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ABSTRACT
. l. .

Reciprpcity in self-disclosure int}macy is explained
by interpersonal att;action, “equitable .exchange, and
modeling theories. Gestalt therapy asserts that immediacy,
or contact with one's ‘here and now', is a preredquisite in
having an intimate. relationship. To see if temporal and
experi%ntia} immediacy begets immediacy and intimacy,
discloere dyads were formed between one of four pretrained
ponfederateé and dhe of 80 French-Canadian introductory
psychology students. ~

Results of analyses of variance mostly .supported an
interpersonal attraction theory. Conﬁederates' and
subjects' liking and trust, according to a post-intéfview
questionhaire, was greater' in the experientially close
condition (p < .05). Past versus ptesént orientation of
confederates' disclosures was not affected by any
theoreticaf&ylreléted variables. .

Evidence was found for a straight reciprocity effect
since judges' and confederates' ratings confirmed that
subjects: (a) with presené-disclosing confederates were
more present-revealing than subjects in the PAST

conditions; and (b) with CLOSE confederates were more



-

xiii
emotionally invested than subjects with DISTANT partners.
*«Also, the latFer were rated as less specific by confed-
erates and did not refer to their partners' firgq.names as

compared to subjects in the CLOSE cond#¥tions.

-

PRESENT but not CLOSE confederates were rated by

subjects as more intimate. However, the 'immediacy begets

intimacy' hypotheses were not supported for temporal -,

immediacy and with only two of the five intimacy measures
‘for experiential immediacy. Thus, confederates’ ratiﬁés
and total number of words were éreater for subjects with
CLdSE partners but pre-rated intimacy levels, judges'

ratings on the Disclosure Rating Scale.and total self-

refqrenées were not significant. On the whole, results
affirm.that, as in Gestalt ;gychotherapy, an experiential
component is crucial to the formation of an interpersonal

:

relationship.

H
P



INTRODUCTION

'The study Eﬁvestigates the effect of variations in

two dimensions of immediacy in one person's self-disclosure

on another person's immediacy and intimacy disclosure
levels. The two types of immediacy are; (a) temporal, or
specifically if it relates to the individual's past or
pregent, and (b) experiential, manifested through degree of
emotional investment and specificity, use of I versus_it—“
talk, and references_éo partner. The context of this focus
is a dyadic encounter between two fémale, French-speaking
strangers, one of.whibh is a trained confederate. Although
the setting and proéedure are necessarily structured,.
considerable freedom of interaction is allowed to simulate
how a personal relationship develops as a consequence of
self-disclosure,. ’

This paper is divided into FouY chapters. Chapter I

'

defines self-disclosure and its dimensions and emphasizes
reciprocity in self-disclosure by citing three theoretical
frameworks and humerous research studies lending credi-
bility to a 'disclosure begets disclosure' phenomenon.

Then, both temporal and experiential immediacy in a

person's self-exploration are linked to intimacy in



XV
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self-disclosure. Four hypotheses follow, two of which,
postulate a straight dyadic effect of immediacf\itempofal
and expériential) and the other two éttriéute ;n effect of
one person's immediacy upon another;s consequent disclosure
depth."

In Chaptér I1, the research design is outlined,

" including (a) the selection of practice and naivé subjects

-

and confederétes, (b) the description of all'aegendent
measures, two related to temporal' immediacy, and five each
for expe;iential immediagy and self-disclosure intimacy,
‘and (c) the procedures involved in including a baseline
trial, in training the confederates, and in describing the
actual dyadic encounters. o
Concerned with the statistical analyses of the data,
Chapter III looks separately at: (a) checks of the experi-
mental manipulations in terms of adequacy of confederates'
training, level of frustratioﬁ experienced as a result of
an imposed control and effectiveness of deception as to the
" true purbose of the study, (b) checks of three thereotical
explanations of reciprocity in relation to subjects' and
confedérates' responses on a post-interview questionnaire,
and {c) hypothesis testing through andlyses of all
dependent measures dealing with direct reciprocity for
teﬁporal and experiential immediacy and witﬁ;teciprocity

e

between both forms of immediacy’ and intimacy.
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. . Lastly, Chapter IV discusses the results. - The

: ‘ ' . x
effectiveness of the manipulations and the relative
‘importance of all three theoretical frameworks in the

-

~ present design are stressed. Following, the straight
‘reciprocity findiﬁgs for temporal agé experientfal imme-
diacy peoint éo a more precise application of the dyadic
effect. The other’ two hypotheses predicting an effect on a
person's intimacy level receive only mild support. The
-overall findings are discussed given the increase frém
baseline to treatment trials for all groups and the effect
of.particular confederates. They are then related to.a
primarily Gestalt and humanistic viewpoint. The importance
of a communicator‘s'iﬁmediacy, both temporal and experi-
ential, is demonstrated within a personal relationship.
Improvementé in the present design and suggestions for
futdfe research-are stated.

The implications in this paper are that ‘present-
oriented and especially close manners of self-exploration
are necessary to devé;op a felationship of liking and .ttust
based on the 'here and now'. To establish intimacy might

also require self-disclosures on various private content

areas, even in the initial stages.
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REVIEW.OF THE LITERATURE

The aim of this chapter is to formulate hypotheses
linking both temporal and experiential immediacy in a
confederate's self-disclosure to the reciprocated immediaé'y
and intimacy levels of _self,—disqlosure in a naive dyadic
partner. It begins with a global view of self-disclosure
and narrows down to the crucial focus of this study. The
discussion is first centred on self—dirsclosure -as a whole:
the importance of this behavior, - its definition, self-
disclosure as a personality construct versus a process
variable, and its basic. parametewl:s. *The purpose‘ of this
overview is to identify the main facets of self-disclosure,
to point out. its relevance to all interpersonal ‘rel;\tion-
ships, and later, to arrive at a better.ur;derstanding of
why degree of immediacy may be so influential in one's
social* interactions.

In order to come to this latter point, one milst
first postulate the ex.istence of a reciprocity effect

whereby disclosure begets disclosure; three theoretical

frameworks and corroborative research are cited to assert

- : .



»

L]
»

to this effect. The focus can then be narrowed down to a

re-investigation of the definition of intimacy so &s. to

_include a temporal element and an experiential component.

"

Gestalt and client—centféd épproaches enlighten us as to
the meaning asa'importance of a past-present éimension and
xperiential closeness for ourselves and in our relation-
ships with others. After this elaboration, the hypotheses

for this research are developed.

Self-disclosure in General

Importance and Definition

Why study self-disclosure? The published research
on self—disélosure in the last few decades is voluminous.
Theories have evolved matching appropriate self-disclosure
to positive mental health ané to the ability to form good
interpersonal relationships (Derlega & Chaikin, 1975;
Jourard, 1971b). Self-disclosure holds a, key position in
friendship formation, marital harmony, positive personality
change in psychotherapy, and effectiveness of experiential
groups. .To expaﬁd on the intricacies of such situations,
one can refer to reéiews by Cozby (1973), Deflega and
Chaikin (1975), and Jourard (l197la). .Moss (1977), in Eer
bibliography on the_;elf—disclosure literature, includes

-~

references concerning the above relationships as well as
r
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studies involving self-disclosure between strangers which

is the focus of the present paper. Since relationships
originate with first encounters, studying what happens when
two people meet for the first time is a prerequisite for an
understanding of all  relationships and also has tbe
advantage of being simpler to investigate than later
encounters. As Patterson (1978) says, one must have the
"recognition that any isclated exchange is likely to be
affected by earlier océ&%ions of intimate exchange" (p. 21).
By definition, therefore, an interaction between strangers
is free from effecté of past encounter; which would be “~
impossible to evaluate a posteriori. Thus, self-disclosure
is held to be crucial to all social behaviors. The
centrality of iﬁtimacy in seif—disclosure will- be
considered more fully at a later time.

A general definition of self-disclosure is: "any
information about "himself which Person A communicates
verbélly to a Person B" (Cozby, 1973, p.73). Jourard Gﬁﬁf‘*
Jaffe (1970) stipuiate that Person A must "willingly" want
to make himself known to Person B. Allen (1974} supports
this notion by stressing that self-disclosure involves only

'
the "uncoerced" exchanging 6f personal infoqpation. A
further aspect of self-disclosure_communication is honesty.
Pearce and Sharp (1973) gmphasize tﬁa£ those strategies

used by an individual to distfﬁct or shock hik listeners



through the information he fevealﬁ about himself are not
examples of sélf—disclosure. Supporting this: Gitter and
Black (19761'have uied theﬁterm "gildihg" to describe
"communicative behévior intended by the communicator to
falsify what'he.actually believes to be true" (p. 327). An
example of this is that of a veteran solgdier who seeks
others' positive attention by glorifying his account of
past war experiences. Wheeless and Grotz (1976) underline
honesty, accuracy, and willingness (or conscious intent to

"disclose) as important dimensions of self-disclosure. One

A

might now vredefine self-disclosure as: "any verbal
B .. g a . ‘-r'
information about himself that Person A willingly and
3

honestly_communicates to Person B".

This*aéfinition could be used to instruct subjects
involved in self-disclosure research. Asking people to
self-disclose without specifying further what is meant by
thié term coul? result in various ingividual interpre-i
tations. For-example,‘FantaéEa and Lombardo (1975) ﬁpuﬁd
significant differences in disclosure ledels between one
group who was asked what each was "willing" to discuss and
another group instructed té ipndicate what each wohld "like"
to dig;uss. Thus, the definition employed here could elim-
inate.such variations yet still leave a neariy unlimited
degree of flexibility in a subject's deciding what and how
‘to self-disclose. At this point, one has generally

answered the question: what is self-disclosure?
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Personality Construct or Process Variable

*
One might still. wonder whether self-disclosure is a
- - Toz-

- personality .conSFruct or a process variable. If one
believes that a person, through his experiences, integrates
into his self—coﬁcept an individual and a unique form of
self-disclosure, then this concept is a personality trait.
It is then a. fairly stable entity . that varies sgmewhqt
situationally but maintains basic constancy in level and
form. Research congruent with this agpproach tries to
assess individual differences in self-disclosure and uses
such measures as Jourard's Self~Disclosing Questionnaire
(Jggrard and Lasakow, 1958). In this conneékion, studies
have found that females self-disclose to a greater extent
than males (QeForest and Stone, 1980; Lombardo, Fraﬁco,
Wolf, and Fantasia, 1976; Lord and Velicer, 19753 Sermat
and Smyth, 1973). However, the differences may be chiefly
relattd to topics of high intim&ﬁy value (Gitter-apd Black,
1976; Lombardo and Berzonsky, 1979; Morgan, 1976). This
might expiain why some research has found no significant
differences between males and females (Rogers and‘Wrighé,
1976}, or that males&were more willing than females to
digclose to a stranger or acfuaintance with.the opposite
beina-true ;or disclosure to an intimate friend (Stokes,

Fuehrer, and Childs, 1980). Except for the latter, no

otheg studies were foundhfo support the hypothesis that



males disclose on the overall qui.than females. Given
these fairly consis%gnt resuits,'dhoosing only--females as
subjects would control for thg'possiblility Qf gender dif- //
ferences and maximize the chances of having subjects who él%
are more willing to self-disclose. Other variables }elated \
to self—disclosuré as a personality construct are: race,
.ethnic group, social class, age, mar%ﬁal status} birth

| order, religion! personality characteristics and mental
health (Cozby, 1%73; Goodstein & Reinecker, 1974). Although
studiesfgiiggxfB%th different results in relation to these
_vatiepfés, an éffort should be made to control for some of

(them, with the assumption that the others are randomized in
_the éémple.. As an additional aspect, extremely high levels

-

of seldeisclosure appear to be negatively correlated with
positive mental health. Consequently, as is common in much
of the research, confederates should be trained to self-
disclose only on topics of lower intimacy levels.

The process outlook assumes %lexibility in individ-
uals to cbangeﬁhbw and what they reveal about themselves
depending én the nature of gach social interaction. In
this persbective, research .concentrates on the variables
that can contribute to these changes in level and form of
self-disclosure.' In this study, témporal and experiential
immediacy of a confederate's self-disclosure as they

influence a naive subject's form of self~-disclosure were

considered.



Dimensions of Self-disclosure

This leads one to wonder what forms can self-
disclosure take. One may self-disclose on a wide array of
topics . but remain wvague and noncommital on each. This
example 1illustrates the difficulties involved in realis-
tically talking about self—d;sclosure as a unidiﬁensional
concept and, not surprisingly, research results become dif-
ficult to compare. However, to break the concept down into
some basic diménsiong Cozby (1973) postulates three main
parameters: (a) breadth or amount of information
discloged, or, how many areas of his life does an iqdivid-
val self-disclose about; (b) depth or-iﬁtimacy of infprma—
tion disclosed or to what extent does an individual self-
disclose in each area, for example, does he reveal private
information that ;ould nét otherwise be readily available
to the other; ;hdv(c) duration of time spent describing
each item of infoxmation. To this 1ist,'Chelune (1975) has
added two more: (d) the affective ér emotional ﬁanner of
presentation, from being 'defensive and mechanistic to
displaying greater spontaneity and affect, and (e) the
flexibilit} of the disclosure pattern shown in a person's
ability to adjust_to situational changes.

This paper focuses on intimacy as affected by

changes in time reference, that is, whether an individua{

self-discloses on past or present events and feelings, and

=~



by the manner of presentation - one 'of Chelune's dimen-
sions. Temporal orientation in content and degree of
affect and experiencing in self-disclosure will become
central to the discussion, but first some other process
variables that influence another's depth of self-disclosure
are mentioned.

Independent Variables Affecting Self-disclosure Intimacy

Goodstein and Reinecker’ (1974);Bsummarize these -

independent variables under four main YJeadings: (a) the

attributes of the recipientlor target of the disclosure;
(b} the charactefistics of the disclosing persons and how
they inte;act; (d)‘the properties o% the siﬁuation; and (4)
the content or topic of the disclosure. - &
‘In terms of the interactant receiving sel ig-
closing informagion, importénf criteria are: Sa)/<i:j rela-
tionship he has with the discloser, as in thef degree of
acquaintance (Brockner and Swag, 1976; Lombardo et al.,
1976), specifically with family members (Wiebe and Scott,
1976) or in comparing family‘ﬁersus friends as targets
{Lord and-Velicer, 1975: Pederson and Higbee, 1969; and
Woodyard and Hines, 1973); (b) the degree of liking for the
‘target (Daher and Banikiotes, 1976; Kohen,‘1975; Walker and
ﬁright, 1976); (c) his sex (Brooks, 1974; Casciani, 1978;

Derlega and Chaikin, 1976; Goodstein and Russell, 1977;
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Walker and ﬁright,-lQ?g). In relation to this last aspect,
females received self-disclosures and self-disclosed in
turn more frequently or deeply with same-sexed partners
than with male partners, except’ in Brooks' st:éy where
females disclosed more to males. Davis (1978) found that
females, in.- actordance to stereotyped roles, conformed to
their male partners' pace 1in selectlng intimate tOplCS but
experlenced more strain than dlsc1051ng pairs of females
Since sex of the recipient of self-disclosure can affect
the degree to which another will reveal him- or herself;
only .females were chosen as target persons, thlat is, as
confederates in the present study. _ '

Secondly, interacting characteristiés of the dyad
members may be considered from the point of view of:

(a) their personalities (Becker and Muhz, 1975; May and
Thompson, 1973; Schneider -and Eustis, 1972) and (b) their
relatlve status p051tlons as seen from their perceived |,
roles (Brooks, 1974)

Sltuatlenal variables also affect the degree of
self- dlsclosure by the part1c1pants- (a) the privacy of
the setting,l(b) the physical distance between disclgser
and target,” (c¢) ihstructions given, that is, whether

. descriptive and/or demonstrative, ¥ 1in modeling (Fantasia
& Lombardo, 1975; McGuire, Thelen & Amolsch, 1975; Stone &

-
Gotlib, 1975; =2arie & Boyd, 1977); (d) subjective

- -
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eXpectancies of outcome, that is, whether favorable or not
(Kent, 1975; Smith & Lewis, 1974); (e) social approval of
the réiqforcement of disclosure (Bundza & Simonson, 1973;
Taylor, Altman, & Sorreniinq, 1969); (f) timing of the
target's disclosure, whethe;' early 6& iate in the
sessien(s) (Jones & Gordon, 1972; Mann & Murphy, 1975;
Wortman, Adesman, Herman, and Greenberg, 1976}.

Finally,, one comes to the degree ef intimacy of the
eelf—disclosure topic or conteht.of one interactant as
affecting another's intimacy level. A separate section is
reserved for a thorough investigation of this particular
area of research.

)

Reciprocity in Self-disclosure Intimacy

- - . In question form this procese of shared intimacy
could be stated as: how does the intimacy level in content
of Person A affect the 1nt1macy level of Person B when both
are self-disclosing? Research has given support éB“J/
reciprocity effect whereby partners in a first encounter
interact at similar intimacy levels. Jourard (1971b) calls
this mutualfty in interpersonal compunicati?h‘ﬁhe "dyadic
effect" which essentially means that "disclosure begets

disclosure"”. He affirms that, in normal social relation-

ships, a person disclosing his thoughts, feef’ngs, and

3
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actions »yill receive similar revelations in turn from the
6ther dialogue participant. Such a mutuality phenomenon
might occur exclusively between interactants who have some
degree of mental health. Shimkunas (1972} found that 20
noripsychatic psychiatric patients reciprocated for intimate
and nonintimate disclosures whereas 40 schizophrenics
'reciprocated only for superficial revelations.

Befofe reviewing the relevant literature on recipro-
city in depth of self-discldsure, the theoretical frame—.
works which explain this phenomenon are stated. That this
'dyadia effect has also been evidenced when breadth of

self-disclosure was the dependent variable (Chittick &

Himelstein, 1967; Mann & Murphy, 1975).

E

Theory .
. The reciprocity of intimacy in self-disclosure can
be interpreted from numerous standpoints. One of these is
-disinhibition theory (Bandura and Walters, 1963; Brockner
and Swag, 1976). However, tﬁe three main explanations
revolve around: “{a) interpersonal attraction (Thibault &
kelley, 1959; worthy, Gary, & Kahn, 1969) which involves
crucial notions of 1liking: and trust; (b) egquitable
éxchange, a follow-through £from Gouldner's (1960} norm of

reciprocity; and (c} modeling based on situational demand

characterisﬁics {Rubin, 1975). These are discussed in the
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following paragraphs. I%_is the contention here that all
three play a part in determining the intimacy 1level of
social interactions, depending principally on the degree of
structure in a situation, and on the type and stage of the
relationship inv;ivéd.

Interpersonal attraction. An interpersonal attrac-

tion perspective considers intimate disclosures to be posi-
tive outcomes of an interaction process. In themselves,
such disclosures are tépically revealed only to friends,
that is, people who more readily respond with positive
feelings. These feelings constigﬁté rewards for one's rev-=
elations. Greater rewards are associated with greater\\
interpersonal attraction in a two-way transaction. On the
one hand, an individual would initially disclose more
P;rsonal revelations to those for whom he experiences
greater liking and trust. There are risks inherent in
disclosing intimate details of one's life. By self-
disclosing, one adopts a vulnerable position; the other
can respond with rejection or open ridicule, Thus, ah
individual must trust that such costs will not incur, but
instead, that the other will reinforce (guch disclosures,
typically by expressing positive feelings/toward him. This
becomes the second part of the interaction process; liking

and trusting more those people who have shared intimate

self-disclosures with you. Thus, person A likes and trusts
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Person B; therefore, Person A self-discloses to Person B;
and, Person B receives Person A's self;disclosures,
therefo;e, Person B also iikes and trusts Person A, which
then leads to self—discloshre by Person B. Research
lending support or contradicting this perspective will be
reported after 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 neg;tes that liking
is necessary for mutual self-disclosure intimacy to occur
between two persons. Rather, according to Gouldner, in any
stable social system, persons have internalized a speciftéﬁl
norm of reciprocity which morally obiiges them to give
benefits to th;se from whom they have received them. What
happens is as follows. When one party benefits another, an
obligation is generated. 1Inequity has replaced‘a balanced
relationship and the indebted recipient seeks to reduce the
tension this inequity creates by repaying ;is donor. Spe-
cifically, giving self-disclosure to another is a benefit
producing inequity; a balance can be re-established by
responding-or-paying it off with self-revelations. Since
this is indeed a generalized norm the person who first
parts with valuable and personal information has realistic

grounds in having confidence that he will be repaid with

similar information. Unlike the interpersonal attraction
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theory, liking could be a consequence of the process but it
is not theﬁmotivating force directly inciting persons to
self-disclose. The similarity in the two approaches lies
in the perception of intimacy of self-disclosures as a
reward or benefit; the more intimacy, the greater the
reward. Such a standpoint is taken by Altman and Taylor
(1973) in their social penetration theory. Their general
hypothesis is that:

“Interpersonal relationships develop system-

atically over time, with gradually increas-

ing mutual interpersonal exploration by dyad

members via exchange of personal information,

expression of affect, engaging in joint social

activities, etc. The basic developmental

process is hypothesized to involve increased

amounts of interpersonal exchange (breadth of

penetration) and increasingly 1nt1mate levels

of exchange (depth of penetratlon) (Taylor

& Altman, 1966, p. 1-2).
However, depth or intimacy of self-disclosure 1is not
‘reduced to a mechaﬁistic_consequence of 'the time duration
and number of interpersonal transactions. Rather, the
process depends on the personal characteristics of the
participants and the situational context. Also, it is

<

associated with rewards and costs experienced during mutual
exchanges so that an equilibrium or asymptotic level is
reached  when costs involved overtake the benefits received
-in the relationship. Contrary to the above two out;ooks,

the modeling viewpoint does not visualize self-disclosure

as a positive payoff in social encounters.,
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Modeling. . Within a structured, familiar enviren-
ment, one ha; learned how to act correctly. Yet, in an
unstructured, novel setting, no set guidelines aid the
participants to tell them how they should or are expected
to behave. According to somé researchers (e.qg. Rubiﬁ,
1975}, a laboratory experiment dealing with an undefined
concept like "impression formation", a typical introduction
for self-disclosure studies, is a prime example of the lat-
ter situation. Laéking explicit norms of appropriate behév-
ior, participants in a psychological experiment will look '~
at one another for cues in order to determine what sort of
response is called for. ' In this way, the intimacy level of
self-disclosure of a first speaker becomes a clue concern-
ing the demands of the situation. 1In a dyadic encounter,
the secoﬁd speaker can then model himself to his partneyp by
‘responding with a similar depﬁh of disclosure. - The dyadic
_effect becomes* an outgrowth of the situational demands of
an experimental setting and not as a generalized process
that is part and parcel of all social interactions.
From the discussion of the above three theories, the

reciprocity effect is shown to be well grounded theoret-
ically. It become; necessary to look at the studies that

investigate the existence of a dyadic effect.
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Research

The order of presentation of the research is in
terms of the measures employed. As previously cited,
different Instruments may be tappiné different aspects of
self-disglosgre which miggﬁ confuse any interpretations
that could be made.

Initially, self-report méasures_will be dealt with
'briefly as  these are one-step-removed from the actual

’proceés of a self-disclosure exercise. Those studies
reviewed next promoting a modeling standpoint also fall in

this category. Gétting closer to in-process variables, the
literature which makes qée of pre-rated intimacy levels as
the dependénb:ﬁeasure will then. be reported.' Finally, one
comes to research. that focuses only on actual self-
disclosure intimacy, either through judges' ratings, or a
set of indices zeroing in on thé ongoing intimacy levels of
the partic{pants. All of these will, if possible, be’
.evalﬁated in terms of which theory they best .support and
conclusions will then be drawn.

The wide ‘array of measures used within varied
situations opens up the spectrum of applicability of the
reciprocily effect. Such an effect needs togbe firmlf
establiéhed in order to generalize its applicability to two
novel aspects of self-disclosure intimacy: temporal and

experiential immediacy.

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

instruments. With measures of reported self-disclosure,

support for viewing self-disclosure aé a positive ocutcome
is found in studies which show that self-disclosers are

liked and trusted more than non- or lower self-disclosers
(Halverson & Shore; 1969; Johnson & Noonan, 1972; Stephan,
Lucker & Aronson, 1976: Walker & Wfight, 1976; Wheeless,

1978; Wheeless & Grotz, 1977).

However, Merluzzi, Banikiotes and Missbach (1978)
had results showing' high-disclosing -female céunsgllors'as
more attractive yet- less trhstworthy than lqw—éisclosing
dnes. The interpretation given is £hat disclosure level
was éoo extreme and thus was vieweé with reserve and
uncertainty. '-1

Also, a speaker who matches another person's sel?—
disclosing intimacy and thus conforms to a normlof reci-
procity is rated moré'favorably than one who’does not
respond Qith equivalent disclosﬁres (Derlega & Chaikin,
.1974a).

That higher level disclosers will be MNore trusting
and show greéter }ikiné for their partﬁers as led to
conflicting findings. Significant résults that lend
credibility to this statement ‘fe'reported by Banikiotes
and Daher (1974) and Daher and Banikiotes (1976) yet a lack

of evidence or negative outcomes have also been observed

-
L
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(Cash, Stack, & Luna, 1975; Derlega, Harfis, & Chaikin,
1973). S

As a final ‘study in this category, Jourérd ‘and
Resnick {1970) demonstrate the dyadic effect by defiﬁing
high and low disclosers according to both a self-report
measure and an index 6f ongoing disclosure. --Not only did
high dyads disclose more than low dyads but a low discloser
m:)ched with a high diséloser increased significantlylin
his disclosure level s6 as to match more appropriately his
partner's level. The usual trend suégested here and pre-
dicted from a social penetration framework is in terms of
lows joining highs_rather than a perfect compromise between
the two being reached. |

For the most bart, the above studies lean towards a
soéial attraction interpretation. However, reported and
actual self-disclosure appear -to be- unrelated measures
{Ehrlich & Graeven, 1971{ Hurley & Hurley, 1969; Jourard &
Jaffe, 1970; Vondracek, 1969). Evidence for any theoret-
ical position that purports to show that the intimacy level
afféné person's self-disclosure is reciprocated by another
should come 'from a more direct measure of seif—disclosure
occurring during an encounter between these two persodi.

Modeling of self-disclosure: one-step removed proce-

dures. -In the experiments mentioned .above, intimacy in

self-disclosure is regarded chiefly as a stable construct
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and measuring of self-disclosure depth has not focused on

the © actual situatiorn. Thus, one is iooking at a

one-step-remgved ipdex of intimate self-discloéure and
comparing it to in-process variables such as deqree of
liking for the dyadic partner or the confederate's actual
level of disclqéure. In this light, results are barely
tenable. The need for the exclusive ‘use of direct
in-process variables cannot be emphasized enough. Several
studies that have investigated modeling efEécts on
self-disclosure have also failed to fulfill this need
(Doster & Brooks, 1974:‘McAllister & Kiesler, 1975; McGuire
et al.,, 1975; Stone & Goltib, 1975). \

All these have attempted to ‘relate measures of
actual self-disclosure and absencelor presenée of a model
or 6f.instructions in a preliminary session. Experimenﬁgl
subjects receive some sort ofgdescriptive or demonstrative
instructions. 1In a subsequent'intervieﬁ, they are matched
with a confederate who dqés not self-disclose at all or, as
in Stone and Gotlib's study, taikg into a tape recorder.
Intimacy was computed mainly from judges' ratings from the
Disclosure Raging Scale (Doster, 1971). These subjects
manifested greater hepths of self-disclosure than control
or weaker tréatment subjects. This ihdicatgs that

individuals will be more personal when responding to

explicit demand cues. The situation is different in an
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" unstructured settjng where a person m}ght model himself, to

»

the degree of iﬁtimacy of his partner\because he has no

other standards or clues for appropriate behavior. Only

by demonstrating the latter would one prove that recipro- . _

cating self-disclosure is a -direct consequence of

conforming to an actuél partner's intimacy level. ' Below,
research .s reported 1in which both _debendent and
independent variables are process elements measured in the
actual - situation and involving only the interacting
members.

Intention to be intimate in self-disclosure: pre—

rated intimacy levels. One measure of intimacy in

self-disclosure occurring in the situation itself is the

pre-rated intimacy levels of topics, usually a sample of
b 4

the total pool of items developed and standardized by
‘ /

Taylor and Altman (1966). Results of self-disclosure
research utilizing this dependent measure are brought forth
in theﬁﬁpllowing secéion. .

Worthy, Gary and Kahn (1969) fdundISupport for an

interpérsonal attraction interbretation based on Thibault
and Kelly's (1959) social exchange theory. Following ' 10

minuteg'to get acquainted, 12 gfghps of four females rated
each other on a liking scale. Each group then had 10

trials where each subject could choose questions of varying

intimacies to answer to a preferred group member. The

V:
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. [ .
procedurg of disclosure was passing notes without any

verbal interaction. Afterwards, each again indicated her
liking for each of her three partners. An analysis of
variance revealed that more intimate initial disclosures
weré made to those who were intially better 1liked. Also,
final liking was higher for those who hade more intishate
disclosures.. A highly significant F (p < .001) strongl&
supported the norm of reéciprocity notion. Certner (1973},
using both all-male and all-female. groups, obtained
identical findings. These results affirm thatvself-disclo-
"suré functions® as a social rewgrd. In both studies, the
L P

method of no

L3

artificiality of interaction. .

te<passing can be crit&cized on the gréunds of
P

In Cozby (1972), 31 female subjects were exposed to
experimenters pre-trained at low, medium, or high intimacy

disclosing levels and then chose items on which they were

willing to 'disclose to their partners. Results display a
"curvilinear relationship between disclosure and liking.
Reciprocity was manifested at all levels yet became }éss of
a determining LEactor in relation to a high-disclosing
other, as demonstrated by significant linear (F - 128.75,

p < .001) and quadratic (F = 11.47, p < .005) trend
analyses. This could be because he was liked less and seen
as less well-adjusted. However, Cozby's study, lacks th? .

naturalness of a face-to-face encounter.

L
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Also using pre-scaled‘intimacy values as a dependent
measure of self-disclosure intimacy are studies by Davis
(1976, 1977), with BQ,and 70 subjects respectively. Both
favor a social penetration interpretation. Like-sex dyads
tqok turns speaking on 12 self-disclosure topics selected
from a 72-item list., Subjects began mutually to choose
topics rated higher in fnfimacy as shown by significant
linear trend F tests. As in Jourard and Resnick's study,
the high level discloser took the dominant role unknowingly
and his partner raised his level to conform. Both studies
by Davis aré more_ natural in being without .confederates and
- they lend credibility to Taylor and Altman's theory.‘ They
would,  however, proviée stronger eyideﬁce if more than one
dependént heaégre had,iiiﬁfﬁga&.

Results of Thase and Page's study (19775.favors a
modeling},interpretation ovér social exchange theory.

Y
Subjects\exposed to no model, or a high-disclosing model

chose significantly more intimate topics as comparéd to
subﬁects with a low-disclosing model. Since no real sociai
exchange occurred with the confederate, th; finéings can
only be explained according to a modeling framework. A
second finding waé that, of the ;ubjgcts with no meodeling,
those participating in a laboraiory setténg showed signifif#
canbly more willingness to disclose than those recruited in

. L4
a library. Although one might again interpret this as
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responding to the demand cues of the sitwvation,-there might
be a priori differences between volunteering and recruitea
subjects. Although the above study indicates_the impor-
tance of a model's influence, it does not negate - the
possibility th;l social exchaﬁge would also gpromote self-
disclosure. - ' v
Lynn (1973) attemp to test the validity‘of the : 2
three theoretical positions with same-sexe dyads. In a
2 x 2 xl3 design, 180 females received: (a instrucgions
suggesting the appropriateness of disclosing either
intimately or not, that is, varying the demand cues;
(b) - either positive ‘or negative evaluation by their
confederate partner, to test a social attraction theory;
and ({(c¢) intimate, nonintimate or no self-disclosure by
their partner to check out the equitaple exchange
viewpoint. Confederates then subjects each selected 5
topics on.;hich they would be willing to self-disclose. By
analyzing the intimacy levels for the subjects' topics, it
was found that subjects were more willing to disclose to a
high rather than a low-revealing partner, lending support
to an equitable exchange framework. To a degree, the
normative information changing the situational demand cues
also proved to be a potent 'determinant of disclosure

intimacy. Liking was reciprocated, but it did not .affect

the subjects' choices of items in terms of intimacy level.
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The major criticism of this research design lies in the
fact that actuai'self—disclosure between partners did not
take place.

All of the above studies employing only pre-rated
intimacy values as a measure of self-disclosure can be
questioned. A subject can select a high intimacy topic and
yet only skim the surface when sél%—disclosing on it or a
low intimacy topic can be discussed at great depth. Such a
measure is more of an index of willingness to be intimate
in self-disclosure and should therefore be used in
‘combination with other(s) more directly concerned with
actual content, us, although the studies considered so
far indicate a dyadic effect, and for the most part support
the notion of self-disclosure as a social rew;rd construct,
results must be interpretea with caution in the light of
the measure employed.

