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ABSTRACT

The‘presenf study examined the effects of fqur infervfeying
styles - self-disciosing, probing, reflective and suppo}TIQé = upon
amount and Infiﬁacy of self-disclosure, in a 20-minute Interview.
Forty-eight females were placed in four groups on the basis of their
responses To the Jourard Self-Disclosure QuesTionnaire’(JSDQ). Eéch
interview consisted of an operant period and three intervention and
post-intervention periods during which Ss talked about school,lfamily
and self. Afterwards, Ss completed 2 Sentence-Completion Blank‘(SCB),
a Trust Questionnaire (TQ), and a Word Fluency Test (WF).

Type of interviewing style produced no differential effects upon
amount and intimacy of disclbsure guring the interview, During the
interview, Ss disclosed significantly more in the intervention than in
the non-iﬁfervenTion periods, and displayed a progressive increase in
disclosure as the interview progressed. The SCB measure of intimacy
showed no differences between groups differing in interview sfyle.
Measures of the JSDQ were correlated with each oThef, buT not with
other var?ables;_The TQ and WF showedrno meaningfu] @orrelafions with
any ofher MeasuRes.

Findings‘were discussed in terms’ of differeqbés bé+wgen;modéling
and infervjﬁw situgtions, and implica+ioﬁs for tﬁénfraining‘of ih;er—

viewars an

future research were mentioned. ° L
’ ’ - -
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» INTRODUCTION ~— ) ' *

In any interpersonal §{Tuafion many variables determine the type
of felafionship which exists be?ween.persohéi Such var{ables as age,
sex, sfafus, Type of relaT{pnship, and. influence of one parfnér_upoh
the other are some of the variables Tha+ determine the type of inter-
action that takes place in a dyad. ihe experimental siTuanon-in |
psychological research is an exgmp[e of a dyadic interaction in which
such faéTors play a role. 1

In tThe experimental siTuafion where fhé expgrlmenfer kg}-requegfs
his subject (5) to take barT ina ﬁaFTicular task, the rqla%ionship
that exists between E_énd §_may'affecf S's performance on the
prescribed task. Such are the fiqﬂings of Resenthal (1967) gnd
Masling <(1966) who compfehensively reviewed studies which Have éxam—
ined ;He interaction between E and S. The studiés compiled in their
reviews shgow &ffects of Efs,age, sex, inte!lligence, birth orqer,
warmfh; dominance, and gfher characTer?sTics upon the OuTcome‘of

these ekpérlmenfs. The dependent variables in these studies include

measures of intelligence, perceptual-motor performance, verbal

learning, and a variety of attitudes and ‘personality traits assessed

through projective tests, ifiterviews, and questionnaires (Silverman,
1974).

" Although Silverman (1974) decries the -fact that E remains a

-neglected stimulus object in psychological research, an increasfng .
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number of studies are investigating the inf]gence'of_g;‘The

p[9neering work of Jourard (1958, 1969,‘197I) and his colleagues in
;he area ofhééFf-disclosure has examined the effects of E behavior
upon Ss' perfo;mance and behavior.. Jourard (1971) asserts that the

-

axperimental situation in psychological research is a social situation

-~
-

fn which the investigator must attend to all relevant variables:

subjects produce for us in the laboratories and
clinics,‘we must ask them to tell us what their ‘
experience of us, our laboratory, and their ]

]
If we want to make sense of the behavior our (

behavior means o them. In short, psycholegical
S research with. human subjects can be looked at as 4
a special case of research in self-disclosure \
{p- 110}, \
The term "self-disclosure” was coined by Jourard (1958) who has
~onductad much research in this area. However, even before Jourard
\introduced the term, this aspect of human behavior has received much
gft@nfion. The extent to which an individual reveals himself in an,
intarview, in counseling, or in psychotherapy has been of concern to
interviewers, counselors, and psychoth ists alike. The openness
of the individual is of special concern W an initial inTerviem.whéie

- The interviewer or therapist is seeking to elicit new information

from the individual.

The Initial Interview

g

-
-

A review of the relevant literature on interviewing indicates-

¢ .

that The nature of the relationship between interviewer an94fn+er— '

viewee [s determined in part by the purpose=f the interview -

Py 1
. - e
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(Wolberg,/1967). Interviewing techniques used by an employer wou | d
1

differ/trom those used by a psychotherapist in an initial therapeutic

contdct. While The employer would prijmarily be concerned with obtain-

information from the prospective employee, the psychotherapist

jfyould seek to establish rapport with his client, as well as to elicit

personal information. Since the present study has relevance tfo

initial information gathering by members of the helping professions,

the focus here will be on tThe conduct of the initial interview by
s
counselors and psychotherapists. * KN

"

A
-

Many practitioners (Gill, Newman, & Redlich, 1954; Rogers, 1957:
Truax & Carkhuff, 1967; Wolberg, 1967) agree that the interviewer's

warm and accepting attitude in his first contact ar%ﬁﬁfuclal factors

in decreas:ng defensiveness of the interviewee and in promoting

openness. The ability.of the interviewer to puf‘ he individual at
ease and to establish rapport override the technijcal operations which
he uses.

Assuming that the interviewer's attitude tbwards the interviewee
is warm and accepting, one can then investigatg the approach taken

in obtaining information. Practitioners in chbunseling and psycho-

therapy differ in the approaches they advocate depending upon their

y ,
theoretical orientations. Approaches_range from the therapist as
.liSTener prescribed by orthodax psycﬁoanalysfs (Stekel, 1950), to the

therapist as a revealing and self-disclosing par+ner in 2 dyad

(Rogers, 1961).



Steke! (1950) believes that the fhérapls+ should be reserved
during the first hour, and should not use suggestion which may scare
the client.  He cautions against the ﬁse of earty InTerpréTa*ions
which would create too much anxiety. This is a more passive style
than that advocated by most other app%oaches, which differ In the
degree and type of activity considered to be permissible for the
therapist. For example, Menninger (1952) advocates the use of
reflective statements which he considers to be M"good catalytic agentsv
{p. 35). He stresses that if the client is not communicative, the
interviewer should at least make a strong and definite effort to
communicate. He notes that the therapist should be reticent about
obtaining intimate information, such as sexual information, during
the initial contact. |

Woliberg (1967) suggests that no better rule can be followed in
the Theﬁapisf's.firsf contact with the client than to "be himself."
At times it is necessary for the therapist to ask pointed questions.
However Benjamin (1969) cautions against being too pointed and
probing, because " ... if prodded too much the Interviewee would feel
rejected, misunderstood, and imposed upon'(p. 83). Both Wolberg
and Benjamin seem to indicate that various procedures may be used,
but at the discretion of the TherapisT.l In his cfinical observations,
Tarachow (-1968) similarly oppo;es the use of indiscriminate suppori-
ive behavior in psychofherapy. He cautions that such behavior might

be taken as a lack of understanding of the client's problems, as a

A



belinIing‘of his concerns, and as evidence that the therapist is
assuming a superior judgmental role, |

Wolberg's recommendation of spontaneity on the part of the
Theraﬁist is supported By the Rogerian posifjpn which advocated open-
ness and self-disclosure. From the beginning 6f tThe rela}ionship
between therapist and client, Rogers (1961) stresses genuineness and
willingness to share as cruclal elemeﬁ+s in the process of psycho-
therapy. He does not subscribe to a systematic approach to the clieht,
but expects the therapist to become immersed in the experience of the
other person; and to react spontaneocusly. In describing the therapist's
position Rogers (1961) states:

| am not consciously responding in a planful or
analytic way but simply react in an unreflective way
to the other individual, my reaction being posed,
(but not consciously) on my total organismic sensi-
tivity to the other person (p. 202).

These theoretical opinions and clinical observations of the
'process of the lniTiaf interview do not conclusively support any
particular position. Researchers and practitioners in the psycho-
Therapéufic field such as Strupp, Fox and Lessler (1969) gﬂd Pat-
*arson (1973) seem to concur with the findings of Rogers (1957) and
Traux and Carkhuff (1967) that empathetic understanding and uncondi-
tional positive regard are crucial factors in the outcome of psycho—
therapy. However, it would be worthwhile Tolinvesfigafe which specific
types of Therapfsf intferventions are more conducive to producing self-

revealing behavior on the part of the clfenf.' By systematically

studying the effectiveness of Interview techniques, one's kndhledge

L1
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of the psychotherapy process céﬁ be greatly increased. The findings
cited above do not offer ciear—-cut results. Menninger (1952) advoc-
ahég the use of reflection, Rogers.(l96l) believes in seif-disclosure,
and Wolberg (1967) recognizes the use o% prebing at certain times. An
examination of the efficacy of these techniques in a conTFolled exper-
imental situation might offer meaningful information regarding the

most suitable therapeutic approach for both initial and subsequent

therapy contacts.

The Definition and Measurement of Self«bisclosure

Research in this area must attempt to effectively delineaTe and
measure factors which facilitate self-disclosure. "Self-disclosure
must be oper@fionaily defined, and instruments and procedures developed
to .objectively measure it. The ferm self-disclosure hag been defined
as that which occurs when A knowingly'communica+es to B Informafion'
about A which is not generally known, and is not otherwise available
to B (Worthy, Gary & KXahn, 1969). Cozby (1973) has delineated the
fol lowing three basic parameters of self-disclosure: (1) the amount
of information disclosed; (ii) the depth or intimacy of information
disclosed; and (11i) the duration of time alloted In disclosing each
item of information. A self-report questionnaire (Jourard &-.
Lasakow, 1958) and a sentence completion blank (Greene, I9643 are

among the types of measures which have been employed to measure this

concept.

The most widely-used instruments in the measurement of self-
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disclosure are the disclosure questi ﬂgires -= the Jourard Self-
Disclosure.Questionnaire - 60fifems (J5DQ~-60), JSDQ-40,.JSDQ—£5‘and
JSDQ-25 — developed-by Jourard and his co-workers (Jourard &

Lasakow, 1958; Jourard, 1971). The JSDQ-40, which was used in tHe
present study (Jourard, 1971), attempts to find out +he ex;enf to
whiéh Ss disclose themselves on such topics as hobbies, Interests,
sexual experience, and their bodies. Ss rate each Item on a scale
ranging from 0 to 2, where 0 indicates unwillingness to talk about a
particular topic, | denotes willingness to talk in general terms about
'a topic, and 2 indicates willingness to dTqugiﬁpneself ful ly about a
particular topic. A S is requested to indicate, by this self—disc-
logufe rating scale, how much information about each question he has .
told somebody in the past, and how much he would be willing to disc—
lose to a stranger of the same or opposite sex on a first encounter.
A copy of this questionnaire appears in Appen&ix A,

Sfudies cBnducTed to demonstrate the predictive, concurrent, and
construct validity of these questionnaires have not been very sudcess-
ful. Lubin and Harrison (1964) found Théf trainer ratings of sdlf-
disclosing behavior as assessed after many .hours of group interaction
were néT significamtly correlated with total scores on the JSDQ-60.
Himelstein and Kimbrough (1963) sim%larly obfafned nonsignificant
correlations beTweén total scores on the JSDQ-60 and the amount of

information disclosed by graduate sfudenfs making personal self

|n+roducT|ons in a2 classroom situation. Using a peer-nomination



Technique, Himelstein and Lubin (1966) found that no significant
Eorrelafions existed between the JSDQ—QQ and péer nomination scores
for either the |ikelihood of confiding or of being confided in. How-
ever Pederson and Breglio (1968) did* find that amount and‘inTimacy

gg;)discI05ure in.wriTTen'self—descripfions were correlated with total
scores on the JSDQ-60, but not on The JSDG-25.

The studies cited above and others (Ehrlich & Graeéen, 1971 ;
Hurley “& Hurley, 1965) call into serious question the ability of
the JSDQ to predict disclosure‘in an experimental situation. In
answering these criticisms, Jourard (1971) takes issﬁe with the fact
that the nonsupportive studies have attempted to apply the JSDQ ot
side of the dyadic situation for which it was originally intended.

-

He asserts that the type of disclosure which occurs in a dyadic en-

counter may be quite different from the "broadcasting" type of selé-

L -
disclosure which is evident in the classroom (Himelstein & Kimbrough

1963) or in encounter groups (Hurley &. Hurley, 1969). Situational
factors are different in these two instances: a person may feel a
need to verbalize possibly at a superficial level to satisfy the
EmpIi;IT and explicit demands of the group, whereas he may fsgl less
" pressured and more willing to disclose intimately in a dyadiéf#if—
uation. In reviewing the validity research on the JSDQ, it égbears

that this questionnaire may be useful in assessing S's past history

e

of disclosure, but not in predicting S's actual behavior in experi-

mental situations such have usually been employed.

»
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Other measures of self-disclosure which have been used in some
studies are the structured essay proéedure (Burnhenne § : MiFeIs,
1970; Pederson . - & Breglio, 1968), and the sentence completion blank
(Graham, 1970; :;géne,ll964). Studies which have examined the relat- :

*

ionship among the arious measures of self-disclosure have not yielded

consistent findlggé. 5

sUC udy cdnducfed.by Burnhenne and Mirels (1970) compared
The, JSDQ-60 and the SSCEBI Desirability Scalé (30S) (Marlowe & .
Crowne, 1961) as predictors of self?disclosure in written essays.
Results demonstrated that though f;é scores on the JéDO were not
signffitanfly correlated wifh'ra+ings of disclosure in essays, a
éignificanf negative correlation was obtained beTween‘SDS scores and
self-disclosure in the samgeessays, ﬂo significant correlation existed
betwaen the JSDQ-60 scores and the SDSl The ;esearchers suggest that
the defensive orientation associated wiTh_a'sTrong need for approval
may account for the inverse relationship between disclosure ratings
obfained from the essays and the ,SDS.

Graham's (1970) study examined the relationship between a
person's attitude towards his own death and his degree of dIsciésure.
On the basis of their responses to the Death Attitude Questionnalire
(Middleton, 1958), Graham divided male and female undergraduates ihto
Acceptors and Non Acceptors of death. She predicted that Acceptors
would be more disclosing than Noﬁ‘AccepTors. Eash S was inféryiewed

.. individually, and completed the JSDQ-35, measuring‘degree of past



disclosuré.TO parents and peers, and a sentence compietion blank
{SCB) (Greene, 1964). In the interview, each S was requested to
disclose or To.decline to disclose himself on five topics, after E
had first discussed his own feeliﬁgs abéuT eachlfopic. The Acceptors
were found ;o haye disclosed more fo peers, whereas Non Acceptors
disclosed more to parents as measured by the JSDQ-35. The Acceptors
also disclosed themselves more fuily to E, and received scores sig-
nifying greater self-disclosure on the SCB. In examining.fhe cor-
relations among Tgé three measures of self-disclosure -- JSDQ-35,
SCB, and inferview =- Graham found a significant correlation between
the J50Q past disclosure scores (JSDQ-P) and scores obtained in the
inferviews by the Acceptor group. The scores for the SCB were sig-
nificantly correlated with inferview scores for all Ss, indicating
some validity for this instrument. The SCB scores were not fignif
icantly correiated with past disclosure scotes or willingnegs to
disclose scores based on the JSDQ in any consistent way.

These studies indicate no defipjfe reiationship between the JSDQ

and other measures of self-disclosure. Despite its limitations in

predicting self-disclosure in experimenfél situations, the J5DQ may ~
still have some usefulness in assessing the S's past history of dis-
closure or aniTude; towards disclosure.
Experimenter lnfluenée on Subject Behavior

In the presénf section, studies concerned with the meaéuremep?
of-ge{f-disclosure .in a dyadic situation will be discussed. Research

»
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conducted by Jourard and his co-workers {1971) on the influence of
E upon Ss' behavior has indicated Tha# factors such as liking
(Jourard & Landsman, 1960), sel f-concept, and different personality
characteristics (Jourard, 1971) play a part in this inTeracTionla
Some of these factors which are germane to the present study will be
examined, -

Doster and McAllister (1973) showed that a model recognized as
ha;ing better knowledge of psychological interviewing (high-status)
would elicit maxe imitation of modeled behavior than would a model
looked upon as a peer (|ow-status). Ss exposed to the h}gh~s+afu5
model also tended to discuss topics similar to those discussed by
that model. These researchers demonstrated that Ss revealed more
personal information after listening to tapes of model s disclﬁfing
personal rather than impersonal data. In this study, howev;F it is
likely that Ss felt the need to conform to the behavior of a hlgh—
status model, and thus modeled fhelr responses on the basns of The
interviewer's behavior. In contrast, Ss did not feel the need to
imitate the behavior of the [ow-status model, and did not produce
similar behavior relative to the peer-identified model.

The findings of Doster and McAllister (]973) and others

(Jourard, 1959; Worthy, Gary. & Kahn, 1969) demonstrate the recip-

' rocity of self-disclosure. Reciprocity of self-disclosure or the

"dyadic effect" (Jourard, 1959) implies that the extent to which an

individua! reveals himself to another is governed by the intimacy
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and intensity of the information which he has receivéd from another.
The dyadic effect plays é‘significanf rele in the E-5 relationship,
especially in studies of interviewing where the attempt is ﬁade to
obtain personal Information from Ss. Does the self-digclosfng'fnfer—
viewer elicit the most information from his $s7?

