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Previous studies of help-givers have stressed subjects'

perceptions using nine generic problem areas and a list of

100 descriptive adjectives. The present study attempted to

specify major personality variables entering into subjects'

perceptions of adviser, high school counselor, college coun-

selor, counseling psychologist, clinical psychologist, and

psychiatrist. The personality variables of self-disclosure

and risk were studied, as well as a comparison using the 100

descriptive adjectives. The results from 217 female under-

graduate college students indicated that subjects revealed

risky information to help-givers in the same manner that they

tended to self-disclose. Findings also revealed that subjects

tended to differentiate among help-givers in reference to the

extent that they were willing to reveal risky information.

Favorable findings with reference to validity for the Norton

risk scale are discussed, as are discrepancies between descrip-

tions of help-givers in the current study as opposed to

descriptions of the same help-givers in previous studies.
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HOW MUCH DO SELF-DISCLOSERS REVEAL

TO PROFESSIONAL GROUPS?

Whether or not a person will consult a professionally

trained help-giver depends on many variables. Included among

these are such factors as the individual's stereotype of the

help-giver, the individual's inclination to disclose infor-

mation about himself, his expectation that the help-giver can

deal effectively with the problem, and the level of training

of the help-giver. Over the past two decades, a growing body

of research has developed concerning perceptions of help-givers

held by various groups.

Appropriateness of Problems for Counseling

Grant (1954) examined high school students' perceptions

of counselors by comparing their choices of source of help

in the areas of educational planning, vocational planning,

and personal-emotional problems. Students preferred to take

educational or vocational problems to counselors rather than

to other school personnel or to non-school people. However,

the students were more likely to discuss personal-emotional

problems with non-school people. In a similar study, Jenson

(1955) had high school students rank potential sources of

help (parents, counselors, teachers, deans, peers, and other

individuals in the community such as doctors, lawyers, min-

isters, and scout leaders) for six problem areas of adjustment.

1
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Jenson reported that counselors were preferred sources of

help in two of the six problem areas--both areas involving

school or future goals. Parents and counselors were perceived

as about equal sources of help for the other four areas, which

concerned personal problems or decisions. Dunlap (1965) in-

vestigated the appropriateness of counselor performance of

various tasks as perceived by counselor educators, counselors,

high school administrators, parents, and high school seniors.

The tasks, considered as representative of those usually

performed by counselors, included educational, vocational,

and personal counseling; testing and diagnosis; teacher-role

expectancy; administrative-clerical; and professional be-

havior. All groups were in agreement as to perceived appro-

priateness of counselors engaging in educational and vocational

counseling and in testing and diagnosis. Wide differences

were noted with reference to appropriateness of counselor's

involvement with personal counseling. While counselors

themselves felt personal counseling was appropriate, other

groups varied in their agreement, particularly students who

felt personal counseling was inappropriate for counselors.

Warman (1960) studies various campus groups' perceptions

of College Routine, Vocational Choice, and Adjustment to Self

and Others as problems appropriate for discussion with coun-

selors. Surveying a university counseling center's profes-

sional staff, student personnel workers, teaching faculty,

and students before and after counseling, Warman found that
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counselors considered the factor of Vocational Choice most

appropriate for discussion with counselors, followed by Ad-

justment to Self and Others, then College Routine. All other

groups ranked Vocational Choice first, but felt Adjustment

to Self and Others least appropriate for discussion with

counselors. Noting the discrepancies between counselors'

perceptions of their expertise and perceptions of the exper-

tise held by other groups, Warman suggested that counselors

needed to educate various groups concerning other skills

counselors possess.

Resnick and Gelso (1971) replicated Warman's study to

determine if perceptions of counselors had changed during the

ensuing decade. They investigated the same campus groups and

included an additional group of undergraduate psychology

students. While all groups perceived problems associated with

Adjustment to Self and Others as more appropriate than the

decade before, differences among groups still existed. Coun-

selors found Adjustment to Self and Others to be most appro-

priate while the student personnel group ranked this factor

second, after Vocational Choice. All other groups ranked

Adjustment to Self and Others last among the three factors.

Resnick and Gelso (1971) concluded that while there were in-

dications that some gains were made toward educating the

public about counselors' skills, the gains were not very large.

Wilcove and Sharp (1971), using the questionnaire devel-

oped by Warman (1960), sampled parents of students, student
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services' personnel, faculty, counselors, and the general

student body to assess the perceived role of a university

counseling center. Again, counselors perceived Adjustment

to Self and Others as their most appropriate function, followed

by Vocational Choice and College Routine. All other groups

ranked Adjustment to Self and Others as the least appropriate

duty and rated Vocational Choice as the most appropriate role

for counselors.

Gelso, Karl, and O'Connell (1972) attempted to identify

some of the determinants and correlates of the previous stud-

ies (Resnick & Gelso, 1971; Warman, 1960; Wilcove & Sharp,

1971). Using samples of counseling center staff, students

in general, and counseling center clients, Gelso et al.

(1972) administered the questionnaire used by Warman (1960),

adding one item which asked respondents to indicate the ex-

tent to which they were familiar with the counseling center.

