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Abstract

People regularly monitor and control the impressions others form of them but
differ in the degree to which they both convey impressions that are consistent with their
private self-views (self-presentational congruence) and present different images of
themselves to different targets (self-presentational variability). Based on three models
described in the literature, variability and incongruence were hypothesized to be either
negatively, positively, or curvilinearly related to psychological and social well-being.
Three studies examined the self-reported psychosocial implications of self-
presentational congruence and variability —assessed by the impressions participants
desired to make on nine targets in their lives (Study 1a), a behavioral measure of video-
recorded self-presentations to bogus targets (Study 1b), and self-reported self-
presentational variability and congruence in people’s daily interactions with targets in
their lives (Study 2). Overall, the results supported the first two hypotheses —showing
both positive and negative relationships between congruence/variability and well-
being —but not the third hypothesis. Participants who desired or actually conveyed
more congruent self-presentations reported greater psychosocial well-being.
Furthermore, participants who tried to be perceived differently across their everyday

interactions —particularly with distant targets—also reported lower psychosocial well-

iv



being and less positive social interactions; additionally, variability showed accelerating
or decelerating effects at particularly low and high levels for some outcomes. In
addition, some support was obtained for the psychosocial benefits of variability with
reasonably congruent self-presentations, and even benefits for incongruence at times.
Thus, both self-presentational congruence and self-presentational variability are

associated with both general and immediate positive psychosocial outcomes.
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1.0 Introduction

A man has as many social selves as there

are individuals who recognize him . . . [and]

generally shows a different side of himself Be content to seem what you really are.
to each of these different groups. —Marcus Aurelius

— William James (1890/1950, p. 294)

People’s outcomes in life depend greatly on the impressions that other people
form of them. Making the “right” impression —whatever that might be in a particular
interpersonal encounter —generally leads to more positive outcomes than making an
undesired or even neutral impression. It is thus not surprising that people are typically
attuned to how they are being perceived by others and often try to convey impressions
of themselves that will facilitate their personal and social goals. Self-presentation (or
impression management) is the goal-directed process of controlling information about
oneself to influence other people’s impressions (Leary, 1995; Schlenker, 2012). In his
seminal description of self-presentation, Goffman (1959) compared the use of self-

presentation to a dramatic performance, asserting that people are much like actors



performing various roles to meet the demands of their audiences. Even when not
deliberately managing their impressions in a particular encounter, people typically
prefer to be perceived in certain ways and, thus, monitor how other people might be
viewing them on an ongoing basis.

People’s public personas are often consistent with their private views of
themselves, but sometimes people try to convey impressions that they know are not
entirely accurate (Leary & Allen, 2011; Schlenker, 2012). People differ in the degree to
which the public images they convey of themselves both vary across target audiences
and deviate from their own self-views (Leary & Allen, 2011). At one extreme, some
people generally convey public images that are congruent with how they see themselves
and that vary little across situations and targets. At the other extreme are those who are
like social chameleons, fostering very different impressions of themselves for different
targets with images that may or may not be congruent with their private self-views
(Snyder, 1996).

Psychologists disagree about the implications of self-presentational congruence
and variability for psychosocial well-being. Some theorists, particularly those working
from the humanistic perspective, have maintained that congruence between private self-

views and public self-presentations is crucial for adaptive functioning, adjustment, and



well-being (e.g., Jourard, 1968; Maslow, 1968; May, 1983; Rogers, 1961). In contrast,
others have asserted that strategic self-presentational variability is normal and adaptive,
at least within limits, and that maintaining consistency across interactions and targets
constrains people’s ability to respond flexibly to different situations, resulting in less
adaptive behavior (e.g., Gergen, 1991; T. Leary, 1957; Murphy, Michael, & Sahakian,
2012; Paulhus & Martin, 1988; Shapiro, 1982; Widiger et al., 2009).

The focus of the current project is on the question of whether self-presentational
variability across encounters is associated with psychosocial adjustment or dysfunction.
Three different perspectives on this question have been offered, suggesting that the
relationship between behavioral variability and psychological well-being is either
positive, negative, or curvilinear. As can be seen from the dates of the citations for the
work reviewed below, this question has been discussed for over 50 years, but virtually

no empirical research has been conducted to examine the issue directly.

1.1 Behavioral (Self-Presentational) Variability Is Adaptive

Many psychologists regard the ability to adapt one's behaviors to the diverse
demands and roles of social life by adopting different styles of interaction, modes of
behavior, and public “faces" as integral for healthy psychological and interpersonal

functioning (Gergen, 1991; T. Leary, 1957; Paulhus & Martin, 1988; Tracey, 2005;



Wiggins, Phillips, & Trapnell, 1989). Kelly (1955) emphasized that such roles “are not
altogether superficial affairs —masks to be put on and taken off for the sake of social
appearances only,” adding that “through our constructions of our roles we sustain even
the most autonomic [i.e., automatic] life functions” (p. 909). Proponents of this view
argue that interpersonal flexibility —the ability to adjust one’s behavior to match
changing situational and interpersonal demands—is a hallmark of psychological
adjustment, whereas behavioral rigidity and inflexibility is associated with
maladjustment (Kiesler, 1996; T. Leary, 1957; Shapiro, 1982; Tracey, 2005; Weissman,
Markowitz & Klerman, 2007). For instance, T. Leary (1957) stated that, “in the adjusted,
well-functioning individual, the entire repertoire of interpersonal reflexes is operating
spontaneously, flexibly and appropriately —when the survival situation demands
aggression, he can aggress; when it calls for tenderness, he can be tender” (p. 118). In his
view, healthy people flexibly adapt to environmental pressures in a manner that
minimizes their long-term anxiety and maximizes their self-esteem.

This argument was initially formed largely on the basis of clinical observations,
but interpersonal psychologists have provided empirical evidence for it. For example,
Tracey (2005) demonstrated that interpersonal rigidity was not only associated with

limited ability to complement the behaviors of others but also negatively associated with



broad indicators of well-being. Similarly, Paulhus and Martin (1988) found that
participants who scored high on a measure of “functional flexibility” —the ability to
adjust one's behavior to the interpersonal requirements of a broad variety of situations—
were rated by their peers as more interpersonally flexible and better adjusted than those
who scored low. Moreover, functional flexibility was associated with high self-esteem,
provided that participants did not view their behavior as being overly dependent upon
the situation. However, another study obtained opposing findings showing that
functional flexibility was negatively correlated with emotional stability (i.e., low
neuroticism) and agreeableness (Miller, Omens, & Delvadia, 1991), suggesting that

functional flexibility may be associated with poorer adjustment.

1.2 Behavioral Consistency Is Adaptive

Indeed, many clinical and social psychologists have noted the functional costs of
changing one’s behavior and public images to accommodate to situational influences.
For instance, early personality (Allport, 1937; Lecky, 1945) and humanistic psychologists
(Jourard, 1963; Maslow, 1968; Rogers, 1961) believed that anxiety, defensiveness, tension,
and confusion stem from the lack of a coherently organized self-view (inner consistency)
that is maintained across situations. Behavioral consistency was deemed necessary for

sustaining a reassuring sense of self-integrity and mental health, and was thus



considered adaptive. In fact, the lack of an integrated and organized sense of identity to
consistently guide behavior is one of the hallmarks of Borderline Personality Disorder
(Dimaggio et al., 2007; Fonagy & Bateman, 2006).

In support of the importance of inner consistency, research shows that the more
distinctively people described the traits they exhibit in different life roles (i.e., self-
concept differentiation), the lower their overall well-being, which was assessed with a
variety of outcome measures (Donahue, Robins, Roberts, & John, 1993; Sheldon, Ryan,
Rawsthome, & Illardi, 1997; Suh, 2002; Campbell et al., 2003; Cross, Gore, & Morris,
2003). And whereas self-concept differentiation across roles was associated with lower
well-being, perceived self-concept consistency —the extent to which one’s self-
conceptions (as indicated by self-descriptions) are similar across different roles—was
positively associated with psychological' and physical well-being in several other
studies (Cross et al., 2003; Diehl, Hastings, & Stanton, 2001; Suh, 2002; for a review, see
Locke, 2006). Although self-concept differentiation should be related to self-
presentational variability, these constructs are conceptually distinct, and the research

findings for the former may not necessarily apply to the latter. Nevertheless, to the

! The most common psychological well-being measures were of depression and self-esteem, but some
studies also included measures of anxiety, neuroticism, emotional adjustment, stress, positive and negative
affectivity, or physical symptoms, as well as general life satisfaction or satisfaction with specific situations.
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extent that presenting oneself differently to various people is linked to lower perceived
self-concept consistency, self-presentational variability across targets may be associated
with poorer psychological well-being.

Theory and research on authenticity also suggest that self-presentational
congruence —presenting oneself congruently with one’s self-views—is more adaptive
than incongruence. Rogers (1961), for example, maintained that maladjustment often
stems from incongruence between one's experiences or behaviors and one's self-image.
Similarly, Jourard (1968) suggested that accurately disclosing one’s authentic self to
others reflects a healthy personality, while failure to do so is related to neurosis. . Along
the same lines, authenticity is considered important for optimal functioning and
freedom from psychopathology by existential and humanistic (May, 1983; Rogers, 1961;
Yalom, 1980), psychodynamic (Horney, 1951; Winnicott, 1969), modern clinical (e.g.,
Joseph & Linley, 2006), developmental (e.g., Harter, 2002), and social (e.g., Kernis &
Goldman, 2006; Lopez & Rice, 2006) psychologists. Indeed, self-reported authenticity is
positively associated with well-being, including greater vitality (Ryan, Bernstein, &
Brown, 2010); higher life satisfaction, lower net (i.e., frequency of) negative affect, and
more positive and secure feelings of self-worth (Heppner & Kernis, 2011); a stronger and

clearer sense of self-identity (Goldman, 2004); lower defensiveness (Lakey, Kernis,



Heppner & Lance, 2008) and psychological distress (Kernis & Goldman, 2005); better
romantic relationship functioning and satisfaction (Brunell et al., 2010), and the use of
more adaptive (e.g., active) and less maladaptive (e.g., substance use) coping strategies
(Goldman & Kernis, 2005). Taken together, these findings suggest that presenting
oneself authentically —or at least reporting that one conveys images that are congruent
with one’s private self-views (self-presentational congruence) —may be associated with
adjustment. These results are also in line with the theorizing of many clinical
psychologists in emphasizing the importance of an integrated “core” self for mental
health (e.g., Block, 1961; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Lecky, 1945; Rogers, 1961).

However, conclusions regarding the psychological benefits of authenticity are
muddied by research showing that people sometimes feel more autonomous and true to
themselves when they behave in ways that are literally “out of character.” Studies by
Fleeson and Wilt (2010) and Sheldon et al. (1997) found that participants reported
greater authenticity when their behavior expressed high levels of extraversion,
agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability, and intellect (openness),
regardless of their actual standing on these personality traits. For example, introverts
felt more authentic when they had behaved in an extraverted fashion, and participants

scoring high in neuroticism felt more authentic when they behaved in ways that were



decidedly nonneurotic. Such findings suggest that behaving consistently (i.e.,
authentically) with one’s inner dispositions is not always more psychologically
beneficial than behaving in ways that are contrary to how one really is possibly because
people feel better (and more authentic) when they behave in more desirable or
situationally-appropriate ways even if their behaviors are not congruent with their
dispositions (see Jongman-Sereno & Leary, 2016). Thus, flexibility or variability in

behavior can not only be genuine but also enhance perceived authenticity at times.

1.3 A Curvilinear Relationship Between Variability and
Adjustment

In contrast to views suggesting that variability or incongruence are consistently
associated with either good or bad psychological outcomes, Block (1961) proposed that
both excessive role variability ("diffusion") and insufficient role variability ("rigidity")
are associated with maladjustment because both extremes reflect problems with ego
identity (Erikson, 1956). In Block’s view, the former reflects the lack of an “inner core”
whereas the latter reflects a “hollow” insecure sense of identity and fear of losing one’s
identity as a result of any self-abandon (p. 392). Block thus hypothesized that a
curvilinear, inverted-U relationship exists between the degree to which people’s

behaviors (including their self-presentations) vary across situations and their



psychological adjustment: a moderate amount of variability should be associated with
greater adjustment than either low or high variability.

In a study that assessed the extent to which participants reported how much
their behavior varied across interpersonal situations, Block (1961) found that role
variability, but not role rigidity, was linearly related to maladjustment, specifically
susceptibility to anxiety. However, Miller and Thayer (1988) found direct support for
Block’s curvilinear hypothesis. Using the revised Self-monitoring Scale (Snyder &
Gangestad, 1986), which they described as a “demonstrably valid measure of role
variability at the dispositional level” (p. 546), Miller and Thayer found a significant
curvilinear relationship between self-monitoring—the tendency to vary one’s self-
presentations as a function of the social context—and neuroticism. People in the middle
range of self-monitoring scores were significantly lower in neuroticism than both low
and high self-monitors (who did not significantly differ in neuroticism). Insofar as
monitoring one’s public images to ensure their appropriateness reflects people’s
proclivity for self-presentation (Fuglestad & Snyder, 2009), Miller and Thayer’s findings
suggest that self-presentational variability and psychosocial adjustment may be

curvilinearly related.

10



Similarly, Jourard (1971) proposed that an optimal degree of authentic self-
disclosure, rather than indiscriminately high or low self-disclosure, was indicative of
mental health. Chelune (1976) further hypothesized that disclosure flexibility —the
ability to adapt one’s dispositional levels of (authentic) self-disclosure across a wide
range of situations in response to situational and interpersonal cues—is important for
effective interpersonal functioning. The results of Chelune’s (1981) studies testing this
theory indicated that medium self-disclosers whose self-disclosure patterns most closely
approximated the normative profile had lower neuroticism scores than those whose
patterns deviated from the norms. Moreover, Chelune’s pattern of results for the high
disclosure flexibility group across levels of total self-disclosure approximates the
curvilinear relationship suggested by Jourard (1964, 1971) and others. That is,
participants who were consistently too high or too low in their self-disclosures despite
varying them in response to social-situational cues were more neurotic than the people
who disclosed a moderate amount who appropriately varied their self-disclosures. The
ability to perceive social-situational cues and adapt one’s dispositional level of self-
disclosure accordingly is thus associated with emotional stability. Therefore, behavioral
variability may indeed be curvilinearly related to adjustment and well-being,

particularly when such variability is in accordance with social norms.

11



1.4 The Present Research

The current project aims to fill an important gap in the literature by testing these
three competing hypotheses regarding whether the relationship between self-
presentational variability and psychological well-being is positive, negative, or
curvilinear. As noted, these hypotheses have been discussed for many years, but the
present research is among the first to test them directly.

An initial experimental study (Study 1a) conducted in a laboratory setting will be
described first, followed by its offshoot (Study 1b), which implemented a behavioral
measure of self-presentation. Then, an experience sampling study to test these

hypotheses in the course of people’s everyday lives is described (Study 2).
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2.0 STUDY 1a

The primary purpose of Study 1a was to test these three views of the relationship
between self-presentational congruence (i.e., the consistency between people’s self-views
and self-presentations) and self-presentational variability across various targets on one
hand and indices of psychological and interpersonal well-being on the other. The three
perspectives previously described predict that high self-presentational congruence and
low self-presentational variability will be positively, negatively, or curvilinearly related
to adjustment and well-being, respectively. Participants rated how they viewed
themselves on 19 dimensions and also rated how they would present themselves to nine
diverse targets in their lives on the same dimensions. From these sets of ratings, indices
were calculated to reflect self-presentational congruence (the correlation between
participants’ self-ratings and self-presentational ratings) and self-presentational
variability (the degree to which participants’ self-presentations varied across the nine
targets). These indirect self-report self-presentational indices were also compared to
participants’ self-reported behavioral authenticity (Kernis & Goldman, 2006), which
should be positively correlated with congruence and negatively correlated with

variability.
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In order to confirm that any relationships between self-presentational
congruence/variability and well-being do not merely reflect a general tendency to be
concerned about one’s public image or to impression-manage, the study also examined
four personality characteristics that should be related to self-presentational congruence
and variability —self-monitoring (Snyder & Gangestad, 1986), fear of negative evaluation
(Leary, 1983), Machiavellianism (Christie & Geis, 1970), and public self-consciousness
(Scheier & Carver, 1985). Each of these characteristics involves either a high level of
attention to and concern about one’s public impressions (self-monitoring, fear of
negative evaluation, public self-consciousness) or the motive to manage one’s
impressions for personal gain (Machiavellianism). Analyses were conducted to ensure
that any observed relationships between participants” self-presentational behavior and

their psychological adjustment were not spurious effects due to these four attributes.

2.0.1 Methods
2.0.1.1 Participants

One hundred and eighty one participants (101 female), ages 18-77 (M =25.1, SD =
11.74), drawn from a community participant pool and a psychology department subject
pool participated either to earn $15 or to fulfill a course research requirement,

respectively. Approximately 62% of participants described themselves as White or
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Caucasian, 19% as African-American, 19% as Asian-American or Pacific Islander, 7% as
Hispanic, 1% as Native American, and 3% as other (the total exceeds 100% because
participants could indicate multiple identities). Sixty-one percent of participants were
single, 25% were currently in a relationship, 8% were married, 5% were divorced or

separated, and .5% were widowed.

2.0.1.2 Measures
2.0.1.2.1 Self-Presentational Profiles

Participants’ self-presentational goals for nine targets were assessed by asking
participants to rate how they wanted to be perceived on 19 dimensions by each of nine
people—your mother, your best friend of the same sex, your (most recent) romantic
partner or spouse, a coworker or classmate, an acquaintance, someone you dislike, an
authority figure, a stranger, and a child. These targets were chosen to reflect a range of
desired self-presentations and self-presentational demands. For each target, presented
in random order, participants were directed to think about how they want to be
perceived by the target and then to rate themselves on the 19 dimensions as if they were
describing themselves to that person and as if the other person would see their self-

ratings.
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The 19 self-presentational dimensions were selected based on a review of the
basic self-presentational dimensions that have been used in previous research (Leary,
1995; Leary & Allen, 2011): (1) friendly, warm; (2) competent, intelligent; (3) helpless,
depends on others; (4) intimidating, threatening; (5) outgoing, sociable; (6) stable,
unemotional; (7) dependable, conscientious; (8) honest, ethical; (9) dominant, assertive;
(10) unique, different from most other people; (11) humorous, playful; (12) sexy, sensual;
(13) kind, generous; (14) curious, open to new ideas; (15) religious, spiritual; (16)
agreeable, cooperative; (17) serious; (18) risk-taking; and (19) modest. Participants rated
themselves on each self-presentational dimension on a 9-point unipolar scale (1 = not at
all; 5 = moderately; 9 = extremely). Participants were also asked to rate themselves “as

honestly as you can” on the same 19 dimensions using the same 9-point scale.

2.0.1.2.2 Psychosocial Adjustment Measures

The anxiety subscale of the Symptom Checklist-90-Revised (SCL-90-R; Derogatis,
1977), a self-report measure of general psychiatric symptomatology, assessed the degree
to which participants were distressed by symptoms associated with anxiety.
Considerable research supports the reliability, validity, and utility of this instrument

(Derogatis, 1977).
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The Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (CES-D; Radloff, 1977) is
a 20-item scale designed to measure the presence and severity of depressive
symptomatology in the general population. Respondents indicated the frequency with
which they experienced a variety of behavioral, cognitive, and affective symptoms of
depression during the past week. The scale has demonstrated high internal consistency,
validity, and test-retest variability for both general and clinical populations (Radloff,
1977).

Subjective well-being was assessed with the Flourishing Scale (Diener et al.,
2010). Participants rated their success in important aspects of human functioning, such
as having meaning and purpose in life, positive relationships, and feelings of
competence and satisfaction, using a 7-point scale. This 8-item measure has good
psychometric properties and is strongly associated with other measures of psychological
well-being (Diener et al., 2010).

The Self-Concept Clarity Scale (Campbell, 1996) was used to measure of the
degree to which participants’ self-beliefs are clearly and confidently defined, stable, and
internally consistent. The scale has good reliability and construct validity (Campbell et
al., 1996). Trait self-esteem was assessed with Rosenberg’s (1965) 10-item measure, a

commonly used and valid measure of self-esteem.
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Ten items from the Tromsy Social Intelligence Scale (TSIS; Silvera, Martinussen,
& Dahl, 2001), a measure of social intelligence (including social skills, social awareness,
and social information processing) assessed social efficacy. Respondents indicated the
degree to which statements described them such as, “I am good at getting on good terms
with new people,” and “I can understand what others really mean through their
expression, body language, etc.” using a 7-point scale (1 = describes me extremely poorly, 7
= “describes me extremely well”). The scale has good reliability and validity (Silvera et al.,
2001).

Loneliness was assessed using the Three Item Loneliness Scale (Hughes, Waite,
Hawkley, & Cacioppo, 2004), which has demonstrated construct validity and reliability
(Hughes et al., 2004). Respondents indicated how often they felt left out, isolated from
others, and lacking in companionship on a 3-point scale.

Finally, participants rated the overall quality of their social support from 1 (poor)
to 9 (ideal) as well as the quality of the social support they received from each of the
nine targets of their self-presentational profiles using the same 9-point scale. An
exploratory factor analysis conducted on these items using principal axis factoring with
an oblique rotation yielded a two-factor solution. The first factor (eigenvalue = 3.32)

included four items with loadings over .49 reflecting diffuse social support quality from
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psychologically distant targets (an acquaintance, a co-worker or classmate, an authority
tigure, and a child, respectively). The second factor (eigenvalue = 1.24) was primarily
defined by the item overall quality of social support (factor loading of .94), but also
included items (with factor loadings above .34) that reflected the quality of dense social
support from close targets (spouse/romantic partner, mother, and best same-sex friend,
respectively). Since this two-factor solution cumulatively accounted for 57.05% of the
variance and did an adequate job of reproducing the original correlation matrix,

participants’ factor scores were used as the measures of perceived social support quality.

2.0.1.2.3 Personality Measures

Participants completed measures of five personality variables that were expected
to be associated with self-presentational congruence and variability. Self-monitoring was
measured with Snyder and Gangestad’s (1986) revised 18-item Self-monitoring Scale,
which demonstrates acceptable inter-item reliability as well as construct and criterion-
related validity (Snyder & Gangestad, 1986). A sample item is, “In different situations
and with different people, I often act like very different persons.” Self-monitoring
should be positively associated with self-presentational variability and negatively

associated with self-presentational congruence.
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People who are concerned with others’ evaluations should also be more likely to
tailor their personas to particular targets, and thus, exhibit less congruence. The Brief
Fear of Negative Evaluation Scale (Leary, 1983) was used to assess the degree to which
people worry about being perceived and evaluated negatively on 12 items such as, “I am
usually worried about what kind of impression I make.” This scale has high inter-item
reliability, construct and criterion-related validity (Leary, 1983).

Similarly, public self-consciousness should negatively predict self-presentational
congruence and positively predict variability. Participants completed the public self-
consciousness subscale of the Revised Self-Consciousness Scale (SCSR; Scheier & Carver,
1985), which was designed for use with general populations. It measures the degree to
which people think about the public aspects of themselves, and the scale has good
psychometric properties (Scheier & Carver, 1985) Sample items include “I care a lot
about how I present myself to others” and “It’s easy for me to talk to strangers” (reverse-
scored).

Machiavellianism, a collection of attributes reflecting a manipulative and selfish
interpersonal style (Christie & Geis, 1970), may also be associated with greater self-
presentational variability and lower congruence between public self-presentations and

self-views (Jones & Paulhus, 2008). On the Mach-IV questionnaire (Christie & Geis,
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1970), respondents indicate the degree to which they agree with statements that reflect
high (e.g., “The best way to handle people is to tell them what they want to hear”) and
low (e.g., “Most people who get ahead in the world lead clean, moral lives”)
Machiavellianism on a 5-point scale.

Finally, the 11-item authentic behavior subscale of the Authenticity Inventory
(Kernis & Goldman, 2006), which has demonstrated high reliability and validity,
assessed the degree to which people report acting in accordance with their values,
preferences, and needs. A sample item is, “I try to act in a manner that is consistent with
my personally held values, even if others criticize or reject me for doing so.” Those who
purportedly behave authentically should want to present themselves in ways that are

more congruent with and less variable from their self-views.

