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INTRODUCTION 

. Self-disclosure is a concept of great importance in each of 

two inter-related fields of study: the study of social structure and 

the study of personality. 

The classical sociologist Simmol stated that the super-indivi­

dual organizations which come to mind when .1e think of society --that 

is, organizations such as the family, the interest organization, the 

state-- are not really the stuff of which society is made. Society, 

according to Sinunel, consists of those processes of sociation which 

crystallize to form more or less permanent fields called social orga­

nizations, but which remain ongoing. (\'fol.ff, 1950:8-11) Hence, the 

science of society is, more than anything else, the study of the pro-

(·rr _ , .n ~ "' """ - ..... .... - ..... - \ 
,··---•• _..,..vv • ..,L-....,VJ 

During the course of the development of his discussion of the 

roles of secrecy and disclosure in creating solidarity end exclusive-

ness toward the outside for individuals interacting with each other, 

Sinunel identified several relationships in terms of the amount of self-

disclosure which took place in these relationships (Wolff, 19501317-29). 

The relationships which he discussed were those of economic or political 

interest, acquaintance, friendship, love, and marriage. These are rela-

tionships of progressively increasing commitment which incorporate pro-

gressively increasing a.mounts of self-disclosure. They are relation­

ships which have become cultural institutions either informally (as in 

the case of friendship) or fonnally (as in the case of marriage). 

Simmel's discussion focuses our attention on precisely that 

point at which a form of sociation becomes an aspect of social struc-

ture, and indeed self-disclosure has consistently emer~ed empirically 
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as an important component of the relationshios which he considered. 

Weinberg (1970) found disclosure to .be characteristic of closest 

friendships among middle class members of the same sex, and Baute 

(1967) found it to be characteristic of the middle class mate rela­

tionship. Koma.rovsky (1962) noted that the confiding or self-disclo-

sure which is so important in the middle class mate relationship is 

often absent from the interaction or· lower class couplesc this 

serves to point up the utility of the concept of.self-disclosure in 

the study of the social structure. 

Simmel's discussion, however, also focuses our attention on 

the fact that a particular form of sociation can have consequences 

for the personalities of: those individuals who are involved in it. 

1'he importance of self-disclosure (and the validation of the self 

which is disclosed) has been emphasized either implicitly or explio-

ity dev~lopment and the maintenance of personality stability. (James, 

1890; Cooley, 1902; Adler, 1927; Mead, 1934; Horney. 1945, 1950; 

Goffman, 1959; Stone, 1962). On the e!').l_)irical level, there seems to 

be some relatio~ship between self-disclosure and mental health. Jou­

rard (1959) pointed out apparent relationships between suicide rates 

and being unmarried and morbidity rates for most illnesses and being 

unmarried, noting that the mate relationship is that relationship in 

which more self-disolosure transpires on an every day basis than in 

any other. lcwenthal and Haven (1968) showed that the presence of a 

confidant --one to whom intimate self-disclosure is directed-- serves 

as a.buffer against gradual social losses in role and interaction and 

also against the more traumatic losses aocompanying widowhood and 

retirement. 

In spite of all the material which points to the importance 

2 



of self-disclosure, there are few studies within the massive body of 

social science literature which deal directly with the quantification 

and characterization of self-disclosure as a phenomenon. Presumably 

this is because of the fact ~ it is a difficult concept to delimit 

methodologicallys for insta.no~, there is the problem of non-verbal 

communication which was so specifically focused upon by Goffman and 
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by Stone. Within the realm of verbal communication, there is the prob-

lem of the valid quantification of self-disclosure and the problem of 

the measurement of the a.mount and content of disclosure without con-

tamination of the amount or content by the researcher's preconception 

of what should be disclosed in disclosure. 

It was these problems which were the focus of this thesis. It 

was hoped that the present paper would provide a means to an ends a 

basis for the formulation of a valid and reliable tool for the systematic 

the ineasurement of such disclosure. 



REVlEiV OF RELATED U TERATURE 

Self-Disclosure Theory and Research 

Simm.el' s Theorr 

It was noted in the Introduction that Georg Simmel identified 

types of voluntary primary relationships in terms of the extent to which 

t~e individual participants in these relationships kn~N the personalities 

of their fellow participants. Granted that his objective in doing so was 

the development of his discussion of the secret and the secret society, 

his conceptualizations are extremely relevant to the present study. The 

relationships which he identified ~ere those of common political or eco­

nomic interest, those of acquaintance, those of li~~ted knowledge of com­

petence, and those of friendship, love, and marriage. A review of his 

uharauterizations of all of these relationships will serve to put those 

which are of greatest interest here --the institutionally intimate rela­

tionships friendship and marriage-- in perspective. 

In the interest group relationship Sillllnel viewed the member con­

tributions as being completely objective, as being merely a part of the 

interested whole, and as having nothing whatsoever to do with knowledge 

of the individual personalities of other nembers. Members of an interest 

group are psychologically anonymous, and perhaps even physically anony­

mous. Recognition of shared interest might be based upon something so 

impersonal as residence within geographic boundaries or membership in a 

church. Interaction between a member and the other members who comprise 

the whole might be limited to something as impersonal. as the taking of a 

vote or the asking of a monetary contribution. 

In acquaintance, on the other hand, S.immel viewed this osyoholo~i­

cal anonymity as being less completely absent. In aoquaintance one is 

4 



aware not only of.the existenoe ot another as a physical entity, but 

also as a personality. However, this awareness of a personality is 

limited to those aspects of the personality which the other chooses to 

present to the world (such presentation being in the sense which would 

be examined by Goffman, 1959). In acquaintance, where one cannot be 

certain of the true personality of the other, prudence dictates the 

maintenance of ignorance. 

5 

Having confidence in the competence of an individual in a speoif­

io area --however limited is the knowledge upon which this confid9noe is 

based-- constitutes a break in this ignorance. But, at some point,, hav• 

ing confidence in the competence of another to make good on a bargain, 

render a politioal favor, or perform a funotion in an organization is 

not enough. The more closely one associates his actions with those of 

another, the more closely one's interests become bound up in those of 

&uuther, ths more thorough one's insight into the personality of that 

other person must be. Such insight is not merely passive knowledge, its 

possession implies support in a crisis situation. Engaging in a cornmon­

ali ty of action and its outcome, then, is a step toward the termination 

of the autonomy of a personality, or at least a portion of it. 

In friendship and in love Simmel found the romantic notion of 

the entering of the whole undivided ego into the relationship. The aim 

in both of these types of relationship is absolute psycholo~ioal inti­

macy. However, Simmel regarded this complete intimacy as being m~re 

plausible in friendship than in love for the simple reason that in what 

he termed ''love" sensuousness was the dominant factor. In Marriage, 

which Siromel seems to have regarded as being something apart from love, 

Simmel saw t~e opportunity for one to lose oneself completely in the 

_ personality of the other. 

There is good reason for this point of view with respect to 

\ 
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marriage. Simme~'s thinking is quite 06nsistent1 intimacy is at its 

peak when the individuals involved in a relationship are completely 

interdependent upon each other tor their existence, and only in mar­

riage does this complete interdependence (along with a cultural ideal 

of intimacy) materialize in modern life. Modern man, according to Sim­

mel, was too multi-faceted a being to be able to fellow-travel through 

lite with any other single individual who was autonomous (i.e., with 

a "friend''). Only in marriage, from Simmel's turn-of-the-oentury 

point of_ view, d~d eoonow~o pressure combine with cultural ideal to 

meld two people into a relationship of complete mutuality of interest, 

a relationship of complete self-disclosure. 

Neither Simmel's cavalier pronouncement on the domination of 

"love" by sensuousness nor his idealization of the intimacy of conju-

gality is accepted' without reservation. Simmel 1 s definition. of love 

c~t;;idc o:: r.u.ar-riS.if;6 as llu:ire s~1suousuess oould not have been completely 

true during his time, and it is no doubt less true now the.n it was then. 

Furthermore, the Komarovsky finding that self-disclosure in marria~e is 

very much a class phenomenon has been noted. Nevertheless, Sillliiiel has 
.. 

. provided a conceptual framework for the present study. 

Self-Disclosures Its Function in Intimate Relationships 

Self-disclosure has consistently emerged empirically as a char-

acteristic of middle-class voluntary primary relationships. What is 

particularly interesting about tho Weinberg and Baute studies mentioned 

earlier in this context is that in these studies the mode in which dis­

closure was made or the function which it served for the individuals 

involved in disclosure was pointed out, 

Weinberg attempted to characterize the olosest friendships of 

college students with members of their o~n sex. One phase of his study 



included the interviewing of selected male and female college stu­

dents and the composition of personal documents by these subjects on 

their closest friendships with members of their own sex. Frora these 

interviews and documents, the components of social intimacy were dis­

cerned, and, in turn. the clo~est friendships with members of the same 

sex of 140 ma.le and female college students were analyzed in terms of 

these components. 

Weinberg found that over 60 per cent ~£ hi_s subjects had single 

closest friends of their own sex and that an additional 36 per cent 

were able to select a closest friendship for study tr.om amang.their 

friendships ~~th members of their own sex. Self-disclosure surfaced as 

one of the components of' these relationships. Subsequent analyses re­

vealed that 83.5 per cent of the subjects made disclosures to their 

friends, particularly when discouraged or confronted by n personal cri• 

ois, and that 78.5 per oent were reassured by their f~iends. 

Baute was concerned with characterizing the "normal" middle­

class conjugal relationship. He obtained written protocols from one 

hundred subjects, fifty non-clinical·ma~ried oouples in two groups, 

Group I and Group II. The male in each of these couples had been ool­

lege-educated. Statements on the conjugal relationship were abstracted 

and analyzed according to specific rules developed for this purpose. 

A number of categories of felt experience were derived from these pro­

tocols, and an extended analysis of the statements which remained was 

carried out. From the material funlished by Group I a Q-set was con­

structed, and this Q-set was adJrinistered to GroiJp II in order to study 

the conjugal relationship still further. 

Among the many categories of felt experience which were derived 

weres (1) a sense of understanding --52 per cent of the husbands and 

32 per cent of the wives understood their spouses and felt understood 
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themselves; (2) ~ sense of ease in communication --?.3 per cent of 

the husbands end 32 per cent ot the wives re~arded their relationship 

as being frank and respected each other's differences of opinion; 

(3) a sense of sharing --48 per cent of the husbands and 44 per cent 

8 

of the wives felt that they shared thoughts, joys, interests, and con­

oerns with their spousesi (4) a sense of interdependence --48 per oent 

of the husbands and 56 per cent of the wives expressed such a feeling 

of mutual help, advice, support, encouragement, and understanding; . 

and (5) a sense of trusting and confidence in the other --feelings of 

faith, safeness, and well-being were expressed by 24 per cent of the 

husbe.nds and 44 per cent of the wives. Any and all or these catego­

ries of felt experience may be considered to be important aspects or 

products of confiding or self-disclosure. 

In several studies data have been produced and interpreted in 

ways which have made possible both the testing of Simmel's conceptual• 

izations of specific voluntary primary relationships and the elabora­

tion of these conceptualizations. 

Jourard and Lasakow (1958) reported differences in disclosure 

associated with the content of self-disclosure, with the sex, race, and 

marital .status of the subjects, and with the subjects• feelings toward 

speoifio target persons or confidant(e)s. In this study a question­

naire consisting of sixty items (such as feelings about religion, liking 

tor foods, rur.ount o~ income) was administered• These items were grouped 

into the categories Attitudes and Opinions, Te_stes and Interests, Work 

or Sohool, Money, ~ersonality and Body. The questionnaire·was adminis­

tered to groups of both sexes, white. and black, married and unmarried. 

This instrument was intended to measure, in terms of weights assigned 



to how the confiding was done (lied about it, spoke ~bout it vaguely, 

told all), the extent of disclosure of the different self-aspect cate-

gories to various target persons --Mother, Father, Male Friend, Female 

Friend and/or Spouse. 

It was found that there was a significant correlation between 

parerit-cathexis and self-disclosures the more a parent was liked, the 

more disclosures were made to that parent. It was also found that 
., 

young urunarried subjects, both white and black, showed the highest ex-

tent of self-disclosure to be to the :Mother, with lesser amounts to 

the Father, ~ale Friend and Female Friend. 

Even more interesting are some of the other findings. It was 

found that white subjects disclosed more than blacks and that females 

disclosed more than males. ~arried subjects disclosed less to Mother, 

Father, and Same-sex Friend than comparable unmarried subjectss the 
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:m!il'i"ied subjects disclo:sed mOl'e to their spouses than to any o"ther tar-

get persons, and there was more disclosure to spouses by the married 

than there was to any other target person on the part of either the 

married or the u.nmarried. Subjects tended to vary the amount of self­

disclosure with respect to the self-aspect category to which an item 

about the self belongeds two clusters of aspects emerged, a high dis-

closure cluster containing the categories Attitudes and Opinions, Tastes 

and Interests, and i'iork or School., and a low disclosure cluster com-

prised of the categories Money, Personality and Body. There was a sig­

niricant relationship between target persons and the aspects disclosed 

to those persons. 

Jourard (1959), in a study focused specifically on self-disolo-

sure and other-oathexis, administered a 15-item ~uestionnaire to 9 fe­

male nursing college faculty members. The subjects were asked to indi­

cate which of the items on the instrument (which consisted of items such 



as "Which ot your characteristice bother you most?" e.nd "What is or 

was your father's chief occupation?") they had disclosed to whom. 

They were also asked which items they knew about which of their fellow 

subjects. They were also asked to rank their fellow subjects in the 

order in which they liked them. He found that subjects tended to dis-

close more to persons toward whom they had positive feelings and less 
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to persons whom they liked less well. Evidence was found for the struc-

tured dyadic relationship in which if a subject had disclosed much to 

and knew much about a colleague, that colleague knew much about and had 

diaclosed much to her. 

Jourard and Landsman (1960) administered the same 15 item ques­

tionnaire in the same way to 9 male graduate students. They found that 

the amount of information disclosed by subjeots was hi~hly correlated 

with the extent to which these subjects knew those to whom they dis-

closed. rhey found that cathexis was only sli~htly oorrelated with 

disclosure. They also found a pronounced dyadic effect. And they 

found these males disclosed significantly less than the nursing college 

females interviewed identically in the earlier study mentioned above. 

In yet another effort, Jourard (1961) administered a revised 

40•item version of the instrument he had used with Lasakow to male and 

female, married and unmarried college student's ran~ing in age from 17 

to 55 years. His hypothesis was that as late adolescents grow into 

maturity, they reduce their confiding to parents and same sex friends 

and concomitantly increase their confiding (and self-disclosure) to the 

opposite sex friend who is closest to them. ~oreover, he further hy­

pothesized that disolosure to this opposite-sex friend· or spouse in 

the mature yea.rs would exceed the aYerage amount disclosed to either 

parent or to the same-sex friend at any earlier stage. That is, that 

·the relationship between a person and his spouse is "closer" insofar as 



self-disclosure is concerned. than any other relationshin which that 

pe1·son has been a party to. 

The findings showed that there was a gradual decrease in dis• 

closure on the part or males and females to both parents and to the 

same-sex friend, and that there was a gradual increase in disclosure 

to the opposite-sex: friend. The t'indin~s also showed. however• a drop­

ott in confiding to the opposite-sex: friend.tor both the males and fe• 

males in the 40 to 55 year old category. While among the females in 

this age category the lonely spinsterhood of 35 per cent -of the ~roup 

accounted for the low level of disclosure for the group as a whole, 

among the males 95 per cent were marrieds this 1rould indicate a reduc­

tion in the azr.ount of self-disclosure made by these men to their wives. 