In addition, the sample of counseling center clients were

divided into three categories according to the reason for

which they sought counseling--Vocational, College Routine, or

Adjustment. Each group's perception of problems appropriate

for discussion with counselors paralleled previous findings,

i.e., counselors perceived Adjustment problems as most appro-

priate, while students and clients (as a whole) found Adjust-

ment problems least appropriate. Closer examination of the

client sample, however, revealed that clients who came to the

center with Vocational problems perceived Vocational Choice
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as most appropriate for discussion with counselors, those

with reading-study (College Routine) difficulties perceived

the College Routine factor as most appropriate, and those

with emotional-social problems perceived Adjustment problems

as most appropriate. In reference to the relationship be-

tween students' and clients' knowledge of the counseling

center and their perceptions of counselors, the more knowledge

of the counseling center students professed to have, the more

they were in agreement with counselors' perceptions of their

roles. This relationship did not hold for counseling center

clients. Gelso et al. (1972) explained this discrepancy by

asserting that "since client's perceptions of appropriateness

are at least partially due to the kinds of problems for which

they seek help, . . . increased knowledge or information would

not appreciably alter these perceptions" (p. 445).

Perceived Characteristics of Counselors

Taking a different approach to the study of perceptions

of counselors, Strong, Hendel, and Bratton (1971) examined

female college students' perceptions of advisers, counselors,

and psychiatrists. The subjects were asked to indicate how

well each of 100 adjectives described the target "help-givers"

and to indicate how likely they were to discuss nine problem

areas with the target persons. The nine problem areas in-

cluded choice of occupation, difficulty with grades, and

seven items chosen to represent problems related to personal

counseling or therapy. The seven personal problems were
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achieving self-development or fulfillment, gaining insight

into personal strengths and weaknesses, difficult relations

with family, developing more effective ways of handling per-

sonal problems, difficulties in getting along with friends,

uncomfortable feelings and emotions, and problems of sexual

adjustment. Strong et al. (1971) found that counselors were

seen as less poised and impulsive than advisers, and psy-

chiatrists were less friendly, warm,.and polite than coun-

selors. Psychiatrists were viewed as more knowledgeable,

thorough,. and orderly than counselors, as well as more in-

quisitive, intellectual, analytic, persistant, studious, and

decisive than both counselors and advisers. In all, female

students perceived little difference between counselors and

advisers, but did see counselors and advisers as different

from psychiatrists. Female students were more likely to

bring problems of choice of occupation and difficulty with

grades to either adviser or counselor. Problems of achieving

self-development or fulfillment were equally likely to be

brought to any of the three help-givers. More severe or

private personal problems were more likely to be taken to a

psychiatrist than to either an adviser or a counselor. Over-

all, Strong et al. (1971) concluded that "while counselors

may not be too bright or knowledgeable, they are warm, friendly,

and polite people to talk with" (p. 237).

Gelso and Karl (1974) pointed out that the title "coun-

selor" is a generic title, including professionals with a
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wide variety of graduate training and different types of

academic degrees. Thus, Strong et al.'s (1971) findings

might overlook the effects of these differences in how various

counselors are perceived. Gelso and Karl (1974) studied per-

ceptions of both sexes and enlarged the list of help-giver

titles to include adviser, high school counselor, college

counselor, counseling psychologist, clinical psychologist,

and psychiatrist. They found no sex differences, but nu-

merous differences between titles were indicated. In general,

more differences were found among perceptions of adviser,

high school counselor, and college counselor, than between

counseling psychologist, clinical psychologist, or psychia-

trist. Again, psychiatrists were generally favored sources

of help for more serious or private personal problems.

A follow-up study by Gelso, Brooks, and Karl (1975)

examined how university counseling center clients initially

seeking counseling perceived the six professional target

groups used by Gelso and Karl (1974). The clients described

the title of the help-giver using the 100 descriptive ad-

jectives from Strong et al. (1971) and indicated the likeli-

hood of discussing the nine problem topics with the help-giver.

Although clients of both sexes were used in this study, no

sex difference was found. Of the 35 adjectives found to be

significant, all the differences were between high school

counselors and the other five target groups. One adjective,

studious, differentiated counseling psychologist and adviser
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from college counselor, psychiatrist, and clinical psycholo-

gist. While students perceived each of the six groups as

likely sources of help for the two problem topics dealing

with educational or vocational concerns, significant dif-

ferences were found for the seven topics related to personal

difficulties. Counseling psychologists and psychiatrists did

not differ on any of the seven topics. Counseling center

clients were significantly more likely to discuss all of the

seven topics with counseling psychologists or psychiatrists

than with high school counselors. The same pattern, although

not always statistically significant, occurred when comparing

counseling psychologists and psychiatrists with college coun-

selors, clinical psychologists, and advisers. Gelso et al.

(1975) suggested that the population studied, students in the

process of seeking help at a university counseing center, was

the most probable factor that contributed to the heavily

favored perception of counseling psychologists.