2.0.1.3 Procedure

Participants were first instructed to rate themselves as honestly as possible on the
19 trait dimensions and then to rate themselves on the same dimensions as if they were
describing themselves to each of the nine targets, presented in random order.
Participants then completed the measures of personality, well-being, social support and

efficacy, and psychosocial adjustment previously described.
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2.0.2 Results
2.0.2.1 Descriptive Statistics

Means, standard deviations, and inter-item reliabilities are shown in Table 1.
Reliabilities were acceptable for all measures, with the lowest being for the Mach-IV

Scale (o = 0.66). Correlations among the measures are displayed in Table 2.
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Table 1: Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities for Study 1a Personality and Well-Being Measures

Variable Mean Standard Cronbach’s

Deviation Alpha
Self-esteem 39.03 7.07 91
Machiavellianism 49.83 6.60 .66
Self-Monitoring 52.80 8.40 .69
Behavioral Authenticity 36.55 5.53 77
Fear of Negative Evaluation 34.27 8.63 .86
Public Self-Consciousness 19.77 4.40 .80
Anxiety 13.74 4.68 .86
Depression 11.22 8.30 91
Self-Concept Clarity 38.98 9.37 91
Loneliness 5.32 1.72 .80
Social Efficacy 48.01 9.27 .83
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Table 2: Correlations Between Self-Presentational, Personality, and Psychosocial Adjustment Measures in Study 1a

Dense Diffuse
Well- Social Social
Variability Anxiety Depression Lonely Being Support Efficacy SE = SCC sM Mach FNE PSC BA
Congruence -45" -32" =31 =327 31T 25T 2717 A37 27" 27T =337 =33 =21 -16" 38"
Variability 1 .06 02 07 A3 05 -11 .09 09 .03 13 A1 -.08 =12 -.03
Anxiety 1 69 A4 J38T -317 -1BT 2407 5177 -44T 247 237 43" 347 44
Depression | G610 -63T -S54 247 S 51T 68T 55T 247 35" A7 A2 527
Loneliness 1 =527 -69°" -36™ -51" -55" - 527 23" 31 46" 17 -4
Well-Being 1 Jo™ 38T 54T g2 50" -6 -43" -38" -27"  53%
Dense Support 1 56T 47 S0 36T -.11 -37" - 28" =217 447
Diffuse Support 1 a1 27 26 -16 =37 -22° -.10 297
Social Efficacy 1 S8 48" 09 =327 -38" -17 407
Self-Esteem 1 6477 -1 -.34" =54 -40™ 55"
Self-Concept 1 =30 40T =56 -44™ 64"
Clarity
Self-Monitoring 1 A0 A3~ 32 42"
Machiavellianism 1 347 247 -537
FNE 1 by 7 S
Public Self- 1 -45"
Consclousness

Note: 5E = self-esteem, SCC = self-concept clarity, SM = self-monitoring, FNE = fear of negative evaluation, PSC = public self-
consciousness, BA= behavioral authenticity; *p < .01, *p < .001



2.0.2.2 Self-Presentational Congruence

To assess self-presentational congruence, within-person correlations were
calculated between each participant’s private ratings of how they honestly saw
themselves on the 19 trait dimensions and how they desired to be seen by each of the
targets across the same dimensions. Thus, participants had a congruency correlation for
each of the nine targets indicating the degree to which their self-presentations to that
target were consistent with their honest self-ratings. These congruency correlations for
each of the nine targets were also averaged to create an overall index of participants’
self-presentational congruence. Correlations were transformed using Fisher’s r-to-z
transformation, averaged within targets, and back-transformed to Pearson r. (One
participant had a negative congruency correlation and was thus excluded from the
analyses reported here, but including this outlier produced similar results.)

Overall, participants’ self-presentational profiles correlated .71 with their self-
ratings, suggesting that about 50% of the variance in the images that participants desired
to present across targets was tied to their own self-views. Furthermore, participants’
self-presentational congruence was moderately correlated with their behavioral
authenticity scores, r = .38, p < .01, which supports the validity of our congruence
measure yet also shows that it is conceptually distinct from behavioral authenticity as

operationalized by Kernis and Goldman (2006).
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Examination of the data did not reveal any curvilinear relationships, so Pearson
correlations were calculated between both participants” average self-presentational
congruence (across targets) and their self-presentational congruence correlation for each
target and their scores on each of the psychosocial adjustment variables. As can be seen
in Table 3, more congruent self-presentations were associated with higher self-esteem,
social efficacy, perceived dense and diffuse social support quality, self-concept clarity,
and subjective well-being, both across specific targets and on average. In contrast,
depression, anxiety, and loneliness were associated with less congruence between self-

ratings and self-presentational profiles on average and across specific targets.
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Table 3: Correlations Between Within-Person Self-Presentational Congruence and Psychosocial Adjustment in Study 1a

Dense Diffuse

Social

Self-
Concept

Target Anxiety Depression  Lonely Well-Being Social Support Efficacy  Self-Esteem Clarity
Average across Targets -.32" -31" -.32" 317 25" 24" 23" 27" 27"
Acquaintance -.40" -.35" -.36" 26™ 257 23" .26 .30™ 28™
Authority -25" -25" -.19° 16 13 15 .04 14 19°
Child -.34" -217 =277 24" 217 24" 20™ 16 227
Co-Worker -23" -.25" -.24" .30™ 27" 25" 18 18 18
Disliked Other -.10 -.14 -11 13 .06 .05 .06 A7 .08
Best Friend -.26" -27" -.36" 22" 25" 19 18 19 217
Mother -19° -18 -18° 217 19° 19° 12 13 A7
Romantic Partner -31" -.28" -31" 38™ 23" 27 357 36™ 347
Stranger -19° -18 -.24" A7 14 16 A1 A7 18

Note: *p < .01, **p < .001.



2.0.2.3 Variability in Self-Presentations Across Targets

To assess the degree to which participants desired to present different images
of themselves across targets, the standard deviation of the nine self-presentational
ratings for each of the 19 dimensions was calculated for each participant. Larger
standard deviations indicate greater variability in people’s self-presentations on a
particular dimension across the nine targets.

To begin, a repeated measures analysis of variance conducted on the 19
dimensions showed that inter-target variability in self-presentations differed across
dimensions, F(11.249, 2024.905) = 98.74, p < .001, 1}*> = .35. (Degrees of freedom were
corrected using the Greenhouse-Geisser estimate of sphericity [¢ = 0.625]). The pattern of
means suggests that traits with the widest value for achieving people’s goals across
targets had lower variability than self-presentational traits that are useful with only
particular targets. Specifically, the average standard deviations for self-presentational
ratings of competent/intelligent (.71), helpless/depends on others (.78), honest/ethical
(.79), and conscientious/dependable (.98) were lower than those for sexy/sensual (2.51),
intimidating/threatening (1.69), humorous/playful (1.53), dominant/ assertive (1.49),
stable/unemotional (1.41), serious (1.33), and risk-taking (1.31).

To obtain a measure of the overall variability in participants” self-presentations,
the average variance across the nine targets for all 19 trait dimensions was summed for

each participant. Within-person correlations were then calculated between this index of
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overall variability across both targets and traits and each measure of psychosocial
adjustment. As expected, self-presentational variability was negatively correlated with
yet distinct from self-presentational congruence, r =-0.45, p <.001. Contrary to
expectations, self-presentational variability was not significantly correlated with any
measures of psychosocial adjustment, all |rls<.1, and all p’s > .15, nor with the
measures of self-monitoring, fear of negative evaluation, Machiavellianism, or public
self-consciousness, all |71s<.13 and all p’s > .07.

Because Pearson correlations assess only linear associations, the data were
examined and statistically tested for curvilinear relationships between self-
presentational variability and each of the psychosocial adjustment variables. Regression
analyses with quadratic terms indicated no significant curvilinear relationships between
self-presentational variability and any of the adjustment measures (all p’s > .58). Thus,
contrary to Block’s (1961) hypothesis, self-presentational variability was not
curvilinearly related to adjustment, nor was there evidence of any curvilinear
relationships between self-presentational congruence and any of the psychosocial

adjustment measures (all p’s > .10).

2.0.2.4 Congruent Self-Presentational Variability and Psychosocial
Adjustment

Although the zero-order correlations between self-presentational variability
and psychosocial adjustment were not significant, variability emerged as a

significant predictor of adjustment when multiple regression analyses were
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conducted in which self-presentational congruence and self-presentational
variability were both entered as predictors. Consistent with the correlational
results described above, self-presentational congruence predicted lower anxiety (5 =
-42, t{171] =- 5.16, p <.001), depression (5 = -.40,t[171] = - 4.85, p <.001), and
loneliness (B =-.45, t{171] =- 5.57, p <.001), as well as greater subjective well-being
(p=.48,t[171] =6.04 , p <.001), social efficacy (8 =.33, {[171] =3.97 , p < .001), self-
esteem (B = .42, t{171] =5.12, p < .001), self-concept clarity ( = .40, {[171] =4.86, p <
.001), overall and dense social support quality (8 =.35, t{171] =4.26, p <.001), and
diffuse social support quality (5 =.27, t{171] = 3.20, p = .002). Thus, participants who
exhibited greater self-presentational congruence reported higher psychological and
social well-being overall.

In addition—and contrary to the correlational results —self-presentational
variability significantly predicted unique variance in participants” scores on all of the
psychosocial adjustment measures after controlling for self-presentational congruence
with one exception. Self-presentational variability predicted lower anxiety ( =-.22,
t[171] =-2.69, p = .008), depression (f =-.17, t[{171] =-2.06, p = .04), and loneliness (f = -.22,
t[171] =-2.74, p = .007), as well as higher subjective well-being (g = .31, t{{171] =3.90, p <
.001), social efficacy (B = .21, t[171] = 2.53, p = .01), self-esteem (5 = .29, {[171] =3.55, p <
.001), self-concept clarity (p = .24, t[171] =2.94, p = .004), and overall and dense social

support quality (B = .22, {{171] =2.70, p = .008). However, self-presentational variability
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did not significantly predict perceived diffuse social support quality (i.e., the quality of
social support they received from distant targets) beyond congruence. Overall, self-
presentational variability accounted for 2% to 7% of additional variance in scores on the
psychosocial adjustment variables beyond the contribution of self-presentational
congruence. The interaction between self-presentational congruence and variability was
not significant for any of the indices of psychosocial adjustment, all p’s >.09.

These results indicate a cooperative or reciprocal suppression effect (Cohen &
Cohen, 1975) because self-presentational variability accounts for a larger proportion of
the criterion variances in the presence of self-presentational congruence (and vice versa)
than it does alone. Substantively, these findings suggest that self-presentational
variability uniquely predicts greater psychosocial well-being as long as one’s desired

self-presentations do not stray too far from the rank order of one’s private self-ratings.

2.0.2.5 Congruence and Variability Effects While Controlling for
Personality Variables

As expected, self-monitoring (r = -.33, p <.001), Machiavellianism (r =-.33, p <
.001), fear of negative evaluation (r = -.21, p <.001), and public self-consciousness (r = -
.16, p < .05) were each significantly associated with lower congruency between self-
ratings and self-presentational profiles. Thus, hierarchical multiple regression analyses
were conducted with self-monitoring, Machiavellianism, fear of negative evaluation,
and public self-consciousness entered together as predictors at Step 1, and self-

presentational congruence and variability added as predictors at Step 2 to examine their
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unique influences on psychosocial adjustment. As can be seen in Table 4, these analyses
revealed that with variance due to self-presentationally relevant personality variables
removed, self-presentational congruence still accounted for lower anxiety (Fchange [2, 167]
=4.95, p =.008, R?=.26), depression (Fchange[2, 167] = 3.32, p = .04, R>=.31), and loneliness
(Fehange [2, 167] = 6.23, p = .002, R?=.29), as well as higher subjective well-being (Fchange [2,
167] = 10.04, p <.001, R?=.32), social efficacy (Fehange[2, 167] = 4.56, p = .01, R>=.34), self-
esteem (Fehange [2, 167] = 5.52, p =.005, R?=.38), and overall and dense social support
quality (Fehange [2, 167] =4.21, p = .02, R?>=.21); but, not diffuse social support quality. With
the four personality variables in the model, the variability of participants” self-
presentations uniquely predicted only subjective well-being (5 = .26, {[167] =3.37, p =
.001), overall and dense social support quality (8 =.18 {[167] =2.24, p = .03), and self-

esteem (B = .16, t[167] =2.27, p = .03) above and beyond self-presentational congruence.
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Table 4: Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Self-Presentation Variables Predicting Psychosocial Adjustment in

Study 1a
Anxiety Depression Loneliness Well-Being Dense Support  Diffuse Support  Sodal Efficacy

Variable B t B t B t B t B t B t B £
Step 1

Machiavellian 08 1.09 27 3.05 207 2.61 -.367 -4.75 34" -4.30  -347 -4.34 =327 443

Self- 08 1.06 03 34 02 21 07 92 08 1.05 D1 12 A07 0 423
Monitoring

Fear Neg. Eval 367 3.59 o i 277 A07 4,01 -27 -2.74 -.19 -1.78 -17 -L.67 -52" -h4B

Self-Conscious .05 0.54 J7 1.82 -0.03 -0.25 0.01 0.06 -02 021 .11 1.04 A7 1.83

AR? 227 287 0.24" (r24” 0.177 157 A17
Step 2

Congruence -026° -3.14 0200 -251 -029° -353 034" 357 Ba2s 271 .15 1.68 0.24° 3.00

WVariability -0.11 -1.40 -0.05 -0.71 -0.12 -1.60 0.26" 423 (.18 224 07 B3 0.13 1.78

AR? 0.04° 0.05 0.05 0.08” 0.047 .1 0.04°

Note:*p < .01, *p < 001,



2.0.2.6 Effects of Congruence and Variability with Close Versus
Distant Targets

The psychosocial implications of varying one’s self-presentations may differ
depending on whether one is doing so with psychologically close or distant (i.e., non-
intimates) targets. Indeed, research suggests that self-presentation is an important
determinant of how well people are liked and evaluated by distant targets such as their
supervisors (Wayne & Liden, 1995), whereas less self-presentational effort is necessary
for satisfying relationships with close others (Gosnell, Britt, & McKibben, 2011).
Subsequent analyses thus examined whether the psychosocial benefits of self-
presentational variability differed for targets varying in relational distance. Participant’s
average variance across the 19 trait dimensions was calculated separately for the three
closest targets —mother, romantic partner/spouse, best friend —and the three most
distant targets—acquaintance, co-worker/classmate, and stranger. (Authority figure was
not included in these analyses because participants may have either a close or distant
relationship with the authority figure for which they completed their self-presentational
profile.) Multiple regression analyses were conducted with self-presentational
variability and congruence with close versus distant targets as predictors and the
psychosocial adjustment variables as outcomes. The interactions between self-
presentational congruence and variability with close or distant targets were not

significant for any of the indices of psychosocial adjustment.
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As shown in Table 5, self-presentational congruence with both close and distant
others significantly predicted better psychosocial adjustment on all indices—that is, less
anxiety, depression, and loneliness, and greater subjective well-being, self-esteem, self-
concept clarity, social efficacy, overall and dense social support quality, and diffuse
social support quality. In contrast, self-presentational variability with close targets did
not predict any of the psychosocial adjustment variables except social efficacy (varying
one’s self-presentations with close others predicted greater social efficacy). Self-
presentational variability with distant others, on the other hand, significantly predicted
better adjustment on all of these measures beyond self-presentational congruence. Thus,
varying one's self-presentations to non-intimates in particular is related to positive

psychosocial outcomes.

2.0.3 Summary of Study 1a

In sum, the results of Study 1a indicated that the degree to which participants
presented images of themselves that were consistent with their private self-views was
predicted by individual differences in self-monitoring, fear of negative evaluation,
Machiavellianism, and public self-consciousness. More importantly, self-presentational
congruence predicted better psychosocial adjustment on all measures—higher subjective
well-being, social support quality, social efficacy, and self-esteem; and lower anxiety,
depression, and loneliness —above and beyond the influence of these personality

variables. In addition, self-presentational variability uniquely positively predicted
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psychosocial adjustment, with variability to distant targets being most predictive. Thus,
some degree of self-presentational flexibility may promote psychosocial well-being as

long as people’s projected images are reasonably congruent with their self-views.
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Table 5: Regression Results Predicting Psychosocial Adjustment from Variability and Congruence with Close Versus Distant

Targets in Study 1a
Outcome: . : . . D . Pifhw —
Anxiety Depression Loneliness Well-Being  Social Support ~ Social Support  Social Efficacy
TargetType: Close Distant Close Distant Close  Distant  Close Distant Close Distant Close Distant Close  Distant
p p P B f p P F p p p 8 p p
Congruence -035" -0.38" 035 -041" -041" 042" 042" 041" 029" 034" 220 26" 039" 032"
Variability ~— -011  -029° 010 -02° 012 02 0.14 019 006 0200 04 29 022" 018
Total R? 009 011 009 013 013 014 013 013 007 009 05 .06 0.10 008
F 870" 10.88" 890" 1318" 1247" 1383"  1274" 1306" 615" 869" 490 546 987" 7.30"

Note:*p < .01, *p < .00L



2.1 STUDY 1b

Study 1a relied on a measure of people’s self-reported self-presentational goals
(i.e., the impressions they desired targets to form of them), but whether participants’
actual self-presentations mirrored these goals is not known. Although participants in
Study 1a were instructed to complete each self-presentational profile as if the target
would see their ratings, how people say they would present themselves to others may
differ from how they would actually impression-manage if the specified target were
present. Thus, although the study speaks to the psychosocial implications of the
congruence and variability of people’s self-presentational goals, examining the effect
with a more behavioral measure of self-presentation seemed important.

Therefore, Study 1b extended Study 1la by assessing participants’ actual self-
presentations to diverse (bogus) targets in a laboratory setting. In this way, the
relationships between behavioral measures of self-presentational variability and
congruence and participants” scores on the measures of psychological and social well-

being from Study 1a could be examined.

2.1.1 Method

After completing Study 1a, the 181 participants in Study 1a (101 female), ages 18-
77 (M=25.1, SD = 11.74), were given a 5-minute break with refreshments and then were
given instructions for completing Studylb. Participants were told that four people had
been recruited to help with this study examining the personality factors that influence
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people’s first impressions of others. Participants were instructed to introduce and talk
about themselves to the four (fictional) unfamiliar targets for 3-minutes each (with a list
of possible questions to answer about themselves) while being video-recorded (see
Appendix A for the instructions and questions). Participants were told that the four
targets would later view the recordings of their introductions and that the participant’s
goal was “to get each person to like you and evaluate you highly after viewing the
recording.”

Prior to recording each self-presentation, participants read a short paragraph
describing the person who would ostensibly view and rate each recording “because you
usually know something about the people you interact with in real life.” For example,
one target was described as “an assertive, self-confident person” who “enjoy/[s]
interacting with people who are able to stand up for their beliefs and argue persuasively
for their point of view,” whereas another target was described as “a warm, kind-hearted
person who is always trying to please others” who “truly value[s] harmony and
cooperation and like to avoid conflict.” The four target descriptions were written to lead
participants to desire to make different impressions on these four individuals (see
Appendix A). This design allowed analyses of the degree to which participants’ self-
presentations varied across the four target individuals and whether self-presentational
variability and congruence related to scores on the psychosocial adjustment measures

described in Study 1a.

39



After reading the description of each target, participants rated how successful
they thought they would be at getting the person to like them and evaluate them
positively on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = extremely unsuccessful, 4 = neither, 7 = extremely
successful) before recording their 3-minute introduction.! Participants were told they
could discuss anything they liked but were given a list of 13 questions they could
address about themselves if they wished and instructed to check off any questions from
this list that they answered (See Appendix A).

After their introduction, participants answered questions about their experience,
such as how much they cared about making a positive impression and how successful
they thought they were at doing so (see Appendix A for these questions in detail).
Participants’” responses to these final questions were not examined for the present
research, however, because they are not relevant for the hypotheses described below.

Based on the results of Study 1a, self-presentational congruence should be
positively linearly associated with psychosocial adjustment above and beyond the
influence of related personality variables such as self-monitoring, Machiavellianism, and
public self-consciousness (Hypothesis 1). Additionally, exhibiting self-presentational
variability to make desired impressions on these unfamiliar targets should be positively

related to adjustment above and beyond the related personality variables (Hypothesis 2).

! This question was not relevant for the hypotheses being tested in Study 1b and thus was not examined.
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2.1.2 Results

Four trained coders watched participants” 3-minute self-descriptions and, based
on each participant’s recording, rated their personality impressions of each participant
on 12 of the 19 trait dimensions used in Study 1a. (Only 12 were used because certain
characteristics —such as sexy, sensual, and religious/spiritual —were not likely to be
conveyed in the experimental situation.) Inter-rater reliability was determined by
calculating the [one-way random] intraclass correlation coefficient across all four judges
for each trait rating and target condition. Consistency between coders ranged from 0.66
for “curious, open to new ideas” to .90 for “intimidating, threatening,” and was
adequate overall.? The average of the coders’ ratings of participants on the 12 trait
dimensions was used to calculate the degree of self-presentational variability and
congruence that participants displayed in their self-presentations to the four targets.

Participants” overall self-presentational congruence was indexed by the absolute
value of the difference between participants’ private trait ratings and the averaged
coders’ trait ratings, averaged across all four targets. Higher scores indicate less

congruence between people’s private self-ratings and how they were perceived in their

2 The intraclass coefficients for coders’ ratings of genuine (.17) and believable (-.26) indicate the difficulty of
reliably discerning these qualities from a single episode of behavior. Coders also did not agree in their
perceptions of how likeable participants’ were (.29), which is perhaps unsurprising given the idiosyncratic
nature of this judgment. These items were not considered in any analyses because they were not sufficiently
reliable.
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introductions to the targets overall (as captured by the coders’ ratings). This
operationalization of [in]congruence was used to test Hypothesis 1 because it reflects the
objective semantic discrepancy between people’s private self-perceptions and their
public self-presentations—that is, the difference between seeing oneself as X (e.g.,
moderately friendly) and presenting oneself as more or less than X (e.g., extremely
friendly or not friendly). To test Hypothesis 2, participants’ self-presentational
variability across the four targets was indexed by the average variance of each of the 12
personality trait ratings by coders across the four targets. Larger variances indicate
greater variability in participants” self-presentations across targets.

Visual examination of the data and statistical tests that included quadratic terms
revealed no significant curvilinear relationships between these behavioral measures of
self-presentational variability and [in]congruence and any of the psychosocial
adjustment variables. Pearson correlations indicated that the degree to which
participants’ self-presentations were inconsistent with their private self-ratings (self-
presentational incongruence) was positively related to self-monitoring (r = .32, p =. 01) and
Machiavellianism (r = .31, p = .02), whereas the degree to which self-presentations varied
across targets (self-presentational variability) correlated with only with self-monitoring (r =
.22, p = .04). Neither incongruence nor variability was significantly related to self-concept
clarity, fear of negative evaluation, public self-consciousness, or even behavioral

authenticity (all p’s > .35).
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Hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted in which the two
personality variables that correlated with variability and congruence (self-monitoring
and Machiavellianism) were entered on Step 1, and the behavioral measures of self-
presentational variability and [in]congruence were entered on Steps 2 and 3,
respectively. The outcome variables were the measures of psychosocial adjustment
described in Study 1a.3 As can be seen in Table 6, less self-presentational incongruence
(or, alternatively, greater congruence) predicted greater social and psychological well-
being (i.e., lower depression, anxiety, and loneliness, as well as higher subjective well-
being, social support quality, and social efficacy) above and beyond the personality
variables and self-presentational variability, thereby supporting Hypothesis 1. Contrary
to Hypothesis 2, behavioral variability in self-presentations across targets was not

significantly related to any of the well-being measures (all p’s > .1).

3 Self-concept clarity was not included in the results because it was not correlated with how much self-
presentational variability or congruence participants exhibited in their introductions to bogus targets whom
they were instructed to impress. Perhaps with such explicit instructions in a laboratory setting, self-
presentational behavior does not reflect or impact one’s self-concept clarity, as even behavior that is not
reflective of one’s self-concept can be easily disregarded.

43



4%

Table 6: Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Self-Presentation Variables Predicting Psychosocial Adjustment

in Study 1b
Depression Anxiety Loneliness Well-Being Social Support Social Efficacy Self-Esteem
Variable B t i} t ) t i t )] t B t Ji] t
Step 1
Self-Monitoring .11 1.37 J8% 2,08 .09 1.10 01 A3 07 0.82 0.29 3.59 .04 32
Machiavellian J2¥s* 391 7% 199 29%%% 350 ~42%*% 515 -A0%* 4R 45%FF 530 LATERF 45]
AR? 4% 08** 2NN L Jd4x AR J3ven
Step 2
Variability -02 -29  -05  -62 .01 07 -07 -.84 -.04 -54 04 .55 .03 33
AR? 00 00 .00 00 00 00 .00
Step 3
Incongruence Jd8% 228 d6* 0 196 24 3,02 -21% 264 -19** 237 -20%* 385 -2 -1.47
AR: 03* 02¢% 0l Q4% L L Lf** .01

Note: *p < 05, **p < .01, ***p < 00l



2.1.3 Discussion

Study 1 was the first to examine the psychosocial implications of the degree to
which people’s self-presentations are consistent with their own self-views and vary
across different targets. Results of Studies 1a and 1b demonstrated that self-
presentational congruence, as assessed by both self-report and video-recorded behavior,
was positively related to psychological and social well-being. In addition, the results of
Study 1la revealed that that self-presentational variability, particularly with non-
intimates in participants’ lives, uniquely predicted psychological and social well-being
as long the self-presentations were also reasonably congruent with their self-image.
However, this finding was not replicated in Study 1b using a behavioral measure of self-
presentational variability across four unfamiliar targets. Given that these targets were
psychologically distant, self-presentational variability was predicted to be associated
with psychosocial well-being as found in Study 1a. However, the amount of variability
that participants displayed in their self-presentations across the unfamiliar targets (as

rated by the trained coders) was not related to the measures of well-being.

2.1.3.1 Predictors of Self-Presentational Congruence and Variability

Self-presentational congruence was positively correlated with behavioral
authenticity, as assessed by Kernis and Goldman’s (2006) self-report measure,
supporting the validity of both their measure and our own. However, the correlation
was not so high as to suggest conceptual redundancy, probably because self-

presentational congruence in only one manifestation of authenticity (others being
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congruence between values and behavior or between actual and expressed intentions).
Unlike research that has relied on people’s ratings of their authenticity (Kernis &
Goldman, 2006), self-presentational congruence was assessed directly in Study 1a by
correlating participants” self-views with their desired self-presentations for various
targets.

This index of self-presentational congruence provides an indirect assessment of
self-presentational authenticity that contributes to the authenticity literature in several
ways. First, although the congruence index used here is about as easy to administer as
other self-report measures, its validity is less likely to be tainted by socially desirable
responding. Even if participants desired to appear consistent, they would find it difficult
to remember their trait ratings on 19 trait-dimensions and deliberately use the same
ratings for each of the nine targets. Second, unlike Kernis and Goldman’s (2006)
measure, the assessment of self-presentational congruence used here does not rely on
the accuracy of participants” reports of their behavioral authenticity across situations.
Instead, private self-ratings were correlated with self-presentational goals. Third, unlike
self-report measures of authenticity, this indirect measure of self-presentational
congruence is not affected by participants’ subjective judgments of their authenticity,
which may or may not reflect how authentic they actually are (see Jongman-Sereno &
Leary, 2016; Leary & Allen, 2011).

