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ABSTRACT 

 The purpose of this dissertation was to explore the connection between 

attachment and self-disclosure behavior across communication technologies. Very little 

research has explored the connection between attachment and self-disclosure, and no 

studies have examined the relationship in the context of communication technologies. 

Drawing on attachment theory, self-disclosure literature, and communication technology 

research, this dissertation predicted that individuals with high anxious or high avoidance 

attachment would capitalize on the affordances of communication technologies and be 

associated with more self-disclosure behavior. Two studies were completed to test these 

hypotheses. Study one (n = 479) was a cross-sectional survey using participants recruited 

from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Study two (n = 309) was an experiment where 

participants had their attachment system activated by experiencing a threatening situation 

hypothetically. Both studies had participants report self-disclosure behavior with their 

romantic partner in frequency and degree of intimacy. Each participant was randomly 

assigned one communication channel to report on (e.g., face-to-face, text messaging, 

email, or social networking sites). The results from the two studies provided mixed 

results for attachment and self-disclosure behavior across communication technologies. 

In general, anxious attachment was positively associated with self-disclosure frequency 

and degree of intimacy regardless of which channel was used, which was expected. 

Avoidance attachment was negatively associated with self-disclosure frequency, but only 

when the participant was experiencing a threatening situation. Neither attachment style 

interacted with the number of cues perceived to be available in a communication channel 

in the proposed direction when predicting self-disclosure behavior. However, both 
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attachment dimensions interacted with a channel’s perceived expectation for response 

when predicting self-disclosure intimacy. When participants were not experiencing a 

threat to their security, those with high anxious or high avoidance attachment reported 

self-disclosing more intimately in channels perceived to have less expectation for 

response. Together these findings suggest individuals with high anxious attachment may 

use self-disclosure as a hyperactivating strategy to connect with an attachment figure. 

Individuals with high avoidance attachment choose not to self-disclose as a deactivating 

strategy that prevents intimacy from forming. Additionally, individuals with high anxious 

or high avoidance attachment can capitalize on a channel’s expectation for response and 

feel comfortable self-disclosing something intimate in a channel perceived to have a low 

expectation for response.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 Chapter one is an introduction to this dissertation, which proposes that individuals 

with different attachment orientations will capitalize on the affordances of 

communication technologies in a way that alters their self-disclosure behavior. It begins 

with a brief discussion on attachment and self-disclosure. Next, the importance of 

studying communication technologies is described. Finally, research on communication 

technologies as it relates to self-disclosure and attachment is discussed.  

 The basic argument of attachment theory is that the interactions infants have with 

their caregiver has a real impact on development, and that attachment systems have 

evolved to help infants survive in times of need (Bowlby, 1980). But these real life 

experiences impact the child after infancy through adulthood. Attachment essentially has 

a cradle to grave effect (Feeney, 2008), and it impacts a wide variety of human behaviors 

including self-disclosure (Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991). Attachment is worthy of 

investigation in communication research because it is stable and influential in a person’s 

life. This dissertation will explore the link between attachment and self-disclosure and 

continue to push the theory in a new domain where self-disclosure frequently occurs. 

 The connection between attachment theory and self-disclosure has received 

minimal attention from social scientists. Only a few scholars have investigated the 

relationship, and none have explored the connection in the context of communication 

technologies. Attachment theory is important in relationships because it has a profound 

impact on the interpersonal goals and communication strategies for a person’s entire life. 

Attachment styles are also related to an individual’s ability to form intimate relationships 

(Berlin, Cassidy, & Appleyard, 2008). Similarly, self-disclosure is an important part of 
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forming intimate relationships because it is a fundamental building block for relationship 

development (Altman & Taylor, 1973). This suggests that attachment and self-disclosure 

are theoretically linked. While some researchers have explored this connection, only a 

handful of studies have been published.  

 Individually, both attachment theory and self-disclosure have rich histories in 

social scientific research. One place self-disclosure has received considerable amounts of 

attention is in communication technology research. A plethora of studies have indicated 

people self-disclose through communication technologies. Scholars have explored the 

outcomes self-disclosure can have on relationships through communication technologies, 

such as increased intimacy (Park, Jin & Jin, 2011), decreased uncertainty (Tidwell & 

Walther, 2002), and decreased relationship satisfaction and liking when the disclosure 

occurs often and superficially (Rains, Brunner, & Oman, 2015). One area that could use 

more exploration would be the underlying interpersonal processes, such as attachment, 

that are related to the self-disclosure behavior that occurs in communication technologies. 

Assuming the link between attachment and self-disclosure exists, it would be of 

particular interest to investigate this relationship in communication technologies because 

self-disclosure occurs so frequently in this communication environment. Studying self-

disclosure behavior with the attachment framework in mind should yield explanations for 

self-disclosure practices, and also reconcile inconsistencies from previous studies on 

attachment and self-disclosure. The goal of this dissertation is to provide insight into the 

attachment and self-disclosure relationship, while doing so in a context where it has never 

been investigated even though self-disclosure readily occurs in this context.  

Self-Disclosure in Relationships 
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 Self-disclosure is an important part of interpersonal relationships. Cozby (1973) 

defined self-disclosure as “any information about himself which Person A communicates 

verbally to Person B” (p. 73). Others have described self-disclosure as a behavioral 

function (Berndt & Hanna, 1995), simply communicating information about oneself to 

others (Wheeless & Grotz, 1976), or revealing information that includes thoughts, 

feelings and experiences (Derlega, Metts, Petronio, & Margulis, 1993). Self-disclosure is 

often considered fundamental in relationship formation, and it is by self-disclosing 

information to others that a relationship begins and progresses (Altman & Taylor, 1973). 

Self-disclosure can also fluctuate with each individual in frequency, duration, honesty, 

accuracy, intimacy, disclosive intent, positive or negative valence, and relevance to other 

topics under discussion (Wheeless & Grotz, 1976). 

 Cozby (1973) identified three parameters for self-disclosure behavior: breadth of 

information, depth of intimacy, and duration of the revealing. Breadth is the amount of 

information discussed in an interaction, or the number of topics people are willing to 

discuss with each other (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Cozby, 1973). In other words, the more 

topics people are willing to self-disclose on the more breadth in their self-disclosure. 

Depth represents the degree of intimacy in the self-disclosure (Altman & Taylor 1973; 

Derlega & Chaikan, 1975). Self-disclosure that is characterized as intimate has depth, 

whereas a superficial self-disclosure has less depth. Self-disclosure also varies in 

duration, which means the amount of time people utilize when sharing their disclosure 

(Cozby, 1973).  Lastly, self-disclosure can be categorized as descriptive or evaluative 

(Derlega et al., 1993). A descriptive self-disclosure represents facts about the person, 
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whereas evaluative self-disclosure occurs when someone reveals their opinions and 

feelings to others. 

  Self-disclosure often functions reciprocally, especially early on in relationship 

formation. For self-disclosure to be reciprocal, it means that when one person self-

discloses information, the receiver will self-disclose similar information in return. In 

other words people “give something back that matches something received” (Derlega et 

al., 1993, p. 33). This is often referred to as the dyadic effect (Derlega & Chaikin, 1975; 

Jourard, 1971), and people view it as a rewarding behavior. Self-disclosure is considered 

a sign of liking and trust, so the person reciprocates those feelings with a similar self-

disclosure. The norm of reciprocity also assists with relational development because it 

helps people progress through different relational stages and become more intimate 

(Altman & Taylor, 1973; Mongeau & Henningsen, 2008). This suggests that people self-

disclose with an intent to form relationships with others. As relationships become more 

intimate the reciprocal nature of self-disclosure begins to decrease (Won-Doornink, 

1991).  

 Self-disclosure should also be appropriate when it occurs early on in an 

interpersonal relationship (Johnson, 2009). This suggests that people must balance how 

much they need to reveal to foster relational development, while also not revealing too 

much information to scare others away. This idea is rooted in social exchange theory, 

where people view receiving self-disclosure as a cost (Altman & Taylor, 1973). If the 

self-disclosure is too intimate too quickly, the costs will outweigh the rewards and a 

person is likely to terminate the relationship. People are aware of the appropriateness 
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norm for self-disclosure, and sometimes they will not self-disclose because they are 

afraid of being rejected by the recipient (Derlega & Chaikan, 1975).  

 Self-disclosure also fulfills a variety of goals. First, as previously noted, self-

disclosure can help progress relational development (Altman & Taylor, 1973). Self-

disclosure can also be used for social validation (Derlega et al., 1993). People may reveal 

information to others to receive feedback and affirmation on their thoughts and 

experiences. Self-disclosure is used for social control, especially when individuals will 

selectively disclose certain information to create a particular impression. Lastly, self-

disclosure reduces uncertainty in relationships (Berger & Bradac, 1982). People often 

experience uncertainty in relationships, and they would prefer to reduce their uncertainty 

and increase predictability (Berger & Calabrese, 1975). One way to reduce the 

uncertainty is to exploit the norm of reciprocity. People will self-disclose information, 

causing others to self-disclose in return, and therefore the original discloser reduces 

uncertainty by learning information through the reciprocal self-disclosure.  

 As the preceding paragraphs indicate, self-disclosure is a crucial component in 

relationship formation. As people self-disclose, they get to know each other, and a 

relationship is formed. Self-disclosure also functions to fulfill a variety of goals, and self-

disclosure has a variety of characteristics that make it unique in each context. In this 

dissertation I investigated the role attachment plays when people are self-disclosing. 

Attachment styles impact people on many aspects of their lives, and self-disclosure is 

likely to be related to attachment. This dissertation began to explore this relationship in 

communication technologies, a context where these variables have yet to be explored 

together.  
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Prevalence of Communication Technologies  

 Communication technologies are important to explore because they continue to 

grow in popularity. People are finding themselves connected to others through a wide 

variety of communication technology options, including phone calls, text messaging, 

email, blogs, microblogs, and social networking sites (SNSs). A majority of Americans 

are using at least one technology to communicate with others. Recent data from the Pew 

Research Internet Project indicated that 91% of Americans own a cell phone (Rainie, 

2013), but they use their cell phone for more than making phone calls (Duggan, 2013a). 

Of the people that own a cell phone, 81% send and receive text messages, 60% connect 

with the Internet, 52% send and receive emails on their phone, and 21% use video chat 

features (Duggan, 2013a). Beyond cell phone use, email continues to remain one of the 

most popular activities for Internet users, where 92% of Americans use email, and 61% 

use it on a regular basis (Purcell, 2011). SNSs are also popular where 73% of American 

adults are members of at least one SNS, and many people are members of multiple SNSs 

(Duggan, 2013b). A vast majority of SNS members log in at least once per day.  

 There are many people using these communication technologies on a daily basis, 

which means, presumably, there is a great deal of communication occurring between 

users on these platforms.  One type of communication that is likely occurring is self-

disclosure. Researchers have suggested that self-disclosure occurs through 

communication technologies, and sometimes it occurs more in these channels than in 

face-to-face interactions. For example, Gibbs, Ellison, and Lai (2011) found that people 

who use online dating will self-disclosure often to reduce uncertainty. Online daters have 

also been found to disclose often through communication technologies when they want to 
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develop a long-term romantic relationship (Gibbs, Ellsion, & Heino, 2006). In an 

experiment comparing communication technology disclosure and face-to-face disclosure, 

strangers were found to self-disclose more often in the communication technology 

condition than in the face-to-face condition (Joinson, 2001; Tidwell & Walther, 2002). 

These individuals disclosed more in the technology condition because it helped reduce 

uncertainty by exploiting the dyadic effect (Tidwell & Walther, 2002), and because the 

interactions were visually anonymous (Joinson, 2001). Individuals in close relationships 

have also been found to self-disclose more in communication technologies than in face-

to-face interactions, and this occurred because the participants in the communication 

technology condition felt disinhibited (Schouten, Valkenburg, & Peter, 2007). Some of 

the communication technologies that can be used to self-disclose include text messaging, 

email, and SNSs, which are three popular technologies to use. The frequent use of these 

technologies to communicate with other people means there is great opportunity to 

investigate the different interpersonal processes, like self-disclosure, that are occurring.  

The Present Study 

 The purpose of this dissertation is to explore these interpersonal processes (i.e. 

attachment and self-disclosure) that occur across different technologies. Self-disclosure 

and attachment have both been investigated in communication technology research, but 

the two have never been investigated simultaneously. Presuming links between 

attachment and self-disclosure behavior exist, it would be beneficial to explore this 

relationship further in a context where self-disclosure has already been investigated. 

Researchers have found that sometimes individuals self-disclose through communication 

technologies to gain attention from others (Holenbaugh, & Ferris, 2014). People have 



 21 

also been noted to self-disclose frequently through communication technologies as a way 

to socialize with others (Chang & Heo, 2014), and when people do self-disclose they 

reduce uncertainty in their relationships (Palmieri, Presano, Grandley, Overton, & Zhang, 

2012). Self-disclosing through communication technologies also creates a feeling of 

connectedness between the sender and the receiver (Park et al., 2011). Lastly, scholars 

have found that people are typically more willing to self-disclose more personal 

information when they interact through communication technologies, compared to 

interacting face-to-face (Jiang, Bazarova, & Hancock, 2013; Tidwell & Walther, 2002) 

Taken together, these studies indicate that people do self-disclose through 

communication technologies, and that it can help progress relationships by reducing 

uncertainty and creating opportunities for socializing. This study will explore self-

disclosure through communication technologies, but in a way that adds attachment as an 

important variable that may be related to the self-disclosure behavior.  

 Attachment has also been investigated in communication technology research. 

Some of the findings indicate that people with anxious attachment are drawn to SNSs, 

and that the higher someone scores on attachment anxiety, the more intensely they use 

SNSs (Oldmeadow, Quinn, & Kowert, 2013). SNSs can be used to create a sense of 

belongingness, which anxious people want, so they use these sites often. Also, SNSs have 

high potential for self-presentation, which should alleviate fears of rejection experienced 

by people with anxious attachment, and in turn increase SNS use. However, other 

attachment researchers have found the opposite, suggesting attachment does not impact 

communication technology use, and that rather personality characteristics such as 

extraversion impact SNS use (Jenkins-Guarnieri, Wright, & Hudiburgh, 2012). Taken 
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together, these studies indicate that the relationship between attachment and 

communication technologies is convoluted because the effect attachment has on 

communication technology use is not clear. Some studies suggest attachment is related to 

an increased use of communication technologies, while others indicate the two are not 

related. Furthermore, these studies do not examine specific communication behaviors, 

like self-disclosure, as it relates to communication technology use. Therefore, it would be 

beneficial to explore the relationship between attachment and specific behaviors, such as 

self-disclosure, that occurs in communication technology interactions. 

Chapter Summary 

 Chapter one provided an introduction to this dissertation. First, the role of 

attachment was briefly discussed. Next, the role self-disclosure plays in relationships was 

described. Then, the prevalence of communication technologies in adult’s lives was 

reported, to demonstrate this context is worthy of investigation. Lastly, a brief discussion 

of communication technology research and its connections to self-disclosure and 

attachment were described. Chapter two will provide a detailed explanation of attachment 

theory, and describe how attachment styles are related to self-disclosure behavior. 

Furthermore, two different affordances of communication technologies will be described, 

with particular attention to how the attachment styles can capitalize on these affordances 

when self-disclosing. Chapter two concludes with hypotheses. 
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

Chapter Preview 

 Chapter two outlines the rationale for this study, and demonstrates how one’s 

attachment style is linked to their self-disclosure behavior. Drawing on attachment and 

self-disclosure literature, in this study I proposed that individuals are likely to change 

their self-disclosure behavior based on their attachment. Furthermore, these disclosure 

behaviors may be altered as individuals capitalize on the unique affordances of 

communication technologies. First, the foundations of attachment theory and self-

disclosure are discussed. Next, affordances of communication technologies are described, 

which leads to a set of hypotheses for this study. 

Relevant Literature 

Attachment Theory 

 Attachment plays a significant role in people’s lives because it starts at birth.  

Attachment is formed through interactions between an infant and his/her primary 

caregiver  (Bowlby, 1951). This caretaker is usually a mother, but that is not a 

requirement. “Attachment behavior is conceived as a form of behavior that results in a 

person retaining proximity to some other differentiated and preferred individual” 

(Bowlby, 1980, p. 39). This means that a child will desire closeness with his or her 

caretaker during times of need, and the consistent response from the caretaker is how an 

attachment is formed.  

 The attachment formed is referred as an internal working model, and infants 

develop models of the self and models of others. The model of self teaches infants how to 

value themselves, whereas the model of other teaches infants how rewarding a 
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relationship will be. These internal working models can create three different types of 

attachment: secure, anxious, and avoidant (Bowlby, 1980). When a caretaker responds 

consistently to a child they form a secure attachment. Caretakers who are inconsistent 

create an anxious attachment, and avoidance attachment is formed when a caretaker 

rebuffs the infant (Bowlby, 1980). Internal working models are stable across one’s 

lifespan (Bowlby, 1980), and they impact a wide variety of socio-emotional behaviors 

including self-disclosure, relational maintenance (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2006), and 

conflict management (La Valley & Guerrero, 2012).  

 Attachment learned as an infant continues to impact an adult too, and adults with 

different attachments develop different internal working models of the self and other 

(Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007). Individuals with a secure internal working model of 

attachment will have a positive model of the self and others. In times of need they find 

themselves worthy of support and also have an attachment figure available who provides 

the necessary support. People with an anxious internal working model will develop a 

negative model of self and positive model of other. People with an avoidance internal 

working model will develop a positive model of self and a negative model of other. As a 

result, a person with an anxious working model desires intimate relationships, but also 

worries they will be abandoned by their attachment figure. An individual with an 

avoidance working model has a hard time trusting others, and they are afraid others may 

try to overwhelm them with intimacy.  

 The internal working models that people learn as infants have been described as 

attachment styles for adults (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). One’s attachment style is likely to 

influence their expectations, needs, behaviors, emotions, and interpersonal encounters 
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(Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007). These attachment styles are typically conceptualized as 

two dimensions: anxious and avoidance. The anxious dimension indicates a person is 

afraid their partner will not be available, and this unavailability concern is a direct result 

of low self-worth. People that score high on the anxious dimension are also afraid of 

rejection from others (Mikulincer, Shaver, & Pereg, 2003). The avoidance dimension 

reflects an individual’s degree of suspecting others good intentions, and it also suggests a 

desire for emotional distance and independence. Individuals who score high on a 

particular dimension are said to have that attachment style, whereas individuals who 

score low on both dimensions are considered secure. 

 Attachment is suggested to be stable across a lifespan. In a 20 year longitudinal 

study, Waters, Merrick, Treboux, Crowell, & Albersheim (2000) found support for the 

stability of attachment learned at infancy, and that attachment continues to be impactful 

later on in an adult’s life. Attachment also influences a wide variety of interpersonal 

processes (Phelps, Belsky, & Crnic, 1998). The stability of attachment and its influence 

on interpersonal processes make it an important variable to study in communication 

research. One such communication message would be self-disclosure, and it is likely 

attachment and self-disclosure are linked. They are most likely linked because self-

disclosure is a fundamental component to foster intimacy, and attachment is rooted in 

having (secure), desiring (anxious), or denying (avoidance) intimacy with others.  

  Attachment also creates mental scripts people follow in times of need, known as 

an “if then” proposition (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007). This script has often been called a 

“secure base” (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001), and it is similar to the fear system (Bowlby, 

1969). This script can be activated three different ways: separation from the attachment 
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figure, threat of separation from the attachment figure, and any kind of stressful or 

frightening event (Bowlby, 1969). The script has three components (Mikulincer, Shaver, 

Sapir-Lavid, & Avihou-Kanza, 2009). The first component of the script occurs when 

people are confronted with a stressful situation and they have a relational partner they 

seek out for help. The second part of the script tells the individual that their relational 

partner will be available to them during this time of need. The partner’s perceived 

availability is important for developing intimate relationships because it signals to the 

individual that he/she can become close with this attachment figure. The third component 

indicates the attachment figure will provide help and the person reaching out for support 

obtains a sense of security. Once the help is provided they return to normal activities. 

This script is typically what individuals with a secure attachment follow at times of need 

and it directs their communication behavior. People that are insecure are not able to 

follow this script, and instead use hyperactivating or deactivating strategies (Shaver & 

Mikulincer, 2007).  

 The different attachment styles are associated with different types of interpersonal 

goals, and those goals may influence communication strategies and behavior (Mikulincer 

et al., 2003). At times of threatened security, individuals with a secure attachment follow 

their if-then script to rely on their secure base. They can rely on their secure base because 

they do not have issues with intimacy, and they feel they are worthy of support from 

others (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007). Therefore, when they need to communicate, they do 

so without fear of rejection, acting hyper-vigilantly, or in a way that avoids closeness. 

The interpersonal goal of individuals with a secure attachment is to have an intimate 

relationship. 
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 At times of threatened security an individual with an anxious attachment style will 

use hyperactivating strategies when communicating because it may prompt involvement 

from someone else, and it can also produce intimacy. Hyperactivating strategies are 

attempts made to reach an attachment figure. “Hyperactivating strategies foster anxious 

hyper-vigilant attention to relationship partners, and rapid detection of possible signs of 

disapproval, waning interest, or impeding abandonment” (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2006, p. 

254). They are termed hyperactivating because the attempts become intense until an 

attachment figure is reached. Since they use hyperactivating strategies, these individuals 

are also likely to exaggerate their emotions to elicit support. The interpersonal goal of 

people with an anxious attachment style is to generate intimacy, but they are afraid they 

will not attain it. 

 During times of threatened security people with an avoidance attachment styles 

use deactivating strategies when communicating because they do not want to elicit a 

response from an attachment figure, and they want to prevent the attachment system from 

activating. “These strategies involve denial of attachment needs, avoidance of closeness, 

intimacy, and dependence in close relationships; and maximization of cognitive, 

emotional and physical distance from others” (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2006, p. 254). These 

people choose deactivating strategies because it helps them cope with stress and also 

avert any disappointment from interacting with others. The deactivating strategies allow 

people with an avoidance attachment style to circumvent attempts of intimacy because 

they do not share much information with others. Therefore, they fulfill their interpersonal 

goals.  
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 Scholars argue the secure base can be activated both through actual events and 

imaginary situations (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001). The secure base and the attachment 

system stem from relational schemas, which are “hypothesized to comprise an 

interpersonal script for an interaction pattern along with schemas for self and other as 

experienced in that context” (Baldwin, 1994, p. 6). These relational schemas can be 

hypothetically primed and as a result the individual will then imagine a specific audience 

in the back of their mind. Relational schemas are formed through consistent interaction 

with the target person along with remembering episodic information from previous 

encounters (Baldwin, 1992). Taken together, the relational schema work with the 

attachment system to create the interpersonal script individuals follow during times of 

need. Individuals with secure attachment rely on their secure base for support. Individuals 

with anxious attachment styles enact hyperactivating strategies, and people with 

avoidance attachment styles use deactivating strategies. 

