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Abstract

Since individuals with social anxiety tend to have difficulties making friends, it may be
due to inaccuracy in making and giving off first impressions. The current study used 104
undergraduate students to examine two hypotheses: that individuals high in social anxiety are
less accurate in their first impressions of others, and that others form less accurate first
impressions of individuals high in social anxiety. Following the Social Accuracy Methodology
(SAM; Biesanz, 2010), accuracy was looked at in two ways: normative and distinctive accuracy.
Participants rated their own personalities on the abbreviate BFI, engaged in brief round robin
interactions with each participant, and then rated their partners’ personalities on the same
measures. Using hierarchical linear modeling, no support was found for the first set of
hypotheses. Perceivers high in social anxiety were equally normatively and distinctly accurate in
their appraisals of others’ personalities as were perceivers low in social anxiety. Mixed findings
were found for the second research question. Targets higher in social anxiety were perceived
with the same degree of normative accuracy as targets lower in social anxiety. However, targets
higher in social anxiety were perceived with /ess distinctive accuracy compared to targets lower
in social anxiety. These findings may have important implications for understanding why
socially anxious individuals have difficulty forming friendships, and consequently, may have

implications for treatments.
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1. Introduction

Social anxiety disorder, defined as “an excessive fear of social or performance situations
in which the person may be exposed to unfamiliar persons or scrutinized by others”, is an
extremely pervasive disorder (Weeks, Heimberg, & Heuer, 2011, p. 217). Based on the National
Comorbidity Survey Replication Study conducted between 2001 and 2003, 12.1% of Americans
qualify for a diagnosis of social anxiety disorder at some point in their lives, with a median age
of onset of age 13, making social anxiety disorder the fourth most common psychiatric disorder
in the United States (following major depressive disorder, alcohol abuse, and specific phobia)
(Kessler, Berglund, Demler, Jin, & Merikangas, 2005). Furthermore, it has been found that 20%
of the population has endorsed experiencing irrational social fears, although the impairment in
everyday functioning would not be enough to satisfy diagnostic criteria (Furmark et al., 1999;
Pollard & Henderson, 1988).

A common theme in most theories of social anxiety is that social processes contribute to
the etiology and maintenance of this condition. The characteristic features of social anxiety also
reflect its inherently social nature. Socially anxious individuals have restricted socialization
(Dodge, Heimberg, Nyman, & O’Brien, 1987) and have difficulty making friends or entering
into intimate relationships (Arkowitz, Hinton, Perl, & Himadi, 1978; Jones & Russell, 1982;
Montgomery, Haemmerlie, & Edwards, 1991), a problem that typically begins in adolescence
(Liebowitz, Gorman, Fyer, & Klein, 1985; Mannuzza, Fyer, Liebowitz, & Klein, 1990; Turner,
Beidel, Dancu & Keys, 1986) or even childhood (Beidel, Turner, & Morris, 1999; Spence,
Donovan, & Brechman-Toussaint, 1999). Since first impressions have a large influence on
whether friendships are established, the current research investigated first impressions of socially
anxious individuals. Social anxiety is often examined in analogue samples, which is what was
used in the current study. My central thesis in the proposed work is that core features of the

disorder impede the ability of socially anxious individuals to form accurate first impressions of
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others. My second thesis is that characteristics of individuals with social phobia may impede the
ability of their social partners to form accurate appraisals of them. First, the literature review
begins by distinguishing three key factors that serve to maintain social anxiety, namely fear of
negative evaluation, self-focused attention, and negatively biased information processing, and
describes how they may influence first impressions. Next, the negative ways in which socially
anxious individuals are viewed by their interaction partners and the possible mechanisms for this
are highlighted. Finally, the literature on first impressions, with a particular emphasis on
Biesanz’s recently developed theoretical perspective, is reviewed.
Social Anxiety and its Effect on the Socially Anxious Individual

Fear of negative evaluation (FNE) is a core feature of social anxiety. For example,
Asendorpf (1987) found higher levels of FNE in shy than nonshy individuals. Conversely,
individuals high in FNE tend to be higher in social anxiety (Carleton, Collimore, & Asmundson,
2010; Hope, Burns, Hayes, Herbert, & Warner, 2010; Leary, 1983; Mattick, Peters, & Clarke,
1989; Stopa & Clark, 2001; Watson & Friend, 1969; Winton, Clark, & Edelman, 1995), even
when comorbid depressive symptoms are controlled (Weeks et al., 2005). Furthermore, the Fear
of Negative Evaluation scale discriminates socially anxious patients from patients with other
anxiety disorders (Turner, Beidel, & Larkin, 1986) suggesting that FNE is an important feature
of social anxiety disorder. This is supported by the fact that FNE has been strongly associated
with high scores on the Social Phobia Scale and the Social Interaction Anxiety Scale, two well
validated standardized measures of social anxiety (Mattick & Clarke, 1998). Higher levels of
FNE are related to greater social anxiety symptom severity and persistence (Faytout et al., 2007).
Along these lines, both Mattick and Peters (1988) and Mattick, Peters, and Clark (1989) found
decreasing fear of negative evaluation in treatment for individuals with social anxiety to be the
most significant cognitive mediator for improvements. Goldfried, Padawer, and Robins (1984)

found highly socially anxious men placed greater importance on “chance of being evaluated”



when categorizing social situations, which suggests that FNE is an important element in the
cognitive schema of socially anxious individuals. Furthermore, Kocovski and Endler (2000)
found that FNE was a partial mediator of the relationship between self-esteem and social
anxiety. Stein, Jang, and Livesley (2002) found moderate heritability for FNE and an association
to social anxiety disorder related personality traits, such as anxiousness, submissiveness, and
social avoidance. In addition,

An important area in FNE research is whether it is the probability or the impact of a
negative social event that contributes to social anxiety. Lucock and Salkovskis (1988)
demonstrated that relative to nonanxious controls, participants with generalized social phobia
tend to overestimate the likelihood of negative events and underestimate the probability of
positive events happening to them. Similarly, Amir, Foa, and Coles (1998) found that socially
anxious individuals favoured negative interpretations over positive ones when appraising
ambiguous social vignettes in the self-relevant condition. This finding was replicated by Gilboa-
Schechtman, Franklin, and Foa (2000), who also found that the participants with social anxiety
had a higher propensity to view the consequences of negative social events as more detrimental
and expected to have more frequent and intense responses to positive social events as compared
to controls. Specifically, they anticipated having more severe emotional distress and more visible
physiological reactions to both positive and negative social events, and expected these negative
reactions to have a longer duration than did controls. Other research has also found that socially
anxious individuals anticipate more negative evaluation and more detrimental consequences
(Foa, Franklin, Perry, & Herbert, 1996; Leary, Kowalski, & Campbell, 1988; Poulton &
Andrews, 1996; Smith & Sarason, 1975; Stopa & Clark, 2000; Wilson & Rapee, 2005). Foa and
Kozak (1985) contended that it is the estimated severe emotional toll of negative events that
serves a greater role in the maintenance of social anxiety than the actual predicted probability of

the negative events happening. In support of this theory, Edelman (1985) found that patients with



social anxiety did not believe they had the capacity to adequately cope with a negative or
embarrassing social interaction. Working with a nonclinical sample, Rapee (1997) demonstrated
that the degree of negative consequences to perceived social threat was a much stronger
contributor to the participants’ fear of negative evaluation, compared to the probability of
negative evaluation occurring. McManus, Clark, and Hackmann (2000) found that participants
with social anxiety did not anticipate higher probabilities of negative social events happening to
them, but estimated the costs to be more detrimental, relative to participants with other anxiety
disorders. Furthermore, Foa, Franklin, Perry, and Herbert (1996) demonstrated that cognitive-
behavioural treatment focused on decreasing the subjective cost estimates of negative social
interactions, as opposed to reducing the estimated probability of negative events occurring,
served to mediate improvements in social anxiety, likely indicating that it is the subjective
estimates of the impact of negative evaluation which mediates social anxiety. Therefore, this
body of research lends support to the idea that individuals with social anxiety tend to experience
greater FNE, likely due to their tendency to catastrophize the consequences.

It is important to understand why individuals with social anxiety anticipate such adverse
consequences of negative evaluation. Gilboa-Schechtman, Franklin, and Foa (2000)
demonstrated that participants with social anxiety were more inclined to expect to feel worthless
after a negative social interaction, relative to non-anxious controls or individuals with obsessive-
compulsive disorder. Compared to other anxiety disorders, individuals with social anxiety are
also more prone to appraise these negative social events as reflecting their own negative
personality traits and as having more adverse future implications for both their relationships and
vocational opportunities (Stopa & Clark, 2000; Wilson & Rapee, 2005). Furthermore, these
results were found to be independent from the effects of comorbid depression (Wilson & Rapee,
2005). FNE is relevant to the current work because one would expect that fear of negative

evaluation might be greater in novel social encounters, result in heightened social anxiety, and



therefore affect the accuracy of first impressions of others due to features of social anxiety.

Secondly, social anxiety has been shown to be related to increased self-focused attention
(Bogels, 2004; Feningstein, Scheier, & Buss, 1975; Mor & Winquist, 2002; Woody, 1996), and
public self-awareness and self-consciousness (Feningstein, Scheier, & Buss, 1975; Hope &
Heimberg, 1988; Saboonchi & Lundh, 1997). Bogels (2004) defines self-focused attention as
“the process whereby attention is directed towards internal self-relevant stimuli” (p. 840). In her
review of the research literature, Bogels (2004) concluded that self-focused attention was
specific to high relative to low socially anxious individuals. Woody (1996) found self-focused
attention was related to heightened anxiety before and during a speaking task. In a follow up
study, objective judges unaware of the purpose of the experiment also rated the socially anxious
group as more anxious when in the self-focused condition (Woody & Rodriguez, 2000). Bogels
and Lamers (2002) found significantly higher levels of social anxiety for the self-focused
attention condition than for the task-focused attention condition. Zou, Hudson, and Rapee (2007)
found significantly higher levels of social anxiety in high blushing-anxious individuals then low
blushing-anxious individuals when instructed to self-focus compared to task focus. Furthermore,
it has been found that in social threat conditions, individuals with specific speech-related social
phobia have heightened attention to internal versus external stimuli (Mansell, Clark, & Ehlers,
2003). Numerous studies have found self-focused attention to be strongly associated with
increased social anxiety and negative self-evaluation, as well as poorer social performance
(Spurr & Stopa, 2003; Stopa & Clark, 1993; Woody, 1996; Woody, Chambless, & Glass, 1997;
Woody & Rodriguez, 2000). Moreover, social anxiety treatment outcome research has found that
post-treatment reductions in self-focused attention to be related to decreases in anxiety (Harvey,
Clark, Ehlers, & Rapee, 2000; Rodebaugh, 2004; Wells & Papageorgiou, 1998; Woody,
Chambless, & Glass, 1997).

Self-awareness, a concept found in the social psychology literature, is defined as “a state:
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the existence of self-directed attention, as a result of either transient situational variables, chronic
dispositions, or both” (Feningstein, Scheier, & Buss, 1975, p. 522). Public self-awareness and
public self-consciousness, which is most relevant to social anxiety, is defined as a state or trait
tendency to be aware of oneself as the object of social scrutiny (Feningstein et al., 1975). Hope
and Heimberg (1988) found high correlations between public self-consciousness and social
anxiety. Furthermore, objective observers’ ratings of poorer social performance were related to
higher public self-consciousness scores as was an increase in negative self-related thoughts.
Johnson and Glass (1989) also reported a strong, positive correlation between public self-
consciousness and negative self-related thoughts. Jostes, Pook, and Florin (1999) found that
public self-consciousness had a significantly stronger association with social anxiety than it did
with panic disorder, obsessive-compulsive disorder, and bulimia nervosa. This strong association
between public self-consciousness and social anxiety or fear of blushing has been replicated
many times (Bdgels, Alberts, & de Jong, 1996; Fenigstein, Scheier, & Buss, 1975; Saboonchi,
Lundh, & Ost, 1999).

Self-focused attention (SFA) is postulated to disrupt the encoding of social information
during social interactions (Clark & Wells, 1995; Duval & Wicklund, 1972; Schroeder, 1995).
One such theory by Clark and Wells (1995) suggests that in social situations, individuals with
social anxiety focus on evaluating and self-monitoring their internal bodily sensations,
cognitions, and behaviours associated with their anxiety, occurring at the expense of attending to
external social feedback. This in turn leads to negative self-appraisals regarding their social
performance. Consistent with these speculations, Daly, Vangelisti, and Lawrence (1989) found
that highly anxious individuals had poorer memories of external cues during a speech task and
recalled having more self-focused and negative cognitions than did their low anxiety
counterparts. This is turn was related to lower performance and self-evaluations. Mellings and

Alden (2000) found that patients with social phobia tended to recall more negative self-related



information and less partner-related information than did controls following an interaction task.
In line with this finding, Hope, Heimberg, and Klein (1990) found that participants with social
anxiety were significantly less accurate in their recall of partner related information following a
social interaction, as compared to the recalls of the control participants. Kimble and Zehr (1982)
found that individuals low in self-consciousness were significantly better at recalling visual
characteristics of speakers compared to participants high in self-consciousness. Furthermore,
Vallacher (1978) found that participants in the increased self-awareness condition were
significantly less able to discriminate characteristics of a stimulus person than individuals in the
control condition. Specifically, they were significantly worse at discriminating regarding
competence (clear-thinking, indecisive, competent, independent, mature, intelligent), activity
(active, humorous, excitable, sociable, extroverted), and social value (timid, awkard, rigid, tense,
dominant). Moreover, Pérez-Lopez and Woody (2001) found that socially anxious individuals
were less accurate than controls at recognizing the facial expressions paired with the faces they
had seen prior to a speech task.

A somewhat inconsistent finding was reported by Perowne and Mansell (2002), who found
that while individuals high in social anxiety reported higher SFA relative to controls, they were
able to detect negative evaluations from others. In addition, a body of research has implicated
threat focused attention in general (i.e., to both internal and external threat), rather than self-
focused attention as the crucial contributor to social anxiety (Veljaca & Rapee, 1998; Winton,
Clark, & Edelmann, 1995). For example, compared to non-socially anxious individuals, socially
anxious individuals have enhanced recognition (Foa, Gilboa-Schechtman, Amir, & Freshman,
2000; Gonsalvez, & Gordon, 2004; Horley, Williams, Gilboa-Schechtman, Foa, & Amir, 1999;
Lundh & Ost, 1996), and faster detection times for threat faces, but not for happy faces (Klumpp
& Amir, 2009; Mogg, Philippot, & Bradley, 2002; Pishyar, Harris, & Menzies, 2004). After

directing attention to the stimulus cue’s spatial location, Asmundson and Stein (1994) found



faster response times for socially anxious patients when probes followed social threat cues,
compared to neutral or physical threat cues. Controls, on the other hand, had equally fast
response times for all three types of cues. In summary, although the literature on attention is not
consistent as to direction of focus, both bodies of research (i.e., on SFA and external threat
focus) provide evidence that social anxiety may interfere with accurate encoding of social
information. If this is true, it may reduce the accuracy of socially anxious individual’s first
impressions of others, and consequently their ability to form new relationships.

The third facet of social anxiety is negatively biased processing of personal and social
information. Clark and Wells (1995) suggested that when in threatening social evaluative
situations, socially anxious individuals turn their attention internally and use the information
they learn from self-monitoring to construct excessively negative images of the self and then use
these negative self-images to make wrong inferences about how they are seen by others.
According to Clark and Wells, taking an external view serves to reinforce the credibility of the
self-image. This is now referred to as taking the observer perspective or seeing oneself from an
external point of view. This is contrasted against taking the field perspective or “seeing the
situation as if looking through out their own eyes” (Wells, Clark, & Ahmad, 1998, p. 631).

