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?he developlent ‘of self-disclosure ulthin an .
acquafntance .exercise was examined. A sample of BQ subjects was

meaber was asked, through a short statement in the written

instructions, to encourage paximal disclosure in

Dyad partners took turns discussing self-selected topics frcg a

72-ites list of intimacy-rated choice
for testing the effects of sex-pairin

subject sex on the intimacy of disclosure and the

instruction dya
increasing intima

showed no temporal trends.
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In half of the dyads, one
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o« The resulting design allowed
leadér instructicns, and

xtent cf
reciprocity. Sex-pairing had_no effect upor any measures, Leader

shoued signifzcant linear and™cubic trepds in

over tisme, while the non-leader instruction dyads
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somevhat higher than felales.'Generally, subject reciprocity was
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found unrelated to'experimental factors, although

interaction Lketween subibct sex and leader cond¥tion is discussed.
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.
Abstract

The developtent of self-discldiure within an acquaintance exercise *

L3

was examined. Eighty ssubjects wé;g assigned to same-sex or mixed-sex’
L] ‘ i

-

dy;ds; In half of the dyads, one member was asked, through a short

X ’ ;:tatement in h:iritéen instructions:, to enc&rage maxirflal discleosure

., in his/her partners Dyad partners to;L turns discussing.self-selected
tqb;cs*from a 72-item list of intiﬁacy-ratedlchqiges. The resulting

. dé%ign allowed for testing the effects of sex-pairing, leader instruc*
tions, and subject sex on thé intimacy of disclosure and the extent of

. reciprocity. Sex~pairing had no effect upon any measure;. Leader -

. ﬁ" instruction dya;; showed’significa#t liqear and. cubic trends in

increasing intimacy over time, while the pon-leader inétrug;ion dyads

showed no temporal trends. Male subjects tended to disclose at levels

- somewhat higher than females. Generally, gubject recilprocity was found

unrelated to experfmental factors, although‘%he significant interaction

- \\\ between shbject sex and leader gonditiﬁh is discussed.

*
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The Effects of'Leadership Instru¢tions and Sex-Pairing
* ) \
upon the Evolution of Self-Digclosure Dyads

1 * '
"
-

) Altman and Taylor (1973) have theorized that interp®rsonal relatizzx .

-

: ) . . Coe ~
ships develop slowly through reciprocal increases in breadth and depth

. ]
of self—diaclaaure by the participants. Although there 1s much evidence

to support reciprocity of self-disclosure (Cozby, 1973), many of the
4

studies cited as support are based upon Belf-repOEF-ra:her than observed

"data or have employed a programmed.confederate . Nelther wethod epeaks as

il

powerfully to the issue ‘at hand as does a design allowing arbitrarily . Ny

* paired free responders to develop a.relationahip at their own speed. *

-

't

-

Such a design has been implemented-twice by Davis (1976, 1977).

. ¢
Davis (1976) reported an Investigation 1in which like-sex dyads took

-

.pdrt 1n a get acquain:ed @xercise. Each dyad partner tooll turns
discloaing about :hemselves on toplcs-chat each had chosen from an 1nt1macy-

Bcaled lis¢ of disclosure .topics. Davis found that even in a short
L&Y F

“

L

1nteraction his Britiah—college-atuden: subjects increased their self-

disclosure over time in an approximanely linear manner. However, :he

- development éf_in:imhcy’waa found to be artributable to only one mémher '

i’

of an érbitrariii—baired dyad. Omne partner tedded consistently and ¢

unilaterally to set :he 1n:1macy level and the other would reciprocatq.

*

in a subsequen: Btudy bavis (197?) tested an a:tempt to elimina:e

- -

the unil&teq*} conttol discovered 1? :he initial inves:igation. By

Encouragiﬁg certain dyads to discuss the problam of how intimate tg be

. . : , ‘ .

