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ABSTRACT

THE EXPRESSION OF EMPATHY, GENUINEKRESS,
WARIMTH, AND OPENKESS IN THE
ACQUAINTANCE PROCESS

by Deirdre F. Conway

In this study, four aspects of the acquaintance process were
examined: 1) the effect of Dogmatism, as measured by the Rokeach
Dogmatism Scale, on the expression of empathy, genuineness, warmth,
and openness, during single encounters, and over time 2) the changes
over time in amount of empathy, genuineness, warmth and openness
displayed by people originally showing relatively high and rela-
tively low amounts of these variables 3) the interrelationships
among a person's empathy, genuineness, warmth, and openness and 4)
the relationship between one person's expression of empathy, genu-
ineness, and warmth, and another's expression of empathy, genuineness,
warmth and openness.

To study these aspects of the acquaintance process, thirty-two
college students were matched on the basis of scores on the Rokeach
Dogmatism Scale, so that sixteen male-female couples were formed.

Of these, four couples were formed in which both persons scored high,
and four couples were formed in which both persons scored low on

Dogmatism. There were four couples in which the male was a high,

and the woman a low Dogmatic, and four couples in which the woman was

a high Dogmatic, while the male was a low Dogmatic. Each couple met
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for a fifty minute session each week for five weeks. Tapes were made
of the sessions, and the tapes from the first and fifth sessions were
rated by trained undergraduate raters, for amount of empathy, genuine-
ness, warmth, and openness displayed by each S. The scales developed
by Truax for the rating of empathy, genuineness, and warmth, were used
in the rating of these variables. Openness was rated according to an

openness scale developed for this project.
Results

Though couples expressed significantly more empathy, genuineness,
and warmth on the 5th session, as compared to the first, the interaction
of male and female Logmatism did not affect the amount of empathy, warmth,
and genuineness shown by couples. Though male and female Dogmatism failed
to interact significantly, it was found that couples in which the male
was a high Dogmatic displayed more warmth on voth sessions, than couples
in which the male was a low Dogmatic. Couples in which the woman was a
high Dogmatic increased significantly in empathy displayed from the 1st
to the 5th session, unlike couples in which the woman was a low Dogmatic.

When individuals (rather than couples) were considered, according
to whether or not they were hign or low on genuineness, warmth and open=-
ness in the 1st session, it was found that Ss beginning low increased
significantly. Ss beginning high on genuineness and warmth maintained
their 1st session level during the 5th session. 3Ss beginning high on
openness decreased significantly from the 1st to the 5th session. Dur-
ing the 5th session, Ss originally low on zenuineness surpassed origi=-
nally high Ss, while for warmth and openness there were no significant

differences between Ss originally high and low.
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The hypothesized intercorrelations between a S's empathy, genu-
ineness, and warmtn, were substantially confirmed for genuineness, but
only partially confirmed for empathy and warmth. The hypothesis that
a S's high empathy, genuineness, and warmth would correlate with his
sum and/or proportion of openness about self related topics was con-
firmed only for genuineness.

Correlations between self scores on empathy, genuineness, and
warnth, with each of partner's scores for empathy, genuineness, and
warnth showed that the greatest number of expected correlations were
those between self and partner scores on the same variable.

Finally, the correlations between a S's empathy, genuineness, and
warmth scores, and his partner's openness scores, showed that a S's
genuineness was the variable most related to his partner's openness.

Altogether, results tended to support Newcomb's theory that
partners 1in the acquaintance process strive to achieve balance or
symmetry. The results also supported the findings of Truax and Cark=-
huff, that genuineness is the most basic of the empathy, warmth, and
genuineness triad. Further implications of the results for the ac-
quaintance process were discussed, and the reasons for results which

were unpredicted, or contrary to the hypotheses, were explored.
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IXTRODUCTION

Therapists are often confronted with the problem of how to
help clients develop more satisfyines relationships with people
outside the theraveutic settins. How this problem 1s dealt with
must depend in part not only on the therapist's conception of what
constitutes a satisfyine relationship, but on his understanding of
the means by which such a relationship is achieved. Thus one of
the coals of acquaintance process research should be to discover
the step-by-step activities between people as they ret to know
and like each other. DBDut definitive studies of this process have
yvet to be done. The few existin~ studies of the acquaintance pro-
cess to date have focused on interpersonzl attraction and on outcone,
that is, on predictin~ whether or not two peonle will like each other.
The work and theories of lewcomb (1941), Winch (1953), Izard (1960),
and of Thibaut and Kelley (1959), have all been alon~ this line.

According to Newcomb (1961), the rreater the azreement on
attitudes of mutuzl imnortance, the ~reater will be the attraction
between two people. The variables of attraction, orientation or
attitudes, and perception of the other's orientation, are at the
same time determinants and consequences of one another. Inter-
personal relationships are characterized by a striving for symmetry
or balance. 3Balance is achieved when two people are attracted to
each other, and have similar attitudes atout thinzs of importance

to both of ther. When imbalance occurs, one of the above mentioned



variables must be changed to achieve balance again. Newcomb's theory
and research, however, do not describe the step-by-step processes by
which people communicate their attraction for each other.

Winch (1958) has put forth a theory of complementary needs, accord-
ing to which people with different but complementary needs are attracted
to one another. Another component of his theory is that people are at-
tracted to other people who possess qualities they wish they had.

The theory of Thibaut and Kelley (1959) is expressed in terms of
reward, cost, outcome, and comparison level. Attraction presumably
occurs when the awards in an acquaintanceship are greater than the costs,
yielding a positive outcome which is greater than that which would have
been expected from the comparison level,

Izard (1960) postulates the importance of affective needs in the
forming of friendships. Unlike Newcomb, Winch, Thibaut and Kelley,
however, she emphasizes the importance for attraction of ways of express-
ing and receiving positive affect expression, which she defines in terms
of self-involving interest, acceptance, and esteem.

The work of Carl Rogers, and its application by Truax, Carkhuff,
and others, suggests one way in which the acquaintance process as pro-
cess is carried forward.

In exploring the process by which successful therapy progresses,
Rogers (1961) hypothesized that nonpossessive warmth, accurate empathy,
and genuineness are the three crucial therapist personality variables
operative in determining therapeutic outcome. Truax and Carkhuff (1967)
further state that these three characteristics form a common element
which is found in many divergent theories of psychotherapy. They cite

numerous studies in which these three variables were found to go together.



Truax has developed a scale in which he (Truax and Carkhuff (1967))
deliﬁeates féirly distinct levels within warmth, empathy and genuine-
ness. In studies supporting Rorers! hypotheses it was found that in
using these scales high interjudge reliability could be achieved in
the rating of therapy tapes for varying decrees to which a therapist
gave evidence of these qualities.

According to Rogers (1966), hirh derrees of therapist warmth,
empathy and genuineness evoke changes in the client in six arezs,
which are changes in (1) relationship to feelings, (2) in interpersonal
relationships, (3) in communication of self, (4) in manner of experienc-
ing, (5) in personal constructs, (46) and in relationship to problems,
Hflost relevant for this project are the changes toward acceptance and
expression of feelings, toward relating in an open, undefensive manner
to others, and chanses toward more direct communication of self. These
three areas, of the six areas of chance outlined by Rogers, are encom-
passed in this study by use of a scale for openness about feelings.

Since psychotherapy is a special case of the acguaintance process,
it seemed reasonable that variables similar to those Rogers found to
be operative in therapy nmight also be important in the process of
acquaintance. In fact, this is surgested by Truex and Carkhuff (1947).
Thus it was decided, for the purposes of this study, to approach the
acquaintance process from a Rogerian frame of reference, and to see
to what extent the process is carried forward by the interaction of
the variables of warmth, empathy, genuineness, and openness.

In an effort to match couples in such a way as to maximize dif-
ferences on these variables, it was decided to use the Rokeach Dogmatism

Scale. Rokeach (1950) found that differences between low and hirch



Dogmatics (or open and closed minded peovle), as measured by his scale,
are apparent and consistent in meny different areas of attitude and Y
behavior. Low Dogmatism is associated with viewing the world as a
basically friendly place, with Jjudgine "truth" by objective rather
than authority dependent criteria, and with the ability to integrate
beliefs into a new system contradictory to one's everyday system. Simi-
larly, Plant, Telford, and Thomas (1965) conducted a study in which they
compared the scores of hich and low Dormatics on three tests (the Cal-
ifornia Psycholocical Inventory, the Allport, Vernon, and Lindzey Values
Scale, and the School and Colleze Ability Test). They found that unlike
low Docmatics, hirch Dosmatics tended to be immature, impulsive, defensive,
conventional and stereotyped in their thinkine. Rozers (1966), and Truax
and Carkhuff (1967) have indicated that these characteristics, apparently
found in hich but not in low Dommatics, are conducive to a lack of empathy,
genuineness, warmth and openness. They have further indicated that the
characteristics found in low Dogmatics, of trust, maturity, undefensive-
ness, and flexible thinking are prerequisites for empathy, genuineness,
warmth and openness.

The problem being explored in this thesis, then, is how the inter-
action of personzlity variables such as high and low Dormatism, warmth,
empathy, cenuineness, and amount of openness interact in the process

of acquaintance between two people.



CIAPTER I

HYPOTHESES

1) It was hypothesized that couples in which both Ss scored
low on the Rokeach Dormatism Scale would both bezin and end rela-
tionships expressing hicher amounts of empathy, genuineness, warmth,
and openness, than any of the other groups of couples. As compared
to couples in which both Ss scored low on Dogmatism, couples in
which both Ss scored hich on Dogmatism were expected to bezin and
end relationships expressing lower amounts of empathy, genuineness,
warmth, and openness. Those couples in which one £ scored hich,
and the other low on Dogmatism, were expected to show, both at the
begsinning and at the end of the relationship, the least warmth,
empathy, genuineness, and openness of the four groups of couples.

2) Thoush expected to begin and end expressing differing
amounts of the dependent variables, as outlined above, all couples
were expected to increase in empathy, genuineness, warmth, and
openness once the acquaintance process was underway.

3) Whether or not Dognatism proved to be a significant factor,
it was hypothesized that all Ss, whether beginning high or low on
empathy, genulneness, warmth, and openness, would increase on these
variables.

4) It was hypothesized that after the acquaintance process was

underway there would be less of a difference between Ss who were



originally high, and Ss who were originally low on each of the depen-
dent variables. Thus it was expected that the effects of Dogmatism
would be ameliorated by interaction over time, such that any differ-
ences in empathy, genuineness, warmth and openness would tend to
decrease. This was hypothesized because of Hewcomb's theory that
people strive to achleve balance in interpersonal relationships. For
hypotheses three and four, no sex differences were expected.

5) It was hypothesized that in a given session, a S's amounts of
empathy, genuineness, and warmth would show significant intercorrela=-
tions.

6) Ss displaying hich amounts of empathy, genuineness, and warmth
were expected to show a high amount of openness in expressing feelings
about controversial and "self" related topics. What openness was dis-
played by Ss low on empathy, genuineness and warmth was expected to be
openness about "nonself" and noncontroversial topics.

7) The more empathic, cenuine and warm a S was in a particular
neeting, the more empathic, genuine, and warm his partner was expected
to be.

8) Finally, hirh amounts of empathy, senuineness, and warmth
displayed by a S were expected to correlate with his partner's amount
of openness about controversial and "self" related topics. Similarly,
low amounts of empathy, genuineness, and warmth were expected to cor-
relate with partner's openness about noncontroversial and "nonself"

related topics.



CEAPTER IT
1 ETHODOLOGY

The subjects for this project were unmarried collere students,
between nineteen and twenty-three years of are, at llichigan State
University. They were recruited throush a newspaper advertise-
ment, bulletin board notices and announcements in selected classes.

The Rokeach Dormatism Scale, and a brief version of the Allport-
Lindzey Values Scale (see appendix) developed by llewcomb (1960) were
administered to prospective subjects. From seventy prospective Ss,
thirty-two Ss were chosen: The eisht men and eirht women scoring
lowest on Do-matism and the ei-ht women and ei~ht men scorins hichest
on Dormatism. Sixteen male-female couples were then formed so that
four couples were conposed of low Domatic Ss, four were composed of
hizh Dormatic Ss, four were made up of low Dormatic women and hirch
Docmatic men, and four were made up of hi~h Do-matic women and low
Dozmatic men. Table 1 presents the mean Dozmatism scores for Ss in
each of these crouns. To control for differinc values as a possible
confoundin~ varia®ble, the brief version of the Allport-Lindzey Values
Scale was used to form couples such that vartner's had like values.
Ss were matched for the values they rated first, second, and sixth.