Several sTudief which have examined the influence of E's se!f-
diéélosure upon §fs!behavior reveal that the .E-S interaction produces
a change in S's behavior;i tn Kormann's (1967) study, Ss were admin-
istered the Edwé?ds Personal Prefererice Schedule (EPPS) {Edwards,
1957) and a modified version of Riverbark's (1966) DESCIOSUﬁe Target
© Scale. This quesT}onnaire requested 5 fto rank |9 targets according
to their value to him'as persons or situations in which he would be
willing to disclose himseff. Ss were then randomly assigned to an
experimental or control group. Ss in the experimental group met in-
dividually with E over the next two weekg fﬁr three 20-minutes get-
acquainted sessions. Ss in the control group were not involyed in
* such sessions, but simply returned two weeks after the initial test-
ing. After this two-week }n;;rval all Ss were administered the same
tests as before. Results demonstrated that the experimental group
made significantly greater changes in their responses to the EPPS in
the direction of openness when compared with the control group. On
the Disclosure Target Scale here was a trend for experimental Ss to

rank the target deélgna+ed‘"_his experimenter" more favorably than Ss

in the control group. When S5s met dndividually with E at the complet-

TN
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ion of the study, 208 /b the experimental group confided that their

v - .
changes in responses were due to their interaction with E, while none

of the controls listed this as é‘?eason for thelir changes.
Helfitz (1967) also examined Tﬁe influence of the E-S relation-
shidepon Ss! performaﬁce on a projective personality test. He com-
pared_pre ="amd, - post interview scpres of Ss on the Rotter Incbmp]eTe
Sentences Blank (Rotter, 1954). After an interview with a seltf-
revealing E, experimental Ss showeé a, significantly greater Changé in
openness than did control group §§.who had not been interviewed.
However 4 out oflla Ss accounted for 672 of the computed change in
behavior,'while 8 Ss showed no change at all. Thus the effect of
personal conTacT‘ggrfh_g varied considerably among §§.' This study can
be faulted on the basis of its failure to categorize Ss according to
their past history of self-disclosure.

in an interview study (Drag, 1968), the effects of E disclosure
upon Ss' future revealing behavior were investigated. Four groups of
12 :fnm Ss were matched on the basis of thelr responses to the
J5DQ-40. After Ss in Gfoup | had spent 20 minutes in a muTanly-‘
reveal ing diélogue with E, both E aid S chose five high intimacy
topics, about which each then disclosed personal information to the -
other (the game of "invitations™). in a second session, the 12 Ss

were randomly paired with each other, and carried out the same pro—.

cedure as They.had with E —— they discussed five selected high-

: e
intimacy topfcs after a 20-minute get-acquainted session with each



" acted with peers.

other. The independent vqriabl% here was the na+ur of ThglgeT-
?cquainfed session undertaken by E and §$ prior to the game of
Invitations. In Group I1., E met with S initially for the get-acquainted
session’buf revéaled nothing of hersé]f. ‘In Group b1, E omitted the
initial session and got invoived with each S in'the game of Invitat- .
fons. Group IV was a further control ;roup in.which the first phase

of the experiment with E was completely eliminated, and Ss only Inter-

-

Results indicated that: (1) Group | Ss displayed more trust of

E, is measured by a T;EE?"Dhes¥ionnaire,(Drag, 1968),. than did Group

,‘-?.‘

14,77 %11) Group 1 Ss changed their willingness—to-disciose scores on
the JSDQ in Thevki}écfion of greater risk both with E and Qiih peers
Than did Ss in ‘the remaining groups. (iii) Ss in Group | answered

-

mgre of E's intimate questions, and agked more intimate questions when
paired.with E and with a peer than did Ss in Groups !, 111, and IV.
(iv) gﬁ'in Group III; who were denied The oppertunity of interacting
with E prior to the game of'lnvifa?ions, disclosed less to E on the
five poics compared to Groups | and 1f. They were‘aISO less trustful
of E, and disclosed significénfly'less to peeré than did Group | and
Group !l Ss. (v) Group lvralso disclosed S|gn|f|canfly less To peers
when compared with the ofher three groups.

This sfudy sfrqngly supporfed the exisfence of the dyadic effect,

and demonstrated that the disclosing interviewer produced increased

self-disclosing behavior in Ss in an experimental setting. The find-
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ings that Ss who ‘had interacted wi;b peers alone (Group V) did not
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discloge as much as Ss who had interacted with E as well as peers may -
be attributed ToTThe fact that they were not Influenced by a high-
status modél whose behavior they could imita}e (Doster & - McAllister,
1973, While it was demonstrated that the f%?0—40 did not pfedic#
self-disclosure in Group | Ss during Theiiniflal 20-minute interview
wjfh E, it did predict §§' acTuaIrdisclosuée;péﬁavior in Groups Il{
11, and IV where they engaged in an inTervieL with a non-revealing

E, or did not even interact with E. In conclusion Jourard (1971)

asserts:

Thus, personal ity questionnaires.may indeed fore--.
cast behavior in impersonal situaTions, but not where
the situation involves people ready to be open, and
thus spontaneous with each cther (p. I},

Apother sTUdy, conducfed,by Jourard and Resnick’(I970), also
investigated whether Ss would disclose to each other in a reéiprocal
manher -—- whefher a high-disclosing § would influence a low-disclosing
S, or whether the reverse effecf,youid occur. Twenty-four female Ss
were divided into high - and low-disclosers on the baslé of thelr pasT
disclosure to somebody in their Iives-and their willingness to disclose
to a same-sex partner, as measured by the JSDQ-40. Theythen.Infer-
viewed each other on 20 topics previously rated for their in+imacy
value by an independent sample of college students. Five of'The‘
topics were of low-rated fnfimacy, 5’0t intermediate, and 10 of very
high intimacy. Ra+ings were assigned to each topic such that | iqdic—

>

ated low intimacy, 2 medium infimacy, and 3 very high intimacy. In



¥

|6

terms of §;' responses, an item was rated O if no response was given,
1 if §“disclosed but withheld relevant information, and é if §_res—
ponded with very intimate disclosure. Scores for each‘Topic were
obtained by multiplying S's rating by %he intimacy value of the item.
After a discussion of each topic, Ss rated their response fo that
topic and their perception of their partner's response.

in the first part of this study, pairs of Ss were matched ac-
cording to their reported level of disclosure. In the second phase,
highs and lows were randomly paired with each other and followed the
same interview procedure. Results showed that highs maintained Their
high level of disclosure rate regardless of with whom they were pafred,
while lows sign}ficanfly increased their disclosure output in the
sacond session. Low-disclosing Ss, when paired with lows disciosed
lass than did high-disclosing Ss, wha were paired with highs.

These findings by Drag (1968) and Jourard. and Resnick (1970) lend
further support to the hypdfhesis of a dyadic effect in self-disclosing
behavior in an interview situation. However, in neither study did E
interact with S in the c&urse of the igfergiew. In the Drag study,

E and 5 alternately recited their views on the.chosen topics and no
direct interaction took place; similarly in the Jourard and Resnick
study there was no dialogue between Ss BZT each in turn related in-
timate information to the other. More relevant to the present study
are the findings of researchers (Gianandkea & Murphy, I973;’jourard

& Jaffee, 1970) who have investigated the extent to which
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interactions between E anﬁé_‘faCiliTaTe S's self-disclosing behavior
in an interview situation.

In an interview study conducted by Jourard and Jaffee 1970y,
the researchers investigated whether 5s would follow the example of
self-disclosufe set by E in their own behavior. Forty $s were matched

for past disclosure rate and anticipated disclosure rate on the basis

-

of their responses +; the JSDQ-40, and on the basis of this matching
were assigned To four groups. These groups differed only in the
length of the interviewer's remarks over 20 topics. The interviewer's
utterances were varied as follows: Group AA, E isclosed hersel f on
each topic ;or 20 seconds; Group BB, each topic was discussed for a
minimum of 60 seconds; Group AB, 10 Topics were di ssed for 20 sec-
onds, and the remaining |0 for a minimum of 60 seconds; Group BA, a
reverse in the procedure of Group AB. The results demonstrated a
significant relationship between the length of time that E spoke and _
the duration of the Ss' utterances. When E spoke briefly, S did like-
wise; when E spoke at length, S spoke significantly longer. In all
groups, a significant increase was also found in the number of topics
Ss discussed during the interview as compared with the number They
indicated they would be willing to dischss before the experiment.
Furthermore, Ss tended to talk longer on topics of high intimacy
value, but this difference in disclosure time between topics of high
and low fnfimacy was not significant.

These findings of Jourard and Jaffee demonstrate that Ss will

— .
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emulate the disclosing behavior of a model in an experimental sgfuaf—
“ion. However, later studies conducted by Murphy and Strong (1972)
and Giannandrea and Murphy (f973) found that The_frequéncy of the
interviewer's disclosures is a crucial factor in determining the
responses of Ss. The latter study (Giannandrea & : Murphy, 1973)
investigated (i) the effects of similar seIdeisclosures by the
interviewer upon the interviewee; (ii) the significance of frequency
of self-disclosures; and (iii) the consequences of Ss' reactions to
such revelations. In order to obtain similarity of disclosures
relative to S, E's disclosures were short comments in geneﬁal agree-—
ment with S's preceding statement. Consequences were assessed in
terms of §§"willingness to return for a second interview with +hé
same E. Fifty Ss participated in a 20-minute interview with an ex-
perienced clinical psychologist. The interviewer followed a script
and the experimental conditions differed in that the interviewer made
0,2,4,8, or 12 similar self-disclosing statements during the session.
Such inTervenTioq; were brief one-sentence revelations supplied at
random (at The cnset of a light visible only to the interviewer) about
the |nTerV|ewer 5 beluefs opinions or attitudes towards the Toplcs
discussed. ‘At The termination of the |n+erchange, each Ss was re-
quested to complete the Relaflonshup Inyenfory (BarreTT-Lennard,
1962) and to indicate whether he desired to return for another inter-

view. On the Relationship Inventory Ss rated the interviewer in terms

of unconditionality of regard, empathetic understanding and congruence.
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Results of this study demonstrated a curvilinear relationship
between Ss' willingness to return fior another interview and the n;m-
ber of interviewer self-revelations. A moderate amount of E self-"
disclosure significantly increased Ss'! probable return for a second
interview. On the Relationship Inventory only the unconditionality °
of regard scale showed a significant treatment effect between the
five experimental groups. However, this scale is the poo;esf pre-
dictor of total score on the Relationship Inventory (Barrett-Lennard,
1962, and 'I‘h;a groups were otherwise alike in their perceptions of E.
These findings indicate that the frequency of E}s in?ervenfio;s isa

variable which must be taken into consideration in exper imental inter-

view situations..

1

Research most reIé@anT o Tﬁe present study-is that examiniag
the effecfiﬁzness of different E responses In influencing the verbal
behavior of Ss. One such study (Powell, 1968) utilized three forms
of E!inferveﬁfions in the conditioning of Ss! self-referenfia] verbal-
izations: (i) Approval-;upporfive s?é?emenfs designed to support §'s
'sélf-reference; (ii) Reflection-restatement statements designed to
paraphrase §'s self—éeference; and (ifi) Open-disclosure statements
designed to match S's self-reference with a statement from-E_abouT his -
own thoughts, feelings or experien@ps abéuf the topic being discussed.

The Ss were 60 male undergraduates randomly assigned to six

experimental groups: Group A, reinforced for positive self-referentes

with approval-supportive r®sponses; Group B, reinforced for positive
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self-references with reflection-restatement responses; Group C, rein-
S

forced for positive self—réfefences with open-disclosure responses;
Group D, reinforced for negative self-references with approval- .
supportive responsés; Group E, reinforced for-negafive sel f-references
with reflection-restatement QESponses; and Group F, reinforced for
negative self-re%erences wiTh\open-disclosure responses. Each S par-
ticipated in a 20-minute interview, the first 10 minutes of which E
remaineﬁ silent in order to estabiish the operant level for S. During
the second |0-minute period, E reinforced Th; appropriate response-
class (positive or negative self-references) with ;he appropriate type
of statement. Each statement did not exceed |0 seconds, and E_a}fempfed
to make equivalent statements for each response class. All interviews
were‘recorded and tapes were analyzed afterwards to assess the relat-
ionship between self—refereﬁfial responses and E's interventions.
Since the total number of responses differed from S to S, each response
lass for each S was expressed as a percentage of hig total responses.

The resuf}s revealed that E's self-disclosure was maximally
effective in influencing the ouTéuT of both posIvae and‘negafive self-
references. |nferviewer statements which reflected or restated §§"'
statements were effective with negative but not with positive self-
references. Interviewer supportive statemdnts were ineffective In
significantly increasing the Eafe of emission of either positive or

negative self-references beyond Ss' operant levels. Powell (1968)

suggesféd that the extensive portive behavior displayed by E in

S -
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this study " e MAY well have communicated not only a quality of

M TV

insincerity, but’one of judgment™ (p. 213). The S may have perceived
"this as a I;ck of understanding on E's part, and thus shared little

of himself with the interviewer. Thé-presence of E was Instrumental

here in increasingl§§' positive and negative self-references,

though not a significant level. The partial success of the reflect- "
ive technique was interpreted by the investigator as being the result
of E's nonjudgmental acceptance. Ss were able to reveal more personal
conflict areas as E communicated his acceptance and understanding
through reflection. Finally, with a disclosing model Ss may have felt
freer to talk about their positive and negative traits.

.The findings of Powell support the view that self-disclosure is

a reciproca! procesgl and are in agrgemen+ with those of Jourard and
Jaffee (I9f0) and Jourard-and Resniék'(|970) described earlier: How-
ever, the findings of Vondracek (1969) do not support the results
obtained by these researchers. In Voﬁdracek's gTudy}ysd\;gﬂe under-
graduates were recruited for an experiment in yhisﬁ}fhey ware inter-
viewed. Five male and five female ks interviewed two Ss eacﬁ)wifh a
probing, a reflective, or a.self-revealing interview Techniqﬂe, defined
by the nature of the interviewer's verbaiizéfions during the céurse of
the interview. The investigator was inferesfed'inﬁfhe development of

L

. ) £
new behavioral mea STOT self-dsclosure, and did not propose spec-
- _
:ﬁ{i:; the first_thyee minutes of each 20-minute inter-

ific hypotheses.
e
view,.§}§/CerbalizaTions were minimized in order to measure base- rates.

N

[y
.
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Two parameters of self-disclosure —— amount and intimacy -- were
separately measured. Amounf/ygs computed by Timinglgfs verbalizations
during the interview. lnf?;acy was judged independently by two judges

who\rated the first two pages of the interview script’on a scale
0\\\\1/’,,—— ! . :

ranging from i (least disclosing) to 7 (most disclosing). Both amount
and intimacy were measured for the base-rate and experimental periods

separately. After the interview Ss were requested to complete the
JSDQ-60. .

The results indicated that the probing condifién was most effect-
ive in increasing amount of self-disclosure, while no significant
‘difference was found between the reflective and revealing techniques.
Tuckman (1966) was cited to account for this ffnding. This author
asserts that a probing Techniqug is more direct and instrumental than
a disciosing or re;ealing procg;ure, and would thus be more effective
ineliciting selt-disclosure. He.believes that a revealiné technique
serves primarily as a sTimulu; to disclosure and seems to be much more
passive and ihgjrecf than a probing interview. IH the probing condi~
tion too the demands of the interviewer are much clearer than in the
reflective and revealing conditions, and¥fhis may serve to increase
S's amount of disclosure. Though some difference in amount of disc-
losure was produced by the probing technique, no such differance was
found with respect to intimacy of disclosure. While Intimacy ratings
for all treatments were significantly gréafer than those for +hé

base-rate period, a comparison among the three groups yielded no sig-

-
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nificant difference in level of intimacy.

Correlations between the measures of self-disclosure used and
the JSDQ-60 ranged from .10 to .20 and were not signlficant. In
discussing +hesellow corretlations, Vondracek (1969) indicates that
the JSDQ confounds two parameters of disclosure -— amount and intimacy.
This investigator speculates that the correlations might have been
higher if the JSDQ measured amount and intimacy separately. Further-
more, the topic o% "famiiy" which Vondracek used in his study Is not
represented on the JSDQ, and this agaln may account for the low cor-
relations here between self-report and actual disclosure in‘inTer—
views.H

Vonéracek's study may be faulted on the basis of the fact that
Ss were only requested to falk about one topic —-- that of "family".
It is likely that S need to-be presented with a number of topics in
fnvesfigafions such as this, inclfuding disclosure about themselves, in
order to sample a wider-range of their feelings and oﬁinions. Use of

»

a‘numbeﬁ of topics would enable the investigator to answer the question
whether disclosure on one topic, sgfh as family, is comparable to
disclosure on another topic, such as self, in terms of amount and
intimacy of disclosure.

The studies of Powell (1968) and Vondracek (1969) offer conflicting
reSulTs.\ One of the reasons why their results may ha;e been different

is that Powell did not deal separately with the amount and intimacy of

sel f-referential statements made by his Ss. Thus Vondracek's criticism

NS
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of the JSDQ that this self-report measu élconfounds these two para-
meters of disclosure may be applied t¢ Powel!'s measurement of dis~
closing behavior. A comparison o §§' responses in terms of these
two variables may have yielded different results. 0f further note
is the fact that these researchers used different lengths of time to
establ ish operant levels of self-disclosure for eac S. Vondragek

"used the initial three minutes while Powell used the first ten minutes.
[t is possible that Powell's findings may have been contaminated by
_any feedback given by £ fo S during the initial +en minbfes. A
shorter time period would seem to be more appropriate to establish
the operant levels of Ss.
A further inspection of these two studies reveals that Ss were
not matched on the basis of their past history of self—d}sc!osure.
In tThe present study, Ss were equated on the basis of their history of
disclosure as measured by fhefr responses to the JSDQ-4Q. [t is nec-
essary to match Ss in this manner, since the extent to which they are
susceptible To E interventions may depend upon such var{ables.
Since diécrepanf findings were obtained by:-Powell and Vondracek
on the influence of E upon S's self-disclosing behavior, the present
study sought to re-examine this duesfion while infroducing some method-

ogical improvements on these previous studies.

Proklem and Hypotheses

Al -
L}

As indicated in tpe preceding review of the literature, there™

have been contradictory findings regarding the effects of different
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interviewing styles upon self-disciosure (Powel |, 1968; Vondracek,
1969 . The aim of the present study was to examine such effects
white introducing some methodological improvements upon previous sTud:es.

"It was felt that an examination of the efficacy of interviewing
techniques in a controlled experimental situation would offer meaning~
ful information regarding the suitability of dlffer;nf appreoaches in
an initial interview. A review of +he relevant research on the initial -
interview in counseling and psychofhérapy have revealed no clear-cut

. findings. It wés hoped that this study would shed some light upon this
issue. -

Previous studies conducted on this area can be faulted on a number
of grounds. Some researchers (Drag, 1968; Jourard & Resnick, |97d)
have examined the effects of_§§ modeling E's behavior after E has
disciosed information, and not during interactions between Eand S. As

»

such, they cannot be directly compared if/ﬁﬁh usual interview situation.
Powell (1968) and Vondracek . (1969) failed ﬁo match Ss on the basis of
tteir past history of disclosure. In addition, Powell's study did not
aTTenF to the parameter of intimacy in assessing the self-disclosure

of 3s, and His,measuremenf of sélf-disclosure may(pave confounded amount
and intimacy of disclosure since he did not measure these two factors
separately. Vondracek assessed intimecy of disciosure, put only did

$o during the discussion of one topic -~ family. Furthaermore, judges

were only requested to rate two pages of Ss' verbalizatians on an in-

Timacy scale ranging from | to 7. This global rating system was prob-
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ably inadequate in discriminating differences between three groups
employed in his lnvestigation.
In the present study, the effects of four interviewing styles
-- self-disclosing, probing, reflective and supportive -- upon Ss!
amount and intimacy of self-disclosure were investigated. These

styles were chosen for threée reasons. First, as previéusly mentioned,
exper imental resulTs‘;ffer conflicting flndings-regarding the efficacy
of such Interviewing styles (Jourard, 1971; Powell, 1968; Vondracek,
1969). Secondly, it was hoped that one could extrapolate the results

of this study to the useful ness> of such techniques in actual inifia%#i:\
clinical interview situations. Thirdly, the supportive style was in- .
ctuded, In par+icu|aﬁf to compare the effects of general E supportive—
ness and the three other styles involving more speqifié E manipulations,
upon Ss self-disclosure. | ’

The independent variable manipulated in the present study was type

of interviewing style. Dependgqj measures were amount and intimacy
scores from interviews and Senfence.Complefion Blank (SCB) (Greene,
1964) scores. A Word Fluency Test (WF) (Thurstone g Thurstone, I94§)
and a Trust Questionnaire {TQ) (Drag, 1968} were also included as post-
interview measures to explore Thefr relationships with the independent
variable and oTher'measufés. N A /)

Ss were matched and placed into four groups on basis of their

\\ .
responses to the JSDQ-Past (JSDQ-P) (Jourard, 1974) so that these groups

were'equivalent to each other on th]s measure. Previous research
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(Graham, 1970) has indicated that JSDQ-P is a better predictor of Ss
behavior than the JSDQ-Same-Sex (JSDQ-SS) or JSDQ-Opposite-Sex (JSDQ-
0s) measure; on the JSDQ-40. Ss were then seen individually /in a
standardized interview lasting approximately 20 minutes‘in which. E
adopted one é;'fhe aforementioned interviewing styles. At the term-
ination of the interview, efich S was requested to complete the SCB,
TQ and WF measures. |
The following hypotheses were formuiated based upon the relevant
experimental |iterature.
Hypothesis 1. Type'of interviewing style will
produce differential effects upon amount of disclosure
such that Probing will exceed the other three styles
in amount disclosed. The remaining styles will not

differ from one another [Probing > (Self-Disclosing =
Reflective = Supportive)].

