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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to determine if a difference existed 

between a sample of fraternity residents and a sample of dormitory residents in 

the level of self-disclosure present in their same-sex friendships. Of additional 

import was whether or not self-disclosure, directed toward different target 

persons, varied according to the age of the discloser, the identity of the target 

person, and the reported closeness of the discloser to his father. 

A modified version of Sidney M. Jourard's Self-Disclosure Questionnaire 

was utilized to measure present levels of self-disclosure. Findings indicated there 

was a significant difference in self-disclosure with same-sex friends between the 

sample of fraternity residents and the sample of dormitory residents. Moreover, 

significant differences were found in the mean level of self-disclosure as it 

related to the identity of the target person, and to the reported closeness of the 

discloser to his father. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In the work of Adler (1956, 1970), interpersonal relationships are viewed 

as being vitally important to the overall well-being of human persons. The 

individual psychology of Alfred Adler (1956) also emphasized the need for "social 

connectedness" and "social interest" as prerequisites for mental health. Central 

to Adler's (1956, 1970) conception of social interest is the need for the 

individual to find a place in society through belonging and by contributing to its 

welfare. This is achieved in part by establishing social relationships. Adler 

viewed social relationships as one of the three essential "life-tasks" wherein 

identification, empathy, and care for the well-being of the other person is 

experienced. 

Mindful of the importance of interpersonal relationships, numerous 

contemporary authors and scholars (Bly, 1990; Goldberg, 1976,1979; Keen, 1991; 

Kilgore, 1984; Kipnis, 1991; Levinson, 1978; McGill, 1985; Meth, Pasick, Gordon, 

Allen, Feldman, & Gordon, 1990; Osherson, 1986, 1992) have studied and writ

ten about the phenomenon of male same-sex friendships. It is important to note 

at the outset the implied distinction made in these works between men having 

acquaintances and men having close friends. Close friends, it is implied, are 

understood to be experiencing some level of intimacy. This intimacy is viewed 
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as verbal in nature and marked by interpersonal sharing of personal and private 

information. 

Levinson, in The Seasons of a Man's Life (1978, p. 335) made a general

ization that seems to be a common theme in the abovementioned works: 

In our interviews, friendship was largely noticeable by its absence. As 
a tentative generalization we would say that close friendship with a man 
or woman is rarely experienced by American men. The distinction 
between friend and acquaintance is often blurred. A man may have a 
wide social network in which he has amicable, "friendly" relationships 
with many men and perhaps a few women. In general, however, most 
men do not have an intimate male friend of the kind that they recall 
fondly from boyhood or youth. We need to understand why friendship 
is so rare, and what consequences this deprivation has for adult life. 

According to the aforementioned literature, reasons for this absence of 

intimate friendship among men vary widely, although, traditional male socializa

tion is commonly cited as one of the principal reasons. Reisman's (1990) review 

of the literature highlighted several significant factors relating to socialization in 

general. First, girls by the age of 7.5 years are familiar with interacting in 

groups of two's or three's while boys tend to interact in larger groups, competi

tive team sports, and gangs (Laosa & Brophy, 1972). Second, since boys tend 

to form extensive friendship networks and girls tend to prefer exclusive friend

ship dyads, it is posited by Eder and Hallinan (1978) that girls regard their 

friendships as intimate dyads, whereas boys view their friendships as collective 

in nature. Third, according to Z. Rubin (1980), girls acquire social skills of 

sharing their feelings and behaving in a nurturing manner, while in contrast, boys 

learn to follow rules and get along with all kinds of people. For additional 
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emphasis, Reisman (1990) cited Diamond and Karlen (1980) who purported that 

these tendencies generally remain throughout childhood and in varying degrees 

continue on into adulthood. The result being, "like girls, women tend to form 

small intimate groups; like boys, men tend to form clubs and societies" (Reis

man, p. 66). 

In clubs and societies, the depth of relational conversation tends to 

remain superficial and games and activities to give meaning and purpose to 

friendships are plentiful (Seidler, 1992). The point being, intimate friendship 

is not necessary to belong and thrive in a club or society. Finally, Reisman 

(1990) pointed out that while men may wish for greater opportunities for per

sonal disclosure among themselves the majority of them look to cross-sex rela

tionships to satisfy this need. 

The research of McGiU (1985) and Griffin and Sparks (1990) has con

firmed another significant pattern in male same-sex friendships. Male disclosures 

are often dictated by circumstance, by common occupation, by shared recrea

tional interests, and by mutual trauma. Furthermore, friendships are very 

purposeful and utilitarian. For instance, circumstance might bring together two 

men as neighbors, or as soldiers assigned to the same infantry squad preparing 

for combat. Under these circumstances, some intimate disclosure may take 

place and closeness may be cautiously developed. However, when the common 
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circumstance is removed and the reason for relating ceases, there is seldom any 

knowledge of each other's personal self to sustain the relationship (McGill, 1985; 

Griffin & Sparks, 1990). 

Lewis (1978) suggested four barriers to intimacy among males as being 

significant factors in his study: competition, homophobia, aversion to vulnera

bility and openness, and a lack of role models. In regard to competition, males 

are reluctant to reveal anything which would put them at a competitive disad

vantage with their friends, especially in the areas of work, money, sex, and 

personal weakness. Meth et al. (1990, p. 117) added additional emphasis to how 

competition prevents intimacy between men. 

. . .  i n  m o s t  c o n t e s t s  t h e  f a i l u r e  o f  o n e ' s  o p p o n e n t s  r e s u l t s  i n  o n e ' s  
success, and is therefore desirable; competition runs counter to empathy, 
which is essential for healthy relationships; and competition can lead to 
envy, contempt, distrust, and, in its extreme forms, aggression. 

When men are viewed as potential competitors close friendship can be difficult 

to sustain. 

Homophobia presents another dynamic which renders men less intimate 

and reluctant to establish close friendships. Reid and Fine (1992) found that 

although men did not explicitly associate their levels of verbal self-disclosure 

with homophobia, ". . . they have internalized pressures to avoid intimate 

physical contact with their male friends that may well extend to verbal intimacy" 

(p. 141). Thompson, Grisanti, and Pleck (1985) linked homophobic anxieties to 

reduced personal disclosure in two noteworthy ways. To begin with, traditional 
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sex roles and societal pressures do not encourage men to be intimate or to 

express affection to their friends. The fear of being labeled a homosexual can 

be a strong inhibitor of intimate verbal disclosure. Secondly, even the thought 

of questioning their own heterosexuality, which often happens while being 

involved in intimate relationships, produces anxiety and discomfort. Hence, most 

men have internalized pressures to avoid intimate physical contact with their 

male friends, which likely extends to verbal intimacy as well. 

The third barrier to intimacy between men, as indicated by Lewis (1978), 

Meth et al. (1990), and Reid & Fine (1992), is aversion to vulnerability and 

openness. Sexual stereotypes in the United States usually include some allusion 

to men being inexpressive, emotionally constricted, tough, reliant, and self-

confident. Thus, as Lewis (1992) claimed, to meet these stereotypes the male 

must not allow himself to admit to or show any weaknesses, pains, or errors to 

his friends. To do so would not only be socially inappropriate, it would put 

the discloser in a position of vulnerability. 

The findings of Griffin & Sparks (1990), Meth et al. (1990), Lewis 

(1978), and Reisman (1990) all concur with the absence of role models as being 

a barrier to intimacy among men. Boys learn a great deal about behavior from 

their fathers. Consequently, if the father models a cold, independent, and aloof 

spirit, this will impact on the boy and the man who he is destined to become. 

Moreover, Osherson (1992, p. 77) claimed: 
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Boys following their father's lead, often move away from the world of 
people and relationships toward activities, things, and objects as 
expressions of love because the bond of love between them and others 
is not directly nurtured. 

McGill (1985) recognized and acknowledged Lewis's (1978) four barriers 

as being challenging to men, but he dismissed them as excuses. In his view 

most men are not intimate in their friendships with other men because they 

consciously choose not to be. The real reason according to McGill has to do 

with power and self-knowledge. 

Men fear intimacy because it requires self-disclosure and it brings true 

self-awareness (McGill, 1985). When a man gives information about himself to 

another man, he is giving that person influence and control over him because 

the information revealed may be used: (1) for his welfare, (2) against his wel

fare, or (3) to give him back either supportive or challenging information about 

himself. This represents a potential shift of power and control away from the 

discloser in the direction of the recipient of what is being disclosed. Hence, "the 

reason men are not more [intimate] is that they want to retain power over 

themselves and attain power over others" (1985, p. 232). 

Withholding information about one's self has another important advan

tage for a man; it shields him from learning about his true self (McGill, 1985). 

Other persons are an important source of information concerning who we are. 

From the feedback offered by others, a man becomes aware of his inadequacies 

and incongruities. A man who does not share his goals is never seen to fail, 
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and a man who never discloses his feelings is never confronted with inconsistent 

behavior. Jourard (1971b), Kilgore (1984), and McGill (1985) saw this as 

unfortunate, because in their conception, the man who fails to disclose his true 

self to others will never truly come to know himself. 

Leading to this section, the importance of interpersonal relationships and 

their connection to mental health has been discussed. In addition, the need for 

men to engage in friendships with other men wherein some level of intimacy is 

experienced has been emphasized. Furthermore, various obstacles and barriers 

to intimacy have been considered. The following section briefly presents some 

consequences in the adult male's life due to the deprivation of intimate male 

same-sex friendships. 

Jourard (1971a, -b), Goldberg (1976), and Meth et al. (1990) have 

suggested that being male can be "hazardous" and fraught with difficulties. 

Jourard (1971a, p. 40) expressed it well: 

When a man's self is hidden from everybody else ... it seems also to 
become much hidden even from himself, and it permits disease and 
death to gnaw into his substance without his clear knowledge. Men who 
are unknown and/or inadequately loved often fall ill, or even die, as if 
suddenly and without warning. ... If one had direct access to the 
person's real self, one would have had many earlier signals that the 
present way of life was generating illness. 

Goldberg (1976), following in this same vein, highlighted the disproportionately 

higher statistics among men as compared to women in regard to succumbing to 

mental illness, physical illness, crime, drug abuse, gambling, incarceration, and 

suicide (pp. 172-182). Furthermore, he questioned the heavy price men are 
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paying to be men. "By what perverse logic can the male continue to imagine 

himself top dog? Emotionally repressed, out of touch with his body, alienated 

and isolated from other men. . .,l (1976, p. 181). 

Jourard (1971a) and Goldberg (1976) suggested the presence of enor

mous health risks for the male who maintains an aloof, isolated, inexpressive, 

and friendless posture. Furthermore, Pasick (1990), in his review of House, 

Landis, & Umberson (1988), shared an equally alarming finding. He noted that 

one's level of social connectedness is an important determinant of health and 

longevity. As cited by Pasick (1990, p. 124), House et al. claimed that "social 

relationships, or the relative lack thereof, constitute a major risk factor for 

health-rivaling the side effect of well-established risk factors such as cigarette 

smoking, blood pressure, blood lipids, obesity and physical activity." Along with 

this warning about serious health risks, Jourard (1971-b), Goldberg (1976), and 

Pasick (1990) offered the prescription of intimate friendship between men as one 

way of moving toward more healthy living and toward increased personal 

development. 

Well before Goldberg's (1976) and Levinson's (1978) findings indicated 

the absence of close friendship between men and the resulting serious conse

quences, Jourard (1971a, -b) began to pursue his interest in intimate male 

friendship and he developed a way of measuring the degree of intimacy in 

relationships. This process, which represented a combination of his personal 

experience and research findings, led him to name this measurable construct 
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"self-disclosure." He defined "self-disclosure" as "the revealing of personal 

information about oneself to another, fully, spontaneously, and honestly" (1971b, 

p. 5). Elsewhere, he said "self-disclosure is the act of making yourself manifest, 

showing yourself so others can perceive you" (1971b, p. 19). Consequently, by 

measuring the depth of self-disclosure the researcher is given an indication of 

the amount of intimacy present in a relationship. 

Jourard's (1971a) extensive research has lent credence to his method of 

assessing the amount of intimacy through measuring the depth of self-disclosure. 

Furthermore, it has been shown to be efficacious in assessing the amount of inti

macy present in male same-sex friendships (1971a). More specifically, Jourard 

found that the degree to which a person will permit themselves to be known 

through self-disclosure will vary according to several variables, three of which are 

important to this study: (1) the content of the disclosure, (2) the identity of the 

target person(s) receiving what is disclosed, and (3) the age of the discloser. 

According to Jourard (1971b) and McGill (1985), the benefits of self-

disclosure far outweigh the risks. In general, when men disclose their real selves 

to same-sex friends there are some expected outcomes: 

- They learn the extent to which they are similar, one to the other, 
and the extent to which they differ from one another in thought, 
feelings, hopes, reactions to the past, etc. 

