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CHAPTER 1
INTHODUCTION

Une of the problems in human relationships is to
determine what factors enter into friendship.

une method of investigating this is to atudy traits
as compared bebtween reciprocal and unreciprocal friend-
ships.

This present study is an effort to make contributions
towards this problem.

if it can be proved that reciprocasl friends have cer-
tain traits that unraciprﬁeal friends do not have, then
an understanding of what meakes friendships mey be promoted.

Sinece friendships add so much plessure to life, such

informetion should be wvaluable.

Source of Data
wach student in the Demonstration High Sehool associ-
ated with North Texas 3tate College was given a personality
scale to rate himself, and a2 similsr scale to rate a friend.
Appﬁbximﬁtely 300 students took this test, rating

themselves and rating one other student on a similar scale.



Deseription of the Personality Scale
Used in Securing Dats

A4 personality scale was devised by Dre M. Ea Bonney;
professor of psychology, North Texas State College. The
personality scale for "rating self" and the scale for "rat-
ing others" had the ssme guestions with only a cbange in
wording. There were 157 gquestions.

For Section I and Section II of the personality scale
the questions could be checked according tc & 1, 2, 3, 4, &
basis. These acores indicated the degree that the question
was true of himself or the other person he was rating. #&n
interpretation of the scale for Section I and il is given
as follows:

-= means almost never
-- means seldom
- means someblimes

- means uwsuelly
-~ HMeans slweys

& A N

An example of a question from Sectlon I is the following:
2. Can you keep from "going to pleces™ or "losing
your heed,® in emergency situations such es accidents,
or any situetion involving impending denger? 1 2 34 5
if a student checked number 4, he indicated that he
usually could keep from losing his bead in emergency situa-
tions.
Section III on sbilities had a slightly different ba~-
“sis for scoring. an interpretation oi the scale for Sec-
tion IXI is given as followss



ww peEng no abilily et ell

-~ means very lLittle abllity

~= geansg falr bubt below average

- means aboub average for the
groups you are in

means above average

means one of the best in
your usual groups

LER vl L

¥

o
i
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A example of a questlon from Section III 1s the
following:

wuesbion muuber 18, Conduweting z meeting {as la
the capacity of chsirmen or president), 0 1 2 34 5

If & student checked O, be Indicated that he had no
abillty at alla

The score on a guestion in bhe seli-rating scale could
be compared with the score on a guestion in the “rating
others? scale, for the weaning was the same.

At the end of the "rating others® personality scale
space was left for the listing of an additional friend.

The 157 guestlons were clagsified into nine person~-
ality tralts as follow:

1. Physlesl churacterlistics: appearsnce, health, vigor.

2. Emotional stebility and control.

3. BHocial spgressiveness-~initistion of socelal coun-

tects and soecial events.

4. . Adaptabllity snd tolersnce.

Pependablility~--a ssuse of obligation In ell per-

e
™

sonal and group relationahbips.



6. Dependence on olhers for asaistance and emotional

supports. |

7. Belng a souree of new experience to others.

8x Socisl service motivation~-an atbitude of good will

toward others.

9. Ablilities.

There were sight questlons pertaining to trait nmumber
cne; anineteen guestions on tralt number two; twenty-iwo
queations on tralt mumber three; seventeen questions on
trait mumber four; fourteen quesiions on trait number five;
seventeen queations on frait nmumber six; fifteen questions
on trait number eight; and seventeen questions on tralt

mmber nins.

‘ Definition of Terms
Keciprogel friendships.--i reciprocal friendshlp is &
friendship in which one person chose another as one of his
best friand&, and was in turn chosen by this person.

friendships.~-~Unreciprocal friendships in

this pfeﬂﬂnt study refer to one person ethsing ancther
person as one of his best friends, snd he, in bturn, not

being chosen by this peraon.

Hanner of Collecting Data
If a student rated snother student in the "rating

others"” personality scale, or listed him as an additionsl



friend, and likewise wag chosean by the student he rated
or the student he listed, the two were palred tLogether as
reciprocal frisnds.

If a student chose ss & friend s sbtudent who dlid not
in turn choose him, in the manner stated sbove, the two
were palred as unreciprocsl friends. This does not wmean
that these two people chosen by this particular person
were definitely unfriendly to him. It means only that in
this study he was not in turn named as a top-ranking friend.

When the rvesults of the choilees were examined, therse
were forty-one paira of reciprocel Ifriends and twenty-nine
pairs of uwareciprocal friends.

Of the eighty-two students studied in the forbty-one
reciproeal friendships, there were twenty-three who had
ratings by three other students; nineteen who had ratings
by two other students; and forty who had ratings by one
other student.

In the unreciprocal group, e¢leven had ratings hy three
other students; fifteen had ratinga by two othér students;
and btwenty-four had ratings by one other student.

in order to make clear the proeedure, & desecription
of srriving at some of the data is here given. Trail num-
ber three is used as an example to show the procedure used
in 81l other traits. fTrait number three, "social aggres-

siveness," waa composad of twenty-two questions. Hach



guestion was marked 1, 2, 3, 4 or & sccording to the degree

that the guestion was true of the individual student, Ex-

smples
TABLE X
HMETHOD OF ARRIVING AT THE aAVRHAGE SCOHES FUR
GEE INDIVIDUAL SUUDENY ON Thall HUHBER
PTHRER, SOCIAL AGGRESSIVEHESS
wuestions ﬁé:igsﬁgggngn Scores for "Hating Others”
ll'll’ ‘-‘k 4 5
Caenne B 5 8
3:1&.9 4 5 ‘&
bevens 5 4 5
5"&" 3 4 é
6'nttv é& 5 é
7..-'~ 5 4 5
83-.-- é 5 5
gqsoa- 4 ‘?ﬁ 4
10s0ess 5 4 4
l-l".'l! 5 5 5
1feenns 3 3 &
l&uul-c» 2 é 3
14eaccs 1 5 2
lf}.’llﬁzﬂ 2 5 5
16.;--. 3 4 4
l?tua.- é :ﬁ 5
18eeers 5 > 2
19.c-¢.o 5 ‘& 5
20.#"0 ‘i 4 ‘i
21.-"-‘- 5 5 &
22,‘-1' 2 5 3
Average
Scores 3.6 4.18 386

The average score for "self rating" 3.63 was used %o
compare wikth the mean score of the "rabing others," which

was 4«02



When the "rating others" consisted of three ratingé,
the median score was used.

As shown 1n Table 2, average scores for the questions’A
in each trait were found for each indlvidual in this study,.
both for the "self ratings® and the “"ratings of others.”
These scores were arranged for comparison on each tralb.

Then the total score for each tralt was found, both for

TABLE 2
SUKM OF AVERAGE SCORES IN "RATING OTHEKS" FOR PARINER #1
AND PARTHER #z OF RECIPROCAL PFRIENDS ON THAIT
NUMBER THREE, SOCIAL AGGRESSIVENESS

Heciprocal Friends

Partner #1  Partner #2 Partner #1  Partner #2
le Y B4 50 22 513 Dald
2 D09 S D3 25, 2.86 3406
Se Se DB S3#06 =2 D o 36 3559
4, S350 STl 25s 281 2486
5. 5’36 3-29 26 » 3o27 3:27
Ga 2eldD S+40 27. e lE 2+88
Te 5+90 345D 28. S.58 3.81
8. 3036 CPNRY 29, 3,55 S3.63
G 536 3450 30, S« 00 368

10. 3.55 3440 31, 4480 3640
1ll. 290 D82 3L . S04 280
12. 569 Badkd 3G« 263 . 294
1. 3496 268 G o Se4kD S5+04
14. I o 3« B0 35, 3416 Sa 6
15. 2416 Seld 56 Se 'l J+63
16. 340 B3+25 3. 3628 290
17. 2250 2e94 38, 3456 Ba67
1B8. 516 5490 52 . B 0B S99
19 3. 58 3613 40 S04 24590
20. 3,09 2.89 41, G608 S22
21« 3.7 B B4

Total Average Se 319 5.297




partner #l and partner #2 of the resiprocal friendship. The
total was divided by forty-one, a rumber which repreosented
the forty-one students of each reciprocal friendship palr.

Henceforth in this paper these total scores will be
mentioned as "total average' scores for each trailt.

The discussion thus far has been on how the data were
collected for reciprocal friends.

