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ABSTRACT

This study investigated pérsonality chgractéristics that relate
to the degree of self-disclosure. Using the Bém Q-Sort technigue, the~;
subjects (75 male and 75 femelg single undergraduate studenfs under
the age of 30) were required to describe'separately thé personality of
the person theyudiscloge to the mdst and the le§st, as well as their
own personality. In addition; a self-report inventory‘was '

administered in order to measure disclosure to each target. Factor

Vanalysié révealed that there were several ﬁersonality types thaﬁ

people disclose to the mo§t'and'the,least. A closef‘éxamihation»of

the various types made it possible to identify some personality
charaeterisfics_that may facilitéte selfédiéCldSure aﬁd some

persohality chéracteristics that may inhibit disclosufe. As
hypothesized, the results showed that both males and females generally
tend to see themselves as more similar to the person they disclose to
tHe'mo;t than the pe;sbn they displose to the least: This may have
important “irhpiications for the therapeutic relationship with regard to
matching“clients with therapists on the basis of perceived per;onélity
similarity. The hypothesis that females would disciose more’ than {
males was supported but only with regard to the MOST ta;get (pe..01). .
This indiéates that feméles are more-open with thei£ preferred target
but they are not necessarily‘more disclosing in general.' With regard.

to sex of-the target, the hypothesis that there would be more

Y
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~ female than® male MOST-térgets was not supported. However, the
hypoth851s that there would be more male than female LEAST targets was
confirmed but only with regard to male subjects (p.L,OOl)

7 Slgnlflcantly hlgher prop&&%ions of family as LEAST versus MOST

targets were found for both sexes (p 4«.001) which 1ndlcate that few -

«

™

subjects were willing to disclose to members of their own famlly// The‘
results of thls study contradlct‘the notion of a general tendency to
disclose. Finally, no differences were found between high and low

disclosers in terms of how they described their targets or themselves.

i
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;NTRODUCTION k . =
- Research interesﬁlin the area ofvself;discldsure has increased
considerably in recént yeafs. A review of the literature shpws that
- pribr to 1960 there were fever tha%'lOijOurnai'articiesvconcerniﬁg
self-disclosure while in the last couéﬁe of yeérs sevefal hundred
articles have been published. Many sociologists as Jellﬂés
psychologists consider the act or process of self-disclosure tovbé of
considerable importaneeuih terms of Bsychological growth (e.g.
Jourard, 1564; Mowrer, 1961; Rogérs, 1958), constructive personality
~change (e.g..Truax & Carkhuff, 1965), progress and outcome in
dsychotherapy (e.g. Truax, 1968; Stfassberg, Roback, D'Antonio &
Gabel, 1977), méntal and physical health (e.g. Chaikin, Derlega,
Bayma, & Shaw, 1975; Derlega & Chaikin, 1975{ Handkins & Munz, -1978;
Jourard, 1971), interpersonal learning'(e.g. Allen, l973),ndevelopmen£
of socjalized thought and accurate reality-testing (e.g. Vondfacek &
Vondracek, 1971) and' development and maintenance of interpersonal
relatioﬁshipé_(eﬁg. Altman & Taylor, 1973; Coodstein & Reinecker,' ' ..
’1977; Levinger & Senn, 1967). Self-disclosure is probably the main
/7;;ans for human Beingg to get to know each .other as weLl as a Usefgl;
! maybe even necessary, mééhé of self-knowledge. Jourard (1964) states
that nit seems to bé anoth?r empirical fact;that no -man can‘come‘to
knpw himself except as an outcome of disclosing himself to another
person" (p. 5). The process and determinants of self-disclosure aie

N

-of pa;ticuiaf concern to clinical psychologists since the client's

=Y



willingness and/or ability to disclose him/herself to the therapist is
generally considered essential for successFul psychotherapy; Truax
and Carkhuff (1965) point out that the role of the therapist in both
traditional psychotherapy and in counseling has been based upon
attempts to facilitate the process of self-disclosure. - Consequently,
research findings on this process have implications'for the practice
of pgychotherapy, for the training and pdésibly selection of
psychotherapists, for the prevention Qf psychological disturbance, as
well as for the general understanding of personality and personality

change. |
/

Definition

Sglfédisclosure has'been variously defined in the literature, and
the lack of a uniform définition poses a problem in this research
area. As McCarthy and Betz (1978) point out, studies of
selfxdisclosure have frequently utilized definitions that are too
vague to permit replication of the study or to communicate clearly how
the response is to be accomplished. To date, little effort has been
made to distinguish clearly and systematically between what r
self-disclosure is and what it is not. For example, Cozby{s (1973)
dsfinition "any information about himself which Person A communicates
vé}bally to a Person B" fails to distinguish self-disclosure from
general verbg; information; In many cases there is lack of agreement
among investigators as to the kihds of responses that should be

labelled as self-disclosing. While Cozby (1973) indicates that

-



self—discloéuré is verbally communicated, Shapiro, Krauss and Truax
(1969) indicate that éelf—disclosure may be accomplished through
nonverbal, as well as verbal, behaviors. In a recent study, McCarthy
and Betz (l978)/§i§tinguish between "self-disclosing responses" which
are statements geferring to past history or personal experiences and
:%elf—involving responses"” which are here-and-now reactions and
fee%‘ngs to persons or situations. Most definitions in the literature
however, do not distinguish between past- or present-centered
self-information (e.g. Bayne, 1977; Derlega & Chaikin, 1975; Jourard,
1964; Kleck, 1968; Pedersen & Breglio,'l969a§ Persons & Marks, 1970;
Vondracek & Marshall, 1971). After reviewing existing definitions, it
was decided to use the following definition of self—disc;osure for the
purposes of this study: "Verba} communication of personal and
intimate information about oneself". This definition was chosen
because it specifies that the self-portrayal is verbal and that
self-disclosure concerns both personal and intimate aspects of one's
life. It seems reasonable to suggest that self-disclosure is the
opposite of self-concealment which has_also been referred to as
discretion or a need (or liking) for privacy (e.g. Cozby, £973;
Maslow, 1968). Whether a person choses to self-disclose or to
self-conceal is probably a function of the personality characteristics
of both the discloser and the listener, the relationship between them,
as well as situational characteristics, and a variety of interactions
among these variables.

-
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Measurement

The major impetus for research in self—disClQ§ure was provided by
Jourard's elaboration of the phenomena, his development of a paper and
pencil measure of individual differences in self-disclosure (Jourard &
Lasakow, 1958) and subsequent research using this measure which he has
summarized (Jourard, 1971). The original instrdment consisted of 60
items - 10 items in each of six areas of personal information:
Attitudes and Opinions, Tastes and Interests, Work (or Studies),
Money, Personality and Body. Subjects were asked to respond to each
item by indicatingrthe extent to thch the information has been made
known to four target persons: Mother, Father, Male Friend, Female
) Friend. Item; were rated as: O - no disclosure; 1 - disclosure in
general terms; 2 - full and complete disclosure. Variations of the
measure such as shorter forms, different targets, different items and
different scoring have been employed by Jourard and other |
investigators (e.g. Himelstein & Lubin, 1965; Hurley & Hurley, 1969;
Morgan & Evans, 1977; Pedersen & Higbee, 1969a; West & Zingle, 1969).
The most relevant parameters to measure with regard to self-report
inventories are amount and intimacy of disc;osure. “

The proportion of intimate and less intimate items seemsq
important in the structure of a self-report questionnnaire. Jourard,
using his original 60-item questionnaire (JSDQ-60), found a high
disclosure cluster consisting of Tastes and Interests, Attitudes and
Opinions aﬁﬁ Work, and a low disclosure cluster consisting of Money,

Personality and Body (Jourard & Lasakow, 1958). This has led to the



suggestion that people are more willing to disclose "public" rather
than "private" information (e.g; Allen, 1973; Cravens, 1975; Doster &
Strickland, 1971; Fitzgeraid, 1963). The content areas of Money,
Personality and Body may be viewed as mare intimate by people and
therefore less is disclosed in these areas.‘CTn-fact,Aconsensus among
people as to the degree of intimacy or risk of varioUé items has been
found (e.g. Jourard 1971; Norton, Feldman & Tafoya, 1974; Strassberg
& Anchor, 1975 Taylor & Altman, 1966). There is also cross-cultural
~agreement. Similar patterns of disclosability have been found by
various investigators among American and Brltlsh (Jourard, 196lc),
Mlddle—Eastern (Melikian, 1962) and German (Plog, 1965) subjects.
However, it should be noted that this agreement is based upon research
employing only two independent populations; college students and
sailors. It is possible that other populations, such as older,
mar£:;g people with different working and iiving conditions would rate
items differently in terms of intimacy.

In recent years the trend has been to use self-disclosure as the
dependent as well as the independent variable and to measure
self-disclosure behaviorally. For example, some researchers have
looked at written disclosure in essays (e.g. Burhenne & Mirels, 1970;
Ebersole, McFéll, & Brandt, 1977) and other researchers have
investigated verbal disclosure, usually tape-recorded to facilitate

scoring (e.g.Kohen, 1975; McGuire, Thelen, & Amolsch, 1975; Mann &

Murphy, 1975; Simonson, 1976). Cozby (1973) suhmarizes the three
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basic parameters of self-disclosure as: a) breadth or ame&nt of
information disclosed; b) depth or intimacy of information disclosed;
c) duration or time spent describing each item of information. In
addition to these three parameters whiéh are commonly employed, Brooks
(1974). used a fourth parameter: style or emotional involvement of the
subject (scored on-:how a person talks about him/herself, e.g.
mechanical and distant versus self-involved and betraying affect).
‘Chelune (1975) reviewed the basic parameters of disclosure and
proposed what he called "two additional dimensions of disclosing
behavior" (p. 81): "Affective manner of presentation" and “Flexibility
of disclosure pattern". “However, only one of these is an addition as
the first-mentioned is almost identical to the parameter proposed by
Brooks (1974). "Flexibility of disclosure pattern" relates to ability
to adapt readily to situational demandé. Some investigators found a
high positive correlation'betweenxdébth and time (e.g. Doster, 1975;
Ebersole et al., 1977; Pedersen &'Bféglio, 1968a). Depth of
disclosure 'increased with greater tihe spent talking on topics.
Pedersen and Breglio (1968a) suggested that"duration of disclosure may
. be substituted for depth as duration is a much more immediate,
objective and reliable measure. This suggestion, however, is not
supported by their findings in another study (Pedersen & Breglio,
1968b) where females disclosed more in depth than males but were not
more verbose. Their greater disclosur¢ was a result of what they said
and not how many words they used to say it. There are also other

studies reporting that intimacy or depth and duration appear to be
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% independent (e!g. Cozby, 1973j Vondracek, 1969). Thus it seems valid
to measure these two parameters.

In conclusion, it is important to bear in mind the differences in
measurements when evaluating research findings in the area of
self-disclosure. - Numerous researchers have used either a modification
of the JSDR-60 or developed their own measure to obtain data on
disclosure, These modifications may affect the reliability and
validity of the fﬁ§truments and the different measures make it

difficult to compare research findings.

Discloser characte;istics

Self-discloéure has been extensively examined with regard to the
discloser's characteristics and has been researched in relgkion to
various theories such as Social Accessibility (e.q.
Rickers-Ovsiankina, 1956; Rickers-Ovsiankina & Kusmin, 1958), Harvey,
Hunt & Schroder Personality Systems Theory (e.g. Tuckman, 1966),
Kelly's Persbnal Construct Theory (e.g. Neimeyer & Neimeyer, 1977),
Social Exéhange Theory (e.g. Worthy, Gary, & Kahn, 1969; Davis &
Sloan, 1974) and Social Penetration Theory (e.g. Taylor, 1968; Altman
& Taylor, 1973; Taylor & Oberlahder, 1969; Taylor, Altman, &
Serentino, 1969; Tognoli, 1969). With regard to discloser's N§\§3
characteristics and individual differences, sex has been mentioned as
a powerful predictor of self-disclosure (e.g. Allen, 1973). Numerous
investigations have reported that females disclose more than males

®

(e.g. Annis & Perry, 1977; Jourard & Landsman, 1960; Jourard &
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Lasakow, .1958; Jéurérd &Qg}chman, 1963; Himelstein & Lubin, 1965; Hood
& Bagk, l97¥; Kraft & Vra;;jl975; Levingég & Senn, 1967; Pederson &
Higbee, 1969a; Rivenbark, 1971). Greater self-disclosure by females
may be a function of cultural norms and child-rearing practises wﬁich
tend to encouraggvﬁom@n and discourage men from disclosing. Balswick
and Balkwell (1977) sfate that tae sex-role socialization literature
amply documents that male children are encouraged from an early age to
be less open or expressive than female chiidren. Thus one may expect
females to have a greater propensity to self-disclose than males.
However, a number of studies have reported no sex differences in
self-disclosure (e.g. Balswick & Balkwell, 1977; Brooks, 1974; Doster
& Strickland, 1969; Halpern, 1977;'K0hen, 1975, Plog, 1965;
Rickers-Ovsiankina & Kusmin, 1958; Vondracek & Marshall, 1971; Weigel,
Weigel, & Chadwick, 1969) and one study (Vondracek, 1970) found a
trend toward male subjects receiving higher amount of discloséré
scores than females. The lack of standard methods for measuring
self-disclosure may account for some of the contradictory findings in
the literature. As Cozby (1973) points out, despite such differences
there has been a tacit assumption in the literature that the various
measures are equivalent. In order for the nature of any sex
differences to be found, researchers must pay greater attention to
various factors which may discriminate between males and females, e.g.
written versus verbal disclosure; type of: items, targets, target

characteristics, situations and disclosure parameters used. For

example, as already mentioned, Pedersen and Breglio (1968b) found that



females discloséd more intimate information about themselves than
maleé, but they did not use more words to descfibe themselves. Thus,
in this study the type of pérameter measured distinguished between the
sexes. :

Other variables studied with regard to the discloser are:
nationality; race, religion, birthwbrder and age. Americans have been
reported to disclose more than either German (Plog, 1965) or British
(Jourard, 196lc). whites have been found to be higher in
self-disclosure than blacks (Diamond & Hellkamp, 1969; Jourard &
LaSékow,rl958). Comparing Baptisté, Catholics, Jews and, Methodists,
Jourard (1961b) found‘that Jewish males were higher in self-disclosure
than all other groups. Later-borns Teport higher amounts oﬁ?
self-disclosure, and first-borns report particularly high amounfé of
disclosure to mothers (Allen, 1973). Studying college students
ranging in-age from 17 to‘55 years, Jourard (196la) found that
self-disclosure to opposite-sexed peers (ie. spouses) increaséd, while
self—disclosurejto all other targets decreased. Males 40 énd over
tended to repor£ decreasing self-disclosure to wives.

-Self-disclosure and mental health have been extensively studied.
Jourard (1963, 1964) argued that self-disclosure is a prerequisite for
a healthy personality, proposing that low disclosure is indicative of
a repression of self and an inability to grow as a person. Both
Jourard and Cozby (1973) suggested that the relationship between
mental health (or adjustment) and self-disclosure is curvilinear.

That is, both too little or too much disclosure may be maladaptive.
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In spite of much research, the relationsD;p betweeﬁ mental health and
self-disclosure tendencies is not clear. %5ome'studies report a
positive relationship'(e.g; Halverson & Shore, 1969; Trﬁax & Céfkhuff,
1965), some report a negative relat&onship (e.g. Cozby, 1972; Persons
& Marks, 1970) and some studies found no relationship (e.g. Stanley &
Bownes, 1966). There is evidence that, neuroticism is related to
inappropriate and non-reciprocal patterns of disclosure rather than to
any characteristically,high or low level of disclosure (e.g. Chaikin
et al., 1975; Mayo, 1968).

Bath with regaré to mental health and various personality
concepts the findings are generally inconclusive and often
contradictory. There may be several reasons for this confusion. As
has been mentioned earlier, there is a lack of consistency both in
operational definitions of various concepts (e.g. self-disclosure and
mental health) and in measurement. Also, as Altman and Tayior (1973)
point out, it may be unrealistic to expect to find specific
trait-disclosure relationships. They propose that personality
determinants do not function unilaterally but operate rather in
conjunction with features of the relationship (e.g. type and time) and

0

the setting (e.g. formal versus informal).

Target characteristics

Although self-disclosure has{become a widely researched topic,
few studies have paid systematic attention to target (person to whom

the self-disclosures are directed) characteristics which may influence

S
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self-disclosure. “As self-disclosure by definition always involves

-

’ more than one person (a discloser plus one or more ta}gets), it is
.necessary to i%veétigate the influence of varibus‘targeﬁ variables-in
ofder to gain a better understanding of the procegss of
self-disclosure. There are several variables related to the target
which may influence self-disclo8ure, e.g. status, sex, familiarity,
positiveness, self-disclosure, relationship to discloser and
personality. « } .

Little research has been done on the influence of status on
self-disclosure, but there seems to be general agreement that
disclosure by a low-status individual to a high-status-individual is
more appropriate than disclosure in the reverse direction and that
self-disclosure among peers is the most appropriate. Slobin, Miller
and Porter (1968) sfudied the disclosure patterns of workers within a
business organization. They found that most disclosures were made to
peers (fellow workers) and that disclosure to immediate supervisors
was greater than disclosure to subordinates. The research of Derlega
and Chaikin (1975) support these findings. Derlega and Chaikin (1975)
suggest that the dynamics behind these résults may reflect the notion
that the discloser is placing himself symbolically on a comparable
level with his target. Since few people)desire to reduce their
status, self-disclosure to a lower status individual is regarded as
somewhat inappropriate or unusual. Another explanation as proposed by
Cozby (1973) is that disclosure to‘superiors may be an ingratiation

technique.



