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AN vii e
ABSTRACT

The purpose of the‘present etudy was to intestigdte
"the 1nf1uence of varylng one person’'s 1nt1macy and tlme
orlentatlon in self- dlsclosure on another person s consequent
self-disclosing intimacy. . : .
In the experiment proper, 56 female; Fnench—sPeaktng,
university students were each paired with one of'eight | "
trained female confederates for a 30-minute self-disclosure
encobpnter. fhe naive subjects.recei?edf (a) . either high
or low intimacy ievel disclosuree from their pa?tners, and
(b) either past- or present-otiented revelations. \This.
yielded a 2 (intimacy level) by 2 (time arientation) design
with 14 subjects per experlmental treatment
SubJects self- dlsclosed in a pretreatment'or basellne, T
session and then three exper1menta1 trlals with each "
preceded by the confederates' sessions. Based on all four
self-disclosure periods, the two dependent measures for
degree of intimacy wWere: (a) Taylor and Althan's (1966)
Pre-rated intimacy levels, dependent on topic thoice, and
(b) number of self-references per minute, -an in-process
“variable. R
With both dependent scores, an analyeis of cdvariante
with repeated measures was performed. In both cases,
intimacy level in self-disclosure of a naive subject‘was

significantly affected by intimaéyllevel manifested by a

trained confederate. A main effect due to time orientation
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of disclosure content was a6t d in the overall analyses.

Howéver, in high intimacy groups, subjects became more intimaté
&) and perceived greater intimacy from their partners when the

latter revealed. only presénx- as opposed to past-rgTated '

-

4Anformation. , - .
1a

Tﬁe.findings, therefore, sﬁpport-thé notion of a

-

. . ) . . <
Teciprocity or dyadic effect in self-disclosure intimacy

, and suggest that present disclosures of a peréonal nature °

engenders moTe intT}acy from a dyadic partner than high L

- . i
focussing only on past events or <

P

intimacy revelation

' feelings. ' . . ' it

e P
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INTRODUCTION - .

in

-

This study {::estlgates the effect of varletlon.
£

Wo dimensions.o he content of. one person's self-ﬁie;

) b

closure on another person s 1nt1macy YTevel of self—-

disclosure. These two 1ndependéﬁ\‘vaflab1es are: the .

T e e

degree of intimacy in s d15c1051ng communication and the
time orieﬁtétion of -the\self-disclosihg content, thatris,
specifically, whether I?/;elétes to the individpal's past

~or present situation. The bontext-withfn which this

focus is m%de is a dya&ig encoupter between two strangers,
Aithough the setting and pfocedure is necessarily structured,

Y 3

considerable freedom of interaction was allowed, Thus, the

, L

situwation could be thought to 51mu1ate*hpw a personal

relationship develops as a consggutnce of self dlsclosure

Y

In order to put forth the specificities.of this project,

this paper ip,divi&ed into féur-chapterst> Chapter I presents

-

the thebretical*underpinninés that explain how people
uéually self?disclose, and, as'such give the foundatlon

in the development of the main hypotheses of the present

-

study. Also in an 1nte ratlve fashion thlS sectidén reviews
y y L g y .

the relevant sesearch findings dealing with intimacy in

self—disclosﬁ?? and its:relation to both other's intimacy - |

and time-otientetiop of disclosures. A11 thlS leads to the

formulatlon ofitwe-hypotheses that 11nk the above Varlables
In Chapter II,. the reseatch_procedure is outlined,

This includes a discussion 0¥, (a) the selection of naive

o



x
subjects and confedetates, (b) the description of the two
dependent measures.of 1nt1macy in self- dlsd&osure prenrated
‘intimacy levels and nuymber-of self-references per mihute;

" (c) the usefulness of haviné'a pretregtment, baseline
triaiito obtein an initial indication of the subjects'
characteristdc‘level of'disclogure with strangers, and

.‘(d) the detailing of the procedure both the training of
the confederates and the stages of the actual encounter
between the naive subject and the confederate. )

The next.chapter-concerns itself with the results
from the statistical analysis of the data. Chapter III
separately looks at: (a) baselineg_pretreatment levels wrth
the 'prgdiction of no differences betueen groups; this

;ensures randomness as to individual's predisposition for
a certain depth of discloeure, (b) post-interview question-
naire- responses to test out the effectiveness of the

. experiment ﬁanipulationé from the- double perspective of
confederat:i>7intimacY lerel and time orientation in self-

disclosures, (c) analyses based on‘the twg dependent measures,

taken individually; these follow directly from the two
hypotheses of the etudy,.and (d) a computation of the- -
correlatlon coeff1c1ent to show the degree of association
between these two variables.

-

Lastly, Chapter IV provides a discussion of the

results brought forth. .The interpretations follow through

d afqiétalt view-

o

from a norm of'reciprocity.frampwork
l .

-
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xi
point. The importance of 2 communi&ator's iﬁtimacy level’
\
and a present perspective with h1ghér intimacy disclosures
is stressed. Improvements and alternatlves in the present

design are suggested, as well as some future research
. N b

possibilities.

The area.of self-disclosure and especially of intimacy
level and time orientation of self-disclosure is ? fruitful

one‘for psycholog%cal research, and it is hoped that this

study has made a contribution in this respect.

R



CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF THE, LITERATURE

The aim of this chapter is to formulate hy;otheses
linking both intimacy level ‘and time orientation in a
confederate's self-disclosure to the intimacy level of
self—disclosure of a naive dyadié partner. It begins with
a global perspective and narrows down tb the crucial focus _
of this study. Thus, at first, the target of discussion is
self—disclosufe as a whole: the importance of this beha-
vior, 1its definitibn, sglffdisciosure as a personality
construct versﬁs a process variable and its basic parameters.
The purpose of this overvieﬁ’is*to identify the main.facéts
of.selfedisclosure, to allow one to gain understanding of
its relevance to all interpersonal relationships, and, later,
to arrive at a better perspective of why intimacy of self-
disclosure (one of its parameters) may be so influential in
one}sﬁgocial behavior. 1In regards to the latter point,

\
intimacy, as-such; will then be given full consideration,

specifically in terms of sﬁared or reciprocal intimacy.
Question’s answered will be: in what way can degrée and
form of intimacy in self-disclosure be explained theo-
retically and what are the variables that, through
research, héve“beeh found to affect intimacy in.self—

disclosure. Attention will then be directed to one of

these variables: intimacy level of the content of self-
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disclosure. What has traditionally been emphasized in

this cellular component is the intimacy of-sbecific

topics and of general content. A rationale is presented

recommending a further dissection of degree 6f intimacy in

self-disclosing coﬂtent fo probe the‘importance of past
versus present disclosures, Following through from

Gestalt and client-centred approaches, one would expect

disclosures of different time perspectives tq, affect another

person's sélf-disclosure differentially. After this
elaboration,. the hypotheses for this research are specified,
as deduced from the discussion.

Self-disclosure in General
T

Importance and Definition-

The first query that could be madg is: why self-
disclosure? Why not look at inFimacy_of social behavior
as a whole? In the last few decédes,‘voluminous research
has been publ@shed on self-disclosure. Theories have
evolved matching the manifestation of appropriate self-
disclo;ure to positive mental health and to the ability to
form good ihfefpersonal rg¢lationships (Jourard, 1971b§
Derlega & Chaikin, 1975) Self-~disclosure is assumed
by many fo hold a ké} position in friendship formétion,

_mizital harmony, positive personality ;hange in psycho-
the;apyq\gnd qfféctiVeness of experiential groﬁps. Beyond

this asser

there is much controversysurrounding these

issues and it is not the purpose here to expose the

~3
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intricacies df each gituatién. To do so, one can refer to
rev1ews by Jourard (1971&), Cozby (1973), and Derlega.and
Cha1k1n (1975). Rather, this paper deals with self-
disclosure between strangers. Since relationshiﬁs originéte
with first encounters, studying what happens whenltwo
persons meet foa/fgé first time spans into an understandlng
of the above- mentloned areas. However, a look at the
initial interaction between stréngers not only provides

an insight of the cornerstone for the process of buil&ing
relationships; it also has the advantage of being simpler

-

to investigate. This is so because, by definition, such
an intefaction‘is free from effects of past encounters
which would be impossible to evaluate a.posteriori. The
above'hasfunderlined how crucial self-disclosure is as a
social behavior.' The centrality bfﬁihtiﬁacy in self-
disclosure will be investigated more fully at a later time.
At this point, it seems mandatory to provide some definitibn
of Jour global focus éf’self—discloéure,

A general definition of self-disclpsure is: "any
information about himself which Person A communicates
verbally to a Person.B" (Cozby, 1973, p. 73). Jourard and
Jaffe (1970) stipulate that Person A must ”willingly" want
to make himself known to Person B. Allen (1974) supports

. this notionlby stréssing tha£ self-disclosure involves only

the "uncoerced" exchanging of personal information. A

further aspect of self-disclosing communication should be

b3
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ﬁoféd} thé}"gf'hoﬁééty. Pearce and éharpi(i973) efiphasize
.thqt khoﬁe sfratégies used by'aﬂ individual to distract or
shock his listeners through‘the information he“reveals
about himself do not invite the respondent t6 shére ;mpa—
thically. Such maneuvers are not examples of self-disclosure.
Suppo}tihg this, Gitter and Black (1976) have used the term
"gilding" to describe "communicative behavior intended by.

" the communicator to falsify what he actually believes to ' .
be true" tp,327). An example of this'may be that of a
veteran soldier who seeks others' positive attention by
glorifying his account of past war experiences."From the
abo%e, one might now re¢gefine self-disclosure as: "any

verbal information about himself that Person A willingly

and honestlf’communicates to Person Bl”

This definition was used in the ipgtructions to the
subjects involved in the present resea£éh; Asking people
%ﬁ“self-disclose without specifying furtﬁér what is meant b],r.3
this term could result in various individual interpretations.
For example, Fantasia and Lombarﬁo (1975) found significant
differences in disclosure levels between one group who was
asked what qach was "willing'" to discuss and another group °*
instructed to indicate what each would Plike" to discuss.
Thus, the,definition emplé&ed here could eliminate such
‘fariations yet still leafe a nearly unlimited &egree of

flexibility in a subject's deciding what and how to self-

disclose. At this point, one has gener; 11y answered the

k)

$- 3
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.question: what 1is self-disclosure? One is still left
wondering whether such behavior reaches a stable level
within a person or whether it varies depending con the

situation.

Personality Construct or Process Variable

Restated, this could be expressed in terms of whether
self—disclosure‘is é personality construct or a pfocess
variable. If one believes' that a person, through his
experiences, integrates into his ;elf-concept an individual
and therefore a unique form of self-disclosure, then one
is viewing the concept as a personality trait. As such,
it is seen as a fairly stable entity that varies soﬁewhat
sitmationally but maintains basic constancy in level and
form. Research congruent with this approach tries to
assess individual differences in self-disclosure and uses
such measures as Jourard's Self-Disclosing Questionnaire
‘(Jourard and lasakow, 1958). One vaz&able that has been
repeatedly investigated in~this connéction is sex. In>
general, studies have found that females self-disclose to
a greater extent thp males (Sermat and Smyth, 1973; Lord
and Velicer, 1975; Lombardo, Franco, Wolf, and Fantasia,
1976). However, the differences may be chieflf related to
topics of high intimacy value (Gitter and Black, 1976).

This might explain why some research has found no sji ificant

differences between males and females (Rogers and Wri

1976): It should be noted that no studies were found to
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support the hypothesis that males d@sclose on the qurall‘f

more than females. Given.these fairly consistent resu1t5,¥
only females were included in the presenf study. This
controls ﬁbr the afore-mentioned possib@litf of gender
differences and maximizes the chances of having subjects

who are more willing to self-disclose. Other areas focussing
on self-disclosure as a personality con;truct are: race,
ethnic group, social class, age, maritay status, birth order,
religion, personality éharacteristics {%or example,
ex;raversion versus introversion), and mental health (Cozby,
1973; Goodstein and Reinecker, 1974). 'In the present
research, subjects were from one ethnic group and religion
aﬂd within a cergain ;ge range. The othe; variables were
not controlled for specifically and were assumed to Qp
randomized in the sample. As discussed furthér in the

second chapter, results.suggest that,extreﬁely high levels
of self-disclosure are negatively correlated with positive
mental health sé that a certain limitation was set in

defining high intimacy for the confederates in the present

procedure. Apart from these stipulations of interest in

‘experimental controls, the real focus of this paper is on

self-disclosure as a process within a social interaction,
This orientation prefers to look at self-disclosure as a
behavior that‘;aries in form and level given different -
occasions and situations and depending on'the‘stagé of and

type of relationship; Without negating influences due to



.an individuals’ characteristic level, the proceés outlook
. " assumes greater fléiibility for indifidualg to change how
and wha{ they reveal about themselves depending on the
. nature of each social intéraction. With thié perspective,
research concentrates on the variables that can contribute
to these changes in level and form of self -disclosure. In g
other words: 1;hat _aspects of a 51tuat10n affect a person's
self- dlsclosure‘and in what way does it do so? For this .
ht - study, the aspeéts considered will be content and topic
inéimacy level and time orientation of a confederate's self-.
disclosure as influences on a naive subject's form of self-
disclosure.
bimensions -
This leads one to wondé%‘whaf form self-disclosure
can take. To say someone tended to be a high self-discloser
in a certain situation hés no precise meaning. For example,
oﬂe may self-disclose on a wide array of topics but remain
q%ague and noncommital on each. L"A(Sr,‘ one may reveal very
persdonal informa;ion on a few areas of one's 1ife but keep
other realms completely. hidden from thé'other person. zﬁg/

s

the dlfflcultles 1nv01ved in reallstlcally talking about )

either or both high self-disclosers? This example illu

self-disclosure as a unldlmenslonal concept and, not

»

quence. In order to counter such problems and reach a

\\\\ . surprisingly, results afe dlfflcult\gg_compare as a conse~ \\*\\

better understanding of the nature of self-disclosure, it is




' A
possible to break the concept down into some basic dimensions.
In tﬁishresPect Coiby (1973) pestulates three main

parameters: (a) breadth or amount of 1nformat10n disclosed,

g e

or, how many areas or aspects of his life does an 1nd1v1dua1
self-~disclose about; (b) depth or intimacy of 1nformat10n i
disclosed or to what extent does an individual self-disclose
in each area, for example, does he reveal-private‘information
that would not otherwiee be readily available to the other;
and (c) duration of time spent describing each item of
.information: To this list, Chelune (1975) has added two
more. He asserts thar the affective or-emotional manner.

of presentation is a crucial element in self-disclosing
communication. One may vary from bFing defensive and.
mechanistic to displaying greater spontaneity and affect.

A fina{ﬁparameter of self-disclosure is the flexibiliry

of ‘the disclosure pattern shown in a personfe.ability to

adjust or

to situational changes. As previously
stated, this'p per zZeroes in on the reciprocity of intimacy ‘
level iﬁvolved in self-revelations. As a corollary, it

will be hypothesized that intimacy level is affected by
changes in time reference, that is, whether an individual
self- discloses on past or present events and feelings.

This will be clarified at a later point, after exposing some
of the other proEess variables that influence éeople's

- depth of self-disclosure in a:dyadic encounter.



Independent Variables Affectlng Self-disclosure Intlmacy ‘

Goodstdin and Reinecker (197&) summarlze these
independent Yfr;ables under four ma;n headings. These @i;t
(a) the att:dbutes of the recipient or target of the
disclosure; (b) the characteristics of the di closing
persons and how they interact; (c) the properjfee of the
situation; and (d) the content or topic of the disclosure.
Before proceedlng to an investigation of the last- mentloned
-drea of research Wthh d1rect1y concerns. the subJect matter
of this paper, a cursory look is taken of the areas involved
in the other three sdbdivisions using prevdously noted
Teviews by Cozby (1973) and Goodstein and Reineeker (1974}
as well as more recent studies not reviewed. Only results
of those areas relevant to the present research‘will be
presented. | |

In terms of the interactant recelving self-disclosing
informatdon, imﬁortant criteria are:(a) the relationship he
has with -the déwcloser, as in the. degree of acquaintance
(Brockner and-Snag, 1976;.Lombardo et al., 19769, specifically
with family members (Wiebe and Scott, 1976) or in comparing
. family versus friends es targets (Pedersdn and Higbee, 1969;
Woodyard and Hines: 1973; Lord and Velicer, .1975); (bi the
degree .of liking for the target (Kohen, 1975; Daher and
Banikiotes, 1976; Walker and Wright, 1976); (c) his sex
(Brooks, 1974; Kraft and Vraa, 1975; Derlega and Chaikin,

1976; Walker and Wright, ;§76). In relation to this last,
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several studies have found that females receive self~
disclosures more frequently from their same-sexed friends
than from male friends, but this was'often using measures
of reported self-disclosure. Brooks, however, reported
contrary resuits with females disclosing more to males.

The overall picture is fogged up by important factors such
as the use of various measures and level of acquaintance of

partlclpants. What seems clear is that sex of the recipient

of self-disclosure can affect the degree to whlch another

will reveal him- or herself. To eliminate effects due to
this factor, only females were chosen as target persoms;
that is, as confederates in the present study. . -
Secondly,.}nteracting characteristics of the dyad
members _may be considered frem the toint of view of:
(a) the1r personalltles (Schnelder and Eustis, 1972;
May and Thompson . 1973; Becker and Munz,. 1975) and (b) thelr
relatlve status p051t10ns as seen from their percelved
roles (Brooks, 1974).
A varlety of 51tuat10na1 variables also affect'the

degree of self- dlsclosure by the part1c1pants, for example

(a) the prlvacy of the settlng and¢ (b) the phy51ca1 dlstance

~between the discloser and the target ‘Other relevant factors

-

"-are the following: (c) instructions given, that is, whether

descriptive and/or demonstrative, as iﬂfmodeling (Fantasia

and Lombardo, 1975; McGuire, Thelen and Amolsch, 1975; Stone

"and Gotlib, 1975; Zarie and Boyd, 1977); (d). subjective

N S
L) .
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expectancies of outcome, that is, whether favorable or not hr

(Kent, 1975; Smith & Lewis, 1974); (e) social approval of the

reinforcement of disclosure (Bundza & Simonson, 1973;.Taygpr,
Altman, & Sorrentino, 1969}; (f) timing of the target's |

disclosure, specifically whether eafly or late in the

@
session.or sepies of encounteNs (Jones & Gordon, 1972; Mann &

"‘Murphy, 1975; Woftgan, Adesman, Herman, & Greenberg, 1976).

Finally, one comes to the degree of intimacy of the

~gelf-disclosure topic or content of one interactant as

-

affecting another's intimacy level. Since a main hypothesis

‘of thlS paper involves this effée&, a separate section is
4

reserved for a thorough 1nvest1gat10n of this partlcular

area of research.

Reciprocity in Self-disclosure Intimacy

In question form this pfbcesg of shared intimacy could
be exemplifiedtas: how does the intimacy l%vel in content
of Person‘A affect the intimacy level of Person B when'both
are selde15closing? Research in this area is profuse and
has given suﬁ;ort for a reciprocity effect whereby partners
in a first encounter interact at similar intimacy levels.
Stated generally, Jourard (1971b) calls this mutuality in
interpersonal communication the "dyadic effect' which
eésentially means  that "disclosure begetS'disclosu}e"
Before reviewing phe relevant literature of reciprocity in

depth of self—disclpsure, the theoretical frqmeworks which

explain this phenomenom are stated. It should be noted
: O 'p . -

~—

f“@;



éhat this dyadjc efleef’ﬁqi\also been evidenced when'
breadth of self-disclosure was the dependent variable
(Chittick & Himelstein, 1967; Mann & Murphy, 1975).

Theory - ' . o -

-

The peciﬁ%ocity of intimacy in self;disclosure can ”
be interpreted from numergqus standpoints. One of these is
disinhibition theory by BXdura and Walters (1963), which
reeeives mild support from Brockner and Swag.(1976). However, ™
the three main explanations revolve around: (a) intefpersona;
attfactlon (Thlbaut & Kelley, 1959, Worthy, Gary, ? Kahn,
1969) which 1nvolves cruc1a1 nOtanS of llqug and trust;
-(b) equitable exch;;EETNB\follow throughefrom Gouldner's

(1960) norm of reciprocity; and (c) modeling based on
’ : )
situat®onal demand characterlstlcs (Rubin,-1975). These -

dlscussed in the follow1ng paragraphs. It is the
contention here that all three play a part in determlnlng the
1£timacy level of social interactions, dependlng pr1nc1pa11y
-gn the situation, for example, the degree to which it is
. ¢ .

Ted, and on the type and stage of ‘the relationship
anvolved - P
. P . - . ’x"‘

Interpersonal attraction. An interpersonal attraction

_perspective considers intlmate disclosures to be positive

outcomes of an interaction process. In themselves; such
S .
disclosures are typically revealed only to friendss that is,

people_who more readily respond with positive feelings - )
! 7

which constitute rewands foTr one's revelations. That greater
- . v . A

=
i
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rewards are assoc1ated with greater interpersonal attract1on
becomes a two-way transactlon On the one hand, an
.1nd1V1dua1 would 1n1t1a11y disclose more personal revelatlons
to those for whom he experiences greater liking and_tr st.

This can be‘understood since there are risks inherent

disclosing intimate details of one's life. By self-disclosing,

- -
Pl

one adepfs a vulnerable position; the-other can respon

with rejection or open ridicule.. Thus, an. individual must

_ . . . /.
other will reinforce such d sclosures, typically by expresging

trust that sucﬁ.coérs will :;}Adncurfibut_instead, that the
-p051t1ve feellngs toward him, Thié becomes the second par
of the 1nteract10n process liking and\trustlng more those
‘people who have shared intimate self- dlsclosures with you. !
. Simply put, one can’ summarize this position as: Person A
likes and trusts Person B; therefore, Person A eelf—discloses
to Person B; and, Person B receives Person A's self—&isciq—
sures, therefore, Person B also likes and trusts Person A,
which then leads to self-disclosure by Person B. Since many
studies have tried to compare the three viewpoints, research
,1ending-support or contradicting this perspective‘will be

reported}efter exposing the two other frameworks.

