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-Methodologicéi Issues in Self-disclosure Research:

"Would You Like Being a Prostitute? Why .or Why Nop?"l

R. Gary Bridge - ;!

'Teachers College, Columbia University
o ‘ : New York, New York

The process of sélf—disclos;fe, that is, the Ways by which people
make themsélves'knowggpg)significadt others, is of incréésihg interest
to soéial psychologists, personality fheprisﬁs 5nd clinicians. Thg
;mpetus fdr much qf the current interest in this topic canbbe traged
to the work of Sidney Jourard and his colleagues; their early correla-
tional studies, while methodologically flawed, produced provocative

. ' .

results and suggested, among other. things, that self-disclosure is an
important factor in mental and physical heaith.

I will not attempt fo review the,selffdiéclosure literature here;

this has alreédy been done elsewhere (Jourard, 197la, 1971b; Cozby,

1973). Rather, I will attempt to (1) categqrizebthe methodological

!

approaches which have been used in this research, (2) identify some of
the 1mportant problems "that attend these research procedures, and

(3) propose some'alternative strategies for future research on self-
., : ' . ‘ i o
disclosure. %

Why Do People Disclose "Personal'" Information?

. A particular methodological approach is appropriate or inappropriate”

only to the extent that it permits the researcher to unambiguously test

propositions that have been derived from an implicit or (hopefully) -
N . ' : .

Questlon asked of female subjects in an experlment ‘reported by Worthy,
Gary and Kahn (1969),
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explinit nodel of self-disclosure. _One of the primary shortcomingn-of
this area of research is that we lack a clearly articulated model of
self-disclosing behaviof. Most of the pnglished research tn’date hns
been an atheoretical cataloging of the gorrelates of disclqsures‘and the{
situations which increase or dgciease information exchanges.. A model

is needed to tie these findings together, and there appear Fé be two .
candidatés for this task. One model explains seif—disclosuré in terms -

of cathartic value for the discloser; the other holds that disclbsuresl

-facilitate social exchange.

i

The cathafsié.mndelﬁ A comnOnly néld belief, aspecially among thosey :
lwno practice psychotherépythis that self-disclosure is cathartic.
That-is, the disclosing_individnal is freed from having to keep infpf;
mation private,’and“this new found'fréedom or reduction!of tension is
reinforcing. The argument ‘is this:- Man'isxafraid.tn'reveal himsélf
to significant others necause he fears their'negative sanctions for
\ _ what he believes are undesirable%aépents of himsel}.. Much energy nuSt
lbe expended to keep'informatibﬂlabout thesé aspects of the self from
becoming public,-and thi's energy drain‘;nfliqts.a cost on menqél and
. physical health. Makingldisciosuren gng_learning that they afé notﬁ
punishen.is tension rgducing and thus pleasant. Of coufse,,thin assumes
1 that the revelations afe not punished b§ others. |
The caﬁha;sis model glég figures prominently in nhé'Writings of
Sidney Jourard. ’Hg suggeétn that Eélntive to the_fémale role, the‘
stereotypic maie Fole in our snciety does not permit disclosures; males'
attempts to keep their necrets private'result in an earlier death.than

women (Jourard, 197l1a, p. 34).

' '
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The social exchange model. An alternative»ekplénation-to the catharsis

argument can be derived from social exchange theory as posited by
_Thibau& and Kelley (1959) and-others (Homans, 1954, 1961; Blau, 1961):
This model holds that self—diéclosurelis functional pecéuse it can,

if appropriate, maximize the joint outcomes of interacting individuals

by helping them to (a) agree upon common ends‘(gdals) which they wish to
.achieve, (b) decide upon -appropriate means for achieving these goals, and

(c) synchronize their instrumental and consumatory behavior. A simple

" example may be appropriate here. Suppose a man wishes to buy a present

for a woman. friend; if he .knows a great deal about her values, interests  ~——, .

and tastés, he will have no trouble selecting an appropriate gift —- one

that will please her very much. On the other hand, if- he knows little

3 - . .
about her tastes, he will have a very difficult time trying to guess

what she would-like, and she staﬁds a good chance of gepting somehhing-

she doesn't care for at all. How does the woman make her values, interests
and tastes knoﬁn? 'By self-disclosure. Providing infqrmatibn of this

kind to-the gift-buyer makes his task easier and maximizes the chance

that the woman will receive a g{;t which she really wants. Cleafly,
self—disclos@;e ig functional for both the sender and the.receiver in

this case.

Disclosures,cutAthe"costs of interactiﬁg and improve the outcomes
that individuals take from theiinteraction;vand becauée disclosures are
S0 often followe&'by imprdved outcomes (increased réwards or reddcedf
costs), they come to have'sgcondaryIreinforcement value of their own.
Thus, it is not surprising to.fipd that disclosures can serve as a

reinforcer in operant learning situations. This secondary reinforcement
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property also 1s important in laboratory démonstra;ions‘of fhe so~-called
dyadic effect or fgciprocity effeét;’ I suspect‘tﬁatxmany of the experi-
mental studies‘which‘are constraiﬁed to a very brief timelframe owe their
results'tabthis secondary reinforcement property‘of disclosures, anduﬁhat
a subject's disclosufes in these situations would eventually fall off if
;hey simply led'ﬁo more disclosu;g; from a confederaﬁe instead of real
outcome'improyements. Unfogtunately, one shot, short-term laboratory
experiments do not last long enough to observe this effect.

