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The paper analyzes the application of self-presemtatrategies in academic surroundings,
and juxtaposes them with potential impact they fmaye on students. The data presented in
the article constitute an excerpt of research erapplication of five self-presentation strate-
gies, i.e. ingratiation, intimidation, self-prommti, supplication, exemplification by academic
teachers in Rzesz6w, Poland, conducted in FebruahyMearch 2018. Self-presentation, in
simplified terms, constitutes the choice of behaxsdo intentionally manage the impressions
that others form of us, whereas a self-presentati@iegy encompasses means of behaviour
used to create a desirable image. The study enss®pd 00 academic teachers, both men
and women, between 26 and 62, employed at uniie git Rzeszéw. The research conducted
by means of an online questionnaire indicated $bHtpromotion and exemplification were
the least frequently applied choices. The ratiobal@nd this result may be found in teacher’s
reluctance to appear as showing off or being vamglis. Each of the strategies was covered
by 5 questions thematically connected to them. ®/hbinstructing the questions, it was
attempted to adjust them thematically to the sirat@ question as strongly as possible.
Characteristic features of the two strategies wakert into account while shaping the
cognitive reality around a question.
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1. INTRODUCTION

People strive for relatedness. They want to betorgroups of people they care about.
Self-presentation is a predominant aspect of sesiatence, since our outcomes in life are
underpinned by our success at making other peapieVe we have certain characteristics.
People we are married to, our friends, colleagaeguaintances, our performance at work
or school, and many others are all contingent upgrabilities and skills to convince our
audience that we are worthy of their appreciatiosir feelings, their trust, and their respect.
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Interestingly, people are most frequently audiedoesheir own behaviour, and while
endeavouring to convince others that they havaiceqgualities, they usually also convince
themselves. Essentially, people are aware thatriitdre probable to successfully integrate
with those who perceive them positively. To thislethey frequently attempt to establish
a favourable impression. Research methodology, ammdslimits are described in the fol-
lowing sections.

2. PURPOSES AND METHODOLOGY

The data described in the article constitute aemgtof research conducted in February
and March 2018, pertinent to five self-presentativategies, i.e. ingratiation, intimidation,
self-promotion, supplication, exemplification, aheir application by 100 academic teach-
ers in Rzeszow, Poland.

The main aim of the research was to check whighefive strategies mentioned above
were applied most frequently and what were thenii@ereasons for choosing these par-
ticular strategies — either voluntarily or involarity. Therefore the research is largely quan-
titative in nature. However, since the author @ttempted to account for the impact that
the said strategies may have on students andpgbdgormance, the paper may be deemed
qualitative to some extent.

A self-report study based on an anonymous questions that requires no researcher’s
interference — was selected as the main methoditogarticipants’ responses. Respond-
ents’ answers were located on a slightly modifiéikett scale, in a way that respondents
might have chosen from six, instead of five or semeswers and no midpoint was provided.
The scale presents a symmetry and qualifiers aarlgl defined linguistically. Conse-
quently, equidistant attributes are more visiblee Btudy was carried out by means of
Google Forms — an online survey tool that enablesstionnaire participants to show how
strongly they agree or disagree with the statements

A representative sample of 100 academic teachetls,hen and women, between 26
and 62, employed at universities in Rzeszéw coraglehe questionnaire. Each of the
strategies covers 5 questions related thematidalhile constructing the questions, it was
attempted to adjust them thematically to the sipie@ question as strongly as possible.
Characteristic features of the two strategies (Bm@e 1) were taken into account while
shaping the cognitive reality around a question.

The questions referring to the strategy of selfapwtion are:

1. You are discussing something with one of your stigleSuddenly you realize that
you are not right. Have you ever defended yourdgiamt, although you knew you
were wrong?

2. Have you ever talked to your students about yocomplishments? (e.g. your pub-
lications, conferences you participated in... etc.)

3. Have you ever ended a discussion just becausen@u ou were wrong?

4. Have you ever talked to your students about sitnatiwhen you were the one who
was right, and the other person was completely g?on

5. Have you ever deliberately used nomenclature tieastudents could hardly under-
stand?
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The questions referring to the strategy of exefioplion are:

1. Have you ever told your students that it is inappiate to say or do something?

2. Have you ever deliberately made your studentsduitty?

3. Have you ever told your students that presenthpfeelack morals?

4. Have you ever told your students that you wouldfimosh the classes earlier, be-

cause it is against the rules?