Equitable exchange. [The notion of equitable exchange

is rooted in what Gouldner (1960) has named the "norm of
reciprocity”. This position negates that liking is necessary
for mutual self- dlsclosure 1nt1macy to occur between two

peTsons. Rather according to Gouldner, in any stable social

RSN
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syste pe}sons have interqglized a speciffi norm‘of
recipT::;>x\which morally obliges them to give)benefits to °*
those from whom they have received éhem. What.happens is
as foL}ows. ;Whenhone party benefit; another, an obligation

‘is generated. Inequity has replaced a balanced relationship

the indebted recipient seeks to reducé the tension
4

s inequity creates by repaying his donor Specifically,
iving self- dlsclosure to another is 1’ benefit producmg\

. in ulty, tHis{ can be re-established by respondlng or- paylng\

1} Of with self :-ce this is indeed a norm

and thus genera el p

first parts with valuable

and personal in stic groundsin having con-

\

fidence that he will be repaid,r sipilar informatio .
~ Unlike the interpersonal attraction theﬁ%y,;iéifal exchanges
in this point of view'afe seen as indepehdént of< liking.
LikﬂQg could bg a consequence of the process but it is not
;he motivatiné force direcfly-inciting persons to seif—
disclose. The similarity in the é&o approaches lies in
the perception of i 'ma y of self- dlsclosures as a reward
lqr Benefit; the more intimacy, the greater the rewﬁrd.
Sgch_a general standpoint is 'taken by Altman gn& Taxlor
(19%3) in their social penetration théory. . Their general
hypothesis is that:
Interpersonal ¥e1ation§hips develoﬁ systemafically

over time, with gradually increasing mutual inter-
: y »

»r
o
o

personal exploratim% by dyad members via exchange



15

of persanal information, expre551on of affect,
engaglng in joint social activities, etc. The
basirc developmental process is hypothesized to
involve increased amounts of interpe sonaf‘exchange
(breadth of penetration) and increasin'iy,&ntimate
levels of exchange (depth of penetratign). Crgylor & Altman

6: P. 1-2)

However; this does not imply that dépth. ‘1nt1macy of

self-disclosuré is reduced to a mechanistic consequence of
the t1me duration and number of interpersonal transaqgions.

Rather, the process depends on the personal characterfEtlc

of the part1c1pants and" the 51tuat10na1 context. .Also,fi
is assoc1ated w1th’}ewards ‘and costs experienced during) u//
mutual exchanges so %t an equ111br1u:uo\r‘ asymptotic level
is reached when costs invglved overtake the benefits
received in the relationship. On the whole theﬁ, this theory
might best fit into the equitable exchange framework. ’
Contrary. to the above two outlooks, the modeling viewpoint
does not visualize self€disclosufé as a poSitiﬁe'payoff in
social encounters. '

‘Modéiing. Within a structured . familiar env1ronment
“one has learned how to act correctly - Yet, in an unstructureﬂ; 
novel setting, no set guidelines aid the particiﬁants to .
~tell them how they should or areréxpected to behave.
According to some researchers (e.g. Rubin, 1975), /

laboratory experiment dealing w1th an undefined concept

like 1mpre§§10n formatlon", a typical 1ntrodu¢t10n for

A~

*
~
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self-disclosure studies, is a prime example of the latter
situation. Lacking exp11c1§ norm; of approprlate behawior,
_part1c1pants in a psychologlcal experlment will look to one
-another fbr cuess in order to determ}ne what sort of response
is called for. In‘;his way, the intimacy level of self-
disclosure of a first speaker-beébmes a clue concerning
the demands of the sitbation. In a dyadié encounter, the
S\\Lsecond speaier can thgp model himself to his partner by

responding with a similar‘depth of disclosure. This theory
of normative informasion regards the dyadic effect as én
oﬁtgrowth f the situagioﬂal demands of an experimental
setting a not as a generalized process that is part and
par&el all social interactions.— Consequently, such an
interpretation greatly underminés the importance that could

otherwise be given to this area %f literature. It becomes

necessaﬂg at this p01nt to look at the studies that

support .,or fa11 to support these three theories. Such a review

serves a dual purpose of afflrmlng the existence of reci-
proc1ty in 1nt1macy of self- dlsclosures which is one of

the hypothesesrraised in the present study. '

~

Research <L~,\ _ (iqu//.
. | — -
.- The order of presentation of the esearch is in terms

©0f the measures employed. As previously cited, different

PR |

instruments may be tapping different aspects of self-disclo-

sure intimacy. To group these studies together would only

be to. confuse any interpretations that could be made.

'

- _f.
e N e e 2 o
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Initially, éelf-report measures will be. dealt with briefly.
One study will then be mentioned that combines a self—report
and a more objective measure in its design. These indices may
Vbe considered to b: One-stép-rgmoved from the actual process
of a self-disclosure exercise. Those studies reviewed next
ﬁromoting a medeling standpoint also fall in this category,
although from a different perspective. Getting closer to
in-process variables, that section of the literature
making use of pre—ratéd‘intimacy levels as the depenéent
measure will then be reported on, as well as those inclu&ing
this measure along with other parameters of self-disclosure,
that is, not intimacy. Finally, one comes to research that
focusses only on actual self—disclosﬁr; intimacy, either

through judges' ratings, or a set of indices zeroing in on
i&?

the o ing. intimacy levels of the participants. _Ali of

these will, if possible, be evaluated” in terms ich N
stheory they best'support.- Conclusions will then be dnawn
based on this extensive reﬁiew. This will lead to the
formulation of the first hypothesis,of‘the present study and '
ié, in itself,.a necessary preliminary basis for the
devélopment.of the argument for postulating the secgnd

hypothesis.

-Self-disclosure as a stable construct: self-report ,

instruments. With measures of reported self-disclosure, the

usual proceduré\@s one in which the subject indicates to

whom and at what level he has disclosed in the past or is
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willing to disclose to some hypothetical target person in
the future. Under this heading, partial support for a
© social attraction interﬁretation is found in ‘studies which
show that self-disclosers are liked and trusted more than
‘hon- or lower self-disclosers (Halverson & Shore, 1969;
Johnson & Noonaq, 1972; Stephan, Lucker & Aronson, 1976;
Walker & Wright, 1976). Howéver, as stated péeviously,
this part of the theory can still coincide with an equitable
exchange framework as both assume self- dlSClOSure to be a
p051t1ve outcome. Evidence that reinforces the belief in a
norm of ,reciprocity was fopnd ﬂ; Chaikin and Derlega (1974a).
- When 104 subjects v1ewed two female confederates self-dis-
CL251ng in a videotaped session, they rated the second ~
speakef more favorabiy when sh%_mdtched the first speaker's
level of intimacy, whether high or low. These studies
suggest that persons who self-disclose anq'who conform to
“a nSrm of feciprocity are liked more. It is stilllnecessary
to prove that this would automatically cause p%ople to self}
disclose in return. - |

Alcoroilary of interpersonal attractifn theory is that
persons who disclose at deep levels are trusting of others.
Scant support for this is that, out of a total of 44 subjects,
the high disclosers, as 4ff1ned by Jourard's Self-Disclosing
Questlonnalre (JSDQ) were more apt to volunteer for a

Behavioral Trust Task which consisted of falling backwardé

into the_arms'of another person (Cash, Stack, & Luna, 1975).

-~
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Stronéer evidence for this postulate was feported by Banikiotes
and Daher (1974). Subjech classified as high, medium, or
low self-disclosers from their JSDQ scores rated protocols
of varying levels of intimacy. Positive correlations were
found between interpersonal attracfion and both amount of
disclosure by the other and ,similarity in coﬁtent disclbsure
level of discloser and recipient of disclosure. Using an
inventory with.questions pre-rated for intimacy level,
Daher and Banikiotes (1976) again found parallel results
witﬁ 48 female subjects. 3 .

On the other hand, Derlega, Harris, and Chaikin (1973)
negated social attraction predictions in f;vor of a norﬁ of

reciprocity. Female subjects reported a greater increaée

in their willingness to self-disclose after a high-revealing

confederate spoke, even though the hi but deviant

discloser was liked less than a low but con¥entional distioser.
On the whole, the majority of the above iean towardgxa

social attraction interpretation. However, the credibil&tf’

of these findings can be seri;usly questioned since reported

and actual self-disclosuré appear to be unrelated measures

for the_most-part (Ehrlich & Graeven, 1971; Hurley & Hurley,

1969; Joufard & Jaffe, 1970; Vﬁndracek, 1969). Evidence

for any theoretical position that purports to -show that the

intimacyllevel of one persdn's self-disclosure is reciprocated

,by another should come from a more direct measﬁre(?f self-

disclosure occurring during an encounter between these two
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persons.
K cross.bétween_a self-report measure of disclosure
to "some'" target person and an objecfive‘measure of ongoing
disclosure can be found in Jourard and Resnick's (1970)
research. This is an often quoted éxample of one of fhe
first demonstratioﬁs of the dyadic effect, and, for this
reason, is given some attention here. hThe index used was a
gombined one includiﬁg subjects' ratings of their own
feelihgs and response levels and their paftner's response after
an interyiew plus the pre-rated intimgcy levels of Taylor
and Altman}s items (1966). Out of 80 female subjects, 12
were defined as high and 12 as low disclosers according to
i . '
some preliminary task. Then same level disclosers were
paired together and indeed low dyads were found to display
less intimate self-disclosurés than high dyads. Two weeks
later, new dyads were formed contaiping one high and one

~low diséloser. In this case, high disclosers maintained

their high level but lows significantly increased in self,

disclosures so as to match more appropriately their partner's

;evel: 'Tﬁis'lends_support to 'a reciprocity process inhself—
- disclosure gnd suggesfs u;ual trend might be in

.~ terms of lows joining higﬁs rather than a perféct compromise
between the two being reached. Such an inference follows
through from a social penetration framework and will be
considered in greater detail in later reported studies.

" In régards to the present-quoted paper,'one can- question the

)
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validity of the findings on "the basis of the a priori

labelling of the subjects as high or low disclosers without
-~

-

acknowledgement of variations in characteristic levels with
different situations and dyadic partners. Also, given the

various parameters of self-disclosure, there is confusion

as to which one or ones’are being inferred here in the

~general term self-disclosure.

Modeling of self-disclosure: one-step removed procedures.

5

In the experiments mentioned above, intimacy im self-dis- -
closure is regarded chiefly as a stable construct.:

Following this assumption, measuring, of self-disclosure

depth has not focussed on the actwal situation. Thus, in the

final analysis, one is looking-'at a one-step-removed index

of intimate self-disclosure and comparing ‘it- to in-process
; ’ .

variables such as degree of liking for the dyadic partner

or the confederate's actual level of disclosure. ‘In this

light, results are barely tenable. . The need for the exclusive

" use of direct in-prdécess variables cannot bp emphasized enough.

Several studies .that have investigated modeling effects
on self-disclosure have failed to fulfill this need (Doster .
&‘Broo#s, 1974;AMcAllister & Kiesler, 1975; McGuire gﬁhalﬂ;
1975; Stone & Gotlib, 1975). T

All of these have attempted to relate measures of
actual\self-disglosure and absencé or presence of a model
or of instructions in a preliminary session. Their design

is as follows: (a} phase one: expgrihental subjects receive

]
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some fﬁrm of descriptive or demonstrative instructions
(usually.a videotaped model) whereas control subjects are
Cleft ﬁith no or minimal information; (b) phase two:

| measures of actual self-disclosure intimacy on all subjects
:are taken in a subsequent interview where they are matched
with a confederate or, as in Stone and Gotlib's study,

merely talk into a }ape recorder. The confederate in the
three other studies listed did not self-disclose at all and, .
in fac¢t, essentially did not interact-with the néive subjects.
Intimacy was computed.ﬁainly from jﬁdges' raiings from the
Disclosure Rating Scale (Doster & Strickland, 1971). In .
all cases, subject§ having received instructions and/or
modeiing promoting self-disclosure manifested greater depths
of self-disclosure than control or weaker treatment subjects,
What this indicates is that iﬁdividuals will be more personal
if told or shown how to do so. Here, one is responding to
explicit demand cues; there are set guidelines. _The‘situation
*is different in an unstructured setting where a person might

" model himsélf to the degree of intimacy of his partner
because he has 1o other standards or clues for approp}iate
behavior. Only by demonstrating the lafier would oﬂe prove
that reciprocating self-disclosuré is a directlconsequence.of
conforming to an actuﬁl'partner's intimacy level. The above

" studies on modeling have not‘done_so. Below, one comes to .

research procedures that overcome thig'weakness in that both

dependent and independent variables are process elenents
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measured in the actual sitwation and 1nvolv1ng only the -

Y

1nteract1ng members. ’ ' ' o .

Intention to be intimate in 'self-disclosure: pre-rated

+

intimacy ‘'levels. One measure of intimacy in self-disclosure

occurring-in.the situé%ibnvitseif is the pre-rated intimacy
levels of topics, usually‘a sample'of the total pool of iteTs
developed and standardized by Taylor and Altman (1966). Thi§
was employed in thew%resent study, a dlscu5510n of ‘its
strength is delayed until the next chapter. For now, results
~of previous research utilizing this gependeht measure are ‘
brought forth.

Worthy, Gary and Kahn (1969} found support for an .
interpersoﬁdl attraction interpretation based on Thibaut akd
Kelly's (1959) social exchange theory. Following ten
minutes to get acquainted, 12 groups oflfour females rated
each other on a llklng scale. Each group then had 10 trials
where\?gch subject could choose questions of var}ing inti-
macies to answer to-a preferred<group mgmber. The procedure
of disclosure was by pagsing notes without any verbal inter-
action. Afterwards, each again indicgted her liking for
each of her fhre? partners. An analysis of variance
revealed thatmmoié intimate initial disclosures were made
to those-who were initially better liked. Also, final
liking was higher for those who made more intimate
disclosures. A highly significant E~(E.< .001) strongly .

suppé}ted the norm of reciprocity notion. Certner (1973)

-~
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duplicated the above using both all-pale and all-feﬁale.
groups of four and obtained identical findings. All this
affirms .that self-disclosure functions agra social reward.
In both studies, s&he method of dlsclosure was through note-
pa551ng Wthh can be criticized on the’ grounds of artifi-
‘ciality of interaction. One\must also qyestion whether the
interpretations drawn from these studiesrinvolving groups
~of four can be applied in a parallel fashion to the dynamics
of dyadic relatlonshlps |

Cozby (1972) employed Worthy et 41 's items but with a
different experimental design. Thlrty one female subjects
were exposed to experimenters pre- tralned at low, medium,
or high 1nt1macy disclosing levels and then chose items on
which they were willing to disclose to their partners.
Afterwards, they completed an 1mbre551on formation scale of
their 11k1ng for each experimenter. Results display a
curv111near relationship between dlsclosure and liking.
Rec1proc1ty was manifested at all levels yet became less of
a determining factor in relation to a highediscIosi;g other,
as demonstrated by significant 1inear-(F = 128.75, p <.001)
and quadraticb(£.= 11.47, 2_( 005) trend analyses. This
couiddbe because he was liked less and seen as less well-
adjusted. Most of the findings reported so far give some
leverage to a social attraction outTook. However,zin Cozby's
study, liking alone does not explain why reciprocity would

occur at all at the high level. This experiment lacks the
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naturalness of a face-to-face encounter and views oniy the

effect of the intimacy value of topics chosen by an

experimentér and not actual content. -

In order to continue the review of the literature
using pre-scaled intiﬁacy values as a dependent measure of
self-dis;iosure intimacy, twd_studies by Davis (}976, 1977),
using 96 aziﬁi? subjects respectively, can be cited. Both

-

— ¢ . e
employ a similar procedure and favor a social penetration

‘interpretation. Like-sex dyads composed of'néivg}subjects

took turns speaking on 12 self-di§closu;e toﬁﬁcs selected
from a 7%-item list. With time,lwithin a single interview,
sgbj,ects begaﬁ\mutually to choose topics rated higher in
intimacy as shown by significant linéar trend F tests. An

analysis of this reciproéity'signalled that the matching was

.made through role differentiation. _As in Jourard and Resnick's

. * R .
study, the high level discloser would seem to take the domi-

nant role unknowingly and his partner raises his level to

_conform. Since both studiés by Davis reveal identical

trends and are more natural in being without confederates,

LY

 they lend credibilitf to Taylor and Altman's theory. They'

would,?ﬁoﬁever, provide sironger evidence if more than one,
dependenf_mgéi:re had been used. iAlso, since subjects were
told that the ‘experiment dealt with the procesg through
which people get to know one another, a situational demand
factor is not altogether .eliminated.

- A final ¢xperiment falling in this category is a re%gnt

P
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one by L;;§5(1978) who attempted to test the validity of

the three theoretical positions’by having shme-sexed dyadS/// .
Ina 2x 2 x 3 design, 180 females received: (a) instructions
suggesting the apﬁrqpriateﬁess of disclosing either intimately
or not, that'is, varying the demand .cues in such a situation;

‘(b) either positive or negative evaluation by their confeder?é;
partner, 'so as to test the 1mp11cat10ns of a social attraction
theory, and (c) 1nt1mate or nonlntlﬁete or no self- dlsclosure
by their partner 1in order to check out the norm of reciprocity

P or equltgble exchange viewpoint. After the confederate had
)m@elected 5 topics from a 40-item list, the_subjects.selecte&
5 topics in turn on which they would be willing to‘selftdisclose. .
/ By analyzing the intimacy levels for the sub;ects' topics,
it was found that subjects ‘were more willing to disclose to""
a high rather than a 1ow-revea11ng partner, thus lending
support to an equftaﬁie exchange framework. To-a lesser
degree y®t still significantly, the normative information
changing the situational demand cues also proved to be a
potent determinant of disclosure intimacy. Althoegh liking
was shown to he reciprocated, it did not affect the subjects’
choices of items in terms of intimacy level. This study
therefore sﬁpports a two-faceté%d theory imvolving both. the

_reciprocity norm and situational demands, with greater weight

placed'en the former. The major criticism of this research
L]

design lies in the fact that actual self-disclosure between '

partners did not take place. All that was ‘tested was subjects'



igtent.tb disclose on topics of varying.intimacy. Also, had
the confederate actually spoken on her topic selectiomns, this
"could have alterred the subjects' subsequent selections. 2

In fact, all of the above studies employing only |
pre-rated 1nt1macy values as a measure of self- dlsclosure
can be questloned. It is highly p0551b1e for a subJect to
'sglect a high intimacy tOplC and yet only skim the surface
when §e1f=discidsihg oﬁéit. The opposite 1is just as viab
?ﬁ.a.low intimacy topic can be discussed at great deﬁth.

-Such a measure would seem to be more of an index_df
w}llingness'to be intimate in self-disclosure although
studies mentioned in the next chapter show its validity as

a score of actual self-disclosure. The recommendation is ~
to use such a measure in combinatign with other(s) more
\‘directly doncerned with actual Eontenf as was done in thé
present study. Thus, although the studies corisidered so
far indicate a dyadic effect, and for the most part support
the notion of self-disclosure as a social reward construct,
-{Spults must be in%erprete? with céutibn in the light of the
- measure emplgyed.

A few studies have .used the intimacy value of items along
with dependeht variables_measuring anotﬁer dimensién of
self-disclosure, for example,-b;eadth. Becker and Munz” (1975),
obtained a significant dyadic effect with ?2'sub-jects in |
terms of dura£ion of disclosure computed as total time

speaking and depth of disclosure as seen by Taylor and. Altman's
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1l1=point scale for level of intimacy of items. Taylor,
.ALtmap, and Sorrentlno (1969) analyzed the1r results from
three perspectives: duration or average time-talked per
session; breadth or number of items chosen; and depth or

. . . N M - -
mean intimacy value of items. By varying the proportlon
of rewards and costs through a confederate's degree of approval‘
of the‘subjects, these authors came up w1th evidence in favor

"L

of an overall social penetrat10n|process. " Positive inter-
personal experiences were significantly correlated with all
three measures for their sample of 45 navy men. Some
‘differences did exist at more specific levels between the
measures; however, this 1s understandable given the different
aspects tapped by these researchers. In Savicki's (1972%)
study, the.expetimenter responded to 60 male psychology
student’s in one of four mannere of intimacy: (a) low; -

(b) two levels above the subject's depth of disclosure;

(c) nearly matching the subject"s level; or (d) high.
Instruments were Controlled Disclosure Stimulus based on

~
items from Taylor and ‘Altman and an index measuring actual

disciosure in terms of time per exchange and latency or
he51tancy before disclosing. Subjects .were found to alteér
their intimacy in order to better match their partner in all
groups, again denoting support for a reciprocity effect. 1In
the last three studies reviewed self~disclosure is

operatlonally defined u51ng both pre-rated intimacy levels,

that is, a depth measure, and 1nd4ges of some other
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parameter of self-disclosure. It would seem more beneficial
to look at'research.involyed with a single dimension of self-
disclosure,lspecifically, depth or intimacy.level where
strong support with good measures exists.

Actual self-disclosure intimacy:” in-process measures.

P . ’ .
~The follawing represents a- focus on.such studies and will,

-Iberefore? permit more solid extrapclations of the role of

teciprocal‘self-disclosure'intimagy in the area of social
interactions. Begihning-;ith those simply emphasizing the
existence of the dygdic effectf studies will then be btought
fo}th directLy comparing or_supporting one, two or all of
the theoretical frameworks. An attempt at a concensus will then.
be made in ordér to give a'final evaluation in terms of fairly
solid generallzatlons and theoretiial confirmations. ‘
Sodlkoff ‘Firestone and Kaplan (1974) 1nvest1gated the
effect of 1nterv1ew¢rs who either self-disclosed or did not.
In ﬁhe former cése, th% all-male subjects responded at Exiéter
‘length~(2 <.01) and were rated by judges as showing-
éreatér intimacy (E = .10). These subjedts also rated the
self- d15c1051ng interviewer more favorably lThig méy indi-
cate that some self-disclosing as opposed to none is well-
regarded; yet degree of liking depends grgatly on type and
form of seLf—discldfurel The discussion of this possibility
is delayed until more information is presented. Tﬁese authors
chiefly, provide a simplified exaﬁplé of a reciprocity eff?ct-_

although the probability level obtained of .10 marks this as
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weak support at best.

