Bruno Cancellieri and ChatGPT

Psychology of Sharing

2/25/2026

Copyright © Bruno Cancellieri



Index
IINIPDOTEANT NIOTE..eucueeureueeeesesseeeessesse s esesse b es e s s s sS4 E R EAre AR b bbb 8
FOREWORD: Why StUTdY SNariNg tOU0AY?......uuueeremsmsesmesmssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsss 9
INTRODUCTION: Sharing as a key to interpreting human DENAVIOT ...........ereereenseesssssssssssssmeessssssssssssssssesssssssssens 10
Human beings as DOTAErTiNg DEINGS. ... rrrrereeesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssses 10
Sharing as @N INVISIDIE STIUCTUIE ......vueeecesscssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss s s s s ssssssssssssssss st st s ssssssssssssssssssssssmssssssssssssssns 10
Sharing and IdENTILY CONSIIUCTION....ccuuueeeueeeeureeessseeessseeessseeesssseessssesesssssssssessssssesss s sb s sb s bs b b e bbb b enees 10
A\ CTOSS=CULTING [ENS .rverreeseesseeesseessesssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssassssasssssssssessssssssessssmssssasssssssssassssassssssssnses 11
A CONEEIMIPOTAIY ISSUE.cuurreursureesssreesseessssasesssassssssessssssssssessssasssssasssssassssssssssssasssssasssssesstssessssssasssssesssssasssssssssssssssssasssssasssssssssssssssnns 11
A TNEOTELICAL PIOPOSAL.....ceeuseeeuseeesseeesseeessssssssesessssssssssssssssasss s ss s s s ssas£b b £ SRR SR bR 11
A CTTEICAI STANCE. .. eeueeeeuseeessseeessseeeesseesesseesssseesssses s ee s es bR RS R £ E8 £ EE 1R EE SR8 LR E SRR E R LR R R R R 12
THE ESSAY'S STIUCTUIE ...eeuseeuseesssesesssessssssesessesssssesssssessssssssssssasesssasssssesssssessesssaees a4t 421 SRR R R RS R bbb 12
PART | — WHAT DOES SHARING MEAN? ......correeeurmeseesssesesssssssesssssessssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssesssssssss 13
1 Psychological definition OF SNAMNG ....oeremrenessesssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 14
Sharing iS NOt SIMPIY GIVING covceuureeureeeseeesssessseesseessssesssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssssssssssssasssssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsss 14
SNAriNG IS NOT EXCNANGING....rtuurreurreseeesseressssssssessssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssassssasssssssssssssssssmssssasssssssssasssssssssssssssssssssans 14
SNATTNG IS NOT GIVING IM.tuttiturrirrieeeusiesessssessssssessssssssses s sssssssssssesssssassssssssssssssssssasss st ssssessssssssssssasssssasssssesssssssssssassssssssssssssssnsss 14
MiINIMUM SEIUCTUTE OF SNATTNQ . cicuuuieeueeeeseessseeeeses s ssssssessssssssssss st ssss s ss s sb st b s bbb b b 14
Material and iMMALEFIAL SNAMNG ... bbb ss st nnes 15
The boundary between pPrivate aNd COMMON ........eeeseessessessssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 15
THE IMPIICTE FISK vvuurvvueesueesseessseesssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssassssassssssssssssssssssmsssssssssnssssassssassssassssassssassssssssmssssessssssssans 15
THE FEIALIONAL GIMENSION. ...t ireurereereeeessreeesseeeessseeesssesessseesesssesessseses e es s Ees R bR RS ER LR RS E R R Rt 16
A TITSE TNESIS couureeurersnseesssesssseessssssssssssssssssssssesssse s s eS8 RS R R S R E R 16
2 THE EVOIULIONAIY FOOTS....rvuureeseeesseeesseeessesssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssessssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssessssassssassssassssssssnssssssssmssssssssssssssns 17
SUNVIVING TOGETNEN c.vvrrereeeuseeeessseeeesssseeessssesesssssessessssesssssssesssss s ee s R8s R8RSR R RS ER R RS R R RE R R R 17
ReCIProCity as a regUIAIOTY PIINCIPIE ... e eceeeueeeesseeeessssesesssssesssssssesessss s sss s ssssss s sss s sss st ss s se b se b e b nes 17

SNAMNG AN FEPULALION .....veureesereeseeeseeesseseseesssessessssssssssssssessssassssesssssssssssssssssssssssessssessssessssessssssssssssssssssssssassasassssssssssssnsssssssssssssens 17



CRIIONOOT FOOLS.......eeeueeeessseeesmseeeesseeeesssseesssesessseessssesessssasssssesssssessess e ees et £8 s EE 2SR RS E 881 EE RS E R AR R SRR SRR RS E R Rt E et RS 18
SNArNG AN AEEACHMENT ...vvureeseeesreesseesesese s ss bR SR b 18
COOPEALION ANU CONTHCT...ceourreeeseeeesreeesseeeeseesess e eessseeessesessseesess e ssss e eb s sb s e s bbb SRR EE £ SRS E R bbb 18
FrOM NECESSITY T0 CNOICE.c..uuievrereesseessesssssessssssssssss s s s s s b8 SRR R 18
A NIAUEN CONTINUITY couvevuieesseeseessssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssassssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssassssasssssssssssssssssssssssns 19
3 SNATING AN IHENTILY ..ourieeurreessreeeeseeeesseeeeseeeessessssseesssses s ssss s sess e sss bbb SRR bR RS RS E bbb 20
Identity as @ relatioNAl CONSIIUCT........uwreeemersessssssssssssssssssss s s ssss s ss s s s s s 20
THE EXEENAING SEIT ..courreeeeeeeeeeeueeeeseeeeseeeesseeessseeessses e sess e ess e eb bR R4 £E RS ER 4R RS R R bbbt 20
THE NEEA TOF FECOGNTLION .covvrreeurreeseeesseeessseeesssesesssessessssssssssses s ss s ss s s s b £ RS R £ RS bbb 20
SNANG 1N OFUET L0 EXIST.vuureuureesreeseerssessssessssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssassssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassmssssmssssmssssssssans 20
The boundary as an lemMENt OF IHENTILY ... sssss s s ss st s s sssss s bbb s sssssns 21
Belonging and QiffEreNtIAtION.......ouwceereenersnsesnssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssanees 21
Identity CriSiS and SNANG CIISIS wuuerrmermresmsessmsessssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssasssssssssssssmssssssssssssssas 21
1AENTILY AN SNAMEU NAITALIVE ....cveueeessreensesesseeessesssssessesssssssssasssssas st st sssssas s sb st es s b b bbb b bbb 21
A SECONU TNESHS...uvreeuseeesseeessseeessseeessseesssseesessseessssesesssessssseeeessseees et 8 ss RS EE 8L E8 SRR 1RSSR R EE L8RS R R LR R LR Rt R 22
PART Il — THE HIDDEN MOTIVATIONS ...ttt ssssss s sssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssnns 23
4 UNCONSCIOUS OFIVES c.ouuueeusmeessseeesssasesssessssssssssssssssasssssessssssssssssasssssasssssessssssssssssasssssesessasssssasssssessssssesstssssssssssssssasssssasssssssssssnsssss 24
THE UESITE 10 DEIONG ..revuveeeeerreereeesseessessssssssssssssss s ss s sssssssssssssss s s s s s ss s s R R s b s 24
THE FEAE OF EXCIUSION .ccvureeerceteeetseseesseeesssseesssesessses e e es s es b sS4 RS R R RS bbb 24
The NEEU TOF PEISONAI VAIUE .....cuureeeeeerenersseeessessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssassssssssmssssmsssssssssssssans 24
GUITE QNG FEPAIALION .....vvurreeseesseeessseeseesssessssesssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssassssasssssssssssssssssmssssassssassssassssasssassssssssnsssans 25
SNATTNG 10 CONTIOL..uiturieeutetaeeeesseeessseesssss s ssss e sessses st e s £ 8EEE£E £ SEER RS b RS 25
THE aMDIVAIENCE OF BITUISIT c...veeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeessseeesseeeesseeeeseeeessesessseses e sess e ees b bR R bR RS E R bbb 25
THE PIEASUIE OF SNATING ..oveveuseeeerusseeeesssseeessssesesssssssesssssesssssssessesssssesssssssessess a1 s s R RS ER R RS RRE R R R R R 25
CONTICT DEIWEEN AIIVES..uuevurreesseeessssessssesssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssasssssassssssssssssssssssasssssasssssasssssmsssssmsssssssssssssssssnses 25
A TNITO TNESES woreeuseeeeseceuseeesseeesseeeesseeeess e ees e es e eb s bR b8 R E S8 88 E 88 E 8RR E R ER R Rt 26
5 THE POWEE OF SNATNG ceourrreeeusseeeerusseeeesssseeessssseseesssssssssssssessssssssessessssesssssssses et ssse s ess s EE SRR R RS R R R RS R R R 1S 27

WO CONLIOIS WHAL NEY QIVE?..ureerereeeereesseessmsesssesssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssassssassssssssmssssmssssssssssssssns 27



THE INVISTDIE GBI oottt eea e eee e ee s es btk b £ RS R 4R E SRR bbb 27
SNArING 8S PrIVIIEGEA GCCESS ..uurvuurerrerssmsssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssss s s sssssssssssssassssassssassssassssssssss s sssssssassssassssssssmssssssssssssssns 27
THE POWET OF T8 FECEIVET c.uvreeeereeeeeeeseeeusreeessseeessses e sesseseess s es s sb s e s s 4R RS R 4R RS RS EE bbb 28
ASYMMELTY ANU FECIPIOCITY cuvurreesreeserssessssesssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssasssssssssssssmssssssssssssssns 28
Sharing aNd [EGITIMIZATION........ccreeeesressersessssssss s s s SRR b b 28
THE FTAGIILY OF CONTIOL.. ettt ees e eee et ees e ees bbb s bbb SRR R RS SR E bbb 29
A TOUPEN TNESIS w.ceeeeeeeseeeuseeesseeesseeesseeessseeeessseeess e ee s e e s £ R RS 8 £EE8 SRR R R R R R R R R 29
B NGICISSISIT AN AIEIUISITL....ceuueceeeeeeenseeeesseeeesseeeessseeesssesssssessessessessssesss e ss s b b £ 8RR bR AR R R bbb 30
THE NEEA 10 DB SBON....eeureeeeseeessesessesesssesesssseesssessssses e se s s s eb £ SES £ 4 RS SEEE R RS 30
IMIOTAI PIBASUIE.....vuuureeseesseessseessessssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssassssassssessssesssessssessssassssassssassssassssnssseasssessssmsssssssssmssssessssasssssssssnssssssssnses 30
AAULNENTIC BIEIUISIM covvreee ettt sesssces s s sss s eb e bS48 SRR 30
SETUCTUFAI BIMDIVAIENCE .....veeeseeeeeeeeseeesseeetseesss e eesseeesssesesssessess e sss s eb s e R R R R SRR R E SRR E R R0 30
VWVNEIN NATCISSISIT GOIMINATES........ereeuseeeesseeesseeessseeesssesesssesssseesssssssssssesssssessssssssssestssssasssssesssssssssssstssssesssssessssssasssssssssssessssssssssessesas 31
When altruiSm CANCEIS OUL T SEIT .......uueeieerrceesseessnseessses s sssssssssssss s st sss s ss st sss s ss s bt sssssssssss 31
TOWArQS @ CONSCIOUS DAIANCE .....ceouveeeuseeemseeessseeessesessseeesssseeesssesssssesesssesssssessss s ss s b e ER £ RS RS R R R Rt 31
PART Il — THE PATHOLOGIES OF SHARING.....o st ssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssnns 32
7 The IMPOSSIDITITY OF SNAING ocveueeeeceeretsseeesseesssss s e e ss bbb ss bbb bR b bbb 33
DIETENSIVE CIOSUIE .ouvveeeseeeeseeessseeessseesesseeeessseess e ssssee s ee s es £ £ RS 8 EEE R E SRR R RS EE AR R R R R R 33
STTUCEUFAI TISTIUSE ...veeeureeeusreeuseeessseeessseeessesessseesssssssssssas s sssss s s es s b £ s8££ E RS R RS E R0 33
TrAUMA QN0 WITNATAWAL.....oveeeeeeeeeneeeeseeeseeeessseeesssessssseeessseseessseses s es s ses s b £ RS R R RS E SRR R R 33
The T1HUSION OF SEIT-SUTFICIENCY .uvvuureurerrersssssmsssnsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssssssmsssssssssssssans 34
THE ANXIELY OF INVASION ....ceureeereeeereseesseeesssssessessssses s ssssssses s ss s ss s ses s s b £ R R RS S bbb 34
THE PArA0OX OF IONEIINESS...euureereressereuseeeseesseessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssasssssssssssssmssssmsssssssssssssans 34
The POSSIDIlIty OF SEIECLIVE SNATNG c.vuuueeeeeuuereereseeessssesesssssesessssesessssssssesssssesesss s sss s sss s sss s ss s sb s se s st sn e 34
A TNTESNOIT 10 CIOSS wuvueeusueeusrersssressssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssssssssssssesssssasssssassssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssssssssssssssssnsssas 35
8 THE EXCESS OF SNATINQ ..euureeureeseressreeseresessssssssesssssssssesssssssssssssssssessssessssessssessssesssssssssssssssssssssssessssessssassssessasssssnsssssssssmssssnsssssssssns 36
THE TraAgility OF DOUNTAITES ..ouuereeeusseeeeusseeeesusesessssseseesssssesessssssssesssssesssss s sss s R R E SRR RS R R E R R R 36

