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Abstract 

The present study was design to see the impact of dependence proneness and self-

disclosure on psychological well-being. The two independent variables i.e. dependence 

proneness and self disclosure and one dependent variable i.e. psychological well-being were 

used in the present study. Four groups of subject were formed on the basis of their score they 

obtained on Dependence Proneness Scale (DPS) developed by  Sinha (1968), consists of 20 

items describing dependency or initiative taking behaviors and Self Disclosure Inventory 

(SDI) given by Sinha (1973) assess the magnitude of the self-disclosure consists of 8 areas of 

self and 6 target figures. These four groups were formed namely: Group I Dependence Prone 

and High self-disclosure, Group II Dependence Prone and Low self-disclosure, Group III 

Independence Proneness and High self-disclosure, and Group IV Independence Proneness 

and Low self-disclosure (50 subjects in each group). Psychological Well-Being Scale 

developed by Verma & Verma (1989) consists 20 items was also used to measure 

psychological well-being of the subjects. Finally sample consist 200 subjects (Post-Graduates 

students from Faculty of Art, A.M.U., Aligarh). All the subjects were matched on all relevant 

variables like age, education, and sex. The data which obtained were analyzed by descriptive 

statistics and ANOVA. The finding of present research clearly revealed that dependence 

proneness and self disclosure have significant difference on psychological well-being.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Dependence proneness is operationally defined as a motivational habit of over 

dependence on others in situations in which dependence in not necessarily called for. It is not 

a clever strategy to win over a situation nor a means to achieve some useful purpose rather it 

is a tendency or an inner inclination to run to others without exhausting one’s own resources. 

It may express itself in one or more ways such as (1) to seek support, advice, and/or order 

from others (2) to confide with others uncritically, (3) desires to be encouraged, helped and/or 

protected by others. 



JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL ACADEMIC RESEARCH FOR MULTIDISCIPLINARY 
Impact Factor 2.417, ISSN: 2320-5083, Volume 4, Issue 6, July 2016 

 

289 
www.jiarm.com 

Sinha (1968) observed that dependence proneness involves excessive amount of 

dependency which propels a person to seek advice, support and affection from others in 

situation where it may not be necessarily required. In subsequent study, Sinha and Pandey 

(1972) have reported that a high dependent-prone person hesitates, asks for all kinds of 

informations and communications. He is further described as one who is anxious, fatalist, 

impractical and traditional. These characteristics of dependent prone persons suggest that 

they are cognitively less developed less than their counterparts.           

Self-disclosure refers to information about the self that a person communicates to 

others (Archer, 1980; Derlega, Metts, Petronio, & Margulis, 1993; Joinson, 2001a, 2001b; 

Joinson & Paine, 2007). The message may include thoughts, feeling, and experiences 

(Derlega et al., 1993; Joinson, 2001b; Joinson & Paine, 2007; Sillence & Briggs, 2007; Suler, 

2004). The sharing of personal information with others is essential for the formation of close 

relationships (Altman & Taylor, 1973). 

It is also defined as “revealing intimate information about one’s self” (Derlega, 1993). 

Information disclosure about oneself in human communication is important for various 

reasons. Firstly, it is essential in forming and maintaining personal relationships (Rubin and 

Shenker, 1978). Secondly, people continuously compare their disclosure patterns with their 

peers in order to validate their opinions, perceptions and values. Thirdly, it has been shown 

that self-disclosure could affect self-esteem and well-being (Leung, 2002; Daley, 2010). 

Well-being is a way of life. Especially in terms of life ideally inclined to health and 

wellness; unifying body, mind, and soul; individually full of purposeful attitude and aim to 

live life more fully; and a functional life in all social, personal, and environmental aspects 

(Myers et al., 2003). Health and well-being, and life style of an individual are closely related. 

Well-being aims to determine factors strengthening health and change individuals’ life styles 

in that direction. The life styles of individual are not their fate (Doğan, 2006). 

Psychological wellbeing deals with people’s feelings about everyday experiences in 

life activities. Such feeling may range from negative mental states or psychological strains 

such as anxiety, depression, frustration, emotional exhaustion, unhappiness, dissatisfaction) 

to a state which has been identified as positive mental health (Jahoda, 1958, Warr, 1978). Sell 

and Nagpal (1992) observe that all indicators of psychological well-being have objective and 

subjective components. The objective components relate to concerns that are generally 

known by the term “standard of living”. However, individual satisfaction or happiness with 

objective reality depends not only on the access to goods and services that are available to the 
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community, but also on his expectations and perceived reality. It is the subjective component 

which links the concept of life to subjective well being.  

Subjective well-being refers to what people think and how they feel about their lives 

in positive ways. People experience subjective well-being (SWB) when they feel many 

pleasant and few unpleasant emotions, when they are engaged in interesting activities, when 

they experience many pleasures and few pains and when they are satisfied with their lives. 

Many philosophers and social scientists have concerned themselves with defining happiness 

or well-being.  

 

RESEARCH QUESTION: 

The present study was design to see the following research questions: 

(1) Does Dependence Proneness influence Psychological Well-Being? 

(2) Does Self-Disclosure influence Psychological Well-Being? 

(3) Is there an interactional effect between Dependence Proneness and Self-Disclosure on 

Psychological Well-Being? 

METHODOLOGY 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY  

In order to answer the above questions, a 2X2 factorial design in which two 

independent variables i.e. dependence proneness and self disclosure and one dependent 

variable i.e. psychological well-being were used in the present study.  Four groups of subject 

were formed on the basis of their score they obtained on Dependence Proneness Scale (DPS) 

and Self Disclosure Inventory namely: Group I Dependence Proneness and High self-

disclosure, Group II Dependence Proneness and Low self-disclosure, Group III Independence 

Proneness and High self-disclosure, and Group IV Independence Proneness and Low self-

disclosure.  