'f"'
F}
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- &

with on{a another, role asymmetry gave way to role symmetry. Rather..thgn (
a éibé increase in intimacy over the coJrse of the severq} exchanges,
subjects (again, British~college st;dents) in the di@cusgion‘conditipns
tended to achieve a desired levellof intimacy rapidly and suhsequé;tly

tapered off slightly, Thus, @ discussion between like-sex partners

concerning the exercise itself (prohibited in the first experiment)

produced more mutual control and direction of the increasing infimacy of

disclosure. 3 T

t

\unavis interpreted these results as ebid%ncing two of three possible
methods of determining who should control the evolution of an encounter:
(a) If one member .iwplicitly takes command, the-other may choose to

follow a collusive, passive role, {e.g., Davis, 1876). (b) ‘If communi-~

cation about the process is explicit, the participants may collaborate

to share control more or less equally (e.g., Davi;, 1877). A third
- possibility, social competition, was not present in either study and was

L3

* assumed to occur only where goals are discrepant and investmant of both

- partners is high. ' “
The objectives of thils study wer€ threefold: (a) to replicate the

-~ L

. » Davig’ (19?6: 1377) research on a differernt populatjon -- American college“

. students ag compared to British college students; (b) to Yetermine the
.  J
extent to which' the process of developing intimacy might be effected by

. ya
a small change in experimental 1nstruct15;s ~=-.an attempt to encourage

+

asymmetTy and leadership; .and (c) to ascertain the effeats Of same-sex

versus mixed-sex pairs in the ¢evelopment of self-discloéure. .

-

-
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Method )
- -
A +
) Subjects - \

Eighty volunteer college s:udent_subjec;P participated in the study.

Since two institutions gere represented in the aubject pool, Antioch

College (62) and the Universi:y of Cincinnati (18), &nd since subjects were

volunteers, a more detailed breakdown of subject charaoteristics is -
appropriate. . .
. _ . 4 .
There were 40 males”and 40 females. Age ranged from 17 to 58 with
. - ) -

an average of 25.7. Fieshman comprised 13.8%; sophomores, 23.0%; juniofs,
21.2%; seniors, 23.82; and gradda;e students, 16.2%. The vast majority of

aubjecta were caucasions (92. 62) although blacks *(5%), native Americans .//”

1.22) and Asians (1. 2%) were also represented. In terms of home towm

_,//“o

- background, over half (53.82) were from cities larger than a 250,000
' ’population. About a fourth of the group came from middle~sized (10,000-
250,000) and from small towns (23 1% from each category). Overall, »

59.1% were from the Hidwest; 32.12 from the East; 5.1% from the South;

"
. .
[

and 3.8% from the West. . ;_/r
Experimental Design and Procedure . . -
Subjec:s were arbitewarily paired in like—aex or mixed—sex dyads *

L}
Fl

subject to the condition :ha: partners had, at nost, minimal prior acquaint-
. ' . L
. ances {In over half of the dyads, sub36cts performed the experiment during

clase time. In such cases, the pairing was strictly random. In other
LY -

; inarances,,subjeqts were paired with strangers, but this was not accomplished

+ ' 4
. - .

*
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A

employing strict randomization.) Each subject was provided detailed

——
L3

L written instructions adopted from Davis® (1976) descyibing the "getting tp

. know you" exercise. Partners were asked to meet during\s]ass or privately,
. AN

-

Eo foZ}oﬁ the sgpecific instrgctions, and to restrict their interaction
exciu ively to what was reqduested in the instructions. " . .
L - P .
Both like-sex and mixed-sex dyads were randomly assigned to either a

leader instyuction (L) or a non-leader instruction condition (NL). 1In tie
h < o i
twenty dyads of the non-leader condition, partners received identical

. instructions. In the twinty dyads'of.thé leader instruction condition,
- e Ty
one partner (decided at random before the exercise) was instructéd'to

— ‘"encourage your partner to.tell you as much as possible about himself/

herself as you take turns talking." The corresponding portion of the
" r "
partner’s written information sheet read: "your task is to try and get
— . .

to know each other by tgking turns telling your partner scmething about -

yourself.” . (This second instruction was identical to what both partners in
the non-leader condition received.) This short staqeﬁqgg given in the
written instructions to one member. of the léader groups comprised the sole

