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People often interact with multiple people simultaneously and desire to convey 

distinct impressions to each person (i.e., the multiple audience problem). Self-

presentational success in these situations depends on various self-presentational 

factors (e.g., audience familiarity and social anxiety). In addition, task success often 

increases positive affect, which reliably predicts health outcomes. However, no studies 

have examined how self-presentational success in the multiple audience problem 

affects psychological well-being. I designed a model—the Impression Management (IM) 

Model of Health—that suggests self-presentational success in social interactions 

predicts a variety of health outcomes. The current research focused on how self-

presentational success in the multiple audience problem affects one indicator of 

health—positive affect. Actor participants (n = 122) attempted to convey multiple 

impressions simultaneously to two other participants (i.e., audiences). I measured 

actors‘ personality and experimentally manipulated two features of the interaction: the 

actors‘ familiarity with the audiences (familiar vs. unfamiliar) and the discrepancy of the 

desired impressions (similar vs. discrepant). After the interaction, the audiences 
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described their impression of the actors while the actors reported their positive affect. 

Overall, when participants conveyed similar impressions, they achieved more self-

presentational success than when they conveyed discrepant impressions. However, 

contrary to my hypothesis, the more successful actors were in the multiple audience 

problem, the less positive affect the experienced after the interaction. In all, I describe 

and test the IM Model of Health in the multiple audience problem, as well as discuss the 

implications of its use for future health interventions.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Most people remember the last time they faced the multiple audience problem 

(i.e., desiring to convey distinct impressions to different people simultaneously; Nichols, 

Cottrell, Richards, & Cook, 2010). In addition, reality television shows like ―Survivor‖ and 

―Big Brother‖ regularly illustrate people facing the multiple audience problem. Person X 

separately promises loyalty to Person Y and loyalty to Person Z. However, at some 

point, Person X faces both Persons Y and Z and must preserve these two impressions. 

Movies such as ―Grease‖ also illustrate the multiple audience problem. During the 

movie, Danny (John Travolta) acts tough around his buddies, yet shows a softer, loving 

side to his love interest, Sandy (Olivia Newton John). Eventually, the two ―audiences‖ 

come together when his buddies throw him into Sandy. Each impression is important to 

him, and he now experiences the multiple audience problem. Finally, politics often 

provide relevant real-world examples of the multiple audience problem. On the 

campaign trail, politicians frequently tailor their speeches and advertisements to people 

with specific opinions, values, preferences, etc. It becomes much more difficult to 

please all of these audiences later when politicians win elections and must speak to all 

audiences simultaneously. 

To date, no research has examined the psychological consequences of failing in 

the multiple audience problem. Conceptually, I define failure in the multiple audience 

problem as not conveying all desired impressions to all intended audiences. If people 

fail to convey the desired impressions, they may experience less positive affect 

(Lyubomirsky, King, & Diener, 2005). As a result, people who are unsuccessful in the 
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multiple audience problem may be at risk for a number of diseases (Pressman & 

Cohen, 2005) or other health-related problems (e.g., obesity, alcoholism, depression).  

To examine the possible outcomes of the multiple audience problem, I designed a 

model that considers the predictors and consequences of self-presentational success 

(see Figure 1-1). I tested this Impression Management (IM) Model of Health by placing 

participants in a variety of multiple audience problems to determine how ability- and 

motivation-related personality and situational factors affect their self-presentational 

success, and how this success influences positive affect. In the following sections, I 

review research related to the multiple audience problem, introduce the IM Model of 

Health, and discuss research relevant to each proposed link of the model. 

Past Research on the Multiple Audience Problem 

Impression management (IM) is the act of controlling the impressions one conveys 

to an audience (Schlenker, 1980). Impression management is not limited to acts 

involving deception, and instead includes any act, conscious or nonconscious, intended 

to convey a particular impression—about the self or others—to a particular audience. 

For example, people often manage others‘ impressions to help these others accomplish 

their impression management goals (Schlenker & Britt, 1999). In addition, an audience 

may not actually contain other people; it may be an imagined audience, or it may be the 

―self‖ as an audience (Schlenker, 1980). In these single audience situations, people are 

often successful, and even young children can effectively use avoidance processes 

(i.e., avoiding situations where self-presentational threats are likely to occur), corrective 

interchanges (i.e., recognizing threats and initiating actions to correct for their effects), 

and specific conversational points to convey a desired impression (Hatch, 1987). 
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Stemming from this broader concept of impression management, self-presentation 

focuses on the ways people attempt to present themselves to others (Leary, 1995). 

When people are aware of the desired image they seek to convey to a particular 

audience, they can systematically use various self-presentational tools to choose what 

to say and how to act to convey the desired image. However, people may face more 

complicated self-presentational situations. For example, people often seek to convey 

different impressions to multiple audiences simultaneously (i.e., the multiple audience 

problem). 

The multiple audience problem occurs when a person faces two or more 

audiences and desires to convey a different impression to each. An ―audience‖ can be 

any number of people to whom the person wants to convey a specific impression. In 

addition, the impressions can range from discrepant and incompatible to similar and 

compatible, yet they must be at least somewhat discrepant. Although these situations 

may sometimes arise from duplicity, they also occur when people convey various 

authentic aspects of themselves to different people. For example, when a teenage boy 

goes to dinner with his mother and his girlfriend, he likely wants to convey different 

impressions to these two audiences (e.g., responsible to his mother and carefree to his 

girlfriend). In addition, politicians in a two-party system often want to convey one 

impression (e.g., a conservative) to all members of their party and another impression 

(e.g., a liberal) to all members of the other party. Therefore, the ―problem‖ involves the 

possibility of conveying the wrong impression to the wrong audience, which may result 

in negative social (e.g., losing friends) and/or health (e.g., increased stress) 

consequences. To be successful in the multiple audience problem, people must convey 



 

15 

all desired impressions to all intended audiences. In the current research, I examine 

only a small subset of the many possible multiple audience problems. 

In pioneering research on the multiple audience problem, Fleming, Darley, Hilton, 

and Kojetin (1990) examined the communication of multiple messages. In these studies, 

participants either wrote essays or recorded videotapes in which they attempted to 

embed a hidden message. Participants‘ task was to convey the hidden message to their 

friend while concealing it from strangers. Results indicated that participants‘ friends 

were able to detect the hidden message while strangers were not. In later work, Fleming 

and Darley (1991) found that participants were also successful at conveying hidden 

messages to other audiences (e.g., the participants' parents, other participants). Only 

the intended audiences detected the messages while the other audiences did not. 

Whereas the ability to convey hidden messages could be useful in some circumstances 

(e.g., a prisoner of war who has the opportunity to address someone back home while 

in the company of captors), I believe people rarely communicate hidden messages in 

their day-to-day lives. However, as the opening examples demonstrate, people often 

encounter multiple audiences to whom they desire to convey different impressions of 

themselves. 

Along these lines, Fleming (1994) theorized about the desire to present multiple 

impressions of the self, arguing that people are often successful in these multiple 

audience problems. However, he neither presented any data examining self-

presentational success in this situation nor discussed factors affecting this success. The 

current research not only attempts to add to existing research by considering 

impressions of the self rather than messages, but also by considering personality and 
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situational factors that may affect self-presentational success. By studying various 

multiple audience problems, it is possible to determine whether people are successful in 

most multiple audience problems or just some, therefore allowing for a more 

comprehensive inspection of how self-presentational success in multiple audience 

problems may ultimately affect psychological well-being and health. 

Bringing a new set of hypotheses to the multiple audience literature, Van Boven, 

Kruger, Savitsky, and Gilovich (2000) measured participants' success and confidence in 

these situations and, for the first time, empirically examined multiple impressions. These 

researchers asked ―actor‖ participants to present one impression (i.e., an extremely 

studious individual) while alone with one person and then the opposite impression (i.e., 

a reckless party animal) while alone with a second person. Each actor then interacted 

with both audiences together and received instructions to preserve both impressions. In 

general, people successfully maintained each desired impression (as measured by 

audiences‘ impressions of the actor). In addition, participants were overconfident in their 

ability to convey the two different impressions simultaneously. That is, actors expected 

to convey stronger impressions than they actually did. 

Although research reviewed to this point suggests that people can be successful in 

the multiple audience problem, this is not always the case. Participants in one study 

described a teacher truthfully to one audience and deceptively to a second audience. 

They then described the teacher to both audiences simultaneously. Finally, audiences 

reported whether they thought the description was the ‗‗truth‘‘ or a ‗‗lie.‖ In general, 

participants appeared deceptive to the audiences regardless of whether they told the 

truth or lied (Bond, Thomas, & Paulson, 2004). Although this research suggests people 
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may be less successful in certain multiple audience problems, this research focused on 

lies rather than desired impressions of the self. As with the hidden messages research 

(Fleming, 1990; Fleming & Darley, 1991), Bond et al.‘s research may be relevant to 

some situations (e.g., men living double lives) but is probably not representative of 

problems people commonly encounter. In addition, I argue that multiple audience 

problems do not typically occur because people lie about who they are. Instead, I 

suggest multiple audience problems most commonly result from people exhibiting 

different aspects of their personalities to different people. Because different aspects of 

people may be relatively similar or relatively discrepant, I manipulated the discrepancy 

of the impressions in the current research to compare situations involving similar 

impressions versus those involving discrepant impressions. 

Most recently, Nichols and Cottrell (2010) examined factors affecting self-

presentational success in the multiple audience problem. Participants arrived in groups 

of three, and experimenters assigned one participant to play the actor while the other 

two participants served as audiences. In each interaction, experimenters gave specific 

instructions to the actor regarding which impression(s) to convey. In one condition (i.e., 

the familiar audiences condition), actors conveyed an impression individually to each 

audience and then attempted to preserve the different impressions in front of both 

audiences. In a second condition (i.e., the unfamiliar audiences condition), actors 

conveyed different impressions to both audiences simultaneously without first 

establishing the impressions in prior interactions. We also assessed relevant aspects of 

the actor‘s personality to examine whether some people tend to achieve more self-

presentational success in the multiple audience problem than others do.  



 

18 

In general, audience familiarity affected self-presentational success in the multiple 

audience problem (i.e., the ability to convey both impressions simultaneously). People 

were more successful in the multiple audience problem when they faced familiar than 

unfamiliar audiences. In addition, social anxiety affected actors‘ confidence in the 

multiple audience problem. The more socially anxious people were, the less confidence 

they reported. Results also suggested actors were underconfident (i.e., they expected to 

convey weaker impressions than they did), rather than overconfident (Van Boven et al., 

2000). Participants‘ social anxiety also moderated this effect—the more socially anxious 

actors were, the more underconfident they were. In all, these findings suggest self-

presentational factors affect success and confidence in the multiple audience problem. 