Each couple met once a week, five times, for a fifty minute
session. Tapes were made of the sessions. The tapes from the 1st

and 5th sessions were rated by trained under-~raduate raters who had
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no knowledce of the subjects or of the hypotheses. Raters were trained
to criterion by the experimenter. Acceptable reliebility was defined
as a correlation coefficient of .8 or above. Tapes from a pilot study
were used to train the raters. A modified form of the scales developed
by Truax (1967) for accurate empathy, cenuineness, and nonpossessive
warmth, was used to rate Ss for amounts of these variables displayed
durinz a given session (see appendix). Each S was also rated during a
given session for amount of openness, accordinz to an openness scale
developed for this project (see appendix). The complete tapes of the
1st and 5th sessions were scored at fifteen second intervals, for each

of the four variables.

Scoring Procedures

The following sections explain the determination of a S's scores
on the four dependent variables (empathy, genuineness, warnth, and
openness) .

Empathy.--A S was civen an empathy ratinz each time his partner
expressed an unqualified feelins. If the S was unaware of, or iznored
his partner's expression of feeling, he was given a "1" or a "2" for
empathy (see appendix for further description of these and other numer-
ical ratings). An accurate response to the feelin~, however, was rated
n3n, i, or "5", depending on the S's apparent understanding of his
partner's additional, unexpressed feelincs.

In this study, then, a S's low empathy score for a whole session
was defined as the sum of his "1" and "2" empathy scores for the given
session. The greater the sum of "1" and "2" empathy ratin~s, the less
the empathy. A S's amount of hizh empathy was defined as the sum of

his "3" and up empathy ratincs.



10

In the analysis of variance for empathy classified by Dogmatism
of male, Dogmatism of female, and by session (see Chapter III) a S's
sum of "3" and up empathy was added to his partner's sum of "3" and
up empathy, yielding an empathy score for that couple on a given
session.

Genuineness.=--A genuineness rating was given to a S for each
15 second interval during which he was talking. Ratings of "1", "2",
and "3" represent a lack of genuineness, but from greater to lesser
defensiveness. Genuineness ratings of "4" and "5" indicate that a §
was belng genuine, or very genuine, respectively.

A 5's low genuineness score for a whole session was the sum of
his "{", "2", and "3" genuineness ratings for the given session. His
high genuineness score was the sum of his "4" and "5" genuineness
ratings.

In the analysis of variance for genuineness classified by Dogmatism
of male, Dogmatism of female, and by session (see Chapter III) a S's
sum of "4" and "5" genuineness ratings was added to his partner's sum
of "4" and "5" genuineness, yielding a genuineness score for that couple
on a given session.

Warmth.--A S's score for low warmth on a session was the sum of
his "{" and "2" warmth ratings for that session. The sum of his "3",
"yn and "5" warmth ratings constituted his score for hich warmth.

In the analysis of variance for warmth classified by Dogmatism
of male, Dogmatism of female, and by session (see Chapter III), a S's
sum of "3", "4", and "5" warmth ratings was added to his partner's

sum of such warmth score for that couple on a given session.
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Openness.--A S was rated for openness durinc each 15 second inter-

val that he expressed a feelins directly. Ratines were alons a contiruum
of openness aoout feelings about "self", "partner", "controversial issues,"
"significant others", and "miscellaneous, noncontroversial topics."

Unlike the rating of warmth, empathy, and genuineness, rating for open-
ness consisted in simply checkino the appropriate type of openness, during
the 15 second interval in which it occurred.

Amount of openness for a riven session was construed in several ways,
depending on the hypothesis being tested. Cpenness about miscellaneous,
noncontroversial topics was the number of ratings for this type of open-
ness. A S's openness score at the "self" end of the continuum was the
number of openness ratincs under "self", "partner", and "controversial
issues." Unless otherwise specified, in the sections that follow, "openness"
refers to openness at the "self" end of the continuum, and "hirsh openness"
refers to hicsh amounts of this type of openness. To test certain of the
hypotheses, in some cases the proportion of "miscellaneous" openness
ratings to total ovenness ratin~s was also used, as was the number of
"self", "partner", and "issues" ratinss proportionzte to the total number
of openness ratinss.

In the anzlysis of variance for openness classified by Dormatisn
of male, Dommatism of female, and by session (see Chapter III.), a S's
nunber of openness ratin~s at the "self" end of the continuum were added
to his partner's number of ratincs for such openness, civing an openness
score for that couple on a riven session.

The data were analyzed in the followinc ways. (a) An analysis
of variance was done for each of the four dependent variables classified

by male Dormatism, female Do-matism, and by session. (b) For cenuineness,
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warmth, and openness, an analysis of variance was done for each variable
classified by sex, amount of that variable shown on the 1st session, and
by session. Such an analysis of variance was not done for empathy be-
cause all Ss were so low on empathy durings the first session that it
was not possivle to divide them into hich and low croups.

(¢) In addition, correlation2l analyses were done. ZBEroadly clas-
sified, these correlations fall into two groups. In the first group
are those correlations dealing with the interrelationships of a S's
empathy, eenuineness, wermth and openness. In the second group are
those correlations dealing with the relationship between a S's scores
on empathy, genuineness, warmth and openness, and his partner's scores

on these variables.



CEAPTER III
RESULTS AND PRELTNINARY DISCUSSION

Analyses of Variance for Dependent Variables
Classified by ¥ale Dopmatism, Female
Dosmatism, and by Session

In this section Hypotheses Cne and Two from the first chapter
(p. 5), will be discussed in licht of the results obtained. To do
s0, this chapter has been divided into (a) a discussion of the first
hypothesis for all the dependent variables, (b) a discussion of the
second hypothesis for each of the dependent variables, and (c) a
discussion of unpredicted main effects of male Dogmatism and of
female Dogmatism.

The first hypothesis was that male and femzle Dogmatism would
interact in such a way that (a) couples composed of Ss scoring low
on Dogmatism would rank hishest on each of the devendent variables,
(b) couples in which both Ss scored hizh on Docmatism would be less
hich, and (c) couples in which one S scored hirsh, and the other low
on Dozmatism would both begin and end relationships expressing lesser
amounts of empzthy, genuineness, warmth, and openness than either of
the groups of couples matched for like Dormatism.

Hypothesis Two was that all couples were expected to increase
on each of the dependent variables from the 1st to the 5th session.

The data were subjected to analyses of variance, summarized for

empathy, genuineness, warmth, and openness on Tables 3, 5, 7, and 9

13
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respectively. Cell means for empathy, cenuineness, warmth, and open-
ness are presented in Tables 2, 4, 6, and 8 respectively. Presented
below are these results discussed in terms of the hypotheses, and in

terms of unpredicted findincs.

Hypothesis One
(Interaction of levels of Dormatism)

It was expected that male and female Dosmatism would interact in

such a way that couples in which both Ss scored low on Dormatism would
score hichest on each of the dependent variables; couples in which both
Ss scored hich on Dogmatism would be less hich; and couples matched
for opposinz Dogmatism scores would be lowest of all., This hypothesis
was not confirmed.

There are at least two reasons wny similarities and differences
in the personality variable of Dormatism did not interact in the ex-
pected way. One explanation is that the Ss in this sample, despite
the wide rance of their Dormatism scores, tended to be low Dosmatics,
as compared with the general population. Therefore, among the Ss in
this study, the differences in Dosmatism micht not have been sufficient
to produce the expected interaction of male and female Dogmatism. The
other explanation is that in fact, similarities and differences in
Dogmatism, as measured by Rokeach's Scale, do not affect the exchanse
of empathy, genuineness, warmth, and openness in the acquaintance pro-
cess.

However, trust in others, an zlternate personality variable, but
somewhat related to DCogmatism, micht be important in producing inter-
actions in which differences in empathy, genuineness, warmth, and open-

[}

ness are maximized. Low Doomatism was supposed to be associated with



15

Table 2,--llean Empathy Scores for Pairs, Classified by
Dogmatism of liale, Dogmatism
of Female, and by Session

a. Overall classification.--For sessions 1 and 5, mean pair scores
of couples in which (1) the male was a high Dogmatic and the fe-
male was a high Dogmatic (2) the male was a high Dogmatic and
the female was a low Dogmatic (3) the male was a low Dogmatic
and the female was a high Dogmatic (4) the male was a low Dog-
matic and the female was a low Dogmatic.

Session 1 Session 5 Jotal
High Female
High Male Dogmatism 3.75 20.75 24,50
Dogmatism Low Female
Dogmatism 2.25 5.25 7.50
High Female
Low liale Dogmatism 3.00 17.75 20.75
Dogmatism Low Female
Dogmatism 3.75 7.00 10.75
Total 12.75 50.75 63.50

b. Mean pair scores for the four groups of couples.

High Female Dog. Low Female Dog. Total
High lMale
Dogmatism 24,50 7.50 32.00
Low Male
Dogmatism 20.75 10.75 31.50
Total 45,25 18,25 63. 50
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Table 2-~Continued

c¢. IMean pair scores for couples in which the male was a

high or a low Dogmatic, across sessions.

Session 1 Session 5 Total
High lale
Dogmatism 6.00 26.00 32.00
Low lale
Dogmatism 6.75 24.75 31.50
Total 12.75 50.75 63.50

d. Mean pair scores for couples in which the female was a

high or a low Dogmatic, across sessions.
Session 1 Session 5 Total
High Female
Dogmatism 6.75 38.50 45,25
Low Female
Dogmatism 6.00 12.25 18.25
Total] 12.75 50.75 63.50
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Table 3.==Summary of Analysis of Variance for Empathy
Classified oy Dozmatism of Male, Dogmatism
of Female, and by Session

Source of Variation af HS F
Male Dogmatism 1 62.12 L1
Female Dogmatism 1 364. 50 3.82%
Male Doz. X Female Dog. 1 24,50 A
Error 12 95.4
Session 1 722.00 8.,63%*
Male Doz. X Session 1 5.00 A
Female Dog. X Session 1 325.12 3.89%
Sessions for high female dog. 1 2,016.13 2 1 0% xx
Sessions for low female dog. 1 73.12 1
Empathy for 1st session 1 1.24 Z1
Empathy for 5th session 1 1,378.12 16, 7k
Male Dog. X Female Dog. 1 3.13 21
X Session
Error 12 83.65
*p4.10
**pZ-OS

##4p<,01
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Table 4.-=llean Genuineness Scores for Pairs, Classified by
Dogmatism of Male, Dogmatism of
Female, and by Session

a. Overall classification.--For sessions 1 and 5, mean pair scores
of couples in which (1) the male was a hign Dogmatic and the fe-
male was a high Dogmatic (2) the male was a high Dogmatic and the
female was a low Dogmatic (3) the male was a low Dogmatic and the
female was a high Dogmatic (4) the male was a low Dogmatic and
the female was a low Dogmatic.

Session 1 Session 5 Total
fiigh Female
High Male Doprmatism 52,25 245,00 297.25
Dogmatism ow remale
Dogmatism 140,25 149.25 239.50
High Female
Low Male Dopmatism 77,00 183, 50 2554 50
Dogmatism Low Female
Dogmatism 83.00 254,50 342.50
Total 357.50 837.25 1184.75

b, Mean pair scores for the four groups of couples.

Hich Female Dog. Low Female Dog. Total
High iale
Dogmatism 297.25 289.50 586.75
Low lale
Dogmatism 265450 342.50 608.00
Total 562.75 632.00 1194.75




Table 4.-=Continued
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¢. Mean pair scores for couples in which the male was a

high or a low Dogmatic, across sessions.

Session 1 Session 5 Total
High Male
Dogmatism 192.50 394. 25 586.75
Low liale
Dogmatism 165.00 443,00 608.00
Total 357.50 837.25 1194.75

d. Mean pair scores for couples in which the female was a

high or a low Dogmatic, across sessions.

Session 1 Session 5 Total
High Female
Dogmatism 129.25 433.90 562.75
Low Female
Dogmatism 228,25 403.75 632.00
Total] 357.50 837.25 1194.75
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Table 5.--Summary of Analysis of Variance for Genuineness

Classified by Dogmatism of }ale, Dogmatism

of Female, and by Session

Source of Variation af MS F
Yale Dogmatism 1 225.78 <1
Female Dogmatism 1 2,397.73 <1
iale dog. X Female dog. 1 3,591.30 1
Error 12 13,383.82

Session 1 115,080.03 8. 6L
Yale dog. X Session 1 2,907.04 <1
Female dog. X Session 1 8, 263. 29 L1
lale dog. X Female dog. 1 23,500.75 2.14

X Session
Error 12 13,318.43

*p<,05
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Table 6.--ilean Warmth Scores for Pairs, Classified by
Dogmatism of lale, Dogmatism
of Female, and by Session

a. Overall classification.--For sessions 1 and 5, mean pair scores
of couples in which 21) the male was a hizh Dogmatic and the
female was a high Dogmatic (2) the male was a high Dogmatic and
the female was a low Dogmatic (3) the male was a low Dogmatic
and the female was a hich Dogmatic (4) the male was a low Dog-
matic and the female was a low Dogmatic,

Session 1 Session 5 Total
High Female
High lale Dogmatism 76,75 146,50 223,25
Dogmatisn Low Female
Dogmatism 105.25 118.5 223.75
iigh Female
Low lMale Dogmatism 49,00 75.25 124,25
Dogmatism Low Female
Dogmatism 79.50 102,00 181.50
Total 310,50 442,25 752.75

b. HMean pair scores for the four groups of couples.

