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its moderating effect in the context of theory (which was 
illustrated here for the fIrst time in Study 3). 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

This series of studies explored a closeness-generating 
experimental paradigm, simultaneously examining vari­
ous aspects of the procedure and illustrating its potential 
for addressing theoretical issues in the study of close 
relationships. Below, we consider the level of closeness 
produced by the procedure, implications of the fIndings 
for various aspects of the paradigm, implications of the 
data from the illustrative theoretical issues regarding the 
usefulness of these procedures, and how this paradigm 
could be used to advance knowledge in the social psy­
chology of close relationships. 

Overall Level and Type of Closeness 
Produced by the Procedure 

Over the three studies (excluding the small-talk con­
dition in Study 1), the mean lOS Scale score was 3.82. In 
an independent sample of 296 students (Aron et al., 
1992) at the same level at the same university and col­
lected at about the same time as this study, subjects used 
the lOS Scale to rate their "closest, deepest, most in­
volved, and most intimate relationship" (these instruc­
tions were taken originally from Berscheid et al., 1989, 
p. 806). In that sample, the mean lOS Scale score was 
4.65 (SD= 1.50) and was approximately normally distrib­
uted. (In yet another similar sample of 88, reported in 
the same article, means, SDs, and distributions were 
about the same as for the larger sample.) Using those 
data as a standard, the mean scores for the subjects who 
participated in our closeness-generating procedure were 
at about the 30th percentile (Z = -.55) of ratings of one's 
closest, deepest, most involved, and most intimate rela­
tionship. That is, immediately after about 45 min of 
interaction, this relationship is rated as closer than the 
closest relationship in the lives of 30% of similar stu­
dents. Of course, we cannot rule out the possibility that 
subjects used the scale differently in the experimental 
context than they would when rating actual ongoing 
relationships. 

Another way of estimating the degree of closeness 
achieved by subjects in these studies is to consider the 
absolute score on the SCI. On this scale subjects were 
explicitly instructed to rate their closeness "relative to all 
your other relationships" (Question 1) and "relative to 
what you know about other people's relationships" 
(Question 2). That is, on the SCI subjects were explicitly 
told to evaluate the closeness to their partners with 
real-world standards. For each question on the SCI, 4 is 
the midpoint on the scale from Not at all Close to Extremely 
Close. In the three studies reported here (excluding the 
small-talk condition in Study 1), the mean was about 4 
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for each question. This suggests that subjects rated their 
relationship to their partners of less than an hour to be 
about as close as the average relationship in their lives 
and in other people's lives.6 (Of course, it is still possible 
that subjects ignored the literal meaning of the instruc­
tions and used the midpoint to mean about average in 
some general sense. Also, "all other relationships" may 
have been taken to include casual acquaintanceships.) 

A third indication that these studies actually pro­
duced some degree of felt closeness is that many subjects 
maintained some relationship with their partners after­
wards. In Study 3 we were able to administer brief follow­
up questionnaires about 7 weeks after the study (at the 
fInal exam). We did not report these data as part of the 
presentation of Study 3 because subjects had already 
been debriefed immediately following the studies, so any 
differences across conditions would be contaminated. 
The key fmding was that of the 58 pairs represented in 
the follow-up questionnaires, 57% had had at least one 
subsequent conversation, 35% had done something to­
gether,and 37% had subsequently sat together in class.7 

(It should be emphasized that the goal of the procedure 
as used in these studies was not to produce closeness 
beyond the context of the subjects' feelings immediately 
at the end of the interaction. That there was any carry­
over at all beyond the study, including several weeks later, 
is signifIcant in indicating the power of the procedure. 
On the other hand, without a control group, it remains 
possible that there could have been this much closeness 
without the procedure.) 

A fourth indication that the closeness produced in 
these studies is comparable in important ways to close­
ness in naturally occurring relationships is the parallel 
outcomes, when similar issues were tested, between our 
results and those obtained in previous research using 
naturally occurring pairs. For example, the difference in 
closeness between all-secure pairs and all-avoidant pairs 
in Studies 1 and 2 was just what would be expected from 
studies of secure versus avoidant individuals in naturally 
occurring relationships. 