Contrary to expectations, none of the personality variables, including behavioral
authenticity, were significantly associated with participants” self-presentational
variability in Study 1a. Rather, self-presentational variability across targets on specific
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trait dimensions was moderated by the interpersonal usefulness of the characteristic in
question. Consistent with findings by Leary and Allen (2011), participants displayed less
variability in their self-presentations on characteristics that are desirable and relevant
across many roles, targets, and situations—such as competence, honesty, and
conscientiousness —than on self-presentational characteristics that might be useful in
only some contexts or with particular targets, such as being seen as intimidating, sexy,
or adventurous. Similarly, the degree of self-presentational variability participants
displayed across targets in Study 1b was only moderately correlated with their self-

monitoring scores.

2.1.3.2 Implications of Self-Presentational Congruence and Variability
for Adjustment

Study 1 tested three competing hypotheses about the relationship between self-
presentational behaviors and well-being: (a) greater congruence and lower variability
are associated with better adjustment and well-being, (b) lower congruence and higher
variability are associated with better adjustment and well-being, (c) variability and
congruence are curvilinearly related to psychosocial adjustment. The results of Study 1a
using self-reported self-presentations to targets in people’s lives provided support for
the first two hypotheses but not the third. Using behavioral measures of self-
presentational congruence and variability with unfamiliar targets in the laboratory, the
results of Study 1b only supported only the first two hypotheses with respect to self-

presentational congruence but not with self-presentational variability.

47



2.1.3.2.1 Self-Presentational Congruence and Adjustment

Self-presentational congruence, both on average and across specific targets in
Study 1a, predicted better psychosocial adjustment as assessed by a variety of indices,
above and beyond the effects of the four associated personality variables. Similarly, the
degree of congruence in participants” self-presentations with the bogus targets in Study
1b was associated with better psychosocial adjustment on the same indices (except self-
concept clarity, which was not related), above and beyond the effects of self-monitoring
and Machiavellianism. People whose desired (Study 1a) or exhibited (Study 1b) self-
presentations were more congruent with their self-views reported lower anxiety,
depression, and loneliness as well as greater subjective well-being, self-esteem, social
efficacy, and social support quality than those who reported or displayed lower self-
presentational congruence.

The fact that inconsistency between participants’ self-views and their desired or
conveyed self-presentations across targets was associated with depression and anxiety
can be explained in part by self-discrepancy theory (Higgins, 1987). Self-discrepancy
theory maintains that anxiety and depression ensue from perceived discrepancies
between people’s actual self-views (i.e., how they think they are) and their ought self
(i.e., how they think they should be) or ideal self (i.e., how they would like to be),
respectively. Research has generally supported the impact of self-discrepancies on
emotion, although specific discrepancies do not always predict distinct emotions
precisely as self-discrepancy theory predicts (Phillips & Silvia, 2010). It is possible that

when participants in Study 1a were asked to describe how they wanted to be perceived
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by various targets, they thought about how they ought to be viewed by each target.
Similarly, participants in Study 1b may have thought about how they ought to present
themselves to the bogus targets whom they were instructed to impress. From this
perspective, incongruence between one’s self-presentations and self-views may reflect a
discrepancy between the so-called ought and actual selves. As a result, greater
depression and anxiety as well as lower subjective well-being would be expected to be
related to self-presentational incongruence.

Overall, the findings of Studies 1a and 1b provide empirical support for the
theorizing of humanistic (e.g., Jourard, 1968; May, 1983; Rogers, 1961), clinical (e.g.,
Joseph & Linley, 2006; Horney, 1951; Winnicott, 1965), developmental (e.g., Harter,
2002), and social (e.g., Kernis & Goldman, 2006; Lopez & Rice, 2006) psychologists that
authenticity —defined as congruence between one’s self-concept and one’s behavior
(presumably, including self-presentations) —is associated with, if not crucial for,
psychological well-being. Furthermore, Study 1a suggests that relatively less strategic
deployment of self-presentation with close others may be particularly adaptive. This
finding is in line with research demonstrating that less self-presentational efforts with
close others characterizes more successful and satisfying relationships (Gosnell et al.,
2011) and that inauthenticity in close relationships is associated with poorer
psychological outcomes, such as negative affect and lower self-esteem (Harter, 2002). To
use Goffman’s (1959) metaphor, people seem to benefit from stepping “backstage”
where they do not try as hard to present certain images of themselves, particularly with

close others.
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2.1.3.2.2 Self-Presentational Variability and Adjustment

The results of Study 1a demonstrated that adjusting one’s self-presentational
behavior in response to different targets in one’s life might have also some psychosocial
benefits, provided that one’s self-presentations remain reasonably congruent with one’s
self-views. Controlling for self-presentational congruence, greater self-presentational
variability across targets predicted lower anxiety, depression, and loneliness, as well as
greater subjective well-being, social efficacy, self-esteem, self-concept clarity, and social
support quality. These patterns provide support for the view espoused by many
psychologists that the willingness and ability to adjust one’s behavior to meet changing
interpersonal demands is a mark of adjustment (Kelly, 1955; T. Leary, 1957; Paulhus &
Martin, 1988). In fact, people who exhibit a limited range of interpersonal behaviors
often experience pervasive interpersonal difficulties because they do not respond
adequately to the requirements of particular situations, relationships, and roles (Kiesler,
1996; Tracey, 2005; Tracey & Rohlfing, 2010). Thus, although self-presentational
congruence is important, a moderate degree of self-presentational variability is also
beneficial for psychological and social well-being.

Study 1a suggested that self-presentational variability is particularly adaptive
with psychologically-distant targets, such as co-workers, acquaintances, and,
presumably, other non-intimates. Whereas self-presentational congruence with both
close and distant targets in Study la and unfamiliar targets in Study 1b was associated
with better psychosocial adjustment, only self-presentational variability with distant

targets in one’s life in Study 1a predicted unique variance in psychosocial adjustment
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beyond congruence. These Study 1a results are consistent with research demonstrating
that effective and appropriate self-presentation is an important determinant of how well
people are liked and evaluated by their supervisors and colleagues (Bolino & Turnley,
2003; Wayne & Liden, 1995). Given that people’s self-presentations are constrained by
targets” knowledge about them (Baumeister & Jones, 1978), people are also freer to
convey impressions that diverge from their self-views with non-intimates without being
viewed as inauthentic or deceptive.

Indeed, participants exhibited considerable self-presentational variability across
the four bogus unfamiliar targets in Study 1b (as rated by trained coders), but, unlike in
Study 1a, self-presentational variability was not related to well-being. However, the
measures of self-presentation used in Studies 1a and 1b differed in a number of ways,
any one of which could account for the differences in results: (a) Whereas Study 1a
assessed variability in the self-presentations that participants” desired to convey to
people in their lives, Study 1b assessed variability in the impressions that participants
conveyed behaviorally on video-recordings. (b) Participants in Study 1b were given
explicit self-presentational goals, which may have released everyone from normal
restraints against inaccurate impression-management, thereby masking individual
differences in participants” general tendency to be variable. When tactical self-
presentation is normative, self-presentational variability might not be related to well-
being. (c) In Study 1b, the variability in targets” preferences was constant across
participants, whereas in Study 1a, the targets to which participants described themselves
were idiosyncratic and probably differed in the degree to which they elicited consistent
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or variable self-presentations. (d) The targets in Study 1a were more personally
meaningful and, thus, more relevant to psychological and social well-being than those in
Study 1b. Given that the studies differed in these ways, it is impossible to ascertain why
their results differed. The best we can say is that self-presentational variability may be

related to well-being under some circumstances but not others.
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3.0 STUDY 2

The findings thus far suggest that presenting oneself congruently with one’s self-
views and desiring to present different impressions to socially distant targets in one’s
life are associated with psychosocial well-being. Study 2 expanded upon the laboratory
findings from Studies 1a and 1b by obtaining an ecologically valid assessment of
people’s actual self-presentational variability and congruence in everyday life.
Specifically, Study 2 used an experience sampling methodology (ESM) to obtain self-
presentational data within the context of people’s everyday interactions with friends,
family members, colleagues, acquaintances, strangers, and others. Prior to the
experience-sampling phase of the study, demographic information, baseline measures of
psychosocial adjustment, and individual difference measures were also collected.

Based on the results of Study 1a and Study 1b, the following hypotheses were
proposed:

Hypothesis 1a: The degree to which people present images of themselves that
are consistent with their private self-ratings across targets (i.e., self-presentational
congruence) will positively predict their psychological and interpersonal adjustment,
with self- presentational congruence with close targets being most predictive
(Hypothesis 1b).

Hypothesis 2a: The degree to which participants present different impressions of
themselves across targets (i.e., self-presentational variability) will predict psychological
and interpersonal well-being, with variability across distant targets being most
predictive (Hypothesis 2b), as long as self-presentations remain reasonably congruent.
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Hypothesis 3a: Participants should be most satisfied with their social
interactions and experience better mood as well as more closeness, authenticity, and
social ease when they exhibit relatively little self-presentational variability and more
self-presentational congruence, perhaps especially with close targets. With reasonably
congruent self-presentations, however, self-presentational variability should also be
associated with more positive social interactions (Hypothesis 3b), especially with
distant targets. This hypothesis follows from the findings in Study 1a as well as Gosnell,
et al.’s (2011) finding that self-presentational effort was positively related to relationship
and interaction satisfaction when participants were not very close to the relationship
target, but was negatively related to relationship and interaction satisfaction when target

closeness was high.

3.1 Method
3.1.1 Participants

One hundred and ten participants (74 female) with smartphones were recruited
through Duke’s Department of Psychology and Neuroscience subject pool and the
Interdisciplinary Behavioral Research Center (IBRC) subject pool.! The age of
participants ranged from 18 to 30 (M = 21.16, SD = 3.37). Approximately 47% of
participants identified themselves as White or Caucasian, 10% as Black or African-

American, 14% as Asian-American or Pacific Islander, 15% as other, and 14% as more

1 One hundred and eighteen participants were recruited for this study, but participants were excluded from
analyses for providing at least 85% identical responses (including missing values) so as not to artificially
inflate within-person variability (n = 3) or for dropping out of the study prior to completion (n =5), leaving a
final sample of 110 participants.

54



than one race. Approximately 59% of participants were single, 24% were in a serious,
long-term relationship, and 17% were in a casual relationship or dating. Participants
from Psychology and Neuroscience subject pool were awarded three hours of research
credit, and participants from the IBRC were paid $30 for their participation.

Participants were told that the study was designed to examine their social
interaction patterns and intentions using ESM technology on their smartphones.
Participants completed a 30- to 45-minute intake questionnaire, then answered questions
about their social interactions five times per day for 7 days. Participants were required
to complete at least 25 prompts after the intake session to receive compensation, and the

importance of responding to as many prompts as possible was emphasized.

3.1.2 Intake Session

Participants completed demographic, personality, and psychosocial adjustment
measures online through Qualtrics. They also received information about the
experience-sampling phase of the study, which was conducted via e-mail and text-
message alerts sent through Qualtrics. Participants were informed that starting the
following Monday after completing the intake, they would receive e-mail or text-
message alerts on their smartphones at random intervals between the hours of 10:00
AM. and 10:00 P.M. instructing them to report on their most recent face-to-face social

interaction that lasted at least three minutes.

3.1.2.1 Personality Measures

Participants rated how they generally are on nine personality characteristics

using a 7-point unipolar scale (1 = not at all, 7 = extremely): (a) friendly, warm; (b)
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competent, intelligent; (c) humorous, playful; (d) submissive, compliant; (e) responsible,
conscientious; (f) daring, adventurous; (g) ethical, moral; (h) attractive, desirable; and (i)
confident, outgoing.

Participants also completed measures of two personality dimensions that should
be related to their tendency to exhibit self-presentational variability and congruence:
Church and colleagues” measures of Self-Monitoring and Autonomous Self-Expression,
which were adapted from Lennox and Wolfe’s (1984) measures of Self-monitoring and
Concern for Appropriateness. (Church, Katigbak, del Prado, Ortiz, et al., 2005).
Participants rated their agreement with 19 items assessing the tendency to modify self-
presentations across situations and perceived cross-situational variability (e.g., “In social
situations, I alter my behavior if I feel that something else is called for”) and 19 items
assessing the tendency to express one’s “true” self across situations and one’s perceived
trait consistency (e.g., “My behavior with others reflects my real personality, not how
others think I should behave”) using a 7-point scale. Similarly, the degree to which
participants strive to be genuine with others and allow them to see both the bad and the
good aspects of their “true” selves was assessed with the relational authenticity subscale

of the Authenticity Inventory (Kernis & Goldman, 2005).

3.1.2.2 Psychosocial Adjustment Measures

For the purposes of this study, psychosocial adjustment is broadly defined in
terms of two sets of attributes: (a) positive psychological functioning (i.e., psychological
adjustment) as indicated by self-acceptance and satisfaction with life, as well as by low

anxiety, stress, and depression; and (b) positive interpersonal functioning (i.e., social
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adjustment), evidenced by satisfying and supportive relationships with other people (cf.
Kurt & Paulhus, 2008).

Participants first completed a measure of general subjective well-being and life
satisfaction because research has demonstrated that people’s responses on measures of
life satisfaction can be influenced by their previous responses on related measures
(Schwarz & Strack, 1999). The Psychological Well-being Scale (Diener et al., 2010),
recently renamed the Flourishing Scale, was used again in Study 2 because it has good
psychometric properties and is strongly associated with other measures of psychological
well-being (Diener et al., 2010). The Depression, Anxiety, and Stress Scale (DASS- 21;
Henry & Crawford, 2005) assessed the severity of the core symptoms of depression,
anxiety, and stress, with seven items each. Participants indicated the presence of each
symptom during the previous week on a scale from 0 (did not apply to me at all over the
last week) to 3 (applied to me very much or most of the time over the past week). The
DASS-21 was chosen as a measure of psychological distress because it is relatively brief
and psychometrically sound, with good reliability and validity in both clinical and non-
clinical populations (Crawford et al., 2009; Norton, 2007).

The Self-Acceptance subscale of the Psychological Well-Being Scale (Ryff, 1989;
Ryff & Keyes, 1996) was used to assess the degree to which respondents acknowledge
and accept multiple aspects of themselves, including good and bad qualities, and have a
positive attitude toward themselves. Participants rated their agreement from 1 (disagree
strongly) to 6 (agree strongly) to statements such as “I like most aspects of my
personality.” After reverse-scoring the appropriate items, participants’” responses were
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summed to form a composite measure of self-acceptance, with higher scores indicating
greater self-acceptance. The Self-Concept Clarity Scale (Campbell, 1996) was again used
to assess the degree to which people’s self-beliefs are clearly and confidently defined,
stable, and internally consistent because it has good reliability and construct validity,

Participants’ interpersonal adjustment was assessed in this study with a
multidimensional measure of social support as well as measures of relational well-being
and loneliness. The Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (Zimet, Dahlem,
Zimet & Farley, 1988) is a validated 12-item instrument that was designed to assess
perceptions about support from family, friends, and significant others. This scale was
used with the addition of items assessing support from co-workers/colleagues as well
for a more complete measure of social support from the range of targets participants
were likely to interact with over the course of a week. Participants rated their agreement
(1 = very strongly disagree, 4 = neutral, 7 = very strongly agree) with items divided into four
factor groups relating to the source of support—family, friends, significant others, and
coworkers/colleagues—which were averaged for an overall measure of perceived social
support.

Relational well-being was assessed using the 9-item Positive Relations with
Others subscale of the Psychological Well-Being Scale (Ryff, 1989; Ryff & Keyes, 1996).
Respondents rated their agreement from 1 (disagree strongly) to 6 (agree strongly) with
statements such as, “I understand the give and take of human relationships,” and
“Maintaining close relationships has been difficult and frustrating for me” (reverse-
scored). Participants’ responses were summed for an overall measure of their relational
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well-being. Loneliness was again assessed using the Three Item Loneliness Scale

(Hughes et al., 2004), a shortened version of the R-UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russell,

Peplau, & Cutrona, 1980) that has demonstrated good construct validity and reliability.
Finally, participants provided demographic information, including age, sex, race,

relationship status, and current/highest year of education.

3.1.3 Experience Sampling Procedure

Participants were alerted by email on their “smart” mobile device (e.g., iPhone,
Android, Blackberry, or networked iPad) five times per day for seven days. Alerts were
sent at random intervals at least 90 minutes apart between 10:00 A.M. and 10:00 P.M.
When prompted, participants were asked to report on their most recent face-to-face
social interaction that lasted at least three minutes. For the purpose of this study, a social
interaction was defined for participants as a face-to-face encounter in which each
person’s behaviors are contingent on the behaviors of the other person; for instance, a
conversation would count as a social interaction, but simply watching TV quietly with
someone else would not. (Because telephone and on-line interactions are sufficiently
different from face-to-face encounters in their self-presentational elements, they were
excluded from consideration.)

Participants were asked to complete the report as close as possible after they
were prompted but could report on the social interaction for a particular prompt up to
three hours afterwards. If participants did not complete a prompt after one hour, a

reminder to do so was emailed with the questionnaire link, which they were told would
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expire in two hours. This time limit ensured that all reports were completed reasonably
soon after a particular social interaction to limit retrospective memory biases.

For each social interaction, participants reported its length, the other interactant’s
unique initials and gender, and identified their relationship to the interaction partner
using options modeled after categories from the Relationship Closeness Inventory (see
Berscheid, Snyder, & Omoto, 1989)— Family: sister/brother or step-sibling, mother/father
or step-parent, aunt or uncle, cousin, grandparent; Friend: close/best friend, family
friend, long-term acquaintance (i.e., known for at least 1 year), short-term acquaintance
(i.e., known for less than 1 year); Romantic: spouse/partner, romantic partner in a long-
term, serious relationship, romantic partner in casual dating relationship, or simply a
“romantic interest;” Work/School: co-worker or classmate, boss/supervisor, professor,
subordinate; Other: stranger, authority figure, religious leader, and other, where
participants could clarify their exact relationship with the target. These targets were
chosen as a representative list of people with whom participants were expected to be
close (e.g., family category, romantic category except romantic interest, and friend
category except acquaintances) or relatively distant (e.g., work/school category, other
category, romantic interest, acquaintances) to test the hypotheses.

Participants then rated how they tried to be perceived during each social
interaction on the same nine trait dimensions on which they had rated themselves
during the intake session (1 = not at all, 7 = extremely): (a) friendly, warm; (b) competent,
intelligent; (c) humorous, playful; (d) submissive, compliant; (e) responsible,
conscientious; (f) daring, adventurous; (g) ethical, moral; (h) attractive, desirable; and (i)
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confident, outgoing. Using the same 7-point scale, participants also rated (j) how much
they were trying to make a good impression on the interactant, (k) how much they were
trying NOT to make a negative impression on the interactant, (1) their level of
closeness/intimacy with the other interactant during the interaction; (m) how satisfying
and enjoyable they found the interaction; and (n) their level of subjective authenticity
during the interaction (“I felt like I was really being myself [i.e., authentic] during this
interaction”). In addition, participants indicated how socially at ease and uninhibited
(versus inhibited, socially awkward) they felt during the interaction and subsequently
rated their mood during the social interaction with four items from the Modified Affect-
Arousal Scale (Bargh, Chen, & Burrows, 1996): sad —happy, calm —nervous, tired —
energetic, and irritable—even-tempered using a bipolar (+/- 3 point) scale. Participants’
ratings on the four items were summed for a composite measure of positive versus

negative mood during each social interaction (a = 0.72).

3.2 Results

Means, standard deviations, and inter-item reliabilities for the intake measures
are shown in Table 7. Reliabilities were acceptable for all measures, the lowest being for
the social support scale, a = 0.69. Correlations among the measures are displayed in

Table 8.
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Table 7: Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities of Well-Being Measures in
Study 2

Standard Cronbach’s

Variable Mean Deviation Alpha
Depression 4.09 3.77 91
Anxiety 297 3.46 .84
Stress 5.70 4.21 .83
Subjective well-being 39.37 5.64 .86
Self-acceptance 38.84 7.79 .88
Self-concept clarity 37.50 8.12 91
Social support 21.87 3.99 .69
Positive relations with others 40.83 7.89 .85
Loneliness 5.30 1.84 .80
Self-monitoring 4.06 .80 78
Behavioral authenticity 49.44 6.0 77
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Table 8: Correlations Between Self-Presentational, Personality, and Psychosocial Adjustment Variables in Study 2

Congruence Variability Depression Anxiety Stress

SWB  Self-Acceptance

Positive

Relational

SCC  Social Support Relations Loneliness SM Authenticity

Congruence 1 2T 07 07 06 01 04 -03 14 06 -8 -0 i
Variability 1 29" 17 28 (08 02 - 12 -09 17 -3 03
Depression 1 68" 6" .48 -51" -58" -49" -48" K RN VA .
Anxiety VA -A0" -A0" -43 - 38 M4 12 -28
Stress K. -3 37 -2 =37 2 15 -25"
SWB 1 79" A8 65" 68" A7 -l A7
Self-Acceptance 1 54" 66" 09 5 -8 49
SCC 1 50" iy OGN M |
Social Support 1 69" A -l 58"
Positive Relations 1 53 -8 59"
Loneliness 1 16 -45"
M 1 i)
1

Rel. Authenticity

Note: SWB = subjective well-being, SCC= self-concept clarity, SM = self-monitoring; *p < .05, **p <.01.



The data from Study 2 were analyzed in two distinct ways, and the results of
those analyses are presented separately below. The first set of analyses focused on
individual differences in self-presentational congruence and variability overall, and the
second set of analyses focused on congruence and variability within specific
interactions. First, measures of overall self-presentational congruence and variability
were calculated across all of the daily interactions in which participants engaged, and
the relationships between those overall measures and indicators of psychosocial
adjustment were examined via regression analyses. These analyses addressed the
question of how general congruence and variability relate to general well-being.®

In the second set of analyses, multi-level modeling was used to examine
congruence and variability as they operate within individual social encounters.
Specifically, indices of the congruence and variability of the impressions that
participants tried to convey in particular interactions were used to predict their reactions
in those interactions. These analyses addressed the question of how the congruence and
variability of self-presentations in specific interactions relate to people’s immediate

psychological and social outcomes.

¢ The regression analyses were conducted after replacing 6 outliers on the general well-being measures with
values that were only 3 standard deviations from the mean. These outliers with particularly poor well-being
thus cannot be driving the results reported.
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3.2.1 Overall Self-Presentational Congruence and Variability across
Targets

To assess self-presentational congruence, participants” self-ratings on the nine
trait dimensions at intake were subtracted from their ratings of how they tried to be
perceived in each social interaction. The absolute values of these differences were then
averaged across interactions and traits. Higher scores indicate less congruence between
people’s self-ratings and how they tried to be perceived (i.e., their self-presentational
ratings) in their social interactions overall. This operationalization of [in]congruence was
used to test hypotheses because it reflects the objective semantic discrepancy between
people’s private self-perceptions and their public self-presentations —that is, the
difference between seeing oneself as X and presenting oneself as more or less than X.

In addition, an aggregated index of self-presentational variability was computed
by calculating the variance of participants” self-presentational ratings on each of the nine
trait dimensions across interactions and averaging across traits. As expected, self-
presentational variability was correlated with, yet distinct from, self-presentational
incongruence, r = .27, p = .004.

A series of hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to test both linear
and quadratic effects on the psychosocial adjustment measures. In each analysis, the
predictors were congruence, variability, and their interaction, as well as congruence? and
variability?. For each of the nine outcome variables, the first step of the analysis tested
effects of overall congruence and variability, the second step tested the interaction of

congruence and variability, and the third step tested the squared (quadratic) terms for
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congruence and variability. (See Appendix B for tables of the full results of all the
regression analyses, including 95% confidence intervals for estimates.)

To begin, I discuss the six psychological outcomes, which are shown in Table 9,
followed by the three social outcomes in Table 10. Then, I examine whether self-
presentational variability and congruence with close versus distant targets differentially
impact psychological and social wellbeing, which are summarized in Table 11 and Table

12, respectively.
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3.2.1.1 The Impact of Self Presentational Incongruence and Variability on Psychological Well-Being

Table 9: Hierarchical Analyses for Overall Incongruence and Variability Predicting Psychological Well-Being in Study 2

Depression Anxiety Stress Subj. Well-Being Selt-Acceptance  Self Concept Clarity
Variable B t f t B t B t p t B i
Stepl
Incangruence .0 004 <03 -1.3 -0.M .15 0. .09 0.04 (.35 1.0 0.41
Variahility S0 300 217 211 2a™ 28D 0.08 0.8 0.01 0.11 -0.25% -2.53
AR? 09+ 0.05 0.08* 0.01 0.00 0.06*
Step 2
Incon. By Var. .10 096 0.09 0.9 .05 0.46 -0.02 -0.19 -0.02 -0.19 -0.06 -0.53
AR 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Step 3
Incan. Sguared 025 051 009 017 016 D32 1.06° 221 133 2.69 0.33 0.67
Var. Sguared BOFEE 2R3 .30 1.02 0.22 073 -118%FF 42 -0.91%* -3.1k -.Bl* -4.06
AR’ 0.07" 0.01 0.01 017t 0.13%¥ 0.04

Note: Incon. = Incongruence, Var. = Variability, Sq. = Squared; *p<. 05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.



3.2.1.1.1 Depression

The initial hierarchical regression analysis focused on the outcome of depression,
which was significantly related to variability in both a linear ( = .30, {[107] =3.09, p =
.003) and quadratic fashion (8 = .80, t[104] = 2.83, p <.01). The linear effect showed that a
one unit increase in overall self-presentational variability was associated with a .297
standard deviation increase in depression. As seen in Figure 1, moderate self-
presentational variability (i.e., an average variance across interactions of 1.5) was
associated with lower depression than no variability (mean variability = .00) and
especially high variability. This result is somewhat consistent with Block’s (1961)
curvilinear hypothesis except that very high self-presentational variability is more
problematic than very low, but this curvilinear effect manifests within a strong linear
trend. Contrary to Block’s hypothesis as well as Hypothesis 1 and prior research,

however, inJcongruence was not linearly or curvilinearly related to depression.