[iich Female Dog. Low Female Dog. Total
High Male
Dogmatisn 223.25 223.75 447,00
Low lale
Dogmatism 124.25 181.50 305.75
Totall 347.50 405, 25 752,75




Table 6.-=Continued

c. Iiean pair scores for couples in which the male was a

high or a low Dogmatic, across sessions.

Session 1 Session 5 Total
High Male
Dogmatism 182.00 265.00 447,00
Low Male
Dogmatism 128.50 177.25 305.75
Total 310.50 L4iu2,25 752.75

d. Mean pair scores for couples in which the female was a

high or a low Dognatic, across sessions.

Session 1 Session 5 Total
High Female
Dogmatism 125.75 221.75 347.50
Low Female
Dogmatism 184.75 220.50 405,25
Total 310.50 442,25 752.75
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Tavle 7.-=Summary of Analysis of Variance for Warmth

Classified by Dogmatism of Male, Dogma-
tism of Female, and by Session

Source of Variation af Jot] F
lale dogmatism 1 9,975.78 6.20%
Female dogmatism 1 1,667.53 £2
¥ale dog. X Female dog. 1 1,610.29 £2
Error 12 1,608.43 22
Session 11 8,679.03 7.89%
liale dog. X Session 1 536.47 &1
Female dog. X Session 1 1,315.04 L2
Hale dog. X Female dos. 1 1,391.26 <Z2
X Session
Error 12 1,1099. 51

*p“.OS
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Table 8.--iean Openness Scores for Pairs, Classified by
Dogmatism of Male, Dogmatism
of Female, and by Session

a. Overall classification.--For sessions 1 and 5, mean pair scores
of couples in wnich (1) the male was a high Dogmatic and the
female was a high Dogmatic (2) the male was a high Dogmatic and
the female was a low Dogmatic (3) the male was a low Dogmatic
and the female was a high Dogmatic (4) the male was a low Dog-
matic and the female was a low Dogmatic.

Session 1 Session 5 Total
High Female
High lMale Dogmatism 6.25 8.00 14,25
Dogmatism Low Female
Dogmatism 18.25 6.00 24,25
digh Female
Low Male Dogmatism 13.25 13,25 26. 50
Dogmatisnm iow Female
Dogmatism 10.50 6.00 16.50
Total 48,25 33.25 81.50

b. HMean pair scores for the four groups of couples.

Eigh Female Dog. Low Female Dog. Total
High ilale
Dogmatism 14,25 24,25 38.50
Low Male
Dogmatism 26.50 16.50 43.00

Total] L0.75 40.75 1. 50
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Table 8.-=Continued

c. Ilean pair scores for couples in which the male was a
high or a low Dogmatic, across sessions.

Session 1 Session 5 Total
High lale
Dogmatism 2k, 50 14,00 38.50
Low lale
Dogmatism 23.75 19.25 43,00
Totall 43,25 33.25 81.50
j

d. IMean Pair scores for couples in which the female was a
high or a low Dogmatic, across sessions.

Session 1 Session 5 Total
High Female
Dogmatism 19.50 21.25 40.75
Low Female
Dogmatism 28.75 12.00 L0.75

Total] 48,25 33.25 81.50
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Taole 9.-=Summary of Analysis of Variance for Openness
Classified by Dogmatism of Male, Dogmatism

of Female, and by Session

Source of variation .s af LS F
iale dogmatism 1 10.13 <9
Female dogmatism 1 0.00 0
Hale dog. X Female dog. 1 200.00 2.01
Error 12 99.48

Session 1 112.50 £2
nale doz. X Session 1 13.00 L1
Female dog. X Session 1 171.13 L2
lale dog. X Female dog. 1 L5, 14 Z1

X Session
Error 12 90.85
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trust, but perhaps an independent measure of trust should have been
used. Trust was and is presumed to be imnortant in the positive regard
and the unconditionelity which merks hish levels of warmth and empathy.
Similerly, an attitude of trust is necessary if a person is to be
uncefensive, which is part of beins hirhly zenuine. Trust would also
seem to be a prerequisite for veins open toward the "self" end of the
openness continuum. Finally, as Truax and Carkhuff (1967) su--est,
genuine warmth and empathy displayed by one person tend to create an

attitude of trust in the other person.

Hoothesis Two

The hypothesized session effect was confirmed for empathy (E = 8.63,

1,12; p#£.05), cenuineness (F = 8.44, df = 1,12; p £.05), and warmth

af =
(E =7.89, df =1,12; 2 “4,05), but not for orenness. For openness, none

of the Fs were sicnificant. However, many of the Fs for openness of
individuals (rather than couples) classified by sex, first session amount
of openness, and by session were significant (see the followine section
Op. 3944 ).

In the case of empathy, the sisnificant Female Dosmatism X Session
interaction (see Table 3, and discussion of unpredicted findinss) indi-
cates that this increase was createst for couples in which the woman
scored hirh on Dormatism, rerardless of whether her partner was hirh or
low. In fact, the F value of the simple effect for hirh female Dozmatism
across sessions was hirhly significant (F = 24,10, df = 1,12; 2*4.01).
Given the analysis used it was not possible to tell if this increzse
in empathy shown by couples in which the woman scored hizh on Dogmatism
was due to these women becoming more empathic, or due to their elicit-

ing more empathic responses from their male partners. 3ecause of this,
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at least two explanations of these results must be considered: (a) it
may have taken high Dogmatic women a full five sessions to achieve

their relatively hizh amounts of empathy. In this case, low Dosmatic
women ma2y not have exverienced this "warm up" effect. By beiny forced

to interact in an interpersonal situation, these women scoring hich on
Dormatism may have been exposed to an uniquely positive experience. If
this is the case, they may have been overcompensating in response to

such an experience, which would account for thelr very sirnificant
increase in amount of empathy displayed from the 1st to the 5th session.
(v) Similarly, it may have taken hirh Domatic women a full five sessions
to elicit relatively hish amounts of empathy from their partners. In this
case, low Dormatic women were presumably eliciting relatively constant

empathic responses from their partners.

Discussion of Unpredicted Findin-s

The main effects of Do-matism of male and Dormatism of fenale were
not expected to contribute sienificantly to differences in desree shown
of thé devendent variables by couples on the 1st and 5th sessions. How=-
ever, si-nificant differences in amounts displayed of ermathy and warmth
were found to be attributable to female and male Dosmatism scores respec-
tively.

For empathy there was a main effect of femzle Dosmatism which was
of borderline sirnificance (F = 3.22, df = 1,12; .05<€p <£.10). ‘foreover,
a Female Dormatism X Session interaction was also of borderline si~nifi-
cance (¥ = 3.89, df = 1,12; .054p<.10). An analysis of simole effects
revealed that differences attributable to female Dormatism occurred in

the 5th session. rin> this session, couples in which the femzle was

a hizh Dormatic displayed sirnificantly more empathy than couples in
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which the female was a low Dormatic (F = 18.47, df = 1,12; p<.01).
However, durins the 1st session this difference wes nerlizible. As
surcested earlier (see pp. 28 ), the 5th session may represent a
"yarm up" effect for either the man or the woman in couples in which
the woman was a high Dommatic. Assumin~ that this very si-nificant
increase in empathy was due to increased enpzthy displayed by hich
Dormatic woren, this may reflect the fact that this study provided
a new and positive experience for them, to which they were overreact-
ine, Similar effects were not apperent for males scorins hirh on
Dorsmatism. This is probably because it is more socially acceptable
for wormen to be emotionally responsive.

Another unpredicted result was the simnificant main effect attri-
butable to male Dormatism when warmth was the dependent variable under
consideration (F = 6.20, df = 1,12; p4.05). This indicated that couples
in which the riele was a hirh Dogmatic showed more warmth, irrespective
of session and Dormatism level of partner. Ziven the analysis used,
two exmlanations are possible, as noted above. Hirh Dormatic meles
may have displayed more warmth, or they may have elicited more warmth
from their partners.

The latter alternative seems more likely. Since hirh Do-matic
rmen are probably somewhat insecure, they misht have been expected to
need nore rezssurance from their partner's, such as is afforded by
warnth. Thus their femzle partner's, in their cultural role as reas-
surines and nurturinc, mischt have responded to this need by ~ivin~ more
warmth., Also, it may be that women tend to zive way readily in con-
versation with hichly Do~matic men, and find it easier to ask questions
and accept the man's ovinions (both aspects of hircher levels of warmth)
than to ne~atively evaluate his opinions (an aspect of low levels of

warmth) and have to defend such an evaluation.
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Analrses of Variance for Cenuineness,
Warmth, and Ovenness Classified by
Sex, First Session Amount of Dep-
endent Variable, and by Session

In this section Hypotheses Three and Four from Chapter I (pp.5-6)
will be discussed in lirht of the results obtained. To do so, this
section has been divided into sections considerins cenuineness, warmth
and openness for differences attributable to 1st session amount of the
dependent variable, session effects, and sex differences.1

It was expected that there would be sirnificant differences amnonz
Ss in the 1st session, and that these differences would be smaller in
the 5th session. Thus on the basis of the data obtained, Ss were
divided into hi-h and low zroups on each of the demendent variables,
accordins to their scores on the 1st session. In this way, an analysis
of differences in the 5th session could be obtained.

Therefore, Hypothesis Three stated that all Ss, whether besinning
hich or low on empathy, genuineness, warmth, and openness, would increase
on these variables. However, it was expected that Ss starting low on a
variable would increase on that variable at a creater rate than those
starting hisn. Thus Hypothesis Four was that Ss originally hi-~h, and
Ss oririnally low on each of the dependent variables, (that is, in the
1st session) would show smaller differences in the 5th session. Though
no sex differences were anticipated, as a precaution, the data were also

classified by sex.

1

Empathy is not discussed because the sinilarity of most S's
empathy scores for the 1st session precluded the forminec of Ss into
groups hirch and low on empathy.
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The rationale behind these hypotheses was that in a 1st meeting,
people have few clues as to what the other person is like, and there-
fore brineg a wide ran~e of individual differences in empathy, cenuine-
ness, warmth, and openness into the accuaintance situation. With this
in mind, it was expected that there would be sicnificant differences
amon~ Ss on the dependent variables during the 1st session. After
several sessions, however, people have presumably formed some idea of
those feelings, attitudes and beliefs which they have in cormmon with
the other. Presumably they are also aware of those feelincs, attitudes,
and beliefs which are threatened by, or are threatening to, the other.
Thus they have some idea where it is gratifying to be more empathic,
cenuine, warm and open, and feel freer to be so. The hypothesis that
all Ss would increase on the dependent variables addressed itself to
this point. Oricinally low Ss were expected to increase more than
orizinally hish Ss, because in five meetincs there are probably general
upper limits in emnathy, zenuineness, warmth and openness, to which
orizinally hirh Ss are fairly close at the bersinnins. HNewcomb's
theory that people strive for balance in interpersonal relationships
accounts for the hypothesis that by the 5th session the differences

between orisinally high and low 3s would be smaller.

Genuineness

Genuineness scores were classified by sex, first session amount
of ~enuineness, and by session {cell means are presented in Table 10).
The data were subjected to an znalysis of variance, surmarized an

Table 11. These results are discussed below in terms of the hypotheses.
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Table 10.--lean Genuineness Scores Classified by

Sex, First Session Amount of Gen-
uineness and by Session

a. Qverall classification.=--iean genuineness (table 12, warmth;
table 14, openness) scores of males and females Ss, divided
into groups for those who showed high and those who showed
low amounts of genuineness
session, and the mean scores of those groups on the 5th

in the 1st

session.
Session 1 | Session 5 Total
High 1st ses. gen. 78.13 101.13 179,26
Male
Low 1st ses. gen. 12.50 100.63 113.13
Hich 1st ses. gen. 77.13 78.50 155.63
Female Low ist ses. gen. 11,00 138,38 149,38
Total 178,76 418,64 597,40
b. lMean genuineness fwermth;—epenness)of males and females,
divided into groups for those who showed high and those
who showed low amount of genuineness 3
on the 1st session.
iich 1st ses. gen. Low 1st ses. gen. Total
Male 179.25 113.13 292,38
Female 155,64 149,138 - 305,02
Total 334,89 262.51 507,40




Table 10.-=Continued

c. lMean genuineness (warmthy—openness) scores for males and

females on the 1st and 5th sessions.