' . * - "y . - :

difference between those who were encouraged unilaterally to take leader-
§ .- . - t ; )

ship and choge'wﬂs\qere not. Thus, four groups efierged: same-sex,
identical instruction dyads; saméasgx, surreptitioys leader instruction
k ! " N . '
dyads; mixed-sex, identical instruction dyads; and mixed-sex, surreptitious

" . b ' ) ‘. ) / K
leader dyads. » .
The procggure for the éxercise was_as folPlows: (a) Supjects wera to

¥
¥

try dnd get to %now one anothet by takirng turns talking about theqpelves-

L - ‘
[ N
L
. . . -

¢ '
) :
.
-
.
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(b), A cojn toss dqteimined which partneﬁywould start, »{c)} On each turn,

the disclosing partner was Iimited to a maximum of one minute by the A

A
other'mgmbes of thedyad. (d) The listener remakgbd silent and was not

{

able to comment or ask questions apout what the speaker.said. (e) On*

-

e‘ac{h turn, the disclose*elected a toplc from a numbered 11% agf:l announced

the topic's number before beginning to speak. e topic, once chosen,

. K

could aot be used again by either pertner. SubtMects were requested to
o ™~
select only those topics which they felt they could discuss freely and

opén;y. (f) The exercise ended after subjects had each discussed twelve

» L]

toplcs. The total process, including & careful reading of the instructions,

normally took about one hour and fifteen minutes. (g} To observe the

LIS

.spbcific aims.of the resesrch,  subjects were told the study involved "the

.

) ' . -
way people get to know one gnother,” and hey were asked to record the

exact durations of diéclqsg;e on each topl N Addiiionally, they were asked

L3

W
to rate the overall experience at the ead of the exercise.

e

TopiclList ~ ) o " . -
Full detaiis of the toplc list are available in Davis (1976). Its

major features_include: (a) equal representetion ‘of 9 intimacy levels -

- |

spanning an 1l-poiat scale, (b) sufficient number of items (72) to permit

'

repeated selection of either minimally or highly disbioslng topics, and (é):

counterbalancing to avold possible confounding due to serial position.
' - N o, - .

I

-Subjects were unaware that the toplcs had been previously ssgled for intimacy.

' Results
1 ' ] ‘ ) .o }
Since none of the data analyses revealed signifjcant differences for

/ ' L]

o,
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sexipairing (same—gcx versys mixed-sex dyads) or its interacticns; the

rasults are coubined across thiﬁ facgor. b Y

-

Social Penetration '

¢ ’

-i -
Y./ sociél penetration index was calculated foy* each subfect by

averaging the intimacy scale values of the 12.disclosu¥es. Mean values of
the index*were é;;;,:jarly the same for the two leader conditigns (gL = 5.49,

] . . ~—
Myp = 5.38), EQ1, 38) €1, indicaking elaT overall penetrecion was unaffected
. . L
by leader instructions. Although the linear trend over time does not interac:
i

with condfzion at traditional levels of significance, the difierence in
v
linear trend betweenlé;e two treatments is relativélz/?mprobable by chanca*

Aone £p<.15, FQ, 38 = 2.14].

For illustrative purposes, the Interaction between leader condition

and time is graphed in Figure 1. Separate trend analyses for each condition’

are shown in Table i. Because. of the lack of significant interaction

between trend and condition, these separate trend analyses should be
o - . ) .
interpreted with considerable caution. In the Leader instruction groups,

there is a powerful linear trend, F (1, 20y = 11.78, p < (005, and 2

significant cubic trend, F (1, 20Y = 5.56, p < .05. No other significant

-

fifdings are noted, &ncluding trend by dyad interactions. In the non-leader

wt

[

instruction group, there was no significant linear, Quadratic, or cubic
"

trend: Variation in quadratic trend between dyads, F (19, 20) = 2.83,

4

P £ .05, is the only significant finding in the trend analya}s of non-leader
groups. Thesc data suggest that unlike the_non-leadened groups in Davis’

studies (1976, 1977), the subjects in NL-condition in the present investiga=

PO

tion would not have increased their social penetration had the exercise

8
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‘ ‘basis, however, the present data appears to be at odds with Davis'

