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ABSTRACT"

Analyses of self-disclosure behavior under multiple
conditions of social isolation and confinement replicated earlier
findings and generally confirmed hypotheses derived from social
penetration theory. Major findings link self-disclosure to
environmental parameters and interpersonal friction. In the Privacy
without 3timulation cgndltlgﬁ, Ss possibly attempted to cope with
this austerity by engaging in verbal exchanges which, doubtlessly,
decreased social distance between pair-members and resulted in
greater disclosure breadth at high intimacy levels. Stimulation in
the No-Privacy groups probably mediated verbal exchanges by reminding
Ss of past experiences. However, the especially close interaction
forced by the No-Privacy manipulation tended to encourage
guardednes 3 while groups. in Privacy with Stimulatign exhibited the
espeglally ‘those under LDng MiESLQn Exgectatlans. Flnd;ngs have broad
implication for exchange theories and can be useful in training men
to adapt to isolated and confined situations. (Author)




N
N
)
N
Q
&

. s o . . ) ] U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
o = - _ P _ _ P Lt ol A
Self-Disclosure in Isolated Groups’ EDYCATION & WELFARE
OFF!CE OF EDUCATION
THIS DOCYMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
, THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIG-
Dalmas A. Taylor INATING IT. POINTS OF VIEW OR OPIN-
IONS STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY
"REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDU-
CATION POSITION OR POLICY.

University of Maryland

In a recent study of groups in social Isolation, Altman and Haythorn
(1965) found thet (1) isolated Ss revealed more about intimate topics to
their partners than did control Ss, and (2) the level of intimacy achieved
by Isolates was comparable to that for close friends, whereas the level
for control Ss in intimate areas was comparable to that for casual
acquaintances, The Interpretation of these data suggested that conditions
of social isolation promote interpersonal exploration as instrumentai
acts, That is engaging in interpersonal exchanges helped to pass the
time, generated a more enriched environment, and permitted Ss to learn
more about others with whom they were inextricably invclved.

Jourard (1964) has suggested that openness, within ]imjtsz, can be

mutually rewarding in interpersonal relations; whereas, Altman and Taylor
(1970), in delineating a theory of ''social penetration'', argue that
reciprocal disclosures, in relationship formation, are orderly, systematic,
and occur gradualiy, reflecting a general caution as regards openness.
Violations of this orderly process of development have implications for
the siability and viability of relationships. Relationships not

characterized by a great breadth of experience (long stable history cf

!Paper presented at the meetings of the Eastern Psychological
Association in New York, New York in April, 1971.
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reward/cost outcomes) should not be able to handle stress and other
costs as well as relationships that have long histories of working
thruugh e wide range of experiences,

In a study of college roommates, Taylor (1965, 1968) found that
pairs who were both high revealers (to target best friend) engaged in
a significantly greater amount of social and verbal exchange than did
pair comp..sed of low revealers. It was also discovered that, over time,
high revealers came to dislike one another. Newcomb (1961) explains a
similar result by suggesting that initial estimates of attraction are
autistic. Because of a need or desire to be compatible in a roommate
situation, individuals tend initially to overestimate the favoableness
of the relationship. Such an overestimation In turn probably leads to
a hasty and unhealthy over-exposure of one's self.

The Interpersonal difficulties experienced by members of isolated
groups have been well documented (Nardini, Hermann, and Rasmussen, 1962;
Rohrer, 1961; Taylor, Wheeler, and Altman, 1968; Taylor, Altman, Wheeler,
and Kushner, 1969; Weybrew, 1961). The environmental presses of isolation
and confinement seem to accentuate and/or accelerate interpersonal
involvement which may contribute to the difficulties noted in these
unusual environments; that is, too rapid a rate of self-disclosure can
source of interpersonal friction.

