|

) <

The University of Osaka
Institutional Knowledge Archive

Title |BHERACEL2BHNBERMGEBICRETHE -
BAICE>TOEERDE AL S

Author(s) |#&dH, EEF; K5, #X

Citation |X A= OIEZFHFZE. 2010, 10, p. 115-123

Version Type|VoR

URL https://doi.org/10.18910/10703

rights

Note

The University of Osaka Institutional Knowledge Archive : OUKA

https://ir. library. osaka-u. ac. jp/

The University of Osaka



, 10, 2010

2002
2009
( , 2010)

Sprecher(1998)

(e.g., Aron, Dutton, Aron, & lverson, 1989)

289,836

Byrne(1971)

(1986)

)
)
202
30
3
(
Gaipa(1977)
Davis(1985)
, 1996)
(Fehr, 2004)

—115—

1)

, 1986)

Fehr(2004)

La

(1993)



, 10, 2010

(Berscheid & Walster,

1969) 3
Rubin(1970)
( ,1980; , 1993b)
(1980)
(Rubin, 1970, p.265)
Huston(1974) (@)
(sentiment)
(b)
© (1980)
(Huston, 1974, p.11)
(1996) (, 1993a)
(1993b)
1
(1999)
(eg., , 1985)
(1994)
(
1992)
(1980)
4 (1988)
2 (1978)
15
3
3
54 ( 17
1 1) 56
53 (
22.46 5.02)

—116—



, 10, 2010

Word Miner (R) Ver. 1.01e

2
1
(1986)
1
2
95%
1
65 204
2
30
2008 1
202 (104 % )
2120 SD=182)
10
1.
10S

Smollan, 1992)

(Inclusion of self, Aron, Aron, &

7

268

SAS 9.1.3

10S

50

)

2
RCI(Berscheid, Snyder, & Omoto,
1989) (  ,1993
RCI
1
1 1
1 1
7
7. 1
7
30
5. 1
5
30
5. 1
Table 1
5.96 4
5 3 8
2 3
Table 1
10S
M SD
5.96 0.88
() 63.73 53.87
(7)) 7.99 8.03
2 (7)) 2.95 4.09
(7)) 274.67 278.66
(7)) 1.38 2.70
(/7)) 17.19 40.51
(7)) 6.18 16.07
«C ) 4.40 1.35
( ) 4.56 1.36
10S 3.86 1.34

—117—



SMC

26
Table 2

, 10, 2010

(r5=.13- .58, ;s <.05)

Table 2
80 )
Promax
4
10S
Table 3
2
4 3
=.19 - .34, ;s < .05)
10S
Table 2 30
Factorl Factor2 Factor3 Factord /7
27. .85 -.10 .00 12 .70
29. .82 -12 -.02 19 67
24, 81 -01 .00 -04 65
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The relationships between attraction of same-sex friend and
relationship-maintenance motivation in the light of personal importance

Makiko NISHIURA(Graduate School of Human Sciences, Osaka University)
Ikuo DAIBO(Graduate School of Human Sciences, Osaka University)

The purpose of this study is to clarify what is interpersonal attraction of same-sex friends, and to clear up its ef-
fects on relationship-maintenance motivation in terms of personal importance. Two hundred and two undergraduates
responded the questionnaires about their same-sex friendships. They rated how attractive they regarded their friends
by using friends’ attraction scale, which made through preliminary study. Also, they answered the degree to which
each item on the scale was important to them. The results showed mainly three findings as below. First, factor analy-
sis of friends’ attraction indicated four factors; security, stimulus, faithfulness, and independence. Second, based on
importance to the participants, they were divided into four clusters; security-emphasis, stimulus-emphasis, inde-
pendent-emphasis, and non-emphasis. Finally, in independent-emphasis cluster, stimulus had a most strong effect on
the relationship-maintenance motivation. In every other cluster, security had a strong effect on that. The discussion
considered the relationships between friends’ attraction and relationship-maintenance motivation and the role of per-
sonal importance in those relationships.

Keywords: interpersonal attraction, same-sex friend, relationship-maintenance mgtivation, personal importance.
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