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ABSTRACT 

Pre-sentence evaluations are commonly prepared by court 

clinics to assist the court in sentencing dispositions and plans for 

treatment of offenders. There is no standard policy in effect for 

advising a defendant of his legal rights prior to evaluation by a 

mental health professional for purposes of a pre-sentence report. 

The aim of this study was to gain a better understanding of 

the effects that different types of briefing or warning statement~ may 

have upon clients in a court clinic. The present study systematically 

investigated two factors in briefings given before a pre-sentence 

evaluation. The first factor was the nonverbal communication of 

the person giving the briefing. The effects of these briefing 

manipulations we!e assessed in terms of client behavior and mental 

health evaluator's impressions of the client. Specifically, these 

dependent variables were measure by MMPI scales L, K. and Pd, an 

Evaluation Rating Scale, a Briefing Questionnaire, a Psychopathology' 

Rating Scale, and a Nonverbal Behavior Record Form. A set of 

hypotheses was forwarded which predicted that these behavioral 

indices would vary as a result of changes in briefing procedure. 

Contrary to predictions, results indicated that the briefing procedures 

hadno significant effect upon any of the measures of clients' 

behavior. While questionnaire data indicated that subjects were 
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affected by the type of briefing immediately after the briefing 

was given, it appears that these effects were of very short 

duration. These findings are discussed with regard to the methodology 

of the present study and with regard to previous research concerned 

with Miranda warnings. 
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CHAPTE~ 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Based on the experience of a pilot court clinic in the early 

1950's, other court clinics across the country have adopted the 

practice of performing pre-sentence psychological evaluations to aid 

the court in sentencing decisions. The evaluation process involves 

requesting that the client disclose information about himself which 

may have an effect on the sentencing disposition. Miranda warnings 

(Miranda v. Arizona, 1966) have been adopted nationally to advise 

the arrested individual of his or her rights prior to questioning 

by legal authorities. There is no standard policy in effect for 

advising the defendant of his rights prior to evaluation by a 

mental health professional for purposes of a pre-sentence report. 

The type of briefing given to the client prior to evaluation depends 

upon the policy of the clinic or the preference of the evaluator. 

The purpose of this paper is: (a) to review pertinent literature; 

(b) to describe an experiment in which briefings given in a court 

clinic were systematically varied in order to assess the effects 

of briefing upon client behavior and the evaluator's impressions 

of the client. 

Psychology and Law 

As early as 1933, Allport included law, the political order, 

the family and sex roles in his analysis of social institutions 

1 
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(Allport, 1933). Public awareness of crime and disorder as social 

issues increased in the 1960's (Wilson, 1971). Interest in the combined 

study of psychology and law accelerated in the 1970's, with a marked 

upsurge in activity after 1976. 

Major publications in recent years on the topic of psychology 

and law include: Psychology and the Law (Bermant, Nemeth and Vidmar, 1976); 

Juvenile's waiver or rights, legal and psychological competence (Grisso, 

1981 in Sales (Ed.) Perspectives in Law and Psychology, Vol. III); 

Social-Psychological analysis of legal processes (Konecni and Ebbeson, 

1980); New Directions in Psychological Research (Lipsitt and Sales, 

1979); Social Psychology in Court (Saks and Hastie,1978); Perspectives 

in Law and Psychology, Vol. I; The Criminal Justice System (Sales, 

1977a); Psychology in the Legal Process (Sales, 1977b); Perspectives 

in Psychology and Law Vo1.II; The trial process (Sales, 1981); Law 

Justice and the Individual in Society: Psychological and Legal Issues 

(Tapp and Levine, 1977); Psychology of.Crime and Criminal Justice 

(Toch, 1979); Mental Health Law (Wexler, 1981 in Sales (Ed.) Perspectives 

in Law and Psychology, Vol. IV). 

Based on a thorough review of literature, Tapp (1980) explicated 

trends in psychological studies; 

"A listing by substantive area of the contents ... reveals a 
preponderance of activity and interest in the criminal justice 
system ... Topics and problems of the judicial process, particularly 
jury selection and deliberation are second, Of equal note, however 
is the concentrated interest in the criminal over the civil 
trial •.. researchers at the psychology-law interface are least 
engaged in studying the legal socialization process" (p.170). 
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Tapp (1980) noted, "of the many who have actively mapped the terrain 

of psychology and law in the past several years, •.. all view it as a 

vast, exciting and expanding field with diffuse and sprawling boundaries" 

(p .172) . 

Tapp's (1980) critique of the field specified four current 

problems which are summarized below. 

1. "The Overcriminalization of Psychology." An overemphasis 

on crime may "lead to a simplification of the problem and the ignoring 

of the fact that the law itself is a complex institution that involves 

social issues broader than crime, deviancy and social control" (p.173). 

2. "The Seduction of One's Day in Court." There is a 

disproportionate emphasis on the study of courtroom procedures to 

the neglect of plea bargaining. Only a small percentage of cases 

actually go to trial (e.g. 8.4% of federally filed cases in 1973 

reached trial). 

3. "The Myth of Mockery. Jury Research as a Case in Point." 

Simulated experiments, such as those that use college students in 

mock jury trials, may not produce results which can be accurately 

generalized to real-life situations. Tapp acknowledges that the 

problem of making inferences from laboratory research is not a new 

one, and proposes a remedy in"the decision to work closely with legal 

professionals in selecting research questions and formulating 

designs that guarantee relevance and reality to the law" (p.178). 

4 "The Myth of Law as Front." An association between 

psychology and law "should not require the loss of identity or 
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absorbtion of psychology into the models and modes of the law in the 

hope of demonstration relevance or discovering theory" (pp.179-180). 

Tapp (1980) contends that the points listed above may be • 

indicative of two issues which are more basic, The first of these is a 

trend in social sciences research toward overemphasis on technological 

advance to the neglect of theoretical underpinnings. The second issue 

is an "identity crisis for social issues" which entails overconcern 

for intrapersonal processes, and a failure to devote sufficient attention 

to ecological factors. 

Psychology and law may be emerging from an initial stage 

characterized by "enormous diversity, disparate interests, a paralyzing 

variety of concepts, and an extraordinary promise" (Tapp, 1980,p.185). 

As a new phase of development begins, Tapp (1980) advises that "we 

need to devise better theories and methods to study people in legal 

contexts and better policies and action strategies to aid people 

using legal contexts" (p.186). 

Judicial Use of Pre-Sentence Evaluations 

After the establishment of over 20 court clinics associated 

with the District Court of Massachusetts, The Honorable Franklin N. 

Flaschner concluded that the availability of mental health professionals 

working in the clinics was "an extremely valuable resource for the Judge 

in evaluations before and after adjudication and often in treatment as a 

condition of probation" (Flaschner, 1974,pp.165-166). 
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Caravello, Ginnetti, Ford and LaWall (in press) conducted 

an investigation of treatment recommendations made by the Pima County 

Court Clinic for a random sample of 100 offenders. Results indicated that 

the majority of treatment recommendations made by mental health 

professionals were followed by probation officers who supervised the 

clients. Furthermore, increased compliance in treatment was related 

to lower rates of recidivism. 

Early research showed a high congruence between judicial 

sentencing decisions and sentences recommended by probation officers 

in pre-sentence reports (Carter and Wilkins, 1967). These authors 

report data from the State of California, Department of Justice 

and the Administrative Office of the United States Courts concerning 

probation officers' recommendations and judicial sentencing decisions. 

Two types of comparisons are made: (1) percentages are listed for 

probation officer recommendations for probation that were followed 

by the judge, resulting in sentencing to probation; (2) percentages 

are listed for probation officer recommendations for imprisonment that 

were not followed by the judge, resulting in a sentence to probation. 

