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Impression management, the process by which people control the impressions others form of them,
plays an important role in interpersonal behavior. This article presents a 2-component model within
which the literature regarding impression management is reviewed. This model conceptualizes im-
pression management as being composed of 2 discrete processes. The 1st involves impression moti-
vation—the degree to which people are motivated to control how others see them. Impression moti-
vation is conceptualized as a function of 3 factors: the goal-relevance of the impressions one creates,
the value of desired outcomes, and the discrepancy between current and desired images. The 2nd
component involves impression construction. Five factors appear to determine the kinds of impres-
sions people try to construct: the self-concept, desired and undesired identity images, role con-
straints, target’s values, and current social image. The 2-component model provides coherence to
the literature in the area, addresses controversial issues, and supplies a framework for future research

regarding impression management.

People have an ongoing interest in how others perceive and
evaluate them. Each year, Americans spend billions of dollars
on diets, cosmetics, and plastic surgery—all intended to make
them more attractive to others. Political candidates are pack-
aged for the public’s consumption like automobiles or breakfast
cereals. Parents stress to their children the importance of first
impressions and, when trying to control public misbehaviors,
may admonish them to consider “what the neighbors will
think.” Millions of people become paralyzed at the prospect of
speaking or performing in public because they are worried
about the audience’s evaluation of them. Even in relatively
mundane encounters at home, work, school, and elsewhere,
people monitor others’ reactions to them and often try to con-
vey images of themselves that promote their attainment of de-
sired goals.

Impression management (also called self-presentation) refers
to the process by which individuals attempt to control the im-
pressions others form of them. Because the impressions people
make on others have implications for how others perceive, eval-
uate, and treat them, as well as for their own views of them-
selves, people sometimes behave in ways that will create certain
impressions in others’ eyes.

Although most writers have used the terms impression man-
agement and self-presentation interchangeably, some have dis-
tinguished between them. Schlenker (1980), for example, de-
fined impression management as the “attempt to control im-
ages that are projected in real or imagined social interactions”
and reserved the term self-presentation for instances in which
the projected images are “self-relevant” (p. 6). Presumably, peo-
ple may manage the impressions of entities other than them-
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selves, such as businesses, cities, and other people. Similarly,
D. J. Schneider (1981) pointed out that impressions may be
managed by means other than self-presentation. For example,
impressions of an individual may be managed by a third party.
In general, then, impression management is a broader and more
encompassing term than self-presentation. However, because
most research has dealt with how people control the impres-
sions others form of them (for which both terms are appropri-
ate), we use the terms interchangeably.

Some theorists have suggested that self-presentation involves
not only people’s attempts to manage the impressions others
form, but also efforts to control their impressions of themselves
as well (Greenwald & Breckler, 1985; Hogan, Jones, & Cheek,
1985; Schlenker, 1985). Although we acknowledge that people
are motivated to maintain particular beliefs about themselves
{Greenwald & Breckler, 1985), we dispute that this should be
regarded as “self-presentation to the self.”

Our conceptualization of self-presentation coincides with
those who have defined impression management (or self-pre-
sentation) only in terms of fostering impressions in others’ eyes
(Arkin & Baumgardner, 1986; Baumeister, 1982b; Baumeister
& Tice, 1986; Goffman, 1959; E. E. Jones & Pittman, 1982;
Schlenker, 1980; D. J. Schneider, 1981; Tedeschi, 1986). The
issue is more than semantic. We see conceptual drawbacks to
regarding the maintenance of private self-images and the main-
tenance of public impressions as the same phenomenon (see
Tedeschi, 1986).

Most important, the psychological manifestations of these
two processes are often quite different. In most instances, the
maintenance of private self-perceptions is mediated purely by
cognitive processes. In their discussion of this issue, Greenwald
and Breckler (1985) described several phenomena that reflect
people’s interest in maintaining desired private identities, such
as self-serving attributions in private settings. However, each of
their examples involves purely cognitive processes. To the ex-
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tent that the maintenance of private self-identity often occurs
entirely on a cognitive level, any self-relevant thought could po-
tentially be viewed as self-presentation to the self. Public self-
presentation is, of course, always overtly behavioral.

Second, factors that motivate and constrain public impres-
sion management and private self-image maintenance differ in
many respects. Many of the purely social factors that affect peo-
ple’s public images play little or no role in private self-mainte-
nance. As Tedeschi observed,

secret agendas, a desire to manipulate or deceive others, the goal of
getting others to mediate reinforcements that otherwise would not
be attainable, as well as possession of different perspectives, infor-
mation, and values contribute to important differences between
the observations and evaluations of one’s own behavior and the
attributions made by others. (1986, p. 10)

Schlenker (1986, p. 23) has provided a potentially useful ap-
proach to reconciling the self-as-audience and others-as-audi-
ence approaches. He uses the broader term self-identification to
refer to the “process, means, or result of showing oneself to be
a particular type of person, thereby specifying one’s identity”
(see also Schlenker, 1985). Defined in this manner, the mainte-
nance of both private self-images and public impressions are
subtypes of self-identification. People may engage in self-identi-
fication to themselves as well as to others. Schlenker’s model
provides an important means of integrating conceptual analy-
ses of private and public self-processes, but considerable empir-
ical work is needed to document their differences and similari-
ties. In any case, nothing in Schlenker’s model suggests that pri-
vate and public self-identification processes are isomorphic or
indistinguishable.

In this article, our interest is only on factors that affect self-
presentations to others. This is not to deny the fact that private
self-motives play a role in impression management (which is
discussed later), or the fact that people try to maintain certain
views of themselves. However, because virtuaily all previous
work has dealt with self-presentations to others and because we
view these two processes as distinct, our review is confined to
this literature.

Scientific interest in self-presentation can be traced to
Goffman (1959). In his seminal book, The Presentation of Self
in Everyday Life, Goffman discussed the importance of self-
presentation for defining the individual’s place in the social or-
der, for setting the tone and direction of an interaction, and for
facilitating the performance of role-governed behavior. As a
sociologist, Goffman was interested primarily in the role that
self-presentation plays in the construction of social reality. Fur-
thermore, Goffman tended to dismiss the importance of inner
psychological factors in symbolic social interactions in favor of
external factors that are “impressed” on the individual from
without (1967, p. 45).

E. E. Jones and his colleagues extended self-presentation to
include people’s attempts to control others’ impressions of their
personal characteristics and sparked psychologists’ interest in
impression management (E. E. Jones, 1964; E. E. Jones, Ger-
gen, Gumpert, & Thibaut, 1965; E. E. Jones, Gergen, & Jones,
1963). Jones subsequently contributed theoretical perspectives
and a great deal of empirical research to the study of self-pre-
sentation (e.g., E. E. Jones & Pittman, 1982; E. E. Jones &
Wortman, 1972).