the that information does not necessarily have to be positive iﬁ
order to bé valﬁed or té be instrumental. In fact, éonsiderable eyidence
suggests that negative information is weighted more heqvily than positiQe
informaﬁion in ‘fo%ming evaluationg (Kanouse and Hanson,‘l972; Anderson,
1971) .. Simi}arly, Jones and bavis (1965) have argued'that an individual's
~socially undesirable behavior or out of fole behavior (see Jones, Davis
and Cefgen; 196i) is much more informative to observers than mofe
kpositive Ar expecfed behéviof:- Self-disclosure. of négétive informatio;
may bevfunctional for both partieé even.thaugh it -leads to the early
termination of their relationship. Of course, this debenas‘upon the
alternaﬁive relatiqnships,that tﬁé»two iﬁdividuals have avaiiaﬁle;
negative information is more likely to be disclosed if many alternative

relationships are available,

Another veréion of the social exchangé model, social penetration
. theory (Altmap and Taylor, 1973; Taylor, Altman and Sorrentino, 1969),
is specifically concerned.wiﬁh how reciprocal disclosures facilitate

social exchanges. This theory holds that the probability of future



disclosures depends‘uéon_the outcomes (rewards less costs) that individuals
receive or expect to Yeceive from past and presenf disclosures.‘ Note too
. that diécloéures are not limited simﬁlyvtq verbél behavior, but include all
of the ways by which ﬁeople make themselves known'to others. The gist of
/

‘this theory is that dyadic disclosures are pafterned ac;oss time, and .
that they proceed from nagvintimate to intimate éxchénggs.

Now that we have sketchés of explicit models of why people disclose

-

personal information, let us examine the methods which have been ﬁsed in
‘sélf—disclosure research and see how well théy représent these models or,

for that matter, any clearly articulated model.

Research Strategies

Work during the fifties and early sixties\Was’lafgely"correlational,

<

and -self-reports of disclosures were correlated with variables such as
demographic characteristics and sYymptoms of phyéical illness. Recent
work has been largely experimental and self—disclgsure has been examined . |

as both an independent variable. and a dependent variéblei

Correlational strategies. The chief'self-report_measure of self-disclosure

has been —- and continues to be ~-- Jou;érd's Sclf-disclosure Questiornaire
(JSDQ) (Jourard a;d Landsmén; 1959). In its original fofm; this.inVentdry
coﬁsists of ten itemsJabout each of six catégoriés of disclosure-(money,
body, attitudes, personality; work or studies; tastgs aﬁd ihteré;ts) and
for each.iﬁem the réspéndgnt indicatés how much he/she hé; revealed to
four targets: mqther, father, best malevfriend,‘ﬁest female friend. The
respondent indicates a.complete énd authentic disclosure by ﬁhe number 3,
a moderate disclosure by the number 2, a smail disclosure by tﬁg number. 1,

and no disclosure by a zero. A lie or untruth is indicated by an "X" which
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is scored as a zero. A respondent's seif—disclosure score for a given.
éérget is simply the sum of his 60.i£em'ratings for that ﬁarget.'~

A newer version of the JSDQ contains féwef items (40), but uses
essentially the same format as’thé original spalé plus ratings of ﬁow
much gﬁe ;eSandent‘would disclose tova.;tfanger (Jourard, 1971b) .
Several other measures are availabie,-but the JSDQ conbinues.to be thé
moét widely used. ' The defects in this scale should‘bégobvious,'bﬁt a
brief comment on two bfoblemshmay=beluseful.

First, the JSDQ:weights each of the 60 items'éqﬁaily, and 1F'i§
clear from even a casuai examination of the topics that some are more
éaliept than others. Moreover, the Sﬁmmed_ratings mask the Eatternl

of the indiﬁidual's disclosures (assuming.that the reports of disclosures

are v)gw%).. Consider the example shown below.

Topic . _ Person A Person B
Item 1 Sexual activities | 3. 0
Item 2 Debts : o | 0 1
: Item 3 'Grades‘in school | -0 2
| 3 3

Person A has thg same total disclosure score as"PersonlB, but afe théy
.fealiy comparable in tﬁeir discloéures?. Summaped ratings of individual
topics-fail toltap the different patterns of disclosure.

Second, the- scale is a retrospective selfsreport_measure and Qhat we may
- be measuring is the respondént;s willingness to report disclosures, not‘actualf
disclésufés. This amounts ;ovnothing méré than aﬁ index of "how goodﬁ the
- respondent beliévgs it is to reveal oneself. The available evidence

(e.g., Ehrlich and Graeven, 1971; Burhenneiénd Mirels, 1970; Himmelstein
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is scored as ajzero. A fespondent's seif-discloSure score for a givén.
target is simply the sum of his 60 item rapings.for that térget.

A newé; veréion éf the JSDQ contains. fewer items (40),3but useg
essehtia};thhe same format as the original scale plusvratings df how
‘much the respondent would disclose to avstranger (Jourard, 1971b).
Several'other,méasﬁres are available, but the J8DG continuesito be‘the
moét widély used. The defects in this sgale'should be obvious, but a
brief comment on tw§ problems may be useful. |

First, the JSDQ weights each .of the 60 items equally, and iﬁ is

. : A .
clear from even a casual e#amination of the topics that 'some are more
salient thaniothgrs. Moreover, the summed ra;ings mask the Qattern

. of the individual's disclosures (assuming that the réports of disclosures

are valid)., Consider tﬁe.examp1e shown below.