With redard to target sex there is evidence in the literature
that self-disclosure to a female is more common than to(a male.
Several sﬁudies suggest that feméles receive more disclosures than
~males (e.g. Brodsky & Komarides, 1968; Brooks, 1974; Gobdstein &
Russell, 1977; Jourard & Richman, 1963; Kleck, 1968; Komarovsky,_
1972). In a study of male ééllege students, Komarowsky (1973)
reported that for all aspec£§ of phe self, the closest female friend
was the preferred target. Brodsky and Komarides (1968) also stddied
self-disclosure among males (65 hilitary prisoners). They found that
among all the given targets (mother, father, closest male friend, -
closest female friend, closest prisoner friend, next—cldéest prisoner
friend, closest staff person and next-closest staff person) ther
greatest amount of disclosure was reported to closest female friend
and next to mother. Goodstein'and Russell (1977) using a sample of 31
females found that,the subjects reported sibnificantly more disclosure
to females than males. Brooks (1974) concluded that the presence of a
female facilitates self-disclosure as fhe results of her study showed
that 5oth sexes disclosed more to female tpan‘male interviewers. In
conclusion, it seems fhat sex of the targefris an important variable
to consider when studying self-disclosure. Interestingly, within the
area of counseling, there are writers who feel that "the counselor is
a woman" (e.g. Farson, 195A; McClain, 1968). Farson's thesis is thaE
the work of the counselor calls for behaviors that are closer to the

soclal expectations for women than men. Our culture tends to see the

feminine role as "tender, gentle, loving, dependent, receptive,



passive, more concernéd with interpersonal relations than with things"”
while the masculine role is seen as "clever, tough, strong, '
courageous, independent, more concerned with things than with people"
(McClain, 1968). There is research evidence that sex role behavior
has a more powerful efféct of-self-disclosure Fhaq biologiéal sex.

-

Feldstein (1579) found that males disclosed mbst to feminine female
counselers and'é?sclosed least to masculine female counselor;f
Females disclosed most to feminine male counselor§ and disclosed least
to‘masculine male counselors. Thus, it seems- that the behavior and
personality characteristics displayed by a person is more important
than his/her gende; and that "femininity" per se may encourage
self-disclosure.

Generally, the preferred target is a person who is in a close
-relationship with the discloser and therefore someone that the
discloser is familiar with or knows relafi&ely well. Although it has

‘jbeen found that people are willing to disclose intimately to strangers
iunder certain Circumstances; e.g. the "stranger on the train™
phenpmenon and disaster situations, it seems reasonable toﬁstate that
‘usually target familiarity facilitates self-disclosure. Ebersole et
al. (1977) found that whether or not the subject was acquainted with
the experimenter from classroom contact with him'és professor proved
to be a potent determinant of self-disclo§ure. The subjects who had
the experimenter as an instructor wrote longer and, more personal

essays than subjects unfamilidfrwith the experimenteff However, in

this study it is possible that the effect of familiarity was
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confounded with motivation due to the specific relationship, that is,
teacher-student. The students who hae the experimenter as their
teacher may have ‘been more motivated to try to please or impress the_
experimenter by being more cooperative than the other subjects.- Other
studies show that self-disclosure increases over the amount of time
.people interact.“Taylor (1968) administered self-disclosure
questionnaires toycollege roommates on repeatee/occasions over tke
course of one, semester. ¥he questionnaires, przsealed Fer intimacy,
assessed what the subjegts;had told their roomates abeiit themselves,
the social activities they engaged in together, interpersonal exchange
of biographioal demographic nature and the attitudes and values they
had in commen. As the semester progressed, the subjects reported
disclosure of an increasingly greater amount of information to one
another, engaged in more joint activities, and became more accurate in
assessing each other's biographical-demographic characteristics ahd in
estimating each other's attitudes and values. Disclosure at various
levels of intimacy increased‘at different rates. Superficial
infermation initially increased rapialy and then leveledébff, while
mere intimate information increased more gradually over time. Colson
(1968) and Frankfurt (1965) sepport these findings. Jourard afhd
Landsman (1960), employing a small male sample (N$9), f&%ﬁ%‘that
self-disclosure was highly correlated with the degree to whieh they
knew the tﬂarge’ts whi:e liking wa,s only slightly correlated with |
disclosure. People may disclose more to a person they know weil

because they trust the person and/or because they already have some
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investment in the personrand self-disclosure may be a means of
continuing buiiding the relationship. Also, people are probably '
generally more willing to take the time to talk and listen to people
‘they know\well ratﬁ%r than acquaintances or strangers. In addition,
social norms and expectancies may account for the effect &?E

\ fgﬁiliarity. , ‘

While Jourard and Landsman (1960) found that knoWing, not liking
was important for self-disclosure, a number of other dies show that
self-disclosure is a function of how well liked th Itargets are.-
Social approval, mutual depehdency as well as liking have been %Qunﬁ
to have a facilitative effect on self—disclosure (e.g. Altman'& 7
Haythorn, 1965;'Fitzgérald, 19633 " Gelman & MCGinley,vl978; Halvorson &4
.Shore; i96§; Jourard, 1959; Jourard & Lasakow, 1958; Kent, 1975; ;
Kohen, 1975; Taylor et al., 1969). Liking appears to be paf%icularly
important for disclosure of more intimate:topics (e.q. Frankfurt,
1965} wOrthy et al., 1969). ‘Two verbal behavioral aspects of the
target which have been found to encourage and increase self-disclosure
are providing pasiEive feedback or evaluation and se@F-disclosure.'
These behaviors may communicate to the other person thatthe/she is
béing liked and/or trusted énd thus serve as an encouragement to open
up and to continue td disclose. They may also convey the target';
interest, acceptance and understanding. Colson (1968) found that the
amount and ‘depth of disclosure varied according to ‘the feedback
provided, being greatest with positive feedback, intermediate with.no

feedback and least with negative feedback. Taylor et al. (1969)
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report that target's agreement with the discloser's views elicited
more disclosure from the subjects than disagreement. In a study on
differential effectiveness of interviewer interventions, Powell (1968)
found that honest disclosure from the interviewer was maximally
effective. College students whose personal references were followed
by similar personal references by the interviewer showed significantly
greater increases in the frequency of positive and negative
self-references than.subjects questioned by a non-disclosing
/fmn\igterviewer.v
\ “

Target's self-disclosing behavior has more or less consistently
been found to be an important determinant of self-disclosure, both in
terms df breadth and depth.. This phenomenon, known as "reciprocity"
or the "dyadic effect" (self-disclosure begets self-disclosure) as
Jourard called it, is supported by several studies (e.g. Becker &
Munz, 1975; Chittick & Himelstein, 1967; Erhrlich & Graeven, 1971;
Gaebelein, 1976; Jourard, 1969; 1971; Levinger & Senn, 1967;
Rivenbark, 1971; Tognoli, 1969; Vondracek & Vondracek, 1971). Morgan
and Evans (1977) found that in a series of exchanges in a dyad it was
not important whether the experimenter's self-disclosure came before
or after subjects were given the opportunity to self-disclose. The
results also suggested that whether or not one self-discloses
spontaneously has an effect on others disclosures. This corroborates
Jourard's (1964) view that to encourage self-disclosure on the part of
others one should be, or at least appear to be, willing to disclose

spontaneously. Research findings demonstrate that target's
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self-disclosure affect subjects' perceptions of the target as well as
subjects' self-disclosure. In a recent study on perceptions of
counselor characteristics Merluzzi, Banikiotes and Missbach (1978)
found that high disclosiné cpunéelors were perceived as mbre
attractive but less trustworthy than low disclosers. Some studies
support the hypothesis that disclosing targets are perceived and
evaluated more favorably on a variety of dimensions, e.g. they were
liked better, perceived as warmer, more‘sensitive and honest and as
possessing a bette}“ééf?:concept (e.g. Nilsson, Strassberg, & Bannon,
1979; Simonson, 1976). Other studieg suggest that too much or too
intimate self-disclosure on the part of the target as well as too
little self-disclosure may cause the target to be evaluated less
favorably than moderate disclosure (e.g. Cozby, 1972; Davis & Sloan,
1974; Tognoli, 1967; worthy et al, 1969). This supports the
hypothesis of Cozby (1972, 1973) that the relationship between
self-disclosure and liking is curvilinear and that "reciprocity
becomes less powerful as a determinant of subjects' responses at high
level of intimacy" (Cozby, 1973, p. 155).  For example, Chaikin and
Derlega (1974) found that the nonintimate "normbreaker" was rated as
"cold" while the intimate "normbreaker" was seen as "maladjusted".
Mann and Murphy (1975) report that subjects viewed the interviewer as
more empathetic, warm and congruent when she emittedban intermediate
number of self-disclosures as opposed to many or no disclosures.
There is some evidence that the optimal amount of self-disclosure may

cepend on both target and discloser. Gelman and McGinley (1978) found
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that people are more attracted to others whose self-disclosure is
similar to their own level of disclosure and that this attraction has
an effect on the other's disclosure.

Another factor that may influence self-disclosure ié the type of
relationship between discloser and target. Cozby (1973) suggest that
love resqlts in greater disclosure than liking. This suggestion is
bqsed on the findings that disclosure to spouse is greater than to any
other target (Jourard & Lasakow, 1958) and that females, according to
Rubin (1970), love their same-sex friends more than males do. Rubin's
view provides a reason for the finding that women tend to disclose
more to their same-sex friean than males do. Goodstein and Russell
(1977) found that subjects disclose significantly more to friends than
relatives. This corroborates the findings of Jourard and Richman
(1963) and Plog (1965) that same-sex friend tended to be preferred
ovef)either parent as a target for disclosure. Both males and females
have been found to désclose more to their mothers than their fathers
(e.g. Jourard & Richman, 1963; Kleck, 1968; Pedersen & Higbee,

1969). 1In a study on self-disclosure and relationship to the target
person, Pedersen and Higbee (196%9b) investigated various descriptions
of the relationship between the discloser and the target which may be
important correlates of the amount of disclosure to the target. The
subjects rated four targets (mofher, father, best male friend, best
female friend) on eleven adjective pairs (e.g. close-distant,
warm-cold, rejecting-accepting, disliking-liking, fair-unfair). The

only adjectives which correlated significantly with disclosure to
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mother for males were close and warm. For females, disclosure to
mother was significantly correlated with close, accepting, interested,
friendly and good. However, disclosure to the father involved more
adjectives. The disclosure of males to their fathers were related to
the traits of close, warm, liking, interested, friendly, fair,
unselfish and good. The disclosure of females to their fathers were
related to warm, accepting, liking, interested, friendly and good. It
was suggested that the disclosure of children to their mothers is more
independent of how their mothers relate to them than disclosure to
their fathers is of how their fathers relate to them. For both sexes,
fhe disclosure to their best same-sex friend Was not related to any
ratings of their relationship with that friend. Males were more
discriminating than females in their disclosure to the opposite-sex
friend. Nine scales (close, warm, accepting, liking, trustful,
interested, friendly, fair, unselfish) were related to disclosure to
best female friend, while for females only close, warm and liking were
related to disclosure to best male friend. The authors suggested that
for women affection in the relationship has more to do with disclosure
than the characteristics of the male involved in the relationship. It
was interesting to note that people apparently are not too |
discriminating as to what the relationship is like with their best
same-sex friends in disclosing to him/her.

To date, this is the only study which has investigated the
infiuence of target personality characteristics on self-disclosure.

However, the adjective pairs were not factor analyzed to determine
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more general target characteristics which relate to disclosure. Also,
the subjects were instructed to focus on the relationship, not on the
person in general. There may, however, be a number of general target
personality characteristics which affect willingness to disclose.
within the area of psychotherapy, there is evidence that the
personality of the therapist influence the process and outcome of
therapy (e.g. Allen, 1967; Carkhuff, 1969; Gurman, 1977; Kramer,
Rappaport, & Seidman; 1979). For example, Allen (1967) reports that
there is a growing body of data which suggest that the outcome of
counseling is more closely related to the personality qualities of thq
counselor than to his technical backgrouﬁd. With regard to relevant |
personal qualities, the importance of factors such as empathy, warmth
and genuineness has been supported by both clinicians and researchérs
(e.g. Carkhuff, 1969; Gurman, 1977; Halpern, 1977; K}émer et al.,
1979; Rogers, 1958). Simonson (1976) found that subjects exposed to a
warm therapist disdlosed significantly more than subjects exposed to a
cold therapist. Egyiew of the literature suggest that there are
several ofher gualities that should be considered. In an analogue
stud§ Lin (1973) found that counselor self-confidence was linearly
relatea“to interviewees' perception of the counselors as empathic,
warm and genuine. Heigl-Evers and Heigl (1976) described and analyzed
personality characteristics of professional psychothe;apists.
Personality characteristics considered ideal included psychological
curiosity, tenacity in pursuit of truth, empathy for the suffering

individual, high intelligence and motivation. Parloff, Waskow, and
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wWolfe (1978) list the following qualities that at times have been
advanced as those to which all prospective therapists should aspire:
objectivity, honesty, capacity for relatedness, emotional freedom,
security, integr}ty, humanity, commitment to the patient,
intuitiveness, patience, perceptiveness, empathy, creativity and
‘imaginativeness. In a recent counseling analogue study, Feldstein
(1979) investigated the effécts of counselor sex and sex role on |
self-disclosure. Two male and two female counselors were trained to
roleplay both a masculine and a feminine counseling role. The
counselor roles varied in three ways: a) Counseling interventions of
the mascyline sex-typed counselor were more action pgriented (e.g. use
of confrontation), whereas the feminigg sex-typed counselor employed
more responsive interventions (e.g. reflection of feeling). b) The
affect of the feminine sex-typed counselor was warm, supportive, and
emotional, and the affect of the masculine.sex-typed counselor was
cognitive, assertive and controlled. c) The nonverbal behavior4of the
femin}ne sex~typed counselor included a softgr voice, more smiling,
more body lean, and more head nods than the masculine sex-typed
counselor, whereas the nonverbal behavior of the masculine sex-typed
counselor included a louder voice, more postural relaxation, and more
shifts in leg movements. The finding that both female and male
subjects disglbsed most to feminine counselors, suggest that counselor
sex role had a more powerful effect than the biological gender of the
counselor as previously mentioned with regard to target sex. This in

turn suggests that certain stereotyped feminine characteristics such
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as warm, supportive and emotional are more facilitative on™
self-disclosure than certain stereotyped masculine characteristics
such as assertive, cogﬁitive and controlled. Researchers have
traditionally been concerned mainly with characteristics which
facilitate self—disclosurejand have to a large extent neglected
characteristics which may inhibit self-disclosure. Study of both is
necessary in order to delineate the requisite characteristics that
facilitate self-disclosure. For example, Gurman (1977) feports that
QOgmatic counselors were seen by patients as providing unfavorable
therapeutic climate and that dogmatic people are characterized by more
defensive behavior in interpersonal transactions. This corroborates
the findings of Bergin (.1966) that therapists'who were more anxious,
conflicted and defensive were least likely to promote change in their
patients. Thus in summary, there is evidence that personality
characteristics such as cold, dogmatic, defensive, anxious, assertive,
etc. may inhibit self-disclosure and therapeutic progress while
characteristics such as warm, empathic, understanding, emotional,

honest, open, self-confident, etc. may facilitate self-disclosure and

the thérapeutic process. » %%

The Objectives of this Study

As there is an apparent lack of research on the influence of the
target's personality on sélf—disclosure, the main objective afhis
study was to investigate personality characteristics in a r”f

non-therapeutic context that relate to self-disclosure. The
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methodology involved subjects describing the personality of the person
they disclose to the most and'the least as weil4as their own
personality. Although no predictions were made about the specific
characteristics, as this study is essentially exploratory in natufe,
it was expected that some personality characteristics similar to those
mentioned above would be identified that may facilitate
self-disclosure while other characteristics would be identified that
may inhibit self-disclosure. Research findings in this specific area
may contribute significantly to knowledge and understanding of the
self-disclosure process as well as the dynamics behind relationships
in general. Also, as mentioned earlier, the client's disclosure is
generally considered essential for effective psychotherapy. - The
delineation of target personality characteristics that facilitate
self-disclosure is therefore important for selection and training of
clinical psychologists and counselors. &

The second objective of this study was to investigate the
relationship between how subjects perceive themselves and how they
perceive the people they disclose to the most and the least. Jourard
(1964) points out that in gecordance with his data the subjects tended
to disclose more about thegjelves to people who resembled them in
various ways than to people who differed from them. This led him to
propose that "disclosure is a byprpduct ....of the perception or
belief that the target person ié similar to self" (p. 15). The

similarity which he thought was most crucial is similarity in values.

