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Abstract
Irwin Altman and Dalmas Taylor’s social penetration theory has beeredpplnumerous
studies on self-disclosure for various target groups and contexts. While tHesslel$ure of
adolescents and young adults has been studied by many researchers, thelaslireliof young
adults at summer camp has not previously been studied, nor has it been compared gith youn
adults’ self-disclosure to new acquaintances in familiar settings.distindy, the researcher
examined young adults’ tendencies in self-disclosure while in camp settimgstibyi if self-
disclosure at camp differed from their typical self-disclosure tendenuies toeir self-
disclosure at summer camp increased compared to their typical selsdrscl®he researcher
also examined the self-disclosure of female young adults compared to maleagoiltsgvhile at
camp and in familiar settings to determine if differences occur betweedergeRarticipants in
the study completed a survey inquiring about their predictions of their sellbslise to a new
acquaintance in a familiar setting and about their reported self-discknsamew acquaintance

while at summer camp. The results of the study are inconclusive.

Key Words: Social Penetration Theory, Irwin Altman, Dalmas Taylor, Bislflosure, Young

Adults, Summer Camp, Gender



Hunt vi

Acknowledgements

I would like to express my sincere gratitude to the members of my twesisittee. Dr.
Faith Mullen has been an encouragement, challenge, and inspiration throughout gey colle
experience, and | will be forever grateful for how hard | had to work in hesedaHer example
and standards have made me a better scholar and individual. Dr. Lynnda Beavkesfinsts t
communication professor | encountered, and it has been a privilege and pleasure to continue
learning from her through the rest of my educational experience. She has beed arfd
encouragement in some of the darkest hours of my academic journey, and | hawe #hgoy
challenge of her meticulousness that has made me a better student andwrivilliam
Mullen has been a kind and consistent leader and professor. | am grateful &thhisre as an
instructor and for his high standards as a professor. Each of my committeermbasbleeen a
shining example of excellence, steadfast faith, kind leadership, and truéyhdtiias been an
honor to learn under each of them.

To the other communication studies faculty and staff, thank you for your faitntil ti
and service. You have made this an unforgettable experience. To my fellow gradieesst
thank you for your camaraderie, support, and encouragement. This has been a kEsgytpabc
would have been too great for me alone. It has been an honor and pleasure to walk alongside all
of you.

Most importantly, | would like to thank my friends and family for supporting mef@nd
challenging me to be more diligent, optimistic, and realistic. | would notyihiag that | am
today without my parents. Thank you for your wisdom, patience, encouragement, arid faith.
hope to be a better reflection of my mother’s determination, focus, generosity, e@dugteof

my father’s patience, strength, kindness, and confidence one day.



Hunt vii

“But Enough About Me.:

An Investigation of Young Adults’ Self-Disclosure in Summer Camp Environments

Table of Contents
Page
Chapter 1 — Introduction
Chapter 2 — Literature Review
Social Penetration Theory
Emotional Outcomes of Self-Disclosure 19
Online Self-Disclosure 23
Self-Disclosure of Adolescents and Young Adults 29
Young Adults and Camp Behavior 40
Chapter 3 — Methodology
Chapter 4 — Results
Analysis of Each Survey Item
Analysis By Depth Category 78
Low Intimacy Level 79
Moderate Intimacy Level 80
High Intimacy Level 82
Analysis By Gender 84
Emotional Responses 90
Discussion 92

Chapter 5 —Future Research 100



Limitations
Recommendations
Conclusion
Works Cited
Appendix A: Study Survey
Appendix B: Survey Results
Appendix C: Item by Item Test Analysis

Appendix D: Gender Comparison Test Analysis

Hunt viii

100

103

105

107

115

119

122

125



Hunt ix

Dio e buono e tutto € bene.



Hunt 1

Chapter 1 — Introduction

Everyone has memories of growing up and the circumstances and events eagerienc
during those years. An activity commonly experienced during adolescesumnser camp.
According to American Camp Association, more than 11 million children and adels ait
summer camp of some sort each year (2010). Camp experiences provide novielsaatislit
settings for the youth involved and often stimulate the growth of social skills aratthdor
the youth who attend camp. While simple observation of adolescents at camp réferalsces
in their communication activities between familiar settings and campgstthere has been
little research conducted investigating adolescent self-disclaseemp.

Some researchers have investigated changes in adolescents’ comoumdéagnced
by setting. Researchers Patti Valkenburg and Jochen Peter examinddaltitvesiep between
online communication and the closeness of existing friendships in their &ptiebdolescents’
and Adolescents’ Online Communication and Their Closeness to Friends” (“Closeness
Friends” 267). The researchers found that 15-year-old adolescents disclosexdthe
information in online communication compared to other ages (Valkenburg and PeteentsStos
to Friends” 267). Other researchers have looked specifically at the camasitfor
adolescents. Author Jessi Hempel, in the article “Hello Muddah, Hello Faddetplores the
immersion of adolescents in technology today and the steps taken by camps to hidde=sset
Hempel explains that nearly 90% of summer camps ban the use of cell phones for yteuth whi
they are attending the camp. The article briefly addresses adoledjcestingnt to the
technology ban while at camp and the speedy return they have to technologicaiomimece
returning home, even when they enjoyed the freedom from technology and intendeaitizeni

their utilization of technological devices upon returning home.
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While these examples demonstrate the research that has been conductedoin the tw
spheres of changes in adolescents’ self-disclosure and of the campreeg@readolescents, no
research has bridged the gap between the two spheres and investigated nredaesdent
self-disclosure while at camp. Previous research has also neglected &3 aagrencrease in
adolescents’ self-disclosure while at camp and has not investigated the subseupimmts felt
by the adolescents regarding their increased self-disclosure. Given therippptithe summer
camp experience and the absence of information regarding adolescerdd’ sdlédisclosure
while in this setting, an investigation of changes in adolescents’ sdifslise while at camp is
necessary to satisfy this void in communication research.

In this study, the researcher investigated the experiences of young iaaehs i
environments, specifically camp experiences, and the self-disclosure imtivbicengage in
light of the social penetration theory. This study also involved the investigatpmssible
reasons and motivations for self-disclosure and the subsequent reactions thatdudtshave
to their own self-disclosure. This study is significant because it is a umglieagion of social
penetration theory to a type of interaction not yet studied and to a context thatowidg p
generalizable concepts applicable to studying adolescents’ sétfstisein other novel
environments. The research questions proposed by this study are:

RQ1: Do young adults’ tendencies in self-disclosure while in camp settingsfrbfietheir
typical self-disclosure tendencies?

RQ2: Do young adults’ tendencies in self-disclosure while in camp settingsdalhe category
of increased self-disclosure?

RQ3: Do the self-disclosure tendencies of female young adults and those gfonad) adults

differ in either familiar settings or summer camp settings?
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The purpose of this quantitative study is to apply social penetration theonpgréhat
summer camp experience and environment to self-disclosure and controlling fatuatiself-
disclosure tendencies for adolescents and young adults enrolled at a ldréé¢lamtic
university. The independent variable of summer camp experience and environméned ake
any organization’s summer camp requiring campers to reside away froenfboat least five
days and involving adolescents and young adults who did not previously know each other. The
dependent variable of self-disclosure is defined as the sharing of personal fidionmith a
stranger or new acquaintance. The control and intervening variable of selfufis¢krsdencies
is defined as each individual participant’s predicted natural self-disclusstengers or new
acquaintances in more familiar settings, such as school. The self-disdbsagh participant in
the summer camp environment was examined for depth and breadth of information béered t
exceeds or is less than what the individual would typically reveal to a strangaw or

acquaintance.
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Chapter 2 — Literature Review

This study involves the examination of the self-disclosure of young adults jn cam
settings and touches on the subsequent emotional reactions to their sedfudésil light of
social penetration theory. This study also includes a brief investigatimssibje reasons and
motivations for self-disclosure and the subsequent reactions that young adults th@ieown
self-disclosure, testing the existence of a direct relationship betiveeeason for self-
disclosure and the emotions felt afterward, such as relief or regret. Argemdparison is also
made, investigating potential differences between male and fematbssdtfsure in familiar
settings and at summer camp. The review of literature for this study ld@aksnto five
different categories. Social penetration theory, emotional outcomef-disclosure, online
self-disclosure, self-disclosure of adolescents and young adults, and yousgadwamp
behavior are the five significant components of the literature revieweddasttiuly.
Social Penetration Theory

The first component of and the basis for this study is Altman and Taylor’s social
penetration theory, developed in 1988cial Penetration: The Development of Interpersonal
Relationshipss a book by Irwin Altman and Dalmas Taylor in which they analyze the events
that occur with the development of relationships from the level of strangers toghefleasual
acquaintances, close friends, and beyond (3). The authors define “social periesat@overt
interpersonal behaviors that take place in social interactions and the istdyjegitive processes
that precede, accompany, and follow the overt exchange (5). The authors presemt two ke
concepts in their book: 1) that the social penetration process is orderly and procaegs thr
stages over time and 2) that people assess interpersonal rewards andtsfatgioan and

dissatisfaction, gained from interaction with others and that the advancementedtioaships
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depends heavily on the amount and nature of the rewards and costs (6). Altman and Taylor’s
theory takes into consideration the characteristics of individual people, recogtat different
people will go through the process of social penetration differently, based upgpetiseinal
characteristics and upon the situation in which the process occurs (7). Anotheo&#gsct

theory describes the depenetration process that occurs with the deterioratterpefsonal
relationships, anticipating that these types of relationships will move from tmégss intimate
interaction and from more often to less often interaction (7). The authors stdtetbatial
penetration process implies a gradual overlapping and exploration of muuesl Isglthe
individuals involved in a relationship and that this exploration involves discovering breadth and
depth of topics and life areas that reveal a person’s personality, which theyedonbe layers

of an onion (15). Breadth deals with different areas and aspects of a persoa’svhieft

someone may become privy, which would relate to how much of the “onion’s” firstitaye
known, and depth deals with the extent to which someone is privy to a certain areatasfaspec
person’s life or the level of intimacy, which would relate to the number of lay®ershe “onion”
that are known (15-17).

Social penetration theory is a simple, practical, and easily applitedaey that has been
used to study the development of many different types of relationships. Thesanfttiae theory
themselves, along with Ladd Wheeler, used the theory to examine self-discioaurariety of
contexts. In the article “Self-Disclosure in Isolated Groups,” Dalireylor, Ladd Wheeler, and
Irwin Altman analyzed self-disclosure behavior in various conditions and cirancest (39).

The authors describe social penetration theory as proposing normally osgistymatic, and
gradual reciprocal disclosures between strangers with cautious appraacheasriess (39). The

researchers contend that relationships that do not have a long history will not hasdlast
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well as relationships with long histories with a wide range of past erpeseand the
researchers hypothesize that relationships with short histories will besosmeptible to
disruptions (39). In approaching this study, the researchers identifiedatteas of self-
disclosure to investigate: the development of social penetration process in aedntroll
laboratory environment, the development changes in intimate versus nonintiragteaacethe
differences in stress produced by conditions of isolation (40). The three asfjsutsal
isolation that were manipulated in their study were privacy, outside stionylatd expected
length of confinement (40). The researchers’ findings supported the hypothesesglof s
penetration theory, and the prominent findings of the study associated skiualis with
environmental parameters and group processes (39). When they were analyiisppgiteons
for high revealing and the effects of this predisposition on actual disclosure donfigement,
the researchers also found a relationship between mission completion and the amount of
disclosure shared with a partner (39). In the discussion of social pemethatiooy, the authors
describe this theory as positing that intimacy must be learned graduodilpat “immediate
intimacy” is extremely uncommon (46).

To further test and expand their theory, Dalmas Taylor and Irwin Altman codducte
another study in which they developed a 671-item list of statements designealstaren
interpersonal exchange and self-disclosure (11). They describedkearch in the article,
“Intimacy-Scale Stimuli for Use in Studies of Interpersonal RelatigsshiFor this study, judges
from two independent populations, college students and sailors, evaluated the statgheimt
were developed and included in the measurement tool, for intimacy and topicalgéligg
Taylor and Altman developed this list to aid in the research testing of tlo@at penetration

theory, as they discovered that they were hindered in the testing of their thiebeyldck of an
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applicable method of measurement and analysis (Il). The authors mention othengaesti
instruments that were previously developed and that have been used to measudcsifalis
but they argue that none of these provided coverage of enough material and asppedts of |
fulfill the requirements of longitudinal studies (2). Taylor and Altman apont that no other
attempt has been made to categorize measurement items into topmgatieatas their
guestionnaire did (2).

The instrument that Taylor and Altman developed is divided into thirteen topical
categories: religion; own marriage and family; love, dating, sex; pafantdy; physical
condition and appearance; money and property; government and politics, currentrayents a
social issues; emotions and feelings; interests, hobbies, habits; relgsonghi other people;
personal attitudes, values and ethics, and self evaluation; school and work; and bidgraphica
characteristics (5-8). The authors themselves state that the itemspeelvaie appropriate to be
used in a self-disclosure questionnaire and offer a more complete andibemefasurement
than other existing questionnaires (28). The items included in the measuremeev&oped
by Taylor and Altman and scaled for levels of intimacy will be the basis clutivey developed
for the present study.

The intimacy-scaled items developed by Taylor and Altman have been tested for
reliability by other studies. Cecilia Solano, in her article “Sex Deffiees and the Taylor-Altman
Self-Disclosure Stimuli,” tested Taylor and Altman’s intimacy-edatimuli for any changes in
the levels of perceived intimacy and for any shift in the relative intiroatypics within
categories nearly twenty years after the development of the stimuli @&88ho also altered the
stimuli, making them applicable to both genders to test the stimuli’s relyahiliheasuring the

self-disclosure of both men and women (287). The author’s study revealed slight and
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insignificant changes in the perceptions of the stimuli’s intimacy andar&eation by both men
and women and validated the continued use of the Taylor-Altman intimacy-scalatl i
measure self-disclosure (288).

In another article, entitled “Self-Disclosure as a Function of Re®@asdi Outcomes,”
Taylor and Altman investigated fifty-six sailors who participated inxdergled interaction with
a study collaborator and who were subjected to one of four reward/cost iotetastories (18).
The researchers measured the average time talked and the breadth and deptbtioinnéerc
concluded that more disclosure occurred in nonintimate areas rather than in iateastef
topics, disclosure varied based on interpersonal reward/cost factors, and thigmifastre
impact of reward/cost factors’ influence was in intimate topics (18).

Many researchers have utilized social penetration theory toiegdhe influence of
various characteristics of relationships on the development of and self-disclabimelvose
relationships. One example of this is Mitchell Hammer and William Gudykussitde, “The
Influence of Ethnicity and Sex on Social Penetration in Close Friendships,” ih thieic
researchers examine the influence of “black” or “white” ethnicity aedrifluence of “male” or
“female” gender on social penetration in close friendships. The reseadcdtaisited
guestionnaires to 784 students, with a nearly equal number of black participants and white
participants and with a perfectly equal number of male participants aaefparticipants
(422). The questionnaires prompted participants to respond to items while refetbaging
communication with their best friend (422). Hammer and Gudykunst found that parti@pants
black ethnicity engage in greater social penetration with their bed fiti@n participants of
white ethnicity (427). The researchers also found that female parteipaghged in greater

social penetration with their best friend than male participants (430). Gfipartinterest to this
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study, the authors describe Altman and Taylor’s social penetration themifyamsework to
explain the process of relationship development, with disclosure being a sigrdici@r in
relational intimacy and causing the development of relationships from sigdesfichanges to
more personal interactions (418). Hammer and Gudykunst explain that soctehfp@mé¢heory
dictates that the development of more personal relationships occurs through thirezpsency
and increased intimacy of disclosures between relationship participants aradat@nships
progress through four developmental stages, which are increasingly deep and broad in
disclosure: orientation, exploratory affective exchange, full affectichange, and stable
exchange (418).

In her paper, “Social Penetration: A Description, Research, and Evaluatioal& N
Allensworth explores the philosophical perspective behind social penetratoon (hep.).
Allensworth provides a definition of communication based on social penetratiow, thiding
that communication is the “process of exchanging symbols and gaining undeigtamdlin
sharing from that exchange” (n.p.). She also describes the four commonly assagasaftt
social penetration, including orientation, which involves superficial informatigripeatory
affective exchange, in which communication expounds on superficial topics and apgribache
inner layers of personal information; affective exchange, in which topiceddtatentral layers
of a person’s personality are disclosed; and stable exchange, which sisereaghed in few
relationships (n.p.).

Social penetration theory has been applied to relationships in many diffegant wa
including comparing its posits to the propositions of other theories. “Uncertaintyoarad S
Penetration Theory Expectations About Relationship Communication: A ComparaiivesTe

an article by Joe Ayres in which he compares the information seeking isisatégocial
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penetration theory and uncertainty theory. He does so with the contradigpectations that,
according to social penetration theory, the number of questions asked in a conversagen betw
an individual and a friend and a conversation between an individual and a stranger should be
roughly the same but that types of questions would differ, and that, according tointycerta
theory, strangers would present more questions than friends would in conversationgialbyh ini
and over time but that types of questions would not differ (194). To conduct this study, the
researcher audiotaped and analyzed conversations between six pairs ofsstnathgex pairs of
friends (194). No difference in amounts of questions were found, but by analyzinggb®typ
guestions and responses used in conversation, the results showed support for sociapenetra
theory and not for uncertainty theory (200).

Many studies incorporating social penetration theory use the theoryamseaork for
developing expectations for the behaviors of individuals in relationship for both positive and
negative relational aspects. Different types of relationships to whicH peaktration theory has
been applied are marriage relationships, romantic relationships, friendshipsieacaltural
relationships. Some aspects of marriage relationships that have been studiettare ma
dissolution, marital complaints, and marital functioning. Jan Yoder and Robert Nadropare
the attitudes and perspective of married and divorced individuals in light of saueitgien
theory’s projection that marital dissolution is directly related to theidé# of the marriage
partners in their article “A Life Perspective Comparison of Married andrbed Persons.” The
researchers identified four attitude factors when analyzing thegesulie National Opinion
Research Center’'s 1976 General Social Survey. The four attitudes identifeshifever
satisfaction, trust, optimism, and political conservatism (413). The study involeptegeom

four different categories: divorced and remarried, married and never diyotoeently divorced
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or separated, and never married (415). The researchers found that divorced penlasswver
satisfied with life, more liberal, and less optimistic than people who had never bemedi
(413). Of particular interest were the authors’ descriptions of socialrpgaettheory, which
they describe as a type of exchange theory that particularly pertayedic ahterpersonal
relationships and as proposing that the development of interpersonal relationshigsinvol
situational and personality factors as well as the usual cost and revtard tdan exchange
theory (413).

Researchers have also used social penetration theory as the basisduoirin studying
the influence of time on intimacy in relationships. “Nonverbal Communication Acgun
Married Couples: Relationship with Marital Complaints” is an articl®byald Sabatelli, Ross
Buck, and Albert Dreyer in which the researchers examine nonverbal comnumatatities as
potential mediators of marital complaints (1088). The authors hypothesized tratgée |
couples had lived together, the better they would be at understanding each otherisahonve
expressions than those who had not cohabitated as long, that individuals whose spouses are
effective nonverbal communicators will experience fewer marital coniplaand that
individuals with fewer marital complaints will be effective nonverbal comnaiais (1088).

The researchers based their study on social penetration theory, whickeskeie as suggesting
that by exchanging information about the self both verbally and nonverbally, individceilgere
rewards and are able to predict what future rewards may be in future excfi83s Forty-
eight recently married couples participated in a three-hour session fouttysiatwhich one
spouse was taken to a separate room and given a marital complaint measanehoest spouse
was given an encoding task, and when completed, the members of the couple switshed tas

(1089-90). The researchers found that the length of the relationship did not coincideswith t
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ability to read nonverbal communication accurately, although the spousefowed to be able
to read nonverbal communication more accurately than a panel of judges (1088). Tiheabilit
read nonverbal communication accurately did not coincide with fewer maritplaiots (1088).
Many studies related to social penetration theory have dealt with the deeatagim
friendships. Robert Hays, in the article, “A Longitudinal Study of Friendshyglbpment,”
followed the relationship development of 84 college freshmen, who completed questsnnaire
regarding two of their recently initiated, same-sex friendships everg tieeks (909). The
researcher hypothesized that, in accordance with social penetration thedrngrtdships’ initial
interactions would progress from “superficial to increasingly intireathange” (910). The
researcher also hypothesized that the range of behaviors in which the dyagspedt or
breadth, and the intimacy, or depth, of their interactions were anticipated to egpasdively
with the participants’ ratings of friendship intensity (910). Another hypativess that the
intimacy level of friendship interactions as the relationships progresseanveipated to
explain an increasing percentage of the variance in ratings of friendshmpagtbeyond what
would be accounted for by quantity of interactions (910). Finally, Hays also edpstttational
and individual factors to influence the outcome of friendship development (910). The author
found that individual, dyadic, and environmental factors were all significanélieckto the
outcome of the friendship development (923). Friendship intensity ratings were doncdease
steadily over time in close friendships and partners’ emotional aggravatieasedrwith
friendship intensity, while the frequency of dyadic behavior fluctuated (923) \siRiays
concludes that the dynamics of a relationship vary with the developmental stage of the

relationships (923).
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In another study involving the development of relationships over time, “Communication
Characteristics of Relationships with Differential Growth Ratesl éslie Baxter and William
Wilmot, the authors monitored 116 relationships over a two-week time period, having tgne par
in each relationship maintain a structured diary (264). The relationships wegercatd as no
growth, low growth, or high growth based on the respondents’ perceptions of thednstigdi
change (264). The researchers found that no, low, and high growth groups displayed
progressively more perceived effectiveness, personalness, and satisfatheir encounters
and also displayed progressively higher perceived importance for their emsd@6#. Baxter
and Wilmot also found sex differences, relevant to sex role socialization, hesnpkr
encounters were, breadth of topics covered, the importance of the encounters, amgd) @mgagi
talk for talk’s sake, with female having more instances of all areas inctirerersations than
males (270). The researchers attribute this to female socializatioluéoinvirpersonal
relationships highly (270).

Another application of social penetration has been to discover the necessemytel®r
stable relationships. In the article “A Model of Marital Functioning BasedroAttraction
Paradigm and Social-Penetration Dimensions,” James Honeycutisragest of his “structural
guestion model of marital functioning” that was based on social penetratioblea@ad an
attraction paradigm (651). The researcher proposes that the attractionmpdeadags of being
satisfied with marital issues and of perceived similarity in attitudiébave an impact on
marital happiness and on the perception of how understanding a marriage partniehig|so
affects happiness in marriage. Another hypothesis presented in this studyhe secial
penetration variables of openness, attentiveness, flexibility, and expressivateeflect

effective communication and lead to marital happiness and partner understandag@S)y.
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Some statements of particular interest in this study regardind peoigtration theory are
that this theory “assumes that the degree of shared intimacy is mahifgstemmunication
between partners” and that this theory involves the progression of self-drsdiasn basic,
surface information to a deeper, more intimate and personal level of infonndatermined by
an individual’s perception of interpersonal costs and rewards (652). The reseasthe
guantitative methods to conduct this study through the use of surveys, asking pasttoipank
a series of statements as descriptive or not descriptive of themselvesdiigsfof the study
reveal that partner understanding leads to marital-issue satisfactioorandinication
effectiveness more strongly than to happiness, and the findings support sodiatioentheory
in that perceived partner understanding is important for stable relationships (657)

Social penetration theory is often used when examining self-disclosure, pEn#tmtion
process is heavily reliant on the contributors’ self-disclosure. This theohelkasused, though
less frequently, to study the depenetration process of deteriorating roneéattanships. “Self-
Disclosure, Intimacy, and the Depenetration Process” is an articletby Bolstedt and Joseph
Stokes in which the researchers examine six variables of self-disclosomeantic relationships
in light of social penetration theory (84). The authors hypothesized thag¢piie and breadth of
self-disclosure would decrease as intimacy in relationships decreases amiinacy decreased,
the valence of self-disclosures would be more negative (84). The authors explaitrtizaty
and self-disclosure are two vital components to the development of relationshigbregrsocial
penetration theory but that this theory does not explain the dissolution of relgi®hskiond
proposing that it is the reversal of the processes that leads to social ppn@t The self-
disclosure variables that the researchers examined were intimd&alissklsure breadth,

descriptive depth, evaluative depth, positive valence, and negative valence (88is Eiudly,
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sixty couples participated in various elements of the experiments; sevehteéese couples
completed only a questionnaire, and forty-three couples completed a questiagrapiied their
relationship together on a chart, listed the current strengths and weaknebsesrefationship,
and were audiotaped during the completion of all of the tasks aside from the questi@&)aire
The researchers found that the hypothesis of social penetration thecaelj-tbscdosure breadth
and valence was supported because self-disclosure breadth decreased vasied autienacy
(88). A surprising finding revealed by the authors is that depth of self-disclasuadiya
increases with decreased intimacy. The authors explain this finding agdlateg to the crisis
in which each couple was when participating in the study, stating that the intvidayahave
been particularly willing to describe their negative emotions given tioeibled conditions (89).

