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SHACKLEFORD, ROBERT S. JR., Ph.D. The Development of the
Assessment of Intimacy in Marriage [AIM] Instrument.
(1993). Directed by Dr. Sarah M. Shoffner. pp. 239.

The purpose of this research was to develop an
instrument to measure several dimensions of intimacy in
marital relationships, and to test the psychometric
properties of the instrument. Based on a review of the
literature, a study of existing instruments, and
consultation with experts, the researcher developed The
Assessment of Intimacy in Marriage (AIM). The instrument
measures 10 categories of intimacy: Commitment, Crisis
(affective), Crisis (instrumental), Emotional, Intellectual,
Physical (non-sexual), Physical (sexual), Shared Activity,
Social, and Spiritual.

The 60 items (6 items for each of the 10 intimacy
categories) are given four assessments by each respondent
(current levels of intimacy in self, current levels of
intimacy in spouse, desired levels of intimacy in self,
desired levels of intimacy in spouse).

Data from 100 couples were used to test the validity
and reliability of the instrument. Based on the literature
and the opinion of experts, the content validity was very
gocd. The construct validity from a Q-sort gave
confirmation of AIM’s good discriminant validity. Testing
AIM with five established instruments measuring similar

concepts yielded mixed results in convergent validity.



Criterion validity with an established marital adjustment
instrument gave good results for concurrent validity. A
review of literature and a questionnaire given to experts
indicated very good predictive validity.

A Cronbach’s coefficient alpha indicated a moderate to
good internal consistency overall, though this varied from
category to category. A test-retest procedure showed only

moderate stability over time.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I am immeasurably grateful to my doctoral committee:
Dr. Sarah Shoffner, chair, Dr. Terry Cooper, Dr. David
Pratto, Dr. Hyman Rodman, and Dr. Rebecca Smith. Their
constant encouragement, advice, and support were of immense
value. Much personal support and helpful advice were given
by fellow students on a weekly research team--Pat Vedder and
Kyunghee Ok. Richard Allen’s contribution in helping to set
up data files and command files were much appreciated.

I am especially indebted to three individuals:

Dr. Helen Canaday motivated me to return to graduate school
and was a constant source of encouragement and support every
day of the entire experience. As a research adviser,

Dr. Rebecca Smith gave vast amounts of her time and
expertise reading and editing manuscripts; as my mentor, she
has shaped my educational ideology and reinforced my love of
teaching. Dr. Elliot Robins, my first graduate school
professor, taught me by example that the first priority of
college professors is the student.

I am very grateful to my family for their support and
understanding during these three years of my preoccupation
with a challenging Ph.D. program. They stood by me when the
things I had to give my time and energy to were not always

the things that comprise my personal priorities.

iii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

APPROVAL PAGE ...... ceeesececanans ceesoneas ceerieavaraen

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ...cccvceeesosornsoesoscccasnsoccennce

LIST OF TABLES 1. cveceecrscaccensncssascssnsscencansocasns

CHAPTER

I.

IT.

INTRODUCTION ...ccvecccecscocvossossoonsos

Purpose of the Study ...ccceeeeecteercnnen

Need for the Study ...ccccvervecrtoreasns
Conceptualization of Intimacy ..........
Organization of the Dissertation .......

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE ....cceceeees
The Concept of Intimacy ......ccceveveen

Intimacy as Personal Capacity ........
Intimacy as Relatedness in

a Relationship ..veeveveeoccescnnncas
Intimacy as Behaviors in a Relationship.

Intimacy as Attitude or
Cognitive Appraisal .....cceeveeeen
Intimacy as ProCeSS ...cceeeevesaacass
Intimacy as a Multi-dimensional
Construct (..cccceeerencecccccannan
Theories of Intimacy .....cceeecevvecces
Intimacy Motive Theory .......cceceees
Life~span Developmental Theory .......
Equilibrium Theory .c.occeeeccacccnens
EqQUity ThEOLY .c:eececocscssonsveaconess
Feminist TheOrY .e-c-ceeceeesccececcanna
Summary of Intimacy Theories .........
Marital Intimacy and Gender ............
Feminist Perspectives on Gender and

INTIMACY cnsececcnecranasancannecssanss

The Common Overstatement of Gender
Differences in Intimacy .cceceeeses

Gender Differences in Intimacy as
Basic Socialized Realities ........