Session i Session 5 Total
iale 90.63 201.75 292.38
Female 83.13 216.89 3035.02
Total 178.76 418,64 597,40

d. lMean genuineness (warmbhy—oponness) scores for the high and

low 1st session groups, for the 1st and 5th sessions.

Session 1 Session 3. Total
Hi 1st ses.
genuineness 195.25 179.64 334,89
Lo 1st ses.
genuineness 23.51 239,00 262. 91
Jotal 178,76 418,64 597.40
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Table 11.--Summary of Analysis of Variance for Genuineness

Classified by Sex, Amount of Genuineness

During 1st Session, and by Session

Source of Variation daf 1S F
Sex 1 159.39 <1
1st Session Amount of 1 5,238.14 L2
genuineness
Sex X 1st Ses. amount 1 3,535.02 L 2
of genuineness
Error 28 3,118.29
Session 1 57,440.00 e 25%%*
Sex X Session 1 310.60 <1
1st Session amount of 1 36,528.76 334
genuineness X Session
Sessions for hi gen. 1 2,376.57 <1
Sessions for low gen. 1 185,761.00 16.,99***
Gen. for 1st session 1 69,431.25 224 27k *%
Gen. for 5th session 1 14,101.57 L, 52%%
Sex X 1st ses. genuineness 1 3,705.77 <1
X Session
Error 28 10,931.90
*p<, 10
**V.OS

wk¥p,,01
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Mirst session amount of cenuineness.--The First session amount

of ~renuineness X Session interaction was of borderline sisnificeance
(& = 3.34, £ =1,28; .05€p 4. 10). An analysis of simple effects
indicated that, as expected, there was a sitnificant difference

between Ss hich and low on genuineness durins the 1st session (F = 22.27,

[o N

df = 1,23; p4.01). The results supported the hypothesis that on the
5th session there would be less difference between Ss oricinally high

and low on genuineress (¥ = 4.52, d£ = 1,28; p£.05). The results

showed, however, that the relationship betwecen the orizinally hich and

low groups of Ss was reversed on the 5th session. That is, Ss orizinally

low on ceruineness increased more than expected, surpassing Ss who were
orizinally hich. There are two possible and complermentary explanations

for this result. The first is that Ss oririnally low on cenuineness

not only increased in genuineness by the 5th session, but also increased

in volume of talkingz; this would have contributed somewhat to their cenu-
ineness scores, due to the way in which cenuineness was rated (see Chapter II).
The second possible explanation is that 3s oririnally low on genuineness
suffered from social discomfort which interfered with their interpersonal
functionin~ in the initial phase of the acquaintance process. Ry the 5th
session, when this initial effect wore off, their potential for hishly
renuine behavior became apnarent.

Session.=--As hypothesized, there was a2 sivnificant main effect due
to session (E = 5.25, df = 1,28; p £.05), with all Ss increasing in
cenuineness from the 1st to the 5th session. As mentioned above, there
was also a First session amount of renuineness X Session interaction.

An znalysis of simple effects revealed that the increase in genuineness
for orisinally low Ss was significant, as expected (F = 16.99, df = 1.28;

p<.01).
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However, contrary to the hypothesis, Ss oricinally hirh on renuine-
ness did not increase sisnificantly in zenuineness from the 1st to the
5th session. This may have been because the originally low Ss may have
been talkins much more in the 5th session, as sur~ested above; thus Ss
ori~zinally hi~h in cenuineness may have been no less genuine, but were
simply spendine more time listening.

Sex.--As expected, there were no significant differences in cenu-

ineness among individuals attributable to sex differences.

Wernth

Warmth scores were classified by first session amount of warnmth,
by session, and by sex (cell means are presented in Table 12). The
data were subjected to an analysis of variance, which is summarized in
Table 13. These results are discussed below in terms of the hypotheses.

First session amount of warmth.--There was a siznificant mein effect

due to first session amount of warmth (F = 9.47, df = 1,23; p<.01).
Moreover, as hypothesized, there was a siznificant First session amount
of warmth X Session interaction (F = 10.26, df = 1,28; p“.01). An
analysis of simple effects revealed that there was the expected signifi-
cant difference between the hirh and low groups formed from data for the
1st session; however, as expected, on the 5th session the differences
between Ss orisinally hich and low had decreased such that there was no
lonrer a sisnificant difference between them.

Session.--As expected, a siznificant main effect due to session
was found (F = 10.67, df = 1,23; p<.01). In addition there was the
expected First session amount of warmth X Session interaction, as men-
tioned zbove. The analysis of simple effects showed that the increase
in warmth for the originally low group was significant (F = 41.85,

df = 1,23; p4.01),

—
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Table 12.--ilean Warmth Scores Classified by
Sex, First Session Amount of
Warmth and by Session

Overall classification.--ilean—genuineness (table 12, warmth;

scores of male and female Ss, divided
into groups for those who showed high and those who showed
low amounts of senuineress—{warmth,—epenness>in the 1st
session, and the mean scores of those groups on the 5th
session,

Session 1 Session g Total
High 1st ses. warmth 64.125 _53.250 117,375
Male | 1ow 1st ses. warmth 21,000 48,375 69.375
Hich 1st ses. warmth 54, 500 66,000 120,500
Female | 1oy 15t ses. warmth 15.625 53, 500 69,125
Total 155. 250 221,125 376,375
b. Mean gemuineness—{warmth,—openness} of males and females,

divided into groups for those who showed high and those
who showed low amounts of-geruineness—{warmth,
on the 1st session.

High 1st ses. warmth | Low 1st ses, warmth Total
Male 117,375 69,375 186.750
Female 120,500 69,125 _ 189,625 |
Total 237.875 138, 500 376.375
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Table 12.=-=Continued

c. liean geauineness—{warmth,—openness) scores for males and
females on the 1st and 5th sessions.
Session 1 Session 5 Total
iale 85.125 101.625 136,750
Female 70.125 119. 500 189.625
Total 159.25 221.129 376.375

d. Iean geﬁuiﬁeness—(warmth,-openness} scores for the high

and low 1st session groups, for the 1st and 5th sessions.

Session 1 Session 5 Total |
Hi 1st ses. warmth 118.625 119.250 237.875
Lo 1st ses. warmth 36.625 101.875 138,500
Total 155.250 221,125 376.375




39

Tavle 13.==Sumary of Analysis of Variance for Warmth
Classified by Sex, 1st Session Amount
of Warmth, and by Session

Source of Variation daf S E

Sex 1 8.27 £ 1

1st Session amount of 1 9,875.08 9, 47*
warnth

Sex X 1st session amount 1 11.70 L1
of warmth

Error 28 1,042.19

Session 1 4,339.52 10.67*

Sex X Session 1 1,080.76 2.66

1st session amount of 1 4,176.70 10, 26*
warmth X Session
Sessions for hi warmth 1 1.19 £
Sessions for lo warmth 1 17,030.25 L1.85*
Warmth for 1st session 1 26,890.00 25.81%
Warmth for 5th session 1 1,207.57 L 2

Sex X 1st ses. amount of 1 140,71 Py
warmth X Session

Error 18 406.96

*p<, 01
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but the increase for the Ss who were high originally was not. The
explanation of the originally high S's failure to increase signifi-
cantly in warmth is probably related to the failure of Ss originally
high on genuineness to increase. This is suggested by the fact that
the correlation between high amounts of warmth and high amounts of
genuineness was significant on the 1st session (r = .40). These Ss
were probably playing a more passive role in the 5th session; having
demonstrated their genuineness, and communicated their warmth in earlier
sessions, by the 5th session they may have been Jjust sitting back and
listening, as suggested above.

Sex.--As expected, no significant differences in warmth were

attributable to sex differences.

Openness

Openness scores were classified by first session amount of open-
ness, by session, and by sex (cell means are presented in Table 14).
The data were subjected to an analysis of variance, which is summarized
on Table 15. These results are discussed below in terms of the hypo-
theses.

First session amount of openness.--There was a significant main
effect for degree of openness on the 1st session (F = 22.39, df = 1,28;
2g¢.01). Moreover, there was a significant First session amount of
openness X Session interaction, as expected (F = 11.93, df = 1,28;
p4.01). The simple effects analysis showed that there was, as pre-
dicted, a very significant difference between Ss high and low on open-
ness for the 1st session (F = 78.20, df = 1,23; p<4.01). In addition,
as hypothesized, this difference between Ss was reduced such that there

was no longer any difference between them on the 5th session.
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Table 14.--llean Openness Scores Classified by
Sex, First Session Amount of
Cpenness and by Session

Overall classification.--liean genuineness—{tableo—ty—wermihs

opennessj) scores of male and female Ss, divided
into groups for those who showed high and those who showed
low amounts of geruineness—{wermbth, openness) in the 1st
session, and the mean scores of those groups on the 5th
session.

Session 1 Session 5 Total

High 1st ses. open, 7.25 4,50 11.75
lale

Low 1st ses. open. 1.12 1.38 2. 50

High 1st ses. open. 13,38 4.61 17.99
Female

Low 1st ses. open. 2.38 6.13 8. 51
Total 24,14 16,62 40,75
b. lean genuineness—{warmbhy openness} of males and females,

divided into groups for those who showed high and those
who showed low amounts of genuineness—{wermth; openness)
on the 1st session.

High 1st ses. open. | Low 1st ses. open. Total
lale 11.75 2.90 14.25
Female 18.00 8. 20 26, 50
Total 29:79 11.00 40.75
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Tavle 14.--Continued

C. iean 3 B, openness} scores for males and
females on the 1st and 5th sessions.
Session 1 Session 5 Total
Male 8,37 5.88 14.25
Female 15.75 10.75 26,50
Total 24,12 16.63 40,75

d. Hean genuineness{warmbhy openness) scores for the high and

low 1st session groups, for the 1st and 5th sessions.

Session 1 Session 9 Total
Hi 1st ses.
openness 20.63 9,12 29.75 1|
Lo 1st ses.
openness 3, 50 7,50 11.00

Total 24,13 16.62 40.75
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Table 15.-=Summary of Analysis of Variance for Openness

Classified by Sex, 1st Session Amount of

Openness, and by Session

Source of Variation df MS F
Sex 1 150.07 10.03%*
1st Session amount of openness 1 351.57 22, 39%*
Sex X 1st ses. am't of openness 1 .05 L1
Error 28 15.03
Session 1 56.25 2.64
Sex X Session 1 6.25 L1
1st session amount of openness 1 240,25 11.93%*
X Session
Sessions for high openness 1 592.00 26, 27%*
Sessions for low openness 1 128.50 6. 40*
Openness for 1st session 1 1,173.00 784 20%%
Openness for 5th session 1 10.57 z1
Sex X 1st session openness 1 90.25 4, 48*
X Session
Sex for hi {1st ses. openness 1 150.07 10.00%*
Sex for lo 1st ses. openness 1 3,704.13 2.46
Sex for hi 1st ses. group in 1 1.08 L1
5th session
Sex for lo 1st ses. group in 1 95.25 6. 34*
5th session
Openness for males on 1st ses. 1 150.07 10.00%*
Openness for fem. on 1st ses. 1 434,00 32, 27%*
Openness for males in 5th ses. 1 39.07 2.70
Openness for fem. in 5th ses. 1 10.57 <1
Sessions for males high on 1 30.25 2
openness in 1st session
Sessions for females high on 1 306.25 156 21%*
openness in 1st session
Sessions for males low on 1 .25 £
openness in 1st session
Sessions for females low on 1 56.25 2.79
openness in 1st session
Error 28 20.14

*p4.05
**pd..O‘]
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There was also a significant sex X First session amount of open-
ness X Session interaction (F = 4.48, df = 1,23; p4.05). The analysis
of simple effects indicated that there was a significant difference
between men who were high and low on openness during the first session
(F = 10.00, 4f = 1,28; p4.01). Similarly there was a significant dif-
ference between women who were hich and low on openness during this
session (F = 32.27, df = 1,28; p<.01). Further discussion of the Sex
X First session amount of openness X Session interaction will be taken
up in the following paragraphs for Session and Sex.