The three studies below have used the intimacy value
of items along with dependent variables measuring another
dimension of self-disclosure, for example, breadth., Becker
and Munz (1975) obtained a significant dyadic effect with
72 subjects in terms-of duration of disclosuré computed as
total time speaking and depth of disclosure.as seen by
Taylor and Altman's ll-point scale for level of intimacy of

items. Tdylor, Altman, and Sorrentino (1969) analyzed

their results from three perspectives: duration or average
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&ime talked per session; breadth or number of items chosen;
and depth or mean intimacy value of items. By varying the
conféderate's degree of approvai of the subjects, these
authors came up with evidence in favor of an overall social
penetration process, Positive interpersonal experiences
were significantly correlated with all three measures for
45 navy men. In, Savicki's (1972) study, the experimenter
responded to 60 male psychology students in one of four
manners of intimacy: (a) low; (b} two levels above the
subject's depth of disclosure; (c¢) nearly matching the
subject's level; or (d) high. 1Instruments were Controlled
Disclgsure.Stimulus based on items from Taylor and Altman
and an index measuring actual disclosure in teth\?f time
per exchange «and latency or hesitancy before disclosing.
Subjects were found to alter their intimacy in order to
beXter match their partner in all groups, again denoting
support for a reciprocity effect.

In the . following section, research specifically
involved with intimacy level of self-disclosure provides

strong support for a dyadic effect with process measures,

Actual self-disclosure intimacy: in-process

measures. -Studies which use in-process measures to

investigate the role of reciprocal self-dasclosure intimacy

in the area of social interactions is now the focus.

I3

Beginning with studies that simply emphasize the existence

~ .-
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of the dyadic effect, others will then compare the theoret-
ical frameworks. An attempt at a concensus will then be.
made in order to give. a final evaluation in terms of
theoretical confirmations.

Sodikoff, Firestone, and Kaplan (1974) investigated

)
the effect of interviewers who either self-disclosed or did
net. In the former case, the all-male subjects responded
at greater length (p < .01) and were rated by judges as
showing greater intimacy'iE =..10). These subjects also
rated the self-disclosing interviewer more favorably. The
probability level oSEaEned of .10 marks this as weak
support, for the reciprocity effect.

Also, using judges to rank 86 subjects' depth of
self-disclosure, Sermat and Smyth (1973) performed two
efperiments where comﬁunication between dyadic partners was
transmitted through teletypewriters. Subjects increasingly
disclosed at a more intimate level in their questions and
answers when confederates exceeded these subjects' initial
level. Subjects paired with confederates who mérely
matched the subjects' first‘level showed little change. 1In
a similar procedure; confederates encourageé disclosure in
. the subjects but wff;’;;ther minimal or matching self-
disclosure on their part. No significant differences
occurred in the subjects' self-disclosure level although
they reported being more intimate in the matching group.

. t
ey

. j .
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This goes along with research where subjects changed their
self-disclosure depth only in an upward direction, that is,
when paired with a higher discloser. Although the method
of teletypewriters has the advantages of greater experi-
mental control with significant content, it subtracts from
the fluidity of a common social interaction.

With ‘24 males and 24 females paired with a male con-
federate, Feigenbaum (1977) varied the interviewer's style
in two ways: reflecting or disclosing. A trained inter-
viewer asked questions of moderately high'intimacy in which
the first and last of«< four periods were treatment-free. In
Periods 2 and 3, subjects were exposed to a reflecting
condition for the 10 questions or to a disclosing EOndition
comprised of eight self-disclosures and two reflections.
The taped transcripts were rated by tﬁo judges according to
Doster's (1971) intimacy scale. Also, a second intimacy
score consisted of ‘the sum of self-referrent words within
two minutes of responding to each question. Interviewer
style did affect subjects' depth of self-disclosure,
however, an increase in depth was foﬁnd over the first
three periods followed by a drop in the final control
period Fﬁ < .01)., _Thus, ;ubjects had “higher: intimacy
levels when they also received matched selfﬂdiSc%osures as
compared to‘ when they were in the two no-disclosing

periods. This affirms that self-disclosure is a process



28
.
variable whose intimacy is influenced by another's self-
relevations. Yet, one may wonder why this author con-
founded the disclosing condition with two reflecting
statéﬁents. |

In Derlega, Wilson and Chaikin (1976), all female
dyads were formed between friends and stranéers. The first
communications through written messages were either of high
or low intimacy as defined by faylor and Altman's scalings.
Judges rated subjects' written responses to these messages
"on a 9-point intimacy scale and a count was made of the
number of words per disglosure. With strangers, subjects
did reciprocate the intimacy of the disclosure input
(r = .64) but not with friends (r = .15). There may be a
stronger obligation to reciprocate during_the same encoun-
ter with strangers. With friends, the rewards and -costs
system has become complex and dues need not be paid in a
"now or never" fashion. Again this design may be
questioneé on the note-passing technique which subtracts
greatly from a natural social interaction context.

The above four studies assert to the existence of
reciprocity in self—disclosure' intimacy in wvarious
situations, within and between individuals, and
specifically with.strangers.

. If one now turns to the separate theoretical explan-

ations, little support explains the dyadic effect purely as

1 - .
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a function of interpersonal attraction. It has prevf;usly
been indicated that self—ﬁﬁsclosers are generally liked
more than non-disclosdrs. However, Derieéa, Walmer, and
Furnam (1973} and Ehrlich and Graeven (1971) contradict
this and that one self-discloses in a more personal fashion
to and only to those one likes more. Both studies favor an
interpretaéion based on the norm of reciprdcity,

In Ehrlich and Graeven's studf, a trained confeQer-
ate revealed either low or high level personal information
to a naive male partner. Unit analysis included two
measures of breadth and the rating of judges on the
intimacy level of unit statements. Depth was recipro-
cated at p < .01 but self-disclosﬁre as' defined by ali
.measures was not found to be related to interpersonal
attraction. One might argue that breadth and depth of
self- dlsclosure are confounded w1th1n one measure. To
explain, the subjects' statements wers rated as 1nt1mate‘or
nonintimate and then summed to obtain a score of depth, and
thus, what this amounts to is the number of intimate state-
ments by each subject.

Derlega, Walmer, and Furnam's results are also con-
trary to social attraction viewpoints, Sim%%ar to Derlega,
Harrisf and Chaikin, a confederate dressed in. either a
socially appropriate ér in a deviant fashion and disclosed

with low or high intimacy. From 7-point ratings by judges,

‘ .
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the“subjects paired with a confederate fevealing personal
data exhibited greater intimacy, consistent with the dyadic
effect (F = 16.25, p < .001). Fur;herﬁore, these subjects
reported a greater willingness to talk abéut more topics
and at deeper‘levels in the future with their partners. A
hypothesis predicting a main effect due to liking was dis-
confirmed. The confederate was not liked less when she was
deviantly as opposed to appropriately dressed. Also, this
study indicates that to self—disclose.more to another is
not necessarily to like him more.

Both of these studies undermine social attrsétion
theory and favof an explanation based on the 'norm of regi-
procity. However, modeling has not beén eliminated as a
possibility. Soﬁe research has tackled this problem.

The treatment conditions set up by Derlega, Chaikin,
and Herndon (1975) for their sample of 60 female subjects
coﬁérised a low or high self-disclosing confederate and a
low or high demand situatioﬁ. In the low demand, the con-
federate "spontaneously" reve51ed while waiting for the

-

experimenter but in the high demand, this self-disclosure
occurééd'within the context of an experiment termed "impres-
sion.formation". Nine-point intimacy ratings by two blind
judges eétéblished significant effects due to degree of
intimacy by the confederate (F = 15.57, p < .001). Demand

cues influenced the overall amount of self-disclosure;

&
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however, intimacy increased regardless of the demand
condition as shown by the absence of interaction effects.
This negates a modeling standpoint completely unless demand
characteristics unrelated to the laboratory context exist.
But, to stretch this hypothesis would become equivalent- to
saying that the other's behavior, as the only clue, would
" be conformed to no matter what. Since people are aware of
others who‘act inappropriately, it would seem to follow
that/gne must initially decide by some other criteria
whether it is appropriate to self-disclose or not. The
results give validity to the geﬁeralization of the dyadic
effect to much more than laboratory se . '

TP support these findings, Mary and Evans (1977)
manipu}ated an experimenter's self-disclosure to piggeﬂe or
to follow the self-disclosure of 30 male volunteers. These
groups were respectively named a modeling and a noncontin-
gent reinforcement group. Using Haymes' technique of dnaly-
sis with two raters, eduivalent levels of intimacy resulted
from both treatmenﬁs; with p < .05. This gives preference
to a norm of reciprocity approach. The three studies
discussed beiow compare all of the theoretical points of
view and lend some support for tﬂe adoption of an equitable
exchange framework. -

Davis and Sloan (1974} chose high intimacy topics

to be used in four groups where the interviewer either:
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(a) did not disclose; (b) disclosed for all topics; (c}
disclosed iq the first five but did 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
sc&fes for each of 32 subjects on 5-point scgles measuring:.
(a) depth; (b) emotional iﬁvestment or intensity of affect;

and (c) imitation or similarity of content between paired

1

interactants. These scores were subjected to analyses of
variance at an-alpha level of .05. If disinhibition had
occgpred, interviewees, once'ﬁisinhibited should maintain a
‘high level of disclosure even in the ahsence of continued
aggclosure on the part of the interviewer. This was not
ﬁhe case. A social attraction expianation assumes that
naive subjects are positively attracted to their self-
disglosing partnerg. From results obtained from their
Interview Reaction Checklist, no clear preference ;as
demonstrated' for the disclosing interviewer by the
interviewees. Also, according to a modeling hypothesis
prediction, one would expect a high degree of imitiation,
that is, high similarity of content between members of a
pair. Yet, deep disclosures conéained moée originélity of

content than shallow disclosures. The. findings favored the

existence of a norm of reciprocity since interviewees

A - "

remained highly intimate only if the interviewer continued

to disclose. This reward-cost interpretation is
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strengthened by the fact that, for a given interviewer
diéclosing level, the more self-disclosing subjects checked
of £ less favorable reactions in a post-interview questlon-
haire, thus suggesting that the dispensation of self-
disclosure to maintaiﬁmﬁquity was costly.
With a novel approach and a total of 36 subjects,
Davis and Skinner (1974) had oﬁe interviewer; disclose
openly on\an audiotape and another in a live_situa;ion with
a naive sﬁbject. ‘'The content was essentially the same for
both male models. szsclosure on 10 high intimacy ratgd
topics was scaled by judges as to depth and emotional
investment. Greater intimacy was found in subjects paired
with a live® model as compared to both the audiotape and
control groups. Modeling would have predicted equal

disclosure intimacies in the two groups exposed to a model

and is thus refuted. Arguments might be raised in terms of

the comparative potency of the models due to their ways of -

transmitting their self-disclosures, as in their affective
tone. No preference was reported for the high-disclosing
model " seen live according to the Marlowe-Crowne Social
Desirability Scale, contradictind the liking standpoint.
This design might have been improved by having the same
model.self—disclose in the two treatment conditions.

With their sample of 48 m;les, Jones and Archer

(1976) have contributed some evidence for an equitable

~

N
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and breadth of self-disclosure, yet no main effects were

’f
fou?i:for either liking, modeling, or social exchange with
e

a m

»

dksign, all subjects first read a questionnaire supposedly

asure of depth, our prime focus so far. In this

fi_led out by their confederate partner and including some
intimate details. Then, they were divided so that half
'witnessed a vidéotaﬁé_wwhere the confederate disclosed
intidately, and half saw a yideotape with only low intimacy
disclosures. FolIéﬁing, the subjects were paired with the
same confederate who e%ther revealed personal disclosures
or only spoke about himself superficially. Then, subjects
wére asked to describe themselves on five topics. Contrary
to modeling propositions, in the groups paired with an inti-
mate confederate, those subjects not exposed to a videotape
talked on more topics and at greater length than those

1

having had this/exposure. Also, for amount and ;ength of
disclosure, subjects were more self—disclosing‘when they‘
had heard some intimate disclosure than without either a
videotape or ac£ual examples of the confederate'§ intimacy.
Ratings gg/ﬂiking and trust were not related to any of the
disclosure effects.’ Since all subjects had knowledge of
;He.intimate information concerned with théréonfederate

through the questionnaire, it might be reasoned that this
: s i

was sufficient for all to reciprocate to some extent. They
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would then be "paying for" the opennésg they had received
in some or several forms by the confederate,

Summary view of reciprocity studies. On the whole,

the set of studies above give ‘credibility to an eduitable'
exchange theory as an explanation for the dyadic effect.
This means that interactants Strive to maintain a balance
in tﬁé intimacy level of relationships between, the ingprred
costs and rewards by conforming to what Gouldner has qamed
a norm of . reciprocity. Social attraction may be ‘tenablé in
.explaining a recipfocity effect but.with possibly more
influence.in the early stages of a relationship. Fronm
Derlega, Wilson and Chaikin's study, friends do not seem to
aéhere to a reciprocity norm as strictly as strangers. Fe&
studies have dealt with trust as distinct from liking; such
investig&tions might uncover a relationship between trust
alone and self-disclosure. Modeling seems to ha;e some”
influence at times but not as consistently. Experiments by
Archer and Berg (1978) and Rubin (1975, 1976).serve‘to
demonstrate that the dyadic effect can be generalized to
natural settings and is, therefore, not merely an 6utgrowth
of the ambiguous laboratory situation. .

| Better. experimental designs could be devised to
investigate to what extent.each theory explains why self-

Ia

disclosure exchanges are'usually governed by a reciprocity

norm. - Although this was not done here specifically, an



: S ' S
| I 36

”,

attempt ﬁas_undertaken to see how éertain'postulates‘of ‘the
three‘theories (e.g. that persons who disclose méte will be
liked mére)i aré rélated to temporal and experiential immed-
iacy. The important point is that all three theories, as

well as the research reported, are robust®asertions of a

dyadic effect.

‘Immediacy and Intimacy in Self-disclosure

.In the above, reciprocity in self-disclosing inti-

macy has been shown to be tenable theoretically and in

a significant number of studies. As p eviously discussed,

dependent measures of self-disclosing ‘depth have varied
from self-report instruments to pre-rated intimacy ratings
to number of self-references to judges' evaluations of
degree of personalness. However, it has not been clearly
explained as to how the intimacy level of the confederate

2

has bgen controlled for. In most cases, topic choice and
content wefe thé main foci; briefly, thi; means what is
being discussed. The purpose here is to re-investigate the
meaning of intimacy and, in so do%ﬁﬁ?kintroduce a new dimen—
sion of self-disclosure content, that is temporal ihmédié&y,
and to take into account the how of disclosing, defined later

as experiential immediacy. With the rationale presented

below, it will then be possible to hypothesize an influence
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of these two aspects of immediacy upon a spondent's self-
disclosure immediacy (both temporalhand experiéntial) and
depth. . The‘first follows through from a straight recipro-
ciﬁy viewpoiht. ?hesagcpnd needs to be developed further.
WhyTane person's discourse .is considered by another
to be personal and opegly revealing as opposed to
superficial and nbnintimate could be highly subjegtive,
Derlega and Chaikin {1975) atiribute iméortance to two
factors in the rating of intima;y: {a)~afFformation that is

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

behaviors that are not divulged publicly or to manyipeople.

The more vulnerable the information abolUt oursélves makes

us, the less likely we are to reveal ¥t. But how do we.
know if someone who is self-disclosing to us has not just
told the saﬁe thing to the person down thé block or that he
isn't really talking about his brother? According to’
societal expectations, one might assume that being highly
expressive or revealing about certain topics, for example
one's sexual experiences, would be inﬁimate communicétion.
However, this may be true only on an average basis. One
solution to help us define intimacy would be *to turn to a
éetting wvhere, by definition, one would expect revelations
of a personally unique nature. ‘One possibility here is a

psychotherapeutic context.

A more important reason why psychotherapy, and
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specifically humanistic psychotherapy, -will now become the
focal point stems from the major contention of this paper:
intimacy through self-disclosure with another is'achievéd
only if the revealer is immediﬁtely aware of his own
experiences. Self-disclosure literature has often assumed
a link between intimacy and active self-awareness. For
example, in.defining his Disclosure Rating Scale, Doster ~
(1971) stresses that, when someone engages in personal
revelations, "there is ah exploration of one's own
behavidr, feelings and attitudes as Wefl as their meaning-
fulness in his self-picture” (p. 4). Johnson, (1972)
amplifies this assertion by stating: "your ability to
disclose yourself to others depends upon your self-aware-
ness '‘and your self-acceptance. You must be aware of your
reactions in order to communicate them to others" (p. 13).
The 'emphasis on self-exploration in humanistic
psychotherapy will permit an understénding of what.this
concept means and what behaviors, feelings, attitudesyére
involved in this concept. According to this framework,
self-exploration may be achieved through "living-in-the-
moment", "experiencing the now", "being in the here and
now" - what will generally be referred to as immediacy,
(Carkhuff, 1969; Egan, 1970; Passons, 1975; Perls,
Hefferline and ‘Goodman, 1965: Rogers, 196l1l). These authdrs

agree that immediacy involves a high consciousness of what
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one 1is at évery moment. This not only means being in
contact with one's inner environment (e.g. bodily sensa-
tions, thoughts) but also implies an awareness of one's
immediate environment, especially with whom and hoq\one is
relating. With this position, defenses recede and there is
an openness to oneself and to others. On the opposite engd
of this immediacy.continuum, one has the person who avoids
taking responsibility for the moment and assumes a
defensive attitude in order to distance himself from
potentially threatening concerns. This individual is not
in tune with himself; there is a subject-object split so
that he does not appropriate his own feelings as part. of
his gestalt, nor is he actively engaged with his environ-
' ment . Instead he displays lower trust and fear of
risk-taking when interacting with othefé.

The above clarifies, in general terms, the necessity
for effective self-exploration to encompass immediate
rather than non-immediate awareness. The postulate is that
focusing on the immediate within a psychotherapeutic con-
te;t is akin to being highly revealing,or intimate within
interpérsonal relgﬁionships. .

In their definition of ctive self-disclosure,
Highlen and Voight (1978) come ge to wh% is mean.t herg:
"a sﬁeaker's voluntary verbal statement made. . .in a

dyadic interaction that expresses his emotions in feeling
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-terms, is‘pgesent-oriented, and self-referenced" (p. 22).

Adding these notions to the general definition of self-

disclosqre given initially, self-disclosure intimacy can be

said to be: any present-oriented, self-referenced verbal

information that Person A willingly and honestly communi-

cates to Person B, and which include expressions of emotion

in feeling terms. .
At this point, the concept of self-disclosure inti-

macy in termsqof immediacy needs to be defined more con-

cretely. How would one fecognize a self-discloser who is

"really into it" and immediate as opposed to a

self-révealer‘who merely "talks about” ﬁis feelings in a fg

detached manner? Two facets of immediacy can be extracted

from readings' in Rogerian and Gestalt psychotherapies:

temporal ‘and experiential jimmediacy. The next sections

include a discussion of each of these to specify their
meanlnes.and state hypotheses related to an exact dyadic

effect, and develop rationales predlctlng their infduence

L

on another's consequent self-disclosure depth.

Temporal Immediacy o

An argudent will'be developed here which asserts
that the time orientation and intimacy level of a self-
discloser can be affected significantly by altering the

temporal immediacy of a communicator's disclosure content.
2
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D
Temporal immediacy means the resent, the actual, and all
thét relates to an individuals today. Temporal nonimmediacy
2

refers to the past, a time ne by, as in days, months, years.

Temporal immediacy begets temporal immediacy. A

first hypothesis stems from the direct reciprocity premise

that-a certain type of disclosure begets t same type in

return. Applied to temporal immediacy, [the following

hypothesis is stated:

During a dyadic first encounter, en a naive
subject engages in self-disclos
confederate who is self-revealding on topics of
moderately high intimacy, greater temporal
immediacy in the confederate's self-disclosure
{that is, a present as opposed to a past time
orientation) will be associated with greater
temporal immediacy in the subject's disclosure.

Temporal immediacy begets intimacy. Now, the

emphasis becomes how temporal immediacy in one person might
affect another person's intimacy level in addition to his
time orientation. The belief is that, by orienting oneself
to present happenings ‘in one's life, one is more intimate
than if one restricts se}f—disclosures to past events.
This 1is --given self-diéclosures on similar topics of
discussion and a.fixig level of experiencing.' éestalt and
client-centred process outlooks and resgarch findings "help
verify these deductions. .
The importance of time orientationq iﬁ experiential

psychotherapy differs from psychoanalysis and existential

therapy. 1In the Freudian -perspective, success in therapy

-
s
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necessitates looking back into the past. The present is
viewed as a network of unresolved conflicts stemmipg from
an early age. In fact, studying the formation of inter-
personal relationships is consideréd'superf%cial since no
focus is on the transference of feelings carried over from
childhood parental relagionships. From another standp;int,
existentialism affirms the cruciality of Being present, of
encountering one's own experiences with full awareness and
immediacy. This parallels notions of experiential rather
than temporal immediacy. Existential temporality defines
man as ghe total of all his past, present and future
possibilities of relating to the world. Thus, to delineate
time into past versus present is not viable. In addition,
the existential way of looking at an encounter between two
people is simply descriptive. Any attempt of formulating
hypdtheses and testing them through experimental manipula-
tions is seen as artificial and trivial. As such, although
both these viewpoints offer interesting divergences from
the Gestalt and %iient-centred ones on temporal immediacy,
methods of operationalizing their conceptualizations defy
analysis as presented in the self-disclosure literature.
Gestaltists stress that living in the present is

different from being past-oriented in terms of an individ--

val's well being (Egan, 1970; Fagan & Shepherd, 1970;

Passons, 1975; Perls, Hefferline, & Goodman, 1965; Thorne,
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1974; Ward & Rouzer, 1974). Later, this is shown to affect
pne's interpersonal contacts as others respond differently
to an actual versus a .past discloser. A greatly emphasiz;d
injunction of Gestalt therapy is: "live now: be concerﬁed

.

with the present rather than with the past or future"
' (Naranjo, 1970, p."fé). Living-in-the-moment is the
appropriate prescription for life and for valuation of con-
sciousness. Having a present reference point means commit-
ment ts living and an expefiential*¥ramework. Thorne
(1974) asserts that "by keeping awareness in the present,
one avoids the past conditioning that keep(s) liée from
being experienced freshly" (p. 31). As a consequence, i'
achieving the status of a healthy person is synonymous to
living in the now. To develop the feeling of actualitf,
words such as "now" and "at this moment" are stressed.

On the other hand, being concerned witﬁ the past
means avoidance of living,éga‘of present responsibility.
- Talking about the past is a defensive attitude or maneuver
.to maintain distance from potentially threatening current
concerns. The Gestalt outlook states that a past orienta-
tion subtracts from the possible-time and energy neceséary
to change one's present 6gndition. All references to one's
past are not negative since presentification or reliving of

the past can be beneficial. Rather, the point is that:

"talking about the past in the past tense usually results
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in leaving the past in the past" (Passons, 1975, p. l6l).

To summarize then, good adjustment follows through

from pfesent centredness whereas references to the past
imply avoidance and limit personality growth. This idea is
expressed specifically by Ward and Rouzer, 1974:

"Lack of present centredness results in a loss

of contact with reality. Although the healthy
per#on uses the past and/or future to guide him
in action, he does so without leaving the present
since he sees only the present as reality. The
neurotic person, having lost sight of his exis-
tence as a 'time-space event', avoids awareness
of the present and reality. He dwells either in
the past or future, mistaking previous dangers

or situations for current ones... The neurotic's
resistance to facing the present implies that

hé, does not take responsibility for himself since
-id is only in the present that effective action
can take place; rather, he attempts to manipulate
the environment into taking responsibility for him.
The result is that he does not grow and develop
further, thus failing to make the transcendence
from environmental to self-support which
characterizes the healthy person." (p. 27)

&

Not only does the past or present focus have conﬁf-
quences for an individual‘s psychological health bufﬁé}
also affects a person's contact with his environment.
Actuality of the préesent results in clearer contact with
the real environment, including the people with whom one is
relating. A division is created when one tries to’ focus on
the past and at the éame time really be with éomeone in the
present.- In terms of the psychothe;gpsu&ié relationship,

deviations m the present may be real indications of a

client's digtrust for the whole approach to therapy and/or

v )
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for his therapist. With others, as.in a group encounter, a
Pbreoccupation with a time gone by is often an escape into
safer grounds (Egan, '1970). Talking about the past may

frequently. be paired with lower trust and fear of risk-

taking, concepts already linked to lower levels of S

self-disclosure. In other words, both se}f—disclosing iﬁv
the past and self-disclosing with low intimacy stem from
choosing to be more distant and should conceivably be
responded to with low intimacy in self-disclosure from the;
recipient of such revelations. As Egan says iﬁ regards to
others' reactions to a past-oriented interactant: "the
problém with the past is that it (coupled with. .- .the
quality of a person's self-disclosure} engen@ers ennui”
(p. 94).  Therefore, from Gestalt interpretations, there
seems to be justification for the prediction of the second
ﬁypqthesis: that past self-disclosures by Person A is more
distant than present-focused revelations and should be
correlated with lower self-disclosure intimacy in Person
B's responses.

The present-past time dimension is also stressed by
Rogers (1961). According to client-centred therapy, the
process of construciivé personality change involves a se-
quence of changesiwithin a person. Of particular interest

here are the alterations in a client's relationship to -

feelings, his communication of self and his interpersonal

o
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relationships. 1In the initial stages when thé ciient is'in\
a state of incongruenée: Rogers states)that he expresses
feelings as remote from himself, usual®wy existing in the
past; that he is wunwilling to commqnipate anytﬁgng but
external, non;self material; and he fedrs and refrains from
close personal contacts. JPoor éersonafladaptatiSn seems to
cement together a past focus in feelings, low levels of
Self—disclosure and avoidance of intimacy with others. One
has, in fact, three crucial elements of the present study
which are assumed to be significantly correlated w1th'€;ch
other. In the advanced stagJ"lf successful gperapy when a

client becomes congruent with himself, he hasg learned to

experience his feelings in the present, to achieve satis-

- -

faction in communiéating himself and to risk more|and more
in h%? pemsonal contécts.by living openly with .an\ inte- -
grated flow of- feelings. The link between present-centre
ness, greater self-disclosure and closer and deeper inter-
personal relationships seems'unquestionable, all variable;
going hand gin hand with positive personal growth{. Thus,
rogerian theory also gives solid ground for the hypothesis '
" formulated in this reséafch paper.

Experimentation investigéting. the relationship
between self-disclosure intimacy and time orientation is
unfortﬁnately lacking.ﬁ/ﬁbwever, some studies have focused

on the effect of various time contexts on a person's

o
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attitude. Thesg will be reviewed in the following section.
Théy provide evidence for éhe belief that different
reactions and- responses would follow from different time
perspeqﬁives, giving concrete indications of the trend
these respoﬁses could take.

Wiener and Mehrabian (1968) and Mehrabian (1972)
believehstrongly that a berson communicates his attitudinal
or affective positiveness'of negativeness towards anofher
by altering the degree of immediacy in his verbal behav- -

ior. Immediacy refers to the "degree of directnéigfand

intensitj

interaction between communicator and referent
in a comfunicator's linguistic message" (Mehrabian, 1966,

ing this concept, they have devised an Immediacy
J‘

p. 28).
Scale based \on 9 or 12 cateqories scored according to an
empirically /based scoring. procedure. One of these cate- 0

gories is fime immediacy which is specifically concerned

with "

being temporally past or future"™ (Mehrabian, 1967, p. 415).

An example of g temporally immediate statement would be:

‘"Mike is showing me his house" whereas nonimmediacy would
be communicated in: "Mike showed me his house". As such,
thi; draws - a parallel to the definitions of paSt~ and

present-oriented contents given in the present study since

it bases itself on variatiam in tense usage. The 'main
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postulate of thege authors‘is that nonimmediacy in language
signals a speaker's éepération of himself from the object

of- his message, from his addressee or from the message N
itself and is thus indicative of avoidance behavior.

‘ To test the wvalidity of? this assertion, the
responses of untrained subjects tb variations in immediacy
were investigated in two studies by Mehrabian (1967,_1568).‘
In the first of these, 92 undergraduates were asked'fo
choosé the item from pairs of gtatementé thqp'displayed -
'tﬂe more positive preferential and/or affeétive attitude on
the speaker's part towards thefentity referrea"to. The’ 35
pairs 5f statements .each had an immediaté ané nonimmediate
version of the same co;text. The significanE z score of
the means confirmed the hypothesis that subjects judge more
temporally immediate communications as. demonstrative of
jore'positive attitudes on a speaker's part than nonim-
mediate sentences.

In a similar design, 46 students rated items in a 96
page booklet on af?-point dislike:}ike continuum in ‘terms
of the attitude inferred of the speaker toward some thing
or person (Mehrabian, 1968). An analysis of'variance
revealed that temporal n;niﬁmediacy in response to an{”
immediate ;ontext was séored'significantly more often as

indicative of a negative attitude than either immediate

time statements in an immediate context or nonimmediate
1 %
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statements in a'nonimmediate context (p < .01).. As.such,
when there -was reciprocity in degree of immediacy between
question asked of the communigator and responée by the
communicator, the perception of the épeaker's feelings were
less _negative, Both studies suggest that a present-

_.immediacy focus is interpreted by naive subjects as

:éenotative of more positive attitudes from a discloser than
a past or futufe, ‘that is, a nonimmediate temporal
reference point.

Mehrabian and Wieffer {(1966) alsg demonstrated thgl
one manifests greater temporal immediacy as a consequence
of pleasant attitudes’felt about a situation or person in
contrast to an entity having more negative connotationg for
you. The answers given by 24 subjects on two literary pas-
sages were arbitrarily rated "high" or "low" by an experi-

.menter. Subjects then wrote a sentence about gach passage
and this was ratéd by two judges using the Immediacy Scale.
According to a one-tailed t test analysis, the nonimmediacy
score for a failure-associated event is siénificantly
greater than the nonimmediacy score for a success-associ-
ated event {p < .05). Similarly, 35 nursing students wrote '
statements describing a liked and disliked acquaintance.

L
Judges' eva%?ations

underlined a significant effect linking .

-~

greater temporal nonimmediacy with revelations about

disliked people (é < .001). This last procedure was
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replicated with 70 subjects and parallel resu;ts were
extracted with an overail interjudge agteement of .62.

| Although Bursor (1979) found no differences in immed-
.iacy between descripfion of liked and not liked clients,
the use of counsellors as subjects introduces an élement of
sophistication which might affect the language employed.

In the above studies on immediacy, the validity of
thé Immediacy Scéle needs to be ascertained. To relate
tﬁese- findings more closely to the present study, a
cohcentrated look at temporal immediacy becomes necessafy.
The research by Weiner and Mehrabian support the idea that
past:zi}ated statements are perceived as sﬁowipg more
negative attitudes phan a present focus in'self-re&el-
ations. As the present study stipulétes, this leads to
less intimacy in' response to the less temporally immediate
disclosures,

Not onlf are nonimmediate ;}me disclose;s perceived
as manifesting negative attitudes,.they may eﬁen belong to
a-less adjusted group. Like the Gestalt therapists who
maintain that 1living in the "here and now" promotes
positive mental health, Maslow (1971) has described one
criteria of the psychologically healthy or -self-actualized
?erson as'having a present-oriented focus in life,

To this effect, Robertson (1978) gave 40 subjects

paper and pencil tests in a group situation. The results

/.?
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clearly indicated (p < .01) a positive relation between
both temporal compeFence énd evaluation and measures of ego
strength, purpose-in-life and self-evaluation. The time
factors were' also negatively associéted' with manifest
anxiety and external control. In a parallel fashion,
Bonier and Rokeach (1975) found that high dogmatics used
the present tense to a lesser degree than }ow dogmatics.
Cottle {1971) also reported that people scéring hi;her on
dogmatism gave 1less importance to the present and a

\ stronger ;mphasis on the past. Turning to a more patho-
logical group, Getsinger (1976? shows that to dwell in the
past o6r to aspire continuously for hetter days prevents the
attainment of self-actualization. Ge?singer chose 15 men
éiagnosed as soclopaths uﬁon hospitalization and 15 men
labelled "psychologically healthy" or ‘“self-actualized”
following a battery of psychological tests and a 30-minute
clinical interview. One tempgral measure empléyed in this
study was a time reference inventory containing 10
positive, 10 neutral, and 10 negative open-ended questions
with reference to-%/é;st, presenﬁ or future time mode,‘as
ﬁevised'by Ross and Albers (1965). At p < .001, a t-test
demonstrated that socioPéths assigned positive statements
ﬁore often to the past than the self-actuélizers. Also,
the latter more frequently associated negative statements

-

Lwith the past and less frequently with the present than the

o
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pathological group. The author concludes that the past is

. a more dominant time mode and a more positive one for
sociopaths who seem to yearn f&r the "good old days" unlike
more psychologically adjusted individuals.

