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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Two facets of personality are self-esteem and self-dis 

closure (Jourard, 1964). Because research is inconclusive 

regarding their correlation and properties, additional re~ 

search may provide insight to their characteristics and ef

fects. This introductory chapter will discuss the concepts 

of self and self-esteem and self-disclosure, the purpose of 

this study, and the topics of subsequent chapters. 

Definition of Terms 

In order to examine the relationship of self-esteem and 

self-disclosure, one must first consider the concept of self. 

Origin and growth provide a foundation to the definition 

of self. The self is not others; yet it is born and grows 

through interpersonal relations (May, 1953). Shavelson, Hub

ner, and Stanton (1976) agreed that an individual's self-per

ception stems from environmental experiences and reinforce

ments, and the response to self from significant others, par

ticularly family and friends. May (1953) stressed one's not 

being just a product of others but also having a capacity to 

experience and to create. Although at least partially formed 

hy others and interacting with them in many roles, the self 

is an entity, one who knows he plays these roles. 

1 
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The self is a feeling of unity, of internal sensibility, 

and of individual existence (Duval & Wicklund, 1972 ) . This 

unified being has a framework of responsibi li.ties t o itself: 

goals ln life, priorit ies, sense of responsibility, inner 

c ourage , quality of personal relationships, sources of emo

tional support, and ro le of love in life. It is this frame

work which aids in playing these many roles (Menninger, 1972). 

Constructs are another way of defining the self. Shave l 

son et al. (19 76 ) summarized the self-concept studies as the 

within-construct definition and the between-construct defini

tion. The within-construct includes observable quantities 

which are structural components: academic, social, and physi

cal self-concepts. The between-construct definition, accord

ing to Shavelson et al. (1976), includes observable external 

components, for example, the relationship of academic self

conce pt to achievement. Krishnamurti (1954) was more detailed 

in his listing of components of the self: idea, memory, ex

per ience, intentions, race, group, will-to-be, and the collec

tive memory of unconsciousness as well as consciousness. 

Variation exists regarding the types of selves and the 

quality of self-awareness. Types differ according to exter

nality. Duval and Wicklund (1972) discussed externals, those 

who believe outside forces mold their lives, versus internals, 

those who believe they personally control their own lives . 

The conclusions of Duval and Wicklund were derived fr om Wylie 
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(1968), who had discussed the dif fe r ence of self as doer and 

se lf as pass ive entity, and from De Cha r ms (196 8), who had 

discussed the self as origin, a controller of envi ronment, 

and the self as pawn, a being manipulated by the envir onment . 

Another difference occurs in quality of self-awareness. The 

rigid and limited self -awareness of a child is concrete. The 

neurotic 's self-awareness is autistic, compartmentalized, 

egocentric, and extreme (all-or-nothing). The personal aware

ness of a mature, healthy person, however, is integrated, 

socialized , and realistic (Short, 1953). The eva luation de

pends upon a person's report of himself (self-concept) or the 

inferred self-concept, which is deduced from a pe r son' s phy

sical or symbolic responses to situations (Shavelson et al~, 

1976). The self is all of the values and traits one acknow

ledges as definitions of himse l f (Bills, Vance, and McLean , 

19 Sl). includinR amon~ other characteristics the sensory, 

imaginal, emotional, and conceptual (Murphy , 1975). 

Self-Esteem 

Self-esteem is defined as an individual's perception of 

his value . Morval and Morval (1971-1972) defined se lf-esteem 

as the value that an individual attributes to himself. Jou

rard (1957 ) s tated that a self-cathexis score (SC), a summar y 

sc ore, indicates the degree to which an individual l i kes or d is 

Ilks his own tra its and is, thus , an index of self-e s t e em ~ More 

s pecifically , Silber and Tippe t (196 5 ) de fined self-es t ee m as 
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atti tudes of contentment an individual has about himself which 

reflec t the relationship between his s e l f - image and his i dea l 

self-image. Greiger (1975) also emphasized this self-evalu

ative process. Good and Good (1975) i nc luded severa l f eelings 

--superiority, adeq uacy, wor thiness, and independence--and 

their opposites. 

Although it might be argued that self-concept is a cog

nit ive view of self and self-es teem is an affecti.ve view, 

Shavelson et al. (1976) in their extensive study of self-con

cept stated that self-concept and self-esteem are used inter

c hangab ly in the literature. These writers presented seven 

features of self-esteem/self-concept: organizati on (the re

coding of diverse experiences into simpler categories) , multi

facets (areas such as school, social acceptance, physical at

tractiveness, and ability), hierarchy (division of academics 

into subject areas, such as foreign languages, and of sub ject 

areas into courses, such as Spanish I I). stability (the high

er on the hierarchy the more stable the self-esteem), develop

ment (changing significance of different parts of one's world 

as one matures), evaluation, and differentiation (the closer 

self-esteem is identified with a specif i c situation, the 

closer is the relationship between self-es t eem and behavior 

in the situation). While such features as organizat ion are 

more cognitive, other features such as evaluation unquestion

ably are included in the affective domain. Evaluat ion, a de-



5 

script ion of oneself in a particular situa t i on, can be made 

against absolute standards, s uch as the idea l se l f, or it can 

be made agai nst relative standards, such as peers or ass ump

tions of the evaluat i ons of signif i.cant others. In shor t , 

Shavelson et al . maintained that a person's percept ion of 

himself i s formed t hrough his experi enc e with his environ-

ment. One's self-perceptions influence his acts, which in 

turn inf luence his self-perceptions. 

Gaylin (1966 ) considered self-esteem as integration into 

t he s oc ial order: 

Ps ychological health is taken to mean a form of self
esteem or personal comfort which generally articulates 
with society standards. This definition allows for pos
s i ble exception as in the case of men of vision who may 
be psychologically healthier than their environment (pp. 
494-495). 

Brissett (1972), however, defined self-esteem as having two 

sociopsychological processes: self-evaluation and self-worth. 

The former is the "conscious judgment" pertaining to the socia 1 

i mportance or significance of the self, and the latter is the 

"feeling of self." Self-evaluation revolves around extrinsic 

validation, whereas self-worth grows from intrinsic self-actu

alizing experiences. In summary, self-esteem, essentially, 

is an individual's perception of his value. 

Self-Disclosure 

Self-disclosure is defined as the personality attribute 

(Cozby, 1973) by which one makes oneself known to others (Jou-
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rard & Lasakow, 1958); it is the act of making the primary 

aspec t of one's personal world, including t houghts and feel

ings , known to others (Steele, 1974). Thus, it involves both 

what and to whom a person reveals se l f {Seffinger, 1974). 

Some of its components include privacy, importance, immediacy, 

risk taking, motive, anxiety, evaluation, and authenticity 

(Ad ler, 1973). Additional factors include the affective man

ner of presentat ion and flexibility of the disclosure pattern 

(Chelune, 1975). In-depth therapeutic self-disclosure per

tains specifically to comments about the self which alter or 

dispute the subject's usual defensive portrayal of self, di

rectly verbalized conscious revelations of motives, and com

ments about the self which are compatible with unexpressed 

motive (Adler, 1973). In summary, self-disclosure is por

trayed in patterns which change as the individual, relation

ship, and aituational factors vary (Allen, 1973). 

Purpose 

Research findings regarding some aspects of self-esteem 

and self-disclosure differ. For example, the research of 

MacDoniels (1973) found that high self-esteem subjects were 

not significantly more open in their expression than subjects 

with low self-esteem; yet the research of Shapiro (1968) and 

others indicated that subjects high in self-esteem were high 

in self-disclosure. Further, Woodyard and Hines (1973) found 

no sex difference in self-disclosers. However, the research 
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of Jourard (1964) indicated that females disclose mo~ than 

males. Jourard's research generally indicated that appropri

ate timing and appropriate self-disclos ure elicit equi va lent 

disclosure and build interpersonal relationships; yet s ome 

research indicated that the initiator had some regret and 

anxiet y as a result of having disclosed . Such discre pancies 

call for additional research regarding the correlation of 

self-esteem and self-disclosure and the comparative degree 

of self-disclosure according to subject area and target. 

Statement of Problem 

This thesis proposes: (1) to determine the relationship 

betwee n self-esteem and self-disclosure, each a facet of per

sonality, (2) to show that' spouses receive greater self-dis

closure than other family members or friends; and (3) to show 

that people disclose more with regard to neutral topics than 

to personal topics. 

Subsequent Chapters 

Subsequent chapters shall contain detailed background 

information on self-esteem and self-disclosure, a discussion 

of testing methods and results, and the implications of the 

research. 



CHAPTER I I 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

May (1953) cons idered man' s awarene s s of self--i.e. , 

man's abi lity to vi ew himself as t hough from an external per

spective-- as t he distinctive fea t ure of man. Such self-con

sciousne ss, May stated, is the basis f or man's thinking ab

stract ly, or ienting himself historically, influencing s o

ciety, c reating beauty, acting ethically, and empathizing. 

Joy, not ephemeral happiness, results from one's feeling of 

fulfil ling his potentialities as a person. This sense of 

worth enables man to affirm himself against all other beings 

and the inorganic world, if necessary. 

May (1953) stated that these blessings, however, are 

accompanied by the curse of anxiety and inward crises. Being 

objec t i vely self-aware makes one increasingly self-critical 

(Duval & Wicklund, 1972). The self who is judging is the sub

ject, and the self who is being judged is t he object (Strauss, 

1959). Duval and Wicklund (1972) re fe r to these as "I" and 

"me" res pee tive ly. 

Rogers (1956) attested to the importance of self-accept

ance by stating that personal growth and effective human re

l a t ions begin with self-acceptance. He s tated that in his 

experience it is in the long run counter- productive in human 

8 
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relations to act as something one is not. Maslow (1971) suc 

cinc tly elaborated upon the relationship between the value of 

the self and the willingness to r eveal that self through com

munic ation: 'Many of the communication difficulties between 

persons are the byproduct of communication barriers within 

the pers on • ••• the person can communicate to a person 011ly 

that which he is worth" (p. 155). 

Therefore, this chapter is a review of the professional 

literature regarding these two related aspects of self: self

esteem and self-disclosure. 

Self-Esteem 

Among the topics examined by the extensive literature of 

self-es teem are evidence supporting the existence of self

esteem, factors affecting self-esteem, maintenance of self

esteem, and importance of self-esteem. 

Evidence Supporting the Existence of Self-Esteem 

~ 1 The effects of self-esteem are manifested in numerous 

ways: attitudes and values, personality factors, responses to 

situations, interactions with others, and self-awareness. 

Attitudes and values. Bills, Vance, and McLean (1951) 

defined attitude as an evaluation. The self-esteem of a per

son affects his attitudes and values regarding abilities, 

emotions, issues, people, sex, gender, and persuasion. 

tt Attitudes toward abilities encompass success and interest , 

control over events, competence and satisfaction, academic 
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performance, and tasks. ~Stotland (1961) reported that possi

bilities of success in various activities affected the level 

of i nterest of subjects of low self-esteem more than the l eve l 

of interest of subjects of high self- esteem. The analysis of 

/ Christian (1973) indicated that subjects with high esteem 

fel t personal control while subjects with lower es.teem felt 

the power of chance and circumstance. Ryckman and Cannon 

(1975 ) expanded by stating that higher self-esteem subjects 

be lieve not only that they have more personal control over 

e vents but also that they are freer from others' control and 

that their environments provide reinforcers occurring in a 

more predictable pattern than ,do lower self-esteem subjects . t 

Lombardo and Berzonsky (1975) agreed that externals (those 

expecting reinforcement to be controlled by sources outside 

the self) have lower self-esteem than internals (those expect

ing reinforcement as a result of their own efforts). Another 

attitude involves competence and satisfaction. Only high 

self-esteem subjects, according to Greenhaus and Badin (1974), 

tend to have the higher level of performance predict the great

er degree of satisfaction. Yet another attitude pertains to 

academics. Low self-esteem undergraduates predicted getting 

lower examination grades than did those with higher self-es

teem (Morrison, Thomas. & Weaver. 1973). Golberg (1973) re

ported that high self-esteem college students had higher need

achievement scores and considered academic degrees more im-
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portant than did the low self-es t eem subjects . Task or job 

is another sub j ec t eliciting var yi ng att i t udes accor d i ng to 

self-esteem. The research of P/tric k ( 1973) suppor t e d his 

hypot hesis that pride in compete nce is the motivation for 

professional women' s achievement while approval is the moti.-· 

vation for homemakers. / Waters and Roach (1972) found that 

subjects with high self-esteem had a higher corre ~ation of 

success in perf orming a task and liking a task than s ubjec ts 

with low self-esteem. 

As well as including abilities, attitudes also i nvo lve 

emotions. Hostility and love are two emotions whose relation

ship to self-esteem has been examined. The research of Toews 

(1966) ~evealed that high self-esteem girls manifested l ess 

overt hostility than those of low~elf-esteem. Gunther (1940 ) 

stated that a person of low self-esteem seeks to enhance his 

se lf-esteem by fleeing from his own identity, turning for as

sistance toward another individual, and ultimately using that 

person. More specifically, Dion and Dion (1975) reported that 

low self-esteem subjects expressed greater love, liking, and 

trust towa.rd their romantic partners, judged their partners 

more favorable, and had less trait congruency between ideal 

self and romantic partner than high self-esteem subjects; 

however, subjects who had high self-esteem coupled with l ow 

de fens iveness revealed more frequent romantic love experi enc e s 

than other subjects. Gunther (1940) contended that on l y when 



12 

one values self can he give love to another . 

~ Attitudes are close l y bound to poli t ical and soc ial is 

sues. One of these issues is women's liberation. Mi l l e r 

(1973) , in testing young adult males in small, privat e, pre 

domi nantly male colleges and in the general population , f ound 

t hat those wi th low levels of self - e steem tended t o have neg

a tive attitudes toward women's liberation. However , wi th 

r egard to overpopulation and the intention to limi t fami l y 

s ize, ~,ische r (1972) found no relationship between se lf-es

teem and this issue. 

/ A relationship exists between self-esteem and attitude s 

toward people. First of all, responses to groups are affec ted 

by self-esteem. Silverman (1964) stated that high self-este em 

subjects were more concerned about group expectations than 

were low self-esteem subjects when group expectations wer e low 

and subjects had succeeded. On the other hand, subjects wi th 

low self-esteem were more concerned when expectations were 

high and subjects had failed. Furthermore, one's attitude s 

toward individuals as well as towar d groups are related to 

self-esteem. According to Murstein and Beck (1972), marita l 

adjustment is correlated with self-acceptance. Still anothe r 

aspect of attitude toward people involves racial preference. 

Harr i s and Braun (1971), investi.gating rac i al preference of 

Negro children from an inner city and a suburban school , found 

tha t subjects with higher self-esteem made more Negro prefer-
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ence choices of the Clark and Clark do l ls test than did lower 

self -esteem subjects. The final aspect of attitude toward 

people is self and others. McCar thy and Brodsky (1970) re

ported that higher self-concept subjects under both anonymous 

and s tandard conditions were members of the high s oc i a l de 

sirability group. 

Self-esteem is also related to sexual valuesa Berman 

and Osborn (1975) reported a positive relationship be tween 

s exual permissiveness and self-esteem for males but not for 

f emales. This was consistent with the concept of ma l es , bu t 

not females , being socialized to relate dating success with 

permissiveness. Perlman (1974), in sampling college students 

from a small residential college in New York state and a lar ge 

Canadian university, found no significant re lationshi p be tween 

· s exual permissiveness and self-esteem for the moderate (Ca

nadian) sample but more sexual permissiveness for high self

esteem subjects in the liberal (New York) sample. Thus, Per l.

man's research supported Strat ton and Spitzer's (1967) be l ie f 

tha t the relationship of permissivenes s and self-esteem is 

dependent on cultural norms. 

