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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the present research was to assess the effects 

of two different treatment programs on the self-disclosure styles of 

premarital couples. Thirty-four couples were given the Guerney Rela

tionship Enhancement (RE) program over an eight-week period, while 

twenty subjects participated in a Lecture/Discussion (LD) group over 

the same period of time. The Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire was 

administered to the RE and LD groups at pretest, post-test and six.months 

later at a follow-up test. Four questions were investigated: 1) Does

self-disclosure increase to partners during training? 2) Does gain in 

self-disclosure remain durable after the program terminates? 3) Does 

disclosure reciprocity occur between partners in training? 4) Does self

disclosure to partners have a generalized effect to friends and acquain

tances. Results showed no significant gains in either the RE or LD group 

when the pretest and follow-up test disclosure scores were compared. How

ever, there were some significant findings at post-test in the gain scores 

of the RE group and the manner in which disclosure reciprocity occurred 

for both groups. There was no generalized effect of disclosure to friends 

and acquaintances. Discussion focused on possible explanations for the 

short-term changes which occurred at post-test and the lack of sex 

differences.



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem 

A great amount of research devoted to examining the role that 

self-disclosure plays in interpersonal interactions has been conducted 

using strangers as subjects. These findings have been extrapolated to 

the processes involved in the development of intimate relationships.

A study by Derlega, Wilson9 and Chaikin (1976) found that disclosure 

patterns of friends and strangers were indeed different. The sugges

tion was made by the authors that future studies should focus more 

attention on disclosure patterns in established relationships.

The bulk of research devoted to examining self-disclosure in 

existing relationships has been conducted with marital couples (Chelune and 

Associates, 1979) . These studies indicated that a positive relationship 

exists between the amount couples disclose to one another and marital satisfac

tion (e.g., Levinger and Senn, 1967; Burke, Weir, and Harrison, 1976). 

However, it could logically be reasoned that causality almost certainly 

operates in both directions.

The question has been given some consideration by two studies 

that attempted to manipulate self-disclosure in established relation

ships by means of a treatment program. Campbell (1974) utilized a 

post-test-only control group design to study the effects that the



Minnesota Couples Communication Program had on communication effective

ness and self-disclosure of married couples in the child-rearing years.

An analysis of the post-test scores for the two groups revealed: 1)

a difference in self-disclosure significant at the .01 level; and 2) 

a difference in communication effectiveness significant at the .05 

level. Unfortunately5 a negative correlation between couple’s percep

tion of their communication effectiveness and evaluator-rated effec

tiveness detracts from the strength of these findings. Appelle (1974) 

utilized a one-group pretest/post-test design to see if group marital 

therapy would have an effect on self-disclosure scores of the couples in 

treatment. The results indicated that marital partners’ disclosure to 

their spouse did increase over the period of time in treatment. Unfor-
e

tunately, without a control group it is difficult to establish whether 

the experimental treatment was the underlying factor determining the 

differences that occurred between the testing periods.

Using behavioral assessments, Schlein (1971) and Avery, Ridley, 

Leslie, and Milholland (in press) have shown that premarital couples who 

participated in Guerney's (1977) Relationship Enhancement program learn 

self-disclosure and empathy skills. In a secondary analysis of Schlein's 

(1971) study, D ’Augelli, Deyss, Guerney, Hershenberg, and Sboroksky 

(1974) discovered that subjects showed a significantly increased level 

of self-disclosure after training."*' Absent from the design of Schlein * s 

study was a follow-up assessment to measure the longevity of the program's

1. The studies by Schlein (1971), Avery et al. (in press), and 
D ’Augelli et al. (1974) were primarily concerned with the process of 
self-disclosure rather than the content of self-disclosure.
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immediate results. This feature was built into the Avery et al„ (in 

press) study. Another unique feature of the Avery et al. (in press) 

study was the inclusion of numerous assessment instruments designed to 

measure changes in the subjects’ behavior and thinking throughout the 

study. The Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (1958) was utilized 

to measure amount and content of self-disclosure that the experimental 

and control groups reported during the research.

The purpose of the present study will be to investigate the 

effects that communication training has on the communication styles of 

premarital couples. Specifically, the study will focus on the amount 

and type of information that premarital couples disclose as a result of 

an affective skill training program. In more general terms, the study 

will discover if increased breadth of content exploration accompanies 

deeper levels of affective communication when pre-marital couples dis

cuss relationship issues.

The following questions will be addressed in this study: 1)

Can the amount of self-disclosure in established relationships, as meas

ured by the Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (JSDQ), be increased 

through exposure to a Relationship Enhancement training program? 2)

Does gain in self-disclosure remain durable after the program termin

ates? 3) Does disclosure reciprocity occur between partners in train

ing? 4) Does increased self-disclosure to an intimate partner have a 

generalized effect to other target persons?



Hypotheses

In order to empirically examine the above questions, five hypo- 

were developed.

There will be significant gain scores from pretest to post- 

test and from pretest to follow-up test in the total amount of 

self-disclosure that couples direct toward their partners in 

the Relationship Enhancement (RE) group as compared to the 

Lecture/Discussion (LD) group.

There will be significant gain scores from pretest to post

test and from pretest to follow-up test in the type of self

disclosure according to aspects of self (i.e., attitudes and 

opinions, tastes and interests, work or studies, money, person

ality, body) that couples direct toward their partners in the 

RE group as compared to the LD group.

There will be significant gain scores from pretest to post-test 

and from pretest to follow-up test in the type of self-disclosure 

according to aspects of self that couples direct toward the three 

target areas (i.e., partner, close friend, acquaintance) in the RE 

group as compared to the LD group.

There will be a significant positive correlation between partners 

in the amount of self-disclosure that they direct toward each 

other in both the RE and LD groups at the three testing sessions. 

There will be a significant positive correlation between partners 

in the type of self-disclosure according to aspects of self that 

they direct toward each other in both the RE and LD groups at 

the three testing, sessions.



All hypotheses will be expected to reach the ,05 level of sig

nificance.

Overview of Procedure and Definition of Terms 

The study, from which data were collected, utilized a pretest/ 

post-test control group experimental design with a six-month follow-up.

The treatment program consisted of 17 couples who were trained in the 

use of Relationship Enhancement (RE) skills. Based on Guerneyvs model, 

the program operated within a structured educational, framework designed 

to progressively improve participants' abilities to self-disclose (expres

sive mode) and respond with empathic understanding (empathic mode). The 

contact control group (LD group) consisted of 10 couples who received 

lectures and non-directive discussions on relationship issues. The 

dependent variable is self-disclosure which will be measured by Jourard's 

(1958) Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (JSDQ),

According to Jourard, the act of making oneself known to another 

constituted self-disclosure. He operationally defined this concept as 

the amount and content of self-disclosure given to selected target 

persons on a predetermined set of topics, Guerney viewed self-disclosure 

as a process in communication which became manifest when a person gained 

the ability to express his thoughts, desires and emotions clearly and 

honestly without generating unnecessary hostility and defensiveness in 

the recipient, Jourard conceptualized self-disclosure as a cognitive 

process which was realized through revelations of various content areas 

of the self, Guerney saw self-disclosure as the process in communication



which maximized an expresserfs message being accepted and understood. 

Simply stated, Jourard concentrated on "what" was said while GuemeyTs 

concern was on "how" it was said.

Assumptions Underlying the Study

1. The target areas originally designated by Jourard, i.e., mother, 

father, male friend, and female friend were revised to consider 

partner in program, close friend other than partner, and acquain

tances. It is assumed that this adjustment of the JSDQ will not 

detract from the validity of the original questionnaire.

2. The dependent variable is an interval level of measurement 

(Jourard self-disclosure rating scale revised) and the indepen

dent variables are nominal level (treatment, time, and sex).

3. For the purposes of this study, the contact control group will 

be considered as an alternative treatment group.

Limitations of the Study

1. As do all self-report instruments, the JSDQ indicates only what 

the respondent thinks he has disclosed. Under this condition, 

generalizations to actual behavioral disclosures are limited.

2. The use of a 0- to 2-point scale for measuring the amount of 

disclosure reduces the sensitivity of the instrument. Panyard 

(1971) increased an odd-even split-half coefficient from .70 on 

a 3-point scale to »91 on a 6-point scale.

3. Self-selection of subjects will limit the generalizability of 

the findings.



Importance of the Study

A complex society, in which change is the only certainty, germin

ates stresses of increasing magnitude upon its members. The extent to 

which individuals adjust and flourish in this fluid milieu depends on the 

availability of resources and the motivation to utilize them. An undis

puted resource for today's successful marriage in North American society 

is effective communication. Through effective communication, couples 

handle conflict and reduce stress. Without this resource, conflicts 

remain unresolved, tensions amass, the relationship weakens, and society 

suffers.

One well-established method of providing communication skills to 

motivated relationships has been through marriage counseling. However, 

as Ard (1976) so aptly remarked, communication problems frequently turn 

out to be disagreements about the nature of the relationship, rather than 

conflicts over the specific content or apparent messages being communi

cated. Ard contends that communication difficulties have their genesis 

long before the relationship in question becomes a functioning unit,

i.e., during the dating period. Furthermore, self-disclosure skills are 

essential to healthy communication and, hence, marital satisfaction 

(Blood and Wolfe, 1960; Levinger and Senn, 1967).

Avery et al. (in press) found that premarital couples possess 

low self-disclosure skills» Without intervention, the assumption is 

that these low skills carry over to the marital situation. Teaching 

RE skills to premarital couples would help bridge the gap between 

learning to communicate with one's partner and marital satisfaction.



The process through which bridging occurs can be depicted as a progres

sive series of events beginning with the acquisition of RE skills»

During the learning of these skills, couples are encouraged to explore 

facets of their relationship and their individual personalities in order 

to attain greater understanding of themselves. Greater exploration pro

motes heightened self-disclosure which results in a more satisfying 

couple relationship. The dating period is usually characterized by high 

expectations and motivation for relationship success combined with low 

levels of interpersonal resentment and tension. It would, therefore, 

seem logical to provide effective communication skills to premarital 

couples when the acquisition of this resource accompanies relatively 

uninhibited learning.

The Relationship Enhancement (RE) program has been claimed to be 

an effective method of providing communication skills to premarital 

couples. Certainly the studies conducted by Schlein (1971) and Avery et 

al. (in press) have supported this claim. However, before Guemey?s RE 

program can be accepted as the most efficacious method for teaching com

munication skills, certain aspects of the program need further examina

tion. One such aspect, i.e., Guemey's emphasis on the acquisition of 

affective feeling statements and his de-emphasis of cognitive statements, 

causes this researcher to speculate that the successful outcome of the 

program involved more processes than the indoctrinated input suggested.

It would seem that the process of self-disclosure, as described by 

Guemey (1977) , would not occur in isolation of high levels of content 

self-disclosure, as described by Jourard (1971b). If this were the case.



the dichotomous nature of self-disclosure could be examined by a test 

designed to measure amount and content of self-disclosure before and 

after subject’s exposure to the RE program. Therefore, the important 

question of this present study is: Do couples increase in content self

disclosure, as they learn the process of self-disclosure skills?