The average score on each tralt for each individual was
found for unreciprocal friends in the seme way that 1t was
found for reciprocal friends, An explanation of this was
given previousiy.

For purposes of differenbiating‘the two students in un-
reciprocal friendships, two names were given. The student
who chose another student as one of his best friends, and
was not chosen in turn, was called the "unaccepted student."
The student who was chgsen, but 4id not reciprocate the
friendship, was designated the "sccepted student.®

W%hen the score for the "accepted student” is higher
than for the "unsaccepited student™ in the colwmn of diffar~
ences between average scores, the score is written plﬁs () -
When the score for the unaccepted student is higher, the
score 1s written minus (~).

Columns of differences were,added for each trait. 4n
examplie of how theséydiffsrsnces Qére added for tralt hnmbar
three, "soclal aggressiveness,“ 1la sh@wn‘in the folidwing

table:



TABLE &

THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE "ACCEPTED" AND "UNACCEPTED"
STUDENT IN "SELF RATINGS" ON TRAIT NUMBER
THREE, SOCIAL AGGRESSIVENESS

Palrs of Unre-  Average Score  Average Score  Difference
elprocal of Unaccepted of Aecepted Between
Friends Students Students Aversage

decores
leveeses 5416 3486 - a1l
2.‘ [ 2 2 2F I8 3«46 3!86 "L‘ - ‘}0
3.4..-:. 3!81 3&59 - '2-2
‘&Qan-»nt 3!56 3)13 b -‘i:ﬁ
Bavevsen 3451 3,40 A W09
6‘0 PR 3.95 5050 - -‘;ﬁﬁ
?IO‘I". 5«'16 2‘81- A 035
8o'n R R 3;16 ‘;.l& ‘/‘ ,9&3
Uoenanas 2476 3427 4 51
10ceecosrs 3,00 340G 4 09
1loessens Be 01 .62 #- 231
) - S 377 4.08 # #BL
151;.; . e k&"g‘l 3&12 'f" tlg
lbesseene 2e$4 Beld o+ SB0
lﬁ’»“l'." 3'51 5.6‘? . '# lss
16’.-00&-. 3000 3-5’0 #" ¢50
17escsenas 300 3495 A1
18aessrcs 304 Dedl 4«27
18evevssa 372 4,60 4 .08
20;;11.;- 3'72 5.0%’ — 06‘3
ﬁlrtlt - W 3056 3046 hnad 010

2lewssnne 3490 4.14 A
23; csrovse S 80 2481 hand 1009
27 S 5] BaBl o S
2Beerarne 2.50 5013 A 108
OBesecons 2450 4.04¢ - 1.54
2’?--¢-.:c '&.3.8 3‘»00 —— 101&3
260 PN R 4‘418 4004 — - l‘g:

2enennss S 85 4418 P

A .23

Total Plus Hcores AVEraf6S...

Total Hinus Scores AVErage.. -—_4.59

Difference bebtween Plus

and Binus S0 o8cesesnvesvne

# 8.63

e 504
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A similar procedure was followed in arriving at dif-
ferences in all other traits for the wnreclprocal i‘riend—

ships.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF SIMILAR STUDLES

Simllar studies have been made on dlfferent phases of
mutusl friendships for varlous age and group levels. These
studles may be classified into £ive groups desling with friends
in the following levelsa: primary, elementary, high school,
college and adult, out of achools

High School Friendships

High school studies are presented first because they
are most similar to the present studys .

Averitt;@ade & abtudy of thirty palrs of mutual friends
in senlor high'achcol. féhé’édnéluded that peraenaiity éﬁa;
//féﬁgggégégwé;éigéwﬁﬁ§éﬂ£he most influence upon friendship.™
\f She found that similarities do exist la intelligence, éaa—

{ﬁﬁmic grades, preferred subjects, and soelal and emotional
‘adjustuents. She found some evidence that vocatlonal pre-
feféncas,andvabilities have influence upon mubual friend-

sniv. She found insufficlent evidence that home and health

1y, J. aAveritt, "Study of Some Factors Kelated to Mutual
Friendship on the High School Level® (Unpubllisbed Haster's
thesls, Department of Educatlion, Horth Texus state Teachiers
Gollege, August, 1945).

1l



adjustments, and frequency of hoiding office have any in-
flnence upon mutﬁal friendship.

In her study of forty-two adolescent girls, Ven Dyne
found that girls tend to choose friends like themselves in
chronoclogical age and degree of dominance and socilabllity.
She found very little similarity in the degree of emotional
stablility, self-suffielency, intraversicﬁ, and aelf;cenfi»

dsn@e.z

Primary Orade Friendships
Iin the aecond, third, and fourth grades, extenslve
research has been made by Bouney. These studles indicated

saccess in friendship due to intellectual brightness.®

HOow=-
ever, brightness was no guarantee of soclal competaneu, he
found. He found evidence thatvf&milies of four or mbre
ohildren r;ﬁkad consistently higher than the mﬁdiﬁm sige
femily of two or three children. He found that ehildren in
the highest quartile of popularity came from familles of the

guallest number of brothers and sisters within five years

of their age.

K., V. Van Dyne, "Personality Traits and Friendship
Foxmation in Adolescent Glrls," Journal of Soeial Psychology,
AITI (Hovewber, 1940}, 291-303. '

sﬁ. E. Bonney,%4 3tudy of the Kelation of Intelligence,
Family Size and Sex Differences with Hutual Friends in the
Primary Grades," Child Development, XIIL (June, 1842}, 79-100.
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Elementary School Friendships

Hany investigations have been made of friendship and
the selsesction of associaetes in the pre-adolescent or ele-
mentary school level.

In her study of reciprocal friends, iWellman found the
twenty-seven palrs of girls more alike in scholarship, less
alike in height. ©She found the twenity-nine pairs of boys
more alike in height, Intelligence quotlent, and ehwrono-
loglical age. Her evidence indicaited that the boys wers less
alike in extroversion, scholarship, and mental age.>

Seagoe sought the answer to the relation of propingulty
to friendship. S8he found that propingquity was a strong
~Taector in friendship.s Likewise she found that maturity,
mental capacity, cleanliness, courtesy, and athletic abil-
ity had significant positive correlations.

GCollege Frlendships
In the study of similgrities :nd differences of palrs
of college friends, some interesting studles have been made.
Sumner and Lee stnrdied fifty-five pairs of Negro college

studentss Theilr investigetions revealed similarities of

4n, wWellman, "The School Child's Choice of Companions,®
Journal of Educational Hesearch, XIV {June, 1926), 126-132.

Sﬁ. V. Seagoe, “Factors Influencing the 3electlion of
Associates,” Journal of Hducational Research, AXVII (Sep-
tember, 1935), 32-40.
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“Jloyality, ability to ve confided in, and frankness.?,fWhﬁy

14

male friends in interests, attitudes, and skin colarj and
of male~female friends in socio-economie status, skin color,
and chronological aga.a

Winslow and Frankel sent out a guestlonnalire o one
hundred college menlénd one hundred college women on what
traits they thought important in friendship. The auswers
peturned on this questionnaire indicated that both college

men and college women considered important in friendship .-

consldered as relatlvely unimpef%ant in}fxieﬂdship religlous
belégfs, ecouomic 3tatus,‘and ;ntel}%ggyggt ‘Thé‘lérgesﬁryw
%éi difference was women'!s greater disllke for promisculty
with the oppogite sex,” and men'’s greater preference for
friends with "eonventional, good soeclal manners, " and the
"ability to be confided in.” _

In his study of preferences for friendship in twenty-
one college fraternities, Vresland found that there was a
persistent preference of members of the different college

classes for each obther, with the larger proportion of

Sp. €. Sumner and J. A. Lee, "Some Resemblences Between
¥riends of Like Sex and Between Iriends of Unllike Sex among
a Group of Hegro Lollege students," Journal of Psychology,
XII (October, 1941}, 199-201.

7¢. N. Winslow and M. H. Frankel, "A Questionnalre
Study of the Traits that Adults Consider to be Important
in the Formation of Friendshlp with Hembers of the Opposite
Sex," Journal of Social Psychology, XIII (February, 1941),
ST =48
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cholces going to the upper elassm&n,B Vreeland interpreted
his data to mesn that upper classmen choose each other |
because they have had a longer tiwme to know each other

and because they are of greater age, experlence, and gen-

eral sophistication.