These comparisons revealed: 

" ... almost total agreement between a probation officer's 
recommendation for probation and actual disposition of probatioJ 
HO\vever, this trend appears less stable when viewed from the 
opposite perspective -,- the relationship between recommendations 
against probation (or for imprisonment) and the court disposition 
of probation" (p.SOS). 

The authors presented support for four explanations of the close 

agreement between recommendations and dispositions: probation officers and 

judges giving approximately equal weight to similar factors, judicial 



tendency to "follow" the recommendations offered, the presence of 

"obvious"probation or imprisonment cases, and some "second 

guessing" of judicial decisions by probation officers. Evidence 

6 

was presented that the academic background and experience of probation 

officers is reflected in variations in recommendations. For example 

length of service tended to bring conformity with colleagues and 

a more conservative perspective on the use of probation. 

From 1962 to 1965 the Sunderland Magistrates Court Committee 

in England obtained statements from justices regarding the utility of 

probation officers pre-sentence reports (Hood,1966). During this 

period a total of 198 reports were described as having an influence on 

sentencing, 56 reports were described as "otherwise of assistance" 

and 5 reports did not fall within either of these categories. 

Cooke and Pogany (1976) have documented the effect of diagnosis 

received in a competency evaluation upon sentencing. It was found that, 

although defendants who received competency evaluations were less 

likely to remain in the system until sentencing, among those who 

did remain in the system, defendants who had been diagnosed schizophrenic 

tended to receive shorter sentences. 

Despite the apparent impact of other court-related evaluative 

procedures, the pre-sentence psychological evaluation may have less 

influence on sentencing decisions that is generally assumed. For a 

population of male sex offenders, Bohmer (1976) found that the pre

sentence psychiatric report did not generally affect the type or 
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length of sentence. The recommendation of the psychiatrist for prison 

or probation corresponded with the actual sentence in only half the 

cases. The psychiatrist recommended a prison term considerably less 

often that the judge sentenced an offender to prison. A prognosis 

was given in approximately half the evaluations. When a prognosis 

was given, the prognosis was poor in the majority of cases. Interviews 

with judges on the use of psychiatric pre-sentence reports in the 

sentencing of sex offenders revealed that " although the judges are 

ostensibly assisted by these reports, further probing makes in clear 

that in fact they are ambivalent about their value" (Bohmer, 1973, 

p.223). Bohmer(1973) contends that judges are constrained from using 

the material in the reports by the legal system and other factors. It 

is important to note that Bohmer's (1973, 1976) studies concern one 

particular type of offender, and her findings may not be generalizable to 

cases involving other types of offenders. 

The ambivalence about using pre-sentence reports may stem 

from the lack of guidelines for the practical application of psychological 

data. The pre-sentence report may be one factor for consideration. 

However, at the federal level for example, "Whether factors relating the 

circumstances of the present offense, the defendant's prior record, 

social background, attitude or remorse, or type of plea are given 

primary weight, some weight or no weight at all is left totally 

to the discretion of the individual sentencing judge" (Hoffman and 

Stone-Meierhoefer, 1977, p.56). 

A recent decision by the U.S.Supreme Court dealt with the admiss

ability of testimony at the penalty phase of a trial by a psychiatrist 
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who conducted a pretrial competency examination. (Estelle v.Smith 

1981). Specifically Estelle v. Smith (1981) is concerned with whether 

information obtained in a court-ordered competency examination is 

admissible during the penalty proceedings of a capital murder trial. 

In order for the death penalty to be imposed in Texas, a separate 

penalty proceeding, is required in which the jury must assess, among 

other things, the defendant's dangerousness. 

On December 28, 1973, Ernest Smith was indicted in Texas 

for murder arising from his participation in an armed robbery in which 

a clerk was fatally shot by an accomplice of Smith. In accordance 

with a portion of the Texas Penal Code concerning the punishment 

for murder with malice aforethought, the prosecution announced its 

intention to seek the death penalty. The state trial court ordered that 

Smith undergo a psychiatric examination to determine his competency 

to stand trial. The examining psychiatrist, Dr. James P. Grigson 

found the defendant competent to stand trial. Smith was then tried 

by a jury and convicted. 

At the defendant's sentencing hearing, the state called Dr. 

Grigson as a witness. Regarding the defendant's potential dangerousness, 

Dr. Grigson testified that Smith was "going to go ahead and commit other 

similar or same criminal acts if given the opportunity to do so" 

(Estelle v. Smith,l981, p.359). The jury for the sentencing hearing 

was required to answer three questions, one of which concerned the 

defendant's future dangerousness. The jury answered the three questions 
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in the affirmative, and the mandatory death penalty was imposed. 

After a series of appeals, Estelle v. Smith reached the 

Supreme Court. The U.S.Supreme Court affirmed a decision by a district 

court which held that the defendant's constitutional rights had 

been violated when Dr. Grigson's testimony was admitted during the 

penalty proce· dings. 

It was held that: 

"(1) the admission of the psychiatrist's testimony violated 
the defendant's Fifth Amendment privilege against compelled 
self-incrimination, since the defendant was not advised before 
the pretrial examination that he had a right to remain silent· 
and that any statement he made could be used against him at 
the sentencing proceeding, the defendant's statements to the 
psychiatrists when faced while in custody with a court-ordered 
psychiatric examination not being given freely and voluntarily 
without any compelling influence so that they could be used at 
the penalty phase only if the defendant had been apprised of 
his rights and had knowingly decided to waive them and (2) the 
admission of the psychiatrist's testimony violated the defendant's 
Sixth Amendment right to the assistance of counsel, since defense 
counsel were not notified in advance that the psychiatric examination 
would encompass the issue of their client's future dangerousness 
and the defendant was denied the assistance of his attorney 
in making the significant decision of whether to submit to the 
examination and to what end the psychiatrist's findings could be 
employed, the Sixth Amendment right attaching when the doctor 
examined the defendant and that interview proving to be a "critical 
stage" of the aggregate proceedings against the defendant" 
(Estelle v. Smith, 1981, p.360). 

Estelle v. Smith holds that psychiatric testimony based on a pretrial 

competency examination is admissible during the penalty phase of 

a capital murder trial only if the defendant is warned prior to the 

examination that he has the right to remain silent and that anything 

he says may be used against him, and being given such a warning, the 

defendant knowingly and voluntarily waives the right to remain silent 
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during the examination. This court decision is relevant to the issue 

of briefings given at the time of the pre-sentence evaluation because 

the decision emphasizes the need to give a warning to the defendant 

prior to a psychiatric examination, if information from the examination 

is ·to be used during the penalty phase. However, it is not possible to 

generalize directly from Estelle v. Smith to the court clinic pre-sentence 

evaluation procedure, since the former deals with a competency evaluation 

prior to a capital murder trial, while the latter deals with assessment 

procedures which are not competency evaluations, and which may precede 

sentencing for offenses which carry less severe penalties. 