This hypothesis is derived from Vondracek's (]969) experimental
ifindings and Tuckman's (1966) theoretical position that probing is a
direct and insfrumen;;[ condition in increasing amount of disclosure.
Vondracek's findings also indicate the IaFk of difference on amount
of disclosure between Reflective and Self—DiscIosiné conditions.
Amount of disclqgure expected in the Supportive condition was presumed
to be comparable to that in the Self-Disclosing and Reflective condi-
tions, since Ss should be equally motivated to disclose jn response

To.E's feedback under all three of these conditions.

. Hypothesis IlI. Type of -nterviewing style will
influence intimacy of disclosure such that the inter-

view styles zili—be\arranged in order of magnitude of
intimacy with Salf-Disclosing highest, followed by
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Reflective, Probing and Supportive in the order

given [Self-Disclosing> Reflective>Probing >

Supportivel.
Résearch on the dyadic effect (Jourard, 1959; Worthy, Gary&:
Kahn, 1969) and on the effect of E's disclosure upon S's disclosing
behavior in an interview (Powel |, 1968) subpor+ the prediction that
a self-disclosing interviewer will eiicifAthe greatest degree of self-
disclosure. Powell (1968) also found that reflection was more effect-
ive than support in inéreasing oquuf.of sel f-references, which are
relaTe& to imtimacy of disclosure. It was presumed that probing
would be superior to support due to the clarity of demands of this
condition in a brief interview situation (Tuckman, I§66); however,
Ss may feel more threatened and thus be less disclosing in a probing
as compared to a reflective approach (Rogers, 1951). In addition,
Tarachow's (1962) theoretical position supports the prediction that
supportive behavior in a brief interview may be viewed by Ss as in-
apﬁropriafe and produce the least intimate degree of disclosure.

An explora+ory aspect of this study dealt with +he relationship
between the SCB and amount and intimacy of disclosﬂre, as measured
from interviews. (Graﬁém (1970} found a significant relationship
between the SCB and self-referential statements during an interview.
A relationship was expected between SCB and interview measures in

I

this study, but no specific predictions were made. Another relation-
L]

ship of interest which was explored was that between WF and amount of

-

% disclosure scores from interviews. Finally, the TQ was included to
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examine whether E's non-verba! behavior remained relatively constant
during all interviews, and whether S's perception of E was influenced

by the type of interviewing style employed. v

. ‘*-
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CHAPTER 11

METHOD

Subjects
Ss were 48 female students enrolled in the Introductory Psych-

nlogy class during the 1974-75 academic year at the University o;
Windsor. Students in six sections of Introductory Psychology were
administered the Jourard §elf-DiscIosure Questionnaire-40 items

{(J5DQ-40). On the basis of their responses to the JSDQ-Past (JSDQ-P)
scores, the females in these secfians were assigned to one of four
experimental groups such that these groups were equivalent on T%eir
JSDQ scores. These Ss were then confacfed}&ndividuadiy by phone and
asked to participate in the main phase of the study. They were in-
formed that the 'study invo}ved ?aking part in a brief interview and
completing three questionnaires, and that they would be paid $5.00
for their participation in this project. Appointment times of one

hour apart were set up with each S. Ss who were unwilling to partic-
ipate or did not show up affer a second telephone contact were replaced
by others who had compérable JSDQ-P scores., Only three potential Ss ~
were lost in this manner. A total of 5I Ss were interviewed in the
sTudy;gbuT three of/these were nof-used. The voices of 2 Ss were not

recorded clearly due to a malfuncf}oning in the tape-recorder, while
one S was reluctant to panficipafe'in the interview after it began, and *

therefore was considered to be not suitable.

30
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Measuring Instruments

Two sel f-report measures of self-disclosure were used. The
Jourard Questionnaire (JSDQ) (Appendix A) was adminié?ered inifia;Tyk
to students enrolled in different sections of the Introductory Psych:“_
clogy class. The Sentence C?mplefion Blank (SCB) (Greene, 1964) was \\
adﬁinisTered to each S individuaily at the coﬁplefion of the inter- ,
view. Each § also completed a Trust Questionnairg (TQ) (Drag, 1968)
measuring Ss trust of E. Coples of the SCB and its scoring procedure,
and the TQ may be found in Appendices 8 and C respectively. A Word
Fluency Test (WF) (Thurstone & Thurstone, 1949) was administered
after completion of these questionnaires at the end of the experimental
session, -

A. The Jourard | f-Disclosure Questionnaire (JSDQ):

This 40-item questionnaire was developed by Jourard (1971) to

"measure S's past and anticipated @fs®losure rates. |t consists of

such questions as, "What aoviés have you seen lately?" and "What thoughts
have you had that repulse you?", to whigh S must indicate op a 3-point
scale the extent to which she has disclosed such information to others.
The_g specifies the degr;e to which such information has been revealed
to someone in the past (P}, and his or her willingness to disclosure
such Information to a'sTrangér of the same sex (SS) or opposite sex (0S)
on a first encounter. The numerical scores are summed over items to

yield three disclosure scores for these different target persons. In

the present sTud}, Ss in the different interview groups were mafched,,

N
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on the basis of their JSDQ-P scores.

B.‘ The Sentence Completion Blank (SCB):

This measure, developed by Greene (1964), is an attempt to stand-
ardize a method for scoring sentence completions to determine the
degree to which aspects are revealed about the self. It consists of
20 sentence items, such as "Sometimes | ...", and "My biggest problem

is ...", chosen to elicit 2 high output of self-disclosure. Ss are .

requested to expresij+héﬁr real feelings, an;;fo be as frank as pos-
sible in completing the blanks. The instrument is scored by assigning
a scale value of | to 5 for each sentence completion, depending upon
S's degree of revealingness. Greene‘s.(I96¢+~sq9riﬁg‘pr6cedure of
labelling | as "“very revealfng" and 5 as "l east reveal ing" was reversed
to make the SCB comparable with the JSDQ-40 where h}gher scores- denoted
greater self-disclosure. The Suﬁ ofqrhe individua! scale values for,
all 20 items provided the index of self-disclosure for each S. The
SCB was independently scored by two raters and the training of these
raters will be discussed later. in This.Training; a detailed scoring

procedure developed by Greene (1964) for the scoring of items was

employed. A description of this scoring procedure appears in Appendix

B. . n “J -
C. The Mod}fied Trust Questionnaire (TQ):
The first section of this rating scale (Drag, [968) coptains |5
bipolar sTaTemeﬁ%s such ag "bored by other peréﬁg'-- interested by

other person", and "feit the other person was a good |listener -~ did

not feel the other person.was a good listener". The S is asked fo
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circle which of the two statements best describes her experience with
the other person she has jusf met. The second section of this ques-
tionnaire contains four items assessing non-verbal cues (NV) emitted
ﬁy the inTérviewer.durEng the inTervieJ. These items were obTainéd
_%%om previous research studies (Ekman & - Friesen, |1968; Mahl, l§68)
assessing nonverbal behaviors in an interview situation. On each
item S is asked to indicafe on a S-poinf scale the extent to which
The interviewer changed his nonverbal behavior during the course of
the inferview. Sdores for this sec+|on.;ere derived by 355|gnrng a
.value of | to no change in behavior to a value of 5 for frequent
changes of behavior; and then summing these values over all items.

The remaining five items of this quesfionnaire,.§bfained from
previoﬁs research in psychoTherapy (Strupp, Fox & Lessler, 1973),
examined whether E was perceived if-.a positive or negative manner by
S during the lnTerV|ew. This has been termed the "Warmth Factor"
(WRMTH), since it contains i%ems related to E's warmth, activity or
formality during the interview. On each item, S is asked to note his
perception of E on a scale ranging from +2 to -2, where plus values
indicate positive valence, O denotes neutrality, and negative values

indicate negaTIvé valence. By adding these values algebraicaily over

all items, an index of the Warmth Factor was obtained from each S.

D. The Wor Fluency Test (WF):
The Word Fl'ency Test (Thurstone & : Thurstone, [949) was used
-on this study fo investigate the re!afiqnship between word fluency

and amount of self-disclosure. 'E_gave The'following Instructions to
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each S: "I would like you to write down as many words as you can
beginniqg wiTh'The\leTTer 1. You have five minutes. Start now."

The number of words written by each 5 within the time period was used
to compare the fluency of S with her amount of disclosure and other
variabies measured in the experiment.

E. Interview Scoring P:ocedures (Derlega & Chaikin, 1970;

Himelstein & Kimbrough, 1963):

All Ss were asked to participate in an interview in which they
‘were requested to disclose themselves on three topics ranging in Ievql
of intimacy (Graham, f9?0; Kaplan, 1968): (i) schoo! experiences (Sg)
(ii) family (F) and (iii) self (S). In order to assess the amount of
information disclosed, the total length of each S's Jerbalizafions,
timed separately for the operant period and for the discussion of each
Toﬁic dﬁring the intervention (1) and post-intervention (P-1) periods,
was recorded. Previous experimental findings have shown this to be
an accurate measure of the disclosure rate of §_(Himélsfein &  Kim-
brough, 1963; Vondracek, 1969),

Intimacy séores for the interview were obtained by the method 7
developed by Derlega & Chaikin (1974) (Appendix D). On each topic
discussed, S was assighed an intimacy score ranging from | (little
information given) to 9 (extremely intimate {nforma+ion). Each S
received one disciosure score based upon her verbalizations during
?he initial 2-minute period which was considered the operant level.

Ss were assigned six intimacy scores based upon the degree to which
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. they revealed themselves in discussing each topic: one score for the

' period and one for the P-1 period of each topic.

Procedure

All §§.Qere seen during their regu lass sessions in the initial
testing sessio;. In this session E_explaiﬁbd,?hé administration pro-
Cedure for the JSDQ-40 and asked Ss to complete the questionnaire. Ss
were not informed as to the purpose of the study. They were fold that
this was the first part of an experimenffsigff were encouraged to par-
ticipate in the éecond part of the study ;Leﬁ/conTac?ed later by E.

\On the basis of their past disclosure scores (JSDQ-P), Ss were
~ divided into four groups which were equated with each QTher in score
magnique. 3s from these groups were drawn for the four inferview
treatment conditions of the study. Twelve Ss were assigned to each of
these freatment conditions. |+ any of the chosen Ss were unable to
participate in the study, E_subsfifufed other matched Ss from the
larger group who completed the Jourard questionnaire, .

Appoiftments were next made individually with each S and the fol-
lowing procedure was instituted. When S appeared for the interview
sessjon, she was politely greeted by E and given the following set of
instructions to read (Kaplan, 1968):

In this study we are trying to find out how the
attitudes and feelings of students from the University
of Windsor compare with those from other Canadian Uni-
versities. We would like to compare your feelings on
some fopics with the feelings of other students who

attend universities in other Canadian cities.
I bave three topics | would |ike to discuss with
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you. When each fopic is presented | would like you
to talk frankly about how you feel concerning each
topic. | would like you to talk about your personal
emotions, your personal reactions, and your personal
responses. | know it may not be easy to just sit
and talk about yourself, but often when people get
started talking they discover that it becomes inter-
esting to discuss some areas which they rarely ex-
plore themselves. Even though this is a research
project, we have found that many students receive
some satisfaction from discussing the topics.

Your inskructions are to talk to me for 20 min-
utes concerning how you feel about the topics which
| shall introduce. Sometimes students in this fype
of. situation tend to stray away from talking about
their subjective feelings and begin to give des--
criptions and objective opinions concerning the
subject areas. Try not fo do this. Please try fo
talk freﬁﬁy about the topics which | shall mention.

Our conversations during the interview will be re-
corded on a tape recorder. The purpose of the re-
cordeing is so that | will be able to listen to the

conversation afterwards without having to take notes
during the interview, which would be distracting.

The tapes will be labelled only by code numbers.
Your name wii! not be used, and the tapes will be
used only for this research project. Everything you
say In here will be held strictly confidential. Are

there any questions? &
Once E was satisfied.that S had no guestions, he proceedéd intfo the
operant period of the inferview.

The three topics discussed “— school, family, and self -- were.
counterbalanced in order of presenfations to remove the possibility
of any order effect. éf the 12 Ss in each interview condition, 2
were randomly assigned to each of the 6 pos;ible orders of topic
presentations.

The interviews were conducted by the author who was experienced

in conducting individual psychotherapy. E_had previously carried out
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some pilot interviews to acquaint himself with the type of inter-
ventions appropriate for each of the four interviewing style4.

The interview room was set up with a table and two chéirs."g

sat half way behind the table, diagonaliy across from S. The Tébe

recorder was set up on a chair next to the table, and partially out
EE N

of sight of S. Directly in front of E was a digital clock used by E

to time the lengTh of the interview.and the duration of time spent

on each tfopic aréa.

The interview proper began when E said to S:

We have found that music relaxes people. |In order
to help you relax during this interview, and to get you
accustomed to talking freely for the rest of our time
together, | would |ike to begin by playing a piece of
music. After you have listened to the music, | would

] like you to give your honest reactions to it, and to
_h!)/ talk a little about your taste in music.

- E then switched on one tape-recorder which began to play the taped
music. Prior to the end of the music, which lasted ['1/2 minufes, E
switched on another tape-recorder to record E's and S's verbalizations
during The course of the interview.

As soonéé\é began to talk about her reactions to the music E
noted the Time'és discregtly as possible and al[owea S to continue ‘
uninferrupfed until 2 minutes of the operant period had elapsed. E
remained silent during this operant period. |f $ asked a question
during this period, E encouraged S to continue Té!king by saying, "Go
on." No further comments were made by E during the period.

The second phase of the interview began with a general open-

<
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nded question to indicr;\fe to S at the outset that this is not a
question and answer session: "Okay, | would like you to begin by
describin_g) how you feel generaliy about (school; your fa&i ly; or your-—
self)." On first hearing this request Ss in this study either began

s
talking about some aspect of the topic given or asked for further
clarification from E. |f the latter situation occured, E again res-
ponded with a general comment, offering |ittle direction to S.

E noted the time when S began to talk. When an appropriate
intervention could be made, E made the first response which would be
appropriate for the particular interview condition employed. After
the initial intervention, E waited for S to continue with other per-
sonal feelings and experieﬁces regarding the topic. As $ continued
to talk about this topic, E made additional interventions appropriate
for the condition. Since the number of infervenﬂgns made by E is-a
tactor affecting S's response during the interview (Giannandrea &
Murphy, 1973; Murphy & Strong, 1972), E made a total of three inter-
ventions for each of the three topics discussed in the different
interview conditions. E attempted in each case to make interventions
which would it into g‘he?low of the conversation, and would not
appear to S to be irrelevant or ‘artificial comments or questions.

During The intervention (1) period of eacr; topic, S was allowed
3 minutes on which to talk about that topic, in which time E made his
three interventions. This was followed by a 2-3 minute 'posf—in‘rerven-

tion (P-1) period during which E remained silent. |f S had exhausted
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the topic after the first 2 minutes, E intervened and introduced the
next topic. However, if S continued talking beyond the 2-minute v
period, she was peFmiTTed tc continue for another minute before being
interrupted by E. This procedure was adopted fo allow S to finish
her frain of thought, since the sudden introduction of a new topic
thight have interfered with her spontaneity of dlﬁalosure. This ad-
ditional minute beyond the 2-minute P-| period was not included -in
the experimental analyses.

When E nnted that § had spent the maximum time on the P-1 ‘period
of one topic, he introduced the next topic in the ;ollowing manner:
"Now that you have talked a |jttie about _» I would like you to
go on and fell me about " Any questions from S were handled in
A pleasant but open-ended way by E. E resisted making comments or
asking questions, other than those required as part of Tﬁe experimental
procedure, so that the influence of df;ferenf intferviewing styles might
be clearly seen.

At the end of the interview, E said: "Well, (é}é first name) |

see our time is up now. You have b ﬁ very helpful. Thank you very

much for parficipafing in This study. | would now |ike you to complete
two questionnaires. After you}-have comblefed them, | would |ike to

see you again for a few minutes.” E then took S to another roo% where
she was left to complete the SCB and TQ. Afterwards, E brought S back
into the exper}menfal room and administered the WF test.