Depression

Figure 1: Linear and Quadratic Effects of Variability on Depression
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3.2.1.1.2 Anxiety and Stress

Similar hierarchical regression analyses were conducted on anxiety and stress.
For anxiety, statistical significance was only indicated with respect to the linear effect of
variability (8 =.21, {{107] =2.11, p <. 05). A one standard deviation increase in variability
was associated with a .207 standard deviation increase in anxiety. Similarly, self-
presentational variability significantly predicted higher stress (8 = .28, t{107] =2.89, p =
.005). The results for anxiety and stress thus do not support Block’s curvilinear
hypothesis but do support Hypothesis 2 based on results from Study 1 suggesting a
linear relationship between variability and adjustment. In further contradiction of
Block’s hypothesis as well as Hypothesis 1, [in]congruence was not linearly related to

anxiety or stress.

3.2.1.1.3 Subjective Well-Being

Subjective well-being was significantly predicted by the quadratic terms of both
variability (8 =-1.18, #[104] = -4.20, p <.001) and [in]congruence ( = 1.06, t[104] =2.21, p <
.05). As can be seen in Figure 2, the quadratic effect of subjective well-being was such
that subjective well-being peaked at very low variability and decreased as variability

increased, with well-being dropping more sharply with greater variability.
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Figure 2: Quadratic Effect of Variability on Subjective Well-Being

In addition, results indicated a quadratic effect of incongruence on subjective
well-being such that high congruence was associated with the lowest subjective well-
being, which progressively increased as incongruence increased, as Figure 3
demonstrates. This result speaks to the potential benefits of incongruence and variability

posited by Hypothesis 2.

70



65 70 75

60
)

Subjective Well-Being
55

45
I
h

%
| | | | | | | I
05 1.0 15 20 2D 30 I 40

Incongruence

40

Figure 3: Quadratic Effect of Incongruence on Subjective Well-Being

3.2.1.1.4 Self-Acceptance

Similarly, self-acceptance was significantly predicted by the quadratic terms of
both variability (g =-.91, #[104] = -3.16, p =.002) and [in]congruence (f = 1.33, t[104] =2.70,
p =.008). As can be seen in Figure 4, there was a quadratic effect of variability such that
self-acceptance peaked at low variability (i.e., near zero) and then decreased as

variability increased.
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Figure 4: Quadratic Effect of Variability on Self-Acceptance
However, the quadratic effect of incongruence on self-acceptance seen in Figure 5
showed that low incongruence (i.e., approximately 0.5) was associated with the lowest

self-acceptance; as incongruence increased, self-acceptance progressively increased.

This result thus does not support Hypothesis 1 or Block’s hypothesis.
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Figure 5: Quadratic Effect of Incongruence on Self-Acceptance

3.2.1.1.5 Self-Concept Clarity

Contrary to Block’s hypothesis and Hypothesis 1, [congruence was not linearly
or curvilinearly related to self-concept clarity. However, both linear variability (8 =-.25,
t[107] =-2.54, p = .01) and quadratic (i.e., the square of ) variability (5 =-.603, t[104] = -
2.06, p <.05) were significantly related to self-concept clarity. With regard to the linear
relationship between variability and self-concept clarity, a one standard deviation
increase in variability was associated with a .25 standard deviation decrease in self-

concept clarity. As can be seen in Figure 6, there was an inverted-U relationship such
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that moderate self-presentational variability (i.e., an average variance of approximately
1.5) was associated with greater self-concept clarity than both low variability and high
variability. Like the findings for depression, this result is consistent with Block’s (1961)
hypothesis except that very high self-presentational variability is more problematic than

very low, but this curvilinear effect shows a strong linear trend.
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Figure 6: Linear and Quadratic Effects of Variability on Self-Concept Clarity

3.2.1.2 The Impact of Self-Presentational Incongruence and Variability on Social Well-
Being

As with the measures of psychological well-being just described, a series of
hierarchical regression analyses were conducted on the three measures of social well-

being. As before, the predictor variables were overall incongruence and variability, their
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interaction, and the quadratic terms of incongruence and variability. Table 10

summarizes the regression results for social well-being, which are detailed below.

Table 10: Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Overall Incongruence and Variability
Predicting Social Well-Being in Study 2

Social Support Positive Relations Loneliness
Variable B t B t B t
Step 1
Incongruence 0.11 1.15 0.09 0.91 -0.14 -1.38
Variability 0.09 0.88 -0.12 -1.16 .20* 2.08
AR’ 0.03 0.02 0.05
Step 2
Incon. By Var. -0.11 -1.03 -0.14 -1.35 0.1 0.99
AR’ 0.01 0.02 0.01
Step 3
Incon. Squared 0.52 1.05 0.80 1.61 -041 -0.81
Var. Squared -0.94** -3.28 -.81** -2.79 0.48 1.62
AR’ 0.09** 0.08 0.03

Note: Incon. = Incongruence, Var. = Variability, Sq. = Squared; *p<.05, **p < .01, ***p
< .001.

3.2.1.2.1 Social Support

Self-reported social support was significantly predicted by squared self-
presentational variability scores,  =-.95, t[104] =-3.28, p =.001. As can be seen in Figure
7, social support peaked at low (i.e., almost zero) variability and progressively decreased
as variability increased. However, incongruence was not linearly or curvilinearly related

to social support.
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Figure 7: Quadratic Effect of Variability on Social Support

3.2.1.2.2 Positive Relations with Others

Similarly, the degree to which participants reported having positive relations
with others was significantly related to squared self-presentational variability scores, =
-.81, t[104] =-2.79, p =.006. As Figure 8 shows, relational well-being peaked at low (i.e.,
almost zero) variability and progressively decreased as variability increased. However,
[in]congruence was not linearly or curvilinearly related to relational well-being, contrary

to Hypothesis 1 and Block’s hypothesis.
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Figure 8: Quadratic Effect of Variability on Positive Relations with Others

3.2.1.2.3 Loneliness

Self-reported loneliness was positively related to self-presentational variability, 8
= .20, t[107] = 2.08, p <.05. The more participants varied their self-presentations across
different targets, the lonelier they reported feeling. However, self-presentational

[in]congruence was not significantly related to loneliness.

3.2.2 Self-Presentational Congruence and Variability with Close
Versus Distant Targets

The results of Study 1a suggested that the psychosocial implications of varying
one’s self-presentations differ depending on whether the target is psychologically close
or distant. Self-presentational variability with distant targets was associated with

positive psychosocial outcomes (Hypothesis 2b), whereas self-presentational
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congruence with close targets predicted psychosocial adjustment (Hypothesis 1b). To
test Hypotheses 1b and 2b with the data from Study 2, hierarchical regression analyses
were conducted to examine whether the relationships between both self-presentational
[in]Jcongruence and variability and well-being differed for targets varying in relational
distance.

To do so, average variability and congruence on the nine trait dimensions across
participants” daily interactions were calculated separately for close and distant targets.”
That is, the average variance of participants” self-presentational ratings on each of the
nine traits was calculated separately for targets with whom participants were
presumably close (sister/brother or step-sibling, mother/father or stepparent, aunt or
uncle, cousin, grandparent; best/close friend, friend, family friend; spouse/partner, long-
term serious/committed relationship partner, casual dating partner) and relatively
distant (professor, boss/supervisor, classmate, coworker, subordinate; religious figure,
authority figure, stranger, recent acquaintance, long-term acquaintance, romantic
interest, or other). Similarly, self-presentational congruence—the absolute value of the
difference between participants’ trait ratings during the intake session and their self-
presentational ratings averaged across interactions and traits—was calculated separately
for close and distant target interactions. Higher scores indicate less congruence between

participants’ self-ratings and how they tried to be perceived in their social interactions.

7 Three participants did not have any interactions with close targets so they did not have a congruence score
for close interactions, and four participants only interacted with a distant target once, so a variance could
not be calculated for their variability with distant targets
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Then, hierarchical regression analyses tested for linear and quadratic effects of
variability and congruence on the measures of well-being. For each of the nine outcome
variables, the first step of the analysis tested effects of overall congruence and variability
with either close or distant targets , the second step tested the interaction of congruence
and variability with close or distant targets, and the third step tested the squared
(quadratic) terms for congruence and variability with close or distant targets. Table 11
summarizes the regression results for psychological well-being, which will be discussed

before the regression results for social well-being summarized in Table 12.

79



08

3.2.2.1 The Impact of Incongruence and Variability with Close Versus Distant Targets on Psychological Well-Being

Table 11: Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Incongruence and Variability with Close Versus Distant Targets Predicting
Psychological Well-Being in Study 2

Depression Anxiety Stress Well-Being Self-Acceptance 5elf-Concept Clarity

Variable Close  Distant Close  Distant Close Distant Close Distant Close Distant  Close  Distant
Step 1

Incongruence 0.04 -0.10 .11 -0.08 -0 -0.06 -0.02 -0.02 0.02 .06 -0.02 0.01

Variability 0.18 33 0.15 267" 27 A2 0.13 0.03 0.04 -0.09 .16 - 26%"

AR? 0.04 0.12** 0.03 0.07* p.07* 0.10"" 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.07*
Step 2

Incon. By Var. 0.20 0.01 0.06 0.15 0.07 0.08 -0.06 0.07 -0.03 0.06 -0.08 -0.03

AR 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00
Step 3

Incongruence? 002 0.05 0.30 0.36 -0.07 0.22 0.76 0.12 1.18* 0.08 0.41 0.09

Variability? Je* a1t 0.49 0.22 0.71 0.55 -0.63 -0.82 -0.32 -0.25 -0.14 -82*

AR 0.04 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.06* 0.00 0.01 0.04

Note: Incon. = Incongruence, Var. = Variability; *p<.05, **p< .01, ***p < .001.



3.2.2.1.1 Depression

Greater variability with close targets was associated with higher depression
scores, but the effect was marginally significant, § = .18, {[104] = 1.83, p = .07. Moreover,
depression scores were significantly related to squared variability with close targets, =
.76, t[101] = 2.01, p = .05. As Figure 9 shows, the quadratic effect of variability with close
targets was pulled by the fact that, at low levels of variability (.00 to .50), depression was
consistently low, whereas depression progressively increased as variability increased

beyond .50.
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Figure 9: Quadratic Effect of Variability with Close Targets on Depression

Variability with distant targets was both linearly (g = .33, t{103] = 3.58, p =.001)
and curvilinearly related to depression (f =91, {{100] =2.29, p =.02). As can be seen in

81




Figure 10, a J-shaped relationship was obtained in which low self-presentational
variability (i.e., an average variance of approximately 1.5 or less) was associated with the
lowest depression, which increased as variability increased. However, incongruence

with distant targets was not linearly or curvilinearly related to depression.

Depression
5

Variability-Distant

Figure 10: Linear and Quadratic Effects of Variability with Distant Targets on
Depression

3.2.2.1.2 Anxiety

Hierarchical regression analyses testing for linear, quadratic, and interactive
effects of variability and incongruence with close targets revealed no significant effects,
all 1t1’s<1.50, all p’s >.14. Contrary to Hypotheses 1 and 2 and Block’s Hypothesis,
participants” anxiety was not related to their self-presentational variability and

incongruence with close targets.

82




Variability with distant targets, on the other hand, was linearly related to anxiety

(B =.26, t[103] = 3.58, p = .001), with greater variability associated with greater anxiety.

3.2.2.1.3 Stress

Self-presentational variability with close targets was linearly related to self-
reported stress such that more variability was associated with more stress, p =.27, {[103]
=2.81, p =.006, which supports Hypothesis 2. However, Hypothesis 1 was not supported
because incongruence with close targets was not significantly related to stress. Self-
presentational variability with distant targets was also positively associated with stress,
B =32, t{103] = 3.43, p = .001, which does not support Hypothesis 2b (or Block’s
hypothesis). Additionally, self-presentational incongruence with distant targets was not

significantly related to stress.

3.2.2.1.4 Subjective Well-Being

Contrary to hypotheses, subjective well-being was not significantly linearly or
curvilinearly related to self-presentational variability or congruence with close targets,
all 1t1’s <1.65, all p’s > .10, or variability or congruence with distant targets, all 1#’s <
1.92, all p’s > .06. However, the quadratic effect of variability with distant targets on
subjective well-being was marginally significant, f =-82, {{DF] =-1.92, p=.06. As can be
seen in Figure 11, subjective well-being peaked at very low variability (i.e.,

approximately zero) and decreased as variability with distant targets increased.
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Figure 11: Quadratic Effect of Variability with Distant Targets on Subjective
Well- Being

3.2.2.1.5 Self-Acceptance

Self-acceptance scores were significantly related to the square of incongruence
with close targets. p =1.18, t[101] =2.32, p =.02. As can be seen in Figure 12, low
incongruence (i.e., approximately zero) with close targets was associated with the lowest
self-acceptance, and, as incongruence increased, self-acceptance progressively increased.
Although moderate congruence with close targets was indeed associated with greater
self-acceptance than high congruence (i.e., little to no incongruence), these results do not
support Block’s hypothesis or Hypothesis 1. Moreover, neither incongruence nor

variability with distant targets was linearly or curvilinearly related to self-acceptance, all
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Itl’s<1.22, all p’s > .22.
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Figure 12: Quadratic Effect of Incongruence with Close Targets on Self-Acceptance

3.2.2.1.6 Self-Concept Clarity

Similarly, variability with close targets was not linearly or curvilinearly related to self-
concept clarity, all Itl’s < 1.66, all p’s > .1. Self-presentational variability with distant
targets, however, was negatively linearly (8 = -.26, #[103] = -2.77, p = .007) and
curvilinearly (B = -.82, t[{100] = -2.20, p = .048) related to self-concept clarity. As seen in
Figure 13, an inverted U-shaped relationship was obtained in which moderate self-
presentational variability (i.e., an average variance of less than 1.5) was associated with
higher self-concept clarity than high variability. [In]congruence, however, was not

curvilinearly or linearly related to self-concept clarity.
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Figure 13: Linear and Quadratic Effects of Variability with Distant Targets on
Self-Concept Clarity

3.2.2.2 The Impact of Incongruence and Variability with Close Versus Distant Targets
on Social Well-Being

Table 12 depicts the regression results for incongruence and variability with close

and distant targets predicting social well-being, which are described in detail below.
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Table 12: Regression Analyses of Incongruence and Variability with Close Versus
Distant Targets Predicting Social Well-Being in Study 2

Social Support Positive Relations Loneliness
Variable Close Distant Close Distant Close Distant
Step 1
Incongruence 0.09 0.10 0.03 0.12 0.08 -0.09
Variability 0.16 -0.01 -0.01 -.20% 10 26%*
AR? 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.05*  0.01 0.07*
Step 2
Incon. By Var. -0.07 -0.02 0.15 -0.06  0.11 0.15
AR? 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.02
Step 3
Incon. Squared 0.15 -0.52 0.75 -0.23  0.52 .92%
Var.2 0.00 -0.38  -0.61 -0.71 037 0.66
AR? 0.00 0.02 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.07*

Note: Incon. = Incongruence, Var. = Variability; *p < .05, *p < .01.

3.2.2.2.2 Social Support

Hierarchical regression analyses testing the linear and quadratic effects of

incongruence and variability with close targets revealed no significant effects on self-

reported social support, all |t}’s > 1.86, all p’s >.08. Likewise, incongruence and

variability with distant targets were not linearly or curvilinearly related to their social
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support, all [t1’s <1.07, all p’s > .29. These null findings do not support Hypothesis 1 and

2 or Block’s (1961) curvilinear hypothesis.

3.2.2.2.3 Positive Relations with Others

Also contrary to hypotheses, self-reported relational well-being was not linearly
or quadratically related to self-presentational variability or congruence with close
targets. However, variability with distant targets was linearly related to relational well-
being, with greater variability with distant targets linearly associated with less positive
relations with others, g =-2.71, {{100] =-3.17, p = .002. Relational well-being was also not
significantly associated with self-presentational variability or incongruence with distant

targets.

3.2.2.2.4 Loneliness

Similarly, self-presentational incongruence and variability with close targets
were not linearly or curvilinearly related to loneliness, all |£1’s <1.03, all p’s > .31.
However, variability with distant targets was positively related to loneliness, p =-2.71,
t[103] =-3.17, p = .002; greater variability was associated with greater loneliness.
Loneliness was also curvilinearly related to self-presentational incongruence with
distant targets, f = .92, t[100] = 2.01, p = .05. The pattern resembles that in Figure 12 such
that greater incongruence was associated with increasingly greater loneliness, which

was lowest when incongruence with distant targets was low (i.e., approximately zero).
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3.2.3 The Impact of Self-Presentational Congruence and Variability on
Social Interaction Outcomes

The second major set of analyses involved multilevel modeling because
observations obtained during the ESM phase of Study 2 (Level 1) were nested within
individuals (Level 2). The resulting nonindependence of observations violates an
assumption of traditional statistical approaches that can be accommodated in multilevel
modeling (Cohen, Cohen, Aiken, & West, 2002; Snijders & Bosker, 2009). Multilevel
random coefficient models (MRCM) also allow modeling of how predictor and outcome
variables relate within each individual, which are then aggregated to test the general
patterns across participants (see Nezlek, 2003). MRCM uses maximum-likelihood
procedures to estimate coefficients (with random intercepts and slopes) for each
participant and then uses the coefficients from these equations as outcome measures at
the next level of analysis (e.g., between-person).

Therefore, a series of multilevel random coefficient models were conducted to
examine the impact of self-presentational variability, self-presentational congruence, and
target type (close or distant) on five outcome variables at the level of specific social
interactions. The outcome variables were: mood during the interaction, enjoyment
of/satisfaction with the interaction, closeness felt with the target of each social
interaction, subjective authenticity, and social ease felt during each social interaction.

To assess self-presentational congruence from the experience-sampling data, the

difference scores were calculated between participant’s ratings of how they rated
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themselves on the nine trait dimensions during the intake session and their ratings of
how they tried to be perceived during each social interaction. Then, the absolute values
of these difference scores were summed within each interaction, providing an index of
how congruently participants tried to present themselves during each interaction, with
higher scores indicating lower congruence.

To measure self-presentational variability at the level of specific interactions, an
index was created to assess how much participants’ self-presentations in a given
interaction varied from their average way of presenting themselves across all
interactions. That is, a difference score was calculated between participants’ ratings of
how they tried to be perceived in each social interaction and their own mean ratings on
each trait across all social interactions. The absolute values of these difference scores
were averaged across the nine traits for an index of self-presentational variability for
each social interaction; higher raw scores indicate greater variability from one’s typical
(i.e., average) way of presenting oneself across interactions.

For each of the five interaction-level outcome variables, a multilevel model with
forward inclusion was conducted that paralleled the hierarchical regression analyses
described previously with the aggregated self-presentational variables and general
psychosocial well-being. Each multilevel model tested the linear and quadratic effects of
self-presentational [in]congruence and variability in each social encounter, the
interaction of [in]congruence and variability, and target type —close or distant. To
examine the influence of target type, a categorical variable was created that identified
each social interaction as involving either a close (0) or distant (1) target using the same
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categories that were used in the regression analyses. Specifically, for each of the five
social encounter outcomes, after the null model was tested, the first model tested the
effects of incongruence and variability (both person-centered), the second model tested
the interaction of incongruence and variability (which was kept in subsequent models
only if it was significant), the third model tested the squared (quadratic) terms for
congruence and variability (which were kept in subsequent models only if significant),
the fourth model tested target type, the fifth model tested the interactions between target

type and both incongruence and variability, and the sixth model tested the interactions

between target type and both incongruence? and variability®. The final models

containing only the effects that were significant at the step at which they were entered

will be discussed below for each of the five outcome variables.

3.2.3.1 Mood

Participants’ retrospectively-reported mood during each social encounter was

significantly predicted by both self-presentational incongruence and variability, the
interaction between incongruence and variability, incongruence?, target type, and the

interaction between target type and variability. The parameter estimates for the final

model can be seen in Table 13.
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Table 13: Estimates of Fixed Effects for the MLM Predicting Mood

95% CI
Parameter b  SEb df t p Lower Upper
Intercept 494 54 119238 9.23 <.001 3.89 5.99

Incongruence 97 45 354371 218 .029 .10 1.85
Variability -1.01 .23 357397 -436 <.001 -147 -56

Incongruence x

-59 .19  3290.69 -3.03 .003 -97 -21

Var.
Incongruence2 -40 .10 344430 -3.98 <.001 -.61 -20
Target Type -1.11 .16 3552.63 -7.19 <.001 -1.42 -.81
Variability x
-1.10 .32 352054 -3.49 .001 -1.72 -48
Type

To interpret the interaction between self-presentational [in]congruence and
self-presentational variability, it was graphed with low (0), moderate (the mean), and
high (3 standard deviations above the mean) values of incongruence and variability
predicting mood using the coefficients for the final model with target type set at the
mean . As can be seen in Figure 14, retrospectively self-reported mood during the social
interactions decreased as self-presentational variability increased, but this effect was
more pronounced when incongruence was high than when it was low. Although the
quadratic effect of incongruence was significant, it was relatively small, otherwise the

lines would appear more curvilinear.
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Figure 14: MLM of Self-Presentational Variables Predicting Mood

To interpret the significant interaction between self-presentational variability and
target type, the model was graphed with incongruence set at the mean and separate
lines for close and distant target types. As can be seen in Figure 15, with an average
degree of incongruence, as variability with distant targets increased, mood decreased in
a linear fashion. However, the amount of self-presentational variability participants
displayed with close targets was negligibly related to their mood, which was generally

higher than their mood when interacting with distant targets.
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Figure 15: Effect of the Interaction Between Self-Presentational Variability and Target
Type on Mood

3.2.3.2 Satisfaction with and Enjoyment of Social Interactions

Satisfaction with social encounters was significantly predicted by self-
presentational incongruence during them, as well as the interaction between
incongruence and variability, the interactions between target type and both

incongruence and variability, and the interaction between target type and

incongruence®. The parameter estimates for the final model predicting encounter

satisfaction can be seen in Table 14.

94



Table 14: Estimates of Fixed Effects for the MLM Predicting Interaction Satisfaction

95% C1
Parameter b SEb  df t p  Lower Upper
Intercept 6.20 .12 60044 5037 <001 596 6.44
Incongruence -33 .05 209624 -695 <001 -42 -24
Variability -04 .07 356218 -53 595 -18 .10
[Incongruence x Var. -21 .07 325705 -339 .001 -32 -.08
Target Type -35 21 358435 -166 .097 -77 .06
Variability x Type -57 .10 3559.88 -5.60 <.001 -77  -37
Incongruence x Type |.65 .23 359142 279 .005 .19 1.10
Incongruence? x Type |-.18 .054 3581.57 -329 .001 -28 -.07

Figure 16 depicts the congruence by variability interaction. Overall, participants
enjoyed encounters less when their self-presentations were highly incongruent rather
than moderately or highly congruent. Moreover, when participants” self-presentations
were highly incongruent from their self-ratings, their satisfaction and enjoyment
declined sharply with increasing self-presentational variability. Satisfaction and
enjoyment also declined with increasing variability when self-presentational
incongruence was medium, but the effect was less dramatic. However, when self-
presentations were highly congruent with their self-ratings (i.e., low in incongruence),
variability was essentially unrelated to participants’ satisfaction and enjoyment with the

social encounter.
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Figure 16: MLM of Self-Presentational Variables Predicting Satisfaction

To interpret the significant interaction between self-presentational incongruence
and target type, the model was graphed with variability set at the mean and separate
lines for close and distant target types. As Figure 17 shows, as incongruence with close
targets increased, satisfaction with the social encounter slightly decreased in an
essentially linear fashion. Moreover, when displaying an average degree of variability,
with distant targets, an inverse-U relationship emerged in which increasing self-
presentational incongruence (beyond a value of about 1) was associated with lower and

lower satisfaction with social encounters.
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Figure 17: Effect of the Interactions Between Both Incongruence and

Incongruence? and Target Type on Satisfaction

3.2.3.3 Closeness

How close participants felt to the people with whom they interacted was

predicted by the interaction between self-presentational incongruence and variability,
target type (participants felt closer to close than distant targets, as would be expected),

the interactions between target type and both self-presentational incongruence and

variability, and the interaction between target type and incongruence?. The parameter

estimates for the final model are in Table 15.