 As previously mentioned attachment is often measured as dimensions of anxious 

and avoidance, and individuals that score low on both dimensions are considered secure 

(Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007). As a result, secures are not often investigated in scholarly 

research. This study will also measure attachment from a dimension approach, meaning 

the hypothesis will focus on individuals that score high or low on a particular dimension. 

Attachment and Self-Disclosure 

 One interesting way attachment may impact communication is self-disclosure. 

The literature on attachment and self-disclosure has been consistent for those who have a 

secure or avoidance attachment. Initially, people that are securely attached find intimate 

relationships helpful and satisfying; therefore they should be expected to self-disclose in 
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appropriate amounts and intimately (Bradford, Feeney, & Campbell, 2002), and they self-

disclose more than other attachment styles in frequency and degree of intimacy (Keelan, 

Dion, & Dion, 1998; Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991; Shechtman, & Rybko, 2004). 

Individuals with avoidance attachment should not self-disclose as much or intimately 

because self-disclosure is a starting point for intimacy (Altman & Taylor, 1973). People 

with avoidance do still self-disclose on occasion (Bradford, et al., 2002; Mikulincer & 

Nachshon, 1991; Shechtman & Rybko, 2004; Wei, Russel, & Zakalik, 2005), but it is 

likely to be superficial when it occurs. One reason people with avoidance attachment 

disclose less often is the deactivating strategy. They use the deactivating strategies to be 

independent, thus they would most likely feel uncomfortable disclosing information to 

other people (Wei et al., 2005). Self-disclosure, even at the superficial level, is a 

foundational requirement to build intimacy in a relationship (Altman & Taylor, 1973); 

therefore, the act of concealing enhances independence and prevents closeness. People 

with high avoidance should be expected to self-disclose trivial information when they do 

disclose because they also desire independence. Self-disclosing intimate information 

would signify a desire for closeness with another person.  

 The connection between people with anxious attachment and self-disclosure is not 

as consistent. Individuals with anxious attachment styles use hyperactivating strategies to 

elicit support from someone else and to encourage intimacy. Therefore, it could be 

expected that these people would self-disclose frequently (Wei et al., 2005) and 

intimately because they believe it would elicit a response. They may also be expected to 

disclose frequently and intimately because of a need for affiliation, which suggests 

people want some closeness with others (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), and intimacy is a 
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byproduct of self-disclosure (Altman & Taylor, 1973). Therefore, because people with 

anxious attachment want intimacy they should self-disclose to others often and 

intimately. Some researchers have found they do self-disclose more frequently and 

intimately than individuals with an avoidance attachment, but less than those with a 

secure attachment (Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991, Shechtman & Rybko, 2004). But, their 

disclosure behavior is not consistent and other scholars have found no connection 

between anxious attachment and self-disclosure behavior (Bradford et al., 2002). The 

inconsistent findings may be explained by two combating notions: hyperactivating 

strategies and fear of rejection. Initially, people with anxious attachment engage in 

hyperactivating strategies or hyper-vigilant behavior to reach an attachment figure. Using 

hyperactivating strategies means they should self-disclose often and intimately to 

exaggerate their emotions and elicit support from an attachment figure (Mikulincer & 

Nachshon, 1991; Wei et al., 2005). However, they are also afraid of being rejected by 

others, which could limit their self-disclosure behavior in frequency and intimacy 

(Shechtman & Rybko, 2004). Derlega and Chaikan (1975) argued that fear of rejection 

from the recipient could prevent people from self-disclosing entirely. Therefore, they 

might be afraid others will not respond to their disclosure so they choose not to disclose 

in the first place. As a result of the hyperactivating strategies and fear of rejection, 

findings have been inconsistent, and thus the relationship between attachment and self-

disclosure behavior needs to be investigated further. 

 This study is first and foremost an investigation of attachment theory and self-

disclosure behaviors. The inconsistencies in attachment and self-disclosure research 

indicate the need for additional exploration. Previous researchers have examined the 
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impact attachment has on self-disclosure frequency (Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991), and 

degree of intimacy (Keelan et al., 1998). Therefore, this study will also conceptualize 

self-disclosure behavior as both frequency of disclosure and degree of intimacy of 

disclosure.  

 The role of intimacy is also important to consider. Not all disclosures are the same 

because they can vary in depth (Altman & Taylor, 1973). Disclosures that lack depth are 

classified as superficial, such as revealing one’s favorite color. Conversely, self-

disclosures that are intimate have much more depth. These types of disclosures are often 

characterized as being difficult to reveal because it places the discloser in a vulnerable 

state (Altman & Taylor, 1973). For example, if a person revealed that he/she was 

sexually assaulted then he/she would feel more vulnerable in that situation than one 

where he/she revealed his/her favorite color. Degree of intimacy is an important factor of 

self-disclosure to consider, which is why this study investigated the degree of intimacy of 

self-disclosures made by people with different attachment styles. This way, not all self-

disclosures are treated as equivalent. 

 In previous studies on attachment and self-disclosure, the self-disclosure behavior 

was observed when it was directed to a target individual. Participants have been assessed 

on disclosure behavior to a mother, father, same-sex friend, opposite-sex friend, and 

romantic partner (Mikulincer, & Nachshon, 1991). Target individuals, like these, are 

important because these are the relationships people call on when they are in need of 

support. In other words, when the attachment system becomes activated, it is these target 

relationships that people reach out to for assistance. A target individual was also used for 

this study. Specifically participants focused on a current romantic partner as they 
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completed measures for the study. This is a common relationship people reach for in 

times of need (Feeney, 2008); therefore, romantic relationships were investigated in this 

study. This review of attachment theory and self-disclosure literature leads to the 

following hypothesis. Anxious attachment will be positively associated with self-

disclosure behavior, both in frequency and degree of intimacy because individuals that 

score high on this dimension will want closeness with others. Avoidance attachment will 

be negatively associated with self-disclosure behavior, both in frequency and degree of 

intimacy, because individuals that score high on this dimension will want to remain 

independent and prevent intimacy.i  

 H1: Anxious attachment will be positively associated with both  (a) frequency and  

(b) degree of intimacy of self-disclosure behavior.  

 H2: Avoidance attachment will be negatively associated with both  (a) frequency 

and (b) degree of intimacy of self-disclosure behavior. 

Communication Technologies 

 The study also explored disclosure behavior across different communication 

technologies, including email, text messaging, and SNSs. Disclosure behavior among 

people with different attachment styles might be particularly interesting to study 

considering the affordances of communication technologies. The affordances from 

communication technologies should explain why different attachment styles would yield 

different disclosure behavior through new technologies. In other words, people who have 

different attachment styles use the affordances differently to capitalize on their self-

disclosure practices. These affordances could circumvent current apprehensions that limit 
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disclosure in face-to-face interactions. The affordances may also reconcile 

inconsistencies found in previous research.   

Affordances of Communication Technologies 

 For this study it is important to define communication technologies as any 

channel where people can communicate interpersonally. Walther (2007) argued “the most 

interesting aspect of the advent of computer-mediated communication is how it reveals 

basic elements of interpersonal communication, bringing into focus fundamental 

processes that occur as people meet and develop relationships relying on typed messages 

as the primary mechanism for expression” (p. 2539). Communication technology 

interactions seem to be synonymous with interpersonal interactions in terms of the 

processes that occur. Historically face-to-face interactions have been included as a 

baseline comparison when investigating self-disclosure in communication technology 

interactions (Joinson, 2001; Schouten et al., 2007; Tidwell & Walther, 2002). Therefore, 

face-to-face self-disclosure was included in this study. Other communication 

technologies such as text messaging, email, and SNSs were also included because they 

are communication technologies that allow for interpersonal communication. As 

previously mentioned, people with different attachment styles may exploit the 

affordances of these communication technologies when choosing to self-disclose.  

 Affordances of communication technologies simply mean that these technologies 

provide people additional opportunities when communicating with others, and 

affordances create perceptions of how to strategically use the technologies when 

communicating (Treem & Lenoardi, 2012). Additionally, people can use affordances to 

“enhance their relational outcomes” (Walther, 2007, p. 2540). Affordances should not be 
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considered limitations of communication technologies; rather they provide opportunities 

that would not otherwise be available in face-to-face encounters.  

 The affordances I believe would impact the relationship between attachment and 

self-disclosure are the amount of social cues available and expectation for a response. 

These affordances are unique characteristics about communication technologies that 

people can exploit when choosing to engage in self-disclosure. 

Limited Social Cues 

 The affordance of amount of social cues means that the number of cues in some 

communication technologies is limited from technology to technology (Walther & Parks, 

2002). There are many cues available in face-to-face interactions, including vocalics, 

proxemics, kinesics, and facial expressions. However some technologies dampen these 

cues, or these cues are restricted and not as apparent as they would be in a face-to-face 

interaction. For example, a phone call would include vocalics, but it would not include 

facial expressions. Other technologies like text messaging would be limited to 

alphanumeric text. Both vocalics and facial expressions would not be present. However, 

text messages allow for emoticons, which could function as a substitute for facial 

expressions, and emoticons have been termed quasi-nonverbal cues (Lo, 2008). Email 

would also be limited to alphanumeric text, but it is less likely that emails would contain 

emoticons as a substitute for facial expressions. It is not as normative for emails to 

contain emoticons like it is for text messages to contain emoticons. Therefore, some cues 

would be restricted in this channel. In some communication technologies, the interactions 

are exclusively text based so there would be even fewer cues and most nonverbals would 

be eliminated. In summary, the limited cues affordance means that some communication 
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technologies allow for more social cues to be transmitted, and other communication 

technologies restrict the transmission of certain social cues. 

 People with different attachment styles can capitalize on the limited cues 

affordance. When a secure base is threatened, I predict people with anxious attachment 

will disclose often and intimately because they will have a lower fear of rejection when 

there are fewer cues available in an interaction. In other words, people with anxious 

attachment should self-disclose comfortably in a restricted cue technology, like text 

messaging, because there is less fear of rejection. As previous attachment and self-

disclosure research noted, one explanation for people with anxious attachment not 

disclosing often is their fear of rejection (Shechtman & Rybko, 2004). A fear of rejection 

means that people are afraid others will not respond when they reach out to them. 

Individuals with anxious attachment experience a fear of rejection because they are afraid 

an attachment figure will not respond to them in times of need (Shaver & Mikulincer, 

2007). Thus, in the context of self-disclosure, people may choose not to self-disclose 

because they are afraid others will not respond (Derlega & Chaikan, 1975). This fear 

exists because it is normative for people to reciprocate self-disclosure when it is received 

(Altman & Taylor, 1973). The fear of rejection would assume that the reciprocal 

disclosure would not occur when a person with anxious attachment is the initiator. 

Therefore, to avoid the possible rejection, people may not disclose.  

 However, this fear of rejection may be reduced as the number cues available in a 

communication technology channel are reduced as well. People have acknowledged 

experiencing less fear of rejection when they interact with others through communication 

technologies (Pierce, 2009; Reid & Reid, 2007; Sheeks & Birchmeier, 2007). Caplan 
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(2005, 2007) proposed that certain people, who are afraid to interact with others in face-

to-face interactions, prefer to communicate online because there is less fear of rejection in 

those interactions. The “preference for online social interaction is a cognitive individual-

difference construct characterized by beliefs that one is safer, more efficacious, more 

confident, and more comfortable with online interpersonal interactions and relationships 

than with traditional face-to-face social activities” (Caplan, 2003, p. 629). As a result the 

reduced cues in these interactions allows people to perceive a sense of safety and less fear 

of rejection in these interactions because people do not have to view each others reactions 

when communicating. It is important to note that these interactions are interpersonal and 

not mass interpersonal. In other words, if someone is communicating one message to 

many in a mass personal interaction, it is possible that there would be an increased fear of 

rejection. When the interactions are dyadic and there are reduced cues then the fear of 

rejection is lowered. Taken together, this suggests that some people who fear rejection in 

face-to-face encounters are more comfortable talking to others through technologies that 

restrict certain social cues. This means that at times of threatened security, people with 

anxious attachment should be more comfortable disclosing frequently and intimately 

through technologies that restrict certain social cues. 

 Individuals with an avoidance attachment style may also capitalize on the lack of 

social cues in communication technologies when security is threatened. Social 

information processing theory (SIPT) argues that as more cues become available in an 

interaction, the faster information will be transmitted in the interaction (Walther, 1992). 

In other words, cues such as facial expressions, proxemics, paralanguage, posture, and 

dress all contribute to the degree and rate of information sent and received in an 
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interaction. This means that channels that limit cues, such as communication 

technologies, are going to send the same information, just at a slower rate. Individuals 

with an avoidance attachment style may capitalize on the rate and amount of information 

sent. They prefer to be emotionally detached and want to demonstrate independence in 

their communication. They may perceive that communicating through technologies 

provides them a way to remain emotionally detached, because they realize information is 

being sent at a slower rate. As a result, they may perceive a sense of disconnectedness 

when using communication technologies. Short, Williams, and Christie (1976) argued 

that individuals are aware of how much information they are sending through 

communication technologies. This means people with an avoidance orientation may 

purposefully choose to disclose more frequently in communication technologies than 

channels with more social cues because it limits the amount of information sent. Less 

information sent should be equivalent to avoiding intimacy from their perspective. They 

may also disclose more intimately in a restricted cue channel because they may perceive 

the slow rate as a dampening effect on the intimate information. In other words, they may 

think they are portraying themselves as less intimate, even when they disclose something 

intimate.  

 Since there is less information being transmitted through new technologies, 

psychological processes such as immediacy and salience are both impacted when 

interacting through communication technologies. Immediacy is considered the level of 

psychological distance between the two people interacting (Short et al., 1976). Salience is 

similar to immediacy, and scholars argued individuals want to feel salient when 

interacting with others (Ramirez & Zhang, 2007). The number of social cues available in 
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an interaction impacts both immediacy and salience because both are functions of the 

information received in the interaction. Since channels like face-to-face carry more 

information at a faster rate, they will also create more immediacy and salience. 

Communication technologies that carry information at a slower rate, such as text 

messaging, will also create less immediacy and salience. Individuals with an avoidance 

attachment style may capitalize on reduced immediacy and salience when choosing to 

self-disclose by having greater amounts of disclosure behavior in frequency and intimacy 

because the communication technology sends information slower. 

 Impression management may also play a key role in an individual’s decision to 

self-disclose frequently and intimately through communication technologies that have 

fewer social cues. Impression management, or self-presentation, asserts that people 

attempt to manipulate how others perceive them (Leary & Kowalski, 1990; O’Sullivan, 

2000; Schlenker, 1980). People often think about the channel they are communicating 

through and how it can be used advantageously because they want to influence other’s 

perceptions. O’Sullivan (2000) argued that channels with fewer social cues provide 

opportunities to be more ambiguous when communicating, whereas channels with more 

cues provide clarity in the interaction. For example, a channel like text messaging with 

fewer social cues could be more ambiguous. The ability to control perceptions when their 

secure base has been threatened would be especially important to individuals with an 

avoidance attachment because they would be motivated to remain emotionally and 

physically distant (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007). As impression management suggests, 

people with avoidance attachment could use communication technologies with fewer 

cues to appear aloof and unattached in that channel.  
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 Impression management could also be impactful for individuals with anxious 

attachment who experience threatened security. People with anxious attachment want to 

appear needy in a way that elicits support from others (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2006). 

Therefore, they may over exaggerate their emotions to get responses from others. In other 

words, they could present themselves in a way that suggests they need help from others 

right away. Individuals with secure attachment should not be impacted by the impression 

management capabilities of new technologies. They know they can find support when 

they need it (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007), so they should not manipulate their messages 

with intent to fulfill some interpersonal goal. In summary, impression management is 

important to consider because it suggests that people with different attachment styles can 

control other’s perceptions in channels with fewer cues. Since they have some control 

they might be motivated to disclose frequently and intimately through a communication 

technology with fewer social cues to achieve their relational goals.   

 Previous research has demonstrated that the number of social cues available is 

related to self-disclosure behavior. People have been found to disclose more in frequency 

(Antheunis, Valkenburg, & Peter, 2007; Joinson, 2001; Tidwelll & Walther, 2002) and 

intimacy (Jiang et al., 2013; Tidwell & Walther, 2002) in text-based channels like instant 

messaging than in face-to-face interactions. Even video communication contains less 

self-disclosure than text based interactions (Joinson, 2001), suggesting that people 

capitalize on the reduced cues when disclosing in communication technologies. One 

explanation for increased disclosure in these reduced channels is a compensation of 

information. As previously noted, reduced cue channels carry less information than a 

face-to-face interaction. To compensate for the lack of information, people may self-
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disclose frequently to foster intimacy (Tidwell & Walther, 2002). Another explanation is 

to reduce uncertainty, where people will exploit the norm of reciprocity to gain 

information about their interaction partner (Gibbs et al., 2011; Tidwell & Walther, 2002). 

 Different attachment styles may capitalize on the limited cues affordance in ways 

that increase their self-disclosure behavior. In times of threatened security, the number of 

cues may lower an anxious person’s fear of rejection, while also creating a sense of 

detachment for individuals with avoidance attachment. Furthermore, individuals may 

perceive communication technologies with reduced cues as less immediate and salient 

than technologies with more cues because information is transmitted at a slower rate. 

Lastly, individuals can use reduced cues to manage their self-presentation effectively, and 

portray an idealized image. Taken together, these perspectives suggest that as the number 

of cues available decreases, the self-disclosure behavior should increase. This leads to the 

following hypothesis. A person that scores high on the anxious dimension will experience 

less fear of rejection and thus increase their disclosure behavior in frequency and 

intimacy in communication technologies. A person that scores high on the avoidance 

dimension will perceive detachment from the lack of information these communication 

technologies carry and thus increase their disclosure behavior in frequency and intimacy. 

 H3: Attachment (both anxious and avoidance) moderates the relationship between 

the number of cues in a communication technology channel and self-disclosure 

behavior, such that individuals who score high on a particular dimension will self-

disclose more in both (a) frequency and (b) intimacy in channels with fewer cues.  

Expectation for a Response 
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 The next affordance, expectation for a response, may also impact the relationship 

between attachment and self-disclosure behavior in certain communication technologies. 

Communication technologies are different in that some provide opportunities to send 

communication messages to one person, and other technologies allow people to send one 

message to many people. Examples of these technologies include text messages, where a 

person would send a message to one receiver. Conversely, SNSs make a single disclosure 

visible to everyone in that person’s network (Bazarova & Choi, 2014). Channels that 

provide one-to-one messaging, like face-to-face, email, or text messaging, are more likely 

to be perceived with a high expectation for a response because they were sent to a single 

person. Communication technologies that are one-to-one have been found to create high 

expectations for response, and the response often occurs very quickly (Kalman, Ravid, 

Raban, & Rafaeli, 2006). Tyler and Tang (2003) found that people typically expect a 

quick response when they receive an email, but this expectation is based on previous 

interactions. Text messaging creates a similar expectation and people respond almost 

instantly when receiving a text (Pettigrew, 2009) which helps foster a feeling of 

connection (Rettie, 2009). People are able to respond so quickly through this technology 

because they carry their phone with them everywhere they go. There is also a norm of 

reciprocity in these one-to-one channels (McLaughlin & Cody, 1982). This norm is not 

new, but is rooted in face-to-face interactions, and this norm has been carried over to 

communication technology interactions. In other words, people expect others to respond 

after they have communicated some information in a one-to-one channel. When people 

do not respond the interaction becomes uncomfortable. In summary, when people 

communicate through a one-to-one channel the expectation for a response is high.  
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 Channels that provide opportunities for one-to-many messages, such as SNSs, 

blogs, and microblogs, do not create the same expectation for a response. The expectation 

for a response is reduced because the senders know that everyone in their network has the 

same potential to see this message (Treem & Lenoardi, 2012). When messages are sent 

through this type of technology there is not going to be as much of an expectation for one 

specific person to respond because the message was sent to everyone on the network. The 

sender may have an expectation for people to respond, but probably would not have a 

high expectation for a specific targeted individual to respond. Unlike a one-to-one 

interaction, there is no norm for a specific individual to respond when disclosing through 

a one-to-many technology.  

 People with different attachment styles may capitalize on this affordance during 

times of threatened security while they self-disclose through communication 

technologies. People with anxious and avoidance attachment styles could change their 

behavior based on their expectations. Individuals with anxious attachment have been 

noted to self-disclose less because they fear rejection (Mikulincer et al., 2003). The 

expectation for a response and fear of rejection should be tied together. In other words, 

when there is a high expectation for response, there should also be a high fear of 

rejection. People with anxious attachment may be less conscious of the fear of rejection 

in a one-to-many communication technology because of the low expectation for a 

response. Thus, when their security is threatened they should have greater disclosure 

frequency and greater intimacy in a communication technology that has a lower 

expectation for a response. Internally, these individuals may prefer a one-to-one channel 

because communication norms suggest people should respond. But, they would be afraid 
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others will not respond, and the fear of rejection will override the desire to connect 

through a one-to-one channel. Derlega and Chaikan (1975) argued fear of rejection 

sometimes prevents self-disclosure, and people with anxious attachment do not want to 

experience rejection. Therefore, they will utilize the one-to-many channel that gives them 

an opportunity to simultaneously connect with others and reduce their fear of rejection. 

So while a one-to-many channel is not ideal, it allows them to connect with others 

without being afraid of rejection.  

 During times of threatened security a person with an avoidance attachment style 

may feel an individual message in a one-to-one channel creates too much expectation for 

a response. To them, a high expectation for response would be equivalent with high 

perceptions of intimacy. Since they want to remain emotionally distant, they would be 

more likely to disclose often and more intimately in a one-to-many channel than a one-to-

one channel. Ultimately they do not want to have to respond to other people’s disclosure 

with their own, which would fulfill the norm of reciprocity and breed intimacy (Altman 

& Taylor, 1973). Individuals with avoidance attachment do not want intimacy, so they 

are not going to disclose through a channel that will promote reciprocal disclosure and 

intimacy. Thus I expect less disclosure in frequency and degree of intimacy in a one-to-

one channel than a one-to-many channel. Conversely, other channels, like SNS, would 

probably elicit a lower expectation for response from disclosers because they know so 

many people could see the message. Since there is lower expectation for response, there 

is also a lower perceived level of intimacy. They would feel more detached in this one-to-

many channel resulting in more disclosure in frequency and degree of intimacy than in a 

one-to-one channel during times of threatened security.  
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 Some scholars may argue that the publicness of these one-to-many channels may 

act as a deterrent and actually reduce self-disclosure practices in one-to-many channels 

(Bateman, Pike, & Butler, 2011). In other words, people will not want their private 

disclosures to be seen by unprivileged parties, so they will not disclose private 

information through a communication technology where many people can see the 

revealed information. This would suggest that publicness would prevent people with both 

anxious attachment and avoidance attachment from disclosing frequently and intimately 

in a one-to-many channel. However, the publicness of these disclosures should not 

prevent individuals from disclosing in a technology where the expectation for response is 

low. Joinson (2007) argued that people experience a disinhibition effect when self-

disclosing through communication technologies because they are not concerned with 

their public self-image. Thus the nature of the disclosure should not be impacted. In other 

words, people are just as likely to self-disclose highly vulnerable information (e.g., I was 

abused as a child) as they are to disclose superficial information (e.g., I like the color 

blue).  

