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An Interaetion Analysis

of Self=Disclosure

Self-disclosure is, as Sidney Jourard (1964, p. 5)
suggests. an imbortant bit of behiavior to understand. Yet - -
Jourard and many other students of self-disclosure have not
focused on communication behavioxr, but upon subjeqte ‘reports
‘of their behavior or an observer's impression of thelr total
gself-discliosure, buch measures are clearly designed to measure
personality differences rather than patterns of interaction.

If we are to develop theoretical‘explanst}ons of self=

disclosure, we must begin with descriptions of onugoing

communtcation. 1f we view- communication as a process. we must

consider how self-disclosure changes over time=~both within an

interaction. sequerice and- within the length of a relattonship.

If we view self-disclosure as social interaction, we must begin 4

to examine it in social situations. It is with these tl .oretical
" goals that the present study 1s‘concerned. Ihis'analysis is

an exploratory study to deternine'the methodology snd;the

kinds of questions we might use in‘explaining the jrncass of

self—disclosure.

The first research question is whether patterns of self-
disclosure change over time in a relationship. What are the
'differences in such communication between acqualntances and
friends? Taylor (1968), measuring disclosure wlth question-

'naires. found changes over time in disclosures between




* roommates. Taylor, Altman. and their associates (cf. Taylor,

1968; Taylor, Altmaa & Sorrentino, 1969; Altman & Taylor, in

. press) posit various dimehvions'of intsrpérsonal development or
"social penetration"s “breadth (amount of information e\thanged--

number of toplcs discussed), breadth frequency (number of items

within each topic). depth (degree of intimacy), and time.,
These dimensions will be investigated in the present study.<

A second question 1is whether there are patterns of self-
disclosure within. a given i{nteraction sequence., Recent
studies in smail group comnunication (cf., Scheidel & Crowell,
| 1964 Fisher. 1970; Gouran & Bsird. 1572) underline the impor-
tance of studying communication processes over time. Taylor.
Altman & Sorrentino (1969). and Ehrlich & Graeven (1971)
studied some changes in self+disclosure in time ssgmsnts as s
response to experimental reward manipulations..whioh does not
help establish oonsistént’expeotations or understand phasic
deve10pment within a discussion. ' |

The nature of reciprocity in self-disolosure is a third

resesrch questlion, Usually referring to Gouldner's (1960)

formulation of a norm of rseiprooity. a matching phenomenon has

‘been fsiriy ooﬁsistently demoostrated (of.. Jourard, 1959:
Joursrd & Friedman. 1970: Worthy, Gsry & Kahn, 1969; Tognoli.
1969)., Reciprocity has been established through self reports
- and in experimental settingsinvolving tsiking with an

intervieWer.‘passing notes, or announcing‘a topic to bs elaboe

rated on later, but not in naturally occurring interaction.

At S s e s



The auove questions were the impetus for the present
study. No iormal - hypotheses will be advanced, since the goal
is to explore whether an 1nteraction analysis of onegoing
communication can be useful in describing the‘pr0cese‘of‘ae1f~~
disclosure, | | |

,;gx&ggg ﬁeg surenent . Jourard 8 Self-Disclosure Inventory
(Jourard & Lasakow. 1958) was the firet instrunent widely used

f ' i
- to measure self-dteclosure. The inventory is a post hoe ?

[
!

questionnaire;frather\than a‘measure of actual'communication i
behavior, and seems better adapted to personality theory than |
.tto commuhicatioh theory. Individuals.'not oehaviore. are
| measured. Nor are varying levels of 1nt1macy measured. |
There have been some (generally unsucceseful) attempts to
correlate the 1nvento;y with ”behayior“ as measured by a
rater’s total impreesion of the 1ndiv;dua1 (cf., Pedersen &
Bregiio..19685 Lubin d Harrison, 1964: Vondracek$J1969).v
_ Suchinan (1965) and Greene (1964) attempted to measure
intimacy of eelf—disclosure. but their approaches are oriented
toward therapy and do not deal witn interaction.
Taylor & Altman (1966) developed intimacy scaled attmuli.
'using statements similar to Jourard's, but rated according to
intimacy (on an eleVen-point scale) and categorized according:
d to topic. These statemente tap both breadth and depth of self-‘
dtsclosure.

Ehrlich & Graeven (1971) appliad the Taylor & Altman

stimuli to.content analysis. Their approach is the closest




found to the‘present.study. A confederate with a preerated
(for intimacy and toplc) script, and a subject. who could nct
see each other, talked aoout‘themseives. The thirteen topical
categories from Taylor & Altman were the oategories for
analysis. Two intimacy levels were ooded. It is unclear
whether intimacy was rated according“to what Waakaotually said

or what topicnl statements were discussed; the latter appears

© more likely, despite tne possibility of discussing a potentially '

intimate topic. such as "Things I dislike about my mother." at

a low level of intimacy. Judges listened to tapes of the sUb-.