5. Have you ever told your students that you findiffiailt to understand modern

youth?

The possible answers were “no, definitely not’p"n“rarely (almost never)”, “yes,
definitely”, “yes, quite frequently”, and “yes”.

As regards the limits of the research, those ameetdimensional. Firstly, due to its
quantitative nature the replies are not in-deptt altrembracing. Secondly, while the
Likert scale is applied, respondents may tend tmsh answers close to the middle of the
scale, perhaps to look less extreme. Also theagisk that e.g. “yes, definitely”, and “yes”
may mean different things to different people. Audially, it is hard to assess whether the
symmetry between “no” and “rarely (almost neves)'df the same kind or ‘length’ as the
one between “yes, definitely” and “yes, quite frequy”. Thirdly, there is a risk that
a participant gives an answer that they feel shbaldiven in a given context.

3. THE NOTION OF SELF-PRESENTATION

In most simplified terms, self-presentation otheewvieferred to as impressioranage-
ment, constitutes or, more precisely, reflectditieege of our own selves, i.e. the image that
we are willing to present. The term, though ubigué in common parlance, is neither
straightforward, nor unequivocally accounted for.

Self-presentation is a fundamental sign of humarasexistence that is predicated upon
an attempt to communicate who we are or how we weabe perceived, and expressed by
dint of our words, non-verbal behaviour, and acidhthe objective of the said actions is
to arrive at particular perception of our own sejvene may use the notion of impression
management.e. ‘the process by which individuals attempt ¢mirol the impressions oth-
ers form of them. Because the impressions peopleroa others have implications for
how others perceive, evaluate, and treat themgilsaw/ for their own views of themselves,
people sometimes behave in ways that will creaticeimpressions in others' eyés’

Despite the common view that impressinanagemerdand self-presentation constitute
equivalent terms, there are researchers, e.g. @@nepostulating a distinction between
them. He averred that impressimanagement constitutes an endeavour to controldmag
that one projects either in imagined or projecteciad interactions, whereas in the case of
self-presentation — self-relevant ones. Simultasbgsince impressionsmay well be go-
verned or managed not only by self-presentatiorlmutother entities such as PR agericies

2 M.R. Leary, R.M. KowalskiJmpression management: A literature review and twoiponent
model, “Psychological Bulletin"Washington 1990, p. 34.

3 B.R. Schlenkenmpression management: The self-concept, sociatilgeand interpersonal rela-
tionships Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole, 1980.

4 D.J. Schneidefl actical self-presentations: Toward a broader corticegin:] Impression manage-
ment theory and social psychological reseaeth J.T. Tedeschi, New York 1981.
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and conversely individuals may manage the imprassid entities other than themseRes
impression management encompasses more than sséfrpation.

Also economists such as e.g. Akerlof and KrahtpBénabou and Tirofé¢ have scru-
tinized the role of self-image considerations agmrds explaining behaviour. For Bursztyn
and Jenséfi ‘fully identifying and isolating self-image conues is particularly challeng-
ing: we need to analyze behavior in which we artagethat the private cost of expression
exceeds any anticipated consequential or sociaflien|...] Many actions that one might
undertake are observable by others and may a seigda about one’s type. The type can
be any attribute that a person may care about,hghe&conomic, social, political or reli-
gious, just to name a few examples.’

To recapitulate, the approach adapted in this pegecurs in the recognition presented
by Mark R. Leary and Robin M. Kowalgkithat impression management should only be
viewed as fostering impressions in others' eyes.duthor of this paper, as a linguist, also
supports Leary’s perspective that the notion shawtlbe considered only in semantic
terms, since there are certain conceptaaistraints that preclude perceiving private self-
images and public impressions as equivalent teBoih the terms are appropriate simulta-
neously only while elaborating on the way indivitbueontrol the impressions other people
form of them, and only then can be applied intengjeably.

4. SELF-PRESENTATION STRATEGIES

As averred by Schlenk€r researchers emphasize that there is an intebglayeen so-
cial and individual levels in self-presentatiom, iindividual goals affect the social ones.
People strive for relatedness, i.e. they want tortgeto groups of people that they care for.
Essentially, people are aware that it is more polbto successfully integrate with those
who perceive them positively. To this end, peopégjiently try to establish a favourable
impression. Notwithstanding, individual goals may®times be conducive to self-present-
ing in socially infelicitous ways. People may self-deprecate so that others’ expeasa
are lowered, or endeavour to seem intimidatingi¢gmer fear.