This study will attempt to extend the Altman-Haythorn findings by
exploring variations in environmental events and the impact these variations

have on the social penetratlon process. Taylor (1968) studied the
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developmental history of dyads in a more natural longitudinal setting.
Here, we will examine the development of social penetration under the
more rigorously controlled conditions of the laboratory and in a more
compressed time frame. Additionally, we will explore the relationship
between predispositions to reveal and dyadic adjustment in confinement.
It was expected that dyads composed to two high revealers wtiild engage
in great amounts of self-disclosure than would dyads composed of low
revealers, Disclosure behavieors deviating from this pattern should result
in group friction, possibly leading to early termination of . ¢ mission.
Developmental changes in intimate vs. non-intimate areas should yield
results consistent with earlier findings that greater differences in
exchanges as a function of personality or reinforcement occur in intimate
as opposed to non-intimate areas (Altman and Haythorn, 1965; Frankfurt,
1965; Taylor Altman, and Sorrentinc, 1968, 1969). Finally, we are
interested in whether differentially stressful conditions of isclation
will have different effects on self=-disclosure,

Conditlions of social isolation were manipulated so as to create
(1) p

adjoining rooms with free access between them, (2) stimulation, determined

rivacy, determined by two men living elther In one room or in two

by groups having or not having various forms of enrichment and verbal
contact with persons outside the experimental chambers, and (3) mission-

length expectation, or whether groups expected to be isolated for

relatively short periods (4 days) or relatively long periods (20 days).
It was found that privacy, stimulation, and short missions yielded the
fewest stress reactions, whereas groups in a privacy condition expecting
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long missions, and having no outside stimulation were most stressed and
debilitated (see Taylor, Wheeler, and Altman, 1968; Taylor, Altman,
Wheeler, and Kushner, 1969).
METHOD

Subjects

Ss were 18 to 20 year old volunteers who had just completed boot
training at the Great Lakes Naval Training Center. Pair-members were
selected such that they were roughly equated for age, religion, 1.0.,
education, and other demographic variables. Ss assigned to pairs were
strangers and were kept apart* during two days of training so that their
relationship could not begin until they were placed in confinement.
During training, measures of self-disclosure (to targets hest friend
and casual acquaintance) were included in a battery of tests designed
to assess personality, cognitive abilities .nd blochemical indices.
Procedure

In half the group, $s had separate rooms at their disposal (Privacy
condition; the other half lived in one room (No-Privacy condition). Both
rooms in the Privacy condition, and the single room in the No-Privacy
condition were similar in size and were furnished identically. In the
Privacy conditions, pairs could be together at all times except for
sleeping and for executing certain tasks,

A Stimulation manipulation permitted an examination of the impact
of voice contact and other 'outside'' experierces on interpersonal
erchanges. $Ss in the Non-Stimulation condition iid not hear another

human voice except in two task situations. All other communications




from the mission control center were given with a tone and buzzer code
systems [In contrast, Ss in the Stimulated condition received verbal
instructions to perform all tasks, were asked to report room temperature
and food consumption periodically, and received three 5-minute broad-
casts of rock-n-roll music, an outdated Huntley-Brinkley documentary

record, and a series of questions and answers taken from the Plavboy

Advisor column dealing with sports, law, etiquette, hobbies, foods, etc.
The e broadcasts were scheduled such tha. a minimum of &4 or 5 hours
intervened petween each,

After the isolation period had begun, half the groups were tcld
that the mission would last 4 days and the remaining half were informed
that the mission would last 20 days. The planned duration of all
missions was 8 days, but all groups were told that the mission might
be extended 'lbecause of operational requirements''s Due to noises from
the building and adjacent parking lot, Ss were able to discern somewhat
the passage of time.

At the end of 4 days, no announcement was made about the mission
being extended. Since most Ss in the 4 day condition knew when 4 days
had passed, they experienced a high degree of uncertainty beyond this
time. Because Ss in the 20-day groups expected to be together for a
long period of time, it was hypothesized that they would be guarded
about their interpersonal disclosures. This caution should result in
moderate levels of disclosures and less interpersonal tension for 20

day groups as opposed to 4 day groups.
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Self-Disclosure Measures

A questionnaire for measuring self-diclosure to target persons
''best friend'' and ''casual acquaintance'' was developed from an item pool
of approximately 700 statements, described in an earlier report by
Taylor and Altman (156&). Forty-eight items dealing with personal
information about the self were se!ectedaéc as to reflect 12 topical
categories and 3 levels of intimacy. Level of intimacy was operationally
defined as a function of Thurstone scale values as follows: low
intimacy (1.,00-L.25), medium intimacy (4.26-6.59), and high intimacy
(6.60~11.00). This construction permitted the assessment of the total
amount of disclosure (breadth) and intimacy level of that disclosure
(depth). Prior research indicated that a greater amount of exchange
occurs at low levels of intimacy as opposed to high intimacy levels,
aﬁd that the rate of development is greater at low intimacy levels.
Prior to confinement, each § was asked to indicate how many of the L&
items contained information that he had revealed to his (1) best friend
and (2) casual acquaintance. On the basis of disclosure to best friend,
Ss were classified as either high or low revealers.