The (11uSION OF tOtAl AULNENTICITY .....ervuuereeeeereeereesssesssesesessssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssessasssssssssmssssessssssssans 36



The Need fOr CONSTANT VISIDIILY ..vvu.vvueeeeeereeessresssesssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssessssssasssssmssssmsssssssssns 36
THE 10SS OF INTIMACY ..vvvurevseersesssessssssssessssssssssssssss s s s sssssssssssssassssassssassssasssssssssssssss s ssssssssssssassssassssass st st smssssssssssssssas 37
The confusion between relationships and the PUDIIC ... eeeceseeeseeeessseeesessesssesssssssssssssssessssssssss s ssssesssssessssas 37
The fatigue Of PEIMANENT EXPOSUIE ....vueeeeressssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 37
T OWVAITUS MOUBTALION..cevuueeeuseeessseeessseeessseesssseesesssesssssesssssessssseesesssesesssesessseesssssesesseess et st ssesessseeeesseLes et EE e EE s eeeRE et sb et s b srssenessas 37
O MANTPUIBLIVE SNAIINQ . rceuureeuseeesseeessseeesssesessseesssssasssssesssssesssssessesssasssssas st b s e s Es LR EE RS E R SRR AR R R bbb 38
VUINETADITILY BS IEVEIAQGE couvvvrreereeeseessessssesssssssssssssssss s s sssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss s ssssssssassssasssass st st s st sssssssas 38
EMOTIONAI DIACKIMAIL...rieeereeeeee ettt ces e cess b sbss s es bbb b4 bR b b0 38
SEIALEYIC VICTIMNOOU. .. ceuuureeuseeessreeesseeessesesssssssssesssssas s ssssssssssssssssassssssssssssssssssases st ss s b E s sb et bbb bbb ts 38
FFAISE TTANSPAIENCY w.cevuusereeessssreessssseessssasessssssessssssssssssssesssssssessssssssessssssseasessssessessss st sessssessessssestsessssassessssesssssssassssssssssssssssssssssssesss 38
ROIE TEVEISA ...ouvveevrcevsseeessseeessssseessssesssesesssesssssessssssesess s b £ s 8 E8 £ 8EEE RS EEE bbb 39
THIE QFAY BIEA covvuueeueeeureesssesssssesssssssessssssssssssssassssassssssssessssssssssssssssssassssassssassssasssasssessssessssnssssmsssssssssnssssassssassssassasassssassamssssmsssssssssnsssans 39
The reSPONSIDITILY OF HSTENING ....vuurererrrerssesssesssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssassssssssmssssmsssssssssssssans 39
RESIONNG TTEEUOM L0 JESTUIE....ouureeuseeessseeeessesessssessssseessssesssssssssssssssssasssssssssssas st ssssesssssssssssessssssassssssssssssasssssssssssssssssassssssssssnses 39
PART IV — SOCIAL STRUCTURES OF SHARING......ooiceonneeeemmseesssesesssssssessssessssssssssesssssessssssssssssssssesssssssesssssssessssssns 40
10 SHAriNg AN SOCIAI FOIES. ... ieeuureeuseeessesessssessssessssseessssssssses st sessesssss s es s s bR 4 bR bbb 41
The family as @ Primary IaDOTALOIY ... eereeeeessseessssssssssssssssssssssssss s ss st ss s ss s ss s bbbt b et 41
FrIENUSNIP 8S @ CNOICE.c..uuieerrerreesssessssessesssssssssssssssssss s sssss s s ssssssssasssssssssassssssssssssssssssssssassssassssassssassssssssssssssssssssssmsssssssnsnnses 41
The commuUNity anNd CONBCTIVE TUBNTITY .....vcuuureeereeeeessseessesesssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss st ssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 41
THE PrOTESSIONAL FOIE....uueeereereeeeeseeessesssesssss s s ss s ss s ss s ss s s R RS REeEenEsEeE s 42
ROIE COMTIICES covuvveeuueeeusseeessseeessseeessseeeessseeessseessssessssseesess e es e eb s £ E8EE8 8RS8 4L EE R AR R R LR E RS0 42
INOFMALIVE PrESSUIE w.vveusseessseessssessssesssessssasssssasssssesssssssssssasssssasssssassssssssssssesssssas st ssasstssassssssssssseasssssesssssssssssssssssasssssasssssssssssssssnas 42
A\ Y NAMIC STTUCKUTE. .vveueeeseeesseeesseessessseessessssesessessssessssessssessssessssessssessssessssssssssssssssssassssassssasssessssessssesssssssssssssessssessssassssasssastsssssanees 42
N 1] 1 1T 42
11 THE SNATNG ECOMOMY ..covurrreeeusseeesssseeessusseseessssessesssssessessssssesssssestessssssssesssse s ess s RS ER R RS ER R R RS R R R 44
Gift-giving as the foundation Of relatioNSNIPS ... sssss s sssssssssssans 44
THe MArKET QNG EOUIVAIEINCE .....cuuuureeeeeeeeeuseseesssseseessssesesssssessssssssesssssssessssssssesessssss s st s sssss s ses s sss s sss s sssssssssssssesssssans 44

IMONEEIZEA SNATINQ cvvuureuseeuseresseeraseesssesssssessesessssssssssssesssssssssessssessssessssessssessssssssessssassssassssasssessssnsseessssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssasssssssasssssnees 44



THEUST NG FISK werreeuueeeeuseeeesseeeesseeeesseeeesssesessseesessesessssesssssasssssessessessesssasesssesesssassssseeeesseetes et EEsseLEEss AL ER AL EE LR RS E RS EE R EE et E bbb 44
INTEIEST AN SOIIUAITEY cvvvuveesreeseesssersssessssessssssssssesssssssssssssss s s sssss s s s s bR R SR 45
INEUUATTEY NGO BCCESS.cvuurreeusreesseeesssesesssesesssessssseseesssesssssesssssessssssasssssasssssasssssessessses st et st EE s LR SRR bR SRR bbbt 45
The tranSfOrmMation OF the DONG ... e ees s s ess s ss s ss s s st bR bbbt 45
AN UNTESOIVEU TENSTON oevveeuseeessseeessseeessseessssesssseessssesssssesssssessssssesssssesssssessssssesssssesssssasssssessssssssssssesssssesssssesssssesessssssssssessssssssssssssas 45
12 Culture, religion, and IHEOI0QY .......eieemmreesseesssessssesssssessssssesssssssssssesssssesssssessssssssssssassssssssssssssssssssssssasssssasssssesssssasees 47
THE SYMDOIIC COMMION cuuvvuieereesseesseesssesssssssssssssssssssssss s s sssssssssssssassssassssassssssssssssssassssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssass st smsss st ssssssses 47
Religion and SNArEU trANSCENUENCE. ... wueureeueeeeusreeesseesssseesssseessssessssssesssssas st ssssesssss s st sss s sb s sbsssssss st sb s sb s stssesssssssess 47
1dE010QY AN COEBCLIVE THENTILY ...oureersreemseeesseeesseessssssessssessssssesssssssssss st ssss s ss s ss s ss s s b bbb bbb 47
The UtOPIa OF TOLA] SNATTNG. ... reerreerresrersnersessssssssssssssessssssssssssssss s ssssss st sssss st st ss s ss s s s s s s sp s s 47
CUIUE BN CONEIOL .ourrreenreeeuseieseeessseeessesssssssssssssesssses s ssssss s s sesss s b £ s8££ R R RS E e bbb 48
PIUFIITY BN0 CONTIICE couuurvureeurrerssesssessssesssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssasssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssassssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssansas 48
A\ CRANGING QYNAMIC....uurturreueersseersessssesssssssssessssssssssssssssassssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssassssasssssssnses 48
A CONCIUAING FEFIECLION .cvvurreeesrceescessecessseesses et essssesss s b bbb bR 48
PART V — A THEORY OF SHARING......iieeueeeetueseessssssessssesessssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssans 49
13 The fundamental dimenSIiONS OF SNAMNQ ... iceerenreee s ssss s sss s b ss s ss s ss b sb s ssssness 50
VOIUNTATNESS QMU COBITION oovuvreeusreeuseesssesessssessssssssssssssssasssssasssssss st sssssasss s sb b bS8 £ RS SEE S bbb 50
RECIPIOCITY ANU UNTTALEIAIISIM...cvuueeereeeesreeseeesesssssessesssssessssssssssssssssssssssassssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssssssssssesssssssssasssssssssnsses 50
VISIDIILY QN INVISIDTTLY coovrevuseceeseceesseessesesssesessssssssssssssssssssssss st sssssssssssas s s st ss st ss s s st sssssssssnns 50
INGIMACY AN PUDTICILY couvevureeseesseeesssesseeessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssasssssssssssssmssssmsssssssssssssns 51
SEADTIILY AN FIUIAITY couvvveeeeeeeeeeessseesssee s sssss s ssssssssssssssssssss s sssssssssssssssssssssssassssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssssssssssssssssssssans 51
CONLIOL AN ADANAONMENT....u.reeurererserersseeeessesessssessssssssssesssssessssssssss s ss s sb s Ea£E SRR R E bR bR b0 51
A\ QYNAMIC MOUEI «..cerreereeeeeesseeeseesasessssessesessesesssssssssssssssssessssessssessssessssesssssssssesssessssessssessssassssasssssssesssssssssssssmssssessssassssassssestsssssanees 51
TOWAIUS GIEALET AVWAIEINESS ..vveveeeusseeeesssssesessssssessssssssesssssessssssssesesssssestsssssestssssssesessssssstssssssestssssssssssssssestssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssans 51
14 Sharing as @ AYNAMIC DAIANCE ... ieeeureeeueeeesueseessssesessss st essssssssessssesssss s s s s R R RS R RS 53
The DOUNTArY GS COMPELENCE ...u.vvurreureeemeessreesssessssessssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssasssassssssssmssssmsssssssssssssans 53
Freedom QN0 FESPONSIDITITY ... rreeeuseeeeeuseeeessseeeesssssesesssssessessssesesssssessssssss e sssss s sss s eE s R R R RS RE R RS R R R0 53