7 Thus, it seems plausible that a past—orieqted
discloseruwéuld%be perceived more negatively in general
‘than a present-centred speaker. To follow through, it
appears as tenable that one would want to be léss intimate
yith such a discloser. The communicator revealing
present-related or immediate information would be judged as
better adjuéted and thus induce greater trustworthiness to
share intimate material with him. \

Coming from a different 1line, von Wright and
Kinnaunen (1976) lend support to the contention that closer
temporal events are viewed as more threatening thah more
temporally distant happenings. Forty-five females and 42
males were asked to estimate the degree to which they

(eibér{enced one of three harmful events as_thfeatening}if
it occurred in one of five years: 1977, 1982, 1993, 2012,
nd 2034. The scale used ranged from "0" or "wholly
indifferent” to "100" or “extremef} threatening". The
pldttings of the mean ratings of threat against chrono-
loéicaL time indicated less threat was felt with‘increased

time b&t this study "does not clearly.state'that this -

tendency achieves a significant value. Also, no
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\
counterpart study exists that investigates this relation-

ship specificaily with a past and present focus. The
assumption here is that the level of fear decreases with
greater chronological distance, whether one is going
forward or backward in time.

The above research has given somé weight to the
belief that more temporally immediate discloéures would be.
perceived and respondeﬁ to more positively. This was
tested out directly in a preliminary study (Labelle, 1979}.
Fifty-six French-speaking university students met with one
of eight confederates during a 30-minute dyadic encounter.
The naive sgbjects received disclosures of either low or
Q}qh intimacy and either past- or present-oriented revela-
tions from the pre-trained confederates. Pre-rated inti-
macy levels and self-references per minute served as depend-
ent méasures of intimaéy in self-disclosure. An analysis
of covariance with repeated measur;s gave further support
to a reciprocity phenomenon such that subjects exposed to
high intimacy confederates displayed greater deptﬁs of dis-
closufe than those receiving only low level communications.
Time oriéntation failed to éttain significance for both
measures, although p levels obtained were < .10. Nonethe-
less, it was found that the intimate confederates dis-
closing preéent-related material weére perceived as more
intimate and ;;re responded to witgkmore self-references

’

’
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than the intimate but past-revealing confederates
(p < .05). As predicted from a Gestalt perspective and
suggested by these results, living in the present does
imply a better ability to form intimate relationships when
it comes to disclosing more private information.
Suggestions for improvement of this study included:
increasing the sample, adding more dependent measures of
intimacy, including some on temporal and experiential
immediacy, having more confederates trained per condition,
checking on the effectiveness of deception; and -

investigating if the how of experiencing the self-

disclosure content, whether past or present, is relevant.

All such considerations have been applied in the present
research.

The results reported above can be interpreted from

an interpersonal attraction or eguitable exchange view-

| _ .
point., The former viewpoint would hold that revealing

personal information about one's present is a sign of
greater liking and trust by the discloser. 1In response, a
dyadic partner would also be attracted to such a communi-
cator and display this through greater manifestations of
intimacy in return. On the other hand, one would feel less
liked and consequently like less the person who restrains
completely from any'mentign of his preseqt and concgntrates

solely on. past events of his intimate life. There would be
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some attraction because of the personal detail received,

however, the past orientation would_cause ‘'one to trust the

~—
other less and thus disclose on a shallower level.

Taking the norm of reciprocity framework, it would
seem that a recipient of present, intimate information
feels obligated tQ\Pay for such revelations with greater
depth in self-disclosure. Receiving present and personal
disclosures seem to constitute a greater benefit than
obtaining past confidences. 1In terms of self-disclosures
of mild intimacy, these may already symbolize the receipt

.of a minimal reward and a second interactant would feel no
differential obligations whether the revelations are past
or present-related.

Modeling, can less easily explain the above results.
If a recipient is merely looking to her partner for
appropriate éue_s of behavior, he would be expected to
respond to a pregent and intimate discloser with a similar
intimacy level and the same time orientation. .This does
not demonstrate why the—naive subjects with such partners
would have been more intimate than others matched with
confederates expresséng s;;ilar intimacy but with a past
perspective,

'In the present -study, thé topics chosen for the

confederates are the same as were given to the intimate

confederates in the previous researcl. Since this is



controlled for throughout the four experimental conditions,
it is expected that temporal immediacy would invite naive
subjects to be more intimate than a temporally nonimmediate
confederate. As a follow-through of the theoretical
rationale and research set forth, one might formulate
another main hypothesis of this paper:

“ During a dyadic first encounter, when a naive
subject engages in self-disclosure with a
confederate who is self-revealing on topics of
moderately high intimacy, greater temporal
immediacy in the confederate's self-disclosure

J ({i.e. a present as opposed to a past time
orientation) will be associated with greater

intimacy . in the subject's disclosure.

Having looked at temporal immediacy in detail, a sec-

ond form of immediacy, that is experiential, will be

-investigated so as to derive two other major hypotheses.

Experiential Immediacy ’

Whereas the time dimension is in itself influential
in a self-disclosure encounter, ip would be simplistic to
assume that. this is all Gestalt and Rogerian therapists
envisage in their notions of immediacy in self-awareness.
As Wills (1978) states, "time in no way should be construed
as implying that 'there and then' awareness ref;rs to what
went on in the client's past and 'here and now' as
referring to what is going on in the present time. Past,

present ani{j@ntasizad future can each be explored with

both 'here %nd now' and 'there and then' awareness"
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(p. 185). In this paper, the 'here and now‘.from such a
perspective is referred to as a high level of experientiaf
awareness of being CLOSE to oneselﬁf. ‘There and then'’
awareness 1s regarded as DISTANT awareness or the
manifestation of low izzjfiential immediacy.

Before developi a theoretical rationale involving

theyinfluence of experiential immediacy on another's self-
disclosing intimacy, an 0geFatlonal definition of this
concept needs to be formulated A(\\ose versus distant
dimenslon is complex and is shown below to involve four
criteria. In terms of each of these, straight reciprocity

L
between the confederate and subject will also be expected.

Emotional investment. The first dimension that is
part of experiential immediacy is emotional investment.
Chelune has asserted the importance of affective manner in
self-disclosing communication. Intimacy, as defined by
Altman and Taylor (1973)4 also involves strong affect.‘ The
difference between CLOSE and DISTANT is similar to the
contrast betwgen "focusing on" and "talking about" one's
feelings. To’clarify; Keen {1978) speaks of a reflective
past that 'is purely inte%lectual and does not promote
change in an.individual's perceptions and behavior.l This
he distinguishes “from a "contemporaneoﬁsly lived past"
characterized by emotional involvement in insights and

allowing one to grow by changing the meaning of the past.
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Growth seen not only from an individual perspective but
also in the formation of a close‘Felationship needs a high
level of emotional investment, according to Levinger. and.
Raush (1977). | |

Frgm a Gestalt interpretation{ emotions signal real-
ity contact. As Mermin (1974) discusses, the neurotic
expressés his emotions indirectly and without satisfaction
and, on the whole, has lost awareness of his emotional
life. .From another humani§t§c viewpoint, Gendlin (196?),
expounégv the neqessity of an emotionally  felt proceés
within the context of a close gelatiénship in .order for
persoﬁality change to occur,

From the above, it becomeé evident that many
theorists stress the importance of emotional investmen£ in
promoting individual growth in interacting with others. r
Although the point has been made that_ emotional manner

should be investigated within the area of self-disclosire.

(for example by Chelune), little research has been

R

published,figT‘ﬁpllow through on _this. Psychotherapy, .-
~_however, has dealt with emotignal investment and relevant
studies in this coq}ext are now mentioned. Then, one study
which specifically considers the influence of one person's
~affect on others’ corresponding affect in discloéure ist

brought forth.

Positive outcomes in therapy have been associated

.. *
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with clienté exhibiting greater vocal energy, openness and
expressiveness (Butler, Rice and Wagstaff, 1962), more read-
- iness to confront and communicate their feelings (Strupp,
1971), higher levels of emotional discharge (Nichols,.
-1974), and of experiencing according to Gendlin's Exper-
iencing Scale (Kiesler, 1971; Tomlinson, 1967). Also,
sessions are rated as better by both clients and thérapists
if feelings are expressed (Kiesler, 1973). Studies in the
area of psychfﬁhgrapy are plagued with maﬂy methodological

-

,problems, thus rehdering conclusions difficult. However,

-~

Tt would appear that, botﬁ thedretically ané empirically,
“emotional involvemepf is integral to personal grdwtﬁ and a
. developing’ intimate relationship.
Focusing on small group interactiqns, Moss and
Harren (1978} measured self-diéclosgre according to the 10
dimensions referreﬁ/;o in the Moss Behaviorai-Rating of
Disclosure (MBRD). The two of interesf are: (a) affect of
message, defined as the in;ensity of verbal affect, from no
explicit to vehemént affect, and (b),vocal inténsity or the
degree of. voéal affect conveyed by volume and pitch of
* voice, Both of these emotion-based aspects in naive f’“\
subjects' self-revelations were found to be Rgiiiéyely
correlated with the subjects' overall disclosure duality,

with r = .44 for affect of message and r = .34 for vocal

intensity (p < .001).. This justifies looking at emotional
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inves;ment'in self-disclosure studies, as was attempted in
the prese\t st™dy. Moss and Harren also found evidence of

a reciprocity effect when comparing the affect of message

z

and vocal intensity in the leader with that of the

-

participants in the personal growth groups. The leader's
intensity of verbal affect was mirrored in the members
(r = .39, p < .001). Vocal:intensity was also reciprocateds

'(5 = .31, p < .00l1l). This follows a strict reciprocity ‘
- - v a .
effect in terms of emotional investment. The .postulate i%’

L ]
that Moss and Harren's results can be generalized to a

..

dyadic context.

I versus it talk. Coming new to a second, more

concrete manifestation of experiential immediacy ,is the

l

necessity for direct self-references. Passons (1975) and

Wills (1978) have stressed the importance of using the
perscnal® pronoun "I" instead of "you" or "they" in - é§\*
expressing an opinion. According to Perls (1947), the
‘latter, refe;ed to as "it-talk"™ is a barriér to self- -
awareness whereas.the use of ego language ﬁhrough\é-s&ate-

ments infers taking responsibility.for one'slactioﬁs and

Feelings and leads to more authentic interpersonal contact

with others.

+

Greenberg and Tannenbaum (1962) were interested ih

» . W
how the use of first versus third personal pronouns was

affected by level of cognitive stress. Twenty-five



journalism undergraduates were divided intd one-of three
groups: a) a first group was asked to reply to an attack
on a strbngly held belief. in which journalism was heavily
criticized, b)—a second needed to formulate an answer to\ a
supportive comment inxwhich journalism was commended, c)J a Y
third proﬁided'a control. As predicted from the ‘postulates
of.'I"versus “it-talk', the subjects wh;se beliefs were
attacked responded with greater third personal pronouns
(p < .01) than the confrols and tended to use less first
‘personal pronouns (p < . 10) than the control and suppor;
tive groups. Thus, 1I's are avoié;d under stressful
situations, in preference €or a nore disgant pronoun,
Stiles (19795, Stiles, McDaniel‘ and McGaughey
(1979), énd Stiles and Sultan (1979).have studied verbal
;ésponse~modes in relation to interpersonal intentions.
One of their eigpt' classes of verbal responsés 'was
disclogure form™ and intent, abbreviated as D(D). A client
-stateﬁent using the first person réference 'I' and
" revealing subjective information such as éh&ughts,
feelings, perééptipns; and iﬁtentions was rated as.D(D).
These authors believe that operating with this verbal mode
provides binding associations between .dinternal experiences
and Ehe.self.- It is an index of oﬁe's assuming responsi-
bility éor one's self. This is opposed to a mode called

edification form with disclosure intent, or E(D), where
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subjective information is disclosed ‘through a third person.
Examples would be:. "I'm afraid of him" for D(D) and "it
scared me" fqr E(D}, thus paralleling I versus it-talk.
‘Stiles and Sultan suggest the m6hi§oﬁf;§ of therapists’
efféctivéness by noting how often clients use D(D) ‘
statements. In Stiles, McDa‘pel and McGaughey's study,
éuch vérbal modes werd compared to the client's level of
éxper1enc1ng, neasuregf\fth th; 7-point Experiencing Scale
as a global index, of good psychotherapeutlc process or

? growth. Low leveis describe impersonal and superficial
revelations whereas. a highly experiencing client‘ is
jexploring his feelings and lhe emergent #levels ‘of
experiencing serve as basic rgferents' for self-under- .
stand;ng. ;When 90'verbatum the%apy trqnscripts were coded,f

;///the strongest correlation with experiencinglwas with Dij

(r = .58, p < .0001)?,_Thus,'both.theory and resiﬁrch'give

weight to I versus it-talk as an. in¥ex of 'experiential
immediacy. - . .

. ;o
Specificity. Thirdly, the dﬁéref of . specificity to

describe ?ne'é feelings and acfiohs is enmeshed in the
definition of experienfiai immeaiacf;‘; Doster (1571)
quérlines that su;erfigial,verbal behaviSr is character-
ized by breadth and generalizability whereas the spééifif-

city in the communhication of personal information helps to

- > - ’ . \ ", - -
get a more iﬂi&mgte view - the self-discloser as .an



individual rather than merely a member of a general oup.

_ Gendlin (1964) also emphasizes a difference between an

emotion-like anger which is a global entity and a feeling

which can be directly and specifically referred to in a -

bodily sense.- This.author writes that the first never

leads to pérsonality change. In contrast, focusing on a
-

specific, physiologically felt sensation is a necessary

step in experf&‘cing and promotes a shift in the whole

personality. Similarily in the present study, confederates

were trained to siate only global emotions (eg. "it makes
me angry") or describe éﬁiiific feelings (eg. "right here
in my chest, I feel like I'm boiling a;d fuming, almost
like I'11l explode"); .Usually this criterion is found as
part and parcel of the meaning of ekperienéing_in the
research and is.not separated from other facﬁors.

Coming back to Moss and Harren's study, 1 of the 10
rating scales'of self—disclosure;was concreteﬁess or the:
degree of specificity of the discloser's language. This

could range from abstract to very specific with elaborate

‘details. TO'emphss}ze how specificity and emotional invest-

ment are both dimensions of experiential-imméQiacyt the
: L]

above researchers report a positive correlation between -
. : .

. .‘I
leader's, degree of specificity, and his vocal affect

i3

: t R X .
(r = .17). Also, when the Jleader was more specific,

<

members responded with greater expliéity in their
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statements of affect,'E = ,35. And, as a'final point, when
the trained leader manifqéted more voéal affect, the
subjects: responded with more concreteness and affect.
Therefore, this study and the “theoretical postulates
mentioned above assert to the inclusion of specificity as a
relevant criterion for experiential immediacy.

References to partnerg;“kf:;st element stipulates

- . 19
. AT . N . 4 .
that focusing &n one's immediate experiences within a self-

disclosure dyadic encounter: necessarily. involves beiqg
aware of one's partner. As Johnson (1972) asserts, merely
making personal confessions is not sufficient for true
intimacy without sofme ackno&ledgement of the other person
in the interaction. Thug, although one 1is self-disclosing
about an aspect in ohajé life that does not involve the
other, one's partner éhpuld still be included somehow in
one's disclosures. In the present study, references to the
subject's first pame were thought to enhance exﬁérientigl

immediacy in confederate's self=disclosures. //

. Experiential immediacy: begets experientigl

immediacy. Therefore, it has been demonstrated in past
writings that eiperiential immediacy comprises emotidnal
investment, personal I-thou statements, specificity in

self-disclosure content, and references to one's partner.

Rl

If one reconsiders the dyadic™ effect from the

perspective of each of these criteria, a third hypothesis-

'
-



can be made explicit:

During a dyadic first encounter, when a naive 1
subject engages in self-disclosure with a
confederate Who is self-revealing on topics,
of moderately high intimacy, greater exper-
iential immediacy (as measured separately b
the four criteria) in the confederate's sel;
-disclosure will be associated with great
’ experiential immediacy in the subject's
disclosure.

Experiential immediacy begets intimacy. Turning now

to a specific consideration of intimacy,. self-disclosure
depth has often been described according to the above fodr
criteria (Chelune, 1975:; Dostef, 1971; Highlen & Voight,
1978). In the research, however, intimacy has mostly heen
definaﬂ iﬁ terms of content variables”and not process ones,
One exceptioq is Fhat of Moss and Harren, previéusly
mentioned. Positive correlations between disclosure affect
in a leader's message and the overall quality of disclosure

r

in the group members were found Accordlng td the analysis

0

of variance, this leader variableywas the only éignificant
predictor of mémber disclosure {p < .05). Therefore, the.
expectation is that hgw one person discloses, notwith-

stagding the topic or objeg;ive details of the revelations,

will be suffici®nt in affecting a récipient'slintimaéy in’

neral.
//92 ) Looking at experiential immediacy in .terms of

1nterpersona1 adfraction premises, one would predlct that-

an individual who is really 1nv?fved experientially’ in his

[ +

= ) RN

/7 O\
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self-disclosurés will be liked and trusted more and, in so
quné, will inéite a listener to become more intimate
generally. This second person will also héve perceived
himself as being 1ikéd and trusted more by the initiating
self-discloser because of the experiential aspect of his
disclosures. 1In Eontrast,iif a speaker displays flatness

of affect and low experiential immedia&y as a whole, ther

is 1ittie evidence of liking and trust for a recipient.
such, he would not be prone to feel attractéd to his
partner'énd would thus respond with shaliow disclosures.

Equitable ‘exchange would interpret such . effects W
differently. An experientii;ii/ﬁmmediate individual 1is

manifesting rewarding behavierfor afégsgnd interactant.
In western society, affect or being referred to on a first

name basis, for example, is restrict4d to less formal

relationships. Personal interactions are viewed as )

promoting personal satisfaction, thus reward. As such, a

recipient of suéh disclosures would, in turn, feel
obligated to return a similar favor and would increase his

overall level of intimacy. In the case of the opposite’

>

event, lowj:zigfg;pement vaiue is atﬁributed to distant °
behavior %n one person, To repIy, in this case, requiées
little 'payment' in the form of intimacy.

Although modeling would easily emphasize gtfaight‘ S :

reciprocity of experiential immediacy, it wotld have

R

*

s
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trouble explaining why experiential closeness in onejpg;;;h
would heighten another's intimacy in terms of both content
and procéss. The hypothesis stated below is Eherefore more
in’line witﬁ the first two theoretical postulates.

During a dyadic first encounter, when a naive
subject engages in self-disclosure with a con-
federate who is self-revealing on topics of
moderately high intimacy, greater experiential
immediacy in the confederate's self-disclosure
will be asscciated with greater inti-

macy in the subject's disclosure.

Summdry  and{ Hypotheses

In this chaeper, one dimension of'self-disélésure,
intimacy, has been giveﬁ'focal attention. Three theoret-
ical frameworks and extensive research assert to the -~ i
existence of a reciprocity effect 'such that intimacy begets
intimaéy. Interpersonal attraction theor& explains that an
individual involved in a dyadic interaction will like and
trust a high discloser more than a shallow revealer and, as
a'consequence, will communicate this liking and trust by
disclosing at a deeper level in turn.. In terms of an'
equitablb.exéhange viewpoint, a dyadic partner will feel
‘obligated to pay for the receipt of more intimate '
disclosures and thus conédrms to a norh of regciprocity in
an attempt to maintain a balanced relatio _h p. These two

»

theories assume that receiving self-distlosure is

o

>
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rewarding. On ther other hand, modeling, as the third
theoretiéal premise of the dyadic effect, says that a
person will copy another's disclosure level simply because
this provided an indicator Ji’ﬁow to behave in an otherwise
unstrucﬂured situation. Aspects relevant to each theory
are investigated in this study. However, the main purpose
in presenting all three frameworks was to firmly establish
the intimacy begets intimacy phenomenon.

The next point of importance is that immediacy, that
is, the degree to which an individual is present in the

here and now of a dyadic interaction, is intrinsically

linked to intimacy. Research has looked more at what one

‘discloses, for example, on which topics. Although Bundza

and Simonson (1973) had stressed the need to look into the
"here and now" eﬂperieﬁces within selffdisclosure, no suc
direct research has as yét been published. ‘More .

specifically, two dimensions of<immed'.cg can be defined:
(a) teéporal immediacy or the tiﬁe orientation used during
disdlésures and (b) experiential immediacy which says how
much :?n' individual 'is inQolvea in ;n encounter; this

coﬁ?fises emotional investhent, specificity, apar.ﬁess of
the other, ! and I-references.' Gestalt- and hum nigtic

therapf‘viewpoints have eméhasizéé that, in order to be

intimate with others, one must be intimate with'oneself, or

. :
in other words, be immediate. .
) o S

¥

N
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Given the notion of the reciprocity effect alone’,
the first two hypotheses listed below predict that
immeaiacf begets immediacy such that a specific way of
disclosing will be mirrored in a precise sense. Following
from the dyadic effect premise and ‘the point that. immediacy
is a precursor for intimacy% two more hypotheses are
raised. . .

Thus, duriqg a dyadic first encounter, when the
naive subject engages in self-disclosure with a confederate
who is self-revealing on topics of moderately high
intimacy:

(é) greater temporal immediacy ;p the confederaée's
. self-disclosure will be associated with greater
temﬁbral_immediacy in the subject's disclosurel

(b) greater experientill immediacy in the confederate's
self-disclosure will be associated with.greater

L

experientjal immediaéy in the subiject's discloSUE%C
_(é) greathg Aemporal immediacy in the confederate's

self-dis sure will be associated with greater

intimacy in the ‘subject's disclosure.

(d) greater expediential immediacy im‘tﬁe confederate's

self-disclosure will be associated with greater

)

intimacy in the subject's disclosure.



Chapter II . - .
B ’
EXPERIMENTAL DESTIGN

4

*

In order to test out the hypotheses, self-disclosing

A
encounters were held involving the matching fof naive
. '

subjects with pre-trained confederates. ter describing

both subjects and confedéfates, the depepident measures used

.to assess time orientation, experient¥al immediacy, and

intimacy in seif-disclqsure are discussed.. “'Then, the

inclusion of a baseline level trial is{'shown to provide a

control for a subject's usual disclosure depth. At this
<

point, .the step—by—step procedure- concerned with the

training stage and ‘the experiment proper is detafiéd.

A

-Subjects

~

Confederates -

Confederates w:!! four female, French-Canadian,
gfaduate students énrolled in the psychology-programmg at
the Uniyersit? of Oétawa; Each confederate underwent
training for all four experimental conditions to control

- 6 .
for: the possible influgnce of personality apd physical

appearance, '

”

'.

®

¥



Practice and Experimental Subjects L

The subjects were 103 French-Canadian female
studgﬁts taking the intz:oductofy psychology course at the
University of Ottawa during the 1979-1988 school year. Aall
Qere volunteers‘and obtained a\zzggint credit for ' their -
participation in this research.

As part of their training for each experimental
condition, confederates were matched with at least one
naive subject for a practice session. These practice
subjects were 23 students chosen from the above pooL.ﬁ

Tﬂe remaiﬁing' 80 students took part in the
experiment proper. Fregquencies depiéting distributions
related to marital status and age (M = 19.29) of subjects

are listed in Table 1.
Both praifice and experimental subjects were giben
\\\ﬁhe same instrlctions and underwent the same treatment;

however, only the data from the latter subjects were

N

analyzed in the results. .

.Dependent’ Measures

The dependent measures are disgussed below under ‘
three headings: temporal immediaby:_ experiential . N '
‘ ‘

imediacy, and overall. intimacy. The first two refer to

e postulates of a straight dyadic effect and the last is ;
" s ‘ ! '

’



.72

- . _ Table 1
Frequency Distribution of Naive Subjects!

Marital Status and Age

Marital Status

N Age N
ingle 74 17 5
. .o A
Married . . . L. 4 18 20
Separated/Divorced 1 19 ! 29
Religious 1 20 .‘ 14 -~
. 21 .5
. 22 thru 25 7
~ . ] —
Total _ 80 . * 80
‘ ‘ . .‘ '
a N \ . -~
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associated with expectations of immediacy affecting the

intimacy level of a self-disclosure recipient.

-~

Temporal Immediacy

Measures involved here attempt to judge whether
subjects matched with confederates talking in the past or
present tense conform to the time orientation of thé
trained partner. Confederates were asked in the post-'
interview questionhaire whether their co-discloser was ﬁore
concerned with past or present hap;)enings as a. first
"indication % the‘subjects',temporal immediacy. Then,
three judges listened to "all taped subject disclosure
exchpts and gave thei;ievaiuation on this time variable,
ThJé, confederates' and judges' pe:cepfions of subjects’
immediacy as to time are the "'two indices of interest he;e.

'These ratings have the advantage of .being very
simplé. Also,jexcept for Kangas (1971), the past litera-

ture has &iven ‘little "Toncern to time. orientation of

-t

self-dis¢cltOsures. Kangas developed an 8-categor scale

where \revelations werée !Pudged as personal
igperson self versus otHer‘Firected, and presefft versus
‘ ' )

Thus® in the same way -here, rankings

by others comprise tHg temporal measures. Correlations
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. Experiéntial Immediacy.

Precise indicators of each of the four criteria

defined under experiential immediacy are .attended to in

th}s section.

Emotional inve€stment. As previously mentioned,

Davis and Sloan {1%74) develdped a 5-point scale of
effotional investment to rate subject§' manner of experi-
encing during disclosures. The focus is thus on how a

person says what he does, with, what earnestness and

4
-

intensity he desires to communicate. Maip émﬁhasis.ié

placed on an individual's manner, voice quality, infféc—

tions, phraseolog&h hesitations, and‘pauseé. Appendix A
- o . '

gives a detailed deséription of this scale. . Tome

Confederates' perceptioh;W of subjects' e£pressed

affect was regarded as an index of how emotionally involved

here the subjects. As well, full descriﬁtions of the 5.

scale ppints were given to three judges who rated each of

1

the 320 self-disclosure excerpts, that is 4 topics for' each™™

of the 80 subjects. This became the second measure for the.

L0 »
degree of emotional investmenfﬂbg\subjects.‘ +
S
An argument may be raised as to which are the more

k]

valid raters. Although both confederates and judges were
blirid to the purpose‘qf_the‘study, confedefates could guess
that the effect of their training was investigated. Also,

judges gave their ratings on each of the subjécts' trials

kgzl‘

(N

e
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whereas confederaties reported a global impression of each
subject after the\whole session. On the other hand,

particularly for a measure such as emotional investmeﬁb\\'

-
-

many nonverbal aspects such as facial expreasion may be

important dimensions.

Confederates had this i?formétion-
whereas juéges' perceptions were based on vocél‘qﬁality
alone. " In addition, confederates had beéﬁi trained
:accbrding-to this same scale so that they had working
.knowledge of the scale. . For these reasons, both are
included here and the degree of intertelatedne%s of the two
‘measures was calculated. y

Davis and Sioan_(l?i4i and Davis ind Skinner (1974)1
developed the emotionai investment scalé as this was felt
to béing a crupial elemen? Lo thé definition of intimacy.
In agreement., Mosskand Harren QlQ?B).émphasized ﬁhe gffect
and the wvocal intensity of -the ée‘lf-'disclosing message. -
Thesertscalés were rejected in favor of ~the Davis one:

. . - :
. because the Moss Behavioral Rating Scale: (a) was based on

L]

audio—visuibﬁdata (iﬁVUhe.present étudy,'with onlk'the
}'audio portién{ judge@\yould have found it difficult tb

'éistinguish between affect of message and vocal'iptenéityﬁ,
- and (H).interjudge réliabiiities were significant withputv

béing‘verylhigh, for’ example r = ,58 for'affe¢£ of messége;

&

,Davis and Sloan's emotional .‘investment scale, therefore,
: . )

could giJEb? glqbal ihdek of intensity ofVaffeqt. "Also, it
: - I : -«
- n

L4

B |
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.. # .
was simply described 4 aid confederates in their training
and then in their and the judges' perceptions of the

subjects.

-

I versus it talk. A freguency count of ’the number

of I's employed by a subject d:rihg each self-disclosure
topic was td#eermw. This was divided by the totél number of
words in the excerpts. 1In this study, a count was also
made of all first person pronouns over the total number of

words and this is regarded as a measure of overall

o+

intimacy.

N

Sincé both meaéupes are similar in form, they are
discussed together here in terms of the applicable research
using self-references as an impoftant index of disd{%surer
Rogers {1960) showed that it is possible to increase_
significantly the number of self-references employed by é
client when a therapist followed such references by
"Mm-hmm"” or the like. For this research, a self-reference

o

related to: "a verbal response by a subject which describes
him in some way; ;elIs something about him or refers to
some affect he experiences"™ (p. 548). To assess the
_peliability of codings, ratings by two judges yielded
iearson progduct moﬁént corfelations between .83 and .95,
Usiné éQi same framework, Powell (1968) found comparable
high inter-judge reliability between .84 and .9%4.

Other experimenters have employed affective
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self-references to measure the verbal affect of patients
kMerbaum, 1963, 1965; Salzinge; & Pisoni, 1960). These
investigated the effect of various reinforcers on the

-

conditioning _of such self-references. As a baseline

measure, total self-references were all statements
begi&ning with pronouné "I" and "we".

Janofsky (1971) considered affective self-references
according to Salzinger and. Pisoni's criteria, however, he
excluded the use of the "we" pronoun and divided the
affective self-references by the number of total self-refer-
ences. Parallel éo w%at is named I-talk, the latter were
all statements beginning with. "I" except when repeated as
in "I. . .I mean” or not completed \Jor example "but I...,"
With this system, an interjudge reliability of .99 was
reached. As with other measures of self-disclosure,
females were found to use more affective and more total
self-references than males.:.

In a study on the effects of instructions and
modeling on“ﬂself-disclosure,. Stone and Gotlib (1975)
emphasized a connection between selprisclosures and self-
references, Disclosures coqtaining first person.references
received - two points and impersonal second person fefer-
ences, for example "you", were counted as one point in

computing'self-disclosure.

Zarie and BO%? (1977) attempted to evaluate the
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efficacy.of self—disclqsqre training on married couples.
For this purpose a self-disclosure statement was ‘"any
statement that- contained a self-referrent pronoun and
conveyed information that concerned the emotions, ideas,
attitudes or experiences of the speaker" (p. 120}.

McGuire et al. (1975) operationally defined self-
reference as the number of times suﬁjects referred to
. themselves using personal pronouns I, me and myself. To
remove . the effects caused by different speech durations,
tﬁe score was'aﬂalyzed as number of self-references per
mifute of speaking time. Results using this measure were

comparable to those found with Doster's Disclosure Rating

Scale.w/ﬁgzg;;unately, a correlation between both measures

was not calculated.

In the present study, the denominator for the

A

-

I-count and for total self-references was total words in an

excerpt., Because people vary in their speed of talking,
taking the number of I's or self-references per minute
might not be as appropriate as having measures where both

numerator and denominator are word dimensions.

In Goodstein, Goldstein, d4'Orta, and Goodman (1976},

33 statements randomly selecggg\}xgm an encounter group

session were rankﬁg on a scale of 1 to 7 by 10 naive

raters: An analysis was made comparing the five moét,

r

disclosing and the five least disclosing statements. The

\
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examination reveaied a greater number of~se1f-refefences
(I, me) in the former statements in relation to the latter
ones, p < .05. Thezauthqrs concluded that sélﬁ-disclosing
statements could be identified simply by selecting those -
containing a high number of self-references.

Therefore, given the widespread use ofj self-
references as a whole and the close association between the
confederates' use of "I" versus "it made me" expressions
and what Gestalt therapists refer to as I-talk, there is
justification in taking this measure to investigate whether
confedgrézg; who are being experienﬁially immediate will
incité subjects to say I relatively more frequently than
- when they*arewPeing more distant.

Specificity. The importance of spécificity has been_

‘ascertained by Doster (1971) and Stiles (1979), however,
orfly one existent similar measure has been found. Moss and
Harren (1978)'%§fined concreteness or specificity as one of
ten rating scales. Thé low, although significant, inter-

judge agreement ratio of .43 amplifies the need for greaéer
precision in the operational definition of specificity. 1In
the present study, confederates were trained to be specific

or general and are considered good- evaluators of this
dimension. Therefore, ratings by confederates on a 5-point
scale on level of specificity became the dependent measure

here.
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Refereﬁzés to partner. Confederates in the

expefientially close condition were asked to refer to their
partner by their first names. As a straigﬁt reciprﬁcity

#est then, these, subfécts should, in’ turn, mention .the
confederate's name during their.disclosuges more often thén
subjects ;ith DISTANT confederates. Simply, to verify SN
this, a frequency count is taken of the number of subject:s’c
.in each treatment cell who voicéd their partne;ks name.

