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To meet the challenges of their social worlds, children must acquire basic
sociocognitive competencies (e.g. social perspective-taking, co-operation,
and methods of con�ict resolution; Berndt, 1989; Buhrmester & Furman,
1986; Crick & Dodge, 1994; Hawley, in press; Hinde & Stevenson-Hinde,
1987; Parker & Gottman, 1989; Smollar & Youniss, 1982). To this end,
peer relationships, and especially friendships, provide important incentives
for such developmental acquisitions which, in turn, facilitate further
friendship development. Given the developmental importance of such
relationships, we pursued two goals in this study: (1) to gain a broader
understanding of the reciprocal nature of children’s friendships, especially
their perceptions of friendship quality; and (2) to examine possible
sociocultural in�uences on the children’s perceived friendship quality.

Regarding the �rst goal, a surprisingly understudied feature of children’s
relationships is the reciprocity of their friendships (Buhrmester & Furman,
1987; Bukowski & Hoza, 1989; Furman, 1996; Sharabany, 1994; Shulman,
1993). As a de�ning feature of friendships (Bukowski & Hoza, 1989),
reciprocity indicates that a relationship is mutually recognised and
maintained, and not just an illusory aspect of a given child’s perception.
Moreover, as put forth by theorists such as Sullivan (1953) and Youniss
(1986), it is the basis for elaborating shared meanings and joint behavioural
patterns that make close friendships a source of developmental growth.
For younger children, reciprocity mainly refers to the mutuality of actions.
By middle childhood, however, a satisfying friendship is not only described
in terms of shared activities or the exchange of objects, but also—and
primarily—in terms of reciprocally shared thoughts and emotions (Selman,
1981).

Although some studies have examined the reciprocity of friendship
nominations, they rarely have examined whether the friends also agree on
the quality of their relationship. In fact, quite recent studies indicate that
friends do not necessarily agree on the quality of their friendship
(Buhrmester, 1990; Parker & Asher, 1993). These studies also suggest
that friends may highly agree on some aspects of their relationship but
disagree on others (Dodge, Murphy, & Buchsbaum, 1984). In an effort to
contribute to these recent trends, we offer a theoretical framework for
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categorising the types of perceptions that reciprocating friends may have
and test this framework across several dimensions assessing children’s
perceptions of their friendships.

Regarding the second goal, several studies have shown strong socio-
cultural in�uences on children’s perceptions of themselves, their social
worlds, and their capacities to deal with challenging tasks (Grob, Little,
Wanner, Wearing, & Euronet, 1996; Krappmann, 1996; Little, Oettingen,
Stetsenko, & Baltes, 1995; Lopez & Little, 1996; Stetsenko, Little,
Gordeeva, Grasshof, & Oettingen, 1997). On the one hand, broadly
shared meanings across different sociocultural contexts about what a good
friendship is should: (a) help children to assess their friendship
concordantly (i.e. mutually agree); and (b) lead to fundamental socio-
cultural similarities in friendship conceptions (Stetsenko, Little, Oettingen,
& Baltes, 1995). On the other hand (as we discuss later), the salience of
speci�c relationship aspects coupled with the process(es) of communicat-
ing and negotiating mutual agreements can hinge on particularities in a
given sociocultural context. Given the potential for pronounced socio-
cultural in�uences, many �ndings in this area may not be robust and
generalisable. Therefore, complementing our focus on reciprocal percep-
tions, we compare children’s mutual friendship perceptions across the two
distinct sociocultural contexts of the formerly divided city of Berlin.

Influences on Reciprocal Perceptions
Visibility In�uences. In addition to the in�uences of children’s prior

experiences, sociocognitive skills, and prominent desires, the degree of
agreement between two friends is largely in�uenced by the salience or
clarity with which a given friendship facet can be clearly perceived. For
instance, Funder and Dobroth (1987) described how inter-rater agreement
increases for personality traits that are easily visible (i.e. salient and
unambiguous features that can be observed) and decreases for aspects that
are less easily visible (e.g. relationship features or states that must be
inferred). In an analogous way, we view the many aspects of a friendship as
re�ecting either observable, overt, and interpersonal behaviours (e.g.
number of mutual visits with a friend) or inferable, internal, and
intrapersonal processes (e.g. the closeness of the relationship).

From this viewpoint, friends should show less agreement in their
perceptions of intrapersonal friendship features because these features are
more susceptible to different personal interpretations by each friend than
are overt behaviours; they are also subject to differential in�uences
associated with nonshared individual characteristics, such as sociocognitive
skills and motivations (see Funder & Dobroth, 1987). In other words,
intrapersonal friendship facets re�ect subjectively interpreted realities that
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may be minimally shared among friends. On the other hand, friends should
show considerable agreement in their perceptions of the overt and
interpersonal friendship facets because these facets re�ect clearly identi�-
able instances of unambiguous behaviours. Such facets should result in an
objectively perceived and highly shared interpersonal reality.

Findings reported by Parker and Asher (1993), for example, support this
view. In particular, Parker and Asher studied groups of third through �fth
graders and found considerable differences between best friends’ percep-
tions of con�ict resolution in their relationships (r = .21). In our frame-
work, such a perception re�ects an intrapersonal friendship facet. They
also found that the relation between partners’ perceptions of companion-
ship and recreation was quite high (r = .64). Although this facet also
re�ects some intrapersonal information, in our view, it is dominated by
more objective features (e.g. frequency of children’s play encounters).

The �nding that even elementary-aged children highly agree with their
friends on some aspects of their relationship but disagree on others
suggests that perceptual agreement might largely depend on the speci�c
characteristics of the perceived aspects (Funder & Dobroth, 1987). Our
theoretical framework for categorising the types of perceptions that
reciprocating friends may have is consistent with the diverse �ndings
reported across the various types of perceptions that have been measured
(see e.g. Buhrmester, 1990; Dodge, Murphy, & Buchsbaum, 1984).
However, in the current study, we provide an explicit test of our
framework by examining reciprocal perceptions across several dimensions
of children’s friendship perceptions.