To date, research has supported the idea that individuals with social anxiety tend to use
the observer perspective, at least when in anxiety-evoking social situations (Coles, Turk,
Heimberg, & Fresco, 2001; Coles, Turk, & Heimberg, 2002; George & Stoppa, 2004;
Hackmann, Clark, & McManus, 2000; Hackmann, Surawy, & Clark, 1998; Wells, Clark, &
Ahmad, 1998). In turn, taking the observer perspective is associated with an increase in safety
behaviours and negative self-related thoughts regarding poor social performance with an internal
locus of control for these failures (George & Stoppa, 2004; Spurr & Stopa, 2003). Furthermore,
the observer perspective has been implicated in the recall of previous high anxiety social

situations (Coles, Turk, Heimberg, & Fresco, 2001). In support of this idea, Hackmann, Surawy,



and Clark (1998) found that compared to nonclinical controls, social phobic clients reported
experiencing more negative self-imagery reflecting how they feared they appeared to others
during a recent social situation. Semistructured interviews revealed that the content of the
negative self-imagery tended to be related to either poor social performance or anxious
symptoms or both, and tended to reflect a specific humiliating social experience occurring
around the onset of the social anxiety (Hackmann, Clark, & McManus, 2000). Socially anxious
individuals tend to overestimate the extent that their anxiety is apparent to others (Alden &
Wallace, 1995; Bruch, Gorsky, Collins & Berger, 1989; McEwan & Devins, 1983).
Experimental studies of self-imagery involve having socially anxious individuals hold either
negative or neutral self-images in their minds during social interactions. Using this methodology,
Hirsch, Clark, Mathews, and Williams (2003) found that the negative self-imagery condition led
to increased anxiety, more visible symptoms of anxiety, and lower personal appraisals of their
social performance compared to an assessor. These results were replicated using a non-clinical
population with scores above 17 on the FNE (Hirsch, Meynen, & Clark, 2004). Hirsch,
Mathews, Clark, Williams, and Morrison (2006) found low public-speaking anxious volunteers
to be most anxious when holding negative self-images in mind, as opposed to positive or control
self-images. Makkar and Grisham (2011) found that in the negative self-imagery condition,
participants endorsed greater levels of anxiety, self-focused attention, and symptom visibility, as
well as more negative cognitions, performance appraisals, and post-event processing. This self-
imagery literature lends support to the idea that socially anxious individuals engage in negatively
biased processing of social and personal information.

Negatively biased social information processing can also be seen in the tendency of
socially anxious individuals to discount their social performance. Socially anxious individuals
tend to display the reversal of the self-serving bias; specifically they attribute social performance

successes to external factors and blame themselves for perceived social performance failures



10
(Alfano, Joiner, & Perry, 1994; Arkin, Appelman, & Burger, 1980; Bogels, Rijsemus, & De

Jong, 2002; Bruch & Belkin, 2001; Coles, Turk, Heimberg, & Fresco, 2001; Coles, Turk, &
Heimberg, 2002; George & Stopa, 2008; Girodo, Dotzenroth, & Stein, 1981; Hope, Gansler, &
Heimberg, 1989; Johnson, Aikman, Danner, & Elling, 1995; Johnson, Petzel, & Johnson, 1991;
Whitehead & Smith, 1995). Participants high in social anxiety in Spurr and Stopa’s (2003) study
rated their own social performance as significantly worse than their low social anxiety
counterparts. Rapee and Lim (1992) found that individuals with social phobia had a significantly
larger and more negative discrepancy between their own appraisals of their speaking
performance in a speech task and an observer’s ratings, than did nonclinical controls. Relative to
assessors, socially anxious participants underestimate their positive behaviours and overestimate
their negative behaviours (Clark & Arkowitz, 1975; Mansell & Clark, 1999; Mellings & Alden,
2000; Norton & Hope, 2001; Stopa & Clark, 1993). Following a similar methodology as Rapee
and Lim, Alden and Wallace (1995) found that although confederates rated individuals with
social phobia as more skilled in a positive feedback condition, these patients rated themselves as
equally unskilled socially in both the positive and negative feedback conditions. Both Edwards,
Rapee, and Franklin (2003) and Mellings and Alden (2000) found that participants with social
anxiety tended to negatively ruminate following a social task and discounted their social
performance the next day as well. Rachman, Griiter-Andrew, and Shafran’s (2000) study
indicated that this is common for socially anxious individuals to recurrently and intrusively
ruminate about their negative performance after an anxiety provoking event and that this
interferes with their ability to concentrate. Abbott and Rapee (2004) found that compared to the
controls, not only did the individuals with social anxiety immediately rate their performance in a
speech task as significantly worse than the objective raters, but they maintained the same
negative appraisals one week later. During this time, the participants with social anxiety also

engaged in a greater degree of negative rumination. The stability of their performance
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discounting was contrasted against the nonclinical controls who rated their performance more
positively one week later. With socially anxious individuals processing information negatively,
it might call into question the accuracy of their appraisals of others in first impression situations.

A third body of studies demonstrating negatively biased processing involves detection
and interpretation of facial expressions. Winton, Clark, and Edelmann (1995) found that
individuals high in FNE, and consequently in social anxiety, assumed facial expressions were
negative when lacking enough information to make an informed decision. Veljaca and Rapee
(1998) found low socially anxious participants were more accurate at spotting positive faces and
high socially anxious participants to be more precise at recognizing negative faces during a
public speaking task. When Mogg, Philippot, and Bradley (2004) displayed either happy or
angry faces paired with neutral faces for 500 ms, the patients with social phobia displayed
selective attention for the angry faces compared to the control group. Pozo, Carver, Wellens,
and Scheier (1991) found that individuals high in social anxiety interpreted facial cues as less
accepting. As discussed above, relative to nonanxious controls, individuals with social phobia
displayed faster detection times for angry faces than for happy faces in a crowd of otherwise
neutral faces (Gilboa-Schechtman, Foa, & Amir, 1999). Furthermore, Veljaca and Rapee (1998)
found that participants low in social anxiety were more accurate at detecting positive behaviours,
while participants high in social anxiety had higher levels of accuracy for the detection of
negative behaviours. Negative processing of social information would also likely have negative
consequences in the accuracy of first impressions involving socially anxious individuals.

To summarize, the processes that maintain social anxiety, such as fear of negative
evaluation, self-focused (or threat focused) attention, and negatively biased processing of social
information, may impact how accurately they perceive others in first impression situations.
Social Anxiety and Social Responses

Social anxiety has been found to affect other people’s responses to the socially anxious
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individual (Franzois, 1983; Alden & Taylor, 2004; Taylor & Alden, 2010). Socially anxious

individuals are perceived as odd (Barlow, 2002), less attractive and friendly (Jones & Russell,
1982), less effective leaders and with weaker strength of character (Purdon, Antony, Monteiro,
& Swinson, 2001), and less likeable resulting in greater discomfort for their interaction partners
(Meleshko & Alden, 1993). Creed and Funder (1998) found that partners of participants high in
social anxiety expressed less interest and liking for them, engaged in less eye contact, talked at
their partner instead of with them, dominated and controlled the interaction, and behaved in a
more irritated manner. They also found that college peers described individuals high in social
anxiety as vulnerable to threat, sensitive to demands, lacking personal meaning in life, and
moody, compared to individuals low in social anxiety, whom they rated as assertive, ambitious,
and socially poised. Heerey and Kring (2007) found that conversational partners of socially
anxious students failed to experience the increase in positive affect found in partners of non-
socially anxious students. Voncken, Alden, Bogels, and Roelofs (2008) found that patients with
social phobia evoked negative emotions in their conversational partners, which led to lower
perceived similarity, which in turn resulted in social rejection. Papsdorf and Alden (1998) also
found a reduced liking for participants who appeared overtly anxious due to a decreased
perception of similarity.

Contemporary cognitive models of social phobia highlight the role of safety behaviours,
such as reduced eye contact, minimizing speaking, minimal self-disclosure, and unassertiveness,
that are used by socially anxious individuals in an attempt to prevent feared outcomes and
maintain a sense of safety (Alden & Taylor, 2004, Clark & Wells, 1995). Similar ideas are found
in Arkin’s (Arkin, Lake, and Baumgardner, 1986) self-protection theory, which posits that
socially anxious individuals anticipate and fear negative social appraisals and therefore attempt
to deflect attention on themselves by subduing their behaviour.

One way this is accomplished is by reducing self-disclosures (Meleshko & Alden, 1993;
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Alden & Bieling, 1998; Papsdorf & Alden, 1998). However, this can be interpersonally

problematic, as self-disclosure has been found to increase feelings of similarity and liking
(Collins & Miller, 1994; Halverson and Shore, 1969; Jourard, 1959) and to serve as a good
predictor of friendship development (Cohen, Sherrod, & Clark, 1986). Moreover, individuals
who reciprocate a self-disclosure with a more superficial degree of intimacy are viewed as cold
(Chaikin & Derlega, 1974), where as individuals that reciprocate with more intimate self-
disclosures are more liked (Worthy, Gary, & Kahn, 1969). Socially anxious individuals are seen
by their interaction partners as being less open and less willing to disclose personal information
(Reno & Kenny, 1992). Work by Alden and her colleagues revealed that socially anxious
individuals were less likely to reciprocate the self-disclosure of their conversational partners and
therefore their partners were less likely to desire future contact with them (Alden & Bieling,
1998; Papsdorf & Alden, 1998). Furthermore, when they did reciprocate the self-disclosures,
they were only moderate in intimacy, regardless of the level of intimacy of their partners’
disclosures (Meleshko & Alden, 1993). Kashdan and Wenzel (2005) found that participants rated
the lowest experience of closeness when they were in the mixed dyads of high and low socially
anxious participants. The authors attributed this to the two groups’ conflicting goals and
perceptions with avoidance of social threat being the primary concern for socially anxious
individuals whereas cooperation was the goal of individuals low in social anxiety. Gee, Antony,
Koerner, and Aiken (2012) found that when a socially anxious actor disclosed an emotion, she
was rated by observers as being less awkward and more socially skilled, compared to when she
did not disclose any emotions. The type of emotion disclosed (anxiety, sadness, or happiness)
did not matter. This study helps illustrate the positive effects that self-disclosure can have on
how one is perceived. In summary, since self-disclosure is an essential component to developing
friendships, the lack of self-disclosure in socially anxious individuals would likely have

implications for how accurately they would be perceived in first impression situations.
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This body of work signifies progress toward a more comprehensive examination of social
anxiety’s effect on social partners. However, extant research still does not adequately address the
various ways that social interaction partners are affected by interactions with socially anxious
individuals. More research is necessary to identify how socially anxious individuals are
perceived by their interaction partners in first impression situations and the accuracy of those
perceptions.

Person Perception

A central tenet of the current work is that first impressions are an important aspect of
social interactions, as they help shape perceptions of others and influence desire for future
interaction. First impression judgments have been a topic of considerable study (e.g., Cronbach’s
(1955) Components of Accuracy Model (CCAM) and Kenny’s (1994) Social Relations Model
(SRM)). Biesanz integrated and extended these early approaches in his Social Accuracy Model
(SAM; Biesanz, 2010). In this model, Biesanz distinguishes two components of first impression
judgments, namely normative and distinctive accuracy. Normative accuracy refers to the
correspondence between a rater’s appraisals of a target and the average self-ratings across
targets, i.e., whether a rater views the target as similar to how people in general view themselves.
Distinctive accuracy refers to the correspondence between the rater’s appraisals and the target’s
self-appraisals with the normative rating controlled, i.e., whether the rater can detect how the
target is distinct from the normative profile.

Using this approach, Human and Biesanz (2011a) found that better adjustment was
associated with greater normative accuracy, i.e., better-adjusted raters appraised targets as
similar to the average individual. However, adjustment had no effect on distinctive accuracy, i.e.,
the ability to recognize unique personality features of the target. The third finding was that better
adjustment was associated with greater assumed similarity, i.e., well adjusted raters perceived

the targets as more similar to themselves. Human and Biesanz’s (2011b) found that well-adjusted
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individuals conveyed more information regarding their less observable traits than did poorly
adjusted individuals. This finding lends support to the theory that the higher self-other agreement
that characterizes first impression judgments of well-adjusted individuals is due to their higher
judgability; their ability to convey their unique attributes that are less observable.

Social Anxiety and First Impression Formation

The current study will apply Biesanz’s model to the realm of social anxiety. The study
has two goals: (1) to investigate how accurate socially anxious individuals are in forming first
impressions of others and (2) to investigate the accuracy of the first impressions that others form
of socially anxious individuals.

Following Biesanz, I distinguished two components of judgmental accuracy: normative
and distinctive accuracy. Human and Biesanz (2011a) found increased normative accuracy for
better-adjusted individuals. Furthermore, Alden and Wallace (1995) found that socially anxious
participants were less accurate at evaluating their partners’ performances than nonanxious
controls. Therefore, I predicted that socially anxious perceivers will be less normatively accurate
in their appraisals of targets than low anxious perceivers. Secondly, because social anxiety
results in self-focused attention, which might detract from attention directed toward social
partners, I hypothesized that socially anxious individuals will rate others less accurately in terms
of distinctive accuracy.

The social anxiety literature highlights the fact that socially anxious individuals are
viewed more negatively. Consequently, I predicted that perceivers’ impressions of socially
anxious targets will be less normatively accurate, specifically more negatively than the
normative rating. Secondly, since Human and Biesanz (2011b) found that distinctive accuracy is
highest for well-adjusted individuals due to their increased judgability and socially anxious
individuals self-disclose less, I hypothesized that targets higher in social anxiety would be rated

less accurately in terms of distinctive accuracy than targets lower in social anxiety.
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2. Method

Participants

A total of 104 University of British Columbia undergraduates (81 females, 23 males, Mo
=19.76, SD = 1.57) participated in 16 groups in exchange for course credit or $10. The groups
ranged in size from 3 to 10 people (Median = 6.50). The participants ranged between 1 to 5
years of post-secondary school education, Mgpy = 2.12, SD = 1.09. The majority of the sample
was either of Asian or European descent (see Table 1). The participants were selected for
participation through the human subject pool (see Appendix A) and through an advertisement
handed out at the debriefing session of a separate study (see Appendix B).
Measures

Abbreviated Big Five Inventory (BFI; John & Srivastava, 1999). Following Biesanz,
the abbreviated BFI was used to assess personality, the dependent variable, for both the
perceivers and the targets (see Appendix C). The abbreviated BFI is a 21-item version of the
original BFI. Following Biesanz, three additional items to assess intelligence were added on; “Is
intelligent”, “Is bright”, and “Receives good grades”. Furthermore, 4 additional items from the
original BFI were added to better assess negative personality traits; “Worries a lot”, “Can be cold
and aloof”, “Can be moody”, and “Gets nervous easily”. Finally, the item “is likeable” was
added on to examine the role that liking has on moderating accuracy. Each of these 28 items
were rated on a seven point Likert scale ranging from 1 (disagree strongly) to 7 (agree strongly)
(see Appendix B). Human, Biesanz, Parisotto, and Dunn (2011) found adequate reliability for
each Big Five subscale using a large UBC undergraduate population (Extraversion, ¢ = .83,
Neuroticism, o = .73, Conscientiousness, o = .66, Agreeableness, o = .59,
Openness/Intelligence, o =.67). The current study found comparable adequate reliability for

each of the subscales (Extraversion, o = .84, Neuroticism, o = .77, Conscientiousness, ¢ = .60,



Table 1.

Demographic Information for Participants.