Another variable relating to self-esteem is gender value . 

Apperson (1974) reported that self-esteem is negatively re l ated 

to deference in women and dominance in men. Schonbar (1973 ) 

proposed that neurotic problems related to sex-role identity 

stem from low self-esteem. The findings of Rogers ' (1969) r e -
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search on conformity and self-esteem suggest that the female 

sex role has less social value than the male sex role. 

Finally, self-esteem is re lated to persuasion or atti

tudinal change. The factors of attitudinal change ar e fami

liarity, coping ability, optimism-pessimism, threat, failure, 

complexi ty , sex, and effectiveness. High self-esteem subject s 

gave evidence of more anticipatory attitude change than did 

low self-esteem subjects on familiar items, though not on un

familiar items (Dinner, Lewkowicz & Cooper, 1972). Dabbs 

(1964) reported that high and low self-esteem subjects differ 

in how they typically adjust: either actively approaching and 

attempting to cope with their environment or reacting in a 

noncoping way. Cohen (1959a) stated that high self-esteem sub

jects protect themselves by repressing, denying, or ignoring 

impulses which are challenging or conflicting while low self

esteem subjects project or regress. Furthermore, according to 

Dabbs (1964), copers more than noncopers influence high self

esteem subjects while noncopers more than copers influence low 

self-esteem subjects. Likewise, high and low self-esteem sub

jects contrast in their approaches to optimism and pessimism. 

Leventhal and Perloe (1962) found: 

••• subjects high in self-esteem were influenced more by 
optimistic coOU11unications than by threat ening communica
tions while subjects low in self-esteem showed the op
posite pattern, but these results occurred only among 
subjects who received communications from sources dis 
similar to subjects with respect to personality charac 
teristics (p. 388). 
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Silverman (1964) agreed, stating that generally subjects of 

high self-esteem are less responsive t o se lf-deva l uat ing stim

uli than to self-enhancing stimuli, while subjects of low 

self-e steem exhibit the opposite pattern. Silverman added 

that having experienced failure it performing a need-related 

behavior decreased persuasibili ty for high self-es teem sub

jects and increased it for low self-esteem subjec ts. 

-t' Concept of threat is another variable i nvolved i n se lf

esteem and persuasibility. Gollob and Dittes (196 5), in mani 

pulating self-esteem, discovered that the subjects with low

ered self-esteem had increased persuasibility whenever t he 

proponent's opinion was non-threatening and clearly presented. 

However, if the proponent's opinion was perceived as an in

creased threat, persuasibility decreased with subjects of low

ered self-esteem. Silverman (1964) reported that both high 

and low self-esteem groups were more persuasihle after failure 

than after success. Gollob and Dittes (i:'965) also reported 

that lowered self-esteem decreased persuasibility when the mes• 

sage was complex. Sex is yet another variable considered in r e 

gards to persuasibility and self-esteem. In testing first

graders, Lesser and Abelsoq/(1959) found a. negative correla

tion for persuasibility and self-esteem for boys but non-sig

nificance for girls. Silverman, Ford, and Morganti / (1966 ), 

in testing college students, continued finding a ne gative c or

relation for males but varying correlations for females ~ 
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Finally , sub j ects of hi gh self- e s t eem c ontrast with s ubj ec ts 

of low self -es teem in effectiveness and perceptions of effecu 

tiveness of influence with subjec ts of high self-esteem ex

ceeding those of low self-esteem (Cohen, 1959b). Cont rary to 

others' r esearc h , Spillman (1974 ) r epor t ed s us ce ptibility to 

persuasion was not affected by overa l l leve l of self-e steem. 

~ Pers onality factors. A person ' s se lf-es t eem can be asso

ciated with certain personality factor s . Among the factors 

studied are achie vement, power, a nd approva l. The value of 

maintaining self -esteem is so great that, accor ding to Spi ll 

man (1974), subjects reorganize cognitively more for prot ec 

tion of self-esteem than reduction of inconsistencies i n t hese 

factors. Thus, self-esteem appears more vulnerable to threat 

than do these personality factors. 

One personality factor related to self-esteem is achie ve 

ment. According to Pedersen (1965), "sub j ec t s with high ego 

strength have greater unconscious concer n fo r achie vement t han 

sub jects with low ego strength" (p. 691 ). 

Power needs are also related to s e lf - es t eem. Howe ve r , 

Sc hime l , Tauber, Zaphiropoulos, and Salzman (1972) distingui s hed 

between the obsessional or negativistic person who engages in 

a power struggle in all interactions and a non- obsessional or 

normal person who feels that power is essent i al for maintain ing 

s e l f-esteem and developing interpersonal maturity. Thi s i s 

power used for self-direction. The normal person does no t have 
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a power-over value in which the individual depends upon the 

control or illusion of control over others and objects for 

self-esteem. 

Another personality factor is that of approval ~ The re

search of Glazer (1973) lent support to other findings that 

high need to publicly evaluate oneself in socially desirable 

terms is associated with low self-esteem. 

v:,~esponses to situations. Self-esteem is evidenced in 
/ . 

responses to numerous situations--academic, job or task, anx -

iety or threat, and success versus failure. 

The closer the measurement of self-esteem is identified 

with specific academic situations the greater the correlation. 

Simpson and Boyle (1975) reported that the relationship be

tween the actual performance on a college midterm examination 

and self-esteem was strongest for self-esteem task measures 

(sub-categories of esteem, such as ability to conjugate Latin 

verbs), next strongest for self-esteem specific measures (cat

egories of esteem, such as language ability), and non-signif i

cant for self-esteem global measures (overall self-esteem) . 

College subjects scoring low on the school self-esteem sca l e of 

the Coopersmith inventory (the correlation of self-esteem to 

·academic performance) say less ~n class, contribute a smalle r 

proportion of their thoughts to class discussion, and sit far

ther back in the classroom than subjects with high self-esteem 
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(Morrison & Thomas, 1975). 

Career choice has been related t o se lf-esteem. Maier 

and Herman (1974) reported that vocationally-decided sub jects 

and vocationally-undecided subj ects represent differen t self 

esteem populations. Self-esteem itself may act as a moderator 

in vocational choice. High-esteem subjects appear to be more 

likely to choose occupations which they per c e i ve to capital

ize on their high abilities (Korman, 1966, 1967). 

A number of researchers have investigated the relation

ships of self-esteem to work performance. Shapiro and Wahba 

(1974) found that the work performance of employees of a steel 

produc,ts company was not af fee ted by self-es te·em. However, 

Wiener (1973) on a word-sorting task found increas ed producti

vity for high self-esteem conditions . Shrauger (19 72) dis 

c overed that even though a subject 's overall self-esteem was 

not related to actual performance on a concept -attainment task, 

high specific self-esteem (self-esteem related t o a sub-cate 

gory of work or interests) subjects had better performance 

than low specific self-esteem (self-esteem related to a cate

gory of work or interests) subjects. 

Several other variables are consider ed interwoven with 

self-esteem and work performance. Of primary cons i deration 

is salary or pay. Regardless of self-esteem, Cosentino (1973 ) 

concluded that under and over paying subjects does not affect 

work quantity or quality even at very short time intervals . 
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The resul ts of Kessler (1972) were quite diffe rent. Kes sler 

induced salary inequities while raising subjects' self-esteem. 

Regardless of salary, t he result was work quality increas ed 

when self-esteem was enhanced. The results of Hec hler and 

Wiener (1974) were still different , for they discovered that 

high self-esteem subjects performed wi th high qua lity under 

both low and high pay conditions. However , subjects with low 

self-esteem had h i gh performance on ly under high pa y conditions. 

(Res ults on productivity generally show that pay is an impor

tant motivator.) Thus, Heckler and Wiener's research supports 

the concept that high quality more than high quantity are cor

related to high self-esteem. Another variable considered in 

work and in self-esteem is race. ~harucha-Reid (1973), in 

exploring organized behavior under stress, decided that race 

i s a highly effective variable. White subjects perform better 

under control-failure conditions while blacks perform be t te r 

under low self-esteem conditions. St ill another variable is 

response to audience. Although high specific self-e steem sub

jects reacted non-significantly to an audience, low specific 

self-esteem subjects performed a concept-attai nment task more 

poorly under an audience condition than under a non-audience 

condition (Shrauger, 1972). Yet another variable i s group 

orientation. Wilson ~(l974) reported that males who were pri

marily esteem-oriented produced significantly greater in an 

egalitarian structure while males who were basically s Bfety-
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oriented were more productive in a hierarchia l soc i al struc

ture. Still another consideration is use of a par tner. 

Gineste (1973) found that the more one was uncer tain of one's 

own performance the greater was the tendency to choose a part

ner. All of these particulars are indications of levels of 

self-esteem. 

Other responses to situations whi.ch show varying effects 

of levels of self-esteem pertain to anxiety or threat. Wil

son and Aronoff (1973) reported self-esteem sub_jects are lower 

on anxiety than are safety-oriented subjects. In fact, Rosen

berg (1962) found a definite inverse relationship between 

self-esteem and anxiety level in a sample of 5077 students. 

According to Brown (1974), high self-confidence subjects were 

not affected by stress compared to low self-confidence sub

Jee ts. 

; PerRons of different levels of self-esteem also res pond 

differently to success and failure situations. Shrauger and 

Rosenberg (1970) found that high self-esteem subjects responded 

differently than did low self-esteem subjects following sue~ 

cess and failure feedback on performance with high self-esteem 

subjects performing better after success feedback and with low 

self-esteem subjects performing more poorly after failure; how 

ever, the reverse was not true: no significant changes in per

formance occurred for high self-esteem subjects who experienced 

failure feedback or for low self-esteem subjects who experi -
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enced success feedback. 

' J Interactions with others. A major relations hip exists 

between self-esteem and interacti ons with others. Berger 

(1952) reported a positive correlation be tween acceptance of 

others and acceptance of self • . / 'Maslow (19 71) supported Be r 

ger's research by obtaining subjects' reactions to photo

graphs: "secure people tended to see photographed faces as 

more warm that did insecure perceivers" (p .. 166) .. Such per

ception is fat her to the deed, according to Phillips' (1951) 

research: 

••• individuals who are prone to express negative atti
tudes toward others, to be constant faultfinders, also 
harbour negative self attitudes. Conversely, those who 
seem to like and respect themselves are inclined to be 
positive, at least, in their attitudes toward others and 
to be generally less critical of those around them (p. 
79). 

This behavior exists for both clinical and non-clinical popu

lations. Responses to others are revealed in a number of 

ways: attitude toward an accepting person, similarity, evalu

ative feedback, competition, touch, and gossip. 

Self-esteem can be related to one's attitude toward an 

accepting person. r>IX 
Walster (1:965) confirmed her prediction 

that a person temporarily low in self-esteem is more inclined 

to like an affectionate, accepting person than is a person 

temporarily hi.gh in self-esteem. Jones, Knurek, and Regan 

(1973f broadened their report by measuring the self-report 

rating scales but not limiting the liking to temporary self-
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esteem conditions. 

Se lf-esteem is related to perceptions of similarity with 

others. First, Shrauger and .J~t terson (1¥74) found that the 

dimensions which are viewed as relevant for describing one

self are used more frequently in describing others than are 

the qualities viewed as less significant for describing one 

self. Contrary to Stotland and Hillmer (1962), who stated 

tha t the higher one's self-esteem t he lower one's assumption 

of similarity, Fitzger.ald (l-965) reported that high self-es 

teem girls assumed more similarity between themse lves and the 

average girl than did girls of low self-esteem. Such evalua

tion using similarity has consequences upon strangers and 

friends. Johnson, Gormly, and Gormly (1973) found that high 

s elf-esteem subjects were not affected by agreement-disagree 

ment manipulation. Kipnis (1961) stated: 

Subjects who ascribed relatively "good" persona lity traits 
to their best friends as compared with thems e lves changed 
their self-evaluation so that they later ascribed more 
positive traits to themselves. Subjects who gave their 
best friends relatively poor descriptions changed their 
self evaluations in a negative direction •••• Subjects who 
ascribed more negative traits to their best f riends than 
to themselves broke off their friendships more frequen tly 
than did subjects who ascribed more positive traits to 
their best friends than to themselves (p. 465). 

Another aspect of responses to others relates self-esteem

to evaluative feedback. Jones (1973) explored the cont rast of 

self-esteem theory, which predicts that the higher one yevalu

ates himself the less one isr likely to reciprocate evaluations 

from others. Jones concluded that studies relevant to these 
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theories support self-esteem theoryo 

Other psychologists discussed more detailed as pec ts of 

evaluative feedback in relationship to sel f -esteem. Shrauger 

and Lund (1975) reported that subjects wi th high self-esteem 

judged that an interviewer's competence, bias, and knowledge 

of the subject varied according to the type of evaluative 

feedback more than did subjects with l ow se lf-esteem .. Koec k 

and Guthrie (1975) reported that high self-es teem subject s 

reciprocated evaluations. They ra t ed a confederate lower if 

receiving an average or unfavorable evaluation. High self

esteem subjects agreed with a favorable evaluation but dis

agreed with an unfavorable evaluation. Low self-esteem sub

jects started with a less favorable first rating of the con

federate than· did high self-esteem subjects and even decreased 

the favorability more in a second r a ting. The decreas e was 

only slightly less when the confederate gave the subject a 

favorable evaluation than when an unfavorable evalua tion was 

received. 

Hewitt and Goldman (1974) reported that low self-esteem 

subjects increased their liking of a positive evaluator and 

decreased their liking of a negative evaluator. High self

esteem subjects with high social-desirable score evidenced no 

changes in liking for either positive or negative evaluators. 

However, they suggested that the tes t results had not been 
) 

valid, that a sizeable proportion of high self-esteem subjects 

should be re-classified as low self-esteem subjects, for sub-
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jects with high self-esteem and high socia l-desi r able scores 

had a pattern like that of low self-esteem subiects. This 

sub-group, according to Hewitt and Goldman, had possibly ob

tained high self-esteem scores through wis hing to presen t 

themselves in a favorable rather than a real is tic manner. 

In contrast. Tognoli and Keisner (1972) found no self-esteem 

effect assoc iated with response to another person's evalu

ation. They reported tha.t whenever subjects were expos ed 

to positive feedback the greatest attraction occurred and 

that whenever subjects were exposed to .nega tive f eedback 

the least attraction occurred. Both of these condit ions oc

curred regardless of level of self-esteem~ 

(~ / competition is yet another variable related t o self

esteem. Hayden (1958) reported an inverse relat ionship be

t ween self-esteem and conflict. While generally agree i ng with 

Hayden, Mettee and Riskind {1-974 ) presented data whic h showed 

that a competitor's clear superior ab i l ity and promotion can 

reduce threat to self-esteem resulting f rom pegative compari

sons by making these comparisons irrelevant. 

Touch, also, is descriptive of responding to others . 

Si.lverman, Pressman, and Bartel (1973) reported in studying 

male and female undergraduates that the h i gher the self-esteem 

the more intimate the tacti.le communication , especially when 
) 

communicating with a female. 

A final factor in responding to others is gossip. Rad-
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low and Berger (1959) found for male liberal ar ts students in 

a small Southern college a negative relationship between self

esteem and gossiping regarding readiness in informing cas ua l 

acquaintances about a best friend's illness. 