LI ECTR LT (0] T T T OSSP 53



THE GDTILY 10 FELIACT ...evuvreeeeeeseeeseresseeessesssesssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssessssessssessssessssessssssssssssssssssssssessssessssessssessasessssessssssmessesssssssssans 53
TOIEIANCE OF AMDIVAIENCE ... oo eeeeeeeeeeeseeesseeessee s esss e eess e es s es s R RS R R R RS RS E R 54
RECIPIOCILY 8S 8 FEGUIALON «..couvreeeseeeuseeessseeeessessesseesesssesesssesssssessssseessssesess e s sb et b s £ bR E SRR S e b bbb e 54
Balance in the different StAgES OF HITE ... sssss s s ssssssssssssssssssssssnses 54
A TOrmM OF FEIALIONAL MALUIILY .ovuuureesreueesseesssessssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssasssssssssssssmssssmsssssssssssssses 54
15 Towards a psychology Of CONSCIOUS SNAITNQ ...ivuuureuereeeeeeseeeesneesssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssesssssssees 55
Recognizing 0Ne'S OWN MOTIVALIONS .....cureeeeemssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 55
Distinguishing DEtWEEN NEEA AN VAIUE........ccureeeeceeeeeeeessseeessessess st ssssss st sssssssss s s s s ssss s ss s e ssssessssss 55
COOSING CONTEXLS ...cvvurreessrersseeesseessssessssasesssssssssssssssasssssesssssssssssasssssasssssassssssssssssasssssassessesssssessssssasssssasssssessssssssssssssssssassssssssssnses 55
ACCEPTING VUINEIADITITY ovovreerreueeraecesssessssessssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssasssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssssssssssssssssssssnses 55
CUIIVALING FECIPIOCILY ovvurreeusreesseeessesessssessssessssssssssssasssssassssssssssssasssssasssssassssssssssssasssssasssssesssssessssssasssssasssssesssssesssssasssssssssssssssssnsss 56
Preserving @ NON-SNATEA SPACE .....vuuweseesmeesmessssssesssssessssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssassssassssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasses 56
Integrating the individual and the COMMUNILY .......ovuremeeimressressssssssssssssssssssss s ssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssses 56
A\ GAITY PRACHICE .uvveeeseeesecesseeesssee st sesssesesssessssses s sess e ss s s e £ s8££ 88 E SRR RS E R 56
AN OPEN CONCIUSTON cureerreeseesseesseesssesssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssessssasssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssassssssssssssssesssssssssssssmssssassssassssassssassssssssnees 56
CONCLUSION: Between solitude and COMMUNILY .....cceeeeseesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssss 58
APPENDIX: Tools for self-analysis and appliCALION .......coereeeenessessssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssss 59
SeIf-0DSEIVALION (UESTIONNAITE....cvusieeeeresseessssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssasssssssmssssssssssssans 59
Personal Map OF QIMENSIONS .......iuueereeessesssesssseesssssssssessssssssssssssssssssss st ssssssssss s ss s bbb s bbb s et sssssssssnsss 59
ANAIYSIS OF 8 SPECITIC BPISOUE ..uuevureerrerreerssresssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss s ssss s s bbb bR st es 60
EEXEICISE ON DOUNUAITES ...ouvrevuseeesseeessseeessseessssesssssesssssessssesssssesssssessessessesssetssssesssssesssssesssssssssssestssssesssssesssssasssssasssssssssssesssssessssseses 60
REFIECION ON NON-SNAIING w.vvurrreeesreersseeesseessssesessssesssssesssssesssssessssssssssssssssssssss st st ssssssss s ss s bbb s s bbbt sssnssssness 60

F N LTI 40 = 60



Important note
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philosophical essay entitled "The Psychology of Sharing." Can you help me define the table of contents?
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which I have included here and which correspond perfectly to my ideas on the subject—ideas that ChatGPT
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PREFACE: Why study sharing today

We live in an age that constantly uses the word 'sharing’, but rarely questions its deeper
psychological meaning. We share content, images, data, opinions, spaces, means of transport,
homes, emotions. Technology has made the act of sharing instantaneous, measurable, visible. Yet,
even as sharing multiplies, loneliness grows, mistrust increases, and social fragmentation
intensifies.

This paradox is the starting point for this essay.

Studying sharing today means asking ourselves what really happens when one human being puts
something 'in common' with another. What goes through their mind? What needs, what fears, what
strategies, what illusions? Sharing is only a simple act in appearance. In reality, it touches the very
core of identity: what we possess, what we know, what we feel, even what we are.

Sharing means exposing ourselves. It means giving up a degree of control. It means accepting that
something of ours enters a space that we can no longer fully govern. This is why sharing is always
an ambivalent gesture: it contains generosity and calculation, a desire to belong and a need for
recognition, openness and strategy.

In a world marked by polarization, identity conflicts, and mutual distrust, understanding the
psychology of sharing is not a theoretical exercise, but a necessity. Many of the phenomena we
observe—from ideological radicalization to narcissistic ostentation, from defensive closure to
digital overexposure—can be read as distortions, failures, or excesses of sharing.

Sharing is not just a moral act; it is a fundamental psychological mechanism. Through it, we build
bonds, but also hierarchies. We create communities, but also dependencies. We seek authenticity,
but sometimes we produce masks.

Studying sharing therefore means questioning the invisible structure of human relationships. It
means observing the point where the individual meets the group, where the self confronts the us. It
is at that point that the quality of a society is decided: in the concrete form that what is shared takes
on.

This essay stems from the belief that sharing is one of the most powerful keys to interpreting human
behavior. Not everything is sharing, but a great deal is: love, friendship, power, knowledge, money,
pain, even silence.

Understanding sharing means understanding the limits and possibilities of human coexistence. It
means exploring the fine line between solitude and belonging, between freedom and dependence,
between authenticity and representation.

If we want to understand why we reach out to others or why we withdraw; why we sometimes offer
generously and other times hold back rigidly; why we desire community but fear invasion—we
must look into the act of sharing.

This essay is an attempt to do just that.
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INTRODUCTION: Sharing as a key to interpreting
human behavior

Every era chooses, often without declaring it, a lens through which to interpret human beings. There
was a time when the key was sin, then economic interest, then the unconscious, then power, then
language. Each paradigm has illuminated a real aspect, but none has exhausted the complexity of
human behavior.

This essay proposes a simple and ambitious thesis: sharing is one of the most fruitful interpretative
keys to understanding individual and collective human behavior.

This is not to say that everything is sharing, but that many behaviors can be read as different ways
of putting—or refusing to put—something in common.

Human beings as borderline beings

Human beings constantly live between two tensions:
— self-preservation
— openness towards others

Every significant action falls along this axis. Sharing means crossing the boundary between "mine"
and "ours." Not doing so means reinforcing it.

If we look closely, many social dynamics can be reinterpreted as variations on this theme:
— friendship as selective sharing

— love as profound sharing

— conflict as refusal to share meaning

— power as control over what is shared

— ideology as the imposition of a "commonality"

From this perspective, society appears as a network of shared spaces, continuously negotiated.
Sharing as an invisible structure

Many human behaviors seem to have obvious motivations: competition, desire, fear, ambition.

However, beneath these drives often lies a more fundamental question: what can | share, with

whom, and at what cost?

Social success, for example, can be interpreted as the ability to make what is shared desirable.

Loneliness can be seen as the difficulty or impossibility of finding a safe common space.

Radicalization can be seen as closing the field of sharing to those who do not belong to the group.

In this sense, sharing is an invisible structure that cuts across phenomena that are apparently distant
from each other.

Sharing and identity building

Identity is not formed in a vacuum. It takes shape in comparison with what is shared and what is
withheld.
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Each individual selects what they make accessible to others: ideas, emotions, fragilities, skills. This
selection constructs an image of oneself. We are not only what we possess internally; we are also
what we decide to share.

At the same time, what we refuse to share defines our boundaries.

Human behavior can therefore be interpreted as a continuous process of balancing exposure and
protection.

A cross-cutting lens

The strength of this perspective lies in its transversality. Sharing crosses:
— individual psychology

— family dynamics

— economic organization

— political structures

— digital culture

This is not a sectoral issue, but a dynamic principle.

Even the refusal to share—closed-mindedness, mistrust, withdrawal—is not the opposite of the
phenomenon, but rather a negative manifestation of it. It is a response to a perceived risk.

A contemporary issue

Contemporaneity amplifies the problem. Never before has sharing been:
— technically facilitated

—socially required

— morally valued

— economically exploited

And never before have we seen such acute forms of isolation, mistrust, and fragmentation.

This paradox suggests that sharing is not a simple or automatic good. It can generate authentic
bonds, but also dependence, control, exposure, and manipulation.

A theoretical proposal

This essay does not intend to celebrate or condemn sharing. The goal is to understand its
psychological structure.

If we can observe human behavior through the lens of sharing, we can grasp:
— the motivations behind altruism

— the ambivalence of belonging

— the power dynamics implicit in bonds

— the underlying reasons for defensive closure

Sharing thus becomes a privileged field of investigation for understanding the relationship between
the individual and the community.
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A critical stance

Adopting this interpretative key requires a critical stance. Not every generous gesture is without
interest. Not every closure is pure hostility. Not every community is a harmonious space.

Sharing can be authentic or strategic. It can emancipate or constrain. It can create freedom or
produce dependence.

Understanding it means removing it from rhetoric and restoring it to its complexity.

The path of the essay

The path that follows starts from a rigorous definition of sharing, explores its evolutionary roots and
psychological motivations, analyzes its distortions and pathologies, and finally proposes a
theoretical model capable of guiding a more conscious practice.

It is not a question of offering immediate solutions, but of providing a conceptual map.
If human behavior is, to a large extent, a management of the boundary between mine and ours, then
understanding the psychology of sharing means understanding one of the fundamental tensions of

social existence.

It is in this space of tension that the fragile and never definitive possibility of mature coexistence is
played out.
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PART I - WHAT DOES SHARING MEAN?



14

1 Psychological definition of sharing

Sharing is a simple word, but psychologically complex. We use it lightly, as if its meaning were
obvious. Yet behind this verb lies a structurally delicate gesture: putting something of one's own
into a common space.

To understand sharing, we must first separate it from other acts that resemble it but do not coincide
with it. Only through a rigorous distinction can we clarify its nature.

Sharing is not simply giving
Giving implies a unidirectional movement: something passes from one subject to another. In pure
giving, the giver may not expect anything in return. The gesture can be definitive: what is given no
longer belongs to the person who offered it.
Sharing is different. When sharing, what is put in common is not necessarily lost. It remains, at least
in part, linked to the identity of the person offering it. When I share an idea, it continues to be mine
even after it has been heard. When | share an experience, | do not give it away definitively: | expose
it.
Sharing, therefore, is not deprivation but exposure.

Sharing is not exchanging

Exchange is governed by a principle of equivalence. It presupposes measurable reciprocity: | give
you something, you give me something of comparable value.