Demographic Information

Percentage of Sample

Ethnicity
East Asian
South East Asian
Hispanic
European (Caucasian)
Middle Eastern

First Language
English
French
Spanish
East Asian language
South-East Asian language
Arabic
Farsi

Marital Status
Single

Married

51

13

26

51

98

17
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Agreeableness, o = .62, Openness/Intelligence, o = .66).

Situational Social Anxiety Item. To confirm that the level of state social anxiety was
higher for participants with higher SIAS scores, an additional item was added to the BFI; “Is
nervous when interacting with strangers” (see Table 2). Participants’ scores on this item were
correlated with the participants’ scores on the SIAS and the IAS as a check on level of social
anxiety in the social task. The situational anxiety item was also included in the calculations to
assess normative and distinctive accuracy.

Social Interaction Anxiety Scale (SIAS; Mattick & Clarke, 1998). The SIAS (see
Appendix D) was used to measure the predictor, level of social anxiety. This scale was selected
because it reflects anxiety in social interaction. The SIAS is a 20-item scale, with each item rated
on a five point Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (not at all) to 4 (extremely). The mean in the
current study’s sample (M = 26.43, SD = 13.64) was higher than the undergraduate mean
reported for the SIAS, M =19.00, SD = 10.10 (Mattick & Clarke, 1998), but was lower than the
the clinical sample mean, M = 34.6, SD = 16.4 (Mattick & Clark, 1998). Mattick and Clarke
(1989) found strong Cronbach’s alphas (between .88 and .93), test-retest correlations over .90 at
both one and three month intervals, and significantly higher scores on the SIAS for individuals
with social phobia than for those with agoraphobia. Heimberg et al., (1992) found higher
correlations between the SIAS and other measures of social interactional anxiety and lower
correlations with other measures of performance fear compared to the Social Phobia Scale,
indicating strong convergent and divergent validity. The current study replicated Mattick and
Clarke ‘s (1989) findings demonstrating the strong internal consistency of the SIAS of
(a=.91).

Interaction Anxiousness Scale (IAS; Leary, 1983). The IAS was used to measure the
affective component of social anxiety, or in other words, the tendency to feel nervous in social

interactions (see Appendix E). The IAS is a 15-item scale, with each item rated on a five point



Table 2.

Means and Standard Deviations of Social Anxiety Measures.

Social Anxiety Measure Mean Standard Deviation
SIAS 26.43 13.64
IAS 38.20 10.46
BFI Situational Social 4.07 1.76
Anxiety Item

Note. The SIAS was on a 0-4 scale, the IAS was on a 1-5 scale, and the BFI Situational Social

Anxiety Item was on a 1-7 scale.

19
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Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (nof at all) to 5 (extremely characteristic). The mean for the
current study’s sample (M = 38.20, SD = 10.46) was very close to the undergraduate sample
means for the IAS, which range from M = 38.60, SD = 10.50 to M =40.60, SD = 10.00 (Leary &
Kowalski, 1993). Leary and Kowalski (1993) reported interitem reliability above .85 and test-
retest reliability of .80 at eight weeks. Furthermore, using an undergraduate sample, a strong and
significant correlation of .82 was found between the SIAS and the IAS (Heimberg et al., 1992).
This scale was added to the study after 9 participants had participated. The current study found
that the IAS also demonstrated strong internal consistency (o = .89).
Procedure

The procedures are based on Biesanz’s previous work (SAM; Biesanz, 2010). When
participants first entered the laboratory, the experimenter described the procedures and
emphasized that everyone had the right to withdraw from participation at any point without
penalty. Participants then read and signed the informed consent forms (see Appendix F) and
were given a second informed consent form (see Appendix G) for which they had the option to
pass along to a close family member or friend for an additional component of the study.'
Participants completed the abbreviated BFI evaluating themselves. Next, the experimenter paired
participants in a predetermined order and instructed them to interact with their social partner for
three minutes. After the three minutes, participants independently completed the abbreviated BFI
evaluating his or her social partner. This process was repeated until every participant had
interacted with every other participant. At this point, participants were asked to fill out the SIAS
and the IAS about themselves. This questionnaire was given after the interactions so as not to
prime the participants to focus on social anxiety symptoms. Finally, the participants were
verbally debriefed and given a debriefing form (see Appendix H) for pedagogical purposes. Any

informants that participated were also emailed a debriefing form (see Appendix I).
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Data Analysis

The statistical analysis used for the current study is multilevel modeling (MLM).
Following Biesanz’s (2010) social accuracy modeling procedures, two multilevel regression
models were examined, each with two predictors of perceiver impressions. The first was the
distinctive accuracy measure, in other words, the target’s self report after subtracting the mean
self-report for the item. The second predictor was the normative accuracy measure, which is the
mean target self-report on each item. The following describes how each perceptual tendency is
allowed to vary randomly across perceivers and targets:

qu =/3’0,./.+/3’1UTValjk+/32[jMeank+sl./.k (1.1)

/3)01;,‘ = /500 + /501Anxi + Uy + Uy,
ﬁij =/3]0+ﬁ]1Anxi+uli+ulj (1.2)

ﬁzzj = By + By Anx, + u,, + Uy;
In this model, Y, corresponds to Perceiver i’s rating of Target j on item k. The intercept
is represented by f3,,. f3; is the regression coefficient for the distinctive accuracy slope or the

relationship between Target j’s self-report on item k predicting Perceiver i’s rating of them on

the same item &, with the normative profile (the mean target self-report for item k; Mean,)
partialled out. Therefore, 3, corresponds to distinctive accuracy, or the extent to which a
target’s unique personality features predict the perceiver’s ratings of that target. TVal, represents
Target j’s self-report on item k. f3,; is the regression coefficient for the normative accuracy

slope, or the relationship between the mean target self-report for item k predicting Perceiver i’s
rating of the same item k. Therefore, f3,; corresponds to normative accuracy, or the degree to
which the average self-report predicts a perceiver’s ratings of targets on average.

Within the equations 1.2, Anx; is a measure of Perceiver i’s social anxiety. In the

equation for 3, f3, represents the regression coefficient for anxiety moderating distinctive
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accuracy. Likewise, in the equation for f3,;, 5, represents the regression coefficient for anxiety

moderating normative accuracy. Here, negative values for f, and for B,,, reported as b’s, would
suggest greater distinctive and normative accuracy respectively for perceivers lower in social
anxiety. In both equations, u,; and u,; represent perceiver random effects and u,; and u,,
represent target random effects.

Due to the round-robin design, both distinctive and normative accuracy (in 1.1 and 1.2)
are averaged across perceivers and targets. For example, an individual with high levels of
normative accuracy perceives the different targets he or she meets on average as similar to the
normative profile. A related example would be an individual with high levels of distinctive
accuracy. Across all the targets he or she meets, the perceiver on average has a high level of
distinctive agreement with the target’s self-rating.

Following Biesanz’s social accuracy modeling statistical procedures, two multilevel
regression models were conducted. The first analysis used the perceiver’s level of social anxiety
as a moderator of distinctive and normative accuracy. The second analysis used the target’s level
of social anxiety as a moderator of distinctive and normative accuracy. The normative accuracy
index was calculated by predicting the perceiver’s score from the mean target self-report on each
item. The distinctive accuracy measure was calculated by predicting the perceiver’s rating of the
target on each item from the target’s self-report for each item, controlling for the mean score
across target self-ratings. Because distinctive and normative accuracy are estimated
simultaneously, we are able to look at the independent associations between social anxiety and
distinctive and normative accuracy. R’s Ime4 was the statistical package used to conduct these
analyses.

Further, to assess whether the social task did indeed evoke greater state social anxiety in
participants with higher SIAS scores, ratings on the state social anxiety question on the BFI were

correlated with the SIAS and the IAS.
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3. Results

Social Anxiety Measurement
The participants’ scores on the SIAS and IAS had a strong, significant correlation (»

=.92, p <.001), indicating that they are targeting the same features of social anxiety in
interactions. This is in line with Heimberg et al.’s, (1992) finding of a correlation of .82 between
the two measures. Furthermore, the situational social anxiety item on the BFI that the
participants filled out had a significant positive correlation with the participants’ scores both on
the SIAS (= .67, p <.001) and on the IAS (» = .65, p <.001). In other words, participants who
endorsed higher levels of trait social anxiety also generally endorsed experiencing greater levels
of state social anxiety in the round robin social interactions while they evaluated others and were
evaluated themselves. This is important because the current design required socially anxious
participants to have heightened levels of social anxiety in the experiment in order to fully assess
how social anxiety impacts accuracy. The SIAS, the IAS, and the BFI situational social anxiety
item all had normal distributions.
Mean Levels and Variability in Accuracy

Overall, participants displayed significant levels of both normative, b =.92,z=21.63, p <
.001, and distinctive accuracy, b = .12, z=15.28, p <.001 (see Table 3). This means that
perceivers tended to view targets as being highly normative and were also able to identify the
unique characteristics of targets.
Perceiver’s Level of Social Anxiety as a Moderator of Accuracy

Perceivers higher in social anxiety did not display significantly less normative accuracy
than perceivers lower in social anxiety, all |z|’s < 0.40 (see Table 4). In other words, higher
levels of perceiver social anxiety did not result in viewing the target as less similar to the average
personality profile. Furthermore, perceivers high in social anxiety did not display significantly

less distinctive accuracy than perceivers lower in social anxiety, all |z|’s < 0.75. This means that



Table 3.

Initial Multilevel Model of Accuracy Without Moderators.
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Model Parameters

Fixed effects slopes (unstandardized)
Normative Accuracy 92%*(.043)

Distinctive Accuracy A12%%(.022)

Note. All measures were on 1-7 scales. Intercept and target random effects were also modeled

but are not presented. * p <.05. ** p <.001.



Table 4.

Target Anxiety Moderating Accuracy.
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Model Normative Accuracy Distinctive Accuracy
Parameters b (se) d b (se) d
SIAS (perceiver) .001 (.348) .05 -.001 (.045) -30
IAS (perceiver)  -.001 (.348) -.09 -.000 (.045) -.18
SIAS (target) .000 (.215) .02 -.004#* (.202) -.57
IAS (target) -.002 (.215) -21 -.006** (.202) -.61

Note. The SIAS was on a 0-4 scale and the IAS was on a 1-5 scale. All variables were grand

mean centered. Standardized effect sizes, d, were calculated as the change in the respective slope

for a 2 standard deviation change in the measure of social anxiety divided by the random effect

standard deviation for that slope, 7 (see Gelman, 2008). *p < .05, ** p <.001.
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higher levels of perceiver social anxiety did not contribute to a reduced ability to identify the
target’s distinctive personality characteristics.

The results also indicated that targets higher in social anxiety were not rated with
significantly less normative accuracy, all |z|’s < 0.83. Thus, targets’ levels of social anxiety did
not lead them to be viewed as less similar to the average personality profile. However, targets
higher in social anxiety were viewed with significantly less distinctive accuracy, all |z|’s > 2.70.
Therefore, perceivers were significantly more accurate in identifying the distinctive personality
characteristics of targets with lower levels of social anxiety relative to targets with higher levels
of social anxiety (see Figures 1 and 2).

There was a marginal significant interaction for gender and normative accuracy on the
SIAS, but not on the IAS, bsias = -.12, zsias = -1.90, p = .05; bias = -.10, zus = -1.51, p = .13,
with women being seen with less normative accuracy. However, gender did not interact
significantly with distinctive accuracy, all |z|’s < 1.41, and target level of social anxiety was still
a significant moderator of distinctive accuracy when gender was controlled for, all |z|’s > 2.63.
Age did not significantly interact with normative, all |z|’s < 0.92, or distinctive accuracy, all |z|’s
< 1.55, and the effects of target level of social anxiety moderating distinctive accuracy were still
significant when age was controlled for, all |z|’s > 2.84. To examine whether ancestry had any
effect, the data was dummy coded into the two main demographic groups: European (Caucasian)
and Asian (East and South-East). There were no significant interactions with European descent
and normative, all |z|’s < 0.55, or distinctive accuracy, all |z|’s < 0.88. Similarly, there were no
significant interactions with Asian descent and normative, all |z|’s < 0.41, or distinctive accuracy,
all |z’s < 0.19. Moreover, the moderating effect of target anxiety on distinctive accuracy still
held when ancestry was controlled for all |z|’s > 2.38.

Furthermore, “liking” was not related to distinctive accuracy, all |z|’s < 0.52, but did
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Target Social Interaction Anxiety

Figure 1. Target distinctive accuracy as a function of target anxiety (SIAS).
Plotted points represent ordinary least squares (OLS) estimates of targets' distinctive accuracy
slopes, averaged across perceivers. The graphed lines are the model-implied linear relationship

from the extended social accuracy model of interpersonal perception.
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1.0

Distinctive Accuracy

20 30 40 50 60 70

Target Interaction Anxiousness

Figure 2. Target distinctive accuracy as a function of target anxiety (IAS).
Plotted points represent OLS estimates of targets' distinctive accuracy slopes, averaged across
perceivers. The graphed lines are the model-implied linear relationship from the extended social

accuracy model of interpersonal perception.
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have a significant positive relationship with normative accuracy, all |z|’s > 13.19, such that
targets more liked by the perceivers tended to be seen as more similar to the average person.
However, when liking was held constant, target level of social anxiety was still a significant
moderator of distinctive accuracy, all |z|’s > 2.88. Furthermore, liking was not significantly
related to the targets’ levels of social anxiety, rsius = -.10, p = .34; rius=-.17, p = .11. Moreover,
perceiver’s level of social anxiety was not significantly related to their liking of others, rs;4s =
04, p=.68; rus=.04, p = .68.

Finally assumed similarity, as measured by perceivers’ perceptions of their similarities to
the targets, had a significant negative association with perceiver’s level of social anxiety, such
that higher levels of perceiver social anxiety corresponded to lower levels of assumed similarity
with the target, all |z|’s > 2.45. However, assumed similarity was not associated with target’s
level of social anxiety, all |z|’s < 0.72, and target level of social anxiety was still a significant
moderator of distinctive accuracy when assumed similarity was held constant, all |z|’s > 2.42.
Target Level of Social Anxiety and the Big Five

Participants higher in social anxiety rated themselves as being significantly lower in
extraversion, all |z|’s > 2.76, and higher in neuroticism, all |z|’s > 5.82, as compared to
participants lower in social anxiety. Perceivers also perceived participants higher in social
anxiety as significantly less extraverted, all |z|’s > 2.86, and significantly more neurotic, all |z|’s
> 2.94, than participants lower in social anxiety. However, socially anxious participants rated
themselves as significantly lower in openness/intellect, all |z|’s > 2.24, and agreeableness, all |z|’s
> 2.45, as well as marginally lower in conscientiousness, bsias = -.01, zsias = -1.92, p = .06; bias
=-.02, zius = -1.74, p = .09. This was in contrast to perceivers, who rated individuals high and
low in social anxiety as equal in openness/intellect, all |z|’s < 0.91, agreeableness, all |z|’s <

0.56, and conscientiousness, all |z|’s < 0.79.
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4. Discussion

The current study examined the role that social anxiety plays in moderating accuracy in
first impressions situations. This was looked at in two ways. Firstly, the current study looked at
how accurately individuals with social anxiety perceive others in first impression situations.
Secondly, the present study also explored how accurately others perceive individuals with social
anxiety in first impression interactions. Using a round robin methodology, these two research
questions were examined. The results indicated that the participants were less distinctly accurate
in their first impressions of individuals high in social anxiety. In other words, people are less
accurate at identifying the unique personality features of highly socially anxious individuals.
These findings may provide a lead as to why individuals with social anxiety have difficulties
forming friendships.