In the current research, I considered a more comprehensive set of situational and 

personality factors to examine whether these differences in self-presentational success 

affect positive affect.  

Current Study 

Although some research has examined how self-presentational motives affect 

people‘s health (e.g., Leary, Tchividjian, & Kraxberger, 1994), none has examined how 

self-presentational success can affect people‘s health. To determine how self-

presentational success in social interactions affects health indicators, the current 

research focused on an especially difficult social interaction—the multiple audience 

problem. Examining the multiple audience problem provides a good initial test of the 

relationship between self-presentational success and positive affect because success in 

this challenging situation is likely to be more variable than in simpler social interactions. 

In all, the current research had two goals: 1) Determine how ability- and motivation-

related personality and situational factors affect self-presentational success in the 
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multiple audience problem, and 2) determine how self-presentational success in the 

multiple audience problem influences positive affect.  

In general, the IM Model of Health (see Figure 1-1) predicts that self-

presentational success in social interactions affects health through positive affect. In 

addition, the model considers the effects of various ability- and motivation-related 

personality and situational factors on self-presentational success. In all, this model 

predicts whether people will suffer from negative health outcomes arising from these 

social interactions. I next discuss the goals of the current research, as well as research 

relevant to each link of the model. 

Goal 1. Determine How Ability- and Motivation-Related Personality and Situational 
Factors Affect Self-Presentational Success in the Multiple Audience Problem 

If self-presentational success affects health, examining the determinants of 

success is essential to the effectiveness of health interventions (e.g., smoking 

cessation, weight loss programs). Therefore, I placed people (i.e., actors) into the 

multiple audience problem and measured personality factors related to their ability and 

motivation to succeed in the interaction. In addition, I manipulated ability-related aspects 

of the situation (i.e., familiarity of the audiences, discrepancy of the impressions). 

Together, this combination of personality assessment and situational manipulation 

allowed for an examination of factors affecting self-presentational success. 

The IM Model of Health proposes that various self-presentational factors will 

predict self-presentational success in social interactions (see Figure 1-1). In general, 

people appear to be moderately successful at conveying specific images of themselves, 

yet certain factors affect the degree of self-presentational success people achieve in 

single audience situations (Pontari & Schlenker, 2000). For example, people are less 
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successful when conveying impressions that are inconsistent with their own 

personalities than when conveying impressions that are consistent with their 

personalities (Pontari & Schlenker, 2000). Self-presentational factors also affect 

people‘s ability to convey impressions using nonverbal behavior. Although a review of 

nonverbal behaviors suggests people are generally able to manage their impressions 

(Depaulo, 1992), many factors (e.g., levels of expressiveness, personal styles, range of 

expressive cues, amount of practice and experience regulating nonverbal behaviors) 

affect the extent of people‘s self-presentational success. 

Little research, however, has investigated factors affecting self-presentational 

success in the multiple audience problem. As such, I examined factors related to 

people‘s ability and motivation to convey the desired impressions to the intended 

audiences by way of both verbal and nonverbal self-presentational tools. 

Situational factors in self-presentational success 

 Schlenker and Leary (1982) proposed that relevant situational factors affect 

people‘s motivation to convey desired impressions, as well as their likelihood of 

successfully doing so. Although I do not consider situational variables related to 

motivation, I propose two ability-related situational variables will affect self-

presentational success within the multiple audience problem. The following predictions 

assume participants will achieve some degree of self-presentational success at 

conveying the desired impressions to the intended audiences. 

The actor’s ability. I propose that the familiarity between the actors and the 

audiences will affect self-presentational success. Fleming et al. (1990) suggest self-

presentational success may result from shared knowledge between the audience and 

the actor. In addition, recent research revealed that people are more successful in 
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multiple audience problems involving familiar audiences than in multiple audience 

problems involving unfamiliar audiences (Nichols & Cottrell, 2010). In the current 

research, I again examined the effect of audience familiarity on self-presentational 

success. In general, actors should achieve more self-presentational success with 

familiar audiences than with unfamiliar audiences because unfamiliar audiences require 

actors to construct the desired identities without the benefits of prior experience or 

previously established impressions. That is, actors must start ―from scratch‖ with 

unfamiliar audiences. Not only do familiar audiences already have the desired 

impressions of the actor, they also share knowledge that makes it easier for the actor to 

secretly maintain those impressions (e.g., inside jokes, previous encounters, common 

information). 

I also expect that the discrepancy of the desired impressions will affect self-

presentational success. Throughout research on the multiple audience problem, 

researchers used extremely polarized messages and impressions, which requires 

conveying essentially opposite impressions at the same time (e.g., party animal versus 

bookworm—Van Boven et al., 2000). However, people may often desire to convey less 

polarized impressions of themselves. Whereas people may have difficulty conveying 

discrepant impressions at the same time, they should be better able to convey similar 

impressions simultaneously (e.g., someone who occasionally parties, someone who 

occasionally reads). Therefore, I expect that people will be more successful when the 

impressions are similar than when the impressions are discrepant. 

Personality factors in self-presentational success 

In addition to situational factors affecting self-presentational success, Schlenker 

and Leary (1982) also propose that personality factors affect people‘s motivation for and 
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likelihood of successfully conveying desired impressions. Similarly, I propose that 

several dispositional traits will affect actors‘ self-presentational success in the multiple 

audience problem. I chose these variables due to their history of importance in the self-

presentational literature (Leary, 1995). These personality traits fall into two conceptual 

groups: 1) traits related to the actor‘s ability to convey impressions, and 2) traits related 

to the actor‘s motivation to convey impressions. 

The actor’s ability. First, I predict that extraversion will affect self-presentational 

success. Researchers describe extraverts as people who enjoy human interactions and 

are generally enthusiastic and talkative (Costa & McCrae, 1992). This comfort in social 

interactions should enable them to convey impressions well in their social interactions. 

In addition, some research suggests extraverts are more able to convey impressions 

than introverts are regardless of the desired impression (Pontari & Schlenker, 2000). 

Extraverts were able to convey both an extraverted impression and an introverted 

impression, yet introverts were able to convey only an introverted impression and not an 

extraverted impression. I expect extraverts will also be more successful when faced with 

the multiple audience problem due to their ability to convey distinct impressions (Pontari 

& Schlenker, 2000). 

The second ability-related trait I consider is self-monitoring. People high in self-

monitoring are highly sensitive to the actions of others and use others‘ cues to monitor 

their own self-presentations (Snyder, 1974). High self-monitors are also able to adjust 

their actions to fit the needs of the current situation. Due to their sensitivity to the 

demands of the situation and their ability to adjust their own behavior, people higher in 
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self-monitoring should be better able to convey impressions than those lower in self-

monitoring, and this ability should generalize to the multiple audience problem.  

One variable I expect to affect self-presentational success negatively in a multiple 

audience problem is social anxiety. Researchers suggest that people high in social 

anxiety are motivated to convey desired impressions but are not confident in doing so 

(Leary & Kowalski, 1997). In addition, people high in social anxiety are generally 

anxious about social situations, interactions with others, and others‘ evaluations of 

them. Due to the preoccupation with these perceived social pressures, people higher in 

social anxiety may be less able to convey impressions than people lower in social 

anxiety. Because multiple audience problems involve more people and more desired 

impressions than typical interactions, people higher in social anxiety should be even 

less successful in the multiple audience problem. Moreover, with state anxiety 

increasing when socially anxious people face unfamiliar people or discrepant 

impressions (Duronto, Nishida, & Nakayama, 2005), I predict that people higher in 

social anxiety will do even worse in these multiple audience problems (i.e., Social 

Anxiety × Audience Familiarity and Social Anxiety × Impression Discrepancy 

interactions).  

The actor’s motivation. I also consider three personality traits pertaining to the 

actor‘s motivation to convey impressions. As a societal norm, people are expected to 

perform in a manner consistent with their past actions and claims (Gergen, 1968), and 

people high in need for consistency have a strong motivation to appear consistent.1 

                                            
1 Alternative predictions exist regarding other forms of consistency that affect self-presentational success. 

For example, people may want to appear consistent with their own impressions of themselves. However, I 
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Specifically, people high in need for consistency should be motivated to convey both 

impressions in the multiple audience problem to avoid either audience spotting 

inconsistencies in their behavior. Because motivation often leads to success (e.g., 

Bandura, 1986), people higher in need for consistency may be more successful at 

conveying impressions than people lower in need for consistency. In addition, this need 

for consistency may exert a greater effect in situations in which audiences have already 

formed impressions because people higher in need for consistency will be highly 

motivated to appear consistent with these prior impressions. That is, the effect of need 

for consistency on self-presentational success should be greater in the familiar 

audiences situation than the unfamiliar audiences situation (i.e., Need for Consistency × 

Audience Familiarity interaction).  

Another trait I expect to affect self-presentational success is need to belong. 

People high in need to belong have ―a strong desire to form and maintain enduring 

inter-personal attachments‖ (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Assuming self-presentational 

success strengthens interpersonal attachments, the higher people are in need to 

belong, the more motivated they should be to convey desired impressions. This 

motivation may also facilitate self-presentational success in the multiple audience 

problem. 

The final motivation-related personality factor I consider is public self-

consciousness. People high in public self-consciousness are more likely to monitor 

others‘ impressions of them (Buss, 1980), and are said to be chronically aware that they 

                                                                                                                                             
hypothesize that people are most concerned with appearing consistent to others, and I focused 

measurement on this conceptualization. 
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are in the public eye. Due to this chronic awareness of public images, people higher in 

public self-consciousness should be more motivated to convey desired impressions in 

social interactions, including the multiple audience problem. 

Goal 2. Determine How Self-Presentational Success in the Multiple Audience 
Problem Influences Positive Affect 

In general, little research has examined the outcomes of self-presentational 

success, and none has established how self-presentational success affects people‘s 

health and psychological well-being. In an attempt to identify the health risk factors 

associated with self-presentational failure, I examined the effect of self-presentational 

success in the multiple audience problem on positive affect. 

Success predicting positive affect 

The next link of the model predicts positive affect from self-presentational success 

(see Figure 1-1). Recent research has examined the affective outcomes of being 

successful in a variety of tasks. Results suggest people report lower positive affect 

when they fail than when they succeed. In academics, people with low self-esteem 

report less positive affect after receiving failure feedback than do people with high self-

esteem (Park, Crocker, & Kiefer, 2007). Regarding goals, adults who perceive their 

goals as difficult report an increase in positive affect after they accomplish these goals 

(i.e., goal progress is a strong predictor of well-being; Wiese & Freund, 2005). 