After S had completed: these procedures, she was informed as to

the general nature of the study. Since it was very important that Ss

o

-~
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'be naive as to the purpose of the study, they were asked not to taik

-

about the study to any of their friends, since this might influence
o

f?e results obtained. They were also told that they would receive a

detailed description of the study after all Ss had been seen. A copy

of the description of this study which was mailed o each S appears

in Appendix E.' - : ./}

Experimental Interview Conditions

A. The Self-Disciosing InTerview;\

~

The task of Thi(ipferviewer in this condition was to make state-
ments about his own expériences, feelings and values in respense to
!

the disclosing stafements of S. These kinds of s+aTemeq+s often

began with "I ("I have often thought ..."; | sometimes find mysei<
-3 1 feel ..."). Such statements were natural conversational
comments that somehow fit in with the §fs last sfatgmenf or earlier
statements. Thus E did change the specific area under discussion
Through hig interventions. E's revealing sTaTemenTs.were n; more Th;n
one compléTe sentence, but they Qere long enough so that §_qas defin-
DiTely able to notice that E was making statements of a personal
néfure._\E_infroduced Ais self-disclosing statements at vafious points
in the iﬁferview but the fotal number of such statements, as wel! as

. | entire interview (t+hree for each fopic area). -

B. The Probing interview:

]
The probing interviewer was actively involved in eliciting in-
: .

o



e 41
formation froms. First, he requested S to elaborate on the Tépic
under discussion. In doiné so, he phrased his remarks in the fol-
Iow{ng manner: "Would you describe ... further?"; "Tel| me more
- about ..."; "Would you elaborate on ...": "Would yoﬁ describe ... in
greater detail", Occasionally, the interviewer also asked for gpecific
information by\ES§ing questions beginning with Thé word "Why .,.7",

The inferviewer was not idstrumental in changing the area under dis-
cussion, exce;T when he was required to move to another topic. The
probing interviewer directly or indirectly asked S for more information,
but attempted To.do so in the least threatening manner as poss}ble.
“c. The Reflective Interview:

The reflective interviewer focused upon the subjeiliij/eiemenf
of what S was saying. Through attentive !istening, E sensed a méaning
5 was trying to convey, perhaps in a rather hal+ing manner. E then
put meaning into the words as clearly as Fg“could, perhaps, .in the
form of a question to indicate he was trying to follow S rather than
lead her. As the S tried To.clarify her meaning still further, the
flow of communication was maintalned (Sunberg & Tyler, 1962}. (n
reflecting, E attempted to express in fresh words the essen}ial at-
titudes (not éo much fhe-coﬁ?enf) verbalized by §'L8rammer & Shostrom,
1960). E attempted to clarify feelings by phrasing his remarks in the
tollowing manner: "You think ..."; ﬁYou believe ..."; "It seems to you

.."; "As | understand you feel that ..."; "in other words ...,"; "

s “awsw

is that it?"; "I gather that ...".
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This approach of the interviewer was similar in style to that
of Rpéers (1951) and his client-centered approach. As the Ss in this
study related their experiences such as school experiences or relafipn—
. sh{p with their families, the inTervieweE attempted to clarify the -
gmofional meaning such experiences had for them.
D. The Supportive Interview:
in this condition E encouraged S to reveal personal information
about herself white giving her a minimum amount of feedback. Since
ﬁhis style of inTerviewing-was included in this study as a control ©
: eondifion for the other types of in;erviews, E's verbalizations
! £
indicated that he was actively listening, and aimed to promote further

verbalizations by S. E intervened at the appropriate times with such

phrases as, "Go on"; "Teil me more"; “Anything else?"; “That sounds

»

interesting".

Training of Raters

Two advanced graduate stidents served as raters for the SCB, and

e Interviews. In rating the SCB, these raters
followed the scoring procedures which have been developed by Greene
(1964} (Appendix B): The raters also used a detailed scoring manual
for the SCB {Greene, 1964), a summary of which appears in Appendix B,
This ménual contains specific examples of the manner in whiéh to score
the sentence blanks, and it became relafiﬁely easy for the raters to

utilize thi¥' system when they had famlliarized themselves with it.

At firsf E and the two raters met together and discussed the
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scoring procedures in detail. E then provided the raters with two
completed SCB's obtained from §§.who were not used in this study. E
and the two raters then proceéded to score both SCB's, assigniné scores
rénging from | {minimum disclosure) to 5 .(maximum disclosure) to each
item. In order to rehove'any b}as from scoring the items, each item
was scor:H for all Ss before proceeding to the next item. After the
first 10 items on both SCB's had been scored in this manner, E and the
raters discussed the’ scores which they had assigned to each item, and
gave reasons -for assigni%g_ghpir scores. ‘Differences between sccres
greater Tﬁan I point were discussed in order to develop a similar
frame of reference in assigning scores. The same procedure was repeated
for the remaining 10 ifeﬁs of the SCB.

The same two graduéfe students served as raters for assigning
intimacy ratings to the Interview transcripts. Each S's transcript
was divided into segments: the Music (M) period and the | and P-|
periods fgy—each of the three infervjewnfopics. Raters employed a 9-
point rating scale of intimacy (Deriega g'- bhaikin, l974),‘where |
indicated superficial disclosure and 9 very intimate discfbsure (see
Appendix D). The raters were also given Transcrrpfi of Two p]1o? Ss,
and met with E in a group session to score these. The ra?ers %ad al-
ready familiarized themselves with the scoring ;>Béedure of the SCB,
and this experle;ee facil Frated their scoring of the Transcrlpfs.
When The scoring was completed, E and raters discussed their respective
ratings and their-reasons for +hem. Again, if & difference greater

than | point existed between the scores assigned, the scoring was
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s S .
discussed at length until it was apparent that the raters were using
the same criteria to ‘assign scores. At the end of two training ses-
sions, E felt that The raters were sufficiently consistent in their

~ assigningof scores to proceed to the scoring of the interview trans-
: -

- -

“~rvipts frém this study.
The two judges were also given transcripts of E's interventions
fn; each 5. The names of Ss (If used by E) were deleted from these
transcr ipt< so that the raters could not associate E's inTerven%ion§
with a particular S3. Op each transcript the raters were asked to |
indicate whether E was self-discléﬁing, probing, reflecfive or sub-
portive in the particular interview being judged. Since The‘+wo

. raters showed complete accuracy in thelr Judgement regarding the

interview condition being employed, all Ss who were interviewed were

-

included in this study. ,

Finally, the amount of skif-disciosure from inferviews wes the )
duration of time which S spbke during the operant and treatment periods.
These times excluded a;y-ﬁerbalizafions made by E_duriné Thesé peéIods.
E used a sTopﬂyaTch with the taped interviews to obtain for each S one

measure ot this dependent variable for the operant period, and for the

i | and P-1 periods for each of the three topic areas which were emp loyed.

'.

3

’
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CHAPTER |1} &
RESULTS
L ’ -
“\\ ‘The data of this experiment were first examined to determine - &

wﬁFTher'éﬁ in the four interview groups were equ;QalenT on the basis
of their JSDQ-Past (JSDQ-P) scores. A comparison of group scores on
the JSDQ-Same-Sex (JSDQ-SS) and JSDGLOpposT?%-Sex (JSDQ-0S) measures
was also carried out, although these scores had not originally been
used to equate Ss In the different grodps. Before carrying out
analyses of the interview scores, operant scores for both amount and
{ntimacy'of disclosure were af%o analyzed separateiy to ascertain
that the groups were similar to each other prior to the experimental

<
interview manipulations.

Once the equivalence of the groups had been evaluated, éfafisfical
R analyses were next performed to test H;pofheses | and Il. Post-hoc
analyses were then carried out to investigate whatfher there were any
- - tempora| or topic effects during the interviews. éfafisfical tests

were also performed to determine whether there were significant dif-
&

ferences betweery

roups on the post-interview measures - The Sentence-

Completion Bla (SCB), Trust Questionnaire (TQ) and Word Fluency (WF).
Finally, a ¢ rrela+ion§?¢analysis examined the infeﬁfelaTionships

between al} the experimental measures employed in this study. Raw

Anaiysis of Measures Taken Prior 16 Interview |nterventions

To ascertain whether the experimental groupd were significantly

45
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different from each other on +he JSDQ-P scores, a'single factor
aaa!ysis of variance was performed on group scores. The results
confirmed that the groups were equivalent (F (3,44)<1.00) on the
basis of this measure which had originally been used to place Ss into
the four treatment conditions. Single factor analyses of variance
were also carried out separately on JSDQ-SS and-JSDQ—QS scores to
investigate the similarity of the experimental groups’on these measures.
Results indicated that these groups showed no significant differences
in scoras prained on either the JSDQ-SS Sﬁ (3,44) = 1,36), or the
J SDQ-0S (F (3,44) = 1.39). All three JSDQ scores thus attest to the
equivalence of the experimental groups prior to any experimental man-
ipulation. _ r
1

At The beginning of the interview, each §_+a|¢ed for two minutes
on her reactions to a musical sélecfion, prior to the actual experi-
mental interventions. |t was necesséry to determine whether the exper=-
imenfal'groups were equivalent in their performance during this operant
period before further analyzing Th; interview data. |f the groups were
found not To.be equivalent, it would then have been necessary to per-
form covariate adjustments on the fnfﬁrview data bearing on!HypoThqses
I and |}, in order +o make +hem comparable. Single factor analyses of
variance were therefore computed separately on amount and intimacy of
disclosure scores taken during the music period,

The amount score was obtained from the interview by recording the

duration of time each 3 talked within any specified time period, and

Lot
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then transforming Thls measure 1nfo TH; equivalent word raTe per min-"
ute (WRM). Results indjcated Thaf the interview groups showed no
difference in amount of disclosure on the topic of music (f_(3,44)'<l.00).
The intimacy score was the averags of fhe'rafings of two judges on the |
degree of intimacy of disclosure of each S obtained for identical
periods during the interview. Results of the ;ingle factor analysis of
variance for the music period confirmed that the experimentai groups
were also homogeneous in terms of their intimacy of disclosure for this

-

portion of the interview (F (3,44)<1.00).

Analyses Bearing Upon Hypothesis | (Amount of Disclosure)

Since the pré—]qfervenfion equivalence of groups was establi ished
gﬁf;he basis of the JSDQ-and operant music scores, the two major hypo-
theses formulated in fhls experiment were examined next. Hypothesis |
predicted that amount of disclosure as measured by the WRM would differ
significantly among intervention groups (i,g;, Probing >Sel f Disclosing
= Reflective = SupporTive).Tab!é | presents Thé group means for amoup?
of disclosure for the music period, and for the infervénfion (I) and
post~intervention "(p-[) _periods for each time segmeﬁf of the interview.

To détermine whether the interview interventions sagnlflcanfly

affected amount of disclosure, a 4 x 7 analysus of variance with re-

peated measures was carried out on the scores reported in this table.

A}

The summary of this analyses appears in Table 2. From this table it

b S
can be seen that there is no significant main group effect or lnTer-

action effecf befﬂgen groups and |nTerven+ion time periods. These

£ . '
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TABLE !
Mean Amount of Disclosure Scores (WRM) of Ss in
the Four InTeEven?ion Groups
First Topic Second Topic Third Topic
Groups
Music | P ] P-1 | P=1
Self Dis. 42.13 47.19 36.88 5t.04 38.21 52.04 47.08
Prob. 39.25 48.17 40.04  50.29 47.21  52.13 42.88
Reflect. 45,04 47.77 33.79 48.52 36.58 52.25 46.13
Support. 37.33 48.58 39.75 49.90 45.75 51.23 44.79
TABLE 2

Summary of Analysis of Variance of Amount of Disclosure Scores for

Intervention Groups and Time Periods of the Interview .

Source of Variation daf M§ F
Between groups 47

A = groups , > 36.34 0.06
Error A . 44 581.18

Within groups 288 ‘ ~— T
B = time periods 6 - 1308.46 |6.86%*
AB 18 = 10) .24 -
Error B 264‘ 77.61

** p (01

=

i

G
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QU Hypothesis | received no confirmation from
e

this analysis. iy be noted, however, that there was a significant
main effect over . An examihaTiqn of Table | indicates that Ss
appeared to increase their talking time in the | periods as compared
to the P-I period;. Further tests were performed to inves;igafe these
differences in talking time during the course of the inTerview,.and

these analyses will be discussed later,

‘Hypotheses | was also examined in analyses assessing the effects
/

of interviewing style uporl amount. of disclosure for the topics of

school (Sc), family (F) and self (S) during the | and P-I periods

‘respectiveiy. Table 3 presenfs‘4he mean amount of disclosure scores

of the various groups for these three topics.

o
TABLE 3
Disclosure Qutput (WRM) of the Four Intervention Groups
for “the Three Topics
School Family Sel f
Groups L
| P T el : P-I
Self Dis. 48.77 37.88 51.71 ~41.96 4§.79 42,29
Prob. 50.97 42.04 Sl.1i 44.42 49,50 41.17
Reflect. 49.75 36.2I 50.21 40.79 48.58 39.50 .
Support. 49.42 46.09 51.94 45.75 <:48;48 38.04
AN
/s
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Two 4 x 3 analyses of variance were performed separately for the

50

| and P~1 periods, on the scores presented:.in this table. These
analyses are shown in Tables 4 and 5. As indicated in the +ables,
the findings of these analyses confirm the résults of the previous
analysis of variance that the type of interviewing style did not sig-
nificantly affect amount of disclosure. It may aiso be noted that
the type of intervention did not significantly effect amount of dis-
closure on any specific Topi/: and that the groups did not reveal

moere on one topic than another.

-

These results indicate that Hypéhhesis | was-not su orted.
Under four interviewing -conditions 5s did not differ g?giificanfly in
their overaltl amount of disclosure, nor did they show differen#?;[
effects of the different interview treatments as a function of +ime.
The experimental data were next examined to determine whether the
Interviewing conditions affected intimacy of disclosure (Hypothesis
1.

Before presenting these findings, however, the scoring and re-
liability of <he intimacy of dgsclosure measures as derived from the

. +

interview will first be discussed.

. ‘g\‘//
-~




TABLE 4
Summary of Analysis of Variance of Amount of Disclosure Scores for

Groups and Topics for the | Periods

®

e
Source of Variation df MS F
Between grougs 47
A = groups 3 100.73 0.04
Error A 44 2494.42

-Within groups 26 _

B = topics 2 936.80 2.08
AB N -6 130.69 . 0.29
Error B : ' 88 449.81

TABLE 5 K

| Sumimgry of Analysis of Variance of Amount of Disclosure Scores for

Groups and Topics for the P-i Periods

Source of Variation - df Ms F
Befween‘ groups 47

A = groups 3 572.90 .0.33
Error A 44 1715.28

Within Qroups 9‘6 .

B = topics . 2 516.27 0.86
AB 6 390.49 0.65
Error B © . 88 - 599.73

4
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Scoring and Interrater Reliability of The Intimacy Measure

Two raters assigned scores on a scale from 0 (no intimacy) to 9
{maximum inTimacy).- Each S received seven disclosure scores from.each
rater -- an intimacy score for music (MY, and a rating on the | and
P-1 periods of each of the three topics discussed during the interview.
InTerraTer-reliabiliTy coefficienfs were computed on these scores for
aly Ss yielding values from r = 0.58 to r = 0.76. (see Table 6 below)
o TABLE &

Interrater Reliability Coefficients of I'ntimacy Scores

for all Topics Employed During the Interviews

Topics Reliability Coefficients

Music (M) : 0.58%*
. School (1Y) . 0.66%* ?
School (P1) ‘ 0.69%*
Family (IV) 0.67%*
Family (P]) 0.65%%
Self (1v) 0.70%*
Self (PI) . 0.76%*
* ¥ 2 <_0|

All value%{yere significant beyond the .0l level and were thus consid-
ered to bé-within the range of accepfabilffy. However, in order +o
maximize the reliability of the -measure, the intimacy of disclosure
score for each §_and for each period was obtained by computing the

mean of the scores assigned by the two individual raters.
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. Analysis Bearing upon Hypothesis |! (Intimacy of Disclosure)

Since it was demonstrated thet the four groups were homogeneous
in intimacy of disclosure during the operant period, statistical
analyses related to Hypofﬁesis I'l were carried out next. Hypothesis
I'l predicted that type of interviewing style would differentially
aftect self-disclosure so that intimacy scores between groups would
be significantly different from each ather. The order of differences
was predicted to be: Self-Disclosing)> qulecﬂve)Probing > Support-
ive. Table f presents the mean intimacy scores obfained.by the four
interview groups over the éourse.of the experimental interview.

TABLE 7
Mean Intimacy Scores for Intervention Groups

In Order of Presentation of Topics

>

—
Topic | Topic 2 . Topic 3

Groups : -
Music | P-t | P-1 pN P-|
Self Dis. 4.29 5.67. 5.04 5.96 5.7I 625 6.17
Prob. 4.21 6.00 5.67- 6.04 5.88 6.29 5.83
Reflect. 4.71 5.88 5.2I 5.92 5.33 6.21 5.83
Support.  4.58 6.00 6.04  6.08 6.17  6.33 6.00

To' investigate the effects of idterviewing style during the course
of the interview, a 4 x 7 analysis of variance with repeated measures
was performed on the scores %eﬁﬁr?ed in Table 7. fhe summary of this
analyéis appears in Table 8. The absence of a significant main group

effect or inferaction effect in this table indicates that type of
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intervention did not significantly affect intimacy of'disclosure in
the interview. However, it may be noted that the groups showed a
significant difference in intimacy of disclosure over the different
time segments of the interview. According to Table 7, the Tnfgrview\
groups espéc{ally'show differences in their intimacy of disclosure
between The Music and the | or P;llperiods. In' addition there is a
= _ TABLE 8

Summary of Analysis of Variance of Intimacy Scores

* "
////,for Intervention Groups and Time Periods

Soyr{of Variation df MS
. MS

: il

\__//%;+ween.groups 47

A = groups - 3 1.73 0.78

Error A 44 2.23

Within groups ° 288

B~ time periods ) 6 17.07 . |14.89%%

AB . I8 0.59 0.52

Error B 264 ! .15

* 3% p<.01

trend for the various groups 1o reébond with greater intimacy during
the | than during the P-| periods. .FurTher anal?ses were carried out
to determine whether there were significant differences in infimagz of
discI05ure between | and P-1 periods, and, these analyses will be dis-
cussed in a later section of this chapter. ¢
Hypothesis |1 was also examined to consider the effects of inter-

»

viewing style upon intimacy of disclosure in relation to the topics of



School, Family and Self., Table 9 presents the mean intimacy scores

of the experimental groups on these three topics for the | and P-|

6.21 -

periods.
TABLE 9
+Mean Intimacy Scores of In;grvenfion Groups”
g
tor the | and P-| Periods on the Three Topics
.
School Family Sel f
Groups
I P-1 I P-1 . I P-1
Self. Dis. 5.50 4.96 6.58 6.08 5.79 5.88
Prob. 5.46 5,13 6.67 6.04 6.21
Refiect. 5.50 4.88 6.21 .5.54 6.29 5.96
Support. 5.71 5.88 6.54 6.25 6.17 6.08

Two 4 x 3 analyses of variance with repeated measures were per-
formed on” the scores in this table, for the k and P-

ately. These analyses are presented in Tables 10 and 1], As indicated

in these tables,

effect upon intimacy of disclosure.

effect in both tables indicates that §§ talked at different levels of

55

| periods separ-

the Type of interviewing style had no significant

However, the significant topic

intimacy on the three different topics.

of disclosuqufor different topics will be’ analyzed further in a.later
section of this chapter. N
The results of these analyses indicate that HonThgsis Il was aiso

._7
not supported.