- They learn of the other man's needs, enabling them to help him or 
to ensure that his needs will be met. 

- They learn the extent to which this man accords with or deviates 
from moral and ethical standards (Jourard, 1971b, p. 5). 
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In addition to identification, empathy, and response to the need of 

others, self-disclosure fosters self-awareness (Jourard, 1971b; Kilgore, 1984; 

McGill, 1985). Moreover, Maslow's (1968) "self-actualized" person is one who 

is able to reveal himself to others, and Rogers (1970) claimed that self-

disclosure, given the right response, alleviates loneliness. Hence, the level of 

self-disclosure achieved in a friendship is indicative of the amount of intimacy 

within this friendship. Additionally, the level of self-disclosure achieved has a 

bearing upon the individual's overall health, and it can be measured as a 

construct given the right circumstances (Jourard, 1971a, -b; Goldberg, 1976, 1979; 

McGill, 1985). 

Purpose of this Study 

It seems, when asked about close friends, men often express a longing 

for intimate male friends and they often reminisce about long lost buddies from 

youth and the high school era. As McGill (1985) and Griffin and Sparks (1990) 

contended, the passing rite of adolescence and high school tends to influence the 

establishment of friendships, but even so, these friendships, in most cases, 

revolve around common circumstances and are not likely to be characterized as 

having mutual self-disclosure and intimacy to sustain them for any great length 

of time. This seemed a plausible explanation for this age group, but is this true 

in the college setting as well? College life, with its added degree of freedom, 

responsibility, and opportunities for education, growth, and socialization, repre
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sents a unique time period for friendships to develop and, therefore, would pro

vide an interesting context in which to do a study on self-disclosure in male 

same-sex friendships. 

The purpose of this research was to study self-disclosure in male same-

sex friendships by comparing a fraternity population to a dormitory population. 

It would seem the presence of factors unique to the fraternity setting, such as 

activities designed to promote brotherhood, the presence of ritual, and the 

process of initiation into lifelong membership would invite deeper levels of self-

disclosure and foster intimate lasting friendship. 

Research Hypotheses 

The research hypotheses investigated for this study are as follows: 

1. There will be a significant (at the .05 level) difference between the 

fraternity population and the dormitory population in level of self-

disclosure with same-sex friends as measured by the Self-disclosure 

Questionnaire (Appendix A). 

2. There will be a significant (at the .05 level) difference between freshmen 

college students and senior college students in the level of self-disclosure 

with same-sex friends in both the fraternity and the dormitory population 

as measured by the Self-disclosure Questionnaire. 

3. There will be a significant (at the .05 level) difference between the level 

of self-disclosure directed toward a current male friend, a current female 
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friend, mother, or father in both the fraternity and the dormitory 

population as measured by the Self-disclosure Questionnaire. 

4. There will be a significant (at the .05 level) difference between those 

men who indicated having a close relationship with their father and 

those who did not, in the level of self-disclosure with same-sex friends 

in both populations as measured by the Self-disclosure Questionnaire. 

Definitions 

Words can often be ambiguous, therefore a definition of terms applic

able to this study is provided: 

Dormitory setting: a residence hall on a college campus which provides shelter 

for undergraduate men and may also provide social and/or extracur

ricular activities for its residents. 

Fraternity setting: a men's undergraduate student organization and residence 

formed chiefly for social purposes which incorporates ritual, initiation 

rites, and numerous social activities toward the end of fostering friend

ship, brotherhood, and lifelong membership. 

Intimate friendship: friendship which is marked by mutual disclosure of per

sonal and private information. 

Male same-sex friendship: a friendship existing between two male persons. 

Self-disclosure: a process which involves revealing personal and private infor

mation about one's self to another. 
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Level of self-disclosure: the degree to which a male subject is willing to share 

personal and private information about himself to another person. 

Assumptions 

Several assumptions were made in order for this research to have been 

conducted: 

1. It was assumed subjects read and understood all the vocabulary of the 

Demographic Questionnaire (Appendix B) and the Self-disclosure Ques

tionnaire (Appendix A). 

2. It was assumed all subjects were familiar with completing questionnaires 

and answering demographic information. 

3. It was assumed self-disclosure was a construct and could therefore be 

measured. 

4. It was assumed that self-report of disclosure practices was nonthreatening 

and, therefore, subjects would answer questions candidly and objectively. 

5. It was assumed that subjects had a current male friend, a current female 

friend, a mother, and a father. 

Limitations 

Several limitations were found to underlie this study: 

1. The sample in this study was neither a random sample nor was it a 

national sample. 

2. This study cannot be generalized beyond these populations. 
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3. Demographic information tended to vary to a greater degree in the 

dormitory population than it did in the fraternity population (i.e., the 

dormitory was composed of honor students representing more ethnic 

backgrounds as well as a higher degree of difference in socioeconomic 

class). 

Summary 

The purpose of this chapter was to provide a basis for the hypotheses 

under consideration. A general overview of the importance of interpersonal 

relationships was presented based on the work of one theorist as well as the 

response of men's literature on the importance of intimate male friendships. 

The construct of self-disclosure as a valid measure of intimacy in male same-sex 

friendships was also presented. Likewise, the statement of the problem, purpose 

of the study, hypotheses, assumptions, and limitations were discussed. Finally, 

definitions of terms were clarified. 

Chapter 2 presents the review of literature. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The purpose of this study was to determine if male college students liv

ing in a fraternity setting self-disclose at deeper levels with their same-sex friends 

than do male college students residing in a dormitory setting. With this in mind, 

the following sections of literature were reviewed: 

1. Interpersonal Relationships and Mental Health—examines the link 

between interpersonal relationships and mental health. 

2. Men's Friendships and Intimacy—investigates men's friendships and inti

macy. 

3. Self-disclosure—considers self-disclosure as a measurable construct that 

may indicate the amount of intimacy present in male same-sex friend

ships. 

This review of literature provides a basis for the hypotheses under considera

tion. 

Interpersonal Relationships and Mental Health 

Alfred Adler (1970) considered the construct of social interest to be the 

cornerstone of mental health. In general, social interest is understood as a gen

uine concern for others, a cooperative approach to life, and the striving for 
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ideal community (Rareshide & Kern, 1991). Adler (1970) also identified three 

major tasks within the construct of social interest that must be mastered 

throughout an individuals life: Work, love, and friendship. In his view, friend

ship and interpersonal relationships are a significant part of social interest that 

have a positive influence upon mental health and psychological adjustment. 

Rareshide & Kern (1991), in their article "Social Interest: The Haves 

and the Have Nots," provided a comprehensive review of the literature that 

affirms the link between social interest and mental health. The phrase "social 

support"—which contains aspects of friendship, intimacy and self-disclosure—was 

recurrent in their review, and its link to mental health was the focal point of 

numerous studies (Berkman & Syme, 1979; House, Robbins, & Metzner 1982; 

Reed, McGee, Yano, & Feinleib, 1983; Seeman & Syme, 1987; Brown, Bhrol-

chain, & Harris, 1975; Lowenthal & Haven, 1968; Cassell, 1976; Wills, 1985; 

Kessler & McLeod, 1985). 

In general, the studies reviewed by Rareshide and Kern (1991, p. 465) 

concluded . . that those who have supportive social contacts possess higher 

levels of physical and psychological well-being than those who lack social support 

from others." For instance, Berkman and Syme's (1979) 9-year study of approxi

mately 7,000 people found, in every instance, that people with social ties and 

relationships (contacts with close friends and relatives) had lower mortality rates. 

Moreover, the most isolated group of men in their study was found to have an 
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age-adjusted mortality rate of 2.3 times higher than men determined to have the 

most social connections. 

House et al. (1982) replicated and extended the findings of Berkman 

and Syme (1979). Their study involved 2,754 adult men and women in Michigan 

who were interviewed twice with approximately 12 years between each interview. 

After adjustments for age and a variety of risk factors for mortality, men report

ing a higher level of social relationships and activities were less likely to die 

during the follow-up period. Results were invariant across age, occupation, and 

health status groups. 

Disease onset has also been linked to the concept of social interest in 

some studies (Rareshide & Kern, 1991). Reed et al. (1983) studied a group of 

4,653 men of Japanese ancestry who were residing in Hawaii. In this study the 

association between social networks and both the prevalence and incidence of 

coronary heart disease was examined. Findings confirmed the hypothesis that 

when a person's need for social interaction is not met, and when it is below 

some critical threshold, they become vulnerable to disease. Furthermore, See-

man and Syme (1987) reported that social network ties and, in particular, the 

instrumental support and sense of being loved that these ties can provide, may 

serve to promote host resistance to arteriosclerosis disease thereby increasing 

survival rates. 

Other research on social support and psychological well-being has 

focused on the hypothesis that social support buffers the effects of stressful life 
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events (Rareshide & Kern, 1991). Brown et al. (1975) found that women with 

close confidants were less likely to develop depression as a result of stressful life 

events than those who lacked close confidants. Lowenthal and Haven (1968) 

maintained that the presence of a close confidant during times of mental stress, 

such as loss and transition, has been shown to have beneficial effects on mental 

health. In addition, Lowenthal and Haven (p. 20) . . were struck by the fact 

that the happiest and healthiest of their subjects often seemed to be people who 

were, or had been, involved in one or more close personal relationships." 

Studies examining the lack of social support have shown similar results 

(Rareshide & Kern, 1991). According to Wills (1985), a lack of social support 

can lead to low self-esteem, perceptions of low self-efficacy, and a perceived 

lack of personal control. Self-esteem models in general hold that social support 

contributes to a positive affect from affiliation and enhances self-efficacy from 

a perceived availability of support (Kessler & McLeod, 1985). Cassel (1976) 

and Wills (1985) also found that social support can increase one's self-worth 

and sense of personal control. Hence, social support appears to facilitate 

positive psychological states that in turn foster enhanced well being and provide 

a buffer from the negative consequences of stress. 

The aforementioned research seems to confirm the positive impact of 

social support and interpersonal relationships upon one's mental health and 

physical well being. Among these scholars there is a general consensus that 

those individuals who have supportive personal relationships and close confidants 
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possess higher levels of physical and psychological well being than those who 

lack such support and contact from others. Thus, Adler's life task of friendship 

and his theory of social interest remain well founded in the literature. 

Men's Friendships and Intimacy 

Within contemporary American society, men find it very difficult to 

acknowledge their need for friendship. By and large men grow up learning to 

be independent and self-sufficient; typically, male friendship grows out of shared 

interests, mutual activity, and is otherwise marginal to their identity (Seidler, 

1992). Furthermore, meaning in life is constructed by the goals set periodically 

by men in the public arena of sports and work. Consequently, men learn to do 

without friends, and their sense of self is constructed within the public realm of 

work and sports (Seidler, 1992). 

According to McGill (1985) and Griffin and Sparks (1990), the most 

common friendship pattern is for a man to have many friends or acquaintances 

each of whom knows only the superficial information about him. Moreover, 

these friendships are usually formed as a result of common circumstances such 

as occupational or recreational interests, and thus are pursued very cautiously. 

Because of their circumstantial and superficial nature, these friendships do not 

normally provide a man with the much needed support and solidarity when he 

finds himself in crisis or when he is faced with a situation calling for celebration 

(McGill, 1985). 
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In looking at friendships among undergraduate students, Caldwell and 

Peplau (1982) found men to prefer shared activities over talking with other men. 

Results also indicated that men often got together with a best friend to engage 

in a particular activity such as a sport. Moreover, their conversations were 

often centered on shared activities and interests. Women, on the other hand, 

preferred talking over activities and reported spending more time with a best 

friend talking about their feelings, problems, and personal relationships (Caldwell 

and Peplau, 1982, p. 731). 

In a review of the literature, Reisman (1990) found men to be thought 

of as more comfortable seeing each other in groups. Furthermore, it was 

revealed that males also preferred doing activities together rather than talking 

with same-sex friends, whereas women, on the contrary, preferred talking with 

a same sex friend (Reisman, 1990). Hence, from an early age, males show a 

tendency to establish an extensive network of relationships, while females prefer 

intensive interaction with a small group of close friends. 

Levinson (1978), McGill, (1985), and Griffin & Sparks (1990), in their 

review of contemporary male lifestyle, found same-sex friendships to be viewed 

as utilitarian and purposeful by many men. In their conception, if a male is in 

the process of succeeding in business or sport, yet he perceives a friendship 

with another man as a hindrance to this success, the friendship will often be 

renounced in favor of individuation and success. 
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In Williams' (1985) investigation of emotional intimacy in same-sex 

friendships, males were more likely than females to report spending time in 

active pursuits rather than in verbal communication. Males were also found to 

be less likely than females to confide in their close friends, to openly express 

feelings which suggest vulnerability, to show affection openly to other men, or 

to discuss personal and private issues in their conversations. 