Additionally, in their review of the relationship between positive affect and success, 

Lyubomirsky et al. (2005) suggested that success in a variety of tasks often increases 

positive affect. 

In general, self-presentational research has not adequately examined positive 

affect as a primary dependent measure. However, some research has examined the 
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effects of self-presentation on psychological well-being more generally. People who hid 

their social stigmas from others suffered from decreased well-being felt socially 

excluded, and performed worse at work than people who did not hide their stigmas 

(Ellemers & Barreto, 2006). In the current research, I focus specifically on self-

presentational success and its effect on positive affect. This research fills a void in the 

literature and begins to explore how social interactions may affect people‘s health. My 

expectation is that self-presentational success will directly influence positive affect—

more self-presentational success will predict more positive affect. This expectation 

assumes that people have an idea of their success in social interactions. Because past 

multiple audience research suggests success and confidence are strongly positively 

correlated (i.e., as success increases, confidence increases) and people in these 

studies generally had a high level of confidence (Nichols & Cottrell, 2010; Van Boven et 

al., 2000), this assumption appears valid. 

Positive affect predicting health outcomes 

Finally, although not directly tested in the current research, the IM Model of Health 

assumes that positive affect resulting from self-presentational success will predict 

certain health outcomes (Pressman & Cohen, 2005). In general, positive affect is 

associated with better physical health. For example, greater positive affect predicts 

longer life (Danner, Snowdon, & Friesen, 2001), more illness prevention (Cohen, Doyle, 

Turner, Alper, & Skoner, 2003), lower likelihood of stroke (Ostir, Markides, Peek, & 

Goodwin, 2001), fewer injuries (e.g., Koivumaa-Honkanen, Honkanen, Viinamaeki, 

Heikkilae, Kaprio, & Koskenvuo, 2001), lower rates of rehospitalization (Middleton & 

Byrd, 1996), and even less pain (Kvaal & Patodia, 2000). Therefore, research suggests 
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positive affect can lead to a number of beneficial health outcomes, and the current 

model uses positive affect as an indicator of these outcomes (see Figure 1-1). 

Hypotheses 

Although people can often convey specific impressions in social interactions, past 

research has not adequately addressed a variety of intriguing questions about the 

antecedents of self-presentational success and the consequences of self-presentational 

failure for people‘s health. The IM Model of Health, therefore, seeks to bridge the gap 

between impression management and health research to suggest possible intervention 

points that may prevent a range of negative health outcomes. Specifically, I focus on the 

multiple audience problem to test this model in a social interaction more likely to result 

in varying levels of self-presentational success. 

Considering past research and the rationale discussed earlier, I hypothesized the 

following:  

A. Actors will be more successful in the multiple audience problem when they are 
familiar with the audiences than when they are unfamiliar with the audiences 

Having no past experiences with the audiences, actors will be less able to convey 

different impressions to each audience because past experience affords actors 

additional tactics based on shared information between them and the audiences. 

B. Actors will be more successful in the multiple audience problem when the 
desired impressions are similar than when the desired impressions are 
discrepant 

Actors will be more able to convey similar impressions to each audience than 

discrepant impressions because the multiple audience problem requires conveying 

impressions simultaneously and conveying essentially opposite impressions at the 

same time is more difficult than conveying similar impressions. 
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C. The higher the actors are in the ability-related personality traits of extraversion 
and self-monitoring, the more successful they will be in the multiple audience 
problem 

The higher the actors are in these ability-related traits, the more skilled to convey 

multiple impressions simultaneously they should be.  

D. The lower the actors are in the ability-related trait of social anxiety, the more 
successful they will be in the multiple audience problem 

People higher in social anxiety will expect negative outcomes, which will 

undermine self-presentational success in the multiple audience problem. This anxiety 

will also inhibit higher socially anxious people (compared to lower socially anxious 

people) less when conveying similar impressions than when conveying discrepant 

impressions (i.e., Impression Discrepancy × Social Anxiety). In addition, the effect of 

social anxiety on self-presentational success will be weaker when facing familiar 

audiences than when facing unfamiliar audiences (i.e., Audience Familiarity × Social 

Anxiety). 

E. The higher the actors are in the motivation-related personality traits, the more 
successful they will be in the multiple audience problem 

In general, the motivation-related variables (i.e., need to belong, need for 

consistency, public self-consciousness) will facilitate self-presentational success 

because people often are successful at tasks for which they are motivated to succeed. 

In addition, only need for consistency will moderate the relationship between audience 

familiarity and success in the multiple audience problem—people high in need for 

consistency will be especially successful in the familiar audiences situation compared 

with the unfamiliar audiences situation (i.e., Audience Familiarity × Need for 

Consistency). 
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F. The more successful the actors are in the multiple audience problem, the more 
positive affect they will experience 

Assuming people have an idea of how much success they achieve in the multiple 

audience problem, self-presentational success should afford people more positive affect 

due to the social rewards of success. Because success is a pleasant experience for 

most people, it should result in more positive emotions (i.e., higher positive affect).  
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Figure 1-1.  Proposed IM Model of Health. 
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CHAPTER 2 
METHOD 

Participants 

Seven hundred twenty-eight participants from the University of Florida Department 

of Psychology‘s human subjects pool participated in this study in partial fulfillment of a 

course requirement. Due mostly to errors in the administration of the questionnaires and 

participants arriving late, leaving early, or not showing at all, I included four hundred 

seventy-two participants (193 men, 279 women) age 18 to 39 (M = 18.80, SD = 1.54) in 

the following analyses.. Most of these participants were Caucasian (58%), yet the 

ethnicity of the sample was relatively diverse (Hispanic American = 14%, African 

American = 13%, Asian American/Pacific Islander = 10%, Other = 5%). 

Procedure 

I employed a 2 (Audience Familiarity: familiar vs. unfamiliar) × 2 (Impression 

Discrepancy: similar vs. discrepant) completely between-subjects factorial design. 

Participants signed up in groups with other members of their sex. When participants 

arrived at the lab, experimenters randomly assigned them to one of the four 

experimental conditions and one of two roles (i.e., actor or audience). The actor‘s job 

was to convey specific impressions as instructed by the experimenter. The other 

participants served as audiences whose job was to interact with the actors and report 

an impression of them. Actors began by answering items about their personality. 

Included were measures of extraversion, need for consistency, need to belong, public 

self-consciousness, self-monitoring, and social anxiety. In addition, actors reported, on 

a 7-point Likert-type scale, how much of a party animal vs. bookworm they are (see 
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Appendix A), how likable they perceive themselves (see Appendix B), and how 

authentic they normally are (see Appendix C). 

Familiar Audiences, Discrepant Impressions Condition 

In the ―familiar audiences‖ conditions, I employed a procedure similar to that used 

by Van Boven et al. (2000) and in research conducted in our lab (Nichols & Cottrell, 

2010). The actor met with two audiences separately (i.e., one audience at a time) to 

establish the desired impressions. Then, the actor, now familiar with each audience, 

met with both audiences simultaneously while attempting to maintain those impressions 

(see Table 2-1). 

Party animal interaction 

Experimenters informed the actor that the study would consist of three short 

discussions. Experimenters began by informing the actor of the goal for the first 

interaction. That is, experimenters instructed actors to adopt the identity of a party 

animal, someone who ―likes to party and always have a good time,‖ who ―prefers to live 

life for the moment,‖ and who people could describe as a ―party animal.‖ Experimenters 

then informed the party animal (PA) audience that the first interaction would consist of a 

five-minute conversation regarding advice for incoming freshman concerning "What is 

the best way to spend one's time in college?" Meanwhile, the actor completed the state 

portion of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI—see Appendix D), reporting his/her 

state anxiety prior to the interaction. After conversing for five minutes, the actor and PA 

audience separated to answer questions regarding the interaction. The actor reported 

his/her confidence in conveying the desired impression (see Appendix E). In addition, 

actors answered questions regarding how likable they believed the audiences perceived 

them (see Appendix F), their desire to succeed in the situation (see Appendix G), how 
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authentic their behavior was in the situation (see Appendix H), and the difficulty of the 

situation (see Appendix I). Finally, the actor answered questions from the Positive and 

Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS—see Appendix J) regarding current affect. The PA 

audience simultaneously reported an impression of the actor (see Appendix K), how 

likable the actor was (see Appendix L), and how authentic the actor‘s behavior 

appeared (see Appendix M).  

Bookworm interaction 

Experimenters next informed the actor of the goal for the second interaction. 

Specifically, experimenters instructed actors to adopt the identity of a bookworm, 

someone who ―likes to study and keep his or her nose to the grindstone,‖ who ―prefers 

to think about and prepare for the future,‖ and who people could describe as a 

―bookworm.‖ Experimenters informed the bookworm (BW) audience that the first 

interaction would consist of a five-minute conversation regarding advice for incoming 

freshman concerning "What is the best way to spend one's time in college?" while the 

actor again reported his/her current level of state anxiety. After conversing for five 

minutes, the actor and BW audience separated to answer questions regarding the 

interaction. The actor answered the same questions as after the PA interaction 

(including questions related to affect) while the BW audience answered the same 

questions as the PA audience (including reporting an impression of the actor). Past 

research in our lab suggests the order of impressions does not affect success; 

therefore, all sessions occurred in this order. 

Multiple audience interaction 

Finally, experimenters informed the actor of the goal for the third interaction (i.e., 

to appear as a party animal to the PA audience and a bookworm to the BW audience). 
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Experimenters then informed the PA and BW audiences their second interaction would 

consist of a five-minute conversation about advice for incoming freshman concerning 

"What is the best way to spend a Saturday in the Fall?" Before the discussion, the actor 

reported his/her state anxiety. After conversing for five minutes, the actor and audiences 

again separated to answer questions regarding the interaction. The actor answered the 

same questions s/he answered after the previous interactions (including affect) as well 

as questions regarding the compatibility of the impressions (see Appendix N). 

Meanwhile, the PA and BW audiences reported an impression of the actor, how likable 

the actor was, and how authentic they perceived the actor‘s behavior. All participants 

also answered demographic questions (see Appendix O).  

Unfamiliar Audiences, Discrepant Impressions Condition 

In addition to the ―familiar audiences, discrepant impressions‖ condition, I also 

included an ―unfamiliar audiences, discrepant impressions‖ condition (see Table 2-2). In 

the unfamiliar audiences situation, participants took part in initial interactions that were 

identical to the familiar audiences condition (i.e., convey PA impression to a PA 

audience and then BW impression to a BW audience). Actors first interacted with two 

audiences separately to establish the desired impressions.1 Then, those two audiences 

departed, and two new audiences arrived. In the final interaction, the actor 

simultaneously conveyed the same impressions as s/he conveyed to the original 

audiences (i.e., party animal and bookworm) to two new audiences. Instead of 

instructing actors to maintain the original impressions, experimenters instructed them to 

convey the ―party animal‖ impression to the person on the left and the ―bookworm‖ 

                                            
1 These initial interactions provided actors in both familiarity conditions with the same experience 
conveying the impressions, therefore eliminating any practice effects. 
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impression to the person on the right, meeting these two new audiences simultaneously 

for the first time to discuss ―What is the best way to spend a Saturday in the Fall?‖ 

Actors and audiences answered the same questions as in the familiar audiences 

condition. 

