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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of 

interviewers' self-disclosing behavior and verbal reinforcing behavior 

on subjects' self-disclosing responses. The effects of interviewer 

sex, subject sex, and item intimacy level were also studied. 

Twenty-seven Elementary Psychology students rated ̂ 0 self-

disclosure questions according to the level of intimacy of the in

formation requested by each item. Five low, five medium, and five 

high intimacy, level items were selected" to construct a 15-iteiii self-

disclosure questionnaire which was used in the interviews in the 

present study. A total of 60 volunteer subjects, 30 males and 30 fe

males, were interviewed by one of two interviewers. Twenty subjects 

(10 males and 10 females) were interviewed (10 by each interviewer) 

under each of the three treatment conditions: Disclosure Condition -

interviewer asked a question, self-disclosed on the question for a 

minimum of 60 seconds, listened nonresponsively to the subject's re

sponse to the item, and then asked the next question; Reinforcement 

Condition - interviewer asked a question, verbally reinforced the 

subject's self-disclosure responses, then asked the next question, and; 

Control Condition - interviewer asked a question, listened nonrespon

sively to the subject's response, and then asked the next question. 

All of the interviews were audio-taped in their entirety and 

in segments of some of the interviews, the interviewers were video-taped. 

xiv 



XV 

The audio-tapes were used to rate the depth and length of the sub

jects' responses to each interview item. The video-tapes were used 

for rating the interviewers' attending, disclosing, and reinforcing 

behaviors to insure that the interviewers behaved according to the 

specified treatment conditions. 

Significant variance was found in the Treatment Condition 

Variable for both the depth and length ratings of the subjects' self-

disclosures. More specifically, subjects in the Disclosure Condition 

disclosed themselves with greater intimacy depth and to a greater length 

than subjects in both the reinforcement and control conditions, while 

subjects in the Reinforcement Condition did not vary significantly in 

the depth or length of their disclosures from subjects in the Control 

Condition. The Interviewer Variable, Subject Sex Variable, and Item 

Intimacy Level Variable all failed to significantly affect the length 

and depth of the subjects' disclosing responses. The interviewers' 

behavior data strongly indicate that both interviewers closely adhered 

to the specified treatment conditions. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

But the Lord God called to Adam, and said to him, 'Where are 
you?' 

He said, 'I heard the sound of You walking in the garden, 
and I was afraid, because I was naked; and I hid myself' ' 
(The Amplified Bible, Genesis 3!9* 10). 

So Adam and Eve donned their fig leaf aprons and hid themselves 

in the bushes. Since that time hiding the self has been considered the 

natural state of man. And when a person succeeds too well at hiding 

his being from others, he tends to lose touch with his real self and 

this loss of self contributes to many forms of psychological and 

physical disorders (Jcurard, 196̂ ). 

However, hiding the self has long been viewed as a problem and 

many ways of getting at what is being hid have been developed. These 

means include getting the person drunk, threatening bodily harm, dream 

analysis, and measurement devices with hidden purposes. Yet people 

readily open up when they want to be known; when they think that di

vulging themselves will be beneficial to them. The counseling rela

tionship is designed to benefit the counselee but he can receive this 

help only if he discloses himself. The counselor plays an important 

role in the counseling relationship and it is believed that he can in

fluence the extent to which the counselee discloses himself. 
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The Problem 

Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this study is to compare the effects of inter

viewers' self-disclosing behavior and verbal reinforcing behavior on 

subjects' self-disclosing behavior. The results of this study have 

direct implications for the counselor's behavior in the counselor-

counselee relationship. 

Significance of the Problem 

The challenge of developing and using effective techniques for 

stimulating therapeutic change within counselees is the central concern 

of much of the recent counseling and psychotherapy literature. The 

present study employed structured interviews to examine the comparative 

effectiveness of interviewers' self-disclosing and reinforcing behaviors 

in increasing the depth and amount of subjects' self-disclosures. 

Hiding one's self from others often leads to psychological 

strain which inhibits growth and often results in physical problems as 

well (jourard, 196̂ ). In seeking to block off personal flaws from 

others' views people also block off their creative or spontaneous flow 

of being themselves. Their own awareness of themselves is decreased. 

Great amounts of energy are spent and unhealthy tension is built up by 

the person's effort to screen his own and others' perceptions of him

self. He becomes alienated from himself and other people corne to be 

stressors in proportion to his degree of self-alienation. Jourard 

states that alienation from the real self is the major cause of neu

rotic behavior. 
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The process of making the self known to others is called self-

disclosure. By disclosing the self to others, the person is able to 

better know himself through exposure to the feedback which they give 

him. Psychiatric sessions, employment interviews, and psychological 

intake interviews are examples of how predictions about future behavior 

are made from self-disclosures. 

Self-disclosure has been recognized for many years to be of 

therapeutic value in helping relationships. In early experiments with 

the psychoanalytic techniques, Breuer encouraged his patients to ex

press themselves freely and recorded marked changes in their overt 

symptoms (Breuer and Freud, 1895). The awareness and expression of 

one's self are major tenets in several of the more current popular 

counseling approaches. Gestalt counseling, an outgrowth of perceptual 

gestalt psychology, places a major emphasis on the client's being aware 

of his internal condition and of his ongoing relationship with his en

vironment. Gestalt counselors believe that it is therapeutic when the 

counselee can express his awareness in terms that are meaningful to 

himself. As the counselee expresses his perception of his environment 

and of himself, the counselor can more accurately spot problems in the 

ways that the client perceives and reacts to his world. 

Interpersonal relationships form a vital part of man's experi

encing. Block and Bennett (1955) differentiate between two aspects of 

interpersonal communication: (l) receiving or perceiving, and (2) 

sending or transmitting. They state that distortion can occur in 

neither, one, or both aspects. A person who is hiding his real self 



from others is certainly distorting his transmissions and is probably 

also distorting his perceptions through his defensive perceptual screen. 

Client centered counseling has traditionally emphasized that 

both the counselor and the counselee should be aware of their feelings 

and reactions, especially to each other, and that they also should ex

press these feelings, emotions, and thoughts in a very straightforward, 

caring way. 

Gowan, Demos, and Wakefield (1970) stress the importance of 

young people being able to freely express themselves lest their pent-up 

feelings lead to problems. They state that group counseling affords 

the opportunity and circumstances in which the teenager can become more 

aware of himself and of how others see him. The young counselee feels 

safe enough to express his feelings and problems because the other 

group members listen with genuine regard and sympathetic understanding. 

This self-exploration and self-expression helps the student to isolate 

and specify his private fears, and as he gains feedback from the other 

group members, he learns that others have similar problems. This col

lective feedback helps the teenager to accept himself as he is and to 

find his strengths and build on them. Often one or more of the group 

members can offer confidence, encouragement, and social modeling at the 

most opportune moments. Group counseling can help the young person 

handle his special problems and express his feelings in effective ways. 

In his study of the nonobviously stigmatized, Kleck (l°68) 

states that the person with a nonobvious physical problem chooses to 

whom and under what conditions to disclose himself. He monitors in

formation that is exchanged to prevent or limit self-disclosure, by 
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inhibiting disclosure and avoiding intimate social interaction. There 

is every reason to believe that counselees do much of the same kind of 

monitoring, inhibiting, and avoiding in the counseling relationship 

that Kleck's nonobviously stigmatized subjects did in their relation

ships with other people. 

Since self-disclosure is generally considered to be of great 

significance in the counseling relationship, it is important to study 

the variables which affect its function. A number of researchers 

(Chitlick and Himelstein, 1567; Himelstein and Kimbrough, 19&3; Jones 

and Pines, 1968; Jourard, 19&9; and Jourard and Jaffe, 1970) have found 

that situational variables have a greater effect on subjects' self-

disclosing behavior than do personality, topic content variables, and 

variability in the measuring devices used to measure self-disclosure. 

Jourard (1969) presents a convincing array of data indicating that in

terviewers' self-disclosures increase subjects' self-disclosure. 

Krasner (1955 and 1958) summarizes research that shows the effective

ness of conditioning subjects' verbal behavior with generalized rein-

forcers. 

Powell (1968) reinforced subjects' self-reference statements 

with "approval-supportive", "reflection-restatement", and "open-

disclosure" responses, and found that the "open-disclosure" responses 

increased the subjects' self-reference statements significantly more 

than the other two types of responses. However, Powell used an operant 

conditioning design and limited the interviewer's responses to ten sec

onds. These open-disclosure interventions, like the supportive and 
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reflective ones can be seen as specifying the verbalizations which the 

interviewer was interested in. It is also doubtful that the ten sec

ond time limit allowed for much meaningful disclosure of the interviewer. 

A truer test of Jourard's (196̂  and 1969) theory that an inter

viewer's disclosure will help the subject to feel freer to disclose 

himself in comparison to operant conditioning of disclosure is needed. 

The counselor's behavior as part of the situational variables in the 

counseling relationship is important to the extent to which a counselee 

will disclose himself. It is therefore important to know whether the 

counselor's open and honest disclosures, or his intentional verbal re-

inforcers will best increase the counselee's disclosures. The present 

study was designed for this, purpose. 

Hypotheses Tested 

The following hypotheses deal with the relationship between the 

subjects' self-disclosures and the three treatment conditions. The in

terviewers disclosed themselves to the subjects in the Disclosure Con

dition, verbally reinforced the subjects* disclosures in the 

Reinforcement Condition, and neither self-disclosed nor reinforced the 

subjects' disclosures in the Control Condition. 

Hypothesis I 

There is no significant difference in the depth of the self-

disclosure responses made by subjects interviewed in the Control Condi

tion as compared with the depth of the self-disclosure responses made 

by subjects interviewed in the two experimental conditions. 



Hypothesis II 

There is no significant difference in the length of the self-

disclosure responses made by subjects interviewed in the Control Condi

tion as compared with the length of the self-disclosure responses made 

by subjects interviewed in the two experimental conditions. 

Hypothesis III 

There is no significant difference in the depth of the self-

disclosure responses made by subjects interviewed in the Disclosure 

Condition as compared with the depth of the self-disclosure responses 

made by subjects interviewed in the Reinforcement Condition. 

Hypothesis IV 

There is no significant difference in the length of the self-

disclosure responses made by subjects interviewed in the Disclosure 

Condition as compared with the length of the self-disclosure responses 

made by subjects interviewed in the Reinforcement Condition. 

The following two hypotheses deal with the subjects' self-

disclosures in relation to the two interviewers. 

Hypothesis V 

There is no significant difference in the depth of the self-

disclosure responses made by subjects interviewed by Olson as compared 

with the depth of the self-disclosure responses made by subjects inter

viewed by Moran. 



Hypothesis VI 

There is no significant difference in the length of the self-

disclosure responses made by subjects interviewed by Olson as compared 

with the length of the self-disclosure responses made by subjects inter

viewed by Moran. 

The next two hypotheses concern the relationship between the 

subjects' sex and their disclosure ratings. 

Hypothesis VII 

There is no significant difference in the depth of the self-

disclosure responses made by male subjects as compared with the depth 

of the self-disclosure responses made by female subjects. 

Hypothesis VIII 

There is no significant difference in the length of the self-

disclosure responses made by male subjects as compared with the length 

of the self-disclosure responses made by female subjects. 

The following two hypotheses deal with the relationship between 

the subjects' self-disclosures and the items' intimacy levels. 

Hypothesis IX 

The self-disclosure responses made by the subjects to the low 

intimacy level items, the medium intimacy level items, and the high in

timacy level items do not significantly differ in their depth ratings 

from each other when compared by intimacy level groupings. 
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Hypothesis X 

The self-disclosure responses made by the subjects to the low 

intimacy level items, the medium intimacy level items, and the high in

timacy level items do not significantly differ in their length ratings 

from each other when compared by intimacy level groupings. 

The following hypothesis concerns the relationship between the 

subjects' depth of self-disclosure and length of self-disclosure 

ratings. 

Hypothesis XI 

There is no significant relationship between the depth.ratings 

and length ratings of the self-disclosure responses that the subjects 

gave. 

Assumptions and Limitations 

Assumptions of the Study 

A brief overview of Jourard's (1959 and 196̂ ) theory of self-

disclosure will point up a number of the basic theoretical assumptions 

which form the theoretical basis for the present study: (l) Hiding 

aspects of one's self from others can lead to self-alienation; (2) 

Self-alienation causes a build up of tension and anxiety which can be 

psychologically and physically damaging; (3) Disclosing the self to 

others is an important way one can gain knowledge about himself; 

People disclose themselves to persons from whom they feel love and 
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trust; and (5) Love and trust are shown by striving to know the indi

vidual and by letting him know you. 

Limitations of the Study 

Evaluation of the present study and interpretation of its re

sults should be made in light of these limitations: (l) Applications 

of the results of this study can be made only to the population from 

which the subjects were drawn; (2) Implications for counseling can be 

made only to the extent to which the structured experimental interviews 

used in this study resemble counseling sessions; (3) Interpretations 

and applications of the results of this study can be made only in rela

tion to the specifically assessed interviewer behaviors; (U) The valid

ity and reliability of the results of this study are dependent on the 

adequacy of the measurement techniques used; and (5) The validity and 

reliability of the data depend in part on the extent to which the sub

jects responded in a serious, responsible way to the experimental sit

uation. 

Definitions of Terms 

The following terms are used in the present study as they are 

defined below: 

Self-Disclosure - the process of divulging information about 

one's self to another person. More specifically, it is revealing "what 

he thinks, feels, believes, wants, worries about—the kind of thing 

which one could never know unless one were told" (jourard, 196^,'p. 2k), 

It is being what one really is, or "real-self-being". 
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Depth of Self-Disclosure - the degree of intimacy of the mate

rial which the person is disclosing. Specifically in the present study 

it is defined by the numerical value on the Judge's Rating of Subject's 

Disclosing Responses (Appendix A). 

Amount of Self-Disclosure - the amount of material which a per

son discloses about himself. Specifically in the present study, the 

length of time in seconds that the subjects disclose themselves. 

Control Condition - the interviewer read questions to the sub

ject but disclosed nothing about himself and gave no verbal reinforcers. 

Reinforcement Condition - the interviewer verbally reinforced 

the subjects' disclosing statements with generalized reinforcers. 

Disclosure Condition - the interviewer disclosed himself for 

a minimum of 60 seconds after he read each question, and then had the 

subject respond. 

Self (or Real Self) - the subjective side of man which is 

private and personal, and which is experienced only immediately and 

spontaneously. The self is the immediate determiner of the person's 

overt behavior (Jourard, 196̂ ). 

Verbal Reinforcement - the use of reinforcing stimuli in the 

form of verbal cues (Krasner, 3.958). The specific cues used in this 

study were, "mmm-hmm", "uh-huh", "good", "yeah", "fine", "I see", 

"right", and the use of smiles, nods, tilts of the head, posture 

changes, and other gestures. 

Generalised Reinforcer - or generalized conditioned reinforcer; 

a conditioned reinforcer which is based on two, several, or many pri

mary reinforcers. In such cases, the conditioned reinforcer gains its 



strength from all of the reinforcers on which it is based (Reynolds, 

1968). Attention, approval, affection, and tokens (money) are exam

ples (Skinner, 1957)* 

Dyadic Effect - the contingency between disclosure-output and 

disclosure-intake. Disclosure is reciprocal between two people. 

Verbal Behavior - behavior which is shaped and maintained by 

mediated consequences. A contingency is arranged between a verbal 

response and a generalized reinforcer (Skinner, 1957)» 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The following review of literature is intended to present a 

summary of foregoing work in the area of self-disclosure. Various 

measures of self-disclosure will be presented, followed by a review 

of research findings on variables which appear to affect peoples' 

self-disclosure. 

A brief overview of the literature on verbal conditioning 

will provide the background information needed to more fully under

stand the rationale of the present study. 

Literature on Self-Disclosure 

Two major dimensions of self-disclosure are commonly measured: 

depth of self-disclosure and amount of self-disclosure. Depth refers 

to the degree of intimacy of the material which the person discloses, 

while amount refers to the number of items, words, or length of time 

used in disclosing the self. Following the discussions on the con

cepts and measurement of depth and amount of self-disclosure, the 

studies which examine the major variables which affect disclosure will 

be reviewed. 

13 



Depth of Self-Disclosure 

Though several other methods, like the Accessibility Question

naire (Rickers-Ovsiankina, 1956) have been used to measure the depth 

of self-disclosure, the most extensively researched method is the Self-

Disclosure Questionnaire (SDQ) developed by Sidney Jourard (jourard 

.and Lasakow, 1958). The typical method and use of the SDQ is exempli

fied by Kleck's study (1968) of the self-disclosure patterns of persons 

with nonobvious physical problems. His questionnaire included 2k items 

Qsome questionnaires include up to UO items (Jourard, 1961a )̂ ] > which 

were divided equally into six areas: tastes, attitudes, interpersonal 

relations, personality, concern with appearance, and health problems. 

The subjects responded by indicating to what extent they had confided 

each item of information to their mother, father, close male friend, 

close female friend, male acquaintance, and female acquaintance. The 

subjects gave their answers concerning the last four target persons 

with specific persons in mind. The subjects entered the number or 

letter for each item for each target person using the following scale: 

0 - I have told the other person nothing about this aspect of me 

but would if he or she asked. 

1 = The other person has only a general idea about this aspect of 

me. 

2 2 The other person knows me fully in this respect. 

X - I would not tell the other person about this aspect of myself 

even if he or she asked. 

On this scale "X" responses were treated as a zero and the 

other responses were assigned their numerical sign value. Subtotal 



scores for each target person, subtotal scores for each topic area, 

and the total depth of disclosure score were obtained. Other studies 

which have used this method (some with minor changes) of measuring 

depth of self-disclosure include: Jourard, 1961a; Jourard, 1961b; 

Jourard and Lasakow, 1958; Shapiro, 1968; Stanley, 1966; and Query, 

196*1-. 

Pedersen and Breglio (1968a)registered the significant criti

cism of the SDQ that it measured only the subject's report of the de

gree of intimacy of personal information that he had and would divulge. 

They argued that the actual and reported depth of information divulged 

might be different. To attempt to measure a person's actual depth of 

self-disclosure they developed their own version of the SDQ. Their 

subjects were given five blank sheets of paper with one of the follow

ing headings on each sheet: 

1. Interests. What are your main interests in life? Describe 

those activities and experiences which you enjoy. 

2* Personality. Describe your personality. Consider both your 

strengths and weaknesses. 

3. Studies. Describe yourself as a student. Include in your 

description an evaluation of your abilities, current motiva

tion, and future education and/or occupational plans. 

Body. Describe your present state of health and physical 

appearance. What do you like and/or dislike about your 

physical characteristics? 

5. Money. What is your current financial condition? Include 

a description of both your financial assets and liabilities. 



The depth of disclosure was derived for each of the five ques

tions by the following procedure. First, the depth of disclosure to 

each of the five questions was rated by two independent judges using 

the following three-point scale: 

1 - Discloses little or nothing of himself. 

2 s Discloses at only a general level; discloses facts but little 

or no disclosure of a personal nature. 

3 s Discloses attitudes and information of a personal nature. 

Second, these independent ratings are summated to yield a 

single depth-of-disclosure score for each question. Third, a total 

depth-of-disclosure score was obtained by summing the depth-of-

disclosure scores for each question. 

Weigel and Warnath (1968) raised a similar criticism of the 

traditional use of the SDQ after they used it in their study of group 

therapy effects on reported self-disclosure. They criticized" the 

questionable validity of the SDQ on the basis that this method of 

eliciting self-disclosure involves self-disclosure. Their conclusion 

was that the SDQ does not appear to meet the requirements for research 

use. Hurley and Hurley (1969) also commented on the SDQ's curious 

confidence in face validity and on its vulnerability to defensiveness 

in self-report. 

The present researcher agrees with Pedersen and Breglio's and 

Weigel and V/arnath's criticisms of the SDQ. Not only does this method 

in itself require self-disclosure to report self-disclosure, but it 

also involves another target person to whom this information is to be 
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divulged. As of yet, no research has studied the effects of the former 

variable on the self-report method of the SDQ. 

Weigel and Warnath, in addition to administering the SDQ to 

their subjects, also had each group member and therapist rank all 

other group members and therapist on depth of self-disclosure and on 

amount of self-disclosure. 

To meet the above criticisms the present study used audio-taped 

structured interviews (pages ̂ 3 to ̂ 6) to obtain accurate records of 

the subjects' actual self-disclosures. These tapes were then rated in

dependently by three judges for both depth and amount of self-disclosure 

(page 1+2). 

Amount of Self-Disclosure 

Researchers have developed a number of ways of measuring the 

amount of information that a person discloses about himself. Pedersen 

and Breglio's (1968a and 1968b) adaptation of the SDQ provides data 

for the measuring of actual disclosure rather than reported past dis

closure. They obtained a total amount of disclosure score for each 

subject by summing the words used to answer their five questions. In 

an attempt to compare Rorschach productivity and self-disclosure, 

Jourard (1961c) showed the Rorschach prints to a subject group using 

an opaque projector. The subjects had three minutes to write down 

their responses to each card. Jourard obtained his total amount of 

disclosure scores by counting the number of responses to the Rorschach 

items. 