In authentic sharing, reciprocity may exist, but it is not necessarily calculated. There is no
immediate accounting. The economic dimension may be absent or secondary.

Exchange belongs to the logic of the market.
Sharing belongs to the logic of connection.

This does not mean that it is devoid of interests or expectations—on the contrary, it is often fraught
with invisible implications—but its structure cannot be reduced to a transaction.

Sharing is not giving in

Giving up implies loss of control and often passivity. It is an act that can take place under pressure
or coercion.

Sharing, to be such, requires at least a minimum of voluntariness. If | am forced to share something,
the gesture loses its fundamental psychological quality. It becomes imposition.

There is certainly such a thing as forced sharing—in families, groups, political communities—but in
these cases we are already in an ambiguous area, where the line between sharing and coercion
becomes blurred.

Minimal structure of sharing

We can now propose a preliminary psychological definition:
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Sharing is the voluntary act of making something we perceive as ours accessible to one or more
others, without completely nullifying its belonging.
This definition contains four essential elements:

1. Voluntariness—at least partial.

2. Perception of ownership — material or symbolic.

3. Accessibility to others — opening up private space.

4. Persistence of the identity link — what | share continues to represent me.
If one of these elements is missing, we are dealing with a different gesture.

Material and immaterial sharing

Sharing can involve concrete objects: money, food, space, tools. In these cases, the dimensions of
scarcity and risk come into play.

But it can also involve immaterial elements: information, emotions, memories, knowledge,
worldviews. Here, the risk is not economic but identity-related. When | share a thought, | expose a
part of my inner world to the judgment of others.

Intangible sharing is often psychologically more intense than material sharing. Sharing an
unpopular opinion can generate more anxiety than lending a valuable object.

The boundary between private and common

Every act of sharing presupposes the existence of a boundary. If everything is already common,
there is nothing to share. If everything is strictly private, nothing can be shared.

The psychology of sharing lies precisely in this borderline area. It studies the moment when
something crosses the threshold between "mine™ and "ours."

This crossing is never neutral. It implies a redefinition of identity. When I share, I change the
relational space. I create a new configuration between myself and the other.

The implicit risk
Every act of sharing involves a risk:
— risk of rejection
— risk of misunderstanding
— risk of loss of control

—risk of devaluation

For this reason, sharing is never completely innocent. Even in the most spontaneous gestures, there
is an assessment, often unconscious: "Is it safe to do this?"

Children quickly learn that not everything can be shared with everyone. Adults continue this
selection process, albeit in a more sophisticated way.
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The relational dimension

Sharing does not exist in a vacuum. It is always a relational act. It presupposes at least one other
person who receives, observes, participates, or reacts.

In this sense, sharing is a form of expanded communication. It is not limited to transmitting content,
but changes the relationship itself. After sharing something meaningful, the relationship is no longer
the same as before.
Sharing creates bonds—or tests them.

A first thesis
We can formulate a first thesis that will guide this essay:

Sharing is not an accessory behavior of social life, but one of its fundamental structures.

Through sharing, we build belonging, power, trust, dependence, identity, and conflict. It is one of
the primary ways in which individuals position themselves within a group.

Understanding it means beginning to understand the profound dynamics of living together.

This first chapter has attempted to define the field. In the following chapters, we will explore the
evolutionary roots and deepest motivations that drive human beings to share—or to refuse to do so.
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2 The evolutionary roots

If sharing is a fundamental structure of human behavior, then its roots must precede culture,
morality, and institutions. They must be rooted in an older dimension: the evolutionary one.

Before it was a value, sharing was a survival strategy.

Surviving together
Human beings are biologically fragile. They have no claws, are not particularly fast, and are not
endowed with extraordinary strength. Since the dawn of time, their survival has depended on
cooperation.
Sharing food, information about dangers, hunting or gathering techniques was not an altruistic
gesture in the modern sense of the term. It was a condition for increasing the chances of survival of

the group — and therefore of the individual themselves.

Natural selection favored individuals capable of cooperating and participating in reciprocal
networks. Total isolation was, in most cases, a death sentence.

From this perspective, sharing did not arise as a moral virtue, but as an adaptation.
Reciprocity as a regulatory principle

One of the most studied evolutionary mechanisms is reciprocity. Sharing today can increase the
likelihood of receiving tomorrow.

This principle does not require pure altruism, but memory and the ability to evaluate. Those who
participate in cooperative exchanges develop expectations: those who do not reciprocate are
gradually excluded.

Reciprocity introduces a fundamental element into the psychology of sharing: trust.

Sharing means betting that the other person will not systematically take advantage of your
openness.

The anxiety that accompanies sharing therefore has ancient roots: it is the fear of being exploited.
Sharing and reputation

In small communities, reputation played a crucial role. Those who shared reliably built relational
capital. Those who systematically withheld or deceived were marginalized.

Sharing thus became a social signal. Not just a practical act, but a message: "I am a cooperative
member of the group.”

This signaling dimension is still active today. Many acts of sharing—especially public ones—have
a reputational function. The distinction between authenticity and strategy, as we shall see, is more
nuanced than it appears.
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Childhood roots
Developmental psychology offers further confirmation of the deep roots of sharing.

Young children are not born with a spontaneous inclination to share. In the early years of life, a
strongly egocentric perception of possession prevails. The object is "mine" in an absolute sense.

Gradually, through interaction, children learn that sharing can generate approval, relationships, and
shared play. They also learn that there are implicit rules: turns, exchanges, limits.

This process is not only educational but also structural. The experience of sharing contributes to the
formation of empathy and theory of mind: understanding that others have desires, expectations, and
needs.

In other words, sharing is not just social behavior; it is a step in the development of relational
awareness.

Sharing and attachment

The primary relationship between the child and caregivers is already a basic form of sharing:
attention, looks, emotions, protection.

When the bond is stable and secure, the child develops greater confidence in opening up to the
world. When it is unstable or unpredictable, a tendency to close off or, conversely, to seek excessive
approval may emerge.

Adult ways of sharing—or avoiding sharing—can be influenced by these early experiences. The
willingness to expose oneself is not only a rational choice; it is also the result of early emotional
learning.

Cooperation and conflict

Evolution has selected not only cooperation but also competition. Human beings carry both
tendencies within themselves.

Sharing is therefore always in tension with the accumulation and defense of resources. This
ambivalence is structural: sharing can strengthen the group, but it can also reduce individual
advantage.

The psychology of sharing arises precisely from this unstable balance. If we were programmed only

to cooperate, sharing would not involve any internal conflict. If we were programmed only to

compete, it would not exist.

Human beings are cooperative-competitive beings. Sharing is an expression of this dual nature.
From need to choice

With the transition from small communities to complex societies, sharing has lost some of its

immediate necessity. Anonymity, institutions, the market, and the state have replaced many direct
forms of reciprocity.
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Yet the psychological need for belonging and recognition has remained. Today, we can survive
physically without sharing much of ourselves, but we can hardly live a meaningful relational life
without doing so.

The evolutionary root has been transformed into a symbolic need.

A hidden continuity

What appears to be a moral gesture or individual choice therefore retains a continuity with ancient
adaptive mechanisms.

When we feel satisfaction in sharing, when we feel gratitude in receiving, when we fear exclusion
or abuse, we are activating ancient circuits, layered over time.

Understanding these roots does not reduce the complexity of modern sharing, but places it in a
broader perspective. Sharing is not a recent cultural invention: it is a structural trait of the human
animal.

In the next chapter, we will explore how sharing is not only an evolutionary adaptation, but also a
central element in the construction of personal identity.



20

3 Sharing and identity

If in the previous chapter we saw that sharing has its roots in survival and cooperation, we must
now shift our attention to a more subtle level: that of identity.

Sharing is not only necessary for living together. It serves to define who we are.
Identity as a relational construct
The idea of a purely internal, autonomous, self-sufficient identity is largely an illusion. The self
takes shape in comparison with others. What we think we are is constantly modulated by the gaze of
others.
In this process, sharing plays a decisive role.
We are not only what we possess internally; we are also what we make accessible.
Every act of sharing is an implicit statement:
"This represents me."
"This I can show."
"This is part of me."
The selection of what we share contributes to the construction of our self-image.

The self that extends

When we share an idea, a work, a memory, or a skill, something of ourselves enters the relational
space. The self extends beyond the boundaries of the body and the private mind.

This extension can generate satisfaction: seeing a part of ourselves recognized strengthens our
internal coherence. But it can also produce vulnerability: what has been shared can be
misunderstood, criticized, rejected.

Sharing is therefore an act of regulated self-exposure.

The need for recognition

Human beings do not just want to exist; they want to be recognized. Recognition implies that
someone else sees, understands, and legitimizes who we are or who we believe ourselves to be.

Sharing is one of the main ways we seek this recognition. We share opinions to be taken seriously.
We share emotions to be understood. We share successes to be valued.

The risk, however, is that our identity becomes dependent on the response we receive. If the value
of what we share is entirely determined by the gaze of others, the self becomes unstable.

Sharing to exist

In some situations, sharing takes on an even more radical function: it becomes a form of ontological
confirmation. "If someone listens to me, then | exist." "If someone reacts, then | am real."”
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This mechanism is particularly evident in contexts of public exposure, but it belongs in a more
discreet form to every meaningful relationship.
Sharing, in this sense, is not just communication; it is the co-construction of social existence.

Boundaries as an element of identity
Every identity is also defined by what is not shared. Boundaries are just as important as openings.
Choosing not to share a part of oneself can be an act of protection, but also of affirmation. Secrets,
confidentiality, and guarded intimacy contribute to the perception of a personal core that is not
entirely exposed.
The psychology of sharing must therefore consider a double dynamic:
— what we share builds our social face
—what we hold back preserves our private depth

The balance between these two dimensions determines the stability of our identity.

Belonging and differentiation

Sharing creates belonging. When we share values, languages, and symbols, we build a sense of
"us.” This process strengthens bonds and reduces isolation.

But identity also requires differentiation. If everything is shared without distinction, the individual
risks dissolving into the group.

Human beings are constantly engaged in this tension:
— enough sharing to feel part of the group
— enough difference to feel like an individual
Human behavior can be interpreted as a continuous adjustment of this threshold.
Identity crises and sharing crises
Many personal crises can be interpreted as crises in the management of sharing.
— Sharing too much can generate a feeling of loss of self.
— Sharing too little can lead to isolation and misunderstanding.
— Sharing in an inauthentic way can create a split between public image and internal experience.
When perceived identity does not coincide with what is recognized by others, a rift opens up. The
person may react by increasing exposure, reducing it drastically, or constructing more sophisticated
masks.

Identity and shared narrative

Identity is not just a set of traits, but a narrative. We tell ourselves and others who we are. Every
story involves selection, omission, and emphasis.

Sharing parts of one's story means making a version of oneself public. This version can consolidate
over time until it becomes binding: we are recognized through what we have shared.
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Sharing therefore helps to stabilize identity, but it can also make it more rigid.
A second thesis
We can formulate a second thesis that complements the previous one:

Sharing is not only a social behavior, but a device through which identity is constructed, exposed,
and regulated.

Through what we share, we define who we are in the world. Through what we withhold, we
preserve our inner space.

Understanding the psychology of sharing therefore means understanding the very dynamics of the
self in relation to the us.

In the next chapter, we will enter an even more complex area: the hidden motivations that drive us
to share, between the need to belong, the fear of exclusion, and the search for personal value.
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PART II - THE HIDDEN MOTIVATIONS
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4 Unconscious drives

So far, we have analyzed sharing as an evolutionary structure and as an identity device. But a
decisive part of the phenomenon still remains in the shadows: the motivations that we do not fully
recognize.