Session.--Contrary to expectation, the session effect was not un-
conditionally significant. However, as noted above, there was the
expected First session amount of openness X Session interaction. Analy-
sis of simple effects revealed that as hypothesized, 3s originally low
on openness increased significantly from the 1st to the 5th session
(E = 6.40, df = 1,28; 2,4.05). On the other hand, contrary to expecta-
tion, Ss originally hich on openness decreased significantly (F = 26.27,
df =1,28; p4.01). A simple effects analysis for the noted Sex X First
session amount of openness X Session interaction further indicated that
the decrease in openness by originally hish Ss was attributable to the
siznificant decrease in openness by originally hish women (F = 15.21,
df =1,28; p<.01). This may indicate that people high on openness
early in the acquaintance process run out of things to be open about
later. Since women originally high on openness were significantly more
open than men originally on openness (see below), it makes sense that it
is the women who account for the decrease in openness of the originally

hich Ss.
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Sex.--Contrary to expectation, there was a siznificant main

effect attributable to sex differences (F = 10.03, df = 1,28; p<.01).
Yoreover, there was, as mentioned above, a significant Sex X First
session amount of openness X Session interaction (g = 4,48, df = 1,28;
2'4.05). The analysis of simple effects revealed that during the 1st
session, females high on openness were significantly more open than
males who were hich on openness (F = 10.00, df = 1,28; p<.01). Dur-
ing the 5th session, there was a sex difference between Ss who had
started low on openness: women were siznificantly more open than men
(F = 6.34, df = 1,28; p”.05).

Differences in openness attributable to sex differences were not
predicted. Possibly these results reflect the fact that it is more
socially acceptable for women to openly express feelings in our cul-
ture than it is for men. It is also possible that female college

students are more mature than college men, and are therefore more

ready to be open.
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Correlational Analyses

Correlations Between Self Scores for Empathy,
Genuineness, and Warmth

Hypothesis Five from Chapter I (p. 6) will be discussed in
this section, in light of the results obtained. To do so, this
section is divided into subsections for empathy and genuineness,
discussed in relation with themselves, with each other, and with
warmth (see Table 16).

According to Hypothesis Five, in a given session S's amounts
of empathy, genuineness, and warmth, should show significant inter-
correlations. For example, a § showing a high amount of high empathy
was expected to displaey similarly high amounts of high genuineness
and warmth; Ss displaying high amounts of low empathy were expected
to be similarly low on genuineness and warmth. It was expected that
a S's amount of high empathy would correlate negatively with his
amount of low empathy, and so on for the other variables. The remain-
der of this section is a discussion of the results of the correla-
tional analyses performed to test this hypothesis.

Empathy with empathy.--During the 5th session, a S's amount of
high and low empathy were positively correlated (r = .77), contrary
to the hypothesis. This result may reflect the fact that a S's
empathy scores were to some extent a function of the number of times
his partner was open. This is so because a § was rated for empathy
only when his partner had expressed a feeling: the more expression

of feelings, the more empathy ratings, irrespective of direction.
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Thus a person whose partner made many open statements would tend to
have a greater number of both high and low empathy ratings than a
person whose partner made few open statements.

This explanation is supported by the fact that in the 5th session,
a S's amount of high and low empathy both correlated positively with
partner's openness at the "self" end of the continuum. However, since
this effect of a partner's openness on a S's empathy seemingly did not
hold for the 1st session, it can only be concluded that the relation-
ship between these variables is more complex than was previously sup-
posed, and thus warrants further investigation.

Empathy with genuineness.--As hypothesized, a high degree of empathy
did correlate negatively with low genuineness for both sessions (session 1,
r = =.34; session 5, r = -.30). However, lack of empathy also corre-
lated negatively with low genuineness for both sessions (session 1,
r = -.42; session 5, r = -.39). This unexpected result may be explained
by the relationship between amount of low empathy displayed and partner's
openness, discussed above. This is suggested by the fact that low genu-
ineness also correlated nezatively with partner's amount of openness at
the "self" end of the continuum for both sessions.

Empathy with warmth.--Contrary to the hypothesis, low empathy had
a positive correlation to hirh warmth on the 1st session (r = .41). As
before, this is presumed to be the result of empathy being in some way
an artifact of partner's openness, since on the 1st session a S's high
warnth correlated positively with partner's amount of openness, as well
as with the S8's own low empathy score. Since on the 5th session, low
warmth correlated with partner's amount of openness, the same reason-

ing probably accounts for the fact that both hirh and low degrees of
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empathy correlated positively with a S's amount of low warmth on
the 5th session (with low empathy, r = .54; with high empathy,
r=.53).

Genuineness with genuineness.--As hypothesized, high and low
genuineness were negatively correlated for both sessions (session 1,

r = =.34; session 5, r = -.53).

Genuineness with warmth.--As expected, high genuineness and hich
warmth were correlated for the 1st session (r = .40). This correla-
tion was not significant, but slightly negative for the 5th session.
This change from the 1st to the 5th session may indicate that in the
initial phase of the acquaintance process, people were more concerned
with communicating warmth to their partners, even at the expense of
not being genuine. The lack of a significant correlation between
genuineness and warmth for the 5th session, however, may indicate
that by the 5th session Ss were more genuine, and less concerned with
communicating what may have been a false warmth in the 1st session.

Warmth with warmth.--Contrary to expectation, hich and low warmth
were not negatively correlated for either session. In fact they did
not correlate at all. A possible explanation of this lack of correla-
tion is that Ss were not necessarily consistent in degree of warmth

displayed.
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Correlations of Self Scores for Empathy,
Genuineness, and Warmth with Self
Scores for Openness
In this section Hypothesis Six from Chiapter I (p. 6 ) will be
discussed in light of the results obtained. To do so, this section
is divided into subsections for empathy, warmth, and genuineness.

In each subsection, the correlations between the variable under con-
sideration and the openness variables (see Table 17), is discussed.
Hypothesis Six was that Ss displaying high amounts of high

empathy, genuineness, and warmth, would also be hich on sum and/or
oroportion of openness at the "self" end of the continuum. Similarly,
low empathy, genuineness, and warmth were expected to correlate with
openness at the "miscellaneous, noncontroversial topics" end of the
continuum. The remainder of this section is a discussion of the

results of the correlational analyses performed to test this hypothesis.

Empathy

High empathy did correlate as expected with sum of openness at
the "self" end of the continuum during the 5th session (r = .31).

This correlation did not hold for the 1st session. This result may be
explained by the fact that most Ss showed very little empathy, either
high or low, on the 1st session.

Contrary to the hypothesis, empathy did not correlate with any of
the other openness variables. This indicates that empathy is not re-
lated to openness to the extent that was first supposed. The initial
reasoning behind this hypothesis was that while responding empathically

to his partner's openness, a § would also respond by beinz more open
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about himself. In line with this reasoning, a S's openness at the
"self" end of the continuum did correlate positively with partner's
openness at the "self" end of the continuum. However, since empathy
did not correlate with other openness scores, the supposition of a

relationship between these variables must remain tentative.

Genuineness

As expected, hich genuineness correlated with sum of openness at
the "self" end of the continuum for both sessions (session 1, r = .62;
session 5, r = .45). For the 1st, but not for the 5th session, hirh
genuineness correlated as well with proportion of ovenness at the
"self" end of the continuum (r = .53), and also correlated negatively
as expected, with proportion of openness about miscellaneous topics
(r = -.51).

As hypothesized, low senuineness had a negative correlation with
sum of openness at the "self" end of the continuum for the 5th session
(r = -.36), and also with the proportion of such openness for that
session (r = =.39). These correlations were negative for the 1st ses-
sion also, but not significant.

For both sessions, low genuineness correlated as expected with sum
of openness about miscellaneous topics (session 1, r = .33; session 5,
r=.35).

In sum, this aspect of the hypothesis was substantially confirmed.
This evidence that there is, in fact, a relationship between genuine-
ness and openness indicates that trust in oneself, and in the other,
might be important determinants of these modes of relatingz. Having
this trust, a person is not unduly afraid of rejection because he is

being himself, and is being open about his more intimate feelings.
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Lack of such trust presupposes the fear that to be oneself, and to

disclose more intimate feelings, will result in rejection by others.

Hich warmth correlated positively, as expected, with proportion
of openness at the "self" end of the continuum for the 1st session
(r = .37). Also as expected, during the 1st session hirh warmth showed
a nezative correlation with proportion of openness about miscellaneous
topics (r = =.34). Neither of these correlations held true for the 5th
session. This may be due to the fact that there were no significant
differences in hich warmth shown by Ss on the 5th session (as indicated
by the analysis of variance for warmth classified by sex, 1st session
amount of warmth, and by session).

Contrary to tne hypothesis, low warmth correlated positively with
sum and proportion of openness at the "self" end of the continuum dur-
ing the 5th session (sum, r = .52; proportion, r = .35). Since this
was true only in the 5th session, it may be that by the 5th session,
being open about one's feelings was of more concern than communicating
warnth to one's partner. Comrmunication of warmth is provably a way
of reassurinz one's partner that one is not predisposed to be hostile
or antacgonistic. BEy the 5th session, this basic reassurance had pro-
bably been accomplished. This explanation could also be applied to
the fact that a S's amount of hich warmth correlated with his open-

ness at the "self" end of the continuum only durine the 1st session.
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Correlations Between Self Scores for Empathy,
Genuineness, and Warmth with Partner's
Scores for Empathy, Genuineness,
and Warmth

Hypothesis Seven from Chapter I (p. 6 ) will be discussed in
this section, in light of the results obtained. To do so, this
section is divided into subsections for self scores on empathy,
genuineness, and warmth. In each subsection, the correlations of
the variable under consideration will be discussed in terms of it's
correlations with partner's scores on these variables (see Table 18).
To avoid duplication, after genuineness has been discussed in relation
to empathy in the empathy subsection, empathy will not be discussed in
the genuineness subsection, and so on.

According to Hypothesis Seven, in a given session a S's amounts
of empathy, genuineness, and warmth would a2ll correlate with each of
partner's scores for empathy, genuineness, and warmth, respectively.
The remainder of this section is a discussion of the results of the

correlational analyses performed to test this hypothesis.

Self Scores for Empathy

As expected, a S's amount of high empathy correlated with his
partner's amount of hich empathy for the 5th session (r = .44).
This correlation was not sicnificant for the 1st session, probably
indicatinz that it takes several sessions for people to attain the
symmetry hypothesized by Newcomb.

A S's amount of high empathy correlated, as expected, with partner's

hizh genuineness on the 5th session (r = .48). This correlation was

not significant for the 1st session, probably due to the fact that on
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the 1st session all Ss displayed about the same amount of hizh
empathy, which is to say, they displayed very little.

A S's score for low empathy also correlated on the 5th session
with partner's hish renuineness (r = .60). The fact that self scores
for both hich and low empathy correlated with partner's high genu-
ineness on the 5th session, is probably due to the fact that on that
session, self scores for high and low empathy were positively cor-

related.

Self Scores for Genuineness

As hypothesized, there was a correlation between a S's amount
of high genuineness and his partner's amount of high genuineness for
both sessions (session 1, r = .66; session 5, r = .66). This supports
Newcorb's theory and findings that people strive for symmetry in inter-
personal relationships.

Also as expected, a 3's amount of hich genuineness correlated
necatively with his partner's amount of low genuineness for both ses-
sions (session 1, r = -.38; session 5, r = =.75). Thus the less high
genuineness displayed by a S, the more low zenuineness is displayed
by his partner, again supporting Kewcomb's theory of balance.

While a S's hirh renuineness correlated, as hypothesized, with
his partner's high warmth on the 1st session (r = .38), on the 5th
session, a S's hich genuineness correlated with his partner's low
warmth (r = .38). These results may be due to the fact that the Ss
displaying the most hich genuineness on the 5th session were those who
had originally shown relatively little hirsh genuineness (as shown by

analysis of variance). The social discomfort presumably felt by these
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Ss who displayed little hirh genuineness in the 1st session may be
symptornatic of a personality to which partners did not respond warmly,
even when these Ss became more genuine with time. This same explana-
tion could te applied to the fact that in the 5th session a 8's low

genuineness correlated positively with his partner's high warmth

(r=.37).

Self Scores for Warmth

Correlations between a S's warmth and his partner's empathy and
senuineness has already been discussed (note: each correlation between
a self score and a partner score can be reversed so that the partner
score becomes a self score, and the self score becomes a partner score) .
In addition, a S's low warmth correlated, as hypothesized, with his
partner's low warmth (session 1, r = .41; session 5, r = .47). Thus,
as with empathy and cenuineness, Lewcomb's theory of balance was also

supported for warmth.
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Correlations of Self Scores for Empathy,
Genuineness, and Warmth with Partner's
Scores for Openness

In this section, Hypothesis Eight from Chapter I (p. 6 ) will
be discussed in lirht of the results obtained. To do so, this
section is divided into subsections for self scores on empathy, genu-
ineness, and warmth. In each subsection, the variable under consider-
ation will be discussed in terms of it's correlations with partner's
openness scores, (see Table 19).

Eypothesis Eight was that a S's amounts of hirh empathy, zenuine-
ness, and warmth would correlate with his partner's sum and/or pro-
portion of openness at the "self" end of the continuum. Similarly,

a S's amounts of low empathy, genuineness, and warmth were expected to

correlate with partner's sum and/or proportion of openness at the "mis-
cellaneous, noncontroversial topics" end of the continuum. The remain-
der of this section is a discussion of the results of the correlational

analyses performed to test this hypothesis.