The Miranda Decision in Practice 

Statements made by Mr. Ernesto Miranda during a 

police interrogation were found by the u.S. Supreme Court to 

be inadmissible as evidence because " ... Miranda was not in any way 

apprised of his right to consult with an attorney and to have one 

present during the interrogation, nor was his right not to be compelled 

to incriminate himself effectively protected in any other manner" 

(Miranda v. Arizona, 1966. p.492). The Miranda decision states: 

" .•• the prosecution may not use statements whether exculpatory 
or inculpatory, stemming from custodial interrogation 
of the defendant unless it demonstrates the use of procedural 
safeguards effective to secure the privilege against self
incrimination. By custodial interrogation, we mean questioning 
initiated by law enforcement officers after a person has been taken 
into custody or otherwise deprived of his freedom of action in 
any significant way. As for the procedural safeguards to be 
employed, unless other fully effective means are devised to 
inform accused persons of their rights of silence and to assure 
a continuous opportunity to exercise it, the following measures 
are required. Prior tu any questioning, the person must be 
warned that he has a right to remain silent, that any statement 
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he does make may be used as evidence against him, and that he has 
the right to the presence of an attorney, either retained or appointed. 
The defendant may waive effectuation of these rights, provided 
the waiver is made voluntarily, knowingly, and intelligently" 
(Miranda v. Arizona,1966, p.444.) 

Miranda v. Arizona (1966) further states: 

"The Fifth Amendment privilege is so fundamental to our system 
of constitutional rule and the expedient of giving an adequate 
warning as to the availability of the privilege so simple, we 
will not pause to inquire in individual cases whether the defendant 
was aware of his rights without a warning being given. Assessment 
of knowledge the defendant possessed, based on information as 
to his age,education, intelligence, or prior contact with authorities 
can never be more than speculation; a warning is a clearcut fact. 
More important, whatever the background of the person interrogated, 
a warning at the time of the interrogation is indisp-ensable to 
overcome its pressures and to insure that the individual knows 
he is free to exercise the privilege at that point in time" 
(pp.468-469). 

In making comparisons between the need for warnings in questioning of 

defendants following arrest and questioning within the context of 

a court clinic evaluation, the concept of "custodial interrogation" 

becomes relevant. Miranda v. Arizona (1966) states that "interrogation" 

is questioning initiated by law enforcement officers, and does not 

generalize the term to questioning by mental health professionals. 

Nonetheless, material obtained in the pre-sentence evaluations may be 

a factor in sentencing. "Custodial," as defined in Miranda, denotes 

that a person is in custody or deprived of freedom of action in 

some significant way. Pre-sentence evaluations are generally conducted 

while the client is incarcerated or under probationary supervision. 

According to Middlebrook (1980), "Arrest sets forces in 

motion that develope a logic and a momentum of their own. With each 
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decision to process a suspect further, the climate of suspicion and 

incrimination intensifies" (p.SOS). Thus, by the time the client 

reaches the court clinic for an evaluation, he may feel highly threatened 

and unsure of his rights. The court clinic evaluation poses a somewhat 

ambiguous set of circumstances for the client. It would not be 

surprising if clients were reluctant to exercise their rights assertively, 

since there is evidence that people often fail to assert their rights, 

even when specific warnings are given (Griffiths and Ayres, 1967; 

Medalie, Zeitz and Alexander, 1968; \'laId, Ayres, Hess, Schanta and 

Whitebread, 1967). 

In the above-mentioned studies, a significant number of 

defendants who heard and understood Miranda warnings went on to risk 

self-incrimination by talking to police. Medalie et al. (1968) noted, 

"Thus while these defendants may have had £. cognitive understanding of 

their rights, they had no appreciation of them and lacked the ability 

to apply them in 'their crisis-laden situations"(p.1376). The 

defendants gave various reasons for talking to police. Some thought 

the police would treat them more leniently if they cooperated. 

Others feared that refusal to talk would place them in a bad light in 

court. Kamisar, La Fave and Israel (1974) question whether this 

fear is without justification. 

"An interrogator can truthfully tell a ~uspect that the prosecution 
may not comment at trial on a defendant's reliance on his right, but 
can he truthfully tell him that his silence will not be used against 
him in any way? For example, won't the suspect's silence affect 
the decision to prosecute?" (p.S70). 
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Other defendant's saw the warnings as an irrelevant formality, 

based on the manner in which they were spoken. Some interrogators 

"hedged" the warnings by adding encouragements to speak. "Even 

when the detective advised the suspect of his rights without 

these undercutting devices, he commonly de-fused the advice by 

implying that the suspect had better not exercise his rights or 

by delivering his statements in a formalized, bureaucratic tone to 

indicate that his remarks were simply a routine, meaningless 

legalism" (Wald et aI, 1967 ,p .1552) • 

Self-Disclosure 

The present study was concerned with the amount and type 

of information that clients disclosed to interviewers. Jourard 

and others have carried out extensive research on self-disclosure 

since the first self-disclosure questionnaire was developed in 

1958 (Jourard and Lasakow,1958). Jourard (1971) relates his 

interest in self-disclosure to observations made during eight 

years of clinical practice. He states: 

"One of the aims of any psychotherapist is to help his patient 
live more authentically, to stop misrepresenting himself to 
the people among whom he fives. An obvious factor in the background 
of any neurotic or psychotic sufferer is his tendency to 
conceal his authentic thoughts and feelings, in order to 
live a cosmetic life of pretense. I often found'myself 
wondering if people became psychologically ill because they 
did not disclose themselves honestly to others" 
(Jou~ard, 1971, p.v.) 

As a step toward learning about self-disclosure from a scientific 

viewpoint, Jourard and Lasakow (1958) published the first exploratory 



14 

study using a questionnaire to measure a person's reported self-

disclosure. Early research consisted mainly of questionnaire 

studies. Numerous experimental studies were completed later by 

Jourard, his colleagues, and independent researchers. Following 

a review of self-disclosure research, Jourard (1971) presents 

an existential conceptualization of self-disclosure, referring 

to the act of self-disclosure as the "embodiment of the 'courage 

to be '" (p .188) . 

Jourard's original and subsequent self-disclosure questionnaires 

(see Jourard 1971) ask the subject how much he or she has revealed 

to various target people (e.g. father; closest friend of same 

sex) about a list of topics which range from casual to intimate. 

A total score may be calculated for amount of disclosure to all 

target persons across all topics, or subscores may be obtained. 

Below are summarized some of Jourard's findings from questionnaire 

studies. 

"There are large individual differences in self-disclosure 
scores, indicating that people differ widely in willingness 
be be known, .•. We found that various groups have characteristic 
levels of self-disclosure. We found, for example, that 
females disclose more than males; blacks disclose less than 
whites; American college students disclose more than do 
comparable students from Britain, the Middle East, Puerto 
Rico and Germany; Jewish male college students disclose 
more than do Protestant and Catholic students; women 
receive more disclosure than do men ..• There are wide differences 
in a person's readiness to disclose various kinds of personal 
data. Some classes of information are readily revealed to 
most target-persons, while others are deemed more "private" 
and are disclosed selectively if at all ••. There are marked 
interactions among group-membership of subjects, targets, 
subject matter, and personality characteristics in self
disclosure" (pp. 101-102). 



In the present study, the Evaluation Rating Scale served 

to record the client's expressed feelings toward the evaluator 

after the interview. Drag (1968) administered the Interview 
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Rating Scale to female college undergraduates after the women took part 

in a get-acquainted session with a female experimenter. In the 

introductory session, the experimenter either interrogated the subject 

about her personal life while refusing to discuss her own life, or 

entered into a dialogue with the subject in which mutual self-disclosure 

took place. The questionnaire data provided some support for the hypothesis 

that mutual self-disclosure between subject and experimenter leads to 

increased trust of the experimenter. This finding was one facet of a 

larger research design which, in general, indicated that subjects 

are more willing to be open in discussing intimate topics after meeting 

with an experimenter who presented herself candidly. 

The present study employed the Evaluation Rating Scale (adapted 

from Drag's (1968) Interview Rating Scale, published by Jourard (1971) 

to measure the client's expressed feelings toward the court clinic 

interviewer after the interview. In this research, the questionnaire was 

of interest as it related to the type of briefing the client was 

given prior to the interview. There was not a focus upon the self

disclosure of the person who interviewed the subject, as there was in 

Drag's study. The Evaluation Rating Scale contains 12 items. One 

point is scored for each response that indicates a favorable feeling 

about the evaluator. 