Attitude or value similarity and attraction have been found to be

; 7



correlated by several investigators (e.g.kByrne, 1969; Chaikin &
Derlega, 1976; Gelman & McGinley, 1978; Marcus, 1976; Newcomb, 1961;
Precker, 1959). Concerning attraction: similarity in personality
characteristics as well as similarity in attitudes have been studied.
Several studies support the similarity hypotheses. Schooley (1936)
examined personality resemblances among married couples using a
battery,of tests, and found that men and women tend to éérry persons
/similar to themselves in all the cha?acteristics measured in her
study. Izard (1960) found that personality similarity was a
facilitator of interpersonal posilive affect. Studying pe;sonality
and social choice, Lindzey and Urdan (1954) found that in general
pairs of individuals who chose to live with one another appeared to be
more alike on personality measures than individuals who rejected each
other. In the area of psyzhotheréby, Lasky and Salomone (1977) report
that therapist-patient similarities are directly related to
psychotherapy outcome in many diverse areas such as social class,
values and compatibility of orientation to interpersonal relatibns.

" Persons and Marks (1970) report that subjects' intimacy was *\\
significantly greater on all dependent measures when the interviéWér
and interviewee had the same personality type in terms of MMPI codes.
Reviewing studies on therapist-patient persaonality similarity, Parloff
et al. (1978) cﬁncluded that aithough widely varying methodologies of
various degrees of scientific adequacy have been employed in these
studies and quite divergent personality characteristics have served as

the basis for forming therapist-patient combinations, weak
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relationships between simiiaritywand compatability variables and
therapy outcome prevail. Most studies have investigated the effects
of actual similarity in terms of various measurements, e.g. the MMPI
and the Myer-Briggs Type Indicator. However, it is possible that
perceived similarity”is even more important for therapeutic
effectiveness and for facilitating self-disclosure. After a review of
empirical studies related to therapist-client matching, Luborsky,
Chandler, Auerbach, and Cohen (1971) reached the conclusion that "a
feeling of similarity" seems to provide a more significant
relationship between the therapist and the patient and therefore a
better outcome to treatment. In‘light of the research findings cited
above it was hypothesized that the subjects would describe themselves
as more similar to the person they disclose to the most than the
person they disclose to the least.

With regard to discloser sex, it was hypothesized that females
would disclose more than males, as the literature suggests that
females are generally higher disclosers than males.y Concerning target
sex, it was also hypothesized that there wouldsbe more female than
male preferred targets and more male than femalennon—preferred
targets, as there is evidence that disclosure toda female is more
common than to a male.

Finally, this study examined whether high and low disclosers
would differentially perceive targets' personality characteristics.
For example, research in the area of affiliation has found that more

sociable people are more sensitive to person cues related to
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friendship than less sociable people (e.g. Mehrabian & Ksionzky,
1974). It is possible that different characteristics are important
for high and low disclosers.

Although the literature indicate that self-disclosure may be a
multidimensional construct (e.g. the five parameters mentioned
earlier), for purposes of this study an attempt will be made to
measure self-disclosure as a single score averaged over various topic
areas and degree of intimacy. The reasons for doing so are that,
according to Goodstein and Reinecker (1974), there seems to be no
major advantage in using weighted scores and that most investigators

have used unweighted, overall scores.

~
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METHCD

Sub jects
The subjects were 75 male and 75 female undergraduate psychology
students at Simon Fraser University who volunteered to take part in
the study. As previous research indicates that people disclose ma;e
to their spouses than to any other targets and that disclosure
decreases with age (Joufard, 1971) the subjects were selected on the
basis of being single and under 30 years of age.

y A
Measures

Two kind of instruments were administered to all the subjects.

A) BEM Q-Sort Technique

The BEM Q-Sort Technique was selected because it has been
demonstrated to be a useful technique for describing a person’s
personality characteristics (Bem & Funder, 1978, Block & Peterson,
1955, Block, 1961, Block, 1977). The instrument lends itself to an
analytic strategy which permits one to assess the degree of similaritw
between one or several pairs of "personalities" by correlating the
@-sorts and then factor analyzing the correlations. Test-retest
reliabilites of .8 and .9 are conventional (Block, l961).nl

The BEM Q-sort utilizes the set of items devised by Jack Block
(1961), called the California Q-set which was desighed for use by

professional clinical psychologists and psychiatrists. Bem and his
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A

associates modified the set slightly by adding simpli%yihg paraphrases
in parentheses below the original items so that non-professionals
could soft their acquaintances as weil as themselves‘(Bem & Funder;
1978) . ° |
The test consists of 188 descriptive personality statements (see T —
Appendix A) which are sorted by the subject into 9 categories, raﬁging
from the least (1) to the most (9) characteristic of the berson being
described. Statements considered neither characteristic nor
uncharacteristic of the individual ére placed into middle categories.
The number of items distributed into each category is constrained to
be 5,8,12,16,18,16,12,8,5 respectively. After the sorting, the
placement of each item is recorded on a_record sheet. Thus each item v .
receives a score from 1 to 9 and a forced symmetric distribution is
employed with a fiean of 5 and a standard deviation of 2.0889,
For purposes of this study, the 100 items were printed separately
on 3 x 2 cards to permit easy aréangement and re—a£rangemeﬁt. The
cards were shuffled prior to next sprting. Subjects were reguired to /‘\\\\\
do three sortings, one déscribing the pérson to whom they disclose the

most (MOST), one describing the person to whom they disclose the least

(LEAST) and one describing themselves (SELF).

B) Self-Disclosure Inventory

In order to obtain a measure of self-disclosure to each target a
self-report inventory was formed by selecting 39 items from a battery

of 671 statements dealing with various aspects of the self (Taylor and -
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’ Alfman, 1966). The 671 items, consisting of 13 topic categories, had
been scaled for intimacy by three independent populations, male &
college students, sailors (Taylor & Altman, 1966) and female
university students (Ksiongéx, 1979). TaylPIvand Altman (1966) report
that userf 35 a;d 70 item instruments developed from the item pool
yielded split-half and alternate-form reliabilities of .82 to .86.
From each topical category three items were selected, one with high,
one with medium and one with low intimacy value. Two criteria were
used for the selection: 1) Bﬁgh agreement between the three
populationsAin terms of intimacy value and topieal category and 2) low
stamdard deviation. Copy of the Self-Disclosure Inventory is given in
Appendix B, and the area grouping.of thg\items is given inxﬂppendix

C. Each item refefs toAa potential topic for self-disclosure.
Subjects were asked to rate the extent to which they have talked about
each topic twice, once for thé MOST target and once for the LEAST |
target. The rating scale (Jourard, 1971) ‘was as follows:

. 0: Have told the person nothing about this aspect of me.

1: Have talked in general terms about this.

The person has only a general idea abput this aspect of me.

2: Have talked in full and complete detail about this item
to the person. He/she knows me fully in this respect and

could describe me accurately.
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A MOST total and a LEAST total were obtained by simple summation
of the items. From these totals two scores were derived for each
subject, a disclosure score (MOST + LEAST) and a discrimination score

(MOST - LEAST).

Procedure

The subjects were run in groups from 2 to 12 people. They were
seated two to a table andvprovided all necessary material. The
subjects were first presented with the Q-sort task and asked to read
the instructions, part one (see Appendix D) carefully. ‘When this had
been done, the experimenter gave a brief demonstration of how to fill
out the record sheets. In the space on the record sheet labelled
"PERSON BEING DESCRIBED" the subjects were asked to write simply
"MOST", "LEAST" or GSELF". The card deck given to each subject had
been‘pre-shuffled by the Experimenter and subjects were told to
re-shuffle the cards after each sorting. The Q-sorts were done in the
sequence MOST, LEAST, SELF. After completing the Q-sort task the
subjects were presented with the Self-Disclosure Inventory and asked
to read the instructions, part two (see Appé;dix E) carefully. The
Self-Disclosure Inventory was compléted in the sequence MOST, LEAST.
The subjects were required to state the targets' age and the length of
time they have known the targets. This info%mation was reguested in
order to encourage the subjects to describe a real rather than a
fictional person. No time-limit was imposed for the tasks. Due to
other commitments some subjects had to complete the tasks ih two

sessions.
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RESULTS

All analyses of both Q-sort and self-report data wereyconducted
separately on males and females. Average time for completingqthe
tasks was approximately 2 1/2 hours. Four subjects returned £hé data’
‘within one hour. The results from these subjects were discarded
because their completion time was too short for the time required to
do the tasks properly. These subjects were replaced by four new
subjects.

As the task was long and tedious, the data were also checked
for outliefs using two different approacheé. The first approach was
to look fbr large negative loadings in the rotated Q-sort factor
loadings. Two males and two females were discarded on this basis.

The reasons for this will be given in the section below describing the
factor analysis. The second approach was to look at both Q-sort and
self-report data simultaneously and used BMDIOM with a cut-off of

pe .0l to identify outliers. The BMDIOM program is a multivariate
approach that looks at the Mahalanobis distance of each subject from
the mean of all‘subjects. The variables from the Q-sort were the
MOST-LEAST, MOST-SELF and LEAST-SELF correlations among each person's
Q-sort. The variables from the self-report data were each person's
MOST total and LEAST total. Four maleé and two females were discarded
using this criterion. Thus the final number of subjects were 69 males

and 71 females.
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The Q-sort data were analyzed by Principal Component Analysis
with varimax and direct oblimin rotations. Data for MOST, LEAST and
SELF were analyzed separately. The analysis lodked at the
correlations among the subjects over the items. Factor loadings were

~thus found for each person. The factor scores correspond to item
scores describing hypothetical "types" of people. In the orthogonal
case the factor loadings are the correlations between each personls
actual Q-sort and the hypothetical "types". 1In the oblique case the
factor loadings are regression weights for predicting each person's
Q-sort from the factor scores. It was expected that for each subject
there should be at least one factor on which the subject's Q-sort had
a high positive loading and no factors on which there were large
negative loadings. This was the case for most subjects. However,
there were four subjects for whom the strongest loadinngaé not
positive but negative irrespective of rotation used. The most
plausible explahation for these anomalies is that these subjects
reversed, or otherwise did not follow instructions. The data from
these four subjects were discarded. Varimax rather than direct
oblimin rotations were used because the varimax;rotations resulted in
fewer large negative loadings and thus more intizaretable data.

‘Horn's test (Horn, 1965) was used to determine an approximate
number of féctors. ‘For each sex and each condition (MOST, LEAST,
SELF)’an upper and lower bound to. the number of factors was found.
The precise number of factors was determined by examining the rotated

results at each number of factors chosing the number of factors which
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seemed most interpretable. In order to achieve interpretability with
the LEAST results it was necessary to keep fewer factors than
specified by Horn's test. Fach factor has been named and will be
referred to as a "type". The factor loadings are presented in Tables
1-6. Table 7 shows name of, % of variance accounted for by, and
number of people assigned to each @-sort factor. The items whose
scores were most extreme on the factors found in the MOST, LEAST and
SELF Q-sorts are listed in Tables 8-13.

In order to see if certaln SELF types tended to select certain
MOST and LEAST types each person was assigned to the factor on which
he/she loaded highest. This was done for MOST, LEAST and SELF. Four
males and four females were eliminated in the LEAST condition because
their highest loading was negative. Also, one male in the MOST
condition was eliminated for the same reason. This problem did not
occur for SELF or female MOST. The cantingencies tables relating SELF
to MOST and to LEAST are given in Tables 14-17. For males there was
na significant relation between SELF and MOST. However, there was a
marginal, but not significant relationship between SELF and LEAST
(p £.10). For females there was a marginal, but not significant
relatiaonship between SELF and MOST (p«..10) and no significant
relationship between SELF and LEAST.
) The hypothesis that people see their MOST target as more similar
to SELF than their LEAST target, was tested by correlating each
person's @-sort for MOST, LEAST and SELF. Then a Sign Test was done

to see if the MOST-SELF correlation was generally higher than the
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LEAST-SELF correlation. ?or 77% of the subjects, both male and
female, the MOST-SELF correlation was higher than the LEAST:SELF
correlation. This proportion is significantly different from 50% at
the level p £.00001. Thus the hypothesis was supported.

The Self-Disclosure means both by item and for the totals are
given in Tables 18-19. All the mean differences were significantly
different from O at p«.0l with the Bonferroni-Dunn correction
(Miller, 1966) with the following exceptions. For males, item 10 was
significantly different at p«.05 and items 32 and 38 were not
significantly different. For females, items 3, 10, 32 and 38 were not
significantly different.

The Total and Difference scores as well as MOST and LEAST totals
for each item were factor analyzed. For males 12 factors for the
Total, 13 for Difference, 14 factors for MOST total and 11 factors for
LEAST total were found. For females 13 factors were found for all the
above conditions. As the Self-Disclosure Inventory consisted of 13
topic areas these findings suggest that both the tendency to disclose
and to discriminate is topic specific. It must be recognized that any
single score is an average over independent areas.

T-tests between male and female subjects were done on MOST and
LEAST scores in order to test the hypothesis that females disclose
more than males (see Table 20). Only MOST was found to significantly
discriminate between the sexes (p «.01).

Male MOST targets ranged in age from 18 to 55, mean 23.6 years.

Male LEAST targets ranged in age from 7 to 86, mean 32.3 years.
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Female MOST targets ranged in age from 17 to 54, mean 24 years.
FemaleeLEAST targets ranged in age from 16 to 84, mean 36.5 years.

For males, the length of time the discloser has known the MOST
and LEAST targets ranged from 1 to 29, mean 6.8 years, and from 1 to
29, mean 10.2 years respectively. For females, the length of time the
discloser has known the MOST and LEAST targets ranged from 1 to 26,
mean 5.7 years, and from 1 to 28, mean 13.2 respectively.

In order to test the hypotheses that there would be more female
than male MOST targets and more male than female LEASTjtargets,
contingencies tables were copstructed and chi sguare tests completed
(see Tables 21-22). For males, significant greater proportions of
male LEAST than male MOST (p «.0005) and male LEAST than female LEAST
(p < .000005) were found as well as a borderline, but not significant
greater proportion of female than male MOST targets (p<«.08). For
females there were no significant differencés.

To asseés the association between the relationships of the
subject to his/her MOST and LEAST targets, contingencies tables were
constructed and chi sqguare tests were performed (see Tables 23-24).
No significant overall associations were found for either males or
females. To test whether the marginal frequencies for MOST were
different from the marginal frequencies for LEAST, Stuart's test of
marginal homogeneity was used (Stuart, 1955). For both males and
females, the chi sguares were significant at the p« .00l level.

Contingencies tables were constructed and chi square tests were

conducted in order to discover which Q-sort type relates to which
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relationship (see Tables 25-28). There were no siénificant -
associations for males. However, for females the association between
the MOST @-sort types and MOST Relationship was significant at the
p<£.05 level. '

To determine whether there was any difference between high and

low disclbsers in terms of how they describe the MOST and LEAST

accomplished by using both the discloser score (MOST + LEAST) and the

discrimination score (MOST - LEAST). The average @-sorts for the two
groups were calculated and correlated using Pearson's. Correlation.
The correlations were all high (see Table 29) thus indicating no
substantial differences between the groups. A similar analysis in
which the subjects were split into three and four groups was also
conducted. Similar results were obtained. The correlations were

uniformly high.
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DISCUSSION

The main purpose of this study was to attempt to identify target
personality characteristics that relate to self-disclosure. The
identification and delineation of the characteristics that facilitate
or inhibif disclOsuge may have important implications for selectionéf
and training of cljg;g;q psychologists and counselors. Several
personality types were found both for targets disclosed to the most
and for targets disclosed to the least. For males, MOST factor 1
represents a type of individual that can best be characterized as
someone who is highly priﬁcipled, intelligent and autonomous. This
type is self-assured and independent and at the same time pleasant to
be with in that he/she has a sense of humour as well as being calm and
relaxed without a brittle ego-defense system or self-pity. The
qualities of integrity and self-confidence undoubtedly contribute to
this kind of individual being disclosed to the most. Such individuals
are likely turned to to help resolve issues and problems. Their
intellectual capacity coupled with a consistent ethical behavior calms
the concern of vulnerability associated with disclosing personal
material. He/she is a type of person that elicits respect and trust
from other people.

The sécohd type who is disclosed to by males is a loving, giving
individual who is oriented to and values other people. This kind of

person has a lot of warmth, is sympathetic and concerned about others’
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problems, develops close, intimate relationships and treats others
with respect rather than in a condescending or manipulative manner.
At the same time this type is uncertain, hesitant, lacking in
seIf-asgbrance. He/she is described as being basically anxious, /
requiring reassurance from other people and unlikely to take risks in
life as he/she does not push or stretch his/her limits. Nor is this
type power-oriented in his/hér relationship with others. This lack of
power-orientation may stem from a regard for other people and also
from his/her insecurities which is inconsistent with a power-oriented
approach to life. Probably the characteristics which make this type
of individuals valued as persons to disclose to are their nurturance,
warmth, generosity and concern for people and their lack of
power-orientation. 0Disclosing to another increases ones vulnerability
and submissiveness vis a vis the other. Therefore, individuals who
are not power-oriented may be less threatening, particularly if they
communicate responsibility and a high regard for others.

