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ABSTRACT . , 

T h i s  s t u d y  investigated pdrqonality characteristics that  relate  

t o  the degree of self-disclosure. Using the Bem Q-Sort technique, the 

subjects (75 male and 75 female single undergraduatet students under 

the age of 30) were required to  describe'separately the personality of .. 

the person they.disclose to  the most and the leas t ,  as well as their  
- ,  t 

own personality. In addition, a self-report inventory was -- 

administered in order t o  measure disclosure t o  each target.  Factor 

analysis revealed that there were several dersonality types that 

people disclose to  the most 'and' the. least .  A closer kxamihation- of 

the various types made i t  possible t o  identify some personality 

characteristics _that may f a c i l i t a t e  self-disclosure and some 

personality characteristics that may i n h i b i t  disclosure. As 

hypothesized, the resul ts  showed that both males and females generally ' 

tend t o  see themselves as  mme similar to  the person they disclose t o  

the most than the person they disclose to the least.  T h i s  may have 

important implications for the therapeutic relationship w i t h  regard to  

matching' c l ien ts  w i t h  therapists on the basis of perceived personality 

similarity . The hypothesis that females would disclose more' than 

males was supported b u t  only w i t h  regard to  the MOST target ( p  L . O 1 ) .  

This indicates that females are  more. open w i t h  their  preferred target 

b u t  they are not necessarily more disclosing i n  general.. With regard 

to  sex of5the target ,  the hypothesis tha t  there would be more 



I I '  

female  than-le MOST- t a r g e t s  was n o t  suppor ted .  . However, t h e  

h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  t h e r e  would b 6  more male t h a n  female  LERST t a r g e t s  was 

confirmed b u t  o n l y  wi th  r e g a r d  t o  male  s u b j e c t s '  ( p ' t 0 0 1 ) .  
- 

S i g n i f i c a n t l y  of family  as LEAST versus '  MOST 

t a r g e t s  were ( p  d.001) which i n d i c a t e  t h a t  few * 

s u b j e c t s  were w i l l i n g  t o  d i s c l o s e  t o  members o f  t h e i r  own f a m i i r   he 

- r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s t u d y  c o n t r a d i c t  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  a g e n e r a l  tendency t o  

d,isclose; F i n a l l y ,  no d i f f e r e n c e s  were found between h igh  and low 

d i s c l o s e r s  i n  terms o f  how they d e s c r i b e d  t h e i r  t a r g e t s  o r  themselves .  
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INTRODUCTION 

Vondracek, 1971) and- development and inaiotenance of interpersonal 

relationships. (e.'g. Altman & Taylor, 1973; ~oods te in  & Reinecker, 

1977; Levinger & Senn, 1967). Self-disclosure is  probably the main 
< / means for human beings t o  get to  know each other  as well as  a useful, 

maybe even necessarv, means of self-knowledge. Jourard (1964) s t a t e s  

Research interest  i n  the area of self-disclosure has increased 

considerably i n  recent years. A review of the l i t e ra tu re  shows that 

prior to  1960 there were fewer than l0 , jownal  a r t i c l e s  concerning 
# self-disclosure while i n  the l a s t  cou l e  of years several hundred 

a r t i c l e s  have been published. Many sociologists a s  welL,as 

psychologists consider the act or  process of self-disclosure t o  be of 
4 

considerable importance i n  terms of psychological growth (e.g. 

Jourard, 1964; Mowrer, 1961; Rogers, 1958), constructive personality 

change (e. g. . Truax & Carkhyf f ,  19651, progress and outcome i n  

psychotherapy (e.g . Truax, 1968; Strassberg, Roback, D ' ~ n t o n i o  & 

Gabel, 1977) , mental and physical health (e. g.. Chaikin, Derlega, 

Bayma, & Shaw, 1975; Derlega & Chaikin, 1975; Handkins & Munz, 1978; 

Jourard, 19711, interpersonal learning (e. g. Allen, 1973) ,. development 

Of socialized thought and accurate realityetesting (e.g. Vondracek & 

t h a t  "it seems to  be ,another empirical f a c t  that  no -man can come to  . " ' 

know himself excent as an outcome of disclosing himself to  another 

personff (p.  5). The process ,and determinants of se l f -d i sc l~sure  are 
7 - 

o f  particular concern t o  c l in ica l  psychologists since the c l i en t ' s  



w i l l i n g n e s s  and /o r  a b i l i t y  t o  d i s c l o s e  h im/herse l f  t o  t h e  t h e r a p i s t  is  

g e n e r a l l y  c o n s i d e r e d  e s s e n t i a l  f o r  s u c c e s s f u l  psychotherapy.  Truax 
'3 

and Carkhuff (1965) p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  t h e r a p i s t  i n  bo th  

t r a d i t i o n a l  psychotherapy and i n  c o u n s e l i n g  h a s  been based upon 

a t t e m p t s  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e .  Consequent ly ,  

r e s e a r c h  f i n d i n g s  on, t h i s  p r o c e s s  have i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  p r a c t i c e  

of  psychotherapy,  f o r  t h e  t r a i n i n g  and p & s i b l y  s e l e c t i o n  o f  

p s y c h o t h e r a p i s t s ,  f o r  t h e  p r e v e n t i o n  o f  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  d i s t u r b a n c e ,  a s  

well as f o r  t h e  g e n e r a l  unders tand ing  o f  p e r s o n a l i t y  and p e r s o n a l i t y  

change.  

D e f i n i t i o n  

S e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  h a s  been v a r i o u s l y  d e f i n e d  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e ,  and 

t h e  l a c k  o f  a uniform d g f i n i t i o n  poses  a problem i n  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  

a r e a .  As McCarthy and Betz  (1978) p o i n t  o u t ,  s t u d i e s  o f  

se l f ,g l i sc losure  have f r e q u e n t l y  u t i l i z e d  d e f i n i t i o n s  t h a t  a r e  t o o  

vague t o  pe rmi t  r e p l + i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  s t u d y  o r  t o  communicate c l e a r l y  how 

t h e  response  is t o  be accomplished.  To d a t e ,  l i t t l e  e f f o r t  h a s  been 
I 

made t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  c l e a r l y  and s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  between what 

s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  is and what i t  is n o t .  For example, Cozby i s  (1973) 

+f i n i t i o n  Itany i n f o r m a t i o n  abou t  h imself  which Person A communicates 1 

ve$ba l ly  t o  a Person Bl1 f a i l s  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  from 

g e n e r a l  v e r b a l  in fo rmat ion .  I n  many c a s e s  t h e r e  i s  l a c k  o f  agreement 
'9 

among i n v e s t i g a t o r s  as t d  t h e  k i n d s  o f  r e sponses  t h a t  shou ld  be 

l a b e l l e d  a s  s e l f - d i s c l o s i n g .  While Cozby (1973) i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  



self-disclosure i s  verbally communicated, Shapiro, Krauss and Truax 

( 1969) indicate t ha t  self-disclosure may be accomplished through 

nonverbal, a s  well a s  verbal, behaviors. In a recent study, McCarthy 

and Betz (1978) dist inguish between vself-disclosing responses" which 
+-7 

are  statements referr ing t o  past history or  personal experiences and 

"self-involving responses" which are  here-and-now reactions and 
0 -  

feel#gs to persons or  s i tua t ions .  Most def ini t ions  i n  the  l i t e r a t u r e  

however, do not dist inguish between past- or present-centered 
~ 

self-information (e.g.  Bayne, 1977; Derlega & Chaikin, 1975; Jourard, 

1964; Kleck, 1968; Pedersen & Breglio, 1969aj Persons & Marks, 1970; 

Vondracek & Marshall, 1971). After reviewing exis t ing def in i t ions ,  i t  

was decided t o  use the  following def ini t ion of self-disclosure for the 

purposes of t h i s  study: Verba l  communication of personal and 

intimate information about oneselfv.  T h i s  def ini t ion was chosen 

because it spec i f ies  that  the self-portrayal  i s  verbal and tha t  

self-disclosure concerns both personal and intimate aspects of one's 

l i f e .  It seems reasonable t o  suggest that  self-disclosure is the 

opposite of self-concealment which has a l so  been referred t o  a s  

discre t ion o r  a need (or l ik ing)  for privacy (e.g.  Cozby, 1973; 

Maslow, 1968). Whether a person choses t o  self-disclose or t o  

self-conceal is probably a function of the personality charac te r i s t i cs  

of both the disc loser  and the  l i s t ene r ,  the re la t ionship  between them, 

a s  well as  s i t ua t i ona l  charac te r i s t i cs ,  a,nd a variety of in teract ions  

among these variables. 



Measurement 

The major impetus for research i n  self-disclosure w k  provided by 

&ura rd f s  elaboration of the  phenomena, h i s  development of a paper and 

pencil measure of individual differences i n  self-disclosure (Jourard & 

Lasakow, 1958) and subsequent research using t h i s  measure which he 6as 

summarized (Jourard, 1971). The or iginal  instrument consisted of 60 

items - 10 items i n  each of s i x  areas of personal information: 

Att i tudes and Opinions, Tastes and In te res t s ,  Work (or  S tud ies ) ,  

Money, Personality and Bow. Subjects were asked to respond t o  each 

item by indicating the  extent t o  which the information has been made 

known t o  four target  persons: Mother, Father, Male Friend, Female 

Friend. Items were rated as: 0 - no disclosure;  1 - disclosure i n  

general terms; 2 - f u l l  and complete disclosure. Variations of the 

measure such as  shor ter  forms, d i f ferent  targets ,  d i f fe ren t  items and 

d i f fe ren t  scoring have been employed by Jourard and other 

investigators (e.g.  Himelstein & Lubin, 1965; Hurley & Hurley, 1969; 

Morgan & Evans, 1977; Pedersen & Higbee, 1969a; West & ~ i n g l e ,  1969). 

The most relevant parameters t o  measure w i t h  regard t o  self-report  

inventories a r e  amount and intimacy of disclosure. 

The proportion of intimate and l e s s  intimate items seems 

important i n  the s t ruc ture  of a self-report  questionnnaire. Jourard, 

using h i s  or ig inal  60-item questionnaire (JSDQ-601, found a high 

disclosure c lu s t e r  consist ing of Tastes and In te res t s ,  Attitudes and 

Opinions and Work, and a low disclosure c lus te r  consist ing of Money, 

Personality and Body (Jourard & Lasakow, 1958). T h i s  has led t o  the 



suggestion that  people a r e  more willing t o  disclose "public" ra ther  

than "private" information (e.g.  Allen, 1973; Cravens, 1975; Doster & 

St  rickland, 1971; r it zgerald, 1963). The content areas  of Money, 

Personality and Body may be viewed as &e intimate by people and 

therefore l e s s  i s  disclosed i n  these areas.  'In f a c t ,  consensus among 

people as t o  the degree of intimacy or r i sk  of various items has been 

found (e.g. &ward ,  1971; Norton, ~eldman, & Tafoya, 1974; Strassberg 

Anchor, 1975; Taylor & Altman, 1966). There i s  a l so  cross-cultural  

agreement. Similar pat terns  'of d i sc losab i l i ty  have been found by 

various invest igators  among American and Br i t i sh  (Jourard,  1961~1 ,  

Middle-Eastern (Melikian, 1962) and German (Plog, 1965) subjects.  

However, i t  should be noted tha t  t h i s  agreement i s  based upon research 

employing only two independent populations ; college students and 

s a i l o r s .  I t  is possib1.e tha t  other populations, such as  older ,  - 
married people w i t h  d i f fe ren t  working and l iv ing conditions would r a t e  

items d i f fe ren t ly  i n  terms of intimacy. 

In recent years the trend has been t o  use self-disclosure as  the 

dependent a s  well a s  the independent variable and t o  measure 

self-disclosure behaviorally. For example, some researchers have 

looked a t  written disclosure i n  essays (e.g. Burhenne & Mirels, 1970; 

Ebersole, McFall, & Brandt, 1977) and other researchers have 

investigated verbal disclosure,  usually tape-recorded t o  f a c i l i t a t e  

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

Murphy, 1975; Simonson, 1976). Cozby (1973) summarizes the three 



b a s i c  pa ramete r s  o f  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  as: a )  b r e a d t h  o r  arm%nt of 

i n f o r m a t i o n  d i s c l o s e d ;  b)  dep th  o r  in t imacy o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  d i s c l o s e d ;  

c )  d u r a t i o n  o r  t i m e  s p e n t  d e s c r i b i n g  eac'h item o f  i n f o r m a t i o n .  In  

a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e s e  t h r e e  pa ramete r s  which a r e  commonly employed, Brooks 

(1974) .used  a f o u r t h  pa ramete r :  s t y l e  o r  emot iona l  involvement of t h e  

s u b j e c t  ( s c o r e d  ondhow - a pe r son  t a l k s  about  h i m / h e r s e l f ,  e .g .  

mechanical  and d i s t a n t  v e r s u s  s e l f - i n v o l v e d  and b e t r a y i n g  a f f e c t ) .  

Chelune (1975) reviewed t h e  b a s i c  pa ramete r s  o f  d i s c l o s u r e  and 

proposed what he c a l l e d  "two a d d i t i o n a l  d imensions  o f  d i s c l o s i n g  

behav io ru  ( p .  81) : " A f f e c t i v e  manner o f  p r e s e n t a t i o n "  and " F l e x i b i l  j t y  

o f  d i s c l o s u r e  p a t t e r n w .  %However,  on ly  one o f  t h e s e  i s  a n  a d d i t i o n  as 

t h e  f i r s t -ment ioned  is almost  i d e n t i c a l  t o  t h e  pa ramete r  proposed by 

Brooks (1974) .  " F l e x i b i l i t y  o f  d i s c l o s u r e  p a t t e r n "  r e l a t e s  t o  a b i l i t y  

t o  a d a p t  r e a d i l y  t o  s i t u a t i o n a l  demands. Some i n v e s t i g a t o r s  Pound a 

h i g h  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  between d e p t h  and time ( e . g .  D o s t e r ,  1975; 

E b e r s o l e  e t  a l . ,  1977; Pedersen & B r e g l i o ,  1968a) .  Depth o f  

d i s c l o s u r e  , i n c r e a s e d  wi th  g r e a t e r  time spen t  t a l k i n g  on t o p i c s .  

Pedersen and B r e g l i o  (1968a) sugges ted  t h a t  d u r a t i o n  o f  d i s c l o s u r e  may 

a b e  s u b s t i t u t e d  f o r  d e p t h  a s  d u r a t i o n  is a much more immediate,  

o b j e c t i v e  and r e l i a b l e  measure. T h i s  s u g g e s t i o n ,  however, is no t  

suppor ted  by t h e i r  f i n d i n g s  i n  a n o t h e r  s tudy  (Pedersen & B r e g l i o ,  

1968b) where females  d i s c l o s e d  more i n  dep th  t h a n  males b u t  were n o t  

more verbose .  The i r  g r e a t e r  d i s c l o s u r e  was a r e s u l t  of  what they  s a i d  

and no t  how many words they  used t o  say  i t .  There a r e  a l s o  o t h e r  

s t u d i e s  r e p o r t i n g  t h a t  in t imacy  o r  d e p t h  and d u r a t i o n  appear  t o  be 



P7 independent (e.g. cozby, 1973; Vondracek, 1969). Thus it  seems valid 

t o  measure these two parameters. 
C 

In conclusion, i t  is important t b  bear i n  mind the  differences i n  

' measurements when evaluating research findings i n  the area of 

self-disclosure.  NuFwrous researchers have used e i t he r  a modification 

of the 3SW-60 or developed t he i r  own measure t o  obtain data on 

disclosure. These modifications may a f fec t  the r e l i a b i l i t y  and 

val id i ty  of the lhstruments and the di f ferent  measures make it  

d i f f i c u l t  to compare research findings. 

Discloser charac te r i s t i cs  

Self-disclosure has been extensively examined w i t h  regard t o  the 

d i s c lo se r ' s  charac te r i s t i cs  and has been researched i n  r e la  k. ion to  

various theories such a s  Social  Accessibility (e.g.  

Rickers-Ovsiankina, 1956; Rickers-Ovsiankina & Kusmin, 1958), Harvey, 

Hunt  & Schroder Personality Systems Theory (e.g. Tuckman, 19661, 

Kelly 's  Personal Construct Theory (e.g. Neimeyer & Neimeyer, 19771, 

Social ~xdhange Theory (e.g.  Worthy, Gary, & Kahn, 1969; Davis & 

Sloan, 1974) and Social Penetration Theory (e.g. Taylor, 1968; Altman 

& Taylor, 1973; Taylor & Oberlander, 1969; Taylor, Altman, & 

Sorrentino, 1969; Tognoli, 1969). With regard t o  d i sc loser ' s  "., 
charac te r i s t i cs  and individual differences,  sex has been mentioned as  

a powerful predictor of self-disclosure (e.g. Allen, 1973)., Numerous 

investigations have reported tha t  females disclose more than males 
I 

( e .  g. Ann i s  & Perry, 1977; Jourard & Landsman, 1960; Jourard & 
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Lasakow, 1958; Jourard & Richman, 1963; Himelstein & Lubin, 1965; Hood 

& Back, 1971; Kraft & Vraa, 1975; Levinger & Senn, 1967; Pederson & 

Higbee, 1969a; Rivenbark, 1971). Greater self-disclosure by females 

may be a function of cu l tu ra l  norms and child-rearing pract ises  which 

tend t o  encourage *women and discourage men from disclosing.  Balswigk 
4 

and Balkwell (1977) s t a t e  that  the sex-role socia l izat ion l i t e r a t u r e  

amply documents that  male children are  encouraged from an ear ly  age to  

be l e s s  open or expressive than female children. Thus one may expect 

females t o  have a greater  propensity t o  se l f -disc lose  than males. 

However, a number of s tudies  have reported no sex differences i n  
* _  

s e l  f-disclosure ( e .  g. Balswick & Balkwell, 1977; Brooks, 1974; Doster 

,& Strickland,  1969; Halpern, 1977; Kohen, 1975; Plog, 1965; 

Rickers-Ovsiankina & Kusmin, 1958; Vondracek & ~ a r s h a l l ,  1971; Weigel, 

Weigel, & Chadwick, 1969) and one study (Vondracek, 1370) found a 
d - 

trend toward male subjects receiving higher amount of disclosure 

scores than females. The lack of standard methods for measuring 

self-disclosure may account fo r  some of the contradictory findings i n  

the l i t e r a tu r e .  As Cozby (1973) points out, despite such differences 

there has been a t a c i t  assumption i n  the l i t e r a t u r e  that  'the various 

measures are equivalent. In order for  the nature of any sex 

differences t o  be found, researchers must pay greater  a t tent ion t o  

various factors  which may discriminate between males and females, e.g. 

written versus verbal disclosure;  type of:  items, t a rge t s ,  target  

charac te r i s t i cs ,  s i tua t ions  and disclosure parameters used. For 

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



females disclosed more intimate information about themselves than 

males, b u t  they did not use more words t o  describe themselves. Thus,  

i n  t h i s  study the  type of parameter measured distinguished between the 

sexes. 

Other variables studied with regard to  the  disc loser  a re :  

nat ional i ty ,  race, re l ig ion,  bir thdorder and age. Americans have been 

reported t o  disclose more than e i t he r  German (Plog, 1965) or Br i t i sh  

(Jourard, 1 9 6 1 ~ ) .  Whites have been found t o  be higher i n  

self-disclosure than blacks (Diamond & Hellkamp, 1969; Jourard & 

~a&kow, 1958). komparing Bapt is ts ,  Catholics, Jews andi ~ e t h o d i s t s ,  

Jourard (1961b) found tha t  Jewish males were higher i n  self-disclosure 

than a l l  other groups. Later-borns report higher amounts of? 

self-disclosure,  and first-borns report par t icular ly  high amounts of 

disclosure to  mothers (Allen, 1973). Studying college students 

ranging in-age from 17 t o  55 years, Jourard (1961a) found that  

self-disclosure t o  opposite-sexed peers ( i e .  spouses) increased, while 

self-disclosure to  a l l  other t a rge t s  decreased. Males 40 and over 

tended to  report decreasing self-disclosure t o  wives. 

*Self-disclosure and mental health have been extensively studied. 
%=* * 

-3' Jourard (1963, 1964) argued that  self-disclosure is a prerequis i te  for 

a healthy personali ty,  proposing that  low disclosure i s  indicat ive  of 

a repression of s e l f  and an i nab i l i t y  to  grow a s  a person. Both 

Jourard and Cozby (1973) suggested that  the re la t ionship  between 

mental health (o r  adjustment) and self-disclosure is curvi l inear .  

That i s ,  both too l i t t l e  or  too much disclosure may be maladaptive. 



In s p i t e  of much research, the relat ionship between mental health and 
5 

self-disclosure tendencies i s  not c lear .  Some s tudies  report a 
Q -= 

posi t ive  relat ionship -(e.g.  Halverson & Shore, 1969; Truax &  arkh huff, 

1965) , some report a negat.ive relat ionship (e.  g. Cozby , 1972; Persons 

& Marks, 1970) and some s tudies  found no relat ionship (e.g. Stanley & 

Bownes, 1966). There is evidence that,neuroticism i s  re la ted t o  

inappropriate and non-reciprocal patterns of disclosure ra ther  than t o  

any c h a r a ~ t e r i s t i c a l l y ~ h i g h  or  low level  of disclosure (e.g.  Chaikin 

e t  a l . ,  1975; Mayo, 1968). 

