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Communication researchers have been fascin ed in investigating

s

and theorizing‘about'deyelopment and growth of interpersonal relation~-

ED212022

ships (Rnapp, 1978; Berger and Calabrese, 1975), Researéh examining
the process of an ongoing, continuing relationship has been far

from promising in our short history as a discipline. However,

there has been a pldthora of correlational studies examining the

felation§hip(s) betw some independent variable(s) to some . ' '
dependent variable(s). This should not be taken negatiwely. These | ’(, )
M studies do add to our knowledge ¢of how individuels maintain their inter- ;

‘ A
personal relationships." Nonetheless, one should note some specific

\
weaknesses with previous interpersonal communication resemrch. First,

data is usually col}ected during one time period, assuming stable, perceptionms.
. O§s/needs to measure the perceptions of individuals repéatedly. This
| ‘way comparisons cant be made from time 1 to time 2, etc. for possible
perceptual changes. A second problem with previous interpersonal-‘
reseé}ch is that thefdyads studied are not all beginniﬁg at a zero

history point. Dxads developing a new relationship are assumed the

same in their perceptions as dyads who have knownm one another for years.

2;3 One néeds to isélate dyads who are strapgers and -follow them over time, !
r\ thus, controlling for any history problems' This in and of itself
s J‘
‘r; is a difficult task. But if researchers want to capture the nature of
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.. UNCERTAINTY LEVE}

. I

’ \

a developing, ongoing relationship, one must attempt to isolate those

dyads. The purpése of this in&?stigation is to otfftome these two problems

Y

While examining the :glationship between-uncertainty level and self-
. - & 1‘

diseloéqre. These Qariéb&es seem operative in predicting relationship

.

‘ development, -thus dirranting empirigaL inveséigation.
' -

AN
In this inbestigation, there are three.conceptualizatiocns of
. . \
. .
interpersénal relationships which underline relation growth. First,
! )
interpersohal relationships maintian and develop as a procéss of reciptocated

. . interactions (\EL-COBb L961 Alt'nan and Taylor, 1973; Knapp, ,l&)

Berger and Calabrese (19/5) theorlze that the development of

gships are a result of communication exchange. Secordly, —
. )

N S »

relatlons SR 1ve toward iﬁ’&matg relationd (Altinan and Taylqr,

1973;:Berge (W Calabrese, 19i5; Scott and Powers, 1978). Altman

ana Téyybr (1973) argue that the intimacy level of cbmmunication dontent

tends to increlse over time. A third and final assumption of interpersonal |

relationships 1is tgat self-disclo§pre is a necessary behavior of an

-

P ap——
intimate relationship (ﬁheeless,,l978;4Pearce and Sharp, 1973). Intimacy
4 .

in a dyadic relationship involves self-disclosure communicatioun. .Thus,

rd
thgiﬁ three assumptions maintain a process of relétionab'development
. . - v

from stages of“non-intimacy to stages of intimacYQ

-

.

L J
. Berger and éalabrese (1975) developed a theoretical system to

explain initial interaction phenomenon. The central cdnstruct to this

model“is-thdat of uncertainty. Uncertainty is employed by Berger and

s .
Calabrese (1975) to mean the degree of confidence an individual feels




- ’
about his/her own ability to éxplain retroactively or predict
' o > ’ .
proactively a co-inferactant's behavior (Lester, 1978). In addition,

uncertainty is high 8uring initial encounters because prediction of future

\
hehavior is difficult and no knowledge factors have been exchanged

~

-

between the dyad members.
In disc®ssing the nature of uncertainty. Berger and Calabrese

(1975) suggest that as a relationship devé{;ps over time, the level of . y

%,

uncertainty shoulx:be réduced, thus indicating the developmental

growth of a particular interpersomal relationship. Ong ‘purpose of this

d " - -
investigation was to examine this developmental notion. Therefore, the

\

X

following hypothegsis was posited: .
. ]

Hl: Uncertainty level will significantly decrease over tinme,

’ 1

Sﬁh that,

H1A: Phase 1 will be greater than Phase 2. -

-

HIB: Phase 2 will be g}eafer than Phase 3. . -

" *

s
In addition to the developmental notion of uncertainty, this investigation

1 4
examined the relationship between uncertainty level and self-disclosure.
} o~ ' N .

