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Abstract 

Forming intimate friendship is an important developmental milestcne 

among young persons including children and adolescents . This study 

attempted to examine the nature and patterns of intimate friendship 

among primary, secondary and preparatory school students (this include 

dimensions of intimacy, age and sex variables). 

A total of 237 participants (1 36 male and 101 female) were randomly 

selected from grade 5,6,9 and 12 .Data were collected through a 

questionnaire consisting of issue pertaining intimate friendship: self­

disdosure, loyalty and trust, imposition, common activity, supportiveness, 

exclusiveness, attachment and understanding. T-tests and one way 

ANOVA w ere used to test out the presence of intimacy and to determine 

age and sex difference on the different mean scores on the different 

dimensions of intimate friendship. 

The result generally indicated the existence of intimate relations hip among 

the participants and that there was a significant statistical difference 

among primary, secondary and preparatory school students in intimate 

friendship. But, no significant difference was observed between the two 

sexes. 

Recommended that other sources of variations related to the intimacy of 

primary, secondary and preparatory school students should be taken into 

account for future studies. 
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I. Introduction 

1.1. Background 

Friendship exists 1ll all age of human development, but it's a lways in 

transformation. As children grow older , the quality of their friendship 

changes. The transformation of friendship is marked by the deve lopment of 

intimacy. The development of intimacy transforms friendship from s imple to 

deep level of friendship . 

It is important to point out that not a ll fri endships are intimate a nd that not 

a ll intimate experiences occur in a friendship. According to the Jones (1 986), 

someone who experiences, with friend issue of self-disclosure, trust and 

loyalty, attachment, common activities, supporting, imposition a nd 

understanding considered intimate. These factors are interdependent in the 

sense that on e factor leads to the formation of the other. For example , 

Chapman and Smith (1980) said that due to the increase of self-disclosure 

and discussion in older children the friendship of older children ;s 

characterized by high intimacy than younger children. But, it doesn 't mean 

self disclosure is the sufficient factor for the formation of intimate 

friendship. Clear distinctions between intim ate a nd non-intimate behaviors 

are elusive and likely to remain so, due to the subjective na ture of the 

expenence, and a sort of "relativity" problem. Fehr (2004) said that it is 

rather like trying to define the point at which a growing person stops beinb 

"short" a nd begins to be to "tall". For this reason it is assumed that best 

fri endships are intimate, and intimacy is in a continuum from "low intimate" 

to "high intimate". 

Research into the nature and development of intimacy has traditiona lly 

centered on late adolescents and early adults who have passed through 

Erikson's psychology crisis of identity vs. identity diffusion while little 

attention has given to intimacy among chi ldren (Jones, 1986) . 



There a re studies in the litera ture which support Erikson 's contention that 

identity precedes intimacy . Jones (1 986) said th at many of the studies 

typically employed subjects who, according to the theory, should have 

formed their identity and began to deal with the Erikson "intimacy Vs 

isolation" crisi s. In gen eral the previou s research fails even to acknowledge 

the possibility tha t at least some pa rt of adult intimacy m ay have been 

learned priority or concurrent with, the formulation of identity. Thus most of 

the studies concentrate on showing that young a dults high in Erikson 

identity are, also high on Erikson intimacy (Seifert a nd Hoffnung1994). 

However, now the em erging picture is that intimate frie ndshi ps can be part 

of a person's experience beginning somewhere around middle childhood. 

There are more recent studies that show intimacy precede identity. Also, 

Sullivan (1953) believed tha t the n eed for intimacy first a rises in 

preadolescence in sam e-sex friendships. Due to this, recent literature has 

reflected a growing interest in the nature and quality of intima te friend ship, 

with more of this interest centering on the relationships a mong children and 

adolescents. They focus on its developmenta l aspect, which s tudied in terms 

of age-related change in friendship and intimacy. 

~) Research focu s ing intimacy in preadolescence period tends to prove that 

possibility intimacy can develop in this s tage and in timacy increase with age 

pones, 1986). According to Mac;coby (1974), the increases intimacy (,f 

friendship reflects their cognitive developm ent. They a re now better able to 

express their private thoughts a nd feelings. They can a lso more readily 

consider another person's point of view, and so it is easier for them to 

understand priva te thoughts a nd feelings. Also fr iendships by itself can 

make distinct contribution to developmen t especia lly 111 interims of 

perspective taking, empathy a nd pro socia l behavior . 

In line with the above findings, other researcher a lso found that during the 

course of preadolescence and adolescen ce, relationships a re gradually 

transformed from the friendly but activity centered of childhood to th e more 

self-conscious, analytical, and intimate relationship (William a nd Berndt 

2 



cited in Laursen, 1996).Moreover, self-interest become , relatively less 

important with age as sharing and other important qualities important for 

intimacy increase. (Berndt et a l. cited in Bukowiski, 1996) 

Also different researchers found th at the presence of different patterns of 

friendship and intimacy between ma le and females. In expla in ing gender 

differences in the development of rela tionship Chodorow (cited in Berndt, 

1977) proposed that in fact boys and girls become attached to their mother 

but later follow diffe rent development path ways. Boys are encourage to 

separate themselves from their mother and establish autonomy, where as 

girls a re encou raged to develop further their close relationship with their 

mother con sequently the self concept of girls, but not boys, is based on a 

sen se of relatedness that direct th e child to ward inte rpersonal 

relationships. 

In addition, Gilligan (cited in Roberts, 1994) view morality in terms of 

responsibility toward individual and willingness to sacrifice help a specific 

individua l within the context of a particular relationship . Compassion for 

. individual is morc salient factor in moral beh avior for women than it is for 

men. The difference in the pattern of friendship intimacy between male a nd 

female could be traced to the different path way they follow in th eir moral 

development. 

The study conducted by Maccoby and Jacklin (cited in Jones, 1986) als0 

found out that at all levels of developmen t, femal es' rate higher than males 

in intimacy and h ave more friendships ch a racterized as intimate. 

IBurhrmester & Furnman (1987) believe that the ch ange in the pattern of 

intimate friendship could be linked with moral, cognitive, and psych ological 

changes that take place at different stages of developmental and also they 

show they a re culture sensitive. 

The development of friendship and intimacy seem cultura lly a ffected .SOlde 

"ethnographic" stu dies on friendship and intimacy conduc ted mainly by 

sociologist have shown tha t children's friendship a nd intimacy is a rich and 
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manifold cultural phenomen a. This research indicates tha t children 's 

friendship and intimacy are responsive to the culture of their natural se tting 

(Bukowski et a i, 1996). 

Thus, it is important to study nature and pattern of friendship and intimacy 

a mong children and adolescence in Ethiopia. 

1.2. Statement of the problem 

As stated in aforementioned section intimate friendship can became part of 

a person's experience beginning somewhere around middle childhood. It 

seems like that intimacy like other personality features, develop over a 10nR 

period of time, and that is not a single dynamic, but a collection ot 

components that can be broken down a nd evaluated separa lely(Chapman 

and Smith,1980). However, as it is indicated in the back ground part, 

friendship is a socia l and human process which is sh aped in cultural and 

cont.extual scripts (Britt, 2008). All of the researches were conducted in 

America and European chi ldren. Perception with rega rded to components of 

intimacy is expected to be different as it is treated in the cultura l context of 

Ethopia. Economic and social backgrounds of children and adolescents are 

highly governed by collectivist type of cul tural system in which high level 

involvement in social affairs is encouraged . 'T'his motivate the researcher to 

investigate the nature of intimate friendship and the development of its 

components age and gender wise in Ethiopia context particularly among 

Emdiber pr.!-mary, secondary and preparatory schools stu dents. To 

accomplish these, the following questions raised. 

1. .3 . Research Questions 

Does intimate friendship exist among sampled participants'? 

Is there s ignificant difference in intimate fri ends hip across educatioll 
-...... . ~ 

level'? 

Is there significant difference a mong pnmary, seconda ry and 

preparatory students in the components of intimate friendship ? 
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Is there significant difference between boys and girls in intimate 

friendship? 

Is there s ignificant sex difference in component of intimate friendship? 

1.4. Specific Objectives 

To assess the prevalence of intimate friendship among the 

participants of the study . 

• - To examine the level of intimate friendship among primary, secondary, 

and preparatory students. 

To determine the components of intimate friendship those are 

important for primary, secondary and preparatory school students. 

To examine sex difference in intimate friendship. 

To fin d out the components of intimate friendship which are 

important in male and fema le friendship. 

1.5 . Operational Definitions 

Intimate friendship : in the present study is defined as closeness to a best 

friend, as reflect in individual se lf- described knowledge of that friend ; self­

disclosure, loyalty and trust, willingness to share, attachment, enjoyment of 

companionship, imposition and attachment. 

a. Self-Disclosure 

Manifested when respondents make themselves explicit through rating 

scales on the levels of revealing very confidentia l information with feeling of 

freeness to the ir friends (hope, plans, weakness, problem and other 

information) 
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b. Attachment 

Demon strated on respondents when make themselves explicit through 

rating scale on the level of closeness & liking with their friend . 

c. Common activity/sharing activities 

Ma nifested wh en respon dent d isclose themselves throu gh ra ting scale on 

the level of doing task, & engaging on different activity together. 

d. Giving & Sharing (Support) 

Giving and sharing can be demonstra ted as respondents make explicit 

about them selves throu gh rating scales on th e level of caring to each other, 

& exch a n ging m aterial & ideas be tween them. 

e. Understanding 

Iden tified wh en respon dent make themselves explicit through rating scales 

on the level of sensing & knowing each other 

f. Trust & Loyalty 

Demonstrated on respondents, when they re t1ect thorough rating scales on 

th e level of faith fulness, dependability & openness. 

g. Exclusiveness 

Shown as respondents reflect themselves through rating scales on the level 

of iden tification to each other in th eir relationship. 

h. Imposition 

Understand wh en respon dent disclose themselves through rating scale on 

the level of freeness to use the thing of their friends, and to enforce to do 

someth ing without the consent of th eir friend . 

Primary students - in this study it refers to students in grades five and SIX 

and who are supposed to be found in preadolescence period. 
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Secondary students-in thi s study it refers to stu dents in grade n ine and 

who are supposed to be found in early adolescence. 

Late adolescence - in this study it re fers to s tudents in grade twelve and 

wh" are supposed to be found in late adolescence 

1.6 . Significance of the study 

Development processes are embedded m relationship transactions . 