This concl(ées the discussion of dependent measures
related to.temporal and experiential immediacy. Below one
measure to test out the link between immediacy and intimacy
i confederates ané five measures pertaining to the
.subject's disclosure depth are defined. -

AN

Overall Intimacy

Subjects' ratings of confederates"intimacy. The

post-interview questionnaire asked each dyadic interactant
to: rate the other in terms of intimaéy bf disclosure.

Since it has been postulated that éxperiential énd tempora}
immediacy are‘necessary forerunners to the de#elopment of
-intimacy, how a subject rates his partner on this_?-point

scale gave a first indication of whether immediacy _is

indeed perceived as general intimacy.

Confederates' ratings of subjects' intimacy.

Turning now to a consideration of subjects' disclosufes;

r
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confedefate ratings on subjects' intimacy provided a first
check on whether subjects' depth was influenced by confed-
erate's temporal or experiential immediacy. Confederates
have the most infbrmation about subjects and may, there- -
fore, be used to judge theif partner's jintimacy. Four
other ﬁéasures of subjects' intimacy were taken and are
.described in the following. |

. - ——
Pre-rated intimacy levels. Selecting a sample pool

from Taylor and Altman's (1966} original list of 671 state-
ments has been done extensively in studies to develop
self-disclosure questionnaires or as topics'of self-éis-
closing communications. The latter was the case in this
‘study using new intimacy ratings derived from a more
appropriate University“of Ottawa female population. The
procedure in the establishment -of these ratings will be
detailed following a description of Taylor and Altman's
original Qnstrument and studies which have utilized this
measure.

The 671 items in Taylor and Altman's study were
concerned with various aspects of self for intimacy on an
ll-point scale by a sample of sailors and of male freshman
students. Thirteen categories were establisheq:_
(a)‘religion (n = 38); (b) own marriagé and family
{n = 56); (c) love, dating, sex (n = 71); (d4) parental

family (n = 57); (e) physical condition and appearance
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(£'= 44); (f) money and property (n = 37}; (g) government

and politics; cﬁrrent/;;ents and social issues (n = 53);
(h) emotions and feelings (n = 52); (i) interests, hobbies

and habits (n = 65); (j) relationships witﬁ other people
(n = 46); (1) school and wogk (n = 72); (m) biographical
characteristics (n = 18). Results indicated high inter-
sample agreement for intimacy with Pearson product—momenf
correlations from .76 to .94 for _£he 13 categories |
individually and a pooled, index of .90. .Also, "these’
authors obtained significant split-half and alternate-form
reliabilities of .82 to .86 for 35- ;nd 70-item instru-
ments, Bécker and Munz (1975) confirmed high iﬁterrater
reliabilities with correlations of .88 and .96. )
Other researchers'have used the pre-rated intimacy
values with the male college norms {Cozby, 1972; Daher & )
Banikiotes, 1976; Fantasia & Lombardo, 1975; Feigenbaum;
1977ihfoﬁes & Atcher,‘l976; Jourard & Resnick, 1970;
Schneider & Eustes, 1972);\ The intimacy levels established
with this American male sﬁmple were also used in studies
involving - females (Savicki, 1972) or another culture
(bavis, 1276). With a male and female college-sample,
Stfaggberg and Anchor (1975J.provided support for the con-
sensual validity of the Taylor and Altman list (r = .96).

. Few . cofrelations have been made between the
l V

j b * Ld )
pre-rated intimacy values and measures of actual
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self-disclosure in an interview sitﬁatibn. Buﬁdza and
Simonson (1973) selected items from Taylor and Altman's
list and asked {subjects to indicate their willingness to
self-disclose with various' therapists. An interview

followed with a therapist asking each subject some open-

“ended questions. A systematic analysis of subjects® .

recorded statements in the interviews constituted a measure

" of the depth of subjects' actual disclosures. ' The authors

report that this index is highly correlated with responses
on initial queétionnaire. Unfortunately, no precise‘
quahtiffing correlation is given. . .

Vondracek and-ﬂarshall (1971) calcqlated an estiﬁate
of the correlation between a l44-iterf Self-disclosure
Questionnaire (from Taylo; and Altman's list) and actual
disclosure, as ﬁeasured by amount of self-disclosure. In
their study, 40 males and 40 Qemales rated the degree to
‘which they had disclosed each topic to their best friend.
A significant correlation of .%5 (p < .05) was found
between the questionnaire pre-ratings and amount of self-
diclosure. A higherjcoefficient could have been obtained
had the target person been a stranger instead of the.
subject's best friend.

Thus, 1in using pre—rating;, high reliability
coefficients have been found for various samples with
significanp correlations with other process measures of

- —~J
Vd .
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self-disclosure. In é.study of social interaction, pre-
rated intimacy levels strikes & balance petweed permitting
relatively free interaction and providing research control
for rigorous measurement.

However, it was felt that the Y1966 male college norm
sample was not appropriate in the.present study involving
French-speaking Cénadian females. - Therefore, 59 female
vo}uhteefs wht were enrolled in the 1979-80 introductSry
psychology course at the Unjversity of Ottawa served to Q
establish new pFe—rated intiﬁacy levels. These exactly
matcheé the experimental subjects in terms of age, sex,
mother tongue, nationality, and even in being régiétered in
first year ps&chology at the same university for the same
year. ) |

These 59 students rated 162 statements on a 7-point
Thurstone scale fanging from "not at all intimate and
personal” to "extremely intimate and personal". 'These 162
ﬁopics were randomly selected from 5 of<the intitial 13
topical categosies in Taylor and Altman's initial list df. —
intimacy—scaled stimuli and were translated into Fren;hf\\\.\‘}\.
Only these five categories fulfilled the following
criteria: (a) r > .80, where r refers to the Pearson
proéuct moment correlations between scale lues qf

intimacy levels (ranging from 1.0 to 11.0) for individusx v

statements in ‘each category, with inter-sample ratinggdpéﬁj

)

.

\.( 5
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i;timacy; topics chosen yielded 'r's between .82 and .92
(b) c;tegories whose .frequency distributiéns {histograms)
were either normally distributed or somewhat negatively
skewed, that is, these topics contained items stretching
through a wide range of intimaly levels.wi£h the greatest’

cluster of items in. the middle or moderately high scale

value of intimacy; and (c) categories appropriate to the

.entire sample so that "own marriage and family" ‘applying

only toy the married subjects was eliminated. Given the
above stipulations, the following were included in this
study: (a) love, dating, sex; (b) parental family; (c¢)
emotions, feelings; (d) general relationships to other
people; (e) personal attitudes, values, etpiqg) and

self-evaluation. .
Three of theﬁlﬁé statements were topics pre-chosen
to be the confederate's t:Lics of conversat}ons and

included to verify their intimacy ratings. These had been

used in a previous study (Labélle, 1979) and had intimacy

" scale values‘(§!) in a moderately high range in Taylor and

Altman's study. More specifically, these were: (a) what I

‘am most afraid of, SV = 8.3; (b) whether or not I feel that

I am attractive to the opposite sex, SV = 8.7; and

(c)”weaknesses that I feel I have in my perscnality,

. 8V =8.4. Accoréing to the University of'Ottawm sample, the

mean intimacy ratings on the 7-point scale were.3.5, 5.3,

A\
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and 5.1, taken respectively. These fall between the medium

to medium high range. The most intimate items were not

chosen since previous studies have shown .that self-

disclosure of extremely high intimacy in a first encounter

is often interpreted by the Efréon receiving the disclosure
as -signals of maladjustment (Chaikin & Derlega, 1974a,
1974b; Cozby, 1972; Giannandrea & Murphy, 1973; Mann &
Murphy, 1975). . Given the societal values of the western
civilization, some reserve is expected when persons first
meet. Talking about oneself on highly intimate matters too
quickly_is judged as inappropriate and is oft;n respoﬁded
to by "turning off", For this reasoﬂf only items from a
moderate to moderately high intimacy category were picked.

of thé 159 remaining items, 40 were extracted,
ensuring that the whole range of~ imacy wvalues were
represented. These weéere randomly ordered and sérved as' a
list of self-disclosure tbpics for subjects in the
experiment proper (see Appendix H). The mean ratings of
the 59 female pool on each of the 40 items became ﬁeasures
of the intimacy level of the topicé chosen by the subjects
to disclose to confederates.

Naive subjects in the close and present treatment
conditions are expected to choose topics pre-scaled at a
higher intimacy level than subjects in the distant and past

conditions, respectively. Since pre-ratings might measure
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intention to disclose. more thap)actual disclosure, three

other indices ass?ssed a subject's'intimacy level in self-

disclosing communication and .are discussed in the following .

sections.

Judges' intimacy ratings on the Disclosure Rating

Scale. Three judges went ;hrough'a 9-hour traiéiﬁg, using
the manual 4nd procedure outlined by Doster (1971). . The
judges wefe_all‘from the-Uniyersity\of Ottawa Master's
programme in ﬁs&chology. In fogur separaﬁé’sessions,'théi
were taught to differeritiate between seven levéls on a
superficial-personal diﬁénsibn.' The lowest score m&rks
ébsence of personal involvement and foquses‘on other people
" or eve&ts without referring:to oneself. Almidpoint levél
indicates an indi@idual who places himself within the
context of his experiences. Emotions and actions help to
elaborate but not explore more deeply these experiencgs.
On the other end of the continuum, the ﬁost personal
revelations comprise total exploration of feelings and
emotions witlr reflections pertaining ‘to evaluations of
one's own frame of reference. Clarification of all seven
leveis is included in Appendix B.

“ Doster's Disclosure Rating Scale is commonly used to
measure_self-disclosureldepth. The effectiveness of the

training manual for this scale is substantiated by high

interjudge reliabilities. For example, after undergoing
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the 9-hour practice training, significant r's were found to

be: .94 to .98 for Doster (1972) and Doster and McAllister

r

'(1973), .86 in a study of girls' parental identification

(Doster, 1976), .81 and .97 where. modeling was ihvgstigated
(Casciani, 1978; Matloff & Doster, 1976, reébécti#elyi.

The Disclosure Rating Scale has frequently been used
in combination with other measures of self-disclosure.

Positive correlations with r = .45 were found when compared
\
with duration of speech defined as the amount of time spent

talking on a topic discounting pauses two seconds ot

. greater in length (Doster and Strickland, 1971). Other

f]
A

.studies dealt with the influence of modeling by an inter-

viewer and revealed coefficients of .47, .55, and .35
_respectively, ail at p < .01 (Doster, 1972; Doster &
Brooks, 1974; McAllister and Kies}er, 1972);' Some research
has emphasized similarities between rankings on \Ehis

7-point descriptively anchored scale and the number of
self-references, as reviewed in the next section. In
» - .
addition, the Disclosure Rating Scale was a major measure
J

in Doster (1975), Doster and Slaymaker (1972) and Shimkunas
i

(1972). | "

Number of self-feferences. A fourth dependent

4

measure of intimacy in subjects' self-disclosure is the
* \ } 0
number of self-references spoken by subjects per topic

.divided by the total number of words. Apart ,from the

¢
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research brought forth in the "I" salf-reference measure
section, three othéré_rélate more specifically toe all self-’
feferences and are correlated with ratings on Doster's
superficial-personal scale. |

With Powell's system as a béseline, positive, neéa-'
tive and aﬁbiguous self-referenced statements Qere divided
by total self-references in Do§£er "and Brooks (1974).
Reliability of judges' ratings for non-neutral self-refer-
ences were .84 and .83, at p_< .01, In terms of total
refereneces to self, disclosure-level .ratings yiglded a
correlati;t of .18 with proportion of selfwrefegénces,-with
p < .10. Although the r coefficient is fairly low, two
other studies have found highly,significant Pearson product-—
moment correlations., Casciani (1978) defined references to.~
self aé the total number of first person pronouns, singular
and plural, given by subjeqts. At p < .001, intercorrela-

tions between speech duration and depth, according to

NDoster's scale, and the number of self-references fanged -

frdém .77 to .98, Feigenbaum (1977}, like Casciani used

number of self-references and the Disclosure ' Rating Scale
as measures of intimacy in self-disclosure. Self-
disclosure interviews for 48 subjects had been transcribed

et

and then rated using Doster and Strickland's’ scale by two

blind judges. Interrater agreement for this measure was

high (r = .79, p < .01). The Pearson moment correlation

i~

»
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revealed (r .40) betweenLthe two méasures is'significant
~at a probability level of < .001. This substantiates the
use of self—fgferences as a measure of intimacy level in

subject's self-disclosure.

For the present study, a frequency count of self-
referrent words articulaﬁed_over the tPﬁal words for each
topic discussed became another behavioral measure of self-
disclosure, Specifically, the self-referrent words
considered were those employed:by Feigenbaum: "I, we, me,
‘us, my, our, myself, ocourselves, mine, ours®. TranslaLed,
one has the following: "jé,ﬂnous, me, moi, mes, ma, mon,
notre, nos, moi-méme, nous-mémes, le ndtre, la ndtre, le
mien,yla mienne, les miens, les miennes, les ndtres".
However, . these were not countedj when used in an
idiosyncratic manner, for example "je ne sais pas", that
is, "I don't know". RA

Some authors support the inclusion of first person
pronouns, plural while others use only singular first
person forms for the purpose of analysis. 1In the presenﬁ
study, singular fiyst person pronouns were also calculated

and correlated with the plural and singular index chosen as

self-references here,

+.. . Total number of words. A final measure that was
T [ 4
used for self-disclosure intimacy .was the total number of

words spoken by each subject in each conversation topic.

- »
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- Although this might questionably be called a measure of
depth, it would not fit easily with other specified
-dimensions of self-disclosure. For example, duration of
self-revelation is usually operationalized as the amount of

time subjects speak on a topic, as in Taylor,‘fltman, and
Sorrentino (1969). In the preseﬁt study, time per tgpic
was held constant at three minutes for all subjects.
Another dimension, breadth deals with total number of
disclosure topics, as shown by Chittick and Himelstein
(1967). Here subjects could talk on only one topic per
experimental trial. The réaéon why total words is included
hére as an intimacy measure -is not merely due to this
elimination process wvis & vis other dimensions. Rather;
‘'one of the observations made.in a firét study (Labelle,
1979) was” that subjects matched with the more intimate
confederates revealed information about themselves with
greater ease and a more £luid flow of words. They oftgn
continued and ended their sentence after éhe expired time,
remarking: "three minutes really goes fast." On the other
hand, subjects exposed to a less intimate partner appeared.
to run out of thinés to say and have longer pauses during
their discourses. They frequently commented: "well,
that's about all" or "how much time do I have left?"
Comparing the Eotal words spoken would reflect such differ-

ences between subjects with more immediate confederates.
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Derlega, Wiléon, and Chdikin (1976) and Goodstein et
.al. (1976) included number of words per disclosure as a
dependent variable. The latter also employed ratings of
Q—sort.statements by objective observers as a measure of
depth. It was found to be positively associated with thé
number of words count such that the most highly revealing
statements tended to contain more-words and more self-
references. Thus, counts of total words should be greater
when the immédiacy of the partner is higher. o
Therefore, in the above section, two measures relate
to temporal immediacy and five to experiential immediacy,
according to its four dimensions. Six others are indices
of intimacf level, five of which pertain to how éubjecté'
disclosure depth is affected by their trained partner's
type and level of immediacy. At this point, the procedure

. . . . 7.
of the experiment is outlined in detail.

Procedure

T
* Baseline Trial

Naive subjects were assigned to one of four treat-
ment conditions in a random fashion. Since people may.be
either high or low disclosers generally, one should control
for such differences so that differences are attributed to

the treatment alone, To do so, subjects spoke on their °*
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first topic in a baseline disclosufe period before the-
. beginning of treatment. ':_ .
Finding the bgseline level of a subjgct‘s self-di§—
closing manner prior to an§ experimental treatment hés been
frequently done in past research. - In Powell's (1968) study
on the effecﬁivgness of_vafious interviewer inferventiqns,
the experimentef-kept silent in the first 10 minutéé of the
inter%iew as an attempt to establish the subjects' operant
level of self-disclosutre. Similarly, Savicki (1972)
‘"defined as the baseline‘the first' trial when a subject
first chose a topic from a 10-item list, assuming that this
baseline level reflected the level at which the subject
would start disclosing to an unknown student on campus. As
expected, he found no significant differences between
groups in this pretreatment trial. Roth and Kuiken (1975)
considered self-disclosure on two preliminary topics as the
initial baseline level of nonimmediacy in each subject's
speech. The final scores computed consisted of the differ-
ences between the average number of nonimmediacy categories
per line on these two topics and the average number of'
nonimmediacy categories pe:tline on each of the four test
toéics. Doster and Brooks (1974) calculated an estimate of
_their subjecté' initial disclosing behavior prior to the

modeling intervention of an interviewer's self-disclosure.

However, as in the present study, they used this baserate
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level score as a covariate for an analysis of covariance

This statistical method 1is judged statist&cally more.
powerful than the formér method of using simple differences
between pre-~ and posttreatment scares.

A baseline, pretreétment f;vel in selfﬁdigclosure
provides a warm—ﬁp period “for an acquaintance process.
Also, by using this score as'a covariate, it renders allJ-
baserate disclosure 1evgls 5f subjects coﬁstant in terms of
their later test levels, indicating true-.change from
pretreatment to posttreatment'conditions. In other words,
tbis statistical analysis directly tests the effects 6f the
experimental manipulqtions by eliminating the error'dge to

a priori differences. B

-

Preliminary Training Stageé

- -

What follows 1s a description of the main criieria
involved in the traini;g of confederates. Next, the steps
comprised in the training procedure will be listed.

Each of the four confederates were asked to undergo
four treatment conditions to control for characteristics of
an individual's personality and/or his physical appear'ance
which might affect_anotggéﬁgerson's disclosure. - To avo;d
confusion for the confedéra£es and to minimize‘the effect
of forgetting, the confederates' training for each

) L
condition was immediately followed by the sessions with
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naive subjects randomly assigned to that treatment group.
Then, the confederate was retrained to fulfill the next
condition's criteria and then again go through the experi-
mental sessions before learning about the third condition,

and then about the fourth. Each confederate was trained

Pl

following, a different order éf training presentation.. |

St§$~one of the tfaining consisted of an explanation
of the proceaure to be undergone %P each interview. Confed-
erates also received instruction sheets shown in Appendix
Cs D, E, and F. 1In order to clarify the réquirements to
the confederates, a videotape was -ptesented where the same
model typified eachrof the.four experimental disclosure
fashions for the same topic of conversation: "ce qui
m'effraie le plusf.

The inétructions pertaining to each of the four
treatment conditions are sum@arized in terms of.the four
possible classifications:

(a) CLOSE or high experiential immediacy:

- a high level of emotional implication as

-
mgnifested in voice tonality and non-verbal ,
. presentation and given by a 4 'or 5 in the
. Davis and Sloan emotional investment scale.
- a maximizing (i.,e. at leas® 10 per topic) of
3 ' the .use of the personal proﬁoun "I".

7
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(b) DISTANT or low experiential immedia

»

(c) PRESENT:

o

96

no "it-talk" expressions, as in "it scar?d
me”, "they made me go...".

the use of specific statements in describing
events and especially feelings, for ekample:
"I was really tense and @y fingertips were
cold but inside I was boiling and felt I would
explode." =
the designation of the naive subject by his
first name, with Ehree times for each
conversation.

.
low emotional implication with flat voice tone
reduced nonverbal gestures, as in a 1 or 2 on
bavis and Sloan's scale.

a maximizing (i.e. at least 10 expressions per
topic) of "it-talk™.

a minimizing of "I-talk" with no sentences
where "I" was followed by an emotional state.
the use of general statements in talking about

events and feelings, for example: "it got me.

feeling badr. '

at least three expressions with diredt

reference to the present, for le: "maid-\

-

. - s
tenant, a ce moment-ci”", that 1s,r“now, at
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this time"; such an expression had t; be used
in the confederate's first sentence for each
topic.-
- only.verbs in the present tense.
(d) PAST:
~ at least three expressions with direct refer-
ence to.the person's past, defined as atileast
'thgee years ago.
Examples are: "il y a 3, ou 4, ou 5,...an§;!
adolescente...; dans le passé", that is,
"threé, or four, or five...years ago; as an
adolescent; ‘in the past".- One of the
expressions per tochlhad to specify the time
in terms of number of years ago or the year
thatpthe event had occurred.
- only verbs in the past tense.

For each treatment, two of the.above had to be
fulfilled, that is, either CLOSE or DISTANT and either
PRESENT or'PAST. Thus, confederates were instructéd in
each of the following: CLOSE-PRESENT, CLOSE—PAST,
DISTANT-PRESENT, and DISTANT-PAST. They were naive as to
the hypotheses and expectations of the research.

Confederates were asked to dress casually, with no

jeans or fancy dress, to control for possible differences

that might result from this variable. Also, this probabiy
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ensures the least possible differences on thé average
between the confederates and the subjects in terms of
dress. .Confederates we-e‘strongly urged not to talk or
otherwise interrupt subjects' discourses and to limit
conversation between topics. In all respects, the
confederates were to behave as if thej‘were naive éubjects
during the interviews. This was to ehsure equivalence in
role status between dyadic partners and thus minimize the
effects of modeling. '

At this point in the training, each cgnfedefate was
as§igned to a first treatment condition and Qas given at
least_two days to compose self*disclosurg excerpts. ~Apart
from the criteria for each condition; theré was room Ffor
individual variation in specific content of what was to be
revealed by the confederates. This allowed greater natural-
ness and spontaneity in the confederates' manner of,
disclosing as compared to a procedure involving memorized
prewritten discldsure excerpts. Then, a rehearsal with the
experimenter permitted the confederate to become concreteyy )
familiar with the procedure and to practice, with feedback,
her three topics of self-disclosure.

Following, each confederate underwent a session with

a practice subject, identical t ose that would follow in

the experiment proper with the naive subjécts. They served

-

the dual purpose of checking on the smoothness of carrying
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it=talk used per topic discussion, the general-specific
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out the procedure, and principally,- of verifying the
disclosures of the confederates. These taped sessions were

checked to ascertain the fulfillment of the treatment

A

criteria by the' confederates. The aspects considered were: .

voice tonality, the number of I's and expressions of

-

dimension of the information verbalized, the inclusion or
—3 .

absence of the partner's first name, the verbs in the past’

and present and the absence of future tense verbs. If this

analysis showed that confederates had not fully learned .

their roles adcurately, other practice sessions were held

-until all aspecgts of the specific treatment conditions were

met. Responses of the practice subjects on the post-'

»

inmterview questionnaire confirmed that present and past

confederates had been perceived as such and confederates in
the CLOSE conditions were rated as more emotionally

invested and more specific than those in the DISTANT mode.

>

Experiment Proper

Location and arrangement of apparatus. The experi-

ment took place in two similar offices at Psychological
Services at the University of Ottawa. Two chairs were in a‘
slanted position such that a distance of approximately 30
inches separated the two people. A small low table dés

situated in the corner formed by the two chairs. On top of
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this table lay the minute minder, two HB pencils, and two
information‘paqkages turned over. The information package
- for the naive subject, labelled "A", comprised copies of
the following: (a} the two-page instruction sheet
outlining the procedure, see Appendix G: (b) the 40-item
topic list, see Appendix H; (c) a 3" by 5" answer card, see
Appendix 1I. The confederate's information package,
labelled "By", contained the confederate's instructions and
a liét of 40 topics, shown respectively in Appendix J and
K. Two coéies of the post-interview questionnaire were to
be found face down on a nearby desk (Appendix L). The tape
recorder was near the confederate's chair.

Introductory procedure. Naive subjects had been

assigned a convenient time for their interviews. They had
been told that they would participate in a 45-minute
interview session with another female student Qith whom
they had had no previous contact. The aim was stated as a
study of social interaction to investigate what happe&s
when two people meet for the first time. No other details
were given before the experiment.

The naive subjects sat in the waiting room of
Psychological Services until called for. The confederates
waited in the offices reserved ﬁor the experiment. Each
subject was greeted personally and escorted to the office.

The dyadic partners were then introduced, mentioning only
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tha£ both were students from the University of Ottawa. It
was stated that the nature of the study demandeg that both
pg complete strangers until this introduction, tﬁhs
explaining why each had been waiting in separate places.?
The only verbal stipulations given were the following:
(a} a brief statement of what the experiment would iavolve
by pointing out the material on the table; (b) a request to
avoid all talking not related to the context of the study
as such until the end of the encounter; Ldﬁhhn explanation
that person "B" (always thé confederate)'had been ﬁaphaz—
ardly assigned tq.be in charge of the minute minder and
H?pe recorder throughout so as to_obtain standardization by
alwayg using thé.same individual; to compensate, pexrson
"A", that is, the naive subject, was told that she would be
requiged to speak on four topics whereas her partner only
had three topics of discourse; (d) a precision Ehat details
regarding the nature of the study would be given to the
participgnts in theiruclasses after completion of all
interviews. After these clarifications, the matched pair
4

was left alone.

Actual interview procedure. The two members of the

dyad began by reading over the instructions carefully.

Then, the naive subject looked over the topic list and

pyte.

selected one from the 40 available according to her

willingness to” talk openly and honestly about herself as
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pertained to that topic. She then wrote the number

corresponding to hey'topic choice on the index card. At
this point, the coﬁfederate started the’tape recorder and
set the minute minder to three minuteg. The naive subject

then spoke a?éut herself as related to her topic choice

)
until the bell of the minute minder signalled the end of -

three minutes. This was a pretreatment trial, giving a
baseline of the naive Suqupts'hself—disclosure style in a
first encounter. Then, the confederate read through#the
topic list, pretending to seiect one in the same way that
the naive subject had done, so that there would be no.
doubts that she too was naive. When ready, the minute

minder was reset and the confederate similarly discoursed

on one of her preselected tbpics for three minutes, that .

‘is, until.the sound of the bell”

Turns continued until the naive subject had talked
on four self-disclosure topics_and the confeder%te on her
three topics. Thus, the experiment began and end;d‘with

<

self-revelations on the naive subject's part.

Post—iﬁéerviewmQuestionnaire

‘The matched pair then answered the' post-interview
questionnaire. A first purpose of this inquiry pfovided a
check of the effectiveness of the experimental maﬁipula-

tions, including: (a) subjects' accurate perception of

=
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" confederates' trained behavior, (b) deception in minimizing

subjects' ‘conggious awareness of the purpose of the
qxperihent, and .(c) subjects' reaction to the control
imposed auring confederates' disclosing times.

In re;ation‘to the'first—mentigned aspect, naive
partners were asked io rate emotional investment and

specificity with the expectation ‘that their perceptions

would parallel the form of the confederates' traiq}ng.

Subjects also marked down if they felt their partners'

disclosures were chiefly past- or present-oriented in order

to establish the fulfillment of temporal immediacy by the

) qonfedérates.'

o

The deception check provided an assurance that
subjects were not aware that their partners were confed-
erates who had been trhineg to disclose in a particular
fashion in order to affect their disclosures in turn. A
standardized procedure was employed to parallel that of
Matarazzo, Saslow, and Pareis (1960). In the post-
interyiew Questionnqire, subjects were askgd to resﬁond to

two open-ended statements: (a) "the purpose of the

experiment was. . ." and (b) "my evidence for this is. . ."

¢.(nos. 12 and 13 of Apggndix L). Using the same format

‘ described by Matarazzo et al., a 4-point rating scale for

degree of conscious awareness was developed and is given in

’Appendix ‘M. Two Jjudges independently rated subjeéts'

7

) ;___/’///
A
NG [
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responses to the two statements in terms of level of
awareness of the true purpose of theAexperiment.

As in) any laboratory experiment, the controls
imposed rfay affect subjects in the various treathent cells
differently. Although subjects were asked to remain silent
while the confederates disclosed it is hoped that subjects
in one experimental group do not have a higger‘frustration
level in terms of this control than in another group. As
such, question 11 was included in the post-interview
questionnaire.

A second objective of the questionnaire was. to
investigate the contribution of the three theoretical
explanations of reciprocity: ({a) interpersonal atttaétiﬁn,
(b) equitable exchange,.and (c) modeling.

The main premise of social attraction theory
stipulates that: when exposed to greaFer self~disclosure
intimacy, subjects should feqi more liked_and trusted and
react by liking and trusting the revealer more .than when
hearing less intimgte information. Also, when confederates
ing the more intimate self—discloser,‘they should-
express mpre liking for one's listener. Given the link
made betyeen intimacy and immediacy in this study, the
temporally and experientially immediate confederaté should
therefore

the more attractive discloser.

to "equitable exchange theory, feceiving



.-

105

self- dlsclosure is a benefit that must be paid for by
similar self- revelatlons to balance out the relatlonshlp.

As such, responding to greater intimacy is more costly and

more difficult, . Therefore, as Sundstrom (1978) had done

-

previously, subjects were asked in question 9 how difficult
they found it' to self-disclose to their partners,

A modeling interpretation stresses that an individ-
uval ‘feels the situation demands that one reciprocates -
self-disc}osure: Thus, a person does not respond on a
similar level of intimacy because he wants to bu£ because
he has te. He should geel more pressure to model himself
to his partner when the other .is being more intimate.
Question 10 was aimed at checking these sﬁppositions.

As a final aim for the qaéstionnaire, the following
responses became dependent measures: subjects' ratings of
confederates' intimaéy, confederates' ratings of subjects'
intimacy, past versus present orientation, emotional

investment, and specificity.

Each confederate partook in 20 interviews with naive

‘subjects, five sessions for each of the four experimental

gonditions. Given four confederates, this meant that 20
naive subjects received one of the four experimental treat-
ments. The subjects' four topics for each of the 80 taped
sessions added up to 320 excerpts which were randomly

oxrdered on new tapes. These excerpts were subjected to an
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analysgs by three judges who rated disclosure; on a sﬁper—
ficial-personal Aimension, on emotional investment and on
whether it dealt with the past or the present., Counts of
the typed excerpts involved total number of words, number

of total self-references, and number of I's.
Sdhmarx'

Dyadic encounters involved 80 naive ihﬁroductory
psychology female students maéched with four pretrained
confederates. Dependent measures assessing subjects'’
temporal immediacy are confederates' and judges' ratings of
time orientation; -Experientiai immediacy is operation-
alized by: {a) confederates' and judges' perceptions of
emotional investment; (b) number of I's per total words in
a disclosure topic; (c) cohfederates' ratings of subjects'
specificity level; and (d) number of subjects Qbicing their
partner's first name. These immediacy measures aimiat
testing\the two 'imﬁediacy begets immediacy' hypotheses,
Subject;; ratings of confederates' intimacy will help to
ascertain the link beéween intimacy and immediacy. Thén,
five indicators of subjects' intimacy are discussed:

a) confederates' ratings of subjects' intimacy,

b} pre-rated intimacy levels, c¢) judges' intimacy ratings

on the Disclosupg‘Rating Scale, d) total number of -
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self-references divided by total wérds, and e) total number
of words. ‘These will help determine if confederates'
immediacy affects subjects' "intimacy levels.

. All four confederates are trained to vary their
temporal and experiential immediacy levels iQ’four experi-
mental condiégons: a) PRESENT-CLOSE, b) PAST-CLOSE, '
¢} PRESENT-DISTANT, and d) PAST-DISTANT. The same three
disclosure topics of moderate to moderately high intimacy
are held constant for all confederates in every conditioﬁ.
The training comprised written instructions, a videotaped
model, a rehearsal with the experimenter, and then one or
several practice subjectst

 Volunteering subjects were told the study‘s aim was
to investigate what happens when people meet for the first
time. The 45-minute interview session called for subjects'
disclosing on four topics and confederates on three,
beginni?giwith the subjects. This initial, pretreatment
trial controlled for a priori disclosure level difference
between subjects, Before leaving, subjects and confed-
erates answered a post-interview dgquestionnaire. Its
purposes wel;e to check the effectiveness of the ‘peri—
mental manipulations and to consider the relapivé~import-
ance of the three theoreticaf explanations of reciprocity.

With the data from the above, the statistical

analyses can now be reported in the next chapter,
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Chapter III
RESULTS

This section deals with the experimental findings of
the present study and, for this purpose, is divided into
three areas. At first, verifications pertaining to the
experimental manipulations are discussed by considering
thtee aspects. One is a check for the adequacy of the
confederates’ training based on three responses by subjects
on the post-interview questionnaire. Related also to the
manipulapions, subjects' 1level of frustration in bging“
silent during théiggpartners‘ revelations helps determine
if this control had any_differential effects in the four
experimental conditions. As a final point‘in this first
section, the effectiveness of deception is investigated by
looking at subjects' degree of conscious awareness as to
the purpoge of the experiment.

