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We hope that the initial word of our titie diminishes its pretentiousness. The pres-
ent chapter is offersd ac a preiiminary formulation that will obviously be
modified to accommodale new data. Nevertheless, we belisve thar the szlf-
presentation area has been slow to deveiop in social psvchology becauss of the
lack of comprehensive theonzing (as well as the difficulty of doing theory-based
expenmental research). Self-presentational phenomena are ubiguitous in social
life, and vel we have no conceptual framework to reiate and undersand these
phenomena. Fhe present chapler anempts to outline such 2 framework to facili-
tate the organization—and indeed the identification—of sclf-presentation re-
search.

’ A DEFINITION AND SOME EXCLUSIONS

One problem in coming to terms with self-presenzation is its very omnipresence.
No one would seriously challenge the geoera! idea that observers infer disposi-
tions from an actor's behavior or that aclors have a stake in controliing the infer-
ences drawn about them from their actions. Goffman crystallized one viewpoint
on impression managemen! with his classic dramarurgical account in 1959, one
thar essentially gave us the iabe! of self-preseniation and provided enough de-
scriptive variety and richnass to convines us that here was an imponan: arsa for
social psychological analysis. Goffman’s emphasis, howsver, wus on the subtle
ways in which actors project or convey a definition of the interaction situation as
they sez it. Artempts on the part of the actor to shape others” impressions of hus
personality received only secondary emphasis. Jones (1964}, and Jones and
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Wonman {1573), focused on our interest in perting others 10 like us and devel-
oped 2 theoretical framework that combined motivaiional, cognitive, and
evaluative fegtures.

A number of experiments have since addressed the determinants and social
conscquences of *‘seli-disclosure™ (Cozby, 1973; Jourard, 1964; and others).
Solid conciusions in this area have proved hard to come by. All the while we
have been occasionally edified, sometimes amused, and ofico appalied by a
popuiar literature dealing with power, manipulation, and self-salesmanship
(Camegie, 1936, Korda, 1975; Ringer, 1973, Webb & Morgan, 1930).

Impression management concerns have found their way into many areas of so-
cial psychology. Tedeschi, Schienker, and their associaies (1971) have argued
that such concerns can explain most of the phenomena that others have azributed
1o cognitive dissonance reduction. Orne (1962), Rosenthal (1966), Rosenberg
(19€5), and others have wriflen at length about the concerns of experimental sub-
jects with how they will be evaluaied by an experimenter. '

And yet. in spite of the volume of seemingly rclevant litcrature and research,
the 1o0pic of self-presentation suffers from an amorphous identiry with insecure
underpinnings in motivational and cognitive theory. Our iment is 1o provide such
underpinnings and demarcate the ares of concemn more clearly than previous
treaimenis.

To these ends we stan with definitions first of the phenomenal self and ther of
wha! we mean by smratepic self-presentation. The phenomenal self was defined
by Jones and Gerard (1967} as: **a person’s awareness. arising out of interactions
with his environment. of his own beliefs, values, attiludes, the links berween
them, and their implications for his behavior [page 716]." We accep! this view
‘that each of us has a potemially availabie overarching cognition of bis or her ip-
lerretated dispositions. The notion of a phenomenal self implies that memories of
past actions and outcomes are available in imegrated form to clarify current ac-
tion possibilities. The evoiution of this overarching phenomenal self is greauy fa-
cilitated by the fact that other people, in their attempt 10 render their social
environment more predictable, endow us with stable atributes and respond o us
as enduring structures. It is not surprising that we izam 10 take ourseives 2s defin-
able social objects and become concerned with the consisiency of our actions
over ume. s

But the wonds *'potentially available™ are impornan: in approaching the phe-

nomena! self. The phenomena! self is not always salient; we are not always salf-

focused or preoccupied with self«consistency. A consequence of being socialized
in 2 particular culture is that sequences of action become automatic, trigpered off
by contextual cues in line with past reinforcements. We are ofien, in effect,
“mindless™ (Langer & Newman, 1979). In many of the routine social inter-
changes of everyday life, therefore, the phenomenal self is not aroused, does not
become saiient. Conflict and novelry do, however, give rise 10 mindfuiness and
seif-sajience. When we do not have preprogrammed response sequences, the
phenomenal sclf becomes a reference point for decisior: making as we review the
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implications of our beliefs and values for acuor Frssures toward self-
consistency (and long-range adaptation) may then compeie with pressures toward
shoner-range social gains in creating the confict: anc dicmmas of social life.
Thesc dilemmas are ofien cast in mora! 1erms &s the individual assesses the rels-
tive virtues of integrity, consisiency. and suthenucity on the one hand, as against
the vires of adaptive effectiveness and personal secunty gained through power
augmentation on the other. Jones and Wortman (1973; have argued. however,
that this conflict is ofien avoided as adaptive social responding becomes auto-
matic in the face of well-esiablished recurrent cues. Thus, the contextual cuc thal
defines our momentary socis! position as “‘dependemt’ may tngger off
ingratiating actions or other anempts 8! impression management without necessz-
rity evoking the phenomenal self. N

A vital poin! o stress is that in spite of certain pressurss joward self-stabiliry
and consistency over time, the phenomenal self: (1) shifts from moment 1o mo-
ment as 2 function of motivalional state and situational cues, and (2) ts constantly
evolving and changing in ways that ihcorporal or come to 1erms wilh one’s ac-
tions or one's outcomes. The impact of self presentation on the sclfconcep! re-
cecives our recurrent atiention throughout this chapler.

But, now, what exaclly do we mean by stratepic self-presentation? Most
would agree that self-presentation involves an actor's shaping of his or her re-
SPONSEs 10 creale in specific others an impression that is for one reason or another
desired by the actor. Most, if not all, of these rcasons can be subsumed under an
inierest in augmenting O Mainiatning one's power in a relationship. The actor
uses his behavior to convey something about him or hersclf, regardiess of what
other meaning or significance the behavior may have.! Formally, we define stra-
legic sclf-presentation as those features of behavior affecied by power augmenia-
tion morives desigmed 1o elicit or shape others’ anribuions of the aclor's
dispositions. **Features™ of coursé include the most sublie aspects of srylc_ and
nonverbal expressions, as well as the contents of oven verbal communications.
The definition also makes clear thar we are uniikely to find @ given responss of
set of responses thar are intrinsically or universally self-presentational. Rather,
self-presentation & likely 1o be intimately imeniwined in social responses that
have other significances as well. It is aiso by no means implied that stratepic seli-
presentational features are necessarily false, distoried, or scriousl; discrepant
from the phenomenal self. As we subsequently argue in more dezail, such fq—
tures typically invoive seiective disclosures and omissions, matters of emphasis
and toning rather than of deceit and simulation. '

In view of the difficulties created by the intcrtwining of self-presentatiopal and
other features of behavior, about the only way to identify the presence of sira-
tegic seli-presentation is 1o arouse particular hnpression-nmng:qz:m motves
experimentally, and 1o observe the features that distinguish ensuing responses
from behavior without such implanted motivation. This is easier 5aiC than done,

"The pronouns he. hit. and him art used tyoughour this chapuer 1o refer to both sexes.




234 JONES AND PITTMAN

but at Jeast it provides a stariing point for ostensive definiton and is more or less
the prescription followed in the ingratiation area (Jones 1964; Jones & Wortman,
1973).

It may be helpful 10 continue this definstional discussion by paying some at-
tention 1o those conditions likely to inhibit self-presentationa concems. In other
words, let us list sume examples of seuings in which strategic self-presentation
behaviors are absent or minimal:

L. Behavior under conditions of high task involvement. This essentially refers
1o those settings that arouse “‘subjective self-awureness”” in Duval & Wickiund's
(1972) terms. The individual is absorbed by physical or ineliecwial challenge
that, 10 use a Freudian image, totally capures the Jibufinal cathexis. The de-
mands of the task (whether it involves hem stitching, observing, reading, or in-
volvement in an athlenc contest) preclude self-consciousness, Even lecturers and
actors, though addressing an audience, may be so engrossed in their matenal as
1o eiude momentary concetn with its response.

2. Purely expressive behavior—anper, minh, joy—may escape sell-
presentationa! shaping a1 or near the moment of provocauon. Some emutions up-
parently overwhelm the concerns of tmpression mansgement, i only for a bnef
moment before we stunt 10 worry whether our reacuons are **appropriate” to the
oCCasIon.

3. We would also set aside as nor self presentutionn! a large class of
overlearned, nwahized sucial Interchanges. Actors are oflen apt 1o forgo the self-
presentational possibilittes af divergent ways of conducting routine commercial
transactions, dniving through trufhc, or checking out library books—though the
opporunities for impression managemeni are very much available in these in-
stances for the person who is constantly obsessed with his peblic image,

4. Finally, for psychoiogical compicteness, we mught inciude those occasions
when persans are above ali concemned with the intcgrity or authenticity of their
uctions. They wan! thewr actions to be self-fulfilling and self-disclosing. They
reach inward for availabie traces of beliefs, vatues, and feelings, which they try
o cupture in sgif-reveaiing comments or nonverbal expressions. Therapy ses-
sions,” encounter groups, and intimate Felationships often motivate us to portray
the phenomena! self with maximum fidelity, conceating and distorting as little as
possible. This is notl, however, 1o sugges: that such contexts normally preclude a
concern with managing the anributions of others. What we sincerely believe is
“authentic’’ may vary with our audience and our purpose.

We would emphasize that self-presentation is an imponant subcategory of so-
cial behavior, but, nevertheless, it is a subcategory. To summarize, our actions
in the presence of athers are relatively unaffecied by our concern with therr im-
pressions of us 1o the extent tha! the behavior in question is task centered, sponta-
ncously expressive, normatively nivalized, or deliberately self-maiching. On the

other hand, self-presentational features will be intenwined with behavior when-
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i ve of
ever the actor cares, for whatever reasons, about the tmpression others ha ‘ zf
hinm. We now move on [0 show what some of the reasons are, and how‘ st
them are linked 1o recognizably different self-presentational stratepies.

