

O8n .the octher hand, several recent studies have
reported findings that cross-sex friendships are

relatively rare. In Block's sample (1980), 92% of whom
were over the age of 21, only 18% had close cross-sex
friendships. 1In Davis & Todd's study (1985), 66% of whom
were college students, 57% of the men and 44% of the
women reported having cross-sex friendships. The results
of these studies differ partly because of the different

populations and different definitions of friendship.

One area, however, that 1is consistent in all the
studies is that opportunities to form cross-sex
friendships are enhanced by higher‘ education and
employment in areas where both sexes are well
represented. Preliminary interviews that took place
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prioxr to this research indicated that highly educated
men and women have had much opportunity over the last
decade to interact as friends in educational settings,
employment and sharing 1living quarters with each other
without sexual involvement.

Based on the cited research and preliminary
interviews, I anticipate that for my sample cross-sex
friendships will be a well-established type of
relationship, though both sexes will be less likely to
have close cross-sex friendships than same-sex

friendships. Therefore my first hypothesis states:

HYPOTHESIS 1

1. Cross-sex friendships are a common relationship
among well-educated, professionally-oriented
working people.

2. Both men and women will have fewer close
cross-sex friendships than same-sex friendships.

2. CHARACTERISTICS AND OUALITY OF CROSS-SEX FRIENDSHIPS
Do the characteristics of cross-sex friendships
differ from same-sex friendships? Do gender differences
affect the quality of £friendships? Are cross-sex
friendships experienced differently by men and women?
Hypothesis 2 addressed these issues.
The 1literature 1is consistent in reporting findings

that male and female same-sex friendships differ inm the
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amount of intimacy and confiding behavior. (See pages
9-14). Recently, several studies have researched
differences between same-sex and cross-sex friendships.
Hacker (1982) found that cross-sex friendships foxr
women are significantly less self-disclosing and less
close than same-sex friendships. For men, there was no
significant difference in friendship type. Wright (1984&)
using mostly college students in his study, reported
simiiiar results. He found that women's same-sex

friendships were more emotionally expressive than their

cross-sex friendships, while for men there was no
significant difference between the twe types of
friendships. Block (1982) reported that people had

difficulties in developing and maintaining cross-sex
friendships due to the inability "to surmount sexual and

sexist issues™.

Davis' earlier work (1982) indicated no significant
differences with close same-sex and cross-sex
friendships, though same-sex friendships did have a

tendency to be rated more favorably. In a more recent
study (1985) Davis reported significant differences in
that cross-sex friendships were 1less intimate, less
stable and offered 1less mutual support than same-sex
friendships. No differences were reported in trust,

respect, acceptance, spontaneity and level of enjoyment.
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Preliminary interviews conducted prior to
undertaking this project indicated that cross-sex
friendships offered less intimacy and less nurturing for
women than their same-sex friendships. Still, cross-sex
frigndships were a special and enjoyable relationship
for many. Because <cross-sex friendships are a more
unusual relationship than same-sex friendships, I would
expect them to provide enjoyment and excitement for
women that differs from their same-sex relationships.

In the preliminary interviews, men indicated that
cross-sex friendships offered them opportunities to be
more expressive amnd mnurturing tham they generally were
with their same-sex friends. Some men also reported that
friendships with women were sometimes strained because
they experienced the women as too ©possessive or
demanding.

For hypothesis 2, I am measuring characteristics (12
positive and 9 negative) and overall quality of
friendships by comparing the ratings for cross-sex and
same-sex friendships for men and for women. The positive
characteristics are grouped into the following three
areas; intimacy, nurturance and enjoyment. Most of the
positive characteristiecs are the same as those used by
Davis in his research. In addition, I am measuring

negative aspects of friendships to determine what areas
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of strain or conflict exist for same-sex and cross-sex
friendships.

Based on the cited research and preliminary
interviews, I anticipate that the characteristics and
quality of cross-sex and same-sex friendships will show
significant differences. I expect that women will
experience their cross-sex friendships as less
satisfying to them than their same-sex friendships,
whereas men will reverse that direction. Therefiore, my

second hypothesis states:

1. Women will experience their cross-sex friendships
to be of lower overall quality with less intimacy

and less nurturance than their same-sex
friendships. They will, however, experience their
cross-sex friendships as more enjoyable than

their same-sex friendships.

2. Men will experience their cross-sex friendships
to be of higher overall quality with more
intimacy and more nurturance than their same-sex
friendships. They will, however, experience their
cross-sex friendships to have more mnegative
traits than their same-sex friendships.

3. INTERACTION CONTEXTS OF FRIENDSHIPS

Do men and women interact less frequently in their
cross-sex friendships than in their same-sex
friendships? If cross-sex friendships are limited by

fewer appropriate social contexts, these friendships
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could be expected to be less involved and less intense
relationships. Hypothesis 3 addressed the issue of
frequency of contacts.

Friendships depend on a social context that allows
for spending uncommitted time together. Aries and
Johnson (1983) reported that "differences in absoclute
amount of contact as well as the context of éontact" are

important elements that contribute to differences in

]

riendship type. Davis and Todd {(1986) commented on the
connection between cross-sex friends spending less time
together ‘and feeling 1less close to one another than
same-sex friends. Cohen and Rajkowski (1982) stated
that friendships mneeded to be understood within the
context of a particular social setting. One should not
look solely at the individual or the friendship dyad
apart from its surroundings. Researchers have noted
that cross-sex friendships are more difficult to
establish and maintain because of the assumption that

men and women in intimate contact are involved sexually.

Based on the cited research, hypothesis 3 states:

HYPOTHESIS 3

Cross-sex friendships will interact less frequently
than same-sex friendships. This will be true for

social, interest, sports and work-oriented
interactions, though work-oriented interactions will
show 1less of a ifference between same-sex and

cross-sex friendships than the other contexts.
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4. ADVANTAGES AND VALUE OF CROSS-SEX FRIENDSHIPS

Do friends obtain different types of advantages from
their cross-sex friendships? If so, do these advantages
differ for men and women? Hypothesis 4 addressed these
issues. -

The advantages of friendships, according to Wright
and Reisman are numerous and include opportunities for
personal, social and professional development. Davis and

Todd (19886) stated that "not to have friemds is to miss

something vital in human development®. Basic social
neads are met within friendships and the satisfaction of

these needs are essential to proper development.
According to Wright (1984), friends are formed and

maintained because they are rewarding in specific ways.

He measured 5 different values of friendships; utility,

go support, stimulation, self-affirmation and secur

(3N

t

g

In his study, women rated their men friends as low on
utility wvalue and not strong on other aspects compared
to same-sex friendships. Men rated their male friends
as low on ego support and security value (safety and
non-threatening). Other values were mnot significantly
different for friendship type for men.

Preliminary interviews led me to conclude that
Wright's rewards were overlapping in concept. As an

ezample, people did not clearly differentiate between

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



40

ego support and self-affirmation. What did seem clear
from my interviews was that men were more in touch with
their emotions in their «cross-sex friendships while
women enjoyed the fun of their cross-sex friendships.
Both sexes appreciated having a friend of the other-sex
to get new perspectives. Based on the cited research and

preliminary interviews, hypothesis 4 states:

HYPOTHESIS &

1., Uomen will obtain more care

i3

er enrichment
their cross-sex friendships and more pers
enrichment from their same-sex friendships.

2. Men will obtain more personal enrichment from
their cross-sex friendships and more career
enrichment from their same-sex friendships.

3. Both sexes will obtain more enriching knowledge
of the other-sex from their cross-sex
friendships.
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CHAPTER 4

METHOD

Subjects

Subjects were 60 men and 96 women over the age of 21,
who were 'working in the areas of banking, teaching,
securities, medicine, law, writing and government
service. Most subjects (62%) described their work as
professional, ‘12% as managerial, 10% as sales, 3% as

technical. The subjects were a highly educated group; 90%

or graduate degree.

The sex ratio of the participants was 66% female, 33%
male. The age range was wide and well distributed,

ranging £from 21 years of age to over 60. Almost 60% of
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the sample were married or comm
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22% widowed. 15% divorced and 3% single.

Since the distribution of the questionnaire required
the <cooperation of business organizations, information
about ethnicity, race and income were mnot solicited.

Additional demographic information is located in Table 1.
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DEMOGRAPHICS OF THE SAMPLE

TOTAL SAMPLE: N=156

SEX: Female= 66% (N=96)
Male= 33% (N=60)

AGE: 21-25= 6%
25-34= 39%
35-44= 30%
45-54= 13%

55+= 12%
EDUCATION: Some college- 10s%
College graduate= 37%

Graduate/Prof. degree= 53%

MARITAL STATUS: Married= 44%
Relationship= 15%
Widowed= 22%
Divorced= 15%
Single= 3%
CHILDREN: 0= 58%
1= 10s%
2= 20%
3= 3%
44= 15%
OCCUPATION: Professional: 62%
Managerial: 12%
Sales: 10%
Technical: 5%
Other: 7%
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Procedure
Subjects were asked to participate in

either directly by the 1researcher or through contacts

that the researcher had in organizations. Surveys were

distributed to those who voluntarily agreed to
participate. The  surveys were distributed through
American Health magazine, Pace University (Westchester
County branch), a major commercial bank (Nassau County
branch), a New York City high scheol, a Nassau County

governmental organization, a Los Angeles law firm, a Los

Angeles group medical practice zand two professiocnzl
associations of authors and speakers. Employees in

those firms also distributed additional questionnaires

to their friends.

0f the 300 surveys that were distributed, 156 were

sed for the sample

§

. The response rate for the survey
was 58%; 174 surveys were returned, six were eliminated
because the people indicated they had no cross-sex
friendships, eight were eliminated because they either
worked in <clerical positions or had no formal education
beyond high school, three were eliminated because they
had too many missing responses.