Despite a steady stream of research during the 1960s and
1970s, impression management remained a relatively periph-
eral topic in social and personality psychology, leading some to
characterize the impression management approach as more of
a guiding model than a theory of interpersonal behavior (E. E.
Jones & Pittman, 1982; Shaw & Costanzo, 1982; Tetlock &
Manstead, 1985). Indeed, until quite recently, few textbooks in
social psychology devoted more than a passing reference to im-
pression management.

More recently, however, impression management has at-
tracted increased attention as a fundamental interpersonal pro-
cess. Recent interest in self-presentational processes has been
fueled by two developments. First, E. E. Jones and Pittman
(1982), Schlenker (1980, 1985), Baumeister (1982b, 1986), Ho-
gan (1982), and others have contributed excelient conceptual
analyses of impression management, thereby providing coher-
ence to the area.

In addition, researchers have applied impression manage-
ment perspectives to an increasing variety of interpersonal phe-
nomena, such as aggression (Felson, 1978; Tedeschi, Smith, &
Brown, 1974), attitude change (Schienker, Forsyth, Leary, &
Miller, 1980; Tedeschi, Schlenker, & Bonoma, 1971), self-serv-
ing attributions (Weary & Arkin, 1981), social facilitation
(Bond, 1982; Sanders, 1984), psychotic symptoms (Bragin-
sky, Braginsky, & Ring, 1969), social anxiety and inhibition
(Schlenker & Leary, 1982b), perceived exertion (Hardy, Hall, &
Prestholdt, 1986), self-handicapping (Kolditz & Arkin, 1982),
and counseling processes (Friedlander & Schwartz, 1985). Re-
views of these literatures may be found in Baumeister (1982b,
1986), Schlenker (1980), and Tedeschi (1981).

Components of Impression Management

Our primary objective in this review was to reduce the myr-
iad of variables that affect impression management to the small-
est possible set of theoretically meaningful factors. It became
clear, however, that what has been called impression manage-
ment involves two discrete processes, each of which operates
according to different principles and is affected by different situ-
ational and dispositional antecedents. The first process involves
what we call impression motivation, the second impression con-
struction.

People regularly monitor their impact on others and try to
gauge the impressions other people form of them. Often, they
do this without any attempt to create a particular impression,
but simply to ensure that their public persona is intact. Under
certain circumstances, however, people become motivated to
control how others see them. This impression motivation pro-
cess is associated with the desire to create particular impres-
sions in others’ minds, but may or may not manifest itself in
overt impression-relevant actions. In some instances, people are
highly motivated to manage their impressions but refrain from
doing so. Thus, our review first identifies the conditions under
which people become motivated to manage their public impres-
sions.

The second component of impression management involves
impression construction. Once motivated to create certain im-
pressions, people may alter their behaviors to affect others’ im-
pressions of them. This involves not only choosing the kind of
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IMPRESSION MOTIVATION
o Goal-relevance of impressions
o Value of desired goals
e Discrepancy between desired and

current image

IMPRESSION CONSTRUCTION
@ Self-concept
@ Desired and undesired identity images
@ Role constraints
o Target’s values

o Current or potential social image

Figure 1. The two components of impression management,

impression to create, but deciding precisely how they will go
about doing so (such as deciding whether to create the desired
impression via self-description, nonverbal behavior, or props,
for example). Thus, our model accounts not only for why peo-
ple are concerned with others’ impressions of them in a particu-
lar social setting, but also for why people adopt one impression
management tactic rather than another. Put another way, what
has been called impression management is composed of at least
two distinct subprocesses: impression motivation and impres-
sion construction.

Previous conceptual analyses of self-presentation do not dis-
tinguish clearly between these facets of impression manage-
ment. For example, in his expectancy-value model, Schienker
(1980) did not separate the motive to impression-manage from
the specific image one wants to create. Similarly, in their taxon-
omy of self-presentational strategies, E. E. Jones and Pittman
(1982) defined particular strategies in terms of both the individ-
ual’s interpersonal motives and the kinds of impressions cre-
ated.’

In the remainder of this article, we elaborate on this two-com-
ponent model of impression management and review the litera-
ture within the framework it provides. Figure 1 provides an
overview of the model and accompanying review. According to
our model, the impression motivation process is affected by
three primary factors: the goal-relevance of impressions, the
value of the desired outcomes, and the existing discrepancy be-
tween the individual’s current image and the image he or she
desires to convey. The impression construction process is
affected by five factors: the person’s self-concept, his or her de-
sired (and undesired) identities, the constraints of the role in
which the individual finds himself or herself, the target’s values,
and the person’s perceptions of how he or she is regarded cur-
rently.

Impression Motivation

Although concerns about how one is perceived and evaluated
by others are prevalent in everyday life, people are not always
attuned to what others might be thinking about them, and do
not direct all of their behaviors toward creating an impression.

Situational and dispositional factors interact to determine how
attentive people are to information regarding how they are com-
ing across to others.

Levels of Impression Monitoring

At one extreme are situations in which people are virtually
oblivious of others’ reactions to them. Situations that induce a
state of “subjective self-awareness,” for example, draw people’s
attention away from themselves to environmental stimuli.
When in such a state, people do not hold themselves as an object
of their own thoughts and thus do not process information in a
self-relevant fashion (Duval & Wicklund, 1972). In moments of
ecstatic joy or in deindividuating circumstances, for example,
people may fail to consider how their behavior is viewed by oth-
ers (Diener, 1979; Lindskold & Propst, 1981).

At the other extreme are situations characterized by acute
public self-awareness in which people attend consciously to the
aspects of themselves that others can observe, such as their ap-
pearance and behavior (Buss, 1980). When under others’ in-
tense scrutiny, for example, people find it difficult not to think
about the impressions others are forming. Similarly, when the
importance of making the “right” impression is salient (such as
on a first date or job interview), people deliberately search for
cues regarding others’ impressions of them and attend selec-
tively to information that is relevant to making the right impres-
sion.

Most of the time, however, people operate between these ex-
tremes. In general, people appear to process others’ impression-
relevant reactions at a pregttentive or nonconscious level. With-
out consciously considering how others might be perceiving
them, people nonetheless scan the social environment for infor-

! Although ours is the first model to distinguish explictly between the
“motivation” and “construction” components of impression manage-
ment, the essential distinction has a long history in psychology. It is
superficially similar, for example, to Hull’s (1943) distinction between
processes that energize behavior (e.g., drive) and processes that direct
behavior.
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mation regarding how others regard them. This is a social mani-
festation of a more general attentional process that has received
considerable attention from cognitive psychologists. Even as
they devote conscious attention to one stimulus, people are able
to monitor other stimuli at a preattentive level (W. Schneider &
Shiffrin, 1977). When certain stimuli are detected at a preatten-
tive level, conscious attention may shift to those stimuli (Cherry,
1953).