The last type who is disclosed to the most by males represents
the male stereotype "macho" individual who is highly assertive,
ambitious and attractive. This kind of a person knows what he/she
wants and expresses his/her goals openly and does not like to be
dominated by others. He/she is more action- and achievement-oriented
than concerned with philosophical or intellectual matters. Males
probably like to talk to such a person because he/she represents an
"ideal" type, being good-looking, lively and outgoing that they want
to identify with and therefore are attracted to and feel comfortable

with.
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The three MOST types are different kind of individuals that are
probably disclosed to for different reasons. The first type may be
sought out as the expert to solve problems and to get an intelligent,
cognitive view and debate on various issues. On the other hand, Type
2 is the kind of individual one would turn to for the more emotional
kind of disclosure which reguires no specific answers or solutions but
rather a sympathetic, supportive ear. Type 3 is a person that males
can discuss goals and plans in life with and who will give direct,
honest opinions.: In summary, Type 1 is more like the ideal teacher
who provides cerebral insight and inspiration for learning and
growth. Type 2 is the motherfigure turned to for love and
understanding while Type 3 is the ideal peer figure who serves as a
model for behavior.

With regard to the types described by males as LEAST targets,
Factor 1 is an ideal‘kind of a person who is dependable, intelligent,
productive and in addition has a sense of humor. This pefson has
personal strength in that he/she is not self-pitying, fearful or
maladaptive when under stress. However, while this type is popular
and liked by other people, he/she may also arouse feelings of jealousy
and competition and thus be threatening to males. They may want to
know and try to impress such a person, but they may not want to be
fully known or intimate with him/her in order not to lose face of to
give the person an advantage over them. Therefore; this kind of an
individual is not seen as a preferred target for self-disclosure.

wWhile MOST 1 is similar in many respects to LEAST 1, characteristics
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such as autonomous, ethical, calm and not negativistic may explain why
males would disclose to this type rather than to the highly productive
and probably very successful LEAST 1.

The second type disclosed to the least by males is best
characterized as an uncertain, insecure person who is highly
conservative and moralistic, and therefore probably judgmental of
others. These characteristics are dominant and this may be the main
reason why males do not turn to this kind of a person for disclosure
although he/she is also giving and dependable. LEAST 2 is a person
who is very "straight", accepts the standards and values set by others
and does not take risks in life by pushing his/her limits. Males
probably do not feel comfortable with such an insecure, yet strongly
moralistic person. Their vulnerability and their conservative view of
life may not encourage much trust or respect. Rather than thinking
for themselves, the LEAST 2 type of a person would probably teﬁd to
give stereotyped answers and views on various issues.

LEAST factor 3 represents a lively, outgoing but highly
self-centered person who is mainly interested in having a good time.
This kind of a person pushes limits to see what he/she can get away
with and does not '"delay gratification". He/she is not turned to for
advice, nor for self-disclosure probably because he/she is talkative,
but hardly a good listener as he/she is self-indulgent rather than
concerned with other people.” Nor does this kind of person have
insight with regard to important problems. Thus males would probably

find this egocentric type of little value as a confidant.
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i) The last type that males disclose to the least is best described
as an anti-social, arrogant, power-seeking individual who is skeptical
Ojkstnsfs and treats them in a manner that does not make him/her
acceptedior well-liked. This person is ambitious on his/her own
behﬁif*jgg does not behave in a giving or sympathetic mann;r towards
otEEr}people. This is the kind of individual who would tell people

what to do and when to do it in a condescending manner. Although

he/she"cla@ms to be objective or ratiomal and appears to have a high

e

degree of inteiliggnce, his/her A!:ner or style of interpersonal
relations is ofoputting and not conducive to close, warm
relationships. Therefore, it is not surprising that males do not like
to disclose and become vulnerable to this type.

As with the MOST targets, there are probably different reasons
why males do not.like to talk to the four LEAST types. Type 1 may be
too successful and therefore threatening while Type 2 displays
moralistic, conservative attitudes and views that discourage
self-disclosure. The other two types interact with people in a manner
that inhibits disclosure by coming across as being either too
self-indﬁlgent, shallow and insensitive or by seeing him/herself as
superior to others and therefore lacking in empathy or insight. Thus
all the LEAST targets have characteristics which may arouse negative
feelings in males which discourage them from being fully open with
their personal lives. On the other hand, the MOST tybes have
personality characteristics which facilitate self-disclosure as they
are either strong, independent, considerate and assertive or loving

and warm.
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For females, MOST factor 1 represents é type of individual who is
the ideal father- or p;iest-figure. He/she is highly concerned with
philosophical problems,’enjoys esthetic impression such as beauty in
nature, art or music and does not tend to perceive many different
contexts in sexual terms. This is a very cerebral person who values
intellectual matters angiwho seems to have a high degree of
intellectual capacity. In many ways, this type seems as the perfect .
person to disclose or confess to as he/she is also considerate of
other people, compassionate and giving and not manipulative, deceitful
or opportunistic. Females probably feel comfortable and safe
disclosing to this kind of an individual as he/she is highly ethical
and does nof judge people in conventional terms. _

The second type who is disclosed to by females is an outgoing,
lively extrovert who is more action-oriented than concerned with
philosophical problems, such as the meaning of life. Nor is he/she
fearful, prone to guilt feelings or sensitive to esthetic
impressions. He/she is more.concerned with sensuous experiences and,
consistent with this, he/she is interested in members of the opposite
sex. This kind of a person is probably disclosed to the most.bécause
some females enjoy the company of such a light and lively person.
Also, he/she is highly assertive which means that females can rely
upon the person giving them honest, direct opinions.

The last MOST type is best characterized as someone who is
basically anxious, emotionally immature and insecure. This kind of an

individual seeks reassurance from others, ruminates and is moody and
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guilt ridden.‘ Due to his/her lack of self-esteem this kind of a
person is not ambitious, productive or assertive. On the other hand,
he/she does have the capacity for close relationships which may
explain why some females prefer to talk to this rather immature type
of .a person.

In summary, for females MOST type 1 is probably sought out for
guidance, insight and problem solving, while type 2 is turned to for
direct, honest views on various matters. Type 3 may be sought out as
the non-threatening, non-competitive person who may make females feel
somewhat superior and therefore good about themselves. Type 1 is a
kind of person females probably admire and respect, type 2 1s a person
they may enjoy ﬁo be with and éype 3 is the kind of person who makes
them feel wanted and needed. | =

For females, LEAST factor 1 is a type of person who is highly
productive and intelligent. He/she is ambitious and gets things done
without being guileful or manipulative. This is probably a very
successful person as he/she has a lot of personal strength coupled
with a high aspiration level for self. For example, he/she is
responsible and in control of him/herself. Also, this person is not
negativistic, self-pitying or self-defeating. Nor does hg/she gives
up in the face of frustration and adversity. }his is not the kind of
characteristics one would expect to define a person who is not v
disclosed to. However, it is'possible that females as well as males
are threatened by this very productive, strong individual who may

arouse feelings of inferiority and jealousy. MOST factor 1 is similar
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to LEAST factor 1 but MOST factor 1 possesses some very humane
characteristics such as sympathetic, warm and giving which is lacking
in LEAST factor 1. While both types may elicit respect and
a;;j%ation, MOST 1 has the added qualitigs of human lové and
uhselfishnesstfhat may explain why this-type is disclosed to more than
the produétive, ambitious LEAST 1.

The second type that is disclosed to the least by females is a
person who is highly interested in the oppbsite sex and who regards
self as physically attractive. This type has some psychopathic
characteristics, eg. he/she is deceitful, manipulative, opportunistic,
self-indulgent and pushes limits to see what he/she can get away with
while he/she does not readily feel guilt and is not submissive.
Overall; this type communicates extreme selfishness and lack of both
conscience and concern for others which undoubtedly contribute to why
females do not like to disclose and make themselves vulnerable to such
a person.

Factor 3 of the LEAST targets is best characterized as someone
who is legalistic, self-defensive and who does not cope‘well with
frustrations. This person is not calm, warm or compassionate:
Moreover, he/she does not have insight into own motives and b jor !
which is consistent with a highly irritable, defensive personality.

As this person does not behave in a considerate manner, it is
understandable why he/she also does not arouse nurturant feelings in
others. Nor is he/she turned to for advice or reassurance. Thus- this
type displays many characteristics which would make him/her

undesirable as a target for self-disclosure.
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LEAST, factor 4 is best deécribed as the female sterectype or a
mother figure; This person is conforming and unsure ‘about self and
therefore seeks reassurance from others. He/she is also very
"unselfish, giving and warm\}h\the;;;relationship with others.
Consistent with the "house-mouse" stereotype, this person is not seen
as intelligent, nor is he/she interésted in cognitive matter or
philosophical problems. Mofeovér, this type tends to judge self and
others in conventional terms. Some females today may not want to
disclose to such a female stereotype because they reject that for
which she stands. MOST factor 3 is similar to LEAST factor 4.
However, it may be that MOST factor 1 somehow makes females feel
wanted and needed by being childlike, anxious and dependent, while
LEAST factor 4 makes females feel smothered by being overly motherly.

In sugaary, LEAST factor 1 may not be turned to for
self-disclosure as he/she is too threatening, making females feel
inferior by being too productive, aﬁbitious and too cognitive
oriented. The personality of factors 2 and 3 may inhibit disclosure
as these types are egocentric, dogmatic and defensive. LEAST factor 4
may simply be too much like a conventional mother-type. On the other
hand, the MOST types may all have characteristics that make females
feel good about them and themselves which again may facilitate ~ .
self-discl wJre. Factor 1 is the highly respected and trusted
intellectual with high values and principles. Factqr 2 is the happy,
outgoing type who %njoys life and factor 3 is the child-like, immature

person who may arouse nurturant feelings in females.
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Comparison of the male and female target types indicates that the
sexes generally agree on the kind of people they do or do not disclose
to. Both male and female MOST targets involved three general types of
individuals: the ideal, principled intellectual, the vulnerable person
and the extrovert. With regard to the LEAST targets, both gender
described four different kind of individuals: the ideal, the
narcissist, the mother-figure and the anti-social. From the data, no
single set of characteristics which facilitate or inhibit
self-disclosure can easily be defined. Some of the MOST and LEAST
types are simiiar in many ways and several characteristics apply both
to the types disclosed to the most and to the types disclosed to the
least, e.g. highly characteristic: intelligent, dependable, giving,
responds to humor, assertive, anxious, talkative and highly
uncharacteristib: deceitful, self-pitying, self-defeating. However, a
closer examination of the characteristics that are either highly
characteristic and highly uncharacteristic of only the MOST targets or
of only the LEAST targets makes it possible to isolate some
characteristics that may discriminate between the two kind of
targets. For males, the items highly characteristic of only the MOST
targets include: warm, sympathetic, good-looking, calm, and
autonomous. The highly uncharacteristic items include: negativistic,
flat affect and distant. Items highly characteristic of only the
LEAST targets include: gives advice, moralistic, conservative,
self-indulgent, values power, pushes limits, critical, condescending,

»

and defensive. The highly uncharacteristics items include: turned to



for advice, sympathetic, giving, able to see to heart of important
problems, and arouses liking. For females, items highly
characteristic of anly the MOST targets include: giving,
philosophical, and esthetical. The highly uncharabteristic items
include: condescending, and conventional. Items highly characteristic
of only the LEAST targets include: pushes limits, self-indulgent,
ambitious, self-defensive, moralistic, conventional, and deceitful.
The highly uncharacteristic items include: feels guilty, calm,
insight, warm, sympathetic, arouses nuturant feelings, turned to for
advice, and intelligent. The characteristics related to the MOST
targets cited above may facilitate self-disclosure for males and
females respectively while the characteristics related to the LEAST
targets may inhibit disclosure. The influence of these personality
characteristics on self-disclosure could be the subject for further
research.

Defensive, moralistic, and self-indulgent were seen by both male
and female subjects as highly characteristic only of LEAST targets.
This supports the findings of Gurman (1977) and Bergin (1966) that
dogmatic, defensive therapists provide an unfavofable therapeutic
climate. There were also some support for the view held by numerous
researchers (e.g. Carkhuff, 1969; Halpern, 1977; Kramer et al, 1979,
Rogers, 1958) that empathy and warmth facilitate self-disclosure and
the therapeutic relationship. For both sekes, sympathetic, which is
related to empathic, was highly characteristic of MOST targets and

highly uncharacteristic of LEAST targets. For males, warm was seen as
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highly characteristic of only a MOST target, and highly
uncharacteristic of only a LEAST target. For females, warm was highly
characteristic of both MOST and LEAST targets,rbut highly“’!ﬁp
uncharacteristic of only a LEAST target.

In addition to describing the people they disclose to the most
and the least, the subjects were also reqnired to describe their own
personality in order to investigate the relationship between how
people pefceive themselves and how they perceive their targets. More
specifically, it was expected that people wduld see themselves as more
similar to their MOST than their LEAST targets. For males, SELF
factor 1 represents a type of individual that is almost priest-like in
characteristics. He is highly concerned with philosophical problems,
and enjoys and values beauty for example in nature, music or art. In
addition, he is very dependable as he has a consistent personality,
does not change in behgvior or attitudes and behaves in an ethical
manner. Nor is he deceitful, hostile or self-pitying. This kind of a
person is able to see to the heart of important problems and values
his own independence.

The second SELF type is a kind of person who is introverted and
spends his time daydreaming. He is very concerned with himself and
does not feel self-satisfied. 1In contrast to the mature, independent
Factor 1 type, this kind of an individual does not have a consistent
personality but is rather fluctuating in moods and behavior.

wWhile type 2 is rather igtroverted and unsure about himself, type

3 represents the lively, emotional, extroverted male who enjoys having

o
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a good time with other people. In contrast to type 1, this kind of a
male is not concerned With philosophical problems, nor does he value
or particuiarly enjoy beauty in music, art, etf. He is more of the
"life-of-the-party" man who is interested in girls and probably
popular as he is both humorous and warm.

SELF factor &4 on the other hand, represents an undoubtedly much
less socially attractive type. This male is highly ambitious, prides
himself on being rational and/or objective. He values his own
independence and does not give up when faced with frustration or

adversity. However, his social skills and attitudes with regard to

‘interpersonal relationships leave a lot to be desired as he is

skeptical and distrustful of other people in general. Consistent with
this kind of an attitude, he does not treat people with sympathy or
consideration. Nor is he giving, cheerful or skilled in social
techniques of play and humor. Moreover, he is not socially perceptive
of interpersonal cues and does not tend to arouse liking and
acceptance in people.

For males, two of the SELF types represent males that apparently
feel good about themselves and their interpérsonal relationships.
Type 1 is the ideal father, priest kind of male that values the
"higher" things in life while Type 3 is the popular, more
worldly-oriénted m#le who enjoys life in general and girls in ////*"
particular. VTypes 2 and 4 on the other hand, would probably be more:
socially isolated, type 2 because of his dissatisfaction with life in

general and himself in particular, and type 4 because of his arrogant,

,f//ﬁés‘
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stand-of fish, uncharming way of relating to people. Most males
described themselves as the ideal (SELF 1) and the extrovert (SELF

3). Only 17% saw themselves as the introverted type (SELF 2) and only
5% as the anti-social (SELF 4). MOST factor 1, the ideal, principled
intellectual was the most popular target for disclosure regardless of
how males see themselves. Thus, for males there was no indication
that certain SELF types prefer to disclose to certain MOST TYPES.

For females, the first SELF factor represents the well-adjusted,
self—ac{i?lized_and/or liberated female who is highly assertive and
who values her independence. Contrary to the sterotyped female
house-mouse, this person has high aspiration for herself. She is sure
of herself and has gained insight into her own motives and behavior.
Therefore, she does not need or seek reassurance from others and she
does not judge people according to conventional terms. She knows what
she wants and how to get it. She is not self-defeating, fearfgl or
anxious and does not give up when facing frustration or adversity.

Factor 2 on the other hand, represehts the sfereotyped
mother-figure. This female does Hot behave in an assertive or
non-conforming manner. She is rather a dependable, responsible person
who is loving, giving, warm and protective of those close to her. Her
concerns are not so much where she waqts to go as how to please and
care for those around her. Therefore, she behaves in a considerate
manner, seeks reassurance from others and does not éxpreéé hostile

feelings directly.
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3 The last SELF type is best characterized as a neurotic female who
typically feels anxious, guilty and who is highly emotional and unsure
of herself. She does not feel satisfied with herself and seeks
reassurance instead from others. All three female SELF types appear
to correspond to common sterotypes. Type 1 is the new ideal,
assertive; liberated woman who is achievement-oriented and
independent. Type 2 is the classical nurturant mother figure while
type 3 is the emotional, neurotic female.

For females the most popular targets for disclosure were MOST
factor 1, the "ideal" which is likelytto be same-sex friend and MOST
factor 2, the "Extrovert" which is likely to be opposite-sex friend.
MOST factor 3, the "vulnerable" is likely to be same-sex friend. The
well-adjusted, liberated female (SELF 1) and the neurotic female (SELF
3) tenq to disclose to the ideal type while the sterotybed motherly
female (SELF ?) tends to disclose most to the extrovert. However, the
latter relationship was borderline, but not significant. These :
findings suggest that for females self-disclosure may be a function of
both targét and 'discloser personality characteristics.

As hypothesized the results show that both males and females
generally tend to see themselves as more similar to their-MOST target
than their LEAST target. ;The reason for this'méy be that people
believe théy have more in common with others of similar personality
and_therefore feel comfortable, accepted and understood. This finding
may have importaﬁt implications for the therapeutic relationship with

regard to matching clients with therapists on the basis of perceived

I3
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personality similarity. However, this needs to be further tested with
different populations, e.g. mental health 'in- and out-patients. It
may also be that self-disclosure affects thé way we perceive our
preferred targets. In other wordé, having disclosed to a person,
people may then believe that they have more in common, including a
similar personality. "I find it easy to confide in him/her, therefore
we must be compatible in personality".