Self Scores for Empathy

As expected, a S's amount of hich empathy correlated with his
partner's sum of openness at the "self" end of the continuum during
the 5th session (r = .37), but not for the 1st session. This result
for the 1st session was probably due to the fact that there was little
difference in amount of high empathy displayed by Ss during that session.
For the 5th session, a S's amount of low empathy also correlated
positively with partner's sum of openness at the "self" end of the

continuum. As explained earlier, these apparently contradictory
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correlations of empathy are probably due to empathy's being partly
an artifact of partner's openness. Thus what these results really
seenn to indicate is that during the 5th session a S's empathy was
not consistent, but was evenly distributed in response to partner's
openness. This inconsistency may reflect the use of empathy as a
"selective reward" in the acquaintance process.

A S's amount of low empathy did correlate, as hypothesized, with
sum of openness about miscellaneous topics during the 1st session
(r = .46), but not during the 5th. This might indicate that during
the 5th session Ss who displayed high openness about miscellaneous,
noncontroversial topics were impervious to the lack of empathy with

which their partner's were responding.

Self Scores for Genuineness

A S's amount of high genuineness correlated, as expected, with
partner's sum of openness at the "self" end of the continuum for both
sessions (session 1, r = .43; session 5, r = .42). A S's amount of
high genuineness also correlated, as expected, with proportion of
partner's openness at the "self" end of the continuum (session 1,

r = J44; session 5, r = .34).

A S's hi~h genuineness also correlated negatively, as hypothesized,
with partner's provortion of openness about miscellaneous topics during
the 1st session (r = =.43). Since this correlation was not significant
for the 5th session, it may be that during the 5th session, high genu-
ineness displayed by a S encouraged all types of partner's openness.

As hypothesized, a S's amount of low genuineness had a negative
correlation with partner's openness at the "self" end of the continuum

for both sessions (session 1, r = =.38; session 5, r = -.40). However,
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on the 1st session, low genuineness also correlated negatively with
partner's sum of openness about miscellaneous topics, (r = =.53),
contrary to the hypothesis. Since a S's amount of low genuineness
correlated negatively with partner's openness of both types, presum-
ably low genuineness discouraged partner's openness altogether in the
1st session. During the 5th session, low genuineness did not correlate
negatively with partner's sum of openness about miscellaneous topics,
probably as a result of the fact that by the 5th session less low genu-

ineness was being shown.

Self Scores for Warmth

As expected, a S's amount of high warmth correlated with partner's
sum and proportion of openness at the "self" end of the continuum dur-
inz the 1st session (sum, r = .37; proportion, r = .38). Also during
the 1st session a S's amount of high warmth showed a negative correla-
tion, as hypothesized, with partner's proportion of openness at the
"miscellaneous topics" end of the continuum (r = -.31). On the 5th
session, a 3's high warmth did not correlate with either type of
partner's openness. High warmth did not correlate with partner's
openness on the 5th session probably because all Ss were displaying
relatively hizh degrees of warmth: Ss who originally showed little
hich warmth attained the same level of warmth by the 5th session as
orizinally hish Ss (as revealed by analysis of variance).

Contrary to the hypothesis, a S's amount of low warmth correlated
positively with partner's sum and proportion of openness at the "self"
end of the continuum, during the 5th session (sum, r = .61; proportion,
r = .45). During the 5th session, low warmth also showed a negative

correlation to partner's proportion of openness about miscellaneous
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topics (r = =.43). It may be that after the initial acquaintance
procedures were over, Ss felt freer to respond in an unwarm way to
personal and controversial thinss about which their partners were
being open. The nesative correlation on the 5th session between
a S's low warmth and his partner's openness about miscellaneous,
noncontroversial topics may reflect the fact that Ss found such
openness less provocative.

In sum, the results of this study tended to support the hypo-
thesis that hish amounts of empathy, genuineness, and warmth dis-
played by a S would correlate with partner's openness at the "self"
end of the continuum. Though empathy and warmth seem to bear a
more complex relation to other's openness than was originally hypo-

thesized, the hypothesis was substantially confirmed for genuineness.



CHAPTER IV
COWCLUSIOLS AND SPECULATIONS

In this chapter the results of this study will be summarized,
and their implications for the acquaintance process will be discussed.

In this study it was found that regardless of differences in Dog-
matism, as measured by the Rokeach Dogmatism scale, couples increased
in empathy, genuineness, and warmth displayed from the 1st to the 5th
acquaintance session. Though male and female Dogmatism failed to
interact as hypothesized, couples in which the male was a high Dogmatic
displayed more warmth on both sessions than couples in which the male
was a low Dogmatic. Also, couples in which the woman was a high Dog-
matic displayed significantly more empathy on the 5th session than
couples in which the woman was a low Dogmatic.

When individual Ss (rather than couples) were considered, accord-
ing to whether or not they were high or low on genuineness, warmth
and openness in the 1st session, it was found that Ss beginning low
increased significantly. Ss beginning high on genuineness and warmth
maintained their 1st session level during the 5th session. Ss begin-
ning high on openness decreased significantly from the 1st to the 5th
session. During the 5th session, Ss originally low on genuineness
surpassed originally high Ss, while for warmth and openness there
were no significant differences between Ss originally high and low.

The hypothesized intercorrelations among a S's empathy, genuine-

ness, and warmth, were substantially confirmed for genuineness, but
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only partially confirmed for empathy and warmth. The hypothesis

that a S's hizh empathy, genuineness, and warmth would correlate with
his sum and/or proportion of openness at the "self" end of the openness
continuum was confirmed only for genuineness.

Correlations between self scores on empathy, genuineness, and warmth,
with each of partner's scores for empathy, genuineness, and warmth showed
that the greatest numoer of expected correlations were those between self
and partner scores on the same variable.

Finally, the correlations between a S's empathy, genuineness, and
warmth scores, and his partner's openness scores, showed that a S's genu-
ineness was the variable most related to his partner's openness.

The results of this study seem to support Newcomb's theory that
people strive for balance in interpersonal relationships: a S's amounts
of empathy, cenuineness, warmnth and openness often correlate with amounts
of these variavles displayed by nis partner; and it was also found that
significant differences in amounts of warmth, openness and genuineness
in the first session, disappeared in the 5th session for warmth and open-
ness, and became less in that session for zenuineness.

dowever, the question still remains as to what factors influence
whether the person lowest in empathy, genuineness, warmth, and openness
will meet the higher person on the latters level, or vice versa, or
whether the lower person comes up and the higher comes down, achieving
a sort of average. Factors influencing which of these alternatives will
be the case probably include, among many, dominance, attraction, loneli-
ness, and common interests.

Since much of psychotherapy as usually practiced could be considered

a special case of the acquaintance process, the question must be asked
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as to the place of the striving for balance in psychotherapy. Perhaps
one aspect of the process of successful psychotherapy is that in an
effort to achieve balance, clients attempt to match their therapists

at least in genuineness. Since displaying empatny and warmth toward
the therapist is not usually part of the clients role, the client may
attempt to balance high degrees of therapist empathy and warmth oy
being more open about his self related feelings. That the client is
more likely to match himself to (or model himself on) the therapist's
behavior than vice versa, may indicate that if one person in a dyad has
more "authority" than the other, it is his behavior that is more likely
to be used as the standard for the balance to be achieved.

It might also be asked whether or not the "honeymoon" period in
psychotherapy occurs as an expression of the client's effort to allay
anxiety by achieving an early balance, no matter how unstable., Similarly,
it would be interesting to know if the balance achieved by Ss by tne 5th
session of this study reflects a relatively permanent stabilization of
the relationship, or if it reflects a "honeymoon" effect, as found often
in the initial stazes of psychotherapy. Insecure, and perhaps high Dog-
matic people, might have a greater need than more secure people to
establish some kind of balance, even if it is premature and artificial.
According to this reasoning, older people who are presumably more settled
in life tnan the average college student, mignht be more reluctant to achieve
a nasty balance during the early phases of an acquaintanceship.

Returning, however, to some of the hypotheses tested in this study,
the failure of male and female Dogmatism to interact significantly must
be explored. The question must be raised as to an alternate personality

variable which would have produced maximal differences in the display of
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empathy, genuineness, warmth and openness. ":casic trust" mignt pe

such an alternative personality variable. Zasic trust presumably makes
it easier for a person to be interested in, and to accept others whose
thoughts, feelings, and attitudes are different from his own. Thus
basic trust mizht be conducive to nigh desrees of warmth (interpersonal
attraction being equal--see below). To be empathic with another, it is
also necessary to trust oneself to the extent that it is not threatening
to recognize another's feelings. In order to be receptive to anotner's
enipathy, one must also be able to trust him enough to believe tnat his
empathy is genuine. Trust is necessary if a person is to be undefensive,
which 1s an essential aspect of hizh genuineness., Similarly, the self-
disclosure involved in openness at the "self" end of the continuum pre-
supposes that trust that one will not be rejected when one reveals one-
self as one is.

The fact that interpersonal attraction (though related to numerous
personality variatles) may have an effect on acquaintance interactions
which is equal to that produced by any one personality variable, must
also be considered.

Thus when two people are attracted to each other, and both have an
adequate decree of basic trust, it mizht be expected that hich degrees
of empatay, genuineness, warmth and opvenness would be displayed by botn
parties. Similarly, a person lacking in trust, but who feels attracted
toward another, would prooably show less empathy, genuineness, warmth,
and openness, and would proobably express his attraction in other ways.
One also wonders if people strive for balance in their attraction for
one another, as well in their expressions of empathy, genuineness, warmtn,

and openness.
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The importance of trust in interpersonal interactions is sup-
ported by the fact that couples originally low on empathy, and individuals
low on genuineness, warmth, and openness during the 1st session all in-
creased significantly by the 5th session. Presumably with time, the
originally low Ss experienced a "warm up" effect as they came to know
their partners better, and thus to feel more at ease: as the partner
becomes more predictable, one at least knows in what areas he is trust-
worthy.

It would be interesting to know if psychotherapy clients who are
originally quite low in empathy, genuineness, warmth and openness in their
private lives, increase on these variables as a function of time, as well
as of psychotherapy itself. By the same token, a client's progress in
therapy with a therapist originally low on empathy, genuineness, and
warmth, may reflect a "warm up" effect on the therapist as he gets to
know his client.

In fostering trust, time is apparently a factor in affecting the
increase of empathy, warmth, genuineness and openness for people origi-
nally low on these variables. But one must also ask which one of these
variables themselves is most efficacious in creating trust, whether or
not the time factor is operative. This study indicates that genuine-
ness is the variable most related ootn to a person's empathy, warmth,
and openness, and to his partner's empathy, genuineness, warmth and
openness. Thus the results of this study support the findings of Truax
and Carkhuff (1967) that in therapy, a therapist's genuineness is pre-
requisite for the effectiveness of his warmth and empathy. In other
words, empathy and warmth are not simply therapist techniques to be learned,

nor in the acquaintance process will they always be effective if used
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expediently and instrumentally rather than genuinely. They rust be
to some extent genuine expressions of regard, interest, and understand-
ing.

In considering why one person's genuineness might cause another
person to trust him, both in the acquaintance process, and in therapy,
it would seem that one's genuineness is a promise that one's use of
warmth and empathy will at least be lawful. Thus in therapy, the ef-
ficacy of cenuineness is probably due in part to the security it gives.

Genuineness might further encourage trust because high genuineness
(as defined in the Truax scales) cannot be used defensively, as can
warmth and empathy to some extent. In fact, high genuineness is marked
by undefensiveness, and self-congruence. Thus genuineness is more self
disclosing than warmth and empathy by themselves. For the latter are
primarily otner directed, and thus can be used to avoid discussing one's
own feelings by focusing on those of the other.

In view of the self disclosing nature of genuineness, it is not
surprising that in this study, Ss displayinz a lot of hich zenuineness
also displayed hi~h openness about self related topics, on both the 1st
and the 5th sessions. For both high genuineness, and openness about
self related topics, presuppose a degree of trust that one will not be
rejected if one is known as one is. Thus as witn genuineness, openness
may also engender trust. This might indicate that in therapy, it is
important for the therapist to be open abvout his feelings, just as it
is important for him to be zenuine.