So are we producing real closeness? Yes and no. We 
think that the closeness produced in these studies is 
experienced as similar in many important ways to felt 
closeness in naturally occurring relationships that de­
velop over time. On the other hand, it seems unlikely 
that the procedure produces loyalty, dependence, com­
mitment, or other relationship aspects that might take 
longer to develop. Certainly, there is minimal shared 
history and minimal behavioral closeness in the ways 
measured by Berscheid et al. (1989). Thus the procedure 
is like other experimental paradigms such as mood­
induction procedures, the minimal group paradigm, or 
methods for temporarily lowering self-esteem: It is useful 
as a means of creating a similar although not completely 
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identical state, but under controlled conditions permit­
ting experimental tests of causal hypotheses and theo­
retical issues. For these purposes the absolute level of the 
impact on the individual is less important than the rela­
tive level across experimental conditions. 

Implications for Features of the Procedure 
and Its Application in Research8 

The procedure itself, in addition to putting pairs 
together to interact for 45 min, was initially developed 
to include four key elements: (a) gradually escalating 
reciprocal self-disclosure and intimacy-related behaviors, 
(b) matching by nondisagreement on important attitude 
issues, (c) expectations of mutual liking, and (d) making 
closeness an explicit task. In this series of studies, we 
systematically examined each of these elements and 
found that only the first, the nature of the tasks them­
selves (self-disclosure, etc., vs. small talk), made a signifi­
cant overall difference. Also, Study 3 indicated that mak­
ing closeness an explicit goal may be of importance for 
some subjects, such as introverts. Just how other aspects 
of these procedures have an impact on closeness (and 
how these may interact with personality or other vari­
ables) is a ripe subject for further research. 

More generally, we have tried to demonstrate the 
practicality and flexibility of these procedures for exam­
ining hypotheses in the close-relationships and related 
research areas. In particular, the classroom version ofthe 
procedure we have used in these studies is relatively easy 
for most researchers to implement. The most time-con­
suming aspect of the original process was matching 
subjects on nondisagreement on critical attitudes, but 
the results of Study 2 suggest that neither the matching 
nor subjects' belief that they have been matched makes 
much difference in the closeness obtained. Indeed, if a 
planned study does not involve subject variables (Le., it 
is manipulating only instructional, task, or situational 
variables), then a pretest/initial-questionnaire proce­
dure can be eliminated entirely. 

To demonstrate the practicality of this simplified ap­
proach, we conducted an additional study of222 subjects 
attending a large class at a different university. We gave 
no pretests at all but simply announced the planned 
study on the preceding class day (to allow students not 
to participate if they so chose-in fact, attendance on the 
day of the task was greater than usual). On the class day, 
we separated the students into two rooms (one for 
women, one for men) and randomly paired them on the 
spot, reassigning members of any pair who already knew 
each other. We then gave them envelopes containing the 
closeness tasks and the closeness-as-a-task instructions 
and proceeded in the usual way. The result was a mean 
closeness score of 4.02, a figure quite comparable to 

those in the previous studies that included pretests and 
matching. 

One other practical boon of this particular research 
paradigm is that participants report enjoying it a great 
deal. This makes it easy to obtain access from instructors 
to carry out the procedure during a class session (which 
provides excellent opportunities for discussing research 
methods issues as well as relationship and personality 
material) and to obtain follow-up data or repeated par­
ticipation. As a check on subjects' e~oyment of the 
procedure, in the study just described, which lacked the 
pretest/matching procedures, we included in the postin­
teraction questionnaire an item about how much the 
subjects enjoyed their participation. The mean rating 
was 5.78, well above the midpoint on the scale, which 
ranged from 1 (Not Very Much) to 7 (Very Much) . This item 
was highly correlated (r = .52) with the closeness com­
posite. (In this course and in the other classes in which 
we used this procedure, instructors told us that it was 
frequently mentioned on student evaluations at the end 
of the term as a highlight of the course.) 

Illustrative Theoretical Findings 

Before turning to the specific results, we want to 
emphasize again that this aspect of our three studies was 
intended to illustrate the potential of the closeness­
generating procedure. Any implications for the substan­
tive theories are clearly highly preliminary and in many 
cases employed less-than-optimal procedures for opera­
tionalizing the major theory-relevant variables. 

Studies 1 and 2 focused on adult attachment style 
(Hazan & Shaver, 1987). There we;-e three key results: 
(a) Avoidant/dismissive pairs reported less postinterac­
tion closeness than any of the other pairings; (b) pairs 
with a preoccupied partner reported a greater discrep­
ancy between actual and desired postinteraction close­
ness than any of the other pairings; and (c) for all pairing 
types, there was an overall change in reported attach­
ment style from before to after the interaction in the 
direction of greater endorsement of styles consistent 
with a positive model of other. Each of these findings, if 
replicated in future research, would bear importantly on 
theoretical understanding in this area. Note that in each 
case, the findings bear directly on issues of causal direc­
tions that would be difficult to sort out with nonexperi­
mental methods. 