Topic , ‘ Person A - Person B )
Ttem 1 Sexual activities 3 0
Item 2 Debts L | o ": 1
rItem 3. Grades in school .~ o ' 2

3 3
Person A has the same tdtal disélosure scofe as,Person B, but are Fhey
'really comparable in their disqlosures? Summated ratings of individual
toﬁics fail to tap the different pattexns of'disclésure.'
Secoﬁd, the scale is a ret;ospéctivé self—repoft measure and what we may
“be measuring is the respondent's willingness to reSort disélosureS, not actual

disclosures. This amounts to nothing more than an index of "how good" the /.

respondent believes it is to reveal oneself. The available evidence

(e.gﬂ, Ehrligh and Gfaeven, 1971; Burhenne and Mirels, 1970; Himmelstein
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and Lubin, 19635; Himpelstein and‘Kimbrqugh, 1963; Lubin and Harrison, 1964;

Vondracek; 1970; Harley and Harley, 1969; Pedersen and Breglio, 1968)

~ -
[}

strongly suggests thﬁt the Jourard Self-disclosure Questionnaire is

uncorrelated with acLuai self-disélosﬁres, gnd Cozby:(1973, p. 80) seems
quite cérrect when he argues that "It must be concluded that the continued
usg.of'the JSDQ will only perpetuate tﬁe confusion that aiready exists in
the'literatpre.” The diétreséing point, howevér, is that many of the L
alternat;ye measufeé-sufﬁer from the same.techniéai‘flaws,.and we should

expect little more from them than we have received from the original

Jourard inventory.

Experimental strategies. The results of the early correlational studies

Suégested that the gelf-disclosure process was important, and this set in

motion the search for the factors witich increase and decrease the tendency

to disclose oneself. One of the major factors that apparently influences
i X .

an individual's behavior 1s the disclosure that others provide, and to test

this proposition means that disclosure must be.both an independent and a

dependent variable in the same study,ﬁ
A prototypic example of this approacﬁ is a study by Worthy, Gary and

Kahn (1869). Groups of four coeds were seated around a table in a labora-

tory. Each subject had ten sheets of paper which contained seven Questious,.

and the questions véried in rated,intiﬁacy. The subtitle to phis baper, '
"Would you enjoy beﬁng‘a prbstituté% Whylor,why not?" was one of thege :
questions. On eachiof the teﬁ trials, the subjéct apswéred one question
of her choosing and sent phe written,ans&er to one of the other three sub-
jects. The amoqﬁt that eéch{subject disclosed during the-stﬁdy was éom—

puted by summing the‘intimaCy ratings of groups of questions she answered.’
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Self-disclosures were also examined from the ‘receiver's viewpoint by
’ _ i A

compnting how much was disclosed by all sdurtes to- a subject and how
this affected the subject's subsequent behavi%r.2
A second experiment’illnstrates how self-disclosure has been used

as é<menipnlated independent variable in a true experimental design.
'-Ehrliqh and“Gfaeven (1971) had a confederate make diselosnres which
varied in their intimacy.and’pattefn-and‘then measured the subjectts:

\

reciprocal df%closufes_andfattraction”to the confederate.:

Contielled experiments,'paftieularly laboratory deception experi~

»
v

ments, will probably be thenst}ategy most widely used in the immediate:

future, although pressure for more naturalistic experiments=which trade

i)

.o+ L

off some internal validity for greater .external validity seems:to be

intreasing. .Let us consider' some of the issues that these 'studies
must face,fandjconsiderféome desiderata for future experimemts on
- self-disclosure. - ‘

- . .
- : [

P e R
Research.Considerations- .

St L e o b S .
In this section we will consider six issues whicch have not. :been

given adeqnate attention in the planning and interpretation of self~

———r

. 1 i
disclosure experiments. These issues involve the: (a) intended target
audience, (b) nature of the relationship‘between discloser and receiver,

(c) communication modes used, (d) "authenticity" of disclosures,
(e) ”intimaey? of disclésures, and (f) use of individual differences -

i

measures.,

2The experimental manipulations in this study involved the pessibility

of eye contact. The amount of information that different subjects re-
ceived was not manipulated. ' '



Identifying the intended target audience. The intended or perceived target

audience of a disclosure is:iusually underestimated in laboratory experiments.

T

When a sender (S) discloses information to :a receiver (R), he is also dis-
g}osing to an experimenter and unknown others who will be privy to the
Lémmunication. In general, 'the intimacy of discloéureé a sendgr will maké
decreases monotonically with thé size of the perceived target audience.

The sender's beliefs about the: trustworthiness of the target audience
also influences hoﬁlmuch will be disclosed. ‘We ﬁight refer to the gender's
expectations aﬁout the:diffusion of the disclosuré“asjthe pérteibéd
fluidity of the.disclosure, and*prééﬁmable fluidity is decreased. when tar-
gets aré isolated physically:or;gécially (e.g., by réle réquirementsAsuch
as the relationship between ; physician and patient).

The subject's perception of the fluidity of his disclosures Qéy be
influenced by the way the disclosures are:ﬁransmit;ed or. recorded. For example,
Roberts and Rgngaglia (1965) found that the presénce of é'tépe recorder
during a counseling session increased the numbef of positive Sélf—references;

: \ S
the'most negative self-references were made when no recorder was present,

Having a respondent write out disclosures probably has an even greater

‘"interference effect" than recording (see Weick, 1968, P 371-375).

Specifying the relationship. We have mentioned the importance of pfecisely

identifying the parties to the iﬁteracpion -- or at:lgast what the subject

perceives to be the target audience -- and now the isspg-is: How Ete'these
. B f

people related or.more pracisely, ho& does the'Subjecé see their relationf

shib? . What does the subject perceive as the objectivé(s) of the relation-

ship?t What are the potential outcomes f?om the interaction? The answers

to these questions can be discovered through direct queries or inferred

from choice behavior.
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Frequehtly.our experimental manipulatioes produpe a situation where .
tﬁe subject's reletion;hip to the target audience seems to be far removed
from anylreasonable social exchange, Th}s crigicism cannot be_easilyl
paseed off as a limitation to external yalidity alone, for it hits'at the
very purpose of the experiments. For example, what‘(besides the press of
experimental demandé) would motivate a coed to "disclose" in writing to
classmates (and experimenters’who are lurking nearby) her feelinge about
how she would enjoy being a prostitute? ﬂqW would the answef to this
question be expected to improve the jeiﬁt outcomes of most coed dyads?
Hopefully, fufure experiments_will include some measures of what the

suL jects see as the nature of their relationship with the target individual

or audience.