Familiar Audiences, Similar Impressions Condition 

I also included an additional factor to manipulate the discrepancy of the 

impressions. In the discrepant impressions conditions just described, participants 

conveyed the party animal and bookworm impressions. However, actors in the ―familiar 

audiences, similar impressions‖ condition conveyed less polarized impressions in the 

initial interactions and then maintained these similar impressions in the multiple 

audience problem (see Table 2-3). That is, instead of the party animal impression, the 

actor maintained the impression of someone who occasionally parties. Rather than 

coming across as someone who ―likes to party and always have a good time,‖ who 

―prefers to live life for the moment,‖ and who people could describe as a ―party animal,‖ 

the actor was instructed to come across as someone who ―likes to only sometimes party 

and have a good time,‖ who ―only occasionally lives life for the moment,‖ and who 

people could describe as someone who ―sometimes likes to have fun.‖ In addition, for 

the second impression, rather than coming across as someone who ―likes to study and 

keep his or her nose to the grindstone‖, who ―prefers to think about and prepare for the 

future,‖ and who people could describe as a ―bookworm,‖ the actor was instructed to 

come across as someone who ―likes to only sometimes study and keep his or her nose 

to the grindstone‖, who ―only occasionally thinks about and prepares for the future,‖ and 

who people could describe as someone who ―occasionally enjoys a good book.‖ 
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Participants answered dependent measures identical to those used in the ―familiar 

audience, discrepant impressions‖ condition. 

Unfamiliar Audiences, Similar Impressions Condition 

In the final condition, experimenters presented actors with unfamiliar audiences 

and instructed them to convey similar impressions to each audience (see Table 2-4). 

Instead of conveying the ―party animal‖ and ―bookworm‖ impressions to two audiences 

separately and then conveying those same impressions to two new audiences 

simultaneously, actors conveyed the ―someone who occasionally parties‖ and 

―occasionally enjoys a good book‖ impressions. Again, participants answered the same 

questions as in the other conditions. 

In all, actors conveyed discrepant impressions to familiar audiences in 35 

experimental sessions, discrepant impressions to unfamiliar audiences in 21 

experimental sessions, similar impressions to familiar audiences in 34 experimental 

sessions, and similar impressions to unfamiliar audiences in 32 experimental sessions. 

Throughout the following analyses, I conducted tests at the level of the experimental 

session (N = 122) rather than the individual participant (N = 472). 

Measures 

Personality 

To measure personality traits related to ability and motivation, I employed the 

following scales (see Appendix P):  

Extraversion 

I used a ten-item version of the NEO-Five Factor Inventory (Costa & McCrae, 

1992; Goldberg, 1992). Participants responded to each item using a 7-point Likert-type 

scale (1 = Disagree strongly, 7 = Agree strongly). Murray, Rawlings, Allen, and Trinder 
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(2003) determined that the scale possessed adequate reliability and validity in 

measuring extraversion (i.e., positive emotions, surgency, the tendency to seek out 

stimulation and the company of others). The measure was also reliable in the current 

sample (α = .87). For descriptive statistics, see Table 2-5. 

Need for Consistency  

I used the 18-item Preference for Consistency Scale (Cialdini, Trost, & Newsom, 

1995). Participants responded to each item using a 9-point Likert-type scale (1 = 

Strongly disagree, 9 = Strongly agree). Cialdini et al. developed and tested this scale, 

demonstrating its validity in measuring people‘s tendency to act in ways consistent with 

previous expectancies, commitments, and choices. The measure was also reliable in 

the current sample (α = .89). For descriptive statistics, see Table 2-5. 

Need to Belong  

I used the 10-item Need to Belong Scale (Leary, Kelly, Cottrell, & Schreindorfer, 

2010). Participants responded to each item using a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = 

Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree). Leary et al. demonstrated good psychometric 

properties of the scale. The 10-item scale measures people‘s intrinsic motivation to 

affiliate with others and to seek social acceptance. The measure was also reliable in the 

current sample (α = .80). For descriptive statistics, see Table 2-5. 

Public Self-Consciousness  

I used the Self-Consciousness Scale (Fenigstein, Scheier, & Buss, 1975). I 

administered the widely used 7-item Public Self-Consciousness subscale. Participants 

responded to each item using a 5-point Likert-type scale (0 = Extremely 

uncharacteristic, 4 = Extremely characteristic). The scale has adequate reliability and 

validity in measuring people‘s awareness of others‘ view of them (Cramer, 2000). The 
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measure was also reliable in the current sample (α = .74). For descriptive statistics, see 

Table 2-5. 

Self-Monitoring  

I used the 18-item Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder & Gangestad, 1986). Participants 

responded to each item by indicating whether each statement was true or false. 

Although this scale has been highly criticized, the revised scale seeks to create a more 

parsimonious method for assessing self-monitoring. This newer version has adequate 

psychometric properties (Jackson, 1999) and measures people‘s tendency to regulate 

their own behavior to "look good" to others. The measure was also reliable in the 

current sample (α = .72). For descriptive statistics, see Table 2-5. 

Social Anxiety  

I used the 15-item Interaction Anxiousness Scale (Leary, 1983). Participants 

responded to each item using a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = Not at all characteristic of 

me, 5 = Extremely characteristic of me). The scale is widely used and is a valid 

measurement of social anxiety (Leary & Kowalski, 1993). It measures people‘s anxiety 

about social situations, interactions with others, and evaluations from others. The 

measure was also reliable in the current sample (α = .89). For descriptive statistics, see 

Table 2-5. 

Success 

I measured success in each interaction by asking audiences to rate their 

impression of the actor (see Appendix K). On a 7-point Likert-type scale, audiences 

reported how serious, outgoing, bookish, and sociable they viewed the actors (1 = Not 

at all describes him/her, 7 = Perfectly describes him/her), their view of how important 

attending parties and attending course lectures was for the actors (1 = Low priority, 7 = 
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High priority), and to what degree they believed the actors valued schoolwork versus 

social life (1 = Schoolwork most important, 7 = Social life most important). 

To operationalize self-presentational success, I created averaged composites 

indicating the extent of actors‘ self-presentational success in presenting the party animal 

impression to the PA audience or the bookworm impression to the BW audience (i.e., 

the strength of the impression conveyed).  

Single audience situations 

To obtain a measure of success in the PA interaction (SinglePA), I averaged: 1) 

the PA audiences‘ ratings of how serious(-), outgoing, bookish(-), and sociable they 

viewed the actors; 2) audiences‘ view of how important attending parties and attending 

course lectures(-) was for the actors; and 3) to what degree audiences believed the 

actors valued schoolwork versus social life (see Appendix K; α = .84). Then, to obtain a 

measure of success in the BW interaction (SingleBW), I similarly averaged: 1) the BW 

audiences‘ ratings of how serious, outgoing(-), bookish, and sociable(-) they viewed the 

actors; 2) audiences‘ view of how important attending parties(-) and attending course 

lectures was for the actors; and 3) to what degree audiences believed the actors valued 

schoolwork versus social life(-) (α = .83). The higher the number on each composite, the 

more success participants had (i.e., the more polarized impression they conveyed).  

SinglePA = (Serious(-) + Outgoing + Bookish(-) + Sociable + Parties + Lectures(-) + Social Life) 

 7 

SingleBW = (Serious + Outgoing(-) + Bookish + Sociable(-) + Parties(-) + Lectures + Social Life(-)) 

 7 
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Multiple audience problem 

Conceptually, I defined success in the multiple audience problem as the ability to 

convey both impressions simultaneously. Similar to the single audience situations, I first 

created averaged composites of self-presentational success for each impression. The 

composites indicate how much self-presentational success the actors achieved in 

presenting the party animal impression to the PA audience or the bookworm impression 

to the BW audience in the multiple audience problem (i.e., the strength of the 

impression conveyed). Specifically, to obtain a measure of success with the PA 

audience (MultiplePA), I averaged: 1) the PA audiences‘ ratings of how serious(-), 

outgoing, bookish(-), and sociable they viewed the actors; 2) audiences‘ view of how 

important attending parties and attending course lectures(-) was for the actors; and 3) to 

what degree audiences believed the actors valued schoolwork versus social life (see 

Appendix K; α = .54). Then, to obtain a measure of success with the BW audience 

(MultipleBW), I averaged: 1) the BW audiences‘ ratings of how serious, outgoing(-), 

bookish, and sociable(-) they viewed the actors; 2) audiences‘ view of how important 

attending parties(-) and attending course lectures was for the actors; and 3) to what 

degree audiences believed the actors valued schoolwork versus social life(-) (α = .78). 

The higher the number on each composite, the more polarized impression the actor 

conveyed in the multiple audience problem. 

MultiplePA = (Serious(-) + Outgoing + Bookish(-) + Sociable + Parties + Lectures(-) + Social Life) 

 7 

MultipleBW = (Serious + Outgoing(-) + Bookish + Sociable(-) + Parties(-) + Lectures + Social Life(-)) 

 7 
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Next, I created composites for overall self-presentational success in the multiple 

audience problem averaging across both impressions. I designed each composite to 

reflect the extent to which actors conveyed each desired impression to the 

corresponding audiences (i.e., their ability to present the party animal impression to the 

PA audience while presenting the bookworm impression to the BW audience). 

Specifically, I subtracted the initial party animal impression (SinglePA) from the party 

animal impression conveyed in the multiple audience problem (MultiplePA) to obtain a 

measure of how well the actors maintained the PA impression (SuccessPA). Next, I 

subtracted the initial bookworm impression (SingleBW) from the bookworm impression 

conveyed in the multiple audience problem (MultipleBW) to obtain a measure of how 

well the actors maintained the BW impression (SuccessBW). Finally, I averaged these 

two scores to obtain a measure of how well actors maintained both impressions 

simultaneously (MAPSuccess). The higher the number, the more success participants 

had (i.e., the better they maintained both impressions simultaneously). A zero on this 

final composite suggests actors conveyed similar degrees of the impressions in the 

multiple audience problem as in the single audience interactions. In addition, positive 

numbers indicate the impressions actors conveyed in the multiple audience problem 

were stronger than the impressions originally conveyed in the single audience 

interactions. Finally, negative numbers suggest impressions weakened after the multiple 

audience problem. For descriptive statistics, see Table 2-5. 