Since uncertainty is an excellent explanation for continuing, developing
relationships and oné potential outcome of an ongoing relationship
’
fl - _ » . L
is intimate talk, then one can argue that low }evels of yncertainty '
v - n i
would predichiigher level's of intimdcy. Thus iptimate relationships

aré characterized by self-disclosive communication which is a.behavioral

7/

outcome of relationghip development« and escalation.
Berger and Calabrese (1975) provide the arguments for the reduction 1

of an individual's uncertainty through intimate interactions offered
24

-

e

-
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by the other dyad member -- the:greater the intimacy

of the communication,
s . _

* the more data a person has to process to make~“confident qudictions of

his/her partner's behaviér. ,Further,’ Berger_ and Calabrese (1975)

state in axiomatic form (#4) that: High levels of uncertainty in a relation-
ship cause decreafes in the intimacy level of comnunication content;

. ‘ {.
low levels of uncertainty produce high levels of intimacy. Further,

as the level of intimacy of communication content increases;'uncertainty

o

will decrease In 19d1t10n, since. self dlsclosure is ; behavioral

o

: indicant of an intimate relatlonsﬁlp (wheeless, 1977 .

Pearce and
(~ ) Sharp,'1973), one can infer another possible axiodmatic relacionship.

Bigh levels of unce'talnty in, a relationship cause decreases in self-

~ . .
disclosure,

[ - '

Thus, the following hypothesis was examined: N

B2: A.linear.combination of" the five dimensjons of self-disclosure
. will significantly and inversely predict uncertalnty level |
in each of the three phases.

v

{ SELF-DISCLOSURE

Self-disclosure is a form of intimate communication which is exchanged

among individuals. The termx

"gelf-disclosure"

(1964) and c01ned as ''verbal accesslbllltv" q& Polansky n(1965).

and Lasokow (1958) defined self-disclosure as,

"the process

the self known to others'" (p. 91).

For the purpose of this

.

and Grotz (1976) was used:

. i .
concee}yaligagion of self-disclosure employed previously by

-

e

A self-disclosure is any message about the self that a
communicates to another.

Consequently, any message Or

has been used by Jourard

3
Jourard
of making
study,,the

Wheeless

person
megsage

\

=

while low levels of uncertalnty produce hlgh levels of disclosure.

\




. /’ .
unit may potentiallz/vary in the degree of self-disclosure present
depending upon the perception of the méssage- by those involved (p. 338).

¢ 7
'The study of self-disclosure can be characterized as a search for

o N

meaningful, predictive relationships among self-disclosive behawiors

L and other potentially related'va;gables.' WHeeless (1978) reports many’

~3

studies of self-disclosure which have fpund low, medéraﬁe,relatioﬂships

among self-disclosure and othé; ¢orrelates examined (Cozby; 1973; .°

[
~

Pearce and Sharp, 1973). Reciproc@ty°of disclosure ;(Cozby, 1972: 1973;
* . .

Altman, 1973), and greater mutual liking’in disclosivetrelationships

W

(Cozby, 1972) appear.to be among the few consistent results dealing with Lo

“

self-disclosure, cited by Wheeless (1976; 1978) d Wheeless” and’ *
: - 4

-

Grotz (1976; 1977) have demonstrated that self-disglosure is linked to

trust and solidarity. Of pafticular interest-t3d this report is the notion

v .

that self-disclosure increases or dqyelop. over acquaintance time h

(Altman and Taylor, 1973; Newcomb, 1973), However, the multidimensiogal

nature of self-disclosurg has not been examined developmentally.
. ’ ’,-J

. . Therefore, this invésEigatiOn posits the foliowing hypotheses:

+

- A ’ ' H3: Amount of self-disclosure will significantly increase over ‘

. time\ —_ - -
‘ / .

- , / N
- Suéh that, L .

’

N ’ " H3A: Phase 1 will be less than Phase 2. -
H3B: Phase 2 will be less than Phase 3. - .

Also: = -~ . | —
- ‘- . i ' ' * -

. Hé4:. Conscicusly intended self-disclosure will significantly . .
( ' increase over time

Such that, . ~ y




. ) o

HGA: AEhaséﬁTiyill be less than Phase 2. .

H&ﬁ: Phase 2 will be less that Phase 3.

Also: .
- ’ N *\
H?: JFositiveness of'sélf~disclo§ure will significéntly increase
over time, . ' \

-

v

Such that,
- .. :

H5A: Phase 1'will be less than Phase 2.

H5B: Phase 2 will be less than Phase 3.

A 3

Also:

-

H6: . Honesty of self-disclosure will significantly increase over
time, ‘ . :

v

Such that,

! * Y l
H6A§ Phage 1 will :be less 'than Phase 2. . ‘ ¢

H6B: Phase 2 will be less than Phase 3. 7.

{
.’ . s

Also: A Y
/

o .

H7: Depth of self-disclosure will significantly increase over fime;_"

0 - Fy
Such that, g ) "y ]
H7A: Phase 1.will be less than Phase 2. g :
s B7B: Phase w-will be less than Phase 3.
’\’ ¢ ‘ [ 4
' [
. { °
.o METHOD TN
y -~
Subject Sample . ) s \’

The initial sam;le fon\t%is study included 200 college students from
P

a large Mid-Western university whe were enrolled in intgbducto:y speech

communication classes during the spriag semester of 1979. Data was °

callected three times over the: semester using the same'dy%d pairs.
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+

ngever, due to.student absences, the final sample size contained

. 1

“~ 0
88 subjects (44 dyad pairs). !