Both wi th  regard t o  mental hea l th  and various personality 

concepts the findings a r e  generally inconclusive and often 

contradictory. There may be several reasons for  t h i s  confusion. A s  

has been mentioned e a r l i e r ,  there is  a lack of consistency both in  

operational def ini t ions  of various concepts (e.g.  self-disclosure and 

mental health) and i n  measurement. ' ~ l s o ,  a s  Altman and Taylor (.1973) 

point ou t , ,  i t  may be unrea l i s t i c  t o  expect t o  find spec i f ic  

t ra i t -d isc losure  relat ionships.  They propose tha t  personali ty 
.I 

determinants do not function un i la te ra l ly  but operate ra ther  i n  

conlunction w i t h  features  of the relat ionship (e.g. type and time) and 

the se t t ing  (e.g.  formal versus informal). 

Target charac te r i s t i cs  

Although self-disclosure hastbecome a widely researched topic,  

few s tudies  have paid systematic a t tent ion t o  t a rge t  (person t o  whom 

the self-disclosures are  directed) charac te r i s t i cs  which may influence 
-%- 



s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e .  ' A s  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  by d e f i n i t i o n  a lways  i n v o l v e s  

more ' than one p e r s o n  ( a  d i s c l o s e r  p l u s  one *or  more t a r g e t s ) ,  it is  

. n e c e s s a r y  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  o f  v a r i o u s  t a r g e t  v a r i a b l e s - i n  

o d e r  t o  g a i n  a b e t t e r  unders tand ing  o f  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  
0 i 

s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e .  There a r e  s e v e r a l  v a r i a b l e s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  t a r g e t  

which may i n f l u e n c e  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e ,  e . g .  s t a t u s ,  s e x ,  f a m i l i a r i t y ,  

p o s i t i v e n e s s ,  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e ,  r e l a t i o n s h i p ' t o  d i s c l o s e r  and 

p e r s o n a l i t y .  i 

L i t t l e  r e s e a r c h  h a s  been done on t h e  i n f l u e n c e  of  s t a t u s  on 

s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e ,  b u t  t h e r e  seems t o  be  g e n e r a l  agreement t h a t  

d i s c l o s u r e  by a l o w - s t a t u s  i n d i v i d u a l  t o  a high- status^ i n d i v i d u a l  i s  

more a p p r o p r i a t e  than  d i s c l o s u r e  i n  t h e  r e v e r s e  d i r e c t i o n  and t h a t  

s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  among p e e r s  i s  t h e  most a p p r o p r i a t e .  S l o b i n ,  M i l l e r  

and P d r t e r  (1968) s t u d i e d  t h e  d i s c l o s u r e  p a t t e r n s  o f  workers w i t h i n  a 

b u s i n e s s  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  They found t h a t  most d i s c l o s u r e s  were made t o  

p e e r s  ( f e l l o w  workers)  and t h a t  d i s c l o s u r e  t o  immediate s u p e r v i s o f s  , 

was g r e a t e r  t h a n  d i s c l o s u r e  t o  s u b o r d i n a t e s .  The r e s e a r c h  of Der lega  

and Chaikin  (1975) s u p p o r t  t h e s e  f i .ndings .  Der lega  and Chaikin  (1975) 

s u g g e s t  t h a t  t h e  dynamics behind t h e s e  r e s u l t s  may 

t h a t  t h e  d i s c l o s e r  is p l a c i n g  h imse l f  symbol ica l ly  

l e v e l .  wi th  h i s  t a r g e t .  S i n c e  few peop le  d e s i r e  t o  

r e f l e c t  t h e  n o t i o n  

on a comparable 

r educe  t h e i r  

s t a t u s ,  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  t o  a lower  s t a t u s  i n d i v i d u a l  is  regarded  a s  

somewhat i n a p p r o p r i a t e  o r  unusual .  Another e x p l a n a t i o n  a s  proposed by 

Cozby (1973) i s  t h a t  d i s c l o s u r e  t o  s u p e r i o r s  may be an  i n g r a t i a t i o n  

t echn ique .  



With  regard t o  target sex there is evidence i n  the l i t e ra tu re  

that  self-disclosure to a female i s  more common than to  a male. 

Several studies suggest that females receive more disclosures than 
4 

males (e.  g. Brodsky &. Komarides, 1968; Brooks, 1974; Googstein & 

Russell, 1977; Jourard & Richman, 1963; Kleck, 1968; Komarovsky, 
C - - - ? .  

1973). In a study of male college students, Koprowsky (1973) 

reported that for a l l  aspects of the s e l f ,  the closest female friend 
13 

was the preferred target.  Brodsky and Komrides (1968) also studied 

se'lf-disclosure among males (65 military prisoners). They found that 

among a l l  the given targets (hother, father, closest male friend, 

closest  female friend, closest  prisoner friend, nex t-closest prisoner 

friend, closest s ta f f  person and next-closest s t a f f  person) the 

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 significantly more disclosure 

to  females than males. Brooks (1974) concluded that  the presence of a 

female f ac i l i t a t e s  self-disclosure as the resul ts  of her study showed 

that both sexes disclosed more to  female than male interviewers. In , ' 

conclusion, it seems that sex of the target is  an important variable 

to  consider when studying self-disclosure. Interestingly,  within the 

area of counseling, there a re  writers who feel  that "the counselor is 
-L 

a womanM (e.g. Farson, 1954; McClain, 1968). Farson's thesis  is that 

the work of the counselor c a l l s  for behaviors that are  closer to  the . 

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

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



passive, more concerned w i t h  interpersonal relations than w i t h  thingstt 

while the masculine role  is  seen as  tlclever, tough, strong, 

courageous, independent, more concerned with, things than w i t h  peoplet1 

( ~ c ~ l a i n ,  1968). There is research evidence that sex role behavior 

has a more powerful effect  of self-disclosure than biological sex. 
I .  

Feldstein (1979) found that males disclosed most to  feminine female 
Q 

\ 
' u .  

counselors and disclosed leas t  to masculine female counselors. 

/ 
Females disclosed most to  feminine male counselors and disclosed Ieast  

t o  masculine male counselors. Thus, it  seemsthat the behavior and 

personality character is t ics  displayed by a person is  more important 

than his/her gender and that "femininityw per se may encourage 

self-disclosure. 

Generally, the preferred target is a person who is i n  a close 

-relationship w i t h  the discloser and therefore~omeone that the 

discloser is  familiar wi th  or knows relatively well. Although i t  has 

been found that people are willing to  disclose intimately to  strangers 

under certain circumstances, e.g. the tlstranger on the t rain" 
i 

phenpmenon and disaster ,s i t .uat ions,  i t  seems reasonable t o  s t a t e  that 
9 

'usually target familiarity f ac i l i t a t e s  self-disclosure. Ebersole e t  

a l .  (1977) found that whether or not the subject was acquainted w i t h  

the experimenter from class~oom contact w i t h  him a s  professor -proved 

to  be a potent determinant of self-disclosure. The subjects who had , 

the experimenter as  an instructor wrote longer and more personal 
'\ 

essays than subjects unfamili5l3with the experimenter: However, i n  
f 

t h i s  study it is possible that the effect 'of  familiarity was 



confounded with motivation due t o  the specific relationship, that  is, 

teacher-$ tudent . The students who had the experimenter as the i r  

teacher may have 'been more motivated to  t r y  t o  please or impress the 

experimenter by being more cooperative than the other subjects. Other 

studies show that se1,f-disclosure increases over the amount of time 

-people interact.  Taylor (1968) administered self-disclosure 
c 

questionnaires to,college roommates on repeated occasions over the -. 
- tr 

course of oneasemester. Zhe questionnaires, prescaled for intimacy, ob. 

assessed what the subject3 had told the i r  roomates abaht themselves, 
A 

the social  ac t iv i t i e s  they engaged i n  together, interpersonal exchange 

of biographical demographic nature and the a t t i tudes  and values they 

had i n  common. A s  the semester progressed, the subjects reported 

disclosure of an increasingly greater amount of information to  .one 

another, engaged in more joint ac t iv i t i e s ,  and became more accurate i n  

assessing each o ther ' s  biographical-demographic character is t ics  ahd i n  

essi ja t ing each other 's  a t t i tudes and values. Disclosure a t  various 

levels  of intimacy increased a t  different rates.  Superficial 

i information i n i t i a l l y  increased rapldly and then leveled$ff, while 

more intimate information increased more gradually over time. Colson 

(1968) and Frankfurt (1965) support these findings. Jourard ahd 

Landsman ( 1960) , employing a small male sample ( ~ = 9 ) ,  fd% that  

self-disclosure was highly correlated w i t h  the degree to  which they 

knew the targets while l iking was only s l ight ly correlated with 

disclosure. People may disclose more to a person they know well 

because they t rus t  the person and/or because they already have some 



investment i n  the person and self-disclosure may be a means of 

continuing b u i l d i n g  the relationship. Also, people are  probably 

generally more willing to  take the time t o  ta lk 'and l i s t en  to  people 

'they know well rather than acquaintances or strangers. I n  addition, 
, . 

social  norms and expectancies may account for the effect  6s 

While ~ourard  and Landsman (1960) found that knowing, n d t  l iking 

was impwtant for self-disclosure, a number of other dies  show that 7 
self-disclosure is  a function of how well liked the/targets are.- 

/' Social approval, mutual dependency as  well as l iklng have been k~un6 
/ 

t o  have a f ac i l i t a t ive  effect  on self-disclosure (e.g. Altman & 

Hay thorn, 1965 ;  it zgerald, 1963.;-~elman & McGinley , 1978; Halvorson & 

Shore; 1969; Jourard, 1959; Jourard & Lasakow, 1958; Kent, 1975; 
4 

Kohen, 1975; Taylor e t  a l . ,  1969). Liking appears t o  be particularly 

important for disclosure of more intimate 5topics (e .  g. Frankfurt, 

1965; Worthy e t  a l . ,  1969). Two verbal behavioral aspects o f ' t h e  

target which have been found to  encourage and increase self-disclosure 

are  providing pos.itive feedback or evaluation and self-disclosure. 
Ji,. 

These behaviors may communicate to  the other person that  he/she is 

being liked and/or trusted and t h u s  serve as  an encouragement to  open 

up-and to continue to  disclose. They may also convey the t a rge t ' s  

in te res t ,  acceptance and understanding. Colson (1968) found that  the 

amount and 'depth of disclosure varied according t o  'the feedback 

provided, being greatest w i t h  positive feedback, intermediate w i t h  no 

feedback and leas t  wi th  negative feedback. Taylor e t  a l .  (1969) 



report that t a rge t ' s  agreement w i t h  the discloser 's  views e l ic i ted  

more disclosure from the subjects than disagreement. In a s t u d y  on , 
* 

di f ferent ia l  effectiveness of interviewer intervent ions, 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 i n  the frequency of positive and negative 

self-references than subjects questioned by a non-disclosing 

'7i%qterviewer. 
'i f= 

Target's self-disclosing behavior has more or l e s s  consistently 

been found,to be an important determinant of self-disclosure, both i n  

terms of breadth and depth.. This phenomenon, known as  "reciprocityw 

or the Itdyadic effect"  ( s e l  f-disclosure begets self-disclosure) as 

Jourard called i t ,  is  supported by several studies (e.g. Becker & 

Wnz, 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 i n  a ser ies  of exchanges i n  a dyad it  was 

not important whether the experimenter's self-disclosure came before 

or a f t e r  subjects were given the opportunity to  self-disclose. The 

resul ts  also suggested that  whether o,r not one self-discloses 

spontaneously has an ef fec t  on others disclosures. T h i s  corroborates 

.3urard1s (1964) view that  to  encourage self-disclosure on the part of * 
* 

others one should be, or a t  least  appear to be, willing to  disclose 

spontaneously. Research findings demonstrate that t a rge t ' s  



se l f -d ig lo su re  a f f ec t  subjects1  perceptions of the t a rge t  a s  well a s  

subjects1  self-disclosure.  In a recent study on perceptions of 

counselor charac te r i s t i cs  Merluzzi, Banikiotes and Missbach (1978) 

found t ha t  high disclosing counselors were perceived a s  more 

a t t r ac t i ve  but l e s s  trustworthy than low disclosers.  Some s tudies  

support the hypothesis t ha t  disclosing targets  a re  perceived and 

evaluated more favorably on a variety of dimensions, e.g. they were 

l iked be t te r ,  perceived a s  warmer, more sens i t ive  and honest and a s  

\d possessing a be t te r  self-concept (e.9. Nilsson, Strassberg, & Bannon, 

1979; Simonson, 1976). Other s tudies  suggest t ha t  too much o r  too 

intimate self-disclosure on the pa r t  of the target  a s  well a s  too 

l i t t l e  self-disclosure may cause the  target  to  be evaluated l e s s  

favorably than moderate disclosure (e.g. Cozby, 1972; Da'vis & Sloan, 

1974; Tognoli, 1967; Worthy e t  a l ,  1969). T h i s  supports the 

hypothesis of Cozby (1972, 1973) that  the relat ionship between 

self-disclosure and l ik ing i s  curvi l inear  and t ha t  I1reciprocity 

becomes l e s s  powerful as  a determinant of subjectsf  responses a t  high 

level  of intimacyu (Cozby, 1973, p. 155). For example, Chaikin and 

Derlega (1974) found tha t  the nonintimate wnormbreakerll was rated a s  

"cold" while the intimate lfnormbreakerll was seen as  Hmaladjustedll. 

Mann and Murphy (1975) report that  subjects viewed the interviewer a s  

more empathetic, warm and congruent when she emitted an intermediate 

number of self-disclosures a s  opposed t o  many o r  no disclosures.  

There is  some evidence tha t  the optimal amount of self-disclosure may 

aepend on both t a rge t  and disc loser .  Gelman and k c ~ i n l e ~  (1978) found 



t h a t  peop le  a r e  more a t t r a c t e d  t o  o t h e r s  whose s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  is 

similar t o  t h e i r  own l e v e l  o f  d i s c l o s u r e  and t h a t  t h i s  a t t r a c t i o n  has  

an  e f f e c t  on t h e  o t h e r ' s  d i s c l o s u r e .  

Another f a c t o r  t h a t  may i n f l u e n c e  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  i s  t h e  t y p e  o f  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between d i s c l o s e r  and t a r g e t .  Cozby (1973) s u g g e s t s  t h a t  

l o v e  r e s u l t s  i n  g r e a t e r  d i s c l o s u r e  t h a n  l i k i n g .  Th i s  s u g g e s t i o n  i s  

based on t h e  f i n d i n g s  t h a t  d i s c l o s u r e  t o  spouse  is g r e a t e r  t h a n  t o  any 

o t h e r  t a r g e t  ( J o u r a r d  & Lasakow, 1958) and t h a t  females ,  accord ing  t o  

Rubin (19701, l o v e  t h e i r  same-sex f r i e n d s  more than  males do. Rub in ' s  

view p r o v i d e s  a r e a s o n  f o r  t h e  f i n d i n g  t h a t  women t e n d  t o  d i s c l o s e  

more t o  t h e i r  same-sex f r i e n d s  t h a n  males do. Goodste in  and R u s s e l l  

( 1977) found t h a t  s u b j e c t s  d i s c l o s e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more t o  f r i e n d s  than  

r e l a t i v e s .  Th i s  c o r r o b o r a t e s  t h e  f i n d i n g s  o f  Joura rd  and Richman 

(1963) and Plog (1965) t h a t  same-sex f r i e n d  tended t o  be p r e f e r r e d  

oveyJ 'e i ther  p a r e n t  a s  a t a r g e t  f o r  d i s c l o s u r e .  Both males and females  

have been found t o  d i s c l o s e  more t o  t h e i r  mothers t h a n  t h e i r  f a t h e r s  
4 

( e . g .  Joura rd  & Richman, 1963; Kleck, 1968; Pedersen & Higbee,  

196%) .  In  a s t u d y  on s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  and r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t h e  t a r g e t  

p e r s o n ,  Pedersen and Higbee ( 1969b) i n v e s t i g a t e d  v a r i o u s  d e s c r i p t i o n s  

o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  d i s c l o s e r  and t h e  t a r g e t  which may be 

impor tan t  c o r r e l a t e s  of  t h e  amount o f  d i s c l o s u r e  t o  t h e  t a r g e t .  The 

s u b j e c t s  r a t e d  f o u r  t a r g e t s  (mother ,  f a t h e r ,  b e s t  male f r i e n d ,  b e s t  

female  f r i e n d )  on e l e v e n  a d j e c t i v e  p a i r s  (e. g. c l o s e - d i s t a n t  , 

warm-cold, r e j e c t i n g - a c c e p t i n g ,  d i s l i k i n g - l i k i n g ,  f a i r - u n f a i r ) .  The 
-9 

only  a d j e c t i v e s  which c o r r e l a t e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  wi th  d i s c l o s u r e  t o  



mother fo r  males were c lose  and warm. For females, d isc losure  t o  

mother was s ign i f i can t ly  corre la ted w i t h  close,  accepting, in te res ted ,  

fr iendly and good. However, disclosure t o  the fa ther  involved more 

adject ives .  The disclosure of males t o  t h e i r  fa thers  were re la ted  t o  

the t r a i t s  of c lose ,  warm, l ik ing ,  in te res ted ,  f r iendly ,  f a i r ,  

unself ish and good. The disclosure of females t o  t h e i r  f a t he r s  were 

re la ted  t o  warm, accepting, l ik ing ,  in te res ted ,  fr iendly and good. I t  ,. 

was suggested t ha t  the disclosure of children to  t h e i r  mothers is  more 

independent of how t h e i r  mothers r e l a t e  t o  them than disc losure  t o  

t h e i r  fa thers  i s  of how the i r  f a the rs  r e l a t e  t o  them. For both sexes, 

the disclosure t o  t h e i r  best same-sex friend was not re la ted  t o  any 

ra t ings  of t he i r  re la t ionship  w i t h  t ha t  fr iend.  Males were more 

discriminating than females i n  t h e i r  disclosure t o  the opposite-sex 

f r iend.  Nine scales  (c lose ,  warm, accepting, l ik ing ,  t r u s t f u l ,  

in te res ted ,  f r iendly ,  f a i r ,  unsel f ish)  were related t o  disclosure t o  

best female f r iend,  while for  females only close,  warm and l ik ing  were 

re la ted  t o  disclosure t o  best male fr iend.  The authors suggested that  

fo r  women affect ion i n  the re la t ionship  has more t o  do w i t h  disclosure 

than the charac te r i s t i c s  of the male involved i n  the  re la t ionship .  I t  

was in te res t ing  t o  note t ha t  people apparently a re  not too 

discriminating a s  t o  what the re la t ionship  i s  l i k e  w i t h  t h e i r  best  

same-sex f r iends  i n  disclosing t o  h i d h e r .  

To date ,  t h i s  is the only study which has investigated the 

influence of target  personality charac te r i s t i c s  on self-disclosure.  

However, the adject ive  pa i r s  were not fac tor  analyzed t o  determine 



more general t a rge t  charac te r i s t i cs  which r e l a t e  to  disclosure.  Also, 

r the  subjects were instructed to focus on the re la t ionship ,  not on the 

person i n  general.  There may, however, be a number of general t a rge t  

personality charac te r i s t i cs  which a f fec t  willingness t o  disclose.  

W i t h i n  the area of psychotherapy, there is  evidence that  the 

personality of the therapis t  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 i s  a growing body of data which suggest that  the outcome of 

counseling i s  more closely re la ted t o  the personality qua l i t i e s  of thg 

counselor than t o  h i s  technical  background. Wi th  regard to  relevant 

personal qua l i t i e s ,  the importance of factors  such a s  empathy, warmth 

and genuineness has been supported by both c l in ic ians  and researchers 

(e .  g. Carkhuff, 1969; Gurman, 1977; Halpern, 1977; ~ h r n e r  e t  a l . ,  

1979; Rogers, 1958). Simonson (1976) found tha t  subjects  exposed t o  a 

warm therapis t  d i s  osed s ignif icant ly  more than subjects exposed to  a k cold therapis t .  Regew of the l i t e r a t u r e  suggest tha t  there are  
L- 

several  other qua l i t i e s  tha t  should be considered. In an analogue 

study L i n  (1973) found tha t  counselor self-confidence was Linearly 

re la ted t o  interviewees' perception of the counselors a s  empathic, 

warm and genuine. Heigl-Evers and Heigl (1976) described and analyzed 

personality charac te r i s t i cs  of professional psychotherapists. 

