L A1074 e : Y

. ¥ L )
‘%TIONAL LIBRARY BIBLIOTHEQUE NATIONALE

- P orrawa ) OTTAWA
” a CANADA e
NAME OF AUTHOR. . /77#/* v ./\.J...C. ’Qf“ﬁ/moff/ ........
TITLE OF THESIS ,ﬁ/f#/‘f A?.é.?.‘.f..9./?..".%2?’?‘!’.—..&94).71/.’? P &
’ BSY. .. OMP. . G 47/v///m LTI Ty
N TR f?@‘.(./.f???‘./../...d/‘ SEUE retesons”
| (UNIVERSITY...é'ff. AUBERTH, ... — CURRTRUR
DEGREE FOR WHICH THESIS WAS PRESENTED Ff\ ?); ............. ./.7
YEAR THIS DEGREE GRANTED....I.‘Z?.Sf ..... ..... e
. : g ﬁPerm1551on is hereby granted :Q THE NATIONAL LIBRARY ¢
OF CANADA to mlcrofllm thgg thesis and to lend or sell coples
of the film. L, ‘ '
The author reserves- other publlcat1on rlghts and
lﬁ vnelther the»thes1s nor extensive extracts from it Hay be
prlnted or- Etherw1se rephoduced ilthout the author 's
wrltten perm1551on i
(Slgned) WeW/f’% .....
PERMANENT A_DRESS:
. 18RB35 3 AL
DATED...A?%.’.? .......... ~1973 ’

NL-91(10 -68) . . _,g; I _



T . mmlmIﬁRMTr OF~ALBERTA 0
/ : . o ‘ :
: N , o & |
. ¢

o

THE EFFECTS OF VERBAL NON-IMMEDIACY °
AND COGNITIVE INCOMPATIBILITY ON

THE _RECIPROCITY @l SELF-DISCLOSURE

by - ‘ ”</ .
MARVIN CARSON ROTH o

Y

N\

PO ' A THESIS
SUBMITTED TO THE FAQULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH
IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE

OF DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

L4

‘DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIQNAL P YCHOLOG%

‘EDMONTON , ALBERTA

FALL, 1973



Z = .
N
|

THE UNIVERSITY OEﬂALBERTA

-

FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH

!} . |
The undersignéd certify’ that they have read, and recommend to

the Faculty of Graduate Studies and Research, for acéeptanée, a thesis

3 : ~ . : i
entitled "The Effects of Verbal Non-Immediacy and .Cognitive Incompat-

ibility on the Reciprocity of Self-Disclosure," submitted by Marvin
» ¥

degree

"Carson Roth, in partial fﬁlfillment of the requirements for the
of Doctor of Philosophy.r
2 —~ P -
: e b —
...... ‘e :/‘.f%v-;f/. R
' <-Supervisor o

a



B X -

ABSTRACT

Verbal non—immediacy stands as a measure of{negative affect’ 'g :
regarding one's experience,  The negative atfect is reflected by an’ -
individual's choice of’certain words rather than other words of simi%ar‘v
meaning which convey the same message, Previous theory ‘and research
have indicated that disclosures which contain fewer ‘non- immediate words
. would be more conduc1ve to client improvement‘than would nore non- >
immediate disclosures.. - B

It wasfhypothesi%ed that an ettective'wa\ to induce a hlgher;
flevel of immediacy in the disclosures of another would be for the first
individual to engage in immediate disclosures ' Furthermore past re-l
search has indicated that similarity of attitudes and cognitive structure
1eads to increased interpersonal attraction and understanding If 1mmed1-
“acy relates to positive affect it was assumed that pairing 1ndiv1duals
~according to 81m11ar attitudes and cognitive structures (1. e. 1ntegra-
‘“tive complexity) ould also 1nduceﬂnore immediate‘self-disclosure

Methodologically, this study was an experimental analogue of
psychotherapy in the sense that certain dyadic communicatlon variables
may he common across a variety of 1nterpersona1 situations including
psychotherapy

Forty-eight'students'were,selected from undergraduate psychology

courses at The University of Alberta. Twenty-four male and 24 female

~

subjects (Ss) were selected such that 12 of each sex were c1a351f1ed,,on
the basis of the Individual Topical Inventory, according to the lowest
and highest 1eve1 of integrative complexity (System I and System Iv,

' reSpectively). Ss were randomly assigned to. experimental conditions in

iv



. o
which a confederate (gxzwas either'Immediate”Cr'Non-immediate, and
system I or System.IV in his communications to §. Dependent yariables

7 included change in 1mmedlacy of S S disclosures to C as well as §'s

post;experimental ratings of C, self and the interaction. Since the

immediacy change variable was assessed on four separate topics, the--
~design,rin summary, was a factorial design with 2 leyels of sex, 2
levels of§§ cognitive complexity,.2 1evels of C complexity, 2.1evels of
g‘immedfacy, and four togics (repeated measures). The hypothesisbthat

" immediate disclosures (versus non-immediate) of one peérson would he
reciproegted by greater immediacy on the part\of another, particularly
when individualélare compatible (similar in integrative ccmplexity) was
.not supported, The resnlts indicated that while immediacy may be recip-
rocated by immediacy for System IV Cs' communications, immediate d157
closures by System I-Cs' (who were perceived as more clésed, inflexible,
intolerant,‘and unfriendly) :iwduced Significantly more nqnfimmediacy .

- than when such attitudes were disclosed in a non-immediate manner; Also,
compatibility led to increased immediacy only with female Ss.

' ‘The implications were that immediacy may only cqnditionally
evoke‘immediacy on the part of ancther. For 1nstance, immediacy in con- .-
'junctidn with tolerance for andpacceptancezef another may c;ﬁge recipro-
cated immediacy; while immediacy in intolerant,,less accepfing disclos-
 ures may elicit non;immediacy..’lhe>results sugéested tha onTy when
therapist genuineness also conveys respect will a client disclose him-
self in a therapeutically beneficial manner Theré;rgi genuineness
about his disrespect orvdisapproval may actually'hinder therapeutic N
progressu More research in,a clinical settingjnculd heinecessary to

verify the present implications for psychotherapy. - - o
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‘  CHAPTER I - k
INTRODUCTION
\ - - L .
I. THESTS PROBLEM AND TTS BACKGROUND. | .

4

The literature on client process variables basica11y>hypothe—

sizes that if a client .in psychotherapy J;gages'in a certain process,
) £

constructive change, as defined by a variety of 'improvement measures,

;ill occuf. On:the'basis of abstractions from intepviez_fecoraings,
Rogers (1959, 1961) articulated this proceés by the develépment of a
Process Scale which represents a continuum of client improvemen;.' For
gach of the prbcess‘stages,ﬂthe behaviors and experiences of the

client are described.  The first-stages“arewcharacterized by reluc-

tance to communicate self or to own one's feelings. Focus tends to

be on external circumstances which are seen as being beyond ‘the"

client's respcasibility, -Experiencés and feélings which are -disclosed
are primaﬁily of‘the past and are usu%lly negative and not readily

hccept;ble’to_the'individual. ~On the gther end of the process scale;
My : . | - .

in the final stége'of'improvément (" -erson,™966):

The client experiences new feelings with immediacy and }ichness,
and uses them for referents for knowing 'who he is, what he wants,
and what his attitudes are. Changing feelings are accepted and
owned; there s trust in the total orgadnismic process . ... there
is experiencing of real and effective choice . . . [and] openness.
to experience (p. 419). : : ”

whiie the Process Scale ehéountered'liﬁitationg in applicabi}ity~
across,§arious patient types.and therapeutic oriéntat{ons.(fémlipson,
1962; Veen,'1967)) it has generated much research:eQideﬁce_thét parti-
cularly neurotic clients; Qith client-centered’thergpists! im;foved'in,

accordance with the sééle, o;'reviqions of it (Rogers, 1967; Tomlinson &

~ . )
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Hart, 1962). » _ - ‘( “\) : S . ;
An extensive body of research (Pogers, 1967; Aspy, 1966; ‘
Cafkhu%f, 1967; Carkhuff & Truax, 1966; Tyuax & Carkhuff, 1964:'1966)' Ny K

has suggestedlthat‘interactidns'getween péfsonévmay have what Cérkhﬁﬁf

and Berenson'(1967) refer tg“és ﬂfacilitat%ve,” ”neutrvi,” 6rl"retard-.
ing" effects. The claim is tﬁat individUaﬁs imﬁrovg,;hen inte?a@tingb
I . o : . .

with persons functioning at a high level on\ ‘
- . I g
empathic’underééa;&ing, positivé»regard&\ge%ufq%i:“
or'spécificity of expression. (While this éene%alizatlon’has a1so

LA \ Ty »
siudh dimensions as ,f
R OT )

5, and conéreteness -

encountered Iimitétions, facilitative conditioﬁé have been shown to

i
«

coincide with various measures of therapeutic gain-under an array of
g . _ : S :
: qircgmstances.)

¢ v

While the Process Scale qéscribes the client's.mode'of‘experi-

encing énd expressing, the core dimensio; ”genuineness” is one vhich
"describes the experiencing and expfessing:of the therépisf.v'The
therapist whofié'fu:ct‘oning on the'higheét level of.this dimension 1is
depicted as beiﬁg freely and deéply himéelf, spontaneows in his inter-
action, and open to all types of ekpérieﬁées; Also, the ﬁherapist
‘relies on his own‘expériences in the relationship as the b;st'guide-\

1ine,.with the focus upon his experience of himself,in‘the_momgpt -

N

S

~ (Carkhuff, 1969).

A comparison of the therapist who is functioning at high levels

S : . :
“."g¥"genuineness and the client in the final stages of improvement

[N
,

revealé much siﬁilarity, Thus, as Cafkhufff(l969) suggested, it
« appears that thethérapist is a.key ingredient insofar as he offers. a
) . 5 .

model .of a perSonwwbo.is liVing effectively. Possibly'the extent to



which ¢ clj t reaches theg&atter stages of improvement is)related to

‘ offclient:theranist compatibility.

X
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the degree ttat'the therapist conveys/the behavior and dlsp051t10n ‘F)
¢~a client is to, acquire Therefore as the theraplst manifests him-
self as an 1nd1vidna1 who Openly accepts and trusts his own feelings,
cond thDS are. establlshed for the cllent to do, 11kew1se vTruax ; ‘

(1971) suggested that:
»
{al rec1proc1ty affect is a basic phenomenon. of human, and even
animal existente; if we offer human warmth we elicit warmth from
another in return. If we ourselves are open, self-congruent,
transparent spontaneously real, or in a word, genuine, then we
el1c1t these same qualities in others (pt)352)

In brief,'the assumption of the present study was that, for some
clients,‘imnrovement,,in accordance with Rogers' Process Scale, would :

entail the client's acquisition of a different mode of 'self-expeti-

encing and self-expression. .One circumstance which may fosteér such

an acquisition may be for the therapist to be operating in accordance
) - o o , v R
with this mode. The therapist's manifestation of self, or self-
S G
disclosure, depending on the degree to which it represents the:.thera-
_ e .

neutically desired mode, may not'only foster an dtmosphere which: -

facilitates client improvement, but also provide the client with a

model for self-experiencing and expressing. Furthermore, the client's
o k | " ® , | o | o
tendency to acquire the therapist's mode of eﬁperiencing and express-

1ng'may be maximized when positive affect is generated 'in the context

The purpose of the present study was,to investigate.the.extent

R

to whlch the mode of self experienc1ng and expre331ng (self dlsc1081ng)

,of one individual will be acqulred by another i.e.; to investigate

how readily‘diSCIOSures conveying poSitive'affect»and eva_uation

s

A4 N
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|reg ding one's experlence ‘are reciprocated by s1m11ar dlSClOSureS

2

Also some cons1derat10n was g1ven to. thevconteXt in which such a reci-

proc1ty effec)kCOuld be max1mized o _
Y, - : $ L b

g N N : *

L . - X
II. RESEARCH ’STRATL“GY . -

. rEn

1

N . u

P In .a recent review of research in psychotherapy Berg1n (1972) M

1\\attributed research progress to the break§ng down of the entire thera-

peutic enterprise into isolated variables He suggested that the

appropriate question is "what specific therapeutlc 1ntervenﬁions

K
P

. - »;“3:1.-
- produce specific changes in specific c11ents under spec1f1c cond1t1ons ‘

,"-'

: : . o
O o : | '
The ”breaking down'* has taken the form of studying counsellors,
. Ry . . . - L
clients, the relationship,<and techniques as variables relating to ) \

, {
~outcome, A myriad of isolated variables have been shown to somehow

have’ an effect on certain outcome measures; the first part of Bergin 5

suggestion has been faithfully pursued particularly by numerous
pe.; YA
correlational studies.--However spec1f1cation regardlng the situa-
2L - ’
7

tional limitations on the relationship of such~variables to outcome
remains comparativelylmeagre For example, while 1nt1macy o¢ self-

disclosure may be shown to be p051t1ve1y related to e.g, rec1procated_

~
intimacy, special conditions may exist under which 1ntimacy does not

e )

o generate intimacy Therefore wh11e ”breaking down'" .the therapeutlc

process may contribute to discoverlng the effects of isolated vari— o

ables it may st111 be necessary to discover how such variables operate
- in conjunction w1th other variables in order to limit the extent to

which research findings lead to premature and erroneous generalizations
B . 3 '
E o . -

v L - - . ¢ . -
L
-

v . . . : ! 2 3

P



For instance, while specifying hbw client variables and how.
therapist Vafﬁébles are related to cutcome may have implications for

the efficacy of counselling, Pardes, Winston and Papernik (1971)

. suggested a growing need for a more explicit delineation of the types

of patiénts and a knowledge of which patient—therapiét matches would

_be moé;flikely to produce positive results. It was further suggested

‘that such a delineation would be an asset nft only in terms of time

¥, but also in terms of contributing to understanding and

improving therapeutic effectiveness.

In addition to the investigation of interactions of various
. # . :

variables, another essential for prodhctive research is ekperimental
control, However, in a situation és complex as a therapeufic inter-
view, direct observation as well as isolation ;nd_control of specific
variables may be-extremely éompliéated or_improbable. Thus, an alter-
native reéearch,str;tegy is an experimental analogue of psychotﬂerapy.
0ne4£>pe of analogue, as described §y Heller (197i) *invol;es;
{T//investigation of aspects of dyadic communication, on the assump-
tion that there are structural and role components of social

influence situations that are common to all forms of influence‘
including psychotherapy (p. 149)

The present usq of. the experimgntal analogue, designéd in

La

accordance with thesgzéearch strategy describe _.hove, was to investi-
. gate how one individual's self-disclesure affc " :ne self-disclosure

of another. The results may have implica: ons for thefgpist’S‘effec-
‘tive use of self-disclosure.” However, fu irer investigation in a
clinical setting would be desirable in order to minimize erroneous or

«

inéppfopriate‘generalizatioﬁs}



CHAPTER 11 & .~
( THEORY AND-RELATED RESEARCH

I. CLIENT PROCESS VARIABLES

The Context of the Client Impfovemént Process

Wro. o kogers' 6&959, 1961? formulétionvof the clésnt-imp£oVe— A
ment process lacks génerality for all types of client improvement,
thefrange of app}icability tends to be toward persons with difficul-
ties related to self-qghcept (Rogers, 1961;'T0m1insoq &.Haft, 1962) .- .

