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to individual statements were added such that a higher total score indicated a higher 

perceived value of having a close relationship with one's best friend. For missing data, 

the grand mean for all participants was used. The range of possible scores was from 6 to 

30. 

Aron et ai. (1998) found that scores on the Desirability Scale were internally 

consistent. These authors reported alphas of .85 and .84 for scores on the Desirability 

Scale. In this sample, an alpha of .81 was obtained for scores on the Desirability Scale. 

Aron et ai. (1998) reported that scores on the Desirability Scale correlated (r = .22, p 

< .001) with scores on the Probability Scale. These authors reported that scores on the 

Desirability Scale correlated (r = .30,p < .001) with scores on the Desirability of the 

State Scale. Aron et ai. also reported that scores on the Desirability Scale correlated 

(r = .36,p < .001) with scores on the Intensity Scale. 

Probability. Individual differences in perceived probability of having a close 

relationship with one's best friend were assessed using the Probability Scale (Aron et aI., 

1998). This scale was also used as a measure of idealization. The Probability Scale is a 

set of three statements that were written to assess individuals' perceived probability of 

ever having a close relationship with someone who does not love them. For this study, 

selected statements were modified to apply to reciprocated feelings of liking between 

friends (e.g., "Even though you don't feel this person loves you as much as you would 

like, to what extent has this person done things that would make most people think he or 

she loves you?" was changed to "To what extent has this person done things that would 

make most people think he or she likes you?"). Participants were instructed to think about 

their relationship with either a current or fonner best friend and respond to these 
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statements. Participants responded to each statement using a 5-point scale with response 

options labeled not at all, somewhat, moderately, quite a bit, and extremely. All 

statements were worded such that an answer of extremely indicated a high perceived 

probability of having a close relationship with one's best friend. 

Responses to all statements were scored such that higher scores indicated a higher 

perceived probability of having a close relationship with one's best friend. Scores for 

answers to individual statements were added such that a higher total score indicated a 

higher perceived probability of having a close relationship with one's best friend. For 

missing data, the grand mean for all participants was used. The range of possible scores 

was from 6 to 30. 

Aron et al. (1998) found that scores on the Probability Scale were internally 

consistent. These authors reported alphas of .71 and .75 for scores on the Probability 

Scale. In this sample, an alpha of. 77 was obtained for scores on the Probability Scale. 

Aron et al. (1998) reported that scores on the Probability Scale correlated (r = .28, 

p < .001) with scores on the Desirability of the State Scale. Aron et al. also reported that 

scores on the Probability Scale correlated (r = .21,p < .001) with scores on the Intensity 

Scale. 

Desirability a/the state. Individual differences in perceived number of benefits of 

liking one's best friend were assessed using the Desirability of the State Scale (Aron et aI., 

1998). This scale was also used as a measure of idealization. The Desirability of the State 

Scale is a set of six statements that were written to assess individuals' perceived 

desirability of the state of being in love with someone who does not love them. For this 

study, selected statements were modified to apply to reciprocated feelings of liking 
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between friends (e.g., "How fulfilling is it to love this person even though it is 

unrequited?" was changed to "How fulfilling is it to like this person?"). Participants were 

instructed to think about their relationship with either a current or former best friend and 

respond to these statements. Participants responded to each statement using a 5-point 

scale with response options labeled not at all, somewhat, moderately, quite a bit, and 

extremely. All statements were worded such that an answer of extremely indicated a high 

perceived number of benefits of liking one's best friend. 

Responses to all statements were scored such that higher scores indicated a higher 

perceived number of benefits of liking one's best friend. Scores for answers to individual 

statements were added such that a higher total score indicated a higher perceived number 

of benefits ofliking one's best friend. For missing data, the grand mean for all 

participants was used. The range of possible scores was from 6 to 30. 

Aron et al. (1998) found that scores on the Desirability ofthe State Scale were 

internally consistent. These authors reported alphas of .65 and .68 for scores on the 

Desirability of the State Scale. Aron et al. attributed the lower internal consistency of 

scores on this scale compared to scores on the Desirability Scale and Probability Scale to 

the fact that the statements of the Desirability of the State Scale were written to assess a 

variety of aspects of their concept of desirability of the state. In this sample, an alpha 

of.77 was obtained for scores on the Desirability of the State Scale. Aron et al. reported 

that scores on the Desirability of the State Scale correlated (r = .29,p < .001) with scores 

on the Intensity Scale. 

Intensity. Individual differences in perceived intensity of one's relationship with 

one's best friend were assessed using the Intensity Scale (Aron et aI., 1998). This scale 
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was also used as a measure of idealization. The Intensity Scale is a set of three statements 

that were written to assess intensity of an unreciprocated love experience. For this study, 

statements were modified to apply to reciprocated feelings of liking between friends (e.g., 

"How emotionally intense is this unrequited love experience?" was changed to "How 

emotionally intense is this friendship?"). Participants were instructed to think about their 

relationship with either a current or former best friend and respond to these statements. 

Participants responded to each statement using a 5-point scale with response options 

labeled not at all, somewhat, moderately, quite a bit, and extremely. All statements were 

worded such that an answer of extremely indicated a high level of perceived intensity in 

one's relationship with one's best friend. 

Responses to all statements were scored such that higher scores indicated a higher 

level of perceived intensity in the relationship with one's best friend. Scores for answers 

to individual statements were added such that a higher total score indicated a higher level 

of perceived intensity in one's relationship with one's best friend. For missing data, the 

grand mean for all participants was used. The range of possible scores was from 6 to 30. 

Aron et al. (1998) found that scores on the Intensity Scale were internally consistent. 

These authors reported an alpha of .85 for scores on the Intensity Scale. In this sample, an 

alpha of .83 was obtained for scores on the Intensity Scale. 