Perhaps in these findings one might find support for the contention of 

Cuber and Harrof.t {1963) that marital relationships between men and 

ingful man-woman interaction for that age group. 
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Self'-Disolosure Research and the Unstruotured Instrument 

A gerious problem in the series of studies conducted by Jourard 

and his assooiates was the fact that in these studies instruments were 

used in which a respondent was asked to indicate whether or not he had 

disclosed specitio categories of information about himself. In other 

words, in these studies it was assumed that the total range of possible 

topics of confiding (i.e., every phase of the meaningful existence of 

the respondents) had been included in the instrument used and, more 

importantly, that all of these topics and sub-topics were of equal 

salience to each respondent. 

Apparently in consideration ot the possibility that these as­

swnptions might be faulty, Lewis (1970) utilized as a basis for testing 

- - - .. --. .- ~ -- --r--w ,.. I ' , ..•. •·. . - ~ :_•_ ~ 

..., .. v••"' ... ..._u.i£•,p;o v.1. "'J'""~ ~n'ov.i.uu5 rtt8sarcn an uru1i;r.1_1e"t.1J!""'" 

device for the measurement of the salient "self.11 This device, used in 

modified form, was the Twenty Statements Test or "TST." 

The TST, of course, was initially used by Kuhn and McPartland 

(1954) to elicit a spontaneous definition of the self' as an or(!,anization 

ot qu~lities which one attributes to himself. It was used to measure 

the selt as a general, useable construct in social psychology. The 

format, by now familiar to sociologists and psychologists, consists of 

a heading instructing the respondent to answer the question of who he 

is in the twenty numbered blank spaces which are provided. The re-

spondent, normally an anonymous member of a reasonebly large test group, 

is given several min_utes to t'ill in as tnany spaces as he is able. 

Validity of the TST as a Measure of the Salient Sel~ 

It is evident in his use of the TST for the purpose of studying 



confiding that Lewis assumed that what an individual discloses in 

a relationship of any intimacy impinges on that person's "self" in 

some way. · Still more basic is the assumption that the TST actually 

does reveal the self. 
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Apart from its use in ~he Lewis study, the TST has· been employed 

to get at the self as a general phenomenon. Implicit in using the TST 

to get at the self as a phenomenon is the basic assumntion mentioned 

above. Tucker (19661352) stated the specific assumptions involved in 

the use of the TST as follows• 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

The person will refer the question 11Who Am I? 11 to himself 
a.nd not to anyone else. 
The person is aware ('1kno'WI1'') of himself e.nd he outs the 
"knowledge'' into words. -
The person's awareness of himself is deoendent uoon the 
behaviors of others in a situation and not a matter of 
"traits~ or qinstinots." 
The person's awareness of himself preoludes the use ot 
any fixed responses; the responses must be the person's 
own n1An~ nP ACtinn. 
Th.o roopvriDQO to th.a quo~·\lio11 ~l-1:1 .uut, liihi t.eU t.u l,i1e 
testing; si tua.i;ion. but ha-ve a.pplioabi li ty in a va.:i•iety 
or situations. 

All of these assumptions, of course, are quite subject to challenge. 

The respondent-reported validity of the TST, tor instanoe, chal­

lenges two of these assumptions (numbers 2 and 4) outright. Spitzer, 

Stratton, Fitzgerald and Mach (l966s276) found that the TST was rated 

by respondents as least accurate of tour instruments for the desoription 

of self. Subjects who took the test reportedly complained about lack of 

structure and the ind·efiniteness ot the task; some com:olained that it 

strained their powers of introspection. The other three instruments 

with which the !ST was compared were the fixed•res~onse tyoe. 

Hespondent~reported validity may be considered to be of crucial 

importance in assessing the worth of' a .self-concept measuring dev~.ce. 

Any oritioism based upon respondent-reported validity, however, may or 

may not be criticism worthy of.a great deal of consideration. Further• 
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more, it would oo~ur to this investigator that the assumptions which 

Tuoker delimits should be called into question before such a criticism 

is taken seriously. After all, isn't the spontaneity of the elicited 

responses an important factor in their validity? The "oresentation of 

self" (Goffman, 1969) is a matter of common experience. It is important 

that the self is .Presented spontaneously on the TST as it is in one's 

every day life. And it is an open question as to whether or not there 

is ever the possibility of presenting one's self --even to one's self-­

in a fashion divorced from the impression we wish others (or ourselves) 

to have of us. Is there really a deeper self underlying the one pre• 

sented? And ·if there is, is it more real than the one presented? 

Would a more structured instrument permit the respondent any freedom 

to express his "self?" Certainly the post f~ mullings of respond­

ents should be at least as subject to criticism as the test itself. 

TST as a device for measuring the "self'' as such can readily .be coun­

tered by reminding the critic that there is opportunity for misunder­

standing in virtually e:n.y testing situation and by reminding him of 

the specific use to which the instrument. is being put in the ·present 

study. It should be noted that self-awareness is what we are really 

concerned with in the present study, not its source; and it should be 

noted that all of the respondents are involved in the same testing situ­

ation, a factor which io itself a control. In any case, the assumptions 

involved in using the 'l's·r tor the present study are by no means as lim• 

iting as those involved in its use solely as a device for the measure•· 

ment of the ~self." 

.Apart from all of this, howe-ver, the Ts·r has been validated in 

a very objective fashion which is completely rooted in reality. ~cPart­

le..nd, Cwmning, and Garretson (1961) administered the TST to natients in 



a state mental hospital rather than to a group who mi~ht be described 

as "norma.1.• Not only did the persons in this group en~a~e in ex­

tremes ot behavior which would furnish the investi~ators with a basis 

for comparison. but they were also involved in a oontrolled situation 

in whioh they could be observed. 
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MoPartland, Cumming, and Garretson divided the statements made 

by respondents into four categories, eaoh of which reflected a differ­

ent level of abstraction. Xhe categories ranged from most oonorete to 

least concrete. The irlvestigators found modal responses in the most 

concrete category to be associated with withdrawn ward behavior and 

modal responses in the least concrete category to be associated with 

extravagant behavior. Another way of looking a~ it would be to regard 

those whose modal responses fell in the most concrete category as exhib­

iting too little behavior while those-whose responses fell in the most 

ab~traot cater.ory e~hibited too much behavior. 

It was precisely this predictive validity whioh Spitzer, ~al. 

regarded as being inadequate. It was because they re~arded associating 

a given devioe with specific external criteria (such as indices of ad• 

justment) as being predisposed toward producing inconsistent results 

that they chose to ask the question "to what degree do subjects feel 

that various self-concept instruments allow for the accurate expression 

ot self-attitudes?" (1966s267) 

But. as Vie have seen, respondent reports are themselves doubt­

ful measures of validity, probably a great deal more doubtful than other 

measures. ~.-In a:ay case, the fact remains that .MoPartland,, Cwnming, and 

Garretson gave the TST a behavior-based foothold whioh serves to vali• 

date it as an instrUir,ent for revealing the self construct. 
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Lewis's Study and Findings 

Lewis accepted the validity of the TST as a device for the 

measurement of self. Furthe~ore, he telt that the salient self is 

actually portrayed in the TST responses, the more TST responses which 

are the subject of confiding with a given target person, the more self­

disclosure is directed toward the target person. He used a version ot 

the instrwr,ent with only ten spaces, asking his subjects to indicate 

which of their responses they disclosed to various target persons, to 

test the general hypothesis that the sexes of the subjects and their 

confidant(e)s were a factor in the extent of disclosure in various re­

lationships. He discovered, in line with previous findings, that fe­

males have higher disclosure rates than males, that females disclose 

mor~ to the::- !:::ot~crs thar4 to '.:;heir Fathers, that males disclose equal-

ly to their Mothers and Fathers, and that males and females disclose 

more to their Same-sex Friends than to their Opposite-sex Friends. It 

should be noted, however, that few of his findings were statistically 

signifioantr they were instead in the form of general trends. 



Study Questions and Hypotheses tor the Present Study 

On the basis of the foregoing review, three study questions, 

all of which generated specific hypotheses to be tested, presented 

themselves. 

The first of these hypothesis-generating questions was that of 

the reliability of the TST as an instrument for the study of self·dis­

olosure. In line with this first question, the following substantive 

hypotheses per~dtted partial replication ot the Lewis researohr 
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Hypothesis l -- Females have higher disclosure than males in terms ot 

total TST responses regardless of the voluntary primary 

relationship under considerations i.e., re~ardless of 

target person. 

ilypothesis 2 -- Both males and females disclose more of their total TST 

responses to their closest friends of their own sex than 

to their closest friends of the o~posite sex. 

In the Lewis study as in the Jourard and Lasakow (1958) and Jou­

rard (1961) studies, self-disclosure in friendships with members of the 

opposite sex was confounded with self-disclosure in the mate relation• 

ship. Jourard and Lasakow, apparently utilizing SinunePs theory strictly, 

made provision for marriage but not for intimate ma.le-female involvement 

without marriage. In his 1961 study, Jourard recognized mating as the 

probable .explanation for the increase in disclosure to opposite sex 

friends which he observed as being concomitant with the increase in age 

up to about the age of 30, but he had incorporated no control for it in 

his experimental design. In the present study the following hypothesis,, 



which takes into consideration intimate involvement apart from mar­

riage as well as in marriage, will be testeds 
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Hypothesis 3 -- Both males and ferr~les disclose more of their total TST 

responses to their mates than they do in either of the 

other voluntary primary relationships under considera­

tion. 

The second of the questions which generated hypotheses was that 

of the usefulness of' TSTdata in studying the content of self-disclosure 

and the influence of this content on disclosure patterns. Jourard and 

Lasakow noted that their "self-aspects" fell into high-disclosure and 

low-disclosure categories, and that there was an interaction between 

target persons and self-aspects which produced an effect on the extent 

of disclosure in various relationships. However, they did not exnlore 

\.ht' interaction indicated in their multi-factor analysis~ 

Hypothesis 4 -- There are high-disclosure and low-disclosure categories 

of TST responsess that is, some categories of responses 

are disclosed proportionately more than others regard­

less of target person or sex of respondent. 

Hypothesis 5 -- Females are consistently higher than males in the ex­

tent of their disclosure of specific categories of 

TST responses, regardless of target persons. 

Hypothesis 6 -- For both males and females, there is a consistently 

greater extent of disclosure of specific categories 

of TST responses to same sex friends than there is 

to opposite sex friends. 



Hypothesis 7 -- For both males and females, there is a consistently 

greater extent of disclosure of specific categories 

of TST responses to mates than there is in either 

of the other voluntary primary relationships under 

consideration. 

Finally, there was a question which was raised by the Weinberg 

and Baute studies, studies which characterized the function of self-
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disclosure in confiding as being one of emotional reinforcement for the 

discloser. Lewis, as did researchers before him, seemed to attribute 

equal importance to all of the aspects of self which were disclosed in 

his study. Is it not conceivable that a person who discloses only one 

aspect of his being is confiding about something infinitely more impor-

tant than another person who discloses five aspects of himself, none of 

. . . .. . -.:.... o:uy g,..- c.a.-.; moiii.~J.ug -.,c; ;.,:;.;.u i 

the number of aspects of one's self which are disclosed is not confused 

with the amount of confiding. It is, rather than being the amount of 

confiding (in which there is an implied emotional content), actually the 

extent of self-disclosure, and it is this only in tenns of the aspects 

0£ self mentioned on the TST. Lewis and the researchers before him 

failed to make this distinction, and consequently a question of inter-

est here is whether or not there is an association between the extent 

of disclosure to an individual and the ranking of that individual as 

a confidant(e) by a respondent. The final major hypothesis of the 

present study, then, is 

Hypothesis 8 -- For both males and females, regardless of the voluntary 

primary relationships in whi.ch they are involved, there 

is a strong positive assooiation between the extent of 



gross or oategorioal subject self-disclosure to a 

target person and the ranking of that target person 

as a confidant(e}. 
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Xhis last hypothesis was perhaps the most important hypothesis advanced 

tor the present study. 



METHOD 

Instrument 

For the presont study_ the Twenty Statements ~est took its 

standard form, the heading 

There are twenty numbered spaces on the page below. Please 
write twenty answers to the simple question °Who am I?" in 
the spaces. Just give twenty different answers to this 
question. Answer as if you were giving the answers to your­
self, not to somebody else. Write the answers in the order 
that they occur to you. Don't worry about logic or impor­
tance. It is !!..2i necessary that you include your name. Go 
along fairly fast, for time is limited. 

followed by 20 numbered spaces. Respondents were allowed about 12 

minutes to fill in as many numbered spaces as they could. 

The subjects were given, following the TST, a set of questions 
.._ __ ,: __ -6 

··-·r~·~..;. :....-

disclosure tu ut-hcir::> in selected voluntary primary 'relationships. The 

subjects were asked to indicate which specific TST responses were top­

ics of disclosure to their olosest friend (or to a representative 

closest friend, if there were many) of the same sex, which were topics 

of disclosure to their closest (or representative closest) friend of 

the opposi~e sex, and which were topics of disclosure to their spouses 

or "lovers." They were also asked to indicate whether or not there 

were topios of disclosure in these relationships which were not included 

in the TST responses. 

Apart from these questions which related directly to the TST, 

several control questions were included in the instrument. The respond­

ents were asked outright to rank those in whom they confided from most 

to least. It was felt that this would furnish a basis for the determi-

nation of whether or not measured self-disclosure, whatever measure is 

used, is an adequate indicator of a target person's status as a coni'idant(e) ._ 
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there were a num~er of questions designed to determjne the quality of 

the subject's reiationships with friends and/or mates. Also asked 

were ques~ions designed to detennine how friend relationships had 

changed ~hen the mate relationship was entered into if. in fact. the 

relationships had changed. 

More basic control questions included background data of vari­

ous types. it should be noted that no questions were asked to deter­

mine whetner or not specific subjects were members of religious orders 

the vows 0£ which would preclude the umate" relationship; it was not 

felt tnat khis factor would influence the findings of the study to any 

great extent since the type of relationship in which respondents were 

involved was controlled. 

A copy of the entire instrument is attached as Appendix A. 
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Subjects 

The instru.~ent was administered to undergraduate students dur­

ing the regular olass meetings of sociology courses at Loyola univer­

sity of Chicago during the academic year 1972-1973. It was felt that 

these students would furnish the present study with a sample of mid-

dle-ciass or aspiring middle-class subjects who •..vere simi.Lar in their 

patterns of self-disclosure to the subjects of those studies from 
' .. 

which h3potneses were derived. 

Completed questionnaires were received from 108 students, 45 

males and t>3 females. l"he range of ages among the females was from 

l'f to 25. l'or males it was from 18 to 29. ln both instances, the 

older persons in the sample laged 23, 24, 25, 26, and 29) represented 

extremes and included only 7 individuals. Onlv 5 of the subjects. 2 

Of the male subjects, 20 were intiroately involved with members 

ot the opposite sex. Of the females, 31 were intimately involved • 
. 