16 

Other researchers have supported Drag's findings by demonstrating 

the effects of specific types of interpersonal contact upon subsequent 

self-disclosure. Jaffe (1969) employed a modeling procedure in which 

the experimenter gave a brief or lengthy self-disclosure for twenty 

topics. The topics were selected on the basis of previous ratings to 

contain an equal distribution of items rated as highly intimate 

and impersonal. Female college undergraduates, 19 to 21 years of 

age were given the opportunity to speak openly or decline comment 

after each topic was presented and discussed frankly by the experimenter. 

Results indicated that subjects tended to respond briefly or at length, 

in a pattern that matched the example set by the experimenter. 

Small (1970) explored relationships between personal values 

and readiness to disclose oneself to an experimenter who self-disclosed 

or offered no self-disclosure. Subjects who had completed a self

disclosure inventory to yield scores on past disclosures and willingness 

to disclose were selected for the experiment on the basis of scores 

obtained on the Ways to Live Scale. Included in the study were 

subjects who scored highest on the Ways to Live "Factor B" (delight 

in vigorous action for the overcoming of obstacles ..• and the initiation 

of change; ... they have confidence in man's powers, and are oriented 

outward to society and nature" (Morris, 1956,.p. 33) and subjects who scored 

highest on Factor E"(stress sensuous enjoyment, either in the simple 

pleasures of life, or in abandonment to the moment ... their reference 

point is to some state or activity of the self" (Morris, 1956,pp.34-38). 
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The experimenter interviewed subjects individually. With 

half the subjects, he disclosed nothing about himself. With the other 

half, he disclosed himself before asking that the subject self-disclose. 

Two non-intimate and four intimate topics were presented. Non-intimate 

topics concerned hobbies and food preferences. Intimate topics pertained 

to a love object, sexual relationships, and dissatisfying aspects of 

one's personality and body. Self-disclosure was measured:; in terms of a 

technique for rating the amount of personal information given in a 

tape-recorded discussion of the four intimate topics. Results 

indicated a pattern of interaction among variables: 

" The correlation (Spearman rho) between past disclosure, and 
tape-related disclosure for B-factor subjects, under the "open" 
interviewing condition was .75 (P .01). For the B-factor subjects 
interviewed by the "closed" method, the rho was -.82 (P .01) For 
these subjects, their past disclosures forecasted their actual 
self-disclosure to an experimenter when he showed himself to be 
open and self-disclosing. When the experimenter did not disclose 
himself, the B-factor subjects reversed their behavior; subjects 
who had disclosed themselves a lot in the past virtually clammed 
up in the presence of an impersonal interlocutor, while those 
who had disclosed little in the past increased their disclosure. 

The E-factor subjects, by contrast, showed comparable rhos of 
.60 and .71 (p .05) between past disclosure and disclosure to an 
"open" and "closed" experimenter, respectively"(Small, 1970, 
cited in Jourard, 1974, pp. 119-120). 

Jourard and Resnick (1970) were interested in the effects that 

high-disclosing and low-disclosing subjects might have upon each other 

when they are paired together for a discussion of personal topics. 

A questionnaire concerning the subject's tendency to be self-disclosing 

in the past and in proposed future conditions served as the criterion 

for forming a group of high-disclosing subjects and a group of low-

4isclosing subjects. The next step was to pair subjects together 

to dialogue with one another with regard to twenty topics that were 
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presented. Based on a self-rating, confirmed by the partner of 

the dyad, given for each of the twenty topics, Jourard and Resnick 

obtained a self-disclosure score for each subject's performance in a 

dyad. These scores were compared with the questionnaire data obtained 

earlier. 

Jourard and Resnick (1970) found that subjects who received 

low scores for self-disclosure on the questionnaire disclosed less to 

their partners in dialogue than did the subjects who had received high 

scores for self-disclosure on the questionnaire, when dyads were formed 

with like-disclosing members. However, when low disclosers were 

paired with high disclosers for the dialogue, the latter continued to 

be highly self-disclosing, while the low disclosers increased their 

self-disclosure to a level comparable to that of the high disclosers. 

On the basis of these studies and others, Jourard (1971) 

concludes that"self-disclosure from one person is the most powerful 

stimulus to self-disclosure in the other" (p.18S). The research that 

has been cited in this section is a small sample from an extensive 

literature on self-disclosure. A few examples are provided below to 

illustrate other aspects of self-disclosure research. Mutual 

self-disclosure between subject and experimenter was found to be 

related to improved performance on a learning task (Frey,1967), and 

higher ratings for self-disclosure on the Rotter Incomplete Sentences 

Test (Heifitz, 1967). No strong relationship was found between 

self-disclosure questionnaire scores and the MMPI K scale which was 

developed to detect a tendency toware score enhancement by subtle 
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misrepresentation. (Hime1stein and Lubin, 1966). Low productivity 

on the Rorschach, which may indicate defensiveness on the part of 

the subject was found to correlate with low scores on self-disclosure 

questionnaires. (Jourard, 1961). 

Non-verbal Communication 

The Wald et al study of Miranda warnings indicates that the 

verbal content of Miranda warnings is often inconsistent with the 

attitude conveyed through nonverbal channels. Mehrabian and Wiener (1967) 

found that nonverbal behavior was the main determinant of inferred speaker 

attitude when messages contained inconsistent verbal and nonverbal 

components. Domangue (1978) observed that both verbal and nonverbal cues 

in mixed messages significantly affect the characteristics 

attributed to the speaker. However, the inferred meanings of mixed 

messages generally corresponded to verbal content more often than to 

nonverbal features. 

An empathic, warm style and an authoritarian, dominant 

cold style were developed for the present study on the basis of 

previous research. Mallory and Miller (1958) found that subjects 

who spoke in a loud, low-pitched resonant voice were more likely 

to be perceived as dominant. Strong, Taylor, Bratton and Loper (1971) 

determined that frequent body movement may convey warmth and friendliness. 

Interviewers received the highest ratings on these traits when they 

frequently changed posture, facial expression and head orientation, 

gestured, and crossed and uncrossed their legs. An interviewer 
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was judged as more warm when he leaned forward, maintained eye contact, 

smiled and kept his fingers still, and judged to be more cold when 

he leaned away, looked around the room, did not smile and drummed 

his fingers (Reene and Whitman, 1962). In contrast to interviewers 

displaying the cold style described above, interviewers displaying 

the warm style were rated higher on numerous complimentary adjectives 

such as "considerate" and "respectful" (Reece,1962). A later section 

of this paper will discuss the way in which these previous findings 

were incorporated into the present experimental design. 

The nonverbal communication of clients during the court clinic 

interview was also of interest in the present study. Nonverbal 

behaviors that have been shown to be related to anxiety and deceit 

were monitored. A rather broad range of nonverbal behaviors have 

been associated with anxiety and deceit (see Harper, Wiens and 

Matarazzo (1978) for a review of literature). The present study 

recorded a subset of these behaviors which could be easily monitored 

by the evaluator during the interview. 

Sainsbury (1955) found arm movements to be more numerous 

during a predesignated stress period in a semi-structured interview. 

