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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The la te Sidney M. Jourard pioneered the extensive 

research do ne over the past 20 years on self-disclosure. 

Jo ur ard 's concep t has had wide appeal in applied settings, 

bot h as a des irable therapist characteristic and as a 

de s i rab l e c l ient goal. Jourard (1964, 1968, 1971) defined 

s e lf-dis closure as the process of willingly making one's 

self and one's e xperience fully known to another person. 

He argued that the inability or unwillingness to establish 

clo s e, confiding relationships with others is a charac­

teris t ic of certain forms of personality maladjustment 

(Joura rd, 1971). A person with a healthy personality dis-

plays the ability to make one's self fully known to at 

lea s t one other significant human being (Jourard, 1964). 

It has also been suggested that the relationship between 

self - disclosure and mental health, or maximum psychological 

adjustment, is curvilinear, that is, a person who never or 

rarely discloses the self may be unable to form close rela­

tionships with others; the person who discloses the self 

not only to someone close, but to anyone, may be perceived 

by others as maladjusted. A person may be unable to form 

1 
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c lose relationships because of preoccupation with the self; 

a person who is a moderate discloser may disclose a great 

dea l to someone close and be able to maintain moderately 

close relationships with others. Cozby (1974) concludes 

t ha t persons with positive mental health are characterized 

by high disclosure to a few significant others and medium 

disc losure to others in the social environment; individuals 

who are poorly adjusted are characterized by either high or 

low disclosure to everyone in the environment. 

Many investigators have attempted to relate self­

di sclosure to measured personality characteristics and 

psychological adjustment on standardized tests, such as 

the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), 

the Rorschach, the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule 

(EPPS), and the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale. The one consist­

ent finding coming from research using the MMPI is that 

low self-disclosers score higher on the Si scale (Goodstein 

& Reinecker, 1974). Jourard (1971) and Mullaney (1964) 

found a negative correlation between self-disclosure and 

the MMPI Si scale. However a low negative correlation 

between the!:__, ;Q_, !_)_!_, and Sc scales and reported self-

.disclosure was found, as well as a positive correlation 

with the K scale (Goodstein & Reinecker, 1974), but 

Himelstein and Lubin (1966) found a negative correlation 

between the K scale and reporte~ self-disclosure. Smith 
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u s e d t he MMPI to explore the relationship between personal 

ad justment and self-disclosure (Jourard, 1964). He had a 

group of "normals" and "abnormals" as measured by the MMPI. 

Both gr oups di f f e red from controls who were randomly se­

lect ed coll eg e students. He found that the group with 

~ormal p rofiles reported less disclosure than the group 

wi th ab n ormal profiles. However, these two groups showed 

s ubstantially less disclosure than the control group. 

Jourard (1961) used the Rorschach to determine if low 

d is closers give fewer responses to the Rorschach plates 

than higher disclosers; he found that productivity on the 

Rorschach was positively correlated with a measure of the 

extent of self-disclosure to selected significant others. 

The data from a study (Jourard, 1971) using the 

Tenne s see Department of Mental Health Self-Concept Scale 

were construed as evidence that attitudes of self-acceptance 

are a factor in self-disclosing behavior. Shapiro (1968) 

also found significant positive relationships between self- . 

disclosure and self-concept scores using the same scale. 

In Worthy, Gary, & Kahn's (1969) study, 48 unmarried 

female undergraduates were placed in small groups and each 

. subject exchanged self-disclosing notes on various topics 

of known intimacy value. Prior to this, they were adminis­

tered Rokeach' s Dogmatism Scale. Worthy et al. (1969) 
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found no relationship between scores on this scale and 

a c tual s elf-disclosure. 

Ha lverson & Shore (1969) gave the California F Scale 

and a modi fied version of Jourard's Self-Disclosure Ques­

tionna ire to 53 Peace Corps trainees. They found that 

s elf -dis closure was negatively correlated with authori­

tar iani sm and positively correlated with interpersonal 

f lexibility. 

Taylor, Altman, and Frankfurt (1973) used the MMPI, 

the EPPS, and the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale in their study 

of 100 naval recruits. Their findings corroborated those 

of Worthy et al. (1969) in that no relationship was found 

between self-disclosure and dogmatism. On the EPPS, traits 

reflecting positive social orientation were also associated 

with high self-disclosure, especially to close friends. 

Taylor et al. (1973) summarized that their results gave 

some, but weak, support to the theory that psychological 

adjustment is associated with the willingness to be open 

with others. 

The Pederson Personality Inventory, Gough Femininity 

Scale, and Jourard's 60- and 25-item self-disclosure ques-

. tionnaires were administered to 56 males and 51 females 

(Pederson & Higbee, 1969). They found significant positive 

relationships between scores on the Neuroticism, Cycloid 

disposition, and Thinking Introversion scales and reported 
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se lf- dis closur e f or males. Obtained correlations for fe­

males were not s ignificant. 

In a simi lar study, Pederson and Breglio (1968) admin­

istered the Pe derson Personality Inventory, Gough Femininity 

Scale and a f ive-question, written self-description instru­

me nt (as a me asure of self-disclosure) to 26 males and 26 

fem ale un dergraduates. They found a positive relationship 

be twe en Neuroticism and Cycloid disposition scales and self­

dis closure f or male subjects. Again, the obtained correla­

t ion for female subjects was not significant. 

In a more recent study, Shere (1973) noted that in­

volving oneself in clo~e interpersonal relationships 

creates possibilities for experiencing conflict and frus­

tration, which are dealt with by means of defense mecha­

nisms. He hypothesized that defenses characterized as 

particularly maladaptive would relate negatively to self­

disclosure, an adjustive process, while defenses charac­

terized as more adaptive would have a positive relationship 

to self-disclosure. Shere administered a 48-item self­

report questionnaire of past self-disclosure, the Defense 

Mechanism Inventory, and the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desira­

bility Scale to 100 male college students. He used all 

males as subjects because it has been shown 1n previous 

research that males disclose less than females, and he 

assumed that males would therefore defend to greater 
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extent against self - disclosing behavior. The results sug­

ges te d that overall interpersonal style associated with 

defens e preference was more important than the adjustment 

~3 t ur e of defenses in determining past self-disclosure. 