Only 3 of the subjects, all of them female, were married, and these 

lndiv.iduals were included for analytic purposes among those intimately 

involved. 
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Procedures for Hypothesis Testing 

Control variables to be used in the analysis of data wi~re dic­

tated by the hypotheses to be testeds they were sex of subject, inti­

mate involvement with a member of the opposite sex, the target persons 

for disclosure (or the relationships in which disclosure takes place), 

and, of course, categories_of TST responses disclosed. 

Forithe present study the relationships under scrutiny are the 

"closest friend" (of both the same and opposite sex) and the "mate" 

relationships. The ttclosest friend'' may be either the closest friend 

as such or, after the fashion of the Weinberg study, a representative 

closest friend. The •mate~ is that member of the opposite sex with 

whom one is intiEately involved. l'ihile this last definition, that of 

sen.tea at the beginniug of this paper, it is felt that such a depar-

ture is justified in the study of self-disclosure, especially for the 

age group under consideration. Furthermore, the resultant conceptuali­

zation has produced data sufficiently comparable to that produced for 

the other research cited. 

A variable which is notable for its non-use is that of race. 

While this variable can be important (as was the case, for instance, 

in the Jourard and Lasakow study), the non-whites in our sample for 

the present study were few in number, and the data which they pro­

vided was very similar to that which was provided by the whites in 

the sample. Furthermore, race was not controlled in the Lewis study, 

the only other study for which TST-based data (that is, truly compa­

rable data) was produced. 
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Given the. several variables which were controlled and con­

sidering their inter-relatedness, it was hooed that it would be nos• 

sible to carry out a multi-factor analysis (Walker and Lev, 1953; 

Lindquist, 1958) in which· all of the variables and th.eir inter-rela­

tionships could be manipulated at once. This ·,yould have made possible 

the simultaneous testing ot all of the hypotheses on differential ex­

tents of TST-based disclosures i.e., disclosure by sex of respondent, 

disclosure to particular target person, and disclosure by category of 

response. Such multi-factor analysis was precluded, however, by eccen­

tricities of the categorized data which will become evident later in 

this section. Furthennore, the number of cate~ories produced to make 

the data meaningful would have rendered a multi-factor analysis unin• 

terpretable without extensive post-hoc comparisons. Consequently, as 

had been anticipated would be the case, the idea of multi-factor anal• 

y&ia was abandoned h1 favor 0£ a less elee::ant but more approurj A.te l;lp-

proach to the first 7 of our 8 hypotheses. 

Hypotheses Based upon Gross Self-Disclosure 

The first three hypotheses of the present study were not tested 

in the way in w}tj,oh Lewis tested his hypotheses in spite o.f the fact 

that they, like Lewis's hypotheses, deal with gross (or total unoate­

gorical) self·disolosure. Lewis used avera;ed raw frequencies of sel.f• 

aspects (or TST statements) disclosed to various target persons to test 

his hypotheses. His use of these averages was valid& he used only 

those of the ten-space TST's which he administered which had been com­

plete.ly filled out. But the use of similar avereges could not be valid 

in the present study, for in many cases our twenty-space TST's were not 

completely .filled out. Consequently, since gross self-disclosure oan 

only be measured in tenns of the total number of responses which appear 



on a given TST, our first three hypotheses were tested in terms of 

averaged percentages £!.. total TST responses disclosed by male and fe­

male subjects to various target persons. 
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The test of' statistical significance applied to these hypotheses 

was the fixed effects analysis of variance (or !:_-test), a difference of' 

means test. The implicit null hypothesis in any difference of means 

test is that there is no difference between sampled population means, 

and the level of' significance indicated by the test value .reflects the 

probability of erroneously rejecting this null hypothesis. Furthermore, 

uncertainty about the directionality of the relati9nships to be evi~ 

denced by the data dictated the folmulation of alternative hypotheses 

as well as null hypotheses. In operational terms the first three major 

hypotheses of the present study, with their null a..~d alternative hypoth-

eses, wares 

H1 J sur > SDm 

H1 nulls SDf : SDru 

H1 alt.s SDr< SDm 

H2 IJr s sf) DT osf' 

H2 nulls JJr ssf = DTosf 

H2 alt.1 D'l'ssf < DTosf 

H3 ' DTmate > DT s sf or DT osf 

H3 nulls D'l'mate = DTssf = DTosf 

H3 alt.: DTmate (DTssf' or D'l'osf 

The analysis of variance which was applied was not straightfor­

ward. ·The possibility of the interaction of the variables involved had 

to be controlled, and therefore a two-way analysis was necessary. But 



the subclasses involved in two-way analysis (for insta.noe, uninvolved 

females vs. uninvolved males) were unequal. The analysis of variance 

procedure settled upon was the approximation described by Walker and 

Lev (1953: 381-2) and recommended by Blalock (1960s 264). This pro-

cedure permits one to carry out a two-way analysis with unequal sub­

classes fairly easilys the arithmetic means of the subclasses created 

by the trHo controlled factors are treated as single cases, except in 

~he computation of the error term in which all of the cases are con-

sider ed. 

Categorization of TS'.l' Responses 

If the content of disclosure and its influence on differences 

in disclosure are really to be gotten at, the topics of ·confiding must 

pot.hesea can be tested meaningfully. There a.re several studies which 
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provide us with an introduction into schemes of or~anizing TST responses. 

~n their original study Kulm and McPartland divided the state-

ments made by student subjects into consensual, those referring to 

groups and classes whose limits and conditions of membership are mat-

ters of common knowledge, and subconsensual, those referring to groups, 

classes, attributes, traits, etc., which require interpretation by the 

respondent to be precise or to place him relative to other people. 

Examples given by Kuhn and McPartland of the consensual type of response 

were "student," "girl," ''from Chicago," "pre-med," "daughter," "oldest 

child," "studying engineering," that is, statements referring to con-

sensually defined statuses and classes. Exwnples of the subconsensual 

type of' response were "happy," "bored,," "pretty good student," "too 

heavy," "good wife," 11 interesting, 11 that is, statements without Posi­

tional references, or with references to consensual classes obscured by 
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ambiguous modifie;s. Interestingly enough, Kuhn and McPartland found 

that "respondents tended to exhaust all consensual references they would 

make before they made (if at all) any subconsensual ones. 

In an effort to validate their instrument as a measure of the 

self'-construot, they compared the consensual response scores of dif-

ferent religious groups. They found there to be significant differences 

between the higher-scoring Catholics, "small sects," ttProtestants," Con­

gregationalists, Lutherans, "Christians, 11 and Jews on the one hand, and 

101...-er-scoring Methodists.,. Presbyterians, and "Nones" on the o·ther. How-

ever, their validation process is quite open to criticism since they 

failed to correlate the soores which they computed with a behavioral 

reality. 

This validation problem was left to :McPartland, Cwnming and 

Garretson whose behavioral validation process we have already discussed. 

"rlA ~av A not discussed in detail, however~ their ce.tegorizr..ticn:. 

Their categories ranged from most to least concrete •. Examples 

of responses which they put into the most concrete category are "six 

feet tall, n ''28 yea.rs old." Examples ot the next most concrete category 

would be 11 student, 11 "'Catholic,'' eto. The third category contained re­

sponses like "moody, sometimes, 11 "enjoy being with people." Finally, 

the fourth category of self-identifying statements contained resnonses 

whioh .1ere experi.ences with no particular context such as "I hope for 

the best for all," --which transcended social interaction, such as 

"I am an intelligence,° --and which negated personal commitment, as 

does "I am nobody." It was these kinds of responses which were associ-

ated with different. types of ward behavior. 

A scheme of categorizing TST responses for the purpose of the 

present study was not an easy task. ~bile the statements contained in 

completed TST's are fairly easy to arrange in categories as was done 



in the two studies just discussed. how meaningful are these categories 

with regard to discussing the content of self-disclosure? Responses 

categorized along a continuum of consensuality or abstraction defy 

interpretation as topics of self-disclosure and certainly would not be 

comparable to other data on the content of self-disclosure. Responses 

must be organized in a fashion relevant to the problem at hand. 

kore than one scheme of categorization was considered for the 

present study. The scheme of cate~orization which was eventually set­

tled upon is that which is explained below. 

Aspects of self indicated on TST's were placed by a panel of 

three judges into thirteen oategoriess 

I- Intimate feelings 

II- Feelings generally 

III- Opinions. beliefs 

~•- ias~ee anti in~eres~s 

V- .Ambitions, aspirations. desires 
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VI­

VI I-

Attitudes and other personality traits or qualities 

Physical characteristics 

VIII• 

IX-

X-

XI· 

XII-

XIII• 

School roles 

Work roles 

Intimate interpersonal blood relationships 

Other intimate interpersonal relationships 

Other interpersonal relationships 

Other roles, roles not implying soeoifio interper­

sonal relationships or tastes or interests. 

It is -evident that thes.e categories are not mutually exclusive, 

but with clear instructions and an intensive review. in only 3% of the 

categorization was there no agreement whatsoever, and in only 20°/o was 

there disagreement between one judge and the other two judr,es. In 



those cases where., there was disagreement between one judge and the 

other two. the majority ruled. In those cases where there was no 

agreement, arbitrary categorizations were made. The results of these 

categorizations are presented in Table 1. 

Examples of responses which were to be placed in the first 

category. intiwate feelings. are 11verymuch in love," "oonoerned about 

my mother's heal th,'' and "worried that I wi 11 not find true love." 
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The second category, feelings generally, included responses such as 

''dislike going to the ddntist." and "sometimes I hate school." The 

third, opinions and beliefs• included ''strong belief in God," "believer 

in tradition," etc. Tastes and interests included such responses as 

"likes gentlemanliness in men," and "reader.'' Expressions such as ''I 

want to be something," and ''someone who wants very badly to be a dentist" 

belonged in category five. ambitions, aspirations and desires. Category 

6lx, a.i:;i:;i t:Ud.l'.'s ima othe!" p'!!"So~ali ty traits or quaE ties, inoluded re-

sponses like "hopeful about the future," "goofy," and ''friendly." 

Physical characteristics were to include just that, along with sex as 

sex ( 11temale") not as a role ("man"), .and age as age ("20 years old") 

not as role ("child"). The eighth category was composed of school 

roles such as '1 student," ''freshman," "undeclared major." The ninth was 

composed of work roles --"Dominick's booth girl," "cab driver." The 

tenth category was to be blood relationships (assumed intimate if men­

tioned), the eleventh was to be other intimate interpersonal relation­

ships such as "tiancee," or "friend, 11 and the twelfth was to be other 

interpersonal relationships such as "roommate, one of four." Finally, 

the thirteenth-category included other roles, roles not implying spe­

cific interpersonal relationships or tastes or interests. Examples of 

responses which were to be placed in this last category are "tenant" 

and "employee. It 
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Table l 

.Absolute and Relative Frequencies of TST Responses 
by Category of Response and by Sex and Involvement 

of Respondi:mt 

Uninvolved Involved 
lvw.les Females Males 1',e1na.les Total 
(N:25) (ll .. 32) (N:20) (N.:n) (N :108) 

# # J~ # # 1r 
% % o1 % % I" 

I Int. Feelings 3 4 10 3 20 
(o.6) (0.6) (2 .5) (o.5) ( 1.0) 

II Gen. Feelings 13 36 ·49 
(2.6) (5.7) ( - ) ( - ) (2.3) 

III Opinions 15 4 5 3 27 
(3.0) (0.6) (J,.•3) (0.5) ( 1.3) 

IV i'astes 68 86 70 59 283 
(13.6) (13.7) (17.5) (10.2) (13.4) 

.... 
.... ;:;p:.. :i-~i:.:..u111:1 its %0 ., . 52 . 

.&."% 

(3~G) (3.2) ( - ) (2 .4) ( <; .4) 

VI Attitudes 195 266 145 196 802 
(39.0) (42.4) (36.3) (33.9) ( 38 .1) 

VII Physical Char. 38 38 35 69 180 
(7.6) (6.lf (8.8) (11.9) (8.6) 

VIII School Roles 35 38 30 65 168 
(7.0) (6.1) (7.5) (11~2) (8.0) 

IX Work Roles 8 8 20 21 57 
(1.6) (1.3) (5.0) (3.6) (2.7) 

x Int. Blood Rel. 30 50 35 62 . 177 
(6.0) (a.o) (8.8) (10.7) (8.4) 

XI Other Int. Rel. 18 26 20 38 102 
(3.6) (4.1) (5.0) (6.6) (4.8) 

XII Other Rel. 5 12 7 24 
(l.O) (1.9) ( - ) (1.2) (1.1) 

XIII Other Roles 53 40 30 41 1G4 
(10.6) (6.4) (7.5) (7 .1) (7.8) 

Total 449 628 400 578 2105 
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) 



Hypotheses Based upon 0Rtegorical Self-Disclosure 

Categorized TST statements represent a special problem with 

re~ard to self-disclosures not every one in a given group will have 

made equal nwnbers ot statements, if indeed they have made any at all, 

in a given ce.tegory. Hence our procedure in the present study. Once 

again disclosure was viewed as being relative to the number of self· 
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aspects expressed on a particular respondent 1 s completed TST. Mean 

disclosure rates were calculated on the basis of self-aspects disclosed 

by those subjects who had ma.de TST statements which fell into specific 

categories, and those individuals alone. Individuals who had made no 

responses which fell into the specific category under consideration 

were ignored. 

There are, of course, serious problems in generalization whioh 

-- - - _,,____ - -·- _ ..... ~ - '\ "'-- __ .!f __ -- -·-! "-'- -· ---·· __ ...... ____ .: --

...,_¥ -· -••.Ji..w !""·-- ...... --. -• ~.;...rv-~....;...;..~.i ... - .. --·- ·•- --- w.- ---~., -..;....-·-·o-- ---

N 1 s for a given weight ran~e ail the way i'rom 0 or l or 2 to the total 

number of subjects in a speoifio group under consideration (for instance, 

tor females not involved with members of the opposite sex,!,: 32). 

However, there is no alternative to handling the data in this fashion. 

Operationalized hypotheses weres 

H4 Cat SDr I Cat SDir • • • Cat SDx!11 

H4 nulls Cat SDr = Cat SDJ:1 ••• Cat SDxrn 

H5 I Cat SDr > Cat SDm 

Hs null a Cat SDf i: Cat SDm 

Hs alt. s Cat SD£ <Cat SDm 

H6 s Cat Dr sst' ) Cat IJr08f 

~6 nulls Cat :arssf : Cat Drost 

a6 alt.a Cat DT85r (Cat DT08r 



H7 • Cat JJl'mate) Cat D'l'ssf or Cat Drost 

H7 nulls Cat D'l'mate = Cat lJl' ssf and Cat lJl' os.f 

H7 alt.• Cat D'rmate < Cat Dr ssf or Cat Drost 

Xhe tests ot statistical significance applied to the major hy­

potheses dealing with categorized TST data were the one-way analysis 

ot variance and the related statistic for two-group mean comparisons, 

the !-test. 

The Association of Self .. Disolosure with Confiding 
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An additional relationship to be examined was that between dis­

closure to a specific target person (same sex friend, opposite sex 

friend, or mate) and the rank of that target person as a confidant(e). 

Incidental to the examination of this relationship, a series of 

hypotheses apart from the main hvpotheRA!OI of' t:hA •t•uhr - .. :w- .. -1: ............ ~ ~,.., 

.. ,.,,. '. .. . . - - - - . -eoru.1u1ng wi i;Tl &..i..i. the emotiona.L 

implications which the activity has, are similar to those of self-dis-

closure, an intimately intertwined and almost imperceptibly different 

concept. 