A TAXONOMY OF ATTRIBUTIONS SHAPED BY
SELF-PRESENTATIONAL STRATEGIES

We believe strongly that a theory of stratepic self-presentation must.bc _anchorr-‘—i}
in identifiable social motives. Self preseniation involves (he aclor s linkzge O
particular motives 10 his or her strategic resources. In short: .

I. A wants 1o make secure or 1o augment his powcr 1o denve favorable ou
comes from B. _

2. The desired growth or consolidation of power may or may ROl be direc 15:1
toward these outcomes in the immediate future. A may invest his sr._alcg:c oui-
comes in & *‘power bank,”" whose resources may be xapp_ud in unspeciiied future

nters with 8. '
cngc.)uA's getting the kind of power he wants will be facilitaled il B has a conain
impression of A. _ _

E. Creating that impression wil} be easy or difficult dcpcndfng on A’S Te-
sources, which in tum are defined by A's copmuive and behavioral capactiies
within the setlings available for interaction with &. S

S. The linkage of a parucular power motive with the sc_lf' prcm:mauon? ;
tures of social behavior is mediated by cognitive processes in the self -p_rcs:nnng
actor. The behavior is further shaped by evaluative or moral CORStraints. Th?
complex interaction of metive, cognition, and morality determmnes the choce O
self-presentational sirategies. . _

nging that the reader keeps these assumptions in m‘:qd. we offer s lamnolf.“.};
of five clusses of self -ﬁmscmuuunal strategies. The defining fc;numr af cac.h f ::
is the particular attribution sought by the actor. The taxonomy consists of mbrour
ation. intimidation, self-promotion, exemplification, and supplication. In :
view these rubrics, althouph not entirely exhaustive, encompiss most instance
of strutegic self-presentation.

Ingratiation

Ingratiation is undoubtediy the most ubiquitous of all self prtrscmnuoms! phcnorrn!d
ena. Much of our social behavior is shaped by a concern that othcrs like us 2 d
attribute to us such characleristics as warmth, humor, refiubility, charm, 2:1‘
physical attractiveness. The ingratiator's poals may shift t{ack and R.mh “:icvi
these specific artributional foci, but by definition the ingratiator u:cks 10 1::5 .
the atrribution of likabiliry. Consistent with this orientation, Jngrazalion S o
formally defined by Jones and Wortman (1973) as: “'a class of strutegic aract.
iors illicitly designed 10 influence a particular other person gom:mlflg_ mbccausc
iveness of one's personal gualities {p. 2}."" Ingratiating actions ar¢ ilhien

-
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they are directed toward an objective that is typically not contained in the implicit
contract underlying social intcraction. In fact, the very success of ingratiation
usually depends on the actor's concealment of ulierior motjvation or of the im-
portance of his stuke in being judged anractive. The illicit nature of ingrutiation
may also lead ingratiators 1o deceive themselves concemning either the impor-
tance of bewng judped attraclive o the relationship between this desired goal and
1he strategic features invading their action decistons. A tantalizing conspiracy of
cogmtive avoidance is common 1o the actor and his target. The actor does not
wish to see fumsell as ingratiating; the warget wants also 1o believe that the
ingratiator 15 sincere an following the implicit social contract.

A considerable volumne of research has been conducted In the ingratiation
arca, much of it summurized by Jones and Wortman (1973). Such prominent
subclasses as conformity, other enhancement, doing favors, and various forms of
direct and indirect sell description have been dealt with extensively. The genera)
finding is that placing an actor in a position of dependence vis a vis & more pow-
erful tarpe! person, in comparison Lo control conditions in which actor and targel
person have equal power. gives nse 10 greater conlomuty (Jones, 1965}, setf-
enhuncement (Jones, Gergen, & Davis, 1962), and other enhancement (Jones,
Gergen, & Jores, 1963). Typically, however, the dependent actor’s behavior is
comphicaled 10 mcrease credibiiny {Jones, 1965). Bystanding observers react
negatively 1o conlorminy und other ingratiating ovenures, when such ovenures
are obvious or excessive and the power discrepancy between the acior and the
targel 15 great (Jones, Junes, & Gergen, 1963). It is also true, however, that tar-
get pensons responcé more positively 1o 8 heghly agreeable actor dependent on
them than do bystanders watching the interchange on film (Jones, Stires, Shaver,
& Hams, 1968). A number of more subtic considerations qualify these findings,
bui the broad outlines of ingrauanon research basicully show that people are re-
sponsive Lo ingratution “incentives”’; they tend 1o avoid the more blatan! forms
of ingratiating behavior, and if an actor’s ovenures are blatant, he is readily
dentified by oulside observen as respending 10 ulierior mouves—and less read-
ity charged with ulienior motuvation by the high-power target person himself.
- The theorenical reatment of ingratiation hus been more fully developed than
the theoretical bases of other self-presentational strategies. The parnticular form
that ingratiation will take (conformiry versus fsvors versus other enhancement
versus self-cnhancement) is no doubt determined in complex ways by the
ingratistor’s resources and the nature of the seting, It is easier for the applicant
to be sclf-enhancing than conforming in an employment interview situation. Jt is
casier to be flattenng afier observing a performance or meeting an offspring of
the 1arget than in an informal discussion of world affairs. High status persons
with & low-status warger are more likely 1o use flatiery 10 gain atwaction than con-
formity or agreement. Thus, the time, the place, and the nature of the relation-
ship promote the likelihood of panicular attruction-secking stratsgies. Individual
difference faciors undoubiedly also play a role both in the generation of
ingratiating behavior and in bystander evatuations of ingraustion (Joncs &

9. THEORY OF SELF-PRESENTATION 237

Baumeister, 1976). Nevertheiess, a general theoretical account of the ingratia-
non process is plausible and consistent with known data. Such an account
stresses three underlying determinants of artraction-secking overtures:

I. Incentive vitlue—1he importance of being liked by a2 parucular target. This
varies directly with the dependence of the actor on the target and inversely with
the degree of his power over Lhe targel. In most nonrituziized, nontransient rela-
tionships, the incentive value is greater than zero, because the actor is unlikely to
be indifferent toward others’ evaluztions of his atwracliveness 85 & person.

2. Subjective probability-—the choice of a particular ingratiation strategy s
also determined by the subjective probability of its success and the inverse proba-
bility that a boomerung effect (decreased attrucuon) will occur. Thus, the
motivationa! determinant, incentive value, is qualified or constrained by the cog-
nitive delerminant, subjective probability, in its effects on behavior. The
ingratiator's dilemme is created by the fact that as the actor's dependence on the
targe! poes up, his motivation 1o ingratiale goes up, whereas the subjective prob-
ability of 1ts success goes down. This occurs because dependence makes salient
10 the target as well as any bystanding observers the possibility of ulienor pur-
poses in actions that are commonly seen as eliciting attraction. The dilemma for
the ngrativior is that the more impornant it is for him 10 gain & high-power ar-
gel's attraction, the less likely it is that he will be successful. Anempts to svoid
or minimize the effects of this dilemma can Jead to the complication of stratcgic
ovenures aircady noted previously. The actor must go owt of his way 1o establish
hts credibility, especially in those settings where extreme dependence mught
make his credibility suspect. Maters of uming are also imponan:. We have al-
ready noted that individuals may inves! the profits from strategic overiures in &
power bunk for use on future occasions. The far-sighted ingratisor may thus
avoid the prealer nisks of failure antendant upon maneuvers specifically linked 1o
those times when his dependence is most apparent and his need for approval the
most imperative.

3. Perceived legitimacy—-in addition to the contribution of motivationa! and
copnitive factors, ingratiation is further shaped and constrained by moral or
evalualive [actors. We have already noted that the forms of ingrauiating behavior
vary with opporiunity and resources, including appropriateness within a sering.
Perceived legitimacy adds another dimension of appropriateness: the exient 1o
which one’s presentations of self are consisient with the phenomenal self and
with the norms govemning accepilable depanures (for reasons of kindness or cour-
tesy) from candor. Each of us internalizes 2 set of mora! standards defining the
reprehensibility of dissimulation and deceit in human relations. The moral situa-
tion is complicaled, however, by the inculcation of other values favoning the pro-
motion of self-interest and the iegitimacy of self-salesmanship. Thus, out of &
compiex mixture of moral forces pushing here for “*‘authenucity™ and there for
*‘impression management,”’ the individual must decide op the best stralegic
combination in his deaitngs with others, .

Because of various ambiguities connecied with the *‘business ethic,”” many
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would-be ingratiators can find considerable freedom of movement in their stra-
tegic chuices. The press 10 perceive ingratiation as legiimaie undoubtediy in-
creases with other features defining the relationship: Ingratiation is Jikely 10 be
percerved as legitimalte in setuings where self-salesmanship is sanctioned by the
individualistic norms of the business world, where the target is not respected by
the acior, in the absence of bystanders, and where the actor fecls that his depend-
ence is unfair or inequitable. Other possibilities are discussed by Jones (1964;
Jones & Worntman, 1973). Many of these refiect the imponance of consensus or
perceived conscnsus. What “everybody does® is all right for one 1o do. Other
factors stress the readiness of aciors: (] ) to deny that their behavior was insin-
cere, and {2} to insist that their intentions were benign and socially supponive.