The number of verbal responses was used to determine amount of 

disclosure in two studies (Chitlick and Himelstein, 19̂ 7> Himel-

stein and Kimbrough, 1963)- Chitlick and Himelstein had their subjects 

introduce themselves in triads. Raters counted the number of items 

that each subject disclosed about himself during the introduction 

period. In a similar design Himelstein and Kimbrough used 25 graduate 

students who were participating in a counseling and guidance training 

institute for their subjects. The subjects were asked to stand and 

introduce themselves, giving at least their names and present profes

sional positions. Two raters checked the items of information given 

by each subject for the amount of self-disclosure score. Powell (1968) 

tape recorded his 20-minute interviews and counted the number of self-

reference statements that the subjects made. 

Another method of finding amount of disclosure scores was re

ported by Jourard (1969) and used by Jourard and Jaffe (1970)• This 

procedure involves tape recording interview sessions and measuring the 

duration in seconds of the subjects' disclosures. 

Pedersen and Breglio (1968b) found a high correlation (.8̂ ) 

between total depth and total amount of self-disclosure scores as well 

as almost identical patterns derived from their version of the SDQ. 

They conclude that since this correlation is of acceptable magnitude 

for a realiability coefficient, amount of disclosure may be substi

tuted for depth of disclosure. This would be desirable, they argue, 

because amount scores are more efficiently obtained than are depth 

scores. The present researcher believes that before such a substitu

tion of scores is done, more research needs to be done with the various 
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types of methods and measures of both amount and depth of self-

disclosure. Pedersen and Breglio's high correlation may be due to 

some curious aspect of their version of the SDQ. 

Personality Variables and Self-Disclosure 

A number of researchers have studied the relationship between 

self-disclosure and certain personality variables. Pedersen and Breglio 

(1968a) administered the Personality Inventory, Gough Femininity Scale, 

and a version of the SDQ to their college student subjects. They found 
\ 

that men who were more emotionally unstable tended to actually disclose 

more about themselves, particularly in the areas of personality, health, 

and physical appearance, than did women. Females actually disclosed 

more about their interests, personalities, and studies than males did 

and they also showed greater over-all depth of disclosure. Males and 

females were about equal in their disclosure about body and money, and 

in the total amount of disclosure measured by the number of words writ

ten. Jourard and Lasakow (1958) found that females generally disclosed 

more than males. Courard and Richman (1963) found women's mean depth 

of disclosure scores for output to mother, same-sexed friend, and total 

were higher than the men's respective scores. Women's scores were also 

higher than men's disclosure input scores from mother, opposite-sexed 

friend, same-sexed friend, and total. .Generally, men were found to dis

close more to persons outside of the family while women disclosed more 

to other fernales (i.e., mother and girl friend). Plog (1965) found no 

significant sex difference in depth of self-disclosure but he did find 

that women were significantly more variable in their pattern of dis

closing than men. 
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Friedman, as quoted in Jourard {19&9), reports a study in 

which subjects were interviewed under three different conditions: 

The interviewer introduced himself by name to the 

subject, gave instructions to disclose into the 

tape recorder microphone, then left. 

The interviewer introduced himself by name to the 

subject, gave instructions to disclose into the 

tape recorder microphone, and sat at a degree 

angle away from a direct face-to-face with his 

gaze continuously averted from the subject's face. 

Same as Condition II except that the interviewer 

asked the subject to look into his eyes as he dis

closed; the interviewer maintained constant eye 

contact with the subject. 

All of the subjects were asked to answer the questions (taken from a 

SDQ) which were typed on a sheet of paper. Friedman found that men 

talked longer in Condition III than in Condition II, and longer in Con

dition II than in Condition I. Women, however, cut their disclosure 

time nearly 50 percent in conditions II and III from Condition I. Un

der conditions II and III men talked longer than women. 

Jourard (196̂ ) and Jourard and Landsman (i960) suggest that our 

cu3.ture's socially defined sex roles may be important variables in 

these confusing experimental results. They suggest that'women are 

trained to assume expressive roles and to be responsive to feelings 

while men are trained to adopt instrumental roles and to mistrust 

Condition I: 

Condition II: 

Condition III: 
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feelings and emotions. In another study, however, Jourard (l96lb) 

found that Jewish males disclosed more than Baptist, Methodist, and 

Catholic males, while females of these denominations did not differ. 

Jourard and Lasakow (1958) also found that their white subjects 

disclosed more than their black subjects. In general their subjects 

disclosed most about their Tastes, Interests, Attitudes and Opinions, 

and Work, and least about their Money, Personality, and Body. There 

was no difference between the total self-disclosure between married and 

unmarried subjects. 

Researchers have also found cultural differences in self-

disclosing behavior. Plog (1965) found that American men and women 

college students disclosed significantly more than German college stu

dents. Similarly, Jourard (l96ld) found American college co-eds to be 

significantly higher disclosers than British college girls. 

Rickers-Ovsiankina (195̂ ) found that seniors in college would 

be more willing to divulge personal information than would college 

freshmen. Though she found increasing "social accessibility" between 

the freshman and senior years, she did not find any reliable change in 

her subjects between their senior year and four years after their gradu

ation. Couched in Lewin's topological theory, she suggests that college 

life itself could have raised tension states which would have increased 

the fluidity of the regions involved. 

Jourard's (19SI3.) study on age trends in self-disclosure revealed 

the important effect that the target person has on the depth of disclo

sure. The target person is the one to whom the subject discloses in

formation about himself. He studied subjects that ranged in age from 



17 to 55 years old. Both males and females reported a gradual decrease 

in disclosure to "both parents and to the same-sex friend, and a gradual 

increase of disclosure with age to an opposite-sex friend or spouse. 

Beginning with the age range of 23 to 2k years, disclosure to an 

opposite-sex friend or spouse was greater than to either parent of same-

sex friend. 

An earlier study (Jourard and Lasakow, 1958) reported that young 

adult males and females disclosed most to Mother and less to Father, a 

Male Friend, and a Female Friend. They found no difference in total 

self-disclosure between married and unmarried subjects but did find 

that married subjects disclosed more to their spouse and less to other 

people. This last finding fits with Rickers-Ovsiankina's (1956) report 

that a "best friend" had more accessibility than "an acquaintance" 

which had more accessibility than "a stranger". Similarly, Kleck's 

(1968) subjects' sense of stigmatization began to break down when they 

risked exposure outside of their families and discovered that the reac

tions of others were not strongly negative. Marriage aided this process 

because the husband or wife was invariably highly accepting. He found 

that disclosures had been few and that the target persons generally had 

been chosen ahead of time on the basis of expected positive reaction. 

His subjects disclosed themselves only within a context of strong social 

support and directed their disclosures toward persons they expected to 

be accepting. 

The relationship between depth of self-disclosure and level of 

self-esteem has been studied in previous research efforts. Shapiro 

(1968) studied the relationship between self-concept and three other 



variables: self-disclosure, extraversion, and neuroticism. He admin

istered the Tennessee Department of Mental Health Self Concept Scale 

(TSCS) and the Maudsley Personality Inventory (MPl) to each of 210 

volunteer subjects. Pa.irs of subjects then interviewed each other, af

ter which each person completed two copies of the Swensen adaptation 

of the Self Disclosure Questionnaire (SDQ) based on this interview, one 

copy for himself and one copy for his partner. Subjects with a high 

self-concept were also high in self-disclosing behavior and extraver-

sion, and low in neuroticism. Low self-concept subjects were lower in 

self-disclosure and extraversion, and higher in neuroticism. The high 

self-concept subjects were also more accurate judges of their own and 

their partner's behavior than were the low self-concept subjects. The 

medium self-concept subjects' behaviors fell, as expected, in between 

the other two groups' behaviors. 

In a related study Lynch (1969) had 217 subjects report the 

"intense experience" that they thought had had the greatest impact on 

their lives. Persons whose reported experiences were judged to be 

Opening were higher in overall level of self-esteem as measured by the 

TSCS, than those who reported experiences that were judged to be Closing. 

Though its exact nature is unclear, there does seem to be a definite re

lationship between the quality of a person's experiencing and his level 

of self-esteem. Mossman and Ziller (1968) found that persons with high 

self-esteem interacted more than persons with low self-esteem. They 

were also more consistent in their social behavior than the subjects 

with low self-esteem. 
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The effects of the depth of self-disclosure and the level of 

self-esteem in the group counseling setting have been considered in 

several articles and studies. Query (196k) formed three therapy groups 

of nursing students on the basis of their SDQ scores: high, medium, 

and low disclosure groups. Immediately following the therapy sessions 

the Group Psychotherapy Scale was checked for each member by the group 

leader. The high self-disclosers felt more positive toward their group 

than did the medium self-disclosers who in turn felt more positive 

toward their group than did the low self-disclosers. Query concluded 

that a direct relationship exists between a person's attraction for 

the group activity and his ability to participate. Though the depth 

of self-disclosure is an important variable in the counseling experi

ence, Query's conclusion disregards other factors in a person's 

"ability to participate" such as language ability, felt need for change, 

motivation to change, and the group of therapist variables such as his 

social modeling effectiveness, depth of self-disclosure congruence, 

and accepting attitude. 

Query also found that higher self-disclosing persons do not 

necessarily show more liking for each other than do lower self-

disclosers. In fact, high self-disclosure may alienate the other 

group members. He did not specify which variables in high self-

disclosure are responsible for this alienation when it did occur. 

His findings also indicate a tendency for items dealing with 

interpersonal relationships to increase in disclosure in therapy groups, 

regardless of changes in over-all disclosure. The depth of • 
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interpersonal disclosure does not seem to be related to the depth of 

total disclosure. 

Miscellaneous Variables and Self-Disclosure 

Two aspects of item content have been studied with respect to 

self-disclosure. Jourard and Lasakow (1958) found that their subjects 

had disclosed to significantly different degrees on items which covered 

different subject areas. Their subjects had disclosed most about their 

Tastes, Interests, Attitudes and Opinions, and Work; least about their 

Money, Personality, and Body. 

The other dimension which has been studied is the intimacy 

level of the items. Friedman's 1968 study which was reported by 

Jourard (1969) found that subjects spent significantly more time dis

closing low intimacy material than high intimacy material. This is ex

pected since people are more reluctant to disclose intimate (and 

therefore more threatening) material to others than they are to talk 

about less intimate, innocuous topics. However, Jourard and Jaffe 

(1970) found the opposite results. Their subjects tended to disclose 

for a greater length of time on topics of high intimacy than on topics 

of low intimacy. 

Mullaney (196̂ ) concluded from his study that the extent of dis

closure which occurs in any given situation depends on the target-person 

and on whether the discloser is a high or low disclosing individual. 

His High Disclosure Group chose "father and mother" as the objects of 

the most disclosure significantly more than did the Low Disclosure 

Group. Jourard (l9oi+) states that i>eople disclose themselves most when 
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they are pretty sure that the target-person will react and evaluate 

their disclosure as they do themselves. People disclose "both more 

material and more intimately to those with whom they feel love, trust, 

and empathy. These findings were supported by Kleck's (1968) findings 

that nonobviously stigmatized people are especially cautious to dis

close their physical problems only to those people who they are sure 

will respond with a positive reaction. 

Situational Variables and Self-Disclosure 

A number of researchers have published data which very strongly 

indicate that situational variables more strongly influence self-

disclosure than the personality, cultural, racial, religious, and con

tent variables which were discussed above. Himelstein and Kimbrough 

(1963) studied self-disclosure through subjects' introductions in a 

professional setting. They found a significant correlation (— • ̂4-25) 

between the order of the subjects' appearance and the amount that they 

disclosed. However, no significant correlation was found between the 

subjects' Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (SDQ) score and the amount that 

they actually disclosed. These results indicate that subjects dis

closed more as more subjects preceded them. The authors suggested that 

predictions concerning self-disclosing behavior can be made more accu

rately by control of the situational factors than by the use of psycho

metric devices. 

In quite a different design Jones and Pines (1968) induced 60 

subjects to accept false test scores in order to adopt low ability ap

praisals of themselves. The subjects then participated in the 
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three-person social exchange in which they were positively evaluated 

by one peer and negatively evaluated by the other peer. One-half of 

the subjects expected the experimenter to publicly evaluate their abil

ity and the other one-half of the subjects had no such expectations. 

The subjects who expected the self-revealing events favored the nega

tive evaluation while the subjects who did not anticipate the self-

revealing events favored the ppsitive evaluation. When self-revealing 

events were imminent, subjects tried to be accurate about themselves 

and consistent in their reaction to the evaluations from others. How

ever, when self-revealing events were not anticipated the subjects 

responded more to the approval or disapproval implied in the evalua

tive information that they received. The situational variable of the 

presence or absence of expected self-revealing events determined the 

accuracy of his own disclosing behavior. 

Chitlick and Himelstein (1967) studied ascendent and submissive 

subjects' self-disclosing behavior. Each subject participated with two 

unfamiliar confederates in several activities, one of which was intro

ducing themselves. Two introduction conditions were used: (l) con

federates disclosed eight items of information about themselves in a 

prearranged manner; and (2) confederates disclosed three items of in

formation about themselves in a prearranged manner. No significant 

differences were found between submissive and ascendent subjects in the 

amount that they disclosed in their self-introductions. Subjects in 

the first condition disclosed significantly more than subjects in the 

second condition. These results indicate that situational variables 
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.play a larger part than personality variables in influencing self-

disclosure. 

Jourard (1969) stresses that the experimental situation in 

.psychological research with humans is a social situation. The subject 

is a human being and is responsive to the communicative behavior of 

.the researcher. The behavior of the one to whom the discloser divulges 

information is an important part of the situational variables. Jourard 

and Landsman (i960) demonstrated that disclosure is a reciprocal process. 

Each of nine psychology graduate students was asked to indicate on a 

15-item SDQ, what Information he had revealed to each of his eight fel

lows (disclosure-output). Each subject also indicated what information 

each of his fellows had disclosed to him (disclosure-intake). Eight out 

of nine rank order correlations were significant between disclosure-

intake and disclosure-output. 

The "dyadic" effect is defined as a contingency between 

disclosure-output and disclosure-intake between two people. Jourard 

and Richman (19̂ 3) found the dyadic effect by obtaining significant 

product-moment correlations between intake and output disclosure scores 

for each of their *10 subjects with respect to each target-person. 

A recent and very impressive study (jourard and Jaffe, 1970) 

demonstrated the strength of the dyadic effect. Eighty introductory 

psychology students were asked which of Jl0 SDQ topics they had discussed 

with someone in the past and would be willing to discuss with the ex

perimenter . The subjects also rated the topics for their intimacy value 

on a five-point scale. Forty of the 80 subjects were then assigned to 

four groups such that the groups were matched for both mean past 
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disclosure scores and mean disclosure willingness scores. Each subject 

was interviewed by the experimenter, using 20 disclosure topics (10 

rated highly intimate and 10 rated impersonal). The interviewer read 

each topic, responded to it and then had the subject respond to it. 

The treatment for the four groups differed only in the length of the 

interviewer's remarks on the 20 topics: 

Group AA: The interviewer disclosed herself on each topic for a 

maximum of 20 seconds. 

Group BB: The interviewer disclosed herself on each topic for a 

minimum of 60 seconds. 

Group AB: The interviewer disclosed herself on the first 10 topics 

for a maximum of 20 seconds, and on the last 10 topics 

for a minimum of 60 seconds. 

Group BA: The reverse of AB. 

Jourard and Jaffe found that all four groups tended to match 

their disclosure time on each item with that of the interviewer. 

Groups AA and BB's mean disclosure time remained stable from the first 

half to the second half of the interview. Groups AB and BA changed 

significantly in the expected direction from the first to the second 

\ 

ha3.f of the interview. 

Literature on Conditioning Verbal Behavior 

Some people argue that the counseling or psychotherapeutic 

relationship is so intricate, complex, and subtle, that it would be 

impossible to reproduce it in any controlled experimental setting. 

They stress that to do so would be to destroy the essence of the 
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counseling relationship. But until such attempts are made to deter

mine what the relevant variables and parameters are, there is no way 

of being certain what is really taking place during counseling. In 

other words, what are the basic irreducible elements of an interper

sonal relationship which must exist in order to term the situation a 

counseling one? 

Krasner (1958) presented a review of studies on the condition

ing of verbal behavior which were designed to partially answer the 

above question. All of the studies that he reports follow the Skinner-

ian paradigm in that the dependent variables are the subject's verbal 

behavior and the independent variables are the generalized conditioned 

reinforcers which are intended to bring verbal behavior under the con

trol of the experimenter. 

Most of the subjects used in these studies were volunteers for 

psychological experimentation, many of them introductory psychology 

students. A number of the studies used hospitalized schizophrenic 

patients and general medical hospital patients. 

Researchers have attempted to condition a wide variety of ver

bal responses. They include saying words or numbers (plural nouns, 

adverbs, three-digit numbers); completing sentences (sentences beginning 

with "I" or "we", sentences using action verbs); story telling and in

terviews (reinforcing telling stories centered on animals, mother; af

fect responses; statements of opinion, e.g., "I think", etc.); and 

test-like situations (human responses on an inkblot test; acceptance-

of-self responses on T-F personality tests). 
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The verbal cues which have been most often used include 

"mm-hmm", "good", "uhha", "yeah", "I see", "that's accurate", "that's 

right on the button", "that's a good one", "give another, please", 

"you're right", "right", "all right", "fine", "I agree", paraphrase of 

subject's responses, and repetition of responses. Nonverbal gestural 

cues include head nodding, head shaking, smiling, and leaning forward 

of the body. A number of mechanical cues like lights and buzzers have 

also been used. 

Most of the studies Krasner reported used one experimenter, 

though some have used several. Each of the reported studies employed 

either or both of two types of control: (l) no-treatment group from 

the same population, and (2) the experimental group with a prerein-

forcement set of trials or a set period of time for ascertaining the 

operant level of the dependent behavior. 

Powell (1968) conducted 20-minute tape recorded interviews with 

individual subjects in which either positive or negative self-reference 

statements were reinforced by the experimenter with either approval-

supportive, reflection-restatement, or open-disclosure statements. The 

experimenter's statements were limited to ten seconds each. The sub

jects were told that the researcher was studying how people think and 

feel about themselves, and were asked to describe their personality 

characteristics, both favorable and unfavorable. The 60 undergraduate 

male subjects were randomly assigned to six groups: 

Group A: reinforced for positive self-references with approval-

supportive responses. 
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Group B: reinforced for positive self-references with reflection-

restatement responses. 

Group C: reinforced for positive self-references with open-

disclosure responses. 

Group D: reinforced for negative self-references with approval-

supportive responses. 

Group E: reinforced for negative self-references with reflection-

restatement responses. 

Group F: reinforced for negative self-references with open-

disclosure responses. 

During the first ten minutes of each interview the experimenter was 

silent to establish each subject's operant level. 

Powell found that positive self-references increased in the 

second interview period only when the experimenter used open-disclosure 

statements. Negative self-references increased when either reflection-

restatement or open-disclosure statements were made. 

The open-disclosure intervention, like the supportive and re

flective interventions, can be seen as specifying the verbalizations 

in which the experimenter was interested. They may also have conveyed 

the researcher's interest, acceptance, and understanding to the subjects. 

Powell suggests that the open-disclosure interventions provided a model 

for what was expected in the interview. 

Powell's ten-second limitation on the experimenter's open-

disclosure interventions, and operant conditioning model limited and 

distorted the effect that the interviewer's disclosure statements could 



have had on the subjects' self-reference statements, compared to the 

other two types of interventions. More research is needed which will 

provide a more valid evaluative comparison of the effects of inter

viewer self-disclosure and interviewer reinforcement behavior on sub

ject self-disclosure. 

Summary 

The phenomena of hiding one's self from others and self-

alienation are damaging to interpersonal relationships and to the in

dividual's own psychological and physical health. Sidney Jourard 

(196U) has posited that self-disclosure is a sign of psychological 

health and an antedote to self-alienation. A volume of research has 

been produced, much of it substantiating and adding empirical support 

to Jourard's theoretical structure. 

A significant portion of this literature deals with the dyadic 

effect, that disclosure-intake and disclosure-output are reciprocal 

between the persons involved. Therefore, if the counselor desires his 

counselee to disclose himself, then he should lead in the self-

disclosing process. This, says Jourard, will do much to communicate 

trust, concern, and warmth to the counselee, which in turn calls for 

the latter's disclosure. 

There is also a strong body of research which indicates that 

verbal behavior can be changed and controlled by conditioning with 

verbal and nonverbal (gestures) generalized reinforcers. But the use 

of such techniques to increase the counselee's disclosure without the 

counselor disclosing himself is theoretically unsound and immoral 
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within Jourard's system (196*0. More research is needed to determine 

which counselor behavior, self-disclosure or conditioning with gen

eralized reinforcers, is indicated for increasing counselees' self-

disclosing behavior. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES 

Introduction 

This chapter was designed to describe the specific procedures 

and conditions employed in the present study. The setting, experimental 

design, and data collection instruments will be discussed in that order. 