No attempt will be made to estimate the percaﬁtage of clients such a
_ : - . . .
designation would encompass, except to specify¥that the population to

which the scale tended to be more relévant was ‘what may be loosely
" termed as neurotic rather than psychdtic clients (Kiesler, Mathieu, &
Klein, 1967). " For this particular range of client difficulties,

improvement tends to be positively related to the individual's
increased ability to experience and express himself differently in

the ﬁresence'of another individual. As the therapeutic relationship
develops, accofding t  rcogers' "process éguation,” and asgthe client is

becoming less fez ful of his experiencing, he qomes closer to it
Realizing that he is not yet entirely,i his® experiences, he
wishes he were. Taking increased sati®faction that he can begin
. to really communicate himself to his therapist, he, begins to lose
- ~<angciousness.of self, rThen, finding satisfaction in expressing
the comp ity of his feeling at_the moment, he loosens up, - -
ncreasinglindares to live openly in relationship,to the therapist
(Dublin, 1970, P\53). &\

L Accordingly, learning to communicate himself in the ‘therapeutic

-

sett.ag is viewed as integral part of the client'slacéeptance of and-

satisfaction with his experiences.
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The Role of Self-Disclosure in the Change Process:

According to the ''process equatibn,” central ﬁo impro&ement is
the notion that thé client learns to shafe/é;mselfvopenly and comfort-
ably with the therapist. Jourard (l970§“ﬁ%s referreé to suéh open
sharing as "self-disclostire." He Has defined disélosdre as "to
unveil, to make manifest, or to show. -Self-disclosure is to make

youréelf manifest, or to show yourse€lf so that others can perceive
. et . . v
you (p. 44)." He has further progosed that people become clients

because they have not disclosed themselwes in some 3§%1ma1 degree to
the people in their 1ivesf He (1964) states\that:

Self-disclosure, or should I say '"'real' -self-disclosure, is both
a symptom of personalif ; health and at the same time a means of
ultimately athieving healthy personality~ . . . [Thus] A person
who displa §’many of the characteristics that betoken healthy
personality will also display the ability to make himself fully

w

known to at least one other perfon'(p. 25). : ¢

/, )

- relationship between Eelf—disclosure and‘self-concesz (1971),”édjusté

| Jourard has found empirical evidence to suggest 'a positive —-

ment (1971), liking (1959), and academic success (1961). In brief,
: boﬁh Joura;d's thedry and reseafch suggest thaé thé more 1lmproved or
adjusted é cliént is;‘the greater will be his.tendéncyvand_abilit§ to
share himself openly and intimately wi£H others,

Some recent findings; howevér, have called intOﬁguéstidh’whethe;‘
self-discléspre‘ié positively relgtéd to pergonal‘adjustment‘d; eveﬁ
to an ihpfoﬁément prOCesS.( A stﬁdylby Hamiltonl(197é) indi;ated a
positive relatibgshipvbetween intimate self-disclosure of college
étudents énd néutoticism. Truax and Wittmef (1971) found.least wéll-

IN

ad justed college students, as asse§é d by the MMPI, to show the greatest’
] ' :

amount of self-disciosure to "friend,",Whereas the more weéll-adjusted

(
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shOWed”iess. Pederson and Breglio (1968) fouﬁd no significant rela-
tionship between personalitwand self-disclosure for females, but did
» { | N
find that emotionally unstable m;les disclosed more about their per-
sonality; health, and pﬁysical appeérance than did emotionally healthy
- males. Also, highé; disclosing encounter grouﬁ trainers were regarded
by groupvmeﬁber; as less mg;Faliy healthy than low disclosing trainers .
(Wiegel, Dinges, Dyer & Stfauﬁfjord, 1972) . Howéver, a study of self-
disclosure of police officers by Parker and Roth (1973) revealed no
relationship betwegn 1g§el of self-disclgsure, as measured by Joﬁfara's
Sixty Item Self-Disclosure (:estionnaire, and.personai adjustment (as
iqdicated by the California PefS)nality Inventory),
~The inconsistency of the above data with Jourard's research
ana theoretical formulations would suggest that incpeasedvabilit§ to
be openly and intimately oneself is not heéeséarily indicative of an
improved state. However, an examination of ‘the manner in which self-
"disclosure has been measured in expefimental settinés,may help to
o : .
account for some of the confusion, -
A gééic difficulty, as suggested by Block andAGoodssﬁin (1971);
L?‘has_beep a less than ccmplefe Qpefational definition of self-disclos- -
uré, which leaves thg‘measurement process, statistical results, and
concldsions open to a~variety of interpretations. For egample; while
theoreticgiiy; the self-disclosure which Joufard rglates to adjustmeﬁtx
\bés b en characterized as "real" -self iather tHanJﬁerely'sélf-‘
disciééure, an exgﬁination of‘Jourard's questionnaires reQeals that
his scéles were not designedbfo lake éﬁch a discrimination; Thus,
Just what high séqres on such questionnaireg indicate fe&ains open to

”?
speculation,



One‘difficulty regarding the interpretation ofxgourard's Séaleé
- relates to his 3§e of the selfj;eport questionnaire as an indicatio# .
of. an individual's openness. ‘E;;érimental findings of Hurley and
. Hurley (1969) did not support the use of qurar s Six:? Item.Self—'
DiSélospre Questionnaire as a sétisfacﬁory ﬁeaSUI' nf 'disclosingness."
In féct& the r. .lts indicated an inverse relatiénship betweeh the
questionnaire meaau;eméﬂts.of past disclosures to sighificant_others
and gfoup_members'hratings of the-individual's current ambunt"of‘di;—
cidsure. Alfurther difficulty related to inferring oﬁenness from the
seif;reporn quéifionnaire involves the.di§crepancy‘betweeﬁ what an -
individual indicates he discloses and what he actually disélpses. )
Lind (1970), through extensive interviewing, found-a low‘validitf
coefficient‘(.43) for claimed'Seif—discld§ure_when comparéa\to\gctuals
'disciosure. Also, the relevance of number of topics.abéut wﬁiéh éﬁ\*
individual indicétes he Qoﬁld disclose remains unclear without refer-
ence to data regarding just what was discussed and the mature of the
discussion (Block & Goodstein,-l97l).J~Furtherﬁ6re, whilé Jourard sug-
gested that both insufficienérégg_excessivgzéglf—discloéure relate
to malédjustment (1964), findiﬂgs by West (1968) did not cqnfifm a curvi-
linear relationship between total self—dis;losure of aaqlescents and

D oe,-

anxiety. Rather, a émall positive linear rélétionship occurred.

A final_cbnsideration of‘fhe'ambiguity in the self-disclosure
:research relates to limitations regarding the measurement bf self-
disclosure in régard tc high versus low intimacy topics. Examination

of Jourard's self—discloéure questionnaires reveals a rather restricted

use of the term "intimacy." For example, of the 19 high intimacy

AV
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. topics in the Forty-Item Questionnaire,« 17 of the items have relevance

primérily to sexual matters, such as feelings about one's own mastur-
bation, or techﬁiques of sex'play with which one is familiar. The

safest conclusidn may be that high scores on such scales relate to

N

willingness to openly discuss sexual matters,

Thus, the assessment of the merits of self—disclqsure remains
. vt ’ : ’ .

difficult unless what is meant b&\self{disclqsuré'is stipulated, and

" what 1s actually measuréd by the instrument is.carefully considered,

process equation, the purposeé of therapy would be to encourage. dis-

The Relationship gﬁ Therapiét Disclosure to Client improvemént

.While Jourard contends that™s 1f4disc£5§ure is -both an_indica-
tion of and a means for personal ar

ustment, it appears that the.
important element is not the amount or intimacy of client self-disclos-

»

ure, 'but the nature of the self-disclosure., According to Rogers"

'

closures of the "real" person, rathér than disclosures that are merely

-intimate and perhaps .defensive and distorted. - Thus, the coﬁcept of

[y

"real" becomes focal. In a further articulation of "real," Rogers

. (1970) stated that being real ds learning that:

[ ; . v
there is basically nothing to be afraid of when I present myself
as I am, when I come forth non-defensively, without armor, just
me.. When I can accept the fact that I . . . often have feelings

‘which are not justified by the circumstances (p. 13)% , ,

Verbal Noﬁ-Immediacy as a Measure of -the Client Improvemeﬁt'Process

'.'/'
J

while much has been written advocating acceptance of one's
experience, including negative thoughts and feelings,'and various
psychometric tests and scales have been designed to assess process and

outcome in" accordance with such concepts as self-acceptance (Butler,

-
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1966; Eﬁdler, 1967), little atténtion has been foc@Sed on how covert
ﬁegatiye attitudes‘ébﬁﬁt one's experiences are manifested. Particu-
1ar1y, reiativelyrliﬁtle emphasis has ﬁeén pla?ed on Pow_the choice
of certain words may indicate,,as well as pérpetuate,?negative affect
fbf_énd iéck of.a¢Ceptance qf one's experience. Extensive researéh
byJWiener and Mehrabianht}968) has identified the variable "verbal
non—immgdiacy”'which funﬁtiéﬁs~§s a measure of a communicator's
pegative affgct or evaluatiqn in regayd to his experiencé (M;ﬁrabian,
1964; Wiener & Mehrabian, 1966). Non—immédiacy Eas been described 5y
Wiener éﬁd Mehrabian (1968) as:
any,indication of separation, non-identity, attenuation of direct—
ness, or change in intensity of interaction among the communica-
tor, the addressee, the object of communication, or the communica-
tion. -, . . These variations in experience [are assumed] to be
~associated with positive versus negative affect, evaluation or
preferentjal relationships of the <¢ommunicator to the object of
his ecommunication, his addressee, or his communication (p, 32).
Studies byfIsaac (1963) and Kempler and Wiener (1964) showed -
ﬁhat gi&en some assessments of sﬁbjects' attitudes tdward a ﬁarticular
area of experience, -subjects' usage 'of ﬁpn-immediacy categories was
ngignificantly greater when‘éﬁmmuni;ating about negatively (versus
‘pogitively) evalugted experiénégs. ‘Kaplan (1953) ;oundvthatvsubjécts
- who were inétructéd to say faQ&rabie things about something'wﬁich wQs(
not preferred by.them showed a shift t0ward>mbre_noh-immediate commun-
ibation_ Wiener and Mehrébian (1966) have fdund that‘gommUnicat%ons
which are about long-standing, ag wéll as experimentaify induced
negativé:affectvexperiénces, contaih.§igpificant1y more non-immediacy

than do communications <jout positive affect experiences, 1In essence,

"what appears to be the same thing (i.e., the same content) said with
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different words can be the basis for 1nferr1ng quite d1fferent feel—

ings and attitudes on the part of the speaker (Wiener & Mehrablan

1968, p. 2).m
Consider, for example,  the following disclosure; "I get angry
when my parents treat me like a child." Such a self-disclosure'might

3
-/‘

stand as a genuine, non-defensive statement, reflecting an accepting
attitude of one's experience, or according to Rogers (1967), not dis-
'criminating against any self- experience as being less worthy of p051—
tive regard than any other,

In.other words, while a person may have a negative emotional
or cognitive experience, a congruent, self—accepting individual retains
'positive regard, or experiences little negative affectgregarding the:
vnegative experience For 1nstance,‘the'underlying message would be
"I feel all right about my anger."

However; an alternative self-diSclosure, while carrying the
same content message, but said in different (more non- immediate) words
may indicate discomfort and difficulty in accepting one's organismic
experience For example, the disclosure "it kind of makes you (me)
sort of (very) angry when some people (my parents) can't treat you (meé)
as an adult,"” may sound like an intimate, peérsonal self-disclosure, |
However, the word "you" nsed instead‘of "me'" may indicate tne indivi-A
'dual s difficulty in accepting himself as a particular 1nd1v1dual
guilty of being angry at his parents, By putting one's self into a
category, the message may read, "I am not as blameworthy if others
would, by human nature, tend to respond the same way."..(In contrast,

poiiti}e affect statements,‘sukh as "I like my parents"vare seldom

-~
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cloaked in a non-immediacy category unless the individual feels uncom-
‘fortable about expressing positive feelings ) Similarly, the use of>

"kind of" and ;sort_of” may operate to cushion, deny, or distort the

power and effect of the uncherished anger. "Makes you' and '"can't"

deny self and other responsibility, to hold no one guilty. The need

to deny responsibility suggests that the state of affairs could be
considereﬂ as someone's fault, Alternatively, positive experiences
encodrage words which reflect choice (e.g., "will," "want"), in order Q\

to somehow credit the agent, perhaps oneself or an admired other, for

the.good fortune. Substituting ”somefpeople" when the context indi- -é%
. . T

cates "my parents'' may indicate a reluctance to associlate thelﬁbad"
feelings with etg., personshabout whom one ”shouldﬂ have good feelings.
(For further elahoration of the non-immediacy categories, see Appen-
- dix Am) . |
The extent to‘mhich disclosures are non-immediate may be indi-

cative of the degree of personal or interpersonal difficulty the indi-
vidual is experiencing Wallen (1967) suggested that the most frequent
. lnterpersonal difficulty is not due to the fact that one has feelings,

but rather one's attltude towards one's feelings He further explains

that because of our negative attitude towards emotions ~-because of our

fear of and discomfort with our feelings‘ we spend much effort trying,

in one way or another' to deny or ignore them Such denial, modifi-

cation or distortion of one's experiencc has also been exten31ve1y
elaborated on by Freud (1938), May . (1958) Janov (1970), and Perls.

‘(1969), However, while Wiener and Mehrabian have associated verbal o,

non-immediacy w1th reluctance to accept ore's present experience no’

.
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attempt was madé to establish whether individuals who used moge non-
iﬁmediacy when talking about themseivég.were less self-accepting, or
less.personally and sociaily adjusted. A recent study by Robertson:
and Roth (1973) was addressed'to this issue. For this investigation,
75 grade nine students weré randomly seleéted‘and the California Test
of Personality (CTP) was ad@iﬁistered to them. The CTP (Intermediate
level) was designed to measure‘life‘adjustment, defined as a balance
between pe:sonai and gocial adjustment, Personal'adjﬁstment was -
assﬁmed to be besed on fgelings of'personal security, and items
included in this grouping were designed to measure self-relia;ée,

" sense of personal worth, sense of personal freedom, feeling of belong-

ing, withdrawing tehdencies and nervous symptoms, Social adjustient
' «

was assumed to be based’ upon feelings of social security. Ihgﬁl9 Ss
) N ‘,. n —

‘scoring highest and the 19 Ss scoring lowest on the test pai?ﬁcipated'

Y,

in an individual interview in which they talked on topichﬁbout them-

selves and others, Verbalizations were rated on non-1i fffiacy. The

more well-adjusted people when talking about . és was supported

(p < .05, df = 36).

kS

In summary, the use of the Wiemer and ‘Me yian scales for

evaluafing self-disclosure according to adjustment réceives'support
from both the théoretical rationale and experimen;al findings; E&hile
. other scales may also p;ovide a means.for‘evaluating seif-disclbsq%e;
ﬁerbal non-immediécy.may function as a more subtle megsure of '"real”

- self-disclosure. A}sé, according to the preceding rationale and

evidence, the disclosures that would be conducive to positive client
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change, in accordance with Rogers' process formu’ cions, would be

disclosures which are most immediate.

II. THE RECIPROCITY EFFECT IN THE CLIENT IMPROVEMENT PROCESS

Therépist'Discloqure as a Method of Inducing‘Client Disclosure

i
®

'EXtensive research and speculation suggest thap reflective,’
empathic statements may facilitate self-ekplor;tion on the'part‘pf
anothef. However, 1i£t1q attention has been given to how one indivi-
dual's manner of self-disclosure may eﬁcourage reciprocal discloshrés
which are” not only as intimate and long in duration as the first
individual's disclosures (Jourard & Jaffe, 1972), but are also similar\
to ;hé first personfs disclosure in terms af reQeaang ong's "real"

-gelf_‘ carkhuff (1969) suggested tﬁét a helper whg discloses himsélf
.wili enable the helpee té disélose.himself as well, and that if the
helper is able#to verbalize what is $ccurrihg.wi£hin himsélf in'the
immediate situation, such a disclosure will encourage the hglpee to

similarly relate his experiences. Thus, therapist disclosure,ﬁay not
only be an avenue for promoting therapeutié conditions such as ﬁrust‘
(Johnson & Noonan, 1972), genuineness or congruence (Truax,/i97i),
and liking (Jourard, 1959), but also érovide what Jourard (1964);has
termed "é.role-quel of growth-yielding interperéoﬁai behavior" with:
,vwhiéh the clienth;;n identify, |
| Empirinliévﬂggnce is supportive of the effectiveness of self-
disclosure in encoufaging self-disclosure, Powell-C1968)'shbwed that

an experimenter's disclosure in response to a subject's disclosure .of

personal information during an interview functioned as a more effective
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reinforcer of the 8uhject's disclosures than did reflection and sup4
portive responses from the experimenter. Drag (1968) found that when

the experimenter told the subjects something ‘about herself before the;
interview, the subjects would reveal much more than when she revealed{*ff‘
nothing about herself prior to the‘interview; Goodman's (1962)

results indicated that c11ents who work w1th a self- disclos1ng thera;_ -
plst manifest higher levels of self- experienc1ng during therapy than
.clients who work with a non-disclosing therapist Thus an effective -
method for 1nducing client.self disclosure which leads to tlient
1mprovement may be for the therapist to engage in Selfjdisc103ure as.
well,

However, as reported earlier, client self- disclosures which

‘merely involve’intimate 1engthy verbalizations may not necessarily .
'lead to the client 8 improvement ‘ Also, the quality of the-therapist's
~disclosures may crucially effect the quality‘of the client's.disclosr
ares, ﬁSome support has been offered for con31der1ng Verbal non- -’
immediacy as a subtle measure of the client process which relates to ;
1mprovement; Also, Kuiken and Roth (1973) and Dublin (1970) had found
'some support that immediate disclosures beget 1mmediate disclosures
: however? evidence of such remains meagre, ' ’. (;i

In brief, immediate ‘self-disclosures may function\to convey- ' 3
3
facilitative. conditions as well as provide a model for mpre immediate ol

"‘self disclosure on the part of another In the light of the theoreti-

cal rationale and research(findings which suggest that higher levels

of immediacy are related to greater self -acceptance as well as to

RN

- personal and social adJustment it(would appear that disclosures that
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indu = ;reater levels of immediacy would be desireable;
) III., LIMITATIONS OF THE RECIPROCITY EFFECT

: Client -Therapist Incompatibility as’ a Limiting Factor d

While therapist's 1mmed1ate self dlsclosures mav provide a

i
gl

model for more immediate disclosures, the client's tendency to recib-i
rocate immediacy may be countered by musual discomfort arisiné in the
context of }ncompatible.client-therapist pairings (Dublin 1970). 1In
‘other words whlle one 1ndiv1dual may unreluctantly disclose i ;real,
genuine self and display p051t1ve affect regardiné his own experi-
encing, such self- presentation may produce‘dlscomfort on the part of
another ‘In the context\of such negative affect; his own disclosures
may‘tend to be nonfimmediate.; ‘ , i _ | ™ |

| Carkhuff has acknowledéed limitabion§fﬁ%'a.high functioning
'nindividual in facilitating improvement of another In the event that
‘one ind1V1dual's level of functionlng is highly divergent from that of
-another Carkhuff (1969) affirms that the high functioni?g individual B
4‘:'to help the lower functioning one, must concentra

_ 3 .
‘fof facidltative conditions 1n a minimally ‘genuine context, 'Thus,

upon minimal levels

araﬁdxlcally, in- such instances the therapist would e most facili-

‘%a:ive when he is functloning at the minimal levels of the facilitative

"conditlons ‘ - - o 0
The imblication iS‘that“a high-functioning individual would
a351st the low- functioning individual towards greater improvement if

he minimized the extent to which he revealed his "real" -self Perhans

_the therapist s behav1or at a lower fac1litative level may be more

’
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\ readily medelled than would nigher level behaviors: However,.cnarac-

