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The following stories deal with thoughts and
feelings about the self, and they illustrate
dilemmas about whether to reveal highly
personal information about oneself to signif-
icant others (a friend, a spouse or lover, and
parents). If the following statements were
true of you, would you share this material?
If so, when, how, with whom, and in what
detail?

I started dating a new guy from work, and
it’s still very exciting. We're taking it
slow, so we haven't told many people.
I wonder what will happen when they
find out?

[ am really unhappy and unmotivated
most of the time. My friends see me as
a happy person. They also see me as a
goal-oriented person. The only person
whom [ can tell about how I really feel
is my husband.

[ got a great job offer in Atlanta last week.
I want to talk to my girlfriend about it,
but she wants to stay here, so I don’t
know what I'd say.

I am a gay man, but I have never
talked to my parents about my sexual
orientation.

In this chapter, we examine individu-
als’ decision making about what, when, to
whom, and how much to disclose personal
feelings and thoughts. Although level of self-
disclosure and personal relationships are not
synonymous concepts, self-disclosure plays
an important role in constructing what kind
of relationships individuals have with each
another (Harvey & Omarzu, 1997; Prager,
1995; Reis & Shaver, 1988). Self-disclosure,
depending on reactions of relationship part-
ners, also plays an important role in validat-
ing self-worth and personal identity (Beals,
2003; Greene, Derlega, Yep, & Petronio,
2003). This chapter reviews the historical
background to self-disclosure research, def-
initions of self-disclosure, disclosure trajec-
tories, reasons for and against disclosure,
disclosure as a transactional process, dis-
closure message enactment, health conse-
quences of disclosure, methodological trends
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in disclosure research, and opportunities for
future research. To begin we put current
work on self-disclosure and personal rela-
tionships into perspective by noting the con-
tributions of pioneering researchers. Many of
the testable hypotheses about self-disclosure
were anticipated by the ideas and early
research of these investigators.

Theoretical and Empirical
Foundations: Contributions of Early
Self-Disclosure Researchers

Sidney Jourard, a clinical psychologist,
was an early proponent of self-disclosure
research in his books and articles. See, for
instance, The Transparent Self (1964, 1971a)
and Self-Disclosure: An Experimental Analy-
sis of the Transparent Self (1971b). Jourard was
a visionary who argued that openness in at
least one significant relationship was a prereq-
uisite for a healthy personality. He published
the first widely used scales measuring self-
disclosure to friends, parents, and intimate
partners (Jourard, 1964, 1971b).

Irwin Altman and Dalmas Taylor (1973)
coauthored Social Penetration: The Develop-
ment of Interpersonal Relationships. Altman
and Taylor’s book presents the first system-
atic theory and program of research — based
on notions derived from social exchange
and interdependence theories in social psy-
chology — about the progression of close
relationships (cognitively, emotionally, and
behaviorally) as people move from being
acquaintances to close relationship partners.
Some of the most interesting research test-
ing social penetration theory was based on
studies of U.S. Navy volunteers who lived
and worked together in small groups on
simulated missions with no outside contact
(Altman & Haythorn, 1965). Altman also
introduced the notion of dialectics in the
study of self-disclosure, whereby relation-
ship partners struggle to balance opposi-
tional needs such as “being both open and
closed to contact” with one another in
order to regulate privacy (Altman, Vinsel, &
Brown, 1981, p. 127; also see Margulis, 2003,

for a recent review). Altman’s ideas about
dialectics are the foundation for an integra-
tive theory of privacy recently constructed
by Sandra Petronio (2002) in Boundaries of
Privacy. Petronio extended Altman’s dialec-
tical conceptualization of privacy, showing
how relationship partners rely on rules about
control, ownership, and co-ownership of pri-
vate information to open and close privacy
boundaries (also see Derlega & Chaikin,
1977; Petronio, 1991).

Mirra Komarovsky, a sociologist, pre-
sented the first extensive study of self-
disclosure in marital relationships in her
book, Blue-Collar Marriage (1962). Based
on an interview study of 58 married cou-
ples, she introduced many important lines
of research in self-disclosure and close rela-
tionships, including the link between self-
disclosure and marital satisfaction, mutual-
ity of self-disclosure of couples, “taboo top-
ics” in personal relationships (cf. Baxter &
Wilmot, 1985; Roloff & Ifert, 2000), and
how assumptions about a personal rela-
tionship (based on cultural background and
gender) influence what couples disclose
and avoid talking about in their marital
communication.

Zick Rubin (1970) conducted influential
early studies on disclosure reciprocity in nat-
uralistic settings, such as in airport departure
lounges and at bus stops. In the phenomenon
of disclosure reciprocity (what Jourard,
19713, 1971b, called the “dyadic effect”),
one person’s disclosure input encourages
another’s disclosure, which, in turn, may
encourage the first person to disclose more,
and so on. This reciprocal process of dis-
closure followed by disclosure contributes
to people’s knowledge about one another
as well as to relationship development (see
Dindia, 2000, 2002, for recent reviews of
this literature). Rubin and his colleagues
(see Rubin, Hill, Peplau, & Dunkel-Schetter,
1980) also popularized the notion that an
“ethic of openness” underlies self-disclosure
in intimate couples, especially for those who
endorse equal roles for men and women in
close relationships and at work. Rubin etal.’s
(1980) research on the ethic of openness
(part of the influential Boston Longitudinal
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Dating Study; see Hill, Rubin, & Peplau,
1976) challenged preexisting views that men
are inexpressive emotionally with their inti-
mate partners.

Alan Chaikin and Valerian Derlega con-
ducted many of the early studies on disclo-
sure reciprocity and on social norms influ-
encing the appropriateness of self-disclosure
(e.g, Chaikin & Derlega, 1974a, 1974b;
Derlega, Wilson, & Chaikin, 1976). They
also integrated research via a functional
model of self-disclosure focusing on the
expressive value or instrumental effective-
ness of self-disclosure (Derlega & Grzelak,
1979; also see Archer, 1987; Miller & Read,
1987), a privacy model emphasizing the role
of self- and dyadic-boundaries regulating
self-disclosure (Derlega & Chaikin, 1977),
and reviews of the self-disclosure literature
(e.g., Chaikin & Derlega, 1974¢; Derlega &
Chaikin, 1975; also see Cozby, 1973).

Richard Archer, John Berg, and Lynn
Miller (in collaboration and separately) con-
tributed important studies on the impact of
self-disclosure for social attraction, interac-
tion goals that motivate disclosure, and how
to measure self-disclosure in close relation-
ships. Archer documented how personalis-
tic disclosures (where the disclosure input is
uniquely intended for the disclosure recip-
ient) may increase liking for the initial dis-
closer (see Archer & Cook, 1986; Jones &
Archer, 1976). Berg and his colleagues (e.g.,
Berg, 1986; Berg & Archer, 1980) demon-
strated how conversational responsiveness
(“the extent to which and the way in which
one participant’s actions address the pre-
vious actions, communications, needs, or
wishes of another participant in that inter-
action;” Miller & Berg, 1984, p. 191) influ-
ences liking for a disclosure recipient. Miller
pioneered a methodology (based on David
Kenny's social relations model; see Kenny &
La Voie, 1984) to partition how much of
disclosure in a social interaction is due to
what is unique to the partners in a close rela-
tionship as opposed to the personal charac-
teristics of the disclosure or the disclosure
recipient (see Miller & Kenny, 1986). Disclo-
sure researchers are indebted to Miller, Berg,
and Archer (1983) for constructing a psycho-

metrically rigorous and easy-to-use index of
self-disclosure as well as an individual dif-
ferences measure of a listener’s capacity to
encourage self-disclosure from relationship
partners (the “Opener scale”).