Descriptions of the subjects, interviewers, raters, judges, treatment 

conditions, and physical facilities are included within the design sub

section. 

The Setting 

The University of Arizona, founded in 1891, is a landgrant in

stitution which offers degrees in undergraduate, graduate, and profes

sional fields of study. It is accredited by the North Central 

Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools as a degree-awarding 

institution. There are approximately 26,000 students (1971) enrolled 

with a large percentage of out of state students coming from the east 

coast and Southern California. The University is located in Tucson, 

Arizona, the second largest city in the State, with a population of 

about 325,000. 

35 
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Design 

Subjects 

The subjects were 30 male and 30 female students enrolled in 

the second summer school session of 1971 at The University of Arizona. 

A total of 50 subjects volunteered from Elementary Psychology classes 

(Psychology la and lb) and ten supplementary subjects volunteered from 

a Foundations of Guidance class (Counseling and Guidance 30l)• The 

latter students were all beginning the Master's degree program in Coun

seling and Guidance. Each subject who volunteered to participate com

pleted the Personal Data Questionnaire (Appendix B) which included items 

requesting his age, sex, class standing, and marital status. Each vol

unteer was paid $2.00 at the end of his interview. 

The subjects were equally divided into two experimental groups 

and one control group such that 10 males and 10 females were assigned 

to each group. Subjects were assigned to groups in the manner described 

below: 

Each of the two interviewers assigned his subjects to the three 

interview conditions (see pages ̂ 3 ̂ 0 ̂ 6 ) according to the order in 

which they were interviewed. Thus, the first subject interviewed by 

each interviewer was seen according to the Disclosure Condition, the 

second subject interviewed by each interviewer was seen according to 

the Reinforcement Condition, the third subject interviewed by each in

terviewer was seen according to the Control Condition, the fourth sub

ject interviewed by each interviewer was seen according to the 

Disclosure Condition, and so on. This procedure was followed by each 
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interviewer until one of his group quotas for males or females was 

filled. Then the next most similar alternating order was followed by 

the interviewer. Each interviewer saw five males and five females for 

each group, or a total of 30 subjects (Table l). 

Table 1. Distribution of Subjects Between Treatment 
Groups and Interviewer 

DISCLOSURE REINFORCEMENT CONTROL TOTAL N 
CONDITION CONDITION CONDITION FOR 

INTER- EACH 
VIEWER Males Males Males INTER-

Females Females Females VIEWER 

5 5 5 15 
OLSON 30 

5 5 5 15 

5 5 5 15 
MORAN 30 

5 5 5 15 

TOTAL N 10 10 10 10 10 10 TOTAL 
FOR EACH 20 20 20 N=60 
GROUP 

The information from the Personal Data Questionnaire (Appendix 

B) was used to determine whether or not the subjects in the three 

treatment conditions were drawn from the same age, class, and marital 

status populations. Table 2 (page 38) presents data which very strongly 

indicates that the subject groups comprising each of the treatment , 

groups were of the same age population. The largest difference between 

two treatment groups' mean ages was a .65 year difference between the 
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Table 2. Comparison of the Ages of the Subjects in the 
Three Treatment Conditions 

Disclosure 
Treatment Condition 

Reinforcement Control 

Mean Age 23.06 22,60 22.40 

Age Range 18 to 38 yrs. 18 to 37 yrs. 17 to ̂ 3 yrs. 

subjects in the Disclosure Condition as compared with the subjects in 

the Control Condition. The age range of the subjects in the three 

treatment conditions was also similar for each of the conditions (Dis

closure, 20 yrs.; Reinforcement, 19 yrs.; and Control, 26 yrs.). 

The Personal Data Questionnaire produced evidence that the sub

jects in all three treatment conditions were members of the same class 

standing population. Table 3 shows that the greatest difference be

tween the treatment condition class means was between the Disclosure 

and Reinforcement Conditions (.30). 

Table 4 (page 39) shows that one-half of the Disclosure Condi

tion subjects were married while the great majority of the Reinforcement 

and Control subjects were single. The significance of this difference 

between the Disclosure Conditions subjects' marital status pattern as 

compared.with the marital pattern of the Reinforcement and Control sub

jects will be examined in the next chapter, entitled "Results". 

Interviewers, Judges, and Raters 

This section includes descriptions of the two interviewers who 

saw the subjects, the three judges who rated the interview audio-tapes 



Table 3• Comparison of the Class Standings of the Subjects in the Three Treatment Conditions 

Treatment Mean 
Condition Freshman (l)* Sophomore (2) Junior (3) Senior (k) Graduated) Score 

Disclosure 7 k 3 3 3 2.55 

Reinforcement 1 8 6 3 2 2.85 

Control 5 5 k 1 5 2.80 

* Numerical ranks were assigned to the classes (Freshman = 1, Sophomore r 2, etc.) so that mean 
class level scores could be obtained for the subjects in each treatment condition 

Table 4. Comparison of the Marital Status of the Subjects in the Three Treatment Conditions 

Treatment 
Condition Single 

Marital Status 
Married Divorced, Separated or Widowed 

Disclosure 8 10 2 

Reinforcement 17 3 0 

Control 1̂ 4- 6 0 



for the subjects' depth and length of self-disclosures, the three 

judges who rated the video-tape for the interviewers' listening and 

self-disclosing behavior, and the 27 students who rated questions ac

cording to the level of intimacy of the information requested. 

Interviewers. Two interviewers each saw 30 of the 60 subjects. 

The first interviewer was the author, who was a fourth year graduate 

student in counseling and guidance. He received a Bachelor's Degree 

in psychology at San Diego State College and worked to the master's 

level in the clinical psychology program at The University of Arizona. 

During the last two years he has completed his course work for the 

Doctor of Philosophy Degree in counseling and guidance. He has had 

therapy and counseling experience in several academic, community, and 

hospital settings. 

The second interviewer was Mrs. Susan Moran, who had completed 

her Master of Education degree in counseling and guidance prior to her 

participation in the present study. She has had counseling experience 

in several school and agency settings. 

The interviewers studied and discussed the interview items and 

procedures until they reached a clear understanding of the experimental 

procedures. Two days before the experimental interviews began the in

terviewers practiced the procedures together for two hours. On the 

following day they again practiced together for another two hours, this 

time using video-taped feedback. By the end of these practice sessions 

both interviewers felt confident that they were following the experi

mental procedures accurately. 
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Interviewer Judges. The three interviewer judges were Mr. 

Walter Ashenfelter, Jr., Mr. Michael DeBiase, Jr., and Mrs. Dorothy 

Trafton, all students who were at least one-half way through the mas

ter's program in counseling and guidance. They rated video-taped seg

ments of each of the interviewer's behavior in order to assess the 

degree of consistency or inconsistency within and between each inter

viewer's behavior in relation to: (l) male and female subjects; (2) 

the Disclosure Condition, the Reinforcement Condition, and the Control 

Condition; (3) low-, medium-, and high-intimacy level question, and; 

CO change over time. 

The interviewers were video-taped during the second, third, 

and fourth questions (low-, medium-, and high-intimacy level items 

respectively) of the interviews with the second and fourth males and 

the second and fourth females seen by each interviewer under each of 

the three treatment conditions. (See the Interviewer Behavior Samp

ling Record; Appendix C). 

The judges were trained in two one-hour practice sessions using 

video tapes of the two interviewers interviewing each other. At the 

end of the training sessions the judges and the author were satisfied 

that their ratings of the tapes were consistent with each other. 

Ratings were done on the Interviewer Behavior Rating Scale (Appendix D) 

and the Interviewer Self-Disclosing Behavior Rating Scale (Appendix E) 

which are described on pages U8 to 50. 



k2 

Audio-Tape Judges. The three audio-tape judges were Mrs. 

Lynda Goldsberry, Mrs. Dorothy Trafton, and the author. Mrs. Golds-

berry and Mrs. Trafton were more than one-half way through the master's 

program in counseling and guidance. They were both offered $20.00 for 

their help in judging the tapes. All three judges separately and in

dependently judged all 60 tapes for subjects' depth of self-disclosure. 

Each judge rated the subjects' responses according to the four point 

scale on the Judge's Rating of Subject's Disclosing Responses (Appen

dix A) which is described on pages ̂ 7 an<l ̂ 8. 

The three judges practiced together rating taped responses for 

depth of disclosure for two hours before rating the experimental tapes. 

By the end of this practice period the judges were confident that they 

were rating the tapes consistently with each other. 

The author rated the amount of the subjects' disclosures by 

rating the length of their responses in seconds according to the scale 

included in the Judge's Rating of Subject's Disclosing Responses 

(Appendix A). He rated the length of the interviewers' disclosing 

responses on the Disclosure Condition tapes according to the same time 

scale. The responses were timed with an Alsta l/lO second stop-watch. 

Raters of Item Intimacy Level. The 27 students enrolled in an 

Elementary Psychology class other than the sections from which the sub

jects were drawn rated each of the i)-0 items on Jourard's Self-Disclosure 

Questionnaire (jourard, 1969, pp. 135-137) according to the item's level 

of intimacy. The ratings were done on a five-point scale, from Low (l) 

to High (5) intimacy ratings. The SDQ is reprinted with the rating 

scale in Appendix F and explained further on pages 50 and 51• 
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The Jourard's Self-Disclosure Questionnaire With Intimacy Level 

Rating Scale was handed out to each of the students. The researcher 

asked the students to silently read the instructions as he read them 

aloud. He then answered questions about the instructions. After the 

above form had been completed and turned in by each student, the Per

sonal Data Questionnaire was given to each student to complete and turn 

in. The researcher made it clear that the students' responses on the 

forms would remain anonymous. 

The experimental and control interviews used the 15 items 

which meet the following conditions: The five items with the lowest 

mean ratings (Low Intimacy); the five items with the mean rating 

nearest 3-00 (Medium Intimacy); and the five items with the highest 

mean ratings (High Intimacy). 

Treatment Conditions 

The interviewers each saw ten subjects (five males and five 

females) under each of the three treatment conditions. Thus 20 sub

jects were interviewed in the Disclosure Condition, 20 subjects in the 

Reinforcement Condition, and 20 subjects in the Control Condition. The 

specific interview procedures are described below. 

The experimenter spoke to several Elementary Psychology classes, 

using the same approach to recruit volunteer subjects (Appendix G) in 

each class. He then called the subjects in order to confirm the date, 

time, and place of the interview. 

At the time of the interview the interviewer introduced himself 

to the subject and restated the purpose of the interview as, "to find 



out how college students think and feel about themselves and other 

relevant issues" (Appendix H). The interviewer asked the subject to 

sit down. He then explained that he must record the session on audio

tape in order to later take the necessary information from it. He as

sured the subject that his name would not be attached to any of the 

information that he gave; that his participation would remain anonymous. 

When the subject agreed to the conditions, the interviewer 

structured the session according to one of the three treatment cGn-. 

ditions. 

Disclosure Condition. After orienting the subject to the in

terview setting, the interviewer asked the first question to the 

subject. After asking the question, the interviewer disclosed himself 

by answering the question openly and honestly as he really thought and 

felt about the item. He did this for at least 60 seconds (Jourard and 

Jaffe, 1970) and then paused for the subject's response. The inter

viewer remained silent throughout the subject's response. He oriented 

his face toward the subject and attempted constant eye contact with 

the subject both during his and the latter's disclosure. However, the 

interviewer did not smile, nod his head, tilt his head, vocalize, 

"mmm-hmm", "mmm", "uh-huh", "good", "yeah", "I see", "right", "fine", 

or any other verbalizations, or make any other gestural or postural 

changes in response to the subject's disclosure (Krasner, 1958)* 

After the subject had completed his responses the interviewer 

asked the second question and followed the same procedure of disclosing 

himself and having the subject disclose himself. This same procedure 



was repeated until all 15 questions had been responded to. At that 

time the interviewer thanked the subject for participating in the 

study. The interviewer answered any of the subject's questions in 

line with the stated purpose of the study and paid the subject $2.00. 

Reinforcement Condition. After orienting the subject to the 

interview setting, the interviewer asked the first question to the sub

ject. The interviewer disclosed none of his own feelings and attitudes 

on the topic, but paused after the question for the subject's response. 

As the subject disclosed himself the interviewer smiled, nodded his 

head, and vocalized, "mmm-hmm", "uh-huh", "good", "yeah", "fine", "I 

see", and/or "right" following each of the subject's disclosure state

ments. Both during the interviewer's questions and the subject's 

response the interviewer oriented his face toward the subject and at

tempted constant eye contact with him. 

After the subject completed his response to the first question 

the interviewer asked the second question and followed the same proce

dure of responding to the subject's response. This same procedure was 

repeated until all 15 questions had been responded to. At that time 

the interviewer thanked the subject for participating in the study. 

The interviewer answered any of the subject's questions in line with 

the stated purpose of the study and paid the subject $2.00. 

Control Condition. After orienting the subject to the Inter

view setting, the interviewer asked the first question to the subject. 

The interviewer neither disclosed any of his attitudes or feelings 

about the item, nor did he respond to the subject's disclosures as 

stated in the Reinforcement Condition. Rather, after asking the 
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question, he oriented his face toward the subject, attempting to main

tain constant eye contact with him, and without gesturally, posturally, 

or verbally responding to the subject, waited for him to conclude his 

disclosure. After the subject completed his response the interviewer 

asked the second question and followed the same procedure as he did on 

the first item. This same procedure was repeated until all 15 ques

tions had been responded to. At that time the interviewer thanked the 

subject for participating in the study. The interviewer answered any 

of the subject's questions in line with the stated purpose of the study 

and paid the subject $2.00. 

The questions were the same for all three conditions and were 

asked in the same order. They were typed on a sheet of paper for the 

interviewer to read one at a time. 

Physical Facilities 

All of the interviews were conducted in the University of 

Arizona Counseling and Guidance Department's counseling cubicles. 

They are approximately eight feet by eight feet by ten feet high, with 

stucco and cellutex walls and ceilings, and natural wood door. One and 

sometimes two of the walls have white curtains which cover viewing win

dows. Interviews during which the interviewer was video-typed were 

conducted with the curtains in back of the subject partially open to 

allow video-taping from the adjacent cubicle. The furnishings in the 

interview rooms include two chairs and a small table. A small cassette 

tape recorder and microphone were on the table. 
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Evaluation and Data Collection Instruments 

This section includes a description of the questionnaires and 

rating scales that were used for collecting the data. 

Personal Data Questionnaire 

The Personal Data Questionnaire (Appendix B) was designed to 

insure that the subjects in the three treatment conditions do not vary 

significantly in any ways which might bring into question the results 

of the statistical analysis. See pages 37-38 for the summary of 

the findings of this questionnaire. 

Judge's Rating of Subject's Disclosing Responses 

The Judge's Rating of Subject's Disclosing Responses (Appen

dix A) contains a depth of disclosure rating scale which is very 

similar to those used by previous researchers (Jourard, 1961a; Jourard, 

1969; Jourard and Richman, 19&3; Kleck, 1968; Pedersen and Breglio, 

1968a; Pedersen and Breglio, 1968b; Plog, 1965; and Weigel and Warnath, 

1968). It was designed to assess the degree of intimacy or personal 

nature of the self-referring information which the person disclosed. 

Though the use of such scales with the Self-Disclosure Questionnaire 

(SDQ.) has been questioned as a self-report instrument (Hurley and 

Hurley, 19&9; and Pedersen and Breglio, 1968a), other researchers 

(Weigel and Warnath, 1968) have employed the instrument using several 

judges to rate self-disclosing behavior of others. The present experi

menter used this latter design, using three judges. 
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The following procedure was used in developing the "Judge's 

Rating of Subject's Disclosing Responses." 

1. The researcher reviewed the methods used in previous studies 

for rating subjects' depth and amount of self-disclosures. 

2. After consulting with colleagues the researcher developed 

depth and length of disclosure rating scales similar to those 

that were used in the present study. 

3. The three audio-tape judges rated practice tapes of self-

disclosures using the scales. Following this practice ses

sion and a discussion of the two rating scales, the researcher 

made the suggested alterations in the scales. 

4. On the following day the three judges rated a different set 

of practice tapes using the revised depth and length of dis

closure scales. The judges practiced rating these tapes un

til they were confident that they were using the scales 

consistently with each other. 

5- These practiced revised scales were then included in the 

"Judge's Rating of Subject's Disclosing Responses" for use 

with the experimental subjects. 

The results of the statistical analyses on the data from these 

rating scales appear on pages 53 to 88. 

Interviewer Behavior Rating Scale, Interviewer Self-Disclosing 
Behavior Rating Scale, and Interviewer Behavior Sampling Record 

The present experimenter believes that it is very important to 

know behaviorally just what the interviewer is doing during his session 

with the subject. This is based on the belief that the experimenter's 
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behavior profoundly affects the subject's behavior (Jourard, 19593 

Krasner, 1955 > and Krasner, 1958)- To provide knowledge of the inter

viewers' behavior during the sessions, video-tapes were taken of cer

tain segments according to the Interviewer Behavior Sampling Record, 

Appendix C. According to this sampling record, the interviewers were 

video-taped during the second, third, and fourth questions asked of the 

second male and female subjects and fourth male and female subjects 

seen by each interviewer in each of the three treatment conditions. 

These video-taped segments were then rated by three judges using the 

Interviewer Behavior Rating Scale (I.B.R.S., Appendix D) and the 

Interviewer Self-Disclosing Behavior Rating Scale (i.S.-D.B.R.S., 

Appendix E). These scales were designed to assess the extent to which 

the interviewers displayed specific behaviors. 

The following procedure was used in developing both the I.B.R.S. 

and the I.S.-D.B.R.S. 

1. The researcher reviewed past literature on self-disclosure and 

on secondary generalized reinforcers in order to isolate im

portant behavioral variables in disclosing one's self and in 

reinforcing another's verbal behavior. 

2. After consulting with colleagues the researcher developed 

scales similar to the I.B.R.S. and the I.S.-D.B.R.S. 

3. The three video-tape judges rated practice video-tapes of the 

interviewers in each of the three treatment conditions. Fol

lowing this practice session and a discussion of the two rat

ing scales, the researcher made the proposed alterations in 

the scales. 
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lu In the second practice session the three judges rated a differ

ent set of practice video-tapes using the revised rating scales. 

The judges practiced rating these video-tapes until they were 

confident that they were using the scales consistently with 

each other. 

5. These practiced revised rating scales were then formalized as 

the "Interviewer Behavior Rating Scale" and the "Interviewer 

Self-Disclosure Behavior Rating Scale" for use in rating the 

actual experimental video-tapes. 

The results of the statistical analyses on the data from the 

I.B.R.S. appear on pages 90 to 109 and the results of the data from 

the I.S.-D.B.R.S. appear on pages 109 to 116. 

Jourard's Self-Disclosure Questionnaire With 
Intimacy Level Rating Scale 

Past researchers (Jourard, 19&9J an̂  Jourard and Jaffe, 1970) 

have found significant contradictory relationships between measures 

of the amount of self-disclosure and the intimacy level of the items. 

For this reason, the present experimenter included five low, five 

medium, and five high level intimacy items in the 15 interview ques

tions. The present method is similar to that used by Jourard and 

Jaffe, using an adaptation of the items used in Jourard's 19&9 study. 

Jourard's Uo items were reproduced with the addition of a 5-point scale 

for rating the depth of intimacy of the information asked for by each 

question. The resulting form, Jourard's Self-Disclosure Questionnaire 

With Intimacy Level Rating Scale (Appendix F) was administered to a 

class of Elementary Psychology students. The students' mean ratings 
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for each item was taken for that item's intimacy level for the subject 

population of the present study. The experimenter then chose the five 

items whose scores were the lowest (lpw intimacy level), nearest to 

3.00 (medium intimacy level), and highest (high intimacy level) to make 

up the item list which was used during the interviews. The five lowest 

ranked items were: 

7. How many brothers and sisters do you have? (l.ll) 

15. What age do you think a president of the United States should 

be? (1.15) 

26. What are your favorite sports? (1.19) 

8. What movies have you seen lately? (l.22) 

21. What foods do you feel are best for your health? (1.22) 

The five items ranked nearest to 3*00 were: 

10. What questions in the area of sex are you most curious to 

know about? (3.00) 

20. What are your feelings about masturbation? (3.00) 

2. What do ypu dislike the most about having a complete physical 

examination? (3»0̂ ) 

35• How do you feel if someone sees you naked? (3«0̂ ) 

36. How do you feel about having members of the opposite sex 

touch you? (3.0̂ ) 

The five highest ranked items were: 

6. What do you feel the guiltiest about, or most ashamed of in 

your past? (3.68) 

12. With how many boys/girls have you "petted" in the last year? 

(3.7;0 
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With whom have you discussed your sexual experiences? (3«78) 

13. How can you tell when you are getting sexually aroused? (3•7®) 

1^. On what parts of your body have you been kissed? (h.22) 

Summary 

A total of 60 subjects were interviewed by two interviewers un

der three treatment conditions. Twenty subjects, ten males and ten 

females were seen in each of the conditions (Disclosure, Reinforcement, 

and Control). Three judges then rated the audio-tapes of the inter

views for the depth and amount of the subjects' self-disclosures. 