Triangular Love Scale. Individual differences in relationship intimacy, passion, and 

commitment were assessed using the Triangular Love Scale (Sternberg, 1988). The 

Triangular Love Scale is composed of three subscales: the Intimacy scale, the Passion 

scale, and the Commitment scale. The Intimacy scale is a set of 12 statements (e.g., "I 

feel emotionally close to _") that were written to assess the level of intimacy in one's 
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relationship with another person. Participants were instructed to think about their 

relationship with either a current or former best friend and respond to these statements. 

Participants responded to these statements using a 5-point scale with response options 

labeled not at all, somewhat, moderately, quite a bit, and extremely. All statements were 

worded such that an answer of extremely indicated a high level of intimacy. 

Responses to all statements were scored such that higher scores indicated a higher 

level of intimacy in one's relationship with one's best friend. Scores for answers to 

individual statements were added such that a higher total score indicated a higher level of 

intimacy in one's relationship with one's best friend. For missing data, the grand mean 

for all participants was used. The range of possible scores was from 12 to 60. 

Sternberg (1997) reported that scores on the Intimacy scale were internally 

consistent (as> .90). Acker and Davis (1992) also reported that scores on the Intimacy 

scale were internally consistent (as> .90). Chojnacki and Walsh (1990) reported alphas 

above .90 and a test-retest correlation of .75 over a 2-week interval for scores on a 

revised 15-item version of the Intimacy scale. Hendrick and Hendrick (1989) also 

reported that scores on this revised version of the Intimacy scale were internally 

consistent (a > .93). In this sample, an alpha of .94 was obtained for scores on Intimacy 

scale. 

Sternberg (1997) found that scores on the 12-item Intimacy scale correlated with 

scores on Rubin's (1970) Liking and Loving Scales (r = .68 and .74, respectively). 

Chojnacki and Walsh reported that scores on the revised Intimacy scale correlated 

(r = .62,p < .01) with scores on the Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (Jourard, 

1963). Chojnacki and Walsh found that scores on the revised Intimacy scale were 
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significantly higher when participants responded to statements using a dating partner as 

the target than when participants responded to statements using their mother as the target. 

Hendrick and Hendrick (1989) found that scores on the revised Intimacy scale were 

positively correlated with scores on the Passionate Love Scale (Hatfield & Sprecher, 

1986), positively correlated with scores on the Viability, Intimacy, Passion, Care, and 

Satisfaction subscales of the Relationship Rating Form (Davis & Todd, 1982, 1985), and 

negatively correlated with scores on the Conflict subscale of the Relationship Rating 

Form (Davis & Todd, 1982, 1985). 

The Passion scale is a set of 12 statements (e.g., "Just seeing _ is exciting for me") 

that were written to assess the level of passion in one's relationship with another person. 

For this study, selected statements were modified to apply to a relationship with a best 

friend (e.g., "My relationship with _ is very romantic" was changed to "My 

relationship with _ is very friendly"). Given these changes, these 12 statements were 

used to assess degree of positive affect (i.e., attraction) in one's relationship with one's 

best friend. Participants were instructed to think about their relationship with either a 

current or former best friend and respond to these statements. Participants responded to 

the statements using a 5-point scale with response options labeled not at all, somewhat, 

moderately, quite a bit, and extremely. All statements were worded such that an answer 

of extremely indicated a high level of passion (i.e., attraction). 

Responses to all statements were scored such that higher scores indicated a higher 

level of passion (i.e., attraction) in one's relationship with one's best friend. Scores for 

answers to individual statements were added such that a higher total score indicated a 

higher level of passion (i.e., attraction) in one's relationship with one's best friend. For 
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missing data, the grand mean for all participants was used. The range of possible scores 

was from 12 to 60. 

Sternberg (1997) reported that scores on the Passion scale were internally consistent 

(as> .80). Acker and Davis (1992) also reported that scores on the Passion scale were 

internally consistent (as> .80). Chojnacki and Walsh (1990) reported alphas above .90 

and a test-retest correlation of .81 over a 2-week interval for scores on a revised IS-item 

version of the Passion scale. Hendrick and Hendrick (1989) also reported that scores on 

this revised version of the scale were internally consistent (a> .93). In this sample, an 

alpha of .93 was obtained for scores on the Passion scale. 

Sternberg (1997) found that scores on the 12-item Passion scale correlated with 

scores on Rubin's (1970) Liking and Loving Scales (r = .66 and .79, respectively). 

Chojnacki and Walsh reported that scores on the revised Passion scale correlated (r = .44, 

P < .01) with scores on the Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (Jourard, 1963). 

Chojnacki and Walsh found that scores on the revised Passion scale were significantly 

higher when participants responded to statements using a dating partner as the target than 

when participants responded to statements using their mother as the target. Hendrick and 

Hendrick (1989) found that scores on the revised Passion scale were positively correlated 

with scores on the Passionate Love Scale (Hatfield & Sprecher, 1986), positively 

correlated with scores on the Viability, Intimacy, Passion, Care, and Satisfaction 

subscales ofthe Relationship Rating Form (Davis & Todd, 1982, 1985), and negatively 

correlated with scores on the Conflict subscale of the Relationship Rating Form (Davis & 

Todd, 1982, 1985). 