Strong et al. (1971) showed that potential clients, at

least undergraduate female psychology majors, seem to have

stereotypes of what various help-givers are like and opinions

about how competent each professional group is to give help

with various problems. Other studies suggest that stereo-

types vary with the population whose perceptions are being

assessed and that the generic title "counselor" is misleading

(Gelso et al., 1975; Gelso & Karl, 1974. Perhaps the general

public differentiates among various help-givers more than it
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was previously thought. Help-givers who are perceived as

having more training and more prestigious credentials may be

stereotyped, at least by some populations, as more similar to

psychiatrists. At least one group (Gelso et al., 1975) re-

ported they would be as likely to discuss personal and more

serious kinds of problems with counseling psychologists as

with psychiatrists. In fact, client-applicants in that

study (Gelso et al., 1975) seemed more disposed to discuss

these problems with counseling psychologists than with clini-

cal psychologists. This finding is the obverse of the trend

noted in Gelso and Karl (1974), which assessed perceptions of

introductory psychology students.

Upon reviewing the literature, two factors are hypothe-

sized to be related to the likelihood of discussing problems

with the various help-givers previously studied. The first

factor involves a personality characteristic, namely, self-

disclosure, which refers to a basic tendency to reveal personal

and/or intimate information about oneself to others. Research

suggests that people tend to differentiate among different

target groups both in past self-disclosing behavior and future

willingness to self-disclose (Jourard, 1964).

The second factor, of particular relevance to the present

study, involves the perceived risk associated with revealing

personal information. People can, and do, assess concerns of

their private and personal lives in terms of the risk asso-

ciated with revealing this information (Norton, Feldman, &
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Tafoya, 1974). If people discriminate among professional

groups, the perceived risk associated with revealing personal

information to these help-givers would appear relevant to this

differentiation. Norton et al. (1974) derived a list of

specific personal secrets scaled in terms of the risk asso-

ciated with revealing each secret. It is suggested that an

individual's willingness to risk revealing specific, secret,

personal information is associated with the general tendency

to self-disclose. In addition, it is hypothesized that an

individual's willingness to risk revealing specific secrets

would vary according to the title of the help-giver.

Self-Disclosure

Self-disclosure is defined as an individual's willing-

ness to reveal personal and/or intimate information about

himself to other people. Several questionnaires have been

developed that purport to measure self-disclosure (Goodstein

& Reineker, 1974). The most-studied self-disclosure scale

(Jourard & Lasakow, 1958) consists of 60 items sorted into

six categories: Attitudes and Opinions, Tastes and Interests,

Work (or Studies), Money, Personality, and Body.

Using a four-point rating scale and a sample of both

white and black college students, Jourard and Lasakow (1958)

obtained a split-half reliability coefficient of .94 for the

Jourard Self-Disclosure 60 (JS-D 60). However, Panyard (1971),

using a similar college student sample, obtained a split-half

reliability of only .70. In attempting to improve the
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reliability of the instrument, Panyard expanded the response

alternatives to a six-point rating scale and obtained a split-

half reliability of .93 and a test-retest reliability of .91

over a five-month interval.

Several methods have been used to assess the validity of

the JS-D 60. Comparing high and low disclosers as reported

on the JS-D 60 with their actual level of disclosure, Taylor

(1968), Krause (1969), as well as Jourard and Resnick (1970)

have shown that dyads of self-reported high disclosers actu-

ally did disclose more than dyads of low disclosers. Using

five essay questions developed from areas tapped by the JS-D

60, Pederson and Breglio (1968) reported that high disclosers

as measured by the JS-D 60 wrote longer and more-disclosing

essays than did low disclosers.

Burhenne and Mirels (1970), however, in a study similar

to that of Pederson and Breglio (1968), reported no correlation

between the JS-D 60 and judges ratings of disclosure on an

essay. Using self-disclosure during interviews as a validation

measure, Vondracek (1969).,as well as Ehrlich and Graeven (1971)

found no correlations with scores on the JS-D 60, while Doster

and Strickland (1971) actually obtained negative correlations

using the same procedure.

Research using Jourard's S-D 60, as well as other methods

of measuring self-disclosure, indicates that while people dis-

close more to those with whom they are close, they are also

willing to self disclose to total strangers (Jourard &
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Landsman, 1960; Rickers-Ovsiankina, 1956; Rickers-Ovsiankina

& Kusmin, 1958).

Subjects who like their parents disclose more to them

than subjects who dislike their parents (Jourard & Lasakow,

1958). Subjects who view their parents as more nurturant

disclose more to them than subjects who view their parents

as less nurturant (Doster & Strickland, 1969).

Several studies indicate that friends of the same sex

are more often reported as the receivers of self-disclosures

than opposite-sex friends (Dimond & Munz, 1967; Himelstein &

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

Jourard & Rickman, 1963; West & Zingle, 1969).

High school and college students of both sexes report

that mothers are their most frequent recipient of self-

disclosure, while married subjects prefer to disclose to their

mates rather than anyone else (Jourard & Lasakow, 1958). The

JS-D 60 thus acts as a measure of self-disclosure relative to

various target groups.

Self-Disclosure and Risk

The general tendency to self-disclose seems related to

an individual's willingness to risk revealing personal infor-

mation. Norton et al. (1974) scaled a list of personal secrets

along the dimension of risk involved in revealing the secrets.

These researchers requested 359 male and female college

students enrolled in interpersonal and group communications

classes to write what each student considered their most
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private secret--the one thing about themselves that they

would be least likely to reveal to anyone. Having gathered

359 risky self-disclosures, a group of trained judges inde-

pendently categorized these secrets. The judges produced 17

categories, or themes.