Summary of the Role of Gender in
Marital Intimacy ecececescsccenanns

Measures of Marital Intimacy ..eeececevesas
Conceptual Description of the Instruments .

iv

iii

vii

Nk Ww

O

12
14

15
15

17
25
25
26
27
28
30
31
32

34
38
39
56

57
58



Basic Assumptions about Intimacy in the
Instruments that Measure Intimacy ......

Validity and Reliability of the
Instruments ..cvcececececcancecsns

The Need for a New Instrument for Marltal
INtiMAcCY «ceveeereenetncasncnscncnacnsnna
SUMMAYY o cecocvoscoccosocasossoessoonnssnsos

III. METHODOLOGY .cccesoccsnnnveosnsscscns

Theories of Measurement ..........
Definition of Measurement .....
Measurement Postulates ........
Scales of Measurement .........

The Auxiliary Theory of Vvalidity .....

Validity coceeeecencrenancnnens
Reliability eveveeerrenceceonns
Procedure for Developing the
AIM Instrument ........ccvecuvvses
Organization and Scaling of the

AIM Instrument .....cc0cceteeeacanccn
The Contents of the AIM Instrument ...

Procedures for Validating the
ATIM Instrument ..cccvecesscecans
Content validity ...ceveecevenne
Construct vValidity ...eveceennn
Criterion Validity .....ccc0een

Procedures for Assessing the Reliability

of the AIM Instrument ..........
Internal Consistency ..........
Stability over Time ..........
Procedures for Collecting the Data
Sample ....ccciinecericnoreneans

e ® e v 000

Administering the AIM Instrument .....

Iv. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION ..cecceveeoeos

Introduction to Results ......v...
Validity .eevevrnneerenvenrennnnss
Content Vvalidity .....cce0eeean
Construct vValidity ...ccecceenn
Criterion Validity ........cc0
Reliability ..ccvevverinnnennecans
Internal Consistency ..........
Stability Over Time ...........
Summary of Results ............
Discussion of the Results ........
Content Validity .c.ceveeeceane

e s 60 oe

Construct Validity ....ccoevececcecccnss

v

65

68

70
73

75

75
75
76
77
81
82
87

91

91
98

105
105
105
107

108
109
109
110
110
113

116

117
118
118
120
133
141
141
145
148
149
151
152



V.
BIBLIOGRAPHY
APPENDIX A.
APPENDIX B.
APPENDIX C.
APPENDIX D.
APPENDIX E.
APPENDIX F.
APPENDIX G.
APPENDIX H.
APPENDIX I.

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary
CONClUSIONS veeeeevesscsoncsccsvanoocasn
Recommendations ..cececescccnconse

Criterion validity .....ccvcccenn
Internal Consistency ...cesceece.-
Stability Over Time .......cccveeunnnn

Q-SORT PACKET ....ccceveovsee
INFORMED CONSENT {(AIM)
COVER PAGE (AIM) ..cceeveennn
INSTRUCTIONS (AIM)
BACKGROUND INFORMATION (AIM)

ASSESSMENT OF INTIMACY IN
MARRIAGE (AIM)

INSTRUMENTS FOR CONVERGENT VALIDITY

----------

AND CONCURRENT VALIDITY ...........

RANK ORDER OF MEAN SCORES ....eceve

SUMMARY OF Q-SORT RESULTS ....cc...-

vi

® ® ® 5 9 65 0 0 0 O PP P EC PP O N L OP NP E S S e

156
158
160
163
163
166
167
171
179
183
185
187

189

193

215

234

237



LIST OF TABLES

TABLE
1. Content Analysis of Intimacy Measures .......ccceeee

2. Reliability and Vvalidity of Established Measures of
Marital Intimacy and Related Concepts ...... ceeeen

3. Demographic Characteristics of the Sample
by Sex (I = 200) ceeeceecesccocsonoserscnonssvcenes

4. Correlation of AIM Scores by Intimacy Type with
Scores of Similar Concepts on the PAIR
INSErUMEeNt . ueeeeereeeeecacsccccescnnsnsansencannns

5. Correlation of AIM Scores by Intimacy Type with
Scores of Similar Concepts on DSS, CI, WIQ,
8Nd SDM . ...t eveesorrssssvrssrrseonasosscnrerennons