Defining Self-Disclosure

Let us consider the question, “what is self-
disclosure?” Researchers have not always
agreed about how to define it. For instance,
one could argue that all forms of verbal and
nonverbal communication reveal something
about the self and, hence, any communica-
tive act should be defined as self-disclosure.
The jewelry or tattoos we have or do not have
may reveal something unique about our per-
sonality, and they could be considered exam-
ples of self-disclosure. Or perhaps laughing
or smiling might be considered examples of
self-disclosure. However, these involuntary
disclosures are different from what might be
termed “willful disclosures” (Jourard, 1971a),
where the “aim is to let another person
know with no shadow of a doubt what you
have done, what you feel, etc.” (pp. 16-
17). Consistent with the notion of willful
disclosure, we define self-disclosure as an
interaction between at least two individu-
als where one intends to deliberately divulge
something personal to another (see Derlega,
Metts, Petronio, & Margulis, 1993).
Self-disclosure is usually studied in terms
of verbal messages that contain statements
such as “I feel” and “I think,” but nonver-
bal messages such as the clothes we wear as
well as what we say may be examples of self-
disclosure if the goal is to reveal something
personal about ourselves that the other per-
son did not know. As Rosenfeld (2000) aptly
noted, “disclosure is the process that grants
access to private things and to secrets” (p. 6).
Self-disclosure research often focuses on
whether or not to reveal highly sensitive
information (such as personal fears, deeply
held religious convictions, potentially stig-
matizing information), but self-disclosure
also deals with less serious information
(e.g., “I love home-made pizza”). Although
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Table 22.1. Dimensions of Disclosure Messages

1. Transactional - self-disclosure is a complex process that may unfold over a number of occasions, For
instance, it may be possible to identify a disclosure message (e.g., someone disclosing about their
HIV positive status to a family member), but there is a “dynamic, continuous and circular process”
(Dindia, 1998, p. 414) between relationship partners in “who” discloses and “what” is revealed or
concealed. We use the terms “discloser” and the “disclosure target,” but partners may take on (and
switch) both roles in the disclosure process. A self-disclosure episode also involves multiple
reactions (cognitive, emotional, and behavioral) by both the discloser and the disclosure target.

2. Reward value — there may be positive or negative outcomes from the disclosure for either (or

both) the discloser or the disclosure target.

3. Informativeness ~ there are differences in how much information the disclosure message provides
about the discloser. Does the disclosure provide information about the causes that underlie the
discloser’s behavior? This aspect of self-disclosure is traditionally defined in terms of topic breadth
(the variety of topics disclosed) and depth (the level of intimacy of disclosure; see Altman &

Taylor, 1973).

4. Accessibility - the ease or difficulty of divulging personal information in the interaction between

the discloser and the target person.

5. Truthfulness - whether the disclosure taps information that is perceived to be about the “real” self

or one’s “true” thoughts and feelings.

6. Social norms — does the disclosure process support or deviate from existing sociocultural
expectations about what, how, and when people should disclose or conceal information from one

another?

7. Effectiveness - how much does the disclosure, as a communicative act, accomplish the discloser’s

as well as the listener’s goals?

self-disclosure of everyday or even “superfi-
cial” information plays an important role in
initiating as well as in maintaining a relation-
ship, it is the disclosure of highly personal
information that has many consequences for
relationship development and maintenance.
For instance, self-disclosure is an important
ingredient in how researchers conceptual-
ize romantic love (Rubin, 1970) and marital
intimacy (Chelune, Waring, Vosk, Sultan, &
Ogden, 1984).

Early research on self-disclosure focused
on people revealing their “real self” or
“essence” to at least one other person (Alt-
man & Taylor, 1973; Fromm, 1956; Jourard,
1971a). It is worthwhile to distinguish, how-
ever, between personal self-disclosure (dis-
closure about oneself) and relational self-
disclosure (disclosure that focuses on one’s
relationship with another person or interac-
tions with others). Both forms of disclosure
have consequences for the development and
maintenance of close relationships (Derlega
etal., 1993). Personal disclosures (e.g., “I had
a terrific day at work”) gives relationship
partners “up-to-date” information about

what each person is thinking and feeling, but
relational disclosures (e.g., “I can’t imagine
a better way to spend this holiday weekend
than with you!") also informs partners about
the state of their relationship and how they
are getting along (cf. Waring, 1987).

Self-disclosure varies along a number of
dimensions. Although not comprehensive,
the list in Table 22.1 illustrates different
features of self-disclosure messages. These
dimensions of disclosure messages embody
different lines of theory and research. A
major portion of our own research on self-
disclosure has focused on the subjective rea-
sons for disclosure and nondisclosure in the
pursuit of goals for oneself, the partner, and
the relationship, what is referred to as disclo-
sure effectiveness (Derlega & Grzelak, 1979;
Greene et al., 2003).

Disclosure Trajectories

Important early theories of relationship
development in the 1970s, such as social
penetration (Altman & Taylor, 1973) and
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incremental exchange theory (Levinger
& Snoek, 1972), emphasized how self-
disclosure progresses in depth (sensitivity
of material disclosed) and breadth (variety
of topics disclosed) as relationships develop
over time. According to this perspective,
people would reveal more about their inner
thoughts and feelings as their relationships
and affection for one another developed
over time. Disclosure gradually (or rapidly)
accelerated with relationship development,
in frequency, depth, and range of top-
ics. Conversely, self-disclosure was assumed
to decrease or decline in the same man-
ner as a relationship deteriorated.! Con-
sistent with these theories, Collins and
Miller (1994) conducted a meta-analytic
review documenting three distinct but over-
lapping mechanisms that account for the
link between self-disclosure and relationship
closeness: (a) people disclose more to some-
one whom they like, (b) people like someone
more who discloses to them, and (c) people
like someone more to whom they have dis-
closed personal information.

There is a generally linear association
between self-disclosure and the develop-
ment of a personal relationship, but rela-
tionship partners cycle between being open
and closed about what they disclose to each
other (Altman et al., 1981; Petronio, 2002).
Relationships may also show alternate paths
that defy the generally linear pattern. For
example, couples who stay together may
show a sharp decline in disclosure after an
initial pattern of greater openness, or dating
partners who “click” as a couple may display
a high level of disclosure very quickly at the
beginning of their relationship (e.g., Berg &
Clark, 1986). On the other hand, “too much”
self-disclosure early in a relationship may be
associated with lower liking later on (Berg,
1984; also see Altman & Taylor, 1973).

Whatever the trajectory of disclosure
over time in a relationship, early (e.g.,
Jourard, Altman & Taylor, Komarovsky) and
contemporary researchers also report that all
or most relationship partners will avoid talk-
ing about or conceal (or both) certain facts
or feelings from significant others. This may
happen because the material is considered

a taboo topic (e.g., Baxter & Wilmot, 1985;
Roloff & Ifert, 2000), too personal to divulge
(Altman & Taylor, 1973), too undesirable for
the partner to know (Afifi & Burgoon, 1998),
too difficult to divulge (Derlega, Winstead,
& Folk-Barron, 2000), too burdensome for
the partner to worry about (Burke, Weir, &
Harrison, 1976), or simply private informa-
tion (Kelly, 2002; Petronio, 2002). Partners
may even lie to each other to protect them-
selves from “unwanted access” (DePaulo,
Wetzel, Weylin Sternglanz, & Walker Wil-
son, 2003, p. 293), and some individuals
(termed “separates”; Fitzpatrick, 1987) may
view self-disclosure and openness as incom-
patible with asserting autonomy in their per-
sonal relationships.

A comment on mutuality of disclosure
between relationship partners: We have
noted the generally linear progression of
self-disclosure in developing personal rela-
tionships. However, as Komarovsky (1962)
observed in her marital interviews, there is
considerable mutuality in how much rela-
tionship partners disclose to one another.
Relationship partners who disclose a lot also
are likely to be the recipients of high lev-
els of disclosure. Relationship partners who
disclose little are also likely to be the recip-
ients of low levels of disclosure. Partners in
close relationships may or may not recipro-
cate self-disclosure in a single episode (e.g,,
I may want my intimate partner to simply
listen as I seek her advice with a personal
problem; see Berg & Archer, 1980). Many
partners, however, are likely to approximate
one another in their level of disclosure over
time and in the course of their relationship
(Dindia, 2002; Hendrick, 1981).

Disclosure Decision Making

Decisions about whether to disclose depend,
in part, on an assessment of the relative ben-
efits and costs to the discloser and the dis-
closure target (e.g., Kelly, 2002; Omarzu,
2000; Vangelisti & Caughlin, 1997). Dis-
closure decision making involves coping
with “dialectical” dilemmas as relationship
partners attempt to reconcile contradictory
and incompatible personal needs - such
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Figure 22.1. Model of disclosure decision making in a single episode.

., Baxter & Montgomery, 1997; Dindia,

1998; Petronio, 2002).