 

SAMPLE  

A sample of 200 students was used in the present study. More specifically there were 

50 subjects in each group. All subjects were female the age range was 18 years to 25 years. 

These 200 subjects were selected from Post-Graduates students from Faculty of Art, A.M.U., 

Aligarh). All the subjects were matched on all relevant variables like age, education, sex, 

socio-economic status.  
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INSTRUMENT 

These three following instruments were used in the present study: 

Dependence Proneness Scale (DPS) 

Dependence Proneness Scale (DPS) developed by Sinha (1968), consists of 20 items 

describing dependency or initiative taking behaviors. It is a Likert type 5-point scale ranging 

from quite true (5) to not at all true (1) with undecided (3) in the middle. The score range is 

possible from 20 to 100. In this system of scoring the larger the score, the greater is the 

degree of dependence proneness.    

    

Self- Disclosure Inventory (SDI) 

Self Disclosure Inventory (SDI) given by Sinha (1973) assess the magnitude of the 

self-disclosure consists of the sample. This inventory measures the extent of self-disclosure 

of the Indian adolescents of both sexes of urban and rural population. The inventory consists 

8 areas of self and 6 target figures. The eight areas of self are (1) Money, (2) Personality, (3) 

Study, (4) Body, (5) Interest, (6) Feeling-ideas, (7) Vocation and (8) Sex. The six target 

figures to whom one may disclose about oneself are (1) Mother, (2) Father, (3) Brother, (4) 

Sister, (5) Friend and (6) Teacher. 

The instruction of Self-Disclosure Inventory was given on the cover page of the 

inventory. Few examples and some precaution are also given on the cover page of the 

inventory. The scoring of the scale is based on a three point self-rating scale. The sum of the 

scores in all the areas of self toward all target figures gives the total magnitude of self-

disclosure of the subject. 

 

 PGI Well-Being Scale (PGIWBS) 

Psychological Well-Being Scale developed by Verma & Verma (1989) to measure 

subjective well being (Positive Mental Health) consists 20 items. Test retest reliability was 

found to be 0.86. 

 

PROCEDURE  

First of all rapport with the subject was made, and then Dependence Proneness Scale 

(DPS) and Self Disclosure Inventory (SDI) and Psychological Well-Being Scale were given 

to the subjects in a small group or individually. Then four groups of subject were formed on 

the basis of their score they obtained on Dependence Proneness Scale (DPS) and Self 
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Disclosure Inventory (SDI) namely: Group I Dependence Proneness and High self-disclosure, 

Group II Dependence Proneness and Low self-disclosure, Group III Independence Proneness 

and High self-disclosure, and Group IV Independence Proneness and Low self-disclosure (50 

subjects in each group).  

 

DATA ANALYSIS- 

The data were analyzed by two way ANOVA and Descriptive Statistics.  

RESULT AND DISCUSSION- 

Table I: Showing Summary of 2X2 Factorial Design of ANOVA for Psychological Well-

Being 

Source of  
Variance 

Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F-ratio Sig. 

      

      

DP  99.87 1 99.87 12.84** .000 

 
Self-Dis 
 

144.55 1 144.55 9.42** .000 

DP * Self-Dis 29.03 1 29.03 3.73* .000 

      

      

      

 

Table II: Showing mean of the means of Subjects under Dependence Proneness and 

Independence Proneness Conditions 

Conditions Mean of the Means 

Dependence Proneness 30.82 

Independence Proneness 33.74 

 

Table III: Showing mean of the means of Subjects under High self-disclosure and Low 

self-disclosure Conditions 

Conditions Mean of the Means 

High self-disclosure 35.69 

Low self-disclosure 32.20 

 



JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL ACADEMIC RESEARCH FOR MULTIDISCIPLINARY 
Impact Factor 2.417, ISSN: 2320-5083, Volume 4, Issue 6, July 2016 

 

293 
www.jiarm.com 

As showing in the Table I F-ratio for dependence proneness and independence 

proneness variation is 12.84 which is significant at 0.01 level indicating that dependence 

proneness and independence proneness has differential effect on Psychological well being. I 

found in Table-II that mean of the means for dependence proneness groups is 30.82 and mean 

of means for independence proneness groups is 33.47. Since the mean of the means for 

independence proneness group of subjects is higher than the mean of the means for 

dependence proneness group of subjects. 

As showing in the Table I F-ratio for high self-disclosure and low self disclosure 

variation is 9.42 which is significant at 0.01 level indicating that high self-disclosure and low 

self disclosure also has differential effect on Psychological well being. We found in Table-III 

that mean of the means for high self-disclosure groups is 35.69 and mean of means for low 

self disclosure groups is 32.20.  Since the mean of the means for independence proneness 

group of subjects is higher than the mean of the means for dependence proneness group of 

subjects. 

As showing in the Table I F-ratio for interaction between dependence proneness and 

self-disclosure is 3.73, which is also significant at 0.01 level showing that there is interaction 

effect of dependence proneness and self-disclosure on psychological well being. 

The findings of present study suggested that the dependence proneness and self-

disclosure are important factor to fluctuate one’s level of psychological well being. The result 

of current study clearly indicated that independence proneness person showing better 

psychological well being than dependence proneness person and subjects having high self-

disclosure are better psychological well being than subjects having low self-disclosure.    

If a person developed such disposition would run to others for support, suggestions, 

and help even if confronted with a relatively minor problem. He would be a person who 

needs frequent encouragements and emotional supports and feels reluctant to take initiative of 

independent judgments and actions. Rather, demanding situations make him uncomfortable 

so much so that he would avoid making decisions. 
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