Self-awareness. A major factor supporting the existence 

of self-esteem is self-awareness and its oppos ite, self-decep

tion. The latter is undesirable, for only by knowing and ac 

cepting oneself can one achieve good mental health (Jourard, 

1964). Murphy (1975) presented numerous methods for coping 

with self-deception. The techniques of coping ranged from 

sheer fiat (being determined to end self-deception) and in

tellectualizing (ascribing names for bad habits) to Ar istotle's 

logic of deductive reasoning and Francis Bacon's method of in

ductive reasoning. Murphy also included Freud's defense mech

anisms, Perls' interval scanning (hringing the mapped subiec

tive world into the objective world), Jung's analytical psycho

logy (being open to potentialities not yet catalogued by to

day's science), Rogers' client-centered therapy, the psycho

logical systems of Asia (particularly Zen and Yoga), and More

no's psychodrama. (viewing or role playing). 

Christian (1973) addressed the question of the positive

negative nature of self-awareness. Christian reported that high 
) 

and low self-esteem subjects did not differ on positive self-

esteem but that high self-esteem suhjects -characteristically 

had an absence of negative self-esteem. 
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Authorities differ on the consequences of self-awareness. 

Ickes (1974) found no support f or his hypothesis that objec

tive self-awareness would increase the self-esteem of high 

self-esteem subjects and decreas e that of low self- esteem sub

jects. Duval and Wicklund (1972) believe that objective self

awarenes s typically lowers self-es teem: 

Subjects in the presence of a dissimilar other were ob
jectively self aware a good part of the time--hence their 
lowered self-esteem and it is a lso consistent that those 
who confronted a similar other were relatively less ob· 
jectively self aware--thus higher self-esteem (Pe 28) . 

Huntley (1940) reported that, when subjects were aware that 

their self-evaluations would be seen or heard by others, the 

subjects' need for positive self-esteem required that sub

jects judge themselves slightly above average on self-rating 

scales. Believing others would not know their evaluations, 

subjects revealed both feelings of insufficiency and striving 

for self-esteem. However, Herbert, Gelfand, and Hartmann 

(1969) found that specific self-evaluations have little pre-

dictive value for behaviors in other settings. 

1\ Factors Affecting Self-Esteem 
v 

Numerous potential factors affecting self-esteem have 

been identified. _The most notable involves the effect of sig

nificant others although such characteristics as birth order, 

gender, age, race, socio-economic status, academic perform

ance, task, occupational background, physical activity, and 

physical traits and condition have all been cited . Other pos-
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sihle factors could include intellect and nationAlity_ ln 

contrast, Quen (1967) repor ted a general finding tha t past 

history of success and failure experiences determine se lf

esteem level. It would seem reasonable that many of the ,pre

ceding factors which may affect self-esteem could influence 

the individual's view of his own success or failure. This 

suggests that there need not be a disagreement between the 

experiential and situational views regarding the genesis of 

self-es teem .. 

, Significant others. One's family (particularly parents , 

spouse, and children), one's peers, and others are basic con

tributors to a person's self-esteem. Styles of parenting 

typically generate styles of children's self-regard . Over

indulgent parenting yields an exaggerated self-regard; both 

rejecting-indifferent and authori,tarian-autocratic parenting 

cause children's low self-regard Q,icDavid & Garwood, 1978)0 

In contrast, authoritative (democratic, but not permissive) 

parenting builds children's realistic, positive self-es t eem 

(Conger, 1977). 

Family interaction patterns have been shown to corre late 

to self-esteem. Parents of high and medium self-esteem chil

dren, in the study by Newirth (1971), had a symmetrical r e

lationship, one of equals, while the parents of low sel.f- es

teem children had a complementary re lati,onship of unequal 

partners. For low self-esteem boys, the father was the more 
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"vengeful" parent and the mother the more "cooperative .. " For 

low self-es teem girls, the mother was the more "ven gefu l" or 

"competitive" parent and the fa t her the more "cooperative. 11 

Furthermore, fathers of low-esteem boys were more competitive 

with their offspring than were f athers of high and medium 

self-esteem boys . In addition to interaction patterns , some 

identification patterns appear to be r elated to self-esteem. 

Jourard (1957) strongly supported the parents' r ole: 

Parents' personalities may have served not only as a 
model for the "real self" of the subjects but also as 
the model for their self-ideals. Most psychoana lys ts , 
in fac t, trace the origin of the self-idea l (superego 
and ego-ideal) to identification with parents ••• Ident ifi
cation with parents, feelings and attitudes t o parents 
and self-esteem all cohere as a syndrome (p . 380) ~ 

Later Hollender (1973) found no relationship between se lf

e steem of males and parental identification, although he dis

covered a positive correlation between self- es teem of females 

and parental identification. 

Not only the family of one's childhood but a ls o that of 

his adulthood affect one's self-esteem. Bot h mari tal status 

and compatibility are important factors. Frerichs (1973) re

ported that married nursing students were found to have higher 

self-esteem levels (P<~Ol) than their unmarr ied classmates. 

Furthermore, Kelly (1941) found that subj ects with a higher 

degree of marital compatibility tended to rate themselves 

above average on most personality traits. Other importan t con

siderations are life style and family size. Lewis (19 72 ) in-
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vestigated 73 American born white married women aged 35-45 

who had been married at least ten years and who had some ed

ucation beyond high school o The women were divided into 

groups based on the number of their children and whether they 

voluntarily had limited themselves to more than one child . 

Although all women had experienced a traditional childhood, 

ado lescence, and adulthood (at least in interests and values) v 

the women involuntarily having a smal l family contrasted in 

se lf-esteem to those with three children. Women with three 

children had the highest self-esteem of the groups inves t i 

gated, while the women involuntarily having a small family 

experienced an increased separation from their earlier values 

and life styles accompanied by increased isolation from the ir 

sources of support for self-esteem. Thus, in numerous ways 

family patterns influence self-esteem. 

I nvolvement with peers and others i s another determinan t 

of self-esteem. Todoroski (1972) reported that although one's 

peers change both in number and constituents, the awarene ss of 

being accepted by peers was positively related to self-accept

ance. Likewise, Gergen and Morse (196 7) affirmed "the greater 

the degree to which ·significant others are judged to differ 

in their perceptions of an individual , ' the less consistent will 

be his view of self" (p. 208). Gergen and Morse also obser ved 

that "the great,er the range of significant others encountered 

by a person during his developmental years, the less consistent 
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his view of self'' {p. 208). Douglas (1970) , confirming a pos

it ive relationship between attitudes toward social activities 

and self-esteem, validated the importance of others in t he 

development of the self-image. 

Other factors. One potential contributor to self-esteem, 

bir th order, appears to be ineffec tive. Purpura (1971), sam

pling 122 first-borns and 189 later-horns, discovered no cor

r elation between birth-order and self-esteem. Likewise, the 

research of Bartelt (1973) rejected the hypothesis that first 

born children would have lower self-esteem than sec ond-born 

children. 

Another variable determining self-esteem is gender. The 

information Bartelt (1973) received from questionnaire re

sponses of high school students and material from school rec.

ords generated his hypothesis that males have higher self-con• 

cept than females. Rogers (1969) agreed that stereotypes per

sist in spite of the much publicized changes in attitudes 

toward sex-roles. Past research has established a positive 

relationship between male dominance and social status and be

tween social status ~nd self-esteem. Her present finding that 

achievement-oriented females fear success and that this anx

iety relates to a loss of social acceptabi.lity supports the 

view that traditional sex roles produce lower self-esteem in 

women. Whereas young adult men begin to. evaluate themselves 

positively, young women continue expressing dissatis faction 
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with themselves. Spence, Helmreich and Stapp (1975) stated , 

to the contrary, that self-concepts are not distorted by 

role expectations: a positive corre lation existed between 

femininity on the female-valued self items and masculinity on 

the male-valued items, and both femin inity and masculinity 

were significantly related to self-esteem • 

./ Age i s also a factor in self-esteem. In the h igh school 

years, students have increasing self-esteem with increasing 

age (Stein, 1970). Grade eleven self-esteem scores exceeded 

those of grade ten, and grade twe lve scores were the highest 

of all. Lyell (1973) reported that age seems to be a factor 

regarding self-esteem for males only. Both adole s cent males 

and females express self-discontent, yet only young adu l t males 

evaluate themselves positively. Young adult females do not. 

Zi ller and Grossman (1967), in studying both neuro-ps ychiatric 

patients and control subjects, found increasing age of adults 

resulted in decreasing self-esteem. 

Another variable affecting self-esteem i s race. Addy 

(1974) showed significant ra.ce differences both in self-regard 

and regard for others. He found black females to be t he lowest 

on these measures. Williams and Byars (1968), who focused on 

self-esteem of Negro adolescents in Southern communities, con

cluded these Negro subjects were low in self-confidence , were 

defensive in self-descriptions, and were confused regarding 

their self-identity. Hill, Hayes, and Young (1975) stressed 
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i mportance of understanding black youth as a means to as s ist 

them in developing their self-esteem. 

/ Another possible factor contributing to self-esteem is 

socio-economic status. Although the research of Luck and 

He iss (1972) indicated that self-esteem was not positively 

related to socio-economic status, others have di ffered., Zil

ler, Hagey, Smith, and Long (1969) stated that "higher self

esteem was found to be associated with ••• socio-economic status 

. •• " (p. 93). In fact, Schwendiman, Larsen, and Dunn (1970) 

found significant differences between welfare clients and mid

dle-class college students. The longer the former received 

welfare the lower the self-esteem. 

/ The research of Smith and Bordonaro (1975) showed that 

those persons receiving unexpectedly high socio-economic place

ment, although gaining satisfaction with the posit i on, re

ceived lowered self-esteem; in contrast, those persons re

ceiving unexpectedly low placement gained position dissatis

faction but received lowered self-esteem only if the one doing 

the placement wer~ attitudinally similar. 

( Yet another factor of self-esteem is academic performance . 

Stein (1970) reported a significant correlation between achieve 

ment and self-esteem for high school seniors. Whereas both 

sexes approached college with high goals and expectations , 

freshmen women were less optimistic in forecasting their grades 

for the first semester than were freshmen men. However, women 
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forecaRt greater gains over the next two yearsw 

- ~/ Both the nature of a task and the degree of competence 
~ 

with which it is accomplished potentially influence self

esteem. Harvey and Kelley (1974 ) researched attitudes toward 

competence. Their research suggested that a subject's belie v

ing he had exerted effort and bad succeeded with respect to a 

difficult job assisted the subject in having a strong sense of 

judgmental competence, thus increasing his self-esteemw Pat

r ick (1973) and London and Klimoski (1973) studied the nature 

of tasks. Patrick found that no differences exist between 

professionals and homemakers in fear of success. Nor di.d pro

f ess ionals manifest higher self-esteem and greater belief in 

their own power. London and Klimoski reported that subjects 

whose jobs were perceived as having optimal job complexity had 

signif icantly higher effectiveness self-ratings than subjects 

whose jobs were perceived as having high complexity. Perceived 

optimal job complexity also produced higher job-sat isfaction 

ratings than low-complexity jobs. 

/ An additional factor of self-esteem is occupational back

ground. High school students whose fathers had professional, 

clerical, sales or farming occupations scored significantly 

higher on self-esteem than students whose fathers had skilled 

or unskilled labor occupations, according to Stein (1970). 

The research of Luck and Heiss (1972) positively related self

esteem to intergenerational occupational mobility and cornpe-
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tence in occupational role. Kay and Meyer (1965) found cer

tain performance appraisal techniques had c onsequences upon 

self-esteem. A manager's pointing up improvement needs in 

a subordinate is likely to elicit a subordinate's perceptions 

of threat to self-esteem, defensive behavior, and lowered 

occ.upational self-esteemtl) 

~·. 
•;' 

/*' Varying levels of physical activity may als o relate to 

self-esteem. Rothfarb (1970) indicated that a college - age 

man who regularly exercises has a tendency to like himself , 

to be confident, and to feel valuable. Kleiber (1973) stated , 

however, that excessive involvement in physical activities 

may preclude self-discovery and self-awareness. According 

to Huntley (1940), such unawareness would negate posi.tive 

self-esteem. 

l\oth physical traits and condition influence self-esteem. 

Mathes and Kahn (1975) substantiated that physical attractive

ness is positively correlated with self-esteem for women but 

not for men. Lechelt (1975) positively correlated signifi

cantly physical height and personal esteem ratings by under

graduate males. Cormier (1973) reported that drug addicts 

had low self-esteem. llosa and Mazur (1974), in replicating 

t he study of Rosenberg (1962), concurred with his find ings 

that self-esteem and psychosomatic symptoms are negative ly 

correlated. Lee (1972), after studying hospitalized veterans, 

noted that subjects high in self-esteem complained les s than 
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other subjects • 

.. · ,f n summation, the level of self-esteem is directly re

lat~d to a person's degree of actual success in roles which 

are of greatest importance to h im (Platt & Spivack, 1973). 

The factors of birth order, gender, age, rac e , socio-economic 

status, academic performance, task, occupational background, 

physical activity, physical traits and condi tion help mo ld 

the subject's values and interpret his success in this value 

sys tern. 
. ( 

; , Maintenance of Self-Esteem 

The concern which one has toward maintaining or improv

ing self-esteem is evident in verbal recall. McE lvaney (1958) 

investigated subjects' recall regarding trait words purpor ted

ly attributed to subjects. On delayed recall, subjects remem

bered desirable and undesirable words better than neutral 

words . 

One stahilizing force for esteem is high rate of rein

force ment. Wener (197 31 discovered that subjects perceiving 

a high rate of reinforcement were signif i cantly less anxious 

and more self-confident than subjects perceiving a low r a te 

of reinforcement. Neistein and Katkovsky (1974,,) stated that 

t heir findings not only supported the prediction of a direct 

relationship between stimulus response and self-esteem but 

also suggested inconsistent reinforcement may cause negative 

self-evaluation. 
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Defens e mechanis ms play a maj or ro le i n mai nta i ning 

self-es t eem. Crandall (1972) concl uded tha t i t i s false to 

state that self-esteem is negat i ve l y r elated t o c oping. The 

results of Millimet and Gardne r (19 72 ) demonstrated strong 

suppor t for defensiveness. Lampl (1968) fo und high self

es t eem s ubjects were significantly more de fensive t han were 

low self-esteem subjects. Berger (197Y) found ex t remely high 

or l ow self-es teem subjects were more defensive than were 

modera te sel f -esteem subjects when the esteem was t hrea tened. 

Si lverman (1964) concurred that moderate subjects were less 

i nclined to use defense mechanisms and stated that t his is 

consistent with the concept that moderate self-esteem sub

j ects are most socially adjusted of high-moderate-l ow groups . 

Even within categories, degrees of defensiveness vary. 

Sc hneider and Turkat (197~) contrasted defensive high se l f

es teem subjects and genuine high self-esteem subjects. The 

de f ensive ones presented themselves more posit i vely after 

f ailure than success and to a greater extent than did the 

genuine subjects. 