Considerable evidence and theoretical support exist for that intimate 

friendship has a unique a nd significant impact on the development of 

children and adolescents. However, less emphasis was give ~ for the 

friendship of children and adolescents . Hence, understan ding when the 

intima te friendship star t to em erge in children and a dolescent friencbbip 

a nd knowing the componen ts includes in the development of intim ate 

friendship would h elp pa rent, teacher and significant other to promote lhe 

h ealthy development of children and a dolescence. Also this study will 

su pplement to the existin g knowledge and would commence other research 

in this area. Finally, findings of the study may provide insigh t to other s who 

h ave interest on studying the friendship of children and adolescents. 

1.7. Delimitation 

The present s tudy delimits to s tudy intimate friendship of students in 

primary, secondary a nd preparatory school. The subjects of the study were 

students of 5&6, 9, &12 grades. The students in this grades were assumed 

to be found in preadolescence, early adolescent and la te adolescent. The 

intimate friendship in this study was based on Sharbany eigh t components 

of mtimate friendship. Emdiber was selected as a n a rea of this stud::, 

becau se to m a ke the study manageable a nd m inimize the problem of 

intervening variables. 
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II. Review of the Re lated Literature 

The purpose of this ch a p ter is to present a definition a n d components of 

fri endship in timacy, a com prehen s ive review of theories on development of 

intima te fr iend ship, the rela tion between intimacy a n d other aspects of 

developmen ts, age related ch anges a nd sex difference intimate fr iendship. At 

the end of this ch a p ter summa ry and implication will be presen t. 

2 . 1.. Intimacy and its components 

Erickson (cited in Cam a ren a a nd Pe tersen, 1990) described intimacy as the ----- ~) 
capacity to m a ke fu ll commitment emotionally to a nother person. Intimacy, 

which can occur in both friendship and roman tic relation ships, requires 

openness, courage, ethical strength and usually some compromise of one's 

person a l prefer en ce. 

In timacy is the most d ifficu lt of th e friendship criteria to infer frr.m 

observa tions of beh avior; h owever , when researcher of friendships in 

a dolescen ce u ses the con stru ct of in timacy, they define it as self- disclos1.lre , 

closen ess, and the sh aring of fee ling (fehr, 2004) .Many th eorists agree thnt 
~ 

intimacy is a multidimensional concept consisting of several specific 

compon ents : love a n d a ffection, personal validation, trust, and self­

disclosure . 

The fir s t feature of intimacy m ost theorists identify is the presence of love 

and a ffec t ion . As Ber sch eid ( cited in Lawrence & Mis ty, ('2003) pointed out, 
- .7 

when friends a re aware th at th ey are loved and liked, the risks associated 

with self-expression dec rease, and they become more willing to open up and 

sh a re their ideas a nd fee lings. They know that friends who show them love 

and a ffection will be much m ore receptive to th eir fee lings and ideas than 

are people who d o not care fo r them . Therefore, they rarely, if ever , confide 

in p eople who a ppear unconcerned or indifferen t to them. 

The second componen t of intimacy involves personal validation. One of the 

m ost exhila ra ting fea tures of a loving re la tionship is th e k nowledge that 

8 
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someone loves, understands, and approves of you (B<;Jscheid cited n 

Lawrence & Misty, 2003) . Within such a n atm osphere of acceptance, an 
'-'. 

individua l feels free to open up. Thus, personal validation gives the person 

who is disclosing a sense of acceptance both of what is being said a nd of 

who they are. A third element of intimacy is trust. People have to know it is 

safe to disclose personal secrets. They have to be assured that their 

disclosure will remain confidential and their inner selves will not be laid 

bare before an uncaring world (Hatfield & Rapson, 1993). 1 .-_. 
A fourth ingredient of intimacy is self-disclosure. An intimate relationshlj) 

cannot exist if the participants refuse to reveal parts of themselves. Self­

disclosure encourages love, liking, caring, trust, and understanding (H?tfi~ld 

& ~a son '11993). The level of intimacy reached within a given relationship 

seems to depend on the kind of information disclosed. Descriptive self­

disclosure, for instance, occurs when people tell the facts of their lives . This 

l:sually happens at the beginning of a relationship. In con trast, evaluativ ~ 

self-disclosure occurs when people reveal thei r deepest feelings. This 

becomes more prevalent as people begin to know each other well. Because it 

is the expression of feelings that is crucia l for friendship satisfaction. 

Another important aspect of self-disclosure involves the quality of disclosure 

each person contributes to the relationship. Friends tend to match each 

other in how in timate their disclosures are. 

AltilOugh researchers agree that intimacy is a multi dimensional con cept, 

research and theory on the growth of intim acy in friendship has typically 

privileged the self-disclosure of personal thoughts and feelings as the 

mea ns, or pathway for attaining intimacy. EllirhLI)"lt;:ster & Furman (1987), ' 

proposed. for example that intimacy is a n interpersona l process that occurs 

When a person disclose inner feeling and expe riences to a rece ptive 

responsive listener. However , self-disclosure a lone m ay n ot be sufficient to 

produce enduring feeling of intimacy among friends it is also coupled with 

other components of intimacy to produce a n endurin g effect on frie ndship 

relationship Berndt (1982). ·1 
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In addition to the above-mentioned components of intimacy, Sharbany 

(1981) identified the following as the components of intimacy in friendship of 

children and adolescents: exclusiveness, understanding, sharing actives, 

and attachment. The components of intimacy can be collapse into expressive 

(i. e. self-disclose, support, trust and loyalty, exclusivities, a nd 

understanding and instrumental (i. e . sharing activities and non-emotiona l 

helps) . (Prager, !:.99~<---

2.2. Theoretical Background 

The area of social developmen t in children generally suffers from lack of 

integrative theorizing. This is particula r true in the study of intimate 

friendship development in children and adolescents. However , the theories 

of Sullivan and Erikson help to overcome these short com ings. Their 

hypothesis and perception with respect to the developm e nt children 's 

friendship are extremely enlighten and still influence the thinking of 

contemporary developmenta list. So looking at their theo l-y can he lp Lo 

explain intimate friendship in children 's and adolescents. A discussion of 

their theories n ow follows. 

2 .2.1. Sullivan's Theory of Interpersonal Development 

In his theoretical discussion, Sullivan cited in Ch a pman and Smith 119.80) ~ 

postulated that through out the deve lopment sequence, chi ldren have a need 

for their personal relationship which varies from one period to the next. The 

need for personal relationship begins in infancy and continue throu ghout 

adulth ood. However, Harry Stack-Sullivan 's interpersonal approach to 
=;-

development emphasized the interpersonal needs that emerge through the 

. course of middle childhood and adolescence. 

Sullivan (1953) believed that the need for intimacy first em erge during 

preadolescence period (8-10 to 12-14). This period is characterized by either 

Piaget, or Kohlberg and Gilligan as the development of new types of thinking 

and moral reasoning respectively, this fac ilitates the formation of inti rr;ate 

relationships. According to Sullivan (cited in Steinberg 2000) pointed out 
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that these periods a re ch a racterized by relatively high level of closeness 

and intimacy within the friendship of children a nd Adolesce nces. 

Sulliva n's theory focus on transformation of friendship. Sullivan' s charted a 

developmental progression of need s; begin in infancy and contin uing 

through a dolescen ce. This is shown under table l. 

Tablel. INTERPERSONAL NEED ASSOCIATED WITH DIFFERENT 

DEVELOPMENT ERAS: SULLIVAN'S THEORY ,1953 

Development epoch interpersonal needs 

Infancy 

(0- 1 t02-3 years) Needs of contact with p eople 

Needs for tenderness form th e mothering one 

Childhood 

\2-3to 6-7 years) Need for adult participation in the ch ild 's p lay 

Juvenile era 

(6-7 to 8- 10 year s) Need for playmates 

Need for acceptance into peer society groups 

Preadolescence 

8- 10 to 12 -14) Need for intimacy 

Early adolescence 

(12 -14 to 17- 18 years) Need for sexu a l contact 

Late adolescences Need for Intimacy with a n opposite-sex 

(17 -1 8 years. To adult) Need for integra t ion in to adult society 

11 



Locking back at the progress of interpersonal need that Sullivan mapped 

out, we see that intimacy surface during preadolescence-precedes the 

development of heterosexual relationship-which doesn't emerge until 

adolescence. In other words, Sullivan believe that the capacity for in timacy 

first develop in preadolescence period. (Buhrmester a nd Furman, 1987) 7 

Sullivan (cited in Steinberg, 1989) show that children have different friends 

and with whom they share activity. According to him this pattern of 

friendship end in preadolescence period and they develop a new type of 

relationship with just one particular friend , a lmost a lways of the same sex. 

Also in the above table we can see that before they come to the 

preadolescence era children seek out different forms of input from their 

relationship which is more focus in self interest. For example, Su llivnn 

(1953) theorized that juvenilia ("ra occurs between 4&9 years old and is 

uniquely characterized by need for playmate. The Childs social interest 

during this period is quit general and self-oriented. 

Despite the self-orientation of the juvenile era, Sullivan (cited in Chapman & 

Smith, ~) p;;;-posed that the development of social accommodations is a 

positive outcome of this period. By this term, he referred to the children 

ability to learn and grasp how may slight difference in interper sonal s tyle 

and cognitive perspective there are. This is a critical element for the 

development of early friendship. 

Sullivan believed that the need for intimacy first satisfied with chums eluring 

preadolescence period. The young person learns to disclose and receive 

intimate and private information to build a close, mutual friendships this is 

based on, honesty, loyalty and trust. Sullivan felt that the forming intimate 

friendship during preadolescew::e IS prerequisite for forming close 

relationships as adolescence and adult. 

• 
According to Sullivan (cited in Anthony , 1~ ·in preadolescence, intima le 

interpersonal adjustment become the crucial challenge of life. Because a s it 

is explained by him intimacy develops through maturation and experience. 
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He stated that a new type of interest evolves in which a member of the same 

sex become a 'chum' or close friend. 

2.2 .2. Erikson View of Intimacy 

Unlike the theory of Sullivan which attempts to provide a systematic 

account of the development of companionship and intimacy, the theory of 

Erikson focuses on the different types of psychosocial cri s is that an 

individua l come across a t different stages of development. However, Erikson 

was one of the first theorists to take seriously the notion of developmenl 

after adolescent. Erikson describes the development task confronting young 

adult as intimacy versus isolation. Thus Erikson discu sses un his lhe,-,j 'y 

about intimacy after the crisis of identity. Erikson believes that intimacy 

doesn 't become preoccupying issue before this time . Intimacy for Erikson 

means establishing enduring, committed relationships (Floyed, 19971: ' J . 