The theory of ingratation does not specify clearly how these three major de-
terminants inleract. Perhaps they combine muluplicatively because if any faclor
s zero, ingratiation wil presumably not occur. Though normative factors un-
doubltedly shape the form as well as the occurrence of Ingratiation, it may turn
vul that perceived legitimacy is more a dichotomous variable than cither incen-
rve value or subjective probability. Mora! decisions tend 1o have an either-or
quality about them. This would supgest tiat incentive valus and subjective prob-
ability mulliply to produce g strong or weak tendency o ingratiate. Leguimacy
then plays its role as & threshold factor, providing & o or s1op signal depending
on the strength of incentive value and subjective probability. Thus, & person may
Hatier or ingratiate even though he knows this behavior is not entirely legiumare,

once the importance and the likehhood of obliuning 2 beneh! reach s certain
combined value.

intimidation

Whereas the ingratiator utiempts to convinee & Lrget person that he is likeabie,
the inimidator tnies 1o convince o larget person that he is dangerous, Whereas
successful ingratiation reduces or blunts the target person’s power by causing
him to avoid doing anything that would hun or cost the actor, the intimidalor ad-
venises his available power 10 create pain, discomfort, or all kinds of psychic
costs. The acior seeks to receive the aturburion that he has the resources to infiict
Pain and stress and the inclination 10 do so if he does not get his way. Quite un-
like the ingrutiator, the intimidator typically disdains any rea! intcrest in being
liked; he wants 10 be feared, 10 be beljsved.
The intimidation prototype is the sidewalk robber who extracts money from g
pedestrian by brandishing 2 gun or a knife. The robber is successful when the pe-
- destnan believes the threar: If 1 do not give him my money, he will kill or maim
- me. A more benign, and more psychologically interesting prolotype is an ojder
' person in some position of authority within an organization. He is gruff, austere,
impatient with shoddy performance. He does not suffer fools pladiy. Underlings
" do his bidding because they fear the conscquences of his response to fai

lure or in-
' adequate performance. In some cases he may not even make his ex

pectasions or
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desires clear, thus leaving his dependent subordinates in an uncomfor'tat_nc.g::ol;
tion of edgy anxiety. in any event, it ts ¢lear in these cases lbat the mumrlu o
has munaged to project and elicit an atribution from others that suppo
| ; social comrol, ]

conTl:;::t% n“:: perhaps more common for intimidation to fow from hllgh-;;onr':lr’_
to low-power persons, than vice versa, relationships without _somc ; cc?]whcrc
counterpower are atmost inconceivabie in coniemporary society. . ne o
there are elements of counterpower, there is the opporunty for .ml_umdmm;. o
by no means farfeiched 10 speak of the power of children to intimidaie ad:ul;;an.
fact, we suggest that the occurrence of filial intimidation is mdc.cd lt:o oy
Children leum in infancy the rewards of tears and Lantrums. Especial ym as el
progress into adolescence, our of(spring can biunt the exercise of pa:}cnm;::g i
by having previously established that they are quite capable © e
**scene.”” The anticipated likelihood of such scenes can deter the mos ecen
tious mother from asking her son to ¢lean his room or to QO the ‘:ompanyf llslow;
Purents will sometimes go to great lenpths 10 avoid the disharmony that fo
in the wake of demands on their children for services thist are reasonable and eq-

able, ) .
i.m"I":lz: counterpower resource of making & scene is also availabie mr otherw:s:
impolent emplioyees, SlwGents, servants, or prisoncr.s. There arc, 0 couzu
number of self-abnegating vanants such as hunger sx_nkcs and passnfe rjesls alcti
Of especial importance n the amributiona) context is the thrcmr u§unl Y l':usﬂr;'- -
quite unwittingly, of emotional breakup or collapse. An oth:rw:sc nnp;:o cmp:m
son can gather consideruble power by acquiring the reputation ol one wl e
stand stress or disappointment without responding with hy_chncaJ wccpmﬁl-lmion
nary distress, or swcidal depression. The costs_of acquiring sueh :‘ m;r; .
may be 100 great for most of us, but there are milder vanalons on this 1 zi me e
manipulation tha! have considerabie controlling power in man.y ofga? s
coniexts. The employer who fails 1o cnticize the _m‘cpr performance o :r_ls
tionally unstable empioyee, in the interests of avoiding & bmkdowp on h;mp?;‘;_
may end up unable w0 fire him because the employer hds never g:é:nconvcm-
warning. Similarly, it is natural for onc spouse 10 avold actions al oy
tional topics that upset the other. It is just as natural for a spouse 10 SIgn e :u:
incipient distress those mannerisms or topics that he or she wishes to ¢
from the repeniory of the other spouse. ) )

When Lth;owr'zinI intimidator has enough power o be a‘cm':hb;:_gognr:s::iv;
threat, incipient anger is a very common controliing dcw;c in hls u .
others. A man with z shor fuse can ofien dominate 2 relationship ora Em“l";nsc ]
pecially if his ultimately provoked over anger is likely 10 be cprOSl:i; :: :an oed
guential. President Eisenhower had & very mobile face whose upmﬁc s
from the famous grin 10 & dark and forbidding glower. The latter o :nd pwpf-'ll'c a.r::d
when a panicular line of questioning began in i press C_f‘-'f]lfﬂ:“::c-h “incipient
tempted to speculutc conceming the controlling potenual © e probiom.
rage,”" especially in view of our knowledge of his blood pre:



— gp——— "

240 JONES AND PITTMAN

The concept of threat is obviously central 10 a discussion of intimidation, but
we would stress the implicit nalure of most interpersonal threats and note thal
their effectiveness depends on the munipulation of awributions to the actor by
thuse he desires (o control. We may summarize this descriptive account of intim-
idution variants by suggesting some of the more common aliernative atuributional
guals:

Auribution . | cannot 1olerate much stress, and if | am placed under stress |
will develop symptoms or engage in behaviors that will cost or embarrass you.

Attribution 2. | am willing 10 cause myself pain or embarrassment in order 10
get my way with others,

Atribunon 3. | have a low threshold for anger, and when angered | behave
unpredictably and irrationaliy. '

Atiribution 4. | have a2 low threshold for anger, and when angered ! have the
resources o be effectively vindictive.

Attribution 5. 1 am not likely 10 be deterred in my actions by sentiment, com-
pussion, or the wish 10 be liked by others.

in theorelical lerms, inumidation is in many respects the obverse of ingratia-
uon. inumidating gestures are likely o make the inumidator less, rather than
more, atiracuive. As such, intimidaton drives peopic apan and creates pressunes
toward withdrawal and avoidance by the target person. This is why we have
streased that inumidation most commonly occurs in relationships that have non-
vuluniary status: families, marmages, student-teacher relationships, employers
and employees, and military service. It is imporant that the intimidator have a
clear concepuon of the strength of nonvoluntary bonds. Because intimidation
generates avoidance pressures, miuscalculations can resuit in divorces, delin-
quency, disinhentance, job swiiching, and vanous forms of sabotage and insur-
gency. .

A glance al the preceding list of aliernative artributions also suggesis that in-
titnidation is limited 1n other respects. The high-power intimidator must often
forego affection and a number of auributions that are highly prized in our soci-
ety. The low-power intimidaor must often undergo humiliation or pain in order
(v carTy out such threats as “'making a scene,”’ getting drunk, or becoming i, to
say nothing of carrying out such ultimale threats as sumicide.

But we must also remember that much of the intimidation range is rather be-
nign and involves runsuory sequences in relationships that are otherwise stable
and even, on balance, affectionate. Rather than destroy a relationship, patterns of
tnumidation may redefine it so that cemain kinds of inleraction are avoided.
Thus, manial adjustments may involve a considerable amount of murual intim-
dation within a framework of affecuon and love.

To summanze this introductory view of intimidation, interpersonal power
may be exerted by credible threats that create {ears of negative consequences for
a targe: person. As a class of self-presentational strategies, intimidation invoives
the manipulauon of ariributions that suppon the credibility of such threats of ncg-
auve consequences. The threats may be exceedingly vague or impilicit. The in-

8. THEORY OF SELF-PRESENTATION 241

umidator may of may not be aware of the strategic goals of his self-presentations.
His actions may. as in the case of the ingratiator, represent an overiearncd re-
sponse o u particular patiern of sociul conditions, rather thun a self-conscious
strategy of manipulation. There arc almost no empirical data conceming the con-
ditions favoring intumidation as currently defined. From the preceding
discussion, however, we may exuact the following suppestions about the ante-
cedent conditions under which intimidation is most likety 1o occur:

1. When relationshups are nonvoluntary, involve commitments difficult to ab-
rogate, or when aliernative relationships are unavailabie 1o the target person.

2. When the poteniia} intimidator has readily available resources with which
to inflict negative consequences (weapons, wage conwrol, seaual availability).
_ 3. When the potential target person has weak retiliatory capacities (inhibi-
tions regarding direct aggression toward the young or less fortunate, small stat-
ure, lack of confidence in cupacity to make verbal rejoinders).

4. When the poteniial intmidator is willing 10 forego affection and the atiri-
bulions of compassion, generosity, and humility—either because he has **given
up’”’ on such attributions or can obtain them in alternative relauonships.

Self-promotion

Although using self-descriptions to enhance one’s atiractiveness was origmally
presenied (Jones, 1964) as one form of ingrauation, we would like 10 sepurate
out an important class of self descriptive communications that seck the atiribu-
tion of competence rather than likability. For such communications we reserve
the name self-promouon. Within the overall self-presentation taxonomy, then,
we speak of un actor as *'self-characienzing'” when he describes himse!f with the
ulu_:n'or goal of increasing his personal attractiveness. We speak of the actor as
“self promoting”” when he sesks the auribution of competence, whether with
reference 10 gencral ability level (inteltigence, athletic ability) or 10 a specific
skill (typing excellence, fiute-playing ability),

Al the outset it should be noted that self-promotion partakes of centain features
of both ingratiation and imimidation. In fact, the fusion or combination of
anributional goals is common in all forms of sctf-presentation. We may wish 1o
be hot_h' liked for our attractive personal qualities and respected for our talents and
capacities. Or we may wish to appear competent so that we gain the social privi-
lcgc_o_f being intimidalting: so that, for exampic, we can “'pel away with’’
depniving others for inferior performance. There is a sense in which compelence
itself is inlimidaiing. We defer in awe 1o Einsteins, Horowitzes, and Borgs. The
Projection of a competent image is often an imponant part of the inimidaior's
baggage. But sell-promotion is not equivalent to intimidation. We can convince
others of our competence without threatening them or striking fear in their hearts.