The current study examined the two research questions using Biesanz’s Social Accuracy
Model (SAM; Biesanz, 2010), which distinguishes between two types of accuracy in first
impressions; normative and distinctive accuracy. Normative accuracy refers to the association
between a rater’s appraisals of a target and the average self-ratings across targets. In other words,
normative accuracy represents the extent to which a rater views the target as similar to how
people in general view themselves. Distinctive accuracy refers to the relationship between the
rater’s appraisals and the target’s self-appraisals, while partialing out the normative rating. This
corresponds to the degree to which the rater can detect how the target is distinct from the
normative profile. To establish these accuracy coefficients, the current study followed Biesanz’s
line of research and implemented a round robin methodology. Every participant interacted with
every other participant for 3 minutes and then appraised his or her personality.

My first research question was how do perceivers’ levels of social anxiety moderate the
accuracy of their appraisals of others in first impression situations. My first hypothesis was that

perceivers high in social anxiety would be less normatively accurate in their appraisals of targets,
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compared to perceivers low in social anxiety. The current study’s findings did not support this
hypothesis. There were no significant differences in normative accuracy between perceivers high
and low in social anxiety. This means that participants high in social anxiety tended to see the
targets as similar to the average personality profile to the same degree as participants low in
social anxiety. My second hypothesis was that individuals high in social anxiety would be less
distinctly accurate in their first impressions of targets, compared to perceivers low in social
anxiety. The current study’s findings also failed to support this. In other words, individuals high
in social anxiety were as equally accurate as participants low in social anxiety at identifying the
targets’ unique personality features. All together, the present study’s findings indicate that how
anxious you are doesn’t seem to affect your accuracy in your judgments of others personalities.
These findings are consistent with some previous research. Rapee and Lim (1992) found no
significant differences between socially anxious participants and nonclinical controls in their
appraisals of others’ speeches. Furthermore, Stopa and Clark (1993) found that socially anxious
individuals did not differ significantly from anxious and nonclinical controls in their appraisals
of a confederate’s behaviour.

Some may argue that these findings appear to be inconsistent with the results of some
previous research. Pozo, Carver, Wellens, and Scheier, (1991) found that socially anxious
participants rated others more negatively. However, this was based on their ratings of how they
anticipated others would respond to them. The present study only looked at how socially anxious
perceivers appraised others’ personalities. It is possible that no negative bias was found due to
the fact that the questions were worded to only assess their appraisals of their partners’
personalities and not their appraisals of how their partner would respond to them. In support of
this hypothesis, it has been demonstrated that socially anxious individuals endorse a greater
degree of socially prescribed perfectionism, which means they anticipate that others hold

unrealistically high expectations of them (Antony, Purdon, Huta, & Swinson, 1998). It has also
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been found that socially anxious individuals expect their audiences to hold them to a higher
standard than their own personal standards (Alden & Wallace, 1991; Wallace & Alden, 1991;
1995; Alden, Bieling, & Wallace, 1994; Moscovitch & Hofmann, 2007; Strauman, 1989, 1992;
Weilage & Hope, 1999) and view others as holding unreasonably high expectations for their
performance, particularly when standards are ambiguous (Moscovitch & Hofmann, 2007). It
would make sense that if someone were to expect that others hold them to unrealistic standards
they didn’t feel they could meet, they might anticipate that their partners would have a negative
response to them. Therefore, the current study’s findings don’t necessarily contradict Pozo et
al.,’s results.

The present findings were also inconsistent with Alden and Wallace’s (1995) research,
which found that socially anxious participants had a positive bias in their evaluations of their
partners’ performance, compared to nonanxious controls and the experimenter. However, this
study examined the valence, not the accuracy, of participants’ appraisals of their interaction
partners, which may explain the discrepancy from the current study’s findings. A second point to
note is that Alden and Wallace’s study had participants evaluating the experimenter’s
responsiveness to them on four items. Given that personalities are inherently complex, it is hard
to get a full appraisal of someone’s personality from four items, which is why the current study
used 29. Once again, it is possible that this positive bias is a result of socially anxious individuals
anticipating how their partners may react to them, compared to the current study, which had
participants only assessing their partners’ personalities with no reference to how their partners
feel about them.

Therefore, although the current study’s results may appear to be inconsistent with the
literature, it is likely more a matter of looking at two different things; how people expect others
to respond to them and what people expect of others’ personalities. When there is evidence of

bias, it is in judgments of others’ responses to oneself, not about others themselves. Furthermore,
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the novel aspect of the current research is that it examined actual interactions between
participants, compared to the previous work, which has used vignettes, videotapes, or lab
interactions with confederates. By using real spontaneous interactions, the current study was able
to get a more accurate sense of how people perceive targets, not how they anticipate they would
perceive a target. Moreover, by using multiple perceivers and targets, the present study was able
to paint a clearer picture of how others are perceived.

One interesting finding from the present study was the significant, negative association
between assumed similarity and perceiver’s level of social anxiety. This means that greater
levels of social anxiety in the perceiver were associated with lower levels of assumed similarity
with the target. These findings are congruent with the previous literature on assumed similarity.
For example, the identification-contrast model of social comparison (Buunk & Ybema, 1997)
states that membership in a social group creates stress, to which most people respond by making
social comparisons. Typically, people distance themselves from undesirable targets to feel better
about themselves. However, individuals who experience elevated levels of negative affect do the
opposite and distance themselves from desirable targets to confirm their negative self-images
(Giesler, Josephs, & Swann, 1996; Swann, Wenzlaff, Krull, & Pelham, 1992). This
dysfunctional pattern of social comparisons has been demonstrated with mildly depressed
participants (Swallow & Kuiper, 1992), with cancer patients high in neuroticism (Van der Zee,
Buunk, & Sanderman, 1998), and with students high in negative affect (Lane & Gibbons, 2007).
Based on this body of research looking at negative affect and social comparisons, the present
finding of a negative association between level of perceiver social anxiety and assumed
similarity makes sense.

Perceived similarity, on both important and superficial features, has been associated with
liking, understanding, trust, appreciation, and support (Byrne, 1961; Jones & Daugherty, 1959;

Jones, Pelham, Carvallo, & Mirenberg, 2004; Miller, Downs, & Prentice, 1998; Papsdorf &
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Alden, 1998; Schneider, Goldstein, & Smith, 1995), a concept known as implicit egotism

(Pelham, Mirenberg, & Jones, 2002). Therefore it makes sense that the current study found that
targets more liked by the perceivers were seen as more similar to the average person. One
explanation for this strong association between liking and assumed similarity is that people
perceive themselves favourably and consequently assume others who are similar share their
desirable qualities (Pelham, Carvallo, & Jones, 2005). Conversely, people with differing traits
are perceived as threatening (Liao, Joshi, & Chuang, 2004) and induce feelings of mistrust,
suspiscion, and reduced liking (Suman & Sethi, 1985; Tanis & Postmes, 2005). Research has
found that neurotic people have a heightened sensitivity to perceived threats (Bradley & Mogg,
1994; Calvo & Eysenck, 2000; Derryberry & Reed, 1998; Richards, French, Johnson, Naparstek,
& Williams, 1992) and that dissimilarities are normally equated with reflecting a potential source
of threat (Tanis & Postmes, 2005). In line with this, Moss, Garivaldis, and Toukhsati (2007)
found that neurotic participants rated themselves as more dissimilar to targets on measures
reflecting extraversion and openness to experiences. Gibbons and Buunk (1999) found that
social anxiety was positively associated with engaging in social comparisons and Kashdan and
Wenzel (2005) found that participants endorsed experiencing the lowest levels of closeness when
partners’ levels of social anxiety were discrepant. Heimberg, Acerra, and Holstein (1985) found
that participants tended to rate themselves as more similar to partners who matched their level of
social anxiety and that socially anxious participants expected everyone to rate them as anxious,
but expected their anxiety to be more salient to those they rated as dissimilar. Both Voncken,
Alden, Bogels, and Roelofs (2008) and Papsdorf and Alden (1998) found that socially anxious
participants were viewed with less assumed similiarity. Antony, Rowa, Liss, Swallow, and
Swinson’s (2005) findings indicated that socially anxious participants focused more on social
anxiety dimensions when comparing themselves to others. The authors also found that socially

anxious participants saw others as slightly less similar, although these differences disappeared
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when averaged across all types of comparisons, and also felt less close to others. Although they
didn’t look at social anxiety independently, Human and Biesanz (2011a) extended these findings
by controlling for actual similarity and by looking at perceivers’ assumed similarity appraisals
across multiple, real interaction partners, instead of hypothetical partners. They found that well-
adjusted individuals view others as more similar to the self, compared to less-adjusted
individuals. Therefore, the current findings that individuals with lower levels of social anxiety
endorsed greater assumed similarity with the targets fits in well with the previous body of
research.

The second research question explored in the present study was how do others perceive
targets high in social anxiety. My first hypothesis was that perceivers would be less normatively
accurate, and specifically more negative, in their impressions of targets high in social anxiety.
The current findings do not support this hypothesis. It appears that others view socially anxious
targets as similar to the average person. These findings appear to be inconsistent with the
literature on socially anxiety, which finds that others have distinct negative perceptions of
socially anxious targets. Barlow (2002) found that socially anxious participants were viewed as
odd, and Jones and Russell (1982) found them to be viewed as less attractive and friendly.
Purdon, Antony, Monteiro, and Swinson’s (2001) findings indicated that socially anxious
participants were seen as less effective leaders with weaker strength of character, and Heerey
and Kring (2008) found that social partners failed to experience an increase in positive affect
following interactions with socially anxious participants. The current study did not look at these
variables so it is possible that these are the dimensions on which socially anxious people are
viewed more negatively compared to the average person. Consequently, this may explain the
lack of negative bias found for social partners in the present study. Creed and Funder (1998) also
found that the social partners of socially anxious individuals engaged in less eye contact, talked

at, instead of with, their partner, dominated and controlled the conversation, and engaged in
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irritable behaviour. The current study did not assess how social partners personally experienced
the interaction, but instead focused on how accurately they perceived their partners. It is
therefore possible that the social partners of participants high in social anxiety also experienced
this negative experience during their interactions.

A common finding in the social anxiety literature is that socially anxious people are
viewed as less likeable by their interaction partners demonstrated by a reduced desire to interact
with them in the future (Creed & Funder, 1998; Meleshko & Alden, 1993; Papsdorf & Alden,
1998; Voncken, Alden, Bogels, & Roelofs, 2008). Interestingly, the current study did not find
any association between the targets level of social anxiety and the degree they were liked by
their social partners. One possible reason for this difference may be due to the emphasis of
previous research on desire for future interaction, compared to the current study which looked at
judgments of liking. A second possible source for the difference in findings is the current
study’s round robin methodology. By having each participant interact with and rate every other
participant, we were able to generate a much greater variety of targets and perceivers for each
target, compared to interactions with confederates (Meleshko & Alden, 1993; Papsdorf & Alden,
1998; Voncken, Alden, Bogels, & Roelofs, 2008) or multiple interactions with one other
participant (Creed & Funder, 1998). Therefore, it is possible that the current study’s lack of a
negative association between liking and target level of social anxiety is due to this novel
methodology.

My second hypothesis was that targets higher in social anxiety would be rated with less
distinctive accuracy than targets lower in social anxiety. The current findings support this.
Interestingly, others could not judge the unique elements of the personalities of participants high
in social anxiety. This new finding meshes well with the literature on self-disclosures.
Specifically, it has been found that socially anxious individuals are perceived by their social

partners as being less open and less willing to disclose personal information (Reno & Kenny,
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1992). Socially anxious individuals are less likely to reciprocate the self-disclosures of their
interaction partners (Alden & Bieling, 1998; Papsdorf & Alden, 1998), and when they do
reciprocate, the self-disclosures are only of moderate intimacy, regardless of the level of
intimacy expressed by their partners’ self-disclosures (Meleshko & Alden, 1993). Furthermore,
socially anxious participants are rated as being less awkward and more socially skilled when
they self-disclose an emotion (Gee, Antony, Koerner, & Aiken, 2012). Given the research
demonstrating that socially anxious individuals self-disclose less often and less intimately, it
makes sense that the current study found that perceivers were less accurate at identifying the
unique personality traits of socially anxious targets.

Self-disclosures have been found to increase feelings of similarity and liking (Collins &
Miller, 1994; Halverson and Shore, 1969; Jourard, 1959). Therefore, one possible reason that
socially anxious individuals may be less open is because, as was shown in the current study, they
see others as less similar to themselves, and consequently as more threatening. This negative
cycle may help explain why socially anxious individuals self-disclose less, see others with less
assumed similarity, and why partners are less accurate at identifying their unique personality
traits.

Furthermore, Human and Biesanz (2011b) found that well-adjusted individuals had
higher judgability. In other words, well-adjusted individuals were significantly better than poorly
adjusted individuals at conveying more information regarding their less observable traits (i.e.,
neuroticism). This finding is congruent with the social anxiety literature; socially anxious
individuals self-disclose less and as a result, likely convey less information about their traits that
are less observable. This further supports the current study’s findings that partners are less able
to detect the distinct personality features of socially anxious participants, suggesting that socially
anxious individuals have reduced judgability. Moreover, one novel aspect of the present study

was that it looked not at how socially anxious people are perceived, but at how accurately they
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are perceived in first impression situations, and it appears that others can not get a clear picture
of them.

The current study has several possible implications for understanding socially anxious
individuals. First impressions are important determinants of whether others will want to interact
again in the future. Human, Sandstrom, Biesanz, and Dunn (in press) found that more accurate
first impressions significantly predicted more interaction throughout the semester as well as
enhanced liking and desire for future interactions. Given that the unique personality features of
socially anxious individuals are not perceived very accurately by others in first impression
situations, it is likely that others will have a harder time understanding them and consequently,
may have less of a desire to engage in future interactions with them. Therefore, perhaps socially
anxious individuals should be encouraged to drop their self-protective behaviours such as
reduced self-disclosures via behavioural experiments in order to learn to be more expressive of
who they are. This might help their interaction partners more accurately understand them in first
impression situations which may lead to an increase in interactions and more success developing
and maintaining friendships. This would be an important avenue for future research.

Interestingly, analyses showed that socially anxious participants rated themselves and
were rated by perceivers as being lower in extraversion and higher in neuroticism. Furthermore,
socially anxious participants rated themselves as significantly lower in openness/intellect,
agreeableness, and conscientiousness, where as perceivers did not. This raises the question that if
socially anxious individuals view themselves as possessing negative personality traits, would
greater perceiver distinctive accuracy be beneficial for them or detrimental? Swann and
colleagues found that people attempt to modify their behaviour in hopes of eliciting information
that accurately verifies their self-views, even if those views are negative (Swann & Hill, 1982;
Swann, Pelham, & Krull, 1989; Swann & Read, 1981a, 1981b). Furthermore, one’s sense of

authenticity is increased when receiving self-verifying information, which has been associated
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with enhanced well-being (Sheldon & Kasser, 1995; Sheldon, Ryan, & Reise, 1996; Sheldon,

Ryan, Rawsthorne, & Ilardi, 1997). Therefore, preliminary research seems to indicate that being
seen accurately is important to a target for their own adjustment, even if they are seen negatively.
However, future research should further examine the implications of negative but accurate first
impressions for both the perceiver and for subsequent friendship development.

Secondly, since the present study found that perceiver’s level of social anxiety was
negatively associated with perceived similarity, which in turn has been associated with openness
and liking, perhaps social anxiety treatments need to focus on helping the clients recognize
similarities they have with others. It is possible that if socially anxious individuals perceive
others as more similar, they may feel more comfortable self-disclosing to their partners which in
turn may help their partners get a better understanding of their distinctive personality features.