Not everything we share stems from a conscious choice.
Often, the gesture is guided by deep, layered, and sometimes contradictory drives.

Studying the psychology of sharing therefore means exploring its less transparent side.
The desire to belong

One of the most powerful forces that drive human beings is the need to belong. It is not just about
companionship, but meaningful inclusion.

Sharing is one of the most effective ways to signal belonging:
— sharing languages

— sharing opinions

— sharing symbols

— sharing collective emotions

When we share what the group values, we strengthen the bond. The gesture becomes an implicit
statement: "I am one of you."

In many cases, sharing does not arise from the content itself, but from the need not to be excluded.
The fear of exclusion
Alongside the positive desire to belong, there is a negative force at work: the fear of being left out.

In evolutionary history, social exclusion could be equivalent to a real threat. This ancient trace
remains in contemporary sensibilities.

We share so we don't become isolated.
We share so as not to be suspicious.
We share so as not to be perceived as outsiders.

In this sense, sharing can be defensive. It is not a spontaneous expansion, but a strategy to avoid
marginalization.

The need for personal value

Sharing can also be a way to confirm one's value. Showing skills, insights, and experiences can
boost self-esteem.

The dynamic is subtle: the recognition received is not only about the content shared, but about the
person themselves. If what | have shared is appreciated, then | am too.

The risk, however, is that sharing becomes a constant search for validation. In this case, the gesture
loses some of its freedom and becomes dependent on external response.
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Guilt and reparation
There is also a less obvious motivation: the need to compensate or make amends.

Those who feel they have received more than they have given may feel indebted. Sharing then
becomes a way to symbolically rebalance the situation.

In other cases, sharing can be a form of atonement. Offering something of oneself alleviates a sense
of guilt, whether real or imagined.

Here, the gesture arises not so much from the other person as from one's own internal conflict.
Sharing to control

Not all sharing is selfless openness. Sometimes sharing means guiding the other person, influencing
them, binding them.

The giver can create an implicit debt.

Those who reveal can gain informational power.

Those who pool resources can establish the rules of the relational field.

Sharing can therefore be a subtle tool of control. Not necessarily conscious, but effective.
The ambivalence of altruism

Many acts of sharing are interpreted as altruistic. And often they are. But even altruism can contain

complex components:

— desire to feel morally superior

— need for approval

— search for meaning

— construction of a coherent identity

Recognizing this ambivalence does not mean denying the possibility of genuinely generous
gestures. It simply means removing sharing from a naive perspective.

Human motivations are rarely pure.
The pleasure of sharing

Not all unconscious drives are defensive or compensatory. There is also an intrinsic pleasure in
successful sharing.

When what we offer is accepted, it produces a feeling of connection. It is an experience of
resonance: something that was only ours now also vibrates in the other person.

This pleasure reinforces the behavior. Sharing can become a source of positive psychic energy.
Conflict between drives

Motivations often overlap. We may share simultaneously out of generosity, a need for recognition,
and a fear of exclusion.
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This overlap generates ambivalence. We may feel satisfaction and discomfort at the same time. We
may offer something and immediately fear that we have gone too far.

The psychology of sharing must accept this complexity. It is not a question of rigidly separating
pure and impure motivations, but of understanding their coexistence.

A third thesis
We can now formulate a third thesis:

Sharing is a behavior motivated by a plurality of impulses, often unconscious and ambivalent, that
intertwine belonging, fear, personal value, and power.

Understanding these drives does not mean exposing every gesture, but making it more conscious.

Only when we recognize the forces that move us can we choose more freely how and how much to
share.

In the next chapter, we will analyze more explicitly the dimension of power in sharing: does the
giver control? Is the receiver really passive? Is the relationship more symmetrical than it appears?
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3) Power in sharing

Every act of sharing changes a balance. When something passes from the private to the public
sphere, it is not only the amount of available resources that changes: the structure of the relationship
changes.

Sharing is never neutral. It is an act that redistributes visibility, influence, and expectations. Even
when it appears simple and spontaneous, it produces effects of power.

Understanding this dimension means abandoning a naive image of sharing as a purely benevolent
act. Not to deny its value, but to grasp its complexity.

Who controls what they give?

In most cultures, those who offer something are perceived as generous. But the act of giving—and,
to some extent, sharing—can create asymmetry.

Those who make a resource available implicitly set the conditions: when, how much, to whom, and
in what way. Even without declaring it, they define the field.

The recipient may experience gratitude, but also a subtle form of dependence. A symbolic debt is
created, not necessarily measurable but perceptible.

The power of the giver is not always explicit. Sometimes it is internalized by the recipient, who
feels obliged to reciprocate, to conform, to maintain the bond.

The invisible debt
The debt is not only economic. There is also an emotional, relational, and moral debt.

When someone shares something meaningful—time, listening, protection, opportunity—it creates a
trace in the relational memory. This trace can become a constraint.

Invisible debt can be used manipulatively: "After all I've done for you..." It is a formula that reveals
how sharing can become a tool of pressure.

But debt can also be experienced in a more subtle way, without words. It can generate a sense of
inferiority or obligation that alters the spontaneity of the relationship.

Sharing as privileged access

Sharing information means distributing cognitive power. Those who possess data, knowledge, or
interpretations decide what to make public and what to withhold.

In many social dynamics, control of information is a primary form of power. Selective sharing can
create alliances, strengthen belonging, and exclude others.



28

Even in intimate relationships, managing what is said and what is left unsaid defines subtle
hierarchies. Those who know more can guide the relationship. Those who are unaware are
dependent.

The power of the receiver
The dynamic, however, is not unidirectional. The receiver also exercises a form of power.
Accepting or rejecting a sharing changes the value of the gesture. Acceptance legitimizes; rejection
devalues. The other person's reaction can strengthen or weaken the identity of the person who
shared.
The listener can interpret, reinterpret, and disseminate. Once shared, the content no longer belongs
completely to the person who offered it. It enters a network of meanings that escape the original
control.

In this sense, sharing always involves a loss of sovereignty.

Asymmetry and reciprocity

The most stable relationships are those in which sharing tends toward a certain reciprocity. Not
necessarily symmetrical at all times, but balanced over time.

When asymmetry becomes chronic—one person always shares, the other almost never; one offers,
the other accumulates—tension arises. Resentment, a sense of exploitation or, conversely,
dependence may emerge.

The psychology of sharing must therefore question the distribution of power over time. It is not
enough to observe the individual gesture; the overall dynamic must be analyzed.

Sharing and legitimization
There is a broader form of power linked to the definition of what is shareable.

Each group establishes, implicitly or explicitly, which content can be shared and which must remain
private. This norm defines the boundaries of legitimacy.

Those who determine these boundaries exercise cultural power. Establishing what is appropriate to
share means guiding individual expression.

Control is not only about resources, but about the very possibilities of exposure.
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The fragility of control
Yet any attempt to completely control sharing is bound to encounter a limit.

Once something has been shared, it enters a space that is no longer entirely governable. It can be
reinterpreted, transformed, even used against those who shared it.

This vulnerability is the inevitable price of the gesture.

A fourth thesis
We can formulate a new thesis:

Every act of sharing redistributes power, creating asymmetries, debts, influences, and
vulnerabilities.

Authentic sharing does not eliminate power; it makes it more fluid. It transforms it from stable
domination to relational dynamics.

Understanding this dimension does not mean giving up sharing, but doing so with greater
awareness. It means recognizing that putting something in common is never just a gesture of
openness: it is also an act that redefines positions.

In the next chapter, we will explore another decisive ambivalence: the relationship between
narcissism and altruism in sharing.
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6 Narcissism and altruism

Sharing is often celebrated as an altruistic gesture. At first glance, putting something in common
appears to be an act of openness towards others. However, a more careful psychological reading
reveals a structural tension: narcissism and altruism coexist in sharing.

These are not two opposing motivations, but two dimensions that are frequently intertwined.

The need to be seen

Sharing means exposing oneself. Exposing oneself means becoming visible. Visibility, in turn,
feeds the sense of social existence.

In many cases, what is shared is not only content, but an image of oneself. Expressing an opinion,
an experience, or a generous gesture can reinforce one's perception of personal value.

Narcissism should not be understood here in a pathological sense, but as a structural component of
the self: the need for recognition, confirmation, and reflection. Sharing can satisfy this deep need.

A gesture that appears to be directed at others always contains a return to the self.
Moral pleasure

There is a subtle form of gratification linked to the idea of being 'good'. When we share something
useful or generous, we can experience moral satisfaction.

This pleasure does not necessarily negate the authenticity of the gesture, but it reveals a self-
referential dimension. The ego perceives itself as consistent with a positive image of itself.

In some cases, the search for this consistency becomes central: we share in order to keep our moral
self-representation intact.

Authentic altruism

However, reducing all sharing to narcissism would be an oversimplification. There are acts in which
attention to others clearly prevails.

Authentic altruism implies a temporary suspension of identity calculation. The focus of the action is
not recognition, but the benefit of others.

However, even in these cases, the subjective experience is not without inner rewards. Helping,
supporting, and offering often produces a sense of connection and meaning. The relational
dimension is reciprocal by nature.

Structural ambivalence

The crucial point is not to rigidly separate narcissism and altruism, but to recognize their
coexistence.

We can share a painful experience to seek understanding and, at the same time, to feel the center of
attention. We can offer sincere support and, at the same time, desire gratitude.
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This ambivalence is not a pathological deviation; it is a structural feature of human psychology.
Absolute purity of motivation is rare. Mixing is the rule.

When narcissism dominates
The problem arises when sharing becomes predominantly self-referential.

If the gesture is aimed almost exclusively at building an image, the other person becomes an
audience. They are no longer an interlocutor, but a spectator.

In this configuration, sharing loses its relational depth. It becomes exhibitionism. Interaction is
reduced to an exchange of visibility.

The fragility of this dynamic is evident: identity depends on the response received. The absence of
recognition can generate frustration, anger, or further escalation of exposure.

When altruism cancels out the self

At the opposite extreme, there is a form of sharing in which the subject tends to dissolve into the
other.

Those who always share, who constantly give without preserving boundaries, can gradually lose
sight of their own needs. Altruism turns into self-annihilation.

This dynamic also alters the balance of the relationship. Excessive availability can generate
dependence or latent resentment.

Towards a conscious balance

Psychological maturity does not consist in eliminating the narcissistic component, nor in repressing
the desire for recognition. It consists in making it conscious.

When we know that our actions are driven by both openness and a need for confirmation, we can
choose with greater freedom. We can modulate our exposure, accept gratification without becoming
dependent on it, and give without turning our actions into a tool of domination.

Balanced sharing is not without inner rewards, but it is not governed exclusively by them either.

It arises from the encounter between two subjectivities that recognize each other, without canceling
each other out or reducing each other to an audience.

In the next chapter, we will enter a more problematic area: the impossibility of sharing, defensive
closures, and forms of withdrawal that interrupt or distort the bond.
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PART III - THE PATHOLOGIES OF SHARING
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{  The impossibility of sharing
If sharing is a fundamental structure of relational life, its absence cannot be considered a mere
accident. The impossibility of sharing is not just a lack of openness: it is a precise psychological
configuration.
There are times when individuals are unable, unwilling, or incapable of sharing something. In these
cases, the boundary between "mine" and "ours" becomes rigid and impermeable. The threshold is
not crossed.
Understanding this closure is just as important as analyzing openness.

Defensive closure

One of the most frequent causes of the inability to share is defense.

