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Moderating the Effects of a Friendship Network and Quality on the Association between

Mutual Antipathy and Maladjustment
Yoolim Shin

Department of Child & Family Studies, The Catholic University of Korea, Bucheon, Korea

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to investigate the moderating effects of a size of the friendship network and
quality of friendship on the associations between mutual antipathy and maladjustment. The subjects were
678 fifth- and sixth-grade primary school children who were recruited from a public school in Bucheon City.
The Peer Nomination Inventory was used to assess mutual antipathy, peer victimization, social withdrawal,
aggression, and the friendship network. The children were given a classroom roster and asked to nominate up
to three classmates who fit each description. Additionally, the children reported the quality of their friendships
using the Friendship Quality Scale. Each child was asked to indicate his or her one best friend and rate how
accurately a sentence describe done of their best friends on the scale. The results revealed that the friendship
network and friendship quality significantly moderated the relationships between mutual antipathy and social
withdrawal, and peer victimization. The magnitude of the association between mutual antipathy and social
withdrawal was not significant for large friendship networks and high quality friendships. Although mutual
antipathy was significantly associated with peer victimization, the association was stronger at lower levels
than at higher levels of the friendship network and quality. However, there was no moderating effect of the
friendship network and quality on the association between mutual antipathy and aggression. A large friendship
network and high quality friendship could be protective factors among those who have mutual antipathy in
peer groups.
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Table 1. Mean, SD, and Range of Mutual Antipathy, Friendship Network,

Friendship Quality, Social Withdrawal, Aggression, and Peer Victimization

Variable M SD Range

Mutual antipathy 37 .65 0-3
Friendship network 33 2.84 0-14
Friendship quality

Support 3.70 .85 =5

Intimacy 3.51 95 1-5

Conflict resolution 4.15 82 1-5
Social withdrawal (z score) -.007 96 -92-6.16
Aggression (z score) 02 1.01 —87-5.50
Peer victimization (z score) 47 41 01-4.69
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Table 2. Correlations among Mutual Antipathy, Friendship Network, Friendship Quality, Social Withdrawal, Aggression, and Peer Victimization (V=678)

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Mutual antipathy 1.00

2. Friendship network -092' 1.00

3. Help” —-026 3027 1.00

4. Intimacy” 045 47 6607 1.00

5. conflict resolution” 028 192 499" 4737 1.00

6. Social withdrawal 2457 -263" 347" 197" -216" 1.00

7. Aggression 293" -.102" 048 .032 014 -017 1.00

8. Peer victimization 310" =31 245" 197" -163" VAVAS 278" 1.00
“Friendship quality includes help, intimacy and conflict resolution.
"p<.05, "p<.001.
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Table 3. Moderating Effects of Friendship Network and Friendship Quality on

the Association between Mutual Antipathy and Social Withdrawal (V=678)

Social withdrawal

Variable
Step1(8)  Step2 (B)

Mutual antipathy 3197 1.402"
Friendship network 222" =137
Friendship quality -.208™" .082
Mutual antipathy x friendship network -.282"
Mutual antipathy x friendship quality -.908™"
R 231 324
AR? 092
F 53.51"" 50.97"
"p<.001.

Table 4. Moderating Effects of Friendship Network and Friendship Quality on

the Association between Mutual Antipathy and Peer Victimization (V=678)

Peer victimization

Variable

Step1(5)  Step 2 (§)
Mutual antipathy 259" 1.439™
Friendship network -.165™ -.108"
Friendship quality -.282™" -.140™
Mutual antipathy x friendship network 190"
Mutual antipathy x friendship quality -1.076™
R 204 287
AR’ 083
F 45.62" 42.78™

"p<.01, "p<.001.

Table 5. Moderating Effects of Friendship Network and Friendship Quality on

the Association between Mutual Antipathy and Aggression (N=678)

Variable Aggression
Step1(8)  Step2 (p)

Mutual antipathy 303 .689™
Friendship network —.066 —.069
Friendship quality .48 .097
Mutual antipathy x friendship network .009
Mutual antipathy x friendship quality —.405
R .098 101
AR? 02
F 20.34 14.02™
“p<.001.
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Figure 1. Moderating effects of friendship network on the association between
mutual antipathy and social withdrawal.
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Figure 2. Moderating effects of friendship quality on the association between
mutual antipathy and social withdrawal.
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