The four intervention<conditions did not differentially

These differences in intimacy

-r

e

L



TABLE 10

Summary of Analysis of Variance of Intimacy Scores

-

of Groups and Topics in the | Periods

Source of Variation df MS

Cid M E
Between groups 47 .
A« groups 3 0.27 - 0.18
Error A 44 1.47
Within groups " 96 /
B = topics 2 .16 16.89%*
AB 6 0.48 0.72
Error B B 88 0.66
*¥ E<'0| ‘ /’ -

&
S5 L.
TABLE |
Summary of Analysis of Variance of Intimacy Scores
* of Groups and Topics for the P~| Periods
o _

—. _. L W :
Source of Variation af MS F
Between groups 47 ‘ _ -
A = groups 3 2.4] 1.32
Error A 44 1.83 )
Within groups 96
B = topics - 2 10.19 6.77%%
AB o 66 0.73 _ 0.49
Error B ] " - 88 [.51 '

** 5.0l
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affect intimacy of disclosure, ei#ber when analyzed as main effects,

. R #
or as an effect occurring as a result of increasing interview or treat-

ment time. In the following section, various post hoc analyses will be

presented on the experimental data from this study.

e

Post Hoc and Rost=-Interview Analysés .

-

-

Amount of Disclosure

The statistical analyses presented earlier in this section indic-

»

~ated that Ss showed differences in amount of disclosure or talking time

during the course of the inferview. In order to examine these differ-
ences visually, mean amount of disclosure scores obtained by each
interview group for ‘the | and P-| periods are plotted separately in

Figures | and 2. Since no significar# intergroup .difference due to

‘interviewing style were found in.the original analyses, further statis—

tical tests were performed on all Ss regardless of group.
Two single factor analyses of variance were computed: to defermiﬁé
whether %he differences found earliier in amount of disclosure occurred

in either the | or P-i periods separately or In both. First, a single

«

factor analysis of variance was carried out on the amoynt of disclosure

output between one | period and another (F (2,94) = 7.97, p <.0l).

Figure | -indicates that during the | periods, all intérview groups
< .

appeared to ifcrease their amount of disclosure or talking time, ‘as the

inferview.pfogressed. To determine whether a stﬂ?ighf line would be a
good fit to the.l period means, a Trend_anéiyses (?Efguson,-lgﬁs)_of
the data was performed. The results of this analysis indicated that -

the F ratio for linear regression was significant at the .0l level
‘ ' ' ’
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over Music and P-l periods of the Interview.
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(F (1,94) = |5.81, E_(.Ol). The F ratio for deviations from [inear
trend was not significant (F (1,94)<1.00). Thus all Ss tended to
4 increase their amount of disclosure in a |inear fashion during the

intervention periods.

“STmilar-analyses‘were carried out for the Music and P~! periods.
All groups were combined, and a.single facfog anquses of variance was
computed to determine whefhef Ss dif%ered from sach other in their
disclosure output during the Music and P-! periods. This analysis
revealed a significant dif;erence in amount of disclosure between
periods (F (3,141} = 3.79, p<.05). To determine whether a straight
line would be & good fit for the data, an analyses for linear trend
was again performed. Extracting the linear component ;n this analysis
from the general treatment variation yield an E_varhe significant at
the .05 level (F (1,141} = 5.97, h<.os'>. The F ratio for deviations:
from |inear %egréssion was not significant (F (2,141) = 2.71). From
inspection of Figure 2 it appears that with some signs of variability

Ss still tended to linearly increase their talking time over the P-|

periods during the course of the interview.

intimacy of Disclosure

The statistical analyses reporfed'earlier in this chap+er indicated
that significant changes occurred in deégree of intimacy of disciosure
during the course Qf the interview. The intimacy of diéclosure scores
obfained by the experimental groups during the [ and P-I periodg were

~graphically plogﬁed to further examine these data (Eigdres 3 and 4).

-

Lo
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Figure 4. Intimacy of Disclosure for Different Experimental Groups

over Music and P-1 Periods of the Interview.
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s
Thesafigures illustrate that the various interview groups tended to

show definite increases in their intimacy of disclosure during the
‘course of the interview. Slnce no significant differences between
groups were fdund'earlier.wiTh respect to ipferviewing style, further
analyses here were undertaken on the intimacy scores for all 48 Ss
during the | and P-| periods séparately.

A single %acfor analysis of variance of intimacy scores for all
Ss during the | periods showed no significant increase in-their intim—
acy of disclosure between such periods (F (2,94) = 2.22), Since
Figure 3 suggests that changes in intimacy of disclosure of Ssduring

-¢hek: periods may be bes?_represenfed by & straight line, a Trena
anaIQEis was performed to ﬁeferm}ne whether this was indeed the cése.
Resul;s of this analysis demonstrated that the F ratio for the linear
component of the main effect was significaﬁf at the .05 lavel (F (1,94)
= 4.05, p<.05), while a nonségnificanf value for the non-linear com-
ponent was found (F (1,94)<1.00). In fhe‘] periods all Ss thus in-
creased (buf non~significantly) their intimacy of disclosure in a
linear fashion as the interview-progressed.

To determine whether the Music ahd three P-I intimacy scores were
significantly different from each ofh%r, 2 single factor. analysis of
.vafiance was also performed on these s&pres across al | Ss. Ss displayed
a highly significant difference in Thei> intimacy.of disclosure across
TheSe non—~intervention periods (F (3,141), = 16.13, p<.0l), Figure 4

suéges#s that the Ss showed progmeSive increases in their levéls of
. '
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intimacy during the Music and P-l periods as the interview progressed,
To determine whether a straight line would be a geod fit to this data
a trend test was again performed. The results confirmed that scores
showed a2 significant linear trend (F (I,I4I)‘ = 41.13, p<.001}), and
that the deviations from linearity were negligible (F (2,141) = 3.69).
These f}ndings indicate that the Ss fended fo increase their infimacy
of disclosure in a Iiaear fashion during the non-intervention periods.

Topic Differences

Statistical tests were also conducted to examine differences in

~
intPmacy of disclosure between the fopics of School, Family, and Self,

for both the | and P-1 periods. Results reported earlier in this

chapter indicated significant main effects due to topic differences

for both the | and P-| pericods. Since no differences between interview
groupé ware found, further anaiyses were carried out across groups to
examine the differen%ial effects on intimacy of disclosure of +opics;
for these periods.

The Tukey (a) test (Winer, 1962) was performed to determine where
the differences between topics lay with regard to intimacy of disclosure.
Mean intimacy ratings for | periods indicated ThaT.§§ talked more in-
timately about Family (Xf = 6.50) and Self (Xs = 6.37) then aboﬁf School
{Xsc = 5.54). Furfhermote, the Tukey test demonstrated that.the differ-
ences in mean intimacy scores between Schocl and Family (0.95) and
between School and Self (0.82) exceed the critical value of 0.40, and

Nl ’ ~
are significant beyond the .05 level. The difference in mean intimacy

"l
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 scores between Family and Self (0.13) was not significant. Hence Ss
talked more intimately about both Familydand Self than about School,
and reached similar levels of inf}macy on Thess Topfcs.

A similar analyses was perfgrmea on S's intimacy scores during
the P-! periods. Since there was a significant effect due to topics
for these periods (F (2,88) = 6.7/, p<.0l), this difference was
examined furTher: The Tukey (a) test was again performed to discover
where these differences lay. Differences exceeding a critical value
of 0.60 were significa&%_beyond the .05 level. Ss showed significant
differences in their levels of intimacy be+we$n the topics of School
and Family (0.77) and éeTween School and SeIfH(O.BZ). No significant
difference in intimacy scores cccurred between the fopics of Family
and Self (0.05). In agree?spf with the results of the | periods, Ss
talked more intimately about their families and selves than about

schoo!, and falked with a similar degree of intimacy about both.

Post=I[nterview Measures

The present study also investigated whe%her the four intervention
groups weée equivalenf on the three. post interview ;easures —— SCB, WF,
and TQ. The‘scoring procedure for these measures has been previously
described-in the Method section. -On the SCB the Pear#gn product- - .
mémenflreliabili+x coefficient between Two independent raters for ,/;>
disclosure scores across ail Sswas r = 0.94 (p <.001). Scores on this.'’
Test were defermined'by éveraging the ratings assiéned by these fwo

- raters_for each Ss. : T
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] Because the TQ is concerned with different aspects of the inter-
:iew or the interviewertd behavior, it was divided info three segments
for the purpose of statistical analysis. The experimental groups were
first compared on the originai |5 items assessing reactions to the £
interview (TQFRl). A ;eéﬁnd analysis examined whether the interviewer's
non-verbat behaQior {TQ-NV) was consistent between groups. :Finally, -

scores’from items assessing the "warmth" of the interviewer (TQ-WRMTH)

“were analyzed for group differences in Ss percgpfion of the interviewer.

Table 12 presents the mean scores obtained by the four experimental

groups on the various post-interview measures. -

TABLE 12
Mean Scores Obtained by the Four Intervention Groups

on Post-Interview Measures

TQ
Group .
R NV WRMTH SCB  WF

NG .
Self Dis. 11.58 10.58 4.00  65.29 35,33
Prob. h I1.67 10.58 2.75  62.75 36.42
Ref lect. 10.25 10.83 2.17  64.2] 38.92
Support. - 12.08 11.33 3.67  69.92 -36.25

——

‘“Sﬁngle factor analyses of variance wereigarried out separately
on each of the fivéﬂiﬁfervieu_meaéhres.' These 'yielded no significant
hJ - - '

A .
differences between experimental groups for any of these measures

Py

<1.00). The absence of a sighificanf intergroup difference is par-

~
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4

ticularly important, 'since it provides further confirmation of the lack
of significant differences between groups on the intimaty measures

found during the actual interviews.

Correlational Analyses

~

Pearsén product-moment correlations were computed between all the
experimental measures employed in the invesTiquion. . The intercorrelat-
ion for all 22 experimental variabiés are presented in Table |3. Results
indicated that the three pofions of the JSDQ-P, SS and OS were signifi-
cantly correlafed with each other but not with any ofh;r measure, except
between JSDQ-P-and intimacy of discldsure on School during the P-I
period. -

With respect to amount disclosed during the interview, there were
significant correlations between Music and | and P-| scores on all
topies, and between | and P-1 scores on each Tobic. intimacy of aisc!os-
ure onJFamiiy'énd Self on the |-period were significantly correlafgd
with infimacy of disclosure on these topics during the P-1 period. The
SCB was significantly correlated with amount of disclosure on Music and
on all topics during the | and P-1 periods,but was only correlated with
{nfimacy scores on Music and School and Self during the P-| periods.

The other post-interview measures - WF and TQ- showed no meaningful

correlations with other measuresgl
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D1SCUSSION v

* The purpose of the present study was to investigate -the effects
v : . X
of different interviewing techniques upon self-disclosure. Hypothesis
| predicted that type of interviewer intervention would dif?erenfially

o

affect amount of reveal ingness or disclosure. Hypéfhesis Il predicted.
difference in inT{macy of disclosure under the different interview
conditions.

" Statistical analyéis-showed,neifher main nor interaction effects
due to interyiewing style. Thus the Type of infervenfions made by the.
interviewer in the course 6f”The.inTerview d%d not facilitate a greater
output of self-disclosures or a greater intimacy of disclosure in any
particular experimental group. : J,z '

Cne no}eworfhy finding was that as the in%er iew progressed Ss
increased their output of disclosure on both parametsrs of amount and
intimacy. Furthermore, for both indices of diséiosure, This increase
in disclosure occured in a linear faghi;n. This ¥inding is significant
in ThaT'if,suggesTs_fhaf,gﬁ showed an increasing level of openness
during the course:ofbfﬂe interview. On both-parameters of disclosure,
Ss also showed'grea+er productivity during the IﬁTerven+ion b és
compared To the Muéic.(M) and Posf—InTervenfion-fP-l) p;riodg.' With .
regard to intimacy of disclosure, Ss revéaled moge absqf Sgif (S) and
Family (F) ;han fthey did about School (Sa). Hg;ever, the type of

interview conditioh did not élgnificanfly atfect disclosure on a par-

“. m % .k
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Factors Related to the Effects of Interviewing Style

Tﬁe lack of support for Hypothesis | in tThis study confradict
the findings of Powell (1968) and of vondracek (1969). Powéll‘s
results indicated that self-discioasure is more effective in influencing
- the output of positive and negafivew

reflective or supporfive interview style. However, the index of amount

self-refereﬁfial statements Thén‘a

of disclosuts employed °in the present study is not directly compérable
with ThaT used by Powell In this study, amount of disclosure.was
measured by the duration of time Ss talked within specuflc time periods.
Powel | 's index of self-disclosure was the numbe:\Pf self—referenfial
statements made during the course of an infervié;; Such.differences in
measurement may account for the discrepancy in findings beTween These
Two sTuq;es_‘,"ﬁax
Vondracek (1969) found that his probing condition was most effech
- ‘ ive in increasing amount of disclosuré, while no significant differences
. were found between his reflective and self-revealing conaifions. These
differences in resuits from the pre;énf study maylbe due to the fact
that Vondracek focused.on only one topic (family) for discussion during
.+ a 20-minute inferigpw period. IT-is poési@@{/;zaf hif probing'in+2:—
' . viewer may h been able to elicit a g;éafej\gmoun+ of informatign than-
‘In The prese::\sfudy, since he rematned(%’“fhe same toplic for 2 Ionégn&v
period of time. As their openness ‘increased during the |nTerv:ew, the

|n+erV|ewees in his s?udy mighf have explored aspects of Thelr famlly

| v';j
i - A . | .o

o ' .
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in greater detail than they could do in the shorter time period of the
<.

present experiment. -

. N N

The lack of confirmation for Hypothesis |l in the present study

-

L

concurs with the findings of Vondracek (1969). In his study he found
no significanf differences between his self-disciosing, reflective and
reveal ing interview groups with respect to intimacy of disclosure.

*A number of factors may account for the lack of differences between
interview groups in amount and intimacy 6f self—digcl sure as found in
the present study. One crucial var}able which caﬁfggpconsidered here
is the dyadic interaction between interviewer and InTervleQee Eégardless
of jﬁ}erviewer infgrvenTion. Many reséarchgrs ¥n the field of psycho~
therapy and cgunseling (Rogers, 1951; Truax & Carkhuff, [96?5 have

emphasized that genuineness, nonpossessive warm?# and accuréfe empathy
of the Tﬁerap?;f are‘facfdfs which affect the dyadic interaction.
Such facTors:aré of infl;eﬁce in that the client in a fberapisﬁf

client relationship wants to feel that he can share his feelings, at-
‘Tifudes and exper{ences with The Tgerapjsf, and that the ta%fer will
not deéreciafe or judge him, but w{II instead respegt his dignity and
worth (Noyes & Kolb, 1964). Of the three factors mentioned, Truax &
‘Carkhu%f (1967) suggest Thaf.genuinenes§ is the most basic one in a
Th;répeu+ic relationship, The nonpossessive warmth of The‘fherapisf-
has been hea*ily undgrscoredfby Rogers_(1951) as communicéfiﬁg'*o the ’

client The'fherabisf's_cqncqrn and ipterest in him. 'Thrqugh empathy

) , T ¢ .
The Therapist comes Yo krow., value, ar respect the client becgyse he

- ' -
- . -
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understands him and hs Iif-e experie&ee from the ¢l ien'l"é internal
trame of reference. / 5 i w2
It Is possible that such factors may override‘any particular type
of intervention, and may have produced the uniform results obtained jin
the present exp;erimen'l'. Since Thé same E c:mducfed all of tThe infer—
views, crucial variables in The andic situation, such as E's attitude
towards $ ofr nonverbal cues remained relatively constant in the cours%
of Thé interviews. Thls constancy of behavior was reinforced by the
fact that E was blind fo the experimental condi‘t'iowﬂl immediately
prior to the interview manipulations. The E was therefore nczT in a
position to either positively or negatively inf!uenc:e the behavior of.
Ss in‘the initial phase of the interview through nonverbal cues.
Of particular consideraﬂ;an here is the fact that in this n6ve"i
~ sltuation, which lasted only 20 minutes, the inTerview\ee may have been
responding to the factors mentioned. above rather than ‘rhe'verb,al content
of E's remarks. In the present study, it is possible that the inter-
viewer's attitude of warmth and alceptance towards The interviewee was
of paramod’nf importance in influenci‘ng‘ behavior,,-‘and obl iterated any (
effects due to specific interviewing s:!\'yles (Truax: & Carkhuff., 1967).
The fact that E responded in some fashion, regardless of interviewing
. technique uséd, may have been sufficient to ‘facilitat® the disclosure
process'. The ‘manner in which E greeted S and generally related to her
b ‘ /\'Jmay have assumed a great deal of importance, and Pgain such factors
7re\_|;:1ained relaﬂvel'y constant from dne _Si to-another.

. [
* - - . f-> 1
.. - -
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The nature of the experimental design may also account for the
lack bf differences between treatments. Oﬁing to the speéific inter-
viewer interventions required, the interviewer was consfrainedlfo respOnd.

‘\\in a specific manner. .In the probing condition, for example, E had to
< =

respond on three occasions in a probing manner within each | period.
Although E attempfed to inftervene at times in S's verbalizations which
- K =

seemed most appropriate, he was still constrained to ask probing quis S,
- , §$; .
and fﬁdﬁo so three times within each 4-minute period. This constraint

—
—

may have hampered disclosure in @ snTuaT1on where a self-diScIosing or

suppajflve cQ enT may have resuited in greaTer intimacy of disclosure. \

o
in a situation where an 1nTervnewer can use these technigues interchange-

ably, the uti{zation of such ftechniques mighT produce greater disclosure

.
ental findings of Earnabei, Co ‘anq.Nyé (1974) support
the notio atthe indiscriminate use of any ¥ chnfques do not produce
differenfia!wéijecfs in the iniffal'inTerview. In their-study these
researchers examinéd the effects of indf%criminafe'use of counselor re-
ftection, prob}ng, confrontation and free style on ciieﬁ? v;;bal behav?gr
and client perceptions of counsgling. The three dependentsgfriables
were.clfenf affect words, self-réferenfial pronouns and pre;enf verb
tense. Twenty Ss were assigned randomly to one of four {;hined counseiors
forlal42-minufe‘session, the first 2 minutes of which Qere a preliminary'

orientation period. The femaining 40 ‘minutes were divided into four.|0-

minute segments durin® which a ﬁg?fléhlar treatment condition was implem-

. , ! T A BN .7 T
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ented by the counselor. The counselor wasiunalare of the oréer of
treatment conditions prior to the interview. Each J% the three
dependent measures was operationally definéd, and all transcripts were
rated at the termination of the interviews.