Table 15: Estimates of Fixed Effects for the MLM Predicting Closeness
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95% CI
Parameter b SEb df t p  Lower Upper
[ntercept 555 .13  600.75 4213 <001 529 581
[Incongruence -06 .05 214083 -111 271 -15 .044
Variability 13 .08 356533 171 .087 -.02 .29
Incongruence x Var. -22 06 327519 -330 .001 -34 -.09
Target Type -1.24 23 358139 -553 <001 -1.69 -.80
Incongruence x Type .65 25 358842 261 .009 162 1.13
Variability x Type -69 .11 355731 -632 <001 -90 -47
Incongruence® x Type | -20 .06 357853 -346 .001 -31 -.09

The congruence by variability interaction, shown in Figure 18, reveals that, when
incongruence was high, self-presentational variability was inversely related to how close
participants felt to other interactants. Interestingly, however, when incongruence was
low, the relationship between variability and closeness was positive, suggesting that
self-presentational variability may promote closeness when people are conveying

congruent images of themselves.
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Figure 18: MLM of Self-Presentational Variables Predicting Closeness

To interpret the significant interaction between self-presentational variability and
target type, the model predicting closeness was graphed (with incongruence set at its
mean) using separate lines for close and distant target types. As can be seen in Figure
19, greater self-presentational variability is associated with higher ratings of closeness to

close interactants but with lower closeness to distant interactants.
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Figure 19: Effect of the Interaction Between Variability and Target Type on
Closeness

Similarly, as can be seen in Figure 20, when interacting with distant targets with
average variability, an inverse-U relationship emerged in which greater self-
presentational incongruence (beyond approximately 1) was associated with less and less
closeness felt during social encounters. Closeness felt with close targets, on the other

hand, was negligibly related to incongruence.
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Figure 20: Effect of the Interactions Between Both Incongruence and

Incongruence? and Target Type on Closeness

3.2.3.4 Subjective Authenticity

How authentic participants felt during social encounters was predicted by the
interaction between self-presentational incongruence and variability, target type
(participants unsurprisingly felt more authentic with close targets than distant targets),

the interaction between target type and self-presentational incongruence, and the

interaction between target type and variability?. The parameter estimates for the final

model predicting ratings of authenticity are in Table 16.
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Table 16: Estimates of Fixed Effects for the MLM Predicting Subjective Authenticity

95% C1

Parameter b SEb  df t Lower Upper
Intercept 6.03 A1 42355 5599 <001 583 6.25
Incongruence .01 .04 3060.20 31 755 -.06 .09
Variability .06 06 358852  1.02 310 -.05 17
Incongruence x Var. -24 .05 354162 -510 <001 -33 -15
Target Type -.52 09 353659 -6.08 <001 -.69 -.35
Incongruence x Type -11 .05 353343 -220 .028 -.20 -.01
Variability x Type .02 20 3522.01 10 918 -37 43
Variability? x Type -20 .07 352874 -2.85  .004 -.35 -.06

As Figure 21 shows, when self-presentational incongruence was high,

authenticity decreased with greater self-presentational variability; thus, participants felt

least authentic when they presented images that were highly incongruent from their

self-views and also very different from how they normally behave. When incongruence

was low, however, and participants wanted to be seen similarly to how they perceived

themselves, increasing variability was associated with a slight increase in feelings of

authenticity.
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Figure 21: MLM of Self-Presentational Variables Predicting Subjective
Authenticity

Furthermore, the quadratic impact of self-presentational variability on subjective
authenticity depended on target type. As can be seen in Figure 22, when interacting with
close targets, self-presentational variability was positively related to subjective
authenticity when participants wanted to be seen similarly to how they perceived
themselves. However, in social interactions with distant targets, with incongruence set
at the mean, an inverse-U relationship emerged in which increasing self-presentational

variability (beyond a value of about 1) was associated with lower and lower subjective

authenticity.
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Figure 22: Effect of Interaction Between Variability? and Target Type on Subjective
Authenticity

As Figure 23 shows, congruence with close targets was negligibly related
to subjective authenticity with moderate variability. The more incongruent

participants were with distant targets, however, the lower authenticity they

reported in a predominantly linear fashion.
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Figure 23: Effect of Interaction Between Incongruence and Target Type on
Subjective Authenticity

3.2.3.5 Social Ease

As seen in Table 17, the degree to which participants reported feeling at ease
rather than socially awkward in their encounters was predicted by self-presentational
incongruence, the interaction between incongruence and variability, target type
(participants unsurprisingly reported feeling more at ease with close than distant

targets), and the interaction between target type and self-presentational variability.
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Table 17: Estimates of Fixed Effects for the MLM Predicting Social Ease

95% CI
Parameter b SEb df t p Lower Upper

Intercept 1151 22 42170 5275 <001 11.08 11.94
[ncongruence A8 .07 276886  2.50 013 .04 32
Variability 07 12 359451 .60 548 -.16 .30
Incongruence x Var. | -52 .10 351948 -5.40 <.001 -71 -.33
Target Type -1.62 .08 355893 -20.67 <001 -1.77  -1.47
Variability x Type -92 16 3529.79 -5.75 <001 -1.23 -.60

Figure 24 shows the congruence by variability interaction. When self-
presentational incongruence was high, the relationship between self-presentational
variability and feelings of ease was negative. However, when incongruence was low,
greater self-presentational variability was associated with more ease. Thus, as long as
people’s self-presentations are reasonably congruent, variability may reduce

awkwardness and social anxiety.
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Figure 24: MLM of Self-Presentational Variables Predicting Social Ease
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The interaction between variability and target type is shown in Figure 25. As can

be seen, self-presentational variability with distant targets is negatively related to social

ease, whereas variability with close targets is positively related to social ease.

At Ease
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Figure 25: Effect of the Interaction Between Variability and Target Type on Social

3.3 Discussion

Ease

Study 2 expanded upon the laboratory findings from Studies 1a and 1b with an

ecologically valid assessment of people’s self-presentational variability and congruence

in their everyday interactions with friends, family members, colleagues, acquaintances,

strangers, and others. The study examined both how people’s overall variability and

congruence relate to their general psychosocial adjustment and how variability and

congruence in specific interactions relate to immediate psychosocial interaction
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outcomes. The results of Study 2 suggested that these relationships differ depending on
both the specific measure of psychosocial well-being in question and whether the target

is psychologically close or distant.

3.3.1 Self-Presentational Variability and Adjustment

Participants” overall self-presentational variability (aggregated across
interactions) was (a) linearly related to anxiety, stress, and loneliness, (b) curvilinearly
related to subjective well-being, self-acceptance, perceived social support, and relational
well-being, and (c) both linearly and curvilinearly related to depression and self-concept
clarity (i.e., a strong linear trend, with a hint of a curvilinear turn at the extreme).
Specifically, participants who varied their self-presentations more across targets
reported greater anxiety, stress, and loneliness. In addition, the more participants varied
their self-presentations across targets, the lower subjective well-being, self-acceptance,
perceived social support, relational well-being, and self-concept clarity and the greater
depression they experienced; that is, low variability was associated with the highest
scores on these measures. These results do not support Hypothesis 2 or Block’s (1961)
curvilinear hypothesis, which predicted an inverted U-shaped relationship between
variability and psychosocial well-being, with moderate variability associated with
greater well-being than both low and high variability. In further contradiction of
Hypothesis 2b as well as the results of Study 1a, the negative psychosocial effects of self-
presentational variability were driven primarily by self-presentational variability with

distant targets. That is, participants who varied their self-presentations with distant
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targets especially reported more depression, anxiety, stress, loneliness as well as less
relational well-being and self-concept clarity.

However, participants also reported greater fear of and desire to avoid making a
bad impression—greater protective/defensive (= .19, {[3600] = 11.39, p <.001) and
acquisitive/assertive (8 = .18, t[3600] = 10.79, p < .001) self-presentation —when
interacting with distant targets, which may explain why the negative psychosocial
effects of variability were more pronounced with distant targets. People seem to
approach the task of self-presentation in two different ways: some have the general goal
of making positive impressions (acquisitive self-presentation), whereas others appear to
focus more on avoiding unfavorable impressions (protective self-presentation), and
these self-presentational styles moderate the adaptiveness of variability (Arkin, 1981).
Research shows that being especially motivated to avoid making negative public
impressions (i.e., protective self-presentation) is negatively associated with well-being,
such as depression (Weary & Williams, 1990), anxiety, especially social anxiety (Pontari
& Glenn, 2012), and loneliness (Jackson, 2007), as well as low self-esteem (Baumeister et
al., 1989) , impaired social performance (Stangier, Heidenreich, & Schermelleh-Engel,
2006) and less positive social interactions (Schutz, 1998). Thus, the more participants
varied their self-presentations out of fear of making a bad impression, the lower well-
being they reported. Additionally, participants who varied their self-presentations more
with close targets reported greater stress, perhaps because the self-presentational images

that people can reasonably claim are constrained by the targets” knowledge of them
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(Baumeister & Jones, 1978; Schlenker, 1975), making it stressful to vary one’s self-

presentations with close targets.

3.3.2 Self-Presentational Congruence and Adjustment

In contrast to variability, overall self-presentational congruence was not linearly
or curvilinearly related to any psychosocial well-being measures except subjective well-
being and self-acceptance, which were negatively quadratically related, disconfirming
both Hypothesis 1 and Block’s (1961) hypothesis. That is, the more incongruently
participants” presented themselves across targets, the higher self-acceptance and
subjective well-being they reported, particularly when targets were close. Self-
presentational incongruence was accompanied by less protective (f =-.01, t[3564] = -
2.03), p = .04) and acquisitive (p =-.07, #{3548] = -11.28, p < .001) self-presentation,
particularly with close targets, which may partly explain why it was positively related to
self-acceptance and subjective well-being. Self-acceptance and subjective well-being
were also highly correlated, as both measures assessed satisfaction with both life in
general and oneself as well as acceptance of both the good and bad, which could
perhaps embolden people to behave incongruently in their diverse social
roles/interactions when necessary to abide by social or relational norms. For such
incongruence to be beneficial, it must not be motivated by fear of making a bad
impression, however; participants felt increasingly more lonely the more their self-
presentations varied from their self-views when interacting with distant targets, with

whom impression management concerns were more salient.
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3.3.3 Immediate Psychosocial Effects of Variability and Congruence
in Specific Encounters

The relationship between how variable and congruent participants’ self-
presentations were and how they reported feeling in specific social interactions showed
both linear and curvilinear trends. Consistent with Hypothesis 3a, the more participants
varied from their average self-presentational patterns in their social interactions, the less
enjoyable they found the interactions® and the worse their mood was, especially with
distant targets. Participants who showed greater self-presentational variability with
distant targets in particular also reported lower closeness and social ease and felt
progressively less authentic as their variability increased. In further support of
Hypothesis 3a, the negative effects of self-presentational variability were more
pronounced when participants” self-presentations were highly incongruent with their
self-views, highlighting the importance self-presentational congruence for positive social
interactions.

Even when participants’ self-presentations were moderately congruent, however,
greater self-presentational variability with distant targets was associated with more
social awkwardness and increasingly lower subjective authenticity and closeness during
social interactions as well as less enjoyable interactions and more negative mood,
findings that were inconsistent with Hypothesis 3b. The acute impression management

concerns often present with distant targets may be responsible for these negative effects

8 Variability was essentially unrelated to participants’ satisfaction with interactions when their self-
presentations were highly congruent, though.
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of self-presentational variability with distant targets in particular, though. That is, even
with moderately congruent self-presentations, the more participants varied their self-
presentations to avoid making a bad impression, the less at ease, authentic, and close
they felt during their social interactions, the more negative their mood was, and the less
they enjoyed the interactions.

Self-presentational variability with close targets did not seem to be motivated by
fear of making a bad impression, and thus may promote social ease, subjective
authenticity, and closeness when people convey at least moderately congruent self-
images, in support of Hypothesis 3b. If participants congruently varied their self-
presentations in accordance with social or relational norms, they should feel more at
ease and authentic in those social interactions (Fleeson & Wilt, 2010), which perhaps
facilitates relational closeness as well. In fact, the satisfaction of relational needs may
play a pivotal role in the experience of authenticity (M. Leary, 2003). Furthermore, a
study of self-presentation in relationships revealed that as participants’ romantic
feelings and subjective feelings of relationship importance grew, the strength of their
self-presentational motives with their partners increased, particularly for relationship
maintenance (Taniguchi & Daibo, 2006). Therefore, self-presentational variability can
positively impact social interactions when it is motivated by more prosocial and
adaptive concerns rather than not wanting to make a bad impression, as long as self-
presentations remain reasonably self-congruent. However, self-presentational variability

can also lead to concerns about appearing inconsistent to others (Tedeschi, Schlenker, &
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Bonoma, 1971) and risking social censure, resulting in less satisfaction with social

interactions and less positive mood, consistent with Hypothesis 3a.

3.3.4 Limitations

Two main limitations should be kept in mind when interpreting the results of
Study 2 and pursuing similar studies in the future. First, the design of this experience
sampling study precludes strong causal inferences because participants’ general
psychosocial wellbeing was measured only before they completed the experience
sampling phase, which assessed immediate psychosocial outcomes without including
baseline measures before each social interaction. Although including such measures and
assessing participants” general psychosocial well-being again upon completion of the
experience sampling phase would have been preferred, the considerable participant
burden prevented these additional measures. Experienced sampling was also limited to
seven days to reduce participant burden even though a more comprehensive sample of
participants’ social interactions and self-presentational behaviors would have been
optimal.

Second, people’s self-presentations are more variable the more different the
targets with whom they interact, but target variability was not directly measured or
controlled. Whether such variability/incongruence is adaptive depends on whether it is
in accordance with target preferences and social norms. However, the situational
appropriateness of participants’ self-presentational behaviors was not assessed, nor was
the extent to which participants” self-presentations actually mirrored their self-reported

variability/congruence. Studies implementing informant reports of targets” interpersonal
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preferences and targets” impressions of participants after social interactions are thus
recommended to examine the psychosocial impact of self-presentation. Using informant
reports for the latter would also shed light on how effective participants were at
portraying their desired impressions to targets, which should relate to their psychosocial

adjustment as well.
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4.0 General Discussion

The present research used three different approaches to test three hypotheses
about the relationship between self-presentational behaviors and self-reported
psychosocial well-being: (a) greater self-presentational congruence and lower self-
presentational variability are associated with better psychosocial adjustment, (b) lower
congruence and higher variability are associated with better psychosocial adjustment, (c)
there is an inverted U-shaped relationship between both incongruence and variability
and psychosocial adjustment. Overall, some support was obtained for the first two
hypotheses but not for the third. However, a few inconsistencies in the results emerged
across studies and between measures that are difficult to explain. In this final section, I
summarize and discuss the results across the three studies, describe limitations of this

work, and offer suggestions for future research.

4.0.1 Hypothesis 1: Behavioral Consistency is Adaptive

In support of Hypothesis 1—that high congruence and low variability would be
positively related to adjustment— participants who desired to convey impressions that
were more congruent with their self-views (Study 1a) or who actually conveyed more
congruent self-presentations to bogus targets in a laboratory study (Study 1b) reported
greater psychosocial well-being. Specifically, more congruent self-presentations were
associated with higher subjective well-being, self-esteem, social efficacy, and social
support quality as well as with lower anxiety, depression, and loneliness.

Furthermore, greater self-presentational variability across targets was associated

with indices of poorer psychosocial well-being—more anxiety, stress, loneliness,
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depression, and lower subjective well-being, self-acceptance, self-concept clarity,
perceived social support, relational well-being—in Study 2 using experience sampling.
Most of these effects showed a strong linear trend, although some plateaued or
bottomed-out at very low or high levels of variability or incongruence. In addition,
Study 2 found that the more participants reported varying their self-presentations in a
particular interaction from their average self-presentational pattern (across interactions),
the less enjoyable, close, at ease, and progressively less authentic they found the social
interaction, and the worse their mood. Thus, as predicted by Hypothesis 1, self-
presentational variability was negatively associated with psychosocial adjustment both
in general and at the level of specific interpersonal interactions.

Overall, these findings of a positive relationship between high congruence and
low variability on the one hand and psychosocial well-being on the other provide
empirical support for the theorizing of humanistic (Jourard, 1968; Maslow, 1968; May,
1983; Rogers, 1961), clinical (Freud, 1961; Horney, 1950; Joseph & Linley, 2006), and
social (Deci & Ryan, 2008; Donahue et al., 1993; Kernis & Goldman, 2005) psychologists
who maintain that authenticity and consistency (as opposed to incongruence and
variability) reflect psychosocial adjustment. The details of these theories vary, but all of
them view behavioral variability as a sign of a fundamental underlying problem: an
incoherent, unclear, unstable, or weak sense of identity.

In addition, behaving consistently tends to engender the perception that one is
autonomous and acting in accordance with one’s beliefs, values, and desires rather than
influenced by external pressures (Boucher, 2011; Deci & Ryan, 2000). According to some
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theories and research, authenticity is integral for psychosocial adjustment, including life
satisfaction, positive affect, and secure feelings of self-worth (Heppner & Kernis, 2011),
lower psychological distress (Kernis & Goldman, 2005), and better romantic relationship
functioning and satisfaction (Brunell et al., 2010). Thus, it is not surprising that self-
presentational congruence, measured both behaviorally and by self-report, was
consistently associated with greater psychological and social well-being. Nor is it
surprising that participants who tried to vary their self-presentations more across targets
and interactions reported lower psychosocial adjustment and less enjoyable social
interactions in which they felt less authentic, close, and socially at ease, particularly with
distant targets.

Indeed, behavioral consistency may provide a sense of coherence and knowing
oneself (Swann & Buhrmester, 2012) and facilitate mutually beneficial social interactions
by making people’s behavior more predictable to others (Goffman, 1959; Leary &
Kowalski, 1990; Swann, Stein-Seroussi, & Giesler, 1992). People are also under
considerable social pressure to show a reasonable degree of consistency in their behavior
(i.e., low self-presentational variability) and to behave congruently with their self-views
(i.e., display self-presentational congruence) across targets and situations. Those whose
self-presentations are overly variable or incongruent risk negative evaluations, distrust,
social censure and other negative repercussions (Gergen, 1968; Goffman, 1959; Leary,
1995), As a result, presenting oneself in incongruent and atypical ways not only makes
one feel less authentic, intimate, and socially adept but also leads to less satisfying and
enjoyable interactions.
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Behavioral consistency might be particularly important in interactions with less
familiar, distant targets. Whereas close targets have probably seen many different facets
of the actor’s personality and behavior (Fleeson, 2001), distant targets rely on behavioral
consistency to form a confident impression of the actor, so inconsistent self-
presentations are more likely to engender a negative impression. Research shows that
acute concerns about impression management are typically greater with distant than
close targets, both because distant targets have fewer preconceptions about the actor and
because potential misconceptions may be more difficult to correct. Thus, the degree to
which people engage in active self-presentation increases with target unfamiliarity
(Leary et al., 1994). Indeed, participants in Study 2 reported more self-presentational
variability when interacting with distant targets. In fact, this is one possible reason why
high variability with distant targets was particularly associated with poorer adjustment
in Study 2. If participants were already significantly more variable with distant targets,
relatively high variability with distant targets might reflect normatively excessive self-
presentational variability, which should be associated with lower psychosocial well-
being, both in general and at the level of individual social interactions.

Another possible reason why self-presentational variability with distant targets
was associated with lower psychosocial well-being and less positive social interactions
in Study 2 may be because participants reported trying harder to both make a good
impression (acquisitive self-presentation) and not to make a bad impression (protective
self-presentation) when interacting with distant targets. Research shows that self-
presentational variability that is motivated by the desire to avoid making negative
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impressions (i.e., protective self-presentation) is negatively associated with well-being,
including greater social anxiety, depression (Arkin, 1981), self-esteem issues
(Baumeister, Tice, & Hutton, 1989), loneliness (Jackson, 2007), and inauthentic self-
presentation (Renner et al, 2004). Lee et al. (1999) also found that people who often
endorsed both defensive (i.e., protective) and assertive (i.e., acquisitive) self-
presentational strategies were most vulnerable to anxiety and interpersonal difficulties.
The negative psychosocial effects of variability may thus be more pronounced with
distant targets because participants were more concerned about their social images
overall when interacting with distant targets.

Additionally, participants who displayed high self-presentational variability
reported greater protective self-presentation and lower acquisitive self-presentation than
participants who displayed low variability, suggesting more variable self-presentations
were motivated primarily by concern with not making bad impressions. To the extent
that self-presentational variability was driven by protective self-presentational
motives—which often reflect efforts to avoid social failure by those with low self-esteem
(Tice, 1991)—it should be associated with lower well-being and less positive and
enjoyable social interactions in Study 2. In contrast, if behavioral variability is motivated
by more socially adaptive concerns, such as behaving in accordance with social norms or
target preferences, it should not be associated with negative outcomes and could even be
beneficial if one’s self-presentations remain reasonably congruent with one’s self-views.

In sum, the present research suggests the adage to “be yourself” may be
advantageous for psychological and social well-being. Consistent with Hypothesis 1, all
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three studies provided some support for the psychosocial benefits of presenting oneself
congruently and consistently across different targets, even when target preferences and
situational demands vary.

4.0.2 Hypothesis 2: Behavioral/Self-Presentational Variability is
Adaptive

In support of the hypothesis that self-presentational variability and incongruence
reflect an adaptive interpersonal strategy, when self-presentational variability was
moderate, higher self-presentational incongruence was associated with feeling more
authentic, close, and socially at ease in social interactions, particularly with close targets,
as well as with greater subjective well-being and self-acceptance in general. Although
Hypothesis 2 predicted that variability would confer psychosocial benefits, it was
admittedly surprising that incongruence —especially with intimates—was related to
more positive social interactions as well as greater subjective well-being and self-
acceptance. First, presenting oneself congruently to close targets was expected to lead to
more subjective authenticity, satisfying interactions, and other positive outcomes
because successful and satisfying close relationships are characterized by less self-
presentation (e.g., Gosnell et al., 2011). However, the inverse was found in Study 2,
perhaps because participants were not driven to present themselves incongruently out
of fear of making a bad impression. Indeed, impression management concerns were
particularly low with close targets. Rather, participants may have behaved
incongruently with close targets to accommodate social or relational norms or target

preferences for relationship maintenance, resulting in more positive and authentic social
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interactions.

Along these lines, both Fleeson and Wilt (2010) and Sheldon et al. (1997) found
that participants” subjective authenticity increased as they exhibited more extraversion,
agreeableness, emotional stability, conscientiousness, and intellect regardless of their
actual standing on these traits. This authenticity-inducing profile of personality traits is
socially normative (Sherman, Nave, & Funder, 2012), suggesting that people feel most
authentic when they behave in a normative and well-adjusted manner. Moreover,
conforming to behavioral social norms likely results in smoother and less awkward
social interactions. Therefore, participants might have adaptively varied their self-
presentational behaviors from their self-views to fit social norms with close targets; and,
the more they did so (while maintaining moderate self-presentational variability), the
more authentic, at ease, and closer they felt in their social interactions, consistent with
Hypothesis 2. Similarly, with moderate self-presentational congruence, more variable
self-presentations also resulted in greater subjective authenticity, closeness, and social
ease during social interactions with close targets, in further support of the psychosocial
benefits of varying one’s self-presentations across targets and interactions.

However, conveying incongruent self-presentations can also lead to concerns
about appearing inconsistent to others (Tedeschi et al., 1971), resulting in negative mood
and dissatisfaction with social interactions, supporting Hypothesis 1. Research has
shown that people try to decrease the perceived inconsistency of their atypical behaviors
in the eyes of others, such as participants rating themselves as more sociable after
behaving more sociably than usual (Schlenker, Dlugolecki, & Doherty, 1994). Such
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concerns about appearing inconsistent, in addition to the potential ramifications of
behaving incongruently, make the positive curvilinear relationship between self-
presentational incongruence and both self-acceptance and subjective well-being
admittedly more difficult to explain. However, this beneficial effect of self-
presentational incongruence was driven primarily by incongruence in self-presentations
to close targets, with whom protective and acquisitive self-presentational motives were
particularly low. Thus, participants may have been behaving incongruently in
accordance with social or relational norms and thus maintained a sense of authenticity,
which is positively associated with self-acceptance (Burks & Robbins, 2011) and
subjective well-being (Wang, 2016). Moreover, self-acceptance —the willingness to
experience, take responsibility for, and accept one’s behaviors, thoughts, and feelings
without denial, disowning, or self-repudiation (Branden, 1994) —contributes greatly to
subjective well-being (e.g., Wei, Tian, Xinghua, Xiaoming & Chen, 2014), with which it
was highly correlated in Study 2.

Therefore, people who are more self-accepting and thus higher in subjective
well-being may have more confidence to vary from their self-images as needed to meet
the demands of the immediate social context and still feel authentic; to say it differently,
they are authentically more functionally flexible without trying. In addition, another
aspect of subjective well-being —frequently experiencing positive emotions—broadens
one’s awareness and encourages varied thoughts and actions (Fredrickson, 2004), which

may also facilitate functional behavioral variability. For these reasons, high
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incongruence may be associated with greater subjective well-being and self-acceptance
than low incongruence with close targets.

Additional support for the notion that low congruence and high variability is
associated with better psychosocial adjustment (Hypothesis 2) was provided by Study 1,
which suggested that congruent self-presentational variability was beneficial across
three distant targets: an acquaintance, a stranger, and a co-worker/classmate. An
appropriate degree of self-presentational variability may be especially important with
distant targets given that self-monitoring, which involves greater self-presentational
variability, predicts how well people are liked and evaluated by their supervisors and
colleagues (e.g., Bolino & Turnley, 2003; Wayne & Liden, 1995). Greater variability in the
self-presentations that participants desired to convey to people in their lives in Study 1,
especially distant targets, predicted unique variance in psychosocial well-being as long
as participants’ self-presentations were reasonably congruent with their self-views. That
is, controlling for self-presentational congruence, greater self-presentational variability
across targets predicted lower anxiety, depression, and loneliness, as well as greater
subjective well-being, social efficacy, self-esteem, self-concept clarity, and social support
quality. Like the Study 2 results supporting Hypothesis 2, these results are consistent
with the view that adapting one’s behavior to meet changing interpersonal demands is
related to psychosocial adjustment (Kelly, 1955; T. Leary, 1957; Paulhus & Martin, 1988).

Indeed, people who exhibit a limited range of interpersonal behaviors tend to
experience pervasive interpersonal difficulties because they do not respond adequately
to the requirements of particular situations, relationships, and roles (Kiesler, 1996;
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Tracey, 2005; Tracey & Rohlfing, 2010). Personality disorders are even characterized
largely by excessive rigidity in behavior, so some variability is clearly needed for
psychosocial adjustment (Widiger et al., 2009; Wright, 2011). Study la suggested that
people might reap the most psychosocial benefits by congruently varying their self-
presentations with distant targets in particular. However, as Study 2 highlighted, such
self-presentational variability is less beneficial, if not detrimental, when it is motivated
primarily by the fear of making a bad impression on others. Such self-presentational
concerns are often less likely with a stranger, acquaintance, and even a
classmate/coworker because the impressions they form may not matter as much as
important distant targets, such as a professor, boss, or other authority figure. Therefore,
with reasonably congruent self-presentations, self-presentational variability with the
three distant targets in Study 1a predicted higher psychosocial well-being even though
the opposite was the case in Study 2, which involved a variety of distant targets who
invoked considerable impression management concerns.

Together, the two studies suggest that self-presentational variability that is
motivated by proactive, adaptive concerns (such as relationship maintenance or
adapting to social norms, rather than fear of making a bad impression) can benefit
psychosocial well-being and social interactions as long as one’s self-presentations don’t

vary too much from one’s self-views.