Three video-tape raters also rated the interviewers' listening and self-

disclosing behaviors from video-taped segments of the interviews. 

The results of the statistical analyses of the various data are 

reported in the next chapter. 



CHAPTER k 

RESULTS 

Preliminary Statements 

This chapter includes descriptions of the methods of statis

tical analysis used in the present study and the presentation of the 

results of these analyses. More specifically, the two four-way anal

yses of variance will be described, followed by their source tables 

(tables 7 to 18, and 20 to 31) from these analyses. Next, these data 

will be presented as they apply specifically to each of the eleven 

hypotheses tested in the present study. Following the statistical 

treatment presented with the hypotheses is a presentation of the 

results of the judges' ratings of the interviewers' listening and 

self-disclosing behavior. Finally, the results of the comparison 

between subjects' responses during non-video-taped interviews will 

be presented. 

The meaning and implications of these results will be discussed 

in the next chapter entitled "Discussion and Conclusions." 

The significance level of p<\05 shall be accepted throughout 

this study as being statistically significant. Significance levels 

of p <̂ .025 and p C.01 will also be reported for discussion purposes 

only. 

53 
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Four-Way Analysis of Variance For 
Subjects' Depth of Self-Disclosures 

This statistical analysis was used to test hypotheses I, III, 

V, VII, and IX (pages 6, 7> and 8), all of which concern the subjects' 

depth of self-disclosure ratings. 

The analysis design (Table 5) includes three between subjects 

variables (A, treatment condition; B, interviewer; and C, subject sex) 

and one within subjects repeated variable (D, item intimacy level). 

Each ABCD combination contains n-5 raw scores. 

The three audio-tape judges (page U2) rated each of the sub

ject's responses to the 15 interview items according to the four-point 

scale included in the Judge's Rating of Subject's Disclosing Responses 

(Appendix A). The sum of the three judges' ratings of the responses 

of each subject to each of the five low intimacy level items, five 

medium intimacy level items, and five high intimacy level items 

yielded three raw scores for each subject for this statistical analy

sis. In other words three raw scores, one for each item intimacy level 

represent each subject. 

The source table for this analysis of variance appears as 

Table 6 (pages 56 to 58). A significant difference was found only in 

the Treatment Condition variable (p<.Ol). The results of this analy

sis will be discussed more fully later in this chapter as they apply 

to the discussion of the relevant hypotheses. 

Tables 7 through 18 which present the means for the above anal

ysis of variance will also be discussed in relation to the pertinent 

hypotheses. 
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Table 5• Analysis of Variance Design - Subjects' Depth of 
Self-Disclosure Ratings 

A B C D 
Treatment S Item Intimacy Level 
Condition Interviewer Sex L M H 

M M n=5 

I 
M 

' F_ I 

F M 
F 

M 
M 
F 

II 

M 
F 

II 

F M 
F 

III 

M 1 1 

III 

F 
M 

Nsl80, or one L, one M, and one H score within variable D for each 
of the 60 subjects 
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Table 6. Analysis of Variance - Subjects' Depth of Self-Disclosure 

Sources 
Degrees of 
Freedom 

Sums of 
Squares 

Mean 
Squares 

F 
Ratios 

TOTAL 59 16,316.55 

BETWEEN 
SUBJECTS 19 1̂ ,877.88 

Treatment 
Condition 

2 12,912.77 6,̂ 6.39 36.80* 

Interviewer • 1 286.27 286.27 1.63 

Subject Sex 1 .1*5 .003 

Treatment 
Condition X 
Interviewer 

2 116.81 58.1a .33 

Treatment 
Condition X 
Subject Sex 

2 135.30 67.65 • 33 

Interviewer 
X Subject Sex 

1 18.05 18.05 .10 

Treatment 
Condition X ' 
Interviewer 
X Subject Sex 

2 M7 2.39 .01 

Error 8 1,'+03.̂ 6 175.̂ 3 

WITHIN 
SUBJECTS 

1*0 1,̂ 38.67 
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Table 6. Analysis, Depth of Self-Disclosure—Continued 

Degrees of 
Sources Freedom 

Sums of 
Squares 

Mean • 
Squares 

F 
Ratios 

Item Intimacy 
Level 

2 269.73 13̂ 87 3.22 

Treatment 
Condition X 
Item Intimacy 
Level 

b 3̂ 1.60 85. IK) 2.00 

Interviewer 
X Item Intimacy 
Level 

2 5.92 2.96 .07 

Subject Sex 
X Item Intimacy 
Level 

2 19.60 9.80 

1 
CO 

1 
OJ • 

1 1 1 1 

Treatment 
Condition X 
Interviewer 
X Item 
Intimacy Level 

b 21.75 5.W- .13 

Treatment 
Condition X 
Subject Sex X 
Item Intimacy 
Level 

b 18.60 !<•.65 .11 

Interviewer X 
Subject Sex X 
Item Intimacy 
Level 

2 lb.93 7.U7 .17 
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Table 6. Analysis, Depth of Self-Disclosure—-Continued 

Degrees of Suras of Mean P 
Sources Freedom Squares Squares Ratios 

Treatment 4 61.60 I5A0 .36 
Condition 
X Interviewer 
X Subject Sex 
X Item 
Intimacy 
Level 

Error 16 684.9̂  42.81 

*p <. 01 
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Table 7« Subjects' Depth of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Mean Ratings of the Subjects' Responses to Individual 
Items Within Each of the Main Effects Variables 

Variables Levels Means 

Treatment Disclosure 2.57 

Condition Reinforcement 1.̂ 9 

Control 1.28 

Interviewer Olson I.87 

Moran 1.70 

Subject Sex Male 1.78 

Female ' I.78 

Item Intimacy 

Level 

Low 

Medium 

High 

1.7k 

I.89 

1.71 
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Table 8. Subjects' Depth of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Treatment Condition X Interviewer Comparison of the Mean 
Ratings of the Subjects' Responses to Individual Items 

Treatment Condition Interviewer 
Olson Moran 

Disclosure 2.72 2.k2 

Reinforcement 1.53 1.̂ 5 

Control 1.3̂  1.22 

Table 9- Subjects' Depth of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Treatment Condition X Subject Sex Comparison of the Mean 
Ratings of the Subjects' Responses to Individual Items 

Treatment Condition 

Disclosure 

Reinforcement 

Control 

Subject Sex 
Male Female 

2.6k 2.50 

l.k2 1.56 

1.29 1.27 
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Table 10. Subjects' Depth of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Interviewer X Subject Sex Comparison of the Mean Ratings 
of the Subjects' Responses to Individual Items 

Subject Sex 
Interviewer Male Female 

Olson 1.85 1.88 

Moran 1.72 I.67 

Table 11. Subjects' Depth of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Treatment Condition X Intervievjer X Subject Sex Comparison 
of the Mean Ratings of the Subjects' Responses to 
Individual Items 

Treatment Condition Interviewer Subject Sex 
Male Female 

Disclosure Olson 2.7̂  2.71 
Moran 2 . $ k  2.30 

Reinforcement Olson . 1.46 1.60 
Moran 1.39 1.52 

Control Olson 
Moran 

1.3̂  1*3̂  
1.2k 1.20 
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Table 12. Subjects' Depth of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance 
Treatment Condition X Item Intimacy Level Comparison of 
the Mean Ratings of the Subjects' Responses to 
Individual Items 

Treatment Condition Item Intimacy Level 
Low Medium High 

Disclosure 2.70 2.57 2.M-

Reinforcement 1.36 1.71 lAl 

Control 1.17 1.U0 1.27 

Table 13. Subjects' Depth of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Interviewer X Item Intimacy Level Comparison of the Mean 
Ratings of the Subjects' Responses to Individual Items 

Interviewer Item Intimacy Level 
Low Medium High 

Olson 

Moran 

1.81 I.99 I.79 

1.68 1.80 1.62 
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Table lU. Subjects' Depth of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Subject Sex X Item Intimacy Level Comparison of the Mean 
Ratings of the Subjects' Responses to Individual Items 

Subject Sex Item Intimacy Level 
Low Medium High 

Male 1.76 1.87 1.72 

Female 1.72 1.̂ 8 1.69 

Table 15. Subjects' Depth of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Treatment Condition X Interviewer X Item Intimacy Level 
Comparison of the Mean Ratings of the Subjects' Responses 
to Individual Items 

Treatment Condition Interviewer Item Intimacy Level 
Low Medium High 

Disclosure Olson 2.Qk 2.69 2.6k 
Moran 2.56 2.1*5 2.2b 

Reinforcement Olson l.lfO 1.75 l.b3 
Moran 1.31 1.66 1.38 

Control Olson 1.19 1.53 1.31 
Moran 1.15 1.28 1.23 
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Table 16. Subjects' Depth of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Treatment Condition X Subject Sex X Item Intimacy Level 
Comparison of the Mean Ratings of the Subjects' Responses 
to Individual Items 

Treatment Condition Subject Sex Item Intimacy Level 
Low Medium High 

Disclosure Male 2.77 2.65 2A9 

Female 2.63 2.50 2.39 

Reinforcement Male 1.33 1.55 1.39 

Female 1.39 1.86 1.1*2 

Control Male 1.19 1A0 1.29 

Female 1.16 l.ia 1.25 

Table 17. Subjects' Depth of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Interviewer X Subject Sex X Item Intimacy Level Comparison 
of the Mean Ratings of the Subjects' Responses to 
Individual Items 

Interviewer Subject Sex Item Intimacy Level 
Low Medium High 

Male 1.80 1.97 1-77 
Olson 

Female 1.82 2.01 1.81 

Moran 
Male 

Female 

1.72 1.76 

I.63 1.83 

1.68 

1.56 
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Table 18. Subjects' Depth of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Treatment Condition X Interviewer X Subject Sex X Item 
Intimacy Level Comparison of the Mean Ratings of the 
Subjects' Responses to Individual Items 

Treatment Subject 
Condition Interviewer Sex 

Item Intimacy Level 
Low Medium High 

Disclosure 

Olson 

Moran 

Male 2.89 2.73 2.59 

Female 2.79 2.65 1.69 

Male 2.65 2.56 2.ho 

Female 2.k-J 2.35 2.08 

Olson 

Reinforcement 

Moran 

Male 1.31 1.65 1.1*2 

Female 1.1*9 I.85 1.1*1* 

Male 1.35 1.1*3 1.36 

Female 1.28 1.87 1.1+0 

Olson 

Control 

Moran 

Male 1.20 1.79 1.31 

Female 1.19 1.53 1.31 

Male 1.17. 1.28 1.27 

Female 1.13 1.28 1.20 
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Pour-Way Analysis of Variance For 
Subjects' Length of Self-Disclosures 

This analysis was used to test hypotheses II, IV, VI, VIII, and 

X (pages 7, 8, and S), all of which concern the subjects' length of 

self-disclosure ratings. 

The design of this analysis is identical to the above described 

analysis of variance (Table 5) used for testing the subjects' depth of 

disclosure ratings. However, instead of all three audio-tape judges 

rating the length of the subjects' responses, only one judge, the re

searcher, rated the lengths of the responses according to the 13-point 

scale included in the Judges' Rating of Subjects' Disclosing Responses 

(Appendix A). Thus, each subject had three disclosure length scores 

as he had three disclosure depth scores, but each score was the result 

of the one judge's ratings and not the sum of all three judges' ratings. 

The source table for this analysis of variance appears as 

Table 19• A significant difference was found only in the Treatment 

Condition variable (p<.Ol). The results of this analysis will be dis

cussed more fully later in this chapter as they apply to the discussion 

of the relevant hypotheses. 

Tables 20 through 31 which present the means for the above 

analysis of variance will also be discussed in relation to the perti

nent hypotheses. 

Each of the eleven hypotheses (pages 6-9) will now be con

sidered in light of the statistical analyses. 
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Table 19. Analysis of Variance - Subjects' Length of Self-Disclosure 

Sources 
Degrees of 
Freedom 

Sums of 
Squares 

Mean 
Squares 

F 
Ratios 

TOTAL 59 88,302.00 

BETWEEN 
SUBJECTS 

19 83,968.00 

Treatment 
Condition 

2 64,532.03 32,266.02 19.19* 

Interviewer 1 . 2,769.09 2,769.09 I.65 

Subject Sex 1 665.09 665.09 • 39 

Treatment 
Condition X 
Interviewer 

2 873.01 436.51 .26 

Treatment 
Condition X 
Subject Sex 

2 1,088.48 544.24 

t 1
 

CV
J C
O

 
1
 

•
 

1
 

1
 

Interviewer X 
Subject Sex 

1 142.22 142.22 

t 1
 

C
O

 0
 

1
 

•
 

1
 t 

Treatment 
Condition X 
Interviewer X 
Subject Sex 

2 466.88 223.44 .13 

Error 8 13,451.20 1,681.1*0 

WITHIN SUBJECTS k O  U,33̂ .00 
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Table 19. Analysis, Length of Self-Disclosure—Continued 

Degrees of Sums of Mean F . 
Sources Freedom Squares Squares Ratios 

Item Intimacy 2 72k.k3 362.22 2.15 
Level 

Treatment k 3̂6.9̂  109.2̂  .65 
Condition X 
Item Intimacy 
Level 

Interviewer X 2 26.21 13.11 .08 
Item Intimacy 
Level 

Subject Sex X 2 123.72 61.86 .37 
Item Intimacy 
Level 

Treatment if Ml-. 89 11.22 .07 
Condition X 
Interviewer X 
Item Intimacy 
Level 

Treatment 4 213-51 53.38 .32 
Condition X 
Subject Sex 
X Item Intimacy 
Level 

Interviewer X 2 16.71 8.36 .05 
Subject Sex X 
Item Intimacy 
Level 
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Table 19. Analysis, Length of Self-Disclosure—Continued 

Degrees of Sums of Mean F 
Sources Freedom Squares Squares Ratios 

Treatment 5̂.99 11. ̂9 «07 
Condition X 
Interviewer X 
Subject Sex X 
Item Intimacy 
Level 

Error 16 2,701.60 168.85 

*p<.01 



Table 20. Subjects' Length of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Mean Ratings of the Subjects' Responses to Individual Items 
Within Each of the Main Effects Variables 

Variables Levels Means 

Treatment Condition Disclosure 10.86 

Reinforcement 3-32 

Control 2.k2 

Interviewer Olson 6.32 

Moran M5 

Subject Sex Male 5.92 

Female 5.15 

Item Intimacy Level Low 

Medium 6.05 

High 5.08 
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Table 21. Subjects' Length of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance 
Treatment Condition X Interviewer Comparison of the Mean 
Ratings of the Subjects' Responses to Individual Items 

Treatment Condition Interviewer 
Moran Olson 

Disclosure 12.25 

Reinforcement 3•95 2.69 

Control 2.75 2.08 

Table 22. Subjects' Length of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Treatment Condition X Subject Sex Comparison of the Mean 
Ratings of the Subjects1 Responses to Individual Items 

Treatment Condition Subject Sex 
Male Female 

Disclosure 11.93 9-79 

Reinforcement 3.26 3-38 

Control 2.56 2.27 
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Table 23 • Subjects' Length of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Interviewer X Subject Sex Comparison of the Mean Ratings 
of the Subjects1 Responses to Individual Items 

Interviewer Subject Sex 
Male Female 

Olson 6.52 6.11 

Moran 5.31 .̂19 

Table 2k. Subjects' Length of 
Treatment Condition 
of the Mean Ratings 
Individual Items 

Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
X Interviewer X Subject Sex Comparison 
of the Subjects' Responses to 

Treatment Condition Interviewer Subject Sex 
Male Female 

Olson 12.69 11.80 
Disclosure 

Moran 11.17 7*79 

Olson 3.95 3.9̂  
Reinforcement 

Moran 2.57 2.80 

Control 
Olson 

Moran 

2.93 2.57 

2.19 1.97 
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Table 25 • Subjects' Length of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Treatment Condition X Item Intimacy Level Comparison of the 
Mean Ratings of the Subjects' Responses to Individual Items 

Treatment Condition Item Intimacy Level 
Low Medium High 

Disclosure 11.38 11.28 9.93 

Reinforcement 3.03 3.87 3.06 

Control 2.00 3.01 2.2̂  

Table 26. Subjects' Length of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Interviewer X Item Intimacy Level Comparison of the Mean 
Ratings of the Subjects' Responses to Individual Items 

Item Intimacy Level 
Interviewer Low Medium High 

Olson 

Moran 

6.15 6.89 5.92 

M9 5.22 h.23 
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Table 27 • Subjects' Length of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance 
Subject Sex X Item Intimacy Level Comparison of the Mean 
Ratings of the Subjects' Responses to Individual Items 

Subject Sex Item Intimacy Level 
Low Medium High 

Male 5.77 6.29 5.69 

Female 5.11 5.81 U.i+6 

Table 28. Subjects' Length of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Treatment Condition X Interviewer X Item Intimacy Level 
Comparison of the Mean Ratings of the Subjects' Responses 
to Individual Items 

Treatment Condition Interviewer Item Intimacy Level 
Low Medium High 

Olson 12.72 12.56 3>k6 
Disclosure 

Moran 10.0̂  10.00 8.k0 

Olson 3.60 4.52 3.76 
Reinforcement 

Moran 2.b6 3.22 2.38 

Olson 2.12 3.58 2.56 
Control 

Moran 1.88 2.1)4 1.92 
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Table 29 • Subjects' Length of Self"Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Treatment Condition X Subject Sex X Item Intimacy Level 
Comparison of the Mean Ratings of the Subjects' Responses 
to Individual Items 

Treatment Condition Subject Sex Item Intimacy Level 
Low Medium High 

Male 12.26 12.16 11.38 
Disclosure 

Female 10.50 10. Uo 8.48 

Male 2.90 3.̂ o 3.48 
Reinforcement 

Female 3.16 4.34 2.64 

Male 2.14 3.3 2 2.22 
Control 

Female 1.86 2.70 2.26 

Table 30. Subjects' Length of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Interviewer X Subject Sex X Item Intimacy Level Comparison 
of the Mean Ratings of the Subjects' Responses to 
Individual Items 

Interviewer Subject Sex Item Intimacy Level 
Low Medium High 

Olson 
Male 

Female 

6.20 

6.09 

6.99 6.44 

6.84 5.93 

Male 5.33 5.65 4.95 
Moran 

Female 4.25 4.79 3-52 
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Table 31- Subjects' Length of Self-Disclosure Analysis of Variance -
Treatment Condition X Interviewer X Subject Sex X Item 
Intimacy Level Comparison of the Mean Ratings of the 
Subjects' Responses to Individual Items 

Treatment 
Condition 

Subject Item Intimacy Level 
Interviewer Sex Low Medium High 

Disclosure 

Olson 

Moran 

Male 13.00 12.84 12.24' 

Female 12.44 12.28 10.68 

Male 11.52 11. If 8 10.52 

Female 8.56 8.52 6.28 

Reinforcement 

Olson 

Moran 

Male 3-40 3.96 4.48 

Female 3.80 5.08 3.00 

Male 2.40 2.84 2.48 

Female 2.52 3.60 2.28 

Male 2.20 4.00 2.60 

Female 2.1*0 3.16 2.52 

Male 2.80 2.64 1.84 

Female 1.68 2.24 2.00 

Control 

Olson 

Moran 



Hypothesis I 

On the basis of the analysis of variance of subjects' depth of 

disclosure ratings (page 5*0 and the Tukey post-hoc test for significant 

differences between the levels of the Treatment Condition variable 

(Table 32), the first hypothesis (page 6) was rejected. Significant 

findings in the treatment condition variable of the analysis of vari

ance (p̂ .Ol) led to the Tukey post-hoc test which found that: 

1. Subjects disclosed significantly more deeply intimate material 

about themselves when the interviewers first disclosed them

selves but did not verbally reinforce the subjects' responses, 

than when the interviewers gave no self-disclosures but did 

verbally reinforce the subjects' disclosures (p<.0l). 

2. Subjects disclosed significantly more deeply intimate material 

about themselves when the interviewers first disclosed them

selves but did not verbally reinforce the subjects' responses, 

than when the interviewers neither disclosed themselves nor 

verbally reinforced the subjects' disclosures (p<.0l). 

3. Subjects did not disclose significantly more deeply intimate 

material when the interviewers verbally reinforced their dis

closures, than when the interviewers neither disclosed them

selves nor verbally reinforced the subjects' disclosures. 