. . . R y,
‘\’_ LI >
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' \ . Ll 8
continued #or a longer time. < \ )
, - L]
' insert Table 1 about here \
LY - "
¥4 \ '
- Fa v
1] — -
: ' , Insert Figure 1 about here
. W \
v
- el
. . .
3 .

rMutual Agfeemen; on Levels of Intimacy

. . . )
The intraclass correlations for the L and NL conditions on total

r

\ penetratien were ¢ (18) = .60, p < .0%,"hnd I as) % .26, p > .05,

*

fespecfi&ely. (The difference between the ‘conditions is not thtist;éélly

- réliable, p < (10, one-tailed.). Thus, the effect of a leadership ins;fuq— )

L3 * ) ¢ -
‘tion seems to have been, 1f anything, to enhance the level of agreement on
’v . " 1 . .
éverall intimacy. o . : \
oy \d

In terms of mutual agreement oh level of intimacy on a turn-by-turn

g£}9?6,

1977) findings. The trend by Subjects within Dyads interaction repfebents

’

T

a measure of the turn-by-turn matching betwéen subjects-pithin the dyad -
on level of fntf&acy. Whereas the mean square for Davis' (lé??) non— *, ,

* discussion group was‘l.43, Che equivalent condition in the present study ?

-

(NL) showed a mean square of 6.33. Thus, there appears to be substantially

less tremd matching and turn—byjfufn agreement on levels‘of intimacy in
b 1
y \

the American sample. *

Responsibility
L ‘ L \ r il
To-clarify the process whereby matching of ‘overall intimacy [?L (18) =
) !

L]

—

) | ‘
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. ‘( . . . . . +
' ' L]
-Zﬁ] was acltieved, a reciprocity index was determined

.60 and ' (18)
NL

* [ v .
for each subject by 'computing the product-moment’ correlation betweeﬁdfhe -
L] . . . . # - ' * ( ]
“ intimacy scale values of each disclosure and the immediately ,preceding
\ \ ‘ - * .

')disclosures of the partner. An r to z transformation was ther performed -

.
;3

to allow for sd%sequent analysis. égpiqs of scores entering into correla~
tions numbered 11 fo subjecté_goiné firs# and 12 for ‘their partners.» The

* .

intraclags correlations between partners'kifores on the reciprocity index

L3 \ t * O

in the L and KL condigions were r (18) = - .31, and r (18) = .12, .
. . . <

’ respectively. Neither ¢orrelation i& significantl)‘tlifferent‘from 2ero,.

. . and the difference betweén th%.pwo correlations does not quire‘reﬁch

significant (p < .10, one~tailed test). Reciprocity in the leader

¢ condition tended to be asymmetrical: the’ more ome member of a dyad

v engaged in reciprocation, the less the partner did so. Was the partner whoe

- 1 \J
received the leader ipnstruction the individual who #=ended to_increase or

\q - decrease intimacy without reégrd to the partner? Apparently ég;! :

. Subjecfs within the leader condit'ion had identical recipfocity means

M = .15) whether, they, had been the individual receiving the surreptitious

.1nstructions or not! It may be that individuals with leader instructions

™ .

chose to "encourage their partners to tell them as much as possible"” by
following either one of two possible traits: (a) initiating self-disclosure

< changes and producing jow or, negative reciprocity scores.or (b) facilitating
A . 'a . a"’
. . the same exploratzon by accepting a passive role and{folIowing the partner
. ¥4 L4 - -
‘falrly closely \to enceurage continuing disqlosurf (a positive or highet

; _ reciprocify scorg).
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7 ‘> Role differentdation, then, tended to occur in a somewhat ﬁore
t

pronounced manner in the leader instruction dyads Etan_in the non-leader

dyads. - T
. B ' , . . . “' \ ’ . * )
' : In Davis' (1976) study, it was found that the "leading" role in a dyad . .