CHAPTER 2

.LITERATURE REVIEW

Communication as a Couple Trait 

The importance of communication to a well-functioning and satis

fying marriage has been documented many times in the literature. Studies 

conducted by Burgess and Wallin (1953) , Cutler and Dyer (1965) «, Locke 

(1951)3 and Shipman (1960) all have supported the premise that good com

munication was highly correlated with good marital adjustment5 white 

poor communication was generally found in marriages with poor marital 

adjustment. Foote and Cottrell’s (1955) concept of "interpersonal 

competence" suggested to therapists that unhealthy couple relationships 

were not bound forever to static interactions. According to these 

authors, interpersonal competence was not an inherent couple trait but 

was a skill that could be learned by motivated couples. Having seen the 

important role that communication plays in interpersonal competence, 

therapists and researchers alike began a process of operationalizing 

communication (e.g., Carkhuff and Berenson, 1967; Miller, Nunnally, and 

Wackman, 1975; Guerney, 1977).

Though the above-mentioned authors differed in the specifics of 

how to operationalize communication, certain core ingredients emerged 

which were deemed essential to healthy communication. The ingredients, 

empathic understanding, respect, and genuineness, were derived from

10
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Rogerian client-centered principles. From this Rogerian base, hybrid 

programs evolved from combinations of philosophical doctrines, each with 

the goal of improving communication, This discussion will center on the 

procedures that Bernard Guerney utilized to operationalize communication 

in a RE program.

The Relationship Enhancement Program 

Through a neatly wedded program derived from educational goals 

and client-centered principles, Guerney developed a communication model 

which could be effectively utilized in various interpersonal situations. 

The model originated in filial therapy (Guerney, 1964), which involved 

training parents in the use of Rogerian therapeutic principles with 

their children. It later became adapted to husband-wife relationships 

(Collins, 1971) in a Conjugal Relationship Enhancement program. Ginsberg 

(1971) used Guerney1s basic model in a Parent-Adolescent Relationship 

Development program and Schlein (1971) adapted the model for use in a 

Premarital Relationship Improvement program. All of the above adapta

tions of the Relationship Enhancement program have shown empirical evi

dence of short-range success in improving interpersonal communication. 

However, the literature to support the longevity of these results is 

lacking.

RE Procedures and Skills 

Within a structured educational framework, participants learn 

four sets of behavioral skills (modes) that enable them . . to relate 

to significant others in ways that will maximize satisfaction of



emotional and functional needs" (Guerney9 1977 3 p. 25). Instructors 

utilize modeling and social reinforcement techniques to guide groups 

throughout the program. For the purpose of this research, a summarized 

form of the four basic skills will be presented. A more detailed explan

ation is offered by Guerney (1977).

1. Expresser mode. When an expresser is able to convey thoughts, 

emotions, and desires clearly and honestly without generating 

unnecessary hostility and defensiveness in the recipient, the 

expresser mode is mastered.

2. Empathic mode. This skill involves the ability of a responder 

to figuratively get inside the expresser?s skin and accurately 

identify with the perceptions, thoughts and feelings of the 

expresser. The responder conveys acceptance of another's com

munication by a non-judgmental reflection of the innermost 

thoughts and feelings of the expresser.

3. Mode switching. This set of skills enables participants to 

move smoothly from expresser to empathic modes in a free-flowing 

dialogue without disrupting each member of the dyad's right to 

fully express their point of view and to be completely under- / 

stood.

4. Facilitative. mode. After learning the above three modes, the 

participant has the ability to utilize these skills within the 

group setting and, if desired, in other interpersonal interac

tions. When the learner becomes the teacher, the facilitative 

mode is gained as a skill.
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The above skills are usually acquired in eight to twelve sessions 

(approximately 24 hours in total). Each group is composed of three to 

four dyads with a male and female co-leader» By design, the leaders 

model optimum skill levels at all times yet provide a framework in which 

participants gradually improve. Through successive gradients of in

creased depth in dyad communication, individuals achieve success and are 

reinforced in kind. As the participants advance and increase their skill 

levels, the leaders take a less active role until eventually their direc

tion is minimally required. At the termination of the program it is the 

anticipated result that skills are at a level to allow participants to 

be self-sufficient.

Self-Disclosure and Communication

Research directed toward defining the essential ingredients of

helpful therapist-client communication has been documented by Carkhuff

and Berenson (1967). Four facilitating communication dimensions were

identified: empathy, respect, genuineness, and concreteness. Though

self-disclosure was not considered as a primary dimension, its relation

to helpful communication was. acknowledged.

o o . o  there exists some tentative evidence indicating the 
effectiveness in some situations of therapist self-disclosure 
. o o , a dimension related to genuineness, in which the 
therapist . . . . freely volunteers his ideas, attitudes, and 
experiences which reveal him, to a client, as a unique indi
vidual (Carkhuff and Berenson, 1967, p. 30).

For Sidney Jourard, the man who first presented self-disclosure for

empirical study, this single dimension was paramount to healthy therapist-

client communication.
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o « . o  spontaneous self-disclosure in a therapist reinforces, 
or is a condition for, authentic disclosure and growth in the 
patient, while impersonality, technical behavior and resistance 
to being reinforces the like in the patient (Jourard, 1971b, p.
150) .

Furthermore, Jourard saw mental health related to self-disclosure in that 

"the healthy personality will « . • . display the ability to make himself 

fully known to at least one other significant human being" (Jourard, 1971b, 

p* 32). Jourard asserted that the non-discloser "can never love another 

nor can be loved by the other person" (Jourard, 1964, p. 25).

Following Jourard1s lead, researchers began to study the relation

ship between mental health and self-disclosure. Unfortunately this lit

erature, though voluminous in amount, is crippled by contradictions.

Two extensive reviews of self-disclosure literature, Cozby (1973) and 

Chelune et al. (1979) attest to this statement. The literature which has exam

ined the role that self-disclosure plays in marital relationships has 

also suffered inconsistencies. Studies by Blood and Wolfe (1960),

Levinger and Senn (1967), Burke et al. (1976), have all found a positive 

relationship between marital satisfaction and disclosure of feelings.

Other research has suggested that medium amounts of disclosure would be 

associated with higher marital satisfaction than either high or low 

disclosure (Gilbert, 1976). This would suggest a curvilinear rather 

than a linear relationship to exist between marital satisfaction and 

self-disclosure. In a test of the two competing theories, Jorgensen and 

Gaudy (1980) measured the marital disclosure of 120 married couples and 

compared it with a measure of the couplesv marital satisfaction. The
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results gave support to the linear as opposed to the curvilinear model 

of marital disclosure and marital satisfaction.

The role that self-disclosure plays in the relationship build

ing process of premarital couples has concerned several authors. Heiss 

(1962) collected data on premarital pairs that revealed a general ten

dency for couples to represent themselves more accurately as they 

increased in intimacy. Kerckhoff and Davis (1962) saw self-disclosure 

as the vehicle by which idealization was destroyed and a more realistic 

level of couple interaction was established. Reiss (1976) asserted 

that one who feels strong rapport with a person of the opposite sex will 

increasingly reveal more about himself to that person.

A theoretical framework, which views couple formation as an 

interrelation of various time-ordered processes, has been developed 

by Lewis (1972). This premarital dyadic formation (PDF) framework 

traces the development of a couple throughout their dating career and 

includes six pair processes, i.e., the achieving of similarity perception, 

pair rapport, self-disclosure, role taking (empathic understanding), 

role-fit, and dyadic crystallization. Lewis saw successful fulfillment 

of each of the processes as critical to the survival of the relation

ship. Though the processes were portrayed as hierarchical in nature,

Lewis emphasized a cyclical relationship so that feedback and hence 

reinforcement of previously fulfilled processes was an integral part 

of the framework.

It is noteworthy that Lewis (1969) found a correlation coeffi

cient of r = .52 between measures of role-taking accuracy for dating
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couples and the amount of self-disclosure their partners exhibited 

toward them. Given the fact that this relationship exists, and the cycli

cal reinforcement nature of the model, it would follow that increased 

role-taking (empathic) ability would reinforce self-disclosure ability 

in the premarital dyad. The present study will directly address this 

issue.

Another school of thought which concerns itself with the vital 

role of self-disclosure in a developing relationship has been developed 

by proponents of social penetration theory. According to Altman and 

Taylor (1973), individuals talk more intimately, disclose information 

about an increasing number of areas and within each area they disclose 

more information as the relationship progresses. The overall develop

ment has been depicted as a series of "wedges” being driven into one's 

personality (see Figure 1), with each wedge deepening the intimacy of 

topic while increasing the breadth of disclosure at more superficial 

levels. A more detailed explanation of this theoretical framework will 

be outlined in the following secion.

Disclosure Reciprocity

A great amount of research has also been directed toward analysing 

the effect that self-disclosure had on recipients. One of the initial 

findings was the phenomenon of a dyadic effect. This concept has been 

defined as the tendency of persons in a disclosure exchange to match each 

other in intimacy and amount of disclosure (Chelune etal., 1979) . Initially 

discovered by Jourard (1959b), the finding of a dyadic effect has been 

replicated by Jourard and Landsman (1960), and supported further by
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Breadth and depth of self-disclosure at three stages of 
a relationship (adapted from Altman and Haythorn, 1965) .
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Jourard and Richman (1963). To account for the process of reciprocity 

of self-disclosure, three competing hypotheses have emerged: 1) trust-

attraction; 2) social exchange; and 3) modeling and trust.

The underlying assumption of the trust-attraction hypothesis 

has been summarized from Jourard (1959b). Giving intimate disclosures 

to another makes the recipient feel trusted. The resultant positive 

feeling creates attraction, hence promoting the recipient to return 

disclosure as a recognition of willingness to trust and to like the ori

ginal discloser. Jourard (1959b), and Jourard and Landsman (1960) dis

cussed their findings of disclosure reciprocity in relation to the trust- 

attraction hypothesis. Support for this hypothesis was also provided by 

Worthy, Gary, and Kahn (1969) when a positive relationship between dis

closure across ten exchanges and a final measure of attraction was found.

On the other hand, Jourardvs hypothesis has been weakened by a 

number of studies which offered contradictory findings. Jones and Archer 

(1976) found a tendency to reciprocate disclosure by quantity rather 

than depth of intimacy when a discloser was perceived as trustworthy.

No differences were found in attraction produced by disclosure in an 

experimental investigation of reciprocity by Ehrlich and Graeven (1971).

A study by Lynn (1978) tested predictions derived from social attrac

tion theory. He found that confederate evaluation was the best predictor 

of interpersonal attraction, but it was also the poorest predictor of 

intent to disclose. Derlega, Harris, and Chaikin (1973) found that sub

jects liked deviant high disclosers less than either conventional high 

or low disclosers. Nevertheless, disclosure reciprocity occurred more
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often, and at a more intimate level, toward both the deviant and con

ventional high disclosers than to the conventional low disclosers,

An alternate hypothesis to explain the dyadic effect has been 

offered by proponents of social exchange and social penetration theo

ries. A common theme underlying the works of social exchange theorists 

(Bandura and Walters, 1963; Homans, 1961; Newcomb, 1961; Thibaut and 

Kelley, 1959) was the examination of reward/cost factors which influ

enced relationship development- Thibaut and Kelley provided a defini

tion of interpersonal reward/cost factors:

By rewards, we refer to the pleasures, satisfactions and grati
fications the person enjoys- The provision of a means whereby 
a drive is reduced or a need fulfilled constitutes a reward-

By costs, we refer to any factors that operate to inhibit
or deter a performance of a sequence of behavior- The greater
the deterrents to performing a given act— the greater the cost 
of the act. Thus, cost is high when great physical or mental 
effort is required, when embarrassment or anxiety accompany 
the action? or when there are conflicting forces or competing 
response tendencies of any sort (Thibaut and Kelley, 1959, 
p. 12, 13).