Sociocultural In�uences. At the time our data were collected (1991–
1993), children’s social lives in East and West Berlin were organised quite
differently from one another (for detailed overviews, see Silbereisen,
Vaskovics, & Zinnecker, 1997; Zinnecker & Silbereisen, 1996). Although
many levels of analysis can be invoked to examine sociocultural effects
(e.g. Individualism-Collectivism; Chen, Mendl, & Hunt, 1997; Triandis,
1995), we chose to focus on a number of speci�c and more proximal
features that shape and effect the social ecology of children’s lives (Little
et al., 1995; Silbereisen & Zinnecker, 1996).

To begin with, the educational system in the former East Berlin
explicitly stressed group involvement and social support. Approximately
95% of primary schoolchildren attended public day-care centres after
school until late in the afternoon (Sturzbecher, 1991; Zwiener, 1991).
Hence, friendships were mostly made and maintained in public, and
friends spent much time together in front of adult others who could
observe, evaluate, and comment on the appropriateness of their
behaviours (Oswald & Krappmann, 1995). West Berlin children, on the
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other hand, met their friends mostly in dyads at home or in other contexts
that were less controlled by caregivers (Wald, 1995) and, thus, they were
under less adult supervision than their East Berlin age-mates (Helwig,
1984). Also, in contrast to the East Berlin context, the West Berlin
educational system did not explicitly promote a uniform conception of
social behaviour, even though it emphasised prosocial objectives. Children
were encouraged to express personal preferences and likings and to
negotiate dissensions and idiosyncratic intentions, whereas the educational
ideology in East Berlin strictly enforced co-operative behaviours and
discredited con�ict behaviours as immature (Koch, 1967; Schroeter, 1974;
see also Pollmer & Hurrelmann, 1992a, b; Wald, 1995).

Overall, the behaviours of friends in West Berlin were not the object of
public comment and discussion and were less salient than in East Berlin. In
our view, the public communal setting and ideology-based practices in East
Berlin should heighten a child’s awareness of many friendship-related
behaviours and conceptions. Supporting this view, Krappmann, Uhlen-
dorff, and Oswald (1995) reported that even after uni�cation of the
formerly divided Germany, East Berlin children had higher levels of
friendship reasoning than did West Berlin children. Ahnert and Schmidt
(1995) also found that post-uni�cation adolescents in East Germany
showed less norm-violating behaviour than their West German peers. Such
studies indicate that the socialisation settings of elementary-aged children
were quite different between the two parts of the formerly divided city
even after political uni�cation (see also Oettingen, Little, Lindenberger, &
Baltes, 1994; Little, Lopez, Oettingen, & Baltes, 1997).

General Expectations
The data for the current study come from a larger cross-cultural
investigation conducted by Oswald and Krappmann (1995).1 As part of
the data collection protocol, East and West Berlin children described each
of their peer relationships, both within and outside the classroom. These
data comprise the basis for the current analyses.

Subjective vs. Objective Aspects. On an a priori basis, we classi�ed the
children’s ratings into interpersonal or objective aspects (e.g. number of
mutual visits and sleep-overs) and intrapersonal or subjective aspects (e.g.
degree of liking). Across both samples, we expected the friends’

1 This study showed that East Berlin children’s behaviours, including their prosocial
attitudes and broad attendance in after-school day-care facilities, had not changed in the �rst
years after the fall of the Berlin wall. The children’s social lives were still clearly different in
East and West Berlin when the data for this study were collected (Oswald & Krappmann,
1995).



68 LITTLE ET AL.

perceptions of the overt and interpersonal friendship facets to be highly
correlated because they re�ect a shared objective perspective—the we-
perspective of friendship dyads. In contrast, we expected the friends’
perceptions of the subjective and intrapersonal facets to be generally
uncorrelated because they should re�ect idiosyncratic (and unique)
perceptions (Buhrmester, 1990; Parker & Asher, 1993). In particular, as
shown in Fig. 1, we expected: (a) six subjective facets or constructs (three
self- and three corresponding friend-rated constructs); and (b) three
mutually-rated objective facets of friendship quality.

Figure 1 re�ects our con�rmatory model for the 18 analysed items. An
important feature of this model is that the items classi�ed as objective
facets (e.g. self-rated play and friend-rated play), because they re�ect
visible behavioural patterns, should show high positive correlations
between the self- and friend-rated perspectives. As such, each pair of
indicators should form a unique and well-de�ned construct (e.g. mutually

FIG. 1. Expected structure of children’s reciprocal perceptions
of basic friendship facets derived from our distinction between
subjective and objective facets.
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rated play). On the other hand, the items for the subjective facets should
show generally low correlations between the self- and friend-rated
perspectives (e.g. self-rated practical jokes vs. friend-rated practical jokes),
but should show pronounced correlations with the items that: (a) are rated
from the same perspective; and (b) re�ect the same underlying construct.
For example, self-rated practical jokes should correlate more highly with
self-rated fooling around than with friend-rated practical jokes or fooling
around (for a more detailed description of these items, see later).

If this model is supported and shown to be measurement-equivalent in
both samples, it simultaneously accomplishes two goals. First, it would
support our theoretical distinction that friendship perceptions can be
meaningfully classi�ed into: (a) objectively perceived and shared facets;
and (b) subjectively perceived and nonshared facets in both sociocultural
contexts (i.e. it would generalise across the two distinct sociocultural
settings). Second, the resulting facets of children’s reciprocal friendship
perceptions could then be evaluated for similarities and differences
between the two sociocultural contexts (e.g. mean-level or correlational
differences among the facets such as Closeness or Con�ict; see Fig. 1).