: _ . R
N tended to fall to. its moere disclosing member, who proceeded relatively

independently in qhoiﬁe of topics. The 1ess\g£sclosing member assumed the

- reciprocaror role. This role differentiation was unrelated to the order of
starting. The'effect of relative disclosure within a dyad was similarfy, -

-~

. . addressed in :he present study by iden:ifying each subject as eirher the rore
. Ix A

.or less disclosing member of the dyad. This 1dentification provided the

disclssure factor-for'en analysis-of varlance of reciprocity scores
. t v .
(Table 2). *Qhe enly signifiqanc!'}P the results (see Table 2) wag that the
- N ) - N ! . . - - ' * .
reciproci:y‘@cross all squec:s was' Significantly greater than gzero -

. ‘

- . - * . - ‘ ‘ . . '
: . [E_(l, 38) = 8.2%5, p < .01] . This indicates that reciprogcity occurred e

. sys:ema:icall%#?c}bés all'dyqdb.'.The disclogure effect was not Teplicated

. L ? . . . ,

’ " it had not been replicated in Déﬁds' 1977 study, either), and there were
’ X » + . . . S .

' no significant-Qttferences'be:ween conditions in reciprocity,,

-

v . * . . *
. ¥ - < —

Inseﬁf Table 2 about here ° -

.
N
\.‘. . Y

L

* Thus, if respfﬁsdbild:y for the development of 1nt1macy is altered by

-

the leader 1n3:ru

??s, the-pregen: anq‘ysis of reciprocity scores has been ;4/

/ . . Ry .
‘? . wnable to find“indicAtions of this alteration. Rolé?‘ﬂf subjec:s in lehder'
.\1 . ‘ ¥ .
~and ‘non-lbader conditions do not appear to be differentga:ed based: upon, '
group' assignment or level of disclosure: . R .
: - : “Y“ . ¥ )
" - L . ’ et ’ . " . Tt -‘ 2
i\ N ' 11 s ’
L - ‘ L SN .
LY t ) . \
¥ -
- ¥ -
# b —
4 - . -
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Sex of Subject

Unlike the Davis studies (1976, 1977), th 'presem: 1nves:1ga’rtion did

e - " "
find significant differences due to sex of subject. The data related ‘to
. )

these analyses are reported in Tables 3 and 4.
£

empléyed mixed-sex as'we%l as same-sgi dyads, the dyad could not be

- b

cause the present design
» L]

1néorpora:ed as a_ factor in Ehe_dgsigh for the analyses of @hése'issﬁes.

Thus, a more conservative statistician might well criticize the appropriate-
. i . $ z

LS )

ness of a subjects-within-interaction error term. Since tffe ‘mean gquare -
' . . ’

within is essentially equivalent to the mean square of dyads within
s ) . : -

conditions (calculated earlier), the effects of tﬁeﬂinclusion of the dyad

Souggﬁ'of variance in the error term‘seems lilkely ta.be minor.

-

)

Insert Table 3 abbut jhere

¥ L]

» -

L]

" Tngert Table 4 about ‘here

L3

s

.
o

LI, S

._“ “p

-

"+ Ag Davis (Note 1) has

-

-

indicated, the males %n the sample tended to

eﬁhles:(Tabie 3), E (1, 76) =

~

disclose at higher levels overall than a1d f
3,58, p < .06. Such a finding, based upon earlier wesearch (Cozby, 1973)

-~

-

is-relativély unexpected.