&dult PFriendships, Cutside of School

Seventy-slx married couples were studied by Kelly to
determine whether certain porsonality combinations were
likely to result in hsppy marriages. He found that the
typieal happily merried man tends to rste himaself higher
than the average, to rate hls spouse even higher than aver-
age, and to rate his spouse even higher than himaelf.” |
likewise the woman tends to rate herself high and her
spouse even higher, It 1s not koown whether this compati-

bility was achleved before or alfter marriage.

8¢, H. Vreeland, "Social helabtlons in the Gollege Fra-
ternity, " Sociomebry, V (May, 1942}, 152-162.

, 9%, L. Kelly, "Marital Compabtibility as Related to Per-
sonality Traits of Husbands and Wives as Rated by Self and
Spouse, ™ The Journal of Social Psychology, AIII (February,




CHAPTER 111
INTERPHETATION OF DATA

A study of range of individuasl average scores between
recliproeal and unreciprocal friends was made Lo determine
whether any significant difference might exlst bDetween the
two gréupa.

Table 4 shows the range for reciproeal friends. Table &

shows the range for unreciprocal friends,

TABLE 4

HANGE OF INDIVIDUAL AVERAGE SCOKBS ON EACH TRAIT
FOR Y3ELF RATING® AND “RATING OF OTHERS"
AMONG RECIPHOCAL FRIENDS

Traits "Self Habing" "Rating of
Others®
1. Physical Characteristlcs.... 2.6% - 4,75 2.12 - 4.75
2+ Emotionsl Stabilityesev.c.es 2.52 - 4,64 £e16 - 4,64
3. Soclal AGEresSSlveness....... 2.4l - 4,22 2,13 - 4,80
44 Adaptability and Toleranc@.. 2490 = 4,53 2472 « 4,58
Sa Dependabllityececvesececoses 3207 = 4,86 2436 = 4e86
6» Dependence on OtherSeec.ssvss 2470 = 4,30 5402 = 4453
T« Source Sf Hew Experience ‘
L0 OLErSesecescecossssaas 1.85 = 4,46 1.7 = 4240
8s Socinl Ssrvice Hotivation... 2.61 = 4,50 LeDHL = 4,22
Do ADIILE1€8eecrosvnracnarensos 02068~ 4,30 (e 820= 4,65

156
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The broadest range between the nighest and the lowest
Individual aversge scores is consistently on tralt number
nine, which deals with abllltles both for reciprocal and
unreciprocal friends. Thls means that reciprocsl and un-
reciprocal friends vary more on abilities than on their
personality traits;

Racipqocél friends have the narrowest r&ngé of scores
on trait number six, "dependence on others for asaistance
and emobional support.” They seemed to rate themselves
very closely arcund the mean 4.05 for the self ratings and
the mean 3.99 for the rating of others.

Phe unaccepted group, "others! réting," corresponded
with the accepted group, "self ratings’ in the narrowest
range of differences between individusl average scores
falling on trait number five, "dependsbility, a sense of
obligation in all personsl and group relationships.”

The lowest scores were céhsistantly on tralt number
nine dealing with abilitles. |

The second lowest scores were conslstently on trait
number seven, "being s souice of new experlence to others.”
this seems to have some significence since every second
lowest acore for reciprocal friends and unreciprocal friends,
both aceepved and unaccepied groups, fell on thls tralt.
Studenbts must teel z lack of confidence in thinking that

they are # source of new exPeriénce to others. <Yhose rating
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their friends on this tralt must not feel as sure of thelr
friends! capaclty for adding something new and different

to others as they feel certain of thelr friends' capaecities
iﬂ other‘traits.

vﬁacipruaal friends hed their nlghest scores for "self
rating" and "rating of others" on trait number five, deal~
ing with “dependability;” This trait continued to hoid
highest scores for the aeceptod and'unaecépted Eroups ac-
cording to the "retings of others,” which indicates sone
conalstency.

The last item on ranges, second highest acores for
both reciproeal and unreciprocal groups, has scores falle
ing on six of the nine traits. Thererwaa no consistency
here.

Total average scores were used to determine 1f there
were similarity between reciprocal Ifrlends on the ratings
they gave themselves and the ratlings they gave each other.
Total average scores are the average scores that were tatalé
ed for partner #l and partner #2, and then divided by forty-
one, the number ¢of reclprocal frlends.

¥urther in this paper 1is a -ilscusslon of the correla-
tion that was run for each trailt bto determine the similar-
ity vetween individual “"self ratings” and individual “"rabt-
ings of others.” The following table is more gemeral, &s

1t deals with total average scores.



TABLE 7

COMPARISON OF THE TOTAL AVERAGE SCORES RECIPROCAL
FRIENDS GAVE THEMSELVES AND GAVE EACH
OTHER ON NINE PERSBONAL TRAITS

Average Totel Scores of
‘Reciprocal Friends
Traits ' ' _
Rating Self Reting of Others
Partner Paurtner | Partner Partner
#1 #e #1 #e
l.Physical Charse-
terlatics.:.es4.. G022 S.544 4,456 5700
ZeHEmotional Stabil- 4
ity‘ouoyaoot~‘- -‘c. 5051% . 3'539 5!598 3.59'7
SsSocial Aggreasive~
NEESesvascesse 3;268 J.265 SeD19 De207
4+.adaptability and
TOlQI’&IIOG. (2RI I N 5’6’?7 5. 701 3‘817 51718
5.Dependability--a
sense of
Obligationﬁ LI I B B 4.195 3‘966 40007 3.380
GeDependence on
chQI’S. Y REREEREREN) :-2)’ 5r?9 3.416 : 5‘522 5‘5’06
7.5curces of New |
Experienc@escive. 36043 S.071 34196 Sel7Y
8.S5cclal Service
Hotivatlion..cecess 3076 34661 54470 w502
ghﬁbilitiQSn LI B BE B B O 20255 2.‘ 155 203?2 8!3%1

In order to get the difference between the total average

seores of the "self rating” and the “rating of others the
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lowest score of the "self rating” was subbragted from the
nighest score of the "rating others® on all scores except
traits number five and number eight. On these two tralts,
the scores were higher on the "self ratings.® On all other
traits the "others ratings" were higher‘thanzth@ "self
ratiggas“

an example of how these differences between "Self rate-
,1#@“ and "rating of others” weve determlined is given on
trait numbsr three dealing with aggreﬁaiv&nﬁss. The total
\avarage score in the “self reting" 18 526, and tﬁe total
‘average secore in the “rating of others" is 3.51. Subbrac-

ting one from the others, the difference is .05.

TABLE 8

RANGE OF SIMILARITY, FROM GREATEST TO THE LEAST,
BETWEEN TOTAL AVERAGE SCORES OF "SELF HATING
AND "RATING OF OTHERS" ON NINR PERSONAL
TRAITS AMONG RECIPROCAL FRIENDS

Potal Average Score | Difference
, in Favor : e
“Self "Rating | of "Others ralts
Ratings® of Ratings"
Others™
2226 Se0l U5 S.Bocial sggressiveness
351 S 59 0B 2. BEmotional Stabllity and
Control
#8677 Se Bl . ek 4, Adaptablility and Yoler-
ance
K, PO, o 4 3582 «1B 6JDependence on Others
304 5018 #15 7.30urces of NHew Experience
Sedl 3.66 g 18 8. 8001al Service Hotivatlion
398 4419 -2l Se D&yﬁﬁd&bﬁ. lity :
2415 2T » 22 Q.ablilties
354 4ok 21 l.Physical Characteristics




a5

tJﬁatal average scores of the "self ratings" were VOTy
similar to the total average scores of the "rating of others.”
Table 8 shows the similarity greatest on trait number three,
soclal sggressiveness. The similarity 1s least on tralt
pumber one, physical characteristics.

A correlation was run between the indlvidusl average
scores given by a friend on eaéh tralit. This was done to
gee how aﬁmiiar individual average scores of "self rating®
were to iﬁﬁiﬁi@u&l sversge scores of "rating of others" on
each tralt. |

The table that follows shows the coefficlents of cor~-
relation that were obtalned.

