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fj/if‘. 1n terms of soc1a1 norms* Rec1proc1ty is La1d to be the resu]t of the soc1a1

o

...’ N a . e C " . "‘“‘“.
. . ’

According to ATtman (1973) two maJor theoret1ca1 approaches have been

advancea to account for the con51stent find1ng of d1sclpsure rec1proc1ty., jﬁbfﬁ?

The first of these,,'h1ch is most closely 1dent1f1ed Nlth Jourard (1959)

v{ ; and Mbrthy._Gary, an Kahn (1969), may be loosely descr1bed as a re1nforce-“

;-.'/f;ent soc1al exchange exp]anat1on It ho]ds that the rece1pt of 1nt1mate

- _._-'_. et e
/h

R
d1sclosure is re1nforc1ng Rec1proc1ty occurs as a resu1t of. the rec1p1ent s 0

+ A
fee11ng that he has Been trusted and now wishes to reward the revealer w1th/
a conf1de/¢e of h1s or her own. * The second'explanat1on, artlculated by
Derlega nd Chankln and the1r assoc1ates (g g., Cha1k1n & Der1ega, 1974 »

Derlega Harr1s, & Cha1k1n, 1973 Derlega % Cha1k1n, 1976), v1ews rec1prOC1ty

[
ob11gat1on to rec1procate behav1ors *It shou]d be»noted that these two '
- o

;.approaches are not mutua]]y exc]us1ve V1ew1ng d1sclosure rec1proc1ty as .

J

']ffﬂ . the product of norms does not mean that quest1ons of trust and/or the reward

“1 value of received d1sclosure w111 not ar1 e. Slm11ar1y. exp1a1n1ng d1sclosure

Ld
.

rec1proc1ty as a socﬁal exchange process does not mean that soc1a1 norms are

_ 1rre1evant A1tman has noted that ne1ther pos1t1on 1s we11 deve]oped k
‘A'Vf theoretwca]ly or‘emp1r1cally :‘;g ' "if’_d.» . *\\: di“f; ’
ﬂﬁgiﬁn- To make further prpgress in exp1a1njng d1sclosure rec1proc1ty,}researchers

cent study by Morton (1978)

cated 1h an exchange of d1sclosures A_

.,.‘

categorlzes d1sclosure 1n terms of twdﬂleparate d1mens1ons, descr1pt1ve and

o evaluat1ve 1nt1macy _ Descr1pt1ve 1nt1m cy refers to the reve]at1on of pr1vate

|

ffacts about oneself Evaluat1ve 1nt1macy, on the other hand, 1nvo]ves the

- ‘fh convey1ng of Judgment and affect A]though the two d1mens10ns are somet1mes=f"”7%

ol

/Ltkmg for Vor‘m-Breakeps 5 e

must d1rect.the1r attentlon toward determ1n1ng what 15 actual]y be1ng rec1pro-

* .
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) ! e - '.:1;.'
"-for example, empToyLd d1sclosu es cons1st1ng pr1mar11y of r1vate facts at T

f ) . ) . N v:. o R ‘D’_' I .
o j ’/ ! . ! ~ ! Lot “";_
Je [ | -2 ¢ . ¢ '.,‘
.'Ifjconfounded 1n man1pu1at1ons of d1scTosure, researchers have tended to focus R
e aTmost echus1ve1y on desgr1pt ve 1nt1macy i;;‘ :-?If' "

Cha1k1n and Der\ega s (19 4) 11k1ng for the norm break'r exper1ment, !

‘;ffd1ffer1ng Tevels of 1nt1macy The exper1ment was a. 2'x 2 des1gn in whlch

"‘fobserver subaects f1rst read a 10w or high 1nt1macy d1sc105ure made by one

,fa;woman to another Then they watched the rec1p1ent respond WTth e1ther a

;"'«;4”]1ow or h1gh 1nt1macy d1scTosure . It ‘was pred1cted and Found: that atmract1on

‘ f'jnormat1ve approach to rec1proc1ty They are aTso cons1stent W1th the '.3-7 -. S

’"‘fv1ews of the respondent s d1spoS1t1onaT d1sclosure tendenc1es were affected ' ,//k