4.0.3 Inconsistent Findings

As we have seen, the present research obtained support for two contrary

hypotheses, suggesting that appropriate self-presentational variability and congruence
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both benefit well-being. Although some of the inconsistent findings can be explained by
differences in the self-presentational demands that participants faced across the three
studies, others are not as easily explained. The studies differed in many ways—the
samples, the nature of the encounters (hypothetical, laboratory, everyday life), and the
measures of self-presentation and well-being—making it difficult to ascertain which of
these differences accounted for the differences in results.

For example, the measures of self-presentational behavior used in Study 2
differed in a number of other ways from those in Study 1 (some of which were discussed
in their respective Discussion sections), any of which could account for the differences in
results. First, whereas Study 1a assessed variability in the self-presentations that
participants” desired to convey to nine specific targets, Study 2 assessed variability in the
impressions that participants reportedly tried to convey with the various targets they
interacted with in their everyday lives during the ESM study. Self-presentational
intentions or desires that may or may not be enacted could have different psychosocial
implications than actually trying to be perceived in particular ways. Additionally, self-
presentational variability was operationalized in Study 2 in terms of how much
participants varied from their typical or average self-presentational patterns in their
social interactions during the study, whereas self-presentational variability was
operationalized in Study 1 by how much participants’ self-presentations varied across
targets and traits, which might reflect different aspects of variability.

Second, in Study 1a, self-presentational variability with close or distant targets
was based on participants” desired self-presentational profiles either with their mother,

125



romantic partner/spouse, and best friend or with three relatively distant targets—a
stranger, acquaintance, and classmate/co-worker in their lives. In Study 2, however,
variability was assessed with respect to how differently participants tried to be
perceived by an extensive assortment of targets of varying relational distance/closeness
in their everyday social interactions. An index of self-presentational variability across
such a wide range of distant (or close) targets in Study 2 is not only distinct from the
more specific index used in Study 1, but it also glosses over dimensions that might affect
the relationship between self-presentational variability and psychosocial outcomes, such
as the importance of particular targets” impressions and the expected frequency of target
interactions. Indeed, the psychosocial implications of self-presentational variability may
depend not only on the closeness of a target relationship but also its length, the
particular social role that the target plays, his or her importance to the participant, and
the frequency with which the target and participant interact, among other potentially
relevant dimensions. Future research that examines such interpersonal factors (in
addition to intrapersonal factors) that could influence the psychosocial impact of self-
presentational variability is thus warranted.

Third, self-presentational variability was assessed abstractly and hypothetically
in the laboratory in Study 1a but concretely and directly after daily social interactions in
Study 2, which is a very different and less controlled experience. Unlike the experience
sampling study, Study 1a involved virtually no situational pull because participants
simply reported their desired self-presentational profiles as if they would show their
completed questionnaires to the targets. Thus, impression management concerns might
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not have been as salient in Study 1a as they were when participants reported their self-
presentational efforts in the flow of their quotidian interactions in Study 2, which
renders the situational pull (e.g., for socially normative behavior) more compelling.
Additionally, the instructions for participants in Study 1b to get targets to rate them
favorably probably promoted self-presentational variability, which was measured
behaviorally, but the bogus targets used were not personally meaningful or important to
participants; thus, participants’ self-presentations in this laboratory study may not
reflect how they would present themselves to targets in their everyday lives. Fourth,
some of the measures of well-being used in Study 1 and 2 differed, which could also

have created some inconsistencies across studies.

4.0.4 Limitations and Future Directions

The present research on generally healthy samples provides evidence for the
psychosocial benefits of high self-presentational congruence and low self-presentational
variability (Hypothesis 1) but shows that appropriately varying one’s self-presentations
to adapt to the specific situations and social roles should also promote psychosocial
adjustment (Gergen, 1991). Although Hypothesis 2 received some support in Study 1la
and Study 2, the negative consequences of low self-presentational variability and high
congruence might be more apparent in clinical populations. Indeed, excessive rigidity in
behavior (and thinking patterns) is clearly involved in personality disorders and serious
mental illness (Widiger et al., 2009; Wright, 2011). Future research should thus
investigate whether there are limits to the psychosocial benefits of high congruence and

low variability using samples of participants with various clinical diagnoses. Using
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more diverse samples might even provide evidence for an inverse-U shaped relationship
between variability and adjustment, thereby supporting Hypothesis 3. Specifically, the
point at which low variability and high self-presentational congruence can become
maladaptive because they reflect rigidity and preclude interpersonal flexibility might be
more evident in clinical populations (Block, 1961; T. Leary, 1957). Then, studies could
illuminate how people in clinical therapy may benefit from examining and changing
their self-presentation use to promote psychosocial adjustment.

However, the study designs used in the present research preclude strong causal
inferences. As I suggested, presenting oneself congruently with one’s self-views and
varying one’s self-presentations across different targets might promote psychosocial
well-being, but psychosocial adjustment might also enable more congruent and flexible
self-presentations. Experimental research has demonstrated that the former process can
occur, showing, for example, that people’s self-presentations can directly impact their
mood as well as their satisfaction with social interactions (Dunn, Biesanz, Human, & Fin,
2007; Gosnell et al., 2011). These studies experimentally manipulated self-presentational
use, so it is clear that self-presentational behavior can causally affect psychological and
social well-being. Although I maintain that congruent but adaptively flexible self-
presentation facilitates psychological and social well-being, the relationship could be
bidirectional. The possibility that psychosocial adjustment facilitates congruent and
flexible self-presentation cannot be ruled out on the basis of the present research.
Longitudinal paradigms and perhaps experience sampling with baseline adjustment
measures before and after each social interaction are recommended to examine the
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direction of causality more rigorously. While such studies are time-intensive, they
would shed light on the trajectory of self-presentation within different relationships and
its relation to psychosocial adjustment.

A third limitation reflects that fact that the present research relied primarily on
self-report data. Although self-report measures are generally considered adequate for
assessing psychological well-being, they may be subject to response biases. Informant
reports of participants” well-being could thus be included to corroborate participants’
self-reports. Study la and Study 2 used questionnaires to assess people’s self-
presentational desires and attempts, respectfully, but how much participants” actual self-
presentations mirrored these goals cannot be ascertained. Research demonstrating
convergent validity (e.g., Baird, Le, and Lucas, 2006) suggests meaningful and valid
individual differences in people’s actual (though self-reported) cross-role variability in
everyday life can be accurately assessed by self-report questionnaires. Nevertheless,
assessing participants” actual self-presentations to multiple diverse targets in their lives
with observers’” and/or informants” report can fruitfully extend the current studies,

although such a study would be extremely arduous to execute.

4.0.5 Conclusion

Despite these limitations, the present research brings new attention to the
implications of people’s self-presentational desires, goals, and behaviors for their
psychological and social well-being. Overall, the results suggest that well-being in most
respects (both in general and at the interaction level) is associated with “being true to

oneself” —that is, exhibiting greater self-presentational congruence and less self-
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presentational variability. Behaving consistently with one’s self-views makes social
interactions more enjoyable and engaging, less stressful, and more predictable for both
oneself and others. However, self-presentational flexibility with distant targets can also
bring psychosocial benefits if one’s self-presentations are still reasonably self-congruent,
especially when one is not worried about making a bad impression. In fact, greater self-
presentational variability with close targets, with whom people typically aren’t overly
worried about their impressions, can positively impact social interactions as well when
self-presentations remain moderately congruent. In addition, with moderately variable
self-presentations, when incongruence is influenced by socially adaptive motives (e.g.,
relationship maintenance, social norms) rather than concerns with avoiding a bad
impression, it is related to more positive social interactions as well as greater subjective
well-being and self-acceptance. Therefore, both self-presentational congruence and

variability can bring immediate and general psychosocial benefits.
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Appendices
Appendix A: Study 1b Instructions and Target Descriptions

The point of this second study is to examine personality factors that influence people’s first
impressions of others. So, we recruited 4 people to assist us with this study who have very
different personalities from each other. Ideally, you would interact with them “live” but since this
would be too difficult to coordinate, we are going to have you do so with 4 short video-recordings,
1 for each person. You are going to talk about yourself for 3 minutes for each of the 4 different
people while being video-recorded. Each person will view your videotape and evaluate you, and
then the recording will be destroyed. Your goal is to get each person to like you and
evaluate you highly after viewing the video-recording. Because you usually know
something about the people you interact with in real life, we are going to give you a short
description of each of the four people based on their brief answers to four questions about

themselves before you do each recording.

Target 1: assertive, confident, risk-taking

My friends describe me as an assertive, self-confident person who can exert
influence over others. I have a tendency to want to control my environment but I am
decisive and willing to plunge right into things and am not scared to take risks. I
especially respect and enjoy interacting with people who are able to stand up for their
beliefs and argue persuasively for their point of view; I really dislike people who are

too submissive and can’t tell you what they really want.
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How successful do you think you’ll be at getting this person to like you and

evaluate you positively?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Slightly Neither Slightly Very Extremely
Unsuccessful | Unsuccessful | Unsuccessful Successful | Successful | Successful
[3 MIN SELF-PRESENTATION]
How easy was it for you to make a good impression on this person?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Slightly Neither | Slightly Very Extremely
Unsuccessful | Unsuccessful | Unsuccessful Successful | Successful | Successful
How do you think this person will evaluate you?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Slightly Neither | Slightly Very Extremely
Unsuccessful | Unsuccessful | Unsuccessful Successful | Successful | Successful

Based on what this person learned about you, how likely is it that this person

will want to get to know you better?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Slightly Neither | Slightly Very Extremely
Unsuccessful | Unsuccessful | Unsuccessful Successful | Successful | Successful
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Target 2: spontaneous, extraverted, fun-loving

My friends describe me as a fun-loving, spontaneous person who is the
“the life of the party.” I love people and new experiences, and enjoy being the
center of attention. I am adventurous and live in the here-and-now. I particularly
enjoy playful people who have a good sense of humor and can make me laugh. I

dislike people who take themselves and life too seriously.

How successful do you think you'll be at getting this person to like you?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Slightly Neither Slightly Very Extremely
Unsuccessful | Unsuccessful | Unsuccessful Successful | Successful | Successful

[3 MIN SELF-PRESENTATION]

How easy was it for you to make a good impression on this person?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Slightly Neither Slightly Very Extremely
Hard Hard Hard Easy Easy Easy

How do you think this person will evaluate you?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Slightly | Neither | Slightly Very Extremely
Badly Badly Badly Well Well Well

Based on what this person learned about you, how likely is it that this person

will want to get to know you better?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Slightly Neither | Slightly Very Extremely
Unlikely Unlikely | Unlikely Likely Likely Likely
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Target 3: agreeable, submissive, cautious

My friends describe me as a warm, kind-hearted person who is always trying
to please others even before myself. I am sensitive to other people's feelings and have
a tendency to conform to the wishes of others. I truly value harmony and cooperation
and like to avoid conflict as well as risk-taking. I dislike people who are very

confrontational or aggressive and enjoy arguing.

How successful do you think you’ll be at getting this person to like you and

evaluate you positively?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Slightly Neither Slightly Very Extremely
Unsuccessful | Unsuccessful | Unsuccessful Successful | Successful | Successful

[3 MIN SELF-PRESENTATION]

How easy was it for you to make a good impression on this person?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Hard Slightly Neither Slightly Very Extremely
Hard Hard Easy Easy Easy

How do you think this person will evaluate you?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Slightly | Neither | Slightly | Very Well | Extremely
Badly Badly Badly Well Well

Based on what this person learned about you, how likely is it that this person

will want to get to know you better?
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Slightly | Neither | Slightly Very Extremely
Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely Likely

Target 4: serious, moral, reserved

My friends describe me as a quiet, reserved person who is also very loyal and
dependable. I am religious and therefore have a well-developed value system that I
strictly adhere to. I place great importance on honesty and integrity and value
traditions and very much appreciate people who do as well. I generally take things
very seriously and don’t enjoy interacting with people who take life too lightly and

don’t think before they act.

How successful do you think you’ll be at getting this person to like you and

evaluate you positively?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Slightly Neither Slightly Very Extremely
Unsuccessful | Unsuccessful | Unsuccessful Successful | Successful | Successful

[3 MIN SELF-PRESENTATION]

How easy was it for you to make a good impression on this person?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Slightly Neither | Slightly Very Extremely
Hard Hard Hard Easy Easy Easy

How do you think this person will evaluate you?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Slightly Neither | Slightly | Very Well Extremely
Badly Badly Badly Well Well
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Based on what this person learned about you, how likely is it that this person

will want to get to know you better?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Slightly Neither | Slightly Very Extremely
Unlikely | Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely Likely

Please respond to the following questions using the scale below:

1=notatall 2=slightly 3 = moderately 4 =very much 5 = a great deal

To what extent do you feel Target 1 (the assertive, confident person) has an
accurate impression of you?

How much do you care about Target 1's impression of you?

___To what extent do you feel Target 2 (the spontaneous, fun-loving person) has an
accurate impression of you?
__ How much do you care about Target 2's impression of you?
__To what extent do you feel Target 3 (the submissive, agreeable person) has an
accurate impression of you?
__ How much do you care about Target 3’s impression of you?
__To what extent do you feel Target 4 (the serious, moral person) has an accurate
impression of you?
___ How much do you care about Target 4’s impression of you?

To what extent do you think these four people will each form different

impressions of you?
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Here is a list of questions you might want to answer about yourself while introducing yourself to
each of the four people. Of course, you won’t have enough time to answer all the questions in 3
minutes, but you can choose which ones you’d like to address for each person. Take a few minutes
to decide after reading the description of [TARGET].

Some questions you might want to address during your 3-minute interaction:

What do you like to do in your spare time/on weekends?

How would you/your best friend describe your personality?

What qualities do you look for in your friends?

What irritates you about other people, and how do you deal with it?

Discuss a time when your integrity was challenged. How did you handle it?
What are your life values and goals?

What is your typical way of dealing with conflict?

Describe a time when you stood up for something you believed in and were met
with resistance.

Do you consider yourself a risk taker? Describe a situation in which you had to
take a risk.

In an ideal world, what do you think would be the perfect job for you and why?
What's the one question you wish people would/would not ask you?

Who are your heroes — living or dead, real or fictional? Why?

Do you like to plan things in advance or do you prefer to do things in the spur of

the moment and why?
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Private Trait-Ratings for Study 1a and Study 1b

Please rate yourself honestly on the following 19 dimensions using the following scale:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Not at Moderately Extremely
all

(1) friendly, warm

(2) competent, intelligent

(3) helpless, depends on others
(4) intimidating, threatening
(5) outgoing, sociable

(6) stable, unemotional

(7) dependable, conscientious
(8) honest, ethical

(9) dominant, assertive

(10) unique, different from most other people
(11) humorous, playful

(12) sexy, sensual

(13) kind, generous

(14) curious, open to new ideas
(15) religious, spiritual

(16) agreeable, cooperative

(17) serious

(18) risk-taking
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(19) modest

Appendix B: Supplemental Tables for Study 2 Results

Table 18: Regression of Overall Incongruence and Variability Predicting Depression

Model B SE B t ) 95% Confidence Int.
Lower  Upper

Model 1

(Constant) 2.072 1.109 1.869 064 -.126 4.269
Incongruence -078 553 -.014 -.141 .888 -1.175 1.019
Variability 1.253 405 297 3.094 .003 450 2.055
Model 2

(Constant) 1.756 1.157 1.518 132 -.537 4.050
Incongruence 138 597 .024 .230 818 -1.047 1.322
Variability 1.142 421 271 2.713 .008 307 1.977
Incongruence by Var. .749 781  .097 960 339 -.799 2.297
Model 3

(Constant) 3.422 2.797 1.223 224 -2.124 8.968
Incongruence 1.510 2.885 .262 523 .602 -4.211 7.231
Variability -2.043 1.202 -.484 -1.700 .092 -4.426 340
Incongruence by Var. -.019 .812 -.002 -.023 982 -1.629 1.592
Incongruence? -320 .630 -.247 -.508 .613 -1.570 930
Variability? 703 249  .800 2.827 .006 210 1.196

Note. Var. = Variability; Model 1: F(2, 107) = 5.047, p = .008; Adjusted R?=.069; Model 2:
F(3, 106) = 3.669, p = .015; Adjusted R?=.068; Model 3: F(5, 104) =3.933, p =.003;
Adjusted R?=.119.
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Table 19: Regression of Overall Incongruence and Variability Predicting Anxiety

Model B SE _Beta t p 95% Confidence Int.
Lower Upper
Model 1
(Constant) 2.805 1.040 2.696 .008 743 4.867
Incongruence -673 519 -.127 -1.297 197 -1.702 .356
Variability 802 380 .207 2.112 .037 .049 1.555
Model 2
(Constant) 2.527 1.086 2.327 .022 375 4.680
Incongruence -484 561 -.091 -.863 390 -1.595 .628
Variability 705 395 182 1.784 077 -.079 1.489
Incongruence by Var. .659  .733 .093 .899 371 -79%4 2.112
Model 3
(Constant) 3951 2711 1.457 148 -1.425 9.326
Incongruence -972 2796 -.184 -.348 729 -6.517 4.572
Variability -340 1.165 -.088 -292 771 -2.649 1.970
Incongruence by Var. .364  .787 .051 463 .645 -1.196 1.925
Incongruence? 104 611 .087 170 .865 -1.107 1.315
Variability? 245 241 304 1.018 311 -233 723

Note. Var. = Variability; Model 1: F(2, 107) =2.516, p = .086; Adjusted R?=.027; Model 2:
F(3,106) =1.943, p = .127; Adjusted R?>=.025; Model 3: F(5, 104) =1.380, p = .23§;
Adjusted R?=.017.

140



Table 20: Regression of Overall Incongruence and Variability Predicting Stress

Model B SE Beta t ) 95% Confidence Int.
Lower Upper

Model 1

(Constant) 3.604 1.243 2.898 .005 1.139 6.069
Incongruence -092 621 -.014 -148 .882 -1.322 1.138
Variability 1.312 454 279 2.889 .005 412 2.212
Model 2

(Constant) 3432 1302 2.637 .010 .852 6.013
Incongruence 025 .672 .004 .037 .970 -1.308 1.358
Variability 1.252 474 266 2.642 .009 313 2.192

Incongruence by Var. .407 .878 .047 463 .644 -1.335 2.148

Model 3

(Constant) 3.406 3.258 1.046 .298 -3.054 9.866
Incongruence 1.044 3360 .162 311 .757 -5.620 7.707
Variability 253 1.400 .054 .180 .857 -2.523 3.028
Incongruence by Var..193 946 .022 204  .839 -1.683 2.068
Incongruence? -231 734 -160 -315 .753 -1.687 1.225
Variability? 211 290 216 .730 467 -.363 .786

Note. Var. = Variability; Model 1: F(2, 107) = 4.389, p = .015; Adjusted R? =.059; Model 2:
F(3, 106) =2.976, p = .035; Adjusted R?=.052; Model 3: F(5, 104) =1.880, p =.104;
Adjusted R?=.039.
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Table 21: Regression with Overall Incongruence and Variability: Subjective Well-

Being

Model B SE Beta t p_95% Confidence Int.

Lower Upper
Model 1
(Constant) 38.644  1.729 22.347 <.001 35.216 42.072
Incongruence -.082 .863 -.009 -095 925 -1.792 1.629
Variability 508 .632 .081 805 423 -744 1.760
Model 2
(Constant) 38.740  1.812 21.382 .000 35.148 42.333
Incongruence -.147 936 -017  -158 .875 -2.002 1.707
Variability 542 .660 .086 822 413 -766 1.850
Congruence By Var. -.228 1.223 -020 -187 .852 -2.653 2.196
Model 3
(Constant) 40.371  4.152 9.723 .000 32.137 48.605
Incongruence -9.271 4283 -1.075 -2.165 .033 -17.765 -.778
Variability 7987 1784 1266  4.477 .000 4.449 11.525
Congruence By Var. 1.296  1.205 d12 1.075 285 -1.094 3.686
Incongruence? 2.065 936  1.063 2207 .030 .209 3.921
Variability? -1.551 369  -1.180 -4.201 <.001 -2.283 -.819

Note. Var. = Variability; Model 1: F(2, 107) = .332, p = .718; Adjusted R? =-.012; Model 2:
F(3,106) = 231, p = .875; Adjusted R?=-.022; Model 3: F(5, 104) =4.306, p = .001; Adjusted
R?=.132; Model 4: F(6, 103) = 3.558, p = .003; Adjusted R?=.123.
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Table 22: Regression of Overall Incongruence and Variability Predicting Self-

Acceptance

Model B SE Beta t p_95% Confidence Int.

Lower Upper
Model 1
(Constant) 37912  2.393 15.840 <001 33.167  42.657
Incongruence 421 1.194 .035 .353 725 -1.946 2.789
Variability 095 874  .011 109 914 -1.638 1.828
Model 2
(Constant) 38.046  2.508 15171 <001 33.074  43.018
Incongruence 330 1.295 028 255 799 -2.237 2.897
Variability 142 913 016 155 877  -1.668 1.952
Incongruence by Var. -317  1.692  -.020 -.187 852 -3.673 3.038
Model 3
(Constant) 45.129  5.870 7.688 <001 33.489 56.770
Incongruence -15.517  6.055 -1.303 -2.563 012 -27.524  -3.509
Variability 8.478  2.522 973  3.361 001 3477  13.480
Incongruence by Var. 1133  1.704 071 665 508  -2.247 4.512
Incongruence? 3565 1323 1329  2.695 .008 942 6.189
Variability? -1.649 522 -908  -3.158 002 -2.684 -.613

Note. Var. = Variability; Model 1: F(2, 107) = .085, p = .919; Adjusted R?=-.017; Model 2:
F(3,106) =.068, p = .977; Adjusted R?=-.026; Model 3: F(5, 104) =3.154, p = .011; Adjusted
R2=.090
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Table 23: Regression of Overall Incongruence and Variability Predicting Self-Concept

Clarity

Model B SE Beta t p_ 95% Confidence Int.

Lower Upper
Model 1
(Constant) 40.464 2425 16.686  <.001 35.656 45.271
Incongruence 502 1.210 .040 415 679  -1.897 2901
Variability -2.245 886  -.247 -2.535 013 -4.000 -.489
Model 2
(Constant) 40.850  2.538 16.096  <.001 35.818 45.881
Incongruence 238 1.310 019 182 856  -2.360 2.836
Variability -2.110 924  -232 -2.283 024 -3.941 -278

Incongruence by Var. -.916 1.713 -.055 -.535 594 -4.311 2.480

Model 3

(Constant) 39.773  6.238 6.376 <001 27.404 52.143
Incongruence -3.855 6434 -311 -599 550 -16.6148.904
Variability 3.185  2.680 351 1.188 237 -2.130 8.499
Incongruence by Var. 277  1.811 017 153 879  -3.314 3.868
Incongruence? 935 1.406 335 .665 507 -1.852 3.723
Variability? -1.141 555 -.603 -2.056 042 -2.241 -.041

Note. Var. = Variability; Model 1: F(2, 107) = 3.251, p = .043; Adjusted R? =.040; Model 2:
F(3, 106) = 2.248, p = .087; Adjusted R?>=.033; Model 3: F(5, 104) =2.264, p =.053;
Adjusted R? =.055.
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Table 24: Regression with Overall Incongruence and Variability Predicting Social

Support

Model B SE Beta t p__95% Confidence Int.

Lower Upper
Model 1
(Constant) 19.943 1.211 16.462 <001 17.542  22.345
Incongruence .698 .605 114 1.154 251 -501 1.896
Variability .389 442 .087 .878 382 -.489 1.266
Model 2
(Constant) 20.313 1.263 16.080 <.001 17.808  22.817
Incongruence 445 .652 073 .682 496  -.848 1.738
Variability 518 460 116 1.127 262 -394 1.430
Incongruence by Var. -.877 853 -107  -1.029 306 -2.568 813
Model 3
(Constant) 19.447 3.012 6.457 <001 13.475  25.419
Incongruence -2.666 3.107  -.437 -.858 393 -8.826 3.495
Variability 4.593 1.294 1.029 3.549 001 2.027 7.159
Incongruence by Var.  .043 874 .005 .049 961 -1.691 1.777
Incongruence? 711 679 517 1.048 297  -.635 2.057
Variability? -.879 268 -945  -3.280 001 -1.410 -.347

Note. Var. = Variability; Model 1: F(2, 107) = 1.429, p = .244; Adjusted R?=.008; Model 2:
F(3, 106) = 1.306, p = .276; Adjusted R?>=.008; Model 3: F(5, 104) =3.099, p =.012;
Adjusted R?=.088
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Table 25: Regression with Overall Incongruence and Variability Predicting Positive

Relations with Others

Model B SE Beta t p 95% Confidence Int.
Lower Upper

Model 1
(Constant) 40.615 2.409 16.859 <.001 35.839 45.390
Incongruence 1.089 1.202 .090 906 .367 -1.294 3.472
Variability -1.017 880 -115  -1.156 .250 -2.761 .727
Model 2
(Constant) 41.578 2.503 16.612 <.001 36.615 46.540
Incongruence 431 1.292 .036 333.740 -2.132 2.993
Variability -.679 911  -.077 -745 458  -2.486 1.127
Incongruence by Var. -2.287 1.689  -.142 -1.354 .179  -5.636 1.062
Model 3
(Constant) 43.889 6.012 7.300 <.001 31.966 55.812
Incongruence -9.204 6.202 -763  -1.484 .141 -21.5033.095
Variability 6.546 2.583 741 2534 .013 1.423 11.669
Incongruence by Var.  -.843 1.745  -.052 -483 .630 -4.304 2.618
Incongruence2 2.178 1.355 .801 1.607 .111  -510 4.865
Variability? -1.493 535 -812 -2.792.006 -2.553 -.433

Note. Var. = Variability; Model 1: F(2, 107) = .858, p = .427; Adjusted R? =-.003; Model 2:
F(3, 106) = 1.188, p = .318; Adjusted R?>=.005; Model 3: F(5, 104) =2.663, p =.026;

Adjusted R?=.071
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Table 26: Regression with Overall Incongruence and Variability Predicting

Loneliness

Model B SE _ Beta t p__ 95% Confidence Int.