+ L] ’

“ S . -
Table -4 presentsfdata 1llustrative of the systematic reciprocity
‘ N : . -

‘The leader/non-ieader

- .

f acrogs all subjects {s{;;I?Ican: grand mean}, by

i

. ‘wex interaction, however, -1s also significant f{ (1, 76) =-5.15, p<

-

. "This interaction 1s graphed in Figure 2. ™
» ‘ -

12 .
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B ' i \ . Discussion ', '
. L2 I
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. 6 '\ y

‘ The dﬁjécfives of this study-had been stated as’ threefold: (a)
. r * . Fl ' -
replication of British findings on self-disclosure with an Americgn

L *

. - sample, (b) determination of tqe extent to which the development of

-

' fﬂintimacy could be influented by 2 unobtrusive suggestion. for “leadel:shzl.l:l,"T

. . - -
*h

. ] . ' -
. and (¢) clarification of differences betveen shme- and miqu—sex dxads.
thd Replication - ' - ) .
It seems apparent that the’population of ﬁritish collegé students 4
1 b *

‘ represented in Davis' studies (19?@,‘1977) and‘Ehe group of American college

- [

students involved in the presént study are quite different in their

reactions to the same “get-acquainted" exercise. Whereas Davis' subjects
* ;]

¥ Co ﬁverégéﬁ above a 5.0 disclosure lével on only one-third of their total .
trials, the present subjects averaged below 5.0 on only one-fourth of

their trials. The fact that British ‘subjects initiated their exercise at.
a substantially lover point than did the Americans may well have made it
: . . .
O L. . L XY
more difficult to locate significant trends 1in the data. Perhaps the

2

stereotyplic impression of the reserved and consérvative Englisﬂmgn does

L] re " . ‘
~gain soté validation in thg copparison drawn here. On the other hana‘,/

o=t . ]
* what may be operagivg ig a relétively,unique American‘qpllgge'stugent
® “é?pplatioq,, OQér:three-quarters-of_thg~Subjecﬁs in the prese;taftudy were
‘ gtudents at Antioch College, an Ingtitution whose’faculéy and students
'. : -taiv:e considerable pride :I.‘n thelir cc;llege's tin;e—g?vpored tradition of
1 :‘ﬂ: liberal gdwcatioﬁ and politics. The College’s:reputagion as a lesder.in
j_ " - \‘D educationai innovation may well attract a student body that wm.xld react

- o» . 13 .
e _ v. .. "
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*end of the exercise. ‘ : A ' ]
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, : . . , X _ .
uniquely to a get-acquainted exercise. Because Pﬁ this ‘pos_sibilit);, }
additional replication is suggested. Q"f:‘

* - L}

The WL condition in the present study was equivalent to the treatment

L] 4

outlined in Davis (1976). The American sample, without 1eader instructions\
showed no signfficant trends acrogs time. In. essence, the fluctuations in
means over time could be just as well explained by chance. The lack of a_

v . * o 4

significant trend for the develoepment of intimacy in Lhis group is in need

of further investigaticn. Is it meaely a unique characteristic of this

particulaﬁisubject pogi? Or, does the difference rep#sent more general

& . .
characteristiﬁs in“culture? !
- i

Influencing the Process ! ' ‘ ' .

There is some evidence that a sutfeptitious instruction to encsuqage
. o . . . - .

maximal disclosure does create a difference in the development of & self-
' - . . . 3

- disclosure dyad., Whereas the non-leader instruction groups showed no

%ignificant temporal trends, the leader instruction groups haa'significant
. . ' . -

linear ang cubic trends over time. .Addiégtnally, the subjects within the -

leader groups tanéed'to"agr%i more on'overali 1ev' of pgnetration {overall

self~dis¢logsure) but tended to act morc independe:§E; of one ancther in -t L

selection of intimaoy level on a turn-by-turn basis.’ The leader instruc-

tion dyads, unlike their counterpartavﬁithout a2 leader instruction,

' . o 3 '
+ appeared to have not yet reached an'asymptotic leuelﬂs?*atqciosure by "the

‘ .

: -

' 3 - .

¢ It should be noted that the experimenters’ at‘empt to influense one 1

member of the 'dyad to become. the initiator was a failure. There was no

-

evidence that, the individual receiving the surreptitious instruction was,

14 | '1," f




‘ maximize their partner 8 disclosure, it is very %a@sible they could have .

e
Fl
*
-
e

. a e
Self;Disclosuf? Dyadg .