Results indicated no sfbniflcanf differences befwéen the four
treatment conditions in client affect w;rds, self—refarenfial pronouns
" or Time orientation. In discussing their findings, TGese researchers
» éofe: ) 2

The results suggest no différenfiél effects betwaen “
. the initiation.of action condlflons of questioning and
confrontdtion and the presenfaflon of facilitative condi-

qurs of reflecting in the early sfages of counseling
358~359).

The implications of these results and the Qresenf fﬁndings are that

ﬂ—fjr‘pET$4cular infe;viewing +ecﬁniques do not {ncrease the [ikelihood that
) CSs will respénd in a differenflal way in,iéﬁfial interview contacts.

. How can such findings be expiained iﬁ view of the results of
previous studies in sel;-djsclosure? Some factors have already been
cited to account fér the lack of differences resulting from the inde-
pendent variable. With reference to the self-disclosing condition,
Jourard (1959) has suggesfed that self-disclosure is a reciprocai

~ process, and the extent to which an indivf8uai re;eals imseif to another

is governed by the intimacy of the |nforma§%5n he has rec ved from

“
. another. Cohiige?ing the prevalence of this social ‘exchange

(Cozby, 1973)'in self-disclosure research,. the fact that this reciprogity

~ effect d{d_nof occur in the present STqaﬁ appears fo be an anemaly in

. . ) - N : p
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this area of investigation.

' An overview of previous interview studies in self-disclosure may
shed some light on this failure to replicate such findings. An exam-
ination of sugh studies (Graham, [970; Jourard & Jaffe, 19705 Nelson
& Karlsruher, 1975) reveals that the interviewer did not participate
in.acTual interviews. " In each of these studies the researchers examined
the extent to which Ss modeled the selj-displosing behayior of the
interviewers, who 'first provided personél information about themselves.

In the study by Jourard and Jaffe, Ss were matched on the basis of

past and anticipated disclosure rate, and then were divided into four
bd

‘treatment groups. The E openly discussed her thoughts and feelings

regarding eadch of 20 topics, followed in turnw $'s reactions. Treat-
ment differed in terms of the length of the interviewers remarks over
20 toples. Resqlfs demonsTraTed.a significant relationship between

?hé length of time and the duration of §f§ utterances. When E spoke
briefly, S did likewiseé,when E_spokg at lengfh:f§_spoke significantly

tonger. b

e

Nelson and Karishuer's (1975) study also dld4an.involv any
clinical interaction between E and S during the interview. C{ere Ss
wereﬁiaﬁaomly assignéd to eight Treafmenf.condifions;H;BH were inter-
viewed f;:lvidually.by_g on four disclosure topics. In the interviewer

self-disclosure condition, E read the disclosure topic aloud, and then
sel f~disclosed on.fhe‘jopic for 4 to 5 minutes. §_wa&\Then given as

lqng‘gfghe wanted to talk about the topic. Results demonsfrafégﬁfhaf

Ny,

— | .
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interviewer self-disclosure significantly affec$9d interviewee self-
disclosure. In *ﬂE’braham (IQTO) study, each S also partigipated in

!
a dﬁﬁgigigreqlufervrew in wh|ch he was agked To disclose or to decline

to disclose himself on five toplcs, after E had +rufhfally éisclosed
herself on éach of these topics. .
These studies call aTTenTioq te the fact that previous disclosure -
interview experiments have not conceyned themselves with disclosure
during the clinical interview process. ey appear instead to involve
The effects of £ Influences i.e., the extent to which'é engages in
self-disclosing behavior after a perioﬂ of self-disclosure by E. Such
studies cannot therefore be regarded as frue interview analogue studies.
— '
{n the model ing studies cited, the experimental demand characteristics

may have veen sufficientiy structured to induce S to behave in a self-

disclosing manner in keeping with what she felt was expected of her by

E. On The other hand, in the present experiment as in any inferview

-

situation, the nature of the requirements may have been unclear ahd \

.

" unstructured to the degree that the interviewee was confused as to what

—r—
she should do or what was being requested of“her (Bandura, {969). Thus

thex demand charétfé?isTics of these two situations appear to be quite

»

different from each other,

Several other factors deserve mention as possibly contributing to
the lack of support for T‘\\hypofhesis formulated in this study. The
status of Ss as paid may have served as a pqyerful motivating force for

-

= N '
them to divuige personal information abouT,Themselgg§. In their recent

;
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sTudy,;Nelsonﬁand Karlsruher (1975) employed both paid and unpaid §§..
Paid Ss were found fo dis;Iose significantly more +han unpaid Ss ong
both the intimacy and time measd?es. It is possible that the $5.00
payment in the present sfudx served the same function as payment in
The Nelson and Karlsruher study of obliging Ss to cooperate 1o the
degreé of maintaining 2 minimum leve! of disclosure in the interviews.
This incentive may have helped to obliterate any subtie effects due
to treatment differences.

Another aspect of the present study which must be considered Is the
influence of the male E_ﬁpon the self-disclosure of female Ss. Previous
interview studies (Brooks, 1974; Fuller, 1963) which have examinea the

influence of sex of interviewer upon $s' levels of disclosure have found

that initial levels of self-disclosure are higher in opposite-sex dyads,
e

Since the present study employed such dpposife-sex dyads, it is possible
Qé? ;haT this factor again may have contributed fowards erasing any dif-
ferences .due to Treafmeﬁf effects.

I+ is also possible that the failure to find differences between
treatment conditions in the present study may have been affected by
subtle differences in self-disclosure between Canadian and American
students. Alfthough no researchers have attended to this issue, Jourard
(1961) has found that American students disclose more to parents and
closest friends of‘eéch sex than do Puerto Rican students, as measured

~ by the Jourard Self-Disclosure Q%esfionnaire (JSDQ—iP). As sqbgégfed

by Nelson and Karlsruher (1975), it is I'kely ThaTICanadians also have

) 3. : .
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a lower proclivity for self-disclosure, and require a longer time in

which to reveal aspects of themselves. |f Canadians are more reticent
than AmerTEans, then this may have affected the perfo}mance of the

Interviewees in this study regardiess of the interview condition employed.

Factors Related to Temporal and Topic Effects

The findings of the present study indicate that the amount and

intimacy of Ss' self-disclosure increased in both the | and P-i periods

as the interview progressed. These findings are in keeping with the
resutts of Davis and Sloan (1974), who found a slight but non-significant
tendency for Ss! diSflosﬁre To increasé as a function of interview Time.
This is not a surpriging finding in view of the fact that Ss would be
expected to become more comfoF?abLe and consequently more opén in the

} . /
course of the interview. QIher variables, such as the motivation of §

and the way in which she perceived her relationship with the interviewer
and his responses to her, crucially affect the dyadic interaction. The
pfogressive increases in §§' self-disclosure attest to the fact that they

were.reacting posiTiveiy'To this situation and grew more willing to share

- aspects of themselves with the interviewer.

For all topic areas, Ss also showed a greater Increase in their

intimacy of disclosure and duration of time spent Ta;king during Tq? |
periods than during the P-1 perfqu. This finding suggests th&@t the

verba| feedback provided‘by E.du%ing the -| periods, regardless of the-

Type of interviewing style, was effective in increasing disclosure output.

This finding supports the results obtained by Weiss, Krasner and Ul Imann

Y

G
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(1960) in another interview sTudy.l These investigators showed that an
E who provided positive feedback to college student Ss ‘in a warm and
—¢) supportive manner increased the frequen;y of self;references,‘while
a~hostile E who was unempathetic and cold decreased The number of verbal
responses. In fhe present study, E's periodic interventions as well as
|
his warmth and empathy apparently served to ékfb{+ a greaTer_oufpu+ of
d|sc]osure durlng the | periods. As suggesfedkby Marlaff (1972), E's
’_+eedback may also have served the purpose of informing S Thaf she was
on The‘?ighf track and d;§*successfully fulfilling the demands of the
experiment.
One significant finding with regard to,topics was that Ss Ta}ked
at a simitar level of intimacy about F and S, and fhaf this was signifi-
anfly greater fhan their intimacy of disclosure about Sc. However,
correlaflons revealed no s&gn|f|canT relationship between |nT|macy ) _ “
scores fbr F and S in elTher‘The I and P-1 periods. ThlS apparent
discrepaniy may be explained by the possibility that Ss talked Tntimately
about either S or F, but not inTimaTel* about. both at the same time: ﬁJT
may_even;be“conjecfured “that affer-§_ﬁad revealed infimafe_aspecfg o%r;
herself in one area she became more reticent about revealing equally
intimate deTaiIs“in the other topic area. In. contrast, Ss talked less
infimately about éc; probably because this represented a more neutral
topic area which had less pérsonal meaning To:;;em. I+~was noted, in
compar}son, that the interview Transcﬁip%s'perfaiaipg +o F and S usually

rJ/ B bonféined-a considerable amouht of material relafin%%;o feel ings, inter-

[y

a
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personal relatienships, conflicts, and other intimate aspects of the

Ss' personal lives.

R

Results of Objective and-Sélf-Report Measures

The two test measures of self—diéclosure used in this study were
the Jourard”SaIf—bisclosbre Que;;fonnaire (JSDQ-@O) and the SeQ:ence
CompIeT}on Blank (SCB). The Word Fle;ncy Test (WF) was includég‘in
Tﬁe battery of tests to investigate whefher any relationship existed
befﬁeéh word fiuency and output of disclosure, The Trust Questionnaire
(TQ) was a-measure of §'s perception of the infefviewer and the inter—

view situation.

The lack of a correlational relationship which was found;béfween
. *

the JSDQ—-40 and the SCE%§§;THQ intimacy measure of dIscLosqrélfnom
2 .

.interviews is not surprising in view of the recent criticisms which

have been levelled against the JSDQ. Voadracek (1969) has crifiqizéa
this instrument because it confounds Thé parameters of amount and

inTimacy of self-disclosure. In terms of anticipated djsclosuré, the

2 warih

JSDQ—40'was unable to predictieither amount or intimacy of disclosure

s

in the interview situafion of the present study. I+ would appear that .
this measure is of lImiTed'us fulness considering its research history

- ‘ . .
and its poor answer format - a global rating scalg from 0 to 2. Further-

more, many of the high intjifacy items of this measure relate to sexual
confqnf, whiié other intimacy topics tend to be ignored. The present T
results of the JSDQ also indicate that Ss would consider revealing as

- - ..

much to a same-sex as to a,opbosifeﬂsex‘sfrqhger on a first encounter.

e T

' C &~
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'
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These findings must be interpreted with some skepticism in vféh-of
; _ previous findings (Brooks, 1974; Fuller, 1963) that iﬁifial levels of
- self-disclosure are higher in oﬁbosife-sex dyads. -

The Iagkv;f relafionship“béfween.The JSDQ and the SCB or interview
inTimacy_measures can be uhderstood In l}ghf of the fact that the SCB
and the inferview measures répresent actual measures of intimacy of
disclosure as mated by judges, as opposed to the sel%-repor# ﬁeas;res
of the JSDQ. This lack of a significagt correlation between the scg

.
¢

and JSDQ supports the findings of Graham 11970). On +the other hand, <

~

the result of the present study indicate that the SCB correlated with
several of the intimacy measures from interviews. These correlations’
suggest that it has some predictive :?K%;iTy in*qn inTervieq?éiTuaTion.

R 4
In her study, Graham also found a significant correlation (E = 0.54,

K _ p £.01) between the SCB and- interview scores. However, in her study - s *
h E did not acTively engaée in an-exchange of disclosure with S, thus
making her results not directly comparabte with the present ones; Bd;h
of The other measures (TQ #fd WF) were ;;correlafed with each ofher,gor : ]
" with interview amountor. intimacy scores.  Analysis of the iTemsjoni.
+he TQ dealing with nonvérbal cues emiTTed by the interviewer, or wi%h“ ﬂ A

the aTTnTude of The |n+ervaewer, ynelded no differences befween groups:
. These are encouraglng findings in Thaf they demonsfrafe _Fhat fhe inter~
viewer's behavior remained relaflvely consTan+ +hroughduf a[l lnTerVIew

conditions. These resulfs are furfher supporTed by the fact ThaT The

Ie:nferVIew warmth varlable also remained relaflvely the same for all
[ 3
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implications- for Future Research .

The present study has shown that type of interviewing style does

v -

not significantly affect either intimacy or amount of disclosure in a. 4
: i _ .
. dyadrc situation. In the course of the interview, however, §§ increased

‘their.oufpuT of disclosure as a“funcfioh of amounf'of'fiqg spent in the
interview situation. These }indlngs ere clinically -relevant in that
they support the oosifion alread& espoused in the field of psychotherapy

" TH;TﬁThe dyadic infe;ecfion ie a cruclal efement in the }n?erQiew proceégﬁ

regardless of the particular therapeutic strategy emp loyed (Rogers, 1951;

Truax & Carkhuff, [967). Especually in an in|Ttal conTacT It is apparen+

/\

-
" -

that the developmen+ of a relafionshlp beTweeg The intferviewer and inter-

-

viewee. remains of paramount lmporfance in +h|s-51TuaT10n.
These results also suggest approaches for future research concerned

‘with the developing and promofhng of gelf-disclosure in an |nierv1ew

h ]

[

_situation. At the present time there)is substantial evidence (Brooks,
1974; Cozby, 1973 Thaf’self;“sclosure fep?esenfs a multidimensional
rather than a unidimensional ¢ ncept, and.fhaffas such it requires multi-

ple measures. !n-The preseﬁf“sfud?._g was concerned with'the measurement

of two parameters of“self—disclosure —-.amount and intimacy. It is pos-r

sible that thes parameTers do -not fui]y measure self—dlsclosure and

h".. .
Thaf additional measures dedd to be developed To assess degree of dlS- /

T~ cIo%E[E;_—___ﬂ_f_m__;_;_,———f4_if—’"
L e ' o

A newfmeaeure of sel . isciosure has been employed by Brooks (1??&9

’ N .
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o 1)

in a study examining the relationship-between—sett=disclosure, sex

and status. _In her study, Brooks Tlsed a modified version of a Reveal-
»>

ingness Scale developed by'Suchman (1965). This scale takes into
. - LI

account both the content and style of self-disclosure; how a person

talks about himself is considered as well as what he says about him-

self. In }his study, male-and female college students were rated on

sel f-disclosure fon the Revealingness Scale) by either male or female
interviewérs of high or low sTafds. Status was ménipula?ed through

verball descripfions about the interviewer. Through the use of this .

, Scale, Brooks was able to dileneate difference in disclosure patterns

between male and females to same and opposite-sex interviewers. Brooks
cogently argues Thaf‘such,differences in d{sclosure paffgrns might not
have been apparent, if another parameter of diéclosure, such as amount,
had been measured. Results of self-disclosure research may thus be
dependent uﬁon the parameters of measurement used, and future studies
should explore .novel ways of'assessing disclosure output.

Wi+h particular reéard_fo the dyadic situation, cne methodological
imbrovemegf on the present tudy might enfa}l a g;ea+er'explorafion of
specifié topics. Ss who are requésfed_fo disclose about Themselve§ on
the topic of self, for example, would probably reveal more information
if fheir attention were focdsed‘upon pér+icular aspects of themselves.
Sdch were the findings of.Dagié and Sloan 2(974) who provided their Ss
with speciffc topics per*aining to the self (e.g."™ the most crucial

decisions | have had to make," or "characteristics of my parents that
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i disiikeﬁ) and allowed them to disclose on these topics. T(Is focus-

ing of attention may allow Ss to deal aT'greaTer length with'meaningful

aspects of fheir lives, and may in turn lead to greater self-disclosure.
One area éf investigation which deserves further attention is the

effects of same-sex versus opposite-sex dyads in influencing self-

disclosure, and how spe¢ifically interviewer sex affect disclosure out-

- put. Will S be more selective in revealing personal data to same-sex

Interviewérs, as previous research indicafes? (Brooks, 1974; bozby,

1973). The results of such research would have tremendous applicabilify'
in a clinical setting. One implication of these research findings is
that an infervieweqﬁmay obtain a larger quantum of information from an

: b 2]

opposite-sex client in an initial contact. Future research may find

" that Ss or clients tend to reveal diffgrenfially to same and opposite-

sex interviewers, such that they discriminate in their disclosures on
different topics depending upon the sex of Tﬁe inferviewer. Thué client-
therapist maTchipg may become 2 viable procedure to use when a client
comes ;o a clinical agency beéausé of his persanal difficulties.

It would also be worthwhile for future in?eryiew studies to invest-
igate the effects of different inferviewing styles upon disclosure output
in a ang'InTe;view sessioé or over a number of sessions: Cwing:sto the
relatively short interview session In the present experiment, Ss may not
have felt comfortable enough to tatlk intimately about themselves wi+hiﬁ

the short Timé-perfod allowed; Although they increased both their amount

and intimacy of disclosure as the inferview progressed, they may have just
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started to Become less defensive and thus more ready fo disclose
intimately when the interview was terminated. On the basis of social
penetration theory (Altman & Taylor, 1973), one would p;edicT that in
an‘inferviewer—infervigwee relationship the inferviewesslwould divulge
increasingly more intimate information over an extended time period.

Future research examining the effects of in??rviewing style should {
therefore investigate whether differenfia] results 6ccur after inter-
views of standard clinical length (one hour), or after several clinical
therapeutic Interviews. Such studies might-obtain results having

$

implications for clinical interviewing, since they would be analogous
to procedures uséd in actual clinical practice. ‘
Another factor which deserves further consideration is the retat-
ionship betwepn degree of structure and aisclosure output in clinica{
interviews. In an initial interview, it would be helpful f;r the
counselor or psychotherapist to know whether the degree of structure
which he provides affects disclosure output to any significant degree.
Stein and Fay (1975) examined this question empirically in an invest- ‘
igation evaluating the effects of four levels of interviewer ambiguity
inan initial interview on inTerviewee.peq;épTion of the interviewer,

T

interviewee level of self-exploration as perceived by himself, and

. -
willingness to rgfurn for a second inferview. Ambiguity was Operéfion—
ally defined as the degree of interviewer. +op|c contrel and The +yp§§

of interviewer verbal responses approprnafe for each 1evel Trénds

The data indicated that interviewees tended to prefer etfher very un-

-
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. structured or highiy structured initial interviews, but the overal |

findings suggested that differing Ievel§ of interviewer ambiguity had
little if any éffecfs on reactions to the interviews. The lack of.
significant differences here may again indicate that the short inter-

view period (20 minutes) was too brief to assess differences resulting
from levels of ambiguity. As in the case of the inTerv}éw{;g style, it is

. L
possible that any differences which may exist may only become evident

after a longer time interval. Future research should examine whether

. E's structuring of interviews through the number and character of his

feedback statements significantly affects disclosure output over longer

LI

time periods.

e’

The findingslzf/i£e present study also have concrete implications

for the training of interviewers. The r?sul+s of this study support

-The theoretical poéifions and empirical findings of Rogers (1951) and

Truax and Carkhuff (1967} that genuineness, warmth and empathy are
crucial ingredients in the therapeutic relatiopship which cut écross
different therapeutic orienTaTloné; The preparation of potential mem-
bers of the helping profession should therefore involve training in
perceiving.and communjéafing these characferisficsiwh?n relating Tg
clients. Sﬁch Trainiéédbroérams have been deVelcped-by'Rog;rs'and

Truax and Carkhuff. In such prpgrams trainees learn to identify and

discriminate the various levels of the three conditions through role-

playing and listening to taped interviews of actual therapy contacts.