L. B. Rubin's (1985) work resulted in similar findings. She found males 

to be lacking in intimacy because intimacy involves shared expression of thought 

and feeling. In her view, drinking together with other males represents a man's 

wish to relax some of the social constraints which binds him in his relationships. 

Clearly, close friends of the same-sex are rare for men and real mutual intimacy 

is even more rare. 

Oftentimes it can be a challenge for men to admit feelings of isolation 

and loneliness because in doing so, the possibility of feeling vulnerable-and thus 

inadequate-is likely (Seidler, 1992). Moreover, feelings of isolation and 

loneliness may point to a loss of control over one's life, which may also be 

perceived as negative, since control is an important issue for men in general. 

Given these constraints it is often easier for men to deny their need for close 

male friends and to act as if they are getting along fine without them (Seidler, 

1992). However, as the works of Jourard (1971a), Goldberg (1976), Levinson, 

(1978), McGill (1985), Kipnis (1991), and Moore & Gillette (1990) indicate, 
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the relative absence of male same-sex friendships is exacting a heavy price upon 

men both emotionally and physically. 

Absence of Same-sex Friendships 

Levinson's (1978) comprehensive research on the adult male's develop

ment is noteworthy in regard to male friendship. While he found that many 

men have a wide social network of acquaintances, he also found most men do 

not have an intimate male friend. Lewis (1978) claimed that cultural prohibi

tions in America frown strongly upon the demonstration of intimacy between 

men, such as adult males openly showing affection in public. As a consequence, 

many American men in adult life have never had a close friend. Neither have 

many men experienced love and care from a male friend without some form 

of guilt and fear attached (Lewis, 1978). 

Phillips (1986), in a study of white middle-class males between the ages 

of 28 and 65, found that men do not appear to have best friends and talk about 

best friends in the past tense. Moreover, Phillips claimed that 30% of the males 

polled admitted to having a current friend but only 10% admitted having a best 

friend. Less than 5% of these men reported talk with other men, which could 

be considered intimate. 

McGill's (1985) data, representing approximately 737 male respondents, 

suggest that most men have no intimate friends. Moreover, very few men reveal 

anything of their private and personal selves to other men. "One man in ten 



33 

has a friend with whom he discusses work, money, marriage; only one in more 

than twenty has a friendship where he discloses his feelings about himself or his 

sexual feelings" (p. 157). These researchers concluded that close friends of the 

same-sex are rare for men and that real intimacy with the same-sex is also rare. 

Barriers to Friendship and Intimacy 

Although research findings explaining the barriers to male same-sex 

friendship and intimacy vary from study to study, there are discernable sim

ilarities. Lewis (1978) claimed there are four barriers that seem to represent 

the literature in general: (1) competition, (2) aversion to vulnerability and 

openness, (3) homophobia, and (4) lack of role models. The first three barriers 

are a result of traditional male socialization which results in the fourth barrier, 

a lack of role models. 

Traditional male socialization, which influences gender identity, plays a 

large part in creating the four barriers to friendship and intimacy. Lamb (1979) 

viewed the interaction between mothers, fathers, and infants as a significant 

factor in the development of gender identity. Most parents play more roughly 

with sons than they do with daughters. Moreover, parental stereotypes and 

expectations, along with patterns of interaction, punishment, and the rewarding 

of children, provide boys with a socialization experience different from that of 

girls (Eccles & Hoffman, 1984). For instance, boys are rewarded and praised 
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from an early age for mastery at games, sports, and rigorous play. Girls, on 

the other hand, are rewarded for their success in interpersonal interaction. 

According to Komarovsky (1967), early socialization practices may play 

a role in limiting the capacity of men to identify, interpret, and express feelings 

and concerns. Likewise, Jourard (1971b, p. 35) posited . . the male role, and 

the male's self-structure will not allow man to acknowledge or to disclose the 

entire breadth and depth of his inner experience to himself or to others. Man 

seems obliged, rather, to hide much of his real self. Both Komarovsky (1967) 

and Jourard (1971b) conceded that American men are encouraged to disclose 

information having only to do with the masculine role. Therefore, although men 

may have the capacity to express their feelings, they may fear doing so. 

Competition 

Lewis (1978), Reid and Fine (1992), and Meth et al. (1990) attributed 

part of the inhibition toward intimacy and friendship among men to society's 

stress upon competition. Lewis (1978, p. Ill) suggested that 

. . . since many "power trips" are directed toward other men, in order 
to win more approval, wealth, and status, it is very difficult for male 
friends to mutually disclose themselves, since disclosure amounts to 
increased vulnerability in a competitive milieu. 

Lewis lent further credence by citing Vinacke's (1959) study. Results of this 

study pictured men as being primarily concerned with winning. On the contrary, 

females were found to be more oriented toward working out an equitable 

outcome, as satisfactory as possible to all participants. 
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Reid and Fine (1992) found evidence of this barrier in their study, which 

looked at both single men and men involved in intimate relationships. Men 

involved in intimate relationships were found to be more aware of competitive 

aspects of their male friendships. Several of these male subjects cited competi

tion as a reason for differences in the quality of their male and female friend

ships. 

Meth et al. (1990) concluded that a competitive ethos invades the daily 

workplace. On the job men learn to be cautious about whom they trust and 

what they might disclose to others lest they get taken advantage of and hinder 

their advancement in the process. In a group format, away from the work set

ting, men were observed to share their feelings more openly, whereas, the 

thought of sharing their feelings at work was considered dangerous (Meth et 

al., 1990). Thus, it is difficult for men to initiate and sustain a close friendship 

when other males are viewed as potential competitors. 

Aversion to Vulnerability and Openness 

Empirical evidence suggesting that aversion to vulnerability and openness 

is a specific inhibiting factor to intimacy is not readily available. However, its 

existence is inferred based on other factors evident such as competition and 

gender stereotypes. Lewis (1978), Reid and Fine (1992), and Seidler (1992) 

alluded to the likelihood of men avoiding intimacy with other male friends for 

fear that by admitting pain, difficulties, and the need for support they would 
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be considered weak and friends would reject them if they knew what they were 

really like. Likewise, Goldberg (1976) and Meth et al. (1990) reported men to 

be reluctant to put themselves in positions of vulnerability, through intimacy 

and self-disclosure, fearing both humiliation and the loss of a competitive 

advantage. 

Homophobia 

Fears regarding one's sexual orientation can inhibit intimacy in male 

same-sex friendships as well. "Homophobia, the fear of homosexuals or the fear 

of one's being or appearing to be homosexual, is still very strong within our 

culture; this is especially the case for males" (Lewis, 1978, p. 112). Dunbar et 

al. (1973) found that males who rate high in homophobia tend to hold a more 

constricted view of male appropriate behaviors in their relationships than those 

males who rate low in homophobia. Those who rate high in homophobia also 

were found to suspect males who exhibit so-called feminine behavior characteris

tics as having homosexual tendencies. 

Thompson et al. (1985), in a study of 400 college students, linked 

homophobic anxieties to reduced personal disclosure in two noteworthy ways. 

To begin with, traditional sex roles and societal pressures do not encourage men 

to be intimate or to express affection to their friends. The fear of being labeled 

a homosexual inhibits them. Secondly, even the thought of questioning their 

own heterosexuality, which often happens in intimate relationships, produces 
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anxiety and discomfort. Hence, most men have internalized pressures to avoid 

intimate physical contact with their male friends that may well extend to verbal 

intimacy as well (Thompson et al,, 1985). 

Blyth and Foster-Clark (1987) concurred with Thompson et al. (1985). 

The sexual prohibitions surrounding incest and homosexuality suggest that males 

should not become intimate with other men, especially those of similar age. It 

seems the fear of being homosexual or being perceived as a homosexual forces 

men to remain within the culturally sanctioned behavior appropriate for males. 

This results in the limited development of intimacy. 

Role Models 

According to Pasick (1990), the father is the essential role model for 

most men. Men tend to measure other men by the standards their fathers set. 

Furthermore, Pasick reported that the majority of his male clients have unre

solved relationships with their fathers. In these cases, the fathers are either 

viewed as authoritarian and threatening, or distant and uncaring. In his view, 

this can make men wary of other men. 

Lewis (1978) believed that few men have been presented with models 

or examples of affection-giving between males in general. During the course of 

a series of workshops given by Lewis, more than half of the male participants 

indicated that they did not remember their fathers hugging them. This was 

especially true after the subjects had reached an older age. 
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Osherson (1992, p. 77) concluded that . .boys following their fathers 

lead, often move away from the world of people and relationships and toward 

activities, things, and objects as expressions of love because the bond of love 

between them and others is not directly nurtured." The end result of a father, 

or other significant male, modeling a cold, independent, and aloof spirit, is a son 

or boy likely to embrace the same characteristics (Griffin & Sparks, 1990; 

Reisman, 1990; Pasick, 1990; Osherson, 1992). 

In general, this literature supports the contention that there is an 

absence of intimate same-sex friendships among men in American society. In 

large part, this is due to the socialization process and the traditional male role, 

which expects men to be competitive, encourages men to be homophobic, and 

influences men to avoid vulnerability and openness. It is also a result of the 

lack of positive role models for boys and young men as they undergo the 

maturation process. 

Section 3 of the literature review examines self-disclosure as a construct 

which can be measured quantitatively. It will also lend support to the assump

tion that the reported level of self-disclosure measured quantitatively can result 

in some indication of the level of intimacy present in male same-sex friendships. 

Self-disclosure 

Measures of self-disclosure have been used as the primary indicator in 

empirical studies of intimacy among friends (Cozby, 1973). Sidney Jourard was 
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one of the early pioneers in this effort. In particular, Jourard (1971a) measured 

self-disclosure across many populations establishing a foundation of research 

which became the impetus for other researchers. Jourard (1971b, p. 5) defined 

self-disclosure as "the revealing of personal information about oneself to another, 

fully, spontaneously, and honestly." Elsewhere, he said "self-disclosure is the act 

of making yourself manifest, showing yourself so others can perceive you" (p. 

19). Two variables influencing self-disclosure and consistently controlled for in 

Jourard's instruments and studies were: (1) content of the disclosure and (2) 

target of the disclosure. These two variables appear to play a key role in other 

studies of self-disclosure and intimacy as well (Levine & Franco, 1981; Dolgin, 

Meyer, & Schwartz, 1991; Raphael & Dohrenwend, 1987; Komarovsky, 1974; 

Steel, 1991; Molina & Franco, 1986). 

Content of Self-disclosure 

Content is an important consideration when examining self-disclosure in 

same-sex friendships. Davidson and Duberman (1982) distinguished between 

topical disclosures, relational disclosures and personal disclosures. Topical dis

closures are external information in relation to the individuals and the rela

tionship. Relational disclosures are on an interactional level in regard to the 

friendship, and personal disclosures involve discussion of feelings and thoughts 

about one's personal and private self. Results of their study showed that wom

en's conversations include considerably more references to personal and rela
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tional content than do men's conversations. Men, on the other hand, considered 

topical conversation to be most important in their friendship and they primarily 

confine their discussions to the topical level 

McGill (1985) also made a distinction in content of disclosure. Accord

ing to his analogy, the public self, the private self, and the personal self all 

make up the man. The middle layer is comprised of the private self and the 

inner core is represented by the personal self. Work and money comprise the 

private self and the personal self has to do with the way a man thinks and feels 

about himself. McGill contended that most men share little or nothing about 

their private and personal self fearing the possibility of being put in a position 

of vulnerability and competitive disadvantage. 

Jourard and Lasakow's (1958) and Jourard's (1971a) data demonstrate 

that subjects tended to vary the amount of self-disclosure with respect to the 

category of information to which an item about the self belonged. For example, 

there were two clusters in his study that emerged: (1) a high amount of disclo

sure involving attitudes and opinions, tastes and interests, and work/study and (2) 

a low amount of disclosure involving money, personality, and body. 

Levine and Franco (1981) found that both men and women disclose 

highly about their own personal tastes and work, but women were found to 

engage in significantly higher disclosure about their attitudes, personality, and 

their body. In addition, their findings supported the overall trend of lower self-

disclosure among Hispanics and males. However, when the gender and ethnicity 
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of the administrator was varied, the trend was not upheld. In this case, 

Hispanics self-disclosed at levels comparable or higher than anglo-Americans 

when the administrator was a Hispanic female (Levine & Franco, 1981). There

fore, cultural implications seem to have an important bearing upon self-reporting 

of self-disclosure patterns. 