5 M.R. Leary, R.M. KowalskiJmpression management: A literature review and teojsonent
model,“Psychological Bulletin”, Washington 1990, p. 34.

6 G.A Akerlof, R.E. KrantonEconomics and Identity;The Quarterly Journal of Economics”,
Vol. 115/3, Oxford 2000, p. 715-753.

7 G.A. Akerlof, R.E. Krantonidentity Economics: How Our Identities Shape Our y@¥ages, and
Well-Being Princeton University Press 2010.

8 R. Bénabou, J. Tiroldntrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation} The Review of Economic Studies”,
Vol. 70/3, London 2003, p. 489-520.

9 R. Bénabou, J. Tirolelncentives and Prosocial BehaviotAmerican Economic Review”,
Vol. 96/5, American Economic Association 2006, §52-1678.

10 |, Bursztyn, R. Jenseiocial Image and Economic Behavior in the Fielcentifying, Under-
standing, and Shaping Social Pressuf@nual Review of Economics”, Vol. 9/1, Palo Alto 34,
2017, p. 131-153.

11 |bidem

12 B.R. SchlenkerSelf-presentatiofin:] Handbook of Self and Identjtgds. M.R. Leary and J.P.
Tangney, New York 2003, p. 492-518.

13 |bidem
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Quite the other way round, the social level mayp aifluence the individual one, since
one’s audience determines individual self-pres@nmtat goals. For instance, people incline
towards being more self-aggrandizing as they erteowstrangers and modest as they so-
cialize with friend$*. Psychological studies revealed that individupliwate self-concept
may be influenced by person’s self-presentatioath@r people, which constitutes a con-
spicuous evidence that social level influencesitidévidual oné®. Certainly, for a self-
concept to change, one’s actions need to be olibdryenther®®, which underlines the
social component.

The main purpose of self-presentation is to esthbtiertain image in the minds of
others. Though the count of resultant impressioag seem close to limitless, Jones and
Pittmanr” arrived at a five-partite taxonomy of self-presdioinal strategies. For the sake
of simplicity and conciseness, the said strategiestabulated below, along with impres-
sions they aim to trigger, prototypic behaviours] aisks.

Table 1. The concept of a five-partite represenmadif self-presentation strategies

Self-presentation

Self-presentational

strategy Impression Prototypic behaviours risks
Ingratiation Likable Compliments, favours Insingateceitful
Self-promotion Competent Boasting, showing off Corkifraudulent
Intimidation Powerful, ruthless| Threats, blackmail Reviled, ineffectual
Virtuous, moral, Hypocritical,

Exemplification

upright

Selflessness

sanctimonious

Supplication

Helpless, unable

Self-deprecation

Idalaitive, demandin

i

Source: Author’'s own elaboration.

In further elaboration it is instructive to adduBaumeister's wording: ‘People use
self-presentation to construct an identity for theimes. Most people have a certain
ideal image of the person they would like to beslhot enough merely to act like that
person or to convince oneself that one resembdspiérson. Identity requires social vali-
dationé,

14 D.M. Tice, J.L. Butler, M.B. Muraven, A.M StillwelWhen modesty prevails: differential favora-
bility of self-presentation to friends and strangiérJournal of Personality and Social Psychology”,
Washington 1995, p. 1120-1138.

15 B.R. SchlenkerSelf-presentatiotin:] Handbook of Self and Identjteds. M.R. Leary and J.P.
Tangney, New York 2003, p. 492-518.

16 D.M. Tice, H.M. WallaceThe reflected self: creating yourself as (you thiotkers see yo[in:]
Handbook of Self and Identjtgds. M.R. Leary and J.P. Tangney, New York 2003.

17 E.E. Jones, T.S. Pittmahpward a general theory of strategic self-presentafiin:] Psychological
perspectives on the sedfd. J. Suls, New York 1982.