Furthermore, all relationships were characterized as having outcomes 

that result from rewards minus costs.

The social penetration theory utilized the ideas of rewards and 

costs from exchange theory in order to account for the continuous evalu

ation processes in ongoing relationships. So long as individuals mutu

ally experienced a favorable reward/cost balance, continuous reciproca

tion and self-disclosure occurred. It was the mutual exchange of 

information at equal levels of intimacy that provided the catalyst for 

relationship growth. Altman and Taylor (1973) portrayed relationships 

proceeding from non-intimate to intimate areas of exchange over time.
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Reward/cost factors of past, present, and projected future exchanges 

determined the rate and amount of movement from non-intimate to intimate 

areas of exchange. It is reasoned by Altman and Taylor that more intim

ate areas Mo . . . have both greater costs and rewards compared with 

superficial levels— in terms of influence, social desirability, vulner

ability . . . .  This increase in outcomes in more central areas produces 

. . . . a reluctance to interact quickly in such areas" (Altman and 

Taylor, 1973, p. 41).

Two hypotheses evolved from Altman and Taylor’s research:

1. An inverse relationship will exist between stage of relation

ship and degree of reciprocity.

2. Reciprocity will be greater for nonintimate, superficial dis

closures than for intimate ones and the intimacy of topic will 

interact with the stage of a relationship so that nonintimate 

reciprocity is at a maximum among strangers and declines as a 

relationship develops (Altman and Taylor, 1973, p. 39-45).

Support for Altman and Taylor’s first hypothesis was provided by two 

studies: strangers reciprocated intimacy, whereas friends did not

(Derlega et al,, 1976), and spouses were found to reciprocate less 

than strangers (Morton, 1978). In support of Altman and Taylor’s 

second hypothesis, Cozby (1972, p. 154) stated that ". . . . various costs 

become salient at high intimacy levels, the most obvious being anxiety 

over revealing information one would rather keep private 

This view is further supported by Argyle and Kendon’s (1967) description
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of increasing intimate disclosures in interpersonal relationships until 

being halted by anxiety.

To further support social penetration theory, Murdoch, Chenowith, 

and Rissman (1969) inquired whether or not the possibility of future 

interactions with a discloser was a factor in reciprocity of disclosure. 

The results indicated that reciprocity was greater when there was no 

possibility of future interactions. In a similar vein, Altman and Taylor 

(1973) found that reciprocity decreased when subjects anticipated long

term relationships as opposed to short-term ones.

A third hypothesis to account for disclosure reciprocity existed 

because of two factors: modeling and trust. In contrast to exchange

theory, Rubin presented a theory that would show man’s actions as 

11 . 0 . 0  sometimes altruistic in the fullest sense of the word" (Rubin, 

1973, p. 83). When people looked to one another for cues about the 

appropriateness of their disclosure behavior, modeling was in operation. 

It was Rubin’s contention that modeling was the reason that disclosure 

occurred in laboratory experiments. " . . . . the subject typically 

experienced considerable pressure to determine and accede to the "demand 

characteristics" of the experiment, those subtle cues that define the 

experimental situation for the subject and suggest to him how a ’good 

subject’ should behave" (Rubin, 1973, p. 164). Support for this theory 

is provided by Rubin (1975).

Research conducted by Derlega, Chaikin, and Herndon (1973) tends 

to refute Rubin’s contention that subjects accede to the "demand charac

teristics" of the experiment. In this study, half of the subjects
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believed that they were participating with another person in an experi

ment on person perception in which they would exchange self-descriptions. 

In actual fact, the person was a confederate who always talked first in 

either an intimate or a non-intimate manner. This was an experimental 

situation in which demand characteristics were high. The other half of 

the subjects were led to believe that they were going to watch videotape 

as their role in the study. Before the tapes were shown, the experimenter 

made an excuse to leave the room whereupon the same confederate, again 

posing as a regular subject, began to talk spontaneously about herself, 

delivering either the same low- or high-intimacy disclosure as used in 

the high-demand situation. In this case no demand characteristics should 

have existed; however, it was found that reciprocity occurred in both 

low- and high-demand conditions.

Sex Differences in Self-Disclosure

Early research in the sex differences issue consistently found 

females more self-disclosing than males (Jourard and Lasakow, 1958; 

Jourard, 1961d; Jourard and Richman, 1963). More recent research has 

had similar findings (Bath and Daly, 1972; Cash, 1974; Davis, 1978). 

However, when the variables of topip area and target person were included 

in the analysis, the above conclusion became questionable.

Hyink (1974) found that males disclosed more about their traits, 

and females more about family relationships. In a study by Mulcahy 

(1973), it was concluded that males disclose more about their work and 

opinions, and females more about their interests and tastes. Males 

disclosed less negative and more neutral information about themselves
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than did females in a study by Cash (1974). The overall findings also 

seem to indicate that females disclose more intimate information than 

do males (Molinoff, 1974; Chelune, 1976; Mark, 1976).

In a recent study by Rosenfeld, Civikly, and Herron (1979), 

sex differences were observed in disclosure when the target person var

ied. Knowing that the target was a stranger, males would predictably 

disclose more than females. However, if the target were known to be a 

friend, predictions of sex differences in disclosure were severely weak

ened.

Summary

From a review of the literature, research indicated that self

disclosure played an important role in interpersonal communication at 

the marital and premarital level. Sidney JourardTs initial studies of 

self-disclosure stimulated numerous research topics which resulted in 

refinements, modifications, and in some case contradictions to many of 

his original findings and constructs. One of Jourard1s most interesting 

findings has been the discovery of the "dyadic effect.11 Three competing 

hypotheses accounting for the occurrence of this phenomenon were dis

cussed. The model offered by social exchange and social penetration 

theorists gave a framework from which disclosure reciprocity could be 

readily analysed.

Though none of the three hypotheses can be directly disproved 

in the present research, the findings may lend support to several points 

of social penetration theory. The RE program encouraged couples to 

explore progressively deeper relationship issues in a manner which
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decreased vulnerability of the individual. Such training should have 

the effect of increasing the rewards and decreasing the costs of dis

closure. As a result, both the depth and breadth of disclosures and 

the amount of reciprocity should increase during training.

The degree to which disclosures are generalized to others can be 

examined from the Altman and Taylor (1973) framework. The RE program 

encouraged use of skills for interactions between friends and acquaint

ances as well as partner in the program. The extent to which generali

zations occur in increased depth and breadth can be examined from the 

data of JSDQ.

Do subjects continue to discuss issues more completely and at 

intimate levels after the completion of the training program? Rubin’s 

contention that reciprocity discontinues in the absence of a model would 

be supported if there was a significant decrease in disclosure recipro

city at the follow-up test. However, the ultimate goal of the RE pro

gram was to have subjects gain independence in the use of their skills, 

or in a sense, become their own models. It would be expected that any 

changes seen in disclosure scores at post-test would be durable at 

follow-up.

Finally, an overview of sex differences in self-disclosure was 

outlined. Females have generally been found to be more self-disclosing 

than males. However, recent studies have combined other variables in 

their analyses which have confounded the traditional findings.



CHAPTER 3 

METHOD

Arthur Avery and his colleagues designed a study to assess the 

effectiveness of RE training for premarital couples. The present study 

is an analysis of data, specifically the JSDQ, which were collected by 

the Avery et al. (in press) research.

Subj ects

Fifty-four premarital couples were recruited from a southwestern 

university undergraduate population. Couples were assigned to the Rela

tionship Enhancement (RE) program or to a lecture/discussion (LD) group, 

depending on their class schedules. Twenty-five couples were assigned 

to the RE group while 29 couples participated in the LD group. Of the 

original group, 27 couples were unavailable to participate in the follow- 

up. The final sample resulted in 17 couples in the RE Group and 10 

couples in the LD group. The majority of subjects in both groups were 

partners with "established relationships."

Procedure: Research Design

A pretest-post-test control group design was utilized to control 

many of the threats to internal and external validity.

Internal Validity

The problem of inaccurate findings due to instrumentation was 

controlled by using the same measuring device throughout the study. 

Experimental mortality was partially controlled by offering credit for
25



participation. History9 maturation? and testing effects were all con

trolled by use of a contact control group.

External Validity

The threat of poor generalizing of subject skills after training 

was considered by conditions implicit in the treatment program. As the 

RE program progressed, the role of the leader changed from a teacher to 

a resource person. Couples were then expected to take over the task of 

monitoring, modifying, and managing their own behavior. They, therefore, 

gained confidence in using their acquired skills outside the experimental 

setting. Another threat to external validity, reactive arrangement or 

the "Hawthorne Effect," was controlled by the type of control group 

employed. The contact control group received time and attention equal to 

that of the experimental group.

Experimental Treatment 

The RE group received eight weekly three-hour sessions (24 hours 

total), in sub-groups of three to four couples and two group leaders, one 

male and one female. Graduate students trained in the skills of self- 

disclosure and empathy served as group leaders. As well as explaining 

and demonstrating the skills, they acted as a resource for participants’ 

concerns and questions. As mentioned earlier, Guerney (1977) provided 

detailed information on the exact methods of conducting a RE program. 

Highlights of the eight sessions are presented in Appendix A to better 

acquaint the reader with the various nuances of the program.

Briefly stated, the goal of the RE program was to train partici

pants to communicate with empathic understanding and to recognize and
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express feelings within themselves and others in an open and behavior- 

ally specific manner. The focus of training was affective; i.e., emotive, 

feeling, expressive and reflective statements were considered more vital 

to the communication process than were cognitive statements. The impor

tance of content in an interpersonal message was to heighten awareness 

in the expresser or listener so that a deeper-level affective feeling 

could be communicated. Void of affect, content statements were consid

ered to contribute very little to the communication process. The concen

tration on the process rather than the content of communication is 

shown by further explaining the skill of self-disclosure in a RE program. 

Guerney (1977, pp. 30-35) offers five guidelines for the expresser to 

ensure competence in this role:

1) State things in a way that acknowledges the subjectivity of 
your perceptions.

2) Associate the issue with the specific feelings you have about 
it.

3) State the positive aspect of the situation, attitude, or
feeling toward the person who is on the other side of the
problem.

4) Make the statements as specific as possible which usually 
entails describing situations in behavioral terms.

5) Become aware of the interpersonal message that you wish to 
convey— the behavior you wish the other person would display

. — and make that explicit.

Several features of the program reappear in each session for 

the purpose of reinforcing the learning of necessary skills. Since the

overall aim of teaching RE skills was to give participants a functional

method of everyday communication, individuals were repeatedly encouraged 

to utilize these skills in various interpersonal interactions between
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sessions. Praise and reinforcement by group leaders accompanied suc

cessful reported use of the skills by participants. The use of home

work exercises had the dual purpose of reinforcing treatment sessions, 

and of stimulating couple relationship evaluation, for successive 

sessions.

The progressive nature of the program was important for two 

reasons. First, initial practice using non-relationship or non

threatening issues assures that the participants will have the greatest 

chance of success in their first use of these skills. Second, initial 

success or failure would directly affect individuals’ impressions of 

the program and could bear on the ultimate degree of success experienced 

throughout training. In a similar vein, participants always left each 

session with a positive encounter.