Personality charac te r i s t i cs  considered ideal  included psychological 

cur ios i ty ,  tenacity i n  pursuit  of t r u th ,  empathy for  the suffering 

individual, high in te l l igence and motivation. Par loff ,  Waskow, and 



Wolfe (1978) l ist  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  q u a l i t i e s  t h a t  a t  times have been 

advanced a s  t h o s e  t o  which a l l  p r o s p e c t i v e  t h e r a p i s t s  shou ld  a s p i r e :  

o b j e c t i v i t y ,  h o n e s t y ,  c a p a c i t y  f o r  r e l a t e d n e s s ,  emot iona l  freedom, 

s e c u r i t y ,  i n t e g r i t y ,  humanity,  commitment t o  t h e  p a t i e n t ,  

i n t u i t i v e n e s s ,  p a t i e n c e ,  p e r c e p t i v e n e s s ,  empathy, c r e a t i v i t y  and 

imagina t iveness .  I n  a r e c e n t  c o u n s e l i n g  analogue s t u d y ,  F e l d s t e i n  

(1979) i n v e s t i g a t e d  t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  counse lo r  sex  and s e x  r o l e  on 

s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e .  Two male and two female  c o u n s e l o r s  were t r a i n e d  t o  

r o l e p l a y  b o t h  a mascu l ine  and a feminine  c o u n s e l i n g  r o l e .  The 

c o u n s e l o r  r o l e s  v a r i e d  i n  t h r e e  ways: a )  Counsel ing i n t e r y e n t i o n s  o f  

t h e  mascvl ine  sex-typed c o u n s e l o r  were more a c t i o n g r i e n t e d  (e .g .  u s e  

- of  c o n f r o n t a t i o n ) ,  whereas t h e  feminine  sex-typed c o u n s e l o r  employed 
""% 

more r e s p o n s i v e  i n t e r v e n t i o n s  ( e .  g. r e f l e c t i o n  o f  f e e l i n g ) .  b) The 

a f f e c t  of  t h e  feminine  sex- typed counse lo r  was warm, s u p p o r t i v e ,  and 

emot iona l ,  and t h e  a f f e c t  o f  t h e  masculine,ciex-typed c o u n s e l o r  was 

c o g n i t i v e ,  a s s e r t i v e  and c o n t r o l l e d .  c )  The nonverbal  behav io r  o f  t h e  

feminine  sex-typed c o u n s e l o r  i n c l u d e d  a s o f t q r  v o i c e ,  more s m i l i n g ,  

more body l e a n ,  and more head nods t h a n  t h e  mascul ine  sex-typed 

c o u n s e l o r ,  whereas t h e  nonverba l  behav io r  of  t h e  mascul ine  sex-typed 

c o u n s e l o r  i n c l u d e d  a l o u d e r  v o i c e ,  more p o s t u r a l  r e l a x a t i o n ,  and more 

s h i f t s  i n  l e g  movements. The f i n d i n g  t h a t  bo th  female and male 

s u b j e c t s  d i d d  most t o  f emin ine  c o u n s e l o r s ,  s u g g e s t  t h a t  c o u n s e l o r  

sex  r o l e  had a more powerful  e f f e c t  than  t h e  b i o l o g i c a l  gender  o f  t h e  

c o u n s e l o r  a s  p r e v i o u s l y  mentioned wi.th r egard  t o  t a r g e t  sex .  T h i s  i n  

t u r n  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  c e r t a i n  s t e r e o t y p e d  feminine  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  such  



as warm, supportive and emotional are more f ac i l i t a t ive  on"' 

self-Uisclosure than certain stereotyped masculine character is t ics  

such as  assertive,  cognitive and controlled. Researchers have 

t radi t ional ly been concerned mainly w i t h  character is t ics  which 

f a c i l i t a t e  self-disclosure and have t o  a large extent neglected 

character is t ics  which may i n h i b i t  self-disclosure. Study of both is 

necessary in  order to  delineate the requisite character is t ics  that 

f a c i l i t a t e  self-disclosure. For example, Gurman (1977) reports that 

dogmatic counselors were seen by patients as providing unfavorable 

therapeutic climate and that dogmatic people are  characterized by more 

defensive behavior i n  interpersonal transactions. T h i s  corroborates 

the findings of Bergin (J966) that therapists who were more anxious, 

conflicted and defensive were leas t  l ikely to promote change i n  their  

patients. Thus i n  summary, there is  evidence that personality 

characteristics such as cold, dogmatic, defensive, anxious, assertive,  

e tc .  may i n h i b i t  self-disclosure and therapeutic progress while 

characteristics such as warm, empathic, understanding, emotional, 

honest, open, self-confident, etc.  may f a c i l i t a t e  self-disclosure and 

the therapeutic process. 

The Obiectives of t h i s  Studv 

As there is an apparent lack of research on the influence of the . 
t a rge t ' s  personality on sel-f-disclosure, the main objective -his 

% 
study was to  investigate personality characteristics i n  a 

non-therapeutic context that re late  to  self-disclosure. The 



methodology invo lved  s u b j e c t s  d e s c r i b i n g  t h e  p e r s o n a l i t y  of t h e  pe r son  

they  d i s c l o s e  t o  t h e  most and t h e  l e a s t  a s  we l l  a s  t h e i r  own 

p e r s o n a l i t y .  Although no p r e d i c t i o n s  were made about  t h e  s p e c i f i c  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  a s  t h i s  s t u d y  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  e x p l o r a t o r y  i n  n a t u r e ,  

i t  was expec ted  t h a t  some p e r s o n a l i t y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  similar t o  t h o s e  

mentioned above would be i d e n t i f i e d  t h a t  may f a c i l i t a t e  

s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  w h i l e  o t h e r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  would be i d e n t i f i e d  t h a t  

may i n h i b i t  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e .  Research f i n d i n g s  i n  t h i s  s p e c i f i c  a r e a  

may c o n t r i b u t e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  t o  knowledge and u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  

s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  p r o c e s s  a s  well a s  t h e  dynamics behind r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

i n  g e n e r a l .  Also ,  a s  mentioned e a r l i e r ,  t h e  c l i e n t ' s  d i s c l o s u r e  is 

g e n e r a l l y  c o n s i d e r e d  e s s e n t i a l  f o r  e f f e c t i v e  psychotherapy.  The 

d e l i n e a t i o n  of t a r g e t  p e r s o n a l i t y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t h a t  f a c i l i t a t e  

s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  is  t h e r e f o r e  impor tan t  f o r  s e l e c t i o n  and t r a i n i n g  o f  

c l i n i c a l  p s y c h o l o g i s t s  and c o u n s e l o r s .  

The second o b j e c t i v e  o f  t h i s  s tudy  was t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between how s u b j e c t s  p e r c e i v e  themselves  and how they 

p e r c e i v e  t h e  peop le  they  d i s c l o s e  t o  t h e  most and t h e  l e a s t .  J o u r a r d  

(1964) p o i n t s  ou t  t h a t  i n  co rdance  wi th  h i s  d a t a  t h e  s u b j e c t s  tended 

t o  d i s c l o s e  more about  t h e  t o  peop le  who resembled them i n  

v a r i o u s  ways than  t o  peop le  who d i f f e r e d  from them. Th i s  l e d  him t o  

propose  t h a t  " d i s c l o s u r e  .... of  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  o r  

b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e  t a r g e t  t o  s e l f 1 1  (p .  1 5 ) .  The 

s i m i l a r i t y  which he thought  was most c r u c i a l  is s i m i l a r i t y  i n  va lues .  

A t t i t u d e  o r  v a l u e  s i m i l a r i t y  and a t t r a c t i o n  have been found t o  be 
?' +' 



correlated by several investigators (e.g. Byrne, 1969; Chaikin & 

Derlega, 1976; Gelman & McGinley, 1978; Marcus, 1976; Newcomb, 19-61; 

Precker, 1959). Concerning a t t rac t ion ,  similarity in personality 

character is t ics  as well as similarity i n  a t t i tudes have been studied. 

Several studies support the similarity hypotheses. Schooley (1936) 

examined personality resemblances among married couples using a 
Y 

battery of t e s t s ,  and found that men and women tend to  marry persons 

similar to themselves i n  a l l  the characteristics measured i n  her 

study. Izard (1960) found that personality similarity was a 

f ac i l i t a to r  of interpersonal positive affect .  Studying personality 

and social  choice, Lindzey and Urdan (1954) found that i n  general 

pairs  of individuals who chose to  l ive with one another appeared to  be 

more al ike on personality measures than individuals who rejected each 
-/ 

other. In  the area of psychotherapy, Lasky and Salomone (1977) report 

that therapist-patient s imi lar i t ies  are  directly related to  

psychotherapy outcome i n  many diverse areas such as social  class,  

values and compatibility of orientation to  interpersonal relations. 

' Persons and Marks (1970) report that  subjects' intimacy was \ 
significantly greater on a l l  dependent measures when the intervieker 

and interviewee had the same personality type in  terms of MWI codes. 

Reviewing studies on therapist-patient personality s imilar i ty ,  Parloff 

e t  a l .  (1978) concluded that  although widely varying methodologies of 

various degrees of sc ien t i f ic  adequacy have been employed i n  these 

studies and quite divergent personality characteristics have served as 

the basis for forming therapist-patient combinations, weak 



relationships between s imilar i ty  and compatability variables and 

therapy outcome prevail. Most studies have investigated the effects  , 

of actual similarity i n  terms of various measurements, e.g. the MWI 

and the Myer-Briggs Type Indicator. However, it  i s  possible that 

perceived s imilar i ty- is  even more important for therapeutic 

effectiveness and for fac i l i ta t ing  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 l ight  of the research findings cited 

above i t  was hypothesized that the subjects would describe themselves 

as more similar to  the person they disclose t o  the most than the 

person they disclose to  the least .  

With regard to  discloser sex, i t  was hypothesized that females 

would disclose more than males, as the l i te ra ture  suggests that 

females are generally higher disclosers than males, Concerning target 

sex, i t  was also hypothesized that there would be more female than 

male preferred targets and more male than female non-preferred 

targets ,  as  there is  evidence that disclosure to a female is  more 

common than to  a male. 

Finally, t h i s  study examined whether high and low disclosers 

would different ial ly  perceive targets '  personality characteristics.  

For example, research i n  the area of a f f i l i a t ion  has found that more 

sociable people are  more sensit ive t o  person cues related t o  



friendship than l e s s  sociable people (e.  g . Mehrabian & Ksionzky , 

1974). I t  is possible that different characteristics are important 

for high and low disclosers. 

Although the l i t e ra tu re  indicate that self-disclosure may be a 

multidimensional construct (e.g. the five parameters mentioned 

e a r l i e r ) ,  for purposes of t h i s  study an attempt w i l l  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 tha t ,  

according t o  Goodstein and Reinecker (1974), there seems to  be no 

major advantage i n  using weighted scores and that most investigators 

have used unweighted, overall scores. 

, 



METHOD 

Subjects 

The subjects were 75 male and 75 female undergraduate psychology 

students a t  Simon Fraser University who volunteered to  take part i n  - 
the study. A s  previous research indicates that people disclose more 

to  their  spouses than to  any other targets and that disclosure 

decreases wi th  age (Jourard, 1971) the subjects were selected on the 

basis of being single and under 30 years uf age. 

Measures 

Two k i n d  of instruments were administered to  a l l  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 

persanality character is t ics  (Bem & Funder, 1978, Block & Peterson, 

1955, Block, 1961, Block, 1977). The instrument lends i t s e l f  to  an 

analytic strategy which permits one to  assess the degree of s i m i l a r i t s  

between one or ,several pairs of MpersonalitiesM by correlating the 

Q-sorts and then factor analyzing the correlations. Test-retest 

r e l i ab i l i t e s  of .8 and .9 are  conventional (Block, 1961).1 

The E M  Q-sort u t i l i zes  the se t  of items devised by Jack Block 

(196l),  called the California Q-set which was designed for use by 

professional c l in ica l  psychologists and psychiatrists. Bem and h i s  



associates modi f ied the se t  s l i g h t l y  by adding s i m p l i f y i n g  paraphrases 

i n  parentheses below the o r i g i n a l  i tems so t h a t  non-professionals 

cou ld  s o r t  t h e i r  acquaintances as w e i l  as themselves' (Bem & Fuoder, 
Q I 

1978). 

i The t e s t  cons is ts  o f *  desc r ip t i ve  pe rsona l i t y  statements (see 

Appendix A) which a re  sor ted  by the subject  i n t o  9 categor ies,  ranging 

from the  l e a s t  (1) t o  t h e  most (9 )  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  t he  person being 
' 

. described. Statements considered ne i the r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  nor 

uncharac te r i s t i c  o f  the  i n d i v i d u a l  are placed i n t o  middle categories. 

The number o f  i tems d i s t r i b u t e d  i n t o  each category i s  constrained t o  

be 5,8,12,16,18,16,12,8,5 respect ive ly .  A f t e r  the  sor t ing ,  t he  ' 

placement o f  each i t em i s  recorded on a record sheet. Thus each i tem '$ . 

receives a score from 1 t o  9 and a forced symmetric d i s t r i b u t i o n  i s  

employed w i th  a mcieaafof 5 and a standard dev ia t i on  o f  2.0889. 

For purposes o f  t h i s  study, t he  100 i tems were p r i n t e d  separately 

on 3 x 2 c a d s  t o  permi t  easy arrangement and re-mangement. The 

cards were s h u f f l e d  p r i o r  t o  next  sor t ing .  Subjects were requ i red  t o  7 .- 

do three s o r t i n g ~ ,  one descr ib ing  the  person t o  whom they d isc lose the  

most (MOST), one descr ib ing  the  person t o  whom they d isc lose t6e  l e a s t  

(LEAST) and one descr ib ing  themselves (SELF). 

8 )  Sel f -Disc losure Inventory - 
I n  order t o  ob ta in  a measure o f  se l f -d isc losure  t o  each t a r g e t  a 

se l f - repo r t  inventory  was formed by se lec t i ng  39 i tems from a ba t te ry  

of 671 statements deal ing w i t h  various aspects o f  the  s e l f  (Taylor  and 



' Altman, 1966). The 671 i tems, con.sist ing o f  13 t o p i c  categor ies,  had 

.been scaled f o r  in t imacy by th ree independent populat ions, male 

co l lege students, s a i l o r s  (Tay lor  & Altman, 1966) and female 

u n i v e r s i t y  students (Ksionzk 1979). Taylor and ~ l t m a n  (1966) repor t  4, 
t h a t  use o f  35 and 70 i tem instruments developed from the  i t em poo l  

y ie lded s p l i t - h a l f  and a l ternate- form r e l i a b i l i t i e s  o f  .82 t o  -86. 

From each t o p i c a l  category th ree i tems were selected, one w i t h  high, 

one w i th  .mdium and one w i t h  low int imacy value. Two c r i t e r i a  were 

used f o r  the se lec t i on :  1) h igh  agreement between the  th ree  

populat ions i n  terms o f  in t imacy value and t o p i c a l  category and 2) low 

starndard deviat ion.  Copy o f  t he  Sel f -Disc losure Inventory i s  g iven i n  

Appendix 8 ,  and the  area grouping o f  t he  items i s  g iven i n  Appendix 

C. Each i t em r e f e r s  t o  a p o t e n t i a l  t o p i c  f o r  se l f -d isc losure .  

Subjects were asked t o  r a t e  the  ex tent  t o  which they have t a l k e d  about 

a 
each t o p i c  twice,  once f o r  the  MOST t a r g e t  and once f o r  the  LEAST 

ta rget .  The r a t i n g  scale (Jourard, 1971) 'was as fo l lows:  

0 :  Have t o l d  the  person noth ing  about t h i s  aspect o f  me. 

1: Have ta l ked  i n  

The. person has 

2: Have ta l ked  i n  

t o  the  person. 

could describe 

general terms about t h i s .  

on l y  a general idea a b p t  t h i s  aspect o f  me. 

f u l l  and complete d e t a i l  about t h i s  i t em 

He/she knows me f u l l y  i n  t h i s  respect and 

me accurate ly .  



A MOST t o t a l  and a LEAST t o t a l  were obtained by simple summation 

of  the items. From these t o t a l s  two scores were derived for each 

subject, a d isc losure score (KIST + LEAST) and a d iscr iminat ion score 

(MOST - LEAST). 

Procedure 

The subjects were run i n  groups from 2 t o  12 people. They were 

seated two t o  a tab le  and provided a l l  necessary mater ia l .  The 

subjects were f i r s t  presented wi th  the Q-sort task and asked t o  read 

the ins t ruc t ions ,  pa r t  one (see Appendix D) ca re fu l l y .  When t h i s  had 

been done, the experimenter gave a b r i e f  demonstration of how t o  f i l l  

out the record sheets. I n  the space on the record sheet labe l led  

"PERSON BEING DESCRIBED" the subjects were asked t o  wr i te  simply 

"MOST", "LEAST" o r  5€LFtV. The card deck given t o  each subject had 

been pre-shuffled by the Experimenter and subjects were t o l d  t o  

re-shuf f le  the cards a f t e r  each sort ing.  The Q-sorts were done i n  the 

sequence MOST, LEAST, SELF. A f te r  completing the Q-sort task the 

subjects were presented w i th  the Self-Disclosure Inventory and asked 
" 

t o  read the ins t ruc t ions ,  pa r t  two (see Appendix E) carefu l ly .  The 

Self-Disclosure Inventory was completed i n  the sequence MOST, LEAST. 

The subjects were required t o  s ta te  the targets1 age and the length o f  

t ime they have known the targets.  This informat ion was requested i n  

order t o  encourage the subjects t o  describe a r e a l  ra ther  than a 

f i c t i o n a l  person. No t ime- l im i t  was imposed f o r  the tasks. Due t o  

other commitments some subjects had t o  complete the tasks i n  two 

sessions. 



RESULTS 

_ A l l  analyses of both Q-sort and se l f - repo r t  data were conducted 

separately on males and females. Average t ime f o r  complet ing the  
4 

tasks was approximately 2 1/2 hours. Four subjects re turned the  data 

w i t h i n  one hour. The r e s u l t s  from these subjects were discarded 

because t h e i r  completion t ime was too short  f o r  the  t ime requ i red  t o  

do the tasks proper ly .  These subjects were replaced by four new 

subjects. 

As the  task was long and tedious, the data were a l so  checked 

f o r  o u t l i e r s  us ing two d i f f e r e n t  approaches. The f i r s t  approach was 

t o  look  fo r  l a rge  negat ive loadings i n  the  ro ta ted  Q-sort f a c t o r  

loadings. Two males and two females were'discarded on t h i s  basis. 

The reasons for  t h i s  w i l l  be g iven i n  the  sec t i on  below descr ib ing the 

f a c t o r  analys is .  The second approach was t o  l ook  a t  bo th  Q-sort and 

se l f - repor t  data simultaneously and used BlvtDlOM w i th  a cu t -o f f  of 

p d . 0 1  t o  i d e n t i f y  o u t l i e r s .  The BMDlOM program i s  a m u l t i v a r i a t e  

approach t h a t  looks a t  t he  Mahalanobis d is tance o f  each subject  from 

the  mean'of a l l  subjects.  The var iab les  from the Q-sor t  were the 

MOST-LEAST, MOST-SELF and LEAST-SELF co r re la t i ons  among each person's 

Q-sor t .  The var iab les  from the se l f - repo r t  data were each person's 

MOST t o t a l  and LEAST t o t a l .  Four males and two females were discarded 

using t h i s  c r i t e r i o n .  Thus the  f i n a l  number o f  subjects were 69 males 

and 71 females. 



The Q - s o r t  d a t a  were ana lyzed  by P r i n c i p a l  Component ~ n a l y s i s  

wi th  varimax and d i r e c t  ob l imin  r o t a t i o n s .  Data f o r  MOST, LEAST and 

SELF were ana lyzed  s e p a r a t e l y .  The a n a l y s i s  looked a t  t h e  

c o r r e l a t i o n s  among t h e  s u b j e c t s  over  t h e  i t ems .  F a c t o r  l o a d i n g s  were 

t h u s  found f o r  each  pe r son .  The f a c t o r  s c o r e s  cor respond  t o  item 

s c o r e s  d e s c r i b i n g  h y p o t h e t i c a l  V y p e s u  o f  people.  In  t h e  o r t h o g o n a l  

c a s e  t h e  f a c t o r  l o a d i n g s  a r e  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  between each personLs 

a c t u a l  Q-sor t  and t h e  h y p o t h e t i c a l  " typesv .  In  t h e  o b l i q u e  c a s e  t h e  

f a c t o r  l o a d i n g s  a r e  r e g r e s s i o n  we igh t s  f o r  p r e d i c t i n g  each  p e r s o n ' s  

Q-sor t  from t h e  f a c t o r  s c o r e s .  I t  was expected t h a t  f o r  each s u b j e c t  

t h e r e  shou ld  be  a t  l e a s t  one f a c t o r  on which t h e  s u b j e c t ' s  Q - s o r t  had 

a h igh  p o s i t i v e  l o a d i n g  and no f a c t o r s  on which t h e r e  were l a r g e  

n e g a t i v e  l o a d i n g s .  Th i s  was t h e  c a s e  ' f o r  most s u b j e c t s .  However, 

t h e r e  were f o u r  s u b j e c t s  f o r  whom t h e  s t r o n g e s t  l o a d i n g  was no t  

p o s i t i v e  b u t  n e g a t i v e  i r r e s p e c t i v e  o f  r o t a t i o n  used.  The most 

p l a u s i b l e  e x p l a n a t i o n  f o r  t h e s e  anomal ies  is  t h a t  t h e s e  s u b j e c t s  

r e v e r s e d ,  o r  o t h e r w i s e  d i d  n o t  f o l l o w  i n s t r u c t i o n s .  The d a t a  from 

t h e s e  f o u r  s u b j e c t s  were d i s c a r d e d .  Varimax r a t h e r  t h a n  d i r e c t  

o b l i m i n  r o t a t i o n s  were used because  t h e  varimax r e s u l t e d  i n  

fewer l a r g e  n e g a t i v e  l o a d i n g s  and t h u s  more 

Horn 's  t e s t  (Horn, 1965) was used t o  de te rmine  an approximate  

number of f a c t o r s .  For  each s e x  and each c o n d i t i o n  (b!OST, LEAST, 

SELF) a n  upper and lower  bound t o .  t h e  number o f  f a c t o r s  was found.  