Social penetration theory has also been applied to friendships in studying apptoache
intimacy, incorporating the use of self-disclosure to increase intimmatynaorporating the
concept of depth of social penetration in the study of how individuals may vary in their
perspectives. Elizabeth Mark and Thelma Alper examine affiliativeeisiie of adolescents with
the hypothesis that male and female adolescents’ affiliative itgevdkdiffer significantly,
especially in the intensity of their motivation toward intimacy in theiclartSex Differences in
Intimacy Motivation.” The authors take their definition of intimacy from dquésmetration
theory, which asserts that as the intimacy of a relationship increase®rtti®ers in the
relationship will express and share deeper levels of their personailitieshe deepest level
assumed to be comprised of worries and negative self-perceptions (164-168)uBas¢hese
posits of social penetration theory, the researchers identify the thriegulsting characteristics
of intimacy in relationships as: a friendship dyad, self-disclosure bettheanembers of the

friendship dyad, and disclosure of deeply personal information (165). For the study, the
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researchers developed scenario cues and had participants create pragetedisén given
scenario cues, designated the “lunch cue,” which involved one worried person, and the
“chemistry cue,” which involved characters whose roles the participants mighpbeceived as
reversed based on gender (165). The authors hypothesized that, given the lunch cue, neore femal
participants would create stories involving self-disclosure more often tharategarticipants
and that male participants who create stories involving self-disclosure lmnith cue would be
less likely to create a story from the chemistry cue involving mascstiémneotypes or dominance
(166). The study involved a total of 197 high school students as participants. The researche
found support for their hypothesis that female participants’ stories would involveseibre
disclosure than males’ and for the hypothesis that males whose storiesdnnoireeself-
disclosure would also be less likely to demonstrate stereotypical maencl@ries (168).
Regarding the use of self-disclosure to increase intimacy in friendskebscéa Rubin,
Alan Rubin, and Matthew Martin investigate the relationship between affagiing and self-
disclosure and the role that self-awareness plays in mediating the relgtioetsireen affinity-
seeking and self-disclosure in their article “The Role of Self-Disatoand Self-Awareness in
Affinity-Seeking Competence” (115). Based on social penetration theory Semrcaers
anticipate that people who are capable of developing affinity in a relaowdhself-disclose
to increase the intimacy of the relationship and that, because of this, peoplefvadisckede
will be more competent in affinity-seeking (115). Four hundred undergraduate students
participated in completing surveys, which measured affinity-seeking ¢enges self-
disclosure, and self-awareness (119). The results of the researchersugipdst a sequential
relationship between self-disclosing and affinity-seeking competewica emrvilinear

relationship between self-disclosure and affinity-seeking performancselfatvareness was
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not found to play a significant role in these relationships (124). Of particulaficigiee are the
descriptions of social penetration theory that the authors include, explainirgtbading to
social penetration theory, individuals who develop affinity in relationships arartihe\who tend
to self-disclose to increase the intimacy of the relationship and that kegreteai social
penetration theory are the amount and depth of disclosure involved in interactions (117).

Many communication theories have been applied to intercultural situatmhsoeaial
penetration theory is no exception. “An Exploratory Comparison of Close Intresdidnd
Intercultural Friendships” is an article by William Gudykunst in which titb@ proposes that a
major focus of intercultural studies should be in applying interpersonal, clasfiattracultural,
communication theories to intercultural contexts (270). Gudykunst conducted two exglorator
studies to compare perceived similarity and social penetration in close intralcahd
intercultural friendships (270). Seventy-five undergraduate students from tfiezerdicolleges
and a variety of countries participated in the studies (276). The author issued a questionna
the participants, using items developed by Taylor and Altman, the creatorsabpsoetration
theory, in order to measure the breadth and depth of interpersonal penetration (27@icl€he a
provides descriptions of the various categories designed to measure penetrégidimginc
religion, relationships with others, parental family, love and dating, physinditon and
attractiveness, school-work, money and property, and interests (277). The quistitamhavo
forms: one to measure intracultural penetration and one to measure interpatataation
(277). The author concludes that the similarity people perceive themselves twishatbers
has influence on intracultural attraction as well as intercultural attna@nd similarity in

cultural background is not essential to friendship preference.
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Another article involving intercultural relationships is “Influences of Caltum Self-
Disclosure as Relationally Situated in Intercultural and Interr&eciahdships from a Social
Penetration Perspective” by Yea-Wen Chen and Masato Nakazawa. Inithes e authors
examine the influences of individualism and collectivism and of relationalantiran the
dimensions and the choices of topics of self-disclosure in intercultural anddigkitandships
in light of social penetration theory (77). The authors examined self-diselpsttaining to six
different topics: attitudes and opinions, tastes and interests, work or studies, mosuwalpe
and body (82). For the study, self-disclosure was examined as categorixedimensions:
intended disclosure, amount of disclosure, positive or negative disclosure, control of depth of
disclosure, and honesty and accuracy in disclosure (83). The researchers surveyed 252
participants and found that relational intimacy positively correlated withixalopics examined
and with four out of the five dimensions of self-disclosure examined (77). The resalts al
indicated that individualism significantly predicts the five dimensions oftsgetlosure as a set
and that individuals mirror their intercultural or interracial friends in a&lt@pics and in the
positive or negative dimension of self-disclosure (77). From these resultssehecteers
conclude that relational intimacy has a greater influence on closeulhteat and interracial
friendships than does cultural variability (77).

All theories have some limitations, and many researchers have critiqoeeshe
proposed expansions of them. Social penetration has been criticized as not beimgstdfici
explain relationship development, which has led at least one researcher to propos®the us
social penetration theory in conjunction with another theory. Wayne Hensleytitabre
analyzes the relationship between the looking-glass-self and socitigbenan his article “A

Theory of the Valenced Other: The Intersection of the Looking-Glasaf@lSocial
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Penetration.” Hensley hypothesizes that there exists in the junction of laglkswself and
social penetration a relationship, which he calls the “valenced other” and whilglsdrébes as
existing between image accuracy, related to looking-glass-self, anefeleghth and breadth in
the relationships with the reference person, related to social penetration (9a)tfor
proposes various relationships to be studied in the future between four different types of
interpersonal connections, the intimate, the friend, the acquaintance, andrigersin regards
to how accurate the connection is in information about an individual and in regards to the amount
and scope of information known by the connection about an individual (306). Of particular
interest is the description of social penetration theory as positing thibmships develop over
time in a methodical predictable manner and that all relationships involvesdiffdggrees of
social penetration and levels of intimacy, progressing from the position mfetré casual
acquaintance to friend and finally to intimate (299). Hensley also proposeitih&tr social
penetration, which he states focuses on information divulged, nor looking-glass-setf hehi
states focuses on information received, can stand alone in explaining réiatideelopment
(293).
Emotional Outcomes of Self-Disclosure

The second component of this literature review concerns the emotional outcomilés of s
disclosure. Self-disclosure is vital to the social penetration process,-dssklsure is
necessary for the exchange of information and for progress in the depth and breadtiaoyi
When an individual self-discloses, he or she is simply sharing information, whicrawilin the
degree of how personal or private that information is, with another person. This contionnica
concept has been studied extensively, typically focusing on the emotionat effewbtivations

of the self-disclosure. In the article “Sharing the Good, Sharing the BadfiBeof Emotional
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Self-Disclosure Among Middle-Aged and Older Adults,” Carol Magai, Natbansendine,
Katherine Fioro, and Arlene King describe their manipulation of positive andvegalf-
disclosure of healthy middle-aged and older adults to discover the impact oathmukation on
the participants’ emotional, psychological, and physical well-being. @tpkar interest in this
study regarding self-disclosure is the explanation that organized setfsdiseican have a
positive and beneficial influence on health and well being, partially due to the §devaht of
insight and the cognitive integration of experience” in which self-disclosstdts (287). The
authors report the purpose of the study to be testing the “generalizabilityeffatis of self-
disclosure in a large ethnically diverse sample of middle-aged and older meoraed v
testing the “possibility that positive self-disclosure may be benkiictais population,” and
testing the influence that gender and ethnicity have on this process (287@s@éarchers
utilized mixed methods of conducting research through the issuance of a demagraphic
guestionnaire, measurement of physical and psychological health and stresso@ookd
stability, and open-ended relation of emotional events by the participant24293Fhe findings
of the researchers indicate that “short-term, experience-specifdisdbsure may have a
clinically meaningful impact on the physical and mental well-being of oldidts (309).

While self-disclosure has been found to be beneficial in some cases, some indaneluals
less likely to self-disclose, despite the fact that they could benefit remisclosure.
“Emotional Self-Disclosure and Emotional Avoidance: Relations with Symptomsmession
and Anxiety” is an article by Jeffrey Kahn and Angela Garrison in which searehers
hypothesize that, because it has been observed that people with intensified sym pioxretyof
and mood disorders also participate in decreased emotional disclosure, tlueseiptbetween

disorder symptoms and self-disclosure would be influenced by the “avoidance of eotiona
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experience and expression” (573). A significant statement about emotidrdibskdsure

defines it as “a verbal form of emotional expression whereby an emotipwience is

articulated into words and then communicated to another person via written or spokensthannel
(573). The researchers conducted a quantitative study using a questionnaireuie rtinea

moods and anxieties of the participants through the participants’ rating ofesemiand

intensity of emotions from the past week and an additional index to measureotienahself-
disclosure of the participants by their rating how strongly they agreed oreidagith a series

of statements (575). The researchers found that while individuals experiemciggsed

symptoms of depression and anxiety have more distress that they could discloses ohetbe
individuals are less likely to disclose these symptoms and emotions (581).

Emotional reactions to the mode of communication involved also influence willingness t
self-disclose. The article, “When is Trust Not Enough?: The Role of PerceivadyPof
Communication Tools in Comfort with Self-Disclosure” by Nancy Frye anch®le Dornisch,
reports their research investigating how privacy concerns about commumiwcetis might
predict how comfortable people feel when communicating through these comnmumioats
(1120). Specifically, the authors examine whether “topic intimacy and pedcprivacy predict
levels of comfort with disclosure” and whether these potential relationslepsaterated by
general levels of trust in the technology used and the frequency with whiclkhtheltgy is
used (1120). The researchers found that privacy concerns were most important to those who use
the technology less frequently, and topic intimacy mattered the most to pettplew trust
levels (1120).

While some individuals have been found to be less likely to self-disclose, even when they

could benefit from the disclosure, other individuals have been found to reap negative
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consequences by self-disclosing in certain situations. Jessica Cameronpliobs, lnd

Jacquie Vorauer examine the potential predictive qualities of seliregtedetermining harmful
responses to individuals’ self-disclosure of personal failures in thalediiVhen Self-

Disclosure Goes Awry: Negative Consequences of Revealing Persdoe¢$-tor Lower Self-
Esteem Individuals” (217). The researchers conducted a quantitative stuaytttine use of
surveys and lab experiments, setting up scenarios in which one half of 59 dating coupdes woul
participate in a psychological test, which they were told held significantaatiglins for future

job performance (218). The psychological tests were arranged so thatialbaats actually
performed very poorly, and half of the participants were to disclose the exqeeteetheir dating
partners and half were to disclose a nonthreatening side experience in the lab (218). The
participants to whom information was disclosed wrote written responses to tiearpaand

then both members of each dating couple responded to questionnaires about their emotions
throughout the experience (219). The researchers found that participants witlf-lestessn

were more likely to feel devalued and unsupported after disclosing persomaddiian
participants with high self-esteem (221). The authors conclude that, for indswdtialow self-
esteem, self-disclosure of failures produces costly negative emotions budbsude of neutral
experiences does not (221). This study provides interesting data regardmgftgpt-

disclosure and influences and consequences of those disclosures.

A final article dealing with emotional outcomes of self-disclosure invghadsntial
discrepancies between the emotional reactions that the discloser exggedempared to the
emotional reactions to disclosure that the one to whom the information is disclosedreqser
The article, “Value Revelations: Disclosure is in the Eye of the BehbladeEmily Pronin,

John Fleming, and Mary Steffel, reports the researchers’ investigatiotivatiinals’ value
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disclosures and their own and the recipients’ perceptions of those disclosures (793)thdise a
hypothesized that people view their disclosures regarding what they vah@easevealing of
themselves than do the recipients of the self-disclosure (795). The reseeotitisted six
separate studies to examine various aspects and contexts of self-disrhaspesceived
revelation of personal information by the discloser and the recipient. Thectressatiscovered
that people and their perceptions of meaningful and personal self-disclosuresbatabkes in
developing intimate relationships (806). Pronin, Fleming, and Steffel also propodeethat t
establishment of intimacy through the revelation of personal values may prioggtoblematic,
as, in the worst of possible scenarios, individuals are likely to believe that treeptesented
essential parts of themselves through these revelations, while recipidrgsetitsclosures are
likely to perceive little meaning in the information conveyed (806).
Online Self-Disclosure

The third component is the examination of self-disclosure specifically in online
communication settings. As technology changes and progresses, the means of camgunica
via various technological programs and devices continues to alter and expand conwnunicat
channels. The impact of technology on self-disclosure and relationship developmenbhas bec
an increasingly popular topic of study with the advances of technology. Some stweies ha
revealed concerns for privacy that users of technology have when using technology to
communicate. “A Model for Exploring Individual’'s Self-Disclosure Onlinearsarticle by
Sheng-Fei Hsu and Dong-Her Shih in which they investigate how psychological and
technological factors concurrently impact individuals’ privacy concerns atrdiredisclosure
(594). The researchers had six main hypotheses and expectations in this stalilyidial’s

perceived privacy has a positive indirect effect on trust, 2. individual's pettprivacy has a
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positive indirect effect on self-disclosure online, moderated by trust, 3. pgeacern has a
positive effect on users’ past privacy behavior, 4. individual’s privacy concern hagivepos
indirect effect on self-disclosure online, moderated by past privacy behaviomputer self-
efficacy has a positive effect on individual’s privacy concern, and 6. computeffsey has a
positive effect on individual's self-disclosure online (595-96). The authors conducted
guantitative research through the use of surveys and scales. The findingseséthehers
demonstrate support for each of the hypotheses except the final hypothesis. Cealputer
efficacy was actually seen to have a negative effect on the privacy concparsappants (598).
Of particular interest in this study is the researchers’ explanatibtralsaincreases self-
disclosure and that privacy concern impacts self-disclosure.

In stark contrast to the privacy concerns that some studies have discovered, oter studi
have revealed that communication mediated by some type of technology ispeorthan face-
to-face communication. Some researchers have termed this unusual opennepgrtuypair
communication” and have examined this phenomenon and what influences the development trust
of those communicating online. Samantha Henderson and Michael Gilding inwettgat
development of trust in online communication, which by nature has been observed to be
“hyperpersonal communication” in their article “I've Never Clicked Tkiisch with Anyone in
My Life’: Trust and Hyperpersonal Communication in Online Friendships” (487). The
researchers conducted a qualitative study involving interviews with 17 Inteensttas
investigate the foundations of trust built and developed in online friendships (487).eiwtervi
with the participants were conducted both online and face-to-face, and thelreseabserved a
tendency for online participants to elaborate on their self-disclosure onlingjingdisclosing

exactly what they or the online friend(s) had disclosed (494). An interestindathe
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researchers identify is that researchers have often identified compedeated communication
by its impersonal aspects and the reduction of nonverbal cues in communication, adigth w
seem to contradict the commonality of hyperpersonal communication beind shardine
friendships (489). Based on the responses of the participants, the researclieds tbatcthere
are four main categories of trust that influence the level of trust developedna onli
relationships: reputation, performance, pre-commitment, and situationakfactor

Social networking aspects of online communication have greatly influenced online
relationships and self-disclosure. Described in their article “All AboutDi&closure in Online
Social Networking Profiles: The Case of Facebook,” Amanda Nosko, Eileen Woodkigand S
Molema examine self-disclosure in online social networking profiles. Hearehers first
developed a tool to assess the content of the profiles; grouping categories tp ahehti
investigate information relevant to identity threat, personal and group thoedeaeloped a
grouping strategy to include all information given on the Facebook profile but toizegain a
meaningful and functional way (406). Nosko, Wood, and Molema collected and examined 400
randomly selected Canadian Facebook profiles (407). The researchers fouiad¢babk
users disclosed approximately 25% of all possible information (406). The disclopaesanal
information such as gender and age was found to be positively related to disclosing othe
sensitive and highly personal information (406). The researchers found age aodsta|at
status to be indicative factors in disclosure (406). As the age of users increasedptint of
personal information disclosed in their profiles decreased, and users seekiogstalas
disclosed the greatest amount of extremely sensitive and potentially stiggnatformation

(406).
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In a similar study, described in their article, “Tell Me More: Onlirex3¥is Face-to-Face
Communication and Self-Disclosure,” Olivia Bruss and Jennifer Hill exaiog the type of
communication occurring, either online or face-to-face, affects selidisd (3). For the study,
fifty-eight college students participated in either face-to-facenwonication or communication
mediated by an instant-messaging system and then completed a sel§caf®(B). Bruss and
Hill found that students who communicated via the online instant-messaging systéraed
significantly higher amounts of personal information and perceived higher amotimés of
partner’s self-disclosure than those students who communicated face-t8)face (

Some researchers have taken their studies in a different direction and iteddhga
impact that online communication has on live friendships, or friendships that existeid prior
communication online between the friends. In the article “Preadolescentsdaheséents’
Online Communication and Their Closeness to Friends,” Patti Valkenburg and Jochien Pete
examine the relationship between online communication and the closenessirag exist
friendships and attempt to improve two contradictory hypotheses, which theythstrash-get-
richer and the social compensation hypotheses (267). Of particular significdhisearticle are
the findings regarding communication online and self-disclosure. The reseafound that
participants categorized as “socially anxious” perceived the Internet tmbesabeneficial
means of intimate self-disclosure than participants categorized as “radtysackious” (267).
This perception of socially anxious participants led to increased online conatiomicver
time, which the researchers found supportive of the social compensation hypottregighaihe
initial finding that socially anxious participants communicated less émtpuonline than
nonsocially anxious participants supported the rich-get-richer hypothesis (267¢s€hechers

used guantitative research methods through the use of surveys distributed to 794 adolescents
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(271). The participants’ responses revealed that those who communicated maenetlfyegjith
their friends online felt closer to their friends, but this was only true when theipeants were
communicating online with people with whom they already had established fripad2Hb).
The researchers also found that 15-year-old adolescents disclosed the mostimfiamonline
communication and that female participants were closer to their friends amdnee socially
anxious than the male participants (267).

Researchers also have studied factors that may influence the depth arddifrealdt
disclosure that takes place online. “Will You Be My Friend?” Computer-Medligelational
Development on Facebook.com” is a conference paper by Elizabeth Craig, &ftegldgdl,
Kevin Wright, Cory Cunningham, and Nicole Ploeger in which the researchers inteettiga
influence that perceived similarity and social attraction have on developimetationships and
self-disclosure among college students who utilize the social networkibgjte, Facebook.com
(2). Of particular interest regarding self-disclosure is the resess’qroposition that college
students’ perceptions of attraction that are based on previous perceptions or on tbe types
friends with which they socialize are likely to prompt self-disclosuresrdtian self-disclosure
creating attraction (7). Another significant statement made by tharcases is that self-
disclosure is a vital element of the process of social penetration and thes stiusiocial
penetration often focus on the depth and breadth of information exchanged (8). Titheesea
utilized quantitative research methods through the distribution of surveys udeg)teca83
college students who are Facebook users (15). The researchers found that atiiariy aimd
social attraction are related and can predict high levels of depth and breadtheifir disc®sure

of participants to friends via Facebook (19). The authors also discovered that higlof@epth
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and breadth in self-disclosure influenced the predictability and interdependentsraétions
between Facebook friends (20).

A common topic of study involving mediated communication has been the presentation
of self on online dating websites and the implications that self-disclosyréawa in this
setting. In the article, “Self-Presentation in Online Personals: Tred®dinticipated Future
Interaction, Self-Disclosure, and Perceived Success in Internet Datmgjfer Gibbs, Nicole
Ellison, and Rebecca Heino examine self-disclosure in the context of online réddingnships.
The authors anticipate that higher levels of self-disclosure will resultrieased perceptions of
success in online dating relationships (159). The researchers conducted aneiilveds study
through the use of surveys and interviews. A statement of particular interedtigarticle
regarding social penetration theory states that this theory maintainbsitiasure intimacy is a
key factor in the development of satisfying interpersonal relationshipsanid predicts that
self-disclosure will lead to relational intimacy and satisfaction (158).fifldings of this study
support the assumptions of social penetration theory, the social informaitasging and
hyperpersonal perspectives, and a positive effect of anticipated faaeetoiferaction in the
future on self-disclosure during online communication (152). The researcherssalseeded
four predictive dimensions in online dating success: honesty, amount, intent, and valence.
Honesty was the only dimension identified as having a negative effect on onlimge slatcess
(152).

Online dating profiles have also been a popular study of mediated communication due to
the ease of deception and to the nature of the motivations and consequences ofcsif-alist!
information on these types of websites. Ji Pan and Paul Lieber examine uses profl

prominent Chinese dating website from the perspective of social penethaiooy in their
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article “Emotional Disclosure and Construction of the Poetic ‘Other’ ihiagSe Online Dating
Site”. The researchers examined 200 dating profiles, which were coded for vategasries,
including demographic information and content types; the content types wegerizae as
factual information, expectation/opinions/values, and emotions/wishes/feelihgs fourth
category of dummy information, which addressed inclusions of poems (37). Thehesgar
conclude that the order of information sharing proposed by social penetrabonrtiesy be
reversed in online settings, with self-disclosure occurring more quickly and/dieaplother
settings, and that a calculating of costs and rewards may constantiulzing self-disclosure
online (39). The study provided support for the social penetration theory posit that atconsta
cost-reward analysis regulates decisions to self-disclose persaratatibn and/or build
relationships with strangers (32). Regarding social penetration, the auth@is ¢éxal social
penetration theory was developed to represent ideas of how people mutually argléoen
special bonds in relationships (32).
Self-Disclosure of Adolescents and Young Adults

The fourth component is the more focused examination of the self-disclosure of
adolescents and young adults, as this age group is target population of the rekeaseli: T
disclosure of adolescents and young adults has been studied in a variety of comtexts. S
research has been conducted to identify impact of gender and age on the depthisuieslire
of adolescents to their friends. “Adolescents' Disclosure to Best and Good Fiiradsfects
of Gender and Topic Intimacy” is an article by Kim Dolgin and Stephanie Kim iohathey
examine the disclosure of adolescents, grades seven through twelve, to four othertgeople: t
best friend of same sex, the best friend of opposite sex, a good friend of same sexaahd a g

friend of opposite sex (146). Two hundred seventy-three participants were involvedstudiyis
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took part in a series of five questionnaires, four of which had participants indicalegttee to
which they discussed various topics with their four categorized friends andttbevdsch had
participants rank the intimacy of the topics in the other four surveys (148). Haealesrs found
that adolescents discuss low and moderate intimacy topics more deeply thamiiiglalte
topics and more to their best friends than to friends with whom they were not ashegsaso
found the tendency for girls to disclose more about high or moderate intimacy topibett
girls and low intimacy topics to boys and for boy to disclose more about high or neoderat
intimacy topics to girls and low intimacy topics to other boys (154). Fefealale best friend
pairs were found to be more self-revealing than any other pairing, and therdiéfidetween
disclosure to a best friend and disclosure to a lesser good friend was laegeal@ participants
than in male participants (154). Finally, female participants were found tosisnore about
highly intimate topics than the male participants, and the male participaret$onad to be less
selective than the female participants in choosing to whom they would disclose (155).
Another article examining self-disclosure and the development adoleseexsfrips is
the article “Intimacy in Adolescent Friendship: The Roles of Attachment, €oterand Self-
Disclosure” by Nirit Bauminger, Ricky Finzi-Dottan, Sagit Chason,@ad Har-Even. In this
article, the authors investigate the potential predictive value of attachcoaetence, and self-
disclosure for intimacy in adolescent friendships (409). The researchersatsme the extent
to which the relationship between attachment and intimacy is mediated bgrodhand
disclosure and investigated the effects of gender and grade-level on intinnampdeent (409).
Their study involved 196 participants in the seventh, eighth, and ninth grades, and attachment,
coherence, and disclosure were found to predict intimacy strongly (409). Taehess also

found that self-disclosure and coherence interacted to influence intimacy, efittieaty of
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self-disclosure contributing to intimacy to a greater extent at lowd@faloherence (409).
Finally, the researchers found that avoidant and anxious attachment indirecigcaintimacy
and were mediated by coherence and disclosure (409).