Lower Upper
Model 1
(Constant) 5264 553 9.517  <.001 4167 6.360
Incongruence -382 276 -.136 -1.384 169 -929 .165
Variability 421202 204 2.084 .040 .020 .821
Model 2
(Constant) 5102 577 8.843  <.001 3.958 6.246
Incongruence -271 298 -.096 -911 364 -.862 .319
Variability 364 210 177 1.734 .086 -.052 .781
Incongruence by Var ~ .384 .389 .102 987 326 -.388 1.156
Model 3
(Constant) 4940 1.427 3.461 001 2.110 7.770
Incongruence 879 1472 312 597 552 -2.041 3.798
Variability -621 613 -.302 -1.013 314 -1.837 .595
Incongruence by Var ~ .180  .414 .048 434 .665 -.642 1.002
Incongruence2 -260 .322 -411 -.810 420 -.898 .377
Variability? 206 127 481 1.624 107 -.046 .458

Note. Var. = Variability; Model 1: F(2, 107) = 2.535, p = .084; Adjusted R?=.027; Model 2:
F(3, 106) =2.014, p = .116; Adjusted R>=.027; Model 3: F(5, 104) =1.828, p=.114;

Adjusted R?=.037
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Table 27: Incongruence and Variability with Close Targets Predicting Depression

Model B SE Beta t ) 95% Confidence Int.
Lower  Upper

Model 1

(Constant) 1.720  1.412 1.218 226 -1.081 4.520
Incongruence CL. .208 529 .038 392 .696 -.842 1.258
Variability Cl. 1.855  1.015 78 1.827 071 -159  3.869
Model 2

(Constant) 1451  1.401 1.036  .303 -1.327 4.230
Incongruence CL. .538 .550 .099 978  .330 -.552  1.628
Variability CL. 1456  1.023 A39 1422 158 -574 3.485
Con. CL. By Var. Cl. 3.018  1.558 196 1936  .056 -073  6.109
Model 3

(Constant) 5325  3.444 1.546 125 -1.508 12.158
Incongruence CI. 472 2764 .087 171 .865 -5.012 5.956
Variability CL. -6.047  3.837 -579 -1576 118 -13.659 1.564

Con. CL. By Var. Cl. 2.167  1.600 J141 1354 179 -1.007 5.340
Incongruence C1.2  -.028 .596 -.024 -.048  .962 -1.212 1.155
Variability Cl.2 3456  1.718 757 2012 .047 048  6.865

Note. Var. = Variability, Cl. = Close, Con. = Congruence; Model 1: F(2, 104) =1.879, p =
.158; Adjusted R?=.016; Model 2: F(3, 103) =2.535, p = .061; Adjusted R? =.042; Model 3:
F(5,101) =2.375, p = .044; Adjusted R*>=.061
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Table 28: Incongruence and Variability with Distant Targets Predicting Depression

Model B SE Beta t v 95% Confidence Int.

Lower Upper

Model 1

(Constant) 1.251 1.480 846 400 -1.683  4.186
Incongruence Dist. -.569 539 -.098 -1.057 293 -1.638 499
Variability Dist. 3.489 974 .333 3583 .001 1.558  5.421
Model 2

(Constant) 1.242 1.492 832 407 -1.718  4.202
Incongruence Dist. -.566 543 -098  -1.043 299 -1.643 510
Variability Dist. 3.491 979 .333 3567 .001 1549 5432
Con. Dist. By Var. Dist. 106 1.370 .007 077 938 -2.611 2.823
Model 3

(Constant) 6.387 3.303 1.934 .056 -.166 12.941
Incongruence Dist. -.826 2.640 -.143 -313 755 -6.065  4.412
Variability Dist. -5.785 4.191 -563  -1.381 .170-14.100  2.529
Con. Dist. By Var. Dist. -.523 1.397 -.036 -374 709 -3.294  2.248
Incongruence Dist.2 064 591 .049 108 914 -1.109 1.237
Variability Dist.? 3.964 1.733 912 2288 .024 .526 7.401

Note. Var. = Variability, Dist. = Distant, Con.= Congruence; Model 1: F(2, 103) = 6.706, p =
.002; Adjusted R?=.098; Model 2: F(3, 102) =4.429, p = .006; Adjusted R? =.089; Model 3:
F(5, 100) = 3.834, p = .003; Adjusted R?>=.119
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Table 29: Incongruence and Variability with Close Targets Predicting Anxiety

Model B SE  Beta t p__ 95% Confidence Int.
Lower  Upper

Model 1

(Constant) 2.461 1.292 1.905 .059 -100 5.023
Incongruence CL. -538 484 -108 -1.111 .269 -1.498 .422
Variability Cl. 1.389 929 146 1496 .138 -453 3.231
Model 2

(Constant) 2.382 1.302 1.829 .070 -200 4.964
Incongruence CL. -440 511 -089 -862 .391 -1.453 .573
Variability CL. 1271 951 134 1336 .184 -.615 3.157

Con. Cl. By Var. Cl. ~ .893 1.448 .064 617 539 -1.980 3.766

Model 3

(Constant) 5.984 3.237 1.849 .067 -437 12.405
Incongruence Cl. -2.036 2.598 -410 -784 435 -7.189 3.118
Variability CL. -2.981 3.606 -313 -827 .410 -10.1344.172

Con. ClL. By Var.Cl.  .386 1.503 .027 257 798  -2.596 3.368
Incongruence Cl.2 327 560  .301 584 561 -785 1.439
Variability Cl.2 2.054 1615 493 1272 206 -1.149 5.257

Note. Var. = Variability, Cl. = Close, Con. = Congruence; Model 1: F(2, 104) =1.537, p =
.220; Adjusted R?=.010; Model 2: F(3, 103) = 1.145, p = .335; Adjusted R? =.032; Model 3:
F(5,101) =1.050, p = .393; Adjusted R?>=.002.
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Table 30: Incongruence and Variability with Distant Targets Predicting Anxiety

Model B SE Beta t »__ 95% Confidence Int.
Lower Upper

Model 1

(Constant) 1.047 1.385 756 451 -1.699 3.793
Incongruence Dist. -444 504 -084 -882 .380 -1.444 555
Variability Dist. 2492 911 261 2734 .007 684 4.299
Model 2

(Constant) 863  1.379 625 533 -1.873 3.599
Incongruence Dist. -384 502 -073 -766 446 -1.379 .611
Variability Dist. 2518  .905 263  2.783  .006 723 4312
Con. Dist. By Var. Dist. 2.014 1.266 50 1591 115 -497  4.525
Model 3

(Constant) 3.668 3.120 1176 242 -2.521 9.857
Incongruence Dist. -2.262 2494  -428 -907 366 -7.210 2.685
Variability Dist. 573 3.958 .060 145 885 -7.280 8.425
Con. Dist. By Var. Dist. 2.015 1.319 51 1.528 130 -602 4.632
Incongruence Dist.2 431 .559 364 J71 442 -.677 1.539
Variability Dist.? 866 1.636 218 529 .598 -2.381 4.112

Note. Var. = Variability, Dist = Distant, Con. = Congruence; Model 1: F(2, 103) =3.952, p =
.022; Adjusted R?=.053; Model 2: F(3, 102) =3.517, p = .018; Adjusted R?=.067; Model 3:
F(5, 100) = 2.293, p = .051; Adjusted R?>=.058.
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Table 31: Incongruence and Variability with Close Targets Predicting Stress

Model B SE Beta t D 95% Confidence Int.
Lower  Upper

Model 1

(Constant) 2454  1.539 1.594 114 -598 5.505
Incongruence CL. -.036 577 -.006 -.063.950 -1.180 1.108
Variability Cl. 3104 1106 .268 2.806.006 910 5.299
Model 2

(Constant) 2349  1.550 1.515.133 -726 5.424
Incongruence CL. .092 608 .015 .152.880 -1.114 1.299
Variability CL. 2949 1133 254 2.604.011 .703 5.195

Con.Cl. By Var.Cl.  1.177 1.725  .069 .682 497 -2.244 4.598

Model 3

(Constant) 6.144  3.819 1.609 .111  -1.433 13.720
Incongruence CI. 327 3.065 .054 .107 915 -5.754 6.407
Variability CL. -4933 4255 -425-1.159 .249 -13.3733.507
Con. CI. By Var. Cl. 288  1.774 017 .162.871 -3.231 3.807
Incongruence Cl.2 -.097 661 -073 -146.884 -1.409 1.215
Variability Cl.2 3612 1905 712 1.896.061 -167 7.392

Note. Var. = Variability, Cl. = Close, Con. = Congruence; Model 1: F(2, 104) =3.989, p =
.021; Adjusted R?=.053; Model 2: F(3, 103) =2.801, p = .044; Adjusted R? =.048; Model 3:
F(5,101) =2.452, p = .039; Adjusted R?=.064.
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Table 32: Incongruence and Variability with Distant Targets Predicting Stress

Model B SE Beta t »_95% Confidence Int.
Lower  Upper

Model 1

(Constant) 2.244 1.665 1.348 181 -1.057 5.546
Incongruence Dist. -.399 606  -.062 -.659  .511-1.601 .802
Variability Dist. 3.752 1.096 321 3.425 .0011.580 5.925
Model 2

(Constant) 2.127 1.673 1.271 207 -1.192 5.445
Incongruence Dist. -.361 609  -.056 -593  .555-1.568 .846
Variability Dist. 3.769 1.097 322 3.435 .0011.592 5.946
Con. Dist. By Var. Dist. 1.287 1.536 079 838 404 -1.759 4.333
Model 3

(Constant) 6.728 3.760 1.790 .077-731 14.187
Incongruence Dist. -1.750 3.005 -271 -582 562 -7.713 4.212
Variability Dist. -2.453 4770 -210 -514  .608 -11.9167.010
Con. Dist. By Var. Dist. .954 1.590 .058 600  .550-2.200 4.108
Incongruence Dist.2 321 673 222 477  .635-1.014 1.656
Variability Dist.? 2.681 1.972 .552 1360 .177-1.231 6.594

Note. Var. = Variability, Dist = Distant, Con. = Congruence; Model 1: F(2, 103) = 5.934, p =
.004; Adjusted R?=.086; Model 2: F(3, 102) =4.179, p = .008; Adjusted R? =.083; Model 3:
F(5, 100) =2.979, p = .015; Adjusted R?=.086.

153



Table 33: Incongruence and Variability with Close Targets Predicting Subjective

Well-Being

Model B SE Beta t p_95% Confidence Int.

Lower  Upper
Model 1
(Constant) 37.582 2.138 17.575 <001 33.342 41.823
Incongruence CL. -.188 .802 -.023 -234 815 -1.777 1.402
Variability CL. 1.971 1.538 126 1.282 203 -1.078 5.020
Model 2
(Constant) 37.713 2.155 17496 <001 33.438 41.988
Incongruence ClL. -.348 .846 -.043 -412 681 -2.026 1.329
Variability CL. 2.166 1.575 138 1375 172 -957 5.288
Con. CI. By Var. Cl. -1.467 2.398 -.064 -612 542 -6.223 3.289
Model 3
(Constant) 37.861 5.265 7191 <001 27.417 48.305
Incongruence CI. -6.246 4.225 -765  -1478 142 -14.6282.137
Variability Cl. 12.349 5.865 789 2105 .038 714 23.983
Con. CI. By Var. Cl. -.406 2.445 -.018 -166  .868  -5.257 4.444
Incongruence Cl.2 1.357 912 761 1489 140 -451 3.166
Variability Cl.2 -4.326 2.626 -632  -1.647 103 -9.536 .884

Note. Var. = Variability, Cl. = Close, Con. = Congruence; Model 1: F(2, 104) = .824, p =
442; Adjusted R?=-.003; Model 2: F(3,103) =.671, p = .572; Adjusted R?=-.009; Model 3:
F(5,101) =1.518, p =.191; Adjusted R?>=.024.
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Table 34: Incongruence and Variability with Distant Targets Predicting Subjective

Well-Being

Model B SE Beta t p__ 95% Confidence Int.
Lower Upper

Model 1
(Constant) 40.358  2.356 17130 <.001 35.685 45.031
Incongruence Dist. -211 858 -.024 -246 806 -1.911 1.490
Variability Dist. -523 1550 -.033 -337 737 -3.598 2552
Model 2
(Constant) 40.222  2.370 16.968 <.001 35.520 44.924
Incongruence Dist. -.166 862 -.019 -193 848 -1.876 1.544
Variability Dist. -504 1555 -.032 -324 747 -3.587 2.580
Con. Dist. By Var. Dist. 1485 2.176  .068 683 496 -2.830 5.801
Model 3
(Constant) 34570 5.291 6.534 <.001 24.073 45.066
Incongruence Dist. -1.202  4.229 -139 -284 777 -9.593 7.189
Variability Dist. 12.056 6.712  .768 1.796  .075 -1.261 25.373
Con. Dist. By Var. Dist. 2438 2237 .111 1.090 .278 -2.000 6.877
Incongruence Dist.? 231 947 119 244 808 -1.648 2.110
Variability Dist.? -5.340 2775 -820  -1.924 .057-10.846 .165

Note. Var. = Variability, Dist = Distant, Con. = Congruence; Model 1: F(2, 103) =.095, p =
.910; Adjusted R?=-.018; Model 2: F(3,102) = .218, p = .884; Adjusted R?=-.023; Model
3: F(5,100) = .874, p = .501; Adjusted R?=-.006.
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Table 35: Incongruence and Variability with Close Targets Predicting Self-

Acceptance
Model B SE Beta t p__95% Confidence Int.
Lower Upper

Model 1

(Constant) 36.548 2.956 12365  <.001 30.686 42.410
Incongruence CL. 169 1.108 015 153 879 -2.028 2.367
Variability CL. 1.853 2.125 .086 872 385 -2.361 6.068
Model 2

(Constant) 36.639 2.983 12281 <001 30.722 42.556
Incongruence ClL. .058 1.171 .005 .050 961 -2.264 2379
Variability CL. 1.988 2.179 .092 912 364 -2.334 6.310

Con. Cl. By Var. Cl. -1.019 3319 -032 -307 759  -7.602 5.563

Model 3

(Constant) 44.156 7.252 6.089 <.001 29.770 58.542
Incongruence Cl.  -12.935 5.820 -1.151 -2.222 .028 -24.481 -1.389
Variability CL. 10.278 8.079 477 1.272 206 -5.748 26.304

Con. Cl. By Var.Cl.  -.286 3.368 -.009 -.085 933 -6.967 6.396
Incongruence Cl.2 2.909 1256 1.184 2317 .023 418  5.400
Variability Cl.2 -3.022 3.618 -321 -835 405 -10.199 4.154

Note. Var. = Variability, Cl. = Close, Con. = Congruence; Model 1: F(2, 104) = 418, p =
.659; Adjusted R?>=-.011; Model 2: F(3, 103) =.308, p = .820; Adjusted R?=-.020; Model 3:
F(5,101) =1.502, p = .196; Adjusted R?>=.023.
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Table 36: Incongruence and Variability with Close Targets Predicting Self-Concept

Clarity

Model B SE Beta t p__ 95% Confidence Int.
Lower  Upper

Model 1
(Constant) 42.034 3.040 13.826  <.001 36.006 48.063
Incongruence CL. -.267 1.140 -.023 -.234 816 -2.526 1.993
Variability CL. -3.630 2.186 -162  -1.660 100 -7.964 705
Model 2
(Constant) 42.282 3.060 13.818 <.001 36.213 48.351
Incongruence ClL. -.571 1.201 -.049 -476 .635 -2.952 1.810
Variability CL. -3.261 2.235 -146  -1.459 148 -7.694 1.172
Con. CL. By Var. Cl. -2.787 3.404 -.084 -.819 415 -9.538 3.964
Model 3
(Constant) 44.712 7.645 5.849 <.001 29.547 59.877
Incongruence CL. -5.238 6.135 -.449 -.854 395 -17.409 6.933
Variability Cl. 248 8.516 011 .029 977 -16.64517.142
Con. CL. By Var. Cl.  -2.463 3.551 -.075 -.694 489 -9.506 4.580
Incongruence Cl.2 1.048 1.324 411 792 430 -1.578 3.674
Variability Cl.2 -1.330 3.814 -.136 -.349 728 -8.895 6.235

Note. Var. = Variability, Cl. = Close, Con. = Congruence; Model 1: F(2, 104) =1.487, p =
.231; Adjusted R?=.009; Model 2: F(3, 103) =1.212, p = .309; Adjusted R? =.006; Model 3:
F(5, 101) = .882, p = .496; Adjusted R?=-.006.
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Table 37: Incongruence and Variability with Distant Targets Predicting Self-Concept

Clarity
Model B SE Beta t p__ 95% Confidence Int.
Lower Upper

Model 1

(Constant) 43582  3.170 13.747 <.001 37.294 49.869
Incongruence Dist. 131 1.154 011 113 910 -2.158 2.419
Variability Dist. -5.769  2.086  -264 -2.765 .007 -9.907 -1.631
Model 2

(Constant) 43.655  3.196 13.660 <.001 37.316 49.994
Incongruence Dist. 107 1.162 009 .092 927 -2.199 2412
Variability Dist. -5.780  2.096  -264 -2.757 .007 -9.937 -1.622

Con. Dist. By Var. Dist.  -.806 2.933 -026 -275 784 -6.624 5.013

Model 3

(Constant) 35417 7122 4973 <.001 21.287 49.548
Incongruence Dist. -997  5.693 -082 -175 861 -12.29310.298
Variability Dist. 11.796  9.036 539 1305 195 -6.131 29.724
Con. Dist. By Var. Dist. ~ .503  3.012 016 .167 .868 -5.472 6.478
Incongruence Dist.? 244 1.275 090 192 848 -2.286 2.774
Variability Dist.? -7480  3.736  -.824 -2.002 .048 -14.891-.068

Note. Var. = Variability, Dist = Distant, Con. = Congruence; Model 1: F(2, 103) = 3.830, p =
.025; Adjusted R?=.051; Model 2: F(3, 102) =2.556, p = .059; Adjusted R? =.043; Model 3:
F(5, 100) = 2.368, p = .045; Adjusted R?>=.061.
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Table 38: Incongruence and Variability with Close Targets Predicting Social Support

Model B SE Beta t p_ 95% Confidence Int.
Lower Upper
Model 1
(Constant) 19.071 1.493 12.776 <001 16.111 22.031
Incongruence CL. .500 .560 .087 .894 374 -.610 1.610
Variability Cl. 1.779 1.073 161 1.657 101 -.350 3.907
Model 2
(Constant) 19.175 1.504 12.752 <001 16.193 22.158
Incongruence CL. 372 590 .064 .630 530 -.799 1.542
Variability Cl. 1.934 1.098 175 1.761 .081 -.244 4.113
Con. Cl. By Var.Cl.  -1.175 1.673 -.072 -703 484  -4.493 2.142
Model 3
(Constant) 19.840 3.770 5.262 <001 12.361 27.320
Incongruence CL. -.454 3.026 -.079 -.150 881  -6.457 5.549
Variability Cl. 2.092 4.200 .189 498 620  -6.240 10.424
Con. Cl. By Var.Cl.  -1.171 1.751 -.072 -.668 505 -4.644 2.303
Incongruence Cl.2 183 .653 145 .280 780  -1.112 1.478
Variability Cl.2 -.022 1.881 -.005 -.012 991  -3.754 3.709

Note. Var. = Variability, Cl. = Close, Con. = Congruence; Model 1: F(2, 104) =2.013, p =
.139; Adjusted R?=.019; Model 2: F(3, 103) = 1.500, p = .219; Adjusted R? =.014; Model 3:
F(5, 101) = .899, p = .485; Adjusted R?=-.005.
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Table 39: Incongruence and Variability with Distant Targets Predicting Social

Support

Model B SE Beta t p_95% Confidence Int.

Lower Upper
Model 1
(Constant) 20.760 1.642 12.643 <.001 17.504 24.017
Incongruence Dist. .626 .598 103 1.047 298 -560 1.811
Variability Dist. -.143 1.081 -.013 -133 .895 -2.286 2.000
Model 2
(Constant) 20.793 1.655 12.560 <.001 17.509 24.076
Incongruence Dist. 615 .602 101 1.021 310 -579 1.809
Variability Dist. -.148 1.086 -.013 -136 .892 -2.301 2.006
Con. Dist. By Var. Dist. -.357 1.519 -.023 -235 815 -3.371 2.657
Model 3
(Constant) 15.769 3.721 4238 <001 8.387 23.151
Incongruence Dist. 3.711 2.974 611 1.248 215 -2.190 9.612
Variability Dist. 3.815 4.720 347 808 .421  -5.550 13.180
Con. Dist. By Var. Dist. -.306 1.573 -.020 -195 846 -3.428 2.815
Incongruence Dist.? -.710 .666 -522  -1.066 .289 -2.032 .611
Variability Dist.? -1.750 1.952 -.384 -897 372 -5.621 2122

Note. Var. = Variability, Dist = Distant, Con. = Congruence; Model 1: F(2, 103) = .549, p =
.579; Adjusted R?=-.009; Model 2: F(3,102) =.381, p =.767; Adjusted R?=-.018; Model 3:
F(5, 100) = .683, p = .637; Adjusted R?>=-.015.
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Table 40: Incongruence and Variability with Close Targets Predicting Positive Relations

with Others
Model B SE Beta t p__ 95% Confidence Int.
Lower Upper

Model 1

(Constant) 40.482 2.990 13.538 <.001 34.553 46.412
Incongruence CL. 369 1.121  .033  .330 742 -1.853 2.592
Variability CL. -.158 2150 -.007 -.073 942 -4.421 4.106
Model 2

(Constant) 40.918 2.988 13.694 <.001 34.992 46.844
Incongruence ClL. -.166 1172 -015 -142 .887 -2.492 2.159
Variability Cl. 491 2183 .023 225 .823 -3.838 4.819
Con. CI. By Var. Cl. -4.900 3324 -153 -1.474 144 -11.4931.693
Model 3

(Constant) 41.242 7.310 5.642 <001 26.742 55.742
Incongruence Cl. -8.201 5866 -724 -1.398 .165 -19.8383.437
Variability CL. 14.125 8.143 .650 1.735 .086 -2.028 30.278
Con. CI. By Var. Cl. -3.482 339% -109 -1.026 .307 -10.2173.252
Incongruence Cl.2 1.848 1.266 746 1.460 .147 -.663 4.359
Variability Cl.2 -5.784 3.646 -.608 -1.586 .116 -13.0171.450

Note. Var. = Variability, Cl. = Close, Con. = Congruence; Model 1: F(2, 104) = .055, p =
.947; Adjusted R?=-.018; Model 2: F(3, 103) =.761, p = .518; Adjusted R?=-.007; Model 3:
F(5,101) =1.510, p = .193; Adjusted R?>=.023.
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Table 41: Incongruence and Variability with Distant Targets Predicting Positive

Relations with Others

Model B SE Beta t p 95% CI

Lower Upper
Model 1
(Constant) 42.909 3.185 13.473 <.001 36.593 49.225
Incongruence Dist. 1.502 1159 125 129 .198 -797 3.801
Variability Dist. -4.463 209 -205 -2129 .036 -8.620 -.306
Model 2
(Constant) 43.086 3.205 13.444 <001 36.729 49.443
Incongruence Dist. 1.444 1166 120 1.239 .218 -868 3.756
Variability Dist. -4.488 2102 -206 -2.135 .035 -8.657 -.318

Con. Dist. By Var. Dist.  -1.937 2942 -064 -659 512 -7.772 3.897

Model 3

(Constant) 32.679 7.162 4563 <.001 18.470 46.887
Incongruence Dist. 4.146 5725 344 724 471 -7.212 15.504
Variability Dist. 10.375 9.086 476 1.142 256 -7.651 28.402
Con. Dist. By Var. Dist.  -1.097 3.028 -036 -362 .718 -7.105 4.911
Incongruence Dist.? -.625 1282 -232 -488 .627 -3.169 1.918
Variability Dist.? -6.394 3756 -707 -1.702 .092 -13.8471.059

Note. Var = Variability, Dist = Distant, Con. = Congruence; Model 1: F(2, 103) =2.894, p =
.060; Adjusted R?=.035; Model 2: F(3, 102) =2.063, p = .110; Adjusted R? =.029; Model 3:
F(5,100) =1.947, p = .093; Adjusted R?=.043.
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Table 42: Incongruence and Variability with Distant Targets Predicting Loneliness

Model B SE Beta t ) 95% Confidence Int.
Lower  Upper

Model 1

(Constant) 4323 721 5999 .000 2.894 5.752
Incongruence Dist. -241 262 -088 -918 361 -761 .279
Variability Dist. 1279 474 257 2,697 .008 .338 2.220
Model 2

(Constant) 4227 718 5.888 .000 2.803 5.651
Incongruence Dist. -209 261 -076 -802 425 -727 .309
Variability Dist. 1.292 471 260 2745 .007 359 2226
Con. Dist. By Var. Dist. 1.051  .659 51 1595 114 -256 2.358
Model 3

(Constant) 8.197 1.570 5220 .000 5.082 11.313
Incongruence Dist. -2.670  1.255 -971 -2.128 .036 -5.161 -.180
Variability Dist. -1.814  1.992 -365 -911 .365 -5.766 2.138
Con. Dist. By Var. Dist. 1.014  .664 Jd46 1527 130 -304 2331
Incongruence Dist.2 565 281 917 2.008 .047 .007 1.122
Variability Dist.? 1372  .824 665  1.666 .099 -262 3.006

Note. Var = Variability, Dist = Distant, Con. = Congruence; Model 1: F(2, 103) = 3.876, p =
.024; Adjusted R?=.052; Model 2: F(3, 102) =3.471, p = .019; Adjusted R? =.066; Model 3:
F(5,100) = 3.798, p = .003; Adjusted R*>=.118

163



References

Allport, G. W. (1937). The functional autonomy of motives. The American Journal of
Psychology, 50(1), 141-156. doi: 10.1037/11305-008

Arkin, R. M. (1981). Self-presentation styles. In Tedeschi (Ed.), Impression management
theory and social psychological research (pp. 311-333). New York, NY: Academic
Press.