‘Criteria for Scale Validities

) . Ll R ) [}
All scales wefe validated with-three different th concurrent

* »

statistical éOPSiderations: item-total correlatigns, intermal iFliability

estim;E\§ and factor analysis. ’ -

v
.
’,

For all factor analyg}s an eigenvalue of 1.0 was established as a
. v
guideline for the extraction of an additional factor and the Scree
« i .
: il
procedure was employed in order to determine the number of 'valid"

‘factors within tile eigenvalue of 170 guideline. 1In all orthogonal

'
- » T .

‘ "factor analyses/ performed in this investigation, a factor Was considered
e . . ~

v .

. meaningful if fwo or more items loaded on that factor above .60 and less
-than .40 on other factors. After the -extraction of ‘two or more items
.utilizing the 60/40 criterion, if an item failed to load on.any factor

‘but had its Righest loading account for twice the variance of the second

s

highest loading, then the item was also considered to be part-of that

7

. factor. In .all oblique factor analyses performed in this investigation,

a factor was considered meaningful if two or more items loaded on that

~—

factor above .40 and the factor loading accounted for twice the varlance
of any secondary loaaings. Increased internal reliability was the ultimate

- . . ) . |
consideration for determining factor structure in that any items which

»
‘ ‘

, .
o decreased reliabilities would be deleted from the scale. .ReliaQilities

. . for each instrument were computéd utilizing the Spearman-Brown (odd-even)

3

and Nunnally formulas (Wood, 1960; Nunnal¥y, 1967, 134-194).2 Dimensional

N \ structures consistent with cgaceptualization were sought but all other

»
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stdtistically meaningful structures were examined. Items failing to meet
statistical criteria and not constituting another viable factor would

be deleted.- : ) . T '

- s . ' ‘

" Operationalization of Variables Under Study

Uncertainty Level ~ ° . .

i
A l0-item, seven-interval, Likert-type instrument was used to Mmmeasure
- Ed

4

ugcertainty level (Prigbgll and Anderson, 1979). _Subjects were asked
to indicate how certaipn/knowledgeable they were about the other dyad

member, in areas of behaviors, emotional states, feelings, anq*interests.

-

Previous reliability for the scale was .92 (Prisbell and Anderson, 1979).

Factor analysis of the uncertainty level instrument produced an

unrotated unidimensional solution for'all three measurement times. .

~ ; . 2

Split-half reliabilities for the fhstryment ranged between .?7 and .92

(see Table 1 for scale summary statistics).

< Self-Disclosure . L

Scales mezsuring reported self-disclosure consisted of 31, seven-
[ ‘¥ ‘

interval, Likert-type statements (Wheeless, 1978).3 The instrument
. . .

was rap;rted to havk five factors. Facto(rel-ﬁbﬂities reported in

. . - - ~ A

a previous investigation (Wheeless, 1978) were: amount, .88;

A

consciously intenééd Jisc103ure,..85; positiveness-negativeness of
(‘[\ .

rQVealed information, .91; hbnesty, .87; and depth of dlsclosure ;84.
. ’ N N
I" is study, &he self-disclosure scales were scored so that higher

self-disclosury scores indicated greater amounts of disclosure; more -

LN . *

consciously intended disclosure, greater positiveness o§'df§closure, more

honesty of disclosure, and greater depth of disclosure. *

, '/
4 " .
4 ¢
y ) 9
N

[
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b 1 . ——J —
‘—J - .
' ,4 - a\
) The Wheeless (1978) 31-item scale was submifted to a confirmatory
. . J° .

oblique factor analysis. Conflrmatory oblique factor analysis produced
. a reliable @ive-dimensional y‘lution @” Reliabilities using Nunnally's

(1967) internal reliability formula on-each dimension of self-disclosure

for all three measureme;; times were: ngUdt =..72,-.85, :86; degxh';
.77, .73, .79; p031t1venes's = .93, .94, -.9‘3- honesty = .84, .78, .84;
. and intent = .75, .75, .88 (see Table 1 for scale SumMmary statistlcs) h
* . Procedures ‘\i\ \ . ’

Data. was éoliected three individual times/Lhr0ughou£‘?he semesfer;

(1) during the second class period; (2) at the end of the third week of the

’

semester; and (3) at the end of the sixth week of the semester.

Y . -

Durlng the second class meeting, dyads were formed by the instructon

- .
of the class. All subjects were asked to work with another persbn unknown
) .

. " )
to them as part of class exercises. Following this procedure, subjects

’ then participdted in a feedback exercise for approximately 30-35 minutes.