According to Boomer (1963), nonpurposive body movement and speech 

disturbance are temporally related phenomena which apparently increase 

with anxiety. These studies suggest a general trend toward increased 

movement as anxiety increases, However, when distinct types of 

arm movement are considered, more specific statements can be made. 
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Ekman and Friesen (1972) provide a classification system for 

gestures which has been useful in empirical research. Briefly defined, 

"illustrators" are "those acts which are intimately related on a moment 

to moment basis with speech, phrasing, content, voice contour, loudness, 

etc. Illustrators usually augment what is being said verbally, but 

may contradict the verbalization or be used as a substitute 

for a word" (p.358). "Adaptors" include movements of the hand which 

"rub,squeeze, pick-scratch, holds, supports, covers, grooms, massages 

and plays" p.363). Adaptors are "never deliberately employed to communicate 

information to another person" (p.362). According to Ekman and 

Friesen (1972), in deceptive communication adaptors increase in 

frequency, while illustrators decrease in frequency. Accelerated 

use of adaptors may be related to anxiety experienced during deceptive 

communication. 

Experimental Variables and Predictions. 

The present study used a 2 x 2 factorial design to study 

the effects of different briefings. The first factor was the verbal 

content of the briefing. The second factor was the nonverbal behavior 

accompanying the briefing. The effects of these briefing manipulations 

were assessed in terms of client behavior and interviewers' impressions 

of the client. (The original plan for the experiment included a 

third factor for the interviewers participating in the study. However, 

it was not feasible to include this factor due to time constraints and 

some anticipated changes in court clinic policy). 
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Independent Variables 

An introductory briefing to a client in a court clinic might 

be worded to encourage him to offer information about himself. On the 

other hand, a briefing could be worded to discourage the client from 

offering information. The degree to which a client discloses himself 

during the evaluation may be partly a function of the type of briefing 

he receives. Jourard (1971), who has studied self-disclosure extensively, 

recognized the influence of social authorities upon the amount of 

self-disclosure offered by individuals. The present study used two 

briefings with contrasting verbal content. Both briefings were highly 

similar to those currently used by various staff members in the Pima 

County Court Clinic. 

The briefing for the "self-disclosure encouraged" condition stated: 

This is the mental health clinic of the Superior Court. You 
are here for an evaluation which will consist of some psychological 
testing, which I will show you in a few minutes, and an interview 
by a mental health professional whose job is to get to know you 
enough to present a clear picture of you, both your good and 
bad points, to the judge. The interviewer will write a report 
which will be sent to the judge, your probation officer, and both 
attorneys in your case. It is important that. you be honest 
about yourself and your life with the interviewer. This will help 
the judge and theprobation officer get to know you as a whole 
person, rather than as a case in the system. Do you have any 
questions about this? 

A follow-up briefing given later in the procedure stated: 

Now that you've finished the paper and pencil tests the next step 
is the interview. As I mentioned earlier, this will help the 
probation officer and the judge get to know you as a whole person. 
Do you have any questions at this time? 

The briefing for the"self-disclosure discouraged" condition stated: 
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This is the mental health clinic of the Superior Court. 
The court system has requested that you undergo a psychological 
evaluation. This evaluation will consist of some pychological 
testing, which I will show you in a few minutes, and an interview 
by a mental health professional. Based on the way you act and 
what you say, the mental health professional will write a report 
which will be sent to the judge, your probation officer, 
and both attorneys in your case. Be advised that whatever you 
say can be used against you. Do you understand this? 

A follow-up briefing given later in the procedure stated: 

Now that you've finished the paper and pencil tests, the next step 
is the interview. Once again, be advised that whatever you say can 
be used against you. Do you have any questions? 

A total of four experimental groups was formed by presenting the two 

briefings described above in two contrasting nonverbal styles. An 

empathic warm style and an authoritarian, dominant, cold style were 

developed for the present study, based on the research cited in the 

literature review. 

The present study employed an "empathic"style for giving the 

briefing in which the speaker leaned forward at times, changed body 

position, posture, facial expression and head orientation, used 

gestures, and spoke with a normal volume and pitch of voice. In 

the contrasting "authoritarian" style, the speaker leaned back 

slightly, maintained a rigid posture and unchanging facial expression, 

did not gesture, and spoke in a loud, low-pitched voice. The same 

pattern of eye contact was used in both conditions. 

A pilot study was conducted to determine whether a sample of 

subjects perceived the contrasting content and nonverbal styles as 

they were intended to be perceived. Twenty six college undergraduates 

served as subjects. On the content manipulation, the "encouraging 

self-disclosure" condition elicited significantly greater reported 
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willingness to be open and self-disclosing than the "discouraging 

self-disclosure" condition (p<.05) Results of the manipulation for 

nonverbal style indicated that the "empathic" and "authoritarian" 

conditions were perceived as intended. Subjects ranked the person who 

gave the briefings on a 7-point scale which contrasted the following 

pairs of adjectives: warm-cold, caring-uncaring, empathic-aloof, 

interested-disinterested, submissive-dominant, egalitarian-authoritarian, 

and personable-bureaucratic. Compared with the "authoritarian" 

condition, the "empathic" condition elicited significantly higher 

ratings (p<.05) for warm, caring, empathic, interested, submissive, 

egalitarian, and personable. The mean ratings for the adjectives in the 

two conditions are presented in Appendix 7. 

Dependent Variables 

The effects of the briefing manipulations were assessed in terms 

of client behavior and evaluators' (interviewers') impressions of 

the client. Specifically, these dependent variables were measured 

by MMPI scales L, K and Pd, an Evaluation Rating Scale, a Briefing 

Questionnaire, a Nonverbal Behavior Record Form, and a Psychopathology 

Rating Scale. 

Measures Completed by the Subject 

Dependent measures completed by the subject included the MMPI, 

the Evaluation Rating Scale, and the Briefing Questionnaire. 

1. MMPI. The ~1innesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) 

was administered as standard court clinic procedure. Scores on the 
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L, K, and Pd scales were recorded for analysis. The Land K scales 

are designed to measure overt and subtle score enhancement, respectively. 

The Pd scale serves as a measure of amoral, asocial behavior. 

2. Evaluation Rating Scale. The Evaluation Rating Scale (Appendix 1) 

was adapted from a questionnaire found in Jourard (1971) entitled 

Interview Rating Scale (Appendix 2). The Evaluation Rating Scale 

served as a measure of the client's expressed feelings about the 

interviewer when the interview was completed. 

3. Briefing Questionnaire. While the Evaluation Rating Scale pertains 

to the client's impressions of the evaluator, a second inventory, the 

Briefing Questionnaire concerns the client's views about the briefing 

and the person who gave the briefing (Appendix 3). The Briefing 

Questionnaire asks the client to describe the person who gave the 

briefing by selecting appropiate adjectives, and to make known his 

reaction to the briefing in terms of comfort, guardedness and anticipation 

of benefit from the evaluation. This questionnaire was developed 

specifically for this study. 

Measures Completed by the Interviewer. Ratings of pychopathology 

and nonverbal behavior served as the dependent measures completed by 

the evaluator. 

1. Psychopathology Rating Scale. A Psychopathology Rating Scale 

recorded the interviewer's assessment of the client in terms of level 

of defensiveness, severity of gross psychological dysfunction, and 

diagnosis of mental disorder. (Appendix 4). 

2.Nonverbal Behavior Record Form.The interviewer used a Nonverbal Behavior 
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Record Form to catalogue the nonverbal behavior presented by the 

client during the interview (Appendix 5). It was hypothesized that 

court clinic clients who received different briefings might vary along 

dimensions of anxiety and deceit. Differences along these dimensions 

could be manifest in the nonverbal communication of the clients. 

The Nonverbal Behavior Record Form recorded the interviewer's 

judgement of whether the subject used predominantly illustrators 

or adaptors during the interview. 

3. Hypothesis. Four briefing conditions were established by crossing two 

types of verbal content with two styles of nonverbal communication. 