Furthermore, because many patterns of self-presentation are
overlearned, habitual, and unconscious (Hogan, 1982; Hogan
et al., 1985; Schlenker, 1980), people sometimes engage in im-
pression-relevant behavior with little attention to what they are
doing. For example, as employees enter the boss’s office, they
may unconsciously tuck in their shirttails, rake their hand
through their hair, and smile.

Conceiving impression monitoring as primarily a preatten-
tive process helps to explain why people are seldom aware of
attending to others’ impression-relevant reactions, yet become
quickly attuned to particularly good or bad appraisals from
others. Furthermore, it accounts for why impression manage-
ment processes do not affect all behavior, yet may be activated
atany time.

Aside from general work on the topic of public self-conscious-
ness (e.g., Buss, 1980; Fenigstein, 1987), researchers have paid
scant attention to the perceptual and cognitive processes in-
volved in attending to one’s self-presentations and others’ reac-
tions to them (see, however, Baumeister, Hutton, & Tice, in
press). Most research has presented subjects with information
regarding the ““best” images to present or with unequivocal
feedback regarding others’ impressions of them. In doing so,
they bypass the stages at which people begin to attend to their
public images and draw inferences about how others perceive
them.

Primary Self-Presentational Motives

People typically monitor the impressions others are forming
without explicitly managing how they are coming across. Occa-
sionally, however, events motivate individuals to control how
others perceive them. At the most general level, the motive to
engage in impression management springs from the same moti-
vational source as all behavior, namely to maximize expected
rewards and minimize expected punishments (Schlenker,
1980). This proposition is neither novel nor controversial. How-
ever, an analysis of the specific goals of self-presentational be-
havior sheds light on factors that motivate people to impression-
manage.

Goffman (1959) did not provide a detailed discussion of the
motives that prompt self-presentational behaviors, but implied
that people engage in self-presentation to control others’ reac-
tions to them. According to Goffman, self-presentation serves
to define social encounters and one’s role in them, definitions
that then guide others’ reactions. E. E. Jones and Pittman
(1982) construed this motive along similar lines. They sug-
gested that self-presentation reflects the motive to augment
one’s power over others. By shaping others’ attributions of one’s
dispositions, one can influence others’ behaviors in desired
ways.

Schlenker (1980) proposed an expectancy-value approach to

seif-presentation. Every image that a person might claim has
potential benefits and liabilities, outcomes that differ with re-
spect to both their value to the individual and their perceived
probability. According to Schlenker, people are motivated to
claim images that have the highest potential value, although
other factors (such as the sanctions that may occur if one fails
in an attempt to claim an image) also determine how motivated
people will be to claim particular images.

Baumeister and Tice (1986; Baumeister, 1982b) discussed
two distinct motives that underlie self-presentation. On one
hand, people may play to an audience in an attempt to affect
their behaviors—a purely social function. Alternatively, people
may engage in self-presentation as a means of constructing their
public identities. Through self-presentational acts, people may
attempt to make their public selves consistent with their ideal
selves.

We believe that impression management may be used to in-
crease subjective well-being in three interrelated yet distinct
ways: (a) by maximizing one’s reward-cost ratio in social re-
lations, (b) by enhancing one’s self-esteem, and (c) by facilitat-
ing the development of desired identities (see Rosenberg, 1979).
We describe each of these motives in turn.

Social and material outcomes. Self-presentation allows peo-
ple to maximize their reward-cost ratio as they deal with others
(Schlenker, 1980). Conveying the right impression increases the
likelihood that one will obtain desired outcomes and avoid un-
desired outcomes. Some such outcomes are interpersonal in na-
ture, such as approval, friendship, assistance, power, and so on.
Other such outcomes are material. For example, being viewed
as competent may result in a raise in salary or in better working
conditions.

The use of impression management in the acquisition of de-
sired social and material outcomes has been widely studied and
well documented (Schlenker, 1980; Tedeschi, 1981). However,
the fact that people often are concerned with how others per-
ceive them even when no immediate or future outcomes depend
on the impressions they make suggests that other factors may
motivate impression management.

Self-esteem maintenance. The idea that people are motivated
to maintain and enhance their self-esteem has achieved the sta-
tus of an axiom within personality and social psychology (Adler,
1930; Allport, 1955; S. C. Jones, 1973; Rogers, 1959; Rosen-
berg, 1979). People may engage in impression management to
regulate their self-esteem in two ways. First, others’ reactions to
the individual may raise or deflate self-esteem. Compliments,
praise, and indications of liking serve to enhance self-esteem,
whereas criticism and rejection deflate it. As a result, people
often try to make impressions that will elicit esteem-enhancing
reactions, particularly when they expect feedback from others
(D. J. Schneider, 1969).

Second, self-esteem is affected by people’s self-evaluations of
their performances and others’ imagined reactions to them.
People may perceive they have made a good or bad impression
and experience resulting changes in self-esteem in the absence
of explicit or implicit feedback from others (Darley & Goethals,
1980, Filter & Gross, 1975; Reis & Gruzen, 1976).

Development of identity. People also engage in self-presenta-
tion as a means of creating their identities (Baumeister, 1982b;
Gollwitzer, 1986; Wicklund & Gollwitzer, 1982). Gollwitzer
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(1986) proposed that acquiring a particular identity “requires
the execution of identity-related activities” (p. 145). Because
identity is ultimately derived from society (Cooley, 1902; Mead,
1934), people sometimes “seif-symbolize,” that is, engage in
public behaviors that indicate the possession of identity-rele-
vant characteristics. For example, a new assistant professor can
solidify his or her identity as an academician by behaving like a
faculty member “should™ behave.

Proponents of symbolic self-completion theory have drawn a
distinction between self-symbolizing and self-presentation,
however. Gollwitzer (1986) maintained that self-symbolizing
activities are not responsive to many of the variables that affect
self-presentation (such as target characteristics) and, thus, do
not involve self-presentation. Because we construe self-presen-
tation more broadly, we believe that self-symbolizing (as de-
scribed by Wicklund & Gollwitzer, 1982) does involve self-pre-
sentational processes. In some instances of self-symbolizing,
audience reactions may be relatively immaterial; as is seen later,
variables other than the target’s characteristics and values affect
self-presentation. In other cases, however, development of one’s
identity occurs through impression-relevant behaviors that are
responsive to interpersonal factors.