A brief digression may delineate the difference. In 1973, R. Ringer wrole a
best selier called Winming Through Intimidation. By the current taxonomy, this
book actually said very linle ubout intimidation and a great deal about self-

) .
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premotion. Ringer describes again and again various plo.ys and r'alanncrisfms fqr
convincing uthers that you are worthy of their time, their atiention, thcl_r busij«
ness. In describing his own success as a real-estute broker, he notes the impor-
tance of fiying 1o the porential chient’s city in a private Lear jet and sweeping into
the office with expensive poftuble diclating equipment and a personal secretary.
But these *“trappings of power'” seem less designed 1o threaten the client than to
reaysure him that the broker knows what he s doing. If he were an incompetent
broker, afier all, he could hurdly afiord a Lear jet or a traveling secretary.

There are obviously many contexts in which we are eager 1o impress others
with our competence. Some of the more obvious ones are students confronting
teuchers, applicants being interviewed for professional schuals or jobs, actors
trying out {or a play, and athletes trying to make a team. Bu.t for many of us, s;:lf-
promotiun is almost & full-time job. The phenomenal self is typically orgam;cd
1n such a way that some talents, some areas of competence, are clearly more im-
portant thun others. We luugh at our own ineptitude at music, bn'Figc. or ping
pong, but we are deadly serious about our ability 10 diagnose an a:lm;nl. or 1o
design a house, or © raise 4 family. Many self-promoters parade their npcputudc
in Minor areas 10 establish the credibility of their claims of competence in crucial
areas (Jones, Gergen, & Jones, 1963}

The mpratiation strategist must cope with the problems of establishing sincer-
ity and authenucity. The intimidator must cope with the costs and potential dan-
gers of his threatening behavior. The self-promoter must cope with the apparent
east with which many areas of competence may be objectively diagnosed. One
might wonder if 4 person can get away with cluims of competence for very iong
betore being observed in some form of diagnostic performance, Within long-
range relationships amony spouses, academic collcagues, or business associates,
competence Claims can ordinanly be tested agamst the data of performance.

An expenment by Buaumeister and Jones (1978) demonstrates how people
cope with diagnostic information about them 1o which others have access. Sub-
Jects 100k a personality test, the (bogus) resulls of which were shown to them and
(so they belicved) to a fellow subject with whom they were later to interact.
When subjects were then given the opporwnity o communicate further informa-
tion about themselves o the ather subject in the form of self-ratings, these ratings
depended crucially on the panicular personality profiles allegedly in the other
subjects” hands. If the profile was generally negative, subiects rated themseives
negatively on traits disparuged by the profile but strongly compensated by posi-
tive self-descriptions on dimensions not specifically mentioned. If the profile
was positive, on the other hand, subjects were rypically modest on all their com-
municated seif-ratings. The relevance of these data for the current discussion of
sell-promotion lies in the fact that these same self-descnplion tendencies were
absent when only the subjects themselves (and not the **other subject®’) saw their
personality profiie. The compensation effect noted in the negative profile case
{positive self-descriptions on traits unrelated to the profile) was not present when
oniy the subject was the recipient, and the notable miodesty in the positive profile
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case also disappeared when the subject thought he was describing himself 10
someone who knew nothing as yet about him. It is apparent, then, that people de-
velop fairty standard ways of coming o terms with self referent information that
1s publicly known. They manage their self-presentations so as not [0 contradict
directly any known information that is negative in impiications. When the infor-
mation others have is gencrally positive, however, peuple apparently strive for
the extra social rewards that accompany modesty, without the risk of sppcuring
incompetent.

It is relatively casy to think of instances where the data of performance or
other diagnostic information are not readily available o contradict self-
promoting claims. One example is the claim of an older man that he was a star
athiete, or an older wornan that she was a poiished dancer. There are cenain cru-
cual decisions of selection or admission that are ofien based largely on claims
alone, though some information about previous performance is typically availa-
bie as well. Nevertheless, the admissions commities or the selection officer is
usually aware of the fact thal prior performance in one setung may be a poor pre.
dictur of good performance in the setung to which they contro! access. Finally,
some people may claim imponant atuributes like 2 high 1Q without fearing that
their 1Q will ever by publicly assessed. Thus, there are occasions when all we
can go by in judging another's competence arc his cluims, and many more occa-
sions when the claims can be only indirectly tested and never totaily refuted if
false,

This leaves most of us with considerabie freedom to maneuver, but if there is
"“an ingrauator's dilemma’" (see carlier), there is aisc a *'self-promoter's para-
dox."" Most of us learn that many people exaggerate their abifities, and theretore
their competence claims can often be at least panly discounted. In iact, the para-
dox anises because it is ofien the case that compeence claims ure more likely
when competence is shaky than when i is high and securely so {as evident in
Baumeister and Jones’s modesty findings). Even if direct competence claims are
credible, the auribution of competence may be achieved along with less favonng
auributions of arrogance, insecunity, or at least dreariness.

However, the gifted self-promoter will not be towzlly inhibited by this para-
dox. He will seek indirect ways to enabie the target person to reach the conclu-
sion that he is competent in the desired respects. The adroit social climber is not
likely to claim membership in the upper class to establish his anistocratic onigins.
He will do so by subtle patierns of consumnpuon (clothing, house, cars, furniture)
that convince others he is not just a pretentious or gauche nouveau amivé. Simi-
larly, college, job, and professional school applicants can establish the likefihood
that they will succeed if accepred by noting factors that would normally be ex-
pected to fuciliate success: middic-class family background, educated parents,
previous entry 10 a prestigious school, diverse summer employment experiences,
elections to leadership positions, eic.—and noting them in the mos! marter-of
fact way.

Quartrone and Jones (1978) investigated self-presentational priotities in a role-
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playing experiment in which subjects cither did or did not have the opportunity
for 4 diagnostic performance. In onc vignette, for example, subjects were 10 im-
agine themselves trying out for a coveted dramatic role and were 10ld 10 be mo-
tivated 10 convince the director that they were versatile actors, suitable for roles
in tuture plays as well, Sume subjects were 10 assume thal they impressed the di-
rector with a highly relevant performance audition. Others were to assume that
no such audition 100k place. In the latter case, as predicied, subjects chose 10 dis-
close to the director those designuied fucts about themselves that were
evaluatively positive and would normally faciliate the likelihood of doing well
in the pan (e.g., they chose to disclose readily that they had acted the same pant
previously). When an audition occurred and the subject’s performance was ap-
plunded by the director, however, subjects chose to assign disclosure prienty to
facts thut would normally make 1t less likely thal they could perturm the particu-
lar role (e.g.. they had received pood notices in 2 play where their role was the
oppasite kind of person from that in the role to be cumrently filled). Thus, when
currespondent, diagnostic behavior is possible and successiul, the individual will
present inibitory buckpround factors 1o augment the significance of his general
abihiy or his perseverance or his innate courage. When there is not an opportu-
nity far comrespondent performance, on the other than, the individual will dis-
close features that normally are seen to faciitate the likelihood that subsequent
performance will be successiul.

This study has several strategic unplications and especially suggests that we
often do not merely wish 10 establish thut we are competent at X, Y, or Z. Be-
yond this, whenever possible, we wani to convince the target person that our
Lalents stem lrom causal conditions that enhance our allractivensess or respect-
worhiness. We may wish our competence as & masician (o be attributed 1o great
natural ability rather than hard work and, thus, fail to disclose the long practice
hours 1n our past. We may for similar reasons concea) that we have taken jessons
tn goll. On the other hand, if we are & member of a seminar in which the ap-
praisal of our performance ts very much a matier of the insiructor’s subjective
judgment, we may go oul ol our way to unpress him that we have worked harder
than other seminar members in prepanag papers for the course, Though he may
influence the instructor 10 give him a higher grade in this particular course, how-
ever, the seminar member who follows this strategy also runs the nsk of being
evaluated as a lirde too limited and overconscientious for consideration as a top
candidate for subsequent academic positions. Foliowing the line of reasoning de-
veloped by Quatirone and Jones, the appropriate graduale student strategy might
be to marshal all the reievant facilitalory factors for presentation to the depan-
ment before admission, and 1o emphasize the inhibitory factors once having been
admitted. The applicant might, for exampie, stress his Yale education prior 0
admission buf talk much morg about growing up in Appalachia once in graduate
school,

To summarize the subciass of sell-presentartion strategies that we have labeled
here as self-promotion: individuals commoniy have a stake in convincing partic-
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ular target persons that they are competent in one or more areas where there are
no readily available, highly criterial competence tests. Their success may be an
important factor in gaining access to such important goals as prestigious school
adrrfzssson and responsible jobs. There are strategic problems associated with
straightforward competence claims, however, in that the most persistent claim-
ants are o_ﬁen the mast insecure about the talents being claimed. For this reason it
1 a superior strategy for the self-promoter to arrange for others 1o make claims in
his behalf, but even these can range in impact because the outside claimant may
be _far from an objective judge. Professors ofien have a stake in the success of
their smdc‘nts and are unlikely to be ruthlessly candid in their leners of reference
for a mediocre protégé. On the whale, there is no substitute for diagnostic per-
formance itself—especially if this can be managed under conditions that impli-
cate desirable causal origins for the demonstraied competence. The individual
whq wants her professional success 1o be attributed 10 her natural brilliance will
obviousty behave in a different way than one who wants others to attribute her
success 10 hard work and self-denial, Sclf-promotion thus has a property of being
muititiered, with attributions underlying atiributions. It is desiruble to be sean as
competent, but it is even more desirabie to be seen as competent for the most ad-

mired causal reasons——whatever they may be in a particular culture or situational
context.