Also using judges to rank 86 subjects' depth of self-
disclosure, Sermat and Smyth (1973) ferformed two experiments
where qommunication betweeﬁ.dyadic partners was transmitped
through teletypewriters. The highest rated gestions and
statements 1in response to confederates were extracted ﬁrom

the co q\/analy51s of material according to an analysis

of variance with an alpha level of .05. Subjects increasingly
disclosed at a more ifftimate level in their questions and
ansﬁers when confederates exceeded these subjects' initial

" level., Subjects paired with confederates who merely matched
the subjects' first level showed little change. In a

similar procedure, the authors trained their confederates to
encoufaée disclosure in the subjects with either minimal

or métching self-disclpsure on their part. In this case, no
significant differences occurred in the subjects!' self-
disclospfe level altﬂpugh they’reﬁgrted being more intimgte

in the matching group. This goes ‘ ong with previously quoted
'r§3earch where subjects usually chénged'their self-disclosure
depth only in'an upward direction, that is, when paired

with a higher-disclosgr. Although the method of teletype-
writer§ has the advahtéées of greater experimental confrol
‘with significant contegit, it subtracts from the fluidity of
a common social interacfion. Another critique lends itself

-

to the novel mkthod of ana1y51s giving spec1al con51derat10n

\

to. the highest self- d1§c1051ng statements, it needs to be’
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validatedl with more tested methd’y
With 24 males and 24 females paired w1th a male
confederate, Feigenbaum (1977) varied the interviewer's
style in two ways: reflecting d? disclosing. The interview:
consisted of four time periods in which the trained
interviewer, asked qudetions of moderateiy high intimacy from
Taylor and Altman's (1966) list. The first and last periods
} were treatment-free where the interviewer merely asked the
specific questiops with no other participation. Iﬁ Periods
2 and 3, subjects“were exposed either to a reflecting condition
R with a reflectihg comment for each of the total 10 questions
or to a disclosing condition comprieed of eight relevant
(i\qgtflf ~disclpsures and two reflecting statements The content
" of the taped transcripts was rated by two judges according to
Doster and Strickland's (1971) 1nt1macy scale. Also, a
. second intimacy score consisted of the sum of the frequency
of self-referrent words within two minutes of responding to
each question., Interviewer style was not found to affect
subjects' depth of self-disclosure differentially, however,
the analysis of variance revealed that time periods did
exert a 51gn1f1cant effect at p <.0l. Spec1fica11y, the
trend was an.?ﬂcrease over the*first‘three periods followed
by a drop in the final control period. In regards to self-
disclosure. this ﬁeans that subjects had'higﬁer intimaey‘
evels when they also received matched self disclosures as
(.

ompared to when they were in the two no- d15c1051ng periods.

r
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Because one is looking here at changes in an individual's
behavior, this seems to affirm .that self-disclosure is a
process variable whose intimacy is influenced by another's
self-revelations. Unfortunately, this study does not answer
| why both a reflecting and disclosing style would not create

“Yet, ; S authss

any overt differences. one may wonder why this author
q;nfounded the d15c1051ng condition with two reflectlng
statements |
One interésting finding is reported by Derlega, Wilson,
and Chaikin (1976). All female dyads were formed between
friends andrbetweep strangers. The first communications
through written messages were either of high 6r low intimacy
as defined by Taylor and Altman's scalings. According to
subjects' written responses to these messages, judges rated~
their material on a 9- p01nt 1nt1macy scale and a count was
also made_of the number of words per disclosure. When subjects
recelved revelations from friends, thelr subsequent intimacy
Ievel was independent of whether disclosure 1nput was high
or low (r = .15). However, with strangers, subjects did
reciprocate diréctly the intimacy of the discldsure input
(r = .64). From their discussion of the resul Sy the authors
suggest that there may be a stronger obllgatlon i reciprocate'
during the same encounter with strangers. Wi frlends, the

rewards and costs system has become complex and’ dues need

not be paid in a "now or never" fgshion. Aggin, as with
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the.note-passiné technique which subtracts greatly fromda
natural social interaction context. Rigid experimental
control in this way may take away from the possible
gene}alizations that ﬁéﬁld otherwise he possible.

/

\ ﬂThe above four studies have served to assert the
éxigtence of reciprocity in self-disclosure infimacy in
vaqious situations, within and between ?ndividuals, and
spéﬁ?fically with strangers.

ij one now- turns to the separate theoretical expféﬁa-
tions, little support can be uncovered explaining the dyadic
effecp purely as a function of interpersonal attraction. It
has previously been ‘indicated that self-disclosers are
generally liked more than’ non-disclosers. However, Derlega,
Walmer and Furnam (1973) and Ehrlich and Graeven (1971)
¢ontradict this and the other part of the hypothesis that
one‘self;discloses iﬁ_a'hore persbnal fashion fo and only to
those who one likes moré. Both sfudies favor an interpreta-
‘tion based on the norm of reciprocity. -

Ehrlich and Graeven h§d predicted both a dyadic.effect
and a positi#e correlation between degree of liking and
intimacy level of disclosures. A trained confederate
revealed either low or high level_persohal‘information to a

‘naivé male partner. The task comprised a total of 16 minutes
disclosure time where each dyadic membér took turns. Unit

analysis included two measures of breadth and the rating of

judges on the intimacy level of unit statements. An analysis
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of variance indicated that depth was reciprocated at p<.01

but self-disclosure as defined by all measures was not found

to be related to interpersonal attraction. In terms of

their method of analysis, one might argue that.breadth and

depth of self- dlsclosure are confounded within one measure.
roo

To explain, judges a551gned each of the subjects' statements

as intimate or nohintimate according to specific scale values

and then summed them to obtain a score of- depﬁh and thus

-what this amounts to 1is the number of intimate statements

by each subject. It would.seem more accurate to find

‘definite intimacy levels of self-disclosure of a certain

duration and then to find the average depth for that

subjec?'s revelations:

’ Derlega, Walmer, and Furnam's results are also contrary
to social attraction viewpoints. Similar to Derlega, Harris}
and Chaikin, these"aqthors had a confedératé dressed in either
a socially appropriate or 'in a deviant fashion. Thg con-
federate would e;ther self-disclose with low or high intimacy.
From 7-point ratings by-judges,-subjects baifed with a
confederate revealing personal data exhibited greater intimacy,
consistent with the dyadic effect (F = 16.25, p <.001).
Furthermore, thgse subjects reported a greater willingness

to talk about moreltoncs and at deeper leQels in the future
with their partners. A hypothesié predicting a mqin.effect

due to liking was disconfirmed. The reason why the confederate

was not liked less when .she was deviantly as opposed, to
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appropriately dressed migﬁt be in terms of the greater

flexibility today in accepting va?ﬁous modes of dress.

Stronger manipulations seem necessary in order to define one
;

as deviant or not to make sure that the deviant one would

be significantly liked less. At this point, comparing self-

disclosure would become ah easier task. Nevertheless, this

study does indicate that to\self~disclose more to another -

N

is not necessarily to like him\ gore.

Both of these studies disprove social attraction theory

and févor an explanation based on the nérm of reciprocity.
However, both exgériment&l designs'are such that modeling
has not been eliminafed as a possibility. Some research has
attacked itself to tﬁis problem. '

The treatment -conditions set up by ﬁerléga, Chaikin,
and Herndon (1975) for their sample 6f.60 female subjects
comprised a low or high'self—disclosing confederate and a
low or high demand §ituation. In the low demand, the con-
federate "spontaneously" revéaled while wéifing_fqr the
experimenter but im the high demand, this self-disclpsuré
occurréd within the context of an experiment termed |
"impression formation". The female subjécts were expected
to divulge personal information as:a function of intimacy
input'only in the situation émphasizing demand characteristics
of self-disclosure. Nine-point intimacy ratings by two
blind judges established significant effects due to degree of

intimacy by the confederate (F = 15.57, p <.001). Demand

~*
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cues_inflyenced the. overall amounf of self—disclo#ufe;
'however, intimacy incfeased regardless of the demand °
condition as shown by the absence of interaction effects.
This negates a modeling standpoint completely unless one
would propose that demand characteristics unrelated to the
laboratory context might exist. But, to stretch this
hypothesis would become equivocal to saying that the other's
behavior, as the only clue, woqld,be conformed to no matter
what. Since people are aware of others who act inappropriately,
it would seem to follow that one must initially decide by somé
other critéria whéthér it is appropriate to self-disclose
or not. As in the last-presented study, although situational
cues might suggest how peopf&umgy act, a sfronger_effect
by some other factor seems to bé\;E work here. The results
give validity to the generallzatlon of the dyadic effect
to much-more than 1aboratory settings,

To support these flndlngs, "Morgan and Evans (1977)
manipulated an experimenter's self-disclosure to precéde
or to follow thé'self-disclosure of 30 male volunteers.
These groups were resPQCFively‘named a modeling and a
néncéntingent reinforcement group. Using Haymes' technique
of analysis with two raters, equal levels of intimacy.
resulted from both treatments, with p <.05. This again
gives preference to a norm of.réciproqit§ approach. In
order to be able to compare results mare easily, Haymes'

method should be applied in conjunction with more widely

\\Q:?\ 3
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accepted measures of intimacy, and the indices could then be
corrélated, The }deal is, of course,nto always employ several
instruments. The three studies discussed below compare all
of the theoretical points of view and lend some support'for_the
adoption of an equitable exchange framework. '

To begin with, Davis and Sloan (1974) chosg'high
intimacy topiés to be used in four groups where the
interviewer either: (a) did not disclose; (b) disclosed for
all topics; (c) disclosed in the first five but not in the
last five topics; or (d) did not disclose{in the—first five
but did in the following five topics. Judges determined
three scores for each of 32 subjects on S-point scales
measuring: (a) depth£ (b) eﬁotional investment or intensity
of affect; and (c) imitation or similarity of content between
paired igkeractants. These scores were subjected to analyses
of variance’ at an alpha level of .05. If disinhibition had
occurreﬁ, interviewees, once ‘dis.inhibited should maintain
-a high level of disclosure even in the absence of continued
disclosure on the part of'the'inter ewer. This was not
the case. A social attraction explanation assumes thét
naive subjécts are positively attracted to their self-
disclosing partners. From results obtained from their
Inter&iew Ré;dtion Checklist, no clea} preference was
demonstrated for the disclosing intervieﬁér by the infer-
viewees. Also, according to & modeling hypothesis prediction,

one would expect a high degree of imitatien, that is, high
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similarity of content between members of a pair.  Yet, deep
disclosures contained more originalit& of content than.

shalldy disclosures. The findings favored the existence of

a norm of reciprocity since interviewee's revealingness was

',strongly facilitated by the interviewer's self- dlsclosure

In other words, interviewees remained highly intimate only
if the 1nterv1ewer continued to dlsclose This reward-cost

P
1nterpretat10n is strengthened by the fact that, for a given

inégz;;ewe? disclosing level, the more self-disclosing subjects
checked off less favorable reactions in a pasf-interview
questidhnaire, thus suggesting that the dispensation of
§e1f—diétlosqre to maintain equity was costly. *In order to
further test the stability of these findings, one might
enhance the experimental procedure by having the interviewer
returﬁ to his initial disclosing manner in a third phase.
Also, depth of disclosure here and in the study discussed
below ﬁas defined‘afiamount of intimate inférmation disclosed
on a topic which raises the same question that was noted
for Ehrlich an@ Graeven's study. Howevér, the authors do
not expound on how exactly this méasure was taken so that
this criticism might not be valid. '
With a novel procedu:e and a total of 36 subJects, Davis
and Sklnner (1974) had one 1nterv1ewer disclose openly on_an
audiotape and another in a live situation with a naive subject.‘
The content was essentlally the same for both male models

-
Cohtrols received no disclosures before their .own: self—

- v w
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disclosures. Disclosure on ten hiéh intimac§.rated topics
was scaled by'judges as to denth and emotional investment.
The finalltreatment By topic order by sex by topic analysis
revealed gieater intimacy in subjectslpaired.with a live
model as compared to both the audiotape and control groups.
The last two were marginally different,_with the latter

o

showing lower scores. Modeling would have predicted equai

- disclosure intimacies in the two groups exposed to a model

and is thus refuted. “Afguments-might be raised in terms oﬁ,;J
the comparitive potency of the models due to their ways of
transmlttlng their self-disclosures, as in their affectjve
tone. In addition to the above, no preferené‘bums repor ed

for the high- d;sc1051ng model seen live accotrding to the |

Marlowe-Crowne Socfhl Desirability Scale.: This contradicts

the liking standpoint. This design might have been improved,

.

however, by having the same model self-disclose in the two
treatment conditigns. ;:;::——\\° ; #
With thelir s e of 48 males, Jones and Archer (1976)

Have contrlbuted some evadence for an equitable exchange

approach, Ironlcalby enough, they found 51gn1f1cance u51ng

length and breadth of §élf-disclosure, yet-no main effects ',

; were found for e1ther 11k1ng, modellng, or socilal exchange

-

w1th a meaSure oT depth, oRr n;gme focus so far. Perhaps
by looking at the desigg), thls %gllune to sHow reciprocity

in intimacy could be better understood. "All subjects first

-

i . B (. ; .
. i
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-

A i : ) ) )
read a questionnaire supposedly filled ou% by their confederate'ﬂw-

'(v”



N7

40

;partner and 'including some.intimate détails. Then, they

were’'divided so that half witnessed a videotape where the
confederate disclosed intimately, and half saw a videotape
Wlth only low intimacy dlsclosures. Follow1ng, the subJects
were palred with the same confederate who either revealed
personal disclosures or only epoke about himself superf;c1a11y.
rﬁé content of intiﬁate disclosure was the same in'the.
questionnaire, videotaﬁe and actual interview sessions. fhen
snbjects were asked to describe themselves_on five topics.
Contrary to modeiing'p§0positions, in the grouns oaired with
an intimate confederate, those subjectegnot ekxposed to a
videotape of.d bereohally—disclosing confederate talked on
more topics and‘at greater length 'than those having had this .

: . A

exposure. Rlso for measures of amount and length of

disgloshre subjeots wereimore self d15c1051ng when they
6 ‘a h

had heard some 1nt1m$te dlsclosure than without either a

'.": ‘+
.v1deotape or actual examples of the confederate s 1nt1macy

. Ratlngs ‘of liking and'Trust were not _related-té any of the

discdosure measures; The scalings of depth of disclosure

produced no significant, effects. _Since'all.eubjects

: had knowledge of .the intimate information concerned with

the confedérate through the questionnaire, it might be

it - . ~

' reasoned that this was’sufficient for all to reciprocate to

some extent. They would then oe "paydng for'" the openness

»

they had received in some or several formg by the confederate.

The study would be ‘improved by including conditions where
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subjects were given only a low intimacy questionnaire

completed by the confederate in some groups.

Concluding remarks. On the whole, the set of studies

presented above give substantial c¢redibility to an equitable
exchange theory. Social attraction does not seem to be
ténable in explaining a reciprocity effect or perhaps one
should qfialify by stating that this appears to be the case
in the early stages of a relationship. From Derlega, Wilson
and Cﬁaikin's'study, friends do not seem to follow a
reciprocity norm as sfrictly as strangers. .Few studies have
dealt with trust as distinct from‘liking; such investigations
might uncover a relationship between trust and self-disclosure
and thus need to -be undertaken. Modelingecproves to have some
influéncé at times but not as consistently. Several
exﬁeriments by Rubin (1975, 1976) also serve to demonstrafe
that the dyadic effect can be generalized to natural settings
and is, thereforé, not “merely an outgrowth of thé ambiguous
laboratory situation. The strongest explanation lies in the
striving to maintain a balance in the intimacy level of
relationships of incurred éosts and rewards by conforming

to what Gouldner has named a norm .of reciprocity. Probably
the best suggestion would'be to investigate the possibility
of formulating a theory combining the various influeﬁces in -
which equitable exchange plays the Star role and modeling,
especially in unstructured situations like the laboratory,

has some weight; and finally, social attraction could be
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involved in later stages of a relationship or when trust,
n;t liking, is coﬂsidered. Notwithstanding the theoretical °
framework adhered to, the ;plume 6f research offers sub—‘
stantial proof to the reciprocity of intimacy level in sélfa
disclosure. The multifacetted desiéns, measures, and
settings brought forth here suggest the generalizability of
the concept and its i;ﬁortance as a motivating force in the
formation and development of human relationships. ~ The first
hypothesié of the present study is of this re-occurrence
of the dyadic effeci with two levels of intimacy, with a
Erench~Canadian female sample, and using two separate
measu;%ﬁ of intimacy: pre-rated intimacy values from
Tayigr.and Altman's items and average number of self-'
references per minute. By employing these two measures,
one is circumventing .one of the major criticisms raised
about many Bf_phe Studies rexyiewed. Another main critique
haéibeen in terms of the pon-naturalness of the interactions:
called for in numerous experimental designs. To counter

this problém leading to 1li neralizability, the

procedure here is a face-to-~face encounter with authentic
self~disclosures from the'confederates._ This will be

clarified later in the next chapter. . Y

Present Versus Pas{\Time Oriéhtatidn
At this point, an argument will be developed which
asserts that the iﬁtimacy level of a self-disclosure can be
affected significantly by alterring the time orientation of



///ﬁudgb§ sten to in deciding to what degree a self-disclosing’

J

. o 43
the content. First, ane will tuem to what is known of
intimacy. Traditionélly, as in the research discussed in
the previous pagés, intimacy level of content has been
dealt with.according to the nature of the topics of self-
‘disclosure, as in Taylor and Altman's list, and in terms of
some index of how.deeply theseltopics are spoken on. Typical
measures in the latter case include subjective scale ratings
by independent judges (5-! 7-, 9~ énd 11l-point scales have
been used) and more objective methods such as frequency.

counts o\;self—references. It is hard to determine what

statement is "personal’ or "openly revealing" or "very
intimate' as-opposed to "superficial" or "unrevealing" or
''not at all intimate'". Derlega and Chaikin (1975) have
attributed the generally high interjudge agreements in such
ill-defined scales to two factors whick are thought - to
affect intiﬁéd? rétings. These are: (a) information that is

unique to the individual, and (b) revelations of feelings

or behaviors that are not divulged publicly or to many péople. *

These authors add that the more vulnerable the information

about ourselves makes 65, the less likely we are to reveal it.

With this in mind, if one considers information about the
self in the ﬁfesent time mode as opposed to personal data
which focusses only on the_past; one might suppose that,
generélly, it is the more actual revelations which might

render us more vulnerable. In other words, all other things

,,.
Pr
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being equal, if we orient—ourselves to present happénings
in our 1life, we might be more intimate than if we restrict
our self-disclosures to events of a time gone by. Of
special importance in such an assertion is that one is
assuming self-disclosure with.similar types of topics and
ﬁith a fixed degree of.selfitxploration for a-given topic.
Notions of Gestalt psychotherapy and a c%ient-centred prbceés
-outlook will help'verify these dedudtions. |
Theory
The major references in focussing on Gestalfist'views
are the following: Bgan:(1970); Fagan and Shepherd (1970);-
Phséong (1975);‘and Perls, Héfferline and Goodman (‘ 65).
These authors stress that the‘meaﬁingrﬁf living in_the
present is differgnt.from Hei;g‘past-oriented in term
“~the individual himself. After exposing these postulates,
an investigafion ¢ made of how this, in turn, can affect
one's interperéonal contacts-, and thus, how others might
respond to a-'person who self-discloses on actual versus past
events and feelings.’ .
A specific and greatly emphasized injundtion of
Gestalt therapy is: "live now: be conéerned.witﬁ the present
rather than with past or future" (Naranjo, 1970, p.49).
Living-in-the-moment becomes the appropriate prescriﬁtion for
life and goes hahd'inihand with véluation of consciousness
itself. Hﬁving the present as a reference point means

commitment to living or having an experiential framework. As
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_a consequence, achieving the status of a healthy person is

.synonymous to living in the now. 1In order to develop the

feeling df actuality, a stress is placed on words such as
"now" and'"at this mément". The definition of the ”presentﬁ.
treatment condition in this-stu&y comprised the use of such
terminology by the-confederates as weli as only present-tense
verbs. On the other side of the coin, what does it mean}

to be concerned with the past? A central focus in the past
is associated 4 avoi&ance of living and of being
responsible in/)the preseni. Talking about the bast is
regarded as ‘a defensi$§ attitude or maneuver to maintain

distance from potentially threatening current concerns.