- teristics of clients in the initial stages of the.rmprovement'prdcess,
compared Witn_high?functioning therapists,’ revealvcertain attitudinal
dissimilarities. These dissimilarities ﬁay not always;be reiated'to ;
the client's degree of personal distress. . For example;inot all.indi?
viduals who arecclosed to new experiences. and who attribute their

ctions to external circumstances rather than chorce are n¥ghly dis-

ressed, - Therefore a highffunctioning therapist who withholds";y~_j”'
revealing himself may be, in part, reducing the visibili;y of cert%in
;his low- °

- -‘»w,,.av.. o

' attitudinal dissimilarities which occur regarding some ¢

functioning clients. These dissimilarities 1f hlghly vijgdble, could

spotlight the theraplst as indirectly dlsagreelng with, aﬁf being nbn-
sympathet1c~w1th‘the cllent s experlences thus rendering the cllent s ’
self- acceptance ann "real" —iflf dlsclosures more d1ff1cult Further-
~more, the client 8 positive affect regarding the therapist'or.the é_,
'relationship,may be reduced in proportion to his perception of such
ditterences,

“ Perhaps if clients and therapists’ were lnbtlally similar on

certain dimensions the need for the therapist 8 reductlon of the

~ [

v1sib111ty of dlfferendes would be unnecessary As. such, the theraplst

would have no cause to withhold hls Mreal” -self- -expression, since his

»

»

manifested-similarity would encburage more "real" fself-expressien on
the part of the client. | |

In prief, ificlient-theraprst cempatibility jis"co’nsideredpasC
< & ‘pairing conéucive for and related to poSitine>outcome, client-therapist
. erﬁi;aritx on certainvdimensions may contribute;to such conpatibility{

g
A

©
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lEiteﬁsive reseafch'it attrac_i.n of marriage partners (Martinson,
1§70),'interpefsona1 attractic:x(Mehrabian"& Shelden, 1971) aod client-
.theraoist comoatibility (Rosenthal,‘1955; Cook,'lgo6; Wilkowitg,vgohen:
& Ortemeyer, 1967) has generally sopportedutoat similarity on such A
dimensions ae attitudes, Qalueé, and interests is'condueive tomihterﬁ
personal attractioﬁ, oositive evaluation and affect, feelings of com-

patibility,'and, in the kese of therapy, positive outcome, While

)

dissimilarity on certaiﬂﬁdimensionS'such as personal adjustment, self-
concept, " and needs has‘aiéo been considered a factor of compatibility
in the form, of er'lndiv1dua1 s personallty complimenting that of

;'another; (using such 1nstruments as the MMPI Q Sorts and the FIRO-B),

'xresults in this area tend to be-inconsistent and inconclusive (Axelrod, .

1952 Bare 1967; Swenson, 1967) / , ”f;mﬂv

° Ev1dence ‘that attltudlnal 51mllar1ty as revealed thronéh“self-

~ .

disclosure may be: considered a dimension of compatibility was suggested

~

in a study by Mufphey and Strong (1972). Sixty-two college malesvwere>
asked to disclose regarding how Eollege had aitered theit friendships,
vaioes, and plans. The interviewer also disclosed personal experiences

and feelings. Results supgorted that the degree to wﬁich the¢inter:md~w,

’
(

viewer disclosed-similar experiences to the interviewee related posi-
tively to the student's feelings of warmth, friend[¥ness, and being .

understood;, as well as to the'itudent's perceptions of the-interviewer's

desire to become known.

While the therapist may mpve toward minimal genuineness in'self;
-
revelation to avoid exposing att tude value, or interest d1531m11ar$r

ties such movement may only in p rt compensate for actual dlfferences
® ! .
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. M .
Moses (1969) gathered data on a number of attitudinal, value, and
intdrest diménsions, as 'measured by theyWhitehorn—Betz A-B Scale, thé

Value Profile, the Work Values Inventory, and nine outcome measures .

~

In addition to the client and therapist self-report measures, .clients
- were asked to‘complete the same measures as they imagined their

therapists would. 1In keeping with the trend of previous research;

. R : 4 . \7 :
similarity was closely related to‘positfbe‘outcome§ Similarly, stud-
ies b& Salgpski (1960), Overall and Aronsoﬁ—(1963); and Feitel (1968),

‘have suggested that client's positive evaluation of the relationsﬁ}p”
S —_— X _ :

percéption of similafiﬁz; expéctancy, and feeling of being understood

related more positively to outcome than did Fherapist's ratings or

objeétive'ﬁeasures of similarity and outcome. Thus, some justificé—
tion ﬁéy be offered fo; therapists to reduce the visibility of dis-
simiiarity by réducing levels of functioﬁing. ‘However, ;n gdditional
finding by Mosés (1969) was that accuraéz of perceived siﬁilérity

related more closely‘to positive outcome than did eithgr similarity

1
=oﬁfperéeived similarity. This might imply that;'while redﬁcigg the
a;pearance of d}ssimila;ity could znhance'pbsitiVéfohtcome; client-
therapist pairings in\which‘such diséimilarities nge not oﬁerant
initialiy ma§ bgrmost expedient for cliépt imérovement.

| In bfief, cqﬁpaﬁibility has been considered és the extent to
_'whiéh clientjtherapist pairings opéim%ze ﬁoéitive outcome, Similarit&,

N

particularly in the attitudinal, value, and interest areas, tends to
< * . N %

relate positively to outcome as well as to conditions conducive to

client improvement, Dissimilarity on certain dynamic or need dimen-

sions could be conducive to compatibility through rendering personal-

ities which are complimentary, however, evidence for such remains

o



inconclusive,

Cognitive Similarity as a Compatibility Dimension

while attltudinal similarity has been shown to be p031tive1y
~re1ated -to favorable outcome, another aspect of compatibillty, which

has been suggested in the above studies,’relates to the client's

8

feelings of being unde stood. For example, one male patient with a

:

reported'I.Q of 83 .. Juotedu(Cartwright "1968) as saying:

"My doctor was a nice enough’ guy but I never knew what the hell
he was’' talking about, He didn' t make no sense at all, Only time
I felt better 'was when me and the boys would knock around our
problems while playing pool (p. 397) "

Keith Splegel and ;;iegel (1967). found that the higher the
’education level of the patlent the more psychlatrists and psycho -
ogists were viewed as most helpful ‘and the 1ower the educat10na1

. 1eve1; the more hélp was seen as hav1ng been given by aides and fellow

" . -

patients.

While it is difficult to isolate the'communication difficulty
which accounts for client feelings of not beingfunderstood, Newcomb

(1958) suggested that successful communicationfbetween:two‘individuals
depends upon similarity in the cognitive dimensions used by each other. -

Also, some evidence has- indicated that 1ncompat1bility of cognltlve

_ structures may account for the fa11ure of patients and theraprsts to

agree about outcome and the natureJOf the therapy relatiénshipv(Canr &
whittenbaugh, 1969; Rogers, 1967)?3 | .

Carr (1970) found ‘evidence for a treno towards cognitive con-
VYergence between counsellor and client, perhaps in an effort to estab-

/-

ISgif a common level for communication. Fronf his stidy, he concluded



i 22

‘that, folloning establishnent of compatibility, the therapist's dif-
ferenriation levels increase, presumably reflecting his efforts‘to
further articulate ‘the pétienr'e relative conceptual dimensipns. He
concluded that a counsellor's ability to function at a- higher 1eve1
noes not necessarlly imply a loss of mutuality or a reduction in .
empathic understinding provided_mobility is possible which would
enable the counsellor to "shift down" to the patient's level ef com-
) plexity._ He states that while thevtherapist may have succeeded in
dlfferentlatlng a particular dimension to a far greater degree than
‘his patient he may still assume the patient s less d1fferent1ated

level for purposes of refestablishing}co@munication.
v \ o .

Integrative Complexity as a Measure of Different.Cognitive Styles

The general trend of the researcn'findings indicates that con-

ditions under which client-therapist compatibility appears optimal
inclunes not only simidarity on-attitudinal dimensions, but also simi-
larity of cognitive structures. In the past; stndiesvexamining ‘the
role of cognitiye similarity on'client-therapiat competibiliry has

been limited ‘to ‘the dimensional conpiexitz approach (Bierl 1955,

n

1961 1966)._ This approaeh.focuses‘on ability to comstrue behaviors
of others in a multi dimensional way, with higher complex1ty 1nvolving
the use of a larger number of constructs,

'Harv%y, Hunt and Shroder (1961) have developed an approach to
,'cogniti complexity thar ie not limited to those aspects Bf cognitive
_functioning that t ve to do with differentiatlon but is also concerned

-with the integra vn of wﬁac;has beenwhifferentléted;; Integrative

complekity, therefore;Ainéludes a description of cogﬁitive'qompleXity
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in terms of systems of attitudes that,occur at various levels of cog-
nitive functioning:- The acquisition of suchvsystems is seen as a
l?rogressive development from a state of conceptual undifferentiation
to differentiation and integration, from concreteness to increased
abstractness. Each conceptual system tends to pess through certain
plateaus or stages of varying time and breadth, 1In the initial stages,
the individual evolves concepts that he applies categorically and
absolutely. He then passes through a state of negativism and self-
assertion. Later the individual functions with a greater focus on
interpersonal relationships, with a major concern‘regarding acceptance
n rejection, Finally, he reaches a state of higher independence and
“relativism marked by greater self—snfficienCy and adequacy in coping N
with cdmplexify and change, These four stages have been defined as a
developmental continuum with each stage treated as a different concep-
stual system with ealient_characteristice. At the lowest level of
complexity (Tuckman,-1966);
the rules or -schemata for categorizing stimuli are highly fixed
and simple, Ambiguity is not tolerated and simple schemata; norms,
or authorities help the individual to structure his environment in
a.complete and unyielding way. System I individuals are character-
ized by categorical, black-white thinking, minimization of con-
flict and avoidance ambiguity, self-definition in terms of external
anchors, preservation of standards and minimization of fixed
approaches or stereotypes (p. 370).
At the highest level of 1ntegrati 2 complexity:

a diverse world filled with many alternatives is perceived. The .
—-\\s~ﬂ73tem\lgtindividua1 uses highly complex and flexible schemata for
reading environment and those in it., Inter-personally, this
“individual is highly autonomous and reacts to people as a source
of information. The System IV person generates a large variety of
alternative interpretations of environmental events and can thus

react to the subleties of his environment with appropriate and
'novel responses (p. 370). -

<
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Since compatibility tends to apply to attitude'siﬁilarly as
-well as cognitive structure, the a§sumption of tﬁe present study was
that individuals assessed as oognitively similaf according to the
integratlve‘complexity approach would be highly compatlble
Therefore the expected tendency would be thatrlndLV1dua1 s
"real" -seff; immediate disclosures, would be more’readily emitted in
cbgni;ipely eimilap pairings. Also{ since the lgxgl of immediacy of -
an in&iﬁidual's discloeure would'be, according to earlier épeculation,
less threatening to the other if the individuals were compatibly A

Al

" paired, one person'syincreasedvimmediacy level of disclosure could
%¥ea&ily induceythe other towards a higher level of immediacy.

Io brief, positive affectuafising in’compatible pairingsvcould
suggest that to magiﬁize the 1eveinof immediacy of‘reciprocated dis-
closures, matchlng individuals according to similar systems of 1ntegra-

tive complexity would be preferable

=3
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CHAPTER TIII
DEFINITIONS AND HYPOTHESES
I. DEFINITIONS

The following definitions have been opted for use in this
‘ gtudy.

C11ent improvement refers to change in client mode of experi

enc1ng and expression accordlng to the Process«ﬁcale (Rogers 1961) .

Self-disclosure is any verbal manlfestatlon of one's self.

“Real” -self- dlsclosure is self-disclosure characterized by

positive affect and acceptance of one's experlences thu | non-~

1mmed1acy is min1ma1

©

Verbal non-immediacy is a measure of negatlve affect or evalu-

ation of a communicator regardlng his Present experlence whicq may be
in relatlon to the ‘object of’ hls communlcatlon the addressee, or the
communication proper,

a

Reciprocity effect is the tendency for tﬁeimanner of. expression

of one individual to influence another individual toward similar
expression,

Cognitive compatibil1ty réfers to the palring of ind1v1duals of

similar systems (x and I, and IV and IV) of 1ntegrat1ve complexity,

Integrative complexity, as defined by Tuckman (1966)' is "a-

- measure of the extent to which the 1nd1v1dua1 percelves his world and

e

those in it in a hlghly dlfferentiated and integrated manner (p 381) "

25
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II. . HYPOTHESES
. . . +
While a therapist's ability to remain immediate in spite of
dissimilarity may encourage an increase in client immediacy, the most
productive conditions for optimal client self-disclosure, it is pre-
sumed, would occur in response to immediate therapist disclosures

-

which are cognitively similar to those of the client, The hypotheses

fdgle:

Hypothesis I : -

ERAR

Immediate disclosures}(veféus Non-immediate) on the part of
one individual will induce the reciprocation of more immediacy
on the part of another.

Hypothesis IL - : \ } .

Immediacy will be most readily reciprocated in cognitively com-
patible (versus incompatible) pairings. '

Hypothesis III

Immediacy will be most readily emitted in cognitively com-
patible (versus incompatible) pairings (regardless of the
immediacy level of the model). .

Hypothesis IV

Positive affect, (as dssessed by a post-experimental question-
naire, Appendix F), will be greater in response to Immediate
(versus Non-immediate) disclosures. .

~

Hypothesis V.

More positive affect (as indicated by the qhestionnaire)‘will
occur in compatible than in incompatible pairings.

If immediate disclosures on the paxt of one individual encourage
&
more immediate disclosures on the part of another, such a trend may

have impljcations for the use of therapist self-disclosure to induce



the client to disclose in a mannex cpnduc1ve for improvement‘“
‘ \\b . > Ay
if immediacy is hot only greater in compatlble p@}rlngs but also”
: 6’
more readily reC1procated then it may be’ ther?apgutilcally expedlent
vl

. ek e

to match clients with cognitively compatib ékﬁx@rabi :t;31




CHAPTER 1V
* METHOD
I. DESIGN

A total of 24 male énd 24 female subjects (Ss) were selected
such that half of each}wére classified as System I and. half as
ééSystem IV on the basis oﬁgﬁhe Individual TOpigal Inventory (ITI). Ss
" we£e randomly assigned.té expérimenfal conditions in which a confed-
erate (GC) was either Immediate or Non-immediate, and System I or
.iystem v in;his communicétions'to S. Dependent variables inciuded:
;gange in immediacy of S's disclosures to C, 1iki;g for C, §'é comfort
;ﬁd self-satisfaction and assumed similarity.- Since the immédiacy
cﬂange variable was'assessed on four separate ﬁgéics, the de;ign, in
"sumﬁary, waé a factorial design with 2 1evelsfo£ séi, 2 leveis of §
. cognitive compiexity,,Z levels of C complexity, 2 levels;of E immed-

'iady; and four popics (repeated measures).
II. SUBJECTS

The 48“§s were selected from.undergraduate‘psycholdgy courses
at The University of'Alberta,‘on the basis of classification on the

ITI. This test was designed by Tuckman (1966) for the purpose of

differentiating individuéls according to,levei of cognitive function-

ing (see Appendix E). The ITI was intended to b’-anfqb ectively scored
| . . v . o )

replacement for the Paragraph Completion Test (SH”OquSy&,Streufert,' .

1962) which is-a prdjectivé‘instrument_for the classifying of indivi-

LV'&halschcording to the level of integrative complexity offtheii pdﬁ%f

v
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stfudture: WbEn the Tuckman scoring procedure for the ITI is used, gl
the test aliaws thewaxperimentef to classify a subject into one of

four coﬁcaptual systems onvthe basis of the number of responses he

makes to each.system. The systems‘ingrease in complexity from

System I to System IV. Six stems are used in the ITI (when I am

criticized . . . ; when I am in doubt . . . ; this I believe about
A0 "
people ‘\QQQ); leaders . . . ; when other peopl&’find fault with

me . . . ;), and six pairs of alternatives follow each stem. Of the
total of 72 aiternatives, 18 fall inpo each of the four cpnceptual
systems. According té'this procedure, the S$'s maximum écora for any
oneAsysEem is l§. An adjustﬁent to this scoring procedure was used

which permitted a number of originally unclassifiable Ss to be ¢lassi-
4 . A . Y . .

fied (see Appendix B),. with this adjustment, Ss are agssigned to the
highest system in which they score. %%uckm%n-reported a contingency’
coefficient of LS& between his ITIvandgsﬁggedér's Paragraph Complefiop '
Test.. Gardiner (1968) founq a‘cbrrelation ofa.37 between thé iTI
(using an adjusted scoring procedure)-and the Paragraph Cohpletion_
Test. X§E€§t¥retest reliability‘of .82 with ITI type and..77 with ITI
score was attained ﬁy\Muiford (1971). |
puring a previous foutine ;estiﬁg,aeriod,;gbout'300 atudenés
were testedron fhe Tuckman -Individual Topiaal ihvenﬁor;. From this
group, 74 students received a cognitive complexity'tlassification"of
sttem I, tharleast integratiﬁely compiex, while 52 students were
claésified as System IV,Athé h;st’integratively complex, Thg Ss were
_contacted by télephone, and were offered $1.50 far participation ia‘
-fhe éxperimeng. Each S was told that the experiment was on impression
. ,

. Ve b

¥

©



"tion. For length and realism, to each topic disclosure a constant
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formation, and that his involvement would include thevdiséussion_of‘
a number of topics with another person, Students from the list were
telephoned until 12 System I and 12 System IV. females, as well as 12

System I and 12 System IV males agreed tovpartiéipate. Ss who were

familiar with the C were eliminated from the.study.