Though basic trust is not an easily measurable variable, trust has
nonetheless been offered as an alternative, though not unrelated, variabdle

to Dogmatism. However, while the interaction of male and female Dogmatism
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in this study was not significant, by themselves Dogmatism of the male,
and Dogmatism of the female did have a sicnificant effect on the increase
in amount of high warmth and empathy displayed, respectively. As suc-
gested in Chapter III, it may be that hirhly Dogmatic men elicited more
warmth from their partners than did low Dogmatic men. High Dogmatic
men are presumed to be less secure than low Dogmatic men, and may have
needed more reassurance from their partner's, such as might be provided
oy the other's warmth. The female partner's of these high Dogmatic men
probably responded to this need by being warmer than usual. Since high
Dozmatic women did not have this effect of eliciting more warmth from
their partner's, probably it is because the situation with a high Dogmatic
male plays into the cultural roles of male dominance and female nurturance.

The fact that the expected correlations between warmth and other
self and partner variables were found largely on the 1st session might
support such a theory of the reassurance function of warmth in the ac-
quaintance process. ‘hen people first meet in a "forced" situation such
as an experimental setting, it is essential that they demonstrate their
goodwill toward one another. People who meet freely, outside of an ex-
perimental situation, probably go through such a reassurance procedure
only when they are really interested in making each other's acquaintance.

Given the design, the unexpected increase in empathy for couples in
which the woman scored hizn on Doznatism could have been due to the fact
that either high Dogmatic women or their partner's were giving more
empathic responses. The former is presumed to be the case: this study
nay have been a new and positive experience for these high Dogmatic women,
a positive experience to which they were overreactins.

It is also possible, however, that either the high Dogmatic women

or their partner's were using empathy as a defense, that is, to keep the
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conversation focused on the other person. Presumably hizh Dogmatic
wormen would be afraid to open up too much themselves, and thus to keep
the conversation from dwelling too much on them, they might have used
empatny to keep the other person talking about himself. In this case,
empatny would be expected to be accompanied by low genuineness, since
overt or implied defensiveness are what distinguish low genuineness.
It would probably also be accompanied by a lack of openness about self
related topics.

The contradictory results of the correlational analyses for empathy
certainly tend to support the idea that empathy may be the expression of
genuine understanding, or it may be used defensively, or it may be used
as a selective reward or punishment. In comoination with genuineness,
warmth, and openness the ability to be consistently empathic is pro=-
bably a decisive factor in determining with whnom one becomes really close
friends. In situations such as this study, hoﬁever, where people are
placed togetner and expected to get acquainted, empathy may be used with
more expediency than consistency and zenuineness. That is, it might be
used defensively, as suzgested; or it micht even be used to selectively
turn off or reinforce certain topics of conversation. Certainly in therapy,
therapist empathy is a factor in keepinz the focus on tne client's feelings,
particularly his deeper feelinzs. In the acquaintance process however,
particularly amnong peers, it would probaoly be indicative of an unhealthy
relationsihip if one person did all the empathising, without disclosing
much of himself.

While this study did not assess the degree to which partner's liked
one anotner, an important question still to be researcied is whether warmth,

empathy, genuineness, and openness are in fact characteristics of what
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most psychologist's could agree is a healthy relationship. If dis=-
turbed relationships are distinguished by a lack of empatny, genuine-
ness, warmth, and openness, then clients must be helped to overcome this
lack. In helping them to do so, modelling themselves in these respects
on the example of the thnerapist might be of crucial importance.
Obviously there is a great deal of fruitful research yet to be
conducted on the acquaintance process. It is hoped tnat this thesis

will suggest ideas for such research.
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APPENDIX A

The Rokeach Dogmatism Scale



D-Scale

Name Age Date .

Ma jor Telephone No.

Student Number Address _
Instructions

The following is a study of what the general public thinks and feels
about a number of important social and personal questions. The best answer
to each statement below is your personal opinion. We have tried to cover
many different and opposing points of view; you may find yourself agreeing
strongly with some of the statements, disagreeing just as strongly with others,
and perhaps uncertain about others; whether you agree or disagree with any
statement, you can be sure that many people feel the same as you do.

Mark each statement in the left margin according to how much you agree
or disagree with it, Please mark every one.

Write +1, +2, +3, or -1, -2, -3, depending on how you feel in each case,

+1: I AGREE A LITTLE =1: I DISAGREE A LITTLE

+2: 1 AGREE ON THE WHOLE -2: I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE

+3: I AGREE VERY MUCH -3: I DISAGREE VERY MUCH
Score

1. The United States and Russia have just about nothing in common.

2. The highest form of government is a democracy and the highest form
of democracy is a government run by those who are most Inteiligent.

3. Even though freedom of speech for all groups is a worthwhile goal,
it is unfortunately necessary to restrict the freedom of certain
political groups.

4. 1t is only natural that a person would have a much better acquaintanc:
with ideas he believes in than with ideas he opposes.

5. Man on his own is a helpless and miserable creature.
6. Fundamentally, the world we live in is a pretty lonesome place.
7. Most people just don't give a "damn'" for others.

8. 1I'd like it {€ I could find someone who would tell me how to solve
my personal problems.

GE5:ceb 12/20/67



Score

9.
10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

It is only natural for a person to be rather fearful of the future.
There is so much to be done and so little time to do it in.
Once I get wound up in a heated discussion I just can't stop.

In a discussion I often find it necessary to repeat myself several
stimes to make sure I am being understood.

In a heated discussion I generally become so absorbed in what I am
going to say that I forget to listen to what the others are saying.

It is better to be a dead hero than to be a live coward.

While I don't like to admit this even to myself, my secret ambition
is to become a great man, like Einstein, or Beethoven, or Shakespeare.

The main thing in life is for a person to want to do something
important.

I1f given the chance I would do something of great benefit to the
world.

In the history of mankind there have probably been just a handful of
really great thinkers.

There are a number of people I have come to hate because of the
things they stand for.

A man who does not believe in some great cause has not really lived.

It is only when a person devotes himself to an ideal or cause that
life becomes meaningful.

Of all the different philosophies which exist in this world there is
probably only one which {s correct.

A person who gets enthusiastic about too many causes is likely to be a
pretty "wishy-washy' sort of person.

To compromise with our political opponents is dangerous because it
usually leads to the betrayal of our own side.

When it comes to differences of opinion in religion we must be care-
ful not to compromise with those who believe differently from the
way we do.

In times like these, a person must be pretty selfish if he considers
primarily his own happiness.

The worst crime a person could commit is to attack publicly the
people who believe in the same thing he does.



28. In times like these it is often necessary to be more on guard
against ideas put out by people or groups in one's own camp than
by those in the opposing camp.

29. A group which tolerates too much differences of opinion among its
own members cannot exist for long.

30. There are two kinds of people in this world: those who are for the
truth and those who are against the truth.

.

31. My blood boils whenever a person stubbornly refuses to admit he's
wrong.

32, A person who thinks primarily of his own happiness is beneath
contempt.

33. Most of the ideas which get printed nowadays aren't worth the paper
they are printed on.

34. 1In this complicated world of ours the only way we can know what's
going on is to rely on leaders or experts who can be trusted.

35. 1t is often desirable to reserve judgment about what's going on
until one has had a chance to hear the opinions of those one respects.

36. In the long run the best way to live is to pick friends and associates
whose tastes and beliefs are the same as one's own.

37. The present is all too often full of unhappiness. It is only the
future that counts.

38. If a man is to accomplish his mission in life it is sometimes
necessary to gamble "all or nothing at all."

39. Unfortunately, a good many people with whom I have discussed important
social and moral problems don't really understand what's going on.

40. Most people just don't know what's good for them.

ceb 1/2/68



APPEXDIX B

Truax Scales to Measure Accurate Empathy,
Nonpossessive Warmth, and Genuineness
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'SCALES TO MEASURE ACCURATE EMPATHY, NONPOSSESSIVE WARMTH AND GENUINENESS SCALES,
derived from Charles B. Truax and Robert R. Carkhuff. Toward effective counsel- -
ing and psychotherapy, Aldine Publishing Co. 1967,Pg. 46-72.

The measurement of accurate emgathx
Accurate empathy involves more than just the ability of ap S (therapist,

teacher, parent, student, ;rainee,_etc.). to sense the other's (client, child,
supervisor, pupil, etc.) "private world" as if.it were his own. It also involves
more than just his ability to know what the other means. Accurate empathy in-
volves both the S's sensitivity to current feelings and his verbal facility to
communicate this understanding in a language attuned to the other's current feelings

Itvis not necessary for the S to share the other's feelings in any aense
that would require him to feel the same emotions. It is inetead an apprecie-
tion and a sensitive awareness. of those feelings. At deeper levels of empathy,
it also involves enough understanding of patterns of human feelings and experience
to sense feelings that the other only partially reveals. With such experience
and knowledge, the S can communicate what the other clearly knows as well as
meanings in the other's experience of which he is scarcely aware. )

At a high level of accurate empathy the message "I am with you" is unmis-‘
takably clear--the S's remarks fit perfectly with the other's mood and content.
His responses not only indicate his sensitive understanding of the obvious feel-
ings, but also serve to clarify and expand the other's awareness of his own
feelings or experiences. Such empathy is communicated by both the language used
and all the voice qualities, which unerringly reflect the S's seriousness and
depth of feeling. The S's intent concentration upon the other keeps him con-
tinuously aware of the other's shifting.emotionallcontent eo that he can shift
his own responses to correct for language or content errors.when he temporarily
loses touch and is not "'with" the'other.

At a low level of accurate empathy the S may go off on a tangent of his
own or may misinterpret what the other is feeling. At a yery low level he may
be 80 preoccupied and interested in his own intellectual interpretations that his

is scarcely aware of the other'g "teqpg’ . The S at this low level
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of accurate empathy may even be uninterested in the other, or may be concentrating
on the intellectual content of what the other says rather than what he "is' at the
moment, and so may ignore or misunderstand the others current feelings and éxperiences

At this low level of empathy the S is doing something other than 'listening', ‘under-

. standing'', or "being sensitive': he may be evaluating the other, giving advice or

sermonizing.

Levels of Accurate Empathy

Level 1:

The S seems completely unaware of even the moét conspicuous of the other's
feelings: his responses are not appropriate to the mood and‘content of the other's
statements. There is no determinable quality éf enmpathy, dnd hence no accuracy
whatsoever. The S may be bored and disinterested or cffering advice without com-
municating an awareness of the other's current feelings.

Level 2:

The S shows an almost negligible degree of accuracy in his responses,
and that only toward the other's most obvious feelings. Any emotions which are not
ckarly defined he tends to ignore altogether. He may be correctly sensitive to
obvious feelings and yet misuncerstand much of what the other is really trying to
say. By his response he may block off or may ﬁisdirect the patient. Level 4 is
distinguishable from Level 3 in what the S ignores feelings rather than displaying
an inability to understand them.

Level 3:

The S often responds accurately to the other's more exposed feelings.

He also displays concern for the deeper, more hidden feelings, which he seems to
sense must be present, though he does not understand their nature or sense their

meaning to the other.



Level 4:

The S usually responds accurately to the other's more obvious feelings and
occasionally recognizes some that are less apparent. In the pfocess of this ten-
tative probing, however, he may misinterpret some present feelings and anticipate
some which are not current. Sensitivity and awareness do exist in the S, but
he is not‘entirely with" the other in the current situation or experience.

The desire aéd effbrt to understand are both present, but his accuracy is low.

This level is disfingﬁiéhable ffom level 3 in that the S does occasionally recognize
less apparegt feelings. Ee may also‘aeem to know how or why the other feels a parti-
cular way, but he.is definifély not with" the other.

Level 5: -

The S accurately responds to all of the S's more readily discernible
feelings. He also shows awareness of many less evident feelings and experiences,
but he tends to be somewhat inaccurate in his understanding of these. However,
when he does not understand completely, this lack of complete understanding is com-
municated without an anticipatory or jarring note. His misunderstandings are
not disruptive by their tentative nature. Sometimes in Level 5 the S simply com-
municates his awareness of the problem of understanding another person's inner
world. This level is the midpoint of the continuum of accurate empathy.

Level 6:

The S recognizes most of the other's present feelings, 1nc1ud1ngvthose
which are not‘readily apparent. Alghough he understands their content, he some-
times tends to misjudge the intensity of these veiled feelings, so that his
responses are not always accurately sufled to the exact mood of the other. The §
does deal directly with feelincs the other is currently experiencing although he
may misjudge the intensity of those less apparent. Although sensing the feelings,

he often is unable to communicate meaning to them. In contrast to Level 7, the

(over)
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S's statements contain an almost static quality in the sense that he handks those
feelings that the other offers but does not bring new elements to life. He is
"with" the other but doesn't encourage exploratidn. His manner of communicating

his understanding is such that he makes of it a finished thing.

Level 7:

The S responds accurately to most of the other's present feelings and shows
awareness of the precise intensity of most of the underlying emotions. However,
his responses move only slightly beyond the other's own awareness, so that feelings
may be present which neither the other nor the S recognizes. The S initiates moves
toward more emotionally laden material, and may communicate simply that he and the
other are moving towards more emotionally significant material. Level 7 is distin-
guishable from Level 6 in that often the S's response is a kind of precise pointing

of the finger toward emotionally significant material.