Unlike the Freudian perspective which encourages looking

back into oTe's past, the Gestalt outlook maintains that

such a time orientation subtracts from the possible time and

energy necessary to change one's present condition. This is

rd -
not to say that any reference, to one's past is negative in the

latter viewpoint since presentification oN reliving of the
past c¢can be beneficial. Rather, tﬁe point here is ‘that:
"talking about the past\in the past tense usu ly results in
leaving the past in the past' (Rassons, 1975, p. 161). As
such, the -:pbrsons tf;ined here to be 'past" self-disclosers
only spoke in the past tense and utilized expressioﬁs

definitely situating.themsglﬁes-in a clearly past period of

their lives. To summarize then,. adjustment follows

through from present centre eas references to the:

m_“
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past imply avoidance and limit the possibility for
personality growth. ' -

Not on1y~does'a past or present focus have coﬂsequences_
for an individual's psychological health but it also
affects a person's contact with his_environment. Actuality
of the present results in clearer contact with the real
env1ronment Part af an individual's being aware of himself
in the now intrinsically involves his consciousness of Wlth
whom and how he is relating. A division is created when one

\

tries to focus on the past and at the same time really be
'w1th someone in the present. In terms of the psychothera-
peutié relationship, deviations from the present may be real
indicatioﬁé of a'cIient'sldistrusf.fér the whole approach
to therapy and/or for his therapist. With others, as in a
group encounter, a rpreocgupation with a time gone by 1is not
necessarily because of the meaningfulness_of theée eveﬁts but
is ofter/an escape into éafer grounds (Egan, 1970). -To
»réétat oﬂt 'ideas behind these statements, talking about the
past mpy frequently be paired w1th lower trust and fear of
risk-~taking, concepts wﬁlch have.already been linked to ®
Jower levels of ‘self-disclosure. Thus, if the past is
consistently one's reference point, one might expéct self-
disclosures with thisftime-perspective to affect another’'s
intimacy level im the same airection as lesser depths of
self-disclosure., In other words, both self-~disclosing in

the past and self-disclosing with low intimacy stem from

+ 3
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-choosiﬁg fo be more distant and should conceivably be
responded to with low intimacy in self-disclosure from the
reéipient of such fgvelations. As Egan says in regards to
others' reactions to a‘pa$t~oriented interactant: "the

N 9
problem with the past is that it (coupled with....the
quality of a person's self-disclosure) engenders ennui"
‘(p.94). Therefore, from Gestalt interpretations, there
seems to be justification for the predictiofi~of the second
hypothesis: that_past—self;disclosures_b& Person A 1s more
distant ;han present-focussed revelatiops‘and should be
éérrélatqﬁ_with lower self-disclosure -intimacy in Person'B's
responses,

The present-past tim; dimension is also stresQed by
Rogers (1961). According .to client—centreatherapy; the
process of constructive personality change inv .ves a sequence
of changes within a person. Of particular interast-Hére are
‘the altera:tions in a client's relatlonshlp to feelings, his
communlcatlon of self and his 1nterpersona1 relatlonshlps
In the'1n1t1a1‘stages when the client is in a state of
incongruence, Rogers states that he expresses feelings as
remote from himself, usually existing in the past; that he is
‘unwilling to communicate anything b;t external, non—self
material; and that he fears and refrains from close personal
gontacts. Applyinggthis to our perspective then, poof

personal adaptation -seems to cement together a past focus

in feelings, low levels or amounts of self-disclosure and
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;voidénce of intimacy with others{ One has, in fact, the
three main elements of the present study which are assumed
to be significantly correlated with each other. The same
applies in the advanced stages of successful therapy when a
client becomes congruent with himself. Simultaneously, he
has_leafned to experience.his feelings in the present, to
achieve satisfaction in communicating himself and to risk
more and more in his personal contacts by living openly
with an inkegrated‘flow of feelings. The link between
present-centredness, greater self-disclosure and closer and
deeper interpersonal relationships seems unquestionable, all
variables going hhndrin hand with positive personal growth.
Thus, rogerian theofy also gives solid ground for the |
hypcthesis formulated'in this research paper. Some indirect
evidence from eiperimentak findings will now be looked at.
Research

, Theoretically, the link between self-disclosure
intimacy andAtime orientation is seund. Experimentation
invéstigating the relation between tﬂé;e two variables is
unfortunately lacking completely. However, some studies
have- focussed on the effect of various time contexts on a
person's attitude. These will be reviewed in the following
section. They provide evidence for the belief that dﬁ&;erent
reactions and responses would follow from different time
perspectives,. giving concréte indications of the trend these

responses could take.
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Time immediacy and positive attitudes or adjustment

Wiener and Méhrabian (1968) and Mehrabian (1972)
believe'strongiy that a person commﬁnicates his attitudinal
or affective positiveness df negativeness toward$ another by
-alterring the degree of-immediaéy in his verbal behavior. For
these authors, immediacy refers fo the '"degree of directness
and intensity of interaction between communicator and rbferent
in a communicator's linguistic me$sage' (Mehrabian, 1966, p.28 ).
Using this concept, they havé devised an Immediacy Scale
based on 9 or 12-categories_scored agcording to an empirically
based scoring procedure. 0?9/6 these categofies is time
immediacy whiéh_is specifically cdncerned with'"the relation:
ship between the communicator and the object of communication
(as) ongoing or present instead of beig?ﬁ;émporally.past or
future'" (Mehrabian, 1967, p.415). An example of a temporally
immediate statement would be: '"Mike is showing me his house'
whereas nonimmediacy would be communicated in: "Mike showed
me his house".; As such, this draws a paraliel to the defi-
nitions of past and present'oriented contents given in the
present study since it bésgs itself on }ariations in tense
usage. The main postulate of these authors is th;t noﬁa
iﬁmediacy in lahguage signals a speaker'’s separation'of
himself from the object of his message, from his addressee
or from the message itself and is thus indicative of
;voidance behavior. .

To test the validity of this assertion, the responses of

v

_;9 .
1
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dntraine& subjects to variations‘in immediaty were investigated
in two studies by Mehrabian (1967, 1968)) 1In the first of
thesé, 92 undergraduates were asked to éhoose theiitem from - .
pairs of statements which d&iéplayed the more positive
preferential and/or affective attifude on the speaker's part
towards thé entity referred to. The 35 pairs of statements
each had an immediate and nonimmediate version of the same
- coptext. The significant g_séore:of the means confirmed the
;hypothesis that subjects judge more temporally imMediate
communications as demonstrative of more positive attitudes on
a speakeé's part‘tﬁén nonimmediate sentences.

Experimental evideﬁce to support this finding is~
brought forth by3Mehrapian (1968). 1In a similar design,
46 students rated items in a 96 page booklet on a 7-point
dislike-like continuum in terms of the attitude inferred of
the speaker toward some thing or'person. Anlanalysis of
variance revealed that temporal nonimmediacy in response to
an immediate context was scored significantly more often as
indicative of a negative attitude than either immediate time
statements in'an immediate context or nonimmediate statements
in a nonimmediate context @ < .01).- As such, when there was
‘reciprocity in degree of immediacy between question asked of
the communicator and resporse by the commﬁnicator, the .
perception of the speaker's feelings was less negative., The

conclusion of both studies suggests that a present-immediacy

- focus is interpreted by naive subjécts as denotative of more
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positive attitﬁde5~from a discloser than a past or future;
that is, a nonlimme@ temporal reference-point. ‘

Mehrabian and Wiener (1966) alsb demonstrated the
corollary oflthis standpoint; mere épécifically, that one
manifests greater temporal.immediacy as a consequence of
pleasant atfitUdes felt about a situation ér gerson in
contrast to an entity having more negative connotations far
you. The answers given by 24 subjects on)two literary pas-
sages were arbitrarily rated "high"-or "low" by an experimenter.
Subjects then wrote a sentence about each passage and this
was rated by two judges using the Immediacy Scale. According
to a one-tailed t test analysis, the nonimmediacy score for
a failure-associated event is significantly greater than the
nonimmediacy scdre for a success-associated event (p <.0%).
Similarily, 35 nursing students wrote sta%gments.describing
a liked and disliked acquaintance. . Judgeg: evaluations under-
~lined a significaﬁt effect linking greater temporal nonimmedi-
acy with revelations hbout disliked people than about liked
people. (p €.001). This last procedure was repliéated with
70 subjects and parallellresult; were extracted ﬁith an
overall interjudge agreement of .62,

In reference to the studies mentioned on immediacy, the
validity of the Immediacy Scale needs to be ascertained.
Defining the criteria more extensively should improve the
correlation between bhe judges'! ratings. - In addition, to

relate these findings more -closely to the present study, a

-/
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more concentrate <£ook at temporal” immediacy alone.becomés
necessary..,The research by Weiner and Mehrabian’supﬁort the
idea that different time orientations in se1f=disciosuée k
content wilil be interpfeted differently by naivé subjects.h A Vad
More concrefely stated, past-related statements aré perceived':
as showing more negltive attitudes than ﬁ present focus in
self-revelations.’ -As the_present-study sfipulates, this leads
to less intimacy in response to the less temporally immediate . .

disclosures. »

A study by Getsinger (1976) goes‘oné éteﬁ‘fufther. Noé”“‘ ‘
only are nonimmediate time &i;closers péreeived és:maniééétipé'd-}/é§~
negativé attitudes, consistently past-orientéd coﬁmunicaf s . ‘
may eJen belong to a more pathological group. Like the \ - -
Gestalt therapists who maintain that living in %he "here and
now'" pfomotes Bositive mental health, Maslow (1971) ha§4
described one criteria of thé psychologically healthy or’
self-acfualizei person as having a present-oriented focus in
life. To dwell  in the-pasf or to aspire continuduslx for ’.
better days prevents the attainment of Sélf-actualization.
Getsinger chose }5 men diaénosed as sociopaths upon hospitali-
zation and 15 men labelled "psychologically healthy" or
"self-actualized"” following the completion of a battery of
psychological tests and a 30-minute clinical” interview,

One temporal measurf eﬁpdéyed in this study was a time

reference inventory containing 10 positive, 10 neutral, and

10 negative open-ended questions with reference to a past,
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present ar future ﬂlme mode, as. dewlsed by 3\35 and Albers

(1965)h At p <L, 001 a t-test demonstrated that soc1opaths_
assigned p951t1ve statements more often to the past than the

L]
Self-actualizers. Also the latter more frequently assqc1ated

Fal

negative statements WIth the past and 1e§s frequentty with

=the present than the patholog1ca1 group The author con-

o *

cludes that. the past 1s ‘a more dominant t1me mode and a more

p051t1ve one for soc1onfths who .seem to yearn for the ”good

1

old days" nnllke more;psychologlcally adjusted 1nd1viduals

Thus given our experlmental assumptlons and the flndlngs by

Getsinger Wlener and Mehrablan, it &eeq;’ 1 u51b1e that a

past ~oriented dlscloser wguld be percelved negatlvely

‘in general than a- prESent-centred&speaker To follow through

it appears as tenable ‘thdt one would want to be less 1nt1mate
w1th such a dlscloser The;communlcator_reveallng present—,
related or immediate information would be jndged as better

adJusted and thus induce greater trustworthlness to share

fﬁ\}ntlmate or personal material with h1m

v

Comlng from a different line; a research-paper by

that closer temporal events are viewed as more threatening
than more temporally distant happenings or situations. Forty-
five females and 42 males were_asked tofestimate the’ degree

to which they experienced one of .three harmful events as

threatening if it occurred in one’of five years: 1977,'1982,

o

L ~F ’ i
von Wright and Kinnaunen (1976) lends support to_our‘content;;n\\\\\\u//
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. logical time indicated less threat felt with increaded

‘ clearly state that this tendency achieves a significant
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1993, 2012, and 2034. The scdde ‘used ranged from "0" or
"wholly indifferent'" to "100" or "extremely threatening".
The plottings of the mean ratings of threat against chrpono- -

1

time. A definite criticism is that this study does not
value according to some probability level. Also, no
counterpart study-exists that investigates this relationship
specifically with a past an& present focus instead of

fu£ure énd present. ‘The assumption here is of the generali-
zability of the conclusion in that ‘the level of fear

decreases with greater chronological distance, whether one

is going forward or backward in time.

To restate the importance of such an assertion within
our bresent context and a social exchange framework, self-
disclosing about the present means expressing something

»

that is more threatening and therefore more costly due to

~ the risk-taking involved. These self-disclosures are thus

indications of greater trust the recipient of the

information and, as such, arg¢ more rewarding. In accordance

with the norm of reciprocity, one would then respond by

paying for such self-revelations with equally costly infor-
: N .

mation in the form of greater intimacy in sélf—disclosuff.

Con sion and Hypothesés
Y- A

What is stipulated gegerally is that self-disclosure

intimacy is in itself a complex variable which is affected.
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by: (a)\choice of topic, as has been evidenced by rating
Taylor ghd Altman's items consistently at different intimacy
1evels,‘¥b) content itself in terms of a subjective -evalua-
tion of dhiquenﬁséﬂand privacy of the information or some
behavioral index such as the degree to which an individual
employs sélffréferences, ggi_}c) time orientation of the
disclosures where.presep?—cent;edneSs is perceived as more
intimate than a past perspective, as defined opegationélly'
by verb tense and expressions of time allocation.

Before proceeding to the description of the experihental
procedure, some reasons for attempting this research are set
forth. Globally, one has already noted t?e.importaﬁce and
relevance of self-disclosure intimacy to the formation and
development of interpersonal relationships and possibly
even tg positiye mental health. For example, in digging to
the roots of problematic relationships (nagging wife and
silent, passive-ﬁusband), one ﬁight discover an(unbalaﬁgga
framework of self-disclosures in the very first enéounter.
This makes it a crucial target for resea;ch. In this
connection, the literature has usually focusSe& on
reciprocity in sélf—disclosure intimacy; providing evidence
for a norm of reciprocity.\ In f?ying to replicate these
findings using a different population éulture-wise and with
an experimental design aimed at creating a more natural

social encounter, oheé-is; in-fact, testing the universality

" and range of applicability of this reciprocity process.



e

56

Secondly, focussing on present versus past self-revelations
might contribute conc;eté support for the "live now"
assertion in Gestalt psychotherapy in the rgalmng social
contacts. Although Bundza and Simonson (1973) h;a stressed
the need fo look into '"here and now" expefiences within
self-disclosure, no such direct r?searéh had as yet been
published. Also, investigations in time orientation of
self-disclosures bring us one stép closer to defining the'
multidimensionality of the cdncept of intiméty in non-
subjective terms. Being intimate or personal is so critical
to so many settings,‘fqr éxamﬁlé psychotherapy, that it

surely warrants experimental research in this domain.

This papér, therefore, hopes to answer some of these questions:

aﬁd, as so often happens, stir up some new questions.
Following through then, we may more precisely state the

two main hypothesis of the present study. As previously

_mentioned, &ntimacy in’ topic choice relates to Taylor and

Altman's (1966) pre-rated intimacy levels and intimacy of
content refers to the frequency of self-references per
minute, according'?o operational definitions that will be
discussed in the mext chapter.

HyﬁOthesis 1

When a naive subject engages in self-disclosure with a
confederate during a dyadic encounter, greater infimacy in

the subject's topic choice and content of.disclosurevwill bé

associated with greater intimacy in the confederate's topic
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choice and content.

Hypothesis 2

When a naive: subject engages in self-disclosure with a

confederate during a dyadic encounter, greater intimacy in

the subject's topic choice and content of disclosure will be
associated with a present as oppdsed to a past time orienta-
tion in the confederate's self-disclosure.

/ :
. In the next chapter, the research proc%ﬂgzg)used 8

test out these hypqtheses will be described izuggtail.
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CHAPTER II . ZRIZ,

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

v

Thé”bgsic prdcedure employed to test out. the hypotheses
is onerf matching ; naive sﬁbject with a confedér;;;\¥6r
the purbose of a self-disclosing encounter. Aftef describing
the subjects inveolved, the dependent measures used to assess

intimiizjin self-disclosure will be discussed. Then, the

- inclusion of a baseline level trial is shown to provide a

randomness check. At this point, the step-by-step procedure
concegned with the training stage and the experiment proper
is detailed.

Subjects

Confederates:

Eight femalés wére selected to undergo a pre-experimental
training session and later to be matched with‘é naive subject.
Two confederates were given instrﬁctions on how to self-disclose
for each of the four treatment conditions discussed later.

Only females were chosen beéause, as shown in the literature

review, sex of the recipient of self-disclosure can affect

- how and what the self-discloser reveals. These confederates

were Frénch—Canadian students between the ages of 23 and 31

with at least three university years in a psychology programme.

‘Préctice and Experimental Subjects (
The subjects were 64 French-speaking female students

from the University of Ottawa. The experimenter went to

several university courses given during the summer session,
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1978, in order to obtain voiuﬁ?éigs'to'participate in this
study. Eight:of these, ranging in age ffom 1% to 38, were
paired with the eight confederates for a preliminary
dyadic interview that served as a practice Session for the
confederates. The remaining 56 suﬁjects took part in the
expeximent prd%e} These were 40 unmarried and 16 marrled
naive subJects, ranging 1n\ages from 17 to 36 with a mean
age of 25.14 years and a median age of 24.00 years. As
indiéated previously in the first chapter, males and females
self-disclose differently and same-sexed dyads will. be
P 51gn1f1cant1y different in thelr communication about self
. than mixed dyads (e.g, Lombardo et al. , 1976; Lord & °
Vellcer 1975) Thus, in order to eliminate varzatlon
contrlbuted by this factor, sex was controlled for’ by
selecting only females as subJects for thlS study.
Both practice and experimental subJects were gfiven
.the same 1nstruct10ns and underwent the same treafﬁﬁﬁt
however, only the data from the'latter-subjects'were
analyzéd in the results. For simplicity, the terms "subjects"
or 'naive subjects" in this paper will refer to the 56
experimental subjects alone The specific expression
practlce subjeécts' will be reserved for those volunteers who
H ' partook exclusively in the initial practice session.
. Procedure )

Dependent Measures

Pre-rated Intimacy Levels of Items from Taylor and
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Altman, 1966. In Taylor and Altman's study, 671 statements
. ¢ .
about various aspects of the self were rated fg; intimacy

by two diffgfent samples. These two sets of judges were
150 sailors entering the Bainbridgé'Naval Training Center
and 77 male freshman students at_ the University'bf Delawaré.
They assessed iﬁtimacy levels of the stimﬁli on a scale of

' equél-appearing units, ranging from 1.0 or extremely low
intimacy to 11.0 or extremely high intimacy. fhe experimenters
computed Thurstone scale values (median judgments gz}fhe 1f-

point scale) and Q-values (inter-quartile ranges): “In-

“addition, some of the subjects were asked to sort the items |
into one of theﬂ£0110win:}:§":;¥§gories: (a) ;eligion (n : 38);
(b) own marriage and family (n = 56)} (c} love, dating, sex
(n = 71); (d) pafental family (n = 57); (e) physical condiyion'
and appearance (n - 44); (f) money and property (n = 37);

(g) government politics, current events and social issues
(n = 53);'(h)-emoé}bnsjgnd;feelings (n = 52); (i) interests,
hobsies and habits (n = 65?? (1) relationships with other .
péopia (n = 46); (k) personal attitudés, valugs ah& ethicé,
and'self—gva}uai}on (n = 52); (1) school and work (n = 72);
.(m) biographical characteristics (n = 18). 'Rééults

indicated ﬂigh inter-sample agreeméﬂt f&r intimacy with
Pearson prodﬁct-moment correlations from .76 to .94 for the

13 categories indiviaually and a pooled index of .90. College

students generally had lower Q-scores, thus exhibiting

greater internal consistency or agreement than navy subjects.

a
. | . | v ’ﬁ
: - .
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The suggested use of these intimacy-scaled stimuli f£&r
Self—disclosure.inventories is shpported by these authors \\
who obtained significant split-half and alternate-form |
‘'reliabilities of .82 to .86 for 35--.and 70-item instruments.
As will be. shown in the'ﬁbllowinglsection, mahy researchers
agree with these assertions and p}ovide additional support
to encourage the use of Taylor ana Altman's items in
studies of 1nterpersona1 relatlonshlps. ‘

The Taylor and Altman list has been used exten51ve1y
in studies to develop self—d15c10§urg questionnaires or

a d}ppics of self-disclosing commhnications. Varying in
niigéx of items chosen from the total pool of items, some
‘o§;¢hese are: Coaby (1972); Daher and Banikiotes (1976);
Feigenbaum (1977); Fantasia and LPmbardo (1975); Jones‘and .
Archer (1976); Jourard and Resnici (1970); and Schneider
and Eustes (1972). Although different populations were
focussed upon; researchers often [felt that the original
pre- -rated intimacy levels were approprlate for their samples:
For example, Savieki (1872) used these ratings although his
subjects were 60 female undergraduates from the University
__—of Massaéhusetés. Dav1s (1976) glso assumed that Taylor
and Altman's publlshed scale values would be equlvalent to
intimacy levels perce1ved by BrlLl}h\EEEEiniduates of
both sexes. These latfer'authorL thus felt that pfé-
‘rated intimacy scaled vélues'may!

be used as a dependent
measure for females as well as males and even acrgss cultures.

L ME vAa
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Confirmation of high interrater reiiabilities for
the intimacy lefels of the Taylor and Altman items is found
in Becker and Munz's (1975) study. Using the same 1ll-point
scale, the correlations found varied from .88 to .96.

Support for ‘the consensual valldlty of the Taylor and

. Altman 1i%t is P ov1ded by Strassberg and Anchor (197S)

The original 11—p01nt intimacy scale values were first

of all rescaled on a 3-

int system of low, medium or high
intimacy using the colleg samele_scoré§. This new Intimacy
Rating Scale was employed \to rate 21 ‘'varied personal state-
ments. Then, these statements were scaled as non—intimate;
moderately iatimate or highly intimate by 62 college students
with 11 males and 51 females. An I of .96 was found in terms
of the mean intimacy score for each of these 21 statements
as correlated wifh Mhe authors' ratings with the Intimacy
Rating Scale. Thus this indicates a significantly hkgh
correspondence between tcs\b glnal ratings and this new
sample's ratings.

There is little literature that attempts #o correlate
the Taylor and Altmah intimacy values with measures‘of
actual disclosure in an ipterview situation. Bundza and
Simoﬂson (1973) selected items from Taylor and Altman'e

135t and asked subJects to indicate for each of these their

-w1111ngness to self-disclose with-various types o theraplsts.

An interview followed with a theraplst asking eagch subject
some open—ended questions. ‘A systematic analysis of subjects'

L
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" recorded statements in the interviewg constituted a measure
of the degree of subjects' actual disclosures.  The authors
Teport that this index is'higﬁly correlated with responses
on the initial questionnaire. Unfortunately, no precise
quantifying correlation is given. - -

Vondracek-and Marshall (1971) have calculéted an-.
estimate of the correlation bétween.a l44-item Self-
disclosure Questionnaire (from Taylor and Altman's list)
and actual disclosure, as measured by amoﬁnt of self—
disclosure. In their study, the‘authors asked 80 subjeﬁts
(40 males and 40 fematés) to rate on a 3-point scale the
degree to ;hich.they had disclosed each topic to their best
friend. A significant correlation of'.ZS'(p (tOS) was
found bgtween the questionnaire pre-ratings and their
interview measure of amount of self-disclosure. It could be
that a higher coefficient would have been obtained had the
target person called for been a stranger instead of the
subject's best friend. _Disclosure to a stranger might
ressemble more that .subject's behavior in a new intery}ew
situation when he is paired with an experimenter.