Given the three theore;ical explanations of thé
reciprocity effect, the next main -section looks at
contributiné effects of each as revealed by subjects' and
confederates' aﬁswers to questions in the post-inquiry.

The third part describes the outcome of the analyées
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associated with the main hypotheses usiné five measures of
experiential imﬁediacy, two of temporal immediacy, and five
of overall intimacy. The two independent .variables of
interest are experiential (E) and temporal immediacy (T) in
.the confederates' disclosures.- At times, the names of the
four’experimental groups are abbreviated. in the following
manner: Past—Distaﬁ; as PaD, Present-Distant as PD, Past-
Close as PaCl, and Present-Close as PCl. The influence of
the confederates themselves was also included in the
analyses. Their personality and physigéi éttributes might
have made a different impact on their partners' self-
disclosure. “To predict what characteristics in ‘confed-
erates are relevant is beyond the scope of this paper.
However, such possible effects were considered and are
reported only when the different confederates per se
produced significant variations in a dependent measure.
The individual confederates are referred to as Confederates
A, B, C, and D, or Cp, Cg, Cc, and Cp. Lastiy, correlation
coefficients between relevant measures of immediacy and
intimacy are reported.

The alpha level to test out the predicﬁions was set )
at .05. This is a ﬁustifiable significance level as ig)ﬁas
often been used in social psychological studies of this )

nature.
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Experimental Manipulations Check

Adequacy of Confederates' Training

In addition to the tape checking of a-practice'inter-
view the results of the post-interview questionnaire were
exgmined. The naive subjects' perceptions of the
confederateé' form and level of disclosure were taken as a
measure of the adequacy of the training.

" Perceived time orientation:. Question 2. In the

questionnaire, subjects indicated how they perceived their

'partners' time orientation. All 40 students paired with

past-disclosing confederates perceived them as such and all
40 subjects matched with present-trained confederates
described their partners' revelations as 'present',

Perceived emotional investment: Question 3.

Subjects also rated their partners' level of emotional
investment on a 5-point scale based on Davis and Sloan
(1974). The results of a 2 by 2 analysis of variance are -’
reported in Table 2. Subjects rated their partners as more
emotionally involved in the CLOSE training condition )
(Cl: M = 4.08, SD = 0.76; D: M = 3.00, SD = 1.22) as
compared to subjects placed with confederates in the
DISTANT condition (Fj;,7¢ = 22.25, p < .05). Naive

subjects' ratings were not affected by the PRESENT versus

PAST disclosure conditions (Fj,7¢ = 1.46, p > .05) and

interactjen effects were negligible (F;,7¢ = 0.30, p > .05).

"\
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Table 2

ANOVA: Subjects' Perceptions of Confederates' Degree of

Emotional Investment, Post-interview Questionnaire, no. 3

3

Source 8s g£ ﬂé F
Experiential Immediacy 23.1l1 1 23.11 22,25%*
Temporal Immediacy 1,51 1 1.51 1.46
EX T | 0.31 1 0.31 0.30
Error 78.95 76 1.04 ’

*p < .05
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Perceived specificity: Question 4. Specificity is

another criterion that distinguishes the CLOSE training
from the DISTANT one. As the analysis of variance in Table
3 outlines, subjects matched with confederates trained to

be more specific in the CLOSE condition d4id consider these

as ;howing greater specificity (Cl: M = 3.93, SD.= 0.86;

D: M = 2.90, SD = 1.10) than subjects having partners
instructed in the mor; general DISTANT condition

(F1,64 = 24.36, p < .05). Time orientation of confederates'
disclosures produced no differential effects (51,6& = 0.13,
p > .05). Similarly, CLOSE by DISTANT interaction effects
were not noticed (Fj,gq = 1.17, p > .05).

Subjééts did not rate all confederates alike on
specificity (F3,64 = 3.53, p < .05) and there was also a
significant interaction effect attributable to the combined
effect of the three independent variables (F3 76 = 3.30,

P < .05). The mean specificity ratings for the four confed-
erates aré: 3.65, 3.45, 3.70,iéﬁd 2.85, Using a Tukey post
hoc analysis, confederate D's level of specificity was

found to be significantly lower than that of confederates A

and C, at p < .05.

Level of Frustration: Question 11

Subjects were instructed to restrain from inter-

vening during the confederates' discourses. A check was
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Table 3

ANOVA: Subjects' Perceptions of Confederates' Degree

of Specificity, Post-Interview Questionnaire, no.4

Source ' 5s daf MS F
Experiential

Immediacy . 21.01 1 21.01 24 .36%*
Temponal.

Immediacy 0.11 1 0.11 0.13
Confederate 9.14 3 3.05 3.53%
EXT- 1.01 ~ 1 1.01 1.17
E X C 1.3 3  0.45 0.52
T x C 1.04 3, 0.35- * 0.40
EXTXC '8.54 3 2.85 ¥.30%
Error 55.20 64 0.86
*p < .05

) )
AN
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conddcted to ensure that differences between groups did not
come through in terms of subjects' expressed lével oﬁ
frustration given this control. The analysis of variance
in Table 4 detected no differences in subjects' ratings
betwee\\éhe expefientially immediate groups (Ei,76 = 0.87,
p > .05), between the PAST vefsus PRESENT treqtmenés

(F1,76 = 0.47, p > .05) or taking these variables in
combination (F; 7¢ = 0.10, p > .05).

"'\

~

Deception EfféctiVeness: Questions 12 and 13

To assess the effectiveness of deception, two judges
independently rated questions 12 and 13 of the post-
interview gquestionnaire. Out of 80 subjects, they found
that 79 had no and one had little conscious awareness of
the'experiment'é true purpose.

-

Summary of Experimental Manipulations Check 4

‘In terms of adequacy of confederates' ‘training,
subjects significantly rated confederates to be PRESENT or
PAST;'emotionally in&ested, and specific as this approp-
riately applied to their training. Level of frustratio
did not vary across conditiqns.‘ And thirdly, subjects

reported no conscious. awareness of the experimént's true

purpose. .

”
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- Table 4

ANOVA: Subjects' Ratings of Frustration in Being Silent

diuring Confederates' Disclosures, Post-interview

Questionnaire, no. 1l

Source | | ss ag MS -Fa
Experiential Immediacy 1.51 1 1.51 0.87
Temporal Immediacy 2.81 1 2.81 0.47
EXT B 0.31 1 0.31 0.10
Error . 244 .85 76 3.22

a F is NS with p > .05

o e R

A —————— v



Theoretical Explanationg Check

In this section the

mportance] of each of the three | ,
theories explaining the dyadix effgct is- the focal point,
using subjects' and coﬂfederates' responses to some of the
post-interview questionsf Means and standard deviatiqns
related to significan£ findings-are given in Table 15.

Al

Interpersonal Attraction: Questions 5, 6, 7, 8 ,

Subjects' responses. An analysis of variance shown ;

in Table 5 reveals that confederates in the CLOSE’condi-
tions are liked more by their naive partnérs than confed-
erates giving out DISTANT revelations (F) g4 = 21.75,

p < .05) whereas temporal immediacy does not appearfrele—'ﬂ
vant to: subjects' liking of théir partners (F),g4 = 0.11,

p > .05). Experiential and temporal immediacy show no
significant interaction effects (Fj,gqa = 0.11], p > .05).

Some confederates were liked more notwithstanding their

training (F3,¢4 = 3.15, p < .05). A Tukey post-hoc test

.shows significant differences (p < .05) between confed-

erates B and C, whose means wefg 4.65 and 5.60 respectively.

The above results are Eqrall led Wwith level of trust
in their partﬁers (see Table 6)}. Expériential immediacy - ;
produces a significant‘effect (F1,76 = 7.45, p < .05) but

not PAST versus.PRESENT orientation (Fj,7¢ = 0.63, p > .05)
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" 'Table 5

rl

ANOVA: Subjects' Liking for Confederates, Post-interview

. Questionnaire, no. 5

i
) &
o

Source ss  df MS E
Experiential . . : .

Immediacy 23.11 . 1 23.11 21.75*
Temporal

"Immediacy 0.11 1 0.11 0.11
Confederate 10.04 3 3.35 3.15*
EXT | , 0.11 1 0.11 . 0.11
EXC 7.54 3 2.51 2.37
T x C 7.54 3 " 2.51 2.37
EXTZXGC ' 5.94*) 3 ° 1.98 1.86
Error - 68.00 64 1.06

A '
* p <05 .
" .
;“‘
: ) N
S

. . L. . -
- . -
. ) . . :
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Table 6

L ' oo ' e
ANOVA: Subjects' Trust in Confederates, Post-interview

*

Questionnaire, no. 6

I3

" Source ss at Ms E .
Experiential Immediacy LR.Oi 1 12.01 7.45%.
Temporal Immediacy 1.01- 1 1.01 0.63
E X T 2.81 1 2.81 1.74
Error | 122.55 76 1.61
*p < .05
N ) l -
\‘/- b4
‘\/ 2 " .
E)
. e g - - »
v s :
-] e -
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or the intergétion of the two independent variables
(F1,76 = 1.74, p > .05).

Two other questions dealt with the extent to which
the subjects perceived themselves as liked and trusted by
their partners and analyses are set forth in Tables 7 and
8, respectively. When the confederate was experientially

immediate,'subjects thought they were liked more than when

they were with confederates who were experientially DISTANT

‘(F1,76 = 4.94, p < .05). Again, time orientation
(F1,76 = 0, p> .05) and the interaction effect
(F1,76 = » P > .05) were not relevant. Subjects feel

trusted more by partners in the experientially high
condition as opposed to the DISTANT one (Fj,67¢ = 12.24,

P < .05). ©No significance was manifested for either
temporal immediacy alone (21}76 = 0.68, p > .05) or when it
_interacéed with experiential.immediacy (F1,76 = 3.43,‘

p > .05). ‘s

Confederates' responses. Considering confederates’
¥ T

responses iﬁ rela;ion to trust and liking, the findings of
analyses of variance are feported in Tables‘9, 10 and ll.‘
First, Table 9 demonstrates that when confederates are
being experientially CLOSE, they like their partners mdre
than whenlﬁhey:are more DISTANT (F1,7¢ = 10.63, p < .05).

The time orientation used by the confederate does not

affect llklng for her matched subject (F1,76¢ = 0.11,

‘.
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Table 7

ANOVA: Subjects' Perceptions of Being Liked by

Confederates, Post-interview estionnaire, no. 7

Source 88 daf Lo E
Experiential Immediacy . 5.00 1 5.00 4.94*
Temporal Immediacy 0.20 1 0.20 0.20
EXT 0.00 1 0.00 0.00
Error 77.00 76 1,01
*p < .05

1

S P




121

Table 8
¥

ANOVA: / Subjects' Perceptions of Being Trusted by

Conféderates, Post-interview Questionnaire, no. 8

Source ss a - ms F
Experiential Immediacy 14.45 1 14.45 12,24*%
Temporal Immediacy 0.80 1 0.80 0.68
EXT 4,05 1 . 4.05 3.43
Error 8B9.70 76 1.18

P < .05

W
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Table 9

ANOVA: Confederates"Liking for Subjects, Post-interview

Questionnaire, no. 5

\
Source [ S8 daf MS F
Experiential Immediacy 10.51 1 10.51 10.63*
Temporal Immediacy 0.11 1 0.11 0.11
EXT 2,11 1. 2.11 2.14
Error 75.15 76 0.99
*p < .05

e ety R s

e pame e

—xy
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p > .05). Interaction effects also do not. appear
(F1,76 = 2.14, p > .05). :

Confederates perceived themselves as being more
liked by their dyadic partners when they were disclosing
with greater, as compared to less, experiential immediacy
(Table 10, Fj,64 = 62.42, p < .05). This dependent
variable did not attribute a significant effect to PAST—-
PRESENT orientation (F1,64 = 0.20, p > .05) or the %nter-
action of CLOSE-DISTANT by time (F),¢4 = 3.76, p > .05).
Some confederatég felt that they were 1liked more by
subjects than others (F3,g4 = 12.70,¢E < .05). Means for
the four confederates are: 4.60, 4.40, 4.45, and 3.30.
Also, the confederate by experiential immediacy combined
factor proved*significant for this measure (F3 g4 = 5.42,.
p £ .05). According to a post-hoc analysis, Confederate D
felt she was liked less than Confederates A, B{ and C, with
p < -05.

Table 11 refers to confederates' perceptions of how

much they were trusted by their partners. A substantial

23.36,

effect is detected for experiential (Fj g4

P < .05) but not temporal immediacy (Fj,e4 0.81,

P > .05). Interaction effects due to both types of
training are extracted (Fj,eq = 4.73, p < .05). The _
perceptions differed depending on the identitf of the

precise confederate (F3,¢4 = 12.54, p < .05). Again in
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Table 10

ANOVA: Confederates' Perceptions of Being Liked by

Subjects, Post-interview Questionnaire, no. 7

Source SS daf MS

S8 at Ms F
Experiential c '

Immediacy 35.11 1 35.11 62.42%
Temporal ' “

Immediacy 0.11 1 0.11 .0.20
Confederate 21.44 3 7.15  12.70%
EXT 2.11 1 2.11 3.76
EXC 9.14 3 3.05 5.42%
T x C 1.54 3 0.51 0.91

- - &
EXTXC 2.74 3. 0.9l 1.62
Error,- 36.00 64 0.56
* p < .05
»
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’ Table 11

ANOVA: Confederates' Perceptions of Being Trusted by

Subjects, Post-interview Questionnaire, -no. B

Source S8 df MS . F
Experiential .

Immediacy 20.00 1 20.00 23.36%
Temporal :

Immediacy 0.05 1 0.05 0.81 .
Confederate 32.20 3 10.73 12.54*
EXT 4.05 1 4.05 4.73%
EXC 1.00 3 0.33 0.39
Tx C . 0.55 3 0.18 0.21
EXTXC 0.55 3 0.18 0.21
Error 54.80 64 0.86
*:E < .05
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this instance, the Tukey critical value of 15.51 is.
surpassed when totals for Confeéerate D are compared to
that of the other three. Given the m?ans,'Confederate D
felt herself to be less trusted than the other three |
trained persons (Cap = 4.15, Cp = 4.65, Cc = 4.55,

Cp = 3.05).

Equitable Exchange: Question 9

To. look at equitable exchange theory, subjects'
expressed difficulty in self-disclosing to ‘differently ,
trained partners was investigated (Table 12). No signif-
icance was established for either the CLOSE-DISTANT
condition (Fj,67¢ = 3.86, p > .05), the PAST-PRESENT factor
(F1,7¢ =.1.46, p > .05), or the interaction of the two-
independent variables (El,fG = 1.85, p > .05). Because a
signifiﬁance devel of .053 for experiential . immediacy
suggests a possible undetected difference, an analysis of

the simple main efflects is given in Table 13. Given past-

revealing confederétes, _expefiential immediacy in the

confederate does not distinguish the subj s

in their

ratings of difficulty to disclose (F1,76

0.18, p > .05} .
Hoﬁever, when confederates'talked about their. PRESENT in an
experientially CLOSE manner, subjects found it more diffi-

cult to disclose to their parthers as- compared to subjects

hearing PRESENT but DISTANT disclosures (F1,76 = 5.53,

—~
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Table 12

3 ”

ANOVA: Subjects' Ratings of Difficulty in Disciosing to

Confederates, Post-interview Questionnaire, no.Y9

Source , ss af us 3
Experiential Immediacy 8.45 1 8.45 3.864
Temporal Immediacy 3.20 ° 1 3.20 1.46
E X T 4,05 1 4,05 1.85
Error ' 166.50 76 2.19

ap=.053

At
d
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Table 13

Simple Main Effects: Subjects' Ratings of Difficulty

in
Disclosing to Confederates, Post-interview
Questionnaire, no. 9
<
-
+ Source ' ss af MS F
| _ z
| ’ Experiential Immediacy
| : with Past 0.40 1 0.40
- : with Present 12.10 1 12.10
| : : :
5 Error " 166.50 76 2.19
|
{ "+ p < .05
| - o
! - .
C - |
\ A | o
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)<} <'.054ﬂ The latter finding is in the opposite diréction
predicted by equitable exchange and is discussed further 'in
Chapter IV.

(-]

Modeling: Question 10

Table 14 underlines results related to the degree to
which subjects wanted to versus felt forced to self--
diqglose. Contrary to a modeling standpoint, subijects
reéeiving experientially CLOSE revelations expressed
feeling more free and willing to.dis;lose than subjects
piéced in the DiSTANT experimental cells (F3,7g = 5.6%,

*p < .05). Sigd‘:icant differences were not obtained in
termé of confedérates' temporal orientation (F;,67¢ = 0.94,
p > 05) or the combined gffect of the two immediacy

variables (F1,76 = 0.20, p > .05)}.

Summary of Theoretical Explanations Check

Table le reports the significant effects of the
dependent measures used to tést out the three main theories
of the reciprocity effect. In-Appendix N, correlations
computed between measureé attached to a theoretical t°
framework and those relating to immediacy and intimacy;.

levels are given,
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Table 14 °

" ANOVA: Subjects' Ratings of Freedom to Disclose to

Confederates, Post-interview Questionnaire, no. 10

&
Voo
™
source | ss af  ms F
: 4 ' -
Experiential Immediacy 9.11 . 1 9.11 5.67*
Temporal Immediacy 1.51 1 "1.51 - 0.94‘
EXT : '0.31 .1 0.31 0.20
Error 122.05 76 1,61
* p < .05
) : -
. )
) L 3
. J. .
R ,
AN
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Summarysof Results Pertaining to Theoretical
Explanations Check?

Table 15

131

\

n

N
&

Dependent Measure Main Other
for each Theory . Effects Significant M SD .
o Lo, E T C Effects
1
Inferpersonal Attraction:
Ss' Liking for Cs X X {Cg<Cq) . D: 4.55  1.15
: Cl: 5.63 «10
Ss' Trust for Cs X D: 4.53 1.32
r . Cl: 5.30  1.22
Ss8' Feelings of Being D: 4.60 0.94
Liked X Cl: 5.10 1.14
Ss' Feelings of Being ' e D: 4.33 1.27
Trusted - X ' & Cl: 5.18 0.90
Cs' Liking for Ss X = + D 4.10 1.01
' Cl: 4.83 0.98
Cs' Feelings of Being X X EXC D: 3.53 1.15
Liked ' (Cp<Ca,B,c} Cl: 4.85 0.74
o —
Cg' Feelings of Being X X" EXT "D:  3.60 1.13
Trusted (Cp<Cp,n,c} Cl: 4.60 1.06
Equitable Exchange: »
Ss' Ratings of Difficulty PD: 3.60 1.60
to Disclose PCl > PD PCl: 4.70 1.42
Modeling:
Ss' Ratings of Freedom D: 4.65 1.27
to Disclose g X Cl: 5.33 1.25

& significant differences of p < .05 are defioted by X for the main

effects.

Brackets signal post-hoc analyses.

.
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Hypéilesis Testing

In this section, the data relevant to the four
hypotheses raised in the first éhapter are analyzed. At
first, the straight reciprocity effect is investigated by
looking at temporal immediacy alone and then the four

-~

criteria involved in experiential immediacy. A second part

fqpuses on how these two t&pes of immediacy‘éffect a - : -/
subject's intimacy level. Table 39 summarizes the Eeéqlts

of this section and indicates relevant means and standard

dgviations.

[}

Temporal Immediacy Begets Temporal Immediacy

Both confederates' and judges' ratings of subjects'
main time orientation were analyzed to determine if the
confederates' temporal mode affected that of the subjects. -

Confederates' ratings of subjects' temporal

immediacy. -As pertains to&confederateS' ratings, Table 16
indicateé that experiential immediacy was not significant
(F1,64 = 0.97, p > .05).h Temporal immediacy in the confed-
erate just failed to reach the required F value for signifi-
cance (Fy g4 = 3.88, é > .05), with an obtained probabilfty
value of .053, The same was found in.the interaction of -
the two training variables (F;,gs = 3.88, p > .05). Some

confederates rated their subjects differently in terms of

-
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' - Table 16 | A

ANOVA: Confederates' Ratings of ‘Subjects' Time

Orientation, Post-interview Questionnaire, no. 2

Source : SS - af " Ms

55 at ns F
Experiential .
Immediqcy 0.20 1 0.20 0.9?
. Temporal
Immediacy 0.80 1 0.80 3.882
Confederate 1.7 - 3 0.57 2.75%
EXT ~ 0.80 1 0.80 3.88b
EXC 0.90 3 0.30 1.46 )
TxC - 0.90 3 0.30 1.46
EX'TXC ) 0.30 3 0.10 0.49
Error N 13.20 64 0.21
* p < .05
a p = .053 ;
bp-= 36§3. "
) C
~ - )
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which time orientation was used (F3,64 = 2.75, p < .05).

™

However, é Tukey test did not reveal any Qairs of confed-

erates as being significantly different, where the.means

were 1,80, 1.75, 1.45, and 1.80.

~__~ Simple main effects were computed to iMvestigate the
effect of temporal immediacy for each level of experiential
immediacy as shown in Table 17. When ali four confederates
were being DISTANT, their time orientation did not affect
how they rated the subjects' time 6rientation k§1’75= 0:00,
p > .Oé). On the chér hand, confederates in the PRESE&!L
and CLOSE conditions found their subjects to be more -
present-oriented than when confederates were both PAST and

CLOSE (Fj,7¢ = 13.77, p < .05).

*Judges' ratings of subjects' temporal immediacy.

Three judges rated subjectg‘ time orientation. To
establish their degree of éonsistency, an Ebel reli?bilify
coefficient was ca}culatgd according to the method-
described in Guilford {1954) and is given by i = 0.81

(p < .05). '

The ratings were then subjected to an analysis of
covariance with repeated measures, depicted in Table 18.
As was expected, experiential.immediqcy does nqt produce
any effec& here- (F1,7s =. 0.07, p > .05). Temporal
immediacy in the confederates is reciprocated by the

' subjects' conforming to the appropriate temporal focus
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Table 17

Simple Main Effects: Confederates' Ratings of Subjects'

Time Orientation, Post-interview Questionnaire, no.
. b

Source 'SS af MS

F
22 az Zs o
Experiential Immediacy
: with Past 0.00 1 0.00 0.00
: with Present 3.03 1 3.03 13.77*

Error 16.72 76 0,22

* p < .05 ; _ 6;}

B e e PP

-
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Table 18

ANDCOV with Repeated Measures: Judges' Ratings of

Subjects' Time Orientation

Source , 88 daf MS F
Experiential Immediacy 0.01 1 ¢.01 0.07
Temboral Immediacy 0.83 1 0.83 6.94*
EXT . 0.04 1 0.04 0.34
First Covariate ? 0.24 1 0.24 2.03
Error 8.98 75 .0.12 T

* p-< .05
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(Fy,75 = 6.94, p < .05). The experiential by temporal
immediacy interaction is inconsequential (Fj,75 = 0.34,

P > .05). In figure 1, the means of the judges' ratings
for the baseline and experimental trials helé illustrate
that the change is mostly in terms of past-exposed ;ubjects
becomiﬁg more past-oriented from the baseline to treatment
sessions rather than subjects with a PRESENT confederate

showing much change from their pre-treatment scores,

Experiential Immediacy Begets Experiential Immediacy

In this secEion, the analyses pertaining to the four
criteria of experiential immediacy aré discussed. As
detailed in the second chapter, these parallel the training
procedure for the confederates and are, therefore, used in
evaluating if one specific tybe of disclosure begets the

same type of disclosure in turn.

Emotional investment. - Confederates' ratings of

their dyadic partners' emotional investment are interpreted
in Table 19. What comes out signif;cantly in this analyéis
of variance is experiential immediacy (F3, 676 = 7.92,

p < .05) and the interaction of this factor with temporal
immediacy (Fj1,76 = 3.59, P < .05). Effects due to éemporal
immediacy alone are not noteworthy (Elr7eq=,0.ll, p > .05).

To illustrate the nature of the interaction, figure 2

places the means into perspective.. Taking the effect of

2
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Table 19

ANOVA: Confederates' Ratings of Subjects' Emotional

Inyestment, Post-interview Questionnaire, no. 3 .

Source ss de us E
Experiential Immediacy" 7.81 1 7.81 7.92%
Temporal Immediacy 0.11 1 0.11 0.11
EXT 5.51 1 5.51 5.59*
Error ) 74 .95 76 0.99
* p < .05
¥
L g
b

§ »
‘ .
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Figure 2

Illustration of Means of Confederé;es' Ratings of Subjects

Emotional Investment, Post-interview Questionnaire, no. 3
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experiential immediacy séparately in relation to each level
of temporal imquiacy, one obtaiag\ﬁpe simple main effects
depicted /in Table 20. Differences attributable to the
confederates' experiential training are.negligible for the
PAST groups (Fy,7¢ = 0.10, p > .03). However, PRESENT-
DISTANT confederqtes 5udged their naive partners to be
significantly less emotionally involved than the PRESENT-
CLOSE confederates (Fy 76 = 13.36, p < .05).

Judges also independently rated subjects on the same
scale of emotional investment. Given the three judges'
ratings on the 320 excerpts, an Ebel correlation coeffi-
cient of .55 (p < .05) marks a significant interjudge
agreement. Using these ratings in Table 21, tﬂe signifi-
cant increase in . emotional investment from the baseline
trial to each experimental trial can be ascertained. This
is true if you compare tge initial no-treatment score with
the first (Fj,7¢ = 6.09, p < .05), second (Fj,7¢ = 8.54,

p < .05), third (Fj,7¢ = 7.67, p < .05), as well as all
three trials (F3,7¢ = 3.59, p < .05). However, no .
significant differences are evidenced between the three
treatﬁent séssions (Fp,76 = 0.08, p > .05).. Figure 3
clarifies this trend by showing the means for each trial
and experimen£a1 condition in relation to each other.-

In terms of the specific treatment effects,-%he’—’/

findings of the analysis o ovariance with repeated

~/
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Table 20

1]

Simple Main Effects: - Confederates' Ratings of Subjects’

-y

Emotional Investment, Post-interview Questionnaire, no. 3

Source : SS

ss g oms F
‘Experiential Immediacy
: with Past 0.10 1 0.10 0.10
: with Present 13.23 1 13.23 13.36*
Error 74,95 76 0.99
* p < .05
s -
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Table 21
ANOVA Summaries: Comparison of Baseline and Experimendal
-—y,
Trials Using Judges' Ratings of Subjects' |
- -Emotional Investment
Source | ss af M8 ”E
Base X Trial I 2,76 1 2.76 6.09*
. Base X Trial II 3.700 1 - 3.70 8.54*
Base X Trial III 3.12 1 3.12 7.67*
* Base X Trials - .
I X ITI X III 4.84 3 o 1.61 3.59*
TriSEENE\f II X III 0.07 . 2 0.04 0.08
*p <-.05\L ' ' . )

et
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measyfes are given in Table 22. Significant differences in

-

the juéges' rating§ are revealed'for experientiai immediacy
'(21'25 = 4.07, p < .05). 'Effectg_attfiﬁutable'to temporal =
immediacy (Fj,75 = 0,08, p > <05} or tﬁe interaction of’théﬁ
two types:of immediacy (F1,75 = 0.03, p > .05) do not
appeaf. Looking.baék to figure 3 helps to visual?ze these

results;

I versus it talk. To investigate the effect of ’

confederates' use-of I or it, analyses were performed with

number of I‘s:spbken by subjects divided by the total
number of words. '

As 5 preliminary, Table 23 iooks at how the baseline -
ré%io of I's compares to that of the threé experimental . ‘
trials. ‘No differences can be, detected bgtween the non-
treatme;t diSCfbshrg'excerpt and the first (F) g0 = 0.14,

p > .05), secorid, (Fi,60 = 0.15, p > .05), third
(F1,58 = 0.30, p ; .05), or all. three treatment trials

(F3,156 = 0.05, p'> .05). Also the 'I'. measure does not

_vary between experimental trials (F2,104 = 0.07, p > .05).

Figure 4 shows the disparity of means of each-exberimental
grodp for all four trials. .

The;anelysis of covariance with repeated measures
sought to sort out the - influence of 'each’ treatment

condi;ion. Resukté in Table 24 indigate that such effects

were not significant for temporal .(Ej g3 = 1.44, p > .05)

- e

]
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Table 22

ANOCOV with Repeated Measures:

Judges' Ratings of-

Subjects' Emotional Investment

rd

Source” ss af NS F
Experiential Immediacy  3.51 1 3.51 4.07*
Temporal Immediacy 0.07 1 0.07 0.08
EXT | 0.03 d  o0.03 0.03
First .Covariate 11.34 1 11,34 13.,14*

{
Erxror =~ % : 64.72 75 0.86
* p < .05

{20
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Table 23 .

ANOVA Summaries: Comparison of Baseline and Experimental -

Trials Using Number of I's Divided by Total Number.of'Wbrds

»

Source B 8s df MS Eé
Base X Trial I " 0.0024 1 0.0024 0.14
Base X Trial II 0.0034 1 0.0034 0415
Base X Trial IIT __0.0056 1 0.0056 0.30
Base X Triélé . . .
I X II X III ¢ °_0.0026 . .3  0.0009 0.05 ..

Trials I X II X III 0.0026 2 0.0013 0.07

8 F is NS with p > .05
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le 24

i

»

Number of I's Divided

Source 58 daf MS F
Experiential

Immediacy 0.00020 1 0.00020 0.33
Temporal

Immediacy 0.00089 1 0.00089 1.44
EXT 0%00000 1 0.00000 0.00
First Covariate 0.00095 1 0.00095 1.53-
Error 0.03882 63 0.00062

*p < .05 7
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or éxperiential immediacy (F1,63 Eﬂ.33, P > .05) or for
these variables in interaction (Fj,g3 = 0.00, p > .05).

Specificity. Confederates rated subjects' level of

specificity in their disclosures. According to the
analysis of variance in fable 25, experiential immediecy is
not a differentiating factor for spec1f1c1ty (Fl 64 = 3.24,
P > .OS). Although thé means in the CLOSE conditions are’
larger than in the DISTANT one (Mcy = 2.80, Mj = 2.45;

SD = 1.04), the null hypothesis cannot be refuted, Signifi-
cance is not manifested for either temporal Emmediacy

(F1,64 = 0.07, p > iQSL‘or the interaetiqn of the mais
independent variables (51,64 = 0.07, p > .05). The influ-
ence of the individual confederate stood out, however
(F3,64 -= 10.60, p < .05) ss'well as the combined effect of
the thrée factors (2‘3;6;; = 3.46, p < .05): As with
subjects' ratings of confederates' specificity, the eeaﬁs-
for Confederate D are consistently lower than for the other
three confederates (Cp = 3.10, Cg = 2 75, Cc = 2.95, .

Cp = 1;70). The results of Tukey post -hoc comparisons
emphasize significant 'pairwise dlfferences -between
Confederate D and each other confederate taken separately
(p < .05).- Con51der1?é; the. total data,‘ a correlation
coefficient oé .50 (é < .05} between subjects' and

" confederates' ratings on specificity indicates a close

relationship between these two variables. Simple main<\“

L3
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Table 25 ! : Ce

ANOVA: Confederates' Perceptions of Subjects' Specificity

¥y Post—-interview Questionnaire, no. 4

Source 8s df - Ms F
Experiential

Immediacy 2.45 1 2.45 3.24a
Temporal

Immediacy 0.05 1 0.05 0.07
Confederate 24 .05 3 8.02 10.60*
EXT ) 0.05 1 0.05 0.07
EXC - 0.85 3 ) 0.28 0.38 '
TxC ~ 1.05 3 0.35 0.46
EXTXC 7.85 3 2.62 3.46% )
Error _ 48.40 64 6.76
* p < .05 , "
ap=.077

<
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effects were computed for the PASf<and PRESENT conditions
to see the.effect of experientigl immediacy ‘(see Table 26).
Given all confederates, théié ratings of subjecﬁs:
specificity did not differ in relation to whether they were
DISTANT or CLOSE But always past-revealing (F;,7¢ = 1.48,
P > .05). When confederates talked in the PRESENT mode,
howeve;, subjects were rated as more specific in the exper-
ientially more immediate condition as compared to the lower
experiential group (Fj,7¢ ; 10.21, p < .05). ®

References to partner. A chi square statistic was

computed using the number of subjects who voiced the
" confederates' first names in each treatment cell. The
obtained 252 of 12.64 is beyond the vélue necessary for
rejection of the null hypothesis at p < .05. This is not
surprising given that 11 subjects used their partner's name
iﬁ the CLOSE condition whereas none did so in the. DISTANT

;reatment cells.