Wurster, Bass. and Alcock (1961) stated that t o main

tain or increase self-esteem, individuals use rationaliza t ion , 

identif ication, and projectiono Part icular kinds of defenses, 

however, are typica~ly used by different groupse Leventhal 

and Perloe (1962) reported a positive relationship be t we en 

high self-esteem and avoidance. Slagle (1965) discussed the 
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relationship of several defense mechani.sms to self-es teem : 

(1) denial is significantly related to high self-esteem 

regardless of reality; 

(2) withdrawal is significant ly related to lack of r eal

ism irrelevant of self-esteem; 

(3) evasion is significantly related to unrealistically 

high self-esteem; 

(4) turni ng against the self is related t o low self

es teem irrelevant of realism; 

(S) projection is related to unrealistic levels of self

esteem regardless of abilities . 
" 

Dabbs (1964) summarized the differences and explained the 

reas ons for these differences in defenses: 

Avoidance defenses (which reduce anxiety by denying the 
presence of danger) are more common among individuals 
reporting high self-esteem while sensitizing defenses 
(which reduce anxiety by preparing the individual to 
face danger) are more common among those reporting low 
se l f-esteem •••• High esteem individuals reject pessimistic 
communications (which would force them to consider dan
ger) and low self-esteem individual s reject optimistic 
communications (which would not prepare them for possi
ble danger). (pp. 173-174) 

Research has been conducted into numerous technique s for 

c hanging self-esteem but, since only marginally related to 

the purpose of this thesis, shall not herein be presented. 

Importance of Self-Esteem 

While most, perhaps all, psychologists agree that an in

dividual needs to be realistic about specific facets of his 
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entity--personality, appearance, abilities, values, status, 

etc .--not all agree about the desirabi.lity of overall l evels 

of esteem. Buss and Gerjuoy (19.57) scaled self-esteem sim

ilarly to other components of personality: the golden mean 

became the ideal. Low intensity corresponded t~ an insuffi

ciency and high intensity corresponded to excessiveness o 'nle 

greater the deviation from the mj.d-point, the greater the 

abnormality. They provided a validated list of categories 

ranging from high intensity (self-exalting) to low intensity 

(self-abasing). Penney (1974) suggested that individuals 

who report high levels of self-esteem are less mature than 

se lf-critical people. McDavid and Garwood (1978) stated, 

"Ideally, then, the growing child (and the productive adult 

also) should maintain a modest, challenging gap between the 

perceived self and the ideal self" {p. 460). 

Many psychologists, however, describe levels of esteem 

as high, medium, and low with '~igh" being preferable. Briggs 

(1967) stated that high se,lf-respect is based on the convic

tions of being lovable and being worthwhile. High self

concept is not a noisy conceit, as Buss and Gerjuoy (1957) 

implied, but a quiet feeling of self-worth; conceit is only 

a disguise for low self-esteem. 

The preponderance of articles attest to t he importance 

of self-esteem. Shavelson, Hubner, and Stanton (1976) even 
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discus sed the improvement of a student's self-esteem as an 

educational outcome in its own right. Beery (19 75) s tated 

that the self-esteem, not external ac ademic high per formance, 

of a student-client should be the goa l of a counselor. Not 

only can self-esteem help to explain and predic ~ how one ac ts 

and , thus, provide insight into motivation, but a positive 

self-image is essential for good mental health ~ 

Self-Disclosure 

Factors which relate to self-disclosure include the sit

uational stimuli eliciting self-disclosure, the nature of the 

discloser, the nature of the recipient, the content of the 

disclosure, its consequences, and its importance. 

Situational Stimuli 

Numerous stimuli contribute to self-disclosure. Their 

number and strength vary: a greater variety of stimuli gener

ate a low degree of self-disclosure (Sherman & Goodson, 197.5) .. 

Most research indicates that one of the strongest facil i~ 

tators of self-disclosure is the disclosure of others . Jou~ 

rard and Landsman (1960) found a high correlat ion of self-dis

closure to disclosure received. Sermat and Smyth (1973) found 

that a subject's conversational partner's questions and state

ments had significant influence upon a subject's self-disclo

sure. In fact, subjects tended to disclose about the same 

amount of information as they had received (Panyard, 1973). 

Likewise, Derlega, Harris, and Chaikin (1973) found tha t read-
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in.ess for self-disclosure was positive ly re lated to the dis .., 

closure of another, regardless of the degree of liking for 

the initial discloser. 

This disclosure pattern exists also in professional ex

per iences. Robison (1974) stated that the therapist's using 

examples of experiences is a technique to facilitate disclo

sure . Nosanchuk (1973) declared that mutual di.sclosure tech

nique of interviews resulted in slightly higher level of self .. ,. 

disclosure than traditional oral or written technique. Both 

Turoczi (1973) and Chafey (1974) verified that a disclosing 

counselor does facilitate client disclosure. Simonson (1976) 

found no distinction of patients' self-disclosure between 

patients of non-disclosing therapists and personal l y disclos

ing, warm therapists. However, Simonson found that moderate 

self-disclosing therapists elicited more patient disclosure 

than did warm, non-disclosing o~ personally disclosing thera

pists. Indeed, reinforcement and control conditions are not 

as great facilitators of length or depth of intimacy of self

disclosure as are disclosure conditions (Olson, 1973). In 

short, the best predictor of self-disclosure is how much the 

subje·ct perceives his confederate is disclosing to him (Boyum , 

1973). Such cases, stated Derlega, Walmer, and Furman (1973), 

support Jourard's dyadic effect, the input- output correlation 

(Jourard, 1964). 

Some psychologists refuted the position that others ' 
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disclosure acts as a stimulus. Stunkel (1973) found that 

high impulsive personalities af ter encounteri.ng the disclos 

ing interviewer were inhibited in their self-disclosure • 
. 

MacDoniels (1973) stated that subjects exposed to a highly 

open leader did not significantly have more self-disclosure 

than subjects whose leader was not highly open. Stunke l 

(1973) re ported somewhat more affirmatively that some inter-

viewees may not respond positively to interviewer self-dis

closure. High impulsive sub,ects may not respond positively 

to interviewer self-disclosure. High impulsive subjects may 

not imitate the disclosures of others as readily as do low 

impulsives. Other researchers give restricted support to t he 

strength of others' disclosure on self-disclosure. Mann and 

Mur phy (1975) proclaimed that a moderate level of interviewer 

self-disclosure may best facilitate imitation of disclos ure. 

While Hayward (1974) said that there is some support for the 

effectiveness of therapist self-disclosure therapy, Davis 

and Skinner (1974) emphasized that interview disclosure was 

strongly aided by disclosure on the part of the interviewer. 

He qualified his comments, however, by stating that t he dis

closure was maintained at a high level only if the interviewer 

sustained his disclosure rate. The majority of research, how

ever, attests to the effectiveness of the disclosure of others 

on self-disclosure. In essence, self-disclosure generates self

disclosure from another (Chafey, 1974). 
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Since instructions often require verhRl responses, 

a nother possible stimulus for self-disclosure i nvolve s in

s tructions given to a subject. Stunke l ( 1973) confirmed 

tha t low ambiguity instructions f ac ili t a t ed signi.f icantly 

more self-disclosure than did the high ambigui t y i nstructions. 

However, high ambiguity instructions produced s elf-disc l osure 

when the instructions were paired with model i ng. 

To examine the effectiveness of modeling, one must f irs t 

c onsider the definition of "model." A model is an individ-

ua l establishing a pattern for emulation. Whereas o the r s' 

disclosure exists in a dyad involving the s ubject, a mode l 

c ould be in a situation not directly involving the subjec t. 

J ongsma (1973) reported that there was generally no suppor t

i ng data for expected eff~cts of modeling. More psycholo

gists, however, produced positive results either with models 

a l one or in combination with other techniques. Stone and 

Stebbins (1975) discovered that a video model group ranked 

f irst in effectiveness and an audio-model group ranked second . 

McAllister (1974) attested to significant modeling e f fect for 

subjects exposed to high disclosure models as compared to 

subjects exposed to low self-disclosure models. According 

to Jourard (1964), models tended to increase self-disclosure, 

but a model combined with a rehearsal condition and a self

i nstructing model were even more helpful in bringing forth 

threatening self-disclosure. Stone and Gotlib (1975), i n 
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agreement, asserted that either instructions or mode ling as 

single stimulus or combined stimuli increas ed t he fr equenc y 

of self-disclosure but that the effec ts of the combined 

st imuli were not greater than the e ffects of the single 

stimulus. 

Ver ifying the findings of Jourard (1964.), Sarason , Gan

zer, and Singer (1972) reported that exposure to any model 

significantly affected subjects' later verbal outputs and 

correlated to the favorable, unfavorable, and anxiet y-related 

self-references previously made. The non-defensive model 

assisted the subjects' disclosures of negative attributes for 

all topics. In fact, the model was the only stimulus that 

significantly promoted disclosure for the highly defensive 

group. The weight of research supports the analysis of Doste r 

a nd Brooks (1974) that subjects have higher levels of quan

tity and intimacy after modeling conditions than in no,. hmd

eling situations. 

Another important variable in self-disclosure involves 

the situation, the set of surrounding circumstances, of the 

self-disclosure. Kent (1975) discovered that comprehension 

of situational contexts is an excellent indicator of how a 

person feels internally and of how one replies to awareness

disclosure questions. Situation is so important that , ac 

cording to Nosanchuk (1973), it is more significant than 

sex factors and interview experiences. There are numerous 
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situntional stimuli whlch affect sel f - di sclosure~ Fdr ex 

ample, D'Augell~ Deyss, Guerney, Hers henber g, and Sborofsky 

\1974) found that as the counselors' empathy, resp~c t, and 

illllllediacy improved, so did subjects' self-disclosure. 

Another situation variable wh i ch relates to self·-disc lo

sure is pairings. The dyad forming a pairing consists of a 

self-discloser and a recipient. Barnes (1973) declared t hat 

certain pairings form an optimal situation for self-disclo

sure. A-type subjects he defined as cautious, submissive 

individuals who are uninclined to seek variety or sensual 

pleasure for its own sake; B-type subjects are the opposite: 

risk-taking, dominant, variety-seeking. His hypotheses that 

A-type therapists are more compatible with schizophrenics tha n 

B-type therapists and that B•type therapists are more compati

ble with neurotic patients than are A-type therapists were 

suhstantiated. Taylor (1968) reported that, while mutual 

activities and self-disclosure of roommates increased over 

time, non-intimate information about the self occurred to a 

greater extent than did intimate. 

Still another aspect of the situation pertains to eye 

contact. Ellsworth and Ross (1975) reported that direct gaze 

facilitated intimacy between females and resistance between 

males and that gaze avoidance had contrar y consequences. 

Libby and Yaklevich (1973) wrote that subjects high in rieed 

abasement more frequently looked away than did subjects low 
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in need abasement; subjects high in nurtur.ance, however, sus

tained eye contact more than did subjects low in nurturance . 

Paradis (1972) stated that both negative and positive dis

closers were more prone to like and to look at the interview

er who sought a high degree of eye contact. 

An additional element in the situation of self-disclosure 

is distance between discloser and recipient. Dietch and House 

(1975) verified their predictions that self-disclosures were 

not as intimate at a close interactional distance as at a 

farther distance. However, Pedersen (1973) reported that for 

male subjects personal space was related to self-disclosure 

toward mother, father, best male friend, and best female 

friend. Some research has explored the subject of distance 

at a more intimate level--physical contact. Although Dawson 

(1973) found that touch is not intrinsically a power form of 

nonverhal communication and that the context of its occurrenc e 

determines its meaning and influence, Cooper and Bowles (1973), 

in analyzing an encounter group, deduced that physical and body 

contact exercises within such a group would reduce obstacles 

and increase self-disclosure. 

Another component of a situation deals with movement . Ac

cording to Gardner (1973), an increase in a ma l e counselor

actor's body motion caused the subjects to like him more and 

to allege that they would have higher self-disclosure toward 

the counselor. However, toward a female counselor-actor, the 
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subjects had a contrasting reaction: a s her body motion 

dec r eased , they perceived her as more likable a nd an

nounced they would self-disclose more to her. 

Even pauses are relevant i n a s i.tuation stimulating 

self- disclosure. Having studied vocal cues, Fischer and 

Apostal (1975) recommended for further research their hy

pothesis that increasing total pause time will lead to per

ceptions of increasing self-disclosure. 

Subjects differ in the amount of self-disclosure oc

curring in public versus private situations. High-need

f or-approval subjects self-disclosed more intimately in 

public than in private conditions, according to Cravens 

(1975). On the other hand, subjects who were low-and 

moderate-need self-disclosed more intimately in private 

t han :l.n public. 

Group unity is another situation variable. Although 

not anticipated, only males significantly participated with 

self-disclosure when perceiving group cohesiveness--coop

eration, ideas, norms, liking, and i.nfluence (Johnson & 

Ridener, 1974). Robbins (1966) found that subjects were 

more willing to disclose more to a high-cohesive group than 

to a low-cohesive group. 

A discloser's expectancies of others' responses and re

actions is also a variable of a situation. Kent (1975) as-
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serted that comprehension of subjec t i ve expectancies is also 

a good indicator of what a person f eels internally and of how 

he will reply to awareness-disclosure questions. Kopfste in 

(1974 ) f ound that girls with lower expec t ancies of favorable 

outc omes were less inclined to self-d isclose than those with 

higher expectancies. Wilson and Rappaport (1974) antedated 

the findings of Kent (1975) by discovering that the specific 

expectancy manipulation and the int imacy level of topics s ig

nif icantly affected self-disclosure. 

There is one situation which prevents rather than en

hances self-disclosure. According to Sundstrom (1974), goal 

blocking (preventing or delaying one from obtaining his ob

jective) led to withdrawal from interaction and, thus, in

hibited self-disclosure. 

Finally. psychodrama can act as a stimulus . Both through 

the dramatic enactment itself and the sharing sessions which 

fo llow, group members experience self-confrontation. The self

disclosure of the sharing sessions is then considered group 

property for each person of the group to incorporate for group 

growth (Barbour. 1972). In short, stimulus material is at leas t 

a partial determiner of the degree of self-revelation on~ has 

(Hamsher and Farina, 1967). 

Nature of the Self-Discloser 

There are many characteristics of the self-discloser which 

may be related to the act of disclosure. These include per-
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sonality factors, personal characteristics, and demographic 

variables. 

Most research has found that dogmatism, the maintaining 

of religious principle or opinion , is not a major factor of 

the self-discloser. In fact, Field (1975), Gitter, Antonellis 

and Cohen (1975), and Goldstein (1973) all concluded that dog

matism did not affect their subjects' self-disclosure. Davis, 

Frye, and Joure (1975), however, found that low dogmatics 

had more self-disclosure, gave more attention to the here

and-now aspects of a T-group, were less apt to give negative 

f eedback, and were less inclined to reject the group. Jourard 

(1961a, 1964) reported that religious preference did not differ 

in degree of self-disclosure among females; however, Jewish 

male college students disclosed more than their Catholic, 

Methodist, and Baptist male peers. 

Self-disclosers' anxiety, especially if coupled with de

fensiveness, has varying consequences upon self-disclosure. 

Although Cutter, Samaraweera, Fish, Morris. and Merritt (1974) 

negated the significance in the tension-anxiety factor related 

to openness, Doster (1975) re~orted its significance: 

(1) Low-defensive, low-anxious subjects were higher par-

ticipants in interviews than other subject~. 

(2) Low-defensive, high-anxious subjects understood re

quirements but were inhibited in their responses. 

(3) High-defensive, low-anxious subjects did not even 
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receive correct impressions o f requ irements . 

(4) High-defensive» high-anx ious sub jec ts, surprisingly, 

felt compelled to comply and, there f ore, were not 

the most avoidant group as wa s expected. 