These secondary hypotheses were tested with data derived from 

the rank order questions in the instrument (Questions 13 and 14, Seo• 

. tion IV, Appendix A). In these questions the respondents were asked to 

note those individuals in whom they confided in order from most to 

least, and to do this, when applicable, for the periods both before and 

after intimate involvement with a member of the opposite sex. The 

respondents were asked to indicate relationships, not nrunes. 

On the basis of this data comparisons were ma.de of the sexes of 

the chief oonfidant(e)s of respondents before and after the involvement 

of these respondents with members of tlte opposite 



of course, were made ov the basis of~ facto self-reports. Also 

rr.ade, however, were comparisons of involved respondents with those who 

were not involved. The chi-square (x2) statistic, a statistic which de-

termines to what extent observed data deviate from chance or random occur-

rences of data, was applied. . 

With these preliminary analyses completed, a direct analysis was 

made of the association between the disclosure to a target person and the 

rank of that person as a confidant(e). Disclosure was measured in terms 

of the percentage of gross or selected categorical TST responses disclosed 

to a specific target person, and rank was determined by the position of 

that person in the response to the first of the rank order questions, 

that is, the ~uestion which elicited a. current ranking of confida.nt(e)s. 

For those intimately involved, the person to whom the greatest 

amount of disclosure was me.de was ranked •'high," the next "medium," and 

the person i#o whom the least a.mou."'lt oi' disclosure ws_is made was ranked 

11 low.'* Two disclosure rates rated id•:mtica.lly we_re placed in the appro­

priate category, either "high" or 11 low.'' When all three disc lo sure rates 

were rated identically they were put in the "high'' category. For those 

not involved, disclosure rates were either tthigh" or "low," identical 

ratings falling into the tthigh" category. The same procedure was applied 

to the confidant(e) rankings elicited by the rank order question. 

The resulting data was placed in 3x3 or 2x2 tables, as aporopri­

ate,, and the T / (Kende.11' s ~ B) measure of association between ordinal 

variables was applied. This measure indicates the proportional reduction 

of error in guessing the value of a dependent variable which is attri-

. buted to knowledge. of a given independent variable. lt is superior to 

other measures such as "{J' and A because it is corrected for cellular ties. 



The operational hypotheses to be tested in terms of specifio 

target persons were 

Ha DrHi .. RankHi. 

DrMd : Ranlq.{d• and 

DTLo r: Rankl.o 

when c signified an identical rating in terms of both extent of self­

disolosure to the target person and the rank of that per~on as a oon­

fidant(e}. Similar operationalizations were produoed tor categorical 

self-disclosure. 
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RESULTS 

Hypotheses Based upon Gross Self-Disclosure 

For those niales not intimately involved with members or the op­

posite sex the mean disclosure rate to closest friends or the same sex 

was 52.l per oent, and the mean disolosure rate to closest friends of 

the opposite sex was 53.l per cent. For females not involved the same 

sex friend rate was 66.·l per cent and the opposite sex friend rate was 

61.l per cent. Despite apparently clear-cut differences with respect 

to sex of subject, the approxiniate two-way analysis of variance which 

was applied indicated no statistically significant differences between 

self-disclosure by males and femaless the F of 2.43 oomes no where 

near the required F ot 3.92 for p(.05 in a two-tailed test. and it 

nificant differences with respect to sex of tar~et person, and there 

was no significant interaction between the sex of the subject e.nd that 

of the target person. (See Table 2.) 

For those subjects who were intimately involved with members of 

the opposite sex, the results of the analysis of variance ~ere not as 

completely insignificant statistically. For males the mean disclosure 

rates to same sex friends, opposite sex friends, e.nd mates were 57 .5 per 

cent, 57.5 per cent, and 78.8 per cent respectively. For females these 

rates were 67.8 per cent, 64.2 per cent, and 82.2 per cent respectively. 

While the ! tests were once again lar~ely insignificant, there was sta-

. tistical significanc·e in gross self-disclosure between the male and fe­

male subjectss an F of 4.43 indicated that p <.06 for a two-tailed test. 

(See Table 3.) 
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Table 2 

Target Person and Male/Female Differences in Mean 
Percentages of Gross TST Aspects of Self Disclosed 
by Respondents Not Intimately Involved with Mem­
bers of the OpposJ.te Sex 

Mean% Disclosure by Sex 

Target Person Male Female 

To Same Sex Friend 52.l 69.7 

fo Opposite Sex Friend 53.l 61.l 

Two-i'iav Ana.lvsia of Variance Summa.rv 

Source SS df :MS 

l'arget Persons (Rows) 4.0 l 4.0 

Respondent Sex (Columns) lU.9 l 122.9 

Target X Sex 8.9 l 8.9 

Error 110 50.5 

differenoes not statistioally significant 
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F 

.oa 

2.43 

.18 



Table 3. 

Target Person and Male/Female Differences in Mean 
Percentages of Gross TST Self Aspects Disclosed 
by Respondents Intimately Involved with ~embers 
ot the Opposite Sex 

Mean % Disclosure by Sex 

Target Person Male Female 

To Same Sex Fri end 67.5 67.7 

To Opposite Sex Friend 57.5 64.2 

To Mate 78.8 82.2 

Source SS df MS 

Target Persons (Rows) 69.3 l 69.3 

Respondent Sex (Columns) 472.0 2 236.0 

Target X Sex 12.3 2 6.1 

Error 147 53.:3 

. 38 

F 

1.30 

4.4~ 

.12 

A --difference statistically significants p (.05 (two-tailed test) 
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Considering that 6 !:_-tests were performed and only one was sta­

tistically significant, one could view this single instance of signif-

icance as being attributable to cha.nee occurrence. Given the interde-

pendence of the 3 tests carried out for each of the two groups, it would 

be difficult to calculate the exact probability of the accidental occur-

rence of significance, and this has not been done. But taking into 

consideration and bearing in mind the caveat that the general trend of 

the data, not an isolated instance of significance, is the most reason­

able basis for interpretation {Hays, 19631410), one must say that for 

both involved and uninvolved subjects females exhibit a greater extent 

of self-disclosure. There is also a clear-cut trend for both males and 

females for mates to be the recipients of the greatest extents of self­

disclosure. That is1 

T'\l'1l 1'1\ 

'"'· s sf ;; ~· o sf 

D'rmate "> Dr ssf or IJrosf 

Hypotheses l and 3 were accepted as was the null form of Hypothesis 2. 



Hypotheses Based upon Categorical Self-Disclosure 

The first hypothesis based upon categorical self-disclosure, 

Hypothesis 4, was that the extent of respondent self-disclosure was 

different among the various categories of TST-responses regardless of 

the target person or sex of respondent. An analysis of variance over 

all categories of XST responses, for both sexes combined, across all 
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of the voluntary primary relationships under consideration, revealed 

that with an!, ot 2.35 (significant at .Ol with 12/750 df) there was 

indeed significant variation in the extent of disclosure aruon~ the .aate­

gories. (See Table 4.) Therefore, H4 null that 

Cat SDr = Oat SDrr •••• Cat SDzr1r 
had to be rejected. However, further analysis (Table 5) revealed that 

between Categories I and III, that is, the variance in disclosure be­

tween "Intirr~te Feelings" and "Opinions and Beliefs." 

Surprisingly, Intimate Feelings was the category disclosed to 

the greatest extent with a mean disclosure rate of 99.5 per cent while 

Opinions and Beliefs were disclosed least at 58 per cent. This finding 

represents a total reversal of the relationship between the categories 

which one might expects it must be interpreted cautiously and in the 

light of findings regarding_ the other hypotheses based upon categorical 

self-disclosure which will be reported below. Also, the oharacteristios 

of the data must be considereds referring baok to Table 1 it is notable 

that Categories I and III contain some of the s~Allest frequencies of 

TST responses, a factor which raises the possibility that disclosure 

based upon this small number of responses is not an adequate basis for 

generalization. 
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Table 4 

Total Mean Disclosure of TST Aspects of Self. by 
Category. over All Target Persons (N = 763, i.e •• 
Disclosure Rates of Respondents Who Made Poten­
tially Disolosable Rosponses in the 13 Categories, 
Added over All Xarget Persons and All Categories) 

III IV v VI VII VIII IX x 
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XI XII XIII 

99.5 84.2 58.0 77.6 76.l 74.4 71.8 82.8 72.4 72.5 70.4 81.7 73.0 

Source SS F 

Categories 12 2.35 

Error 430, 913.0 750 574.5 

differenoes statistically significants p < .01 (two-tailed test) 



Table :; 

Post Hoc Comparisons of Categorical Mean l>isclosure Rates Analyzed in Table 4 

Categori 
II III IV v VI VII VIII IX x XI 

Mean 84.2 58.0 77.6 76.1 71.i. 4. 71.8 82.8 72.4 72.5 70.4 
Cate~ 

I 99.5 15.3 41.5* 21. 9 23.4 25.l 27.7 16.7 27.1 27.0 29.1 
II 84.2 26.2 6.6 8.1 9.8 12.4 1.4 11.8 11. 7 13.8 

III 58.0 -19.6 -18.1 -16.4 -13.8 -24.8 -14.4 -14.5 -12.4 
IV 77. 6 1.5 3.2 5.8 -5.2 5.2 5.1 7.2 
v 76.1 J..7 4.3 -6.7 3.7 3.6 5.7 

VI 74.4 2.6 -8.4 2.0 1. 9 4.0 
VII 71.8 -11.0 -0.6 -0.7 1.4 

VIII 82.8 10.4 10.3 12.4 
IX 72.4 -0.1 2.0 
x 72.5 2.1 

XI 70.4 • 
XII 81. 7 

*difference statistically significant at p <· 05 o::· less (for a two-tailed test) 

XII 
81. 7 

17.8 
2.5 

-23.7 
-4.1 
-5.6 
-7.3 
-9.9 
1.1 

-9.3 
-9.2 

-11.3 

XIII 
73.0 

26.5 
11.2 

-15.0 
4.6 
3.1 
1.4 

-1.2 
9.8 

-0.6 
-0.5 
-2.6 
8.7 

If>. 
N 



Cate~ 
I 

II 
III 

IV 
v 

VI 
VII 

VIII 
IX 
x 

XI 
XII 

Table 5 (cont'd) 

Critical Differences between Categorie,s at p <. 05 (for a two-tailed t-test) 

£.:!Ltegorz 
II III IV v VI VII VIII IX x XI XII 

34.8 37.6 32.5 36.2 32.1 32.5 ' 32.5 34.3 33.0 33.4 39.8 
27.9 21.1 21.9 20.2 20.2 21.1 23.4 21.5 22.0 31.1 

25.2 30.0 24.3 2l~' 7 25.2 27.0 25.6 26.1 33. 9 ' 
23.4 16.0 16.5 16.5 20.2 17.9 17. 9 , 28.8 

22.4 23.4 23.4 25.6 23.8 24.3 32.5 
16.0 16.0 18.8 16.5 16.9 27.9 

16.5 19.2 17.9 17.9 28.4 
20.2 17.9 17.9 28.4 

20.6 21.1 30.2 
' . 18.8 28.9 

29.3 

XIII 

32.5 
21.1 
25.2 
16.9 
23.4 
16.5 
16.9 
16.9 
20.2 
17.9 
18.3 
28.8 

.,,., 
~ 



Bypo~hesis 6, to be tested in terms of each category of re­

sponse, was that females disclose themselves to a greater extent than 

males. The object, of course, was to discover consistent cate~orical 

differences. 
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Certain categories of responses produced statistically signif­

icant results when male/female disclosure was compared. For those not 

involved with members of the opposite sex, Cate~ories VIII, IX, and XI 

consistently produced significantly directional results, all of which 

indicated a greater e~en:i? of disclosure for females than for·males. 

For those intimately involved with members of the opposite sex, Cate­

gories III, IX, and XI produced somewhat consistent significant resultss 

Category III showed a consisten~ly and significantly higher extent of 

disclosure for males, Categories IX and XI showed a consistently higher 

extent of disclosure for females. (See Tables 6 through 10,) 

tend to disclose their "role'' selves to a significantly greater extent, 

regardless of target person, than males. It was also round that males, 

especially those engaged in the mate relationship, tend to reveal their 

"opinion" selves to a greater extent than females. And it was found 

that involved females disclosed their work roles and intimate relation• 

ships to a greater extent than males, disclosure of intimate relation­

ships seemingly being concentrated in the mate relationship. 

It once again was thought advisable to closely examine trend 

data. Of 65 comparisons of extent or self-disclosure by sex, 56 con­

tained sufficient data (i.e., no empty categories. or-in the tables­

"NR' s" for a group)_ for comparisons to be made. Of' the 63 instances 

in which extents of disclosure for males and females were different 

and were therefore subjected to statistical testing, 18 proved sig­

nificant at from .ool to .10 for two-tailed tests. This is not an over• 



Table 6 

~ale/Female .llifferenoes in Mean Percentages of 
Categorized Self Aspects Disclosed to Same Sex 
Friends by Respondents Not Intimately Involved 
with &embers of the ~pposito Sex 

Selt Aspect Mean % 
Category 

~ -Xr X1m nr Sm sr a=- -x-x 

I o.o 100.0 3 2 o.oo o.oo 
11 100.0 87.5 13 16 o.oo 33.00 8.54 

III 38.5 50.0 13 4 48.05 50.00 32.00 

IV 61.5 55.3 20 24 24.49 25.50 7.07 

v 58.3 70.0 10 10 58.32 17.60 20.30 

VI 45.l 57.4 25 ~2 44.22 · ~R.JO u ~~o 
~ .. .,,...,.. '::.:!. ..... 44e4 "li'O .:'lri 37.76 Arr _...,., 13.50 ~ ..:..!. ...:~· c. .;;;,.~ .£.0 .C."% ':t I eOV 

VIII 50.0 88.4 18 26 46.29 28.78 12.60 

IX 33.3 75.0 8 8 19.24 43.30 17.90 

x 37.5 68.2 10 22 41.45 44.07 16.80 

XI 20.0 77.8 13 18 40.00 41.57 15.30 

XII 100.0 66.7 3 6 o.oo 47.14 21.10 

XIII 48.l 58.3 23 18 41.16 34.35 12.10 

t 

o.ocf 

1.46 

.36 

.as 

.sa 

'1~09 

.56 

3.05B 

2.32C 

.71 

3.78D 

1.58 

.84 

A --difference significant by inspection 
·B --difference statistically significants 
C --difference statistically significants 
D ••difference statistically significants 

p (.01 (two-tailed test) 
p (.05 (two-tailed test) 
p (.001 (two-tailed test) 

45 

df 

15 

29 

10 

30 

5 



Table 7 

Male/Female Dii'ferenc~1s in Mean Percenta~es of 
Categorized TST Self Aspects Disclosed to 
Opposite Sex Friends by Res~ondents Not Intimately 
Involved with Members of the Opposite-s'ex 

Self' A.speot Mean " Category 
:x.m Xr Din nr Sm 

I ioo.o 100.0 3 2 o.oo 

II 57.7 43.8 13 16 48.08 

III 57.7 so.o 13 4 47.98 

IV 50.3 69.4 20 24 41.90 

v 70.8 93.3 10 10 29.77 

VI 50.R n.d.('I 2S :C?. ~e~1~ 

"<l""T7 ss.s 34.7 18 24 39.85 ,. ...... 