 Scholars have found that people are self-disclosing through new technologies 

(Parks & Floyd, 1996). People also experience decreased public self-awareness so they 

self-disclose through communication technologies (Joinson, 2001). This means they 

focus more on themselves and are less concerned with self-presentation, and in turn they 

self-disclose frequently through these public technologies. People also do not think about 

the repercussions of self-disclosing through a public communication technology (Child, 

Haridakis, & Petronio, 2012). Furthermore, the publicness of disclosure may drive people 

with anxious attachment to disclose through these technologies. By self-disclosing 



 45 

publicly, individuals let others know they want to connect interpersonally (Donath and 

boyd, 2004), and they are open to developing a new relationship (Ellison, Steinfield, & 

Lampe, 2007; Tong, Van Der Heide, Langwell, & Walther, 2008). Taken together, this 

suggests people with anxious attachment may capitalize on the public nature of 

disclosures as a way to connect with more people.  

 Individuals with an avoidance attachment style may also capitalize on the 

publicness of a one-to-many technology. They want to appear independent and one way 

to avoid intimacy is to self-disclose in a technology where the norm of reciprocity does 

not exist. The norm does not exist because they are not required to respond to messages 

in a one-to-many channel. By not responding they would prevent intimacy from forming. 

This would not be the case in a communication technology that is private like a one-to-

one channel. Taken together, this suggests that the publicness of one-to-many channels 

should not deter individuals with avoidance attachment from self-disclosing because they 

are not required to build intimacy with anyone that responds to their initial self-

disclosure.  

 People will capitalize on the varying expectation for response in different 

communication technologies. Some communication technologies, such as text messaging, 

create a high expectation for response because the message is sent to an individual 

person, and those messages are usually responded to very quickly (Kalman et al., 2006). 

People with anxious attachment want to connect with others, but they are afraid others 

will not want to connect with them. Therefore, they are likely to self-disclose though a 

communication technology where the expectation for response is low, but still creates 

opportunities to connect with other people. People with avoidance attachment do not 
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want to connect with others. Therefore, they will self-disclose more through 

communication technologies where there is a low expectation of response because they 

do not want to create intimacy by engaging in reciprocal disclosure. This review suggests 

that in channels where the expectation for response is low, self-disclosure behavior in 

both frequency and intimacy should be high for individuals who score high on either the 

anxious or avoidance dimension. This leads to the following hypothesis. Individuals who 

score high on the anxious dimension will experience less fear of fear rejection in a one-

to-many technology and thus disclose more frequently and intimately. Individuals who 

score high on the avoidance dimension will be afraid of connecting intimately with others 

in a one-to-one technology where the expectation for response is high. Therefore they 

will disclose more in frequency and intimacy in a one-to-many technology than a one-to-

one technology. 

 H4: Attachment (both anxious and avoidance) moderates the relationship between 

the perceived expectation for response in a communication technology channel 

and self-disclosure behavior, such that individuals who score high on a particular 

dimension will self-disclose more in (a) frequency and (b) intimacy in channels 

where there is less expectation for a response.  

Chapter Summary 

 Chapter two presented a summary of attachment theory and explained the 

strategies different attachment styles employ when they desire support. These attachment 

styles impact communication, including the way one self-discloses. Next, relevant 

literature on self-disclosure and communication technologies was discussed, along with a 

description of communication technology affordances. Different attachment styles may 
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utilize these affordances in different ways to alter their disclosure practices, and these 

affordances are predicted to impact self-disclosure behavior. These hypotheses were 

investigated through two studies. Chapter three provides an explanation of the method 

and results for study one, while Chapter four provides an explanation of methods and 

results for study two.  
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3. STUDY 1 

Chapter Preview 

 Chapter three describes the methods and results for study one. This dissertation 

consisted of two data collection methods, a cross-sectional survey, and an experiment 

where the participant’s attachment system was activated. This chapter discusses the 

cross-sectional survey, which explored a more broad understanding of the relationship 

between attachment and self-disclosure behavior across communication technologies. 

This chapter includes a discussion on participants, procedure and materials, and 

measures. The independent variables are the participant’s attachment and the 

communication technology channel, whereas the dependent variable is their self-

disclosure behavior. The four channels to be investigated were face-to-face, text 

messaging, email, and SNSs. Lastly, the results from study one are presented. 

Method  

 Study one was a cross-sectional survey meant to capture the association between 

attachment and self-disclosure behavior across different communication technologies.  

Participants 

 For study one, participants (n=479) were recruited using Amazon’s Mechanical 

Turk (MTurk). Participants were between 18 and 71 years of age (M = 34.12, SD = 

10.30), mostly female (55.7%), mostly white (77.9%; African American, 6.3%; 

Latino/Hispanic, 4.6%, East Asian/Asian American, 6.5%; Indian American, 2.5%; 

Middle Eastern, .2%; Native American, 1.3%; Other, .8%), and a majority of them had a 

college degree or higher (54.4%). They varied in the length of their current romantic 

relationship, but most had been involved with their partner for more than five years 
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(41.3%; 1 to 5 years, 39.2%; 6 months – 1 year, 12.9%; 6 weeks – 6 months, 6.5%). The 

majority was also dating their partner (53.7 %) instead of being married to their partner 

(46.3%).  

 The number of participants needed was determined by conducting a power 

analysis for the proposed data analysis using G*Power. For the power analysis I specified 

a linear regression model with two predictors. I also followed the recommendations from 

Cohen (1992) when estimating a small effect size, desired alpha level, and required 

minimum power. The power analysis indicated that 107 participants are necessary for this 

study. However, there were four conditions, so I needed 107 participants per condition, or 

a total of 428 participants. 

 MTurk is a relatively newer way to collect data for social scientific research, but 

scholars have argued it is a reasonable way to collect data (Mason & Suri, 2012). Data 

collected through MTurk is inexpensive, high in quality, and the participant pool is more 

diverse than a college student sample (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011). Therefore, 

it was an appropriate recruiting technique for this dissertation. 

 One characteristic of an MTurk sample is the ability to target specific participants 

that have specific attributes. For this study participants were required to be at least 18 

years old, speak English, and reside in the United States. The participants were also 

required to meet specific benchmarks of technology use to participate because technology 

use is a major component of this study. To participate subjects must send and receive at 

least 50 text messages per week, log in to a SNS at least once per day, and send and 

receive emails at least once per day. These benchmarks were created by looking at trends 

of technology use from the Pew Research Center which indicated that the majority of 
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adult Americans that use the internet log in to their preferred SNS daily (Duggan & 

Smith, 2013), they send and receive email daily (Purcell, 2011), and on average they send 

41.5 text messages per day (Smith, 2011). This information was used to create the 

minimum requirements of technology use for the participants. People who did not meet 

these requirements were not allowed to complete the survey. The benchmarks were 

necessary because communication technologies are a substantial component of this study; 

therefore, it was important that the participants were well versed and familiar with the 

communication technologies they were going to be asked about. 

 All participants were required to be in a romantic relationship that was at least six 

weeks old. This was a requirement because individuals needed to think about 

communicating with their romantic partner, who functioned as the attachment figure in 

this study (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007). Individuals who were not in a romantic 

relationship could not participate in this study 

Procedure 

 Participants were directed to the survey via a link placed on MTurk. The survey 

was housed on Qualtrics, which is a data collection software that can be accessed from 

any computer with an Internet connection. Initially participants were informed about the 

study and they gave consent for their participation. Participants that met the previously 

mentioned qualifications were paid 50 cents. To ensure the participants qualified for this 

study they answered questions about their communication technology use at the 

beginning of the survey. Participants that did not meet the requirements were redirected 

to a debriefing page that indicated they did not qualify and they would not be 

compensated. Before they completed the survey, they were instructed to answer the 
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questions with their romantic partner in mind. The measures were adapted for romantic 

relationships. Romantic partners are appropriate target figures because these are the 

people that individuals contact at times of threatened security (Shaver & Mikulincer, 

2007), and people desire attachment figures when their need for security has been 

activated (Bowlby, 1980). Therefore, it is crucial that the participants have an attachment 

figure in mind as they completed the survey. Participants completed measures on 

attachment styles, self-disclosure behavior, expectation for response, and channel cues 

across one of the four different communication technologies. The channels investigated 

for this study are face-to-face, text messaging, email, and SNSs. Each participant was 

randomly assigned to one of the channels. The measures also appeared randomly, and 

each participant completed checking items to ensure they were actually reading each item 

and responding appropriately.  

Measures 

 All measures for this study were rated on 7-point Likert scales with the anchors 

(1) strongly disagree and (7) strongly agree unless otherwise noted. This study used four 

previously established measures and one original measure. A copy of all of the measures 

has been included as Appendix A. 

  Attachment. The experiences in close relationships (ECR-S) scale short form, 

developed by Wei, Russel, Mallinckrodt, and Vogel (2007), was used to assess the 

participant’s attachment style. This measure consists of two 6-item subscales, one for the 

anxiety dimension of attachment, and one for the avoidance dimension. This measure 

provided scores for both attachment dimensions, and higher scores indicated higher levels 

of anxious or avoidance attachment in romantic relationships (anxious α = .82; avoidance 
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α = .86). Anxious attachment was computed by averaging the six items from the anxious 

subscale. Avoidance attachment was calculated by averaging the six items from the 

avoidance subscale. A sample anxiety dimension item included “I need a lot of 

reassurance that I am loved by my partner.” A sample avoidance dimension item included 

“I want to get close to my partner, but I keep pulling back.” The ECR-S scale has been 

used in recent research that has investigated attachment and communication technologies 

(Drouin & Landgraff, 2011).  

 Self-disclosure behavior. Self-disclosure behavior was assessed on two 

dimensions for this study, frequency and degree of intimacy. The general disclosiveness 

scale (GDS; Wheeless, 1978; Wheeless & Grotz, 1976) was used to capture both 

frequency and degree of intimacy. Five items were used to assess the participant’s self-

disclosure intimacy (α = .76). A sample item stated, “I intimately disclose who I really 

am, openly, and fully in my conversation.” These five items were averaged to create the 

self-disclosure intimacy variable. Seven items were used to measure the participant’s 

self-disclosure frequency (α = .78). A sample frequency item stated “I do not often talk 

about myself.” These seven items were averaged to create the self-disclosure frequency 

variable. The GDS has been used in communication technology research when scholars 

investigated online dating (Gibbs et al, 2006; Gibbs et al., 2011), and when strangers 

interacted with each other through communication technologies (Tidwell & Walther, 

2002). In this study the GDS was adapted for each communication technology (including 

face-to-face), and each participant completed it for the technology they were randomly 

assigned. For study one self-disclosure behavior was captured from a broad perspective 
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where the participants thought about how they disclose to their romantic partner in 

general. 

 Expectation for response. As an assumption check, participants completed a 4-

item measure for the expectation for response (α = .84). This measure was developed for 

this study, and a sample item stated “when I send a message through this technology to 

my romantic partner, I expect them to respond to my message.” This measure provided 

confirmation that some communication technologies have a higher expectation for 

response, and others have a lower expectation for response. This measure was adapted for 

each communication technology (including face-to-face) and the participants completed 

it only for the channel they were randomly assigned. The four items were averaged to 

create the expectation for response variable. 

 Channel cues. Media richness theory argues that channels with reduced cues 

carry less information (Daft & Lengel, 1984). Part of this study is comparing self-

disclosure behavior across channels with different amounts of cues available. As an 

assumption check, participants completed an adapted version of the perceived richness of 

electronic mail measure (Carlson & Zmud, 1999). This 4-item measure was developed 

using Daft and Lengel’s (1984) criteria to measure channel cues (α = .86). A sample item 

included “email allows my romantic partner and me to communicate a variety of different 

cues (such as emotional tone, attitude, or formality) in our messages.” This measure 

provided confirmation that some technologies limit the cues available and others do not. 

Participants completed this measure only for the communication technology channel 

(including face-to-face) that they were randomly assigned. This measure was adapted for 
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each communication technology. The four items were averaged to create the channel cues 

variable. 

  Control variables. I also collected data on various control variables to make sure 

the results are not an artifact of relationship closeness. I used the Miller social intimacy 

scale (MSIS) (Miller & Lefcourt, 1982) to assess relationship closeness. The MSIS 

provided two scores on relational intimacy, one of relational frequency, and the other of 

relational intensity. Relational frequency assessed how often the romantic partners spend 

time together, and relational intensity assessed how close of a relationship the partners 

have. An example of a relational frequency item stated “how often do you show him/her 

affection,” and these items are rated on a 10-point scale with the anchors (1) very rarely 

and (10) almost always. An example of the relational intensity scale stated “how 

satisfying is your relationships with him/her,” and these items were rated on a 10-point 

scale with the anchors (1) not much and (10) a great deal. These scales were both reliable 

(relational frequency α = .81, relational intensity α = .93). The items from both subscales 

of the MSIS were separately averaged to create the relational frequency and relational 

intensity variables. I also collected information on the length of their current relationship, 

and this was used a control variable to ensure that the length of the relationship was not a 

contributing factor to the self-disclosure behavior. Lastly, sex was included as a control 

variable because there are documented sex differences for self-disclosure behavior 

(Dindia & Allen, 1992). Even those the sex differences found suggest only a slight 

difference in self-disclosure behavior for men and women, it was still included as a 

control variable to ensure the disclosure behavior is not a result of the participants sex. 

Results  
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Preliminary Analysis 

 Initially, I wanted to collapse technology channels into two levels of high and low 

amount of cues and high and low expectation for response. As previously argued, some 

of the channels investigated contain more cues than others, and some channels should 

have a higher expectation for response than others. To confirm these assumptions I 

measured perceived channel cues and perceived expectation for response for each 

channel. To confirm I could collapse the channels into two different categories I ran two 

separate one-way ANOVAs, one for each channel affordance. For channel cues the one-

way ANOVA results indicated that the four groups of face-to-face, text messaging, email, 

and SNS significantly differ in their cues available, F(3,475) = 49.79, p < .01, η2 = .24. 

Tukey pairwise comparisons indicated that face-to-face (M = 6.25, SD =.82) is 

significantly viewed as having more cues than any other channel. However, text 

messaging (M = 5.30, SD = 1.16) was also perceived as significantly having more cues 

than email (M = 4.75, SD = 1.31) and SNSs (M = 4.43, SD = 1.57). There was no 

significant difference in perceived cues available for email and SNSs. Together, these 

results confirm that face-to-face has the most cues of the channels being investigated. But 

the results also indicated that text messaging cannot be combined with email and SNSs 

because participants perceive text messaging to have more cues than those channels.  

Even though they perceive text messaging to contain less cues than face-to-face, it cannot 

be combined with email and SNSs. Therefore, I cannot dichotomously collapse channel 

cues into categories of low and high for this study. Instead, channel cues was entered as a 

continuous variable in the analysis. The continuous variable was computed as the average 
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score from the four items in the channel cues measure. All four channels were combined 

into one group because the variable was entered as continuous.  

 A second one-way ANOVA was also conducted to confirm that some channels 

have higher expectation for response than others. Results indicated that the four groups 

significantly differ in their expectation for response, F(3, 475) = 26.75, p < .01, η2 = .14. 

Tukey pairwise comparisons indicated that SNSs (M = 4.66, SD = 1.37) have a 

significantly lower expectation for response than the other three channels. Text 

messaging (M = 5.54, SD = 1.06) and email (M = 5.40, SD = 1.19) have similar 

perceptions of expectation for response, but face-to-face (M = 5.99, SD = 1.10) is viewed 

as having a significantly higher expectation for response than both text messaging and 

email. Therefore, I could not combine all three one-to-one channels when running my 

analysis to create a dichotomous expectation for response variable, because not all one-

to-one channels are viewed as having the same expectation for response. Instead 

expectation for response was entered as a continuous variable in the analysis. The 

continuous variable was computed as the average score from the four items in the 

expectation for response measure. All four channels were combined into one group 

because the variable was entered as continuous. The means, standard deviations, and 

correlations for all variables in study one are reported in Table 1.
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 H1: Anxious Dimension and Self-Disclosure Behavior 

 Hypothesis 1 predicted that the anxious dimension of attachment would be 

positively associated with self-disclosure behavior in both frequency and degree of 

intimacy. Two separate hierarchical regressions, one for each outcome variable, were 

used to test this hypothesis. There were multiple control variables in this study; therefore 

the variables were entered as blocks in the regression model to determine any unique 

contribution these variables have on the outcome variable. Block 1 included control 

variables associated with the nature of relationship, such as relational frequency, 

relational intensity, length of the romantic relationship, and sex of the participant. Block 

2 included the scores on anxious attachment. 

 Results for H1a can be found in Table 2. All regression coefficients listed were 

standardized. The first regression model tested the relationship between anxious 

attachment and frequency of self-disclosure. In block 1, relational frequency was 

positively associated with self-disclosure frequency. Relational intensity and length of the 

relationship were negatively associated with self-disclosure frequency. Sex was not a 

significant predictor of self-disclosure frequency. In block 2, when anxious attachment 

was added to the model, relational frequency and relational intensity remained unique 

predictors of self-disclosure frequency. Length of the participant’s relationship was no 

longer a significant predictor. Anxious attachment was positively associated with self-

disclosure frequency, suggesting that individuals who reported higher levels of anxious 

attachment also reported self-disclosing more often to their romantic partner. Therefore, 

H1a was supported because anxious attachment was positively associated with self-

disclosure frequency. 
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Table 2 

 
Anxious Attachment on Self-Disclosure Frequency 
 

 
Note. Outcome Variable = Disclosure Frequency. R2 refers to the entire model along 
with the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01 
 

 Results for H1b can be found in Table 3. All regression coefficients listed were 

standardized. The second regression model tested the relationship between anxious 

attachment and degree of intimacy of self-disclosure. In block 1, relational frequency was 

positively associated with self-disclosure intimacy. The length of the relationship was 

negatively associated with self-disclosure intimacy. Relational intensity and sex were not 

significant predictors of self-disclosure intimacy. In block 2, when anxious attachment 

was added to the model, relational frequency remained a unique predictor of self-

disclosure intimacy, but length of relationship was no longer a significant predictor. 

Anxious attachment was positively associated with self-disclosure intimacy, suggesting 

that individuals who reported higher levels of anxious attachment also reported self-

disclosing more intimately to their romantic partner. Therefore, H1b was supported 

because anxious attachment was positively associated with self-disclosure intimacy. 

Overall these results suggest support for H1. 

                  Block 1                 Block 2  
 β SE p β SE p 

Relational frequency 0.37 0.07 <.01** 0.41 0.07 <.01** 
Relational intensity -0.19 0.07 .03* -0.19 0.07 .03* 
Length of relationship -0.09 0.05 .04* -0.08 0.05 .09 
Sex 0.03 0.10 .45 0.03 0.09 .50 
Anxious attachment    0.15 0.04 <.01** 
R2 0.06 <.01** 0.08 <.01** 
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Table 3 

 
Anxious Attachment on Self-Disclosure Intimacy 
 

 
Note. Outcome Variable = Disclosure Intimacy. R2 refers to the entire model along with 
the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01 
 

H2: Avoidance Dimension and Self-Disclosure Behavior 

 Hypothesis 2 predicted the avoidance dimension of attachment would be 

negatively associated with self-disclosure behavior in both frequency and degree of 

intimacy. Two separate hierarchical regressions, one for each outcome variable, were 

conducted to test this hypothesis. The same control variables from hypothesis 1 were 

entered as block 1 in the regression models. Block 2 included the scores on avoidance. 

 Results for H2a can be found in Table 4. All regression coefficients listed were 

standardized. The first regression model tested the relationship between avoidance and 

frequency of self-disclosure. In block 1, relational frequency was positively associated 

with self-disclosure frequency. Relational intensity and length of relationship were 

negatively associated with self-disclosure frequency. Sex was not a significant predictor 

of self-disclosure frequency. In block 2, when avoidance was added to the model, 

relational frequency, relational intensity, and length of the relationship remained unique 

                 Block 1                    Block 2  
 β SE p β SE p 

Relational frequency 0.33 0.08 <.01** 0.40 0.07 <.01** 
Relational intensity -0.15 0.08 .07 -0.15 0.08 .07 
Length of relationship -0.10 0.06 .03* -0.07 0.06 .10 
Sex -0.08 0.11 .10 -0.08 0.10 .06 
Anxious attachment    0.30 0.04 <.01** 
R2 0.06 <.01** 0.14 <.01** 
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predictors of self-disclosure frequency. Avoidance was negatively associated with self-

disclosure frequency, but the relationship was not significant. Therefore H2a was not 

supported because there was no significant negative relationship between avoidance and 

self-disclosure frequency. 

 
Table 4 
 
Avoidance Attachment on Self-Disclosure Frequency 
 

Note. Outcome Variable = Disclosure Frequency. R2 refers to the entire model along 
with the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01 
  

 Results for H2b can be found in Table 5. All regression coefficients listed are 

standardized. The second regression model tested the relationship between avoidance and 

intimacy of self-disclosure. In block 1, relational frequency was positively associated 

with self-disclosure intimacy. Length of the relationship was negatively associated with 

self-disclosure intimacy. Relational frequency and sex were not unique predictors of self-

disclosure intimacy. In block 2, when avoidance was added to the model, relational 

frequency remained a unique predictor of self-disclosure intimacy. Avoidance was 

positively associated with self-disclosure intimacy, indicating that individuals who 

reported higher levels of avoidance also reported self-disclosing more intimately with 

their partner. Therefore, H2a was not supported because the significant relationship was 

                Block 1                 Block 2  
 β SE p β SE p 

Relational frequency 0.37 0.07 <.01** 0.32 0.07 <.01** 
Relational intensity -0.19 0.07 .03* -0.22 0.07 .01* 
Length of relationship -0.09 0.05 .05* -0.10 0.05 .02* 
Sex 0.03 0.10 .45 0.03 0.10 .49 
Avoidance 
attachment 

   -.11 0.07 .09 

R2 0.06 <.01** 0.07 .09 
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in the opposite direction of what was predicted. Avoidance was supposed to be negatively 

related to self-disclosure intimacy. Overall, H2 was not supported because avoidance was 

not negatively associated with self-disclosure behavior.  

 
Table 5 
 
Avoidance Attachment on Self-Disclosure Intimacy 
 

Note. Outcome Variable = Disclosure Intimacy. R2 refers to the entire model along with 
the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01 
 

H3: The Interaction Between Attachment and Channel Cues 

The third hypothesis predicted that attachment would moderate the relationship 

between channel cues and self-disclosure behavior. Specifically, individuals who 

reported high levels of either dimension should also report greater self-disclosure 

behavior in a channel perceived to have fewer cues. The channel cues variable was 

entered as a continuous variable from the scores the participants provided when 

measuring channel cues. Hypothesis 3 was tested using the PROCESS Macro developed 

by Hayes (2013). The independent variables were mean centered, and all models 

controlled for relational frequency, relational intensity, length of the relationship, and 

sex. Following recommendations from Aiken and West (1991), all significant interactions 

were decomposed by plotting the slopes at -1/+1 standard deviation.  