Baird, B. M., Le, K., & Lucas, R. E. (2006). On the nature of intraindividual personality
variability: reliability, validity, and associations with well-being. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 90(3), 512. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.90.3.512

Bargh, J.A., Chen, M., Burrows, L. (1996) Automaticity of social behavior: Direct effects
of trait construct and stereotype-activation on action. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 71, 230-244.

Baumeister, R. F., & Jones, E. E. (1978). When self-presentation is constrained by the
target's knowledge: Consistency and compensation. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 36(6), 608. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.36.6.608

Baumeister, R. F., Tice, D. M., & Hutton, D. G. (1989). Self-presentational motivations
and personality differences in self-esteem. Journal of Personality, 57, 547-579.

Block, J. (1961). Ego identity, role variability, and adjustment. Journal of Consulting
Psychology, 25(5), 392-397. doi:10.1037/h0042979

Berscheid, E., Snyder, M. & Omoto, A.M. (1989). The Relationship Closeness Inventory:
Assessing the closeness of interpersonal relationships. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 57, 792-807.

Bolino, M. C., & Turnley, W. H. (2003). More than one way to make an impression:
Exploring profiles of impression management. Journal of Management, 29(2), 141-
160. doi: 10.1177/014920630302900202

Boucher, H. C. (2011). The dialectical self-concept II: Cross-role and within-role
consistency, well-being, self-certainty, and authenticity. Journal of Cross-Cultural
Psychology, 42(7), 1251-1271. doi: 10.1177/0022022110383316

Branden, N. (1994). The six pillars of self-esteem. New York: Bantam Books.

Brunell, A. B, Kernis, M. H., Goldman, B. M., Heppner, W., Davis, P., Cascio, E. V., &
Webster, G. D. (2010). Dispositional authenticity and romantic relationship
functioning. Personality and Individual Differences, 48(8), 900-905. doi:

164



10.1016/j.paid.2010.02.018

Burks, D., & Robbins, R. (2011). Are you analyzing me? A qualitative exploration of
psychologists” individual and interpersonal experiences with authenticity.
Humanistic Psychologist, 39(4), 348-365.

Burton, P., Gurrin, L., Sly, P. (1998). Extending the simple linear regression model to
account for correlated responses: An introduction to generalized estimating
equations and multilevel mixed modelling. Statistical Methods, 17, 1261-1291.

Buss, A. H. & Briggs, S.R. (1984) Drama and the self in social interaction. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 47, 1310-1324. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.47.6.1310

Campbell, J. D., Trapnell, P. D., Heine, S. J., Katz, I. M., Lavallee, L. F., & Lehman, D. R.
(1996). Self-concept clarity: Measurement, personality correlates, and cultural
boundaries. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70(1),141-156. doi:
10.1037/0022-3514.70.1.141

Campbell, J. D., Assanand, S., & Di Paula, A. (2003). The structure of the self-concept
and its relation to psychological adjustment. Journal of Personality, 71(1), 115-140.
doi: 10.1111/1467-6494.t01-1-00002

Chelune, G.]. (1976). Self-Disclosure Situations Survey: A new approach to measuring
self-disclosure. [SAS Catalog of Selected Documents in Psychology, 6, 111-1112.

Chelune, G. J., & Figueroa, J. L. (1981). Self-disclosure flexibility, neuroticism, and
effective interpersonal communication. Western Journal of Communication, 45(1),
27-37. doi: 0.1080/10570318109374026

Christie, R., & Geis, F. (1970) Studies in Machiavellianism. New York: Academic Press.

Church, A.T., Katigbak, M.S, Ortiz, F..A, del Prado, A.M., Vargas-Flores, ].D., Ibanez-
Reyes, J., et al. (2005). Investigating implicit trait theories across cultures. Journal
of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 36, 476-496.

Cohen, J. & Cohen, P. (1975). Applied multiple correlation/regression analysis for the social
sciences. New York: Wiley

Cohen, J., Cohen, P., Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (2002). Applied multiple regression:
Correlation analysis for the behavioral sciences (3rd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum.

Crawford, J. R., Garthwaite, P. H., Lawrie, C. ], Henry, J. D., MacDonald, M. A.,
Sutherland, J., et al., (2009). A convenient method of obtaining percentile norms

165



and accompanying interval estimates for self report mood scales (DASS, DASS
21, HADS, PANAS, and SAD). British Journal of Clinical Psychology, 48, 163-180.

Cross, S. E., Gore, J. S., & Morris, M. L. (2003). The relational-interdependent self-
construal, self-concept consistency, and well-being. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 85(5), 933. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.85.5.933

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2000). The 'what' and 'why" of goal pursuits: Human needs
and the self-determination of behavior. Psychological Inquiry, 11(4), 227-268.
doi:10.1207/515327965PLI11104_01

Derogatis, L. R. (1977). The SCL-R-90 manual I: Scoring, administration and procedures for
the SCL-90. Baltimore, MD: Clinical Psychometric Research.

Diener, E., Wirtz, D., Tov, W., Kim-Prieto, C., Choi, D.W., Oishi, S., & Biswas-Diener, R.
2010). New well-being measures: Short scales to assess flourishing and positive
and negative feelings. Social Indicators Research, 97, 143-156. doi: 10.1007/s11205-
009-9493-y

Diehl, M., Hastings, C. T., & Stanton, J. M. (2001). Self-concept differentiation across the
adult life span. Psychology and Aging, 16(4), 643. doi: 10.1037/0882-7974.16.4.643

Dimaggio, G., Semerari, A., Carcione, A., Nicolo, G., & Procacci, M. (2007). Psychotherapy
of personality disorders: Metacognition, states of mind and interpersonal cycles. New
York, NY: Routledge.

Donahue, E.M., Robins, R.W., Roberts, B.W., & John, O.P. (1993). The divided self:
Concurrent and longitudinal effects of psychological adjustment and social roles
on self-concept differentiation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 64(5),
834-846. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.64.5.834

Dunn, E. W,, Biesanz, J. C., Human, L., & Finn, S. (2007). Misunderstanding the affective
consequences of everyday social interactions: The hidden benefits of putting

one’s best face forward. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 92, 990-1005.
doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.92.6.990

Erikson, E. H. (1956). The problem of ego identity. Journal of the American Psychoanalytic
Association, 4, 56-121. doi: 10.1177/000306515600400104

Fleeson, W. (2001). Toward a structure- and process-integrated view of personality:
Traits as density distributions of states. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
80, 1011-027. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.80.6.1011

Fleeson, W., & Wilt, J. (2010). The relevance of big five trait content in behavior to

166



subjective authenticity: Do high levels of within-person behavioral variability
undermine or enable authenticity achievement? Journal of Personality, 78(4), 1353-
1382. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6494.2010.00653.x

Fonagy, P., & Bateman, A. (2006). Progress in the treatment of borderline personality
disorder. The British Journal of Psychiatry, 188(1), 1-3. doi:
10.1192/bjp.bp.105.012088

Fredrickson, B. L. (2004). The broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions.
Philosophical Transactions-Royal Society of London Series B Biological Sciences, 1367-
1378. doi: 10.1098/rstb.2004.1512

Freud, S. (1961). Civilization and its discontents. In J. Strachey (Ed. and Trans.), The
standard edition of the complete psychological works of Sigmund Freud (Vol. 21, pp. 59
- 145). London, UK: Hogarth Press. (Original work published 1930)

Fuglestad, P. T. & Snyder, M. (2009). Self-monitoring: Appraisal and reappraisal.
Handbook of Individual Differences in Social Behavior, 574-591. doi: 10.1037/0033-
2909.126.4.530

Gergen, K. J. (1968). Personal consistency and the presentation of self. In C. Gordon & K.
J. Gergen (Eds.), The self in social interaction: Classic and contemporary perspectives
(pp- 299-308). New York, NY: Wiley.

Gergen, K. J. (1991). The saturated self. New York: Basic Books.
Goffman, E. (1959). The presentation of self in everyday life. New York: Doubleday.

Goldman, B. M. (2004). The interrelated roles of dispositional authenticity, self-
processes, and global role-functioning in affecting psychological adjustment.
(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from:
http://www.yumpu.com/en/document/view/9876218/the-interrelated-roles-of-
dispositional-authenticity-self-processes.

Goldman, B. M., & Kernis, M. H. (2005). Dispositional authenticity as a predictor of
coping styles. Unpublished raw data.

Gosnell, C.S., Britt, T.W., & McKibben, E. S. (2011). Self-presentation in everyday life:
Effort, closeness, and satisfaction. Self and Identity, 10, 18-31.
do0i:10.1080/15298860903429567

Harter S. (2002). Authenticity. In: C.R. Snyder, & S.J. Lopez (Eds.) Handbook of positive
psychology (pp. 382-394). New York: Oxford University Press.

167



Henry ].D., & Crawford, J.R.(2005). The short-form version of the Depression Anxiety
Stress Scales (DASS-21): Construct validity and normative data in a large non-
clinical sample. British Journal of Clinical Psychology, 44, 227-239.

Heppner, W. L., & Kernis, M. H. (2011). High self-esteem: Multiple forms and their
outcomes. In S.J. Schwartz, Luyckx, K. & V. L. Vignoles (Eds.), Handbook of
Identity Theory and Research (pp. 329-355). New York, NY: Springer.

Higgins, E. T. (1987). Self-discrepancy: A theory relating self and affect. Psychological
Review, 94(3), 319. doi: 10.1037/0033-295X.94.3.319

Horney, K. (1951). The individual and therapy. American Journal of Psychoanalysis, 11(1),
54-55.

Hughes, M. E., Waite, L. J., Hawkley, L. C., & Cacioppo, J. T. (2004). A short scale for
measuring loneliness in large surveys: Results from two population-based
studies. Research on Aging, 26, 655-672. doi: 10.1177/0164027504268574

Jackson, T. (2007). Protective self-presentation, sources of socialization, and loneliness
among Australian adolescents and young adults. Personality And Individual
Differences, 43(6), 1552-1562. d0i:10.1016/j.paid.2007.04.012

Jones, D.N., & Paulhus, D.L. (2008). Machiavellianism. In M.R. Leary & R.H. Hoyle
(Eds.), Handbook of individual differences in social behavior (pp. 102-120). New York:
Guilford.

Jongman-Sereno K.P., & Leary M.R. (2016) Self-perceived authenticity is contaminated
by the valence of one’s behavior. Self and Identity, 1-19. DOI:
10.1080/15298868.2015.1128964

Joseph, S., & Linley, P. A. (2006). Positive therapy: A meta-theory for positive psychological
practice. New York, NY: Routledge

Jourard, S. M. (1963). Personal adjustment. An approach through the study of healthy
personality. New York, NY: Macmillan.

Jourard, S.M. (1968). Disclosing man to himself: Princeton, NJ: D. Van Nostrand.
Jourard, S. M. (1971). The transparent self. New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold.

Kiesler, D. J. (1996). Contemporary interpersonal theory and research: Personality,
psychopathology, and psychotherapy. New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons.

168



Kelly, G. A. (1955). The psychology of personal constructs (Vol. 1): A theory of personality.
Oxford, England: W. W. Norton.

Kernis, M. H., & Goldman, B. M. (2005). Authenticity, social motivation, and
psychological adjustment. In J. P. Forgas, K. D. Williams & S. M. Laham (Eds.),
Social motivation: Conscious and unconscious processes. (pp. 210-227). New York,
NY: Cambridge University Press.

Kernis, M. H., & Goldman, B. M. (2006). A multicomponent conceptualization of
authenticity: Theory and research. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental
social psychology (pp. 284-357). San Diego: Elsevier Academic Press.

Kiesler, D. J. (1996). Contemporary interpersonal theory and research: Personality,
psychopathology and psychotherapy. New York: Wiley.

Kurt, A. & Paulhus, D.L. (2008). Moderators of the adaptive value of self enhancement:
Operationalization, domain, and form of adjustment. Journal of Research in
Personality, 42, 839-853.

Lakey, C. E., Kernis, M. H., Heppner, W. L., & Lance, C. E. (2008). Individual differences
in authenticity and mindfulness as predictors of verbal defensiveness. Journal of
Research in Personality, 42(1), 230-238. doi: 0.1016/j.jrp.2007.05.002

Leary, M. R. (1983). A brief version of the fear of negative evaluation scale. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 9(3), 371-375. doi: 10.1177/0146167283093007

Leary, M. R. (1995). Self-presentation: Impression management and interpersonal behavior.
Boulder: Westview Press.

Leary, M. R. (2003). Interpersonal aspects of optimal self-esteem and the authentic self:
Comment. Psychological Inquiry, 14(1), 52-54.

Leary, M. R., & Allen, A. B. (2011). Self-presentational persona: Simultaneous
management of multiple impressions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
101, 1033-1049. doi: 10.1037/a0023884

Leary, M. R., & Kowalski, R. M. (1990). Impression management: A literature review and
two-component model. Psychological Bulletin, 107(1), 34-47. doi: 10.1037/0033

Leary, M. R., Nezlek, J. B.,, Downs, D., Radford-Davenport, ., Martin, J., & McMullen, A.
(1994). Self-presentation in everyday interactions: Effects of target familiarity and
gender composition. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 664—673.

169



Leary, T. (1957). Interpersonal diagnosis of personality: A functional theory and methodology
for personality evaluation. Oxford, England: Ronald Press.

Lecky, P. (1945). Self-consistency; A theory of personality. Washington, DC, US: Island
Press.

Lee, S.]J., Quigley, B. M., Nesler, M. S., Corbett, A. B., & Tedeschi, J. T. (1999).
Development of a self-presentation tactics scale. Personality and Individual
Differences, 26(4), 701-722. doi: 10.1016/S0191-8869(98)00178-0

Lennox, R. D., & Wolfe, R. N. (1984). Revision of the self-monitoring scale. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 46(6), 1349-1364. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.46.6.1349

Locke, K. D. (2006). What predicts well-being: A consistent self-concept or a desirable
self-concept? Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 25(3), 228-247. doi:
10.1521/jscp.2006.25.2.228

Lopez, F. G., & Rice, K. G. (2006). Preliminary development and validation of a measure
of relationship authenticity. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 53(3), 362-371. doi:
10.1037/0022-0167.53.3.362

Maslow, A. H. (1968). Toward a psychology of being. Princeton, NJ: Van Nostrand
Reinhold.

May, R. (1983). The Discovery of being. New York: W.W. Norton.

Miller, M. L., Omens, R. S., & Delvadia, R. (1991). Dimensions of social competence:
Personality and coping style correlates. Personality and Individual Differences, 12,
955-964. doi: 10.1016/0191-8869(91)90185-E

Miller M.L., & Thayer J.F.(1988) On the nature of self-monitoring: Relations to
adjustment and identity. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 14, 544-553.
doi: 10.1177/0146167288143013

Murphy, F. C., Michael, A., & Sahakian, B. J., (2012). Emotion modulates cognitive
flexibility in patients with major depression. Psychological Medicine, 42(7), 1373.
doi: 10.1017/S0033291711002418.

Nezlek, J. B. (2003) Using multilevel random coefficient modeling to analyze social
interaction data. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 20(4), 437-467.

Norton, P.J. (2007), Depression Anxiety and Stress Scales (DASS-21): Psychometric

170



analysis across four racial groups. Anxiety, Stress & Coping, 20(3) 253-265. doi:
10.1080/10615800701309279

Paulhus, D. L., & Martin, C. L. (1988). Functional flexibility: A new conception of
interpersonal flexibility. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 55(1), 88-101.
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.55.1.88

Phillips, A. G., & Silvia, P. J. (2010). Individual differences in self-discrepancies and
emotional experience: Do distinct discrepancies predict distinct emotions?.
Personality and Individual Differences, 49(2), 148-151.

Pontari B.A & Glenn, E.J. (2012) Engaging in less protective self-presentation: The effects
of a friend's presence on the socially anxious. Basic and Applied Social Psychology,
34, 516-526. doi: 10.1080/01973533.2012.728112

Radloff, L. S. (1977). The CES-D Scale: A self-report depression scale for research in the
general population. Applied Psychological Measurement, 1, 385-401. doi:
10.1177/014662167700100306

Renner, K. H., Laux, L., Schiitz, A., & Tedeschi, ]. T. (2004). The relationship between
self-presentation styles and coping with social stress. Anxiety, Stress & Coping,
17(1), 1-22. doi: 10.1080/10615800310001601449

Rogers, C. R. (1961). On becoming a person: A therapist’s view of psychotherapy. Boston:
Houghton Mifflin.

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.

Russell, D., Peplau, L. A.., & Cutrona, C. E. (1980). The Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale:
Concurrent and discriminate validity evidence. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 39, 472-480.

Ryan, R., Bernstein, J., & Brown, K. (2010). Weekends, work, and well-being:
Psychological need satisfactions and day of the week effects on mood, vitality,
and physical symptoms. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 29(1), 95-122. doi:
10.1521/jscp.2010.29.1.95

Ryff, C. D. (1989). Happiness is everything, or is it? Explorations on the meaning of
psychological well-being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57, 1069-
1081. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.57.6.1069

Ryff, C. D., & Keyes, C. L. M. (1995). The structure of psychological well-being revisited.

171



Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69, 719-727. doi: 10.1037/0022-
3514.69.4.719

Scheier, M. F., & Carver, C. S. (1985). The Self-Consciousness Scale: A revised version for
use with general populations. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 15, 687-699. doi:
10.1111/j.1559-1816.1985.tb02268.x

Schlenker, B. R. (1975). Self-presentation: Managing the impression of consistency when
reality interferes with self-enhancement. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 32, 1030-1037. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.32.6.1030

Schlenker, B. R. (2012). Self-presentation. In M. R. Leary & J. P. Tangney (Eds.),
Handbook of self and identity (24 ed.). New York: Guilford.

Schlenker, B. R., Dlugolecki, D. W., & Doherty, K. (1994). The impact of self-
presentations on self-appraisals and behavior: The power of public commitment.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 20(1), 20-33. doi:
10.1177/0146167294201002

Schiitz, A. (1998). Assertive, offensive, protective, and defensive styles of self-
presentation: A taxonomy. The Journal of Psychology: Interdisciplinary and Applied,
132(6), 611-628. doi:10.1080/00223989809599293

Schwarz, N. & Fritz, S5.(1999). Reports of subjective well-Being: Judgmental
processes and their methodological implications. In: Daniel Kahneman, Ed
Diener & Norbert Schwarz (Eds.) Well-Being: The Foundations of Hedonic
Psychology. New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 61-84.

Shapiro, D. (1982). Autonomy and rigid character. New York, N'Y: Basic Books.

Sheldon, K. M., Ryan, R. M., Rawsthome, L., & Ilardi, B. (1997). Trait self and true self:
Cross-role variation in the Big Five traits and its relations with authenticity and
subjective well-being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73,1380-1393.
doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.73.6.1380

Sherman, R. A, Nave, C. S., & Funder, D. C. (2012). Properties of persons and situations
related to overall and distinctive personality-behavior congruence. Journal of
Research in Personality, 46(1), 87-101. doi: 10.1016/j.jrp.2011.12.006

Silvera, D., Martinussen, M. and Dahl, T. I. (2001), The Tromse Social Intelligence Scale,

a self-report measure of social intelligence. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology,
42, 313-319. doi: 10.1111/1467-9450.00242

172



Snijders, T. A. B., & Bosker, R. J. (2009). 2nd Edition multilevel analysis: An introduction to
basic and advanced multilevel modeling. London: Sage Publications, Inc.

Snyder, M., & Gangestad, S. (1986). On the nature of self-monitoring: Matters of
assessment, matters of validity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 125-
139. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.54.4.663

Snyder, M. (1996). Self-monitoring: Public appearance versus private realities. In C. G.
Brannigan & M. R. Merrens (Eds.), The social psychologists: Research adventures (pp.
35-50). New York: McGraw-Hill.

Stangier, U., Heidenreich, T., & Schermelleh-Engel, K. (2006). Safety behaviors and social
performance in patients with generalized social phobia. Journal of Cognitive
Psychotherapy: An International Quarterly, 20, 17-31.

Suh, Eunkook M. (2002). Culture, identity consistency, and subjective well-being. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 83(6), 1378-1391. doi: 10.1037//0022-
3514.83.6.1378

Swann, W. B., & Buhrmester, M. D. (2012). Self as functional fiction. Social Cognition,
30(4), 415-430. doi: 10.1521/s0c0.2012.30.4.415

Swann, W. B,, Stein-Seroussi, A., & Giesler, R. B. (1992). Why people self-verity. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 62(3), 392-401. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.62.3.392

Taniguchi, J. & Daibo, I. (2005) Examination of self-presentation motives in close
relationships with opposite-sex partners. The Japanese Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 45(1), 13-24.

Tedeschi, J. T., Schlenker, B. R., & Bonoma, T. V. (1971). Cognitive dissonance: Private
ratiocination or public spectacle?. American Psychologist, 26(8), 685-695. doi:
10.1037/h0032110

Tice, D.M. (1991). Esteem protection or enhancement? Self-handicapping motives and
attributions differ by trait self-esteem. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
60(5), 711-725.

Tracey, T.]J. (2005). Interpersonal rigidity and complementarity. Journal of Research in
Personality, 39(6), 592-614. doi: 10.1037/0022-0167.40.4.396

Wang, Y. N. (2016). Balanced authenticity predicts optimal well-being: Theoretical
conceptualization and empirical development of the authenticity in relationships

scale. Personality & Individual Differences, 94316-323. d0i:10.1016/j.paid.2016.02.001

173



Wayne, S. J., & Liden, R. C. (1995). Effects of impression management on performance
ratings: A longitudinal study. Academy of Management Journal, 232-260.

Weary, G., & Williams, J. P. (1990). Depressive self-presentation: Beyond self-
handicapping. Journal Of Personality And Social Psychology, 58(5), 892-898.
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.58.5.892

Weissman, M. M, Markowitz, J. C., & Klerman, G. L. (2007). Clinician’s quick guide to
interpersonal psychotherapy. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Wei, X,, Tian, P.S.0., Xinghua, L., Xiaoming, W., & Chen, D. (2016). The moderating and
mediating roles of self-acceptance and tolerance to others in the relationship
between mindfulness and subjective well-being. Journal of Health Psychology,
21(7), 1446-1456. doi: 10.1177/1359105314555170

Widiger, T. A., Livesley, W. ]., & Clark, L. A. (2009). An integrative dimensional
classification of personality disorder. Psychological Assessment, 21(3), 243-255. doi:
10.1037/a0016606

Wiggins, J. S., Phillips, N., & Trapnell, P. (1989). Circular reasoning about interpersonal
behavior: Evidence concerning some untested assumptions underlying
diagnostic classification. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 56(2), 296-305.
doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.56.2.296

Winnicott, D. W. (1969). The use of an object. International Journal of Psychoanalysis, 50(4),
711-716.

Wright, A. G. (2011). Qualitative and quantitative distinctions in personality disorder.
Journal of Personality Assessment, 93(4), 370-379. doi: 10.1080/00223891.2011.577477

Xu, W., Oei, T. S, Liu, X., Wang, X., & Ding, C. (2016). The moderating and mediating
roles of self-acceptance and tolerance to others in the relationship between
mindfulness and subjective well-being. Journal of Health Psychology, 21(7), 1446-
1456. d0i:10.1177/1359105314555170

Yalom, I. D. (1980). Existential psychotherapy. New York, NY: Basic Books.
Zimet, G.D., Dahlem, N.W., Zimet, S.G., Farley, G.K. (1988). The Multidimensional scale

of perceived social support. Journal of Personality Assessment, 52(1), 30-41. doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa5201_2

174



Biography

Dina Gohar was born in New York, New York on May 20, 1984. Dina attended Harvard
University, where she received a Bachelor of Arts in Psychology magna cum laude with highest
honors in June 2006. Prior to pursuing her doctorate and research in clinical and social
psychology at Duke University, Dina received her Master of Arts in Psychology from the

University of Pennsylvania in 2009.

Publications

Gohar, D,, Leary, M.R,, & Costanzo, P. (2015). Self-presentational congruence and psychosocial
adjustment: A test of three models. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 35(7), 588-607.

Leary, M. R., & Gohar, D. (2014). The role of self-reflection in the generation and regulation of
affective experience. In R. J. Davidson, K. R. Scherer, & H. H. Goldsmith (Eds.), The
Handbook of Affective Sciences. New York: Oxford University Press.

Rozin, P. & Gohar, D. (2011). The pleasure and memory of eating and meals. In: V. R. Preedy,
R. R. Watson, & C. R. Martin (Eds.), Handbook of Behavior, Diet, and Nutrition. New
York: Springer

Gohar, D. (2010). R. Coleman Curtis” Desire, Self, Mind, and the Psychotherapies: Unifying

Psychological Science and Psychoanalysis. Psychologist-Psychoanalyst, 30(2), 40-44.

175



Fellowships & Awards

The Bass Instructional Fellowship, Duke University

The Ottis Green Fellowship, Duke University

Preparing Future Faculty Fellow, Duke University

The Neil Williams Presidential Fellowship, Duke University

The Dean’s Graduate Fellowship, Duke University

The James B. Duke Fellowship, Duke University

Graduate Student Travel Award, International Society for Self & Identity

Claire Hamilton Graduate Studies Conference Travel Award ($750), Duke University

Vertical Integration Program Summer Fellowship ($1800), Duke University
SSRI Research Grant ($500-51000), Duke Interdisciplinary Initiative (DIISP/IBRC)

Dean’s Psychology Summer Research Award ($1500), University of Pennsylvania
Benjamin Franklin Fellowship, University of Pennsylvania

Honorable Mention (4"), Fordham University’s Applied Psychometrics Paper Contest

176

2015
2014-2015
2013-2014
2013-2014
2010-2013
2010-2012

2012

2012, 2013

2011

2010, 2011, 2015
2009

2008-2010

2005