Figure 22.1 presents a model of self-

disclosure decision making, incorporating
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concepts from Derlega and Grzelak (1979),
Greene et al. (2003), Omarzu (2000), and
Petronio (2002). It includes both distal (cul-
tural criteria, social network, and individual
differences such as the personality and indi-
vidual differences of the discloser and the
disclosure target) and proximal factors (self,
partner, and relationship-linked reasons for
and against disclosing, and assessment of
the current situation) that contribute to
disclosure or nondisclosure. The prospec-
tive discloser weighs whether to disclose
to significant others in the context of cul-
tural attitudes about self-disclosure; access
to a social network of family, friends, and
coworkers; and individual difference vari-
ables such as gender, self-esteem, and attach-
ment style. Then the prospective discloser,
in coordination with the potential disclosure
recipient, must assess the appropriateness of
the situation (e.g., is there a private location
to talk; does disclosure fit into the flow of
the conversation; is there enough time avail-
able to talk; are the prospective discloser and
disclosure recipient “getting along”; is the
disclosure recipient being attentive and ask-
ing questions; is the response to the disclo-
sure input likely to be positive or negative?).
If a decision is made to disclose, then self-
disclosure occurs (including to a particular
target person, about specific content, at a
particular level of disclosure intimacy, in a
specific location, in person or by phone, e-
mail, letter). The personal reactions of the
discloser and the recipient (e.g., inferring
mutual trust or mistrust, co-ownership of
sensitive information) may, in turn, influ-
ence the outcomes experienced by both
individuals (e.g., the partners in the relation-
ship may click as friends; they may decide to
meet at a future time to talk again; they may
feel “intimate”). The model, as presented in
Figure 22.1, also includes feedback loops. For
instance, the immediate reactions of the dis-
closer and the target (e.g., feeling emotion-
ally close and labeling one another “close
friends”) may affect antecedent variables
in the model (including perceptions about
“who” in one’s social network is a confidant,
reweighing reasons for and against disclo-
sure by the discloser as well as reassessing

the suitability of the situation for enacting
disclosure) that predict subsequent disclo-
sure or nondisclosure in the same and in
future episodes.

The model in Figure 22.1 focuses on self-
disclosure and nondisclosure in one episode,
but self-disclosure (including “who” dis-
closes, “what” is divulged, “how” the partners
influence one another to disclose or not, and
“when” and “where” disclosure occurs) is a
process that unfolds over time — within a sin-
gle conversation as well as across days, weeks,
months, and even years of a personal rela-
tionship (e.g., Dindia, 1998, 2000; Greene
et al., 2003). For instance, the disclosure
recipient’s responsiveness during a single
episode (e.g., expressions of social support,
asking questions, showing interest) as well
as the potential discloser’s own input (e.g.,
hinting about what one wants to say) may
influence what is said at the time and influ-
ence disclosure decision making in future
conversations. Also, despite the conceptual
distinction between “discloser” and “disclo-
sure recipient,” partners in a relationship
are likely to exchange roles of discloser and
recipient within a conversation and across
time as they coordinate their needs and
expectations about disclosing or listening.

A key feature of disclosure decision mak-
ing, according to the model in Figure 22.1,
addresses people’s self-reported reasons for
why they disclose or do not disclose to a rela-
tionship partner. Consistent with attribution
theories about communications and inter-
actions in close relationships (see Manusov
& Harvey, 2001), reasons for disclosure as
well as nondisclosure reflect a self-focus,
an other-focus, an interpersonal focus, and
a situational-environmental focus (Burke
et al., 1976; Derlega & Winstead, 2001;
Derlega et al., 2000; for related research
on reasons for keeping family secrets, see
Vangelisti, 1994; Vangelisti & Caughlin,
1997; Vangelisti, Caughlin, & Timmerman,
2001).

The self-focused reasons for self-
disclosure deal with the psychological
and tangible benefits to the discloser and
include catharsis, self-clarification, and
seeking support. Other-focused reasons for
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self-disclosure include duty to inform and
a desire to educate. Relationship-focused
reasons include having a close and trusting
relationship with one’s partner, similarity
or having something in common, and a
desire to increase intimacy or closeness.
Situational-environmental reasons include
availability of the target person, the other
person asked or “demanded” disclosure,
and the other's involvement in the subject
matter of the disclosure.

The self-focused reasons for nondisclo-
sure deal with the psychological and phys-
ical costs based on divulging personal infor-
mation and include fear of rejection and
possible loss of privacy. Other-focused rea-
sons for nondisclosure include the percep-
tion that the other person cannot or will
not be helpful and protecting the rela-
tionship partner from being hurt or upset.
Relationship-focused reasons include los-
ing the relationship, dissimilarity, a superfi-
cial relationship, or the information is not
significant or relevant for the relationship.
Situational-environmental reasons include
the possible disclosure target is unavailable
or the person has prior knowledge already of
the information.

The reasons for and against self-disclosure
reflect the multiple goals that individuals
have for what they divulge or do not divulge.
People do not just reveal personal infor-
mation to establish a closer relationship or
conceal information to preclude a closer
relationship (Burke et al.,, 1976; Derlega &
Winstead, 2001; Omarzu, 2000). In close
relationships, people pay attention to issues
affecting their relationship partner (partner-
focused) and the relationship itself (as well
as self-focused and situation-environmental
reasons) in deciding whether to disclose. It
is also worthwhile noting that the reasons
or explanations generated for self-disclosure
(by the discloser as well as the disclosure
target) may have consequences for relation-
ship development — akin to a self-fulfilling
prophecy. The discloser may feel closer to
the target if the self-disclosure is attributed
to liking for the partner. Also, the dis-
closure target may feel closer to the dis-

closer (and be more likely to disclose him-
self or herself) if it is inferred that liking
or relationship closeness are the reasons for
the discloser’s behavior (Derlega, Winstead,
Wong, & Greenspan, 1987; also see Harvey
& Omarzu’s 1997 theory on “minding the
close relationship” for a detailed description
of the role of attributions for self-disclosure
in fostering relationship closeness).

Disclosure As a Transactional Process

Self-disclosure is important for achieving
important goals (such as developing rela-
tionship closeness, gaining emotional sup-
port), but it is often just one component
in a ongoing interaction involving disclo-
sure input, reactions of the disclosure recip-
ient, initial discloser’s and recipient’s per-
ceptions of what happened, and so on. We
illustrate how the “transactions” (Dindia,
1998) that occur between the discloser
and the disclosure target (in particular, the
immediate reactions of the disclosure recip-
ient to the disclosure input; see Greene
& Faulkner, 2002) contribute to the dis-
closer’s experience of intimacy and self-
worth. We also describe how the particular
cues and signals exchanged between the dis-
closer and the prospective disclosure recip-
ient during a social interaction influence
disclosing behavior.

Development of Relationship Intimacy

Self-disclosure has an important role in the
development of intimacy between roman-
tic couples. For example, Rubin et al. (1980)
examined the association between the level
of self-disclosure to one’s dating partner
(the couples were “going together”) and
feelings of love and liking for the part-
ner. Self-disclosure to one’s dating part-
ner was positively associated with self-
reports of love (focusing on feelings of
attachment, caring, and intimacy), but self-
disclosure was only weakly associated with
liking for one’s partner. Nevertheless, shar-
ing personal information per se between
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relationship partners may not by itself cre-
ate intimacy. Consider, for instance, Reis
and Shaver’s (1988; also see Reis & Patrick,
1996) interpersonal process model of inti-
macy. According to this model, individuals
disclose (or “self-express”) personal thoughts
and feelings; next there is an emotional
or behavioral response by the disclosure
recipient; then the initial discloser’s reac-
tion to the recipient’s response is to feel
understood. It is “feeling understood, val-
idated, and cared for” that define an inti-
mate interaction or intimate relationship in
the Reis and Shaver model (Reis & Patrick,
1996, p. 536; also see Chelune, Robinson,
& Kommor, 1984; Harvey & Omarzu, 1997;
Prager, 1995).

A key feature in Reis and Shaver’s inti-
macy process model is the disclosure recip-
jent’s conversational responsiveness (Miller
& Berg, 1984), referring to “behaviors made
by the recipient of another’s communication
through which the recipient indicates inter-
est in and understanding of the communica-
tion” (Miller & Berg, 1984, p. 193). Respon-
siveness may be indicated by the content of
the response (e.g., elaborating on what was
said or making a matching disclosure), the
style of the response (e.g., showing concern
for what was said), and timing (e.g., whether
there is an immediate response or a long
delay before the recipient responds). Thus,
the response is critical in understanding the
disclosure process.