A stratified random sample consisting of 15% of the

items from each of the 17 categories provided a sample of 49

secrets. This sample of 49 secrets was rated by 190 under-

graduate students in beginning speech-communication and group

communication classes as to the perceived level of risk as-

sociated with someone else revealing each secret. From these

ratings, Z-scores were computed to provide a distribution of

degrees of risk. The distribution of Z-scores ranged from

2.53 for the risk associated with the secret "I have had

incestuous relations with a member of my family," to -2.37

for "I like to put ketchup on most of my food, including eggs

and potatoes."

Rationale and Hypotheses

The present research attempts to determine the level of

risk subjects associate with revealing certain information

to various target help-givers and whether this perception of

risk is associated with a person's overall willingness to

self-disclose. The JS-D 60 was used to divide subjects into

high and low disclosers prior to administering the risk

scale (Norton et al., 1974). The six target groups were the

same as those previously studied (Gelso et al., 1975; Gelso



14

& Karl, 1974): adviser, high school counselor, college coun-

selor, counseling psychologist, clinical psychologist, and

psychiatrist.

The following hypotheses were tested.

1. High and low disclosers differ in their perceptions

of risk associated with revealing specific secret information

to help-givers.

2. Subjects' willingness to reveal risky secret infor-

mation vary according to the target professional group, i.e.

adviser, high school counselor, college counselor, counseling

psychologist, clinical psychologist, or psychiatrist.

3. High and low disclosers differ in their perceptions

of the personal characteristics of adviser, high school coun-

selor, college counselor, counseling psychologist, clinical

psychologist, or psychiatrist.

Method

This study employed a two-factor design (self-disclosure

X help-giver titles). Two levels of self-disclosure, high

and low, were subsumed under each of six help-giver titles:

adviser, high school counselor, college counselor, counseling

psychologist, clinical psychologist, and psychiatrist.

Subjects

The initial sample consisted of 270 female volunteers,

of which 254 (94.07%) were obtained through three under-

graduate classes at Texas Women's University. The remaining

16 (5.93%) subjects were obtained from the North Texas State

University (NTSU) Psychology Department's research pool.
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Biographical data for all subjects indicated that 148

(54.81%) listed their major as nursing. Education students

comprised 28 (10.37%) of the sample, and 12 (4.44%) subjects

were in psychology programs. The remaining 82 (30.38%)

members of the experimental group were scattered in small

numbers among a variety of academic programs.

Freshman comprised 191 (70.74%) subjects, 44 (16.30%)

were Sophomores, 19 (7.04%) were Juniors, and Seniors ac-

counted for 11 (4.07%). The remaining five members of the

sample indicated they either were graduate students or listed

no classification datum. Average age for the sample was

19.12 years and the standard deviation was 5.83 years.

A breakdown of ethnic origins revealed that 20 (7.41%)

subjects were Mexican-Americans, 49 (18.15%) were Black-

Americans, 187 (69.26%) were White-Americans, and two (1.11%)

were Oriental-Americans. Of the remaining 12 (4.44%) students,

three listed themselves as Other-Americans, four as foreign

students, and five did not answer this item.

Grade-point averages reported by the subjects indicated

that 81.86% had GPA's of 2.00 (C) or higher. GPA's were not

reported by 37 (13.70%) of the subjects in the sample.

Of the 270 subjects who completed Session I, 217 went on

to complete Session II. The remaining 53 (19.62%) subjects

either were not available or chose not to complete Session II.

Of the subjects who completed both sessions, 206 (94.93%)

were from the three undergraduate classes at Texas Women's
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University, and 11 (5.07%) were from the NTSU Psychology

Department's research pool.

Majors, classifications, ethnic groupings, and grade-

point averages remained at approximately the same percentages

in Session II as they were in Session I. The mean and stan-

dard deviation for age in Session II was exactly the same as

in Session I.

Measures

Biographical data. A short, one-page questionnaire re-

quested demographic data such as age, sex, classification,

ethnic status, name, address, telephone number, and the ex-

tent of their previous experience with any of the six pro-

fessional help-givers listed in this study (see Appendix A).

Jourard Self-Disclosure 60. The JS-D is a 60-item

scale designed to assess the future willingness or past habit

of self-disclosure of private, personal information (Jourard,

1964). In order to assure reliability for the JS-D 60, the

six-point rating scale developed by Panyard (1971) was used.

The six-point scale read: 1 = have lied or misrepresented

myself, 2 = have disclosed nothing about this aspect of my-

self, 3 = have talked very little about this area, 4 = have

talked in general terms about this aspect of myself, 5 = have

disclosed quite a bit about this area, 6 = have disclosed

fully on this topic. Scores could range from 240 to 1,440.

The total score is the sum of the subject's ratings of the ex-

tent to which they had talked with each target person about

each item in each category.
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Norton risk scale. The Norton risk scale is a 49-item

scale consisting of personal secrets rated according to the

perceived risk associated with their disclosure (Norton et

al., 1974). The secrets were arranged in random order and

the subjects indicated whether or not they felt a person

seeing a specific help-giver should discuss each secret with

the help-giver by checking "yes" or "no." The standard score

value associated with each of the secrets checked "yes" was

summed to obtain the risk score for each subject. A constant

of 3 was added to the standard scores to eliminate negative

numbers. The modified scoring procedure resulted in a pos-

sible range from 0.00 to 146.49 (see Appendix B for scale and

risk value associated with each item).