All Ss individually completed prepackaged questionnaires on days 1,
3, 5 and 7 upon instructiaﬁ from the mission control center. The self-
disclosure questionnaires in these packages required §s to indicate
information they had revealed to their partners during confinement.
Upon termination of the mission, either through abort or successful
completion, Ss completed a final set of questionnaires among which was

a self-disclosure inventory for target ''partner'’




RESULTS
A factorial analysis for Mission Length x Stimulation x Privacy
with repeated measures on days was performed first on total amount of
disclosure to partner and subsequently on disclosure to partner at three
levels of intimacy. Results of the first analysis indicated only a
significant main effect for Days (F = 51.19, p < .0001). Examination

of the means associated with this main effect (see Figure 1) by Duncans

Multiple Range Tests showed that the amount of personal information
revealed to partners throughout confinement significantly increased in
all groups. While this is not a profound finding, these Jlata replicate
earlier findings by Taylor (1968), Frankfurt (1965) and Taylor, Altman,
and Sorrentiro (1969). More importantly, however, is that the greatest
amount of disclosure to partner was roughly equal to amount of disclosure
to target casual acquaintance. This finding was also obtained by
Altman and Haythorn (1965).

The analysis by level of intimacy indicated not only a significant
main effect for days, but a main effect for intimacy (F = 109.08, p <

~0001). Means associated with a2 significant level of Intimacy x Day
interaction (F = 11.27, p ¢ .001) indicated that breadth of disclosure
Increased at a more rapid rate over days for items associated with lower

intimacy levels than for those of higher levels (see Table 1). Terminal

amounts of disclosure at high intimacy levels are comparable to initial
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Insert Table 1 about here

amounts of dicelosurs =t luw levels. This, the difference in breadth
of Ateslustte between levels showed greater disparity over time, with
greater increases occurring at low levels of intimacy. This finding
provides confirmation of the 'wedge-like" notion of development which,
according to Altman and Haythorn (1965) and Altman and Taylor (1971),
is an inverse relaticnship between breadth of disclosure and level of
intimacy and is & perfect replication of a similar finding on college
roommates (see Frankfurt, 1965; Tay'or, 1963),

A higher order interaction of the three experimental conditions
with Days and level of Intimacy indicated that breadth of disclosure
at various levels of intimacy differed among the experimental conditions
over time. Means associated with this complex interaction Mission
Length x Stimulation x Privacy x Days x Intimacy (F = 2.68, p ¢ .002) -
are presented in Figures 2 through L.

Insert Figure 2 about here

Insert Figure 3 about here
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Insert Figure 4 about here

As expected, disclosure at high intimacy levels was quite low
(Figure 2). Despite expected mission length, greater amounts of disclosure
occurred under conditions of Privacy with No=Stimulation and No~Privacy
with Stimulation. This difference was more pronounced in the 20 day
groups where $5 in the Privacy condition with Stimulation disclosed
very little to one another,

As can be seen in Figure 2, all groups increased in breadth of
disclosure from day one to day three. However, all Stimulation groups
and groups under conditions of 4 Day Expectations, Privacy and No=-
Stimulation tended to level off after day 3. All groups, except the
Privacy No-Stimulation groups, showed some post-confinement elevation
in amount of disclosure at high intimacy levles.

Inasmuch as the Privacy condition without Stimulation provided the

least amount of enrichment, Ss possible attempted to cope with this
austerity by engaging in verbal exchanged which, no doubt, decreased
social distance between pair members and resulted in greater breadth

of disclosure at high intimacy levels, Stimulation in the No-Privacy

4

groups probably mediated verbal exchanges by reminding Ss of past
experliencess The especially close interaction forced by No-Privacy
probably resulted in Ss being more guarded, but this seems to have been

countered by the tape-recorded Stimulatfon. The tendency of Stimulation

to facilitate Interpersonal exchanges Is minimized by the ability to be
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in physicaily separate compartments. Hence, groups in Privacy with
Stimulation exhibit the least amount of breadth of disclosure in Intimate
areas, especially those under 20 Day Mission Expectations.