The self-disclosure of adolescents has also been studied in the online context. “The
Development of Online and Offline Self-Disclosure in Preadolescence and éelutesand
Their Longitudinal Effects on the Quality of Friendships,” a conference [gpRatti
Valkenburg and Jochen Peter, contains the authors’ examination of three areas: hdwallsdivi
online self-disclosure develops in adolescence, how online self-disclosueetsiisith others’
online self-disclosure, and to what extent online and offline self-disclosurébcoesrto quality
of friendships in adolescence (1). To conduct their research, the authors issuesl teusuey
hundred ninety preadolescents and adolescents on three separate occasionsay#ahalf
between each survey (1). The surveys used three different scales ntepasline self-
disclosure, offline self-disclosure, and quality of friendships (13). The részarfound
nonlinear relationships between both online and offline self-disclosure and thgpaatsicages,
with what the authors describe as a U-shaped relationship between age andleslirdisor
male participants and an elongated S-shaped relationship between age andigslireifor
female participants (1). The researchers also found that both online ands#ffidesclosure
had a significant and positive effect on the quality of adolescents friendships, budronly f
adolescents of thirteen years of age or older (1). Finally, the authors’ fimdveged that male
participants preferred online self-disclosure over offline self-discosware often than female
participants, and online self-disclosure enhanced the quality of friendshipseopanatipants

more than it enhanced the quality of relationships for female particidgnts (
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Many developmental changes take place during adolescence, which haseuctvae
researchers to examine the influence that age has on adolescentscedidre. In the article
“Age Differences in Self-Disclosure” by Virendra Sinha, Sinha’s B&tlosure Inventory was
distributed to two hundred and fifty-two female adolescents of three diffexetd lef age
development to investigate self-disclosure in light of age differences @&#his study,
adolescence was divided into the three age levels of early, mid-, and latzadoée(257). The
Sinha’s Self-Disclosure Inventory, a self-rating scale, was seen &idlge in previous studies,
and for this study the inventory was expanded to measure the magnitude ofcéetiides(257).
Significant differences were found the in self-disclosure scores bethedmrée age levels, with
early adolescence having the highest levels of self-disclosure, mid-admegsbe lowest
amount of self-disclosure, and late adolescence increasing in self-dis¢tosuraid-
adolescence (257). The researcher proposes that the dip in mid-adolescebeesrpgined by
self-consciousness that increases in mid-adolescence but decreatseadnliEscence with
increased maturity (257).

Reaching back farther when investigating age and self-disclosure Bdarett, Peter
Mitchell, and Pauline Murray, in their article “Children’s Judgments About Thein Self-
Knowledge: The Role of Disclosure to Other,” investigate the thought pescesshildren
behind their own self-disclosing and understanding. The authors describe theasstpposing
the previous proposition that young children fail to comprehend their own self-knowledge, oft
citing their mothers as knowing and understanding them better than they understaseivite
(731). In their study, the researchers presented 5, 7, 9, and 11-year-old childrerpuiitetigal
scenarios in which the child was portrayed as either disclosing or not digctospecified state

to their mother rather than asked general questions (731). The children were themhasked
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would know the state best: their mothers or themselves (731). The researcherbdowtnn
the state of feeling was not disclosed in the story, the children were mdyediledtribute better
understanding to themselves, but when state of feeling was disclosed to theirimtitbestory,
they were more likely to attribute better understanding to their mothers (731)

Other researchers have searched for predictable patterns, based onrgémelself-
disclosure of adolescents and young adults. Kimberley Radmacher and Makgaitia in
which the researchers investigated adolescents’ and emerging adukgtpas of intimacy in
friendships and searched for tendencies in those perceptions related to agelandchgbeir
article “Are There Gendered Pathways to Intimacy in Early Adelgstand Emerging Adults'
Friendships?” (415). For the research, two studies were conducted, with 137 adaledcent
emerging adult participants in the first study and with 174 emerging aditidtients in the
second study (415). In both studies the participants related narratives abwutvoén they felt
particularly close to a friend, and these narratives were coded faiadfiselings and intimate
behaviors (415). In the second study, participants also completed surveys to niasure t
intimacy in their closest friendships (415). The researchers found, in th&tdidst that early
adolescents’ narratives contained more shared activities and less deldis than those of
emerging adults, and no differences in intimacy were revealed relatedderg415). In the
second study, the researchers found that emerging adult male and femajsaptsticdicated
equal levels of self-disclosure but that female participants’ narratwveained more self-
disclosure and fewer reports of shared activities than the male parscipamatives (415). The
researchers found self-disclosure to be predictive of emotional closenesshfordbetand
female participants in the second study and also found mention of shared atti\oges

predictive of emotional closeness in friendships for male participants (415).
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Confidentiality has also been studied to determine the impact it may havesatfthe
disclosure of adolescents. In the article “The Influence of Confidéptabnditions on Self-
Disclosure of Early Adolescents” by Bella Kobocow, John McGuire, and Burtn Bie
researchers aim to measure the effects that varying levels of confitleatiaurance have on
the frequency of self-disclosure of junior high school students (435). The researchers
hypothesized that adolescents would disclose personal and potentially condemnmgtiafor
most frequently when given the assurance of confidentiality and the leasttitgquigen
explicitly not given the guarantee of confidentiality (439). For this stumty-five male
participants and forty-five female participants completed a satfedigre questionnaire in
randomly assigned groupings, which separated the participants into one of¢aneent
conditions: confidentiality expressly guaranteed, confidentiality not ovesdi, and
confidentiality expressly not guaranteed (435). The researchers founheinatudy’s results
did not support their hypothesis that perceived lack of confidentiality would lirfridiselosure
(435). The findings revealed that male participants disclosed more frequerikly in a
confidentiality conditions than the female participants did (435). When discubsindjridings,
the researchers make an interesting suggestion that by mentioning coalftgietite female
participants might have felt more strongly self-protective (441).

Researchers have also examined the influence that gender and amourdistlesifie
among friends has on the romantic relationships of adolescents. “Correlatésed@&lain
Adolescent Romantic Relationships” is an article by Lorrie Sippola, Gacbanan, and
Sabrina Kehoa in which the researchers investigate the relationship battegpersonal
competencies in friend relationships among peers and “feelings of falsi sethantic

relationships (515). In this study, the researchers examined the contributiomspErsdnal
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skills in both same-sex and other-sex relationships, anticipating that an obseoratdetion
would exist between interpersonal skills in relationships with peers and teefifgse self in
romantic relationships, and investigated the influence of gender on the réigtibatveen
interpersonal skills with peers and feelings of false self in romartaitareships (516). The
researchers used quantitative research methods through the use of scalesreopagaspants’
false selves and interpersonal skills. Of particular significan@dey self-disclosure was the
inclusion of a self-disclosure scale in measuring interpersonal skillsggbarchers found a
positive correlation between high competency of self-disclosure in samaesaiships and low
levels of false self in romantic relationships in the male participants ofuitheg ©18). The
researchers conclude that relationships with same-sex peers have an impacemse of self
of adolescents in their romantic relationships but that this impact diffetsefétwbd genders
(520).

Aside from studying the ways that self-disclosure can influence apects of
adolescents’ and young adults’ lives, researchers have also examioesl thzatt contribute to or
discourage adolescents’ and young’ adults self-disclosure. Traumatis eae have a
significant impact on the likelihood of self-disclosure of individuals of all agethe article
“Willingness to Self-Disclose Among Late Adolescent Female Surviioghiddhood Sexual
Abuse” by Nancy Nereo, Barry Farber, and Veronica Hinton, the researchergedhgpa
willingness of late adolescent women who were sexually abused and the wibhiiodhete
adolescent women who were not sexually abused to disclose general anan$esmation to
strangers and intimate partners (303). The two hypotheses of the study wesguhby abused
adolescents will differ from adolescents who were not sexually abused in thegness to

disclose general and sexual information to either extreme of highly or minidssdlpsing and
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in their willingness to disclose to specific individuals, who in this study weaegers and
intimate partners (305). For this study, sixty-one late adolescent fpardilepants completed a
sexual experiences questionnaire, a social desirability scale, whialse@so identify possible
bias of participants in responses to appear more socially desirable, and an adalusardi
inventory (305). Based on the reports of the participants, the researcheusledhal sexually
abused adolescents are less likely to be willing to highly disclose gandraéxual information
to intimate partners than nonabused adolescents (303).

While past events alter the communication behaviors of young adults, personality and
psychological condition can have a significant impact on conversational habitsfand sel
disclosure. Some researchers have studied the motivations of adolescents whattpuiseste
conversations back to being about themselves and the impact these behaviors can have on the
friends seeking the conventional exchange of self-disclosure. Rebeccat3diiette and
Amanda Rose examine the interpersonal relationships of adolescents, idgatifgw element
that they call conversational self-focus, which involves the direction of catiwersoward
oneself and away from others, in their article “Conversational Self-Focddalescent
Friendships: Observational Assessment of an Interpersonal Process ammh&eliih
Internalizing Symptoms and Friendship Quality” (1263). The participants suely adolescents
in tenth grade, thirty same-gender friendships pairs with an even number of maenatel f
pairs (1269). The participants identified problems they were willing toadis@nd were taped
interacting with their partner in the study (1270). From their observations séercbers
conclude that adolescents with symptoms of internalizing are particulkally to engage in
self-focus and that because of this, their friends are more likely to peticeivaationship as

lower in quality (1263). The researchers also discovered that self-foasedaents talked
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about themselves in ways that distracted the conversation and attention awthefpoblems

of their friends and that they changed the subject abruptly in conversation (1263rt&chw
Mette and Rose mention that a possible explanation for the self-focus of integhgbmih is

that they have difficult disengaging from their problems because of the ovenwheind

constant nature of their contemplation (1267). The authors describe the impact @fise kb
relationships, saying that, while friends can provide unique support in adolescenes;euis|

with self-focused friends are less likely to receive the benefits of neevsslf-disclosure, or

help with their problems, when the focus is constantly being drawn away from them, and they
will feel unsupported (1267).

While some adolescents with psychological neediness may draw cororesdati
themselves so that the exchange of self-disclosure focuses on themsdives ogportunity
given for reciprocation, other adolescents are very guarded with their stisdie. At this age
it is common for guarded self-disclosure to occur primarily with parents,eaedas researchers
have studied this tendency in adolescents’ self-disclosure. In the &ttosieMuch Do | Tell
Thee? Strategies for Managing Information to Parents Among Amekmalescents from
Chinese, Mexican, and European Backgrounds” by Marina Tasopoulos-Chan, JuditaSmeta
and Jenny Yau, the researchers examine adolescents’ strategiesdgmmanformation about
their activities to their parents, and these strategies include partiakdis; avoidance, lying,
and full disclosure (364). The participants in this study were 497 American aadkefom
Mexican, Chinese, and or European backgrounds and from varying generational s3&ttjses (
The researchers examined adolescents’ management of informationmggendional activities,
prudential activities, and overlapping, or multifaceted, activities (364). Thieipants ranked

their own uses of information management strategies (367). Following this, ticgopats
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completed surveys, ranking items to assess their closeness and trust in cetjmidparents,
their feelings of family obligation, their involvement in problem behaviors, anditieéination
toward depressed moods (367). The researchers found that Chinese-Americaeradolesc
partially disclose to their mothers about personal and multifaceted astinitire than Mexican-
American adolescents and more about personal activities to their fathreEutlopean-
American adolescents disclosed (364). Both European- and Mexican-Americascadts fully
disclosed more to their mothers than Chinese American adolescents (364). Sdicargigni
conclusions drawn by the researchers are that adolescents who disclosetlidiyparents and
who lie less about their personal and multifaceted activities indicatgstrsapport of family
obligations, stronger trust in their parents, and less problem behavior (364). Lyutgpalsonal
activities occurred more in adolescents with more depressed moods (364).

Adolescents may be selective in their self-disclosures to their parentsrdntapa
behaviors impact the self-disclosures of their children as well. “Pagestich Antisocial
Behavior: A Model of the Relationship Between Adolescent Self-Disclosarental Closeness,
Parental Control, and Adolescent Antisocial Behavior,” an article by Al&sno, Maury
Nation, Massimiliano Pastore, and Massimo Santinello, contains the authors’ eaplofahe
relationships between parenting, adolescent self-disclosure, and antisbaiabb€1509). The
researchers’ primary goal was to test and extend a model of parenting asstaaiobehavior
problems studied by other researchers (1510). To do this, the authors examineddlirect a
indirect relationships between parental control, the closeness of parent-lctitchship, the
willingness of adolescents to self-disclose, and their collective relaowithi parental
knowledge and antisocial behavior (1510). The participants of the study included 840

adolescents and their parents, and for this study, both parents and adolescentsdcomplete
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guestionnaires that measured parenting and antisocial behavior (1512). Thdeesearmclude
that maternal control is positively related to adolescents’ self-digel@nd to their mother’s
knowledge of their behavior but that this model does not work with fathers (1516). They found
that generally boys were less likely to self-disclose to their patteanisgirls, and because of this,
parents were less informed about the activities of their male children (1%ial)y,Rhe authors
conclude that adolescents play an important and active role in the amount of irdfortneiti
parents receive about them as well as in the extent to which their parents nheiitoetavior

and that parents’ development of an open and positive relationship with their childotly dire
impacts the openness and behaviors of their children (1517).

Researchers have also revealed connections between the self-disclasialesifents to
their family members and the likelihood of adolescents to be depressed, anxiousdal. suic
Netta Horesh and Alan Apter examine personality in self-disclosure anelalienship that this
has to depression, anxiety, and suicidal behaviors in adolescent psychiatrenispattheir
article “Self-Disclosure, Depression, Anxiety, and Suicidal Behariédolescent Psychiatric
Inpatients” (66). Eighty-seven inpatients between the ages of thirteen and-omenty
participated in this study, which used several scales to measure suicideahdéthdélity, intent,
tendency, and ideation (67). Other factors measured in the study, using various dexetbpe
tested scales, were depression, anxiety, and self-disclosure (68). Tlwyeidahat a
significant relationship exists between suicidality and low levels ofdssdfosure, most
significantly between the adolescent and his or her family members, and tisaetiisd to be
mediated by anxiety and depression (63). The researchers also found that nonsuitidakre
as likely to disclose to family members as they were to peers or other, adulsicidal youth

are specifically less likely to disclose to their immediate fanTi@).(
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Young Adults and Camp Behavior

The final category of this review of literature is the behaviors of youngsadutemp
settings. Little research has been focused on studying communication inetéings sWhat
little has been conducted has largely focused on the communication in campsapecifi
designed for youth with medical needs, such as diabetes or obesity. “Who Aeethe
Campers?: Teens Today” is an article by Karla Henderson and Deborahiigileschich they
discuss who chooses to come to camp and for what reasons. The study involved surveying 1016
teens between the ages of twelve and nineteen (1). According to their survisy nesid girls
than boys indicated planning to attend camp, and Caucasian youth with both parentscemploye
full-time were more likely to attend camp (1). Some of the reasons reportatiehding camp
included: to meet and spend time with people from other places, to have a good time, to engage
in different activities than possible at home, to spend time away from home and ergoy mor
independence, and to spend more time out of doors (1). The article includes discussion on some
specific characteristics of the current generation that shape theidedgtand potentially their
camp experience.

Some research has investigated positive effects that camp attendanaeecan h
adolescents. In the article “The Role of Autonomy Support in Summer Camp Programs
Preparing Youth for Productive Behaviors” by Ron Ramsing and Jim Sibthorp, tloesaut
examine the mechanisms and predictors within a summer camp that lead teeth@eaeptions
of autonomy support for youth with diabetes (67). The authors define autonomy suppoet as “t
environmental factors that allow for choice, rationale provision, and perspe&iivg. tamost
often afforded by a person in a leadership... position (63). To do so, the researclwestbgpl

relationship between the participants’ perceptions of autonomy support at cdrcgnap
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characteristics like group size, nature of competition, instructional approecpr@grams areas.
The researchers also investigate the implications of gender differanzasp programming.
This study involved sixty-six participants between the ages of ten andhatteading a six-

day camp in the intermountain west, and these campers completed self-reptoohgages that
measured the participants’ perceived autonomy support (67, 69). Based on the responses to the
guestionnaires, the researchers conclude that group size does not impapaptatiperceptions
of autonomy support, that noncompetitive activities are higher in autonomy support than are
competitive activities, and that instructional styles that are focused cartiyger and less
educationally focused are perceived as more autonomy supportive (71-72). Thehegsedso
found that female participants preferred cooperative learning more thanléhpartecipants

(72). This study focused on the use of camp situations and leadership as a measisylmuis
with diabetes to develop the behaviors necessary to their health better thanrstrjdéon

does.

Another article addressing the influence of summer camp on campers’ develagpment
“Research Notes: Youth Development at Summer Camp,” which is a compilatimeef
research synopses, of studies conducted by Barry A. Garst, Jeremy Johnsdte Rache
Toupence, Deborah M. Bialeschki, Karla Henderson, Amy Krehbiel, and Dawn Ewing,
assembled by Gwynn Powell. These articles contain the research@osagrn of the influence
of camp counseling on leadership skill development by adolescent campers, leadéfship se
perceptions of adolescent campers while at camp, and the perceptions of chafgatapers’
developmental outcomes at camp. Powell describes camp as providing unique developmental
advances for adolescents, including enhancements of campers’ self-esteeancept,

knowledge, skills, abilities, attitudes, self-reported behaviors and behaviorailansgiaind their
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physical, social, and spiritual growth. The studies described in this anttlele an exploration

of how participation in camp can develop an adolescent’s leadership skills. Thehesear
discovered that adolescents in leadership roles at camp learn more aboehtt®rbecome

more responsible, develop increased confidence and effective communicatgraskillearn

how to manage and solve problems in stressful situations. The study investigatasgeatol
campers’ self-perceptions of their leadership skills reveal thattateramp experience,
adolescent campers perceive their leadership skills to be stronger in conmoappasitional
leadership, making decisions, working with groups, and understanding themselves. [The fina
study included in the article pinpoint the goals of the camp experience asge e camp

staff. These goals include: providing new and unique experiences, opportunities to overcome
fears, and opportunities to achieve accomplishments; establishing educatiopainents and
outcome-focused programming; providing positive reinforcement, consistent behagliggad-
setting with campers through the camp staff; and enabling campers to Ieirksdeio succeed,

to be accountable for their actions, and to obtain and provide peer support. Several
recommendations for camp directors are provided and discussed in each of the tree@nstudi
light of the developmental progress made by adolescents at camp.

The camp experiences of adolescents have also been studied in regards tdthe healt
developmental, and character benefits that participation can provide for tsehadgee article
“Rites of Passage: Camp Pays Off in Youth Development, Happiness, Healthfetgd Sa
Stephen Wallace identifies several benefits and developmental effédtsetiiamp experiences
offer adolescents. Some developmental goals in which camps have been seshdceassi
adolescents’ self-esteem, independence, leadership, friendships skillss@méat, and peer

relationships (n.p.). Growth in identity, independence, and peer relationships, combiamg i
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overall sense of self, has been seen to promote feelings of intelligencassuvesponsibility,
and confidence in adolescents as well as their increased likelihood to penegivelationships
with their parents as positive and to avoid drug and alcohol use (n.p.). Adolescents whe take t
positive risks that camps promote are 20 percent more likely to avoid destrubiiweooe than
those who did not take positive risks (n.p.). Wallace identifies three main waysrtiraes
camps provide positive rites of passage for adolescents: through recognizingeaddites
transitions, by encouraging campers’ participation in activities withr@mt@pportunities to
measure progress toward the accomplishment of some goal or achievement, amishgn offe
unique opportunities for increased responsibility (n.p.).

In summary, social penetration theory deals with the development of retgpoasd
the exchange of personal information through the use of self-disclosure. Sel§alisdias been
seen to have a wide variety of motivations and influences. Social penetratontibe been
widely accepted as a valid theory with which to study the development obnslaipps and the
exchange of self-disclosure. While both social penetration theory and sédisdie have been
studied extensively, including the study of adolescents’ and young adults’sz¢fsdire and
hyperpersonal self-disclosure, no studies have been conducted investigatisgeadsland
young adults’ sudden disclosure of large amounts of personal information outsideoafibe
context or of the sudden disclosure of large amounts of personal information to strangers or n
acquaintances in the exciting, new environment of the summer camp settingjttdergsearch
has also been conducted concerning communication in summer camp environments. Thus, there
is a need to study both communication in the camp context and the self-disclosuresufesui®le

and young adults in face-to-face settings.
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Chapter 3 — Methodology

Several of the studies discussed in this review of literature utilized variousognages
and surveys with which to measure self-disclosure and breadth and depth of socidi@enetra
which could be beneficial in a study such as this. However, Dalmas Taylor and\ltman’s
Intimacy-Scaled Stimuli appears to be the most appropriate for the stqdgstion, and a
survey was created from Taylor and Altman’s list of items to mealsergelf-disclosure for
young adults in camp environments, the motivations behind it, and the emotions thdtaesult
it. This survey was made available to approximately 2520 freshman COMS 101 sthaetds
their availability and proximity to the target age and camp experience.

The purpose of this quantitative study is to investigate the experiences of youagradul
camp environments and self-disclosure in their interpersonal interactionistioflgpcial
penetration theory. This is a significant study because, as evidenced iarttar review of
this study, social penetration theory is a valid approach to studying tHepleeat of
interpersonal interactions and self-disclosure but has never been appliedtscéedfure in the
novel environment of the summer camp setting. This is an area of communicatiors thatt ha
been studied in depth and a context of interaction that has not been previously studied. The
method of this study is shaped to investigate the self-disclosure of young adattgpin ¢
environments in light of social penetration theory. The findings of this study coeatiadly be
generalized to reveal tendencies of adolescents’ self-disclosure tcgeaintances in novel
settings. The research questions proposed by this study are:

RQ1: Do young adults’ tendencies in self-disclosure while in camp settingsfrbfietheir

typical self-disclosure tendencies?
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RQ2: Do young adults’ tendencies in self-disclosure while in camp settingsdatlhe category
of increased self-disclosure?

RQ3: Do the self-disclosure tendencies of female young adults and those gfonad) adults
differ in either familiar settings or summer camp settings?

A survey was selected to conduct this research because of the cost- asfficierey of
this type of research design. The use of a survey also encouraged a larger numbeipaip=
through the ease of distribution and through the minimal effort required by thepaentiscto
complete the surveys. For this study, a large sample is particularlydigrsécause of the
influence personality has on individual self-disclosure. By having a large nainbaiticipants,
the variety of personalities involved in the study will be increased, makingtheds more
accurately generalizable to a larger population. The survey for this sasdgrass-sectional,
meaning the participants completing the survey within a specific window efaimd with no
later repetition of the survey. The type of survey used for this study wasdsaihistered
guestionnaires, made available to the participants as Web-based surveys ttheacgmpany
SurveyMonkey. This company was selected because the name is likely to e fantile
participants and because of the user-friendly format the company provides. Butheof t
characteristics were likely to encourage participation, as they wolded tha respondents more
comfortable throughout the survey-completion process.

The population being investigated in this study is young adults who have attended any
organization’s summer camp that required campers to reside away from homledst ave
days and that involved adolescents and young adults who did not previously know each other.
The online survey for this study was made available to approximately 252tralillege

freshmen enrolled in a basic communication course at a large private univecstyral
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Virginia and who have attended a summer camp involving residing away from horméesfsta
five days with unfamiliar peers. “Traditional college freshman,” for thegae of this study,
included freshman between the ages of eighteen and twenty. This sampléeutas $ecause
traditional college freshmen are in their late teens, thus being within ¢jes paxpulation
without being minors. Potential participants were made aware of the surgaghhn-class
announcements and emails from their class instructors. The emails includleteading
directly to the survey for easy access. Any responses provided by stunlemgerythan eighteen
or older than twenty were discarded through filters in the response analysesooiine survey.

College freshmen between the ages of eighteen and twenty were sedebied a
participants for this study because they are likely to have attended a susnmpedicectly
before entering college, while college sophomores, juniors, and seniors dileelgds have
recently attended a summer camp. Thus, the recall of camp experiences woale bifrault
and less accurate for sophomores, juniors, and seniors than it would be for freshmen. All
freshmen students enrolled in a basic communication course partially indtoyaegraduate
assistant in the Fall 2010 and Spring 2011 semesters were given the opportunityipaieairtic
the sample and provided with access to the online survey. The basic communicatioatcerse
university is a graduation requirement for all students, regardless of Mia®provided a well-
rounded cross section of students. These courses were selected from whichpartcgants
because of convenience and accessibility of the researcher. The saspteatifeed and taken
from a basic communication course at a large private university in cenali& and involved
both male and female traditional freshmen college students between the agbteeheand
twenty. Students were given five points extra credit in the communication ¢ourse

participating in the study. The data collection process involved complete anpfgntite
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students participating. Survey responses were collected on SurveyMonkeyteaabsi
analyzed all together.