This i ndicates that the literature suggesting a direct 

pos i tive relationship between self-disclosure and adjust­

men t must recognize that differences in interpersonal style 

(apart from adjustment per se) may affect the disclosure 

process. Also, the results showed a nonsignificant rela­

tionship between self-disclosure and flexibility of defense; 

the relationship between social desirability and defense 

preference was not significant. 

Regardless of the measure employed, the research pro­

vides little empirical support for Jourard's postulate that 

psychological adjustment is a correlate of self-disclosure. 

The results of these studies are conflicting and incon­

clusive. It is obvious that there is a great need not only 

for replication studies, but also for additional research 

using other measures of personality which also include 

actual and reported self-disclosure. 

Regarding the subject of self-disclosure, it should 

not be surprising that one is most likely to self-disclose 

to those to whom one has previously disclosed. Targets are 

those persons who are the recipients of self-disclosure. 

This study focuses on disclosure to five different target 
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pe rs ons: Mother (M), Father (F), Best Female Friend (BFF), 

Bes t Mal e Fr i e nd o r Spouse (BMF), and Clergyman (Clgy). The 

l ast r ep resents a n a ddition to those targets previously 

rep or t ed i n the literature. This addition was made in an 

effor t t o measure the amount of disclosure to Clergyman and 

t o compare this with the other target groups. Many organ­

iz ed r eligions give members the opportunity to disclose 

wrong doings or personal problems in "confession" to a member 

of the ministry. Clergymen, as confessors and counselors, 

a re ethically bound to observe confidentiality, as are ther­

apists. Therefore, a person may feel more comfortable dis­

closing personal information to the clergy rather than to 

someone else. The question of interest here is how much, 

if any, disclosure is received by the clergy from the laity? 

Many researchers have found that same-sexed friends 

are more frequently the recipients of self-disclosure than 

opposite-sexed friends (Dimond & Munz, 1967; Himelstein & 

Lubin, 1966; Jourard, 1964, 1971; Jourard & Lasakow, 1958; 

Jourard & Richman, 1963; West & Zingle, 1969). However, 

Komarovsky (1974) found that the female friend, rather than 

the male friend, emerged as the preferred target for males. 

Mothers are more frequently the targets of self-disclosure 

by both high school and college students regardless of sex 

(Jourard & Lasakow, 1958; Komarovsky, 1974; Rivenbark, 1971; 

Ryckerman, Sherman, & Burgess, 1973; Woodyard & Hines, 1973). 
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The l ite ra t ur e ind i cates that for the female subjects in 

this study , Mother and Best Female Friend are the probable 

v ,·c fe rre d ta r gets o f disclosure. 

In an attemp t t o identify separate personality charac­

t er_: s t i c s and to measure psychological adjustment, al though 

not i n rela ti on to self-disclosure, R. B. Cattell and others 

have done exten s ive research using the Sixteen Personality 

Fa c t ors Que s tionnaire (16PF) (Cattell, Eber, & Tatsuoka, 

197 0) . In a se ries of carefully planned studies, Cattell 

eval uate d and is olated the pure factor of Ego-Strength 

(Fac t or C) fr om a thorough and comprehensive factor analy­

sis; t he vali dity coefficients obtained using a combination 

of 16P F Forms C and D were .68 and .81 on Factor C (n = 606) 

(Cat t e ll et al., 1970). 

Factor C is described as one of dynamic integration 

and maturity versus uncontrolled, disorganized and general 

emotionality (Cattell et al., 1970). The person low on ego­

st re ngth (C-) is easily annoyed by things and people, is 

dis s atisfied with the world situation, his family, the re­

strictions o r l ife, his own health, and the person feels 

unable to co~- with life. This person shows generalized 

neurotic responses in the form of phobias, psychosomatic 

disturbances, sleep disturbances, and hysterical and obses­

sive behavior. It has been observed clinically that most 

disorders show low ego-strength scores; it is the major 
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co:ntr i butor pathologically, being found in neurotics, psy­

c:inU. c s , alcoholics, drug addicts, etc. (Cattell et al., 

"i ,-,, ··: 0) -~ ::;, .' } .. 

(C+) i s 

On the other hand, the person high on ego-strength 

more likely to be a leader, emotionally mature, 

calm, reality oriented, and able to adjust to dif-

licul ties thrown upon one. 

Ca ttell et al. (1970) discuss previous research which 

uti lize d a populati on comparable to the one which was used 

·_n this study , 17 6 female nursing students. This study 

found that the mean for this group on Factor C was 6.2 

(SD = 2.1). A similar study of 299 British female nursing 

students a l s o indicated that this group fell within the 

moderate range (M = 5. 2; SD = 1. 7) (Cattell et al., 1970). 

As yet, no research has studied the relationship between 

ego - strength and self-disclosure. 

J. B. Rotter has also attempted to measure psycho­

lo gical adjustment by studying the manner in which a person 

perceives and reacts to a reinforcing or rewarding event in 

the environment; a perception Rotter (1966) has termed locus 

of control. When a person perceives a reinforcement as not 

being entirely contingent on his or her own action, that is, 

as a result of luck, fate, or under the control of powerful 

others, then this is labeled as a belief in external control 

(Rotter, 1966). Conversely, a belief in internal control is 

one in which a person perceives that an event is contingent 
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upo n his or h er own be havior or upon his or her own rela­

t. j v e ly pe rman ent characteristics. In his comprehensive 

;,1 u no gr aph , Ro t t e r ( 1 9 6 6 ) s u g g es t s that 1 a ck of "ego cont r o 1 " 

can be defined as a form of maladjustment in that a person 

J.acks confidence and t he ability to deal with reality. 

~urthe rmore, he s t a t e s that the relationship between in­

:crnal versus external locus of control and ego control is 

not yet clear , but t here are indications that people at the 

ext reme ends o f t h e I-E continuum are probably maladjusted 

and that there is a curvilinear relationship between "ego 

control " and in terna l versus external control of reinforce­

ment . Possibly , th is curvilinear relationship may also 

ex ist be t ween locus of control and ego-strength. 