Sociocultural Similarities and Differences. In line with the notion that
the amount of correspondence between friends’ perceptions of inter-
personal friendship features should be mainly determined by the visibility
of a given facet, we anticipated that the correlations among the facets of
friendship quality would show very few differences between the two
sociocultural settings. Also, being fundamental facets of children’s friend-
ships, the children’s mental representations of these inter-relations
generally should be unaffected by sociocultural in�uences as well as by
differences between a friend’s perspective and that of the self (see also
Grob et al., 1996; Little & Lopez, 1997). Therefore, the correlations among
the friendship facets (i.e. the relations among the mutually rated facets,
between the corresponding subjective self- and friend-rated facets, and
between the subjective facets and the mutually rated facets) should show
very few differences between the two sociocultural contexts.

Although we expected the interrelations among the children’s percep-
tions of the various features of friendship quality to be unaffected by their
sociocultural background, their different sociocultural conditions should
lead to mean-level differences in speci�c friendship aspects. Speci�cally,
because East Berlin children met their friends after school in day-care
centres far more often than did West Berlin children (Trommer, 1990),
they should have: (a) more overall mutual play; but (b) fewer mutual visits
and sleep-overs than the West Berlin children. In addition, in contrast to
the unsupervised home-play activities of the West Berlin children
(Trommer, 1990), we expected that the control over play behaviour
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exerted by the caregivers in the East Berlin day-care settings (e.g. Helwig,
1984; Schneider, 1994) would lead to less perceived enjoyment of play
activities (both self- and friend-rated Fun) in East Berlin because many of
such activities would be too disruptive in communal day-care settings.
Finally, we expected the broad emphasis on harmony in East Berlin to
increase the children’s sensitivity for interpersonal con�icts. For example,
because of the care provider’s mere presence, self-monitoring would be
heightened (Carver & Scheier, 1981) and given the frequent control and
intervention for even minor disputes, both vicarious and direct awareness
would be elevated (Bandura, 1977). Such heightened sensitivity should
lead to more awareness of and therefore greater amounts of perceived
con�ict in East Berlin than in West Berlin.

METHODS
Participants
The West Berlin sample was collected in 1991 from 12 classrooms of a
middle class primary school; 255 of the 279 children in these classes
participated (90%). The matched East Berlin sample was collected in
1992–93 from 38 classrooms of 4 primary schools located in school districts
that were as comparable as possible in terms of socioeconomic class, urban
density, ethnic composition, and so on (see Oswald & Krappmann, 1995).
In East Berlin, 673 of 870 children participated (80%). Because some
participants were dropped for reasons explained later, a total of 761
children (210 from West Berlin, 110 boys and 100 girls, mean age= 10.1,
range= 7.7–14.0 years; and 551 from East Berlin, 279 boys and 272 girls;
mean age= 9.6, range= 6.8–12.0 years) were included in the analyses. The
participants were about equally distributed across each grade level and
each gender. For logistical reasons such as gaining access to the East Berlin
schools, we could not conduct our study immediately after the political
change in East Berlin; however, the contextual differences we examined
were, to a large extent, still present in East Berlin (Joos, 1995; Keiser, 1992;
Little et al., 1995; Oswald & Krappmann, 1995; Silbereisen et al., 1997;
Wald, 1995; Zinnecker & Silbereisen, 1996).

Measures
The children were given the Friendship Interview (Krappmann et al., 1991)
individually in a separate room during class time by trained interviewers.
The interview is a simple format in which a child names all other children
with whom he/she shares activities both within and outside the classroom.
The interviewer prompts the child with various play settings and notable
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events to ensure a full listing of relationships. The child then rated each
relationship along 12 friendship facets using 2-choice or 4-point Likert
scales.

As shown in Fig. 1 and on the basis of our a priori subjective-objective
distinction, we categorised 3 of the 12 facets as objective facets: frequency
of after-school play encounters, number of mutual visits and sleep-overs
after school, and whether a behavioural (public) instance of defence
against others had occurred in the relationship. We classi�ed the remaining
nine facets as subjective facets: degree of liking, reconciliation after
con�ict, encouragement in case of sadness, fooling around, practical jokes
on others, quarrelling, rated friendship level (best friend, good friend,
friend, or playmate), likelihood of sharing secrets, and �nally, naming
which friends a child would invite to join on a vacation. Importantly, the
subjective facets re�ect personal impressions and interpretations of the
general quality of the facet and not explicit behavioural instances.

Because nominees outside the classroom could not be interviewed, we
included only reciprocated classroom nominations. Although this limita-
tion reduces our universe of generalisation, classroom friendships still
re�ect a central part of children’s social worlds during middle childhood
(Krappmann, Oswald, Weiss, & Uhlendorf, 1993). East Berlin students
had 61% of their relationships with classmates and West Berlin students
49%. In both East and West Berlin, 85% of the children nominated and
described at least one friendship that was reciprocated by the nominee (i.e.
15% of the children in each context did not have a reciprocated friendship
within the school), and 89% of these reciprocal relationships were same-
gender relationships.