One of the limitations of the current study was that accuracy could only be correlated
with the abbreviated BFI as a whole, not each individual factor. Since the round robin
methodology requires that the participants fill out the BFI many times, it would take too long to
use the full BFI, which is why the current research, as well as the body of research by Biesanz,
used the abbreviated version. However, only a few items in the abbreviated BFI represent each
factor so there would not be enough power if each factor were to be correlated to accuracy
individually. Consequently, the present study was not able to determine that one dimension
corresponded more to normative or distinct accuracy compared to another.

A second limitation of the current study is that it is possible that what was measured was
not necessarily accuracy but instead, the correspondence between the perceivers’ and the targets’
first impressions. Given that the current study used self-report measures of personality as the tool
to assess accuracy, it is possible that although a perceiver and a target have a high degree of
convergence in their appraisals of the target’s personality, they are both forming an inaccurate

appraisal. Therefore, the conclusions with regards to the accuracy of perceivers and targets high
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and low in social anxiety must be interpreted with this caution in mind.

A third potential limitation of the current study is that it is possible that people are
actually accurate at identifying the unique personality features of socially anxious individuals
and instead, it is the socially anxious individuals who are inaccurately appraising their own
personalities. Given the body of literature supporting the tendency of socially anxious
individuals to engage in discounting of their social skills and performances (Abbott & Rapee,
2004; Alden & Wallace, 1995; Clark & Arkowitz, 1975; Edwards, Rapee, & Franklin, 2003;
Mansell & Clark, 1999; Mellings & Alden, 2000; Norton & Hope, 2001; Rapee & Lim, 1992;
Spurr & Stopa, 2003; Stopa & Clark, 1993), this appears to be a viable interpretation. One way
this can be examined is by using informants (i.e., a close family member or friend) to also fill out
the abbreviated BFI on the participants in order to reduce social desirability or discounting. A
second study was recently conducted using informant judgments and found that including
informant judgments of targets produced the same effects Therefore, it appears that socially
anxious participants were accurate in their self-reports of their personalities and it is in fact
others who are less able to perceive their unique personalities.

Finally, a fourth limitation of the current study was that participants only had 3 minutes
to interact with each partner. Although first impression situations vary in length, an interesting
avenue for future research would be to use the same methodology with longer interactions and
evaluate whether it would impact how accurately the unique personality features of socially
anxious participants are perceived. It would also be interesting to explore if socially anxious
participants perceive greater assumed similarity with others in the context of a longer first
interaction. As well, it would be of interest to see if the lack of negative association between
liking and target’s level of social anxiety could be replicated using the same methodology.
Furthermore, it would be beneficial to replicate this study using a clinical sample.

Biesanz and Human (2010) found that if individuals were told to pay more attention to
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accuracy, they became less normatively accurate, but more distinctly accurate. A second
important avenue for future research would be to test this finding with socially anxious
individuals. If it were found that accuracy instructions increased distinctive accuracy in first
impression situations, socially anxious individuals may be more accurately appraised by their
interaction partners, which might improve their partner’s understanding of them and contribute
to establishing more meaningful connections.

Thirdly, it would be very valuable to assess exactly why socially anxious individuals are
perceived with less distinctive accuracy. Including measures of self-disclosure in future studies
could help clarify whether it is a mechanism that contributes to others less accurately assessing
the unique personality features of individuals high in social anxiety. A more in depth way to
examine this would be to audio record each interaction and conduct a content analysis on the
dialogues. This might clarify whether it is the amount or the content of self-disclosures that
contributes to the reduced distinctive accuracy for targets high in social anxiety. Moreover,
Human and Biesanz (2011b) found that well-adjusted targets had better judgability. It would be
useful to explore if this finding applied to social anxiety by using a similar methodology and
including trait observability as a moderator in the relationship between target social anxiety and
self-other agreement.

In conclusion, the current study was the first to examine the accuracy of first impressions,
both by and of socially anxious participants, in a round robin methodology. Although it appears
that socially anxious people are relatively accurate in their appraisals of others personalities, it
seems that others are less accurate at identifying the unique personality features of socially
anxious individuals in first impression situations. This study provides an important stepping-
stone for a very promising avenue for future research. Hopefully this can bring us closer to
understanding why socially anxious individuals have difficulties forming friendships and how

treatments can better assist with this.
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Endnotes
! The informants had the option of participating by filling out an online abbreviated BFI
measures about the participants in exchange for a $5 Starbucks gift card honorarium. The point
of this additional component was to corroborate the participants’ description of their personality
profiles and to reduce any social desirability effects. Due to a delay in getting ethical approval, I

was unable to recruit informants in this study.



43

References

Abbott, M. J., & Rapee, R. M. (2004). Post-event rumination and negative self-appraisal in
social phobia before and after treatment. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 113, 136-144.
doi: 10.1037/0021-843X.113.1.136

Alden, L. E., & Bieling, P. (1998). Interpersonal consequences of the pursuit of safety.
Behaviour Research and Therapy, 36, 53-64. doi: 10.1016/S0005-7967(97)00072-7

Alden, L. E., Bieling, P., & Wallace, S. T. (1994). Perfectionism in an interpersonal context: A
self-regulation analysis of dysphoria and social anxiety. Cognitive Therapy and
Research, 18, 297-316. doi: 10.1007/BF02357507

Alden, L. E., & Taylor, C. T. (2004). Interpersonal processes in social phobia. Clinical
Psychology Review, 24, 857-882. d0i:10.1016/j.cpr.2004.07.006

Alden, L. E., & Wallace, S. T. (1991). Social standards and social withdrawal. Cognitive
Therapy and Research, 15, 85-100. doi: 10.1007/BF01172944

Alden, L. E., & Wallace, S. T. (1995). Social phobia and social appraisal in successful and
unsuccessful social interactions. Behaviour, Research, and Therapy, 33, 497-505. doi:
10.1016/0005-7967(94)00088-2

Alfano, M. S., Joiner, T. E., & Perry, M. (1994). Attributional style: A mediator of the shyness-
depression relationship? Journal of Research in Personality, 28, 287-300. doi:
10.1006/jrpe.1994.1021

Amir, N., Beard, C., & Bower, E. (2005). Interpretation bias and social anxiety. Cognitive
Therapy and Research, 29, 433-443. doi: 10.1007/s10608-005-2834-5

Amir, N, Foa, E. B., & Coles, M. E. (1998). Negative interpretation bias in social phobia.
Behaviour Research and Therapy, 36, 945-957. doi: 10.1016/S0005-7967(98)00060-6

Antony, M. M., Pudon, C. L., Huta, V., & Swinson, R. P. (1998). Dimensions of perfectionism

across the anxiety disorders. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 36, 1143-1154. doi:



44
10.1016/S0005-7967(98)00083-7

Antony, M., Rowa, K., Liss, A., Swallow, S., & Swinson, R. (2005) Social comparison processes
in social phobia. Behavior Therapy, 36, 65-75. doi: 10.1016/S0005-7894(05)80055-3

Arkin, R. M., Appelman, A. J.,& Burger, J. M. (1980). Social anxiety, self-presentation, and the
self-serving bias in causal attribution. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 38,
23-35. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.38.1.23

Arkin, R. M., Lake, E. A., & Baumgardner, A. H. (1986). Shyness and self-presentation. In W.
H. Johnes, J. M. Cheek, & S. R. Briggs (Eds.), Shyness: perspectives on research and
treatment (pp. 189-204). New York: Plenum Press.

Arkowitz, H., Hinton, R., Perl, J., & Himadi, W. (1978). Treatment strategies for dating anxiety
in college men based on real-life practice. The Counseling Psychologist, 7, 41-46. doi:
10.1177/001100007800700410

Asendorpf, J. B. (1987). Videotape reconstruction of emotions and cognitions related to shyness.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 53, 542. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.53.3.542

Asmundson, G. J. G., & Stein, M. B. (1994). Selective processing of social threat in patients
with generalized social phobia: Evaluation using a dot-probe paradigm. Journal of
Anxiety Disorders, 8, 107-117. doi: 10.1016/0887-6185(94)90009-4

Barlow, H. (2002). The nature and development of anxiety and its disorders: Triple vulnerability
theory. Eye on Psi Chi, 7, 14-20.

Beidel, D. C., Turner, S. M., & Morris, T. L. (1999). Psychopathology of childhood social
phobia. Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 38, 643-
650. doi: 10.1097/00004583-199906000-00010

Biesanz, J. C. (2010). The Social Accuracy Model of interpersonal perception: Assessing
individual differences in perceptive and expressive accuracy. Multivariate Behavioral

Research, 45, 853-885. doi: 10.1080/00273171.2010.519262



45

Biesanz, J. C., & Human, L. J. (2010). The cost of forming more accurate impressions:
Accuracy-motivated perceivers see the personality of others more distinctively but less
normatively than perceives without an explicit goal. Psychological Science, 21, 589-594.
doi: 10.1177/0956797610364121

Biesanz, J. C., Human, L. J., Paquin, A.-C., Chan, M., Parisotto, K. L., Sarracino, J., & Gillis, R.
L. (2011). Do we know when our impressions of others are valid? Evidence for realistic
accuracy awareness in first impressions of personality. Social Psychological Personality
Science. Advance online publication. doi: 10.1177/1948550610397211

Block, J. (1978). The Q-sort method in personality assessment and psychiatric research.
Consulting Psychologists Press (Vol ix, pp. 61). Palo Alto, CA.

Bogels, S. M. (2004). Attention processes in the maintenance and treatment of social phobia:
Hypervigilance, avoidance and self-focused attention. Clinical Psychology review, 24,
827. doi: 10.1016/j.cpr.2004.06.005

Bogels, S. M., & Lamers, C. T. J. (2002). The causal role of self-awareness in blushing-anxious,
socially-anxious and social phobics individuals. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 40,
1367-1384. doi: 10.1016/S0005-7967(01)00096-1

Bogels, S. M., Alberts, M., & de Jong, P. J. (1996). Self-consciousness, self-focused attention,
blushing, propensity and fear of blushing. Personality and Individual Differences, 21,
573-581. doi: 10.1016/0191-8869(96)00100-6

Bogels, S. M., Rijsemus, W., & de Jong, P. J. (2002). Self-focused attention and social anxiety:
The effects of experimentally heightened self-awareness on fear, blushing, cognitions,
and social skills. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 26, 461-472. doi:
10.1023/A:1016275700203

Bruch, M. A., & Belkin, D. K. (2001). Attributional style in shyness and depression: Shared and

specific maladaptive patterns. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 25, 247-259. doi:



46
10.1023/A:1010780211266

Bruch, M. A., Gorsky, J. M., Collins, T. M., & Berger, P. A. (1989). Shyness and sociability
reexamined: A multicomponent analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
57, 904-915. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.57.5.904

Buunk, B. P., & Ybema, J. F. (1997). Social comparisons and occupational stress: The
identification-contrast model. In B. P. Buunk & F. X. Gibbons (Eds.), Health and coping:
Perspectives from social comparison theory (pp. 299-328). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Byrne, D. (1961). Interpersonal attraction and attitude similarity. Journal of Abnormal and
Social Psychology, 62, 713-715. doi: 10.1037/h0044721

Carleton, N. R., Collimore, K. C., & Asmundson, G. J. G. (2010). “It’s not just the judgements—
It’s that I don’t know”: Intolerance of uncertainty as a predictor of social anxiety. Journal
of Anxiety Disorders, 24, 189-195. doi: 10.1016/j.janxdis.2009.10.007

Carver, C. S., & Scheier, M. F. (1990). Origins and functions of positive and negative affect: A
control-process view. Psychological Review, 97, 19-35. doi: 10.1037/0033-295X.97.1.19

Chaikin, A. L., & Derlega, V. J. (1974). Liking for the norm-breaker in self-disclosure. Journal
of Personality, 42, 117-129. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6494.1974.tb00560.x

Clark, J. V., & Arkowitz, H. (1975). Social anxiety and self-evaluation of interpersonal
performance. Psychological Reports, 36, 211-221. doi: 10.2466/pr0.1975.36.1.211

Clark, D.M., & Wells, A. (1995). A cognitive model of social phobia. In R.G. Heimberg, M.
Liebowitz, D. Hope, & F. Schneier (Eds.), Social Phobia: Diagnosis, Assessment, and
Treatment (p. 69-93). New York: Guilford Press.

Collins, N. L., & Miller, L. C. (1994). Self-disclosure and liking: A meta-analytic review.
Psychological Bulletin, 116, 457-475. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.116.3.457

Creed, A. T., & Funder, D. C. (1998). Social anxiety: From the inside and outside. Personality

and Individual Differences, 25, 19-33. doi: 10.1016/SO191-8869(98)00037-3.



47
Cohen, S., Sherrod, D. R., & Clark, M. S. (1986). Social skills and the stress-protective role of

social support. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 50, 963-973. doi:
10.1037/0022-3514.50.5.963

Coles, M. E., Turk, C. L., Heimberg, R. G., & Fresco, D. M. (2001). Effects of varying levels of
anxiety within social situations: Relationship to memory perspective and attributions in
social phobia. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 39, 651-665. doi: 10.1016/S0005-
7967(00)00035-8

Coles, M. E., Turk, C. L., & Heimberg, R. G. (2002). The role of memory perspecive in social
phobia: Immediate and delayed memories for role-played situations. Behavioural and
Cognitive Psychotherapy, 30, 415-425. doi: 10.1017/S1352465802004034

Daly, J. A., Vangelisti, A. L., & Lawrence, S. G. (1989). Self-focused attention and public
speaking anxiety. Personality and Individual Differences, 10, 903-913. doi:
10.1016/0191-8869(89)90025-1

Diener, E., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., Griffin, S. (1985). The satisfaction with life scale.
Journal of Personality Assessment, 49, 71-75. doi: 10.1207/s15327752jpa4901 13

Dodge, C. S., Heimberg, R. G., Nyman, D., & O’Brien, G. T. (1987). Daily heterosocial
interactions of high and low socially anxious college students: A diary study. Behavior
Therapy, 18, 90-96. doi: 10.1016/S0005-7894(87)80054-0

Duval, S., & Wicklund, R. A. (1972). A theory of objective self awareness. New York, NY:
Academic Press.