On tﬁe whoye, the use of the Taylo£ and Altman 1list
seems Qdespread in séif—dis.closure research. Also, high
reliability coefficients on inter-~judge ratings of
intimacy levels have been found for various samples, There
is evidence, though scant, that these pre-ratings are corre-

lated with other measures of self-di§c105ure in an actual
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situation. One of the main advantages of usiﬁg the Taylor
~and Altman material in a study of socigl'interactidn is
that it strikes a balance betweeﬁ préstructured‘and unstruc-
tured measures. Thus, while permitting relatlvely free 4
1nteract10n and thus some understanding of dynamics, such

material stlll_prov1des research control amd allows for
rigorous.ﬁeasurement and facility in data collecti;L and
analysis. Given fhe above, the use of pre-ratings as a
measure of intimacy in self-disclgsure was felt.to be
Estifiable. The method of selection to pick out the
sample pool of items necessary for the present study‘

is described in the next section. Only the intimacy ratings
from the male college samp¥e were used as these seem
more‘géneralizable to a population of female university
étudents, as has been the contention of other authors
mentioned previously.

Fifty-one items (6 for the coﬁfederates and 45 for

the subjects' topic 1ist) were selected from Tayior and
Altman's 1966 1list of 671 intimacy-scaled stimuli. These

.

items belonged to five of the initial 13 topical categories.

The five topical categories were the only ones to fulfill
the following criteria:.(a) r 7 .80, where r refers to the
Pearson product moment correlations between scale values of
1nt1macy levels (ranging from 1.0 to 11. 0) for individual
statements in each category, with inter-sample ratings of

‘intimacy; topics chosen yielded r's between .82 and .92;
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(b) categories whose ffequéncﬁ distributions (nlstograms)‘
were either normally distributed or somewhat pcéitively
skewed, that is,these topics contained iténs stretching
through a wide range of intimacy levels nith the gtéatest ¢
cluster of items in the middle or moderate%y high scale
value of intimacy,‘as opposed to nonselected categories
whose mean intimacy level Was in the low intimacy range,l
representing items of a more nupgrficial nature; and
(¢) categories appropriate to the entire sample; only one
topic category was eliminated in terms of. this ctiteiign4~\\
é;that of "own marriage and family" wnich could rot aﬁply to ~
the unmarrig% portion of the subjects. Therefore in
regards to the above stipulations, the follow1ng flve
content areas could be and were included in this study
(a2) love, dating, sex; (b) parental family; (c) emotlons .\
feelings; (d) general relatlonshlps to other people;
(e) personal attitudes, value§, ethics and self-evaluation,
Those categories that did not fulfill the criteria and were
consequently omitted from the total pool of items were:
(\rellglon, OwWn marriage and family; pﬁy51ca1 condition and
\ appearance; money; politics and government, current events
and social issues; interests, hobbies, habits; school and
work; and biographical. |
. For the present study, 51 items were randomly selected
from the five categories just mentioned. As a first step,

all items belonglng to these five conte t areas (N » 278) were
e
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divided, accofdipg to their order Gf" appearance in Ta;lorw‘
and’A}tmah's listing, into one of nine.lévels of intiﬁacf.
Thé ranges defining'these levels were: (af 1st. level: _
from 1,00 to 2.99 incius}ve, n = 6; (b) 2nd level: from 3.00;
to 3.99, n = 16; (c} 3rd level: from 4.00 to 4.99, n = 283
(di 4th level: fromES.OO to 5.99, n = 32; (e) Sth level: -
from 6.00 to 6.99, n = 47; (£) 6th level: from 7.00 to 7.99, |
n = 42; (g) 7th|1eveP§ from 8.00 to 8.99, n,= 40; (h)-8th’
level: from 9.06 to 9.99, n & 14? and (i) 9th lével: from
- 10.00 to llfbd?‘n - 9, "As this shows, for eight levels,
a 1.0 point difference' existed between the réngg limits from
one level to the next. .Only the first level provided an
exception to the rule in thaé‘the fange span was doubled;
~the reason here‘being due to the low numbet of items classi-.
fied under these intimacy ratings. Thus, at this pbinf,”
all items had been placed into oﬁ? of ninpsgolumﬁs where
columns represented intimacy level as ratgﬁﬁby Taylor and.
Altman's sample., . ‘ - | ‘ |

Nexf,_an‘AéL random number generator‘computé}’program
was ﬁsed to, select 5.items,£rom each of the nine ranges of
in timacy levels. This. gave a pool of 45 items. These wegre
ordered such that every sequential block of_qine items, for.
example, from numbers 1 to 9, or 10 to 18, and so on, contained
8 representativg item: from each level. Randomness had'been

¢

ensured in terms of initial item. selection, ordering of

L7

the five items as to mumerical appearance on the list and
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"ordering of the nine items for each of the fivé blocks. of

items. ‘Following thie arrahgemeht, the‘}Iemeewere translated,
into French since the samoie used waS'French—speahing.' Two
collaborators checked the translation separately: Furthermore,
in a few instances, slight rewordings became neceseary in
order to conform to an all-female sample §ihce Taylor -and
lltman'had a solely haie population. For example, number' 20
of the-45—item list initially read: "the first time I Riseed
a girl”; this Wae converted eo as to become£ ""the first time
+ I"kissed a boy". The final draft of the topic list thus

comprised 45 ‘numbered items typed on 83" by 14" white paper,
jW1th an add1t10na1 spac1ng left between blocks of nine items
‘50 as to fac111tate readlng It is 1nc1uded as Appendlx E.

As a last step, six other 1tems were plcked out from

the remarnlng pool of 1tems : These were the tOplCS of self-
rdlsclosure given to, the confedérates Three were chosen

from the second level’ and thus represented a relatlvely low

degree of 1nt1macyj In.chronologlcal order of d15cussron
_Athese tOplCS w1th their. respectlve scale values (SV) were:

(aJ ""topics of conversation that bore me" SV = 3, 27

(b) "events in weather that frlghten me - (w1ndstorms, thunder,_

hurrlcanes, etc ', SV 3.75; and (c)"how I feel - about g01ng
‘to bartles and other afﬁxus'where there 1s lots.of 1oud fun",.

..;SV = 3.67. These became part ofithe treatment condltlon

Habelled LOW‘ Three toplc 1tdms were aiso sampled from the
& .

- ew

remalnlng pool of ‘I1tems in the seven h level ' Agaln, llsted

* .

’ . .
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in terms of when the confederates disclosed on them, these

»

were:. (a) "what I am most afraid of", SV = 8.25; (b) "whether

or not I feel that I am attractive to the oppoéite sex", SV =

-

8.73; and “(€) vweaknesses that 1 feel I have in my, personality",

SV - 8.42. These topics were given to the confederates assigned

to the HIGH condition.

' The 1dent1f1cat10n of these specific ranges to define
LOW and HIGH 1nt1macy was based on the following reasons. In
‘relation to the low 1nt1macy items, a lack of items from
_the first level made selection from this grouping impossible,
that is, after five ifems had been picked,only one item
remainéd‘in this level. Secondly, in order to ascertain
‘Zneself that-real differences existed between items classed .
as high and low, a‘éiZeable gap was desired to separate the
rangeé of the pre-rated intimacy scale values. A third
_basfs for these a551gnments is related to the high intimacy
level. ,Although loglcally, since the next to lowest level
had-been‘chosen for the LOW condition, the next to highest
level would seem to rﬁ\th%\appropqEZFe choice for the HIGH

condition Items were' instead se from one level lower,

that 1s, the seventh nof\@be eighth, le e1 The explantgpon
" for this’ 1S’1hat pTev1qu§ studies havq ,hown that self— is-
closure of extremely higﬁ intimacy in a first encounter is
‘often interpreted'by the person receiving the disclosure as
.slgnals of maladjustment (Cozby, 1972, Chaikin‘&VDeriegé,

&
1974&, 1974b Glannandrea & Murphy, 1973; Mann & Murphy, 1975).

— et e e e
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One can understandusuch an interpretation in terms of
societal values of the Western civilization. A certaln
amount of reserve is expected when persons first meet.
Talking about oneself on highly intimate matters too
quickly is jedged, th refore,ﬂae.inappropriate. Persons
" receiving ‘such communjzgtiaheoften reepond by "turning off".
Thus,‘items.from‘the two highest intiﬁacy'levels were
eliminated and the threé topics were picked from a moderately
high intimacy category. For the above reesons, LOW and HIGH
items were selected.as such. ‘

As with the 45 other items, the'eix statements
discussed above wete translated into ‘French and this . .
translation verified by the same two checkers. As such, with
no further alteratlons, the three 1tems w1th 10w scale ¥
values. (second level) were ready to be glven to thé’ )
conEederates in the low-present condition. The three 1tems
with 1nt1macy values from 8.00 to 8.99° were, 11kew1se,
assigned in this form to the confederates in the high-present
condition. For those confederates in|the past. condltlons,
either HIGH or LOW, all verbs in the statements were
alterred from the present to the past tense. The appropriate
group of three iteﬁs were then ready for use by the confe-
derates 1n the low- past or hlgh;Past condltlon In their
- final versions, these items are stated at the bottom of the

1nstruct10n sheets for confederates, 1n3erted as Appendlx

A, B, C and D. Discussion of the 5pec1f1cat10ns of each

\ n . ’ 2
,
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treatment condition will be reserved for the section labelled
Stages.
For these reasons and given theése modifications, the
pre-rated intimacy levels were used as a measure of intimacy

in sqlfAdisciosure. In relation to the Hybotheses previously

stipulated in the/ first chépter, the Specific e;pectatioqs
are, as fo. naive Subjects in the high and present

treatment condltlons are expected to choose topics pre-scaled at
at higher jntimacy level. than subJects in the low and past \\J///‘\‘
coﬁ& tions, respectively. It “has already .béen noted that '

it is édvi able to include another index to assess a subject's

intimac levél in- self- dlsc1051ng communlcatlon. Because of‘
:this, ab ioral measure was employed and is dlscussed in
the following section. ‘ -

Numbe? of Self-references per Minute. The use of self-

‘references.és a'depéndént'measure can be traced back to .
Roéers (1960). In,his gtudy, he showed that,it is possible ~, ..
to increase 51gn1f1cantly the number of self- ref;rences

employed by a cllent when a theraplst followed such

references by "Mm-hmm" or-the 11ke. For' this research, a
sélfffeference related to‘a.grammatical sentence and was

defined as: " a verbal response by a subject which describes

~him in some way, tells something éﬁout him or refers to

some affect he experiences'" (p. 248). ?o‘g;!ess the relia—;

 bi1ity dfﬂdodings, ratings‘by'two judges. yielded Pearson

.

* product moment correlations.between .83 and..95. Using the



'

-

same framework, Powefll (196&§Iater found comparable high

inter-judge reliap4 gty between .84 and .94. Othet

enperimenters have eﬁp oyed affective self-references to
]

measure the verbal affect 5 tents (Merbaum, 1963,-1965;

pa
Salzinger & Pisoni, 1960) These investigated the effect

of various reinforcers on the c itipning of such self-

references. As a baselife measu the latter researchers
looked at total self ~references wh' h were all statements
beginning with pronouns "I" ‘and "we'.

In .a study on the effects of ,instructions and modeling

.- on self-disclosure, Stone andﬂGdtlib (1%75) emphegized a

. . ] - ’ :
connection between self-disclosure and self-references.- They

. L3
used a measure where discld’ures containing first person

-references recelved the maximal score of two p01nts in

computlng total self- dlsclosure. Impersonal second person

'reﬁerences, for example ”you", were counted only as one

-
e

point o A

~

Recently, Zarle and Boyd (1977) attempted to evaluate

‘the’ efflcacy of various self- disclosure training procedures
. b

[ ) .
on married couples. For.thls purpose, a se £§idsclosure

statement was ''any statement that contained a selfhreferrent'

-pronbun and conveyed information concerning the emotions,

ideas, attitudes or experlences of the speaker" (p. 120)
Also, McGu1re et al (1975) adOpted self- references;
as a dependent measure in self-dlsclosure reSearch Thelr

¥ .
operational definition of selfqrg%ﬁyence was the,number of

. . . e " - '.
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times subjec

I, me and myself. the-present study, to remove the

o themselves using personal pronouns

effects caused by di ﬁﬁe{e:t speech durations, the score was \'

analyzed as number o el -rq@_- ces per minute of speaklng
time. Their results using thi easure wer.comp_arable
to those found with a.second measure, that 1is, Deffer and
Strickland's Disclosure Rating Scale. The latter is rdted.
along a 7-point superficial—personal disclosure continuum.
Unfortunately, a correlation between both mféfures was not
calculated. | o .

One research that provided concretef;ustlflcatlon for

the use of self- references in measurlng self- dlsc105ure {

is by Goodsteln, Goldsteln d{brta, and Goodman (1976)

group session were rankedron a scale of 1 to 7 by ten naive
raters. This conformed to Block's Q technlque and served

as an objective, external measure of self ~disclosure.
Follewing this, an analysis was made eomparing the five most
disclosing and the five least d15c1051ng statements. The

examination revealed a greater number of self references

(I me) 1n the former Statements in relation to ‘'the latter

‘.

Initially, 33 Statements randomly ‘'selected from an encounter
' A

ones, at a probablllty level of € .05. The authors concluded .

elf- d15c1051ng statements could be 1dent1f1ed simply

L]
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(1977). He, like McGuire‘et al., used number of self-refer-
ences and the Disclosure Rating Scale as measures of intimacy
in self-disclosure. Ih this instance, the interviews had )

been transcribed and ‘then rated using Doster and Strickland's

"scale by two blind judges who were pretrained. Interrater

agreement for this measure was high (r = .79, ﬁf<.01).
Cdrrelations of the two measures were computed as based on
48ﬂfubjects' responses to 18 interview questions calling for

self-disclosure. A The Pearson moment correlation revealed

H

.70) 1is sfg;ificant at 2 probability level of <.001.
This substantiates the use of sélf-references as a measure of
intimacy level in & subject's self-disclosure. '

, _ ) : . o

For the present study, in addition to the pre-rated

intimacy levels, a behav1ora1 ‘measure.of self- dlsclosure ~\\;5;//

subjects. This involved a frequency count of self-referrent

words articulated per minute for each -topic discussed. )

Specifically, the self-referren; words considered were those
employed by Feigenbaum: "T;'we) .me, us, my our, myself,
ourselves, mine, ours'". Translated, one h;§ the follow1ng

"{e, nous, me, m01, mes, ma, mon, notre, nos mo;—meme,

Lo

nous-mémes, le n6tre, la nétre, le mien, la.mienne, les

miens, les miennes, les nﬁtres" However, these were not ¢

~ ] ¢ M i

counted when used in an 1d105yncratlc manner, for example
s

"je ne sais pas', that is, "I don't know". Since the
) . :

I4

*
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disclosure time-per topic would understandably not be

referrent words per topic was divided by th totai(time in «

seconds of self-disclosure and then converte

E

self-referrent words used per minute, Total time of self-
disclosure was assessed as the time when fhe naive subject
first began to speak to the time when he stopped talking,
discounting silent pauses of five seconds of lonéérﬁ

In terms of the hypotheses proposed earlier, one would
F . L)

. . . - . . A
N expect that subjects in the high and present conditions

1
1

~would utilize more self-references per minute than squects
in the low/and past treatmént gréups. . This represents the

_sahe trend\ as that éfipulated for thé pre~rated intimacy
. o levels of the topics. Both Hependent,measures are seen as >
| indications Jof the intimacy level of_tﬁe subjects' self- (ﬁ;
disclosure. N | o : |

. ey

‘Randomness Verification = | 7 L

As described-in the stages section, naive subjects
. assigned to oge of  four treatment conditions in a random
fashion. Sinceg people may have a usual tendency to be

either high low disclosers generally, one should have 4

: :_equivalent proportions of éaéh-in the four treatment con-
ffjﬁ"“’f*ﬁT‘\EZZEBng.- To.check fér such a distribution (which wbulé
' f. 0 occur with effective randomization), the baseline or initial
h;fivd" - disclosure of "the experimental subjects was compared. The

- baseline period consisted of the disclosure period before the.

-

-

W
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"level reflected the level at which the subject would start

75

beginning of treatment. Using either the intimacy .level of ,
the topic selected or the number of self-references per
minute, it is hypothesized that|no significant differences

would be found between the four|groups in thed baseline
- : " \

disclosure period.

Finding the baseline level of a subjecg?é §e1f;disclosing

. | -, .
manner prior to any 'experimental treatment has been frequently

done in east reseadrch. For exaﬁple, in Pewell's (1968) study

on the efifectiveness of various interviiewer interventions, - .

-~

the experlmenter‘kept silent 1n|the f1rst ten minutes, of the
interview. The purpose was stated as an attempt to establish
- the sub;%cts' operant level of selfndlsclosuﬁg Slmllar;ly,
Savicki (1972) defined as the basellne t@e first trial when?
a subject first chose a topic from a 10- 1tem list., Given

“his sample of college students, he assumed that this baseline
' i

. ) e N
disclosing to an unknown student on campus. As expected, he

. found no significant differences between groups in this

pretreatment trial both*in terms of level and‘dﬁfation of
disclosure. | Roth and Xuiken (1975) con51dered self- dlsclosure
on two prellmlnééy topics as the 1n1t1a1 baseline level of
nonimmediac in each subJect'sbspeech Thgp§1na1 'scores
computeﬂ consisted of the differences between the average.

number of nonlmmedlacy categorles per line on these two

I

tOplCS and the average number of nonlmmedlacy categories per

11ne on each of the four test tOplCS. In a_study by Dester

VRN R

v : ; '
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A

‘and Brooks 21974), these authors calculated an estimate

of their subjects™ initial disclosing behavior prior to the
modeling intervention later provided by an interviewen's 7
se}f-disclosure, How%yer,,tﬁey‘qégﬁ‘this baserate level score
as a covariate-for an analysis of covariénc?. . The present
study also employed this stétistical method‘siﬂte it is

judged statistically more powerful than the former method of
using simple differences between pre- and posttreatment
scores. -

[P

The main purposes for determining 3 §&se1ine; pretreat-

.ment level in self-disclosure can be explicated as follows.

A first point is that it ﬁrovides a warm-up period for an
acquaintance'processi Also, as previou;ly stated, it
enables tﬁe researcher to check that ordinar%ly ﬁigh or low
self-disclosers have nét been diSproportionately placed in
the treatment groups. The e#pectation-is, thus, of no
significant’differgnces‘between groupﬁ. Tﬁirély, by using

this score as a covariate, it renders-all baserate levels of

subjects constant in terms of their later test levels. ' As such,

it gives a better indication of true change from pretreatment )

to posttreatment gonditions. In other words, the statistical
analysis would more directly test.the effects of the
éxperimental‘manipulations by €liminating the error due to

a priori differences. - . v : -

-

Pféliﬁinary Training Stagé_. . : a

.

‘The eight personS‘éelected,to §erve'gs confederates
' : e

[ . N A

D

e it A i

-
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\
were randomly placed in gne of four treatment conditions.
Step one of their training consisted of a presentation of
the material involved in the e£periﬁent proper wifh an
explanation of the pfocedure to bé undergone in each
interview.” The confederates also received an instruction
sheet detailimg the specifics of their participation; these
sheets can be referred to in Appendix A; B, C, and D.

' The instrhctions-pertaining toveach of the four treat-

merit conditions are summarized in terms of the four possible
classifications: ’

. N *
# (a) HIGH - a maximizing of the. number of self-referrent

words per topic discussed; no less than eight

e

Such words was required per topic.
- absence of any impersonal words or expressions;
to clérify, by impersonal words or expressions
are meant the following terms: "on, i} Y eﬁ a
qui..., la plupart du monde, les gens, tu",

that is: "one, there are some who..., most

L]

-

~
+ - three topics of conversation belonging to the

people, people, you". .’

seventh level of intimacy, as mentioned
previously.
(b) LOW - a maximizing of the number of impefs;nal ' .
Iwords or. expressions. : ;j//’\\
- an %§Sence (with an al}dWance of three) of

any ¥elf-referrent words.

»-.\ 12 : : ,J
N \_". - ‘

o e e
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- three topics of conversation belonging to the

second level of intimacy, as mentioned earlier.’

(c) PRESENT : ;

-

- use of at least three-expressions with direct

refgrence to the present, for example: "main-

tenant, 4 ce moment-ci', that is, '"now, at this

e ' L

time"; such an expression-had to be used in

——

the first sentence employed for each topic by

Ll
n

the confederates.
- only verbs.in thé preseﬁt tense throughout

the confederates' disclosure time.

three topics of conversation, worded to refer

to the present. ) - -

td) PAST --use of at least three expressions with direct

reference to the persoﬁ's past, where past was
defined as af least three years'ago.. )
Examples of such expressions ?ré;:"il y a 3,.
ou‘4, ou 5,...aqs; adolescente..: dans lei;
paésé", that is, "th}ee, or fouf, or five,...
years ago; as an adoieécent; in the past".
At least one of the éxpressions used per topic
had to specify the time in terms of number of
years ago or the'year that the event had
occurred. | ' |

-.only V%rbs in the past tense throughout the

disclosing time. ) T

A,

PRSP

s, h o e e
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- three topics of conversetion, worded to
refer to .the past.
The four treatment conditions involved coﬁbinations of
the above In other words, the confederates had to
fulfill two of the above condltlons that 1s either HIGH
or LOW and either PRESENT or PAST. Thus, two confederates . .
were instructed in each of the following: HIGH PRESENT
LOW-PRESENT; HIGH-PAST; or LOW-PAST. Each pair of
‘confederates per cell had no knowledge of the instructions
given to the other confederates-fﬁJthe other treatment o
conditions. Also, they were naive as to the hypotheses and
?xpectﬁgidn4 of the research. o

All other 1nsﬁfhct10ns given to the confederates were

/

1dent1ca1 They were asked to dress casually, w1th o

Jeans or fancy dress, in order to control for p0551b1e

dlfferences that might result from this variable. Also, - ‘
this probably ensured'the-least.possible differences on

the ‘average betweeh the confederates and the naive subjects

in terms of dtess The former were strongly urged not to

*f’ik or Otherw1se 1nterrupt the experlmental subjects

during their discourses and to limit conversation between ° G

\\\\\ ‘topics: It was also emphasized that, in all respects, the

confederates were to behave as if they were naive subjects

during "the interviews. .This was to ensure.equivalghce in
\

role status between dyadlc partners and thus minimize the

effects of modelllng.