The illustrative theoretical issue of Study 3 was 
introversion/extraversion. The main finding was that 
when no special instructions about getting close were 
given, extraverted individuals reported achieving more 
closeness than did introverted individuals; but when 
closeness was made an explicit task of the procedure, the 
greater reported closeness for the extraverted individu­
als essentially disappeared. If this pattern is supported in 
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future research, it would deepen our understanding of 
the dynamics of the interaction of personality and social 
behavior. Most important for the present purposes, this 
finding illustrates the potential of our procedure for 
yielding theoretically significant results by both system­
atically controlling pairings ofindividuals and systemati­
cally manipulating the circumstances of their interaction. 

How Can This Closeness-Generating 
Paradig;m Help Researchers? 

There are at least four ways that the present proce­
dure might help researchers advance theory in the social 
psychology of close relationships and related areas. First, 
the closeness-generating procedure permits individual­
difference variables to be measured prior to (and during 
and after) relationship formation. Second, this proce­
dure permits researchers to control who is in a relation­
ship with whom and separates preexisting individual 
differences from determimmts of pairings such as choice 
of partner and opportunity constraints. Regarding 
these first two values of the closeness-generating pro­
cedure for research purposes, some other variables that 
could be examined (in addition to attachment style 
and introversion/extroversion) are neuroticism, happi­
ness, communication skills, self-esteem, dispositional 
trust, style of handling conflicts, communal/exchange 
orientation, and gender. Indeed, some of these variables 
could 1hemselves be temporarily manipulated, making 
such a study a true experiment over all variables. 

A third way in which this procedure can help re­
searchers is by permitting direct manipulation of various 
relationship-relevant variables, such as the motivations 
and expectations of the participants, the kinds of inter­
actions that occur, and the length and intensity of inter­
action. In the present studies we illustrated these possi­
bilities by comparing the impact of our usual procedures 
with small talk, by manipulating whether subjects ex­
pected their partners to like them, and so forth. These 
are only a few of a great many possibilities. For example, 
by creating appropriate interaction tasks, research on 
relationship awareness (Acitelli, 1988) could manipulate 
whether subjects were made to use we language and focus 
on the relationship per se; research on relationship 
investment (e.g., Rusbult, 1983) might actually control 
the amount of investment subjects made in the process 
of developing the relationship; research on trust (e.g., 
Holmes & Rempel, 1989) might actually be able to create 
or undermine trust; research on particular relationship 
processes, such as demand-withdraw (e.g., Christensen, 
1988), might create those processes in the lab with newly 
created couples not necessarily predisposed to either 
process; and so forth. (Also note that by using the closeness­
generating procedure to produce a new relationship, 
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there are fewer ethical problems in employing other 
procedures within the study that might have negative 
relationship effects.) 9 

A fourth main way in which this paradigm might be 
of use is that it puts relationship development into a 
setting in which it can be readily observed. For example, 
one could simply give questionnaires after each segment 
and track change-paralleling procedures used in stud­
ies that monitor actual couple development over weeks 
or months (e.g., Surra, 1987). Or one could observe 
interaction as the pairs are carrying out the tasks; one 
might use a procedure like that developed by Ickes, 
Bissonnette, Garcia, and Stinson (1990), in which inter­
actants are videotaped automatically (i.e., without any 
person actually operating the camera) without their 
knowledge and then at the end of the experiment given 
the opportunity to destroy the tape before it is seen by 
anyone. Or one could assess physiological processes dur­
ing the interaction in ways that have proven successful 
in studies ofinteractions of couples in ongoing relation­
ships (e.g., Levenson & Gottman, 1983). 

The closeness-generating paradigm described here 
differs from other experimental procedures for generat­
ing interaction used in recent years (e.g., Asendorpf, 
1989; Ickes et al., 1990; Thorne, 1987) in that tasks are 
explicitly structured to create maximum felt closeness in 
a short period. In addition, unlike many of the proce­
dures used in the self-disclosure research of the 1970s 
and 1980s, it does not require a confederate and would 
not ordinarily require deception at all (other than not 
revealing hypotheses being tested). 