Edelman, R. J. (1985). Dealing with socially embarrassing events: Socially anxious and non-
socially anxious groups compared. British Journal of Clinical Psychology, 24, 281-288.
doi: 10.1111/5.2044-8260.1985.tb00660.x

Edwards, S. L., Rapee, R. M., & Franklin, J. (2003). Post-event rumination and recall bias for a

social performance event in high and low socially anxious individuals. Cognitive Therapy



48
and Research, 27, 603-617. doi: 10.1023/A:1026395526858

Faytout, M., Tignol, J., Swendsen, J., Grabot, D., Aouizerate, B., & Lépine, J. P. (2007). Social
phobia, fear of negative evaluation and harm avoidance. European Psychiatry, 22, 75-79.
doi: 10.1016/j.eurpsy.2005.07.009

Fenigstein, A., Scheier, M. F., Buss, A. H. (1975). Public and private self-consciousness:
Assessment and theory. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 43, 522-525.
doi: 10.1037/h0076760

Foa, E. B., Franklin, M. E., Perry, K. J., & Herbert, J. D. (1996). Cognitive biases in generalized
social phobia. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 105, 433—439. doi: 10.1037/0021-
843X.105.3.433

Foa, E. B., Gilboa-Schechtman, E., Amir, N., & Freshman, M. (2000). Memory bias in
generalized social phobia remembering negative emotional expressions. Journal of
Anxiety Disorders, 14, 501-519. doi: 10.1016/S0887-6185(00)00036-0

Foa, E. B., & Kozak, M. J. (1985). Treatment of anxiety disorders: Implications for
psychopathology. In A. H. Tuma & J. D. Maser (Eds.), Anxiety and the anxiety disorders
(pp. 421-452). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Franzoi, S. L. (1983). Self-concept differences as a function of private self-consciousness and
social anxiety. Journal of Research in Personality, 17, 275-287. doi: 10.1016/0092-
6566(83)90019-3

Furmark, T., Tilfors, M., Everz, P. —O., Marteinsdottir, 1., Gefvert, O., & Fredrikson, M. (1999).
Social phobia in the general population: prevalence and sociodemographic profile.
Social Psychiatry and Psychiatric Epidemiology, 34, 416-424. doi:
10.1007/s001270050163

Gee, B. A., Antony, M. M., Koerner, N., & Aiken, A. (2012). Appearing anxious leads to

negative judgments by others. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 68, 304-318. doi:



49
10.1002/jclp.20865

Gelman, A. (2008). Scaling regression inputs by dividing by two standard deviations. Statistics
in Medicine, 27, 2865-2873. doi: 10.1002/sim.3107

George, L., & Stopa, L. (2008). Private and public self-awareness in social anxiety. Journal of
Behavior Therapy and Experimental Psychiatry, 39, 57-72. doi:
10.1016/j.jbtep.2006.09.004

Gibbons, F. X., & Buunk, B. P. (1999). Individual differences in social comparisons:
Development of a scale of social comparison orientation. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 76, 129-142. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.76.1.129

Giesler, R., Josephs, R. A., & Swann, W. B. (1996). Self-verification in clinical depression: The
desire for negative evaluation. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 105, 358-368. doi:
10.1037/0021-843X.105.3.358

Gilboa-Schechtman, E., Foa, E. B., & Amir, N. (1999). Attentional biases for facial expressions
in social phobia: The face-in-the-crowd paradigm. Cognition and Emotion, 13, 305-318.
doi: 10.1080/026999399379294

Gilboa-Schechtman, E., Franklin, M. E., & Foa, E. B. (2000). Anticipated reactions to social
events: Differences among individuals with generalized social phobia, obsessive
compulsive disorder, and nonanxious controls. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 24,
731-746. doi: 10.1023/A:1005595513315

Girodo, M., Dotzenroth, S. E., & Stein, S. J. (1981). Causal attribution bias in shy males:
Implications for self-esteem and self-confidence. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 5,
325-338. doi: 10.1007/BF01173684

Goldfried, M. R., Padawer, W., & Robins, C. (1984). Social anxiety and the semantic structure
of heterosocial interactions. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 93, 87-97. doi:

10.1037/0021-843X.93.1.87



50

Hackmann, A., Clark, D. M., & McManus, F. (2000). Recurrent images and early memories in
social phobia. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 38, 601-610. doi: 10.1016/S0005-
7967(99)00161-8

Hackmann, A., Surawy, C., & Clark, D. M. (1998). Seeing yourself through others’ eyes: A
study of spontaneously occurring images in social phobia. Behavioural and Cognitive
Psychotherapy, 26, 3-12. doi: 10.1017/S1352465898000022

Halverson, C. F. JR., & Shore, R. E. (1969). Self-disclosure and interpersonal functioning.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 33, 213-217. doi: 10.1037/h0027158

Harvey, A., Clark, D. M., Ehlers, A., & Rapee, R. M. (2000). Social anxiety and self-impression:
cognitive preparation enhances the beneficial effects of video feedback following a
stressful social task. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 38, 1183-1192. doi:
10.1016/S0005-7967(99)00148-5

Heerey, E. A., & Kring, A. M. (2007). Interpersonal consequences of social anxiety. Journal of
Abnormal Psychology, 116, 125-134.

Heimberg, R. G., Acerra, M. C., & Holstein, A. (1985). Partner similarity mediates interpersonal
anxiety. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 9, 443-453. doi: 10.1007/BF01173092

Heimberg, R. G., Mueller, G. P., Holt, C. S., Hope, D. A., & Liebowitz, M. R. (1992).
Assessment of anxiety in social interaction and being observed by others: The Social
Interaction Anxiety Scale and the Social Phobia Scale. Behavior Therapy, 23, 53-73. doi:
10.1016/S0005-7894(05)80308-9

Hirsch, C. R., Clark, D. M., Mathews, A., & Williams, R. (2003). Self-images play a causal role
in social phobia. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 41, 909-921. doi: 10.1016/S0005-
7967(02)00103-1

Hirsch, C. R., Mathews, A., Clark, D. M., Williams, R., & Morrison, J. A. (2006). The causal

role of negative imagery in social anxiety: A test in confident public speakers. Journal of



51

Behavior Therapy and Experimental Psychiatry, 37, 159-170. doi:
10.1016/j.jbtep.2005.03.003
Hirsch, C. R., Meynen, T., & Clark, D. M. (2004). Negative self-imagery in social anxiety
contaminates social interactions. Memory, 12, 496-506. doi:
10.1080/09658210444000106
Hope, D. A., Burns, J. A., Hayes, S. A., Herbert, J. D., & Warner, M. D. (2010). Automatic
thoughts and cognitive restructuring in cognitive behavioral group therapy for social
anxiety disorder. Cognitive Therapy and Research,34, 1-12. doi: 10.1007/s10608-007-
9147-9

Hope, D. A., Gansler, D. A., & Heimberg, R. G. (1989). Attentional focus and causal attributions
in social phobia: Implications from social psychology. Clinical Psychology Review, 9, 49-
60. doi: 10.1016/0272-7358(89)90046-9

Hope, D. A., & Heimberg, R. G. (1988). Public and private self-consciousness and social phobia.
Journal of Personality Assessment, 52, 626-639. doi: 10.1207/s15327752jpa5204 3

Hope, D. A., Heimberg, R. G., & Klein, J. F. (1990). Social anxiety and the recall of
interpersonal information. Journal of Cognitive Psychotherapy, 4, 185-195.

Hope, D. A., Rapee, R. M., Heimberg, R. G., & Dombeck, M. J. (1990). Representations of the
self in social phobia: Vulnerability to social threat. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 14,
177-189. doi: 10.1007/BF01176208

Horley, K., Williams, L. M., Gonsalvez, C., & Gordon, E. (2004). Face to face: Visual scanpath

evidence for abnormal processing of facial expressions in social phobia. Psychiatry
Research, 127, 43-53. doi: 10.1016/j.psychres.2004.02.016

Human, L. J., & Biesanz, J. C. (2011a). Through the looking glass clearly: Accuracy and

assumed similarity in well-adjusted individuals’ first impressions. Journal of Personality

and Social Psychology, 100, 349-364. doi: 10.1037/a0021850



52
Human, L. J., & Biesanz, J. C. (2011b). Target adjustment and self-other agreement: Utilizing

trait observability to disentangle judgability and accurate self-knowledge. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, /07, 202-276. doi: 10.1037/a0023782

Human, L. J., Biesanz, J. C., Parisotto, K. L., & Dunn, E. W. (2011). Your best self helps reveal
your true self: Positive self-presentation leads to more accurate personality impressions.
Social Psychological and Personality Science, 000, 1-8. doi:
10.1177/1948550611407689

Human, L. J., Sandstrom, G. M., Biesanz, J. C., & Dunn, E. W. (in press). Accurate first
impressions leave a lasting impression: The long-term effects of accuracy on relationship
development. Social Psychological and Personality Science.

John, O. P., & Srivastava, S. (1999). The Big Five trait taxonomy: History, measurement, and
theoretical perspectives. New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Johnson, J. E., Aikman, K. G., Danner, C. C., & Elling, K. A. (1995). Attributions of shy persons
in romantic relationships. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 51, 532-536. doi:
10.1002/1097-4679(199507)51:4<532::AID-JCLP2270510410>3.0.CO;2-K

Johnson, R. L & Glass, C. R. (1989). Heterosocial anxiety and direction of attention in high
school boys. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 13, 509-526. doi: 10.1007/BF01173909

Johnson, J. M., Petzel, T. P., & Johnson, J. E. (1991). Attributions of shy persons in affiliation
and achievement situations. Journal of Psychology: Interdisciplinary and Applied, 125,
51-58.

Jones, E. E., & Daugherty, B. N. (1959). Political orientation and the perceptual effects of an
anticipated interaction. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 69, 340-349. doi:
10.1037/h0046202

Jones, J. T., Pelham, B. W., Carvallo, M., & Mirenberg, M. C. (2004). How do I love Thee? Let

me count the Js: implicit egotism and interpersonal attraction. Journal of Personality and



53
Social Psychology, 87, 665—-683. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.87.5.665

Jones, W. H., & Russell, D. (1982). The social reticence scale: An objective instrument to
measure shyness. Journal of Personality Assessment, 46, 629-631. doi:
10.1207/s15327752jpa4606 12

Jostes, A., Pook, M., & Florin, I. (1999). Public and private self-consciousness as specific
psychopathological features. Personality and Individual Differences, 27, 1285-1295. doi:
10.1016/S0191-8869(99)00077-X

Jourard, S. M. (1959). Self-disclosure and other-cathexis. Journal of Abnormal and Social
Psychology, 59, 428-431. doi: 10.1037/h0041640

Kashdan, T. B., & Wenzel, A. (2005). A transactional approach to social anxiety and the genesis
of interpersonal closeness: Self, partner, and social context. Behaviour Therapy, 36, 335-
346. doi: 10.1016/S0005-7894(05)80115-7

Kessler, R. C., Berglund, P., Demler, O., Jin, R., & Merikangas, K. R. (2005). Lifetime
prevalence and age-of-onset distributions of DSM-IV disorders in the national
comorbidity survey replication. Archives of General Psychiatry, 62, 593-602. doi:
10.1001/archpsyc.62.6.593

Kimble, C. E., & Zehr, D. H. (1982). Self-consciousness, information load, self-presentation,
and memory in a social situation. The Journal of Social Psychology, 118, 39-46. doi: 1
0.1080/00224545.1982.9924416

Klumpp, H., & Amir, N. (2009). Examination of vigilance and disengagement of threat in social
anxiety with a probe detection task. Anxiety, Stress, & Coping, 22, 283-296. doi:
10.1080/10615800802449602

Kocovski, N. L. & Endler, N. S. (2000). Social anxiety, self-regulation, and fear of negative-
evaluation. European Journal of Personality, 14, 347-358. doi: 10.1002/1099-

0984(200007/08)14:4<347::AID-PER381>3.0.CO;2-7



54
Lane, D. J., & Gibbons, F. X. (2007). Am I the Typical Student? Perceived Similarity to Student

Prototypes Predicts Success. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 33, 1380-1391.
doi: 10.1177/0146167207304789

Leary, M. R. (1983). A brief version of the Fear of Negative Evaluation Scale. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 9, 371-375. doi: 10.1177/0146167283093007

Leary, M. R. (1983). Social anxiousness: The construct and its measurement. Journal of
Personality Assessment, 47, 66-75. doi: 10.1207/s15327752jpa4701 8

Leary, M. R. & Kowalski, R. M. (1993). The Interaction Anxiousness Scale: Construct and
criterion-related validity. Journal of Personality Assessment, 61, 136-146. doi:
10.1207/s15327752jpa6101 10

Leary, M. R., Kowalski, R. M., & Campbell, C. D. (1988). Self-presentational concerns and
social anxiety: The role of generalized impression expectancies. Journal of Research in
Personality, 22, 308-321. doi: 10.1016/0092-6566(88)90032-3

Liao, H., Joshi, A., & Chuang, A. (2004). Sticking out like a sore thumb: employee dissimilarity
and deviance at work. Personnel Psychology, 57, 969—1000. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-
6570.2004.00012.x

Liebowitz, M. R., Gorman, J. M., Fyer, A. J., & Klein, D. F. (1985). Social phobia: Review of a
neglected anxiety disorder. Archives of General Psychiatry, 42, 729-736. doi:
10.1001/archpsyc.1985.01790300097013

Lucock, M. P., & Salkovskis, P. M. (1988). Cognitive factors in social anxiety and its treatment.
Behaviour Research and Therapy, 26, 297-302. doi: 10.1016/0005-7967(88)90081-2

Lundh, L. -G., & Ost, L. -G. (1996). Recognition bias for critical faces in social phobics.
Behaviour Research and Therapy, 34, 787-794. doi: 10.1016/0005-7967(96)00035-6

Makkar, S. R., & Grisham, J. R. (2011). Social anxiety and the effects of negative self-imagery

on emotion, cognition, and post-event processing. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 49,



55
654-664. doi: 0.1016/j.brat.2011.07.004

Mannuzza, D., Fyer, A. J., Liebowitz, M. R., & Klein, D. F. (1990). Delineating the boundaries
of social phobia: Its relationship to panic disorder and agoraphobia. Journal of Anxiety
Disorders, 4, 41-59. doi: 0.1016/0887-6185(90)90023-3

Mansell, W., & Clark, D. M. (1999). How do I appear to others? Social anxiety and processing
of the observable self. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 37, 419-434. doi:
10.1016/S0005-7967(98)00148-X

Mansell, W., Clark, D. M., Ehlers, A., & Chen, Y. (1999). Social anxiety and attention away
from emotional faces. Cognition and Emotion, 13, 673-690. doi:
10.1080/026999399379032

Mansell, W., Clark, D. M., & Ehlers, A. (2003). Internal versus external attention in social
anxiety: An investigation using a novel paradigm. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 41,
555-572. doi: 10.1016/S0005-7967(02)00029-3

Mattick, R. P., & Clarke, C. J. (1998). Development and validation of measures of social phobia
scrutiny fear and social interaction anxiety. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 36, 455-
470. doi: 10.1016/S0005-7967(97)10031-6

Mattick, R. P., & Peters, L. (1988). Treatment of severe social phobia: Effects of guided
exposure with and without cognitive restructuring. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 56, 251-260. doi: 10.1037/0022-006X.56.2.251

Mattick, R. P., Peters, L., & Clarke, C. J. (1989). Exposure and cognitive restructuring for social
phobia: A controlled study. Behaviour Therapy, 20, 3-23. doi: 10.1016/S0005-
7894(89)80115-7

McEwan, K. L., & Devins, G. M. (1983). Is increased arousal in social anxiety noticed by
others? Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 92, 417-421. doi: 10.1037/0021-843X.92.4.417

McManus, F., Clark, D. M., & Hackmann, A. (2000). Specificity of cognitive biases in social



56
phobia and their role in recovery. Behavioural and Cognitive Psychotherapy, 28, 201-

209. doi: 10.1017/S1352465800003015

Meleshko, K. G. & Alden, L. E. (1993). Anxiety and self-disclosure: Toward a motivational
model. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 64, 1000-1009. doi: 10.1037/0022-
3514.64.6.1000

Mellings, T. M. B., & Alden, L. E. (2000). Cognitive processes in social anxiety: The effects of
self-focus, rumination and anticipatory processing. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 38,
243-257. doi: 10.1016/S0005-7967(99)00040-6

Miller, D. T., Downs, J. S., & Prentice, D. A. (1998). Minimal conditions for the creation of a
unit relationship: the social bond between birthdaymates. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 28, 475—481. doi: 10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199805/06)28:3<475::AID-
EJSP881>3.0.CO;2-M

Mogg, K., Philippot, P., & Bradley, B. P. (2004). Selective attention to angry faces in clinical
social phobi. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 113, 160-165. doi: 10.1037/0021-
843X.113.1.160

Montgomery, R. L., Haemmerlie, F. M., Edwards, M. (1991). Social, personal, and interpersonal
deficits in socially anxious people. Journal of Social Behavior & Personality, 6, 859-872.