VIII 42.8 84.6 18 26 42.26 

IX 33.3 1s.o 8 8 19.24 

x 37.5 49.l 10 22 41.45 

XI 20.0 52.6 13 18 40.00 

XII 100.0 66.7 3 6 o.oo 

XIII 44.4 75.0 23 18 42.31 

A --difference statistically significants 
B --difference statistically significants 
C --difference statistically signif'ioanta 
D --difference statistically significants 
E --difference statistically significants 

st a;.. -x-x t 

o.oo o.oo 
46.00 18.25 .76 

so.oo 32.00 .24 

17.50 10.20 i.a-rA 
29.78 14.04- 1.60 

'7t'\ r.,.. ·- .--
-·-.;.~- •""•""' •<.JV 

43.28 13.23 .10 

30.28 11.90 3.51B 

43.30 17.90 2.34c 

47.76 17.30 .67 

49.77 16.70 l.95D 

47.14 21.10 1.58 

37.25 12.77 2.408 

p < .10 (two-tailed test! 
p <.Ol (two-tailed test 
p <•05 (two-tailed test 
p (elO (two-tailed test) 
p (.05 (two-tailed test) 

46 

dt 

-

25 

20 

30 

10 

36 

5 
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Table 8 

Male/Female Differences in lW.ean Percenta~es of 
Categorized TST Self Aspects Disclosed to Same 
Sex Friends by Respondents Intimately Involved. 
with ~embers of the Opposite Sex 

Self Aspect l4ea.n % 
Category 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

v 

VI 

vn: 
VIII 

IX 

x 
XI 

XII 

XIlI 

100.0 100.0 

100.0 o.o 
59.2 61.1 

NR 

56.l 61.4 

83.3 77.l 

so.o 80.0 

66.7 56.2 

66.7 87.5 

NR 100.0 

83.3 85.7 

5 3 

5 3 

20 21 

1 

20 31 

15 26 

15 17 

15 24 

15 21 

1 

15 24 

o.oo o.oo 

o.oo o.oo 

28.90 40.49 

- 16.64 

44.00 ~,:; lR 

42.H 

23.60 32.20 

33.29 40.00 

47.14 42.44 

47.14 15.06 

o.oo 

23.60 22.58 

0-:. -X•X 

11.22 

8.18 

14.80 

15.39 

13.04 

7.87 

t 

o.oo 

o.orJA 
.17 

.76 

2.03° 

.68 

1.59 

.30 

47 

33 

47 

47 

-
24 

• Indicates that no responses falling into a speoitio category were made 
by the members of a group. 

A --difference significant by insoection 
B --difference statistically significants 
C --difference statistically significants 

p < .001 (two-tailed test) 
p ~ .05 (two-tailed test) 



Table 9 

Male/Female Differences in ~ean Percentages of 
Categorized TST Self Aspects Disclosed to Opposite 
Sex Friends by Respondents Intimately-Involved 
with ~embers of the Opposite Sex 

Self Aspeot lit.lean % 
Category 

~ Xr ~ nf Sm st ~-x-x 

I ioo.o o.o 5 3 o.oo o.oo 
II NR* NR - -

III 100.0 o.o 5 3 o.oo o.oo 
IV ao.o 72.2 20 21 34.64 40.45 12.04 

v NR 16.7 - 7 14.12 

VI 54.2 57.8 20 ~] . 4~~~() 2S.,.~~ 1L5".' 

VII 75c!J 7S.? 20 28 43.40 19.98 J.0.63 

VIII 83.3 81.3 15 28 23 .• 60 34.79 9.22 

IX 33.3 so.o 15 17 47.14 40.00 16.09 

x 66.7 71.4 15 24 47.14 45.17 16.72 

XI 66.7 91.6 15 21 47.14 18.63 13.27 

XII NR 50.0 7 45.00 

XIII 66.1 57.l 15 24 47.14 49.48 16.28 

48 

t df 

o.ooA 

o.ooB 

.65 

.,. ... 

.44 

.22 

2.90C 29 

.so 
l.87D 18 

- .. 
.59 -

* Indicates that no responses falling into a speoific category were made 
by the ne mbers of a group. 

A, B ••differences significant by inspection 
C ••difference statistically significants p (.01 (two-tailed test) 
D --difference statistically significants p (.10 (two-tailed test) 

·'.t<', 



Table 10 

Male/Female Differences in ~ean Percenta~es of 
Categorized TST Self Aspects Disclosed to Mates 

Self Aspeot Mean % 
Category 

7m Xr n nf Sm Sf c>.:- -m x-x 

I 100.0 100.0 5 3 o.oo o.oo 
II NR* NR 

III 100.0 o.o 5 3 o.oo o.oo 
IV 75.o 83.3 20 21 43.30 25.47 11.45 

v NR 83.3 7 16.64 

VI 79.2 83.7 20 31 36.07 18.70 8.90 

VII 100.0 90.2 20 28 o.oo 17 .. 83 ~.4.~ 

Y!H 83;o3 ~:: _,.!. 15 ?Q 23.SO .-.:::: •... a.oo --·. .. v C..v•UJ. 

IX. 66.7 ao.o 15 17 47.14 40.00 16.09 

x 66.7 85.7 15 24 47.14 34.99 14.56 
. 

XI 66.7 100.0 15 21 47.14 o.oo 12.61 

XII NR 100.0 7 - o.oo 

xIII 66.7 71.4 15 24 47.14 45.17 15.72 

49 

t df 

o.oo 

o.ocf 

.n 

.51 

D ?~R~ 2_7 

.26 

.B3 

1.30 27 

2.64c 16 

.30 

• Indicates that no responses falling into a specific cate~ory were made 
by the msnbers ot a group. 

4. --difference significant by inspeotion 
B --difference statistically significants 
C --difference statistically significants 

p (.02 (two-tailed test) 
p <.02 (two-tailed test) 
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whelming number of significant t-testss at p<.10, one would expect a 

goodly number of these independent significance tests to prove signifi­

ca.n t purely by chance, and one would further·expect a good portion of 

those tests which proved significant to show spurious significance 

(Hays, l963s410). 

When viewed in terms of general directionality, however, 37 of 

the 53 directional relationships (66 per cent) were in the hypothesized 

direction. Adding to this the fact that 15 of 18 significant tests 

(83.3 per cent) were in the hypothesized direction, both the original 

hypothesis on the extent of total female disclosure and the categorical 

eccentricities which have been discovered thus far are lent meaning. 

The general pattern of females exhibiting a greater extent of 

self-disclosure than males is evident in Figures l through 5. Also evi­

dent in Figures l through 5, however, are several interesting categorical 

seem to disclose Category III, Opinions and Beliefs, to almost as great 

(to opposite sex friends) or to a greater extent (to same sex friends) 

than males, while females who are inthnately involved seem to have 

stopped disclosing this category of TST response completely. There 

seems to be a reversal with involvement of the disclosure of Category 

IV, Tastes and Interestss before involvement females disclose this 

category to opposite sex friends more than males and to same sex friends 

less than males while after involvement the reverse is true (special 

consideration, however, being given to disclosure to the mate). For 

Category VIII, School Roles, uninvolved females disclose more than unin­

volved males. but .with involvement the differences between the sexes 

are not clear-cut. Interestingly, the extent of disclosure on the part 

.of the members of both sexes to all target persons and for all cate­

gories (with the exception of Category III) seems to be higher for 
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Figure 5. 

Mean Percentages of Categorical Aspects of Self Disclosed 
to Mates by-M~l~-~ and Females 
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those v\'ho are intimately involved than for those who are not. 

All of this brings us to the consid~ration of target persons as 

an in£luence on self-disclosure. 

Hypothesis 6 was borne out neither by statistical significance 

(Tables 11 through 14), nor by any gen~ral trend in the data evidenced 

56 

in Figures 6 through 9. The null form of the hypothesis, this null form 

stating that 

was therefore accepted. 

Cat DT f 
OS 

Xhere is some evidence for the acceptance of Hypothesis 7 and 

the rejection of its null form. Though it is far from conclusive it 

outweighs other evidence. Of the 22 instances in Tables 13 and 14 in 

which the data enabled comparisons of the extent of disclosure to srune 

sex friends~ opposite sex friends. and mates. there were 5 instances of 

~igni!'icant C.iff'erenca, statistically (at fro~ .001 to .Ol) o;r. by inspec-

tion. All of these significant differences were in the hypothesized 

direction. though in 2 instances same sex friends were targets .of as 

much disclosure as mates. In only 12 of the 22 comparisons (including the 

5 whioh were significant) were differences in the hypothesized direction, 

but these represent 80 percent of those comparisons in which direction-

ality was present. Furthermore. Figures 8 and 9 tend to confirm the hy­

pothesis that.there is a greater extent of disclosure to mates than there 

is in any of the other primary relationships under consideration. There-

was accepted. 



Table 11 

Ditterences in Mean Percentages of Categorized 
TST Self Aspects Disclosed to Same Sex and 
Opposite Sex Friends by male Respondents Not. 
Intimately Involved with kembers-of the Opposite 
Sex · 

Self Aspect Mean '% 
Category - -xsst Xast nssf nosi' 8 ssr 8 osf a;.. -x-x 

I o.o 100.0 3 3 o.oo o.oo 
II 100.0 57.7 13 13 o.oo 48.08 13.92 

Ill 38.5 57.7 13 13 48.05 47.98 19.59 

IV 61.5 60.3 20 20 24.49 41.90 11.20 

v 58.3 10.8 10 10 43.30 29.77 17.61 

vJ. 45~! Eo~e 2E 2E ·11.22 38.12 11.88 

VII 36.9 33.3 18 18 37.76 39.85 13.33 

VIII 50.0 42.8 18 18 46.29 42.26 15.32 

IX 33.3 33.3 8 6 19.24 19.24 

x 37.5 37.5 10 10 41.45 41.45 

Xl 20.0 20.0 13 13 40.00 40.00 

XII 100.0 loo.o 3 3 o.oo o.oo -
XIII 48.l 44.4 23 23 41.16 42.31 12.76 

t 

o.ooA 
3.048 

.98 

l.oo 

.11 

,~ 

e't'O 

.21 

.47 

o.oo 
o.oo 

o.oo 
o.oo 

.29 

A -·difference significant by inspection 
B --difference statistically significants p (.02 (two-tailed test) 
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dt 

12 

-
-
-
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Table 12 

Differences in Mean Percentages of Categorized 
TST Self-Aspects Disclosed to Same Sex and 
Opposite Sex Friends by Female Respondents Not 
Intimately Involved with Uembers of the OppOSTte 
Sex 

Self' Aspect kean % 

Category 
jssf -

Xosf nsst nosf 8 sst 8osf (7';. - t df x-x 

I 100.0 100.0 2 2 o.oo o.oo o.oo 
II 87.5 43.8 16 16 33.00 46.00 2.30 19.02A 29 

III so.o 50.0 4 4 so.oo 
IV 55.3 69.4 24 24 20.50 

v 10.0 93.3 10 10 17.60 

YI 57.1 54.0 '7.'> 32 '7.Q 1!'\ _ .. 
"'"' ..... '"" 

VII 44.4 34.7 24 24 47.BO 

VIII 88.4 84.6 26 26 28.78 

IX 75.0 75.0 8 8 43.:SO 

x 68.2 49.l .22 22 44.07 

XI 77.8 52.6 18 18 41.57 

XII 66.7 66.7 6 6 47.14 

XIII 58.3 75.0 18 18 34.33 

A --difference statistically significants 
B -·differP.nce statistically significants 

so.oo - o.oo 
17.60 10.93 1.29 

29.78 11.54 2.02B 

~" ~~ r, - .. 
V<i:I e eJV '1•1J. •VO 

43.28 13.47 .72 

30.28 8.26 .46 

43.30 - o.oo 

47.76 14.25 1.34 

49.77 15.75 1.60 

47.14 o.oo 

37.26 12.10 1.38 

p < .001 (two-tailed test) 
p (.10 (two•tailed test) 

43 

18 

-
44 

35 

.. 
36 



Xable 13 

Differences in Mean Percentages of Categorized 
TST Self Aspects Disclosed to Same Sex and Op­
posite Sex Friends and to Mates by llale Respond­
ents Intimately Involved with .Members of the 
Opposite Sex 

Self' Aspect liean % 
Category 

Xssf Xosf Xmate nssf no sf n~te 

I 100.0 100.0 100.0 5 5 5 

II NR"' NR NR 

III 100.0 100.0 100.0 5 5 5 

IV 59~2 ao.o 75.0 20 20 20 

v NR NR NR 

VJ . 56.1 54 .. 2 79 .. 2 ?f'I ?!"! .,,, _.., .. .., .. ..., 
VII 50.0 75.0 100.0 20 20 20 

VIII 83.3 83.3 83.3 15 15 15 

IX so.o 33.3 66.7 15 15 15 

.x 66.7 66.1 66.1 15 15 15 

XI 66.7 66.7 66.7 15 16 15 

XII NR NR NR 

XIII 83.3 66.7 66.1 15 15 15 

59 

F dt 

o.oo 

o.oo 

1.72 2/57 

-
f) Ar::: f) /r:r, 

""•"'"" .. ,..,, 
8.14A 2/57 

o.oo 

1.91 2/42 

o.oo 

o.oo 

.78 2/42 

• --Indicates that no responses falling into a specific category were ma.de 
by the members of a group. 

A --differences statistically significants p <.001 (two-tailed test) 

" 
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Table 13 (cont'd) 

Analysis ot Variance Swmnary 

Souroe SS dt F 

Target .Persons (IV) 4,727.4 2 2,363.7 1.72 

Error 78,210.8 67 1,372.l 

Target Persons (VI) 7,741.1 2 3,870.5 2.05 

Error 107,463.4 57 1,885.3 

·rarget Per sons (VII) 25,ooo.o - 2 12,500.0 8.14 

Error 87,500.0 57 1,,535.1 

Tn.rg~t Pers:.::·ns !TY) s.333.3 ~ 4,168.7 ~ (! .. ,---, ""•"• 
Error 91,666.7 42 2, 182.5 

Target Persons (XIII) 2,777.8 2 1,388.9 .78 

Error 76,000.0 42 1,785.7 



Table l4 

Differences in ~ean Percentages of Categorized 
TST Self.Aspects Disclosed to Same and Opposite 
Sex Friends and to .Iii.ates by Female Resnondents 
Intimately Involved with ltiem'ber s of the Opposite 
Sex 

Self Aspect Mean % 
Category 

xssf xost x 
mate n n sst osf n 

mate 

I 100.0 o.o ioo.o 3 3 3 

II NR• NR NR 

III o.o o.o o.o 3 3 3 

IV 61.1 72.2 83.3 21 21 21 

v 83.3 16.7 83.3 7 7 7 

V! .C:l /, C.'7 0 0 '2 ., ~~ ·~ -· ~~ 

~·£..C'";::: ;.JI SU UV• r 'i.) .. v'- u.1. 