Laurenceau, Feldman Barrett, and
Pietromonaco (1998) conducted two studies
illustrating how recipient responsiveness to
disclosure input contributes to the experi-
ence of intimacy in interactions. Research
participants kept a daily diary record for 1
or 2 weeks (Studies 1 and 2, respectively)
and recorded how much they (and the part-
ner) disclosed. Self-disclosure and partner
disclosure were both significant predictors
of intimacy, but partner responsiveness also
mediated the relationship between self-
disclosure and intimacy. Greater disclosure
by self and partner disclosure was associated
with a perception of greater responsiveness
by the partner that, in turn, was associated

with a perception of higher intimacy of the
interaction.?

Developing a Sense of Self-Worth

There is some question about the associa-
tion between self-disclosure per se and men-
tal health (e.g., Jourard, 1964; Kelly, 2002;
Pennebaker, 1995), but there isno doubt that
the mental health benefits of self-disclosure
depend, in part, on the reactions of the dis-
closure recipient. Consider, for instance, a
recent study on stigma management con-
ducted by Beals (2003). Gay men and les-
bians participated in a diary study and indi-
cated whether they disclosed or concealed
information about their sexual orientation
when “disclosure opportunities” occurred
during a 2-week time period. At the end
of each day, participants completed mea-
sures of social support and psychological
well-being, including positive affect, self-
esteem, and satisfaction with life. Consis-
tent with the notion that self-disclosure is a
transactional process, Beals found that social
support mediated the relationship between
self-disclosure and well-being. That is, self-
disclosure about sexual orientation was asso-
ciated with greater social support and, in
turn, greater social support was associated
with greater psychological well-being.

Social Cues From the Prospective
Disclosure Recipient Promoting
Self-Disclosure

Someone may want to disclose personal
information, but he or she may need to
anticipate a positive (not a negative or neu-
tral) response before being willing to make
this decision (e.g., Altman & Taylor, 1973;
Greene & Serovich, 1996). Signals or cues
enacted by the prospective disclosure target
during a disclosure episode (or in a relation-
ship) may be crucial in deciding whether to
disclose sensitive information. For instance,
Petronio, Reeder, Hecht, and Mon't Ros-
Mendoza (1996) found that prospective dis-
closers (who were victims of sexual abuse)
looked for cues during a conversation sig-
naling “tacit permission” (p. 187) to divulge
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potentially shameful and embarrassing infor-
mation. Participants described two sorts of
cues that signaled a “tacit permission” to self-
disclose: inquiries suggesting concern and
disclosure input by the other person.

Inquiries suggesting concern reflect an
inference by the prospective discloser that
the other person is attentive to the discloser’s
best interests and willing to listen. Petronio
et al. (1996) gave the following exam-
ple of the impact of the partner’s expres-
sion of concern on self-disclosure about the
sexual abuse:

Participants in this study reported that
when others asked questions such as, “Is
everything all right? Are you O.K.?" fol-
lowed by, “I am worried about you,” they
often interpreted these questions as indirect
requests for information about the abuse,
especially when they came from people they
liked and trusted. The sympathetic nature
of the inquiry was interpreted as commu-
nicating a willingness to receive disclosive
information about sexual abuse. (p. 187)

Participants in Petronio et al. (1996) also
disclosed in response to the other person’s
disclosure input, what we have referred to
as disclosure reciprocity (also see Dindia,
2000). Reciprocity may occur because the
other person’s disclosure input was taken as
a “request” or “consent” to talk oneself about
a similar matter. Petronio et al. (1996) gave
the following example of reciprocity:

Jennifer stated that her sister revealed she
had been abused by the stepfather and
expected her to disclose in return. She said,
“We were just talking about different lit-
tle things. She was just basically telling
me what she was doing. She wasn't liv-
ing at home at the time. We were talk-
ing about her, the job she had, and stuff,
and then she brought it up because she
started talking about how it happened to
her. Then she asked me....I just said,
well yes, it happened to me too.” (pp.
188-189; italics in original)

This phenomenon of reciprocity may occur
in the disclosure of other potentially stig-
matizing information. For example, Greene
et al. (2003, p. 105) found that people with

HIV are more likely to disclose their HIV
seropositive status to another person if
the other first discloses about being HIV
positive.

The examples of responding to general
inquiries and the other’s disclosure input
illustrate how the disclosure process is a
transaction between the “discloser” and the
“disclosure recipient.” In these illustrations,
expressions of concern by the prospective
disclosure target as well as the target’s own
self-disclosure affected participants’ willing-
ness to self-disclose.

Disclosure Message Enactment

How disclosure messages are enacted is an
important feature of self-disclosure in per-
sonal relationships. When someone decides
to disclose, he or she must choose what to
say as well as how, when, where, and to
whom. These message choices vary accord-
ing to perceptions of the relationship. We
describe various message features, including
disclosure mode, context (including setting
and timing), and content (directness, length,
and associated information).

Disclosure Mode

The mode of disclosure (also termed mes-
sage channel) can be face-to-face, non-face-
to-face, or third-party (Greene et al., 2003).
Face-to-face disclosure such as talking in
person may be the most common, but the
in-person interaction may be unpredictable
and difficult to manage. For example, the
discloser may be asked follow-up ques-
tions after the disclosure, perhaps ending up
divulging much more information than was
desired. Non-face-to-face disclosures (e.g.,
letter writing or an e-mail message) tend to
be communicated in a manner that restricts
how much the listener learns about the dis-
closer. A benefit of non-face-to-face disclo-
sure (e.g., an e-mail message) is that indi-
viduals may feel free to disclose openly in a
manner that is not possible in face-to-face
interactions (e.g., McKenna, Green, & Glea-
son, 2002), but fewer nonverbal cues are
available to the interactants.
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Yet not all disclosure is between just two
people, and the third mode is having another
person disclose one’s personal information
to others (either face-to-face or non-face-to-
face). For example, someone with a serious
illness may ask a sibling to tell the parents
about the diagnosis. Although third-party
disclosure may be intentional and deliber-
ate, there is always the possibility that a dis-
closure recipient may violate the discloser’s
privacy either accidentally or deliberately by
leaking confidential information to others.
In research on HIV disclosure, individuals
with HIV frequently report being upset by
the loss of control of this information to a
third party, especially in families (Greene &
Faulkner, 2002).

Disclosure Setting

Along with the mode of disclosure, disclo-
sure messages are set within contexts such
as the place and time. The physical envi-
ronment where people interact may influ-
ence how much and what people disclose
(Werner, Altman, & Brown, 1992; also see
Brown, Werner, & Altman, this volume). A
person may choose to disclose at home to
increase intimacy with the other person as
well as to regulate privacy, yet another may
choose to disclose in a public setting such as
in a restaurant in hopes that the open setting
may constrain the recipient’s reaction. Also,
what one person perceives as a private set-
ting for disclosing personal information (e.g.,
talking on a cell phone while walking down
a public street) may be perceived by another
person as grossly inappropriate.

Disclosure Timing

Early studies of self-disclosure timing (in
the 1970s and 1980s) often focused on dis-
closure between new acquaintances, find-
ing that disclosure at the beginning of an
interaction was often perceived as inappro-
priate and as violating social norms (e.g.,
Wortman, Adesman, Herman, & Greenberg,
1976). Less research is available on disclo-
sure timing within close relationships, but
Greene et al. (2003) provided a way to con-
ceptualize timing on three levels: timing of

disclosure in a relationship, spontaneous ver-
sus preplanned disclosure, and timing of dis-
closure within a conversation.

Concerning timing of disclosure in a rela-
tionship, the prospective discloser may have
to decide whether to disclose information
immediately at the start of a relationship,
after an important event has occurred, or
wait until some future time. For example, if
someone is diagnosed with a life-threatening
disease, should that person tell friends (and
family) immediately or wait (and how long)?
Research indicates that people are likely to
disclose to their loves ones (such as to a
spouse or intimate partner) relatively soon
after learning about a life-threatening illness,
but decisions about when to disclose to chil-
dren may be delayed because of age and
maturity concerns (e.g., Greene et al,, 2003,
Schrimshaw & Siegel, 2002).