Whether a self-discloser is a r e pressor or a sensitizer 

i s also related to self-disclosure . A repressor is one who 

suppresses, restrains, or forces memories, ideas, or fears 

i nto the subconscious mind; a sensitizer is one who is respon

s ive to exter nal conditions or stimulation. Repressors sig

nificantly self-disclosed more during the first four hours of 

therapy than did sensitizers, according to Baldwin (1974). 

Earlier, Dudgeon (1973) had stated that sensitizers decreased 

in amount of self-disclosure from the first to the second in

terview and the repressors, upon direction, became more self

disc losing. 

Internalizers are those who expect reinforcement as a r e 

sult of their own efforts, and externalizers are those who 

expect refinforcement to be controlled by sources outside the 

self. While internalizers and externalizers partially resemble 

definitions of repressors and sensitizers, respectively, re

search results with these groups are contradictory. Ellison 

(1972) found that internal subjects were significantly more 

willing to disclose highly intimate information about -~them

selves than external subjects and suggested that possibly this 

situation stemmed from internalizers' seeing themselves as mor e 
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responsible for their personal outcomes and not heing as 

threatened by the possibility of negative feedback. Further

more, Kopfstein and Kopfstein (1973) reported that subjects 

with higher needs for social approval were more evasive than 

subjects with lower needs. In contrast, Doster and s\aymaker 

(1972) commented that subjects · low in need for social ap

proval lowered disclosure as their interview role was made 

clearer. Kaplan (1974) discovered that externalizers gen

erally tended to disclose more than did internalizers during 

his experiment. Sousa-Poze, Shulman and Rohrberg (1973) con

curred in this finding. 

No significant difference exists in self-disclosure pat

terns for subjects according to birth order (Goldstein, 1973; 

Ohlson, 1974). However, the significance .of a self-disclos

er's personal attractiveness upon self-disclosure varies ac

cording to sex. Cash and Soloway (1975) reported that male

female dyads had contrasting patterns among males and females 

according to their self-perception of attractiveness with males 

disclosing more and females disclosing less the more attractive 

they deemed themselves. Further, a substantial contributing 

factor to self-disclosure is the age of the one self-diaclosing. 

In particular, self-derogation is dependent upon a subject's 

age (Kaplan, 1971). In general, as people get older, --they 

disclose less, especially to parents and same-sex friends. 

Although disclosure to an opposite-sex friend or spouse in-
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c reases from age seventeen until sometime in the fifties, dis-

closure thereafter drops off (Jourard, 1964). 

Research findings differ on the effect of marital status 

upon self-disclosure. Ohlson (1974) found that subjects from 

a divorced home did not differ significantly in disclosure ' 

fr om subjects from a non-divorced home. Similarly, Pasternack 

and Van Landingham (1972) reported no significant difference 

in self-disclosure of married women and undergraduate females. 

However, Jourard (1958) found a difference in self-disclosure 

by marital status of subjects. Spouses disclose more to each 

other than any other group (Jourard, 1964). Silverman (1974) 

implied that an individual's adjustment in marriage is direct

ly related to his sharing of thoughts and experiences. The 

individuals more satisfied with their marriages, according to 

Webb (1972), were like their spouses in having the qualities of 

high self-acceptance and high self-disclosure. 

Pedersen and 8reglio (1968b) reported that less emotionally 

stahle males were more inclined to disclose more about their 

personality, health, and physical appearance than stable males. 

Further, Plym (1967) stated that his study had failed to con

firm Jourard's self-disclosure theory of cot'relating the coef

ficients of self-disclosure and illness/absenteeism. However, 

Pearce and Wiege (1973), in summarizing self-disclosure litera

ture, emphasized that willingness to self-disclose has .generally 

been considered an outgrowth of personal health and satisfaction . 
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Some psychologists have reported no essential difference 

in disclosure by sexes in America (Oh lson , 1974 ; Goldstein, 

1973), nor were any found within the Ger man-Aus t rian culture 

(Plog, 1965). nie sex of the subjec t failed to affect signif 

icantly length and depth of disclosure (Olson, 1973), or eye

contact and eye-downcast behavior (Christenson, 1973). Although 

females report more disclosure, no significant relationship 

has been shown between sex and self-disclosure (Bath and Daly , 

1972; Turoczi, 1973). 

Other psychologists, however, have found sex differences 

in disclosure patterns. Chelune (1975) suggested that self

disclosure plays a differing role in male and female defens

ive orientations. Pedersen and Breglio (1968b) stated that 

females revealed more than males on all topics except money . 

Kopfstein and Kopfstein (1973) reported that males were not 

as self-disclosive as females, particularly about negative 

characteristics, Annicchiarico (1973) found that opposite-sex 

dyads showed significantly higher disclosure than same-sex 

dyads; Brooks (1974) reported that dyads having a female re

sulted in more disclosure than all-male dyads. Ryckman, Sher

man, and Burgess (1973) and Jourard (1958; 1964) concluded 

that females disclosed more than did males. 

Nationality, the country of self-disclosers' or~gin and 

citizenship, relates to self-disclosure. Plog (1965) stated 

that Americans were higher self-disclosers than German-Aus-
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trians. Jourard (1964), likewise, pronounced Americans to be 

larger self-disclosers than Far Easterners. Although Jourard 

reported that Puerto Rican girls disclosed more about them

se l ves to their mothers than did American girls, Americans 

had higher self-disclosure to their fathers, best male friends , 

and best female friends. Among males American males self-dis

closed more to all four target persons. Consistent with these 

general patterns, Jourard (1961b) found that American females 

were greater self-disclosers than English co·-eds. Agreeing 

with Jourard, Todd and Shapira (1974) stated that American 

subjects were more self-disclosing that the British. Jourard 

. (1964) concluded that, in general, Americans had higher self

disclosure than any other cultural group. 

The race of a self-discloser is a definite indicator of 

degree of self-disclosure. Although Braithwaite (1973) found 

that both black and white inmates manifested distrust for other 

races, whites disclosed greater distrust than did blacks. This 

research may indicate greater distrust or may indicate propen

sity for greater disclosure by whites, as found by Jourard 

(1958). 

Nature of the Recipient 

Allen (1973) reported that there was substantia~ consis

tency in recipients of disclosure. Jourard (1964), likewise, 

found different targets of information. As with th~ discloser, 

characteristics of the recipient which appear to be related to 
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self-disclosure are personality, personal characteristics, 

and demographic variables. 

Certner (1973) reported a positive relationship between 

self-disclosure and liking patterns. Kohen (1975) revealed 

t hat a female's disclosure was, in f act, more often related 

to liking for the recipient than the latter's self-disclosure. 

Knecht, Lippman, and Swap (1973) reported that subjects' per

ceptions of others' being attitudinally similar generated 

liking for the latter. Only Jourard and Landsman (1960) re

ported that liking was only slightly correlated with disclo-

sure. 

Ellison and Firestone (1974) and Jackson and Pepinsky 

(1972) reported a significant relationship between trust in 

the recipient and the nature and amount of disclosure. Traux, 

Altmann, and Whittmer (1973) found that whenever a friend pro

vides high levels of empathy, warmth, and genuineness, self

disclosure for a male indicates positive adjustment. Lack of 

such empathy and presence of self-disclosure indicate malad

justment for males. For females the researchers found no 

particular relationship between self-disclosure and adjustment. 

Although Pearce and Wiege (1973) could not support . their 

hypothesis that disclosure correlates to subjects' perception 

of their relationship to the recipient, Jourard and Landsman 

(1960) maintained that the amount of self-disclosure is highly 

correlated with the degree to which subjects know recipients. 
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Jourard reported that the amount of self-disclosure one will

ingly imparts is correlated to the degree of perc eived close

ness of the relationship. A very important target group of 

self-disclosure is the family. Subjec ts' self-disclosure to 

parents is related to their perceptions of parental nurturance 

(Doster and Strickland, 1969). Within one's pre-adult family, 

the mother is more likely to be the pr imary recipient_ Mar

ried individuals, while maintaining a constant level . of dis

closure, redistribute their disclosure so that the spouse is 

the major recipient of all categories of disclosure (Jourard, 

1964). 

Kuiken, Rasmussen, and Cullen (1974) stated that males, 

in considering compatibility of T-groups took into account 

social and political attitudes, whereas females focused on 

personal-social relationships. Sote and Good (1974), in ex

ploring similarity to a stranger in self-disclosing situations, 

found greater attraction to the stranger for high self-disclos

ing females but not for low self-disclosing females. 

Cash and Soloway (1975) stated that disclosure was posi

tively related to partner-rated attractiveness, particularly 

for men. Derlega, Walmer, and Furman (1973) were unable - to 

confirm the ir predictions that females would disclose more to 

a conventionally dressed confederate who hadi dispensed- inti

mate information than to an unconventionally dressed confed

erate. 



56 

Just as college -aged males are most revealing to their 

same- sex friend (Jourar d, 1964), both EngJ.ish and Amer i can 

girls reveal more to females than to males. Wiebe and Willi 

ams (1972) reported that a male was equally l i kely t o reveal 

himself to either his father or· to his mother but that a fe

male was more likely to disclos e to her mother. Jourard 

(1964) similarly reported that college-aged ma les self-dis

closed t o the i r parents about equally but less than did fe

males ; however , college-aged females disclosed less to their 

fathers than to their mothers and same-sex friend. 

Although Chittick and Himelstein (1967) found that self 

disclosure is not affected by ascendant-submissive rating 

(whether the target is of higher. or lower status), Wurster, 

Bass, and Alcock (1961) stated: 

We are more likely to interact the more we esteem or 
value each other •••• Social esteem appears to make a 
friend equally desirable as the recipient of either 
socially or scholastically favorable information about 
oneself •••• We follow the esteemed person because we 
believe him to have the ability and the power as a per
son to reward or punish us (pp. 650, 562, 653). 

Content of the Self-Disclosure 

Frequency and depth of self-disclosure vary consid

erably with the topic. By examining the frequency of ~hemes 

for written secrets obtained anonymously from 359 undergradu

ates, Norton, Feldman, and Tafoya (1974) concluded that se

crets relating to sex, mental health, and violence or de

struction were perceived as the most risky. Jourard (1964) 
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reported that money, body, and personality are topics of less 

f requent and intensive disclosure than are attitudes and opin

ions, work or studies, and tastes an.d in terests. 

Consequences 

Although Jourard (1964) believes that self-disclosure 

appropriate to target, situation, content, and discloser is 

a positive indicator and facilitator of good mental health, 

he thinks that inappropriate self-disclosure is a sign of mal

adjustment. Regardless of appropriateness, some consequences 

remain constant. Klassen, Hornstra, and Anderson (1975) found 

a small but consistent inverse relationship between symptom

mood reporting (announcement of emotional states) and social 

desirability (psychological attractiveness). 

Shere (1973) said that because self-disclosure results 

fr om and causes close interpersonal relationships and such 

relationships create possibilities for conflict and frustra

tion, defense mechanisms are employed. The preferences for 

particular defense mechanisms are even more important than 

adjustment in determining self-disclosure with significant 

others. Green and Murray (1973) added that high self-disclo

sure followed by personal threat is a strong antecedent of 

angry .aggression. 

Although psychotherapy leads to self-disclosure, -ironi

cal ly the subjects more likely to defect from psychotherapy 

had earlier patterns of greater self-disclosure than did the 
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suh1ects who remained (lleilhurn, 1973). Likewise, Davis and 

Sloan (1974) presented the costliness of self-disclosure in 

their research of undergraduates. The more interviewers 

self-disclosed, the less favorabl y the undergraduates viewed 

them. 

In spite of negative possible consequence, positive con

sequences can and do exist. Both the intimacy of the topic 

and the similarity-dissimilarity of target and recipient have 

highly significant effects (Petzelt, 1974). When the target 

responds with acceptance and reciprocation, trust ensues 

(Johnson & Noonan, 1972). Warm human bonds can be built by 

self-disclosure. Although for men self-disclosure is some

times threatening and sometimes rewarding, women's level of 

friendship is higher after intimate self-disclosure. In gen

eral the level of friendship does increase because of inti

mate and nonintimate self-disclosure (Walker, 1973). 

Importance of Self-Disclosure 

Self-disclosure is important for an individual in ther

apy, general life adjustment, numerous academic endeavors 

and occupations, and interpersonal relationships. Allen 

(1973) emphasized the importance of self-disclosure in the 

therapeutic process. Jourard (1959) agreed that sel~-reve

lation is a basic feature in attainment of mental health. 

Furthermore, Jourard (1964) contrasted mental health ~on

ditions according to self-disclosure: "'Real' self-disclo-
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sure is hot~ a symptom of .•• and means of ultimately achiev

ing healthy personality" (p. 24). Conversely, "neurotic . peo

ple and people with 'socially patterned defects' .•• are all 

persons who display varying degrees of self-alienation" (p. 

115). Sinha (1974) elaborated by commenting that psycho

therapy, counseling, teachin~, and other clinical activities 

are all designed to assist individuals who are lacking in 

c ommunication skills. Without disclosure each of these fields 

would fail. 

Therapy is not the only_ henefactor of self-disclosure. 

Shere (1973) cited both theoretical and empirical support 

that self-disclosure is positively related to adjustment. 

Mentally healthy people not only perceive all reality (them

selves included) more realistically but also are more express

ive and more completely honest than those with poorer mental 

health, according to Maslow (1971). 

Jourard (1964) noted that scores of self-disclosure were 

highly related to nurses' attaining good grades in nursing 

school. Pedersen and Breglio (1968a) commented that Jourard's 

finding indicate that self-disclosure may be an "important 

nonintellectual factor predictive of success" in several pro

fessions: counseling, psychotherapy, teaching, etc. _ (p. 291). 

Granoff (1971) expanded upon the merits of self-disclosure 

by including all interpersonal relationships; the .deg,ree of 

satisfaction which one receives is positively related with 
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positive meaning of self-disclosing behaviors . Derlega and 

Chaikin (1975) analyzed the dynamics of self -disclosure in 

the forming of friendships, marriage, and other social rela

tionships. Jourard (1964), the most prolific writer on the 

topic, commented that being transparent to others is neces

sary for being known to oneself, a condition which is i~per

ative for good mental health. He summarized: "Perhaps hon

esty really is the best policy, in this case, a health-in

surance policy" (p. 185). 

Relationships between and within 

Self-Esteem and Self-Disclosure 

The literature strongly suggests that self-esteem and 

self-disclosure are two important facets of personality. 

Further, based on the relationships of both variables with 

other intervening variables, it is reasonable to suggest a 

relationship between them. Petersen (1972) stated that self

disclosure was significantly related to changes in self-es

teem. Vosen (1967) found that the relationship between the 

quantity of self-disclosure and self-esteem was linear and 

not fully dependent upon situation. The strongest support 

came from Shapiro (1968). In working with 105 males and 105 

females and administering the Tennessee Department .of Mental 

Health Self-Concept Scale, Maudsley Personality Inventory, 

and the Swenson Adaptation of Self-Disclosure Questionnaire, 

he found that high self-esteem subjects were high in self-
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disclosure, high in extraversion and low in neurotic ism; that 

low self-concept subjects were lower in self-disclosure and 

ex traversion and higher in neuroticism; and that subjects of 

moderate se If-concept fe 11 between. the two extreme groups . 

Some research did, however, negate positive correlation. Doyne 

(1972) reported that low and medium disclosers had higher 

se l f -esteem than did high disclosers. Some research, such 

as that of Kinsler (1973) gave only moderate support for pos

it ive correlation. Kinsler commented that his experiment pro

vided limited support for the concept that an identity of some 

kind is essential prior to an individual's having open, inti

mate interactions with others. 