Subjects disclosed themselves to a greater degree of intimacy 

when the interviewers first disclosed themselves than when the inter

viewers neither disclosed themselves nor verbally reinforced the sub

jects' disclosures; but subjects did not more intimately disclose 



Table 32. Tukey Post-Hoc Test - Comparison of the Disclosure, Reinforcement, and Control Levels 
of the Treatment Condition Variable in the Analysis of Subjects' Depth of 

. Self-Disclosure Ratings 

Treatment Conditions 
Sources of Cell Total Scores " Disclosure Reinforcement Control 

Olson - Male Subject - Low Intimacy 
Olson - Male Subject - Medium Intimacy 
Olson - Male Subject - High Intimacy 
Olson - Female Subject - Low Intimacy 
Olson - Female Subject - Medium Intimacy 
Olson - Female Subject - High Intimacy 
Moran - Male Subject - Low Intimacy 
Moran - Male Subject - Medium Intimacy 
Moran - Male Subject - High Intimacy 
Moran - Female Subject - Low Intimacy 
Moran - Female Subject - Medium Intimacy 
Moran - Female Subject - High Intimacy 
Treatment Condition Totals 

Treatment Condition Means 

Represented Mean Rating For A 
Subject's Response On One Item 

217 98 90 
205 124 114 
19̂  107 98 
209 112 89 
199 139 115 
202 108 98 
199 101 88 
192 109 96 
180 102 95 
185 96 85 
176 ibo 96 
156 105 90 
231̂  13̂ 1 1154 

192.83 111.75 96.17 

2.57 1A9 1.28 



Table 32. Tukey, Disclosure, Reinforcement, and Control Levels, Depth Ratings—Continued 

Treatment Condition 
Pairs 

Differences Between the 
Means 

F 
Ratios 

Disclosure - Reinforcement 

Disclosure - Control 

Reinforcement - Control 

81.08 

96.66 

15.58 

9.68* 

11.5̂ * 

1.86 

*p<.01 
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themselves when the interviewers verbally reinforced their disclosures 

than when they neither disclosed themselves nor reinforced the subjects' 

disclosures. In other words, subjects in the Disclosure Condition dis

closed themselves to a greater depth of intimacy than the subjects in 

the Control Condition, while the Reinforcement Condition subjects did 

not disclose themselves to a significantly different depth than the 

Control Condition subjects. 

Hypothesis II 

On the basis of the analysis of variance of subjects' length 

of disclosure ratings (page 5̂ -) and the Tukey post-hoc test for sig

nificant differences between the three levels of the Treatment Condi

tion variable (Table 33)> the second hypothesis (page 7) was rejected. 

Significant findings in the Treatment Condition variable of the analy

sis of variance (p̂ ".0l) led to the Tukey post-hoc test which found 

that: 

1. Subjects disclosed significantly more material about themselves 

when the interviewers first disclosed themselves but did not 

verbally reinforce the subjects' responses, than when the in

terviewers gave no self-disclosures but did verbally reinforce 

the subjects' disclosures (p <[.025)• 

2. Subjects disclosed significantly more material about themselves 

when the interviewers first disclosed themselves but did not 

verbally reinforce the subjects' responses, than when the in

terviewers neither disclosed themselves nor verbally reinforced 

the subjects' disclosures (p<[.025). 



Table 33. Tukey Post-Hoc Test - Comparison of 
of the Treatment Condition Variable 
of Self-Disclosure Ratings 

the Disclosure, Reinforcement, and Control Levels 
in the Analysis of Variance of Subjects' Length 

Treatment Conditions 
Source of Cell Total Scores Disclosure Reinforcement Control 

Olson - Male Subject - Low Intimacy 325 85 55 
Olson - Male Subject - Medium Intimacy 321 99 100 
Olson - Male Subject - High Intimacy 306 112 65 
Olson - Female Subject - Low Intimacy 311 95 51 
Olson - Female Subject - Medium Intimacy 307 127 79 
Olson - Female Subject - High Intimacy 267 75 63 
Moran - Male Subject - Low Intimacy 288 60 52 
Moran - Male Subject - Medium Intimacy 287 71 66 
Moran - Male Subject - High Intimacy 263 62 46 
Moran - Female Subject - Low Intimacy 21k 63 b2 
Moran - Female Subject - Medium Intimacy 213 90 56 
Moran - Female Subject - High Intimacy 157 57 50 
Treatment Condition Totals 3259 996 725 

Treatment Condition Means 162.95 49.80 36.25 

Represented Mean Rating For A 10.86 3.32 2.42 
Subject's Response On One Item 



Table 33- Tukey, Disclosure, Reinforcement, and Control Levels, Length Ratings--Continued 

Treatment Condition Differences Between the F 
Pairs Means Ratios 

Disclosure - Reinforcement 113-15 .̂35* 

Disclosure - Control 126.70 h.87* 

Reinforcement - Control 13*55 .52 

*P<.025 



83 

3- Subjects did not disclose significantly more material about 

themselves when the interviewers verbally reinforced their dis

closures, than when the interviewers neither disclosed them

selves nor verbally reinforced the subjects' disclosures. 

Subjects disclosed themselves to a greater length when the interviewers 

first disclosed themselves than when the interviewers neither disclosed 

themselves nor verbally reinforced the subjects' disclosures; but sub

jects did not disclose themselves to a greater length when the inter

viewers verbally reinforced their disclosures than when they neither 

disclosed themselves nor reinforced the subjects' disclosures. In 

other words, subjects in the Disclosure Condition disclosed themselves 

/ to a greater length than the subjects in the Control Condition, while 

the Reinforcement Condition subjects did not disclose themselves to a 

significantly different length than the Control Condition subjects. 

Hypothesis III 

On the basis of the analysis of variance of subjects' depth 

of disclosure scores (page 5*0 and the Tukey post-hoc test for signif

icant differences between the levels of the Treatment Condition vari

able (Table 32), the third hypothesis (page J) was rejected. 

Significant findings in the Treatment Condition variable of the analysis 

of variance (p<.0l) led to the Tukey post-hoc test which found that 

subjects disclosed significantly more deeply intimate material about 

themselves when the interviewers first disclosed themselves but did not 

verbally reinforce the subjects' responses, than when the interviewers 
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gave no self-disclosures but did verbally reinforce the sugjects' dis

closures (p<̂ .01). 

Hypothesis IV 

On the basis of the analysis of variance of subjects' length 

of disclosure scores (page 5*0 and the Tukey post-hoc test for signif

icant differences between the levels of the Treatment Condition vari

able (Table 33) t the fourth hypothesis (page 7) was rejected. 

Significant findings in the Treatment Condition variable of the analy

sis of variance (p<.0l) led to the Tukey post-hoc test which found 

that subjects disclosed significantly more material about themselves 

when the interviewers first disclosed themselves but did not verbally 

reinforce the subjects' responses, than when the interviewers gave no 

self-disclosures but did verbally reinforce the subjects' disclosures 

(p <.025). 

Comparison Between Responses from Married and Nonmarried 
Subjects in the Disclosure Condition 

Since there were substantially more married subjects in the 

Disclosure Condition than in either the reinforcement or control con

ditions (Table U, page 39)> the researcher compared the mean depth and 

length ratings of the married subjects' responses with the ratings of 

the nonmarried subjects' responses in the Disclosure Condition. The 

mean depth rating for the married subjects' responses was 2.65 v;hile 

the mean depth rating for the nonmarried subjects' responses was 2.50, 

a difference of only .15 on a four point scale. The mean length rating 

for the married subjects' responses was 11.62 and the mean length rating 
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for the nonmarried subjects' responses was 10.1$, a difference of only 

1.1*2 on a 15 point scale. 

The married subjects in the Disclosure Condition received 

slightly higher mean depth and length ratings than the nonmarried sub

jects. However, these differences were so slight that the greater num

ber of married subjects in the Disclosure Condition could not have 

caused the significant differences in mean depth and mean length of dis

closure ratings between the Disclosure Condition and the other two con

ditions. 

Hypothesis V 

On the basis of the analysis of variance of subjects' depth of 

disclosure scores (page 5*0 the fifth hypothesis (page 7) was supported. 

Subjects interviewed by Olson did not respond to a significantly differ

ent depth of disclosure as compared to the subjects which were inter

viewed by Moran (Tables 6 and 7)« 

Hypothesis VI 

On the basis of the analysis of variance of subjects' length 

of disclosure scores (page 66) the sixth hypothesis (page 8) was sup

ported. Subjects interviewed by Olson did not disclose themselves to 

a significantly different length as compared to the subjects which were 

interviewed by Moran (Tables 19 and 20). 

Hypothesis VII 

On the basis of the analysis of variance of subjects' depth of 

disclosure scores (page 5*0 the seventh hypothesis (page 8) was 



86 

supported. Male subjects did. not disclose themselves to a significant

ly different depth as compared to the female subjects (Tables 6 and j). 

Hypothesis VIII 

On the basis of the analysis of variance of subjects' length 

of disclosure scores (page 66) the eighth hypothesis (page 8) was sup

ported. Male subjects did not disclose themselves to a significantly 

different length as compared to the female subjects (Tables 19 and 20). 

Hypothesis IX 

On the basis of the analysis of variance of subjects' depth of 

disclosure scores (page 54) the ninth hypothesis (page 8) was support

ed. The subjects did not respond to a significantly different depth 

to the high intimacy level items as compared with the medium and low 

intimacy level items, nor did they respond to a significantly differ

ent depth to the medium intimacy level items as compared with the low 

intimacy level items (Tables 6 and 7)« 

Hypothesis X 

On the basis of the analysis of variance of subjects' length 

of disclosure scores (page 66) the tenth hypothesis (page 9) was sup

ported. The subjects did not respond to a significantly different 

length to the high intimacy level items as compared to the medium and 

low intimacy level items, nor did they respond to a significantly dif

ferent length to the medium intimacy level items as compared with the 

low intimacy level items (Tables 19 and 20). 



87 

In both of the four-way analyses of variance only the Treat

ment Condition variable showed significant differences, while the other 

three variables and all of the interactions failed to reach significant 

findings. Tables 8 through 18 present the mean depth of disclosure 

scores for the depth analysis interactions and tables 21 through 31 

present the mean length of disclosure scores for the length analysis 

interactions. 

The Item Intimacy Variable in the disclosure depth ratings 

analysis of variance (Table 6) approached significance (F=3«22 with 

2/8 degrees of freedom). Table 7 indicates that the subjects tended 

to disclose material of deeper intimacy to the medium intimacy level 

items than they did to the low and high intimacy level items. However, 

this was not a significant trend. 

The Treatment Condition X Item Intimacy Level interaction also 

approached significance (Fs2.00) in the disclosure depth analysis of 

variance. The main variation in the pattern of the total scores 

(Table 12) was that subjects in the disclosure treatment condition 

tended to disclose themselves more intimately to the low intimacy level 

items as compared to the medium and high intimacy level items, than did 

the subjects in the reinforcement and control conditions. Again, this 

trend did not reach statistical significance. 

The other variables and interactions within the depth of dis

closure analysis of variance did not come near statistical significance. 

However, the respective tables (7 through 18), presenting the mean depth 

of disclosure ratings are included to help interpret the analysis of 

variance source table. 
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Within the analysis of variance of subjects1 length of self-

disclosure ratings (Table 19) only the Item Intimacy Level variable 

approached significance (F=2.15) other than the Treatment Condition 

variable. Table 20 reveals that subjects tended to disclose themselves 

to a greater length in response to medium intimacy level items than to 

high intimacy level items, with their response lengths to the medium 

intimacy level items tending to fall in between. However, this ten

dency did not reach statistical significance. 

The other variables and interactions within the length of dis

closure analysis of variance did not come near statistical significance. 

However, the respective tables (20 through 31)> presenting the mean 

length of disclosure ratings are included to help interpret the analy

sis of variance source table. 

Hypothesis XI 

On the basis of the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation of 

subjects' depth and length of self-disclosure ratings (Table 3*0> 

eleventh hypothesis (page 9) was rejected. The resulting correlation 

of rs-80 reveals a significant (p<..0l) positive relationship between 

the subjects' depth and length of disclosure ratings. Subjects with 

low depth ratings tended to have low length ratings while subjects with 

high depth ratings also tended to have high length ratings. 

Statistical Treatments of Interviewers' Behaviors 

In addition to the subjects' depth and length of self-disclosure 

ratings, the present researcher was concerned about the quality of the 

two interviewers' behaviors. Because the subjects' responses were 



Table 3̂ « Pearson Product-Moment Correlation - The 
Relationship Between Subjects' Depth and 
Length of Self-Disclosure Ratings* 

Depth Length Depth Length Depth Length 
Ratings Ratings cont'd. cont'd. cont'd. cont'd. 

3̂ 25 60 37 87 93 
28 61 22 90 91 

be 20 61 2k 93 89 
hi 22 61 31 106 129 
1*8 31 61 33 110 190 
50 29 61 62 113 175 
51 15 6k 50 115 159 
52 23 65 kk 115 168 
52 28 68 27 120 195 
53 30 68 37 121 155 
56 28 68 k6 121 177 
57 18 70 70 122 lk6 
57 32 73 51 122 183 
57 3̂ Ik kk 123 180 
58 38 75 75 125 19̂  
58 71 78 66 126 193 
59 2k 78 101 127 195 
59 27 82 93 129 186 
59 29 83 86 130 19̂  
60 33 86 130 131 195 

N * 60 

Total depth - ̂ ,789 
Mean depth = 79•̂ 8 
Mean depth = 6,316.55 

r = .80** 

Total length - 5 >010 
Mean length z 83.50 
Mean' length = 6,972.25 

* Each depth rating is the sum of the three judges' ratings of the 
depth the subjects' responses to all of the items 

Each length rating is the sum of the third judge's ratings of the 
lengths of the subject's responses to all of the items 

** p <.01 



90 

studied in relation to the interview conditions it is important to 

know how closely the interviewers' behaviors fit the specifications of 

the three experimental conditions (pages 1)4 through h 6 ) .  

In order to assess the interviewers' behaviors both of the in

terviewers were video-taped during portions of their interviews with 

the second and fourth male and the second and fourth female subjects 

seen under each of the three treatment conditions. The specific por

tions of these interviews which were taped included the interviewer -

subject question - response exchange during the second, third, and 

fourth (low, medium, and high intimacy level items respectively) inter

view items asked the subjects. 

Three video-tape judges (page 1+1) then rated the video-tapes 

according to the following two scales: 

1. Interviewer Behavior Rating Scale (Appendix D) which concerned 

the interviewers' behavior while listening to the subjects* 

responses, and 

2. Interviewer Self-Disclosing Behavior Rating Scale (Appendix E) 

which concerned the interviewers* behavior while they were dis

closing themselves during the self-disclosure treatment condi

tion. 

The results of the analyses of variance on the data produced 

from these two rating scales will now be presented. 

Interviewer Behavior Rating Scale Results 

The results of the judges' ratings of the interviewers' listen

ing behaviors on the Interviewer Behavior Rating Scale (I.B.R.S.; 
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Appendix D) were tested for significant differences by a separate anal

ysis of variance for each of the six questions. Each of the two-way 

analyses of variance included the interviewer (Olson and Moran) and the 

Treatment Condition (Disclosure, Reinforcement, and Control) as the two 

independent variables, and the totals of the judges' ratings as the de

pendent variable. The results of these analyses are presented in one 

source table which appears as Table 35 (pages 92 through 9*0* Each of 

these analyses will now be discussed. 

Face Orientation. The analysis of variance on the first ques

tion of the Interviewer Behavior Rating Scale (page 92) indicates that 

the interviewers oriented their faces to the subjects in a way that was 

consistent with the treatment conditions. No significance was found 

between the interviewers, between the treatment conditions, or in the 

interaction effect. As shown in Figure 1 (page 95) both interviewers 

maintained a very high degree of full-face orientation toward the sub

jects' faces in all three treatment conditions, which is according to 

the defined behaviors for the interviewers. 

Eye Contact. The analysis of variance on the second question 

of the I.B.R.S. (page 92) indicates that the interviewers oriented their 

eyes in a way that was consistent with the treatment conditions. No 

significant findings were found between the interviewers, between the 

treatment conditions, or in the interaction effect. As shown in Fig

ure 2 (page 96), both interviewers maintained a very steady gaze on 

the subjects' eyes in all three treatment conditions, which is accord

ing to the defined behaviors for the interviewers. 



Table 35• Analyses of Variance - Interviewer Behavior Rating Scale Results 

Degrees of Sums of Mean F 
Sources Freedom Squares Squares Ratios Means 

1. To what extent is his face oriented to the subject? 

Total 215 39-26 
Interviewer 1 A6 A6 2.63 Olson = 3.90 

Moran = 3.81 
Treatment 2 .90 A5 2.55 Disclosure = 3-92 
Condition Reinforcement = 3.76 

Control = 3.88 
Interaction 2 .81*. A2 2-39 
Error 210 37.06 .18 

2-39 

2. To what extent are his eyes looking at the subject's eyes? 

Total 215 60 A3 
Interviewer 1 .17 .17 • 6l Olson = 3-76 

Moran = 3.70 
Treatment 2 1.59 

o
 

CO 
« 2.93 Disclosure = 3.81 

Condition Reinforcement = 3.61 

lAU 
Control = 3.78 

Interaction 2 lAU • 72 2.65 
Error 210 57.22 .27 



Table 35- Analyses; Interviewer Behavior—Continued 

Degrees of Sums of Mean F 
Sources Freedom Squares Squares Ratios Means 

3» To what extent does he smile at the subject? 

Total 215 193.96 
Interviewer 1 2.89 2.89 6.58* Olson ss .60 

Moran .37 
Treatment 2 93.58 46.79 IO6.35** Disclosure = .oU 
Condition Reinforcement - 1.42 

Control = 0.00 
Interaction 2 5-12 2.56 5.82** 
Error 210 92.36 M 

Ij-. To what extent does he nod or tilt his head to the subject? 

Total 215 360.55 
Interviewer 1 • 78 •

 

C
O

 

1.01 Olson : 1.20 
Moran = 1.08 

Treatment 2 193-3̂  96.67 125.22** Disclosure - .76 
Condition Reinforcement = 2.1A 

Control = .22 
Interaction 2 k.23 2.12 2.7̂  
Error 210 162.19 .77 



Table 35* Analyses, Interviewer Behavior—Continued 

Degrees of Sums of Mean F 
Sources Freedom Squares Squares Ratios Means 

5. To what extent does he make other gestural 

Total 215 280.15 
Interviewer 1 2.67 

Treatment 2 50.45 
Condition 

Interaction 2 I.58 
Error 210 225 .44 

or postural changes in response to the subject? 

2.67 2.48 Olson = 1.02 
Moran - .80 

25.23 23.4-9** Disclosure z -9& 
Reinforcement z 1.47 

Control - .29 
.79 -74 
1.07 

6. To what extent does he verbalize, "mmm-hmm' 

Total 215 293.43 
Interviewer 1 6.00 

Treatment 2 176.62 
Condition 

Interaction . 2 27.08 
Error 210 83.72 

, "right", etc. to the subject? 

6.00 15.04** Olson = .94 
Moran = .60 

88.31 221.33** Disclosure = .24 
Reinforcement - 2.04 

Control = .03 
13.54 33.94** 
.40 

*p <.025 
**p <.01 
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Smile. The analysis of variance on the third question of the 

I.B.R.S. (page 93) indicates that the interviewers smiled in a way 

that was consistent with the treatment conditions. Significant differ

ences were found between the treatment conditions (p<C.Ol) and also 

between the interviewers (p< .025) and in the interaction effect (p̂ .Ol). 

A series of three post-hoc one-way analyses of variance was 

used to locate the significant differences between the three treatment 

conditions (Table 36). These analyses showed significant differences 

between the disclosure and reinforcement conditions (p<1.0l) and be

tween the control and reinforcement conditions (p<̂ .0l) but not between 

the disclosure and control conditions. These results, indicated in 

Figure 3 (page 99)> reveal a significantly higher combined mean smile 

rating for the interviewers in the Reinforcement Condition than in 

both the disclosure and control conditions which is according to the 

defined behaviors for the interviewers in the three conditions. 

The analysis of variance on the interviewers' smiling behavior 

(Table 35) also found significant differences between the interviewers 

(p<.025) and in the interaction effect (p<'.0l). Figure 3 (page 99) 

indicates that both of these significant findings are in the Reinforce- , 

ment Condition. Olson received a mean smile rating of 1,6k and Moran 

received a 1.1̂  mean rating. In the Disclosure Condition the inter

viewers received almost identical mean smile ratings (Olson, .06; 

Moran, .03) and in the Control Condition both interviewers did receive 

identical mean ratings (.00). While listening to the subjects' responses 

both interviewers almost never smiled in the disclosure and control 



Table 36. Post-Hoc Analyses of Variance - Comparing the Combined Interviewers' 
Smile Ratings Across the Three Treatment Conditions 

Degrees of Sums of Mean F 
Sources Freedom Squares Squares Ratios Means 

Disclosure - Reinforcement 

Total 143 168.44 
Treatment 1 68.06 68.06 96.27* Disclosure = .04 
Error 142 IOO.38 • 71 Reinforcement - 1.42 

Disclosure - Control 

Total 1̂ 3 4.94 
Treatment l .06 .06 1.82 Disclosure = .04 
Error •142 4.88 •03 Control - .00 

Reinforcement - Control 

Total 143 167.75 
Treatment 1 144.50 144.50 881.10* Reinforcement = 1.42 
Error 142 23.25 .16 Control = .00 

*p<.01 



Treatment Condition 
Disclosure Reinforcement Control 

Olson 

Moran 

Figure 3- Analysis of Variance - Cell Means for Question 
Three on the Interviewer Behavior Rating Scale 
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conditions, and while both smiled more in the Reinforcement Condition 

Olson smiled more than Moran during this condition. 