VII 82.4 79.7 90.2 28 28 28 

VIII 77.1 81.3 85.4 28 28 28 

IX so.o so.q eo.o 17 17 17 

x 56.2 71.4 85.7 24 24 24 

XI 87.5 91.6 100.0 21 21 21 

XII 100.0 so.o 100.0 7 7 7 

XIII 85.7 57.1 71.4 24 24 24 

61 

F df 

o.ooA 

o.oo -
1.74 ·•;:fao 

?.4-4? B ?Im 
~ __ c 

2/so c. • .:.o 

1.37 2/81 

.42 

o.oo 

2.soD 2/69 

1.59 2/60 

s.nE 2/18 

2.soF 2/69 

• --Indicates that no responses falling into a specific category were made 
by the members of a group. 

A --differences significant by inspection 
B. C --differences statistically signific8Il.ts p<.OOl (two-tailed test) 
D -- differences statistically significants p <•10 (two-tailed test) 
E --differences statistically sigaificanta p <.025 (two-tailed test) 
F -- differences statistically sigllifioants p<.lO (two-tailed test) 
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Table 14 (cont'd) 

Analysis ot Variance Summaries 

Source SS dt JrlS F 

Target Persons (IV) 5,014.0 2 2,507.0 1.74 

Er,ror 86,557.1 60 1,442.6 

Target Persons (V) 20,056.l 2 19,028.l 24.42 

Error 7,392.7 18 410.7 

Target Persons (Vl) 16,255.2 2 8,127.6 8.36 

Error 87,498.0 90 972.2 

Turr;ei; Persons i·--- \ 1,730.0 2 865.0 1.37 \'H.i. j 

Error 51,052.0 81 63.3 
I 

Target Persons (VIII) 937.3 2 468.6 .42 

Error 89•?73.1· 81 l,102.2 

Target Persons (X) 4,326.l :r 2,163.0 2.so 

Error 69,688.3 69 ass.o 

Target Persons (XI) 1,643.6 2 821.8 l.f>9 

Error ;sz,s12.1 60 516.1 

1'arget Persons (XII) 11,,270.2 2 5,631.l 5.11 

Error 19 .. :es.3.1 16 l.103.1 

1'arget Persons (XIII) 9,861.3 2 4,930.7 2.50 

Error 136,338.7 69 1,976.9 



Figure 6. 

Mean Percentages of Categorical Aspects of Self 
Disclosed to Same and Opposite Sex Friends by Males Not Intimately Involved 

with Members of the Opposite Sex ~ 
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Figure 7. 

Mean ~ercentages of Categorical Aspects of Self 
Disclosed to Same and Opposite Sex Friends by Females Not Intimately Involved 

with Members of the Opposite Sex ~ 
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Hypothesized Assooiation of Disolosure with Confiding 

Most of the data produced by the experiment was signifioant only 

in its laok of statistical significanoes the one clear-cut relation­

ship seemed to be that females disolosed themselves to a greater extent 

than males. For this reason, the hypothesized association of extent of 

self-disclosure to a target person with that person's rank as a oon­

fidant(e) came to be of L~oreased interest. 

Preliminary Analyses 

The preliminary analyses contained in Tables 15 through 19 

indioeted that there is indeed a major shift in the sex of the individual 

who.: is: ranked as the respondent's chief oonfiCiant(e). For these pre-

1..!.-.! ...... ---... ..;.----'--;; 
.... __ - , ___ - -____ ,, _;,;.;;. ·-"~.! ___ ._, ___ ..'I -- , ......., ................. w•·• v- a.·vw~v.W.'4Y•.&. .... u · .. -v. v 

those indi victuais in whom they conf'ided in order t·rom most to least, 

tied ranks taken into consideration, and to do this, when applicable, 

for the periods both before and after intimate involvement with a mem­

ber of the opposite sex. 

From Tables 15 and 16 it is obvious that, as far as can be de-

terroined on the basis of post facto self-reports, there is a major 

shift in the per~on with whom most confiding takes place when the mate 

rela:t!ionship is entered into. Sixty-eight :percent:of the respondents 

reported that "most" confiding took place with olosest friends of the 

same sex before mating. Only 25 percent of the respondents reported that 

after mating most oonfiding took plaoe with the same sex friend. After 

mating, the chief confidant(e), when there was one, was the mate or 

11 lover11 for 69 peroent or the respondents. 

This shift is made more meaningful by the statistic applied in 



Table 15 

Respondents Intimately Involved with a Member 
of the Opposite Sex Crosstabulated by Chief 
Confidant(e) before Involvement and by O .. m Sex 

Chief Confidant(e) Sex 

Male Fena le 

Same Sex Friend 16 (.ao) 19 ~.62) 
Same Sex Sibling 0 (.oo~ 2 .06) 
Same Sex fa.rent 0 c.oo . 6 (.20) 

Opposite Sex Friend 3 ~ .15) 2 (.06) 
Opposite Sex Sibling 0 .oo) 0 ~.oo) 
Opposite Sex Parent 0 ( .oo) 0 .oo> . 
No 1tChief11 Confidant (e) l ( .05) 2 (.06) 

-'"-·-·---------

Tot~l '"' {1.00) 31 (1.00) GV 
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Total 

35 ( .68) 
2 (.04) 
6 ( .12) 

5 ( .10) 
0 (.oo) 
0 (.oo) 

3 (.06) 

bl {1.00) 



Table 16 

Respondents Intimately Involved with a Member 
of the Ooposite Sex Crosstabulated by Chief 
Confidant(.e) after lnvolvement anti by Own Sex 

Chief Confida.nt(e) Sex 

Male Fena le 

Same Sex Friend 7 (.35~ 6 (.20) 
Same Sex Sibling 0 ( .oo 1 (.03) 
Same Sex Parent 0 (.oo) l {.03) 

Opposite Sex Friend 0 ( .oo) 0 ( .oo) 
Opposite ~ex Sibling 0 ~.OJ~ 0 ~.oo~ Opposite Sex ~arent 0 .oo 0 .oo 

kate 12 (.60) 23 (.74) 

No "Chief11 Confidant(e) 1 <.oo) 0 ( .oo) 

Total 20 (l.00) 31 (l.00) 

69 

Total 

13 (.25) 
1 (.02) 
l ( .02) 

0 ~.oo) 
·o .oo~ 

0 (.oo 

35 (.69) 

1 (.n?.) 

51 (1.00) 



Table 11 

Shi.t't in Role of Chief Confidant(e) with Involvement with a li~ember 
ot the Opposite Sex (Data Dra~n from Tables 15 and 16) 

Sex of Chief Before After 
Confidant(e) Involvement Involvement 

Same Sex 43 15 

Opposite Sex 
(Includiny 5 35 

Mate 

Total 48 50 

70 

Total 

58 

40 

98 



Table 18 

Respondents Not Intimately Involved with a Member 
of the OJ?posili Sex Crosstabulated by Chief' Con­
£idant(e) and by Own Sex 

Chief Confidant(e) Sex 

Male Female 

Same Sex Friend 17 ~.68) 20 1·6~! Saine Sex Sibling 0 .oo) 6 .1., 
Same Sex fa.rent 0 (.oo) l .03) 

Opposite Sex Friend 5 (.20) 4 ( .12l 
Opposite Sex Sibling 0 (.oo) 0 ( .oo 
Opposite Sex Parent 1 (.04) 0 (.oo 

No "Chief" Confidant(e} 2 ( .os) l (~00) 
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Tota.1 

37 (.64~ 
6 ~ .11 
1 .02) 

9 (.16) 
0 ~.oo~ 
l .02 

3 (.05) 

25 ( l.O·:J) 32 (l~CO) 57 (l.OG) 



Table 19 

Shift in Role of Chief Confidant(e) with Involvement with a Member 
of the Opposite Sex (Data Drawn from Tables 16 and 18) 

Sex of Chief 
Contidant(e) Involved Not Involved Total 

Same Sex 15 44 59 

Opposite Sex 
(InoludinJ 35 10 45 

Mate 

Total 50 54 104 

x2 :' 28.03 (SiP'nifiCllnt at .()01 1AvAJ\ 
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Table 171 the change in the chief confidant(e) as the result of in­

volvement is significant at the .001 level for a two-tailed test. 
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It is interesting to note (See Tables 15 and 16) that acquiring 

a mate completely "washes outtt opposite sex individuals as chief oon­

fidant(e)s. There were 10 percent whose chief confidants were their 

closest friends of the opposite sex amon~ those who did not have rr.ates. 

There were none whose chief confidants were their closest friends of 

the opposite sex among those who did have mates. Whether the "Platonic" 

relationship is a reality or not, it apparently does not survive mating, 

at least not in the age group under consideration • 

. Such retrospective self-reports might be considered faulty in 

that they rely upon human memory, and for this reason a comparison was 

made between those who were intimately involved with a member of the 

opposite sex and those who were not involved with respect to their 

An examination of Table 18 once again testifies to the preva­

lence of the si;.me sex friend as chief confidant(e) and to the presence 

of the opposite sex friends when there i~ no mate relationship: 64 per­

cent of those not intimately involved with members of the opposite sex 

reported that their chief confidants were their closest friends of 

the-sruns- sex, while 16 percent reported that their chief confidants 

were their closest friends of the opposite sex. Furthermore, the postu­

lates that the chief oonfidant(e) for the uninvolved is the same sex 

friend, that more confiding takes place in the mate relationship than in 

the i'ri.end relationship and that there is a significant shift from the 

friend to the mate as chief confida.nt(e) when involvement with a member 

of the opposite sex takes place,_ are clearly supported when the data 

contained in Table 16 is again considered. The shift in chief confi­

dant(e) indicated in Table 19 is significant at the .001 level for a 



two-tailed test. 

It would seem that had our target person hypotheses been posed 

in terms of confidant(e) rank rather than extent of self-disclosure, 

~e would have produced more significant results. 

The .Association 

The hypothesis that the extent of self-disclosure to a target 

person is associated ,,dth the rank of that person as a confidant(e) 

was tested in terms of grciss self-disc lo sure. ·rhe reason for this 

was that anticipated differences with respect to extent of categorical 

self-disclosure were not borne out in the testing of the hypotheses 

dealing with categorical self-disclosure. 

Tables 20 through 23 indicate that there is a positive associa­

tion betwe_en_ disclosure and confiding and that this association varies 

in intensity trom. one control group to anotherQ For u.ninvnlvAd !TI"l'='!!~ 

error in guessing the extent of TST-based self-disclosure to a target 

person is reduced by 22 percent when the rank of that person as a con­

£idant(e) is known. For uninvolved females such error is reduced by 

52 percent when the rank of the target person is known. For involved 

males and females the error of guessing extent of disclosure is reduoed 

by 37 and 50 percent respectively when confidant(e) rank is known • 
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. There is a meaningful association, then. between extent of 

disclosure to a target person and that person's rank as a confidant(e). 

This association seems consistently stronger for females than for males. 

However, this association is far from perfect for either sex, a fact 

which suggests a vast array of intervening variables. 
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Table 20 

Association of Rank of Target Person as Confidant(e) with the Extent 
of Disclosure to That Person --Males Not Intimately Involved with 
kembers of the Opposite Sex 

Ranking of Tar~et Person 
as Confidant(e) 

Hi 

Lo 

Proportion of TST Self 
Aspects Disclosed to 
Target Person 

Lo 

5 

10 

Hi 

20 

15 

T1 : .22 

N -- 25 (~~th 2 Target 
Persons under 
Consideration) 



Table 21 

Assooie.tion of Rank of Target Person as Confidant(e) with the Extent 
of Disclosure to That Person -·Females Not Intimately Involved with 
Members of the Opposite Sex 

Ranking of Target 
Person as Confidant(e) 

Hi 

Lo 

Proportion of TST Aspects 
Disclosed to Target Person 

Lo Hi 

4 28 

20 12 

x1 : .s2 

76 

-- 32 (with 2 Tariset Persons 
under Consideration) 



Table 22 

.lssooiation ot Rank of Target PE1rson as Confidant( e) with the Extent 
ot Disclosure to That Person --Males Intimately Involved with Members 
ot the Opposite Sex 

Rank of Target 
Person as 
Confidant( e) 

Hi 

Lo 

Proportion of TST Responses Disclosed 
to Target Person 

Lo Md Hi 

5 0 15 

3 8 lo 

10 .h .4 

. I 
T : .37 

77 

N = ~O (with 3 Target Persons 
under Consideration) 
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Table 23 

Association of. Rank of Target Person as Confidant(e) with the Extent 
of Disclosure to That Person --Ferrales Intimately Involved with 
Members of the Opposite Sex 

Rank of Target Person 
as Confidant(e) 

Hi 

Lo 

Proportion of TST Responses Disclosed 
to Target Person 

Lo 

5 

7 

.19 
-

Md 

" 
3 24 

. 

18 10 

3 4 

.so 

31 {with 3 Target Persons 
under Consideration) 



DISCUSSION 

On the basis of the foregoin~ analysis of data, it must be con­

cluded that the quantification of self-disclosure by means of TST re­

spons~s leaves something to be desired, as does the analysis of the con­

tent of self-disclosure by me.ans of such responses. However, the ques­

tion remains as to ·Hhether or not TST data represents an improvement 

over other types 0£ data. 

Considering the general statistical insignificance of the find­

ings of both the present study and the Lewis study, it seems possible 

that this insigniricance is to a large extent an artifact of the TST. 

Perhaps the instrument, because of its format, is biased toward statis-

tical insignificance. Respondents may be inclined to indicate the same 

__ ,D_ -·- _,J • 1 • • --r -;,,,;... __ --.. :...,;.-, ~;... .., • ...;4- t....c"'4•.-. ...... ...; ...... " .. .;.v;j """~-u 0..0.A.0\.4, vv :.&..tJ.U:S..vuvo nJ1J.V!1 

they disclose to various target persons, differentiating only slightly 

if at all among these target persons. This possible consistent bias is 

not very likely to be the case, however, since there was a great deal of 

difference in format between the Lewis instrurr.ent and tha.t used in the 

present study. It is interesting that the findings of the present study 

duplicate those of the Lewis study to a remarkable degree. 

_Apart from this recurring statistical non-significance, there 

are other problems involved in the analysis of data captured by instru­

ments which are along the lines of the one used in the present study. 

The first of these iss Is it reasonable to expect a respondent to be 

able to indicate whether or not he has disclosed specific aspects of his 

11 self" given the different forms these aspects take? That is, are respon­

dents capable of making the intellectual leaps necessary for them to give 

reliable responses? Another iss Are the categories into which TST re-
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sponses were divided as meaningful as they might have been? Did they 

facilitate the interpretation of the data to the maximwn extent pos­

sible without "'stacking the deck'' in favor of an association or lack 

of association of some kind? 
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These problems seem ea.sily surmountable, however, when com­

pared with the most difficult problem of all. Most likely the insig­

nificance of the data of the present study, as well as that of the 

Lewis study, is attributable to the fact that mere proportions of num­

bers of self-aspects, even within specific cater,ories, are not the ap­

propriate way to measure so complicated a phenoreenon as self-disclosure. 

If this is the case (and it probably is, considering the imperfect asso­

ciation between self-disclosure and confiding which was demonstrated in 

the analysis of data) it is an indictment of the measurements used in 

virtually every attrunpt to quantify self-disclosure which has been made 

to date. It :'...s an indictw.eut of the tdin!Jlisl-i1; uMe of the uns-c;.ructured 

instrument, but it is also an indictment of the simplistic use of the 

structured instruments contrived to produce statistical significance. 

While the latter might be useful for the development of indicators of 

specific sorts, they are thoroughly useless as devices for the study of 

disclosure as a broad phenomenon universally present; in primary relation­

ships. 