Our unit of analysis was the typical friendship quality ratings of each
facet across each child’s most salient (and reciprocated) classroom friends.
Because only 25% of the children had more than three reciprocal
friendships, we limited the typicality ratings to the average of a given
child’s �rst three nominated and reciprocated friendships.2 These average
scores re�ect how a child assesses the typical qualities of his/her most
salient friendships. Here, slight differences related to dyad-speci�c
dynamics are reduced relative to the commonalities across a child’s ratings

2 Of those children receiving reciprocal nominations, 26% had only 1 reciprocating friend,
28% had 2 friends, 21% had 3 friends, 13% had 4 friends, and 12% nominated 5 or more
reciprocal friendships. Aggregating across the �rst three nominations has two advantages.
First, confounds associated with dependent observations are eliminated (thereby maintaining
maximum sample sizes for our analyses), and second, more ideonomothetic characteristics of
children’s typical friendship relations are modelled. A potential drawback of aggregating
across more than one friend is that the relations might be attenuated, but this did not occur.
When we analysed only the top nominated child (and eliminated duplicate dyads), the results
were extremely similar even with the reduced power (see Brendgen & Little, 1996).
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of his/her most salient reciprocating friends. The same procedure was used
for the friends’ assessments of the quality of this friendship. Here, possible
dyad-syncratic �uctuations (dyad-speci�c variance) are reduced relative to
the commonalities across the friends’ perceptions of the quality of their
relationships with the nominating child. For those children with only one
reciprocated friendship in the classroom (44, or 8%, in East Berlin and 14,
or 7%, in West Berlin), only one of the two friends was randomly included
to avoid duplicate, dependent information.

Modelling Procedures. We tested our hypotheses using multiple-group
mean and covariance structures (MACS) analyses (Little, 1997). MACS
analyses are a more elaborated form of con�rmatory structural equation
models wherein the mean-level, or intercept, information among the
indicators and constructs is also modelled and tested. Including both the
means and covariances in our analyses provides strong tests of whether our
hypothesised measurement structure of friendship perception is supported
by the data. In addition, MACS analyses examine explicitly whether our
comparisons between East versus West Berlin children are made on the
same underlying constructs (i.e. cross-group measurement equivalence).
Here, the validity and reliability of the covariance and mean-level
information among the measures is explicitly contrasted. If they are
psychometrically equivalent, many potential sources of invalidity are
minimised such that, for example, the constructs’ mean levels can be
compared on meaningful and identically de�ned metrics. In our analyses,
we also included gender, grade (linear change), and grade2 (quadratic
change) as covariates. These variables served two purposes: (1) their
effects can be controlled for; and (2) they can be evaluated for the nature
of their effects (i.e. gender differences, age-related trends; for details, see
Little, 1997).

We assessed model �t with the incremental �t index (IFI, Bollen, 1989),
the comparative �t index (CFI, Bentler, 1990) and the root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1993). For the �rst
two indexes, values around .9 are acceptable, for the RMSEA, values
around .08 are acceptable, and, for our tests of cross-group equivalence,
differences between the models’ �t statistics (i.e. D IFI and D CFI) should
be less than .05 (Little, 1997).

We tested our hypotheses about differences in the latent constructs as
nested-model comparisons (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1989). Nested-model
comparisons test whether a constraint (e.g. specifying that two or more
correlations be equal) leads to a signi�cant loss in �t. Such tests are based
on the differences in chi-square and degrees of freedom between the
model that has one or more constraints and the model that does not have
the constraints. We present the results of the best �tting constrained
model. For these nested-model tests, we used a .05 criterion (for
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comparative purposes, the raw correlations and mean levels are presented
in Table A1, Appendix). For example, when we tested the equality of the
correlations among the facets (see Fig. 1), we placed equality constraints
on each corresponding self- and friend-rated correlation and cross-group
equality constraints on each corresponding correlation. A nonsigni�cant
difference between this constrained model and the unconstrained (freely
estimated) model indicates that the omnibus constraints are appropriate.
A signi�cant difference, on the other hand, indicates that one or more of
the constraints is untenable. Such differences were identi�ed and freed
based on the tolerance statistics associated with each constraint (i.e.
LISREL modi�cation indices, �tted residuals, and parameter standard
errors; see Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1989; for details, see Little, 1997; Little &
Lopez, 1997).

RESULTS
Validity and Generalisability of the Hypothesised
Measurement Structure
On the basis of our preliminary evaluation of the raw correlations among
the measured friendship facets (see Table A1, Appendix), we determined
that the two indicators of mutually rated defence did not have the
necessary positive intercorrelations to form a unique construct. Because
this construct (of the eight tested) did not conform to our hypotheses, we
treated each rating of defence against others as separate constructs in
order to examine their meaning within the context of the other constructs.3

With this one exception allowed, the validity and generalisability of the
hypothesised measurement structure of the children’s reciprocal friendship
perceptions (see Fig. 1) was well supported in both sociocultural settings.
More speci�cally, the adjusted factor structure, when �t without
placing any equivalence constraints across the groups, showed acceptable
�t for both groups [x 2(250, n = 761) = 575.77, IFI= .94, CFI= .93,

3 The lack of a positive correlation between the two indicators of defence is likely due to its
dichotomous coding and the fact that over 75% of the children in each setting reported an
instance of defence in each relationship. The attenuated quality of the coding and lack of
meaningful variability thereby eliminated the expected relationship. However, this outcome
is, in our view, not a strong exception to our theoretical framework, because, when we kept
the two measures of defence in our model to clarify their meaning, they showed consistently
weak relations with the other constructs as well. Thus, the poor psychometric qualities have
rendered this information ineffectual. In the future, such variables should be coded as
frequencies of defence behaviours.
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RMSEA= .04].4 When we tested the measurement equivalence of the
item-to-construct relations, the �t was also very acceptable
[x 2(259, n = 761) = 781.04, IFI= .90, CFI= .89, RMSEA= .05]. Because:
(a) the model’s �t statistics were acceptable; (b) no further alterations to
the models were suggested by the data (see footnotes 3 and 4); and (c)
cross-group equality of the measurement parameters was tenable, our
con�rmatory MACS model of reciprocal friendship perception is well
supported (with the exception of the defence construct), and generalises
across both sociocultural settings (the validity and reliability coef�cients of
this model are presented in Table A2, Appendix).

