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Goodman, Robert Casey 

THE MODERATING EFFECTS OF SELF-ESTEEM ON SELF-PRESENTATION: 

INTERPERSONAL AND INTRAPERSONAL PROCESSES 

Thesis under the direction of Mark R. Leary, Ph.D., Wake Forest Professor of Psychology. 

This study was conducted to clarify whether interpersonal or intrapersonal processes 

moderate the relationship between self-esteem and self-presentation. Prior research used 

methodology that did not lend itself to disentangling the effects of these two possibilities. 

This study employed a new procedure that allowed inferences to be made about the 

interpersonal and intrapersonal nature of motivations underlying impression management. 

After completing a measure of trait self-esteem, 147 male and female Introductory 

Psychology students were administered a bogus personality assessment inventory. They were 

told that results of this test would be seen by: (a) only the participant, (b) only the 

experimenter, (c) both the participant and the experimenter, or (d) no one (neither the 

participant nor the experimenter). After finishing the bogus test, participants' self 

descriptions, evaluations of the test, performance attributions, and affect were assessed. 

Results indicated that, under pure interpersonal threat, trait self-esteem moderated 

participants' validity evaluations and claims of responsibility for test performance. These 

results were interpreted in terms of the self-serving attributional bias. Persons with high self 

esteem, expecting favorable scores, increased their estimates of the test's validity to claim 

credit for the success, whereas low self-esteem persons expected unfavorable scores and 

Vl 



decreased their validity estimates to deny accountability for the failure. In addition, support 

was found for acquisitive and protective self-presentational styles. High self-esteem persons 

took a self-presentational risk and claimed more responsibility for their performance in an 

attempt to win the experimenter's approval, but low self-esteem persons claimed less 

responsibility to avoid incurring the experimenter's disapproval. 

Vil 



INTRODUCTION 

Many facets of human behavior involve an interplay between psychological processes 

that occur privately, within individuals, and processes that occur publicly, between or among 

individuals in a social context. The extent to which private and public processes are 

intertwined is apparent when considering the relationship between self-esteem and self 

presentation. Private mechanisms such as self-esteem do not exist in isolation; rather, the 

individual operates in a social arena and encounters social influences that bolster or threaten 

self-esteem. Likewise, self-esteem can influence interpersonal processes such as self 

presentation by providing motivation or by determining the specific nature of the behavior. 

Investigations of self-esteem and self-presentation have produced intriguing findings. 

As this paper's focus is on integration of the two domains, areas of convergence will be 

emphasized. A survey of self-esteem theory will be followed by an outline of relevant self 

presentation topics. Having discussed self-esteem and self-presentation separately, research 

attempting to integrate the two areas will be outlined. A fundamental problem with much of 

this research, the ambiguity of motivations underlying self-presentations (i.e., whether 

impression management is driven by interpersonal or intrapersonal concerns), will be 

described. Then an experiment will be introduced that specifically examined the interpersonal 

and intrapersonal motivations of impression management behavior. 
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Self-Esteem 

Rosenberg (1965) defined self-esteem as the favorability of one's attitude toward 

oneself As an attitude, self-esteem is comprised ofbeliefs (e.g., "I am a good soccer player") 

and a person's emotional response to those beliefs (e.g., a sense of pride regarding that 

ability). Both self-referent beliefs and their associated affect are fundamental components of 

self-esteem (Baumeister, Tice, & Hutton, 1989; Rosenberg, 1965). 

The self-esteem motive. Self-esteem also has motivational properties. That is, most 

people seek to maintain a reasonably positive evaluation of themselves. As early as 1937, 

Gordon Allport ranked the self-esteem motive as a principal objective of the individual: 

"[Every man's] most coveted experience is the enhancement of his self-esteem, and his most 

ineradicable trait is vanity" (p. 169). Maintaining and even augmenting one's self-regard is 

a cornerstone of several major theories of personality such as Adler's (1924) inferiority 

complex, Hamey's (1950) idealized self-image, Maslow's (1962) need for esteem, and 

Rogers' s (1959) need for unconditional positive regard. The self-esteem motive has also been 

linked to numerous social psychological phenomena such as self-serving attributions (as a 

means of protecting or enhancing self-esteem; Snyder, Stephan, & Rosenfeld, 1978), 

aggression (a consequence of ego threat; Baumeister, Smart, & Boden, 1996) and prosocial 

behavior (as a means of maintaining a positive self-concept; Batson, Bolen, Cross, & 

Neuringer-Benefiel, 1986). The presence of the self-esteem motive in such a wide array of 

settings confirms that its effect is both powerful and genuine (Greenwald, Belezza, & Banaji, 

1988; Markus & Wurf, 1987). 
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The distinction between high and low self-esteem A comprehensive explanation of 

self-esteem requires a brief description of persons who are labeled as high and low on this 

trait. Rosenberg (1965) noted that high self-esteem (HSE) does not necessarily involve 

beliefs that one is "better" than others; rather, high self-esteem indicates that a person has a 

sense of self-worth and self-respect. 

However, a majority of people evaluate themselves favorably--even persons who score 

"low" on measures of self-esteem. Although these persons are labeled "low self-esteem" 

(LSE), they actually fall toward the middle of the range of possible scores (Baumeister et al., 

1989). Baumeister et al. analyzed a number of self-esteem scales including those developed 

by Rosenberg (1965) and Fleming and Courtney (1984). These inventories, among others, 

had a conceptual midpoint that was lower than their empirically-observed mean and median. 

This is a subtle, yet important, semantic distinction. The term "low self-esteem" may be 

misleading in that such individuals have "low" scores only when compared with those who 

have high self-esteem. That is, "low self-esteem" is used in a relative, rather than in an 

absolute, sense. 

Summary. Self-esteem can be characterized as an attitude toward oneself; as such, 

it has both cognitive and affective components. Also, the motive to maintain self-esteem is 

a palpable force in social and personality psychology. Finally, terms such as "high" and "low" 

self-esteem are relative. People who are labeled "low self-esteem" actually score in the mid 

range of possible scores. 
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Self-Presentation 

In addition to being motivated to preserve their self-esteem, people are also concerned 

with how others evaluate them. Others' evaluations are affected by the information to which 

they are privy; therefore, people try to control information about themselves that is disclosed. 

Self-presentation is the process of controlling (establishing, maintaining, or elaborating) 

others' impressions or perceptions of oneself(Baumeister, 1982; Leary, 1995). In this paper, 

the terms "self-presentation" and "impression management" are used synonymously. 

Self-presentational behaviors can range from blatant and intentional deception 

(e.g., lying) to more benign regulation of one's behavior so that it is appropriate to a situation 

and within acceptable social norms (e.g., refraining from laughter at a funeral; Leary, 1995). 

Although all persons are capable of either extreme, people generally tend toward accurate 

depictions of themselves. "Tactical" decisions to emphasize certain aspects of one's true self 

in a given situation are most representative of self-presentational behavior (Leary, 1995; 

Schlenker & Weigold, 1992). Self-disclosure, a specific form of self-presentational behavior, 

is the act of revealing personal information about oneself to another (Derlega, Metts, 

Petronio, & Margulis, 1993). In this way, people can create or maintain an impression by 

choosing what information they will share. 

A two-component model of impression management. Leary and Kowalski (1990) 

constructed a model of self-presentation that is comprised of two distinct processes: 

impression motivation and impression construction. Impression motivation refers to factors 

that induce different levels of concern about managing impressions. Impression construction 

is concerned with factors that determine the content of such self-presentations. 
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Levels of impression motivation can range from conscious, intense concern about the 

impression one is making (e.g., trying to come across well during an interview) to a virtual 

lack of regard for the self-presentational ramifications of one's actions (e.g., in 

deindividuating situations). Motivation to manage one's image is determined by: (a) the 

importance of one's image to achieving a goal, (b) the desirability of the goal, and (c) the 

perceived discrepancy between the impression that a person is striving to project and the 

image that is actually being projected. A large discrepancy increases impression management 

motivation in order to bring one's actual image in line with the image that is sought. 

Even when they are equally motivated to manage impressions, persons differ in the 

nature of the impressions that they try to convey. The content of a self-presentation can be 

determined by: (a) one's self-concept, (b) how one would and would not like to be (i.e., one's 

ideal self), ( c) the nature of a person's social roles, ( d) characteristics that one believes are 

valued by the target of a self-presentation, and (e) one's current image. The last determinant 

of self-presentation, current image, is important in that people tend to avoid self-presentations 

that conflict with information they believe others have about them. 

Summary. Self-presentation refers to attempts to control others' impressions or 

perceptions of oneself Self-disclosure is a form of self-presentation. Impression management 

involves both a motivational component (i.e., the desire to engage in it) and a component 

oriented toward the nature, or content, of an impression. For instance, people tend to present 

images that are consistent with their own self-concepts and with what they believe others 

know about them. 
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A Nexus: Connections Between Self-Esteem and Self-Presentation 

Many behaviors can be explained as the product of psychological processes that are 

either intrapersonal (occurring within a person) or interpersonal (occurring between, or 

among, persons). The motive to maintain self-esteem, discussed earlier, constitutes an 

intrapersonal process, whereas a desire to convey a certain impression to other people would 

be an example of an interpersonal process. Recently, psychologists have begun to investigate 

ways in which intrapersonal and interpersonal processes coexist and interact (Leary, 1993). 

Researchers have already ventured into the conceptual territory common to both self 

presentation and self-esteem. Two theories have emerged as different ways of 

conceptualizing the relationship between these two constructs. Self-esteem may determine 

the style of self-presentation that persons adopt (Baumeister, Tice, & Hutton, 1989). 

Alternately, self-esteem may determine the means by which persons regulate their self-affect 

(Baumgardner, Kaufinan, & Levy, 1989). 