. -
According to Erikson (1968) people don't become capable of intima te 

relation ship until their sense of personal identity is well established. That is , 

on e must have a sense of who one is before he/ she can fu se identity wiLh 

,hat of another person in a ppreciation of the oth er uniqu~ness & 

separateness. Erickson set the condition for the establishment a nd main tain 

of intimate relationship among friends. 

As Erikson view intimacy, it is the capacity to reach out & ma ke contact 

with other people to fuse one's own identity with that of other. Intimacy find 

expression in deep friendship. Central to intimacy is the ability to s ha re with 

& c~re about another person without fea ring out losing oneself in process on 

the other hand if a n individual has fear he/she wi ll not form intimate 

relationship. On e knows better who he/she is when getting old. Though t 

Erikson use age as criteria for another explanation for experiencing of 

intimate relationship bu t it is possible in the old age (Radmacher and 

Asmith, 29~ ;-1 
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Erikson's psychosocial view of human development posits tha t adolescence 

is the pivotal developmental period of figuring out who you are a nd what you 

can become (identity versus identity diffusion). Once this p sychosocial crisis 

has been handled successfully, the young person is capable of entering into 

a truly intimate relationship during youn g a dulthood (intimacy versus 

isolation) . In Erickson's view one cannot be truly intimate until he or she 

has a sense of identity (Steinberg, 2000). 

Erikson feels that in a truly intimate relationship, two individual identities 

become fused in such way that neither person's identity is lost. It follows, 

Erikson reason, that adolescents must establish a sense of identity before 

they are capable of real intim acy. Without a secure sense of identity, peopie 

nre afraid and unwilling to make serious commitments to other. They fec,r 

that they will lose their identity in the relationship. 

Erik~on (cited in Westen, 2002) '--Suggests that relationship s betwecn 

individuals who h ave not yet established a sen se of identity may look 

intimate, but generally they are not. Adolescents who throw themselves into 

going steady often display a sort of "pseudo intimacy" on the surface, their 

relationship may seems to be close, but a more careful examin ation usually 

revleals a shallow superficial intimacy. They may say they are open with each 

other, but they may not disclose what they a re really feeling, for fear of 

losing the relationship. According to Erickson, this type of pseudo intimacy 

is to be expected during adolescence. After a ll, it is difficult to commit 

yourself to someone else before you know who you are . 

It appears that Sullivan and Erikson are saying different things abo1lt 

development of intimacy and identity. Su llivan suggested that developme!lt 

of intimacy precedes the development of identity. Erikson, on the other 

hand, theorized that identity formation comes before intimacy. Empirical 

investigations into the question su ggest that the two psychosocial processes 

of intimacy and identity a re intertwined and it is more accurate to say tha l 

their development overlaps. Hence, the development of one does not clearly 

come before or after the development of the other (S teinberg, 1989) . 
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Sullivan's concern was primarily with adolescent need and capacity for 

intimacy, Erikson h as been with expression of intimacy & commitm ent. 

Close re lationship are used as a safe context in which adolescence confronts 

differen t questions of iden tity. Yet at th e same time, the development of self 

disclosure is the foundation upon which adolescents bui ld and strength 

mtimate relationship with other (Berdnt, 1977). 

2.3. Relationship between intimacy and other aspects of 

development 
<;'. 

According to Buhrmester (1.226) the substance of children's need and the 

timing of th ei r emergence are con trolled by the full array of factors that 

influence children's concern s, for example, as the emergence of the need for 

intima te confidants seems linked to a number of factors, including pubert.al 

maturation, the growth of formal operational cognitive a bilities to reflect on 

the self m ore a b stractly, and culture values that en courage individual 

identity exploration through conversation with others. 

2.3.1. Morality and Intimacy 

./ 

As Turia l (1.9.83) indicate in the !Jrevious year's many psychologist sugge~L 

th at friendship and morality as two separate domains of development, each 

with its own set of issu e and process. However , different empirical research 

evidences indicate that friendship and morality are interrelated. Both 

moral ity a nd friendships are an interpersonal con s truct in the sense that 

moral issues frequently arise in relations with friends an d the significant 

portion of experien ces with oth er s consists of moral struggles, involving 

issu e of loyalty, tru st friend s hip and honesty. These are among the most 

bas ic features of the friendship relation. That is, the development of tlle 

process of responsiven ess, reciprocity, a nd commitment to others that occur 

within the context of particula r relationships such as friendships may be 

fundamental marker of moral maturing (Bukowski and lorrie , 1983) _J 
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2.3.2. Cognitive Development and Intimacy 

The children's idea a bout fri endsh ip change with age, Child ren's friendships 

tend to be activity based and not focused on con cerns like honestly and self­

disclosure. As the emph asis on the peer group grows in adolescence, so does 

the emph asis on close relationships with both same sex and opposite sex 

peers. This increas ing emphasis on intimacy in rela tion ships is supported 

by th e adolescen t's social cognitive capabilities and the young person's 

growing independ en ce (Steinberg, 2002). 

Th e growth of socia l cognition reflected in the youn g person's sophisticated 

con ception of socia l relationships and improvemen ts 111 personal 

understanding and communication. These ch anges permit to es tablish and 

maintain for more mature relationships, and responsiven ess to each other's 

thou ghts and feelings . Before the development of ability to look at things 

from other person's point of · .. iew, may make intimate interpersQl:31 
'7 

relationships cognitively impossible. (~' et a l cited in Steinberg, 1989). 

2.3.3. Psychological Change and Intimacy 

Being independence that often accompanie s the transition from childhood 

into a dolescen ce provide greater oppor tu nities for adolescents to be along 

with their fri ends' a nd to engage in intimate d iscussio n. Adolescents spend 

more time ta lking to their friendship than a n y other time . Intimate 

friendship becom es more common as individual enter adolescence because 

th ey feel as it is safe to reveal thins to their friends. Adolescents seek 

approval from adults; therefore, they a re less inclined to reveal things 

because they fear being looked up on as childis h . This thing t riggers 

intimate relation ship amon g a dolescence (~n~002). 

2.4. Factors affecting devel!lpment of intimate friendship 

:2.4.1. Age-related Changes in Friendship and its implication for 

Intimacy 

t? , 
Sel<.lman (12.§9) reported that the experience of intimacy rem a in s stable 

across development whereas the behaviors that lead to this change with age, 
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as the ability to understand a nd take another person's perspec tive devel ops 

age related shift in intimacy. 

Biological changes h ave relationship with many of our behavior. The 

biologica l changes that a re manifested at different stages of human 

development lead to the development of certa in unique beh avior to that 

particular stage . That is why differf:! nt psychologist u se biological chan ges to 

describe the b ehavior of hum an beings. 

For example, puberty a nd its attendan t chan ges in sexual impulses often 

ra ise n ew issues and concerns requiring serious, intimate discu ssion. At 

this time some young people feel hesitan t to discu ss sex and dating wi th 

the;r parents a nd turn instead to relationship outside the family . Thereforc 

the ch a n ges have immediate impact the developing individua l with their 

associates. Biological change sh ape the re lationship of the growing child 

with his / h er parent and peer (Kandel & Lesser cited in Steinberg, 1989). 

When viewed from a developmental perspective, it a ppears tha t there arc 

changes over the life course in the salience of different needs, especia lly 

during late childhood and adolescence each preoccupying issue motivates 

children to seek out particular outcomes or forms of feedback that bear on 

issu e a t h and. 

Children's a nd adolescen t friendships are played out within nested sets of 

context. As different s tage children as well as adolescents face a series of 

developmenta l tasks or issues, each of which serve as a context of for 

friendship. To explore h ow friend ship feed in to, grow out of, for the child rcn 

at different ages is important to con s ider some deve lopment.a l issues that 

they come across. Donvan and Aderson( 1 ~ '---

Many of the important theories of psychologo' a rgue that human behavior is 

organized a round s triving to fulfill a number of basic needs. Sullivan (19531. 

in particular, a rgued that social needs for tendern ess, companionsh ip, 
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acceptance, and intimacy organized interpersonal relationships and 

ind;vidual personalities. According to Sullivan people n eed certain forms of 

social input or social interaction to remain happy and psychologically 

healthy. Like pos itive regards, loving affection, entertaining interaction and 

assistance in copying with stress Donvanand Aderson( 1966) 
"--- \..-

Gottman and his collogues (1986) !ltudy nicely illustrates the link between 
'- -

friendship and developing concerns and needs. During each stage of 

development, the central features and interaction qualities of friend ship 

change in tandem with the issues and concern tend at the fore front of 

individual development. Since children who are friends are typ ically 

preoccupied with s imilar development issue, the friendships provide th em 

with a unique appointment to wrestle with the issue of most central 

con cerns to them. 

@ 2.4.2. Friendship Intimacy during Preadolescence, early Adolescence 

and Late Adolescence 

Studies have identified three general ch anges in description of friends and 

thinking about friendship from childhood to adolescence; (1) a shift from 

thinking about friendship interims of playing together and giving each other 

goods to more abstract attributes such as caring for one another, sharing 

fee ling and thoughts, and providing comfort to one another; (2) a change 

from having the friends satisfy one's own desires to the idea of mu tual 

sh arin g; (3) a progression from a focus on concert behavior toward greater 

emphasize on ending relations in spite of occasional conflicts (Colm en ~Ef74) . 

Likewise, Gottman & Mettetal (1986) foun d that the presence of 
~. 

developmental chan ges in the themes and concerns of children friendship. 

During middle ch ildhood, the socia l concerns about self-exploration and 

self-definition lead to considerable self-disclosure and su pportive problcm 

solving a m ong friendship. It is interesting that these find ing closely parallel, 

in many respects, Sullivan 's account of emerging social n eeds. The 

progression, to inclusion by pe(, rs, to self-exploration is very s imila r LO 

18 



Sullivan's description of the margining needs for, peer-group acceptance, 

and in timate excha n ge, respectively. 