Although these can be regarded as three distinct motives, the
specific factors that elicit them overlap substantially. For exam-
ple, self-presentational behaviors that obtain rewards from oth-
ers are often those that raise self-esteem and establish desired
identities as well. There are exceptions, however. For example,
the impressions that result in valued outcomes sometimes in-
volve presenting an unfavorable view of oneself, thereby lower-
ing self-esteem (as when a woman “‘plays dumb” to impress her
chauvinistic date; Gove, Hughes, & Geerken, 1980). However,
relatively little research has examined how people respond to
impressional dilemmas in which these motives conflict (Leary
& Lamphere, 1988).

Antecedents of Impression Motivation

The degree to which people are motivated to control how oth-
ers perceive them is affected by a variety of situational and dis-
positional variables. In our theoretical scheme, these are sub-
sumed by three central factors that determine impression moti-
vation: the goal-relevance of the impressions, the value of the
desired outcomes, and the discrepancy between one’s desired
and current social image. We discuss each of these in turn.

Goal-relevance of impressions. People are more motivated to
impression-manage when the impressions they make are rele-
vant to the fulfillment of one or more of the goals we have de-
scribed (social and material outcomes, self-esteem mainte-
nance, identity development). In cases in which one’s im-
pressions have few, if any, implications for one’s outcomes,
self-esteem, or identity, the motive to impression-manage will
be low.

What factors determine how relevant one’s impressions are
to the fuilfillment of these goals? Of central importance is the
publicity of one’s behavior. Publicity is a function of both the
probability that one’s behavior will be observed by others and
the number of others who might see or learn about it. Overall,
the more public one’s behavior, the more likely one is to be con-
cerned with how it appears to others, and the more motivated

one will be to impression-manage (Arkin, Appelman, & Berger,
1980; Baumgardner & Levy, 1987; Bradley, 1978; House, 1980;
Reis & Gruzen, 1976). Publicity affects impression motivation
because public behaviors are more likely to be relevant to the
accomplishment of one’s goals than are private behaviors. In-
deed, all three of the motives we have described are more likely
to be fulfilled when one’s behaviors are public rather than pri-
vate.

Even so, private behaviors can be affected by self-presenta-
tional motives. For example, people may privately prepare to
perform impression-relevant behaviors in public. Furthermore,
public behaviors that are maintained in social situations by self-
presentational pressures may become so habitual that they
carry over into private settings.

Another factor affecting the goal-relevance of one’s impres-
sions involves the individual’s dependency on the target. When
a person is dependent on others for valued outcomes, the im-
pressions he or she makes on them are more important, and
the individual will be more motivated to engage in impression
management. As a result, people are more likely to ingratiate
themselves with their bosses and teachers than with their friends
(Bohra & Pandey, 1984; Hendricks & Brickman, 1974) and
more likely to ingratiate these authorities when they have
greater power to dispense valued outcomes (E. E. Jones et al.,
1965; Kowalski & Leary, in press; Stires & Jones, 1969).

Impressions also become more relevant to one’s goals the
more contact an individual expects to have with a target. Studies
show that people who expect future interactions with another
person are more likely to try to control how the other perceives
them (Gergen & Wishnov, 1965; D. J. Schneider, 1969).

Of course, some people are more motivated to impression-
manage than others. For example, people high in Machiavelli-
anism are particularly likely to engage in strategic self-presenta-
tion to influence others (Christie & Geis, 1970; Fontana, 1971,
see, however, E. E. Jones et al., 1962). In part, this is because
those high in Machiavellianism are more likely to see the im-
pressions they create as relevant to the accomplishment of their
goals (Christie & Geis, 1970).

Value of desired goals. Most theories of motivation assert
that motivation increases as a function of the value or impor-
tance of desired goals (Beck, 1983). Following this, impression
motivation should increase with the value of the goals an indi-
vidual hopes to attain for which his or her public impressions
are relevant. Thus, a job applicant will be more motivated to
manage his or her impressions before an interviewer if the job
is highly desirable than if it is not, for example.

Because the value of outcomes also increases as their avail-
ability goes down, impression motivation is higher when desired
resources are scarce. Pandey and Rastagi (1979) showed that
ingratiation to a job interviewer increased as competition for
the job became more intense. Extending these findings to a soci-
etal level, Pandey (1986) suggested that impression manage-
ment may be more common in societies with limited economic
and political opportunities. His studies of ingratiation in India
are among the few to examine the effects of societal factors on
self-presentation and provide insights for future cross-cultural
research on impression management.

Other variables that determine the value or importance of
creating an impression involve characteristics of the target. By
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virtue of their personal or social attributes, some targets prompt
others to monitor and control their impressions more than do
others. All other things being equal, people are more motivated
to manage their impressions for people who are powerful, of
high status, attractive, or likable than for those who are less so
(Schienker, 1980).

This is because targets with these characteristics are, overall,
more likely to satisfy the three motives we described earlier.
First, targets who are of high power or status are often in a posi-
tion to confer valued outcomes. Employers, teachers, supervi-
sors, and other authorities are likely to bestow positive out-
comes on those who suitably impress them and negative out-
comes on those who do not. Thus, impression motivation is
higher when one interacts with those who are powerful or of
high status (Gergen & Taylor, 1969; E. E. Jones et al., 1963).
Not surprisingly, subordinates ingratiate themselves with their
supervisors more than supervisors ingratiate themselves with
their subordinates (Pandey, 1981, 1986). This is not to say that
those of higher status do not manage their impressions for their
subordinates (they have their own motives for doing so), but
generally the motivation to impress one’s subordinates is lower.

Target characteristics may also affect self-esteem. People
value the evaluations and reactions of powerful, attractive, so-
cially desirable individuals more than they value those of less
desirable persons; their regard is more affirming and their disin-
terest and rejection more disturbing (Schlenker, 1980). Studies
show that manipulations designed to affect impression manage-
ment have stronger effects when the target is physically attrac-
tive or otherwise socially desirable (Forsyth, Riess, & Schlenker,
1977; Mori, Chaiken, & Pliner, 1987; Shaw & Wagner, 1975;
Zanna & Pack, 1975).

Third, targets with certain attributes are more relevant to the
development of particular identities. For a psychology graduate
student, for example, making a good impression on a psycholo-
gist facilitates development of one’s identity as a psychologist
better than making a similar impression on one’s parents or
another professional.

Individual differences in the degree to which people value
various outcomes should also be associated with impression
motivation. Notably, people who are high in need for approval
(Crowne & Marlowe, 1964) more highly value others’ accep-
tance and approval than people who are low on this trait. As a
result, high need for approval is associated with generally high
impression motivation (Dies, 1970; S. C. Jones & Tager, 1972;
Leary, 1983; Millham & Kellogg, 1980; D. J. Schneider & Tur-
kat, 1975).

