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\ Predictlons that the assignment of irtimate topics
for self- disclosure in the presence of sSelf-awareness-producirg
stimuli would lead to negative affect and attempts to avoid
self-awareness, rather thap a pesitive, cathartic ‘experience, were
investigated by conducting an experiment in which male and fenmale
subjects described themselves while alone in a cubicle.
Self-awareness was manipulated by the presence or atsence of a mirror,

‘within the cubicle and subiect= were assianed- either 1ntﬂmate or

non-lntlmate topics. As expec+ed, sub jects in the
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Self-Disclosure Under Conditions of Self-Awareness

- Richard L. Archer, Stefan E. Hormuth, -and John H. Berg
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. Paper presentediét a symposium entitled "The Self in Social

Psychology" (D. M. Wegnér, Chair), at the 87th Convention of the

American Psycho1o§ica1 Association, New York, New~York, September,
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o Se]f—DiSCIOSure‘UnQer Conditions of Self—Awareness S

-

The fee11ngs and motives of the individual engaged in the act of
~disc]osure have been an 1mportant 1ssue in se]f dwsclosure research_ from
the: very-beg1nn1ng {ef. Jourard, 1964) : Bu? since the decllne of the
poorly concewved ana‘generallv unsuccessful attempts to liink se]f-
d1sclosure with mental hea]th (cf. reviews by Cozby, 1973, and
i Goodstewn\& Re1necker, 1974) 1ntimacy researchers seem to have.turned

-

away from the 1ntrapersona1 perspective. - Instead, SOCI&] psycho]ogwsts .
have 1nvest1gated disc]osure from an 1nterpersona\ standponnt as ‘a tactic
of*se]f-presentat1on (e.g., Jones & Gordon, 1972) or as a bui]ding‘b1ock
foh\close relationships (e.g., A]tman & Taylor, 1973) No recent studies.
“havevexplored dxrect]y how it feels to undErtake se]f dlsclosure Our-
experwment addresses 1tse1f°to the subJect of the 1nd1v1dua1 revea]er s\
- experwences | | | |
Extrapo]at1ng fhom the 1deas of Jourard (1964) concern1ng the ex1st-
“ence of a motive to disclese, 1t may be .argued that se]f-d:sclosure should
often have a p051t1ve,‘cathart1c effect ‘upon the revealer. Qu1te'apart-

IS \frOENWhether dtéclesufe has any general, 1ong term ‘effects on adjustment,
there may be momen tary relxefﬂfrom facing up to some we1ghty prob]em or
Just "‘getting 1t‘fff your chest.{ Mowrer (1971 ~made a similar ctawm
concerning the‘talue of‘confessing transgreseions comhitted against
others in reducwng §u1]t and neurot1c‘fears ~ Such a relijef effect might
‘be due to no 1onger feeling the need to protect a- secret. Disclosure |

" may also lead to the~percept?on that having shared 2 problem, one is:

o

.. . \ N : : ’
not alone in facing it. But an analysis'of the experiences involved ’
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in disclosure in terms:of the theory of objective self-awareness prbposed\t

by Duval add wici]und (]97é;—;kads to a differegt‘

~ Duval and W1ck]und state that attentlon may be d1rected either

l
1

toward ‘the self or toward the environment. Se]f—awareness is said to

"“lead the individual to focus upon the discrepancy between the real and

. the ideal self along some salient dimension. Since ideals are

aspirations, they are usually adjusted upward if they are attainedi "

Thus, during self-awareness the individual will characteristicéd]y

~ experience a negative discrepancy in which thg actua) self falls short of

the ideal. In updating and clarifying the theory, Wick 1lind (1975)

~~

pnpdlcts that this negative state will fwr%t result in attempts to

avoid self-awareness. When avoidance of Self-awareness producing

stimuli is impossible or ineffective, then attempts to reduce the

discrepancy itself shou1d ensue.

1

Since self- dwsclosure normally occurs within a soc1a] context, a

self- -awareness produc1ng stimulus, an aud1ence, is present But the

“?

presence of self-awareness produczng stimuli during d1sciosure may not
]ead to avoidance unless a T%rgernebat1ve dxscrepancy is percewved
(Duval, Wicklund, & Fine, 1971, reported in Duva1 & W3cklund }972),1
ahd one that is not easily reduced through bghavwor (Steenbarger & |
Aderman, 1979, 'in press).