If experience teaches that exposure leads to humiliation, misunderstanding, or abuse, the subject
may react by tightening their boundaries. Better to hold back than to take a risk.

Defensive closure is not necessarily conscious. It can manifest itself as extreme reserve, emotional
detachment, or systematic refusal to get involved.

On the surface, it appears as self-sufficiency. Deep down, it is often a protective strategy.
Structural distrust
There is a more radical form of impossibility: generalized distrust.

In this case, it is not only personal experience that determines closure, but a worldview. Others are
perceived as potentially manipulative, superficial, or hostile. Sharing appears naive or dangerous.

Distrust can offer a feeling of lucidity. Those who do not share feel less exposed to collective
illusions. However, this position comes at a cost: progressive isolation.

Distance protects, but it also deprives one of the possibility of resonance.
Trauma and withdrawal
In some situations, the inability to share is linked to traumatic experiences.

When a revelation has been used against the subject, when trust has been significantly betrayed, the
mind may associate sharing with danger.

Withdrawal then becomes an automatic response. It is not a deliberate choice, but emotional
conditioning.

In these cases, psychological work does not consist of forcing sharing, but of gradually rebuilding a
sense of relational security.
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The illusion of self-sufficiency

A more subtle form of impossibility emerges when the individual cultivates the ideal of total self-
sufficiency.

"l don't need to share."
"I can be enough for myself."

This position may be supported by professional success, financial independence, or strong inner
discipline. However, here too, the refusal to share involves a renunciation.

Identity becomes rigid. Relationships become functional, not transformative. The other person is
not an interlocutor, but a mere peripheral presence.

The anxiety of invasion

Sometimes the inability to share stems from the opposite fear to exclusion: the fear of being
invaded.

Sharing means opening up a space. But if personal boundaries are fragile or poorly defined,
openness can be experienced as a threat of dissolution.

The subject fears losing autonomy, being absorbed by the expectations of others, no longer being
able to distinguish their own desires from those of the other.

In these cases, closure is not disinterest, but an attempt to preserve a sense of integrity.
The paradox of loneliness

The inability to share produces a paradox. It protects against immediate risk, but fuels a loneliness
that can become painful.

Human beings are structurally relational. Even those who are distrustful, even those who withdraw,
maintain a latent need for recognition.

When distance becomes stable, an internal tension can emerge: a desire for connection and a
simultaneous rejection of exposure.

The psychology of sharing must recognize this tension without moralizing it.
The possibility of selective sharing
The alternative to total closure is not indiscriminate openness.

There is a mature form of selective sharing: carefully choosing what to share, with whom, and in
what context. It is not a question of overcoming all mistrust, but of differentiating it.

The ability to modulate boundaries is a sign of balance. Not everything has to be shared, but
something does, if we want to avoid relational atrophy.
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A threshold to cross

The inability to share is not a definitive condemnation. It is a position that can be understood,
analyzed, and sometimes transformed.

Every opening involves a risk, but every permanent closure involves a loss.
The question is not to choose between total exposure and absolute isolation, but to learn to
recognize one's own thresholds: where protection becomes imprisonment, where lucidity becomes

sterile distance.

In the next chapter, we will analyze the opposite situation: excessive sharing, when boundaries thin
to the point of dissolution and intimacy loses its substance.
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8  Excessive sharing

If the inability to share stiffens boundaries, excess dissolves them. In both cases, the balance of
relationships is compromised.

Sharing too much does not simply mean being open. It means drastically reducing the threshold
between the private and the public, between the intimate and the common. When all content is
exposed, selection weakens and identity risks being dispersed.

The psychology of sharing must therefore question not only closure, but also excessive openness.

The fragility of boundaries

Every individual has psychological boundaries: limits that define what can be exposed and what
must remain private.

When these boundaries are fragile or poorly defined, sharing can become impulsive. We talk, we
show, we tell without really assessing the consequences.

Excess is not always conscious. It can be driven by the need to be heard, by the fear of silence, by
the anxiety of maintaining the other person's attention.

In these cases, sharing is not a considered choice, but an immediate response to internal tension.
The illusion of total authenticity

In contemporary culture, the idea that authenticity means complete transparency has become

widespread. 'Saying everything', 'showing everything', 'having no filters' are presented as signs of

sincerity.

But authenticity does not coincide with the absence of boundaries. A life that is entirely exposed
loses its depth. Intimacy is not a lie; it is a space for processing.

Excessive sharing can turn into a form of self-emptying: every emotion is immediately projected
outward, without time to be understood.

The need for continuous visibility
In some situations, excessive sharing is driven by a constant need for visibility.

The attention of others becomes psychological nourishment. Silence is perceived as a threat. Every
experience must be narrated, every emotional state declared.

This mechanism creates dependence on external reactions. The absence of a response can generate
anxiety or a sense of invisibility.

The relationship thus becomes a circuit of stimulus and feedback, where depth gives way to
frequency.
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The loss of intimacy

Intimacy requires selection and trust. Not everything is shared with everyone. Excessive sharing,
especially indiscriminate sharing, can erode this dimension.

When deeply personal content is made public without distinction, it loses part of its relational
quality. It is no longer a targeted gift, but widespread exposure.

The risk is progressive desensitization: what was meaningful becomes ordinary, what was
vulnerable becomes spectacle.

The confusion between relationship and public

An authentic relationship implies reciprocity and presence. Excessive sharing, on the other hand,
can be directed at an indistinct audience.

In this case, the concrete other disappears, replaced by an imaginary audience. The gesture no
longer aims at encounter, but at dissemination.

Sharing shifts from the dialogical to the performative dimension. The aim is not understanding, but
reaction.

The strain of permanent exposure

Constant exposure comes at a psychological cost. Every piece of content shared requires managing
responses, interpreting reactions, and monitoring one's image.

Identity can fragment under the weight of continuous visibility. Versions of oneself multiply,
adapted to different contexts of exposure.

Excessive sharing does not necessarily liberate; it can imprison us in a dynamic of permanent
representation.

Towards moderation
As with closure, the solution here is not the opposite extreme.
Maturity in sharing implies moderation. It means recognizing the value of filtering, selection, and
processing time. It means distinguishing between what enriches the relationship and what responds
only to a momentary urge.
Balanced sharing does not eliminate spontaneity, but integrates it with awareness.

Preserved intimacy is not a denial of openness; it is its condition.

In the next chapter, we will analyze an even more ambiguous form: manipulative sharing, when the
gesture of openness becomes a tool for emotional influence and control.
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9 Manipulative sharing

Not every opening is sincere. Not every gesture of transparency stems from a desire for
relationship. There is a form of sharing that uses apparent vulnerability as a tool of influence.

Manipulative sharing is not always conscious. Sometimes those who engage in it do not perceive
themselves as manipulators. However, the relational effect is clear: the other person is guided,
constrained, or destabilized through what is shared.

Understanding this dynamic is essential in order not to confuse depth with strategic exposure.

Vulnerability as leverage

Sharing fragility often generates empathy. The other person gets closer, opens up, and lowers their
defenses.

In a balanced relationship, this dynamic builds mutual trust. But it can also be used as leverage:
selectively exposing a weakness can serve to obtain protection, indulgence, or control.

In this case, vulnerability is not offered to be understood, but to guide the response of others.
Emotional blackmail
One of the most obvious forms of manipulative sharing is emotional blackmail.

"I've told you everything about myself."
"After what I've confided in you, you can't treat me like this.”

The shared content becomes a means of pressure. The other person is placed in a position of moral
obligation.

The relationship becomes burdened with an implicit weight: the confidence is no longer a gift, but a
constraint.

Strategic victimhood
There is also a more subtle form: the systematic construction of an image of oneself as a victim.

Constantly sharing injustices suffered, difficulties, and misunderstandings can generate solidarity.
But if this narrative becomes a fixed pattern, it can turn into a control mechanism.

The other person is called upon to take a stand, offer support, and confirm the proposed
interpretation. Anyone who questions the narrative risks appearing insensitive.

Sharing does not open up dialogue; it rigidly directs it.
False transparency

Manipulation does not always consist of saying too much. Sometimes it consists of saying only
what is necessary.
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False transparency is a strategic selection of information. It gives the impression of total openness,
but decisive elements are withheld.

The other person perceives sincerity, while the relationship is guided by careful control of the flow
of information.

In this case, sharing is image building, not authentic exchange.
Role reversal

In some dynamics, those who share in a manipulative way manage to reverse the roles of
responsibility.

Exposing pain or difficulty can shift the focus from the action taken to one's emotions. The other
person finds themselves consoling instead of evaluating.

Sharing thus becomes a defense mechanism that prevents real confrontation.

The gray area
It is not always easy to distinguish between authentic and manipulative sharing. The motivations
can be mixed. A gesture can arise from a real need and, at the same time, produce effects of
influence.
The difference lies not only in the intention, but in the structure of the relationship. If sharing allows
the other person to respond freely, we are in the presence of an exchange. If, on the other hand, it
creates obligation, guilt, or forced silence, a manipulative dynamic emerges.

The responsibility of listening

The recipient also has a role to play. Automatically accepting all shared content as indisputable
truth can reinforce distorted dynamics.

Relational maturity implies the ability to empathize without giving up discernment. Listening does
not mean submitting. Understanding does not mean accepting every implication.

Restoring freedom to the gesture

Authentic sharing leaves room. It does not coerce, constrain, or create implicit debts. It can generate
intense emotions, but it does not impose a predetermined response.

When the gesture is free, the response can be too.

The psychology of sharing must therefore distinguish between openness that creates bonds and
openness that builds dependence.

In the next chapter, we will enter the dimension of the social structures of sharing: family,
friendship, and community as contexts in which these dynamics take stable form.
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PART IV — SOCIAL STRUCTURES OF SHARING
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10 Sharing and social roles

Sharing does not take place in a vacuum. Every gesture of openness is part of a structure of roles.
Family, friendship, community, organizations: each context defines implicit expectations about
what should be shared and what can remain private.

The psychology of sharing therefore changes depending on the role we occupy and the role the
other occupies in relation to us.

The family as the primary laboratory

The family is the first structured space for sharing. Here we learn the implicit rules: what to say,
what to keep quiet, what to share, what to protect.

In some families, sharing is extensive, emotionally intense, and sometimes invasive. In others, it is
measured, selective, and regulated by respect for boundaries.

The way an individual learns to share—or to withhold—is deeply influenced by this initial
laboratory. If openness has been welcomed, it may be experienced as natural. If it has been ignored
or punished, it may be associated with risk.

The family also establishes roles: who listens, who speaks, who mediates, who supports. These
roles can crystallize and accompany the individual in future relationships.

Friendship as a choice

Unlike family, friendship is an elective relationship. Sharing here is not imposed by obligation, but
arises from affinity.

Precisely for this reason, the quality of sharing in friendship is often more revealing. What is shared
defines the degree of intimacy.

A superficial friendship may be limited to sharing activities or interests. A deep friendship includes
emotions, doubts, and fragility.

Friendship tests the balance between reciprocity and freedom. If one person shares a lot and the
other shares little, the relationship can become asymmetrical. If both hold back excessively, the
bond remains formal.

Community and collective identity

In larger communities—cultural, professional, religious, or ideological groups—sharing takes on a
symbolic dimension.

It is not only goods or emotions that are shared, but values, narratives, and interpretations of the
world. This type of sharing creates collective identity.

Belonging to a group implies accepting a common space of meanings. Questioning these meanings
can be perceived as a threat.
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Here, sharing also becomes a criterion for inclusion and exclusion: those who do not share certain
symbols or beliefs are marginalized.
The professional role
In the workplace, sharing is governed by explicit and implicit rules.