Other p e rsonality factors have been related to locus 

o f cont r ol. Rotter (1966) discusses research that implied 

tha t a belief in chance or luck was characterized by less 

p roductivity and thus related to a general passivity; 

bel ie f in luck was also seen as a defense behavior enabling 

people to preserve their self-esteem in the face of failure. 

Discussing the concept of alienation, Rotter (1966) linked 

this concept to powerlessness and noted that a person who 

is alienated feels unable to control his or her own destiny. 

It has also been suggested that people who are high on the 

need for achievement probably have some belief in their 
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own abi lity to de te rmine t he outcome of their efforts 

(Rott er, 1966 ). 

Much rese a rch has be e1; done using the I-E Scale; one 

s t udy sampl e d 605 f emale undergraduate psychology students. 

Possible s cores range from zero to 23 with higher scores 

~epre sen ting high externals. The mean for this group was 

8. 42 (SD= 4.06) (Rotter, 1966). 

In a study correlating the personality factors of the 

16PF and the I-E Scale, Jacobs (1976) found that for the 

20 0 undergraduates tested (84 males, 116 females), 16PF 

va riables significantly but modestly related to 1-E scores. 

The correlation between Factor C and scores on the I-E Scale 

was -.29. 

Little research has been done studying the relation­

s hip between self-disclosure and locus of control. One 

study involved the administration of Rotter's 1-E Scale and 

Jourard's Self-Disclosure Questionnaire to 80 college stu­

dents (Ryckerman, Sherman, & Burgess, 1973). The results 

offered significant but weak support for the predictions of 

the study (F = 3.70, p < .10): First, it was found that high 

externals tended to disclose less information about them­

selves than internals, regardless of the intimacy levels of 

the information being revealed. On the basis of a maximum 

self-disclosure score of 192, the mean for the externals was 

93.04; the mean for the internals was 107.52. Externals 
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dis closed 48% of all pos sible information about themselves, 

while internals discl ose d 56%. Second, the findings of 

earli er studies were rep licated which indicated that females 

t end t o disclose more information than males, and that sub­

ject s disclose the lea s t amount of information to their 

fa t hers when compa r e d to all other target groups. 

Kaplan (1974) studied the effects of self - instructing 

model , behavi or rehearsal, and internal-external instruc­

t i ons upon sel f- d i s closure. Eighty college females were 

se lected on t he bas is of the I-E Scale and divided into high 

a nd low s co res . Internal instructions, which stressed that 

it was the subject's responsibility to evaluate her own be­

havi or in an interview-like situation, and external instruc­

ti ons, whic h s tated that the experimenter would evaluate 

the s ubj ect's performance, were combined with one of four 

modeli ng conditions: (a) a highly self-disclosing tape­

re corde d model; (b) the same model with additions in the 

t ape in which the model structured her responses with self­

instructions; (c) this same model without self-instructions, 

but with opportunities in the tape for the subject to prac­

tice self-disclosing responses following a booklet with 

questions which she could answer about herself and her 

feelings; and (d) a control group. The results indicated 

that externalizers tended to disclose more than internal­

izers. This finding conflicts with the findings of 
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Rycke rman et al . (1973) . Kaplan also found that internal 

inst ructions tended t o e licit more self-disclosure than 

externa l ins t r uctions , a result which conflicts with her 

f i rs t f i nding. Anothe r result of her study indicated that 

the presence of models tended to facilitate self-disclosure, 

but the mode l-p l u s -rehearsal condition and self-instructing 

model were es pecial ly f acilitative in eliciting self­

discl osure i n area s more threatening to the subject. The 

modeling an d ins t r uctional manipulations tended to have 

differential effect s upon internalizer and e x ternalizers, 

sugg esting tha t re search into behavior modification tech­

niques mus t ta ke into account individual differences. 

However, an ot h er study (Fraum, 1975) suggested that 

i ndividual d iff er e nces (based on sex of the subject, locus 

of control, and volunteer versus nonvolunteer) for preferred 

interpe r s onal distance were not significantly related to the 

amo unt of self-disclosure as a function of interpersonal 

d is t ance during an interview. This study emphasized the 

importance of situational variables rather than individual 

va r iables in producing differences in self-disclosure in 

an interview situation. Clearly, the research is incon­

clusive regarding the relationship of locus of control and 

self-disclosure. 
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St a tement of the Problem 

The three vari ables of self-disclosure, locus of con­

trol, and ego-stre ngth have been identified as personality 

constructs in the literature: Jourard (1964) states that 

s e l f -disclosu re to a significant other is a symptom of per­

so nality healt h and an indication of maximum psychological 

hea lth; Ro tt e r (1966) states that a person lacking ego con­

trol is psychologically maladjusted in that the person lacks 

confidence and the ability to face reality; both Jourard 

and Rotter hyp othesize a curvilinear relationship between 

scores on their respective measures and adjustment. Cattell 

et al. (1970) have identified Factor C as an independent 

persona lity construct and as a measure of emotional sta­

bility and reality orientation. A search of the literature 

revealed that as yet, no research has been undertaken to 

examine the interrelationship of these three variables. 

The current study was designed to test three major null 

hypotheses: 

1. There will be no correlation between the scores 

obtained on: 

(a) locus of control and ego-strength, 

(b) locus of control and self-disclosure, and 

(c) ego-strength and self-disclosure 

by the same subjects. 
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2. The ob t ained coefficient of multiple correlation 

between l ocus of control, ego-strength, and self-disclosure 

wil l equal zero. 

3 . There will be no difference between mean disclosure 

of each ta r get group (Mother, Father, Best Female Friend, 

Bes t Ma le Friend or Spouse, and Clergyman). 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subjects 

Subjects were solicited from freshman psychology 

c lasses on the Denton campus of Texas Woman's University. 

They received bonus points in return for participating in 

the study. One hundred and fifty female undergraduates 

se rved as volunteer participants. The mean age of the 

subjects was 20.07. Subjects met at a reserved classroom, 

we re informed of the study, and then given the opportunity 

t o ask questions and/or decline participation. Before par­

t icipating in the study, subjects signed informed consent 

s tatements which are kept on file in the Psychology Depart­

ment, CFO 714, Texas Woman's University. 