Exemplification

The ingratiator wants (o be liked and the intimidator wants 10 be feared. The self-
promoter and the exemplifier both want 1o be respected, 10 be admured, but there
are subtle and importan! differences in the attributions they seek. Whereas the
self promoter Wants to be seen as compewent, masteriul, olympian, the exempii-
ﬁg:r seeks 1o project integrity und moral worthiness. Once aguin, we emphasize
that there is nothing mutually exciusive aboul these poals, Many of us would
love 10 be seen ay simultancously competent, likabie, and morally worthy. Nev-
crlh:_lcss. we single oul exemplification because of s disuinct strategic qualitics
apd its special relationship to the behavior of emuiation and the intemal condi-
tions of puilt and shame. ‘

Thc. cx_cnlupliﬁcr (in Wesiern society at least) typically presents himself as hon-
est, disciplined, charitabie, and seif abnegating. He is the saint who walks
among us, the martyr who sacrifices for the cause. But 10 be successful he must
not cross over the line into self-righteousness. For appropriate social eflect he
must exemplify morality and not merely claim it, But what is the appropriate so-
cial effect? Exemplary actions may be sincere and self~consistent: The actor may
have so stmpgly internalized the ideal values of a society that his consistently vir-
twous bf:havmr is unaffected by the response of others 1o its expression. In-so-far
as lhu:' is @c. we are not dealing with strategic self-presentation as we have de-
fined it cgrlu:r. There may be such people. We suspect that totally autonomous,
self consistent, and self-expressive exemplifiers—iruc *‘cxemplars'—are rare.
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In keeping with our inlerests in strategic behavior, we tum 10 the more common
everyday scif-presenier who wants others 1o perceive, validute, and be influ-
enced by his selfiess inicgnty, even thongh be might vigorously deny such mo-
tivation and, indeed, be unawarc of it

The prototype for the exemplihier is, of course, the religious Jeader who lives 2
life of apparent Christian (Buddhist, Mosiem, etc.) virtue in return for persuasive
power. In celebrated and unusual cases, the exemphfier seeks manyrdom or, at
least, pussively accepts incarceration, tonure, institutionalized deprivation. Ex-
amples such as Ghandi, Martin Luther King, the Ayatollah Khomeini come 10
mnd. The power that may accrue from such dramatic exemplifiers may be used
for a vanety of specific ohjectives: recruung 2 following, raising funds,
changing & law, Jomenling & revoluuon.

A variant of exemplificanon is ideological militancy, though the relationship
of militancy 1o sel{-presenation is undoubiedly complex becaust mihtancy is
typically more a collective than an individual phepomenon. Nevertheless, indi-
viduals may, in the service of an ideological beliel, exploit seli-deprivation 1o in-
fluence such insulnionalized power sources ay employers, legislators, judges,
and govermnmen: execulives, This self-deprivation may often be coupled with
violent confrontation. This 15 obvious in the case of “'prolite” advocates who
vandalize aboruon clinics, or student miltants who tuke over administration
bulidings. Antinuclear and proenvironmental forees seem to have similar pawen-
ual. In all such cases the exeinpliher anempts 10 ade on the worthiness of his
cause and not solely on the physical power of his coalition with like-minded coi-
leagues, We would label him an exemplifier, because he atiempts to arouse guilt
in those who otherwise have the power to control the possibilities of physical
confronfalson. He presents himsell as taking an exclusively worhy stand for
which he ts wilitng wo undergo absunence, arrest, expulsion, and so on. The tar-
get persons 10 whom he presents this selfiess image can reduce their resulting
puilt by, il not underpoing the same deprivations, al isast supponing the same
cause and implcitly recognizing the worthiness of the miiianl advocate,

Such confrontations have a less-dramatic counterpan in many instances of so-
cial influence and seif-presemavon. Parental socialization of children relies
heavily on exemplification. Most parents attempt to put their best foot forward in
front of their children. They stiempr to exemplify the values of the culture in the
hapes that their children will mode! these values and feel guilty when falling
shont of parenial standards. We refer here not so much to the kinds of response
modeling discussed by Bandura (1971) and other social-learning theorists but
rather o the sequence of self-presemation, eliciting an spribution of moral
wonh, providing the conditions for potentia! guilt in 2 wrget person, who in furp
Is motivaled to emulate or model the exermplifier. Even in the context of sociali-
zatton, the sequence impligs that the child has clearly scquired a sufficient
“feel”” for idealized culturul values, so that he can recognize and appreciate the
exemplary status of his parents.

Exempiificanon s a sclf-presentational swrategy is probably as ubiquitous as
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the other strategies we have discussed (and is ofien fused with them). The feliow
alumnus who calls for a contribution 1o the college class fund is exemplifying be-
cause he is making the kind of sacrifice he wants and expects you (0 make. The
neighbor who bicycles to the train station arouses our guilt as we climb into owr
commodious gas guzzier. The housewife who cats peanut butter sandwiches for
lunch and wears clothes from the 60s can have a decisive moral edge over her
self-indulgent husband with his three-maniai lunch. Employers and supervisors
who arrive early and Jeave late may exen exemplifying pressure on their subordi-
nates, even though they may tzke long lunches, play midday tenms, or scc_ludc
themselves for an aftemoon nap. In general, to praclice what you preach 15 10
give the preaching that much more force,but exemplification may also be effect-
ive when the preaching is not explicit, ]

In summary, aside from wanting others 1o think of us as competent and Jika-
ble, we usually want them (o think of us as morally worthy: honest, generous,
self-sacrificing. Furthermore, anributed worthiness may provide considerable
straregic leverage when asking others for suppon or self-sacrifice. Most would
agree that President Caner was more prone to use exemplification as an infijuence
stralegy than were Presidents Johason or Nixon. It is difficult o assess the exieht
10 which this heiped to aien the nation 10 the vinwes of physical exercise or the
need for self-sacrifices in the energy sector.  The present discussion merely
scratches the surface of 4 complex subject, but we believe that Lhe astnibution of
worthiness is often sought for stratepic purposes, and that *"worthy ™" persons of-
1er find it difficult 10 avoid exploning the power inherenl in their own apparchl
vinue,

Supplication

A tinal self-presemational sirategy may be available to those who lack the re-
sources implied by the preceedsng sirategics: A person may cxploit tus owh
weakness and dependence. When the wolf feels overwheimed by supenor fight-
ing power, it displays its vuinerable throat. This appears to evoke some form of
instinctive inhibition in the attacker 5o that the supplicant wolf is spared. We
YENLURE 10 suggest an analogy in interpersonal relations, By stressing his inabilit;
to fend for himsel! and emphasizing his dependence on others, the human suppli-
cunt makes salient & norm of obiigation or social responsibility (Berkowiz &
Danicls, 1963) that is more or less binding on lerget persons with greater re-
sources. Supplication— the strategy of advenising one's dependence Lo solicil
help— works best when there appears [0 be an arbitrary or accidental component
in the power differential (Schopler & Manbhews, 1965). If through an accident of
birth one enjoys such resources as physical sirength, intelligence, natural beauty.
or money, and another is born handicapped in some physical or mental way, $0-
cial responsibility norms impose an obligation on the former 1o care for the lanier.
Maners may be somewhat different when the *'sel{-made’” man coql’mms ;hc
*indolent " welfare spplicant, but even here there are general if less-imperative
norms, that those who need have some claim over those who have more than they
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need. The prototype of the self-presenting supplicant is the sexist female paired
with the sexist male. The classic femaule supplicant (against ERA 10 the core) is
nearly helpless in coping with the physical world, She cannol change a lire, yn-
derstand algebra, read a legal document, cwTy a suilcase, or arder wine. Her
ciassic male counterpart, of course, rushes in to fill the breach. His vanty is tou-
ched by the indispensability of his contnibutions 1o her survival in the world.
Regardiess of the uliimate psychological or social consequences of this symbio-
sis, the supplicant female influences the male 10 expend energy on her behalf; w
do things for her that she would like o have done. She accomplishes this at the
small cost of being considered totally incompetent by her vain and dedicated hus-
band or suitor,

We hasten 10 reaffirm that not all females are supplicants; nor, we now add,
are all supplicants females. One suspects that many children exaggerate their in-
cptitude at common household chores in order 10 influence their parents 1o com-
picte the chores themselves. Similarly, husbands often avoid iearning 10 sew,
iron, or change diapers, in order 1o ensurc that their wives will continue 1o per-
form these funclions for them, or instead of them. In a typical job setting, A may
entrcat 8 for substantial heip on a project for which A gets the credit. A may then
pay 8 with an expression of gratitude, but the more imponant hidden payment
may be A's implicut acknowledgment of B's supenonty. Such exchanges of help
for competence validation are undoubtedly common in group life, whether they
involve students, siblings, or job colleapues. Even more common, however, are

relationships sustained by mutuai dependence in which A is better than B in some
areas, and B s bener than A 1o others, Complementary aid in such cases can re-
sult in a stable and sausfactory division of lubor, expenise, or advice.

The exploitation of one’s dependence is 2 nsky strategy and presumably one
that is normully of lust resont. There may be heavy costs 0 one's self-esteem in
acknowiedging or even advertising onc’s helplessness and tncompetence. And
there is aiways the good possibility that the resource-laden target person is insen-
sitive to the social responsibility norm. Even if he responds initially with a help-
ful or noble gesture, he may arrange to avaid getting entrapped by the supplicant
in the future by breaking off the refationship (**1ell him I'm not in™*). It is not too
difficult for an impovenshed graduate student 10 wangle a free lunch from his
professor at a campus restaurant; it is substantially more difficult 10 bring abowt
such an event a second tme. The professor may start bringing sandwiches to
work or eat at odd hours to avoid further exploitation by the student—who may

fecl that the cconomic deprivation that goes with student status entitles him

trade on noblessc oblige from the more affiuent professor.
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Summary

We have introduced a taxonomy of self-presentational straiegies clessified in
terms of the kinds of attributions sought by the presenter. In all cases we con-
cetve of the underlying goai as the augmentation or protection of the stralegist's
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po- 1o influence and control his social environment. The ingratiator augments
his power by reducing the likelihood that the target person will deliver negative
outcomes and increusing the prospects for positive ones. The intimidator more
directly enhances his power by increasing the likelihood that he will use the neg-
ative part of the range of outcomes that he can deliver 1o the target person. The
self promoter enhunces his putative instrumental value as a problem solver for
the target person. Because he ubviously has something to ofier, he may extract
money or other outcomes in exchange. The exemplitier trudes on the power of
recognized social norms undergirded by the judged conscnsus about proper
values and aspirations. He influences by successfully reflecting these norms. The
supplicant also gains the power provided by the sheltenng norm of social respan-
sibility. By relinquishing his clams to more immediate personul power, he
places himself at the mercy of more powerfu! others who are, he hopes, sensitve
o the dictates of noblesse oblige.