6. Experts’ Beliefs about the Strength of Intimacy
as a Predictor of Marital Stability (n = 20) .....

7. Internal Consistency of AIM Items by Sex of
Respondent for Self and SpoOUSE ....cecevccccnvvcss

8. Internal Consistency: Problem Items by
Intimacy Cat@gOry .eeeveceseacanoraanssansoncnsnas

9. AIM’s Stability Across Time: Correlations Between
Time I and Time II (Self-Assessment).......coeuvve.

10. AIM’s Stability Across Time: Correlations Between
Time I and Time II (Self-Assessment)......... e

11. Basic Evaluation: Summary of Findings for
Self-AssessSment..c.cceeecreesoococcoscosssnnncsens .o

vii

Page

67

69

111

125

132

139

142

144

l4e

147

150



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Intimacy is a fundamental requirement for our well-
being (Lauer & Lauer, 1991; Reis, 1984). Psychiatrist
William Glasser (1984) even went so far as to say that the
need for intimacy is a part of our genetic make-up.
Psychologists McAdams and Bryant (1987) found that both
women and men tend to have better mental health when they
have close, meaningful, intimate relationships.

Marital intimacy is seen by many people as one of the
most beneficial elements in a healthy, fulfilled life.
Clinebell and Clinebell (1970) have called marriage "the
place where most adults have the opportunity to lessen their
loneliness, satisfy their heart-hungers, and participate in
the wonderfully creative process of self-other fulfillment"
(pp. 17-18). According to Lauer and Lauer (1986), marriage
can offer "an intimacy that can be our emotional salvation
in an impersonal world" (p. 22).

The lack or absence of intimacy has been linked with
problems in relationships and individuéls. Problems with
intimacy were described by Winter (1958) as "the focus of
marital difficulty"Y (pp. 69-70). Researchers have indicated

that there is a correlation between a lack of intimacy and



some forms of emotional illness (Waring et al., 1983; Waring
& Chelune, 1983). Waring et al. (1983) asserted that it
might be beneficial to evaluate the level of intimacy in the
marriages of spouses with abnormal mood states. They
specifically recommended that therapists "concentrate some
of their efforts on marital intimacy rather than exclusively
on psychopathology" (Waring et al., 1983, p. 272). Beyond
implying that the lack of marital intimacy has a negative
effect and may be related to abnormal mood states, they
further suggested the positive effect that Y“enhancing
marital intimacy through facilitating self-disclosure
reduces symptoms of nonpsychotic emotional illness" (Waring
et al., 1983, p. 272).

Within this context, we can better understand why
Erikson (1952) said that the quest for greater intimacy is
the central life-task of young adults. It is not that
intimacy is needed more in that period of the life-cycle
than in other periods; rather, it is in that period of the
life-cycle that we tend to seek and form adult intimate
relationships that we will need throughout the remainder of
life.

While studies show that some degree of intimacy is
necessary for normal human development, it is not clear what
maximum and minimum amounts of intimacy are required. It

seems that different people need not only different amounts



of intimacy, but also different kinds of intimacy (Clinebell
& Clinebell, 1970; Schaefer & Olson, 1981).

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this research was to develop an
instrument to measure the levels of various types of
intimacy shared between husbands and wives. It was
recognized that intimacy occurs in numerous other types of
relationships as well, and that marriage certainly has no
exclusive claim on the concept or experience of intimacy.
For the sake of focus and clarity in this study, it was
necessary to specify exactly which types of intimacy were
being measured in which kind of relationships. Therefore,
the relationship type was confined to marriage, with the
understanding that many parallels with other relationship
types would be evident and that many applications to those
other relationship types could be easily made. The purpose
of this study was to conceptualize and design an instrument
for measuring the levels and kinds of marital intimacy.
Specifically, the instrument is called Assessment of
Intimacy in Marriage [AIM]. An assessment of the
instrument’s validity and reliability was determined.

Need for the Study

There are other instruments that measure intimacy in
marriage; however, these instruments generally focus almost
exclusively on the affective modes of expressing intimacy.

There is considerable evidence that, while there are some



similarities in the ways men and women view intimacy, there
are also some differences. Specifically, women tend to
express intimacy more in affective terms while men tend to
express intimacy more in instrumental terms. Since marital
relationships involve both men and women, there was a need
for an instrument that would measure both the affective and
instrumental modes of expressing intimacy.