MAPSuccess = (MultiplePA – SinglePA) + (MultipleBW – SingleBW) = SuccessPA + SuccessBW 

 2 2 
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Positive Affect 

To measure positive affect, I used the positive affect portion of the Positive and 

Negative Affect Schedule (see Appendix J). Participants responded to 10 items using a 

5-point Likert-type scale (1 = Very slightly, 5 = Extremely). Researchers validated the 

scale across various populations (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). The measure was 

also reliable in the current sample (α = .94). For descriptive statistics, see Table 2-5. 

 Table 2-1. Familiar audiences, discrepant impressions procedure 
Step Actor Party animal audience Bookworm audience 

 3 participants arrive 

1 Answered personality 
questions Received information 

regarding interaction 
Answered personality 

questions 
2 Received instructions to 

convey party animal 
Impression 3 Interacted with PA audience Interacted with actor 

4 Reported positive affect Reported impression of 
actor 

5 Received instructions to 
convey bookworm 

Impression Answered personality 
questions 

Received information 
regarding interaction 

6 Interacted with BW audience Interacted with actor 

7 Reported positive affect Reported impression of 
actor 

8 Received instructions to 
maintain both impressions 

Received information 
regarding interaction 

Received information 
regarding interaction 

9 Interacted with both 
audiences 

Interacted with actor 
and BW audience 

Interacted with actor 
and PA audience 

10 Reported positive affect Reported impression of 
actor 

Reported impression of 
actor 
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Table 2-2. Unfamiliar audiences, discrepant impressions procedure. 
Step Actor Party animal audience Bookworm audience 

 3 participants arrive 

1 Answered personality 
questions Received information 

regarding interaction 
Answered personality 

questions 
2 Received instructions to 

convey party animal 
Impression 3 Interacted with PA audience Interacted with actor 

4 Reported positive affect Reported impression of 
actor 

5 Received instructions to 
convey bookworm Impression 

Answered personality 
questions 

Received information 
regarding interaction 

6 Interacted with BW audience Interacted with actor 

7 Reported positive affect Reported impression of 
actor 

 Original PA and BW audiences leave and 2 new audiences arrive 

8 Received instructions to 
convey PA and BW 

Impressions 

Received information 
regarding interaction 

Received information 
regarding interaction 

9 Interacted with both new 
audiences 

Interacted with actor 
and BW audience 

Interacted with actor 
and PA audience 

10 Reported positive affect Reported impression of 
actor 

Reported impression of 
actor 

11  Answered personality 
questions 

Answered personality 
questions 
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Table 2-3. Familiar audiences, similar impressions procedure. 

Step Actor Occasionally parties 
audience 

Occasionally enjoys a 
good book audience 

 3 participants arrive 

1 Answered personality 
questions Received information 

regarding interaction 
Answered personality 

questions 
2 Received instructions to 

convey occasionally parties 
impression 3 Interacted with OP audience Interacted with actor 

4 Reported positive affect Reported impression of 
actor 

5 
Received instructions to 

convey occasionally enjoys a 
good book impression Answered personality 

questions 

Received information 
regarding interaction 

6 Interacted with OB audience Interacted with actor 

7 Reported positive affect Reported impression of 
actor 

8 Received instructions to 
maintain both impressions 

Received information 
regarding interaction 

Received information 
regarding interaction 

9 Interacted with both 
audiences 

Interacted with actor 
and OB audience 

Interacted with actor 
and OP audience 

10 Reported positive affect Reported impression of 
actor 

Reported impression of 
actor 
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Table 2-4. Unfamiliar audiences, similar impressions procedure. 

Step Actor Occasionally parties 
audience 

Occasionally enjoys a 
good book audience 

 3 participants arrive 

1 Answered personality 
questions Received information 

regarding interaction 
Answered personality 

questions 
2 Received instructions to 

convey occasionally parties 
impression 3 Interacted with OP audience Interacted with actor 

4 Reported positive affect Reported impression of 
actor 

5 
Received instructions to 

convey occasionally enjoys a 
good book impression Answered personality 

questions 

Received information 
regarding interaction 

6 Interacted with OB audience Interacted with actor 

7 Reported positive affect Reported impression of 
actor 

 Original OP and OB audiences leave and 2 new audiences arrive 

8 Received instructions to 
convey OP and OB 

impressions 

Received information 
regarding interaction 

Received information 
regarding interaction 

9 Interacted with both new 
audiences 

Interacted with actor 
and OB audience 

Interacted with actor 
and OP audience 

10 Reported positive affect Reported impression of 
actor 

Reported impression of 
actor 

11  Answered personality 
questions 

Answered personality 
questions 
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Table 2-5. Descriptive statistics of key variables 
Measure M SD Min Max 

E 4.66 1.06 1.80 6.80 

NFC 5.81 1.07 1.61 8.11 

NTB 3.42 0.63 1.30 5.00 

PSC 3.55 0.65 1.29 5.00 

SM 1.55 0.19 1.11 1.94 

SA 3.29 0.68 1.93 4.93 

Success -0.63 0.90 -2.71 1.93 

PA 2.48 0.99 1.00 5.00 

Note: E = Extraversion, NFC = Need for consistency, NTB = Need to belong, PSC = 
Public self-consciousness, SM = Self-monitoring, SA = Social anxiety, PA = Positive 
affect 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESULTS 

Pretesting 

Before proceeding with the proposed study, I pretested the impression pairs to 

ensure they varied in discrepancy. I recruited 69 participants (33 men, 36 women) from 

the University of Florida Department of Psychology‘s human subjects pool and 

presented them with scenarios involving the desire to convey either the party animal 

and bookworm impressions or the occasionally parties and occasionally enjoys a good 

book impressions (see Appendix Q for a sample scenario). Thirty-six participants 

considered scenarios involving the similar impressions (i.e., occasionally parties and 

occasionally reads a good book), and 33 participants considered scenarios involving the 

discrepant impressions (i.e., party animal and bookworm). They then answered four 

questions regarding the perceived discrepancy of these impressions. In addition, 

participants answered seven questions regarding how strong of a party animal or 

bookworm impression they desired to convey to each audience in each scenario (see 

Appendix R).  

I compared the similar and discrepant impression pairs to ensure they were 

significantly different according to the individual discrepancy items. The similar 

impressions were rated as significantly less different from each other than the 

discrepant impressions (Similar = 4.58 (SD = 1.44), Discrepant = 5.45 (SD = 1.25); t(67) 

= 2.67, p = .01, r = .31). In addition, the similar impressions scenario was rated as 

simpler (Similar = 3.94 (SD = 1.51), Discrepant = 3.15 (SD = 1.18); t(67) = 2.42, p = .02, 

r = .28) and less difficult (Similar = 3.82 (SD = 1.10), Discrepant = 4.31 (SD = 1.09); 

t(67) = 1.86, p = .07, r = .22) than the discrepant impressions scenario.  
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I next created averaged composites similar to the success composites described 

in the Measures section. These composites indicated the extent to which participants‘ 

desired to convey the party animal impression to the PA audience or the bookworm 

impression to the BW audience (i.e., the strength of the impression desired). 

Specifically, to obtain a measure of the actor‘s desire to come across as a party animal 

to the PA audience (PADesire), I averaged: 1) the ratings of how serious(-), outgoing, 

bookish(-), and sociable participants rated themselves; 2) participants‘ rating of how 

important attending parties and attending course lectures(-) was for them; and 3) to 

what degree participants rated schoolwork versus social life (α = .79). Then, to obtain a 

measure of the actor‘s desire to come across as a bookworm to the BW audience 

(BWDesire), I similarly averaged: 1) the ratings of how serious, outgoing(-), bookish, 

and sociable(-) participants rated themselves; 2) participants‘ rating of how important 

attending parties(-) and attending course lectures was for them; and 3) to what degree 

participants rated schoolwork versus social life(-) (α = .85). The higher the number on 

each composite, the more participants desired to convey the impression to the 

corresponding audience.  

PADesire = (Serious(-) + Outgoing + Bookish(-) + Sociable + Parties + Lectures(-) + Social Life) 

 7 

BWDesire = (Serious + Outgoing(-) + Bookish + Sociable(-) + Parties(-) + Lectures + Social Life(-)) 

 7 

Pretest participants‘ desired impressions differed significantly across impression 

conditions. Participants reported a desire to come across as less of a party animal 

(Similar = 4.52 (SD = 0.95), Discrepant = 4.95 (SD = 0.89); t(67) = 1.95, p = .06, r = .23) 

and bookworm (Similar = 4.06 (SD = 1.19), Discrepant = 4.58 (SD = 0.93); t(67) = 2.02, 
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p = .05, r = .24) in the similar impressions condition than the discrepant impressions 

condition. In all, the pretesting suggested that the impression pairs varied significantly in 

their discrepancy. 

Preliminary Analyses 

Based on encouraging results from the pretesting, I proceeded with the proposed 

test of the IM Model of Health. Before testing my predictions, I first examined additional 

variables related to the situation. First, to ensure participants were adequately motivated 

to convey the instructed impressions, I asked participants to report how motivated they 

were to convey each impression, how important it was for them to convey each 

impression, and how hard they tried to convey each impression (see Appendix G). I 

then created a composite averaging these three questions to represent participants‘ 

motivation (α = .80). Across all impressions and interactions, participants reported being 

motivated to convey the impressions (4.76 > M > 4.69, 1.20 > SD > 1.21), and all 

means were significantly higher than the midpoint of the scale (all ts > 6.31, ps < .01). 

Next, I examined the perceived compatibility of the impressions used in the current 

research (see Appendix N). I averaged the answers to all three questions to create a 

composite reflecting actors‘ perceived compatibility of the impression pair (α = .73); the 

higher the scores on the composite, the more compatible participants viewed the 

impressions. In general, participants reported that the impressions were incompatible 

(M = 3.76, SD = 1.35), and this incompatibility differed significantly from the scale 

midpoint (t(121) = 1.94, p = .05, r = .12). I next examined the difference in compatibility 

between the similar and discrepant impression pairs. As expected, and consistent with 

pretesting, participants reported that the similar impressions were significantly more 
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compatible than the discrepant impressions (Similar = 4.55 (SD = 0.94), Discrepant = 

2.83 (SD = 1.16); t(120) = 9.02, p < .01, r = .63). 