7

III. COMPLEXITY OF CONFEDERATE MANIPULATION

The gs‘(a female for the female condition and a male for the =~
° N -
~ « .
male condition) tape-recorded their communications (for all four con-

"ditions) pfior to~the?§xperiment. The cémmunicétions‘were prepared'by

the author, who participated as experimenter (g);yand‘képt as constant

°F,
aid
i
V.

as possiElé except for the manipulation Sf the critéria for cognitive

complexity. Ir’ order to minimize the préctice,effect'inuthe'prodLC_A
tion of the tapes, ﬁhe following order was uséd in preparation: .
System IV, Non-immeddate; §ystem I, Immediate§ Syétem‘IV,-Immediate;
System I, Non-immediate. ‘ .
The cognitive complexigf ménipulation was accomplished by degignF
iﬁg éhe self-disclosure topics‘to be discussed'after the ITI (see
Appéndik Cj. Four of the six ITI topics (allowiﬁg two fgr baseline

purposes) were chosen for presentation to the §s'in the\followi?g~

order: (1) 'Whét_I Qp when in doubt; (2) How I respoAd when a frien
acts differently toward me; (3) My thoughts about people; and (4)

How 1 feact whgn people find fault with me. The Cs' comqunicatio§§ . v

consisted of verbatum System I alternatives.on the ITI for the System I

Condition, and verbatum System IV alternatives for the System IV Condi-

»/
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nupber of paraphrasings and examples of the Tuckman'statements was

added, Caution was employed to keep the paraphrasing arfH examples

N

’cohsistent with the cognitive system of the condition. For further
realism, a constant number of speech d1sf1uenc1es such as '"ah," and

"hmﬁ;“'Was added to-each communication (see Appendix C). ///// ' \\\~\
e e : i : . R

N

" Iy. "THE IMMEDIACY OF CONFEDERATE MANIPULATION

The immediacy manipulation was accomplished by varying the

immediacy of- the eramples;in~eachitgpig§i'disclosure. In the Immedi-

ate Conditions' the examples in each topic were designed with as few- - —
non-immedlacy categories as p0551b1e in the disclosure For instance,
’.the Immediate Conditions involved.relating the ITI statements to

direct "here and now”4examples.' Alternatively, in the -Non-immediate

Condition, the same mgssage was conveyed except non-immediate words

. . \
System IV,_Immediate Condition, the C stated "I find that your experi-

were substituted or adggd whenever possible, For example, in the

‘ences add something to my own way of thinking",,wher-as, in the

'System Iv, Non- immediate Condition the statement was "You find that o
3 _ . ‘ “ - - L ‘ 2

others' experiences could often5make you :expand your own thoughts"

i
(see Appendix D).

V. .PROCEDURE

The C and § were 1ntroduced to each other in a small room adja-
cent to the laboratory. They w&&e told that the E was interested in
impression formation under conditions in which one person knew more .

about the other than the other knew about him, (ThlS guise provided a

rationale for asking the S to talk about the first two topics which the
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c did not discuss, These topics provided an initial baseline level
‘of;npn/{mmediacy in each S's speech,) The ﬁgwas instructed ta examine
a list of topics whicﬁmthey_were to discuss’ (see Appendix D). .The’

list included the four tqpi§S3on which the C subsequently spoke, as N

Qell as the tquothers fér tﬁe baseline communications. The latter
were: (1) What I think of leaders, and (2) How I reépond to criti-

‘cism., If the S agreed that he would talk on thete topfcs (al¥l did
so), he and C-were led to separate cubicles, In “zlg's cubicle was

«

X

a loudspeaker through which he could hear the Q-and a microphone . ' %ﬁ
through which he could speak to the C. (Agtually, the S's microphone

was connected to a tape-recorder in the C's cubicle to record the S's .

~

communications.) After the S finished speaking on the first two

(baseline) topics, the C piayed?the recording ofihis first topic. The
- o r\.}’;‘\ ?,

s“then followedégkth_his discussion of the same topic., They al;ér;

nated'this way for the remainiﬁg'three tdpics (see Appendix E).

The S was then asked to fill out the questionnaire, -after which

k23

the S was debriefed. S8 who were suspicious of the exﬁgriméntal‘mani? B
pulation were excluded from the étudy. This exglusion consisted .of
approximately a half dozen §s. Suspicion was primarily related to. .

»

familiarity with experiments in which confederates were used,

~ - \
- .. [

VI. DEPENDENT VARIABLES ;.

Measurement of Immediacy - o

r

The scoring procedure for the non-immediacy categories required

that the disclosures of each S be tape—récorded and transcribed onto

typewritten sheets with ¢ rons:cant margin for all Ss. The scoring unit

‘
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.

consisted‘of the average number of non-immediacy indicators used by
the S per .complete line, The first and last iines were excluded,
since a numher of Ss began{by reetating the topic, and concluded
leaving an incompleted typed line},C

Since it was of interest to regard imnediacy change as a result 2
of the experimentai ccndition, finalﬂscores used in the data analysis

reflected amount of change:in”immediacy that occurred in response to

the experimental manipulaticn To accomplish this, the first two

- topics ("What I think of leaders," and "How I respond ‘to crit1c1sm”)
stood as a unit of communication for“establishing a baseline of non-

’ immediacy that would be indicative of the S's level of non-immediacy

) - ey .
before thercfspoke on any of the topics. This procedu1e also contri-

buted to redUC1ng the withln group variance due to 1ndividua1 differ—

ences, in level ofjnon-immediacy.
The .trend hf past research (Kuiken & Roth, 1973), as well s

the present study ‘was. for Ss to become more non- immediate after inter-

¢

acting with the C Thus the baseline non-immediacy score has tended

to be 1arger than ‘non- immediacy scores on 1ater topics The present

U S

procedure involved subtracting each score from itsxrespective baseline

score. For example an S with a total non- 1mme&1aey)score of 4.0
. i
(indicating that the § averaged four mon-immedis T ategories per

typed line over the last'four topics), and a basellne score of 3.00 !
Y LA
(1nd1cat1ng that the S averaged: three non- immedlacy categories per : .

line over tOplCS 1 and 2) would receive g,
"\ /\‘

final score would indicate an average 3

vnal score of 1.00. 'The
aéelfrom the baseiine of

1.00 non- immediacy categories per 1in§’ Thus,‘an individual with a

R Y
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" females were scored in an alternating manner (female, male, female,

34

final score of .621would be coAsidered as more immediate in his com;

‘munication than would an individual with a final scord of-lLOO, since
the latter averaged a greater increase in non-immediacy from his

‘respective baseline. 'In-.essefnce, scores that indicate most immediacy

would be ones which reflected least increase in non-immediacy.

A rater for the scoring of non—immediad&, a graduate of honors

-psychology from The University of Alberta, was trained by the author.

(The author has had extensive experience with the non-immediacy _
scales.) The rater was trained for a previous study, (Robertson & //

Roth, '1973), and thus had rating -experience prior to the present study.

In the event that a practice effect was still Bperant, Ss' transcripts

L3

were présented for rating in randomized order; Also, the males and —~
male, etc.) to minimize scorirg effects -on the sex Gariable. Inter-
judge reliébility with the investigator was .80 (n = 18), wﬁich cor-
responds favorably with those obtained by Wiener and’Mehrabian-(1968).

Also the number of lines in each of §'s communications was X

]

/ recorded since previous research findings (Mehrabian, 1965) have indi-

cated . that- length of communication can also be considered a category

of ﬁon-immediacy.

t-\‘
-y

Measurement of Client Affect and Evaluation of Self and Other

A questionnaire was devised to yield‘qariablés from 29 bi-polar
: N )

" scales (éee Appendix F). The variables servqﬁ to determine whether:

(1) Immediate Cs would be regarded more pbsiﬁively than/ﬁbuid

o
N - . : R ‘_ K
be Non-immediate Cs; (2) Ss would feel more positively about

themselves and the interaction when theag was Immed}ate (versus

/

/

/
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Non-immediate); - (3) System IV Cs (versus System” I) would be perceived

by the Ss as being more

complex (more reflective, flexible, independent
3 B s

b

& .

and tolerant of ambiguity); (4) Ss would regard themselves as more

similar to t! ir cognitively compatible C; and (5) §§ would offer more

<& -

pésitive ratings regarding self, the C, and the ir..eraction when paired

with a cognitively compatible (versus incompatible) C.



CHAPTER V
RESULTS
I. EFFECTIVENESS OF IMMEDIACY MANIPULATION

In order tg;yerify whether the immediacy_manipulation was
effective, the E asked two groups of Ss (thesetgé were not part of the

experiment of the present dissertation) to indicate their impressions

of speakers on thevtapé recordings. The recordings were those pre-
pared.earlier'in‘which the Cs discussed the four topics, with vari-
ation; according to the experimental conditions. When the Ss appeared
they were seetedfend, as a group, glven the follow1ng 1nstructions

" "This is an experiment on 1mpression formation What you are
about to hear is a tape recording taken from a person who has bee.
told to talk to another person about his (her) fe lings regarding
certain topics ‘What we are looking at is ‘how pe »~ns tend to
form. different impre851ons of other people .depending on what
topics the person talks about. I would like you to imagine that
the person you will be listening to is really talking to 223
Later I will be giving you a questionnaire on which' you iy indi-
cate your impressions. . The topics about which this. particulat
person was speaking on.are the following: " "What T do when in
doubt” ""How I respond to criticism'; "My thoughts ‘about people';
and "How I react when people find fault with w g

'Each S was. then given the llSt of tOplCS as an aid to following
the topics on the tape recording, After the §s listened to the four
topics,'they were given'a questionnaire containing a number of hifpolar

v

adjectiVes with the nunbers one through seVen For. one: group (n=17),
the disclosures of .the Cs were. in the Immedlate Condltion whereas for
the other group (n = 8), the recorded disclosures were of the Non-
immediate Condition. ‘Fourfitems which were "warmth " "friendllness "

"openness;"‘and "intimaty" were selectedx a prlori because they were

“n

36
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.

judged to be descriptive of immediacy.' Positive evaluations, as

,wimplied by gravitation toward the positive pole, were summed into a

single score for each S, and pHefmeans for each group were compared
8 T P ’

by a t-test. '~ The results ééﬁﬁirﬁédﬁa‘significant tendency (p < .05)

li

for S§s to rate'ImmediatefdiéCIOSurés more positively on the above

dimensions., Howevér, an énalysis of variance of the same items on

the post-manipulation qﬁeétiénnaire of the dissertation study offered
! ‘ ‘

no indication that Ss perceived immediate disclosures as more open,

~

intimate, friqﬂaly; and warm, . N
,II. EFFECTIVENESS OF COGNITIVE COMPLEXITY MANIPULATION

Aécorhing-to the classification system of Harvey et al. (1961),
o . H

individuals §f d§dcéptua1 System‘iv;';n comparison to System I, tend
to be more réfiective, flexible, indebendent, and tolerant of ambi- -
. ,

P4

guity. To ensure that the presént complexity maﬁ;pulation, styled
after.the ITI, was effective{'four items.(impulsive—reflected, fiexiblé_
inflexible, dependent-independent, and dislikes aﬁbiguity—likes éﬁbig—‘
uity) were included in the questiogpaire tolyield.é faétor for Jpef-
_ceived cognitive complexity" of ;he ""other person." An analysis of
‘variance suépbrted that the Cs' disclosures designed as Sysgga“{; were,‘
igrfact, perceiﬁed by Ss as more'cognitively.complex than wére the Cs'

System I distlosures_(p < .01). .

i 'III. RESULTS OF HYPOTHESES TESTING
ﬁqﬁleEothesis I /

| The prediction that Immediate disclosures of the C would ehqour-
Vage more immediate S disclosures was not supported. "The main effects

o S B
'

e
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~did éot iedicate signigicantly more $S immediecy when the C was
Iﬁmediate versus Non-immediate (Table I).
Howeyef, the data suggested that conaitions under which the
;reeibrocity qf immediacy occurs may be more complex than ofiginally
'sdpposed. Aﬁ analysis of varience.revealed a significant (p < .05)
Cc complexiey by C Immediacy.interactipn (Table II). The trend‘ .
suggested ehat iq response to Cs' System IV.disclosures, the Ss were
more immediate when thélgﬁgée Im;edia;e versus Non-immediate, as pre-
-dieted;'although;ﬁhis simplermain effect did not‘reach statistical
sign;ficance (p <f-10)- _HoweVe;é‘when the Qs' disclosures were
System I, the reverse‘occurred. That is, the data indicated that Ss

were more immediate when the C was Non-immediate versus Immediate,

This simple main effect waé significant at the .05 level,

\ —

-

'Hzpothesis II
Ss showed no significant tendency to reciprocate the immediacy
level of the C more readily when pdired with Cs of the same cognitive

system, offering no suppoft for the hypothesis that immediacy would be

T

most readily reciprbcated;ﬁith_cqgnitively compatible pairings.

Hypothesis III

The hypotﬁeeié that more i‘ ediacy would be emitted in}eognit-
ively“eompatible eairings, (over oth Immediate and Non-immediate con-
‘ditions) was not confirmed. However, an effect for sex difference was
eperant in the compatibility situations. A significant higher order
intereceion (p < ,05) f?r Sex b& S cqmplexity by Q-eomple#ity indicated

Q@at System I females were more immediate with a System I than System IV



SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SUBJECT NON-~IMMEDIACY

TABLE

IN RESPONSE TO THE EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS

39

6037 .66

SOURCE DF MS F
Between Subjects 47
A (Sex) 1 28025 .02 2.29
B (S Complexity) 1 33.33 .00
‘A XB 1 69921 .33 4,21%
© C (C Complexity) 1 736 .33 © .04
AXC -1 14008.33 .84
BXC 1 7931.02 - .48
AXBXC 1 100192.69 ©6.,04%
D (C Immediacy) 1 14386 .69 .87
AXD ' 1 172.52 . .01 -
B XD 1 168.75 .01
CXD o1 71610.75 4.31%
AXBXD 1 22620.08 - 1.36
AXCXD -1 918.75 .06
BXCXD 1 25.52 .00
AXBXCXD 1. 39273.52 2.36
Subjects within Groups 32
E (Trials) 3 22827.53 3.78%
E XA 3 7682.15 1.27
E X B 3. 366.43 0.06.
EXAXB 3 10164 ,93 1.68
EXC "3 14542 .87 2.41
EXAXC 3 5536.60 .92
EXBXC 3 18388.70 3.05%
EXAXBXC 3 5642 .37 .94
EXD S 3 6466.62 - .07
EXAXD 3 1728.12 .29
EXBXD 3 8142 .21 1.35
EXCXD 3 12969.71 2.15
EXAXBXD 3 - 5349.60 - .89
EXAXCXD 3 2959.21  TTTHAY——
EXBXCXD ' a 3 2992.51 .50
EXAXBXCXD 3 3290.28 .55
E x Subjects. within Groups 96

* .
Significaht at the .05 level

o



40

c, and System IV females were more-: 1mmed1ate w1th a System IV ‘than
System 1-C, as predicted by the hypothesis (Table ITII). This simple

effect was significant (p < .05).

TABLE 1II !

EFFECTS OF CONFEDERATE COMPLEXITY AND IMMEDIACY ON
» NON-IMMEDIACY LEVEL* OF SUBJECTS

CONFEDERATE NON- IMMEDIATE ‘ IMMEDIATE

System T 54k | ©1.10%%
System IV . .89 o .67

Table scores indicate increase from baseline in average, number of
non-immediacy categories per typed llne of" Ss'! communlcatlons (n =12
per cell) . .

Note: The interaction was significant at the .05 level.

*k T - :
_The increase from .54 to 1.10 was significant at the .05 level.

TABLE 111

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COGNITIVE COMPATIBILITY-
AND NON IMMEDIACY OF SUBJECTS

COMPATIBLE - INCOMPATIBLE
Females 68 1.90%
Males | 2:21 : _ ~1.56

Note: The interaction was significant .at the .05 level,

" B | _ : .
The increase from .68 to 1.90 was significant at the .05 level,
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For both System I and System.IV males, if anything, the reverse
occurred, indicating that the males tended to be more immediate in

» cognitively incompatible’pairings. However, this simple effect was not
significant. Als\§ while the effect for trials wds not s1gn1ficant

the pattern for the above 1nteract10n was reflected primarily in the

first!three topics. #
yooo : -
Hypothesis IV <\—

It was hypothesized that positive affect would be greater in
iV ' '

%esponse to Immediate disclosures. From the nine items included on the -
) ‘ .

questionnalre which served as measures of S's positive evaluations of
X ,
the "other” (warm - cold ‘friendly - unfriendly, anxious - calm open -
' “m S ‘
closed distant - intimate like - dislike "other," comfortable -

uncomfoé%ible with ”other " like - dislike "other'" as friend), no main

' effects were’sfgnificant, which suggested that Immediate Cs were not
: R -

evaluated more positively than Non-immedﬂate Cs. A significant. higher

erder interaction did occur regardiag the :<em "How wouldlyou feel about

!

s ) s

having ‘the other person as your fr:a=nd?" (- < .05). The trend of the
R/ ) '

Sex b{vC complexity by Immediacy intetraction suggested that males pre -

v

ferred Immediate te~Neﬂ-1mmed1ate System IV c as friend, However, the
y .

reverse seemed to occur for females, who 1ndicated some preference for

Non-immediate over Immediate System IV C, Also, for females, the trend

- _ s
.‘was toward a.preference for°Immediate to Non-immediate System IC, ’

: while males tended to prefer Non- immediate to Tmmédiate System IC,

o

The different directions of the trends rather than the simple effects

accounted for'thevsignificant interaction (Table 1V)..
A further marginally significant trend (pm<';06), contrety to

i : -

—
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Hypothesis IV, was that Immediate System I Cs were perceived.by System

IV Ss as less friendly than Non-imm7ﬁiate System IV Cs (TéBle V).