In addition, the literature suggests relationships be

tween aspects of self-disclosure. Fitzgerald (1963) discovered 

that certain areas of the personality were more freely dis

c losed than others and some areas were not discussed at all. 

J ourard (1964) reported that high disclosure clusters in

cluded attitudes and opinions, tastes and interests, and work; 

and that low disclosure clusters contained money, personality, 

and body. Also, Jongsma {1973) warned future researchers to 

avoid treating all topics of the same rated intimacy level as 

equivalent in generating self-disclosure. 

Fitzgerald (1963) stated that there is fairly uniform 
\ 

restriction as to whom one gives information about .the · self ~ 

Jourard (1964) revealed that there was significant difference 
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in target-person on the part of the unmarried and the mar

ried groups. 

Thus~ the literature suggests relationships do exist 

between and within self-esteem and self-disclosure. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Methodology includes the hypotheses to be tested, the 

instruments used to assess self-esteem, the subjects to 

whom these test instruments were administered, and the sta

tistics used to test the three hypotheses and to supply oth

er pertinent data. 

Hypotheses 

To examine the relationship between self-esteem and 

self-disclosure and the pertinent relationships within self

disclosure as suggested by the literature, the following 

hypotheses were teated. The first hypothesis stated that 

positive correlation exists between self-esteem and self

disclosure. The second hypothesis was that in the areas of 

attitudes and opinions, tastes and interests, and work or 

studies subjects are more likely to self-disclose than in 

the areas of money, personality, and body. In addition, 

certain questions pertaining to sexual practices or atti

tudes and to financial worth, especially, within these more 

restricted categories have lower self-disclosure than the 

category as a whole. The third hypothesis was that spouses 

are more likely to be recipients of greater disclosure than 

are other family members or friends. 

63 
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Self-Esteem and ''The Tennessee Self-Concept Scale" 

In generally assessing self-esteem and :i.n particular ly 

using ''The Tennessee Self-Concept Scale" (F'itts, 1965), one 

needs to consider general cautions as well as the instrument 

itself. This scale is presented in Appendix A. 

General Cautions. Among the general cautions of meas 

uring self-esteem ar e wise selection of items, accuracy of 

repor ting, and accuracy of test interpretation. Shave l son , 

Hubner, and Stanton (1976) commented on the difficulty of 

choosing the self-esteem population of items from which rep

resentative ones may be chosen. Furthermore, the research 

of Ziller, Hagey, Smith, and Long (1969) indicated that self

acceptance and social-acceptance are so intertwined that self

esteem measurements based solely upon verbal self-reports 

have questionable validity. Also, Smith (1960) noted that 

some aspects of the self-esteem may not receive sufficient 

attention if the test is constructed so that the self-r atings 

are merely added. 

Accuracy of reporting may be questioned. Subjects may 

select answers which they consider to be soc ially desirable . 

Subjects may be either unable or unwilling to reveal their 

true self-esteem (Shavelson, Hubner, & Stanton, 19.16). Con

versely, subjects may rank themselves harshly, as in -the ex

periments conducted by Regan, Gosselink, Hubsch, . and Ulsh 

(1975). 
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Inaccurate reporting by subjects may be further con

founded by the lack of agreement in test interpretation. 

Shavelson, Hubner, and Stanton (1976) commented tha t data is 

often not available to test rival interpretations of self

esteem evaluations. They also noted both inadequat e valida

tion of interpretations of self-esteem measurements and sta

tistical data on the equivalence of current self-esteem meas

urements. Furthermore, they warned of the hazards in gen

eralizing interpretations across subject populations. 

A variation in interpretation has produced a prolifera

tion of instruments. These instruments have focused on a 

variety of facets of self-concept including (1) stable versus 

changing self-concept, (2) learning versus reinforcement, 

creation of dissonance, or arousal of needs and defenses as 

methods for changing self-concept, (3) situation versus phe

nomenon versus internalization as determin.ants of self-con

cept, (4) normative standard versus absolute personal stand

ard versus non-evaluation as types of evaluation of self

concept, and (5) unidimensional versus multidimensional 

self-concept (Shavelson, Hubner, & Stanton, 1976). Of these 

bases, the unidimensional versus multidimensional self-con

cept as represented by ''The Tennessee Self-Concept .Scale" 

was chosen for the present research. By using "The Tennessee 

Se If-Concept Scale," this research replicated, in part, 

Shapiro's (1968) study of the correlation of self-esteem and 
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self-disclosure. 

''The Tennessee Self-Concept Scale" (Fi t t s~ 1964) was 

used to measure self-esteem. (For the purposes of this 

study, self-concept was equated t o self-es teem~) This test 

is "simple for the subject, widely applicable, wel l stand

ardized, and multi-dimensional in i t s description of the 

self-concept" (Fitts, 1965, p. 1). 

Description. The test consists of 100 self-descriptive 

statements to which the subject responds as follows: 

(1) completely false, 

(2) mostly false, 

(3) partly false and partly true, 

(4) mostly true, 

(5) completely true. 

Of these items 90 assess the self-concept and 10 self-criti• 

cism, the latter being MMPI lie scale items. The aspects of 

the self scaled are identity, self-satisfaction, behavior, 

physical self, moral-ethical self, personal self, family 

self, and social self. A sample of 626 persons of differ

ing age, sex, race, and socio-economic backgrounds was used 

as the norm for ''The Tennessee Self..:concept Scale" (Buros, 

1972). 

Reliability. The instrument has demonstrated satisfac• 

tory reliability. Total retest reliability is in .the ·high 

.80's (Buros, 1972). The total positive score reveals over-
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all self-esteem (Buros, 1972); the reliability of t otal posi

tive is . 92 (Fitts, 1965) . 

Validity. ''The Tennessee Self-Concept Scale" has va

lidity. Content validity was judged by a selected panel 

of psychologists. The panel considered a pool of questions; 

only those items receiving unanimous agreement by the seven 

clinical psychologists serving as judges were r etained (Fitts, 

1965)~ Furthermore, the instrument has shown predictive 

validity in its ability to dis tinguish between normal and 

disturbed individuals. In keeping with "personality theory 

and research which suggest that groups which differ oncer

tain psychological dimensions should differ also in self

concept," a psychiatric patient group generally shows a 

''wider spread of scores" than a norm group on ''The Tennessee" 

Self-Concept Scale" (Fitts, 1965, p. 17). 

Self-Disclosure and "The Self-Disclosure Questionnaire" 

As with self-esteem, one needs to consider general cau

tions when measuring self-disclosure. 

General Cautions . Adler (1973) cautioned against the 

f ace validity of self-disclosure research since authentic 

self-disclosure is highly complex and multi-dimensional. 

In fact, Buss and Gerjuoy (1957), in reviewing self-disclo

sure studies, reported that most researchers found wide dis

parities between subjects' stated and actual behaviors. Two 

self-disclosure problems may occur: inaccurate self-di sclo-
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sure and inappropriate self-disclosure. 

Woodyard and Hines (1973) in their research cited rea

sons for honesty and dishonesty in self-disclosure. Sub

jects made true disclosures to mai.ntain good interpersonal 

relationships. They gave inaccurate (deceptive) disclosures 

as defenses to avoid embarrassing others, admitting weak

nesses, or hurting others. Jourard (1958) discussed the 

tendency t o "misrepresent self to others," to "market per

sonality," to be "(an) other directed character , " and to be 

a "self-alienated individual. u 

Chaikin, Derlega, Bayma, and Shaw (1975) noted that 

normal males responded in disclosure intimacy similar to 

their partners while neurotics disclosed at a moderate tn

timacy level regardless of partner's intimate or superficial 

disclosure. The psychologists suggested that neurotic dis

closure is related to inappropriate or nonnormative disclo

sure, not necessarily too high or low self•disclosu:re. Ham

sher and Farina (1967) observed that in the problem of over

disclosure possibly the subjects are "troubled to a degree" 

which compels them "despite themselves to communicate openly 

when given an opportunity." Chaikin and Derlega (1974) · re

ported the perceptions of appropriateness of 240 un~ergradu

ates. The first half perceived intimate self-disclosure to 

a stranger or an acquaintance as less appropriate .and more 

maladjusted than self-nondisclosure while either self-disclo-
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sure or self-nondisclosure to a friend was viewed as appro

priate . The second half, considering a different set of 

targets, perceived self-disclosure to someone either older 

or younger as less appropriate than nondisc l osure. Timing 

is also important. Disclosure of a good fortune early in a 

relationship is generally considered unattractive. However, 

correct timing for reporting negat ive experiences depends 

upon the agent responsible for the event. If the self-dis

closer were responsible for his own misfortune, early dis

closure is better than later in an i nterview. However, if 

the person were not responsible for his own misfortune, later 

disclosure is viewed as preferable (Jones and Gordon , 1972). 

According to appropriateness with 15 being the most 

appropriate, Jourard (1968
9 

p. 28) charted target-persons 

as stated by w. R. Rivenbark III (1963, 1964) in his unpub• 

lished research at the University of Florida (Table 1). 

Thus, both accuracy and appropriateness are considered 

essential features for self-disclosure to be a symptom of 

good mental health. The instrument chosen to measure self

disclosure for this present research was '~he Self-Disclosure 

Questionnaire," normalized on 300 students, by s. M. Jou~ard 

(1958, 1964). Description, reliabili.ty, and validity were 

important considerations in selecting the form _1of sixty ques -· 

tions (SD-60) of ''The Self-Disclosure Questionnaireu (Jourard, 

1964). SD-60 is presented in Appendix B. 
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TABLE 1 

STUDENTS' READINESS TO CONFI DE IN DIFF'ERENT SETTINGS * 
Setting Ma.l e Rank Female Rank 

Tel l a radio or TV audience 1 1 
. ---~ -

Tell a stranger on a bus or 
train 2 2 

. ---- --= 
Tell at a cocktail part y wit h 
friends and str angers present 3 3 

Write on an application for 
a job or club membership 4 4 

. ·-

Write in an autobiography for 
pubU.cation 5 5 

Tell in a bull session with 
friends 6 6 

Tell an interviewer for sci-
entific purposes 7 7 

- --
Write in a letter to a friend 8 8 

Write in an anonymous question-
naire for scientific purposes 9 11 

-· 
Tell a priest or minister 10 10 

Tell a psychotherapist 11 14 

Write in a secret diary 12 9 

Tell my closest parent 13 12 

Tell my best same-sex friend 14 13 

Tell my best opposite-sex friend --
or spouse 15 15 

\ 

*W.R. Rfvenbark III, Unpublished Resear ch (University 
of Florida: 1963, 1964), p. 28. 
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Description. In Jqurard's SD-60 four target persons 
, 

are defined: father, mother, spouse or fiance(e), and best 

friend. With respect to each target, subjects indicate the 

level of self-disclosure for each of the s ixty quest·ions as 

follows: 

(1) have told the other person nothing about this 
aspect of me, 

(2) have talked in general terms about this item (The 
other person has only a general idea about this 
aspect of me.), 

(3) have talked in full and complete detail about this 
item to the other person (He knows me fully in 
this respect and could describe me accurately), 

(4) have lied or misrepresented myself to the other 
person so that he has a false picture of me. 

The six categories of topics include attitudes and opin

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

ality, and body. Each category of the SD-60 has ten ques

tions. For this study a few modifications were instituted. 

Two questions were rephrased in light of the women's libera

tion movement. The original question, ''My personal standards 

of beauty and attractiveness in women--what I consider to be 

attr-ctive in a woman," now reads ''My personal standards of 

physical attractiveness in people." Also, the question, 

"The things I regard as desirable for a man to be-~what I 

look for in a man" now reads ''The traits that I regard as 

desirable for a person of the opposite sex to have--what I 

look for in a person of the opposite sex." One question takes 



72 

into account the increased availabili ty of drugs within the 

last decade: Jourard's question "My personal views on drink

ing" has been expanded to three questions : ''My personal 

views on drinking," ''My persona l views on marijuana , " and 

''My personal views on other drugs. " 

Reliability. The Jourard se lf- disclosure questionn·aires 

of 15, 25, 35, 45, and 60 items have satisfactory reliability. 

Odd-even coefficients for larger sub- totals run in the .80's 

and . 90's. Correlation of the submtotal sums of the odds

evens for the 60-question test was .~ 94, thus showing consist

ent responses regarding target persons and aspects of self 

(Jourard, 1964). 

Validity. ''The Se If-Disclosure Questionnaire" has con

struct validity, discrimination between groups, and correla

tions with other measures. First, Pedersen and Higbee (1968) 

maintained that construct validity exists for "The Self-Dis

closure Questionnaire" of 60 items (SD-60) and f or "The Self

Disclosure Questionnaire" of 25 items (SD-25), both con

structed by Jourard, since the multi-trait multi-method 

matrices exhibited both convergent and discriminant validity. 

Second, discrimination between groups exists. Difference.a 

between targets in mean disclosure score and differences in 

mean disclosure score classified by aspects of self were sig• 

nificant at p~.01. Last, the instrument correlates with 

other measures. Jourard (1964), in reporting the greater 
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disclosure of females than males, stated that the '~ize of 

sex-difference was in a non-chance way among groups who dif

fered in their performance on the Minnesota Mul ti .... phasic Per

sonality Inventory" (p. 180). Peder sen and Breglio (1968a). 

in designing a Self-Disclosure Ques t i.onnaire (SDQ), con

structed open-ended questions regarding the areas of i n

terests, personality, studies, body, and money to test the 

validity of Jourard's SD-60 and SD-25, tests constructed in 

multiple choice format regarding the topics of attitudes and 

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

sonality, and body. The SD's yielded actual depth of self

disclosure by the sum of the sub-scores; whereas, the SDQ 

yielded amount of disclosure by the quantity of words given 

in response. The correlation of depth and amount of disclo

sure was .84. 

Limitations 

Several limitations exist regarding these two tests 

chosen. First, cultural taboos were not considered. (Such 

taboos could preclude certain topics from being considered 

appropriate for self-disclosure. If high self-esteem subjects 

had high-cultural identity, these topics would tend to be 

screened for low self-disclosure.) Furthermore, unrealistic 

high self-esteem and neurotic overdisclosure were not pro

vided for. (An exalted self-esteem could cause one· to over

disc lose from confidence. On the other hand, neurotic o·ver-
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disclosure could indicate a defense technique to compensate 

for low esteem.) Last of all, the usual problems of pencil 

and paper tests as well as that of Likert scaling exist: 

subjects are not always conscious of their motivation, and 

even when conscious of their emotions do not always report 

with one hundred per cent accuracy; Likert scaling raises 

the question of psychological meaning in forced choice. 

(The psychological meaning may not be consistent from subject 

to subject. In addition, the psychological distance from 

point to point may not be consistent.) 

Subjects 

The subjects selected for this study were 111 students 

from selected psychology and sociology classes at a community 

college in Texas. The majority of ~he subjects represented 

the iamediate cities, which flank an industrial corridor, and 

the adjacent rural environs. High school and General Educa

tional Developmental (GED) Test graduates as well as a few 

concurrently enrolled high school students were subjects. 

The mean age was approximately 24. Racial minorities were 

less than ten per cent. The aubjects' economic backgrounds 

were heterogeneous clustering toward middle class. 

Procedure 

During one class hour in the Fall 1979 semester, students 

in selected day and night psychology and sociology classes 

were read a statement regarding their being anonymous, volun-
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t ar y subjects for the research of a thesis . Af ter s i gning 

and submitting consent forms, students answered a demo

graphic questionnaire (collected t o verify the r epresenta

t ive sampling of the students of a partic ular col lege ), 

"The Tennessee Self-Concept Scale" and Jourard ' s "Self-Dis 

closure Questionnaire" (SD-60) . Al l tests were hand-scored 

by the examiner. 