Children comm ents a bout intimacy in friendship do increase greatly 

between middle childhood an d adolescence. As children move into late 

chil dhood a nd pre adolescen ce, equ a lity a nd reciprocity become key 

element. Exch ange favors and sh a ring activity, continue to matter as 

children get older, but by the time they enter adolescence, th ey place greater 

emphasize on psychology qualities such as trust, mutual support and 

loya lty. Friends a nd confidants provide support when they a re feeling 

emotiona lly vulnerable, assistance when they need it, a nd companionship ;n 

variety of activities and contests. Without question, close relationships Hre 

extrem ely important to people of a ll ages particularly to adolescents (Yoniss , 

cited in Robert , 1994) . L---" 
~ --

~ During the course of prea dolescence and adolescen ce, relationships are 

gradually tra n sformed from the friendly but activity centered friendships of 

childhood to the more self-conscious, an alytical, and intimate relationship. 

One study reveals that responses mentioning intimacy and loyalty, which 

were virtually absent amon g th e kindergarten students, increased 

dramatically between th e forth and six grade. A similar study reveaied 

comparable result. (Savian and Berndt cited in Steinberg, 1996). 

Beginning from preadolescence period friendship is thought to serve 

numerous functions, including the provision, security, trust, instrumental 

a id, and norm teaching. Thus , forming an d m a intaining strong, qualitatively 

rich friendships become of central importance during middle childhood aI'd 

adolescence . Researchers h ave shown that with age, chi ldren become 

inc; 'easingly r eliant on friends. Because the provision s offered by friendship 

become increasin gly important during th ese periods, it seems likely that the 

qua lity of friendship must have some bearing on children's psychosocial 

adjustmen t. 

According Steinberg (1989) Children's friendships are activity oriented, for 

example, built around gam es and sh a red pastimes but teenagers close 
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friendships are more likely to have a s trong emotional fou ndation; they a re 

built on the sorts of bonds that form between people who care a bout an d 

know and understand each other in special way. Until adolescence truly 

intimate relationships characterized by openness, hones ty, self-disclosu re 

a nd trust doesn't' emerge . 

In line with this Steinberg (2002) report, those young children's conceptions 

of friendship differ from the conceptions of older children and adolescents. It 

is not until late childhood and early adolescence that a growing em phasis is 

pla';ed on issues such as loyalty, tru s t and honesty. Older children and 

adolescents think more about their fri endships in te rm s of closeness and 

intimacy; they a lso act more intimately in interpersonal s ituations. Older 

children and adolescents tend to know more intimate information about 

their friends than younger children, and they tend to act more empathically 

tQward friend than you nger children 

As adolescents need for intimacy increases, so might the emphas ize that 

they place on intimacy as an important component of friend ship. The 

conceptions of friendship come to place grate weight on such dimen sion of 

intimacy as loyalty, tryst, a nd sf'lf-d isclosure (Savian William and BernrJt 

cited in Resiman, & shorr, 1978). v 

<7 
Richey a nd Richey (1~)' found out that in late a dolescence intimacy is 

emphasized much more than in early a dolescence . Adolescent want friends 

those are loyal and trust worthy and that provide support in emotion crisis. 

According to Hartup (Cited in Steinberg, 2002) during the adolescent years, 

friendships become an integral part of an individual's life. Adolescents close 

friends are usually of th e same gender. For adolescents, the essentia l 

characteristics of friendship include loyalty, trust, self-disclosure, opennf'";S, 

and affection. 

2.4.3. Sex Difference in Friendship and its implication for intimacy 

It has been suggested that boys a nd girls have differe nt form s of experience 

with in their peers, with boy's fri end ships being extensive that is, orient"d 
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toward a group of peers, and girls fr iends hips being intensive, that is, 

oriented toward processes experienced at the level of the dyad. Gi rl s 

friendships experience at the dyadic level lead to an emphasis on issues 

concern with the maintenance of relationships and the protection of trust 

and intimacy. (Waldrop & Halverson cited in Bukowski and lorrie, ~?83J. ? 

In recent years, an increasing number of theorists have noted that differ",nt 

"cultures" that are manifest in boys ' and girls' peer relationships. Then the 

gender of a child seems to provide different context for the development 

friendship. Boys' friendships more extensively focu s on a gene tic concerns 

and needs, whereas girls' friendship focus more on communal concern and 

needs. These need shape the form of relationships going to be established 

with their friend and the level of i"timacy in their relationship. 

2.4.4. Sex difference in intimae friendship 

Defining intimacy as emotional closeness, Radmacher and Asmith (~006) <? 

found that boys and girls reported s imilar levels of emotional closeness in 

their friendships, but the pathway that they pursue to achieve the closeness 

varied by gender. For girls, only self-disclosure, for boys' self-disclosure 

and share ac tiva tes predicted emotional closen ess. 1t a ppears that during 

the course of adolescent, self-discloser increasingly becomes the prim a ry 

pathway for intimacy for both boys and girls, but sharing a ctivities rem ains 

important for boys. 

In ,:ontrast with the abovementioned finding Hurlock (1 ~®) indicate that 

girls at all age level are slightly more stable in their friendship than boys . 

. According to him the major different was that female s are more concern·xl 

than male with loyalty, unders ;:anding and self -disclosure in a b est 

friendship. In addition to self -disclosure the intimate fri endship of female' 
" for example, Berdnt (198~) characterized emotional closeness and support 

in their rela tionships as opposed to boys' relat ionships with each other . 

Boys form intimate relationship based on actions . 
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The above claim is supported by, Maccoby, (1998) 'that fema les place more 

value on these dimensions than males. Loyalty, se lf-di sc losure and 

commitment a lso appear to be critical with regard to the term ination or 

friendship. 

<) 

Sharabany (1 28 1); for example, found that preadolescences, early 

adolescents, & late adolescent girls were more likely than boys to expre,;s 

their th oughts and feelings to a friend was an important aspect of intimacy. 

In con tr ast, boys were more likely than girls to emphasize the role of sharing 

activities togeth er or producing instrumental help in establishing intimacy 

in friendships. 

There is extensive documentation that, beginning in preadolescence, girls 

report more frequent interactions of an intimate a nd supportive nature with 
, 

fem a le friends than boys do with male friends (Buhrmester & Prager, 1995). 

Findings of others s tudies were a lso shows that female friends hips provide 

more opportunity than male friendships for the fu lfi llment of communal 

needs. Females reported somewhat more frequent in teraction with friend s 

than males did , and they reported substan Lia lly higher levels of self­

disclosures and emotional support than males did in daily interactions. 

r; 
I3uhrmester and Furman (1987) , the manners boys a nd gi rl s pursue "1 --establishment of intimacy with friend help to validate one's self-worth. Girls 

depend on conversation they made with friends a nd m ales focus on the 

agnatic activities they involved. Girls in general ta lk about how th ey are 

feelings or what try th ey think about certain issues. Boys a re more likely to 

talk a bout such as Monday nigh t football , or who is s ta r ting the next week 

gam es. Girls a re more open with their feelings; if a friend is upset a girl wi ll 

be m ore likely than boy to console her with soothing word s and maybe even 

a hug on the oth er hand . A boy might say to his friend "Don't worry abo uL iL, 

forget it, or it's n ot worth it any way", and leave it at that. This makes clear 

those females ' friendships are characterized by high intimacy on the other 

hand male friendship by low intimacY!fA~9ny, 1980) n 
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Sex differen ces were found in progression a lon g the developmental scale of 

friendship. In early adolescence, female were somewhat a head (44% versus 

28%) . In late adolescence, many more females were advanced 

developmentally (65% of 39%) much of the superiority found for late 

adolescents female is due to the greater emphasizes p laced on intimacy 

varia bles (Bukowski et a i , 1996). 

The findings of many researches shows consistently that female score 

be tter than male in intimacy and in its components such as self -disclosure , 

trust and loya lty, understanding and support. However there are some 

researchers wh o h ave question over the difference between male and female 

in intimacy and its components. For example, Lawrence & Misty (2003)suggest 

that the difference could be emanated from on how its defined a nd 

m easured. In a ddition to that Britt (2008) pointed out th at the inOuence of 

culture, living condition ,and political system of the cou ntry on the 

development of components of friendship intimacy. 

2.5. Summary and Implication 

Human being lives in societies composed of family and friends and work­

place relationships. All of these relationships involve different level of 

intimacy. So far we h ave been discussing the level of intimacy experiencf'd 

particular in the context of childhuod and adolescence friendship s . 

To get more insight on the development of friendship intimacy, two principa l 

theories were discussed. The two theories have different view concerning the 

time of its em er gent and patterns of deve lopment during childhood and 

adolescent . Sullivan believes that the beginning of intimate relationship is 

during prea dolescence; roughly age 8 to 10 in the same sex relationship he 

called a 'chum ship '. On the other hand, Erikson views that intimacy is the 

tas k of the young a dult. But n ow different researchers confirm that intimate 

friendship can becom e a part of a person's experience beginning somewht:rc 

a round middle child hood and it increases with age .The biological changes, 

cognitive and moral development, psychological a nd other contribute for the 
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development of intimate fri endship In preadolescen ce and adolescence 

periods. 

In general, li teratures have s hown that at a ll levels of development females ' 

rate higher tha n male in intimacy a nd have more friendship characteri zed as 

intimate. It appear s those fem a les a re con s istently socialized to be more 

intimate while m ale a re socia lized to compete and m a intain individua li ty al 

the expenses of intimacy. 

Friendship is one of the mos t essen tial and rewarding form s of interaction in 

life . Intimate friends a re more important than ever. Ch ild ren and 

adolescents n eed to have close fri ends that they can talk abou t their feelings 

and problem in order to get empha tic, non-judgmental h earing as a means 

of stabilizing a nd guiding th eir lives . Psychologists have demonstrated the 

crucial role that friend s play in everything from development of se lf identity 

to self esteem. Thus, looking on nature a nd development of intimate 

friendship is helpful to promole healthy development of children and 

a dolescents in Ethiopia. 
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III. Methods 

This section d iscusses data sources, the sample selection procedure , 

development of in timacy measuring instrument, data collection produ cer 

8.nd a n a lysis described below. 

3.1. Study Area 

The study a rea is Ch eh a Woreda which is inhibited by Gurage people and 

found south-west of Addis Ababa. They inhabit an area of land 

approximately 15 0Km. The Cheha Woreda was selected beca u se the 

researcher is acqu ainted with the cu lture and psychological makeup of the 

people so, it is hoped that studying the area would be smoother in many 

aspects. Moreover, the people live in this area are less diverse in mallY 

aspect of their life . Thus, it is possible to prevent the intervention of oth er 

variables, which could affect the result of the study. 