As previously mentioned, the basis for this study is Altman and Taylor’s social
penetration theory, which explains the development of relationships as a mutual, gradua
overlapping and exploration of identities by the individuals involved in a relationstip a
involving the discovery of both breadth and depth of an individual’'s personality (Altman and
Taylor 15). Altman and Taylor describe social penetration as a procesedbahgpugh stages
over time. While the creators of this theory acknowledge that people prdy@mssgit the stages
uniquely and differently, there is an understanding that people take time to revdalranvge of
information and deeply personal information about themselves to others. If ectezdls
disclosure is revealed during young adults’ interpersonal interactions in etimgss this study
might identify a scenario in which the norms of gradual self-disclosurélisbd by social
penetration theory, do not consistently occur. Social penetration theory haapipéied to
increased self-disclosure in various online communication contexts, but fexzeto-
communication contexts have been neglected in research regarding aliedescksure. The
researcher hopes to apply this theory in a new way and to a new context.

To test their theory and measure self-disclosure, Dalmas Taylor amdAitman
conducted a study in which they developed a 671-item list of statements, entiil@acint
Scaled Stimuli for Use in Studies of Interpersonal Relationships,” desigmeeasure
interpersonal exchange and self-disclosure (ii). Taylor and Altman developddttto aid in
the conducting of research to test their theory of social penetration, as twsedisl that they
were hindered in the testing of their theory by the lack of an applicable method of eneaist

and analysis (ii). The authors themselves state that the items developed epeatpdor the
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use of developing a self-disclosure questionnaire and for offering a more canpddbeneficial
measurement than other existing questionnaires (Taylor and Altman 28).

Cecilia Solano, in her article “Sex Differences and the Taylomah Self-Disclosure
Stimuli,” tested Taylor and Altman’s intimacy-scaled stimuli for ahginges in the levels of
perceived intimacy and for any shift in the relative intimacy of topitisimvcategories nearly
twenty years after the development of the stimuli (288). Solano also alterstinuli to be
applicable to both genders to test the stimuli’s reliability in measuringglfvelisclosure of both
men and women, as the original list of items had been directed toward men only (283udy
revealed slight and insignificant changes in the perceptions of the stimuli’aaytand
categorization by both men and women and validated the continued use of the Taylor-Altman
intimacy-scaled stimuli to measure self-disclosure (288). Given the valid#tthe items
generated by Taylor and Altman and the appropriateness and applicalitigyradist, the items
included in the measurement tool developed by Taylor and Altman and scaled foolevels
intimacy was the basis of the survey developed for the present study.

In the present study, two statements were constructed from each of genthategories
of items developed by Taylor and Altman. Taylor and Altman’s thirteen to@tadaries, listed
in “Self-Disclosure in Isolated Groups,” include: religion; own magiagd family; love, dating,
sex; parental family; physical condition and appearance; money and propeggsnment and
politics, current events and social issues; emotions and feelings; inteadsiges, habits;
relationships with other people; personal attitudes, values and ethics, and selfi@vaschool
and work; and biographical characteristics (5-8). The items of the surveyiméed to two
statements per category, rather than including all of the 671 items of dagdltman’s scale,

to aid in the ease and willingness of participants taking the survey. Foragaghry, one
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statement of a high intimacy level and one statement of a low-to-modsrnatacy level were
selected. The statements included in Taylor and Altman’s list areispac# often implicitly
directed toward participants of a certain age or gender, and are at tierbspdaticularly in
which statements about political leanings and decisions are involved. Thesdletted for the
survey were categorized by the depth of intimacy self-disclosure dabubpic would involve.
The three possible categories were low intimacy, moderate intimadyhigh intimacy. Seven
of the items on the survey fell under the low intimacy category, ten items on ey lf
under the moderate intimacy category, and nine items fell under the high intataggry.

The 26 items selected for this study were adapted to be representative cdtdgories,
age and lifestyle appropriate, and applicable to both genders. Participants resp@aaéd t
statement on a Likert-type continuous scale, indicating their level ohgnliiss to disclose the
information described in the 26 items, first in a typical setting of getting to knosw
acquaintance, such as meeting new people at school. Participants then indgatedd of
willingness to disclose the information described in the 26 items a second time nisaincted
to have in mind a specific acquaintance met during a summer camp experierfearaselft
disclosure with that person while responding to those statements. Thus, the survey @glude
items that were repeated, for a total of 52 items related to self-discldbgrparticipants’
answers to the first set of 26 statements provided the control variable of tgtfichsslosure
practices to be compared with the second set of answers revealing-tisde#fure of
participants in camp settings.

Eight additional demographic items were included, instructing participamslicate
gender, age, organizational affiliations of the camp attended, length of camplstétyer the

camp experience involved staying away from home over night, whether the campreceeri
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involved meeting new people, whether the conversations described occurred withradpeer a
fellow camper, and finally the participant’s year of study in college.ld$tfour questions of
the survey addressed the participants’ reasons for disclosing what thégainpa the
participants’ comfort or discomfort over their self-disclosure at campcipants’ initial
emotional responses to their self-disclosure at camp, and the participargst ennotional
responses looking back on their self-disclosure at camp, for a final total ofv@y gems to
which participants responded. Response options for the first set of 26 items wevyetd'hot
share this with a new acquaintance,” “I probably would not share this with acoenaiatance,”
“I might or might not share this with a new acquaintance,” “I probably would dhigreith a
new acquaintance,” and “l would share this with a new acquaintance.” Hamsesoptions for
the second set of 26 items were, “I did not share this at all with my new campnéaacy” “|
did not say much about this to my new camp acquaintance,” “I shared this with ncgamgw
acquaintance if he or she brought it up first,” “I did share this a little witinemycamp
acquaintance,” and “I did share this fully with my new camp acquaintabee.Appendix A for
the full survey.

A test study was conducted prior to the main survey to test the clarity aatfulitglof
the 55 items developed for this study. The test study included four items from eagfonfahd
Altman’s categories, for a total of 110 questions. The test study included thiep@ats, one
male and two female, who were enrolled in the same basic communication courgelaur
spring semester of 2010. The three participants took the 110-item survey omughttire
SurveyMonkey website, as with the present study. A comment section was dhiciude test
study’s survey, and the reactions of the test study participants were notedbMonsrwere

found with the test study survey, and so the only alterations made to the survey fosé¢hé pre
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study was the elimination of two items from each category for the edse patticipants in
responding. The results of the test study were analyzed to ensure that theosaoiuegd
relevant responses, but no alterations were deemed necessary. The timdtie@rfesent study
spanned two college semesters, the fall semester of 2010 and the springrseraeite
College freshman enrolled in a basic communication course partially irestioyia graduate
assistant in the fall semester of 2010 were given the opportunity to take the dwning that
semester, and the survey was accessible online to them during that ergstesefor students
enrolled in a basic communication course partially instructed by a geadasdistant during the
spring semester of 2011, the survey was available online during the first teke of that
semester. For the courses in question, “partially instructed by a grathsadtant” refers to
courses in which students met in a large lecture setting taught by & faeanttber once a week;
the same students met two other days a week in smaller classes instyugtadulate assistants.

As previously stated, this study involved the investigation of the self-disclosyogiiog
adults in novel camp environments. This study also included a brief investigation bifgossi
reasons and motivations for self-disclosure and subsequent reactions that yosnigeaetio
their own self-disclosure, testing the existence of a direct relationdfwpdiethe reason for
self-disclosure and the emotions felt afterward, such as relief or.regret

The analysis of the data collected from the surveys includes careful desonipthe
participants’ responses for each of the 64 items of the survey. The percefteaggonses for
natural tendencies in self-disclosure were compared to the percentaggsotes regarding
actual occurrences of self-disclosure in camp settings. The self-digcteadencies reported for
low, moderate, and high intimacy items were compared with each other. The avénagds

and female responses were also compared to identify any differencesdisdelure
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tendencies that potentially exist between the genders. The numbers producegkbylthef the
study were analyzed using SPSS to determine the statistical sigodiof the results, which is
described in the following results discussion. The study will aim for a ppadesvel of less than

+ 5%. The final step of the data analysis involved interpretation of the re@sdltsating the
answers to the research questions that were revealed by the resulteprofdist data analysis
also includes a discussion of the results in light of social penetration theomyrodeelures
described in this methodology were utilized to discover the natural self-disclesaiencies of
adolescents and to compare those natural tendencies with the self-disaci@lolescents that
occurs in the novel summer camp environment. The discussion section of the present study

explores the conclusions and implications that may be made from the data presented h
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Chapter 4 — Results

The variables examined in this study were young adults’ tendencies thseddfsure to
new acquaintances in familiar settings compared to the same young apdtted self-
disclosure to a new acquaintance in a summer camp setting. The researomg|pesgtiosed by
this study are:
RQ1: Do young adults’ tendencies in self-disclosure while in camp settingsfobfietheir
typical self-disclosure tendencies?
RQ2: Do young adults’ tendencies in self-disclosure while in camp settingsdatlhe category
of increased self-disclosure?
RQ3: Do the self-disclosure tendencies of female young adults and those gfonad) adults
differ in either familiar settings or summer camp settings?

Participants in this study were restricted to those respondents whpeuoiicriteria.
Given the guidelines for participation, four of the demographic questions on the,survey
guestions 56-59, must have been responded to affirmatively for a respondent’s survey to be
included in the study. (See Appendix A for full survey) These four demographic questi@s w
“Did the camp you attended last five days or more?,” “Did the camp you attenaeki
staying away from home overnight?,” “Did the camp you attended host people you hiad neve
met before?,” and finally, “Did the conversations you had in mind while answerintjommses
about your self-disclosure at camp happened between you and a peer (adelfmr)@”. Of the
approximately 2520 students to whom the survey was made available, 454 responded to the
survey, for roughly an 18% response rate. Of the 454 total respondents, 357 fulfilletktize c
to be included in the study. Out of the 357 responses included in the study, 256 were 18 years of

age, making up 71.7% of the respondents, 91 were 19 years of age, making up 25.5%, and 10
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were 20 years of age, making up 2.8%. The number of participants who were male was 126, or
35.3%, and 231 participants were female, or 64.7% of the respondents. The final deraographi
guestion included in the survey asked participants to indicate whether the caratiehdgd
was religiously affiliated. Of the 357 participants, 304 indicated that thp tizey attended was
religiously affiliated, making up 85.2% of the respondents. The remaining 53 respondents
indicated that the camp they attended was not religiously affiliated, making up 1886 o
respondents. See Appendix B for full survey results.
Analysis of Each Survey Iltem

The first set of 26 questions on the survey instructed participants to indicate their
likelihood of sharing a particular piece of information with a new acquaintancemikef
setting. The second set of 26 questions on the survey instructed participants to ioditete
level they shared or did not share a particular piece of information with theircgesaiatance at
summer camp. The first item on the survey was “the reasons why | am or estgiots.” In
answer to the first question, 9 (2.5%) respondents indicated that they would not sharé this wi
new acquaintance, 26 (7.3%) indicated that they would probably not share this with a new
acquaintance, 85 (23.8%) indicated that they might or might not share this with a new
acquaintance, 94 (26.3%) indicated that they probably would share this with a new acgeaintan
and 143 (40.1%) indicated that they would share this with a new acquaintance. In response to
this item regarding actual self-disclosure to a new camp acquaingh(®2%) respondents
indicated that they did not share anything about this with their new camp acquai@tance
(10.9%) indicated that they did not say much about this to their new camp acquaintance, 84
(23.5%) indicated that they shared some information about this with their new camp

acquaintance, 122 (34.2%) indicated that they shared a lot about this with their rgw cam
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acquaintance, and 90 (25.2%) indicated that they shared everything about this witbvthei
camp acquaintance. The largest percentage of participants, 40.1%, indicatieelytiaiuld
share reasons why they were or were not religious with a new acquaintanceréfléating
upon their actual self-disclosure to a new camp acquaintance, the largesiggeroént
participants, 34.2%, indicated that they shared a lot about this topic. These restdte iadi
slight but significant decrease in reported self-disclosure compared totpdeskelf-disclosure.
The statistical analysis revealed that this is a significant diféerbetween the participants’
predicted self-disclosure to a new acquaintance in a familiar settingeindeported self-
disclosure to a new camp acquaintam356, 1) = 5.83f(<.001).

The second item on the survey was “common interests that | would like my spouse and |
to have.” Responding to the first question, 28 (7.8%) respondents indicated that they would not
share this with a new acquaintance, 73 (20.4%) indicated that they would probably@&diisha
with a new acquaintance, 92 (25.8%) indicated that they might or might not sharehtashew
acquaintance, 88 (24.6%) indicated that they probably would share this with a new acgeiaintan
and 76 (21.3%) indicated that they would share this with a new acquaintance. In response to this
item on the second set of questions, 83 (23.2%) respondents indicated that they did not share
anything about this with their new camp acquaintance, 82 (23.0%) indicated that they dig not s
much about this to their new camp acquaintance, 90 (25.2%) indicated that they shared som
information about this with their new camp acquaintance, 64 (17.9%) indicated that tteglyasha
lot about this with their new camp acquaintance, and 38 (10.6%) indicated that thely share
everything about this with their new camp acquaintance. When indicating kleéhrdod to
share with a new acquaintance what common interests they hoped to shareimgpotise, the

largest percentage of participants, 25.8%, indicated that they might or might nabghare
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information. In response to the second question about this topic, the largest geroénta
participants, 25.2%, indicated that they shared some information about this topic towheir ne
camp acquaintance. The majority results indicate little change. Howeverpie8itted that

they would not share any information about this topic, when in actuality, to a new camp
acquaintance, 23.2% reported that they did not share this information. Also, 21.3% predicted th
they would share information about common interests they want to have with thee,spbes

in actuality, only 10.6% reported that they shared everything about this informattotineir

new camp acquaintance. Thus, these results indicate that there was easigaécline from
predicted self-disclosure to reported self-disclosure about this topic. Tisécstbanalysis
revealed that this was a significant difference between the predictetiss#sure and the
participants’ reported self-disclosuté356, 1) = 8.496{<.001).

The third item on the survey was “situations that bore me.” In response testhe fi
guestion about this item, 14 (3.9%) respondents indicated that they would not share this with a
new acquaintance, 51 (14.3%) indicated that they would probably not share this with a new
acquaintance, 100 (28.0%) indicated that they might or might not share this with a new
acquaintance, 109 (30.5%) indicated that they probably would share this with a new
acquaintance, and 83 (23.2%) indicated that they would share this with a new angeaainta
Responding to this item on the second set of questions, 34 (9.5%) respondents indicated that they
did not share anything about this with their new camp acquaintance, 65 (18.2%) indidated tha
they did not say much about this to their new camp acquaintance, 110 (30.8%) indicated that
they shared some information about this with their new camp acquaintance, 85 (23.8%@dndica
that they shared a lot about this with their new camp acquaintance, and 63 (17.6%)yitlatate

they shared everything about this with their new camp acquaintance. The pergestage of
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participants, 30.5%, indicated that they probably would share information about situaditons t
bore them with a new acquaintance. When indicating their actual self-disclosunew camp
acquaintance, the largest percentage of participants, 30.8%, indicated ti=hiateelysome
information about this topic. These results indicate a slight but significargasecin reported
self-disclosure compared to predicted self-disclosure. The statemtiabisis revealed that this
was a significant difference between the participants’ predictédiselosure and their reported
self-disclosuret(356, 1) = 5.133(<.001).

The fourth item on the survey was “things that | would not want people to find out about
me if | ever ran for a political office.” Indicating their response to itts¢ uestion about this
item, 156 (43.7%) respondents selected that they would not share this with a new acmgjaintan
105 (29.4%) selected that they would probably not share this with a new acquaintance, 54
(15.1%) selected that they might or might not share this with a new acquaintar&d%sp (
selected that they probably would share this with a new acquaintance, and 12 (3248l sel
that they would share this with a new acquaintance. In response to the question redaatling w
they did disclose about this item to their new camp acquaintance, 176 (49.3%) respondents
indicated that they did not share anything about this with their new camp acquaiance
(24.1%) indicated that they did not say much about this to their new camp acquaintance, 57
(16.0%) indicated that they shared some information about this with their new camp
acquaintance, 17 (4.8%) indicated that they shared a lot about this with their new camp
acquaintance, and 21 (5.9%) indicated that they shared everything about this witbwhei
camp acquaintance. When predicting their self-disclosure about things they wowihhot
people to find out about them if they ever ran for a political office, the largestmage of

participants, 43.7%, indicated that they would not share information about this with a new
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acquaintance. When answering the second question about this topic, the largestgaeeofenta
participants, 49.3%, indicated that they did not share any information about this tibpilceir
new camp acquaintance. These results indicate that respondents’ seffudésto a camp
acquaintance remained consistent with their prediction. The statisticgdiarralvealed that
there was no significant difference between predicted self-diselasut reported self-
disclosuref(356, 1) = 0.66 4 =.505).

The fifth item on the survey was “what | would do if it seemed that my ngarveas not
a success.” In response to the first question about this topic, 100 (28.0%) respondentd indicate
that they would not share this with a new acquaintance, 116 (32.5%) indicated that they would
probably not share this with a new acquaintance, 86 (24.1%) indicated that they mggittor
not share this with a new acquaintance, 37 (10.4%) indicated that they probably wouldishare t
with a new acquaintance, and 18 (5.0%) indicated that they would share this with a new
acquaintance. Responding to the second question about this topic, 171 (47.9%) respondents
indicated that they did not share anything about this with their new camp acquaiiance
(21.6%) indicated that they did not say much about this to their new camp acquaintance, 64
(17.9%) indicated that they shared some information about this with their new camp
acquaintance, 29 (8.1%) indicated that they shared a lot about this with their new camp
acquaintance, and 16 (4.5%) indicated that they shared everything about this witbwhei
camp acquaintance. The largest percentage of participants, 32.5%, indicatieelytaiuld
probably not share information about what they would do if their marriage was not sssucce
with a new acquaintance. When answering the second question about this topic, the larges
percentage of participants, 47.9%, indicated that they did not share anything abopidhisth

a new camp acquaintance. These results indicate a significant decnegmeted self-disclosure
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compared to predicted self-disclosure. The statistical analysis ré\katehis was a significant
difference between the participants’ predicted self-disclosure amdeperted self-disclosure,
t(356, 1) = 4.81Qf <.001).

The sixth item on the survey was “the extent to which | worry about money.i Whe
replying to this question, 83 (23.1%) respondents indicated that they would not sharenthis wit
new acquaintance, 105 (29.4%) indicated that they would probably not share this with a new
acquaintance, 107 (30.0%) indicated that they might or might not share this with a new
acquaintance, 46 (12.9%) indicated that they probably would share this with a new acgeaintan
and 16 (4.5%) indicated that they would share this with a new acquaintance. In response to the
guestion regarding self-disclosure to a new camp acquaintance about thi$36(88.1%)
respondents indicated that they did not share anything about this with their new camp
acquaintance, 99 (27.7%) indicated that they did not say much about this to their new camp
acquaintance, 72 (20.2%) indicated that they shared some information about this witewhei
camp acquaintance, 35 (9.8%) indicated that they shared a lot about this with theampew c
acquaintance, and 15 (4.2%) indicated that they shared everything about this witbwhei
camp acquaintance. The largest percentage of participants, 30.0%, indicatieelytihaght or
might not share information about the extent to which they worry about money with a new
acquaintance. When answering the second question about this topic, the largestgaeeofenta
participants, 38.1%, indicated that they did not share any information about this tibpilceir
new camp acquaintance. These results indicate that respondents’ seffudésto a camp
acquaintance decreased significantly compared to their predictions. Tistcatanalysis
revealed that there was a significant difference between predictetissébsure and reported

self-disclosuret(356, 1) = 4.924(<.001).
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The seventh item on the survey was “things that would cause me to break up a
friendship.” In response to the first question regarding this topic, 61 (17.1%) resgondent
indicated that they would not share this with a new acquaintance, 98 (27.5%) indicatleelythat
would probably not share this with a new acquaintance, 115 (32.2%) indicated that they might or
might not share this with a new acquaintance, 60 (16.8%) indicated that they probably would
share this with a new acquaintance, and 23 (6.4%) indicated that they would sharéh this wi
new acquaintance. Responding to the question about actual self-disclosure to mpew ca
acquaintance on this topic, 97 (27.2%) respondents indicated that they did not share anything
about this with their new camp acquaintance, 96 (26.9%) indicated that they did not say much
about this to their new camp acquaintance, 86 (24.1%) indicated that they shared some
information about this with their new camp acquaintance, 52 (14.6%) indicated that ttezlyasha
lot about this with their new camp acquaintance, and 26 (7.3%) indicated that thezly shar
everything about this with their new camp acquaintance. When indicating thaiotjores of
their own self-disclosure to a new acquaintance regarding things that wouldleuge break
up a friendship, the largest percentage of participants, 32.2%, indicated that they mmigjfttor
not share information about this topic. In response to the second question about this topic, the
largest percentage of participants, 27.2%, indicated that they did not share angtiofoabout
this topic with their new camp acquaintance. These results indicate absiigignificant
decrease in reported self-disclosure compared to predicted self-discldseistatistical analysis
revealed that there was a significant difference between predictetissébsure and reported
self-disclosuret(356, 1) = 2.923{=.004).

The eighth item on this survey was “my worst experience in school.” In resjootinge

first question about this topic, 30 (8.4%) respondents indicated that they would not share this
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with a new acquaintance, 55 (15.4%) indicated that they would probably not share this with a
new acquaintance, 95 (26.6%) indicated that they might or might not share this with a ne
acquaintance, 108 (30.3%) indicated that they probably would share this with a new
acquaintance, and 69 (19.3%) indicated that they would share this with a new angeaainta
When replying to the question about self-disclosure to a new camp acquaintance oncthitopi
(20.2%) respondents indicated that they did not share anything about this with theimpew ca
acquaintance, 68 (19.0%) indicated that they did not say much about this to their new camp
acquaintance, 95 (26.6%) indicated that they shared some information about this witewhei
camp acquaintance, 72 (20.2%) indicated that they shared a lot about this with th@mpew ¢
acquaintance, and 50 (14.0%) indicated that they shared everything about this witbvthei
camp acquaintance. In answer to the question about how likely they were to diddioaation
about their worst experience in school to a new acquaintance, the largest geroénta
participants, 30.3%, indicated that they probably would share information about this topic. Whe
reflecting upon their actual self-disclosure to a new camp acquaintanta gt percentage of
participants, 26.6%, indicated that they shared some information about this topic. This 26.6%
actually matched the prediction percentage, with 26.6% of respondents predidtithgyraight

or might not share information about this topic with a new acquaintance. However, this
percentage became the majority in the reported camp disclosure indigdtemshere was a
dramatic shift in prediction of not sharing any information about the topic compared to
respondents who indicated they did not actually share information about this topic witrethei
camp acquaintance. Of the participants, 8.4% predicted that they would narsjthieg about
this topic with a new acquaintance, while 20.2% reported that they actually did ret sha

anything about this topic at camp. These results indicate a significaaadedn reported self-
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disclosure compared to predicted self-disclosure. The statistical isnmalysaled that this was a
significant difference between the predicted self-disclosure and theeggeif-disclosure,
t(356, 1) = 6.582( <.001).

The ninth item on this survey was “the number of brothers and sisters | have.”
Responding to the first question regarding this topic, 3 (0.8%) respondents indicatedythat
would not share this with a new acquaintance, 5 (1.4%) indicated that they would probably not
share this with a new acquaintance, 23 (6.4%) indicated that they might or mighaneothss
with a new acquaintance, 81 (22.7%) indicated that they probably would share this with a ne
acquaintance, and 245 (68.6%) indicated that they would share this with a new acqgelaimtanc
response to the question regarding actual self-disclosure at summer campialiopict, 5
(1.4%) respondents indicated that they did not share anything about this with their ppw cam
acquaintance, 10 (2.8%) indicated that they did not say much about this to their new camp
acquaintance, 38 (10.6%) indicated that they shared some information about this witewhei
camp acquaintance, 60 (16.8%) indicated that they shared a lot about this with th@mpew ¢
acquaintance, and 244 (68.3%) indicated that they shared everything about thisimwivihe
camp acquaintance. When indicating their predictions of their own self-disctosaureew
acquaintance regarding how many brothers and sisters they have, teedargentage of
participants, 68.6%, indicated that they would share information about this topic. In eegpons
the second question about this topic, the largest percentage of participants, 68.3%dititta
they shared everything about this topic with their new camp acquaintance.lEhomjority of
participants’ reported self-disclosure remained consistent withghesdictions. However,
statistical analysis revealed significant differences in the pegestor the other response

options. Overall, these percentages revealed a slight but significant déayeaparticipants’
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prediction of self-disclosure to a new acquaintance in a familiar settthgit reported self-
disclosure to a new camp acquaintance about the number of brothers and sistersetlidyeha
statistical analysis revealed that there was a significant differeetween predicted self-
disclosure and reported self-disclosu(856, 1) = 2.016{=.045).