TABLE 9

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL AVERAGE S8CORES IN
"SELF RATINGS® AND INDIVIDUAL AVERAGE SCORES
OF THE "RATINGS OF OTHERS" ON NINE PERSONAL

‘ PRAITS AMONG RECIPROCAL FRIENDS

Sz 4 % GCorrelation Probable
Tralts Goefflcient Erroy
1. Physical Charactoristies...... T = 723 F 07145
2, Emotional Stabllity end
ﬂﬁn‘hl’ol.; R AR R RN SR A L R v = +058 i.ﬂﬁ@?ﬁﬁ
3. S0clal AZETES3iVONeSSe.ss.vswae r = + o20 + 07243
4. Adapbtability and Tolerant@.... v = + &3 + 06108
5. Dependability--& Sense of
Q‘ﬁligati{)nc» I E SR EEEEEE Y ] Yy = + izﬁ i qﬁﬁga'?
6. Dependence on Uthers.....esvee v = = «03 + 07530
7. Being & Source of Hew Exper-—
ien@& tg 06h&2‘5¢ TR v = + igg _'t gOﬁﬂfBl
8. Social Service HobtivatioNe..e«e r = +,88 X 07883
gi, &biliti@sncctttnittt.cacauactp v = ~Q52 1"%764




on trait number one, “physical aharaeteristics;“ythg
correlation # .25 1s evidence of some correlakion. This
eorrelation between Uself rating® and “pabing of athers“
ia not very greatb, but the correlation does exist, |

On trait mumber two, “emotional atability anﬁ control,"
the correlation is somewhat higher and thus more significant.
This correlation —& .38 is the second most significant pos-
itive correlation in this atudy.

Yhe correletion +~ 20 on trait nmumber three, "soclal
aggressiveness,” indicates there is some correlation on the
individual scores between "self” and “others®; however, the
gorrelation is low.

The fourth trait, “adaptability and tolerance,” has a
correlation of & «45. This is the highest positive cor-
relation in thls study. Students evidently could Judge
themselves and their friends more accursately on this trait
then on any other traiit. Also it is completely relisble
statistiecallys

The fifth trait, "dependsbility,® bas & correlatlion
of - «26. The scores of the "self ratings" do correlate
with the scores of the "raﬁing of @thﬂrﬁ,“'ﬁﬁﬁ the eérran
lation,is not very high.

On the sixth trait, "depenﬁenea on cthers,“ the cor-
relation =03 signifies no correlation. A& student might

understand his own need for people, but 1t seems his friends



':might not reallze his meed for other peopls %o anythi&g
‘1ike the @xxent that 1t really exists.

. Trait numbar seven, ”being & source of new sxyerience
ﬁévathera,“ has the third highest corralabian. Even so,
this corrslation of 4 .20 1s not s very high é@ﬁéelatian.
However, the correlstion ccefficlient 1#-,$9 does inﬁigaﬁa.
some positive rel&tianshi@. |

Tﬁa eorr latlaﬂ coaffiniant of <& 22 for “aacial ser~
vice mﬁtivaticn,” tha eightm trally indlcates that some cor-
relation does exist between "self ratings® and "ratings of
others," though ﬁhé correlation is not very great. |

The high negative correlation of =.52 on ireit num-
ber nine, “ahilitiés,“ mey be indicative of one of two
things. The studént m&ght have felt weak, and knew he was
weak on skllls, inAEPQrta, snd in the arts; and for the
moment he built up his ego by seoring himaelf too high.

The rating by his friend, which was lower, might have been
a more sccurate picture., The student might hesve been too
modest end reted himself too low, while his friend rated
him as he should have been rated-- much higher.

Tﬁe éaor&s used in the next comparison %o be gi#an
wers the "total average scores” for aaeh‘trait. The éam»
parison was between “paftnﬂr #1" and partner #2% of reclp-
recal friends on the “réting of self.” m

. The foiloﬁing table shows the greaé similexrity heﬁween

the partners.



TABLE 10

THE EXTENT OF ABRERMENY BETWEEN THE TOTAL AVERAGE
SCORKS OF PARTNER gl AND PARENER #2 OF "SELF
RATINGS" ON NINE PERSONAL THAITS |

Difference
' | Total average Scores 3 Between To-
Tralts of Reeciprocal Friends 7 tal Average
. for Rating Self Scores of
, _ - - Reclprocal
Partner #l | Partner #2 ¥Friends
1., Paysicel Char- '
acteristics.... S.622 . S.544 078
2. hmotional Sta- :
[25 0 K& - U 3.512 BeHEP 027
8iVONOSBancsre e 3568 2,265 U033
4. Adaptability and
TolerantBeess. 3697 S+T01 «024
5, bDependabllity.... 4,195 5906 « 289
G. Dependence on
OtheTrBevsconn 5. 379 54416 : 037
7. Source of New
Experience
o OtherBeivesass 34043 34071 028
8. Social Service - '
Hotlvatione.... D276 S.661 «OBS
P. Abllitileseev.c..o 2e25b 2.155 « LU0

The smaell differences show that the peirs of recipro-
cal friends rated themselves very much alike on the nine
traits. 4&pparently there 1s a high degree of similarlty
in their personality tralts as defermlined by their own self
rabings.

Table eleven shows the order in whiech reeciprocal friends

rated themselves alike on nine personal tralits.
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TABLE 11

THE ‘ORDER IN WHICH RECIPKOCAL FRIENDS KAYED
HEMSELVES ALIKE ON SINE PERSONAL TRAITS

Tralts in the
Order In which
'~ Reeciprocal

Friends Hated

Themselves
Most 4like

Original Yralt Number

Difference
Between Total
Average Seores

| of Heeiprocal

Friends

1.!"0!&!
z.‘..'..’-
3"‘..."'

4.‘.“.."“.’

-
D'Qll'd'l
6Q‘cltno'
7.‘...-'.

-
5"..'."

9‘.‘..0‘.

Trait #5,
Tralt #4,
Trait #2,
Tréib #7 »

Tralt #6,
Tralt #1,
Treit #8,

Trait #9,
Trailt #5,

Social Aggres-
SiVENOES8eesvsnse
Adasptability and
FoleraltBive e
Emotional Stabll-
ity and Control.
Source of Hew Ex-
perieace %o
Obher8evescnssss
Dependence on
OtherSsssiscsces
Physical Charac-
t@z‘iﬂticsa. 'S EES ]
Social Service
Bobivationescons
&bilitiaSﬂlbvillli
bependability, &
Sensge of Obli-
gation.’vlwiltiﬁ

#0035
~UZ4
027

.028
L0357
078
088
+100

2288

Keciprocal friends were compared on the "total average

scores" that they gave euch other for each of the nine

traits. Mlesults of this comparison meay be seen in Table

twelvs, which shows the extent of agreement between the

"gotal average scores' that partuner #l and partner #2 of

reciprocael friends gave each other on nine personal traits.
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TABLE 12

THE EXTENG OF AGREEMINT BRIWEEN THE "[OTAL AVERAGE
SCORES' THAT PARTNER #1 AND PARTNER #2 OF
ALCIPROCAL FRIEHDS GAVE BACK OTHER
OF NINE PERSONAL TRAITS

“Total Average Scores’| Difference
. of Reciprocal Frlends | Between"Po-
- Yraits for "Rating of Cthers"| tal aAverage
- -1 Scores” of
Farbner #1| Partner #2 | hecliprocal
' ‘Friends
1. FPhysical Charac- : :
teristicseereceanas 44456 3700 « 756
Z. dmoticnal Stability » :
and Conbrolecveesss] 5558 34597 «00L1
Ss Soclal Aggressive~
RS Beecsasrrrrrcar e Se0lB - SR8 OB
4. Adeptability and .
TolerantGesssessess B B17 Ge 718 UDY
D. Dependabllityecssosss 4,007 S#880 2027
6, Dependence on Others. Se 822 e DUG - +016
7. Being a Source of
Hew ixperlence ,
30 DEhEerSesevravnass .16 30179 017
- B+ Social Service
ﬁf}tivatii}ﬂ. LE B IE B S BN A J 56&70 3‘ ﬁ(}:‘g 0052
9" ;ﬁ-bilitief‘;o N ER® e R 2.372 . 2.2’}%1 > ":C)m.

The small differences show that the palrs of reciprocal

friends rated each obher very much alike on the nine traits,

when tralt averages are consldered.

Apparently there 1s a

high degree of similarity in thelr personallity traits as

determined by the ratings they gave each other.

Taole 13 shows the order in which reciprocal friends

rated each other alike on nine personsl traits.