’ -

After comi}ifion of the task, the subjects were asked to complete the
] -~
uncertainty level and disclosure measures on their partner. This completed
. 1 M
. p

Phase Gne of the experiment.

R 4

Dg\ing the seond and third weok of school, all dyad pairs were asked

to work “gn four exercises together in class. All exercises 1nvolved

.
.

interacfion between the dyad members, thus allowing one another to become

somewhat acquainted.‘ These exercises included: the Perceptioﬁ’?uzzle

. game, the Kidney Maqhine exercise, the What Constitutes Intimate

. Communicatiod ewercise, and the Zero-Sum game. At the end of the: third /

n

week of class and after the :final exercise (Zero - Sum game), the dyads
v . s 7




<J : i

. -~ - - . . )

. . .ot
) ¢ ' .

) " completed the uncertainty level and dis¢losure instruments on one °

1 . N '

another. This completed Phase Two of the experiment.

.
.

. .
- The final phase  of this investigation was conducted at the end ofa,

. the* sixth week of. class. During the fourth week ofeelass, all subjects

vere assigan to work wﬁ}h their dyad members on an outside class project.
. 4
The project involved the dyad perfbrming a Mini-Study on nonverbal

« communication. At the ‘end of the sixth week, all projecés Qere collected

by the ¢lass instructors and all subjects completed the uncertainty

. s ’

. . : level and disclosure instruments. The ptocedure for data collection

were somewhat similar to. those used by Richmond (1978), except this
) - b ‘

investigation included a third phase. | C

Statistical Analyéis

Hypothesi;ST\and 3 thr0u§h 7 were tested by utilizing a repeated
A 3
measures multiple regression (Cohen and Cohen, 1975). The three phases
for each variable semved as the conditions for each of the 88 shbjects I

. ; - yielding an overall N of 264 gor each regression.

- . -

The between section of the variamce was removed so that the analysis®

utilized the within bortfon to test if any significant differences occurred.

,

Significance of a main hypotheé%g allowed the dummy coded phases to be

«tested to inditate whether sub-hypotheses were supported.
. \
4 . - :
Post hoc power tédsts were computed for edch regression to determine
. \ A

the power for the test o> the variance dye to the phases as a function of

the sample size. Hypothesis 2 was tested by a multiple regréssion model

‘v . .
utilizing uncertainty level as the dependent variable and the .five

dimensions of‘self-disclosure'as the independent variables {Cohen and

A ‘ : S :




© variance as the within factor. The time condition (phases) accounted

»

Cohen, 1975). A separate regression was done for each of the phases

‘-

Posg hoc power analyses were computed for each regression to determine

p ) - /o

the actual power obtained in the analyses.

.
.
. ‘
, . S ‘
. . .

RESULTS - _ '

Preliminary Analysis

r ’

. ' ~
Because the variables utilized in the study are expected to be -

- 4 (]

‘intercorrelated Pearson-product moment correlatlons were computed

-

for each pair of variables at each phase. Of the 171 correlations computed,

58 were significant. of tnose, only 5 df the correlations between uncertainty
level and self- disclosure variables were tignificant ‘of the 5} poss1bi11ties
(An overall correlation matrix can be found in Table 2).

Hypothesis 1 . ’ ﬂ?\

Uncertainty level changed sifnifisantly over time. Between

*.
.

analysis accounted for 59% of the overal] variance, leaving 41% of the o
. e

for 17% of the overall variance, and more importantly, 407 of the within

variance thus yeilding a signifjicant R2 of .40 (F = 59.003, df = 2, 174,

p 4« .0l). Subsequent t tests showed that both the’comparisons between

uncertainty level between .Phase 1 and Phase 2 and between Phase 2 and

N ?
Phgse 3 were signifiéant (Phase 1-2: t = 10.125, df = 174, p ¢ .01;

Phase 2-3: t = 6.044, df = 174, p ¢ .01). I —
~ «

‘

r ' R
The first subhypothesis was supported ‘and uncertainty level was greater

K

at Phase 1l (x = 42:31) than at Phase '2 (X% -:36 44). The ‘second Subhypothesis

was also supported and %ncertainty level was greater at Phase 2 than at

- \ .




i, ‘ - .'.

< : e

-

_Phase 3 (x = 39.94). . !

r

The post hoc power analysis for the test of variance due to time

. chadge»indtéated'&bat po&er was greater than .99. (Summary statistics

can be located in Table4). v -
! ) .
Bypothesié 2 . ’ ' -2 ) .
I . : v
. The méltiple reg;eésidnganalysis for each of the p?ases of the study

. . y Voo
indicated that a linear combination_of the self—disclo7ﬁre\Ximensions did
- - * & N +

. not significantly prediet uncertainty level (Phase 1: F = .40, df =
M . ~.