Control Treatment

Running concurrently to the RE groups were lecture/discussion 

(LD) groups. A wide range of relationship topics were introduced to 

promote interest and discussion among the participants. No attempts 

were made by the leaders to direct discussions toward any pre-determined 

goal nor were communication- or relationship-enhancement skills purpos- 

ively taught other than what occurred through example of the leaders.

Use of a contact control group was considered essential in order 

to isolate the effect of skill training from other effects that could 

produce changes in the experimental group. Since the intention of the 

present study will be to examine self-disclosure, independently of 

specific skill training, the experimental and contact control groups can
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assume different functions. In effect, both groups received a treatment. 

The experimental group was taught specific communication skills while the 

contact control group received encouragements to communicate. Therefore, 

this study will consider the two groups as alternate treatment groups.

Dependent Variable

As a result of training, it was hypothesized in Chapter 1 that 

the dependent variable would undergo several changes. The Jourard Self- 

Disclosure Questionnaire (1958) was chosen to measure the dependent vari

able because of its relative acceptance among researchers as being a 

valid measure of content self-disclosure and because of its status as an 

independent measure of self-disclosure. Three administration times were 

alioted for the experimental and control groups to complete the question

naires: 1) before treatment; 2) immediately following treatment; 3) six

months after treatment. The JSDQ and directions which accompanied it 

are included in Appendix B.

The JSDQ consists of 60 items— ten items in each of six content 

areas: attitudes and opinions, tastes and interests, work (or studies),

money, personality, and body. Subjects responded to each item by indicat

ing the extent to which the information had been revealed to three target 

areas: Partner in Program, Close Friends Other than Partner, and Acquain

tances. Items were scored as: 0 - nondisclosure to the target person,

1 - disclosure only in general terms, or 2 - full and complete disclosure 

about the item.

In an investigation to determine the construct validity of the 

JSDQ, Panyard (1973) required each member of 26 pairs of undergraduates
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and their friends to indicate on the questionnaire the amount of per

sonal information disclosed to his friend and the amount of information 

receivedo A resultant correlation, Pearson r of .63 (N = 52, p = .01) 

gave consensual validation of the questionnaire.

Penderson and Breglio (1968b) found that amount and intimacy of 

disclosure on written self-descriptions were correlated with total scores 

on the JSDQ. This study offered evidence of the predictive validity to 

the questionnaire. Simonson and Bahr (1974), in a study to test the 

effects of therapist self-disclosure on client self-disclosure, found a 

Pearson correlation coefficient of .78 between actual interview disclos

ure and the JSDQ. Wilson and Rappaport (1974) found that when subjects 

were asked to anticipate their own behavior, the JSDQ was an accurate 

predictor of actual behavior. These two studies offer support for pre

dictive validity of the JSDQ.

Investigators have found split-half reliabilities of the JSDQ in 

the mid-eighties after correction with the Spearman-Brown formula 

(Himelstein and Lubin, 1965; Jourard, 1964). As was previously mentioned. 

Panyard found an odd-even split-half coefficient of .70 (n = 100) uncor

rected but was able to raise this to .91 (n = 41) by further refining 

the rating scale. In the same study, Panyard found a test-retest relia

bility coefficient of .91 (n = 37) for the JSDQ.



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

Preliminary Analysis 

A two-way analysis of variance (two-factor ANOVA) was performed 

on the pretreatment scores of the Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire 

(JSDQ) for the Relationship Enhancement (RE) and the Lecture/Discussion 

(LD) groups to determine if there were any initial differences between 

the two groups. There were no significant pretreatment differences by 

group, sex, or sex by treatment for the disclosure scores directed at 

the three targets, i.e., partner, close friend, and acquaintance (see 

Table 1 for means and standard deviations).

Analysis of pretreatment differences by aspects of self revealed 

that females in the RE group disclosed significantly more about their 

tastes and interests than males to the acquaintance target, F(4.642), 

p = .036. There were no other pretreatment differences by group, sex, 

or sex by treatment for the six aspects of self (see Table 2 for means 

and standard deviations).

Nearly half of the subjects in the original Avery et al. (in 

press) experiment were excluded from the present analysis due to their 

unavailability at the follow-up testing session. In order to ensure 

that the 54 chosen subiects were truly representative of the original 

110 subjects, comparisons were made between the group that completed

»



Table 1. Means and standard deviations for pretreatment Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire 
(all targets)*

Sex
— — — Partner — — — 
RE Group LD Group

- - Close 
RE Group

Friend - - 
LD Group

- - Acquaintance - - 
RE Group LD Group

Males
Mean 108.41 112.70 85.29 84.60 51.76 53.90
S.D. 19.33 9.79 25.06 25.95 28.00 32.37

Females
Mean 111.82 110.90 93.24 88.60 61.41 44.20
S.D. 10.90 18.41 19.96 24.52 22.77 30.00

Male and Female
Mean 110.11 111.80 89.26 86.60 56.59 49.05
S.D. 15.55 14.38 22.67 24.66 26.00 30.78

* Relationship enhancement (RE) Group N = 34 
Lecture discussion (LD) group N = 20



Table 2. Means and standard deviations for pretreatment Joura'rd 
Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (all targets by all 
aspects of self)

Partner Close Friend Acquaintance
RE — — — LD — — — R E ----- — — — LD — - — R E ----- -  - - LD — — —

Males Females Males Females Males Females Mai es Females Males Females Males Females

Attitudes
Mean 17.88 18.65 19.30 18.90 15.65 17.47 16.50 17.80 11.24 14.12 11.90 11.10
S.D. 3.02 2.12 1.25 3.14 3.97 3.76 3.17 3.74 4.68 4.50 4.28 6.66

Tastes
Mean 19.18 19.65 19.90 18.80 17.24 18.12 17.10 17.10 12.88 16.76 13.40 14.00
S.D. 1.74 0.61 0.32 3.16 3.15 2.55 2.73 5.47 5.30 3.54 5.38 6.29

Work
Mean 18.71 19.71 20.00 18.80 15.47 16.59 14.60 16.70 9.17 11.18 9.50 8.30
S.D. 2.76 0.77 , 0.00 3.16 4.99 3.64 5.34 3.95 6.53 4.89 6.47 6.86

Money
Mean 18.35 18.76 18.60 18.40 . 11.41 13.58 11,20 11.90 6.12 6.29 6.20 4.30
S.D. 4.24 3.21 2.80 3.34 7.12 5.57 6.68 7.36 7.00 7.13 6.71 5.58

Personality
Mean 17.41 17.65 17.90 18.40 12.35 13.41 11.80 12.90 5.82 5.88 5.60 3.00
S.D. 4.64 3.76 4.09 3.06 6.18 4.93 6 .16 5.26 5.15 5.16 6.15 4.16

Body
Mean 16.88 17.41 17.00 17.60 13.18 14.06 13.40 12.20 6.53 7.18 7.30 3.50
S.D. 5.25 4.18 4.42 3.34 5.04 4.59 6.50 5.61 4.29 5.71 6.93 4.62

u>u>
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all three tests (N = 54) and the group that completed pretest and post

test only (N = 56). No significant differences were found between the 

total scores (partner and close friend and acquaintance) of these two 

groups at pretest or at post-test„ Table 3 presents the means and 

standard deviations of the two RE groups and the two LD groups at pre

test and at post-test. These results indicate that the chosen sample 

was representative of the larger sample.

Main Analysis

To determine the differences that existed between the scores of 

the RE group and the LD group from'pretest to post-test and from pretest 

to follow-up test, separate two-way ANOVAT s were performed on the gain 

scores of the disclosures directed at each target and at each aspect of 

self within targets over the three testing sessions.

Table 4 presents the pretest and post-test partner target means 

and standard deviations for the RE and LD groups. Results indicated 

that significant differences existed between the two groups in the total 

amount of disclosures directed toward partners, F(4.28), p - .044. Fur

ther investigation indicated that all disclosures of aspects of self 

directed toward partners in the RE group were greater than those of the 

LD group. When compared with the LD group, significant increases were 

found in the amount RE subjects would disclose to partners about their 

attitudes and opinions, F(4.38), p = .042, and also in the amount RE 

subjects would disclose to partners about their personalities, F(4.73), 

p = .034.



Table 3'. Means and standard deviations of the RE and LD groups at pre-treatment and post-treatment 
for the Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (total scores = partner + close friend +

. acquaintance)

-Pre-Treatment- Post-Treatment
Sex RE1 RE2 t LDl LD2 t RE1 RE2 t LDl LD2 t

Males
Mean
S.D.

245.47
58.35

258.44
55.35

-0.55 251.20
63.03

239.57
51.73

0.53 269.53
71.94

259.00
69.17

0.36 244.50
69.86

241.68
46.76

0.13

Females
Mean
S.D.

266.47
41.76

271.00
44.03

-0.26 243.70
51.01

242.68
57.20

0.05 279.41
66.85

274.89
41.04

0.18 242.00
64.07

243.95
42.43

-0.10

Male and 
Female

Mean
S.D.

255.97
51.09

264.72 
48.95

-0.60 247.45
55.94

241.13
53.81

0.42 274.47
68.57

266.94
55.77

0.40 243.25
65.25

242.81
44.06

0.03

N 34 18 20 38 34 18 20 38



Table 4, Pretest and post-test means and standard deviations of the Jourard Self-Disclosure
Questionnaire (partner target by aspects of self) for relationship enhancement (RE)
and lecture/discussion (LD) groups

RE Group 
N = 34

Pretest Post-test

LD Group 
N = 20

Pretest Post-test

F
Post Minus 

Pretest Between 
RE and LD Groups P

Total Mean 110.11 117.41 111.80 107.75 4.28 .044
S.D. 15.55 20.30 14.38 18.18

Attitudes Mean 18.26 19.47 19.10 18.60 4.38 .042
S.D. 2.60 3.65 2.34 2.52

Tastes Mean 19.41 19.94 19.35 18.45 2.62 .112
S.D. 1.31 3.27 2.25 2.80

Work Mean 19.21 19.97 19.40 18.40 3.66 .061
S.D. 2.06 3.28 2.26 2.98

Money Mean 18.56 19.32 18.50 17.40 2.05 .158
S.D. 1.71 3.88 3.00 4.73

Personality Mean 17.53 19.44 18.15 17.45 4.73 .034
S.D. 4.16 3.54 3.53 3.83

Body Mean 17.15 19.26 17.30 17.45 2.49 .121
S.D. 4.68 3.72 3.83 3.72



Table 5 presents the pretest and follow-up means and standard 

deviations of the JSDQ scores (partner target) for the two groups.

Analysis of the results indicated that any differences that existed 

between the two groups at post-test were not present at follow-up test.

The results reported in Table 4 and 5 lend partial support to hypothesis 

1. Whereas the RE group did gain significantly in their total disclos

ures directed toward partners from pre- to post-test as compared to the 

LD group5 the differences did not appear at follow-up test. By the same 

token, the results give only partial support to hypothesis 2. Not only 

did differences between the two groups at post-test fail to show up at 

follow-up test; all disclosures according to aspects of self did not show 

significant gains from pretest to post-test.