The concept of intimacy varies greatly among different
people. To some, intimacy is personal closeness, as between
two friends who tell each other all that is happening in
their lives. Schaefer and Olson (1981) have correctly
pointed out that intimacy is too often linked too closely
with self-disclosure. There is a link, but self-disclosure
and intimacy are not synonymous. Just prior to a divorce,
for example, there is frequently a significant increase in
negative self-disclosure, but that does not mean there is a
corresponding increase in intimacy. To others, intimacy has
sexual connotations, implying that two people who have sex
together are being "intimate" even if they had never
previously met, do not even know each other’s names, and
will never see each other again. To still others, intimacy
is knowing someone so well that you know his or her thoughts
and moods without even having to ask. These examples are

representative of the innumerable concepts people have of



intimacy. Obviously, intimacy is many different things to
different people.

Clearly conceptualizing intimacy was necessary before
developing an instrument to measure it. The accuracy with
which an instrument measures a particular construct depends
heavily on how clearly that construct has been
conceptualized and operationalized. Therefore, clearly
defining intimacy was one of the major issues in this study.

There were some boundaries around the definition of
intimacy in this study that are more narrow than the total
concept of intimacy. Intimacy in its fuller sense could
include intimacy between parents and their children,
intimacy between grandparents and their grandchildren,
intimacy between siblings, intimacy between same-sex
friends, intimacy between opposite-sex friends, intimacy
between homosexual partners, intimacy between strangers who
share a common crisis (e.g., they survived a plane crash
together, they were in a foxhole together during a war, they
are in a "Compassionate Friends" support group together
because they share the experience of having lost a child to
death, etc.), and numerous other aspects. Since one study
obviously cannot adequately cover all these areas, this
study focused on intimacy between married, heterosexual
partners.

Several theoretical perspectives are taken by those who

study intimacy. Some of the leading theories about intimacy
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include intimacy motive theory, life-span developmental
theory, equilibrium theory, equity theory, and feminist
theory.

Intimacy motive theory posits that people have
individual levels of need for intimacy, known as intimacy
motivation (McAdams, 1982). The life-span developmental
theory conceptualizes intimacy as an individual
developmental process related to particular stages of human
personality maturation (Sullivan, 1953; Erikson, 1963).
According to the equilibrium theory, each person has an
optimum level of intimacy they desire; consequently, they
balance their desire to achieve intimacy and their desire to
avoid intimacy, maintaining the right equilibrium in each
relationship. Equity theory emphasizes the effort of
individuals to seek fairness in the balance of costs and
rewards of intimacy in their interpersonal relationships
(Walster, Walster & Berscheid, 1978). Weingarten (1991)
explained intimacy from a feminist perspective combined with
a social constructionist perspective, noting that intimacy
occurs when “people share meaning or co-create meaning and
are able to coordinate theirwgctions to reflect their mutual
meaning-making" (Weingarten, 1991, p. 294). Social
constructionism is associated with feminist theory because
of the relationship between meaning-making and the issues of

power and control.



7

Organization of the Dissertation

In the review of the literature, a discussion of the
concept of intimacy was followed by a review of the
theoretical approaches to the topic. Since intimacy in
marriage necessarily involves gender issues, the literature
on the role of gender in intimacy was examined. A detailed
- study of the descripﬁions, basic assumptions, and
psychometric properties of instruments that measure intimacy
follows. Based on these findings, a more detailed need for
the Assessment of Intimacy in Marriage [AIM] instrument was
established.

Since the development of an instrument was tﬁe purpose
of this research, Chapter III is very inclusive on the
methodology used. Following a brief introduction about the
rethodology of instrument development, theories of
measurement were discussed. Next, the specific methodology
for developing and testing the AIM instrument was set forth.
After the steps used in developing the instrument were
described, the procedures used to establish AIM’s validity
and reliability were detailed. The methodology chapter
included a discussion of the limitations of the sﬁudy.

Chapter IV gave the results of the findings about the
instrument’s validity and reliability. Each of these
findings were discussed.

Chapter V summarized the purpose of the study, the

research design, the subjects, and the findings.