The structural validity and cross-group equivalence of these friendship
facets is a critical outcome because: (a) it supports our distinction between
subjective and objective friendship facets; and (b) it is the only basis by
which we can proceed to examine possible sociocultural in�uences on the
friendship facets (Little, 1997). Before turning to these latter tests,
however, we examine the in�uences of gender and grade (years of
schooling).

Gender Effects. Contrary to �ndings from other studies (Buhrmester,
1990; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Parker & Asher, 1993), most aspects of
boys’ and girls’ friendships did not differ, although one effect emerged.
Speci�cally, from both the self- and friend-rated perspectives, girls in West
Berlin perceived more con�ict in their relationships than did boys
(b = .21). Because gender was coded from the self-perspective, its
equivalent effect on the friend-rated facet re�ects the gender homogeneity
of the reciprocated friendships (i.e. as is commonly found, 89%were same-
gender friendships; Maccoby, 1988; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1987; Oswald,
Krappmann, Chowduri, & von Salisch, 1986, 1987; Sroufe, Bennet,
Englung, & Urban, 1993; Thorne, 1985; Zinnecker & Strzoda, 1996).

Developmental Trends. In both sociocultural settings, children’s
developmental level (years of schooling) only linearly in�uenced the
friendship facets (see Table 1). With age, children in both East and West
Berlin visited each other’s homes more frequently (b = .49), perceived
more con�ict in their relationships (b = .14), and reported having more
fun than did younger children, but this latter pattern was stronger in West
Berlin than in East Berlin (b = .72 vs. b = .45, P , .01). Finally, age had no

4 When we �rst �t the freely estimated model, LISREL modi�cation indices suggested a
speci�c effect of grade on fooling around that was not re�ected by the general effect of grade
on Fun. Our �nal model contains this additional estimate with the corresponding loadings
from the self- and friend-rated indicators constrained to be equal.
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effect on closeness in either setting or on play frequency in West Berlin,
but did in East Berlin (b = ± .37).5

Effects of Sociocultural Context
Mean-level Patterns.

The disattenuated (latent) mean levels of the friendship facets revealed
four context-related differences (all Ps , .01, see Table 1). For the
objective qualities, which were de�ned by both friends’ perspectives, we
found, as expected, that the East Berlin children played together after
school more often than did West Berlin children, and West Berlin children
visited each other at home more frequently than did East Berlin children.
For the subjective qualities, East Berlin children perceived more con�ict in
their friendships (both self-rated and friend-rated) than did West Berlin
children, and both self-rated and friend-rated fun were rated lower in East
Berlin than in West Berlin. Notably, East and West Berlin children did not
differ in the perceived closeness of their friendships.

TABLE 1
Comparisons of East and West Berlin in their Gender Effects, Grade-related

Developmental Trends, and Latent Mean Levels

Self-rated Friend-rated Mutually rated

Close Fun Con�ict Close Fun Con�ict Play Visits

Gender Effects [x 2(15) = 15.9, P = .387]a

East-Berlin .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
West-Berlin .00 .00 .21 .00 .00 .21 .00 .00

Grade-related Developmental Trends [x 2(11) = 8.6, P = .663]
East-Berlin .00 .45 .14 .00 .45 .14 ± .37 .49
West-Berlin .00 .72 .14 .00 .72 .14 .00 .49

Latent Mean Levels [x 2(7) = 3.5, P = .836]b

East-Berlin .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
West-Berlin .00 .59 ± .31 .00 .59 ± .31 ± .84 1.21

Note: All estimates that are not identical are signi�cantly different (P , .01). The x 2 values
(n = 761) in each subheading indicate that the tabled values do not differ from the
unconstrained, or freely estimated, values. Also, the model examining the variances of the
constructs [x 2(9) = 13.4, P = .147] indicated that only the variances of Play and Mutual Visits
were higher in West Berlin than in East Berlin, suggesting greater heterogeneity in the West
Berlin setting.

a Positive values favour girls and values of zero indicate nonsigni�cant effects.
bMean Levels in East Berlin are �xed to zero as a point of reference and Gender and

Developmental effects have been partialed from these estimates.

5 The speci�c grade effect on fooling around in the two sociocultural samples did not differ.
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Correlational Patterns

Relations among the objective facets. As seen in Table 2, we found an
unexpected difference between East and West Berlin. Although friends
who often played together after school also visited each other’s home in
both settings, this relation was stronger in West Berlin than in East Berlin
(r = .22 vs. r = .42). Otherwise, the correlations among the facets were the
same—as expected.

Relations among the subjective facets. As expected, the constrained
correlations between each of the corresponding self- and friend-rated
friendship aspects were only moderately related across perspectives and
the magnitudes did not differ across facet or between East and West
Berlin. In both settings, each corresponding self-rated and friend-rated
facet correlated .24 (see Table 2). Also in accordance with our
expectations, the constrained correlations among the three subjective
dimensions were the same from both friends’ viewpoints. Speci�cally,
Closeness was positively related to Fun (r = .46) and negatively related to
Con�ict (r = ± .45), and no relation emerged between Con�ict and Fun.
One East-West Berlin difference emerged (P , .01) wherein the cross-
perspective correlations between Closeness and Con�ict were negatively
correlated (r = ± .11) in East Berlin and uncorrelated in West Berlin.
However, this difference was quite small in terms of effect size.

Relations between subjective and objective facets. Mostly supporting our
expectations, the constrained correlations between each of the subjective
and objective friendship aspects were almost always identical across
perspectives and sociocultural settings. Only one sociocultural difference
emerged. Speci�cally, the relation between Closeness and Visits was
higher in West Berlin (r = .41) than in East Berlin (r = .25, P , .01).

Regarding the similarities, in both settings and from both perspectives, the
relations among the friendship facets were moderately positive (r = .25 for
the relation between Closeness and Play and between Fun and Play, and
r = .41 for the relation betweenFun and Visits) with the exception that the
relations of perceived con�ict with the frequency of play and mutual visits
were zero (see Table 2).