: |
TABLE IV

SUBJECT RATINGS OF LIKING* "OTHER" AS FRIEND:

FEMALES : o MALES
C I, Immediate 5.83 5.17
C I, Non-Immediate ' © 4,83 5.33
C IV, Immediate - 5.50 5.67
C IV, Non-Immediate 6.33 4 .83

* Scores ‘indicate means (n = 6 per cell) of a bi-polar, 1 through
7 rating scale. Higher numbers indicate greater liking of C as friend.

_Note: The interaction was significant at the .05 level.

TABLE V

SUBJECT RATINGS;OF CONFEDERATE FRIENDLINESS

. r \
‘ IMMEDIATE \\ NON- IMMEDIATE
N .
SI,Cc1I 5.7 ' 5.3
SI,C1V o . 5.8 | 6.0
S 1V, C I ‘5K2 ’ 5.2
S 1V, C IV : | ‘ 5.9 : .55

Note: The interaction was marginally significant (p < .06).

N "
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Hypothesis V ' ‘ ”
The prediction that Ss would 1nd1cate more, p051t1ve affect with
cognitlve compatible versus 1ncompat1b1e Cs received only meagre support

~(Table V). An 1nteract10n occurred on S's ratings of the frlend11ness

of Cs, although this effect was only marginally 51gn1f1cant (p < .06).

While, /in )support of the hypothesis,. System 1V Ss percelved System v Cs -

as more frigndly than System I Cs, System I Ss, if anything, also per¥
' - Q
ceived Sygtem IV Cs as more friendly. The latter was contrary to

Hypothesis V.



CHAPTER VI

DISCUSSION .

The assumption of the present study was that improvement for some
- P
clients, as implied by movement through the stages of Rogers"Proceé%
Scale, involves a change in the manner of expe;ienc1ng and self expres-
,sion This change was descrlbed‘earller as a movement toward mcre B
positive affect regardirng one's experiehces, and would he chatacterized'
by greater immediacy in cne{s commurication. Thus, a goal of therapy.
may he~to'ehcourage a,cliehtitcward mofe immediacy iﬁuhis self-
expreseibn.
v o : .

The original hypothesis was that Cs' immediacy would lead to
covert communication gf positive affect toward the Ss. It was also
expected that such positive affect would mediate greater §s"immediacy._
The hypotheais‘was sﬁpportedzby the resultsifor the System IV Cs' com-

‘municatioha; since the rec1proc1ty effect (a trepd) occurred and the
Immedlate System IV Cs were perceived as 11k1ng Ss more than were
System IV- Cs in the Non-immediate Conditioh. However, the reciprocity
of immediacy did not occur in responsetto the.System I-gs (the reverse
occurred) despite the fact that Ss also inferred greater 1li : from
the.immediate than‘Non-immediate Systemhi Cs..~ While'immediacy of és
was‘regarded hy Ss as liking for them, a feeling of belng liked did not
always lead to greater Ss! immedlacy (The data yielded np other main
effects for the questionnaire ‘positive affect 1teas Thusc)Support was
1acking for concludlng that immediacy on the part of one person encour-

I N
ages positive affect on the part of ‘another. )

4h
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A closer examination of the Cs' communications suggested ‘that

the rec1procity of immediacy could be related to factors other than

liking or positive affect Possibly the Cs' direct and explicit indi-

acting with Immediacy of Cs received support from the data, . The main
effects for C ‘type indicated that System IV (versus System I) Cs were
con31dered as more open (p < .01). and complex (more flex1ble tolerant

\

of ambiguity, reflective, and'independent, p < .01). Howeﬁer,v§s reci-
ptocated immediacy only‘when gsl_openness'and;complexity occnrred in
conjunction with the Cs' immediacy When. Cs who were regarded as less
uJOpen and less complex (the System I Cs) were Immediate Ss'wére‘more»
non—immediate .
' 4 . E : )

" Further evidence thatdImmediate Cs' openness’ and complexity may
have enCOuraged §s' reciprocation of immediacy was 1nferred from the
Ss' immediacy level on different topics in different conditionsv While'
,th‘/Sy§E;m v C discussed topics 1, 2; and 3.in a manner .in which tol-
erance and acceptance of others was conveyed, only in the Immédiate
Condition was the tolerance and -acceptance telated directly tO’the Ss. -
The System IV Cs' discussions of topic 4,'however contained no ;efer-
‘ence to acceptance of the bther individual‘ The data reflected. greater
Ss! immediacy when the System IV c was Immediate on topics 1, 2,}and 3

(particularly in response to topic 2, where the Cs acceptance appeared

to be mo:st elaborated) , N0'rec1procity of immediacy occurred (in fact,



4
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a trend for increased non-immediacy occurred) for topic 4,

Alternatively; Systém 1 gs{ discussions qf th: topics incluéed
lsuggestions of lack of tolerance as well as conditional atcepténce of
othets. Howtver,tsuch attitudes tended to encourage significantiy more
<non—immédiacy in §é only when (in thg immediate Condition) the Cs related
the attitﬁdes directly to the Ss, Fot example, in topic 2, the Immediate
C indicated a desire b tearingvthefg apart if his'ideas wére wrong.

A supportivé finding.was that System i Cs appeared léss friendly
(p < .01) thanldid the_Systém IV Cs. While no scale on the qqeétion-
'naire'waé"devised to measure‘the Ss' feeli;gslof being accepted by the

Cs, perceptions of the Cs' friendliness may suggest that Ss did feel

¢
more unconditlonally accepted by the.apparently more frlendly Cs Fur-

Hn

ther research .on ‘the relationship of immediacy and unconditional accept-
ance (or per a Sfunconditional poSitive regard) may be required to

clari@y tbe extentQFO which acceptance rather than positive affect or

p0551b1y dlfferent éf%ect of System I versus System IV Cs attitudesion
§sf non-immediacy. While immediacy regarding one's feelings, thoughts,
“opinions, and attitudes:ﬁaslexpected to encourage another to reciproéates
immediacy regardiﬁg ﬁis’experiencr. such an.;ffect may depetd upon the
particglar experi;ﬁ%e about whicr. is immediaté; For example;fthe
immediate statement, "I dislike you; I par:iquiarly dislike your dress
and your hair style'" may genergte more non;immediacy than the lesé |

4

immediate=statgmént, "I'guéss we older people have a réther‘difficult
I T ' ' R

time apprediating eVerythingfaboutijUng people (you), like theif-way of
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dressing and hair styles ."

A possible limitation of the present study was the unqualified
Q;assumptlon that the therapists jimmediate disclosures_would.prov1de a
role model of a person who is living effectively. While Robertson and
Roth (1973) found that increased immediacy regarding topics about one's
self was directly proportionate to adJustment a further finding was

that high scorers on personal and social adJustment on the CTP were

" more non-immediate than low scorers when talking on.negative topics
abont others (but not on positive topics). Thus, in;the present study,‘
Immediate.diaclosures reéarding into%erance and conditional acceptance
of others may havecbeen legg.typicallof an adjusted person as:weli'as
less socially acceptable thanwmore non-immediaterstatements regarding
such attitudec.

Extensive‘research on compatibility haé‘generally supported the
hypothesis that 31milar1ty of attitudes as well as cognitive (dimensional)
complexity Mould lead to positive aff .ot toward the other. In the pre-
sent study, the System I.and IV Cs 'communications were'deriVed from
System i~and»iV statements from the ITI, Thus, the selection'of,system I
and IV Ss on the basis of ITI scores}would'indicate that the Cs' dis-
closures.in compatible pairings reflecced attitudes with which the Ss
had earlier identified.. However, Ss d§ t perceive themselVee as more
gimilar to their "compatible" Cs., -~ rmore, Se did not tend to indi-
cate more positive affect (as reflected by the questwonnalre) toward
cognitively similar Cs - DeSpite the lack of percsaivad 31milar1ty and

positive affect for c%gpatible Cs, females did show a 51gnificant tend-

ency towards greater immediacy in cognitively compatible pairings, while
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males, if anything, were more immediate ith iﬁcompatible Cs. (Again,

¢
the greater immediacy did not appear to be medlated by p051tive affect,)

Perhaps while Ss dld not see themselves as more similar to their com-

_patible partner, the Ccs' verbaﬁizations of 31m11ar attitudes to those

R
N,

of the compatible Ss ‘may have led feelings of being understood. For
femalesb feelingseof being unders tood an also enhance feelings of being
accepted. SuchAfeelings may have encouraged greater immediacy. With
males, p0331b1y‘fee11ngs of being understood have‘little relati ~ship

to feelings of being accepted, However, the present questionnaire did
not contain items which could verify suéh/speculation. :

' Also, in regard to the item '"How would you feel about having the
other person as your frrendlo» females indicated preference for Immedi-
ate (versus Non-immediate) System I Cs, and Nonrimmed;ate (versus
Immediate) System 1V Cs, while»males preferredjNon-immediate (versus
Immediate) System I Cs, and Immediate (versus Non-immediate) System IV
Cs. 1In this instance, understanding the other may have had an effect
on'the pr;&erences, since the data indicated a slight, though insigni-
ficant “rend (p < .10), ror System IV Cs to be best understood when Non-
immediate while System I Cs were best understood. when Immediate, Again

the suggestion would be that females may value understanding in a relaw(
¥ P‘n”
tionship more than do males, . . o

bther findings in regard to sex differences were‘that femaies

3 -~

anything, spoke longer in the Non immediate Condition (p < 05) ' Wiener
and Mehrabiin (1965) have suggested that length of communicatlon is a

non- “mmediacy category., Accordlng‘to this category, females would tend
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to reciprocate immediacy more readily than would males, Also, females

felt better aboyt their ability to relate after interacting with Cs in

‘the Immediate Conditions, whereas males felt better after interacting
.with Cs in the Non—immediate Conditions (p < .05) . Furthermore, females

\
indicated more. liking for their Cs than did males (p < .05). cCollect-

ively, the aboVe flndings are *consistent with Jourard s (1964) designa-
tion that females,—particularly in the North American culture, tend to
prefer more 1ntimacy and affect in their relationships Malesr\on the ,

other hand, may tend tc prefer comparatively more distance less affect

(both in terms of their own feelings of "liking the other as well as

\\

preference for. less immediacy on the part of the partner), and lessv:
understahding, at least in initial contactsl

Non- immediacy has been associated with the‘communicator s nega-
tive affect toward the adgresaee as well as- toward the communication
content The présent study found 11tt1e relatioqship between the com-
municator s (Ss ) non-immediacy arid negative affect toward the addressee
:(gs), However a significant (o < 05) main effect for trials (topics)
suggested support for a positive relationship between the communic-toi's
(Ss ) non- immedia@y and negative affect regarding the communication
content,(topics). "The topies were-.'(1>> What I do when in doubt (2)

s

(?v
How I respond when a friend acts differently toward me; (3) My thoughts

- about people and (Q& How I ‘react when people find fault with me. The

:-:ing about "How I respond when people find fault with me," (p0531b1y the

-fdata appeared to 1ndicate that . Ss would be most non- immediate when talk-

mos't negative tOplC) and most immediate when talking about "My thoughts

about people" (possibly the least negative topic). . However, the notion
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“hat topics varied on conduciveness to negative affect rémains specula™
7e, Also, since the order of presentation of topics was not random-
-ed, the effect for tbpics was confounded'withfeffects for order

»

In summary, the findings of 'the present study suggested that
while the immediacy of one individual‘may encourage 1mmediacy on the
part of another; immediacy may aleo induce'nqu—immedlacy.v The data
indieated that dmmediacy‘accompanied by acceptancepand_tolerauce toward
others (perhaps uncqéditiona1.positiveltegard) may epcourage immediaey.
However, imﬁediacy éccompenied,by cduditionél 26ceptance and less toler- .
ange may 1ead to nou-immediacy An 1up11cation of the study would be
that therapists who are h1gh1y acceptlng of clients may, through 1mmed1-'
acy, assist clients toward posit;ve affect regarddng the;r experiences.,
However, less accegting, or pertaps judgmentalrtderapists,.may be less"ﬁ
successful in encuuraging clients'towatds‘teelingipdsdtively about them- =
selves, L .5 ' ‘ 3

Thus, the present study tended"to }end support td'Carkhuff's
(1969) conceptualiiation of.the;communieatiou of resueet._ He states:

. o
. an initial kind of unconditionélity, defined by ;ﬁ‘gbtive_encourage-
ment of expression and an absence of negative regard, is perhaps
the most effective vehicle for the communication of respect. The
helpee knows at least that the helper will hear him out before he
makes critical judgement (p‘ 205). . VR

pPrevious tesearch hqg suggested that pdsitive affect, such‘asb
client's feeiing of being 1§kedA(Stolet, 1963),;re1ates.diteCt1y to‘
clieut improvement, . However, wgile posdtivekaffect-yariables may,tend
- to poeitively relate_ to outcome, uerhaps’positive_affect fer'the client
relates to improvement only when the eiientyhgs:feeliugs of being uncen—
ditionally aCCepted by the therapist; Further reeeateh on the

¢

£
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‘anéractian of unconditional acceptance and other variables, which, in
fi;glation, have been directly related to positive outcome, may be neces-
sary to clarify the limitations of such variables.

A fﬁrther implication is that while talking iﬁmédiately about
one'é self would imply that one is not discriminating between '"'good"
and "béd," or perhaps "justified" and "unjustified" feelings, non-
~ immediate disclosures regarding awe' s negative evaluations of others
may have, under certain circumstances, a positive function. Pérhaps
the use of noﬁ-immediacy regarding one's negative affect for others is
impliéd in Carkhuff's notioﬁ of being minimally geruine. That is?.
’while the gherapist is not dishonest, hé may; according to facilitate
Level TV, be somewhat hesitant about expressing hi; feelings fully
(Carkhuff, 1969). Such -esitation, or minimiéing of genuineness, may
be particulgrly appligable to étatements directed towafd the client
rather than stateﬁents regarding the Eherapist's feelings about himself,
Thus, in some instances, non-immediacy may function.as tact, or as an
expression of tolé;ance for others, | |

' Further research is néeded to verify that immédiate statéments
which convey unconditiénal acceptance.encourage immediaéy more readily
than do immediate sfatements that convey positive ;ffect or evaluation
for the other. Also; encoufaging more*immediacy on the part of the.f
client may be Qesi;ablé if the ind?eased immediacy is ﬁowafd théughts
and feelihgs aboufhhimsglf,bwhilé movement toward non?immediacy regard—
ing negative affect toward others may be related to improvement, Veri-.

fication of the above implications through investigations in clinical set-

tings would be advisable before making recommendations for'psychotherapy.

3 .
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APPENDIX A

NON- IMMEDTIACY CATEGORIES

The following non-immediacy categories include all the categcrleS\
which have been investlgated in various studies of verbal non- immediacy

(adapted from Wiener and Mehrabian, 1968). Non-immediacy is scored each

»

_time-a category is used when in fact a more 1mmed1ate alternative

could ‘have been used to convey the same message

—

—

Spacial” e

The communicator refers to the object of his communication using

words-that iﬁply distance fr@m.him (e. g.,y"Those.éhildren sitting there"

versus "These chlldren 31tting here", and ”That is news to me" Versus .

r

"This is news 50 me') .,

'Temgeral | o ' . “ : : .

The communicaéor relates a present exper;ence using the fﬁture or
past tense,‘dr uses temporal modifiers in the eommupication’(e.g.,.ﬁl was
“thinking of goihg'home" versus "I am fhinking'of‘going_home”; ”iiam géing“”'

& : o : ) .
to ask you to write your name' versus "Write your name"; and "I did not

understand before you explained" versus "I gnderstand ydq”)}

Part
In the verbalization only a -part or aspect of self or the bbject

of the communication is involved, or a statement which could be positive

’ is .expressed as a negation (e.g., "My conscience says it will not
" matter" versus "I say it will not matter'; "I said it to hlS face"‘versus

"I said it to him"; and "He is not bold" versus "He is shy") .

w

N ~
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Class
The symbol used to designate self or the object of the communica-
tion includes a class of‘persons or-a class of objects (e.g., '"You seldom

know what mgnjwill do" versué "I seldom know what Bill will do'"'; ard

"The teacher “does not like toys" vérsus "Mr. Smith does not like my

»

water pistol"). . : ] ‘ » o

Implicit 2 :
m cit (//(/

\

The communication contains. indirect or implicit reference to-the

C o

communicator or the object of the communication (e.g., "The instructor

was alarmed'" versus "The instructor was alarmed with meY; and "I expected

' ' B . ] N
promptness' versus "I expected you to be prompt").

€

\

Unilaterality

The mutual relationship between the sub?ect and object in the

‘

N

communication is modified by minimizing the relationship, or by repre-

senting the subjeét as acting uﬁon-the object (e.g., '"Martha and I were

having a drink" versus "We were having a drink"; and "Joan is dancing

v » P .
with my husband" versus '"Joan and my husband are dancing").