Discrepancy between desired and current image. The third
factor that motivates impression management involves the de-
gree of discrepancy between the image one would like others to
hold of oneself and the image one believes others already hold.
People have a latitude of images that they regard as acceptable
1o project. When they believe that the impressions others have
of them fall outside this latitude, they become motivated to ac-
tively manage their impressions. However, if they perceive, cor-
rectly or incorrectly, that they are conveying an image that falls
within this latitude, impression motivation should be lower, al-
though not necessarily zero.

A common example of this involves situations in which peo-
ple think others hold less positive impressions of them than they

desire, as in the case of a public failure or an embarrassing inci-
dent. In several studies, subjects have been led to think that they
failed on an important task (Baumeister & Jones, 1978; Baum-
gardner, Lake, & Arkin, 1985; Cialdini & Richardson, 1980;
Frey, 1978; Leary & Schlenker, 1980; Schlenker, 1975; D. J.
Schneider, 1969) or have been embarrassed in front of others
(Apsler, 1975; Brown, 1968, 1970; Brown & Garland, 1971;
Modigliani, 1971; see R. S. Miller, 1986). Both failure and em-
barrassment increase impression motivation. On one hand,
people who have failed or been embarrassed will seek to repair
their damaged images in others’ eyes. They may do this, for ex-
ample, by stressing their positive atiributes (Baumeister &
Jones, 1978; D. J. Schneider, 1969), doing favors for others
(Apsler, 1975), associating themselves with other successful
people (Cialdini & Richardson, 1980), or making self-serving
attributions for their failure (Baumgardner et al., 1985; Frey,
1978; Weary & Arkin, 1981). People facing a possible threat to
their social image may even engage in such behaviors preemp-
tively—Dbefore actually failing—as a precaution (Greenberg,
Pyszczynski, & Paisley, 1984; Leary, Barnes, & Griebel, 1986).

Simultaneously, embarrassment and failure may threaten
self-esteem and cast doubts on aspects of one’s private identity.
One way to repair this damage is to display positive “identity
cues” (Gollwitzer, 1986; Modigliani, 1971; Swann, 1987). This
explains two puzzling effects of failure on impression manage-
ment: Public failures before one target often lead to more posi-
tive self-presentations to others who are not aware of the failure
(Apsler, 1975), and even failures that are known only to the in-
dividual himself or herself can affect impression-relevant be-
havior (Modigliani, 1971). In both instances, people may use
impression management to salvage their self-esteem and bolster
desired private identities that have been called into question by
the predicament.

Summary. Impression motivation is a function of three inter-
related factors: the goal-relevance of impressions, the valtue of
desired outcomes, and the perceived discrepancy between one’s
desired and current social image. Each of these factors increases
the degree to which people attempt to control others’ impres-
sions because each affects the attainment of desired outcomes,
the maintenance of self-esteem, and the development of desired
identities.

Impression Construction

Given that a person is motivated to create an impression on
others, the issue becomes one of determining precisely the kind
of impression one wants to make and choosing how one will go
about making that impression.

Many writers have portrayed impression management rather
narrowly: as involving primarily attempts to create impressions
of one’s personal characteristics. Furthermore, some have
treated impression management as being more or less equiva-
lent to self-description. Our view of impression management is
much broader, including all behavioral attempts to create im-
pressions in others’ minds. People attempt to create impres-
sions not only of their personal attributes, but also of their atti-
tudes, moods, roles, status, physical states, interests, beliefs, and
so on. People also use means other than self-description to cre-
ate desired impressions. Consistent with E. E. Jones and Pitt-
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man (1982), we include in our purview not only verbal commu-
nications about oneself, but also stylistic and nonverbal features
of behavior, such as nonverbal behavior (Henley, 1977; Riess,
1982), public attributions (Leary & Forsyth, 1987; Weary &
Arkin, 1981), association with other people or groups (Cialdini
et al., 1976), physical appearance (L. C. Miller & Cox, 1982),
conspicuous use of material possessions (Schlenker, 1980), and
even the food one eats (Mori et al., 1987).

Determinants of Impression Content

Experimental investigations have identified a number of vari-
ables that influence the manner in which people manage their
impressions. In our model, these are subsumed by five primary
factors. Two of these involve intrapersonal variables (self-con-
cept and desired identity), and three involve interpersonal de-
terminants (role constraints, target values, and current or po-
tential social image).

Self-concept. Some writers have criticized impression man-
agement models because they argue that such models empha-
size “‘pretense” in which people “portray a character different
from themselves” (Buss & Briggs, 1984, p. 1322). On the con-
trary, nothing in the impression management perspective im-
plies that the impressions people convey are necessarily false
(although, of course, they sometimes are). Indeed, the images
people try to project are often consistent with how they see
themselves (Gergen, 1968; E. E. Jones & Pittman, 1982;
Schienker, 1980).

The self-concept is a primary determinant of the impressions
people try to project. Three processes operate to make this so.
First, most people value certain aspects of themselves that they
proudly display to others at appropriate times. Impression man-
agement often involves an attempt to put the best parts of one-
self into public view. In fact, people may impression-manage to
ensure that others accurately perceive them. Although it may
seem paradoxical, conscious effort sometimes is required to be
sure others hold a veridical view of oneself (Goffman, 1959).
Thus, although people’s self-presentations may be tactical in the
sense that they select specific aspects of self to portray in a par-
ticular encounter and consciously control how those images are
expressed, claimed images often mirror people’s seif-concepts.

Second, people’s self-beliefs operate to constrain self-presen-
tations by providing information regarding the probability that
they can successfully foster particular impressions. People hesi-
tate to claim images that are inconsistent with how they see
themselves because of the possibility that they cannot pull it off
(Schlenker, 1980). Norms dictate that people are who and what
they appear to be (Gergen, 1968; Goffman, 1959). As Goffman
(1959) noted, “an individual who implicitly or explicitly signi-
fies that he has certain social characteristics ought in fact to be
what he claims he is” (p. 13). The self-concept provides a guide
to the reasonableness of trying to create certain impressions.
When they are unlikely to be found out, people may try to pre-
sent themselves more positively than is warranted (Baumeister,
1982a; Baumeister & Jones, 1978; Schlenker, 1975).

Third, most people have internalized an ethic against lying.
This belief in the immorality of deceit (and the resulting guilt
when it is compromised) deters most people from making
claims about themselves that are blatantly inconsistent with

their self-concepts. Of course, people allow themselves some
feeway in how discrepant their behaviors may be from their self-
concepts before labeling them as deceitful. In addition, most
people allow for exceptions in which self-presentational deceit
is permissable.