Finally, I examined participants‘ perceptions of their ability to convey both 

impressions to both audiences and their perceptions of the difficulty of each multiple 

audience problem. I measured perceived ability by asking participants how able they 

were to convey the impressions (see Appendix G) while a composite of four questions 

(see Appendix I)  measured perceived difficulty (i.e., difficult, manageable(-), 

challenging, simple(-); α = .91). Participants believed the situation was less difficult 

(Similar = 4.45 (SD = 1.43), Discrepant = 5.26 (SD = 1.43); t(120) = 3.13, p < .01, r = 

.27) and that they were more able (Similar = 4.17 (SD = 1.56), Discrepant = 3.54 (SD = 

1.65); t(120) = 2.16, p = .03, r = .19) when experimenters instructed them to convey 

similar impressions compared to discrepant impressions. The familiarity of the 

audiences also affected perceived ability and difficulty. Participants believed they were 

more able (Familiar = 4.41 (SD = 1.47), Unfamiliar = 3.19 (SD = 1.58); t(120) = 4.39, p < 

.01, r = .37) and that the situation was less difficult (Familiar = 4.38 (SD = 1.57), 

Unfamiliar = 5.40 (SD = 1.13); t(120) = 3.99, p < .01, r = .35) in the familiar audiences 

condition than in the unfamiliar audiences condition. 

Tests of Hypotheses 

To begin the primary analyses, I first examined actors‘ success in conveying the 

desired impressions in the original, single audience interactions. I performed an 

independent samples t-test with impression discrepancy (similar vs. discrepant) as the 

independent variable (IV) and self-presentational success as the dependent variable 

(DV). For the party animal impression (DV = SinglePA), audiences viewed actors as 

more of a party animal when actors conveyed the party animal (PA) impression than 
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when actors conveyed the occasionally parties (OP) impression (PA = 5.26 (SD = 0.91), 

OP = 4.43 (SD = 0.86); t(120) = 5.17, p < .01, r = .42). Regarding the bookworm 

impression (DV = SingleBW), audiences viewed actors as more of a bookworm when 

actors conveyed the bookworm (BW) impression than when actors conveyed the 

occasionally enjoys a good book (OB) impression (BW = 5.01 (SD = 0.82), OB = 4.53 

(SD = 1.21); t(120) = 2.49, p = .01, r = .22). Therefore, actors appeared to convey 

sufficiently different levels of each impression based on the condition they were 

assigned (i.e., the impressions experimenters instructed them to convey). 

I next tested the hypothesized links of the IM Model of Health in the multiple 

audience problem. 

Hypothesis A. Actors Will Be More Successful in the Multiple Audience Problem 
When They Are Familiar with the Audiences Than When They Are Unfamiliar 
with the Audiences 

To begin examining the ability-related situational variables, I performed an 

independent samples t-test with audience familiarity (familiar vs. unfamiliar) as the IV 

and self-presentational success as the DV. Results suggested people had similar levels 

of success regardless of how familiar they were with the audiences (Familiar = -.65 (SD 

= 0.73), Unfamiliar = -.61 (SD = 1.09); t(120) = .24, p = .81, r = .02), therefore failing to 

support Hypothesis A. 

Hypothesis B. Actors Will Be More Successful in the Multiple Audience Problem 
When the Desired Impressions Are Similar Than When the Desired Impressions 
Are Discrepant 

To examine the effect of impression discrepancy on success, I next performed an 

independent samples t-test with impression discrepancy (similar vs. discrepant) as the 

IV and self-presentational success as the DV. Results supported Hypothesis B—people 

were more successful when conveying similar impressions than when conveying 



 

52 

discrepant impressions (Similar = -.34 (SD = 0.87), Discrepant = -.98 (SD = 0.81); t(120) 

= 4.18, p < .01, r = .36). 

Hypothesis C. The Higher the Actors Are in the Ability-Related Personality Traits 
of Extraversion and Self-Monitoring, the More Successful They Will Be in the 
Multiple Audience Problem 

To examine the direct effects of the ability-related traits of extraversion and self-

monitoring on self-presentational success in the multiple audience problem, I performed 

two simple regressions (one with extraversion as the IV and self-presentational success 

as the DV and one with self-monitoring as the IV and self-presentational success as the 

DV). Results suggested neither extraversion (β = .08, p = .41) nor self-monitoring (β = 

.05, p = .61) significantly predicted success. Therefore, the data do not support 

Hypothesis C. 

Hypothesis D. The Lower the Actors Are in the Ability-Related Trait of Social 
Anxiety, the More Successful They Will Be in the Multiple Audience Problem 

The final test of ability-related personality traits examined the effect of social 

anxiety on self-presentational success in the multiple audience problem. I performed a 

simple regression with social anxiety as the IV and self-presentational success as the 

DV. Although I hypothesized a negative relationship between social anxiety and 

success, no significant effect emerged (β = -.01, p = .90). In addition, I performed two 

ANOVAs: 1) one with social anxiety and audience familiarity as the IVs and self-

presentational success as the DV, and 2) one with social anxiety and impression 

discrepancy as the IVs and self-presentational success as the DV. Results suggested 

the interactions between social anxiety and audience familiarity (F(1, 118) = .46, p = 

.50, η2 < .01) and between social anxiety and impression discrepancy were also 
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nonsignificant (F(1, 118) = .21, p = .65, η2 < .01). Therefore, the data also do not 

support Hypothesis D. 

Hypothesis E. The Higher the Actors Are in Motivation-Related Personality Traits, 
the More Successful They Will Be in the Multiple Audience Problem 

To examine the direct effects of the motivation-related personality traits on self-

presentational success in the multiple audience problem, I performed additional simple 

regressions with need for consistency (NFC) as the IV and self-presentational success 

as the DV, with need to belong (NTB) as the IV and self-presentational success as the 

DV, and with public self-consciousness (PSC) as the IV and self-presentational success 

as the DV. Results suggested no motivation-related trait significantly predicted success 

(NFC: β = -.05, p = .60; NTB: β = .01, p = .88; PSC: β = .05, p = .59). In addition, an 

ANOVA with need for consistency and audience familiarity as the IVs and self-

presentational success as the DV resulted in a nonsignificant interaction between need 

for consistency and audience familiarity (F(1, 118) < .01, p = .95, η2 < .01). Similar to 

Hypotheses A, C, and D, the data do not support Hypothesis E. 

Exploratory Analyses 

To explore the interactions among the proposed ability and motivational factors, I 

next performed an ANOVA with extraversion, need for consistency, need to belong, 

public self-consciousness, self-monitoring, social anxiety, audience familiarity, 

impression discrepancy, and the interactions between both ability-related situational 

variables and all ability and motivation-related personality traits as the IVs and self-

presentational success as the DV. A significant Audience Familiarity × Impression 

Discrepancy interaction emerged (F(1, 94) = 4.16, p = .04, η2 = .04). Follow-up t-tests 

revealed participants were more successful when conveying similar impressions than 
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when conveying discrepant impressions across both familiarity conditions (see Figure 3-

1). However, this effect was smaller in the familiar audiences situation (Similar = -.44 

(SD = 0.69), Discrepant = -.85 (SD = 0.71); t(67) = 2.47, p = .02, r = .28) than in the 

unfamiliar audiences situation (Similar = -.23 (SD = 1.03), Discrepant = -1.18 (SD = 

0.93); t(51) = 3.42, p < .01, r = .44). 

A marginally significant Audience Familiarity × Impression Discrepancy × Social 

Anxiety interaction also emerged (F(1, 94) = 3.22, p = .08, η2 = .03). Although follow-up 

regressions demonstrated differing effects for social anxiety within each condition, none 

of these effects was significant. The pattern of results suggested that the higher the 

actors were in social anxiety, the less success they had when conveying discrepant 

impressions to unfamiliar audiences (β = -.29, p = .20). However, social anxiety did not 

predict success in the other conditions (all ps > .54). 

Hypothesis F. The More Successful the Actors Are in the Multiple Audience 
Problem, the More Positive Affect They Will Experience 

To examine the effect of self-presentational success on positive affect, I conducted 

a simple regression with success as the IV and positive affect as the DV. A significant 

effect of success on positive affect emerged. However, contrary to Hypothesis F, the 

more success participants had in the multiple audience problem, the less positive affect 

they experienced (β = -.20, p = .02).  
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Figure 3-1.  Interaction of impression discrepancy and audience familiarity on self-

presentational success. 
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CHAPTER 4 
DISCUSSION  

The link between self-presentational success and psychological well-being is 

important, yet understudied. This examination began with an inspection of the 

relationship between various ability- and motivation-related factors and self-

presentational success. Although I predicted that personality traits related to ability and 

motivation would predict self-presentational success in the multiple audience problem 

(i.e., conveying different desired impressions to different intended audiences), none of 

these traits significantly predicted self-presentational success. There are at least three 

possible causes of these nonsignificant relationships: 1) actors‘ personality does not 

predict success in the multiple audience problem, 2) personality traits other than those 

measured in the current research predict success in the multiple audience problem, or 

3) a contrived lab setting does not allow personality traits to exert effects on self-

presentational success in the multiple audience problem. Past research also found no 

relationship between actor‘s personality and self-presentational success in the multiple 

audience problem (Nichols & Cottrell, 2010), yet only examined a subset of the traits I 

measured in the current research. Future research will need to examine additional traits 

and interactions outside of the lab to determine if other aspects of people‘s personality 

affect their self-presentational success. 

I also hypothesized ability-related situational variables (i.e., the familiarity of the 

audiences and the discrepancy of the impressions) would predict self-presentational 

success in the multiple audience problem. Although the familiarity of the audiences did 

not, on its own, significantly affect how successful participants were, the discrepancy of 

the impressions did affect self-presentational success in the multiple audience 
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problem—participants were more successful when conveying similar impressions than 

when conveying discrepant impressions. In addition, the familiarity of the audiences and 

discrepancy of the impressions interacted to predict success. Participants were more 

successful, in both familiarity conditions, when conveying similar impressions than when 

conveying discrepant impressions, yet this effect was smaller with familiar audiences 

than with unfamiliar audiences. When actors conveyed impressions to familiar 

audiences, they were able to use information from the previous interactions to offset 

some of the difficulty of conveying discrepant impressions; actors facing unfamiliar 

audiences did not have this luxury. 

More interestingly, situational and personality factors interacted to predict success 

in the multiple audience problem. When participants conveyed discrepant impressions 

to unfamiliar audiences, higher actor social anxiety predicted less success; social 

anxiety did not predict success in the other conditions. As the most difficult of the four 

situations, attempting to convey discrepant impressions to unfamiliar audiences may 

have increased social anxiety among highly socially anxious participants more than any 

other interaction (Duronto et al., 2005). This increased social anxiety most likely 

prevented these participants from being successful. However, these follow-up analyses 

must be interpreted with caution due to a lack of statistical power and significance. 