Jects only, and thus the study did not deal with intersction.

This review of previous measurement of self-disclosure
suggests the need for actually observing communication as
‘interaction. for observing behaViors rather than describing
personalities. .

 Method

Q biects. Eight women who volunteered to tsks oart in"

. a communication research program were assigned to dyadsa two *

:acquaintance dyads (subjeots were acquainted through a amall

class in communication ann had known eaeh Other for two months). gj,

gk a year. and had participated in one session of a ser*'tivity

‘ ’Lgroup together)"

. 'f'and two friendship dyads (subjects had ‘been friends for abou*ws S
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videotapcd, 411 subjects reported they quickly became unawave
of the teping, and all appeared at ease. They were instructed
to talk about themselves, so they might know more about each |
other. 'Subjectsvhad little difficulty talking about themselyes
or maintozning the 1ntoraction for this length of time, |

Interaction Analygig bystem. A unit was 1ndlcated by the

3

introduction of a new topic or an interruption by,the,Other

participant, After an interruption a new unif was recorded

whether it was a new topic or not. ‘ | R
Each unit was ‘abeled acoording to the foilowing code;

Question about‘;he other:

Reinforcement of thé cther==not about the self

Religion | |

Marriage and children

Dating, sex, ler

Parqntqllfaﬁilyy |

irhysicai condition and apbearqnce

voney and property o

.olitlcs and social issues

' aneral emotions f

;nterests. hobbies and habits , ,
;Felations with other people (not in 2. 3 or 4)-,1f~f"k

foPersonalﬁvaiueq,and self-evaluation;¥'~*:“'f’

?Fjvﬁjffkg x<>‘kp e I e IS e 110



(hoderately low), (moderately,intimate),,M% {moderately bhiph),
i (high). Judges were giveh more complete deécriptions of
intimacy levels and catepgories. |

A tapical rating might 1indicate 12-ML as a statement of
moderate’y low intimacy about school or work.

The primary investigator's ratings are reported in the
results »f this study. However, three independent JUdges coded
sanples of the dialogues (145 units) to test for reliability.

‘ Wriﬁten Transcripts were used fer coding, since Judges expressed
difficulvy observing videotapes. Two judges re elved written
inotruct~ons on1y| their percentages of agreement with the
investig~tor on category assignment were 72% and 64%, and
correlations on intimacy ratings were .74 and .81, The third |
Judge received written and -oral instructions. as well as
practice sessions, resulting in 90% category agreement and

r==.86yfer intimacy ratings. This suggestsrthacftraining,of‘J‘f

judges me.y eignificantly increase-reliability.: It appearS'that,_f} ff;

,further discriminarion among categories 2. 3 and 10 would also

~ increase agreement.,

Resulte ;}’ .




Comparison of Categories. Altman & Taylor (in press)
hypothesize that frichds open a grsater breadth of information
to each c¢ther, that is, they discuss more topics. The results
of this study indicate no absolute differences in the number‘of
categories used by friends and acquaintances. One acquaintaﬁce
dyad chose twelve of the categories (not category 5), while the
other discussed -ejght (not'l. 3, 5y 8 or 13). Neither group
discussed category 5 (physical condition and appearance), while
both dyads of friends discussed this topic briefly. In the
friendship dyads, one group chose eight topics (not 1, 4, 6, 12,
or 13), while the other chose 1l (hot 6 or 9); the common topic
climinated was 6 (money and property). Thus one dyad in each
proup diccussed most of tho topicss one dyad in each group
discussed only eight of the cacegories.

Difterences existed not in breadth but in breadth frequency
(the numbar of units discussed ‘within a category). These
differen.es were analyzed, using X_. by combining the friend-
ship dyacs and the acquaintance dyads. Table 1 indicates .
clear differences in units for at least 10 of tne 13 topics.

Friends were much more likely than acquaintances to’ o
cdiscuss oex and dating (category 3). Both dyads of friends ~

';fdiscussen not only their relatlonships with men. but actual

rfisexual practices. The only two units menttoned by acquain- ff




Laterory

9
10
11
12
13

Comvarison of Lreadth requencies

Acouaintances .

units
4

19

-15 9

- sitrecttn

166

fable ¢

rionds
units
2
35

15
10
6
35
15
2
2

Pt ineiicbt

165

Total

units
6
54
27

30

41
44
21
33
21

Sotimons

331

nnlflcant at or bcyond the .05 1eve1.