Self-Presentational Style 

Arkin (1981) originally proposed that two distinct strategies, or styles, of self 

presentation exist The goal of acquisitive self-presentation, the more well-known of the two 

styles, is to make a favorable impression on others. Self-presentational risks (i.e., self 

presentations that are not certain to succeed) are viewed as opportunities to cultivate success 

and to obtain others' approval; thus, those with an acquisitive self-presentational style are 

likely to take such risks. Besides an acquisitive self-presentational style, Arkin proposed that 

a protective self-presentational style also exists. Rather than aspiring to earn the favor of 

others, persons who adopt a protective strategy of self-presentation are concerned with 
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preventing others from forming negative impressions of them or with avoiding a drop in the 

degree to which others approve of them. In contrast to acquisitive self-presentation, 

protective self-presentation proscribes that a person refrain from self-presentational risks. 

Such risks are seen as gambles that could result in humiliation, blame, or feelings of 

inferiority. Arkin asserted that self-presentational style varies within, as well as between, 

individuals. That is, all people are capable of using either strategy; however, certain persons 

are prone to use one style more so than the other. 

Arkin (1981) discussed trait self-esteem as an individual difference that moderates 

whether acquisitive or protective self-presentation is used. More recently, Baumeister et al. 

(1989) presented an in-depth analysis of the relationship between self-esteem and self 

presentational style. Relative to those with HSE, persons with LSE tend to believe that their 

performance is more likely to be poor or inadequate (Arkin, 1981; Lewinsohn, Mischel, 

Chaplin, & Barton, 1980). Therefore, LSE persons are more cautious than their high self 

esteem counterparts when a self-presentational risk is encountered. For this reason, LSE is 

associated with protective self-presentations, and HSE is associated with acquisitive self- 

presentations. 

To illustrate this relationship, consider how a LSE and a HSE person might perceive 

a self-presentational risk such as a public-speaking engagement The HSE individual would 

approach the task as an opportunity to "stand out from the crowd" and to be appreciated by 

others. This person might take "risks" in the form of incorporating unique or unexpected 

features into the speech. In contrast, the LSE person would be concerned with minimizing 

her or his chances of embarrassment, rejection, or failure, and might opt to "play it safe" with 
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a more traditional speech. Although the former acquisitive approach is more likely to result 

in failure or to incur disapproval, it also holds more favorable prospects if successful. The 

latter, protective option may hold less potential for personal recognition, but it is less also 

likely to result in a blatantly negative outcome. 

Despite these tendencies ofLSE and HSE persons, Baumeister et al. (1989) explained 

that all persons are motivated by both acquisitive and protective concerns and work to satisfy 

both goals whenever possible. That is, everyone wishes to acquire others' approval while 

minimizing their chances of incurring disapproval. Differences in self-presentational style 

become a factor only in situations in which these goals can not be achieved simultaneously. 

Results from studies of self-presentational style. A number of studies have yielded 

results that are consistent with the theory outlined by Baumeister et al. (1989). Schlenker, 

Weigold, and Hallam (1990) included four factors in their study of self-presentation: self 

esteem, valence of feedback from a bogus social decision-making test, publicity of 

participants' evaluations of the test, and whether the audience was perceived as critical or 

supportive. These factors had an effect on participants' evaluations of the test's validity and 

on estimates of themselves on traits that were both related and unrelated to social decision 

making. High and low self-esteem participants differed most when they had to account 

publicly for poor performance. This difference manifested itself in three ways. First, HSE 

participants decreased their public estimates of the test's validity relative to LSE participants. 

Second, HSE participants increased their estimates of themselves on attributes unrelated to 

social decision making ability (e.g., friendliness or wit) relative to those with LSE. Both of 

these effects were interpreted as observations of HSE participants' acquisitive self- 



presentational style. Third, when a critical audience was involved, LSE participants were 

more defensive when accounting for poor performance than their HSE counterparts, a 

demonstration of protective self-presentation. 

A series of studies conducted by Baumeister, Heatherton, and Tice (1993) confirmed 

that those with high self-esteem take greater risks to obtain higher rewards. Participants were 

exposed to an ego threat. In the first two studies, this threat was produced by having the 

experimenter challenge the participant's character. The experimenter implied that the 

participant might "choke under the pressure" of the task or that the participant might not 

"have what it takes." The third study used a different manipulation of threat. Participants 

were given failure feedback regarding their performance on an important but unrelated task 

(a bogus creativity test). In all three studies, participants played a video game and were 

allowed to set a time that they thought they could beat. More money was offered for setting 

shorter (and therefore more difficult) goals, but no money was won if the goal was not 

achieved. Participants with HSE tended to commit themselves to goals that were unrealistic 

but that, if attained, yielded higher rewards. Baumeister et al. included a public-private 

manipulation in the third study. Participants either told the experimenter how they bet (public 

condition) or they kept their bets secret until the experiment's conclusion. This manipulation 

failed to produce an effect. 

Summary. Baumeister et al. (1989) proposed that different levels of self-esteem 

engender different self-presentational motives. High self-esteem is associated with presenting 

oneself in a self-enhancing fashion (acquisitive self-presentation). This usually involves 

attempts to garner approval and win the favor of others, but these activities also involve self- 

9 



presentational risk. Low self-esteem is associated with self-presentations that are oriented 

more toward avoiding negative attention that would accompany failure, such as 

embarrassment and rejection (protective self-presentation). The studies discussed above, 

which are representative of other literature in the area, use public-private manipulations to 

determine whether the antecedents of such behavior include an (interpersonal) impression 

management motivation or an (intrapersonal) motivation to maintain self-esteem. 

Interpersonal Behavior as a Means of Regulating Self-Affect 

Baumgardner has pioneered another line of research on the relationship between self 

esteem and self-presentation yielding conclusions that are quite different from those of 

Baumeister et al. (1989). Baumgardner's results are consistent with the idea that self 

presentation is a means of attaining (and maintaining) positive affect regarding oneself, such 

as feelings of competence and self-worth. Furthermore, Baumgardner asserted that individual 

differences in trait self-esteem moderate the relationship between self-affect and self 

presentation. 

Self-serving attributional biases consist of claiming credit for successes or denying 

responsibility for failures (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). Baumgardner and Arkin (1988) suggested 

that this type of bias may play a role in regulating self-affect. Attributions of causality can 

have ramifications for the affect one experiences--certain emotions are consequences of 

crediting oneself for success or blaming oneself for failure. A self-serving bias can be used 

to regulate such affect Persons tend to attribute success to internal factors (i.e., a self 

enhancing bias), and such attributions maintain or enhance positive self-affect. 

10 
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However, when failure is involved, attributions are differentially affected by a person's 

level of trait self-esteem. Individuals with high self-esteem tend to attribute failure to external 

factors. In contrast, those with low self-esteem continue to make internal attributions. That 

is, LSE individuals are less likely than HSE individuals to use a self-serving bias after failure 

(Baumgardner, Heppner, & Arkin, 1986). 

According to Baumgardner, Kaufinan, and Levy (1989), individuals who possess high 

self-esteem engage in self-affect regulation via "cognitive buffers" such as a self-serving bias. 

Those with low trait self-esteem appear to lack these cognitive buffers that protect their self 

affect from negative feedback. A consequence of the presence or absence of this cognitive 

mechanism is that those with high self-esteem regulate self-affect via cognitive means that 

appear to be unavailable to the LSE individual. Baumgardner et al. (1989) proposed that LSE 

persons desire positive self-affect, but that these people must avail themselves of other 

methods (besides a self-serving attributional bias) in order to attain it. LSE persons can turn 

to self-presentation as a means of attaining positive self-affect. They must convince 

themselves of the validity of positive feedback or the invalidity of negative feedback via an 

interpersonal route, by publicly complimenting or derogating the source of the feedback. 

Results from self-affect regulation research. Baumgardner et al. (1989) exposed each 

participant to positive or negative feedback in the guise of an evaluation of the participant's 

personality conducted by either a peer or a computerized test. This evaluation was 

operationalized as high or low ratings of the participant on trait adjectives such as "friendly" 

and "sincere." Participants were then asked to rate the competence of the source (to rate the 

peer or computer program's intelligence) either publicly or privately. Participants in the 
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public condition believed that their ratings would be communicated to another person, either 

to the peer or, in the scenario using the computer program, to the experimenter. Participants 

in the private condition were told that their ratings were anonymous. 

Participants' levels of self-esteem were related to the extremity of their ratings of the 

source of feedback. These results will be described in detail because of their implications for 

understanding the motivations underlying self-presentational behavior, discussed later in this 

paper. Results from the experiment in which a computer program was the source of feedback 

revealed that HSE participants' ratings of the personality assessment program were lower 

when they received negative feedback than when they received positive feedback. No effect 

of publicity was found. A similar effect of feedback was produced by LSE participants. In 

addition, Baumgardner et al. (1989) found that publicity qualified participants' reactions to 

negative feedback. In public, LSE participants did not differ from their HSE counterparts. 

However, in private, LSE participants expressed more confidence in the source of negative 

feedback than did HSE participants. Baumgardner et al. interpreted this as evidence that LSE 

persons lack an intrapersonal, cognitive buffer that HSE participants used in the private 

condition. Thus, the authors concluded that LSE persons must regulate their self-affect in 

other ways. 

A peer was the source of feedback in another of Baumgardner et al.:s (1989) 

experiments. Again, both HSE and LSE participants rated the peer lower when they received 

negative feedback than when they received positive feedback. Again, LSE participants' 

reactions to feedback depended on whether their responses would be made public or kept 

private. However, the nature of this interaction was different from that described before. 
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This time, LSE participants' private ratings of the peer were not significantly different from 

those of their HSE counterparts. Instead, LSE participants rated the source of positive 

feedback much higher in public than both HSE and LSE participants who made their ratings 

in private. These results were interpreted as evidence that LSE persons were using an 

interpersonal route to convince themselves of the validity of this positive feedback. 