Level 8:

The S accurately interprets all the other's present, acknowledged feelings.
He also uncovers the most deeply shrouded of the other's feelings, voicing meanings
in the other's experience of which the other is scarcely aware. Since the S must
necessarily utilize a method of trial and error in the new uncharted area, there
are minor flaws in the accuracy of his understanding but these inaccuracies are
held tentatively. With sensitivity and accuracy he movesAinto feelings and experi-
ences that the other has only hinted at. The S offers specific explanations or
additions to thé other's undersanding so that underlying emotions are both pointed
out and specificaily talked about. The content that’comés to 1ife may be new but
it is not alien.

Although the S in Level 8 makes mistakes, these mistakes are not jarring,
because they are covered by the tentative character of the response. Also, this S
is sensitive to his mistakes and quickly changes his response in midstream, indi-

cating that he has recognized what is being talked about and what the other is
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seeking in his own explorations. The S reflects a togethernésé with the other in
tentative trial and error exploration. liis ‘voice tone reflects‘fhé seriousness

and depth of his empathic grasp.

Level 9:

The S in this stage unerringly responds to the other's full range of
feelings In their exact intensity. Without hesitation, he recognizes each emo-
tional nuance and communicates an understanding of every deepest feeling. ﬁe is
completely attuned to the other's shifting emotional content; he senses each of
the other's feelings and reflects them in his words and voice. With sensitive
accuracy, he expands the other's hints in a full scale (though tentative) elabor-
ation of feeling or experience. Ke shows precision both in understanding and in
communication of this understanding, and expresses and experiences them without

hesitancy.

The measurement of nonpossessive warmth

The dimension-of nonpossessive warmth or unconditional positive regard,

ranges from a high level where the S warmly accepts the other's experience as part
of that person without imposing conditions; to a low level where the S evaluates
the other or his feelings, expresses dislike or disapproval, or expresses warmth
in a selective end evaluative way.

Thus, a warm positive feeling féﬁard the other may still rate quite low
in this scale if it is given conditionally. Nonpossessivé warmth for the other
mean accepting him as a person with human potentialities. It involves a nonposses-
sive caring for‘him as a separate person and, thus, a willingness to share equally
his joys and aspirations or his depressions and failures. It involves valuing the
other as a person, separate from any evaluation of his behavior or thoughts. Thus,
anS can evaluate the other's behavior or his thoughts but still rate ﬁigh on

warmth if it is quite clear that his valuing of the individual as a person is

(over)
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uncontaminated and unconditional. At its highest level this unconditional warmth
involves a nonpossessive caring for the other as a separate person who is allowed
to have his own feelings and experiences' a prizing of the other for himself
regardless of his behavior. Nonpossessive warmth is present when the S apprecilates
such feelings or behaviors and their meaning to the other, but shows a nonpossessive
caring for the person and not for his behavior. The S's response to the other's
thoughts or behaviors is a search for their meaning or value within the other.

rather than disapproval or approval.

Levels of nonpossessive warmth

Level 1:

The S is actively offering advice or giving clear negative regard. He may
be telling the patient what would be “best for him'’ or in other ways actively
approving or disapproving of his behavior. The §'s actions make himself the

locus of evaluation; he sees himself as responsible for the other.

Level 2:

The S responds mechanically to the other, indicating little positive regard
and hence little nonpossessive warmth. He may ignore the other or his feelings or
display a lack of concern or interest. The S ignores the other at times when a
nonpossessively warm response would be expected: he shows a complete passivity that

communicates almost unconditional lack of regard.

Level 3:

The S indicates a positive caring for the other, but it is a semipossessive
caring in the sense that he communicates to the other that his behavior matters to
him. That is, the S communicates such things as "It is not all right if you act
immorally," "I want you to get along at work,” or "It's important to me that you

get along with the ward staff." The S sees himself as responsible for the other.




Level 4:

The S clearly communicates a very deep interest and concern for the welfare
of the other, showing a none§aluativ§ and unconditional warmth in almost all areas
of his functioning. Although there remains some conditionality in the more
personal and private areas, the other is given freedom to be himself and to be
liked as himself. There is little evaluation of thoughts and behaviors. In deeply
personal areas; however, the S may be conditional and communicate the idea that
the other may act in any way he wishes--except that it is important to the S that
he be more mature or not resress in therapy or accept and like the S. In all other
areas, however, nonpossessive warmth is communicated, The S sees himself as

responsible to the other.

Level 5:

At Level 5, the S communicates warmth without restriction. There is a deep
respect for the other's worth as a person and his riéhts As a free individual. At
this level the other is free to be himself even if thig means that he is regressing,
being defensive, or even disliking or rejecting the S ﬁimself. At this level the
S cares deeply for the other as a person, but it does not matter to him how the
other chooses to behave. He genuinely cares for and deeply proves the other for
his human potentials, apart from evaluations of his behavior or his thoughts. He
is willing to share equally the other's joyg and aspirations or depressions and
failures. The only channelling by the S may be the request that the patient com-

municate personally relevant material.
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The measurement of S's penuineness of self-congruence

This scale is an attempt to define five derrees of S genuineness, beginning
at a very low level where the S presents a facade or defends and denies feelings;
and continuing to a high level of self-congruence where the S is freely and deeply
himself. A high level of self-congruence does not mean that the S must overtly
express his feelings but only that he does not deny them. Thus, the S may be
actively reflecting, interpreting, or analyzing, but this functioning must be self-
congruent, so that he is being himself in the moment rather than phying a role.
Thus the S's response must be sincere rather than phony: it mﬁst express his real
feelings or being rather than defensiveness.

i

"Being himself'' simply means that at the moment the S is really whatever
his response denotes. It does not mean that the S must disclose his total self
but only that whatever he does show 1s a real aspect of himself, not a response

|
I
growing out of defensiveness or a merely 'role" response that has been learned !

and repeated.

Levels of therapist cenuineness

Level 1:

The S is clearly defensive in the interaction, and there is explicit
evidence of a very considerable discrepancy between what he says and what he
experiences. There may be striking contradictions in the S's statements, the
content of his verbalization may contradict the voice qualities or nonverbal cues
(i.e. the upset S stating in a strained voice that he is ‘'not bothered at all"

by the other's anper.)

Level 2:
The S responds appropriately but in an impersonal rather than a personal
manner, giving the impression that his responses are said because they sound good

from a distance but do not express yhat he really feels or means. There is a some-

. what contrived or rehearsed quality or air of role playing" present.
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Level 3:
The S is implicitly either defensive or impersonal, although there is no

explicit evidence.

Level 4:
There is neither implicit nor explicit evidence of defensiveness or the

presence of a facade. The S shows no self-incongruence.

Level 5:

The S is freely and deeply himself in the relationship. He 1s open to
experience and feelings of all types-both pleasant and hurtful-without traces
of defensiveness or retreat into impersonalism. Although there may be contradictory
feelings, thege are accepted or recognized. The S is clearly being himself in all

of his responses, whether they are personally meaningful or trite. At Level 5

the S need not express personal feelings, but whether he is giving advice,
reflecting, interpreting or sharing experiences, it is clear that he is being very

much himself, so that his verbalizations match his inner experiences.
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Shortened, Sumarized Version of the Truax Scales
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Shortened, Summarized Version of the
Truax Scales for Empathy, Genuineness,
and Warmth

Empathy.--response to a feeling expressed by the other, and degree
of understanding of other's feelings.
Level 1
A. Completely unaware of feeling expressed by other,

B. Response inappropriate to the mood and content
of what the other is saying.

C. Bored and/or disinterested.

D. Offering unsolicited advice.

Level 2

A. Ignores rather than misunderstands feelings
expressed by other.

B. Blocking further expression of feeling by
the other.
Level 3

A. Responds accurately to obvious feelings
expressed by other.

B. While responds accurately to obvious feelings,
displays an inability to understand deeper feelings.

A. Sensitivity and awareness of deeper feelings,
as yet unexpressed by the other.

B. Despite increased sensitivity, is still not entirely
with the other in the current situation or experience.



Level 5

A.

B.

C.

Responds accurately to readily discernable
feelings.

Deep interest in, and awareness of less evident
feelings and experiences.

Understanding may not be completely accurate,
but misunderstandings are not anticipatory
or jarring.

Communicates difficulty of understanding
another's inner world.



Genuineness.-~-defensiveness versus self-congruence

Level 1

A. Clearly defensive.

Level 2
A. Rehearsed quality.

B. HManner and tone of voice are impersonal
rather than personal.

Level 3

A. Implicitly either impersonal or defensive.

Level 4

A. No implicit or explicit evidence of
impersonality or defensiveness.

B. Shows no self-incongruence.

Level 5

A. Freely and deeply himself.



Warmth, =-

Level 1
A.
B.

C.

Level 2
A.
B.
C.
D.

Level 3
A.

B.

Level 4,

A.

B.

Level 5
A.

Be

C.

Giving clear negative regard.
Actively giving unasked for advice.

Communicates approval or disapproval of
other's opinions or behavior.

Mechanically responding.
Lack of concern and/or interest in the other.
either positive nor negative regard; indifferent.

Passive.

Shows mild interest, but not deeper caring
for the other.

Curiosity about other.

Communicates that other's opinions and behavior
matter to him, but with conditionality.

Conditional, but definitely positive regard.

Conditionality with respect to private and
personal matters discussed by the other.

Makes little attempt to evaluate the other's
thoughts, opinions, or behavior.

Feels responsible to, rather than for, the other.
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Openness Scale

Openness is defined as direct and unqualified expression of
' present feelings. These feelings may be either positive or negative.
|
|
Thus openness indicates a S'willingness "to expose himself to possibel

criticism, to expose himself to the prospect of modifying his self con-

. cept, without at the same time feeling the need to defend himself as

{ he is"1 in his own; or in the other's eyes. One can expose oneself
to a possible "wet blanket" reaction froﬁ the other by expressing
one's positive feelings about oneself, about one's partner, about con-
troversial situations and issues, significant others, and about mis-
cellaneous noncontroversial topics. In frankly expressing negative
feelings, one may similarly be risking loss of the other's interest,

an——
regard, or affection. But/in being open about one's feelings, one is

e

also making intimacy a possibility., One is making it easier for the

other to be warm, empathic, and genuine, if the other is so inclined.

The openness continuum: openness about self, partner, controversial
issues, significant others, and miscellaneous, noncontroversial topics. |

Openness about self refers to a S's direct and unqualified ex-
pression of present feelings about himself.
Open statements about oneself would include statements like,

"Gee, that makes me feel great", or "I feel more sure of myself

these days", or "I feel kind of confused right now" or "I'm
not much good at making conversation", or "I wish I'wes like that",

1Ashby, Ford, Guerney, Guerney, and Snyder. "Effects of Reflective
and Leading Psychotherapy." Psychotherapy Research. Edited by
G. Stollak, B. Guerney, and M. Rothberg.






Openness about the partner refers to statements expressing
direct and unqualified feelings about the partner.

Such open statements might include: "You know, I really

dig you", or "I think you must be very understanding", or

"T think you're being obnoxious", or "I'm sorry you feel that

way" (said unapologetically), or "I feel like you don't under-

stand what I'm trying to communicate to you".

Openness about controversial situations and issues refers to
direct and unqualified feelings about a group of people (e.g.
minorities), the state of the world, politics, the meaning of life,
opinions about education, child rearing, abortion, religion, etc.
This category is for openness about topics which imply controversy or
potential controversy. It is concerned with attitudes and opinions.

Such open statements would be like: "We've got to stick

out the war in Viet Nam", "I think basically man is making

progress", or "I think abortion is really the only humane way

out sometimes", or "As far as I'm concerned, the world is going
to the dogs", or "I think birth control pills are just encourag-
ing promiscuousness".

Openness about significant others refers to statements express-
ing direct and unqualified feelings about an acquaintance (including
relatives) other than the partner.

Open statements in this category would be like: "She's really

a groovy girl", or "I feel like Dr. B is really interested in

students", or "My father means well", or "He strikes me as

being very sensitive, not in the sense of being easily hurt,

but in the sense of knowing what's going on inside others",

or "God, I can't stand Anderson", or "I don't like my mother very

well",

Openness about miscellaneous, noncontroversial topics refers to

direct and unqualified feelings about things like football, cars, cloths,



classes, a favorite book or movie. If relative merits of one type
of literature or art over another is being discussed, statements
should be scores as openness about controversial situations and
issues, since it suggests controversy.
Such open statements might include: "I love this necklace of
yours", "dig the gorgeous weather we're having", "I really like
rock and roll", "I think baseball's a great sport", "I hate big

cars", "I don't like spectator sports", "These mini skirts are
for the birds", "Mood music turns me off".
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