The p r e c i s e  number o f  f a c t o r s  was determined by examining t h e  r o t a t e d  

r e s u l t s  a t  each  number o f  f a c t o r s  chos ing  t h e  number o f  f a c t o r s  which 



seemed most i n te rp re tab le .  I n  order t o  achieve i n t e r p r e t a b i l i t y  w i t h  

t h e  LEAST r e s u l t s  i t  was necessary t o  keep fewer fac to rs  than 

s p e c i f i e d  by Horn's t e s t .  Each f a c t o r  has been named and w i l l  be 

re fe r red  t o  as a "type". The f a c t o r  loadings are presented i n  Tables 
% 

1-6. Table 7 shows name o f ,  % o f  var iance accounted f o r  by, and 

number of people assigned t o  each Q-sort factor .  The i tems whose 

scores were most extreme on the fac to rs  found i n  the  MOST, LEAST and 

SELF Q-sorts are l i s t e d  i n  Tables 8-13. 

I n  order t o  see i f  c e r t a i n  SELF types tended t o  s e l e c t  c e r t a i n  

MOST and LEAST types each person was assigned t o  the  f a c t o r  on which 

he/she loaded h ighest .  This was done f o r  MOST, LEAST and SELF. Four 

males and four females were e l im ina ted i n  the LEAST c o n d i t i o n  because 

t h e i r  h ighest  load ing  was negat ive. Also, one male i n  the MOST 

c o n d i t i o n  was e l im ina ted f o r  the  same reason. This  problem d i d  no t  

occur f o r  SELF o r  female MOST. The cont ingencies tab les  r e l a t i n g  SELF 

t o  MOST and t o  LEAST are  g iven i n  Tables 14-17. For males there  was 

no s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n  between SELF and MOST. However, there  was a 

marginal, but  no t  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between SELF and LEAST 

p . 0 .  For females there  was a marginal,  bu t  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between SELF and MOST ( p ~ . 1 0 )  and no s i g n i f i c a n t  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between SELF and LEAST. 

The hypothesis t h a t  people see t h e i r  MOSF ta rge t  as more s i m i l a r  

t o  SELF than t h e i r  LEAST ta rge t ,  was tes ted  by c o r r e l a t i n g  each 

Person's Q-sort for  MOST, LEAST and SELF. Then a Sign Test was done 

t o  see i f  the MOST-SELF c o r r e l a t i o n  was genera l l y  h igher  than the  



LEAST-SELF corre la t ion.  For 77% of the subjects ,  both male and 
C 

female, the MOST-SELF corre la t ion was higher than the LEAST-SELF 

corre la t ion.  This proportion is s ignif icant ly  di f ferent  from 50% a t  

the  level  p ~ . 0 0 0 0 1 .  Thus the hypothesis was supported. 

The Self-Disclosure means both by item and for the t o t a l s  a r e  

given i n  Tables 18-19. A l l  the mean differences were s ign i f ican t ly  

d i f fe ren t  from 0 a t  p c . 0 1  w i t h  the Bonferroni-Dunn correction 

(Mil ler ,  1966) w i t h  the following exceptions. For males, item 10 was 

s ignif icant ly  d i f fe ren t  a t  p.c.05 and items 32 and 38 were not 

s ignif icant ly  di f ferent .  For females, items 3, 10, 32 and 38 were not 

s ignif icant ly  d i f fe ren t .  

The Total and Difference scores a s  well a s  MOST and LEAST t o t a l s  

for  each item were factor  analyzed. For males 12 factors  fo r  the 

Total,  13 for  Difference, 14 factors  for  MOST t o t a l  and 11 factors  for 

LEAST t o t a l  were found. For females 13 factors  were found for  a l l  the 

above conditions. As the Self-Disclosure Inventory consisted of 13 

topic  areas these f indings suggest that  both the tendency t o  disclose 

and to  discriminate is topic specif ic .  I t  must be recognized that  any 

s ingle  score is  an average over independent areas.  

T-tests  between male and female subjects were done on MOST and 

LEAST scores i n  order t o  t e s t  the hypothesis that  females disclose 

more than males (see Table 20). Only MOST was found t o  s ignif icant ly  

discriminate between the sexes (p  c .01) .  

Male MOST ta rge t s  ranged i n  age from 18 t o  55, mean 23.6 years. 

Male LEAST t a rge t s  ranged i n  age from 7 t o  86, mean 32.3 years. 



Female MOST ta rge ts  ranged i n  age from 17 t o  54, mean 24 years. 

Female LEAST ta rge ts  ranged i n  age from 16 t o  84, mean 36.5 years. 

For males, the l e n g t h  o f  t ime the  d i sc lose r  has known the  MOST 

and LEAST t a r g e t s  ranged from 1 t o  29, mean 6.8 years, and from 1 t o  

29, mean 10.2 years respect ive ly .  For females, the l e n g t h  o f  t ime the 

d i sc lose r  has known the  MOST and LEAST ta rge ts  ranged from 1 t o  26, 

mean 5.7 years, and from 1 t o  28, mean 13.2 respect ive ly .  

I n  order t o  t e s t  t h e  hypotheses t h a t  there would be more female 

than male MIST t a r g e t s  and more male than female LEAST ta rge ts ,  

cont ingencies tab les  were constructed and c h i  square t e s t s  completed 

(see Tables 21-22). For males, s i g n i f i c a n t  greater  p ropor t ions  o f  

male LEAST than male MOST (p  c.0005) and male LEAST than female LEAST 

(pc.000005) were found as w e l l  as a bo rde r l i ne ,  b u t  no t  s i g n i f i c a n t  

g rea ter  p ropo r t i on  o f  female than male MOST ta rge ts  ( p c . 0 8 ) .  For  

females there were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences.  

To assess the assoc ia t ion  between the r e l a t i o n s h i p s  o f  the  

subject  t o  h is /her  MOST and LEAST ta rge ts ,  cont ingencies tab les  were 

constructed and c h i  square t e s t s  were performed (see Tables 23-24). 

No s i g n i f i c a n t  o v e r a l l  assoc ia t ions  were found f o r  e i t h e r  males o r  

females. To t e s t  whether the  marginal  frequencies f o r  MOST were 

d i f f e r e n t  from the  marginal f requencies f o r  LEAST, S t u a r t ' s  t e s t  of  

marginal homogeneity was used (Stuar t ,  1955). For bo th  males and 

females, the  c h i  squares were s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  the p~ .001 l e v e l .  

Contingencies tab les  were constructed and c h i  square t e s t s  were 

conducted i n  order t o  d iscover  which Q-sor t  type r e l a t e s  t o  which 



r e l a t i o n s h i p  ( s e e  f a b l e s  25-28). There were no s i g n i f i c a n t  n 

a s s o c i a t i o n s  f o r  males. However, f o r  females  t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n  between 

t h e  MOST Q - s o r t  t y p e s  and MOST R e l a t i o n s h i p  was s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  

p  d.05 l e v e l .  

t e rmine  whether t h e r e  was any d i f f e r e n c e  between high and 

s e r s  i n  terms o f  how they d e s c r i b e  t h e  MOST and LEAST 

well a s  themse lves ,  t h e  s u b j e c t s  were d i v i d e d  i n t o  two 
-2 
gh and Low) based on t h e i r  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  s c o r e s .  This  was 

accomplished by u s i n g  both  t h e  d i s c l o s e r  s c o r e  (MOST + LEAST) and t h e  

d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  s c o r e  (MOST - LEAST). The average  Q - s o r t s  f o r  t h e  two 

groups  were c a l c u l a t e d  and c o r r e l a t e d  us ing  P e a r s o n ' s  C o r r e l a t i o n .  

The c o r r e l a t i o n s  were a l l  h igh  ( s e e  Table  29) t h u s  i n d i c a t i n g  no 

s u b s t a n t i a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  groups.  A s i m i l a r  a n a l y s i s  i n  

which t h e  s u b j e c t s  were s p l i t  i n t o  t h r e e  and f o u r  groups  was a l s o  

conducted.  S i m i l a r  r e s u l t s  were o b t a i n e d .  The c o r r e l a t i o n s  were 

un i fo rmly  h igh .  



DISCUSSION 

The main purpose  of t h i s  s t u d y  was t o  a t t e m p t  t o  i d e n t i f y  t a r g e t  

p e r s o n a l i t y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t h a t  r e l a t e  t o  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e .  The 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  and d e l i n e a t i o n  of t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t h a t  f a c i l i t a t e  

o r  i n h i b i t  d i s c l h  re may have impor tan t  i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  s e l e c t i o n  

"\ and t r a i n i n g  of c l i n i c a l  p s y c h o l o g i s t s  and c o u n s e l o r s .  S e v e r a l  

p e r s o n a l i t y  t y p e s  were found bo th  f o r  t a r g e t s  d i s c l o s e d  t o  t h e  most 

and f o r  t a r g e t s  d i s c l o s e d  t o  t h e  l e a s t .  For males,  MOST f a c t o r  1 

r e p r e s e n t s  a  t y p e  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  t h a t  can b e s t  be c h a r a c t e r i z e d  as 

someone who is  h i g h l y  p r i n c i p l e d ,  i n t e l l i g e n t  and autonomous. Th i s  

type  is s e l f - a s s u r e d  and independent  and at  t h e  same time p l e a s a n t  t o  

be  wi th  i n  t h a t  he / she  h a s  a  s e n s e  of humour a s  we l l  a s  being calm and 

r e l a x e d  wi thout  a b r i t t l e  ego-defense  sys tem o r  s e l f - p i t y .  The 

q u a l i t i e s  of  i n t e g r i t y  and s e l f - c o n f i d e n c e  undoubtedly c o n t r i b u t e  t o  

t h i s  k ind  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  b e i n g  d i s c l o s e d  t o  t h e  most. Such i n d i v i d u a l s  

a r e  l i k e l y  t u r n e d  t o  t o  h e l p  r e s o l v e  i s s u e s  and problems. T h e i r  

i n t e l l e c t u a l  c a p a c i t y  coupled wi th  a c o n s i s t e n t  e t h i c a l  behav io r  calms 

t h e  concern  o f  v u l n e r a b i l i t y  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  d i s c l o s i n g  p e r s o n a l  

m a t e r i a l .  He/she i s  a  t y p e  o f  p e r s o n  t h a t  e l i c i t s  r e s p e c t  and t r u s t  

from o t h e r  people .  

The second type  who is d i s c l o s e d  t o  by males is  a  l o v i n g ,  g i v i n g  

i n d i v i d u a l  who is  o r i e n t e d  t o  and v a l u e s  o t h e r  peop le .  Th i s  k i n d  o f  

pe r son  h a s  a  l o t  of  warmth, is sympathe t i c  and concerned abou t  o t h e r s '  



problems, deve lops  c l o s e ,  i n t i m a t e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  and t r e a t s  o t h e r s  

wi th  r e s p e c t  r a t h e r  t h a n  i n  a  condescendin0 o r  manipu la t ive  manner. 

A t  t h e  same t ime  t h i s  t y p e  is u n c e r t a i n ,  h e s i t a n t ,  l a c k i n g  i n  
k) 

s e l f - a s s u r a n c e .  He./she i s  d e s c r i b e d  a s  being b a s i c a l l y  a n x i o u s ,  

r e q u i r i n g  r e a s s u r a n c e  from o t h e r  peop le  and u n l i k e l y  t o  t a k e  risks i n  

l i f e  a s  he/she  does  n o t  push o r  s t r e t c h  h i s / h e r  limits. Nor i s  t h i s  
P 

t y p e  power-or iented i n  h i s / h & r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  wi th  o t h e r s .  This  l a c k  o f  

power -o r ien ta t ion  may stem from a  regard  f o r  o t h e r  peop le  and a l s o  

from h i s / h e r  i n s e c u r i t i e s  which is  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  a  power-or iented 

approach t o  l i f e .  Probably  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which make t h i s  t y p e  

o f  i n d i v i d u a l s  valued a s  p e r s o n s  t o  d i s c l o s e  t o  a r e  t h e i r  n u r t u r a n c e ,  

r warmth, g e n e r o s i t y  and concern  f o r  peop le  and t h e i r  l a c k  of 

power -o r ien ta t ion .  D i s c l o s i n g  t o  a n o t h e r  i n c r e a s e s  ones  v u l n e r a b i l i t y  

and submiss iveness  v i s  a  v i s  t h e  o t h e r .  There fo re ,  i n d i v i d u a l s  who 

a r e  no t  power-oriented may be less t h r e a t e n i n g ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i f  they 

communicate r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and a  h igh regard  f o r  o t h e r s .  

The l a s t  t y p e  who is d i s c l o s e d  t o  t h e  most by males r e p r e s e n t s  

t h e  male s t e r e o t y p e  "macho" i n d i v i d u a l  who is h i g h l y  a s s e r t i v e ,  

a m b i t i o u s  and a t t r a c t i v e .  Th i s  k ind  o f  a  person knows what he/she  

wants and e x p r e s s e s  h i s / h e r  g o a l s  openly  and does  no t  l i k e  t o  be 

dominated by o t h e r s .  He/she is more a c t i o n -  and achievement-or iented 

t h a n  concerned wi th  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  o r  i n t e l l e c t u a l  m a t t e r s .  Males 

probably  l i k e  t o  t a l k  t o  such  a  pe r son  because  he/she  r e p r e s e n t s  an  

" i d e a l v  t y p e ,  being good-looking,  l i v e l y  and ou tgo ing  that  t h e y  want 

t o  i d e n t i f y  wi th  and t h e r e f o r e  a r e  a t t r a c t e d  t o  and feel comfor tab le  

wi th .  



The t h r e e  MOST t y p e s  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  k ind of i n d i v i d u a l s  t h a t  a r e  

probably  d i s c l o s e d  t o  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  r easons .  The f i r s t  t y p e  may be 

sough t  o u t  a s  t h e  e x p e r t  t o  s o l v e  problems and t o  g e t  a n  i n t e l l i g e n t ,  

c o g n i t i v e  view and d e b a t e  on v a r i o u s  i s s u e s .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, Type 

2 is t h e  kind o f  i n d i v i d u a l  one would t u r n  t o  f o r  t h e  more emot iona l  

k ind  of d i s c l o s u r e  which r e q u i r e s  no s p e c i f i c  answers o r  s o l u t i o n s  b u t  

r a t h e r  a sympathe t i c ,  s u p p o r t i v e  ear. Type 3 i s  a pe r son  t h a t  males 

can d i s c u s s  g o a l s  and p l a n s  i n  l i f e  with and who w i l l  g i v e  d i r e c t ,  

h o n e s t  o p i n i o n s .  I n  summary, Type 1 is  more l i k e  t h e  i d e a l  t e a c h e r  

who p r o v i d e s  c e r e b r a l  i n s i g h t  and i n s p i r a t i o n  f o r  l e a r n i n g  and 

growth. Type 2 is  t h e  m o t h e r f i g u r e  t u r n e d  t o  f o r  l o v e  and 

unders tand ing  whi le  Type 3 is t h e  i d e a l  pee r  f i g u r e  who s e r v e s  a s  a 

model f o r  behavior .  

With regard  t o  t h e  t y p e s  d e s c r i b e d  by males a s  LEAST t a r g e t s ,  

F a c t o r  1 i s  an i d e a l  k ind  o f  a pe r son  who is  dependable ,  i n t e l l i g e n t ,  

p r o d u c t i v e  and i n  a d d i t i o n  h a s  a s e n s e  o f  humor, T h i s  pe r son  h a s  

p e r s o n a l  s t r e n g t h  i n  t h a t  he/she  is n o t  s e l f - p i t y i n g ,  f e a r f u l  o r  

ma ladap t ive  when under stress. However, whi le  t h i s  t y p e  is popu la r  

and l i k e d  by o t h e r  p e o p l e ,  he/she  may a l s o  a r o u s e  f e e l i n g s  o f  j e a l o u s y  

and c o m p e t i t i o n  and t h u s  be t h r e a t e n i n g  t o  males. They may want t o  

know and t r y  t o  impress  such  a p e r s o n ,  b u t  they  may no t  want t o  be  

f u l l y  known o r  i n t i m a t e  with h imlher  i n  o r d e r  no t  t o  l o s e  f a c e  o r  t o  

g i v e  t h e  pe r son  a n  advan tage  o v e r  them. Therefore ,  t h i s  k ind  of a n  

i n d i v i d u a l  is n o t  s e e n  a s  a p r e f e r r e d  t a r g e t  f o r  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e .  

While MOST 1 is s i m i l a r  i n  many r e s p e c t s  t o  LEAST 1, c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  



s u c h  a s  autonomous,  e t h i c a l ,  calm and n o t  n e g a t i v i s t i c  may e x p l a i n  why 

ma les  would d i s c l o s e  t o  t h i s  t y p e  r a t h e r  t h a n  t o  t h e  h i g h l y  p r o d u c t i v e  

and p r o b a b l y  ve ry  s u c c e s s f u l  LEAST 1. 

The second t y p e  d i s c l o s e d  t o  t h e  least by males i s  b e s t  

c h a r a c t e r i z e d  a s  a n  u n c e r t a i n ,  i n s e c u r e  p e r s o n  who is h i g h l y  

c o n s e r v a t i v e  and m o r a l i s t i c ,  and t h e r e f o r e  p r o b a b l y  judgmenta l  o f  

o t h e r s .  These c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  are dominant  and t h i s  may be  t h e  main 

r e a s o n  why males d o  n o t  t u r n  t o  t h i s  k ind  o f  a  p e r s o n  f o r  d i s c l o s u r e  

a l t h o u g h  he / she  is a l s o  g i v i n g  and dependab le .  LEAST 2 is a p e r s o n  

who i s  very  " s t r a i g h t " ,  a c c e p t s  t h e  s t a n d a r d s  and v a l u e s  set by o t h e r s  

and d o e s  n o t  t a k e  r i s k s  i n  l i f e  by p u s h i n g  h i s / h e r  limits. Males 

p r o b a b l y  do n o t  feel c o m f o r t a b l e  w i t h  s u c h  a n  i n s e c u r e ,  y e t  s t r o n g l y  

m o r a l i s t i c  p e r s o n .  T h e i r  v u l n e r a b i l i t y  and t h e i r  c o n s e r v a t i v e  view of  

l i f e  may n o t  encourage  much t r u s t  o r  r e s p e c t .  R a t h e r  t h a n  t h i n k i n g  

f o r  t h e m s e l v e s ,  t h e  LEAST 2 t y p e  o f  a  p e r s o n  would p r o b a b l y  t e n d  t o  

g i v e  s t e r e o t y p e d  answers  and v iews on v a r i o u s  i s s u e s .  

LEAST f a c t o r  3 r e p r e s e n t s  a l i v e l y ,  o u t g o i n g  b u t  h i g h l y  

s e l f - c e n t e r e d  p e r s o n  who is mainly  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  hav ing  a good time. 

T h i s  k i n d  o f  a p e r s o n  p u s h e s  limits t o  see what he / she  c a n  g e t  away 

w i t h  and does  n o t  "de l ay  g r a t i f i c a t i o n u .  He/she is  n o t  t u r n e d  t o  f o r  

a d v i c e ,  n o r  f o r  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  p r o b a b l y  because  he / she  is t a l k a t i v e ,  

b u t  h a r d l y  a  good l i s t e n e r  a s  h e / s h e  is s e l f - i n d u l g e n t  r a t h e r  t h a n  

c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  o t h e r  p e o p l e .  Nor d o e s  t h i s  k i n d  o f  p e r s o n  have  

i n s i g h t  w i th  r e g a r d  t o  i m p o r t a n t  problems.  Thus males would p robab ly  

f i n d  t h i s  e g o c e n t r i c  t y p e  o f  l i t t l e  v a l u e  as a c o n f i d a n t .  