Although greater amounts of disclosure occurred at medium levels of
intimacy than at high levels of intimacy, differences among experimental
groups were not as pronounced (see Figure 3). However, greater extremes
did occur in the 20-Day conditions. Privacy groups without Stimulation
exhibited the greatest amount of disclosure, and No-Privacy groups with
Stimulation maintained extremely low amounts of disclosure with a slight
decrease after confinement. Fewer differences were perhaps obtained
because of the equivocal nature of intimacy at this level., In individual
cases, many items could be considered either high or low in intimacy.
Hence, interpretations at this level of intimacy must necessarily be
more vague than at high or low levels of intimacy.

As can be seen in Figure 4, the greatest breadth of disclosure
occurred at low levels of intimacy. Again, however, differences between
experimental conditions were more pronounced for 20-Day Mission Expectation
groups.. The effect of Stimulation on No-Privacy groups varied according
to Mission Expectation. Groups in the 20-Day No-Privacy Stimulation
condition exhibited the least amount of disclosure, whereas the greatest
breadth of disclosure, at low intimacy levels, was achleved under the
4-pDay No-Privacy Stimulation condition. Among the 20-Day groups, from
day 3 throughout confinement, groups without Stimulation exhibited
increasingly greater amounts of disclosure than the Stimulated groups.

This difference was not at all influenced by the Privacy manipulation.
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Mean 7 7
Disclo- 2.86 7.64 10,30 (11.25) 11.27
sure ] 3 -

n bl il bl (32) by

Table 1

(n) includes remaining subjects subsequent to Day five.




ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE

__SOURCE _ — _df — M F__

MISSION LENGTH (A) 1 43,9056 1.425
AWARE (B) ] 41,8757 1.359
AXB | ! 32.0059 1,039
PRIVACY (C) 1 2,4027 0.078
AXC 1 14,1275 0.458
BXC ! 18.4999 0. 600
AXBXC 1 1.9460 0.063
DAYS (D) 194.5319 51,1977
AXD 2.7114 0.714
% B XD 343981 0.894
i 5.3086 1.397
6.6358 1.746
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AXCXD 4,2670 1.123

BXCXD 2,671 0.703
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3.9585 1.336
8.9059 3,007
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AXBXE 2 ' L, 0671 1.373
CxE 2 1.0027 0,339
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SWG 30.8169
WS L8L 5.2209
DXSS 108 3.7997
EXSS 72 2,9619
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Table 1. Mean Amount of Disclosure (Breadth) FeriLgvglfgfrlgtima;vl

13 5 _ Post

High .30 1.27a 1.61ab 1.93b
Intimacy Med ium .82 2,50 3.27c 3.66¢

Level v ,
Low 1.75b 3.86 5.41d 5.68d

]A]i mean differences not sharing a common subscript are significant at
the .01 level by Duncans Multiple Range Test except day 1 means for high
vs. medium intimacy which are significant at the .10 level. Mear pairs

having common subscripts do not differ significantly,
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by the introduction of Stimulation. In summary, confirmation of the
inverse relationship between breadth of disclosure and intimacy level
was demonstrated. Groups without Stimulation generally exhibited
continuously increasing amounts of disclosure, whereas Stimulation
groups in most cases tended to level off after day 3. These findings
were more pronounced for Long iission (20 days) Expectation groups.

Predisposition to Reveal and Mission Completion

Two additional types of analyses were performed: (1) In order to
investigate the relationship between disclosure to partner and ability
to complete the mission, separate analyses of variance utilizing each
experimental condition in combination with mission completion were

performed. (2) In addition, composition effects, determined by

MO BT R e e vt ot e e o

predisposition to reveal to target person 'best friend" were partitioned
as a further source of varlance. The first type of analyses failed to
yield any differences between aborters and completers, In the second
set of analyses, dyads were categorized as high, and low revealer

composition groups.