           Block 1            Block 2  
 β SE p β SE p 

Relational frequency 0.33 0.08 <.01** 0.41 0.08 <.01** 
Relational intensity -0.15 0.08 .07 -0.10 0.08 .27 
Length of relationship -0.10 0.06 .03* -0.08 0.06 .08 
Sex -0.08 0.11 .10 -0.07 0.11 .12 
Avoidance attachment    0.19 0.08 <.01** 
R2 0.06 <.01** 0.07 <.01** 
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Self-disclosure frequency.  Results for H3a can be found in Table 6. All 

regression coefficients listed were unstandardized. The results suggested that neither 

anxious attachment nor avoidance attachment significantly moderated the relationship 

between channel cues and self-disclosure frequency.  Avoidance did marginally interact 

with channel cues when predicting self-disclosure behavior (p = .07), but it only trended 

toward significance. There was a main effect for anxious attachment on self-disclosure 

frequency. Individuals who scored higher on anxious attachment also reported self-

disclosing more often.  There was also a positive main effect for channel cues on self-

disclosure frequency, suggesting that as participants perceived channels to have more 

cues, such as in face-to-face encounters, they reported self-disclosing more frequently. 

Thus, it appears individual’s attachment does not interact with channel cues in the 

proposed direction when predicting self-disclosure frequency and hypothesis 3A was not 

supported. 

Additional exploratory analyses were completed where the control variables were 

removed. In this analysis avoidance attachment significantly moderated the relationship 

between channel cues and self-disclosure frequency (b = -.07, p = .02). Examination of 

the simple slopes revealed that individuals who reported a low avoidance attachment (b = 

.20, p<.01) significantly reported self-disclosing more frequently to their romantic partner 

in channels perceived to have more cues. The interaction for individuals who scored high 

on avoidance attachment was not significant (b = .06, p = .26). Thus in the exploratory 

analysis the interaction found was only significant for those who scored low on the 

avoidance attachment dimension, instead of high, which was predicted.  
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Table 6 

Attachment as moderators between channel cues and self-disclosure frequency 

                  Anxious            Avoidance  
            b SE p     b SE p 
Relational frequency 0.32 0.06 <.01** 0.25 0.07 <.01** 
Relational intensity -0.20 0.07 <.01** -0.20 0.07 <.01** 
Length of relationship -0.07 0.05 .16 -0.11 0.05 .04* 
Sex 0.11 0.09 .25 0.11 0.09 .23 
Channel cues 0.14 0.03 <.01** 0.14 0.03 <.01** 
Attachment 0.12 0.04 <.01** -0.10 0.07 .12 
Channel Cues X 
Attachment 

-0.04 0.02 .12 -0.06 0.10 .07 

 
R2 

 
0.12 

  
<.01** 

 
0.11 

  
<.01** 

Note. Outcome Variable = Disclosure Frequency. R2 refers to the entire model along 
with the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01. An exploratory 
analysis was also completed where the control variables were removed. Any additional 
findings were reported in the manuscript.
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Self-disclosure intimacy. Results for H3b can be found in Table 7. All regression 

coefficients listed were unstandardized. The results showed there were positive main 

effects for both anxious and avoidance on self-disclosure intimacy, suggesting 

individuals who reported high levels of the different attachment dimensions also reported 

self-disclosing more intimately to their romantic partner. There was also a positive main 

effect for channel cues on self-disclosure intimacy, which suggested individuals reported 

self-disclosing more intimately in channels they perceive to have more cues, such as face-

to-face. Only the interaction between anxious attachment and channel cues on self-

disclosure intimacy was significant. This interaction was plotted as Figure 1 to 

decompose it. Examination of the simple slopes revealed that at low levels of anxious 

attachment (b = .32, p < .01), individuals are significantly associated with self-disclosing 

more intimately in channels perceived to have more cues, such as in face-to-face 

encounters, compared with channels perceived to have less cues, such as email and SNSs. 

Similarly, individuals with high levels of anxious attachment (b = .14, p = .01) are 

significantly associated with self-disclosing more intimately in channels perceived to 

have more cues, compared with channels perceived to have less cues. Therefore, H3B 

was not supported because anxious attachment significantly interacted with channel cues 

when predicting self-disclosure intimacy in the opposite direction. Individuals who 

scored high on anxious attachment reported self-disclosing more intimately in channels 

with more cues, which was the opposite of what was predicted. Additionally, avoidance 

did not significantly interact with perceived channel richness at all. 
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Table 7 

Attachment as moderators between channel cues and self-disclosure intimacy 

Note. Outcome Variable = Disclosure Intimacy. R2 refers to the entire model along with 
the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01. An exploratory analysis was 
also completed where the control variables were removed; however, there were no 
significant findings. 
 

                 Anxious            Avoidance  
         b SE p     b SE p 
Relational frequency 0.36 0.07 <.01** 0.37 0.08 <.01** 
Relational intensity -0.22 0.07 <.01** -0.14 0.08 .08 
Length of relationship -0.07 0.06 .21 -0.09 0.06 .15 
Sex -0.13 0.10 .19 -0.09 0.10 .40 
Channel cues 0.23 0.04 <.01** 0.24 0.04 <.01** 
Attachment 0.27 0.04 <.01** 0.23 0.07 <.01** 
Channel cues X 
Attachment 

-0.07 0.03 <.01** -0.07 0.03 .06 

 
R2 

 
0.22 

  
<.01** 

 
0.11 

  
<.01 
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H4: The Interaction Between Attachment and a Channel’s Expectation for 

Response 

The fourth hypothesis predicted that attachment would moderate the relationship 

between a channel’s expectation for response and self-disclosure behavior. Specifically, 

individuals who reported high levels of either attachment style should also report self-

disclosing more frequently and intimately in a channel perceived to have less expectation 

for response. The expectation for response variable was entered as a continuous variable 

from the scores the participants provided when measuring expectation for response. 

Hypothesis 4 was tested using the PROCESS Macro developed by Hayes (2013). The 

independent variables were mean centered, and all models controlled for relational 

frequency, relational intensity, length of the relationship, and sex. Following 

recommendations from Aiken and West (1991), all significant interactions were 

decomposed by plotting the slopes at -1/+1 standard deviation.  

Self-disclosure frequency. Results for H4a can be found in Table 8. All 

regression coefficients listed were unstandardized. The results indicated that both anxious 

attachment and avoidance attachment significantly moderated the relationship between 

channel expectation for response and self-disclosure frequency. There was also a positive 

main effect for anxious attachment on self-disclosure frequency. Individuals who 

reported higher anxious attachment also reported self-disclosing more often to their 

romantic partner. Expectation for response also had a main effect on self-disclosure 

frequency. This indicated that as the perceived expectation for response increased, 

individuals reported self-disclosing more frequently.  
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The interaction between anxious attachment and expectation for response on self-

disclosure frequency was plotted as Figure 2. Examination of the simple slope revealed 

individuals who reported a low level of anxious attachment (b = .22, p <.01) are 

significantly associated with reporting more self-disclosure to their romantic partner in 

channels with a perceived higher expectation for response, such as text messaging. The 

simple slope for high anxious attachment and expectation for response on self-disclosure 

frequency was not significant (b = .06, p = .28). Therefore, anxious attachment 

significantly interacted with the perceived expectation for response on self-disclosure 

frequency only for those who reported low anxious attachment.  Individuals who scored 

high on anxious attachment reported self-disclosing similar amounts regardless of a 

channel’s expectation for response. These results did not support H4a for anxious 

attachment. 

Figure 3 was plotted to decompose the significant interaction between avoidance 

attachment and expectation for response on self-disclosure frequency. Examination of the 

simple slope revealed that individuals who reported low levels of avoidance attachment 

(b = .25, p <.01) also reported self-disclosing more frequently to their romantic partner in 

channels with a perceived higher expectation for response, such as face-to-face 

communication. The simple slope for high avoidance attachment on self-disclosure 

frequency was not significant (b = .02, p = .65). Therefore, avoidance attachment 

significantly interacted with the perceived expectation for response on self-disclosure 

frequency only for those who reported low avoidance attachment. Individuals who scored 

high on avoidance attachment reported self-disclosing similar amounts regardless of the 
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channel’s expectation for response. These results did not support H4a for avoidance 

attachment. 

Taken together, these results did not support H4a, because the interactions of 

attachment with expectation for response on self-disclosure frequency were significant 

only for individuals who scored low on those particular attachment dimensions, and the 

prediction was that the interaction would occur for individuals who scored high on one of 

the attachment dimensions. 

 

Table 8 

Attachment as moderators between channel expectation for response and self-disclosure 

frequency 

Note. Outcome Variable = Disclosure Frequency. R2 refers to the entire model along 
with the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01 An exploratory analysis 
was also completed where the control variables were removed; however, there were no 
significant findings. 

 

                 Anxious            Avoidance  
         b SE p     b SE p 
Relational frequency 0.33 0.07 <.01** 0.26 0.07 <.01** 
Relational intensity -0.19 0.07 <.01** -0.19 0.07 .08 
Length of relationship -0.09 0.05 .08 -0.12 0.05 .02** 
Sex 0.08 0.09 .36 0.10 0.09 .27 
Expectation for 
response 

0.14 0.04 <.01** 0.14 0.04 <.01** 

Attachment 0.12 0.04 <.01** -0.10 0.07 .14 
Expectation X 
Attachment 

-0.06 0.03 .02* -0.10 0.07 <.01** 

 
R2 

 
0.11 

  
<.01** 

 
0.08 

 
 

 
<.01** 
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Self-disclosure intimacy. Results for H4B can be found in Table 9. All 

regression coefficients listed were unstandardized. The results show that both anxious 

attachment and avoidance attachment significantly moderated the relationship between 

perceived expectation for response and self-disclosure intimacy. There were also positive 

main effects for both anxious and avoidance attachment on self-disclosure intimacy. 

Individuals who reported high levels of either attachment dimension also reported self-

disclosing more intimately. A positive main effect was also found for expectation for 

response, indicating that as the perception for expectation for response increased 

individuals also reported self-disclosing more intimately.  

The interaction between anxious attachment and expectation for response on self-

disclosure intimacy was plotted as Figure 4. Examination of the simple slope revealed 

that individuals with low levels of anxious attachment (b = .25, p <.01) are significantly 

associated with self-disclosing more intimately to their romantic partner in channels with 

a perceived higher expectation for response. Individuals with high levels of anxious 

attachment (b = -.14, p =.02) are significantly associated with self-disclosing more 

intimately to their romantic partner in channels with a perceived lower expectation for 

response, such as SNSs. Therefore, individuals who reported high anxious attachment are 

associated with self-disclosing more intimately in channels with low expectation for 

response, which is consistent with H4B for the anxious dimension.  

The interaction between avoidance attachment and expectation for response on 

self-disclosure intimacy was plotted as Figure 5. This interaction showed a similar 

finding as anxious attachment. Examination of the simple slope revealed that individuals 

with low levels of avoidance attachment (b = .31, p <.01), are significantly associated 
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with self-disclosing more intimately to their romantic partner in channels with a 

perceived higher expectation for response, such as a face-to-face encounter. Individuals 

with high levels of avoidance attachment (b = -.14, p =.02) are significantly associated 

with self-disclosing more intimately to their romantic partner in channels with a 

perceived lower expectation for response, such as SNSs. Therefore, individuals who 

reported high avoidance attachment are associated with self-disclosing more intimately in 

channels with low expectation for response, which is consistent with H4B for the 

avoidance dimension.  

Taken together, the results suggested support for H4B because individuals who 

reported high levels of a particular attachment dimension also reported self-disclosing 

more intimately to their romantic partner in channels with a lower expectation for 

response. 
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Table 9 

Attachment as moderators between channel expectation for response and self-disclosure 

intimacy 

                Anxious            Avoidance  
           b SE   p     b SE p 
Relational frequency 0.38 0.07 <.01** 0.35 0.08 <.01** 
Relational intensity -0.15 0.07 .04 -0.06 0.08 .45 
Length of relationship -0.09 0.06 .10 -0.11 0.06 .06 
Sex -0.18 0.10 .08 -0.12 0.10 .26 
Expectation for 
response 

0.05 0.04 .21 0.09 0.04 .04* 

Attachment 0.28 0.04 <.01** 0.21 0.07 <.01** 
Expectation X 
Attachment 

-0.15 0.03 <.01** -0.22 0.04 <.01** 

 
R2 

 
0.19 

  
<.01** 

 
0.11 

  
<.01** 

Note. Outcome Variable = Disclosure Intimacy. R2 refers to the entire model along with 
the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01. An exploratory analysis was 
also completed where the control variables were removed; however, there were no 
significant findings. 
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Chapter Summary 

 Chapter three included a discussion of the methods and results for study one of 

this dissertation. The recruitment for the participants along with participation 

requirements were discussed. Next, a detailed procedure was laid out for the cross-

sectional survey including the measures used. Lastly, the results for study one were 

included. Chapter four includes methods and results for study two.  
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4. STUDY 2 

Chapter Preview 

 Chapter four describes the methods and results for study two. Study two had 

participants experience an activation of their attachment system and then captured the 

disclosure behavior that occurs when individuals experience a threat to their security. 

This chapter includes a discussion on participants, procedure and materials, and 

measures. The independent variables are the participant’s attachment and the 

communication technology channel, whereas the dependent variable is their self-

disclosure behavior. The four channels investigated were face-to-face, text messaging, 

email, and SNSs. Lastly, the results for study two are included.  

Method 

 Study two was an experiment where the participant’s attachment system was 

activated by threatening their security.  

Participants 

 For study two the participants (n=309) were recruited from undergraduate 

communication courses from a large Southwestern university. I tested the same 

hypotheses in study two that were tested in study one, just through an experiment. 

Because there were four conditions I needed a minimum of 75 participants per condition, 

or a total of 300 subjects.  

 In study two the participants were between 18 and 40 years of age (M = 20.00, SD 

= 1.83), mostly female (69.5%), mostly white (65.3%; African American, 4.2%; 

Latino/Hispanic, 15.1%; East Asian/Asian American, 6.8%; Indian American, .6%; 

Middle Eastern, 1.0%; Native American, .6%; Other, 5.8%). They varied in the length of 
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their relationship with their current romantic partner, but most had been with their partner 

between 6 weeks and 6 months (37.3%; 6 months – 1 year, 22.2%; 1 to 5 years 36.7%; 5 

years or more, 3.2%). The current length of the relationship was also used a control 

variable in this study. Almost all of the participants were dating (97.4%) instead of 

married (2.6%).  

 The participants received course credit for completing this study. The same 

requirements for participation in study one were used for study two. Therefore the 

participants were required to send and receive at least 50 text messages per week, log into 

a SNS at least once per day, and send and receive emails at least once per day. These 

benchmarks were determined by looking at trends from recent communication 

technology use from the Pew Research Center (Duggan & Smith, 2011; Purcell, 2011, 

Smith, 2011). All participants were also required to be in a romantic relationship that was 

at least six weeks old just like in study one. Students that did not meet these requirements 

could instead recruit someone that did meet all of the requirements to participate for 

them. 

Priming Attachment by Threatening Security 

 A major component of this study is to see how attachment styles were related to 

self-disclosure behavior at a time of threatened security. Part of attachment theory argues 

that an individual’s attachment system becomes activated automatically under certain 

conditions, including stressful events, fatigue, anything frightening, or the unavailability 

of an attachment figure (Bowlby, 1980). The attachment system is activated by making 

relational schema salient to the participants. Relational schemas represent the internal 

script people follow in times of distress. In essence the script follows the if-then scenario, 
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where people find themselves in need and they are given support by their attachment 

figure. Baldwin (1994) argued “it should be possible to prime a specific relational 

schema, and thereby the significant other as an imaginary or ‘private audience’ in the 

back of the person’s mind” (p. 382). One important note about priming techniques is that 

it must be something personal, self-relevant, and something the subjects can identify with 

(Pierce & Lydon, 1998). 

 For this study, the attachment system was primed by having the participants 

hypothetically experience a stressful situation, which was not graduating and losing a job. 

This situation should be salient to college students who are currently enrolled in school 

and presumably want to find a job after graduation. Mikulincer and Shaver (2001) argued 

“a secure based can be contextually active by actual or imagined encounters with 

available and responsive others” (p. 97). Therefore, a hypothetical scenario should 

activate a secure base for those that are securely attached, and an insecure base for those 

that have an anxious or avoidance attachment style. Previous researchers have activated 

the attachment system using similar procedures. Rowe and Carnelley (2003) had 

participants write about their attachment figure for 10 minutes, focusing on their positive 

and negative attributes to prime the relational schema. Another study had subjects focus 

on individuals that were accepting of them/not accepting of them as a priming technique 

(Baldwin, 1994). Pierce and Lydon (1998) had participants imagine they experienced an 

unplanned pregnancy to activate the relational schema. The current study had participants 

imagine themselves losing their job after not graduating, which prompted the if-then 

intrapersonal script hypothetically. Then participants demonstrated how they would 

communicate and self-disclose the scenario to their romantic partner.  
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Procedure 

 Upon entering the lab the participants completed the same measures on 

attachment from study one. Then they read the hypothetical scenario about not graduating 

and losing a job. This scenario prompted the threatened security. This scenario was 

developed after reading a scenario used by Pierce and Lydon (1998) on an unplanned 

pregnancy. The participants read: 

 Imagine yourself in the following situation. You are a college student and you will 

be graduating at the end of the semester. You have landed your dream job already, and 

you will start working when school is over. The job offer is conditional upon your 

successful graduation. 

  Life is good right now. Your parents are excited, and they are throwing a huge 

party for you to celebrate your graduation. Things with your romantic partner are 

progressing well. You have even discussed the next step of your relationship. You are 

also thankful you have a job offer because you acquired student loan debt during college. 

But, you will have no problem paying that debt with your new job. 

 The end of the semester is near, and you check your grades. You realize that you 

are getting a D in one of your required major classes because you bombed the final term 

paper. Without a C or better, you will not graduate. You contact the instructor and ask if 

there is anyway you can earn a C. You explain you will not graduate with a D, that you 

already have a job offer, your parents are expecting you to graduate, and your debt 

needs to be paid off. The instructor refers you to the syllabus and tells you that grades 

are final. 

 Unfortunately, this means you will not graduate. You will lose your job offer 
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because it was conditional on successfully graduating. Your parents will be disappointed 

and now they need to cancel the party. You also worry that your romantic partner will be 

frustrated because you were making plans for a future together. You are angry with 

yourself for letting your grades slip this year and you are worried about the looming debt 

that you won’t be able to pay off. 

 This scenario was pilot tested in a sample of undergraduate students at a large 

Southwestern university (N = 9). Participants were asked to rate the scenario from (1) 

strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree on its believability (M = 6.52, SD = 0.58), 

applicability to an actual college students (M = 6.61, SD = 0.46), if the scenario would 

cause stress (M = 7.00, SD = 0.00), and if they would reach out to someone for social 

support (M = 6.00, SD = 0.83). Higher ratings indicated that the scenario produced the 

desired impact. It also demonstrated the attachment system was activated because the 

situation was viewed as stressful (Bowlby, 1980) and they wanted to reach out to an 

attachment figure for help (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001). 

 After reading the scenario, participants were first instructed to think about how 

they would feel if this scenario actually happened to them for one minute. Then they were 

randomly assigned one of the four communication channels and they were asked to write 

out how they would express this situation to their romantic partner through their assigned 

channel. They were instructed to tell their partner how they would reveal the information, 

and anything else they wanted to include about the situation. In other words, they were 

asked to write what they would say about the scenario if they communicated with their 

partner face-to-face, over text messaging, via email, or if they made a post on their 

preferred SNS. The four channels were randomly assigned, and participants only wrote 
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about communicating with their partner through one of the channels. If a participant was 

assigned a technology channel they were instructed to take out their phone/log in to their 

email/log in to their favorite SNS, and draft the actual message they would send through 

the communication technology. Once they wrote their message they were instructed to 

copy it into the survey. The participants were asked to draft their messages in the actual 

technology to put them in the context of communicating with their partner through that 

particular channel. 

 The participants then completed the same self-disclosure outcome measures on 

frequency and degree of intimacy from the GDS, as well as the expectation for response 

and channel cues measures used in study one. Once the survey was completed the 

subjects were debriefed and provided information about a counseling center available on 

the university campus. This debrief was included to conform to requirements set by the 

human subjects committee at the university. It was important to mention these available 

services because the participants had their security threatened. If any participant was 

experiencing a similar event in their actual life they may want to speak to a counselor 

about their situation. The debrief made the participants aware of the counseling services 

available.  

Coding the Self-Disclosure 

 As previously noted, the participants wrote their hypothetical self-disclosure after 

experiencing the threat to their security. This self-disclosure was content analyzed by two 

undergraduate coders who were blind to the research hypotheses. They coded the self-

disclosure for the dependent variables under investigation. 
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  First, units of analysis were determined to signify what represented a single unit 

in the text. The coders broke up the text into thought units. Each thought unit was then 

coded for self-disclosure and also degree of intimacy if the unit met the criteria for self-

disclosure. Self-disclosure was operationalized using the definitions provided by Cozby 

(1973) and Derlega et al. (1993). Self-disclosure is any information about one person 

revealed to another person, and it can include thoughts feelings, and experiences. Once 

identified, each self-disclosure was coded for intimacy on a (1) trivial to (5) very intimate 

scale. The scale was developed using Chelune’s (1976) self-disclosure codebook, as well 

as information on self-disclosure intimacy from Altman and Taylor (1973). A complete 

explanation of the coding system can be found as Appendix B.  

 Coders read the statements provided, and first identified all of the units of 

analysis. Then they determined which units met the operationalized criteria for self-

disclosure. The units that were coded as self-disclosure were then rated for levels of 

intimacy. A similar coding system has been used previously (Chelune, Skiffington, & 

Williams 1981). Once the disclosures were evaluated for their degree of intimacy, these 

values were used to test the hypotheses on degree of intimacy. These values were entered 

as a continuous variable into the analysis. When conducting the analysis the intimacy 

score was calculated as the average intimacy across all the thought units that were 

identified as self-disclosure for each participant. The self-disclosure intimacy variable 

ranged from one to five for each participant. 

 Lastly, the coders counted the total number of self-disclosures that occurred in the 

participant’s response. This number represented the raw value of self-disclosure 

frequency. By chance alone, individuals who wrote more words about the scenario to 
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their romantic partner were likely to self-disclose more frequently. To account for this 

potential extra self-disclose, the raw self-disclosure frequency value was divided by the 

total number of words written by each participant to create a proportioned value of self-

disclosure made to total words written. This proportioned self-disclosure frequency value 

was then used when conducting the analysis. This new value for self-disclosure 

frequency ranged from zero to one, and it was entered as a continuous variable in the 

analysis. 