) The l a s t  t y p e  t h a t  males d i s c l o s e  t o  t h e  l e a s t  is b e s t  d e s c r i b e d  

\ a g  an a n t i - s o c i a l ,  a r r o g a n t ,  power-seeking i n d i v i d u a l  who is s k e p t i c a l  

o f h e r s  and t r e a t s  them i n  a manner t h a t  does n o t  make him/her 

we l l - l iked .  Th is  person i s  ambi t ious  on h i s / h e r  own 

d does n o t  behave i n  a g i v i n g  o r  sympathe t i c  manner towards 

o t h h j  people.  Th i s  is t h e  kind o f  i n d i v i d u a l  who would t e l l  peop le  

what t o  do and when t o  do it i n  a condescending manner. Although 

he/she c l a i m s  t o  be o b j e c t i v e  o r  r a t i o n a l  and appears  t o  have a high 
\ 
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d e g r e e  of i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  h i s / h e r  @ nner  o r  s t y l e  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  

r e l a t i o n s  is o f f - p u t t i n g  and n o t  conducive t o  c l o s e ,  warm 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  There fore ,  i t  is n o t  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  males do n o t  l i k e  

t o  d i s c l o s e  and become v u l n e r a b l e  t o  t h i s  type.  

A s  wi th  t h e  MOST t a r g e t s ,  t h e r e  a r e  probably d i f f e r e n t  r e a s o n s  

why males do n o t , l i k e  t o  t a l k  t o  t h e  f o u r  LEAST types .  Type 1 may be 

t o o  s u c c e s s f u l  and t h e r e f o r e  t h r e a t e n i n g  whi le  Type 2 d i s p l a y s  

m o r a l i s t i c ,  c o n s e r v a t i v e  a t t i t u d e s  and views t h a t  d i s c o u r a g e  

s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e .  The o t h e r  two t y p e s  i n t e r a c t  wi th  peop le  i n  a manner 

t h a t  i n h i b i t s  d i s c l o s u r e  by'coming a c r o s s  a s  being e i t h e r  t o o  

s e l f - i n d u l g e n t ,  sha l low and i n s e n s i t i v e  o r  by s e e i n g  him/hersel f  a s  

s u p e r i o r  t o  o t h e r s  and t h e r e f o r e  l a c k i n g  i n  empathy o r  i n s i g h t .  Thus 

a l l  t h e  LEAST t a r g e t s  have c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which may a r o u s e  n e g a t i v e  

f e e l i n g s  i n  males which d i s c o u r a g e  them from being f u l l y  open wi th  

t h e i r  p e r s o n a l  l i v e s .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  KIST t y p e s  have 

P e r s o n a l i t y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which f a c i l i t a t e  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  a s  they 

a r e  e i t h e r  s t r o n g ,  independent ,  c o n s i d e r a t e  and a s s e r t i v e  o r  l o v i n g  

and warm. 



For females, MOST f a c t o r  1 represents a type o f  i n d i v i d u a l  who i s  

the  i d e a l  father-  o r  p r i e s t - f i g u r e .  He/she i s  h i g h l y  concerned w i t h  

ph i l osoph ica l  problems, enjoys e s t h e t i c  impression such as beauty i n  

nature, a r t  o r  music and does not  tend t o  perceive many d i f f e r e n t  

contexts i n  sexual terms. This i s  a very ce reb ra l  person who values 

i n t e l l e c t u a l  matters and-who seems t o  have a h i g h  degree of 

i n t e l l e c t u a l  capaci ty .  I n  many ways, t h i s  type seems as the  per fec t  

person t o  d isc lose o r  confess t o  as he/she i s  a l so  considerate of 

other  people, compassionate and g i v i n g  and not  manipulat ive, d e c e i t f u l  

o r  oppor tun is t ic .  Females probably f e e l  comfortable and safe 

d i sc los ing  t o  t h i s  k i n d  o f  an i n d i v i d u a l  as he/she i s  h i g h l y  e t h i c a l  

and does not  judge people i n  convent ional  terms. 

The second type who i s  d isc losed t o  by females i s  an outgoing, 

l i v e l y  ex t rove r t  who i s  more act ion-or iented than concerned w i th  

ph i l osoph ica l  problems, such as the  meaning o f  l i f e .  Nor i s  he/she 

fear fu l ,  prone t o  g u i l t  f ee l i ngs  o r  s e n s i t i v e  t o  e s t h e t i c  

impressions. He/she i s  more concerned w i t h  sensuous experiences and, 

cons is ten t  with t h i s ,  he/she i s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  members o f  the  opposite 

sex. This k i n d  of a person i s  probably d isc losed t o  the  most because 

some females enjoy the  company o f  such a l i g h t  and l i v e l y  person. 

Also, he/she i s  h i g h l y  asse r t i ve  which means t h a t  females can r e l y  

upon the  person g i v i n g  them honest, d i r e c t  opinions. 

The l a s t  WST type i s  bes t  character ized as someone who i s  

b a s i c a l l y  anxious, emot ional ly  immature and insecure. Th is  k i n d  of an 

i n d i v i d u a l  seeks reassurance from others, ruminates and i s  moody and 



g u i l t  r idden .  Due t o  h i d h e r  l a c k  o f  se l f -es teem t h i s  k i n d  of  a 

person is n o t  ambi t ious ,  p r o d u c t i v e  o r  a s s e r t i v e .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, 

he/she  does  have t h e  c a p a c i t y  f o r  c l o s e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  which may 

e x p l a i n  why some females p r e f e r  t o  t a l k  t o  t h i s  r a t h e r  immature t y p e  

o f  . a  person.  

In summary, f o r  females  MlST t y p e  1 is probably  sought  o u t  f o r  

gu idance ,  i n s i g h t  and problem s o l v i n g ,  whi le  t y p e  2 is t u r n e d  t o  f o r  

d i r e c t ,  honest  views on v a r i o u s  m a t t e r s .  Type 3 may be sought  o u t  a s  

t h e  non- threatening,  non-competi t ive pe rson  who may make females  feel 

somewhat s u p e r i o r  and t h e r e f o r e  good about themselves .  Type 1 is a 

k ind  o f  pe rson  females  probably  admire  and r e s p e c t ,  t y p e  2 is a person  
~ 

t h e y  may enjoy t o  be wi th  and t y p e  3 i s  t h e  k ind  of pe rson  who makes 

them f e e l  wanted and needed. 

For  females ,  LEAST f a c t o r  1 is a t y p e  o f  pe rson  who is h i g h l y  

p r o d u c t i v e  and i n t e l l i g e n t .  He/she is  a m b i t i o u s  and g e t s  t h i n g s  done 

wi thou t  being g u i l e f u l  o r  manipu la t ive .  T h i s  i s  probably  a very 

s u c c e s s f u l  pe rson  a s  he / she  has  a l o t  o f  p e r s o n a l  s t r e n g t h  coupled 

wi th  a high a s p i r a t i o n  l e v e l  f o r  s e l f .  For example, he/she  is  

r e s p o n s i b l e  and i n  c o n t r o l  o f  h i d h e r s e l f .  Also,  t h i s  pe rson  is no t  

n e g a t i v i s t i c ,  s e l f - p i t y i n g  ' o r  s e l f - d e f e a t i n g .  Nor does  he/she  g i v e s  
< 

up i n  t h e  f a c e  o f  f r u s t r a t i o n  and a d v e r s i t y .  T h i s  is  n o t  t h e  kind of 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  one would expec t  t o  d e f i n e  a pe rson  who is @ 

d i s c l o s e d  t o .  However, it is  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  f emales  a s  well as males 

a r e  t h r e a t e n e d  by t h i s  very p r o d u c t i v e ,  s t r o n g  i n d i v i d u a l  who may 

a r o u s e  f e e l i n g s  o f  i n f e r i o r i t y  and j e a l o u s y .  MOST f a c t o r  1 is similar 



"4-c- 
t o  LEAST f a c t o r  1 but  MOST f a c t o r  1 possesses some very huwlane 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  such as sympathetic, warm and g i v i n g  which i s  l ack ing  

i n  LEAST f a c t o r  1. While bo th  types may e l i c i t  respect and 

adm a t ion ,  MOST 1 has the added q u a l i t i e s  o f  human love and d u selfishnesG$4'Tat may exp la in  why th isL- type i s  d isc losed t o  more than 

t h e  product ive,  ambit ious LEAST 1. 

The second type t h a t  i s  d isc losed t o  the  l e a s t  by females i s  a 

person who i s  h i g h l y  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  the  opposite sex and who regards 

s e l f  as phys i ca l l y  a t t r a c t i v e .  This type has some psychopathic 

cha rac te r i s t i cs ,  eg. he/she i s  d e c e i t f u l ,  manipulat ive, oppor tun is t ic ,  

se l f - indu lgent  and pushes l i m i t s  t o  see what he/she can get  away w i th  

wh i le  he/she does not  r e a d i l y  f e e l  g u i l t  and i s  n o t  submissive. 

Overa l l ,  t h i s  type communicates extreme se l f i shness and l a c k  o f  both 

conscience and concern f o r  o thers  which undoubtedly c o n t r i b u t e  t o  why 

females do not  l i k e  t o  d isc lose and make themselves vulnerable t o  such 

a person. 

Factor  3 o f  the  LEAST ta rge ts  i s  best character ized as someone 

who i s  l e g a l i s t i c ,  se l f -defensive and who does not  cope w e l l  w i t h  

f r u s t r a t i  

Moreover, 

.ons. This person i s  no t  calm, warm o r  compassionat 

he/she does no t  have i n s i g h t  i n t o  own motives and b 
T i 

which i s  cons is ten t  w i t h  a h i g h l y  i r r i t a b l e ,  defensive p e r ~ o ~ a l i t y .  

As t h i s  person does n o t  behave i n  a considerate manner, i t  i s  

understandable why he/she a l so  does no t  arouse nur turant  fee l i ngs  i n  

others.  Nor i s  he/she turned t o  f o r  advice o r  reassurance. Thus - th i s  

type d isp lays  many c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which would make him/her 

undesi rable as a t a r g e t  f o r  se l f -d isc losure ,  



LEAST, fac to r  4 i s  best  described as the  female stereotype o r  a 

mother f i gu re .  This person i s  conforming and unsure'about s e l f  and 
8- 

t h e r e f o ~  seeks reassurance from others.  He/she i s  a lso  very 

unselTi&, g i v i n g  and warm& r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  others. 

Cdnsistent w i th  the  "house-mouseu stereotype, t h i s  person i s  no t  seen 

as i n t e l l i g e n t ,  nor i s  he/she i n t e r e s t e d  i n  cogn i t i ve  matter o r  

ph i l osoph ica l  problems. Moreover, t h i s  type tends t o  judge s e l f  and 

others i n  conventional terms. Some females today may not  want t o  

d i sc lose  t o  such a female stereotype because they r e j e c t  t h a t  f o r  

which she stands. MOST f a c t o r  3 i s  s i m i l a r  t o  LEAST fac tor  4. 

However, i t  may be t h a t  MIST f a c t o r  1 somehow makes females f e e l  

wanted and needed by being ch i l d l . i ke  , anxious and dependent, wh i le  

LEAST f a c t o r  4 makes females f e e l  smothered by being over ly  motherly. 
- - .  

I n  summary, LEAST fac to r  1 may no t  be turned t o  f o r  

se l f -d isc losure  as he/she i s  t o o  threatening,  making females f e e l  

i n f e r i o r  by being too  product ive,  ambit ious and too cogn i t i ve  

or iented.  The pe rsona l i t y  o f  f a c t o r s  2 and 3 may i n h i b i t  d isc losure  

as these types are egocentr ic,  dogmatic and defensive. LEAST factor  4 

may simply be too  much l i k e  a convent ional  mother-type. On the  other  

hand, the  MOST types may a l l  have c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t h a t  make females 

f e e l  good about them and themselves which again may f a c i l i t a t e  
Q 

-1 
self-discl$re. Factor  1 i s  the  h i g h l y  respected and t r u s t e d  

i n t e l l e c t u a l  with h i g h  values and p r i n c i p l e s .  Factor  2 i s  the happy, 

Q 
outgoing type who enjoys l i f e  and f a c t o r  3 i s  the c h i l d - l i k e ,  immature 

person who may arouse nur turant  fee l i ngs  i n  females. 



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 intel lectual ,  the vulnerable person 

and the extrovert. With regard t o  the LEAST targets ,  both gender 

described four different k i n d  of individuals: the ideal,  the 

narc iss i s t ,  the mother-figure and the anti-social. From the data, no 

single set  of character is t ics  which f a c i l i t a t e  or inhibi t  

self-diSclosure can easily be defined. Some of the MOST and LEAST 

types are similar i n  many ways and several characteristics apply both 

to  the types disclosed to  the most and to the types disclosed to  the 

l eas t ,  e.g. highly characteristic:  in te l l igent ,  dependable, giving, 

responds to  humor, assertive,  anxious, talkative and highly 

uncharacteristic: deceitful,  self-pitying, self-defeating. However, a 

closer examination of the characteristics that are ei ther  highly 

character is t ic  and highly uncharacteristic of only the MOST targets or 

of only the LEAST targets  makes i t  possible to  isolate  some 

character is t ics  that may discriminate between the two k i n d  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,  

f l a t  a f fec t  and distant.  Items highly characteristic of only the 

LEAST targets include: gives advice, moralistic, conservative, 

self-indulgent, values power, pushes limits, c r i t i c a l ,  condescending, 
1 

and defensive. The highly uncharacteristics items include: turned to  



f o r  a d v i c e ,  s y m p a t h e t i c ,  g i v i n g ,  a b l e  t o  s e e  t o  h e a r t  o f  impor tan t  

problems, and a r o u s e s  l i k i n g .  For  females ,  i t e m s  h i g h l y  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of  o n l y  t h e  P/L)ST t a r g e t s  i n c l u d e :  g i v i n g ,  

p h i l o s o p h i c a l ,  and e s t h e t i c a l .  The h i g h l y  u n c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  items 

i n c l u d e :  condescending,  and c o n v e n t i o n a l .  I tems h i g h l y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

o f  o n l y  t h e  LEAST t a r g e t s  i n c l u d e :  pushes  limits, s e l f - i n d u l g e n t ,  

a m b i t i o u s ,  s e l f - d e f e n s i v e ,  m o r a l i s t i c ,  c o n v e n t i o n a l ,  and d e c e i t f u l .  

The h i g h l y  u n c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  items i n c l u d e :  f e e l s  g u i l t y ,  calm, 

i n s i g h t ,  warm, s y m p a t h e t i c ,  a r o u s e s  n u t u r a n t  f e e l i n g s ,  t u r n e d  t o  f o r  

a d v i c e ,  and i n t e l l i g e n t .  The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  MOST 

t a r g e t s  c i t e d  above may f a c i l i t a t e  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  f o r  males and 

females  r e s p e c t i v e l y  whi le  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  LEAST 

t a r g e t s  may i n h i b i t  d i s c l o s u r e .  The i n f l u e n c e  o f  t h e s e  p e r s o n a l i t y  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  on s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  cou ld  be t h e  s u b j e c t  f o r  f u r t h e r  

r e s e a r c h .  

Defens ive ,  m o r a l i s t i c ,  and s e l f - i n d u l g e n t  were s e e n  by bo th  male 

and female  s u b j e c t s  a s  h i g h l y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  on ly  o f  LEAST t a r g e t s .  

T h i s  s u p p o r t s  t h e  f i n d i n g s  o f  Gurman (1977) and Bergin  (1966) t h a t  

dogmat ic ,  d e f e n s i v e  t h e r a p i s t s  p r o v i d e  a n  u n f a v o r a b l e  t h e r a p e u t i c  

c l i m a t e .  There were a l s o  some s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  view h e l d  by numerous 

r e s e a r c h e r s  ( e . g .  Carkhuf f ,  1969; Halpern ,  1977; Kramer et a l ,  1979,  

Rogers ,  1958) t h a t  empathy and warmth f a c i l i t a t e  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  and 

t h e  t h e r a p e u t i c  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  For bo th  s e x e s ,  sympa the t i c ,  which is 

r e l a t e d  t o  empathic ,  was h i g h l y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  MOST t a r g e t s  and 

h i g h l y  u n c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  LEAST t a r g e t s .  For males,  warm was s e e n  a s  



h i g h l y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of  on ly  a MOST t a r g e t ,  and h i g h l y  

u n c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  only  a LEAST t a r g e t .  For females ,  warm was h i g h l y  ' 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  b o t h  MOST and LEAST t a r g e t s ,  b u t  h i g h l y  

u n c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of  on ly  a LEAST t a r g e t .  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  d e s c r i b i n g  t h e  peop le  they d i s c l o s e  t o  t h e  most 

and t h e  l e a s t ,  t h e  s u b j e c t s  were a l s o  r e q u i r e d  t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e i r  own 

p e r s o n a l i t y  i n  o r d e r  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between how 

peop le  p e k e i v e  themselves  and how they  p e r c e i v e  t h e i r  t a r g e t s .  More 

s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  i t  was expec ted  t h a t  peop le  would s e e  themse lves  a s  more 

s i m i l a r  t o  t h e i r  MOST t h a n  t h e i r  LEAST t a r g e t s .  For  males,  SELF 

f a c t o r  1 r e p r e s e n t s  a type  of  i n d i v i d u a l  t h a t  i s  a lmos t  p r i e s t - l i k e  i n  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  He is  h i g h l y  concerned with p h i l o s o p h i c a l  problems, 

and e n j o y s  and v a l u e s  beauty  f o r  example i n  n a t u r e ,  music o r  a r t .  I n  

a d d i t i o n ,  he i s  very dependable  a s  he h a s  a c o n s i s t e n t  p e r s o n a l i t y ,  

d o e s  n o t  change i n  beh3v io r  o r  a t t i t u d e s  and behaves i n  a n  e t h i c a l  

manner. Nor is he d e c e i t f u l ,  h o s t i l e  o r  s e l f - p i t y i n g .  T h i s  k ind of a 

pe r son  i s  a b l e  t o  s e e  t o  t h e  h e a r t  of  impor tan t  problems and v a l u e s  

h i s  own independence.  

The second SELF t y p e  is a k ind  o f  person who is i n t r o v e r t e d  and 

spends  h i s  time daydreaming. He is very  concerned wi th  h imse l f  and 

does  n o t  f e e l  s e l f - s a t i s f i e d .  I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  mature,  independent  

F a c t o r  1 t y p e ,  t h i s  k ind o f  a n  i n d i v i d u a l  does  n o t  have a c o n s i s t e n t  

p e r s o n a l i t y  b u t  is r a t h e r  f l u c t u a t i n g  i n  moods and behav io r .  

While t y p e  2 is r a t h e r  i n t r o v e r t e d  and u n s u r e  abou t  h i m s e l f ,  t y p e  

3 r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  l i v e l y ,  emot iona l ,  e x t r o v e r t e d  male who e n j o y s  having 



a good t ime  with  o t h e r  people .  I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t y p e  1, t h i s  k ind  of a 

male i s  n o t  concerned with p h i l o s o p h i c a l  problems, nor  does  he va lue  

o r  p a r t i c u l a r l y  enjoy beauty i n  music, a r t ,  e t b .  He is more of  t h e  

" l i f e -o f - the -par ty"  man who i s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  g i r l s  and probably  

popula r  a s  he is bo th  humorous and warm. 

SELF f a c t o r  4 on t h e  o t h e r  hand, r e p r e s e n t s  an undoubtedly much 

l e s s  s o c i a l l y  a t t r a c t i v e  t y p e .  Th is  male is  h igh ly  a m b i t i o u s ,  p r i d e s  

himself  on being r a t i o n a l  and /or  o b j e c t i v e .  He v a l u e s  h i s  own 

independence and does  n o t  g i v e  up when faced wi th  f r u s t r a t i o n  o r  

a d v e r s i t y .  However, h i s  s o c i a l  skills and a t t i t u d e s  wi th  r e g a r d  t o  

i n t e r p e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  l e a v e  a l o t  t o  be d e s i r e d  a s  he  is  

s k e p t i c a l  and d i s t r u s t f u l  o f  o t h e r  peop le  i n  g e n e r a l .  C o n s i s t e n t  wi th  

t h i s  k ind  of an  a t t i t u d e ,  he does  n o t  t r e a t  peop le  wi th  sympathy o r  

c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  Nor is  he g i v i n g ,  c h e e r f u l  o r  s k i l l e d  i n  s o c i a l  

t e c h n i q u e s  o f  p lay and humor. Moreover, he i s  n o t  s o c i a l l y  p e r c e p t i v e  

of i n t e r p e r s o n a l  c u e s  and does  no t  t end  t o  a r o u s e  l i k i n g  and 

accep tance  i n  people .  

For males, two of  t h e  SELF t y p e s  r e p r e s e n t  males t h a t  a p p a r e n t l y  

f e e l  good about  themselves  and t h e i r  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  

Type 1 i s  t h e  i d e a l  f a t h e r ,  p r i e s t  k ind o f  male t h a t  v a l u e s  t h e  

"higher t1  t h i n g s  i n  l i f e  whi le  Type 3 is t h e  popula r ,  more 

worldly-or iented die who e n j o y s  l i f e  i n  g e n e r a l  and g i r l s  i n  

p a r t i c u l a r .  Types 2 and 4 on t h e  o t h e r  hand, would probably  be more. /'-- 
s o c i a l l y  i s o l a t e d ,  t y p e  2 because  o f  h i s  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  l i f e  i n  

g e n e r a l  and h imse l f  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  and t y p e  4 because  o f  h i s  a r r o g a n t ,  



s t a n d - o f f i s h ,  uncharming way o f  r e l a t i n g  t o  people .  Most males 

d e s c r i b e d  themselves  as  t h e  i d e a l  (SELF 1) and t h e  e x t r o v e r t  (SELF 

3) .  Only 17% saw themselves  a s  t h e  i n t r o v e r t e d  t y p e  (SELF 2) and on ly  

5% a s  t h e  a n t i - s o c i a l  (SELF 4) .  MOST f a c t o r  1, t h e  i d e a l ,  p r i n c i p l e d  

i n t e l l e c t u a l  was t h e  most popula r  t a r g e t  f o r  d i s c l o s u r e  r e g a r d l e s s  of 

how males s e e  themselves .  Thus, f o r  males t h e r e  was no i n d i c a t i o n  

t h a t  c e r t a i n  SELF t y p e s  p r e f e r  t o  d i s c l o s e  t o  c e r t a i n  MSST TYPES. 