The tenth item on the survey was “my views on sexual morality — how | feelahdt
others ought to behave in sexual matters.” In response to the first question aktopidhi&s3
(9.2%) respondents indicated that they would not share this with a new acquaintance, 5y (16.0%
indicated that they would probably not share this with a new acquaintance, 95 (26.6%gdndica
that they might or might not share this with a new acquaintance, 92 (25.8%) indicdtdcry
probably would share this with a new acquaintance, and 80 (22.4%) indicated that they would
share this with a new acquaintance. When replying to the question regardingelétua
disclosure at camp about this topic, 69 (19.3%) respondents indicated that they did not share
anything about this with their new camp acquaintance, 56 (15.7%) indicated that they dil not s
much about this to their new camp acquaintance, 72 (20.2%) indicated that they shared som
information about this with their new camp acquaintance, 79 (22.1%) indicated that tteglyasha
lot about this with their new camp acquaintance, and 81 (22.7%) indicated that thely share
everything about this with their new camp acquaintance. The largest pgecehfaarticipants,
26.6%, indicated that they might or might not share information about their views on sexual
morality with a new acquaintance. When answering the camp-relatedoguastiut this topic,
the largest percentage of participants, 22.7%, indicated that they sharetiegealpout this
topic with a new camp acquaintance. However, this largest percentage issgeatlio the
percentage, 22.4%, of participants who predicted that they would share informatiothabout

topic with a new acquaintance, even though more patrticipants, 26.6%, predicted thagtitey
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or might not share information about this with a new acquaintance in a familiag s€he
biggest change in self-disclosure was evident between the predictions ofctasingsanything
to a new acquaintance in a familiar setting and the instances of actualigaiosing anything
about this topic to a new camp acquaintance. Of the participants, 9.2% predictedytheduld
not share information about this topic with a new acquaintance, while 19.3% indicatieyha
did not actually share anything about this topic with their new camp acquaintaese.résults
indicate a significant decrease in reported self-disclosure comparestitoted self-disclosure.
The statistical analysis revealed that this was a significanteliiterbetween the predicted self-
disclosure and the reported self-disclost(&56, 1) = 2.988( =.003).

The eleventh item on this survey was “my name.” Responding to the firstoqualstut
this topic, 2 (0.6%) respondents indicated that they would not share this with a new
acquaintance, 2 (0.6%) indicated that they would probably not share this with a new
acquaintance, 11 (3.1%) indicated that they might or might not share this with a new
acquaintance, 24 (6.7%) indicated that they probably would share this with a new angaainta
and 318 (89.1%) indicated that they would share this with a new acquaintance. In response to the
guestion regarding self-disclosure to a new camp acquaintance about thid {Gpléno)
respondents indicated that they did not share anything about this with their new camp
acquaintance, 6 (1.7%) indicated that they did not say much about this to their new camp
acquaintance, 12 (3.4%) indicated that they shared some information about thisimtawhe
camp acquaintance, 18 (5.0%) indicated that they shared a lot about this with theampew ¢
acquaintance, and 317 (88.8%) indicated that they shared everything about thisimwivihe
camp acquaintance. When indicating their predictions of their own self-disctosaureew

acquaintance regarding sharing their names, the largest percentageipigoas, 89.1%,
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indicated that they would share information about this topic. In response to the secomh questi
about this topic, the largest percentage of participants, 88.8%, indicated that they shared
everything about this topic with their new camp acquaintance. Thus, the majorityiappats’
reported self-disclosure remained consistent with their predictions. Tistictdtinalysis
revealed that there was no significant difference between predictetissddisure and reported
self-disclosuret(356, 1) = 1.274(=.203).

The twelfth item on the survey was “how | might (or did) feel if my mother aherfa
were separated or divorced.” When replying to the first question about this topic, 48 (13.4%)
respondents indicated that they would not share this with a new acquaintance, 81 (22.7%)
indicated that they would probably not share this with a new acquaintance, 105 (29.4%)
indicated that they might or might not share this with a new acquaintance, 75 (21.@#techdi
that they probably would share this with a new acquaintance, and 48 (13.4%) indicatieelythat
would share this with a new acquaintance. In response to the question regardinglfeamp se
disclosure about this topic, 123 (34.5%) respondents indicated that they did not share anything
about this with their new camp acquaintance, 69 (19.3%) indicated that they did not say much
about this to their new camp acquaintance, 68 (19.0%) indicated that they shared some
information about this with their new camp acquaintance, 60 (16.8%) indicated that ttezlyasha
lot about this with their new camp acquaintance, and 37 (10.4%) indicated that thely share
everything about this with their new camp acquaintance. The largest percentagcgfants,
29.4%, indicated that they might or might not share information about how they might orl did fee
if their mother and father were separated or divorced with a new acquaintanceaighering
the question regarding self-disclosure with a new camp acquaintance abtyithithe largest

percentage of participants, 34.5%, indicated that they did not share any informatiomisbout t
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topic with their new camp acquaintance. These results indicate that resposdisclosure
to a camp acquaintance decreased significantly compared to their predithierstatistical
analysis revealed that there was a significant difference betweeictpd self-disclosure and
reported self-disclosuré356, 1) = 6.525( <.001).

The thirteenth item on the survey was “disappointments or bad experiences ldhave ha
romantic relationships.” In response to the first question regarding this T@pi21.8%)
respondents indicated that they would not share this with a new acquaintance, 81 (22.7%)
indicated that they would probably not share this with a new acquaintance, 115 (32.2%)
indicated that they might or might not share this with a new acquaintance, 60 (1&%ied
that they probably would share this with a new acquaintance, and 23 (6.4%) indicateeythat t
would share this with a new acquaintance. Responding to the question about selfvéistios
summer camp on this topic, 109 (30.5%) respondents indicated that they did not share anything
about this with their new camp acquaintance, 74 (20.7%) indicated that they did not say much
about this to their new camp acquaintance, 75 (21.0%) indicated that they shared some
information about this with their new camp acquaintance, 59 (16.5%) indicated that tteglyasha
lot about this with their new camp acquaintance, and 40 (11.2%) indicated that thely share
everything about this with their new camp acquaintance. When indicating theictipns
regarding their self-disclosure about disappointments or bad experiencesvidptan
romantic relationships, the largest percentage of participants, 32.2%, iddizatéhey might or
might not share information about that topic with a new acquaintance. To the quegdiaiinge
self-disclosure to a new camp acquaintance, the largest percentagecigigras, 30.5%,
responded that they did not share any information about this topic with their new camp

acquaintance. While the percentage of participants who predicted they woeldsh#opic
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with a new acquaintance was 6.4% and increased to 11.2% of participants who indicated they
shared everything about this topic with their new camp acquaintance, the @retaficy was a
slightly decreased amount of self-disclosure at camp when compared to predittisclosure
about this topic. These results indicate that respondents’ self-disclosurarp acguaintance
decreased slightly compared to their predictions. However, the responses to thuestions

about this topic showed only slight differences. The statistical analyseledwbat there was no
significant difference between predicted self-disclosure and reportetiszbsuret(356, 1) =
0.8476 =.398).

The fourteenth item on this survey was “my favorite hobbies.” In response testhe fi
guestion about this topic, 2 (0.6%) respondents indicated that they would not share this with a
new acquaintance, 7 (2.0%) indicated that they would probably not share this with a new
acquaintance, 14 (3.9%) indicated that they might or might not share this with a new
acquaintance, 109 (30.5%) indicated that they probably would share this with a new
acquaintance, and 225 (63.0%) indicated that they would share this with a new acgelaintanc
Responding to the question about camp self-disclosure on this topic, 6 (1.7%) respondents
indicated that they did not share anything about this with their new camp acquaiitého8o)
indicated that they did not say much about this to their new camp acquaintance, 54 (15.1%)
indicated that they shared some information about this with their new camp acqeiftan
(25.5%) indicated that they shared a lot about this with their new camp acquaiatachd 99
(55.7%) indicated that they shared everything about this with their new capguraance.

When indicating their predictions of their own self-disclosure to a new acquangerding
sharing their favorite hobbies, the largest percentage of particig@a®86, indicated that they

would share information about this topic. In response to the second question about this topic, the
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largest percentage of participants, 55.7%, indicated that they shared everythinbialioptct
with their new camp acquaintance. The overall percentages for this topicthateaspondents’
reported self-disclosure to a camp acquaintance decreased slightly Hidasiggicompared to
their predictions. The statistical analysis revealed that there wasifecant difference between
predicted self-disclosure and reported self-disclog(886, 1) = 4.6141<.001).

The fifteenth item on this survey was “how | would feel about getting tatto@éhen
replying to the first question about this topic, 11 (3.1%) respondents indicated thabthdy
not share this with a new acquaintance, 25 (7.0%) indicated that they would probablreot s
this with a new acquaintance, 81 (22.7%) indicated that they might or might not sharghtlis w
new acquaintance, 116 (32.5%) indicated that they probably would share this with a new
acquaintance, and 124 (34.7%) indicated that they would share this with a new acgeidimtanc
response to the question about their actual self-disclosure to a new acquainsano@er camp
on this topic, 80 (22.4%) respondents indicated that they did not share anything about this with
their new camp acquaintance, 56 (15.7%) indicated that they did not say much about this to thei
new camp acquaintance, 73 (20.4%) indicated that they shared some informatiohialvath t
their new camp acquaintance, 64 (17.9%) indicated that they shared a lot about thigrwith the
new camp acquaintance, and 84 (23.5%) indicated that they shared everything abatlt this w
their new camp acquaintance. When indicating their predictions of their owdisgtisure to a
new acquaintance regarding how they would feel about getting tattooed, the |largestage of
participants, 34.7%, indicated that they would share information about this topic. In B2Bpons
the question about camp self-disclosure on this topic, the largest percentagieipbpés,
23.5%, indicated that they shared everything about this topic with their new cammtcyea

The percentages all indicated a decrease in reported self-disclosureesbtogghe participants’
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predictions of their self-disclosure. The statistical analysis reddhht there was a significant
difference between predicted self-disclosure and reported self-disg|lt§856, 1) = 10.632(
<.001).

The sixteenth item on the survey was “what | believe about God.” When replyimgy to t
first question about this topic, 3 (0.8%) respondents indicated that they would not sharénthis
a new acquaintance, 7 (2.0%) indicated that they would probably not share this with a new
acquaintance, 41 (11.5%) indicated that they might or might not share this with a new
acquaintance, 113 (31.7%) indicated that they probably would share this with a new
acquaintance, and 193 (54.1%) indicated that they would share this with a new acqgeldimtanc
response to the question regarding summer camp self-disclosure about this topic, 13 (3.6%
respondents indicated that they did not share anything about this with their new camp
acquaintance, 20 (5.6%) indicated that they did not say much about this to their new camp
acquaintance, 42 (11.8%) indicated that they shared some information about this witewhei
camp acquaintance, 98 (27.5%) indicated that they shared a lot about this with th@mpew ¢
acquaintance, and 184 (51.5%) indicated that they shared everything about thisimivihe
camp acquaintance. The largest percentage of participants, 54.1%, indicatieelytaiuld
share information about what they believe about God with a new acquaintance. Whemadicati
their actual self-disclosure to a new camp acquaintance, the largesitagecef participants,
51.5%, indicated that they shared everything about this topic. These result®inditight but
significant decrease in reported self-disclosure compared to predilftdéssosure. The
statistical analysis revealed that there was a significantelifte between the predicted self-

disclosure and the reported self-disclost(&56, 1) = 3.653( <.001).
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The seventeenth item on this survey was “things I'd really like to have ifd edialrd
them.” When responding to the first question about this topic, 9 (2.5%) respondents indicated
that they would not share this with a new acquaintance, 29 (8.1%) indicated that they would
probably not share this with a new acquaintance, 95 (26.6%) indicated that they mggttor
not share this with a new acquaintance, 109 (30.5%) indicated that they probably waaild shar
this with a new acquaintance, and 115 (32.2%) indicated that they would share this with a new
acquaintance. In response to the question about self-disclosure with a new gaaiptacce
regarding this topic, 43 (12.0%) respondents indicated that they did not share anythirigisbout
with their new camp acquaintance, 70 (19.6%) indicated that they did not say much aout thi
their new camp acquaintance, 108 (30.3%) indicated that they shared some information about
this with their new camp acquaintance, 78 (21.8%) indicated that they shared a lohigbout t
with their new camp acquaintance, and 58 (16.2%) indicated that they shared evatything
this with their new camp acquaintance. When indicating their predictions pbteiself-
disclosure to a new acquaintance regarding sharing things they wouldikesatityhave if they
could afford them, the largest percentage of participants, 32.2%, indicatduethatould share
information about this topic. In response to the second question about this topic, the largest
percentage of participants, 30.3%, indicated that they shared some information altopichi
with their new camp acquaintance. The overall percentages for this topictreataakspondents’
reported self-disclosure to a camp acquaintance decreased significampigred to their
predictions. The statistical analysis revealed that there was acaghiifference between
predicted self-disclosure and reported self-disclog(886, 1) = 11.133(<.001).

The eighteenth item on the survey was “times when | have wished that | coodgk cha

something about my physical appearance.” When responding to the first questioingethis
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topic, 63 (17.6%) respondents indicated that they would not share this with a new acquaintance
111 (31.1%) indicated that they would probably not share this with a new acquaintance, 108
(30.3%) indicated that they might or might not share this with a new acquaintance, 53 (14.8%
indicated that they probably would share this with a new acquaintance, and 22 (6.2%)dndicate
that they would share this with a new acquaintance. In response to the question about self-
disclosure to a new camp acquaintance on this topic, 94 (26.3%) respondents indicdteg that t
did not share anything about this with their new camp acquaintance, 87 (24.4%) indidated tha
they did not say much about this to their new camp acquaintance, 91 (25.5%) indicated that the
shared some information about this with their new camp acquaintance, 63 (17.6%gdhthaat
they shared a lot about this with their new camp acquaintance, and 22 (6.2%) indicatexy/that t
shared everything about this with their new camp acquaintance. The |lagesttage of
participants, 31.1%, indicated that they would probably not share information about times when
they had wished that they could change something about their personal appedraagcewi
acquaintance. When indicating their actual self-disclosure to a new camméaes, the
largest percentage of participants, 26.3%, indicated that they did not shared arbyhirthia
topic. These results indicate a slight increase in reported self-disclomupared to predicted
self-disclosure. The statistical analysis revealed that theraavsignificant difference between
the predicted self-disclosure and the reported self-discla$ds®, 1) = 1.21G( =.227).

The nineteenth item on the survey was “how interested | am in politics.” When
responding to the first question regarding this topic, 31 (8.7%) respondents indicatedytha
would not share this with a new acquaintance, 68 (19.0%) indicated that they would probably not
share this with a new acquaintance, 121 (33.9%) indicated that they might or midtaredhss

with a new acquaintance, 76 (21.3%) indicated that they probably would share this with a ne
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acquaintance, and 61 (17.1%) indicated that they would share this with a new angeaainta
response to the question regarding self-disclosure to a new summer camp accgiainvart this
topic, 136 (38.1%) respondents indicated that they did not share anything about this with thei
new camp acquaintance, 89 (24.9%) indicated that they did not say much about thisyemtheir
camp acquaintance, 56 (15.7%) indicated that they shared some information aboti tthisikvi
new camp acquaintance, 37 (10.4%) indicated that they shared a lot about this witevihei
camp acquaintance, and 39 (10.9%) indicated that they shared everything abotih tiigiwvi

new camp acquaintance. The largest percentage of participants, 33.9%, dnitli@atleey might

or might not share information about how interested they are in politics with a gaairgance.
When indicating their actual self-disclosure to a new camp acquaintanca,gibst bercentage

of participants, 38.1%, indicated that they did not share anything about this topic. The overal
results indicate significant decrease in reported self-disclosuneazethto predicted self-
disclosure. The statistical analysis revealed that there wasificsigt difference between the
predicted self-disclosure and the reported self-disclog3%5, 1) = 12.45%(<.001).

The twentieth item on the survey was “my weight.” In response to the firstique
regarding to this topic, 91 (25.5%) respondents indicated that they would not share this with a
new acquaintance, 83 (23.2%) indicated that they would probably not share this with a new
acquaintance, 70 (19.6%) indicated that they might or might not share this with a new
acquaintance, 62 (17.4%) indicated that they probably would share this with a new acgeaintan
and 51 (14.3%) indicated that they would share this with a new acquaintance. When replying t
the question about summer camp self-disclosure on this topic, 137 (38.4%) respondentd indicate
that they did not share anything about this with their new camp acquaintance, 77 (21.6%)

indicated that they did not say much about this to their new camp acquaintance, 62 (17.4%)
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indicated that they shared some information about this with their new camp acqeiBtan
(10.6%) indicated that they shared a lot about this with their new camp acquaiatace 3
(12.0%) indicated that they shared everything about this with their new camméaace
When indicating their predictions of their own self-disclosure to a new acquangerding
their weight, the largest percentage of participants, 25.5%, indicated thatdtkelynot share
information about this topic. In response to the question regarding self-dieclosunew camp
acquaintance about this topic, the largest percentage of participants, 38.4%gdnithiaathey
did not share anything about this topic with their new camp acquaintance.lQkieregsults
indicated a decrease in reported self-disclosure compared to the partigpaditdions of their
self-disclosure. The statistical analysis revealed that thera siggificant difference between
predicted self-disclosure and reported self-disclog(866, 1) = 5.348{<.001).

The twenty-first item on this survey was “what | think would be an ideal jab.”
response to the first question regarding this topic, 8 (2.2%) respondents indicated tvatldey
not share this with a new acquaintance, 15 (4.2%) indicated that they would probaiigneot
this with a new acquaintance, 77 (21.6%) indicated that they might or might not sharghtlis w
new acquaintance, 120 (33.6%) indicated that they probably would share this with a new
acquaintance, and 137 (38.4%) indicated that they would share this with a new acqgelaintanc
When responding to the question regarding summer camp self-disclosure aboutdh#3topi
(12.0%) respondents indicated that they did not share anything about this with theimpew ca
acquaintance, 48 (13.4%) indicated that they did not say much about this to their new camp
acquaintance, 96 (26.9%) indicated that they shared some information about this witewhei
camp acquaintance, 88 (24.6%) indicated that they shared a lot about this with th@mpew ¢

acquaintance, and 23 (23.0%) indicated that they shared everything about this witbvthei
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camp acquaintance. The largest percentage of participants, 38.4%, indicatieelytaiuld

share information about what they think an ideal job would be with a new acquaintance. When
indicating their actual self-disclosure to a new camp acquaintance,dbstlpercentage of
participants, 26.9%, indicated that they shared some information about this topic. The overal
results indicate significant decrease in reported self-disclosuneazethto predicted self-
disclosure. The statistical analysis revealed that there wasificsigt difference between the
predicted self-disclosure and the reported self-disclog3%6, 1) = 9.605{ <.001).

The twenty-second item on the survey was “one of the worst things that everddhfzpen
me.” When responding to the first question about this topic, 62 (17.4%) respondents indicated
that they would not share this with a new acquaintance, 84 (23.5%) indicated that they would
probably not share this with a new acquaintance, 102 (28.6%) indicated that they migjfttor m
not share this with a new acquaintance, 65 (18.2%) indicated that they probably wouldishare t
with a new acquaintance, and 44 (12.3%) indicated that they would share this with a new
acquaintance. In response to the question about self-disclosure at summer dastopict 84
(23.5%) respondents indicated that they did not share anything about this with theimpew ca
acquaintance, 86 (24.1%) indicated that they did not say much about this to their new camp
acquaintance, 89 (24.9%) indicated that they shared some information about this witewhei
camp acquaintance, 53 (14.8%) indicated that they shared a lot about this with theampew
acquaintance, and 45 (12.6%) indicated that they shared everything about this witbvthei
camp acquaintance. When indicating their predictions of their own self-disctosaureew
acquaintance regarding one of the worst things that ever happened to thengeste la
percentage of participants, 28.6%, indicated that they might or might not share tidorabeut

this topic. In response to the second question about this topic, the largest percentage of
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participants, 24.9%, indicated that they shared some information about this topic witlethe
camp acquaintance. Overall, the results indicated a decrease in repbidestEsure compared
to the participants’ predictions of their self-disclosure. The statisticalysis revealed that there
was a significant difference between predicted self-disclosure andea@ getf-disclosure(356,
1) = 2.198f =.029).

The twenty-third item on the survey was “whether | am a ‘listenea’ talker’ in social
conversations.” When responding to the first question regarding this topic, 18 (5.0%)
respondents indicated that they would not share this with a new acquaintance, 49 (13.7%)
indicated that they would probably not share this with a new acquaintance, 102 (28.6%)
indicated that they might or might not share this with a new acquaintance, 109 (3@kE#ted
that they probably would share this with a new acquaintance, and 79 (22.1%) indicatieelythat
would share this with a new acquaintance. In response to the question about salthaitol a
new summer camp acquaintance on this topic, 61 (17.1%) respondents indicated that they did not
share anything about this with their new camp acquaintance, 73 (20.4%) indicatadytithd
not say much about this to their new camp acquaintance, 94 (26.3%) indicated that tliey share
some information about this with their new camp acquaintance, 68 (19.0%) indicatéeyhat t
shared a lot about this with their new camp acquaintance, and 61 (17.1%) indicated that they
shared everything about this with their new camp acquaintance. The largesttage of
participants, 30.5%, indicated that they probably would share information with a new
acquaintance about whether they are “listeners” or “talkers” in sommsersations. When
answering the question regarding camp self-disclosure about this topicgtst [a@rcentage of
participants, 26.3%, indicated that they shared some information about this topic wittethei

camp acquaintance. These results indicate that respondents’ self-distdasaeamp
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acquaintance decreased significantly compared to their predictions. Tistcatanalysis
revealed that there was a significant difference between predictetissébsure and reported
self-disclosuret(356, 1) = 7.683( <.001).

The twenty-fourth item on the survey was “whether or not | wear glassbeen
responding to the first question regarding this topic, 9 (2.5%) respondents indicatadyhat
would not share this with a new acquaintance, 24 (6.7%) indicated that they would probably not
share this with a new acquaintance, 50 (14.0%) indicated that they might or migharethis
with a new acquaintance, 70 (19.6%) indicated that they probably would share this with a ne
acquaintance, and 204 (57.1%) indicated that they would share this with a new angealnta
response to the question regarding actual self-disclosure at summer camp, 59 (16.5%)
respondents indicated that they did not share anything about this with their new camp
acquaintance, 29 (8.1%) indicated that they did not say much about this to their new camp
acquaintance, 49 (13.7%) indicated that they shared some information about this witewhei
camp acquaintance, 50 (14.0%) indicated that they shared a lot about this with th@mpew ¢
acquaintance, and 170 (47.6%) indicated that they shared everything about thisimwivihe
camp acquaintance. When indicating their predictions of their own self-disctosaureew
acquaintance regarding whether they wear glasses, the largesitpge of participants, 57.1%,
indicated that they would share information about this topic. In response to the question about
self-disclosure to a new camp acquaintance on this topic, the largest percépadeipants,
47.6%, indicated that they shared everything about this topic with their new cammtcyea
The results indicated a significant decrease in reported self-diselosmpared to the

participants’ predictions of their self-disclosure. The statistical aisatgvealed that there was a
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significant difference between predicted self-disclosure and reportetisz#bsure (356, 1)
=6.889f¢ <.001).