 Coders were trained using trial data. Trial data were collected from my Facebook 

friends who read the scenario and they followed the same steps as the actual participants 

for the open ended responses. Each person was assigned a communication channel to 

self-disclose the situation to his/her romantic partner. The coders trained on this data by 

first identifying thought units, determining if the thought unit met the operationalized 

definition of self-disclosure, and rating the intimacy of those thought units that were 

identified as self-disclosure. Once the coders were reliable on the training data, they then 

started coding the sample data where they coded the same 12% of the sample data. 

Researchers have recommended that between 10% and 25% of the total data should be 

tested for reliability (Riffe, Lacy, & Fico, 2005; Wimmer & Dominick, 2003), therefore 

12% is an acceptable amount to use when testing reliability. Reliability was calculated 

using Krippendorff’s alpha (Krippendorff, 2012) and the coders were reliable in their 

ability to identify the thought units (α = .99), if the thought unit met the operational 

definition for self-disclosure  (α = .99), the level of intimacy of each self-disclosure 

identified (α = .87), and the total words written by each participant (α = .99).  

Measures 
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 Variables. The participants also completed the same measures on attachment 

(anxious α = .69; avoidance α = .83), channel expectation for response (α = .68), channel 

cues (α = .75), self-disclosure frequency (α = .74), and self-disclosure intimacy (α = .66) 

from study one. The same control variables from study one, relational frequency (α = .75) 

and relational intensity (α = .87), were also assessed. These measures were adapted for 

the participants to think about how they would communicate with their romantic partner 

during the time of threatened security. These variables were computed the same way in 

study two as they were computed in study one.  

Results 

 For study two the dependent variables were captured through the content analysis 

of the open ended response from the participants, and also through closed ended items on 

self-disclosure behavior that the participants completed. The models for each hypothesis 

were run twice, using the dependent variables from the content analysis data, and from 

the survey data. Therefore, each section of the results will present the analysis from both 

the content analysis data and the survey data. 

Preliminary Analysis  

 In study one I wanted to collapse the technology independent variables into two 

levels: high and low levels of cues and high and low levels of expectation for response. 

However, preliminary analysis indicated the groups could not be dichotomized into two 

different groups in study one. For study two I ran the same preliminary analysis to 

determine if these groups could be dichotomized. Therefore, I ran two separate one-way 

ANOVAs, one for channel cues and one for channel expectation for response. For the 

channel cues, the one-way ANOVA results indicated that the four groups were 
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significantly different in their perceived cues available, F(3,305) = 63.63, p < .01, η2 = 

.38. Tukey pairwise comparisons were conducted to determine where the differences 

existed. Face-to-face (M = 6.08, SD = .74) was viewed as having significantly more cues 

available than the other three channels. Text messaging (M = 4.77, SD = 1.11) was 

viewed as having significantly more cues than SNSs (M = 4.07, SD = 1.24) and email (M 

= 3.60, SD = 1.52). There was no significant difference in the number of cues perceived 

to be available for SNSs and email. Taken together, these results suggested that face-to-

face has the most cues. However, the results also indicated that text messaging could not 

be combined with SNSs and email. Therefore, the channel cues variable could not be 

dichotomized when running this analysis. Instead, channel cues was entered as a 

continuous variable in the analysis for study two because of these results. The continuous 

variable was computed as the average score from the four items in the channel cues 

measure. All four channels were combined into one group because the variable was 

entered as continuous. 

 I ran a second one-way ANOVA on channel expectation for response to confirm 

that some channels have a higher expectation for response than others. Results indicated 

that the four groups did not have the same expectation for response F(3, 305) = 19.71, p 

< .01, η2 = .16. Tukey pairwise comparisons were completed to determine where the 

differences existed. SNSs (M = 4.84, SD = 1.06) had a significantly lower expectation for 

response than face-to-face, text messaging, and email. Email (M =5.28, SD = 1.22) also 

had a significantly lower expectation for response than face-to-face and text messaging. 

Face-to-face (M = 5.97, SD = .79) and text messaging (M = 5.77, SD = .82) had a similar 

expectation for response. Together these results indicated that I could not combine this 
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variable into two levels of high and low expectation for response because email, even as a 

one-to-one communication technology, had a significantly lower expectation for response 

than text messaging and face-to-face. Instead expectation for response was entered as a 

continuous variable in the analysis. The continuous variable was computed as the average 

score from the four items in the expectation for response measure. All four channels were 

combined into one group because the variable was entered as continuous. The means, 

standard deviations, and correlations for all variables in study two can be found in Table 

10. 
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Checking the Priming of the Attachment System 

 The participants in the experiment read a scenario to activate their attachment 

system. The participants rated the scenario on believability, applicability, if it would 

cause stress, and if it would motivate them to seek social support from their romantic 

partner. Participants rated this scenario on these four areas from (1) strongly disagree to 

(7) strongly agree. A one-sample t-test was completed comparing the means against the 

scale midpoint (i.e., 3.5) for each of these areas. Results indicated that believability (M = 

6.30, SD = .77, t(308) = 64.28, p<.01, d = 3.66), applicability to actual college students 

(M = 5.89, SD = .88, t(308) = 47.74, p<.01, d = 2.72), a causer of stress (M = 6.55, SD = 

.83, t(308) = 64.39, p<.01, d = 3.66), and desiring social support from a romantic partner 

(M = 6.12, SD = .97, t(308) = 47.23, p<.01, d = 2.69) were all significantly greater than 

the midpoint. Taken together these results suggested that the scenario had the desired 

impact and that the attachment system was activated successfully. It was activated 

successfully because the participants agreed that the situation was stressful (Bowlby, 

1980), and that they would seek help from their romantic partner (Mikulincer & Shaver, 

2001).  

H1: Anxious Dimension and Self-Disclosure Behavior 

 Hypothesis 1 predicted that the anxious attachment dimension would be positively 

associated with self-disclosure frequency and degree of intimacy. Four separate 

hierarchical regression models were completed to test this hypothesis. There were four 

models because there are two separate scores for the outcome variables, one from the 

content analysis data and one from the survey items. There were multiple control 

variables in this study; therefore the variables were entered as blocks in the regression 
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models to determine the unique contribution each variable had on the outcome variable. 

Block 1 included the control variables on the nature of the relationship, including 

relational frequency, relational intensity, and the length of the relationship. The 

participant’s sex was also entered as a control variable. Block 2 included the scores on 

anxious attachment.  

 Results for H1a from the content analysis data can be found in Table 11. All 

regression coefficients listed were standardized. The first regression model tested the 

relationship between anxious attachment and self-disclosure frequency for the content 

analysis data. In block 1 none of the control variables were associated with self-

disclosure frequency. In block 2, anxious attachment was added to the model; however, it 

was not a significant predictor of self-disclosure frequency. None of the control variables 

were significant predictors of self-disclosure frequency in block 2. Together, these results 

suggested H1a was not supported from the content analysis data because anxious 

attachment was not positively associated with self-disclosure frequency.   

Table 11 

Anxious attachment on self-disclosure frequency from content analysis data 

 

Note: Outcome variable = Disclosure frequency. R2 refers to the entire model along with 
the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01 
  

                  Block 1                   Block 2  
     β    SE p      β    SE p 

Relational frequency -0.09 0.01 .33 -0.09 0.01 .36 
Relational intensity 0.09 0.01 .32 0.09 0.01 .32 
Length of relationship 0.01 0.01 .88 0.01 0.01 .87 
Sex -.09 0.01 .13 -0.10 0.01 .12 
Anxious attachment    0.02 0.01 .73 
R2 0.01 .54 0.01 .73 
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 A second regression model tested the relationship between anxious attachment 

and self-disclosure frequency using the results from the survey items in the experiment. 

Results for H1A from the survey data can be found in Table 12. All regression 

coefficients listed were standardized. In block 1 relational frequency and sex were 

positively associated with self-disclosure frequency. Relational intensity and length of the 

romantic relationship were not related to self-disclosure frequency. In block 2, when 

anxious attachment was added to the model, relational frequency remained a positive 

predictor of self-disclosure frequency, but sex was no longer a unique predictor. Anxious 

attachment was positively associated with self-disclosure frequency, which suggested that 

individuals who reported higher levels of anxious attachment also reported self-disclosing 

more frequently to their romantic partners during times of threatened security. Therefore, 

in the survey data, H1a was supported because anxious attachment was positively related 

to self-disclosure frequency. Overall, H1A was only partially supported because the 

content analysis data did not support this hypothesis. 

Table 12 

Anxious attachment on self-disclosure frequency from survey data 

 

Note: Outcome variable = Disclosure frequency. R2 refers to the entire model along with 
the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01 
 

               Block 1                   Block 2  
     β    SE p      β    SE p 

Relational frequency 0.18 0.07 .04* 0.22 0.07 .01* 
Relational intensity 0.05 0.09 .59 0.03 0.09 .70 
Length of relationship 0.03 0.06 .59 0.04 0.06 .49 
Sex 0.14 0.12 .02* 0.11 0.12 .06 
Anxious attachment    0.21 0.06 <.01** 
R2 0.09 <.01** 0.13 <.01** 
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 H1b predicted that anxious attachment would be positively associated with self-

disclosure intimacy. Results for H1b for the content analysis data can be found in Table 

13. All regression coefficients listed were standardized. In block 1 none of the control 

variables were unique predictors of self-disclosure intimacy. In block 2, when anxious 

attachment was added to the model, there were still no unique predictors of self-

disclosure intimacy. Together, these results did not support H1b because anxious 

attachment was not positively associated with the degree of intimacy of the self-

disclosure behavior with the romantic partner for the content analysis data.  

  

Table 13 

Anxious attachment on self-disclosure intimacy from content analysis data 

 

Note: Outcome variable = Disclosure intimacy. R2 refers to the entire model along with 
the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01 
 

 A fourth regression model tested the relationship between anxious attachment and 

self-disclosure intimacy using the results from the survey items in the experiment. 

Results from this hypothesis can be found in Table 14. All regression coefficients listed 

were standardized. In block 1 none of the control variables were significantly related to 

               Block 1                   Block 2  
     β    SE p      β    SE p 

Relational frequency -0.01 0.08 .94 -0.01 0.08 .96 
Relational intensity 0.07 0.10 .48 0.07 0.10 .50 
Length of relationship 0.02 0.07 .71 0.02 0.07 .71 
Sex -0.08 0.14 .18 -0.08 0.14 .18 
Anxious attachment    0.01 0.07 .85 
R2 0.01 .67 0.01 .85 
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self-disclosure intimacy. In block 2, when anxious attachment was added to the model, 

the anxious attachment dimension was significantly associated with self-disclosure 

behavior. This indicated that individuals who reported more anxious attachment also 

reported self-disclosing more intimately to their romantic partner during times of 

threatened security. These results suggested support for H1b because anxious attachment 

was positively associated with self-disclosure intimacy. However H1b was only partially 

supported because the content analysis data did not find the same result. Overall, H1 was 

fully supported from the survey data, but it was not supported from the content analysis 

data. 

 

Table 14 

Anxious attachment on self-disclosure intimacy from survey data 

 
Note: Outcome variable = Disclosure intimacy. R2 refers to the entire model along with 
the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01 
 

H2: Avoidance Dimension and Self-Disclosure Behavior 

 Hypothesis 2 predicted that avoidance attachment dimension would be negatively 

associated with self-disclosure frequency and intimacy. Four regression models were 

               Block 1                   Block 2  
     β    SE p      β    SE p 

Relational frequency 0.02 0.09 .83 0.07 0.09 .44 
Relational intensity 0.12 0.11 .21 0.10 0.11 .27 
Length of relationship 0.03 0.08 .66 0.04 0.07 .53 
Sex -0.03 0.16 .63 -0.07 0.15 .24 
Anxious attachment    0.26 0.08 <.01** 
R2 0.02 .23 0.08 <.01** 
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completed to test this hypothesis. There were four models because each outcome variable 

was tested twice, once from the content analysis data and once from the survey data. The 

same control variables entered in block 1 for hypothesis 1 were also entered as block 1 

for hypothesis 2. Block 2 contained the scores on avoidance attachment. 

 The results for H2a from the content analysis data can be found in Table 15. All 

the regression coefficients listed were standardized. The first regression model tested the 

relationship between avoidance attachment and self-disclosure frequency for the content 

analysis data. In block 1 none of the control variables were associated with self-

disclosure frequency. In block 2 the control variables were still unrelated to self-

disclosure frequency. Avoidance attachment was not significantly related to self-

disclosure frequency. These results did not support H2a for the content analysis data 

because avoidance attachment was not negatively related to self-disclosure frequency.  

 

Table 15 

Avoidance attachment on self-disclosure frequency from content analysis data 

 

Note: Outcome variable = Disclosure frequency. R2 refers to the entire model along with 
the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01 
 

 A second regression model was completed to test the relationship between 

               Block 1                   Block 2  
     β    SE p      β    SE p 

Relational frequency -0.09 0.01 .33 -0.06 0.01 .55 
Relational intensity 0.09 0.01 .32 0.11 0.01 .25 
Length of relationship 0.01 0.01 .88 0.01 0.01 .82 
Sex -0.09 0.01 .13 -0.10 0.01 .12 
Avoidance attachment    0.06 0.01 .47 
R2 0.01 .54 0.01 .47 
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avoidance attachment and self-disclosure frequency using the data collected from the 

survey items of the experiment. Results from this regression model can be found in Table 

16. All regression coefficients listed were standardized. In block 1 relational frequency 

and sex were positively associated with self-disclosure frequency. In block 2 sex 

remained a unique predictor of self-disclosure frequency, but relational frequency was no 

longer a predictor. Avoidance attachment was a significant negative predictor of self-

disclosure frequency. This suggested that individuals who reported higher avoidance 

attachment also reported self-disclosing less frequently to their romantic partner during 

times of threatened security. The results from the survey of the experiment suggested 

support for H2a because avoidance attachment was negatively related to self-disclosure 

frequency. Overall, H2a was partially supported because the results from the content 

analysis do not support this hypothesis. 

 

Table 16 

Avoidance attachment on self-disclosure frequency from survey data 

 

Note: Outcome variable = Disclosure frequency. R2 refers to the entire model along with 
the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01 
 

               Block 1                   Block 2  
     β    SE p      β    SE p 

Relational frequency 0.18 0.07 .04* 0.02 0.08 .84 
Relational intensity 0.05 0.09 .59 -0.05 0.09 .57 
Length of relationship 0.03 0.06 .59 0.00 0.06 .97 
Sex 0.14 0.12 .02* 0.16 0.12 <.01** 
Avoidance attachment    -0.34 0.07 <.01** 
R2 0.09 <.01** 0.15 <.01** 
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 The third regression model tested the relationship between the avoidance 

dimension and self-disclosure intimacy using the content analysis data. Results for H2b 

can be found in Table 17. In block 1 none of the control variables were significantly 

related to self-disclosure intimacy. In block 2 avoidance attachment was added to the 

model; however, it was not a significant predictor of self-disclosure intimacy. Together, 

these results did not support H2b because the avoidance dimension of attachment was not 

negatively related to self-disclosure intimacy. 

 

Table 17 

Avoidance attachment on self-disclosure intimacy from content analysis data 

 
Note: Outcome variable = Disclosure intimacy. R2 refers to the entire model along with 
the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01 
 

 A fourth regression model was completed to test the relationship between the 

avoidance dimension of attachment and self-disclosure intimacy using the survey data 

from the experiment. Results for H2b from the survey data can be found in Table 18. In 

block 1 none of the control variables were significant predictors of self-disclosure 

frequency. In block 2, when avoidance attachment was added to the model, there was still 

no significant relationship between any of the predictors and the outcome variable. 

               Block 1                   Block 2  
     β    SE p      β    SE p 

Relational frequency -0.01 0.08 .94 0.00 0.09 .99 
Relational intensity 0.07 0.10 .48 0.07 0.11 .48 
Length of relationship 0.02 0.07 .71 0.02 0.07 .70 
Sex -0.08 0.14 .18 -0.08 0.14 .18 
Avoidance attachment    0.01 0.09 .89 
R2 0.01 .67 0.01 .89 
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Together these results did not support H2b for the survey data. Overall H2b was not 

supported by either the content analysis or the survey data. However, H2 was partially 

supported because the survey data suggested that avoidance attachment was negatively 

related to self-disclosure frequency. 

 

Table 18 

Avoidance attachment on self-disclosure intimacy from survey data 

 

Note: Outcome variable = Disclosure intimacy. R2 refers to the entire model along with 
the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01 
 
H3: The Interaction Between Attachment and Channel Cues 

 Hypothesis 3 predicted that attachment would moderate the relationship between 

the number of channel cues and self-disclosure behavior. Specifically, individuals who 

reported high levels of either dimension of attachment should also self-disclose more 

frequently and more intimately in channels perceived to have fewer cues. The cues 

variable was entered in the regression model as a continuous variable from the scores 

participants provided when measuring channel cues. Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS Macro 

was used to test H3. The independent variables were mean centered, and all of the models 

controlled for relational frequency, relational intensity, length of relationship, and sex of 

               Block 1                   Block 2  
     β    SE p      β    SE p 

Relational frequency 0.02 0.09 .83 -0.02 0.10 .88 
Relational intensity 0.12 0.11 .21 0.10 0.12 .32 
Length of relationship 0.03 0.08 .66 0.02 0.08 .74 
Sex -0.03 0.16 .63 -0.03 0.16 .68 
Avoidance attachment    -0.07 0.10 .38 
R2 0.02 .23 0.02 .38 
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the participant. All models were run twice because there are dependent variables from the 

content analysis data and the close-ended survey questions in the experiment. All 

significant interactions were decomposed by plotting the slopes at -1/+1 standard 

deviation (Aiken & West, 1991).  

 Self-disclosure frequency. Results for H3a for the content analysis data can be 

found in Table 19. All regression coefficients listed were unstandardized. The results 

indicated that neither anxious attachment nor avoidance attachment moderated the 

relationship between the number of perceived channel cues and self-disclosure frequency. 

There was a negative main effect for channel cues, suggesting that individuals reported 

self-disclosing more frequently to their romantic partner during a time of need in 

channels perceived to have fewer cues. Thus it appears individual’s attachment did not 

interact with the number of cues when predicting self-disclosure frequency, and H3a was 

not supported for the content analysis data. 
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Table 19 

Attachment as moderators between channel cues and self-disclosure frequency content 

analysis data 

Note. Outcome Variable = Disclosure Frequency. R2 refers to the entire model along 
with the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01. An exploratory 
analysis was also completed where the control variables were removed; however, there 
were no significant findings. 
 

 H3a was also tested using the close-ended survey items from the experiment. 

Results are listed in Table 20. All regression coefficients listed were unstandardized. 

There were main effects for both attachment dimensions on self-disclosure frequency. 

This suggested that individuals who reported higher anxious attachment also reported 

self-disclosing more frequently to their romantic partner during times of need. 

Additionally, individuals who reported higher avoidance attachment also reported self-

disclosing less frequently to their romantic partner during times of need. There was a 

positive main effect for channel cues, indicating that as individuals reported perceiving 

more cues they also reported self-disclosing more frequently to their romantic partner. 

Only the interaction between anxious attachment and perceived channel cues was 

                 Anxious            Avoidance  
         b SE p     b SE p 
Relational frequency -0.01 0.01 .39 -0.01 0.01 .62 
Relational intensity 0.01 0.01 .41 0.01 0.01 .29 
Length of relationship 0.01 0.01 .60 0.01 0.01 .54 
Sex -0.01 0.01 .12 -0.01 0.01 .12 
Channel cues  -0.01 0.01 .01* -0.01 0.01 .01* 
Attachment 0.01 0.01 .65 0.01 0.01 .36 
Channel cues X 
Attachment 

-0.01 0.01 .96 0.00 0.01 .94 

 
R2 

 
0.03 

  
.20 

 
0.03 

  
.16 
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significant. This interaction was plotted as Figure 6 to decompose it. Examination of the 

simple slopes revealed that high levels of anxious attachment (b = .14, p < .01) was 

associated with self-disclosing more frequently to a romantic partner during times of need 

in channels perceived to have more cues, such as face-to-face. The simple slope for 

individuals who reported low anxious attachment was not significant (b = -.04, p = .27). 

These results did not support H3a because the interaction was significant in the opposite 

direction suggesting individuals with high anxious attachment are associated with self-

disclosing more frequently in channels perceived to have more cues instead of fewer 

cues, which was predicted. Overall, H3a was not supported by either the content analysis 

or the survey data. 

 

Table 20 

Attachment as moderators between channel cues and self-disclosure frequency survey 

data 

Note. Outcome Variable = Disclosure Frequency. R2 refers to the entire model along 
with the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01. An exploratory 
analysis was also completed where the control variables were removed; however, there 
were no significant findings.

                  Anxious            Avoidance  
         b SE p     b SE p 
Relational frequency 0.17 0.07 .62 0.02 0.08 .74 
Relational intensity 0.05 0.08 .56 -0.04 0.09 .62 
Length of relationship 0.03 0.06 .62 -0.01 0.06 .81 
Sex 0.25 0.12 .04* 0.31 0.12 .01* 
Channel cues  0.05 0.03 .15 0.04 0.03 .22 
Attachment 0.23 0.06 <.01** -0.32 0.07 <.01** 
Channel cues X 
Attachment 

0.11 0.04 <.01** -0.06 0.04 0.09 

 
R2 

 
0.16 

  
<.01** 

 
0.16 

  
<.01** 
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Self-disclosure intimacy. Results for H3b from the content analysis can be found in 

Table 21. H3b predicted that individuals who reported high levels of a particular 

attachment dimension would be associated with self-disclosing more intimately to their 

romantic partner during times of need in channels perceived to have fewer cues. The 

results indicated there was a negative main effect for channel cues on self-disclosure 

intimacy, suggesting that the number of cues was negatively associated with self-

disclosing more intimately to a romantic partner during a time of threatened security. 

Neither attachment dimension interacted with the perceived number of cues available 

when predicting the degree of intimacy of the self-disclosure behavior. Avoidance did 

marginally interact with the number of cues (p = .06) when predicting self-disclosure 

intimacy, but it only trended toward significance. Overall these results did not support 

H3b for the content analysis data. 

 Additional exploratory analyses were completed where all of the control variables 

were removed. In this analysis, avoidance did significantly interact with the number of 

cues when predicting self-disclosure intimacy (b = .08, p = .04) Examination of the 

simple slope revealed that individuals who reported low avoidance attachment (b = -.21, 

p<.01) significantly reported self-disclosing more intimately to their romantic partner 

during a time of need in channels with fewer cues. The simple slope for individuals with 

high avoidance attachment was not significant (b = 0.04, p = .53). Thus in the exploratory 

analysis the interaction found was only significant for those who scored low on the 

avoidance attachment dimension, instead of high, which was predicted. 
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Table 21 

Attachment as moderators between channel cues and self-disclosure intimacy content 

analysis data 

Note. Outcome Variable = Disclosure Intimacy. R2 refers to the entire model along with 
the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01. An exploratory analysis was 
also completed where the control variables were removed. Any additional findings are 
reported in the manuscript. 
  