For females ,  t h e  f i r s t  SELF f a c t o r  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  we l l -ad jus ted ,  

l i z e d  and/or  l i b e r a t e d  female who is  h igh ly  a s s e r t i v e  and 

who v a l u e s  h e r  independence.  Contrary  t o  t h e  s t e r o t y p e d  female 

house-mouse, t h i s  pe rson  h a s  high a s p i r a t i o n  f o r  h e r s e l f .  She is  s u r e  

of h e r s e l f  and h a s  gained i n s i g h t  i n t o  h e r  own mot ives  and behavior .  

There fore ,  s h e  does  n o t  need o r  seek  r e a s s u r a n c e  from o t h e r s  and s h e  

does  no t  judge peop le  accord ing  t o  conven t iona l  terms. She knows what 

s h e  wants and how t o  g e t  it. She is  n o t  s e l f - d e f e a t i n g ,  f e a r f u l  o r  
> 

anx ious  and does  n o t  g i v e  up when f a c i n g  f r u s t r a t i o n  o r  a d v e r s i t y .  

Fac to r  2 on t h e  o t h e r  hand, r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  s t e r e o t y p e d  

moth-er-figure. T h i s  female does  n o t  behave i n  a n  a s s e r t i v e  o r  

non-conforming manner. She i s  r a t h e r  a dependable ,  r e s p o n s i b l e  person 

who is l o v i n g ,  g i v i n g ,  warm and p r o t e c t i v e  o f  t h o s e  c l o s e  t o  he r .  Her 

concerns  a r e  n o t  s o  much where s h e  wants t o  go a s  how t o  p l e a s e  and 

c a r e  f o r  t h o s e  around her .  There fore ,  s h e  behaves i n  a c o n s i d e r a t e  

manner, s e e k s  r e a s s u r a n c e  from o t h e r s  and d o e s  n o t  e x p r e s s  h o s t i l e  

f e e l i n g s  d i r e c t l y .  

u 



i 
F The l a s t  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  sa t i s f ied  w i t h  herself and seeks 

reassurance instead from others. All three female SELF types appear 

to  correspond t o  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 i s  l ikely to  be same-sex friend and MOST 

factor 2 ,  the "Extrovertu which is  l ikely to  be opposite-sex friend. 

MOST factor 3, the "vulnerable" is likely to  be same-sex friend. The 

well-ad justed, liberated female (SELF 1) and the neurotic female (SELF 

3 )  tend to  disclose to  the ideal type while the sterotyped motherly 

female (SELF 2)  tends t o  disclose most t o  the extrovert. However, the 

l a t t e r  relationship was borderline, but not significant.  These 

findings suggest that for females self-disclosure may be a function of 

both target and~discloser  personality characteristics.  

As hypothesized the resul ts  show t h a t  both males and females 

generally tend to  see themselves as more similar to  their.MOST target 

than the i r  LEAST target .  The reason for this'may be that people 

believe they have more i n  common w l t h  others of similar personality 

and therefore fee l  comfortable, accepted and understood. T h i s  finding 

may have important implications for the therapeutic relationship w i t h  

regard to  matching c l ien ts  w i t h  therapists on the basis of perceived 
I 
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persona l i t y  s i m i l a r i t y .  However, t h i s  needs t o  be f u r t h e r  tes ted w i t h  

d i f f e r e n t  populat ions, e. g. mental hea l th  \ in- and out-pat ients.  I t  

may a l so  be t h a t  se l f -d i sc losu re  a f f e c t s  the way w e  perceive our 

pre fer red ta rgets .  I n  o ther  words, having d isc losed t o  a person, 

people may then be l i eve  t h a t  they have,more i n  common, i n c l u d i n g  a 

s i m i l a r  persona l i ty .  "I f i n d  i t  easy t o  conf ide  i n  him/her, there fore  

we must be compatible i n  persona l i ty " .  

The hypothesis t h a t  females would d isc lose more than males was 

supported, cor robora t ing  the f i nd ings  o f  numerous s tud ies  (e.g. Annis 

& Perry, 1977; Jourard & Landsman, 1960; Jourard & Lasakow, 1958; Hood 

& Bach, 1971; K r a f t  & Vraa, 1975). However, the  r e s u l t s  show t h a t  

females d isc lose s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more than males only t o  the  MOST 

targets ,  no t  t o  the LEAST targets .  This i nd i ca tes  t h a t  females are 
I 

more open w i th  t h e i r  p re fe r red  t a r g e t  but  they are not  necessar i ly  

more d i sc los ing  i n  general."\\.With regard t o  t a r g e t  sex, the  hypothesis 

t h a t  there  would be more female than male MOST ta rge ts  was not  

supported al though bo th  sexes reported more female .than male MOST 

targets .    he % ~ l i f  ference was not  s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  females and 

r- 
border l ine ,  bu t  no t  s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  males. However, the hypothesis 

t h a t  there would be more male than female LEAST ta rge ts  was confirmed 

bu t  on ly  w i t h  regard t o  the  male subjects.  For males, there  was a 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  greater  p ropor t i on  o f  male than female LEAST ta rge ts  (54  

versus 15) and a l so  a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  greater  p ropor t i on  o f  male LEAST 

than male M)ST t a r g e t s  ( 5 4  versus 28 ) .  Females p p o r t e d  s l i g h t l y  more 

females than males as bo th  MOST and LEAST targets .  These find\jngs 

'\ 



s u g g e s t  t h a t  males do n o t  l i k e  t o  d i s c l o s e  t o  males  bu t  i n s t e a d  t e n d  

. t o  t u r n  t d  females f o r  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e .  I t  may be t h a t  females  

p o s s e s s  some a s  y e t  undef ined,  s p e c i f i c  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which make 

them less t h r e a t e n i n g  and/or more f a c i l i t a t i n g  f o r  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  

t h a n  males. Another reason may be  t h a t  t h i s  c u l t u r e ' s  male r o l e  

( "machov, tough, s t r o n g ,  independent ,  c o m p e t i t i v e )  makes i t  d i f f i c u l t  

f o r  males t o  s e l f - d i s c l o s e  and be t h u s  become v u l n e r a b l e  t o  o t h e r  

males. Females may be g e n e r a l l y  seen a s  less c o m p e t i t i v e  and more 

emot iona l ,  unders tand ing  and i n t e r e s t e d  i n  p e r s o n a l  and i n t i m a t e  

m a t t e r s  while males may be g e n e r a l l y  seen  as i n t e l l e c t u a l  and more 

i n t e r e s t e d  i n  " o b j e c t i v e u  m a t t e r s .  These r e s u l t s  s u p p o r t  t h e  view of  

Jourard  (1961) who s t a t e s  t h a t  "Women, t r a i n e d  toward motherhood and a 

comfor t ing f u n c t i o n  both  engage i n  and r e c e i v e  more s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  

t h a n  men" ( p .  49).  According t o  J o u r a r d ,  women consequen t ly  a r e  

r i c h e r  i n  empathy and s e l f - i n s i g h t  and a l s o  s t r o n g e r  o r  h e a l t h i e r  both  

p h y s i c a l l y  and mental ly .  

With regard  t o  t h e  t y p e  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between d i s c l o s e r  and 

t a r g e t ,  i t  was i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o t e  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  

p r o p o r t i o n s  of "Familym as LEAST v e r s u s  MOST t a r g e t s  f o r  bo th  sexes .  
* 

Eviden t ly  few peop le  want t o  d i s c l o s e  t o  members o f  t h e i r  family  (e .g .  

mother, f a t h e r ,  s i b l i n g s ) .  I n s t e a d ,  they  p r e f e r  t o  d i s c l o s e  t o  

Griends.  Th is  s u p p o r t s  t h e  f i n d i n g s  o f  s e v e r a l  s t u d i e s  <(e .g .  
I - 

Goodste in  & R u s s e l l ,  1977; Joura rd  & Richman, 1963; P log ,  1965) but 

c o n t r a d i c t s  t h e  f i n d i n g s  o f  A u r a r d  (1958) t h a t  both  s e x e s  d i s c l o s e  

most t o  mother. Joura rd  (1958) a s s e s s e d  how much t h e  s u b j e c t s  had 



d i s c l o s e d  t o  f o u r  s p e c i f i e d  t a r g e t s ,  mother,  f a t h e r ,  same-sex f r i e n d ,  

and opposi te-sex f r i e n d .  In  t h i s  s tudy  t h e  s u b j e c t s  were r e q u i r e d  t o  

d e s c r i b e  and r a t e  t h e i r  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  t o  t h e  two p e r s o n s  they 

c u r r e n t l y  d i s c l o s e  t o  t h e  most and t h e  l e a s t .  The d i f f e r e n t  

i n s t r u c t i o n s  may account  f o r  t h e  d i sc repancy  i n  t h e  f i n d i n g s .  There 

may be s e v e r a l  r e a s o n s  why peop le  do n o t  want t o  d i s c l o s e  t o  members 

o f  t h e i r  f ami ly ,  e.g.  h igh  e x p e c t a t i o n s  o r  p r e s s u r e  which encourage.  

upholding a c e r t a i n  image o r  r o l e ,  f e a r  t h a t  everybody i n  t h e  family 

w i l l  know, desire for independence and p r ivacy  from fami ly ,  etc. As 

t h e  family  r e l a t i o n s h i p  is  an impor tan t  a s p e c t  o f  l i f e  wi th  regard  t o  

bo th  p e r s o n a l  and s o c i a l  development,  t h e  reasons  f o r  t h i s  apparen t  

r e l u c t a n c e  t o  be open with o n e ' s  own family  may be worth f u r t h e r  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  The d a t a  a l s o  show t h a t  males chose  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more 

opposi te-sex f r i e n d s  a s  their p r e f e r r e d  than  t h e i r  non-preferred 

t a r g e t s .  For males,  t h e  two most f r e q u e n t l y  chosen LEAST t a r g e t s  were 

"Same s e x  f r i e n d "  and "Family" i n  t h a t  o r d e r .  The two most f r e q u e n t l y  
7 
chosen MoST t a r g e t s  were "Opposite sex  friend1! and "Same s e x  f r i e n d " .  

Th is  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  males a r e  more h e s i t a n t  i n  t h e i r  d i s c l o s u r e s  t o  

same-sex f r i e n d s  t h a n  opposi te-sex f r i e n d s  which a g a i n  c o n t r a d i c t s  t h e  

f i n d i n g s  o f  Joura rd  (1958) who r e p o r t s  t h a t  males d i s c l o s e  less t o  

opposi te-sex f r i e n d s  than  t o  same-sex f r i e n d s .  However, it 

c o r r o b o r a t e s  t h e  f i n d i n g s  o f  s e v e r a l  o t h e r  s t u d i e s  (e .g .  Brodsky & 

Komarides, 1968; Komarowsky, 1973) t h a t  t h e  c l o s e s f  female f r i e n d  was 

t h e  p r e f e r r e d  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  t a r g e t  f o r  male s u b j e c t s .  The r e s u l t s ,  

a l s o '  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  " ~ o r k "  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  do no t  f a c i l i t a t e  



s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  a s  t h i s  c a t e g o r y  on ly  appeared a s  LEAST t a r g e t s .  

Concern wi th  image, c o m p e t i t i o n  and f u t u r e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  i n  t h e  job . 

market may be reasons  why males do n o t  want t o  d i s c l o s e  t o  peop le  they  

i work with.  For f emales ,  t h e  most f r e q u e n t l y  chosen LEAST t a r g e t s  were 

by f a r  "Family" which c o n s t i t u t e d  o v e r  60% o f  t h e  LEAST t a r g e t  

. popula t ion .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, on ly  1096 of  t h e  MOST t a r g e t s  was 

"Family". Females tended t o  d i s c l o s e  t o  same-sex and oppos i t e - sex  

f r i e n d s  approx imate ly  e q u a l l y .  

I t  shou ld  be noted t h a t  t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  s e l f - r e p o r t  d a t a  

\ c o n t r a d i c t s  t h e  n o t i o n  of a g e n e r a l  dimension o r  tendency t o  d i s c l o s e  

r e g a r d l e s s  o f  t o p i c  a r e a .  The number o f  f a c t o r s  found f o r  t h e  

S e l f - D i s c l o s u r e  Inven to ry  roughly  c o r r e s p o n d s  t o  t h e  number of t o p i c  

a r e a s .  T h i s  shows t h a t  a pe r son  may be a h igh  d i s c l o s e r  i n  one a r e a  

b u t  n o t  i n  a n o t h e r .  Thus ' t h e  u s e  o f  a n  o v e r a l l  s i n g l e  s c o r e  f o r  each 

s u b j e c t  t o  d e f i n e  high v e r s u s  low d i s c l o s u r e  is n o t  j u s t i f i e d .  T h i s  

may accoun t  f o r  why d i v i d i n g  t h e  s u b j e c t s  i n t o  h i g h  and low d i s c l o s e r s  

based on o v e r a l l  s c o r e s  f a i l e d  t o  d e t e c t  any d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  

g roups  i n  terms of  how they  d e s c r i b e d  MOST, LEAST o r  SELF. I t  is  

p o s s i b l e  t h a t  t h e  u s e  o f  s u b t o t a l s  r a t h e r  t h a n  totals  might have l e d  

t o  d i f f e r e n t  r e s u l t s .  Another p o s s i b l y  e f f e c t i v e  approach may be  t o  

d i v i d e  t h e  s u b j e c t s  i n t o  h igh  and low d i s c l o s e r s  based on t h e i r  s c o r e s  

on t h e  items which d i s c r i m i n a t e  h i g h l y  between MOST and LEAST (e .g .  

items p e r t a i n i n g  t o  s e x ) .  I t  is  recommended t h a t  f u t u r e  r e s e a r c h  on 

s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  pay c l o s e r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  v a r i o u s  t o p i c  a r e a s  and 

i n d i v i d u a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  w i t h i n  t h e s e .  
G - 



I n  conclusion, w i t h  regard t o  the main objective of t h i s  study, 

the resul ts  indicate that there are several personality Vypesl' that  

people disclose to  the most and the least .  Although no single se t  of 
G 

character is t ics  which f a c i l i t a t e  or inhibi t  self-disclosure can 

readily be defined, the data indicate several personality 

character is t ics  that could be considered for future research on the 

impact of target  personality on self-disclosure. Also, t h i s  s t u d y  

contributes to  the l i t e ra tu re  on therapist  character is t ics  by 

supporting previous studies regarding the influence of character is t ics  

such a s  warm, empathic and defensive and by suggesting additional 

personality character is t ics  that  may enhance or impede the therapeutic 

relationship. 

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 worthwhile to  col lect  data on both male and female targets 

i n  order to  compare male and female personality character is t ics  which 

may affect  self-disclosure. It may also be useful t o  have subjects 

s t a t e  reasons why they disclose most and least  t o  targets.  In t h i s  

study the subjects were required t o  describe and ra te  the i r  

self-disclosure to  people they know well. I t  is possible that  
-. 

personality per se  is  more important for self-disclosure in  new or 

short-term relationships, such as  the the rap i s tk l i en t  relationship, 

where l i t t l e  is known about the person and l i t t l e  interaction has 

taken place. T h i s  suggestion could be tested by for example having 



subjects describe the personality of the individuals they - do disclose 

to  the most and the leas t  as well as the personality of the 

individuals they would dr would not disclose to. T h i s  would permit a 

comparison between the i r  actual and the i r  ideal targets  which may 

provide indications of important personality character is t ics  that  

encourage or discourage self-disclosure a t  different stages of the 

acquaintance process. The influence of personality on self-disclosure 

should also be tested behaviorally. Using a patient/therapist  

scenario, Simonson (1976) has already demonstrated the effect  of 

perceived personality on self-disclosure. He found that  subjects fl  

expecting to see a "warm" therapist  reciprocated disclosure more than 

those expecting a ttcoldu therapist .  A similar approach or using 

role-playing could be employed t o  t e s t  the e f fec ts  of various 

personality characteristics.  Moreover, as factors such as  warmth and 

empathy are rather non-specific, it may be worthwhile to  attempt t o  

explicate what behavioral cues, e.g. eye contact, facial  expressions, 

body movement, vocal cues, e t c . ,  communicate the t a rge t ' s  warmth and 

empathy. Further research controlling for the possibly confounding 

ef fec ts  of variables such as  sex, type and length of relationship is 

necessary to  c la r i fy  the influence of target personality 

character is t ics  on self-disclosure. 



T a b l e  1 

M a l e s  - MOST Q - S o r t  F a c t o r  L o a d i n g s  

S u b j e c t  .- ;fp 

Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2  FACTOR 3  

M 1  
M2 
M3 
M4 
M5 
M6 
M7 
M 8  
M10 
M l l  
M13 
M14 
M15 
M16 
M17 
M19 
M21 
M23 
M24 
M25 
M2 6  
M27 
M28 
M29 
M30 
M31 
M3 2  
M34 
M35 
M36 
M37 
M38 
M39 
M40 



T a b l e  1 c o n t i n u e d  

Ma les  - MOST Q-Sor t  F a c t o r  L o a d i n g s  

Sub jGc t  
Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 



T a b l e  2 

M a l e s  - LEAST Q - S o r t  F a c t o r  L o a d i n g s  

S u b j e c t  
Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 



T a b l e  2 c o n t i n u e d ,  

M a l e s  - LEAST Q - S o r t  F a c t o r  L o a d i n g s  

S u b j e c t  
Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 



T a b l e  3 

M a l e s  - SELF Q - S o r t  F a c t o r  L o a d i n g s  

S u b j e c t  
Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 



T a b l e  3 c o n t i n u e d  

M a l e s  - SELF Q - S o r t  F a c t o r  L o a d i n g s  

S u b j e c t  
Number FACTOR 1 ' FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 4 



Females - MOST Q-Sor t  F a c t o r  L o a d i n g s  
k 

Z 

S u b j e c t  
Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 \ o 



T a b l e  4 c o n t i n u e d  

Females - MOST Q - S o r t  F a c t o r  L o a d i n g s  

- -- 

S u b j e c t  
Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 



T a b l e  5 

Females - LEAST Q-Sor t  F a c t o r  L o a d i n g s  

s u b j e c t  
Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 8 FACTOR 4 



T a b l e  5 c o n t i n u e d  ? 
Females - LEAST Q - S o r t  F a c t o r  L o a d i n g s  

S u b j e c t  
Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 



T a b l e  6 

Fema les  - SELF Q - S o r t  F a c t o r  L o a d i n g s  

S u b j e c t  
\ Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 



T a b l e  6 c o n t i n u e d  

Fema les  - SELF Q - S o r t  F a c t o r  L o a d i n g s  

S u b j e c t  
Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 



Table 7 

Name of ,  % of Variance Accounted for  by, and 
Nunher of People Assigned to  each Q-Sort Factor 

j Factor MOST 
f 

LEAST SELF 

Males 
1 Ideal Ideal Father-figure 

21% 1 3% 18% 
38 22 2 7 

2 Vulnerable Mother-figure k u r o t  i c  
11% 9% 8% 
17 16 12 

3. Extrovert 
10% 
13 

* 

vn 

Females 
1. Ideal 

20% 
29 

2. Extrovert 
1 7% 
27 

3. Vulnerable 
8% 
15 

Narcissist Extrovert 
9% 13% 
14 21 

Ant i-social Arrogant 
9% 6% 
13 " 5 

Ideal Liberated 
12% 19% 
23 28 

Narcissist Mother-figure 
8% 13% 
13 17 , 

1 

ii 

Anti-social Neurotic 
8% 13% 
21 22 



Table 8 

, , Male Most Types 

Factor Characteristic Items Uncharacteristic Items 

1. Ideal, principled 96. Autonomous. 78. Self-pitying. 
intel lectual .  8. Intel lectual  capacity. 45. Br i t t l e  ego-defense. 

70. Ethical. 68. Anxious. 
56. Responds to  humor. 36. Negativistic. 
33. Calm. 55. Self-defeating. 

H 50. Unpredictable. 

2. Vulnerable, 
nurt urant . 

b 

i 
68. Anxious. 37. Deceitful. 
35. Warm. 91. Power oriented. 
2. Dependable 27. Condescending. 

19. Seeks reassurance. 48. Distant. 
17. Sympathetic. 65. Pushes limits. 
5. Giving. 62. Rebellious. 

3. Extrovert . 52. Assertive. 14. Submissive. 
71. High aspiration level. 97. Emotionally bland. 
81. Good-lookig . 90. Philosophical. 
82. Moody. 100. Does not vary roles. 
4. Talkative ', 25. Over-controlled. 