In summary, content of self-disclosure, which is indicative of intimacy in 

its verbal sense, is one important factor involved in evaluating the character of 

male same-sex friendships. It appears, from the literature reviewed, that 

women disclose more on so-called feminine topics which emphasize personal 

concerns and vulnerabilities (Caldwell & Peplau, 1982; McGill, 1985; Davidson 

& Duberman, 1982). Men, on the other hand, still relate primarily on the 

topical, masculine, and external level (Caldwell & Peplau, 1982; McGill, 1985; 

Davidson & Duberman, 1982). Moreover, most men engage in low levels of 

self-disclosure with same-sex friends preferring to share only items that are part 

of the "public self' (McGill, 1985). An additional factor involved in the 

evaluation of self-disclosure among men is the target of the material being dis

closed. 

Target of Self-disclosure 

Research supports the notion that the target of the self-disclosure has 

a bearing upon what is disclosed (Jourard & Lasakow, 1958; Jourard, 1971a, 

-b; McGill 1985; Reid & Fine, 1992; Dolgin et al., 1991; Stokes, Fuehrer, & 
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Childs, 1980; Brown, 1989). The subjects' willingness to self-disclose to a given 

target person can be influenced by the target person's sex, the target person's 

relationship with the discloser, and by the discloser's age (Jourard, 1971a). 

Among some of the first studies looking at self-disclosure in relation to 

the target person was Jourard and Lasakow's (1958) work with Alabama college 

students. Their results showed that young unmarried subjects, both male and 

female and white and black, disclosed most to mother, with lesser amounts to 

father, male friend, and female friend. White subjects disclosed more than 

blacks, and females more than males. Married subjects disclosed less to mother, 

father, and same-sex friend than did comparable unmarried subjects. Moreover, 

married subjects disclosed more to spouses than any other target person. 

Finally, a significant correlation was found between subjects who reported liking 

their parents and higher amounts of self-disclosure to those same parents 

(Jourard & Lasakow, 1958). 

In later studies, findings were similar. Komarovsky (1974) polled 62 

male undergraduate seniors and found that disclosure to one's mother was 

greater than disclosure to one's father. Furthermore, information about per

sonality and body was given more sparingly than information about attitudes, 

work and study. Unlike Jourard and Lasakow (1958), the seniors in Komarov-

sky's (1974) study experienced psychological intimacy most fully in cross-sex 

relationships. 
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McGill (1985) found that men disclose more to women friends than to 

other persons. Dolgin et al. (1991) reported that among college students 

female-female best friend pairs disclose more to each other than do other 

friendship dyads. Females were also found to disclose more than males to close 

friends and to midling-level friends. 

Stokes et al. (1980) considered subjects' willingness to self-disclose to 

three same-gender target persons: a stranger, an acquaintance, and an intimate 

friend. Their data demonstrated that males are more willing than females to 

disclose to strangers and acquaintances, but females are more willing than males 

to disclose to intimates. The results also suggested a tendency for men to avoid 

emotional intimacy with one another. 

Age of the discloser is another factor influencing who is chosen as the 

target of disclosure. Jourard (1971a) discovered that as adolescence and young 

adulthood is reached, men disclose less to their parents and more to a close 

same-sex friend. Moreover, disclosure to an opposite-sex friend and a spouse 

was seen to increase up to the age of 40. When heterosexual relationships 

were initiated, ending in marriage, the spouse became the closest confidant 

while disclosure to parents and same-sex friends further decreased (Jourard 

1971b). 

Brown's (1989) findings mirror those of Jourard in that age plays a role 

in self-disclosure. He also believed it may be developmentally appropriate for 

early adults to disclose equally to a same-sex friend and a opposite-sex partner; 
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but in later adulthood it may perhaps be more appropriate for the spouse to be 

the recipient of the most disclosure. Reisman's (1990) data also support this 

developmental contention. He concluded that during adolescence both sexes 

expect to become more disclosing in other sex friendships in adulthood and that 

the spousal relationship should be the most intimate. Likewise, Dolgin et al. 

(1991) found that with maturation over the college years, junior and senior class 

men disclosed more to female friends than did freshman and sophomore class

men. Hence, in these studies, the target person chosen to receive the disclosure 

appears to be dependent upon his or her age, their sex, and their relationship 

to the discloser. 

In summary, Section 3 of the literature review supported the assumption 

that self-disclosure is a measurable construct. Furthermore, it established a link 

between the level of self-disclosure and the amount of intimacy present in male 

same-sex friendships. Finally, it addressed research having to do with content 

of the disclosure and target of the disclosure, each being important variables in 

assessing patterns of self-disclosure. The final portion of Section 3 presents 

research considerations relative to the comparison of self-disclosure in male 

same-sex friendships within a fraternity setting and a dormitory setting. 

Self-disclosure Considerations in 
Distinct Populations 

As indicated at the beginning of this chapter, the purpose of this study 

was to compare the level of self-disclosure in male same-sex friendships in two 
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distinct populations: (1) a fraternity setting and (2) dormitory setting. It would 

seem that factors unique to the fraternity setting, such as group identity, group 

cohesion, ritual and initiation rites, shared principles, goals in the social and 

philanthropic arena, and activities and programs designed to promote brother

hood, would invite deeper levels of self-disclosure and foster more intimate 

lasting friendships than would be found in a dormitory setting. However, these 

characteristics of fraternity life may in fact inhibit intimate friendships between 

men and lessen the amount of self-disclosure in male same-sex friendships. 

This contention is supported in part by the work of McGill (1985), 

Griffin and Sparks (1990), and Reisman (1990). Their findings, outlined in Sec

tion 2 of the literature review, indicate that male same-sex friendships and male 

disclosures are often dictated by common circumstance, by common occupation, 

by shared interests, and by mutual trauma (Griffin & Sparks, 1990). In addition, 

Reisman (1990) contended that boys from an early age are not generally taught 

how to communicate their feelings or to be nurturing. Rather, boys learn to 

follow rules and to get along with all kinds of people. Furthermore, according 

to Reisman (1990), boys tend to join clubs and societies wherein games and 

structured activities give meaning and purpose to friendship precluding the need 

or desire for intimate self-disclosure. Therefore, under the circumstances of 

shared membership in a fraternity, some disclosure may take place and closeness 

may be cautiously developed. However, due to the greater degree of structure 

found in a fraternity, which can be political, academic, social, and philanthropic 
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in its nature, and the utilitarian character of male same-sex friendships in 

general, there would appear to be less sharing of the personal self among fra

ternity residents as compared to the dormitory residents. 

On the contrary, a dormitory setting has less group identity, less overall 

group cohesion, less formal activities and games, and no formal ritual and initi

ation rites. These differences in lifestyle may provide more time for intimate 

same-sex friendship and influence deeper levels of self-disclosure in these 

friendships. 

Summary 

This chapter has provided a literature review that contained three sec

tions. Section 1 provided a basis for the link between interpersonal relationships 

and mental health. Section 2 discussed male friendships and intimacy, and con

firmed the relative absence of intimate male same-sex friendships in contem

porary American society. Section 3 validated the contention that self-disclosure 

is a measurable construct that can be indicative of the level of intimacy present 

in male same-sex friendships. Finally, the literature review considered unique 

factors present in the fraternity setting in contrast to the dormitory setting which 

might influence levels of self-disclosure in male same-sex friendships. 

The next chapter explores the research design and methodology of this 

study. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this study was to determine if male college students 

living in a fraternity setting self-disclose at deeper levels with their same-sex 

friends than do male college students residing in a dormitory setting. This 

chapter includes sections concerning the population and sample under considera

tion, the instruments utilized, the procedures followed, the analysis of data, and 

it concludes with a summary. 

Population and Sample 

The population for this study consisted of undergraduate college men 

living in a fraternity setting and undergraduate college men residing in a dormi

tory setting at a large Southwestern university. Approval for this study was 

granted by the University of Arizona Human Subjects Committee (Appendix C). 

The sample consisted of 36 males from the dormitory setting and 30 males from 

the fraternity setting for a total sample size of 66. 

Criteria 

The qualifying criteria for the fraternity population were as follows: 

1. undergraduate male students 18 years of age or older, 

2. current members and residents in the fraternity, and 
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3. able to read and understand English. 

Likewise the qualifying criteria for the dormitory population were the following: 

1. undergraduate male students 18 years of age or older, 

2. current residents in the dormitory, and 

3. able to read and understand English. 

Criteria for each population were similar, the only exception being the distinction 

of membership in the fraternity, and the current place of residence. 

Instrument 

Studies on self-disclosure typically use a variation of the Jourard Self-

disclosure Questionnaire (JSDQ; Jourard, 1971a). Different versions of the 

JSDQ have consisted of between 15 and 60 items. For the purpose of this 

study, the principal researcher selected the Twenty-five Item Self-disclosure 

Questionnaire (SD-25; Jourard, 1971a; Appendix A). Permission to use this 

instrument was expressly granted by Jourard (1971a, p. 189). 

The primary reason for selecting the SD-25 over the original JSDQ 

was to increase the probability of eliciting thorough and candid responses from 

the subjects. The SD-25 represents a shortened version of the JSDQ in that 

it contains 25 statements instead of 60. The statements are worded differently 

and they are not explicitly divided into topic areas, but they tend to cover the 

same six topic areas. According to Brown (1989), prior research has revealed 

that shortening the self-disclosure questionnaire did not affect its validity. In 
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view of this, the researcher felt using the SD-25 would secure more valid results 

with time-conscious college students. 

The SD-25 contains 25 statements pertaining to the following topics: 

attitudes and opinions, tastes and interests, work (or studies), money, person

ality, and body. The subjects are asked to indicate the extent to which they 

have discussed the content of the statements with each of four target persons-

current male friend, current female friend, mother, and father. The following 

scale, which approximates the scale of the original JSDQ, is used: 

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

1: Have talked in general terms about this. The other person has 

Only a general idea about this aspect of me. 

2: Have talked in full and complete detail about this item to the 

other person. He or she knows me fully in this respect and 

could describe me accurately. 

The "X" category of the original JSDQ scale, referring to the intentional misrep

resentation of oneself to another, was not included in the present study because 

it was not considered to be pertinent to the information sought. Furthermore, 

the above scale was chosen instead of the SD-25's scale because it is more 

specific in having three categories, and thus, results in more exact responses. 

Scoring the SD-25 is straightforward. It entails totaling the numbers in 

each column which correspond to the target persons. The four total scores 
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represent the level of self-disclosure the subject engages in with each of the four 

target persons. 

In addition to the minor modifications mentioned above, Item 20— 

"whether or not you are now involved in any projects that you would not want 

to interrupt at present-either socially, personally, or in your work; what these 

projects are" of the SD-25 was eliminated. It was replaced by another state

ment, "the characteristics of your father that you do not like, or did not like" 

which appeared to have more relevance to the population under consideration." 

With these minor modifications, the SD-25 (Appendix A) was thought 

to be equally effective in measuring the level of self-disclosure, as compared to 

the original JSDQ. It was also thought to be more likely to elicit thorough and 

candid responses from college students due to its relative brevity. 

The purpose of the Demographic Questionnaire (Appendix B) was to 

make the distinction between the two populations in regard to age, ethnicity, 

academic year, membership status, and length of residence in either the fra

ternity setting or the dormitory setting. In addition, questions concerning the 

subjects' parents, siblings, and male role models/mentors were asked to deter

mine further possible patterns of self-disclosure. As a way of checking for 

internal validity, one question was added which asked the subjects to indicate 

the particular target person whom they felt closest to. This response was 

compared with the total level of self-disclosure to this same target person as 
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represented by the answer sheet. Finally, the Demographic Questionnaire was 

subjected to the scrutiny of a graduate-level research class, and it was found to 

contain face validity. 

As an additional and final measure, the SD-25 and the Demographic 

Questionnaire were field tested in the context of a men's retreat. Of the 25 

men present, 19 completed the questionnaires. Feedback concerning the experi

ence of completing the questionnaires was positive and the results indicated the 

existence of face validity as well as construct validity. 

Reliability 

Fiske (1966), in studying "test adequacy" among various personality mea

suring devices, found the JSDQ (from which the SD-25 is derived) to have com

pared quite favorably to other personality measuring devices in precision and 

reliability. Moreover, he noted another factor contributing to "test adequacy." 

Generally, personality tests are subject to diverse interpretation unlike intel

ligence tests. "However, items in personality instruments can be highly struc

tured by increasing the degree of specification" (1966, p. 80). In this case, the 

JSDQ and the SD-25 are very specific about not only the content of the disclo

sure but also the person to whom it is disclosed. Thus, the specificity of the 

content disclosed as well as the specificity of the person targeted to receive the 

content of the disclosure renders the JSDQ and the SD-25 more "adequate" in 

the eyes of Fiske. 
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In a study to determine the reliability of the JSDQ, Jourard and Lasa-

kow (1958) administered the survey to 70 white unmarried college students of 

both sexes. They were tested for self-disclosure to mother, father, male friend, 

and female friend. Using the split-half odd-even method, "the resultant r, cor

rected, was .94, indicating that the Ss were responding consistently to the ques

tionnaire over all target persons, and all aspects of self' (p. 93). In addition, 

Jourard (1971a, p. 200), in reference to the SD-25, reported an odd-even relia

bility coefficient over all items and 4 target persons = .93 with 50 male and 50 

female college students. 