Instruments 

Three questionnaires were administered in randomized 

order to account for order effect. Also, the questionnaires 

were numbered to insure the subjects' anonymity. To assess 

level of self-disclosure, Jourard's Self-Disclosure Ques­

tionnaire (SD-60) (Jourard & Lasakow, 1958) was given. The 

SD-60 consists of 60 items divided into six sections of 10 

items each. The subject indicated on an answer sheet the 

16 
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e xten t to which s he disclosed herself to various target 

pers ons on a thre e -step scale. Possible scores range 

fr om zero to 600. A copy of the SD-60 can be found in 

Append i x B. The SD-60 has been shown to have a split­

ha lf reliability of .94 (Jourard & Lasakow, 1958). 

Panya rd (1971) obtained a split-half reliability coef­

f ic ient of .70 for the SD-60 using a similar group of 

s ubj ects. 

The Internal-External Locus of Control Scale (I-E 

Scale) is a 29-item forced-choice test including six filler 

i tems intended t o make the purpose of the test more ambig­

uous. Possible scores range from zero to 23. The test­

retest reliability coefficients range from .49 to .83 and 

validity coefficients range from .65 to .79 (Rotter, 1966). 

The items measuring ego-strength (Factor C) were 

ex tracted from Form C of the 16PF since this was the factor 

pertinent to this study. These items (4, 21, 38, 55, 72, 

89) are multiple choic~ in which particular choices are 

assi gned weights which make up the Factor C score. The 

range of possible scores are from zero to 12. The test­

retest reliability coefficients range on all source traits 

from .54 to .93 (Cattell et al., 1970). Copies of the I-E 

Scale and the Factor C items can be found in Appendices A 

and C respectively. 
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Procedure 

Volunteer subjects arrived at a reserved classroom at 

an appointed time, informed of the study, and given the 

oppo rtunity to ask questions, sign an informed consent state­

men t , or to decline participation in the study. The three 

quest ionnaires and answer sheets were distributed and each 

one exp lained. Any questions were answered at this time, 

th en the subjects began to fill out the questionnaires. 

Th e time required to complete the questionnaires ranged 

from 45 minutes to an hour. 

The .05 level of significance was used on all data 

analyses. Means, standard deviations, and Pearson product­

moment correlations were obtained on all three variables. 

Using a z-test of Fisher's Z-transformation of r (Glass & 
' 

Stanley, 1970) the three correlation coeffieients were 

tested to determine if they were significantly different 

from zero. A multiple regression equation (Glass & Stanley, 

1970) was obtained; an F-ratio was obtained and tested for 

significance (Kerlinger & Pedhazur, 1973). Disclosure to 

the target groups was analyzed by a one-dimensional analysis 

of variance for repeated measures (Dayton, 1970). 

From pr evious research (Rotter, 1966) using the I-E 

Scale, a mean of 8.42 and standard deviation of 4.06 were 

obtained (n = 605). Lower scores on the I-E Scale comprise 
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the "Inte r nal" end of t he scale; higher scores comprise 

the ' 1Externa l" end of th e scale. Therefore, for purposes 

of the present study, "Internal" was defined as those sub­

ject s having a score fr om zero to 7 inclusive; scores from 

J 3 to 23 incl usive were defined as "External." Means of 

Interna ls and Ext ernals were tested for significance. 

Also , the means of total 1-E scores for Rotter's (1966) 

s ample and this current sample were tested for significance 

usi ng a t wo - samp l e t-test. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

The reader will recall that the purpose of this study 

wa s to de termine the interrelationship between locus of 

cont r ol , ego-strength, and self-disclosure and the extent 

to wh ich self-disclosure scores can be predicted by com­

bining s cores on these other two selected variables. Also, 

this study attempted to corroborate findings of previous 

res earch by analyzing disclosure to various target groups. 

Stat i stics of interest (means and standard deviations) for 

locus of control, ego-strength, and self-disclosure scores 

f or 150 female subjects are shown in Table 1. 

The results of the Pearson product-moment correlation 

between locus of control and ego-strength scores yielded an 

r = -.339. A Fisher's Z-transformation was computed in 

order to determine if the obtained r was significantly dif­

ferent from zero. As shown in Table 2, the computed~= 

-4.284, £< .01. Subsequently, the sub-hypothesis 1. (a) 

that there would be no correlation between locus of control 

and ego-strength scores was rejected. 

Sub-hypothesis 1. (b) which stated that there would be 

no correlation between locus of control and self-disclosure 

20 
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Table 1 

Means and Standard Deviations of Locus of Control, 
Ego - Strength, and Self-Disclosure Scores 

of 150 Female Subjects 

Means 
Standard 

Deviations 

Loc us of Control 

Ego- Strength 

Se lf -Disclosure 

10.880 

7.340 

281.960 

3.518 

2.363 

74.703 

X 

y 

z 

Table 2 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlations between Locus 
of Control, Ego-Strength, and Self-Disclosure 

Scores and Fisher's Z-transformation of r 

X y z Zr z 

Locus of Control -.339 -.045 -.353 -4.284** 

Ego-Strength .201 - . 0 4 S - .546 

Self-Disclosure .201 2.476* 

*p <. 05. 
**p <. 01. 
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scores was retained. It can be seen in Table 2 that the 

Pears on product-moment correlation between these two 

vari abl es resulted in an r = -.045. The Fisher's Z­

transformation of this coefficient (~ = -.546) was non­

signif icant. 

The correlation between ego-strength and self­

disc l osure was r = .201. Again referring to Table 2, 

the Fisher's Z-transformation of this value resulted in 

a z = 2.476, £ ,.OS. Consequently, the sub-hypothesis 

1 . (c) that there would be no correlation between these 

two variables was rejected. 

The multiple prediction equation was computed in 

orde r to estimate self-disclosure scores from a linear 

comb ination of ego-strength and locus of control scores. 

Using raw score formulas, the multiple prediction equation 

was as follows: 
h 
Y = .552Xil + 6.639Xiz + 227.223. 

Thus, the predicted self-disclosure score is obtained by 

substituting the locus of control score and the ego-strength 

score into the formula: 

Predicted self-disclosure score= 
(.552)(1-E score) + (6.639) (Factor C score) + 227.223. 