The Commitment scale is a set of 12 statements (e.g., "I have confidence in the 
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Chojnacki and Walsh reported that scores on the revised Commitment scale correlated 

(r= .57,p < .01) with scores on the Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (Jourard, 

1963), length of involvement in relationships between dating partners (r = .29,p < .01), 

and dating exclusivity (r = .26,p < .01). Chojnacki and Walsh found that scores on the 

revised Commitment scale were significantly higher when participants responded to 

statements using a dating partner as the target than when participants responded to 

statements using their mother as the target. Hendrick and Hendrick (1989) found that 

scores on the revised Commitment scale were positively correlated with scores on the 

Passionate Love Scale (Hatfield & Sprecher, 1986), positively correlated with scores on 

the Viability, Intimacy, Passion, Care, and Satisfaction subscales of the Relationship 

Rating Form (Davis & Todd, 1982, 1985), and negatively correlated with scores on the 

Conflict subscale of the Relationship Rating Form (Davis & Todd, 1982, 1985). 

Demographic Information. Participants reported their sex by selecting one of two 

answer options: male orfemale. Participants reported their age by selecting one of five 

category ranges: 18-22, 23-27, 28-32, 33-37, or 38 or older. Participants reported their 

raciaVethnic background by selecting one of five answer options: African American/ 

Black, Caucasian/White, Latino/Hispanic, Asian, or Other. Participants reported their 

best friend's sex by selecting one of two answer options: male orfemale. Participants 

reported whom they had thought of as their best friend by selecting one of four answer 

options: current female best friend, current male best friend, former female best friend, or 

former male best friend. Participants reported the type of person they had thought of as 

their best friend by selecting one of three answer options: marital partner, romantic 

partner, or other. Participants reported whom they had thought of as their best friend by 
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selecting one of five answer options: friend who became a romantic partner, romantic 

partner who became a friend, friend who became a marital partner, marital partner who 

became a friend, or none of the above. Participants reported the length of their 

relationship with their best friend by selecting one of five category ranges: less than 1 

year, 1-2 years, 3-4 years, 5-7 years, or 8 years or more. Participants reported whether or 

not they expected their relationship with their best friend to be permanent by selecting 

one of two answer options: yes or no. Participants reported the number of best friends that 

they had had before their current or former best friend by selecting one of five answer 

options: 0, 1, 2, 3, or 4. Participants reported the general length of their relationships with 

former best friends by selecting one of five category ranges: 1-5 months, 6-11 months, 1-

2 years, 2-3 years, or more than 3 years. Additionally, participants reported the number 

friends that they considered to be close friends and the number of friends that they 

considered to be casual friends by selecting one of five answer options for each: 0, 1, 2, 3, 

or 4 or more. 

Procedure 

Participants were surveyed in small groups of up to eight participants. Participants 

arrived for the study at their scheduled times. The researcher introduced herself and 

thanked the participants for volunteering to participate in the study. The researcher 

explained the importance of friendship in people's lives and told them that the purpose of 

the study was to see if there was a relationship between ways people think about 

themselves and what people do to maintain their friendships. The researcher asked 

participants to respond to all statements in the survey with their relationship with a 

current or former best friend in mind. The researcher obtained informed consent in 
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writing and emphasized confidentiality as well as anonymity of responses. The researcher 

informed participants of their right to withdraw from the study without penalty. 

Participants then received the survey, which was composed of the following scales 

in the order specified: Marital Conventionalization Scale, Intimacy scale, Passion scale, 

Commitment scale, Relationship Assessment Scale, Desirability Scale, Probability Scale, 

Desirability of the State Scale, Intensity Scale, Strength scale, Diversity scale, and Self-

Monitoring Scale. Participants reported demographic information after completing the 

survey. The researcher initialed and stamped the participants' forms for receiving extra 

credit when they had completed the survey. 

Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

Self-monitoring and sex of participant were not manipulated variables; therefore, it 

was possible that participants' self-monitoring orientations were confounded with their 

sex. Indeed, several researchers (e.g., Day et al., 2002) have found that self-monitoring 

and sex were confounded. Given this potential confound, it is possible that any potential 

effects of self-monitoring on usage of maintenance strategies could actually be effects of 

participants' sex. In order to determine if self-monitoring and sex were confounded, a 

chi-square test was conducted using self-monitoring (low vs. high) and sex of participant 

(female vs. male) as variables. Self-monitoring and sex of participant were statistically 

related, x2(1, N = 144) = 10.19,p < .01. Females were more likely to be low self-monitors 

than high self-monitors, and males were more likely to be high self-monitors than low 

self-monitors. 

Because self-monitoring and sex of participant were confounded in this sample, 
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females and males were categorized separately as either low or high self-monitors based 

on a median split of the full range of scores for their sex on the Self-Monitoring Scale. 

After participants were categorized as low or high self-monitors according to their sex, 43 

females and 29 males were categorized as low self-monitors and 38 females and 34 males 

were categorized as high self-monitors. A follow-up chi-square test was then conducted 

using self-monitoring (low vs. high) and sex of participant (female vs. male) as variables. 

Self-monitoring and sex of participant were no longer statistically related, X2(1, N = 144) 

< 1.00,p = .40. Thus, self-monitoring and sex of participant were no longer confounded. 

In order to determine if participants thought of same-sex best friends or opposite-sex 

best friends, a chi-square test was conducted using sex of participant (female vs. male) 

and sex of best friend (female vs. male) as variables. Sex of participant and sex of best 

friend were statistically related, l(1, N= 144) = 41.26,p < .001. Most females (79%) 

thought of females as their best friends, and most males (75%) thought of males as their 

best friends. As far as the type of friend (current or past best friend) of whom participants 

thought, 90% thought of a current best friend. 

Main Analyses 

It was hypothesized that low self-monitors would be more likely than high self-

monitors to use several maintenance strategies in their relationships with their best 

friends. Specifically, it was hypothesized that low self-monitors would engage in more 

idealization, report higher degrees of closeness, and report higher degrees of platonic love 

in their relationships with their best friends than would high self-monitors. 