Disclosures may be either unplanned
(spontaneous) or planned (occurring delib-
erately after a decision is made to dis-
close). People may prefer planned disclo-
sure about potentially stigmatizing informa-
tion because it maximizes privacy regula-
tion (Petronio, 2002). When disclosure is
unplanned, perhaps in response to a disclo-
sure input or a direct question, someone may
regret not having considered in detail the
consequences of disclosing this information
(e.g., gossip, being rejected).

Finally, the timing of disclosure in a con-
versation requires sequencing and a plan of
action (see Derlega et al.,, 1993). If a per-
son discloses early in a conversation, this
may surprise the recipient but does ensure
that the discloser does not “chicken out.”
For example, two people could sit down for
lunch and one immediately blurts out, “I'm
getting a divorce.” If someone chooses to dis-
close in the middle of a conversation, prior
time in the conversation can be used to assess
the readiness of the prospective disclosure
target to listen (e.g., whether the person is
preoccupied by his or her own problems;
see Petronio et al., 1996). With intermediate
disclosure, it is also possible to foreshadow
the disclosure, perhaps telling someone you
“want to talk.” For example, in the same
lunch interaction the potential discloser asks
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how the disclosure target is doing, how work
is going, how the family is, and if all is well
then shares about the divorce (or chooses
not to if the timing does not seem appro-
priate). For late disclosure, a person waits
until the end of an interaction, for exam-
ple, when the discloser target (or discloser)
is leaving for the airport in 45 minutes and
someone shares important information. The
discloser may prefer late disclosure because
it limits the interaction (and possible follow-
up questions; see Greene et al., 2003), but
the disclosure recipient may become upset
or confused because there is no time to pro-
cess the content of the disclosure or to be
supportive.

Disclosure Message Features

Message features (directness, length, con-
tent) are another important aspect of self-
disclosure in personal relationships. For
instance, someone can discuss the same topic
in a direct (“I just found out that I got a
promotion”) or in an indirect manner (“It’s
nice to finally have something good happen
at work”; see Petronio, 1991). Direct, com-
pared with indirect, disclosure messages may
place more demands for a response from
the disclosure recipient because the mes-
sage is so clear. For instance, disclosing about
the job promotion may require some sort of
acknowledgment or an affirming statement,
whereas a disclosure target may shrug off
an equivocal comment about an unspecified
event at work.

Disclosures may vary in length, but it is
not always the case that greater length of
disclosure is associated with greater depth of
disclosure. For instance, a brief message (e.g.,
“I recently found out that [ have breast can-
cer”) may be more disclosing than, say, a con-
voluted description of a visit to a clinic for a
mammogram or a vague general description
of “I am not feeling very well these days.”
Sometimes people may give the appearance
of disclosing intimately by increasing the
amount of time spent talking about low-
intimacy facts and feelings when they actu-
ally want to avoid divulging personal infor-
mation (Derlega, Sherburne, & Lewis, 1998).

We should also note that the precise con-
tent of disclosure might differ, even when
different persons are ostensibly revealing the
same information. Someone who has missed
work recently because of physical compli-
cations of HIV progression may reveal to
a coworker, “I have HIV,” whereas another
person with the same diagnosis may simply
say that “I have been sick.” What the dis-
closer said in these examples illustrates how
someone can control the flow of information
to a disclosure recipient and then influence
the others’ reactions (Petronio, 2002).

Alternative Disclosure Message Strategies

We have focused on verbal forms of dis-
closure, yet there are symbolic and non-
verbal means of enacting self-disclosure in
personal relationships. Particularly if verbal
disclosure might be burdensome, symbolic
disclosure may be an effective and efficient
way of communicating information about
the self to intimates. For instance, a person
with HIV described how he had “HIV+”
tattooed on his bicep to forewarn potential
sexual partners:

L was still going out, picking up guys, and I
got tired of all the mess with talking about
it, being safe....[A] friend jokingly sug-
gested 1 get this [points to tattoo] and |
thought it would be the perfect solution.
This way, there is no way he [a potential
date] wouldn’t know but we don’t have to
talk about it. (Greene et al., 2003, p. 117)

Sometimes these symbolic forms become
almost habitual or automatic, but we focus
on examples that are intentional in nature
and thus qualify as disclosure. For example,
wearing a special piece of jewelry, such as
a pearl necklace given to a woman by her
intimate partner as an anniversary gift. The
woman assumes that her partner will recog-
nize the significance of her gesture because
it symbolizes their love. On the other hand,
some alternative disclosure message strate-
gies may be less clear, such as leaving a bank
statement with a low balance in view in the
hope that a relative will loan money!




SELF-DISCLOSURE IN PERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS 421

Self-Disclosure, Relationships, and Health

In this section, we summarize research on
the possible health ramifications of self-
disclosure versus nondisclosure in personal
relationships for coping with stressful and
traumatic life events. Consider, for instance,
the following study by Pennebaker and
O’Heeron’s (1984). Spouses of suicide and
accidental-death victims completed a ques-
tionnaire about their coping strategies. The
less the participants talked with friends, the
greater the increase in health problems (e.g.,
weight change, headaches) from the year
before the death of the spouse to the year
after the death. Also, the more the par-
ticipants talked with friends, the less they
experienced intrusive thoughts (or rumina-
tions) about the spouse’s death. Pennebaker
and O'Heeron suggested that the failure
to talk with a confidant accounts for the
unwanted thoughts about the spouse’s death
and contributes to health problems. Why
might withholding information about stress-
ful or traumatic events lead to psychologi-
cal and physical problems, while disclosing
may be healthy? We consider several possi-
ble mechanisms here.

Nondisclosure As Psychological
Inhibition, Disclosure As Disinhibition
Concealing personal thoughts, feelings, and
even actions could be a stressor on the body,
ultimately increasing susceptibility to illness
(e.g., Pennebaker, 1995). Disclosing, on the
other hand, may reduce the negative effects
of concealment, including improving health.
Research by Cole and colleagues (Cole,
Kemeny, Taylor, Visscher, & Fahey, 1996)
illustrates the notion that psychological inhi-
bition (operationalized in Cole et al.’s study
as concealing one’s homosexual identity)
may weaken immune function and influ-
ence disease progression. Participants were
men with HIV who self-identified as either
exclusively or predominantly homosexual.
They were divided into an “open” versus
a “closeted” group based on how much
they reported disclosing or concealing their
homosexual identity compared with other
gay men. HIV progressed more rapidly

among the closeted compared with the
open participants. Cole, Kemeny, Taylor, and
Visscher (1996) conducted a related study
on psychological inhibition among a group
of gay men who were HIV seronegative.
Participants who were closeted about their
homosexual identity had a higher risk of can-
cer and infectious diseases (e.g., pneumonia,
bronchitis). Given the results in Cole et al.’s
studies, it is tempting to speculate that the
link between psychological inhibition and
health may occur across a variety of con-
cealed psychological events (e.g., sexual ori-
entation as well as other sensitive thoughts
and feelings).

Nondisclosure As Suppression,
Disclosure As Cognitive Processing

Suppressing thoughts and feelings via
nondisclosure may have negative cognitive
consequences. According to ‘the preoccu-
pation model of secrecy (Wegner & Lane,
1995), “secrecy sets into motion certain
cognitive processes that create an obses-
sive preoccupation with the secret thought”
(p. 31). Attempting not to think about
a particular thought or feeling paradoxi-
cally increases intrusive thoughts about the
information. The intrusive thoughts lead
to further attempts at thought suppression,
causing a “self-sustaining cycle of obsessive
preoccupation with the secret” (Wegner &
Lane, 1995, p. 33). For instance, Smart and
Wegner (1999) found that concealing an
eating disorder during a social interaction
caused participants to become preoccupied
with keeping the information a secret (e.g.,
increasing thought intrusions about the eat-
ing disorder).

From a cognitive processing perspective
(Lepore, Ragan, & Jones, 2000), talking
about stressful thoughts and feelings to a
confidant enables someone to make sense
of their experiences as well as desensitize
them to upsetting or stress-related events.
Someone who can put stressful thoughts and
feelings into words (i.e., construct a narra-
tive via talking or even writing about these
events) may be better able to understand
and find meaning in their experiences. Also,
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talking about stressful events may reduce
their emotional impact. For instance, Lep-
ore and Helgeson (1998) found that prostate
cancer survivors who reported fewer con-
straints in talking about cancer with
friends, relatives, and spouses were less dis-
tressed about intrusive thoughts associated
with cancer.