DISCUSSION
As highlighted in the foregoing, the two goals of our study were: (1) to
better understand the nature of children’s reciprocal friendship percep-
tions; and (2) to examine possible sociocultural in�uences on such
perceptions. In service of our �rst goal, the data provided quite consistent
and robust outcomes that con�rmed many features of children’s reciprocal
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friendships (e.g. Buhrmester, 1990; Parker & Asher, 1993). Given the few
studies that have examined reciprocity in friendships, the consistencies
across the two sociocultural contexts signi�cantly contribute to our
understanding of the nature of reciprocal friendship relationships and
support the generalisability of the patterns among the friendship facets
that were revealed.

These consistencies also highlight a number of new aspects of the nature
of children’s friendship perceptions. In particular, the distinction between
subjective and objective facets is one important new feature that provides
a heuristic view of the nature of reciprocal friendship perceptions; and this
view is quite concordant with the few studies that have examined
reciprocal friendship perceptions (e.g. Buhrmester, 1990; Parker & Asher,
1993). In relation to our second goal, the degree to which some aspects of
the friendship facets were in�uenced by differences in these children’s
sociocultural contexts (but other aspects of the facets were not) also
provides new information for understanding the nature of children’s
reciprocal friendship perceptions. We turn �rst to the similarities in
children’s reciprocal friendship perceptions.

TABLE 2
Comparisons of East and West Berlin Children in their Intercorrelations among the

Friendship Facets

Mutually
Self-rated Friend-rated rated

Close Fun Con�ict Close Fun Con�ict Play Visits
A B C D E F G H

A. Close –
B. Fun 46 –
C. Con�ict ± 45 0 –

D. Close 24 24 ± 11/00a

E. Fun 24 24 0
F. Con�ict ± 11/00a 0 24 (same as

G. Play 25 25 0 self-rated
H. Visits 25/41a 41 0 perspective) 22/42a –

Note: The correlations are LISREL (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1989) estimates of the
constrained disattenuated correlations. Gender and developmental effects have been
partialed from these estimates. All estimates that are not identical are signi�cantly different
(P , .01). These constrained correlations among the friendship constructs did not differ from
the unconstrained correlations [x 2(49, n = 761) = 62.6, P = .091]. Table A1 in the Appendix
contains the raw values used to estimate these models.

a Correlation differed between East (left value) and West Berlin (P , .01).
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Robust Characteristics of Reciprocal Friendship
Perceptions

We have emphasised the importance and need to understand the nature of
reciprocal friendships because they re�ect a deep level of mutuality and a
very meaningful type of peer relationship. As such, reciprocal perceptions
allow us to examine important questions regarding the degree of
agreement or disagreement in various aspects of children’s friendships.
Given our hypotheses about which aspects should show agreement and
which should not, our cross-context comparison provided strong support
for the expected structure of reciprocal friendship perceptions because it
generalised across these groups of children whose social worlds have been
shaped by different sociocultural contexts. As mentioned, East Berlin
children’s relationships were mostly maintained in public places and
in�uenced by educational practices that emphasise a prosocial group
orientation, whereas West Berlin children’s relationships were conducted
primarily in the privacy of the home and shaped by an ideology that
acknowledges personal interests (Pollmer & Hurrelmann, 1992a; Wald,
1995). Despite such differences in their sociocultural contexts, East and
West Berlin children revealed a number of important features in their
friendship perceptions that were similar, and therefore, generalisable
across these two contexts.

First, we emphasised a conceptual distinction between: (a) aspects that
are easily observable and, thus, form an objective and shared social reality;
and (b) aspects that require interpreting less obvious characteristics and,
therefore, belong to subjective and less shared realities. Supporting our
view that interpersonal friendship qualities re�ect overt and clear-cut
information (which leaves little room for diverging interpretations), we
found high correlations between reciprocating friends in their perceptions
of frequency of play and mutual visits such that two mutually rated facets
emerged in our con�rmatory MACS analyses (see footnote 3). On the
other hand, the intrapersonal aspects, which involve inferences and
interpretations, showed correlations between the friends’ perceptions that
were quite low (i.e. less than 8% overlap). The sociocultural robustness of
the low correlation between self- and friend-rated subjective facets
indicates that during middle childhood, children who nominate each other
as friends can manifest sizeable discrepancies when they each describe the
qualities of their relationship. Because they re�ect divergent perceptions,
these consistent perspective-related differences underline the importance
of both friends’ perspectives in understanding friendship.

Another outcome that supports the generalisability of our subjective-
objective framework for understanding children’s reciprocal friendship
perceptions was the consistent correlational patterns among the friendship
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facets. For example, the relations among the subjective aspects were the
same across the self- and friend-rated perspectives as well as across
sociocultural contexts (see Table 2). Such high correspondence indicates
that the mental representations of these subjective aspects is generally
robust to both sociocultural and intrapersonal in�uences (Grob et al., 1996;
Little & Lopez, 1997). Thus, the friends reported closer friendships the
more fun they experienced with each other, even though the two groups
differed in the amount of fun experienced in their friendships, and the
amount of play and mutual visits was equally and positively related to the
amount of fun, while it bore no relation to the amount of friendship
con�ict experienced in both settings. Similarly, even though East and West
Berlin children differed in their awareness of con�icts, con�ict was notably
unrelated to fun and strongly but negatively related to closeness in both
settings. Such outcomes indicate that fun is a central feature of close
friendships and that con�ict is an ambivalent experience at an age when
many children are still in a phase of ‘‘fair-weather friendships’’ (Selman,
1981).