] Previous studies (Altman and Haythornm, 1965; Frankfurt, 1965;

Taylor, 1968) have repeatedly demonstrated questionnaire measures of
self-disclosure to target best friend as a reliiably stable predictor of

self-disclosure to novel target persons in both real (to college roommates)

and laboratory implemented social interaction situations. Subjects

categorized as high disclosers (to target best friend) disclose more to

1T
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novel targets then do subjects desigrniated as low disclosers (to taiget
best friend)s Furthar, Taylor and Oberiander (i969) demonstratsd that
this high-discloser/low-discioser distraztion is a function of high
discloseir's being mere sensitive to the sclection and recognltion of
person~oriented stimuli than are low disclosers.

\ie hypothesized that marked dzviations from baseline measures c¥

self-disclosure (to target best friena) would b sympotomztlc of or

%

!

zoncomitant with group processes leadine to unsuccesstul mission

nigh reveaiars

L

completion. Low revealers who ''overdisclose!' as weil a
who ''underdisciose’! were expected to exhivit a greater incidence of
unsuccessful mission compiation.

An initial finding here that coarfirms results from other studies
can be seen in Figure 5. A significsat DPizclosurz % Days x Intimocy

Insert Figure 5 about hare

interaction (F = 2,53, p ¢ .02) indicates an inverse teiationship betvaen

Ly

amount of disclosure and leve] of intimacy. Rate of incresas~ ot disclosur
Lo partner was greatest at suapeiriicial levais. iore importantly, hcwewver,
is that at each level of intimacy high disclosers revealed ruore to iLusir
partners than did fow disclosers. Additionally, the differences ovc- cavs
between high and low disclosers became more disparate at increasingly

s interacition weie

higher levels of intimacy. All mean comparisons in th
in the predicted direction, and with few exceptions were statisticaliv

cignificant as !ndicated by Duncan's multipie range tesis.



A Disclosure x Days x Abort interaction (F = Z.84, p < .O4) providad
confirmation of the hypothesis that disclosure patterns that denate from
baseline assessments are Indicative of maladaptive & .tempts to deal wi*"
the stresses of social isolation. The data in Figure 6 siiow that by th:

incert Figure 5 about here
first day of confinement, subjects who would eventually ebort had achievaa
a greater breadtn of disclosure than subjects who comnieted tie missior.
Breadth of disciosure increased for all subjects, and t': relationship
between high reveafers and low revealers who completed 'he mission was
as expected. Among the completers, hich revealers not only disclosed
more about themselves, but their rate of increase over days was much
greater than that Tov low revealers. Among aporters this reiationshiy
did not holds Low revealers' rate of Increase was comparable zo that
for all high-revesaier subjecis, with terminai amounts of disciosure fur
iow=-revealer aboirt groups being reater then that for high-reveales
abort groups.

Means from a significant Disclosure x Days x Intimacy x Abort
interactlon (F = 2,14, 5 ¢ ,05) provided a more detailed examination
of the maladaptive attempts at coping with the stresses of soclal
fsolation. Flgures 7, 3, and 9 Indicate the breadth of disclosure over
Insert Flgure 7 about here
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Insert Figure 8 about here

Insert Figure 9 about heva

day: for higi~revealer and low~revealer &bort ana compieter groups at
high, medium, and low leveis of intimacy, iespectively, At each leve]
of intimacy, the relationsaip between high~revecier and luw-covealesr-
completer groups conforms to eariier findlngs (Frankfurt, 19(6; Tayior,
19€8). High revealers exhib!t greztci amount: of disclosurs than iow
revealers at each level of iIntimacy; the rate c¢f developmant fur boxly
groups ls greater at sunerficlel leveis oFf intimecy, With high ana low
reveticrs achlieving the greatest breadcn of aisciozure at low icvels
of intimacy (see Figure 9). A further Finding indicates that the
greatest amount of disparity, during the lztter days of ccnfinement,
pvetween high and low revasaiers is at the hign feve: of ‘nrimecy. This
resuit replicates data reported by Frankfurt (1965, which wss aliecusscd
earlier in this papers

Further examination of Figures 7, 8, and 2 reveals the deviuit
disclosure patterns of abort gfﬁups; especielly at medium (Figi're B)
and low :(Figure &) lYevels of intlizacy. 1o boti instances, low reveaicrs

who aborted exhiblied greater breadti, of disciczure tnan ali other grovcs.