The processes involved in self-presentational dissimulation
have not been adequately investigated, and many questions call
for future research attention. For example, what conditions
provoke people to act against their values regarding deceit and
1o construct public images that are inconsistent with their self-
concepts? How far do people go in fostering distorted impres-
sions of themselves before they label such behaviors as deceit-
ful? What are people’s preferred strategies for creating im-
pressions that are not accurate? What are the subjective
consequences of dissimulation, and what are the implications
for subsequent social behavior?

Buss and Briggs (1984) discussed some of the conditions un-
der which pretense is most likely to occur. They proposed, for
example, that pretense is more likely for individuals employed
in highly visible occupations, such as politicians, teachers,
clergy, and salespeople. Furthermore, they suggested that pre-
tense occurs more often in superficial relationships; as a rela-
tionship deepens, it becomes increasingly difficult (and, per-
haps, decreasingly necessary) to maintain the deception.

Inasmuch as pretense is essentially self-relevant lying, the lit-
erature regarding deceit provides additional insights into dis-
simulation. In his excellent analysis of lying and its conse-
quences, Bok (1978) suggested that deceivers may come to re-
gard both themselves and the targets of their lies less positively
and find it easier to deceive in the future. DePaulo, Stone, and
Lassiter (1985) traced the developmental sequence of deceptive
abilities and discussed their relevance for understanding im-
pression management, The antecedents and consequences of
deceptive self-presentation are ripe topics for empirical re-
search.

Interestingly, people differ in how congruent their self-presen-
tations are with their self-perceptions. People who are high in
public self-consciousness, for example, show less congruency
between their private and public selves than do people low in
public self-consciousness (Tunnell, 1984). Thus, although self-
presentations are often consistent with the private self (as classic
consistency theories predict; Festinger, 1957), they are not nec-
essarily so (S. C. Jones, 1973; Schlenker, 1975).

Desired and undesired identity images. Self-presentations
are affected not only by how people think they are but by how
they would like to be and not be. Schlenker (1985, p. 74) sug-
gested the term desirable identity image to refer to what a per-
son “would /ike to be and thinks he or she really can be, at least
at his or her best” (see also Markus & Nurius, 1986). People
tend to convey impressions that are biased in the direction of
their desired identities. In part, this involves the self-~symboliz-
ing process discussed by symbolic self-completion theory (Goll-
witzer, 1986). People can develop desired identities by publicly
claiming attributes that are consistent with those identities. In
addition, behaving consistently with one’s desired identities en-
hances self-esteem. Either way, the images people project some-
times lean toward their desired identities while remaining
within the bounds of reality.

People also manage their impressions so as not to be consis-
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tent with undesired identity images—those things that the indi-
vidual does not want to be (cf. Ogilvie, 1987; Schlenker, 1985).
Thus, a man who abhors bigots may bend over backwards to be
sure he does not give the slightest hint of appearing bigoted. In
a study of the self-presentations of naval cadets, Gergen and
Taylor (1969) found that high-status subjects did not conform
to low-status subjects because they did not want to see them-
selves as conformists.

All other things being equal, people seem to strike a balance
between presenting themselves in a perfectly candid fashion and
claiming images that only portray them at their best (Schlenker,
1985). As a result, public impressions reflect an interplay be-
tween the self-concept and desired-undesired identity images.

Role constraints. Social roles carry expectations regarding
how individuals who occupy those roles are to behave (Sarbin
& Allen, 1968). In addition to specific behavioral prescriptions,
most roles require that people who occupy them appeartobe a
particular kind of person or possess certain personal character-
istics. An obvious example involves members of the clergy, who
usually go out of their way to avoid situations that might cast
doubt on their public image as individuals of impeccable mor-
als. Similarly, the effectiveness of people in positions of author-
ity depends, 10 a degree, on their ability to maintain public im-
ages of being competent and effective leaders (Calder, 1977;
Korda, 1975; Leary, Robertson, Barnes, & Miller, 1986). The
failure to convey impressions consistent with one’s role not
only diminishes one’s effectiveness in that role, but in many
cases can lead the individual to lose the right to enact that role
(Goffman, 1959). Out-of-role behaviors, impressions of incom-
petency or impropriety, and frequent norm violations have led
to the downfall of many politicians, religious leaders, and cor-
porate executives, for example.

As a result, people try to ensure that their public image is
consistent with (or at least is not inconsistent with) the role de-
mands of a particular situation. E. E. Jones et al. (1963) found,
for example, that low- and high-status Reserve Officers’ Train-
ing Corps cadets differentially managed their impressions so as
to create a positive impression within the constraints of their
positions. Leary, Robertson, et al. (1986) found that leaders of
small groups attempted to foster different impressions of them-
selves depending on the role requirements of the immediate sit-
uvation (see also Gergen & Taylor, 1969). Piliavin (1976) pro-
posed that many behavioral differences between men and
women reflect self-presentational responses to role expectations
(see also Deaux & Major, 1987).

Impression management in role-governed situations is often
based on a prototype-matching process. People try to make their
social images conform as closely as possible to prototypic char-
acteristics of the role they are playing (leader, minister, police
officer, teacher, or whatever; Leary, 1989).

Goffman (1959) provided an insightful analysis of the role-
governed nature of self-presentation. He observed, for example,
that although roles require people to maintain certain “faces”
before particular targets, these public performances are know-
ingly contradicted as a matter of course when the individual
retreats to a “back region.” When the target is no longer present,
the individual “can relax; he can drop his front, forgo speaking
his lines, and step out of character” (p. 112). Goffman noted
that when impression-relevant norms are suspended in back re-

gions, behavior often takes on a “regressive” character, involv-
ing behaviors such as excessive informality, substandard speech,
kidding, and open sexual remarks.?

In other contexts, norms mandate that people reciprocate the
intimacy and content of others’ disclosures (Cozby, 1973). Asa
result, they tend to match their self-presentations to those of
other interactants (Gergen & Wishnov, 1965; D. 1. Schneider &
Eustis, 1972). For example, people respond to others’ modest
self-disclosures with modest self-presentations of their own
(Gergen & Wishnov, 1965). To fail to do so would violate inter-
action norms and result in negative sanctions.

Target values. Considerable research has shown that people
tailor their public images to the perceived values and prefer-
ences of significant others (Carnevale, Pruitt, & Britton, 1979;
Forsyth et al., 1977; Gaes & Tedeschi, 1978; Gergen, 1965;
R. G. Jones & Jones, 1964; Mori et al., 1987; Reis & Gruzen,
1976; von Baeyer, Sherk, & Zanna, 1981; Zanna & Pack, 1975).
They may even present themselves negatively if they think pow-
erful others value negative attributes (Jellison & Gentry, 1978)
or would be threatened by a positive self-presentation, as in the
case of playing dumb (Dean, Braito, Powers, & Britton, 1975;
Gove et al., 1980).