There 1is no information as to the characteristics of
those who did mnot "return the survey. It is entirely

possibie that many of those might have had fewer or mno
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cross-sex friendships or that their friendships might
play a 1less important role in their lives. Thus, there
is a possibility of a sample bias, in that the people
who returned the survey might have been those who
attached more importance to their friendships. Several
of the demographic questions supported this possibility.
On a 1-7 scale, many (men 59%, women 62%) of the
participants rated themselves as very sociable (6 or 7
rating). An equal amount of men and women viewed the
people they worked with as very important to them (men
53%, women 54%). Women in this sample were

significantly more satisfied thanm men with the

Fis
+h

T present
job (men 42%%, women 54%%). Significantly more women
than men viewed their present work environment as very
sccial (men 18%%, women 37%%) and significantly more men
than women rated their . ideal wofk environment as very
social (men 53%%, women 37%%).

A cover letter stated that the survey was being
undertaken to 1learn about relationships, specifically
similarities and differences between same-sex and
cross-sex (men-women) friendships. Friendships were not
defined in the cover letter or the survey because an
open-ended question sought information about
participants’ personal definition of friendship.

Cross-sex friendships, however, were defined as
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non-spousal men-women friendships that were not
primarily sexual, romantic or 1love-oriented. Surveys
were anonymous and returned by mail, except in a few
situations in which the contact person anonymously

collected and returned the surveys.

Questionnaire

The qﬁestionnaire which 1is 1located in Appendix A
took approximately 30 minutes to complete. It was
composed of three types of questions; demographics,
open-ended and evaluative rating scales.

After the demographic questions, subjects were asked
to estimate how many friends they had and to rate the
general guality of those <£friendships, same-sex and
cross-sex. Those people who did mnot have cross-sex
friendships were asked why they thought that was so.
Because only six people responded that they did not have
cross-sex friendships, this data was not analyzed and
those without cross-sex friendships were eliminated from
the sample.

The four open-ended gquestions are 1located in the
questionnaire before the evaluative rating scales, so
that participants' reponses would not be influenced by

questions in the scales. The open-ended questions are:
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1. "A friend is someone "

- o~

2. In your experiences, what important ditfferences
exist between same-sex and cross-sex friendships?

3. What do you like most about
a. your same-sex friendships?
b. your cross-sex friendships?

4. What do you dislike about
a. your same-sex friendships?
b. your cross sex friendships?

Most questions in the survey asked people to
generalize about their friendships. One question,
however, asked subjects to compare themselves on

demographic and psychological characteristics with two

specific important friendships, one same-sex and one
cross-sex. This question was designed to find out if
people viewed their friendships as equal status

relationships.

Following this were nine questions on a 1l-5 scale,
that asked about people's experiences, past and present,
as to how sex and friendship mix.

The three main evaluative rating scales came next.
Participants were asked to rate their same-sex and
cross-sex friendships on a 1-7 scale. The scale was
structured so that two ratings (one for same-sex and one
for cross-sex) were made on the same horizontal line.
This forced participants to make direct comparisons
between their friendships, rather than answering each

item separately for each type of friendship.
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The three rating scales are:

1. Characteristics of Friendships Scaie
A. Positive Characteristics (12 items)
B. Negative Characteristics (9 items)

2. Frequency of Interactions Scale
(15 items, different interaction contexts)

3. Advantages (Value) of Friendships Scale
(16 items, 3 factors)

Reliabilities
A reliability check was performed on the three major

scales. The alphas cf the "Characteristics ¢

Hh
bey

-~
-

=

endsh

e
L{v]

Scale™ ranged from .71 to .93; the "Frequency of
Interactions Scale“ ranged from .54 to .80; the
"Advantages of Friendship Scale" ranged from .76 to .91.

The Cronbach's alphas are recorded in Table 2.

Table 2

Alphas of the Characteristics, Interactions, and
Advantages Scales

Items Same-~-Sex ross-Sex
ositive Characteristics .93 .91
Intimacy .89 .83
Enjoyment .81 .71
Nurturance .77 .84
Negative Characteristics .86 .85
Interactions
Social .71 .74
Sports .80 .64
Interests .54 .59
Work .65 .62
Advantages ‘
Personal Enrichment .91 .89
Career Enrichment .78 .76
Other-Person Perspective .77 .82
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The individual items that comprise the three positive
factors Intimacy, Enjoyment and Nurturance, are located
in Appendix B. These items were grouped together on face
value. Inter-item correlations for all positive
cha:actéristics were high (same-sex M=.56, cross-sex M
=.46) which indicated that the question tapped a general
positive factor in addition to the three separate

factors. The results section (see Table 6 and Figure 1)

4

supperts this conclus

on.

The individual items that comprise the Negative
Characteristics are located in Appendix C. Inter-item
correlations for negative characteristics were Thigk
(same-sex M=.43, cross-sex M=.41). Positive

Characteristics were mnegatively correlated with Negative
Characteristics with two exceptions. The first was that
all positive traits correlated positively with Time
Conflicts, (r=.03 to .20); and the second was that
Feeling Needed correlated positively with all the
Negative Characteristics (r=.01] to .15) except Feeling
Distant From (r=-.23).

The individual items that comprise the four
Interaction Contexts (Social, Sports, Interests, Work)
are located in Appendix D. These items were grouped
together on faée value. Inter-item correlation means

ranged from .26 to .67.
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Subjecté evaluated the advantages (value) of their
friendships on a 1-7 rating scale. These advantages were
pre-coded into areas of self-affirmation, emotional
support, nurturance, intellectual stimulation, careex
utility value and knowledge of the other-sex, based on
Wright's coding scheme. However, when a second rater
coded the items on the scale, it became clear that many
of the items in the scale could be coded in several
categories. Thus, a factor analysis was run on the 186
traits which produced three different factors. The items

that were included in each factor are located in Appendix

E.

Factor 1 is most inclusive, accounting for 10 of the
16 items. It included most of the factors that were
pre-coded as self-affirmation, emotional support,

nurturance and intellectual stimulation. This factor was

termed "Personal Enrichment -Sharing and Caring".

Factor 2 1included three items that related to career
advantage. This factor was termed “"Career Enrichment
-Information and Contacts™.

Factor 3 included four items that related to getting
a better wunderstanding and appreciation of the other-sex

and oneself. It included the following items:
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Getting another perspective about the other-sex
Getting a better semnse of who I am

Getting to really know another person well
Having an opportunity to give to someone in a
nurturing way

PO M

It is mnot clear exactly what is being tapped wigh
this factor, but it seemed to indicate getting in touch
with not only the perspectives of the other-sex but also
with another human being and oneself. This factor was

termed "Enrichment of Other-Pexrson Perspective -Giving

and Getting".
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RESULTS

In this section, the data for each hypothesis is
analyzed and explained. The data analysis from the

open-ended questions is located at the end of this

section.

HYPOTHESIS_ 1

1. Cross-sex £riendships are a common relatiomnshi
among well-educated, professionally-ox e
working people.

[aWLe

t

-~

-
L8TLA

[§

2. Both men and women will have fewer close cross-sex

friendships than same-sex friendships.

The first part of Hypothesis 1 cannot be objectively
measured, thus it cannot be confirmed. The data that is
available, however, suggested that cross-sex friendships
are increasing in frequency for this population. Out of
the 174 surveys that were returned only six people (4%)
stated that they did not have any cross-sex friendships.
This does not mean that 96% of the professional
population has cross-sex friendships. There is no data to
indicate how many cross-sex friendships exist in the
general population or in the professional-oriented

population. We can only note that cross-sex friendships
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for this sample are mnot rare or infrequent types of
relationships. This finding, however, cannot be
generalized to other populations because of the
self-selective mnature of the sample and the voluntary
return of the questionnaire.

Other studies have indicated far fewer cross-sex
friendships. Block, wusing a heterogeneous adult sample,
reported 18% of his sample had cfoss-sex friendships
while Davis & Todd, using a sample of mostly college
students, reported 57% of the men and 44% of the women

had close cross-sex friendships.

P

The second part of Hypothesis 1 stated that both men
and women would have fewer close cross-sex friendships
than same-sex friendships. To determine if this were so,
the percentage of each type of friendship was computed
and compared. Both sexes reported that they had an
average of 3-5 close same-sex friends. With close
cross-sex friends, however, men reported the same amount
of friends (3-5) while women reported less (1-2). The
comparative results are presented in Table 3.

A further analysis was run to determine 1if the
percentage of those who reported more cross-sex
friendships than same-sex friendships was significantly

different for men and women. A difference of proportions

normal curve test with arcisine transformations was run.
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The Z scores are presented in Table 4. Men reported

significantly more close cross-sex friendships than
women.
Table 3
Comparative Percentages of Same-Sex and Cross-Sex Close
Friends
Men Women
More Same-Sex than 25% 57%
Cross-Sex Close Friends
Equal Amount of Same-Sex 54% 35s%
2nd Cross-Sex Clcse Friends
More Cross-Sex than 21% 8%
Same-Sex Close Friends
Table £
Difference of Proportions Normal Curve Test with Arcisine
Transformations
Ciose Friends
% Phi Z
Men 21s .952
Women 8% .58 2.148%
*p<.05
A separate analysis was also done for the category of
ncasual friendships". 1In this category there was a wide

range in the amount of friendships people said they had.
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This indicated differences in how people defined "casual
friendship®”. Some viewed it as a network of people and
listed more than 75 friends while others dia not view
friends as ever being casual and therefore listed 0. Both
sexes reported an average of 6-20 same-sex and cross-sex

casual friends.

HYPOTHESIS 2

1. Womenm will exper
to be of lower
including less intimacy and less nurturance than
their same-sex friendships. They will, however,
experience their cross-sex friendships as more
enjoyable than their same-sex friendships.

2. Men will experience their cross-sex friendships to
be of higher quality with more positive traits
including more intimacy and more nurturance than
their same-sex £riendships. They will, however,
experience their cross-sex £friendships to have
more mnegative traits (more conflict areas) than
their same-sex friendships.

Subjects evaluated the overall quality of their
friendships on a 1-7 rating scale. Then they rated their
friendships for twelve positive and nine mnegative
characteristics. The positive characteristics were
analyzed as a group and also separately for the three
factors of intimacy, enjoyment and nurturance. The
negative characteristics were analyzed as a group and in

addition, competitiveness was separately analyzed because

of its high ratings.
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Means and Standargd Deviations

The means and standard deviations for the
measurements relating to hypothesis 2 are presented in
Tables 5-8. See also Figures 1 and 2.