Taken together, the similarities across the two contexts suggest a
number of characteristics that appear to be fundamental aspects of
friendship perceptions during middle childhood. Whether these character-
istics continue to show fundamental similarities across more broadly
de�ned sociocultural contexts (e.g. in various parts of the US, East Asia, or
the Middle East) remains an important direction for future research. In
addition, expanding the age ranges would likely reveal prominent
developmental changes in both general social relationships and reciprocal
friendship perceptions (see e.g. Hawley, in press).

Sociocultural Influences on Reciprocal Friendship
Perceptions
The exceptions to the general pattern of similarity were consistent with
differences in the two socioeducational contexts that we outlined earlier.
For example, although we expected the basic structure of the reciprocal
friendship aspects to be clearly evident in both sociocultural contexts, we
still expected mean-level differences in speci�c aspects of the friendship
perceptions. Namely, we found that East and West Berlin children differed
in their perceptions of after-school play meetings, frequency of home visits,
perceived con�ict, and amount of fun.

Children’s After-school Play Meetings and Mutual Visits. The most
pronounced, yet expected, differences between East and West Berlin
children’s friendships were the frequency of after-school play meetings and
mutual visits. These differences are very consistent with the different social
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contexts of the children. East Berlin children regularly saw most of their
classmates, who constituted the majority of their friends, for afternoon
play during day care, which resulted in a high frequency of after-school
play with their classroom friends. Although extended attendance in day
care clearly facilitated frequent after-school play, the East Berlin children
seldom visited each other at home. Such a reduction in home visits may
have resulted because: (a) parents viewed further common activities as
unnecessary given that the children already had spent time together in day
care; (b) the basic living conditions were poorer and less amenable to visits
(Joos, 1995); and, (c) given the increased familial stress related to the
sociopolitical changes, parents may have opted for quieter home time
(Ahnert & Schmidt, 1995; see also Wald, 1995). In contrast to the majority
of East Berlin children, less than 25%of the West Berlin children attended
after-school day care (Trommer, 1990). As a result, West Berlin children
more often joined each other in dyads or triads at home and commonly
stayed overnight, which is re�ected in the increased number of mutual
visits. Whereas East Berlin children regularly saw ‘‘everybody’’ for
afternoon play, West Berlin children had to select their play partners
(many of whom were from outside the classroom). This selective
component necessarily constrained the frequency of after-school play with
their classroom friends and may have contributed to the high correlation
between Closeness and Visits as well as Play and Visits in West Berlin (see
Table 2).

The differential age trend between East and West Berlin for frequency
of mutual play is also consistent with the different living conditions
between the two settings. In contrast to West Berlin, where no
developmental trend emerged, the frequency of play encounters decreased
with age in East Berlin. The decrease in East Berlin may be related to the
fact that day-care attendance also decreases with age (Trommer, 1990).
Thus, older children in East Berlin may have lost the vast opportunities for
play encounters in day care that existed for younger children. At the same
time, they did not have the alternative possibility of meeting each other to
the same extent as children in West Berlin. As a consequence, the
frequency of play encounters decreased with age for the children in the
East, while it remained stable for the West Berlin children.

Con�ict. Children in East Berlin perceived more con�ict in their
friendships than did their West Berlin age-mates. At �rst glance, such an
outcome may seem counterintuitive; however, it is consistent with the East
Berlin educational goals that emphasised strict disapproval of con�ict
behaviours. In our view, the high amount of perceived con�ict is less
related to higher actual incidences of con�ict than to more sensitivity for
con�icts in East Berlin children’s interpersonal interactions. First, in West
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Berlin minor disagreements with a friend may not constitute a con�ict
because the children were often encouraged to negotiate disagreements
among themselves. For East Berlin children, even slight disturbances in
friendship harmony were brought under adult scrutiny, thereby increasing
their sensitivity to con�ict. That is, because teachers exerted considerable
control (Helwig, 1984) and intervened almost immediately when they
noticed discord (Oswald & Krappmann, 1995), a high sensitivity to and
general rejection of con�ict would have been transmitted to children
(either directly or vicariously; Bandura, 1977). Moreover, because teachers
were present and observed what occurred among children, the children’s
self-monitoring processes would have been heightened (Carver & Scheier,
1981). If children’s attention to their own behaviour is strongly promoted,
their awareness of con�ict among friends also should increase. Sensitivity
to con�ict may also be accentuated by the general stress associated with
adapting to the ongoing sociopolitical changes occurring in the former East
Germany (Keiser, 1992; Pollmer & Hurrelmann, 1992b).

In addition to the sensitivity component, frequent adult intervention
may inhibit the development of con�ict management skills. As an
important element of social competence, con�ict management is facilitated
through active interactions (Piaget, 1932/1965). East Berlin children may
not have had suf�cient opportunities to develop such competencies and, as
a result, unresolved con�icts within their friendships may have lingered. In
contrast, given that they were usually not under the eyes of a supervising
and intervening day-care provider (Trommer, 1990), West Berlin children
could negotiate diverging ideas and intentions and try out different styles
of con�ict management. Such freedoms could foster con�ict-management
competencies, leading to fewer actual con�icts and a desensitisation to
minor disagreements.

Another outcome that highlights the sensitivity for interpersonal discord
among East Berlin children is that, in contrast to West Berlin, no gender
differences emerged in the East Berlin children’s perceptions of con�icts,
whereas West Berlin girls reported more con�icts in their relationships
than did boys. Girls may be more sensitive to con�icts because they may be
more perceptive of affective processes in their relationships than are boys
(Sharabany, Gershoni, & Hofman, 1981; Youniss & Smollar, 1985). In
East Berlin, gender differences may be levelled out because the high
sensitivity to con�icts is conveyed to all children.

