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Table 1

.753 .230 .189 .139 141 .088 .238
731 .266 .169 .139 147 .083 .256
719 .285 133 134 .187 124 .300
711 .039 .163 .205 .102 317 147
.687 .109 244 .229 .199 287 212
.650 .064 .200 215 144 .269 .136
.183 .758 .010 .146 -.010 213 .031
125 .690 .206 171 .082 .070 .154
.110 .686 .206 .150 .001 121 .035
.136 .684 .209 .293 .040 .056 .034
.101 .672 .165 .108 .160 .145 .190
.087 .633 .100 152 .206 .095 118
.208 .178 .888 .079 127 .138 113
.223 207 .815 .021 .164 .098 .034
274 .158 .692 .100 .152 118 .168
.012 .196 .548 .168 .074 -.028 .073
137 252 .536 .333 .164 .022 .181
.255 .305 .055 .752 -.012 .220 .034
.296 .309 119 .726 .041 .286 .054
.236 .327 .078 .667 -.004 .337 .038
.169 .225 .375 .614 .043 .030 .185
179 147 .140 011 .879 .089 125
.199 .128 131 .040 877 .100 .184
.158 .055 .202 .019 .854 123 132
213 .207 .080 141 .096 .903 122
.263 232 .092 191 .182 .786 .136
.264 .194 .126 228 .098 .700 .126
.382 .140 177 .102 .192 133 .804
.369 177 .180 112 191 172 .766
.368 212 137 .061 224 .149 .753
12.677 2.977 2.344 1.898 1.575 1.205 1.024
(%) 14.127 12.941 10.832 9.297 9.239 8.992 8.033
() .933 .886 .886 .904 .948 .936 .955
5
7
o .88
(Table 1)
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Table 2



Tukey

Table 2
n=51 =83 n=86
( ) ( ) ( ) F
3.16 (1.34) 4.21 (1.15) 5.15 (1.02) 48.056 ** < <
3.64 (1.25) 4.31 (1.01) 4.91 (1.05) 21.757 ** < <
2.45 (1.27) 3.28 (1.26) 4.02 (1.24) 25.039 ** < <
3.26 (1.36) 4.03 (1.05) 4.59 (1.07) 21.793 ** < <
2.75 (1.32) 3.34 (1.43) 4.13 (1.48) 16.043 ** < <
3.91 (1.49) 4.81 (1.15) 5.38 (1.10) 22.999 ** < <
3.37 (1.76) 4.28 (1.51) 5.18 (1.26) 24.469 ** < <
Table 3
n=51 n=83 n=86
( ) ( ) ( ) F
4.24 (1.24) 5.03 (1.12) 5.15 (1.02) 19.522 **
4.14 (1.20) 4.44 (1.08) 4.91 (1.15) 4.757 ** <
3.35 (1.30) 3.84 (1.29) 4.02 (1.23) 5.995 ** <
3.99 (1.25) 4.29 (1.04) 4.59 (1.08) 5.719 ** <
3.75 (1.54) 4.23 (1.37) 4.47 (1.55) 3.705 * <
4.94 (1.05) 5.58 (1.37) 5.38 (1.55) 4.085 *
4.59 (1.40) 5.46 (1.19) 5.18 (1.12) 13.432 **
Table 4
n=51 n=83 n=86
( ) ( ) ( ) F
4.44 (1.11) 5.00 (1.10) 5.50 (0.96) 16.441 **
4.28 (1.00) 4.24 (1.00) 4.58 (1.04) 2.757
3.58 (1.09) 4.04 (1.18) 4.32 (1.04) 7.183 **
4.24 (1.17) 4.58 (1.14) 5.03 (1.24) 7.550 **
4.24 (1.21) 4.54 (1.27) 5.10 (1.32) 8.160 **
4.71 (0.96) 4.98 (1.14) 5.40 (1.00) 7.532 **
4.56 (1.32) 5.36 (1.23) 5.77 (1.02) 16.902 **
Table 2 4: (Tukey 5 )

F (df =2, 216), **p<.01, *p<.05
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An exploratory study of self-disclosure in close relationship process:
Analysis of needs and norms about disclosure

Hiroaki TANNO (Graduate School of Comprehensive Human Science, University of Tsukuba)
Atsushi SHIMOTOMALI (Department of Psychology, Senshu University)
Yutaka MATSUI (Graduate School of Comprehensive Human Science, University of Tsukuba)

The purpose of this study was to presume the function of self-disclosure in close relationship process by
examining amounts, needs, and norms of disclosure. The targets of analysis were 220 undergraduates(105 males
and 115 females). They were asked to imagine a same-sex friend and to rate the intimacy. Then amounts, needs,
and norms of disclosure were measured by the Self-disclosure Scale that had been created. The main finding were:
(1) There is a liner association between the stage of friendship and amounts of disclosure, (2) needs of disclosure that
linked to contacts increased the middle stage of friendship, and (3) norms of disclosure tie to extend relationships
gained in the middle stage of friendship, and tie to confirm similarity/difference gained in the later stage. On these
results, it was presumed the functions of disclosure were differed from the stage of friendship.

Key Words: friendship, close relationship process, self-disclosure