! S : : P VR '

necessarily, thé person e;eating the observed trends. Hhat actually : . ‘\m)

precipitated tﬁe.apparent d1ffereuce3 between conditions is something that

will need further investigation to identifyt The actual IEader instruction

e,

involved one- written phrase. enco age X;Lﬁfpartner to tell You as much as

possible about himself/hgrself Qs you take turns talking,ﬂ This instruc-

.

tion does not specify how one is to attempt to. encoura

self—disclosure.

i

-Ag a result, even if evefy subject receiving this tredtment had attempted bo

r

eacp approached the task differently. A future study with e;;?e; or both

(/f of the following changes is recommended: (a) instruct subje¢ts specifically

&

vt

1

4
-

on what tcvo increase partner disclosure fe 2., talk about yourself*in

as'disclosinﬁ_'terms as possible)‘ or (b) provide similar instructions with 4

¥»

a careful and detailed debfiefing, aimed at de rmining exactly how -

[} T - s ’

subjects attempted to dimplement the leader request.

. s L )

JMixed versus Same-Sex__yads

®
: The fact that a ﬁubj%ct participat@d in a mixed~sex as opposged to

gsame-gex dyad did not effect the results in any significant manner. In

»
(LY

J'

* aevery test involving type of sex-pairing, this factor was found. to beynon-'.

significant:as a main effect and in its interactions with other factora.

1~ IS .
- L

Sex of Subiect

"« Contrary to wmost existing literature (Cozby, 1973), the.present study

found males tend to disclose at'hiéher levels than femalds. This bas‘

" apparemtly the case across both same- and mixed-sex dyads because no

-

. interactions with the sex-pairi*factor were gignificant, '.That thia sal.na

~finding was reported by Davis (Note 1) may indicate that something unique to

. 1
.

v - . L) ) 4
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TN the particular exercise may influencé thales to digclose at higher levels

than females. - 4

. »

v , Figure 2 éﬁmbolizes_thq interaction between subject sex and leader T

7. Although females tend to®

n-lea,d?c?onditions, males seem
: S .
to respohd in kind only under the leader condition. j:bjects in non-

instructionh on the reciprocity index sco
N )

respond .rec¢iprocally in both leader and

n.NL S 08)-

Whether the.individual had received the leader instruction himself or )

leader dyads hk a negative reciprocity mean )
yads shok a neg: clprocity mean Qg eg

L]

whether his partnet had, the leader dyads tended to be mopé\symmetrical in

hf?jif development of intimacy. With neither pergon attempting to encourage
: : . , =
. ‘ maximal disclosu:%ffff appears that males tended to- go off iﬁﬁEheir own

-

direction irregardléss of the'dartner's (male or}fema e) disclosure. _ (This
. - v, .

u}ght mean that males receiving the leader instruction responded by attemptéﬂ

-

_ing-to -increase partner disclosure through closer listening and reciprocity.)
b . -1 .

- : Eutufe Research Possibilities

. T

- Firsély, it must be noted that'the stylized nature of the exercise

- - s !
- ‘

caréied out in this i?vestigation‘is only™a broad approximation of the

,actual development of a relationship between two people. TIts application

), 1 A

to na}:ugalistikyquaintance
: W L)

‘highly questionable. It would be appropriate

K

™ to qttemﬁt data collection, perhaps thpough tape recordings, of a less }
v o flu ,éi;ﬁﬁkatic, more naturalistic acquaintance exerEise. ' }
.' - . "

-

If a leader instruction as minor and surreptitious as that employed in

the preseﬁt investigation can effect the self-disclosure in a developing
. . “ ¢
Felationship, certainly a more direct and more potent instruction couldﬁ