No significant differences existed between the RE and LD groups 

in the amount of disclosures directed toward the close friend target from 

pretest to post-test. Table 6 presents the pretest and post-test means 

and standard deviations of the JSDQ (close friend target by aspects of 

self) for the two groups. This same situation of no significant differ

ence carried through to the pretest to follow-up test comparison of the 

amount the RE and LD groups disclosed to the close friend target (see 

Table 7).

No significant differences existed between the amount of disclos

ures directed toward acquaintances by the two groups from pretest to post

test. The pretest and post-test means and standard deviations of the JSDQ 

(acquaintance target by aspects of self) for the RE and LD groups are 

presented in Table 8. Similarly, no significant differences existed



Table 5, Pretest and follow-up test means and standard deviations of the Jourard Self-Disclosure
Questionnaire (partner target by aspects of self) for relationship enhancement (RE) and
lecture/discussion (LD) groups

RE Group 
N = 34

Pretest Follow-up

LD Group 
N = 20

Pretest Follow-up

F
Follow-up 

Minus Pretest 
RE and LD P

Total Mean 110.11 112.41 111.80 113.95 0.00 . .977
S.D. 15.55 13.25 14.38 12.68

Attitudes Mean 18.26 18.82 19.10 19.00 0.75 .392
S.D. 2.60 2.52 2.34 1.89

Tastes Mean 19.41 19.24 19.35 19.10 0.01 .934
S.D. 1.31 2.56 2.25 2.43

Work Mean 19.21 19.18 19.40 19.40 0.00 .973
S.D. 2.06 2.14 2.26 1.47

Money Mean 18.56 18.68 18.50 19.05 0.18 .671
S.D. 3.71 2.89 3.00 3.03

Personality Mean 17.53 18.38 18.15 18.35 0.23 .635
S.D. 4.16 2.69 3.53 3.73

Body Mean 17.15 18.12 17.30 19.05 0.40 .529
S.D. 4.68 3.25 3.83 1.91



Table 6, Pretest and post-test means and standard deviations of the Jourard Self-Disclosure
Questionnaire (close friend target by aspects of self) for relationship enhancement (RE)
and lecture/discussion (LD) groups

_RE Group 
N = 34

Pretest Post-test

_ _LD Group _ _ _ 
N = 34

Pretest Post-test

F
Post- Minus 

Pretest Between 
RE and LE Groups P

Total Mean 89.26 94.26 86.60 86.75 0.43 .514
S.D. 22.67 27.50 24.66 29.50

Attitudes Mean 16.56 17.24 17.15 16.05 2.32 .134
S.D. 3.89 4.26 3.44 4.31

Tastes Mean 17.68 18.79 17.10 16.40 2.04 .159
S.D. 2.86 3.42 . 4.20 4.13

Work Mean 16.03 16.15 15.65 15.30 0.09 .760
S.D. 4.34 4.82 4.69 4.85

Money Mean 12.50 12.74 11.55 12.60 0.18 .670
S.D. 6.39 6.89 6.85 7.16

Personality Mean 12.88 14.44 12.35 13.30 0.15 .700
S.D. 5.53 5.87 5.60 6.10

Body Mean 13.62 14.91 12.80 13.10 0.43 .515
S.D. 4.77 5.40 5.94 6.11



Table 7« Pretest and follow-up test means and standard deviations of the Jourard Self-Disclosure
Questionnaire (close friend target by aspects of self) for relationship enhancement (RE)
and lecture/discussion (LD) groups

RE Group 
N = 34

Pretest Follow-up

LD Group 
N = 20

Pretest Follow-up

F
Follow-up 

Minus Pretest 
RE and LD P

Total Mean 89.26 91.26 86.60 88.00 0.01 . .926
S.D. 22.67 22.22 24.66 24.57

Attitudes Mean 16.56 16.65 17.15 17.20 0.00 .967
S.D. 3.89 3.27 3.44 3.38

Tastes Mean 17.68 18.24 17.10 18.00 0.13 .718
S.D. 2.86 3.29 4.20 3.08

Work Mean 16.03 15.68 15.65 16.05 0.13 .581
S.D. 4.34 4.65 4.69 4.41

Money Mean 12.50 12.91 11.55 10.40 0.95 .335
S.D. 6.39 5.99 6.85 6.94

Personality Mean 12.88 13.19 12.35 12.75 0.01 .923
S.D. 5.53 4.89 5.60 5.53

Body Mean 13.62 14.35 12.80 13.60 0.00 .966
S.D. 4.77 4.51 5.94 5.62



Table 8* Pretest and post-test means and standard deviations of the Jourard Self-Disclosure
Questionnaire (acquaintance target by aspects of self) for relationship enhancement (RE)
and lecture/discussion (ID) groups

RE Group 
N = 34

Pretest Post-test

_ _ _kD Group _ _ _ 
N = 20

Pretest Post-test

F
Post Minus 

Pretest Between 
RE and LD Groups p

Total Mean 56.59 62.79 49.05 48.75 0.72 .402
S.D. 25.60 31.07 30.78 35.75

Attitudes Mean 12.68 12.71 11.50 10.95 0.16 .695
S.D. 4.75 5.85 5.46 6.71

Tastes Mean 14.82 15.82 13.70 11.80 2.83 .099
S.D. 4.86 5.13 5.70 7.46

Work Mean 10.18 10.82 8.90 8.55 0.26 .612
S.D. 5.77 5.71 6.52 6.38

Money Mean 6.21 6.24 5.25 5.70 0.06 .802
S.D. 7.00 6.59 6.07 6.17

Personality Mean 5.85 8.03 4.30 5.70 0.26 .614
S.D. 5.08 5.71 5.28 6.40

Body Mean 6.85 9.18 5.40 6.05 1.36 .245
S.D. 4.99 6.43 6.06 5.66
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between the amount of disclosures directed toward acquaintances by the 

two groups from pretest to follow-up test (see Table 9)«

On the basis of the findings for close friend and acquaintance 

targets, it is evident that neither the RE treatment nor the LD treat

ment had a significant impact, by group, in the extent to which the two 

groups would increase their disclosures to less intimate targets. There

fore, hypothesis 3 was rejected.

Table 10 presents a breakdown of total mean disclosure scores, 

by sex and treatment, directed toward the three target areas over the 

pretest and post-test and follow-up test sessions. To more vividly 

represent the differences between treatment and between sex within treat

ment groups, the information from Table 10 was graphically presented in 

Figure 2. The graph clearly portrays the tiered effect in the amount of 

disclosure both groups were willing to give to each of the three targets. 

The results strongly support the notion that degree of intimacy and 

amount of disclosure are directly related. Another noteworthy observa

tion made from Figure 2 is that both the RE and LD groups were willing 

to disclose high amounts of information to their partners at both pretest 

and follow-up testing sessions. The. main difference between the two 

groups tended to be in the disclosure levels at post-test. The RE group 

tended to increase their disclosures after treatment and then return to 

their pre-treatment disclosure level at follow-up test. The LD group 

tended to decrease .their disclosures to partners after treatment and 

then return to their pre-treatment disclosure level at follow-up test.



Table 9. Pretest and follow-up test means and standard deviations of the Jourard Self-Disclosure
Questionnaire (acquaintance target by aspects of self) for relationship enhancement (RE)
and lecture/discussion (LD) groups

RE Group 
N = 34

Pretest Follow-up

LD Group 
N = 20

Pretest Follow-up

F
Follow-up 

Minus Pretest 
A.E and LD P

Total Mean 56.59 57.94 49.05 50.85 0.00 .948
S.D. 25.60 30.74 30.78 35.05

Attitudes Mean 12.68 12.06 11.50 11.15 0.03 .859
S.D. 4.75 5.50 5.46 6.12

Tastes Mean 14.82 14.94 . 13.70 13.15 0.18 .674
S.D. 4.86 ' 5.72 • 5.70 6.75

Work Mean 10.18 9.48 8.90 9.00 0.10 .750
S.D. 5.77 6.37 6.52 6.63

Money Mean 6.21 6.71 5.25 4.70 0.52 .473
S.D. 7.00 6.45 6.07 6.24

Personality Mean 5.85 6.24 4.30 5.95 1.05 .311
S.D. 5.05 5.54 5.28 6.39

Body Mean 6.85 8.24 5.40 6.90 0.00 .948
S.D. 4.99 5.81 6.06 6.97



Table 10o Pretest5 post-test and follow-up test mean scores of the Jourard Self-Disclosure
Questionnaire (all targets by total aspects of self) by sex and treatment for the
relationship enhancement (RE) and lecture/discussion (ED) groups

Males
Partner - 
Females Total

— — — Close Friend — — — 
Males Females Total

- - - Acquaintance - - - 
Males Females Total

Pre RE 108.41 111.82 110.12 85.29 93.24 89.26 51.76 61.41 56.59

LD 112.70 110.90 111.80 84.60 88.60 86.60 53.90 44.20 49.05

Total 110.00 111.48 85.03 91.52 52.56 55.04

Post RE 116.41 118.41 117.41 91.71 96.82 94.26 61.41 64.18 62.79

LD 108.50 107.00 107.75 85.30 88.20 86.75 50.70 46.80 48.75

Total 113.48 114.19 89.33 93.63 57.44 57.74

Follow-up RE 113.24 111.59 112.41 88.71 93.82 91.26 60.12 55.76 57.94

LD 114.40 113.50 113.95 94.00 82.00 88.00 59.10 42.60 50.85

Total 113.67 112.30 90.67 89.44 59.74 50.89
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Figure 2. Pretest, post-test and follow-up test male and female mean scores of the Jourard 
Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (all targets by total aspects of self) for rela
tionship enhancement (RE) and lecture/discussion (LD) groups between treatment 
and sex within treatment.
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Figure 2 also indicates a tendency for sex differences to exist 

within groups. The results indicated that significant sex differences 

were present in the amount of disclosures males and females directed 

toward acquaintances. Table 11 presents pre-treatment and follow-up 

treatment means and standard deviations of the JSDQ (acquaintance target 

by aspects of self) for the RE and LD groups. At follow-up test, males 

are shown to reveal significantly more information to acquaintances than 

females about their tastes and interests, F(3.88), p = .055, and about 

their body, F(4.72), p = .035. Figure 3 graphically depicts the differ

ences between the two groups in treatment and sex.

In order to test hypotheses 4 and 5, i.e., to determine if dis

closure reciprocity existed between partners in the RE and LD groups, 

Pearson correlations were calculated on the results of each of the three 

testing sessions for partner targets in the two groups. Table 12 pre

sents the correlations of partners’ scores directed toward each other 

in the two groups. Partners in both groups had scores which positively 

correlated at pretest, (RE group r = .61, p = .010; LD group r = .84, 

p = .001) and at post-test (RE group r = .62, p = .003; LD group r =

.83, p = .002). Follow-up correlation scores were not significant for 

either group. Therefore, hypothesis 4 was not fully accepted.

