Self-Disclosure is a Key Friendship Process Moderated by Neighborhood Context
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- Self-disclosure, sharing personal thoughts and feelingsto ¢+ | T «+.| disclosed more Table 1. Moderation was particularly driven by more
be known by another person, is a socially vulnerable . than boys atage  positive parent description of neighborhood
behavior that adolescents use to ask for social support . | = 14, 15, and 16. characteristics.
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» Social vulnerabillity (required for self-disclosure) may have ) - Tk " ’
different implications for adolescents who face daily 4

stressors regarding satety of their gender and racial Social vulnerability with peers reflects a dynamic,
identities and in their neighborhoods (Darling, 2007; adaptive response to nested environmental systems.

Moran & Eckenrode, 1991). E:gﬁ:: § a‘I[]hdere " Tt 1. -« .| * Adolescents in higher-risk, lower-connection

» Social intimacy skills practiced in adolescent friendships wegre o ' I o neighborhoods may flexibly deploy self-disclosure,
selt the fOL_mdation for similar behaviors in adult romantic statistically 1 { Iead.ing to less consistency in development.
relationships (Costello et al., 2024). significant | . « Deviations from the cultural norm should not be

e differences in : I S interpre.ted as maladjL_Jstr_nent, _but rather flexible
self-disclosure by . ) ; adaptation tc,> real soc_lal meq.mty. | |
! * Adolescents’ developing social intimacy is shaped by
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1. Characterize differences in rates of self-disclosure by
adolescents’ gender and racial identities.

2. Investigate how neighborhood context moderates . . .
associations from self-disclosure with adolescent best dentity (Fig 3) g
friends to adult romantic partners. | I

R celTe o5 » Small window into social processes that unfold over years
METHODS and across relationships; investigate how various close
relationships contribute to developing social intimacy.

. i“i . repeated social interactions that happen in context.

Limitations and Future Directions:

* Explore friendships and romantic relationships comprised
of ranging intersectional identities, outside of the gender

H iﬁlﬁ J-‘&Iﬁ binary.

—

status (Fig 2) or _
by specific racial |

Procedure: Study visits with best friend every year age 13- B T — Markers.of oner Fledhhorhood Rlsk » Neighborhood context is only assessed in Charlottesville,
18; with romantic partner every 3 years age 19-29. VA:; research on the range of social contexts is needed.

Participants: 184 adolescents and their best friends
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Charlottesville, VA. 58% White, 29% Black, and 13% Other

identity groups. Median family income $40,000.
Self-disclosure (observed; age 13-29): participants
instructed to discuss any support/advice topic for 6 minutes

£

o
o

Buckner, J. C. (1988). The development of an instrument to measure neighborhood cohesion. American Journal of Community
Psychology, 16(6), 771-791.

Cassidy, J. (2001). Truth, lies, and intimacy: An attachment perspective. Attachment & Human Development, 3(2), 121-155.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616730110058999

Costello, M. A., Allen, J. P., Womack, S. R., Loeb, E. L., Stern, J. A., & Pettit, C. (2023). Characterizing emotional support development:

Predicted Change in Disclosure

o
o

W|th C|OS€ Other (fnend Or partner)- VUInerab”'ty dOU ble- E?ST?ES’OSISETE:;%;E\ile.r:.l,sgg r’ic,:.jfo:.lr’\%}jlll;l; rajsn(t;% ;eé;;.ti\(/):ISr;gf%I;Osuerl?-egi;;;s?;aé;dzz %ggfigggjis?ﬁf}fff&i?,%s;

coded by graduate students on a scale 0-4 (ICCs =.69-.75) C T edademe 0 F | CoteloMABem M Mven A dotum G L Nogel A G,k len P (2029, Suporssking o socl st

Neighborhood quality (parent-report; age 13): parents R latonships, 42(12) 33883410, o

completed the Neighborhood Quality Questionnaire (NQQ; T S . 20, Evrins et sttt sty s e e i

BUCkner’ 1988) at StUdy Start SUbscaleS rISk’ ConneCtlon’ Figure 4' AdOIescentS Wlth hlgher Self-dISCIOsure and maore :\(/I)orrea:ificl)??aBl.?gnléec)sznargges,ojie(gegéy)s.tgzr?aerdifferencesinthe costs and benefits of peer relationships during adolescence. Journal of

cohesion, and deterioration/crime. positive neighborhood characteristics showed relative Adelescent Research, 6%), 356-405.

. . . . This stud rted b ts f the Nati | Institute of Child Health and H D | t and th

Contact: Meghan Coste”O, mCOStel|O14@mgh_harvard_edu INCreases In Self-dISCIOSU re IntO adUIthOOd Nalt?osr;l:l I¥1;\t’iatztzuc'>3fpl\cll)e:tal Iillegarlil?(SI;{?:;)I-TD05983(?5I,OI::1-II\]AZISEOZQ; PI PI«IIen)P:aFuanilng fglr‘nl\a;lr(‘: weal\;epig\lj:tei:dabr;( ’

5K12DA043490-07.



	Slide 1