Immediacy Begets Intimacy

Subjects' ratings of confederates' intimacy:

Question 1. - As a preliminary for investigating the

influence of one person's immediacy on another's overall
intimacy, subjects' ratings of their partners' level of
intimacy is attended to. Thus, to see if greater intimacy

is indeed perceived as more intimate, an analysis of

-



Table 26
Simple Main Effects: Confederates' Perceptions of

Subjects' Specificity, Post-interview

Questionnaire, no. 4

Source ' ss af MS oF

Experiential Immediacy

: with Past . l1.60 1 1.60 1.48
: with Present 11.03 1 ,11.03 10.21*
Error . 82.20 76 1.08

* p < .05
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variance is shown in Table 27. Experlentlal immediacy did

not dlstlngulsh the ratings of confederates? intimacy

(F1,76 2.31, p > .05) but temporal immediacy did

(F1,76 4.92, p < .05). In the latter case, the means of
intimacy for present-disclosing confederates exceeded those
of confederates in the Past condition. Inferaction effects -

were not noticeable-(§1'75 = 012, p > .05).

Confederates' ratings of subjects’ intimaey: (\\

Question 1. One of the five measures that looks at whether

.confederates"' immediacy‘affects subjects' intimacy level is
confederates' 1 to 7 ratings of their partners' depth of
disclosure. Table 28 summarizes the analysis of variance
computed on these scores, Differences due eo ekperientiql
immed;acy stand out significantly (F1,76 = 15.62, P < .05).
hccordiﬁg to confederates, the time focus they used did not
influence subjects® intimacy (51,76 = 0.46, p > .05). The
combination of treatments revealed no important effects

. ]
(F1,76 = 1.12, p > .05).

Pre-rated intimacy levels. By comparing.Taylor and
Altman's pre-rated intimacy levels with the Ottawa Univer-
sity female sample ratings, a highly significant correla-
tion coefficient was extracted (r = .90, p < -05).  The
means of the University of Ottawa sample for each topic

”

became estimates of the intimacy of conversation topics

chosen by the subjects.
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-
Table 27

ANOVA: Subjects' Perceptions of Confederates' Intimacy -

Post-interview Questionnaire, no. 1

. &

P~
Source - . 88 df MS. F
Experiential Immediacy -2.11 1 2.11 2.31
Temporal Immediacy 4.51 1 4.51 - 4.92%*
EXT 0.11 1 0.11 0.12
Error | . 69.65 76 0.92
* p < .05
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Table 28
ANOVA: Confederates'.Perceptions of Subjects' Intimacy,
fosthinterview Questionnaire no. 1 "_//:
* »
{A
Source - . 8s af MS F
Experiential Immediacy 21.01 _’l - 21.01. 15.62* (j
Temporal Immediacy 0.61 1~ 0.6l 0.46
EXT 1.51 1 1.51 ° 1.12
Exrror 102.25 76 1.35
(—

wows -

e e et e e e m L e e e e S o e i+
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Looking at Table 29, analyses of variance report
significant changes in toéical-intiqccyﬁfizf!:he baseline
trial to the first expérimehtai trial (21,76 = IQ.OB,

p < -05), to the second treatment time (F; 76 = 6.09,

é < .05), to the third and final one (Fj,67¢ = 17.11,

P < .05), and in viewing the no-treatment sessioh wit
respect to the three‘su'bsequent one%.(_F_‘3'76 = 4,87, g
p < .09, Differences from one experimental trial to the
next twh were negligible (Fp,7¢ = 0.63, p > .05). Means
per grou§ per trial are graphically shown in figure 5.

To investigaterwhether} within this global context,
different treatments préduced different effects, results of
the analysis of covariance with répeated -mehsures' are
demonstrated in Table 30. Main immediacy éffects are not
substantial since the F values for both experiential ,
(F1,63 = 0.66, p > .05) and temporal immediacy
(F1,63 ; 0.04, p > .05) fall below the probability level
necessary for rejection. However, subjects with different
confederates chose topics with significantly varying
intimacy ratings (F3,¢3 = 4.23, p < .05). Comparing the

- confederates' influence over all experimental triéls, the
Tukey critical value necessary for significdnt pairwise
differences at p < .05 is surpassed when taking Confederate

. D iﬁ relation‘to each of the other confederates. Thgs, A

subjects matched with Confederate D chose topics‘pre-rated

-
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Table 29

" ANOVA Summaries: Comparison of Baseline and Experimental

Trials Using Pre-rated Intimacy Levels

Source ' ss df MS F
“gagk X Trial I 13.97 1 13,97 10.03*
Base X Trial II 9.83 1 *9.83 6.09*
Base X Trial III 22.01 1 22.01 17.11%
~— )
Base X Trials
I X'IT X IIT 24.75 3 8.25 - 4.87*
tg\* Trials I X IT X III 2.46 2 1.23 0.63
* p < .05
.
™~ '
L]
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, Tablé 30

ANOCOV with Repeated Measures: Pre-rated

Inéimacy Levels

Source ’ S8 df MS

58 at Ms F
Experiential - : ( S/
Immediacy 0.78 1 0.78 . 0.66
Temporal . :
Immediacy 0.05 1 ©.05 0.04
Confederate\ 15.13 3 5.04 4.23%
E X-T 3.07 1 . 3,07 2.58
EXC 7.75. 3 "2.58, 2.17
T'x C 8.93 3 . 2.98 2.50
EXTXC 9.2l N 3.07, 2.58
First.Covariate .  1.45 1 1.45 1.21
Error 75.10 63 1.19
. .
* p < .05
. ] :
» . »
- ’
. - o~ r\



as more intimate than subjects with any other trained
partner (Ma = 3.52, Mg = 3.66, Mc = 3.63, Mp 4.17). The
E X T interaction brought forth no signiﬁicént differeﬁces
(F1,63 = 2.58, p > .05), nor did other intetraction soﬁrceg.

‘Judges' intimacy ratings on the Distlosure Rating

Scale. Using judges' ratings of subjects' disclosure on a
superficial~-personal dimension, the interjudge reliéb;lity.
coefficient was E@lgulated using Ebel's method and was
found significant with r = .97 (p < .05).

| Following, analyseé determined subjects' changes in
their revelations simply from beiqg exposed to a ‘treatment.
As Table 31 underlines, the analyses of variance report
signigacant F vé;ues when comparing bdseline scores to each
of the experimental trials, whether one considered pre-
treatment’ ratings with the first (F1,76 = 13.14, p < .05),
the second (F1,76 = 15.5%, p < .05), the third
(51,76 = 19.08, p < .05) or ail three experimental sessions |
in combination (F3,67¢ = 6.88, p £ .05). However, as with
temporal immediaqy and emotional investmeﬁt ratings, no
significant differences are encountéred between the three
treatment triais alone (F3,7¢ = 0.01, p > .05). Figure 6
helps to visualize the increase Erom tﬁé baseline ieve; by
showing the means graphically. l '

Turning to the various treatment effects, an analy-

sis of covariance with repeated measureg'was conducted on



ANOVA Summaries:

Trials Using Judges' Intimacy/katings on the

.
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' Table 31

Cqmparison of Baseline and Experimental

Disclosure Rating Scale

SN

Source 8S gg MS F
4 L
Base X Trial I 13.03 1 13.03 13.14%
Base X Trial II 13.81 1 13,81 15.53*
Base X Trial III 13.81 1 13,81 19.08*
Base X Trials
I X II X III- 20.33 3 6.88%
{Trials I X II X IIT 0.0l ° 2 0.01 '
*p < .05 a
e
™ ' :

B R LR PE PP



Figure 6

Illustration of Means Oof Judges' Intimacy Rétings
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the Diégiosufe Rating Scale scores. Table 32 revéalé no
significaht values beyond the .05 probability level for
experiential (F1,75 ='0.52, p > .05) and temporal immediacy
({F1,75 = 1.54, p > .05) or for these two variables in
interaction'§1'75 =—0.34, p > .05). .An in;eraction'with'a
significant probability level did Toccur between

o~ _ experiential ané temporal immediacy apd repeated trials
(32,152 = 4.40, p < .05). When separate computations were

v made for each trial ;as shown in Table 33, the analysis of

‘ covariance revealed a significant interaction in the final

trial only (21'75'{ 6.77, p < .05). AnklySes ©f the simple

<\

effects for this third ttrial are brought forth‘in Table 34..

ubjects were found to be more superficiai in 'the PAST- .
> . - A '
ISTANT condition in _comparison to both the PAST-CLOSE
gnfjects (F1,75 = 6.67, p < .05) and the PRESENT-DISTANT

ones (‘Fl,75 = 4 .40, P < .05).

. Number of self-references. All singular and plural

self-references were counted and divided by the total
E number of words. 1In comparing these with on1§ first-person
S - ‘ \ ot
T . singular references over total words, a significant -
s - R

correlation was found at .996 or nearly -1.00 (p < .05).

Taking the former ratio then, analyses were

wath

performed to investigate the difference between the base-
a ) . J"
line' and treatment trials. Table 35 demonstrates a notft-'

. :significant change from the initial to the first .
. ’ ’ ' . " '

‘J\
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Table 32

sures: Judges' Intimacy Ratings

on the Disclosure Rating Scale

kN

\

(=

Source - ss at ms
"Experiential
Immediacy 0.81 1 0.81 0.52
iy ~
- Temporal
Immediacy 2.41 -1 2.41 1.54
EXT ' 0.53 1 0.53 0.34
' First Covariate 1.59 1 1.59 1.01 )
Error 117.62 75 1.57
. < .
Repeated Measure . ‘ .
 (Rep) 0.01 2 0.01 0.01
Rep X E . 1.21 2 0.61 0.
Rep X T 0.63 2. 0.31 0.28
Rep X E X T -9.69 2. 4.85 4.40%*
Error 167.34 152 1.10° '
* E < .05 . '
» ¢ , . \' 4
A Y L.
s { L
. - D : s
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Table 33
v

ANOCOV: Judges' Intimacy Ratings on the Disclosure Rating

Scale for Each Experimental Trial

-
\ \\\ﬁizl
Trial Source .'§§' daf MS F
I EXT 3,27 1 3.27 2.25
Error 109.04 75 1.45 ‘
IX EXT - . 0.26 } 1 0.26 ii0.19
Error '103.29 75 1.38
IIT  EXT 6.53 1 1.53 6.77*
Error - 72.29 75 0.96 |
} -
* p < .05 . .
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Table 34

Simple Main Effects: Judges' Intimacy Ratings on the

Disclosure Rating Scale for the Third Eyperimental Trial,

-

3

- *
4
v?
‘Source . ss gt us E o
»~ -~ . K
Temporal Immediacy J/r
: with Distant - 4,23 . 1 . 4.23 4.,40*
: Jith Close 2.61 1 2,61 2.71
Experiential Immediacy ‘
: with Past 6.40 -1 6.40 6.67*
: with Present . 1.30 1 +1.30 ~1.35
Error ' 72.29 - 75 0.96
-
* p < .05
]
Al

%
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‘ ’ Table 35
»
ANOVA Summaries: Comparison of Baseline .and Experimental
»
Trials Usiné'humber of Self-references
by Total Words
~
Y
’ -
Source* ' ’ ss -af © s F
Base X Trial I 0.0024 1 0.0024 2.49
Base X Trial II 0.0028 ° 1  0.0028 3.54
1 Y
3 . . Base X Trial III 0.0054 1 0.0054 5.29%
Bgse X Trials ‘
I X ITI X II{\fv 0.0078 //( 3 0.0026 1 2.87%*
v Trials I X II X III  0.0013 2 0.0007 0.69
. _ * p < .05
o - .
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(Ey,60 = 2.49, p > .05) and to £he second (F1,g0 =3.54,
E-X'.OS) éxperimental sessions. However, the baserate of
" self-references 1is distinctively lower than the last
treatment trial (F1,58 = 5.29, p < .05) and on the-overall
in relation to all three experimental disclosure times
(F3,156- = 2.87, p < .05)., No such differences are
encounféred between treatment trials alone (52'104 = 0.69,
p > .05). ‘Figure 7 illustrates how the means vary froﬁ one
trial to the next over all conditions. .

~'The analysi 6f covariance with repeated measurés
given "in Table| 36 reveals nonhsignificant effects for
experiential (Fj,g3 = 0.45, p > .05) and temporal im&édiacy-

(F1,63 = 2.31, p > .05) separately or taken in interaction

(21,63 0.01, p > .05).

Total number of words. As with the previous
=

measures, the number of words spoken by the subjects were

compared from one trial to the next, 1In Table 37, results
of analyses of variance point ouE significant ‘ihcreases
from the baseline trial to each of the three expefimenkal
.sessiq&g;with respective’g values of 31.51, 32.91 and 27.23
for the first, Becond and third treatment trials (p < .05).
When phe three experimental, excerpts are considered
together, no statigtically noticegble diffe;ences; are
revealed (52,1b4 = 0.26, p > .05) yet when ﬁgé initial

‘trial is added to the analysis, the null hypothesis of no
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Figure 7

Illustration of Means of Number of Self-references Divided

by Total Number of Words

pes



171 2
Table 36

ANOCOV with Repeated Measures: Number of Self-references °

Divided by Total Words

/

. L}
1
Source ss - dtf s E
Experﬁgntiai ‘ _ : - _ ,
Immédiacy 0.0006 ° 1 0.0006 0.45
Temporal ' -
Immediacy 0.0029 1 . 0.002% « 2.31
EXT , 0.0000 1 -0.0000 0.01
. i
First . :
Covariate ~0.0101 1 0.0101 7.92*
Error . 0.0799 63 0.0013
* p < .05
) r . L/ﬁxt\
[} %
. 1 : B\
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Table 37

C

ANOVA Summaries: Comparison. of Baseline and Experimental

Trials Using Total Number of -Words

-

NI

. Source 58 af Ms . F
Base X Trial I~ 227542.24 1 227542.24 31.51* -
MBasé X Trial II 228622.78 1  228622.78 32.91%,
Base X Trial III 261005.04 1  261005.04  27.23% .
. Base X Trials _— ‘

I X II X III 375003.40 3 125001.13  19.74%
2 . S . ‘ o .
Trials I X IT X III 2333.69 1166.84 0.26
* B < ‘05 - t

- ) .
. .\ -'l m
.r_ \

—t
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- can be rejected (F3,156 19.74, p < .05). Figure

situates “the means for all trials and conditions on a

graph. . . .0

The 52§ig§;s of covariance with repeated measures
investigated the effects of experiential and temporal
immediacy and of the individual confederates (see Table,
38). Subjebts with close-revealing cOnfederates_spoke more
than those matcﬁed with DISTANT partners (Fj; 651 = 4.77,

p < .05). Total words spoken per excerpt did not differen-
tiate the PAST from the PRESENT treatment subjects '
(Fy,51 = 0.00, p > .055; No interaction-effects were
detected .for the two immediaty variables (F1,51 = 0.16,

p > .05). The Thfluénces due to the specigic_confederate
wag, noteworthy (F3,51 = 3.11, p < :05) as was the
experiential immediacy b¥ confederate interaction |
(53,51 = 3.69, p < .05)7 Other combined effects were not
significant.

A'Tukey post-hoc analysis of pair-wise comparisons
indicates that Confederate C's subjects spoke significantly-
A more words (Mc = 525.51) than subjects matched with the.A
t;>and B confederates (Mpy = 438.72, Mp = 465.36,). Thé.mean

in Confederate D's cells was also lower (Mp = 503.48).
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- Table, 38

- -
-

i

ANOCOV with Repeated Measures:. Total Number of Words

- -

Source ' ss af ‘ Ms ., F
Experiential . .

Immediacy . 89164.90 1 89164 .90 4.77*
Temporal

Immediacy . 47.73 1 - 47.73 0.00

13
Confederate 174056.10 3 58018.70 3.11*
EX T o 2973.19 1 2973.19  0.16
EXC "206755.65 3 © 68918.55  3.69*%
T x C " 21733.56 3 7244.52  0.39
EXTXC- ) 2346.17 3 782.06 0.04*
First Covariate 296133.22 1 296133.22  15.85*
Error 952922.02 51 18684 .75
/’\—P-—,\\
N = i
* p < .05 N
e

b
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- Summary of Hypothesis Testing

Results in Table 39 pertain to the influence of.
confederates themselves and thedr temporal and experiential
iﬁmediécy levels upon the.tempopal and experient}al aspects
and overall depth 6% a subject's disclosure.

| Three othér tables in Appendices 0, P, aner bring
forth Pearson cbrfelatibn coefficients between dependent

measures in the following order: (a) between all immediacy

measures,'whether temporal or experiential, (b) between all

five intimacy measires, and (c¢) between immediapy and

.intimacy measures. |
This' concludes the section on the analyses 25 the

data. 'The next chapﬁer discusses the results in-tﬁq‘same

order as was presented here. ) . 7

g dn e s e ey e

o aprm———e ey
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Table 39
Sunmary of R;sqlts Pertaining to Main Hypothesisd 2 LT
Dependent Other Sig. - Base vs.
Measure . E T C Effects Trials M sp .
T . '
~Confederates' X' PC>PaC PCl: 1.95° 0.22
Ratings . g7 PaCl: 1.47 0.51
= Judges' ‘ X . P: 0.83 0.28
Ratings Pa; 0.72 0.39
E
-Emot. I‘th‘.- )
:Confederates' X EXT Cl: 3.02 1.00
Ratings ’ D: 2.40 1.03
:Judges' X ’ X Cl: 2.64 0.82
Ratings D: 2.40 0.76"
- -I/total words .
-Specificity .
:Confederates’ X EXTXC PCl: 2.80 1.20
Ratings PC1>PD PD: 2.40 0.99
(Cp<Cy, s, c} '
-References X Cl: 11 -
to Partner D: 0 -
INTIMACY )
-Ss8' Ratings X P: 5.15 1.12
of C .Pa= 4068 0.76
-Cs' Ratings X Cl: 4.30 1.18
of S ) D: 3.28  1.13
-Pre-rated Int X (Cp<Ca,B,c! X,
Levels
-Judges' Rat. EXT X Rep X ¢ .
on DRS PacCl>PaD . PaD: 2.03 1.10
PD>PaD PD: 2.67 0.89
{TRIAL III), pacl: 2.8& 0.98 .
-Self-refs/ X .
total words
-Total Words X X4 EXT X Cl: 507.66 111.17
{Cc<Cp, ) D: 457.78 92.77

4 gignificant differences of

effects.

< .05 are denoted by X for the main

Brackets signal post-hdc analyses.
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' Chapter IV
DISCUSSION

The following chapter is divided into five main’
. .

‘parts. Parakleling the outline of Chapter III, the

implications of the experimental manipulations and theoret-
ical explanations checks are considered in the first two
sectionﬁ. Then, in £he third and main part, the reievant,
findings pertaining to- the four'reciprécit? hypotheseg-for
tempérai and experiential immediacy are brought forth.

This is a discussion of the influence of one person's

iacy, whether temporal or experiential, on qpother's
coyresponding immediacy and intimacy levels. Included also
the hypothesis testing section is a look at changes froﬁ;
the baseline to the experimental trials and the effect of
the confederates themselves. In view of the overall
results, a fourth part suggests improvements in the present
design. Finally, the principal conclusions are stated and

ideas for future ‘research serve the purpose of carrying the

implications of this study ‘one step further.

‘ A
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T , Experimental Manipulations

-

Adequacy of Confederatesd' frainigg
The trainifg of the confederate is judged to be

ghly. adequate. In terms of temporgl immé!&acy,

ording to how they had been trained. Also, when

confederates were in the more experientially ‘immediate

- condition, they were rated by subjeéts as more emotionally

invedted and -more specifi¢ than when they behaved in a more
distant fashion. The two otheér criteria in the CLOSE-
DISTANT concgpt,ﬁ I vérsus it talk ~and refeyences to
partner, were objectively ve;ified by simply checking the

number: of I ahd'it-expressions and the number of times
confederates used her partner's first name. ‘These also
confirmed an adequate level of training.

Level of Frustration"

In this study, participants hearing a .disclosdre
were asked to keep siient. Although this restriction was
experienced as moderately to quite frustrating (M = 4.74},

the level' of frustration did not differ between treatment

_conditions. To raise'the‘issue of whether the silence .

stipulation changes all subjects' self}disclosure in the

experimental setting g% compared to a naturalistic

>
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.control~free first encounter would lead to a.globak)

discussion of the relevance of all laboratory research.

- i - ‘ . i

-

" Deception Effectiveness-

In relation to the decéption involved in.havipg_
-éonfederates posé as naive subjects, evidence shows that
subjects were not'consciously aware of their partner's true,
roles and thug of the reallpurpose of the‘experiment. .
o
On the whole then,:Gin térms of all three experi—“ -

2

mental'manipulationS} the overall conclusion is of their

effectiveness,

Theoretical Explanations

4
1

Interpersonal Attraction x/

N Lookiqg at the findings on %iking and trust (refer
back to Table 18), the .dyadic effect is partially viable in
terms of interpersonal attraction theory for experiential
imﬁediacy but not for temporal immediacy.

When paired with 8lose—trained confederates,
subjects liked and trusted their partﬁers moré and also -
felt that they were more liked and trusted in turn., The
same wés revealed for confederates singe they'liked the

subjects to a greater extent and regarded themselves tw be

liked and‘trusted more by their nalive partners when they
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were in the more experientially immediate condition as

compared to ‘the DISTANT one, Temporal immediacy, however,

" made no ‘difference in the level of liking and trust-for _

either dyadic partner. Greater disclosure, in the form of

experiéntial immediacy at least, promotés greater 1liRing

and trust. Correlations listed in Appendix N comfirm this

.. . -
in. that subjects and confederates liked-and trusted their

partners more and felt this to be generall} reciprocated

T

when Ehey perceived the other as more intimate.
1 f -

Interpersonal attraction tHdory also pfeqicts that a-

" higher degree of liking and trust will lead to disclosing

more in Eurn. Mild support is found for this in‘tefms of
degree.of emotional inveétme&t since subjects who iTked'and
felt 'liked more weée also judged as more emotionally.
involved {again see Agpendix N). Subjects' liking was éléo
positfﬁely associa;ed with how .specific they found their
partners to be. However,'subjegts' intimacy, as meaSured

-

in four ways, bore no relation to liking and trust.

-

As such, %

\présent study re-affirms the findings
of numerous past reSeé ch that liking;is greater for high
disclosers but does not as consistently go hand in hand "’
with disclosing more.  However, in relation to the main
criteria defined lfor experiential' immediacy, emotional

investment, and somewhat in terms of a second one, specifi-

city, interpersonal attraction thebr§ does afford a tenable .

‘ . ..
explanation for a reciprocity effect. : ‘
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Equitable Excﬁange

A second theqretical frame&ork, equitable exchange,

receives no support iQ’the'preseht study. Subjects did not

*

find it more difficulq to disclose to more immediate confed-

erates, whether on a temporal or experiential mode. 1In

-

* fact, subjects reported less difficulty in disclosing to

present revealing confederates whén'theﬁe were CLOSE rather
. . ~
than DISTANT. This is contrary to expectationg based on

fequitable exchange in that subjects receiving more experien-

tially immediate revelations should™ feel ‘a greater obliga;

. — .
tion to pay back for these' disclosures. They should find
ﬁhis harder to do as &ompared to responding to less

. .
immediate, less costly disclosures,
e .

Modeling ’

As with equitable exchange, mod?ling does not come

i

through to expléinlreciprocity EFor both- types of.immédiacy.
Subjects felt more, instead of less, free to disclose with

more experientially immgdiate confederates, although the
A
demand cues were greater. However, one could argue from a

cognitive dissonance viewpoint, Freedom of speech 1is
. - A ‘ .

highly valued insour society so that an individual would

wish to maintain that he- is speaking because he wants to,

 rather than has to, do so. . When the pressures to speak are

greater (as with subjects in the CLOSE condition), a person

"
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\ ]
.might re-interpret these outside pressures as an inner .
=~ | O
wantind to speak. Thus, it is not because the situation ;j}/
demands that he reveals more but because, somehow, he feels

freer to say more. Such a‘process would therefore not

contradict a modeling standpoint.

{

Summary of Theoretical Explanations -, ] , .

According to the present research, support has been
féund for some premises of an interpersonal attract&on theory
but not for an equitable exchangé or modeliné interpretation
‘of the recipfocity effect. However, these last two are less
conducive to operationalization through selfLreporf
measures and are’ not truly tésted. An experimentef whose
prime interest is in analyzing the three explandtions more
deeply would go well to vary his design to conform to each

framework or employ* behavioral measures with self-report ratings.

\ Hypothesis Testing
N b}
&

Straight Reciprocity: Temporal and Experiential Immediacy

Teﬁporal immediacy begets temporal immediacy. The

first hypothesis stated that temporal immediacy in the
- confederate would be reciprocated by the subject. This was
partiélly substantiated by the confederates' ratings since

subjects in the CLOSE condition were jufged to be more
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present—oriéh;ed when confegderates were revealing in the

/’ present as compared to the past. Because confederates may
* ' -, ) ' ¢ s
suspect the hypotheses of the study, this index may be less

valid tﬁan blind judges' ratings. In addition,'unlikgpf
7 o=
varlables such as emotional 1nvestment no benefits can be
detected in havxng v1sual data for a measure- of time
orientation. Also confederates rated a subject s overall
tempon!l mode for all four dlsclosure excerpts, 1nc£/g1ng
the pre- treatmese.trlal. Eor these reasons, greater weight
can_ ‘be placed on the testing of. the 'semporal immediacy
begets temporal immediacy' hypothesis wi?h .the ehree
judges' ratings. 'In this instance, subjects revealed more
past‘isfofmation‘with past confederates than when matched
with confederates in the PRESENT condition. This, there-
fore, provides support for a straight ?ecibrocity’effect,in
relation to tempa%al immediJEy. -
Experiential immediacy begets experiential

3

immediacy. Because experiential immediacy is defined in

L]

" terms of four criteria, analyses were made of all four to
verify a straight reciprocrty effect here., In terms of
emotional investment, a matching eccurred between subjecﬁs
and confederates, as ;;oen both from the confederates' and
ehe,judges' standpbinﬁs. Thus, subjects displayed more

emotional investment when paired with the more expe?ien-

tially immediate confederates. The significant

v
.
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experiential. by temporal immediacy interaction evidenced
with the confederates' ratings indicates tha;'the effect is

- -more attributable to the difference between PRESENT-CLOSE
confederates and PRESENT-DISTANT ones. 'Tﬁé“efféct'gpplied
to both time conditions when considering the judges'
ratings. Again here, as with temporal immediacy,fa direct
T . : ,~ '‘disclosure bedets disclosure' phenomenon has bﬁiz\iound.
In the case of I versus it talk, although “onfed-
* -

erates said I more frequently in the CLOSE condition as

compared to the DISTANT one, their naive partners did not

manifest any differences in their relative frequency_bﬁ;

| . saying "I". For'this variable then, a sﬁraight reciprocity

“hypothesis is not substantiéted.

i Specificity was a third factor used to distinguish
CLOSE and DISTANT - confederates. Although an overall main
effect was not found to support a 'specificitylengenders'

e épeqificity' phenoménqp, congederates disclosing with a

.- present orientation perceived subjects as more ‘specific

when they were beingqpore, cémpared to less, specific.

This suggests partial support for a straight dyad}c effect

En.terms of degree of specificity.

As Ehe last criterion.of experiential immediacy,
confederates who voiced their partners' first names in the
experientially immediate conditioft, were called by their

! - . ii:jr names more often by subjects than when ‘no such

.
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——~~/ ‘references were made. This is in agreement with the hypo-
~ A}

thesis raised oﬁ\giffjt reciprocity.

In ,éonsideration of the above, there is fairly'

consistent resylts in .favor of a straight reciprocity

»

o effect. This is evidenced for temporal immediacy and
.‘h’—,,//// %ﬁ,Srally for three of the: four experiential immediacf

criteria. The importaqfe of this finding is doubly
..signifiéant- As a first point, self-disclosure studies
have ;bounded in their focus on a reciprocity effect yet
e have rarely (if at all) investigated an exact reciprocity
phenomenon. In other words, in the past, the criteria-for
training confederates at various disclosure levels have not

P

been Ehe criteria used to measure subjects' disclosure
levels, This study, therefore; provides a first step in
the analysis of an exact reciprocity correspondence with
.such specificélly defined variables. Secondly, becaus?
immediacy in the temporal and experientiai sense és SO
novel in-the literature, the significant gffects fourf here

emphasize the need to give more weight to such variables

when investigating self-disclosure.

- | | h \
Influence of Immediacy on Intimacy ° -

-

Perceived link betweeﬁtimmédiacy and intimacy. In

N

the firht chapter, it was stipulated that a person who is

, |
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being temporally and experientially immediate could be
considered to be more intimate. Credibility for this
statement was gi;en iﬁ terms of temporél immediacy since
subjects rated PRESENT confederatei as more indtimate than
PAST éonfedgrates; However, a higher levél oé experiential
immediacy was not bérceived as more intimate. This is
surprisiﬁé in light of-the resq&;&{%o;far. Although the
CLOSE versgé DISTANT c0mponéht ?;h éhe confederatesn
training produced effects for all liking and tfust measures
and most indices concerned with subjects' -experiential
immediacy, subjects perceive this féétor independently of
intimacy. It might be that intimacy is a concept that is
linked more closely to contenf per se and not to how one is
disclosing. Then, temporal immediacy could still fit in as
a dimension of intimacy.. Howéver, one might then guestion
why it was so consistently non-significant. in all anglyseé
except with étréight reciprocity. These queries'certainly
demand further experimentation to arrive at clafification.
At this point, it remains difficult to interpret the
lack of significance forgexperiential immediacy. Since . the
means - point to close-revealing confederates being rated as

more intimate than distant-type revealers, one might be

faced with an undetected effect due to Type II error.

Also, the wording of the poét—interview question could be

crucial. If, instead of asking subjects to rate their

1
-
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partner’'s communications on intimacy, one would ask them tdj.
rate simply how intimate they felt their co-revealers to '
be, the responses might have been more sensitive to compon- .
ents of expefiential immediacy. Objective:measurés rather
than subjécts' ratings might have detecteé a link between
the two.. ) |

In terms of temporal immediacy and intimdcy, the\
link can pe understood by looking at the factors Derlega
and Chaikin (1975) have postulated as always affecting
intimacy ratings. These are: (a) informaéion .that 1is
unique to the individual, and (b) revelations of feelings
or behaviors that are not divulged publicly or to many
people. The more vulnerable the informationl ébdup
ourselves makes us, the less likely we are.to reveal it.-
With this in mind, information about the self in the i
Present as opposed to.the pasﬁ, might .-render us morezﬁulner-
able. Thefe is‘a greater likelihood that more recent :
events are less pdblic than events that took place at least
three years ago since tﬁere has been less time and fewer
opportunities to reveal the present happenings. This . t
effect might be especially strong in considering the
average age‘of'the university sample. Information related
to thfee years aqo could be experienceé as relatively more
distant at‘lé years old than at 45 years old. Subjects 1

involved in this study would, therefore, rate the present

revelations as more intimate.
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Immediacy begets intimacy. The five measures
described below point directly to how the two immediacy
Llevels“in.one person affect another's depth of disclosure,
* Although greater temporalaimmédiécy is perceived.as_
more iﬁtimaté, the time orientation in the confederate was
not reciprocated in terms of subjects' intimacy indices,
that ié, for (a)‘ confederates' ratingé of subjects’
intimacy, (b) pre-rated intimacy ievels, (c) Jjudges’
ratings on a superficial-personal dimension, (d) total self-
.references divided by total wérds, and (e) total number of
words spokei/ﬁgr diéclosuré‘topic{ In all cases, present
revelations“in the confederates-did not produce an %ncrease
"in .subjects' intimacy ‘as compared to past-related |
information.

'Egperienfipl immediacy has an effect on intimacy for
two oflthe five depth measures: confederates' ratings of
subjects' intimacy and total number of words. Subjects
with close-revealing partners were perceived as more
intimate by their confederates and talked more than
- subjects in tﬁe DISTANT'treatment cell. However, intimacy
was not differentiated by the CLOSE-DISTANT factor
éccérding to pre-rated intimacy levels of topics choseﬁ,
judgés' ratiggs on Doster's scale, and total number of self-

references divided by total words. " One might conclude that

moderate support exists for the 'experiential immediacy
-
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begets intimacy’ _hypothesis.' fet, one mu§£, in aii i
fairness, point out that both measures attaining signifi-
cance *can be Seriously questionedﬁ. That ‘is, one might 1
'wonder if confederates'are truly naive raters and if total
wordé‘really belongs under a depth dimension of self- *
disclosure. The iatter could-aiso Se lisfed under amount ]
or duration of disclosure measures. Tﬁe tprée non-
signpificant indices are intimacy measures that have been T
.well validated_ and are the most .commonly used. Therefore,
it would be.more accurate to conclude that subjects hearing
more experientiaily immediate revelations said more and '
could be perceived as more intimate by people involved in
the personal encounter,. but objectively Eandot be . !
considered to be more intimate than their counterparts !
receiving more distant disclosures,

The only significant interaction effect of immediacf t
on intimacy is given with jud;es' superficial-personal !
ratings. The effect comes though in the final experimental
trial with PAST-DISTANT subjects rated as less intimate
than PRMESENT-DISTANT or PAST-CLOSE sﬁbjgcts. .This.might_
not be greatly noteworthy in itself, aﬁless the trends of
the means for the three non-significant intimacy measures
are looked at (refer back to figures 5 through 7).