Conclusion 

The study of close relationships has progressed in the 
last 15 years by freeing itself from the strictures of con­
trolled interaction and the true experiment (Duck, 
1988). But without these tools, we are constantly faced 
with ambiguities ofinterpretation and obstacles to iden­
tifying the details of hypothesized processes. This article 
is not a call to abandon the richness of real-world expe­
rience, particularly in the area of close relationships. 
Rather, it is an invitation to alternate field and labora­
tory, correlational and experimental methods. In this 
way, work with naturally occurring relationships can be 
refined and sorted out through experimentally gener­
ated relationship experiences. At the same time, precise 
work with experimentally generated relationships can be 
inspired by and checked against the reality of relation­
ships as they naturally occur in the world. In short, it is 
time for researchers of close relationships to find ways to 
welcome back our wayward friend, the true experiment. 
We hope that this paradigm we have developed will aid 
in this process. 
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APPENDIX 

Instructions to Subjects Included With Task Slips Packet 

INSTRUCTIONS (Please both read carefully before con­
tinuing) 

This is a study of interpersonal closeness, and your 
task, which we think will be quite enjoyable, is simply to 
get close to your partner. We believe that the best way for 
you to get close to your partner is for you to share with 
them and for them to share with you. Of course, when 
we advise you about getting close to your partner, we are 
giving advice regarding your behavior in this demonstra­
tion only, we are not advising you about your behavior 
outside of this demonstration. 

In order to help you get close we've arranged for the 
two of you to engage in a kind of sharing game. You're 
sharing time will be for about one hour, after which time 
we ask you to fill out a questionnaire concerning your 
experience of getting close to your partner. 

You have been given three sets of slips. Each slip has 
a question or a task written on it. As soon as you both 
finish reading these instructions, you should begin with 
the Set I slips. One of you should read aloud the first slip 
and then BOTH do what it asks, starting with the person 
who read the slip aloud. When you are both done, go on 
to the second slip--one of you reading it aloud and both 
doing what it asks. And so forth. 

As you go through the slips, one at a time, please don't 
skip any slips-do each in order. If it asks you a question, 
share your answer with your partner. Then let him or her 
share their answer to the same question with you. If it is 
a task, do it first, then let your partner do it. Alternate 
who reads aloud (and thus goes first) with each new slip. 

You will be informed when to move on to the next set 
of slips. It is not important to finish all the slips in each 
set within the time allotted. Take plenty of time with each 
slip, doing what it asks thoroughly and thoughtfully. 

You may begin! Turn to Set I, slip 1. 

Task Slips for Closeness-Generating Procedure 

Set I 

1. Given the choice of anyone in the world, whom would 
you want as a dinner guest? 

2. Would you like to be famous? In what way? 
3. Before making a telephone call, do you ever rehearse 

what you are going to say? Why? 
4. What would constitute a "perfect" day for you? 
5. When did you last sing to yourself? To someone else? 
6. If you were able to live to the age of90 and retain either 

the mind or body of a 30-year-old for the last 60 years 
of your life, which would you want? 

7. Do you have a secret hunch about how you will die? 

8. Name three things you and your partner appear to have 
in common. 

9. For what in your life do you feel most grateful? 
10. If you could change anything about the way you were 

raised, what would it be? 
11. Take 4 minutes and tell your partner your life story in 

as much detail as possible. 
12. If you could wake up tomorrow having gained anyone 

quality or ability, what would it be? 

Set II 

13. If a crystal ball could tell you the truth about yourself, 
your life, the future, or anything else, what would you 
want to know? 

14. Is there something that you've dreamed of doing for a 
long time? Why haven't you done it? 

15. What is the greatest accomplishment of your life? 
16. What do you value most in a friendship? 
17. What is your most treasured memory? 
18. What is your most terrible memory? 
19. If you knew that in one year you would die suddenly, 

would you change anything about the way you are now 
living? Why? 

20. What does friendship mean to you? 
21. What roles do love and affection play in your life? 
22. Alternate sharing something you consider a positive 

characteristic of your partner. Share a total of 5 items. 
23. How close and warm is your family? Do you feel your 

childhood was happier than most other people's? 
24. How do you feel about your relationship with your 

mother? 

Setm 

25. Make 3 true "we" statements each. For instance 'We are 
both in this room feeling ... " 

26. Complete this sentence: "I wish I had someone with 
whom I could share ... " 

27. If you were going to become a close friend with your 
partner, please share what would be important for him 
or her to know. 