Most experiments, and virtually all laboratory experiments, focus

on what Levinger and Smoek (1972) call surface relatiensh;ps. These

situations are controlled largely by role demands, and are typical of

casual or beginning interactions, Of far greater interest to us are

relaticuships of mutuality or great interdependence. To investigate

these enduring relationships we must either consider longitudinal
studies (e.g;; panel survey designs) or fely upon retrospective self-
reports of disclosures: ”Of coufse,-the use of recfospective reports returns
us to the proﬁ}ems qf questionnéires like the Jourard Self—di3clqsufe
Questionnaire, and means that we arec velnerable'to consistency présSures,

’ i

levelliﬁg and sharﬁening tendencies in memory and all of the other

problems which degrade retrospective reports.,

Panel designs offer some superiority in this regard, although here

we must be careful to control-for testing effects. " That is, the process
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of asking about disclosures may-chahge the pattern of future disclosures:
if the subject believes that he or she will be reinterviewed or may cause
the subject to attend to information that otherwise would have been

ignored. o

’

Isolating the communication mode(s). People communicate in many ways:

verbally through manifest content aﬁd extralinguistic characteristics of
speech (e.g., rate of speech, raté of ”ahh's"); and nonverball; throﬁgh
facial cﬁes, poéture andAéocial distance. Self—disclosﬁre research has
focﬁsed largely on one mode of commuuicaﬁiqn,_manifegt content, although
some attempts have been made to detect the effect of.information communi=-
cated via,otﬁer modes (e.g.,.Worthy, Gary and Kahn, 1969, méﬁipulated the
possibility Lf eye contact). One strategy has been ﬁo block some modes
(e.g., 1splating subjects and requiring messages to be written -and

passed to an unseen target persor.), however,-mogt researchers have

simply tignored the issue of communication modes altogether. Ignoring

ﬁhe mode of communication is a tenable strategV only if one is intefésted
in the g}obal effects of the sender's di;closures'on the feceiver's !
behavior and if one is willing to assume that the information communicated -
by differént nodes is highly, positively correiated. | !

The degree of congruence between disgiusures communicated by dif- "o
ferent modes is pfobably an important indicator of the disclosure's
authenticity, That is, the infdrmation received by.a target f%cm.dif- g
ferent modes may or may not be fedundant, and the more similgr the messages
the target receives, the more he will judge the disclosure to be authentig.
This suggests that one way_of gettiﬁg at adtheﬂticity through behavioral

measures is to study multiple communication modes simultaneously. _— ‘ 3
. i Y
[ : C



Obviously, there are several sources of information about communica-
tion which are relevant to the process of sclf—disclqsure Hut have vet to
be incorporated in our research. Tn the psvchopathology literaturc there
is the research on the double bind hypothesis (Batesoq, Jackson, Healy
and ‘Weakland, 1956) and the substantial tesearch on how families with dié-
turbed children communicate with each other (e.g., Alkire, 1969; Bugental,

et al., 1970,-1971). Also, the literature on the communication and per-

cection of emotions is relevant (see, for example, Davitzlii965). Buchman‘
(1972)vhas recently demonstrated that- there are substantial sex and cul-

tural differénces in how:well people send and perceive emotional statcé‘

through different communication channels. Andgfinally,-the work of academic
departments of Speech and Pcblic Speaking has broadened in recent years and

now embraces the entire range of ‘communication.modes, not simply' speech.

. (See for example, Borden,‘Gregg and.Grove, 1969).

| The message I wish to communicate is simply this: Peocle communicatc

in many ways, and all of these modes are used in self-disclosure, yet we

have concentratcd-on only one mode (verbal behaviot) and only a portion of

the information that :is communicated via this mode (i,c., manifest.content).‘

It is time that we|enlarge our picture o; self-disclosure to incluce more of
these-channels of cohmunication.a One of the first products of this multi;

mode approach may be a better understanding of how authenticit& is communi- » |
cated.
I » ) - L ’4 |
Determining the "authenticity" of disclosures. 'Self—disclosures vary

in their authenticity, i.e., veracity, and this must be considered in
i .

experiments where disclosures are a dependent variable. While there are

undoubtedly some individual differences'in thectendency to be ttcthfu},

LN
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probably most of the variance in truthfulness is due to situational

e

. ' - |
factors which either constrain the individual to tell the truth or

motivate him to lie., ' There is a strong parallel here between research
on cheating (e.g., Hartshorne and May, 1928, 1929, 1930) and the study
of authenticity in self-disclosure, and one thing we shculd learn f;cm
that early experience is to spend lesc time in individual differcnces
and more tiﬁe‘on situational variables which determine truthfulness.

A parallel.can aléo be drawn between the issue of authenticity“and
the question of "attitude=behavior" ccnsistency (e.g.,‘Wicker, 1969;
Kiesler, Collins and Miller, 19§9; Fishbein acd Ajzen, 1972); The
question: FWheh are verbalvrepcrts of éttitudes (Mattitude behaviqr")
consistent with overt, nonverbal behaylor? is similar Eo‘the question:
When are éelf-disclosures consiscent with the actual state of affairs
or with earliefrdiscluscfes?