Statistics 

The fo llowing tests were selected for the three hypo

theses which were established. To test the relationship 

between self-esteem and self-disclosure, the Spearman Rank 

Correlation Coefficient was used to correlate the sc ore 

from "The Tennessee Self-Concept Scale" and the t otal score 

from the "Self-Disclosure Questionn.aire" (SD-60). A ques

tion existed whether the data could be called intervally 

scaled, but examination of the data suggested ordinal data 

for both self-esteem and self-disclosure. The Spearman Rank 

Corre lat ion Coefficient was used·, therefore, because it "is 

especially useful when the original data ar e r anks" {Gl ass & 

Stanley, 1970, p. 176). The signif ies.nee of this correla

tion was tested at .OS level of significance. 

To test the relative strength between topics,. Wilcoxon 

Matched Pairs tests were used to compare self-disclosure 

sco1·es for each of the following pairs of categories : at

titudes and opinions versus money, attitudes and opinions 
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versus personality, attitudes and opinions versus body, 

tastes and interests versus money, tastes and interests ver

sus personality, tastes and interes ts versus body, work or 

studies versus money, work or studies versus personality , 

and work or studies versus body. Wilcoxon Matched Pai rs 

tests were also used to compare the following sub-topics 

within categories to the total scores of their respective 

categories: the category of money versus the sub-topic of 

total financial worth, and the category of personality ver

sus the sub-topic of sexual practices and attitudes. Wil

coxon Matched Pairs tests were used because of ordinal data 

and dependent pairs. All pairs were tested at the .OS level 

of significance. 

To examine the hypothesis that certain target persons 

receive greater disclosure, Wilcoxon Matched Pairs tests 

were used to compare the following targets: spouse or fian

c,(e) versus mother, spouse or fianc,(e) versus father, and 
ii 

spouse or fiance (e) versus best friend. Again, Wilcoxon 

Matched Pairs tests were used because, according to Siegel 

(1956), "when the measurement is in an ordinal scale both 

within and between pairs, the Wilcoxon test should be ·used" 

(p. 93). The level of significance was .05 for all tests. 

Finally, demographic data was converted to percentages 

and is presented in the Appendix. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Statistics for this research include a reporting of 

demographic data as well as a statistical report of hypo

theses and other data. One hundred eleven students from 

selected psychology and sociology classes of a Texas com

munity college were the subjects. Appendix C tabulates 

by percentages the following biographical data of subjects: 

sex, age, race, order of birth, siblings, marital status, 

total marriages, sons, daughters, religious preference, 

religious viewpoint, political preference, political view

point, years lived in the county, grade point average, 

family income, employment, and primary educational goal . 

Tests of Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1 · 

The null form of the first hypothesis was that no posi

tive correlation exists between self-esteem and self-disclo

sure. The Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient for self

esteem and self-disclosure was .285. Although the correla

tion was positive as the alternative hypothesis had stated, 

the level of significance was .38. Therefore, the .null 

hypothesis could not be rejected at a .05 level of signifi

cance. A summary of the self-esteem and total self-disclo-

77 
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sure scores is presented in Table 2. 

TABLE 2 

SUMMARY OF SELF-ESTEEM AND SELF-DISCLOSURE SCORES 
. 

Self-Esteem Se.lf-Disc losure 

Maximum Possible Score 5 .. 00 4 .00 

Actual Range 2.16 to 4 . 66 2.14 to 3. 89 
·-- - - --

Mean 3.71 3.07 

Standard Deviation . 38 .22 

Median 3. 72 3.08 
_.., __ 

Semi-interquartile Range . 19 .22 

Hypothesis 2 

The null form of the second hypothesis stated that ther e 

would be no difference in amount of disclosure relative to 

content area. Specifically, the cat egories of money, per

sonality, and body would not differ in disclosure levels 

from attitudes and opinions, tastes and interests, and work 

or studies. In addition, certain questions pertaining to 

sexual practices or attitudes and to financial worth within 

these more restricted categories have equal self-disclosure 

when compared with respective categories as a whole. ·This 

hypothesis was tested in a series of pairwise com~arisons 

between the category group of money, personality, and body, 

and the category group of attitudes and opinions, tastes 

and interests, and work or studies. Further, the question 
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of total financial worth was compared to the category of 

money and the question of sexual practices and attitudes 

was compared to the category of personality. The Wilcoxon 

Matched Pairs test was used in all cases. The findings are 

summarized in Table 3. All tests achieved a significance 

level of less than .001. The three categories of attitudes 

and opinions, tastes and interests, and work or studies 

were found to be significantly greater in disclosure l evel 

than money, personality, and body (p<.0001). 'lbe greatest 

difference was found between tastes and interests (disclosed 

more) and personality (disclosed less). The least difference 

was found between the categories of attitudes and opinions 

(disclosed more) and money (disclosed less). However, all 

differences were so great that it may be questionable to 

place any emphasis on the ordering of those differences. A 

change of score in only one item could change the rank order 

of the differences. 

In addition to the tests between categories, two sub

topics within a category of self-disclosure were compared to 

their respective categories. The category of money was found 

to differ significantly from the sub-topic of total financial 

worth (p<.0017, T•l672.S, z•-2.93). Also, the cat·egory of 

personality was significantly different from the sub-topic 

of sexual attitudes and practices (p(.00003, T-433.S, z• 

-7.45). · 
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WILCOXON MATCHED PAIRS OF SELF-DISCLOSURE TOPICS 
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*In accordance with procedure f rom Wilcoxon Matched Pairs, pairs with O dif
ference were eliminated from the 111 pairs. 
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Hypothesis 3 

The null form of the third hypothesis was that there 

would be no difference in amount of disclosure relative to 

target-person. Specifically, the amount of disclosure re
/ 

ceived by spouse or fiance(e) would not differ from that re• 

ceived by father, mother, or best friend. Onl y those sub-
/ 

jects who had spouses or fiance(e)s were used for target-

person comparisons. (These numbered 65 out of 111 subjects.) 

'!be Wilcoxon Matched Pairs test was used in these pairwise 

comparisons. The findings are summarized in Table 4. All 

tests indicated greater disclosure to spouse or fianc,(e) 

at a significance level of less than .001. The greatest dif• 
/ 

ference was between spouse or fiance(e) and mother, while the 
/ 

least difference was between spouse or fiance(e) and best 

fr iend. Again, the differences were all so great that a mean

ingful order is questionable. 
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TABLE 4 

WILCOXON MATCHED PAIRS OF SELF-DISCLOSURE TARGETS 
-Spouse or Spouse~ or Spouse or 

Fianc, (e) Fi.ance (e) Fiancl (e) 
vs. vs. vs. 

Mother Father Best 
Friend 

T 135.5 145.5 301 

--

N* 65 62 65 

MEAN• J..\ T 1072.5 976 • .5 1072.5 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION•°' T 153.02 142. 63 153. 02 

z -6.12 -5.83 -5.04 

LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE ( .001 (. • 001 ( .001 

*In accordance with procedure from Wilcoxon Matched Pairs, 
pairs with O difference were eliminated from the 111 pairs. 



CHAPTER V 

ASSESSMENT OF RESEARCH 

Most of the data was, as expected , in keeping with 

t he known features of the popul a.tion of the col lege . A few 

findings, however, were not t ypical. Whereas the col lege 

population is more nearly one third female and two t hirds 

male, the reverse w2s true of the sample . 'fftis is explained 

by the fact that more males c luster in the vocational courses 

and more f emales in the social science branch of the humani 

ties. In fact, no student in the sample listed crafts as a 

career. 

'11le mean age of the sample was about three years younger 

than the mean age of the college population. This can be at

tributed to the tendency of younger students to cluster in 

academic classes rather than in vocational courses. 

'11le approximately 7% racial minority of the sample is 

less than the college racial minority of 18%. Whereas in 

the sixties many college blacks were studying social science, 

a higher percentage are now pre-law or vocational students. 

This general situation could have affected the percentage of 

students enrolled in the social science classes tested. 

College data is not available for the number of_ siblings , 

but nearly sixty percent listed three or more siblings , a 

number which is higher than the national average. 
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An unexpected finding was t hat the data indicated tha t 

over 40% of the sample reported a fami.ly income of $25,000 

or aboveg The fact that this is an industrial, fast-growing 

area no doubt accounts for this. The majority of demographic 

items are in accordance with t he area in general and the col

lege in particular. 

Hypothesis 1 

Though no significant relationship was found between 

self-esteem and self-disclosure, a finding of a small posi

tive (non-significant) correlation was not completely unex

pected. flle pairings of several individual studies suggest 

a positive correlation between self-esteem and self-disclo

sure. Newirth (1971) found that medium and high self-esteem 

children had parents who treated each other symmetrically 

(i.e., as equals), and Jourard (1964) reported that one is 

more likely to self-disclose according to the perceived close-

ness of a relationship. It would appear that an environment 

of equality would generate higher disclosure for higher esteem 

individuals. Stein (1970) found that self-esteem rises during 

the high school years. As one comes to believe he has more 

personal control over events and is freer from others' con .. ·· 

trol, his esteem rises (Ryckman and Cannon, 1975 )' • . Ziller and 

Grossman (1967) reported_ that self-esteem decreases with t he 

increasing age of adults. The power shifting to a differ-

ent generation could, thus, account for the decreasing 
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self-esteem of older adults. Likewise, self-disc losure 

rises from age seventeen until somet ime in the fifties and 

then drops off (Jourard, 1964) ~ Thus, the graphs of se lf

es teem by age and self-disclosure by age sugge s t a positive 

correlation. As previously commented, self-esteem rises 

as one feels he has control over the environment (Ryckman 

and Cannon, 1975). Likewise, internalizers (those who expect 

reinforcement as a result of their own efforts and are, 

therefore, not threatened by negative feedback) are more 

willing to self-disclose than externalizers (those who see 

their reinforcement coming from sources outside themselves) , 

according to Ellison (1972). Again, the pairing of self-; 

esteem to environmental viewpoint and self-disclosure to 

environmental viewpoint suggests a positive correlation 

between self-esteem and self-disclosure . Phillips (1951) 

reported that individuals who "like and respect themselves 

are inclined to be positive, at least, in their attitudes 

toward others 111 (p. 79). Such a positive attitude would sug

gest begetting self-disclosure. Both Certner (1973) and Kohen 

(1975) reported a positive relationship between self-~is-

closure and liking patterns. According to Jourard (1964), ap

propriate self-disclos\lre ·is vital for good mental health. 

In fact, Traux, Altmann, and Whittmer (1973) found that a 

lack of self-disclosure toward an empathetic, genuine friend 
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indicates maladjustment for males. 

On the other hand, the pairings of several studies sug

gest a negative correlation between self-esteem and self, ... 

disclosure. Bartelt (1973) and Rogers (1969) reported 

higher self-concepts for males than for females, yet Jou

rard (1964) found females self-disclose more than males. 

These findings suggest a negative relationship between self

esteem and self-disclosure. Another finding which cast 

doubt upon a positive correlation of self-·esteem and self

disclosure was that of Pedersen and Breglio (1968b), who 

reported that less stable males were inclined to disclose 

more about themselves--personality, health, and physical 

appearance--than were stable males. 

The correlational studies of self-esteem and self-dis

closure also produced varying results ranging from the strong 

support of Shapiro (1968) to the 'moderate support of Kinsler 

(1973) to a negative correlation by Doyne (1972). Two ex

planations exist regarding the finding of this research of 

a small positive (rto~-significant) correlation. First, 

possibly there may not b~ a relationship. Further,_ it 

ts possibl• that t\le selected classes of psychology and 

sociology provided an overly homeogeneous sample. Perhaps 

both factors are at work. 

Hypothesis 2 

As hypothesized, the topics· of attitudes and opinions, 

tastes and interests, and work and studies were disclosed 



87 

significantly more than the topics of money , personality, 

and body. Also, as the alternative hypothesis for ecast, 

certain questions pertaining to sexual practices or atti

tudes and to financial worth within these more rest r icted 

categories had significantly lower self-disclosure . Fitz

gerald (1963) and Jongsma (1973) spoke of certain feature s 

of the personality being disclosed more than others~ In 

particular, Norton, Feldman, and Tafoya (1974) reported t hat 

secrets pertaining to sex, mental health, and violence or 

destruction are considered most risky and not likely to be 

disclosed as readily. Jourard (1964) ran many tests on his 

self-disclosure format. All validated his assertion that 

attitudes and opinions, tastes and interests, and work and 

studies are self-disclosed more than are personality, body, 

and money. Part of the procedures and results of this thesis 

replicated his research. 

Hypothesis 3 

As expected, the alternative hypothesis that one self

discloses more to spouses than to any other family members 

or friends was supported. Both Fitzgerald (1963) and Jourard 

(1964) indicated target selectivity. Jourard and Landsman 

(1960) reported a high correlation between self-disclosure 

and the degree to which subjects know recipients. -_ Jourard 

(1964) concurred that amount of self-disclosure is corre

lated to the perceived closeness of the relationship. Sil-
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verman (1974) suggested that an i ndividual •s ad justment in 

marriage is direc tly related t o the shar i ng of thoughts and 

experiences. The marriages providing most sat isfact ion ar e 

t hose in which spouses are high self -disclosers (Webb , 1972) a 

Jourard (1958) stated that spouses di sclose more to each 

other than any other group. Jourar d (1964 ) str es sed the 

qua l ity and quantity of informat i on received by the spouse . 

Suggested Research 

This study presents several pr oblems for additional 

research. First, the finding for hypothesis 1 regarding the 

correlation of self-esteem and self-disclosure was inconclus -

ive, and previous research had been contradictory. Tilis r e-

search yielded a non-significant positive correlation. There -

fore, replication might 'b2 helpful to arrive at more precise 

f indings provided the sample were heterogeneous. One pos

bi lity would be first semester college English classes. 

This would be a more represe-ntative sampling of student p~p

lation. Second, although this research and previous re

search have been decisively similar in determing topics of 

greatest disclosure, practically all the research has dealt 

with college populations. Additional research of hypothesis 

2 regarding topics of disclosure might prove helpful if 

replicated with different populations--high school, inter

mediate school, adult professionals, adult laborers, e t c . 
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Summary 

The self is a conscious ent i ty that is partially formed 

by others and interacts with others (May, 1953), yet has a 

framework of responsibilities to i t self (Menninger, 1972). 

Self-esteem is the value that an individual attributes to 

himself (Morval & Morval, 1971-1972). Self-disclosure is 

the making of oneself known to others (Jourard & Lasakow, 

1958) 0 

Review of Literature 

In exploring the extensive literature of self-esteem, 

this study presented evidence supporting the existence of 

self-esteem, factors affecting self-esteem, maintenance of 

self-esteem, and importance of self-esteem. An individual's 

self-esteem affects his attitudes and values regarding abili

ties, emotions, issues, people, sex , gender, and persuasion.·. 

A person's self-esteem can be associated with certain per

sonality factors such as achievement, power, and approval . 

Furthermore, self-esteem is evidenced in responses to numer-

. ous situations--academic, job or task, anxiety or threat, 

and success versus failure. In addition, Berger (1952) re

ported a positive correlation between acceptance of others 

and acceptance of self. Self-awareness, yet another factor 

supporting the existence of self-esteem, is, according to 

Jourard (1964), desirable, for only by knowing and accepting 

oneself can one achieve good mental health. Duval and Wicke 
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lund (1972), however, believe that objective se lf-awareness 

l owers self-esteem. 