Insofar as the topic for disclosure is anm intimate oné, the revealer

is Tikely to experience'a large and enduring negative distrepancy. Real

or perceived faults and weaknesses make up. much of what individuals -

regard as intimate {cf. Altman & Tagtor, 1973). Selection of an intimate

topic for disclosure is Tikely to focus the revealer upon fixed instances
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- of past behavwor and permanent characteristscs of self that fall short of.;:>

, persona1 and situational standards. Accordwng to obaect1ve self- awareness

e
‘theory, then, intimate self-disclosure should be an unpleasant eXperience

g

and the revealer should be motivat%d to‘avoid it.

A AN : . .
- \\ ‘ *The exper1ment we' conducted was des1gned to %tft the‘se]f-awareness
f \
\\\ana1;s1s of the self- dfsclosure'experlence To achere an unambiéuous
s\. o manipulation of self- awareness the act of d1sclosure was separated from
o 1ts usual social context A mirror instead of -an audwence was present~ -
‘\ . or absent 1n the cubicle 1n‘wh1ch 1solated subjects deSCrwbed t%em- :
\ selves; Ha]f the subJects were induced to focus on-a dlscrepancy
through the ass1gnment of 1nt1mate description topics, wh1le half
rece1ved non-intimate topics. It was predlcted that the comb1nat1on of
G- a'mirror. and 1nt1mate topics wou]d lead to negat1ve affect and attempts‘\
» to reduce the vo]ume and intimacy of the se}f-information and/or the tjme't' ,

devoted to the se]f—description task. -
\} - . ) ‘Method
Subjects S | *

A total of 48 students males and, females from ‘the hntroductory

EN

., psycho}ogy classes at the University of Texas at Austin, were asxwgned
in equal numbers tp the four experimenta1 conditions;of the 2{mirror)
\ Y ’ . . .
x 2{intimacy) design on the basis of “a random order. . ~

Procedure

After being met by an experimenter, the subject was taken to one of
two cubiclesfand seated in a chair at a tablg Both cubicles were
N * N A ) N

identical in every respect except one. The cubicle for subjects assigned

3
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to the mirror contained a large mirror propped against the wall and
resting on the table top, while the one for no mirror subjects did not.

As 1 mentioned earlier, a mirror instead of an audience was'used

10 manipu1a£e seTf—awaréness to avoid alternative explanations.~ The

presence of an audwence might arouse se]f presentat1on mot1y$s or

nngender fee11ngs of ob}1gat1on,)as we11 as ObJECI1Ve self-awareness,

making the .predicted pattern of results yu]nerab1e to‘other interpretations.
The experimenter explained the study as an. investigation of self-

description .style.and content. Subjects were noWfied that their

-

Ny . ! o . N N N .
 descitiptions of. Yhemselves would be recorded by means of a microphone

v . . ?‘ )
built in to the cubicle. They were assured that no one would hea?.them

during the description, but th(i\othé;s would listen to their anonymous

record1ngs at a later date It was exp1a1ned that 1nstruct1ons to open

“each of the three enve1opes before them and begin ta1k1ng on the topic

would come over a speaker in the cub1c1e They werglmade aware thl&

)

they were free. to say anyth1ng or noth1ﬁg about themselves on any or

\ Y — b

all of the tO@%CS Then the experwmenter }eft the subject. From

e’
om, the experwmenter txmed the announcements to start and

another*’

stog so tnbt subgects wou1d,have two mznutes per top:c

Thé topics. The top1cs were selected and modified from the Taylor

»

and Altman (1966) Tist. An attempt wasamade to select general tOpacs
that would permit subjects to make either negative or positive comments *
o - “ - !

about self. Those ued in the expgriment were the following: ‘

— e’

hzgh lntwmacy S ‘ /
1) My parents personalities
2) whetngr or not I need other people to be rappy

3) My ups and downs in mood ‘ o

~

‘ | 6
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low intimacy - . o . : o

~ -

1) Place or places I grew up
2) The type of job I would Tike to have

«  3) My favorite ways of spending free time B R B

I . ¢ . * N
R N R . . *

Results and Discussion

N—

The dependent measures ‘were of three types: (1) the questionnaire“‘

o

‘responses of subJects thanse]ves, (2) behavwora] measures derwved from the

subjects’ tape~record1ngs, and (3) the ratings of three Judges b11nd\

—

F)

* to the existence of the mirror manipulation who listened to each of .
the-tapes. Due tobthe~limits‘of“time,fon]y the most sgccessful measure:

——

of each type will be presented.