Conclusions about these findings were discussed and

recommendations for future research were given.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The Concept of Intimacy

Spanier and Cole (1974) pointed out that the
conceptualization of a relationship concept should meet the
following criteria: (1) It should be conceptually
distinguishable from other related or similar concepts;

(2) it should be operationalized, meaning that the concept
should be defined in such a way that it can be neasured:;
(3) it should account for all the aspects of the concept
thought to be important; (4) it should be neither too
abstract (preventing clear conceptualization) nor too
specific (preventing applicability to all relationships).
Spanier (1976) later added a fifth criterion: (5) It should
allow for investigation of any primary dyadic relationship,
not just marriage. These criteria were considered as the
concept of intimacy was analyzed and developed in this
study.

"Intimacy" is derived from "intimus"™ (the Latin word
for "inner, innermost, within"), and also related to
"intimare" (Latin for "to make known"). Oden (1974) wrote,
"Influenced by this nuance of innermost, our English word

intimate points to a...knowledge of the core of something,
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an understanding of the inmost parts, that which is
indicative of one’s deepest nature and marked by close
physical, mental and social association" (p. 3).

Weingarten (1991) saw the root meaning, %“inner,
innermost, within," as related to the conceptualization of
intimacy as personal capacity. Further, she noted that the
conceptualization of intimacy as the quality of relatedness
was derived from the root meaning “to make known."

Waring et al. (1980), studying the concepts of intimacy
in the general population, asked 50 adults living in a
university community, "What does intimacy mean to you?"
Four themes emerged: sharing private thoughts, dreams, and
beliefs; sexuality; the absence of anger, resentment, and
‘criticism; and a stable, healthy self-identity and self-
esteem.

Rubenstein and Shaver (1982) identified intimacy’s
defining features according to psychologists: openness,
honesty, mutual self-disclosure, caring, warmth, protecting,
helping, being devoted to each other, mutually attentive,
mutually committed, surrendering control, dropping defenses,
becoming emotionally attached, feeling distressed when
separation occurs.

These varying conceptualizations of intimacy have made
the whole topic more difficult to study because of
conceptual blurring. The result has been unclear

measurement and overlap into other concepts. So diverse are
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these conceptualizations that Acitelli and Duck (1987)
likened intimacy to the proverbial elephant, described
differently by each blind man who explored it, depending
upon which small portion of the elephant he examined.

The following sections will discuss some of the more
common ways that intimacy is conceptualized. The categories
of conceptualization that will be discussed are intimacy as
a personal capacity, intimacy as the quality of relatedness
in a relationship, intimacy as behaviors in a relationship,
intimacy as an attitude or a cognitive appraisal of a
relationship, intimacy as a process, and intimacy as a
multi-dimensional construct.

Intimacy as Personal Capacity

From this perspective, intimacy is a capacity that
rests within the individual, and differs from person to
person. Self-disclosure is the most frequently cited means
of expressing this personal capacity. The conceptualization
of intimacy as personal capacity is set forth in popular
books (e.g., Pogrebin, 1987; Rubin, 1983), by several
feminist psychoanalytic and developmental theorists (e.qg.,
Chodorow; 1978; Gilligan, 1982; Surrey, 1985), and within
the family therapy literature (Bowen, 1978; Lerner, 1989).

Erikson (1963) saw intimacy in personal relationships
as dependent upon the personal capacities of the individuals
in those relationships. He indicated that establishing

intimacy involves “the capacity to commit himself to
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concrete affiliations and partnerships and to develop the
ethical strength to abide by such commitments, even though
they may call for significant sacrifices and compromises"
(BErikson, 1963, p. 255).

Intimacy was explained by McAdams (1985) as a
preference or readiness for warm, close, and communicative
exchange with others. According to this perspective,
different people have different levels of readiness or
willingness to engage in close, intimate relationships.
This concept is consistent with Erikson’s (1963) idea that
intimacy is intricately linked with individual capacity for
close relationships.

Orlofsky (1988), too, saw intimacy as individual
capacity for close relationships. He grouped people into
four categories based on their capacity for intimacy:

(1) isolates~-little or no capacity for close interpersonal
relationships; (2) pseudo~intimates-~-capable of only
stereotyped relationships:; (3) pre-intimates--yet
undeveloped potential for intimate relationships; and

(4) intimates--a developed capacity for intimacy.

Intimacy as Relatedness in a Relationship

Whereas the perspective discussed above viewed intimacy
as an individual capacity for close interpersonal
relationships, another perspective is that intimacy is not
individual at all (as in "“individual" capacity), but rather,

is interpersonal. To those who view intimacy this way, the
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idea of a person saying, "I am intimate" is entirely
irrelevant since intimacy occurs, by definition, between two
or more people. The interpersonal nature of intimacy
necessitates a condition in the relationship (e.g., "We are
intimate”) rather than a personal capacity (e.g., "I am
intimate®).