DISCLOSURE IN THE CONTEXT OF “HELPFUL”
VERSUS “UNHELPFUL” REACTIONS BY THE LISTENER
The possible benefits of self-disclosure in
coping with stressful thoughts and feelings
we have just described could be obtained
from talking with a confidant or from writ-
ing or talking to oneself In fact, most
research on the physical and psychological
health benefits of “self-disclosure” is based
on expressive writing, that is, writing down
personal thoughts and feelings on paper to
oneself. One drawback, however, is that
these conclusions based on writing are not
always appropriate to generalize to disclo-
sure that occurs between a discloser and dis-
closure recipient. The social benefits of self-
disclosure depend, in part, on the reactions
of the disclosure target and others (third par-
ties) who find out about the private informa-
tion (cf. Greene & Faulkner, 2002; Greene &
Serovich, 1996). For instance, disclosure tar-
getsmight be able to provide useful informa-
tion or material assistance to the discloser
to cope with health problems. The under-
standing and acceptance that others pro-
vide as listeners might also promote feelings
of self-worth in the discloser (Beals, 2003)
and decrease social isolation (Reis, Sheldon,
Gable, Roscoe, & Ryan, 2000).
Nevertheless, there may be negative
social consequences of self-disclosure for
personal relationships. Talking about neg-
ative feelings in anticipation of an upset-
ting event may increase the discloser’s stress
(Costanza, Derlega, & Winstead, 1988), and
the recipient (especially immediate fam-
ily) may be “unhelpful” (Barbee, Derlega,
Sherburne, & Grimshaw, 1998) and reject-
ing (Kelly, 2002). There may also be unrea-
sonable physical and psychological burdens
placed on the disclosure recipient who now

“co-owns” the information (Petronio, 2002)
and must manage it.

Given the risk of negative reactions by
a disclosure recipient and concerns about
regulating privacy, researchers recommend
that prospective disclosers should exercise
caution in deciding whether to disclose. For
instance, Kelly (2002) suggested the fol-
lowing algorithm for deciding whether to
reveal hidden information to a relationship
partner. First, is the information private or
secret (“private” refers to personal informa-
tion which someone does not have a right
to know, whereas “secret” refers to informa-
tion that someone else may expect to have
access)? If the information is secret, the next
question would be, Is the other person an
appropriate target for disclosure (someone
“who will not tell others the secret, will
not judge him negatively and will not reject
him,” Kelly, 2002, p. 199)? Next, is the secret
likely to be found out by the other person
anyway, and is keeping the secret troubling?
If the other person is likely to find out about
the secret and keeping the secret is emotion-
ally upsetting, then a decision might be made
to disclose the secret.

The research on the link between disclo-
sure and health often focuses on the possi-
ble health benefits of self-disclosure in cop-
ing with negative life events and negative
thoughts and feelings. But there may be
psychological benefits from disclosing about
pleasant events and positive emotions (e.g.,
getting a good grade, birth of a child, lower
tuition rates). Gable, Reis, Impett, and Asher
(2004) presented data on the phenomenon
of capitalization, dealing with the benefits of
sharing good things with significant others.
Disclosing about positive personal events
was associated with increases in daily pos-
itive affect as well higher relationship well-
being (including intimacy and marital sat-
isfaction) and was even more beneficial if
the listener responded in an active and con-
structive manner to the information (e.g.,
“asks a lot of questions and shows gen-
uine concern,” p. 50). This research on cap-
italization illustrates a welcome trend in
relationship research on how interactions
about positive events between relationship
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partners promote personal health and rela-
tionship growth.

Methodological Trends and Future
Research in Disclosure

Self-disclosure continues to be a signifi-
cant area of relationship research, providing
opportunities for both methodological and
theoretical advancement. A recent method-
ological trend includes a greater reliance
on diary studies (e.g., Lippert & Prager,
2001) that provide multiple observations
from research participants on the predictors
and consequences of self-disclosure. This
kind of longitudinal data requires the use
of statistical programs such as hierarchi-
cal linear modeling (HLM) that are appro-
priate for multilevel data. By asking par-
ticipants to report their experiences on a
daily basis (or more frequently) or after
specific events have occurred, researchers
can address questions such as the following:
How much do individuals differ from one
another over time in self-disclosure based
on within-person (e.g., interactions in dif-
ferent types of relationships) and between-
person (e.g., gender) variables? Are temporal
changes in self-disclosure cyclical or linear in
the development of different kinds of per-
sonal relationships?

Another  important  methodological
development has been the extension of
self-disclosure research to typically under-
researched populations (e.g., stigmatized
populations such as individuals with HIV,
gay men and lesbians, or sexual abuse sur-
vivors). Studies with these populations test
the strengths and weaknesses of theories and
research about self-disclosure or personal
relationships that have been developed pri-
marily by studying undergraduate research
participants.

Despite these important methodological
advances, there is room for improvement
in how research is conducted. There is a
need for more research on the transactional
nature of disclosure and the relational conse-
quences of disclosure decisions. The focus of

analysis in disclosure research has often been
at the level of the individual (usually focus-
ing on the discloser per se), but more atten-
tion can be focused on the dynamic interac-
tion between the relationship partners (the
“discloser” and the “disclosure recipient”) as
the process of self-disclosure unfolds within
a single disclosure episode and over time.
Videotapes of interaction episodes or diary
records to be kept by relationship partners
over time could be useful in documenting
when and how self-disclosure occurs as well
as its consequences.

Future research needs to disentangle the
consequences for relationship functioning
in cases when someone is told a particu-
lar piece of information by a discloser ver-
sus someone finding out about the infor-
mation (see Greene & Faulkner, 2002).
There are undoubtedly different ramifica-
tions for a personal relationship if some-
one acquires information (e.g., a diagnosis
of a life-threatening illness) because they
heard this information in a secondhand man-
ner (e.g., via gossip) as opposed to hearing
the information face-to-face during a self-
disclosure episode.

People in self-disclosure studies often
lament not knowing “what to say” or “how
to say” something to their relationship part-
ner. Burdening others with one’s personal
problems is another concern voiced by many
(Burke et al., 1976; Derlega & Winstead,
2001). People also report that “some things
are better left unsaid,” even with relation-
ship partners. Research should be conducted
on disclosure skills, including knowing
what to disclose, when to disclose, and how
to disclose.

Finally, research is needed on the cul-
tural criteria that influence self-disclosure.
Although there is extensive research on, say,
gender differences in self-disclosure (e.g.,
women in North America tend to dis-
close more than men, especially in same-
sex interactions; c¢f Dindia, 2002), more
research is necessary on the psychological
and social underpinnings of these effects.
Also, there are cross-cultural differences
in self-disclosure in different types of per-
sonal relationships (Yep, Reece, & Negron,
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2003 ). How different cultures conceptual-
ize and express intimacy via self-disclosure
and target responsiveness needs further
examination.

Footnotes

1. There are relatively few studies examining dis-
closure in deteriorating relationships. In fact,
there are many fewer studies of relationship
breakups compared with relationship progres-
sion more generally. It is possible there is a
sharp decline in disclosure with the breakup,
yet there may also be a gradual lessening of
disclosure with many peaks and valleys.

2. Lippert and Prager (z2001) also conducted a
related diary study focusing on predictors of
daily experiences of intimacy between cohab-
iting couples. Consistent with Laurenceau et
al. (1998), Lippert and Prager found that the
perception of being understood by one’s part-
ner (together with interaction pleasantness,
disclosure of private information, the expres-
sion of positive feelings, and the disclosure of
emotions) predicted the perceived intimacy of
daily interactions.

References

Affi, W. A., & Burgoon, J. K. (1998). “We never
talk about that”: A eomparison of cross-sex
friendships and dating relationships on uncer-
tainty and topic avoidance. Personal Relation-
ships, 5, 255-272.

Altman, 1., & Haythorn, W. W. (1965). Inter-
personal exchange in isolation. Sociomerry, 23,
411—426.

Altman, I, & Taylor, D. A. (1973). Social
penetration: The development of interpersonal
relationships. New York: Holt, Rinehart, &
Winston.

Altman, 1, Vinsel, A., & Brown, B. H. (1981).
Dialectic conceptions in social psychology: An
application to social penetration and privacy
regulation. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in
experimental social psychology (Vol. 14, pp. 107~
160). New York: Academic Press.