Using the overall item means for positive
characteristics on a 1-7 range, highest means were
reported for female same-sex friendships (M=5.96) and
lowest £for male same-sex friendships (¥=5.13). The means
for cross-sex friendships were not statistically
different for males (M=5.47) and females (M=5.30).

The means for overall negative traits reversed the
above direction. Using the item means on a 1-7 range,
highest means for negative traits were reported for male
same-sex friendships (M=2.78) and 1lowest for female

same-sex friendships (M=2.26). The means for cross-sex

friendships were 1in-between, (females M=2.27, males M=
2.58).
Competitiveness was the only trait that was

relatively high on the negative ratings and indicated a
different pattern. The means for cross-sex friendships
(male M=2.93, female M=2.85) were lower than the means

for same-sex friendships (male M=4.24, females M=3.14).
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Table 5

Means and Standard Deviations for OVERALL QUALITY by
Subjects' Gender and Friendship Type

Same-Sex Cross-Sex
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Male 5.29 1.42 5.48 1.06
(N=58)
Female 6.11 0.98 5.43 1.26
(N= 95)

-

Note. Range = 1-7, 1 Item

56

Table 6

Means and Standard Deviations for PCSITIVE TRAITS by
Subjects' Gender and Friendship Type

Same-Sex Cross-Sex
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Male 61.75 12.36 65.63 11.06
(N=58)
Female 71.46 9.50 63.60 11.01
(N=95)

Note. Range = 12-84, 12 Items
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Tavie 7
Means and Standard Deviations for INTIMACY, ENJOYMENT
and NURTURANCE by Subjects®' Gender and Friendship Type

Same-Sex Cross-Sex
INTIMACY Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Male 26.83 5.26 27.76 4.62
Female 30.78 3.89 27.52 4.71

Note. Range 5-35, 5 Items

ENJOYMENT
Male 15.84 3.35 16.74 2.90
Female 17 .44 2.75 16.41 2.97

Note. Range 3-21, 3 Items

NURTURANCE
Male 19.42 4,84 21.23 4,27
Female 23.24 3.90 19.67 4.69

Note. Range 4-28, 4 Items
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Table 8

H¥eans and Standard Deviations for NEGATIVE TRAITS by

Subjects' Gender and Friendship Type

OVERALL NEGATIVE TRAITS

Same-sex

Cross-sex

58

Mean S.D Mean S.D.
Male 25.02 ©10.62 23.21 10.45
(N= 58)
Female 20.38 8.40 20.44 8.18
(N= 95)
Note. Range 5-63, 5 Items
COMPETITIVENESS
Male 4.24 2.05 2.93 1.59
Female 3.14 1.73 2.85 1.69

Note. Range 1-7, 1 Item
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ANOVAS

A 2 (male wvs. female) x 2 (same-sex VS. Cross-sex)
analysis of variance was done for each of the
measurements just discussed. The summary of the ANOVAs
relating to hypothesis 2 are presented in Tables 9-15.
Overall Quality

The ANOVA for overall quality of friendships resulted

1

n a significant interaction eff

- =4

[\

ct for friendship type
within subjects' gender, F(1,145)=16.37, p<.001l. Tests of
simple main effects indicated that gender had a
significant effect wupom overall quality for same-sex,
F(1,152)=12.70, p<.001, but not for cross-sex
friendships. Also friendship type had a significant
effect upon overall quality for females, F(1,145)=25.66,
p<.001, but not for males. See Table 9

Same-sex friendships were rated of higher quality by
women than by men. Women also rated their same-sex
friendships higher in quality than their cross-sex
friendships. For men, there was no significant difference

in friendship type.
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Summary of ANOVA for Simple Main Effects of Subjects' Gender and
Friendship Type Upon OVERALL QUALITY

Source of Variation SS af MS F
Between Subijects
Subjects' Gender _ 10.29 1 10.29 5.25%
Gender Within Same 18.44 1 18.44 12.70%%x
Within Cell Same Error 220.61 152 1.45
Gender Within Cross 10 1 .10 .07

Within Cell Cross Error  204.27 145  1.41
Subjects Within Groups Error 284.30 145 1.96

Within Subjects

Friendship Type 4.08 1 4.08 4.99%
Fr. Type Within Males 1.12 1 1.12 1.37
Tr. Type Within Females 21.04 1 21.04 25.66%%%
Gender x Friemdship Type 13.35 1 13.35 16.37%%%
Fr.Type x Subj. Within 118.30 145 0.82
Groups Error
*p<.05
*%p<.01
*¥¥p<. 001
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The ANOVA for overall positive traits resulted in a
significant interaction effect for friendship type within
‘subjects' gender, F(1,149)=36.93, p<.00l. Tests of simple
main effects indicated that gender had a significant
effect upon overall positive traits for same-sex,
F(1,149)=29.32, p<.001 but not for cross-sex friendships.

Aliso friendship type had a significant eiffect wupon

[

overall positive traits for males, F(1,149)=6.48, p<.05.

/.

and for females, 423=45.11, p<.C0C1l. Se
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Same-sex friendships were rated as more positive by

women than by men. Women also rated their same-sex

friendships as more positive than their cross-sex
friendships, whereas men zreversed that directiom rating
their «cross-sex friemndships as more positive than their

same-sex friendships.
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64

Summary of ANOVA for Simple Main Effects of Subjects' Gender and
Friendship Type Upon OVERALL POSITIVE Traits

Source of Variation ‘ SS

Between Subjects

Subjects' Gender 1041.24
Gender Within Same 3323.96
Within Cell Same Exrror 16,892.12
Gender Within Cross 160.00

Within Cell Cross Error 18,160.31
Subjs. Within Groups Error 25,231.37

Within Subjects

Friendship Type 28C.1
Fr. Type Within Males 425.88
Fr. Type Within Females 2964.48

Gender x Friendship Type 2427.19

Fr.Type x Subj. Within 9792.69

Groups Error

*p<.05
*%p<.01
dddns ON1

O S.VvA

df

149

150
149

O g

Ms

1041.24
3323.96
113.37
160.00
121.07
169.34

28G.31%
425.88
2964 .48
2427.19

65.72

6.15%
29, 32%%x

1.32

5.26%
6.48%
45 . 11sk
36. 93w
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The ANOVA for intimacy resulted in a significant
interaction effect for friendship type within subjects'
gender, F(1,151)=28.92, p<.001. Tests of simple main
effects indicated that gender had a significant effect upon
intimacy for same-sex, F(1,151)=28.33, p<.00l1l, but not for
cross-sex friendships. Also friendship type had a
significant effect wupon intimacy for females
=46.10, p<.001l, but not for males. See Table 11.

Same-sex friendships were rated as more intimate by

women than by men. Women also rated their same-sex
friendships as more intimate than their cross-sex
friendships. For men, there was no significant difference

in friendship type.
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Table 11
Summary of ANOVA for Simple Main Effects of Subjects® Gender and
Friendship Type Upon INTIMACY

Source of Variation SS daf MS F

Between Subjects

Subjects' Gender 247 .65 1 247.65 8.05%*
Gender Within Same 562.28 1 562.28 28.33%%%
Within Cell Same Error 2996.63 151 19.85
Gender Within Cross 2.12 1 2.12 .10
Within Cell Cross Error 3304.35 151 21.88

Subjects Within Groups Error 4646.91 151 30.77

Within Subjects

Friendship Type 97.93 1 67.93 8.94%%
Fr. Type Within Males 25.62 1 25.62 2.34
Fr. Type Within Females 504.81 i 504.81 46, 10%%*

Gender x Friendship Type 316.76 1 316.76 28.92%%x

Fr.Type x Subj. Within 1654.07 151 10.95

Groups Error

*p<.05

*¥p<.01
*%%kp<. 001
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Enjoyment

The ANOVA for enjoyment vresulted 1in a significant
interaction effect for friendship type within subjects’
gender, F(1,150)=11.65, ‘p<.001. Tests of simple main
effects 1indicated that gender had a significant effect
upon enjoyment for same-sex, F(1,150)=10.22, p <.01, but
not for cross-sex friendships. Also friendship type had
a significant effect upon e=n

- £
nt for males

cyment F{1

180\
Ly hIVy

L

=4.07, p <.05. and for females, F(1,150)=8.72, p <.01.
See Table 12.
Same-sex friendships were rated as more enjoyable by

women than by men. Women also rated their same-sex

Hy

riendships as more enjoyable than their cross-sex
friendships, whereas men reversed that direction rating
their cross-sex friendships as more enjoyable than their

same-sex friendships.
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Table 12

Summary of ANOVA for Simple Main Effects of Subjects' Gender and
Friendship Type Upon ENJOYMENT

Source of Variation Ss df Ms F
Between Subjects
Subjects Gender 28.98 1 28.90 2.42
Gender within Same 91.20 1 91.20 10.22%*
Within Cell Same Error 1339.01 150 8.93
Gender Within Cross 5.76 1 5.76 .66
Within Cell Cross Error 1319.90 151 8.74
Subjects Within Groups Error 1789.92 150 11.93
Friendship Type .33 1 .33 .06
Fr. Type Within Males 23.09 1 23.09 4,07
Fr. Type Within Females 49.42 1 49.42 8.72%%
Gender x Friendship Type 66.10 1 66.10 11.65%%x*
Fr. Type x Subj. Within 851.14 150 5.67

Groups Error

*p<.05

*¥*p<. 01
f%sep<, 001
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Nurturance
For mnurturance, there was a significant interaction
effect for {friendship type within subjects' gender,

F(l{ISO)-42.82, p<.001. Tests of simple main effects
indicated that gender had a significant effect wupon
nurturance for same-sex, F(1,150)=28.46, p<.001, and for

cross-sex friendships, F(1,150)=4.18, p<.05. Also

Hy

riendship type had a significant effect upon nurturance
for males, "F(1,150)=7.85, p<.05 and for females,

F(1,150)=50.65, p<.001l. See Table 13.