White et al. (1986) viewed intimacy as having five
major components, all pertaining to the quality of
relatedness in a relationship: (1) each partner having an
orientation to the other person and to the relationship, so
that there is a strong couple identity rather than merely
two individual identities; (2) a care and concern for the
other person in the relationship; (3) sexuality with a
genuine concern for mutual fulfillment; (4) a strong,
positive commitment to the otherlperson; and (5) mutual
communication.

Similarly, Brehm (1985) also assessed intimacy in terms
of certain qualities found in relationships. In Brehm’s
(1985) research, intimacy was viewed as the quality of a
relationship characterized by behavioral interdependence,
need fulfillment, and emotional attachment.

One of the recurring themes in the body of literature
that regards intimacy as the quality of a relationship is
that intimacy occurs in a relationship when two people know
and experience the innermost parts of each other’s lives.

Macioris (1978) wrote that intimacy occurs wherever there is
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freedom between two people to share their innermost thoughts
and feelings with one another. Hendrick and Hendrick (1983)
conceptualized intimacy as the degree of closeness two
people achieve. Intimacy was viewed by Walster, Walster and
Berscheid (1978) as the quality of relatedness between
loving persons whose lives are intertwined. According to
Wong (1981), such intimate exclusiveness and spontaneity are
not necessarily the result of intentionally loving
relationships, but can also be produced by a common
situation or experience two people share.
Intimacy as Behaviors in a Relationship

Another perspective conceptualizes intimacy as a type
of interpersonal behavior. Lewis (1978) viewed intimacy as
such behaviors as mutual self-disclosure, verbal sharing,
declarations of liking or loving another person, and
demonstrations of affection. Self-disclosure is one of the
behaviors most fregquently associated with the concept of
intimacy (Hinde, 1979). Cozby (1973) viewed intimacy as
self-disclosure, and hypothesized that the amount of self-
disclosure shared in a relationship is determined by how one
assesses the rewards and costs of past, present, and future
exchanges with a person. While sexual behavior is another
behavior also commonly associated with intimacy, Morris
(1971) claimed that "intimacy occurs whenever two

individuals come into bodily contact" (p. 9).
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Intimacy as Attitude or Cognitive Appraisal

While it may seem logical that intimacy be defined as
caring behaviors, that conceptualization alone, apart from
the couple’s cognitive appraisal of the relationship, can
sometimes be inadequate or misleading. For example, one
couple may have sex without experiencing real intimacy,
while another couple may sit in a room silently, each
tending to his or her own activity without sharing a touch
or a word, yet have the mutual perception that they are
close and are sharing a deep, abiding intimacy. This
scenario illustrates another conceptualization, that
intimacy is sometimes a cognitive appraisal that transcends
any visible behaviors in the relationship.

The idea of intimacy as a cognitive appraisal can be
seen in the work of Oden (1974) and Chelune et al. (1984).
Oden (1974) described intimacy as the knowledge and
understanding of the innermost parts of someone. Intimacy
was conceptualized by Chelune et al. (1984) as a subjective
appraisal that emerges from the rational process of two
individuals coming to know the innermost aspects of each
other.

Intimacy as Process

This conceptualization of intimacy is similar to the
idea of intimacy as the state of relatedness in a
relationship. The difference, however, is that this

perspective insists that relationships are not static, but
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are always in the process of change. Therefore,
relationships cannot have a “state"™ of intimacy, but rather,
at a given moment in time, are at some point on the ever-
changing continuum of intimacy. Measuring the "state of
intimacy” at any particular point in time cannot adequately
represent what is happening in the process of the couple
expressing and experiencing intimacy in that relationship
over time.

Hatfield (1984) viewed intimacy as the process of
attempting to get close to a person, to explore similarities
and differences in the ways we think, feel, and behave.
Weingarten (1991) said, "Repeated intimate interaction may
produce an experience of intimacy, while repeated non-
intimate interactions usually interfere with or inhibit
relational patterns that lead to the sharing or co-creation
of meaning” (p. 287). Intimacy was defined by Wynne (1984)
as an "inconstant stage" involving "the processes of long-
term relational renewal and reengagement” (p. 308).