I ‘ - \
5, 82, p = +.8452; Phase 2: F = 156, df = 5, 82, p = .£791; Phase 3:

F="1.01, df = 5,82, p f\;4151). (Summary statistics can be located

R in Peble 3). <

N *

Post hoc power analysis were conducted for the: ression at each

’

AQhase. None of the analyses maintained sufficient power to have found a

VN - N,
relationship if one had existed. ‘ )
<@ . '
¢ ~ Bypothesis 3 : { ’ . ) .

‘ .
-, - The mggtiple regression repeated measures analysis showii'support for
A\

) the third hypothesis. Améunq of self-disclosure changed significantly

- over time. Between variance accounted for 48*85% of the overall varjance,

) i

vfjﬁ;lnizing 51.15% as th; within portion. The «time condition accounted for
)'66:i32 of the within variance; yeilding a significant RZ of Y6613
(F = 169.9212, df = 2, 17‘, P ¢ .0). f£e t'testé to analgze the comparisons
b;':twee_n amount of self-disc-:losure from Phase 'l ‘to' Phasé 2 and from Ph?e 2, a
to Phase 3 were both significant (Phase 1-2: t -'14.3275,ldf = 174,

p ¢ -01; Phase 2-3: t = 2.8893, df = 174, p ¢ .01).~

1]

. ‘ The first subhypothesis was. supported {hdicatiﬁ!’an increase in
—3 -
\ ’

: I | '




,further increase in the amount of self- disclosure at Phase 3 (%

.
-

Pha

amount of self-disclosure qver time (Phase I x.= 14.61,

22.67). Likewise, the second subhypothesis was supported indica ing a

"

L3

Y Post hoc power revealed that the analysis maintained power g

- ’l
than 99 ‘ "y ’

'Hypothesis 4

" Consciously intented self-disclosure was found to change significantly
over time. The between section accounted for 21% of the overall variance.

Hence, the within section accounted for 79% of the ‘overall variance.
]

L]

83% of the within‘variance was accounted for by the time condition and

this was found to be significgnt (F.= 411.2704, df = 2, 174, p & .01).

. B » ¢ ! r‘
The t tests associated with the comparison between the phases were both
AN
significant gfPhase 1-2: t.= 32 0886 df =.174, p < .01; Phase 2-3:

t =13, 3869 df = 174, p ¢ \OI)

The fir§t subhypothesis indicated that consciously intemded selfL

+ r
discldsure jncreased form Phase. (i = 9,77) to Phase 2\ (x = 20.75).

“ ¥
Subhypothesis two, although significant, indicated that conmsciously

” é\elf disclosure decreased from Phase 2 to Phase 3 (x = }6.17).

Post hoc pqwer analysis revealed that power was greater than 99.

-

Hypothesls 5 ' ‘ ‘o -
Positiveness of self-disclosure was not found to differ significantly
over time. Betweéq\analysis accounted for 777 of the overall variatce
’ rd

leaving ounly 23% as Qithin variance. The resulting 32 @f the overall .

variance accounted for by the time ‘condition was not significant .

*n

(F = 2.6754, df ='174, p > .10). Therefore, no further analysis were done.

4

v 14

A4 . »
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- ’

[y

\

Post hoc power reveaed that not enough power was maintained
. - ‘
in the analsts to have ij;pd a change of one had been present (power

¢ .10).
- “ *y

-

Hyﬁothesig 6

? Examination of the repeated measures multiple regression analysis

indicaggﬁ support for the sixth hypothesis that honesty of self-disclosure

. ]
does change significantly over time. Within variance accounted for 76%

of the overall variance as determined by the between variance which \ -
accounted for 24% of the overall variance. The time condition accountgd
for 85%Z of the within variance and was significant (F = 502.2202, df =

2,174, p < .01). Subsequent t tests conducted to determine the o

significance of the subhypotheses supported a change in both comparisons

(Phase 1-2: t = 26.8209, df § 174, p £ .01; Phase 2-3: t = 28.0464, .

v,

.

df = 174, p ¢ .01). )
' The first sdbﬁypothesis indicated that honesty of self—aisc105ure ’
d;creased rather thah increased as hypothesized from Phase 1 (x = 36.6I3\\
to Phase 2 (X = 18f45). The second hypothesis was supported as stated
and indicated an increase from Phase 2 to Phase 3 (x = 37.44).
Post hoc power analysis revealed that Ppower was greater than .99.

Hypothesis 7 .

Depth of geiﬁrdisclosure changed significantly across tioe, gnd\%he
seventh hypothesis was supported. The between section of the gnalysiq
[ ]

accounted for 25% of the overall variance J@aving 75% as the within

portion. The time condition accounted for 83% of the within proportion

yeilding a signifigant RZ of .8337 (F »436.1136, df = 2, 174, p ¢ .0)).