18 R.F. BaumeisteiThe selfiin;] The Handbook of Social Psychologys. D.T. Gilbert, S.T. Fiske,
G. Lindzey, New York 1998, p. 705.
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5. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

5.1. The strategy of self-promotion

The strategy entitled self-promotion occurs wpi®ple are trying to draw attention to
their attainments in order to be regarded as caenpetr capable. Though seemingly akin
to ingratiation, the strategy of self-promotion do®t focus on building a likable image.
The first part of the research encompassed 5 gmsstionnected to this strategy.

Question 1 You are discussing something with one gbur students. Suddenly you re-
alize that you are not right. Have you ever defendkyour standpoint, although you
knew you were wrong?

Table 2. Distribution of answers to Question 1

Answer Number of respondents Percentage
No, definitely not 28 28%
No 53 53%
Rarely (almost never) 15 15%
Yes 4 4%
Yes, quite frequently 0 0%
Yes, definitely 0 0%

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on reseasiits.

As tabulated, the respondents were rather relutdacdarry on persuading their student
interlocutor(s) that they were right in their judgnt. In consonance with that, 28% and
53% of the respondents claimed that they did nétrdetheir vantage point on purpose
despite being wrong. Merely 4% of the academichteexcdecided to have proceeded with
the conversation, and 15% claimed to have doregher infrequently. Such a distribution
of answers may be contingent upon a fact that &achvhile self-promoting, want to ap-
pear as intelligent and proficient in their dedéchspecialist area(s), yet not at the expense
of being liked. Moreover, defending one’s vantaginpdespite being obviously wrong,
may make the teacher look conceited or fraudulehich constitutes one of basic risks of
self-promoting.

The seemingly trifling case of being liked or disl also conditions students’ perfor-
mance during classes. When students like the teacitkeattend the course willingly, their
work and productivity imprové$ As formulated by Montalvo and Roedel, ‘studentow
dislike the teacher, but try to please the teaahgway do the same things as students who
like the teacher, but the difference seems to iheramount of effort they put forth, and
the quality of their work. Some students indicatteat if they did not like the teacher they
would turn their work in on time, but it may not berrect. On the other hand, when the
students like a teacher and want to please thay,pht extra effort into their assignments,
have a positive attitude, and try to be more frigndth teachers®. That said, academic

19 G.P. MontalvoPleasing the teacher: A student perspectivepublished manuscript, 1995.
20 G.P. Montalvo, T. RoeddPleasing the teacher: A qualitative logdkaper presented at the annual
meeting of the American Educational Research AstoniaSan Francisco 1995.
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teachers eschew the strategy of self-promotiotining simultaneously towards the strat-

egy of ingratiation, for they prefer to be likable.

Question 2 Have you ever talked to your students @it your accomplishments?
(e.g. your publications, conferences you patrticipad in... etc.)

Table 3. Distribution of answers to Question 2

Answer Number of respondents Percentage
No, definitely not 0 0%
No 28 28%
Rarely (almost never) 49 49%
Yes 23 23%
Yes, quite frequently 0 0%
Yes, definitely 0 0%

Source: Author’'s own elaboration based on resea@siits.

As plotted in the table, 23% of the respondentsitiddisharing their achievements with
their students, whereas almost half of the respatisdeere rather reluctant to talk about
what they accomplished. Interestingly enough, nofithe academic teachers gave an an-
swer that was a definite ‘no’ or a definite ‘ye$he rationale behind this distribution of
answers may be underpinned by teachers’ fear ofqggrceived as boastful, conceited or
even vainglorious.

Schlenker and Lea#yscrutinized the congruence between people’s pmatians and
performance. Conspicuously, the audience’s judgmiecwmpetence is predicated upon (if
available) performance information. Contrarily,piérformance data are unavailable, the
judgment is underlain by self-presentational claghsapabilities.

Interestingly, if the self-presentational infornaatiis not contradictory, the claims are
taken at face value, i.e. if one claims to be cdampte the audience assumes this is true.
What may be inferred from a strictly self-preseiotzl vantage point is that unless students
know that the teacher is purposefully bending ththt they are likely to give them the so-
called benefit of the doubt, and believe theirrolai Therefore, reasonably presenting your-
self as competent is advantageous.

Question 3 Have you ever ended a discussion justdagise you knew you were wrong?

Table 4. Distribution of answers to Question 3

Answer Number of respondents Percentage
No, definitely not 22 22%
No 36 36%
Rarely (almost never) 33 33%
Yes 9 9%
Yes, quite frequently 0 0%
Yes, definitely 0 0%

Source: Author’'s own elaboration based on rese@siits.