The multiple correlation coefficient is a special case 

of the Pearson product-moment correlation between actual and 

predicted self-disclosure scores and is a measure of how 
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wel l the best l i near we ighting of locus of control and ego­

s treng th scores predicts or correlites with self-disclosure 

sco res. The obtained coefficient of multiple correlation 

',,•ra..s computed to be . 2 024. 

An F - r atio wa s then obtained in order to determine if 

the mult iple cor r elation coefficient was significantly dif­

fere nt fr om zero. The results yielded an F (2,147) = 3.142, 

£ ~ . OS . Therefore, the second major hypothesis was re­

jec ted. 

Finally, to examine Hypothesis 3, self-disclosure 

~core s were bro ken down into target group means. That is, 

a me an was generated for each target group (Mother, Father, 

Best Female Friend, Best Male Friend, Clergyman), and 

analyz ed by a one-dimensional analysis of variance for 

repeated measure (Dayton, 1970). Table 3 is the summary 

t able for this analysis which indicates that the third 

major hypothesis of no difference between these means was 

rejected at the .001 level. Tukey's Multiple Pair-Wise 

Comparison Procedure (Glass & Stanley, 1970) was used to 

determine which target groups were significantly different. 

As shown in Table 4, the target groups of Mother and Father 

were significantly different (q (5,745) = 8.876, E_<. .005). 

Mother and Best Female Friend were not significantly dif­

ferent (q (5,745) = 1.236), which was also true of Mother 

and Best Male Friend (q (5,745) = 2.803). Also, the means 
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Table 3 

.<.;ummary Table of a One-dimensional Analysis of Variance 
for Repeated Meas ures on the Target Groups 

Sou rce df ss MS F 

Cro11ps 4 443548.000 1108,87. 000 217.744* 

Subjec ts 149 166301. 000 1116.114 

Interac tion 596 303516.000 509.255 

Tota l 749 913365.000 

*p < . 001 
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Table 4 

Tukey's Multiple Pair-Wise Comparison 
Procedure on Target Groups 

Pair- Wise Comparisons 

Mothe r = Father 

Mother = Best Female Fr. 

Mo ther = Best Male Fr. 

Mo ther = Clergyman 

Fa t her= Best Female Fr. 

Fa t her= Best Male Fr. 

Father= Clergyman 

Bes t Female Fr. = 
Be st Male Fr. 

Bes t Female Fr. = Clergyman 

Best Male Fr. = Clergyman 

X.j - X.j* 

24.214 

3.374 

7.647 

65.940 

-20.840 

-16.567 

41.726 

4.273 

62.566 

58.293 

q 

8.876** 

1. 236 

2.803 

24.172** 

-7.639** 

-6.073** 

15.295** 

1.566 

22.935** 

21.368** 

**p <.. 005 (Degrees of freedom: J = 5; v = 745) 
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for Bes t Female Friend and Best Male Friend were not 

sit.nifi cantly different (q (S, 745) = 1. 566). Mean dis­

closure to Mother and Clergyman was significantly dif­

ferent (q (5~745) = 24.172, p_~.005). Mean disclosure 

to Fa the r was significantly different from mean disclosure 

to t he targets of Best Female Friend (q (5,745) = -7.639, 

E ~.0 05 ), Best Male Friend (q (5,745) = -6.073, p_ <.005), 

and. Cle r gyman (q (5,745) = 15. 295, :e_ <. 005). The mean of 

t he target group Best Female Friend was significantly dif­

f erent from Clergyman (q (5,745) = 22.935, :e_<.005); the 

mean of Best Male Friend also differed significantly from 

Cl ergyman (q (5,745) = 21.368, 2_,.00S). 

In summary, the null hypotheses stating that the cor­

relati ons between locus of control and ego-strength and 

between ego-strength and self-disclosure were rejected. 

However, the null hypothesis that the correlation between 

lo cus of control and self-disclosure would equal zero was 

retained. The multiple correlation between the self­

disclosure scores and the linear combination of the locus 

of control and ego-strength scores was significant, thus 

the second major hypothesis was rejected. The hypothesis 

that mean disclosure to each target group would not differ 

was rejected. It was found that Mother, Best Female 

Friend, and Best Male Friend were the preferred targets 
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of dis closure and that Father and Clergyman were the least 

prefer red targets of disclosure. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The results support the findings of Jacobs (1976) who 

f ound a negative relationship between ego-strength and 

i nternal-external locus of control. In the current study, 

s ubjects scoring higher on ego-strength tended to score 

lower on the I-E Scale. Conversely, subjects obtaining 

a low score on ego-strength tended to score high on locus 

of control. 

The correlation coefficient between locus of control 

and self-disclosure was not significant. It was previously 

stated that those subjects scoring from zero to 7 inclusive 

were defined as "Internals" and those subjects scoring from 

13 to 23 inclusive on the I-E Scale were defined as "Exter­

nals." The mean of the Internals was 277.26; the mean of 

the Externals was 271.47. At-test was calculated on these 

means which yielded a nonsignificant t value of .00032. 

Ryckerrnan et al. (1973) found that high externals 

tended to disclose less information about themselves than 

internals. These findings were significant, but weak 

(F = 3.70; E <.10). Even though other personality factors 

have been related to locus of control, it is evident that 
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sel f- disclosure is not related to this variable to any 

large degree. 

It is possible that the population sampled in this 

s tudy is different from those in other studies. Ryckerman 

e t al. (1973) sampled male and female college students. 

Rotter (1966) sampled 605 female undergraduate psychology 

s tudents and obtained a mean of 8.42 (SD= 4.06) on the 

I -E Scale. In this present study, 150 female undergraduate 

psychology students yielded a mean of 10.880 (SD= 3.518), 

s ignificantly above that of Rotter's study (t = 6.56; 

£ <.01). The students in the current sample are largely 

nursing majors and attend Texas Woman's University, a 

previously all-female, and still, by far, a predominantly 

female university. It is possible that the type of female 

who chooses to attend a predominantly female university is 

different in personality structure than the female who 

elects to attend a co-ed university. 