 

                  Anxious            Avoidance  
         b SE p     b SE p 
Relational frequency 0.00 0.08 .97 -0.01 0.09 .95 
Relational intensity 0.05 0.10 .65 0.06 0.10 .57 
Length of relationship 0.06 0.07 .37 0.07 0.07 .33 
Sex -0.19 0.14 .16 -0.17 0.14 .22 
Channel cues  -0.15 0.04 <.01** -0.13 0.04 <.01** 
Attachment 0.02 0.07 .74 0.02 0.09 .81 
Channel cues X 
Attachment 

-0.02 0.05 .73 0.08 0.04 .06 

 
R2 

 
0.05 

  
.03* 

 
 

 
0.06 

 
.01* 
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 H3b was also tested using the survey data. Results can be found in Table 22. The 

results suggested that neither anxious attachment nor avoidance attachment moderated 

the relationship between the perceived number of cues available and self-disclosure 

intimacy when communicating with a romantic partner during a time of need. There were 

main effects for anxious attachment and channel cues. This suggested that individuals 

who reported high anxious attachment were associated with self-disclosing more 

intimately to their romantic partner during times of need. The cues main effect suggested 

that number of cues was positively associated with self-disclosing more intimately to a 

romantic partner during a time of threatened security. These findings from the survey 

data do not support H3b because attachment did not interact with the number of cues 

available when predicting self-disclosure behavior. Overall none of H3 was supported by 

these findings. 
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Table 22 

Attachment as moderators between channel cues and self-disclosure intimacy survey data 

Note. Outcome Variable = Disclosure Intimacy. R2 refers to the entire model along with 
the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01. An exploratory analysis was 
also completed where the control variables were removed; however, there were no 
significant findings. 
 

H4: The Interaction Between Attachment and a Channel’s Expectation for 

Response 

 The fourth hypothesis predicted that the attachment dimensions would moderate 

the relationship between a channel’s perceived expectation for response and self-

disclosure behavior with a romantic partner. Specifically, an individual who reported 

high levels of a particular attachment dimension should report more frequent self-

disclosure and more intimate self-disclosure to their romantic partner in a channel that 

has a perceived lower expectation for response. The expectation for response variable 

was entered as a continuous variable, which was created from the participant’s scores on 

the expectation for response measure. Hypothesis 4 was tested using the PROCESS 

Macro developed by Hayes (2013). Each model controlled for relational frequency, 

relational intensity, length of the relationship, and participant sex. The independent 

                  Anxious            Avoidance  
         b SE p     b SE p 
Relational frequency 0.06 0.09 .49 -0.02 0.10 .84 
Relational intensity 0.15 0.11 .18 0.13 0.11 .25 
Length of relationship 0.02 0.07 .82 -0.01 0.08 .91 
Sex -0.17 0.15 .26 -0.08 0.15 .62 
Channel cues  0.12 0.04 <.01** 0.12 0.05 .01* 
Attachment 0.35 0.07 <.01** -0.10 0.10 .30 
Channel cues X 
Attachment 

0.05 0.05 .29 -0.04 0.05 .45 

 
R2 

 
0.11 

  
<.01** 

 
0.05 

  
.03* 
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variables were all mean centered and any significant interactions were plotted at -1/+1 

standard deviation (Aiken & West, 1991). The models were run twice because there were 

scores for the dependent variables from both the content analysis data and the close-

ended items in the survey. 

 Self-disclosure frequency. Hypothesis 4a predicted that individual’s attachment 

would moderate the relationship between a channel’s expectation for response and self-

disclosure frequency. Results from the content analysis data can be found in Table 23. All 

regression coefficients listed were unstandardized. The results suggested that neither 

anxious nor avoidance attachment interacted with the channel’s expectation for response 

when predicting self-disclosure frequency. Therefore, H4a was not supported by the 

content analysis data. 

 

Table 23 

Attachment as moderators between channel expectation for response and self-disclosure 

frequency content analysis data 

Note. Outcome Variable = Disclosure Frequency. R2 refers to the entire model along 
with the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01. An exploratory 
analysis was also completed where the control variables were removed; however, there 
were no significant findings. 

                  Anxious            Avoidance  
         b SE p     b SE p 
Relational frequency -0.01 0.00 .36 -0.01 0.01 .54 
Relational intensity 0.01 0.00 .33 0.01 0.01 .27 
Length of relationship 0.00 0.00 .87 0.00 0.00 .79 
Sex -0.01 0.01 .12 -0.01 0.01 .12 
Expectation for response 0.00 0.01 .83 0.00 0.01 .78 
Attachment 0.00 0.01 .73 0.01 0.01 .49 
Expectation X 
Attachment 

0.00 0.01 .15 0.00 0.01 .68 

 
R2 

 
0.01 

  
.86 

 
0.01 

  
.80 
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 H4a was also tested using the data from the survey items of the experiment. 

Results can be found in Table 24. The results indicated a positive main effect for anxious 

attachment on self-disclosure frequency and a negative main effect for avoidance 

attachment on self-disclosure frequency. This indicated that individuals who reported 

high anxious attachment also reported self-disclosing more frequently to their romantic 

partner during times of need. Individuals who reported high avoidance attachment also 

reported self-disclosing less frequently to their romantic partner during a time of need. 

There was also a positive main effect for channel expectation for response. This 

suggested that an increase in perceived expectation for response was associated with self-

disclosing more frequently to a romantic partner during a time of need. Only the 

interaction between avoidance attachment and perceived channel expectation for 

response was significant. This interaction was plotted as Figure 7 to decompose it. 

Examination of the simple slopes revealed that individuals who reported low levels of 

avoidance attachment (b = .19, p < .01) were associated with significantly self-disclosing 

more frequently to their romantic partner during times of need in channels with a 

perceived higher expectation for response, such as face-to-face. The simple slope for 

individuals who scored high on avoidance attachment (b = -.06, p = .46) was not 

significant. These results from the survey data do not support H4a because the interaction 

was significant only for those who reported low avoidance attachment instead of those 

who scored high on avoidance, which was predicted. Overall, H4a was not supported by 

either the content analysis data or the survey data. 
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Table 24 

Attachment as moderators between channel expectation for response and self-disclosure 

frequency survey data 

Note. Outcome Variable = Disclosure Frequency. R2 refers to the entire model along 
with the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01. An exploratory 
analysis was also completed where the control variables were removed; however, there 
were no significant findings.

                  Anxious            Avoidance  
         b SE p     b SE p 
Relational frequency 0.18 0.07 .01* 0.02 0.08 .82 
Relational intensity 0.03 0.09 .71 -0.03 0.09 .71 
Length of relationship 0.04 0.06 .46 -0.01 0.06 .89 
Sex 0.21 0.12 .08 0.30 0.12 .01* 
Expectation for response 0.09 0.05 .05* 0.07 0.05 .14 
Attachment 0.23 0.06 <.01** -0.32 0.07 <.01** 
Expectation X 
Attachment 

0.04 0.05 .45 -0.12 0.05 .01* 

 
R2 

 
0.15 

  
<.01** 

 
0.18 

  
<.01** 
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 Self-disclosure intimacy. Hypothesis 4b predicted the attachment dimensions 

would moderate the relationship between a channel’s perceived expectation for response 

and self-disclosure intimacy. Results for H4b from the content analysis data can be found 

in Table 25. The results indicated that neither anxious attachment nor avoidance 

attachment interacted with the channel’s expectation for response when predicting self-

disclosure intimacy. These results did not support H4b from the content analysis data. 

 

Table 25 

Attachment as moderators between channel expectation for response and self-disclosure 

intimacy content analysis data 

Note. Outcome Variable = Disclosure Intimacy. R2 refers to the entire model along with 
the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01. An exploratory analysis was 
also completed where the control variables were removed; however, there were no 
significant findings. 
 

 H4b was also tested using the close-ended survey. Results can be found in Table 

26. The results indicated that neither anxious attachment nor avoidance attachment 

interacted with channel expectation for response when predicting self-disclosure 

intimacy. There was a positive main effect for anxious attachment. This suggested that 

                  Anxious             Avoidance  
         b SE p     b SE p 
Relational frequency 0.00 0.08 .52 0.00 0.09 .98 
Relational intensity 0.07 0.10 .48 0.07 0.11 .50 
Length of relationship 0.02 0.07 .36 0.03 0.07 .68 
Sex -0.19 0.14 .19 -0.18 0.14 .19 
Expectation for response -0.04 0.06 .52 -0.03 0.06 .61 
Attachment 0.01 0.07 .85 0.01 0.09 .13 
Expectation X Attachment -0.03 0.06 .64 0.03 0.06 .67 
 
R2 

 
0.01 

  
.88 

 
0.01 

  
.89 
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individuals who reported high anxious attachment also reported self-disclosing more 

intimately to their romantic partner during a time of threatened security. These results 

from the survey data do not support H4b. Overall H4b was not supported by either the 

content analysis or survey data.  

 

Table 26 

Attachment as moderators between channel expectation for response and self-disclosure 

intimacy survey data 

 

Note. Outcome Variable = Disclosure Intimacy. R2 refers to the entire model along with 
the corresponding p value for each model. *p<.05, **p<.01. An exploratory analysis was 
also completed where the control variables were removed; however, there were no 
significant findings. 
 

Chapter Summary 
 

 Chapter four explained the methods and results for study two. First, the methods 

were described, including information on the participants, priming the attachment system, 

the procedure, the self-disclosure coding system, and measures. Next, the results were 

presented for study two. The results were presented from both the content analysis data of 

the open-ended responses provided by the participants, and from the closed-ended survey 

                  Anxious            Avoidance  
         b SE p     b SE p 
Relational frequency 0.07 0.09 .44 -0.02 0.10 .88 
Relational intensity 0.12 0.11 .28 0.13 0.12 .28 
Length of relationship 0.05 0.07 .51 0.02 0.08 .79 
Sex -0.19 0.15 .21 -0.08 0.16 .60 
Expectation for response 0.08 0.06 .18 0.06 0.06 .31 
Attachment 0.35 0.08 <.01** -0.08 0.10 .40 
Expectation X 
Attachment 

0.05 0.07 .50 -0.07 0.06 .29 

 
R2 

 
0.09 

  
<.01** 

 
0.03 

  
.23 
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items. Chapter five will include a discussion on the key findings from both studies, along 

with suggestions for future research and limitations.  
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5. CONCLUSION 

Chapter Preview 

 The purpose of this dissertation was to explore the relationship between 

attachment and self-disclosure. Two different dimensions of self-disclosure were 

investigated, and this study provided support for previous findings on attachment and 

self-disclosure while reconciling inconsistencies from other attachment self-disclosure 

research. Furthermore, this study expanded on previous work by adding communication 

technologies and exploring the relationship that attachment has with self-disclosure 

across different communication channels. The affordances available in some 

communication channels, and not in others, provided a foundation to begin to understand 

why some self-disclosure behavior may occur in one type of communication technology, 

but not in another. For example, some people with high anxious or avoidance attachment 

may consider the affordance of expectation for response when they self-disclose, but not 

the number of cues available. This study also added to attachment theory by identifying 

behaviors (i.e., self-disclosing or not self-disclosing) that may function as hyperactivating 

or deactivating strategies, which is a substantial theoretical contribution of this study.  

 This chapter includes a discussion on key findings and implications. The 

hypotheses that were supported and not supported are reviewed, along with conclusions 

that can be drawn from the findings. Next, this chapter will discuss theoretical 

contributions in detail. Lastly, it will conclude with limitations and ideas for future 

research. Table 27 summarizes all of the hypotheses from this dissertation along with 

identifying if the hypotheses were supported or not in either study. 

 
 



 114 

 
Table 27 
Summary of hypotheses and support across all studies. 

Hypotheses Study 
1 

Study 2 
(Content 
Analysis) 

Study 2 
(Survey) 

 
H1a: Anxious attachment and self-disclosure 
frequency are positively related. 
 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Yes 

H1b: Anxious attachment and self-disclosure 
intimacy are positively related. 
 

Yes No Yes 

H2a: Avoidance attachment and self-disclosure 
frequency are negatively related. 
 

No No Yes 

H2b: Avoidance attachment and self-disclosure 
intimacy are negatively related. 
 

No No No 

H3a: Anxious attachment moderates the relationship 
between channel cues and self-disclosure frequency. 
Individuals with anxious attachment should self-
disclose more frequently in channels with fewer cues.  
 

No No No 

H3a: Avoidance attachment moderates the 
relationship between channel cues when predicting 
self-disclosure frequency.  Individuals with avoidance 
attachment should self-disclose more frequently in 
channels with fewer cues.  
 

No No No 

H3b: Anxious attachment moderates the relationship 
between channel cues and self-disclosure intimacy. 
Individuals with anxious attachment should self-
disclose more intimately in channels with fewer cues.  
 

No No No 

H3b: Avoidance attachment moderates the 
relationship between channel cues and self-disclosure 
intimacy. Individuals with avoidance attachment 
should self-disclose more intimately in channels with 
fewer cues.  

No No No 

 
H4a: Anxious attachment moderates the relationship 
between channel expectation for response and self-
disclosure frequency. Individuals with anxious 
attachment should self-disclose more frequently in 
channels with less expectation for response.  

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
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Key Findings and Implications 

 This study predicted that individuals who reported high anxious attachment would 

be positively associated with reporting more self-disclosure behavior in frequency and 

degree of intimacy, and individuals who reported high avoidance attachment would be 

negatively associated with reporting self-disclosure behavior in frequency and degree of 

intimacy. In addition, scoring high on a particular attachment dimension was expected to 

interact with the number of cues available in a communication technology, and the 

channel’s expectation for response. Individuals who reported high anxious or high 

avoidance should also report more self-disclosure behavior in channels perceived to have 

fewer cues and in channels perceived to have less expectation for response. Each of these 

hypotheses was tested and reported, and the implications are discussed here. 

Anxious Attachment and Self-Disclosure Behavior 

H4a: Avoidance attachment moderates the 
relationship between channel expectation for response 
and self-disclosure frequency. Individuals with 
avoidance attachment should self-disclose more 
frequently in channels with less expectation for 
response. 
 

No No No 

H4b: Anxious attachment moderates the relationship 
between channel expectation for response and self-
disclosure intimacy. Individuals with anxious 
attachment should self-disclose more intimately in 
channels with less expectation for response.  
 

Yes No No 

H4b: Avoidance attachment moderates the 
relationship between channel expectation for response 
and self-disclosure intimacy. Individuals with 
avoidance attachment should self-disclose more 
intimately in channels with less expectation for 
response. 

Yes No No 
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 Hypothesis 1 predicted that anxious attachment would be positively related to 

self-disclosure frequency and degree of intimacy. This hypothesis was fully supported in 

the cross-sectional survey and it is consistent with previous research on attachment and 

self-disclosure (Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991). Wei et al. (2005) argued that anxiously 

attached individuals do not have a hard time disclosing to others. The evidence from this 

study first suggests that anxiously attached people self-disclose more often and intimately 

in general to their romantic partners. They are likely to do this because self-disclosure 

can function as a means to foster and create intimacy (Bradford et al., 2002). Traditional 

relationship development theories, such as social penetration theory, argue that self-

disclosure brings individuals together and helps partners become more intimate (Altman 

& Taylor, 1973). Because anxiously attached people have a high desire for intimacy with 

others (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007), it would make sense they would self-disclose to get 

closer to their romantic partner. Mikulincer and Nachshon (1991) found that people who 

scored high on anxious attachment are also likely to self-disclose more because it helps 

them merge with others while also reducing their fear of rejection.  

 Anxious attachment was also positively related to self-disclosure frequency and 

degree of intimacy in study two for the survey data where the individual’s attachment 

system was activated by threatening their security. However, anxious attachment was not 

related to self-disclosure behavior from the behavioral data in the content analysis. The 

positive relationship found in study two has additional implications for the self-disclosure 

behavior beyond wanting to foster intimacy with a romantic partner. In this situation 

engaging in more self-disclosure behavior could function as a hyperactivating strategy. 

Hyperactivating strategies are used by individuals with anxious attachment during a time 
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of threatened security to reach their attachment figure for support (Mikulincer & Shaver, 

2003). These strategies act as a “fight response” where individuals use short term bids to 

reach their partner. Hyperactivating strategies may help an individual deal with the pain 

of the threatening event because they receive support from their partner (Mikulincer et 

al., 2003) because “signs of weakness and neediness can elicit other people’s attention 

and care” (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2008, p. 520). In this way, self-disclosing probably 

functions as a hyperactivating strategy because self-disclosure is often viewed as 

cathartic (Derlega, Winstead, Mathews, & Braintman, 2008). Catharsis occurs when 

people self-disclose because individuals relieve pent up feelings. In the context of 

experiencing a threat to their security, an anxiously attached person will use self-

disclosure as a hyperactivating strategy because it helps them relieve the tension of their 

emotions and gain support from their romantic partner. Hyperactivating strategies have 

been found to manifest as different types of behavior, including an overdependence on 

one’s relational partner, an increased desire for closeness (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003), 

and self-disclosure (Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991). Therefore, the survey findings from 

this study are consistent with previous research. 

 The use of self-disclosure as a hyperactivating strategy could be problematic on 

romantic relationships, and an overabundance of self-disclosure might be detrimental 

when experiencing a threat of security. Receiving self-disclosure is sometimes viewed as 

a cost (Altman & Taylor, 1973), and if it is occurring in overabundance from an 

anxiously attached person during a threat to his/her security, it may not be received 

favorably. Hyperactivating strategies, like self-disclosing, have been related to negative 

relationship outcomes, such as lack of self-image and self-worth, causing the anxiously 
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attached person to be dependent on his/her partner, making the non anxiously attached 

person feel frustrated and abused from constantly demonstrating love and commitment, 

and creating misperceptions of interpersonal conflict. (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003). 

Taken together, this suggests that using self-disclosure as a hyperactivating strategy may 

provide initial benefits for catharsis, but overall it could be detrimental on a romantic 

relationship.  

Avoidance Attachment and Self-Disclosure Behavior 

 Hypothesis 2 predicted that avoidance attachment would be negatively related to 

self-disclosure frequency and degree of intimacy. Hypothesis 2 was not supported in 

study one from the overall attachment perspective. There was no significant relationship 

between avoidance and self-disclosure frequency, and there was actually a positive 

relationship between avoidance and self-disclosure intimacy. This suggested that 

individuals who reported high attachment avoidance also self-disclosed more intimately 

to their romantic partner. This finding is contrary to previous research studies that found 

individuals with high avoidance attachment do not engage in intimate self-disclosure 

(Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991, Wei et al., 2005). However, one study found only a 

marginal relationship between avoidance and self-disclosure intimacy (Bradford et al., 

2002), suggesting the finding from the current study is not entirely unique. One 

explanation for this finding might be that the participants were in romantic relationships 

that were at least six weeks old, and they were asked to think about interactions with their 

romantic partner.  People that are in established romantic relationships have likely 

engaged in a fair amount of self-disclosure with their partner (Altman & Taylor, 1973). 

Therefore, it is likely that during a time where security has not been threatened that a 
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person with avoidance attachment would feel more comfortable self-disclosing intimate 

things to their romantic partner because they already have an established relationship 

with them. Early on in their relationship the couple should have engaged in reciprocal 

self-disclosure, which is quite normative when a relationship first develops (Derlega et 

al., 1993). An individual with avoidance attachment may also realize that they must self-

disclose intimately on occasion to keep their romantic partner invested in the relationship. 

Social penetration theory is rooted in the idea of costs and rewards for relationship 

development (Altman & Taylor, 1973). The person that does not have avoidance 

attachment could view his/her partner’s refusal to self-disclose as a cost in the 

relationship. Therefore, to mitigate this cost and keep the person committed, people with 

avoidance attachment may self-disclose intimately to keep their partner happy as long as 

they have not experienced a threat to their security.  

 Study two tested this same hypothesis, but during a time of threatened security. 

The positive relationship between avoidance attachment and self-disclosure intimacy was 

no longer supported. In fact, there was no relationship between avoidance and degree of 

intimacy. However, there was a significant negative relationship between avoidance and 

self-disclosure frequency in the survey data, which suggested individuals who reported 

high avoidance attachment also self-disclosed less often to their romantic partner during a 

time of threatened security. There was no significant relationship found in the behavioral 

data that was content analyzed.  Self-disclosing infrequently is consistent with previous 

research on avoidance and self-disclosure behavior (Bradford et al., 2002; Mikulincer & 

Nachshon, 1991). Wei et al. (2005) argued individuals with avoidance attachment might 

not feel comfortable disclosing when they are distressed. Therefore, that act of self-
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disclosing less frequently during a time of threatened security could function as a 

deactivating strategy. Deactivating strategies are considered more of a “flight response” 

during times of stress where a person with avoidance will pursue independence and 

emotional detachment (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003). This has also been called 

compulsive self-reliance (Bowlby, 1982/1969). Deactivating strategies have been linked 

with less self-disclosure behavior (Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991), and as a result 

individuals with avoidance attachment could miss out on the cathartic benefits of self-

disclosure by concealing their private thoughts during a time of need (Derlega et al., 

2008). 

 Deactivating strategies have been negatively related to poor relational outcomes 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003). When a person uses a deactivating strategy it can lead to 

superficial bonds being formed with the romantic partner, the partner can feel frustrated 

from the lack of openness with the avoidantly attached person, and it can cause issues 

when resolving conflicts. Taken together, this information suggests that during a time of 

threatened security, people with avoidance attachment may cause harm to their 

relationship by choosing to engage in deactivating strategies and not self-disclosing to 

their romantic partner.  

Attachment and Channel Cues on Self-Disclosure Behavior 

 The third hypothesis predicted that attachment would interact with the perceived 

number of cues available in a particular channel and that individuals who reported high 

levels of either attachment dimension would also self-disclose more in channels 

perceived to have fewer cues. In both studies, neither attachment dimension interacted 
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with the number of cues available in the proposed direction when predicting self-

disclosure behavior.  

 In study one, there were no significant interaction between anxious attachment 

and channel cues when predicting self-disclosure frequency, but there was a significant 

interaction between anxious attachment and channel cues when predicting self-disclosure 

intimacy. The significant interaction here suggested that individuals who score low on 

anxious attachment were associated with self-disclosing more intimately in channels 

perceived to have more cues, such as face-to-face communication. This finding, while not 

predicted in the study hypotheses, is surprising because of previous research on self-

disclosure and communication technologies. Schouten et al. (2007) found in their study 

that even when people are in close relationships they still self-disclosed more in 

communication technologies than they do in face-to-face encounters. However, the 

findings from this study suggest the opposite. One potential explanation for this finding 

could be in treating channel cues as a continuous variable. Text messaging, while viewed 

as having fewer cues than face-to-face, was viewed as having more cues than email or 

SNSs in study one. To see if this impacted the results, I re-ran the analysis dichotomizing 

the groups into low and high cues (even though the preliminary analysis indicated the 

channels are not equivalent for the number of cues each contain). This additional analysis 

was consistent with the continuous variable analysis, and individuals that scored low on 

anxious attachment still reported more intimate self-disclosure in face-to-face encounters 

(b = .60, p < .01). Therefore, this finding is still surprising even after dichotomizing the 

variable and when considering previous work on self-disclosure in communication 

technologies.  
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 Social information processing theory may provide an explanation for not finding a 

significant interaction in the proposed direction between channel cues and high anxious 

attachment (Walther, 1992). This theory argues that information is transmitted at a slower 

rate in channels with fewer cues. People with high anxious attachment may perceive 

these interactions as superficial because of the slower transmission of information. It is 

also important to remember that anxiously attached people want intimate relationships 

with their attachment figure (Bowlby, 1980). Therefore, they may limit their intimate 

disclosures in communication technology interactions because they assume it will not 

foster the intimacy that they desperately desire. If they limit their intimate disclosures in 

communication technologies, they might increase their intimate disclosures in channels 

with more cues, which is exactly what this study found. High anxious attachment was 

significantly associated with self-disclosing more intimately in channels perceived to 

have more cues.   