We have in passing noted that these five sualegies need not be mutually exclu-
sive, though some combinations may be more ptausible and therefore more likety
than others. There is a certain imcompatibiliy between ingratiatton and intimida-
uon, though self-promotion may bt nicely with either. The exemplifier may be
innmidating if he cun arouse guilt and lear simultuneousty. Supplication is the

verse of self-promotion. though the supplicant can obviously be ingratiating
and even, IR a cenain scnse, intinuduiing. And so on. It s also undoubledly the
case thal the same act can serve difierent functions for different audiences. The
muiant picketer may inumidale munagement, while being an exemplifier
passersby. We separate the strutegics in our laxonomy not to segregate personal
[ypes or behavior episodes but rather to disunguish the purticular annbutional
goal, the *"sell™" presenied in the strategic act. Figure 9.] presenis a summary of
the taxonomy in termw of the aunbution sought, negative attribuuons nisked, the
emotion aroused, and prototypical acuons.

THE IMPLICATIONS OF THE PHENOMENAL SELF
FOR STRATEGIC SELF-PRESENTATION—
AND VICE VERSA

We now consider the relations between self-presentation and the phenomenal
self. We ultimaiely want 1o know both how strategic self-presentations are influ-
enced by the immediately salient features of the phenomenal self, and how the
phenomenal self is altered or shaped by particular self-presentational strategies.
It is perhaps self-evident that socially oriented actions should in some way reflect
the phenomenal self, thouph there is surprisingly little evidence on this point. We
here deal with the issue very briefly.

The Phenomenal Self as a Determinant of Strategy Choice
We have aircady commented on the existence of various social norms that sup-
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pon and givc social value 1o persona) consisiency. The concept of “integnity™ is
tied in w!th an individual’s capucity 10 avoid being different things 10 different
people—in effect, 1o avoid being over y influenced by strategic concemns. These
norms coalesce in the concept of perceived legitimacy, which constrains the cir-
cumstances under which siraiegic self presentations ke place. We have not dis-
cussed th; role of perceived legitimacy in determining the most acceptable form
of strategic behavior once it takes place, but such considerations obviousty relate
to the current concern with how the phenomenal self inttuences the presenied
s;lf . 1t seems likely, for example, that a person who {(momentarily or characteris-
uca_lly) sees himself as tough und competitive is more likely to be intimidating or
scif-promolivc than supplicating or ingratiating, Someone who has Just given lo
chgnty or helped a friend move, and whose worthiness is therefore phenomenally
sahient, is more likely thun others 10 adopt the strategies of exempiification

Clearly, there is a wide-open ficld of study tnvolved in chanting the role that indi:
vidua) fiiffcrcnccs play in preferences for punticular forms of strategic behavior,
Immediate prior experiences may also affect strategic choice, however, and this
avenue of experimentation shouid not be ignored.

Self-Enhancement, Approval, and Self-Esteem

We uh'mmtc!y want 1o know both how strategic sclf-presemations are infiuenced
by the um_mcdiatc}y salient features of the phenomenal self, and how the phenom-
enal self is temporanily affected by a particular choice of self-preseniational sirat-
egy. Tuming to effects of self-presentation on the phenomenai self, research on
this question has been largely restricted 1o the consczquences of ingratiation for
the actor’s self-esteem. We review this research briefty and then speculate con-
cermning U.lc'conscqucnccs‘ for the phenomenal self of self-presentations involving
the remaining sirategies. ' '

_ Let us begin by pictuning an actor who is asked to characterize himself in a set-
ung‘wbcrc he has a stake in gaining attraction from a largel person. Typically, in-
gratiation _mscurch shows an acior in such a setting will be more self. -cnh.-méing
than one in more neutral settings where attraction is less of un issue (Gergen,
1965: Jones, Gergen, & Davis, 1962 Jones, Gergen, & Jones, 1963). Self-
enhancement will be reduced and self-characterization will be more modest (o
the exien! that the actor's dependence on the target person is salient (Sures &
Jones, 1969). If we could subsequently gain access 10 the undistorted phenome-
n_al self, would it reflect in any way the preceding self-characierization? What
circumstances might augment and what might lessen the impact of such seif-
characterization on the phenomenal scif?

First of all, it is abundantly clear that if an actor is pasitively reinforced for |
charactenzmg himself in a very enhanced way, his phenomenaf self will subse-
qu_cmly shift 1 the direction of the charucterized self. Indirect evidence on this
point 1s presemted by Jones, Gergen, and Davis (1962). Subjects instructed 10
play the role of feliowship applicants with an inlerviewer were considerably
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more self-enhancing than control subjects instructed 10 present themselves accu-
rately 10 a counselor trying 1o help them. Half the subjects in each condition then
Jearned that they had impressed the interviewer favorably; the other half learned
that the imerviewer was unfuvorably impressed. Regardless of whether subjects
were in the ingratiation or control (accuracy) conditions, those with positive
feedback rated their behavior in the interview as "more representative”” of their
true selves than those with negative feedback.

More direct evidence along the same lines comes from Gergen's (1965) exper-
iment, in which subjects in an ingratialion condition were instructed 10 make a
positive impression on an interviewer, and those in an accuracy condition were
instructed 10 help the interviewer get 1o know them. All subjects in the ingratia-
tion condition and half the accuracy condition subjects were then reinforced by
the interviewer's head nods and expressions of agreement cach time they charac-
terized themselves in & positive way on a special tniads test. The remaining accu~
rucy subjects were not reinforced at all. Finally, all subjects filled out a
self-esteem scale for the expenmenter 10 gauge the extent 10 which the reinfarce-
ment generalized. The results showed 2 considerable elevation of self-esicem
scores in the reinforcement conditions. Although ingratation subjects wers sig-
niicantly more self-enhancing in the interview than accuracy subjects, both
groups ultimately showed upproximately the same degree of sell-esteem cleve-
tion. This seems to indicale that even though subjects in the ingratiation condi-
tion realized that their self-characierizations were somewhat unrealistic, as
measured by the decline in self evaluauon from the inlervicw siuation (o the fi-
nal self raungs in a more neutral setung, they nevertheless did not lower thewr
self-esteem back 10 its onginal level. In both Gergen's experiment and the carlier
one of Jones, Gergen, and Davis, positive {ecdback was an imponant factor in
determining resultant self-esieem levels.

Recent studies by Jones, Rhodewalt, Berglas, and Skelion (1981) took 2 dif-
ferent approach to the question of the impact of self-presentation on the phenom-
enal self. If subjects can be induced 10 characierize themselves positively without
explicit instructions o fabricale or distont their characiensucs, thus may be suffi-
cient to elevate subsequent seif-ssteem, even in the ubsence of positive feedback,
Why might this be s0? Two possibilities suggest themselves. dissonance reduc-
tion and biased scanning. If we were (0 assume that actors have stable phenome-
nal selves and that ingranauon incentives induced them 10 describe their
charactenistics in ways that differ from this stable self-picture, dissonance would
be aroused. If the dissonance could not be reduced by atributing responsibility
for the discrepancy {0 experimenial instructions, it could most conveniently be
reduced by a change in the phenomenai self in the direction of the ingratiating
self-characterization. This would be yet another instance of attitudes refiecung
behavior in a situation where the acior has some choice and responsibility for his
actions (Wickiund & Brehm, 1976).

The biased-scanning approach (lanis & Giimore, 1965) nssumes that the
seives phenomenally available (o the same person over Lime arc highly vanable
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in many respects, including favorability; that is, sitzational cues and immediate
past experiences elevate the sulience of certain sel{-features more than others, It
follows that inducing « subject to describe himself in a highty favorable way is
nol necessarity dissonant with some of the phenomenaily available selves and
will not motivate the subject to change his stabie self-cancept in the direction of a
new phenomenal self. Instead. the biused-scanning hypothesis assumes selective
anention to those aspects of the phenomena! self thal are most consistent with the
actor's strategic goals. A subject induced to characterize himself very favorably,
for example, will typically do this without clear dissimulation or misrepresenta-
tion. He will put his best foot forward, but it is nevertheless his foot. Subse-
quently, because of the recent bjased scanning of favoruble instances and
self-uppraisals, the actor will show the kind of elevated self-esieem observed in
Gergen's study. o
Jones and Berglas (Experiment [ in Jones, et al_, 1981) set out 1o explore some
of the conditions under which self presentustion produces a shift in subsequent
seli-esteem. They invited prospective college-student subjects to participate for
moncy as members of small teams that would be observing high-school student
encounter groups. (This activity was selected as a highly desirable one for most
undergraduates.) Subjects were informed, however, that sclection as an observer
team member was contingent on: (1) doing well on a social sensitivity test; and
(2) impressing the team leader with their attractive gualities during an intervicw.
The social sensitvity test involved lovking at videotaped excerpts of three provi-
ous interviewees responding, allepedly, to the same ingrauaton-promoting in-
structions. The subjec: was asked 1o indicate which of the three received the
highest attraction ratings by the interviewer. This observation and rating task
provided a means of varying the perceived legitimacy of highly favorable versus
rather modest self-characterizations, Half the subjects saw wpes of highly self-
enhancing behavior in all three interviewees. For the remainder, the interviewees
were uniformly modest and self-deprecating. Crosscutting this vanation in the
direction of the consensus about how to be ingratiating, the order of events was
varied. Some subjects were exposed to the taped interview segments betore their
own interview; others saw the tapes after the interview. The interview tself in-
cluded a series of items from which a sel{-enhancement score could be denved.
After the two procedures, whatever their order, all subjects were asked as an
incidental afterthought 1o fill out some questionnaires for a colleague of the ex-
perimenter at apother umversity, Their responses would be anonymous and
would be mailed directly 10 him. This afierthought guestionnaire provided a .
measure of self-esteem in 2 totally different formar than that used for the,
behavioral measure in the interview, and the sctting was itsell neutral,
nonstrategic, and anonymous. Results showed a striking carmy-over from seif-
presentation (o subsequent self-esicem. Subjects who saw the consensus tapes
prior 1o their interviews were much affected by them; those exposed (o the scif-
enhancing consensus were themselves much more self-enhancing than those cx-
posed 10 the self-deprecating consensus. These differences cuntinued 10 be
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refiected in highly significant differences on the supposedly unrelated self-
esieem task. Subjects cxposed 1o the tapes gfter their inlerview were unaffecied
by the uppurent consensus. Thus, the sell-esteem carry-over is more than a sim-
pie effect of what is perceived to be legitimate or nonmative in a sitvation. It de-
pends crucially on whether the actor has been induced 1o modify his behavior.