2

TABLE 13

TRATTS 1IN THE OHDER IN wHICHE HECIPROCAL fkléﬁﬁb
1 RATED BACH OTHER ALIKE ON
HINE PERSONAL THRAITS

Traits in the o | vifference

Order in whieh ‘ Betwesn fotal
Beciprocal griginal] Tralt Humber Average Scores
Priends Kated ' of Reclprocal
Each Other : Frionds

Most Alike

Jeeesseed Trait #2,| Bmotional Stabll-
ity and Con-

‘ o ) ) ﬁr@ll L JE JF 3 A 3 f“ ," I 1{»}0‘1:
2esessaes] Tralt y6,| Dependence on
: t\'hézb31 ¥ F ¥R &S leﬁ

Beeewenval Treait #7,] & Souzrce of Hew
Hxperience Lo

, ObRETBers s nnses <017
B ) ﬁiV@I’l@ BE s LEEE & 4 ;022
Hewevessnl Tralt #5,| Dependabllitys... S0R7
61 vEeEEH Treit ﬁ'g, AbLlitle8essnneesrs #0351
Fewesnneal Tralt #8,| 8ccial Service .
) . ) - }‘&Otrivahianp . aw .0;’52:1
Beasaresn| Tralt #4,|Adaptebllliiy ead.
. ‘ @Ql@l’aﬁﬁﬁ- LR R RS . CQE"Q
Feserense Traitb f;‘l P f!."hﬁ’sicgl Ghara& - )
teristic8seas-s +756

on tralt number one, 'physical characteristies,” reelp-
roeal friends were lesst alike, whsn they rated egch othera

Attention will mext be turned to a conslderation of
the exbtent to which the "aceepted student” 1n each pair was
ranked higher in the nine personal traits than was the Huan~

accepted student® in each peir.



the “"accepbed student” was acknowledged &s b@ing a
desireble friend by one or more students. Thﬁ,“un&ﬁeﬁﬁtﬂﬁ
student"” chose certain studenta for friends, and was not
in turn ehosen by these friends. This is taken To indicate
that the "gogepted student® had characteristlcs mafélﬁa be
desired in friendshlp than-@id the "unaccepted &ﬁuéﬁaﬁa”

If the individual scove of the “accepted student® of
the unreciprocal psir wss higber then the iﬁdivi&ﬁ&l'séﬁﬁé
of the “unaccepbed student™ on & particuler trsit, the
aaara/for;ﬁhﬁ palr was merked plus &%@ whatever the differ-
ence was. If the individusl ascore of the *unaccepted stu-
dent" of the unreciprocal pair was higher than the indivi-
dual score of the "accepted student” on & particular tralt,
the score for the pair was marked minus (=) whatever the
difference was.

on the "ratings of self," if the plus (/) scores ex~
cecded the minus (—) scores on a trait, it indicated that
the "acecepted students' rsted themselves higher on this
trait than did the "unaccepted students.,® Likewlse 1f, on
the "ratings of others,” the plus (/) scores exceedod the
minus {~) scores on a tralt, 1t indleated that the "acoephb-
ed students” were rabed higher by their friends than the
*anaceepted students® were rated by thelr friends.

If on the "self ratinga® the minuas (- ) scores exceeded
the plus (4 seoreé on a tralt, it indicated that the "un-

accepbed students” rated themselves higher on this trall
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| tm did the "accepted Students." The seme applied ﬁi‘i‘&h
thﬁv”raziﬁg of others,™ If the minus () aeoras‘an.tha
"paging of others” exceeded the plus (/9 seores on & bralk,
it inéiﬁateﬁ that the "unaccepted students” were rated higher
on this trait by their friends than were the "accepted - gt
denbs. ™

geble 1& shows the average differenses in favor of

“zcoepted students” on nine personal traits.

TABLE 14

PHE AVERAGE DIFFERENCE IN FAVOR OF “ACCEPTED
SBPUDENATSY ON NINE PERSOHAL TRAITS

g 4 & Un~ P kﬁfﬁﬁrw
?g&lts - éaaapted.‘&ggﬁﬁtam ance

i e

Lo ?hysieal eharanu Self — 44l | 410.24 + 580

teristics

| Ofhers |~ 6491 |ALDLGO | A Ba64
2. hmeticrf.al Stabil- Belf |=— 5.11 |AB.Al |/ 3.30
ity and Comtrol  [Gifers | ~10.15 |4 7.56 [~ 2.79
Self | = 4.59 |4 9.63 | A 5.0¢
OThers | — 5.35 |#-8.27 | 2.92
Self |~ .90 | 6415 |~ 125

3, Soclal Aggressive-
ness

4, Adaptability and

Gentrol Others | ~ 666 |74 9s91 |4 B.25
5, Dependability-- @ self | = 5.11 + Bohd o 155

Sense of Obligatlon| .. . 1 _ 13 .03 |4£8.15 |=—2.88

: - Bl 9.4 - Ba
6. Dependence on Self 5,650 |4 9.48 | A 5.92

Others

Others | = 4.08 |4 7.55 o~ 5.45




TABLE 14-~Conblmued

Frames 4 &, U~ . Hifep-
Traits accepted Accepted Enge
7. Source of Hew Exper- Belf = 2a5l | 41827 7" 13‘@"% |
enes To Suners Others | = B3.71 | # 14,16 | 10.45
8. Social Service Self | — 5.4 7L B.61 + %07
Hotlvation Others | ~ 704 | #= BBl £ 147
9. ibilities Self w;é».%< A 15458 14 0u72
Others | — 11,89 A 15.69 |4 1.78

accepted students rated themselves higher and were rated

by thelr friends higher on ell of the nine personal tralts

except tﬁé, Only on the Yothers ratings® of these twc~£raita

were the scores higher for the “unaccepted student.” Uhe,

seores for the "unaccepted students”™ were hlgher on the

"other ratings” of tralt number two, "emotional stabllity.

and control,” by e difference of 2.79.. Llkewlse the "others

ratings” of tralt number five, "dependability-- a gense of

obligation,® were higher for the "unaccepted gtudent® by .

a difference of 2.88.

In order bto bebter see in what traits the highest

scores were made Ly the "gecepbed students,® the following

table lists the traits in order from the highest scored

tralt, "being a source of new experience to others,” to the

lowest scored traib, "abilities.”



35

TABLE 15

 PRATTS IN THE ORDER IN WHIGH "ACCEPTED
STUDENTS" SCORED HIGHEST |

Order of Traits

. 3n which
Ascepbed Stu-

. dents Scored

Highest

Trait
Humber

Self

Gthers

Hzrai£f 

&

1"-"“’«"

'2."&‘:4 e

2 ﬁﬁ#!ur»ﬂ“!

%i;bowli.

5’1\!*;*11
6194 R Y

q!ﬂ!'*‘ﬁ!
8.!4&"0‘

9*‘;;0*:&
ngaid‘qtt

llii» - 5w
}-29‘1.’_-:1

1:‘3;1..-4.
l‘g‘ngq--h “ew

- .
139‘,!.00.

Ta

G
1.

Be
i
de

G
Ea

G

Se

o2

Be

Ge
L

G

10.76

5492
5485

LA S

w W=
B2
K 4]

* e BN
LR 2 2%

L2E O O

t I S

1433
1.25

0.72

3045

LI I I

E S Y

ISR

o0 &2

L E RN

L R

LR A

Source of New Expers
dence to Uthers

Dependence on Uthers

?hgaieéi'charaﬂﬁéru
1stics

Social Bervice
>'ﬁﬂtivatianv

Social ﬁggresaiven
ness :

‘hrﬁiaal‘&haﬁaﬁt&r»
, iati@s

Dﬁﬁ@nﬁ&nce on,ethara

Huotionel ﬂtgbility

adaptabiliby and
Tolerancé -

Soeclial Aggressive-
ness

Abllities
soelal Service
© Hotivation
Dependabllity

Adaptabiliby and
Tolerance

Abilitles
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The five tralts in which "accepted students® scored

‘ highest ere presented In Teble 16.

FABLE 16

$HE FIVE TRAITS IN WHICH "ACCEPTED

YTUDENTS" SCORED HIGI

IEST

Prait

Rank of Tralt

|origt-

- nal

| Bunmbery

hating

Unac-

eapteﬁ"5 ed
Btudent

Student

Differ-
ance in
Favoy
of aAc-
cepted
Student

Sourese of
‘Hew

Experionce

N '?i

Self

A18.27

1096

Gihers

- 3471

| # 34416

10445

Physical
- Charac-
ﬁeristiaa

Cde

Self

| # 10.28

C B5uB3

Gthers

w— ﬁngl

', '»,7"-‘1&%6{55

 B.B4%

Dependence
on
Others

6.