The twenty-fifth item on the survey was “the things in my past or presenbbig a
which | am most ashamed.” When responding to the first question regarding thid #@pic
(47.6%) respondents indicated that they would not share this with a new acquaintance, 87
(24.4%) indicated that they would probably not share this with a new acquaintance, 47 (13.2%)
indicated that they might or might not share this with a new acquaintance, 38 (10.@%ieohdi
that they probably would share this with a new acquaintance, and 15 (4.2%) indicateeythat t
would share this with a new acquaintance. Responding to the question about selftéisclas
new summer camp acquaintance on this topic, 158 (44.3%) respondents indicated that they did
not share anything about this with their new camp acquaintance, 86 (24.1%) indiaatedy
did not say much about this to their new camp acquaintance, 50 (14.0%) indicated that they
shared some information about this with their new camp acquaintance, 43 (12.0%#gdhthaat
they shared a lot about this with their new camp acquaintance, and 20 (5.6%) indicatexy/that t
shared everything about this with their new camp acquaintance. The largesttage of
participants, 47.6%, indicated that they would not share information with a new acquaintance
about the things in their past or present lives about which they are most ashamed. Whe
answering the question regarding actual camp self-disclosure about thishtepargest
percentage of participants, 44.3%, indicated that they did not share any informatiorisbout t
topic with their new camp acquaintance. These results indicate that resposdisclosure
to a camp acquaintance increased very slightly compared to their predictiontatiBtiead
analysis revealed that there was no significant difference between gdesktft-disclosure and

reported self-disclosurg356, 1) = -1.759(=.079).
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Finally, the twenty-sixth item on the survey was “adventures and/or stitsinge that
have happened to me.” In response to the first question about this topic, 7 (2.0%) respondents
indicated that they would not share this with a new acquaintance, 20 (5.6%) indicathdytha
would probably not share this with a new acquaintance, 86 (24.1%) indicated that they might or
might not share this with a new acquaintance, 125 (35.0%) indicated that they probally woul
share this with a new acquaintance, and 119 (33.3%) indicated that they would shveité this
new acquaintance. When responding to the question regarding self-disclosure to a new
acquaintance at summer camp about this topic, 11 (3.1%) respondents indicated that they did not
share anything about this with their new camp acquaintance, 33 (9.2%) indicatbe yhdid
not say much about this to their new camp acquaintance, 102 (28.6%) indicated that tloey share
some information about this with their new camp acquaintance, 111 (31.1%) indicatedyhat t
shared a lot about this with their new camp acquaintance, and 100 (28.0%) indicated that they
shared everything about this with their new camp acquaintance. When indicairng th
predictions of their own self-disclosure to a new acquaintance regardingwaegesmd/or
strange things that have happened to them, the largest percentage of partRo@dtts
indicated that they probably would share information about this topic. In response to tl@nques
about actual self-disclosure at camp on this topic, the largest percenpeggagbants, 31.1%,
indicated that they shared a lot about this topic with their new camp acquaintanedl, Owe
results indicated a significant decrease in reported self-disclosomeared to the participants’
predictions of their self-disclosure. The statistical analysis regdhht there was a significant
difference between predicted self-disclosure and reported self-disg|lt§8356, 1) =3.863¢
<.001). See Appendix C for item-by-item analysis results.

Analysis By Depth Category



Hunt 79

The items on the survey are categorized by the depth of intimacy self-disch®ut
that topic would involve. The three possible categories are low intimacy, moderascintand
high intimacy. Seven of the items on the survey fall under the low intimacy categgongms
on the survey fall under the moderate intimacy category, and nine items fall heéégtt
intimacy category.
Low Intimacy Level

Items 2, 9, 11, 14, 17, 19, and 24 and both lists of 26 measured self-disclosure on low
intimacy items. These items asked questions about self-disclosure regaeduagticipants’
common interests they would like to have with their spouse, the number of brothers asd siste
they have, their names, their favorite hobbies, things they would really like tof hiasg could
afford them, how interested they are in politics, and whether they wearsglasse

In response to the questions about the second item, “common interests that | would like
my spouse and | to have,” the participants’ responses indicated a significeaasgein reported
self-disclosure compared to predicted self-disclosure. Responding questionthalbonth item
on this survey, “the number of brothers and sisters | have,” the responses of tieapésti
revealed a decrease in reported self-disclosure compared to predictidcte#iure. When
responding to the questions about the eleventh item on this survey, “my name,” participants
responses revealed no significant change between predicted and reportestiesithd. In
response to the fourteenth item on this survey, “my favorite hobbies,” the respotiees of
participants indicated a decrease in reported self-disclosure comparedlicted self-
disclosure.

Responding to the questions about the seventeenth item on this survey, “thing$yl’d real

like to have if | could afford them,” the participants’ responses revealedificgigt decrease in
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reported self-disclosure compared to predicted self-disclosure. When respaorti@gtiestions
about the nineteenth item on the survey, “how interested | am in politics,” the respbiiees
participants indicated a significant decrease in reported self-diselosmpared to predicted
self-disclosure. In response to the questions about the twenty-fourth item on tlye ‘sume¢her
or not | wear glasses,” participants’ responses revealed a sighifieerease in reported self-
disclosure compared to predicted self-disclosure. The overall tendency dippats’ responses
regarding low intimacy items is a decrease in reported self-diselaempared to predicted self-
disclosure.

Moderate Intimacy Level

Items 3, 6, 7, 10, 15, 16, 18, 21, 23, and 26 on both lists of 26 were measuring self-
disclosure on moderate intimacy level items. These items prompted theppatsdio respond
about their self-disclosure regarding situations that bore them, the extentkotiady worry
about money, things that would cause them to break up a friendship, their views on sexual
morality — how they feel that they and others ought to behave in sexual nadterthey would
feel about getting tattooed, what they believe about God, times when they hiagé thist they
could change something about their physical appearance, what they think an ideallgbbey
whether they are a “listener” or a “talker” in social conversatiand adventures and/or strange
things that have happened to them.

In response to the questions regarding the third item on the survey, “situatidns¢hat
me,” participants’ responses indicated a decrease in reported sttdie compared to
predicted self-disclosure. When responding to the questions about the sixth itemuwaeie s
“the extent to which | worry about money,” participants’ responses relaalecrease in

reported self-disclosure compared to predicted self-disclosure. Respondinguestiens about
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the seventh item on the survey, “things that would cause me to break up a friendship,” the
responses of the participants indicated a decrease in reported self-désctoapared to
predicted self-disclosure. In response to the questions about the tenth item onae‘swyr
views on sexual morality — how | feel that | and others ought to behave in sexw@abrhatt
participants’ responses indicated a decrease in reported self-disatosupared to predicted
self-disclosure. When responding to the questions about the fifteenth item on this howely
would feel about getting tattooed,” the responses of the participants inldicdeerease in
reported self-disclosure compared to predicted self-disclosure. Respondinguestions
regarding the sixteenth item on the survey, “what | believe about God,” part&ipssponses
revealed a decrease in reported self-disclosure compared to predictidctesiure.

When responding to the questions about the eighteenth item on the survey, “times when |
have wished that | could change something about my physical appearancespthreses of the
participants revealed a slight but insignificant increase in reportedisellosure compared to
predicted self-disclosure. In response to the questions about the twernitgfirsh this survey,
“what | think would be an ideal job” the responses of the participants revealed esdenrea
reported self-disclosure compared to predicted self-disclosure. Respondinguestiens about
the twenty-third item on the survey, “whether | am a ‘listener’ or a ‘taikesocial
conversations,” the participants’ responses indicated a decrease indegtfreisclosure
compared to predicted self-disclosure. When responding to the questions about theikklenty-
item on the survey, “Adventures and/or strange things that have happened to me,” the
participants’ responses revealed a decrease in reported self-disclosy@red to predicted

self-disclosure. The overall tendencies of the participants’ responsessoit@ moderate



Hunt 82

intimacy level revealed a decrease in reported self-disclosure cahtpgreedicted self-
disclosure.
High Intimacy Level

Items 1, 4,5, 8, 12, 13, 20, 22, and 25 were measuring self-disclosure on high intimacy
level items. These items required participants’ responses indicatingeteslisclosure
regarding reasons why they are or are not religious, things that they nadw@nt people to
find out about them if they ever ran for a political office, what they would de&dtmed their
marriages were not successes, their worst experiences in school, howghegrndid feel if
their mothers and fathers were separated or divorced, disappointments or bathepéney
have had in love affairs, their weight, one of the worst things that ever happened tantthem, a
things in their past or present about which they are most ashamed.

In response to the questions regarding the first item on the survey, “the neagdram
or am not religious,” the participants’ responses indicated a decreaseritedegelf-disclosure
compared to predicted self-disclosure. When responding to the questions about the fourth item
on the survey, “things that | would not want people to find out about me if | ever ran for a
political office,” the responses of the participants revealed no sigmifateange from predicted
self-disclosure to reported self-disclosure. Responding to the questions alfdtit iteen on the
survey, “what | would do if it seemed that my marriage was not a suctiesse'sponses of the
participants indicated a decrease in reported self-disclosure comparedlicted self-
disclosure. When responding to the questions regarding the eighth item on this surimy was
worst experience in school,” the participants’ responses indicated askeangeported self-

disclosure compared to predicted self-disclosure.
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In response to the questions about the twelfth item on the survey, “how | might (or did)
feel if my mother and father were separated or divorced,” the responses atittipgras
indicated a decrease in reported self-disclosure compared to predicteiddeBure.

Responding to the questions about the thirteenth item on the survey, “disappointments or bad
experiences | have had in romantic relationships,” the participants’ respensaled a slight

but insignificant decrease in reported self-disclosure compared to prediti@ddesure. In
response to the questions about the twentieth item on the survey, “my weight,” the esponse
the participants revealed a decrease in reported self-disclosure congpparedicted self-
disclosure. When responding to the questions about the twenty-second item on the survey, “one
of the worst things that ever happened to me,” the responses of the particiypealtdra

decrease in reported self-disclosure compared to predicted self-disclog@sponse to the
guestions regarding the twenty-fifth item on the survey, “the things in my ppstsant life

about which | am most ashamed,” the participants’ responses indicated agharipi

insignificant increase in reported self-disclosure compared to predittelisséosure. While the
high intimacy level category included the largest amount of variety in respofeserniies, the
overall tendencies for this category was also a decrease in repoHgiddesure compared to
predicted self-disclosure. Thus, the responses of the participants indieatease in reported
self-disclosure compared to predicted self-disclosure in all three lef/gltimacy examined.

It is of interest that 21 out of the 26 items on the survey received responses from the
participants indicating decreased reported self-disclosure comparestlictga self-disclosure.
The five items that did not receive decreased self-disclosure receivedr@tchange or such
slight change that it was insignificant. These five items were, fnenotv intimacy category,

item 11, “my name;” from the moderate intimacy level, item 18, “times winawe wished that
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| could change something about my physical appearance;” and from the high inemecitem
4, “things that | would not want people to find out about me if | ever ran for a politiced Bffi
item 13, “disappointments or bad experiences | have had in love affairs;” and itetime25, “
things in my past or present life about which | am most ashamed.”
Analysis By Gender

The results of the study were also separated by gender and tested farasignifi
differences. Overall, significant differences were found between treepadicipants’ responses
to the first set of 26 questions, regarding their predicted natural self-digcleghia new
acquaintance in a familiar setting and the female participants’ resplantdee same set of 26
guestions. Discussed here are the specific questions for which there was fouadigrifcant
difference between the male and female participants’ responsestsEli@fin from the first set
of 26 questions that differed significantly between the male participasfmees and the
female participants’ responses was item 5, “what | would do if it seemedamiage was not a
success.” The largest percentage of the female participants, 28.4% eddettthey would not
tell a new acquaintance in a familiar setting this information. The lapgeséntage of the male
participants was tied, with 26.2% indicating that they would not tell a new acqurithas
information and 26.2% indicating that they would probably not tell a new acquaintance this
information. The difference between male and female responses for thi®uessi
statistically significant{(355, 1) =2.338{=.020).

The second question from the 26 questions regarding predicted self-disclosure to a new
acquaintance in a familiar setting that received significantly diffeesponses from male
participants and female participants was item 6, “the extent to whichy aout money.” The

largest percentage of the female participants was split evenly, with 29%atingithat they
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would probably not tell a new acquaintance in a familiar setting this information and 29%
indicating that they might or might not share this information with a new acquegntéhe
largest percentage of the male participants, 31.7% indicated that they migghbnat tell a
new acquaintance this information. The difference between male and fenpalesesfor this
guestion was statistically significan355, 1) =2.516¢ =.012).

The third question from this set of questions that revealed significant diffesasdaéem
13, “disappointments or bad experiences | have had in love affairs.” The largesttpge of
the female participants, 32.5%, indicated that they probably would tell a newrdaguaiin a
familiar setting this information. The largest percentage of the maieipants, 38.9%,
indicated that they would tell a new acquaintance this information. The differemesehanale
and female responses for this question was statistically signjfi¢zs, 1) =2.798{ =.006).

The fourth question revealing gender differences in self-disclosureemad #t, “things
I'd really like to have if | could afford them.” The largest percentage ofaimalie participants,
31.6%, indicated that they might or might not tell a new acquaintance in a fasatiag this
information. The largest percentage of the male participants, 33.3%, indicdtdeethaight or
might not tell a new acquaintance this information. For this question, a much laiggrtpge
of female participants, 26.0%, than male participants, 14.3%, indicated that they woeld not t
this information to a new acquaintance. The difference between male and fespaleses for
this question was statistically significat(§55, 1) =2.025{ =.044).

The fifth question that revealed gender differences was item 18, “times| \waea
wished that | could change something about my physical appearance.tJést [gercentage of
the female participants, 31.2%, indicated that they probably would not tell a neawraagaoe in

a familiar setting this information. The largest percentage of the paaticipants was divided
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evenly, with 31.7% indicating that they probably would not share this information and with
31.7% indicating that they might or might not tell a new acquaintance this infonmior this
guestion, a much larger percentage of female participants, 21.2%, than maipgrasti 10.3%,
indicated that they would not tell this information to a new acquaintance. Therlifere
between male and female responses for this question was statisticafigangi{(355, 1)
=2.989¢ =.003).

The next significantly different question was item 19, “how interestedihanulitics.”
The largest percentage of the female participants, 31.1%, indicated thati¢fire or might not
tell a new acquaintance in a familiar setting this information. The lapgeséntage of the male
participants, 40.0%, indicated that they might or might not tell a new acquaintasce thi
information. For this question as well, a much larger percentage of femalepaantiscil0.4%,
than male participants, 5.6%, indicated that they would not tell this information to a new
acquaintance. The difference between male and female responses for tios quaest
statistically significant{(355, 1) =2.376¢ =.018).

The seventh question that indicated gender differences in self-disclosurenwa®,ite
“my weight.” The largest percentage of the female participants, 26.8%atedithat they
probably would not tell a new acquaintance in a familiar setting this informatienafgest
percentage of the male patrticipants, 29.4%, indicated that they might or might aoicte
acquaintance this information. For this question as well, a much larger percdrfeagale
participants, 36.8%, than male participants, 4.8%, indicated that they would not tell this
information to a new acquaintance. The difference between male and femalesessfor this

guestion was statistically significang355, 1)=8.880¢ <.001).
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The eighth question from the first set of 26 questions that revealed gendenddgtem
disclosure was item 22, “one of the worst things that ever happened to me.”ges¢ lar
percentage of the female participants, 27.7%, indicated that they might ommiigell a new
acquaintance in a familiar setting this information. The largest pageof the male
participants, 30.2%, indicated that they might or might not tell a new acquaintasce thi
information. A much larger percentage of female participants, 21.2%, than matgpat$,
10.3%, indicated on this question that they would not tell this information to a new acquaintance
The difference between male and female responses for this question whsadiasgnificant,
t(355, 1)=3.254¢ =.001).

The final question from the first set of 26 survey questions, regarding predilfted s
disclosure, that indicated gender differences was item 25, “the things in tror passent life
about which | am most ashamed.” The largest percentage of the femalpaaisi 54.5%,
indicated that they would not tell a new acquaintance in a familiar settingftnsation. The
largest percentage of the male participants, 34.9%, indicated that they would aoiets|
acquaintance this information. The difference between male and female rasjoornisis
guestion was statistically significan355, 1)=3.513¢=.001).

Overall, there was no significant difference between the male and femaepats’
responses to the second set of 26 questions, regarding their reported self-disatbsureew
acquaintance in a summer camp setting. While seven of the questions did differagitiyi
between the male and female participants’ responses, the overall diffevesreenot significant.
Discussed here are the questions from the second set that revealed somensidifiécances.
The first question that revealed gender differences in self-disclosira w&mp acquaintance

was item 4, “things that | would not want people to find out about me if | ever ran foriegbolit
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office.” The largest percentage of the female participants, 54.9%, indicatedealid not tell
their new camp acquaintance anything about this topic. The largest pgecehthe male
participants, 38.9%, indicated that they did not tell their new camp acquaintanuegaytout
this topic. The difference between male and female responses for this queststatigically
significant,t(355, 1)=2.768¢ =.006).

The second question regarding camp disclosure that revealed gender diffavandgtem
5, “what | would do if it seemed that my marriage was not a success.” Gestlaercentage of
the female participants, 51.5%, indicated that they did not tell their new campné@qgce
anything about this topic. The largest percentage of the male particigphi2®o, indicated that
they did not tell their new camp acquaintance anything about this topic. The diffestneen
male and female responses for this question was statistically signit(G&at, 1)=2.051¢
=.041).

The third question that indicated gender differences in self-disclosurmates camp
was item 6, “the extent to which | worry about money.” The largest perceoittige female
participants, 43.7%, indicated that they did not tell their new camp acquaintanuegaytout
this topic. The largest percentage of the male participants, 29.4%, indicatéteyhaid not tell
their new camp acquaintance much about this topic. The difference between malaaled f
responses for this question was statistically signifi¢é®65, 1)=3.291¢ =.001).

The fourth question regarding camp self-disclosure that indicated gendezrdiéie was
item 9, “the number of brothers and sisters | have.” The largest percenthgdearhale
participants, 75.3%, indicated that they told their new camp acquaintance exgalbut this

topic. The largest percentage of the male participants, 55.6%, indicated thatdibgitahew
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camp acquaintance everything about this topic. The difference between male aled fem
responses for this question was statistically signifidédbs, 1)=-3.441¢ =.001).

The fifth question from the second set of 26, regarding summer camp self-disalosure
revealed gender differences was item 19, “how interested | am in pblitieslargest
percentage of the female participants, 44.2%, indicated that they did not tellelvesamp
acquaintance anything about this topic. The largest percentage of theaniaipants, 27.8%,
indicated that they did not tell their new camp acquaintance much about this topic. The
difference between male and female responses for this question tigiEally significant,
t(355, 1)=3.269§ =.001).

The sixth question that indicated gender differences in self-discldssuenaner camp
was item 20, “my weight.” The largest percentage of the female pais, 47.2%, indicated
that they did not tell their new camp acquaintance anything about this topiargéest
percentage of the male participants was evenly divided, with 22.2% indicatirtigeialid not
tell their new camp acquaintance anything about this topic and 22.2% inditatingedy shared
some information about this topic with their new camp acquaintance. The difdretveeen
male and female responses for this question was statistically signit(G&at, 1)=5.483f
<.001).

The final question regarding camp self-disclosure that revealed gendeenliffs was
item 24, “whether or not | wear glasses.” The largest percentage fehtlaée participants,
52.4%, indicated that they told their new camp acquaintance everything about thi3 hepi
largest percentage of the male participants, 38.9%, indicated that they toltetheiamp

acquaintance everything about this topic. The difference between malevald fesponses for
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this question was statistically significat{855, 1)=-2.361§ =.019). See Appendix D for gender
analysis results.
Emotional Responses

The final four questions on the survey address participants’ emotional respoisss to t
reported self-disclosure with a new camp acquaintance. The first of tuesgpuestions asked
participants, “Why did you choose to say what you did to your new acquaintancep&’ cam
Respondents could select multiple responses out of the options provided, which included “It
came up in conversation,” “To get to know the person,” “Because something tiheg stade
me think of it, “ “They volunteered that information about themselves first,” tdusave
something to talk about,” and “Something was weighing on you that you wanted to stadke or
about.” The second of this set of questions was a “yes” or “no” question, asking tbipaatdi
if they feel comfortable with how much about themselves they shared witmévei
acquaintance at camp. The third of these four questions was “Right afteg talia your new
acquaintance at camp did you: (check all that apply) Regret how much you toldRegne?a
specific thing about yourself that you told them? Feel relief to tell soenaloout something that
had been on your mind? Simply enjoy conversing with them?” The fourth and final qusstion i
like the third but asked, “Looking back on your camp conversations, do you now: (check all that
apply) Regret how much you told them? Regret a specific thing about yohegetot told
them? Feel relief to tell someone about something that had been on your mind? Sjoyply e
conversing with them?”

In response to the first question, the majority of respondents, 331, making up 92.7%,
indicated that they chose to say what they did to their new camp acquaintansebecame up

in conversation. Of the 357 respondents, 201, or 56.3%, selected that they chose to disclose what
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they did just to have something about which to talk. The number of respondents who selected
that their conversation partner volunteered that information about themselves timsir aeason
for sharing what they did was 167 of the 357 respondents, or 46.8%. Finally, 92 of the
respondents, or 25.8%, stated that they said what they did to their camp acquaintarsme beca
something was weighing on them that they wanted to talk about or to share. In résgbase
guestion asking whether they feel comfortable about how much they shared aboaitbems
with their new camp acquaintance, 345 of the 357 respondents, or 96.6%, stated that they were
comfortable. Only 12 of the 357, or 3.4%, indicated that they were not comfortable with how
much they shared about themselves with their camp acquaintance.

When responding to the question asking about their emotional reaction to their self-
disclosure immediately after conversation, 15, or 4.2%, indicated regrettingibiolwthey told
their camp acquaintance, 39, or 10.9%, indicated regretting a specific thing aboaivhertisat
they told their new camp acquaintance, 101, or 28.3% indicated feeling reliefsonelbne
about something that had been on their mind, and the majority, 331 of the 357 respondents, or
92.7%, indicated simply enjoying conversing with their new camp acquaintanmesponse to
the asking about the participants’ current emotional reactions to their sstfsdi® as they look
back on their camp conversations, 17, or 4.8%, indicated regretting how much they told their
new camp acquaintance, 30, or 8.4%, indicated regretting a specific thing abaeltesrthat
they told their new camp acquaintance, 85, or 23.8%, indicated feeling reliefdonebne
about something that had been on their minds, and the majority, 327, or 91.6%, indicated simply
enjoying conversing with their new camp acquaintance.

It is of interest that only 12 respondents indicated now feeling uncomfortadlé lrow

much they shared about themselves with their new camp acquaintance whetr3at leas
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participants indicated regretting something about their conversation. When cagrtparin
immediate emotional responses to self-disclosure with current emotioci@bmnsao past self-
disclosure with their new camp acquaintance, over time there is a slighaskecréhe selection
of the options “Regret a specific thing about yourself that you told them?” “Eleslto tell
someone about something that had been on your mind?” and “Simply enjoy convetising wi
them?” There is also a slight increase in the participants’ selection gbtibe “Regret how
much you told them?” after time had elapsed. However, no statistically sigmifibanges in
response were found between the immediate emotional responses and the erasfionaés
over time t(356, 1) = -.420¢ =.675).

Discussion

The research questions investigated by this study were:

RQ1: Do young adults’ tendencies in self-disclosure while in camp settingsfobfietheir
typical self-disclosure tendencies?

RQ2: Do young adults’ tendencies in self-disclosure while in camp settingsdatlhe category
of increased self-disclosure?

RQ3: Do the self-disclosure tendencies of female young adults and those gfonad) adults
differ in either familiar settings or summer camp settings?

In response to the first research question, the results of the study intkatateung
adults’ tendencies in self-disclosure while in camp settings do signifiadiffdy from their
typical self-disclosure tendencies. Nearly every item about which thenaspts indicated their
actual and predicted self-disclosure revealed variations between actpatdiatied self-
disclosure. Only 5 out of the 26 items revealed either no change or no significant change

between predicted and reported self-disclosure. The least amount of variatiearbptedicted
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and reported self-disclosure occurred in items from a high intimacy Ieveght of social
penetration theory, the highest occurrence of no change or no significant changela&ddae
items from a high intimacy level is not surprising. As predicted by soantgaion theory,
individuals will typically cover topics of other lower levels of intimacy initiself-disclosure
before being willing to disclose about more highly intimate items. In lighboial penetration
theory, participants would be expected to be most willing to reveal information about low
intimacy topics, less willing to disclose information about moderate intim@ag, and least
willing to share information about high intimacy items. The third of these assuns
supported by the results of this study, but little difference was found betweamdbmoderate
intimacy items.

Regarding the second research question, the responses of the participeartes inali
young adults’ tendencies in self-disclosure while in camp settings do niotdethe category of
increased self-disclosure. Rather, the results indicate that yound a€ifftisclosure in camp
settings actually decreases. As previously mentioned, only 5 out of the 26 topicseddnehe
survey received no change or no significant change in self-disclosure frorctgualadireported.
The one item from the low intimacy level that received no change in selbsliselwas item 11,
“my name.” As this item is the most basic of the low intimacy items nibisurprising that
participants remained consistent in their disclosing or withholding ofriaales with a new
acquaintance. There is also very little room for various interpretations auiaéiess of this
topic. Participants were likely to perceive this item the same way, amcttimefort levels
regarding sharing or withholding this information could possibly be concreselplshed for
individuals. The item from the moderate intimacy level, item 18, “times whevel\wshed that

| could change something about my physical appearance,” received a gletynsliease in
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reported self-disclosure compared to predicted self-disclosure, but thss@evas too small to
be significant.