Summary. Baumgardner et al. (1989) suggested that everyone desires positive self 

affect; however, HSE and LSE persons pursue this goal in different ways. HSE persons cope 

with negative feedback using cognitive mechanisms such as self-serving biases. In contrast, 

those with LSE use enhancing self-presentations to regulate self-affect. More so than their 

HSE counterparts, LSE persons tend to heap praise on sources of positive feedback and to 

criticize or belittle sources of negative feedback. Like the self-presentational style research 

described earlier, these self-affect regulation experiments used public-private manipulations 

to determine whether interpersonal or intrapersonal motivations were antecedents of the 

observed behavior. 

AmbiQ:Uity of Motivations Underlying Self-Presentations 

The same behavior can be a product of a number of different motivations. Social 

personality psychology is replete with phenomena that have both interpersonal and 

intrapersonal explanations. Although Tetlock and Manstead (1985) argued that the 

dichotomy between impression management and intrapersonal explanations should be 

abandoned, others (e.g., Leary, 1993) argued that this is a beneficial distinction to maintain. 

Leary, Barnes, and Griebel (1986) demonstrated that the effects of concerns about 
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(intrapersonal) self-esteem and (interpersonal) social-esteem can be dissociated; as such, it 

is informative to look at the effects of each factor separately as well as how they interact. 

Generally, experiments in this area use manipulations of publicness to determine 

whether self-presentational behavior is moderated by interpersonal or intrapersonal processes. 

As described in detail earlier, studies of both self-presentational style and self-affect regulation 

found that evaluations of the source of feedback are different when those evaluations are 

made available to others (i.e., public) relative to when they are not (i.e., private). 

Leary ( 1993) argued that these kinds of public-private manipulations may not be the most 

appropriate means of determining the interpersonal or intrapersonal nature of motivation. 

Interpersonal behavior can be influenced by intrapersonal factors, and self-presentational 

processes are active in "private" and can influence behavior accordingly (Schlenker, 1980; 

Tetlock & Manstead, 1983). 

Attention to the ambiguous nature of motivations underlying self-presentations may 

help to resolve the competing predictions made by Baumeister et al. (1989) and 

Baumgardner et al. (1989). Two points of contention exist. First, the theories make 

competing predictions about whether people with high or low self-esteem are more inclined 

to self-enhance. According to Baumeister et al. 's presentational styles theory, those with 

HSE adopt a self-enhancing (acquisitive) self-presentational style in order to win favor from 

others. However, Baumgardner et al.' s theory predicts that those with LSE self-enhance in 

interpersonal interactions as a means of attaining positive self-affect 

Second, the theories make competing predictions concerning the behaviors of LSE 

persons. Lacking the cognitive buffers against negative feedback that HSE persons possess, 
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LSE persons may turn to interpersonal, self-enhancing self-presentations in order to regulate 

self-affect (Baumgardner et al., 1989). However, LSE is also associated with the tendency 

to engage in protective self-presentations (Baumeister et al., 1989) to avoid disapproval. It 

is difficult to imagine that LSE persons can engage in both self-enhancing and self-protective 

self-presentations at the same time. 

Critique of the Foregoing Research 

Baumgardner et al. (1989) concluded that intrapersonal factors (regulation of self 

affect) were motivating self-presentations in their study. However, the evidence produced 

by their public-private manipulation (participants' evaluations were either shared with another 

or were kept anonymous) is not entirely convincing. Baumgardner et al. attributed their 

observations to intrapersonal motivations of participants (i.e., self-affect regulation). The 

authors concluded that their results supported the hypothesis that LSE persons lack cognitive 

esteem-maintaining mechanisms possessed by HSE persons; as a result, LSE persons regulate 

self-affect by other means. However, Baumgardner et al. did not exclude the alternative 

explanation that interpersonal motivations (the focus of Baumeister et al., 1989) influenced 

the self-presentations of LSE participants. That is, enhancing ratings of a person who has 

already rated one highly might have certain self-protective benefits. 

Likewise, observations in the Baumeister et al. (1993) study are inconclusive because 

of an ambiguity in underlying motivations. Recall that an ego threat was produced by having 

the experimenter challenge the character of the participant or by exposing participants to 

failure feedback concerning their creativity. It seems plausible that these manipulations 

activated different types of processes. The challenge issued by the experimenter may have 



raised concerns about impression management, an interpersonal process. In contrast, poor 

performance on a creativity test may have involved participants' self-esteem, an intrapersonal 

process. This interpretation of the creativity test failure feedback as an intrapersonal threat 

is confirmed by the failure of manipulations of interpersonal context (publicity of participants' 

bets) to produce an effect. 

Creating Unambiguous Interpersonal or Intrapersonal Threat 

Methodology employed by Leary et al. ( 1986) provides a more interpretable test of 

whether self-presentations are governed by interpersonal or intrapersonal forces. Their 

technique may be useful for reconciling the competing predictions of Baumeister et al. (1989) 

and Baumgardner et al. ( 1989). In their study, Leary et al. exposed participants to a pure 

intrapersonal threat to self-esteem when they were told that the results of a bogus inventory 

of psychological adjustment would be made available only to them. Under this scenario, not 

even the researcher would be privy to the information because participants would score their 

own questionnaires and then destroy the answer sheet afterward. Such a situation produces 

a clear intrapersonal threat (because the participant will learn his or her score), but no 

interpersonal threat whatsoever (because no one else will learn them). An unambiguous 

interpersonal threat was created when subjects were told that their score on the adjustment 

inventory would be shown to another person but that it would not be available to the 

participants themselves. No intrapersonal threat to self-esteem can exist if a person will never 

learn how well she or he performed. 

The present experiment is intended to help illuminate the different effects of 

intrapersonal and interpersonal processes on self-presentation. Rather than traditional 
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manipulations of the publicity of participants' evaluations of the source of the feedback, this 

study manipulates the nature of the threat participants encounter (intrapersonal or 

interpersonal). This study attempts a conceptual replication of earlier studies investigating 

self-presentational style (acquisitive and protective self-presentation by HSE and LSE 

participants respectively; Schlenker et al., 1990), and self-affect regulation (self-serving 

attributional biases and interpersonal self-enhancement by HSE and LSE participants 

respectively; Baumgardner et al., 1989). 



:METHOD 

Overview and Design 

Participants who had completed a measure of trait self-esteem were administered a 

bogus personality assessment inventory. They were told that the results of this test would be 

seen by: (a) only the participant, (b) only the experimenter, (c) both the participant and the 

experimenter, or ( d) no one--neither the participant nor the experimenter. After finishing the 

bogus test, participants rated themselves on adjectives and indicated which ones they would 

like to share with the experimenter in a description of their personalities. They also evaluated 

the personality test itself, assessed factors that may have affected their performance on the 

test, and completed a measure of mood. 

The present experiment was a 2 (trait self-esteem) x 2 (presence of interpersonal 

threat) x 2 (presence of intrapersonal threat) between-subjects factorial design. Methodology 

created by Leary et al. (1986) was used to produce interpersonal (social) or intrapersonal 

(self-esteem) threat. Measures used by Baumgardner et al. (1989) and Schlenker et al. (1990) 

were adapted and integrated into this study in an attempt to replicate effects observed by 

these authors. 

Participants 

One hundred forty-seven undergraduate Introductory Psychology students (65 males 

and 74 females) participated in exchange for partial fulfillment of a course research 

requirement. 
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Procedure 

Mass testing. Trait self-esteem was assessed early in the semester as part of a mass 

testing program. Participants completed the Self-Regard subscale of Fleming and Courtney's 

(1984) Self-Rating Scale (Appendix A). This 7-item measure is widely-used, has been 

normed on college student populations, and possesses adequate reliability. The Self-Rating 

Scale was inspired by Shavelson, Hubner, and Stanton's (1976) multifaceted, hierarchical 

model of self-esteem. The Self-Regard subscale was designed to assess a particular domain 

of overall trait self-esteem. Persons scoring high on this sub scale tend to possess a sense of 

self-worth and self-acceptance; low-scoring persons are more likely to experience feelings of 

inferiority or self-dissatisfaction (Fleming & Courtney, 1984). Moreover, Self-Regard scores 

are related to scores on Rosenberg's (1965) measure of global self-esteem, (I= .78; Fleming 

& Courtney, 1984). 

Baseline measures of participants' self-descriptions were also taken during mass 

testing. Participants rated themselves on 30 trait-adjectives in terms of how well each 

described their personalities. Responses were on a Likert scale ranging from one (not at all) 

to five (extremely). In addition, participants' levels of positive and negative affect were 

measured with the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & 

Tellegen, 1988). Participants rated 20 mood terms according to how they felt generally, or 

on average. A response of one indicated "very slightly or not at all," and five indicated 
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"extremely." 

Experimental session. No more than 10 participants attended any single experimental 

session, and each session lasted approximately 3 0 minutes. At the beginning of each session, 
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participants were assured of the anonymity and confidentiality of their responses and that the 

experiment involved negligible risk. Participants were then asked for their informed consent 

and were reminded that they could withdraw from the experiment at any time. The Fleming 

and Courtney (1984) Self-Regard scale was given in the experimental session in addition to 

its administration in mass-testing. 

Participants were instructed to respond to either odd- or even-numbered items in an 

83-item questionnaire titled "Global Personality Assessment Inventory" (GP AI; see Appendix 

B). This questionnaire was based on stimulus materials used by Leary et al. (1986) for the 

same purpose. Items on the test had face validity but were otherwise bogus, and the 

questionnaire booklet was designed to appear as if it were professionally published. 