Operational information, skills, and objectives are shared. But emotional sharing is often limited.
The professional role defines a perimeter.

Excessive openness can be perceived as inappropriate; excessive closure as a lack of collaboration.
Here too, the balance is delicate.

Furthermore, the distribution of power has a profound impact: those in hierarchical positions often
decide what should be shared and what should not.

Role conflicts

An individual occupies several roles simultaneously: family, friend, professional, civic. What is
appropriate to share in one context may be inappropriate in another.

Difficulties arise when the boundaries between roles become blurred. Sharing in the wrong context
can lead to discomfort, misunderstanding, or loss of credibility.

Relational maturity implies the ability to modulate the level and content of sharing according to the
context.

Normative pressure
Every role carries with it social expectations.
In some cultures or groups, a high degree of emotional sharing is required; in others, discretion is
valued. Failure to adhere to these expectations can result in implicit sanctions: exclusion, criticism,
suspicion.
Sharing, therefore, is not only an individual choice, but a response to normative pressure.

A dynamic structure

Roles are not static. They change over time, transforming and redefining themselves.

The way we share also changes with them. What was unthinkable to share at one stage of life may
become natural at another.

The psychology of sharing must take this dynamism into account: there is no universal level of
openness that is valid in every context.

A summary

Sharing takes different forms depending on the social roles we inhabit. Each context defines
boundaries, expectations, possibilities, and limits.
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Understanding this dimension means recognizing that individual actions are always inscribed within
a collective structure.

In the next chapter, we will analyze sharing in its economic dimension: the relationship between
gift, exchange, and market, and the tension between trust and interest.
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11 The economics of sharing

Sharing does not belong solely to the emotional or symbolic sphere. It also crosses over into the

realm of economics. Material goods, time, skills, spaces: everything can be shared, exchanged,

offered, or monetized.

The boundary between sharing and the market is one of the most delicate points in contemporary

psychology. Here, tensions emerge between trust and interest, gratuitousness and calculation, gift

and transaction.

Understanding this dimension means questioning the relationship between connection and utility.
Gift-giving as a relational foundation

Before the market economy, many societies were structured around gift-giving. Offering something
did not just mean transferring an asset, but creating a bond.

Giving generates relationships. The recipient is not simply a consumer, but a partner in a symbolic
circuit. Even when there is no explicit price, there is an expectation of reciprocity over time.

The psychology of gift-giving reveals that absolute gratuitousness is rare. Even when there is no
immediate request, a relational horizon remains: the bond is consolidated through the gesture.

The market and equivalence

In the market, the logic changes. Value is quantified, exchange is regulated by equivalence. After
the transaction, the relationship can even dissolve without consequences.

This structure reduces ambiguity: the debt is settled immediately. No symbolic bond remains.

However, the market does not completely eliminate the psychological dimension of sharing. Trust
remains essential: without trust in rules, contracts, and institutions, exchange breaks down.

Monetized sharing

Contemporary society has introduced a hybrid form: activities presented as sharing, but integrated
into the economic system.

Sharing a home, a car, or professional skills can take place in formally collaborative contexts, but
regulated by payment.

This transformation produces ambivalence. The language of sharing suggests community and
reciprocity; the economic structure introduces profit and competition.

The user's psychology oscillates between a sense of belonging and utilitarian calculation.
Trust and risk
All material sharing involves risk: loss, damage, abuse.

Trust then becomes a central element. Without trust, sharing is restricted or requires strict controls.
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Societies develop tools to manage this risk: contracts, insurance, reputation systems. But no
regulation completely eliminates the psychological component.
Sharing material goods always means accepting a degree of vulnerability.
Interest and solidarity
A crucial point concerns the coexistence of interest and solidarity.

We can share an asset to gain an economic advantage and, at the same time, generate a real bond.
The two dimensions are not necessarily incompatible.

The difficulty arises when interest is masked by altruism or when community rhetoric hides a
purely competitive structure.

Clear rules reduce ambiguity. Excessive ambiguity breeds mistrust.

Inequality and access
The ability to share is not distributed evenly. Those who have many resources can choose how
much and how to share them. Those who have few resources may be forced to share out of

necessity.

Economic inequality therefore influences the psychology of sharing. What is a free act for one
person may be an obligation for another.

This imbalance also changes moral perception: the generosity of the privileged can be seen as
magnanimity or as a consolidation of power.

The transformation of the bond
When sharing becomes a permanent feature of economic logic, the bond changes form.

Interaction tends to be shorter, more functional, and governed by explicit conditions. The symbolic
dimension is reduced or transformed.

This is not necessarily a degeneration. It can be a simplification that avoids implicit debts.
However, the quality of the relationship changes.

An unresolved tension

The psychology of sharing, in its economic dimension, moves in a constant tension: between
gratuitousness and utility, between bond and contract.

No society can completely eliminate either of these polarities. Without a market, economic
complexity collapses. Without gift-giving and trust, the social fabric withers.

The challenge is not to choose one extreme, but to understand how the two logics intertwine.

In the next chapter, we will explore the cultural and symbolic dimension of sharing: religion,
ideology, and utopia as forms of constructing a "common" that transcends the individual.
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12 Culture, religion, and ideology

If the economy structures the sharing of goods, culture structures the sharing of meanings.

Every society is based on a common heritage: symbols, narratives, values, beliefs. This heritage is
not simply transmitted,; it is continually shared, reaffirmed, reinterpreted.

Cultural sharing creates cohesion. But it can also generate exclusion, conflict, and control.
The symbolic common
A community exists to the extent that there is something that its members recognize as common.

Language, rituals, collective memories, founding myths: these elements constitute a shared space
that guides behavior.

Sharing symbols means participating in a universe of meaning. Without this common basis,
cooperation becomes fragile and unstable.

Culture, in this sense, is an extended form of sharing.
Religion and shared transcendence
Religions represent one of the most powerful forms of building the common.

It is not only rules or practices that are shared, but a worldview, an interpretation of human destiny,
a relationship with the transcendent.

Religious sharing creates deep solidarity. Believers are not alone; they belong to a community that
shares the same ultimate narrative.

But this force can have an exclusive side. Those who do not share the faith remain outside the
symbolic space. The line between belonging and otherness can become clear-cut.

Ideology and collective identity
Political and cultural ideologies also construct shared spaces of meaning.

Sharing an ideology means adopting a way of interpreting reality. Events are interpreted through
common categories.

This process strengthens collective identity. However, it can reduce the complexity of reality by
filtering out what does not fit with the shared vision.

Ideological sharing is not just intellectual adherence; it is emotional participation in an 'us' as
opposed to a ‘them’'.

The utopia of total sharing

Some cultural visions have imagined a society in which everything is shared: goods, knowledge,
decisions.
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The idea is seductive. Eliminating exclusive ownership seems to promise equality and harmony.

But the psychology of sharing shows that the boundary between private and common cannot be
erased without consequences. Individuals need a space that is not entirely exposed.

When the common becomes all-encompassing, there is a risk of difference being erased.
Compulsory sharing loses its character of choice and becomes imposition.

Culture and control
Those who define what should be shared exercise cultural power.

Establishing which symbols are legitimate, which narratives are acceptable, and which opinions can
be expressed means delimiting the field of the thinkable.

Cultural sharing can therefore become a tool for standardization.

The individual is faced with a tension: participating in the common good in order to belong, or
preserving one's difference at the risk of exclusion.

Plurality and conflict

In pluralistic societies, multiple shared spaces coexist. Individuals can belong to several symbolic
communities simultaneously.

This plurality expands freedom but increases complexity. Values shared in one context may conflict
with those in another.

Managing these multiple affiliations becomes a crucial psychological skill.

A changing dynamic
Globalization and digital communication have greatly expanded the spaces for cultural sharing.
Narratives, symbols, and ideologies circulate rapidly, mix, and polarize.
The common is no longer limited to a local community; it can become transnational. But this
extension also produces fragmentation: highly cohesive micro-communities that isolate themselves
from each other.

A concluding reflection

Culture, religion, and ideology show that sharing is not just about objects or emotions, but about the
very meaning of reality.

Sharing meaning means inhabiting the same symbolic world. Rejecting that sharing means
inhabiting a different world.

The psychology of sharing, at this level, confronts the deep structures of human coexistence.

In the next chapter, we will begin to construct a systematic theory of sharing, identifying its
fundamental dimensions and proposing a comprehensive interpretative model.
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PART V — ATHEORY OF SHARING
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13 The fundamental dimensions of sharing

After exploring the evolutionary roots, psychological motivations, distortions, and social structures
of sharing, we can attempt a theoretical synthesis.

If sharing is a fundamental structure of human behavior, it must be possible to describe it through
certain recurring dimensions. This is not a matter of reducing complexity to a rigid scheme, but of
identifying axes along which different behaviors can be placed.

These dimensions do not define what is "right" or "wrong," but allow us to understand the
variations and tensions within the act.

Voluntariness and coercion
The first dimension concerns the degree of freedom.
Fully voluntary sharing arises from a choice that is perceived as free. Forced sharing is imposed by
external or internal pressures: social norms, family expectations, moral obligations, economic

necessities.

We rarely find ourselves at the extremes. Many forms of sharing fall somewhere in between, where
choice is influenced but not totally negated.

The level of voluntariness has a profound effect on the psychological quality of the gesture. When
coercion prevails, sharing tends to generate resentment or emptiness.

Reciprocity and unilateralism
A second axis concerns symmetry.

Sharing can be reciprocal, with a more or less balanced exchange over time, or predominantly
unilateral.

Reciprocity does not imply immediate equivalence, but dynamic balance. If unilateralism becomes
permanent, the relationship tilts toward dependence or exploitation.

Observing this axis allows us to distinguish between sharing as a bond and sharing as chronic
sacrifice.

Visibility and invisibility
Not all sharing is public. Some gestures are highly visible; others take place in silence.

Visibility amplifies the symbolic power of the gesture. It can strengthen reputation, identity, and
belonging. But it can also introduce elements of performativity and narcissism.

Invisibility, on the other hand, protects against exposure but limits recognition.

Every act of sharing falls on this axis: how much should be seen? By whom? With what effects?
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Intimacy and publicity
Related to visibility is the dimension of intimacy.

Sharing a general opinion does not carry the same weight as sharing a deep vulnerability. Intimacy
concerns the degree of exposure of one's personal core.

Publicity expands the number of recipients; intimacy deepens its quality.

A mature balance requires the ability to differentiate: not everything that is intimate must become
public; not everything that is public must be superficial.

Stability and fluidity
A further dimension concerns duration.

Some sharing is episodic; other sharing structures lasting relationships. Sharing a life project is not
the same as sharing temporary information.

Stability creates depth but increases risk. Fluidity reduces commitment but limits mutual
transformation.

Here too, the psychology of sharing is all about balance.
Control and abandonment
Every act of sharing involves a partial surrender of control.

We can try to maintain control over shared content by regulating who can access it and how they
can use it. Or we can accept a greater degree of unpredictability.

The higher the control, the lower the vulnerability, but also the lower the spontaneity. The higher
the surrender, the greater the risk, but also the possibility of authenticity.

A dynamic model

These dimensions do not operate in isolation. Every act of sharing is the result of a specific
combination of levels along each axis.

For example, intimate, voluntary, mutual, invisible, and stable confidence generates a different type
of bond than public, visible, unilateral, and temporary communication.

The model does not claim to explain every concrete situation, but offers a conceptual map for
orientation.