-iﬁ correspondent 1nference theory of Jones and Qav1s (1965) 1n that subJect S
'j;‘by expectanc1es based on the 1nt1macy of the 1n1t1a1 reveaTer

'f matchlnq the or1g1na1 reveaTer fact for fact can the rec1p1ent sat1sfy t f

-";norm Is the norm reaTTy that Spec1f1c? ';Oﬂf

/var1et§*of responses Indeed a common react1on to hear1ng abo

fj*probTem 1n another s 11fe 1s to express concern or sympathy //Exper1ence
- %

'for fact, 1t may onTy prescrwbe that 1nt1macy be met w1th 1nt1macy,f

!

'?fifor the rec1p1ent was greatest when she matched the 1nt1macy of the 1n1t1a1

"Jlrevealer These resu]ts have become an 1mportant source of support for- fhe

-

In 1nterpret1ng the1r resuTts, Cha1k1n and Der]ega 1mp1y that on]y by

e

Informa] observat1on suggests that seTf d1sc105ures are me:/wjth a

an 1nt1mate L

' suggests that such a react1on 1n thCh evaTuat1ve rather than descr1pt1ve.

(

1nt1macy 1s rec1procated may be acceptable and appropr1ate If_so,mthen the _ i§;~

~norm of rec1proc1ty may be Tess spec1f1c than Chaﬁk1n and Derlega 1mp1y

g

' _Instead of requ1r1ng part1c1pants 1n an 1nteract1on to match each. other fact
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V*f'to a discﬁosure rec1pf nt who responded to a low or h1gh 1nt1macy d1sclosure 1*

/'- Tead to iitract1on

/gubgects v}_ 'y‘ f ’;”d” - E fb;'.v‘:ef'--,:f

1of prtvate fadts w1th etther~40w or h1gh 1nt1mate d1sclosure of her own or
w-w1th an expression of concern It was pred1cted that an express1on of cohcern

".as we11 as a d1sclosure of match1ng 1nt1macy woqu be seen as approprfate and.
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‘ev1sed to compare the reactions of observers

Thelpresent expenlment was
!

. !..
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¥
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| " Method

L

Three hundred f1fteen Jntroductory psychology students (maTes and females)

”ffjfrom the Un1vers1ty of Texas served as subJects. They part1c1pated 1n part1a1 :

.

Vfulfillment of course requ1rements and were tested e1ther in their classes or

/

,A1n a gr0up sess1on set up- for th1s purpose ATJ cond1t1ons.were5runhin each .

jof the- test1ng sesswons

' Procedure

i

]
. y .

P

’ The exper1ment was 1ntroduced as a study of 1mpress1on fOrmat1on SubJects»';
B :

n Y

~ were each given a test booklet and after 1nd1cat1ng the1r agen sex, and year

"1n school proceeded to read a descr1pt1on of a f1rst encounter between two

‘WOmen a]ong the same: 11nes as the one descr}bed by Cha1k1n and Der]ega (1974)

'; After what was descr1bed as a br1ef conversat1on durlng wh1ch they d1scovered '

-

that they were both sophomores and 1nterested in commun1cat1on as a maJor, one

.of the women asked the other if anyth1ng had been bother1ng her Tately The

other woman (hereafter referred to as the 1n1t1a1 revealer or s1mp1y the f1rst N

b ?

woman) responded w1th a self d1scTosure of e1ther low or high 1nt1macy These ;K

d1sclosures were des1gned wwth an eye to keep1ng the negat1ve affect1ve-va]ence

of the statement constant across cond1t1ons Also, since both disclosures

A“

_ dea]t with depress1on and alcohol, an 1dent1cal concern reSponse could be made

3

g
J



/4n!both low and high 1n1t1a1
f .

'f:~”d1sc10$ure cond1t1ons the fmrSt woman_sa1d*t'at she was depressed becaus

.4,: I
.‘..