When the scores of the RE and LD groups were correlated by aspects 

of self (Table 13), the results indicated correlation fluctuations at pre

test and at follow-up test. Both the RE and LD groups showed consistent 

positive correlations for aspects of self at post-test. Figure 4 graphic

ally depicts a combination of the correlation scores for the RE and LD



Table 11. Pretest and follow-up test means and standard deviations by sex of the Jourard Self- 
Disclosure Questionnaire (acquaintance target by aspects of self)

Males 
N = 27

Pretest Follow-up

Females 
N = 27

Pretest Follow-up

F
Follow-up 

Minus Pretest P

Total Mean 52.56 59.74 55.04 50.89 2.92 .094
S.D. 29.09 33.95 26.50 30.46

Attitudes Mean 11.48 11.85 13.00 11.59 1.50 .226
S.D. 4.47 6.09 5.48 5.39

Tastes Mean 13.07 14.44 15.74 14.11 3.88 .055
S.D. 5.23 6.01 4.82 6.34

Work Mean 9.30 10.15 10.11 8.81 1.95 .169
S.D. 6.38 6.60 5.75 6.18

Money Mean 6.15 6.14 5.56 5.52 0.05 .834
S.D. 6.76 6.89 6.56 5.95

Personality Mean 5.74 7.04 4.81 5.22 0.55 .461
S.D. 5.43 6.17 4.94 5.40

Body Mean 6.81 9.85 5.81 5.63 4.72 .035
S.D. 5.30 6.38 5.55 5.41
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Figure 3. Pretest post-test and follow-up test mean scores of the Jourard Self-Disclosure 
Questionnaire (all targets by total aspects of self) showing comparisons between 
treatment and between sex for the relationship enhancement (RE) and lecture/ 
discussion (LD) groups.
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Table 12. Correlations of partnersv self-disclosure 
(partner target) total scores at pretest, 
post-test, and follow-up test

RE Group 
N = 17

LD Group 
N = 10 — — —

Pearson r p Pearson r P

Pre .61 .010 .84 .001

Post . 62 .003 CO00 .002

Follow-up ,22 .200 .42 .110
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Table 13. Pearson correlations of partnersf scores on the Jourard 
Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (partner target by aspects 
of self) at pretest, post-test and follow-up test

— — Pre — — — — Post — — — Follow—up —
Aspects of Self RE r LD r RE r LD r RE r LD r

Attitudes i o H .91+ . 60+ .60* .60+ -.05

Tastes -.17 -.13 .58+ .65* .03 -.17

Work .10 .00 .57+ .73+ -.05 .18

Money .94+ — . 17 .41* .89+ .34 1.00

Personality .52* .90+ .55+ .55* .14 .69+

Body .19 . 7 6+ . 66+ . 76+ -.03 .28

* p .05

+ p .01

Note: Re Group N = 17 
LD Group N = 10
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Figure 4. A comparison of partners* scores on the Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire 
(partner target) by the relationship enhancement and lecture/discussion groups.
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groups. Since all scores (partner target by aspects of self) were
■ 6 "

significantly correlated only at post-test, hypothesis 5 was rejected.



CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

Before comment is made on the findings of this study, it is 

necessary to accept these results as valid, rather than as artifacts 

from a poor measure. Though Jourard’s questionnaire has come under 

severe attack for not being a valid measure of self-disclosure (Cozby, 

1973), other researchers have supported the measure with sound empirical 

studies (Panyard, 1973). Because the JSDQ has been so extensively util

ized to measure self-disclosure under varied definitions of self

disclosure, it would seem to be not the instrument, but the user, that 

faltered in his expectations for consistent results. Void of consistent 

information concerning situation, time and target, the instrument will 

by nature give varying results from study to study. The fact that the 

results at follow-up test bore a strong resemblance to those obtained 

at pretest lends support to the reliability of the JSDQ in this study.

It is deduced that subjects answered the questions with similar refer

ence points in mind at these two testing sessions. Validity of the 

results do not extend beyond what subjects report they will disclose to 

the three target areas.

The finding that self-disclosure toward partners significantly 

increased from pretest to post-test lends support to the premise that 

content self-disclosure accompanies the process of learning expressive

53
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skills in a RE program* This adds to the findings of D ’Augelli et al. 

(1974) and Avery et al* (in press) that content as well as process self

disclosure is learned in an RE program. However 5 the disappearance of 

higher amounts of content self-disclosure at follow-up test, in absence 

of significant decreases in skill functioning (Avery et al., in press), 

would suggest that content self-disclosure was not essential to main- 

tainance of RE skills. This finding also challenges Lewis’s (1972) PDF 

theory that learning, of empathic understanding (role-taking) reinforces 

previously fulfilled processes, i.e., self-disclosure.

Alternately, since disclosure scores directed toward partners 

were high at pretest for both the RE and LD groups, it could be argued 

that couples had already achieved an adequate level of self-disclosure 

and the significant increase at post-test for the RE group was caused by 

conditions, other than the intended treatment, inherent in the program. 

As mentioned in Chapter 2, the RE program provided a safe milieu for 

couples to explore difficult relationship issues. In contrast, the LD 

group received little guidance and established their own level of topic 

intimacy and resultant anxiety. One would expect the comfort level of 

the RE group to be somewhat higher than that of the LD group during 

treatment. The directions for the JSDQ (see Appendix B) ask respondents 

to indicate the extent to which they can talk about the various topics 

to the selected targets. This implies asking the respondents how com

fortable they feel in disclosing the aspects of their selves to the sug

gested target persons. Changes in disclosure scores from pretest to 

post-test (the RE group increased while the LD group decreased) could
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have been the result of different comfort levels after exposure to the 

alternate treatment programs.

Whether the reported gains in self-disclosure of the RE group 

were caused by treatment or by conditions inherent in the program, such 

as a safe milieu, is open to speculation. What is more obvious from the 

results is the fact that exposure to RE training had no significant 

generalized effect on disclosures to close friends or acquaintances at 

either post-test or at follow-up test. Since the generalized effects of 

the actual RE skills have never been examined, these results give some 

indication of lack of success in this aspect of the program.

The results obtained from examining disclosure reciprocity do not 

appear consistent with any of the three theories discussed in Chapter 2. 

Though partners tended to agree on the total amount of disclosure recip

rocated during the pretest and post-test, their total reciprocity scores 

showed little agreement at follow-up test. Furthermore, a careful examin

ation of reciprocity by aspects of self show wide variations at pretest 

and at follow-up test. However, an interesting phenomenon appeared at 

post-test reciprocity scores for both the RE and LD groups in that total 

correlations and all "aspects of self" correlations were significant.

Only at post-test were these couples experiencing total reciprocity of 

disclosure.

Due to the nature of Pearson correlations, i.e., a large sample 

size is required to establish the existence of a relationship, it could 

be argued that the finding at post-test was nothing more than an artifact 
of the statistic being utilized. For this reason, the scores of all
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partners who completed the pretest and post-test were calculated to see 

if the scores at post-test had a tendency to converge. The resultant 

sample of 55 was more than double the sample size utilized in the orig

inal calculations. Table C-l in Appendix C presents the correlations of 

the larger group at pretest and at post-test. Though all scores are 

significant at pretest and at post-test, variations in correlations 

were much less at post-test. Figure C-l in Appendix C graphically depicts 

the differences in variation between the two testing sessions.

In order to further explore this post-test "agreement phenomenon," 

the manner in which partners disclosed toward the close friend and acquain

tance targets were examined. Table C-2 in Appendix C presents the combined

scores of the RE and LD groups toward the close friend target at the three
j

testing sessions. The post-test "agreement phenomenon" was again observed 

arid graphically depicted in Figure C-3 in Appendix C.

If the "agreement phenomenon" was the result of an artifact of 

the statistic, it would seem likely for the phenomenon to occur at var

ious testing sessions. However, the consistency with which the occur

rence appeared at post-test suggested that an unaccounted-for variable 

was in operation at the post-test session. The variable could be related 

to the comfort level explanation offered above for the changes observed 

in disclosure scores from pretest to post-test. If one were to view 

the JSDQ as a personality test, as Jourard had originally intended it to 

be used, the post-test scores of subjects could be reflections of a col

lective or group personality. People subjected to a course strongly 

weighted in affective material of self^exploration would likely converge
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toward a consensus of opinion and thought as they had in establishing 

a group comfort level. The follow-up divergence of scores would reflect 

the personalities of individuals apart from the small group influence of 

individuals yet part of the larger societal consensual opinion of how 

much one should self-disclose.

The apparent lack of any consistent sex differences in self

disclosure scores contradicts the findings of research discussed in 

Chapter 2. This would lead one to suspect that an unique population had 

self-selected for inclusion in the research. A possible explanation for 

the similarity of male and‘female self-disclosure scores was offered by 

Bern (1974). By classifying subjects by psychological sex instead of 

anatomical sex, Bern envisaged a model which was free from the sex-role 

assumptions and expected behaviors of males and females. The identifica

tion of four psychological sex types, in combination with biological sex, 

expands the traditional male-female dichotomy to eight categories:

1. Masculine males: males who rate high on masculine traits and

low on feminine traits.

2. Feminine males: males who rate high on feminine traits and low

on masculine traits.

3. Androgynous males: males who rate high on both masculine and

feminine traits.

4. Undifferentiated males: males who rate low on both masculine

and feminine traits.

5. Feminine females: females who rate high on feminine traits

and low on masculine traits.
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6. Masculine females: females who rate high on masculine traits 

and low on feminine traits.

7. Androgynous females: females who rate high on both feminine

and masculine traits.

8. Undifferentiated females: females who rate low on both masculine

and feminine traits.

By examining this model9 it is discovered that a combination of 

masculine males and feminine females would exhibit the traditional sex 

differences whereas other combinations would tend to be less distinguish

able. Nurturance, empathy and warmth are considered traditional feminine 

characteristics whereas independence, aggressiveness and coolness are 

usually attributed to masculinity. Since couples were recruited by offer

ing a course of premarital counseling (a subject which has traditionally 

been viewed as a threat to male independence), it is unlikely that the 

program would attract males whose psychological sex resembled that of the 

masculine male. Therefore, it is probable that the males involved in the 

program possessed a feminine, androgynous, or undifferentiated psychologi

cal sex. If this proposition were true, then the apparent lack of sex 

differences in the sample could be explained.

Conclusions

The results of this study are inconclusive and do not lead to 

easy generalizations. The two definitive statements that can be drawn 

from the results are:
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1. Content self-disclosure to partners does not generalize to 

close friends or to acquaintances.

2. Involvement in a RE or LD group does not seem to make long-term 

changes in self-disclosure patterns of subjects.

It was apparent that subjects in both the RE and LD groups were 

at a stage in their relationship in which self-disclosure was already 

achieved. The Avery et al. (in press) research indicated that their 

expressive and empathic skills were underdeveloped at pretest. In order 

to fully trace the development of a relationship, and the effects that a 

RE program has on content self-disclosure, further research should employ 

couples who are in the beginning stages of their relationships. This 

would ensure low scores on both empathic/expressive and content disclosure 

areas. It is also suggested that future research with the JSDQ be con

ducted with a lengthened rating scale so that the sensitivity of the 

instrument can be improved.

Although the obtained results gave little support to the stated 

hypotheses in Chapter 1, it cannot be concluded that content self- 

disclosure is unimportant for a continuing healthy relationship. Dis

closures directed toward partners were found to be high at all three 

testing sessions for both the RE and LD groups. The fact that disclos

ures were maintained at a high level at follow-up test could be more 

significant, in terms of relationship durability, for the RE group than 

it was for the LD group. By being strongly encouraged to confront and 

work through difficult relationship issues, the RE couples repeatedly 

had their continued relationship placed in jeopardy. In contrast, the
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LD couples were able to approach and avoid difficult relationship issues 

at their own discretion. The maintenance of high levels of disclosure 

directed toward partners, in the RE group occurring with forced rela

tionship reappraisals, supports the overall effectiveness of the program.