The problem of oversimplifying the quantification of self-disclo­

sure, then, is shared by both structured and unstructured instruments. 

Considering the fact that the unstructured instrument has several advan­

tages over the structured instrument, such as its ability to uncover im-

• portant topics of disclosure such as roles and interpersonal relation­

ships, it would seem that our aim should be to perfect the unstructured 

instrumrnt as the most effective tool for the study of self-disclosure. 
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The Complexity of Self-Disclosure 

fhe i'ollowing oase studies are included not because they sup­

port any ilypotheses or statistical evidence forthright. but because 

they illustrate the interplay of variables which creates the compli­

oated phenomenon.of self-disclosure. 

Case ·#168 
-
The 1'irst case which we sha.11 consider is that of' a girl who 

81 

confides moat to her mother. After her mother comes her boy friend, her 

closest friend of the opposite sex, and her closest friend of her own 

sex. Appa.reatly. the former opposite sex friend who is now her boy 

friend was her chief confidant (apart from her mother) before her involve-

ment. this phenomenon is explainable in terms of two factorss First, the 

girl is only 11 years of age. Second. she believes in the idea of one's 

being able to carry on a "Platonictt relation::ihin,. 

. For this yom:i.g lady there :is no as:;m;iai:.ion 'oetween the ran.kings 

which she gives to confidant(e)s and the extent to which she discloses 

herself to these confidant(e)s. As can be seen from Fi~ure 10, she dis­

closes only certain aspects of her "self" to her closest friend of the 

same sex and to her boy friend, but she discloses all of them to the per-

son who is now her closest friend of the opposite sex. There is a subject 

which she consciously stays away from with this opposite sex friend of 

tour years. however, the subject of sex. The implication is that this 

subject is not a feature (but could be a feature if it were not for a 

commitment to another individual) of the relationship and is not a suit­

able subject £'or conversation within the bounds of propriety and in keep­

ing with the idea ot friendship. For this girl respectability (see Re­

sponse #3 TSI') seems to be a personality trait of great salience. 

She also stays away from the subject of sex with her same-sex 

friend. but the reasons are explicits 



l) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

10) 

11) 

12) 

13) 

14) 

15) 

16) 

17) 

18) 

19) 

20) 

Figure 10 

?ST Responses/Self-Aspects Disclosed 

A woman 

Black 

Respectable 

Curious 

Fond 0£ life 

A big sister 

J.iy boy t'riend's 

J.. model 

.An actresb 

A psyche major 

girl 

Same Sex 
Friend 

x 

x 
x 

x 

x 

x 
A student(a.t least for this semester) x 
A preacher of philosophy x 
J.. nwnber and not a person x 
A hum.an b~ing capable of anything 

The best t'riend a person could have x 
Xhe worst enemy a person could have 

An astrology buff x 
A born leader 

A creative writer 

A lover of people 
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Case #168 

Boy Opposite Sex 
Fri end F'ri end 

.x x 

x 
x x 

x 
x x 

x 
x x 

x 
x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 

x 

x x 
x 

x 
x x 



"Sex is always unmentionable. My friend and I 
have different outlooks on sex. While she feels 
there is nothing wrong ~~th premarital sex, I 
feel there is. Therefore, to avoid a hassle, 
we refrain from discussing it. 0 
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She is simply avoiding-a bone of contention. Critical disclosures have 

taken place between her and her same-sex friend with respect to this 

topic as well as with respeo~ to others. 

With her boy friend she does not discuss her "flirtatious, aggres­

sive, and sexy ways.~ One reason might be that sex --perhaps this aspect 

ot sex-- was cnoe the occasion for his telling her things about herself 

which hurt or upset her deeply. 

Sh~ apparently confides less with her same-sex friend since her 

involvements she says that her same-sex friend seems to feel that she is 

intruding into the boy-friend-girl friend relationship. However, her op­

~aite sex friend does not avoid her. To what extent this is an aspect 

ot some ideal of friendship remains undetermined. 

It should be noted that, when asked to characterize her two clos-

est friend relationships by means of four statements on a checklist, she 

indicated, for both her same sex and ·opposite sex friends, that she con-

-. tinued _to relate with them because she could not cultivate other friends 

and that she felt very much at ease and relaxed with them. At the same 

time, she ind,i.oated that her friendship with a member of the same sex was 

characterized by petty quarrelii~g and irritation and that her friendship . . -

with a member of the opposite sex was based upon natural interests and 

liking for his personality • 

. It wouid seem that she, in her youth., carrie.s on two. -.relation­

ships which might later be replaced by one. One of these relationships, 

the "mate" relationship·, is characterized by the sensuousness present in 

Simmel's conceptualization of "love." The other, the opposite sex friend 

relationship, is a Pia.tonic ideal. It would seem that her attitudes to-
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ward these relationships, in conjunction with the rel6vance to these 

relationships and topical content of specific aspects of self, deter-

mines the extent of disclosure in these relationships. 

Also interesting is the factor temporality: sex is not discussed 

with the same sex friend, yet attitudes on sex are known to that friend. 

This· is a factor which is an ever-present influence on the measurement of 

sel-disclosure, and how it is to be controlled must be an ongoing concern. 

Case #176 

This young woman, intimately involved, ranks her boy friend as her 

ohief confidant. After her boy friend come her closest friend of her own 

sex end other same-sex friends. Por the period prior to her imrolvement, 

she lists only her closest friend of the same sex and other same sex friends 

as confidantes. Opposite sex friends have never been important confidants. 

For this case Figure 11 shows that the rank of a confidant(e) is as-

soo1a<-ed. vr1 th thl:'l ert"!nt of self-disclosu::-e tc ,.I:,'-- .- -·· -
Vllt:' Jc;-

spondent discloses more self•aspects to her boy friend than to her closest 

friend of the same sex. This is true in spite of the fact that she has 

knov.n her same sex friend for 11 year~ and her ttmate" for only one year. 

This might, of course, be explained by the fa.ct that, at age 20, she and 

her same-sex friend grew up together. In other words, she would not need 

to discuss certain topics such as being an alien, being German, being the 

last daughter at home, and the fa.ct that her grandparents were dead •.rith 

her friend. Her friend would have knowledge of these things by virtue of 

their long acquaintance. Also, it might be explained by the fact that her 

lover is very accessible and her same sex friend only somewhat accessible. 

Two factors have thus been brought into the overall pi~ture: tempora.lity 

and the situational factor accessibility. ·uhile for this case confidant{e) 

rank is associated with extent of self-disclosure, either of these factors 

potentially could alter this association. 

The respondent indicated: 
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Figure 11 

TST Resnonscs/Self Aspects Disclosed Ca.se # 176 

1) Junior a.t Loyola University 

2) Twenty years old 

3) Austrian citizen, an alien 

4) Engaged to be married 

5) Last daughter living at home 

6) ~ember of a sorority 

7) Dominick booth girl 

9) Woman 

10) Conservative, with some liberal 

aspects or leanings 

11) Average student 

Sa.me Sex Boy 
Friend Friend 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 
x 

x 

x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 

x 

12) Graduate of Imma.culata High School X 

x 
x 
x 

13) Independent 

14) German 

15) Tall, blonde, blue-gray eyes 

16) Have two older married sisters 

17.) An aunt, I have three nieces 

18) My parents ar~ in their fifties 

19) No grandparents, all dead 

20) Will marry a Polish-American in 

July, '74 

x 

x 
x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 
x 
x 

x 

x 

X· 

Opposite Sex 
Friend 

x 

x 

x 

x 

.. 
A 

x 

x 



11.My best friend and I are not a.s close as we used 
to be. I don't tell her everything as I used to." 

In fact, she refrains from telling her closest friend of the same sex: 

"Some of my relationship with m~ boy,:friend which 
I have been instructed (by him) not to discuss 
with her." - -

On the other hand, there is nothing which she refrains from discussing 

with her boy friendo 
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Nevertheless her relationship with her same sex friend is inti-

mate to the point, as is her relationship with her boy friend, where up-

setting issues can be discussed until some sort of solution is reached. 

It should be noted that, until her involvement, her same sex friend was 

the co1:1panion with whom she identified most. 

On the whole, this young woman's patterns of confiding or self-

disclosure reflect a very confonnist orientation toward friendship, the 

mate relationship, and perhaps life in general. This statement P'A.:ins 

weight when one considers the fact that sh~ is U..Yldef::id(:d as t:c whether 

or not such things as "Platonic" relationships exist. Her self-disclo-

sure with respect to both oontent and amount, vis a vis specific target 

persons. as well as her submission to her boy friend~ reflects her gene-

ral socio-cultural background as determined by biographical information 

and TST responsess Catholic, immigrant, middle class, conservative --in 

other words, traditional. Her confiding and the extent of her disclosure 

are right along the lines one would expect them to be. Her confiding and 

disclosure is interes~ing in that it seems markedly devoid of the influ­

ence of intervening variables. But this could change just as it has changed 

tor her in the past. 

Case #o64 

The young man of 19 who is our final concern confides most to-his 

girl friend, then to his olosest friend· of his oy.i:p:,-seX.)! then to his clos­

est friend of the opposite sex, and, after her, to other friends of the 



same sex. This order, except for his girl friend, applied before his 

involvement. 

To his closest friend of the same sex, a friend of 15 years 

standing, he confides about certain goals and about his sports-minded-
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ness. and to his closest friend of the opposite sex, a friend of 2~ 

years, he confides about his academic inclinations and about .his sports­

mindedness {See Figure 12). To his girl friend he discloses every aspect 

of the ttself" which he revealed in the TST. He has known her for six 

years. 

There is nothing which this young man refrains from discussing 

with his girl friend. With his closest friend of the same sex he re-

trains from discussing his egotism. And, predictably, he refrains from 

discussing sex and his love relationship with his closest friend of the 

opposite sex. He has never discussed hurtful or upsetting matters with 

hi! :friends, b'j.t ~c ha.s done ac ~Ni th 1"'1.is girl fl~~end. Iii ts ~:i.:cl frl~ii<l, 

in turn, has told him unfavorable things about himself, thin~s which re-

1 t t h . ~ t" " a e o is ego ism. 

With both his same sex and opposite sex friends he is relaxed 

and enjoys playing at sports and games. He discusses really personal 

matters with neither. He identifies with his same sex friend. and has 

interests .in common with him which are based on common experiences. He 

and his opposite sex friend have courses which they are ta.king in common, 

but little else. Convenience sustains their friendship. -In these rela­

tionships it appears to be topical relevance to the relationship which 

determines the extent of disclosure (in terms of TST responses) which 

takes plaoe. 



Figure·l2 

TST Responses/Self Aspects Disclosed 

Same Sex 
Friend 

1) A Person 

2) Male 

3) Egotistic 

4) Certain of goals x 

5) Aggressive, yet shy 

6) Friendly 

7) Interesting 

8) Confident for the most part 

l'.l) Ann ...a "'._..t - - 1 "l •• .l - - , .a - -...3 -· - - ._._._ ::.:·..,!.,~ .... ·-..:... --v- _..:...:. -- _..;...~ ._ :_. 

10) vibrant personality 

11) Witty 

12) Charming 

13) Sports-minded x 

14) Average height (5'7") 

15) Average weight (130-135 lbs.) 

16) Versatile 

17) Heterosexual 

18) 19 years of age 

19) Employed 

20) Talented 

Case #064 

Girl 
Friend 

x 

x 

x 

x 
x 

x 

x 

x 

-... 
x 

x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
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Opposite Sex 
Friend 

--.... 

x 
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Recommendations 

The experience with the present TST-based studJ' of self-disclo­

sure ho.s made clee.r the fact that the measurement of self-disclosure in-

volves something more than the ~ounting of the aspects of self.-disclosure 

by subjects to target persons. Besides the mere fa.ct of disclosure, valid 

measurement of disclosure must consider a multitude of intervening varia-

bles. These intervening variables are in addition to the truthfulness and 

cathexis which drew Jourard's attentions they are variables. such as tho-

roughness versu~_ superficiality in the disclosure of a specific self'-as­

·pect, the relevance of the disclosure of a tooic to the maintenance of a 

relationship, and the psychological and situational contexts of disclosure 

(which open a Pandora's box of additional v.ariables such as the relative 

importance of the aspects of self, the voluntariness of disclosure, the 

J~ -- ...... - -'• !.o 
4tU 5<::1\1 

person). 

Another factor v<hich concerns us even though it has no effect on 

the measurement of the gross extent of. disclosure is the categorization of 

TST self-aspects. It is only through such categorization that the content 

of disclosure based upon data captured by unstructured instrwnents can be 

made discernible, and the categories employed in the present study are de-

ficient, at least to the extent that they produced no meaningful differ-

ences amongst themselves. 

Finally, there is the sample itselfs the extent to which our non-

selectivity with respect to it influenced our findings is uncertain. The 

.oontri vance of' a sophisticated sample, along with the C?ontrol of the inter­

vening variables mentioned above and the development of refined analytic 

categories, is a research goal to be pursued. 



SUMMARY 

The present study was undertaken to confirm some research-

based assumptions and Simmelian postulates about self-disclosure as 

a process of sociation, and, in doing so, to assess the value and 

perfectability of the Twenty Statements Test as a device for the 

study of self-disclosure. 

Specific hypotheses to be tested with TST-based data were 

that females disclose themselves to a greater extent than males, re­

gardless of tar~et pers~n; that both males and females disclose them­

selves to their closest same sex friends to a greater extent than 

they do to their closest opposite sex friends; and that both males 

and females disclose themselves to a greater extent to their mates, 

- .... •-­.:...~:.~---- ..;... u lu:st:1st friend 

relationships. These hypo~heses were tested with data gathered from 

108 college undergraduates --45 males and 63 females, about half of 

whom were intimately involved with members of the opposite sex. --

whose ages ranged from 18 to 29. They were tested by difference ot 

means tests for both uncategorized (gross) and categorized data. 

Of the hypotheses tested, with respect to gross self-disclo-

sure only one 'proved statistically significant, and it did so with 

respect to only one groups involved females disclosed themselves to 

a significantly greater extent ( p <. .05) than involved males. This 

relationship of females disclosing themselves to a greater extent 

than males (SDf > SDzn), however, was a consistent, overall trend in 

the data• it was as clear for the uninvolved as it was for the in-

volved. Another fairly clear trend was for there to be a greater 

extent of disclosure to mates, for those who had mates, than to any 

90 



other tar.i;et porson (thut is. DTma.te > DTs·sf or DT 08f), There was no 

trend toward greater disclosure toward the same sex friend than toward 

the opposite sex friend. And with respect to the testing of all of the 

hypotheses in terms of categorized data; while there were many inter­

esting variations. there were no clear-cut trends. 
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A constant feature of the TST-ba.sed data seems to be the Ws:$ in 

which it fails to produce statistically significant differences: it 

produced as few significant differences in the 1970 Lewis study a.s it 

did in the present study. For this reason the testing of. a: final hy­

pothesis was of special interest. This hypothesis was one of associa­

tion between the TST-based measurement of extent of disclosure to spe­

cific target persons and the rank of those persons as confidant(e)s. It 

was felt that such a test could indicate the extent to which disclosure 

us wl L:i.<licat.ur of .:;onfiding or intimacy in a. priMu·y relationship. 