Among the potent ial factor s af f ect i ng self-esteem are 

s igni ficant others (particularly parents, spouse , children, 

and peers), birth order, gender , age , race, socio-economic 

s tatus, academic performance, task, occupa tional background , 

physical activity, and physical traits and condition . Quen 

(1967) stated that past success and fa i l ur e exper iences de 

termine self-esteem level. All of the factor s cited, t her e

fore, could influence an individual's self-esteem by influ

encing his view of his own success or failure . 

Esteem is stabilized by a high rate of reinf orcement. 

In addition, defense mechanisms, though varying by kind ac 

cording to level of self-esteem of individuals, maintain 

self• esteemQ Although disagree i ng about the ideal level of 

self-esteem, the preponderance of articles attest to the im• 

portance of self-esteem. 

Like self-esteem, self-disclosure has a number of re

lated factors--situational stimuli, the nature of the dis

closer, the nature of the recipient, the content of the dis

c losure, its consequences, and its importance ~ 11le majority 

of research, typified by that of Jourard and Landsman (1960) , 

found a high correlation between self-disc l osure and the 

disclosure re~eived. Other situations impinging upon 

self-disclosure include use of a model, pairings, eye con-
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tact, distance between discloser and recipient, body movement, 

conversational pauses, public versus private circ umstances, 

group unity, discloser's expectanc ies of others' responses 

and situations, goal blocking, and psychodrama. 

The nature of the discloser includes personality factors, 

personal characteristics, and demographic variables. While 

dogmatism and birth order are not major factors of self-dis

closure, anxiety, e·apecially if coupled with defensiveness, 

has varying effects upon self-disclosure. Other significant 

variables include whether the self-discloser is a repressor 

or sensitizer, internalizer or externalizer, and male or fe

male. Also relevant are age, marital status, nationality, 

and race. 

The nature of the recipient, likewise, consists of per

sonality, personal characteristics, and demographic variables. 

Although researchers find substantial consistency in recipi

ents of self-disclosure, certain aspects such as liking yield 

varying degrees of disclosure. Trust, familiarity with the 

recipient, attitudes, attractiveness, sex, and hierarchial 

relationships are also considered. 

Frequency and depth of self-disclosure vary considerably 

according to topic with sex, mental health, and violence per

ceived as most risky (Norton, Feldman, and Tafoya, 1974)~ 

Despite possible negative consequences, positive con

sequences such as an increased level of friendship generally 
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result from self-disclosure that is appropriate to the tar-

get, situation, and content~ Such self-disclosure is both 

a facilitator and an indicator of good mental health (Jourard, 

1964). 

Methodology 

The literature suggests relationships do exist between 

and within self-esteem and self-disclosure. To examine these 

possible relationships, several hypotheses were tested. The 

first hypothesis stated that positive correlation exists be

tween self-esteem and self-disclosure~ The second hypothesis 

was that in the areas of attitudes and opinions, tastes and 

interests, and work or studies subjects are more likely to 

self-disclose than in the areas of money, personality, and 

body. Also, certain questions relating to sexual practices 

or attitudes and to financial worth within these more re

stricted categories have lower self-disclosure than the ca

tegory as a whole. The third hypothesis was that spouses 

are more likely to be recipients of greater disclosure than 

are other family members or friends. 

To assess self-esteem, "The Tennessee Self-Concept Scale" 

was administered; to measure self-disclosure, Jourardis 91Self

Disclosure Questionnaire" of sixty items (SD-60) was ad

ministered. The subjects selected for the study were 111 

students from selected psychology and sociology classes at 

a community college in Texas. The test instruments were ad-
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ministered anonymously during day and night class periods. 

To test the relationship between self~esteem and self

disclosure, the Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient was 

used to correlate the score from "The Tennessee Self-Concept 

Scale" and the total score from the "Self-Di sclos ure Question• 

naire" (SD-60). To test the relative strength of disclosure 

between topics and to compare sub-topics within categories 

to the total scores of the respective categories, the Wilcoxon 

Matched Pairs tests were used. Likewise, t he Wilcoxon Matched 

Pairs was used to compare the disclosure level to different 

targets. The level of significance tested was .OS for all 

tests. 

Results 

The first hypothesis regarding the degree of correlation 

between self-esteem and self-disclosure could not be rejected 

(p•.38) although there was a positive correlation as expected . 

In testing the second hypothesis, the differences in disclo

sure level between selected topics of self-disclosure were 

all found to be significant (p(.001) as were the differences 

between two sub-topics and their respective topics (p<. 001) . 

Finally, the differences in disclosure level between target 

persons stated in the third hypothesis were all significant 
/ 

with the categories of spouse or fiance(e) receiving the 

greatest disclosure in each case Q 

Assessment 
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'ftle results of the second hypothesis (differences among 

topics) and the third hypothesis (differences among targets) 

generally confirmed previous research. Previous research 

pertaining to the first hypothes is had been contradictory; 

therefore, non-support for the first hypothesis (correlation 

of self-esteem and self-disclosure) was not altogether un

expected. Possibly a more representative sample of student 

population would have yielded a more decided result for the 

first hypothesis. Likewise, replication of testing of the 

second hypothesis might prove helpful if subjects were from 

non-college populationsQ 



APPENDIX A 

TENNESSEE SELF-CONCEPT SCALE 
by William H Fitts 

Instructions: The following stat ements are to help you de 
scribe yourself as you see yours elf~ Please respond to them 
as if you were describing yourself t o yourself. Do not omit 
any item. 

Responses: I-completely false 
2-mostly false 
3-partly false and partly true 
4-mostly true 
5-completely true 

___ 1. I have a healthy body. 

___ 2o I like to look nice and neat all the time. 

___ 3. I am an attractive person. 

___ 4. I am full of aches and pains. 

____ s. I consider myself a sloppy person. 

___ 6. I am a sick person. 

___ 7. I am neither too fat nor too thin. 

____ 8. I am neither too tall nor too short. 

___ 9. I like my looks just the way they are. 

__ 10. I don't feel as well as I should. 

___ 11. I would like to change some parts of my body. 

__ 12. I should have more sex appeal. 

__ 13. I take good care of myself physically. 

___ 14~ I feel good most of the time. 

__ 15. I try to be careful about my appearance. 

__ 16. I do poorly in sports and games. 

95 
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_17. I often act like I am "all thumbs." 

__ 18 o I am a poor sleeper. 

__ 19. I am a decent sort of person. 

__ 20 o I am a religious person. 

_21. I am an honest person. 

___ 22. I am a moral failure. 

__ 23. I am a bad person. 

__ 24. I am a morally weak person. 

__ 25. I am satisfied with my moral behavior. 

__ 26o I am as religious as I want to be. 

__ 27{) I am satisfied with my relationship to God. 

__ 28o I wish I could be more trustworthyo 

__ 29. I ought to go to church more. 

__ 30o I shouldn't tell so many lies. 

___ 31. I am true to my religion in my everyday life. 

__ 32. I do what is right most of the time. 

__ 33. I try to change when I know I'm doing things that are 

_34. 

_35o 

_36. 

_37{) 

_38o 

wrong. 

I sometimes use unfair means to 

I sometimes do very bad things. 

I have trouble doing the things 

I am a cheerful person. 

I have a lot of self-control. 

get ahead. 

that are right; 

__ 39. I am a calm and easy going person. 

_40. I am a hateful persono 



_41. 

_42. 

_43. 

_44. 

_45'1 

_46. 

_47. 

_48. 

_49'1 

_506) 

_51. 

_52. 

_53. 

_54. 

_5s. 

_56. 

_57. 

_58Q 

_59. 

_60. 

_61. 

_62o 
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I am a nobodyo 

I am losing my mindo 

I am satisfied to be just what I am. 

I am as smart as I want to be. 

I am just as nice as I should be. 

I am not the person I would like to be. 

I despise myselfo 

I wish I didn't give up as easily as I doo 

I can always take care of myself in any situation. 

I solve my problems quite easily. 

I take the blame for things without getting mad. 

I change my mind a loto 

I do things without thinking about them first. 

I try to run away from my problems. 

I have a family that would always help me in any kind 

of trouble. 

I am an important person to my friends and familyo 

I am a member of a happy familyo 

I am not loved by my family. 

My friends have no confidence in me. 

I feel that my family doesn't trust me. 

I am satisfied with my family relationships~ 

I treat my parents as well as I should. (Use past tense 

if parents are not living.) 

I understand my family as well as I should. 



_64o 

_65 ~ 

_660 

_67. 

_68. 

_69. 

_70Q 
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I am too sensitive to things my family say
0 

I should trust my family more. 

I should love my family more. 

I try to play fair with my friends and family. 

I do my share of work at home. 

I take a real interest in my family. 

I quarrel with my family~ 

__ 7lo I give in to my parents. (Use past tense if parents 

are not living.) 

_72. 

_73. 

_74. 

_75o 

_76. 

_11. 

_78. 

_79. 

_80. 

_81. 

_82. 

_83. 

_840 

_as. 
_86. 

_87. 

I do not act like my family thinks I should. 

I am a friendly person. 

I am popular with womeno 

I am popular with men. 

I am mad at the whole world. 

I am not interested in what other people do. 

I am hard to be friendly with~ 

I am as sociable as I want to be. 

I am satisfied with the way I treat other peopleo 

I try to please others, but I don't overdo it. 

I should be more polite to others. 

I am no good at all from a social standpointo 

I ought to get along better with other peopleo 

I try to understand the other fellow's point of view. 

I see good points in all the people I meet. 

I get along well with other people. 
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_89o 

_90o 

_91o 

_92. 

_93. 

_94ci 

_95o 

_966) 

_97{; 

_98o 

_99'" 

_100. 
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I do not feel at ease with other people. 

I do not forgive others easily. 

I find it hard to talk with strangers. 

I do not always tell the truth. 

Once in a while I think of things too bad to talk 

about. 

I get angry sometimes. 

Sometimes, when I am not feeling well, I am crossc 

I do not like everyone I know. 

I gossip a little at times. 

Once in a while, I laugh at a dirty joke. 

At times I feel like swearing. 

I would rather win than lose in a game. 

Once in a while I put off until tomorrow what I ought 

to do today. 



APPENDIX B 

SELF-DISCLOSURE QUESTI ONNAI RE* 

Instructions: Indicate in the appropri ate blank t he extent 
(1-4) that you have talked about each of the following items 
t o the individuals listed in t he columns; that is, t he ext ent 
to which you have made yourself known to each person. Delete 
the numbers pertaining to spouse or f ianc~(e) if you do not 
have a spouse or fianc,(e). 

I. 

le Have lied or misrepresent ed myself to the other per• 
son so that he has a fal se pic ture of me . 

2. Have told the other person nothing about this as pect 
of me. 

3. Have talked in general terms about this item. (The 
other person has only a general idea about this as
pect of me.) 

4. Have talked in full and complete detail about this 
item to the other person. (He knows me fully in thi s 
respect and could describe me accuratelye) 

e 

F 
r 
i 

n 
d 

*S-. M. Jourard. The Trans~rent Self (Princeton: D. Van 
Company, Inc •• 1964), pp. l6l~g3. 
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III. 
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parents oug t 

to 
my 

apprec ate most or a 

e 

M 
0 a 
t t 
'h h 
e e 
r r 

p i e r 
o o a s i 
u r n t e 
s C n 
e ' d 

e 
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I'm 

work with 

or 

owe money; so, 

or money r gt 
bills·, · some · 
desired or 

e e 
r ;re 

n 
d 
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~ F s F B F 
b a p i e r 
t t o o a s i 
h h u r n t e 
e e s s n 
r T e e d 

How I budget my money--"t he proportion 
(e) 

J. 
that goes to necessities, luxuries, 
etc. 

v. 

tat 

ma e me 

ng very 

e ' 

ngs 

full 
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M s F B F 
0 p i e r 
t o o a s i 
h u r n t e 
e s C n 
r e ~ d 

erent parts o 
waist, weight, 

ness an treat-

etc. 

sex 



APPENDIX C 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

1. Sex: (a) male - 31.53%, (b) female - 67.57%, (c) no re

sponse - .90% 

2. Age (mean - 23.89 years): (a) 17-20 years - 55.86%, (b) 

21-25 years - 18.02%, (c) 26-30 years - 8.11%, (d) 31-40 

years - 12.61%, (e) 41 years or over - 5.411 

3. Race: (a) Afro-American - 1. 80%, (b) American I ·ndian -

.OOl, (c) Oriental - .00%, (d) Spanish surname - 5.41%, 

(e) white - 91.891 

4. Order of birth: (a) first - 28.83%, (b) middle - 41.44%, 

(c) last - 29. 73% 

5. Siblings: (a) 0 - 3.60%, (b) 1 - 18.92%, (c) 2 - 16.21%, 

(d) 3 - 32.43%, (e) 4 or more - 27.93%, (f) no response -

.90% 

6. Marital status: (a) married - 39.64%, (b) single - 55.86%, 

(c) divorced - 3.60%, (d) widowed - s00%, (e) separated -

.90% 

7. Total marriages: (a) 0 - 55.86%, (b) 1 - 36.94%, (c) 2 -

7.21%, (d) 3 - .00%, (e) 4 or more - .00% 

8. Sons: (a) O - ·77 .. 481, (b) 1 - 17.12%, (c) 2 -· 5.41% (d) 

3 - ,00%, (e) 4 or more - .00% 

9. Daughters: (a) 0 - 72.071, (b) 1 - 16.22%, (c) 2 - 7.21%, 
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(d) 3 - 3.60%, (e) 4 or more - .00%, (f) no response -

.901o 

10. Religious preference: (a) Catholic - 24.32%, (b) non

Catholic Christian - 69.37%, (c ) Jewish - .90%, (d) other 

- 4.5%, (e) no response - .90% 

11. Religious viewpoint: (a) conser vative - 18.92%, (b) mod

erate - 61.26%, (c) liberal - 19 ~82% 

12. Political preference: (a) Democrat - 43.34%, {b) Republi

can - 24.32%, (c) independent - 27.03%, (d) other - 6. 31% 

13. Political viewpoint: (a) conservative - 15.32%, (b) mod

erate - 63.061, (c) liberal - 27.72%, (d) no response -

.90io 

14. Years lived in this county: (a) 0-.9 year - 13.51%, (b) 

1.0-1.9 years - 6.30%, (c) 2.0-4.9 years - 8.10%, (d) 

5.0-9.9 years - 11.71%, (e) 10 or more years - 60.36% 

15. Grade Point Average: (a) 1-1.5 - .90%, (b} 1.6-2.0 - .90%, 

(c) 2.1-2.9 - 27.93%, (d) 3.0-3.5 - 39.64%, (e) 3.6-4.0 

- 30.63% 

16. Family income: (a) $0-$4,999 - .90%, {b) $5,000-$9,999 -

5.40%, (c) $10,000-$17,999 - 19.82%, (d) $18,000-$24,999 

- 32.43%, (e) $25,000 or above - 41.44% 

17. Employment: (a) full-time outside home - 33.3~%, (b) part

time outside home - 38.74%, (c) full-time homemaker -

11.71%, (d) none of the preceding - 16.22% 

18. Primary educational goal: (a) professional career - 72.07%, 
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(b) semi-profess ional career - 18.92%, (c) crafts career 

- .00%, (d) personal enrichment - 9.01% 
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