L) .
B T T LT R, L e sl v - — T R SR

e | - 80 R .
Following this first step in-the trainihg, the
cpnfederates were, given at least two days in order to learn
- the procedure-and to.compose_self-disclogu;; excerpts that
conformed to their respective conditions. : Thus; apart from
the criteria d1rectly involved in the experlment there was
room for 1nd1v1dua1 varlatlon @gpspec1f1c content of what. -

was to be revealed by the confederates. Tt ﬁas felt that
o - y R
" this would ‘allow greater naturalness and spontaneity in the A

confederates' mannervof d;;ciosing as compared to a K

procedure where they would have to memorize pfewritten 5 ////

disclosure excerpts' : . s o /.-"/ 'S
The second- step involved 4 rehear;,l.wath the experl-

menter. This permltted the confederate to become concretely

fami;iar with the procedure and to have eome pract%ce,'w1thA

feedback in trying out her three'topics of. self-disclosure
Thlrdly,.each confedlrate underwent a practlce se551oﬁ\ ‘:*.

with one of- the eight practlce subject3.. Since these ’ .

interviews were ddentical to those that onId follaw'in ° ' .-

e R e AN ot Y el kb it e

. the exper1ment proper with the naive subJects they" o - w:pp

'

served the dual purpose of checklng on the‘smoothness of o

.carrying out,the procedure, and prlnCLpally, of uerlfylng the

L

dlsclosures of the confederates PTlOT to the experlment
L) . 5’\

pqsper, thvse taped practice se551ons were checked to”

ascertaln the fflflllment Df the treatment-condltlons by

the confederates. The aspects considered were. the top1c .;

';tselg* the number.of'self;réferrent words -used per topic

¥ -
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dlscu551on the use of ;mpersonal words or expre551ons .
.

verballzed per tOplC dlscu551on the number of Verbs in the
present ‘tense, the number of verbs ‘in the past tense and -

Uhe absence of future tense verbs. This ana1y51s showed

that confederates had 1ndeed learned thelr roles accurately,

according to their™ spec1f1e treatment condltlons This

Iy

was confirmed by the responses of the‘practlce subJects
on the post-interview questlonnalre ‘Confederates in the

o .
present or past condltxons had been percelved as such. Also, .

confederates in the hlgh 1ﬁt1m C condltlons were rated

L

condtplons \T‘. ‘ _ ) \‘)/? .

‘Experﬁment Proper ',L

"Location and Arrangement of Agparatus .The beerimept

took place at the Guidance Centre at'the Unlversity of
‘Ottawa. Intérviews were held" in three similar offices in

this huilding Two -identical chairs.were in a slanted

-+ position such that the two people would semlface each

other,_ A distance of approxlmately 30 1nches separated

the two'peop e. A.small low gaﬁT“was 51tuated in the
corner fqzmed by the two chairs. Under this table was the
.tape recorder. On fop of 1t 1ay\\hﬁ stopwatch the mlnute
mlnder, two HB lead penclls, and two 1nformat10n packages
turned overrso % at either letter "A" J} "B" on the .back

/1ms-v151b1e

of thé1top1c 1i The 1nformatron package

for the naive Subject comprlsed coples of the follow1ng

A ! .

! '/< . ' v s d
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(a) the.tw0wpage 1nstructlon sheet outllnlng the procedure,,
ﬁbe Appendlx E; (b) the 45 1tem'top1c 115t, 1abe11ed "A"'

) .
on ‘the ba see Appendlx F; (c) a, 3" by 5" whlte 1ndex card

a

which‘serVed for allgfgfponses see Appendlx G Por the

d
onfederate, the inférmation package *was 1dent1ca1 except

that an addltlonal'lndex ca;dﬁw"sﬂincluded to 1nd1cate

.t1m1ngs and the letter "B" flgured on the back of the samea

~
—ar .

toplc 115t Two coples of the post= 1nterV1ew questlonnalre

wer¢ to be found face down on a chair or desk nearby
..(f
Introductory Procedure. Nalve subjects had beén contacted

and assigned a conuenient time for'thelr interviews. When

" e

' asked to volunteer, hey “had been told that ‘they would

participate in a 30- mlnute 1nterv1ew se551on with another
femalerstudent with whom they had had no prev1ous contact.
The aim was stated as a study of so 1a1 interaction to
investigate what happens when two p Aple meet for the first
time. No other detalls-Were glveﬁ‘be£ore the_.experiment,
The naivé sobjects came directly to the Guidance |
Centre and were asked to 51t in the waiting room until called
for. LThe confederates walted in the offices reserved for
the experiment. The latter had been given a 1list of the
names of the naive subﬁeots.to make sure‘that they were
indeed strangers. Bach suhject was greeted personally and
escorted to .the - office. The dyadic partners were then ‘
1ntroduc d, mentianing only that both were students from

the Unlver51ty of Ottawa. It was. observed that the nature
. E ‘% . . - ‘ ‘ . .

.
. R
R g - Y
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of the §%u&y demanded that both be complete strangers untll

\thls 1ntrbduct10n thus expla1n1ng why each had been . wa1t1ng

in separate places. The only verbal st1pu1at10ns glven
LB

'qere the following: {afﬁa brlef statement of what ‘the ex-

periment would involve by pointing out the material on the

.tahle, (b) a request to avoid all talking not related to

the context of the study as such until the end of the encounter;
(cY an explanitrqn thet person "B” (always the confederate)

had been haphaz;}dly a551gned the role of tlmekeeper and ‘

thus would be in charge of. the stopwatch and minute m1nder
throughout so as to obtain standard1zat10n b; always using. the
same individual' to compensate, person ‘MAY, that is, the Pa;ye‘
subject, was told that she would be requ1red to speak on

four tOplCS whereas her partner only had three toplcs of
dlscou&se (&) a précision that feedback would be welcome . L 4

at the end of the encounter and that further detalls

regarding the nature of the study and its findings could be

sént to the participants on request. After these clarifi- -

cations, the matched-pair were left alone. - '~

Actual Interview Procedure, The two members of the

dyad began by reading over the 1nstructlons carefully
Then, the na1ve sthect looked over the/to/;: 115t and
selected one from the 45.ava11able. Th;s ch01ce was made
on the basis of }i willi;gness to'tal.k openly and honestly
about herself as pertalned to that toplc. She then wrote
down the number correspondlng to-her toplc'ch01ce on the

-

P) ‘ ) .

F-1
.

-~

.
s
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* index card. on the line labelled "ler.tour",

- turn.

» 84 o

that is, first-

At this point, the confederate started the tape

3

recorderi Also atter set thé minute minder to

three m1nutes and cllck on the\stop‘watch. The naive

. subject then\apdkE‘about herself as related to ‘her topic choice

" naive subject had talked on- four self-disclosure topics

confederate then'jotted down the'precise'time recorded by

'sub]ects' self disclosure style 1n a first encounter
-was then the confederate ] turn

. H \
'through the tOplC 115t, pretendlng to select one in the // )

for approxlmately three mlnutes.' The bell of the minute

mlnder 51gnalled the end of the-alletted'tine, The
the Stonwatch.llTﬂis first trial was to be regarded as a

' 4
pretreatment trial, giving a baseline level of the naive

-~

Y It.

She would also read . /

same way that the naive subJect had done, S0 that there
r

would be no duubts that she toq was na1Ve
TS
stopwatch and.ninute mlnder were reset and the confede:gte

When ready, the

P l
_elmllarlly dlscoursed for three minutes, that is, until the

sound of. g§he bell. As explained‘in the precedtng pages, ' ; |

her topics had been preselected )

- These turns continamed in thlS fashlon until the
and the confederate on her three topics. Thus, this stage
ef the experiment began and ended’ with self-revelations
on the naive subject's part. At completion, theytapq
recorder, was turned off. -The.matched'pair then answered

‘ . -
the post-interview questionnaire. This questionnaire
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- naiye subjects.. Giveh the two confederates per condition,
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.

_provided_a check of the effectiveness of.the experimental
_manipulations.“The first qﬁestion asked haive subjects to

rate thelr partner S 1nt1macy level in self- ~disclosure

on a 7- p01nt leefff;ba e, ranglng from "extrémement

1nt1me et personnelle" to "pas du tout 1nt1me et personnelle"

that 15, from "ex;;emely intimate and personal" ‘to "not at

all intimate and personal" It was e%pected that confederates

in the high intimacy condltlons would be percelved as C

belng more 1nt1mate1y self- reveal1ng by thelr dyadlc partner - '..,
than. confederates in the low intimacy condltlons with respect

to thelr partner's perceptlon A second questlon that the

subJects responded to was whether or .not they felt Jthat

thelr partner s dlsclosure was chlefly related to her past or oot
to her present life 51tuat10n Obviously, ;he answers to ,
this query helped to eﬁtabllsh the fulfillment of the ) !
rast versus ppesent conditions by the confederates. The |
.post-interview questionnaire may be referred to in Appendix H.
» - Subjects were thanked for their participation' Those
w15h1ng further 1nformat10n were sent a copy explalnlng the
de51gn and results by magl at a late; date.’

Each‘confederate partpok in seven interviews with “ ‘ _ -

this meant that 14'naive subjects received dneof the four

experimental treatments. The total of 56 taped sessions

was then subjected to an analysis, giving attention to

the intimacy level of the topics chosen by the naive
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subjects .and the number of self-references per 'minuter ~

verbalized £ each of the topics of.self-disclosure.
“With this¢ data 3nd the hypotheses alreadygput forward,
the statis't‘ical analyses can now be reﬁortgd in the.
next‘ chapter./‘f . _ \ . ‘ ', ‘ e

A
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") . RESULTS a : . ‘;hl/fg

Thls section, deals with the experlmental findings of

_the present study and, for this- putpose, is d1v1ded into four
areas.' \At first, a randomness Verlflcatlon was made to . ]
verlfy that subjects were equally d1str1buted into the treat-

.

ment cells, in terms of their characterlstlc dlsclosure

{ w111‘check the adequacy of the confederates'
~tTaining sd on a post-interview questionnaire. Thirdly,

the outcome .of thHe analyses testing the hypotheses ‘are

brought forth u51ng the tyo, measures of self- dlsclosure ' S e
- intimacy: pre- -rated intimacy levels and number of self-

references per minuté ab scores. °AS a fourth and 1ast

| point, the correlation coefficient éomputed between these

twg\measures is %eported

.

The alpha level to test out the predlctlons was set at

Y .05. Given -the small number'of”subjects per cell, this.

seemed a Justlflab1€L51gn1£1cance level aﬁa‘has aften

been :éduan prev1ous soc1a1 psycholog1cal studies of this

ure.

Randomness Verification

’

In this design, naive .subjects were &andomiy assigned.
to one of four treatments. A randomﬂess check was cdnduéizd
in order to make sure that, in’the baseline geriod before
exposure fo the experimental manipqlatiohsf‘initiai dif-

ferences between groups did not exist in terms of self-
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disclosure iné}macy_levels. To do so, a 2 (intimacy level)
by 2 (time orientation) analysis of variance was performed o i
with each af the two dependent measures: pre-rated intimacy

1evels and number of self-references per minute.

PP

As Table 1 indicates, when ‘the pre-rated intimacy level

Pored

of the first tOplC chosen by naive subjects was examlned

N e AT e Wk,

no significant main effects or interaction effects were found .
D oe—

between groups. The F values were too small and thus the /,//,

probabilities too large (p>.05) for groﬁps receiving

dlfferent disclosure intimacy levels. (Fl 52 = 3. ZGIand

d1ffereht time-related disclosures (F1 gy = 20) by the . *

1
t
1
1

confederates as well as in a combined intimacy by time
D : a
: / effect (F) ¢, = -80).
T _ Similarily, as predlcted the E values failed to
achieve adequate levels af .significance fpj).OS) when

groups were compared using the baseline number of self-

')\ references per minute. Results in Table chemonstrate that "
~—~  this holds true for intimacy level (51 52 = .55), time-
L] ’ ’

"related content (F1 57 = .12), and the inte?action.component

of these two' independent variables (Fl 57 = 04)

2 -

. Therefore, ffom these statistical analyses, one finds _ _ ’
.support for the position that naive subjects were nandomly
distr%butéd’as to* predisposed intimacy level within the four
treatment groups. .

’ Experimental Manipulations Check:

. 7
_ <,—"”\ ‘Post-interview Questionnaire
§a§f11ne means for pre-rated 1nt1macy levels were: 5.86,‘

21 and 5.00

bBasellne means for self referenEes-were. 11. 57 -10.72,
- © +10.43 and 11,09, ;

'L-— - ' P
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* Table 1 )
ANOVA:‘ .
' ™~ Pre-rated Intimacy Scores ih‘ the Baseline Period
. i a
Source SS - ~df M& E
Intimacy level 16.0 1 16.0 3.20
Time orientation 1.0 1 1.0 .20
Interaction 4.0 "1 4.0 , .80
Error 260.0 52 5.0
Total 281.0 55
" g_[;‘ is ﬁ_S, with p > .05, '
r N s .
-,
- .
\ .'
1’7 A
- . "
-
'
L ™

e

P T e

[ AN WL I A,
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' _Table 2
* ANOVA:
~Number of Self-réferencé; pef Minute in the Baseline Period
. ° . . - * ) . . a.. -
Source sS . df - MS F’ <’ _
1 - B - i
.Intimacy level ~~  11.60 1 11.60 .55
Time .orientation  © 2.48 - 1 . 2.48 127
eraction .78 . 1 .78 .04 o
Error . 1096,.24 52 21.08 -
Total 1111.10 55 S,
. - - " '
. .'//'a\F' is NS with-p>.05.
~
3 .
J\J..,.‘/
A S ° o -
. ]
- -4
b ..
o
y




'questlonnalre were examlned tQ test the effectlveness of the

91

’ . . -
" In addition to the tape ehecklng of a prectlce 1nter-_

- N
v1ew for the confederate, the results of the post=- 1nterv1ew

ekperlmental manlpulatléis The nalve subjects' perceptlons
of_the confederates' form an@ level of dlscloiure were taken

as a measure of the adequacy of the manipulations. -

Perceived intimacy level: Question A

From the first query on the questionneire,'ehe naive ] —_
subjects' answe;s Based:on their ratings of a 7-point scale

indicated how they had perceived the?intEmaey level of the
confederates' disclosures. The reﬁﬁ;ts of a 2 by 2 analysis . .
of.variance are reported iﬁ:Table 3. .Cenfederateﬂ who had
been taught to disc£0 with' High intimacy were rated as

being more intimate than confederates who had beee fnstructee
to be superficial (El’sz‘= 99:64, EL‘.OOl)Qw Naive subjects'
ratiﬁgs were not affected by_the present versus past .
disclosure conditions (51,52 = .94, 27.05). Of interest,
however, is the significant time by iqtimaey leeellinteractioh
effect (F1 5y = 5.49, P<;.05) manifested in the naive subjects'.
perceptlens of intimacy alane. Figure 1 places the means‘

into perspective so that the nature of this interaction can .
be illustrated. Simple effecte F tests were made. to discoéver
the degree to' which this fariabiliey was attributable to the
past-present component in the>HIGH‘end LOW treatmeht groups
taken separately. When only the two HIGH groups were

analyzed, a significant F was revéaled, as shown in Table 4

-~
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. ~ - - Table 3
h ANOVA: Subjects' Perceptlons of Confederates'
Degree of Int1macy, "Post- :LnterV1e-w Questlonnalre
Source | ss . df . M r
Intimacy level -85.02 1 g5.02 90.64*?
» o . ' . . ! .
) Time orientation . .88 - 1 . .88 . .- .94
Interaction 5.15 1 +5.15 5.49%%
Error “ 48.79° 1+ 52 .94 ‘ -
4 Total ., 139.82 .55 a0
+p< . 001 o < -
*xp < .05 )
. ~
- t‘
; p .
= -
i - . »
’ “\v .
] .ol
¢ p ! .
i )
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Illustration of Means of Naive Subjecﬁiﬂ'PQrceptionS

of Confederates' Intimacy to show Inte

.t

r_ction Effects
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' Table 4

-

ANOVA: High Treatment Subjects' Perceptions of

. Confederates' Degree of Intiméc s T
¢ ’ ~
Post-int®rview Questionnaire '
' . ] . ' JEAON
Source ' /ééﬁ -Qﬁ‘ : M - F
Time orientation 5.10 ‘ 1’ 5.10 6.12*
t Ergor S 21.60 26 .83
Total r 26.70 27
. l-\-—./
*PJ(.OS o ‘ !’ - .
. " —/\
Y ' -
, J >
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(Fl 26 = 6. 12, p4 QS) In oontrast, by referring to '
. Table 5, one sees that the past-present éondition‘seemed to§>>
-  produce- neglrglble dlfferences in the two LOW groups, as '
demonstrated by a very small F value (Fy 26 = 86,}1<'05)
The 1mp11cat10ns of this finding ‘will be discussed 1ater
- Whét is 1mportaﬁi at this p01nt is the 51gn1f1cant egffect

- found in the perceptlons of intimacy in regards to the manl?

o
\\““’///pulatlon of this 1nt1macy level.

'/fe;telved time or1entat10n Questlon B . -l (
—~ ~ In the second quest1on of the post-interview quest10n~ !

naire, the naive subjects 1nd1cated if they percelved their
o
partners time orlentatlon in- dlsc105ures to be past-

./ or present—oriented. A Chl -square gtatistic was employed
to verlfy that subJects' checked off '"past" when the

confederates ¥ been trained to be past- d15c1051ng, and

samllarlly, “that "present" was designated by subjects'~

o
palred’xdth ‘confederates instructed in the presei\ﬂabnditiop.
-~

Looking at Table 6, one finds cbrroboratlve ev1dence for

-pre 1ct1ng thgt\gircelved past and actual past. condlalons

came ~ rom the same' population 15/tenablelr (ﬁ? = .714, T

-

t?ese assertions. Moremspec1f1ca11y, the null hypothe51s .

p>- 05), as is the counterpart hypothe51s for percelved L\/)x—-
and actual present treatments (1 .143, p> .05). s

" To make sure that the dlfference between ratlngs of
past in the past treatment groups were significantly more

numerous than the past ratings for the present condition, a-
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. Table 5
ANOVA: Low Treatment bjec:ts ! Percepg-i';.ms of
; Confederates ' Degree of Intimacy, (
, Post-interview Questionnaire 7 :
¥ - - H
. -5
- a
Source SS af ~ MS B i
Time.orientation .90 R .90 .86 -
Error 27,20 26  1.05 e
Total 28.10- ‘ 27

3 -
L
. - 1
i
- i
. - B
;
'
. : i
¥
{
- 2
. 3
P . .
L
.



Table 6

"Chi-square Analysis on Subjects' Perceptions

~

z

of ponfederates' Time Orientation

| Perception: - C‘ategorya b
" —Condition High Low §o
.
Present:Present ‘ .
‘Expected 14 14 .7i4
Observed 13 11 .
Past:Past
© Expected 14 14 .143
Observed 13 ) 13

4Numbers indicate frequencies per cell.

by 2 jswNs with p ? .05.

L 1 .
e e



98

difference{of'pr0portions test ﬁasgpérformed‘(Taylor, 1972).
* ' .

" From Table 7, the highly significant z’value of 11 56
'prov1des evidence for this statehent at a probability
level greater than .001. 7

For now, let us fturn to the results 1nvolved with ‘the

.

actual dependent meéasures d1rect1y related to the hypotheses
of this'paper: the pre-rated intimacy levels and the number
of self-references per minute. ‘

Pre-rated’Intimagy Levels

The pre-rated intimacy level of the naive subjects'
selected topics for self-disclosure was one of the two
rcriterion variablgs. The means and standard deviatiohs of

the four treatment cells-are listed in Table 8. ~
o ‘Usin\g a BMDP statistical package c0mputer.piogram,»
aﬂfanaIYSis of covariance with nepeate& measures was
conducted on the pre-rated intimﬁcy Tevel scores, according
to each naive subject:s topic selection for self-disclosure
(BMDPP Bio-medical Computer Programs, }977). The baseline
or pretreatment trial score was the covariate which means -
that'the other three trial scores were adjustgd as if this
baseline measure were fixed: This assureé us fhatiindividﬁal
differences due td subjects' initial or characteristic

s
level were c&ptrolled for so that treatment scores were free

'

of this contamination. One may re¥€f to Table 9 in order to

compare the adjusted cell means with the actual means.