THe hypothesis that females would disclose more than males was
supported, corroborating the findings of numerous studies (e.g. Annis
& Perpy; 1977; Jourard & Landsman, 1960; Jourard & Lasakow, 1958; Hood
& Bach, 1971; Kraft & Vraa, 1975). However, the results show that
females disclose significantly more than males only to the MOST
targets, not to the LEAST targets. This indicates that females are
more open with their preferred target but they are not necessarily
more disclosing in general.“With regard to target sex, the hypothesis
that there would be more female than male MOST targets was not
supported although both sexes repdrted more female than male MOST
targets. Théjiifference was not signif{Eant for fémales and
borderline, but not significant for males. However, the hypothesis
that there would be more male than female LEAST targets was confirmed
but only with regard to the male subjects. For males, there was a
significantly greater proportion of ‘male than female LEAST targets (54
versus 15) and also a significantly greater proportion of male LEAST
than male MOST targets (54 versus 28). Females Eéported sliébtly more
females than males as both MOST and LEAST targets. These'fin&@ngs

\
\
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suggest that males do not like to disclose to males but instead tend
to turn to females for self-disclosure. It may be that females
possess some as yet undefined, specific characteristics which make
them less threatening and/or more facilitating for self-disclosure
than males. Another reason may be that this culture's male role
("macho", tough, strong, independent, competitive) makes it difficult
for males to self-disclose and be thus become vulnerable to other
males. Females may be generally seen as less competitive and more
emotional, understanding and interested in personal and intimate
matters while males may be generally seen as intellectual and more
interested in "objective" matters. These results support the view of
Jourard (1961) who states that "wWomen, trained toward motherhood and a
comforting function both engage in and receive more self-disclosure
than men" (p. 49). According to Jourard, women consequently are
richer in empathy and selffinsight and also stronger or healthier both
physically and mentally.

With regard to the type of relationship bétween discloser and
target, it was interesting to note the significantly higher
proportions of "Family" as LEAST versus MOST targets for both sexes.
Eviden£ly few people want to disclose to members of their family’(e.g.
mother, father, siblings). Instead, they prefer to disclose to
g;iends. This supports the findings of several studies (e.g.
/,Coodstein & Russell, 1977; Jourard & Richman, 1963; Plog, 1965) but
contradicts the findings of Jdurard (1958) that both sexes disclose

most to mother. Jourard (1958) assessed how much the subjects had
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disclosed to four specified targets, mother, father, same-sex friend,
and opposite-sex friend. In this study £he subjects were required to
describe and rate their self-disclosure to the two persons they
currently disclose to the most and the least. The different
instructions may accbunt for the discrepancy in the findings. There
may be several reasons why people do not want to disclose to members
of their family, e.g. high expectations or pressure which encourage.
upholding a certain image or role, fear that everybody in the family
will know, desire for independence and privacy from family, etc. As
the family relationship is an important aspect of life with regard to
both personal and social development, the reasons for this apparent
reluctance to be open with one's own family may be worth further
investigation. The data also show that males chose significantly more
opposite-sex friends as their preferred than their non-preferred
targets. For males, the two most frequently chosen LEAST targets were
:?ame sex friend" and "Family" in that order. The two most frequently
ckosen MOST targets were "Opposite sex friend" and "Séme sex friend".
This indicates that males are more hesitant in their disclosures to
same-sex friends than opposite-sex friends which again contradicts the
findings of Jourard (1958) who reports that males disclose less to
opposite-sex friends than to same-sex friends. However, it
corroborates the findings of several other studies (e.g. Brodsky &
Komarides, 1968; Komarowsky, 1973) that the closest female fr%ehd was
the preferred self-disclosure target for male subjects. The results

also indicate that "work" relationships do not facilitate
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self-disclosure as this category only appeared as LEAST targets.
Concern with image, competition and future possibilities in the job
market may be reasons why males do not want to disclose to people they
work with. For females, the most frequently‘chosen LEAST targets were
by far "Family" which constituted over 60% of the LEAST target
population. On the other hand, only 10% of the MOST targets was
"Fahily". Females tended to disclose to same-sex and opposite-sex
friends approximately equally.

It should be noted that the analysis of the self-report data
*contradicts the notion of a general dimension or tendency to disclose
regardless of topic area. The number of factors found for the
Self-Disclosure Inventory roughly corresponds to theanumber of topic
areas. This shows that a person may be a high discloser in one area
but not in another. Thus the use of an overall single score for each
subject to define high versus low disclosure is not justified. This
may account for why dividing the subjects into high and low disclosers
based on overall scores failed to detect any differences between the
groups in terms of how they described MOST, LEAST or SELF. It is
possible that the use of subtotals rather than totals might have led
to different results. Another possibly effective approach may be to
divide the subjects into high and low disclosers based on their scores
on the items which discriminate highly between MOST and LEAST (e.g.

items pertaining to sex). It is recommended that future research on

self-disclosure pay closer attention to various topic areas and

individual differences within these.
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In conclusion, with regard to the main objective of this study,
the results indicate that there are several personality "types" thét
people disclose to the most and the least. Although no single set of
characteristics which fécilitatevor inhibit self-disclosure can
readily be defined, the data indicate several personality
characteristics that could be considered for future research on the
impact of target personality on self-disclosure. Also, this study
contributes to the literature on therapist characteristics by
supporting previous studies regarding the influence of characteristics
such as warm, empathic and defensive and by suggesting additional
personality characteristics that may enhance or impede the therapeutic
relationéhip.

There may be an interaction between various variables, e.g. sex,
type of relationship, discloser and target personality
characteristics, which determine self-disclosure. For future research
it may be wofthwhile to collect data on both male and female targets
in order to compare male and female personality characteristics which
may affect self-disclosure. It may also be useful to have subjects
state reasons why they disclose most and least to targets. In this
study the subjects were required to describe and réte their
self-disclosure to people they know well. It is possible that
personality per se is more importantmfor self-disclosure in new or -
short-term relationships, such as the therapist/client relationship,

where little is known about the person and little interaction has

taken place. This suggestion could be tested by for example having
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subjects describe the personality of the individuals they do disclose
to the most and the least as well as the personality of the

individuals they would Or would not disclose to. This would permit a

comparison between their actual and their ideal targets which may
provide indications of important personélity characteristics that
encourage or discourage self-disclosure at different stages of the
acquaintance process. -The influence of personality on self-disclosure
should also be tesfed behaviorally. Using a patient/therapist
scenario, Simonson (1976) has already demonstrated the effect of
perceived personality on self-disclosure. He found that subjects
expecting to see a "warm" therapist reciprocated disclosure more than
those expecting a "cold" therapist. A similar approach or using
role-playing could be employed to test the effects of various
personality characteristics. Moreover, as factors such as warmth and
empathy are rather non-specific, it may be worthwhile to attempt to
explicate what behavioral cues, e.g. eye contact, facial expressions,
body movement,:vocal cues, etc., communicate the target's warmth and
empathy. Further research controlling for the possibly confounding
effects of variables such as sex, type and length of relationship is
necessary to clarify the influence of target personality

characteristics on self-disclosure.
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Table 1

Males - MOST Q-Sort Factor Loadings

Sub ject .

3

Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3
M1 0.65889 0.23212 0.29415
M2 0.40546 -0.17899 0.48854
M3 0.41416 0.15746 0.11884
M4 0.74126 0.20128 0.03465
M5 0.16696 -0.30437 0.15484
Mé 0.36665 0.35931 0.03426
M7 0.73039 -0.06445 0.12997
M8 0.36050 0.52478 0.07893
M10 0.75386 0.13347 0.01480
M11 0.80140 0.17624 0.16420
M13 0.12542 -0.16597 0.66873.
M14 0.61894 -0.07134 0.12852
M15 0.38958 -0.24051 -0.00203
M16 0.72865 0.26362 0.22177
M17 0.44785 0.34293 0.20248
M19 0.60349 0.18386 -0.01858
M21 0.13878 0.49655 0.47016
M23 0.30700 0.32783 -0.05758
M24 0.34866 0.61134 -0.01567
M25 0.59702 0.05341 0.36360
M26 0.61921 0.44201 -0.03659
M27 0.00893 0.47469 -0.23411
M28 0.38437 0.27454 0.21290
M29 0.21205 0.42148 -0.12331
M30 -0.04905 0.06639 0.63249
M31 0.14137 0.32749 0.38928
M32 0.35659 0.39199 0.40755
M34 0.44689 0.24042 0.34414
M35 0.39705 0.52299 0.19419
M36 0.22562 0.69989 0.01819
M37 0.02197 0.60325 0.04826
M38 0.70117 0.33323 -0.03006
M39 0.75865 0.12761 -0.02637

0.38421 0.31640 0.15251

M40
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Table 1 continued

Males - MOST Q-Sort Factor Loadings

Subject

Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3
M4 1 -0.13300 -0.08177 0.66707
M42 0.68025 0.21627 0.24465
M43 0.61645 0.24469 0.03307
M4 4 0.55696 0.31886 0.29265
M4 5 0.49462 0.20648 0.30011
M4 6 0.65505 0.41530 0.18044
M47 0.70162 -0.05237 -0.02486
M48 0.27260 0.43186 -0.01731
M49 0.23798 0.49079 0.37943
M50 0.56498 0.20189 0.07324
M51 0.559036 0.03058 0.19476
M52 0.57740 0.18047 0.35870
M53 -0.32099 0.46357 0.00711
M54 0.54486 0.00505 -0.04239
M55 0.07731 0.63631 0.07627
M56 0.45770 0.34383 0.32384
M57 0.43387 -0.10902 0.33440
M58 0.18634 -0.19128 0.61073
M59 0.05489 0.59653 0.22920
M60 0.16523 -0.36666 0.45254
M61 0.04771 0.5588¢6 0.30425
M6E2 0.53166 0.17289 0.32736
M6E3 0.15284 0.46682 0.46824
M&4 0.14756 -0.17065 0.61509
ME5 0.15456 0.55776 -0.02316
M6E6 0.55367 0.06136 0.32737
M6&7 0.58203 -0.07276 0.30537
M6E8 0.28247 0.28046 0.67439
M69 -0.0369¢6 .0.21181 0.65110
M70 0.44893 0.03257 -0.06816
M71 0.58549 0.31102 0.19916
M72 0.05194 0.13690 0.30087
M73 0.58686 0.35083 0.12026
M74 0.46890 0.53057 -0.07491
M75 0.12818 0.11809 0.63294
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Table 2

Males - LEAST Q-Sort Factor Loadings

Subject

Number FACTOR 1  FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4
M1 0.55025 -0.03137 ~0.10430 0.23164
M2 -0.02004 ~0.36863 0.55750 0.19272
M3 -0.04817 0.63036 0.05151 -0.36284
M4 0.69344 0.23851 -0.01341 ~0.14540 .
M5 ~0.32321 0.51671 0.12544 0.04531
M6 0.37976 0.48055 -0.09495 0.26790
M7 0.59829 0.03329 0.40060 -0.03398
M8 0.76463 ~0.18688 0.12837 0.16010
M10 0.22613 0.35745 ~0.14322 0.29680
M11 0.22938 -0.25487 0.42916 0.43232
M13 -0.18534 0.69015 -0.27136 ~0.03290
M14 0.63267 -0.01133 0.05615 -0.05501
M15 0.55732 -0.23701 -0.10518 0.29012
M16 0.40800 -0.07082 0.51812 -0.11633
M17 0.53054 0.20865 -0.29740 -0.05462
M19 0.51708 -0.30722 0.08974 0.01340
M21 0.20907 -0.23567 0.16940 0.50136
M23 0.33783 -0.04355 -0.11323 0.19629
M2 4 -0.03925 -0.24807 0.42237 -0.00698
M2 5 0.42486 0.21488 ~0.22342 0.41690
M26 0.52606 -0.09558 0.32423 0.33550
M27 0.25643 0.13943 0.02279 0.55288
M28 -0.07744 0.21677 0.32188 -0.06216
M29 -0.19381 -0.48031 0.34559 0.25558
M30 -0.33505 -0.19918 0.25924 0.41092
M31 0.29679 -0.06267 0.27095 -0.24020
M32 -0.03444 0.29511 0.17515 ~0.11714
M3 4 -0.02341 0.22007 -0.22996 0.51765
M35 0.45621 -0.10262 0.31098 0.08983
M36 0.20438 0.37722 0.06429 0.05368
M37 -0.35777 -0.03444 0.25962 0.52308
M38 0.09137 = -0.18375 0.21145 0.07438
M39 -0.00588 0.57060 0.06619 -0.08636
M40 0.34563 0.39924 0.04497 ~0.10981
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Table 2 continued,

Males - LEAST Q-Sort Factor Loadings

Subject

Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4
M4 1 0.35808 -0.03363 0.35727 -0.06505
M4 2 -0.54313 0.14621 0.18691 0.22651
M4 3 -0.27692 0.58800 0.08207 0.11634
M4 4 -0.00135 0.24982 0.49376 0.26869
M45 0.35878 0.51798 -0.25249 0.09129
M4 6 -0.21579 0.25434 -0.14764 0.62477
M4 7 0.23255 0.04716 -0.05963 0.43092
M4 8 -0.14696 0.38672 0.12112 0.11610
M49 0.53055 0.35204 -0.12564 -0.39011
M50 0.38076 0.40677 0:13307 -0.29010
M51 -0.39116 0.04256 0.33533 0.07260
M52 D.06046 G.3720% 0.01166 0.21208
M53 -0.47076 0.19190 -0.12129 -0.13178
M54 0.56824 0.32426 -0.18969 0.02025
M55 -0.07558 -0.09706 0.44625 0.57694
M56 0.32903 -0.07330 0.37478 0.43320
M5 7 0.01032 0.02894 0.36745 -0.03008
M58 0.44757 -0.01643 0.32056 -0.32105
M59 0.46696 0.07953 -0.38077 0.39437
M&0 0.05076 0.10775 0.14184 0.52751
M6 1 0.62252 0.23763 -0.33218 0.02812
M&2 -0.03301 0.00711 0.51532 0.18029
M6 3 0.68259 0.06212 -0.42062 -0.01019
MéE 4 0.01098 0.45637 0.18302 0.20520
M6 5 -0.41108 -0.15045 0.59088 0.21845
M66 -0.19527 0.09299 0.58921 -0.00735
Mé&7 0.45373 0.12332 0.10141 0.42619
M6&8 0.12458 0.21002 0.41979 -0.10294
M69 0.03277 0.68831 -0.17822 0.13855
M70 -0.07050 -0.00306 -0.17455 0.58109
M71 0.50306 0.07843 0.16006 0.23759
M72 -0.12492 0.14707 0.32044 -0.07158
M73 0.12648 0.13619 0.48794 -0.19147
M74 -0.05629 -0.05765 0.49395 0.11127
M75 0.00095 -0.39817 0.24894 0.62466
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Table 3

Males - SELF Q-Sort Factor Loadings

Subject

Number - FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4
M1 0.52301 0.03685 0.54711 -0.09153
M2 0.64547 0.19354 0.40193 0.16898
M3 0.47573 0.22046 0.24914 0.28494 °
M4 0.62854 0.14542 0.08114 0.34526
M5 0.17222 0.15045 -0.21098 0.42720
M6 0.32356 0.07524 0.51965 -0.04508
M7 0.54658 -0.02026 0.40856 0.31575
M8 0.62326 0.27045 0.28992 -0.09274
M10 0.39402 0.63293 -0.23788 0.07362
M11 0.67275 -0.10713 0.41999 0.06926
M13 0.49390 0.2099%6 0.26884 0.01192
M1l4 0.45697 0.40813 0.27223 0.12934
M15 0.18160 0.15552 0.54234 -0.02925
M1lé6 0.71285 0.05425 0.29886 0.20828
M17 0.50583 0.11126 0.06615 0.13631
M19 0.51331 0.47247 0.05273 0.10539
M21 0.40472 0.20360 0.48202 -0.12784
M23 0.306453 0.43621 0.22264 0.07261
M24 0.10159 0.30385 0.06828 0.22378
M25 0.07923 0.62196 -0.14142 -0.04249
M26 0.31491 0.41957 0.05257 -0.20158
M27 0.26881 0.40634 0.23651 0.16141
M28 0.47067 -0.07717 0.40606 0.29001
M29 0.25295 0.19676 0.16057 0.31504
M30 0.40939 -0.03645 0.48107 0.07861
M31 0.07739 0.01690 0.47867 0.19337
M32 -0.13482 0.63325 -0.00681 -0.00064
M34 0.39455 0.34114 0.09460 0.40135
M35 0.55386 0.50344 0.10807 0.04677
M36 0.35650 0.01747 0.38151 0.27191
M37 0.28757 0.16408 0.50874 -0.35437
M38 0.34979 0.44169 0.21172 0.22509
M39 0.58681 0.25835 0.17691 0.02151
M40 0.20445 0.12329 0.42277 0.05201
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Table 3 continued

Males - SELF Q-Sort Factor Loadings

Subject ]