Participants were told that the test was a "widely-used and well-validated assessment of 

personality," and that it measured "psychological dysgenia, or maladjustment." Participants 

were also told that the Global Personality Assessment Inventory had not been used on college 

students at Wake Forest University before, and that they would be helping to "fine-tune" the 

test so that it could be used effectively at WFU in later semesters. 

Before completing the bogus GP AI, participants read instructions regarding how their 

questionnaires would be scored. The experimental condition to which a participant was 

randomly assigned determined the instructions that the participant received (these instructions 

were adapted from Leary et al., 1986). Participants in the pure interpersonal threat condition 

read the following instructions: 

After you finish this questionnaire, the experimenter will score your answers. 
The experimenter also has information regarding what your scores indicate 
about many aspects of your personality and your psychological adjustment. 



After you finish this questionnaire, you will score your answers. You will also 
have information regarding what your scores .ndicate about many aspects of 
your personality and your psychological adjustment. After you have seen 
your scores, you will destroy your answer sheet so that no one else, not even 
the experimenter, will know your scores. Although this may seem strange to 
you, it is important for purposes of this study that only you know your scores, 
and there is no need for anyone else to know what your scores are. No one 
except you will ever see your scores. 
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After the experimenter has seen your scores, your answer sheet will be 
destroyed so that no one else, not even you, will know your score. Although 
this may seem strange to you, it is important for purposes of this study that 
only the experimenter know your scores, and there is no need for anyone else 
to know what your scores are. No one except the experimenter will ever see 
your scores. 

Participants in the pure intrapersonal threat condition received a different description of how 

the inventory would be scored: 

The following instructions were given to participants in the condition in which both 

interpersonal and intrapersonal threats were present: 

After you finish this questionnaire, both you and the experimenter will score 
your answers. You and the experimenter will have information regarding 
what your scores indicate about many aspects of your personality and your 
psychological adjustment. After you and the experimenter have seen your 
scores, your answer sheet will be destroyed so that no one else will know 
your score. Although this may seem strange to you, it is important for 
purposes of this study that only you and the experimenter know your scores, 
and there is no need for anyone else to know what your scores are. No one 
except you and the experimenter will ever see your scores. 

Participants in the fourth condition, the no-threat control, received these instructions: 

Although it may seem strange to you, no one will be scoring your answers on 
the personality assessment questionnaire. For purposes of this research, we are 
asking some participants to complete the scale, but then to destroy their answer 
sheets immediately upon finishing the test. Thus, no one, not even you or the 
experimenter, will see your scores on this test. For purposes ofthis research, 
we only want you to go through the process of completing the test, but do not 
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want your test to be scored. No one, not even you or the experimenter, will 
ever see your scores. 

After reading the scoring instructions and completing the bogus test, participants were asked 

to complete a number of additional measures before their test was scored. The written 

instructions explained that this information would be useful for refining and adapting the 

personality inventory. Each of the measures is described below. 

Self-presentation and self-disclosure. Participants were asked to describe themselves, 

ostensibly in order to confirm that their performance on the Global Personality Assessment 

Inventory accurately depicted their personalities. The same 30 trait adjectives administered 

at mass testing were presented. These adjectives were chosen from the Adjective Check List 

to represent a range of favorability (e.g., responsible, insightful, cynical, dependent). 

Appendix C contains these adjectives and their favorability norms (obtained from the ACL 

manual; Gough & Heilbrun, 1980). Each adjective was printed on an index card, and a 5- 

point Likert scale appeared beneath it. Participants were instructed to indicate how 

descriptive each adjective was of themselves (1 was anchored at "not at all," and 5 was 

anchored at "extremely"). 

After finishing their self-ratings, participants were asked to select those adjectives that 

they would like the experimenter to pay special attention to when deciding how maladjusted 

they actually were. These cards were placed in an envelope to keep them separate from the 

others. When participants were finished with this task all 30 adjective cards were returned 

to the experimenter. 
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Evaluation of the source of feedback Participants evaluated the Global Personality 

Assessment Inventory itself and were told that their evaluations would be seen by the 

experimenter. Participants assessed the validity of the test as a measure of personality and 

indicated how well they thought the test assessed their personalities (these items were used 

by Schlenker et al., 1990). Participants also rated the personality inventory with respect to 

the following adjectives: informed, insightful, intelligent, thorough, interesting, and enjoyable. 

These adjectives were used by Schlenker et al. and Baumgardner et al. (1989) in their 

investigations of self-esteem and self-presentation (the questionnaire appears in Appendix D). 

Responses to these items were recorded on a 7-point Likert scale (1 indicated "not at all," and 

7 indicated "extremely"). 

Attributions regarding performance Participants were asked to consider several 

factors that may have affected their performance on the Global Personality Assessment 

Inventory (Appendix E). Measures of this type were taken by both Schlenker et al. (1990) 

and Leary et al. (1986). One item assessed personal responsibility ("How responsible do you 

feel you personally are for how you performed on the test?"). Additional items measured 

participants' perceptions of the degree to which six other factors beyond their personalities 

affected test performance: mood, testing conditions, recent life events, ambiguity of items on 

the test, concern about doing well on the test, and item difficulty. Responses were made on 

7-point Likert scales (1 ="not at all"; 7 ="extremely"). 

Participants also received a modified version of the Causal Dimension Scale (Russell, 

1982). This scale measured participants' perceptions of influences acting on their 

maladjustment scores. The Causal Dimension Scale included three subscales that assessed 
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locus of causality (internal-external), stability (stable-unstable), and controllability 

(controllable-uncontrollable) of test performance attributions. A copy of the questionnaire 

appears in Appendix F. 

Measure of affect. The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (Watson et al., 1988) 

was administered to measure the emotional impact of the scoring instructions. This 

questionnaire was identical to the PANAS given during mass testing except that participants 

were instructed to respond according to how they felt at that moment rather than how they 

felt generally. PANAS subscales provided separate scores for positive and negative affect. 

The PANAS is reproduced in Appendix G. 

Manipulation and equivalency checks. Manipulation check items were administered 

last (Appendix H). To confirm the scoring instructions manipulation, participants were asked 

who would score the GP AI. They then chose one of four possible responses: no one, the 

participant him- or herself, the experimenter, or both the experimenter and the participant. 

Another item asked participants how likely it was that the experimenter would learn their 

scores on the inventory. Other questions included how favorable participants thought their 

scores on the personality inventory would be and how concerned they were about doing well 

on the test. In addition, participants indicated how much it would bother them if they or the 

experimenter learned that their personality profiles were unfavorable. 



Analyses of the data are organized according to the dependent measures discussed 

earlier: (a) self-presentation and self-disclosure, (b) evaluation of the GP AI, ( c) attributions 

regarding performance, and ( d) affect. Prior to examination of these measures, preliminary 

analyses were conducted to confirm the manipulation's effectiveness, equivalency of 

conditions, and psychometric properties of the self-esteem scales. 

Preliminary Analyses 

Manipulation checks. Participants were asked who would see their scores on the 

Global Personality Assessment Inventory. Responses to this item were used to confirm that 

the manipulation (the scoring instructions given to participants) was effective. A total of 147 

persons participated in the study, but information about condition or the manipulation check 

was missing for 11 of these. One-hundred nine of the remaining participants answered the 

manipulation check correctly (i.e., consistent with the condition to which they had been 

assigned). Table 1 shows observed frequencies of responses to the manipulation check for 

each condition. 

A chi-square test of independence was applied to this distribution and was highly 

significant, x2(9, N=136) = 229.96, 12 < .001. This confirmed that, overall, the manipulation 

was effective despite the number of participants who answered the manipulation check 

incorrectly. In addition, a chi-square goodness-of-fit test was conducted on those participants 

in each condition who failed the manipulation check. This test was nonsignificant, indicating 

RESULTS 
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Table 1 

Distribution of Manipulation Check Responses by Experimental Condition 

Both 

Note: n = 136 
1 The item asked participants who would score their Global Personality Assessment 

Inventory. Values on the table's diagonal reflect the number of correct responses for each 

condition. 

Response1 

No One 

Subject 

Experimenter 

ExperimentaJ Condition (Type of Threat) 

None Intra personal Interpersonal Both 

34 5 4 1 

2 19 0 0 

3 4 35 7 

0 0 1 21 
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that the proportion of participants failing the manipulation check did not differ significantly 

among the conditions, X2(3, N=27) = 1.89, 12 > .50. Unless noted otherwise, analyses 

described hereafter draw from the pool of participants who passed the manipulation check 

Discrepancies between results based on the total sample and the sample of participants who 

passed the manipulation check are reported when present. 

Another item asked participants to judge how likely it was that the experimenter 

would learn their scores on the Global Personality Assessment Inventory. A 2 x 2 ANOVA 

using presence of intrapersonal threat and presence of interpersonal threat as factors revealed 

a highly significant main effect of the latter for the total sample, E( 1, 13 3) = 71. 3 3, 12 < . 001, 

as well as for the subsample of participants who passed the manipulation check, 

E(l, 107) = 119.04, 12 < .001. This verified that participants who were told that the 

experimenter or both they and the experimenter (for the subsample, M = 4.8) would see their 

scores on the inventory thought the experimenter was more likely to see their scores than 

participants who were told no one or only they would see their scores (M=l.6). 

Confirmation of condition equivalency. Additional items assured that the treatment 

conditions were equivalent in other important ways. Conditions did not differ regarding how 

concerned participants were with doing well on the Global Personality Assessment Inventory 

for the total sample, E(l, 134) = 1.91, n > .10, or the subsample, E(l, 108) = 124, 12 > .10. 