Tréining programs of this type would also need to offer a Sohnd—grpund—



- 90
ing in a particular theoretical orientation, be it psychoanaiyfic,
Rogerian or behaviorai. The therapist who can conceptualized his

client's problems in a theoretical framework and who is able to res-

) pond.fo him in an acéepfing and empathetic manner would probably be

bl

the most helpful and effective type of therapist at all stages of the
therabeufic retafionship. i

Research generally in the érea'of self-disclosure, and more
specifically with reference to self-disclosure in the interview process,
may andwer many questions relafing_fo the nature of the self-disclosing
process.  The social exchange theory (Jourard, 1959) may only account

for some of the forces gbverning exchange of information in a dyadic

encounter. Considering the relevance of self-disclosure in everyday

- - - - - . - 1 - - -
~human interacticn and also in clinical interviewing and in psycho-

therapy, this area of investigation will probably continue to be an

]

important one in clinical psychological and social psychologicé[“fe-

search.

4
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CONF IDING -QUESTIONNAIRE L}

-INSTRUCT 1ONS /I e

You havg been given a_I}sf of 40 qguestions asking {for personal
information about ygu;self. You are not requiréd to answer these
questions, but fo indicafé it you have in the past discussed Thegé
issues with someoaéf or if you would be willing fo discuss them with
a stranger of‘The same or opposi+e sgx as yourself.

On the answer sheet you wfI] see Two }uled columns, .A and B.

A has the heading "I have reveé!ed }nformafion about this item 1o
someone {(anyone at 3)I) in my past. B column has the heading "! am
willing to disclosetinformaTion about this item to a stranger (of
the same or cpposite séx) on the first encounter.”

You are requested to indicate how much information about each

P

item you have told someone in the past, and how much you would be

willing to disclose To 2 stranger you have just met, according to the

following criteria:

0 means you have never talked about that item to another person
(OR - or you would not be willing to talk about that item on

your first encounter with & stranger}—

I means you have talked in general term, but not in full, about

that item to some person in- the pést (OR - you would be will-
ing to talk in general terms about that item on your first

-encounter with a stranger).

2 means that.you have talked fully to another person about item
(OR - you would be willing to discuss completely that item on

9l .

~af
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your first encounter with a éfranger).

For éxample, Question |, "If someoqg_seﬁ$ you a gift, what kind would
you |ike?" I|f you have hever toid anyone what kind‘?f gift you wouid
like, or wouid be unwilling to tell a sTrange: on your first encounter
wifh him/her, you would mark a 0 in the appropriate column. |f you
have told someone in general what kind of gif+ you would like, or
would be willing to discuss this in géneral terms with a stranger on
your firéf encounter, you would mark a | in Thé appropriate column.

¥ you have discussed in full détafl'wifh someone the type of gift

you would like, or would‘be witling to discuss this fully with a
stranger, you would mark a 2 in the appropriate column.

Please remember to indicate how much about each item you have

discussed (would discuss), for each of the three columns on the answer

sheet. o o7

QUEST IONNAIRE

. If someone sent you a gift, what kind would you |ike?
2. What do fou dislike the most aboﬁf having a complete physical

examination?

3. How do you feel about engaging in sexual activities prior to or

-

outside of marriage?

4. With whom have you discussed your ‘sexual experiences?

~ 5. What are your spare time hobbies or interests?

6. What do you feel the guiltiest about, or the most ashamed of in’
the past? o -

[+



19.
20.
21.

22.

23.

24.

26.

.93

Ho;-many brothers and sisters do you have?

What movies .have you seen lately?

What are your"?rvourlfe subjects in schooi?

What quesfions"in the ared of sex are you the most curious to
know about?

What are your favourite colours?

WiTh how many- members of the opposiIe sex have you petted in the
last year? )

How can y&u tell when you a{fkﬁijing‘sexually aroused?

in what parts of your body have you been kissed?

What age do you think a president of fhe United States should be?f3¥5
What type of fbods do you enjoy the most?

What thoughts have you had that repul se .you?

What techniques of sex play dd you know of?

What type of reading material dé you enjoy the most?

What are your feelings about masturbation?

What foods do you think are best for your health?

In what ways-do you think the various members of .your family are

. -

maladjusted?

Wheré would you like to go on a trip?
What kind of furniture would you |like ‘o have affer you are
married?

How many cdlds do you usual ly have per year?

what are your favourite sports?
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27.
28.
29.
30.
3.
32.

33.

35.

36.

37.
38.

39.

40.

94

Hoﬁ do you feel about your love |jfe?

Would you like to ;ravel and, see what part ‘of the country?

What kinds of group activities do you usually enjoy?

How tall do you [ike members of the opposite sex to be?

How frequently do you |ike to engage in sexual aéTiviTies?

What s?hools have you attended?

What are the persons [ike with whom you have had some type of
sexual experience?

How important do you feel education is to a peréon?

How do you feel if someone sees you naked?

How do you fee! about having memgers of the opposite sex touch
you? |

How do you feel:abouf having members of the same sex touch you?
What movie or T.V. enTérTainers do you |like the most?

Which (if either or both) of your parents do you Thlnk might have
had premarital sexual relations?

What do you think makes a book a best seller?

e e s prmone bt RN s LA T o bAoA S
.
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i Va
ANSWER\SHEET \
Names are requested in case | should kish to contact you. "All infor- -
mation will be held in strictest confidence. .
NAME CAGE___ SEX N
MARITAL STATUS S M DW CL  YEAR IN UNIVERSITY - PHONE NO.
A B A B

| have revealed Willing to dis- | have revealed Willing to dis-
information to- close to a stran- information to close to a
someone inmy ger ona first someone in my stranger on a-

past encounfer_ past fﬁir_‘iﬁeﬁcounfer. .

same opposite same cpposite

_ sex sex sex sex

| ' Z1

2y 22
"3 23 -

4] 24 ) .

5 25 “
6 26 )

7 27

8 28

9 29 ’ .
10 30

[} : ‘ 31 .

12 321 5 '
13 C 33
40 : ' 34 .
5 - . 35 i K

16 - ‘ 36

17 37

18} B E:

19 . 1 .o 399 "

20 , 40 . -
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SENTENCE COMPLETION BLANK

NAME

INSTRUCT IONS:

This sentence completion blank is designed o help gain an under-
standing of your basic feelings concerning yourself and your personal

world. Please complete these sentences to express your real feelings,

trying to be as frank as possible about matters which are personally
important to you.

Try to do every sentence. Be sure to make a complete sentence.

1. Sometimes | coveveeavnns e eteesesanecanseeane e teesecsnennseens
-~
D e T e
3. Sexual thoughts i.eeeeveessrronnnnsssasssrenecsnsssassasannnns e
B, 1 OFfTON WISH teeeurunesneenseaosnsnsescesssnonsseossessasnssaas :
5. There have been times when ...... Feemssennonse et assaues reenenan
6. Myb@gﬁTpWDWmis.H.”.".““.”.““.”, ....... cessenaen
7. | secré#ly .......................... eeieenses s Gecaresenana
S = 1= P TR R R TR
9, LONE!ITINESS vevevenananes £eiensesansennonas e mesacancennean cenaan
10. | feel guilty covua... arenessesrens et eaens ereseecrecsseoavancane
1. | have an emotional need O seueeeseeeerssnn Ceereteatacassanaane
12. | regret ..i..... crrenriesecarnnns seerecanan tasennn reescsacnsann
13 I hal-re & & 4 b g b st She o ® 4 s e vy e bgepdoey ® 92 88 a"n ey . s v e * " L
. - . ‘ . f
14, | am Afraid cesevescesccccconcasnsncss cerasesseresvaans ceserraee
- .
[ I teivieeenencorcaannsansnansns G raaseaen e eanarnevronnna e esecenss
16. | a est when .eeeees Wessssacss serestanss cevessreesaneresensves
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17. | am wOrsST When «.uvevieetoscesassncsssaoncosnsssssascanssnccnans
18, I need ..uiriieeitonnesiererenasrssosivrcssssscsnensssobanesernnes
19. | punish myself co.euseieieeerenrnsnessaserorssansnossarossnnnns
200 1 am hUurt When ceeevreeeseosnsrroasrsesassnssnsossnrsenssnassrsesss
/
Y
~ -
s
.
- N .
L4 :‘.
F . K
- -
5" .
.J .'.
o . .
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SCORING MANUAL

Furpose and Scoring Procedure

The Self-Disclosure Sentence Blank is an attempt to standardize
a method for scoriné a subject's sentence completions for the degree

to which he willingly reveals core aspects of his private and personal

‘world,

The subject is asked to complete 20_senTence stems which have
been designed to have "high pull" for self-disclosure. Although the
subject's responses can be used for gé;;}al interpretation in the same
manner that a clinician trained Inudynamic psychology uses any project-
ive material, this particular scoring procedure is not designed 1o take
into account information about the subjeéf which he in fact does not
purposely disclose. This is impofTanT for the scorer to keep in mind
so that he does not "read in" meaning to responses as he is scoring
them. Fﬁr example, if a female should respond to the stem, "!| hate .
« « « " with "umbrellas," this may yield rich informafién for an?-

one interested in Freudian dynamics, but in keeping with the purposes

of this scale, it would be scored as grossly evasive and unrevealing

-(Level Five).

Another error to guard against is the incorrect scoring of a re-
sponse as unrevealihg because The_scorer-finds it difficult to bel!éve
that The:subjecf was serijous ih his responée.' Such completions might
be: i feel . . . crazy," "I regret . . . my whole life," "
« .+ . fear this test +od-much," or, " | am:worsf when . . . | am

\
N\
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sober." In all insfénces, the scorer is‘admdniéhed to accept subject
responses at face value and to score each response, as it is written,
for its closeness to what are likely 1o be core issues in a person's
personal life. For example, both the completions, "ifeel . . . with
my hands," and "| feel . . . crazy," -might not be meant seriously,
but the scorer is to assume that they are, and to rate their reveal ing-
ness accordingly. Thus, even if a subject is serious when saying that
he feels "with his hand," he is still being grossly unrevealing of his
personal life. But if a subject is taken seriousty when he says that
he "feels crazy," he is being quite open about an important aspect of
his perscnal life. To repeat, all respenses are to be judged by their

verbal content, and not the inferred intentions of the subject.

3

The instructions for the Self-Disclosure Sentence Blank are ip= -

-

. - f‘— .
tended to give the subject a clear understanding of what the examiner

~

is interested in. These, instructions are:

This sentence completion blank is designed to help gain
. an understanding of your basic feelings concerning yourself
and your personal world. Please complete these sentences to
express your real feelings, trying to be as frank as possible
about matters which are personally important to you.

Try to do every sentence. Be sure to make a complete
sentence. -

These:insfrucfions are meant o say in effect, "I'd like to get to

know you as well as possible in the short Timé we have together. Please
tell me as frankly as you can what kind of person you really are deep
down under the skin."' -

To score *the subject's responses, the scorer assigns each response
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a scale value from | to 5, depending on ifé Judged degree of reveal-
ingness. (Level One disclosures are v;ry revealing; those at Level
Five are evasive.) The responses can be scored in a relatively object-
ive manner if the scorer (1) makes HimSelf Thordughly familiar with the
descriptions which provide the rationale for the five levels, and (2)
compares sach response with typical examples provided for each level in
the .scoring-by-matching section of this mahual. The sum of the indivi-
dual scale values for alil stems E:svides the Tndex of self-disclosure.
In order to minimize the tendency 1o score all responses in light

of the overall impression made by the subjecf, each completion is to

be scored independentiy of all others, except when Therg'is a blear

reference to a previous disclosure. When scoring a number of individuals,

each stem should be scored for all subjects before proceeding'on to the

next stem, that is, ail stems numbered | before going on to all stems

numbered 2, etc. |If, while scoring a particular stem, the scorer should

find a response which, in and of itself, makes |ittle sense, the immed-

iately preceding completions should be re-read to see whether .or not the

subject is continuing a train of +h6ugh+ from a previous disclosure,
For example, if a completion number 4 should read, "l often wish . .
and pray they djdh‘f,) it would méke'liffle sense, as it stands aione.
But if this subject's completion number 3 is found to read, "§exuafl
thoughts . . . pogsess me atl the time and make me guilty," then

completion number 4 gains meaning and revealingness when viewed as a

continuation of this previous disclosure.
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The scorer may find on occasion that despite his best efforts,
he cannot decide at.which of two !eve]s a8 response best fits. In
order to achieve some consfsTency in such cases, the response shou|d

be scored at the higher level of self-disclosure.

The Five Scoring Levels o

The question to be kept in mind is this: How much does this
disclosure, taken alone, and at face‘véTUQ, contribute to an under-
standing of this person's .private and personal world? Or, To”shiff"
the emphasis slightly, how willing has this person been to allow the

examiner to know him as he sees himself?

’

Level One

~ He reveals basic feelings and emotions of é personally relevant
nature about a centrai aspecTrof his private and personal life. This
material is ]ikﬁly to play a major role, or Eave a fundamen+al effecf,
on the shaping of a Targe part of the subject's personal .as -wéll as
public experience. His point of reference is his own inner experience

-~ his own subjective world. He speaks as an internal observer report-

“u

ing on internal events, even when the comment also includes mention of
the external world. |

What is disclosed is likely ?o belfhe sort of thing whiﬁh one
would never know.unless told, andiwhich yould ordinarily be told ohly
to a close and Truéfed friend. There'jg no'a+TempT to present himse|f

in a socially desirable manner. Facades are absent, and as a resul+,

b1
el

-
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core constructs by which he maintains his identity and existence, as
well as areas of extreme confiicf, are likely to be directly and
frankly discussed. - For instance, statements concerning his self-
image,'his approach to fundamental interpersonal relationships, sexual

conflicts, severe family problems, and strong feelings of personal
confusion are likely to be scored at this level.

This self-disclosure, taken alone, and at face value, contributes

significantly to an understanding of the subject's personal world of

experience.

Level Two
He expresses feeiings qnd emotions of "secondary" importance and/
or personal nafure fhan-z% Levej One. He may hint ST or speak in a.
qualified or more d|s¢anf way aboh%igaferlal which might otherwise fall
within Level| One. DnsTance from the core theme may be along a dimension
~of person, place, time, intensity, or frequency. Disclosures at this
level, wﬁile-personally important, often tend to be more content and
' situation Spe;ific than at Level One. Thaf‘js, The conTen+.§oes not
play as_majpﬁ a rele over as wide an ?rea of the subject's Iife.
The foucus remains, however, on internal experience. which seéms of
direct relevance To'Thg person’s personal life. What is revealed would
no+.ordinarily Se said to c¢asual acquaintances. He does not necessarily

present himself in-socially favorable terms. He seems to be honestly

trying to express himself about fmporfanf aspects of his subjective

e R e b e TyCe Y o
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worid, but is unwilling or unable to reach the degree of openness ex- -



pressed at Leve{ One. He does, however, purposely reveal something

important and Yundamental about his basic persénallfy.

-

Level Three
He reveals imporTanT'facfs and/or details. of an "external™ éé?ﬁre.
Material revealed at this level probably plays a major\io!e in the
shaping of the subject's priﬁafe lifer The focus of attention is
generally not on-hjﬁmfgﬁjBéfiygvlnnet,experienceL but rather on people
Wand évenfsrin the Qorlﬁ outside of himself, things happening to him,
and things which he does. When feelings or emotions are expressed,_
_They do. not seem deep-seated or closely +ied tTo the core constructs by
which he maintains his idehTi%y and existence.

Although wha‘f .is revealed is probably imporTanT to the subject
and his public Iifé,-if migh% be revealed to a casual acquaintance,
and in general would not prove embarrassing if publicly known. Some
guardedness may be apparent, and peréonal gfafemenfs of a socially un--
desirable nature tend To.be aQoided.‘ Although this material may help
in coming to kndw the subject; he is (purposelya revealing little or

nothing of significance about his private, experiential world.

Leve| Four

-

!
\

He discloses facts and/d} details of "secondary" Importance and
of an "external" nature.’ This material prcbabfy plays a relatively

minbr:Pole in a Iimited area of the subject's life, and would appear

“to have little or no Tasting effect on his moment fo moment personal
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experience. His point of reference is clearly the external world,

and he may speak as a detached, nominally inféresfed external observer.
Guardedness if of+en apparent, and.sociaily undesirable statements

are almost nonexistent. What is revealed might easily be said to a

stranger or made public with embarrassment . Problems, when they are

__-mentioned at+ at;-are never deep-seated or in any manner incapacitating.

If feelings or emctions are expressed, they are distant from the core
constructs by which the subject's identity and existence are defined.
Minor iﬁcidenfs, facfg, wéhfs, beliefs, etc., may be disclosed, but
.their sphere of inf[ﬁence is quite likely to be content ana situation
specific, and relatively trivial when compared with what might be said
about central areas of a person's personalnor public life.

Vague or highly quatified references may be made to material which
might otherwise fall within Level Three. The subject may reveal strong
negative attitudes,. but only in socially approved ways.

Level Four statements help give tThe examiner very little, if any,
-

understanding of the subject's perscnal and private world.
LeQeI Five

E;senfially néufral, meaningless, or grossly evasive material is
offered at this Ie;el. Omissions are scored at this ievel, as well as
stereotype answers, Eliches, cafch‘phrases, etc. The subject représenfs
himself as having no Eeal‘problems; Statements at this leve| give the

examiner no understanding of the subject's personal or public.lifé.
~

-
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APPENDIX C [ A
TRUST QUESTIONNAIRE
1)
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REACTIONS TO INTERVIEW

NAME

Place a circle around each of the phrases (| through [5) Thaf best

describe your experience with the person you have just met.