An extension to the present research would involve a longitudinal 

study to discover if differences exist in the disclosure patterns of 

couples who had experience in the two alternate programs. If it could 

be demonstrated that couples acquire skills in RE training that enable 

them to continue disclosing in high-risk content areas during later 

stages of their relationship, then the value of the RE program and its 

relationship to content self-disclosure could be strongly documented.



APPENDIX A 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE RE PROGRAM
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Session 1 

Goal:

Obj actives:

Session II 

Goal:

To secure confidentiality of all group discussions and 

provide an overview of the program,

a) Leaders acquaint participants with the program through:

1) Discussion of the rationale and the benefits of the 

program,

2) Explanations and modeling of nacceptanceIT and 

"owning" of feelings,

3) Modeling and explanations of the four modes of 

communication.

b) Using topics of non-relationship content, participants 

practice expresser and empathic responder modes with a 

participant other than partner. Participants have a 

good first experience.

c) Relationship Questionnaires are distributed with home

work practice exercise so that couples can organize 

their issues for further discussions and reinforce 

skills learned in the first session.

a) To have participants generalize use of their skills in 

everyday situations.

b) To have participants enjoy a successful first experience 

in the use of skills with their partners.



Objectives:

Session III 

Goal:

Objectives:
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a) Reviewing homework and reinforcing work well done 

ensures that participants see this feature of the pro

gram as important.

b) By questioning when participants could use skills in 

everyday situations and encouraging them to do so, 

generalization of skills is promoted.

c) Careful selection of non-volatile topics ensures posi

tive outcome when skills are practiced with partner in 

session.

d) Reinforcement of session is gained through homework 

assignment. Having each couple practice the speaker/ 

listener roles, and role-switching on a more significant, 

but not a major, relationship issue, allows participants 

to have success independent of leaders’ direct guidance.

To further refine and sharpen the skills of the program so

that participants can address more significant relationship

issues.

a) By reinforcing successfully completed homework assign

ments and generalized use of skills, participants gain 

confidence in their abilities to act independently.

(This objective remains constant throughout the remain

der of the program.)



Session IV 

Goal:

Objectives:
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b) Leaders make refinements to speaker and listener roles 

by:

1) Differentiating between "I" and "you" messages.

2) Emphasizing congruence between verbal and non

verbal messages.

c) By leaders modeling "mode switching," participants gain 

insight on the use of this skill.

d) By practicing a more significant relationship issue 

immediately after and directly before a positive issue, 

participants are ensured success in their session 

performance.

e) Reinforcement of session and greater insight into indi

vidual couple’s relationship are gained through:

1) Homework practice sessions of increased time and 

depth of discussion.

2) Completion of the Ease of Discussion Questionnaire.

To enhance couples’ skill level to the point where deeper 

relationship issues can be discussed.

a) By reviewing generalization of skills, speaker/listener, 

and facilitator roles, reinforcement of previously 

learned material is accomplished.
b) By practicing a deeper relationship issue immediately 

after and directly before a positive relationship issue.



Session V 

Goal:

Objectives:

65

participants are ensured success when dealing with a 

difficult issue,

c) Assignment of homework exercises ensure:

1) Couples practice for greater lenghts of time on 

deeper relationship issues.

2) Couples gain more insight into their partners 

through completion of the Partner Understanding 

Questionnaire.

To further enhance couplesT communication skills.

a) Review of skills discussed in previous sessions trein- 

forces participants learning of these skills.

b) By choosing and practicing in session a troublesome 

relationship issue immediately after and directly before 

positive relationship issues, participants are ensured 

success and increase their tolerance for tough issues.

c) By providing homework designed to explore in depth the 

couple relationship, participants are given the oppor

tunity to utilize their skills while discovering new 

relationship issues. The Relationship Assessment 

Exercise and the Partner Trust Questionnaire are distri

buted for this purpose.
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Session VI 

Goal:

Objectives:

Session VII 

Goal:

Session VIII 

Goal:

a) To strengthen participants’ weaker skill areas.

b) To promote greater use of the facilitator role.

a) By confronting members with their skill weaknesses and

reteaching correct skills, participants strengthen 

their skills.

b) By reinforcing participants to use the facilitator role,

leaders are able to gradually give up this role.

c) By choosing a topic considered to be "normally off

limits yet wanting discussion," participants utilize 

the practice session to test the strength of their 

skills.

d) Homework aimed,at reinforcing speaker/listener roles 

and role-switching combined with a strength-building 

exercise should have the desired outcome of:

1) Further strengthening skills.

2) Enhancing the relationship bond. ,

a) To allow couples the opportunity to practice skills 

with limited supervision.

b) To allow couples to work on weaker skill areas.

c) To "catch up" couples who have missed previous sessions.

Same as Session VII.
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Directions:
-
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Ask yourself the question:

How open am I, how much do I let myself be known?

Read each item below and then indicate the extent to
which you can talk about the topic to others. Use the
following rating system:
0: I can tell that person or group nothing about this 

aspect of me.
1: I can talk in general terms about this item, so 

that the person or group can get only a general 
idea about this aspect of me.

2: I can talk in full and complete detail about this 
item, so that the person or group can know me fully 
in this respect.

Example:

2 0 1 x. My skill at golf.

Explanation: If you answered 2, 0, 1, you would be
stating: I am very open with my partner about the golf
game (2); I can tell my close friends nothing about my
golf game (0); and I would be willing to give a general
idea of my skill at golf to acquaintances (1).

Mark your responses on your answer sheet.

236. What I think and feel about religion; my personal
religious views.

237. My personal opinions and feelings about other
religious groups than my own, e.g., Protestants,
Catholics, Jews, atheists.

238. My views on communism.

239. My views on the present government— the president.
government policies, etc.

240. My views on the question of racial integration in
schools, transportation, etc.
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241o My personal views on drinking.

242. My personal views on sexual morality— how I feel 
that I and others ought to behave in sexual 
matters.

243. My personal standards of beauty and attractive
ness in women— what I consider to be attractive 
in woman.

244. The things that I regard as desirable for a man 
to be— what I look for in a man.

245. My feeling about how parents ought to deal with 
children.

246. My favorite foods, the ways I like foods pre
pared, and my food dislikes.

247. My favorite beverages, and the ones I don’t like,

248. My likes and dislikes in music.

249. My favorite reading matter.

- 250. The kinds of movies that I like to see best; the 
TV shows that are my favorites.

251. My tastes in clothing.

252. The style of house, and the kinds of furnishings 
that I like best.

253. The kind of party, or social gathering that I 
like best, and the kind that would bore me, or 
that I wouldn’t enjoy.
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254. My favorite ways of spending spare time, e.g.,
hunting, reading, cards, sports events, parties, 
dancing, etc.

255. What I would appreciate most for a present.

256. What I find to be the worst pressures and 
strains in my work.

257. What I find to be the most boring and unenjoy- 
able aspects of my work.

258. What I enjoy most, and get the most satisfaction 
from in my present work.

259. What I feel are my shortcomings and handicaps
that prevent me from working as I ’d like to, or 
that prevent me from getting further ahead in my 
work.

,

260. What I feel are my special strong points and 
qualifications for my work.

'
261. How I feel that my work is appreciated by

others (e.g., boss, fellow workers, teacher, 
husband, etc.).

262. My ambitions and goals in my work.

263. My feelings about the salary or rewards that I 
get for my work.

264. How I feel about the choice of career that I
have made— whether or not I ’m satisfied with it.

265. How I really feel about the people that I work 
for, or work with.
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266. How much money I make at my work, or get as an 
allowance.

267. Whether or not I owe money; if so, how much.

268. Whom I owe money to at present; or whom I have 
borrowed from in the past.

269. Whether or not I have savings, and the amount.

270. Whether or not others owe me money; the amount, 
and who owes it to me.

271. Whether or not I gamble; if so, the way I 
gamble, and the extent of it.

272. All of my present sources of income— wages, fees, 
allowance, dividends, etc.

273. My total financial worth, including property, 
savings, bonds, insurance, etc.

274. My most pressing need for money right now, e.g., 
outstanding bills, some major purchase that is 
desired or needed.

275. How I budget my money— the proportion that goes 
to necessities, luxuries, etc.

276. The aspects of my personality that I dislike,
worry about, that I regard as a handicap to me.

277. What feelings, if any, that I have trouble 
expressing or controlling.
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278. The facts of my present sex life— including 
knowledge of how I get sexual gratification; any 
problems that I might have; with whom I have 
relations5 if anybody.

279. Whether or not I feel that I am attractive to the 
opposite sex; my problems, if any, about getting 
favorable attention from the opposite sex.

280. Things in the past or present that I feel ashamed 
and guilty about.

281. . The kinds of things that make me just furious.

282. What it takes to get me feeling real depressed 
or blue.

283. What it takes to get me real worried, anxious or 
blue.

284. What it takes to hurt my feelings deeply.

285. The kinds of things that make me especially proud 
of myself, elated, full of self-esteem or self- 
respect.

286. My feelings about the appearance of my face—  
things I don’t like, and things that I might like 
about my face and head— nose, eyes, hair, teeth, 
etc.

287. How I wish I looked: my ideals for overall 
appearance.

288. My feelings about different parts of my body—  
legs, hips, waist, weight, chest or bust, etc.
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289. Any problems and worries that I had with my 
appearance in the past.

290. Whether or not I now have any health problems—  
e.g.5 trouble with sleep, digestion, female 
complaints, heart condition, allergies, headaches, 
piles, etc.

291. Whether or not I have any long-range worries or 
concerns about my health, e.g., cancer, ulcers, 
heart trouble.

292. My past record of illness and treatment.

293. Whether or not I now make special effort to keep 
fit, healthy, and attractive, e.g., calisthenics, 
diet.

294. My present physical measurements, e.g., height, 
weight, waist, etc.

295. My feelings about my adequacy in sexual behavior
— whether ot not I feel able to perform adequately 
in sex relationships.
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All S
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Pre Treatment Post Treatment

Figure C-l. A comparison of partners’ scores on the Jourard Self- 
Disclosure Questionnaire (partner target) by all 
subjects at pre- and post-treatment.