Similarly, conditions did not differ with respect to how maladjusted participants thought the 

inventory would show them to be, how much participants would be bothered if they learned 

their scores on the inventory, or how much participants would be bothered if the experimenter 
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learned their scores for either the total sample, mF(3, 132) = 1.61, 12 > .10, or the subsample 

of participants who passed the manipulation check, mF(3, 103) = 1. 77, 12 > .10. Thus, the 

findings reported below cannot be accounted for by preexisting differences among conditions 

along these dimensions. 

Self-esteem measure. Summary statistics for the Self-Regard subscale of Fleming and 

Courtney's (1984) Self-Rating Scale, based on data from 136 participants, appear in Table 2. 

Test-retest correlations were calculated from participants' scores on two separate 

administrations of the scale during mass testing and again at the experimental session 

approximately three weeks later. All summary statistics are comparable to values reported 

by Fleming and Courtney. Incidentally, these results confirm the misnomer of "low self- 

esteem" Baumeister et al. (1989) discussed--the actual scale mean ( 40. 7) is considerably 

hizher than the scale's conceptual midpoint (28.0). 0 

Self-Presentation and Self-Disclosure 

Effects of interpersonal threat, intrapersonal threat, and self-esteem were analyzed 

with moderated multiple regression analyses (Jaccard, Turrisi, & Wan, 1990). Scores on 

Fleming and Courtney's Self-Regard scale, interpersonal threat, and intrapersonal threat were 

entered into regression equations as predictors (the latter two were dummy coded, and all 

three were zero-centered) along with all two- and three-way interactions. Main effects, first- 

order interactions and the second-order interaction were tested via hierarchical multiple 

regressions in which variance due to lower-order effects was progressively partialed-out. 

This allowed effects to be tested while taking advantage of the continuous nature of the self- 

esteem variable. 
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Table 2 

Summary Statistics for the Self-Regard Subscale 

ofFleming and Courtney's (1984) Self-Rating Scale 

Coefficient alpha 

Test-retest reliability 

Scale Mean 

Scale Standard Deviation 

Note: n = 136 

.89 

.82 

40.74 

6.13 
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Participants described themselves on 30 trait adjectives and then selected those 

adjectives they would like the experimenter to pay special attention to when deciding how 

maladjusted they actually were. Three measures were constructed from this task. First, a 

favorability score was calculated for each adjective by multiplying the degree to which the 

participants endorsed that adjective (on its 5-point Likert scale) by its favorability norm 

(obtained from the ACL manual; Gough & Heilbrun, · 980); the mean of these values across 

all 30 adjectives represented the overall favorability of participants' self-descriptions. Second, 

self-disclosure was measured by counting the number of adjectives participants chose to bring 

to the experimenter's attention. The third measure concerned favorability of those adjectives 

that were selected by participants to bring to the experimenter's attention. A mean 

favorability score was computed only for adjectives that a participant selected. 

After partialing-out variance due to participants' baseline self-descriptions (obtained 

during mass testing), two main effects were found. All other main effects and interactions 

were nonsignificant for these three measures. A significant main effect of self-esteem was 

obtained for the first measure, overall favorability of participants' self-ratings, E(l, 85) = 2. 81, 

12 < .05. As participants' self-esteem scores increased, their self-descriptions also tended to 

become more favorable (I= 30; sr = .25). A main effect of interpersonal threat was also 

present for the measure of favorability of adjectives participants chose to call to the 

experimenter's attention, E(l, 109) = 2.84, P. < .05. When participants were told that the 

experimenter would see their GP AI scores (M = 727.2), they presented less-favorable 

impressions than when they were told that the experimenter would not see their scores 

(M = 758.9). This main effect was significant only when data from all participants were 
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included in the analysis; when participants failing the manipulation check were excluded, the 

effect became nonsignificant, .E(l, 84) = 1.65, p > _ 10. 

Evaluation of the Global Personality Assessment Inventory 

Indices of the Global Personality Assessment Inventory's validity and appeal were 

constructed from the eight evaluation items. Six items were combined to form an index of 

the test's overall validity (coefficient alpha= .92). These items asked participants to rate the 

degree to which the Global Personality Assessment Inventory was: (1) a valid measure of 

personality, (2) thorough, (3) insightful, ( 4) informed, (5) intelligent, and (6) how well it 

tapped their personalities. Similarly, a measure of the Global Personality Assessment 

Inventory's appeal was constructed. Two items comprised this measure; participants were 

asked how enjoyable and interesting the inventory was (coefficient alpha= .87). 

As described above, moderated multiple regressions were conducted to test for the 

presence of main effects and interactions using each of these indices as dependent variables. 

Neither measure produced significant main effects or first-order interactions. However, a 

small (R2~ = .04), marginally-significant three-way interaction of self-esteem, interpersonal 

threat, and intrapersonal threat was obtained for the index of validity, .E(l, 91) = 3.72, 

p_ < .06. Note that this interaction did not approach significance when data was included from 

participants who failed the manipulation check, E(l, 122) = 2.00, p_ > .1. A graph of the 

interaction is displayed in Figure 1. 

The interaction was interpreted by conducting tests of each regression line's simple 

slope (Aiken & West, 1991). For each combination of intrapersonal and interpersonal threat 

(i.e., no threat, pure intrapersonal threat, pure interpersonal threat, and presence of both 
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Figure 1. Endorsement of test validity as a function of self-esteem, interpersonal threat, 
and intrapersonal threat. 

threats), a standard multiple regression analysis was used to derive a simple regression 

coefficient of self-esteem on ratings of validity. This regression coefficient was tested for 

significance. A highly significant slope was found for the pure interpersonal threat condition 

(~ = .12), E(l, 91) = 9.45, p < .01. Slopes of the other three conditions were nonsignificant, 

E( 1, 91) < 1. Thus, under a pure interpersonal threat, HSE participants rated the test's 

validity higher than LSE participants. 

Importantly, scores on the Fleming and Courtney (1984) self-esteem measure were 

moderately correlated with how favorable participants thought their scores on the personality 



influences included: (a) mood, (b) testing conditions, (c) recent life events, (d) concern about 

inventory would be, r(97) = . 49, 12 < . 001. Thus, HSE participants believed that their scores 

would be more favorable than LSE participants. The effect of the three-way interaction 

declined in magnitude ffi2.ci = .004) when variance due to beliefs about score favorability was 

partialed-out, E(l, 90) = 3.24, P. < .08. 

Attributions Regarding Performance 

Participants rated the degree to which six extraneous, non-personality influences 

affected their maladjustment scores on the Global Personality Assessment Inventory. These 

doing well, ( e) ambiguity of test questions, and (f) difficulty of test questions. These six 

factors were combined to form a measure of non-personality attributions for test performance. 

Although the scale demonstrated adequate reliability (coefficient alpha = . 79), no significant 

main effects or interactions were revealed by moderated multiple regression analyses. 

Personal responsibility for GP AI scores was assessed with a single item. This item 

asked how responsible participants felt for their performance on the personality inventory. 

A small (R2ll = .05) but significant three-way interaction (self-esteem x interpersonal threat 

x intrapersonal threat) was found, E(l, 91) = 4.95, 12 < .03. This interaction remained 

significant when data from all participants were included, E(l, 122) = 4.21, p, < .05, and when 

variance due to beliefs about score favorability was partialed-out, .E(l, 90) = 4.42, P. < .05. 

Again, tests of simple slopes were conducted (Aiken & West, 1991). A pattern 

similar to that observed with validity ratings emerged (see Figure 2). Under pure 
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Figure 2. Assumption of personal responsibility for performance as a function of self 
esteem, interpersonal threat, and intrapersonal threat. 

interpersonal threat, LSE participants claimed less responsibility for their scores than HSE 

participants (f3 = .14), E(l, 91) = 5.36, l2 < .03. As with validity ratings, no other slope 

approached significance, E(l, 91) = 1.07, l2 > .10. 

Scores on the three subscales of Russell's (1982) Causal Dimension Scale (locus of 

causality, stability, and controllability) were calculated. These subscale scores were each 

based on participants' responses to three items. Locus of causality and stability possessed 

adequate reliability (coefficient alphas were .72 and 84, respectively); however, the 

controllability subscale suffered from poor internal consistency (coefficient alpha= .53). 



Moderated multiple regression analyses revealed no main effects or interactions for any of 

these subscales. 

Positive and Negative Affect 

Participants' affect was assessed using the positive affect and negative affect subscales 

of Watson et al.'s (1988) PANAS (alpha coefficients for these two subscales were .90 and 

.86, respectively). Again, moderated multiple regression analyses were conducted after 

partialing-out variance from the baseline PANAS measurement obtained during mass-testing. 

A significant main effect of self-esteem was found for positive affect when data from all 

participants were analyzed, E( 1, 119) = 3. 61, p_ < . 02. Participants with higher self-esteem 

tended to have higher positive affect scores (I= .11; sr = .14). However, results differed 

when the same analysis was run using only participants who passed the manipulation check 

In this case, the effect of self-esteem became nonsignificant (I= .33; sr = .10) but a main 

effect of interpersonal threat was found, E( 1, 91) = 2. 99, p_ < . 04. Participants experienced 

more positive affect when they were told that the experimenter would see their scores 

(M = 29.0) than when they were told the experimenter would not (M = 26.8). 
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DISCUSSION 

Moderating effects of self-esteem on self-presentation were investigated usmg 

methodology Leary et al. (1986) developed to create unambiguous interpersonal or 

intrapersonal threats. Participants under different forms of threat (interpersonal, 

intrapersonal, no threat, or both types of threat) were asked to describe themselves, to 

evaluate the source of threat, and to make attributions regarding their performance. In 

addition, each participant's self-esteem and mood were assessed. This paradigm advanced 

our understanding of the relationship between self-esteem and self-presentation. 