The concept of intimacy as an ongoing process in a
relationship was echoed by Reis and Shaver (1988), who wrote
that intimacy is...

an interpersonal brocess within which two
interaction partners experience and express
feelings, communicate verbally and nonverbally,
satisfy social motives, augment or reduce social
fears, talk and learn about themselves and their
unique characteristics, and become ’close’

(psychologically and often physically: touching,
using intimate names and tones of voice, perhaps
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having sex). Under certain conditions, repeated
interactions characterized by this process develop
into intimate relationships. (Reis & Shaver,
1988, pp. 397-398)

The process of intimate behavior, as described by Reis
and Shaver (1988), occurs between Person ‘A’ and Person ‘B’
as:

(1) Person ‘A’ offers to Person ‘B’ a disclosure or
emotional expression;

(2) Person ‘B’ accepts the disclosure as an intimate
expression and gives a response of understanding,
validation, and care;

(3) Person ‘A’ interprets the response of Person ‘B’ as
a positive and affirming response, thereby contributing to
an atmosphere of trust, where more intimate disclosures
are likely to be expressed.

Intimacy as a Multi-dimensional Construct

Another common perspective views intimacy as a multi-
faceted construct, explained by several descriptive
categories. Monsour (1992) considered the major
contribution of his study to be the evidence that “intimacy
is, for laypersons in cross- and same-sex friendships,
multidimensional% (p. 293). Different researchers have used
different categories to describe the various aspects of the
concept of intimacy.

Monsour (1992), using open-ended inquiry, found that

respondents described intimacy in terms of (1) self-
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disclosure, (2) emotional expressiveness, (3) unconditional
support, (4) physical contact, (5) trust, (6) sharing
activities, and (7) sexual contact. Self-disclosure was the
most commonly mentioned description of intimacy. While
trust was specifically mentioned by a relatively small
percentage of respondents, it was thought to be an
underlying factor in several of the other areas specifically
mentioned (e.g., people self-disclose more to people whom
they trust).

Olson (1975) described seven types of intimacy:
(1) Emotional intimacy is a closeness of feelings.
(2) Social intimacy‘is having common friends and
similarities in social networks. (3) Intellectual intimacy
is the sharing of ideas. (4) Sexual intimacy is the sharing
of general affection or specific sexual activity.
(5) Sharing mutual interests in such things as hobbies,
spending leisure time together, and participating together
in recreation or sports are examples of recreational
intimacy. (6) Spiritual intimaéy is the sharing of
religious values or having either similar or compatible
concepts of the meaning in life. (7) Aesthetic intimacy is
the closeness that results from the experience of sharing
beauty.

Clinebell and Clinebell (1970) discussed ten separate
categories of intimacy. (1) "Sexual intimacy is for many

couples the axis around which the other forms of intimacy
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cluster....[It] is more than the bringing together of sexual
organs, more than the reciprocal sensual arousal of both
partners, more even than mutual fulfillment in orgasm. It
is the experience of sharing and self-abandon in the merging
of two persons" (Clinebell & Clinebell, 1970, p. 29).

(2) Emotionalhintimacy is set forth as the foundation of all
the other forms of intimacy. It is defined as "...the depth
awareness and sharing of significant meanings and feelings
-- the touching of the inmost selves of two human beings"
(Clinebell & Clinebell, 1970, p. 29). (3) Intellectual
intimacy is "the closeness resulting from sharing the world
of ideasY (Clinebell & Clinebell, 1970, p. 29).

(4) Aesthetic intimacy is "the depth sharing of experiences
of beauty" (Clinebell & Clinebell, 1970, p. 29).

(5) Creative intimacy is seen as shared creativity. An
example of creative intimacy is conceiving and parenting
children, which involves many forms of creativity--e.g.,
biological, emotional, social, spiritual. (6) Recreational
intimacy, the closeness of doing non-work things together as
a couple, is deemed to be "essential to the mental health of
the partners" (Clinebell & Clinebell, 1970, p. 30).