The results indicated a positive relationship between 

ego-strength and self-disclosure scores. A person who 

scores high on ego-strength tends to score high on self­

disclosure; a low score on ego-strength tends to yield a 

low self-disclosure score. 

The mean for Factor C was also slightly higher (X = 

7.340) for this sample than previously reported in the 

literature. In a sample of a similar population, Cattell 
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et a l. (1973) obtained a mean of 6. 2 for 176 female nursing 

students. However, there was no significant difference 

between these two means (t = 1.425). 

The multiple correlation between self-disclosure and 

the two predictor variables was computed to be .2024 which 

a-e co unted for only 4% of the variance in the criterion 

variable. However, R2 was found to be significantly dif­

ferent from zero (F (2,147) = 3.142, E_ <.OS). It can be 

se en from examining the multiple regression equation that 

l ocus of control scores did not contribute to the success­

f ul prediction of self-disclosure to the same degree as 

ego-strength scores. 

In analyzing differences in self-disclosure to the 

various target persons, it was believed that "Mother" and 

"Best Female Friend" would be the preferred targets and 

that "Father" the least preferred target. The study sup­

ported this belief as well as corroborated the findings of 

previous research (Dimond & Munz, 1967; Himelstein & Lubin, 

1966; Jourard, 1964, 1971; Jourard & Lasakow, 1958; Jourard 

& Richman, 1963; Komarovsky, 1974; Rivenbark, 1971; Rycker­

man et al., 1973; West & Zingle, 1969; Woodyard & Hines, 

1973). The means of the target groups indicated that most­

to-least disclosure occurred in the following order: 

(a) Mother; (b) Best Female Friend; (c) Best Male Friend; 

(d) Father; and (e) Clergyman. The analysis of variance 
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in dicated that Best Male Friend was not significantly 

diff erent from Mother and Best Female Friend, a result 

not p reviously found in the literature. Same-sexed 

fri ends are reported as more frequent recipients of self­

dis closure than opposite-sexed friends. Therefore, even . 

though Best Male Friend is the third most preferred target 

o f s elf-disclosure, it is surprising that this group is 

not significantly different from the two more preferred 

tar gets, Mother and Best Female Friend. Komarovsky (1974) 

administered the SD-60 to 62 undergraduate males and found 

that the highest disclosure was to the Best Female Friend. 

In fact, highest disclosure was in areas regarding the 

more intimate and more guarded aspects of the self. Pos­

sibly, the more open and permissive attitudes toward sex 

and the expression of one's sexuality that have been and 

are still evolving account for these findings. 

Limitations 

The population sampled in this study limits the gen­

eralizability of the results, as well as the fact that the 

participants are volunteers. It also must be kept in mind 

that the self-disclosure questionnaire is a self-report 

measure which does not assess actual or observed self­

disclosure. No faking or lying measures were taken as the 
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investigator assumed that all participants answered all 

items as accurately and as honestly as possible. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

Evidently locus of control is not a predictor of self­

disclosure under the conditions of this study and for this 

sample. Consequently, it is suggested that, along with 

Factor C, the relationship of other personality factors 

from the 16PF and self-disclosure be studied. It is pos­

sible that since no research has been done relating the 

16PF and Jourard's SD-60, a more comprehensive study can 

be made in determining how measures of psychological adjust­

ment relate to one's level of self-disclosure. Certainly, 

the 16PF would be a viable instrument to employ in explain­

ing this relationship. 

Also, it is suggested that the relationship between 

I-E scores and observed or actual self-disclosure be exam­

ined. Self-descriptive essays or actual disclosure in a 

dyadic situation could be related to internal-external 

locus of control scores to compare the results with the 

findings of this study. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY 

This study examined the interrelationship between 

self-disclosure, locus of control, and ego-strength and 

sought to determine prediction of self-disclosure from 

scores on these other selected variables. Jourard's Self­

Disclosure Questionnaire, the Internal-External Locus of 

Control Scale, and Factor C items of the 16PF were admin­

istered to 150 female freshman psychology students of Texas 

Woman's University. Self-disclosure was significantly and 

positively related to ego-strength (ryz = . 201; :e_ <.OS); 

the relationship between locus of control and self­

disclosure was low and negative and not significant Crxz = 

-.045); and the relationship between locus of control and 

ego-strength was significant and negative (rxy = -.339; 

:r_<.01). 

Ego-strength scores were found to be successful pre­

dictors of self-disclosure; locus of control scores did 

not contribute to the prediction of self-disclosure. 

"Mother," "Best Female Friend," and "Best Male Friend" 

were the most preferred targets of disclosure; "Father" and 

"Clergyman" were the least preferred targets. 
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Since ego-strength was found to be a successful 

predictor of self-disclosure, it was suggested that the 

rel ationships between other personality factors of the 

16PF and self-disclosure be examined. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE I 



QUESTIONNAIRE I 

The Internal-External Locus of Control Scale 

Instructions 

This is a questionnaire to find out the way in which 

certain important events in our society affect different 

people. Each item consists of a pair of alternatives let­

tered a orb. Please select the one statement of each pair 

(and only one) which you more strongly believe to be the 

case as far as you're concerned. Be sure to select the one 

you actually believe to be more true rather than the one you 

think you should choose or the one you would like to be true. 

This is a measure of personal belief: obviously there are 

no right or wrong answers. 

Your answers to the items on this inventory are to be 

recorded on a separate answer sheet which is loosely in­

serted in the booklet. Remove this answer sheet now. Do 

not put your name on this answer sheet; instead write the 

number you see in the upper right hand corner on the front 

page of the booklet. 

Please answer these items carefully but do not spend 

too much time on any one item. Be sure to find an answer 

for every choice. Find the number of the item on the answer 
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shee t and black-in the space under the number 1 or 2 which 

you choose as the statement more true. 

In some instances you may discover that you believe 

both statements or neither one. In such cases, be sure to 

s elect the one you more strongly believe to be true as far 

a s you're concerned. Also try to respond to each item in­

dependently when making your choice; do not be influenced 

by your previous choices. 

Now you may begin. 

1. a. Children get into trouble because their parents 

punish them too much. 

b. The trouble with most children nowadays is that 

their parents are too easy with them. 