Self

- Be50

| #

G4

 5.92

Gthers

o Gy

ﬁ;_

7455 |

345

Saeial o
sepvice
Motivabtion

Be

Self

# 681

I 4,07

124

Others

- ?l()é

# 8,51

1.4%

Soeclal
Agpressive-
ness

De

5

Self

e 1

- 9.63 |

5404

10.

Gthersa

£ 8.27

Le8E

It seems that the trait of "being a source of new exper-

1ence to others" ls a criterion of success in meking friends.

Friendships are sought of those people who have something new

and different to offer others 1ln idess and sctivitlies. Popular
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- people long have been referved o as h&iag’?@g@@r%
f«stimalaﬁing ¥ and ﬂbubbling with idaaa‘" ‘ ”}'.V““_
| The second trait in which “acaagted atu&aﬁta“ ﬁecr&d
high is ghysiﬁal eharacteristicas” O the aigﬁt qgaatianﬁ
on this trait, five were concerned with health ana.vigar,
and only ﬁ%@ with appearance. an eighth ﬁueﬁtian &akaﬂ
whether the yarﬁan‘takiﬁg the test or the persﬁn.baimg rated
by an@thsr had ‘& pleasing voice. The fact th&t %ha “aecaptad
student” rated high in "physical eh&r&staristiaa“ must mean
that he had very good health. His &asrgy was h@untifui and

| hus did not stand in the way of his fully participating in
social eventsa. ’Sﬁu&g&ta, especially those i@ high school,
1iké‘ﬁa have friends who desire to go aﬁd who ean g0 & grﬁat
deals : : v, | e |

A good sppearance perhaps does infiuanﬁé fri&nﬂahip;'
but du@ to the fact that five questions dﬁalt with health
end vigcr, and only two dealt with appear&nce, the weigh$
must fall on heslth as the more lumpcrient awitarian>fcr
success in friendﬁhig.

Although the scores are high on both the “aelf“ and
 ugthers! pabings" for "accepted students" on trailt number
six, "dependence on others for emotional supﬁsrt and ssslat~
‘ancéyﬁ the scors for the "self ratings® is sﬁm&ﬁh&# higher
than whe seore for the "others' ratings.” This seems %o
indlieste that a student feels a greabter need af'pecpia”than
his friends realize. The need for friends afteﬁ has mich



, te do with the efforts that a person wlll put £Grkh %a have
"thamg Purther questions on trait runber six aakeﬁ thﬁ stu-
'éant how much he would saerifiee nis own iﬁter@sha f@r the
intayesta of others. If he had an soute Bﬁ&ﬁ far‘p@apia,
he wauld.mak@ the necessary saerifices %o fnrm friaaﬁshigsg
on tr&it mumhar nine, “aaei&i aervice mﬁtivaﬁi@nru an
attituﬁg of pood will t@ward auﬂars,“ the “aﬁeaptaa atu&eaﬁa”
gave thﬂmaelves somewhat higher acores tﬁam tnair fri@uﬁa
gave thﬂm* The "self rating® was -+~ 9.81, mhila tae ﬁetners

rating” was £ 8.51. The“accepted students™ r&taﬂ,thgm&elv@a

m&&hyhighar than did the "unaccepted studenbtse” fha:?ﬁn&e»
cepted students” had a tself rating” of B.74 in amm@ari&an
with the "self rating” of 9:81 by the aﬁﬁ&?t@ﬂ aﬁu&&aﬁau
This is a signifiaamt aifference. "Accepted shudﬂnts“;maat
ba nore inbar&&teé in helpiug other paayleayyii _ | A
o The Tothers rating” of 7.04 for the ”ﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁ&ph@d auu&~ »
%hta“,in comparison with the “others rating” of 8,51 for
the 5a¢capt&d atudent® does not show too great a,éiff3§gpga”
in favor of the latter. i
Consjderation for the welfare of othors does @1&?1&

significant part in friendship.

 The scores for the "accepted student® are hipgh for
trail nnmber‘threﬁ, s@ﬁial.&ggrasSivsnﬂsa-v.initiaﬁian Qf
social contacts snd soclal events.” This seems to show

that the "accepted student” was very friendly, both from



a3

the standpoint of initlsting new aaaial,aantaﬁﬁa, anﬁwg130

from the standpoint of prolonging these contacts by "engag~

ing™ conversations, visits, end the inibtiation of social

events for their common participetion. according to this

study, soeisl aggressiveness is an essentlal in the pro-

motion end condinuation of frieumdship.

Tgble 17 shows other tralts in which "accepted stu~

dents® scored high.

~

TABLE 17

OTHER TRAITS IN WHIUGH
STUDENTS® SCORED
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"acoepted students” rated themselves high on tralt
pumber btwo, "emotional stability and control." Their
friends Gid not rate them as high as they rated them-
selves. The "unaceephed students®™ were rated higher by
tneir friends than the "accepted studenits” were by thelr
frienda.

The guestions on trait number two, "emotional stebil-
ity and control® dealt with control of tempsr, moodiness,

gaaa apmrﬁmanﬁhip~~ or the lack of it, and selflishness.

7 rienas of the Waccepted studenta® did not think Sheir
féa even tempered. Yet the "accepted students® were the .
_ones chosén for friends. The data mist indicate that an
éavan tampéf is not as important in friendship as other
ztraits. Friendships can survive temper tanxrumﬁ and dis~
;?laVa of puor B?ﬁrtam&nﬂhip 1£ ather f&vcrable ahar&aternﬂ»f
ligp;es Qr&ﬁam&aat&; ﬁaaar&ing to this stndy, thase charac-
teri&tieah§ight ﬁa alertness to new ideas, vim and vigor,
acute need for compsnionship, and aggressiveness in frisnd-
ship. "

The "others rating” on trait number four, "adaptabll-
ity and tolerance was somewhat higher than the "gelf rating.®

Students can hide their emotions to a certaln extent.
Intolerance is an emotion. It manifests itself in behavior,
but perhaps not to the extent that 1t is felt. The same is
true of adaptability. To his friendt's eye, a student may
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seem to be adapting himself to a diaappoinﬁmant;‘yat:tha
student may feel that he is pot edapting well, because
his feelings have not healed. |

' When the student rated himself, he knew to what extent
he actually had accomplished tolersnse and adeptablilliy.

His friends were judging this accomplishment by his actiona.
His actions might have ¢overed up much that he felt. IHe
rated himself on what he felt as well as how he reacted.

 Jolepance and adapbability do play a part in friend-
aliipe éhs friends of the "accepted sbudent” rated them
nigh on this treit. It must have been part of thelr admi-
ration for them, and thus part of the resson thet they
sought them for friends. ‘

The "sccepted students® rated higher iﬁ abillties
than the “unaccepbed students.” This indicates that skills
in sports and in the arts do promote friendship. So much
of the fun of friendship is in doing things together. If
a student does not participate in sports, arcund which so
much recreation is built, he can not share mutual exper-
1ences with friends. The sbaring of experiences does much
to build friendship. |

fpccepted students® rated themselves high en.tréih
mumber five, "dependebility-- e sense of obligatlon,” and
their friends rated them even hlgher. However, funaccepted
students® were rated comparatively higher by others than



the "accepted students” were rated by others. Wha'ééﬁfﬁ
for the "others rating” ceme out favoring the “anmecepted
studﬁnt“ by & difference of 2.88.

: “hm qu&atian& agked on trait—na%ber five dealt with
keeping promlises, assuning rﬂsyansibilitiaa, and fulfilling
obligations. In every Way, this tralt dealt with consider-

~ ation of others. Thg data in this present study would soem
to indicate that the "unaccepted Stuéﬁﬁtﬁﬂ Were more Con«
siderate of others. Al leaat hhair friends bhﬁughﬁ them 80.
‘Recliprocal friends sgresd less on the fifth tralt,
"dependability--~ a sense of obligation,” than on any othexr
tralte



CHaPTER IV

[ AND CONCLUSIOHS

| ﬁwnar:}' of Findings |

In the study o of nine personality tralts axzci thetsr
rel&zian to succaag 1n.friaaéship, as &e%@rmiﬂaﬁ by aa'
examinatien of forty-one raciyrecal friends éﬁd bwanty*
nine unveciprocal friends in the pemonstration High
Sehool of North Texas State Collegs, Eanxon, %&x&a,~tﬁé
finﬁings are as follows: | o o

1. Reciprocal friends showed a close similarihy on
a1l of the nine pevsonsl iraits considered in this 3tuéy.

Ze Reaiprsa&l friends were most allike on three traita‘
These three treits were: trall number Lo, ”amntiaﬁal
atebility and control®; tralt number three, “socisl ag-
grsssivﬁﬁﬁéa”; gnd trait number seven, “"being a aaurea’cf
new experience to others.