3.2. Population & Sampling 

The populations under investigation were students currently learning in 

Emdiber-primary, secondary & preparatory schools. Since, preadolescence, 

early adolescents, & late adolescen ts were the target population of the study 

the samples were selected purposely from 5&6, 9& 12 grades respectively 

.Moreover, selecting purposely students from these grades level enable to get 

clear cut age difference and to see developmental changes in intimate 

fri endship of the studen ts . 

According to the officia l of th e respective schools the total number of 

students currently attending in grade 5&6, 9 and 12 were 332,364&420 - -
respectively. Among these students in grade five and six there were 226 

boys& 106 girls, in grade nine there were 247boys & 117 girls a nd in grade 

twelve there were 265 boys & 155 girls .The total sample consists of 136 

boys &1 01 girls selected by using systematic sampling(every nth student 

selected from respective class from their attendance sheet) . out of the total 

332 grades 5 & 6, 364 grade nine ~nd 420 grade twelve students attendinG 
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a t Emdiber primary, secondary & preparatory school 68,76 ,&93 s tud ents 

were pa r ticipate in th e study respectively .Th ere were eight Sections in grade 

five & six ,each section s contain about 40 students .out of the eight section 

,four section s were ra ndomly chosen by u s ing lottery method & from each 

four section s a bout 15 pa r ticipants were selected by usin g systema tic 

sampling. 

In a cause of grade nine there were seven section s, each section containing 

a bout 52 s tudents. From seven section s, th ree sections were selected 

ra ndomly & a n average of 24 s tuden ts taken from the selected sections. 

Concerning s tudents in prepara tOlY level, there were eight sections in 

grade12, each section conta ining a bou t 53 studen ts. From eight sections 

four sections were selected randomly. From each section an average of 23 

students were taken as a sam ple of the study. From all grade level 

a dditiona l five stud ents were selected, to replace in the place students who 

wouldn't h ave best friend . 

Table 2. Number of Respondents by Education Level and Sex 

IEducation Level : Sex No % Mean Age 

I Primary boys 40 58.82 11.08 

1s;,<o~da'Y gir ls 28 4 1. 17 

boys 46 60.52 114 .6 
, girls 30 39.47 

r~p·"';t~'Y 
, 

1 
boys 150 5 3.76 118 .05 

t girls 43 46.23 

Total boys 136 57.38 

girls 10 1 42 .61 

The age of the participan t at all level range from 9 to 20 years. The samples 

in the primary school were 111 the age range of 9 to 13 &students in 

secon dary school were between the age of 14 to 16 & the samples from 

preparatory sch ool were in the age interval of 17 to 20. The mea n age of 
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participa nts 111 pnmary, secondary & preparatory we re 11 .08 , 14.76 & 

18.09 respectively. 

3.3. Instrument 

To measure intimate friendship of student in primary, secondary a nd 

preparatory school, items from two standard ized tests (scale) were adapted. 

The two standardized scale were intimate friendship scale of Sharabany and 

Miller with reliability coefficient of 78 and 84 respectively. The selection of 

these instruments was based on the evidence that they were used in several 

research works to measure intimacy a mong different social groups (Jones, 

1996; Mullet and Stolberg, 2002). Particularly the intimacy friendship scales 

of sharabany used to measure intim ate friendship of chi ldren a nd 

adolescents (Sharbany, 1994). The adoption of the two instrumen t help to 

get items that are appropriate for the participants of the study. 

The instrument was likert-scaled questionnaire consisting of scentenc~.s 

descriptive of friendship intimacy. The item s in the scale worded from the 

point of the subject (e.g. I like to do things with him / her). Tj1e entire.-,.;calc 

was subdivided into e ight components. The eight components in the sca le 

were self-disclosure, Understanding, Attachme nt, Exclusiveness, Giving & 

sharing, Imposition, Common activity, Trust & loyalty. 

The wording of each item was in short sentences and to avoid socially 

desirable responses, it was worded both negatively and positive ly. Moreover , 

the item s were translated into Amharic-English and back to En gli ~h ­

Amharic by Graduate Students of developmental psychology and la nguage 

stuJents. And it was finalized according to their agreement. 
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Table3. Instrument Used in this Study 

Sub scales Illustrative items 

Self-disclosure I feel free to ta lk with him / h er a bou t every thing 

Trust & loyalty I know th at wh a tever I te ll h im/her is kept secret 

be tween u s 

Imposition I can u se his/ her s things without asking 

permission 

Attachment I feel close to him / her 

Common activity I work witL him/ her on some of his sch ool work 

Giving & sharing I offe r him /her the use of my th ings 

Understanding I know h ow h e feels a bou t things withou t his 

/ h er telling m e. 

Exclusiveness I do things with him / her that are qu ite d ifferent 

from wh at I d o with other. 

3.4. Procedure 

3.4.1. Item Selection 

In order to evaluate the app ropriaten ess of the items and to avoid overla p 

eight (8) judges were involved in selecting th e item s for final adm inistration 

Table 4: .Judges who participated in the evaluation of items 

Position SPK No. of Qualification Specialty 

judges 

Graduate students of A.A.U M 5 BA Development 

psych ology 

Graduate Students of A.A.U M 1 BA Social psychology 
-

Program coordinator OPRIF F 1 MA Developmental 

psychology 

Graduate Students of A.A.U M 1 BA Measurement -I 
I eva luation I 

_I 
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Bef;)re the judges make categoriza tion of the item s into different dim en s ion 

of friendship intimacy, the r esearcher, in addition to operational definition 

already given in the questionnaire, the resea rcher ha s spent enough time in 

explaining and briefing his objective to the judges. 

A total of 7 1 items were presented for the judges and for a lmost each 

dimension of intimacy there were 9 items. Then the judges were required to 

categorize each items by a ssigning number to differen t dimens ion of 

intimacy i.e. self-Disclosure, exclusiveness etc . 

The responses of the judges then converted in to m edia n evalua tion thc 

m edian of each item & the keyed a nswers were compared . Parson r wa s 

calcula ted to see the presence of s ignificant relationship be tween th e median 

rating of each item a nd its keyed answers. The result indicate that (r=0 .908) 

it is s ignificant, a nd this means the grouping of the item s into different 

dimension of friend ship intimacy made by the judges were good. Based on 

the evaluation of the judges th e total number of item s was redu ced to 57 . 

The foll owing item s were rejected 8,9, 10, 11,23,24,32,37, 46 , 47 , 58,60, 

54& 66. 

While the judges were evalua ting the item s, the foll owin g mod ification s were 

made. First, the operationa l definitional definition of exc lusiveness was 

changed . The judges were confused the definition of a ttachmen t with th at of 

exc:usiveness ch anged. The other modifica tion made was tha t th e items that 

were supposed to measure imposition were lack the qua lities to mea sure 

imposition. Then based on the operationa l definition the items were 

rewritten. 

3.4.2. Pilot Study 

Though the adopted instruments (Scales) have are a lready been 

standa rdized and their auth ors have established the ir reliability and va lidity, 

the time, environment and situation under which they were standa rdized 

were different the environmen t ar:':! s ituatioi1 here in Ethiopia . Hen ce, it h ~~ ~ 
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worthwhile tha t pilo t s tu dy had to be mad e to check the reliabili ty of th c 

ins trument in context like ours. 

The object ives of pilot s tudy were to test a nd improve instrum en t, to 

esteo blis h working rela tions h ip a nd to find ou t fac tors, wh ic h cou ld a ffec t: the 

m a in s tudy . Th u s, a fter the pilot study items 9, 12, 13 &15 were improved. 

Mor eover , a good insight was gained on h ow to adminis trate th e instrument 

fo r th e final s tudy . 

Table 5 .Participants in the pilot study 

.-
Subject Sex Total sample size 

M F 
-

Primary 8 7 15 

Secondary 6 9 15 

Preparatory 7 8 15 
'--

A cross-s ec tion of the popula tion has served for th e p ilot study for thi s 

purpose, equa l num b er of su bj ects from elementary, high sch ool & 

prepa ra tory were ra ndomly selected by lo ttery m eth od s . 

Based on the pilot s tudy resu lts, in struments and the way of administration 

were improved. Item s that indicate poor inter- item correlation were 

im proved. And item s that were confus ing th e subj ect du ring the pilot study 

were m odified. The relia bility coefficient of the instrument was .87 .The 

reliability coeffic ien t of th e sub scales were found to be in the range of .56 

to .93 .Th e relia bility in th e toted sC8 le a nd sub scale were fu lfillin g Ule 

des;.ra ble relia bility coeffi c ient. Thus th e in s trument was found va luable to 

collect data for th e main s tudy. 

3 .4.3. Administration 

Two session s were scheduled for each group of ind ividua l to wh om the 

qu estionnaires were to be a dminis tered. All session s were conducted by 

investigator a n d his assistance, and all items were read ou t loudly by the 
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investigator in a ll sessions, regard less of the age level of the subj ect. Except 

for the first part of the questionnaire, a ll answers were marked by drawing a 

circle a round one of the nu mber given in th e scale. 

In a ddition for students in prima,y school were to ld how to read the words 

that shows female and ma le specific pronoun .learning from pilot study the 

subj ect were asked to identify their one best friends a nd to fill the questions 

based up on th e personal relation ship they do have with this best friend . 

Th(';y were given a definition of best friendship by investigator, and were 

asked if they ha d a ny question s. In a ll grade level before the administration 

of the questions, the subj ects were given fu ll instructions and definitions of 

terms, as well as sample question and definitions and chance to ask 

question. All participants were given time for asking any questions about the 

items or t h e overa ll purpose of the study. 

3.4.4. Analysis 

First, the completed questionnaires were marked and scores assigned to 

each sub-scale of intimacy. The scores of the sub scale were added to get the 

score the participants on each 8 '.1 b- scale and to get the total score of a 11 

intimate friendship the score of each sub-scale were added toge ther. 

Th e pre-coded variables were en tered into SPSS version 12. Reverse coded 

items were also entered after revising. 

In order to describe the data descriptively statistical values such as mea ns 

and standard deviation were calculated. On e sample T-tes t was used to test 

the presence of intimate friendship among the participants. To test the 

prevalence of intimate friend ship among the participants, their expected 

man was compared with their actual mean. The expected mean was 

obtained by taking the median point on th e scale and multiplied by the total 

item s. Since the distribution was assumed to be normally distributed the 

median va lue taken as m ean. One way ANOVA was conducted to measure 

the level of intimate friend ship among primary, secondary and prepara tory 

Students. A post significant test in ANOVA, post-hoc comparison procedure 
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waf employed to see wh ere the statically differen ce lies . The >;ame producer 

was a lso employed to compute g~~r and grade level difference on 

components of intimacy. 