Head Movement. The analysis of variance on the fourth question 

of the I.B.R.S. (page 93) indicates that the interviewers nodded and 

tilted their heads in a way that was in part consistent with the treat

ment conditions. Significant findings were found only in the treat

ment conditions variable (p<̂ .0l). Figure 1* (page 101) shows the 

mean head-movement ratings for both interviewers. 

A series of three post-hoc one-way analyses of variance was 

used to locate the significant differences between the three treatment 

conditions (Table 37)• These analyses showed significant differences 

between the disclosure and reinforcement conditions (p<.0l), between 

the disclosure and control conditions (p<_.0l), and between the rein

forcement and control conditions (p<\0l). The interviewers nodded 

and tilted their heads more in the Reinforcement Condition than they 

did in both the disclosure and the control conditions which is con

sistent with the defined treatment conditions. However, the inter

viewers also moved their heads more in the Disclosure Condition than 

they did in the Control Condition, when there should have been no head 

movement in either of these conditions. 

Gestures and Postural Changes. The analysis of variance on 

the fifth question of the I.B.R.S. (page 9̂ 0 indicates that the inter

viewers made gestures and postural changes in a way that was in part 

consistent with the treatment conditions. Significant findings were 

found only in the treatment conditions variable (p<,.0l). Figure 5 
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Figure k. Analysis of Variance - Cell Means for Question 
Four on the Interviewer Behavior Rating Scale 



Table 37- Post-Eoc Analyses of Variance - Comparing the Combined Interviewers' 
Head Movement Ratings Across the Three Treatment Conditions 

Degrees of Sums of Mean F 
Sources Freedom Squares Squares Ratios Means 

Di-sclosure - Reinforcement 

Total 143 240.44 
Treatment 1 101.67 101.67 104.07* Disclosure - .76 
Error 142 138.76 .98 Reinforcement = 2.44 

Disclosure • - Control 

Total 143 109.99 
Treatment 1 10.56 IO.56 15.09* Disclosure - .76 
Error 142 99.̂ 3 •70 Control .22 

Reinforcement - Control 

Total 143 274.00 
Treatment 1 177.78 177.78 262.21* Reinforcement - 2.44 
Error lk2 96.22 .68 Control •• .22 

*p<.01 
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shows the mean gesture and postural change ratings for both inter

viewers in the three conditions. The interviewers were rated very 

similarly on this behavior, the greatest difference between their 

mean ratings being in the Reinforcement Condition. 

A series of three post-hoc one-way analyses of variance was 

used to locate the significant findings between the three treatment 

conditions (Table 38)• These analyses showed significant differences 

between the disclosure and reinforcement conditions (p<.Ol), between 

the disclosure and control conditions (p<l«Ol)> and between the rein

forcement and control conditions (p<̂ .Ol). The interviewers made ges

tures and changed their posture more in the Reinforcement Condition 

than they did in both the disclosure and the control conditions which 

is consistent with the defined treatment conditions. However, the 

interviewers also gestured and changed their posture more in the Dis

closure Condition than they did in the Control Condition, when there 

should have been no such movements in either of these conditions. 

Speaking. The analysis of variance on the sixth question of 

the I.B.R.S. (page 9*0 indicates that the interviewers spoke in a way 

that was consistent with the treatment conditions. Significant find

ings were found between the treatment conditions (p<.0l) and also 

between the interviewers (p<l»0l) and in the interaction effect 

(p *01) • 

A series of three post-hoc one-way analyses of variance was 

used to locate the significant differences between the three treat

ment conditions (Table 39)* These analyses showed significant 



Table 38• Post-Hoc Analyses of Variance - Comparing the Combined Interviewers' 
Gesture and Postural Change Ratings Across the Three Treatment Conditions 

Sources 
Degrees of 
Freedom 

Sums of 
Squares 

Mean 
Squares 

F 
Ratios Means 

Disclosure - Reinforcement 

Total 1̂ 3 210.33 
Treatment 1 9-51 9-51 6.72* Disclosure - .96 
Error lh2 200.82 1.4l Reinforcement = 1.14-7 

Disclosure - Control 

Total 1̂ 3 135.75 
Treatment l 16.01 16.01 18.98* Disclosure - .96 
Error lb2 119.7k .8̂  Control .29 

Reinforcement - Control 

Total 1̂ 3 180.99 
Treatment 1 50.17 50.17 5̂ 8* Reinforcement - l.k7 
Error lk2 130.82 • 92 Control .29 

*p<.01 



Table 39 • Post-Hoc Analyses of Variance - Comparing the Combined Interviewers' 
Verbal Ratings Across the Three Treatment Conditions 

Degrees o? Sums of Mean F 
Sources Freedom Squares Squares Ratios Means 

Disclosure - Reinforcement 

Total 143 241.22 
Treatment 1 117.36 117.36 134.59* Disclosure - .24 
Error 142 123.86 .87 Reinforcement = 2.04 

Disclosure - Control 

Total 143 38.49 
Treatment l  1.56 I.56 6.01** Disclosure - .24 
Error 142 36.93 .26 Control = • 03 

Reinforcement - Control 

Total 143 236.83 
Treatment l 11*6.01 146.01 228.14* Reinforcement = 2.04 
Error 142 90.82 .64 Control z .03 

*p<.01 
**p <.025 
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differences between the disclosure and reinforcement conditions 

(p-̂ .Ol), between the disclosure and control conditions (p<̂ 025)* 

and between the reinforcement and control conditions (p<̂ .0l). These 

results show a significantly higher combined mean verbal rating for 

the interviewers in the Reinforcement Condition than in both the dis

closure and control conditions which is according to the defined be

haviors for the interviewers. However, the interviewers' combined 

mean verbal rating for the Disclosure Condition was also significantly-

higher than for the Control Condition, when in both conditions there 

should have been no verbal responses to the subjects' disclosures. 

Figure 6 (page 108) shows that Olson's mean verbal rating was .06 for 

both the disclosure and the control conditions, while Moran's was .k-2 

and .00 respectively. 

The analysis of' variance on the interviewers' verbal behavior 

(Table 35) also found significant differences between the interviewers 

(p<.0l) and in the interaction effect (p<C.0l). Figure 10 shows that 

the greatest difference between the two interviewers occurred in the 

Reinforcement Condition where Olson was rated 2.69 and Moran 1.39 on 

verbal responses. They were rated very similarly in the other two con

ditions. However, while Olson was rated much higher than Moran in the 

Reinforcement Condition, Moran received a somewhat higher mean rating 

(.̂ 2) in the Disclosure Condition than Olson received (.06). This 

indicates that Olson made more verbal responses than Moran during the 

Reinforcement Condition while Moran tended to respond verbally more 

than Olson during the Disclosure Condition. 
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An examination of the relationship between the above results 

of the analyses of the data from the Interviewer Behavior Rating Scale 

and the subjects' self-disclosure data will be presented in the fol

lowing chapter, entitled Discussion and Conclusions. 

Interviewer Self-Disclosing Behavior 
Rating Scale Results 

The judges also rated the interviewers' behavior while they 

disclosed themselves during the video-taped segments of the Disclosure 

Condition interviews. The results of these ratings (on a scale of 0 

to 4) on the Interviewer Self-Disclosing Behavior Rating Scale (I.S.-

D.B.R.S.; Appendix E) were tested for significant findings by a sep

arate analysis of variance for each of the seven questions. Each of 

the one-way analyses of variance tested for differences between the 

interviewers (independent variable), using the totals of the judges' 

ratings as the dependent variable. The results of these analyses are 

presented in one source table which appears as Table *t-0 (pages 110 

through 112). Figure 7 (page 113) presents the mean ratings for the 

interviewers on each of the seven questions. 

Face Orientation. The analysis of variance on the first ques

tion of the Interviewer Self-Disclosing Behavior Rating Scale (I.S.-

D.B.R.S.; page 110) failed to find a significant difference between 

the mean ratings of the interviewers' face orientations while dis

closing themselves to the subjects in the Disclosure Condition. Fig

ure 7 shows very high mean ratings for both Olson (3•72) and Moran 

(3.75) which indicates that both interviewers maintained a very steady 

full-face orientation toward the subjects. This is strong evidence 



Table kO. Analyses of Variance - Interviewer Self-Disclosing Behavior Rating Scale Results 

Degrees of Sums of Mean F 
Sources Freedom Squares Squares Ratios Means 

1. To what extent is his face oriented to the subject? 

Total 71 13-99 
Interviewer 1 .02 .02 .10 Olson £» 3.72 
Error 70 13.97 -20 Moran 3.75 

2. To what extent are his eyes looking at the subject's eyes? 

Total 71 21.18 
Interviewer l •33 -33 1.10 Olson - 3.39 
Error 70 20.85 .30 Moran 5 3-53 

3 • To what extent does he smile at the subject? 

Total 71 88.89 
Interviewer 1 10.14 10.lU 8.97* Olson - 1.42 
Error 70 78.75 4.13 Moran = .67 



Table bo. Analyses, Interviewer Self-Disclosing Behavior—Continued 

Degrees of Suras of Mean F 
Sources Freedom Squares Squares Ratios Means 

b. To what extent does he nod or. tilt his head to the subject? 

Total 71 bl.9b 
Interviewer 1 .21 .21 .35 Olson = 3.02 
Error 70 1̂.73 »60 Moran = 2.92 

5. To what extent does he make other gestural or postural changes? 

Total 71 53-87 
Interviewer 1 1.12 1.12 1.49 Olson - 3.00 
Error 70 52.75 -75 Moran = 3.31 

6. To what depth does he disclose his personal feelings, attitudes, and thoughts 
to the subject? 

Total 71 21.99 
Interviewer 1 3.13 3.13 11.59* Olson - 3.9̂  
Error 70 18.86 .27 Moran ; 3.53 



Table 40. Analyses, Interviewer Self-Disclosing Behavior—Continued 

Degrees of Sums of Mean F 
Source Freedom Squares Squares Ratios Means 

7. To what length does he disclose his personal feelings, attitudes, and thoughts to the 
subject? (O=none at all; l=over 15 sec.; 2=over 30 sec.; 3=over 45 sec.; and 4rcver 
60 sec.) 

Total 71 17.87 
Interviewer 1 3*12 3-12 14.86* Olson = 4.00 
Error 70 14.75 -21 Moran = 3«58 

*p<.01 
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that both interviewers' face orientations complied with the Disclosure 

Condition's instructions for interviewer self-disclosing behavior. 

Eye Contact. The analysis of variance on the second question 

of the I.S.-D.B.R.S. (page 110) failed to find a significant differ

ence between the mean ratings of the interviewers' eye orientations 

while disclosing themselves to the subjects in the Disclosure Condi

tions. Figure 7 shows high mean ratings for both Olson (3«39) and 

Moran (3.53) which indicates that both interviewers maintained quite 

a steady gaze at the subjects' eyes. This is strong evidence that 

both interviewers' eye orientations complied with the Disclosure Con

dition's instructions for interviewer self-disclosing behavior. 

Smile. The analysis of variance on the third question of the 

I.S.-D.B.R.S. (page 110) found a significant variance (p<̂ .Ol) between 

the mean ratings of the interviewers' smiling behavior while disclos

ing themselves to the subjects. Figure 7 shows that Olson had a mean 

smile rating (1.^2) that was significantly higher than Moran's (.67). 

These'results indicate that even though Olson did not smile very much, 

he did smile significantly more than Moran who received a very low 

rating. Though there were no specific instructions regarding the in

terviewers' smiling during their self-disclosures, neither interviewer 

smiled very extensively. It is possible, though, that the difference 

between their smiling could have caused a differential effect of their 

self-disclosures on their subjects. 

Head Movement. The analysis of variance on the fourth ques

tion of the I.S.-D.B.R.S. (page 111) failed to find any significant 
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differences between the mean ratings of the interviewers' head nodding 

and tilting while disclosing themselves to the subjects. Figure 7 

shows a fairly high mean rating for both Olson (3-02) and Moran (2.92) 

which indicates that both interviewers fairly actively nodded and 

tilted their heads while disclosing themselves. As in the case of 

smiling, there were no specific instructions regarding head movements 

during the interviewers' disclosures. It is possible that the inter

viewers ' head movements could have influenced the effectiveness of 

their self-disclosures, but the data indicate that the effect would 

not have been different for the two interviewers. 

Gestures and Postural Changes. The analysis of variance on 

the fifth question of the I.S.-D.B.R.S. (page 111) failed to find a 

significant difference between the mean ratings of the interviewers' 

gestures and postural changes while disclosing themselves to the sub

jects. Figure 7 shows fairly high mean ratings for both Olson (3*00) 

and Moran (3»3l) which indicates that both interviewers were fairly 

actively gesturing and changing their postures while disclosing them

selves. As in the cases of smiling and head movements, there were no 

specific instructions regarding gestures and postural changes during 

the interviewers' disclosures. It is possible that the interviewers' 

gestures and postural changes could have influenced the effectiveness 

of their self-disclosures, but the data indicate that the effect would 

not have been different for the two interviews. 

Depth of Disclosure. The analysis of variance on the sixth 

question of the I.S.-D.B.R.S. (page 111) found a significant variance 

(p<.0l) between the mean ratings of the depth of the interviewers' 
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self-disclosures. Figure 7 shows that Olson had a mean disclosure 

depth rating of 3«9̂  which was significantly higher than Moran's 

(3.53). These results, indicate that even though both interviewers 

disclosed very intimate material about themselves, Olson disclosed 

his feelings, attitudes, and thoughts to a greater depth than Moran. 

It is possible that this difference in the depth of the interviewers' 

disclosures could have differentially affected the subjects to whom 

they disclosed themselves. 

Length of Disclosure. The analysis of variance on the seventh 

question of the I.S.-D.B.R.S. (page 112) found a significant differ

ence (p <.0l) between the mean ratings of the length of the inter

viewers' self-disclosures. Figure 7 shows that Olson had a mean 

disclosure length rating of *t-.00 (highest possible rating) which was 

significantly higher than Moran's (3*58). These results indicate that 

even though both interviewers disclosed themselves in great length, 

Olson averaged over 60 seconds per disclosure and Moran averaged ap

proximately 5k seconds per disclosure. It is possible that this dif

ference in the amount of the interviewers' disclosures could have 

differentially affected the subjects to whom they disclosed themselves. 

An examination of the relationship between the above results 

of the analyses of the data from the Interviewer Self-Disclosing 

Behavior Rating Scale (l.S.-D.B.R.S.) and the subjects' self-disclosure 

data will be presented in the following chapter entitled Discussion 

and Conclusions. 



117 

Comparison Between Subjects' Responses During 
Video-Taped Interviews and Subjects' Responses 
During Non-Video-Taped Interviews 

Because the interviewers knew when they were being video-taped 

the present researcher desired to find out whether the interviewers 

responded differently between the video-taped and non-video-taped 

interview portions. If there were no such differences then the re

sults from the Interviewer Behavior Rating Scale and the Interviewer 

Self-Disclosing Behavior Rating Scale could be generalized to the non-

video-taped interviews. 

In order to assess the degree to which this video-taped data 

could be generalized to the non-video-taped data, it was reasoned that 

if the video-taped subjects' disclosures did not vary significantly 

from the non-video-taped subjects' disclosures, then it could be as

sumed that the video-taped interviewers' behaviors also did not vary 

significantly from the non-video-taped interviewers' behaviors. 

Video-taping was done during the second, third, and fourth 

(low, medium, and high intimacy level items respectively) interview 

items asked the second and. fourth male, and the second and fourth fe

male subjects seen under each of the three treatment conditions by 

each interviewer. To test for the above hoped for similarity the sub

jects' self-disclosure responses from each of the video-taped segments 

were compared with comparable non-video-taped subject disclosure 

responses. Specifically, the video-taped data were compared with the 

subjects* self-disclosure responses made to the second, third, and 

fourth interview items asked the third and fifth male and the third 

and fifth female subjects seen under each of the three treatment 
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conditions by each interviewer. The video-taped responses of the 

second and fourth male and female subjects seen by each interviewer 

in each treatment condition were compared with the comparable non-

video-taped responses of the third and fifth male and female subjects 

seenby each interviewer in each treatment condition. Both the depth 

and length ratings of these subjects' self-disclosures were compared. 

A series of four two-way analyses of variance was used to 

test for significant findings between thevideo-taped and non-video-

taped : 

1. Depth of self-disclosure ratings of responses made to Olson, 

2. Length of self-disclosure ratings of responses made to Olson, 

3. Depth of self-disclosure ratings of responses made to Moran, 

and 

Length of self-disclosure ratings of responses made to Moran. 

Each analysis includes the treatment condition (disclosure, reinforce

ment, and control) and interviewer behavior sampling (video-taped and 

non-video-taped) as the two independent variables and the judges' total 

ratings as the dependent variable. The results of these analyses are 

presented together in Table ̂ 1. Each of these analyses of variance 

will now be discussed separately. 

Depth Ratings of Disclosures Made To Olson. The analysis of 

variance on the depth ratings of the subjects' disclosure responses 

made to Olson (page 119) failed to find a significant difference be

tween the video-taped and non-video-taped data and in the .interaction 

effect. Figure 8 (page 121) shows that there was virtually no vari

ation between the mean depth ratings of the video-taped and 



Table In. Analyses of Variance - Comparison Between Ratings of Subjects' Disclosure 
Responses During Video-Taped Interviews and Subjects' Disclosure 
Responses During Non-Video-Taped Interviews 

Degrees of Sums of Mean F 
Sources Freedom Squares Squares Ratios Means 

Depth Ratings of Disclosures Made To Olson 

Total 71 400.88 
Treatment 2 318.58 159-̂ 9 129.77* Disclosure = 2.67 
Condition Reinforcement = 1.28 
Interviewer 1 .13 •13 .11 Control = 1.10 
Behavior Sampling V .T .** - 1.69 
Interaction 2 1.08 .54 .44 N.V.T.*** s 1.67 
Error 66 81.08 1.23 

1.67 

Length Ratings of Disclosures Made To Olson 

Total 71 2,04l.32 
Treatment 2 1,871.70 935.85 399-93* Disclosure - 4.26 
Condition Reinforcement = .81 
Interviewer 1 4.02 4.02 1.72 C.ontrol - .53 
Behavior Sampling V.T. 1.79 
Interaction 2 11.19 5.60 2.39 N.V.T. r 1.94 
Error 66 154.42 2.34 

1.94 



Table 40 . Analyses of Variance - Interviewer Self-Disclosing Behavior Rating Scale Results 

Sources 
Degrees of 
Freedom 

Sums of 
Squares 

Mean 
Squares 

l. To what extent is his face oriented to the subject? 

Total 71 13. 99 
Interviewer l .02 .02 
Error 70 13.97 .20 

F 
Ratios 

.10 

Means 

Olson: 3.72 
Moran = 3.75 

- - - - - - - ~ - - - ~ ~ - - - - - ~ - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2. To what extent are his eyes looking at the subject's eyes? 

Total 
Interviewer 
Error 

71 
1 

70 

21.18 
-33 

20. 85 

3 . To v7hat extent does he smile at the subject? 

Total 
Intervie\·Jer 
Error 

71 
l 

70 

88 .89 
10.14 
78.75 

·33 
.30 

10.14 
1.13 

1.10 Olson : 3.39 
Moran : 3.53 

8.97* Olson = 1.42 
Moran : .67 

I-' 
f-' 
0 
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Interviewer Behavior Sampling 
Video-Taped Non-Video-Taped 

2.67®. 

1-25 ©-
1.17 ®-

Disclosure 
-®2.67 Condition 

Reinforcement 
l*31condition 

-@1.03 Control 
Condition 

Figure 8. Analyses of Variance - Mean Cell Depth Ratings of 
Disclosures Made to Olson in Video-Taped and Non-
Video-Taped Interviews 
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non-video-taped responses within each of the treatment conditions. 

This lack of variation strongly indicates that Olson did not behave 

in a significantly different way between the video-taped and non-

video-taped interviews within each of the three treatment conditions. 

This analysis did find the expected significant difference 

(p<L.Ol) within the Treatment Condition Variable. Figure 8 indicates 

that this difference was located between the Disclosure Condition and 

both the reinforcement and control conditions. 

This analysis of variance indicates that the data from both 

of the interviewer rating scales (i.B.R.S. and I.S.-D.B.R.S.) can be 

generalized to the non-video-taped interviews. 