In the low 1nt1macy conditio‘

1everyon 1was $0 1nvoIved in gett1ng drunk/]
she wenE dn to say that she had JUSt Ieft a group of fr1ends and gettlng ¥
drunk was al] they cou]d ta]k about In the h1gh 1nt1macy cond1t10n sheﬂ?' S
r'.cont1nued by revea11ng that her parents were 1n the process of gett1ng
divorce as a resu]t of her mother S. a]coh011sm - vf)-

The response man1pu1at1on The other woman (hereafter referred to as

the respOndent or the second woman) rep11ed to th1s 1n one of f1ve ways.

In the 10w-return d1sc105ure cond1t1on (10w return), she ment1oned that she
= had Just Ieft a class where the tOp]C of d1scuss1on had been beg1nn1d§ a "”
“‘ career in commun1cat1on " She noted that‘th1swas d1ff1cu1t bist went n to
””i)“ say that 1f she kept her grades up, she'thoughtshe cou]d do qt.

B In the high- return disclosure cond1t10n (h1gh return), she reveaIed
that she had been upset recently because her boyfr1end who had been 11V1ng

W1th her for a year, had recently broken off the1r re]at1onsh1p She went

'f on to say that she d1d not 11ke 11v1ng alone andwthat 1t was rea]Iy hard

In the concern cond1t1on; she 1nd1cated sympathy w1th the f1rst woman,

A not1ng that 1t was probab]y hard for her. to concentrate on her stud1es 'She

went bn to acknowledge that there probably was noth1ng she could rea]ly do,

but offered;mo 11sten if the f1rst woman wanted to talk about it.

F1na1)y two comb1nat1on cond1t1ons were run (concern plus low-return

I-

and concern-pIus h1qh—return), in- wh1ch the low or- h1qh return d1sclosure

:.‘.‘.,‘ . L o b : .‘73.. v .,_‘!)" |



h_ contrast effect may occur when a d1sclosure at a g1ven 1eve1 of 1nt1macy 1s

.Dependent measures.. After read1ng the second woman s rep]y, subjects

m‘?»-attraction towards the respondent was measured They were first asked to

' estlmate the extent to wh1ch they would 11ke the respondent Then they | 3 .g;;ff

'-rated the respondent on four tra1t d1men510ns (warm cold adJusted-maTadJusted

l-trUSt‘"g "°t*tﬁgft1"9- and trustworthy-untrustworthy) They aTSo rated the .j;}:fﬁ

1nt1macy of the: statements of both‘women and the approprtateness of the
second woman 'S behav1or,_and fina]]y the extent to wh1ch the second woman s
H‘response was personaT1stic 1n nature, that is,. caused by the way she fe]t
.'about the 1n1t1a1 revea]er L '1.‘_:_;; 'fi | H |

o - | Results and Dlscuss1onfé-3

o The resu]ts from thé ana]yses of the ‘two quest1ons whlch asked subJects
b?to rate the 1nt1macy of both women's remarks have 1nterest1ng 1mp11cat1ons
*for an attr1but10na1 approach to se]f—d1sciosure They 1end support to a
contrast hypothes1s of se]f dlsclosure advanced by Iaylor (1973)
‘ex1stence of contrast effects has prev1ous1y been d1scussed 1n terms\of

';att1tude change (Sher1f Hov]and, 1961), attract1on (Aronson & L1nder, 1965),w

and attr1but1on (Jones & McG1111s, 1976) In se]f d1sclosureeterms a -Lﬂ}¢ ;

% ' \

'_The contrast between the 10wer and the hlgher 1nt1macy d1sc105ures may 1ead the o
'-perce1ver to view both as more extreme when they occur in. success1on than elther S
';"would appear in a neutraT context For example one' s dlsclosure of a h1story

' of drug abuse may be perce1ved as more 1ntnmate“when 1t c0mes before or after o

'another s revelat1on of a h1story of tenn1s champ1onsh1ps than when 1t is

'f0110wed or preceeded by dlsc105ure of more 1nt1mate 1nformat10n such as
1 - Ial

2 S
.mar1ta1 prob]ems Tay]or (1973) reports Jhst such an effect Inghls_study,f o

S

o

\I\ .