This section is organized in the following way. First, in order to establish confidence 

in the veracity of this study's findings, the issue of participant attrition (a result of failing the 

manipulation check) will be examined. Second, experimental findings will be summarized in 

terms of the nature of the threat that was encountered. Third, implications of these findings 

for self-affect regulation theory (Baumgardner et al., 1989) and self-presentational styles 

theory (Baumeister et al., 1989) will be considered. 

Participant Attrition 

A sizeable portion of the total sample (about 20%) failed the manipulation check 

question and were excluded from subsequent analyses. Therefore, it is necessary to address 

resultant concerns about this study's internal and external validity. A possible cause of the 

high attrition rate will also be explored. 
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Attrition did not constitute a threat to internal validity because differential attrition did 

not occur (i.e., the rate of manipulation check failure did not differ across treatment 

conditions). Furthermore, treatment groups were equivalent, both before and after the loss 

of participants, along several important dimensions: (a) the interpersonal threat manipulation's 

effectiveness, (b) how maladjusted participants thought the inventory would show them to 

be, (c) how much participants would be bothered if they learned their scores on the inventory, 

and ( d) how much participants would be bothered if the experimenter learned their scores. 

Thus, the attrition problem did not appear to affect the equivalency of the groups on 

important dimensions 

Nonetheless, we cannot know for certain whether the subsample of participants who 

passed the manipulation check was different in other, relevant ways from the total sample of 

participants. However, available information suggests that this is not a concern. Analyses 

that were significant using the subsample often failed to achieve significance when applied to 

the total sample, but the direction of effects in the total sample was usually consistent with 

those observed in the subsample. Thus, exclusion of participants may have affected the 

statistical power of the analyses that were used, but it did not distort the nature of conclusions 

that were based on these analyses. 

The experimental manipulation, delivered via scoring instructions, may have simply 

been overlooked by some participants. Details about who would score participants' tests 

appeared along with other information on a page of instructions that was given to participants 

to read. Thus, some participants may have missed the experimental manipulation because of 

the amount of material that was presented and the time constraints imposed by the length of 
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the experimental session. In retrospect, perhaps the scoring instructions would have been 

more effective had they also been emphasized in verbal instructions given by the experimenter. 

Experimental Findings 

Discussion of this study' s findings is organized according to type of threat. First, 

effects obtained under pure interpersonal threat will be discussed. These included 

participants' evaluations of the source of threat and attributions regarding performance, as 

well as participants' self-descriptions. Second, findings will be addressed involving the no 

threat control and the condition in which both threats were present. Third, the absence of 

intrapersonal threat effects will be discussed. 

Effects of interpersonal threat. The primary finding of this study was that trait self 

esteem moderated how persons reacted primarily under interpersonal threat. Relative to their 

HSE counterparts, LSE persons tended to dismiss the source of threat (i.e, the bogus test) 

as being less valid when they thought the researcher would see their scores. This same 

pattern of reactions was observed when LSE and HSE persons were asked about their 

personal responsibility for their performance on the test. LSE persons tended to claim less 

responsibility for their scores than did HSE persons. That this pattern of results was obtained 

using two separate measures (validity evaluations and responsibility attributions) increases 

confidence in its validity. 

The effect of self-esteem under interpersonal threat may be partly explained as a 

consequence of the self-serving attributional bias (Miller, 1978; Miller & Ross, 1975). 

Persons with HSE expected their scores to be more favorable than those with LSE. These 

differential expectations may account for the relationship between validity evaluations and 
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self-esteem. That is, LSE persons credited the bogus test with less validity because they 

expected less favorable scores; HSE persons increased their validity estimates because they 

thought their scores would be more favorable. Participants were in essence maximizing their 

accountability for success and minimizing their accountability for failure. 

Furthermore, Miller's (1978) discussion of two functions of self-serving attributions 

complement these findings. First, self-serving attributions can function to protect self-esteem. 

Favorable GP AI scores may have been interpreted by participants as confirmation that they 

were actually well-adjusted, whereas unfavorable scores on the GP AI may have been 

interpreted as a symptom of the inventory's poor validity. Second, self-serving attributions 

can serve an impression management function, allowing a person to "look good" to others. 

Again, this end is best served by communicating higher evaluations of the GP AI' s validity to 

the experimenter when favorable scores are expected and lower validity evaluations when 

unfavorable scores are expected. The self-presentational explanation seems especially likely 

given that this effect was observed only under pure interpersonal threat. 

Although a self-serving attributional bias accounts well for participants' validity 

evaluations, it does not adequately explain their claims regarding personal responsibility for 

their scores. The relationship between responsibility claims and self-esteem persisted even 

after controlling for expectations regarding score favorability. Thus, the effect of self-esteem 

on participants' claims of personal responsibility was driven by something beyond 

participants' expectations of the favorability of their scores. A possible cause is suggested 

below, under "Theoretical Implications of the Findings." 
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Another finding involved participants' descriptions of themselves. When under 

interpersonal threat (i.e., when told that they and the experimenter or only the experimenter 

would see their scores), people presented less-favorable self-descriptions than when 

interpersonal threat was absent (i.e., when participants were told that no one or only they 

would see their scores). A possible explanation for this effect may involve the unintentional 

creation of something akin to a "bogus pipeline." Jones and Sigal (1971) described how an 

apparatus (such as electrodes attached to a participant's arm) could be used as a bogus 

attitude-monitoring device, ostensibly gauging a participant's real attitudes. As a result of this 

"pipeline" that supposedly provided direct access to a participant's actual attitudes, 

participants responded with truer answers to questionnaire items. The Global Personality 

Assessment Inventory may have functioned in a similar manner. It could have induced 

participants to generate more accurate (and, therefore, less favorable) self-descriptions of 

themselves on the adjective cards because they believed that the researcher, privy to their 

GP AI scores, already had information about their levels of maladjustment. 

The content of people's self-presentations is constrained by information they believe 

others have about them (Schlenker, 1975). In this study, participants constructed their self 

presentations to be consistent with levels of maladjustment that they expected to demonstrate 

in the future (i.e., their GPAI scores). This is because attempts at projecting an image are 

likely to be unsuccessful if information that invalidates this image is publicly known 

(Schlenker, 1980). In this case, successful attempts to depict oneself as the picture of mental 

health would be unlikely in light of information to the contrary from a "widely-used and well 

validated" test. A large discrepancy between claimed and actual performance is self-defeating 
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because it undermines the person's credibility in the eyes of the target of the self-presentation 

(Schlenker, 1980). 

Absence or presence of both threats. Some of the findings obtained in this study for 

the no-threat control and for the condition in which both threats were present are consistent 

with results of prior research. Leary, Barnes, Griebel, Mason, and McCormack (1987) found 

that each threat (whether interpersonal or intrapersonal) was most effective when presented 

in the absence of the other threat and that effects of these threats were not additive. One 

explanation offered of this effect involved differential saliency of the threats. Although both 

threats were present, a person might have focused on one threat more than the other 

depending on situational or dispositional influences. Therefore, even when a situation 

included both threats, it was perceived in terms of the more salient one. 

However, unlike past research, no significant difference was found in the present study 

between the no-threat control and the condition in which both threats were present. In the 

study by Leary et al. (1987), the presence of both types of threat had an effect comparable 

to either threat by itself Explanations for this discrepancy in the findings are not readily 

apparent, but might be a consequence of the failure to obtain effects of intrapersonal threat 

(discussed below). If intrapersonal threat was absent or minimal relative to interpersonal 

threat, then presenting the two conjointly might have "diluted" the net effect. 

Absence of intrapersonal threat effects. Methodology used in the present study has 

been used successfully in the past to create intrapersonal threats to self-esteem 

(e.g., Barnes et aJ., 1988; Leary et al., 1986, 1987). Therefore, it is surprising that no effects 

of intrapersonal threat achieved significance in this study. This might be a consequence of 
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differences between this study's procedure and the procedures of earlier studies employing 

this methodology. Perhaps the adjective card task, an innovation peculiar to the present 

study, created an interpersonal threat in addition to measuring self-presentation and self 

disclosure (its intended purpose). 

Specifically, instructions for the Global Personality Assessment Inventory and for the 

adjective card task were quite similar. The GP AI was described as "a widely-used and well 

validated assessment of personality." Instructions for the adjective card task stated that, 

"[l]ike the Global Personality Assessment Inventory, [this] task is used to help psychologists 

get an accurate 'picture' of what [participants] are actually like." Furthermore, GP AI 

instructions explained that it had "been constructed especially to measure psychological 

dysgenia ... or maladjustment." Similarly, the adjective card task asked participants to: cc ... go 

through the 30 cards again and select those adjectives that [they] would like the 

experimenters to pay special attention to when deciding how maladjusted [they] actually 

[were]." These parallels between the two sets of instructions make it reasonable to conclude 

that, if the GP AI instructions successfully created interpersonal threat, instructions for the 

adjective card task may have had a similar effect. 

The adjective card task immediately followed the GP AI; after the adjective card task, 

participants completed the remaining measures. Because all participants were given the 

adjective card task, interpersonal threat may have become more salient for everyone. As 

discussed above, the saliency of social-evaluation aspects of the experimental situation may 

have led participants to focus on the interpersonal threat, thereby minimizing concerns about 

intrapersonal threat. Importantly, absence of an effect of intrapersonal threat, although 
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unexpected, does not detract from the findings discussed herein. Instead, the findings of the 

present study serve to underscore the orthogonality of interpersonal and intrapersonal threats 

to the self 

Theoretical Implications of the Findings 

This study' s findings are directly relevant to theories of self-presentation and self 

esteem. Results involving participants' judgments of the validity of the test are equivocal in 

that they can be used to support either self-affect regulation theory (Baumgardner et al., 

1989) or self-presentational styles theory (Baumeister et al., 1989). However, findings based 

on claims of personal responsibility provide support for the self-presentational styles 

perspective. 