The final three items that receive no change or no significant changédmss&sure
were all from the high intimacy level items. This is unsurprising, becausghtrofi social
penetration theory, topics within the highest intimacy level would be likely to bestrorgly
guarded by individuals than lower intimacy level items, and individuals’ willirgteseveal
information about these level of topics is likely to remain more consistent Ssimignate
items. The first high intimacy level item, item 4, “things that | would not yanople to find out
about me if | ever ran for a political office,” received no change in repcgtedisclosure
compared to predicted self-disclosure. This lack of change is most likely che=faxt that this
topic would involve the worst experiences, embarrassments, vices, and other sugie negati
information about an individual. Such topics are likely to be strongly guarded, amijméiéis to
share this kind of information is likely to be more resistant to change due to avieesnment.
The second high intimacy level item, item 13, “disappointments or bad experidraeshad in
love affairs,” received a very slight but insignificant decrease inrteghself-disclosure
compared to predicted self-disclosure. Romance is of high concern to and a common topic of
conversation among young adults. The slight decrease could be due to negative emotions
associated with the disappointments or bad experiences, but individuals arellsbyvt what
emotions thinking or speaking of their experiences will evoke. These emotions rélikave
been well understood by the participants and may have caused their willingnesdllorgness
to share this information to have been more concretely established than otterTiopitinal
item that received no or insignificant change in self-disclosure wabefithe things in my

past or present life about which I am most ashamed.” This item receivgttast insignificant
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increase in reported self-disclosure to a new camp acquaintance conopanedidted self-
disclosure. This slight increase could be related to the life-changinogphere that camp has
been described to be (Ramsing and Sibthorp; Powell et al.; Wallace), which coglaténsti
campers sharing of information about areas of their lives that the camp egpdrés
encouraged them to change. Still, self-disclosure about this topic remainedecamsistall, so
this area could also have more concretely established willingness by intivimisaare or
withhold this information.

It is interesting to note that the responses of male participants to theiggiesgarding
predicted self-disclosure with a new acquaintance in a familiar seigm@cantly differed from
the female participants’ responses. The tendency was for femalepaartcto feel more
strongly about not revealing information about certain topics than the malepaenttscdo.
While the female participants’ predictions of their self-disclosureevisarmore guarded than the
male participants’ predictions, the reported self-disclosure practidesiofyroups did not vary
greatly. There were some smaller differences between male and feartadgants’ responses
regarding actual self-disclosure at summer camp, the overall differemece insignificant in
this area.

The majority of participants claimed to have disclosed what they did to thecamp
acquaintance because it came up in conversation and to have something about which to talk. A
little over a quarter of the participants chose to reveal the information thay thieit new camp
acquaintance because something specific was weighing on them. The nodjpaitiicipants
also indicated simply enjoying conversing with their new camp acquainatcenmediately
after the interaction and at the time of completing the survey. Roughly a qualter of

participants indicated feeling relief after the conversation, having shamestling that was
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weighing on their minds. The vast majority of the participants indicated bemfpable with
the amount of information they shared with their new camp acquaintancegstilis mdicate
that there is no significant change in young adults’ emotional responses matheself-
disclosure to a new acquaintance in a novel setting over time.

Much of the research conducted utilizing social penetration theory supportadialgr
increasing of the intimacy of self-disclosure over time in relationshipsht@aheory predicts.
The theorists themselves, in their bd&dcial Penetration: The Development of Interpersonal
Relationshipsstate that the social penetration process is orderly and proceeds through stage
over time (Altman and Taylor 6). Altman and Taylor’'s theory also takes into coaiswtethe
characteristics of individual people, recognizing that different people withrgugh the process
of social penetration differently, based upon their personal charactesustiagoon the situation
in which the process occurs (7). Dalmas Taylor, Ladd Wheeler, and Irwinmltimgneir
article, “Self-Disclosure in Isolated Groups,” describe social fpathen theory as proposing
normally orderly, systematic, and gradual reciprocal disclosures bestraagers with cautious
approaches to openness (Taylor, Wheeler, and Altman 39). In their artelfeDi&losure as a
Function of Reward-Cost Outcomes,” Taylor and Altman describe that motesdise occurred
in nonintimate areas rather than in intimate areas of topics (Self-Riselas a Function 18).

These propositions align with the results of this study. Given the expectatidns
findings of other researchers, it would be expected that individuals would be cautious in wha
information and how much information they reveal to a new acquaintance, perhajpallgspec
an unfamiliar place. It would also be expected that individuals would share more tidorma
about nonintimate subjects than they would about intimate topics with a new acquaintance

However, as Altman and Taylor provide in their theory, personal characteast situation
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will influence social penetration. As could be expected, in this study, pantisipalicated a
much greater willingness to disclose about low intimacy items than high aytiteans. The one
exception to this was regarding reasons why the participants are or arggraigeParticipants
indicated a high willingness to share about this topic, despite its being a higiiciypitem. This
coincides with Altman and Taylor’s allowance that personal charstotsrand situation
influence the social penetration process. As previously mentioned, 85.2% of thpguadic
indicated having attended a religiously affiliated summer camp. Thus, tbetgnef individuals
involved in the study possesses personal characteristics and/or was in@sitdtinfluenced
them to be willing to talk freely about this high intimacy item.

Along with Taylor, Wheeler, and Altman’s description that gradual recgirdisclosures
between strangers occur with cautious approaches to openness, it could bel ¢kpecte
interactions with new acquaintances would be guarded for most individuals. Thesddorewl
from participants’ predictions of their own self-disclosure with a new acquaatin a familiar
setting to their reported self-disclosure with a new acquaintance atesuramp could indicate
that young adults disclose to new acquaintances in an unfamiliar setting witmexe caution
than in familiar settings.

Looking specifically at age and self-disclosure, Virendra Sinha, in helledige
Differences in Self-Disclosure,” explains that early adolescentsthav@ghest levels of self-
disclosure, mid-adolescents have the lowest amount of self-disclosure, aaxblatrents
increase in self-disclosure from mid-adolescence (257). Sinha proposes thptithenidi-
adolescence may be explained by self-consciousness that increasesdol®stence but
decreases in late adolescence with increased maturity (257). Theppattidor this study were

all young adults. Their predictions of their self-disclosure to a new acquegnitaa familiar
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setting would have been a reflection of their current, late-adolescentgerspef their camp
experiences occurred in mid-adolescence, the decrease found in thisatudysir predictions
of self-disclosure to their reported self-disclosure could be related to thedwliescent self-
consciousness that Sinha describes.

Research has shown that trust also influences self-disclosure. In tilckay &k Model
for Exploring Individual's Self-Disclosure Online,” Sheng-Fei Hsu and DongShén explain
that trust increases self-disclosure and that privacy concern alsdsmspHalisclosure. Given a
lack of substantial history with a new acquaintance, the absence of developesteahtiust
with a new camp acquaintance and an uncertainty regarding privacy could hasecied the
participants’ self-disclosure to their new camp acquaintance and caused lbwebéhan they
predicted their self-disclosure to a new acquaintance in a familismgse@uld be. In contrast,
the results show some support for the research of Carol Magai, Nathan Consendigréndat
Fioro, and Arlene King. In their article, “Sharing the Good, Sharing the Baukfigs of
Emotional Self-Disclosure Among Middle-Aged and Older Adults,” the rebBeesstate that
“short-term, experience-specific self-disclosure may have aaliypimeaningful impact on the
physical and mental well-being of older adults” (Magai et al. 309). In #sept study, 25.8% of
the participants indicated that they chose to share the information they ditiewtevww camp
acquaintance because something was weighing on them that they wanted to tsilasbouit,
and 28.3% indicated feeling relief after their self-disclosure to telesamsomething that had
been on their mind. Thus, self-disclosure could be emotionally, if not also physicdlly
mentally, beneficial to adolescents and young adults as well as to older adults

Several researchers have looked at gender differences in self-disditiscinell

Hammer and William Gudykunst, in their article, “The Influence of Ethneity Sex on Social
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Penetration in Close Friendships,” explain that female participants ehyagesater social
penetration with their best friend than male participants (430). As reportesinmiar study,
“Adolescents’ Disclosure to Best and Good Friends: The Effects of Gembl€opit Intimacy”
by Kim Dolgin and Stephanie Kim, female participants disclosed more abdly igmate
topics than the male participants and that the male participantsessreelective than the
female participants in choosing to whom they would disclose (Dolgin and Kim 155). In
correspondence with Dolgin and Kim’s second finding, in the present study, fentalgpaats
indicated significantly less willingness to share information about nddpics with a new
acquaintance than the male participants did. This comparatively lessegmatis of female
participants to share information with a new acquaintance included high iptievat items,
which does not coincide with Dolgin and Kim'’s finding that female participantsodis¢imore
about highly intimate topics than male participants. However, their study was atigatien of
self-disclosure in “best” and “good” friend relationships. The present stwdived new
acquaintances rather than individuals in established relationships, which conddtsor this
discrepancy.

The overall decrease in the participants’ reported self-disclosure 1o cang
acquaintance from their predictions of their self-disclosure to a new atajuze in a familiar
setting could suggest that young adults in general will be more willingdlmsiise information
in a familiar setting than in a new environment. As trust has been seen to be comnseled t
disclosure, it is possible that young adults are more likely to trust newisienees when they
meet and interact with the new person in a familiar setting rather thetmmand conversing
with the new acquaintances in a new setting. Future research should be conductedigatave

these tendencies.
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Chapter 5 —Future Research
Limitations

As with all research, there are limitations to this study that leavanmemauestions and
restrict generalizability. This study involved 357 freshman undergradtizdents from a basic
communication course at a large, private university in central Virginiahaattended a
summer camp overnight for five days or more and involving meeting unfamiliarepddnis,
this study reflects the self-disclosure of a limited san(@éamp affiliation could also have
influenced the results of the study. Out of the 357 participants, 304, or 85.2%, indicatlkd that t
camp they attended was religiously affiliated. Of the 26 topics included in tresystwo
addressed religious topics, one from the moderate intimacy level and one froghth@imacy
level. In addition to these two items directly connected to religion, many athes dould be
considered moral topics. The attendance of the participants at religioulshyeaffcamps could
influence their willingness to disclose information about these topics.

Another influence on the study was the nature of the survey. Self-reportg@figy
what the participants remember or choose to divulge but might not accurately ameffeitiy
the actual interaction. Likewise, because the details about an individigaisdociated with
each statement will vary from person to person, the survey’s categorizataoho$tatement as
at a low-, moderate-, or high-intimacy level could only be vaguely and gigrlatsdled. What
might be considered as a low intimacy level item to one individual may difier thhe
measurement tool’s categorization and could be considered a high intimacyelevByianother
individual, based on experience or association. These variations in individuaéptpmrs of
items could influence the responses given regarding self-disclosure. Alsopaditipants may

simply not have experienced the topic addressed by the survey items, sucttiaas|8 and
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39 regarding disappointments or bad experiences in love affairs. Participants winotlaae
these experiences would automatically have nothing to disclose about them.

Aside from experience variations among the individual participants, some of the
guestions could have been interpreted differently by participants. For exampémersiuch as
“common interests that | would like my spouse and | to have” or “what | wouldidgeiémed
that my marriage were not a success,” some participants could have resgmndedfarmation
they disclosed speculatively about the future, while other participantbawayautomatically
indicated that they would share nothing or did not share anything about these topics thenaus
are not currently married. Also, while the gender of the participants wasredrthe gender of
the imagined other person, in the case of predicted self-disclosure, and theofémeleamp
acquaintance was not investigated in this study.

Regarding the instrument used, for purposes of comparison in this study, prediction of
not sharing any information about a topic was equated with actual not sharing of any
information, prediction of probably not sharing any information about a topic was equitie
actual sharing of little information, prediction of maybe or maybe not sharfioigriation on a
topic was equated with actual sharing of some information, prediction of probabhgsha
information on a topic was equated with actual sharing of a lot of information, and ipredict
definite sharing of information about a topic was equated with actual sharinggthéwg about
that topic. This basis for comparison could have led to some skewed results, as respondents
could have interpreted the designations differently. The instrument alsd fmal participants to
indicate their likelihood and actual occurrence of revealing information abootis@opics.

While participants could indicate their likelihood of self-disclosure for innulbhetapics, lack

of actual self-disclosure in a real interaction does not necessarily andivatllingness to
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disclose information about a particular topic. The topic might have simply notwome
conversation. Thus, a decrease in reported self-disclosure compared to ¢hseadfediésclosure
could reveal a lack of introduction of a topic rather than an unwillingness to discloserettout
topic.

In addition, while the purpose of this study was to investigate the self-disclaisur
adolescents and young adults at summer camp, the age at which camp must hatterizkszh
was not stipulated in the participant restrictions, nor was a specificgien regarding how
recently the camp experience must have occurred. This contextual inforic@tld have
influenced the recall of the participants and deemed certain questionsamtdl® ask regarding
participants’ camp disclosure. Any participants who may have been recalinpgesgeriences
from their childhood would have been influenced in both their ability to recall camp
conversations, in the life experience that was the basis for their sgtistie, and in the topics
of conversation that would have been likely to come up in interactions at camp. Such
recollections would not fit into this study of adolescents’ and young adulisliselosure
tendencies at camp.

Finally, while the research questions posed by this study proposed comparihgettua
disclosure of participants to a new acquaintance in a familiar settingheitictual self-
disclosure of participants to a new acquaintance in a summer camp settohgatbellection of
this study involved the information that participants predicted they would discloseto a
acquaintance in a familiar setting compared to their reported sdlfslise from actual
interactions with a new acquaintance in a summer camp setting. Thesedgariea of self-
disclosure are incomparable, and no conclusions can decisively be drawn from such a

comparison.
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Recommendations

To improve future similar studies, a broader and more accurate sample should be
obtained by including campers from all over the country and globe as parsdipamé study.
Also, because this survey was dependent upon self-report, the new camp acquaidtanoeva
acquaintance in a familiar setting should be involved in the study, so the survey wtakdrbe
by both halves of the interacting pairs. This could provide a more balanced undegstdride
conversations and self-disclosure that took place. Conducting a thorough ethnograghot stud
one summer camp at a time could also provide clearer results and insight inté-decksure
between campers by investigating their actual self-disclosure to agtpiintance in a camp
setting. A follow up ethnographic study of those same campers in a famifiag sather than at
camp would provide more detailed and accurate information about their self-alischoth
which to compare their camp self-disclosure. Such a comparison would more aielanpice
accurately reveal any differences that might occur between young’ adlitdisclosure with a
new acquaintance in a familiar setting and their self-disclosure to a newrsagoa at summer
camp.

In future research, an additional segment of the study could be included toyidentif
participants would categorize the various items on the survey regardingcytenal. This
would provide a more accurate measure of the self-disclosure of individuals tarsvatimacy
level topics. Also, a more directly defined scale could eliminate somet@dtsonfusion and
provide more accurate results. While an attempt was made by the researghgate Altman
and Taylor’s Intimacy-Scaled Stimuli items, it could be beneficial in fudtudies to utilize or
create a more current measurement tool to ensure question appropriatermssfoparary

participants. Future studies could also include a question in the measuremesgadatihg the
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gender of the new acquaintance, to explore how the gender of the other person infheences
self-disclosure of young adults.

It is recommended that researchers conduct a separate study to ithentifits of
conversation that are most commonly present in young adults’ conversations with new
acquaintances in both familiar and novel environments. Items could be drawn frosrthapic
occur in both the familiar and novel environments to conduct another study that could more
accurately reveal changes or consistencies in self-disclosure to ameangance between
familiar and novel settings for young adults. Numerous camper-new campraaqoa
interactions should also be analyzed in simulated and practical settings to prdeaerl c
explanation of the self-disclosure involved, and numerous individual-new acquaintance
interactions in a familiar setting should be more closely investigateglas

No conclusions can be drawn decidedly regarding why participants’ seléslire
decreased in reported self-disclosure in camp settings compared to ttietepraatural self-
disclosure. It is recommended that another study be conducted with more detatexhgue
properly analyze a camper’s reasons for disclosing what he or she daesinmel final open-
ended question prompting participants to reflect on any changes they mayeeardkeir self-
disclosure tendencies and to indicate possible causes. Also, while this studg muthe
emotions experienced by the campers following their self-disclosure ancetsons for
choosing to disclose the information they did, another study could be conducted from a
psychological perspective to fully investigate these elements of selbslise.

Finally, future research should compare actual self-disclosure from suramgr c
settings with actual self-disclosure to a new acquaintance in a faseittang. For more accurate

recall of participants, only responses from participants with camp erpes from the past one-
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two years should be included in the data collection. Such a restriction would alsotkattire
survey questions are relevant to all participants’ self-disclosure topiepatage study could be
conducted investigating the experiences and self-disclosure of childrenwamgladolescents at
camp. For such a study, the participants’ interactions could be directly abssrweell, rather
than involving self-report.
Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to investigate the self-disclosure of young adlitiheir
tendencies in typical self-disclosure with a new acquaintance in a fasattarg compared with
self-disclosure with a new acquaintance in a summer camp setting. Théobdsis study was
Altman and Taylor’s social penetration theory, which posits that the sooeiragon process is
orderly and proceeds through stages over time and that people assess interperaasahnev
costs, satisfaction and dissatisfaction, gained from interactions with othersaatitet
advancement of the relationships depends heavily on the amount and nature of the rewards and
costs. The research questions proposed by this study were:
RQ1: Do young adults’ tendencies in self-disclosure while in camp settingsfobfietheir
typical self-disclosure tendencies?
RQ2: Do young adults’ tendencies in self-disclosure while in camp settingsdahe category
of increased self-disclosure?
RQ3: Do the self-disclosure tendencies of female young adults and those gfonad) adults
differ in either familiar settings or summer camp settings?

The overall findings of this study indicate that young adults’ self-disclostinea new
acquaintance in a camp setting decreases from their predictions of thdisslel$ure with a

new acquaintance in a familiar setting. However, this study involved a cesopaf
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participants’ predictions of their own self-disclosure with a new acquaetarecfamiliar
setting with their reported actual self-disclosure with a new acquaintaaceummer camp
setting. As these two reports are incomparable, no conclusions can be drawndrstondi
While social penetration theory has been a commonly applied theory inltheffie
communication, a large amount of research in recent years has been devotedigolgsifre in
online settings. Though the face-to-face self-disclosure of adolescentswuargladults has been
studied from a variety of perspectives and in a wide range of contexts, p@strdo now has
examined the self-disclosure of adolescents and young adults in a camp setsisgudyhivas
undertaken to bridge the gap in research that has existed until now between thefsphere
research on adolescent and young adult self-disclosure and the sphere cf mseamp and

camp experiences.
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Appendix A

Self-Disclosure at Summer Camp Survey

While categorizing the following 26 items, please indicate how likely yowldvbe to share that
information about that topic with a new acquaintance in a familiar setting, forpdxawith
someone you met at school or at church.

Please select the appropriate number, with 1 = | would not share this with a namiacge, 2

= | probably would not share this with a new acquaintance, 3 = | might or might netlsisa
with a new acquaintance, 4 = | probably would share this with a new acquaintance, land 5 =
would share this with a new acquaintance.

1. The reasons why | am or am not religious. 1 2 3 4 5

2. Common interests that | would like my spouse and Itohave. 1 2 3 4 5

3. Situations thatboreme. 1 2 3 4 5

4. Things that | would not want people to find out about me if | ever ran for a politica.offic
1 2345

5. What I would do if it seemed that my marriage was notasuccess. 1 2 3 4 5

6. The extent to which | worry aboutmoney. 1 2 3 4 5

7. Things that would cause me to break up a friendship. 1 2 3 4 5

8. My worst experience in school. 1 23 45

9. The number of brothers and sisters lThave. 1 2 3 4 5

10. My views on sexual morality--how | feel that | and others ought to behaveuial seatters.

1 2345
11.Myname. 1 2 3 4 5
12. How | might (or did) feel if my mother and father were separated or ddzatce2 3 4 5
13. Disappointments or bad experiences | have had in love affairs. 1 2 3 4 5
14. My favorite hobbies. 1 2 3 45
15. How | would feel about getting tattooed. 1 2 3 4 5
16. What | believe about God. 1 23 45
17. Things I'd really like to have if | could affordthem. 1 2 3 4 5
18. Times when | have wished that | could change something about my physical apgpearan

1 2345
19. How interested | am in politics. 1 2 3 45
20. Myweight. 1 2 3 4 5
21. What | think would be an idealjob. 1 2 3 4 5
22. One of the worst things that ever happened to me. 1 2 3 45
23. Whether | am a “listener" or a “talker” in social conversations. 1 2 345
24. Whether or not | wear glasses. 12345
25. The things in my past or present life about which | am most ashamed.

1 2345
26. Adventures and/or strange things that have happened to me. 1 23 45
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While categorizing the following 26 items, please think of a specific pgr@omet and talked
with at summer camp and indicate how much information about that topic you sharduhvith t
person.

Please select the appropriate number, with 1 = | did not share anything aboiththiy wew
camp acquaintance, 2 = | did not say much about this to my new camp acquaintandear@d | s
some information about this with my new camp acquaintance, 4 = | shared a lot abeiihthis
my new camp acquaintance, and 5 = | shared everything about this with my new cam
acquaintance.

27. The reasons why | am or am not religious. 1 23 45

28. Common interests that | would like my spouse and | to have. 1 2 3 45

29. Situations that bore me. 1 2345

30. Things that | would not want people to find out about me if | ever ran for a politica. offi
1 2345

31. What | would do if it seemed that my marriage was not a success. 1 2 3 45

32. The extent to which | worry about money. 1 23 45

33. Things that would cause me to break up a friendship. 1 2 3 4 5

34. My worst experience in school. 1 23 45

35. The number of brothers and sisters | have. 1 23 45

36. My views on sexual morality--how | feel that | and others ought to behaveual seatters.
1 2345

37.Myname. 1 2 3 4 5

38. How | might (or did) feel if my mother and father were separated or ddioréce 2 3 4 5

39. Disappointments or bad experiences | have had in love affairs. 1 2 3 4 5

40. My favorite hobbies. 1 2 345

41. How | would feel about getting tattooed. 1 2 3 4 5

42. What | believe about God. 1 23 45

43. Things I'd really like to have if | could affordthem. 1 2 3 4 5

44. Times when | have wished that | could change something about my physical apgpearan
1 2345

45. How interested | am in politics. 1 2 3 45

46. My weight. 1 2 3 4 5

47. What | think would be anidealjob. 1 2 3 4 5

48. One of the worst things that ever happened to me. 1 2 3 45

49. Whether | am a “listener' or a “talker” in social conversations. 1 2 3 45

50. Whether or not Iwearglasses.1 2 3 4 5

51. The things in my past or present life about which  am mostashamed. 1 2 3 4 5

52. Adventures and/or strange things that have happened to me. 1 23 45

Likert scale:

1 — I would not share this with a new acquaintance.

2 — | probably would not share this with a new acquaintance.
3 — I might or might not share this with a new acquaintance.
4 — | probably would share this with a new acquaintance.

5 — | would share this with a new acquaintance.
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1 — 1 did not share anything about this with my new camp acquaintance.

2 - 1 did not say much about this to my new camp acquaintance.

3 - I shared some information about this with my new camp acquaintance.
4 - | shared a lot about this with my new camp acquaintance.

5 - | shared everything about this with my new camp acquaintance.

53. Gender:
Male
Female
54. Age:
18
19
20
Other
55. Was your camp affiliated with a religious organization?
Yes
No
56. Did the camp you attended last five days or more?
Yes
No
57. Did the camp you attended involve staying away from home overnight?
Yes
No
58. Did the camp you attended host people you had never met before?
Yes
No
59. Did the conversations you had in mind while answering questions about your self-désclosur
at camp happen between you and a peer (a fellow camper)?
Yes
No
60. Year in college:
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
61. Why did you choose to say what you did to your new acquaintance at camp? (ctmetk all t
apply)
It came up in conversation.
To get to know the person.
Because something they shared made me think of it.
They volunteered that information about themselves first.
Just to have something to talk about.
Something was weighing on you that you wanted to share or talk about.
62. Do you feel comfortable about how much you shared about yourself with your new
acquaintance at camp?
Yes
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No

63. Right after talking with your new acquaintance at camp did you: (check abiblz)
Regret how much you told them?
Regret a specific thing about yourself that you told them?
Feel relief to tell someone about something that had been on your mind?
Simply enjoy conversing with them?

64. Looking back on your camp conversations, do you now: (check all that apply)
Regret how much you told them?
Regret a specific thing about yourself that you told them?
Feel relief to tell someone about something that had been on your mind?
Simply enjoy conversing with them?