\



confederate who always ehgaged in 1nt1mate conversation. I'wou1d 11ke'now

/--‘

! hypothes1s '. ! 'l'ff= R d".;le’fJ:L:*Wﬁ‘w~xha

In the analys1s of the attr1but1ons of 1nt1macy for the beh‘v10r of

"

R the first woman. ma1n effects for both 1n1t1af 1nt1macy and type hf response | Vh

: were found Ce11 ‘means are presented 1an$E?e 1 As expected the behav1or

' d of the f1rst woman was Judged to “be- more 1nt1mate when she talked about l”; By
L u- f . .

parenta1 a1coholism and d1vorce than when she spoke of a1coho1 use~among

fher fr1ends thus va11dat1ng the man1pu1at1on of 1n1t1a1 1nt1macy,,

-F-(l 293) 34 93 p_< 001 More 1nterest1ng, though 1s the ma1n effect/h
'g'for typf of response, F (4 293) = 3169, E.< 007 Suogects saw the behav
of the f1rst woman as more intimate when the response of the second"omanﬁf
‘ "‘-‘7' ),)»\

The 1ow-retuf' and concern 0108\ -

' was . low in 1nt1macy, a contrast effect

as more 1nt1mate than in- the h1gh-return or the concern p)hsnhlgh—return
.cond1t1ons Th1s effect cannot rea]]y be cons1dered a contract effect
because fhe second woman's concern response d1d not d1ffer w1th the 1n1t1a1

disclosure 1n terms of 1nt1macy It appears that a statement of concern

: serves to conf1rm or ver1fy the 1nt1macy of the 1n1t1a1 revea1er s statement{




.response. In turn, concern plus'bow return/wasase

,H/

| F1na11y, annnnteract1on between sex of subJect and type of responsn was
i *."fou nd, F. (4

295) 4 31 E." 003 Thene was a tendency on the part of males
\ . -y . o o
,to rateﬂ%he 1ow return response wh1ch 1nvo?ved gett1ng a start 1n one s {rfyf'

?;chosen profess1on, as more 1nt1mate than fema]es.‘ Fema]es, on the other hand

/'

n”“v1ewed the hlgh return response wh1ch 1nvo]ved breaklng up!w1th a boyfrmend

j"-a normat1ve account of rec1proc1ty Two attract1on measures wfre computed




'—"""v'/

'r';k1ng them to pred1ct how much the 1n1t1a1 revea]er would 11k

16 80 Rf<y.001 The second woman was 1iked more

o,

fhadd1tton; an 1nteract1on between 1n1t1a1 1nt1majyfand type of response was f?gi
{007

found\\F (4 293) 3 74 E;< The low-return response 1ed to greater

11k1ng when it fo]]owed/a Iow'1nt1macy than a h1gh 1nt1macy d1sclosure If:

l( .Iv ‘/.. ]

the 1n1t1al dtfclosure was h

,J:‘.,‘:

Ce]] means for the"mp"ss1on»measure are dlsplayewj

ag the:l1k1ng 1ndex. Once agatn,

Agatn we f1nd concern aloneEnequtjnggtn greater attractlon ghan,any oP the

/ .

. comblnattons of responses and the comb1nat1ons 1n tur“'

A

' e '*t,-‘--g-:, ;;.‘ R
1mpression 1ndex, however the h1gh return respoASe resulted 1n more favorable

..\, D Ee s R > . ‘,-""'-

ratings 1n genera] tham the 1ow-return respohse. 1h-,i"




h1gh‘return alone.f*t
B f:p In eva]uat1ng
of se]f d1sc1osure

, ’ ask-lngsubJECtS to

type of reSponse 1nteract1on, F (4 295) 3 14 E_<,,ozg_ya§*a§a;

i

1 the fact that the low-return response was preferred after 10w:as compared to

'553 h1gh 1n1t1a1 disc]osure, and that the concern p]us h1gh returnﬂresponse was

/ i

seen as more appropr1ate after hﬁgh ‘as. compared to low d1 closure; The h1gh1y

»

s:gn1f1cant ma1n effect for" type of responSe, however, F (4 2951 10 76, S "f

Sy, LG

gﬁ<,}001 ind1cates c]ear]y that subJects v1ewed the concern response as the

-7most appropr1ate of any regardless of 1n1t1a1 lntlmacy 1eve1 The add1t1on

g / , .