It was also necessary to make independent t-test. Thi s test is a pplied to >;ee 

whether there would be a ny s tatically difference between male and female in 

overall level of intimate fri ends hip . 
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IV. RESULTS 

This chapter is concerned with the presentation of the analysis of the data 

gathered from primary, secondary a nd preparatory school students to 

answer the main question in the study. The d a ta were a na lyzed 111 

accordance with the research ques tion. The resu lts of the study presen ted 

on the following order. Demographic c ha racteristics of the responden i , 

existence of intimate fri endship, difference in the intimate fr iend ship of 

among primary ,secondary, and preparatory students, differen ce on the 

components of intimacy a mong the same group . Finally, sex difference in 

intimate fri e ndship and components of intimacy are presented respectively. 

4.1. Characteristics of Respondents 

Table .6 Presents, the demogra phic characteristic of the study participants. 

Out of 237 s tudents, 136(57.4%) males and 101 , (42.6%) fem ales were 

included in the study . Among them 68(28 .7%) of the pa rticipa nts were in 

the age interval of (9 -13), 109(455 .9%) were in the age interval (14- 17) and 

the rest of 60 (25.4%) were between 18-2 1.With respect to the ir education 

level, 68(28.7%), were primary, 76(32.18) and 93 (39 .2) were secondary and 

prepa ratory students respectively . 

Table 6. Characteristics of Resrondents 

Variables Characteristics No % 

Sex Male 136 57.4 

Female 101 42.6 
Total 237 100 

Age 9-13 68 28 .7 
J 4-17 109 45.9 
18-2 J 60 25.4 
Total 237 100 

Edu.Leve primary 68 28.7 
Secondary 76 32. 1 
preparatory 93 39.2 
Total 237 100 

~-

33 



4.2. Existence of intimate friendship 

In this part to present and a nalyze the existence of intimate fr iend s hip 

among the selected participants one sample t-test employed 

Table.7 One sample t-test for the existence of intimacy among the 

No 

237 

sampled respondents 

Mean 

164.95 

I . 
Std. deviation ! t -test 

value 

2 l.04 142.5 

t df 
sig.(2-

tailed) 

16.4 236 .000 

3 

Table 7 displays that the average value of the participants ' friend sil ip 

intimacy is s ignificantly greater than the ~ed mean. 

4.3. Age patterns in intimate friendship. 

Under this section to present a nd analyze intimate friendship and its 

components at different educational level, descriptive statics and analysis of 

vanance are employed with reference 1O participants at different edu caliun 

:evel . 

Table 8. Means and standard deviations for the intimate friendship of 

students in primary, secondary and preparatory schools 

(N=237) 

Educatio n level Mean 
I 

N Std. Deviation I 
.. --

Primary 155.32 68 17. 717 

secondary I 162.11 76 19. 677 

Preraratory 174. 3 1 93 20.670 

I Total 164.95 237 
1

2
l.

O37 , , 
L...... --- I-. I 
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Table 8 in p .34 shows the mean and standard devia tion of the students In 

friendship intimacy at different level of edu cation. They scored the mean of 

15t:..32, 162.11 & 174.31 in the primary, secondary and preparatory schools 

respectively. Thu s, the intimacy of s tudents increases as one move from 

primary to preparatory. The va riability in th eir scores a lso increases in the 

same direction. 

Table 9. Summary ANOVA for the difference in intimate friendship of 

primary, secondary and preparatory students(N=237) 

Sum or 
Df 

Mean 
F Sig. 

Squares Square 
Between 15067.395 2 7533.698 19.724 .000 

Groups 89377.997 234 381.957 

Within 104445.392 236 

Groups 

Total 

One way ANOVA was calculated on intimacy score of 68 primary students 

(x=155 .32), 76 seconda ry school s tudents (x=162) a nd 93 preparatory 

students (x= 174.3 1) and significant difference was found , F (2, 19.724) = 

0.00, P<0.05. Implying there is significant difference in intimate friendship 

of primary, secondary and prepa ra tOl-y school students . 

Table 10. Post-hoc comparison for the mean difference in the intimaLe 
friendship of primary, secondary and preparatory students. 
(Scheff procdure.) 

1 11) Edu cation level Mean Difference Sig. 
IJ) Education level Il-J) 

1-'-'--'---' 
Lower Bound Lower Bound -

Primary Secondary -6.782 . 11 8 
Preparatory -18.9881') .000 

1-6:7-82-- - ._-----
Secondary Pr.imary .118 
I--'-~ 

Prepara tory -12.2071') .000 
f-c-.----- ~---'--

""18.9881') .000 i'reparatory Pnmary 
Secondary 12.2071') .000 

1: The mean dirrc rencc is signirican l a t the .05 level. 
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In table 10 p.35 Post-hoc comparisons (Scheff ~O.05) revealed that there 

were no significant difference between primary and secondary schon! 

:; tudents, but the mean score of preparatory students was significantly 

higher than primary and secondary schoo! students in intimate friendship. 

Table 11. Means and Standard deviations for Primary, Secondary & 

Preparatory Students in the eight components of friendship 

intimacy (N=237) 

bJ) 

~ ~ 
I': 

bJ) 
II) 

.~ ... I': 
01 

II) 01 .~ 

III II) I>- III .... ..:= 'tI 
.~ 0 0 I': I': I': II) I': 

II) .... .... 0 ~ I': III 
~ 01 .... U U .~ e Il< ~ .... 0 I>- .... 

.~ II) .~ 

.~ .... :a .~ II) e .... ..:= bJ) 
II) .. II) .... II) ::s .~ 

I': 
... 

u :.:::I 0 :> u III ..:. II) 
Il< 

.... e .~ 01 .~ 'tI II) .... e ~ 
.... :> III .5 e 0 .... I': III U .... .~ 

Q II) rJ) f-< .... C) 01 01 c!l ::> 

18.4 1 
Mean 22.04 17.24 15.93 19.29 19.44 22 .90 20.07 

Primary 
N 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 03 

Std. 
4.20 3.399 3.34 3.38 3.38 4.33 3 .79 3.15 

Deviation 

Secondary Mean 23.79 18.28 16.49 18.91 20.37 23.42 21.45 19.41 

N 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 

Std. 4.00 3.57 3.65 3.42 3.21 4.77 3.79 3.81 

Deviation 

Preparatory Mean 25.75 24.43 15.56 20.62 2 1.99 25.54 23. 12 2 1. 30 

N 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 

Std. 
3.77 3.29 2.84 3.73 3.69 4 .20 3.69 ~; .98 

Deviation 

Total Mean 24.08 18.43 16.35 19. 69 20.74 24.10 21.71 19. 86 

237 237 237 237 237 237 237 237 
N 

Std. 
4.28 3.51 3.26 3 .60 3.52 4.56 3.88 388 

Deviation 

~. .-~. 
____ J 

Table 11 presents the descriptive comparison of primary, secondary and 

prepa ratory school studen ts in the eight components of friendship intimacy. 
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The table s hows an increm en t on th e m ean scores of on the seven 

components of friends hip intimacy when movm g from prImary Lo 

prepara tory .on the other hand the m ean score of imposition raise to 

moderate level a nd decline then a fter. In re la tion to othe rs the va riab il ity In 

a ttachment and self-disclosure was high . 

Table-12. Summary ANOVA for the difference in the components of 

friendship intimacy among primary, secondary and 

preparatory students.(N=237) 

Sum of Df Mean F 

Squares Square Sig. 

Between Groups 548.362 2 274 .1 81 17 .096 .000 

Within Groups 3752 .8 11 234 16.038 

Self-Disclosure Total 4301.173 236 

Between Groups 19 1.873 2 95 .936 8.222 .000 

Within Groups 2730.228 234 11.668 

Trust and Loyalty Total 2922 . 101 236 

--

~. 

Between Groups 17.684 2 8.8842 .827 .438 

Imposition With Groups 2500.544 234 10.686 

Total 2518.228 236 

Between Groups 138.2 14 2 69. 107 
1--==------

.005 

Exclusive ness within Group 2928.301 234 12.514 5.522 

Total 3066 .5 15 236 
-- --

Between Groups 270.342 2 J 35. 17 J 11. 885 .000 

Common activity Within Group 2661.438 234 11.374 

Total 2931.781 236

1 Betwee n Groups 325.646 2 , 162 .823 8 .286 .000 

Attachment Within Group 4597 .924 ;119.649 

Total 4923570 236 
~- . ---~ 

Betwee n Groups 371.791 2 1 H5.B95 I :i.6 14 

I 
.000 

Giving and sharing Within Groups 3 195.1 21 234 13.654 

Total 3566 .911 236
1 -- -

I 
I 

I 
I 

I , 
I I r2- - 175 6~1~ Be twee n Groups 351.284 UUO 

. I I 
Un~.erstanding within Groups 32 16 .396 23 4 13745J ' 

~~ _____ J Total 3567.697 236 
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Table 12 in p.37 provides a calculated one-way ANOVA valu e of the eir;hL 

components of fri endship intimacy a t different levels of education. The resul t 

of 'me way ANOVA a bove revealed that there were statically s ignificant 

differen ces in the following components of intimacy friend s hip among 

primary, secondary preparatory school students : i. e. Sel f-disclosure F (2, 

17.096) ;0.000, P<0 .05, Trust & Loyalty F (2 , 8.22) ; 0.000 , P<0.05, 

Exclusiveness, ; 0.000, P<0.05 , P<0.05, Common activi ty (2, 11.885) = 

0.000, P<0.05 , Giving & sharing F (2 , 13.614) ; 0 .000 , P<0.05). On the other 

hand there was no statically difference among these groups on imposition F 

(2, O. 827) ; 0.438, P >0.005). Implying there were difference among 

primary, secondary a nd prepa r atory s tudents a ll most in a ll components of 

friendship intimacy except in imposition. 

Table 13. Post-hoc comparison for the mean difference in the 

components of friendship intimacy (N=237) 

-~ 

Dependent Variable (1) Education.L (J) Mean Difference 

Eductionn.L ( l·J) Sig. 