To say that a disclosure is "authentic" implies that there is an
objective standard against which the disclosure can be judged. This
may be true of some characteristics of tﬁe individual (e.g., age, edu;
cationallbackground, etc.),.but most of the discipsures which are of
vélue to a relationship prcbabiy;involve informacion which cannot be
easily verified against external criteria,. in this case, consistency
across time and‘situations becdmc one index of how truthful or repfesen—
tative a particulax discloéure is. ( , i

Tﬂe importaﬁce of situgtional factors cannot be ovcremphasized.
Clearly, people présent diffefent pictures of themselves in order to

meet the demands of various social settings; this has been well described

by Goffman (1959) in The;presencation of self in everyday life. The em-

pirical literature on self-presentation (Gergen, 1965; Gefgen and Wishnov,



1965; Gergen ard Morse,_l970) is also relevant heré;‘and we would do well to
intégrate these findings»into our theories of'seif~disciosuré. The two
topics clearly]overl;p, as this statement by Gergen and Wishnov (1965,

p. 348) suggests:v "The.informatién we present to others about ourselves is
seldom selected at random. We constantly face the dilemma of choosing from
a vast storehouse of self;knowiedge the appropriate ftems for.pUblic display,
One of the more crucial periods for such decision making is during the for-

mative stage of a relationship."

Thus, it might be useful to view self-
présentation as a subtopic of an enlarged theory of'self-disélos&re. Judging
by the reference cited in the self-disclosure liceraturé, this linkage has
noet been recognized to date. ‘
Up to this point we have been considering authenticity from the sender's‘
vieroin;. That is, we have asked the question: What determines whether.
aisendér reveals'hiﬁself truthfully or at least believes he is revealiny
himself-honesply? But authenticity can also be examined from the other di-
rection, from the reéeiyer's vantage point. llere ﬁhe question 1is: .What
determines the degree of authenticity.a receiver attributes to a sender's
disclosures? Obviously the literature on attfibution theory“(e.g., Jones'
and Davis, 1965; Kelley, 1967, 1973), person perception (e.g., ﬁastorf,
Schneidér and Polefka, 1970), and source crediSility in attitude change
are relevant here, Earlier I mentioned thdt the congruénce Qith which

information is communicated thrOQgh different channels may be a major indi-

cator of the "authenticity" of a disclosure.

Detérmining the "intimacy of disclosures. No piece of information is in-
12

trinsically intimate or nonintimate. The intimacy of a disclosure is deter-
mined by the situational context in which the disclosure is made. Something
that is rated only moderately intimate in one situation may be considered

extremely disclosing in another.

{.‘\
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The concept of intimacy is poorly defined conceptually, and those
who uéevit rely upon ouf commonsense cxperience to lend meaning to thé
term. One way of lﬁoking at it is to argue that intimacy is merely a
convenient label for the notion that in a given relatiqnship'or éetting,
certain clusters of informétion are less likelyv than othe;s to be dis—
closed; buﬁ tpe content of these clusters -- that is, what is intimate -—
will change across situations.

What determines ‘the likelihood Ehat a pieée of information will be
disclosed?' The relevance of the information to the sqcial exchange is
obviously one factor. The probability that information will be disclosed
is probably é function of the sender's beliefs about how the information
will cause or permit the recgiver to change his or her outcomes in a
positive or negative direction. This again focuses our attention on
the nature of the relationship between the discloser and receiver and

the extent to which they are interdependent.

Using individual differences data. A number of self-report measures, of’

which the Jourard- Self-disclosure Questionnaire is the best known, are

available for measuring individual differences in self—disclosuré,3 but

- to date none of these measures have distinguished themselves in terms of

reliability or predictive validity across a broad spectrum of respondent
populations. Undoubtedly, we can expect .some improvement in these scales
as a product of the psychometric tinkering that will occur as the field

becomes more established and attracts people who will transfer the tech-

nology of other specialties into this area. _But assuming that we had

3See Cozby, 1973, p. 74-75 for a summary of these instr@ments.



peffeét measures of self-disclosure as- a persoqalipy,trait, we must
! ) .

still ask how these measures should be used.®

If we assume, as most of us do (cf. Gozby, 1973, p. 74) that situ;
ational variables account for more of the variance in self-disclosure than.
individual differences, it follows thntvcur attention shduld‘be concentrated
on self-disclosure as a social process rather than és a personality trait,
This suggests that in experiments, individual differences measures should
be used as covariéteé.or blocking variables'in treatment by blocks designs.
That is, they'should be used to account for within eell variance tﬁat would
oﬁherwise be only error variance. The real value.of these designs rests

in their potential for showing interactions between situational factors

and individual differences.

Future Research Strategies

Experience with other,argas of social psycholog;cal research (e.g.,
interpersonal attraction)lsuggests that topiﬁs undergo a definite patﬁern
of development beginning with provocative correlational studies and rather
grandiose claims about the importance‘og a very loosely conceptualized
process. The methodological shortcomings of these early studies usually
fan the fires of experimentation, and following thisrstage'there is
usually a period of generalization and.iﬁcreased interest in external
validity. If my estimates are correct, we are now in the period of
‘intense laboratory experimentation which probably will not peak_fbf two
or three years. Eventually we will begin the pfbcess of generalization,
and this will require‘some hard thinking about alternative research
stratégies for conducting slightly less methodologically rigorous but
substantially more informative research on self-disclosure.