 In study two, when the attachment system was activated, there was a significant 

interaction between anxious attachment and channel cues on self-disclosure frequency for 

the survey data, but not for the behavioral data that was content analyzed. Here 

individuals who reported low anxious attachment self-disclosed more often in channels 

perceived to have more cues, such as face-to-face communication. Again, individuals 

who were high on anxious attachment did not report self-disclosing more in channels 

with fewer cues. This finding is surprising because it is counter to previous work that 

suggests individuals with a high fear of rejection will feel more comfortable 

communicating with others in channels with fewer cues (Caplan, 2003). Therefore, I 

expected to find individuals who reported high anxious attachment to also report self-
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disclosing more frequently in channels with fewer cues. Perhaps the fear of rejection is 

dampened when a person with high anxious attachment is communicating with a 

romantic partner in an established relationship. All of the participants were in current 

romantic relationships that were at least six weeks old; therefore they may feel like there 

is less chance of getting rejected from their romantic partner. This could explain why 

there was no difference for self-disclosure behavior for individuals who scored high on 

anxious attachment. Additionally, in study two, they may felt like communicating 

through a technology channel would not be intimate enough of a context to reveal the 

information provided in the scenario. The scenario asked them to reveal very sensitive 

information, and individuals with anxious attachment may have felt that their romantic 

partner could view communicating this information through a technology channel as 

superficial. So instead of capitalizing on the reduced fear of rejection in channels with 

fewer cues as Caplan (2003) suggested, they may have self-disclosed just as much 

information in a channel with more cues to prevent the discussion from looking trivial to 

their romantic partner. 

 Avoidance attachment did not significantly interact with channel cues on self-

disclosure frequency or degree of intimacy in either study one or study two. Avoidance 

marginally interacted with channel when predicting self-disclosure intimacy in study two 

(p = .06). However, further inspection of this interaction suggested it was only significant 

for individuals who reported low levels of avoidance attachment. In the additional 

exploratory analysis where the control variables were removed, avoidance attachment did 

significantly interact with channel cues when predicting self-disclosure frequency in 

study one, and in study two avoidance attachment significantly interacted with channel 
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cues when predicting self-disclosure intimacy for the content analysis data. However, 

these interactions were significant only for individuals who scored low on avoidance 

attachment; thus these interactions did not support H3.  

 One explanation for not finding a significant interaction in the proposed direction 

is that individuals with high avoidance attachment do not use the tools of communication 

technologies to manage impressions (O’Sullivan, 2000). Communication technologies are 

unique because they provide opportunities to create favorable impressions when 

interacting with others. For example, individuals can edit their messages before sending 

them in an attempt to manage their impression effectively. Perhaps individuals with high 

avoidance attachment engage in similar self-disclosure behavior regardless of the number 

of cues in a particular channel because they are not concerned with impression 

management.  People with avoidance attachment have a relational goal of independence 

and detachment (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007). This means they might not care what 

impression they form when interacting with other people through communication 

technologies because they have no intent of connecting with that person interpersonally. 

As a result, they communicate the same, regardless of the number of cues available. 

Attachment and Expectation for Response on Self-Disclosure Behavior 

 Hypothesis 4 predicted that attachment would interact with a channel’s 

expectation for response when predicting self-disclosure behavior. In study one, there 

was no support for the interaction on self-disclosure frequency. Instead, individuals who 

reported low anxious or low avoidance were significantly associated with reporting self-

disclosure more frequently in channels perceived to have a high expectation for response. 

People with high anxious or high avoidance attachment were not associated with self-
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disclosing more frequently in channels with a perceived lower expectation for response. 

This suggested that in general when self-disclosing frequently, individuals with high 

anxious or high avoidance do not consider if their romantic partner is likely to respond 

before they make their initial disclosure. This finding is surprising, especially for 

individuals with anxious attachment, because they have a high fear of rejection 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003). Therefore, it seems like they would be concerned that the 

person would reciprocate before they decide to self-disclose frequently in channels with a 

high expectation for response. This finding is also surprising because of the avoidance 

attachment’s desire for independence. Because they want independence they should self-

disclose more in a channel where there is no norm of reciprocity and people are not 

expected to respond. However, the findings were contrary to these predictions. 

 Study two predicted that during a time of threatened security the hyperactivating 

and deactivating strategies would be enacted and individuals with high anxious or high 

avoidance should self-disclose frequently in a channel with a low expectation for 

response. However, study two found a similar finding for the survey data only, in that 

individuals with low avoidance attachment were associated with self-disclosing more 

frequently in channels with greater expectation for response. There were no significant 

interactions found in the behavioral data. Individuals with high avoidance reported 

similar frequency of self-disclosure regardless of the expectation for response. Anxious 

attachment did not interact with channel expectation for response when predicting self-

disclosure frequency in study two. Therefore, these studies suggested that individuals 

who reported high levels of a particular attachment dimension did not report self-

disclosing frequently in channels where people do not respond as often, such as SNSs. 
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Instead, they were associated with self-disclosing more frequently in channels where 

others can respond despite things like fear of rejection and desire for independence that 

could inhibit them from self-disclosing in the first place (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2008).  

 There were different findings when considering self-disclosure intimacy in these 

studies. In study one, individuals who reported high anxious or high avoidance 

attachment self-disclosed more intimately in channels with low expectation for response, 

which was consistent with H4b. For individuals with anxious attachment, this finding 

suggested that they may be afraid of rejection from their romantic partner, but only when 

self-disclosing information that is intimate. To counteract this fear they self-disclose 

intimately in a channel where people do not feel as obligated to respond. This way people 

with anxious attachment can be essentially “heard” by their romantic partner, but in a 

way that is less threatening because of the diminished fear of rejection. For individuals 

with avoidance attachment, this finding suggested that they can self-disclose intimate 

information to their romantic partner, but still remain detached and aloof. Levi-Belz, 

Gvion, Horesh, and Apter (2013) argued that people with avoidance attachment should be 

limited in their self-disclosure behaviors because too much self-disclosure would make 

them feel entrapped by their partner. However, self-disclosing through a channel with a 

low expectation for response could mitigate this feeling of entrapment. Therefore, they 

are able to connect with others in a manner that they desired while also not feeling 

pressured to maintain or develop intimacy with others. This fits well with the goals of 

avoidance attachment where individuals want to remain emotionally distant and 

independent (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003). 
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 Study two did not find the same support for H4b. Neither attachment dimension 

interacted with channel expectation for response when predicting self-disclosure intimacy 

for the survey or the content analysis data. This finding suggested that individuals with 

anxious or avoidance attachment may only capitalize on the expectation for response 

affordance when they are not experiencing a threat to their security. In other words, when 

things are going well in their life they do not capitalize on this affordance. But, once they 

experience a threat, like the participants did in study two, the significant interaction 

between attachment and expectation for response when predicting self-disclosure 

intimacy disappears. 

Secure Attachment and Self-Disclosure Behavior Across Communication 

Technologies 

 While this study did not directly test for individuals with secure attachment, many 

of the findings provided implications about individuals with secure attachment. Many of 

the interactions across both studies were significant for individuals who reported low 

scores on a particular attachment dimension. This may be representative of those that 

would be considered securely attached. To be securely attached a person would score low 

on both dimensions of attachment (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007). Previous research has 

found that individuals with secure attachment will self-disclose more often and intimately 

than people with anxious or avoidance attachment (Bradford et al., 2002; Keelan et al., 

1998; Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991; Shechtman & Rybko, 2004). The results from 

study one found that individuals with low anxious attachment were associated with self-

disclosing more intimately in channels with more cues. Additionally, individuals with 

low anxious attachment were associated with self-disclosing more frequently and more 
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intimately in channels with higher expectation for response. Individuals with low 

avoidance attachment were associated with self-disclosing more intimately in channels 

with more cues. Lastly, individuals with low avoidance were associated with self-

disclosing more frequently in channels with high expectation for response. In study two, 

when the attachment system was activated, those that could be considered secure were 

associated with self-disclosing more frequently in channels with a higher expectation for 

response. However, the additional exploratory analysis on the content analysis data from 

study two found that individuals who reported low avoidance attachment also reported 

self-disclosing intimately in channels with fewer cues. Despite this one finding, the 

majority of the results suggest individuals who were low on either dimension were 

associated with self-disclosing more in channels with more cues and in channels with 

great expectation for response. One reason for this finding could be in their ability to be 

comfortable disclosing information to their romantic partner in face-to-face settings 

(Mikulincer & Nachson, 1991). These findings suggested that individuals with secure 

attachment do not need to rely on the affordances of communication technologies to 

make themselves feel comfortable when self-disclosing. Therefore, when they choose to 

self-disclose to their romantic partner, they do so face-to-face. 

Theoretical Implications 

 These two studies add to the attachment theory literature by linking self-

disclosure behavior to different attachment styles. The results from these two studies 

extend attachment theory because attachment was related to self-disclosure behavior 

during times of normalcy and threatened security. In addition, this study identified 

nuances, such as channel cues and expectation for response, that interact with attachment 
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when predicting self-disclosure behavior.  When analyzing the relationship between 

attachment and self-disclosure behavior across all four channels, anxious attachment was 

positively associated with self-disclosure behavior, and avoidance attachment was 

sometimes negatively associated with self-disclosure behavior. This adds to the literature 

because it demonstrates specific behaviors that people with different attachment styles 

engage in across four different communication channels during times of threatened 

security. Previous research has found discrepancies between anxious attachment and self-

disclosure behavior, specifically when looking at anxious attachment (Mikulincer & 

Nachshon, 1991; Bradford et al., 2002). This study begins to reconcile those 

discrepancies by finding positive relationships between anxious attachment and self-

disclosure behavior across four different communication channels. 

 Next, the study adds to the attachment theory literature by identifying 

communication behaviors that could be considered representative of hyperactivating and 

deactivating strategies. Previous research has looked at behaviors that reflect 

hyperactivating and deactivating strategies For example, hyperactivating and deactivating 

strategies have been connected to different styles of conflict management (Mikulincer & 

Shaver, 2003). Hyperactivating strategies were related to the dominating technique, and 

deactivating strategies were related to the avoidance technique of conflict management. 

Mikulincer and Shaver (2003) also argued that the anxious attachment and avoidance 

attachment self-disclosure behaviors found in Mikulincer and Nachshon’s (1991) study 

reflect the behaviors from hyperactivating and deactivating strategies. The findings from 

this dissertation suggest that the act of self-disclosing often and intimately to a romantic 

partner functions as a hyperactivating strategy. It functions as a hyperactivating strategy 
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because people can use self-disclosure as a way to reach their attachment figure and gain 

support (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2008). In other words, when people with anxious 

attachment need support from their romantic partner, they will self-disclose often and 

intimately while possibly exaggerating their emotions. In turn, the romantic partner will 

acknowledge the self-disclosure and become available to provide the necessary support. 

This helps the people with anxious attachment return to normalcy and fulfill their 

relational goal of intimacy (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2006). 

 The current findings also suggest that the act of concealing functions as a 

deactivating strategy, at least for frequency of self-disclosure. It functions as a 

deactivating strategy because it allows individuals with avoidance attachment to keep the 

attachment system from activating. The act of self-disclosing information could cause a 

person to become more cognitively aware of the situation they are in, or at least making 

them more aware of their internal feelings, especially during a threat to their security. 

This awareness could activate the attachment system, which is not ideal for a person with 

avoidance attachment (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2008). People with avoidance attachment 

want to remain independent, and one way they sustain this independence is by not 

activating the attachment system. Fraley, Garner, and Shaver (2000) argued that 

deactivating strategies are often enacted preemptively to keep the person from becoming 

cognitively aware of any threatening experience. This would be in line with not self-

disclosing as a deactivating strategy because once they self-disclose the information they 

are most definitely cognitively aware of the threatening experience. Thus, the act of not 

self-disclosing functions as a deactivating strategy because it prevents any internal 
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thoughts from coming forward and it also stops the attachment system from becoming 

activated.  

 This study also adds to the literature on attachment, self-disclosure, and 

communication technologies, by demonstrating people with different attachment 

orientations can use self-disclosure through communication technologies to connect/not 

connect with other people. Park et al. (2011) argued that self-disclosing through 

communication technologies can foster feelings of connectedness. People with anxious 

attachment want to connect with others (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007), and one way they 

can connect with others is through self-disclosure. When examining self-disclosure 

across all four channels, anxious attachment was positively associated with self-

disclosure behavior. This suggests that they use self-disclosure through communication 

technologies to connect with other people and thus fulfill their relational goals (Shaver & 

Mikulincer, 2006). Conversely, individuals with avoidance attachment do not want to 

connect with other people (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007), and they choose not to self-

disclose with others to prevent a connection from forming. When examining self-

disclosure across all four channels, avoidance attachment was negatively associated with 

self-disclosure frequency when there was a threat to the person’s security. This suggests 

that individuals with avoidance attachment do not want to self-disclose through 

communication technologies to connect with others, which could fulfill one of their 

relational goals.   

 Beyond using self-disclosure as a hyperactivating or deactivating strategy, this 

study also raises implications for people with different attachment styles and 

management of uncertainty through communication technologies. While this study did 
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not directly test motivations for self-disclosure, such as reducing uncertainty, previous 

studies have found that people engage in self-disclosure in communication technologies 

to reduce their uncertainty (Gibbs et al., 2011; Palmieri et al., 2012; Ramirez & Zhang, 

2007). They experience less uncertainty because self-disclosure is reciprocal and 

uncertainty is reduced through reciprocal disclosures (Berger & Bradac, 1982). Perhaps 

individuals with different attachment styles are also engaging in self-disclosure behavior 

to manage their uncertainty. Individuals with anxious attachment probably want to reduce 

uncertainty, especially during a time of need. They may want to reduce uncertainty 

because it helps them know if their romantic partner is available or not. One way they 

could reduce their uncertainty would be self-disclosing frequently and intimately to their 

romantic partner during a stressful event. The results from this study from the survey data 

support this idea because anxious attachment was positively associated with self-

disclosure behavior across all communication channels tested. 

 Individuals with avoidance attachment would likely be the opposite and manage 

their uncertainty differently. Presumably during a time of need they would not want all of 

their uncertainty reduced by their romantic partner because that would suggest a desire to 

connect with that person. Therefore, instead of reducing their uncertainty by self-

disclosing, they would conceal any information to manage their uncertainty. The results 

from this study partially support this idea because avoidance attachment was negatively 

associated with self-disclosure frequency from the survey data. It would be beneficial in 

future research endeavors to test the mediating role uncertainty management has between 

attachment and self-disclosure behavior.  
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 This study raises implications about attachment and communication technology 

use as well, specifically communication technologies that have a lower expectation for 

response. The findings from this study found that anxious and avoidance attachment 

styles were significantly associated with self-disclosing more intimately in channels with 

a low expectation for response, like SNSs. This finding is in line with previous studies, 

which found that anxious attachment is linked to using Facebook more often 

(Oldmeadow et al., 2013). People have also been found to self-disclose more on 

Facebook to gain attention from others (Hollenbaugh & Ferris, 2014). Considering the 

relational goals of a person with anxious attachment, it would not be surprising that they 

might self-disclose intimately in a channel with less expectation for response to gain 

attention from others. These relational goals could explain the association between 

anxious attachment and intimate disclosures in channels with low expectation for 

response.  

 The current study found avoidance attachment to be associated with intimate self-

disclosures in channels like SNSs. However, Oldmeadow et al. (2013) did not find a 

significant relationship between avoidance attachment and Facebook use, which means it 

is difficult to explain why people who reported high avoidance would engage in intimate 

disclosures in channels with less expectation for response. The relational goals of a 

person with avoidance attachment may provide some insight. Perhaps they self-disclose 

intimately in a channel with less expectation for response because they do not have to 

engage in reciprocal disclosures and they circumvent forming a bond with others in the 

process. Taken together, the current findings and previous research suggest that 

individuals which high anxious or high avoidance attachment may use communication 
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technologies with low expectation for response, especially when they communicate 

something intimate. 

 This study also raises new questions about self-disclosure in face-to-face versus 

communication technology contexts. Previous studies have found that self-disclosure 

occurs frequently and sometime more often in mediated contexts than it does in face-to-

face communication (Jiang et al., 2013, Joinson, 2001; Schouten et al., 2007; Tidwell & 

Walther, 2002). Ramirez and Zhang’s (2007) experiment found that individuals in a 

communication technology only condition reported more intimate interactions than those 

that communicated in the face-to-face only condition and those that communicated both 

in technologies and face-to-face. Overall, previous work indicates that communication 

technology interactions should be more intimate than face-to-face interactions. However, 

the current study mostly found support for self-disclosure behavior occurring more in 

channels with more cues. In other words, there was evidence to suggest more intimate 

communication occurring in face-to-face encounters instead of communication 

technology channels. Only one of the additional exploratory interactions suggested more 

intimate disclosures occurring in channels with fewer cues, and this interaction was 

significant only for those who could be considered securely attached. This suggests that 

research should consider individual differences, specifically attachment, when looking at 

self-disclosure behavior in mediated versus non-mediated contexts. Individual 

differences, such as attachment dimensions, may be beneficial when building theory 

about self-disclosure and communication technologies. In general, many studies (Jiang et 

al., 2013; Joinson, 2001; Schouten et al., 2007; Tidwell & Walther, 2002; Ramirez & 

Zhang, 2007) make claims about self-disclosure occurring more often and more 
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intimately through communication technologies. But this study raises the importance of 

an individual difference, such as attachment, which could alter the self-disclosure 

behavior. Other studies have looked at individual differences such as self-esteem, 

neuroticism, openness (Hollenbaugh & Ferris, 2014), shyness (Sheeks & Birchmeier, 

2007), and extraversion (Chen & Marcus, 2012). Attachment, until this study, has not 

been connected to self-disclosure and communication technology use. This is an 

important variable to consider when making claims about self-disclosure behavior across 

different communication technologies. 

 Lastly, this study adds to the theory on communication technology affordances. 

Communication technologies have many affordances beyond the two studied here. 

Previous research has considered the number of cues, along with response latency, 

editability (Walther, 2007), visibility (Treem & Leonardi, 2012), and surveillance 

(Conole & Dyke, 2004). However, to my knowledge, no study has examined the 

expectation for response affordance. This affordance is another characteristic of 

communication technologies that is not consistent from technology to technology. Some 

technologies have a higher expectation for response, such as text messaging, and others 

have a lower expectation for response, such as SNSs. The expectation for response was 

an important variable in this study because high anxious and high avoidance attachment 

were associated with more intimate disclosures in channels with a lower expectation for 

response. Future research could benefit from considering this type of characteristic when 

comparing different communication channels. 

Limitations 



 136 

 While this study produced some interesting and noteworthy results, it is not 

without its limitations. The first limitation comes from the benchmarks utilized to screen 

participants for both studies. These benchmarks were used to ensure that the participants 

where familiar with the communication technologies under investigation. The limitation 

is that there was no verification of the participant’s actual use of the communication 

technologies at hand. The participants indicated how much they used the technologies at 

the beginning of the survey, but this is self-reported information and is subject to 

participant bias. For example, participants may over exaggerate their actual use of 

communication technologies. If this is the case, it makes it difficult to make 

generalizations about communication technology use when the participants may not be 

frequent users of the communication technology under investigation. The benchmarks for 

technology use were utilized to mitigate this concern, and current technology use was 

asked at the beginning of every questionnaire. Individuals that did not meet the 

technology use benchmarks were not allowed to participate in the study. 

 Second, individuals in this study were required to be in a romantic relationship. 

However, it may be difficult to find individuals with extreme levels of anxious or 

avoidance attachment that are also in romantic relationships.  Individuals with anxious 

attachment are described as being uncertain about love, dependent on a partner, intrusive, 

needy, and self-doubting. Individuals with avoidance attachment are described as relying 

heavily on themselves, distrusting others, being independent, and emotionally detached 

(Shaver & Mikulincer, 2006). People who have extreme levels of a particular attachment 

dimension may exhibit some of these characteristics, and that could make it difficult for 

others to get involved with them romantically. For example, it may be difficult for 
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someone with high avoidance, who is emotionally detached and distrusting, to be in a 

romantic relationship. Therefore, participants that have high anxious or high avoidance 

could have been automatically excluded from this study if they do not have a romantic 

partner. Furthermore, individuals that are currently in romantic relationships probably do 

not have extreme levels of either attachment dimension. This could be evidence by the 

means for both attachment dimensions in both studies. None of the means for the 

attachment dimensions were relatively high in either study, which suggests most of the 

participants scored relatively low on the attachment dimensions. Individuals with extreme 

levels of attachment dimensions were probably excluded from this study; therefore, it 

potentially limits the claims that can be made about people with high anxious or high 

avoidance attachment on self-disclosure behavior. Despite these potential concerns, the 

means for the anxious and avoidance attachments are similar to those found in a previous 

study where attachment and self-disclosure were investigated in romantic relationships 

using similar self-report measures for attachment styles (Bradford et al., 2002). 

Therefore, this suggests that the sampling procedure used in the current two studies was 

able to capture individuals with a wide range of anxious and avoidance attachment styles.  

 Third, the information from the content analysis portion of study two raises 

questions about the accuracy of self-report measures of self-disclosure behavior. Only 

one of the models tested from the content analysis data was significant, and it was 

significant only after removing all of the control variables. However, some of the models 

from the self-report measures were significant in the same study. This raises questions 

about the level of accuracy between information the participants actually wrote and how 

they viewed their own self-disclosure behavior in self-report measures. Only a handful of 
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studies have content analyzed self-disclosure behavior (Chelune et al., 1981; Morton, 

1978). Most studies that examine self-disclosure behavior use self-report measures 

(Wheeless, 1978; Wheeless & Grotz, 1976). The inconsistency of findings from the 

content analysis data and the self-report data suggests individuals may be biasing their 

self-disclosure behavior on self-report measures. In other words, participants may believe 

they engage in more self-disclosure behavior than they actually do. This would be 

evidenced by the lack of findings from the content analysis data. The coding scheme for 

the self-disclosure should be sound. The coders worked tirelessly to become reliable, and 

they achieved this with great success. This coding scheme was also developed using 

previous work on content analyzing self-disclosure (Chelune et al., 1981). Therefore, 

more research should be done content analyzing self-disclosure behavior to see if it yields 

different findings than self-report measures of self-disclosure. 