Using the contentan~'nonverbal manipulations described in previous 

sections, the four experimental conditions were: 

encouraging self-disclosure/ empathic (group A) 
encouraging self-disclosure/ authoritarian (group B) 
discouraging self-disclosure/ empathic (group C) 
discouraging self-disclosure/ authoritarian (group D) 

In general, it was predicted that subjects in the "encouraging 

self-disclosure/empathic" condition (group A) would be the-least guarded 

and anxious, and would regard the interviewer and the briefing procedure 

most favorably. It was predicted that the subj ects in the "encouraging 

self-disclosure/ authoritarian" and "encouraging self-disclosure 

empathic" conditions (groups B and C) would be at an intermediate 

level on these dimensions. It was predicted that subjects in the 

"discouraging self-disclosure/authoritarian" condition (group D) 

would be the most guarded and anxious, and would regard the interviewer 

and the briefing procedure unfavorably. Since group D was expected 
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to be quite guarded and to disclose little information that could 

be used in making a diagnosis of psychological dysfunction, it was 

predicted that group D would be rated as less psychologically impaired 

than the other three groups. Specific experimental hypotheses and 

comparisons for descriptive statistics are listed below. 

Experimental Hypotheses 

1. Groups Band C will score higher on the ~1PI, L, and K 

scales (greater score enhancement) than group A. Group D will score 

higher on the Land K scales than groups A, B, and C. Groups Band C 

will score lower on the MMPI, and Pd scale ( admit to less psychopathic 

deviance) than group A. Group D will score lower on the Pd scale than 

groups A, B, and C. 

2. Groups Band C will score higher on the Evaluation Rating 

Scale (indicating more positive feelings about the evaluator and 

evaluation) than Group D. Group A will score higher on the Evaluation 

Rating Scale than Groups B, C, and D. 

3. On the Psychopathology Rating Scale, Groups Band C will 

be rated as more guarded than Group A. Group D will be rated as more 

guarded than Groups A, B, and C. Group D will be rated as having 

less gross psychological dysfunction on the Psychopathology Rating 

Scale than Groups A, B, and C, since Group D is expected to offer little 

information about personal difficulties. 
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Descriptive Comparisons 

1. Groups Band C will respond to the Briefing Questionnaire 

in a manner that indicates greater comfort, openness, and rapport with 

the speaker than Group D. Group A will indicate greater comfort, 

openness and rapport than groups B, C, and D. 

2. The frequency of subjects who use predominantly adaptors, 

rather than illustrators, will vary across groups. The frequency will 

be highest in Group D, intermediate in Groups Band C, lowest in 

Group A. These differences may reflect a variance in use of deception 

and accompanying anxiety. 

3. A comparison of groups with regard to diagnoses received 

by subjects may yield group differences, but no specific predictions 

are made for this index. 



METHOD 

Subjects and Interviewers 

Subjects were 40 male felons who were referred to the Pima 

County Superior Court Clinic for a pre-sentence evaluation. They were 

divided into four groups of ten subjects each. Four defendants were 

not sufficiently literate to produce a valid MMPI profile and were 

therefore excluded. The remaining sample of subjects was not analyzed 

in terms of offense, since the great majority of defendants are 

convicted of offenses agreed upon in a plea bargain. The offense 

stipulated in a plea bargain usually differs from the original offense. 

A psychiatrist, a social worker, and two psychology interns served 

as interviewers (evaluators) in the project. All interviewers were 

employed by the court clinic. 

Procedure 

A female court clinic administrative assistant was trained to 

give all four briefings. After giving consent for the experiment, 

subjects were randomly assigned to one of the briefing conditions, and 

briefed individually. The MMPI and other paperwork were administered 

according to standard clinic procedure. The "follow-up" briefing 

was given and the client was interviewed. The interview was conducted 

according to standard procedure, except that the interviewer was 

instructed to observe the client's use of illustrators and adaptors. 

29 
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The interviewer gave no briefing to the client, since everyone was 

briefed before the interview. When the interview was finished, the 

interviewer completed the Psychopathology Rating Scale and the Nonverbal 

Behavior Record Form. The client completed the Evaluation Rating Scale 

and the Briefing Questionnaire. 



RESULTS 

Group Comparisons Using Analysis of Variance 

For each of the following measures a 2 x 2 (content x nonverbal) 

ANOVA was computed: MMPI scales L, K, and Pd ( raw score on each scale); 

Evaluation Rating Scale (total number of favorable responses); 

Defensiveness on the Psychopathology Rating Scale (7-point scale); Rating 

of gross psychological dysfunction on the Psychopathology Rating Scale 

(7-point scale). No significant differences were found on any of the 

dependent measures. Table 1 presents the mean and standard deviation 

for each group on each of the dependent measures. Results of the 

analyses of variance are given in Appendix 6, 

Descriptive Statistics 

Responses to the briefing questionnaire are presented in 

Table 2. Subjects usually described the person who gave the briefings in 

a favorable light. There was a tendency for all groups to report 

feeling more comfortable or at ease after the briefing and to express a 

belief that the evaluation could be helpful to them. The only difference 

among groups occurred on the item which states: 

After she (person giving the briefing) told you what the evaluation 

would be like, how did you feel about talking to people here? (Circle) 

I could be fairly open I should be careful of what 
I said. 

On this item, 90% of the subjects given the "encouraging self-

31 
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disclosure" briefing (Groups A and B) said thAt they "could be 

fairly open," while 10% of these subjects said they "should be careful" 

of what they said. In contrast, 50% of the subjects given the "dis-

couraging self-disclosure" briefing (Group D and B ) said they 

IIcould be fairly open" while 50% of these subjects said they "should 

be careful" of -what they said. This difference was statistically 

significant. (X2 
= 7.6, df = 1, p .01). 

A summary of data from the Nonverbal Behavior Record Form is 

presented in Table 3. There is no apparent trend toward greater use 

of illustrators or adaptors by any group. 

There were no marked contrasts across groups with regard to the 

diagnosis of mental disorder. Table 4 indicates the number of times a 

particular type of disorder was diagnosed within each group. Some 

subjects were diagnosed as having more than one disorder (e.g. 

personality disorder and substance abuse disorder). 

TABLE 1 

Mean and standard deviation of each group for each dependent variable 

Group 
X 
S.D. 

Group 
X 
S.D. 

MMPI L SCALE 

A I: B 
4.5 5.5 
3.0 2.6 

C 
5.3 
3.6 

D 
5.0 
2.8 

MMPI K SCALE 

A 
14.1 
4.6 

B 
12.8 
6.5 

C 
12.9 

7.1 

D 
5.0 
4.9 



Group 
X 
S.D. 

A 
31.0 
4.6 

MMPI Pd SCALE 

B 
26.9 
6.6 

C 
27.4 
4.9 

D 
27.1 
5.4 

Evaluation Rating Scale 
High Score indicates favorable feelings toward interviewer 

Group 
X 
S.D. 

A 
9.5 
2.2 

B 
8.0 
3.6 

C 
8.1 
2.7 

Defensiveness 

D 
8.4 
3.7 
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From Psychopathology Rating Scale. High score indicates low defensiveness 
Group ABC D 

X 3.4 4.1 3.7 3.3 
S.D. 1.1 1.4 1.4 1.4 

Gross Psychological Dysfunction 
From Psychopathology Rating Scale. High score indicates great psychological 
dysfunction. 

Group 
X 
S.D. 