Towards greater awareness
Making these dimensions explicit allows us to observe our choices with greater clarity.
When we feel uncomfortable after sharing something, we can ask ourselves: was it really

voluntary? Was it balanced? Was it too visible? Did | lose more control than | was willing to
accept?
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The theory does not eliminate ambivalence, but it makes it understandable.

In the next chapter, we will explore the theme of dynamic balance: how to modulate these

dimensions to build a mature form of sharing, capable of combining openness and personal
integrity.
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14 Sharing as dynamic balance

The dimensions identified in the previous chapter are not static categories. They interact,
compensate for each other, and correct each other. Sharing is not a state, but a process.

Talking about dynamic balance means recognizing that there is no definitive formula that works for
every situation. Balance must be continuously negotiated, recalibrated, and adapted to contexts and
stages of life.

Maturity in sharing does not consist in opening up more and more or protecting oneself more and
more, but in knowing how to modulate.

The boundary as a skill

Boundaries are not walls, but membranes. They must be solid enough to protect personal integrity,
yet permeable enough to allow exchange.

Those who do not know how to set boundaries risk invasion or self-dissolution.
Those who make them too rigid risk isolation.

The skill of sharing includes the ability to perceive when the boundary is yielding too much and
when it is becoming excessively rigid.

It is not a matter of applying abstract rules, but of developing relational sensitivity.
Freedom and responsibility
Every act of sharing is an exercise in freedom. But freedom is not the absence of consequences.

Sharing implies responsibility: towards oneself and towards others. Exposing content means taking
the risk of its circulation. Receiving a confidence implies safeguarding it.

Dynamic balance arises from the intertwining of these two dimensions: the freedom to open up and
the responsibility to do so.

When one of the two prevails excessively, the gesture becomes distorted. Freedom without
responsibility can become superficiality; responsibility without freedom can become constraint.

The time for sharing
Maturity is not only about "how much™ to share, but also "when."

Every relationship has a rhythm. Anticipating too deep a sharing can be destabilizing; delaying it
excessively can prevent intimacy.

Timing is part of the balance. Trust is built gradually. Sharing that grows with the relationship tends
to be more solid than sharing that precedes it.

The ability to retract

An often overlooked element is the possibility of revising one's openness.
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Dynamic balance includes the ability to correct the course: reduce exposure, clarify content,
reestablish boundaries.

Not every sharing has to be irrevocable. Awareness allows us to learn from experience and
modulate differently in the future.

Tolerance of ambivalence

Sharing always involves a degree of ambivalence: the desire to be understood and the fear of being
misunderstood; the need for recognition and the fear of dependence.

Balance does not eliminate this tension. It makes it livable.

Those who accept ambivalence do not seek an impossible purity of motivation. They recognize the
coexistence of openness and self-protection.

Reciprocity as a regulator
Reciprocity plays a central role in balance.

It is not a matter of immediate accounting, but of perception of symmetry over time. When both
subjects feel free to open up and hold back, the relationship tends towards stability.

If one of the two feels constantly exposed or constantly indebted, the balance is broken.
Mutual regulation is a continuous, often implicit process.

Balance in different stages of life
The ways in which we share change with age, experience, disappointments, and discoveries.

In some stages, exploration prevails, in others caution. The important thing is to avoid
crystallization: transforming a temporary strategy into a rigid pattern.

Dynamic balance is, by definition, flexible.
A form of relational maturity
We can define maturity in sharing as the ability to:
— distinguish between openness and impulsiveness
— recognize one's own needs for recognition
— establish boundaries without erecting barriers
— accepting vulnerability without seeking absolute control
It is not a definitive condition, but an orientation.
In the next chapter, we will address the essay's concluding perspective: the possibility of conscious

sharing, which integrates evolutionary roots, psychological dynamics, and social structures into a
reflective practice of living together.
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15 Towardsa psychology of conscious sharing

Having explored the evolutionary roots, unconscious motivations, power dynamics, distortions, and
social structures of sharing, we can now attempt an orientative synthesis.

If sharing is one of the fundamental structures of human behavior, then it cannot be left to
automatism. It can become an object of awareness.

A psychology of conscious sharing does not prescribe how much to share, nor with whom. It does
not offer a universal moral code. Rather, it proposes a reflective attitude: questioning the gesture
before and after performing it.

Recognizing one's own motivations
The first step towards awareness is to recognize the plurality of impulses that drive the gesture.
Am | sharing out of generosity?
Out of a need for recognition?
Out of fear of exclusion?

To exert influence?

These questions are not meant to judge, but to clarify. Ambivalence is not a flaw; it only becomes
problematic when it remains unconscious.

Knowing your motivations broadens your choices.
Distinguishing between need and value
Not every impulse to share arises from a value; sometimes it arises from an urgency.

There is a difference between sharing because you believe it is meaningful and sharing to relieve
immediate tension. Awareness introduces a pause between impulse and action.

This pause allows you to assess the context, the recipient, and the moment.
Choosing contexts
Maturity in sharing implies discernment: not everything is suitable for every space.

Content may be appropriate in an intimate relationship but inappropriate in a public context. The
same information, expressed in different environments, produces different effects.

Mindfulness does not reduce authenticity; it makes it contextual.
Accepting vulnerability
There is no authentic sharing without vulnerability. Every opening involves a partial loss of control.

A conscious psychology does not aim to eliminate risk, but to recognize it. Accepting vulnerability
means accepting that the other person may not react as expected.
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Total control is incompatible with real connection.
Cultivating reciprocity

Conscious sharing seeks balance over time. It is not measured in arithmetic terms, but in relational
terms.

When both parties feel free to open up and remain silent, the bond stabilizes. If one of the two feels
compelled or systematically exposed, the relationship needs to be reviewed.

Reciprocity is not an obligation, but a natural regulator.

Preserving an unshared space
An essential aspect of maturity is the recognition of a personal core that is not entirely exposed.
Not everything has to be shared to be authentic. Guarded intimacy is not falsehood; it is depth.
Awareness protects against confusion between sincerity and total transparency.

Integrating the individual and the community

The psychology of conscious sharing does not favor either the isolated individual or the all-
encompassing collective.

The individual needs belonging, but also autonomy. The community needs cohesion, but also
difference.

The balance between these two needs is not set in stone. It is a continuous construction.
A daily practice

Sharing is not an abstract concept. It is a daily gesture: a word spoken or withheld, an opinion
expressed, a silence maintained.

Every day we cross the threshold between mine and ours.

Making this crossing more conscious means transforming an automatic action into a reflective
practice.

An open conclusion

This essay does not propose an ideology of sharing. It does not argue that sharing is always good or
that withholding is always bad.

It proposes an interpretation: observing human behavior through the lens of the boundary between
private and common.

This space is where belonging and freedom, power and vulnerability, identity and connection come
into play.
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The psychology of conscious sharing does not eliminate the tension between these polarities. But it
can make it livable.

And perhaps it is precisely in this tension, never completely resolved, that the quality of our
coexistence is defined.
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CONCLUSION: Between solitude and community

This essay has followed a precise trajectory: from the elementary gesture of sharing something of
one's own to the construction of a theory of its fundamental dimensions. We have observed sharing
in its evolutionary roots, in its unconscious motivations, in its distortions, in its economic and
cultural structures.

Now we can return to the starting point with a broader perspective.

Sharing is not a secondary behavior. It is one of the main ways in which human beings inhabit the
world together with others. Every meaningful relationship crosses a threshold: what | choose to
make accessible and what | decide to keep to myself.

A permanent tension plays out at this threshold.

On the one hand, there is solitude. Every individual has an irreducible core, an inner space that
cannot be entirely shared without dissolving. Without this space, identity weakens.

On the other hand, there is community. No one constructs meaning, language, value, or recognition
in absolute isolation. Without some degree of sharing, relational life becomes impoverished.

Sharing is the movement between these two poles.

It is never pure altruism, because it always contains a return to the self. It is never pure narcissism,
because it still involves the other. It is never completely free, because it is inscribed in roles and
norms. It is never totally controllable, because it involves vulnerability.

Its ambivalence is not a flaw to be corrected, but a structural condition.

We have seen that sharing can create bonds or generate dependencies, strengthen identities or
dissolve them, build communities or rigidify ideologies. It can be a tool for emancipation or control.

It can protect against loneliness or accentuate it.

The quality of a relationship, a group, even a society, depends largely on how this fundamental
gesture is managed.

There is no ideal amount of sharing that is valid for everyone. However, there is one possible
approach: awareness. Knowing that every opening redefines a balance. Knowing that every closure
comes at a cost. Knowing that the boundary between mine and ours is not fixed, but dynamic.
Perhaps relational maturity consists precisely in this: inhabiting the tension without eliminating it.
Accepting that connection requires exposure, but not annihilation. Accepting that autonomy
requires boundaries, but not isolation.

Between solitude and community, there is no definitive solution. There is continuous movement.

Sharing is the name of this movement.
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APPENDIX: Tools for self-analysis and application

This essay has proposed an interpretative key to human behavior centered on the boundary between
the self and the collective. The appendix does not add theory, but offers tools for concretely
observing one's own ways of sharing.

These are not diagnostic tests or therapeutic exercises. They are tools for reflection. Their
usefulness depends on the sincerity with which they are used.

Self-observation questionnaire

The following questions do not require immediate answers. They can be noted down, revisited over
time, and compared with concrete experiences.

When | share something personal:

e Do | feel free or driven by urgency?
e Am I seeking understanding or recognition?
e Do I expect a specific response?

When someone shares something with me:

« Do I feel honored, burdened, or indifferent?
e Do I feel obligated to reciprocate?
e Can I distinguish between empathy and excessive responsibility?

In my primary relationships:

« Is sharing mutual over time?
o Are there topics that | systematically avoid?
« Do | sometimes share too much and then regret it?

The answers should not be moralized. They serve to identify recurring patterns.

Personal map of dimensions

Returning to the theoretical dimensions of the essay, you can try to place your own sharing patterns
along certain axes:

e Voluntariness «» Coercion

e Reciprocity <> Unilateralism
e Visibility <> Invisibility

e Intimacy < Publicity

e Control & Abandonment

For each axis, we can ask:
"Which pole do I usually lean towards?"
"Does this orientation protect or limit me?"
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The map is not definitive. It is a dynamic tool, to be updated over time.

Analysis of a specific episode
Choose a recent episode of meaningful sharing and analyze it according to a few questions:
e What exactly did | share?
e With whom?
e Why at that moment?
e What emotions did | feel before, during, and after?
o Did the response I received change my perception of myself?

This exercise allows you to move from theory to real micro-dynamics.

Exercise on boundaries

For one week, consciously observe every moment when you feel the urge to share something (an
opinion, an emotion, a piece of information).

Before doing so, pause briefly and ask yourself:
e Am I sharing to build a relationship or to reduce tension?
o Is the context appropriate?

e Am I willing to accept any response?

The answer will not always lead to restraint. The goal is not to reduce sharing, but to make it a
choice.

Reflection on non-sharing
The appendix is not only about what is shared, but also what is withheld.
It is useful to ask yourself:
e What parts of myself have | never shared with anyone?
e Does this choice protect me or isolate me?

« Is there at least one relationship in which I could experience greater openness?

Self-analysis does not require you to share more. It invites you to question the reasons for your
closedness.

A final note

The psychology of sharing is not a closed system. It is a field of observation.
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Each individual can use this lens to interpret their own behavior, their relationships, and the
dynamics of their social context.

The goal is not to achieve total transparency or ideal openness. It is to gain greater clarity about the
continuous movement between the 'me’ and the 'us'.

If this essay has offered a map, the appendix invites you to travel it for yourself.
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