Idealization. Six measures of idealization were utilized in this study: the short-form 

Marital Conventionalization Scale, Relationship Assessment Scale, Desirability Scale, 
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Probability Scale, Desirability of the State Scale, and Intensity Scale. The first hypothesis 

was that low self-monitors would engage in more idealization in their relationships with 

their best friends than would high self-monitors. This hypothesis was examined using a 

series of one-tailed I-tests. 

The short-form Marital Conventionalization Scale was the first measure of 

idealization. The mean scores on this scale were 22.46 (SD = 3.39) for low self-monitors 

and 21.92 (SD = 3.44) for high self-monitors. A I-test involving these means was not 

significant, 1(142) < 1.00, P = .17. At least in terms of use of conventionalization, low 

self-monitors did not report engaging in any more idealization in their relationships with 

their best friends than did high self-monitors. 

The Relationship Assessment Scale was the second measure of idealization. The 

mean scores on this scale were 30.08 (SD = 4.13) for low self-monitors and 29.06 

(SD = 4.01) for high self-monitors. A I-test involving these means was marginally 

significant, 1(142) = 1.51, p < .07. As expected, low self-monitors did report slightly 

greater levels of relationship satisfaction in their relationships with their best friends than 

did high self-monitors. 

The Desirability Scale was the third measure of idealization. The mean scores on 

this scale were 23.82 (SD = 4.21) for low self-monitors and 23.58 (SD = 3.87) for high 

self-monitors. A I-test involving these means was not significant, t(142) < 1.00, p = .36. 

At least in terms of perceived value of having close relationships with their best friends, 

low self-monitors did not report engaging in any more idealization in their relationships 

with their best friends than did high self-monitors. 

The Probability Scale was the fourth measure of idealization. The mean scores on 
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this scale were 10.74 (SD = 3.14) forlow self-monitors and 11.29 (SD = 2.83) for high 

self-monitors. A t-test involving these means was not significant, t(142) = -1.12, P = .13. 

At least in terms of perceived probability of having close relationships with their best 

friends, low self-monitors did not report engaging in any more idealization in their 

relationships with their best friends than did high self-monitors. 

The Desirability of the State Scale was the fifth measure of idealization. The mean 

scores on this scale were 23.06 (SD = 4.20) for low self-monitors and 22.74 (SD = 4.38) 

for high self-monitors. A t-test involving these means was not significant, t(142) < 1.00, 

p = .33. At least in terms of perceived number of benefits ofliking their best friends, low 

self-monitors did not report engaging in any more idealization in their relationships with 

their best friends than did high self-monitors. 

The Intensity Scale was the sixth measure of idealization. The mean scores on this 

scale were 9.40 (SD = 3.10) for low self-monitors and 10.00 (SD = 2.65) for high self-

monitors. A t-test involving these means was not significant, t(142) = -1.24, P = .11. At 

least in terms of perceived intensity in their relationships with their best friends, low self-

monitors did not report engaging in any more idealization in their relationships with their 

best friends than did high self-monitors. 

Closeness. Closeness was assessed using the Strength and Diversity subscales of the 

Relationship Closeness Inventory. The frequency aspect of closeness was not examined 

in this study. The second hypothesis was that low self-monitors would report higher 

degrees of closeness in their relationships with their best friends than would high self-

monitors. That is, low self-monitors would report engaging in a wider variety of activities 

with their best friends than would high self-monitors, and low self-monitors would report 
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that their best friends had a stronger impact on their decisions and behaviors than would 

high self-monitors. These hypotheses were examined using two one-tailed t-tests. 

Strength of impact, the first aspect of closeness, was assessed using the Strength 

scale of the Relationship Closeness Inventory. The mean scores on this scale were 86.46 

(SD = 20.80) for low self-monitors and 87.19 (SD = 20.33) for high self-monitors. A t-

test involving these means was not significant, t(142) < 1.00,p = .42. At least in terms of 

strength of impact, low self-monitors did not report any more closeness in their 

relationships with their best friends than did high self-monitors. 

Diversity of activities, the second aspect of closeness, was assessed using the 

Diversity scale of the Relationship Closeness Inventory. The mean scores on this scale 

were 57.63 (SD = 7.29) for low self-monitors and 55.60 (SD = 7.32) for high self-

monitors. A I-test involving these means was significant, t(142) = 1.57,p < .05. As 

expected, low self-monitors did report engaging in a wider variety of activities with their 

best friends than did high self-monitors. 

Love. Platonic love was assessed using the Triangular Love Scale. The third 

hypothesis was that low self-monitors would report higher degrees of platonic love in 

their relationships with their best friends than would high self-monitors. That is, low self-

monitors would report higher levels of intimacy, passion (i.e., attraction), and 

commitment in their relationships with their best friends than would high self-monitors. 

These hypotheses were examined using three one-tailed I-tests. 

Intimacy, the first aspect of platonic love, was assessed using the Intimacy scale of 

the Triangular Love Scale. The mean scores on this scale were 51.89 (SD = 8.50) for low 

self-monitors and 52.01 (SD = 7.90) for high self-monitors. A (-test involving these 
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means was not significant, t(142) < l.00, p = .46. At least in terms of intimacy, low self-

monitors did not report higher degrees of platonic love in their relationships with their 

best friends than did high self-monitors. 

Passion (i.e., attraction), the second aspect of platonic love, was assessed using the 

Passion scale of the Triangular Love Scale. The mean scores on this scale were 4l.68 (SD 

= 10.44) for low self-monitors and 4l.25 (SD = 10.71) for high self-monitors. At-test 

involving these means was not significant, t(142) < 1.00, p = .40. At least in terms of 

passion (i.e., attraction), low self-monitors did not report higher degrees of platonic love 

in their relationships with their best friends than did high self-monitors. 