Same-sex friendships were <sated as more murturing by

b

women whereas cross-sex friendships were rated as more

nurturing by men. Women also rated their same-sex
friendships as more nurturing than their cross-sex
friendships, whereas men reversed that direction rating

their cross-sex friendships as more nurturing than their

same-sex friendships.
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Table 13

Summary of ANOVA for Simple Main Effects of Subjects' Gender
Friendship TIype Upon NURTURANCE

Source of Variation

Between Subjects
Subjects' Gender
Gender Within Same
Within Cell Same Error
Gender Within Cross
Within Cell Cross Error
Subjs. Within Groups Error

Within Subjects
Friendship Type
Fr. Type Within Males
Fr. Type Within Females
Gender x Friendship Type
Fr.Type x Subj. Within
Groups Error

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

SS

91.52
520.14
2741.33
86.07
3090.92
4029.15

55.26
94.40
608.78
514.70
1803.09

af

O 1 I

MS

91

55.

84

.52
520.
18.
86.
20.
26.

14
28
07
61
86

26

:.40
608.
514.

12.

78
70

70

and

.51
AL

.18%

.60%
. 85%%
" 50.
42.

6 5%

B2k
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For negative traits, there were mno significant
interaction effects. The analysis for main effects
indicated no significant friendship type effect but there
was an effect for subjects' gender, F(1,145)=7.47, p<.0l.
Men rated their friendships, both same-sex and cross-sex,
higher in negative traits than women rated their
friendships. See Table 14.

Because competitiveness was the highest rated item in
the negative traits and indicated a different pattern
from the other traits, a separate ANOVA was run for
competitiveness. See Table 15. For competitiveness, there
was a significant interaction effect for friendship type
within subjects' gemnder, F(1,151)=11.89, p<.00l. Tests

indicated that gender as a simple main effect was not

i

significant for either sex. Friendship type, however, did
have a significant effect upon competitiveness for males,
F(1,151)=30.63, p<.00l1l, but not for females.

Men rated their same-sex friendships as significantly
more competitive than their cross-sex friemdships. Other

differences were non-significant but indicated a trend

toward men's friendships being more competitive,
regardless of friendship type, and women's same-sex
friendships as being more competitive than their

cross-sex friendships.
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Table 14
Summary of ANOVA for Effects of Subjects' Gender and Friendship Type
Upon NEGATIVE Traits ‘

Source of Variation Ss daf MS F

Between Subjects
Subjects' Gender 951.22 1 951.22 7.47%%
Subjects Within Groups Error 18,474.58 145 127.41

Within Subjects

Friendship Type 53.00 1 53.00 1.25
Gender x Friendship Type 59.87 1 59.87 1.42
Fr. Type x Subj. Within 6125.78 145 42.25

Groups Error

*p<.05

*%p<. 0L

Table 15
Summary of ANOVA for Simple Main Effects of Subjects' Gender and
Friendship Type Upon COMPETITIVENESS

Source of Variation SS daf MS F

Between Subjects

Subjects Gender 25.20 1 25.20 5.51%
Gender Within Same 6.80 1 6.80 2.93
Within Cell Same Error 350.73 151 2.32
Gender Within Cross 3.9 1 3.9 1.63
Within Cell Cross Error 364.11 151 2.41

Subjects Within Groups Error 690.63 151 4.57

Within Subjects

Friendship Type 45,78 1 45.78 28.70%%%
Fr. Type Within Males 49.01 1 49.01 30.63%%%
Fr. Type Within Females 4.28 1 4,28 2.68

Gender x Friendship Type 18.96 1 18.96 11.89%%%

Fr.Type x Subj. Within 240.87 151 1.60

Groups Error

*p <.05

*%p <.01
*%%p <.001
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a

fiypothesis 2 was partially coniirmed.

1. Women experienced their cross-sex friendships as
less positive, 1less 1intimate, less nurturing and of
"lower quality than their same-sex friendships. The
portion of the hypotheéis that stated. that women
would experience their cross-sex friendships as more
enjoyable was mnot confirmed; <results indicated the
opposite. Same-sex friendships were significantly
more enjoyable for women.

2. HMen experienced their cross-sex friendships as
more positive, more intimate, more nurturing and of

higher quality than their same-sex friendships. The

portion of the hypothesis that stated that men would
experience their cross-sex friendships as more
negative was not confirmed; results indicated the

opposite. Same-sex friendships were more mnegative

largely due to a greater amount of competitiveness.
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HYPOTHESIS 3

Cross-sex friendships will interact less frequently

than same-sex friendships. This will be true for
social, interest, sports and work-oriented
interactions, though work-oriented interactions will

show 1less difference between same-sex and cross-sex
friendships than the other contexts.

The fifteen interaction contexts were coded into the

following four areas; social, sports, interests (other

than sports), and work-oriented. One item (having lunch
together) was coded in both the social and the
work-oriented areas. The grouping of the items was done

onn face value. Appendix D lists the individual items.

Means and Standard Deviatiomns

On a scale of 1-7, the item mean for all same-sex
interactions (¥M=3.78) was higher than for all cross;sex
interactions (M=3.24). Work-oriented interactions, as
hypothesized, 1indicated the 1least difference (Same-sex
M=3.39, Cross-Sex M=3,06).

Men's same-sex friendships interacted most often in
sports (M=4.16), least often in other interests (M=3.02).
Women's same-sex friendships interacted most often in
social contexts (M=4.43), least often in sports (M=2.53).
Both sexes rated cross-sex friendships in similiar ways,
indicating they interacted most often in social contexts
(M=3.72), 1least often in sports (M=2.45). The means and
standard deviations for the measurements relating to

hypothesis 3 are located in Tables 16-19 and Figure 3.
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Table 16
Means and Standard Deviations for SOCIAL INTERACTIONS by
Subjects’ Gender and Friendship Type

Same-Sex Cross-Sex
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Male 28.70 6.66 26.98 7.09
(N=56)
Female 31.00 5.38 25.10 6.59
(N=93)

Range 7-49, 1tems 7

Table 17

Means and Standard Deviations for SPORTS INTERACTIONS by
Subjects' Gender and Friendship Type

Same-Sex Cross-Sex
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Male 8.31 3.48 4.97 2.27
(N=58)
Female 5.06 2.75 4.82 2.67
{N=95)

Range 2-14, Items 2
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Table 18
Means and

Same-Sex

Mean S.D.
Male 9.05 3.29
(N=58)
Female 11.57 3.17
(N=95)

Range 3-21, Items 3

76

Standard Deviations for INTERESTS INTERACTIONS
by Subjects' Gender and Friendship Type

Cross-Sex

Mean S.D.
9.14 3.83
8.26 3.30

Table 19

Means and Standard Deviations

for WORK-ORIENTED

INTERACTIONS by Subjects' Gender and Friendship Type

Same-Sex

Mean S.D.
Male 13.14 5.32
(N=58)
Female 13.91 4.01
(N=92)

Range 4-28, Items &

Cross-Sex

Mean S.D.
12.21 4,36
12.23 4,76
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ANOVAS

A 2 (male vs. female) x 2 (same-sexXx VS. Cross-sex)
analysis of wvariance was done for each interaction
context. The summary of the ANOVAs for the traits

relating to hypothesis 3 are presented in Tables 20-23.

Social Interactions

For frequency of social interactions, there was a

-

significant nteraction effect for friemdship type within
subjects' gender, F(1,147)=19.14, p<.001l. Tests of simple
main effects indicated that gender had a significant
effect upon frequency of social interactions for
same-sex, F(1,148)=5.07, p<.05 but not £for cross-sex
friendships. Aiso friendship type had a significant
effect for frequency of social intefactions for males,
F(1,147)=5.05, p <.05 and for females, F(1,147)= 01.04,

p<.001. See Table 20.

Women's same-sex friendships interacted more
frequently in a social context than men's same-sex
friendships. Both women and men interacted more
frequently in a social context with their same-sex

friends than with their cross-sex friends.
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Table 20 :
Summary of ANOVA for Simple Main Effects of Subjects' Gender and
Friendship Type Upon Frequency of SOCIAL INTERACTIONS

Source of Variation SS df MS F
Between Subjects
Subjects' Gender 3.06 1 3.06 .05
Gender Within Same 175.44 1 175.44 5.07%
Within Cell Same Exror 5120.03 148 34.59
Gender Within Cross 115.21 i 115.21 2.51
Within Cell Cross Error  6806.26 148 45,99
Subjects Within Groups Error 9506.17 147 64.67

Within Subjects

Friendship Type 1014.10 1 1014.10 63.31%%%
Fr. Type Within Males 80.92 1 80.92 5.05%
Fr. Type Within Females 1618.67 1 1618.67 101.04%%x%
Gender x Friendship Type 306.66 1 306.66  19.14%%x
Fr.Type x Subj. Within 2534.78 147 16.02
Groups Error
*p<.05
*%p<.01
*k¥p<, 001
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Sports Interactions

For sports interactions, there was a significant
interaction effect for friendship type within subjects’
gen§er, F(1,151)=46.64, p<.001. Tests of simple main
effects 1indicated that gender had a significant effect
upon frequency of sports interactions for same-sex,

F(1,151)=40.93, p<.001 but not for cross-sex friendships.

Alsec friendship type had a significant effect for
frequency of sports interactions for males,

fr}

(1,151)=85.93, 2<.001 but nct for femazles. See Tzble 21.
Men's same-sex friendships interacted more frequently
in a sports context than women's same-sex friendships.
Men also interacted more frequently in a sports context
with their same-sex friends than with their cross-sex

friends.
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Summary of ANOVA for Simple Main Effects of Subjects' Gender and
Friendship Type Upon Frequency of SPORTS INTERACTIONS

Source of Variation

Between Subjects
Subjects' Gender
Gender Within Same
Within Cell Same Error
Gender Within Cross
Yithin Cell Cross Error
Subiects Within Groups Error

Within Subjects
Friendship Type
Fr. Type Within Males
Fr. Type Within Females
Gender x Friendship Type
Fr.Type x Subj. Within
Groups Error ’

#*p<.05
**p<.01
*%%p<, 001

SS

207
379
1400

-231.

319.
.30
173.
561.