A 
4.6 

.97 

B 
3.6 
1.5 

C 
3.9 
1.3 

D 
3.4 
1.6 
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TABLE 2 

Number of subjects in each group (N = 10 per group) who selected 
each choice listed on the Briefing Questionnaire. (Subjects could 
select more than one adjective in part 1). 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Group Group 
A B C D A B C D 

friendly n 9 10 10 unfriendly "' 
warm 5 6 2 3 cold 1 
interested 5 3 2 4 bored 1 
helpful 6 9 7 5 unhelpful 
honest 6 6 7 5 dishonest 

A B C D A B c D 
more at ease 6 8 8 5 less at ease 1 1 1 
more less 
comfortable 7 3 1 1 comfortable 1 

A B C D A B c D 
I could be I should be 
fairly open 9 9 5 5 careful of 

what I said 1 1 5 5 

TABLE 3 

Number of subjects in each group who used predominantly adaptors, 
illustrators, or neither as· judged by the interviewer. 

Group 

A B C D 
adaptor 5 3 4 3 
illustrator 1 5 3 4 
neither 
clearly 
dominant 4 2 3 3 

TABLE 4 

Number of subjects in each group who received each diagnosis (Some 
subjects received more than one diagnosis). 

Personality disorder 
A B C D 

(excluding antisocial personality) 4 2 2 3 
Antisocial personality 3 3 1 
Substance abuse 4 1 2 
Adjustment disorder 
Psychosexual disorder 1 1 
Affective disorder 1 
Other 1 1 
No mental disorder 3 4 5 4 
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DISCUSSION 

The majority of the findings in this study indicate that the 

content and nonverbal communication of the briefing given prior to the 

presentence evaluation did not have a significant influence on the 

evaluation process. 'Different briefing conditions did not produce 

differences in the behavior of clients, as indicated by objective 

testing, self report, and ratings by interviewers. The possible 

explanation for these findings will be discussed in terms of two lines 

of reasoning: (1) It is possible that the briefings failed to have a 

demonstrable impact on behavior because the behavioral cues given 

by the briefing were overpowered by other aspects of the evaluation 

procedure as it naturally occurs. (2) Aspects of, the experimental 

design and the methodology used may have resulted in a failure to 

demonstrate the effects of the briefings. 

The first line of reasoning would suggest that the briefings 

may have had a slight or momentary influence, but that subjects 

responded primarily to other,more powerful elements of the situation. It 

was found that subjects who received the "discouraging self-disclosure" 

briefing, felt a greater; need to be careful of what they said, relative 

to subjects who received the "encouraging self-disclosure" briefing 

immediately after the briefing was given. Apparently, this difference 

between groups disappeared as soon as the subjects were confro~ted with 

the actual demands of the evaluation. That is to say, when subjects 
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were asked to disclose information about themselves on psychological 

tests and in interviews, all subjects exhibited comparable amounts 

of self-disclosure, regardless of the type of briefing they had 

received. 

This finding is congruent with the studies of arrested persons' 

reactions to Miranda warnings described earlier in this paper (Griffith 

and Ayres, 1967;Medalie, Zeitz and Alexander, 1968; Wald, Ayres, Hess, 

Schanta and Whitbread, 1967). In these studies, a significant number 

of adults waived their Miranda rights and answered questions posed by 

police. Grisso (1980) provides evidence that most adults have an 

adequate understanding of Miranda warnings in terms of the vocabulary 

used and the function and significance of the warnings. However, 

Medalie et al (1968) contend that mere comprehension of the warnings 

may not be sufficient to engender their application in practice. 

Even though the defendants in the Medalie et al (1968) study may have 

had a cognitive understanding of the warnings,they "had no appreciation 

of them and lacked the ability to apply them in their crisis-laden 

situations" (p.1376). 

The studies of Miranda warnings mentioned above offer a number of 

possible reasons for the willingness of many defendants to self-disclose. 

It seems plausible that subjects in the present study may have had 

similar reasons for offering information about themselves. The possible 

reasons for willingness to self-disclose even after a warning is given 

includ~: fear that nondisclosure will be punished in some way; attempts 
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to improve one's situation by presenting a favorable account to authorities; 

reacting without considering the consequences, due to situational 

stress; a feeling of powerlessness which reduces the likelihood of the 

person acting on his own behalf; and ignorance of what constitutes 

self-disclosure. 

The second line of reason concerning the results of this 

study is that the experimental design and methodology played a part 

in contributing to the null findings. It is possible that many variables 

which were not studied as separate contributors to the variance of the 

data were, in fact, influential factors in producing variance. Examples 

of such variables include the age of the subject, the number of 

prior offenses of the subject, certain dimensions of personality 

of the subject, and some characteristics of the interviewers such as 

age, race, and clinical experience. Also, the person who gave the 

briefings was female, and it is not known how this factor may have 

influenced the results. 

Problems may also have occurred in the presentation of stimuli and 

the measurement of responses. The briefings were designed to vary with 

respect to content and nonverbal communication. A pilot study with 

college students indicated that both of these manipulations were perceived 

as they were intended, However, it is possible that the subjects 

in the court clinic differed from the college students in their perceptions 

of the briefings. For example, many of the court clinic subjects 

described the woman who gave the briefings in a positive light in the 

authoritarian condition, whereas few of the college students did so. This 
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behavior on the part of the court clinic subjects suggests that either 

these subjects did not perceive the woman in the role that was intended, 

or the subjects responded in terms of social desirability considerations. 

Subjects in the court clinic may have perceived the person who gave 

the briefing in the role ofa helpful advocate who provided information, 

regardless of the type of information that was given. It is possible 

that the dependent variables in this study were not sufficiently 

sensitive to the effects of the briefings. Although an attempt was 

made to tap experimental effects through a variety of channels (e.g. 

nonverbal communication, self report, interviwer ratings) perhaps other 

measures would have revealed meaningful information which was obscured 

by the present measures. 

If research similar to the present study is to be undertaken 

in the future, the following suggestions may be made: 

1. It is difficult to determine the extent to which the behavior of the 

subjects was motivated by attempts to "look good" to the authorities 

within the system. This type of motivation may have influenced the 

decision to disclose despite a warning against self-disclosure, and 

the tendency to use favorable terms to describe court clinic personnel 

on the rating sheets. It might be helpful to have interviews concerning 

impressions of the court clinic evaluation with a sample of subjects 

after sentencing has occurred. At that time, the subjects might have 

less motivation to respond in terms of the expectations of authorities. 

Also, it would have been useful to have asked subjects who completed the 
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present experiment what they thought was the purpose of the experiment. 

2. Experiments could be conducted to test the salience of different 

types of "environmental prompts" or reminders of the right to silence 

and to council. For example, defendants might be more likely to 

exercise these rights if relevant information was presented in writing 

as well as verbally, or if the information was'p=esented by an individual 

who had an established relationship with the subject (possibly an 

attorney or a probation officer). 

3. Variables pertaining to characteristics of subjects and interviewers 

should be controlled to the greatest possible extent to reduce the error 

variance within the experimental design. For example interviewer 

effect could be treated as a separate factor and subjects could be 

matched on variables such as intelligence and socio-economic status. 

Additional independent variables and matching or holding constant 

certain subject variables would require a larger sample of subjects, and 

more elaborate procedures for screening and assigning subjects to groups. 

4. The present study suggests that college students are probably not an 

appropiate population for pretesting the effects of briefings to be 

given to court clinic subjects. Further testing is needed to gain a better 

understanding of how the briefing manipulations are perceived by court 

clinic clients. For example, pilot work should be conducted on a 

population of subjects that is similar to the population of court clinic 

clients in terms of demographic and personality variables. 

5. Dependent measures other than those used in the present study could 

be employed to assess the reactions to briefings. Some examples include 
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personal interviews with subjects following the evaluation, and video 

taping of the nonverbal behavior of subjects as they progress through 

the evaluation procedure. 