Although powerful carry-over effects were obtuined in this study, their bear-
ing on the dissonance biased-scanning conroversy is not clear. The results are
very compatible with the biused scanning hypothesis, because subjects presented
a selective pattern of strengths or weaknesses that could easily bave made salient
cither an oplimistic or pessinustic view of the self. Dissonance theory would
have more trouble handling the reswlis, because it is not clear why dissonance
should have been aroused by the procedures—at least by those in the self
enhancing conditions. Why should there be dissonance when a subject describes
himselfl positively in the same setting in which he has seen others describing
themselves positively as well? Presumably, sclf-enhuncement should have high
perceived legitimacy in such a setting. Dissonance arousal would be prevenied
by the presence of a consensus jusufying any exaggerations or distortions in
characienzing the self,

In 4 foliow-up study (Experiment I1f in Jones, et al., 1981) subjects were in-
strucied te present themscives either in a self-enhancing or a seif-deprecating
way in & contrived inlerview situation. The inlerviewer supposedly did not know
the situation wiss contrived. Half the subjects were explicitly told that they could
withdraw from the éxperiment al this pont. The remaining subjects were given
no such option. This intended manipulation of cognitive dissonance produced
varaions in self-csieem carry-over, but only in the self-deprecating conditions.
Thus those who, in effect, chose to paniicipate 3n an imerview under self-
deprecation instructiong later rated their self-esteem lower than those who depre-
caled themselves without being 10ld they had the opuon 1o withdraw,

Alhough the choice manipulation had no effect on self-esieem carry-over in
the sell-enhancing inlerviews, u biased scanning manipulation did. Half the sub-
Jects penerated their own responses 1o the inlerview insuructions; the remaining
subjects were yoked te these so thal their fesponses in the interview were -
specified for them. This variation in the degree of self reference had no effect on
scli-csieem carry-over in the seli-deprecation conditions but clearly affected
carry-over after the self-enhancing interviews. Those who had gencrated their
own sclf-enhancing interview responses later showed higher seif-esicem than
yoked subjects constrained 10 make cxactly the same¢ responses.

These results are compiex but comprehensible. Jones, er al. (1981) sugygest
that the self-concept is not inflexibly suructured. Like other attitudes it hus & {ati-
tude of acceptable auributes—things that the individaul is willing to believe
ubout himself—and a lutitude of rejection. Subjects in the sell-enhancing condi-
Lion are basically operating within the latitude of accepiable auribuies. There-
fore, following the proposal of Fuzio, Zanna, and Cooper (1977, self éonccpz
changes should be explainable in terms of self perception theory {Bem, 1972).
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According 10 this theory, subjects’ self concepts should be heavily influenced by
their recent behavior, as Jong as that behavior is seen as self-relevant. Presuma-
bly, subjects in the yoked conditions do nol see their behavior as sclf-.rclcvam
since the specific content is specified by someone else, Sclf-dcpp:calmg .sub-
Jects, on the other hand, are acknowledging self anributes that fall io the lau'tudc
of rejection. Thus, again according o Fazio, Zanna, and Cooper (1977). d:ssp-
nunce is created 10 the exient that there is perceived choice 1o describe oneself in
a self-deprecating way.

The resuits of this fina! experiment in the series reporied by Jones, et al.,
(1981) suggest that self presentation can influence the phenomenal self both
through biased scanning and dissonance reduction processes, d:pcndlng impor-
tantly on the conditions and the conient of the self presentation episode.

Performance Authenticity, Seli-handicapping, and Social Feedback

The effects of other presentational tactics on the phenomenal sclf are contingent
both on the social fesdback they elicit and the *“authenticity®” of the prnscnl.c‘d
self. The ingratistor wants 1o be liked, bur it is especially rewarding if he is
viewed as artractive having not misrepresented himself. Jones {1964) rg'fcrs o
this as the **signifying’" value of feedback, noting cach actor's interest In ven-
fying or validaung his self-concept by reading the social responses of others and
4lso noting that the signification value of approval is less meaningful to the ex-
lent that the acior has gone oul of his way (o achieve il. As Lord Chcsu:rﬁcl_d
{1774) proposed, futhermore, approval is especially valued if we arc uncerain
about whether we deserve it. We believe that very similar pouwnts could be made
with regard (o self-promotion and the desire for respect. It iy nice if someone be-
lieves we afe compelent, it is betier if the same person confirms our own belicfs
in our compclcnéc. and It 1s even betier if someones convinces us we are compe-
ten! in an anca where we were previously uncenain.

The fact that approva! is especially valuable following an authentic or repre-
sentative performance puls pressures on the actor that have consequences for :.hc
phenomenal self. On the onc hand, perceived legitimacy considerations consiratn
his self-presentations so that they are at jeast loosely tethered to the phcnopacnuJ
self. On the other band, given the fact that some self-presentations OCCur In sei-
tings that tempt the acior 10 make questionable claims, we can imagine pressures
on the individual 1o bring his phenomena! self in line with these claims. Only in
this way can he maximize the signification value of any approval recerved.

The desire for self-validating approval may become especially strong when
events conspire to threaten cherished features of the phenomenat sclf. Thus, the
rejected suitor may try especially hard to be charming and [ikublc around his f:_—
male friends; the solid citizen arrested for speeding might decide to increase his
community service work. In such cases threats 1o the phenomenal self lead to
self-presentations designed 1o secure restorative feedback. To the extent that the
threaened acior sustains his counieractive behavior or o the cxient that the coun-
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leractive behavior involves effortful and costly commitments, social confirma-
tion will have the restorutive power sought. .
Such validation-oriented self-presentations invoive a kind of **positioning™’ 10
optimize the valuc of scli-presentational success. An observer’s respect for &
self-promoting actor is more valuable when it confirms the actor’s own image of
seif competence. And the actor's subjective competence image may itself evolve
from, or be protected by, sclf-handicapping strategies. Jones and Berglas (1978)
used this term o denote a widespread wendency to avoid unequivocal information
about one's own abilities when thal information might suggest incompetence. To
this end peopie may arrunge performance circumstances that create impediments
in the path of optima) pertormance (thus, the word handicupping). In this way re-
sponsibility for success may be triumphantly inlernalized and for failure, dis-
counied. Berglas and Jones (1978} present the dua from two experiments 1o
show subjects will protect i}l-gotien performance gans (in their expenments a
“success” derived from luck or chance) by chousing a performance-inhibuing
rather than a performance-facilitating drug prior to rewest, The notion of seif-
handicapping !its into a more general tramework of *egousm’’ in self-artribution
(Snyder, Siephan, & Rosenficid, 1978). From the present point of view, self-
handicapping and other ggotistic mancuvers may be seen as one way to position
one's sell so that signs ol respect from others for one’s competence will not be
dismissed as ill-gotten or undeserved pain. Al the same Lime, such mancuvers re-
duce the impact of failure or disparaging criucism.

Dther Carry-Over Efacts

intimidation. To what extenl must the intimidator come 1o terms with his
poiential to hurt others and his willingness to expioil that potenual? We have
noted that inuimidation requires a relationship that is 10 some extent
nonvoluntary. This fact has the imponant consequence that the intimidator may
seidom receive the attributional feedback that his actions deserve. lnsiead of
leamning that he s ruthless or dangerous or violence prone, he may reccive sig-
nals of admiration and fealty. Thus, intimidation can clici! ingratiation or sappli-
cation often enough for the intimidator 10 be quite misied conceming the.
atuributions he has actually elicited in those who do his bidding. This is reminis-
cent of the tyrant’s dilemma noted by Thibaut and Riecken (1935). A tyrant may
exert successful controi over his subjects, but the more he applies his power the
less information he receives concemning their spontancous goodwill and affec-
tion. Thus, the intimidaior may bask in the unwarranted inference that people are
doing things for him because they like him or respect him, rather than because
they are afraid not t1o.

On the other hand, there may be circumstances that shatter such illusions and
leave the intimidator with the realization that his power is truly based on his will-
ingness to apply negative sanctions. Here, perhaps, the intimidator can and does
protect hus phenomenal seif from the negative implications of his behavior by one