Fun. West Berlin children reported more fun within their friendships
than East Berlin children. This outcome is also consistent with the
different social lives of East and West Berlin children. In the day-care
institutions, most of the East Berlin children’s activities were restricted,
both with respect to time schedules (e.g. homework has to be done �rst)
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and content (e.g. common activities with the whole group; Helwig, 1984).
The presence of others (i.e. adults) fosters norm-oriented behaviours
(Breckler & Greenwald, 1986), which limits opportunities for behaviours
such as fooling around or playing jokes on others—in other words, the
amount of fun (see also Helwig, 1984). In contrast, West Berlin children
were not under continual adult supervision even when a parent was at
home. Thus, children would have more opportunities to exhibit expressive
play behaviour, and these opportunities likely increased the amount of fun
the children experienced with their friends. The differential age trends
between East and West Berlin are also consistent with this view. The
increase in Fun suggests that parental control lessened with age in both
contexts, but that the possibilities of having fun increased with age more
quickly for West Berlin children than for East Berlin children whose
playtime was more regulated by their day-care providers.

CONCLUSIONS
Our analyses yielded further evidence for the necessity of considering both
friends’ perspectives when the reciprocity of children’s friendships and
their qualities are studied. Given that the extent of perceptual and
evaluative disagreement in close relationships is rarely taken into account,
the amount of disagreement revealed in our data is, in our view, a
remarkable outcome. We maintain that more attention should be paid to
reciprocity as a varying quality even in a person’s closest relationships. Our
conceptual distinction between children’s perceptions of: (a) friendship
facets that are more subjectively assessed (intrapersonal qualities); and (b)
qualities that are easily observable and, therefore, more objectively
assessed (interpersonal qualities) was consistently useful in characterising
the relations among the friendship facets. In addition, this distinction was
quite robust in both East and West Berlin and consistent with related
studies of reciprocal friendship perceptions (Buhrmester, 1990; Parker &
Asher, 1993). However, differences in these sociocultural contexts had
consistent and sizeable effects on the extent to which some qualities were
recognised and the nature of some relations between these qualities,
thereby indicating the degree to which context differences can shape
reciprocal friendship perceptions. We emphasise, however, that our
interpretative framework is only one of many that can be utilised to
understand such differences given the quasi-experimental nature of such
comparisons (see e.g. Chen et al., 1997).

In our view, future research should focus on when and why friends agree
or disagree in their assessment of subjective friendship aspects. For
example, form a broader developmental view, we know that only objective
friendship facets are considered in very young children’s evaluations of
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friendship characteristics (e.g. Keller & Wood, 1989; Selman, 1981), and
presumably, the subjective facets we identi�ed in this study would not even
emerge in younger age groups. However, as our data indicated, the
subjective facets clearly enter into consideration during middle childhood,
but showed little cross-perspective agreement. Perhaps by adolescence or
adulthood, such subjective facets may show greater cross-perspective
agreement. Relatedly, greater or lesser agreement might emerge for the
friendships of children who belong to differing sociometric groups (e.g.
popular, average, rejected). In addition, whether children are aware of
these disagreements between their own and their friends’ perceptions and
whether this has consequences for their emotional well-being or their
understanding of friendship remains an open question. Perhaps, the extent
of perceived disagreement may be a useful exlanatory variable for
undertanding children’s social adjustment and integration.

Regarding sociocultural in�uences, a number of questions remain for
future research. For example, within the context of East-West compar-
isons, examining the in�uence of the rapid changes currently affecting the
social ecologies of Germany would be valuable to further understand the
effects of sociocultural context on friendship perceptions, particularly
because our data stem from a speci�c sociohistorical context (i.e. 1991–
1993). Relatedly, the context of school friendships is only one of many
contexts in which reciprocal friendships emerge. Examining contexts
outside of the school context would, therefore, provide valuable informa-
tion regarding the robustness of our �ndings. Similarly, understanding
which differences are found under even more extremely discrepant
conditions of childhood would also provide a test of the generality of the
relations we obtained.

In our view, given the central role of friendships in children’s
sociocognitive and emotional lives, answering questions such as these,
which would need a continued focus on reciprocity in friendships, would
provide further insights into the social foundations of children’s develop-
ment.
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TABLE A2
Reliability and Validity Coefficients of the Baseline MACS Model

Construct Indictor l r2 East Berlin r2 West Berlin

Self-rated Closeness (Cronbach’s alpha = .79 in East Berlin and .77 in West Berlin)
Vacations & Reconciliation .69 .48 .39
Friendship Level & Encouragement .80 .67 .66
Shared Secrets & Liking .73 .51 .53

Self-rated Fun (Cronbach’s alpha = .49 in East Berlin and .61 in West Berlin)
Practical Jokes .51 .35 .42
Fooling Around .50 .30 .43

Self-rated Con�ict
Quarrelling .96 1.0 1.0

Friend-rated Closeness (Cronbach’s alpha = .85 in East Berlin and .85 in West Berlin)
Vacations & Reconciliation .69 .59 .50
Friendship Level & Encouragement .80 .72 .74
Shared Secrets & Liking .73 .60 .67

Friend-rated Fun (Cronbach’s alpha = .53 in East Berlin and .73 in West Berlin)
Practical Jokes .51 .41 .55
Fooling Around .50 .32 .56

Friend-rated Con�ict
Quarrelling .96 1.0 1.0

Mutually rated Play (Cronbach’s alpha = .57 in East Berlin and .65 in West Berlin)
Self-rated Play .56 .40 .54
Friend-rated Play .56 .42 .51

Mutually rated Visits (Cronbach’s alpha = .77 in East Berlin and .86 in West Berlin)
Self-rated Visits .63 .62 .78
Friend-rated Visits .63 .68 .83

Note: East Berlin (n = 551) and West Berlin (n = 210). The l-loadings are the constrained
LISREL estimates (i.e., they are equal across perspectives and groups). For the mutually
rated facets, we speci�ed Tau-equivalence and equated the two loadings for each construct
(see Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1989). r2 is the amount of variance in the manifest indictors
explained by the underlying construct.
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