Validity 

As with any self-reporting device having to do with sensitive behaviors, 

it is difficult to obtain direct objective validation of the SD-25. Gauss (1988), 

referring to self-reporting devices in general, reported that despite the difficulty 

in obtaining validation data, and the inherent limitations of self-reporting devices, 

. . there exists enough inferential evidence to strongly suggest the responses 

are highly valid" (p. 36). Other studies (Akers, Massey, Clarke, & Lauer, 1983; 

Sobell, Toneatto, Sobell, Leo, & Johnson, 1992) indicate that when care is taken 

to construct the proper context to enhance respondents' confidence and 

willingness to report behavior accurately, the results are usually valid. Finally, 

Jourard (1971a) pointed out the likelihood of valid results with self-disclosure 

questionnaires because subjects are simply asked to indicate how much of the 
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personal data listed they have revealed to certain other people. This represents 

quantitative information as opposed to qualitative information and is, thus, not 

considered to be threatening. 

In the present study of self-disclosure in same-sex friendships, face 

validity and construct validity were deemed to be the most important categories 

of validity. In other words, the degree to which the design and structure of the 

instrument contributed to the accurate measurement of what it purports to mea

sure, the level of self-disclosure between male same-sex friends, was the essential 

factor. Predictive validity, on the other hand for example, viewed by Jourard 

(1971a) as the strongest test of any measuring device, was not deemed to be as 

important. Predicting future self-disclosure practices was not central to the 

hypotheses under consideration, whereas, the determination of the present level 

of self-disclosure was pertinent to the hypotheses under consideration. 

Having said this, Pedersen and Higbee (1968, p. 522) evaluated the 

construct validity of the SD-25. Applying procedures developed by Campbell 

and Fiske (1959) for analyzing matrices, their results support the existence of 

construct validity since the multitrait-multimethod matrices exhibited both 

convergent and discriminant validity. Furthermore, the results of the pilot study 

also indicated the presence of face validity and construct validity. 
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Procedure 

Each distinct population required a slightly different approach in respect 

to administering the questionnaire. With regard to the fraternity population, 

several steps were carried out. First, approval was obtained from the current 

executive officer of the fraternity. Second, a presentation was given to the 

fraternity members in order to explain the research project, to secure informed 

consent, and to thoroughly explain the instructions so as to prevent confusion 

and invite an accurate response on behalf of the fraternity members. Third, 

the questionnaire was distributed, completed, and returned to the chief executive 

officer. Finally, the principal researcher collected the completed questionnaires 

from the chief executive officer. 

For the dormitory population, it was first necessary to receive permission 

from the Director of Residence Life in order to administer the questionnaire 

(Appendix D). Upon his approval, the second step was to seek the permission 

and support of the individual hall director. Third, dates and times were set to 

give the presentation to the male residents of the dormitory. Again, this 

included an explanation of the research project, a brief segment detailing 

informed consent, and instructions for completing the questionnaires accurately 

and thoroughly. The fourth step involved distributing the questionnaires and 

leaving the hall director in charge of collecting them when completed. Finally, 

the researcher collected the completed questionnaires from the hall director. 
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Data Analysis 

Research Design 

In order to test the hypotheses under consideration and to provide gen

eral information about self-disclosure in male same-sex friendships, a quantitative 

approach was used in this research study. It was assumed that self-disclosure 

is a measurable construct. Furthermore, it was assumed that self-disclosure is 

indicative of intimacy, which every relationship possesses to varying degrees of 

depth. 

Statistical Procedure 

The statistical procedures utilized were as follows: frequency, percent

age, cumulative percentage, mean, mode, and standard deviation (Anastasi, 

1988). T tests were also used to compare mean levels of self-disclosure to 

same-sex friends and additional target persons in each population. 

Descriptive Procedure 

Descriptive procedures were utilized to report the information acquired 

from such questions as age, academic year, ethnicity, length of residence in cur

rent setting, and reported closeness to one's father. Responses to these 

questions and results of the t tests are given in commentary as well as in a 

tabular format in Chapter 4. 
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Summary 

The purpose of this chapter was to outline the methodology followed in 

this research study. A description of the population and sample was presented. 

The instruments used in the study were also presented with sections pertaining 

to structure and considerations, reliability, and validity. Likewise, the procedures 

followed in collecting the data were discussed. Finally, statistical and descriptive 

procedures were outlined to facilitate the analysis of data. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to determine if there was a difference 

between: 

1. a sample of fraternity residents and dormitory residents in the level of 

self-disclosure with same sex friends, 

2. freshmen male college students and senior male college students in the 

level of self-disclosure with same-sex friends in both the fraternity 

population and the dormitory population, 

3. the level of self-disclosure directed toward a current male friend, current 

female friend, mother, or father in both the fraternity population and 

the dormitory population, and 

4. those men who reported having a close relationship with their father 

and those who did not, in the level of self-disclosure with same-sex 

friends in both populations. 

This study was designed to measure the extent to which undergraduate 

male college students engage in self-disclosure with their same-sex friends and 

whether or not this relational process is influenced by their current living 

environment. This chapter presents findings that emerged from the methods 

detailed in Chapter 3. Following a description of the population under 
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consideration and a presentation of demographic data, each of the hypotheses 

is discussed separately. The following data were based on information elicited 

from 66 subjects, 30 fraternity residents, and 36 dormitory residents, all of whom 

completed a modified version of Sidney Jourard's Self-disclosure Questionnaire 

(Appendix A) and the Demographic Questionnaire (Appendix B). An additional 

64 fraternity members were accounted for but not used because their current 

place of residence was not in the fraternity house. 

Population Description 

The Demographic Questionnaire included questions whose answers pro

vided general demographic information about the population of fraternity resi

dents and dormitory residents. This included the following categories: (1) age, 

(2) academic year, (3) ethnic identity, (4) length of residence in current setting, 

and (5) reported closeness to one's father. 

The population (N = 66) for this study was composed of 30 undergrad

uate male college students living in a fraternity setting and 36 undergraduate 

male college students living in a dormitory setting at a large Southwestern uni

versity. The mean age for fraternity residents was 19.8 years, and the range 

was from 18 to 22 years. The average age for dormitory residents was 19.0 

(Table 1). The range in this group was from 17 to 24 years. In the fraternity 

sample there were 9 freshmen, 10 sophomores, 6 juniors, and 5 seniors (Table 

2). All 30 respondents described themselves as white, non-Hispanic ethnic origin 

(Table 3). On the other hand, the dormitory population was comprised of 
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Table 1. Age of subjects (N = 66) 

Age (yr) 

Fraternity Residents 
(n = 30) 

Dormitory Residents 
(n = 36) 

Age (yr) Frequency % Frequency % 

17 0 0.0 1 2.8 

18 4 13.3 14 38.9 

19 9 30.0 12 33.3 

20 8 26.7 4 11.1 

21 7 23.3 2 5.6 

22 2 6.7 0 0.0 

23 0 0.0 1 2.8 

24 0 0.0 1 2.8 

* _0 0.0 _! 2.8 

30 100.0 36 100.0 

M : 19.80 M : 19.03 
Mode: 19.00 Mode: 18.00 
SD : 1.16 SD : 1.44 

* Denotes missing information 
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60 

Fraternity Residents Dormitory Residents 
(n = 30) (n = 36) 

Academic 
Year Frequency % Frequency % 

Freshman 9 30.0 14 38.9 

Sophomore 10 33.3 10 27.8 

Junior 6 20.0 6 16.7 

Senior _5 16.7 6 16.7 

30 100.0 36 100.0 

Table 3. Ethnicity (N = 66) 

Ethnicity 

Fraternity Residents 
(n = 30) 

Dormitory Residents 
(n = 36) 

Ethnicity Frequency % Frequency % 

American-Indian 0 0.0 1 2.8 

Hispanic 0 0.0 1 2.8 

White 30 100.0 33 91.7 

Asian _0 0.0 _1 2.8 

30 100.0 36 100.0 
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14 freshmen, 10 sophomores, 6 juniors, and 6 seniors (Table 2). Their ethnicity 

breakdown included 1 American Indian, 1 Hispanic, 33 white non-Hispanics, and 

1 Asian/Pacific Islander (Table 3). 

In regard to length of residence in the current setting, the mean for the 

fraternity residents was 2.04 semesters. The corresponding range was from a 

minimum of 1.0 semester to a maximum of 5.0 semesters. The mean for the 

length of residence among the dormitory residents was 2.5 semesters ranging 

from a minimum of 1 semester to a maximum of 10 semesters (Table 4). 

The demographic question pertaining to the reported closeness of 

subjects to their fathers utilized a Likert-type scale (Table 5). Subjects were 

asked to circle a number between 1-5, inclusive (1 representing the "not close" 

end of the continuum, and 5 representing the "very close1' end of the contin

uum), to indicate how close they felt towards their father. In order to facilitate 

a comparison between those who reported being "not close" and those who 

reported being "very close," responses to this question were further broken down 

into three categories: not close, very close, and neutral. Those subjects who 

circled a 1 or 2 on the Likert-type scale were assigned the category of "not 

close." Those who circled a 4 or a 5 were designated as being "very close" and 

respondents who circled a 3 on the Likert-type scale were considered "neutral." 

Results for the fraternity residents (n = 30) were as follows: (1) 4 sub

jects chose the "not close" category representing 13.3% of the sample, (2) 21 

subjects chose the "very close" category representing 70.0% of the sample, and 
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Table 4- Length of residence in current setting (N = 66) 

Fraternity Residents Dormitory Residents 
(n = 30) (n = 36) 

No. of 
Semesters Freq. % 

Cum. 
% Freq. % 

Cum. 
% 

0 0 0.0 0.0 1 2.8 2.8 

1 9 30.0 30.0 18 50.0 52.8 

2 13 43.3 73.3 0 0.0 52.8 

3 1 3.3 76.6 9 25.0 77.8 

4 3 10.0 86.6 0 0.0 77.8 

5 1 3.3 89.9 1 2.8 80.6 

6 0 0.0 89.9 2 5.6 86.2 

7 0 0.0 89.9 2 5.6 91.8 

10 0 0.0 89.9 1 2.8 94.6 

* _3 10.0 99.9 _2 5.6 100.2 

30 100.0 36 100.0 

M : 2.04 M : 2.53 
Mode: 2.00 Mode: 1.00 
SD : 1.09 SD : 2.31 

* Denotes missing information 
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Table 5. Reported closeness to father (N = 66) 

Fraternity Residents 
(n = 30) 

Dormitory Residents 
(n = 36) 

Closeness 
Category Frequency % Frequency % 

Not close 4 13.3 8 22.2 

Very close 21 70.0 22 61.1 

Neutral _5 16.7 _6 16.7 

30 100.0 36 100.0 

(3) 5 subjects chose the "neutral" position representing 16.7% of the sample. 

Dormitory residents (n = 36) differed only slightly in their responses: (1) 8 

subjects chose the "not close" category accounting for 22.2% of the population, 

(2) 22 subjects chose the "very close" category accounting for 61.1% of the 

population, and (3) 6 subjects chose the "neutral" position accounting for 16.7% 

of the population. 

Based on the demographic information, it appears as if the average 

respondent in this study was a 19-year-old white non-Hispanic male undergrad

uate college student. Moreover, the average fraternity resident had lived in the 

fraternity house for 2.04 semesters and reported feeling very close to his father. 
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On the other hand, the average dormitory resident had lived in the dormitory 

for 2.53 semesters and also indicated feeling very close to his father. 