Adjective checklist. A list of 100 adjectives was used

(Gelso et al.,, 1975; Gelso & Karl, 1974; Strong et al., 1971)

to describe the target help-givers. Subjects rated each ad-

jective on a five-point scale where 1 = not at all descrip-

tive, 2 = slightly descriptive, 3 = moderately descriptive,

4 = descriptive, and 5 = very descriptive. Means and stan-

dard deviations were computed for each adjective.

Procedure

The project was carried out in two sessions. In Session

I, subjects in groups were requested to fill out the demo-

graphic data sheet and the JS-D 60. Subjects were asked to

rate four target people using a six-point rating scale (see

Appendix C for complete instructions).
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The JS-D 60 was scored by summing all ratings over all

disclosure targets for each subject. The distribution of

scores was divided at the median. Subjects scoring above the

median were considered high disclosers and subjects below the

median were considered low disclosers. The high and low dis-

closers were then randomly assigned to one of six groups.

After determining the high and low self-disclosers, 217

subjects agreed to participate in Session II. The experimenter

asked the subjects to complete the Norton Risk Scale Checklist

and the list of 100 adjectives. The Risk Scale and the list

of adjectives were arranged so that one out of every six con-

tained the title counseling psychologist, psychiatrist, ad-

viser, high school counselor, college counselor, or clinical

psychologist. Thus, each subject completed the checklist of

secrets and the 100 adjectives with reference to a different

professional group (between-subjects design). For the Risk

scale, subjects were asked if they felt someone else should

reveal each item to a specific help-giver (see Appendix B for

scale and complete instructions).

The subjects then described their target help-giver by

indicating how well each of the 100 adjectives described the

help-giver (see Appendix D for complete instructions).

Results

Sel f-Di closure

Table 1 shown in Appendix E presents the means and stan-

dard deviations for each help-giver title and level of self-

disclosure for the JS-D 60. The 217 subjects obtained a mean
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of 997.29 with a standard deviation of 158.02. Results of

the two-way analysis of variance (self-disclosure X pro-

fessional group) computed on the self-disclosure scores are

summarized in Table 2, Appendix F. There was a highly

significant difference (p(4 .0001) between the means of the

high and low disclosers, 1123.81 and 871.93 respectively.

No difference was found among professional groups nor was

there any interaction effect. The experimental subjects

were differentiated in terms of self-disclosure, and the

assignment of those subjects among the six help-giver titles

was successfully randomized.

Risk Scores

Table 3, Appendix G, presents the means and standard de-

viations for each help-giver title and disclosure level for

the Risk Checklist. A mean of 84.16 with a standard deviation

of 39.88 was observed on the Risk Checklist for the entire

sample.

Results of the two-way analysis of variance of the Risk

scores (self-disclosure X professional group) are summarized

in Table 4, Appendix H. There was a significant difference

(P < .05) between the Risk score means of the high and low

disclosers, 88.45 and 79.92 respectively. High self-disclosing

subjects tended to take greater risk in disclosing secret

information about themselves than did low self-disclosing

subjects. A significant main effect (p < .0001) was also

obtained for the six help-giver titles, indicating that
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subjects tended to risk disclosing secret information dif-

ferentially among the six kinds of help-givers. The Duncan

multiple-range test was used to test for differences between

all possible pairs of professional titles.

Results of the range test indicated that subjects were

willing to risk disclosing more intimate information to

clinical psychologists and psychiatrists than to advisers,

high school counselors, or college counselors (p < .01).

Counseling psychologists paralleled clinical psychologists

and psychiatrists with the exception of the comparison be-

tween counseling psychologists and college counselors, which

attained the p < .05 level of significance.

No interaction effect was observed between levels of

self-disclosure and help-giver titles on the risk variable.

Descriptive Adjectives

A two-way analysis of variance (self-disclosure X pro-

fessional group) was computed on each of the 100 adjectives

used to describe the six professional help-givers.

Significant main effects of self-disclosure were observed

on five of the adjectives, which were intellectual, clever,

knowledgeable, calm, and controlled (pj< .05). Significant

main effects of professional title were observed on seven of

the descriptive adjectives (p < .05). These adjectives were

outgoing, patient, persistent, curious, tolerant, blunt, and

analytic. Significant interaction effects were observed on

the four adjectives serious, depressed, reserved, and calm
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(p 4 .05). Frequencies of significant differences for main

and interaction effects were no greater than were expected

by chance (Sakoda, Cohen, & Beall, 1954). This indicated

that similarities and differences in perception of the char-

acteristics of the six help-giver titles did not depend on a

subject's willingness to self-disclose or the target help-

giver they were describing.

Previous Professional Contacts

Frequencies were computed on questions asked of the

subjects regarding their previous experience with help-givers.

First, subjects were asked if they had professionally con-

sulted, either in high school or in college, any of the six

professionals listed in this study. If the answer was af-

firmative to either question, the subjects were then asked if

the nature of the consultation was an educational-vocational

matter, a personal-social matter, or both.