[
=
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The corresponding t tests indicated that significant changes occurred

’ 1 4
"‘ in each of the' comparisons (Phase 1-2: ¢ =" 18. 3026 df = 174, p ¢« .01;
1
2 | #&L\h}aie 2-3: t = 10.9228, df = 174, P ¢.on. '
e -
‘'« The first subhypothesis indicated that depth of self- disc105ure

”

o ‘ delazased from Phase’l (X = 22.36) to Phase 2 (X = 14.25) contrary.
*to theshypothesis. The second subhypothesis, although significant,

. a}so indicated a decrease from Phase 2 to Phase 3 (x = 9. 41)

' Post hoc power indicated taht the analysis ma1ntained ‘suff1c1ent

»

R

podér (power % .99). (Summary statistics for all hypotheses tests,

3-7, édan be located in Iable 4).

3 o ’ DISCUSSION

. " The present study provides.insight into changes in individual's
levels of self-disclpsure and uncertainty level over a period of time.
h .' ~ . . . )

In general, as suggested in the hypotheses, uncertainty level decreased

OVET time wﬁ&le amount of disclosure was’the only self-disclosure

>

to increase repeatedly over time. Perceptions of intent of disclosure,

5 ~

. nongsty of disclosure, and depth of disclpsure fluctuated over.aime while

- . pos?tiveness of disclosure did not significantly change over time.
- ¢
‘. Tﬁe first hypothesis was supported indicating that uncertainty

L
level did décline during the building of dyedic relationships. This

\ffﬂding‘sopports the assumption that as relationships maintain and
P
escalabk over time, uncertainty becomes reduced thus allowing dyad members

.

<t to gain further knowledge about how their partners would behave.

Future :research should focus on the changes of uncertainty levels in




L) . o ‘V.,\ N
a variety of situatioms. Additionally, various relationship types should

. , . o
be examined‘inclu@ing intimate, casual and business/professiongd relationships.

Research might be conducted on relationships which have been éstablished

-

for various lengths of time to determine if self-disclosure and uncertainty
. ) .

level are effected differently during the entry phase of relafio?ships and
more established relationships. ‘The effects of membership'in groups.
larger than dyads may prove to be of value to comm@nication scholars.

Hypothesis two was not supported. A linear combination of self-

-

disclosure variables was not significantly related to uncertainty level
» : i t . -

in all three phases analyzed. One potential explanation for the non-

’
—

. significant findings is the low reliabilitiﬁ:;;iiiSEE;pf the self- i .
disclosure insﬁruments. Although the reliability is acceptable, it is :

not perfect. Therefore, the potential amount of vaiance accounted for

[ 4 . -
between the p?édictor variables of disclosure to the criterion yariable

of uncertainty is bounded by the unreliability present in all variables; '
”
Another plausible explanation is that the linear composite vector

created for self-disclosure is not-adequate due te”low correlations

among the self-disclosure variables. In other words, the vector
.

" created is not a good representation of the self-disclosure construct.

Therefore, correlations Gitthhis vector are not likely to be excellent

predictors of self-disclosure. Thus, the relatjonship between disclosure

and uncertaiaty was bounded by both the unreliabilify of all instruments
u -

as well as the inadequate self-disclosure vector.' -~

~NJ .
Hypothesis three through seven examining each dimension of self-

‘displosure over time varied in their outcomes. Specifically, amount

-

. | ‘ l 7




0

.
- '> R .
Tt

. of disb:bsure (hypothesis/B)-increased over tdme within a relatiogsh;pm

from time 1 and time 2, and time 2 and time 3. Amount of disclésuré

]

should be expected to increase durfﬁg each phase of the relatipnship. as
' - 9 “

the dyad members become familiar with dne another, indicating the

-
¢

escalation o} that dyadic relation. -
Although hypothesis four was 5uppor£ed, indicating that intfent
of disclosure varies signifieantly over time, the second sub-hypothesis
indicated tha t intent of disclosure decreased from time 2’to time 3.
‘Nonetheless, intent of disclosure did increase fr;m time l%o time 2.
Hypothesis five was Pot supported hqgicating that positiveness of
- self-disc}osure did not change within the course of relationship
e 4 .
development. One potential explanation for this finding is that positiveness
-
of disclosure was established on the onset of the relationship.
In other words, when individuals formulated their dyfds, a baseline
rule or state norm was estaﬁlished to be positive in‘sne's self
reveaii:g disc;urse which maintained throughout the duration of the
in-class relationship. If one regards the means of the positiveness
dimension of self-disclosure, one notices that they are moderately
high throughout the phases.
) In addition, when individuals first come into 4onta:t with one anotner,

they generally self-disclose in & positive fashion. These researchers

\ believe that if Ehe dyad members had an opportunity to further

.
.

develop their relationship, that the positiveness of their disclosures

. - would have signifigantly changed to describing negative feelings. -

3

Hypothesis six was supported. However, homesty of disclosure

decreased form time ! to time.Z\fnd then increased from time 2 to

D , 15




*

. g )

~

. ) . ‘
time 3. Finally, hypothesis seven was supported.. However, depth of .