Research Hypotheses 

The research hypotheses investigated for this study are as follows: 

Hypothesis 1 

There will be a significant (at the .05 level) difference between the 

fraternity population and the dormitory population in the level of self-disclosure 

with same-sex friends as measured by the Self-disclosure Questionnaire 

(Appendix A). This was addressed by comparing the average total self-disclosure 

score directed toward the current male friend in each population. The self-

disclosure scores corresponding to same-sex friends among the fraternity residents 

(n = 30) ranged from 51.00 to 75.00. The mean self-disclosure score, correspon

ding to same-sex friends, for fraternity residents was 63.53 with a standard 

deviation of 6.90. The self-disclosure scores corresponding to same-sex friends 

for the dormitory residents (n = 36) ranged from 40.00 to 74.00. The mean 

self-disclosure score corresponding to same-sex friends was 56.28 with a standard 

deviation of 9.34. Thus, the t test comparing fraternity residents and dormitory 

residents on level of self-disclosure indicates that there is a significant difference 

in the level of self-disclosure between fraternity residents and dormitory residents 

in this study. The results of the t test were t = 3.53, df = 64, jj = .001 (Table 

6). Hypothesis 1 was supported by the data. 
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Table 6. Comparison of mean self-disclosure score to same-sex friend 
between fraternity residents and dormitory residents (N = 66) 

Group n M SD t df E 

Fraternity residents 30 63.53 6.90 

3.53 64 .001* 

Dormitory residents 36 56.28 9.34 

Note: * denotes £ < .01 

Hypothesis 2 

There will be a significant (at the .05 level) difference between freshmen 

college students and senior college students in the level of self-disclosure with 

same-sex friends in both the fraternity and the dormitory population as measured 

by the Self-disclosure Questionnaire. This was addressed by comparing the 

results of the mean self-disclosure scores related to the current male friend in 

the freshmen group and the senior group in each distinct population. Part a of 

the hypothesis considers the comparison within the fraternity population, and 

Part b of the hypothesis considers the comparison within the dormitory 

population. Among the fraternity residents the mean self-disclosure score for 

freshmen (n = 9) was 61.67 with a standard deviation of 6.63. The mean 

self-disclosure score for seniors (n = 5) was 68.20 with a standard deviation of 
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7.63. A t test comparing these mean scores between freshmen and seniors in 

the fraternity population was not significant (t = -1.68, df = 12, j) = .119) 

(Table 7). Part a of Hypothesis 2 is not supported by the data. 

The mean self-disclosure score for freshmen dormitory residents (n = 

14) was 54.57 with a standard deviation of 8.95. Results for the seniors (n = 

6) indicated a mean self-disclosure score of 55.17 with a standard deviation of 

11.27. The t test comparing the results of freshmen and seniors in the dormi

tory population concerning the level of self-disclosure with same-sex friends does 

not indicate a significant difference between freshmen and seniors in this study 

(t = -.13, df = 18, £ — .901) (Table 8). Part b of Hypothesis 2 was not 

supported by the data. 

Table 7. Comparison of mean self-disclosure score to same-sex friend 
between freshmen and seniors in the fraternity setting (n = 14) 

Group n M SD t df E 

Freshmen 9 61.67 6.63 

- 1.68 12 .119 

Seniors 5 68.20 7.63 
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Table 8. Comparison of mean self-disclosure score to same-sex friend 
between freshmen and seniors in the dormitory setting (n =20) 

Group n M SD t df j) 

Freshmen 14 54.57 8.95 

- .13 18 .901 

Seniors 6 55.17 11.27 

Hypothesis 3 

There will be a significant (at the .05 level) difference between the level 

of self-disclosure directed toward a current male friend, a current female friend, 

mother, or father in both the fraternity and the dormitory population as mea

sured by the Self-disclosure Questionnaire. This was addressed by comparing the 

mean self-disclosure score related to each of the target persons; i.e., current 

female friend, mother, and father to the mean self-disclosure score related to the 

current male friend. Part a of Hypothesis 3 will consider these three compari

sons within the fraternity population, and Part b will consider the comparisons 

within the dormitory population. 
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Among the fraternity residents, the mean self-disclosure score related to 

the current female friend was 58.70 with a standard deviation of 10.73. In con

trast, the mean self-disclosure score related to the current male friend was 63.53 

with a standard deviation of 6.90. The results of the t test were t = 2.62, df 

= 29, £ = .014 (Table 9). The mean self-disclosure score related to the mother 

was 60.00 with a standard deviation of 9.27 as compared to a score of 63.53 and 

a standard deviation of 6.90 for self-disclosure to the current male friend. The 

t-test results were t = 2.05, df = 29, u = .049 (Table 10). The mean 

Table 9. Comparison of the mean self-disclosure score to current male 
friend and the mean self-disclosure score to current female friend among 
fraternity residents (n = 30) 

Target Person n M SD t df E 

Current male friend 30 63.53 6.90 

2.62 29 .014* 

Current female friend 30 58.70 10.73 

Note: * denotes j) < .05 
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Table 10. Comparison of mean self-disclosure score to current male 
friend and the mean self-disclosure score to mother among fraternity residents 
(n = 30) 

Target Person n M SD t df £ 

Current male friend 30 63.53 6.90 

2.05 29 .049* 

Mother 30 60.00 9.27 

Note: * denotes jj < .05 

self-disclosure score related to the father was 56.60 with a standard deviation 

of 10.65 as compared to a score of 63.53 and a standard deviation of 6.90 

related to the current male friend. Results of this t test were t = 3.48, df = 

29, g = .002 (Table 11). Hence, the t-test results comparing the differences in 

the level of self-disclosure directed toward a current male friend, a current 

female friend, mother, and father indicate a significant difference in the 

fraternity population. Part a of hypothesis three is supported by the data. 

Among the dormitory residents, the mean self-disclosure score related to 

the current female friend was 54.03 with a standard deviation of 9.67. In con

trast, the mean self-disclosure score related to the current male friend was 56.28 
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Table 11. Comparison of mean self-disclosure score to current male 
friend and the mean self-disclosure score to father among fraternity residents (n 
= 30) 

Target Person n M SD t df £ 

Current male friend 30 63.53 6.90 

3.48 29 .002* 

Father 30 56.60 10.65 

Note: * denotes g < .01 

with a standard deviation of 9.34. The t-test results were t = 1.03, df = 33, 

E = .309 (Table 12). The mean self-disclosure score related to the mother was 

56.20 with a standard deviation of 10.32 as compared to the mean self-disclosure 

score of 56.28 and standard deviation of 9.34 related to the current male friend. 

In this case t-test results were t = -.21, df = 34, £ = .832 (Table 13). The 

mean self-disclosure score related to the father was 53.44 with a standard devi

ation of 8.78 as compared to a mean self-disclosure score of 56.28 and a stan

dard deviation of 9.34 related to the current male friend. The t-test results in 

this instance were t = 1.43, df = 35, £ ~ .161 (Table 14). Thus, the t-test re

sults comparing the differences in the level of self-disclosure directed toward a 
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Table 12. Comparison of mean self-disclosure score to current male 
friend and the mean self-disclosure score to current female friend among 
dormitoiy residents (n = 36) 

Target Person n M SD t df £ 

Current male friend 36 56.28 9.34 

1.03 33 .309 

Current female friend 36 54.03 9.67 

Table 13. Comparison of mean self-disclosure score to current male 
friend and the mean self-disclosure score to mother among dormitoiy residents 
(n = 36) 

Target Person n M SD t df j) 

Current male friend 36 56.28 9.34 

- .21 34 .832 
Mother 36 56.20 10.32 
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Table 14. Comparison of mean self-disclosure score to current male 
friend and the mean self-disclosure score to father among dormitory residents 
(n = 36) 

Target Person n M SD t df g 

Current male friend 36 56.28 9.34 

1.43 35 .161 

Father 36 53.44 8.78 

current male friend, a current female friend, a mother, and a father do not 

indicate a significant difference in the dormitory population. Hypothesis 3b was 

not supported by the data. 

Hypothesis 4 

There will be a significant (at the .05 level) difference between those men 

who indicated having a close relationship with their father and those who did 

not, in the level of self-disclosure with same-sex friends in both populations as 

measured by the Self-disclosure Questionnaire. This was addressed by compar

ing the mean self-disclosure score between those men who reported feeling close 

to their fathers and those who did not. Part a of Hypothesis 4 considers the 

comparison within the fraternity population and Part b considers the comparison 

within the dormitory population. 
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For those men in the fraternity population who reported feeling close 

to their fathers the mean self-disclosure score related to the current male friend 

was 62.67 with a standard deviation of 6.70. Those members who reported not 

feeling close to their fathers were found to have a mean self-disclosure score 

related to the current male friend of 67.75 with a standard deviation of 7.80. 

The t-test results were t = 1.36, df = 23, |5 = .187 (Table 15) indicating that 

the difference in the level of self-disclosure between these two groups is not 

significant. Therefore, Part a of Hypothesis 4 is not supported by the data. 

In the dormitory population, men who reported feeling close to their 

father were found to have a mean self-disclosure score related to the current 

male friend of 53.64 with a standard deviation of 8.76. On the contrary, 

Table 15. Comparison of mean self-disclosure score to same-sex friend 
between those fraternity residents who indicated feeling close to their fathers and 
those who did not (n = 25) 

Group n M SD t df 

Not close 4 67.75 7.80 

1.36 23 .187 

Close 21 62.67 6.70 
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those who reported not feeling close to their father were found to have a mean 

self-disclosure score related to the current male firiend of 63.37 with a standard 

deviation of 9.88. The t-test values in this instance were t = 2.60, df = 28, 

— .015 (Table 16). These results suggest a significant difference in the mean 

level of self-disclosure related to the current male friend between men reporting 

feeling close to their father and those who did not among dormitory residents 

in this study. Part b of Hypothesis 4 was supported by the data. 

Table 16. Comparison of mean self-disclosure score to same-sex friend 
between those dormitory residents who indicated feeling close to their fathers 
and those who did not (n = 30) 

Group n M SD t df 

Not close 8 63.37 9.88 

2.60 28 .015* 

Close 22 53.64 8.76 

Note: * denotes 2 < -05 
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Summary of Results 

The hypotheses that there would be a significant difference in the level 

of self-disclosure with same-sex friends between a sample of fraternity residents 

and a sample of dormitory residents, that there would be a significant difference 

between the level of self-disclosure directed toward a current male friend, a 

current female friend, a mother, or a father among the fraternity residents, and 

a significant difference in the level of self-disclosure with same-sex friends 

between those dormitory residents who reported feeling close to their fathers and 

those who did not were significantly substantiated. 

The hypotheses that there would be a significant difference between 

freshmen and seniors in the level of self-disclosure to same-sex friends, that 

there would be a significant difference between the level of self-disclosure 

directed toward a current male friend, a current female friend, a mother, or a 

father among the dormitory residents, and that there would be a significant 

difference in the level of self-disclosure to same sex friends between those 

fraternity residents who reported feeling close to their fathers and those who 

did not were not significantly substantiated. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The final chapter of this project addresses three major topics. The first 

section offers a summary of the study, highlighting the major design components. 

This includes the purpose of the study, information regarding the sample, data 

analysis, and the research hypotheses. Section 2 addresses the summary of 

findings, conclusions, limitations, and implications. The final section presents 

recommendations for further research based on this study. 

Purpose of the Study 

In recent years male friendship and male intimacy have been topics 

receiving increasing amounts of attention in the literature. Prominent writers 

and scholars such as Goldberg (1976, 1979), Keen (1991), Kipnis (1991), 

Levinson (1978), McGill (1985), and Osherson (1986, 1992) have published 

works calling attention to the poverty and relative absence of male same-sex 

friendships. Furthermore, they have sounded a warning concerning the poten

tial adverse affects upon men's mental and physical well-being due to the 

deprivation of male same-sex friendships. A quote from Sam Keen (1991, pp. 

174-175) does well to capture the spirit of what is being said: 
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. . . these days friendship is an endangered species. Friendship doesn't 
thrive in a social ecology that stresses speed, constant preoccupation, 
and competition between men. 

We need same-sex friends because there are types of validation and 
acceptance that we receive only from our gendermates. There is much 
about our experience as men that can only be shared with, and 
understood by, other men. There are stories we can tell only to those 
who have wrestled in the dark with the same demons and been wounded 
by the same angels. Only men understand the secret fears that go with 
the territory of masculinity. 

Friends alone share the consolation of knowing and being known. 
. . . Friendship may be the best antidote for the alienation that is 

the inevitable result of corporate and professional styles of life. 

This study represents an attempt, on my part, both to foster the class of 

friendship of which Sam Keen speaks, and to examine male same-sex friendships 

in the context of a university setting. 

Numerous explanations have been offered as to why men avoid inti

mate friendship with other men. Traditional male socialization, competition, 

aversion to openness and vulnerability, homophobia, and the lack of male role 

models are some of the more common reasons given. McGill's (1985) reason

ing, in regard to male intimacy, appears to strike at a deeper level. He felt 

men fear intimacy and consciously choose not to be intimate with same-sex 

friends because this relational process requires self-disclosure and it brings true 

self-awareness. By withholding information and relating on a superficial level 

with their same-sex friends, men are able to maintain a perception of power and 

control over others and they are shielded from attaining a true awareness of self 

(McGill, 1985). 
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In order to learn more about patterns of male self-disclosure this study 

measured the level of self-disclosure existing in male same-sex friendships among 

a sample of male fraternity residents and a sample of male dormitory residents. 