.13
.73
.03
.75
1804,

66

67

65

35
27

daf

151

151

e e

MsS

207.13
378.73
9.27
.75
11.95

231.67

319.65 -

2.30
173.35
3.72

17.33%%x
40, 93%%x

.18

62 .33%%%
85.93%%x*
.62
46 . 64%%%
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Iinterest Intersctions

-t

For interest interactions other than sports, there
was a significant interaction effect for friendship type
within subjects' gender, F(1,151)=41.08, p<.001l. Tests of
simple main effects indicated that gender had a
significant effect upon frequency of interest
interactions for same-sex, ¥F(1,151)=22.10, p<.001, but
not for cross-sex friendships. Also friendship type had a

significant effect for freguemey of interest imtexactioms

b

for females, ¥F(1,151)=102.63, p <.001 but not for males.
See Table 22. .

Women's same-sex friendships interacted more
frequently in a context of shared interests than men's
same-sex friendships. Women alilso interacted more
frequently in a shared interest context with their

same-sex friends than with their cross-sex friends.

Work-Oriented Interactions

The ANOVA for work-oriented interactions was analyzed
for main effects. The analysis indicated that there was
no difference for subjects' gender and no interaction
effect. There was, however, a significant difference for
friendship type, F(1,148)=12.42, 7p<.001. Both women and
men interacted more frequently in work-oriented contexts
with their same-sex friends than with their cross-sex

friends. See Table 23.
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Table 22

Summary of ANOVA for Simple Main Effects of Subjects' Gender and
Friendship Type Upon Freguency of INTERESTS INTERACTIONS.

Source of Variation SS daf MS F
Between Subjects
Subjects' Gender 48.54 1 48.54 2.75
Gender Within Same 228.10 1 228.10 22 .10%%x%
Within Cell Same Error 1558.15 151 10.32
Gender Within Cross 27.56 1l 27.56 2.23
Within Cell Cross Error 1865.32 151 12.35
Subjects Within Groups Erzox 2662.11 151 17.63

Within Subjects

Friendship Type 186.59 1 186.59  37.01%%x
Fr. Type Within Males .29 1 .29 .06
Fr. Type Within Temales 517.28 I 517.28 102.83%xx

Gender x Friendship Type 207.11 1 207.11 41.08%%=

Fr.Type x Subj. Within 761.36 151 5.04

Groups Error

*p<.05, *#p<.01, wx%p<.001

Table 23

Summary of ANOVA for Effects of Subjects' Gender and Friendship Type
Upon WORK-ORIENTED Interactions

Source of Variation Ss af MS F
Between Subjects -
Subjects' Gender 11.28 1 11.28 .35
Subjects Within Groups Error 4759.13 148 32.16
Within Subjects
Friendship Type 121.71 1 121.71 12.42%%%
Subjects Gender x Fr. Type 10.11 1 10.11 1.03
Fr. Type x Subj. Within 1450.79 148 9.80

Groups Error

*p<.05, #%p<.01, *+¥p<.001
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thes

4

Hyp

0

s 3 was confirmed. Cross-sex £friendships
overall had 1iess frequent interactions than same-sex
friendships. Work-oriented interactions 1indicated 1less

difference between same-sex and cross-sex friendships

~than the other contexts.

HYPOTHESIS &

1. Women will obtain more career enrichment from
their cross-sex friendships and more personal
enrichment from their same-sex friendships.

2. Men will obtain more ©personal enrichment from
their cross-sex friendships and more career
enrichment from their same-sex friendships.

3. Both sexes will obtain more enriching knowledge of
the other-sex from their cross-sex friendships.

A factor analysis en this scale 1led teo the
establishment of 3 factors termed "Persomal Enrichment”,
“Career Enrichment® and "Other-Person Ferspective™.

Means and Standard Deviations

The means and standard deviations of the three
factors are 1located 1in Tables 24-26. See also Figure 4.
For Personal Enrichment (Factor 1) and Enrichment of
Other-Person Perspective (Factor 3), the respective means
were highest for women's same-sex friendships (Item Ms

=6.00, 5.37) and 1lowest for men's same-sex friendships

(Item Ms=5.28, 4.59). Cross-sex ratings from men's and
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women's perspectives were similiar, (Wemen's Item
Ms=5.42, 5.17; Men's Item Mg=5 45, 5,322), For Career

Enrichment (Factor 3), the means for all four groups

were very close (Ms range 4.67 to 4.42).

Table 24

Means and Standard Deviations for "PERSONAL ENRICHMENT"
by Subjects® Gemnder amnd Friendship Type

Factoxr 1
Same-Sex ) ross-Sex

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Male 52.84 9.24 54.48 9.48
(N=56)
Female 60.03 7.85 54.29 8.97
(N= 87)
Range 10-70, Items 10
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Means and Standard Deviations fox "CAREER ERRICEMERT" o

86

Subjects' Gender and Friendship Type

Factor 2

Same-Sex

Mean S.D.
Male 13.89 4.10
(N=55)
Female 13.97 4.21
(N=95)

Range 3-21, Items 3

Cross-Sex

Mean S.D.

13.25 3.88

14.00 4.56

Table 26
Means and Standard
OTHER-PERSON PERSPECTIVE"

Friendship Type

Factor 3

Same-Sex

Mean S.D.
Maile 1i8.36 4.39
(N=55)
Female 21.46 4.61
{N=87)

Range 4-28, Items &

Deviations for "ENRICHMENT OF
by Subjects'

Gender and

Cross-Sex

Mean S.D.
21.2% 4.54
20.69 5.21
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Figure 4. Item Means for Advantages of Friendships
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ANOVAS
A 2 (male vé. female) x 2 (same-sex vs. cross-sex)
analysis of variance was run on all three factors. The
summary of the ANOVAs which relate to hypothesis 4 are
' presented in Tables 27-29.
Personal Enrichment

The ANOVA for Personal Enrichment indicated a

significant interaction effect for <friendship type
within subjects' gender, F{1,141)=26.02, p<.001l. Tests

of simple main effects indicated that gender had a
significant effect upon personal enrichment for
same-sex friendships, F(1,142)=24.50, p<.001 but not
for cross-sex friendships. Also friendship type had a

S

e
Q9

nificant effect on personal enrichment for females,
F(1,141)=40.08, p<.001 but not for males. See Table 27.

Women's same-sex friendships brought them more
personal enrichment than men's same-sex friendships.
Women also obtained more personal enrichment from their
same-sex friends than their cross-sex friends, while
for men there was mno difference in friendship type.
Career Enrichment

The ANOVA for Career Enrichment was insignificant
for 1interaction effects and main effects for subjects'

gender and friendship type. See Table 28.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



89

" Table 27
Summary of ANOVA for Simple Main Effects of Subjects' Gender and
Friendship Type Upon "PERSONAL ENRICHMENT"

Source of Variation SS af MS F

Between Subjects

Subjects' Gender 834.81 1 834.81 7 .00%*
Gender Within Same 1732.57 1 1732.57 24 50%%%
Within Cell Same Error 10,041.37 142 70.71
Gender Within Cross Error .01 1 .01 .01

Within Cell Cross Error 12,032.23 143 84.14
Subjects Within Groups Error 16,816.60 141 119.27

Within Subjects

Friendship Type 286.95 1 2886.85 8.03%*
Fr. Type Within Hales 77.16 i 77.16 2.16
Fr. Tvpe Within Females 1433.22 1 1433.22 40.08%%x

Gender x Friendship Type 930.31 1 930.31 26.02%%=*

Fr.Type x Subj. Within 5041.65 141 35.76

Groups Error

*p<.05, *%p<.0l, F¥x¥%p<.001

Tabie 28
Summary of ANOVA for Effects of Subjects' Gender and Friendship Type
Upon CAREER ENRICHMENT

Source of Variation SS df MS

Hy

Between Subjects
Subjects' Gender 11.80 1 11.80 42

Subjects Within Groups Error 4185.87 148  28.28

Within Subjects

Friendship Type 6.37 1 6.37 .82
Subjects Gen. x Fr. Type 7.77 1 7.77 1.00
Fr. Type x Subj. Within 1154.82 148 7.80

Groups Error
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The ANOVA for Enrichment of Other-Person Perspective
indicated that there was a significant interaction effect
for friendship type within subjects' gender, F(1,140)
=25.46, p<.001l. Tests of simple main effects indicated
that gender had a significant effect upon Enrichment of
Other-Person Perspective for same-sex, F(1,142)=15.32,
p<.001 but not for cross-sex friendships. Also friendship

type had a significant effect for males, F(1,140)=26.27,

p<.0C1 but not for females. See Table 29.

Women's same-sex friendships brought them more
Enrichment of Other-Person Perspective than men's
same-sex friendships. For women, friendship type had no
significant effect, whereas men's cross-sex friendships
brought them wmore Enrichment of Other-Person Perspective

than their same-sex friendships.

Within Factor 3 is one item that related to "Getting
Another Perspective about the Cther-Sex". For this item,
cross-sex means (men 5.53, women 5.57) were higher than

same-sex means (men 4.04, women 4.51).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



91

Table 29

Summary of ANOVA for Simple Main Effects of Subjects' Gender and
Friendship Type Upon Enrichment of OTHER-PERSON PERSPECTIVE.

Source of Variation Ss af MS F
Between Subjects
Subjects' Gender 104.87 1 104.87 2.91
Gender Within Same 312.01 1 312.01 15.32%%%
Within Cell Same Errorxr 2891.96 142 20.37
Gender Within Cross 9.28 1 9.28 .38
Within Cell Cross Error 3464.03 143 24.22

Subjects Within Groups Exror 5051.75 140 36.08

Within Subjects

Friendship Type 78.40 3 78.4C  8.87%%
Fr. Type Within Males 237.70 1  237.70 26.27%%=
Fr. Type Within Females 26.47 1 26.47 2.92
Gender x Friendship Type 230.33 1 230.33 25.46%%%
Fr.Type x Subj. Within 1266.56 140 9.05
Groups Error
*p<.05
*%p<.01
***p<.001
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Hypothesis 4 was partially comnfirmed. As was
hypothesized, 'women obtained more Personal Enrichment
from their same-sex friendships, whereas men obtained
more Personal Enrichment from their cross-sex
friendships. The portion of the hypothesis that dealt
with Career Enrichment was not confirmed; there were no
significant differences in friendship type for Careerx
Enrichment. The third part of this hypothesis was
confirmed in that <cross-sex friendships did provide a
more enriched perspective of the other-sex, as measured
by one item in the scale. Factor 3, which was a more
complex factor derived from the factor analysis was

gnificant for men. Men received more enrichment of the

Other-Person Perspective from cross-sex friends. For
women there was no significant difference in friendship

type for Factor 3.
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ADDITIONAT QUANTITATIVE DATA

This section presents the results of additional data
that do not directly relate to the hypotheses.