Mor, N., & Winquist, J. (2002). Self-focused attention and negative affect: A meta-analysis.
Psychoological Bulletin, 128, 638-662. doi: 10.1037//0033-2909.128.4.638

Moscovitch, D. A., & Hofmann, S. G. (2007). When ambiguity hurts: social standards moderate
self-appraisals in generalized social phobia. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 45, 1039—
1052. doi: 10.1016/j.brat.2006.07.008

Moss, S. A., Garivaldis, F. J., & Toukhsati, S. R. (2007). The perceived similarity of other
individuals: The contaminating effects of familiarity and neuroticism. Personality and

Individual Differences, 43, 401—412. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2006.12.008



57
Norton, P. J., & Hope, D. A. (2001). Kernels of truth or distorted perceptions: Self and observer

ratings of social anxiety and performance. Behavior Therapy, 32, 765-786. doi:
10.1016/S0005-7894(01)80020-4

Papsdorf, M., & Alden, L. E. (1998). Mediators of social rejection in social anxiety: Similarity,
self-disclosure, and overt signs of anxiety. Journal of Research in Personality, 32, 351-
369. doi: 10.1006/jrpe.1998.2219

Pelham, B. W., Carvallo, M. C., & Jones, J. T. (2005). Implicit egotism. Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 14, 106—110. doi: 10.1111/5.0963-7214.2005.00344.x

Pelham, B.W., Mirenberg, M.C., & Jones, J.K. (2002). Why Susie sells seashells by the
seashore: Implicit egotism and major life decisions. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 82, 469—487. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.82.4.469

Pérez-Lopez, J. R., & Woody, S. R. (2001). Memory for facial expressions in social phobia.
Behaviour Research and Therapy, 39, 967-975. doi: 10.1016/S0005-7967(00)00103-0

Perowne, S., & Mansell, W. (2002). Social anxiety, self-focused attention, and the discrimination
of negative, neutral and positive audience members by their non-verbal behaviours.
Behavioural and Cognitive Psychotherapy, 30, 11-23. doi: 10.1017/S1352465802001030

Pishyar, R., Harris, L. M., & Menzies, R. G. (2004). Attentional bias for words and faces in
social anxiety. Anxiety, Stress & Coping, 17, 23-26. doi: 10.1080/02699930701686008

Pollard, A. C., & Henderson, G. J. (1988). Four types of social phobia in a community sample.
Journal of Nervous and Mental Disease, 176, 440-445. doi: 10.1097/00005053-
198807000-00006

Poulton, R. G., & Andrews, G. (1996). Change in danger cognitions in agoraphobia and social
phobia during treatment. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 34, 413-421. dot:
10.1016/0005-7967(96)00009-5

Pozo, C., Carver, C. S., Wellens, A. R., & Scheier, M. F. (1991). Social anxiety and social



58

perception: Construing others’ reactions to the self. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 355-362. doi: 10.1177/0146167291174001

Purdon, C., Antony, M., Monteiro, S., & Swinson, R. P. (2001). Social anxiety in college
students. Journal of Anxiety Disorders, 15, 203-215. doi: 10.1016/S0887-
6185(01)00059-7

Rachman, S., Griiter-Andrew, J., & Shafran, R. (2000). Post-event processing in social anxiety.
Behaviour Research and Therapy, 38, 611-617. doi: 10.1016/S0005-7967(99)00089-3

Rapee, R. M. (1997). Perceived threat and perceived control as predictors of the degree of fear in
physical and social situations. Journal of Anxiety Disorders, 11, 455-461. doi:
10.1016/S0887-6185(97)00022-4

Rapee, R. M., & Lim, L. (1992). Discrepancy between self- and observer ratings of performance
in social phobics. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 101, 728-731. doi: 10.1037/0021-
843X.101.4.728

Raymond, R. R., & Kenny, D. A. (1992). Effects of self-consciousness and social anxiety on
self-disclosure among unacquainted individuals: An application of the Social Relations
Model. Journal of Personality, 60, 79-94.

Ries, B. J., McNeil, D. W., Boone, M. L., Turk, C. L., Carter, L. E., & Heimberg, R. G. (1998).
Assessment of contemporary social phobia verbal report instruments. Behaviour
Research and Therapy, 36, 983-994. doi: 10.1016/S0005-7967(98)00078-3

Rodebaugh, T. L. (2004). I might look OK, but I’'m still doubtful, anxious, and avoidant: The
mixed effects of enhanced video feedback on social anxiety symptoms. Behaviour
Research and Therapy, 42, 1435-151. doi: 10.1016/j.brat.2003.10.004

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

Saboonchi, F., & Lundh, L. G. (1997). Perfectionsim, self-consciousness, and anxiety.



59
Personality and Individual Differences, 22, 921-928. doi: 10.1016/S0191-

8869(96)00274-7

Saboonchi, F., Lundh, L. G., & Ost, L. G. (1999). Perfectionism and self-consciousness in social
phobia and panic disorder with agoraphobia. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 37, 799-
808. doi: 10.1016/S0005-7967(98)00183-1

Scheier, M. F., & Carver, C. S. (1985). The self-consciousness scale: A revised version for use
with general populations. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 15, 687-699. doi:
10.1111/5.1559-1816.1985.tb02268.x

Schlenker, B. R., & Leary, M. R. (1985). Social anxiety and communication about the self.
Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 4, 171-192. doi:10.1177/0261927X8543002

Schmitt, J. P., & Kurdek, L. A. (1984). Correlates of social anxiety in college students and
homosexuals. Journal of Personality Assessment, 48, 403-409. doi:
10.1207/s15327752jpa4804 13

Schneider, B., Goldstein, H. W., & Smith, D. B. (1995). The ASA framework: an update.
Personnel Psychology, 48, 747-773. doi: 10.1111/5.1744-6570.1995.tb01780.x

Schroeder, J. E., (1995). Self-concept, social anxiety, and interpersonal perception skills.
Personality and Individual Differences, 19, 955-958. doi: 10.1016/S0191-
8869(95)00108-5

Sheldon, K. M., & Kasser, T. (1995). Coherence and congruence: Two aspects of personality
integration. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 68, 531-543.
do0i:10.1037//0022-3514.68.3.531

Sheldon, K. M., Ryan, R., & Reis, H. T. (1996). What makes for a good day? Competence and
autonomy in the day and in the person. Personality & Social Psychology Bulletin, 22,
1270-1279. doi: 10.1177/01461672962212007

Sheldon, K. M., Ryan, R. M., Rawsthorne, L., & Ilardi, B. (1997). Trait self and true self: Cross-



60

Role variation in the big five traits and its relations with authenticity and subjective
wellbeing. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 1380-1393.
doi:10.1177/01461672962212007

Smith, R. E., & Sarason, I. G. (1975). Social anxiety and the evaluation of negative interpersonal
feedback. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 43, 429. doi:
10.1037/h0076855

Spence, S. H., Donovan, C., & Brechman-Toussaint, M. (1999). Social skills, social outcomes,
and cognitive features of childhood social phobia. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 108,
211-22]. doi: 10.1037/0021-843X.108.2.211

Spurr, J. M., & Stopa, L. (2003). The observer perspective: effects on social anxiety and
performance. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 41, 1009-1028. doi: 10.1016/S0005-
7967(02)00177-8

Stein, M. B., Jang, K. L., & Livesley, W. J. (2002). Heritability of social anxiety-related
concerns and personality characteristics: A twin study. Journal of Nervous and Mental
Disease, 190, 219-224. doi: 10.1046/j.1360-0443.2001.969130710.x

Stopa, L., & Clark, D. M. (1993). Cognitive processes in social phobia. Behaviour Research and
Therapy, 31, 255-267. doi: 10.1016/0005-7967(93)90024-O

Stopa, L., & Clark, D. M. (2000). Social phobia and interpretation of negative events. Behaviour
Research and Therapy, 38, 273-283. doi: 10.1016/S0005-7967(99)00043-1

Stopa, L., & Clark, D. M. (2001). Social phobia: Comments on the viability and validity of an
analogue research strategy and British norms for the fear of negative evaluation
questionnaire. Behavioural and Cognitive Psychotherapy, 29, 423-430. Doi:
10.1017/S1352465801004039

Strauman, T. J. (1989). Self-discrepancies in clinical depression and social phobia: cognitive

structures that underlie emotional disorders? Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 98, 14—



61
22. doi: 10.1037/0021-843X.98.1.14

Strauman, T. J. (1992). Self-Guides, Autobiographical Memory, and Anxiety and Dysphoria:
Toward a Cognitive Model of Vulnerability to Emotional Distress. Journal of Abnormal
Psychology, 101, 87-95. doi: 10.1037/0021-843X.101.1.87

Swallow, S., & Kuiper, N. A. (1992). Mild depression and frequency of social comparison
behavior. Journal of Social & Clinical Psychology, 11, 167-180. doi:
10.1521/jscp.1992.11.2.167

Swann, W. B., & Hill, C. A. (1982). When our identities are mistaken: Reaffirming self-
conceptions through social interaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 43,
59-66. doi:10.1037//0022-3514.43.1.59

Swann, W. B., Pelham, B. W., & Krull, D. S. (1989). Agreeable fancy or disagreeable truth?
Reconciling self-enhancement and self-verification. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 57, 782-791. doi:10.1037//0022-3514.57.5.782

Swann, W. B., & Read, S. J. (1981a). Acquiring self-knowledge: The search for feedback that
fits. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 41, 1119-1128. d0i:10.1037//0022-
3514.41.6.1119

Swann, W. B., & Read, S. J. (1981Db). Self-verification processes: How we sustain our self-
conceptions. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 17, 351-372. d0i:10.1016/0022-
1031(81)90043-3

Swann, W. B., Wenzlaff, R. M., Krull, D. S., & Pelham, B. W. (1992). Allure of negative
feedback: Self-verification strivings among depressed persons. Journal of Abnormal
Psychology, 101, 293-306. doi: 10.1037/0021-843X.101.2.293

Taylor, C. T., & Alden, L. E. (2010). Safety behaviors and judgmental biases in social anxiety
disorder. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 48, 226-237. doi: 10.1016/j.brat.2009.11.005

Turner, S. M., Beidel, D. C., Dancu, C. V., & Keys, D. J. (1986). Psychopathology of social



62

phobia and comparison to avoidant personality disorder. Journal of Abnormal
Psychology, 95, 389-394. doi: 10.1037/0021-843X.95.4.389

Turner, S. M., Beidel, D. C., & Larkin, K. T. (1986). Situational determinants of social anxiety
in clinic and nonclinic samples: Physiological and cognitive correlates. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 54, 523-527. doi: 10.1037/0022-006X.54.4.523

Vallacher, R. R. (1978). Objective self-awareness and the perception of others. Personal and
Social Psychological Bulletin, 4, 63-67. doi: 10.1177/014616727800400113

Van der Zee, K. 1., Buunk, B. P., & Sanderman, R. (1998). Neuroticism and reactions to social
comparison information among cancer patients. Journal of Personality, 66, 176-194. doi:
10.1111/1467-6494.0000813

Veljaca, K. A., & Rapee, R. M. (1998). Detection of negative and positive audience behaviours
by socially anxious subjects. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 36, 311-321. doi:
10.1016/S0005-7967(98)00016-3

Vertue, F., (2003). From adaptive emotion to dysfunction: An attachment perspective on social
anxiety disorder. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 7, 170-191. doi:
10.1207/S15327957PSPR0702 170-191

Voncken, M. J., Alden, L. E., Bogels, S. M., & Roelofs, J. (2008). Social rejection in social
anxiety disorder: The role of performance deficits, evoked negative emotions and
dissimilarity. British Journal of Clinical Psychology, 47, 439-450. doi:
10.1348/014466508X334745

Wallace, S. T., & Alden, L. E. (1991). A comparison of social standards and perceived ability in
anxious and nonanxious men. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 15, 237-254. doi:
10.1007/BF01173016

Wallace, S. T., & Alden, L. E. (1995). Social anxiety and standard setting following social

success or failure. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 19, 613-631. doi:



63
10.1007/BF02227857

Watson, D., & Friend, R. (1969). Measurement of social-evaluative anxiety. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 33, 448-457. doi: 10.1037/h0027806

Weeks, J. W., Heimberg, R. G., Fresco, D. M., Hart, T. A., Turk, C. L., Schneier, F. R., &
Liebowitz, M. R. (2005). Empirical validation and psychometric evaluation of the brief
fear of negative evaluation scale in patients with social anxiety disorder. Psychological
Assessment, 17, 179-190. doi: 10.1037/1040-3590.17.2.179

Weeks, J. W., Heimberg, R. G., & Heuer, R. (2011). Exploring the role of behavioral
submissiveness in social anxiety. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 30, 217-
249. doi: 10.1521/js¢cp.2011.30.3.217

Weeks, J. W., Heimberg, R. G., Rodebaugh, T. L., & Norton, P. J., (2007). Exploring the
relationship between fear of positive evaluation and social anxiety. Journal of Anxiety
Disorders, 21, 788-803. doi: 10.1016/j.janxdis.2007.04.009

Weilage, M. E., & Hope, D. A. (1999). Self-discrepancy in social phobia and dysthymia.
Cognitive Therapy and Research, 23, 637—650. doi: 10.1023/A:1018788925223

Wells, A., Clark, D. M., & Ahmad, S. (1998). How do I look with my minds eye: Perspective
taking in social phobic imagery. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 36, 631-634. doi:
10.1016/S0005-7967(98)00037-0

Wells, A., & Papageorgiou, C. (2006). Social phobia: Effects of external attention on anxiety,
negative beliefs, and perspective taking. Behavior Therapy, 29, 357-370. doi:
10.1016/S0005-7894(98)80037-3

Whitehead, G. 1., & Smith, S. H. (1995). Public and private attributions to luck as a function of
social anxiety. The Journal of Social Psychology, 135, 537-539. doi:
10.1080/00224545.1995.9712225

Wilson, J. K., & Rapee, R. M. (2005). The interpretation of negative social events in social



64
phobia with versus without comorbid mood disorder. Anxiety Disorders, 19, 245-274.

doi: 10.1016/j.janxdis.2004.03.003

Winton, E. C., Clark, D. M., & Edelman, R. J. (1995). Social anxiety, fear of negative evaluation
and the detection of negative emotion in others. Behavior Research and Therapy, 33,
193-196.

Woody, S. R. (1996). Effects of focus of attention on anxiety levels and social performance.
Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 105, 61-69.

Woody, S. R., Chambless, D. L., & Glass, C. R. (1997). Self-focused attention in the treatment
of social phobia. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 35, 117-129. doi: 10.1016/S0005-
7967(96)00084-8

Woody, S. R., & Rodriguez, B. F. (2000). Self-focused attention and social anxiety in social
phobics and normal controls. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 24, 473-488. doi:
10.1023/A:1005583820758

Worthy, M., Gary, A. L., & Kahn, G. M. (1969). Self-disclosure as an exchange process. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 13, 59-63. doi: 10.1037/h0027990

Zou, J. B., Hudson, J. L., & Rapee, R. M. (2007). The effect of attentional focus on social
anxiety. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 45, 2326-2333. doi:
110.1016/j.brat.2007.03.014

Zubeidat, 1., Salinas, J. M., Sierra, J. C., & Fernandez-Parra, A. (2007). Psychometric properties
of the Social Interaction Anxiety Scale and separation criterion between Spanish youths
with and without subtypes of social anxiety. Journal of Anxiety Disorders, 21, 603-624.

doi: 10.1016/j.janxdis.2006.09.010



65

Appendix A
HSP Advertisement

When we meet other people, even briefly, we form impressions of them. We are interested in
how personality traits influence the accuracy of our impressions of others and their impressions
of us. In this study, participants will engage in brief interactions with other students and then
rate their first impressions of each other. This study will take up to two hours and will result in
two credits. If you have any further questions, feel free to contact either Audrey Aiken or Dr.
Lynn Alden. Also, an optional component of the study is to provide the contact information for a
family member or close friend who can also fill out the same survey about you in exchange for a
$5 Starbucks card, but this is optional to provide.
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Appendix B

Advertisement

When we meet other people, even briefly, we form impressions of them. We are interested in
how personality traits influence the accuracy of our impressions of others and their impressions
of us. In this study, participants will engage in brief interactions with other students and then
rate their first impressions of each other. This study will take up to two hours and you will be
compensated with $10 or 2 HSP credits if you choose to participate. If you are interested in
participating, please provide the RA with your email address and you will be contacted shortly
with more information. If you have any further questions, feel free to contact either Audrey
Aiken or Dr. Lynn Alden. Also, an optional component of the study is to provide the contact
information for a family member or close friend who can also fill out the same survey about you
in exchange for a $5 Starbucks card, but this is optional to provide.
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Abbreviated BFI
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Meeting # 1

Other Participant’s Name:

Other Participant’s Subject Number:

Please write the number that indicates the extent to which you agree or disagree with that

Statement:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree | Disagree | Disagree | Neither | Agreea Agree Agree
strongly a little agree nor little strongly

disagree
I see this person as someone who...
1. Is full of energy. 15.  Is original, comes up with new ideas.
2. Isintelligent. 16.  Is helpful and unselfish with others.
3. Worries a lot. 17.  Can be somewhat careless.
4. Generates a lot of enthusiasm. 18.  Isrelaxed, handles stress well.
5. Remains calm in tense situations. 19.  Receives very good grades.
6. Tends to be quiet. 20.  Starts quarrels with others.
7. Makes plans and follows through with 21.  Is a reliable worker.
them. 22.  Can be tense.
8. Can be cold and aloof. 23.  Isreserved.
9. Has an assertive personality. 24.  Isingenious, a deep thinker.