%

Passivity - T T : _J"!(

-.The communicator or the object of the communécation is_BEing

acted upon or driven, or the passive voice of the verb is used to de-

emphasize the involvement of the subject (e.g., "I cannot go" versus

"I will not go" or "I will stay"; "I must’ see him" versus "I want to see
s . < " .

him"; -and "Your car was hit by me" versus "I hit your carﬁ). ‘
Modified
- The communication is modified by qualification, or is cloaked in

Y

o



(e.g., "I really sort of wonder about him versus "I wonder about'hiﬁ‘i

, . LaTL T, TS

and "Actually, he would appear small" versus '"He ispsmall™), - T

Intensity-extensity

'Hﬁﬁ'communication contains modification in intensity, extensity,
or frequency that’'does not’ contribute to, or perhap$ distorts, the mean-
ing of the message (e.g., "You are always late'" versus "You are late";

and '"He often acts indifferent" versus "He acts indifferent”)i
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INTERPERSONAL TOPICAL INVENTORY

INSTRUCTIONS:

You will be given some sltuations and topics to which we would #
like you to respond, The responses are given in pairs. You are to
choose one response from each pair, Choose the response that most
closely fits your opinion or feeling and indicate your choice by circl-
ing the letter "A" or "B'" corresponding to the response chosen. Always
choose one member of each pair. Never choose both members of the pair
and do not skip over any of the pairs. If you agree.with both, choose
the one you agree with most strongly. If you do not agree w1th elther
choose the one you find the least disagreeable of the two.

EXAMPLE: | R | ,f' D o
Here is an example of the way the. questlons will be asked and’
the way they should be answered. The manner in which 'you will indicate "
your choice between the two given responses is illustrated below ’
. v L - ﬂA, "

3 T e L /4
Pair No. K T e

When I am confused

’ L . LA 3 j
(1) -
- ' "L i -
A) o B .
I try to find a solutiop' : B § completely ignore ‘th
and end the confusion. : facgli/ag\fqnfpsed ; S
| (i1)

1 break out into a nervous "I remain calm at all times
sweat, i :

4

HOW TO RESPOND: -
First: Decide which response you agree with most.

Second: Indicate which response you agree with most by circling the
identifying letter’. Thus, 'if in comparing the first pair of statements,

By
=
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you agree with the statement, "I try to find a solution and end the
confusion,'" more than with the statement, "I completely ignore the fact

that I am confused," you would circle the letter "A" (above the chosen
statement). Having chosen one (never both, never neither) statement
from the first pair of statements, you would then move on to, the second
pair. 1If, in considering the second pair, you find that you agree more

. with the statementy "I .remain calm at all times," (as compared to the
statement, ”I_breﬁﬁiﬁp_~i to a nervous sweat"), you would circle the
letter "B", SN LgE '
‘ & ‘ i i’:’ ";‘, ‘”"‘.' ]

. On the'pagésfthaflfollow there are 36 different pairs of res-
ponses. There are two pages for each item. You are to select one
response .from each pair, the one that more accurately shows your opinion
of feeling and record your choice by circling the letter indicating the
statement chosen. Be frank and indicate, in each case, your truye feel-

- ing or opinion or the reaction which you actually would make irithe
situation. Do not indicate how you should- feel or act; rather, indicate
how you do feel and act.

Make sure that you are awarérof the situation or topic that each
pair of response refers to. You will find the situation or topic
identified at the top of each page. All items on the page refer to the
situation.or topic appearing at the top of that page.

When you are finished,‘your paper should contain 36 circles.
Check back and make sure that you have made 36 circles, no more no less.

-

y on for each pair; that is, choose one

Remember: JORL h
- S g‘thefpainv never both, never neither.

N (2) When you are finished you should have made 36 circles.

Work at your own rate of speéd but work straight through the
inventory without stopping, Once you have completéd a page do noy,
return to_it. ' ‘ \

N

YOU MAY BEGIN



1. 1Imagine that someone has criticized you.

66

Choose the

response from each pair that comes closest to your feel-

ings about such criticism,

Indicate your. choice by

circling either "A" or "B". ,
. ‘\33
When I am criticized
Pair No.
: . [
A ‘ (1)

I try to take the criticism,’
think about 1it, and value it
for what 1t is worth,
Unjustified criticism is as
helpful as justified criti--
cism in discovering what other
people's standards are.

B

I t%y to accept the criticism
but often find that it is not
justified. People are too
quick to criticize something
because it doesn't fit their
standards.

A " (2)

I try to determine whether

I was right or wrong. I
examine my behavior to see
if ‘it was abnormal. Criti-
cism usually indicates that
I have acted badly and tends
to make me aware of my own .
bad points.

‘or said.

5

It could possibly be that
there is some.misunderstand-
ing about something I did
After we both
explain our viewpoints, we
can probably reach some sort
of compromise.

A': ' S (3)

I listen to what the person
says and try to accept it.
At any rate, I will compare
it to my own way of thinking
and try to understand what
it means.

"right,

B

I feel that either I'm not

or the person who 1is.
criticizing me is not right.
I have a talk with the person
to see what's Ttight or wrong.

a

A | o (4)

I usually do not take it
.with good humor. Although,
at times, constructive

criticism is very good, I
don't always think that the
cniticizer knows what he 1s -
talking about.

‘am doing,
-that the person criticizing
me was right and I am thankful

B
At first I feel that it is

unfair and that I know what I
but later I realize

for his advice. I realize

~that he 1is just trying to

better my actions.

el
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A . (5)

I try to ask myself what
advantages this viewpoint
has over mine.  Sometimes .
both views have their advan-
tages and it is better to
combine them. Criticism
usually helps me to learn
better ways of dealing with
others.

' L v
. . At

thankful.
my . own errors~
am too’ engrossed

I am very
can't see
because I
in my own
An outsider can judge anq
help me to correct the’
errors.
day ‘1ife ‘usually hurts my.
feelings, but I ‘know it is-‘
for my: own good

e &

A 4 o (6)"

It often ha&,&@ttle or no
effect on m@»N\I don't mind
constructive criticism too
much, but I dislike destruc-
tive criticism. Destructive
criticism should be ignored.

B - y o

Often I

"Criticism in eVery—”

work at :the time.,f»f'

I‘try>to accept and conéider~=f

the criticism. .Sometimes. it
has caused me to change
nyself;
felt that the criticism .
didn't really make much
sense. :

5

at other times I have



2. Imagine that you are in doubt.

Choose the response

from each pair that comes closest to" your feelings about

each doubt
IIA” or B"-

Indicate you.:

When I am in doubt . . .

Pair No.

choice by circling either

A N2

I beCome“uncomfortable
Doubt can cause confusion
and make one do a poor job.
When one~"is in doubt he
should ask and be sure of
himself;d

B

I find\myself wanting to
remove the doubt, but this
often takes time. I may ask
for help or advice if I feel
that my questions won't
bother the other person.

A _'w{ R J_ . L (8)

I don't get too upset
about. it ‘I don't like to
ask someone else unless I
have to. It's better to
discover the correct )
answer omn your._ ..own.

B

I usually go to someone who
knows the correct answer to
my question. Sometimes I

g0 to a book which will set

‘me strafight by removing the

doubt.

AT - (9)
I first try to.reason -
things -out and :check over.
the facts. Often I
approach ‘others-to ‘get
ideas that will provide
~a solution

I think things over, ask
questions , and see what I
can come up with. Often
several answers are reason-
able -and it may be difficult

to settle on one.

P

A - (10)

I realize-

¢ that I ll have k)
to decide o

on the correct/
answer on.my own_ Others ‘.
try to be helpful, but
often do not give me the:
frlght advice. I like to
“judge for myself ' :

-my friends.
;Jknow the answer
goften give me some good dideas.

B

. f:,-.'

: 1 usually try to find out

what others think, -especially
They may not-

‘but they




A ' | (11)

I look over the problem
and try to see why there
is-a doubt. I try to
figure things out. Some-
times I just have to wait
awhile. for an answer to
come to me.

B

. L;tryfto get some definite

information as soon as
possible. ~ Doubt can-be bad-’
1f. 1t lasts tog long. . It's
better to be sure of your-
gself. = .- ’

A | (12)"

I consider what is best in
the given situation,
Although one shduld not
rush himself wher in doubt,
he should certainly try to
discover the right answer.

“ation.

B ' . .

I act according to the situ-
Sometimes doubt can
be more serious than at other
times and many of our serious
doubts must go unanswered.




3. Imagine thaf:
Choose the r 3
to your feelid

o,

70

friend has acted differently toward you.
Onse from each pair that comes closest
bout such an action.

Indicate your

choice by cira ~eilther "A" or "B",
,"_A 2 '
When a friend acts differently toward me . .
~Pair No.
A - : .(13) B

I am not terribly sur-~

prised because people can

act in many different ways.
We are different people and

I can't expect to understand
all his reasons for acting in
different ways.

I am usually somewhat‘sjr—
prised but 1t doesn't bother
me very mnuch., I usually act
the. way I feel towards - ..
others. People worry too
much about others' actilons
and reactions. '

A , (14)

I find out why. “If I have
done something wrong I will
try to strailighten out the
situation. If I think he's
‘wrong, I expect him to
clear things up.

B

I feel that I may have caused
him to act in a different
way. Of course, he may have
other reasons for acting
differently. which would come
out in time.

A ‘ (15)

I first wonder what the
trouble 1s8. I try to look
at 1t .from his viewpoint
and see if I might be doing
something to make him act
differently toward me.

B

It is probably because he has
had a bad day, which would
explain this different
behavior; in other cases he -
may just be a changeable

kind of person

A - (16)

It is probably just because
" something i1s bothering

him. I might try to cheer .
"him up or to help him out.
If these things didn't
work I would just wait for.
him to get over 1i't.

B

I try to understand what his
different actions mean. I
can learn more about my

friend 1f I try to figure

out why he does things.
Sometimes the reasons may not
be very clear.
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A

There has to be a defin-

(17)

ite reason. I try to find

out this reason, and then

act accordingly. If I'm
right I'1ll let him know.
If he's wrong, he should
apologize.

2

B

I usually let him go h: ‘ay
and I go mine. If a fr. ad
wants to act differently

-that's his business, but 1it's

my business if I don't want
to be around when he's that
way.

A

I don't .get excited.
eople change and this
hay cause differences.
ﬁgt is important to have
¥riends, but you can't
fuxpect them to always be
"%‘%1 e same.

Yl

(18)

B

I 1ike to get things back to
normal as soon as possible.
It isn't right for friends
to have differencgs between
them. Whoever is at fault
should straighten himself out.

Q"v
%

Ry
i)
;
3.
k3
-

£y
Pl

k)
@ S
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4, - Think. about the topic of people in general. Choose the
response from each pair that comes closest to your

thoughts about people.
either "£" or "B".-

This I believe about people

Indice

e your choice"by circling

Pair No.

A . z (19)

Whatever differences may
exlst between persons, ,
they can usually get along
if they really want to.
Although their ideas may
not agree, thgy probably
"still have something in
‘common-. '

B

People can learn from those
who have different ideas.
Other people usually have
some Information or have had
some experlence which 1s
interesting and can add to

‘one's knowledge.

A ' ' ' (20)

People can act in all
sorts of ways. No single
way 1s always best,
although at certain times
a particular-action might
be wiser than others.

.

Each person should be able -
to decide - the correct thing
for himself. There '
always a few choilces to :ce
made and the individual him-
self is in the best position
to pick the right one.

a~ e

A U71)

Somée. people think they

know what's. best for _ |
others and try to give o
advice. These people

should not make sugges-

‘act.

- B

There are certain definitive

ways in which people should
Some don't know what
the standards are and there-

‘fore need to be straightened

tions unles¥ asked for out.
help.
A o (22) B

I can tell 1if I am goihg

-._to get along with & person

very soon after meeting
.him. Most people act

either one way or another
and usually it is not
difficult to say what they
_are like. A

It's hard. for me to say what
a person is like until I've
known. him a long time.
People are not easy to
gpand and often act 1in
unpredictable ways.

under-
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A

People have an outside
appearance that usually
isn't anything like what
can be found on the
inside, if you search
long and hard enough.

(23)

B

Each person is an individual.
Although some people have
more good or bad points than
others, no one has the right
to change them.

A

People can be put into
categories on the basis
of what they're really
like. Knowing the way

a person really 1s helps
you to get along with
him better. :

(24)

-B

People are unlike one another
in many respects. You can
get along with people better
and better understand them

if you are aware of the
differences.
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A

N - -
" 'L.eaders cannot provide alj

5. Think about the. general topic of leaders.

74

Choose'the

response . from each pair that comes closest to your

. thoughts about leaders.
either "A" or "B".

Leaders

Indicate your choice by circling

Pair No.

A (25)

Leaders do not always make,
the right decisions. 1In
such cases, it 1s wise for
a man to look out for his
own welfare

B

Leaders are necessary in all

cases. 'If a leader cannot
make the right deécisions
another should be found who

‘can.

A | . 7%

the answers. They are 11
other people =- they have

try to figure out what action

is necessary and learn from
their mistakes.

ers make decisions some-
‘ifes without being sure of
fhemselves. We should try to

understand this and think of"

ways to help them out.

-

A ' B (27)

T71ike a leader who is aware
of how. the group feels about
things. Such a leader would
not lead any two groups in.
exactly the same way.

B

A person éhodld.be able to put

"his confidence 1n a leader

and feel that the leader ean

" make the right decision in a

difficult situation

A ' (28)

" There are times when a leader
should not make decisions for

those under him. The ‘leader
has the power to decide
things, but each ‘man has
certain rights also.

. decisions,

B .

A leader should give those under
him some opportunity to make
when. possible. At
times, the leader 1is not the.
best judge of a situation and
should be willing to accept

what ,others have to say.

A o (29)

Some 1caders are good, others
are quite poor.. Good-leaders
are- those who know whet is

right for the man under thems.

These leaders deserve the
réespect of every man.:

up good leadership.
people fall short in some way

B .

Leaders cannot be'judged
easily. Many things go to make
Most

or another, but that 1s to be
© -

expected.
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Ko , (30)°

Leaders' are needed more. at
certain 'times thard at :
others. Even though pegple
can work out many of their
own problems, a leader can
sometimés gilve valuable
advice. ‘ ‘

B -

Soﬁe people need leaders, to
make their decisions. I

prefer to be an individual
and decide for myself, when

.possible. Most leaders won't "
th*YQU do this.

s
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6. Imaglne that someone has found fgult w1th you. Choose
the response from each pair that/ comes closest\vo your
feelings about such a situatio Indicate your choice
by circling either "A" or "B". '

When -other peeple find‘faulg/hith me

/
Pair No.
///
T Ay
Ao (31) B .
‘ - R
. v . =
‘It means that. someone dis- It means that someone has
likes something I'm doing. noticed something and. feels
People who find fault with he must speak aut It\@ay be
others are not always - that we don't zéree about ay . v
correct. E ch person has certain thing. RI%-ngh W
his own ideas about what's + both have our own ideEET“We
f,rlght ‘ ; ' dan talk about it.
A o (32) B
N u . . o .
I first wonder if they are If enough people poilnt out
serious and why they have the same fault, there must be
found fault with me. T tqen something tc it. I txy to
try te consfider what they've rid myself. of the fault,
said and make changes 1f it "spec1ally 1f the crlticizers
will help. o are people "in the Know .
. ‘ . N . :
A . (33) B -
Thev have noticed something They ,are felling e SOmethiﬁg' -
abo: . .e of which I-.-am not =, they feel 1s correct. Often ,
Lawe . Although criticism they may have a good peint ’
may be hard. to ta&e, it is’ which cap help .me in my’own —_—
often’ hEipful . - thigking. At least it'/s - '
¢ e i - worthwh*le»to con51der it.
.ﬂf"" N fl ik . R )ﬁﬁ”.
r T & . v N : ' ‘4 )
A . . (34) WL g R
I may accept wbat 1§’sa1d /ﬂff I accept what 1s said if 1t s
or. I may not. It depends ... 1s worthwhile, but sometlmes
" upon’ who is pointing out = ° I 'don't feel;like'changing
the fault. Sometimes it's anything. I usually question
best to stay out of sight ..the person.

S

\ i ’ " 3
o . '




A K : (3%)

Ty 1ike tc find out what
it means; since people
are different from “one
another, it could: mean
@lmoét anything. A few
people just like to find
fault with others but

B

There 1is something to be
changed. Either I am doing
something wrong or else they
don't like what I'm doing.
Whoever is at fault should
~be informed so that the
situation can he set

: - i
I don't mind if theix

remarks are meant to.be

_ helpful, but there are
" too many people who find

fault just. to give you

jfa hard time.

‘there's usually something stratght.
to be learned. ’
// /
. . / v - //
A C : v (36> *B ' /

/-

It often means that they're
trying to be disagreeable.
People get this way when
they've had a bad day. I
try to examine their remarks
in terms of what's behind
them., ’

A\

/s
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INDIVIDUAL TOPICAL INVENTORY SCORING KEY

A

o,

=

System

|

&y

Pair

No.

19.
20,
.
21,

22,

$23.

24,

25. .

W

L 26.

27",

28,

29 .

o

30, .7

%

31,

32,

33.

65 .

34 .

[

System

oo
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SYSTEM SCORING
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If a S scores 9th or.10th decile in one system and 8th or lower

in all others, classi’
¢

" nim in his highest system.

Ss who"score, 8th

“decile in one system and 6th or lower in all others may also be

classified in their highest. scoring system.