One of the items on the guestionnaire completed by subjects asked

 "How much did you enjoy the sle—description task?" Means by condition

AR * for this question are shown in Table 1. When the responses were sub- . "
\ : , o -

jected to analysis o€'variance,\the main effect for'7htimaqy (p<.01)
and the interaction between‘mxrror and 1nt1macy (g«: 05) were dpth 8
significapt. As yvou can see in Tab]e 1, subjects enaoyed the task less
. : When thesi#pics were\of high 1nt1macy;-and, as predlgted, subjects in "
the mirror condition enjoyed the highly intimate topics the least.
¢ ~ One of the behavioral measures taken from the tapes was the average
| latency of each subject’s response to the experimenter's 1nstructwon
to begin ta1k1ng on each topic. Following a ]ogar1thm1c transformatlop,
.the means for each cond1t10n appeared as they do in Table 2. When

\aéelyzed they’ too yweided an 1nt1macy main effect—(p <.04) and a mirror

by 1nt1macy interaction )p< .03). The pattern of. the mead; in Table 2 -

T

-




is agawn one in which subjects in the mirror- hxgh 1nt1macy cond1t1on stand
out} This time w1th the ]onqest average Yaténcies before d15c1os1ng

The tapes “were also p]ayed for our three b]wnd raters Onesof

\the Judgments tpey were asked to make on the basis of tapes alone was

the degree o which each subject found the experwnent p]easant or

unp]easant: Their mean judgments by cond1t1on appear in (what\ts Jaoeled
as) Table 4. In accordance with the actual, responses of.the subject them-

se]vesx‘avmirror by intimaéy intéraction\(gd .03) emerged from the

.
. ? r

\analysis Bl1nd raters, as well as subgects, perce}ved the least p]easant)

fee11ngs in the m1rror-hlgh 1nt1macy cond1t1on

We view these results as conf1rmat1on for the\se1f-aWarenes§ analysisg

of the self-disclosure experience. Of course, voluptary, intimate self-

AN
hY
\

disclosung is undoubtefdlly a positive experience w1th1n relatlonshaps

(e.g., friend-to-friend, parishoner-to- pr1est), and %,defwnwtlve character- .

istic of them (cf. Levimger, 1977). However, genera]wzwhg from our- resu]ts

it appears that disclosure on an intimate topic at the behest of an inter-

N
viewer, or. perhaps durlng a fzrst encounter will be neather p?easant nor
we]eomed. The presence of strangers, l1ke mfrrors, should tend to focus

respondents on Qarge\and endurtng,gaps between what they are and wash to

=

be. Rather than we]comwng the chance to revea1 these shortcomwngs that

come to mind, people are 11ke]y to adopt strategles to conceal them and .

A

cut short the conversatlon or 1ntervwew.~

- N - 4
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© Self-Disclosure and Self-Awareness

>

Mean Self:Reported Enjoyment of the Déscript‘ion Task
Topic Iniiméci
‘ : * Low " . High. _
Mirror - - 7,70 ° 4,330 - .
R No Mirror - 6.59 . 6.0
o » .
J A ’ Lo . ’
Note. .1 = 12. Cells sharing a common superscript differ:
from each bther at ;the". 05 level. b
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fable 2 -

‘\Meqn Latencytof‘Resboqig in Seconds

* ~ Y
» i
N A

Mirror

.No Mirror

-

Topic Intimacy

Low High .

7.42 « 1703
n.7 T 9.8

"Cells sharing a common supersc
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‘thé. Due to missing data from raters, n's are unequal and
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. ‘ , - : Se}f-bisg]osure_and Self-Awareness
Table 4 . ° . . .
) L4 - :‘ \‘ : N T I N
Mean Rater\s Judgments of Subjects " Enjoyment =
. . . - of the Task : ‘\“,\ - *“\"'3; .
S L S~ Ya- ,?‘ e ‘ ;- ‘\\»»n o0 4\:\ :}*‘\;‘
oo . e . RN N . ‘ N7
' , ~-Topic_Intimacys .
. . , ) T N »“‘ > s
i M“'rro,r :. .‘ _~\. 3‘- 7a (,l]) . 3 “w‘ ‘ __n.3:.1'a (]\]) ‘._,") e
No Mirror - ¥ 2) . 350 (17) . N
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appear in parentheses Cells sharwng a cgpnon super— W
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