Sex_and Friendships

How did people respond to sexual tensions in
cross-sex friendsﬁips? Were there major differences
between men and women in this area?

The data from this section comes from a 5 point
rating scale. The percentages mnoted indicate those who
responded "sometimes, often or always" to each question
based wupon their experien;es, past and present. Starred
responses indicate significant differences at the .05
level. Both sexes, men (68%) and women (62%), experienced
sexual tensions and feelings in their cross-sex
friendships. Flirting and sexual teasing were
significantly more often a part of cross-sex friendships
for men (76%%) than for women (50%%*).

Both sexes (84% of the men and 88% of the women),
generally kept their friendship and sexual involivement
separate. Friendship and sex mixed more often for men
than for women, both with a sexual partner becoming a
friend, (men 80%*, women 64%%), and a friend becoming a
sexual partner (men 66%%, women 46%%). Men (62%%*) also
felt significantly more often than women (50%%) that sex

added deeper feelings and closeness to friendships.
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However, a greater number of both men (74%) and women

{82%)

3]
@©
s
4}
4]

friendships in a way that they disliked.

As indicated in the above findings, some cross-sex
friendships clearly have a sexual component to them,
however this does not mean that all cross-sex friendships
do. Many <responded (62% of the men, 60% of the women)
that cross-sex friendships are (sometimes/often/ or
always) the same for them as same-sex friendships.

How lonpg does it take to become a friend?

How 1long do people gemnerally kmow someone pbefore they
consider him/her a friend? Reponses for men and women
were significantly different in only the category of over
a year. 14% of both men and women responded 0-1 month,
{(32% men, 26% women) responded 1+ month to & months, (41%
men, 38% women) responded &6+ months to a year, and {(13%%
men, 23%*% women) reponded over 1 year.

How do_people socialize with their friends?

Previous studies have stated that women tend ¢to
socialize with their same-sex friendships more as dyads
while men socialize more in groups. Is this true for this
sample population, and how do cross-sex £friendships
generally socialize?

With same-sex friendships, there 1is a significant

difference between men and women's patterms. As other
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studies have sheown, ' socializing eas a dysd is more
frequent for women (60%%) than for men (38%%).

Socializing as couples (29%% men, 14%* women) and in
groups (l17%* men, &4%% women) is more frequent for men
than for women. Socializing with another friend was not

significantly different for the sexes, 16% men, 22%

women.
Cross-sex friendships showed no significant
difference hbetween men and women's responses., Cross-sex

friends mostly socialize as a dyad, (men 47%, women 46%).
Less frequently they socialize as couples (men 19%, women
21%), in gro;ps (men 21%, women 18%) and with another
friend (men 13%, women 15%).
Frienmdships and Marital Status

Several studies quoted in the research section stated
that people tend to be friends with others who are of the
same marital status as them. Is this true for this sample
population? Participants responded to a 5 point scale
ranging from "all friends"™ being of the same marital
status to "none". These findings were collapsed to 3
categories. Results showed that though most friends were

of the same marital status, many were not. See Table 30.
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Table 30
Comparison of One's Own Marital Status to Friend's Status

Women Mostly Same Average Mostly Different
SS 50% 17% 32%

CS 47% 9% 43%

Men

Ss 64% 10% © 25%

cSs 43% 1lsg 26%

Friendships at Work

Does the work context provide opportunities for
people to develop friendships? If so, are these
friendships close friendships or casual?

The range for the quantity of friendships developed
at work was very wide, from O to 80. The cluster of
responses, however, were in the 0-10 range for
friendships 1in general, 0-5 range for close friendships.
Median averages are reported for each friendship category
in Table 31. Women developed more same-sex Ifriendships at
work than cross-sex friendships, whereas for men there

was no significant difference in friendship type.

Table 31
Median Amount of Friendships Through Work

Men_SS Men CS Women SS Women CS
Friendships 5.5 5 8 2
Close Friendships 1 1 1 ' 0-1
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Similaritv of Friends

ke

P I 3 o~ b £ -—A
According to the literature, friemds temnd to choose

people who are similiar to themselves as friemds. Is this

also true for cross-sex friendships? Are cross-sex
friendships equal status relationships or do they
maintain the traditional pattern of male-dominant,

female-submissive differences?

Subjects compared themselves to their friends on 14
items wusing a 1-5 rzrating scale. The results indicated
that people did tend to have as friends others who were
simiiiarx to them in demographic and psychological
characteristics. Differences between friends tended to
be moderate rather than extreme. When differences were
experienced, ©people tended to view themselves in a more

positive light than they viewed their friends.

RESULTS FROM THE OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS

Participants responded to <£four open-ended questions
about their friendships before they responded to the
evaluative rating scales. This data was approached
qualitatively.

For each of the four questions a content analysis was
performed. The themes were coded into categories which

were then rank ordered as percentages of the total.
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tive friendship themes emerged for

Hh

Nine pos
friendships. They are Sharing, Intimacy, Trust, Closeness,
Support, Enjoyment, Caring, Acceptance, Positive

Competition. Four additional themes emerged that related

to . cross-sex friendships. They are Other Sex's
Perspective, Intellectually Enhancing, Ego-boosting,
Sexual Excitement. Table 32 gives a more elaborate

description of these categories.

Six negative friendship themes emerged f£freom the
"Dislike about Friendships" question. They are
Competition, Superficiality, Lack of Time/Distance,

Overpossessive, Feeling Misunderstood, Undependable. Five

additional themes emerged that zrelated to cross-sex

=

friendships. hey are Sexual Tension, Patronizing/Sexism,
Fewer Shared Interactions, Uncomfortable, Low Committment
to Friendship (compared to romantic involvement). Table 33
gives a more elaborate description of these categories.

As the responses were coded, it was mnoted that ~
certain words were Trepeatedly wused. Those words were
counted for wusage and then rank-ordered for frequency of
use by gender. In some categories, men and women tended to
choose different words to describe their friendships. The

analysis of these words offered additional information

about how the sexes experienced their friendships.
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TABLE 32

CODED POSITIVE THEMES TO OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS

1-

10-

11-

12-

13-

SHARING, camaraderie, companionship, doing
things together, sharing interests, activities,
ideas

INTIMACY, ' sharing feelings, honesty, empathy,
listening with understanding

TRUST, 1loyalty, belief in the relationship that
one won't be betrayed

CLOSENESS, warmth, emotional bond, affect

icn,
love
SUPPORT, count on, depend on, rely on,
supportive when the chips are down
ENJOYMENT, having fun, good times, enjoy being
with, easy to be with, relaxed, comfortable,
spontaneous

CARING, sensitive, giving, kind, thoughtful,
considerate, positive characteristics of friend

ACCEPTANCE, feeling appreciated, respected,
2ffirmed, growth encouraging and enhancing

’ (=4 o o [~4
COMPETITION (positive), sports, games,
challenging oneself
OTHER-SEX'S PERSPECTIVE, broadening one's
viewpoint, mew ideas and outlooks
INTELLECTUALLY ENHANCING, stimulating,
challenging, career enhancing
EGO-BOOSTING, dynamic, specialness, spark,

spice

SEXUAL EXCITEMENT, flirting, romance, sexual
energy
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TABLE 33

CODED NEGATIVE THEMES TO OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS

14-

15-

16-

17-

18-

21-

22-

23-

24-

25-

COMPETITION, jealousy, interfering with trust
SUPERFICIALITY, 1ess depth and witality, not

honest with feelings, boring, trivial, not
intimate

LACK OF TIME, other commitments, distance
barriers

OVERPOSSESSIVE, demanding, overidentification,

draining, too intimate

FEELING MISUNDERSTOOD, feeling wunappreciated,
friend is critical, pushy, judgmental, selfish,
inflexible

UNDEPENDABLE, unreliabie

SEXUAL TENSION, discomfort, romantic or sexual
energies interfering with the friendship

PATRONIZING, sexist, not treated as equal

FEWER SHARED INTERACTIONS, because of the sex
difference, restricted by society or mates

UNCOMFORTABLE, guarded, less spontaneity

LESS COMMITTMENT to friendship compared to
romantic involvement

NOTHING, no dislikes
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What is a Friend?

The first open-ended gquestion asked ©people to

complete the sentence "A friend is someone "

Responses were coded according to the thematic content
and . then rank-ordered. The results are located in Table
34.

Women and men reported similiar themes (no
significant differences) to this question. The
percentages <Teported pertain to women first, men second.
Intimacy (22%, 19%) and trust (16%, 18%) were the most
frequently mentioned themes for both sexes. Support (i3s,
16%), sharing (12%, 16%), acceptance (12%, 8%) and caring
(9%, 10%) were mentioned by at least 10% of the sample.

This question provoked ideas a2bout friendships in its
ideal form, whereas the three following questions
provided information about friendships as they are
actually experienced in people’s lives. In the abstract,
men and women used similiar concepts when they described
friendship.

The specific words that people used in their
open-ended responses were counted to determine which
words were chosen most frequently by each sex. For the
question above the words "SHARE" and "TRUST" were used
more than twice as frequently as any other words by both

sexes. We cannot be sure that these words mean the same
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TABLE 34
RANK-ORDERED THEMES AND PERCENTAGES TO
"A FRIEND IS SOMEONE"

WOMEN MEN

Intimacy 22% Intimacy 19%
Trust 16% Trust 18%
Support 13% Sharing 16%
Acceptance 12% Support 16%
Sharing 12% Caring 10%
Closeness - 9% Acceptance 8%
Caring 9% Closeness 7%
Eniovment 8% Enjoyment 7%
TABLE 35

RANK-ORDERED THEMES TO
"DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SAME-SEX AND CROSS-SEX FRIENDSHIPS

WOMEN'S RESFPONSES

Same-Sex Cross-Sex
More Intimacy 343 Sexual Excitement 13%
More Sharing 11s Other-Sex Perspective 9%

MEN'S RESPONSES

Same-Sex Cross-Sex

More Sharing i8% More Intimacy 19%

More Competitive 8% Sexual Excitement ils
Other-Sex Perspective 6%
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things to men and women, but we do know that both sexes
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Differences Between Same-Sex and Cross-Sex Friendships
What differences did people acknowledge in their
same-sex and cross-sex friendships? The second open-ended
gquestion addressed this issue. Responses were coded by
thematic content and then rank-ordered. The results are

presented in Table 35.