Compared to the three more immediate cells, the naive

recipients of past and distant disclosures are lowest or f
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equally low in intimacy in the last two disclosure ‘trials.

L

Also, in the most immediate condition, that is the PRESENT-

- CLOSE one, subjects' means for the same three measuresg fall

below the means of PAST-CLOSE subjects in the fihal disclo-
sure excerpt.- This suggests.tﬁat, with greater time spent
relating together 'in the_fiést’sfages of a relationship, a.
dyadic interactant may be:'(a)'less prone to be intimate
with a‘very nonimmediate partner {(one who is both past and
distant in his disclosures), and (b) less inclined to be
intima£e when there is a high level of immediéey both

y
experientially and temporally. The latter may be inter-

preted as too immediate too fast. )
Two other possible reasons can explain -the low

profile effect of immediacy: (a) ‘the increases for all

groups from the initial to .the treatment trials and (b) the

differences attributable to the uncontrolled-aspecﬁs of the

éonféﬁgrates and their disclosures,
P, .

Baseline versus experimental trials. Subjects

changed in disclosﬁre levels from the no-treatment trial to
the next three disclosure times. Increases were evidenced
for five measures considered: (a) iudgeé' ratiﬁgs of
emotional investmenfl(ﬂ: base ="2.24, trials = 2.52),

(b) pre-rated intimacy levels (M: base = 3.14,

trials = 3.75) (c) judges' ratings en the Disclosure Rat?ng

Scale (M: base = 1.88, trials = 2.62), (d) total number of

-

*
~ '
! i

~ -

~

-

.

-
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self-references divided by total words’ (M: base = .075,
trials = .086), and (e{ totaf'number of words spoken

(M: base'; 393.85, trials ="487.72). No noteworthy changes
occurred between subsequent trials. Different possibi-

Wt ~
lities offer_ themselves to explain this phenomenon. The

firstadfsclosure period may ser;e as a warm-up in that
subjects\habituate themselves to the task at pand,'to
having a\ﬁeWHQgrson in fron;‘of them, to the location, and
. SO on. Héviﬁéibecome at egge in later disclosure gimes,
£hey are able to allgw themselves to be more emo’gi%nally
invested and intfmate. According. to Taylor and Altman's
social penetration theorg, this type of progression natur—‘
\t;EEF\qccurs in disclosing on intimaté ﬁatterg from the
.early to middle stages of a relationship. However,(what is’
required for such a trend is some reciprocity in the self-
3isclosu;e of bne's dyadic partner. In this study, the
confederates had all been given the same topics rated as
moderate to mpderatély high intimacy and the related con-
tent of their revelations changed iittle in the four condi-
tions, except in being past or present.and being distant or
close. ‘Subjects in all treatment cells heard their fellow
interactants choose and speak on intimate topics, and, in
turn, became more deeply disclosing. Several studies have
‘demonstrated that reciprocity is mostly :ﬁi? to lower
disclosers joining the more disclosing partner (Davis,

-

1976, 1977; Jourard & Resnick, 1970). -
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The rise in intimacy from baseline to experimental
trials may have indirectly produced some side effects which
would prevent the occurrence of a significant 'immediacy

begetscintimacy effect' for three main intimacy measures.

A W¥irst point is in terms of .the measures themselves. Both

J
the Disclosure Rating Scale and the pre-rated intimacy

. levels are- limited to 7-point ratings. Except as a sign of

deviancy, individuals would not reac¢h the twe highest point
values of these scales. At the same time, the initial
disclosing levéls of subjects are near or past the two
first point ratings. “This leaves about three gcale points
in which cﬂaﬁges are hoped for. If,” witHin those points,
there ié already a substantial increase from the no-

treatmqpt‘to the treatment trials, the restraints become

.even greater so that a significant difference attributable

to the two independent variables becomes more difficult to

~obtain. A part-solution would be to increase the number of

LY

scale points for both'measures.

The third index,.that of number of self-references

‘by total words, may be affected by too lengthy .disclosure

periods. Three minutes to disclose ‘about one's .self

without hearing'any feedback might feel long. ?o fill in
the time, a person might describe episodes in Qordy detail
that need few self-references. The ratio of self-refer-

ences to total words is very small and mild increﬁses in

ey
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self-references make no substantial effect. 1In addition,

~since

- fo

he total number of words was significantly greater

subjects in the‘pLOSE condition and greater because of

the baseline to treatment trial increase, the amount of

self-referenc¢es must be initially much greater than the

P .

DISTANT

subjects in order to ac‘ieve a ‘significant effect,

The disclosure time could be reduced to one and a half to

two minutes per topic.

) -

Apart from this possible problem..due to :the

measures, confederates' disclosures in the more immediate

conditions were conceivably too intimate given the intimacy

level of their topics as well. As has been mentioned,

after a first no-treatment session, subjects increased

their intimacy to match the level of the confederates'

topics. For subjects to raise their level of self-disclo-

sure depth even more for the immediatg,canfederates might

have made it too high for a first encounter to stay within

a normal range of self-disclosure. Given such an interpre-

tation, topics with lower intimacy levels could be chosen

for the confederates' disclosures.

Effect of specific confederates. Although no predic-

tions related to subjects' reactions to the four different

confederates, some.effects were: (a) Confederate D rated

her subjects and was rated lower on specificity. She also

felt liked and trusted less.

Notwithstanding these points,

&

i

>
\
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subjecté chose more intimate topics with this confederate
as cogpared_to subjects matched with the other‘three; (b)

)paﬁfederate‘c was liked most (especially in relg%ién to B;
and her naive subjects said more- total words Lﬁgﬁ'éupjects
with other confed?rates. The first finding is.surprising
in that subjects could-be expected to choose less intimate

.
topics with Confederate D because of the other low ratings.
One possibié explanation ?s in li;e with the 'too intimate
and immediaté‘ postulate. If this confederate did. have an ~
overall lower specificity level, this would decréasg/égz
relative immediacy |level enbugh so that itlwould no longer
be 'too high' to bﬁ\rce%ﬁéocated - at least by choosind
topics with high pre-rated intimgcy levels. The same
applies* in terms of liking and trust. This confederate
might have communicated here sense of being less liked and
trusted in other 'uncontrolled facets of her revelations.
For example, she might have looked less at her sgbjects as
she was disclosing. Again, this would reduce the over-
all intimacy-imﬁediacy effect to easier-gesponse levels for
subjects. Confederate C's being liked more and talked to

more can be understood in the context of interpersonal

s L}

attraction theory. In other words, subjects liked this

partner more- and showed this by d&fclosing more words to

her.

Globally, the significant findings with respect to

8
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confederates' non—training influences can {/i consegquence
of one of the folléwing factors. Pooql Mefined emotional
investment and specificity_scale§'can be interpreted diffef—
. .
ently by .different people. Such divergences can affect
overall results to the extent of rendering the treatment
effects negligible. Secondly, in redefining the emotional
inyesément scale, three variables should be controlled:
(a) feelings must match the content, {b) a positive or
negative valence must be assigned to phe feelings
expressed, and (c) non-verbal aspects must be considered.
In the first case, a person disglosing o ﬁéelings of hurt
and sadness should look and sound appropriately hurt and
sad. In our society, people can take on a jocular attitude
. when talking aBout how they felt embafrassed or stupid or
angry. Although these ére emotiénal manifestations, it is
not congrﬁent with the_disclosure content. Another element
stresses the types of feelings that are revéaled.
Negatively valued events are behaviors that society does
not condone like cheating and hurting others. On the
positive side is trying t; achieve and‘still maintaining
consideration for others. Becéuse society haé not accépted
all -emotions equaily, one reacts differently to a person
who would disclose the following: "1 was sO haﬁpy that I
. 2 ,

hugged him" or "I was so hurt that I cried" or "I was soO

angry that I hit him". Although feelings match behavior,
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reciprocity iﬁ‘disclosure may be expected to be lower with

a highly aggressive revealer as a partner. Turning to non-

~verbal aspects, research has £found ‘that, when intimacy
increases,-non—verbal-factors like eye contact decrease so . |
that an equilibrium is'reached‘(Sundstroﬁ, 19781. Thus, i
notwithstanding the effectiveness of confederates'
training, tHese three factors or others might have.re uqed
the effect of the immediacy levels upon subjects
subsequent intimacy..

The above discussion centred on the reciprocity
phenomenon, first in an exact sense éor both temporal and
experiential immediacy and then in how immediacy could lead
to intimacy. Various explanations of the reésults were
raised with pagticular emphasis on the baseline to experi-
mental trial increase and the effect of uncont;:?ledﬂ
variables of the confederatés' behaviors. ‘Below, the
results are interpreted 1 “he light of the‘theoretical

premises of experiential erapy.

Interpretations from a Gestalt and humanistic frame-

.

work. Since temporal and experiential immediacy pertain
chiefly to Gestalt and humanistic therapy outlooks, this
last part of hypothesis testing attempts to show if - and {

how- - the results are congruent with such theoretical 1

Temporal and experiential immedia are ini’FCiID

[ 4

views.

e
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\\\\‘“- different in Gestalt humanistic terms. In looking at
Appendix O, this seems corroborated since all but cne ,gn

correlation relating temporal immediacy to expe\iential t
, immediacy are negative. In fact, judges' ratiZg

on ?
temporal immediacy and emotional investment are ﬁ&gnlfl— ’ ]

b3
‘

Tantly negatively associated (r = —0 37, p < .001). This // 1
@sts that an individual might compensa‘l:e in self- ,/‘ ¢
disclosuwe by being past-oriented when he is more emotion—) \

- ’ ) . . N . .
ally involved, and by, decreasing his 'experiential ipvest-

ment when he switches to the present. Thus, he preser

" meag of safety and feels less threatened. In Angyal's

{196 person's need for others or homoRdomy woufd
lead f-disélose to aéhie¢e iqtimacy, but his self
needs or éu nomy would have him moderate his selﬁ—disclo-
sufgféqhassure a degree of privacy. As Rickers-Ovsiahkina

and Kusmin (1958) state: : 3

"the extent to which a person is accessible to
interpersonal communication is a result of a subtle
balance between a contractive need to protect
— vulnerable areas of the personality and an expansive

- tendency toward social, cognitive and ®motional self-

expression" (p. 403).

L.

"

Further, in the Gestalt outlook, time orientation
may be considerea of secondary importance to the'exper—-
iential manner of disclosure. It islthe subjective meaning l
given to the past or presenf'that is crucdial. Apart from:a b

stréight ‘reciprocity effect, the only timd that the

. .
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temporal mode was found to be important was with subMects'
! ' ' :

rétings of confederates' intimacy. With all asures

relating to a theoretical orientation, expfriential
immediacy, and subjects' intimacy, no significant efpects
were detected for temporal immediacy. 'In fact, Appendix Q

.

signals negative cogpelations-(some are significant at -
P < .001) between this t%me(factor and intimacy measures,’
as with aﬁgompensatory effect. Hoﬁever,zéhe,association
between experiential immediacy and’intimacy and theoretical
measures is consistentiy'positive, often at E‘> 001, It
might be, therefore, that experiential iqu not - temporal)
immediacy is a necessary precondition for a disclosure to
be defined as intimate, at 1e€gz—zﬁ}objeétivé téfmé. Nai&e
subjects' perceptions of confederates' intimacy are
subﬁeqtive'and, after all, sélf-report measurés often do
not agree with actual ‘process measures. |

This emphasizée w there doesggeem to 'be é link
between experiential i%?éaihoy- and intfm;cy. In many
cases,‘the correlations b;tween theée variables are higher
. than the reliability coefficiengs combaring the intimacy
measures with each other (see Appendix P). Researc

concerned with time prientation or other dimensions of self-

disclosure could focus on how these are 'lived' in _an
. ~
. N ]

L’

experiential - sense.

%
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Suggested Improvements

Although some improvements Have already been upheld

as a follow through of certain interpretations, others are

‘given in terms of the dependent measures and the exper-

" imental procedure.

~ " ' ) 1
Dependent Measures of Immediacy and Intimacy‘

In looking at suggestions relatingjfzo dependent
measures, brief points are given for indices of temporal -
[ ]

and experiential immediacy and intimacy of self-disclosure.

Temporal immediacx. A behavioral index, as

discussed by Cummings and Renshaw (1979), could be included
such that past time is defined as the relative frequency of
occurrence of simple past tense or verbal phraseé and

present and future times in terms of present and future

verbs, respectively.

Experiential iﬁmediacy. To heighten the interjudge
agreement in rating emstional investment, a specifically
definéd rating scale and training manual with pre-rated
excerpts are needed. Given the“ﬁon—significant I-measure,
confeder;tes could give a gFeatef number of I-expressions
iﬁ the CLOSE” condition and it-talk expressions could be
coﬁnted as well. If restricting to feeling disclosures,

the E(D) versus D(D) indices would be the preferred choice
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(Stiles, 1979). A specificity ratihg manual needs to be
developed to train objective raters. A behavioral speci-
ficity possibility is lexical. diversity \described by
Bradac, Bowers and Courtright (1979):whéf4\¢pe numbér of
different types of wordq in a meséage is divided by ‘the
total number of words spgken.- ‘Réferences to partner could
be indicated by counting the number of "you's" which
speéifically refer to the recipient of the self-disclosdres

(e.qg. “aé you were saying, I also...").

Measures of intimacy. To assess how immediacy

relates to intimacy, confederates' discourses could be

rated on the 7-point intimacy scale by judges. Since

subjects were most often rated within‘a 3-point ;aﬁge on

the 7-point Disclosure Rating Scéle,-diffgpences between
subjects might be picked upn;ith an ll-point descriptively vé%
aﬁchored scale. The total number of self—referencés

measure should be redefined for a French-speaking group.
Because some Freﬁch verbs require two same-person pronouns
(called "verbes pronominaux"), a count of one instead of

)
two could be given in such a case.

+

Experimental. Procedure

The above, has looked at possibilities of improving

measures used in this paper. Recommendations for changes

: )
relatedqta‘aapeeté‘of the procedure consider three ;;EHE?\\\\\
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{a) naive s%fgects, (b} confederates, and (c) the
experiment proper.

Naive subjects. A larger number of subjects would

more readily discern differenggs due to treatment effects
alone. In the present study, given the effect of the

.specific confederate as well as the two types of training,
there were only 5 subjegts per cell (although 20 per cell

for the immediacy levels alone). ' %

F
Confederates, To eliminate differences related to

the personalities or'physicét appearances of the confed-
erates, confederates could be)asked tc disclose fi}st and
in a standard fashion for all experiméntal groups. " Thus,
both partners would talk four times; beginning with the

:

confederate and ending with the subject, In the first-\
trial, all confederates could display moderate_experiential
immediacy and an equally—weightgd past—prs;é::J;isclqsure.
Then, subjects would disclose h{ a_baseIﬁne trial ‘that
would now include the infiuence 0f the confederate. The
rest of the encounter would follow the same -pattern as the
present design with confederates.ﬁisclosing according to
their- training conditions. The analysis of covagfé ce
would then control for differences in noncontrolled E:Stors

of the confederates and their disclosures.

Experiment proper. Taylor and Altman's social

penetration theory corroborated by Won-Doornink {1979)
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emphasizes that reciprocity of intimate information is
likely to occur only at a more advanced stage of a relation-
ship makinghit difficult if one is dealing with trained
confedgrates. As a compromise, twb or thée& encounters
.could be scheduled for all subject-confederate pairs.
Although this might increqse the drop-out rate, a
hypothesis could predict that subjects' coming back, as a
measure of intérest in pursuing the relationship, would“be
greater for subjects with more immediate confederates.

The above section has outlined recommendations for

changes in the present design. Such modifications would

test out the conclusions of the present paper.
*

Conclusions and Future Research Possibilities

In view‘of the results; continued research involving
temporal and experiential immediacy within sélf—disclosure
?encounters is strongly indicated.: The main-findings are
summarized below and future research that follow through
from these conclusions are brought forth:

(a) The hypothesis 'temporal immediacy begets
temporal immediacy' was confirmed. Because of the lack of
other studies involved with time orientation of self-
disclosures, this needs to be re-affirmed with other

i e
designs and an added verb-ratio measure.
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(b) The hypothesis 'experiential immediacy begets
expe;iential immediacy' was supported for three of four
criteria of experiential immediécy, that is: emotional
investment, level of spécificity with present discioéﬁres,
and references to partner's first name. Number of I's
divided by total words was not founé to show direct recipro-
city. Betterlme&sures and the need to strengthen Ehe I
versus it talk treatment condition have been discussed.

(c) The hypothesis 'temporal immediacy begets
'intimacy' was not validated. However, a temporally more
immediate person was perceived to be more intimate.
Further research could investigate at which depth (if any).
past versus present disclosures take on importance. This
suggests looking at time-orientation withiﬁ low, moderate,
and high intimacy in a confederate's disclosures.

(d) The hypothesis 'experiéntial'immediacy begets

2

intimacy' was corroborated by two out of ff@e intimacy
measures. The'Ehree other measures are, héwever, tﬁe more
frequently used indices of intimacy. Control of the
intimacy level of content and its positive-negative valence
(as defined by sqcietal values) is cruciai in future
research.

_(e) In terms of the theoretical explaﬁation of
reciprocity, .experiential immediacy positively affecteﬁ

b ]
liking and trust and freedom to self-disclose. To see if .
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positive feelings are always éenerated with closer
invglvement, males and females could be compared.

All in all, this study sign;ls three important
points: (a) the need to differentiate between an exact and
&2 generalized reciprocity effect in self-disclosure
research, It seems thét &he best way to receive certain
types of disclgsure is not only to disclose in turn but to
disclose in the particular manner that one wants to be
responded té; ib) a confirmation of Gestalt premises
indicating that past versus present disclosure orientations
are less crucial than how each of these time modes . are
experientially lived. To exeﬁplify what this implies, a
therapist should be less concerned with whether a client is
speaking about the bast and present happenings and more
Focused on how experientially involved he is being} (c} an
emphdsis of how being close or distant within.a relation-
ship can affect if one is (and feels) liked and trusted,
and thus can affect to what extent a relationship develops.
Immediacy thus 'belongs' in studies of self-disclosure,
whether the.interper$onal situation is a therapeutic or a

social one.
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. APPENDIX A

Emotiona! Investment Scale
(Davis and Slocan)

Emotional investmant, In using thls scale you are attempting to rate what the
subject is experlencing dbrlng the process of disclosure, Your rating should be based
not so much on what he says as on how he says it -- his manner, volce quallty,
inflectlons, phraseology, hesitations, pauses, and so on. A high rating requires that
the subject show, by hls whole tone, that he Is intently searching within himself and Is
strongly desirous of opaning himsalf up, He should appear to be reépondfng to hls
feelings and not merely taking part Tn an Intellectual exerclise. It Is quite posslible
for a subject to show high investment even though he does not succeed In disclosing
himself very daeply. Conversely, some subjects may disclose quite Intimate material
whlle glving recitals that are flat and detached or glib and fluent. You may find it
helpful in making your ratings to think in terms of the earnestness with which the
subject Is approaching his'materlal and the Intensity of his desire to disclose himself.

Ratings will agaln be made on a S-point scale as fol lows:

1. This Is the lowest rating and should be applied when the subject displays
virtually no fee!ling about what he is dolng. He may sound quite flat and detached, or
his presentation may be quite glib and *Huen'i'. Elther way his tone would not differ from
what you would expect In a technical reading trom a textbook or a chat sbout the weafhep.-\

. —r

5. This Is the highest rating and shou!d be applied when the subject seems to be
really striving to open himself up and explore his: Inpermost tfeellngs, What counts Is
the effort and involvement ha shows, irrespective of how well| he succeeds [n transmitting
Information,

Agaln, the Intermediate points on the scale should be used as though they
represent equal steps between no Involvement at al! and a total Immersion in the
disclosure process. Polnt 3 represents the central position on the scate:

3. You should apply this rating If the subject sounds sincerely involved and
responsive In presenting his materia! but seems content to present what comes sasily to

mind without wanting to really push himself or engage In much active searching of his
feealings.

The remaining polints on the scale fall Into place naturally:

2. There Is some communication of teellng and Involvement In the subject's
presentation, but not very much. I+ Is as though he needs to keep a good dlstance
between what he Is saying and what he Is experiencing as he discloses,

o

4. The sublect Is highly Involved In the disclosurs process and seems to want to
open himself up, but appears unable to absorb himself completely Into the process or to
make a fipal commltment. Some reservation shows through In his tons and dellvery,

Flat, glib, ) Sincere and reaspons!ve ' Totally

datached . ' but not striving at all immersed

1 o 2 i

1 2 . 3 :
. INYESTMENT

L) : h

+»
v



APPENDIX B

Disclosure Rating Scale
(Doster)

0. Absence of personal Involvement. The toplc has been explored in an entirely
Impersonal or superflclal manner. The central focus Is on people, objects and events (or
experlences) not Including this person. Self-references are notably lacking or few In
number. Information may be an asttempt to deflne, clarify or dlscuss the tople without
reference to salf, His response may represent an inablilty or refusal fo deal with the
topic tn terms of his personal frame of reference,

1. This person has dealt with the toplc almost entirely on a non-personal or
superticial level, 'An attempt has been made to bring onesalf Into the picture, but this
Is mostly Incldental to the content presented. Identiflcation of self usual ly serves *to
acknowledge where the thoughts origlinate (e.g. "It comes to me...", "! belleve that,,,™)
but the central focus Is on people, objects, and events surrounding thg person.
Inclusion of self can also be Implled through membership Tn a larger group (e.g.
"Everyone Is...", "0ur fraternlty sent...", "People In the South are..."} but Inclusjon
or standing Tn the group requires [nterpretation. THe Information does allow for an
understanding about what he thinks or how he sees events external to himself in terms of
attitudes, opinlons, or ballefs about them., However, his interaction with the events or
thelr Impact on him are clearly unexplored. \

2. There is noticeably more materlal [nvolving aspects of the speaker but the
tendency to deal with the toplc on a superflclal level clearly predominates. Involvement
of self Is not Incidental and requires no interpretation, but reflects an attempt to
reveal Information about self., The person has placed himself wlthin the context of his
experiences as opposed to an observer of experlences, Thls person |s primarily at »
cognltive leval, clearly owning his attitudes, opinlons, and bellefs. However, hls
elaboration of an experlence Is shallow and not profound In content. Reference can be
made to emotlons or behaviors, but thelr generallty, scope or breadth Is such as to not
al low for discrimination among hls experlences or to distinguish them from othar people.

[ ] .

3. Equal aﬂegﬂon Is glven to both superficlal and personal aspects regarding
this toplec. The person clearly places himsalf within the context of his experlences but
Information about sel!f Is orlented more to event description or clarification rather than
exploration of self, The contant of his, descriptions clearly place events as aspects of
his personal experience. Aspects of the event are described, feelings laballed or
behavlor indlcated, But hls orlentation Is one of having you understand varlous aspects
of the event rather than exploration and understanding of himself In +his avent.
Labelling of feellngs or behavloral descriptions enhances a picture of the avent but
provides mostly a general overview of him and not an appreciation of Integral
‘relaflonshlps. Evaluation of self (comparisons, impressions, judgements) are elther
absent from topical treatment or explored at a general and/or Impersonal level .
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4. This person has dealt with this topic mostly on a personal level., He clearly
places himself within the context 6f hls experlence and the Information provided al lows
for a good understanding of hls personal frame of reference. Cognltions and emotions are
wal| explored at a speclfic sltuational leve! and tied Into aspects of these events,
Elaboration of cognltions and emotions go beyond simply labelling, .and are explored in
terms of an Integrated Internal experlenge of himself, However, the Impact of hlis
cognitions and emotions on his responses to (operations on or interactions with) the
external remalns vague and unclear. Aspects of self Including behaviors and evaluations
(compariscns, Impressions, Judgements}) are either absent from topical tfreatment or

oxplored at a general and/or impersona! level,

5. This person has dealt with this topic almost entirely on a personal level,
Cognitlions and emotions are wal! explored within the context of his experlences and the
Information provided allows for a good understanding of his personal frame of reference,
Exploration In terms of his Internal experience of himself fs more fully understood
through his efforts to Integrate these aspects wlth hls responses to (operations on or
interactions with) the external. Evaluations (comparisens, Impresslions, Judgements) are
elther absent from topical tfreatment, or are explored at a general and/or Impersonat
leval,

6. This person has focused entirely on himself, providind an Intimate picture of
various aspects of himself as they relate fo the toplcs. nitions and emotlons are
wo!l explored within the context of his experlence and the Information provides a good
understanding of hls personal frame of reference, HIs Internal experience of himself Is
more fully understood through his efforts to Integrate these aspects wlith hls responses
to (cperations on or Interactlions with} the external. He reflects on himself In an
evaluative manner, offering comparisons of self with others, Impressions of self and
others, and judgements about self and others. At this level he places hls understanding
of self in perspective with where he wants fo be (or doesn't want to be) and where others
are, -
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APPENDIX C

- Instructlons For PRESENT-CLOSE Confederates

Votre rSle sera de falre de la "révalatlon db sol™ selon les conditlons sulvantes:
1. Vos trols sujets de conversation sont les stlvants: .

a) Ce qul m'effraie te plus.

b) St oul ou non, Je me sens attrayante au sexe opposé.

c) Des faiblesses qul Je pense avelr (que Je ressens) dans ma personnallta.

2. Yous devez parler de chaque sujet de conversation en vous référant 2 une situation ©
presente et actuelle. || dolt s'aglr de comment vous vous sentez ou aglssez au ErSsen+,
dans |'immadlat. Communlquez ceci A votre partenaire:

(&) en commengant chacun des 3 sujets de conversation avec une des expresslons
sulvantes: "a ce moment-ci®, "3 présent”, "malntensnt®, "camme Je me sens 3 ce temps-cI®,
*actuel lement". Employez au moins 3 de ces expressions dans les 3 minutes al louBes par
sujet de conversetion.

(b) en employant seulement des verbes conjuguds au prasent., \\

3. VYous devez barler de chaque su]et de conversation en vous montrant en contacte avec
votre 'experiencing'. Communiquez cet] 8 votre partenaire: . .

(a) en démontrant un niveau 8levd d'Investissement &motif; plus spécifliquement,
vous vous ef forcez a vous ouvrir et a explorer vos sentiments. Ce qul Importe est votre
ef fort et lmpllcaﬂo%smls dans votre tonallte et prasentation.

(b) en empl_oyanfﬁ aussl souvent que possible comme sujet de vos phrases. Le
minimum exlgé pour rempllr cette conditlon est de 10 pour les 3 minutes de discussion
d'un sujet de conversation. Toutefols, essayez d'utlilser ce pronom aussl souvent que
possible. Essayez d'omettre autant que possible les phrases avec des expressions telles
que: "cela me falt peur"; "ce genre de personnes me chogue™, etc.; ometire cg@lé‘w‘emenf
de vous servir de ces en<presslon$' comme sujet d'un verbe Impliquant une émotlion.

(c} en vous sarvant d'enoncés spécl flques pour décrire des avénements ou des
sentIments; par exemple, "Jean, Jacques et Plerre"” au |leu de "des groupes de gens" et -
"Je me sens crispee et je boullle en dedans™ au |Teu de "ga me chogue™.

{d) en déslgnan'i' votre partenalre d'une fagon personnelle, c'est-a-dire vous
sarvir de son nom au moins _SJQIS par sujet de conversation.

-
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APPENDIX D

Instructlons For PRESENT-D!STANT Confederates .

Votre role sera de faire de la "révélation de sol" selon les conditions sulvantes:

1. Vos trois suJets de conversation sont les sulvants:
a) Ce qut m'effrale le plus.
b) 51 oul ou non, je me sans attrayante au sexs opposa.
c) Des faiblesses que Je pense avoir (qul Je ressens} dans ma personnal | +a.

2. VYous devez parler' de chaque sujet de conversation en vous reférant & une s!tuation

présente et actuelle. || dol+t s'aglr de comment vous vous sentez ou aglssez au présent,

dans |'{mmadlat. Communlquez cecl & votre partenaire:

.
{a) en commengant chacun des 3 su]ets de conversation avec une des expressions

sulvantes: "a ce moment-ci®, "3 présent™, "malntenant", "comme Je me sens a ce temps-cin,
\!ccfuel lement™. Employez au molns 3 de ces expressions dans les 3 minutes al loudes par

sujet de conversatlion.

-

(b) en employant seulement des verbes conjuguds au prasent.

3+ VYous devez parler de chaque sujet de conversaHMGMen vous montrant distante face &
experiencing' de vos révélations. Communiquez’cecl 3\votre partenalre:

(a) en démontrant un niveau molndre ou oCtable dfinvestissement amotif; plus
spéclflquemenf. votre ton de voix devralt 311:9 pnotone et dataché, votre prasentation
est'flulde et nonpondéree. En falt, votre tQpé! 148 ressemble a une lecture mecanlque
d'un livre de classe ou une Je2sette au sujet de la température.

{b) en employant comme suJets de vos phrases des expressions telles que: "cela me
falt peur", "ce genre de personne me choque®, etc., of le gulet de vos phrases est un
8vénement ou une personne sutre que Je. Le minlmum exigé pour remplir cette conditlon
est de 10 de ces expresslons pour les 3 minutes de discussion d'un sujet de conversation.
Mutefols essayez d'utiliser ces mots sussi souvent que possible. Essayez d'omettre

sutant que possible les phrases dont le sujet ast Je; ometire cmléhmen‘r de vous servir
de Je comme sujet d'um verbe Tmpllquant une amotion e.g. "jtaime..."

{c) en vous servant d'énoncés gendraux (non-spect fiques) en décrivant des
événements ou des sentiments; par exemple, "des groupes de gens" au lleu de "Jemn,

Jecques et Plerre™; et "3 me choque™=mu |leu de "je me sens crispée et Jo boullle en
dedans®, etc.

-

(d) aucune référence personnelle & votre partenalre, c'est-a-dire, n'employez pas

son nom pendant vos propres ravelatiens.

-

(¥}
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APPENDIX E

. Instructions For PAST-CLOSE Confederates

Votre role sera de falre de la "ravalation de soi” se10n les conditlons sulvantes:

1. VYos trols sujets de conversation sont [es sulvants:
2) Ce qui-m'effrayait le plus.
b) ST oul ou non, je me sentals attrayante au sexe opposé.
c) Des falblesses que je pensals avoir (que Je ressentais) dans ma personnali4g.

2. Vous devez parler de chaque sujet de conversation en vous raférant 3 une sl tuation
passde et nonactuel le. |1 doit s ‘aglr de coment vous vous sentlez ou aglssiez dans un

‘I‘ernps passé; plus spacl flquement dans une parlode depuls au moins 3 ans. Communiquez
ceci a votre partenalre; |

(o) en commengant chacun des 3 sujets de conversation avec une des expressions
sulvantes: "Il y & 3 (ou 4, 5...) ans", "quand ]'&tals plus jeune", "adolescente, Je...",
~"en 1976 (ou 1975, 1974...)" "dans le passé", etc. Employez au moins 3 de ces
expresslons dans les 3 minutes al loudes par sujet. Au molns une de ces expresslions dol+t
spécl fler un temps précls {c'est-3-dire une des deux exprassions: "i! y 8 3 (ou 4, 5...}
ans™ ou "en 1976 (1975, 1974...)".

{b) en employant seulement des verbes con_]ugues dans un temps passé te! que le
passé compose, I*Imparfalt, etc.

3. VYous devez parler de chague suJet de conversation en vous montrant en contacte avec’
votre 'experiencing'. Comminquez cecl 3 votre partenalra:

(a) en démontrant un niveay alevé d'lInvestlissement emot1f; plus speciflquernenf
vous vous efforcez & vous cuvrir et 3 explorer vos sentiments. Ce, qui Importe est voire
effort et Implicatlon transmis dans votre tonall+é et présentation.