Lower Bound Lower Bound 

Self-Disclosure primary secondary -I. 745(*) .035 

preparatory -3.709(*) .000 
.-

secondary Primary 1. 745(*) .035 
~ 

Preparatory - 1. 963(') .007 
-

Preparatory Primary 3.709(*) .000 

secondary I. 963(*) .007 

Trust and Loyalty primary secondary -1.04 1(*) .191 

preparatory -2. 195(*) .000 

secondary Primary 1.04 1(*) . 191 

Preparatory -1. 154(*) .094 

Preparatory Primary 2.195(*) .000 
~ 

secondary 1.154(*) .094 

Exclusiveness primary secondary .386 (*) .808 

preparatory -1.330 .064 

secondary Primary -.386 .808 

Preparatory -1.7 16(*) .008 

Preparatory Primary 1.330 .064 
--
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secondary 1.716(*) .008 

Common Activity primary secondary -9 .27 .260 

preparatory -2.548(*) .000 

secondary Primary .927 .260 

Preparatory - 1.621 (*) .009 

Preparatory Primary 2.548(*) .000 
.-. - ---

secondary 1.621(*) .009 
--,--,- .. 
Attachment primary secondary -.524 .778 

preparatory -2.641(*) .001 
- --

secondary Primary .524 .778 
-

Preparatory -2. 117(*) .009 
--

Preparatory Primary 2.641(*) .001 

secondary 2. 11 7(*) .009 

Giving and Sharing primary secondary - 1. 374 .086 

preparatory -3 .045(*) 000 

secondary Primary 1. 374 .086 

Preparatory - 1.671(*) .015 

Preparatory Primary 3.045(*) .000 

secondary 1.67 1 .015 

Understanding primary secondary -996 .276 
---

preparatory -2.889(*) .000 

secondary Primary .996 .276 

Preparatory - 1. 893(*) .005 

Preparatory Primary 2.889(*) .000 

secondary 1.893(*) .005 

The m ean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

In order to locate the point where the s ignificant F lies a fo ll ow up analysis, 

specifically, sch effe's mu ltip le compa rison was employed. Accordi ngly, 

significance differen ces among primary, secondary a nd preparatory school 

students were observed in th e self-d isclosure. Scheff's multiple comparison 

also suggest that there was not significance d iffe ren ce between primary and 

secondary sch ool students in Attachment , Trust & Loyalty ,giving & sharing, 

exclusiveness, common activity and understanding. Significant difference 

was found only prepa ratory s tudents with seconda ry and primary schcol 
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students. There was no significant differen ce among them in t heir mean 

score of imposition. 

4 .4. Sex difference in intimate friendships 

To see sex difference in in tima te friendship a nd its components descriptive 

statistics and t-tes t u sed in this pa rt. 

Table 14. Means and SD for the intimate friendship of male and 

female (N=237) 

Sex Mean N Std. Deviation 
_._-
Female 166.93 101 22.235 

Male 163.48 136 20 .058 

Total 164.95 237 2 1.037 

As presented in the ta ble 14 th e mean score of female in intima te friendship 

m easures 166.93 and m a le average is 163.48, implying that females had 

higher over a ll in timacy than males. However , the scores of the females had 

high variability than males. The standard deviation of male and female were 

20.058 a nd 22 .235 respectively . 

Table 15. Sex difference in the intimate friendship (N=237) 

r-:::--- . 
No Std.devation T df Sig. (2-LOikd) Sex mean 

~l -
136 166.93 20.058 1.25 1 235 .212 

F 101 163 .48 22.235 

Ta ble 15 shows that there was n o significant difference between male and 

fema le in in timate friendship. 
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Table 16. Means and Standard deviations for male and fe male in the 

eight components of friendship intimacy (N=237) 

, Tru.t 

Sex 
S elf- Co mmon Givin g a n d 

ond Impollition EKclulIiv cn cli1I Altac h m tm t Und cnt"ndin g 
Dillc iolluro Itc tivit y _h uring 

Loyalty 

Mea n 23 .98 18.64 16.7 1 19 .98 20.95 24. 5 7 2 1.7 4 20 .35 

Female No 101 101 101 101 101 101 10 1 101 

Std . 4 .939 3. 799 3 .380 3.566 3 .462 4.659 3 .7 14 3.95 1 

Dev 

Male Mean 24.12 18.27 16 .09 19.48 20.58 23.7 5 21.68 19.51 

No 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 

Std . 3.901 3 .301 3 . 166 3 .63 1 3 .575 4.483 4 .025 3.8 16 

Dev 
---

Total Mean 24 .4 18 .43 16.35 16.69 20.74 24.10 2 1. 7 1 19.86 

No 237 237 237 237 237 237 237 237 

.----
Std. 4.269 3 .51 9 3 .267 3 .60 5 3. 525 4 .568 3 .888 3 .888 

Dev 

To see if there if difference in term s of the compon ents of frie ndsh ip in timacy 

between m a le and females, it was compa red their m ea n a nd s tan da rd 

deviation . wither this difference is significant or n ot is to be seen in the 

forth coming table . When we see at the face value, the mean of fem a le 

a lmos t in a ll componen ts s lightly exceed s than male . Females were 

exceeding male in the following compon ents of fri endship intimacy : Trus t 

and Loyalty, Impos ition , Exclu siveness , Common activity, Attachment , 

giving & s h a ring, a nd Un ders ta nding. Male exceed fe m a le on ly in one 

component of friendship intimacy i.e . self-disclosure, m a le scored 24 .12 and 

female 2 3 .98 . Compa ring to other components of fr iendship intimacy mean 

value of fem a le in a ttachment a nd unde rs tanding was h igh er tha n m a les. 

The varia bility of the m ean score in the fo llowing component was h igh fe r 

the maJe tha n fem a les: Common activity, exciu s iveness, giving a nd sh aring. 

On the other h a nd , fem a le show high variabili ty in th e self-disclosu re, tru st 

& loya lty, imposition a nd understanding. 

4 1 
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Table 17. T-test for the difference between male and female in the eight 

components of friendship intimacy (N=237) 

Components Sex N mean std t df Sig. (2-1ailcd) 

M 136 24.12 3.901 .245 235 .807 
self-Disclosure 

F 101 23.98 4.939 

Trust and M 136 18.27 3.301 .803 235 .423 

T.ov,h ~ F 101 18.64 3.799 

in:.position M 136 16.09 3 .1 66 1.459 235 .146 

F 101 16.71 3.380 

Common M 136 19.48 3.631 1.061 235 .290 

F 101 19 .98 3.566 

Exclusiveness M 136 20.58 3.575 -.061 235 .426 

F 101 20.95 3.462 

Attachment M 136 24. 10 3.575 1.3761 235 .170 

F 101 24.57 4.659 

Giving and M 136 21 .71 4.025 -. 11 5 235 .908 

F 101 2 1. 74 3.714 
Understanding M 136 19.86 3.888 -1.649 

- - --- ---- 235 
.100 

F 101 20.35 3.951 
i 

Based on the information in corporate in the tab le 16 pAl, allcmpt was 

m a de to see the sta tically difference in each components of friendship 

intimacy between male and fema' e . Independent T test was se lect as ~LI 

lllstrumen t to handle this case thus table 17 shows, s tatically insignifican l 

differen ce in the 8 components of friendship intimacy between male and 

female. 
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V. Discussion 

In this section, implication of the result obtained and the consistency and 

inconsistency of the result obtained in the past study with present study are 

discussed in line with the basic question stated earlier. The discussion is 

made under the fo llowing headings. 

Existence of intimate friendship 

, 
Difference in th e intima te friendship among primary, secondary school 

and preparatory students . 

Difference in the components of fr iendship intimacy a mong pnmary, 

secondary school and prepa ratory students. 

Sex difference in intimate friendship 

Sex difference in components of fr iendship intimacy 

5. 1. Existence of intimate friendship among participants of 

the study 

Rerults of one sample t-test summarized in Table 7 p.34 sugges t that the 

Participants of the study had intimacy in their friendship. This result is 

analogous with the assumption of Erikson (cited in Jones, 1996) that 

supposes formation of intimate friendship is possible only during la Le 

adolescence. However, the result of the present study shows that intimate 

friendship can be formed stared from preadolescence. Accordingly Sullivan 

(1953) said that the beginning of intimate friendship is preadolesce nce 

roughly age 8 to 10, which is congruent with present study. This is a lso 

consistent with the findings of (Jones, 1986, Gottman & Mettetal , 1986). As 

s tated in literature review sections of this study, in each of a bove study, iL 

was found that the possibility of intimacy in preadolescence period and 

intimacy increase with age. 
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5.2. Difference in the Intimate Friendship among Primary, 

Secondary and Preparatory Students. 

The present study shows that there were significant difference in the level of 

intimacy among primary, secondary and preparatory school students. These 

results are congruent with the result of other. (Gottman & Meteeal, 1986; 

Laursen, 1996; Steinberg, 2000). The find ings by these researchers indicate 

that intimacy in friendship do increase greatly between childhood & 

adolescen ce. 

In this study the overall average value on intimate fri end ship scale 

increases. This progression shows the general pattern of risin g in intimacy. 

This is reasonable in light of the concurrent cognitive, biological and moral 

development of this age group. In line with this Steinberg (2000) also 

ind~cated the increasing emphasis on intimate in relationship is supported 

by a dolescent's social cognitive w.pability and the young person's growi lig 

independence. As one getting order because of many changes, facilita te the 

formation of intimate relationships among adolescent. 

Th e post-hoc comparisons revealed that the s ignificance difference lies 

between preparatory & secondary and between preparatory & primary 

students. As indicate above the mean value on the friend ship intimacy 

increase as one move form primary to prepa ratory. Even though, the 

difference between secondary a nd primary s tudent is ins ignificant. The 

intimacy value of prepara tory student significantly h igher than both primay 

& secondary sch ool students. 

The finding is consistent with past research result of (Resiman, & Shorr, 

1978). In late adolescen ce intimacy is emphasizes much more than in 

preadolescence and early adolescence. In line with this Colmen(1974) found 

th a t as chi ld getting older changef in description of friends & thinking abOl.~t 

iri endship. A shift from playing together ,giving each other goods to more 

a bstract such as caring for one another, sharing feeling & though t, and 
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provide comfort one another .This lead them to th e formation of high 

intimacy in the older children. 

5.3. Difference in the Components Friendship Intimacy 

among Primary, Secondary and Preparatory Students . 

The result of the study shows that there is s ignificant difference among 

primary, secondary and prepa ra tory students in self-disclosure, tru st 

&loya l ty, commonactivi ty, a t tachmen t,exclu siveness, gi ving&shari ngand under 

standing the severa l compon en ts of intimacy .This would seems to fit with 

the study Douvan & Adelson (1 966) the inten sity of in timate friendship 

become stronger once move from middle childhood to la te a dolescent, 

beca u se of the development of components cf in timacy. The study reveaied 

that in t he seven components of intimacy the mean scores of the stu dents in 

the preparatory greater tha n s tudents in seconda ry and primary school a nd 

a lso the score of s tudents in seconda ry school better than prima ry s tuden ts . 