Q
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Two alternative strategies Whiéh,might_be pursued include: {a) actively.
arranging the natural environment to évoke different levels of diéclosure
and then taking this disclosure level as an independent vériable, and
(b) applying appropriate sequential statistical models to longitudinal

data (e.g., panel survey data, observational data) to test hypotheses

about the dynamics of the self-disclosure process,

Evoking disclosures. Situational variables loom large as determinants of

what andlhow much is disclosed, and therefore it makes 'sense to structure
the enVironmeﬁt so as to elicit d?fferent amounts of disclosure and then
meésﬁre theveffectévof thesé disclosures on relevant_deﬁendent variables. -
This has béen done in a series of ingenious cxperiments conducﬁed by

leving Janis (1972) énd his colleagues at.Yale University. 'In one experiment,
they randomly aSsignea over-weight women subjécfs_to eithér a high or a low
disclosure condition where the target of the disclosureg was a clinicall
interviewer in a weight control program. In the high distlpsure condi-
tion, the interviewer askéd highly personal questions, and in the low
disclosure condition,‘the interviewer asked questions which few people
would-fiﬁd embaraésing. The dependent variable concerned how well the

subjects maintained a weight loss diet, and the results suggest that

- subjects who made high disclosures performed better than subjects who

made only low disclosures.

Lewis and Krauss (1971) also manipulated self-disclosure by asking

either very personal or very innocuous questions. Subjects who were

asked highly personal questions rated the interviewer as slightly higher
in empathy, lev=l of regard, congruence, and willingness to be known

than did'subjects who were asked innocuous questions,



This method ofvévoking self-disclosure through arrangement of the -
environment (e.g., definition of the sgtting)'and direct question~asking
could be easily generalized to nonlaboratory settings, for example, ﬁhe

offices of physicians, therapists, counselors or even small grcup settings.

Disclosure as a sequential process. If we are to take seriously the

temporal aspect of self-disclosure, it méy be useful to formally describe

the 'self-disclosure process aé a sequential of stochastic process. Many

of the experiments which have been reported in fhe literature could be

recast in terms of seduential models. For example, the Worthy, Gary and

Kahn (1969) exﬁeriment which was described earlier asked four coeds to

'send and to receive disclosures on ten different trials, énd the intimacy
ratings of these disclosures wefe aggregated to form indices of the disclosures
made by and sgnt to each subject. Thié aggregation procedure, of course,
destroys the ﬁatternélof disclo;ures.

As a seéénd examplé, conéider the experimen# coﬁducted'by Erhlich
apd Graeven (1971)., 1In this case, a confederate followed one of three
patterns of disclosure to a subject whose subsequent disclosureé»consti—
tuted one of the_dependent variables. Again, the intimacy of'thg squects' \
disqlasures was compdted for‘the entire series of trials and thus the
patéern was masked by aggregation. The pattern of disclosgres could . ’ ,

' easily be represented in terms of a sequential process, and statistical

methods fer doing this are available.4

aFor a general introduction to mathematical models of sequential pro-
cesses, see Rosenberg (1968), Coombs, Dawes and Trevsky (1970), Coleman
(1964a, 1964b),. Abelson (1968), and Suppes and Atkinson (1960). " For a
specific example of sequential models applied to social interactions,
see Rainio's (1965) '"stochastic theory of ‘social contacts.'"

p—



The process of disclosing.oneself may be path_indepéndent, that is,
a stationary Markov process (Markov chain>’where the probability of a
given event (state) occurring is a function only of the immediately ﬁre—
ceding event. For example, if the reciprocity of disclosurgs,is merely a
case of matching, we wogld éxpect a subject's disclosures to be determined
almost entirely by the intimacy level of the discloser's moét recent}dis— .
closure. On .the other hand, we may find thatlthe process of disclosure is
not a true Markov ch;in process, but rather that tﬁe disclosures that one '
makes are determined by the sequence’of previous'even;s. For éxample, we
might ask: Is an individual more likely to make a highly disclosing state-
ment after receiving a high disclosure that was preceded by (a) a series of
low disclosures, (b) a series of bigh,disglosures, or (c) a mixtgre Qf
high and low disclosures? .

Viewing self-disclosure as a sequential process has implications
for the anélysis of data from‘cnntrollcd'experimgnts, but this approach
will probabiy have its greatest impact on-the analysis of data from
naturalistic experiments aﬂa panel sdfvéys. Howeve;, with fhese multi-
wave déta we should expect the noise in the data to be aﬁfected by the
time between interviews or observations; the longer the time, the

greater the noise. Nonetheless, it scems that there is much to be Lv

gained by analyzing nonexperimental data in a sequential framework,

5Benedicq‘s (1970) research on patterns of disclosure and interpersonal

trust, Elliott Aronson's (1969) '"gain-loss mini-theory" of interpersonal :
~ attraction and\the literature on deprivation-satiation effects of social ) -
e reinforcers (e.g., see Eisenberger, 1970) are relevant here because
thﬁy involve patterned social interactions which are identical to or
similar to the process of self~disclosure. \

\
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and there are some encouraging models in other areas of research which
. ‘ . 6
support this belief.
Two problems must be overcome if the statistics used in sequential

models are to be applied to the self-disclosure process. First, we must

“clearly define what states may exist in the research setting. Examples

of possibly relevant states include: subject's disclosures (high,
moderate, iow); subject's attraction or liking for receiver (high,
moderate; low); or continuation of interaction {continuation vs.}breaking’
off). Second, we must carefully consider how the stream of interaction

in natural settings can be meaningfully segmented into discrete trials or

acts,

6Rausch (1965), for example, observed groups of hyperaggressive:and normal

boys in six different situations, and then analyzed the pattern of <
friendly and unfriendly acts in terms of a sequential process. He found

that the occurrence of friendly or unfriendly behavior was not an inde-

pendent event, but was influenced by the entire sequence of earlier

events. In other words, the occurrence of friendly or unfriendly acts

did not follow a strict Markov chain model although variations from this
theoretical model were easily explained.