28. Tell your partner what you like about them; be very 
honest this time saying things that you might not say to 
someone you've just met. 

29. Share with your partner an embarrassing moment in 
your life. 

30. When did you last cry in front of another person? By 
yourself? 

31. Tell your partner something that you like about them 
already. 

32. What, if anything, is too serious to be joked about? 
33. If you were to die this evening with no opportunity to 

communicate with anyone, what would you most regret 
not having told someone? Why haven't you told them 
yet? 

34. Your house, containing everything you own, catches 
fire. Mter saving your loved ones and pets, you have 
time to safely make a final dash to save anyone item. 
What would it be? Why? 
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35. Of all the people in your family, whose death would you 
find most disturbing? Why? 

36. Share a personal problem and ask your partner's advice 
on how he or she might handle it. Also, ask your partner 
to reflect back to you how you seem to be feeling about 
the problem you have chosen. 

Task Slips for Small-Talk Condition in Study 1 

Set I 

1. When was the last time you walked for more than an 
hour? Describe where you went and what you saw. 

2. What was the best gift you ever received and why? 
3. If you had to move from California where would you go, 

and what would you miss the most about California? 
4. How did you celebrate last Halloween? 
5. Do you read a newspaper often and which do you 

prefer? Why? 
6. What is a good number of people to have in a student 

household and why? 
7. If you could invent a new flavor ofice cream, what would 

it be? 
8. What is the best restaurant you've been to in the last 

month that your partner hasn't been to? Tell your 
partner about it. 

9. Describe the last pet you owned. 
10. What is your favorite holiday? Why? 
11. Tell your partner the funniest thing that ever happened 

to you when you were with a small child. 
12. What gifts did you receive on your last birthday? 

Setll 

13. Describe the last time you went to the zoo. 
14. Tell the names and ages of your family members, in­

clude grandparents, aunts and uncles, and where they 
were born (to the extent you know this information). 

15. One of you say a word, the next say a word that starts 
with the last letter of the word just said. Do this until 
you have said 50 words. Any words will do-you aren't 
making a sentence. 

16. Do you like to get up early or stay up late? Is there 
anything funny that has resulted from this? 

17. Where are you from? Name all of the places you've lived. 
18. What is your favorite class at UCSC so far? Why? 
19. What did you do this summer? 
20. What gifts did you receive last Christmas/Hanukkah? 
21. Who is your favorite actor of your own gender? Describe 

a favorite scene in which this person has acted. 
22. What was your impression of UCSC the first time you 

ever came here? 
23. What is the best TV show you've seen in the last month 

that your partner hasn't seen? Tell your partner about 
it. 

24. What is your favorite holiday? Why? 

Set III 

25. Where did you go to high school? What was your high 
school like? 
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26. What is the best book you've read in the last three 
months that your partner hasn't read? Tell your partner 
about it. 

27. What foreign country would you most like to visit? What 
attracts you to this place? 

28. Do you prefer digital watches and clocks or the kind 
with hands? Why? 

29. Describe your mother's best friend. 
30. What are the advantages and disadvantages of artificial 

Christmas trees? 
31. How often do you get your hair cut? Where do you go? 

Have you ever had a really bad haircut experience? 
32. Did you have a class pet when you were in elementary 

school? Do you remember the pet's name? 
33. Do you think left-handed people are more creative than 

right-handed people? 
34. What is the last concert you saw? How many of that 

band's albums do you own? Had you seen them before? 
Where? 

35. Do you subscribe to any magazines? Which ones? What 
have you subscribed to in the past? 

36. Were you ever in a school play? What was your role? 
What was the plot of the play? Did anything funny ever 
happen when you were on stage? 