“self-disclosure decreased over time from phase to phase.

. / »
The inconsistenciey in the self-disclosure findings might.

be explained in several ways. First, the self-disélosure instrument ;!,
4 . 2

utilized in this study has been found to be 'not as reliable as would

be hoped for. Thus, it is difficult to have confidence that the

.

- 7 :
scales are accurately mbasuring the actual level of s¢lf-disclosure
A\

that is perceived as havipg taken place by thé participants.- Because
\ ’ . : '

-means of 'self-disclosure in the varidus phases are got necessarily

+ . .
accurate, fhe patterns of self-disclosure over time are also not
_necessarily correct. Future rasearch should utilize self-disclosure

scales which deménstrate high levels of reliability consistently.

-~

ll '- .
Secondly, the situation in which the study was conducted

may.uot\Egve beg¢n conducive to wormal operat$ons of self-disclosute
] N '
in the relationships developed. Subjects were assigned to relationships

i

within the context of a classroom &ituation. Self-disclosurg was

hypothesized to operate in the way it would befexpected.tp in a

-

14

naturally occurring, developing relationship. Beta#se subjects,in this *

study were class oriented, rather than relationship oriented, they may

-

not have self-disclosed as they would in other relationship;. Fof \

'instance, at phase one, a particular level af depth of self-disclosure
AY

was obtained. However, rather tHan increasing’gsEr time as it should.

in naturally occurring relationships, it may have decr%ase& in a2 classroom /

,-ﬂz situation because subjects realized that réiationshipS, in most cases, .

" would come to an end at the end of the class, and they did not:é?nt to

)

R S .
LN « .

YNy

8




rof‘thePSUbjects,.it would bg difficult to determine in the data, what J
. . A

get too involved. If this type of mentality was maintained by soge ' /';

points cosrepond with relationship deyelopmené, maintance, or'disgngageﬁgnt.

These, in fact, may very well be dif%erent for the varjous subjects,

'aé some felt that this rélatiggship may develop into a long tefm
O ,
one, and some realized early that it was doomed to come to an ultimate .
(' -

- A

end. Thesé mind sets are likely to have confounded the data, thus

[ 4
N L4

inhibiting thé chances of drawing c1e4§'cut conclusions. Future 7
research should bé conducted .in naturally octirring oy field settings . -

in order to maintain gre;t;r cenfidence that subjects cpnsider

o

relationships to be in the develegpeé;al stage. .

+

Finally, the self disclosure instrument utilized has not been

shown to have ' adaquate cqnstruct validity for this type 'of research.
e

It may be that the instrument=Weasures, something/othgr ﬁhan self-
' \

disclosure. Additionally, it may be tRat the instrument-is sensitive

- '

L

to situations, in that self-disclosure lfvels might pe capfounded N

) N [
» .

by sub ect‘é.reactions to wariables other than self-disclosurg
b4 : 2

. o ,
in the relationship; such as task type in the present study. Future

. ) , P
researgh should attempt to demonstrate construct validity for the self-

.
7 -

- “ \
disclosure instrument by means of a multitrait-multimethod design K]

(Campbell and Fiske, 1959). \ R . ‘

4
i ~
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and Cindy Rasmussen for thgir/héip in tié-data‘cq}lection procedursas.
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' ‘
Y or N .

2. Coefficients of internal‘réliabifity were-computed using the =

. . ' .
Spearman-Brown: prophecy formula for split-half reliability (Wood, 1960),
v o v . o
and Nunnally (1967) formula 6 - 18. Nunnally's formula
. v S . .

‘ | (
. Tkk ©
- a.l—““ (k - 1) rij

’

kryij

is computed by taking the average correlation among all iters in a
measure multiplied by thernumber of items im the measure, divided -

" . M ‘
by l'pyus the number of items minus one, times the average correlation.

‘¢
Pearson product-moment correlations are transformed to Z sdores
e ’ " .
befor€é surming in the averaging step, and the average Z score is then

transformed back to'tbe equivalent average Pearson product-moment

corrélation before use in Nunnally's formula (Nunnally, 193Z,

p. 134-104). 7 ' _ '
s ' ot
i "\ : "
N\ 3. Copies of the instruments used in this study are available upon
. \ : . ~
- request from the authors. ‘ .. \
¢ ¢ '

\

4. PFactor -loadings and item-total correlations can be obtained
- o o

* upon request from the-authors.