The levels of association produced by the testing of this last 

hypothesis were lows T1 : .22 and .52 for uninvolved males and females 

respectively and .37 and .so for involved males and females. This indi­

cated that something was missing from our measurement of disclosure, 

that some set of intervening variables was being overlooked. It also 

cast doubt on the viability of the findings of the several studies which 

utilized structured instruments and produced very significant results 

without incorporating any controls for these missing variables. It 

led us to beHeve that the designers of the instruments used in these 

studies might have designed their instruments specifically to produce 

statistical significance, rather then to get at the reality of self­

disclosure. 

Recommendations for future self-disclosure research must be 
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to attempt to perfect the use of unstructured instruments such as the 

TST, for they are the only possible means for revealing the sociative 

proces~ of self-disclosure as it is. The perfection of the usage of 

such instruments depends upon our ability to refine instrumentation 

to the point at which it can ~o what it is supposed to, and perhaps 

upon our ability to contrive experimental designs in.which sampling 

will insure that statistical insignificance will not be the result of 

the interdependence of groups involved. But it also depends upon our 

ability to control that vast array of variables which impinge upon 

self-disclosure in its uncontaminated form, that i~, as it is measured 

by the unstructured instrument. This means controlling truthfulness 

1n disclosure, the thoroughness and superficiality of disclosure, the 

relevance of the disclosure of a specific aspect of self to the main­

tenance of a relationship, the psychological context of disclosure, 

and the situational oout~xL of disclosure. And in conjunction with 

these controls, it means refinement of the categories of disclosure, 

those logical tools which, in spite of the valuelessness of their 

present crude form, will ultimately enable us to discuss disclosure 

meaningfully. 
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APP~DIX A 



T ii.EN TY ST.AT EltIBN l' S T .4S T 

There are twenty numbered spaces on the page below. Please 
write twenty ansv.ers to the simple question '°ti;lho am 11'1 in the 
spaces. Just give twenty different answers to this question. 
Answer as if you were giving the answers to yourself, not to somebody 
else. Write the answers in the order that they occur to you. Don't 
worry about logic or importance. It is not necessary that you include 
your name. Go along fairly fast, for time is limited. 
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SBCUON I. 0.1..DSEST li'i\I..!lW OF THE S~<iE SEX. 

Please answer the following questions wi.th reference to your closest friend of 
the same sex as yourself. If you do not have a distinguishable closest frienJ 
of your 01Nn sex, select one of your friends of your own sex as representative 
and use this representative friend as the basis for answering these questions. 

1. Which of the items which you mentioned on the preceding Twenty Statements 
Test do you discuss with your closest friend of the same sex? (Answer by 
giving item numbers.) 

----------------------·--------------
2. Are there any aspects of these items which you consciously refrain from 

discussing with your closest friend of the same "sex? Yes No 

If yes, describe: 
~~~-~-~~~-------~ ------·----

3. Do you consciously refrain from discussing with your closest friend of 
the same sox a.J.'lY of those i t.:.ims which you did not mark down as i terns 
nf discussion? 

If yes, which items? 

4, Are there topics which you discuss with your closest friend of the same sex 
which you did not mention on the Twenty Statements Test? Yes No 
If yes, describe (continue on back,· if necessary)1 

5. How long hava you buon close friends (in years and/or months)? 
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6. 1 ha.vo told my clos0st frLmd of rny o,m sux rnatt.Jrs that havo hurt and 
ups0t him/h0r. I f0lt that it was 111or0 .important to toll tho truth thEm 
to sparo foulings. 

7. 

Yes No Havo not had this rvaction 

If yos:t how has your friund reacted to your disclosures? Describe in 
dota.il: 

_____________ . _____ _.__ __ 

If y0s 1 what did this matt.;r P•Jrtain to gon.3rally? 

------· 

Has your frLmd told you things about yours3lf that havo hurt or upset 
you de0ply? 

a. Y0s, ho has told mo unfavorabi.J things a.bout mysolf 

b. Yos, ho l1a0 told ffi·3 v:;ry unfaYorabl0 tnings ~.tuout ·- .. - - ~ L\ 
JH~ ~...; .LJ.. 

c. 1fo, ha has told mo unfavorabl0 things but those have bc0n 

d. No, hv has not told me unfavorable things about myself ------
He has not told me unfavorable things a.bout mys3lf bocausc 

a.. Rv with-holds tvlling such thin~s ------
b. Th .. ffo is nothing roally to toll ------------

c. "•'io a.re not really that close 

If your friJnd has told you unfavorable things that have upsot or hurt 
you, how did you react? D.,rncribu: 

···---------·-·------·-------·----·-·---·-----
------···--···--·-·-- -·--- ------·-·------

~vhat did thv rna.ttor g1.m-.Jrally portain to? 
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8. Below is a list of common charact0ristics of close intorp0rsonal 
relationships. Pl0a.so chack tho four most important characteristics 
of your olosost friendship with a"'"'iiiOinbor of y~ur ovn sox. 

My friend end I havo common int0rosts based on our common 
vxporioncvs. 

Although my friend and I discuss imporsonal matters, I cannot 
disclose personal mattors to him because ho sooms unintorostod. 

I iduntify with my friond moro than I do with any other companior .. 

J.Jiy fri0nd and I are compatible but ·we faol somewhat ill at case 
with 0ach othor. 

lay frL..md is very easy to roach and this convcnioncc sustains 
our friondship. 

I continue to relate with my fri0nd bocauso I cannot cultivato 
othor fri0nds. 

I f~vl vory much at case and rolax0d with my friend. 

l-Ay fri..md and I have common oncmi...is as our mutual int0rest and 
topic of conv0rsation. 

I 0njoy my rvlationship with my fri0nd b<.:C9.USo his porsona.lity 
attracts m0. 

~y friond and I 0njoy playing togothor at sports and games but 
do not discuss p0rsona.l ma.tt~rs. 

ky friend and I oftcn mako·cutting remarks to each other which 
bccomo irritating. 

My friend and l havo tho samo classes and study together but 
ha.vo littlo elso in common. 

(Used with the permission of S. K. Weinberg; and D. Obikezo.) 
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SEC'l'ION II. S.POUS..!: OH '1LOV&.'1 

.Answer the follo,,ing qu0stions only if you aro married or aro carrying on 
what miF;ht be call0d an intimate rulationship with a mombor of tho opposite 
sex. Ans 1.1ar thorn with rufor.:mce to your spouse or lover. 

1. Which of thl) itams you mentipnod on the Twenty Statvments Test do you 
discuss with your spouse or lovdr? (Answer by giving item numbers.) 

2. Are thare any aspects of these items which you consciously refrain from 
discussiag with your spouse or lover? Yos No 

If yes, describe: 

3. Do you consciously refrain from discussing with your spouse or lov0r any 
~~ "':l:::.: i":-:-~~ '-"!h'r:!h you. did nnt rnArk' down as itums of discussion? 

Yes No 

If y.Js, which itoJms? 

4. Aro th,Jro topics which you G.iscuss with your spouse or lovor which you 
did not m3ntion on the Twenty Statements Tost? Yes No 

lf yos, d~scribe (continue on back, if necessary}: 

-5. How lon~ havo you b00n marri0d or involv.:id (in years and/or months)? 
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I hav0 told 1•1y spousu or lov~r rnattvrs that havo upsot him/h0r. I· felt 
that it was mor0 important to tell th0 truth than to spare f 001ings. 

Yos :N 0 Havo not had this roaction --- --- ------------
If yos, how has your spous•J or lov0r roact(;)d to your disclosures? 
D0scribo in details 

If yes, what did this matt0r portain to gcnurnlly: 

7. Has your spouso or lovvr told you things"about yourself that have hurt 
or upsot you dooply? 

a. Yes, hu has told mo unfa.vorabl0 things about myself ---------

h.,. Yas; h0 has told mo very unfavorabhl things about myself -----

c. No, he has told mo unfavorable things but those have b0en super-

d. No, ho has not told mo unfavorable things about myself _________ _ 

Ho has not told mo unfavorable things about myself bocauso 

a• Hliowith-holds tolling such things ~--------~--------~ 

b. Thvro is nothing really to toll 

c, We arc not rGally that close----------------~------­

If your spouse or lover has told you unfavorable things that have upset 
or hurt you, how did you roact? Describe: 

·--- ____________ ... ,,_ ___ _ 
--------------·---------"-··-----------· -· --·-···------------

What did tho matt0r guncrally portain to? ~-------------~----~ 
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SECrivN 111. l;WS~Sl: F ... UiliD OF THE OPPOSITE S3X. 

Please answor the fo110-1ving questions with reference to your closest friend of 
the sex_opbosite to yl)ur ow!!_. If you do not have a. distinr;ui-shable closest 
friend of the_ o~posite sex, select one of your friends of the opposite sex as 
representative and use this rep res en ta ti ve fr) end as the basis for answering 
these questions. 

l. Which of the items which you mentioned on the preceding T1Nenty Sta.ten:ents 
Test do you discuss with your closest friend of the opposite sex? (Answer 
by giving item numbers.) 

2. .Are there auy aspects of these items which you consciously refrain from 
discussing with your clos~st friend of the opposite sex? Yes No 

3. Do you consciouslv refrain from discussing with your closest friend of 
----___.,_ l h . . t t.he o;; 1:od.te sex a.ny of those items w1ic you d1d not n;ark do 1f.n as 1 ems 

of di scuf; si on'! 

----------------------------------·-·-··---- --
4. Are there topics which you discuss wit.h your closest friend of the opposite 

sex which you did not mention on the T..-enty Statements 'fest? Yes No 
If yes 1 describe (continue on back~ if necessary): 

5. liow lone have you been close friends (in years and/or months)'l 
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:. I have told 1ny closest friend of: the opposite sex mntt(~rs that have hurt arid 

upset him/her. I felt that it was more important to tell the truth than 
to spare feelings. 

Yes No Have not had this reaction ----
If yes, how has your closest friend reacted to your disclosures? Describe 
in details 

If yes, what did this matter pertain.to generally? 

------ -------

• has your friend of the O}:!posite sex told you things about yourself that have 
hurt or U"t>set you deeply? 

a. Yes, he has told me unf'avorable things about myself 
-------~'~=-~ 

_b. Yes, he has told me very unfavorable things about myself -------

- • .... :...; I 

SU"t' er·f i.cia.l 
-----~--..... 

d. No, he has not told me unfavorable things about myself--------

He has not told me unfavorable things abou·t myself because 

a. He with-holds telling such things 

b. There is nothing really to tell.~~-----------~-~~~ 

c. We are not really that close~-~~-~---~-~~-~·--~--~-

If your friend has told you unfavorable th:i.np;s that 
how did you react? Describes 

have unset or hurt you, 

What did the matter generally pertain to?-~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~---..-



B. Below is a list of common characteristics of close interpersonal 
relationships. Please check the four most important characteristics 
of your closest friendship with a member of the opposite sex. 

My friend and I have common interests based on our common 
experiences. 

Although my friend and I discuss impersonal matters, I cannot 
.disclose personal matters to him because he seems uninterested. 
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I identify with my friend more than I do with any other companion. 

k.y friend and I are compatible but we feel somewhat ill at ease 
with each other. 

~y friend is very easy to reach and this convenience sustains 
our friendship. 

I continue to relat·e· with my friend because I cannot cultivate 
other friends. 

I feel very much at ease and relaxed with my friend. 

My friend and I have corru~.on enemies as our mutual interest and 
topic of conversation. 

lny friend and I get along but quarrel about petty matters. 

I c:;;nJoy r.;y r,latL:inship with my friend le er..use his Personalitv 

·.r "'r1· 'I'.-.. • d I ~. ;ov pl"':;.\"' .J....0"'"'-1-i.-.er a-+-. s:Jort!": B"'1d o:air.es but: 
----- ··~.,/ J._ .._.._.....,_ <i~.L..c.. t;.;. ... ~., _ t.....,v..: .. ~-~:: \..o t-31..:;u .. J._, ..... _ .., -- F" -

do not dh,cuss personal matters. 

My friend and I often make cutting remarks to ea.oh other which 
become irritating. 

roy friend and I have the same classes and study to~ether but have 
little else in cormnon. 

(Used with the permission of S. K. Weinberg and D. Obikez.e.) 
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1. Sexs ~ale Female 

2. .Ages 

4. Year in schools 
--~~~~~----~~----------~~----~---

5. Your occupations 

Your father's occupatio~s 

6. Involvement with a menber of the opposite sexs .Married 
---~-

Intimately involved Somewhat involved Not involved ---- -·-- ~---

7. Do you believe in what is commonly referred to as a "Platonic'' 

relationship? Yes No Undecided --- ~-- ----
a. Do you live with your closest friend of the same sex? Yes No 

If no, how physically accessible do you consider your friend of the 
same sex? 

Very accessible ___ Somewhat accessible ___ Not very accessible __ _ 
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G 
,.: . Ee~ pl1yai~ally accessible do you consider your clo~ast friend of the 

- - ! ;._.. - . .... 1' 

10. ls your clos6st friend of the same sex a relative? Yes No 

If yes, what is your relationship? 

ll. Is your closest friend of the opposite sex a relative? Yes No 

If yes, what is your relationship? 

12. If married or involved, do you live with your spouse or lover? 

Yes No ---- ----
If no, how physically accessible is your spouse or lover? 

Very accessible_ Somewhat accessible_ Not very accessible 

~ I 
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13. Rank those in whom you confide (including closest friend of your ov.n 

sex. your closest friend of the opposite sex. and spouse or lover. 
if you have one) in order from ifl for most to 1/5 for least. 
( Do not use persons' names. ·Ties may be indicated.) 

4. 

5. 

14. If na rried or involved, prior to your ma.rria£Se or involvement how would 
you have ranked the people in whom you confided from #1 for most to 
#5 for least? 

If yes, were they acquainted befor~ your marria.~e or involvement? 

, Yes No ----
Ho,; would you rate their relationship? 

Close ____ koderatcly close __ _ Distant ----
Is it less close now than it was before your marria.i;e or involvement? 

Yes --- No Don't know 
~--- -~--

Are they relatives? Yes _________ No~~~~-

16. rr married or involved, does your spouse or lover know your closest 
friend of the opposite sex1 

Yes 
~--

No ---
If yes, were they a~qua.inted before your marriage or involvement? 

Yes ----- No ----

, •. ":. 
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Ho·.v '''ould you rate their relationship? 

Close Moderately close Distant 
~~~ ~~~-

Is it less close now than it v:as before your marriage or involvement? 

Yes No Don't know ----- ~-~- -~--~--

Are they relatives? Yes ---- lfo 

17 • If married or involved, do you have a child or children? 

Yes No ---
If yes, how many? 

~~----~~-----~ 

What are their ages? 

18. If married or involved, how would you rate the way in which you and your 
spouse or· lover have adjusted to each other? 

Good Fair Poor ____ _...,_««~-- _ _..,.....,____ ---~--

19. If married or involved, describe in detail the way in v:hich your 
closest friendship with a 1ie mber of your own sex has chsnp;ed--with 
ress;ec-c -co confiding-- since your ua.r.rie.ge or involvement. (Co:i.tinue 
on back if ~d0ossery.) 

_______________________ ,.. _____________ ~,.,,..~-"' 
20. If marri'.3d or in.volved, describe in detail the way in ·which your 

closest friendship ',•;i th a tr.ember of the opposite sox has cha.nged--v;i th 
respect to conf'iding--since your marriage or involvement. (Continue 
on back if necessary.) 

~,. . . i ...... 
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