The most frequent responses about differences in

friendship type for women was that their same-sex
friendships were more intimate (343%) and that they shared
more commonalities and experiences (l1ls). WVWomen's

cross-sex friendships were reported by 13% as having
sexual excitement or tension, and by 9% as providing a

perspective of the other sex.

The most freguent <rtesponse about differemnces i=n
friendship type for men was that their same-sex
friendships involved more sharing of activities and

interests (18%), and more competition (8%). Cross-sex
friendships were reported by 19%* of the men and 0%* of
the women to provide more intimacy; 11% of the men and
138 of the women reported sexual excitement or tension;
and 6% of the men and 9% of the women reported obtaining

a perspective of the other-sex.
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Friendship Likes

What did peoﬁle in this sample 1like about their
friendships? Did they 1like different things about
same-sex and cross-sex friendships?

The third open-ended question addressed this issue.
Responses were coded according to the original 13 themes
located in Table 32 and then collapsed into 6 categories.
They were coliapsed for two 1reasons. One, several
categories were mentioned by 1ess <than 5% of the
respondents and two, as respondents elaborated on their
responses 1t became clear that some categories overlapped
and were difficult to reliably code as separate.

The new collapsed categories are

1. SHARING = sharing, enjoyment, positive competition,
intellectually enhancing. (Codes 1,6,9,11)

2. INTIMACY = communicating intimately, emotional bond
IR oY Y LN
\vwsdaes 2,-1»/

3. CARING = caring, acceptance (Codes 7,8)
4. TRUST = trust, support, count on (Codes 3,5)
5. OTHER SEX PERSPECTIVE (Code 10)

6. SEXUAL TENSION = excitement, ego-boosting
(Codes 12,13)
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The percentages mnoted are for women first, men

second, for the open-ended Qquestion, "What do you like

about your friendships?” Starred responses 1indicate
significance differences between women and men's
responses at the .05 1level. The percentages reported

pertain to women first, men second. Comparing same-sex

friendships, the analysis indicated Sharing/Enjoyment was
the highest response (50%x*, 74%%) followed by
Intimacy/Closeness (28s%%, 148%), Caring/Acceptance (9%,

5%¢) and Trust/Support (9%, 4%). The sharing theme was
mentioned significantly mofe frequently by men while
intimacy/closeness was mentioned more frequently by
women.

Differences were noted between the sexes in the words

they wused to describe their sharing. Describing same-sex

friendships, women frequently used ‘Understand’,
'Experiences' 'Feelings' ‘Commonalities'. Men frequently
used the words, *Interests’', ‘Common'’, ‘Camaraderie’,
'Problems' and ‘Sports’'. Women descibed their same-sex

friendships much more often 1in terms of understanding
similiar experiences and feelings while men described
their same-sex friendships more in terms of enjoying
common interests and the spirit and camaraderie of a

group of men.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



106

For cross-sex friendships, Cross-sex Perspective

{31g, 25%) zand Sharing/Enjoyment (27%,28%) were h

[¥8

ghly
rated by both sexes, followed by Intimacy/Closeness
(15%,18%), Sexual Excitement (6%8,7%) and
Caring/Acceptance (5%%, 17%%) The only significant
difference between the sexes was in the Caring/Acceptance
response, men noting this theme more often.

Comparing women's responses to same-sex and cross-sex

Hh

riemndships, significant differences appear for

2]

haring/Enjoyment (SS 50%%*, CcS 27%%) and for

v
rJl
0

antimacy/Closeness {(8S 28s3%* €S 15%*)_ QComparing men's
reponses to same-sex and cross-sex friendships,
significant differences appear for Sharing/Enjoyment (SS
74%*, CS 28%*) and Caring/Acceptance (SS 5%%, S 17%%).
Differences were noted between the sexes in the words
they used to describe their

~re
-~

4]
(4]

-sex friendships. Women
frequently wused the words ‘Different’, °‘Viewpoint® and
'Fun’, while men used the words *Different’,
'*Perspectives' and 'Feelings'. Women more often described
their cross-sex friendships in ways that connoted fun
times, humorous interactions, and a lively quality while
men more often described their cross-sex friendships as

more caring and involved in sharing feelings.
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TABLE 36

RANK-ORDERED THEMES AND PERCENTAGES TO
"LIKE ABOUT FRIENDSHIPS"

Same-Sex

Sharing/Enjoyment
Intimacy/Closeness
Caring/Acceptance
Trust/Support

Same-Sex

Sharing/Enjoyment
Intimzcy/Closeness
Caring/Acceptance
Trust/Support

50%
28%
9%
9%

74%
148
5%
43

WOMEN

Cross-Sex

Cross-sex Perspective
Sharing/Enjoyment
Intimacy/Closeness
SexualExcitement
Caring/Acceptance

Cross-Sex

Sharing/Enjoyment
Cross-sex perspective
Intimacy/Closeness
Caring/Acceptance
Sexual excitement

107

31s%
27%
15%
6%
5%

28%
25%
18%
17%

7%
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Friendship DBislikes
Though friendships are generally viewed as positive,
most relationships have mnegative aspects. What did
people in this sample dislike about their friendships and
were the mnegative qualities different for same-sex and
cross-sex friendships?

The fourth open-ended question addressed this issue.
Responses were coded by thematic content and then
rank-ordered. The results are presented in Table 37.

The percentages noted are for women first, men second
for the open-ended question, "What do you dislike about

your friendships?” Starred items ind

£2 -—
riartice

%3
kb

cace s

B

gn
differences between women and men's responses at the .05
level. For same-sex friendships, 16% of the women and
258 of the men said they didn't dislike anything about
their friendships. Both sexes indicated competition was a
primary dislike (22%, 25%). Other friendship difficulties
were coded as Superficiality (21%%,11%%) ©Lack of Time
(11%,11%), Lack of Commitment (compared to romantic
involvement) (10%*, O0%%), Feeling Misunderstood (9%, 14%),
Too Possessive (9%%, 0%%).

Women's competitive feeling with same-sex friendships
was focused most often on competition for men or

competition with friend's family (husband and children).
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Ten percent of the women also mentioned being upset that
friends had a 1low commitment to friendship once a
romantic involvement entered their lives.

Though - women reported more in-depth, intimate

relationships with their same-sex friends than men did

with theirs, still more women than men thought their
same-sex friendships (21%*%,11%*) and their cross-sex
friendships, (20%*, 8%s*) were too superficial. They

stressed the importance of intimacy in a friendship.

Interestingly, 9%% of women (and 0%% men) viewed their

friendships to be too possessive. Perhaps, as Gilligan

has stated, comnmnection and intimacy is such a big issue
for women, that differences in expectations in those

areas have a tendency to create resentments.

Both sexes reported significantly more mnegative
competition with same-sex friends than cross-sex friends;
for men SS 22%%, CS O0s*, for women SS 25%%, CS 2%%.
Men's competitiveness with other men is more pervasive
and not focused on the other-sex, as it 1> with women's
same-sex competitiveness. Another difference between the
sexes was that men's competition was viewed as both
positive (i.e. sports, games) and negative. Competition
became problematic for some men's friendships when it
overflowed into inappropriate areas, creating a

competitive atmosphere that impeded trust and intimacy.
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Also, men never expressed competition as jealousy,
whereas a substantial number of women did.

Men rated their same-sex friendships as higher in
negative traits than women rated theirs, yet 25% of the
men (compared to 16% of the women) stated they did not
dislike anything about their same-sex friendships. This
data seems contradictory. Could it be that men expect or
want less from their same-sex friendships? Gilligan's
work emphasized the importance of men’'s autonomy and
independence. Perhaps men do mnot want same-sex
friendships that are closer or more intimate. Further
research might investigate this area.

For cross-sex friendships, 22% of men and women
stated that they did not dislike anything about their
friendships. The most frequently mentioned problems for
cross-sex friendships (women's %$s first, then men's) were
Sexual Tensions (20%, 28%), followed by Superficiality
(20%*, 8g%), Feeling Misunderstood (10%, l6%),

Patronizing/Sexist (9%%*, 0%x) and Fewer Shared

Interactions (9%, 9%).
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More men mentioned disliking the sexual tension in a
friendship than women did, which reverses the trend of an
earlier question. The biggest differences between the
sexes were in the Superficiality category; moXre women
than men rated their cross-sex friendships as superficial
and only women responded that their cross-sex friendships
were patronizing or sexist.

Women seemed to be more at ease with intimacy from

their seme-sex friendships and wused that experience of

intimacy as a 'norm' when evaluating their cross-sex
friendships. Men, on the -other hand, had less intirpacy
in their same-sex friendships, thus their expectations

for intimacy were 1less and they appeared to be more

pleased with the intimacy in their cross-sex friendships.
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TABLE 37
RANK-ORDERED THEMES AND THEIR PERCENTAGES TO
"DISLIKE ABOUT SAME-SEX FRIENDSHIPS".

WOMEN
Same-Sex Cross-Sex
Competition 22% Nothing
Superficiality 21% Sexual Tensions
Nothing 16% Superficiality
Lack of Time 11s Misunderstood
Lack of Commitment 103 Patronizing/Sexist
Misunderstood ' 9% Fewer Interactions
Overpossessive 9%

MEN

Same-Sex Cross-Sex
Competition 25% Sexual Tensions
Nothing 25% Nothing
Misunderstood 143% Misunderstood
Superficiality 11s Fewer Interactions
Lack of Time 11% Superficiality

112

22%
20%
20%
10%
9%
9%

28%
22%
16%
9%
8%
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QUALTITATIVE FINDINGS OF THE OPEN-ENDED OUESTIONS

This section provides sample respomnses from the
open-ended questions. Examples were chosen that indicate
the most prevalent themes.