21 B.R. Schlenker, M.R. LearyAudiences’ reactions to self-enhancing, self-deatigg, and

accurate self-presentation§lournal of Experimental Social Psychology”, Wagjton 1982.
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As plotted in the table, 9% of the respondentsieitiyl admitted ending a discussion
after finding out they were wrong. 33% of the syrymrticipants did it infrequently,
whereas the number of academic teachers who nédehat totalled 58%. Admittedly,
ending a discussion in that way may result in sttgleo longer perceiving the teacher as
an expert. Again, with the strategy of self-prormntiit is attempted to convince others of
our competence and capabilities. Notwithstandimgnatter which impressions people en-
deavour to build, they will come to fruition onfydthers approve of them.

Schlenkef? advanced a theory that successful self-presentitipredicated upon two
assertions, i.e. beneficiality and believabilityheTfirst is pertinent to showing the most
advantageous image possible, and the latter tongakire the image you present is believ-
able. Admitting personal limits, faults, and mistalbuilds trust and assists students in de-
veloping a perception that everybody makes mistakesheing an academic (or any other)
teacher does not mean that one is always righnamdr errs. Furthermore, students’ en-
gagement is built through being accountable to themo it is expedient to own one’s
mistakes. If an academic teacher ends a discusstbout providing a good reason, they
risk triggering suspicion and inadvertently builglia bad impression.

Another important factor in establishing a desiedbipression is accountability, which
governs the aforementioned believability of a gefsentational claim. Ending a discussion
enables the audience — here, the students — todiataly assess the veracity of teacher’s
proclamations.

Question 4 Have you ever talked to your students aloit situations, when you were the
one who was right, and the other person was compkdy wrong?

Table 5. Distribution of answers to Question 4

Answer Number of respondents Percentage
No, definitely not 27 27%
No 39 39%
Rarely (almost never) 28 28%
Yes 6 6%
Yes, quite frequently 0 0%
Yes, definitely 0 0%

Source: Author’'s own elaboration based on rese@siits.

Interestingly enough, merely 6% of the academichees stated explicitly that they
were right while someone else was wrong. 28% ofdlspondents were tentative saying to
have done it rather infrequently, whereas a totd@i696 did not tell their students about
such situations.

A case when someone illustrates their own behavdgamst the backdrop of someone
else’s actions, providing simultaneously a shargp subjective contrast between what is
appropriate and what is not, is indicative of s$trivto appear as an expert. Essentially,

22 B.R. Schlenkerimpression management: The self-concept, sociatiiyeand interpersonal re-
lationships Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole 1980.
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people are accountable when their proclamationsaatidns can be set against relevant
facts. Schlenké? studied self-presentation and accountability &iedésearch revealed that
people are reluctant to present themselves as d¢entpanly when they expect to fail and
presume the audience can find out they were wrbmthis case, much as students were
unlikely to examine teacher’s credibility, the peigants were not inclined to present them-
selves as superior by means of this method.

Question 5 Have you ever deliberately used nomentlae that the students could
hardly understand?

Table 6. Distribution of answers to Question 5

Answer Number of respondents Percentage
No, definitely not 30 30%
No 27 27%
Rarely (almost never) 34 34%
Yes 9 9%
Yes, quite frequently 0 0%
Yes, definitely 0 0%

Source: Author’'s own elaboration based on resea@siits.

As plotted in the table, over half of the resporiderever used nomenclature incompre-
hensible for students, whereas a total of 43% hagbeo do that. The reason behind it may
be found in self-enhancement needs that underffio@eastruction. Generally, most people
want to think of themselves as competent, elogeéntThus, by convincing others that
they are experts in a particular fields, peopleracee likely to convince themselves. Fur-
thermore, the willingness to self-present is inetirto increase when other people’s atten-
tion is called to us. Certain stimuli may also maikeaware of how we are perceived, on
the grounds that they remind us of how we are bgestherd’. Using nomenclature that
the students are not familiar with knowingly magaatesult in boasting or showing off,
which is one of the main risks of this strategy.

5.2. The strategy of exemplification

With the strategy of exemplification, it is attet®g to create the impression that some-
one is morally superior, virtuous, or righteouseBecond part of the research encompassed
5 guestions connected to this strategy.