\‘ - . -
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\ o ) TABLE 1

/ ; Y ’
Scale Summary Statistiecs -
-, S R -L ‘
. N ) Standard . Interndl
Variable ° ‘ N Mean Deviation\\ Reliability
) ) - N . ,
First Phase :5 .
Uncertainty Level 88 ¢ 42.31 9.24 .91
| Amount of . . {
) ) Self-Disclosure - 87 14.61 3.22 .72
. Depth of :
.~ Self-Dsiclosure 88 - 22.36 5.48 W77
Positiveness of
Self-Dsiclosure 88 32.28 8.27 .93
honeﬂ}y of
. Self-Disclosure 88 36.61 8.06 .84
Intent of . .
Self-Disclosure 88 . ©9.77 2.41 .75
Second Phase -
Uncertainty Level 88 36.44 8.96 .92
Amount of .
Self-Disclosure 88 22.67 6.97 .85
\ : Depth of £
Self-Disclosure - 88 - 14.25 3.08 .73
Positiveness of
Self-Disclosure 88 3.~ - 8.15 . .94
. . Bonesty of ‘
: ‘ Self-Disclosure 88 18.45 ' 3.92 .78
/ Intent of . ’
Self-Disclosure 88 20.75 3.89 .75
4 ,
=
0. ) 25 -




TABLE 1 -

, ’ (Continued)

) _ Standazd Internal
Variable . N Mean Deviation Reliability

Third Phgse
Uncertainty Level 88 . 32.94 7.78 : 87

A\ ‘ ~
Amount of . ‘ ‘
Self-Disclosure 88 . 24,31 6.98 .86
- Depth of
Self-Disclosufe 88 9.41 3.48 .79
- ] 5
s Positiveness of :
; Self-Disclosure 88 33.93 8.17 .93

Honesty of . .
Self-Disclosure 88 37.44 6.71 . n, .84

Intent of J '
Self-Disclosure 88 16.17 3.33 .88
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TABLE 2
?
) '} ) ‘Correlation Matrix
» | (D) (2) 4) (5 (6) (7.) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)/L1\5) (16) (17) (18)
(1) vl R e -
L
(2) UL2 S ¢ S S S
- (3) © UL3 : [ - -
- . . Z
- 43 - - - .68..32 - - - 41 - - -
‘(a)‘.‘ AMT1 N 3 6 oo -
(§) DPTHI -, - _ - .47 .49 - .21 = .34 .51 - -, -
(6) POSI . 36 .33 - - .12 .23 .38 - - .53 .36 .34
~ )
(7)  HONI ’ 31 - T .32 .50 .48 - - - .59 .40
[ ‘ .. *
(8) INTL - ' , i . 22 .23 - .25 - .37 .3
(9) AMT2 ' - 3 - - - .6 40 - = -
. x
(10) DPM2 : - -, .24 .26 .26 .67 - -
g , A
(11) POS2 ‘ ) - .29 .40 - - .72 .51 .36 -
(12) HON2Z . T 1
-, . . . " . i - * . S
(13) mrz"“‘] (‘/ - - .28 .25 .52 .57
‘ “ - .
(14) AMT3-~ ? ' 4 - .33 - - - o
. ‘ﬁ
_ (15) DPTH3 y’ - - -s -
Y2 SRR S ‘ . —
(16) POS3 _ : . - b5 .39 .25
- "(17) . HON3 S _

v

@°3) INT3

‘ : - | .




“PLABLE 3

Summary of Statistics for Test of Hypothesis 2

e
y »
Phase | % R T\ Ogerall F Test df p level
Phase 1 \ .024 .40 5, 82 .8452
Phase 2 ° .087 1.56 5, 82 .1791
Phase 3 .058 1.01 5, 82 .18l
{.
& -
.' L 4
[~ “
v 4
¢ P Y
~ . 24
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JABLE 4

-

Summary Statistics forzHypotheses Tests 1, 3 - 7

Uncertainty Amount Intent Positiveness Honesty Depth

’ Level Self-Disclosure Self-Di%closure Self-Disclosure Self-Disclosure Self-Disclosure .
Retween Variance .5875 .4885 . 2003 L7704 . 2374 .2484

A - }
Within Variance .4128 .5115 .71967 .2296 .7626 .7516
7 of Within
) , .
ariance Accounted .4039 6613 .8251 10298 .8523 .8337
For by Time
Condition
F test 59.003** 169.9212%* 411.2704%* 2.6754 502.2202** 436.1136**
ar 2, 174 2, 174 2, 174 2, 174 2, 174 2, 174
t L;St . 3
Phases 1-2 10.125** th.3274** 32.0886** 26.8209** 18.3206**
dr- 174 174 174 174 - 174
t test ‘ v *k
Phases 2-3 : 6.0(4** 2.8893%* 13.3869** 28.0464** 10.9228
df m\ 174 174° P 174 174
L x! I3
> .99 > .99 > .99 > .10 .99 > .99
'y