Number FACTOR 1 = FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4
M4l 0.17887 0.24219 0.53446 0.03112
M4?2 0.62793 -0.04139 0.38267 0.21019
M43 0.66415 0.08407 0.20753 -0.44643
M4 4 0.69257 -0.00231 0.42302 -0.12517
M45 0.33951 0.31845 0.35631 0.36173
M46 0.23189 -0.10850 0.03522 0.64156
M47 0.35675 0.15355 0.08603 0.17412
M48 -0.16908 0.35437 0.20434 0.34946
M49 0.23259 -0.07423 0.34049 0.12912
M50 0.11746 -0.10310 0.62671 0.16423
M51 0.35583 0.11281 0.55259 -0.19320
M52 0.12951 0.42718 0.53212 -0.05511
M53 0.50197 0.02184 0.44336 0.06027
M54 0.46594 -0.07084 0.50240 0.06806
M55 0.61413 0.41110 0.11580 0.03052
M56 0.70493 0.05888 0.32125 0.18012
M57 0.46763 0.27683 0.19061 0.28194
M58 0.01047 0.59421 0.10783 0.39850
M59 0.43521 0.00257 0.41158 0.31158
M&0 0.06560 0.05944 0.34150 0.62178
M61 0.50085 -0.00103 0.59149 0.21532
M62 0.31222 0.25639 0.22015 0.19744
M6 3 0.56538 0.29031 0.03219 - 0.24725
Mé& 4 0.36436 0.04070 0.62669: 0.39932
M&E5 0.40026 0.37740 0.51656 0.09628
M&6 0.53008 0.28265 0.48753 0.09858
M6&7 -0.07041 0.42430 0.40874 0.23674
Mé&8 0.01961 0.58219 0.15260 ~-0.17265
M6&9 0.24882 0.18808 0.65252 -0:.15402
M70 -0.03565 0.07967 0.55491 0.25948
M71 0.24378 0.27803 0.53767 0.18475
M72 0.34726 0.09601 0.12662 0.06402
M73 0.61590 0.37172 0.33452 0.19630
M7 4 0.69072 -0.04329 0.28904 -0.10172
M75 0.38566 0.07152 0.41612 0.31602




Females - MOST Q-Sort Factor Loadings

Table 4
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B

Subject

Number FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR 3
Fl 0.48105 . 0.33229 " 0.11563
F2 -0.38140 0.17540 0.43581
F3 0.41099 0.61729 0.04608
Fa 0.45696 0.43535 0.11386
F5 0.53090 0.55285 0.01706
Fé 0.60192 0.1392¢6 0.10883
F7 0.49266 0.54430 -0.00116
F8 0.49175 0.51092 -0.19490
F9 -0.02815 0.23258 8.70195
Fl0 0.20495 - 0.68851 0.24398
F11 0.46358 0.66435 0.03061
Fl2 0.23788 0.20026 0.39470
F13 0.7083¢ 0.41213 -0.12335
Fla 0.62940 -0.02550 0.24980
F15 0.63952 0.10648 0.24380
Flé 0.46784 0.38564 0.10551
F17 0.21837 0.33598 -0.23711
Fl8 -0.00442 0.39271 0.24482
F19 0.31989 , 0.28769 0.62329
F20 0.74970 0.11951 0.08167
F21 0.00918 -0.08474 0.50062
F22 0.56492 0.60234 0.13599
F23 0.32529 0.40679 0.35930
F24 0.61031 0.48798 0.06654
F25 0.40996 0.11783 -0.10441
F26 0.56733 0.34527 0.09252
F27 0.72519 0.13786 0.01943
F28 0.57188 0.25029 0.04734
F29 0.29151 0.69427 0.03315
F30 -0.03251 -0.04441 0.57519
F31 0.58661 0.57462 -0.03260
F33 0.40526 0.71357 0.18006
F34 0.07355 0.08885 0.44598
F35 0.71980 0.14579 0.22102
F36 0.41245 0.53988 0.25262
F37 0.16583 0.59945 0.31095
F38 0.57843 0.26158 0.41560
F39 0.14792 0.49826 0.14718
F40 0.14008 0.10054 0.48612
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Table 4 continued

Females - MOST Q@Q-Sort Factor Loadings

Subject

Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3
Fal 0.06715 0.37387 0.15853
F42 -0.00536 0.64851 0.12454
Fa3 0.15538 0.20662 0.54538
Faa 0.56611 0.34727 0.20113
Fas 0.25430 0.57536 0.17205
Fua6 0.46922 0.48814 -0.02834
Fa7 0.08517 0.56548 -0.14880
F48 0.15530 0.52057 0.17440
Fa9 0.03184 0.58728 ‘0.33174
F50 0.12586 0.16294 0.16954
F51 0.58806 0.20754 0.03204
F52 -0.19320 -0.27185 0.48106
F53 0.69537 0.01927 0.30882
F54 0.40789 0.61530 -0.29302
F55 0.47712 0.51670 0.23783
Fs6 0.18378 0.06297 0.23674
F57 0.56866 0.21624 0.31734
Fs58 0.72573 0.26140 0.19051
F59 0.64521 0.29505 0.24667
F60 0.11086 0.56757 0.12056
F6l 0.56657 0.30007 0.1851¢6
F62 0.64085 0.44230 0.07552
F63 0.61386 0.51512 0.11542
Fé4 0.21054 0.43744 0.00899
F65 0.14031 0.30621 0.52694
F66 0.63032 0.36258 »0.13463
F67 0.56742 0.50484 -0.17542
F69 0.40375 -0.00091 0.49484
F70 0.42383 0.61126 -0.00646
F71 0.54134 0.13363 -0.22773
F74 0.09839 0.03619 0.45805
F75 0.55191 0.23636 0.21035 "
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Females - LEAST Q-Sort Factor Loadings

Subject : '

Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4
F1 0.04507 0.60808 0.17036 -0.03406
F2 0.48897 0.24758 0.36767 -0.25249
F3 0.22805 ~-0.39899 0.14273 0.09221
Fa 0.01648 0.08972 0.62881 . 0.13525
F5 0.60453 0.01647 0.14294 0.10979
Fé 0.42628 0.35438 0.44543 -0.12265
F7 -0.21210 -0.04177 0.47922 -0.24693
F8 0.09180 0.42782 0.16525 0.249674
F9 ~-0.1929¢6 3.27902 0.33910 -0.%5627
F10 0.70241 j.14482 0.0%640 -0.10368
F11 0.22874 0.08303 0.33910 -0.13074
F12 ‘ 0.01308 0.12924 0.07818 0.55328
F13 0.52968 0.14320 -0.19360 0.22587
Fl4a ~0.01447 0.20712 0.24164 0.12328
F15 0.00329 -0.11746 0.00596 0.42996
Flé -0.06586 0.16180 -0.08196¢ 0.50319
F17 0.01233 ~0.11892 0.57695 0.30194
F18 0.00545 0.70572 0.00187 0.24200
F19 0.30242 -0.15089 -0.03158 2 0.16302
F20 0.35593 -0.14368 0.23961 0.13100
F21 -0.16357. 0.29745 0.39879 0.31126
F22 ~0.37765 0.06053 0.48589 ~-0.09461
F23 0.67315 -0.07904 0.00115 -0.07545
F24 0.37384 0.30677 0.04147 0.35648
F25 0.40785 ~-0.06347 -0.26486 0.50892
F26 0.14119 0.52370 0.28088 -0.22629
F27 ~-0.25710 0.28269 0.37901 0.20134
F28 0.05322 0.44623 0.43314 0.11951
F29 0.02804 0.08089%9 0.17942 -0.73579
F30 . ~-0.11728 0.22488 0.59351 0.09474
F31 0.10425 0.11674 0.10732 0.59867
F33 ' 0.68928 0.07643 0.23232 -0.31058
F34 0.33812 0.31048 0.15564 -0.16634
F35 ~0.34301 -0.22859 0.50993 0.10850
F36 0.02551 0.08572 0.24419 0.03173
F37 0.53903 -0.17576 0.19693 0.02651
F38 0.26345 -0.23806 0.03428 0.40295
F39 0.149508 -0.06503 0.30839 -0.29087
F40 0.59240 0.21306 0.01511 0.03239




67

Table 5 continued ://\\\

Females - LEAST Q-Sort Factor Loadings

Subject ,
Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4
)
Fa4l 0.05996 -0.15409 0.13351 0.31554
F42 0.04563 -0.21304 0.41689 0.31285
F43 -0.29968 0.34020 0.11175 0.29034
+ F44 0.55631 -0.27578 -0.09362 0.08483
F45 0.39275  -0.20532 0.20142 0.52678
F46 0.36052  -0.26179 0.34282 -0.12548
F47 0.27619 -0.43477 0.08736 -0.05546
F48 0.19019 -0.01032 0.17241 0.23687
F49 0.38517 -0.25569 -0.03767 0.03180
F50 0.12755 -0.48579 0.24900 0.25813
F51 0.16773 0.28475 -0.05887 0.09262
F52 0.18096 0.57819 0.01825 -0.22940
F53 0.56195 0.28453 -0.08499 0.47906
F54 0.05583 0.54469 -0.04021 0.14038
F55 -0.30011 0.37083 0.49546 0.03770
F56 0.47665 0.08073 0.03479 0.34874
F57 0.15557 -0.0869¢6 0.55550 -0.07508
F58 0.54532 0.24121 -0.05494 0.13369
F59 -0.06647 -0.10447 0.52079 -0.14373
F60 0.70666 -0.01427 -0.15196 0.23213
Fel -0.03180 0.09348 -0.03916 0.57239
Fé62 -0.08772 0.45155 0.29015 0.07855
Fé63 0.54565 0.14132 -0.1301¢ 0.03275
Fé4 0.50775 0.10959 -0.3598¢6 -0.10210
Fé5 -0.02891 0.46277 -0.06827 -0.32220
Fé66 0.27432 0.08427 0.42473 -0.12549
Fé&7 0.24805 0.42720 -0.06796 -0.18198
Fé&9 0.27553 -0.02497 0.24909 0.19795
F70 0.39841 -0.19683 0.46789 0.16747
F71 0.46366 -0.31604 -0.08450 0.04356
F74 0.03405 0.28344 0.14433 0.24075
F75 0.32106 0.31813 0.37284 ~-0.13194

&
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Table 6
Females - SELF Q-Sort Factor Loadings
Subject
Number FACTOR 1  FACTOR 2  FACTOR 3
1 0.53367 0.32387 0.10484
2 0.24335 0.60209 0.33975
F3 0.46563 0.57482 -0.07258
Fa4 0.69524 -0.07522 0.05186
F5 0.26135 0.47950 0.19967
Fé 0.55756 0.27045 0.13340
F7 0.45364 0.08111 0.57548
F8 0.52364 0.17738 0.26537
F9 0.38127 0.50054 0.13929
F10 0.44941 0.52356 -0.03878
F11 0.10931 0.40217 0.41882
F12 0.27717 0.52215 0.30373
F13 0.66119 0.43157 0.07317
Fla -0.16292 0.16868 0.62095
F15 0.09663 -0.03409 0.55782
Flé 0.60133 0.21178 0.23505
F17 0.00476 0.18429 0.37104
F18 0.23170° 0.41876 0.52862
F19 0.72029 0.07838 0.33973
F20 0.20615 -0.21947 0.68040
F21 0.12212 -0.05144 | 0.57184
F22 0.60339 0.29429 0.33727
F23 0.71357 0.10210 0.39106
F24 0.55066 0.23004 0.42669
F25 0.52051 0.21722 0.19848
F26 0.15493 0.16267 0.45405
F27 0.18299 0.16576 0.51328
F28 0.39958 0.28212 0.45438
F29 0.60911 /ﬂg.36539 0.19593
F30 0.59769 0.15098 0.06349
F31 0.67117 0.41915 0.07731
F33 0.46528 0.53871. 0.25232
F34 0.19662 0.39677 0.51595
F35 0.35458 0.34867 0.44555
F36 0.54155 0.19158 0.21668
F37 0.20817 0.38668 0.12245
F38 0.37456 0.11616 0.41925
F39 0.19790 0.21333 0.34960
F40 0.46886 0.39135 0.17693
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Table 6 continued

Females - SELF Q-Sort Factor Loadings

Subject

Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3
Fal -0.05928 0.42592 0.42173
Fa2 0.40805 0.44625 -0.12408
Fa3 0.40601 0.13570 0.47797
Fa4 0.34137 0.27216 0.51609
F45 0.50786 0.58087 0.14183
F46 0.53669 0.28741 0.30298
Fa7 0.20420 0.55906 0.11701>
Fa8 -0.05635 0.61281 0.07125
Fa9 0.39922 0.30811 -0.00413
F50 . - 0.19919 0.39344 0.05185
F51 0.11439 0.53392 0.33530
F52 0.46531 0.37437 0.30773
F53 0.37786 0.63164 0.25768
F54 0.71916 0.37285 -0.05344
F55 0.39070 0.52634 0.23431
F56 0.03295 0.48137 0.30702
F57 0.61818 0.18360 0.38076
F58 0.37857 0.28204 0.42066
F59 0.66071 0.44187 0.17279
F60 0.55642 0.31088 0.27552
F6l 0.45941 0.17746 0.38322
Fé62 0.65819 0.43105 0.06323
Fé63 0.15808 0.67326 0.04196
Fé4 0.65687 -0.00034 0.20780
Fé65 0.37901 0.36925 0.49201
Fé66 0.48703 0.38118 0.06055
Fé67 0.36430 0.00776 0.65917
Fée9 -0.02930 0.18736 0.72226
F70 0.31065 0.40005 0.54167
F71 0.41159 0.14957 0.30917
F74 0.24862 0.45234 0.33132
F75 =.. 0.57927 0.01211 0.40837

3




Table 7
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Name of, % of Variance Aécounted for by, and
Number of People Assigned-to each Q-Sort Factor

L]

LEAST SELF

J Factor MOST"
Males o '
1 Ideal Ideal Father-figure /
21% 13% . 18% :
38 22 27
2 Vulnerable Mother-figure - Neurotic
11% 9% 8%
17 16 12
3. Extrovert Narcissist Extrovert
10% % 13%
13 14 21
4, Anti-social Arrogant
9% 6%
N 13 - 5
Females
1. Ideal Ideal Liberated
20% 12% 19%
29 23 28
2. Extrovert Narcissist Mother-figure
17% 8% 13%
27 13 17 T
3. Vulnerable Anti-social Neurotic
8% ‘ 8% 13%
15 21 22
4, Mother-figure
7%
10
E3




Table 8

Male Most Types

71

Factor

Characteristic Items

Uncharacteristic Items

1. Ideal,principled
intellectual.

2. Vulnerable,
nurturant.

S

- 3. Extrovert.

96. Autonomous.

8. Intellectual capacity.

70. Ethical.
56. Responds to humor.
33. Calm.

”~

68. Anxious.
35. Warm.

2. Dependable

19. Seeks reassurance.
17. Sympathetic.

5. Giving.

52. Assertive.

71. High aspiration level.

81. Good-looking.
82. Moody.
4. Talkative 4

78. Self-pitying.

45. Brittle ego-defense.
68. Anxious.

36. Negativistic.

55. Self-defeating.

50. Unpredictabie.

¢
37. Deceitful.
91. Power oriented.
27. Condescending.
48, Distant.
65. Pushes limits.
62. Rebellious.

14. Submissive.

97. Emotionally bland.
- 90. Philosophical.

100. Does not vary roles.
25. Over-controlled.

39. Unusual thinking.

S



Table 9

Male Least Types
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Factor .

Characteristic Items

&
Uncharacteristic Items

1. Ideal.

2. Motherfigure.

3. Narcissist.

4, Anti-social,
Arrogant.

2. Dependable.
26. Productive.
8. Intellectual capacity.
18. Initiates humor.
56. Responds to humor.
28. Arouses liking.

41, Moralistic.

7. Conservative.

5. Giving. .
68. Anxious.

2. Dependable.

9. Uncomfortable with

uncertainty.

70. Ethical.
11. Protective of those close.

80. Interested in members
of opposite sex.
56. Responds to humor.
54. Gregarious.
4, Talkative.
67. Self-indulgent.
€5. Pushes limits.

1. Critical, skeptical.
91. Power-oriented.
24, "Objective".
27. Condescending.
71. High aspiration level.
8. Intellectual capacity.
12. Self-defensive.
95. Gives advice.

78. Self-pitying.
45. Brittle ego-defense.
40. Fearful.

1l4. Submissive.
37. Deceitful.

62. Rebellious.

37. Deceitful.

65. Pushes limits.
99. Self-dramatizing.
94. Hostile feelings.

29. Turned to for
advice.

90. Philosophical.

83. Sees to heart
of problems.

25. Over-controlled.

6. Fastidious.

51. Values intellectual
matters.

60. Self-insight.

14. Submissive.

5. Giving.

17. Sympathetic.
28. Arouses liking,

88. Charming.

15. Skilled in play,
pretending.

2]1. Arouses nurturant
feelings.

35. Warm.




Table 10

Male Self Types
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Factor

Characteristic Items

Uncharacteristic Items

1. ?ather—figure.

2. Neurotic.

3. Extrovert.

4. Arrogant.

90. Philosophical.
70. Ethical.

66. Esthetic.

96. Autonomous.

75. Consistent personality.

83. Sees to heart of
groblems. '

46. Daydreams.

72. Concerned with own
_ adequacy.

82. Moody.

16. Introspective.

4, Talkative.
80. Interested in females.
35. Warm,

18. Initiates humor. -
54, Gregarious.

24. "Objective".

71. High aspiration level.
1. Critical, skeptical.

79. Ruminates.

96. Autonomous.

49, Distrustful of people.