Commitment, the third aspect of platonic love, was assessed using the Commitment 

scale of the Triangular Love Scale. The mean scores on this scale were 49.39 (SD = 9.30) 

for low self-monitors and 48.03 (SD = 9.35) for high self-monitors. A t-test involving 

these means was not significant, t(142) < 1.00,p = .19. At least in terms of commitment, 

low self-monitors did not report higher degrees of platonic love in their relationships with 

their best friends than did high self-monitors. 

Exploratory Analyses 

Sex of participant was not a primary focus in this study. However, given the prior 

confound between self-monitoring and sex of participant, it was possible that sex of 

participant would have its own effect on usage of maintenance strategies. Additionally, 

although self-monitoring and sex of participant were de-confounded in this sample, it was 

possible that effects of self-monitoring on usage of maintenance strategies were qualified 

by sex of participant. 

Idealization. In order to determine if there was a main effect of sex on idealization 
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or a self-monitoring X sex interaction, six 2 (self-monitoring: low vs. high) X 2 (sex of 

participant: female vs. male) ANOVAs were conducted using each of the six measures of 

idealization as dependent variables. For conventionalization, the main effect of sex [F 

(1,140) = 2.S8,p = .11], the main effect of self-monitoring [F(I,140) < 1.00], and the 

self-monitoring X sex interaction [F(1, 140) < 1.00] were not significant. For relationship 

satisfaction, the main effect of sex [F(1,140) = I.S7,p = .21], the main effect of self-

monitoring [F(1,140) = 1.91,p = .17], and the self-monitoring X sex interaction [F 

(1,140) < 1.00] were not significant. 

For perceived value of having a close relationship with one's best friend, there was a 

significant main effect of sex, F(1,140) = 4.40,p < .OS. Females (M= 24.32, SD = 3.S3) 

reported higher perceived values of having close relationships with their best friends than 

did males (M = 22.90, SD = 4.S0). Neither the main effect of self-monitoring nor the self-

monitoring X sex interaction was significant (both Fs < 1.00). 

For perceived probability of having a close relationship with one's best friend, there 

was a significant main effect of sex, F(I,140) = 22.48,p < .001. Females (M= 11.9S, SD 

= 2.37) reported higher perceived probabilities of having close relationships with their 

best friends than did males (M= 9.81, SD = 3.27). There was also a marginally 

significant main effect of self-monitoring, F(1,140) = 3.09,p < .08. High self-monitors 

(M = 11.29, SD = 2.83) reported slightly higher perceived probabilities of having close 

relationships with their best friends than did low self-monitors (M = 10.74, SD = 3.14). 

These main effects were qualified by a marginally significant interaction between self-

monitoring and sex, F(I,140) = 3.S3,p < .06. Follow-up analyses of simple effects were 

then conducted for males and females. Males who were low self-monitors (M = 8.90, 
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SD = 3.27) reported slightly lower perceived probabilities of having close relationships 

with their best friends than did males who were high self-monitors (M = 10.59, SD = 

3.12), F(1,61) = 4.41,p < .05. Females who were low self-monitors (M= 11.98, SD = 

2.37) and females who were high self-monitors (M = 11.92, SD = 2.41) did not differ in 

their perceived probabilities of having close relationships with their best friends, F(1,79) 

< 1.00. 

For perceived number of benefits ofliking one's best friend, there was a significant 

main effect of sex, F(1, 140) = 9.49,p < .01. Females (M= 23.84, SD = 4.07) reported 

higher perceived numbers of benefits of liking their best friends than did males (M = 

21.68, SD = 4.26). Neither the main effect of self-monitoring [F(1,140) < 1.00] nor the 

self-monitoring X sex interaction [F(1,140) = 1.37,p = .24] was significant. 

For perceived intensity in one's relationship with one's best friend, there was a 

significant main effect of sex, F(1,140) = 22.76,p < .001. Females (M= 10.60, SD = 2.33) 

reported higher levels of perceived intensity in their relationships with their best friends 

than did males (M = 8.54, SD = 3.13). There was also a significant main effect of self-

monitoring, F(1,140) = 3.75,p < .05. High self-monitors (M= 10.00, SD = 2.65) reported 

higher levels of perceived intensity in their relationships with their best friends than did 

low self-monitors (M = 9.40, SD = 3.1 0). These main effects were qualified by a 

significant interaction between self-monitoring and sex, F(1,140) = 4.65,p < .05. Follow-

up analyses of simple effects were then conducted for males and females. Males who 

were low self-monitors (M= 7.55, SD = 3.16) reported lower levels of perceived intensity 

in their relationships with their best friends than did males who were high self-monitors 

(M= 9.38, SD = 2.89), F(1,61) = 5.76,p < .05. Females who were low self-monitors (M 
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= 10.65, SD = 2.37) and females who were high self-monitors (M= 10.55, SD = 2.31) did 

not differ in their perceived levels of intensity in their relationships with their best friends, 

F(1,79) < 1.00. 

Closeness. In order to detennine if there was a main effect of sex on closeness or a 

self-monitoring X sex interaction, two 2 (self-monitoring: low vs. high) X 2 (sex of 

participant: female vs. male) ANOVAs were conducted using each of the two measures 

of closeness as dependent variables. For strength of impact, the sex and self-monitoring 

main effects and the self-monitoring X sex interaction were not significant (all Fs < 1.00). 

For diversity of shared activities, there was a marginally significant main effect of self-

monitoring, F(1,140) = 2.84,p < .09. Low self-monitors (M= 57.63, SD = 7.29) reported 

engaging in a slightly wider variety of shared activities with their best friends than did 

high self-monitors (M = 55.60, SD = 7.32). Neither the main effect of sex nor the self-

monitoring X sex interaction was significant (both Fs < 1.00). 