Support for self-affect regulation. Baumgardner et al. (1989) discussed self 

presentation as a result of an intrapersonal process used to maintain positive affect regarding 

onese1f in the face of negative feedback. Self-affect regulation seems to be an unlikely 

explanation for observations made in this study in that self-esteem moderated participants' 

responses only under pure interpersonal threat (i.e., when participants believed only the 

experimenter would have access to their maladjustment scores). Intrapersonal threat did not 

produce responses that were moderated by self-esteem. 

Although findings based on validity evaluations of the GP AI might be interpreted as 

being consistent with Baumgardner et al. 's (1989) theory, findings based on claims of 

personal responsibility clearly are not. On evaluations of the bogus test's validity, LSE 

persons seemed to derogate the source of feedback, which is consistent with predictions 

based on self-affect regulation That is, self-affect of LSE persons could have been threatened 
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by their beliefs that their scores would be unfavorable; therefore, LSE persons sought to 

protect their self-affect via an interpersonal route by undermining the test's validity in the eyes 

of the experimenter. 

However, the moderating effect of self-esteem on claims of responsibility provide a 

better test of Baumgardner et al.'s (1989) theory. Effects found on this measure persisted 

even after controlling for favorability expectations. Thus, LSE participants continued to deny 

responsibility for their scores, even beyond any threat that was posed to their self-affect. This 

finding is inconsistent with self-affect regulation, which would predict that self-presentation 

was necessary only when participants' self-affect was threatened. 

Support for the self-presentational styles perspective. Participants' reactions under 

a purely interpersonal threat provide evidence for self-presentational styles discussed by 

Baumeister et al. (1989). This theory predicts that participants would engage in self 

presentational behaviors when social evaluation is imminent (i.e., under interpersonal threat) 

and not when evaluations are personal in nature (i.e., intrapersonal threat). No one is 

available to self-present to, so favorable impressions can not be acquired or protected. 

This conclusion is consistent with findings regarding estimates of the test's validity 

HSE persons tended to rate the test as valid because they expected positive feedback and 

wanted to maximize the benefits of such feedback ( e g., make a favorable impression on the 

experimenter). LSE persons, who believed that poor performance was more likely, sought 

to make the test results less conclusive by rating the test's validity lower. 

Furthermore, even when the favorability of their score expectations was held constant, 

participants with HSE continued to claim more responsibility for their performance than LSE 
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participants. Although self-affect regulation theory (Baumgardner et al., 1989) has difficulty 

accounting for this finding, self-presentational styles theory (Baumeister et al., 1989) does so 

easily. It is possible that HSE participants were taking a self-presentational risk to make a 

favorable impression on the experimenter. In contrast, LSE participants preferred to avoid 

making a negative (or less-favorable) impression by muddling conclusions that the 

experimenter could have drawn about them from their scores on the GP AI. 

Final Comments 

This study' s goal was to further illuminate the relationship between trait self-esteem 

and self-presentation. Two principal theories, self-presentational styles theory 

(Baumeister et al., 1989) and self-affect regulation theory (Baumgardner et al., 1989), have 

accomplished much in this respect. However, they have also generated some conflicting 

predictions (and contradictory findings) concerning the self-presentational behaviors of those 

with LSE and, relatedly, persons who engage in self-enhancement. Determining the nature 

of motivations underlying self-presentational behavior (i.e., whether they are interpersonal or 

intrapersonal) may be the key to reconciling these discordant views. 

The present study found that self-presentations were moderated by trait self-esteem 

when a threat was encountered that was interpersonal in nature. Low self-esteem persons 

adopted a protective self-presentational style, and high self-esteem persons engaged in 

acquisitive self-presentations. Also, both high and low self-esteem persons made self-serving 

attributions. By all accounts, the interaction between private and public processes evokes a 

great deal of interest and has received a commensurate amount of attention from researchers. 

The author hopes that this paper constitutes a meaningful contribution to this area of exploration. 
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APPENDIX A 

Self-Regard Subscale of 
Fleming and Courtney's (1984) Self-Rating Scale 

INSTRUCTIONS: Read each statement carefully. Then circle the answer on the scales 
provided that most closely approximates your response. There are no right or wrong 
answers. 

1. How often do you feel inferior to most of the people you know? 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
Never Always 

2. Do you ever think that you are a worthless individual? 

3. How confident do you feel that someday the people you know will look up to you 
and respect you? 

4. Do you ever feel so discouraged with yourself that you wonder whether you are a 
worthwhile person? 

5. How often do you dislike yourself? 

6. In general, how confident do you feel about your abilities? 

7. How often do you have the feeling that there is nothing you can do well? 
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APPENDIXB 

Global Personality Assessment Inventory 
(Bogus Personality Test) 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

DO NOT WRITE IN THIS TEST BOOKLET. 

This questionnaire contains 83 items. Each item describes personal characteristics or 
behaviors. Read each statement carefully. Then decide how the statement applies to 
you and fill in the circle that best represents your response to each item. 

you are to record your responses on the answer sheet provided. For example, if you 
were to choose response A, you would fill in the A for that statement on the answer 
sheet. 

Example 

• 
A 

0 
B 

Fill in only one response for each statement. Respond to all of the statements, making 
sure that you fill in the correct response. Work as quickly as you can, giving your first 
reaction to each question. 

TURN THE PAGE WHEN YOU ARE READY TO BEGIN 
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PARTI 

1. Would you say you 
A) get more enthusiastic about things than the average person, or 
B) get less excited about things than the average person? 

2. Do you feel it is a worse fault to be 
A) unsympathetic 
8) unreasonable? 

3. Do you 
A) rather prefer to do things at the last minute, or 
8) find doing things at the last minute hard on the nerves? 

4. At parties, do you 
A) sometimes get bored, or 
B) always have fun? 

5. Do you think that having a daily routine is 
A) a comfortable way to get things done, or 
8) painful even when necessary? 

6. In your way of living, do you prefer to be 
A) original, or 
B) conventional? 

7. When you are in an embarrassing spot, do you usually 
A) change the subject, or 
B) rum it into a joke, or 
C) days later, th.ink of what you should have said? 

8. Is it higher praise to say someone has 
A) vision or 
B) common sense? 
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9. Do you think it more important to be able 
A) to see the possibilities in a situation, or 
B) to adjust to the facts as they are? 

10. Do you think the people close to you know how you feel 
A) about most things, or 
B) only when you have had some special reason to tell them? 

11. Would you rather work under someone who is 
A) always kind, or 
B) always fair? 

12. Do you feel it is a worse fault 
A) to show too much warmth, or 
B) not to have warmth enough? 

13. When you are at a party, do you like to 
A) help get things going, or 
B) let the others have fun in their own way? 

14. Are you more careful about 
A) people's feelings, or 
B) their rights? 

15. If you were asked on a Saturday morning what you were going to do that day, 
would you 
A) be able to tell pretty well, or 
B) list twice too many things, or 
C) have to wait and see? 

16. In deciding something important, do you 
A) find you can trust your feeling about what is best to do, or 
B) think you should do the logical thing, no matter how you feel about it? 
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17. Do you find the more routine pans of your day 
A) restful, or 
B) boring? 

18. Are you 
A) inclined to enjoy deciding things, or 
B) just as glad to have circumstances decide a matter for you? 

19. In any of the ordinary emergencies of everyday life, would you rather 
A) take orders and be helpful, or 
B) give orders and be responsible? 

20. After being with superstitious people, have you 
A) found yourself slightly affected by their superstitions, or 
B) remained entirely unaffected? 

21. Are you more likely to speak up in 
A) praise, or 
8) blame 

22. When you have a decision to make, do you usually 
A) make it right away, or 
B) wait as long as you reasonably can before deciding? 

23. At the time in your life when things piled up on you the worst, did you find 
A) that you had gotten into an impossible situation, or 
B) that by doing only the necessary things you could work your way out? 

24. Out of all the good resolutions you may have made, are there 
A) some you have kept to this day, or 
B) none that have really lasted? 
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25. In solving a personal problem, do you 
A) feel more confident about it if you have asked other people's advice, or 
B) feel that nobody else is in as good a position to judge as you are? 

26. Are such emotional "ups and downs" as you may feel 
A) very marked, or 
B) rather moderate? 

27. In your personal beliefs, do you 
A) cherish faith in things that cannot be proven, or 
B) believe only those things that can be proven? 

28. When you have a chance to do something interesting, do you 
A) decide about it fairly quickly, or 
B) sometimes miss out through taking too long to make up your mind? 

29. When you don't agree with what has just been said, do you usually 
A) let it go, or 
B) put up an argument? 

30. On most matters, do you 
A) have a pretty definite opinion, or 
B) like to keep an open mind? 

3 l. In managing your life, do you tend to 
A) undertake too much and get into a tight spot, or 
B) hold yourself down to what you can comfortably handle" 

32. When the truth would not be polite, are you more likely to tell 
A) a polite lie, or 
B) the impolite truth? 



59 

6 

33. When you don't approve of the way a friend is acting, do you 
A) wait and see what happens, or 
B) do or say something about it? 

34. Do you usually 
A) enjoy the present moment and make the most of it, or 
B) feel that something just ahead is more important? 

35. When you are helping a group undenaking, are you more often struck by 
A) the cooperation, or 
B) the inefficiency, or 
C) don't you get involved in group undertakings? 

36. When you run into an unexpected difficulty in something you are doing, do you 
feel it to be 
A) a piece of bad luck, or 
B) a nuisance, or 
C) all in the day· s work? 

37. Which mistake would be more narural for you: 
A) to drift from one thing to another all your life, or 
B) to stay in a rut that didn't suit you? 
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PA.RT II 
Read each of the statements below and indicate whether it is TRUE or FALSE for you 
by darkening the appropriate circle on your answer sheet 

38. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged. 