(7) Work intimacy is %"the closeness which comes from sharing
in a broad range of common tasks involved in maintaining a
house, raising a family, earning a living, and participating
in community projects...Work intimacy needs to be balanced

with other forms, particularly recreational intimacy"
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(Clinebell & Clinebell, 1970, pp. 30-31). (8) Crisis
intimacy is described as "standing together in the major
and minor tragedies which are persistent threads in the
cloth from which family life is woven" (Clinebell &
Clinebell, 1970, p. 31). (9) Commitment intimacy is the
"ongoing mutuality which develops in a marriage in which
there is shared dedication to some value or cause that is
bigger than the family, something that both partners regard
as worthy of self-investment" (Clinebell & Clinebell, 1970,
p- 31). (10) Spiritual intimacy is the "nearness that
develops through sharing in the area of ultimate concerns,
the meanings of life (to both partners), their relationship
to the universe and to God...the sense of a transcendent
relatedness" (Clinebell &'Clinebell, 1970, p. 31).

Waring (1984) conceptualized intimacy as the
"expression of affection, compatibility, cohesion, identity,
and the ability to resolve conflicts" (p. 186). Based on
this conceptualization, hé developed the Waring Intimacy
Questionnaire, measuring eight aspects of intimacy:

(1) conflict resolution, (2) affection, (3) cohesion,
(4) sexuélity, (5) identity, (6) compatibility,
(7) expressiveness, and (8) autonomy.

Dahms (1976) described three categories of intimacy--
intellectual intimacy, physical intimacy, and emotional
intimacy. These three categories are ranked in an intimacy

hierarchy:



21

(1) Intellectual intimacy is the lowest order of
intimacy, that is, the least intimate. This type of
intimacy involves words, ideas, roles, games, and defenses.
It is expressing opinions, participating in conversations,
discussing ideas. Verbal interaction is a central
characteristic of intellectual intimacy.

(2) Physical intimacy is the middle order of intimacy.
Physical intimacy includes such activities as touching,
hugging, caressing, and sexual expression. Physical
intimacy is more frightening to people than intellectual
intimacy because it is marketed as the highest order of
intimacy. "Popular magazines, advertising, literature,
and films all portray physical intimacy as the god at
whose altar all should worship" (Dahms, 1976, p. 79). 1In
spite of this portrayal of physical intimacy in the popular
media, Dahms noted that %"...physical intimacy is not the
highest form of intimacy and does not guarantee full human
sharing® (Dahms, 1976, p. 80). Further, Dahms said that
until men and women stop using physical intimacy as a weapon
against each other, no real emotional intimacy can be
experienced. While insisting that physical intimacy is not
the highest order of intimacy, he did insist that physical
intimacy is extremely important to human well-being. He
indicated that full intimacy cannot occur without physical
contact, and pointed out that people will turn to culturally

acceptable substitutes for (e.g., doctor’s offices, beauty
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parlors, barber shops, cigarettes, pets, etc.) when physical
intimacy is unavailable.

(3) Emotional intimacy includes mutual accessibility,
naturalness, non-possessiveness, and process. Mutual
accessibility is each person feeling that he or she has
complete access to the other without criticism. Naturalness
is the degree to which the interaction is between their real
selves, not roles they are playing to win each other’s
approval or have been assigned by each other. Process means
that attaining and maintaining an emotionally intimate
relationship requires constant attention. Emotional
intimacy is never fully attained. If time and attention are
not continuously given to the relationship, the relationship
will deteriorate. From this perspective, a marriage
ceremony is basically a public vow to invest the time,
effort, and energy needed to develop and maintain the
highest order of intimacy over an extended period of time,
and divorce is basically the failure to maintain that
emotional intimacy.

In summary, Acitelli and Duck (1987), acknowledging
these diverse perspectives in conceptualizing intimacy,
reduced the debate to one question: Is intimacy a quality of
persons or is it a quality of interactions? Or, worded
ancther way, is it more correct to say, "I am intimate" or

"We are intimate?" They insisted that intimacy cannot be
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properly understood from any perspective that does not
include both conceptualizations.

This study proposes that Acitelli and Duck (1987) are
correct, and that the best way to ascertain both the
individual capacity for intimacy and the state of intimacy
in the relationship is through the measurement of intimate
behaviors. Since intimate behaviors are expressed by
individuals, they are specific indicators of the personal
capacity those individuals have for intimacy. Because those
intimate behaviors are expressed within the context of a
relationship, they are the facilitators of the state of
intimacy in the relationship. This view is consistent with
Weingarten’s (1991) perception that "repeated intimate
interaction may produce an experience of intimacy" (p. 287).
Because intimate behaviors flow out of one’s personal
ca