39. Unusual thinking. 



Table 9 

Male Least Types 

.It' 
Factor Characteristic Items Uncharacteristic Items 

1. Ideal. 2. Dependable. 78. Self-pitying. 
26. Productive. 45. Br i t t l e  ego-defense. 

8. Intel lectual  capacity. 40. Fearful. 
18. In i t i a t e s  humor. 14. Submissive. 
56. Responds t o  humor. 37. Deceitful. 
28. Arouses liking. 

2. Motherfigure. 41. Moralistic. 62. Rebellious. 
7. Conservative. 37. Deceitful. 
5. Giving. , 65. Pushes limits. 

68. Anxious. 99. Sel f-dramat iz i rg  . 
2. Dependable. 94. Hostile feelings. 
9. Uncomfortable with 

uncertainty. 
70. Ethical. 
11. Protective of those close. 

3. Narcissist. 

4. Ant i-social ,  
Arrogant, 

80. Interested in  members 29. Turned t o  for 
of opposite sex. advice. 

56. Responds to  humor. 90. Philosophical. 
54. Gregarious. 83. Sees to  heart 
4. Talkative. of problems. 

67. Self-indulgent. 25. Over-controlled. 
65. Wshes limits. 6. Fastidious. 

51. Values intel lectual  
matters. 

60. Self-insight. 

1. Cr i t ica l ,  skeptical. 14. Submissive. 
91. Power-oriented. 5. Giving. 
24. "Objectivet1. 17. Sympathetic. 
2.7. Condescending. 28. Arouses liking, 
71. High aspiration level.  88. Charming. 
8. Intel lectual  capacity. 15. Skilled i n  play, 

12. Sel f-defensive. pretending. 
95. Gives advice, 21. Arouses nurt urant 

feelings. 
35. Warm. 



Table 10 

Male Self Types 

Factor Characteristic Items Uncharacteristic Items 

1. Father-figure. 90. Philosophical. 37, Deceitful. 
70. Ethical. 50. Unpredictable. 
66. Esthetic. 78.  Self-pitying. 
96. Autonomous. 38. Hostile. 
75. Consistent personality. 
83. Sees to  heart of 

problems. 
) 

2. Neurotic. 

3. Extrovert. 

4. Arrogant. 

46. Daydreams. 100. Does not vary roles. 
72. Concerned wi th  own 7 5 .  Consistent 

adequacy. personality. 
82. Moody. 74.  Satisfied w i t h  s e l f .  
16. Introspective. 41. Moralistic. 

4. Talkative. 90. Philosophical. 
80. Interested i n  females. 66. Esthetical. 
35. Warm. 10. Bodily symptoms when 
18. In i t i a t e s  humor. * anxious. 
54. Gregarious. 97. Emotionally bland. 

24. ItOb jectivet' . 30. 
71. High aspiration level. 99. 
1. Cr i t ica l ,  skeptical. 15. 

79. Ruminates. 
96. Autonomous. 17. 
49. Distrustful of people. 64. 

5.  
84. 
28. 

Gives up. 
Sel f-dramatizing . 
Skilled i n  play, 

pretending. 
Sympathetic. 
Socially perceptive. 
Giving. 
Cheerful. 
Arouses liking. 



Table 11 

Female Most Types 

Factor Characteristic Items Uncharacteristic Items 

1. Ideal, principled 90. Philosophical 
intel lectual .  66. Esthetical. 

51. Values intel lectual  
matters. 

8. Intellectual capacity. 
17. Sympathetic. 
35. Warm. 
5. Giving. 

70. Ethical. 

2. Extrovert. 18. In i t i a t e s  humor. 
4. Talkative. 

52. Assertive. 
58. Sensuous. 
20. Acts quickly. 
80. Interested in  members 

of opposite sex. 

3,. Vulnerable, 19. Seeks reassurance. 
neurotic. 68. Anxious. 

9. Uncomfortable w i t h  
uncertainty. 

82. Moody. 
80. Interested i n  members 

of opposite sex. 
47. Feels guilty.  

7, 35. Warm. 

37. Deceitful. 
65. Pushes limits. 
63. Conventional. 
97. Emotionally ,bland. 
61. Exploits dependency. 
73. Perceives contexts 

i n  sexual terms. 
27. Condescending. 

90. Philosophical. 
66. Esthetical. 
40. Fearful. 
22. Lack of personal 

meaning i n  l i f e .  
47. Feels guilty. 
55. Self-defeating. 
30. Gives up. 
78. Self-pitying. 

97. Emotionally bland. 
71. High aspiration 

level. 
94. Expresses hostile 

feelings directly.  
26. Productive. 
37. Deceitful. 

79. Ruminates. 



& 

Table 12 

Female Least Types 

Factor Characteristic Items Uncharacteristic Items 

1. Ideal. 

2. Narcissist. 

26. Productive. 
8. Intellectual capacity. 

51. Values in te l lec tua l  
matters. 

2. Dependable. 
71. High aspiration level. 

:~;7 
80. Interested n members 

of opposite sex. 
37. Deceitful. 
65. Pushes limits. 
31. Regards self  as 

physically at t ract ive.  
67. Self-indulgent. 
52. Assertive. 

37. Deceitful. 
73. Perceives contexts 

i n  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. 

34.  I r r i tab le .  33. Calm. 
12. Self-defensive. 21. Arouses nurturant 
82. Moody. feelings. 
41. Moralistic. 60. Sel f-insight . 

29. Turned to  for 
advice. 

35. Warm. 
17. Sympathetic. 
15. Skilled i n  play, 

pretending. 
73. Perceives contexts 

i n  sexual terms. 
14. Submissive. 

4. b ther-f igure.  19. Seeks reassurance. 8. Intel lectual  
35. Warm. capacity. 
63. Conventional. 97. Emotionally bland. 
5. Giving. 51. Values intel lectual  

matters. 
62. Rebellious. 
90. Philosophical. 



Table 13 

Fern-ale Self Types 

Factor Characteristic 1tems U@haracteristic Items 
/ ,- 

i 

1. Liberated Woman. 52. Assertive. 55. Self-defeating. 
96. Autonomus. 30. Gives up. 
60. Self-insight. 40. Fearful. 
71. High aspiration level. 19. Seeks reassurance. 

36. Negativistic. 
63. Conventional. 
68. Anxious. 
78. Self-pitying. 
45. Bri t t le  ego-defense. 
13. Thinskinned. 
41. Moralistic. 

2. Motherfigure. 2. Dependable. 52. 
5. Giving.  62. 

11. Protective of 37. 
those close. 61. 

17. Sympathetic. 90. 
19. Seeks reassurance. 94. 
35. Warm. 

65. 

Assertive. 
Rebellious. 
Deceitful. 
Exploits dependency. 
Philosophical. 
Expresses hostile 

feelings directly. 
Pushes limits. 

3. Neurotic. 68. Anxious. 97. Emotionally bland. 
47. Feels g u i l t y .  100. Does not vary roles. 
19. Seeks reassurance. 74. Satisfied w i t h  self .  



Table 14 

Males - M)ST/SELF Types Contingencies 

1 
MOST 

SELF 1. 2. 3. 
Idea l  Vulnerable Extrovert Total 

1. Father-figure 19 6 4 29 

2. Neurotic 5 4 3 12 

3 .  Extrovert 

4. Arrogant 3 1 - - 1 5 

Total 38 17 13 68 

Chi square f o r  associa t ion  = 2.51062 df=6 p=.8673 



Table 15 

Males - LEAST/SELF Types Contingencies 

LEAST 

SELF 1. 2. 3. 4. 
Ideal '  Motherfigure Narc iss is t  Anti-social Total 

1. Ideal  9 4 . 10 4 27 

2. Neurotic 5 3 3 1 12 

3 .  Extrovert 8 7 '\ 1 5 21 
\ 

4. Ar~ogant  0 2 0 3 5 

Total  22 16 14 13  65 

Chi  square f o r  associa t ion  = 16.43771 d f = h  pz.0583 



Table 16 

Females - MOST/SELF Types Contingencies 

SELF 

MOST 

1. 2. 3. 
Ideal Extrovert Vulnerable Total 

1. Liberated 

' 2. Motherfigure 

3. Neurotic 

Tot a1 

C h i  square for association = 8.35274 df=4 p=. 0795 



Table 17 

Females - LEASTELF Types Contingencies 

LEAST 

nes 1. 2. 3.  4.  
Ideal Narcissist Anti-social Motherfigure Total 

1.  Liberated 10 5 9 4 28 

2. Motherfigure 8 2 3 . 4  17 

3. Neurotic 5 6 9 2 2 2 

Total 23 13 21 10 67 

C h i  square for association = 5.94669 df=6 p=.4292 0 



Table 18 

Males - Self-Disclosure Inventory Means 

Item Most SD Least SD- Sum SD D i f f .  SD 

Total 



Table 19 

2 Females - Self-Disclosure Inventory Means 

I tem Most SD Least SD Sum SD D i f f .  SD 
-C t 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
2 9 
30 
31 
32 
33 . 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

To ta l  



Table 20 

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

Mean Standard T value 2 - t a i l  
Deviat ion Prob. 

MOST 

Males 

Females 

LEAST 

Males 

Females 



Table 21 

WLES - Target Sex Contingencies 

MOST Male Female Total 

Males 19 9 28 

Females 35 6 41 * .% . 

Total 54 15 69 fls+ 

Chi square for association =2.05708 df=l  p=.1515 - 
A 

Chi  square for marginal homogeniety = 3.7  p L .OOO5 

C h i  square for MOST marginal = -1.44 p c.08 
& 

C h i  square for LEAST marginal = 4.57 p ~ . 0 0 0 0 0 5  - 



Table 22 
C 

Females - Target Sex ~ o n t i k e n c i e s  

MOST 
i 

Male 

LEAST 

Female Total 

Male 14 17 31 

Female 

Tot a1 

Chi  square for a s s b c i ~ t i o n  = 0.00029 d l  pz.9864 



Males - Target Relat ionship Contingencies 

LEAST 
-- 

MOST' Opposite Same Sex 
Family , Sex Fr iend Fr iend Work T o t a l  

Family 4 0 3 0 7 
I - 

Opposite 
Sex Fr iend 9 3 20 4 36 

Same Sex 
F r iend  11 2 .11 2 26, 

Work 

T o t a l  24 5 34 6 6 9 

C 

Chi square f o r  assoc ia t ion  = 4.47624 df=6 p=.6125 

Chi square fo r  marginal homogeneity = 32.94 df=3 p d . 0 0 1  
L? 



Table 24 

Females - Target Rela t ionsh ip  Contingencies  

/ LEAST 

MOST Opposite Same Sex 5 

Family Sex Friend Friend To ta l  

Family 3 2 2 7' 

Opposite 
Sex Friend 

Same Se)c 
,- Friend 21 3 1 0  34 

Total  42 10 19  71 

Chi square  f o r  a s s o c i a t i o n  = 2.43986 df=4  p=.6464 

Chi square For marginal homogeneity = 29.16 df=2 & c .001 



Table 25 

Males - M)ST iypes and Relationship Contingencies 

, 

RELATIONSHIP 

MOST Opposite Same Sex 
Family , Sex' Friend Friend Total 

1. Ideal  3 18 17 38 

2. Vulnerable 

3. Extrovert 

i. Total 

v 

C h i  square fo r  associat ion = 9.66887 df=6 p= .I393 



Table 26 

" i r  

" ' k A e s  - LEAST Types and Relat ionship Contingencies 

RELATIONSHIP 

Opposite Same Sex LEAST 
Family Sex Fr iend Fr iend Work Tota l  

1. Idea l  9 11 1 22 

2. Motherfigure 8 1 6 1 ,  16 

3. Narc iss is t  2 3 7 2 14 
d 

4. Ant i - soc i a l  4 0 8 1 13 
\ 

To ta l  ' 2 3 5 32 5 65 
\ 

Chi square f o r  associat ion = 9.72501 df=9 p=.3732 



Table 27 

Females - MOST Types and Re la t ionsh ip  Cont ingent ies 

MOST 

_d RELATIONSHIP 

Opposite Same Sex 
Family Sex ~ r i e n d  Fr iend T o t a l  

1. I d e a l  4 8 17 29 

2. Ex t rover t  1 18 8 2 7 

3. Vulnerable 2 4 9 15 

To ta l  7 30 34 71 

Chi square f o r  assoc ia t ion  = 10.86062 df=4 p=.0282 



Table 28 

~ema leg  - LEAST Types and   elation ship Contingencies 

. , RELATIONSHIP 

Opposite Same Sex 
Family Sex Fr iend F r iend  To ta l  

1. I d e a l  13 3 7 23 Q 

2. Narc i ss i s t  5 3 5 13 

4. Motherfigure 1 5 0 5 10 

To ta l  39 9 19 67 
r p y p  

Chi square f o r  asso&ation = 9.20321?=6 p=.1625 



-Discri minat ion .93 

P 

Table 29 

Q-Sort Correlations between High and Low Disclosers 

- Groups - Most Least Self  

Q 
Males I 

3 Females 

Discrimination - .94 

Discloser .94 .6T' .94 



APPENDIX .A :  The BEM Q-Sort Items 
i 
I 



THE BEM-MODIFIED BLOCK Q-SORT ITEMS 

1. Is c r i t i c a l ,  s k e p t i c a l ,  no t  e a s i l y  impressed.  
7 

2 .  Is a g e n u i n e l y  dependable  and r e s p o n s i b l e  pe r son .  
7 sa 

3.  Has a wide . range  o f  i n t e r e s t s .  
Regard less  o f  how deep o r  s u p e r f i c i a l  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  may be .  

4. Is a t a l k a t i v e  i n d i v i d u a l .  

5. Behaves i n  a g i v i n g  way toward o t h e r s .  
Regard less  of t h e  mot iva t ion  involved.  

6. Is f a s t i d i o u s .  
( A  p e r f e c t i o n i s t , .  f u s s y  about  minor t h i n g s . )  

c. 
'e 

7. Favors c o n s e r v a t i v e  v a l u e s  i n  a v a r i e t y  o f  a r e a s .  
(Favors  p r e s e r v i n g  t r a d i t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s ,  v a l u e s ,  and c o n d i t i o n s .  

8. Appears t o  have a h igh  degree  of i n t e l l e c t u a l  c a p a c i t y .  
T h i s  item r e f e r s  t o  c a p a b i l i t y ,  no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  performance.  

' Also, o r i g i n a l i t y  is  n o t  assumed. 

9.  Is uncomfor table  wi th  u n c e r t a i d y  and' c o m p l e x i t i e s .  + 
0 Anxiety and t e n s i o n  f i n d  o u t l e t  i n  b o d i l y  symptoms. 

Low Placement i m p l i e s  t h a t  t h e  body does  n o t  r e a c t  a t  a l l  t o  
stress ( e . g . ,  pe r son  does n o t  p e r s p i r e ,  shake  o r  Qave o t h e r  
bo'dily s i g n s  o f  ne rvousness . )  H i  h lacement  imp3ies bod i ly  
dy s f u ~ c t  i o n  o r  p h y s i c a l  i l l n e s s ~ e s s .  

-\ 
Is p r o t e c t i v e  o f  t h o s e  c l o s e  t o  him o r  he r .  
Low Placement i m p l i e s  pe r son  a c t s  i n  u n d e r - p r o t e c t i v e ,  
unconcerned manner. a p p r o p r i a t e  
degree  o f  concern .  o v e r - p r o t e c t i v e .  

Tends t o  be s e l f - d e f e n s i v e .  
(Quick  t o  p r o t e c t  o r  defend s e l f  from criticism; t e n d s  t o  
deny c r i t i c i s m ;  humorless  abou t  own shor tcomings .  ) 

Is th in - sk inned ;  s e n s i t i v e  t o  any th ing  t h a t  can be c o n s t r u e d  
a s  c r i t i c i s m  o r  a n  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  s l i g h t  ( e - g .  rudeness  o r  i n s u l t ) .  

Genuinely submiss ive ;  a c c e p t s  dominat ion comfor tably .  

P 



-- 

15. Is ski l led i n  social  techni of i m a g i n a t i ~ e : ~ l a ~ ,  pretending, 
and humor. (E.g.,- would be a t  charades.) 

16. I s  introspective and concerned w i t h  s e l f  a s  an object. 
( T h i n k s  about s e l f ;  examines own thoughts and feelings.) 

.Does not necessarily imply insight or mean that person 
understands s e K  well, however. -3, 

\ i 

4 
I 

t . .  FI 

%?a 
17. Behaves i n  a sympathetic or considerate! manner. 

k 

18. In i t i a t e s  humor. L . .  \ + 

(E.g., makes jokes or tells/,riM;norous' stopies: ) 
, s, 

, , 

and ac ts  quickly. 
ci 

21. Arouses nurturant f e e l i  s i n  otbers. 
f0 the r s . l i ke  t o  take - c  P re of and'protect; causes others to  T 
fee l  motherly or fatherly toward him/her.) 

22. Feels a 'lack 'of personal mean& i n  life,. 

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

24. . Prides se l f  on being "objective," rational.  

25. Tends toward over-control of needs and impulses; binds 
tensions excessively; delays grat i f icat ion unnecessarily. 
(Holds everyt'hing %in; keeps a t ight rein on h i s  or her 

, emotions ; postpones pleasure unnecEssarily . ) 
26. 1s p r o d h t i ~ e ;  gets things done. 

B 

27.  Shows condescending behavior i n  relations w i t h  others. 
(A'cts as i f  se l f  is superior to  others. ) 

implies only absence of acting superior, not b 
as  if a l l  people are equal or that self  is 

28.   ends to  arouse liking and acceptance i n  people. 

29. I s  turned to  for advice and reassurance. id 

30. Gives up and withdraws where possible i n  the face of frustiation 
% and adversity. c 

Low Placement implies person t r i e s  even harder when obstacles 
appear. High Placement implies generally defeat is t ,  gives up 
easily.  



31. Regards s e l f  a s  p h y s i c a l l y  a t t r a c t i v e  
. . /-+ 

32. seems t o  6e aware o f  t h e  i m p r e s d o n  he o r  s h e  makes on o t h e r s .  

33.' Is calm, r e l a x e d  i n  manner. 

Over - reac t ive  t o  minor f r u s t r a t i o n s ;  i r r i t a b l e .  . 
Has warmth; h a s  t h e  c a p a c i t y  f o r  c l o s e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ;  

.compassionate.  
. 

Is s u b t l y  n e g a t i v i s t i c ;  t e n d s  t o  undermine,and o b s t r u c t  o r  
s a b o t a g e .  

Is g u i l e f u l  and ( d e c e i t f u l ,  m a n i p u l a t i v e ,  o p p o r t u n i s t i c .  
( E x p l o i t s  and t a k e s  advan tage  of  peop le  and s i t u a t i o n s . )  

Has h o s t i l i t y  towards  o t h e r s .  
F e e l i n g s  o f  h o s t i l i t y ' a r e  i n t e n d e d  here,, r e g a r d l e s s  o f  how o r  
whether they  a r e  a c t u a l l y  expressed .  \ ', 
Thinks and a s s o c i a t e s  i d e a s  i n  unusual  w a m 3 a s  unconvent ional ,  
thought  p r o c e s s e s .  

Is v u l n e r a b l e  t o  r e a l  o r  Eancied t h r e a t ;  g e n e r a l l y  f e a r f u l .  

Is m o r a l i s t i c .  - .  

( Judges  s e l f  and o t h e r s  s t r o n g l y  En terms o f  r i g h t  and wrong.) 
Regard less  o f  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  n a t u r e  of  t h e  moral  code.  

R e l u c t a n t  t o  commit s e l f  t o  any d e f i n i t e  c o u r s e  o f  a c t i o n ;  t e n d s  
t o  d e l a y  o r  avo id  a c t i o n .  

Is f a c i a l l y  and/or  g e s t u r a l l y  e x p r e s s i v e .  .- 

Evalua tes  t h e  m o t i v a t i o n  o f  o t h e r s  i n  i n t e r p r e t i n g  s i t u a t i o n s .  
( T r i e s  t o  f i g u r e  o u t  t h e  i n t e n t i o n s  behind o t h e r  p e o p l e ' s  
a c t i o n s .  ) 
Accuracy of e v a l u a t i o n  n o t  assumed. 
Low Placement i m p l i e s  i n s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  i n t e n t i o n s  o f  o t h e r s .  

Placement i m p l i e s  p reoccupa t ion  o r  over-concern wi th  . 
b o t h e r h  

Has a b r i t t l e  ego-defense sys tem;  has a small r e s e r v e  of 
i n t e g r a t i o n ;  would be  d i s o r g a n i z e d  and maladap t ive  when under 
stress o r  trauma. 
(Does n o t  cope wel1,when under stress o r  s t r a i n .  



Engages i n  personal  fantasy and daydreams, f i c t i o n a l  speculations. 

Has a readiness t o  f e e l  g u i l t .  
Feel ings o f  g u i l t  are Intended here, regardless o f  how or  whether '. 
they are a c t u a l l y  expressed. 