2
X
1 df

4;16
17,92
7450
10,00

80

‘ 4.08

19,12

3.05

11,88
12,19

p< »oUS*

. DC Q01*

p< W01%
0< 005+

D}( -OS*

n& L, U01®
p<.001Wi‘,

p< 210

p< .001“ 0

tons. witn owoected Lrequencv under flVe were not analyzed.,  g?fi

,_fxnected frcquoncv was determixed by assuming the un1ts would

'7bo oquallv distributed butweon the two proups.




"‘Li'zfrequenc" in thls category ts 1ow and“why friend[ ignored the
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Though the frequency of discussion of general erotions

(8) and wvalues and self=evaluation (11) was low, a tendency

was observed for these units to occur in self-disclosure between

friends more than acquaiﬁténces. Friends not only discussed
such general feelings as hostility and 3uch evaluations as
their "hangeups," but attached more statements of feeling and
more relation to the self in other categories, which is
reflected in intimacy ratings rather than category units.

Acquaintances ignored body and appcarance (5). Experience
suggests,this as'a very intimate topic for womenjy this
suggeetlon needs further Sthdy.

Acqualntancee were more likely than friends to discuss
parental familtes (4). This should be interpreted with caution,
since acquaintances were somewhat younger and may ha?e been
more attached to their parental famiiies.,.While amongyfriends
the most intimate disclosures were about sex, among acquaine
tancee parental fanily was the most {ntinate topic. In one
“dyad a woman discussed the impact on her of hep parents’
divorces in the other arwoman diseuésedkmehtai retardatyon in
her famiiy., A o I .

Onlv vauatntances discussed money and prOperty (6).

Further -dvestigatton is needed to determine why the tOtal
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| Acquaintances were much more likely than friends to discuys
school and work (12), hobbies and interests (9) and demographic
factors (13). These may be safe topics to explore, to assess
.compatibility.. B |

An interesting comparison is category 2 (marriage and
children). Aithough friends discussed within this category
more than acquainfances; one dyad of acquaintahces spent a
gobd deal of time on this topic. 1In the acquaintance dyad,
discussicn focused on ideals about raising children, with a
mean intimacy rating of 1,61, The dyad of friends which
emphasized discussion of children was much more intimatae,
dealing with hostility and anger the women felt toward their
children. In this dyad tne women also discussed their |
marriagec and the possibility of divorcing their hUSbands.

The mean intimacy rating was 2.91, but this was lowered by
several units in a more generai discussion of child-rearing.

The only substantial (in terms of units) category agree-' | |
ment was politics and social issues (7)s  Most of the women L : %f§
seemed concerned about social Lssues and willing to express ,k" i
their ideas. 5 ; 4 _," '

| “Thie discussion of breadth and breadth frequenoy revea1s  "‘J e

u‘ﬁﬂhl;  substantive dtfferences 1n topics emphasized by dyads of




J‘*f g 1@592. Differences 1n intimacy levels were appaxen«”jf i

:ih yads o¢ friends and of acquaintances. To faeilitate







, sequencet in which a statement of high Lntimacy was predominate. "f,;f
‘kto see Lt such a ba‘anclng mechanism operated. A tendency was

'" "*35found in Lhe three ngUps whtch 1ncluded units in the hzgh

intimacy rating for a segment of discuSsion high 1n 1ntimacy to;

’kbe’fbllow9d by a topic chanse to low incimacy f f -
= ;One friendship dyad involvf’

- five t0pic changes to. iow
intimacy aFter periods of high_intimacyl‘ono topic hange was




?f ,1nt1macy Ln the ;g;gl discucsion but not in specific lnteraets.

f bimilarly; such matching ab o¢0urred in category units
'*77occurr dfin the;total discu_fionrrather than spectf1‘ fhceracts.
¢ The«e tendeﬂcies are suggestixe for future research ;;,

"Vf It appears that reoiprocityflccurs not immedlately but tn

‘~,5Qtotal uniLs 0r with statementsf;f differing intimacy.i:n“'

uff kwou1d be important to test. the limitifofyreciprocity andk" |

liffgrexamine how the phenomenon might differfkn grbups 1arger.than,_




urther ctudy is needed to see if such patterns are consistent o
‘among grrups, to establish descriptive baselines for compariaon'

"of se1f~oisclosure among groups.

Further tratning of Judges and clarification,of categorxesf;f

- is calleo for. and Su°h work 13 in Prosress. Judges might alsoi7"

. be asked ro rate other dimensions uf self-disclosure. such as

‘fffamount of affect attaehed to the unit. and positive;orlnegativeqy

7‘> "‘;_ ;*_ references tO t:he Sélf (Watson, 1968, auggests the Freudlan

f%jinfluence on the current appropriateness °f revealing negativej

»’;r u1nformation about the self )

Questions and reinforcing Statements wexe not anaiyzed

ff;fhere. Prevtou:‘
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