Because of factors related to the selection of residence and the characteristic 

environment of each setting, it was assumed there would be a difference in the 

mean self-disclosure scores related to same-sex friends in these two populations. 

It was also assumed that the mean level of self-disclosure would vaiy according 

(1) to the identity of the target person, (2) to the age of the discloser, and (3) 

to whether or not the discloser reported feeling close to his father. 

Sample Group 

The sample for this study consisted of 66 male college students from a 

large Southwestern university of whom 30 resided in a fraternity and 36 resided 

in a dormitory. An additional 64 questionnaires were completed by fraternity 

members, but deemed inappropriate for use because these members were not 

currently residing in the fraternity house. 

Measurement 

The Twenty-five Item Self-disclosure Questionnaire (Jourard, 1971a; 

Appendix A) provided the total self-disclosure scores to each of 4 target persons. 

A mean self-disclosure score was derived from each of the target persons within 



79 

one population and then compared with those mean self-disclosure scores 

derived from the second population. 

The Demographic Questionnaire (Appendix B), developed by the princi

pal researcher, was composed of 12 questions that were largely based on the 

literature regarding self-disclosure in male same-sex friendships. The questions 

on the Demographic Questionnaire provided information of a personal nature 

(demographics) and information related to the respondent's length of residence 

in his current setting, perceived closeness to his family of origin, and perceived 

closeness to a significant male, other than his dad or a peer, in his life growing 

up. 

Research Hypotheses 

The research hypotheses investigated for this study are as follows: 

Hypothesis 1 

There will be a significant (at the .05 level) difference between the 
fraternity population and the dormitory population in the level of self-
disclosure with same-sex friends as measured by the Self-disclosure 
Questionnaire. 

Hypothesis 1 was supported by the data. The mean self-disclosure score 

for fraternity residents was 63.53 (SD = 6.90) as compared to the mean self-

disclosure score of 56.28 (SD = 9.34) for dormitory residents (t = 3.53, df = 

64, £ = .001). 
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Hypothesis 2 

There will be a significant (at the .05 level) difference between freshmen 
college students and senior college students in the level of self-disclosure 
with same-sex friends in both the fraternity and the dormitory population 
as measured by the Self-disclosure Questionnaire. 

Hypothesis 2 was not supported by the data. When freshmen and seni

ors were accounted for in each distinct population, the sample size was relatively 

small (9 freshmen and 5 seniors in the fraternity, and 14 freshmen and 6 seniors 

in the dormitory population). The t tests in this case did not indicate a signif

icant difference in mean self-disclosure scores. 

Hypothesis 3 

There will be a significant (at the .05 level) difference between the level 
of self-disclosure directed toward a current male friend, a current female 
friend, mother or father in both the fraternity population and the dormi
tory population as measured by the Self-disclosure Questionnaire. 

Hypothesis 3 was supported by the data in Part a, but not in Part b. 

When the mean self-disclosure score related to the current male friend [63.53, 

(SD = 6.90)] in the fraternity population (Part a), was compared to the mean 

self-disclosure scores related to additional target persons [current female friend: 

58.70, (SD = 10.73); mother: 60.00, (SD = 9.27); and father: 56.60, (SD = 

10.65)] a significant difference was found in all three cases respectively (t = 

2.62, df = 29, e - -014; t = 2.05, df = 29, e = -049; t = 3.48, df = 29, £ = 

.002). However, when these same comparisons were made within the dormitory 

population, no significant differences were found. 
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Hypothesis 4 

There will be a significant (at the .05 level) difference between those 
men who indicated having a close relationship with their father and 
those who did not, in the level of self-disclosure with same-sex friends 
in both populations as measured by the Self-disclosure Questionnaire. 

Hypothesis 4 was supported by the data in Part b, but not in Part a. 

In the dormitory population (Part b), the mean self-disclosure score with same-

sex friends for those who reported feeling close to their fathers (53.64; SD = 

8.76) was significantly lower than those who reported not feeling close to their 

fathers (63.37; SD = 9.88). The t-test values were t — 2.60, df = 28, jd — .015. 

In the fraternity population (Part a), no significant difference was found between 

these two groups. 

Summary of Findings 

Analysis of the findings of this study within the context of the literature 

regarding self-disclosure in male same-sex friendships, suggest the following. 

1. The manner in which men were socialized in their formative years as 

well as the social context in which men associate and live, may affect 

the level of self-disclosure in their male same-sex friendships (Caldwell 

& Peplau, 1982; Diamond & Karlen, 1980; Eccles & Hoffman, 1984; 

Eder & Hallinan, 1978; Griffin & Sparks, 1990; Jourard, 1971b; Lamb, 

1979; Laosa & Brophy, 1972; Levinson, 1978; Lewis, 1978; McGill, 1985; 

Osherson, 1992; Pasick, 1990; Reisman, 1990; L. Rubin, 1985; Z. Rubin, 

1980; Seidler, 1992; Williams, 1985). The significant difference found in 
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mean levels of self-disclosure between fraternity residents and dormitory 

residents confirms the presence of unique factors in a fraternity setting 

which contribute in some way to deeper levels of self-disclosure among 

same-sex friends. In addition, men who pursue membership in a frater

nity as part of the college experience may do so with the need for, or 

the expectation of having more intimate disclosure in their same-sex 

friendships. 

2. The content of the information being disclosed may have an effect on 

the level of self-disclosure with male same-sex friends and other target 

persons (Davidson & Duberman, 1982; Dolgin, Meyer, & Schwartz, 1991; 

Jourard, 1971a, 1971b; Jourard & Lasakow, 1958; Komarovsky, 1974; 

Molina & Franco, 1986; Raphael & Dohrenwend, 1987; Steel, 1991). 

The significant difference in mean self-disclosure scores directed to the 

current male friend between fraternity residents and dormitory residents 

in this study indicates fraternity residents were willing to share more 

personal and private information than were dormitory residents. 

3. The identity of the target person—i.e., whether the intended recipient 

of the disclosed material is a current male firiend, a current female 

friend, a mother, or a father-may affect the level of self-disclosure which 

is directed to them by the discloser (Brown, 1989; Dolgin et al., 1991; 

Jourard, 1971a, 1971b; Jourard & Lasakow, 1958; McGill, 1985; Reid & 

Fine, 1992; Stokes, Fuehrer & Childs, 1980). Fraternity residents 
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disclosed most to their current male friend, with lesser amounts to 

mother, current female friend, and father, respectively. 

4. Whether or not a man feels close to his father can affect his willingness 

to self-disclose personal and private information with same-sex friends 

(Griffin & Sparks, 1990; Lewis, 1978; Osherson, 1986, 1992; Pasick, 

1990). Among dormitory residents a significant difference was found 

between those subjects who reported feeling close to their fathers and 

those who did not, in the mean level of self-disclosure directed toward 

same-sex friends. 

5. The age of the discloser along with his psychosocial development stage, 

may affect the level of self-disclosure that takes place with same-sex 

friends (Erikson, 1968; Jourard, 1971a; Jourard & Lasakow, 1958). It 

appears as if fraternity residents in this study ascribed more importance 

to male same-sex friendships than would be true in general of middle 

aged men. 

Conclusions 

Based on views of traditional male socialization and the potential 

influence of environmental factors on male same-sex friendships (Caldwell & 

Peplau, 1982; Diamond & Karlen, 1980; Eccles & Hoffman, 1984; Eder & Halli-

nan, 1978; Griffin & Sparks, 1990; Jourard, 1971b; Lamb, 1979; Laosa & 

Brophy, 1972; Levinson, 1978; Lewis, 1978; McGill, 1985; Osherson, 1992; Pasick, 
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1990; Reisman, 1990; L. Rubin, 1985; Z. Rubin, 1980; Seidler, 1992; Williams, 

1985) one might expect the following patterns to be present in contemporary 

male behavior. Male same-sex friendships will, to a large extent, be dictated 

by common circumstances, by common occupations, by shared interests, and by 

shared identity. In addition, men will tend to form or join clubs and societies 

wherein games and structured activities give meaning and purpose to friendship, 

while at the same time, precluding the need or desire for intimate self-disclosure. 

Moreover, although men may wish for greater opportunities for personal disclo

sure among themselves, they will often look to cross-sex relationships to satisfy 

this need. Finally, men who report feeling close to their fathers will tend to be 

more comfortable with intimate male same-sex friendships. 

Based on this view of contemporary male behavior, a rationale for the 

expectation to find deeper levels of self-disclosure in male same-sex friendships 

within the dormitory setting as compared to the fraternity setting can be reason

ably established. However, the findings of this study revealed the opposite. Not 

only was there a significant difference in the mean self-disclosure score in each 

distinct population, this difference indicated that fraternity residents were willing 

to disclose more personal and private information to their same-sex friends than 

were dormitory residents. 

Given the discrepancy between what the literature on self-disclosure 

seemed to imply and the results of this study, the following interpretations may 

be useful in arriving at an explanation: 
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1. The men who chose to join this fraternity may have done so in order 

to meet a need or expectation for self-disclosure in their same-sex 

friendships as a way of forming their personal identity. 

2. Some environmental factor, present in the fraternity setting to a greater 

extent than in the dormitory setting, such as group identity, group 

cohesion, or initiatory rites encompassing shared hardship, may have 

fostered the need for, or broken down the barriers to, intimate male 

self-disclosure. 

3. The developmental needs of the young adult (18-24) for self-disclosure 

in male same-sex friendship may be different from those needs of an 

older male (35+ years). 

4. Geographical separation and emotional individuation from parents may 

have been more common amongst fraternity residents, leading to a 

deeper level of self-disclosure with same-sex friends. 

The significant difference in mean self-disclosure scores with same-sex 

friends between populations may also have had something to do with "test rap

port" (Anastasi, 1988). Prior to this study, the principal researcher had resided 

in a fraternity and a dormitory for approximately 2 years. More importantly, the 

principal researcher had served as past president of this particular fraternity. 

This association may have fostered a greater degree of "test rapport" with the 

fraternity residents, thus, influencing questionnaire results. 
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Expectations concerning the amount men are willing to disclose to vari

ous target persons were not consistently upheld in this study. For instance, 

men have generally been found to experience intimacy and engage in self-

disclosure most fully in cross-sex relationships (Dolgin et al., 1991; Komarovsky, 

1974; McGill, 1985; and Stokes et al., 1980). Among fraternity residents in this 

study though, men appeared to engage in self-disclosure most deeply with their 

current male friend. 

Analysis of this finding, according to the work of Reid and Fine (1992) 

might allow for the following interpretation. In this present study, which utilized 

Jourard's Self-disclosure Questionnaire (Appendix A), there was no distinction 

made between a "current female friend" who may have been a girlfriend/lover, 

or one who may have been a friend in the platonic sense. Had this distinction 

been made, as it was in Reid and Fine's (1992) study, and assuming that percep

tions about self-disclosure to a girlfriend/lover may differ from those related to 

a platonic female friend, the results may have been different. 

Jourard (1971a) and Jourard and Lasakow (1958) discovered that as 

adolescence and young adulthood is reached, men disclose less to their parents 

and more to a close same-sex friend. Among fraternity residents in this study, 

the same was true indicating, perhaps, that college is a developmental turning 

point when young men begin to individuate from their parents. Part of this 

process of individuation may involve seeking to establish their identity through 

self-disclosure in relationships with other men. 
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Literature regarding the role of the father in the development of inti

mate relationships (Lewis, 1978; Osherson, 1986, 1992; Pasick, 1990) was not 

supported in this study. The implication of this literature suggests that men 

who feel close to their fathers will likewise be drawn toward intimate male 

friendships due to modeling they received from their fathers. Among dormitory 

residents though, the opposite effect occurred. Men who reported feeling close 

to their fathers had a significantly lower mean self-disclosure score directed 

toward same-sex friends than those who reported not feeling close to their 

fathers. Although this finding is contrary to what the literature seemed to imply, 

it may be understood that when men feel close to their fathers, their need or 

desire for self-disclosure may lessen. On the other hand, when they do not feel 

close to their fathers they may look to same-sex friends to satisfy this need. 

This inverse relationship might also be consistent with Erikson's (1968) and 

Jourard's (1958, 1971a) findings reported earlier; i.e., adolescence and young 

adulthood marks the time for identity development, and consequently, brings less 

disclosure to parents and more disclosure to close same-sex friends. 

Limitations 

This study used subjects who were an accessible and convenient sample 

of fraternity residents and dormitory residents attending a large southwestern 

university. The domitory residents were all honor students, whereas in the fra

ternity, this was not the case. In addition, the principal researcher held the 
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title of past president of this particular fraternity which may have had an impact 

upon the subjects' willingness to self-report information concerning self-disclosure. 