37. Deceitful.

50. Unpredictable.
78. Self-pitying.
38. Hostile,

100. Does not vary roles.

75. Consistent
personality.

74, Satisfied with self.

41. Moralistic.

90. Philosophical.

66. Esthetical.

10. Bodily symptoms when
anxious. _

97. Emotionally bland.

20. Gives up. '

99. Self-dramatizing.

15. Skilled in play,
pretending.

17. Sympathetic.

64. Socially perceptive.

5. Giving.

84. Cheerful.

28. Arouses liking.




Table 11

Female Most Types
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Factor

Characteristic Items

Uncharacteristic Items

1. Ideal, principled
intellectual.

2. Extrovert.

3. Vulnerable,
neurotic.

N

90.
66.

51.

8.
17.
35.

5.
70.

18.

4,
52.
58.
20.
80.

19.
68.

82.

80.

47.
35.

=
/

Philosophical

Esthetical.

Values intellectual
matters.

Intellectual capacity.

Sympathetic.
Warm.
Giving.
Ethical.

Initiates humor.

Talkative.

Assertive.

Sensuous.

Acts quickly.

Interested in members
of opposite sex.

Seeks reassurance.

Anxious.

. Uncomfortable with

uncertainty.

Moody . .
Interested in member
of opposite sex.
Feels guilty.

Warm.
Ruminates.

37.
65.
63.
97.
61.
73.

27.

90.
66.
40.
22.

47.
55.
30.
78.

97.
71.
94.

26.
37.

Deceitful.
Pushes limits.
Conventional.
Emotionally bland.
Exploits dependency.
Perceives contexts
in sexual terms.
Condescending.

Philosophical.
Esthetical.
Fearful.
Lack of personal
meaning in life.
Feels guilty.
Self-defeating.
Gives up.
Self-pitying.

Emotionally bland.

High aspiration
level.

Expresses hostile
feelings directly.

Productive.

Deceitful.

=

-



Table 12

Female Least Types
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Factor

Characteristic Items

Uncharacteristic Items

1. Ideal.

2. Narcissist.

3. Anti-social.

4. Mother-figure.

26. Productive.
8. Intellectual capacity.
51. Values intellectual
matters.
2. Dependable.
71. High aspiration level.

80. Interested’fn members
of opposite sex.

37. Deceitful.

65. Pushes limits.

31. Regards self as

physically attractive.

67. Self-indulgent.
52. Assertive.

34, Irritable.

12. Self-defensive.
82. Moody.

41. Moralistic.

19. Seeks reassurance.

35, Warm.
63. Conventional.
5. Giving.

37. Deceitful.

73. Perceives contexts
in sexual terms.

36. Negativistic.

78. Self-pitying.

30. Gives up.

55. Self-defeating.

14, Submissive.

78. Self-pitying.
25. Over-controlled.
47. Feels guilty,
79. Ruminates.

33, Calm.
21. Arouses nurturant
feelings.

60. Self-insight.

29. Turned to for
advice.

35, Warm.

17. Sympathetic.

15, Skilled in play,
pretending.

73. Perceives contexts
in sexual terms.

14, Submissive.

8. Intellectual
capacity.
97. Emotionally bland.
51. Values intellectual
matters.
62. Rebellious.
90. Philosophical.




Table 13

Female Self Types
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Factor Characteristic Items Uncharacteristic Items
7
1. Liberated Woman. 52. Assertive. 55. Self-defeating.
96. Autonomous. 20. Gives up.
60. Self-insight. 40. Fearful.
71. High aspiration level. 19. Seeks reassurance.
h 36. Negativistic.
63. Conventional.
68. Anxious.
78. Self-pitying.
45, Brittle ego-defense.
13. Thinskinned.
4], Moralistic.
2. Motherfigure. 2. Dependable. 52. Assertive.
5. Giving. 62. Rebellious.
11. Protective of 37. Deceitful.
those close. 61. Exploits dependency.
17. Sympathetic. 90. Philosophical.
19. Seeks reassurance. 94. Expresses hostile
35, Warm. feelings directly.
65. Pushes limits.
3. Neurotic. 68. Anxious. 97. Emotionally bland.
47. Feels guilty. 100. Does not vary roles.

19.

Seeks reassurance.

74.

Satisfied with self.




Table 14

Males - MOST/SELF Types Contihgencies
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“ :
MOST
SELF 1. 2. 3.
Ideal Vulnerable Extrovert Total
1. Father-figure 19 6 4 29
2. Neurotic 5 4 3 12
3. Extrovert 11 .6 5 22
4. Arrogant 3 1 ~ 1 5
Total >8 17 13 68
Chi square for association = 2.51062 df=6 p=.8673
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Table 15

Males - LEAST/SELF Types Contingencies

» LEAST .
SELF 1. 2. 3. 4 ‘
Ideal Motherfigure Narcissist Anti-social Total

1. Ideal 9 4 .10 T4 27
2. Neurotic- _ 5 '3 - 3 | 1 12
3. Extrovert . 8 7 N 1 | 5 21
4. Arrogant 0 .2 0 3 : 5
Total 22 16 14 13 65

Chi square for association = 16.43771 df;;\\ p=.0583

‘ B

/
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Table 16

Females -~ MOST/SELF Types Contingencies

MOST
SELF 1. 2. 3.
Ideal Extrovert Vulnerable Total
1. Liberated 15 : 10 4 29
" 2. Motherfigure 3 11 6 20
3. Neurotic | 11 6 | 5 22
Total 29 27 15 71

Chi square for association = 8.35274 df=4 p=.0795
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Table 17

Females - LEAST/SELF Types Confingencies

LEAST
SELF 1. 2. 3. 4,
¢ Ideal Narcissist Anti-social Motherfigure Total
1. Liberated 10 5 9 4 28
2. Motherfigure 8 2 03 -4 17
3. Neurotic 5 6 9 _ 2 22
Total 23 13 21 10 67
‘Chi square for association = 5.94669 df=6 p=.4292 ;  ;

<



Table 18

Males - Self-Disclosure Inventory Means

81

Item Most  SD Least SD Sum SD Diff. SD
1 1.54 .58 30 .49 1.84 .80 1.23. .73
2 1.51 .68 .80 .72 2.30 1.06 71 .91
3 1.45 .72 .77 .83 2.22 1.25 .68 .92
4 1.35 .64 .28 .45 1.62 .87 1.07 .67
5 1.55 .56 .87 .64 2.42 .93 .68 .76
6 .65 .70 17 .42 .83 .94 .48 .68
7 1.49 .59 46 .61 1.96 .93 1.03 .75
8 1.43 .74 72 .77 2.16 1.22 .71 .88
9 .97 .86 .33 .56 1.30 1.17 .64 .86

10 91 .74 .52 .70 1.43 1.14 .39 .88

11 1.28 .71 .68 .72 1.96 1.16 .59 .83

12 T4 74 4 .39 .88 .98 .59 .67
13 1.14 .77 .38 .57 1.52 1.04 .77 - .88
14 1.58 .65 .87 .78 2.45 1.11 71193
15 1.12 .74 .43 .53 1.55 1.01 .68 ~ .80

16 .94 .75 .49 .68 1.43 1.19 .44 .78

17 1.03 .80 .51 .74 1.53 1.37 .52 .72

18 1.26 .74 19 .49 1.45 .90 1.07 .88

19 1.20 .61 32 .47 ) 1.52 .76 .88 .78

20 .81 .83 .07 .26 = .88 .88 .74 .85

21 1.54 .56 .93 .65 2.46 1.04 .6l .62

22 1.70 .55 1.10 .62 2.80 .95 .59 .69

23 1.58 .55 .84 .78 2.42 1.06 .74 .83

24 1.86 .39 - 1.41 ;;;/~//'*‘\\;526 .93 .45 .68

25 1.03 .79 .57 -.70 1,59 1.25 .46 .80

26 1.74 .56 .75 .67 2.49> .99 .99 .74

27 1.36 .66 .83 .62 2.19 1,07 .54 .70

28 1.72 .54 1.33 .66 3.06 5 .39 .77

29 1.77 .46 1.51 .70 3.28 .97 .26 .68

30 .83 .84 .20 .44 1.03 1.07 .62 .81

3] 1.64 .59 1.13 .66 2.77 1.07 .51 .66

32 1.29 .71 1.03 .80 2.32 1.19 .26 .93

33 .84 .80 .36 .57 1.20 1.12 .48 .82

34 1.62 .55 .91 .61 2.54 .96 71 .64

35 1.62 .52 1.04 .58 2.67 .85 .58 .70

36 1.07 .79 .17 .42 1.25 .96 .90 .83

37 1.70 .52 1.03 . .64 2.72 .92 67 .72

38 .72 .84 .55 .78 1.28 1.20 .17 1.08
39 '1.39 .57 .86 .65 2.25 .98 54 74
Total 50.97 25.87 76.84

25.10




Table 19

Females - Self-Disclosure Inventory Means

E
Item Most SD Least SD Sum sD
1 1.58 .60 .28 .51 1.86 .76 1.30 .82
2 l.44 .71 .58 .71 2.01 1.05 .86 .96
3 1.56 .65 1l.24 .75 2.80 1.09 .32 .88
4 1.49 .69 20 .44 ‘““4.69 .90 1.30 .73
5 1.68 .53 .92 .65 2.59 .92 .76 .75
6 1.07 .76 .37 .64 l.44 1.04 .70 .95
7 1.70 .49 .51 .61 2.21 .89 1.20 .65
8 1.65 .64 1.21 .81 2.86 1.16 a4 0,87 -
9 .96 .87 30 .57 1.25 1.02 .66 .06
10 77 .74 .56 .75 1.34 1.30 .21 .74
11 l.46 .69 .96 .78 2.42 1.23 .51 .83
12 1.31 .77 .65 .78 1.96 1.28 .66 .86
13 l.46 .73 45 .73 - 1.92 1.20 1.01 .84
14 1.35 .76 .79 .79 2.14 1.31 .56 .82
15 1.30 .68 .41 .65 1.70 1.09 .89 77
16 1.28 .83 .62 .70 1.90 1.23 .66 .93
17 1.30 .82 .80 .84 2.10 1.40 .49 .89
18 1.35 .78 A1 .32 l.46 .88 1.24 .80
19 1.27 .72 s 27 .48 1.54 .94 1.00 .78
20 1.27 .84 .21 .45 1.48 1.04 1.06 .86
21 1.45 .67 .66 .63 2.11 1.02 .79 .81
22 1.82 .46 99 .75 2.80 .89 .83 .86
23 1.75 .47 93 .76 2.68 1.03 .82 .74
24 1.83 .38 1.24 .64 3.07 .87 .59 .60
25 1.08 .82 69 .73 1.77 1.35 39 77
26 1.76 .49 72 .70 2.48 .98 1.04 71
27 1.54 .61 .72 . .66 2.25 .98 . .82 .80
28 1.83 .45 1.30 .74 3.13 1.01 .54 .69
29 1.68 .56 1.13 .68 2.80 1.06 .55 .63
30 .89 .89 .13 .34 1.01 1.05 .76 .84
31 1.65 .56 .94 .75 2.59 1.06 .70 .80
32 1.32 .67 1.31 .75 2.63 1.10 .01 .90
33 1.17 .79 .35 .64 1.52 1.11 .82 .92
34 1.59 .60 .76 .73 2.35 1.07 .83 .79
35 1.96 .20 1.10 .sl 3.06 .63 .86 .66
36 1.10 .86 .10 .38 1.20 .97 1.00 .93
37 1.80 .44 1.07 .72 2.87 .97 .73 .70
38 .82 .83 .70 .78 1.52 1.18 11 1.10
39 1.52 .65 92 .71 2.44 1.01 .61 .92
Total 55.80 27.17 82.97 28.63
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Table 20

T-Tests between Males and Females on Self-Disclosure Scores

Mean Standard T value 2-tail
Deviation Prob.
MOST
Males 50.97 10.76
» -2.76 0.007
Females 55.80 9.93
LEAST
Males 25.87 9.98
i -0.79 0.430
Females 27.17 9.45
[ 4
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Table 21

MALES - Target Sex Contingencies

LEAST
MOST Male Feméle Total
Males 19 - 9 28
Females 35 6 41
Total 54 15 - 69
Chi sguare for association =2.05708 df=1 p=.1515 -
Chi square for marginal homogeniety = 3.7 p < .0005
Chi sguare for MOST marginal = -1.44 p «.08
Chi square for LEAST marginal = 4.57 - p<.000005



‘Table 22
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Females - Target Sex Contingencies

Total

LEAST |

" MOST . Male Female Total
Male 14 17 31
Female 17 23 40
31 40 71

Chi square for association = 0.00029 df=1

p=.9864
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Table 23
Males - Target Relationship'Contingencies
: 4
LEAST
MOST- Opposite Same Sex
Family , Sex Friend Friend Work Total
Family 4 0 3 0 7
Opposite
Sex Friend 9 3 - 20 4 36
Same Sex
Friend 11 2 11 2 26
Work 0 0 0 0 0
Total 24 5 , 34 6 69
1

Chi sguare for association = 4.47624 df=6 p=.6125

Chi square for marginal homogeneity = 32.94 df=3 p«.00l



Table 24

Females - Target Relationship Contingencies

87

S~ - LEAST

MOST Opposite Same Sex
Family Sex Friend Friend Total

Family 3 . 2 2 7
Opposite ' ‘

Sex Friend 18 , 7 30
Same Sex

Friend 21 3 10 34
Total \ 42 10 19 71

Chi sguare for association = 2.43986 df=4 p=.6464

Chi sguare for marginal homogeneity = 29.16"df=25é9<12001
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‘ Table 25
Males - MOST Types and Relationship Contingencies
RELATIONSHIP
MOST Opposite Same Sex
Family - Sex Friend Friend Total
1. Ideal 3 18 17 38
2. Vulnerable 3 12 2 17
3. Extrovert 1 6 6 13
Total 7 "36 25 68
—

Chi square for association = 9.66887 df=6 p=.1393



- ) Table 26
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{%%Bies - LEAST Types and Relationship Contingencies

RELAT IONSHIP

LEAST Opposite Same Sex "
Family Sex Friend Friend Work Total
1. }deal 9 | 1 11 1 22
2. Motherfigure 8 i 1 6 1, 16
3. Narcissist - 2 3 7 2 14
4. Anti-social 4 0 8 1 13
Total =~ = 23 ' 5 32 5 65

™ Chi square for association = 9.72501 df=9 p=.3732
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Table 27

Females - MOST Types and Relationship Contingenties

— RELATIONSHIP
MOST Opposige Same Sex
Family Sex Friend Friend Total
1. Ideal .4 8 17 29
2. Extrovert 1 18 8 27
3. Vulnerable 2 4 9 15
Total 7 30 34 71

Chi square for association = 10.86062 df=4 p=.0282




v

Table 28

9

Femali? - LEAST Types and Relationship Contingencies

1

>

o

RELATIONSHIP
LEAST Opposite Same Sex '
Family Sex Friend Friend Total
1. Ideal 13 3 7 23
2. Narcissist 5 3 5 13
3. Anti-social 16 3 2 21
4, Mofherfigure 7 ] 5 0 5 10
Total ‘ - 39 19 - 67
Chi square for association = 9.20321 df=6- p=.1625
é,:_
s V% L]



Table 29
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@-Sort Correlations between High and Low Disclosers

Most

-~ Groups Least Sglf
Males
-Discrimination .93 73 .93
Discloser .93 .53 .92
Females \\\“\\\ :
Discrimination - -.94 .68 .96
Discloser .94 627 .94
A
P
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The BEM Q-Sort Items
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-+ 10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

94

THE BEM-MODIFIED BLOCK Q-SORT ITEMS
¥
Is critical, skeptical, not easily impressed.
Is a genuinely dependable and responsible persoo.

o

Has a wide range of interests.
Regardless of how deep or.superficial the interests may be.

Is a talkative individual.

Behaves in a giving way toward others.
Regardless of the motivation involved.

Is fastidious. »
(A perfectionist, fussy ‘about minor things.)

Favors conservative values in a varlety of areas.
(Favors preserving traditional practices, values, and conditions.

Appears to have a hlgh degree of intellectual capacity.
This item refers to capability, not necessarily performance
Also originality is not assumed.

Is uncomfortable with unoertainiy and‘oomplexities. ¥

~.
Anxiety and tension find outlet in bodily symptoms.

- Low Placement implies that the body does not react at all to

stress (e.g., person does not perspire, shake or have other
bodily signs of nervousness.) High placement implies bodily
dysfumction or physical illness caused by stress.

S
Is protective of those close to him or her.
Low Placement implies person acts in under-protective,
unconcerned manner. Medium Rgacement implies appropriate
degree of concern. High Placement Implies over-protective.

Tends to be self-defensive. ,
(Quick to protect or defend self from criticism; tends to
deny criticism; humorless about own shortcomings.)

Is thin-skinned; sen51t1ve to anything that can be construed
as criticism or an interpersonal slight (e.g. rudeness or insult).

Genuinely submissive; accepts domination comfortably.

F



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21.

22.

23,

.24,

25.

26.

27.

28.
29.

30.

\\ji?
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\‘\\‘4

Is skilled in social techniques of imaginativeiplay, pretendiné,
and humor. (E.g.,-would be?%ggq at charades.) .

Is introspective and concerned with self as an object.
(Thinks about self; examines own tholghts and feelings.)