.Summagx
Research-on self-disclosure is growing ar a rapid rate.' In 1971, more
than twice as many self—disclesure articles were published than in the en-
tire period from 1935 through 1961.7 Six factors which have frequently
'

been ignored in recent research, most of which involves_laboratoryAexperi—
ments with college student subjects, include the following:
o The intended target audience has been underestimated in most

laboratory studies where the subject's dlsclosures are the
dependent variable. '

o The nature of the relationship influences the type of dis-
closures which will be relevant to the joint outcomes of the
sender and receiver(s) of disclosures. Research to date has
concentrated on surface relatlonships and has ignored the more:
‘important relationships of mutuality or strong interdependence.

: ) Igglagigg¥the communication modes, or at least specifying them

e more precisely, is important because pcop:ie communicate in many
ways and most experiments have recorded: only the manifest content
of speech. The congruence with which disclosures are communica-
ted via many channels is probably an indicator of the "authen-
ticity" of the disclosure. Multiple mcasures of multiple modes
of -communication are needed in future research on self-disclosure.

o Determining the authenticity of disclosures is impossible where
there is no ''true" standard against which to judge authenticity
or truthfulness. Therefore, authenticity is probably best
viewed as consistency across presentations, and situational
factors are probably the major determinant of con31stency of
self-presentation.

o The "intimacy" of disclosures depends upon the social context
in which the revelation occurs. No piece of information is
intrinsically intimate or non-intimate, and it makes .little
sense to scale the "intimacy value' of certain topics in abstracto.

o Individual differences measures would be used as covariates or
as "blocking variables" in treatment by blocks designs in order:
to account for what would otherwise be error variance. Continu-
ing to correlate self-disclosure measures with other personality
measures, as has been done for the last decade, will probably
not prove especially fruitful. Self-disclosure should be in-
vestigated as a social process, not simply an individual dif-
ferences dimension.

7An annotated bibliography of the self-disclosure literature (through 1972)"

1 is available from the author.
Q : _
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Future research will probably place more emphasis on gxtérﬁal validity
and will more frequently occur. in nonlaﬁorato:ylsettings. Two‘élternative
research strategies which hoid promise are (a) the arrangement of the en-
vironment to evoke. disclosures, and (b) the use of stqchastic médels to
evalgate the dynamics of the self-disclosure process over time. -The theo-
retical assumpfiéﬁs guiding self;disclosure research should shift toward

viewing self-disclosure ds but one aspect of self-presentation.

LRy



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Abelson, R. P. Simulation of social behavior. In G. Lindzey and E.
Aronson -(eds.), Handbook of Social Psychology, Vol. 2. Reading,
Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1968, pp. 274-356.

Alkire, A. A. Social powef and communication within famllies of dis-
turbed and non-disturbed preadolescents.; Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 1969, 13, 335-349.

Altman, I. and Taylor, D. A. Social Penetration. In press.

Anderson, N. H. Integration theory and attitude change. Psychological
Review, 1971, 7£,'171-206. N :

Aronson, E. Some antecedents of inter-personal attraction. In W. J.
Arnold and D. Levine (eds.), Nebraska Symposium-on Motivationy
1969. Lincoln, Nebraska: University of Nebraska Press, 1970,

PP - Pp. 143-173.

! § : " .
Bateson, G., Jackson, ° D., Haley, J., and Weaklénd, J. Toward a theory
of schlzophrenia Behavior Science, 1956, 1, 251-264.

| -
Benedict,-B 'A. The effects of self-disclosures on the development of

trust. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Teachers College, Colum—‘
bia University, 1970.

Blau, P. Exchangg and power in social life. New York:-Wiley,-1964.

Borden, G: A., Gregg, R. B., and Grove, T. G. Speech behavior .and

human interaction. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall,
1969. ' - T : '

Buchman, Jane Stern., Nonverbal communication of emotions among New York
City cultural groups. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Columbia
University, 1972. : o

Bugental, Daphne E., Kaswan, J.W., and Love, Lenore. Perception of con-
tradictory meanings conveyed by verbal and nonverbal channels.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1970, 16, 647-655.

s

Bugental, Daphne E., Love, Lenore R., Kaswan, J.W., and April, Carol.
Verbal-nonverbal conflict in parental messages to normal and dis-
turbed children Journal of Abnormal PSzghologg, 1971, 77, 6-10.

e

Burhenne, W., and Mirels, H..L. Self-disclosure in self-descriptive

essays., Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1970, 35,
409-413.

Coleman, J. S. Mathematical models and computer simulation. In R. E. L.
' Faris, (ed.), Handbook of modern sociology - Chicago: Rand McNally,
1964a. .

!
v

Coleman,'J S. Introduction to mathema*ical sociology .London: Free.
Press, 1964b. -




Coombs, C. H., Dawes, R. M., and Tversky, A. Mathematical psychology:
An elementary introduction. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Pren~ -
tice-Hall, 1970.

Cozby, P. C. Self-disclosure: a literature Teview. Psycbolggicaﬂ '
Bulletin, 1973, 79, 73-91.

Davitz, J. (ed.) Communication of emotional meaning. New York: McGraw-—
Hill, 1964. o |

Ehrlich, H. J., and Graeven, D. B. Reciprocal self-disclosure in a
dyad. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 1971, 7, 389-400.
Subjects reciprocated intimacy level of confederate. |

Fisenberger, R, 18 there a deprivatlon-satiation function for soclal
approvalt Faycheologleal Bulletin, 1970, 74, 255-275.

Fishbein, M., and Ajzen, L. "Attitudes." 1In P. Mussen and M. Rosenweig
(eds.), Annual Review of Psychology, Vol.72. Palo Alto, California:
Annual Reviews, 1972, pp. 487-544.

Gergen, K. J. Interection goals and personalistic feadback as factors
affecting the presentation of self. Journal of Personality and
~ Social Psychologx,{l965, 1, 413-%24.