Keeps people a t  a distance; avoids c lose in terpersona l  
re la t i onsh ips .  

I s  b a s i c a l l y  d i s t r u s t f u l  o f  peop-le i n  general; questions t h e i r  
mot ivat ions.  Z 

I s  unpredictable and changeable i n  behavior ,and a t t i t udes .  - 
Genuinely values i n t e l l e c t u a l  and, coon i t i ve  matter.  +*G's' 

A b i l i t y  o r  achievement i s  not  imp l ied  here. 

Beh'aves i n  an asse r t i ve  fashion.  
(Speaks up t o  get  what he o r  she wants; no t  a f r a i d  t o  express 
opinions. ) 
This r e f e r s  t o  how t h e  person acts, no t  how he o r  she might . fee1 
wh i le  doing so. 

and uncont ro l led  

impu ls ive ly  ; 
unable t o  

Emphasizes being with others; gregarious. 
( C h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y  p re fe rs  t o  be with o the rs , ra the r  than alone). 

I s  se l f -de feat ing .  
(Acts i n  ways which undermine, sabotage, o r  f r u s t r a t e  h i s  o r  
her own goals and desi res.)  

Responds t o  humor. 
(Appreciates humor. ) 

I s  an i n t e r e s t i n g ,  a r r e s t i n g  person. 

58. Enjoys sensuous experiences - i r k l u d i n g  touch, tas te ,  smell, 
phys i ca l  contact.  

59. I s  concerned with own body and the  adequacy o f  i t s  
phys io log i ca l  func t ion ing.  

60. jias i n s i g h t  i n t o  own motived and behavior. 
(Knows and understands s e l f  we l l . )  



Creates and exploits dependency i n  people. 
(Causes others t o  be dependent and then takes ad~ahtage of t h i s  
dependency.) Regagkess of how t h i s  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 non-conforming. 
4% 

Judges se l f  and others i n  c ~ n v e n t i o n a ~ t e r m s  l ike  "popularity," 
"the sorrect thing to  do," social pressures, e tc .  

Is socially perceptive of a wide range of interpersonal cues. 
( I s  a l e r t  t o  clues which reveal how others are thinking or . ' 

4-- feeling. ) 

Characteristically pushes and t r i e s  to  s t re tch  l imi ts ;  sees what 
he/she can get away w i t h .  

d 

Enjoys esthet ic  impressions; is  es the t ica l ly~reac t ive .  
(E.g., appreciates or is moved by works of a r t ,  beautiful music, 
drama, etc.  ) , 

I s  self-indulgent. 
(Reluctant t o  de y self  pleasure; tends to' spoi l  self  w i t h  3 pleasurabl-acti i t i e s .  ) 

B 

Is  basicalby anxious. 
(Nervous, worries a l o t  underneath.) 

\ 
Is sensit ive ,o anything that  can be construed as  a demand. 
h i s  refers oJly t o  being a l e r t  t o  or aware of demands, regardless 
of how or whqther the person responds t o  them. 

/ 
/ 

Behav-an ethically consistent manner; is  consistent! w i t h  own 
personal standards. 

Has high aspiration level 'for s e l f .  
(Ambitious; s e t s  very high goals for se l f .  ) 

Concerned with-own adequacy as  a person, e i ther  a t  cons&ous or 
unconcious levels. 
(Worries about being inadequate as a person. Can be true even i f  . 
person seems self-sat isf ied on ttie surface.) 

Tends to  perceive many different contexts i n  sexual terms; 
eroticizes situations.  
(Sees sexual overtones i n  most interactions.)  

Is  subjectively unaware of self-concern; fee ls  sa t i s f ied  w i t h  
w se l f .  \ 



75. Has a ckear -cu t ,  i n t e r n a l l y  c o n s i s t e n t  t p e r s o n a l i t y .  

76: Tends t o  p r o j e c t  h i d h e r  own f e e l i n g s  and m o t i v a t i o n s  on to  others.' 
(Tends t o  s e e  f e e l i n g s  and mot ives  i n  o t h e r s  which he/she p e r f e r s  
n o t  r e c o g n i z e  i n  s e l f .  ) 

m ~ p g r s  s t r a i g h t  forward,  f o r t h r i g h t ,  c a n d i d  i n  d e a l i n g  'with 
o t h e r s .  

, . 

F e e l s  c h e a t e d  and v i c t i m i z e d  by l i P e ;  s e l f - p i t y i n g .  

Tends t o , r u m i n a t e  and have p e r s i s t e n t ,  pre-occupying thought . 
(Ruminate: To t h i n k  about  o r  mull  o v e r  i n  o n e ' s  mind.) P 1 

I n t e ~ e s t e d  i n  members o f  t h e  oppos 
Low Placement i m p l i e s  on ly  absence i n k T e s t  9 not  
d i s l i k e  o f  t h e  o p p o s i t e  s e x ~ o s e x u a l  i n t e r e s t .  

' 3  

Is p h y s i c a l l y  a t t r a c t i v e ;  good-looking. 
The c u l t u r e ' s  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  p h y s i c a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  i s  tcr be 
a p p l i e d  kgre. 

taas , f l u c t u a t i n g  moods. 

Able t o  see t o  t h e  h e a r t  of important  problems. 

Is c h e e r f u l .  
Low Placement i m p l i e s  unhappiness  o r  depress ion .  

Emphasizes communication through a c t i o n  and non-verbal  behavior .  
( P r e f e r s  %express s e l f  through deeds ,  a c t i o n s ,  o r  non-verbal 
c o m m u n i c a t l o ~ ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  t h r o u g h  t a l k i n g . )  

~ i n d l e s  anxi;ty and c o n f l i c t  by, i n  e f f e c t ,  r e f u s i n g  t o  
recognize  t h e i r  p resence ;  r e p r e s s i v e  o r  d i s s o c i a t i v e  tendencies :  
(Tends t o  deny u n p l e a s a n t  r l thoughts ,  c o n f l i c t s  o r  f e e l i n g  ; p r e f e r s  
t o  b e l i e v e  they d o n ' t  exist ;- ja3 

I n t e r p r e t s  b a s i c a l l y ,  s imple  and c l e a r - c u t  s i t u a t i o n s  i n  
compl ica ted  and p a r t i c u l a r i z i n g  ( i .e .  d e t a i l e d )  ways. 

Is p e r s o n a l l y  charming. 

Compares s e l f  t o  o t h e r s .  Is a i e r t  t o  real o r  f a n c i e d  d i f f e r e n c e s  
between s e l f  and o t h e r  people .  - , 3. r e l i g i g n s ,  va lues ,  Is concerned wi th  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  problems; 
t h e  meaning o f  l i f e ,  etc. \ +  



91. I s  power oriented; values power i n  s e l f  and o t h ~ r s .  

92. Has social  poise aqd presence; appears socially a t  ease. 
% 

93a. Behaves i n  a masculine s t y l e  and manner. 
T h e t u r e t  s definit ion of masculinity is  t o  be applied here. 
If person is  female, use 93b. 

. 93b. Behaves i n  a feminine sty.1e and manner. 
The cul ture ' s  definit ion of femininity i s  to  be applied here. 
I f  person i s  male, use 93a. 

94. 'Expresses- host i le  feelings direct ly .  

95. Tends to proffer advice. 
(Proffer: Offer or give.) 

1 

96. Values own independence and autonomy. 
(Autonomy: Freedom to  act and t h i n k  without help or interference 
from others. ) 

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

98. Is  verbally fluent;  can express ideas well.' 

99. I s  self-dramatizing; histrionic.  
(Theatrical; exaggemEnrnotion. ) 

100. Does not vary roles;  re lates  to  everyone i n  the same way. 



APPENDIX B:T A t ,  S e l f - D ~ S C ~ O S U T ~  Inventory 



Sel f -D isc losure  Inventory 

Subject Number : Sex: , Age : 

Person you d i sc lose  t o  the  - MOST about,your personal  l i f e ' ,  

--?'- 
Sex : Age : Rela t ionsh ip :  Time known: 

- ,  - 
P 

My sex l i f e .  
My fee l i ngs  about borrowing money from a buddy. 
How much r e l i g i o u s  t r a i n i n g  I had as a c h i l d .  
Persons w i t h  whom I have had sexual experiences. 
My p e t  peeves. 
What k i n d  o f  f u r n i t u r e  I would l i k e  t o  have a f t e r  I get married. 
Weaknesses t h a t  I f e e l  I have i n  my pe rsona l i t y .  
The r e l i g i o u s  denomination t o  which I belong. 
Whether o r  no t  I ever l i e d  t o  my boss. j ( 

Which I f e e l  i s  more important  - domestic o r  f o r e i g n  p o l i c i e s .  
How I f e e l  about g i r l s '  new fashion s t y les .  
The k i n d  o f  wedding I want t o  have. 
Whom I l i k e  b e t t e r ,  my fa the r  o r  my mother. 
My t o t a l  f i n a n c i a l  worth, i n c l u d i n g  proper ty ,  savings, insurance, etc.  
Whether o r  no t  I have ever l e t  down a f r iend.  
What animals make me nervous. 
My f a v o r i t e  co lour .  
How I f e e l  about a person a f t e r  having had sexual r e l a t i o n s  w i th  

him/her. 
The th ings  i n  my past  o r  present l i f e  about which I am most ashamed. 
The p a r t s  o f  my body I am most ashamed f o r  anyone t o  see. 
Dangerous th ings  I have done. 
Whether I am a " l i s tene r1 '  o r  a ' I talker1'  i n  s o c i a l  conversations. 
The way I behave when I am around my parents. 
My f a v o r i t e  subjects i n  school. 
The number o f  co lds  I u s u a l l y  have per  year. 
The k i n d  o f  person I would l i k e  t o  date. 
How s t rong I am.' 
The most recent  t r i p  I have taken. 
My f a v o r i t e  sports.  
Things t h a t  I would no t  want people t o  f i n d  ou t  about me i f  I ever -.- 

r a n  f o r  a p o l i t i c a l  o f f i c e .  
Whether o r  no t  I l i k e  t o  t e l l  amusing jokes and s to r i es .  
Where my aunts, uncles, cousins l i v e .  
Times i t  would be a l l  r i g h t  t o  go against my r e l i g i o u s  b e l i e f s .  
The ex ten t  t o  which I am the k i n d  - o f  person who pu ts  th ings  o f f .  
Things t h a t  anger me. 
How f requent ly  I would want t o  engage i n  sex w i t h  my spouse. 
My fee l i ngs  about people who a re  no t  o f  the same race t h a t  I am. 
The amount o f  money I received f o r  allowance when I was a c h i l d .  
Things I had t r o u b l e  with i n  school. 
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S e l f - D i s c l o s u r e  Inventory  Items Arranged by k r e a  

Area Items Intimacy 

1. R e l i g i o n .  

2. Own Marriage and Family. 

- 3. Love, Da t ing ,  S&. 
. ~ 

1 H 
' 9 4 H 

18 H 
2 6 M 

4.  P a r e n t a l  Family. 13 H 
2 3 M 
3 2 L 

5. P h y s i c a l  Condi t ion  and Appearance. 20 H 
2 7 M 
2 5 L 

6. Money, P r o p e r t y .  

7. Government and P o l i t i c s ,  30 1 
Curren t  Even t s  and S o c i a l  I s s u e s .  37 

10  

8. Emotions, F e e l i n g s .  

9. I n t e r e s t s ,  t-bbbies, Hab i t s .  
't..- 

10. R e l a t i o n s h i p s  wi th  Other  People.  15 H 
22 M 
3 1 L 

f 



, ;5el f-Disclosure Inventory Items Arranged by Area ( Con1 t . ) B 

Area Items Intimacy 
rr 

11. Personal Att i tudes,  Values, Ethics 7 H 
and Self-Evaluation. 34 M 

B 11 L 

12. School; Work. J 9  H 
. 39 M 

24 L 

13. Biographical Character is t ics .  5 M 
17 L 
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I n s t r u c t i o n s  - P a r t  One 

\You a r e  t a k i n g  p a r t  i n  a  s t u d y  on s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e ,  t h a t  i s ,  v e r b a l  
communication of p e r s o n a l  and i n t i m a t e  in fo rmat ion  about  o n e s e l f ,  e .g .  
t h o u g h t s ,  f e e l i n g s ,  e x p e r i e n c e s .  

S t e p  1 

Among a l l  t h e  p e o p l e  y y i ~  know well enough t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  p e r s o n a l i t y  o f ,  
p l e a s e  s e l e c t :  

J+=- 
a )  t h e  pe r son  you d i s c l o s e  t o  t h e  MOST about  your p e r s o n a l  l i f e .  

b) t h e  p e w n  o u  d i s c l o s e  t o  t h e  LEAST abou t  your p e r s o n a l  l i f e . ,  

On t h e  p i e c e  of paper  g iven  you, p l e a s e  w r i t e  down t h e s e  two pe rsons '  f irst  
names, s e x ,  age ,  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  you ( e . g .  f r i e n d ,  t e a c h e r ,  mother ,  f a t h e r ,  
e t c . ) ,  and how long you have known them. 

S t e p  2 
't 

You have been g i v e n  a s e t  of  100 d e s c r f p t i v e  p e r s o n a l i t y  s t a t e m e n t s  typed on 
i n d i v i d u a l  c a r d s .  P l e a s e  s o r t  t h e  c a r d s  t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  p e r s o n a l i t y  oL&he 
pe rson  you d i s c l o s e  t o  t h e  MOST about  your p e r s o n a l  l i f e .  The a t t a c h e d  '- 
i n s t r u c t i o n  s h e e t s  w i l l  t e l l  you how t o  proceed.  

S t e p  3 

In  t h e  same manner p l e a s e  s o r t  t h e  same 100 c a r d s  t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  
p e r s o n a l i t y  of t h e  pe r son  you d i s c l o s e  Lo t h e  LEAST abou t  your p e r s o n a l  l i f e .  

S t e p  4 

In  t h e  same manner p l e a s e  s o r t  t h e  same c a r d s  t o  d e s c r i b e  your own 
p e r s o n a l i t y .  



INSTRUCTIONS FOR 
THE Q-SORT PERSONALITY DESCRIPTION 

The Q-Sort Deck 

The Q-sort i s  a s e t  of 100 descr ip t ive  personality statements typed on 
individual  cards. To describe an ind iv idua l ' s  personali ty,  the 
" sor te r"  arranges the cards i n to  groups ranging from s,tatements which 
ace l e a s t  c h a r a c t e ~ i s t i c  t o  statements which a re  most cha r ac t e r i s t i c  
of the individual being described. The Q-sort is - not a personali ty 
t e s t ;  there is no 'tscore" which the person- receives. Rather, the 
Q-sort provides a systematic way of  comparing d i f fe ren t  pe rsona l i t i e s  
w i t h  one another. 

? 
The Q-Sort Items 

The Q-sort statements or  items were 'originally written t o  be sorted by ; 

professional psychologists agd psych ia t r i s t s .  We have found, however, 
t ha t  people without professional t ra in ing can sor t  them qui te  well if A 

some of the specialized vocabulary i s  explained o r  c l a r i f i e d .  Many - 
items s t a t e  the same basic idea i n  several  ways so tha t  i f  a  
pa r t i cu la r  phrase or word is not c l e a r ,  the meaning of  the item can 
s t i l l  be grasped from one of the a l t e rna t ive  phrases. In some cases, 
addi t ional  rewordings o r  explanations have been placed i n  parentheses 
t o  fur ther  c l a r i f y  the meaning of the item. 

Example 

99. I s  self-dramatiziny; h i s t r ion ic .  
b 

(Theatr ica l ;  exaggerates emotion.) 

Other items contain explanations i n  the lower hal f  of the card which 
c l a r i f y  ambiguities or explain what the item would mean i f  i t  were 
placed a t  the low or uncharacter is t ic  end of the so r t .  

Example 

80. ' Interested i n  members of the 
opposite sex. 

Low Placement implies only absence - 
of such i n t e r e s t , .  not e s l i k e  of the - 

opposite sex or homosexual i n t e r e s t .  



The Q-Sort Task 

Q-sort ing i s  no t  easy, p a r t i c u l a ~ l y  the  f i r s t  t ime when the i tems are 
s t i l l  un fami l i a r .  On the other hand, most people f i n d  the task ra the r  
enjoyable and repor t  t h a t  they l e a r n  a l o t  by doing i t .  The f i r s t  
Q-sort takes about 40 minutes t o  complete; subsequent Q-sorts go much 
faster ,  averaging 30 minutes or  l ess  f o r  mqst sor te rs .  

The value o f  the  Q-sor t  method n a t u r a l l y  depends upon the  w i l l ingness 
of the s o r t e r  t o  g i ve  a thought fu l ,  candid? and accurst> descr ip t ion ,  
avoid ing the temptat ion t o  present an over ly  favorable ( o r  
unfavorable) p i c t u r e  o f  the person being described, Sa in ts  and angels 
can perhaps be described by p lac ing  only favorable i tems a t  the 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  end o f  the  scale and only unfavorable itiems a t  the  
uncharac te r i s t i c  end; r e a l  people cannot be. Remember, Q-sor ts  are 
not  tes ts ;  we do not  score them f o r  " sa in t l i ness . "  What we need are 
honest and accurate descr ip t ions  o f  r e a l  people. 

The Q-Sort Procedure 

A completed Q-sort has 9 groups o r  categor ies arranged from l e f t  t o  
r i g h t -  as shown below. The higher the category number, the  more 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  the items i n  t h a t  category are o f  t he  person being 
described. Thus Category 1 on the f a r  l e f t  conta ins the  5 items MOST 
UKHARACTERISTIC of the person; Category 5 i n  the  middle contains 18 
items NEITHER CHAKACTERISTIC NOR UNCHARACTERISTIC; and Category 9 on 
the  f a r  r i g h t  conta ins the  5 i tems MOST CHARACTERISTIC o f  the person, 
Each category must conta in  exact ly  the number o f  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 i n  any way you f i n d  most comfortable, many 
people f i n d  i t  eas ies t  t o  proceed as fol lows: 

1. Sort  the  cards i n t o  th ree p i l e s .  Place i tems t h a t  seem ' 

uncharac te r i s t i c  on the  l e f t ,  and a l l  o thers i n  the  middle. % A t  
t h i s  p o i n t  there i s  no need t o  pay a t t e n t i o n  t o  how many go.  
i n t o  each p i l e ,  but  since h a l f  of the  items w i l l  eventual ly  
go i n t o  the middle three categories, you can f e e l  f a i r l y  
free about p u t t i n g  items about which you are uncer ta in  i n t o  
the  middle p i l e .  



2. Next, s o r t  the r ight  hand p i l e  ( t he  "character is t ic"  group 
in to  the high numbered categories,  placing the most 
charac te r i s t i c  items* i n to  Category 9,. the  next most 
charac te r i s t i c  i+efs.ints, Category 8; an so fo r th  u n t i l  you 
have used up a l l  the cards. In t h i s  st e$: you should pay 

. a t t en t ion  t o  the actual  number of cards required i n  each 
a category. (Note: The order of the cards within a category 

is unimportant. ) 
B 

3.  Now so r t  the  l e f t  hand p i l e  i n to  the low numbered categor ies ,  
placing the most uncharacter is t ic  items i n  Category 1. Follow' 
the same procedure used i n  s tep  2. 

4. Now sort the  middie piYe i n to  the middle ca tegor ies ,  making any 
adjustments needed w i t h  the cards already sorted i n to  adjacent 
categories.  

5. Check t o  make sure you have the  correct  number of cards i n  each 
category and make any f i na l  adjustmefis you wish .  Record your 
so r t  onto the  record sheet provided< 
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Ins t ruc t ions - Par t  Two\ 

V - 
Step 1 , 

The sel f - report  questionnaire you have been given has the heading MOST, 
which re fe rs  t o  the person you selected as-the one you disclose t o T Z  most 
about your personal l i f e .  F i r s t l y ,  f i l l  out the blanks on the top o f  the 
questionnaire. Then read each i tem on the questionnaire and ind*te the 
extent tha t  you have ta lked about t ha t  i tem t8  h i d h e r ,  t ha t  i s  the extent 
t o  which YOU havdmade yoursel f  known t o  tha t  person. Use the f o l l q i n g  

\kiting s a l e  t o  describe the extent tha t  you have ta lked  about each tem: 
f -- 

L O :  Have t o l d  the person nothing about t h i s  aspect o f  me. 4 
'w 

"/-- 

1: Have ta lked i n  general terms about t h i s .  The person has . 
only a general idea about t h i s  aspect o fme.  

2 :  Have ta lked i n  f u l l  and complete d e t a i l  about t h i s  i tem 
t o  the person. ' He/she knows me f u l l y  i n  t h i s  respect 
and could describe me accurately. ' 

Step 2 

Please repeat the same procedure f o r  the questionnairt? w i th  the heading 
LEAST, which re fe r s  t o  the person you selected as the one you,disclose t o  
t h e e a s t  atiout your personal l i t%.  B - 

When you have f in ished, please g ive the completed.materia1 t o  
experimenter. 

Thank y-very much f o r  your cooperation. 
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