~ important to distinguish berw
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of a number of justifications: The worid is a i i
er : rid is 2 jungie, it' it’
my neck il we fail, war is hell. e *for your own good. i’
sc!z:_'zerrwplu‘rcqr:an. It is an intriguing fact thar excmplifiers ofien present them-
: c? as mediators or spob_ncsmcn for external agencies. Thibaut (1964} has writ~
‘::;no lthe" ?‘arndomcal mixture of activism and fatalism in the lives of great
o c;fg:'::[ n::: nn;anyrcms Lllwrc appears o be a strong dependence on a power-
y of control. which may sometimes be a | { dei i
luctable hustorical force, an inseitui s 2t oot mmanlm-
foree, nsttulion (the army}), etc. It is as though the
::::;:gbecdc‘: a Cua;u:’O;l that pave him greater strength 1o strive or tog::sist than
mmanded Dy any single individua! [p. 87].* Thib
' y sing . 87]. aul SUpResLs & num-
:::ra c;‘f1 ;;‘T:\?:l w?y spgh an imagined coalition with a powerful agcn?; might lead
ol stnving and influence and accomplishment. In the
_ . resent con-
:_cxl. however, we are more interested in some of the paradoxical cgnscquc;z:s
dc_:rllhc phcpomenai self of acting on behalf of an al] powerful force. One's imme
lale associations might supgest that servile **hurmilicy"” : i .
. a ‘ umility’” would be the self-im;
mosll compatible with exempiification. But there are many conflicung d.a:lz:mtdhi
;:-:3;? ms:a;nccs of arrogance and expioitation, even if we avoid he otally
L u T;m cu.t leaders and cvungclisr.s who deliberately dissimulate for power or
wcm. mi?; :"cdc_nough Cases in which initially humble, selfiess exemplifiers
eC 1nto arrogant exploiters 1o pose a chall OC]
logical analysis. Perhaps ; i b 1 o Fexeho-
. ps because of the coalition with an omni
i : ‘ tenr a
:l:]iﬂtl(?i:dI previously, the exemplifier may come 1o believe tn his z(:vn mogini;):
iy m:ra_ ility a_nd lose contac with normally effective social und legal sanctions
. e c'a;se of jnm Joncs‘ and his voracious sexua] exploiations secms pcm’ncn;
OF';} : ong \?}r‘h the ultimarte homicida! behavior of Charies Hedniek, the founder
anon. [here are doubtless other cases in which the ifier i
- non. , ) Lhe exemplifier gets carmied
away wm; his own moral authonty. Such transformations sccmpto be Exurmc in-
m‘ru:n of the impact of a self-presentational strategy on the phenomenal self.
a bing m.!hg more cz‘tsuai everyday exemplifier, we suspect that thers is con-
“ﬁra £ strain m_hcrcm In maintaining an impeccable mora) posiure. The cxem-
a onct:'i;nay ﬁind himself on a perpetual treadmill, for behavioral deparures from
€55 claims can clicit ridicule and conlempt. Here, perhaps, it might seem
: een the implicit exemplifier and mé more expl
- : cu
zhshma.nl t 10 \kr.onhln;ss. To the exient, however, thar the actor alempts 1o p(.radc' 1
wl:‘ m;‘s wonhmcs.s In the market of social influence, he becomes a claimant
m:r :r not this is made explicit. Implicit or expiicit worthiness claims placc a
gmm urden on u_mc exemplifier than competence claims do on the self-
Efc- u::tcr. To ovcl:csumale_ one’s competence may be seen as part of the game of
. c.harpmdcf :m: 5 \_vonhmcss_ I1s at the very least to heighten one's vulnerabiiity
o ¢ ?csdo hypocrisy, sc!f-ngmcousncss. or frauduient piery. There is some-
mmﬁ th 1 ;::::ca_l aboul expressing pride in one’s humility, or exerting influence
heox ognhs::‘ c;s pln.l. In addition, whereas one can be competent at x but not at y or
. 15 a more cither/or quality, a more indivisi
' tsible whole.
A consequence of the constan: pressure on the exemplifier may be the use of
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“lime-outs™ of the segregation of on-stage from back-stage performances
(Gotfman, 1959). Thus, the exemplifier may be able to mauintain 2 consistent
moral posture in front of one audience, whereas behaving differently in pnivate or
wilh other audiences. The priest may be a secret heavy drinker or visit brothels in
a neighboring city. The father may be profligate and self-indulgent at a conven-
tion, although emphasizing the vinues of self-denial to his children.

Supplicanion. The phenomenal self of the supplicant is by definition incom-
plete. The supplicant’s self-csieem must be threatened by his culuvation of de-
pendence and ineptitude. We speculate that this might be countered by a form of
“identificauon with the aggressor™ that may provide psychological sustenance.,
To wke pleasure in the outcomes and achievements of those who control your
fate may be an important form of vicarious gratification that gives closure o the
self-concept. An emphasis of the 1cam, the orgunization, the family, the ethnic
group may perhaps be a saving {eature of the supplicant’s phenomenal self. If
one 1s dependent on others, it may be comforiing to think in terms of larger sym-
biolic units when reficcung on one’s identity,

An alternanive possibiinty s that the supphicant can view himaelf as deserving
the largesse of others more fuortunate than he. This may coincide with a broader
wdeviopical conviction that those who have ganed more should be expecied w0
give mure. Equity, not equality is the watchword. Or the dependent supplicant
may {eel that the sysiem let im down; therefore, the convicuon that the system
“‘owes him" is woven o an ideology of embittered and peevish passivity.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The stratcgic self-presentation rubric encompasses much, though by no means
all, of interpersonal behavior. The present essay has drawn atiention to five dis-
linct straiegies designed to manipulaie a target person’s attnbutions 10 an actor.
The attributions sought are in the ultimate interest of power mainienance or aug-
mentation. 1t should be emphasized that most of the time these strategies are not
seif-consciously pursued. We assume that because power-reducing actions are
maladaptive for the penson, he leums—indeed overleams—those ways of
behaving that have power-augmenting implications for the self. By and large
these ways of behaving become semiautomatic reaclions triggered by
interpersonal threats and opportunities.

The sirategy of ingrariation 1s undoubtedly the most ubiquitous as well as the
most highly researched. It is hard 1o imagine a person who 1s totally indifferent w
the affective reactions he induces in others; we all would rather be liked than ig-
nored or disliked. And efforts (o be liked are presumably boosted when we find
oursclves in 4 dependent or low-power position. Research has highlighted the di-
lemma facing the would-be ingratiator; the greater or more obvious the depend-
cnce, the greater the target person’s defensive sensitivity 1o ingratating
ovenures, Nevertheless, tarpet persons are often trapped by their own vanity.
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Just as the ingralialor wants 0 believe in his own sincerity, the target person
wunts 10 believe in the sincenity of the compliments or agresments he receives.
'I'hls clearly mutes the ingratiator's dilemma, Nevertheless, establishing ¢redibil-
1y s & major wask for the ingratiator—oprecisely in those senngs where he most
wunts 10 be liked.

{niimidarion is a second strutegy and one quite distinet from ingratiation in
cmphasizing threat and the manipulation of fear rather than the more positive
emotions associated with affection. Intimidation aiso requires credibility for its
effecliveness, bur even credibie intimidation may be a self defeating strategy in
relationships that may be casily abrogated or avoided. However, the more subtle
forms of intimidation are often woven through relationships that are basically
founded on affection, respect, and other positive emotions. Subtle intimidation
pressures may shape the fiow of behavior and lead to consistent conversational
omi_ssions or diversions. Intimidators are generally (though not necessarily) in
positions of high power reiative 1o their targets. To the extent that this is true, the
intimidator is not likely 10 leamn thar the targer's compliances are based on fear.
In such settings of clear differential power intimidation often breeds ingratiation
and thus provides the intimidator with misleading feedback concerning the awn-
butions actually suggesied by his actions.

Self-Promotion. the third strategy discussed, is a close cousin 1o ingratiation
with the emphasis on competence and respect rather than personal attractiveness
and affection. A distinctive feature is the potenuial availability of independent ev-
idence concerning ability. This raises the danger of false claims with which the
self-promoted may be discredited. But the lines of inference [rom perforance to
attributed ability are usually tenuous enough to permit considerable sirategic ma-
neuvenng. Self-handicapping sirategies are not only useful for deceiving oneself,
they can be very tmponant in wranging one's self-presentations before inHuen-
lial audiences. The self handicapper can always make sure that his performances
are given under less than optimal circumstances, thus guaranieaing thut poor per-
formance will be auributionally ambiguous, and that good performance will
yield high competence attributions. 1n addition, research has shown that people
are well uware of the rejative artractiveness of cerain causal factors underiying
competence, and we assume that they will arrange their seif-presentations to sug-
pest the existence of these attractive causal factors. Most of us would rather be
considered as relaxed but brilliant, for example, than as plodding overachievers.
There are occasions, however, when the latter attribution might be acceplable or
even preferred.

x_‘:'_rcmph'ﬁcarian. the fourth strategy, runs the gamut from the explicit manipu-
lations of muckrakers and religious leaders to the sublleties of serving as a mod-
est moral model in the parent or teacher role. Allemplng to exemplily virtue or
culture-defined worthiness has difierent implications for the actor than ar-
lempling {0 promote one's competence image. Worthiness is a more scamiess
whole atribute than competence. A man who has been 2 model of virue all his
life, but who one day is caught with his hand in the till, is suddenly but a parogy
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of vinue, a fraudulent hypocrite. A performer who occasionally fails 1o live up 1o
expectations is easily excused as having 2 bad day, .
The final strategy, supplication. may be considered a strategy of last reson,
but it may nevertheless be a highly efiective way of avoiding the ncgative
reaches of others’ power when one's own power respurces are himited. By
throwing himself at the mercy of the high-power target person, the supplicant
counts on social responsibiitty norms 10 reduce the risk of being even funther
expioited because he has adverised his dependence. His reading of the tarpet
person’s susceplibiiity 10 such nonnanve pressure is obviously very imporuant,
We propose that these five stratepies are interwoven in much of social behav-
sor, though the behavior aimost always serves other purposes as well #s power
augmentation. We do not propose that this is somebow a typology of persons,
even if for expositional purposes we have wrnnien about intimidators, exemplifi-
ers, and supplicants. Though we do not think much wouid be gained by a psy-
chometric individual-difference approach o self-presentational smalegies, it
wouid not be aliogether surprising o find that cerain expericnces and cenain
personal resources would muke one struiegy much more prominent than others in
a panicular actor's reperiory. 1t is clear also that the srrategies are ofien linked or
fused so that one precedes or pives way 1o another. This is panicularly true of the
tno, ingratiation, self-promoton, and exempithcation. On the other hand, ingra-
tation and intimidation scem 10 be rather incompatible strategies, as are self-
promotion and supplicabion. Finally, one &ctor's Strategy may trigger
countersizalegies in the targe! person. We have noted that intmudation can lead
to ingraliation, but the opposite may slso be true if target persons nse to take ad-
vaniuge ol those who appear 1o like them. Seif-promotion might in some cases
give rise 10 compeling self-promotion in the target, or in other circumstances it
could evoke supplication or ingratation. All of which makes it extremely diffi-
cul! to think of promusing rescarch strarcgies for pinning down determinants and
conditions. We hope and suspect, however, that the provision of the present tax-
onomy will not only stimulaie such research but provide @ framework for & fair
amount of existing rescarch that was produced under different lubels for different

theoretical purposes. We ourselves intend to pursue these possibilities in our fu-
ture work.
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