10. Is sometimes shy, inhibited.

11.  Is outgoing, sociable.

12. Tends to find fault with others.
13. Does a thorough job.

14. Is depressed, blue.

Have you met this person before?

If yes, how do you know him/her?

Yes

25. Has a forgiving nature.

26. Is bright.

27.  Gets nervous easily.

28.  Is nervous when interacting with
strangers.

29.  Islikeable.

No
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SIAS

Instructions: Please indicate the degree to which you feel the statement is characteristic
or true of you. Use the following scale as a guide:

1.

0 = Not at all

1 = Slightly

2 = Moderately
3 =Very

4 = Extremely

I get nervous if | have to speak with someone in authority (teacher,

boss, etc).

2.
3.
4.

6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

I have difficulty making eye-contact with others.
I become tense if I have to talk about myself or my feelings.

I find difficulty mixing comfortably with the people I work with.

5.1 find it easy to make friends my own age.

I tense up if I meet an acquaintance in the street.

When mixing socially I am uncomfortable.

I feel tense if I am alone with just one other person.

I am at ease meeting people at parties, etc.

I have difficulty talking with other people.

I find it easy to think of things to talk about.

I worry about expressing myself in case I appear awkward.

I find it difficult to disagree with another’s point of view.

I have difficulty talking to attractive persons of the opposite sex.
I find myself worrying that I won’t know what to say in social situations.
I am nervous mixing with people I don’t know well.

I feel I’ll say something embarrassing when talking.

When mixing in a group I find myself worrying I will be ignored.
I am tense mixing in a group.

I am unsure whether to greet someone I know only slightly.
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IAS

Please indicate the degree to which the statement is characteristic or true of you.

1 2 3 4 5

Notatall | Slightly | Moderately Very |Extremely

69

1. Toften feel nervous even in casual get-togethers.

2. I usually feel uncomfortable when I am in a group of people I don’t know.

3. Tamusually at ease when speaking to a member of the opposite sex.

4. T getnervous when I must talk to a teacher or boss.

5. Parties often make me feel anxious and uncomfortable.

6. I am probably less shy in social interactions than most people.

7. I sometimes feel tense when talking to people of my own sex if I don’t know them
very well.

8. T'would be nervous if [ was being interviewed for a job.

9.  T'wishIhad more confidence in social situations.

10.  TIseldom feel anxious in social situations.

11.  Ingeneral, I am a shy person.

12. T often feel nervous when talking to an attractive member of the opposite sex.

13. T often feel nervous when calling someone I don’t know very well on the
telephone.

14. I getnervous when I speak to someone in a position of authority.

15.  Tusually feel relaxed around other people, even people who are quite different

from me.
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Appendix F

Participant Informed Consent

THE UNIVERSITY OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

UBC

— iy
—i\n-iri-

Subject Pool Consent Form for Accuracy in Personality Perception

Department of Psychology
2136 West Mall
Vancouver, B.C.

Canada, V6T 174

Tel: (604) 822-2755

Fax: (604) 822-6923

Principal Investigator: Co-Investigator:
Dr. Lynn Alden Audrey Aiken
Department of Psychology, UBC Department of Psychology, UBC

Introduction and Purpose: We are studying the factors that influence our first impressions of
other people. In particular, we want to see how various personality traits affect our impressions
of other people and conversely, how they affect other people’s impressions of us. Some of the
information collected will be used for Audrey Aiken’s Master’s thesis.

Study Procedures: Participants will be asked to fill out questionnaires describing themselves
and then to engage in brief interactions with 5-10 other students and rate impressions of their
personalities. There are no right or wrong answers here- we just want to understand what affects
our impressions of people we meet for the first time. Also, an optional component of the study is
to pass along a separate informed consent form to a family member or close friend to see if they
are interested in filling out the same survey about you in exchange for a $5 Starbucks card, but
this is optional to provide and you will not be penalized if you don’t. The purpose for this is to
have a more complete and objective understanding of your individual personality profile.

Risks: It can feel somewhat uncomfortable or awkward to interact with people you haven’t met
before. This reaction is normal and often fades over the course of the interaction. You can also
withdraw from the study at any time.

Benefits: You will gain experience with research on social interactions and have the opportunity
to learn more about how we form first impressions.

Confidentiality: Any identifying information resulting from your participation will be kept
strictly confidential. During the study, you will be identified only by a participation number and
you do not have to give your name to your interaction partners if you prefer not to. The ratings
data is kept confidential and not shared with other participants. As per UBC regulations, data
will be stored in a locked filing cabinet or on a password-protected computer, and will be
destroyed after the required storage period. There will be no identifying information on any of
the rating forms or data files, only participation numbers. Only the principal investigator, Dr.
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Lynn Alden, and her graduate student, Audrey Aiken, will have access to the questionnaire
information.

Compensation: This study will take no more than 2 hours of your time. If you are eligible for
extra credit points in a UBC Psychology course through the Psychology Subject Pool, you will
receive 2 credits, even if you choose to withdraw from the study.

Contact for information about the study: If you have any questions or would like further
information about this study, please contact Dr. Lynn Alden.

Contact for concerns about the rights of research subjects: If you have any concerns about
your treatment or rights as a research subject, you may contact the Research Subject Information
Line in the UBC Office of Research Services at (604) 822-8598.

Consent: Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary and you may refuse to participate
or withdraw from the study at any time. You will not be penalized in any way should you choose
not to participate or withdraw.

Your signature below indicates that you have received a copy of this consent form for your
records.

Your signature below also indicates that you consent to participate in the study.

Participant Signature Date

Printed Name of Subject
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Appendix G

Informant Informed Consent

THE UNIVERSITY OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

UBC

— iy
—i\n-iri-

Subject Pool Consent Form for Accuracy in Personality Perception

Department of Psychology
2136 West Mall
Vancouver, B.C.

Canada, V6T 174

Tel: (604) 822-2755

Fax: (604) 822-6923

Principal Investigator: Co-Investigator:
Dr. Lynn Alden Audrey Aiken
Department of Psychology, UBC Department of Psychology, UBC

Introduction and Purpose: We are studying the factors that influence our first impressions of
other people. In particular, we want to see how various personality traits affect our impressions
of other people and conversely, how they affect other people’s impressions of us. Some of the
information collected will be used for Audrey Aiken’s Master’s thesis.

Study Procedures: Participants were asked to fill out questionnaires describing themselves and
then to engage in brief interactions with 5-10 other students and rate impressions of their
personalities. We then provided everyone with the option of contacting a close family member
or friend, in other words you, to see if they would be interested in filling out the same
questionnaire about the participant. The participant will not be able to see this survey in order to
preserve your confidentiality. The only people who will have access to this survey will be the
primary researcher, Dr. Lynn Alden, and her co-researcher, Audrey Aiken. Therefore, if you do
choose to fill out the following survey, please be as honest as possible. The reason for this is to
help the researchers to have a more complete understanding of the participant’s personality
profile. Your participation is completely voluntary and optional and the participant will not be
penalized in any way if you choose not to participate. If you are willing to do this, please contact
the researcher Audrey Aiken at aaiken@psych.ubc.ca.

Risks: It can feel somewhat uncomfortable to rate the personality of someone you know. You
can withdraw from the study at any time.

Benefits: You will gain experience with research on social interactions and have the opportunity
to learn more about how we form first impressions.

Confidentiality: Any identifying information resulting from your participation will be kept
strictly confidential. During the study, you will be identified only by a participation number as
well as the participant that you are rating. The ratings data is kept confidential and not shared
with other participants. As per UBC regulations, data will be stored in a locked filing cabinet or
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on a password-protected computer, and will be destroyed after the required storage period.
There will be no identifying information on any of the rating forms or data files, only
participation numbers. Only the principal investigator, Dr. Lynn Alden, and her graduate
student, Audrey Aiken, will have access to the questionnaire information.

Compensation: The survey should take no more than 10 minutes to complete online. If you are
interested in participating, we will provide you with a $5 Starbucks gift card honorarium for your
time.

Contact for information about the study: If you have any questions or would like further
information about this study, please contact Audrey Aiken or Dr. Lynn Alden.

Contact for concerns about the rights of research subjects: If you have any concerns about

your treatment or rights as a research subject, you may contact the Research Subject Information
Line in the UBC Office of Research Services at (604) 822-8598.

Consent: Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary and you may refuse to participate
or withdraw from the study at any time. You will not be penalized in any way should you choose
not to participate or withdraw.

Your signature below indicates that you have received a copy of this consent form for your
records.

Your signature below also indicates that you consent to participate in the study.

Participant Signature Date

Printed Name of Subject
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Appendix H

Participant Debriefing Form

The University of British Columbia
Department of Psychology Tel: (604) 822-2755
2136 West Mall Fax: (604) 822-6923
Vancouver, B.C.
Canada, V6T 174

Debriefing Form: Accuracy in Personality Perception

Thank you all very much for your participation in this study. We are examining how various
personality factors affect our first impressions of people we meet for the first time. Specifically,
we are looking at whether individual differences in personality affect the accuracy of our first
impressions of others and the accuracy of others’ impressions of us. We define accuracy as the
correlation between how we rate ourselves and how other people rate us. You were asked to
each interact with each other for three minutes then rate each other. The independent variables
in this study are both the assessment you did on your own personality and the average of
everyone’s ratings of their own personalities. These will be combined with the ratings of your
personality provided by someone close to you (if you choose to participate in that option) in
order to get the most complete understanding of your personality. The dependent variable is your
ratings of your partners’ personalities. The results of this study will help us understand the initial
stages of social relationships and how these might influence the later formation of deeper
friendships. For example, it is possible that we form more accurate impressions of extraverted
people than introverted people because they reveal more about themselves. We are also
interested in whether discomfort or anxiety in first meeting situations like this affects the
accuracy of our impressions of others and vice versa. For example, people often feel somewhat
uncomfortable in first meeting situations. When this happens, we may reveal less information
about ourselves, which might prevent others from getting an accurate impression of what we’re
really like. If anyone is interested in reading more about this area of research, there are some
interesting references on the bottom of the debriefing form that you have all been given. Does
anyone have any questions? If you think of any questions later, please feel free to email either
Audrey Aiken or Dr. Lynn Alden at the email addresses provided on the debriefing form. Thank
you again for your participation. It is greatly appreciated.

If you have any further questions, please feel free to ask the experimenter or use the contact
information below to contact a member of the research team at a later time. If you have any
concerns about your own anxiety in first meeting situations, please let the experimenter know
and we will contact you to provide information about what you can do about this.

Contact Information about the Experiment: This experiment is being conducted under the
supervision of Dr. Lynn Alden, the principal investigator. Please contact Dr. Alden if you have
any questions about this study. You may also contact Audrey Aiken, co-investigator, with any
questions or concerns.
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More Information about the Experiment: For related information about person perception and
first impressions, please see the following articles:

Biesanz, J. C., Human, L. J., Paquin, A.-C., Chan, M., Parisotto, K. L., Sarracino, J., & Gillis, R.
L. (2011). Do we know when our impressions of others are valid? Evidence for realistic
accuracy awareness in first impressions of personality. Social Psychological Personality
Science. Advance online publication. doi: 10.1177/1948550610397211

Human, L. J., Biesanz, J. C., Parisotto, K. L., & Dunn, E. W. (2011). Your best self helps reveal
your true self: Positive self-presentation leads to more accurate personality impressions.

Social Psychological and Personality Science, 000, 1-8. doi:
10.1177/1948550611407689



76

Appendix I
Informant Debriefing Form

The University of British Columbia
Department of Psychology Tel: (604) 822-2755
2136 West Mall Fax: (604) 822-6923
Vancouver, B.C.
Canada, V6T 174

Debriefing Form: Accuracy in Personality Perception

Thank you all very much for your participation in this study. We are examining how various
personality factors affect our first impressions of people we meet for the first time. Specifically,
we are looking at whether individual differences in personality affect the accuracy of our first
impressions of others and the accuracy of others’ impressions of us. We define accuracy as the
correlation between how we rate ourselves and how other people rate us. The participants were
asked to each interact with each other for three minutes then rate each other. The independent
variables in this study are both the assessment they did on their own personality and the average
of everyone’s ratings of their own personalities. These will be combined with the ratings of their
personality that you provided in order to get the most complete understanding of their
personality. The dependent variable is the participant’s ratings of their partners’ personalities.
The results of this study will help us understand the initial stages of social relationships and how
these might influence the later formation of deeper friendships. For example, it is possible that
we form more accurate impressions of extraverted people than introverted people because they
reveal more about themselves. We are also interested in whether discomfort or anxiety in first
meeting situations like this affects the accuracy of our impressions of others and vice versa. For
example, people often feel somewhat uncomfortable in first meeting situations. When this
happens, we may reveal less information about ourselves, which might prevent others from
getting an accurate impression of what we’re really like. If you are interested in reading more
about this area of research, there are some interesting references on the bottom of the debriefing
form that you have all been given. If you have any questions, please feel free to email either
Audrey Aiken or Dr. Lynn Alden at the email addresses provided on this debriefing form.
Thank you again for your participation. It is greatly appreciated.

If you have any further questions, please feel free to use the contact information below to contact
a member of the research team at a later time. Also, please contact the researchers if for any
reason you have any problems with the Starbucks card.

Contact Information about the Experiment: This experiment is being conducted under the
supervision of Dr. Lynn Alden, the principal investigator. Please contact Dr. Alden if you have
any questions about this study. You may also contact Audrey Aiken, co-investigator, with any
questions or concerns.

More Information about the Experiment: For related information about person perception and
first impressions, please see the following articles:

Biesanz, J. C., Human, L. J., Paquin, A.-C., Chan, M., Parisotto, K. L., Sarracino, J., & Gillis, R.
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L. (2011). Do we know when our impressions of others are valid? Evidence for realistic

accuracy awareness in first impressions of personality. Social Psychological Personality
Science. Advance online publication. doi: 10.1177/1948550610397211

Human, L. J., Biesanz, J. C., Parisotto, K. L., & Dunn, E. W. (2011). Your best self helps reveal
your true self: Positive self-presentation leads to more accurate personality impressions.

Social Psychological and Personality Science, 000, 1-8. doi:
10.1177/1948550611407689