Since the direction of causality canwt be detarmined, we can oniy soncivic

18
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that the prasses of the isolated environment thai produced sufficisnt
stresses tc cause ihese groups to abort res:ited in low reveaiers engaging
in abnormally high amounts of d.sclosure to their partners. The patiern
for high revealers that abort Is somewhat different, although again, the
deviations for these subjects are more prcnounced at medium and low
levels of intimacy. In both instances, high revealers that : rt
exhibited greater amounts of disclosure than any other group on the
virst day of confinement. Perhaps subjects who are predisposed to
reveal a lot about themselves overestimate the faverablllty of the
situation and their partner and thereby engage in too rapid a rate of
interpersonal exchange. In time, they probably makz a more realistic
appralsal of the situation, but too late to a zid the costs incuired by
the unrealistic assessment. By day three, the rate of exchange for

‘ high-revealer groups decelerated,

i DISCUS5 10N

In summary, we have demonstrated and replicated severai Imporient

R ION L A A

findings relevant to the theory of social penetration, one of¥ &the most
important being that opportunities to interact produced increasingiy

greater breadth of disciosure ovay daye., Further exanination of this

phenomenon indicatea that breadth of disciosuire is inversely reiaisd
to level of intimacy; that Is, greater breadth of disciosure nccurred
at superflcial levels, and the disparity bedwesn lzsveis wos greaiest

at the high tevel of intimacy.

Differences produced amang experimental conditions indicated that

these findings were nore pronounced aion 20-dzy eroups. In additien,

19
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greater breadth if disclosure occurred under conditions of no stimulation,
but abated In conditions with stimulation.

Analyses of predisposition to reveal and actual disclosure during
confinement demonstrated a félétiéﬁship between mission completion and
breadth of disclosure ta’pértner; High revealers disclosed more to
thelr partners, over days, than did low revealers at each level of
Intimacy. These differences were more pronounced; however, at high
levels of Intimacy. Finally, aéarters, whether high revealers or low
revealers, deviated from the disclosure patterns of completers. Completer-~
groups had disclosure patterns that conformed to earlier findings and
theoretical predictions; however, low revealers who aborted overdisclosed
to their partners whlle high revealers who aborted exhibited less thon
normal amounts of disclosure to their partners.

% These data go beyond those providezd by Aitman and Haythorn (1965)
In facillitating the development of the soc’al penetration framework.
Combinations of environmental properties in additfon to personality

(group) composition were shown to affect self-disclosing behaviors in

T R T O AL L N

ways not demonstrated before. The Altman-Haythorn study clted ahove
obtalned only pre-post measures of disclosures from men conflned to
Isolation for ten days. Taylor (1958) was able to study self~disclosing
behaviors longitudinaily. However, becaése of the naturallstic setting
(collega ~commates} In which the study occurred, environmental parameters
could not be manipulated nor was it possible to foiiow systematically
palr-members who dronped nut before tne study w2s comnleteds The present

study provides confirmation for many of the basic notions of social

&®




3

penetration ~-- especially those dealing with mediational events. It is
clear from these data that various facets of the physical envircnment
as well as Interpersonal compatibilities modify significantly the
social penetration process. Elsewhere (Altman. Taylor, and Wheeler,
1971), we have discussed how ihe physical cavironment and group-formation
processes faclilitate adjustment. Members of ineffective or sbort groups
(those who left the situation prior to terminavicn of the s<udy) did
not go about the job of giroup formetion and mem~er acculturation with
one another as did groups who successfully compieted the mission. ‘e
can now add anotiier dimension ©o this syndrome. Disc'osuic ieveis tha+
deviate from baseline assessment are out of synchrony with good yioiw
formation processes and are therefore maladapt:ve.

Social penetration theory postulates that intimacy must be l=sarned
gradually and inductively which suggests that ''immediate intimacy' is

most atypical. Data obtained here, however, adds snecificity o this

formulation. Optimum rate of develupment seems to he a function of

the personailitiecs of the two individuals concerned. 7Thus, the optima!
rate of development may be high for Individuais who cemonstrate ihe
preconditions to reciprocity of npenness; empatiy, and willinouess to

risk rcjecilon. Conversely, indiv.cvals for whom presanditions aie

deveicriucit in &, 'raarpersonal context wousd Le zivdictabiv low.
Furtaer researan i snecify these parameter: 2: we!) &35 non-verbal

indices 1n this ciccezs zrem fadicacads
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