-

cause a more pronounced effect. ' Counselors or therapists, for example,

i
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-

’

knoy going into a session that their-job is to encourage maximal disclosure
in the tlieqth . How is-the therapeutic process related to the developing

of.self-disclosure dyads as described here? This is a potentially
e . ) .
fascinating area of research,

r

s
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1. Davis, J. D. Personal communication, March 28, 1977. .
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R Y. Table L _
v \ .o Temporal Tr-endﬁAnalyses for Level of timagy -
. . PR Ca \ -
- P} * ' )
i b > ' - . - (
' “Linear . Quadratic Cub.c Remainder
Source df - WS F - df MS, F df MS F d¢  Ms.7 F
P B “' . ) N “
¢ . ' Lead&hip Instruction Cond’ir.ion '
' . k . “‘ﬁh k4
. {’ . . ' " .
Trend (T) 1 f66.12 11.78%% 1 15.41 3,29 1 21.74 5.56% B\ 61.22 1,36
Tx Dyads 19  8.64 1.81 19 ,5-97 1.28 19 4.88 1.25 152 55.84 .25
Tx Subjiects 20 4.76 20 4,68 20 3'91 160 44,79
Within Dyads _ L ' ' e
- N‘ s .. - a‘,A-‘,
e . Non-leadership Instruction Condition ° “
Trend (T) 1 1.13 .18 "1 5.4 1.53 1 9.82 1.18 8 63.;0 1.17
Tx Dyads 19 10,70 1:69 19 10.43 2.8-3* 19 6.74 .81 152 54,88 1.01
) ' -
Tx Subjects 20 , 6.33 . 20 3.68 20 8,32 160 53,88
- * ;' - . ,
© Within Dyads -
* e
’ L[]
* P < .05
] . -
* pg .005° L .
L / - . .
- ‘ ‘
/ ‘ ’
. "‘ \ . 5
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\ . T . Table 2 o '

b S A
) , v Analysis of Variance of Reciprocity Scores:

L

) Factors Inclide Leader/Non-Leader Groups and.High/Low Disclosure

-
. ; T
. — e e e T N
" Source o df h MS B
’ | )
~ - “Grand Mean ' 1 . 986 - B,25%%
- .n.’ L ’ ) b ' 4
Leader/Non-leader Group (A) - 1t 157 1.32
. . Error (Dyads within A) ' +“38. .119 )
‘Distlosure (B) e R | 004 .03 °
Axs " ’ , .1 © 002 .01
. \J - E o S ‘ ! ' '
.  Error (Dyads x' B within A)' .38 .135 . .
* . & a
b . s' ' ! & "
_ - - . ' :
. L - LY ' '
. . b
i '9 . * e .
T ) L
’ 1 - . . ‘ R F ' "
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: Table 3
Analysis of Variance of Average Disclposure Scores:
- Factors include Leader/Non-Leader Groups
and Sex of Subject S J
Source _ df MS F P4

Grand-Hehn 1 2364.04 2514.94 -

Leader/Not~Leader Groups (A) 1 .22 ¢ .23 *,61

Sex of Subjéct (B) ~ .1 3.36 + 3.58 .06

AxB ' 1 1.42 1,51 .21

Error (Subjects withia AB) 76 .94 v
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Table 4 R
N Analysis of Variance of Reciprocity Sdﬁi‘aww .
. : ) -
Factors Include Leaderz’Non-Leader\-; é\;oups 5/( :
v S :
) and Sex of Subject i: \\\ r * -
» y -
i
- . 4
o . Source . daf . !;15 - l‘\l}} F p
Grand Mean . b1 - Logs . 8.57 .006
Leader/Non-Leader Groups (A) 1 - CU157.0 L, 1.3 .24
i
Sex’of Sybject (B) 1 .284 2.47 W12
. 2 '
AXB , co 592 5.1« .03
” Error (Sdpjects within AR) 76" .115
—_— e h— ..____k,' .o . L - - [ ,_._.. - '
- E »
' ' L.
. \
)
- / '\
) /
v ) ' .
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Figure Captions )
- ' S

L]

Figure 1. Mean intimacy scale value as a function of teﬁporal order
2 . . ] ) i ¥
of disclosure. o .

Figure 7. Interaction between sex-of-subject and leader instruction

. . i R
condition on reciprocity index. . <N

(:J
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