That others’ preferences affect self-presentation does not im-
ply, however, that the impressions created are necessarily decep-
tive. Even when people match others’ likes, they often do so by
selectively conveying accurate views of themselves. They select
from a myriad of possible self-images those that are most likely
to meet with approval or other desired reactions. Impression
management in such contexts is tactical, but not necessarily de-
ceptive.

Of course, people sometimes do try to create impressions that
are consistent with the target’s values yet inconsistent with how
they see themselves. Under such circumstances, they are partic-
ularly interested in obtaining information about the target (El-
liott, 1979). One study suggested that when people try to make
impressions that are inconsistent with how they see themselves
in order to impress someone, they prefer to do so through exclu-
sionary self-presentational tactics; they try to omit information
about themselves that does not fit the target’s values, while re-
fraining from actually lying (Leary & Lamphere, 1988).

We should note that people sometimes present themselves in
ways that are inconsistent with the target’s values. They may do
so, for example, when they want to alienate or avoid another
person (H. M. Rosenfeld, 1966) or maintain their sense of au-
tonomy (Gergen & Taylor, 1969).

Current or potential social image. Finally, the impressions
people try to create are affected both by how they think they
are currently regarded by others and by how they think others
may perceive them in the future (on the basis of future revela-
tions about them, for example).

In some instances, information that others have or are likely
to get about the individual constrains the individual’s subse-
quent attempts at impression management. These constraints

2 Goffman went on to raise the interesting question of whether “a
backstage gives individuals an opportunity to regress or whether regres-
sion, in the clinical sense, is backstage conduct invoked on inappropri-
ate occasions for motives that are not socially approved” (1959, p. 128).
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may be either restraining (preventing certain impression man-
agement strategies) or compelling (requiring certain strategies).

First, people are reluctant to present themselves in ways that
are inconsistent with the information others have about them,
presumably because they have a low probability of creating an
alternative impression (Schlenker, 1980). Schlenker (1975) gave
subjects bogus feedback indicating that they were either low or
high in social sensitivity. Some subjects thought others were
aware of this information, whereas others thought the informa-
tion was known only to them. Subjects presented themselves
consistently with the information when they thought it was pub-
lic, thereby demonstrating the constraining effects of others’
knowledge. When their scores were private, however, their self-
presentations were uniformly positive regardless of how well
they had scored on the test.

In a study of how subjects deal with the constraining effects
of others’ knowledge, Baumeister and Jones (1978) showed that
subjects whose failures were public compensated for their nega-
tive images by presenting themselves more positively on dimen-
sions that were unrelated to the failure. Baumeister (1982a)
later showed that this effect occurs primarily among people who
are high in self-esteem.

One’s current image can also compel certain self-presenta-
tions. When one’s accomplishments are already public knowl-
edge, for example, there are pressures to downplay them ina
show of modesty (Ackerman & Schlenker, 1975). People are
liked better when they slightly underplay their accomplishments
(Schlenker & Leary, 1982a).

Public failures and embarrassing events compel people to en-
gage in impressional strategies designed to counter or repair the
damaged image (Goffman, 1955). Believing that one’s social
image is other than what one would like prompts face-saving
strategies such as excuse-making (Snyder, Stucky, & Higgins,
1983), apologies (Schienker & Darby, 1981), self-serving attri-
butions (Weary & Arkin, 1981), doing favors (Apsler, 1975),
denigrating others (Cialdini & Richardson, 1980), role-distanc-
ing (Archibald & Cohen, 1971), and compensatory impression
management (Baumeister, 1982a; Baumeister & Jones, 1978;
Hardy et al., 1986; Leary & Schlenker, 1980). Even eating can
serve an impression-repair function; in one study, women who
thought a male lunch partner viewed them as masculine ate
less than women who thought they were perceived as feminine
(Mori et al., 1987). By eating lightly, women tried to be seen as
more feminine.

In an extension of this principle to another area of social psy-
chological inquiry, the impression management approach sug-
gests that attitude change that occurs after performance of a
counterattitudinal behavior (e.g., Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959)
may represent subjects’ attempts to repair damaged social im-
ages. Having performed a socially undesirable act before others,
subjects in induced-compliance studies may endorse attitudes
consistent with their behavior in order not to be perceived as
inconsistent or immoral (Tedeschi et al., 1971). In essence, con-
cerns about current social image prompt a strategic use of atti-
tude expressions. The findings of several studies are consistent
with this interpretation (e.g., Gaes, Kalle, & Tedeschi, 1978; P.
Rosenfeld, Melburg, & Tedeschi, 1981; Schlenker et al., 1980).

Being perceived in certain ways also entitles people to claim
certain images. Hollander (1958), for example, proposed that

by conforming to group norms, people accumulate “idiosyn-
crasy credits” that allow them to deviate from norms in the
future. In the same way, occasional displays of irresponsibility
are more permissable from those who are normally conscien-
tious than from those who are not.

The content of people’s impression management is also
affected by how they think they may be viewed in the future.
The possibility that others may learn certain information about
them in the future affects impression management. For exam-
ple, the possibility of future failure prompts preemptive at-
tempts to diffuse the potential failure in others’ eyes (Leary,
Barnes, & Griebel, 1986; Quattrone & Jones, 1978).

Summary. In brief, five primary factors determine the spe-
cific nature of the public images that individuals try to con-
struct of themselves (see Figure 1). Research is needed regard-
ing how these factors combine to affect self-presentational
choices, on variables that determine which factor takes prece-
dence in instances in which more than one is salient, and how
conflicts between competing pressures are resolved.

Earlier, we noted that impression construction involves both
the process of determining the kind of impression one will try
to make and choosing how one will go about making that im-
pression. Qur review in this section has focused only on the first
of these processes because no research has explored how people
select the behavioral modes they use to manage their impres-
sions. Sometimes, people make direct claims regarding their at-
tributes (e.g., “I guess I'm not very sentimental’) or make other
verbal statements that portray them in a particular way (e.g., “’1
didn’t like On Golden Pond; it was too sentimental’). In other
instances, they use nonverbal expressions to convey the desired
image (for example, by remaining obviously unemotional dur-
ing a sentimental moment). Although it is a difficult topic to
address empirically, work is needed on factors that determine
the behavioral modes people use to manage their impressions.’

Theoretical Overview and Issues

From our perspective, all situational and dispositional factors
that affect impression-relevant behavior motivate people to
manage their impressions or determine the particular manner
in which they construct their public images. Furthermore, we
have identified three central factors that determine impression
motivation and five central factors that determine the mode of
impression construction. To conclude, we address three issues
regarding the study of impression management in general and
our two-component model in particular.