2. a. Many of the unhappy things in people's lives are 

partly due to bad luck. 

b. People's misfortunes result from the mistakes they 

make. 

3. a. One of the major reasons why we have wars is because 

people don't take enough interest in politics. 

b. There will always be wars, no matter how hard people 

try to prevent them. 
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4. a. In the long run people get the respect they deserve 

in this world. 

b. Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes 

unrecognized no matter how hard he tries. 

5 . a. The idea that teachers are unfair to students is 

nonsense. 

b. Most students don't realize the extent to which their 

grades are influenced by accidental happenings. 

6. a. Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective 

leader. 

b. Capable people who fail to become leaders have not 

taken advantage of their opportunities. 

7. a. No matter how hard you try some people just don't 

like you. 

b. People who can't get others to like them don't under­

stand how to get along with others. 

8. a. Heredity plays the major role in determining one's 

personality. 

b. It is one's experiences in life which determine what 

they're like. 

9. a. I have often found that what is going to happen will 

happen. 
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b. Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for 

me as making a decision to take a definite course 

of action. 

1 0. a. In the case of the well prepared student there is 

rarely if ever such a thing as an unfair test. 

b. Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to 

course work that studying is really useless. 

11. a. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck 

has little or nothing to do with it. 

b. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the 

right place at the right time. 

12. a. The average citizen can have an influence in govern­

ment decisions. 

b. This world is run by the few people in power, and 

there is not much the little guy can do about it. 

13. a. When I make pl~ns, I am almost certain that I can 

make them work. 

b. It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because 

many things turn out to be a matter of good or bad 

fortune anyhow. 

14. a. There are certain people who are just no good. 

b. There is some good in everybody. 
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16 . 

17. 

a. 

b. 

a. 

b. 

a. 
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In my case getting what I want has little or nothing 

to do with luck. 

Many times we might just as well decide what to do 

by flipping a coin. 

Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was 

lucky enough to be in the right place first. 

Getting people to do the right thing depends upon 

ability, luck has little or nothing to do with it. 

As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us 

are the victims of forces we can neither understand, 

nor control. 

b. By taking an active part in political and social af­

fairs the people can control world events. 

18. a. Most people don't realize the extent to which their 

lives are controlled by accidental happenings. 

b. There really is no such thing as "luck." 

19. a. One should always be willing to admit mistakes. 

b. It is usually best to cover up one's mistakes. 

20. a. It is hard to know whether or not a person really 

likes you. 

b. How many friends you have depends upon how nice a 

person you are. 
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21. a. In the long run the bad things that happen to us are 

balanced by the good ones. 

b. Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability, 

ignorance, laziness, or all three. 

22. a. With enough effort we can wipe out political cor­

ruption. 

b. It is difficult for people to have much control over 

the things politicians do in office. 

23. a. Sometimes I can't understand how teachers arrive at 

the grades they give. 

b. There is a direct connection between how hard I 

study and the grades I get. 

24. a. A good leader expects people to decide for them­

selves what they should do. 

b. A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their 

jobs are. 

25. a. Many times I feel that I have little influence over 

the things that happen to me. 

b. It is impossible for me to believe that chance or 

luck plays an important role in my life. 

26. a. People are lonely because they don't try to be 

friendly. 
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b. There's not much use in trying too hard to please 

people, if they like you, they like you. 

27. a. There is too much emphasis on athletics in high 

school. 

b. Team sports are an excellent way to build character. 

28. a. What happens to me is my own doing. 

b. Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control 

over the direction my life is taking. 

29. a. Most of the time I can't understand why politicians 

behave the way they do. 

b. In the long run the people are responsible for bad 

government on a national as well as on a local 

level. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE II 

Jourard's Self-Disclosure Questionnaire 

Instructions 

This questionnaire has an answer sheet which has 

columns with the headings "Mother," "Father," "Best Female 

Friend," "Best Male Friend or Spouse," and "Clergyman." 

You are to read each item on the questionnaire, and then 

indicate on the answer sheet the extent that you have 

talked about that item to each person; ·that is, the extent 

to which you have made yourself known to that person. 

Use the following rating scale to describe the extent 

that you have talked about each item. 

0 Have told the other person nothing about this 
aspect of me. 

1 Have talked in general terms about this item. 
The other person has only a general idea about 
this aspect of me. 

2 Have talked in full and complete detail about 
this item to the other person. The other per­
son knows me fully in this respect, and could 
describe me accurately. 

X Have lied or misrepresented myself to the other 
person so that he or she has a false picture of 
me. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE II ANSWER SHEET 

Best Ma le 
Best Female Friend or 

Mother Father Friend Spouse 

A.B.C.D . E.F .. A.B . C.D .E .F A. B.C DEF AB .CD E F 

Clergyman 

A B C D E F 

~ 

°' 
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Questionnaire II 

Category A: Attitudes and Opinions 

1. What I think and feel about religion; my personal re­

l igious views. 

2. My personal opinions and feelings about other religious 

groups than my own, e.g., Protestants, Catholics, Jews, 

atheists. 

3. My views on communism. 

4. My views on the present government--the president, gov­

ernment, policies, etc. 

5. My views on the question of racial integration in 

schools, transportation, etc. 

6. My personal views on drinking. 

7. My personal views on sexual morality--how I feel that 

I and others ought to behave in sexual matters. 

8. My personal standards of beauty and attractiveness in 

women--what I consider to be attractive in a woman. 

9. The things that I regard as desirable for a man to be-­

what I look for in a man. 

10. My feeling about how parents ought to deal with chil­

dren. 
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Category B: Tastes and Interests 

1. My favorite foods, the ways I like food prepared, and 

my food dislikes. 

2. My favorite beverages, and the ones I don't like. 

3. My likes and dislikes in music. 

4. My favorite reading matter. 

5. The kinds of movies that I like to see best; the TV 

shows that are my favorites. 

6. My tastes in clothing. 

7. The style of house, and the kinds of furnishing that 

I like best. 

8. The kind of party, or social gathering that I like 

best, and the kind that would bore me, or that I 

wouldn't enjoy. 

9. My favorite ways of spending spare time, e.g., hunting, 

reading, cards, sports events, parties, dancing, etc. 