Of the 217 females, 115 (52.90%) acknowledged having

prior experience with at least one of the professionals while

they were attending college. The remaining 102 (47.10%)

subjects reported they had no previous experience with a pro-

fessional help-giver while in college. Of those subjects who

reported having had experience with professional help-givers

while in college, 90 (78.30%) said it was primarily for edu-

cational concerns, eight (6.90%) said it was for personal

problems, and 17 (14.80%) stated that it was for both personal

and educational reasons.
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Only 30 (13.83%) females reported they had not seen any

of the six professional help-givers while either in high

school or in college.

Discussion

The study provided support for the validity of the risk

scale devised by Norton et al. (1975). Subjects' tendency to

reveal more risky, private information was functionally related

to their general tendency to self-disclose. High disclosers

apparently risked revealing more to the six help-givers studied

than did low disclosers.

Regardless of level of self-disclosure, some professionals

were entrusted with secret, personal information more than

others. Overall, subjects in the present study tended to risk

revealing more intimate information about themselves to psy-

chiatrists, clinical psychologists, and counseling psycholo-

gists, than to college counselors, high school counselors,

and advisers. These findings lend support to Hypothesis 2

and generally parallel the results of Gelso and Karl (1974),

whose subjects rated how willing they would be to discuss

nine generic problem areas with help-givers.

Subjects in the present study reported on whether or not

they thought a person, other than themselves, should report

specific information of known risk intensity, to help-givers.

However, the present study differed from that of Gelso and

Karl (1974) in two ways. First, Gelso and Karl (1974) had

subjects report the likelihood that the subjects themselves
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would discuss generic problem topics with help-givers. Second,

the risk scale used in the present investigation took into

account the intensity of the risk associated with the material

revealed to help-givers. While the risk intensity of the

general problem topics used by Gelso and Karl (1974) was not

known, this factor might be meaningful in explaining their

results. Subjects in the study of Gelso and Karl (1974) did

not differentiate among help-givers if the topics in question

involved educational-vocational counseling or choice of occu-

pation. They did differentiate on the seven other topics

which involved personal-social concerns. Possibly, subjects

associate little personal risk in disclosing about educational

and occupational concerns but considerable risk when the topic

involves personal and emotional problems. The risk scale used

in the present study sampled from seventeen problem categories,

but none of the categories involved secrets with occupational

or educational themes (Norton et al., 1975). Further research

should investigate the risk intensity of revealing particular

problems. How are problems of known risk related to the

various target professional help-givers that persons seek out

for consultation?

High and low disclosers did not differentially perceive

professional help-givers. The current study found no more

differences in the perceptions of the personal characteris-

tics of the six help-givers than would be expected by chance

(Sakoda et al., 1954). The failure to confirm Hypothesis 3
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is interesting in light of previous research (Gelso et al.,

1975; Gelso & Karl, 1974; Strong et al., 1971).

Using a sample of female college undergraduates in an

introductory psychology course, Strong et al. (1971) ob-

tained significant differences for 41 of the 100 descriptive

adjectives. However, their subjects only rated the titles

adviser, counselor, and psychiatrist. Gelso and Karl (1974)

reported 18 differences among the 100 adjectives using intro-

ductory students of both sexes and the same six titles that

were used in the current study. Gelso et al. (1975) found

35 differences among students who were applying for services

in a university counseling center. Neither Gelso et al.

(1975) nor Gelso and Karl (1974) found any sex differences.

Apparently, the subjects in the present study viewed all help-

givers uniformly. The subjects were enrolled in a medium-

sized Southwestern university which, until recently, had an

all-female student body. Gelso and Karl (1974) suggested

that regional differences might account for inconsistent

findings. One manifestation of such differences might be in

the degree of sophistication between subject-samples with

regard to interpersonal perceptions. In the present study,

failure to find differences on the 100 adjectives suggested

that students in the Midwest and Eastern regions of the

country differ from their Southwestern counterparts in their

perceptions of the personal characteristics of the six psy-

chological help-givers. In the Midwest, counselors may not
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be too bright and knowledgeable, but they are warm, friendly,

and polite people to talk with (Strong et al., 1971). In the

East, (Gelso et al., 1975; Gelso & Karl, 1974) all the coun-

seling specialists are not seen just as "nice guys." But in

the Southwest our results suggested that no single help-giver

group was perceived as any more or any less bright, know-

ledgeable, warm, friendly, or polite.

The present findings would suggest that regional dif-

ferences in the interpersonal perception of help-givers'

characteristics are more influential than previously thought.

This would advise caution in the generalization of the descrip-

tion of the characteristics of help-givers.

It should be noted that over three-fourths of the sub-

jects in the current research had previous experience with at

least one of the six help-givers while in high school, and

that 53% had seen at least one of the help-givers subsequent

to enrolling in college. Only 30 (13.83%) subjects had not

seen a help-giver either in high school or in college. Data

were not gathered on which of the specific help-givers the

subjects had consulted, it could not be determined what im-

pact this factor had on the failure to find more than chance

differences in the perceived characteristics of the various

professional groups. Previous studies (Gelso et al., 1975;

Gelso & Karl, 1974; Strong et al., 1971) did not attempt to

assess this variable. Prior experience with various pro-

fessionals and the role this variable plays in the perceptions
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of various help-givers should be explored further. In

addition, the recency of prior contact as well as the sub-

ject's satisfaction with the service provided by the specific

help-giver should be considered.