Moreover, results of some of the t-test comparisons may not have been signifi

cant due to the relatively small sample size (only one fraternity and one domi-

toiy were used in data collection). Had the questionnaires been administered 

in several fraternities and dormitories, the results for Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4 

might have indicated more significance. Furthermore, it came to the attention 

of the principal researcher that use of the phrases father/father figure and 

mother/mother figure may have alleviated some confusion for those subjects 

who did not have one or both parents in the traditional sense. Finally, the 

questionnaire utilized did not control for the possibility of a "current female 

friend" being a girlfriend/lover as opposed to a platonic opposite-sex friend. 

Implications 

Although caution must be exercised in generalizing beyond this sample, 

the results suggest several implications may be considered. To begin with, 

further research is needed to determine the presence and nature of character

istics present in various groups that serve to enhance levels of self-disclosure or 

remove barriers to self-disclosure within same-sex friendships. Secondly, if it can 

be determined that a factor such as the initiation concept, or the notion of 

collectively enduring shared hardship, serves to promote male bonding and 

mutual self-disclosure among men, then it may be appropriate for those working 
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in higher education, and in particular student services, to promote fraternities or 

other similar alternatives as a way of fostering men's personal growth. Likewise, 

it may be appropriate for those working with troubled and at risk youth to 

design programs which incorporate some form of shared hardship in order to 

encourage friendship, bonding, and self-disclosure. 

The third implication underscores the developmental difference between 

men who are making the transition from adolescence to young adulthood and 

those who might be considered middle aged men. The transition from adoles

cence to young adulthood, according to Erikson (1968), is marked in part by the 

need to establish one's identity. This is accomplished by individuating from 

one's parents and seeking intimate relationships. Hence, the 18- to 24-year-old 

fraternity resident may associate with this group (fraternity) and engage in 

self-disclosure with male same-sex friends as a way of further establishing his 

own identity. However, 10 years after his departure from the college milieu, this 

same individual's identity may more likely be defined by the public realm of 

work, status, achievement, and competition. Hence, one's age and station in 

life might have a great deal to do with the nature of how they perceive and 

behave in male same-sex friendships. 

Finally, an implication for those working with young men concerns the 

nature of relating which took place within their family of origin. If self-

disclosure was modeled and encouraged at home, this would seem to effect 

one's relationships outside the home. Moreover, it may be that those men who 
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have left home and have traveled some distance to go to school, no longer feel 

or need the same level of support from their family of origin, and thus, turn to 

same-sex friends for this support. On the other hand, men who do not relocate 

for the purpose of attending college may maintain stronger ties with their 

parents and therefore not turn to same-sex friends to meet these needs for 

supportive friendship. Further research might point out a larger percentage of 

fraternity residents who are geographically separated from and emotionally less 

dependent upon their family of origin as compared to dormitory residents. 

Recommendations 

Based on the findings of this study, there are extensive possibilities for 

continued research concerning the impact of socialization and environment upon 

self-disclosure in male same-sex friendships. 

1. It is recommended that replication of this study be conducted on the 

same university campus, or one of similar stature, utilizing several or 

all of the fraternities and dormitories. This may allow for a greater 

understanding of self-disclosure in male same-sex friendships along with 

the ability to make generalizations to larger segments of the population. 

2. It is recommended that replication of this study be made in a longi

tudinal fashion. For instance, freshmen in each setting could complete 

the Self-disclosure Questionnaire and then complete the same question

naire 4 years later. This may allow for additional insight regarding how 
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much, if any, each distinct setting influences levels of self-disclosure in 

male same-sex friendships over time. 

3. It is recommended that replication of this study be conducted with those 

fraternity members who are not currently living in the house, but are 

living either in the dormitory or off campus. Results of these additional 

questionnaires may increase the awareness of whether or not the current 

living environment affects self-disclosure in male same-sex friendships. 

Results may also allow for a greater understanding of whether male 

college students who choose to join fraternities do so based on an 

expectation for or a need for intimate male friendship. 

4. It is recommended that a similar study be conducted utilizing men who 

had resided in a fraternity or a dormitory setting in the past, but since 

have graduated and lived in a different setting for at least 10 years. 

This additional group could serve as another comparison group, allowing 

for a greater awareness of how the college experience, in particular the 

fraternity and the dormitory experience, may affect future patterns of 

male same-sex friendship. 

5. Finally, it is recommended that a similar study be conducted to deter

mine if those men who report deeper levels of self-disclosure with 

same-sex friends also report higher levels of life satisfaction, mental and 

physical well being, and an increased awareness of their true self. 
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Final Conclusion 

This study explored the construct of self-disclosure as it relates to male 

same-sex friendships in a university setting. A sample of fraternity residents and 

a sample of dormitory residents were compared in regard to the mean level of 

self-disclosure present in their current same-sex friendship(s). Assumptions based 

on the review of relevant literature were not supported by the data. For 

instance, results indicated a significantly higher mean self-disclosure score for the 

fraternity residents as compared to the domitoiy residents. As a result of this 

and other important findings, questions, and recommendations for further 

research were offered. It is hoped other researchers will continue to advance 

the body of knowledge relating to male same-sex friendships. 
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SELF-DISCLOSURE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Thank you for taking part In this research project! We are seeking to Investigate the 
extent to which men let other people, especially male friends, know them. Your participation 
will enhance our understanding of Important men's Issues and will contribute to the field of 
Counseling, in order to insure your anonymity, please do not put your name or any Identifying 
marks on the attached forms. 

The Demographic Questionnaire and the Self-Disclosure Questionnaire are designed to be 
quick and easy, therefore, It should require no more than 15 minutes to complete them. You 
have the right not to answer the questions and to withdraw your participation at any time. 
However, your complete openness and honesty will be greatly appreciated. Please remember 
there are no right or wrong answers in responding to the Self-Disclosure Questionnaire, 

If completing these questionnaires brings up Issues of a personal nature which you desire 
to talk about, I will be available to either discuss these issues with you, or to refer you to the 
appropriate student service offered by the University of Arizona. 

NOTE: It Is assumed that you are consenting to participating in this study by completing these 
questionnaires. 

INSTRUCTIONS 

On page 3 you will find the Demographic Questionnaire which is self-explanatory. On the 
back of the Demographic Questionnaire (p.4) Is a special answer sheet on which to record your 
responses to the 25 informational Items found on page 2. For each of the 25 informational 
items, please Indicate on the answer sheet the extent to which you have shared this information 
with each of the target persons (I.e., "Current Male Friend," "Current Female Friend," 
"Mother,* and "Father"). In other words, your responses will reflect how completely and 
accurately vou have shared this Information with each of the target persons. Use the following 
scale to Indicate your responses: 

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

I: Have talked In amoral terms about this. The other person has only a general Idea about 
this aspect of me. 

2: Have talked In full and complete detail about this Item to the other person. Heorshe 
knows me fullv In this respect and could describe me accurately. 

Sample Item: 1. What your political sentiments ere at present? 

Current Current 
Male Female Mother Father 

Friend Friend 

/ 0 / 



INFORMATIONAL ITEMS ABOUT ONESELF 

1. Whatyou like to do most fn your spare time at home, e.g.. read, sports, goout, etc. 
2. The kind of party or social gathering that you enjoy most. 
3. Your usual and favorite spare-time reading material, e.g.. novels, non-fiction, science 

fiction, poetry, etc. 
A. The kinds of music that you enjoy listening to most .e.g., popular, classical, rock, jazz, etc 
5. The sports you engage In most, If any, e.g., golf, swimming, tennis, basketball, baseball, 

etc. 
6. Whether or not you know and play any card games, e.g., bridge, poker, gin rummy, etc. 
7. Whether or not you will drink alcoholic beverages; if soyour favorite drinks- beer, wine, 

gin, brand/, whisky, etc. 
8. The foods you like best, and the ways you like food prepared; e.g., rare steak, etc. 
9. Whether or not you belong to any church; If so, which one, and the usual frequency of 

attending. 
10. Whether or not you belong to any clubs, fraternity, civic organizations; if so, the names of 

these organizations. 
11. Any ski lis you have mastered, e.g., arts and crafts, painting, sculpture, wood-working, 

auto repair, etc. 
12. Whether or not you have any favorite spectator sports; if so, what these are, e.g., boxing, 

football. wrestling, basketball. etc. 
13. The places that you have travelled to, or lived In during your life-other countries, cities, 

states 
M. What your political sentiments are at presant-your views on state and federal government 

policies of Interest to you. 
15. Whether or not you have been seriously in love during your life before this year; if so, 

with whom, what the details were, and the outcome. 
16. The names of the people In your life whose care and happiness you feel In some way directly 

responsible for. 
17. The personal deficiencies that you would most like to improve, or that you are struggling to 

do something about at present, e.g., appearance, lack of knowledge, loneliness, temper, etc. 
18. Whether or not you presently owe money; if so, how much, and to whom? 
19. The kind of future you are aiming toward, working for, planning for-both personally arid 

vocationally, e,g., marraige and family, professional status, etc. 
20. The characteristics of your father that you do not like, or did not like. 
21. The details of your sax life up to the present time, Including whether or not you have had, 

x are now having sexual relations, whether or not you masturbate, etc. 
22. Your problems and worries about your personality, that is, what you dislike most about 

yourself, any guilts, Inferiority feelings, etc. 
23. How you feel about the appearance of your body-your looks, build, weight- what you dislike 

and what you accept in your appearance, and how you wish you mftfit change your looks to 
improve them. 

24. Your thoughts about your health. Including any problems, worries or concerns that you 
might have at present. 

25. An exact idea of your combined allowance and earnings, if any. 
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ANSWER SHEET 

Reminder: Use the following scale to record your responses to the 25 Informational Hem? 
found on page 2 and place the appropriate numeral in each of the corresponding 
boxes. The numeral which you select for each box should reflect the degree to 
which this target person knows the corresponding information about you. 

0: Have told the other person nothing about this aspect of ma 

1: Hava talked In general terms about this. The other person has only a general idea about 
this aspect of me. 

2: Have talked In ful I and com p 18te deta! I about this Item to the other person. He or she 
knows me fullv in this respect and could describe me accurately 

Current 
Male 
Friend 

Current 
Female 
Friend 

Mother Father 
Current 

Male 
Friend 

Current 
Female 
Friend 

Mother Father 

1. 14. 

2. 15. 

3. 16. -

4 17 

5. 18. 

6. J 9. 

7. 20. 

8. 21. 

9. 22. 

to 23 

11 24 

12 25 

13 
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APPENDIX B 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 



DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. Age 

2. Academic year: Fr So Jr Sr 

3. Ethnic Identity: American Indian African American 
Hispanic White Non-Hlspanlc Asian or Pacific Islander 
Other (write In) 

4. a) Are you a member of a fraternity? yes no 
* If no, skip to number 5 * 
b) If yes, how long have you been a member (•* of semesters)? 
c) Where are you currently living? (check one) 

fraternity house dormitory off-campus 
d) How long have you lived in the following settings (Jr of semesters) ? 

fraternity house dormitory off-campus 
« go to number 6 * 

5. How long have you resided In the dormitory (* of semesters)? 

6. Are your biological parents: together separated divorced 
* 

7. How doss do you feel towards your father at present? 
12 3 1 5 

Not Close Very Close 

8. How close do you feel towards your mother at present? 
12 3 4 5 

Not Close Very Close 

9. How close do you feel towards your s1bl1ng(s) at present? 
I  2 . 3  4  5  

Not Close Very Close 

10. Is there, or has there been, a significant male other than your father or a peer In your life 
coach teacher minister/priest 
scoutmaster other none 

11. How close do you feel towards this significant male at present? 
12 3 4 5 

Not Close Verv Close 

12. Which one of the following do you feel the closest to? 
current male friend current female friend mother father 



APPENDIX C 

APPROVAL LETTER FROM THE 

HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE 



100 

Human Subjects Committee 

THL UNIVERSITY OF 

ARIZONA 
HEALTH SCIENCES CENTER 

1690 V Warren (Bide. 52bB> 
Tucson. Anions ^>"24 

oro2*>-T5T* 
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Jon Edward Eggert, Master's Candidate 
c/o Betty J. Newlon, ED.D., Head 
FCR: Counseling & Guidance 
Esquire Apartments 
1230 N. Park Avenue, Suite 210 
Campus Mail 

RE: SELF-DISCLOSURE IN HALE SAME-SEX FRIENDSHIPS 

Dear Mr. Eggert: 

We received your above-cited research proposal. Regulations 
published by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services [45 
CFR Part 46.101(b)(2)] exempt this type of research from review by 
our Committee. 

Thank you for informing us of your work. If you have any questions 
concerning the above, please contact this office. 

Sincerely yours, 

William F. Denny, M.D. 
Chairman 
Human Subjects Committee 
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checking with me. Your topic looks very interesting. You 
certainly have my support in conducting your research. 
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