Does not necessarlly imply insight or mean that person

understands selﬁ‘well however. y

Behaves in 5‘§ympathetic or considerate\manner.

. ,
Initiates humor. ' B Ty
(E.g., -makes Jokes or tells fumorous stoyles )

Seeks reassurance from ot ers.

Has a rapld personal tempo; behaves and acts guickly.
Arouses nurturant f‘eel?gs in others. - ' ¢
(Others like to take-cdre of and" protect; causes others to
feel motherly or fatherly toward him/her.)

Feels a lack of personal meanlng in 1life,

Extrapunitive; tends to transfer or project blame.
(Tends to blame others for own failures or faults.)

. Prides self on being "objéctive," rational.

Tends toward over-control of needs and impulses; binds
tensions excessively; delays gratification unnecessarily.
(Holds everything sin; keeps a tight rein on his or her
emotions; postpones pleasure unnec&ssarily.)

Is prodictive; gets things done.

Shows condescendlng behavior in relations with others.

{Acts as if self is superior to others.)

Low Placement implies only absence of acting superior, not -
ﬁ&:‘e—sﬁﬁ_ﬁctlng as if all people are equal or that self is
actually "Inferior to others.

Tends to arouse liking and acceptance in people.

-

Is turned to for advice and reassurance.

Gives up and withdraws where possible in the face of frustration

and adversity.
Low Placement implies person tries even harder when obstacles

appear. High Placement implies generally defeatist, gives up
easily. : '




31.
32.

33,
34,

35,
36,
© 37,

38.

39.
40,
41.
42,

43,

44,

45,

Regards self aé physically aftractive.
Seemé to Be aware of the impressfon he or she makes on others.
Is caim, relaxed in manner.

Over-reactive to minor frustrations; irritable.

-

"Has warmth; has the capacity for close relationships;
‘compassionate. B

Is subtly negativistic; tends to undermine-and obstruct or
sabotage.

Is guileful and 'deceitful, manipulative, opportunistic.
(Exploits and takes advantage of people and situations.)

‘Has hostility towards others.

Feelings of hostility are intended here, regardless of how or
whether they are actually expressed. -

Thinks and associates ideas in unusual ways; has unconventional,
thought processes.

Is vulnerable to real or fancied threat; generally fearful.
Is moralistic. -
(Judges self and others strongly in terms of right and wrong.)
Regardless of the particular nature of the moral code.

Reluctant to commit self to any definite course of action; tends
to delay or avoid action.

Is facially and/or gesturally expressive. .

Evaluates the motivation of others in interpreting situations.
(Tries to figure out the intentions behind other people's
actions.)

Accuracy of evaluation not assumed.

Low Placement implies insensitivity to intentions of others.

High Placement implies preoccupation or over-concern with

intentlons OF'Other%\\ | "

Has a brittle ego-defense system; has a small reserve of
integration; would be disorganized and maladaptive when under
stress or trauma.

(Does not cope well,when under stress or strain.



46.
47.
48.
49,

50.

51.

52.

53.

54,

55..

56.

57.

58.
59.

60.

Engages in personal fantasy and daydreams, fictional speculations.

Has a readiness to.feel guilt.

Feelings of quilt are Yntended here, regardless of how or whether

they are actually expressed.

Keeps people at a distance; avoids close interpersonal
relationships.

Is basically distrustful of people in general; questlons their
motivations.

Is unpredictable and changeable in behavior and attitudes.
Genuinely values intellectual and\cognit{ve matter.
Ability or achievement is not implied here.

Behaves in an assertive fashion.

(Speaks up to get what he or she wants, not afraid to express
opinions.)

This refers to how the person acts, not how he or she might. feel
while doing so.

Various needs tend toward relatlvely dirgct and uncontrolled
express1on Unable to delay gratific
(Has little self-control; expresses gmotions impulsively;
unable to postpone pleasure.)

Emphasizes being with others; gregarious.
(Characteristically prefers to be with others-rather than alone).

Is self—defeatlng ‘
(Acts in ways which undermine, sabotage, or frustrate his or

* her own goals and desires.)

Responds to humor.
(Appreciates humor.)

Is an interesting, arresting person.

Enjoys sensuous experiences - iﬁcluding touch, taste, smell,
physical contact.

Is concerned with own body and the adeqguacy of its
physiological functioning.

Has insight into own motived and behavior.
(Knows and understands self well.)



61.

62.

63,

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

£9.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74,

98

Creates and exploits dependency in people.

" (Causes others to be dependent and then takes advantage of this
.dependency.) Regargless of how this is done, e.g. by punishing

them, -spoiling them, etc. Low Placement implies person respects
and encourages independence and individuality of others.

Tends to be rebellious and nmon-conforming.

~

. & .
Judges self and others in conventional* terms like "popularity," -
"the correct thing to do," social pressures, etc.

Is socially perceptive of a wide range of interpersbnal cues.
(Is alert to clues which reveal how others are thinking or
feeling.)

Characteristically pushes and tries to stretch limits; sees what
he/she can get away with.

Enjoys esthetic impressions; is esthetically-.reactive. ’

(E.g., appreciates or is moved by works of art, beautiful music,

drama, etc.)-

Is self-indulgent.

(Reluctant to degy self pleasure; tends to sp01l self with
pleasurablevactivities.)

Is'basically anxious.

(Nervous, worries a lot underneath.)

Is sensitive §o anything that can be construed as a demand.

This refers only to being alert to or aware of demands, regardless
of how or whether the person responds to them.

Behaves\in/én ethically consistent manner; is consistent with own

personal standards.

Has high aspiration level 'for self.
(Ambitious; sets very high goals for self.) //’f7

Concerned with-own adequacy as-a person either at conscious or

unconcious levels. _
(Worries about being inadequate as a person. Can be true even if

person seems self-satisfied on the surface.)

Tends to perceive many different contexts in -sexual terms,

eroticizes situations.
(Sees sexual overtones in most interactions.)

Is subJectively unaware of self-concern; feels satisfied with

self. : ~

e
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75. Has a clear-cut, internally consistent personality.

_ 76.” Tends to project his/her own feéllngs and motivations onto otherssS
— (Tends to see feelings and motives in others which he/she perfers -
= not recognize in self.)

Appears straight forward, forthright, candid in dealing @ith
others.

L 78. Feels cheated and victimized by life; self-pitying.

79. Tends to,ruminate and have persistent, pre-occupying thoughtg.
(Ruminate: To think about or mull over in one's mind.) f

i
i

80. Interested in members of the opposL§$ Ssex.
Low Placement implies only absence of such interest, not
dislike of the opposite sex or homosexual interest.

: 8l. 1Is physically attractive; good-looking. -
! The culture's definition of physical attractiveness is to be .
applied here.

82. Has fluctuating moods.

83. Able to see to the heart of important problems.
84, Is cheerful. b :
Low Placement implies unhappiness or depression.

'85. Emphasizes communication through action and non-verbal behavior.
~ (Prefers to\gxpress self through deeds, actions, or non-verbal
communlcatloq, rather than through ‘talking.)
/
86. Handles anxiety and cohfllct by, in effect, refusing to.

recognize their presence; repressive or dissociative tendencies.
(Tends to deny unpleasant: thoughts conflicts or feellng, prefers‘
to believe they don't exlst )

87. Interprets basically simple and clear-cut situations in
_complicated and particularizing (i.e. detailed) ways.

88. Is personally charming.
89. = Compares self to others. 1Is alert to real or fan01ed differences

between self and other people.

90. Is concerned with philosophical problems; e.pg. religigns, values,
" the meaning of life, etc. 1. i

2
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— ‘ .
91. Is power oriented; values power in self and othgrs.

' 92. Has social poise and presence; appears socially at ease.

3

93a. Behaves in a masculine style and manner.
: The culture's definition of masculinity is to be applied here.
If person is female, use 93b.

. 92b. Behaves in a feminine style and manner.
The culture's definition of femininity is to be applled here.
If person is male, use 93a.

94, 'Expresses hostile feelings directly.

95. Tends to proffer advice.
(Proffer: Offer or give.)
. ‘ Y
96. Vvalues own independence and autonomy.
(Autonomy: Freedom to act and think without help or interference
from others.)

97. Is emotionally bland; has flattened affect.
(Tends not to experience strong or 1ntense emotions.)

98. 1Is verbally fluent; can express ideas well.’

99. Is self-dramatizing; histrionic.
(Theatrical; exaggerates emotion.)

100. Does not vary roles; relates to everyone in the same way.
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Self<Disclosure Inventory

Subject Number: Sex: , Age:
Person you disclose to the MOST about, your personal'life
Sex : Age: Relationship: : Time known:
1. My sex life.
2. My feelings about borrowing money from a buddy.
3. How much religious training I had as a child.
4, Persons with whom I have had sexual experiences.
5. My pet peeves.
6. What kind of furniture I would like to have after I get marrled
7. Weaknesses that I feel I have in my personallty
8. The religious denomination to which I belong.
9. Whether or not I ever lied to my boss.
10. which I feel is more important - domestic or forelgn policies,
11. How I feel about girls' new fashion styles.
12. The kind of wedding I want to have.
13. Wwhom I like better, my father or my mother.
14, My total fimancial worth, including property, savings, insurance, etc.
15. Whether or not I have ever let down a friend.
16. what animals make me nervous.
17. My favorite colour.
18. How I feel about a person after having had sexual relations with
him/her.
19. The things in my past or present life about which I am most ashamed.
20. The parts of my body I am most ashamed for anyone te see.
21. Dangerous things I have done.
22. Whether I am a "listener" or a "talker" in social conversations.
23. The way I behave when I am around my parents
24. My favorite subjects in school.
25. The number of colds I usually have per year.
~26. The kind of person I would llke to date.
27. How .strong I am.
28. The most recent trip I have taken.
29, My favorite sports.
30. Things that I would not want people to find out about me if I ever
ran for a political office. .
31. Whether or not I like to tell amusing jokes and storles
32. Where my aunts, uncles, cousins live.
33, Times it would be all rlght to go against my religious beliefs.
34, The extent to which I am the kind of person who puts things off.
35. Things that anger me. B
36. How frequently I would want to engage in sex with my spouse.
37. My feelings about people who are not of the same race that I am.
38. The amount of money I received for allowance when I was a child.
39. Things I had trouble with in school.
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APPENDIX C: Self-Disclosure Inventory Items Arranged by Area
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Self-Disclosure Inventory Items Arranged by ‘Area

Area Items Intimacy
1. Religion. 33 - H
3 M
8 L
2. Own Marriage and Family. 36 H
12 M
6 L
- 3. Love, Dating, Sex. 1 H
) . s .4 H
18 H
26 M
4. Parental Family. 13 H
23 M
32 L
5. Physical Condition and Appearance. 20 H
27 M
25 L
6. Money, Property. 14 H
2 M
38 L

7. Government and Politics, 30 H

Current Events and Social Issues. 37 &;1

10 L

8. Emotions, Feelings. 19 H
: 35 M
le L

9. Interests, Hobbies, Habits. 21 M
- 29 L
28 L

10. Relationships with QOther People. 15 H
22 M

31 L
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,
. Self-Disclosure Inventory Items Arranged by Area (Con't.)

Rrea : ‘ Items Intimacy

11. Personal Attitudes, Values, Ethics 7 H
and Self-Evaluation. 34 M

% 11 L

12. School, Work. ’ x/// 9 H

) 39 M

24 L

- 13. Biographical Characteristics. 5 M
' 17 L
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APPENDIX D: Instructions -~ Part One
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Instructions - Part One

g

BYou are taking part in a study on self-disclosure, that is, verbal
communication of personal and intimate information about oneself, e.g.
thoughts, feelings, experiences.

Step 1

Among all the people ybu know well enough to describe the personality of,
please select: ' ‘

e

o~
a) the person you disclose to the MOST about your personal life.
b) the person you disclose to the LEAST about your personal life.:

On the piece of paper given you, please write down these two persons' first
names, sex, age, relationship to you (e.g. friend, teacher, mother, father,
etc.), and how long you have known them.

Step 2

%
You have been given a set of 100 descriptive personality statements typed on
individual cards. Please sort the cards to describe the personality of.the
person you disclose to the MOST about your personal life. The attached ™
instruction sheets will tell you how to proceed.

Step 3

In the same manner please sort the same 100 cards to describe the
personality of the person you disclose to the LEAST about your personal life.

Step 4

In the same manner please sort the same cards to describe your own
personality.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR
THE Q-SORT PERSONALITY DESCRIPTION

The @-Sort Deck

H]

The Q-sort is a set of 100 descriptive personality statements typed on
individual cards. To describe an individual's personality, the
"sorter” arranges the cards into groups ranging from statements which
are least characteristic to statements which are most characteristic
of the individual being described. The Q-sort is not a personality

test; there is no "score" which the person receives. Rather, the
Q-sort provides a systematic way of comparing different personalities

with one another.

The Q-Sort Items . « X

The Q-sort statements or items were originally written to be sorted by
professional psychologists and psychiatrists. We have found, however,
that people without professional training can sort them quite well if
some of the specialized vocabulary is explained or clarified. Many
items state the same basic idea in several ways so that if a
particular phrase or word is not clear, the meaning of the item can
still be grasped from one of the alternative phrases. In some cases,
additional rewordings or explanations have been placed in parentheses
to further clarify the meaning of the item.

Example .

99, -Is self-dramatizing; histrionic.
rd

' (Theatrical; exaggerates emotion.)

Other items contain explanations in the lower half of the card which
clarify ambiguities or explain what the item would mean if it were
placed at the low or uncharacteristic end of the sort.

Example //////

/

80. Interested in members of the
opposite sex.

Low Placement implies only absence
of such interest, not gislike of the
opposite sex or homosexual interest.




109

The Q—Sort Task

t

Q-sorting is not easy, particularly the first time when the items are
still unfamiliar. On the other hand, most people find the task rather
enjoyable and report that they learn a lot by doing it. The first
QJ-sort takes about 40 minutes to complete; subsequent @-sorts go much
faster, averaging 30 minutes or less for most sorters.

The value of the @Q-sort method naturally depends upon the willingness
of the sorter to give a thoughtful, candid, and accurate description,
avoiding the temptation to present an ovefﬁy favorable (or .
unfavorable) picture of the person being described. Saints and angels
can perhaps be described by placing only faverable items at the
characteristic end of the scale and only unfavorable items at the
uncharacteristic end; real people cannot be. Remember, Q-sorts are
not tests; we do not score them for "saintliness.'" What we need are
honest and accurate descriptions of real people.

The @-Sort Procedure L

A completed Q-sort has 9 groups or categories arranged from left to
right as shown below. The higher the category number, the more
characteristic the items in that category are of the person being
described. Thus Category 1 on the far left contains the 5 items MOST
UNCHARACTERISTIC of the person; Category 5 in the middle contains 18
items NEITHER CHARACTERISTIC NOR UNCHARACTERISTIC; .and Category. 9 on
the far right contains the 5 items MOST CHARACTERISTIC of the person.
Fach category must contain exactly the number of cards designated.

CATEGORY
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
5 8 12 16 18 16 12 8 5,
cards cards cards cards cards cards cards cards cards
MOST MOST
UNCHARACTERISTIC CHARACTERISTIC

Although you may proceed in any way you find most comfortable, many
people find it easiest to proceed as follows:

1.  Sort the cards into three piles. Place items that seem
uncharacteristic on the left, and all others in the middle. At
this point there is no need to pay attentlion to how many go -
into each pile, but since half of the items will eventually
go into the middle three categories, you can feel fairly
free about putting items about which you are uncertain into
the middle pile.
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Next, sort the right hand pile (the "characteristic" group
into the high numbered categories, placing the most
characteristic items, into Category 9, the next most
characteristic items_intp Category 8» angFso forth until you
have used up all the cards. In this st you should pay
attention to the actual number of cards required in each
category. (Note: The order of the cards within a category

is unimportant.) -

@

Now sort the left hand pile into the low numbered categories,
placing the most uncharacteristic items in Category 1. Follow
the same procedure used in step 2.

Now sort the middle pile into the middle categories, making any
adjustments needed with the cards already sorted into adjacent
categories.

Check to make sure you have the correct number of cards in each
category and make any final adjustmepts you wish. Record your

sort onto the record sheet provided{

THANK YOU. WE APPRECIATE YOUR HELP.
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APPENDIX E: Instructions - Part Two

&
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Instructions - Part Two\&

\/7.

Step 1

The self-report guestionnaire you have been given has the headiﬁg MOST,
which refers to the person you selected as*the one you disclose to the most
about your personal life. Firstly, fill out the blanks on the-top of the
questionnaire. Then read each item on the questionnaire and indigate the
extent that you have talked about that item td him/her, that is the extent

\Nyo which you have made yourself known to that person.. Use the following
*ating gcale to describe the extent that you have talked about each/ltem:

it .

r——

(0: Have told the person nothing about this aspect of me. <

1: Have talked in general terms about this. The person has
only a general idea about this aspect of .me.

2: Have talked in full and complete detail about tﬁis item
to the person. " He/she knows me fully in this respect
and could describe me accurately.

. Step 2 " ; .

Please repeat the same procedure for the questionnairé with the heading
LEAST, which refers to the person you selected as the one you, disclose to
the least about your personal life. : )

-]

~

él ) . B . ‘ % N R . N /4

e

When you have finished, please give the completed material to ‘the

experimenter. .

- A

Thank y&@ very much for your cooperation.
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