39. I have never intensely disliked anyone. 

40. On occasion, I have had doubts about my ability to succeed in life. 

41. I sometimes feel resentful when I don't get my way. 

42. Ifl could get into a movie without paying and be sure I was not seen, I would 
probably do it. 

43. On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I thought too little 
of my ability. 

44. I like gossip at times. 

45. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority even 
though I knew they were right. 

46. No matter who Im talking to, Im always a good listener. 

47. I can remember "playing sick" to get out of something. 
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.:is. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone . 

.:i9. Im always willing to admit it when I make a mistake. 

50. I always try to practice what I preach. 

51. I don't find it particularly difficult to get along with loud-mouthed, obnoxious 
people. 

52. I sometimes tty to get even rather than forgive and forget. 

53. When I don't know something, I don't at all mind admitting it. 

54. I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. 

55. At times I have really insisted on having things my own way. 

56. There have been occasions when I felt like smashing things. 

-7 I never resent being asked to return a favor. ) . 

-g I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different ) . 
from my own. 
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59. There have been times when I was quire jealous of the good fortune of others. 

60. I have almost never felt the urge to tell someone off. 

61. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me. 

62. I have never felt that I was punished without cause. 

63. I sometimes think when people have a misfortune they only got what they 
deserved. 

64. I'm aware of the way my mind works when I work through a problem. 

65. My behavior is usually an expression of my true inner feelings, attitudes, 
and beliefs. 

66. At parties and social gatherings, I do not attempt to do or say things that others 
will like. 

67. I can only argue for ideas which I already believe. 

68. I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain people. 

69. When I am uncertain how to act in a social situation, I look to the behavior 
of others for cues. 
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70. I rarely need the advice ofmy friends to choose movies, books, or music. 

71. I sometimes appear to be experiencing deeper emotions than I actually am. 

72. In a group of people, I am rarely the center of attention. 

73. In different situations and with different people, I often act like very 
different persons. 

74. Even if I am not enjoying myself, I often pretend to be having a good time. 

75. I am not always the person I appear to be. 

76. I would not change my opinions (or the way I do things) in order to please 
someone or win their favor. 

77. I have trouble changing my behavior to suit different people and 
different situations. 

78. At a party, I let others keep the jokes and stories going. 

79. I feel a bit awkward in company and do not show up quite so well as I should. 

80. I can look anyone in the eye and tell a lie with a straight face (if for a right end). 
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81. I may deceive people by being friendly when I really dislike them. 

82. I worry about what other people will think of me even when I know it 
doesn't make any difference. 

83. I am frequently afraid of other people noticing my shortcomings. 

THIS IS THE END OF THE TEST. PLEASE CHECK THAT YOU 
HA VE PROVIDED ONE Al'ISWER FOR EACH OF THE ITEMS. 



Additional copies of this questionnaire are available from 
Psychological Assessment Resources, Inc. 

P.O. Box 998 
Omaha, Nebraska 68124 

12 
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I 00 20 00 38 00 57 00 76 00 
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10 00 29 00 47 00 66 00 
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11 00 30 00 48 00 67 00 
A B A B T F T F o 
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< 
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14 00 33 00 SI 00 70 00 I'. 0 r-. 

A B A B T F T F 

15 000 34 00 S2 00 71 00 
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16 00 3S 000 S3 00 72 00 ,_ 
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"; 
' :E 

17 00 36 000 S4 00 73 00 s 
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18 00 37 00 SS 00 74 00 '·' 
"' A B A B T F T F ~ 

S6 00 7S 00 [;i;l ... 19 00 :; r-- 
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APPENDIXC 

Trait Adjectives and Favorability Norms 

Trait Adjective Favorability 

1. ANXIOUS 452 
2. ASSERTIVE 541 

3. CAPABLE 626 
4. CARELESS 380 

5. COLD 365 

6. COOPERATIVE 613 

7. CURIOUS 572 

8. CYNICAL 403 

9. DEPENDENT 463 

10. EMOTIONAL 508 

11. ENTERPRISING 604 

12. EXCITABLE 527 

13. FORCEFUL 475 

14. IMAGINATIVE 574 

15. IMPULSIVE 470 

16. INSIGHTFUL 608 

17. INTELLIGENT 631 

18. INVENTIVE 594 

19. IRRESPONSIBLE 356 

20. MODERATE 516 

21. MODEST 569 

22. OUTGOING 627 

23. RESPONSIBLE 641 

24. SOCIABLE 599 

25. SPONTANEOUS 553 

26. SUBMISSIVE 447 

27. TEMPERAMENT AL 425 

28. TOLERANT 598 

29. UNCONVENTIONAL 507 

30. UNSTABLE 385 

NOTE: Norms taken from the ACL manual (Gough & Heilbrun, 1983). 
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APPENDIXD 

Items Assessing Evaluations of the Source of Feedback 

INSTRUCTIONS: The experimenters are very interested in you reactions to and 
opinions about the test and would appreciate your feedback. Please answer each of the 
questions below. 

1. How valid do you think this test is as a measure of personality? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all 

2. How well did it tap your personality? 

3. How enjoyable was the test? 

4. How interesting was the test? 

5. How thorough was the test? 

6. How insightful was the test? 

7. How informed was the test? 

8. How intelligent was the test? 

6 7 
Extremely 
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APPENDIXE 

Items Assessing Attributions Regarding Performance 

INSTRUCTIONS: The questions below ask you about factors that may have affected 
your performance on the personality inventory. The researchers are very interested in this 
information and would appreciate your feedback. Please answer the following questions. 

1. How responsible do you feel you personally are for your performance on the 
personality inventory? 

Not at all Very 

2. How much did your mood affect your performance? 

3. How much did the testing conditions affect your performance? 

4. How much did recent events in your life affect your performance? 

5. How much did the ambiguity of the test questions affect your performance? 
I 

6. How much did concern about doing well on the test affect your performance? 

7. How much did the difficulty of the test questions affect your performance? 
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APPENDIXF 

Modified Causal Dimension Scale 
Russell (1982) 
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INSTRUCTIONS: Again, think about factors that influenced your performance on the Global Personality 
Assessment Inventory. The items below concern your evaluation of these influences. Please circle one number 
on each of the following scales. 

I. Does your performance on the Global Personality Assessment Inventory: 

Reflectanllpect "'-9 __ ~8'---~7'----"'6 __ .... 5'----'4'"--~3"----"2.._ _ _._ 
of younelf 

2. Are your scores on the Global Personality Assessment lnventory: 

Controllable by ,,_9 __ _,,8,__ __ 7,___-"'6 __ ~5,__ __ 4"--_-~._~ __ _.,7.._ _ _._ 
you or olhen 

Reflect an aspect 
of the situation 

Uncontrollable by 
you or others 

3. Does your performance on the Global Personality Assessment Inventory reflect something that is: 

Temporary 

4. Are the results of the Global Personality Assessment Inventory: 

Intended by you 29 __ _,8,___----'7 __ -.:-t.6 __ ~5.___-"4'---~3,____~.,.__---' 
or other people 

Unintended by you 
or other people 

Outside of you ,,_9 __ _,8,__ _ _.:.7 __ -'6"---~5'-----'4 __ ~3,__ _ ___,._2 __ _._ 

5. Does your performance on the Global Personality Assessment Inventory reflect something that is: 

Inside of you 

6. Will your performance on the Global Personality Assessment Inventory be: 

Variable L9 __ ~8:___~7'----6"----"5 __ _:4,___~3'----"'2 __ ..!. 

over time 

7 Is your performance on the Global Personality Assessment !nventory due to: 

Something z9 __ .JJ8,___~7,__ _ _,,_6 __ _,,5'--_....:4,___~3,__ _ ___.._2 __ ..!. 

a.bout you 

8. Do you think your scores on the Global Personality Assessment Inventory are: 

Change:ible z.9 __ _,,8,___~7,__ _ _,._6 __ _.5.._ __ 4'---~3"- _ _,.2 __ _._ 

Stable 
overtime 

Something 
about others 

9. Is your performance on the Global Personality Assessment Inventory something for which: 

Unchanging 

Noone a z.9 __ _,8,__ _ __,_7 __ -'6"---~5'-------'4 __ .... 3:__ _ _,.2 __ _._ 
responsible 

Someone is 
respensible 



I 
very slightly 
or not at all 

2 
a little 

3 
moderately 

4 
quite a bit 

5 
extremely 

APPENDIXG 

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule 
Watson et al. (1988) 

INSTRUCTIONS: 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. 

interested irritable 

distressed alert 

excited ashamed 

upset inspired 

strong nervous 

guilty determined 

scared attentive 

hostile jittery 

enthusiastic active 

proud afraid 

72 



1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

APPENDIXH 

Manipulation and Equivalency Checks 

INSTRUCTIONS: Read each statement carefully. Then circle the answer on the scales 
provided that most closely approximates your response. 

1. How favorable do you think your scores on the personality inventory will be? 

Very 
Unfavorable 

Very 
Favorable 

2. How much would it bother you if you learned that your personality profile was 
unfavorable (that you tended to be neurotic, disagreeable, and not open to new 
experiences)? 

Not at all 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very much 

3. How much would it bother you if the experimenter knew that your personality 
profile was unfavorable (that you tended to be neurotic, disagreeable, and not open 
to new experiences)? 

4. How concerned were you with doing well on the test? 

5. How likely is it that the experimenter will learn of your scores on the personality 
inventory? 

6. How will your personality assessment be scored? 
The test will not be scored; no one will ever see my scores. 
I will score the test; I am the only person who will ever see my scores. 
The experimenter will score the test; only the experimenter will see my 
scores. 
Both the experimenter and I will score the test; and we will both see my 
scores. 
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