Table 10 shows the results of this analy51s of covariance

&
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Table 7 -
Difference of Proportiodé Test on §ubjécts' Perceptions - r~
of COTfederates' Time Orientation ‘ o
‘J lv' :‘. ) , 4—“

Perception: . XN “'”unﬁé? HP. z
thdition ‘ '

. - . v

Past:Past a 28 .929 - 071 11.56*
past:Present 28 .143 .859

+p <.001

aR ieferf to obserVed frequency divided by total N. Cow

b =z .

g -refers to 1*p. . _
A
. \
-
i.
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TaBle,S )

Actual Means and Standard Deviations of

Pre-rated Intimacy Levels

\

| {
Treatment condition’ ) N Mean SD
High-Present - 14 6.36 "2.29
High-Past = C .14 - 5.38 2,04
Low-Present . 14 5.07 2.12
Léw-Past 14 4.76 2.47
. High | 28" 5.87 2.21
Low o 28 4.92 2.29

) i
Present . - T 28 5.71 2.29
Past - 28 L - 5.07 2.27
] - -

Overall o 56 - 5.39 " 2.30
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:Table 9 -~
Adjusted Means of Pre-rated‘rntimgey Levels
Treatment. condition _Adjusted Mean
High-Present o . 6.34 .
High-Past | - v 5.37
Low-Present _ . 5.09
Low-Past ’ | - a7
Overall ) I - 5.39
5

\
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Table 10
Analysis. of Covariance with Repeated Measures
on the Pre-rated Intimacy Levels '
Source - M E
Intimacy level 34.28 1 34,28 - 6.53*
Time orientation  17.54 = 1 . 17.54 3.34
Intezaction . - 428 1 4.28 - .82
First covariété ' .31;' eI ) .31? .06
- . AT - - ’ ' * ’ h
Error ’ 267.64- 51 5.25
Total = . 324.05 > 55 '
v '
- *p<.0§
.) 18 -
- ' 7
’ . LY
. . & -
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with repeated measures. A significant effect of confederates' /fﬂ\\ A

intimacy level was found (F1 52 - 6. 53 p_‘ 05) . However,

1

*  the hy thesis involving ‘the time orientation of on£e-

self- dlsclosure,was d15Conf1rmed (Fl 5p = 3. 34 -
5) although- the trend followed the. expected directlon
such that the. mean 1nt1macy levels of naive subJects in the '
‘present condition was hlgher than th@t of naive subjects )

exposed to past-orlented!dlsclosures. There were no inter-

action effects of note (F1‘527= .82, E?h.OS).

Number of Self references per Mlnute

. The number of self referencgs per mlnute was computed
for the baseline as well as fo//the three folloW1ng experl-
mental trisls for each nhine‘subjects. Means/and etendard
deviations for each of the four treatment conditions are
available in Table.ll. . ..

Again, with this.score,'a 2- (intimacy level) by

2. (time orientation) by 3 (number of trials) enelysis of
-coveriance with tepeeted measures was performed on the
data, 8ince the basellne scores become the covarlate, the
~ new ad;usted cell means for the three trials are glven 1n
Table 12.. The results of the actual ana1y51s ‘are available

in.Table ;315 Intimacy level of the confederates:is shown

to produce'eignificent effécts (F1 5o = 4. 16, ‘E<: 05)
.whereas the'F obtained from the -time or1entat10n of the sell-

' d15c1051ng content was smaller than necessary for an alpha

‘level of .05 [Fl 52 = 3 65, E>' 05).- Still, the obtained.
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Yo 1 Table 11
Actual Means and Standard Deﬁiations of

Number of Self-references per Minute

i
Treatment condition N Mean © SD
—_—
o

High-Present 14 14.59 7 4521.

High-Past ~14 - 11.6f é,AZSI'
 Low-Present = £ 14 . 11.12 4.05
Low-Past L S 14 11.65 4.35
High 28 13.14 4.72
Low 28 v 11.39 2718
Present 28 ' - 12.86 4.46
Past 28 11.67 4.56

7

" Overall 56° : 12.26 4.54

.‘:‘



Adjusted Means of Number of Self-references per Minute

>

105
105

.Table 12

Treatment condition °

Adquted.megn

High-Present 14.47
High-Past ) 11.47
Low-Present 11.739
Low-Past 11.36
Overall 12.17

I

o r—————
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Table 13
Analysis. of Covariance with Repeated.,M/easures'

on the Number of Self-references per Minute
. ‘*‘ .--

v
Source ‘ SS . - daf. MS. _Ii
L, {
Intimacy level. 85.53 v, 1 . 85..53' 4.16*
Time orientation - 74,68 1 - 74.88 3.65
'Intefaction , 112.63 1 112.63 5.45*

3

First covariate SQSU 1" 395.91 ©19.28*
Error 10477 . 51 20. 54 _

Total « 1716.40 - 55

#

L4

*p .05
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probablllty (R = .062) "is only somewhat larger than the pos-
tulated confidence level, Whlch does not ‘overrule the
p0551b111ty of an undetected effect due to this time conditdon.
" An interaction effect was found to be dignificant (F1 52 =

' 5.@, _R<.'05). . The a,dJusted ‘mean:-:. for number of self-

irefereﬁces per ﬁinute ovef the three experime. al trials
_are graphicall& shown, in figuréﬁz end suggesggz similar trend

' as(was found Mith berceived_intimacy levels;'-Iﬂ'otdet to

.investigate more precisely the nature "of this iuteractioﬂ; o8
sfmple effect F tests were computed, taking ‘the HIGH and 'C>
LOW groups sepanately The flndlngs, as dlsplayed in
Tables 14 and 15, are similar to those obtained from such

an analysis of nalve subJects' perceptlons of intimacy. 1In
the HIGH groups, the past versus the present tlme‘orlentation.
\\\\\did create enough variabi}ity.between groups to achieve a
significant level (Fl 26 = 5:72, p<.05). On'the other hand,
LOW groups could not be dlfferentlated on the basis-of this

main effect (£1,26 = .31, p>. 05) : .

Corfelation of Two Dependent Measures N

A small and non51gn1f1cant correlatlon coeff1c1ent of

22 was obtained by, comparlng the pre- rated 1nt1macy level
scores with the number of self-references per minute

1.70, p 7. 05) ,

(tsq =
The next chapter concerns itself w1th a dlscu551oﬂ
of the relevance of ‘these flndlngs in relation to the

hypotheses that were formulated~1n the first chapter.
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Analysis of Covafiance with Repeated Measures
f Self-references perhMinufe :
~ for High Treatment Subjects 4
Source 4 88 df - MS E
Time orientation 19.69 - 1 19.69 5.72%
First covariate .10 o1 - .10 .ﬁ3
Error ' 86.11 25 3.44
Total 105.90 . 27
- 3 ‘
*p< .05 | o ¢
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_Table 15 —
Analysis of Covariance with Rep_é‘?;"t.ed‘ Measures '
on the Number of Self-references per Minute )
. .-'-for'Low Treatment Subjects )
‘L_‘\ ) . . .
¥ : . om a
= Soufce SS af F - B
. - : ' I \v______/ ‘J
‘ T'i.me o‘rientatio‘n - 2.22 I | .31 :
First-covariate ©  -24 1 .03
Error - 181.50 .25 1 7.26 ‘
Total = . 183.96 27 . |
- ~ . b - ‘ ‘—,'——-._________ ’__/ '.‘;
3F is NS with p>.05. ' '
-
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

Al
. ‘

The following sectlop ig divided into four main parts.
The first brlngs forth the relevant flndlngs 1n“11ght of -
.the first hypothe51s which relates to the 1nf1uence of
varylng the intimacy level in one's self- d15closure upon
another's depth of disclosure. Secondly,'the results per—
taining to the second hyoorhesis %ie:presented;ﬁrhis dealt
with the effect of different time orientetion in self- |
disclosure eommunicat}on with respect to a dyadic:partner's‘
intimacy level. ., In view of the;overall results, a rhird.
barf will euggegt improvements in the present design. ~
hFinally, ideas for funure research will be reveeledxwhich
.setve the purpose of taking therimplications‘of this study
"one‘sten further. o L - ('

Hypothesis 1

The first hypothesis predicted that naive :BBjects in

-

the HIGH conditions‘would have higher pre-rated intiﬂacy ﬁ N

levels and a larger number of self- references per minute than
the naive subjects receiving low 1evels of 1nt1macy from
‘the confederates, This was conflrmed on both counts. Slnce.
Both dependent varlables are measures of degree of intimacy
+ in self-dlsclosure, this provides strong evidence in favor of
~the dyadic:effect where "disclosure begets di;efosure". In
otheriéords, a person receivinglhigh levels of intimate self-
disclosure wili;be mofe deeply personallthan one obtainjng

. T _ .

o b ians ol
;

i

-
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zability of the dyadic
. popéIE%ion a design thag a

llaboratory by a110w1ng relatlve-

. Put into the'context of a norm of reciprocity inteiak
\\\bcﬁt

=;1.=-\i 1 ) : h
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9 : ) .
communications of lower imacy self-revelations by a dyadic
- " : ' . ’
partner. The massive amdunt of research reviewed in ‘the
first chapter has alrea iven firm ground: for the existence

of such a reciprocating en>Penom However,, K the findings

of thé pres&nt researdl Strengthen and expan the generali-
ffegt to include a new;cultLral.
—— :
,-natUIalpess in the ¢
e dom in the confédera;es'
self- d1sclosures, and .the use of two asureé df intimacy in’
self—dlsclosure which, alfhough Animally related, yield |
pardllel results. : - A o 7
5
ation, the results suggest that the naive subjects exposed
to a highly reveallng partner felt an obllgatlon to pay. for
such 1nt1mate,1nformat10n. Because of the limitations in tlme:
and struéture of the setting, one of the only’ ways of
eliminating the debt incurred and re-estaglishing-a baldnced

relationship was for those subjects to disclose.intimately in

I

_return. By contrast, when a naive subject was matched with

a less intimate Coﬁfederate, low-Tevel communications-in -
intimacy. weressufficient to reduce the tension created'bf‘
receiving benefkits and thus to. restore equity in the andic_
processnl_This can’occuf.fairly automatically since this norm
of £§ESPTOCitY is internalized.

-3 "Hypofhesi§'2 '

Time orientation was not found to be a éignificant\7

. .
L . \_‘

Y
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. ) . et
main effect for either pre-rated intimacy letfgs or number

of self-references per minute. Since the probability assSoci-

ated Wlth the test of significance related to the former

~dependent variable was still fairly low (E 2 .073)ﬂ it could

be that a larger sample sizé might have produced an F of

sufficient importance to rejectrthe null hypothesis._‘At

this ﬁoint, the.area remains a fruitful one for researchp

given the measure of pre-rated intimacy levels. SR
Turning one's attention to the results of the analysiév

of covariance using the number of self-references per,

_minute as scores, the main effect due to time orientation,

R A
though nonsignificant,-is still large enough to warrant

further investigation'(B = .062). As such, a larger sample

size might have yielded significant results.

-Thus, for both'ﬁre;rated intimacy levels gnd number of |
self-references per'minute, t;;e orientation just fZils to
attain significaﬁce. Results indicate-a-téﬁdeﬁcy-for

present dlsclosers to be responded to with self disclosures .

of greater 1nt1macy t&fn past disclosers Further research .

with larger numbers of subjects is called for

At this time however, one can strive to interpret

.-~".

the meaning of the 1nteract10n effects found with the L~/f3/ ]

§e1f references measure. A 51mple F test on the HIGH
\ -

tﬁeatment groups did reveal that naive subJects receiving

present -oriented disclosures responded with more intimacy

than subjects who were disclosed only past-related material.

L

Y
¥
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This significant trend wasinotifound in the LOW conditions.
One might therefore conclude that present disclosures of

high intimacy are interpretea as indications'ef greater

risk- taklng anéﬁtrust and more' é&oseness and personalness . ;
which, as-a consequence, represents the receipt of a larger .
benefit. From‘an equ1tab1e exchange viewpoint then, the
recipaent feels obligated to pay for such revelations

with greater degth-in self-disclosures. Since receiving

low levels of self-disclosure already symboLized'a greater//f’
distance and lower trust from the'discloser, the second -
interactant will not feel any‘hifferential obltgationS’when
these dlsclosures are related to the past or present. From

a Gestalt perspectlve, the "here ‘and now" does 1mp1y a better

ability to form intimate relationships when it comes to

L

‘d15c1051ng more private information. . Greater dlfflculty
. seems:to be encountered when self- reveallng personal feelrngs

in the present as it means taking greater risks and perhaps

arouses greater fear or anxlety than past -related disclosures.
Support for the above conc1u51ons is.also given by
results from the post-interview questionnairé .in relation to

the naive subjectg' perceptions of the degree'of intamacy

L]

. displayed by their dyadic partner. _Following through from a

‘'significant interactions effect, a simple one-way F test also

revealed that HIGH treatment subjects rated present disclosers

as being more 1nt1mate ‘than past-related revealers.

“Although thlS was. not predlcted d1rect1y, 1t c01nc1des with

\
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the overall cong¢lusion that high-present disclosers will be

perceived as more intimate and thus responded to with

greater intimacy in self-disclosure..

Suggested Improvements (

Measures of intimacy in self-disclosufe

Some improvements in the present design could be made

in terms of the dependent measures and the experimental

procedure. To begin with,. the recommendatlons with respect
to the measures 6f infimacy in self—disclosure are discussed
in relatlon to: (a) pre—rated intimacy levels, gb) number

of self—references per mlﬁute, and (c) other possihle

measures .

~

"Pfeerétéd iﬁtimacy levels. A pilot study should be
¢onducted using a randomized sampie of a female French-
Canadian populatlon of unlver51ty students and asking them to
rate Taylor and Altman's 1tems on the 11- p01nt 1nt1macy
scalel” Tﬁ: fesulting intimacy levels could differ-from-
those made by the original male college populatlon. The
new’ ratings would therefore be more appropriate and more
accurate for a repeat of the present study than the_prea
rated intimacy levels utilized here. |

Number of self- references per minute. The question

arises as to whether impersonal pronouns such as "you" should

¢

be excluded completely and not scored or, as in Stone and_ .

" Gotlib's study (1975), to count these as 1 ﬁoint and personal

prohOun statements as 2 points in the compuﬁation of the
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average intimacy rating. The best solution would be to make
separate analyses using both procedurijajzzﬁﬁyngxgiSCQVer :
if one.obtains the same results. SomeNauthdrs do not scaore |

"we" as personal self-references, giving consideration only

. to "I'" pronouns as indices of self-disclosure intimacy

(McGuire et -al., 1975; Goodstein et al., 197’6). Again here,
one could do separate counts with aﬁd without: "we's"
scored.. It might show that such differences are not important
and results for these s;ofing methods would bé similér.
However, one needs to ascerfain this suggestion through actual

— ‘

“tomparisons.

\ﬁd&ifiaﬂal‘ﬁéésﬁreé. Other dépendent measures could
be used in a design of this sort. These.are listed'in the
following péraggaphs.' o -

(a) Scale ratings by judgés Ratings by two or more
blind judges could bé ddded to meagure intimacy in self-
disclosure. For thi;‘pufpoge, scales already exist accom-
banied'By instruction manﬁals;_for'eiémﬁle, the 7-point

Disclosure Rating Scale (Doster and Strickland, 1971)

dnd-thfee S-point scales vised by Davi; and Sloan (1974)

tb_meéshre dépth or intimacy level, emofional investment
or intensity.of affect and imitatioh or similérity of

content between dyadic partnbrs.‘ It would ‘also be possiblé
for Such frained judges- to determine by some définedfcriteria
the.past orfpresentArelatedﬁe§s of the naive subjects' self—‘v

disclosing content, Such ratings eould test-whether dis-

-

) \\‘ N e R i S~
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cldsing in the past engenders revelations with this time
perspective from-the other and whether present disclosures
o -

are reciprocated by the like.

b) Confederates' rceptions of artners' intimacy.,
p P y

~ A subjective indication of self- disclosure 1nt1macy ‘by the

experlmental subjects could be the confederates' perceptlons_

'k ~ 5
of thlS depth, using the same post -interview questlonnalre

f111ed out in this study by the subjects.
(c) Pre- rated 1nt1macy levels in terms -0of future
interactions. At the end.of the,lnterv1ew, asklng the

naive subjects to list other self-disclosing topics that

- they WOuld~be willing to discuss with the.'same partner at

some future t1me would. allow one to obtain the pre-rated

intimacy 1evels of these tdplcs. This medsure would provide

the experlmenter w1th an 1nd1cat10n of the nalve subJect'

w1111ngness to self-dlsclose 1nt1mately and his readlness to

"continue the-reIatlonshlp.

(d) Liking scale question on post—interview question-

_ naire. Furthermore, the post 1nterv1ew questionnaire

' could include a question to determine 1f more intimately or

-

,present disC1051ng.confeQerates are 11ked more than their

counterparts. Ratings on'a 7—Roint'sca1e on degree of
liking would have impli;atione for an interpersonal
attraction framework.

Increasln the number of measures.of intimacy in

selfmdlsclosur would he{p to deflne the dimensions

-

—_—e P e b gt - b 25
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1nvolved *in intimacy and the spec1f1c trends of each relative =

to each other and as dffected by various dependent facg\&s.

*

Experimental procedure, o ;

Additional changes in the experimental design'could
fdcus on aspects of the procedure. Recommendations consider
four ar;és; (a) naive subjects, (B)-confede;ates, (c) ba;eline
and expérimental trials, and (d) a check on thé effectiveness
df decpption. =

Naive subjects. A larger number of naive subjects

- . : ~
(around 20 per treatment cell) would more readily discern

g

differences due to treatment effects. In the present study,
there were only 14 naive éubjectg per‘cell, which meant only

7 péf'individual Eonfederdte; Also, the age range could be .
narrower by bringing ddwn the upper age liﬁit, from 36 years

to perhaps 25 years old, so .as to ;onform more closely to the
average univefsity student age. Since the aim is to geheraliie
to a female university student popplation, it is advisable

to select subjects during tﬁe‘usual school terms, that igb
from September to Abril. In this stddy, summer school -
students were selected which included a proportion of-peoﬁle
who have permanent employment (for example, teachers) and

who are Just taking courses out of 1nterest(6r to accumulate
credits for an eventual degree. Such 1nd1v1duals may differ
consideraﬁlf from the'younger, full-time university student.

In .this reSpedt,.the present samplé may Have contained more .
married subjects 1han-wou1d be exﬁected in the general

P -
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studeﬁt'population. These/gfforts would thus ensure a more

appropriate Sample given the- population.

iConfederateQ.ﬁ In order to eliminate differences that -

might be related to the pe}sonalities or physical appearances |,
of the confederates; tﬁo possibilifies are mentioned: (a) One
could traln the same person(s) for the varlous treatments.

In order that such confederates would not become confused

as a result of the cruc1a1 differences between 1ns%ruct10ns,;

‘they could be trained for one treatment at a time, underg01ng \
the se}f:aisclosing‘eneouhters for that- treatment before
receiving Eeaching on ahother_manipulatioﬁ. (b) At least

‘ three confederates could Beloné to each treatment cell.

In this research, having two such confederates per.

-

cell decreased the ;ikelihood of placing more “appealing"

' (eccorq;ng‘to naive subjects'_subjective appraisal)|confe—

dbrates within one cell as compared to hating only four-

total confedefeteé with one ﬁer cell. "However, it’ could still

. be that the two persons. instructed in the HI GH-PRESENT
condition stimulated-greeter depth in self-disélosure by the
paive Sﬁbject, as a function of their individual characteris-

et tics for example, by belng more empathlc in their non -verbal

, V’ language .

. As a further point, the training itself should be'more

~

_externsive. Certaln stipulations as in amount df eye contact'_
allowed need to be controlled for. In this study, the hlgh-

-~ . rated intimacy topics given to the confederates appeared
. L A ot
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to engender more interest and enthﬁsiasm to’participate
from the co;federates that were:asked to self-reveal on
these. This greater interest could have been communicated
to their partners and had some effect on their manner -

of disclosing inlturn. Such variables are, iﬁdeed, difficult

to eliminate without subtracting from the freedom and natural-

ness of .interaction by the trained participants, a factor
: : N
that should not be easily discounted in self-disclosure,

\ . . . . :
studies ar social psychological research in general.

Baseline and experimental trials? In this study, the
baseline trial for the naive subject occurred prior to any
«self- dlsclosure from the trained dyadlc partner Some authors

Y -

have defined the baseline period as one follow1ng self~ dls—

closing of a fixed‘natur_' all treatment groups by the .

*

" confederate. “.One could argue for the validity of either

procedure., A p0551b1e solution is to have two basellne

Bl

perdzgsr/the first would be the same as in the present study
he

“and after a self-disclosure perlog of flxed 1nt1macy

at some moderate to low level by the confederate, the second

'~ baseline level could be computed. The remalnlng_trlals would

.-
t

be consistent with“the procedUre'describea‘im’this research.
- Two separate analyses of covarlance using one or the other
basellne scores as the covariate would reveal any dlfferences
if any, created by thé two procedures, . -
One will recall two restrictions placed on t%f inter-

actants durlng their encounters. (a) they were asked to talk "

-
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i
i’ for three minuytes withou surpassing this 1inir: for some,
-this seemed too long, £og\3£hers, too short a fime;.and
i (b) they were 1nstructed not to 1nterrupt or in any way
~ respond tp/ihe disclosures by thelr partners: for some, this

was frugtrating. Such 11m1tat10ns prov1ded greater experl-

f

mental ntrol and seem necessary to some extent to equalize

een pairs of subjects.

what happen ‘Some possible

alterations are: (a) give a lower- and upper 11m1t in the
time range allowed for self-disclosure per trial, for example,

from two to four or five minutes. Such a range would permit

the computation of the amount of time.5peht disclosing per
topic and thus provide a measure of duratlon of self- '
disclosﬁre. Confederates, however, should malntaln a flxed
K ) time period for each self-disclosure perlodcunless one
1ntends to investigate the\e fects of various durations of
self~disclosure speech. (b) The naive subjects could be

questioned in the post-interview quéstionnaire on their:

degree of wanting to respond to the other

's self-disclosures'

ions on not being-able to do

and their feelings of frustrat
. ’/\ -

'so. This would .serve several purposes: (a) 1t would

clarify to what extent.such a problem s commonly felt,

(b) it could a11ev1ate some of this frustratlon due t

\7‘;‘“*“""4¥¥Q£f?nlty afforded to express-it,

the experimenter with another measure that could conc

and (<) 1t would

vary between groups, that is, it could be’ hypothe51ze

subﬁeets‘in the HIGH-PRESENT condition would 'show a g

-

0 the
prov1de
elvably
d that

reater

*a

-
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inclination to want to respond to the other. *

L ~ ) \
- . Check on effectiveness of deceptiyn. Whether or not

naive subjects intuited that their partners had had previous

training might affect the nature of their self-disclosures..