Love. Of all the measures that were used in this study, the Triangular Love Scale 

was the only measure in which three subscales were composed of the same number of 

items. Each of these subscales was designed to measure different components of platonic 

love. Because participants responded to all three subscales, it was possible to examine 

whether participants reported higher levels for one component of platonic love than for 

another component of platonic love. 

In order to detennine if there were any effects of component or participants' sex or 

if there were any interactions between component, participants' sex, and self-monitoring, 

a 2 (self-monitoring: low vs. high) X 2 (sex of participant: female vs. male) X 3 

(component: intimacy vs. passion vs. commitment) ANOV A was conducted using 
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reported levels of intimacy, passion (i.e., attraction), and commitment as dependent 

variables with repeated measures on the third factor. There was a significant main effect 

of component, F(2,280) = 193.59, p < .001. Participants reported significantly more 

intimacy (M = 51.95, SD = 8.18) in their relationships with their best friends than passion 

(i.e., attraction) (M= 41.47, SD = 10.54) or commitment (M= 48.71, SD = 9.32), and 

participants reported significantly more commitment in their relationships with their best 

friends than passion (i.e., attraction). There was also a main effect of sex of participant, F 

(1,140) = 14.28,p < .001. Overall, females reported higher levels of intimacy (M= 54.20, 

SD = 6.43), passion (i.e., attraction) (M = 44.35, SD = 8.77), and commitment (M = 50.46, 

SD = 8.23) in their relationships with their best friends than did males. Means (with 

standard deviations in parentheses) for males for intimacy, passion (i.e., attraction), and 

commitment were 49.06 (9.26), 37.76 (11.50), and 46.46 (10.18), respectively. These 

main effects of component and sex of participant were qualified by a significant 

interaction between component and sex of participant, F(2, 280) = 2.97,p < .05. Follow-

up analyses of simple effects were then conducted for males and females. Differences 

between females and males were most pronounced within the passion (i.e., attraction) 

component, F(1,142) = 15.19,p < .01. Males (M= 37.76, SD = 11.50) reported 

particularly lower levels of passion (i.e., attraction) in their relationships with their best 

friends than did females (M= 44.35, SD = 8.77). 

Discussion 

It was hypothesized that the construct of self-monitoring would be helpful in 

accounting for individual differences in how people maintain their relationships with 

their best friends. Low self-monitors and high self-monitors differ in their perceptions of 
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friendship; therefore, low self-monitors and high self-monitors were expected to differ in 

ways that they maintain their friendships. Specifically, it was hypothesized that low self-

monitors would be more likely than high self-monitors to use several maintenance 

strategies in their relationships with their best friends. Three maintenance strategies were 

examined in this study: idealization, closeness, and platonic love. Low self-monitors were 

expected to engage in more idealization, report higher degrees of closeness, and report 

higher degrees of platonic love in their relationships with their best friends than were 

high self-monitors. 

In terms of idealization, the hypothesis that low self-monitors would engage in more 

idealization than high self-monitors was only partially supported. As expected, low self-

monitors did report engaging in slightly more idealization in their relationships with their 

best friends than did high self-monitors in terms of relationship satisfaction. Low self-

monitors reported slightly greater levels of satisfaction in their relationships with their 

best friends than did high self-monitors. Contrary to hypotheses, however, low self-

monitors did not report engaging in any more idealization in their relationships with their 

best friends than did high self-monitors in terms of use of conventionalization, perceived 

value of having close relationships with their best friends, and perceived number of 

benefits of liking their best friends. Also contrary to hypotheses, when sex of participant 

was included in an analysis, high self-monitors actually reported engaging in more 

idealization than did low self-monitors in terms of perceived probability of having close 

relationships with their best friends and in terms of perceived intensity in their 

relationships with their best friends. These main effects of self-monitoring, however, 

were qualified by two-way interactions between self-monitoring and sex of participant. In 
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both instances, males who were low self-monitors reported engaging in less idealization 

in their relationships with their best friends than did males who were high self-monitors. 

In terms of closeness, the hypothesis that low self-monitors would report higher 

degrees of closeness in their relationships with their best friends was only partially 

supported. Diversity of shared activities and strength of impact on one's decisions and 

behavior were two aspects of closeness examined in this study. As expected, low self-

monitors did report higher degrees of closeness in their relationships with their best 

friends than did high self-monitors in terms of diversity of shared activities. That is, low 

self-monitors reported engaging in a wider variety of activities with their best friends 

than did high self-monitors. Contrary to hypotheses, however, low self-monitors did not 

report any more closeness in their relationships with their best friends than did high self-

monitors in terms of strength of impact. 

In terms of platonic love, the hypothesis that low self-monitors would report higher 

degrees of platonic love was not supported. Intimacy, passion (i.e., attraction), and 

commitment were the three aspects of platonic love examined. Contrary to hypotheses, 

low self-monitors did not report higher degrees of platonic love in their relationships with 

their best friends than did high self-monitors in terms of intimacy, passion (i.e., 

attraction), or commitment. 

Although sex of participant was not a primary focus in this study, several 

unexpected sex effects were found for usage of maintenance strategies. In terms of 

perceived value of having close relationships with their best friends, perceived 

probability of having close relationships with their best friends, perceived number of 

benefits of liking their best friends, and perceived intensity in their relationships with 
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their best friends, females reported engaging in more idealization in their relationships 

with their best friends than did males. The effects of participants' sex on perceived 

probability of having a close relationship with one's best friend and on perceived 

intensity in one's relationship with one's best friend, however, were qualified by 

interactions between self-monitoring and sex of participant. An effect of participants' sex 

was also found for platonic love. Females reported higher levels of intimacy, passion (i.e., 

attraction), and commitment in their relationships with their best friends than did males. 