In line with this Selman (198 9) indica te tha t the beh aviors which lead to 

intimacy develop through time & age- related shift is brou gh t in th e in timate 

friendship of children & adolescen ce. 

Another possible explanation is tha t Gottman a nd Meteel(1 986)suggest that 

the presence of developmenta l cha nges in th emes and concern of friendship. 

Due to this , the intimate beh aviors become im portant to the maintenance 

and stability of friendship ch an ge with th e a dvan cem en t of th e age. In line 

with this Yoniss cited in Robert (1 994) su gges t tha t a s children move in to 

adolescence they p lace greater empha size on psychological qua li ties su ch as 

trus t & loya lty , mutua l unders tawling and self-disclosure. 

Pos t-hoc compa rison s conducted fo r each of component accordingly, there is 

significant difference observed in self-disclosure a mon g prim a ry, secondary 

sci':1ol L'<. prepara tory students . The mean score of secondary school 

students significantly higher th an primary s tud ents and the mean score of 

prepara tory s tudents is s ignifi cantly higher th an prima ry and secondary 

school students . This support th e s tudy of Gottman & Meteeal (1986) 
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suggests that due to the emergent con cern s about self-exploration & self­

definition lead to considerable self-disclosure during early a dolescence. 

Moreover , Erikson (1968) su ggests that due to the es tablishment of 

identity, they commit themselves to their friends. This encourages th em to 

be open with each other and disclose what they a re really feeling in late 

adolescence. 

Post hoc comparison also sh ows that preparatory s tuden ts were s ignificantly 

high er than primary students in the other s ix components of intim acy were 

but there was no s ignificant difference between primary and secondary 

school s tudents. These changes reflec t a n inc reasing ability to coordinate 

soc:al perspec tive . Steinberg(2000) a lso suggest that older children know 

more intimate informa tion about the ir fri end s, in turn th is lead to the; 

developmen t of in timate behavior. 

ANOVA result have indicate that no s ignificant differen ce among primary, 

secondary school and preparatory students in the intimacy component of 

imposition. It support the study (Jones, 1986) that imposition ri se to 

moderate level, then decline the reafter. 

5.4. Sex Difference in Intimate Friendship 

The result obtained indicates that there was n o significan t d ifference 111 

inti ;n acy of male & female . The result of the present study is, however, 111 

consistent with the findin gs of (Sharbany, 1981; Berdn t, 1982; Anthony, 

1980). Virtually a ll studies report sex difference intimate fr iendship male 

scores lower than females. Buhrmester & Prager (1 995), for example, found 

that the pa ttern of interaction in fem a le friend s hip in general deve lop better 

intimacy among them than ma le. Similarly, Anthony (1980) s uggested th at 

fema le's friendships are ch aracterized by high intimacy on the other hand 

male friendships by low intimacy. 

In explaining the difference in intima te friendship between male & female 

Dovan &Adelson (1966) said that male and female have differen t 

development task in adolescence period ,boys are dom inated by need of 
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achievem en t independen ce; for girls, d evelop inter persona l s kill and love 

,which lead s to male low in timacy a nd female to h igh intimacy respecti vely. 

Unlike Dova n and Adelson cited in Sh a ffer and Ogden ce (1986) su ggest that 

the exten t of m a le a nd fem a le intimate fr iendship d epend on the purpose of 

the esta blished relationship. Th e lack of differen ce in their friendship in this 

study may be traced to as h aving s imila r purpose or d evelopmental task in 

their culture. 

Another possible expia tion tha t can be attach ed to this m ay be cultura l 

varia tion between E thiopia & the countries where the research conducted. 

In line with this, it h as been sugg'!s ted by d iffe rent resear chers that c ultura l 

factors and natura l se ttings could influence in timate frien dship of male a nd 

fema le. Fina lly th ey su ggest that the role & socia lization processes which 

lead to intimacy are not n ecessarily inherent in human nature. (Bukowsk i, 

1996). 

5.5. Sex Difference in Components of Friendship 

Intimacy 

Th e a n a lysis m a de by sex h as indicted that fem a les s tudents a re foun d to 

posses m ean scores in th e seven components of friendship intimacy (trust 

&loya lty, impos tion , commonactivity, exclus iveness, attachment , glVll1g 

&sha rin g a nd understanding) h igher than males. But the result of the 

ANOVA has indicated a statis tically ins ignificant difference between male 

and fem a le in the eigh t compon ents of friendsh ip intimacy. 

Thi ·s findin g contradicts with the study of (Buhrmester & Prager, 1995) 

which ju stified th at girls were more likely than boy to express their though 

to a fri encl a nd unders ta n d the feel ing of the ir friends. The sam e s tu dy 

reported tha t fe m a le interact more frequ e ntly than male did , a nd the level of 

emotional support is high in female friendship. In line with thi s Sharaba ny 

(198 1) fi n d ou t th at girls were more likely th an boy con sider that 

understanding h ow a friend fee l was an important aspect of intimacy .AI~o 
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Davison & Doberman(1982)report that females understand their friend morc 

than males. 

One way ANOYA result a lso shows there is no significant difference between 

male and female in trust and loyalty. In contrast to the study Maccoby 

(1998)which shows that females are more concerned than male in trust & 

loya lty .In one study comparing friend ship in united state &Russia Sheets & 

Lugar cited in Britt(2008),it was observed that Russian participant view the 

ability to "keep confident" as being more critical to maintain friendship than 

American. It suggests that the former ruling system (communist), has 

increased the Russian caution. The culture, political system a nd other can 

affect the qualities, which are desirable in friendship relation. Moreover , 

Britt (2008) has suggested that the living condition of an individual matter 

on the level of trust &Ioyalty seeking from relationship. Based on this, the 

possible interpretations of the importance attach to tru st & loyalty in 

friendship of male like female might be the collective nature of the culture in 

which pa rticipants live. 

The analysis further reveals insignificant difference between male and 

ferriale in self-disclosure. The result inconsistent with those researcher who 

reported that female self-disclosure higher than male (Richey &Richey , 

1980: Fehr, 2004).On the other hand, Radmacher & Asmith (2006) contend 

that self-disclosure increas ing become an important path way for intimacy 

of both boy & girls. The same researches suggest that the pathway for 

intimacy of male & female is more or less s imilar. In contrast, the study by 

Berdnt (1982) indicated that male & fema le form intima te friendship in a 

different manner. Boy form based on ac tions & deeds, where as female 

through self-discussions, trust & emotional closeness. Nevertheless, in thi s 

study male & female score s imilar on those components of intim acy 

important in the formation of in timate friendship. 
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VI. Summary, conclusion and Recommendation 

This study was designed to assess the nature and quality of intimate 

friendship among primary, secondary and preparatory school students. 

Research into the n ature a nd development of intimacy previously centered 

on late adolescents and early adulthood, but in this study preadolescen t, 

and early a dolescents were also the subject of the study. It was a lso the 

intention of the study to find out the existence of intimate friendship , if 
determine age a nd sex difference on different means of intimate friendship. 

Accordingly, the following researc h ques tion s were raised: 

1. Does intimate friendship exist among the sampled participants? 

2. Is there c§iinifica!lt>difference in the in intimate friendship across 

grade level? 

3. Is there&inifican Vdifference in the components of intimacy amc,ilg 

Primary, secondary school and preparatory students? 

4. It there (ignificanyscx difference in intimate friellu:;hip? 

5. Is there~ificanVdifference between male and female in components 

of friendship? 

In order to answer these questions and to accomplish the objective of the 

study 68 pnmary, 76 secondary and 93 preparatory students selected 

randomly . From this respondent informati ')I1 was gathered using in timate 

friendship scale. Finally, the data were analyzed with different statistical 

technique and the following findings were obtained. 

The intimacy mean value of the participants s ignificantly greater than 

expec ted mean of intimacy . 

There is significant difference among pnmary, secondary sch ool and 

preparatory school students in their intimacy. Post-hoc comparisons 

a nalysis indicates a preparatory student had significant differen ce with 
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both pnmary & secondary school students. There was no significa nt 

difference between primary& secondary school students 

There was statistical s ignifican t difference among primary, secondary & 

preparatory students in the seven components of intimacy. And there 

was not significance difference among them in the imposition. 

There was no statistical s ignificant difference between male participants 

and female participants in intimate friendship. 

There was no statistical s ignifican t difference between ma le and fem a le 

in the eight component of intimacy . 
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Conclusions 

Based on the result of this study one may tentatively conclude the followin g. 

1. Intimate friendship exists among the partic ipants of the study. 

Students from primary, secondary and preparatory school experie nce 

intimacy in their friendship. 

2. As education level increases, the importance of intimate friend s hip 

increases. Comparing to the three groups of students, students in the 

preparatory level were significantly higher than students in the 

primary and secondary school in their intimacy. Even though the 

difference between primary & secondary school was ins ignificant, 

secondary school students score better than primary school students 

in their friendship intimacy. 

3. With education level, the followin g components of friendship intim acy 

become the main organizer of intimate fri end ship : Self-disclosure , 

understanding, attachments, exclusiveness, support, s haring activily , 

and trust &loyaIty . Unlike other impocition didn't make difference in 

their friendship . 

4. The finding of the present study indicated tha t there was no sex 

difference in intimate fri endship. Intimate friendship was equally 

important for male and female participants. 

5. In this s tudy, the pathway m a le and female purs mg 111 attaining 

intimacy 111 friendship was similar. The friendshi p intim acy 

component of self-disclosure, attachment, understandin g, 

exclusiveness, sharing activity, impos ition and trust &. loyalty were 

equally important for both m a le a nd fem ale in their fri end s hip. 
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Recommendations 

Based on the findings of the study the following recommendations a re 

forwarded. 

• 

a . Intimate friendship becomes an integral part of students of prima ry, 

secondary & preparatory. Thus, it sh ould be encouraged by parents 

and teachers when it starts emerge by creatin g environment which IS 

favorable for formation of intim a te friend ship. 

b. There a re multiple factor" tha t can influen ce the development of 

intimate friendship and its component. However , the presen t study 

has con sidered only the two variables education level & sex . Fu ture 

research sh ould consider the effect of other factors which are not 

considered in this study. 
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