Overall, the conflicting results of the present study

suggested caution in generalizing descriptions of help-givers

from one geographical region to another. Descriptions of

help-givers may vary not only among regions but also among

age groups, sexes, and various other segments of the popu-

lation. Additional research is needed to clarify the accuracy

of the help-giver stereotypes.
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Appendix A

Biographical Information

Name:

Address:

Phone:

SS Number:

Street

City State Zip

Area Number

Age:

School: NTSU
(Circle
one) TWU

Other

Major

Sex: Male

Female

Classification: Freshman Junior

Sophomore Senior

Ethnic Status: Mexican-American Oriental-American

Black-American Other-American

White-American

Estimate of College Grade-Point Average:

Have you ever talked to a psychiatrist, clinical psy-

chologist, college counselor, counseling psychologist, high

school counselor, or adviser while in high school?

YES NO
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Appendix A--Continued

If yes, was is concerning something which was:

1. Primarily an educational-vocational matter.

2. Primarily a personal-social matter.

3. Both 1 and 2.

Have you ever talked to a psychiatrist, clinical psy-

chologist, college counselor, counseling psychologist, high

school counselor, or advisor while in college?

YES NO

If yes, was it concerning something which was:

1. Primarily an educational-vocational matter.

2. Primarily a personal-social matter.

3. Both 1 and 2.
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Appendix B

Attitudes Toward Self-Revelation

Name: S Number:

Each of the 49 items below is an example of personal infor-
mation. What I wish to know is your attitude about someone
else revealing these items to the professional help-giver
listed in the upper right-hand corner. Let's imagine that
someone else, another person, is consulting professionally
with the help-giver listed above, Please indicate whether
or not you think this person should report each of the items
below to the above help-giver. If you think the person should
tell the helpgiver about an item, place a check-mark in the
"YES" column. If you think the person should not report any
item, place a check-mark in the "NO" column. Are there any
questions?

Be sure to answer every item, but do not spend too much
time on any one item. I am primarily interested in your
first and most immediate impressions.

YES NO

2.71 1. 1 have a secret desire to become a benevolent
dictator and reorganize the world--hopefully
making it a better place to live in.

4.05 2. I am constantly toying with the idea of kil-
ling myself. Being faced with what I con-
sider a fairly worthless life, it will
probably be only a matter of time until I
take steps to end it, either by killing my-
self, or living a vegetable-like existence
a 1 on e.

4.46 3. I have V.D.

2.05 4. 1 am on the pill.

1.39 5. I am deathly afraid of needles. In fact, I
faint every time I get a shot. Even seeing
one makes my stomach turn somersaults.

2.48 6. I have a great fear of never being really
happy with my life. I'm afraid I'll mess up
and end up lonely and unhappy when I get
older.

7. I smoke dope..93_
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Appendix B--'

YES NO

1.99

2.90

3.25

1.85

1.53

3.72

2.24

3.01

2.62

3.96

1.72

3.20

3.12

.63

3.00

2.02

2.98

Continued

8. I'm worried about the size of my chest.

9. I don't like my family life or the way I look.

10. I don't have any good friends.

11. Some day I will do something good for the
world, but I don't know if I can fulfill
that destiny. I think people are expecting
it of me.

12. I am thirty pounds overweight.

13. I've had an abortion.

14. Sometimes I feel utterly insignificant and
out of all the action.

15. My father is an alcoholic.

16. Sex is a drag.

17. I stole half of my books from the bookstore.

18. I went over to a boy's dorm room to meet him
and as it turned out his girl friend was there.

19. I have feelings of inability to reach sexual
satisfaction.

20. I often feel hatred toward my mother because
she expects too much and I cannot live up to
her expectations. I put the blame for my
hatred on her and I guess this isn't right.

21. I like to put ketchup on most of my food,
including eggs and potatoes.

22. Although I pretend to be outgoing, I'm really
insecure and wonder if I'm adequate.

23. I am really bored with my social life.

24. When I dislike someone I usually do not give
them a second chance to prove me wrong.

25. I am a shy person but I put on an act so no
one will know.

2.57 1
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YES NO

3.90 26. A friend took a final exam for me.

3.60 27. I'm highly unstable and insecure, but I hide
this well and people come to me with their
own problems expecting! help because they con-
sider me solid. I don't feel competent to
aid them and yet to tell them this would
lower my mask and perhaps scare them away
permanently. Therefore, I feel I "help"
when I shouldn't and perhaps compound the
probl ems.

3.33 28. I sometimes get jealous of my best friend and
get hateful.

4.29 29. I once jacked off in the grad reading room
of the library.

1.93 30. I have trouble carrying on a conversation.
Many times I can't think of anything to say.

4.71 31. I have been in a mental institution.

2.86 32. I freaked out on an acid trip last month.
It was the scariest experience of my life.

5.53 33. 1 have had incestuous relations with a member

of my family.

2.73 34. I unconsciously psychoanalyze people con-
stantly--everything they do and say.

2.71 35. I went with a girl for 4 years and never had
sexual relations with her.

3.75 36. My girl friend wrote me yesterday and told me
that she thinks she's going to have a baby.