The most important relationship within the model proposes self-presentational 

success affects actor‘s positive affect. Contrary to past research (Lyubomirsky et al., 

2005) and my expectation that greater success predicts greater positive affect, greater 

success in the multiple audience problem predicted less positive affect. One explanation 

for this finding stems from the amount of effort required in this situation. To be 
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successful in the multiple audience problem, participants must expend many cognitive 

resources because success in this situation requires actors to simultaneously monitor 

and respond to verbal and nonverbal cues from two people. Due to this decrease in 

cognitive resources, successful actors in the multiple audience problem may feel 

exhausted and less happy. They may also be less able to regulate their responses to 

positive affect items (Baumeister, 2002). Allowing these negative effects to wear off 

before measuring positive affect may instead result in increased positive affect after 

success. Another possibility pertains to the duplicitous nature of the multiple audience 

problem. Successful actors may have felt bad about deceiving both audiences—the 

more able they were to deceive (i.e., the more successful they were), the worse they 

felt. However, one of the items within the PANAS assessed actors‘ guilt, and success 

did not significantly predict guilt after the multiple audience problem (β = .15, p = .10). 

The IM Model of Health correctly predicted the path from ability and motivational 

factors to positive affect in the multiple audience problem (i.e., through self-

presentational success). However, only ability-related factors (i.e., audience familiarity, 

impression discrepancy, social anxiety) predicted self-presentational success. In 

addition, while self-presentational success in the multiple audience problem predicted 

positive affect, this effect was not in the predicted direction. In all, the data provided 

some support for two of the three proposed paths when testing the model in the multiple 

audience problem. The data supported the proposed ability to success link, while results 

suggested a negative, rather than the originally proposed positive, relationship between 

success and positive affect. These results suggest possible implications for future 

health interventions, as discussed next. 
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Implications 

The current research demonstrates that success in the multiple audience problem 

influences positive affect. Because a large body of literature suggests that positive 

affect ultimately affects people‘s health (Pressman & Cohen, 2005), the current 

research provides additional considerations for future health intervention research. For 

example, decreased positive affect after social interactions may result in a variety of 

maladaptive behaviors (e.g., smoking, drinking, overeating). If true, interventions should 

focus on training people to avoid (or possibly be unsuccessful in) the multiple audience 

problem or finding ways to break the link from success to positive affect.  

The current research also highlights the importance of considering self-

presentational factors in health interventions. In addition to considering personality 

(Friedman 1990; 1991), the current research suggests situational factors (e.g., audience 

familiarity and impression discrepancy) also deserve attention. Therefore, researchers 

and practitioners must consider what self-presentational factors (both personality and 

situational) make people more likely to suffer from decreased positive affect. Future 

interventions aimed at increasing positive affect can use this information to design 

interventions targeted at breaking the harmful links from these factors to success and 

may be able to reduce people‘s likelihood of decreased positive affect.  

Limitations and Future Directions  

Although this research provides a valid test of the various links of the IM Model of 

Health, one of the biggest limitations was the size of the sample. Due to this relatively 

small sample size, the interactive relationships between ability- and motivation-related 

variables may have been undetectable. Future research will want to reexamine these 

relationships with a larger sample. 
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Future research should also consider additional situational and personality factors 

to examine their relationship to self-presentational success. Past research suggests 

various verbal (Pontari & Schlenker, 2000) and nonverbal cues (Depaulo, 1992) often 

affect people‘s self-presentational success, and many of these may apply to the multiple 

audience problem.  

One final consideration for future research pertains to the unexpected finding that 

success in the multiple audience problem leads to less positive affect. If my conjecture 

is correct, allowing more time to elapse before measuring positive affect will produce the 

opposite effect. However, people may not rebound from this resource depletion and 

may never enjoy the benefits of success. Future research will want to consider the 

various predictors of positive affect (Carver, & Scheier, 1990) to determine if the 

ultimate effect of success in these situations is lowered positive affect.  

Conclusion  

Researchers have not adequately studied the effects of social interactions on 

indicators of people‘s health. Therefore, the current research examined how self-

presentational success resulting from these situations (specifically in the multiple 

audience problem) affects people‘s emotions. Understanding what factors affect 

people‘s self-presentational success in social interactions and how self-presentational 

success affects people‘s emotions will allow researchers to identify people and 

situations especially susceptible to the negative health consequences associated with 

low positive affect. The next step is to find ways to weaken this relationship by creating 

interventions to alleviate the negative effects of these self-presentational factors. 
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APPENDIX A 
SELF-IMPRESSION QUESTIONS 

How would you rate yourself along the following traits? 

 

Serious 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All Describes Me            Perfectly Describes Me 

 

Outgoing 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All Describes Me            Perfectly Describes Me 

 

Bookish 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All Describes Me            Perfectly Describes Me 

 

Sociable 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All Describes Me            Perfectly Describes Me 

 

How would you describe your attitudes about the following? 

Attending parties 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Low Priority          High Priority 
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Attending course lectures 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Low Priority          High Priority 

 

Schoolwork versus social life 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Schoolwork Most Important     Social Life Most Important 
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APPENDIX B 
SELF-LIKABILITY QUESTIONS 

How Agreeable would you rate yourself?  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 

How Pleasant would you rate yourself?  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 

How Likeable would you rate yourself?  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 

How Respectful would you rate yourself?  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 
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APPENDIX C 
SELF-AUTHENICITY QUESTIONS 

How authentic would you rate yourself? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 

How similar to your normal behavior do you normally act? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 
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APPENDIX D 
STATE-TRAIT ANXIETY INVENTORY 

Using the following scale, please rate how each of the following describes how you feel 

right now, at this moment. 

 1 = Not At All 

 2 = Somewhat 

 3 = Moderately So 

 4 = Very Much So 

1. I feel calm 

2. I feel secure 

3. I feel tense 

4. I feel strained 

5. I feel at ease 

6. I feel upset 

7. I am presently worrying over possible misfortunes 

8. I feel satisfied 

9. I feel frightened 

10. I feel comfortable 

11. I feel self-confident 

12. I feel nervous 

13. I feel jittery 

14. I feel indecisive 

15. I feel relaxed 

16. I feel content 
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17. I feel worried 

18. I feel confused 

19. I feel steady 

20. I feel pleasant 
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APPENDIX E 
ACTOR CONFIDENCE QUESTIONS 

How did your discussion partner rate you along the following traits? 

Serious 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All Describes Me          Perfectly Describes Me 

 

Outgoing 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All Describes Me          Perfectly Describes Me 

 

Bookish 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All Describes Me          Perfectly Describes Me 

 

Sociable 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All Describes Me          Perfectly Describes Me 

 

How did your interaction partner rate your attitudes about the following? 

Attending parties 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Low Priority          High Priority 

Attending course lectures 
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1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Low Priority          High Priority 

 

Schoolwork versus social life 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Schoolwork Most Important      Social Life Most 

Important 

 

How successful do you think you were at conveying the desired impression(s)? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 
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APPENDIX F 
ACTOR LIKABILITY QUESTIONS 

How Agreeable will your discussion partner rate you?  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 

How Pleasant will your discussion partner rate you?  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 

How Likeable will your discussion partner rate you?  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 

How Respectful will your discussion partner rate you?  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 



 

70 

APPENDIX G 
ACTOR MOTIVATION/ABILITY QUESTIONS 

Single Audience Situations: 

How Motivated were you to convey the party animal (bookworm) impression? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 

How Able were you to convey the party animal (bookworm) impression? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 

How Important was it for you to convey the party animal (bookworm) impression? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 

How Hard did you try to convey the party animal (bookworm) impression? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 

Multiple Audience Situations: 

How Motivated were you to convey the party animal AND bookworm impressions? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 
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How Able were you to convey the party animal AND bookworm impressions? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 

How Important was it for you to convey the party animal AND bookworm impressions? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 

How Hard did you try to convey the party animal AND bookworm impressions? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 
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APPENDIX H 
ACTOR AUTHENTICITY QUESTIONS 

How authentic did you act in the discussion? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 

How similar to your normal behavior did you act in the discussion? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 
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APPENDIX I 
SITUATION DIFFICULTY QUESTIONS 

Single Impression Situations: 

How difficult was it to convey the party animal (bookworm) impression?  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all                       Extremely 

Difficult                   Difficult 

 

How manageable was it to convey the party animal (bookworm) impression? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all                       Extremely 

Manageable           Manageable 

 

How challenging was it to convey the party animal (bookworm) impression? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all                       Extremely 

Challenging            Challenging 

 

How simple was it to convey the party animal (bookworm) impression? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all                       Extremely 

Simple                    Simple 

 

Multiple Impression Situations: 
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How difficult was it to convey the party animal AND bookworm impressions?  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all                       Extremely 

Difficult                   Difficult 

 

How manageable was it to convey the party animal AND bookworm impressions? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all                       Extremely 

Manageable           Manageable 

 

How challenging was it to convey the party animal AND bookworm impressions? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all                       Extremely 

Challenging            Challenging 

 

How simple was it to convey the party animal AND bookworm impressions? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all                       Extremely 

Simple                   Simple 
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APPENDIX J 
THE PANAS 

This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions. 

Read each item and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to that word. 

Indicate to what extent you feel this way right now, that is, at the present moment. Use 

the following scale to record your answers. 

 1 = Very Slightly 

 2 = A little 

 3 = Moderately 

 4 = Quite a bit 

 5 = Extremely 

1. interested 

2. distressed 

3. excited 

4. upset 

5. strong 

6. guilty 

7. scared 

8. hostile 

9. enthusiastic 

10. proud 

11. irritable 

12. alert 

13. ashamed 
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14. inspired 

15. nervous 

16. determined 

17. attentive 

18. jittery 

19. active 

20. afraid 
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APPENDIX K 
AUDIENCE IMPRESSION QUESTIONS 

How would you rate your discussion partner along the following traits? 

Serious 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All Describes Him/Her            Perfectly Describes Him/Her 

 

Outgoing 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All Describes Him/Her            Perfectly Describes Him/Her 

 

Bookish 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All Describes Him/Her            Perfectly Describes Him/Her 

 

Sociable 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All Describes Him/Her            Perfectly Describes Him/Her 

 

How would you describe your interaction partner‘s attitudes about the following? 