2.

felt at ease

- /s

felt that | made myself

known to the other person
bored by the other person
held back a ldT, and was

careful- of what | revealed

liked the other person

felt the other person was
interested in me

the other person was good
at ‘interviewing and draw-

ing me out

wouldn't want to interact

“with the other person

again

didn't mind the tape

* recorder

felt that the other pérson
could describe me effectiv-

ely +o a third party
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fel? tense, anxious /
did not feel that | made myself

known To the other person

Interested by Tﬁe‘ofher person

talked fully and freely

disliked the other person

felt the other person was not
very interested' in me

felt that the other person was
not very good at interviewing
and drawing me out

would want to interact with the
other p@Fson again

was bothered by the tape
recorder

did not feel the other person

could describe me effectively

to a third party
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Il. felt the other perSon was did not feel Thexofher pefson
afgood | istener " was® a goqg;lisfener

2. felt the other person made | did not feel The other person
himself known to me. made himself known to me

i3. did not feel the other | felt Tﬁg_gihecxﬁgrson could be
person could be trusted ffusfed

14. would like to have the would not like 1o have the
other persoﬁ as a close other persen as a close friend
ffiend -

I5. felt the other person did npf feel the other person - )
was judging me was judging me

w
CHECK THE APPROPRIATE GOLUMN:

i6. During the course of the Interview | felt that the interviewer
made eye contact with me
never often ' B .

very rarely very often

h

a number of times

7. During the course of the interview, | felt that the interviewer
r‘ ‘ .

" nodded in agreement with me

never . often -
.. very rarely . - very often

a number of times

-
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I18. During the course of the interview, | found Thgf the interviewer

made general changes in his posture (recrossing legs or changing

trunk position)

Vichanged his hand-arm positions (folding arms across waist or

_jQ;_.Dﬁriﬁb’Whe CQE:ii;Bf the interview, | found that the interviewer

never ' often
very rarely - very often
- a number of times

r .

helding héﬁdg'fogeTher)

never < often
very rarely ~ % very often

a number of times

llsg the f&l[gujno code and circle your answer: B
+2 strongly agree. —
+| “mildly agree
0 undecided
-1 mildly disagree
-2 strongly disagree - e .
20. +2 4] 0 =] =2 _: The interviewer's manner of speaking seemed
rather formal
LA . ’ ,
2. +2 +1 0 -I -2 = 1 felt there was usually a great deal of
warmth in the way in which the .interviewer
) taiked ta-me
22. +2 +I 0 =1 =2 : The interviewer's general attitude was

rather cold and distant ,//

!
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23. +2 +1 0 =-1.-2 : | felt that the Interviewer was extremely

—_ - “ .

passive ' : ' o /
\

24. :} +I. 0 -1 =2 : | was bothered 'by being interrupted by the

" - .
interviewer
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INTIMACY RATING SCALE
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. : SCORING SYSTEM FOR RATING DISCLOSURE INTIMACY
A. InsTruc+ions. Use the scale below to rate the most intimate

material which fhe subject talked about. |In ofher.words; how

personal was the jnformation which the }ndividual revealed.

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

titfle superficial midpoint moderately extremely
information information : intimate . intimate '
given information information

(In explaining the scoring system to the Jjudges, the experimenter
emphasized that "intimacy" reflects two major criteria. First,
emphasis should gg placed on the uniqueness of the material discfosed.
Demogréphic informa%ion, e.g., where one is born, major subject in
schoc!l, numbers of brothers and sisTers; was +o pe considered as being
less intimate than a description of personal feelings, e.g., anxieties,
difficLlTTes wifh';arenfs, views on issues. Second, emphasis should be
placed on how guarded one might be in divulging material to various
people. Would the subject want most people to know about +he lpﬁa(;

mation or would he be embarrassed to divuige this material to ényone

but a frusted associate?})

B. Examples of the Major Scoring Categories.

I. The person refuses to talk about himself; continually asks the
other person to talk about himself; sits quietly, rarely says
anything. |

109
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The person talks the entire length of the time about superficial
content. For instance, he mentions what movies he has seen,
what classes he is taking, where he works part-time, superficial
descripfion'of siblings.
The individual talks about personal feelings but not at an
intimate level. For instance, he talks abouf career goais, what
his girl friend is like, views on dating and the value of an

-~

education. This category intimately or not.

. The person talks at a moderately intimate level. For instance,

the person might go into details about problems in getting dates,
nervsusngss when speaking in class, problem; about being tco faT;
feelings of guilf.

The person talks about material which is very personal, embarassing,
or emotional. For instance, The person'menTions specific details
about sexual experiences, wanting to commit sui;ide, defaf[s of

family disruption because of an alcoholic parent or descriptions of

homosexual feelings.
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7 April, 1975
Dear

As | mentioned to you after your participation in experiﬁenT‘ZS,
| would be sending you a description of this study after all the
subjects had been seen.

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of dif-
ferent types of interviewer responses upon the extent to.which indivi-
duals talked about themselves -- their self-disclosure. Subjects were
assigned to four different groups on the basis of T;eir responses to
the confiding questionnaire which had been cémplefed in the introduct-
ory psychology class. These groups differed on the basis of the type
of regponses which the interviewer made in the course of the interview.
Theifypes of interventions Qere either (a) probing (b) reflective {(c)
self-disclosing or (d) supportive. In the probing condfTion the inter-
‘viewer asked the subject to elaborate up;n‘what she was saying. The

reflective interviewer sought to clarify the subject's feelings as she

o

was talking. In the self-disclosure-condition the interviewer reveal-
ed aspects of himself as the subject talked. in the supportive condi-
tion (a control condition) the interviewer made brief comments in

Id

agreement with TheAfhoughTs expressed by the subject.

In the interview you were in the ........ cesrienas ceeesen ....condition.
“In anaﬂyi}aéd;he-aa+é obféinéd, the investigator will attempt to
find out whether the type of response made by the interviewer influenced

the depth and extgnt to which the subject talked about hefself. The

~
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individual's self-disclosure will be determined by transcribing the
tapes of each interview and rating the tapes on the degree.fo which
the subject talked about the topics of school, family and self.

In the first questionnaire administered after the interview,
'Reactions to Interview' the experimenter will attempt to find out
whether subjects' impression of the interview and interviewer differed
under the four conditions. The second instrument, the sentence
completion blank, was administered to find out whether the extent to
which individuals revealed themselves in written form were similar to
their revealingness in the interview. The word fluency test (writing
as many words as you can beginning with the letter 1 in five minutes)
was given to investigate whether there was any relationship between
the invididual's self-disclosure in the interview and word fluency.

| personally found interviews with each individual to be very
. sincere and interesting and would {ike to thank you for your particip-
ation in this study. As | indicated earlier, information &bfained in
the interviews and questionnaires is confidential, and tapes will be
erased after their use. You are welcome fo contact me through the
Psychology Department if you have any guestions or ;ould like further

information regarding this study.
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SELF~DI1SCLOSING GROUP

5,
o, ,yixw " OBJECTIVE AND SELF-REPORT MEASURES
= JOURARD QUEST ~ - TRUST QUEST
ss PSS 0S5 ' RI NONV WRMTH SENT COMP  WF
ol 76 77 64 12 1l 16 0.5 30
02 74 34 3| It 06 =~ I3 63.0 34
03 73 37 37 15 10 13 45.0 . 27
04 69 34 32 06 12 16 64.5 43
05 66 43 40 14 10 17 '73.0 22
06 69 60 60 08 10 10 51.0 30 -
07 61 39 36 12 1l X 76.0 37
08 58 5049 _ 13 10 09 - 73.0 57
€. . 55 53 5| ) 09 12 6 62.0 37 A
10 52 24 23 15 12 13 75.0 25
~ "o 51 40 39 ~ 15 1l 20 59.0 45
12 49 63 55 09 12 14 7.5 - 37
3y .
\

13
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SELF-DI{SCLOSING GROUP

" AMOUNT OF DISCLOSURE SCORES (WRM) FOR INTERVIEW

Ss MUSIC SCH SCH FAM,  FAM SELF,  SELF

> | 2 | 2 2
- 0l 55.0 56.25 48.00 5.50 51.00 54.25  36.50
- _ 02’ 51.0 56.60 58.00 57.00 55.00 NEE?YS 40.00
- 03 25.0 34.50 20.00 54.75 44.50 55.50 52.00
04 38.5 52.50 50.50 51.00 39.00 42.50 25.00 .
05 43.0 54.25 39.50 57.00 40.00 51.00  56.00
06 . 45.0 43.25 29.00 43.25 36.00 34.75 .17.50
07 45.0 52.25 48.00 50.00 29.00 46.25 50.00
08 47.0 46.50 16.00 . 52.50 58.00 -48.75'\ 58. 00
09 50.0 56.50 45.50 56.50 58.50 55.25 46.00
10 44.0 52.50 56.00 53.50 52.00 52.00 53.50

l( 47.5 47.50 44.00 49.00 28.50 57.00 3/.00

12 16,5 32.75 .1.00 44.50 11.50 47.50 42.00

Ly

Y
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. _ SELF-DISCLOSING GROUP
INTIMACY OF DISCLOSURE SCORES FOR INTERVIEW
Ss MUSIC SCH, SCHZ- FAMp  FAM,  SELF|,  SELF, i
i 5.0 5.5 6.0 6.5 6.5 6.0 . 6.0
02 5.0 3.5 6.5 7.0 7.5 ‘5.0 5.0
03 3.5 5.5 3.0 6.5 6.0 6.5 6.5
04 3.5 6.0, ~ 6.0 7.5 6.0 6.5 5.5
05 4.0 5.5 5.0 7.5 6.0 7.5 7.5
06 5.5 6.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 3.5
07 4.0 7.0, 5.5 6.0 4.0 5.0 6.0
08 4.5 7.0 5.5 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
09 4.0 3.5 6.0 55 5.5 4.5 3.5
10 4.5 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.5 5.0 6.5
¥ 4.5 5.0 4.00 7.0 6.0 5.5° 6.0
P2 3.5 5.5 1.0 5.5 4.0 6.0 7.5
: <
]
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PROBING GROUP

OBJECTIVE_AND SELF-REPORT MEASURES

JOURARD QUEST i TRUST QUEST

P. 8 05 . RL NON V  WRMTH  SENT COMP '

Ss WF
0l 76 65 57_;‘ 13 14 07 72.6 50
02 75 66 66 12 09 . 12 59.0 38
03 75 48 48 o Il 12 73.0 27
04 70 34 28 (12 .13 79.0 . 39
.05 68 52, 54 13 1 I 615 38
06 66 58 57 10 12 ¥ 57.5 27
07 61 52 45 13 11 17 69.5 "42
‘08 60 49 47 09 I 16 50.5 40
09 57 57 5l 13 10 13 76.0 29
10 52 47 46 09 09 - 09 46.5 32
I 52 78 77 12 09 i5 52.5 42
12 46 41 3B 09 08 17 55.0 33
N
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_PROBING GROUP

AMOUNT OF DISCLOSURE SCORES (WRM) FOR INTERVIEW

ss MUSIC SCH  SCH, ' FAM  FAM,  SELF . SELF,
ol 47.0 55.75 55.00 56.25 54.50 49.50 28.50
02 40.0 57.00 37.50 56.25  36.00  50.25  47.50
03 48.5 48.75 48.50 56.00  42.50 46.25  25.00
04 . 48.0  52.25 41.00 55.25 59.50 54.75 41.50
05 41.0 52.00 38.50 50.75 54.50 - 57425 52.00
06 18.5 53.00 .45:00 23.75 55.00 44.75  34.50
07 52.5 50.25 57.50 50.50 59.00 55.75 51.50
08 41.0 '57.75 51.00 57.50 29.00 . 55.25 55.50
09 44.0  57.50 54.50 57.00 59.00 54.50 45.50
0 25.0 47.75 27.50 26.50 55.00 46.00
H 46.0  57.00 46.00 £ 51.00  55.50  59.00
12 ~20.0 21.75  2.50 6.50 21.25  9.50
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PROBING GROUP : ™~
INTIMACY OF DISCLOSURE SCORES.FOR INTERVIEW

MUSIC SCH,  SCH, FAMI‘ "'FAMZ SELF, /{’;ELFZ

ol 4.0 5.5 5.5° 8.0 7.0 6.5 4.5

02 4.0 4.5 4.5 5.5 45 3 6.0

03 5.0 5.5 5.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

04 4.0 7.0 6.5 835 65 1.5 6.5

05 4.0 5.0 5.5 7.0 6.5 8.0 8.5

06 2.5 5.0 4.5 4.5 5.0 4,0 5.5

07 5.0 6.5 5.0 6.0 6.5 6.5 7.0
B 3.0 3.5 5.0 6.5 6. 3.5 6.5
09 4.5 5.5 6.5 8.0 1.5 6.5 7.0

o - 4.0 5.5 4.5 § 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.5

e 5.5 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.5 1.5 5.5

12 5.0, 5.0 1.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 4.0

& ‘ [
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' REFLECT IVE GROUP
OBJECTIVE AND SELF-REPORT MEASURES
. -
JOURARD QUEST TRUST QUEST
o . - kﬁs
Ss P S5 0S RI NONV WRMTH SENT COMP  WF
01 76 39 41 10 09 .. ) 54.5 37
02 76°55 53 05 08 6 78.0 53
03 7171 56 06 " 09 15 60.5 31,
. . ' ' ) ¥
04 35 39 45 14 18 08 56.5 63 |
05 74 49 48 If 09 ¥ %[ .5 35 -
~/
06 70 48°. 44 'l 19 72.0 37
66 25 21 I3 13 14 67.5 - 47
62 44 I Jl 09 69.5 16
125/ ih 08 69.0 33
l0- 55 43 40 10 12 10 ' 64.0 34
47 4l 37 ‘10 08 5 68,0 39
' ‘ ' - . . S S, . L. . - - J—
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“- REFLECTIVE GROUP
AMOUNT OF DISCLOSURE SCORES (WRM) FOR INTERVIEW
ss MUSIC SCH,  SCH, FAM,  FAM, SELF, SELF,
ol 37.0 28.00 .24.00 39.25  3.50 38.25 28.50
02 53.0 55.95 49.00 56.25 55.00 56.25 57.50
03 37.0 49.50 . 7.00 39.75. 15.50 50.00 17.50
04 55.0 50.25 5.50 57.50 53.50 50.50 33.50
05 50.0 48.50 17.50 57.00 56.00 40.00 37.50
06 48.5 56.25 57.50 56.50 57.50 48.00 46.50
9730 ,
07 57.0  55.50 56.50 56.00 57:00 55.00 30.00
08 45.0 56.75 .32.50 55.75 49.00 56.25 45.0
09 34.0 51.25 45.00 48.75 21.50 57.00 56.50
| 0 - . 50.5 49.25 21.00 - 54.00 55.50 44.25 50.50
H 49.0 55.75 57.50 50.50 36.50 54.50 38.00
12 21,5y 37.25 11.50 31.25 28.50 39.00 33.00
| A,
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INT IMACY OF DISCLOSURE SCORES FOR INTERVIEW

REFLECTIVE GROUP

ss MUSIC SCH, ~ SCH, FAM,  FAM,  SELF  SELF,
"0l 4.0 5.0 - 5.0 . 55 1.0 65 6.5
02 6.0 "5.5 6.0 .65 5.5 6.5 7.0
03 4.5 6.0 3.5 5.0 5.5 6.0 5.5
04 4.5 5.5 6.0 6.5 6.0 6.5 6.5
05 45 5.5 4.5 6.0 7.5 5.0 4.5
06 3.5 6.0 5.5 7.5 7.0 6.5 6.0
07 50 5.5 5.0 7.0 5.5 5.0 4.5
08 4.5 6.5 5.0 6.0 5.5 6.5 6.5
09 4.0 6.5 5.0 6.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
10 5.0 5.5 4.0 6.5 6.5 6.5. 6.0
¥ 6.0 4.5 5.0 ° 5.5 4.5 7.5 6.0
12 5.0 4.5  4.0-. 6.5 7.0 6.0 5.5
)
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SUPPORT | VE GROUP
OBJECTIVE AND SELF-REPORT MEASURES
JOURARD QUEST . ‘zzggzuoussr
Ss PSS 05 RI NONV WRMTH  SENT COMP  WF
ol 76 47 “47 13 07 07 jz.0 & 34
02 76 66 6l 13 14 10 49.5 34
03 75 54 5 12 12 1 66.5
04 72 62 57 08 10 t7 80.0 38
05 69 72 62 b 16 70.5 16
06 68 51 5 14 15 20 70.0 20
07 64 43 36 13 14 15 85.0 63
08 64 42 47 12 12 14 69.0 32 -
09 63 57 35 iz 1 15 65.0 25
’ 10 55 59 45 1 08 17 65.0 35
11 53 26 30 12 I 10 - - 72.5 46
12 45 46 43. 14 09 I2 75.5 49
~< -
*.
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SUPPORT tVE GROUP

AMOUNT OF DISCLOSURE SCORES (WRM) FOR INTERVIEW

Ss MUSIC SCH SCH FAM FAM

s: | , | ,  SELF  SELF,
ol 33.5 53.50 +54.50 57.50 51.00 27,25 40.50
02 14.0 28.75 28.00 35.75 16.50. 38.50 19.00
03 35.0 49.50 35.00 48.50 49.50 43.50 23.00
204 54.0 48.75 44.00 52.75. 59.00 57.50 53.50
) 05 52.0  39.50 32.50 40.00 20.50 40.75  36.50
06 26.5 54.50 51.50 57.50 41.50 53.00 56.00
07 56.5 48.50 53.50 54.00 57.50 58.25 43.00
08 20.5 51.00 53.00 52.00 52.00 53.25 45.50
09 45.5 53.25 40.50 .54.75 56.00 49.25 25.50
10 21.5 54.25 45.50 57.25 59.00 49,50  2.50
¥ 57.0 54.00 58.00 56.75 35.50 54.50 54.00
12 33.0 57.50 57.00 56.50 .56.00 56.50 57.50
‘
. \ .
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INTIMACY OF DISCLOSURE SCORES FOR INTERVIEW

SUPPORTLVE GROUP

Ss MUSIC SCH, SCH., FAM, FAM,, SELF, SEEFZ
01 3.5 5.5 7.0 7.0 8.0 6.0 6.0
02 2.5 5.0 5.5 5.5 5.5 6.5 6.5
103 4.0 6.0 5.5 6.0 5.5 6.5 5.5
04 5.0 5.5 645 6.5 6.0 7.0 7.0
05 5.5 6.5 5.5 6.0 5.5 . 645 6.0
06 4.5 6.0 6.0 7.5 6.5 . 7.5 7.5
07 6.0 3.5 . 6.0 5.0 6.0 7.5 8.0
08 5.0 7.5 6.5 7.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
09 4,0 5.5 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0 | 5.5
10 4.5 7.0 6.0 8.0 . 7.5 6.0° 1.0
I 5.6 5.5 - 5.0' 6.0 5.5 5.5 7.5
12 5.5 5.0 5.0 8.0 7.5 4.0

6.5
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