Length Ratings of Disclosures Made To Olson. The analysis of 

variance on the length ratings of the subjects' disclosure responses 

made to Olson (page 119) failed to find a significant difference be

tween the video-taped and non-video-taped data and in the interaction 
v 

effect. Figure 9 (ps-ge 123) shows that there was very little varia

tion between the mean length ratings of the video-taped and non-video

taped responses within each of the treatment conditions. This lack of 

variation strongly indicates that Olson did not behave in a signifi

cantly different way between the video-taped and non-video-taped in

terviews within each of the three treatment conditions. 

This analysis did find the expected level of significance 

(p<.Ol) within the Treatment Condition Variable. Figure 9 indicates 

that this significant difference was located between the Disclosure 

Condition and both the reinforcement and control conditions. 
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Interviewer Behavior Sampling 
Video-Taped Non-Video-Taped 

13.00i Disclosure 
12.58 condition 

1.42® 

Reinforce-
2.33 ment 

Condition 
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Condition 

Figure 9« Analysis of 
Disclosures 
Video-Taped 

Variance - Mean Cell Length Ratings of 
Made to Olson in Video-Taped and Non-
Interviews 
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This analysis of variance indicates that the data from both 

of the interviewer rating scales can be generalized to the non-video-

taped interviews. 

Depth Ratings of Disclosures Made To Moran. The analysis of 

variance on the depth ratings of the subjects' disclosure responses 

made to Moran (page 120) failed to find a significant difference be

tween the video-taped and non-video-taped data, but did find a sig

nificant variance (p<C .01) in the interaction effect. Figure 10 

(page 125) shows that there was virtually no variation between the 

mean video-taped depth ratings and non-video-taped depth ratings 

within the reinforcement and control conditions. However, there is a 

more substantial difference (.3*0 within the Disclosure Condition. 

Subjects tended to disclose themselves to a less intimate degree to 

Moran in the non-video-taped interviews in the Disclosure Condition 

only. These data indicate that Moran's behavior may have been some

what different between the video-taped and non-video-taped interviews 

in the Disclosure Condition only. 

The analysis also found the expected significant variance 

(p̂ C.Ol) within the Treatment Condition Variable. Figure 10 indicates 

that this significant difference was located between the Disclosure 

Condition and both the reinforcement and control conditions. 

Though subjects disclosed themselves less deeply to Moran in 

the non-video-taped sessions than they did in the video-taped sessions 

of the Disclosure Condition, their mean disclosure dejjth rate (2.22) 

for the non-video-taped disclosure interviews was much higher than ' 

that for the video-taped (l.06) and non-video-taped (l.ll) 
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Interviewer Behavior Sampling 
Video-Taped Non-Video-Taped 

j , 

2.56< 

I.060-
1.03 ® 

_ Disclosure 
'2.22 Condition 

Reinforcement 
—O 1«11 Condition 
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Condition 

Figure 10. Analysis of Variance - Mean Cell Depth Ratings 
of Disclosures Made to Moran in Video-Taped 
and Non-Video-Taped Interviews 
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Reinforcement Condition and video-taped (1.03) and non-video-taped 

(1.06) Control Condition interviews. Therefore, this analysis indi

cates that Moran's behavior in the non-video-taped Disclosure Condi

tion interviews fit with the defined interviewer behaviors for this 

condition closely enough to cause the subjects to disclose themselves 

more deeply to her than they did in both the reinforcement and control 

conditions. 

This analysis of variance indicates that the data from both of 

the interviewer rating scales can be generalized to the non-video-taped 

interviews. 

Length Ratings of Disclosures Made To Moran. The analysis of 

variance on the length ratings of the subjects' disclosure responses 

made to Moran (page 120) failed to find significant variance between 

the video-taped and non-video-taped data, but did find a significant 

difference (p<1.025) in the interaction effect. Figure 11 ("page 127) 

shows that there was very little variation between the mean video

taped length ratings and non-video-taped length ratings within the 

reinforcement and control conditions. However, there is a substantial 

difference (2.33) within the Disclosure Condition. Subjects tended to 

disclose themselves less extensively to Moran in the non-video-taped 

interviews in the Disclosure Condition only. These data indicate that 

Moran's behavior may have been somewhat different between the video

taped and non-video-taped interviews in the Disclosure Condition only. 

The analysis also found the expected significant variance 

(p<'.0l) within the Treatment Condition Variable. Figure 11 indicates 
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that this difference was located between the Disclosure Condition and 

both the reinforcement and control conditions. 

Though subjects disclosed themselves less extensively to 

Moran in the non-video-taped sessions (an average of 39«00 seconds) 

than they did in the video-taped sessions (an average of 51*32 seconds) 

of the Disclosure Condition, their mean disclosure length rate (8.75) 

for the non-video-taped disclosure interviews was much higher than 

that for the video-taped (1.75 or 4.00 seconds) and non-video-taped 

(1.92 or 4.68 seconds) Reinforcement Condition and video-taped (1.50 

or 3>00 seconds) and non-video-taped (2.08 or 6.32 seconds) Control 

Condition interviews. Therefore, this analysis indicates that Moran's 

behavior in the non-video-taped Disclosure Condition interviews fit 

with the defined interviewer behaviors for this condition closely 

enough to cause the subjects to disclose themselves more extensively 

to her than they did in both the reinforcement and control conditions. 

This analysis of variance indicates that the data from both 

the Interviewer Behavior Rating Scale (I.B.R.S.) and the Interviewer 

Self-Disclosing Behavior Rating Scale (I.S.-D.B.R.S.) can be general

ized to the non-video-taped interviews. 

Summary of Results 

The two four-way analyses of variance which were used to exam

ine the depth and length ratings of the subjects' responses yielded 

significant differences in the Treatment Condition variable. Post-hoc 

Tukey Tests showed that the Disclosure Condition subjects' mean depth 

and length of disclosure ratings were significantly greater than the 
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mean ratings of the reinforcement and control condition subjects' dis

closures. No such significant differences were found between the sub

jects in the Reinforcement Condition and the subjects in the Control 

Condition. The four-way analyses of variance failed to find signifi

cant differences within the interviewer, subject sex, and item inti

macy level variables, and also failed to locate any significant 

differences within any of the interaction variables. 

Resulting from the analyses described in the preceding para

graph, hypotheses I through IV which dealt with the Treatment Condition 

variable were rejected. Because subjects did not respond differently 

to Olson than they did to Moran, hypotheses V and VI were supported. 

Hypotheses VII and VIII were supported because the male subjects did 

not disclose themselves to a significantly different depth or length 

than the female subjects. Hypotheses IX and X were also supported be

cause the subjects did not respond differently to the high"intimacy 

level items as compared with the medium and low intimacy level items, 

nor did they respond to a significantly different depth or length to 

the medium intimacy level items as compared with the low intimacy 

level items. 

A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was used to examine the 

relationship between the subjects' depth and length of disclosure 

ratings. This correlation revealed that subjects with low depth rat

ings also tended to have low length ratings while subjects with high 

depth ratings also tended to receive high length ratings. Therefore 

Hypothesis XI was rejected. 
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Two series of analyses of variance were used to examine the 

judges' ratings of the video-taped portions of the interviewers' lis

tening and self-disclosing behaviors. It was found that in general 

both interviewers' listening behaviors complied with the three treat

ment conditions. More specifically, both Olson and Moran listened to 

their subjects' disclosures with face orientations, eye orientations, 

smiles, head movements, gestures and body movements, and speech which 

for the most part fit within the range of behaviors specified in the 

treatment conditions. 

It was also found that both interviewers disclosed themselves 

in' their Disclosure Condition interviews in ways that fit with the 

prescribed behaviors. In other words, both Olson and Moran oriented 

their faces, oriented their eyes, smiled, moved their heads, made 

other gestures and body movements, and disclosed themselves in depth 

and length in ways which generally fit with the specified interviewer 

disclosing behaviors. 

Finally, a series of analyses of variance was used to test for 

possible significant differences between the subjects' responses during 

video-taped interviews and the subjects' responses during non-video-

taped interviews. The results showed that the subjects in video-taped 

interviews received mean length and depth of disclosure ratings which 

were very similar to the mean ratings for subjects who were in non-

video-taped interviews. 

The following chapter will present further discussion and in

terpretation of the present study's research findings. 



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Preliminary Statements 

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the findings of the 

present study as they relate to each other and as they compare with 

previous research findings. Each of the experimental independent 

variables (treatment condition, interviewer, subject sex, and item 

intimacy level), and the relationship between the two dependent vari

able (depth and length of disclosure ratings) will be discussed first. 

Then the data from the interviewer behavior ratings will be discussed. 

Finally, conclusions will be stated, implications and future research 

projects will be suggested, and a final summary will be presented. 

Treatment Condition Variable and Self-Disclosure 

Hypotheses I, II, III, and IV (pages 6 and 7) concern the re

lationship between the treatment conditions (disclosure, reinforcement, 

and control) and the subjects' self-disclosures. The present study 

found that subjects who responded to items after the interviewer dis

closed himself on the items, disclosed themselves to a significantly 

greater depth (p<C«Ol) and to a significantly greater length (p<.025) 

than subjects who disclosed themselves when the interviewers reinforced 

their responses and subjects who disclosed themselves when the inter

viewers neither disclosed themselves nor reinforced their responses. 

131 
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These findings add further support to the "dyadic" effect which is 

defined as a contingency between disclosure-output and disclosure-

intake between two people. -.Chitlick and Himelstein (1967)* Himel-

stein and Kimbrough (1963), Jones and Pines (1968), Jourard (1969), 

Jourard and Landsman (i960), Jourard and Richman (19̂ 3)> and Jourard 

and Jaffe (1970) have previously published studies that demonstrate 

the. "dyadic" effect. 

The major issue of the present study, however, was whether the 

interviewers' self-disclosures or reinforcing behaviors would lead to 

greater subject self-disclosure. Jourard (1959) stated his theory 

that as a therapist discloses himself to the client he becomes more 

human and real, and less sterile and threatening to the client. The 

latter, therefore, finds it easier to share intimate self-referring 

information with the therapist. In Jourard's system the use of certain 

therapist behaviors (verbal reinforcers) to increase the client's self-

disclosures would be less effective than therapist-disclosures and im

moral manipulation which would be destructive to the therapist-client 

relationship. The present study found not only that the Disclosure 

Condition subjects disclosed themselves in greater depth and length 

than the Reinforcement Condition subjects, but also that the subjects 

who received reinforcement did not disclose themselves more in either 

depth (Fcl.86) or length (F=.52) than the subjects who received neither 

interviewer-disclosures nor reinforcements. The verbal and gestural 

cues which have previously increased specific subjects' responses 

(plural nouns, adverbs, three-digit numbers, etc.) failed in this study 
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to increase the subjects' self-disclosures above the no-treatment con

trol group's disclosures. 

The two interviewer behaviors that remained constant across 

all three treatment conditions were a steady gaze at the subject's 

eyes and constant full-face orientation toward the subject's face. 

It is possible that this eye-contact and/or the full-face orientation 

provided a certain level of reinforcement above which the added verbal 

and. nonverbal cues in the Reinforcement Condition were not effective. 

Interviewer Variable and Self-Disclosure 

Hypotheses V and VI concerned the relationship between the 

subjects' self-disclosures and the interviewer to whom the subjects 

disclosed themselves. The present study found that the subjects in

terviewed by Olson did not disclose themselves to a significantly dif

ferent depth (Fsl.63) or to a significantly different length (F=1.65) 

than the subjects interviewed by Moran. 

Both interviewers, while listening to the subjects' responses, 

maintained very high rates of face orientation toward the subjects' 

faces and eye orientation toward the subjects' eyes throughout all 

three treatment conditions. The other four interviewer listening be

haviors (smiles, head movements, gestures and posture changes, and 

amount spoken) all followed a different pattern. Both interviewers 

smiled, moved their heads and bodies, and spoke least in the Control 

Condition, somewhat more in the Disclosure Condition, and much more in 

the Reinforcement Condition. Both of the interviewers received similar 

head and body movement ratings, while Olson received significantly 
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higher smile and verbal ratings than Moran received. Olson's smile 

and verbal ratings were especially elevated for the Reinforcement Con

dition interviews. 

It might be argued that it was the interviewers' somewhat high

er rate of smiling, moving their heads and bodies, and speaking in the 

Disclosure Condition over the Control Condition which increased the 

subjects' disclosures in the Disclosure Condition. However, the Rein

forcement Condition with significantly higher ratings for these inter

viewer behaviors resulted in subjects' disclosures that were not only 

significantly shorter and less intimate than in the Disclosure Condi

tion, but also failed to reach significantly greater depth and length 

over the Control Condition subjects' disclosures. Also, Olson's sig

nificantly higher smile and verbal ratings failed to result in signif

icantly higher subject disclosure ratings over Moran's subjects' 

ratings. These results indicate that the generalized reinforcers used 

by the interviewers were very ineffective in increasing either the 

depth or the length of the subjects' self-disclosures. 

While disclosing themselves during the Disclosure Condition 

interviews, both interviewers maintained very similar high rates of 

face orientation toward the subjects' faces, eye orientation toward 

the subjects' eyes, head movements, and gestures and body movements. 

Both interviewers received very low smile ratings while disclosing 

themselves, though Olson's rating was significantly higher than Moran's. 

Olson also disclosed himself to a significantly greater depth and 

length than Moran, though both interviewers received very high depth 

and length of disclosure ratings. Even the combined differences 



betv1een the depth and length of Olson's responses as compared with 

Moran's responses did not procure significant differences between 

their respective subjects' responses . 
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The argument might be raised that the intervie\-Iers 1 face ori

entation, eye contact, head movements, and body movements during their 

own self-disclosures could have reinforced the subjects' disclosures. 

However, these intervie\-Ier behaviors could not theoretically have re

i nfor ced the subjects' disclosures, since the interviewers' responses 

preceded the subjects' responses. Also, the Reinforcement Condition 

which had even higher interviewer reinforcement behavior r ati ngs pro

duced significantly less intimate and shorter subject responses than 

the Disclosure Condition produced. The present researcher believes 

that the i.ntervie\vers ' face orientation , eye contact, head movements , 

body and gestural movements , and even the 10\·7 rate of smiling all added 

to t he amount and depth of their disclosures. All of these "physical 

behaviors, as expressions of themselves, increased the depth of their · 

emot ional expression in their self-disclosures. 

A comparis on of vide o-taped and non-video-taped segments sho~>led 

that subjects disclosed themselves to similar length and depth to Olson 

in video-taped segments as they did to him in non-video-taped segments 

of all three treatment conditions. Subjects also responded similarly 

in video-taped and non-video-taped segments with Moran i.n the rein

forc ement and control conditions . However , in t he Disclosure Condition , 

subjects disclosed themselves to a significantly greater depth and 

length to Moran during the video-taped segments than they did during 

the non-video-taped segments . This variance in the subjects ' responses 
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is probably due to some difference between Moran's video-taped self-

disclosing behavior and non-video-taped disclosing behavior. The re

search methodology of the present study, though, was not designed to 

specify possible differences between video-taped and non-video-taped 

interviewer behavior. It is important to note that subjects disclosed 

themselves to greater depth and length to Moran in the non-video-taped 

Disclosure segments than they did in either the reinforcement or con

trol conditions. The structure of the three treatment conditions af

fected the subjects responses.more than the variances of the 

interviewers' behaviors within the treatment conditions. 

Though Jourard (1961) found that his subjects which were 23 

years and older would disclose more about themselves to an opposite-

sex friend or spouse than to either parent or same-sex friend, other 

studies indicate that the specific disclosing behavior of the inter

viewer is more important than his sex. Chitlick and Himelstein (1967) 

found that their subjects disclosed more self-referring items when con

fidants in small groups disclosed eight items about themselves than 

subjects whose confidants disclosed two items. Subjects in another 

study (Jourard and Jaffe, 1970) tended to match the length of their 

self-disclosures with the disclosure lengths of their interviewers, 

even when the interviewers altered the length of their disclosures 

during the interview. 

The results of the present study concurred with Chitlick and 

Himelstein's and Jourard and Jaffe's findings. The mean depth (Table 8, 

page 60) and length (Table 21, page 71) ratings of subjects' responses 

on individual items showed only an insignificant tendency for subjects 
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to disclose themselves more deeply and in greater length to Olson 

than to Moran, but significantly deeper and longer disclosure ratings 

in the Disclosure Condition than in both the reinforcement and control 

conditions. The treatment conditions had greater influence on the 

subjects' self-disclosing behaviors than did the two target-persons 

or interviewers. 

The interviewers smiled, moved their heads, changed their pos

tures, and made verbal comments in response to the Reinforcement Con

dition subjects significantly.more than they did with the Control 

subjects, but these interviewer behaviors failed to produce signifi

cantly deeper or longer subject disclosures in the Reinforcement Con

dition. This might be because in both of the conditions the 

interviewers maintained a very steady face and eye orientation toward 

the subjects' face and eyes. While Friedman's in Jourard (1969) male 

subjects disclosed more with the interviewer present than when the in

terviewer was absent, and his female subjects disclosed themselves 

with the opposite pattern, the present study found no significant dif

ferences between the male and female subjects' self-disclosures within 

any of the conditions. All three conditions involved a high level of 

interviewer face orientation and eye contact toward the subject. It 

is possible that these face and eye orientations provided enough posi

tive reinforcement such that the additional generalized reinforcers 

used in the Reinforcement Condition could not further increase the sub

jects' disclosures enough to reach significance over the Control Condi

tion. Another possible explanation is that the generalized reinforcers 

failed to adequately reinforce the subjects' disclosures. This latter 
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explanation seems more adequate because of the lack of significant 

variance between the control and reinforcement condition subjects' 

depth (Table 32, pages 78 and 79) and length (Table 33, pages 8l and 

82) ratings combined with the observation that these depth and espe

cially the length of disclosure ratings were very low. 

The lack of effectiveness of the generalized reinforcers be

comes particularly evident when in the Disclosure Condition the inter

viewers smiled less, nodded their heads less, made fewer gestures and 

postural changes, and made fewer verbal responses to the subjects' 

disclosure statements, the subjects still disclosed themselves to a 

significantly greater depth (Table 32) and length (Table 33) than in 

the Reinforcement Condition. 

These findings offer further support for Jourard's theory 

(Jourard and Landsman, i960; Jourard and Richman, 19&3J and Jourard 

and Jaffe, 1970) that a person is more willing to share self-referring 

information with someone if the other person has already disclosed in

formation about himself. People find it less threatening to disclose 

themselves to someone who appears open and human rather than sterile, 

and with whom they feel love, trust, and empathy. The subjects in the 

present study experienced this caring relationship with the interviewers 

more when the latter disclosed themselves than when they verbally rein

forced the subjects' disclosures. 
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Subject Sex Variable and Self-Disclosure 

Hypotheses VII and VIII concerned the relationship between 

the sex of the subjects and their self-disclosures. The present study 

found that the male subjects did not disclose themselves to a signif

icantly different depth (F=.003) or to a significantly different 

length (Fs.39) than the female subjects. 

Pedersen and Breglio (1968a) and Jourard and Lasakow (1958) 

found that females disclosed themselves to a greater depth than males 

while Prog (1965) found no sex difference in his subjects' self-

disclosure depth ratings. Friedman's in Jourard (1969) male subjects 

disclosed themselves in greater length than his female subjects in 

interview sessions with the interviewer present, while Pedersen and 

Breglio (1968a) found no sex difference in their subjects' amount of 

self-disclosure. 

Though Jourard and Richman (1963) found that their female 

subjects disclosed more to females than to males, the present study 

failed to find a significant subject sex X interviewer interaction 

effect for the depth (F=.10) or length (F-.08) ratings. It, is strik

ingly clear that neither the treatment conditions, the interviewers, 

nor the item-intimacy levels had differential effects on the male and 

female subjects' disclosures. The present study supports Pedersen and 

Breglio's (1968a) and Plog's (1965) findings of no sex differences in 

subjects' amounts and depths of self-disclosures, respectively. 
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Item Intimacy Level Variable and Self-Disclosure 

Hypotheses IX and X concerned the relationship between the 

items' intimacy level ratings and the subjects' self-disclosing re

sponses. The present study found that the subjects did not disclose 

themselves to a significantly different depth (F=3»22) or to a sig

nificantly different length (Fs2.15) in response to the low, medium, 

and high intimacy level items. 

Friedman's subjects, as reported in Jourard (1969) spent more 

time disclosing low intimacy material while Jourard and Jaffe's (1970) 

subjects disclosed for a longer time on high intimacy items. The sub

jects in the present study showed an insignificant tendency to disclose 

themselves more deeply (Table 7> page 59) and to a greater length 

(Table 20, page 70) on the medium intimacy level items. 

Depth Ratings and Amount Ratings of Self-Disclosure 

Hypothesis XI concerned the relationship between the depth and 

length ratings of the subjects' self-disclosing responses. The present 

study found a significant positive correlation (r=80; p < .01) between 

the subjects' depth and length of disclosure ratings. 