*Note: Survey appeared differently in the online version.
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| would | probably I might or | probably | would
not would not might not would share this/
share/did share/did share/ share/ shared
not share not share shared shared a everything
anything much some lot about about this
about this about this informa- this
tion about
this
1. The reasons
why | am or am | Prediction | 2.5% 7.3% 23.8% 26.3% 40.1%
not religious. Camp 6.2% 10.9% 23.5% 34.2% 25.2%
2. Common
interests that |
would ke My | prediction | 7.8% 20.4% 25.8% 24.6% 21.3%
hgve. Camp 23.2% 23.0% 25.2% 17.9% 10.6%
3. Situations Prediction | 3.9% 14.3% 28.0% 30.5% 23.2%
that bore me. Camp 9.5% 18.2% 30.8% 23.8% 17.6%
4. Things that |
would not want
people to find
outabout me if I | prediction | 43.7% 29.4% 15.1% 8.4% 3.4%
everranfora  "camp 49.3% 24.1% 16.0% 4.8% 5.9%
political office.
5. What | would
do if it seemed
tmhg:rrigye ag | Prediction | 28.0% 32.5% 24.1% 10.4% 5.0%
9 Camp 47.9% 21.6% 17.9% 8.1% 4.5%
not a success.
6. The extent to
which | worry Prediction | 23.2% 29.4% 30.0% 12.9% 4.5%
about money. Camp 38.1% 27.7% 20.2% 9.8% 4.2%
7. Things that
would cause me
to break up a Prediction | 17.1% 27.5% 32.2% 16.8% 6.4%
friendship. Camp 27.2% 26.9% 24.1% 14.6% 7.3%
8. My worst
experience in Prediction | 8.4% 15.4% 26.6% 30.3% 19.3%
school. Camp 20.2% 19.0% 26.6% 20.2% 14.0%
9. The number
of bothers and Prediction 0.8% 1.4% 6.4% 22.7% 68.6%
sisters | have. Camp 1.4% 2.8% 10.6% 16.8% 68.3%
10. My views on
sexual
morality—how |
feel that | and o
others ought to Prediction | 9.2% 16.0% 26.6% 25.8% 22.4%
behave in Camp 19.3% 15.7% 20.2% 22.1% 22.7%
sexual matters.
11. My name Prediction | 0.6% 0.6% 3.1% 6.7% 89.1%
’ ) Camp 1.1% 1.7% 3.4% 5.0% 88.8%
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12. How | might
(or did) feel if
my mother and

father were Prediction | 13.4% 22.7% 29.4% 21.0% 13.4%

separated or Camp 34.5% 19.3% 19.0% 16.8% 10.4%

divorced.

13.

Disappointment

s or bad

experiences | o

have had in Prediction 21.8% 22.7% 32.2% 16.8% 6.4%

romantic Camp 30.5% 20.7% 21.0% 16.5% 11.2%

relationships.

14. My favorite Prediction | 0.6% 2.0% 3.9% 30.5% 63.0%

hobbies. Camp 1.7% 2.0% 15.1% 25.5% 55.7%

15. How | would

feel about Prediction | 3.1% 7.0% 22.7% 32.5% 34.7%

getting tattooed. | Camp 22.4% 15.7% 20.4% 17.9% 23.5%

16. What |

believe about Prediction | 0.8% 2.0% 11.5% 31.7% 54.1%

God. Camp 3.6% 5.6% 11.8% 27.5% 51.5%

17. Things I'd

really like to o

have if | could Prediction 2.5% 8.1% 26.6% 30.5% 32.2%

afford them. Camp 12.0% 19.6% 30.3% 21.8% 16.2%

18. Times when

| have wished

that | could

change_ Prediction 17.6% 31.1% 30.3% 14.8% 6.2%

ngethlng Camp 26.3% 24.4% 25.5% 17.6% 6.2%

about my

physical

appearance.

19. How

interested | am Prediction | 8.7% 19.0% 33.9% 21.3% 17.1%

in politics. Camp 38.1% 24.9% 15.7% 10.4% 10.9%
. Prediction 25.5% 23.2% 19.6% 17.4% 14.3%

20. My weight.  mcamp 38.4% 21.6% 17.4% 10.6% 12.0%

21. What | think o

would be an Prediction | 2.2% 4.2% 21.6% 33.6% 38.4%

ideal job. Camp 12.0% 13.4% 26.9% 24.6% 23.0%

22. One of the

worst things o

that ever Prediction 17.4% 23.5% 28.6% 18.2% 12.3%

me.

23. Whether |

am a “listener”

ora “}a'ker" i | prediction | 5.0% 13.7% 28.6% 30.5% 22.1%

social Camp 17.1% 20.4% 26.3% 19.0% 17.1%

conversations.

24. Whether or

not | wear Prediction | 2.5% 6.7% 14.0% 19.6% 57.1%

glasses. Camp 16.5% 8.1% 13.7% 14.0% 47.6%
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25. The things
in my past or
present life
about Wich || prediction | 47.6% 24.4% 13.2% 10.6% 4.2%
ashamed Camp 44.3% 24.1% 14.0% 12.0% 5.6%
26. Adventures
and/or strange
thmgs that have Prediction 2.0% 5.6% 24.1% 35.0% 33.3%
happened to Camp 3.1% 9.2% 28.6% 31.1% 28.0%
me.

Male 35.3% (126)
Gender Female 64.7% (231)

18 71.7% (256)
Age 19 25.5% (91)

20 2.8% (10)
Was your camp affiliated with a Yes 85.2% (304)
religious organization? NO 14.8% (53)
Did the camp you attended last five Yes 100.0% (357)
days or more? No 0.0% (0)
Did the camp you attended involve Yes 100.0 (357)
staying away from home overnight? NO 0.0% (0)

0,

Did the camp you attended host :\(les 300%}0/8 (357)
people you had never met before? 0 0% (0)

Freshman 100.0% (357)
Year in college Sophomore 0.0% (0)

Junior 0.0% (0)

Senior 0.0% (0)
Did the conversations you had in mind
while answering questions about your
self-disclosure at camp happen Yes 100.0% (357)
between you and a peer (a fellow No 0.0% (0)

camper)?

Why did you choose to say what you
did to your new acquaintance at
camp? (check all that apply)

It came up in conversation.

92.7% (331)

They volunteered that information about
themselves first.

46.8% (167)

Just to have something to talk about.

56.3% (201)

Something was weighing on you that you
wanted to share or talk about.

25.8% (92)

Do you feel comfortable about how

much you shared about yourself with Yes 96.6% (345)
your new acquaintance at camp? No 3.4% (12)
Regret how much you told them? 4.2% (15)

Right after talking with your new
acquaintance at camp did you: (check
all that apply)

Regret a specific thing about yourself that
you told them?

10.9% (39)

Feel relief to tell someone about something
that had been on your mind?

28.3% (101)

Simply enjoy conversing with them?

92.7% (331)

Looking back on your camp
conversations, do you now: (check all
that apply)

Regret how much you told them?

4.8% (17)

Regret a specific thing about yourself that
you told them?

8.4% (30)

Feel relief to tell someone about something
that had been on your mind?

23.8% (85)

Simply enjoy conversing with them?

91.6% (327)
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Appendix C

Question by Question Paired Samples Test Analysis

Paired Differences

95% Confidence Interval
of the Difference
Std. Sig.

Std. Error (2-
Mean | Deviation | Mean | Lower Upper t df | tailed)

Pair1 1.1 The reasons why | .328 1.061 | .056 217 438 | 5.837 | 356 .000
am or am not religious. -
2.1 The reasons why |
am or am not religious.

Pair 2 1.2 Common interests .613 1.364 .072 471 .755 8.496 | 356 .000
that | would like my
spouse and | to have. -
2.2 Common interests
that | would like my
spouse and | to have.

Pair 3 1.3 Situations that bore .331 1.217 .064 .204 457 5.133 | 356 .000
me. - 2.3 Situations that
bore me.

Pair 4 1.4 Things that | would .045 1.269 | .067 -.087 477 .667 | 356 .505
not want people to find
out about me if | ever ran
for a political office. - 2.4
Things that | would not
want people to find out
about me if | ever ran for
a political office.

Pair5 1,5What | would do if it .322 1.265 | .067 190 454 | 4.810 | 356 .000
seemed that my
marriage was not a
success. - 2.5 What |
would do if it seemed
that my marriage was
not a success.

Pair 6 1.6 The extent to which | 317 1.215 | .064 .190 443 | 4.924 | 356 .000
worry about money. - 2.6
The extent to which |
worry about money.

Pair 7 1.7 Things that would .202 1.304 | .069 .066 337 | 2.922 | 356 .004
cause me to break up a
friendship. - 2.7 Things
that would cause me to
break up a friendship.

Pair 8 1.8 My worst experience 479 1.375 | .073 .336 .622 | 6.582 | 356 .000
in school. - 2.8 My worst
experience in school.
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Pair 9 1.9 The number of .090 .840 .044 .002 177 2.016 | 356 .045
brothers and sisters |
have. - 2.9 The number
of brothers and sisters |

have.
Pair 1.10 My views on sexual .230 1.453 | .077 .078 .381 | 2.988 | 356 .003
10 morality--how | feel that |

and others ought to
behave in sexual
matters. - 2.10 My views
on sexual morality--how |
feel that | and others
ought to behave in
sexual matters.

Pair 1.11 My name. - 2.11 My .045 .665 | .035 -.024 A14 | 1.274 | 356 .203
11 name.

Pair 1.12 How | might (or did) 490 1419 | .075 .342 .638 | 6.525 | 356 .000
12 feel if my mother and

father were separated or
divorced. - 2.12 How |
might (or did) feel if my
mother and father were
separated or divorced.

Pair 1.13 Disappointments or .062 1.375 | .073 -.081 .205 .847 | 356 .398

13 bad experiences | have
had in romantic
relationships. - 2.13
Disappointments or bad
experiences | have had
in romantic relationships.

Pair 1.14 My favorite hobbies. | .218 .895 | .047 125 312 | 4.614 | 356 .000
14 - 2.14 My favorite

hobbies.
Pair 1.15 How | would feel .843 1.498 | .079 .687 .999 | 10.632 | 356 .000
15 about getting tattooed. -

2.15 How | would feel
about getting tattooed.

Pair 1.16 What | believe .185 957 .051 .085 .284 3.651 | 356 .000
16 about God. - 2.16 What |
believe about God.

Pair 1.17 Things I'd really like 711 1.208 | .064 .586 .837 | 11.131 | 356 .000

17 to have if | could afford
them. - 2.17 Things I'd
really like to have if |
could afford them.

Pair 1.18 Times when | have .078 1.225 | .065 -.049 .206 | 1.210 | 356 227

18 wished that | could
change something about
my physical appearance.
- 2.18 Times when |
have wished that | could
change something about
my physical appearance.
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Pair 1.19 How interested | am .880 1.334 .071 741 1.018 | 12.455 | 356 .000
19 in politics. - 2.19 How

interested | am in

politics.
Pair 1.20 My weight. - 2.20 .353 1.247 .066 .223 .483 5.348 | 356 .000
20 My weight.
Pair 1.21 What | think would .686 1.350 .071 .546 .827 9.605 | 356 .000
21 be an ideal job. - 2.21

What | think would be an

ideal job.
Pair 1.22 One of the worst 157 1.348 .071 .017 .297 2.198 | 356 .029
22 things that ever

happened to me. - 2.22
One of the worst things
that ever happened to

me.
Pair 1.23 Whether | am a .524 1.289 .068 .390 .658 7.681 | 356 .000
23 “listener' or a “talker” in

social conversations. -
2.23 Whether | am a
“listener' or a “talker” in
social conversations.

Pair 1.24 Whether or not | 541 1.483 | .078 .386 .695 | 6.889 | 356 .000
24 wear glasses. - 2.24

Whether or not | wear

glasses.
Pair 1.25 The things in my -112 1.203 | .064 -.237 .013 | -1.759 | 356 .079
25 past or present life about

which | am most
ashamed. - 2.25 The
things in my past or
present life about which |
am most ashamed.

Pair 1.26 Adventures and/or .204 1.000 | .053 .100 .309 | 3.863 | 356 .000

26 strange things that have
happened to me. - 2.26
Adventures and/or
strange things that have
happened to me.
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Gender Comparison Independent Samples Test

Independent Samples Test
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Levene's Test
for Equality of

Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
. Std. Difference
Sig. Mean Error
(2- Differ- Differ-
F Sig. t df tailed) ence ence Lower | Upper
1.1 The reasons Equal .969 355 .333 115 119 -.119 .350
why | am oram  variances .247 .619
not religious. assumed
Equal 979 | 264.964 .328 115 .118 -117 .348
variances
not
assumed
1.2 Common Equal 1.422 355 .156 194 137 -.074 463
interests that | variances .932 .335
would like my assumed
spouse and Ito  Equal 1.406 | 249.113 .161 194 .138 -.078 466
have. variances
not
assumed
1.3 Situations Equal -.814 355 416 -.100 123 -.343 .142
that bore me. variances .013 910
assumed
Equal -.813 | 256.245 417 -.100 123 -.343 .143
variances
not
assumed
1.4 Things that| Equal 1.613 355 .108 .198 123 -.043 439
would not want variances .804 371
people to find assumed
out about meif | Equal 1.564 | 235.037 119 .198 126 -.051 447
ever ran for a variances
political office. not
assumed
1,5What | Equal 2.430 355 .016 .304 .125 .058 .550
would do if it variances | 6.958 .009
seemed thatmy assumed
marriage was Equal 2.338 | 229.639 .020 .304 .130 .048 .560
not a success. variances
not
assumed
1.6 The extent Equal 2.513 355 .012 .308 123 .067 .549
to which | worry  variances .062 .804
about money. assumed
Equal 2.516 | 257.905 .012 .308 122 .067 .549
variances
not
assumed
1.7 Things that Equal 1.886 355 .060 .236 .125 -.010 .482
would cause me variances .038 .847
to break up a assumed




Hunt 126

friendship. Equal 1.859 | 246.743 .064 .236 127 -.014 486
variances
not
assumed
1.8 My worst Equal 1.740 355 .083 .230 132 -.030 490
experience in variances | 1.056 .305
school. assumed
Equal 1.788 | 278.041 .075 .230 129 -.023 484
variances
not
assumed
1.9 The number Equal -.835 355 404 -.069 .083 -.232 .094
of brothers and variances | 1.248 .265
sisters | have. assumed
Equal -.831 | 253.895 406 -.069 .083 -.233 .095
variances
not
assumed
1.10 My views Equal 1.643 355 101 .227 .138 -.045 .498
on sexual variances .397 .529
morality--how | assumed
feel that | and Equal 1.640 | 255.466 102 .227 .138 -.046 .499
others ought to variances
behave in not
sexual matters. assumed
1.11 My name. Equal 1.852 355 .065 113 .061 -.007 232
variances | 13.581 | .000
assumed
Equal 2.141 | 353.103 .033 113 .053 .009 .216
variances
not
assumed
1.12 How | Equal 910 355 .364 124 .136 -.144 .392
might (or did) variances .051 .822
feel if my assumed
mother and Equal .899 | 248.447 .369 124 .138 -.148 .396
father were variances
separated or not
divorced. assumed
1.13 Equal 2.766 355 .006 .359 .130 .104 .614
Disappointment  variances | 1.938 .165
s or bad assumed
experiences | Equal 2.798 | 265.708 .006 .359 .128 .106 611
have had in variances
romantic not
relationships. assumed
1.14 My favorite  Equal .863 355 .389 .069 .079 -.088 .225
hobbies. variances | 3.119 .078
assumed
Equal .908 | 296.189 .365 .069 .075 -.080 217
variances
not
assumed
1.15 How | Equal 221 355 .825 .026 117 -.205 .257
would feel about variances .016 .899
getting tattooed. assumed
Equal .222 | 259.181 .825 .026 117 -.205 .257
variances
not
assumed
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1.16 What | Equal .063 355 .950 .006 .092 -.174 .186
believe about variances .026 872
God. assumed
Equal .062 | 249.509 .950 .006 .092 -.176 .188
variances
not
assumed
1.17 Things I'd Equal 1.999 355 .046 .232 116 .004 461
really like to variances | 1.106 .294
have if | could assumed
afford them. Equal 2.025 | 266.786 .044 .232 115 .006 458
variances
not
assumed
1.18 Times Equal 3.033 355 .003 .373 123 131 .615
when | have variances .027 .870
wished that | assumed
could change Equal 2.989 | 246.372 .003 .373 125 127 .619
something variances
about my not
physical assumed
appearance.
1.19 How Equal 2.353 355 .019 .307 .130 .050 .563
interested | am variances .026 871
in politics. assumed
Equal 2.376 | 264.080 .018 .307 129 .052 .561
variances
not
assumed
1.20 My weight.  Equal 8.659 355 .000 1.210 .140 935 | 1.485
variances 1.046 .307
assumed
Equal 8.880 | 276.281 .000 1.210 .136 942 | 1.478
variances
not
assumed
1.21 What | Equal 436 355 .663 .048 .109 -.167 .263
think would be variances 141 707
an ideal job. assumed
Equal 439 | 262.688 .661 .048 .108 -.166 .261
variances
not
assumed
1.22 One of the  Equal 3.245 355 .001 447 .138 176 717
worst things that  variances 404 .526
ever happened assumed
to me. Equal 3.254 | 259.071 .001 447 137 176 717
variances
not
assumed
1.23 Whether | Equal 271 355 787 .034 125 -.212 .280
am a “listener’ variances 147 .701
or a “talker” in assumed
social Equal 273 | 263.694 .785 .034 124 -.210 .278
conversations. variances
not
assumed
1.24 Whether or  Equal -2.052 355 .041 -.244 119 -478 -.010
not | wear variances | 6.890 .009
glasses. assumed
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Equal -1.946 | 220.375 .053 -.244 .125 -.491 .003
variances
not
assumed
1.25 The things  Equal 3.665 355 .000 475 .130 .220 .729
in my past or variances | 6.195 .013
present life assumed
about which | Equal 3.512 | 227.102 .001 475 .135 .208 741
am most variances
ashamed. not
assumed
1.26 Adventures Equal .998 355 .319 .109 .109 -.106 .324
and/or strange variances | 4.713 .031
things that have  assumed
happened to Equal 1.039 | 287.836 .300 .109 .105 -.098 .315
me. variances
not
assumed
2.1 Thereasons Equal -.220 355 .826 -.028 .128 -.280 .224
why lam oram  variances 144 .705
not religious. assumed
Equal -.219 | 255.737 .827 -.028 .128 -.281 224
variances
not
assumed
2.2 Common Equal 1.122 355 .263 161 .143 -.121 443
interests that | variances | 1.875 172
would like my assumed
spouse and Ito  Equal 1.141 | 270.048 .255 161 141 -117 438
have. variances
not
assumed
2.3 Situations Equal -.414 355 .679 -.056 134 -.319 .208
that bore me. variances .255 .614
assumed
Equal -417 | 261.256 677 -.056 .133 -.318 .207
variances
not
assumed
2.4 Things that| Equal 2.841 355 .005 .365 .128 112 .618
would not want variances | 2.282 132
people to find assumed
out aboutmeif I Equal 2.768 | 238.151 .006 .365 132 .105 .625
ever ran for a variances
political office. not
assumed
2.5What | Equal 2.110 355 .036 274 .130 .019 .530
would do if it variances | 2.716 .100
seemed thatmy assumed
marriage was Equal 2.051 | 236.749 .041 274 134 .011 .538
not a success. variances
not
assumed
2.6 The extent Equal 3.403 355 .001 429 .126 .181 677
to which I worry  variances | 5.471 .020
about money. assumed
Equal 3.291 | 233.404 .001 429 .130 172 .686
variances
not
assumed
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2.7 Things that Equal 327 355 744 .045 137 -.225 314
would cause me variances | 1.258 .263
to break up a assumed
friendship. Equal .320 | 241.559 749 .045 .140 -.231 .320
variances
not
assumed
2.8 My worst Equal -.408 355 .683 -.060 147 -.348 .229
experience in variances .337 .562
school. assumed
Equal -.407 | 254.933 .684 -.060 147 -.350 .230
variances
not
assumed
2.9 The number  Equal -3.697 355 .000 -.360 .097 -.552 -.168
of brothers and variances | 16.489 | .000
sisters | have. assumed
Equal -3.441 | 209.388 .001 -.360 .105 -.566 -.154
variances
not
assumed
2.10 My views Equal 1.194 355 .233 .189 .158 -.122 .500
on sexual variances | 5.012 .026
morality--how | assumed
feel that | and Equal 1.231 | 280.829 .219 .189 .154 -.113 491
others ought to variances
behave in not
sexual matters. assumed
2.11 My name. Equal -1.320 355 .188 -.100 .076 -.250 .049
variances | 5.147 .024
assumed
Equal -1.288 | 239.397 .199 -.100 .078 -.254 .053
variances
not
assumed
2.12 How | Equal 151 355 .880 .023 .153 -.278 .324
might (or did) variances .006 .940
feel if my assumed
mother and Equal 151 | 259.113 .880 .023 .153 -.277 .323
father were variances
separated or not
divorced. assumed
2.13 Equal -.081 355 .935 -.012 151 -.310 .285
Disappointment  variances .002 .969
s or bad assumed
experiences | Equal -.081 | 255.989 .936 -.012 .152 -.311 .286
have had in variances
romantic not
relationships. assumed
2.14 My favorite  Equal -1.803 355 .072 -.183 101 -.382 .017
hobbies. variances .409 .523
assumed
Equal -1.767 | 242.105 .079 -.183 .103 -.386 .021
variances
not
assumed
2.15 How | Equal 551 355 .582 .090 .164 -.232 412
would feel about variances .075 .784
getting tattooed. assumed
Equal 548 | 252.761 .584 .090 .165 -.234 414
variances
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not
assumed
2.16 What | Equal -.745 355 457 -.089 119 -.323 .146
believe about variances .170 .680
God. assumed
Equal -.746 | 258.869 .456 -.089 119 -.323 .145
variances
not
assumed
2.17 Things I'd Equal 1.035 355 .302 142 137 -.128 412
really like to variances | 1.642 .201
have if | could assumed
afford them. Equal 1.066 | 279.780 .287 142 .133 -.120 405
variances
not
assumed
2.18 Times Equal -.967 355 .334 -.131 .136 -.398 .136
when | have variances .887 .347
wished that | assumed
could change Equal -.978 | 265.088 .329 -131 134 -.396 1133
something variances
about my not
physical assumed
appearance.
2.19 How Equal 3.378 355 .001 501 .148 .209 792
interested | am variances | 4.630 .032
in politics. assumed
Equal 3.269 | 233.767 .001 .501 .153 .199 .802
variances
not
assumed
2.20 My weight.  Equal 5.646 355 .000 .835 .148 544 | 1.127
variances | 3.943 .048
assumed
Equal 5.483 | 235.988 .000 .835 152 535 | 1.136
variances
not
assumed
2.21 What | Equal .030 355 .976 .004 144 -.278 .287
think would be variances .063 .802
an ideal job. assumed
Equal .030 | 260.429 976 .004 143 -.277 .286
variances
not
assumed
2.22 One ofthe  Equal 1.528 355 127 .223 .146 -.064 .510
worst things that  variances | 2.593 .108
ever happened assumed
to me. Equal 1.560 | 272.969 120 .223 143 -.058 .504
variances
not
assumed
2.23 Whether | Equal -1.271 355 .205 -.187 147 -.476 .102
am a “listener' variances | 1.301 .255
or a “talker” in assumed
social Equal -1.260 | 250.772 .209 -.187 .148 -.479 .105
conversations. variances
not
assumed
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2.24 Whether or  Equal -2.393 355 .017 -.402 .168 -.732 -.072
not | wear variances 1.868 173
glasses. assumed
Equal -2.361 | 247.151 .019 -.402 .170 - 737 -.067
variances
not
assumed
2.25 The things  Equal 1.562 355 119 216 .138 -.056 487
in my past or variances | 5.437 .020
present life assumed
about which | Equal 1.515 | 235.187 131 .216 .142 -.065 496
am most variances
ashamed. not
assumed
2.26 Adventures Equal 794 355 428 .094 118 -.138 .326
and/or strange variances | 6.580 .011
things that have  assumed
happened to Equal .827 | 288.463 409 .094 113 -.129 317
me. variances
not
assumed

Gender Comparison Averages and Significance Independent Samples Test

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test
for Equality of

Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
) Difference
Sig.
(2- Mean Std. Error
Sig. t df tailed) | Difference | Difference | Lower Upper
Familiar Equal 2.997 355 .003 .20491 .06837 .07044 | .33937
variances .524 470
assumed
Equal 2.959 | 247.728 .003 .20491 .06924 .06853 | .34129
variances
not
assumed
Independent Samples Test
Levene's Test
for Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
) Difference
Sig.
(2- Mean Std. Error
F Sig. t df tailed) | Difference | Difference Lower Upper
Camp Equal .004 | .953 | .905 355 .366 .07631 .08433 -.08954 | .24216
variances
assumed
Equal .894 | 248.340 .372 .07631 .08533 -.09175 | .24438
variances
not assumed