10. What I would appreciate most for a present. 

Category C: Work or Studies 

1. What I find to be the worst pressures and strains in 

my work. 

2. What I find to be the most boring and unenjoyable as­

pects of my work. 

3. What I enjoy most, and get the most satisfaction from 

in my present work. 
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4. What I feel are my shortcomings and handicaps that pre­

vent me from getting further ahead in my work. 

5. What I feel are my special strong points and qualifi­

ca tions for my work. 

6. How I feel that my work is appreciated by others (e.g., 

boss, fellow workers, teacher, husband, etc.). 

7. My ambitions and goals in my work. 

8. My feelings about the salary or rewards that I get for 

my work. 

9. How I feel about the choice of career that I have made-­

whether or not I'm satisfied with it. 

10. How I really feel about the people that I work for, or 

work with. 

Category D: Money 

1. How much money I make at my work, or get as an allow­

ance. 

2. Whether or not I owe money; if so, how much. 

3. Whom I owe money to at present; or whom I have borrowed 

from in the past. 

4. Whether or not I have savings, and the amount. 

5. Whether or not others owe me money; the amount, and who 

owes it to me. 

6. Whether or not I gamble; if so, the way I gamble, and 

the extent of it. 
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7. All of my present sources of income--wages, fees, 

all owance, dividends, etc. 

8. My tot a l financial worth, including property, savings, 

bonds, insurance, etc. 

9. My most pressing need for money right now, e.g., out­

s tanding bills, some major purchase that is desired or 

needed. 

10. How I budget my money--the proportion that goes to 

necessities, luxuries, etc. 

Category E: Personality 

1. The aspects of my personality that I dislike, worry 

about, that I regard as a handicap to me. 

2. What feelings, if any, that I have trouble expressing 

or controlling. 

3. The facts of my present sex life--including knowledge 

of how I get sexual gratification; any problems that 

I might have; with whom I have relations, if anybody. 

4. Whether or not I feel that I am attractive to the oppo­

site sex; my problems, if any, about getting favorable 

attention from the opposite sex. 

S. Things in the past or present that I feel ashamed and 

guilty about. 

6. The kinds of things that make me just furious. 

7. What it takes to get me feeling real depressed or blue. 
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8. What it takes to get me real worried, anxious, and 

a f raid. 

9. What it takes to hurt my feelings deeply. 

10. The kinds of things that make me especially proud of 

myself, elated, full of self-esteem or self-respect . . 

Category F: Body 

1. My feelings about the appearance of my face--things I 

don't like, and things that I might like about my face 

and head--nose, eyes, hair, teeth, etc. 

2. How I wish I looked: my ideals foi overall appearance. 

3. My feelings about different parts of my body--legs, 

hips, waist, weight, chest or bust, etc. 

4. Any problems and worries that I had with my appearance 

in the past. 

5. Whether or not I now have any health problems--e.g., 

trouble with sleep, digestion, female complaints, heart 

condition, allergies, headaches, piles, etc. 

6. Whether or not I have any long-range worries or concerns 

about my health, e.g., cancer, ulcers, heart trouble. 

7. My past record of illness and treatment. 

8. Whether or not I now make special effort to keep fit, 

healthy, and attractive, e.g., calisthenics, diet. 

9. My present physical measurements, e.g., height, weight, 

waist, etc. 
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10. My feelings about my adequacy in sexual behavior-­

whether or not I feel able to perform adequately in 

sex- relationships. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE III 

Factor C Items--16PF 

1. When going to bed, I: 

a. drop off to sleep quickly, 

b. in between, 

c. have difficulty falling asleep. 

2. I always have lots of energy at times when I need it. 

a. yes, 

b. in between, 

c. no. 

3. Minor distractions seem: 

a. to irritate me, 

b. in between, 

c. not to bother me at all. 

4. Things go wrong for me: 

a. rarely, 

b. occasionally, 

c. frequently. 

5. I have occasionally had a brief touch of faintness, 

dizziness, or light-headedness for no apparent reason. 
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a. yes, 

b . uncertain, 

c. no. 

6. I am bored: 

a. often, 

b. occasionally, 

c. seldom. 



APPENDIX D 

PERMISSIONS AND APPROVAL 

TO DO RESEARCH 



Name of Investigator: 

Add r ess: 803 Anna 

TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 

Human Research Committee 

· Lou Isaacson 

Date: 

Center: 

3-31-78 

Denton 

Denton, Texas 76201 

De a r Lou Isaacson: 

Your study entitled Se l f-disclosure , ego strength , and locus of control 
among college females 

has been reviewed by a committee of the Human Research Review Committee 

and it appears to meet our requirements in regard to protection of the 

i ndividual's rights. 

Please be reminded that both the University and the Department 

of Health, Education and Welfare regulations require that written 

consents must be obtained from all human subjects in your studies. 

These forms must be kept on file by you. 

Furthermore, should your project change, another review by 

the Committee is required, according to DHEW regulations. 

cc: Graduate Office 
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Sincerely, 

Chairman, Human Research 
Review Committee · 

at Denton 



TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 

DBNTON, TKXAS '781104 

T ns Gn.wt1An ScHOOL 

/ , 

•
• 

; ) 

\ .· 

J~ Blltt 
\ 

P.O. Box 22479, TWU Sunox April 12, 1978 

Mrs. Mary Lucille S. Isaacson 
803 Anna 
Denton, Texas 76201 

Dear Mrs. Isaacson: 

I have received and approved the Prospectus for your re­
search project. Best wishes to you in the research and writing 
of your project. 

PB:dd 

cc: Dr. Iris Amos 
Dr. Paul Thetford 
Graduate Office 
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Sincerely yours, 

~rid~¥ 
Dean of the Graduate School 



The 
University 

-·····--··· --·-· of- ---­
Connecticut 

Mrs. Lou Isaacson 
803 Anna 
Denton , Texas 76201 

Dear Mrs. Isaacson: 

STORRS, CONNECTICU'T 06268 

THE COLLEGE OF 
LIBERAL ARTS AND SCIENCES 

Department of Psychology 

February 20, 1978 

You have my permission to use the I-E Scale 
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