All S
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Follow- up

Figure C-2. A comparison of partners’ scores on the Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire 
(close friend target) by the relationship enhancement and lecture/discussion 
groups combined over the pre, post and follow-up testing sessions.
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Figure C-3o A comparison of partners’ scores on the Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire 
(acquaintance target) by the relationship enhancement and lecture/discussion 
groups combined over the pre, post and follow-up testing sessions.
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Table C-l. A comparison of partner's pre- and post-treatment
scores on the Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire 
(partner target) by all subjects (N = 55)

Pre-treatment Post-treatment
N = 55 N = 55

Aspects of Self Pearson r p Pearson r p

Attitudes u> 00 .001 .55 .001

Tastes oCO .010 .63 .001

Work .25 .030 .57 .001

Money .66 .001 .50 .001

Personality .74 .001 .60 .001

Body .43 .001 .68 .001

Total .68 .001 .70 .001



Table C-2. A comparison of partnersf pretest, post-test and follow-up test scores on the
Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (close friend target) for the relationship
enhancement group and the lecture/discussion groups combined

Pretest Post-test Follow-up Test
N = 27 N = 27 N = 27

Aspects of Self Pearson r p Pearson r p Pearson r p

Attitudes -.05 .400 .34 .040 .26 .090

Tastes .54 .002 .54 .002 .04 .420

Work .52 .003 .47 .007 .10 .320

Money .03 .450 .44 .010 .13 .260

Personality .02 .470 .43 , .010 .52 .003

Body —. 18 .180 .48 .006 -.01 .490

Total .15 .230 .51 .003 .18 .180



Table C-3. A comparison of partnersf pretest, post-test and follow-up test scores on the
Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (acquaintance target) for the relationship
enhancement group and the lecture/discussion groups combined

Pretest Post-test Follow-up Test
N = 27 rxCMIfSzi N = 27

Aspects of Self Pearson'r p Pearson r p Pearson r p

Attitudes .03 .440 . 50 .004 .01 .481

Tastes .38 .021 .59 .001 .01 .481

Work .08 .350 .53 .002 .02 .460

Money -.18 .180 .37 .030 -.08 .340

Personality —. 03 .450 .49 .005 .19 .170

Body - -.15 .233 .46 .010 .01 .480

Total .03 .440 .59 .001 .06 .390



REFERENCES

Altman, I., and Haythorne, W. W. Interpersonal exchange in isolation. 
Sociomet’ry, 1965, 23, 411-426.

Altman, I. and Taylor, D. A. Social penetration: The development of
interpersonal relationships. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
Inc. 1973.

Appelle, M. The effect of group marital therapy of self-disclosure,
social distance and self-spouse perception. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation. University of Toronto, 1974.

Ard, B. N., Jr. Communication theory in marriage counseling: A critique
in B. N» Ard, Jr. and C. C. Ard (ed.). Handbook of marriage 
counseling, Palo Alto, California: Science and Behavior Books,
1976.

Argyle, M. and Kendon, A. The experimental analysis of social perform
ance. In L. Berkowitz (ed.). Advances in experimental social 
Psychology. Vol. 3. New York: Academic Press, 1967.

Avery, A., Ridley, C. Leslie, L., and Milholland, T. Relationship
enhancement with premarital dyads: A six month follow-up. American
Journal of Family Therapy, in press.

Bandura, A., and Walters, R. H. Social learning and personality develop
ment. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1963.

Bath, K. E., and Daly, D. L. Self-disclosure: Relationships to self
described personality and sex differences. Psychological Reports, 
1972. 31, 623-628.

Bern, S. L. The measurement of psychological androgeny. Journal of 
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1974, 42, 155-162.

Blood, R. 0., Jr., and Wolfe, D. M. Husbands and wives. Glencoe, 
Illinois: Free Press, 1960.

Burgess, E. W., and Wallin, P. Engagement and marriage. Philadelphia:
J. B. Lippincott, 1953.

Burke, R. J., Weir, T., and Harrison, D. Disclosure of problems and
tensions experienced by marital partners* Psychological Reports, 
1976, 38, 531-542.

Campbell, E. E. The effect of couple communication training on married 
couples in the child-rearing years: A field experiment. Unpub
lished doctoral dissertation, Arizona State University, 1974.

81



82
Garkhuff 9 R. R» 9 and Berenson, B» G. Beyond counseling and therapy,

New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, Inc,, 1967.

Cash, T. F. Self-disclosure in the acquaintance process: Effects of
sex, physical attractiveness, and approval motivation. Unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, Goerge Peabody College for Teachers, 1974.

Chelune, G. J. A multidimensional look at sex and target differences in 
disclosure. Psychological Reports, 1976, 39̂ , 259-263.

Chelune, G. J., and Associates. Self-disclosure. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Boss, 1979.

Collins, J. D. The effects of the conjugal relationship modification 
method on marital communication and adjustment. Unpublished doc
toral dissertation, Pennsylvania State University, 1971.

Cozby, P. C. Self-disclosure, reciprocity and liking. Sociometry, 1972, 
35, 151-160.

Cozby, P. C. Self-disclosure: A literature review. Psychological 
Bulletin, 1973, 79., 73-91.

Cutler, B., and Dyer, W. G. Initial adjustment processes in young married 
couples. Social Forces, 1965, 44, 195-201.

D ’Augelli, A. R., Deyss, D. S., Guerney, B. G., Jr., Hershenberg, B., and 
Sboroksky, S. I. Interpersonal skill training for dating couples:
An evaluation of an educational mental health service. Journal of 
Counseling Psychology, 1974, 21, 385-389.

Davis, J. D. When boy meets girl: Sex roles and the negotiation of
intimacy in an acquaintance exercise. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 1978, 684-692.

Derlega, V. J., Chaikin, A. L., and Herndon, J. Are demand characteris
tics responsible for disclosure reciprocity? Norfolk, Virginia: 
Department of Psychology, Old Dominion University, 1973.

Derlega, V. J., Harris, M. S., and Chaikin, A. L. Self-disclosure recip
rocity, liking and the deviant. Journal of Experimental Social 
Psychology, 1973, 9_9 2-7-284.

Derlega, V. J., Wilson, M., and Chaikin, A. L., Friendship and disclosure 
reciprocity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1976,
34, 578-582.

Erlich, H. J., and Graeven, D. B. Reciprocal self-disclosure in a dyad. 
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 1971, ]_<, 389-400.



83

Foote, N. N., and Cottrell, L. Identity and interpersonal competence:
A new direction in family research. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1955.

Gilbert, S. J. Empirical and theoretical extensions of self-disclosure.
In G. R. Miller (ed.), Explorations in interpersonal communication 
(Vol. 5, Sage Annual Review of Communication Research). Beverly 
Hills: Sage, 1976.

Ginsberg, B. G. Parent-adolescent relationship development: A thera
peutic and preventive mental health program. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, Pennsylvania State University, 1971.

Guerney, B. G., Jr. Filial therapy: Description and rationale. Journal
of Consulting Psychology, 1964, 28, 304-310.

Guerney, B. G., Jr. Relationship enhancement: Skill training programs
for therapy, problem prevention, and enrichpent. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Boss, 1977.

Heiss, J. S. Degree of intimacy and male-female interaction. Sociometry, 
1962, 25, 197-208.

Himelstein. P., and hubin, B. Attempted validation of the self-disclosure 
inventory by the peer nomination technique. Journal of Psychology, 
1965, 61, 13-16.

Homans, G. C. Social behavior: Its elementary forms. New York:
Harcourt, Brace and World, 1961.

Hyink, P. W. The influence of client ego strength, client sex and thera
pist sex on the frequency, depth, and focus of client self-disclosure. 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Michigan State University, 1974.

Jones, E. E., and Archer, R. L. Are there special effects of personalis- 
tic self-disclosure? Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
1976, 12, 180-193.

Jorgensen, S. R., and Gaudy, J. C. Self-disclosure and satisfaction in 
marriage: The relation examined. Family Relations, 1980, 29.

Jourardj S. M., and Lasakow, P. Some factors in self-disclosure.
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1958, 56, 91-98.

Jourard, S. M. Self-disclosure and other-cathexis. Journal of Abnormal 
and Social Psychology, 1959b, 59_, 428-431.

Jourard, S. M., and Landman, M. J. Cognition, cathexis, and the "dyadic
effect" in men’s self-disclosing behavior. Merrill Palmer Quarterly, 
1960, 6, 178-186.



84

Jourard, S. M. Self-disclosure patterns in British and American * college 
females. Journal of Social Psychology, 1961d, 54, 315-320.

Jourard, S. M., and Richman, P. Disclosure output and input in college 
students. Merrill Palmer Quarterly, 1963, 9̂, 141-148.

Jourard, S. M. The transparent self. New York: D. Van Nostrand, 1964.

Jourard, S. M. The transparent self. New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold,
rev. ed; 1971b.

Kerckhoff, A., and Davis, K. Value consensus and need complementarity
in mate selection. American Sociological Review, 1962, _27̂  295-303.

Levinger, G., and Senn, D. J. Disclosure of feelings in marriage.
Merrill Palmer Quarterly, 1967, 13, 237-249.

Lewis, R. A. Developmental processes in premarital dyadic formation:
A longitudinal study of mate selection. Unpublished doctoral disser
tation, University of Minnesota, 1969.

Lewis, R. A. - A developmental framework for the analysis of premarital 
dyadic formation. Family Process, 1972, _2, 17-48.

Locke, H. J. Predicting adjustment in marriage. New York: Holt, 1951.

Lynn, S. J. Three theories of self-disclosure exchange. Journal of 
Experimental Social Psychology, 1978, _5, 466-479.

Mark, E. W. Sex differences in intimacy motivation: A projective
approach to the study of self-^-disclosure. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, Boston College, 1976.

Miller, S., Nunnally, E. W., and Wackman, D. B. Alive and aware:
Improving communication in relationships. Minneapolis: Interpersonal .
Communication Programs, Inc., 1975.

Molinoff, A. A. Sex-related effects in the perception of self-disclosure. 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of California at Los 
Angeles, 1974.

Morton, T. L. Intimacy and reciprocity of exchange: A comparison of
spouses and strangers. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
1978, 36, 72-81.

Mulcahy, G. A. Sex differences in patterns of self-disclosure among 
adolescents: A developmental perspective. Journal of Youth and
Adolescence, 1973, _2, 343-356.



85
Murdoch9 P.9 Chenowith, R.9 and Rissman9 K» Eligibility and intimacy

effects on self--disclosure. Paper presented at meeting of Society 
of Experimental Social Psychology, November, 1969, Madison,
Wisconsin.

Newcomb, T. M. The acquaintance process. New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, 1961.

Panyard, C. M. Method to improve the reliability of the Jourard self
disclosure questionnaire. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1971,
18, 606.

Panyard, C. M. Self-disclosure between friends: A validity study.
Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1973, 20, 66-68.

Pendersen, D. M., and Breglio, V. The correlation of two self-disclosure 
inventories with actual self-disclosure: A validity study. Psycho
logical Reports, 1968b, 22, 495-501.

Reiss, I. L» Family systems in America. Hinsdale, Illinois: The Dryden
Press, second ed; 1976.

Rosenfeld, L. B., Civikly, J. M., and Herron, J. R. Anatomical and
psychological sex differences. In G. Chelune (ed.). Self-disclosure. 
San Francisco: Jossey-Boss, 1979.

Rubin, Z. Liking and loving: An invitation to social psychology. New
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1973.

Rubin, Z. Disclosing oneself to a stranger: Reciprocity and its limits.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 1975, 11, 233-260.

Schlein, S. P. Training premarital dating couples in empathic and open
communication: An experimental evaluation of a potential preventa
tive mental health program. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
Pennsylvania State University, 1971.

Shipman, G. Speech thresholds and voice tolerance in marital interaction. 
Marriage and Family Living, 1960, _22, 203-20.

Simonson, N. R., and Bahr, S. Self-disclosure by the professional and 
paraprofessional therapist. Journal of Consulting and Clinical 
Psychology, 1974, 4-2, 359-363.

Thibaut, J. W., and Kelley, H. H. The social psychology of groups.
New York: John Wiley, 1959.

Wilson, M. N., and Rappaport, J. Personal self-disclosure: Expectancy
and situational effects. Journal of Consulting and Clinical 
Psychology, 1974, 42, 901-908.



86

Worthy, M., Gary, A. L., and Kahn, G. M. Self-disclosure as an exchange 
process. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1969, 13, 
59-63.



0 0 62 4