':élther high- or. 1ow-return d1sclosure to the statement of concern actua]]y

.-'




B IR ' ,;' o ’ {'-. I ".f:!;‘ ./"/ . o L
To what extent do these data offer support for dlsc10sure norms? The S
SR

:{;%strong vers1on of the normative hypothe51s, whlch requires that the*recipient\ ,nf

,ﬁfé?of private facts respond by~reVea11n§ private facts about h1m- or herseTf, JH

"1'7“5 weakened by our f1nd1ng that a statement of concern 1s seen as morejf@;fﬂ'll”‘

k

approoriate and results 1n greater attract1on than h1dh- or Tow-return

q.

d1sclosure regard]ess of 1n1t1a1 1nt1macy TeveT‘. A weaker vers1on of th1s

normat1ve hypothes1s wou]d ho]d that what must be rec1prodated 1s 1nt1macy

o i of some var1ety, but not necessar11y descr1pt1ve int1macy The data from |

the present study suggest that some qua11f1catlon of even th1s weakerv'f gifj;

hypothesvs 1s necessary. The concern the h1gh-return d1sc10sure and the .

.. l

concern plus h‘gh“”etur" r‘~‘-’SDONS¢+!S were all seen as equal]Y 1nt1mate Ifﬂz; t'v-‘7
L ';*,f 1nt1macy alone is. the on]y s1gn1f1cant factor 1n respondtng to se]f—d1sclosure, 'E
“ ’/. then these three cond1t10ns shou]d a1so havegbeen seen as equa]]y appropr1ate
:.and have led to equal amounts of attract1on. But they do not. A__jfe I
One poss1b1e exp]anation m1ght be. that the concern respoose ts seen as

'}EJF;-; more persqna115t‘c’ and thus.more grat1fy1ng That th1s 1s not the case 1s

1nd1cated by the results from the questIon ask1ng SUbJectS to estimate whether

i the respondent s behav1or was 1nf1uenced more by her basac personal1ty or by
[ R
herjfee11ngs about the f1rst woman (personaltsm) The analys1s of th1s 1"T*TQ__7

quest1on reveaied a s1gn1f1cant‘ma1n effect F (4 295) = 2 63 E.< 04 :fhr“:,

But 1t was'the h_gh return response wh1ch was seen as more per50na11st1c than

a]T other responses except concern plus hlgh-return.‘ The other responses \Tff(fﬂf

d1d not d1ffer on thTS measure -@ .*, - fiis . ‘*g '}&""jff,] _ng;Vij“




.'favorable llght and w111 progress to the extent that~forecasts or proaections

- of future rewards are favorable., While no direct ev1dence is ava11able from '

jthe present study, the fact that the concern response resulted in the respond-
. $
: ent S. be1ng seen as more warm, more . adJusted more trustlng, and more trust-

worthy imp]ies that future 1nteract1pns ‘would be expected to be positive. ‘In

‘.

K addttlon, the concern response 1nd1cates a w111ingness oh &Be part of the c

:respondent to ta11or the exchange to the issue at hand Altman” (1973)

-

_postu]ates that such a tendency to see issues through to a conc]us1on is more.

Tikely in we]l estab11shed than beg1nn1ng re]at10nsh1ps.

| Many, if not most, 1aboratory 1nvest1gat1ons of reciproc1ty!have effec-
t1ve1y ruled out the possibility of a concern response SubJects are genera1ly '
trequlred to describe themselves, most often on different toplcs and prevented
.from ask1ng questlons or conmentlng on what thelr partner has sa1d In .
dlSCUSSlng the reactlons of subse&ts to rece1v1ng d1sclosure wlthin fleld

‘settings. hdhever, both Rubin (1975) and Archer and Berg (1978, i

;;note that expre551ons of concern were 3 common response.
In conc1u51on the resu]ts of this study extend ‘the attr1but10na1
-,concept of contrast effects to observers perceptlons of 1ntimate disc]osure
between indlviduals But more 1mportant1y, they take a pre]iminary step

*toward understandIng what the dlsc1osure rec1proc1ty effect 1s all about
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