These effects of participants' sex were qualified by an interaction between sex and 

component of platonic love. Sex differences in reported platonic love were most 

pronounced within the passion (i.e., attraction) component. 

Plausible Alternative Explanations 

Why might low self-monitors have reported engaging in more idealization in their 

relationships with their best friends than high self-monitors only in terms of reported 

relationship satisfaction? Other researchers have also found differences in relationship 

satisfaction between low self-monitors and high self-monitors. Leone and Hall (2003) 

found that low self-monitors tend to be more satisfied with their marital relationships 

than do high self-monitors. Perhaps low self-monitors are more satisfied than high self-

monitors with their relationships because they are more committed than high self-

monitors to their relationships (Snyder & Simpson, 1984; Snyder & Smith, 1986). Indeed, 
r;\ 

AckJ~and Davis (1992) found that commitment is a strong predictor of relationship 

satisfaction in romantic relationships. Consistent with that finding, perhaps commitment 

to one's friendships is also a predictor of satisfaction with one's friendships. 

Why did low self-monitors not report engaging in more idealization in their 
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relationships with their best friends than did high self-monitors in terms of 

conventionalization, perceived value of having a close relationship with one's best friend, 

perceived probability of having a close relationship with one's best friend, perceived 

number of benefits ofliking one's best friend, or perceived intensity in one's relationship 

with one's best friend? This answer is unclear. Perhaps low self-monitors and high self-

monitors would have reported differences in use of idealization if other general measures 

of idealization or measures of idealization specifically suited for friendships had been 

used. Additionally, maybe low self-monitors and high self-monitors do not differ in their 

uses of idealization in their relationships with their best friends but instead differ in their 

uses of idealization in other types of relationships such as romantic relationships. 

Friendships and romantic relationships are similar in many ways, but these two 

relationships are also distinct from each other in many ways (Davis & Todd, 1982; Fehr, 

1996; Wright, 1985). Wright, for example, found that romantic relationships are more 

exclusive than are friendships and that individuals are more likely to openly express 

positive emotions and affection in romantic relationships than in friendships. Idealization 

is beneficial to romantic relationships (Murray et aI., 1996), but perhaps idealization is 

not as beneficial in friendships. 

Why might low self-monitors have reported higher degrees of closeness than did 

high self-monitors in terms of diversity of shared activities but not in terms of strength of 

impact? Perhaps this finding regarding diversity of shared activities can be explained by 

differences in the sizes oflow self-monitors' and high self-monitors' social networks. 

Low self-monitors tend to have a small network of friends whereas high self-monitors 

tend to have a large network of friends (Snyder et aI., 1983). Low self-monitors tend to 
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participate in different activities with the same friends based on those friends' personal 

compatibility with low self-monitors. On the other hand, high self-monitors tend to 

participate in different activities with different friends based on those friends' skill levels 

at various activities. Low self-monitors' social worlds tend to be undifferentiated whereas 

high self-monitors' social worlds tend to be differentiated (Snyder, 1987; Snyder et aI., 

1983). 

It is unclear why low self-monitors and high self-monitors did not differ in closeness 

in their relationships with their best friends in terms of strength of impact on decisions 

and behavior. Kilduff (1992) actually found that high self-monitors' organizational 

choices were more influenced by their friends' organizational choices than were low self-

monitors' organizational choices. This finding regarding high self-monitors' 

organizational choices, however, could be due to the fact that high self-monitors tend to 

engage in social comparison. Perhaps low self-monitors would have differed from high 

self-monitors in overall closeness in their relationships with their best friends if the 

overall Relationship Closeness Inventory had been used instead of the Diversity and 

Strength subscales separately. The Frequency subscale of the Relationship Close 

Inventory was not used in this study. Additionally, perhaps low self-monitors and high 

self-monitors really do not differ in closeness in terms of strength of impact in their 

relationships with their best friends but instead differ in closeness in terms of strength of 

impact in romantic relationships. Using the overall Relationship Closeness Inventory, 

Berscheid et aI. (1989) found that romantic relationships were closer than friendships. 

Because of low self-monitors' committed, restricted orientations to their romantic 

relationships (Snyder & Simpson, 1984; Snyder et al., 1986), low self-monitors may be 
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more likely than high self-monitors to report that their romantic partners have a strong 

impact on their decisions and behaviors. 

Why did low self-monitors not report higher levels of platonic love in their 

relationships with their best friends in terms of intimacy, passion (i.e., attraction), or 

commitment? This finding is inconsistent with other findings. Snyder and Smith (1986), 

for example, found that low self-monitors' friendships were more intimate than high self-

monitors' friendships and that low self-monitors had relatively long-term friendships (as 

opposed to high self-monitors' relatively short-term friendships). Perhaps this 

inconsistency in findings is due to differences in ways that intimacy and commitment 

were measured in this study as compared to Snyder and Smith's study. Snyder and Smith 

asked participants to write essays describing their relationships with their best friends, 

and then independent judges rated those participants' essays based on certain aspects of 

friendship. In this study participants rated their own friendships in terms of intimacy, 

passion (i.e., attraction), and commitment. Additionally, maybe low self-monitors and 

high self-monitors do not differ in platonic love in their relationships with their best 

friends but instead differ in love in other types of relationships such as romantic 

relationships. Sternberg (1997) found that relationships between romantic partners were 

higher in intimacy, passion, and commitment than were relationships between best 

friends. Because low self-monitors tend to be more committed to their romantic 

relationships than are high self-monitors and low self-monitors have more intimate 

relationships with their romantic partners than do high self-monitors (Snyder & Simpson, 

1984), low self-monitors may be more likely than high self-monitors to report higher 

levels of intimacy, passion, and commitment in low self-monitors' romantic relationships. 
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Overall, why might low self-monitors and high self-monitors not have differed in 

their use of maintenance strategies in their relationships? One reason might be that all 

individuals use maintenance strategies to some degree in order to maintain their close 

relationships. Dindia (2000) states that relationship partners have to consciously and 

purposely do things to maintain their relationship. Perhaps both low self-monitors and 

high self-monitors have to use maintenance strategies to some degree in order to maintain 

their relationships with their best friends. Indeed, not all researchers have found 

differences between low self-monitors and high self-monitors in friendship processes. 