System
Decile 1 2. . 3 N 4
. b R

10 11 13 13 15 -

. 9 10 12 | a2 s

8 9 11 12 | 14

v - - e e
7 || 8 10.{ 11| 12

* : 6 8 9 | 10 | 12
i - . . - (,f I
- 1
> b X ) , .
f\ " sa B , w
AN o . , -. . ,
‘ ) L N e



80



81
APPENDIX C -

CONFEDERATE COMMUNICATIONS

; Each communication includes:

(1)

the verbatum System I alternative§ from the Individual
. L7 v
Topical Inventory (ITI) for the System I confederate disclos-

ures, and the verbatum System IV alternatives for the System

" IV disclosures (the underlined passages):

(2)

(V7)‘

t

three sentences, per topic, which paraphrase the ITI alter-

natives (P); 0

two examples, pegﬂggpig+wﬁhich—%%fu§fféfgﬂEﬁe ITI alterna-

tives (E.g.);

three speébhndisfluences (ah, hmm) per topic, which have con-

junctive functions (C);

" pauses betwéén each paragraph;

the appropriéte self-reference, which, for the- female condi-

tion, involved changing masculiné references to self and'
L . - S

other (e.g., '"he," "his'") to a neutral form (e.g., "they,"

s ‘ :

"their');

an introduction of the topic involving repetition of the

. topic ﬁitlé,_aqgf“that's all" to indicat&that no .more was

&l

s
":%L

goingbtb be said on the topic.
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'COGNITIVE SYSTEM I, IMMEDIATE

o = T e T : '
. Topic (1) What I do when in Doubt. ) 'a/?

I quqge;ugﬁgmﬁpgtgble. P It doesnft feel very good to be in

* doubt. Doubt gag‘gagsg.gpgfgéipg and make_one_do a poor_job. E.g.,

. 'Like, say evén'ﬁow; I'm not really sure what we are supposed to be talk-
' ing-about,_so'f'hgprobably not doing a very good job of telling you the
‘" things about myself that are important, or that you're interested in.

_The méfe‘i doubt,bprobably the worse it is. C Ah, when one is in_

-

doubt, he. should ask and be sure of himself.

? I usually go to someone who knows the correct answer_ to my_ques-:

)

tion. Mmm, sometimes I go_to a book which will set me straight by

removing. the doubt, P Some books might have the answer to the question .

SooL R
that I'm wondering about. R »f“.
/ ’ A

P "The sooner I find the answer, the sooner 1 can feel good about

things. Doubt can be_bad _f lt_lgsss_téo;lgng.‘ E.g., Like, I'm glad

they pickéd"you to start of £ talking about these topics rather than me.
He said we could say what we wanted and .talk as long as we wanted, hut,
I still had some doubts, as’ to what I would want to tell you. AftgrAyou

v‘talkedxpn the first two topics, some of my doubts disappeare&;,ﬁecause
) ‘ .‘ ! ) . B ',. 6' ) >’v
I was interested in what you were saying and I felt like getting

involved. Before you talked, I was doubting that 1 would feel. like
" : o ’ T ' B

) N 11
talking to you at all, because T d:dn't know what you were like, or if

1'd feel like telling you personal things. Now that I've been iistening

to.you, I féel;that you've broken :he ice, and I feel dﬁite good about
. } L
talking to you. I feel more sure of myself now. It's_better to be sure

of yourself. _ . T



- COGNITIVE SYSTEM I, NON-IMMEDIACY

/- Topic (1) What i.do“when ifi Doubt,

l‘gggogg_ugcngOEtiblé}' P It doesn't feel very good to be in
- v I

doubts” Doubt can cause confusion and make one do a poor job. E.g.,

. il
the things about things that are sort of important, or maybe that the

other person's interested in. Doubting always makes you feel worse and

worse. C Ah, when one_is iq_nggt,ahé_éhoglg ask gng-Egisgrg‘ff:ﬁgmr’aﬁfzﬂ_

self. . s

=T o

to my ques-

—_— = —m — - T D M s

sometimes I go_to a book which will set me ‘s

. o )

ight by

removing the doubt. E Some books might have the ans&er to the question

that' I'm wondering aBou;“

situation makes a person doubt, it kind of relieves you when someone

else starts talking on some topié; Even though you know you ‘can say

whagéver you wantfto; or talk as- long as you want to, T think a person

L4 e

wusually at first can't hélehavipg ;ome‘dousffui thoughté‘abouf what
"the; éth1é sgy.-~Aftér gno;hét person starts fal%iﬁg'éor,é‘yhilé, it
sgrt of m%kes yqur.douftsvaisappear-becéusevif'he can make tﬁiﬁgétinter-
eétipg"it can get'you inv;1ved; Before a pefédn has talked ydu-might

have your doubts that you could really talk to him, because you have no

\

feeling for'what they're like, or if. you tould tell them personal

-
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things. But after you've listened to a person for a while, say, after. e

they've sort of broken the ice a little, it might put you in a position -
_ \ _ R . b

so that you can talk to him a little be;terlb It,can make you feel more

"

Lo &
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i

S

Topic (2) How I respond when a Friend acts Differently toward me,

_T T T T ST e, T S Y _—— e T T

atim. E.g., Like, I might be saying some things in discussing these

topics, and I might be saying sometﬁing wrong, Or cutting down what you

know is right. 1If you let me know I'm wrong, I'll try and straighten
things out. I gucss that leaves me a little off-guard, like I'm letting
you tear me apart if you want to. But I guess I hope for the sqﬁe pri-

vilege.- Another person may have something that he's wrongvabout. If 1

—_ T T e e e e ~ —_— e — T TS 2

There has to_be a definite reason, C Hm, E.g., Like, you've

téfked about a lot of stuff, like your doubts, criticism, and told me
sort of how you are, personal stuff. Like, I mentioned that I felt good
aBout talking to you,ﬂso 1 imagiﬁe I'11 keep talking to‘you.as long as
I feel good about it. If, all of a sudden you decide noé to tell me any
more.Fb;ut yourself,‘you'd l{kely have a reason for it, like you feel

you're wasting your breath or something. P There's atways a reason if
4 : ‘

éCcog_d_'_ngl_\Z.,_.I)‘E/'I'mirigh‘t_L I'11 let him know it. If héls wrong, he .

should apologize.. R Y

I like to geg Eﬁiqgs back to_normal as soon as possible. P No

I

i?iQ use letting things drag on and on. It isn't right for friends to have

Ay

Swee T T T s e =P T T T T T T
e
5

oo ﬂifferences between them. "Whoever is at fault should straighten himself

> ol
=
e

- dut.
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Topic (2) How I Respond when 'a Friend acts Differently toward me.

\

1 find out why. C Ah, P it doesn'éihelp if you don't know why.

ation. E.g., Like, sometimes a person says something to someone when

A . -
they're just t%ﬁking about a topic and maybe they might have been say-

w2

v~ing‘sqmething wf§ng, or sort of cutting down’the other person's ideas>
even when hisAidé?s are right, If a person makes you realize hgé ideas
_have been wrong, yaﬁ should really straighten things out., It might
make you feel sort of'éff_guardéilike you're kiﬂﬂfof letting another

person tear you apart if they want. to. “But..you have to be given the'!
o . LRl B . '

el Bt

same sort of privilege. The other ﬁerson always has something that

i

person's -talked to someone about a lot of stuff, like maybe doubts,
l .

"criticisms, and maybe told someone sort of what some of their thoughts
were, maybe some personal stuff. Like, when semeone has given you a

good feeling when you'vé talked to them, you sort of imagine that you'll

17

probably keep talking to them as long as he makes you feel kind of good

about it, If all of'a sudden the person has decided not to‘tellxsome—

one anymore about his ideas, he hss to have a reason for it, like he

probably feels-he's kind of wasting his breath or something. P There's
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Topic (3) My Thoughts about People.

There are certain gegiEiEe_WEyE in which people should act. P
If people don't act .in certain propér ways, they're out of line. - Some

Qog'@}know what the standards are, and therefore need to be straightened

out,

after meeting him, P.It doesn't take long. E.g., Like, when ou

started talking about leaders, I thought ybu were on,§he.fight trs

When you were talking about some of that other st like criticism and

N;{I was thinking "this guy's got the proper perspective on things."

N y . ’
.t take me long to know I could get ‘along with you without much

e ' | ’ o

"';j:{ . : : ! : ’ :
» People. can be put into, categories on_ the basis of what thex'Eq'

the way a person really is helps_you to gét alén& with him better. /E.g.,
T T : o ! -

!

o o ‘ N ) o
2 ‘Like, listeming to you. T know what you are,~a-university student, -

'

quite perceptive, sensitive, and curious about thingé._ That hely@jme,'
cause I know that that's the kind oprersonNI'llrget éiéng'witgzglnight.

} -
ta

o -
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AN  COGNJTIVE SYSTEM I, NON-IMMEDIATE. S

. - - . , . 1

N 3 -

= e T T T TR T e T —_— =TT =
.

-

’ " 4, . ~ .
Z?If:peoélé don't act in certain ‘proper ways, they're out of lin®, Somex
. < € s ~ Poegouie

bw what the standards ére, and therefore need tg:

5
§

A
<T

N

don't knpw what the standards are, and_therefore need t. fderaight-
_ | i ‘ .
Sngd_o#@.'w,' ; -

. e

I can tell if I'm gping to

after meeting.hié. P It dqeén't take long. E.g.,”Like, when a person

______ — i . \ lr\‘/

starts to talk to you-about certain things they might make you feel
. & v
" that their ideas are preg}y well Sh the right tfack."whenya person has

been’ talking about something or—other, you might get the thought '"this

, o . 4 . ,
0guy's really got ‘the proper perspective o things." K Bt usually doesn™t

"~ take a person too.long before you know that you could th along with
4 . o erote :

someone's way of thinking without’téo much troudle, yogt_pgoglg act’

they are like.

+ <. people can, be put ‘Lnto_categories on_the basis of whatythéy're

'Eeilly;Jikg. P There are certain, definitevkiggsvof pebple, gngw:'
P .

-ing the Ealvglherson really is _helps you te get glgﬁg with him'bEttQQ;\‘

: L . » &
E.g., Like, ‘after a person listens to someone's thoughts, it tells you
- what they really are, sav, if they're a university student, maybe per- e

2 & * : S

- . ‘ : . .
ceptive, sensitive, and sort of curious about a lot of things, that

could help your thinking, cause it 1ets you know if that's the kind of
H . \ . . - - .

\

41

}\ peféon ypu could get along with(aiiight. Lo
: v >, et aton e
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Topic (&) How I React when People find Faylt with me. \

'

1f enough peop le_p01nt out_the_same fault, therévmust be some-

thing t to if. .2 If it keeps coming‘up, yqu can' t ignore it. l try Eo;

: S w N ’
- the-know." - E.8., Like people Whp go to unlver51ty have somethlng on
i A}

the ball or they woufdn t be here, so I' d listen to you %f you tell
me I'm wrong, or,how to smarten up about’ some{hing where you see I'm
off.

¥ ’ : :
1 may accept_what is said or_1 may not., P 1T don't accept

_...._.____._—._._._._.__-

everything I hear. -It depends uRon who is 201nt1ng out the fault.

- ~

r?E,g;, I conSLder that someone who make% something out of hlmself and

getsan educatlon say 11ke-you has got somethlng to say ‘It would
\..._____r__._—.... .

~ » // [

probably do me good to sit b?ck .and find out where Ir/kgoing wrong,

.

because I respéct your opinion ‘the way you look at things. . Sometimes

best:>to just stay o out of %ight ' : wm \}

(whgn people find fault with me) there is somethlng “to be

changed. glghgr_l_am doing somethlng_wrong ____________

Y ) o < t v L.



Er]

: Tégic (4) How I React when -People find Fault with me. |

. . .v /‘\.\ * .
NON- IMMEDTATE

COGNITIVE SYSTEM I,
' . v

A

a

ust be some-

1f enough people point out the same fault, there
. - %

Sy

Ehi;g‘go_ig. P If it keeps coming uﬁ, you can't ignore it, I try to
m

rid-
"=

myself of Ehé.ﬁ?ﬁlﬁJmﬁEPECi?lll if the criticizers ar
. N, IR .
"1n<ghe-know.“¢,E.g., Like, people who go to university have to have -«

sometﬁ}ng on_the ball, or they wouldn't be there, so I'd have to listen

to a student if he told me where I was sort of ‘wrong, or that I had to

maybe smarten up about something where he could see I was a 1it§1é of £,

1 may accept what is_said or I may not. P 1T don't accept

o
———————
N .

E.g., If a person is dble to make something out of himseff and gets an '
education, he has at least got éqmething to say. It would probably do’

a‘person some good to just make‘himself sit back and havef%he other

person tell him where he's going wrong, especially if you can respect

0 e e e . — — m—

situation can be straight. P When a person knows what's wrong, he's

{ . :
then able to do something about it. ;
. : : . A n‘\

a



COGNITIVE SYSTEM 1IV,.IMMEDIATE

Topic (1) What I do when in Doubt. - , B

G -——

. I think things oﬁer, ask questions, and see what I_.can_come—up

with. P Careful gonsideration is,usu%}ly quite produttive for me, and
s ’ - /\ ’

ééﬁI‘like~to give myself time to weigh things ouﬁ. E.8., Right now I'm

feeling some déubts as to what the wholé thing is all about, whether
: o . . . N : . ' T .

' I“m'giving the experimenter what he wants or_neédsnfét”hisbreseér;h;

- . R . /\\/\ ~ ' . . . -

~
.

but "I haven't got time to sit'and figure .things out, so I'm just con-
“A ’ . T \/ s ‘ . b
‘tent to say what I want to say, -and hope to learn something about you .as

e

a peréoﬁ in spite of this'experiﬁ;ntjf (When T'm/in'doubt); often sev- |
. o ~ R e

e T T TR T T T L I —_——— =TT T T L SN S

1 : : v
I look over the problem and try to_see why there is 4 doubt. 1.

. - . - ! PP ’ .‘ : .
try to_figure Eh%ngs_ogt; Sometimes I just have to wait®awhile for an

‘ bt

answer_to come to me. P Satisafactory answérs often take a white.

. , Vo Co
I act according to the ituation. 'P What might be applicable to

one situation may not be applicdble to andther. éogggige§J;dguht_c§n_bgﬁ4
N ; . B 1

- Y

v
8

more serious_tham at_other_ times_and_many of our serious doubts must go

unanswered, E.g.,,Liké, we're talking about thfhgs that are rather

personal, and I'm usually gquite close to persons that I talk at a deeper
leve} with, like talking about doubts>énd personal things-like that. 1

usually believe thdtjthe other person cares or is concerned with me as

a person before I rattle @n aboué ﬁ&séif, Bug IvdonftAreallerxpect you

" to get_tdo concerned in Such¥a short time. 1In this\éasé it doesn't,
bothgr me to talk more personélly than I»usually do-whén I meet someone,"
50 @y doubts about how pe;sbnal 1 #hould éet donit'Seem to be too

serious. I'm not exactly sure why that is.

1

RS
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)

jTopic (1) -What I do when in Doubt. .

I think things over, ask questions, and see what -

' '

with, P° CarefuI consideration is usually quite productive for me,

and so I like:to give myéelf time to weigh things out. E.g;,.Somg;

;

-~ times a Eerspn feels doubts.when they're put into ‘a situation, and
_they're not too sure what it's all about, . Like when you don't know®
N 4 I ) .

whether you're able to fulfill someone else's expectatiohs,-bdt you

quiﬁe of ten aren't given the chante to just.sit down and sort of
/gigﬁfe things out, so you just fet yourseélf say what you've,got to

rlsay, aﬁa_just_hoﬁe sométh{ng'can be learned in spite of how awkward
' : ! - K . : " s Ny N -

théksituation makes you feel, ﬂWhen F'm in QQuFF); often several

LI

answers are reas-nable_and.it may-be_difficult to settle on one.

—

I look over thé problem and try ﬁo see.why theré is' a doubt,

— ——T = _ T AT T

I try to figure ﬁhings_ogt. _éometimes_lling_ﬁévg‘to wait awhile for

an_answer to come to me, P Satisfactory answers often take a while, -

» . . &

R -

I act according to_the situation. P What might be applicable

. to 6neA§TEUat§on may not be applicable.to another, ,§'_¢£1ge§,_dgu2t )

can be more serioqﬂ than at other times and many of /our serious doubts

must_go ungnswered. E.g., Like, most of the time,

when you talk to

someone about thingsAthat might be sort of pefso al, you generally have

to be .quite close before‘yoﬁ can get to a d enough level: to tell

someone about certain personal things. I think a person has to believe
, PE . O ,

that the other person cares or at least should be somewhat concerned

with you as- a person before you let yourself rattle on to someone,

-~

b
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:althouthyou can't expect a petson to Be able to be too .concerned in

a foJ short time. Ih_some.cases it doesn't bother a persoﬁ to galk

more personally than uéualg so m§ doqbts about how per;oﬂal you should
get might not'bevtoé terribly serioﬁs ap.times:_ It sort of makes you
wonder_why that is, - ‘i . g0 R
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. Topic:(2) How I Respond when a Friend acts Differently toward'me., L

K n ;‘,,T , - ™ M : ) - T . M

T . T y e S g -

% I am not terribly surprised because people can act im anéﬁ

. . 7 o ’ RN &

o g : . ) ' : ¥ “Hh
giffgpgng ways. E.g., Like, you(ve generally been sticking toﬁtﬁe e }
"}‘4.: v v ) | B - B "4' . . -.’_ o .“f.';' - \‘5;
. topies, talking when it's your turn, not interrupting me when I}m talk-

:A‘ ' : .' 25 :: ; p } . ) . .‘ - . ‘ -

§ Ang . ‘We're kind of just going along and doing what we're supposed.tb. . -

oy o / a7 s . ' . L T3 ' S

6. - I éhess we're both quite co-operative, ' If you suddenly decide S

A - ‘ R AT S
’ o & s

v»gou'd rather talk about skiing or something; or stopltelling‘meApef§
,;sbpalrthfwgs, I would be surprised, but it wouldn't jolt me . too much -
‘ J L ‘ . o ‘e
éihte‘w, re:not really co-operating, we're just doing the expected.