(b} en employant Je aussl souvent que possible comme suJet de vos phrasas. le
mintmum ex!9é pour remplir cette condlition est de 10 pour les 3 nilnutes de discussion
d*un su]et de converseation. Toutefois, essayez drutll Iser ce pronom aussl souvent que
possible. Essayez d'omettre asutant que possible les phrases avec des expresslons tel les
que: "cela me falsalt peur”; "ce genre de personnes me choquait", etc.; ometire

g_mlef ement de vous servir de ces expresslons comme sujJet d'un verbe Impliquant une
amotlon. - ¢

e
’

{c) en vous servant d'8noncds speclfiqfies pour ddcrire des avanements oy des
sentiments; par exemple, "Jean, Jacques et Plerre™ au lley de “des groupes de gens™ et
"Je me sentals crispée et je boulllals en dedans” au Ileu de "ca me choqualt®,

(d) en désignant votre partenalre d'une fagon personnel le, c'est-3-dire vous
servir de son nom au molns 3 fols par sujet de conversation.

wr WF W our
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APPENDIX F

Instructions For PAST-D|STANT Confederates

Votre rile sera de falre de la "ravélation de sol" selon les conditidns sulvan

T. Vos trols suJets de collgersation sont les sulvants:
&) Ce qul m'effrayslt le plus. :
b) Si oui ou non, Je me sentals attrayante au sexe opposé.
c) Des fafblessas que Je pensals avoir (que Je ressentals) dans ma persgnnal [t8.

2. Vous devez parler de chague sujet de conversation en vous rafarant 3 une sl tuation
passée et nonactuelle. [I doit s'agir de comment vous vous sentlez'ou aglsslez dans un
temps p?ssé; plus spéclflquement dans une période depuls au moins 3 ans. Communlquez
ceci 2 vbtre partenalre:

‘ P .

(2) en corrmenganf‘:hacun des 3 sujets dg conversation avec une des expreossions
sulvantes: "Il y a 3 (ou 4, 5..) ans", "quand J'atals plus Jeune™, "adolescente, Jo...",
"en 1976 (1975, 1974...)", "dans (e passa", etc. Employez au molns 3 de ces expressions
dans les 3 minutes al lovSes par sujet. Au moins une de ces expresslons doit spécifler un

temps précis (c'est-2-dire une des deux expresslons: "1| y a3 {ou 4, 5...) ans" ou "en -
1976 (1975, 1974...):‘(. ‘

(b) en employant seuiement des verbes conjugués ‘dans un temps passé tel que le
pessé composé, ['imparfalt, etc.

3+ Vous devez parler de chaque sujet de conversation en vous montrant distants face 7;
I'experiencing' de vos révélations. Communiquez cecl 3 votre partenalre:

{2} en damontrant un niveau molndre ou nond&tectable d'Investissement émotif; plus
-1 flquement, votre ton de volx devralt +re monotone et datachd, votre présentation

st fluide et nonpondérée- En falt, votre tonal |16 ressemble & une lacture mécanique
d'un llvre de classe ou une Jasette auv sujet de la température.

(b} en employant comme sujets de vos phreses des expressions telles que: "cela me
falsalt peurm, "ce genre de personne me choqualt”, etc. ot le sujet de vos phrases est un
événement ou une personne autre que Je+ Le minimum exigé pour remp!ir cette condltlon
ost de 10 de ces expresslons°pour les 3 minutes de dlscussion d'un sujet de conversation.
Toutefols essayez d'utiliser ces mots aussi souvent que possible. Essayez d'omettre
autant que possible les phrases dont le suJet est Je;: omettre cﬂléﬂmenf de vous servir
de Je comme sujet d'un verbe Impllquant une emation, @.gs "J'aimals...". T

4

(c) en vous servant d'@noncés géndraux (non-spdcltiques) en décrivant des
événements ou des sentimonts; par exemple, "des groupes de gens” au lleu de "Jean,

Jacques, et Plerre"; et "cad me choqualt” au lleu de "Je me sentals crispse et je -
boulllals en dedans", etc. .

(d) aucune référence personnel le & votre pertenalre, c'est-a-dire, n'employez pas
son nom pendant vos propres ravelatlons.
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APPENDIX G -

’

- Procedure lnstructions For Subjects’

Ehére &tudlante, .

‘:JNous vous demandons de participer 3 un -pro_lef de recherche qul tratte du processus
"~ d'Interaction soclale. Pour simpiifiér, cela pourralt &tre décrit comme sult: qu'est-ce

qui se pesse lorsque deux personnes se rencontrent?

Votre partenalre et vous avez &t8 plac@es ensemble ay hazard. La durde de votre ‘
participation sera d'environ 4% minutes. Llsez d'abord les Instructlons au complet
attentivement. Puls, lorsque vaire partenalre et vous aurez terming cette lecture,
revenez au numéro 1 et sufvez les atapes cl-dessous.

Yoicl comment vous devezr procéder:

.1+ Prés de vous Il y a deux feullles de papler. Celle intltulde "B" appartlent 3 votre

partenalre. VYous devez seulement vous servir de la feullle "A". Une petite carte
blanche est attachée & cette fauille. En regardant le feullle "A", vous pouvez volr une
sérle de 40 @nonceés dl ffarents. Chacun reprasente un sujet possible de discussion ou .
"on arle de sol-méme. Les feullles "A" et "B" sont similalres; cependant, pour avlter
de cMolsir:les memes sujets de conversations, deux |istes furent radigdes.

2. Notez qu'll y a aussl deux crayons et un chronometre sur la petite table 3 votre
cota. ' .

3. Malntenant, lisez bien tous les énonces sur |a feullle "A®. Cholsissez-en un sans
trop tarder. Pour falre votre cholx, salectlonnez un énoncé {1.e. un sujet de conver-
satlon) sur quue1 vous 6tes prétes a parler ouvertement et honndtement de vous-méme.
Indfquez le numérc (de 1 & 40 corr'espondan+ 2 I'anoncé que vous avez cholsl sur Ja peﬂ'l'e
cr1‘e blenche. S'll-vous-platt, talssez 1a feullle "A" sans aucune marque.

N -

4. Lorsque vous aurez blen indlqué votre cholx, demandez a votre partenalre de metire le
chronométre en marche pour 3 minutes. (et le magnétophone au début du ler tout) Puls,
ommencez & parler sur.l'@noncé cholsl d'une fagon naturelle. 1) est Important de
ontinuer & parler sur ce méme sulet Jusqu® 3 ce que les 3 minutes 50]6W|605- Ner
@passez pas les 3 minutes.

” .
5. Lorsque le chronometre sonnera (apras 3 minutes), ce sera alors le tour de votre
partenalre. Elle cholsit, do la méme fagon, un @noncé en se servant de la feullle "B".
Elle sult alors la méme procédure. Quolque cela pulsse vous tentez, 1! est Important de

ne pas |'Interrompre pendent ou aprés son dlscours. N

1 N

Ga Apr%s les S‘mlnu?es de votre partenalre, vous commencez alors votre deuxleéma +our.
Regardez de nouveau la feuille ™A™ puls cholsissez un 2eme anonce. IT ntest pas permis

_ de reprendre le méme enonca. Puls, répétez les lnsfrucﬂons/d 5, ef Ge

‘-225 ' ' {@j -. | J
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8s le 26me de votre partenaire). Encore, repetez les

vous servant™H'un 3éme a@nonce.
[

7. Clest alors votye 3eme
“Instructions 4, 5 ¢t 6

8. Faltes de
allez noter que la

doit s'occuper du mignétophone et du chronomdtre. Encore icl, cette décision a ate falt
au hasard tant qu'ajl cholx des personnes "A"™ et "BY,

votre 4éme et dernler tour. L'entrevue est alors terminee. VYous

* Avant de partir, nous vous demandons do rempllr un bref questionnalre. Vous le
trouverez sur le bureau dans la méme pléce. :

* Vous recevrez une cople décrivant plus spécifliquement la naoture de cette
recherche. 51, par la sulte, vous voudrlez plus de renselgnements, (par exemple,
en ce qul concerne les résultats, sppel lez-mol a 231-2465).

* Nous vous prlons de ne pas dlscuter .de ce projet avec d'autres volontalres (par
exemple, vos compagnons de classe) avant leur propre particlpation.

L3

* Mercl encore pour votre coopération.

——
-

rd

rsonne "A" & 4 tours tandls que la personne "B" en a que 3 mals elle '
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APPENDTX H

A\
Setf=disclosure Toplec List For Subjects

1. * Les fol's oi mes parents ont ateé en colére contre mol.

2.

20.
21.
22.
23,
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.

32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37,
38.

39.°

40.

St oul ou non J'aime raconter des farces et histoires amusantes.

Les anlmaux qui m'agacent ou qul m'effralent. - .
La description d'une personne avec qui J'etals (ou Je suls) amoureuse.

Comment je me sens face 2 un gars aprés avolr su des relations sexuel les avec lul.
S| J'aime falre'des chodas seule ou.en groupe.

Mes peurs de |'eau.

Mes sentiments face aux conventlons concernant la sexual 118 avant le mariage. \
S1 oul ou non je trouve le mensonge ecceptable dans certalnes situetions.
Ce qul m'est plus Important: 1'amlitid ou |'argent.

Comment Je réagirais st I'ami de ma mellleure amnle me falsalt des avances sencuel les.
Les slTtuations qul m'ennutent.

A quel polnt ftalme m'engager dans des activités sexusl les.

Ma vie sexuelle.

Ce qu ‘est un bon aml pour mol.

Les decep‘l'lons ou rnauvalses exparliencas que ]'al esues dans ma vie amoureuse.

Les fols ol Je me suls sentle querelleuse.

D*ou vlennent mes tantes, oncles, cousins, etc. _

Les aspects de ma personnal1t6 que Je n'alme pas, qui m'inguletent ou que Je.
consldare un handicep.

Mes dlisputes avec les membres de ma famllle.

Les fols ol je me sentais en colere contre mes perents.

Ce que Je n'aime pas discuter avec d'autres..

Les choses passées ou presentes pour lesquelles Je me sens honteuse ou coupable.

Mes habltudes dans [es sorties avec des gargons.

A quel point Je me masturbe. ("
Les fols ou d'autres personnes m'ont rendu ma! 3 1'aise. - .

S1 oul’ ou non Je peux me lalsser aller lorsque Je suls fachee.

Les sujets sur lesquels Je me sens bien renseigna.

Mas superstitions.

D'ol vliennent mes parents et grands parents.

Comment Je me sens face a rencontrer les parents de mon ami.lors de notre premlere
sortie.

Les fols ol jtal dH‘ 3 un gargon “"ses quatre varlt@s" (l.e. "fold him of f").

Le nambre de fols que mes tantes at mes onclegeet ma famille se rencontrent.

Mos sentiments face 2 dire les quatre véﬁquelqu'un qui est Injuste.

Mes vues a propos de fumer.
Les mensonges que J'ai dits
Ma vie amoureuse.

Les erreurs de mes parents en m'elevant.

A qusl polnt Je suls une personne tendue.

Ol Je vals habituel lement avec un gars pour une sortie.

-

8 mes ami{e)s.

R R m T oM M oaa - W 3 s
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APPENDIX 1

Answer Card

-
.

Age
Statut: Calibataira Mar 186
{cochez) Separae/

Dlvorcee Religleuse

Choix de sujets de conversation

~g

Ter tour:
2éme tour:
3éme tour:
48me tour:

Réponses au questionnalre

«w
1. 7. ‘
2. B.
3- 9- M
4. 10.
5. 1.
6.
12z~
13.
N,




-
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APPENDIX J

Procedure |nstructlions For Confederats

Chare atudiante,

Nous vous demandons de participer 2 un projet de rechercile qut +raH'e du processus
d'Interaction soclale. Pour simplifler] cela pourralt/ftre decrH' comme sult: qu'est-ce
qul se passe lorsque deux personnes se rencontrent? Votre partenalre et vous avez até

placées ensemble au hasard. La durde de votre participation sera d'environ 45 minutes.

Lisez d'sbord fes Instructions su complet attentivement. Puls, lorsque votre pertenalre

et vous aurez termine cette lecture, revenez su numéro ! et sulvez les etapes cl-dessous.

.

Volci comment vous devez procader:

“

S
1. Prés de vous [l y & deux feullles de papler. Celle Intitulde "A" appartient & votre
partenaire. VYous devez seulement vous servir de la feullle "B". Une petite carte
blanche est attachée & cette feullle. En regardant la feullle "8", vous pouvez-volr une
sérle de 40 8noncads dlfferents. Chacun repdsents un sujet possible de discussion ot |'on
parle de sol-méme. Les feullles “A" e+ "B" sont s‘f.mllalres' cependant, pour evHar de
cholsir les mémes suJets de conversations, deux 11stes furent r'edlgees.

2. MNotez qu'll y a aussi deux crayons et un chronomdtre sur |a petite table 3 votre
cota.

3. Malntenant, votre partenalre dolt cholslir un des &noncas sur la feullle "AM et
Indlquer le numdro de son choix sur |a carte résponse.

4. Lorsque votre partenalre est prés a parler, mettez le chronométre en marche pour 3
minutes (et le magn@tophone au début du ler tour). Elle parlera alors Jusqu'd la
sonnette. Quolique cela puisse vous tentez, Tl est Important de ne pas |'Interrompre
pendant ou spres son dlscours.

5. Lorsque le chronométre sonnera {sprés 3 minutes), ¢ 'est alors votre tour. Regardez
a'H'enﬂvemenf la feullle "B". Faltes semblant de cholsir un des énonces et Indliquez le
numéro (de 1 & 40} sur |a CARTE-RESPONSE. Puls, mettez Ie chronométre en marche pour 3
minutes et commencez a parler Jusqu'a 1a sonnette.

6. Clest alors le 28me tour de votre partenalre. Rapatez les Instructions 3, 4, 5.
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7. C'est alors le 3éme ‘tour de votre partenalre. Encore, répétez les instructions 3, 4,
Se '

B. C'est alors fe 4eme ot dernier tour de votre partenaire. L'entrevue est alors
terminée. Vous pllez noter que 18 personne "A" a 4 tours tandls que |a personne "B" en a

" que 3 mals alle olt s'occuper du magnetophone et du chronoméire. Encore lel, cette
déclslon a etéffait au hasard t+ant qu'au cholx des personnes "A" et "B".

* ® * * Avant de partir, nous vous demandons de remplir un bref questionnaire. Vous le
trouverez sur le burepu dans la méme pléce. .

Vous recevrez une cogle ddcrivant plus spécifiquement |A nature de cette
recherche. SI, par la sulte, vous voudrlez plus de renselgnements, (par exemple,

-

en ce ‘qul concerne les résultats), appel lez-mol a 231-2465.

Nous vous prlons de ne pas discuter de ce projat avec d'autres volontalres (par
example, vos compagnons de classe) avant leur propre particpation.

N

Mercl encore pour votre coopération.



1.
2.

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.

1.
12
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.

22.
23.
24.
25.
26.

27.
28.
29.

30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
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APPENDIX K

Self-disclosure Topic List For Confederates

Les suJets sur lesquels je me sens bien renselgnes.

_Les fols ol Je me suls falte dire Mmes quatre veri+és" par un gargon.

A que! point Je devlens fachee lorsque les gens me pressent.

Mes sentiments lorsque, de temps en temps, ]e me retrouve seule pour refléchir.

Des mensonges que J'al 'dits & mes parents. 4
Comment je me sens face aux nouvelles modes mascullnes.

‘Co qul meffrale (m'effrayalt) le plus.

Ma vie sexuel le. -

Sl oul ou non je brise les regles.

A quel polnt Je suls du genre 2 remettre les choses a plus tard.

A quel polnt Je me soucle de ce que les autres pensent de mol.

Les anTmaux qul m'agacent ou qui m'effralent.

Mes sentiments face & la reégulation des nalssances (birth contro!l.
D'ol viennent mes parents et grands parents. B

Ma vle amoureuse.

L'Intenst+é de douleur que Je peux tolérer.

Comment Je réaglrais sl |'aml de ma meilleure amie me falsalt des avances sexuelles.
Les gens de ma parentd que Je n'alme pas et pourquol Je ne les aime pas.
ST oul ou non Je me sens (sentals) attrayante au sexe opposa.

La premlare fols que ]J'al embrasse un gargon.

Les réves sexuels que ['ai falts.

Ce qul se passe chez mol lorsque Je vols du sang.

Ce que je, ferals si Je devenals encelnte.

Les perlodes de crises ou difficultés que J' evl're ou Je fuls.

Mes superstitions. . S N

conversations soclales.

Le genre de choses que Je n'alme pas felre devant Ies,

Mes sentiments face aux conventlons concernant la sextual 148 avgnt le marl age.
Mes dlfflculﬂes, s'll y a lfeu, 3 recevolr I'a'Hen'Hon favor
S6Xe Opposa.

Ce que |'aime de ma mére.

Les fols ou J'al @té tentée de voler quelquechose.
Mes' sentiments face 2 ma compatence sexuel le.

Les fols ol mes parents ont &t en ¢olére contre mol.
St oul ou non j'alme raconter des farces et histolrbs amusantes.

Co que J'appreclerals le plus recevolr en cadeau.

Les falblesses que Je pense {pensals) avolr dans ma personnallté.

Les fols ot J'al dit 3 un gargon "ses quatre vérités".

Les malheurs posslbles qui m'inquiatent.

La plus grende amiti& que J'al connue.

Les senﬂmep‘rs, s'11 y a lleu, que Je trouve difficlles a exprimer ou contrdler.

51 Je suls plutot du genre 2 écouter (listener) ou a p:\gler (talker) dans l[es

le des personnes du
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' APPENDIX L

Post=Interview Questionnaire

Avant de partir, veulllez répo questions sulvantes. ODonnez seulement une réponse
par question. Servez-vous la carte réponse pour y Inscrire le numero correspondarrr a

votre reponse. Rapondez aux quesﬂons 12 ef 13 /J@ndrolf indiqué sur la carte réponse
en vous servant de |‘'espace necessalre-

Vous venez d'avoir un entretien d'enviren 30 minutes avec votre partenalre.
1. La communication dont votre partenaire vient de vous falre part atalt-elle:
1...pas du tout Tntime et personnelle
2...trés peu Intlme et personnelle
3esspeu Intime et personnel le
4...moyennement Intime et personnelle
S5...assez Intime et personnelle
6...trés Intime et personnel le
7. . .axtrémemant Intime et personnel le /

2. La communication de votre partenalre etait-elle rellae surtout:
1.448 SON passe
2..+8 son présent

3. L'investissement amotif de votre partenalre pendant ses communlicetlons pourralt &ire
mleux décrit par |'énoncéd sulvant:

1...nivesu moindre d'Investissement emotlf; “on de volx monotone et dataché, comme
une lecture mdcanique ou une ]Jasette su sujet de la température.

2...un peu d'investissemant d'amotion et d'Implication mais pas beaucoup; I
semble y avolr une bonne dlstance entre ce qul est dit et le ressenti.

3...1mplTque sinceérement et réepond blen 2 |a tache quolque présente ce qul lul
vient facilement en t8te sans chercher sctivement au nlvesu de ses sentiments.

4...tres Impllqud dans le processus de |a révélation; semble voulolr s'ouvrir mals
encore un peu de reserve dans la tonalite et présentat(on. ‘

5...nTveay dlevée d'Investlssement émotlf; s'efforce de s'cuvrir et d'explorer ses
sentlments & fond; ce qui Importe est 1'effort et |'Implication transmls par la tonalité
et la presentation.

P el s

4. ALe contenu la communication de voire partenalre &tai+-11 surtout: (A noter: plus
un dpntenu est galgeral, plus 11 s'applique & des descriptlonfqichales d'émotions e.g.
"J'xi peur; Je sulk nerveuse”, etc. Plus un contenu est specifique, plus 11 s'applique 3
des’descriptions greclses et détaillées d'@motlons e.g. "Je frissonne de la t8te aux
pleds; J'al une thule &touffante dans 1a gorge™, etc.)

l...tres ¢neral; pas du tout ou trés peu spacifique

2...ass50z ganeral; peu spaclflque

3...quelquepeu géneral; quelquepeu spacl fique

4.,.pou ganéral; assez spaclflque

S...pas du tout ou trés peu ganeral; tres speclflque '

v
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5. Indlquez Jusqu'a quel polnt vous avez trouvé votre partenalire sympathlque:

leespas du tout sympathlque
2...trés peu sympathique
342 «peu sympathique
4...moyennement sympathlque
5...assez .sympathique
6...baaucoup symapthlque

7+ ..oxtrémement sympathlque

v

6. Indiquez Jusqu'd quel polnt vous vous &tes sentles en confiance avec votre,

partenalre:
T...pas du tout en conflance
2...trés peu en ronflance
3..4pou en confiance
4...moyennemant en conflance
S5...8558z en confiance
6...beaucoup en conflance
7...extrémement en confiance

7. Indiquez Jusqu'ad quel polnt vou
¥...pas du tout sympathlique
2...tres peu sympathique
3eespou sympathlque
4...moyennement sympathique
S5.«s85s58z sympathlique
6...beaucoup sympathlque
7...extrémement sympathique

s sembllez sympathique 3 votre partenalre:

-
.

B. Indfquez jusqu'a qus! point votre partenalre semblalt vous démontrer de la conflance:

leo.pas du tout de conflance
2...1r8s peu de conflance
3+ epou de conflance

4...moyennement de conflance

- T .assezaae conflance
6...beaucoup de conflance

C

-

7...0xtrémemant de conflance

9. A quel point frouviez-vous cela difficlle de falre de la revelation de sal avec votre

partenalre?
1..oxtromement difficlie

2...beaucoup, tras difficlle

J..w05s80z difficlile
4...moyennement dlfficlle
» Sesopou ditfflclile
6++.1r0s pou dlfticile
Teospas du tout difficlle
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10. A quel point vous sentlez-vous llbre en falsant vos revelations? (A noter: Plus
vous vous sentiez llbre, plus que vous voullez vous revéler, sans ressentir une -
obl lgation diie aux directives de la recherche. Plus vous ne vous sentiez pas llbre, plus
" vous vous sentiez oblligée de vous devoller &tant donnd la nature de 'a recherche et molns .
vous voullez vralment vous davoller.) . ,
1.+.pas du tout llbre .
2..strés peu 1lbre )
3...pau |lbre )
4...moysennement llbre )
5...a5s50z |lbre .
6...beaucoup, traés libre !
7. «s@xtrémement |lbre _ )
11. A que! polnt trouviezrvous cela frustrent de ne pas pouvolr [ntervenir pendant les
reve!ations de votre partenalre? (A noter: Plus vous trouviez cela frus*r:anf, plus celaz
vous tentalt de perler, e.g. de donner votre oplnlon face 2 ce que voire partenalre i )
disalt. Moins cela vous atait frustrant, moins cela vous tentalt de dire quol que ce !
soit et plus vous vous sentlez blen 3 rester muette). ’
1...pas du tout frustrant -
2...trés peu frustrant
3...peu frustrant h‘
4...moyennement frustrant
S5...a550z frustrant
6...trés frustrant
7...extrémement frusteaat :

12. D'spras vous, le but de cette recherche est de: . ,
tvolr carte reponse) .

13. Mes ralsons pour dire cala (no. 12} sont: - ;
{volr carte reponse) : . '




APPENDIX L (Engllsh}

Post-Interview Questionnaire

Before leaving, please answer the following questions. G!ve'ﬁn1§ one answer per question.
Indlcate the number corresponding to your answer con the answer card provided. Respond to
questions 12 ‘and 13 using the space shown on the card.

You have Just completed a 30 minute session with your partner,

1. How would you rate your partner's-disclosures to you:
lasenot at all Intimate
2oeqvary iittle Intimacy
Jeeslltle Intimacy

© 4aeetverage Tntimacy

5.ssquite Intimate
6es.vary Intimate,
Teesoxtremaly l?TImafe

2. Wera.your partner's disclosures primarily related: ) .

leeeto her pas'I‘
2...t0 har present

3. MWhich statement best describas your partner's degree of emotiocnal Invesfmen:2 ’
ched, as Tn a °

leesaimost no emotlonal Investment; tone of voice Is monotonous and
technlical reading from a textbook or a chat about the weather.

2,..50ma emotional Tnvestment but not much; there seems to be a good dlistance between
what she 1s saylng and what she Is experiencing.

3...slnceraly Involved and responsive in presenting her materlal but content to present
what comes easlly to mind without much active searching of her feellings.

4,,.,vory !Involved In the disclosure process; seems to want to open herself up but some
resorvation shows through In her tone and de!lvery.

S...most Involved emotlonally; strives to open herself up and explore her Innermost
feel ings; what counts Is the effort and involvement shown Tn her tone and delivery,

+

4, Your partner's disclosure content was mostly: (please note: the more a content Is general,
the more it describes global emotions, e,g. "1 am atraid; | am nervous®™, etc, The more-a
content [s speciflc, the more 1+ includes precise deflinitlons and detalled emotions, e.g. ™| am
shlverlng from head to foot, | feel a strangling ball in my throat™, etc.)
' 1...very general; not or hardly specific

2...qulte general; only slightly speclfic

3...50mawhat general; somewhat speclfic

4...5/Ightiy general; quite specific

S5...n0t or hard!y general; very speclfic

w M - e . m NN



5.

6.

9.

Indicate to what extent you liked your partner:

Indicate to what extent you trusted your partner: ,

-

Ind

Indlcate to what extent you felt trusted by your partner:

To

laesnot at all
2euevery little
Jeaslittle
4,..average
S5..equita
644 smuch

Tos .ex‘rromew

lseenot at all
2.uevery little
Jesellttia

4. 00verage
5...quite

G4+ smuch
Tusvoxtromaly

leeanot at all
2.0uvary |11tle
Saaslittio
4...average
S5..equite

6, ¢ omuch
Teeetxtremoly

leeenot at all
2..very little
Jeaslittie
4,,.average
S5...quite

6., smuch
Tessoxtremaly

what extent did you find I+ difflcult to disclose to

leeonot at all
240uvery ittle
Jeeallttle
4,..average
5¢.equite

6.4 smuch
Teesoxtremaly

b

-
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lcate fo what extent you felt liked by your partner:

your partner:

T ]
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10. To what extent did- you feel free to disclose? (Please no're\:v!'!“mra you felt f'reo, the
more you wanted to reveal, without feellng any obligation due to the demands of the research; |

the more you did not feal free, the more you felt obliged *o reveal yourself cha‘usa of the
nature of the research and the less you really wanted to reveal yourself), : )
leeenot at all ' i )

2...very I1ttle > - . '
- Jeasllttie ' x )
4,..average v '
_See.quite ' _ . '
6.4 emuch o ‘ |
7...0xtremsly . ’ . 4
- - ] ’
11. To what extent dld you find It frustrating not to be able to Intervens durling your
partner's revelations? (Please note: +the more_ you found it frustrating, the moré~you were v

tempted to talk, e.g. glving your oplnlon of what 'your partner was saylng; the less frustrating !
for you, the less you were tempted to say something and the more you felt good about belng
stlent),
lasenot at all frudtrating . } : y
Z.aavery [ittle frustration )
3.e.1[ttle frustrating - ’/“ .
4...average frustration - '
5...qulte frustrating |

6...much frustration . % ._ ) 1
Teeooxtremaly frustrating 3 . t
Ty
12, The purpose of this study I[s: (see answer card) - N . .. )
3. My reasons for this area {(no, 12): (see answer card)
. .
-
'. - L]
v L - . - ‘. . . .
oo .
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APPENDIX M

Effectiveness of Deception Rating Scale

Niveau

Critére

Exemp [es

[

Ce que le sujet dit est le
but de (a recherche {no.12)

Les ralsons donnees pour le
but mentlonng (no. 13)

Le suJet n'a sucune 1dée du
but réel de la recherche, ou
a une hypothese fausse ou

n'est pas du tout consclent

. de I'entralnement de son

partenalre.

"F:our voir ce qul se passe
quand deux etrangers se
rencontrent.”

"Je ne sais pas... inter-
action soctale.™

"Parler devant une lnconnue
ast difficile. Alors, par
cette recherche, on volt sl
une personne est ouverte.”

aucune

Le sujet mentionne que _son
partenaire semble se reveler
d'une certalne fagon et alors
pourrait 8tre entralng;
cependant, 1'hypothase

soulevée est fausse.

"Ce qul se prodult chez une
personne quand ['autre parle
d'une fagon spéciflque.”

"Pour voir qu'est-ce qul se
passe avec des complices
différentes."

"La personne avec qui j'atals
ne varlalt pas beaucoup dans
sa fagon de s'exprimer. I y
avalt quelque chose de
toujours parell.”

"Elle avalt |'alr trop
taml[lére avec comment ¢ca se
passait pendant |‘'entrevue.”

=¥

Le syJet spéciflie l'entratne-
ment probable de san parte—
nalre e.g. Investissement
emot1f ou pass@/présent et
soullgne que cela pourral+t
I'affecter. L'hypothese
maJeure est encore vague et
d'sutres hypotheses agportées
ne sont pas exactes.

"Mon partenalre avalt regu
des directives spacifiques de
se revéler intimement. Cela
pourralt affecter commant
mol, Je me ravele."

"Elle atalt toujours tras
intime... par exemple elle
disalt bearcoup .de "je" ou
"ol le parlalt toujours de son
passé sans rlen dire du tout
de malntenant.”

Le sujet specifie que le
partenaire avalt 86 entratné
ot devalt se montrer proche
{ou distant) de ses senti-
ments; asussl le partenalre
atait cbl11gé de parler de son
présent (ou de son passd).
Elle postule que d'autres
sujets auraient 8té palrés
avec des partenalres se
ravelant d'une facon opposae.
L'effet possible sur les
suJets dans difféerentes
condltions est suggere.

"eurfe recherche comprend des
suJets nalfs (comme mol) qul
sont palrées avec des :
personnes entratnées 3 se
revéler toujJours au prasent
ot avec peu d'investlssement
emotif —- 11 se peut que
d'autres sujets regolvent des
revalatlions dlffarentes par
ces complices. Je crols que’
les gens seralent affectes

dl fferemment par ces
differentes fagons."

-

o —

"Elle parlalt touJours d'une
fagon blen distante, aussl
parce que c'etait toujours au
pesse, ]'al pensé que ses
ravelations atalent
contrdlaes.”
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. APPENDIX N

Ralationship Between Theoretical Manipulations! .
Measures and Maln Dependent Measures
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APPENDIX 0

.Refatlonshlp Betwesn Temporal and Experiential l:medlacy Measures

"

Pearson TEMPORAL imEDIACY EXPERIENTIAL IMMEDIACY
Correlation Confedates' Judges' Contederates! Judges' Number ~ Confederates'
Coefflclents Ratings Ratings Ratings of Ss' Ratings of I's/ Ratings of
(r) Emot lonal of Ss! Total of Sst
& fnvestment Emotional Words Speclflcity
Investment
TEMPORAL IMMED IACY
- Confederates 0% 36%* .13 —~.03 =04 -.03
- Judges ' XXX =21 J23% -.07 -a25
EXPERIENT IAL x x X x x
- Confederataes x X XXX SR .00 6400
- Judges x b x XXX .58 39RE
- Number of I's X % X x XXX «00
- Specificity ' X . X x X X XXX
* p < .05 .
** p < 00
~ T .
. .
- f..
,‘ . PR B ,.,’.‘,,'u‘m?z:._! N e



Pearson Corrq!aflons: Ralatlonship Between intimacy Measures
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Pearson .
Correlation Ss! Ratings Cs' Ratings Pre-rated Judges'’ No. of Self- No. of
Coeffliclents of Qs'_ln? of Ss‘~lnf Int Levels Ratings References/ Tota!
‘“tr) On DRS Total Words Words
Sst Ratings of . 1
Cs' tnt. XXX .20 =5 .19% .18 25*
Cs! Ratings )
of Ss' Int % xxx 208 «26% .14 17
Pre-Rated Int ‘ )
layals x x XX J24%% J19%% . 15%
Judges' Ratlngs . ’ .
on DRS Tox . x, x XX 4% —pr
No. of Self- .o, ‘ . —
- References/ ' .
"Total Words x x x x XAX .07
No. of Total : i ‘ ) )
Words x % - % x ‘x ‘ XXX
* p <05 .
** p < 001 !



245

APPENDIX Q

Pearson Correlations: Relationshlp Between Immedlacy and [ntimacy Measures

[

Pearson TEMPORAL IMMED | ACY EXPERIENT AL IMMEDIACY
Correlation Confedates' Judges' - Confederates’ Judges! Number Confederates
Coefflctents Ratings Ratings Ratings of §s' Ratings of I's/ ™ Ratings of
() Emotional of Ss! Total of Ss!'
' Investment Emotional Words Speciflicity
\ Investment
INTIMACY (!nt)
Ss! Ratings of
Cs' [nt 05 -.01 .23 «23% .10 . +25%
Cs' Ratings of '
§s' Int .04 -, 24" 7B LATEE .06 H4RE
Pre-Rated Int .
Levels -.14 -.30% .12 240 .10 .07
_Judges' Ratlngs :
on DRS -.03 -.03 .18 SR 584" * .08
No. of Sel f-Refer- . ' : _
ences/total wordg -.03 -.14* .07 JI5% ;1 .01
No. of Total Words| =-.21% =224 .08 S3%E -.02 .04
* p < .05 ,
*% p < 001 b