3. "Accepted studenta® of unrecliprocal friené&hipa
scored highest on trait pumber seven, “belng a sauraa af
new experience to chﬁra“' trait»nnmher one, phgsieal
characteristics®; tralt pumber six, ”dﬁpendenﬁa on athﬁra
for emotional support snd aéaist&n@e“; trailt number eight,
fgseial service motivation®; and tralt nambai thrae,l“aaﬁial

aggressiveness.”

41



4, Two of the braits in which reelprocal fri&ﬂégi
were most alike were traits that “accepled students®
scored high on. These two tralls were number geven,
"being & source of new experience to others, " and ﬂnmbﬂr
three, "social sggressivensss,” ' }

5. YAccepted students" scored lowest on brait nnmber
five, “dﬁ?@ﬂéﬁbiiity*- a sense of obligation,” jush us
reciprocal friends least agreed on this trait in thair

fpatings of self.®

Concluslions , ‘
ﬁn,anglysié of the data included in this investigation
leads to the following conclusionss | '
The peraﬁnaliﬁy trults thet have the grsatﬁst influanaa
upon recliprocal friendships are those related to tralt nume .
ber seven, "being a source of new experience to others,"
and trait number thres, “soclal AEETesalVenessm= iniﬁiatian

of social cbntaet and social evenba.”



APPENDIX

A Personality Seale
The personality scale used in this study for rating students

iz given on the following pages:
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ForMm 2 D50-346-400

A PERSONALITY SCALE—RATING OTHERS

Your name

Name of person you are rating

(Choose someone of your own sex in this school whom you regard as a friend, but who is not
related to you).

Approximate age of person rated Sex

Do you live in the same building with this person (boarding house or
dormitory) 2 ..ot e e e ettt

This study is being conducted for research purposes. The results will be used to help pro-
mote a better understanding of human relationships. By answering the questions contained in
this scale you will be contributing to this important problem.

Do not hesitate to mark your friend low on some questions. Everyone is low on some traits.

If some of the questions asked involve an experience on the part of your friend which you
have not observed, mark him according to how you think he would respond if such an experience
did occur. Do not leave any question unanswered.

If you are very much in doubt as to how to answer any question, it will probably be best to
check your friend as average.

NOTE: The person you are rating will not be permitted to see your rating.

[1]



SECTION I

scale:
1—means almost never
2—means seldom
3—means sometimes
4—means usually
5—means nearly always
1. Does he have a feeling of buoy’éncy, and well being?....................
2. Can he keep from “going to pieces” or “losing his head” in emergency sit-
uations, such as accidents, or any kind of situation involving impending
physical danger? ... .ot i i i et et e
3. When he goes to any kind of meeting place or public gathering, does he in-
vite qicle) or more other persons to go with him? (If married, include husband
o) 4 ()
4, %13 he‘:? friendly with associates who have weaknesses and faults which irritate
104 T J P
5. Does he return borrowed materials and borrowed money? ...............
6. When he has a task to perform which involves working with others (such
as committee assighments) does he make it a point to get others to help
him, as contrasted with doing nearly all the work himself?..............
7. Does he compliment others he knows for their achievements? ............
8. ngs };e try to smooth out disagreements between two or more of his asso-
T2 <1< I
9. Can he relate experiences, or report things he has seen or read, in an inter-
esting MANNEr ? L. i i e e e et
10. Is he a good listener when another person is talking to him?..............
11. Is he loyal to his friends; does he stand up for them when they are not
18] =Y 4 1 /2 S P
12. When he is around people he doesn’t like, does he nevertheless hide his an-
tagonism toward them . ... .ttt ettt nnnaenens
13. Can he take well-intentioned eriticism from teachers, supervisors, or others
in positions of authority over him without showing resentment or anger?..
14. From the standpoint of physical vigor, does he feel “up to” the requirements
Of IS WOTK ? . ittt i i e et it et e e e e
15. Is he calm and relaxed (not excitable and restless)? .......... .o eo...
16. When his personal plans are blocked due to such factors as a change in the
weather, unexpected visitors, or illness in the family, does he adapt himself
to these facts without much fuss or irritability? ............ ... ... ...,
17. }(Egn?his friends trust him to keep confidences which they have shared with
1o o 1 S
18. Does he trust his associates to do the right thing by him (not suspicious) ?..
19. Is his ability to amuse others by humorous remarks, jokes, nonsense, etc., ex-
pressed only when he is with a few of his best friends (as contrasted to
larger S0CIal GroUDS) 7. ittt ittt et ittt et e
20. Does he endeavor to make newcomers into his groups feel welcome?.......
21. Can he think of a clever remark when he is kidded, or “put on the spot”
about something he has done—does he respond with a “snappy comeback”?.
22. If he finds out that he has been wrong on some point involved in a disagree-
ment with one of his associates, does he later admit that he was wrong?....
23. When he disagrees with a person does he suggest that that person consider
other viewpoints, as opposed to telling him flatly that he is wrong?........
24. Does he modify his ideas about how something should be done as a result of
suggestions offered by his associates?.....c. oottt i
25. When he is involved along with others in some kind of difficulty, does he

accept his full share of responsibility (rather than trying to shift blame) ?..
[21]
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On the items below you are to rate the person you have selected according to the following
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26.

217.
28.
29.

30.
31.
32.
33.

34.

37.

38.

39.
40.

41.

42,

43.
44.

45.
46.

47.

48,

51,

52.

When some very unexpected and shocking circumstance arises, such as re-
ception of bad news, or a serious disappointment,—does he adapt himself to

these facts without crying, demands for sympathy, or excessive disappoint-
ment?

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

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

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

Does he carry out an obligation when to do so means that he is prevented
from going somewhere else to have a good time? .......................

Would he rather work at somethlng he is 1nterested in with three or four

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

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

Does he eﬂ“ectlvely resist any efforts of others to take advantage of him?..
When a new game is introduced at a party or a picnic, is he one of the first

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

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

When given a task to perform by a teacher or supervisor, does he carry it out
to the best of his ability, even though he does not see any value to himself

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

When he is in an informal situation with one or more individuals, does he
offer suggestions as to what might be done for entertainment, change, or
B0 (007421 7 S

When he has apparently lost a point in an argument over a matter of little
importance, does he let the matter drop (rather than returning to the point

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

Is he a lively, “on the go” type of person?

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

When he is irritated about something, does he avoid “taking out” his irrita-
tion on members of his family, or other associates, by some kind of unjusti-

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

In a social situation does he take the lead in promoting games, stunts, or
0 0T A 7 B S GO

Does he get along quite well with all kinds of people (rather than just a few

Does he fulfill an obligation (such as taking a part on a program, playing in
a group game, etc ) even though he does not feel like it at the time due to a
When a conflict arlses between him and some of his ass0c1ates, is he willing

to make concessions on the stand that he has taken in order to promote har-
mony ?

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

.........

. Does he express appreciation to others for their assistance or kindnesses to

him?
4 0

When he has promised someone that he will do something for him, and it
turns out to be more inconvenient or difficult to do than he had expected

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

.............................................................
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53.
54.
b5.
56.
517.
58.

59.

60.

61.
62.
63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.
71.
2.
73.
74.

75.
76.

717.

78.

Does he remember people’s names, and call them by their names on subse-

When he is moved to anger, does he get it under control rather quickly (as
contrasted with holding grudges or resentment over a long period of time) ?