 Fourth, there may be sex differences when looking at the impact attachment has 

on self-disclosure behavior. Both studies had more women than men participate, and this 

was especially true in study two. There have been documented sex differences for 

attachment, especially for avoidance attachment (for reviews see Del Giudice, 2011; 

Schmitt et al., 2003). Considering the number of females who participated in study two in 

comparison to males, it raises concerns about the conclusions that can be drawn from the 

results when trying to generalize. The ratio of female to males participating in study two 

is likely an artifact of the number of students enrolled in communication classes that are 

female. Future studies should try to have a more balanced sample of males and females 

when investigating attachment and self-disclosure behavior.  



 139 

 Fifth, there is a limitation in the modality through which the data was collected 

for the content analysis. In the communication technology conditions, individuals were 

instructed to use the actual technology to construct the message they would send to their 

romantic partner about the scenario. This allowed the participants to be in the context of 

using that technology. However, individuals who were assigned the face-to-face 

condition only wrote out what they would say instead of speaking it directly to their 

romantic partner. Therefore, the face-to-face data may not perfectly reflect what the 

individuals would have said if had they spoken to their romantic partner. Future research 

should capture the actual words spoken instead of having individuals write what they 

would say if they interacted with their partner face-to-face. 

 Lastly, this study is limited in its ability to make causal claims between 

attachment and self-disclosure behavior. Everyone has an attachment orientation of some 

kind because it is formed at infancy with a primary caregiver (Bowlby, 1980). Therefore, 

it is not possible to test self-disclosure behavior as a cause of attachment because it is 

impossible to test self-disclosure behavior in terms of not having an attachment style of 

some kind. In other words, there is no control condition available where people do not 

have an attachment system. As a result, the findings here are based on associations only, 

and causal claims cannot be deduced. It could be just as likely that self-disclosure 

behavior with a romantic partner reinforces attachment styles with an attachment figure 

instead of the models proposed here in this study. 

Future Research 

 This study also created new questions and additional areas to expand on with 

future research. First, this study focused on self-disclosure to a romantic partner. This 
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was consistent with previous studies that looked at self-disclosure to a target individual 

(Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991). However, people may use others, besides a romantic 

partner, for an attachment figure. People have been known to use parents and close 

friends as attachment figures (Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991). Therefore, it would 

beneficial to explore the attachment and self-disclosure relationship across different 

communication technologies for these other types of attachment figures. How might self-

disclosure to a parent being different to a romantic partner?  

 Second, this study focused on two dimensions of self-disclosure: frequency and 

degree of intimacy. However, there are other dimensions of self-disclosure, such as 

valence (Joinson, 2001), evaluative/descriptive (Derlega et al., 1993), and breadth 

(Cozby, 1973). What is the relationship between attachment and these dimensions of self-

disclosure? Would people with anxious attachment self-disclose more negative 

information to gain attention from others and look needy? Would people with avoidance 

dimension only self-disclose descriptive information to remain independent and detached 

from others?  

 Third, there are additional communication technologies that were not investigated 

in this study. This study focused on email, text messaging, and SNSs. However, 

technologies can include instant messaging, blogs, and microblogs. It would be worth 

seeing if there are relationships between attachment and self-disclosure in these other 

types of communication technologies.  

 Fourth, this study examined the potential interaction between attachment and two 

different technology affordances: the number of cues and channel expectation for 

response. As previously mentioned in the theoretical implications section, there are more 
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channel affordances that attachment could interact with. For example, the affordance of 

response latency could be very important. How might an attachment figure’s response 

latency impact the initial self-disclosure? If the attachment figure was slow at responding, 

would that cause an anxious person to self-disclose even more intimately to gain a 

quicker response?  

 This dissertation argued that self-disclosing/not self-disclosing as a 

hyperactivating/deactivating strategy could also be harmful on a romantic relationship. 

Hyperactivating strategies have been associated with relational frustration and 

misperceptions of interpersonal conflict. Deactivating strategies have been associated 

with superficial relationships and relational frustration (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003). 

Future research should explore outcomes of receiving/not receiving self-disclosure from a 

partner that has anxious or avoidance attachment. It is likely that receiving/not receiving 

self-disclosure is harmful on romantic relationships, but it would be beneficial to 

determine the magnitude of this harm and in what ways it is harmful. 

 It would also be helpful to explore self-disclosure behavior in communication 

technologies in relationships that are already close. Previous work has argued people in 

close relationships engage in more self-disclosure through communication technologies 

than through face-to-face interactions (Schouten et al., 2007). However, the findings from 

this study mostly found the opposite. In these relationships that already existed there was 

an association for self-disclosure behavior in channels with more cues than fewer cues. 

Perhaps attachment, as an individual difference, can explain why there appears to be 

more self-disclosure in channels with more cues.  

Chapter Summary/Conclusion 
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 This chapter included a discussion on the key findings and implications of the two 

studies. Next, theoretical contributions to attachment theory, self-disclosure research, and 

communication technology research were discussed. Lastly, this chapter included a 

description of limitations and suggestions for future research. 

 This dissertation found that attachment was related to self-disclosure behavior 

across four different communication channels. When looking at the relationship 

regardless of the specific channel, people with anxious attachment self-disclosed more 

frequently and more intimately to their romantic partner. Individuals with avoidance 

attachment were not consistent in that some of them self-disclosed more intimately (study 

one) and some of them they self-disclosed less frequently (study two). Furthermore, a 

channel’s expectation for response also impacted the self-disclosure. For individuals who 

may not feel comfortable self-disclosing in a one-to-one technology because of their 

attachment style, they can capitalize on the affordances available in a one-to-many 

technology, such as SNS, when they self-disclose. This allows them to self-disclose 

intimately while reducing a fear of rejection (anxious) and remaining detached 

(avoidance). Overall, the findings from these studies suggest that association between 

attachment and self-disclosure behavior across different communication technologies is 

complicated.  

 Millions of adults frequently use communication technologies (Duggan, 2013a; 

Duggan, 2013b; Purcell, 2011; Rainie, 2013) and there remains to be many questions to 

answer regarding the communication that occurs in these technologies. Future research 

should continue to investigate the complex relationship between attachment and self-



 143 

disclosure in these technologies, along with the implications and additional ideas raised 

in this dissertation.  
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APPENDIX A - MEASURES 
 

ECR-S (Wei, Russell, Mallinckrodt, & Vogel, 2007) 
 

Attachment – Independent variable 
 

Instructions: The following statements concern how you feel in romantic relationships. 
We are interested in how you generally experience relationships, not just in what is 
happening in a current relationship. Respond to each statement by indicating how much 
you agree or disagree with it.  
 
 
Strongly disagree   Neutral/mixed            Strongly Agree 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 7  
 
1. It helps me to turn to my romantic partner in times of need. 
 
2. I need a lot of reassurance that I am loved by my partner. 
 
3. I want to get close to my partner, but I keep pulling back. 
 
4. I find that my partner(s) don’t want to get as close as I would like. 
 
5. I turn to my partner for many things, including comfort and reassurance. 
 
6. My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away. 
 
7. I try to avoid getting to close to my partner. 
 
8. I do not often worry about being abandoned.  
 
9. I usually discuss my problems and concerns with my partner. 
 
10. I get frustrated if my romantic partners are not available when I need them. 
 
11. I am nervous when partners get too close to me. 
 
12. I worry that my romantic partners won’t care about me as much as I care about them. 
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General Disclosiveness Scale (Wheeless, 1978) 
 

Self-disclosure behavior – Dependent variable 
 

Instructions: Please mark the following statements to reflect how you communicate with 
[specific target person] through [specific communication channel]. Indicate the degree to 
which the following statements reflect how you communicate with this person by 
marking whether you: 
 
 
Strongly disagree   Neutral/mixed            Strongly Agree 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 7  
 
 
Amount 
 
1. I do not often talk about myself. 
 
2. My statements of my feelings are usually brief. 
 
3. I usually talk about myself for fairly long periods at a time. 
 
4. My conversation lasts the least time when I am discussing myself. 
 
5. I often talk about myself. 
 
6. I often discuss my feelings about myself. 
 
7. Only infrequently do I express my personal beliefs and opinions. 
 
Control of depth 
 
1. I intimately disclose who I really am, openly and fully in my conversation. 
 
2. Once I get started, my self-disclosures last a long time. 
 
3. I often disclose intimate, personal things about myself without hesitation. 
 
4. I feel that I sometimes do not control my self-disclosure of personal or intimate things 
I tell about myself. 
 
5. Once I get started, I intimately and fully reveal myself in my self-disclosures. 
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Perceived richness of Electronic Mail (Carlson & Zmud, 1999) 
 

 Channel richness – Independent variable 
 

Instructions: For this set of questions think about communicating with your romantic 
partner using [face-to-face, email, text messaging, or social networking sites]. Do not 
think about communicating with them through other means. Only consider conversations 
that occur through [face-to-face, email, text messaging, or social networking sites]. 
 
Indicate the degree to which the following statements reflect how you communicate with 
this person by marking whether you: 
 
 
Strongly disagree   Neutral/mixed            Strongly Agree 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 7  
 
 
 
1. [face-to-face, email, text messaging, or social networking sites] allows my 
communication partner and me to give and receive timely feedback. 
 
2. [face-to-face, email, text messaging, or social networking sites] allows my 
communication partner and me to tailor our messages to our own personal requirements. 
 
3. [face-to-face, email, text messaging, or social networking sites] allows my 
communication partner and me to communicate a variety of different cues (such as 
emotional tone, attitude, or formality) in our messages. 
 
4. [face-to-face, email, text messaging, or social networking sites] allows my 
communication partner and me to use rich and varied language in our messages. 
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Expectation for Response – Independent variable 
 

Instructions: For this set of questions think about communicating with your romantic 
partner using [face-to-face, email, text messaging, or social networking sites]. Do not 
think about communicating with them through other means. Only consider conversations 
that occur through [face-to-face, email, text messaging, or social networking sites]. 
 
Indicate the degree to which the following statements reflect how you communicate with 
this person by marking whether you: 
 
 
Strongly disagree   Neutral/mixed            Strongly Agree 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 7  

 
 

1. When I send a message through this channel to my romantic partner, I expect them to 
respond to my message. 
 
2. People should respond to messages they receive through [face-to-face, email, text 
messaging, or social networking sites] interactions. 
 
3. I don’t expect people to respond when they receive a message through [face-to-face, 
email, text messaging, or social networking sites] communication. (Reverse coded) 
 
4. There is no expectation for my partner to respond to a message I send through [face-to-
face, email, text messaging, or social networking sites] (Reverse coded). 
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Miller Social Intimacy Scale (Miller & Lefcourt, 1982) 
 

Relationship closeness – Control variable 
 

Instructions: The following statements concern how you feeling in romantic 
relationships. Respond to each statement using the labels provided. 
 
 
Relational Frequency 
 
Very Rarely   Some of the time         Almost always 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
1. When you have leisure time how often do you chose to spend it with him/her alone? 
 
2. How often do you keep very personal information to yourself and do not share it with 
him/her? 
 
3. How often do you show him/her affection? 
 
4. How often do you confide very personal information to him/her? 
 
5. How often are you able to understand his/her feelings? 
 
6. How often do you feel close to him/her? 
 
Relational Intensity 
 
Not much   A little           A great deal 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
7. How much do you like to spend time alone with him/her? 
 
8. How much do you feel like being encouraging and supportive him/her when he/she is 
unhappy?  
 
9. How close do you feel to him/her most of the time? 
 
10. How important is it to you to listen to his/her very personal disclosures? 
 
11. How satisfying is your relationship with him/her? 
 
12. How affectionate do you feel towards him/her? 
 
13. How important is it to you that he/she understands your feelings? 
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14. How much damage is caused by a typical disagreement in your relationship with 
him/her? 
 
15. How important is it to you that he/she be encouraging and supportive to you when 
you are unhappy? 
 
16. How important is it to you that he/she show you affection? 
 
17. How important is your relationship with him/her in your life? 
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APPENDIX B – CODING MANUAL 
 

This manual provides an explanation for the different variables you will be coding, along 
with examples. You will be coding self-disclosure across two different dimensions: 
amount/frequency and intimacy/depth.  
 
It may be helpful to read the entire text before starting to code the different categories.  
 
Instructions for coders 
 
1. Rating of the responses will require your careful evaluation. Score only what is 
written. Record your scores on the coding summary excel sheet. 
 
2. Be as objective as possible and try not to allow your personal reactions influence your 
judgments. In other words, do not let your personal feelings about how you would self-
disclose information, or what you would feel to be appropriate or not appropriate to self-
disclose through different technologies. Please apply the categories without reading too 
much into the data. 
 
3. You should assume that the coding categories are independent and not correlated. 
Thus, a subject may score high on some dimensions but low on others (e.g., a subject 
may score high on frequency but low on intimacy).  
 

 
Units of analysis 

 
The first step is to identify the units of analysis in the data. Each sentence/complete 
thought is treated as one unit of analysis. 
 
You will need to read through the data and separate each sentence/statement/thought unit 
into its own separate cell. You may have to create additional rows in the spreadsheet if 
you identify more than one unit in the data. 
 
Examples of simple sentences/thought units 
 
These would be sentences where there is only one unit, or one thought. Each example has 
only one complete thought. If you were to see a statement like this in the data you would 
move the entire statement into its own cell. 
 
 “I am really frustrated” 
 “My life is going downhill” 
 
Examples of compound sentences 
 
Some sentences may have multiple complete thoughts. Each complete thought in a 
compound sentence is a separate unit of analysis. If you identify sentences with multiple 
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units of analysis, then you need to separate each part into its own cell in the spreadsheet. 
If you can take part of the sentence away and the remaining part still makes sense you 
probably have a compound sentence.  
 
 “I am really frustrated, and I do not agree with my professor.” 
 “My instructor is a jerk and my life is falling apart.” 
 
In these examples there are two separate thoughts, meaning there are two units of 
analysis. 
 
Implied independent clauses 
 
These are similar to compound sentences in that multiple thoughts might be conveyed 
implicitly. You will need to determine if any thoughts are implied when reading the data. 
If there are implied complete thoughts, then those are identified as a separate unit of 
analysis. 
 
 “I am really frustrated and (I am really) angry” 
 
In this example the implied complete thought is “I am really angry.” So while this does 
not explicitly appear in the text, it would be separated into its own unit of analysis. You 
would place both units into their own cell on the spreadsheet. You can add the implied 
words in parentheses in the cell. 
 
Please record the total units of analysis identified in the column provided. 
 
It might be helpful to look for periods to help identify units.  
 
Remember the unit of analysis needs to be a complete thought. This means that #tags, 
@signs, or lists of words separated by commas would not count as a complete thought. 
Emoticons also do not count as complete thoughts. The unit can be separated by a comma 
if it makes a complete thought – but there has to be a complete thought. 
 
 Ex: Woke up, back on the couch – this has 2 complete thoughts 
 
 Ex: When I asked you to draw a conclusion, I’m not actually looking for a picture 
 – this has only 1 complete thought. The first part before the comma does not make 
 sense without the second half. 
 
HINT: When considering implied units, you should only add an I’m, I, etc and potentially 
a verb if the verb was already stated in an earlier part of the sentence.  
 
  Example: Bad news. – you can’t add “I have” in front – that is reading into 
  the data too much. 
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  Example: I’m getting a D and not going to graduate – here you can add  
  “I’m” in front of not going to graduate. 
 
  Example: Messed up my grades – here you can add “I” to messed up my  
  grades because there is a verb present already. 
 
Connecting units/ignoring content. 
 
Hints for connecting units. If these words appear in the sentence you should connect what 
may seem like two separate units. 
 Because 
 Therefore 
 Which 
 So 
 Likely 
 
Hints for separating units. If these things appear you should probably separate a sentence 
into multiple units. Remember it MUST make a complete thought if separated. 
 
 Complete thought on both halves (meaning a subject and verb, or implied subject 
 and verb) 
 
 Periods 
 Ellipses 
 And 
 Or 
 But 
 Commas 
  
Things that can be ignored/deleted 
 
 Dear Jane (or whoever they say) 
 Hypothetical lead in statements such as “I would tell them” 
 Sign offs “Love Jeff” 
 Statements that aren’t what they would say to their partner. “I am a very 
 straightforward person” – only code what they say to the person. 

 
Coding categories 

 
Self-disclosure 

 
After you have separated all of the thought units in the data you must then determine if 
the different thought units are self-disclosure or not. 
 
Self-disclosure is a statement where a person reveals information about themselves to 
others, and self-disclosure can include thoughts, feelings, or experiences (Cozby, 1973; 
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Derlega et al., 1976). Therefore, you are looking for statements/sentences that reveal 
information about the author of the statements. It may be helpful to go through each 
sentence/statement one at a time and ask yourself if it is self-disclosure based on the 
definition provided. The statement should reveal information about the person that wrote 
it, not just information about something in general. 
 
HINT: First person pronouns (e.g., I, We, My, Our, etc.) are strong indicators that the 
information is going to be self-disclosure. Think about the implied “I’m” when deciding 
if it is self-disclosure or not.  
 
 Example: My instructor said all grades were final – here the person writing the 
 information is not revealing information about themselves. This is not self-
 disclosure. 
 
Examples of self-disclosure 
 
 “I am having a really hard time today”  
 
This example is self-disclosure because the person is revealing information about 
themselves. 
 
Examples of non self-disclosure 
 
 “The future is unpredictable” 
 
This is not self-disclosure because there is nothing being revealed about the author of the 
statement. 
 
You will read through each thought unit individually and determine if it alone is self-
disclosure or not. Remember each thought unit should be in its own separate cell in the 
spreadsheet. Determine if each unit is self-disclosure based on the definition above. 
 
If it is self-disclosure code it as 1. If it is not self-disclosure code it as 0. 
  
Total Amount/Frequency 
 
The overall amount of self-disclosure communicated is scored by counting the number of 
thought units or statements that were coded as self-disclosure in the previous step. 
 
For example, in the units of analysis step you may have identified six separate thought 
units. Of those six you determined that three fit the criteria for self-disclosure. Therefore 
you would code a total of three different self-disclosures for this data. 
 
Intimacy 
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For this dimension you will rate how intimate each disclosure is that you identified in the 
previous sections. The intimacy rating is based on conceptual/operational definitions of 
what represents intimate and non-intimate disclosures according to previous research 
(Altman & Taylor, 1973; Chelune, 1976). The level of intimacy focuses on personality 
subdivisions including individual ideas, beliefs, feelings, and emotions about 
himself/herself (Altman & Taylor, 1973).  
 
You will provide a separate intimacy score for each unit of analysis that you determined 
is self-disclosure. So if you previously identified three self-disclosures out of six units, 
you will then provide three separate intimacy ratings.  
 
Intimacy will be scored on a 5 point scale. This will allow you to subjectively evaluate 
the intimacy of the content revealed by the individual in each disclosure. A score of 1 is 
the least intimate and 5 is the most intimate. Definitions for each level along with 
examples are provided. 
 
 
 1. The self-disclosure will have absence of personal involvement, and it will be 
 only superficial information. Altman and Taylor (1973) note that the most 
 superficial information includes biographical information, such as age, sex, and 
 personal history. You can think of this type of information as being synonymous 
 with information that could be revealed by seeing the person in public (e.g., sex). 
 There should be no information about feelings, emotions, or private information 
 (Chelune, 1976). This is very descriptive types of information revealed 
 
  “I am a man.” – this is coded as 1 because it is superficial biographical  
  type of information  
 
 2. This self-disclosure will be mostly superficial, but not as surface level as 
 something coded with a 1. In other words, you would not know this information 
 about the person by seeing them in public, such as their sex. But this information 
 does not reveal much about the inner personality of the person. There would not 
 be any information about feelings, emotions, or private information in this type of 
 disclosure (Altman & Taylor, 1973). This information may still may be 
 considered demographics, but would have to be revealed to be learned.  
 
  “I am a college student” – this is coded as a 2 because the information is  
  still superficial, but you would not necessarily know this unless the person 
  told you directly.  
 
 3. The self-disclosure will have equal attention to superficial and personal aspects 
 of the topic. The person clearly places him/herself in the context of his/her 
 experiences, but information about the self is more oriented toward description 
 rather than exploration of self (Chelune, 1976). Content tends to be implicit rather 
 than explicit. In other words, they may reveal information, but it would not be 
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 stated directly. Any discussion of emotions, feelings, or private information will 
 not be in-depth (e.g., they may indicate they are mad, but not explain why).  
 
  “Today was so bad that I’m going to drown my sadness in ice cream” –  
  this is coded as a 3 because it places the individual in the context of  
  having a bad day, and it also reveals the feelings of sadness. But the  
  disclosure is more descriptive and implicit. That is why this it is coded as  
  a 3. If the participant had indicated why today was bad with explicit  
  reasons it would be considered more intimate. 
 
 4. The self-disclosure here will move more towards intimate than superficial. 
 There should be more focus on feelings, personal involvement (Chelune, 1976), 
 and emotions (Altman & Taylor, 1973). However the information should not be 
 emotionally threatening to reveal (Altman & Taylor, 1973). The information 
 should be personal and private, yet it would not create a sense of vulnerability 
 (Altman & Taylor, 1973). In other words, this would be private information, but 
 the person would not feel embarrassed or threatened to reveal it. 
 
  “I’m watching videos of my family and feeling blessed” – this is coded as  
  a 4 because there is revealing of feelings, and it is explicit.  But a person  
  would not feel vulnerable by revealing this information to others.  
 
 5. The self-disclosure here sends the impression that this person is allowing the 
subjective aspects of his/her “self” to be seen. The individual expresses personal 
information about him/herself in a way that the observer truly understands where the 
person stands in terms of his/her feelings and cognitions regarding the topic (Chelune, 
1976). Content is explicit and personal. The information revealed here is likely to make 
the person look very vulnerable (Altman & Taylor, 1973). This information is likely to be 
very emotional, and emotionally threatening for the person to reveal (Altman & Taylor, 
1973). 
 
  “I’m disappointed in myself for flunking out of college” – this is coded as  
  a 5 because this is an explicit statement about the person’s feelings, and  
  they are revealing personal information about themselves. Also this  
  information could be difficult to reveal because it would make them seem  
  vulnerable. They may also feel emotionally threatened to reveal this  
  information. 
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ENDNOTE 

i It is also a possibility that attachment is an outcome of self-disclosure behavior 

and not the other way around. In other words, people’s internal working models may 

fluctuate because people are willing to self-disclose information to others. Waters et al. 

(2000) found that internal working models can be revised based on the experiences 

people have later in life. Therefore, self-disclosing with a romantic partner could function 

as a way to alter one’s attachment orientation. In other words, a person, that may be 

considered anxious or avoidant, could self-disclose with a romantic partner and 

eventually develop a secure internal working model. They would develop a new model 

because they are now able to consistently reach out to a reliable person during times of 

need.
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