' In order to verify that the confederates were not suspected

of being anything but.-naive, an indirect query or open-
ended question in the follow-up questionnaire could be adde
Matarazzo,'Saslow.and Pareis (1960) used two such questions:

(a)"the purpose of this experiment was: "

and (b) "my evidence for this was: N

The subjects' answers were scored by these authors on a

]

' 4-p01nt ratlng scale that measured the1r awareness of

treatment. Powell (1968) employed a varlatlon.of.thls
method. Such a procedure is preferred to having more

direct Questions like "was your partner a confederate?“.

which mlghg glve too many falsely positive answers.
The above sectlon ‘has outlined some 1deas and recom-
mendatlons for changes in the present design. The purpose
of such modifications would be to test out the conc1u51ons
of the present paper and to strengthen the 1mp11cat10ns

-that are drawn here.

Future Research Possibilities (13

"Other than-the impnevements mentioned in thevprevious
sectidil_gggtinued researgy'involvipg'the time orientation of
self dlsclosures is strongly underllned In view of the

results, future research would serve the following purposes.
L4 '
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(a) First, it would be an affirmation of the findings of the

present paper, through repetitidn. (b) Such research would

1%

also proviﬁe an'investigation of the various levels of. -

intimacy in order to discover at which depth, past versus.

present dlsclosures take on importa 7 This suggests'lookiné

at‘time ;:e;tation within moderate: high and extremely high

self-flisclosure intimacy. Relative to the\latter it, could
be thatsextremely pronounced {intimacy is only perceived as
signals of maladjustment whenxrelatedlte“one’s present
situation and that regeiviag past.and’veryahigh self-dis-
closures would not be 1nterpreted1“n this negatlve light.

(c) A thlrd aim of further research’would be an 1nvest1gatlon
of the meaning of past disclosures to see 1f talklng in the
past, as'defined in this study, would. produce similar results
as d15c1051ng about the past.with a present focus, that Ls,

" by” "presentlzlng the paﬁéﬂ‘§\$o exemplify the meaning of
each, an example of talking in the past would be: "I felt

so angry- as a child when‘ﬁ?’ﬁareqts treated me-1like that"

whereas a present focus on the past might be a statement such

- &
ast "I feel so angry now about how my parents tréated me
. LY
,as a child". Each statement or sentence could be ratedo-

separately, by first trﬁgscribing the text. Talking in the
past could be defineg}, as~th this study, as-sentences
containing only past-tense tetbs with no present—qrieqted‘
words.- A presentized past could be re%lected by sentences

with a present-tense verb but in reference to some past

L] -
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c ntext br situation. @ccording to Gestalt therapy; theye
should be a difference between these two ways of relating
to one's past. More prec1se1y, the presenticized past should

be perceived -and responded to with greater 1nt1macy than

~exclusively past- related self- dlsclosures. ‘ -

These represent concrete possibilities for furthering.-
) ' v

research in this area. Turning back to'the study here, o~

L]

one can say that 1ts focus on 1nt1macy and present versus past

orientation in self dlsclosures enhances our understanding of

the process involved within the development of interpersonal

. . . \‘ . .
dyadic relationships. These aspects are crucial-to the

ettainment of a balanced and equitable relationship that

can promote both 1nd1v1dua1 personal growth and meanlng in

addition to satisfaction in one's-ongoing interactions with the

o

world around us.
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APPENDIX A .
H

Instructlons for ngy—Present Confederates

Le point central de cette recherche est -. 1la révélation de

soi (i.e. "self-disclosure"). Cp,concept peut . seidéfinifiet 1nn

comme suit: "1 vinformaticn verbale qu'une Personne A communique

volontairement et honnétement 3 une Personne B, tou;o&rs en

L]

relation avec elle—méme.

Votre réle sera de faire de 1la révélation de soi selon les

condltlons sulvantes

1.

Vous devez vous servir aussi souvent que possible de ces

mots de référence personnelle je, me, moi, moi-méme, ma,

mon, mes, le mien, la mlenne, les miens, les miennes, nous,
notre, nos, nous-mémes., %e ndtre, la nétre, les nStres.

Le minimum exigé pour remplir cette condition est de 8 de
ces mots pour les 3 minutes de discussion d'un sujet de
conversétion. Toutefois, essdyez dtutiliser ces m@ts aussi
souvent que possible. . N'employez pas dés références plus
impersonnelles telles que: on, il y en a qui;.., L&gplupart

du monde, 1es gens, etc,

Vous devez- parler de chaque quet de conversatlon én vous
référant 2 votre situation immédiate et actue%le. I1 doit
s'agir de’ comment vous vous sentez ou aglsisz au Rrésent
dans votre vie actuelle. Communiquez ceci 3 votre par-
tenaire: ‘ _' 3.

(a) en commencant chgcun,des 3 sujets de conversation avec

1L
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une des expressions suivantes: 3 ce moment-ci, 2.
présent, maintenant, comme je:me sens -3 ce temps-ci,

‘ R - -
actuellement. Employez au moins 3 de.ces expressions

A

dans les 3 minutes alloudes par sujet de conversation.
e Al "

" (b) en employant seulement des verbes conjugués au présent.

~

3. Vos trois sujets de conversation sent.les suivants, en

ordre éhrdnologique: |
_ler tour: Ce qui m'effraie le plus.

2éme tour: 8i oui ou'non, je me sens attrayante au sexe

~
1

opposé.

3&me tour: Des faiblesses que je ressens avoir (que je

pense avoir) dans ma personnalité..

LY
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APPENDIX 8.

Instru&mions for High-Past Copfederates
Le ﬁoint central &e cette rechérthé est =.r la révélation de
soi (i.e. “self-disclésure"). Ce concept pgutrséfdéfiniﬂériniﬂ
comme suit: ”l‘information Qerbale qu'une Pérsonne'A communique

volontairement et honnétement 3 une Personne B, touJours ‘en

v

relation avec elle-méme."

Votre.rﬁlqisera de faire de la révélation de soi selon les

-

conditions suivantes:

¥

- : | .

1. Vous devez vous servir aussi souvent que possible de ces
mots de reference personnelle. je, me, moi, moi-méhe- ma,
-mon, mes, le mien, la mienne, les mlens, les mlenqps, ‘nous,

neére, nos, nous-mémes, le nﬁtre, la ndtre, les nodtres.

@

: Lé minimm exigé pour'rempiir cette condition est de 8 de
ces mots.pouf'les 3 minutes de discussion d'uﬁ sujet de
‘conyersatisn. Toutefols, essayez d'utlllserzigs mots aussi
soﬁvént que p0551b1e. N'employez’ pas des réfézences plus
imperSonnelles telles que: on, il y en a quil.., 1la plupart

du monde, les gens, etc.
)

2. Vous devez parler de <haque sujet de conversation en vous .
-4

reférant 4 une situation passée et mnon actuelle. I1 doit

C e

s'agir de comment vous vous sentiez ou agissiez dans un

temps passé, et plus spéc1f1quement dans une période

-

depuls ‘au moins 3 ans., Communlquez ceci 4 votre

partenaire:

.

"
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(a) en commeﬁgant chécqn des. 3 sujets de conversation avec
une des expressions suivantes: il y'a 3 (ou 4, 5, etc.)
ans, quand j'&tais plus jeune, adolescente, je..., en
1975 (ou 1974, 1573,‘etc.), dans le passé, etc.

Employez au moins 3 de ces expressions dans les 3

minutes allouées par sujet. Au moins une de ces

expressionshdoit spécifier.un temps précis; c'est-3-
dire une des deux expressions: il,y a 3 (ou 4, 5, etc.)
ans ou en 1975 [ou 1974,31973, etc.). '

(b) en employant éeulement des verbes conjugués'dans un

temps passé t ue le passé, l1l'imparfait, etc. -

-

Vos trois sujex5 de conversations sont les suivants, en

ordre chronologique: | . f:)

-l

N\

ler tour: Ce qui m}effrayaf& le plus. ’
2épe tour: Si oui ou non, je me sentais attrayante\@u

sexe oppqsg.

3&me Qou}: Des faiblesses que je pensais avoir (que je

.~

ressentais avoir) dans ma personnalité.

.
d ' - CI
. ..
~
.
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Instructions for Low-Present Confederates

Le point central de cette recherche est sur la révélation de

& spi (i.e. "self-diSclosﬁre"). Ce concept peut se:d&finir.. .. ;

—

comme suit: "1"information verbale qu'une Personne A communique
volontairement et honnétement 3 une Personng B, toujours en

. relation avec elle-méme."
by

Votre r6le sera de faire de la révélation de soi selon les

conditions suivantes:

-

»
1. Vous devez vous servir aussi souvent que possible des mots #

et ‘expressions syivants: on, il y.en a qui..., les gens.,, —~——

la plupart du pénde, etc. Ces termes sont souvent employés

pour se réféyer 2 soi-méme d'une facgon impersonnelle.

Essayez d'fmettre autant que p0551b1e les mots de référence

plus pers elle tels que: je, me, moi, m01-méme ma, mon,

mes, le mien, la mienne, les miens, les miennes, 'nous, -
notre, nos, nous-memes, le nétre, la n6tre, les nétres.
Un maximum de 3 mots de référence personnelle doit &tre

utilisé,

-
Vous devez parler de chaque sujet de conversation en vous

. . L L] ' * I
&éfErant 5\votre sithation immédiate et actuelle. «I1 doit

s! aglr de comment vous vous sentez ou agissez au Erésent

dans votre vie actuelle. Communiquez ceci A votre

a .

partenaire:

rd

(a) en commengcant chacun des 3 sujets de conversation avec

<
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~une des ‘expressions suivantess 3 ce moment-=ci, 2 .

présent, maintenant, comme je me sens 3 ce temps-ci, .

actuellement.' Employez au moins 3 de ces expregsions L

dans les 3 minutes allouées par sujet de conversation.

(b) en employant-seulement des verbes conjugués au présent.

Vos trois sujets de conversation sont les suivants, en

ordre chronologique:

ler tour: _ Des sujets de conversation qdi m'ennuient.

S

2&me tour: ‘Dés intempéries (du mauvaiS'femps) qui’

-l m‘effraient (e.g. tempétes de venf, le
tonnerre, ouragans, etc.).-

3&me jtour: . Mesléentiments face 2 me rendre i des..

-"pértiés" ou autres soirées ol il y a du

..plaisir bruyant.
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U Instructions for Low-Past Confederates !
‘Le point central de cette recherche est - la révélation de

soi (i.e. "self—distzgsure”). Ce concept peutrsé*défiﬁirﬁfin{

comme.suit: "l1'information verbale qufune Personne A communique

volontairement et honné&tement-ad une Personne B, toujours en

-

relation avec elle-méme."

Votre rble sera de faire de la révélation de soi selon les.

conditions suivantes:

'

. partenaire:

1

1. Vous dei®z vous servir aussi souvent qye possible des mots

. - SN
et expressions suivants: ongiil Yy _en

@fqui..., les gens...,
la plupart du monde, ett(* Ces termes sont souvent employés
pour se référer a'soi—méﬁé\d'Une 'fagon impersonnelle.
Essayez d'omettre autant que possible les ﬁots:de référence
plus personnellea;els hue: je,, me, moi;_moi-méme, ma, mon,

mes, le mien, la mienne, les miens, les miennes,’ nous,
< . . P . !

‘notre, nos, nous-mémes, le ndtre, la ndétre, les ndtres.

Un maximum de 3 mots de référence personnelle doit 8tre -

utilisé. L , - _ Y
Vous devez parler de chaque .sujet de conversation en vous

référant A‘une situation pgséée et non actuelle. I1 doit

“s'agir de comment vous vous sentiez ou agissiez dans un

"

temps péssé, et plus spécifiquement, dans une période

dghyis au moins 3 ans. Communiquez ceci 3 votre

3,

\
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- une des expressions suivantés: il y a3 (ou 4, 5,

ans, quand j'étais plus jeune, adolescente,je...,
1975 (ou 1974, 1973, etc.), dans le passé&, etc.

Employez au moins 3 de ces expressions dans les 3

minutes allouées par sujef. Au moins une de CEF >
exptfssions doit spécifier un teﬁps précis; clest-a-
dire une des deux expressions: il y a 3 (ou 4, 5, étch)ﬁ
‘ans ou 'en 1975 (ou 1974, 1973, etc.). '

(b) en employant seulement des verbes conjugués dans un

temps passé tel que le passé, l’1mparfa1t, etc,

3, Vos trqis'sujets de éoﬁversation sont les suifant51/?§{
ordre chronologiqueE h

ler tour: Des sujets de convérsatlon qui m' ennuYalent

Zéme'tour: Des 1nteﬁ’3¥res (du-mauvals temps) qu1
m'effrayaient (e g. tempétes de vent le
tonnerre, ouragans, etc J. .

38me tour: Mes sentiments antérieurs face i me rendre 3

o ~ des "parties" ou autres soiréés ol iltf'aldu
plaisir.bruyant. : ‘.' - .

*p

S - -



T ————

1i e et —p s sm— e R LR T T it

u"
S
e
T ' ¥

Rk

142

APPENDIX E

Instructions for Naive Subjects

Chére étudiante,

Nous vous demandons de garficiper i un projet‘de recherche quil

traite du processus d'interaction sociale. Pour simplifier,

cela pourrait &tre décrit comme suit: qu'est-ce qui se passe

lorsque deux personnes se anéontrent?

!

Votre partenaire et vous avéz &té placées ensemble au hasard.

La durée de vo

Lisez d'abord 1€

!

e participation sera d'environ é&xsfnutes.

instructions au complet attentivement. Puis,

artenaire 4urez terminé cette 1$Fture,
!

L_\iirsque vous et votre
\\Q revenez au numéro 1 et‘suivez les &tapes ci-dessous.

Voici comment vous devez procéder:

1.

Prés de vous il y a deux feuilles de papier. Celle
intitulée "B" appartient 3 votre partenaire. Vous devez
seulement vous servir de la feuille "A". Une p%Fite
carte b}anche est attachée 23 cefte feuille. En regardant
la feuille MAY, voﬁs.pbuvez voir une série de 45 éﬁoncés
différents. Chacun représente un sujet possible de

discussion ol 1'on parle de soi-réme.

T

Notez qu'il y-'a aussi deux crayons et un chroncmétre sur
la petite table 3 votre c6té.

Votre partenaire met le magnétophone en marche.

‘Maintenant, lisez bien tous les €noncés sur la feuille "A",

Choisissez-+en un sans trop tarder. Pour faire votrg*choix
]



"MA" puis choisissez un deuxiéme &noncé. II n'est pas

L e 7 e - -

e
.
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V . N 0‘ - N ! . -
sélectionnez ul &noncé (i.e. un sujet de conversat1on) sur

lequel vous &tes prétes 2 parler ouvertement'et honnétement

de vous—memes. Indlquez le numéro (de 'l é 45) cdrrespondant

3 1'énoncé que yvous avez choisi sur la petite carte
31anche. §'il-vous-plait, laissez- la feuille "A". sans
aucune mar&ue.- X o

Lorsque vous aurez bien.indiqué votre choix, demandez 3
votre partenaire de mettre le chronométre en marche pour
3 minuteé. (Votre‘partenaire'sera en charge du chrono-
mdtre poGr ha_durée de la reﬁébntre); Puis, commencez &
par1e4psur 1'énoncé choisi d'uné fagon naturelle. I1 est

important de continuer d parler sur ce méme quet jusqu'a

ce que les 3 minutes soient écoulées od presqu'écoulées.

Nt dépassez pas les 3 minutes.

Lorsque le chronomdtre sonnera (aprés 3 minuFes), ce s?ra
alors le tour de votre partenaif@. Elle choisit, de la
méme fagon, un énoncé en sé servant de’ la feuille g,

Elle suit}alors la méme procédufe. Quoiqu@.cela puisse
vous tent z, il est.importaﬁt de ne pas l{interrompre
pendant éu prés son discours. '

Aprés ‘les 3 minutes de votre partenaire,-voﬁgAcommencez
alors votre deuxiéme four; Regardez de nouveau la feuille

permis de reprendre le méme énoncé. Puis, répétez les

. '1n5truct10ns 4, 5, et 6.

8, Clest alors votre tr0151éme tour (aprés le deuxiéme de

!

=\ | .
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votre partenaire) Encore répétez les jnstructions 4,
5, et. 6 en vous servant d 'un tr0151éme énoncé.

9, Faites de. méme pour votre quatrléme et dernier tour.

A

I.'entrevue est alors terminée. .

******'A'******'*****************************i****************
1

A NOTER:

L

***pyant de partir, nous vous demandons de remplir un bref

questionnaire de deux ques&}ons. Vous le trouverez sur

le bureau dans la méme pléce.

***gj yous désirez une copie décrivant d'une facon plus
approfondie la nature devcette recherche, s'il-vous-
plait,.lgissez votre nom et adresse au dos de la petite
carte surrlaquelle vous avez indiqué vos choix et VoS
réponses au questlonnalre.

***Nous vous prions de ne pas dlscuter de ce projet avec
d'autres volontaires (par exgmple, VoS compagnons de

classe) avant leur propre participation.

sx#Merci encore pour votre coopératiom.

I’
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| APPENDIX E -
. Forty-five Item Self-@isclosure Topic List o
- ; : ' . T

1. Les sujets sur lesquels je me sens bien renseignée.

-3,
-A
b
4

‘2. Les fois ol je-me suis faite dire "mes quatre vErit&s"

pat un gargomn. (i.e. Times whéen I have been "told off" by

a boy )2
3. A quel poinf'je deviens fachée lorsque les géns me
* presseﬁt. h
4., Mes sentiments lorsque, de temps en temps, je me retrouve
séule pour réfléchir.

Des ‘mensonges que j'ai:dits 3 mes parents.

Comment je me sens face aux nouvelles modes masculines.

e i Y oy 4t h i Tl Y E Y 1 e % kA el o S B NS

A quel point j'aime parler avec d'autres personnes.

Ma vie sexuelle.
1 Y

Si oui ou non je brise les régles.

k. abaad s £ s

10. A quel poiht‘je suis du genre 3 remettre les choses 2

-

plus tard.

11. A quel point je me soucie de ce que-les autres pensent - —

de moi.

12. Les animaux qui m'agacent ou qui m'effraient.

13. Mes sentiments face 2 la f&gulation des naissances (birth

control).

14. D'ol viennent mes parents et grands parents.

15. Ma vie amoureuse.

16. L'intensité de douleur que je peux tolérer.

:

A



17.

18!

19.
20,
21.
22,
23.
24
25,
26.

27.

28.

29.

30.
31.
32.
33,
34,

35.

Les -fois ol j'ai %té tentée de voler quelquechose.

146

Comment je réagirais si 1'ami de ma .meilleure amie me
faisait des avantes sexuelles,
Les gens de “ma parenté (oncles, tantes, etc.) que je n'aime-

pas et pourquoi je ne les aime pas.

Une des meilleures choses qui me soit afrivée.

La premiére fois que j'ai embrassé un gargon.)
Leslréves"sexﬁels que j'ai faits.

Ce qui se pésse chez moi lorsque je vois du sang.
Ce que je ferais si je devenais eﬁceinté.

Les périodes de crises ou difficultés qu'j'évite ou je fuais.
Mes superstitions. |

Si je suis plutﬁt.du genfe d écouter (i.e. "a listener") ou
a parler (i.e. "a talker') dans les conversations sociales.

Le genre de choses que je n'aime pas faire devant les gens.

Mes sentiments face aux conventions concernant la sexualité
avant le_mariage. . .: "
Mes difficultés, s'il y a lieu, 4 recevoir‘l'attention
favorable des personnes du sexe opposé.

-

Ce que j'aime de ma mére.-

Mes sentiments face 3 ma compétence sexuelle.

Les fois ol 'mes parents ont &té en coldre contre moi.
Si oul ou non j'aime réconper des farces et histoires
amusantes. o

Ce que j'apprécierais le plus {;;evoir en cadeau.



36,

37.

38,
39,
40.

41.
42.

43,
44,
45.

147

.
-

Si oui ou hon j'aime argumenter des points de vue

contraires aux miens.

Les fois od j'ai dit A un gargon "ses quatre vérités"

(i.e. "told him off"). N

Les malheurs possibles qui %;}nquiétent.

o

La plus grande amitié que j'ai obnnue.

Les sentiments, stil y a 1ypu, que je trouve d1ff1c11es

2 exprimer ou contrfler.

Les situations qui m'ennuient.

Les sentiments de culpabilité que j'ai (ou que j'ai eu)

face 4 mon comportement sexuel o

Les situations qui m'impatientent. °*

Le genre d'activités de groupe que j'aime habituellement.

Les mauvaises habitudes de mon pdre ou ma mére.

e n s lre ikl
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& APPENDIX G

" Subjects' Answer Card

- -~ 'for Topic Choice and the Questionnaire
_ ‘ ,
A. Choix de sujets de corfversation: .
ler tour:
2éme tour:
'  3&me tour:
) 48me tour:
B.'Répbnses au questiqhnaire:
(4
(B)
AGE:
s MARIEE (M) ou CELIBATAIRE (C): _
P
- 'ﬂ.

AL

T i s SR R
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~ vient de vous faire part &tait-elle:

. _— S . . A Y . . .
| 1::// | N ¢ - . S
' APPENDIX H - . : - ”
Post-interview Questionnairé - - ’

Merci pour votre coopération. Avant de partir, veuillez

- L

répondre aux questions suivantes. Donnez seulement une
* . .

réponse par question.. Servez-vous .de la méme petité
f

carte blanche pour Yy insérire le numéro correspondant a

Te réponse ‘ctest-3-dire, un numéro de 1 a 7 pour ’ ' \

~

uestion "A" et le numéro 1 ou 2 pour Questlon "B".

-

oo

’

. Vous venez d'avoir un entretien d'environ 30 minutes avec

. v
votre partenaire. La communication dont votre partenaire

(A) . 1....extrémement intime et personnelle . .
2....trds intime et personnelle
es "3....Assez intime et personnelle

‘

' ] . : A
....moyennement intime et personnelle

eu intime et personnelle

Pk

....pas du tout intime et personnelle -

(B) La communication de votre partenaire étaftlelle relige

‘surtout: -

4
5.. . 'ntime.et.persqnnelle
6
7

1....2 son passé

2....é'sdh/$résent -
ey