O ” S . . ‘L :;""'i ] %
' g R - A
#hing to get credit for the experiment. P So if a person starts act-
a' . . . M .
4,

N

ﬁg“diﬁferently, I guess I wouldn't be too alarmed since he coglﬁ
Ry« . ) . ! . ) . L o N L s
s'* respodd in a number of ways. We are different people and I can't ot
l.',“’c&]‘,'< @R S . b

5 T IR

. s

o . . ) ’ . N

. Aike if you clam.wup, it might be that you're turned off by me, or.d%ﬁﬂtv‘ﬂ
. _ : . ' R

want to talk about a-certain .topic, or it could mean a number of things .’

8 W _ :
P 1If a p@rsondacts differently than usual, I'm curious as to what
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.generally stick to their certain pet topics, and usually talk when

they're expected to or supposed to talk, and give you a chance to talk.

You sort of find yourself following - norm and just doing what you're

expected to do in kind of a'co—operative way. If a persbn suddenl

jumps into another topic, or if he's been talking personally and sud-

- denly talks impersonally, it can be quite surprising, although I imagine

" that sort of thing wouldn't jolt a person too much, since he doesn't

% really have to co-operate with you, its more éﬁmatter'of'not having to

-~ do the'expected thing for ultegiof motives, é"sd if a person starts

acting different%y, I guess I wouidn“t be  too alarmed since he could

I try to understand what his different actions mean, E.g., Like, . _

if a person suddenly sort of clams,up,“ig might mean thég.he‘s been

turned off by someone, or -can't talk any more about a certain topic, or
y : > y a1 pic,

25N
bR

‘it could probably mean quite a number of things . P If a pérson acts

differently than usual, I'm curious as to what these actions méan, I
& , ] 3 =

3

- '—‘4—'——'-_,—|_—_‘———__'———'-‘_'__'—__

1 don't get excited. P There's no point in getting worked up.

Péople change and this may cause differences. It is iﬁgortant to hav

.'Z
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" Topic (3) ¥v_rtoughts about People,

"ence which is interesting and can add to one's knowledge. E.g,, Like,

you were talking about the way you experience different things, like
leaders, doubts. Situations somewﬁat different from mine so it stands

to reaspn‘that foﬁ are not éormulatigg exactly tﬁe same conélugibns

that T am. I find'your experiences’ add éomething to my own way of
thiqging. 'Sdmetimeé wheﬁ you dre talking, like, say»about doubts,
criticism, and some of that stuff, I am fhinking "yeah, that's me too,"{b
wﬁere as other times while you télk, I say to myself, "Hey, that's
different, I never looked at ‘it that way Béforél"‘ : -

People can_act in all sorts of ways. There doésn't seem to be

such a thing'as a'way‘that all people from all cultures have to res—(’
- pond. No_single way is_always best, although at certain times a parti-"

_ : » . : . ’
cular actio mﬁght be wiser than others, "

1t s_hard for me_to s: erson is_like until I've known

him a long time. E.g., Like, I have a pretty good feeling abgut a lot

of things yqu'vé said, agree with some of your perspectives, aﬁd wonder
what's behind some of‘the other things youfﬁe suggeSted_ ‘While T feel

v

I know you to quite an extent, in' fact,’ in some ways better than some
of my sdperficial friends, I may have been reading between‘thé lines -
or making implications: that you didn't intend, so you ére-stillvsome~

what of a mystery to me., - In some'ways we seem like intimate strangers,
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‘.g So I have still some reservation in concluding what a person is

PR,

really like without knowing him for a while. People are not easy to_. :

P
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Topic (3) My Thoughts about People, . :} S J ’

gﬁgfle_cgn_lgafn from those who have different ideas. P If we -

v

all had the same ideas, interaction woufd\égt be very informative.

QtEeE‘Regﬁ%g usually have some information or have had SEWEFE*EQEiEQEe

— = e s T Y e E el

which is_iztsrgssizg_ap_d_can_aéﬁ;ﬁ%ﬁmT?“@f:5_ kiowledge. E.g., Life,:: hen

. .

a person talk¥ to someone about their,t 15
in thelr lives, you have to sort of/realize\phag differerit situations

ughts about different things

- have been opened to -them,.causing them to experjence things somewhat

Y N .

differently than, say, other people, and leading-them to draw differ-
. : ‘ - : ' .

%
»

“ent conclusions. You find that-qghers experiences could often make

youiexpand_your own thoughts, like; say, on perhaps Some;iésues,iyhen

D

-another person haé'feen.talkiné it{makes you think, '"veah, that's Sotrt

of like me tobe” whereas, other times you may be made to feel, 'hey,

that's diZfc.ent, I couldn't see it that way befo;e."

gegplelcan act_in all sorts of ways . «P There doesn't seem to

—_ e e e = LTS TR

be such a thing as a way that all peopleAfrom all culturgs have to

respond. No_single way is_always best, Elghgugh at certain times a -

: 3

him for a long fime: E.g;, Like,_méybg sometimes some of the things

_—l—m T = — P T

- .

another persoﬁ saysxto‘ﬁou can give yoq;é good feeling, and yoﬁ have *p/fv

5

to agree with some of his perspectives, and, maybe wonder a little

e : : i o _ co
some of. the things that were suggested by that person, While you might_A

héve the feeiing'thét anothér'person has made himself 'known to sone f

>

o

' bgcagée‘you've got the feeling that there's got to be .a lo;‘more‘behindﬁ
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extent, yOU‘63h§> really be too certain that you havéilﬁ/éllbwed your--

. / . .o

self to sort of read between the Iiﬁe%\fﬁf muéh, or maybe ‘you've made

implications that weren't really intended by the other person, leaving

qthat'person to still be, in-a sense, really sort.of a stranger to “you,
. . Y

méybe,nlike a kiﬁd of an intimate:stfanger. P So 1 havg still ‘some

Teservation in concldding what a.persdn is really like without knowing

him £6r a whilé. People are not easy to_understand and often act in
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SOpie (4) ‘How I React when People find Fault with‘me %

B B >~ II)

___\_...____--_.____._..____.__

» + A

R

—tr

ﬁ . 'if

It may be unrealistic to expect two. persons to see eye to ﬁye on évery

'stances_differently than I am, "and I?am f1nd1ng that after I ¢alk

-

issue, Although we both hav our own ideas, we can talk about 1t

—_— e T ——.—__..___.__-___._

.y .

may have a gbod Eolnt which can help me In my gyn thlnkmng Q,g

s
Like, I mentioned earller, you are exper1enc1ng people ang élrcum—

- 1] hd

" about a topic, ;and then hear- your ver51on that is naturally dlfferent

° . -~

in‘places I feel llke you have exposed some of my- faulty oi nadequate

’ conclu31ons In thls way you are helplng me in my way of thlnklng

At least it's worthwwlle to cOn31der it. P Often somethlng 1s galned

“if I consider wha't has been dnawn to my attentlon

; . N

\\

: £
. 'grgm_one_agothe% lt_qguld_mgan algogt_anything Eﬂg.; Like, in some

Y

cases youf dlfferences in experiences or perspe%tlve have added to apd

‘ helped me in my own way of thinking, in that you have con31dered fac—

tors I have oVﬁrlooked whereas some of your differences demonstrate

that you are Just.seeing some’ thlngs dlfferently and not'necessarily

. more or less’ accurately than I. do P "So our dlfferences Gould mean a

number of things about both you and me, A f Reople Just Ilke to f1nd
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Topic (4) How T Respond when.People find Fault with me,
& .

own ideas, we can talk about it,

ing they feel is_correct. Often they’

—— e LT O s Y —_—— T — e LT T D — - —

‘may have a_good point which cad help me in my own thinking. E.g.,

Liké,,as was mentioned before, people and situations cannot be experi-

enced in exactly the same way by two unique people, so that after
s e : >

another person has been talking to you about an issue that you have

éalkéd abbuﬁ, you may be made to feel some of your own inadequacies in.

your thinking. This is perhaps one way in which others can help ‘your

_ thinking processes. At_least it's worthwhile to consider_it. P Often

14 .

something is gained if I consider what has been drawn .to my attention.’

/> . 1 ligé_gg find out _what it means; gigég Regplefgze_diﬁﬁegegt
ifgm_oge_ago&hgr,_lt;cguld_mgaEAglmpgt_égyghing. E.g;, Like, when
.‘another.persgn'svdiffe;ences and méybe gq@é 6f their perépq@tiveé have
. made you mpdifyﬁ?our*own,fit may be‘beéauée you couldn't get a perspec-
tive on‘ali\tha‘necessary\factorgf ’Bﬁt,tthgn, again, sometiﬁes another
_— persosfsldifge;;nces don' t' make you » that is'pér§péc§iﬁenis an&

moré or less dcburate, but just tend to make you more awaré'of.the‘faqt

‘that you are differeqt‘in,this asoect ofhyouf thinkiﬁg. P So oﬁr“

difference&lcouia mean a numbe: of things about both you and.me.. A few.

‘;Begple just like to find fault with others but there's usually something'f'
to_be learned:

Lot
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.

" INSTRUCTICNS TO SUBJECTS

This is an experiment I'# doing for a research thesis, 1It's a
study in impression formation. What I'm interested in is witat happens
. \ . 4 o

in impression formation when one person talks more than the other

¥

b

person, In other words, what happehs when, say, you, (S) (
start talking first and share your thoeughts and ideas on a couple of -

~ topics before you, (g) , Start fg§3peak.

Also, T believe that the kld of information discussed will also
affect  your. impressions, so you will be-given"a list with a number of

different topics that I think should help you get involved;in dis~

o
cuéé&gn.

| Even fhough this detting éight seem’unusdal or aré&fiéial; I
- hope you:féali;e that the setting you wi?iibe in is ﬁecessar ’§3I
experimentalicén£r0¥; 8o ?n sfiteIQE‘its limitations; I hope you y%ll
get inVleed in the discuésions as bgst yoﬁ can, So when you'diécu§s 

" the, topics, it's very important that you discuss each topic as honestly
opics, - very ) _ P y

? >

‘as you can with the other person;
This is a' list of topics. Notice that one of You is to .be pér—

son A and the other person is to be person ﬁf ‘Béfore:youlcame, you
(S) = R weﬁe randdmly.seléctea to be‘ﬁerspnth; and you, © L

wereiselected.to.be person B, I'll give you a few minutes to famiiiarike
yourselves with the list,
. So in this case, (S) ., will talk about the fifét’twowu_ ;;”‘

.toﬁics Bpfofe,(g) ' ysayé aﬁything.' Then after (S) L ﬁaé{“

»

’finishéd.talking about the first 2 topics,7(g) will talﬁ‘op :
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‘the 3rd topic, then-(§) will also Faik on the 3rd topic, and
[ .

so' on until all the topics\have been discussed,

. . ¢
¢ While the other person is talking, please do not ask any ques-

tions because I think people speak more comfortably when they can say

whatever they waﬂ/

s

Also, when you've said>a11 you want to say on a topic, indicate

to the othertperson that you are finished'by saying,,"OK,f'or“ﬁThat's
all," or something like that. s &\!

It'a been f-und in experiments like thisfthat such thtngs as
facialﬂexpressions,vgestures and posture are factors that affect
impression formation, but that s not what" I'm studying, so during the

5
discussion I'll have you in separate rooms which are connected by

'3
4

microphones.

Also, your dlscussions will be tape- recorded but you won't be
nidentlfied on  the tape except as person A and person B,

, One last thing. You are not expected to speak for.any specifij//
,iength of time, The important thing is to speak as honestly as you +
can and try to getbinvolved as best you can, /

| Do you have  any questions about what I have just said7 Can you
tell me what you are to do? Are there any topics you do-not wish to. |
+ discuss? Do you object ‘to being recorded? OK I'11 show you to your
‘separate rooms now. . (E shows Ss to the rooms, and then speaks to § ,i
from C's roqm.j» e |

‘

~

Now I'm speaking to you from room B because that's where the
5 . —_— -

recorder is., You've each got a micfophone.‘-I'm going to”turn the

‘tape recorder on now, and then I'll leave this room. Let me know when
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4 . o
you're finished dfscussing the topics by opening your doors, but stay

-~ .
in your rooms, because there will be more to do. OK, person A, would

you begin?

(E.leaves and returns, wher. S is “inished, to room B and turns

’
.

‘off the recorder. He then goes 'to room A, gives S the questionnaire,
z. 1 “peaks into the-microphoné;'Subposedly.for C's benefit,)

| Now I would like you to compléte this questionnaire to indicate

your 'mpressibns of the other person. As you -can see, for every item

f‘”’/zherevis a pair of opposite adjectives, and the numbers' 1 through 7.
° [ . ) - C . . : . -
What you are to do is to circle the number which you feel best des-

. eribes the other person or yourself for that particular characteristic

For example, for the first item, a 1 means that tﬁé\pgrson seems very

. ¢ o . \\\
warm, and a .7 means he seems very cold, S

_ Do you understand what you are to do? ©OK. When you have fin-
ished the questionnaire, please put it in the envelope and drop.it in
the box beside the table, Please open your doors to let me know when

' ybu have finished. (E léaves, and returns, when S épens the door,b

v
7

to debrief.) .

o
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TOPIC LIST

Person A will begin_by‘talking about topic #1. When person A
is finished, he will move on to talk about topic #2 as well before per-
son B beglns to talk

Person A will now talk about the first topic.

TOPIC #1. "What I think of leaders.' ,

- After you are finiéhed; person A, move on to topic #2.

. TOPXC #2. "How I respond to criticism. "

-_Indlcate when you. are finlshed ~e.g., "That's all,'" "\

- '

A - Now "B" will talk on tOplC #3.

o ™

TOPIC.#3} - "What I do when~in doubt,“

- Indicate when you are_finished.
o - "A" 'will now talk on the Same tOplC _that is, topic #3.
- Indicate when you are finished.

- Now "B" willqulk on topfc #4.2 : R R

TOPIC #4. - "How I.respond when a ffféndfacfs‘diffetently:toward me "
=~ Indicate when you are finished,
- "A" -will naw talk on thersame,topic, that is, eopic #4 .
. - : \“ \ .

- Indicate whEn You are finished,

. -~Now'”B"’wi11 talk on topic #5. . ’

TdﬁId}#S. My thoughts about people, such as, what ways are people
T the same, or different. " ' :

- Indicate when you are finished, -

- "A" will now talk on the same topic, that is, topic #.
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' TOPIC #6.

Indicate when you are finished,

Now "B" will talk on topic #6,

"How I react when people find fault with hé."-

Indicate when you are finished,

5

;.
"A" will now talk on“the same topic, that is,

‘topic #6.

Open the door and wait for further instructions.4

Remain in your rooms,

SO N

/
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— APPENDIX F
QUESTIONNAIRE

Note: Do not put ydﬁr name on this questiomnaire. After you‘have
completed it, please slip.it in the envelope and drop it in the
box by the table,

Please rate the other person on the following scales. Please try to
express your impressions as accurately as possible,

warm 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 ' cold
“friendly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unfriendly
anxious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 calm

open 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 claesed

distant 1 -2 3 4 5 6 7 ,@htimate

aware of himseif

' o T gghot aware of himself
L (herself) 1 2 3 4.5 ¢

0@? (herself)

impulsive -1 2 3 4 5 6v_§§ﬂ‘ reflective

\ © flexible > 1 2 3 % 5 @gg 7 inflexible
, _ i

\ dependent 1 2 7 independent

" dislikes ambiguity 1 2 7 likes ambiguity
: . e
. . . b :%‘%_ .
How much- do you think the. other pé?@
dislikes me very much lj 2 llikeévme,very much

L | TR
How comfortable was the other person with wyou? .

|-

very comfortable - l: 2 3 4 5 6 7 uncomfortablé
. % ) ‘E l;') . N

How much do you like the bther persbn?
1 .

,disiike:him very much 11~ 2 3 4 5 6 7 like him very much

' Tdrﬁﬁét extent do you thibk youfknow the other person?
'very well 1\- 2 3 4 5 6 7  not at all

al



How comfortable were you with the other person?

very comfortable 1 2° 3 4 5 6 7 uncomfortable

How well‘do you understand the other person?

very well. 17 2 3 4 5 6 7 not very well

, \ . .
. How comfortable do you feel about your ability to relate to others?

_. comfortable

not comfortable 1 2 3 &4 5 6 7

Do you think this person is similar to you? Lo

very similar to'me 1 2 3 4 5 :6 7 not similar to me

How would you feel about having the other person as your friend?

not very. good 1 '2 3 4 5 6 7 ‘-very good

v 2]
u

Please rate zourself on the following scales Please try to pprtray

yourself as accurately as possible

w  watm 1 2 3. 4 5 6 7 cold

o.

friendly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 . unfriendly
dnxious 1 - 2 34 5 6 7 calm v
open. 1 2 3 .4 5 6 7 closed

distant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 intimate -

aware of p&sélf 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 . not aware of myself

”impulsivejvrl‘ 2 3 . 4.5 67 reflective

e flex%ﬁ1é' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 - inflexible

dependentl 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 independenf . 

disfgles ambiguity 1 2 3 -4 ,5"_6 7. likes ambiguiiy f

(. . b

(When compieted; pleése drbp the questionnaire jn the box and'ppén‘yOQxli

r.dbdr.)‘

i