Pedersen and Breglio (1968b) had also found a high correlation 

between their subjects' depth of disclosure ratings and amount 

of disclosure ratings. They summed the total number of words that the 

subjects used in answering questions in order to obtain a total amount 

of disclosure rating, while the present researcher measured the length 

of his subjects' responses in seconds according to a rating scale 

(Appendix A). The present study supports Pedersen and Breglio's 
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statement that length of disclosure scores can be used instead of the 

more difficult to obtain depth of disclosure ratings. 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions have been drawn from the results of 

the present study as they relate with previous research on self-

disclosure (Chapter 2). 

1. College students in an interview setting disclose themselves 

to a greater depth of intimacy and to a greater length to a 

person who has just previously disclosed intimate information 

about himself than they do to a person who only verbally and 

nonverbally tries to reinforce their self-disclosures. 

2. College students in an interview setting do not tend to dis

close themselves to a greater depth of intimacy or to a 

greater length to a person who tries to verbally and nonver

bally reinforce their self-disclosures, than they do to a 

person who just looks at them with a blank stare. 

3- Both male and female college students disclose themselves to 

a similar degree of intimacy and to a similar length to male 

interviewers as they do to female interviewers. 

Ik Male college students disclose themselves to a similar degree 

of intimacy and to a similar length to interviewers as female 

college students. 

5. College students in an interview setting disclose themselves 

to a similar intimacy depth and to a similar length in response 
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to low intimacy level items as they do in response to medium, 

and high intimacy level items. 

6. Intimacy depth ratings and length ratings of college students' 

self-disclosures in an interview setting correlate highly 

enough with each other that they can be used interchangeably. 

Implications 

The present researcher believes that the positive effects to 

be gained from self-disclosure can be applied to many settings and 

types of relationships. As people in the situations described below 

begin disclosing themselves to greater depth and length, the quality 

and effectiveness of their relationships will improve. 

1. As counselors disclose themselves, their clients will experi

ence them as warm understanding human beings, for whom they 

will feel more trust and confidence. V/ith the expectation of 

receiving the counselor's acceptance, the client will more 

readily disclose himself, allowing the counselor entrance 

into his private world. 

2. As employees in prisons, juvenile detention facilities, and 

psychiatric inpatient facilities become less personally 

guarded and disclose themselves to the inmates and patients 

that they work with, the inmates and patients will, in turn, 

develop more trust and desire to relate with their staff. 

This process would facilitate therapeutic gains in such 

institutions. 
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3. As teachers and college professors reveal personal aspects of 

themselves along with factual information, their students 

will respond more openly, risking greater exposure of their 

thinking and feeling processes. As students respond overtly 

they can gain valuable feedback from others which will accel

erate their learning and growing process. 

U. As an administrator allows, his superiors and subordinants in 

his particular bureaucratic hierarchy to know him more as a 

feeling as well as a thinking person, they will be more able 

to respond to him as a person rather than just to his role 

position. As this process increases, employees will gain a 

sense of unity with each other and will increase their level 

of commitment to their organization. 

5. As military officers disclose themselves to enlisted men, 

the latter will have a higher level of trust for and commit

ment to their officers. Long range respect and commitment 

is more effectively built on growing personal relationships 

than on distant, impersonal superior-subordinant structured 

role relationships. 

6. As pastors honestly allow their congregations to see them as 

imperfect feeling persons rather than as holy saints, their 

people will more readily share their confidences with them, 

and support their pastor and church with more loyalty. 

7. As marriage partners share themselves with each other with 

increasing honesty, their level of trust and acceptance of 



each other will increase. Their increased openness will help 

them to more effectively work through relationship and situ

ational difficulties, which will increase their confidence in 

their relationship. 

8. As parents allow their children to see them as fallible human 

beings who are still involved in their own process of growth, 

the children will be more willing to invite their parents to 

be partners and teachers in their development. The more that 

the child can identify with his parent, then the more he can 

learn from his parent as a social model. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

Sidney Jourard's (196'+) theory of self-disclosure, in partic

ular the dyadic effect concept has proven to be of significant heuris

tic value. The following research problems are presented with the 

desire of stimulating further research on self-disclosure in the 

counseling relationship. 

1. Which are the components of a self-disclosure that encourage 

the target person to disclose himself? The length and inti

macy depth of the disclosure, and the disclosing person's 

smile, voice tone, face and body orientation, and eye contact 

with the target person are all probably important. However, 

their comparative effectiveness in producing the dyadic ef

fect is unknown. 

2. Which, if any, verbal reinforcers will produce an increase 

in subjects' self-disclosures? More research is needed which 
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specifies and quantifies particular generalized reinforcers 

and their comparative effects on subjects' disclosure lengths 

and depths. 

3. Can the dyadic effect which was found between interviewer and 

subject in the present study, also be produced between coun

selor and client? The results of the present study indicate 

that a counselor can expect his client to disclose more of 

himself in the counseling relationship if he first shares 

self-referring information with his client. 

U. What degree of client self-disclosure is most desirable 

within the counseling relationship? Pedersen and Breglio's 

(1968a) emotionally unstable male subjects disclosed more 

about themselves than their emotionally stable subjects, 

while Shapiro's (1968) high self-concept subjects self-

disclosed more than his low self-concept subjects. 'More 

research is needed to clarify these confusing findings. 

5. How can the dyadic effect be employed in marriage counseling? 

The marriage counselor should be an effective agent in en

couraging mutual self-sharing between the marriage partners 

that he is seeking to counsel. 

Summary 

The present study was designed to investigate the comparative 

effects of interviewers' self-disclosing behavior and verbal rein

forcing behavior on subjects' self-disclosing responses. The effects 



of interviewer sex, subject sex, and item intimacy level were also 

studied. 
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Forty self-disclosure questions were rated by 27 Elementary 

Psychology students according to the· level of intimacy, of the in

formation requested by each item. Five low, five medium, five high 

intimacy level items were then selected to construct a 15 item self

disclosure questionnaire which was used in the interviews in the 

present study. A total of 60 volunteer subjects, 30 males and 30 

females, were interviewed by one of two intervievJers. Twenty subjects 

(10 males and 10 females ) were interviewed (10 by each interviewer) 

under each of the three treatment conditions. 

During the Disclosure Condit ion the interviewer asked a ques

tion, self-disclosed on the questi on for a minimum of 60 seconds, lis

tened nonresponsively to the subject's response to the item, and t hen 

asked the next question. In the Reinforcement Condition the interview

er asked a question , verbally reinforced the subject's self-disclosure 

responses , and then asked the next question. During the Control Con

dition the interviewer asked a questi on, li stened nonresponsively to 

the subject's response, and then asked t he next questi on. 

All of the interviews were audio- taped in their entiretye 

Three judges used these tapes to rate the depth and length of t he sub 

j ects ' responses to each i nterview item. Two four-way analyses of 

variance were used to test for significant differences within the 

depth and lencsth of disclosure da ta.. Of the four variables (Treatment 

Condition, Intervie\-.rer, Subject Sex , and I t em I ntimacy Level ), only 

the Treatment Condi ti on Vari· ble data produced signif icant differences. 
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Post-hoc Tukey Tests showed that the Disclosure Condition subjects 

disclosed themselves to a significantly greater depth and length than 

both the reinforcement and the control condition subjects. No such 

significant differences were found between the mean ratings of the 

subjects in the Reinforcement Condition and the subjects in the Con

trol' Condition. 

A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation showed that subjects with 

low depth ratings also had low length ratings while subjects who re

ceived high depth ratings also tended to receive high length ratings. 

Portions of the interviews were video-taped in order to examine 

the behavior of the interviewers during the three treatment conditions. 

Three judges rated these video-tapes according to the interviewers' 

listening behavior and self-disclosing behavior. One series., of anal

yses of variance revealed that both of the interviewers listened to 

their subjects' disclosures with face orientations, eye orientations, 

smiles, head movements, gestures and body movements, and speech which 

for the most part fit within the range of behaviors specified in the 

treatment conditions. Another series of analyses of variance revealed 

that both interviewers oriented their faces, oriented their eyes, 

smiled, moved their heads, made gestures and body movements, and dis

closed themselves in depth and length in ways which generally fit with 

the specified interviewer disclosing behaviors during the Disclosure 

Condition. 

A final series of analyses of variance revealed that subjects 

in video-taped interviews received mean depth and length of disclosure 



lU8 

ratings which were very similar to the mean ratings for subjects who 

were in non-video-taped interviews. These results indicated that the 

interviewers probably responded in the non-video-taped interviews in 

a way which was very similar to the manner in which they responded 

during the video-taped interviews. 
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JUDGE'S RATING OF 
SUBJECT'S DISCLOSING RESPONSES 

JUDGE: INTERVIEWER: 

AUDIO TAPE NUMBER: SIDE: 

Rate the subject's responses to each of the 15 items according 
to the following scale: 

0 s The subject disclosed nothing about himself on this item to 
me. 

1 = The subject disclosed very little about himself on this item 
to me. 

2 s The subject disclosed only at a general level (facts, but 
little or no disclosure of personal feelings) about himself 
on this item to me. 

3 s The subject very fully disclosed attitudes and information 
of a personal nature about himself on this item to me. 

Also rate the subject's length of response to each of the 
15 items according to the following scale: 

1 : 0 to 5 seconds 8 s 36 to ̂ 0 seconds 
2 s 6 to 10 seconds 9 : to 45 seconds 
3 s 11 to 15 seconds 10 - b6 to 50 seconds 
4 = l6 to 20 seconds 11 z 51 to 55 seconds 
5 : 21 to 25 seconds 12 - 56 to 60 seconds 
6 - 26 to 30 seconds 13 z over 60 seconds 
7 : 31 to 35 seconds 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  

ITEM DEPTH LENGTH 
RATING RATING 

1. What movies have you seen lately? ______ 

2. How many brothers and sisters do 
you have? 

3. What questions in the area of sex 
are you most curious to know about? _____ ______ 

1+. On what parts of your body have 
you been kissed? _____ 

5. What age do you think a President 
of the United States should be? 

6. What do you dislike the most about 
having a complete physical 
examination? 
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ITEM 

7. With whom have you discussed your 
sexual experiences? 

8. What do you feel the guiltiest 
about, or most ashamed of in 
your past? 

9. With how many boys/girls have you 
"petted" in the last year? 

10. What foods do you feel are the 
best for your health? 

11. How can you tell when you are 
getting sexually aroused? 

12. How do you feel if someone sees 
you naked? 

13. What are your feelings about 
masturbation? 

lU. What are your favorite sports? 

15. How do you feel about having members 
of the opposite sex touch you? 

Total for low intimacy questions 
(numbers 1, 2, 5> 10, and lU) 

Total for medium intimacy questions 
(numbers 3> 6, 12,  13, and 15) 

Total for high intimacy questions 
(numbers k, 7, 8, 9> and 11) 

DEPTH 
RATING 

LENGTH 
RATING 

Mean = 

Mean z 

Mean -

GRAND TOTAL 
TOTAL 
MEAN -
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PERSONAL DATA QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please give all of the information requested. 

Age: Sex: 

Class standing: Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior 

Graduate 

Marital Status: Single Married Divorced 
or 

Widowed 
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INTERVIEWER BEHAVIOR SAMPLING RECORD 

Interviewer: 

For each segment to be video-taped: 

1. Record the Experimental Condition (I - II - C). 
2. Record date of interview. 
3. Record time of interview. 
U. Record video-tape reel number and counter number. 
5. Record any comments needed. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  

EXPERIMENTAL CONDITION: 

DATE TIME TAPE 
COUNTER 
NUMBER 

Second Male Subject 
Question #2 
Question #3 
Question #b 

Second Female Subject 
Question #2 
Question #3 
Question jfk 

Fourth Male Subject 
Question #2 
Question $3 
Question 

Fourth Female Subject 
Question §2 
Question •//3 
Question ffk 

* * * * * *  *  *  * * * * * * * *  *  *  * * * * * * * * * *  *  *  *  *  x- * * 

COMMENTS: 
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INTERVIEWER BEHAVIOR RATING SCALE ' 

Judge: Interviewer: 

Video-tape reel number: Counter number: 

CONDITION: Experimental I Experimental II Control 

SUBJECT: Second Second Fourth Fourth 
Male Female Male Female 

QUESTION NUMBER: 2 3  ̂

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  

Please rate the interviewer you have just seen and heard on the fol
lowing behaviors using the five-point scale to the right of each 
question. 

NOT AT 
ALL SOME MUCH 

1. To what extent is his face 
oriented to the subject? 0 12 3^ 

2. To what extent are his eyes looking 
at the subject's eyes? 0 12 3^ 

3. To what extent does he smile at the 
subject? 0 12 3^ 

ij-. To what extent does he nod or tilt 
his head to the subject? 0 12 3^ 

5• To what extent does he make other 
gestural or postural changes in 
response to the subject? 0 12 3^ 

6. To what extent does he verbalize, 
"mmm-hmm", "right", etc. to the 
subject? 0 12 3^ 

*  *  *  *  *  * * * * * * * * * *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  
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INTERVIEWER SELF-DISCLOSING 
BEHAVIOR RATING SCALE 

Judge: Interviewer: 

Video-tape reel number: Counter number: 

CONDITION: . Experimental I Experimental II Control 

SUBJECT: Second Second Fourth Fourth 
Male Female Male Female 

QUESTION NUMBER: 2 3 4 

* * * * *  * * * * * *  * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  

Please rate the interviewer you have just seen and heard on the fol
lowing behaviors using the five-point scale to the right of each 
question. 

NOT AT 
ALL SOME MUCH 

1. To what extent is his face oriented 
to the subject? 0 12 3^ 

2. To what extent are his eyes looking 
at the subject's eyes? 0 12 3^ 

3. To what extent does he smile at 
the subject? 0 1 2 3 k. 

1*. To what extent does he nod or 
tilt his head to the subject? 0 12 3^ 

5- To what extent does he make other 
gestural or postural changes? 0 1 2 3 U 

6. To what depth does he disclose his 
personal feelings, attitudes, and 
thoughts to the subject? 0 1 2 3 U 

7- To what length does he disclose 
his personal feelings, attitudes, 
and thoughts to the subject? 
(Onnone at all; 1-over 15 sec.; 
2=over 30 sec.; 3rOver ^5 sec.; 
and 'i=over 60 sec.) 0 1 2 3 1* 
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JOURARD'S SELF-DISCLOSURE QUESTIONNAIRE 
WITH INTIMACY LEVEL RATING SCALE 

Instructions 

Please read each question carefully and circle the number in the 
scale to the right of the question which corresponds to your view of 
how intimate the information is that the question asks for. If the 
question asks for information that you think is not very intimate or 
personal, then circle number 1. If you think the information i_s very 
intimate or personal, then circle number 5. If you think the informa
tion is of medium intimacy, then circle number 3> and so on. There 
are no right or wrong answers. I am just interested in how your class 
will rate these questions. There is no time limitj this is not a test. 
Do you have any questions? .... Now please fill out the question- • 
naire, being careful to rate each question. When everyone is finished 
I will collect your questionnaires. Thank you for your help. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  * * * * * * * * * * * *  

not very 
intimate 

very 
intimate 

1. If someone sent you a bouquet of 
flowers, what kind would you 
like? 1 2  3 ^ 5  

2. What do you dislike the most about 
having a complete physical 
examination? 1 2 3 1+ 5 

3. How do you feel about engaging in 
sex activities prior to, or outside 
of marriage? 1 2  3 ^ 5  

With whom have you discussed your 
sexual experiences? 1 2  3 ^ 5  

5. What are your favorite spare-time 
hobbies or interests? 1 2  3 ^ 5  

6. What do you feel the guiltiest 
about, or most ashamed of in 
your past? 1 2  3 ^ 5  

7> How many brothers and sisters 
do you have? 1 2 3 I* 5 

8. What movies have you seen lately? 1 2  3 ^ 5  
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9. What are your favorite subjects 
in school? 12 3^5 

10. What questions in the area of sex 
are you most curious to know about? 12 3^5 

11. What are your favorite colors? 12 3^5 

12. With how many boys/girls have 
you "petted" in the last year? 12 3^5 

13- How can you tell when you are 
getting sexually aroused? 12 3^5 

14. On what parts of your body have 
you been kissed? 12 3^5 

15. What age do you think a President 
of the United States should be? 12 3^5 

16. What type of foods do you enjoy 
the most? 1 2 3 ^ ' 5 

17. What thoughts have you had that 
repulse you? 12 3^5 

18. What techniques of sex play do 
you know of? 12 3^5 

19* What type of reading material do 
you enjoy the most? 12 3^5 

20. What are your feelings about 
masturbation? 12 3^5 

21. What foods do you feel are 
best for your health? 12 3^5 

22. In what ways do you think various 
members of your family may be 
maladjusted? 12 3^5 

23• Where would you like to go on a 
trip? 12 3^5 

2h. What kind of furniture would you 
like to have when you are married? 12 3^5 

25• How many colds do you usually 
have per year? 12 3^-5 
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26 . What are your favorite sports? l 2 3 4 5 

27. Hovl . do you feel about your love 
life? l 2 3 4 5 

28. Would you like to travel and see 
part of the country? 1 2 3 4 5 

29. What kinds of group activities 
do you usually enjoy? 1 2 3 4 5 

30. How tall do you like men/women 
to be? 1 2 3 4 5 

31 . How frequently do you like to 
engage in sexual activities? 1 2 3 4 5 

32 . What schools have you attended? 1 2 3 4 5 

33 - What are the persons like with 
vlhom you have had some type of 
sexual experience? 1 2 3 4 5 

34. Hmv i mportant do you feel 
education is t o a person? 1 2 3 4 5 

35. How do you feel if someone 
sees you naked? l 2 3 4 5 

36. How do you feel about having 
members of the opposite sex 
touch you? 1 2 3 4 5 

37 · How do you feel about having 
members of the same sex touch 
you? 1 2 3 4 5 

38. Which movie or TV entertainers 
do you like the most? 1 2 3 4 5 

39- Hhich ( if either or both ) of 
your parents do you think might 
have had pre-marital sexua l 
relations? l 2 3 4 5 

40. What do you think makes a book 
a best seller? l 2 3 4 5 
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REQUEST FOR VOLUNTEER SUBJECTS TALK 

"My name is Keith Olson and I am doing research for, my 

doctoral degree in counseling and guidance. As a part of my research 

I am interested in how college students think and feel about their 

classes, families, friends, and themselves. In order to get this in

formation I would like to talk with you or have a colleague of mine 

talk with you. The interview will last probably between 15 and 20 

minutes. 

Most students who have participated in interviews of this 

kind have found the experience of speaking out their attitudes and 

feelings to a concerned person to be a very helpful and pleasant 

experience. I will also be very happy to report the results back to 

your class. 

I realize that your time is valuable so I want to express my 

appreciation for your participation by giving each volunteer $2.00. 

Your grade in this class will not be affected whether you participate 

or not. I want to stress that participation is strictly voluntary. 

I can also assure you that your interviews will be anonymous. Your 

names will in no way be attached to the content of your interview. 

I am concerned with how college students as a whole think, not how 

individual students think. 

So if you would like to participate in this study on college 

student's thoughts on relevant issiies, please sign up for an inter

view time on the sheet of paper which I will pass around. Please 

include your phone number. All interviews will be held in Counseling 
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and Guidance Department on the ground level floor of the Education 

Building; the East Wing of the building nearest to the Psychology 

Building. The entrance you will use is right by the vending 

machines. 

If students want to talk with a counselor about some things 

which arise from these interviews I will arrange a contact for you 

with a qualified counselor either in the Counseling and Guidance 

Department or in the Counseling Service. 

I am very grateful for your participation, as it will help 

me complete my degree program and contribute to our knowledge of the 

college student. All volunteers will receive their $2.00 upon com

pletion of their interview. No volunteer will be required to complete 

the interview if he desires to stop. However, I believe that the ex

perience will be one which you will enjoy. If you have any questions 

I will be very happy to answer them .... Thank you very much." 
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INTERVIEW INTRODUCTION 

"The purpose of this series of interviews is to find out how 

college students think and feel about themselves and other relevant 

issues. This interview will last probably between 15 and 30 minutes. 

I will give you your $2.00 at the end of the interview. I want' to 

assure you that the content of this interview will remain anonymous. 

I have to record these sessions so I can later take the information 

from the tapes. Your name will not be attached to the content of 

this interview. Do I have your permission to use the tape recorder? 

• • • • 

(For use in video-taped interviews only.) "A camera will 

also be video-taping me during the first part of the interview. 

However, you will not be filmed as the camera is in the next room 

behind you. The purpose of the video-taping is to study my inter

viewing procedure. 

(For use in Experimental Condition I interviews only.) 

"I will ask a series of questions, giving you my feelings and atti

tudes, then I would like for you to give me your feelings and 

attitudes. 

"Do you have any questions? .... 

"Let's begin." 
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