Does he seem refreshed and “ready to go” when he starts his day in the
06700 14180V~ S N

Can his friends depend upon him to treat them very much the same all the

When volunteers are asked for in a social situation, for the purpose of play-
ing a game, putting on a stunt, or demonstrating some procedure,—does he
72610 041 1= o S
In informal conversations with other persons, does he draw them out on
things which are of particular interest to them? .......... .. ...
Does he participate in an activity agreed upon by the majority of his group
(when no important principles are involved) even though he is not much in-
terested in the kind of things being done?......... ... i iiiiiinnan..
Is he just as friendly with persons who belong to a different church from

Does he do his best in working on a group project, when he knows that if suc-
cess is attained the recognition will be given to the group as a whole rather

When he has to associate with someone who does a lot of little things (care
of personal toilet, household chores, ete.) differently than he does, can he

Does he keep from showing anger when involved in a conflict with other per-
7041 I O

Has he modified for a few days or weeks at a time any of his personal habits
(time of eating or sleeping, smoking, etc.) in order to accommodate a room-

Does he try to see the best side or the humorous side of a bad situation,—as
when a trip, a picnic, or a party, takes a bad turn and a lot of the people

When a friend of his has a personal defect which he considers to be a serious
handicap to him, does he try to do something to help his friend overcome it?

Does he keep from showing grief when he is sad or depressed (not easily
MOVEd 10 TRATS) 7.t vttt ettt ittt et i ie ittt e

When he suffers a disappointment, does he “rise above’” it rather quickly (as
opposed to letting it “get him down”) ?...... . .. il

Is he just as friendly with persons who belong to a different political party

Does he get a lot of satisfaction out of the successes of his groups (in school,
church, or community) even though he has contributed very little, or noth-

If he does not like a person in one of his groups, does he nevertheless try to
mix with him some just to understand him better, or to find out something

N NN Do Do
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79.

30.
81.

83.
34.

35.

86.

87.

~

SR

12,
13.

14.
15.

16.

When he is disturbed or anxious over an unpleasant situation, does he “rise
above” it rather quickly (as opposed to letting it “get him down”)?......

Does he think before he acts when aroused to anger or fear (not impulsive) ?

Is he just as friendly with those persons who differ from him in their views
on soc1al and economic questlons (labor unions, strikes, social reforms, etc.)

. When he makes an agreement with a person in respect to a mutual obliga-

tion: (such as keeping a room clean, paying his part of a bill, etc.) does he

Are his Verbal statements to others true and accurate as far as he knows?..
When others have helped him carry out a task for which group approval is
given, does he make sure to give the others recognition for their assistance?
When a group of which he is a member has a problem before it, does he of-
fer suggestlons on how it mlght be met (as contrasted to letting the others

When things dont go to suit him in an informal group situation, does he
make the best of it and go along with the others (as opposed to pouting or
sulklng) e e et et ettt e e

SECTION 1I
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On the items in this section you are to rate the person you have selected according to the
scale below:

1—Means much less so than most people you know
2—Means a little less so than most people you know
3-—Means about the same as most people you know
4—Means a little more so than most people you know
5—Means much more so than most people you know

When he is in an informal social situation, does he introduce himself to per-

Does he play pranks or practical jokes on others whom he knows quite well ?

Does he go out of his way to render assistance to friends and associates by
such acts as loaning materials, helping them find things, doing part of their
R0 ) o S 1 A R AU

Doés he invite others to his living quarters (room, apartment, home) for
companionship, or for some kind of entertainment? ...............c.....

Does he ask his associates for advice and suggestlons regarding his work

Is he characterized by having a few intimate friends who mean a lot to him?
Does he entertaln groups 1n public performances, such as by taking part in

. Does he glve his tlme (without the expectation of pay) to various kinds of

social- serv1ce Work such as teachlng a Sunday School class, singing in a

sonal appearance, i.e., in belng good looklng, handsome, or beautiful?......
Does he avoid talking about his own petty affairs, ailments, or troubles?..

Does he feel sure of his ability to meet successfully nearly all of his respon-
S 103 107 (= I ZN

Does he have a pleasing voice?. .. ..ttt ineinnanss
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17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22,
23.
24.
25.

26.
217.

28.
29.

30.
31.

37.
38.

39.

40.

41.
42,
43.

44.

45.

46.

47.
48.

49.

Does he stand up for what he thinks is right or true even when his views are
contrary to those held by most other members of a particular group he is in?

Is he characterlzed by h'av1ng a wide range of friends but with none of them

Does he tell jokes on hlm.:elf or report embarrassing things he has done?..

Does he have a stock of jokes, tricks, riddles, or stunts that he can draw
upon to amuse others when opportunities arise? ........................

Is he good at any one of the following fortune telling, palmistry, hypnotism?

...........

RS, 10 . ittt ittt e e ettt

Does he avoid harplncr on one subject which is of great interest to him but
not of equal interest to others? .........................................

.........

How does he compare with othels in his group in sticking with a task until
he has achieved his goal (not easily discouragred) e

..........

In talkmg to others, does he dramatlze or obv1ously exaggerate things he
has read or experienced just to make his account more interesting to his lis-
=3 0 1= < G

Does he contribute money or materials to aid in social-service pro1ects, such
as those promoted by churches, the Red Cross, or charity groups?.........

Does he try to anticipate the wants (or needs) of others and endeavor to
meset theue Want‘; Wlthout being aqked to do so? .........................

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

Does he help raise money by taking part in drives for social-service projects,
such as for church functions, youth organizations, under-privileged children,
] 7T S

.....

Does he make conﬁdents of some of his friends by telling them 1nt1mate de-
tails of his personal life?. ... ..ot i

Does he prefer to be alone at times?....... ... . ..o i, PR
Can he “act a fool,” “cut up,” or engage in nonsense when among friends?..
In group %1tuatlons, does he take the initiative in introducing people to oth-

When in an informal group, does he 1n1t1ate conversations about topics of
general interest to the persons present such as sports, politics, literature,
SCHO0l Programs, elC. 7. .ottt it i it ci ettt e e i

Does he speak well of others or praise them when they are not present (as

......................................
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50.
b1.

b2.

53.

1.
2.

R i

10.
11.
12,
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

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

How does he compare with others in regard to good manners (politeness,
courtesy) ?

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

How does he compare with others in “common sense,” or the ability to make
sound decisions on practical everyday affairs?

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

.....

SECTION III

In thig section you are to mark the person you are rating on the items below on the basis of
the degree to which you think he possesses the different abilities listed. You are to mark him
according to the following scale:

0—DMeans no ability at all

1—Means very little ability

2-—-Means fair but below average

3-—Means about average for the groups he is in
4—Means above average

5-—Means one of the best in his usual groups

In the case of sports, if he participates in any one of each of the various groups listed, you
should check him on the basis of this one, irrespective of his ability in the others listed in this
particular group.

In all your responses to the items in this section, you should check the person you are rating
on the basis of what has been true during the last two or three years. You are to compare him
with other members of his usual groups.

“Large muscle” group games (Football, basketbail, hockey, baseball, etc.) 0 1 2 3
Competitive “large muscle” sports not necessarily involving organized

groups (Track, tennis, boxing, wrestling, handball, ete.) ............... 01 2 3
Competitive games not involving a high degree of “large muscle” activity

(Volleyball, golf, bowling, pool, ping-pong, horseshoes, squash, ete.)...... 01 2 3
Individual sports usually not involving competition (Swimming, archery,

hunting, fishing, rowing, horseback riding, skating, bicycling, ete.)..... 01 2 3
“Sitting down” games (Bridge, checkers, chess, dominoes, poker, ete.)... 0 1 2 3
Participation in competitive musical contests...................... ... 0 1 2 3
Participation in competitive writing contests............ .. ... .. ..., 01 2 3
Participation in debate or other forms of competitive speaking contests.. 0 1 2 38
Planning social events and parties. .. ....coveiiimviiinni it 01 2 3
Public speaking (Not involving contests)........cov ... 01 2 38
B 2 T 01 2 38
Writing for publication (Include school publications) ................. 01 2 3
S 788 <33 0 01 2 38
Instrumental music. ...ttt i i i i e it i 01 2 38
Management of a project (such as a school newspaper, athletic event, or

PYOZTAIT) ottt e eeeoeueaneeeenesnaeennsnnsonesoeeeeseenensnnnnes 0 1 2 3
Conducting a meeting (Ag in the capacity of chairman or president).... 0 1 2 3
S0cial damCINg . o vt ittt ittt i it e e e e et e e 01 2 3

On the line below write the name of an additional friend of your own sex:

4

4

O N o T T

[

5

o O Ot o O O O v Ot O

o Ot
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