23 B.R. SchlenkerSelf-presentation: Managing the impression of cstesicy when reality interferes
with self-enhancementJournal of Personality and Social Psychology”, Wagton 1975,
p. 1030-1037.

24 C.S. Carver, M.F Scheigkspects of self, and the control of behayior] The self and social life
ed. B.R. Schlenker, New York 1985.
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Question 6 Have you ever told your students that is inappropriate to say or do some-

thing?

Table 7. Distribution of answers to Question 6

Answer Number of respondents Percentage
No, definitely not 4 4%
No 9 9%
Rarely (almost never) 67 67%
Yes 15 15%
Yes, quite frequently 5 5%
Yes, definitely 0 0%

Source: Author’'s own elaboration based on resea@siits.

As tabulated, 67% of the respondents were ratiéattee and the case when they told
their students about the inappropriateness of sactiens occurred rather infrequently.
However, the total of 20% of the academic teachppeared to have said that explicitly.
13% of the respondents never decided to have hthieissue of appropriateness. A situ-
ation when an academic teacher talks about inapptepess, usually results from their
dissatisfaction pertinent to students’ actions emegal performance. The rationale behind
that may be found in self-construction, i.e. thlimgness to construct a certain identity for
ourselves. Frequently, self-construction may alscapplied by an academic teacher to
confirm a self-view that has already been estabtisisuch as acting only in accordance
with the rules. Swartfrefers to this form of self-construction as sedfification, whereas
Wicklund and Gollwitzet categorize such behaviour as self-symbolizing.

On the other hand, saying that doing somethingorapriate or not, may create an
opposite image, especially in the minds of studeits do not support the same view.

Question 7 Have you ever deliberately made your stients feel guilty?

Table 8. Distribution of answers to Question 7

Answer Number of respondents Percentage
No, definitely not 3 3%
No 28 28%
Rarely (almost never) 59 59%
Yes 3 3%
Yes, quite frequently 7 7%
Yes, definitely 0 0%

Source: Author’'s own elaboration based on resea@siits.

25 W.B. Swannio be adored or to be known? The interplay of selfancement and self-verification
[in:] Mativation and cognitioneds. R.M. Sorrentino, E.T. Higgins, New York 19p0408—448.
26 R.A. Wicklund, P.M. GollwitzerSymbolic self-completioiNew York 1982.
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Visibly enough, 59% of the respondents happenetiake their students feel guilty,
whereas 10% in total explicitly admitted doing tt&it% of academic teachers never evoked
guilt in their students. Academic teachers, whaplesyto trigger guilt in their students may,
deliberately or not, use it as a form of some psiagical manipulation to punish them for
something they should not have done. Elicitingtguil a daily basis may be conducive to
developing in students a performance goal-oriemtatither than the one focused on learn-
ing, which in turn may make students anxious algetting an unfavourable judgement of
their competence. In consonance with that, avoidinfavourable judgements creates
a perception that every task is a test of theilites, ergo a potential opportunity to fail.
Contrary to that, if students focus more on thenie@ goal-orientation, they acquire new
skills, attempt to understand something they ateamiliar with, apply adaptive learning
strategies, and do not have difficulty seeking Ivethile encountering obstacles.

The dichotomy of learning and performance goalmstéom research conducted by
Ames&Archef’, Dweck® and Dweck&Legget?, yet, visibly enough, many motivation
theorists have recently supported the view thatesits’ performance may be enhanced by
creating a learning environment that enables stsdenachieve learning goails lieu of
performance-related ones. In contrast with thatp@sdered by Tangney and Dearfhg
inasmuch as students need to be held responsiblehfit they did, it is the behaviour that
should be accentuated, not the person. It is ptudesschew ridiculing or announcing stu-
dent’s guilt publicly to control their behavioun preference to that, an academic teacher
ought to allow for natural consequences.

Question 8 Have you ever told your students that @sently people lack morals?

Table 9. Distribution of answers to Question 8

Answer Number of respondents Percentage
No, definitely not 29 29%
No 38 38%
Rarely (almost never) 33 33%
Yes 0 0%
Yes, quite frequently 0 0%
Yes, definitely 0 0%

Source: Author’'s own elaboration based on rese@siits.