4.43 37. I masturbate almost every night.

4.29 38. I deal and take speed. In effect, I am a
speed freak.

2.71 39. I carry a badge.

2.99 40. I have a feeling that people think I am a
fake, that I try to be something that I am
not.
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YES NO

2.11 41.

3.44 42.

2.16 43.

4.37 44.

2.84 45.

3.38 46.

1.86 47.

2.82 48.

4.37 49.

I'm lost and lonely at this university.

I know most of my best friends hate me but
I don't want anybody to know that.

I can't think of anything that- I would feel
comfortable enough to divulge even though
our statements are anonymous.

I'm not gay. I think being gay messes people
over entirely. I think it is unnatural,
wrong, and unhappy. I have homosexual ten-
dencies. I desire both sexes.

I often have the feeling that people are
talking about me in a derogatory way.

I can't enjoy sex always. I'll kind of en-
joy it up to a certain point and after that
it just leaves me cold, and I can't get into
it at all. I feel abnormal. I feel like I'm
missing out.

I am still pining (longing) for my old high
school girl friend.

I'm quite egocentric therefore things offend
me quickly. It's hard for me to look at
anything, event (etc.) without my personal
b i a s.

I like to think I'm a peaceful person and
against killing, but to do so I feel I'd
have to kill someone, consequently, I some-
times feel I have to, (want to) kill another
person.

3,2
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Appendix C

JS-D 60 Instructions

This questionnaire has columns with the headings "Mother,"

"Father," "Male Friend," and "Female Friend." You are to

read each item on the questionnaire and then indicate in the

appropriate column 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.

1 = have lied or misrepresented myself, 2 = have disclosed

nothing about this aspect of myself, 3 = have talked very

little about this area, 4 = have talked in general terms

about this aspect of myself, 5 = have disclosed quite a bit

about this area, 6 have disclosed fully on this topic. Are

there any questions?
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Appendix D

Adjective Checklist Instructions

In the upper right-hand corner of this page is the name of a

help-giver. Below are 100 words that may describe this help-

giver. Read each word and decide how well you think it

describes the help-giver. Here is the scale to use: 1 = not

at all descriptive, 2 = slightly descriptive, 3 = moderately

descriptive, 4 = descriptive, 5 = very descriptive. Each of

the 100 words in the list is numbered starting with number 8

and ending with number 107. Look at the IBM answer sheet.

Each number five blanks. The blanks are numbered 1 through

5. Look at the first word on the list. If you think that

word is "not at all descriptive" mark space 1; if you think

the word is "slightly descriptive" mark space 2, and so on.

Start with number 8 on your answer sheet.
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Appendix E

Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations

for JS-D 60 Scores

Sel f-Disclosure

High Low Total

Advi sor

High School
Counselor

College
Counselor

Counseling
Psychologist

Clinical
Psychologist

Psychiatrist

Total

N
IT

SD

N
IT

N
IT

SD

N
IT

SD

N
IT

S D

N
mI

S D

N
S

S D

17
1107.41

99.25

18
1114.83

82.66

16
1092.88

99.99

18
1131 .94

79.68

15
1123.27

87.18

24
1157.04

81.89

108
1123.81

88.67

16
867.56
89.33

14
882.71
109.52

19
874.16

90.79

19
845.68
137.30

26
877.08
91. 02

14
888.0
92.75

109
871 .93
101 .41

33
991 .12
153.24

32
1013.28
149.88

35
874.14
144.80

37
984.95
182.93

41
967.15
149.17

39
1053.56

157.52

217
997.29
158.02
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Appendix F

Table 2

Summary of Analysis of Variance of

JS-D 60 Scores

Source SS df mSF

Self-Disclosure 3250083.04 1 3250083.04 353.80*

Titles 35163.04 5 7032.61 .77

Self-Disclosure 27001.73 5 5400.35 .59
X Titles

Within 1883200.48 205 9186.34

*pk< .0001
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Appendix G

Table 3

Means and Standard Deviations for

Risk Scale Checklist Scores

Self-Di closure

High Low Total

Advisor

High School
Counselor

College
Counselor

Counseling
Psychologist

Clinical
Psychologist

Psychiatrist

Total

N
IT
SD

N
IT
SD

N
IT

SD

N
IT

S D

N
mI
SD

N
IT
SD

N
SD

SD_

17
78.93
28.24

18
63.22
33.48

16
62.78
37.72

18
107.83
38.72

15
111.27
27.99

24
102.44
42.74

108
88.45
40.38

16
64.36
41.03

14
50.55
29.29

19
69.67
36.63

19
79.83
35.97

26
99.14
36.99

15
103.71
27.89

109
79.92
39.09

33
71.86
35.25

32
57.68
31 .90

35
66.52
36.75

37
93.45
39.45

41
103.58

34.12

39
102.
37.

92
32

217
84.16
39.88
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Appendix H

Table 4

Summary of Analysis of Variance of

Risk Scale Checklist Scores

Source SS df MS F

Self-Disclosure 5115.61 1 5115.61 4.02*

Titles 73769.85 5 14753.97 11.60**

Self-Disclosure 6735.24 5 1347.05 1.06
X Titles

Within 260633.93 205 1271.39

*11< .05
* .0001
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