APPENDIX A 

Evaluation Rating Scale 

This questionnaire deals with your feeling about the interview you 

just had. After each number (1-12) there are two sentences. For 

everay number, put a circle around the sentence that best describes 

your feelings. 

1.1 felt at ease in 
the interview 

2.1 felt that I made myself 
known to the interviewer. 

3.1 was bored by the 
interviewer. 

4.1 held back a lot and 
was careful of what I said 

5. I liked the interviewer. 

6.1 felt the interviewer 
was interested in me. 

7.The interviewer was good at 
interviewing and drawing me out. 

8.1 would not want to spend 
time with the interviewer again. 

9.1 felt the interviewer could 
describe me well to the judge. 

10.1 felt the interviewer was a 
good listener. 

11.1 did not feel the interviewer 
could be trusted. 
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I felt tense and anxious in 
the interview. 

I did not feel that I made myself 
known to the interviewer. 

I was interested by the interviewer. 

I talked fully and freely. 

I disliked the interviewer. 

I felt the interviewer was not 
very interested in me. 

The interviewer was not very good 
at interviewing and drawing me out. 

I would want to spend time with 
the interviewer again. 

I did not feel the interviewer 
could describe me well to the judge. 

I did not feel the interviewer 
was a good listener. 

I felt that the interviewer could 
could be trusted. 



APPENDIX A -- Continued 

12. *In general I think being labeled 
mentally ill and in need of 
treatment can get someone a lighter 
sentence. 
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In general, I think being labeled 
mentally ill and in need of 
treatment can get someone 
a heavier sentence. 

* Item 12 is not included in the scoring of the questionnaire. 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

APPENDIX B 

Measure of Subject's Trust of Experimenter 

INTERVIEW RATING SCALE 
(published in Jourard, 1971) 

felt at ease 

felt that I made myself known to 
the other person 

bored by other person 

held back a lot, was careful of 
what I revealed. 

liked the other person 

felt the other person was 
interested in me. 

the other person was good at 
interviewing and drawing me out. 

would'nt want to interact with 
the other person again. 

did'nt mind the tape recorder. 

felt the other person could 
describe me effectively to a 
third party. 

felt the other person was a 
good listener. 

felt the other person made herself 
known to me. 

did not feel the other person could 
be trusted. 
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felt tense, anxious 

did not feel that I made myself 
known to the other person. 

interested by the other person 

talked fully and freely. 

disliked the other person 

felt the other person was not 
interested in me. 

felt the other person was not very 
good at interviewing and drawing 
me out. 
would want to interact with the 
other person again. 

was bothered by the tape recorder. 

did not feel the other person could 
describe me effectively to a 
third party. 

did not feel the other person was 
a good listener. 

did not feel the other person made herse 
herself known to me. 

felt like the other person could 
be trusted. 



14. would like to have the other 
person as a close friend. 

15. felt like the other person was 
judging me. 
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would not like to have the 
other person as a close friend. 

didn't feel like the other person 
was judging me. 



APPENDIX C 

Briefing Questionnaire 

This questionnaire has to-do with the person who gave your written 

testing. As you remember, she gave you briefings that explained the 

evaluation procedures and gave the tests. Please answer each question. 

1. How would you describe the person who gave the briefings and 
written tests earlier today? (Circle one or more). 

friendly 
interested 

unfriendly 
bored 

warm 
helpful 

cold 
unhelpful 

Other description -------------------------------------------------

2. How did you feel when she told you what the evaluation would be 
like? (Circle one or more). 

More at ease 
more comfortable 

less at ease 
less comfortable 

3. After she told you what the evaluation would be like how did 
you feel about talking to people here? (Circle one). 

I could be fairly open I should be careful of what I said 

4. After she talked do you, did you have the feeling that the 
evaluation could be helpful to you? (Circle one). 

Yes No 
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APPENDIX D 

Psychopathology Rating Scale 

1. How did you perceive this client? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely guarded and ________________________ __ 
defensive 

extremely open and 
willing to self-disclose 

2. On a scale measuring general or gross psychological dysfunction, where 
would you rate this client? (For no evidence of psychological dysfunction 
mark the box below). 

slight psychological 1 
dysfunction 2 3 4 5 6 7 

extreme psychological 
dysfunction 

No evidence of psychological dysfunction 

3. Most appropjate DSM III diagnosis (es) -----------------------
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illustrator 
adaptor 

APPENDIX E 

Nonverbal Behavior Record Form 

hand movement away from body; a gesture. 
hand movement to a part of the body; not an expressive 
gesture 

Which type of hand movement was most common for this client? (Circle). 

illustrator adaptor neither clearly dominant 

Did the client's use of hand movements change markedly with different 
phases of the interview (Circle) Yes No 

If "yes" describe: ------------------------------------------------
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APPENDIX F 
Analysis of variance results for each dependent variable. A= nonverbal; 
B = content 

MMPI L SCALE 

Source df SS MS f P 
A 1 1.3 1.4 .14 n.s. 
B 1 .3 .3 .03 n.s. 
AB 1 4.1 4.1 .46 n.s. 
SCAB) 36 325.1 9.0 

Total 39 330.8 

MMPI K SCALE 

Source df SS MS f P 
A 1 15.7 15.7 .46 n.s. 
B 1 18.3 18.3 .53 n.s. 
AB 1 64.9 64.9 1.88 n.s 
SCAB) 36 1241.5 34.5 
Total 39 1340.4 

MMPI Pd SCALE 

Source df SS MS f P 
A 1 48.4 48.4 1.64 n.s 
B 1 28.9 28.9 .98 n.s. 
AB 1 36.1 36.1 1.22 n.s. 
SCAB) 36 1066.2 29.6 

Total 39 1179.6 

Evaluation Rating Scale 

Source df SS MS f P 
A 1 3.6 3.6 .37 n.s • 
B 1 2.5 2.5 • 26 n.s. 
AB 1 8.1 8.1 .82 n.s. 
SCAB) 36 351.8 9.8 
Total 39 366.0 

48 



49 

APPENDIX F --Continued 

Defensiveness (Psychopathology Rating Scale 

Source df SS MS f P 
A 1 .3 .3 .17 n.s. 
B 1 .7 .7 .39 n.s. 
AB 1 2.9 2.9 1.61 n.s. 
S(AB) 36 63.5 1.8 

Total 39 67.4 

Gross Psychological Dysfunction (Psychopathology Rating Scale 

Source df SS MS f E 
A 1 5.7 5.7 3.17 n.s. 
B 1 2.1 2.1 1.17 n.s . 
AB 1 .5 .5 • 28 n.s. 
S(AB) 36 66.1 1.8 
Total 39 74.4 



APPENDIX G 

Rating sheet used for the pilot study evaluation of the "empathic" 
and "authoritarian" styles. 

How would you describe the style in which the briefing was given? 

warm cold 

uncaring caring 

empathic aloof 

interested disinterested 

dominant submissive 

authoritarian egalitarian 

bureaucratic personable 

Mean scores for nonverbal styles. ( The left endpoint of each scale was 
assigned a value of 1. Intermediate points were assigned values 2 
through 6, while the right endpoint was assigned a value of 7.) 

Rating dimension 

warm/cold 
uncaring/caring 
empathic/aloof 
interested/disinterested 
dominant/submissive 
authoritarian/egalitarian 
bureaucratic/personable 

Nonverbal Style 
Empathic Authoritarian 
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2.15 
5.00 
2.23 
2.15 
3.38 
4.85 
4.92 

5.39 
1.46 
5.08 
5.62 
2.23 
1. 92 
1.46 
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