NOTES 

1. The studies in which we initially developed these procedures 
focused on Erikson's (1963) ego identity model. Subjects were system­
atically paired into either both high or both low ego-identity pairs, and 
this pairing was crossed with a manipulated variable of whether subjects 
were encouraged to protect themselves from getting closer than was 
comfortable. This 2 x 2 design was employed in both an original 1 ~hr 
version with all crOSHeX pairings and also in our initial classroom 
version, which employed both same- and cross-sex pairings. The overall 
results for the CroSHeX pairs in the 1 ~hr version was an interaction 
such that the high ego-identity subjects became less close if told to 
protect themselves, but the low ego-identity subjects became more close 
if told to protect themselves. This pattern is consistent with Erikson's 
idea that low ego-identity individuals fear croSHeX intimacy in which 
they might lose their identity and thus get close only if they feel they 
can protect themselves from too much intimacy. For the same-sex 
pairings in the 45-min classroom version, the opposite interaction was 
found-consistent with Erikson's idea that same-sex friendships for 
those who have not developed ego identity serve as identity supports, 
but for those who have developed an identity, they serve as sources of 
undesired conformity that threatens one's individuated identity. (An­
other result of interest from these initial studies was that there were no 
significant or near-significant sex differences or sex interactions in 
closeness, either within cross-sex pairings or comparing women­
women versus men-men p'!irings.) 

2. The study described m the Discussion section, below, also found 
little difference between all-women and all-men pairs in postinterac­
tion closeness. These results contrast with correlational studies in 
natural interaction settings that typically find greater closeness for 
individuals with women interaction partners (e.g., Aron et al., 1992; 
Wheeler, Reis, & Neziek, 1983). One interpretation of this difference 
from previous results is that although people generally do not sponta­
neously choose to have intimate interactions with men, people are 
capable of doing so if the situation calls for it (as was the case in these 
experiments). 

3. To have reasonable cell sizes and to minimize analytical complex­
ity, we created only homogenous pairings for secure and avoidant types. 
However, because there were so few preoccupied subjects, we matched 
them with either a secure or an avoidant/fearful parmer. (We felt 
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justified in combining these two kinds of preoccupied pairings into a 
single category for analysis because we found no significant or near­
significant differences or interactions on contrasts comparing these 
two kinds of preoccupied pairings.) Before combining data from the 
two studies, we checked for any main or interaction effects with study; 
none were significant or near significant. 

4. Because attachment style is not a manipulated variable, the 
possibility that it is a symptom of some other dispositional variable 
(such as attractiveness or neuroticism) cannot be ruled out. What is 
ruled out in this experiment is the causal direction from relationship 
closeness or partner's attachment style to own attachment style. 

5. Thorne (1987) found that after the conversations, extraverts and 
introverts were perceived differently on various relevant traits (e.g., 
talkative) but did not differ on various irrelevant traits (e.g., mature). 
Our Study 3 also tested whether our procedure would produce similar 
results. To facilitate the comparison, our postinteraction question­
naires included the same set of adjective rating scales as employed by 
Thorne. Our results for all-women pairs were significant and entirely 
consistent with Thorne's findings (she used only all-women pairings). 
This pattern also held up in our study for cross-sex, all-extraverted, and 
all-introverted pairings. However, among cross-sex, introvert-extravert 
pairings, there was the same pattern but with a surprising higher (more 
positive and more extroverted) overall level of ratings for all subjects. 

6. It is difficult to compare directly the SCI scores in our study with 
other samples, because in previous studies the SCI was not normally 
distributed. 

7. Similar follow-up measures were collected in one of the classroom 
versions of the initial studies in which we developed these procedures 
(Aron, Aron, Melinat, & Vallone, 1991). In that study, of the 53 pairs 
represented by those who completed the follow-up measures, 70% had 
at least one subsequent conversation, 49% had done something to­
gether, and 62% had subsequently sat together in class. 

8. Although this procedure was intended for research applications, 
in our discussions and presentations of preliminary results we always 
hear considerable enthusiasm about its potential to create real, lasting 
relationships or at least brief but meaningful connections. For exam­
ple, it may be useful to help create interpersonal contacts at orienta­
tions for entering college students, at week-long seminars or workshops 
for all types of groups, or among socially isolated individuals in a 
community or institution. Finally, it may have important potential for 
clinical populations affected by avoidant attachment styles. 

9. On the other hand, one must be cautious about the impact of 
creating relationships that might not naturally arise. We had no prob­
lems with this in our studies. However, we were always careful during 
debriefing to emphasize that this is an unusual way to form relation­
ships and that subjects should not feel any obligation to their partners 
or any expectation that an actual friendship will develop. Also, when­
ever we have run cross-sex pairs, we have always used a pretest ques­
tionnaire in which there were some open-ended questions (e.g., "What 
is the most important thing in life for you?"). We then used any very, 
very "weird" responses to identify subjects whom we would be reluctant 
to make anyone's cross-sex relationship partner. Such individuals were 
always paired with a same-sex other, and their data were not used in 
the analyses. 
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