Malikiosi-Loizos and Anderson (1999), for example, found no relationship between 

participants' self-monitoring orientations and number of accessible friendships or 

inclusive friendships. In other words, low self-monitors and high self-monitors did not 

differ in the number of friends that they could contact if they needed a friend for a 

particular reason or in the number of friends who would contact and invite low self-

monitors or high self-monitors to participate in given activities. This finding regarding 

accessible and inclusive friendships, however, could be due to differences in ways that 

self-monitoring was assessed in Malikiosi-Loizos and Anderson's study as compared to 

this study. Malikiosi-Loizos and Anderson used Lennox and Wolfe's (1984) Revised 

Self-Monitoring Scale. Snyder and Gangestad's (1986) revised Self-Monitoring Scale 

was used in this study. 

A second reason why low self-monitors and high self-monitors might not have 

differed in their use of maintenance strategies is because individual differences in use of 

maintenance strategies may be more apparent in some relationships than in other 

relationships. For example, relationships between best friends differ from relationships 
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between close friends and relationships between casual friends (Fehr, 1996). Compared 

to relationships between casual friends and relationships between close friends, 

relationships between best friends are characterized by more intimacy, support, 

exclusiveness, and enjoyment (Davis & Todd, 1982). Fehr states that "progression from 

friend to close friend to best friend is characterized by increments in the qualities 

associated with friendship: intimacy, trust, support, loyalty, and so on" (p. 111). Rose and 

Serafica (1986) found that participants thought more proximity and less affection were 

needed in casual friendships than in close friendships or best friendships. Perhaps low 

self-monitors might report engaging in more maintenance strategies in their casual 

friendships than might high self-monitors. 

As mentioned earlier, low self-monitors may have reported using more maintenance 

strategies than high self-monitors in romantic relationships compared to friendships. 

Canary et al. (1993) examined usage of maintenance strategies among romantic partners, 

family members, and friends. These authors found that people engage in maintenance 

strategies more often in their romantic and family relationships than in their friendships. 

Neither Ayres (1983) nor Shea and Pearson (1986), however, found an effect of 

relationship type on people's usage of maintenance strategies. 

A third reason why low self-monitors and high self-monitors might not have differed 

in their use of maintenance strategies in their relationships with their best friends is 

because of the specific maintenance strategies and the specific measures of those 

maintenance strategies examined in this study. Several researchers have developed and 

used other measures of maintenance strategies (e.g., Ayres, 1983; Dindia & Baxter, 1987; 

Stafford & Canary, 1991). Additionally, there are many other maintenance strategies in 
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which people could engage in their relationships with their best friends besides 

idealization, closeness, and platonic love. 

Advantages and Strengths 

In this study some support was found for differences between low self-monitors and 

high self-monitors in usage of maintenance strategies for their friendships. Several 

researchers have found differences between low self-monitors and high self-monitors in 

friendship choice (e.g., Jamieson et aI., 1987; Snyder et aI., 1983). Other researchers have 

also found differences between low and high self-monitors in other friendship processes. 

Gaines, Work, Johnson, Youn, and Lai (2000) found that the other-directedness aspect of 

self-monitoring was negatively related to constructive, active responses (i.e., voice) to 

accommodative dilemmas in friendships and positively related to constructive, passive 

responses (i.e., loyalty) and to destructive, passive responses (i.e., neglect) to 

accommodative dilemmas in friendships. Both Clinton and Anderson (1999) and 

Malikiosi-Loizos and Anderson (1999) found that high self-monitors were less likely 

than low self-monitors to report social loneliness. Until now, few researchers have tried 

to examine any possible differences between low self-monitors and high self-monitors in 

usage of maintenance strategies. 

Limitations 

There were several limitations in this study that should be mentioned. First, because 

self-monitoring is an individual difference variable and therefore cannot be manipulated, 

no causal inferences can be made between self-monitoring and maintenance strategies. 

Although some support was found for effects of self-monitoring on two specific 

maintenance strategies, it cannot be inferred that individuals' self-monitoring orientations 
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caused them to use more or less maintenance strategies. Second, self-report measures 

were used in this study. Participants were instructed to think of a relationship with either 

a current or former best friend when responding to survey statements. With self-report 

measures, participants could have reported their relationships in socially desirable ways 

or engaged in acquiescent responding. It is also uncertain as to whether participants 

actually thought of the same best friend when answering all questions. Additionally, 

participants could have had problems with recalling past information about their 

relationships. Relationships with past best friends may have been particularly difficult for 

participants to recall. Third, the majority of the participants in this sample were college 

students between the ages of 18 and 22, and this sample was disproportionately female. It 

is unknown whether researchers can generalize these results to non-college students and 

to males. 

Future Directions 

In future studies of self-monitoring and maintenance strategies in friendship, 

researchers might examine other types of maintenance strategies or use other measures of 

maintenance strategies. Researchers could conduct open-ended interviews and allow 

participants to describe their own maintenance strategies in their friendships. Researchers 

could have participants bring in their best friend so that both relationship partners could 

report their use of maintenance strategies. In addition, researchers might try to observe 

participants' maintenance strategies using observational methods. Individual differences 

in use of maintenance strategies might be more apparent during interactions between best 

friends. 
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