Motivation-Construction Distinction

Our approach draws a central distinction between the pro-
cesses that motivate impression-relevant behavior and those
that determine the content of those behaviors. Unfortunately,
in reviewing the research literature, we often found it difficult to
determine whether experimental manipulations in a particular

? As a starting point, researchers might consider factors that deter-
mine the directness of a self-presentational strategy. Some modes of self-
presentation involve direct and explicit claims regarding the individu-
al’s characteristics, whereas others are more subtle.
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study had affected impression motivation processes, impression
construction processes, or both.

In part, the ambiguity is due to the fact that these two pro-
cesses are sometimes confounded in real-world encounters.
Some variables affect only one process or the other. For in-
stance, the value of desired goals affects impression motivation
but has little effect on the content of the impressions one at-
tempts to create.

However, as we have seen, other variables appear to affect
both impression motivation and impression construction pro-
cesses. For example, an interaction with a job interviewer may
have two effects. Assuming that one wants the job, it increases
the applicant’s motivation to engage in impression manage-
ment. In addition, the situation provides the parameters within
which the applicant’s impression-relevant behaviors occur. Cer-
tain impressions become salient (such as those involving job-
related competence), and certain constraints on self-presenta-
tion are imposed (particularly if the interviewer possesses one’s
academic records and letters from previous employers).

To be precise, however, different facets of the interview affect
each of these processes. The interviewer’s power to mediate val-
ued outcomes increases impression motivation, whereas his or
her possession of information about the applicant imposes con-
straints that affect impression construction. Unfortunately,
self-presentational research usually has tended to focus on
rather global social variables (such as target status or desirabil-
ity) that have several effects on impression management. We
urge researchers to maintain the distinction we offer here in fu-
ture research and to use designs and measures that allow one to
examine the independent effects of various factors on these ba-
sic impression-relevant processes.

Impression Assessment

For ease of description, we have portrayed impression man-
agement as a linear process in which people become motivated
to impression-manage, then go about doing so. However, the
process is actually dynamic and recursive. As in any goal-di-
rected behavior, impression management is accompanied by as-
sessments of its effectiveness in achieving one’s goals (Carver,
1979; G. A. Miller, Galanter, & Pribram, 1960; Schlenker,
1985). These assessments then affect not only subsequent be-
havior, but feedback on the factors that affect impression moti-
vation and construction.

When people believe they have achieved their self-presenta-
tional goals in an encounter, they usually halt active attempts
to create particular impressions. Even so, they may attempt to
maintain the created impression by avoiding behaviors incon-
sistent with it.

If people do not think they have yet created the desired im-
pression, one of three outcomes may result. If they perceive that
there is a reasonable probability of making the desired impres-
sion with continued effort, they may continue to behave in ways
that they think will convey the impression they want. If they do
not think they will eventually be successful at making the de-
sired impression, they may switch to an alternative impression.
In some instances, one’s goals may be achieved through more
than one public image. For example, if a person tries to impress
another with his or her wit and fails, he or she may opt to create

an impression of sophistication (or sincerity or whatever). Sim-
ilarly, if a person has failed publicly and gives up attempting to
appear competent, he or she may try to be seen as friendly in-
stead (Baumeister & Jones, 1978; Leary & Schlenker, 1980).

If, however, people do not think they will make desired im-
pressions no matter what they do, they may adopt a “protec-
tive” self-presentational strategy (Arkin, 1981). Protective
strategies are used to ward off deterioration of one’s public im-
age, but forgo further attempts to actively foster particular de-
sired impressions. In addition, people who are motivated to
make certain impressions, but who doubt they will do so suc-
cessfully, usually experience social anxiety and behave in an in-
hibited, shy manner (Leary, 1983; Schlenker & Leary, 1982b).
In part, their reticence may reflect a protective self-presenta-
tional strategy that further minimizes the likelihood that they
will be evaluated unfavorably (Arkin, 1981; Leary, 1983; Leary,
Knight, & Johnson, 1987).

Judgments of one’s self-presentational effectiveness may also
result in changes in the factors that originally prompted the im-
pression-relevant behavior. For example, reassessment of one’s
impact may show that one’s current image is either more or less
discrepant with one’s desired image than before; or assessments
of one’s self-presentational effectiveness may affect one’s “work-
ing self-concept” or phenomenal self, thereby affecting self-pre-
sentation (E. E. Jones, Berglas, Rhodewalt, & Skelton, 1981;
Rhodewalt, 1986). Unfortunately, little research has investi-
gated how people judge the effectiveness of their public impres-
sions or the effects these assessments have on their subsequent
behavior (see, however, DePaulo, Kenny, Hoover, Webb, & Oli-
ver, 1987; Leary, 1983).

Public and Private Selves

Much recent work has attempted to integrate the public as-
pects of the self (including self-presentation) with the private
aspects (Baumeister, 1986; Buss, 1980; Greenwald & Breckler,
1985; Schlenker, 1985; Tetlock & Manstead, 1985). Although
some have argued that the distinction between public and pri-
vate aspects of the self has little if any merit (Tetlock &
Manstead, 1985; Wicklund & Gollwitzer, 1987), others defend
the distinction (e.g., Buss, 1980; Fenigstein, 1987; Greenwald,
1982), and some empirical evidence supports it (Leary et al.,
1986; Leary, Barnes, Griebel, Mason, & McCormack, 1987).*

Our model explicitly highlights points of connection between
the private self and impression management. Three such points
are paramount. First, one’s standards for self-evaluation are im-
plicated both in motivating impression-relevant behavior and
in determining the form that impression management takes.
Second, one’s private self-concept has an impact on one’s self-
presentational choices. Third, one’s desired and undesired

4 The debate regarding the viability of the distinction between public
and private self-awareness has been particularly lively (e.g., Buss, 1980;
Fenigstein, 1987; Wicklund & Gollwitzer, 1987). We believe this partic-
ular controversy may be settled, in part, by simply moving a hyphen.
In our view, the appropriate terms should be public-self awareness and
private-self awareness, indicating that the difference between these phe-
nomena is in the object of attention (the public self or private self) rather
than in the state of self-awareness per se.
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selves channel the impressions one attempts to convey. Further-
more, although our review has focused on antecedents of im-
pression management, it is clear that self-presentation has con-
sequences for the private self as well (E. E. Jones et al., 1981).
To discuss more fully the links between the private and public
aspects of the self would take us far beyond our purpose in this
article. Suffice it to say that the two-factor model outlined here
identifies the linkages between private and public self, as well as
ways in which private and public self-processes may diverge.

In conclusion, we believe that the model that has provided
the basis for this review provides a comprehensive account of
the processes involved in impression-relevant behavior. Fur-
thermore, it addresses many of the controversial issues in the
area and provides a framework for future research regarding
impression management.
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