Archer, R. L. (1987). Commentary: Self-
disclosure, a very useful behavior. In V. J.
Derlega & J. H. Berg (Eds.), Self-disclosure:

Theory, research, and therapy (pp. 329-342).
New York: Plenum.

Archer, R. L., & Cook, C. E. (1986). Personalistic
self-disclosure and attraction: Basis for relation-
ship or scare resource. Social Psychology Quar-
terly, 49, 268-272.

Barbee, A. P, Derlega, V. J., Sherburne, S. P, &
Grimshaw, A. (1998). Helpful and unhelpful
forms of social support for HIV-positive indi-
viduals. In V. J. Derlega & A. P. Barbee (Eds.},
HIV and social interaction (pp. 83~105). Thou-
sand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Baxter, L. A., & Montgomery, B. M. (1997).
Dialectic approaches to studying personal rela-
tionships. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Baxter, L. A., & Wilmot, W. W. (1985). Taboo
topics in close relationships. Journal of Social
and Personal Relationships, 2, 253-269.

Beals, K. P. (2003). Stigma management and
well-being: The role of social support, cognitive
processing, and suppression. Unpublished doc-
toral dissertation, University of California, Los
Angeles.

Berg, J. H. (1984). Development of friendship
between roommates. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 46, 346-356.

Berg, J. H. (1986). Responsiveness and self-
disclosure. In V. J. Derlega & J. H. Berg (Eds.),
Self-disclosure: Theory, research, and therapy
(pp. 101-130). New York: Plenum.

Berg, J. H., & Archer, R. L. (1980)}. Disclosure or
concern: A second look at liking for the norm-
breaker. Journal of Personality, 48, 245~257.

Berg, J. H., & Clark, M. S. (1986). Differences
in social exchange between intimate and other
relationships: Gradually evolving or quickly
apparent. In V. J. Derlega & B. A. Winstead
(Eds.), Friendship and social interaction (pp. 101~
128). New York: Springer-Verlag.

Burke, R. J., Weir, T., & Harrison, D. (1976}. Dis-
closure of problems and tensions experienced
by marital partners. Psychological Reports, 38,
531-542.

Chaikin, A. L., & Derlega, V. I. (1974a). Liking
for the norm-breaker in self-disclosure. Journal
of Personality, 42, 117-129.

Chaikin, A. L., & Derlega, V. J. (1974b). Variables
affecting the appropriateness of self-disclosure.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology,
42, 588-593.

Chaikin, A. L., & Derlega, V. J. (1974¢). Self-
disclosure. Morristown, NJ: General Learning
Press.




!
!
‘,

SELF-DISCLOSURE IN PERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS 425

Chelune, G. J,, Robinson, J. T., & Kommor, M. J.
(1984). A cognitive interactional model of inti-
mate relationships. In V. J. Derlega (Ed.), Com-
munication, intimacy, and close relationships (pp.
11—40}. Orlando, FL: Academic Press.

Chelune, G.J., Waring, E. M., Vosk, B. N, Sultan,
F. E., & Ogden, J. K. (1984) Self-disclosure and
its relationship to marital intimacy. Journal of
Clinical Psychology, 409, 216-219.

Cole, S. W, Kemeny, M. E., Taylor, S. E., & Viss-
cher, B. R. (1996). Elevated physical health risk
among gay men who conceal their homosexual
identity. Health Psychology, 15, 243~251.

Cole, S. W, Kemeny, M. E., Taylor, S. E., Visscher,
B. R., & Fahey, J. L. (1996). Accelerated course
of human immunodeficiency virus infection in
gay men who conceal their homosexual iden-
tity. Psychosomatic Medicine, 58, 219-231.

Collins, N. L., & Miller, L. C. (1994). Self-
disclosure and liking: A meta-analytic review.
Psychological Bulletin, 116, 457-475.

Costanza, R. S, Derlega, V. J., & Winstead, B.
A. (1988). Positive and negative forms of social
support: Effects of conversational topics on
coping with stress among same-sex friends.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 24,
182-193.

Cozby, P. C. (1973). Self-disclosure: A literature
review. Psychological Bulletin, 79, 73-91.

DePaulo, B. M., Wetzel, C., Weylin Sternglanz,
R., & Walker Wilson, M. J. (2003). Verbal and
nonverbal dynamics of privacy, secrecy, and
deceit. Journal of Social Issues, 59, 391-410.

Derlega, V. J, & Chaikin, A. L. (1975). Sharing
intimacy: What we reveal to others and why.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Derlega, V. J., & Chaikin, A. L. (1977). Privacy
and self-disclosure in social relationships. Jour-
nal of Social Issues, 33(3), 102-115.

Derlega, V.., & Grzelak, J. (1979). Appropriate-
ness of self-disclosure. In G. J. Chelune (Ed.),
Self-disclosure: Origins, patterns, and implica-
tions of openness in interpersonal relationships
{(pp. 151-176). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Derlega, V. J., Wilson, J., & Chaikin, A. L. (1976).
Friendship and disclosure reciprocity. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 34, 578~582.

Derlega, V. J., Metts, S., Petronio, S., & Margulis,
S. T. (1993). Self-disclosure. Newbury Park,
CA: Sage.

Derlega, V. J., Sherburne, S. P, & Lewis, R.
J. (1998). Reactions to an HIV-positive man:
Impact of his sexual orientation, cause of

infection, and research participants’ gender.
AIDS and Behavior, 2, 239-248.

Derlega, V. J., & Winstead, B. A. (z001). HIV-
infected person'’s attributions for the disclosure
and nondisclosure of the seropositive diagnosis
to significant others. In V. Manusov & J. H. Har-
vey (Eds.), Antribution, communication behav-
io, and close relationships (pp. 266-284). New
York: Cambridge University Press.

Derlega, V. J., & Winstead, B. A., & Folk-Barron,
L. (2000). Reasons for and against disclosing
HIV-seropositive test results to an intimate
partner: A functional perspective. In S. Petro-
nio (Ed.), Balancing the secrets of private disclo-
sures (pp. 53-69). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Derlega, V. J, Winstead, B. A., Wong, P. T.
P, & Greenspan, M. (1987). Self-disclosure
and relationship development: An attribu-
tional analysis. In M. E. Roloff & G. R.
Miller (Eds.), Interpersonal processes: New direc-
tions in communication research (pp. 172-187).
Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Dindia, K. (1998). “Going into and coming out
of the closet”: The dialectics of stigma disclo-
sure. In B. M. Montgomery & L. A. Baxter
(Eds.), Dialectical approaches to studying per-
sonal relationships (pp. 83-108). Mahwah, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Dindia, K. (2000). Sex differences in self-
disclosure, reciprocity of self-disclosure, and
self-disclosure and liking: Three meta-analyses
reviewed. In S. Petronio (Ed.), Balancing the
secrets of private disclosures (pp. 21-35). Mah-
wah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Dindia, K. (2002). Self-disclosure research:
Knowledge through meta-analysis. In M. Allen,
R. W. Preiss, B. M. Gayle, & N. A. Burrell (Eds.),
Interpersonal communication research: Advances
through meta-analysis (pp. 169-185). Mahwah,
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Fitzpatrick, M. A. (1987). Marriage and ver-
bal intimacy. In V. J. Derlega & J. H. Berg
(Eds.), Self-disclosure: Theory, research, and ther-
apy (pp. 131-174). New York: Plenum.

Fromm, E. (1956). The art of loving. New York:
Harper.

Gable, S. L., Reis, H. T,, Impett, E. A., & Asher,
E. R. (2004). What do you do when things go
right? The intrapersonal and interpersonal ben-
efits of sharing positive events. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 87, 228-245.

Greene, K., Derlega, V. J, Yep, G. A, &
Petronio, S. (2003). Privacy and disclosure of
HIV in interpersonal relationships: A sourcebook




42.6 THE CAMBRIDGE HANDBOOK OF PERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS

for researchers and practitioners. Mahwah, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Greene, K., & Faulkner, S. L. (2002). Self-
disclosure in relationships of HIV-positive
African-American adolescent femnales. Com-
munication Studies, 53, 297-313.

Greene, K., & Serovich, J. M. (1996). Appro-
priateness of disclosure of HIV testing
information: The perspective of PLWAs. Jour-
nal of Applied Communication Research, 24,
50-65.