Attending parties 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Low Priority          High Priority 
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Attending course lectures 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Low Priority          High Priority 

 

Schoolwork versus social life 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Schoolwork Most Important     Social Life Most Important 
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APPENDIX L 
AUDIENCE LIKABILITY QUESTIONS 

How Agreeable would you rate your discussion partner?  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 

How Pleasant would you rate your discussion partner?  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 

How Likeable would you rate your discussion partner?  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 

How Respectful would you rate your discussion partner?  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 
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APPENDIX M 
AUDIENCE AUTHENTICITY QUESTIONS 

How authentic would you rate your discussion partner? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 

 

How similar to his/her normal behavior did your discussion partner act during the 

discussion? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All          Extremely 
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APPENDIX N 
IMPRESSION COMPATIBILITY QUESTIONS 

How different are these impressions? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all                       Extremely 

Different                           Different 

 

How compatible are these impressions? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all                       Extremely 

Compatible                       Compatible 

 

How possible is it for someone to be both a party animal and a bookworm? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all                       Extremely 

Possible                           Possible 
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APPENDIX O 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS 

Please answer the following questions by circling the option that best fits how you would 

describe yourself. All answers will be kept CONFIDENTIAL. 

Age:_______ 

Gender: Male  Female 

Which of the following ethnic group(s) do you consider yourself a member of? 

 White/Caucasian 

  Black/African American 

  Hispanic/Latino 

  Asian/South Pacific Islander 

  Arab/Middle Eastern 

  Native American 

  Biracial/Multiethnic 

  Other:        

Classification:     Freshman     Sophomore Junior     Senior Graduate 

What part of the country have you lived most of your life? West  Midwest 

Southeast Northeast 
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APPENDIX P 
PERSONALITY MEASURES 

Extraversion 

Instructions: Please answer the following questions regarding yourself with the following 

scale.  

 1 = Disagree strongly 

 2 = Disagree somewhat 

 3 = Disagree a little 

 4 = Neutral 

 5 = Agree a little 

 6 = Agree somewhat 

 7 = Agree strongly 

1. I am the life of the party. 

2. I feel comfortable around people. 

3. I start conversations.  

4. I talk to a lot of different people at parties. 

5. I don't mind being the center of attention.  

6. I don't talk a lot. 

7. I keep in the background.  

8. I have little to say. 

9. I don't like to draw attention to myself.  

10. I am quiet around strangers.  
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Preference for Consistency Scale 

Instructions: For each of the statements below, indicate the degree to which you agree 

or disagree with the statement. 

 1 = Strongly disagree 

 2 = Disagree 

 3 = Somewhat disagree 

 4 = Slightly disagree 

 5 = Neither agree nor disagree 

 6 = Slightly agree 

 7 = Somewhat agree 

 8 = Agree 

 9 = Strongly agree 

1. I prefer to be around people whose reactions I can anticipate. 

2. It is important to me that my actions are consistent with my beliefs. 

3. Even if my attitudes and actions seemed consistent with one another to me, it would 

bother me if they did not seem consistent in the eyes of others. 

4. It is important to me that people who know me can predict what I will do. 

5. I want to be described by others as a stable, predictable person. 

6. Admirable people are consistent and predictable. 

7. The appearance of consistency is an important part of the image I present to the 

world. 

8. It bothers me when someone I depend upon is unpredictable. 

9. I don't like to appear as if I am inconsistent. 
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10. I get uncomfortable when I find my behavior contradicts my beliefs. 

11. An important requirement for any friend of mine is personal consistency. 

12. I typically prefer to do things the same way. 

13. I dislike people who are constantly changing their opinions. 

14. I want my close friends to be predictable. 

15. It is important to me that others view me as a stable person. 

16. I make an effort to appear consistent to others. 

17. I'm uncomfortable holding two beliefs that are inconsistent. 

18. It doesn't bother me much if my actions are inconsistent. 
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Need to Belong Scale 

Instructions: For each of the statements below, indicate the degree to which you agree 

or disagree with the statement by writing a number in the space beside the question 

using the scale below: 

 1 = Strongly disagree 

 2 = Moderately disagree 

 3 = Neither agree nor disagree 

 4 = Moderately agree 

 5 = Strongly agree 

_____ 1. If other people don't seem to accept me, I don't let it bother me. 

_____ 2. I try hard not to do things that will make other people avoid or reject me. 

_____ 3. I seldom worry about whether other people care about me. 

_____ 4. I need to feel that there are people I can turn to in times of need. 

_____ 5. I want other people to accept me. 

_____ 6. I do not like being alone. 

_____ 7. Being apart from my friends for long periods of time does not bother me.  

_____ 8. I have a strong need to belong. 

_____ 9. It bothers me a great deal when I am not included in other people's plans. 

_____ 10. My feelings are easily hurt when I feel that others do not accept me. 
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Public Self-Consciousness 

Instructions: Indicate how characteristic each of the following statements is of you. 

 0 = Extremely uncharacteristic 

 1 = Somewhat uncharacteristic 

 2 = Neither uncharacteristic nor characteristic 

 3 = Somewhat characteristic 

 4 = Extremely characteristic 

1. I'm concerned about my style of doing things. 

2. I'm concerned about the way I present myself. 

3. I'm self-conscious about the way I look. 

4. I usually worry about making a good impression. 

5. One of the last things I do before I leave my house is look in the mirror. 

6. I‘m concerned about what other people think of me. 

7. I‘m usually aware of my appearance. 
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Self-Monitoring 

Instructions: The statements below concern your personal reactions to a number of 

different situations. No two statements are exactly alike, so consider each statement 

carefully before answering. If a statement is true or mostly true as applied to you, 

choose true. If a statement is false or not usually true as applied to you, choose false. 

 0 = False 

 1 = True 

1. I find it hard to imitate the behavior of other people. 

2. At parties and social gatherings, I do not attempt to do or say things that others will 

like. 

3. I can only argue for ideas which I already believe.  

4. I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about which I have almost no 

information. 

5. I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain others. 

6. I would probably make a good actor. 

7. In a group of people I am rarely the center of attention. 

8. In different situations and with different people, I often act like very different persons. 

9. I am not particularly good at making other people like me. 

10. I'm not always the person I appear to be. 

11. I would not change my opinions (or the way I do things) to please someone or win 

their favor. 

12. I have considered being an entertainer. 

13. I have never been good at games like charades or improvisational acting. 
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14. I have trouble changing my behavior to suit different people and different situations. 

15. At a party I let others keep the jokes and stories going.  

16. I feel a bit awkward in public and do not show up quite as well as I should. 

17. I can look anyone in the eye and tell a lie with a straight face (if for a right end).  

18. I may deceive people by being friendly when I really dislike them. 
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Interaction Anxiousness Scale 

Instructions: Indicate how characteristic each of the following statements is of you. 

 1 = Not at all characteristic of me. 

 2 = Slightly characteristic of me. 

 3 = Moderately characteristic of me. 

 4 = Very characteristic of me. 

 5 = Extremely characteristic of me 

1. I often feel nervous even in casual get-togethers. 

2. I usually feel comfortable when I'm in a group of people I don't know. 

3. I am usually at ease when speaking to a member of the other sex. 

4. I get nervous when I must talk to a teacher or a boss. 

5. Parties often make me feel anxious and uncomfortable. 

6. I am probably less shy in social interactions than most people. 

7. I sometimes feel tense when talking to people of my own sex if I don't know them 

very well. 

8. I would be nervous if I was being interviewed for a job. 

9. I wish I had more confidence in social situations. 

10. I seldom feel anxious in social situations. 

11. In general, I am a shy person.  

12. I often feel nervous when talking to an attractive member of the opposite sex. 

13. I often feel nervous when calling someone I don't know very well on the telephone. 

14. I get nervous when I speak to someone in a position of authority. 

15. I usually feel relaxed around other people, even people 
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APPENDIX Q 
PRETESTING SCENARIO 

We're interested in your impressions of social situations. You will now read a short 

description of one situation. We'd like you to take a few minutes to imagine yourself in 

this situation. Try to imagine yourself in this situation as vividly as possible. After 

imagining yourself in the situation, you will answer a few questions. 

 

Imagine you are new to UF and enrolled in General Psychology. One of 

the requirements of the course is to do a small group presentation. Your 

instructor assigns you to a group with two other students, Elizabeth and 

Jen. You don't know either of them, and they also don't know each other. 

You all decide to meet at the library to make progress on your 

presentation. You do not have many friends here at UF, so you would very 

much like to make friends with both of them. You are the first to show up 

to the library. Minutes later, Jen and then Elizabeth show up. After a few 

minutes of talking, it is quite obvious that Elizabeth and Jen are very 

different from each other. Elizabeth is someone who likes to only 

sometimes party and have a good time and only occasionally lives life for 

the moment. However, Jen is someone who likes to only sometimes study 

and keep her nose to the grindstone and only occasionally thinks about 

and prepares for the future. From your Psychology course, you have 

learned that people tend to favor people who are more similar to them. 

Therefore, to make friends with each of them, you will want to act similar 

to each of them. To do this, you will have to convey to Elizabeth that you 
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are someone who sometimes likes to have fun while you convey to Jen 

that you are someone who occasionally enjoys a good book. 

 

So, you have two impressions that you would now like to convey in this situation. 

You want to appear as someone who sometimes likes to have fun to Elizabeth, but you 

also want to appear as someone who occasionally enjoys a good book to Jen. Please 

take a few minutes now to imagine how you would behave in this situation, and how you 

would try to convey both of these impressions at the same time. Try to imagine yourself 

in this situation as clearly and vividly as possible. Think about what kinds of things you 

would do and how you would behave around both of these people to convey both of 

these impressions at the same time. 
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APPENDIX R 
PRETESTING QUESTIONS 

Keeping in mind the different impressions that you are trying to convey in the situation, 

please answer the following questions regarding the situation. 

 

How difficult is it to convey both of these impressions at the same time?  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all                       Extremely 

Difficult                   Difficult 

 

How manageable is it to convey both of these impressions at the same time? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all                       Extremely 

Manageable           Manageable 

 

How challenging is it to convey both of these impressions at the same time? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all                       Extremely 

Challenging            Challenging 

 

How simple is it to convey both of these impressions at the same time? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all                       Extremely 

Simple                    Simple 
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How different are these impressions? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all                       Extremely 

Different                           Different 

 

Imagine you are conversing with Elizabeth (Jen). Answer the following based on how 

you would want to appear to Elizabeth (Jen). 

 

How would you rate yourself along the following traits? 

Serious 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All Describes Me            Perfectly Describes Me 

 

Outgoing 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All Describes Me            Perfectly Describes Me 

 

Bookish 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All Describes Me            Perfectly Describes Me 

 

Sociable 
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1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not At All Describes Me            Perfectly Describes Me 

 

How would you describe your attitudes about the following? 

Attending parties 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Low Priority          High Priority 

 

Attending course lectures 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Low Priority          High Priority 

 

Schoolwork versus social life 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Schoolwork Most Important     Social Life Most Important 
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