Women's Same-Sex Friendships

Same-sex friendships for women provided intimacy,

nurturance and support. These friendships were often
based on commonalities of women's experiences.
nd them very interesting since they are
ed in some unique things and 1 feel they
REALLY listen to the things I have to share".

“They give me complete support in time of need and a

sense of absolute understanding without a judgmental
attitude™.

"] 1like the common experiences and identity which
result in nearly 'instant' recognition, responsivity
and closeness in communication”.
"We can share common experiences plus we can be
serious or silly or we can go shopping and have lunch
or just hang out together. There’s a kind of knowing,
tenderness and understanding."
"They are equals, we can almost always understand one
another without deep explanations because we share a
commonness in our sexuality and gender.”

What women disliked about same-sex friendships were

competitiveness, jealousy and triviality and too much of

a good thing, too much sharing, closeness, talking.
"Competition for men"

"The abandonment of friends once a woman finds a
mate."
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"Sometimes iealousy and gossip exists™.

*Women talk too much and act too little to resolve
conflicts™.

"Women tend to go into GREAT details about stories
and situations they are sharing and this can be
tiresome at times."

"Sometimes familiarity breeds contempt. Sometimes
when you 'are too close or crawl too tight into each
other's 1lives, you find each other's faults and

sometimes they get to be too aggravating.”

Wonen's Cross-Sex Friendships

These quotes indicate aspects of cross-sex friendships
that provide something special for women that differs

from their same-sex friendships.

"I 1like discovering and learning how men think and
operate, observing the competitive and goal oriented
nind."

"The warmth of a "big-brother" feeling that men
exhibit in my friendship with them."

"The feeling of being considered equally valuable as
an individual to the same-sex friends the male may
have."

"Joking, bantering, swapping stories but not on as
intimate a level as same-sex friends.”

"My same-sex friends are taken very seriously and
actually serve a purpose in my life, whereas friends
of the opposite sex are just for fun."
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These quotes are similiar to the findings in the
"Advantages of Friendships Scale". In this scale, the top
four advantages of cross-sex friendships for women are:

1. Having interesting activities or discussions.
(Ranked 6th by men for cross-sex friendships)

2. Offering me new ideas or perspectives.
(Ranked 9th by men for cross-sex friendships)

3. Getting another pefspective about the other-sex.
(Ranked 11th by men for cross-sex friendships)

4. Helping me feel good about myself.
{Ranked 3rd by men for cross-sex Iriendships)

The major problems that women experienced in their
cross-sex friendships were sexual tension, superficiality

and feeling misunderstood.

*Boundary crossing into romance".

"The occasional sexual overtones that creates
tension in the friendship."

"They never get to be really close friends".

"Men need to analyze problems and seem
uncomfortable discussing feelings™.

"At times, they have difficulty understanding how
something unimportant to them can be very
important to somebody else (me!)."

Men help in ways they want to, not necessarily
with what is needed

"Gap between male and female sensitivities".
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Men's Same-Sex Friendships

Sam - s EvisanmA L1 wovro nf+ra
ame=-sex a.c.a.v‘A»Sn‘-Ps e Lo

focused around shared interests and activities.

"Same interests, play ball together, go to sporting
events, play cards, etc."

"The sense of camaraderie, of belonging as to a
club”.

"Get togethers or sitting around just talking about
nothing, joking around".

"The bluntness and honesty, also the competition
that is common among good friends."

"The ability to share dist
sports ete. or a shopta
cocktails.®

inctly male activities,
1k %kind of lunch o1

Some male same-sex friendships indicated sharing
*feelings', ‘'intimacy' and ‘honesty’', but while the words
were similiar to women's, the evaluative ratings and

additional comments indicated that competitivemness oftem
interfered with intimacy.
Like "Being 2able to discuss intimate problems with

a life long friend."
Dislike T"Competitiveness"

Like "We can compare feelings about topies such as
divorce, fathering, women, career."”
Dislike "The barrier to expressing feelings,

one-upmanship, competitiveness."”
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Like "Feeling of relaxation when with these
people, no phoniness.”

Dislike "I have to be on guard as to what I say."

Like "Can share more openly about attitudes and
difficulties with women."

Dislike "When things become mneedlessly competitive,
beyond sport."®

Other sample responses were:

"Can't be as close as I'd like."

"Lack of depth and intimacy".

"Distance and business keep me from spending too much

time".

Men's Cross-Sex Friendships

Cross-sex <friendships were rated &z

[¥H

[0]

more positive by
men than same-sex friendships on all areas measured.
Responses stressed the supportiveness and intimacy of a

female friend.

more trust and comfort in my cross-sex
“I 1like that my cross-sex friends give me a chance
to be fully supportive without being competitive™.

"It 4is easier to share deep feelings with a female.
They seem to relate better.”

"Yomen friends are special. They have such a talent
for friendships. Also I just plain 1like the

feminine."®

"Ability to be more open, relaxed, more omeself.”
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These quotes are similiar to the findings in the

A o o omn - - s < S
Advantages of Friendship Scale. In this scele, the top four

advantages for men stressed receiving and giving

nurturance. The only advantage that both sexes rated high

was

was

"Helping me feel good about myself".

1.

Being able to talk about almost anything.
(Ranked 10th by women for cross-sex friendships)

Comforting me when I'm feeling down or lonely.
(Ranked 10th by women for cross-sex friendships)

Helping me feel good about myseif.
(Ranked 4th by women for cross-sex friendships)

Having an opportunity to give to someone in a
nuturing way.
(Ranked 9th by women for cross-sex friendships)

The major drawback of cross-sex friendships for men

sexual tension, mnot feeling wunderstood and not

understanding women.

"] dislike the sexual wundercurrent that stops you
from being too close”.

"] dislike a vague undercurrent of expectatiomns that
the relaticonship may be something =more thamn
platonic*®.

"The sexual innuendo caused by third parties™.

"Women tend to often mistake friendliness as a
sexual move".

"Women cannot see things from a man's point of
view”.

"Women can become too possessive."”

"Women can become too trivial or boring.®
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSTION

Men and women in this sample population experienced
their same-sex friendships in different ways, thus, it is
not unexpected that in some ways their cross-sex

friendships were also experienced differently. Just as

s

there are two separate versions of marriages - "his" and

"hers" - within the same marriage, so 1t 1is that
cross-sex friendships have different vperspectives and
realities for *him™ and “her”.

This section reviews the significant findings of the
four different types of friendship dyads (the
female-female, male-male, £female-male and male-female),
and examines their relationship to one another.

These findings are limited to this sample population

which is homogeneous in that they are all highly educated

and employed in professional or managerial-type
positions. The sample 1is heterogeneous, however, in
regard to their ages, marital statuses, geographical

locations and work environments.
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS
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friendship than they are in their expériences of
friendships. When defining friendship, both sexes

in this sample population view trust and sharing

as the most important qualities.

In this sample population, women had an average of
1-2 close cross-sex, 3-5 close same-sex
friendships, men had 3-5 close cross-sex and
same-sex friendships; Close friendships from work

averaged 1 for all friendship categories.

These cross-sex friendships tended to Dbe equal
status relationships that were intrinsically
satisfying and maintained for other tham romantic
or sexual reasons. They generally did not continue
the traditional power disparity (male-dominant,

female-submissive) between the sexes.

In all interaction contexts, same-sex friendships
interacted more frequently than cross-sex
friendships, though work-oriented interactions
showed 1less of a difference for same-sex and

cross-sex friendships than the other contexts.
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For overall quality of friendships plus intimacy,
nurturance, and enjoyment, results ind
highest ratings for women's same-sex friendships,
lowest ratings for men's same-sex friendships and

cross-sex friendships rated in-between.

Cross-sex friendships were experienced as more

nurturing by men than by women.

Men's same-sex friendships were more competitive

than other types of friendships.

Advantages of Friendships were generally patterned

I=s

n similiar ways to the quality of friendships.

For Personal Enrichment and Enrichment of
Gther-Fersomn Terspective, women's same-sex
friendships rated highest, men's same-sex

friendships rated lowest and cross-sex friendships
rated in-between. Career Enrichment indicated mo
significant differences, thus women did not
benefit from their cross-sex friendships in that

area, as was hypothesized.

Both sexes obtained an enriched knowledge of the

other-sex through their cross-sex friendships.
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CHAPTER 7

DISCUSSION

THE MYTHOLOGY AND REALITY OF FRIENDSHIPS

For most of history, it was men's frieﬁdships that
were the model of what friendship should be; bravery,
loyalty, duty and heroism. Women were comnsidered
incapable of true friendship because they didn't possess
those qualities.

Over the 1last decade, the qualities of intimacy,
caring, sharing, and trust have been the model of what
friendship is all about and previous research, as well as
this study, indicates that women excel in those areas. It
is important, however, that research avoids prescribing
what friendships are the ‘'‘true' type of friendship that
people should adhere to.

The challenge of friendships, according to this
sample, is to form a relationship with another person
that is based on trust, sharing and caring. It 1is
interesting and important that though the experience of
men and women's friendships generally differ, the
idealism of their friendships is remarkably similiar.

Friends have been romanticized in story, song and
film as people whom you can absolutely trust, whom you

can share your life with (good and bad times) and who
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deeply care about you with the caring reciprocated.

This ideal is mnot easy to translate into the reality
of creating and maintaining a friendship, especially for
cross-sex friendships. According to Alfred Schutz, a
Viennese phenomenologist. "Whatever I know about your
conscious 1life 1is based on my knowledge of my own lived
experiences. Thus, I am always interpreting your lived
experiences from my own standpoint™ (p.106).

Schutz's belief s tha

P
t

pecple have no altermnative
but to arrange another's experiences within their own
meaning-context. One can learn about alternative
perspectives, <values and ©belief systems, ©Dut one can
never experience the other's 1ife as it is to that
person. No wonder close relationships are difficult to
maintain.

Friendship as an ideal envisions a relationship in

which £friends truly know, wunderstand and connect with
each other throughout 1life's journey. Friendship, in
reality, is comprised of intermittent connections and
always experienced through one's own personal
interpretive system. The connection is invariably more

difficult 