Harvey, J. H., & Omarzu, J. (1997). Minding the
close relationship. Personality and Social Psy-
chology Review, 1, 224-240.

Hendrick, S. S. (1981). Self-disclosure and mari-
tal satisfaction. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 40, 1150-1159.

Hill, C. T, Rubin, Z., & Peplau, L. A.
(1976). Breakups before marriage: The end
of 103 affairs. Journal of Social Issues, 32(1},
147-168.

Jones, E. E., & Archer, R. L. (1976). Are there
special effects of personalistic self-disclosure?
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 12,
180-183.

Jourard, J. M. (1964). The transparent self. New
York: Van Nostrand.

Jourard, J. M. (1971a). The transparent self
(2nd ed.) New York: Van Nostrand.

Jourard, J. M. (1971b). Self-disclosure: An exper-
imental analysis of the transparent self. New
York: Wiley-Interscience.

Kelly, A. E. (2000). Helping construct desir-
able identities: A self-presentational view
of psychotherapy. Psychological Bulletin, 126,
475-494-

Kelly, A. E. (2002). The psychology of secrets. New
York: Kluwer Academic/Plenum.

Kenny, D. A, & La Voie, L. (1984). The
social relations model. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.),
Advances in experimental social psychology
(Vol. 18, pp. 139-180). New York: Academic
Press.

Komarovsky, M. (1962). Blue-collar marriage.
New York: Vintage.

Laurenceau, J. P, Feldman Barrett, L., &
Pietromonaco, P. R. (1998). Intimacy as an
interpersonal process: The importance of
self-disclosure, partner disclosure, and per-
ceived partner responsiveness in interpersonal
exchanges. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 74, 1238-1251.

Lepore, S.J., & Helgeson, V. S. (1998). Social con-
straints, intrusive thoughts, and mental health
after prostate cancer. Journal of Social and
Clinical Psychology, 17, 89—106.

Lepore, S.J., Ragan, J. D., & Jones, S. (2000). Talk-
ing facilitates cognitive-emotional processes of
adaptation to an acute stressor. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 78, 499—508.

Levinger, G., & Snoek, D. J. (1972). Attraction in
relationship: A new look at interpersonal attrac-
tion. Morristown, NJ: General Learning Press.

Lippert, T., & Prager, K. J. (2001). Daily experi-
ences of intimacy: A study of couples. Personal
Relationships, 8, 283-298.

Manusov, V., & Harvey, J. H. (Eds)). (2001).
Attribution, communication behavior, and close
relationships. Cambridge, England: Cambridge
University Press.

Margulis, S. T. (2003). On the status and con-
tribution of Westin’s and Altman's theories of
privacy. Journal of Social Issues, 59, 411-429.

McKenna, K. Y. A., Green, A. S, & Gleason,
M. E. J. (z002). Relationship formation on the
Internet: What's the big attraction? Journal of
Social Issues, 58, g—31.

Miller, L. C.,, & Berg, J. H. (1984). Selectivity
and urgency in interpersonal exchange. In V.
J. Derlega (Ed.), Communication, intimacy, and
close relationships (pp. 161-205). Orlando, FL:
Academic Press.

Miller, L. C,, Berg, J. H., & Archer, R. L. (1983).
Openers: Individuals who elicit intimate self-
disclosure. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 44,1234-1244.

Miller, L. C., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). Reciprocity
of self-disclosure at the individual and dyadic
levels: A social relations analysis. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 50, 713-719.

Miller, L. C., & Read, S. J. (1987). Why am
I telling you this? Self-disclosure in a goal-
based model of personality. In V. J. Derlega
(Eds.), Self-disclosure: Theory, research, and ther-
apy (pp. 35-58). New York: Plenum.

Omarzuy, J. (2000). A disclosure decision model:
Determining how and when individuals will
self-disclose. Personality and Social Psychology
Review, 4, 174-185.

Pennebaker, J. W. (Ed.). (1995). Emotion, disclo-
sure, and health. Washington, DC: American
Psychological Association.

Pennebaker, J. W., & O’Heeron, R. C. (1984).
Confiding in others and illness rate among




SELF-DISCLOSURE IN PERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS 427

spouses of suicide and accidental death victims.
Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 93, 473-476.

Petronio, S. (1991). Communication boundary
management: A theoretical model of manag-
ing disclosure of private information between
marital couples. Communication Theory, 1
311-355.

Petronio, S. (2002). Boundaries of privacy: Dialec-
tics of disclosure. Albany: State University of
New York Press.

Petronio, S., Reeder, H. M., Hecht, M. L., &
Mon't Ros-Mendoza, T. M. (1996). Disclosure
of sexual abuse by children and adolescents.
Journal of Applied Communication Research, 24,
181-199.

)

Prager, K. J. (1995). The psychology of intimacy.
New York: Guilford Press.

Reis, H. T, & Patrick, B. C. (1996). Attach-
ment and intimacy: Component processes. In
E. T. Higgins & A. W. Kruglanski (Eds.), Social
psychology: Handbook of basic principles (pp.
523-563). New York: Guilford Press.

Reis, H. T, & Shaver, P. (1988). Intimacy
as an interpersonal process. In S. W. Duck
(Ed.), Handbook of personal relationships: The-
ory, research and interventions (pp. 376-389).
Chichester, England: Wiley.

Reis, H. T, Sheldon, K. M., Gable, S. L., Roscoe,
J., & Ryan, R. M. (2000). Daily well-being: The
role of autonomy, competence, and relatedness.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26,
419-435.

Roloff M. E., & Ifert, D. E. (2000). Conflict
management through avoidance: Withholding
complaints, suppressing arguments, and declar-
ing topics taboo. In S. Petronio (Ed.), Balanc-
ing the secrets of private disclosures (pp. 151-163).
Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Rosenfeld, L. B. (2000). Overview of the ways
privacy, secrecy, and disclosure are balanced in
today’s society. In S. Petronio (Ed.), Balanc-
ing the secrets of private disclosures (pp. 3-17).
Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Rubin, Z. (1970). Measurement of romantic love.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 16,
265-273.

Rubin, Z., Hill, C. T, Peplay, L. A., & Dunkel-
Schetter, C. (1980). Self-disclosure in dating

couples: Sex roles and the ethic of open-
ness. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 42,
305-317.

Schrimshaw, E. W., & Siegel, K. (2002). HIV-
infected mothers’ disclosure to their unin-
fected children: Rates, reasons, and reactions.
Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 19,
1943

Smart, L., & Wegner, D. M. (1999). Covering up
what can’t be seen: Concealable stigma and
mental control. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 77, 474-486.

Vangelisti, A. L. (1994). Family secrets: Forms,
functions, and correlates. Journal of Social and
Personal Relationships, 11, 13-135.

Vangelisti, A. L., & Caughlin, J. P. (1997). Reveal-
ing family secrets: The influence of topic, func-
tion, and relationships. Journal of Social and Per-
sonal Relationships, 14, 679~705.

Vangelisti, A. L., Caughlin, J. P, & Timmerman,
L. (2001). Criteria for revealing family secrets.
Communication Monographs, 68, 1~27.

Waring, E. M. (1987). Self-disclosure in cognitive
marital therapy. In V. J. Derlega & J. H. Berg
(Eds.), Self-disclosure: Theory, research, and ther-
apy (pp. 283-301). New York: Plenum.

Wegner, D. M., & Lane, J. D. (1995). From
secrecy to psychopathology. In J. W. Pen-
nebaker (Ed.), Emotion, disclosure, and health
(pp. 25-46). Washington, DC: American Psy-
chological Association.

Werner, C. M., Altman, I, & Brown, B. B.
{1992). A transactional approach to interper-
sonal relations: Physical environment, social
context and temporal qualities. Journal of Social
and Personal Relationships, 9, 2g7-323.

Wortman, C. B, Adesman, P, Herman, E., &
Greenberg, R. (1976). Self-disclosure: An attri-
butional perspective. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 33, 184~191.

Yep, G. A., Reece, S, & Negron, E. L. (2003).
Culture and stigma in a bona fide group: An
analysis of boundaries and context in a closed
support group for Asian Americans living with
HIV infection. In L. R. Frey (Ed.), Group
communication in context: Studies of bona fide
groups (2nd ed., pp. 157-180). Mahwah, NIJ:
Erlbaum.