Gergen, K. J. and Morse, S. J. Self-consistencyE Measurement and Valida
tion: Proceedings of the 75th Annual Convention of the American
Psychological Association. 1967, 2, 207-208.

Gergen, K. J. and Wishnov, B. Others' self-evaluations and interaction
anticipation as determinants of self-presentation. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 1965, 2, 348-358.

Goffman, E. Presentation of self in everyday life. New Yorcrk: Double~
day, 1959. v

Hartshofne, H., and May, M. A. Studies in the .nature of character: Vol.
I, Studies in deceit. New York: MacMillan, 1928

e eoren o = e v ne

Hastorf, A., Schneider, D. J., and Polefka, Judith. Person Perception.
Reading, Massachusetts: Addlson—Wesley, 1969

Himmelstein, P., and Klmbrough W., Jr. A study of self-disclosure in
the classroom. Journal of Psychology, 1963, 55, 437-440.
{ - .
Himmelstein, P., and Lubin, B. Attempted validation of the self-
-disclosure inventory by the peer-nomination technique. .Journal of
Psychology, 1965, 61, 13-16.

Homans, G. C. The human group. New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1950.

Homans, G. C. Social behavior: its elementary forms. New York: Har-
court, Brace, 1961 : -

1

Hurley, J. R., and Hurley, S. J. Toward authenticity in meaeuring self~-
disclosure. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1969 16, 27l 274




Janis, Irving. "Effects of contact with supportlve persons on adherence
to stressful decisio1s. In Symposium on Adaption to Stress, Ameri-
can Psychological Association meetings, ‘Honolulu, September 3, 1972.

Jones, E. E. and Davis, K. E. From acts to dispositions: the attribution
process in person perception. In L. Berkowitz (ed.) Advances in
experimental social psychology, Vol. 2, “New York: Academic Press,
1965, pp. 220-266. o : '

Jones, E. E., Davis, K. E., and Gergen, K. J. Role playing variations
and their informatircnal value for person perception. Journal of
‘Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1961, 63, 302-310.

Joﬁrard, S. M. Self—disciosure: an.experimental analysis of the trans-
parent self. "New York: John Wiley and Soms, 1971.

Jourard, S. M. The trangparent self. Second editiQn.' New Jersey: Van
Nostrand, 1971.

Jourard, S. M. and Landsman, M. J. Cognition, cathexis and the 'dyadic
effect" in men's self-disclosing behavior. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly

of Behavior and Development, 1960, €, 178-186.

Kanouse, D. and Hanson, R. Negativity in evaluation.- Morristown, New"
Jersey: Ceneral Learning Press, 1972. ‘

Kelley, H. H. Attribution theory in social psychology. . In DP. Levine
(ed.), Nebraska symposium on motivation, 1967. Lincoln: University
of Nebraska Press, 1967, pp. 192-237.

Kelley, H. H. The processes of causal attribution. American Psycholo-
. gist, 1973, 28, 107-128. '

Kiesler, C., Collins, B. E., and Miller, N. Theories of attitude change.
New York: Wiley, 1969.

Levinger, G. and Snoek, J. Attraction in relaiionship: A new look at -

interpersonal attraction. Morristown, New Jersey: General Learning

Press, 1972.

Lewis, P. and Krauss, H. H. Perceived therapeutic regard as a function
of interv1ewee self-disclosure. Proceedings of the Annual Con-
vention of thé American Psychological Association, 1971, Vol. 6
(pt. 2), pp. 581-582. :

Lubin, B. J., and Harrison, R. Predicting small group behavior with the

self-disclosure inventory. Psychological Reports, 1964, ;2,”77jZ§:4m““




Pederson, D. M. and Breglio, V. J. The correlation of two self-disclosure
inventories with actual self-disclosure: a validity study. Journal
of Psychology, 1968, 68, 291-298.

Rainio, K. A stochastic theory of social contacts: a laboratory study
and application to sociometry. Transactions of the Westermarck
Society, Vol. 8. Copenhagen: Munksgaard, 1965.

Rausch, H. L. ‘Interaction sequences. JfSP, 1965, 2, 487-499. [See
Coombs, Dawes, and Tversky: sequential processes.]

Roberts, R. R. and-Renzaglia, G. A. The influence of recording on
counseling. Journal of Coungeling Psychology, 1965, 12, 10-1s6.

Rosénberé, S. Mathematical models of social behavior. In G. Lindzey and
E. Aronson (eds.), Handbook of social psychology, Vol. 1. Reading,
Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley, 1968.°

Suppes, P. and Atkinéon, R. C. Markov learning models for multir-person
interactions. Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 196C.

:

Taylor, D. A.; Altman, I., and Sorrentino, R. Interpersonal exchange as
a function of rewards and costs and situational factors: Expectancy, "
confirmation-disconfirmation. Journal of Experimental Social Psycho-

. logy, 1969, 5, 324-339. '

Thibapt, J. and Kelley, H. H. The social psychologyﬁoﬁ!groqps. New York:
John Wiley, 1959. .

Vondracek, S. I. The measurement and correlates of self-disclosure in
- preadolescents. Dissertation Abstracts International, 1970, 30
(11~B), 5230. :

l

e

Weick, K. E. Systematié observational methods. In G. Lindzey and E.
Aronson (eds.), Handbook of swscial psychology, Vol. 2. Reading,
Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley, pp. 357-451. :

Wicker, A. W. Attitudes versus action: The relationships between verbal
and overt behavioral responses to attitude objects. Journal of
Social Issues, 1969, 25,  41-78. :

Waxthy, M., Gary, A. L., and Kahn, G. M. Self-disclosure as an exchange
N process. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1969, 13,
59-63.