Explicitly, none of the surveyed academic teaclotaBned to have told their students
that presently people lack morals. 33% were terddti their judgements, whereas over

27 C. Ames, J. ArcheAchievement goals in the classroom: Students’ iegretrategies and moti-
vation processesJournal of Educational Psychology”, Vol. 80/Binlois 1988, p. 260-267.

28 C. Dweck,Motivational processes affecting learnifig:] American PsychologistWashington,
1986, p. 1040-1048.

29 C. Dweck, E. Leggetf social-cognitive approach to motivation and peslity, “Psychological
Review”, Vol. 95, Washington 1988, p. 256—273.

30 J.P. Tangney, R.L. Dearinghame and guiltNew York 2002.
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60% never did that. Basically, if a person stated bthers lack something it is indicative
that this person has it, or at least assumes stddther’s role is the one of a guide, and
there are assorted reasons for role internalizatiaTcur.

According to the reflected appraisal proéégseople perceive themselves the way they
believe other people perceive theengo social interaction is a vital factor in developing
self-conceptions. Contrary to that, recent studiesble to draw different inferences. People
are rather unlikely to see clearly how they arecgimed by others, especially strangers.
Instead, they believe that other people see themvtly they see themselvésAs formu-
lated by Thagard and Wo#dinstead of others’ views influencing one’s seiéw, then,
one’s self-view determines how one thinks otheeswoneself. It is possible, however, that
within close relationships, the reflected self glaygreater role in shaping the self-concept’.
Here, the teacher stating that other people ladlalmglays the role of the morally superior
and the one who discriminates between what is oghirong.

This is inextricably linked to the afore-postuthigew that the teacher may assume that
the students share the self-perception. Unfortiygtéaying the ‘morally superior’, while
judging other people’s actions may lead to beinggiged as sanctimonious.

Question 9 Have you ever told your students that yowould not finish the classes
earlier, because it is against the rules?

Table 10. Distribution of answers to Question 9

Answer Number of respondents Percentage
No, definitely not 0 0%
No 29 29%
Rarely (almost never) 48 48%
Yes 19 19%
Yes, quite frequently 4 4%
Yes, definitely 0 0%

Source: Author’'s own elaboration based on rese@siits.

As plotted in the table, the total of 71% of tha@emic teachers happened not to finish
the classes earlier considering it as acting agtiegules, whereas 29% of the respondents
did not use it as a reason. Again, the motivatiehifd that may be found in self-construc-
tion, for it confirms an already established sé#fw such as acting only in accordance with
the rules (Se®uestion 6for comparison).

31 G.H. MeadMind self, and societyChicago: University of Chicago Press 1934.

32 D.M. Tice, H.M. WallaceThe reflected self: creating yourself as (you thiothers see yol[in:]
Handbook of Self and Identjtgds. M.R. Leary and J.P. Tangney, New York, NYilfGid Press,
2003, p. 91-105.

33 P. Thagard, J.V. Woogighty phenomena about the self: Representatialyation, regulation,
and change'Frontiers in Psychology”, Vol. 6, Seattle 2015.
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Question 10 Have you ever told your students thatoy find it difficult to understand
modern youth?

Table 11. Distribution of answers to Question 10

Answer Number of respondents Percentage
No, definitely not 42 42%
No 41 41%
Rarely (almost never) 17 17%
Yes 0 0%
Yes, quite frequently 0 0%
Yes, definitely 0 0%

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on reseasiits.

Conspicuously, none of the surveyed academic teac@med explicitly to have told
their students that it is difficult to understan@dern youth. 17% were tentative in their
judgements, whereas a total of 83% never did Tredling students that understanding their
generation is difficult along with pretending to figperior and morally upright may result
in creating unnecessary distance. A situation véreacademic teacher is prone to conclude
in this way, usually ensues from their dissatistacts regards students’ performance or
actions in general. That may be associated witiméti®n of role internalization. Notwith-
standing, the inclination to define oneself agathstbackdrop of one’s social roles, does
not constitute merely the link between social r@ed self-conceptions. Every social role
encompasses a set of behavioural expectationssandhations concerning one’s personal
characteristics.

In the course of playing social roles, people ofteme to internalize role-relevant per-
sonal characteristics. They come to see themsab/psssessing the qualities suggested by
the roles they play. Again, lack of teacher’s ustinding of students’ generation indicates
potential wrongness in their actions, whereas ¢haetter playing the ‘teaching role’ is the
one who guides, and discriminates between whaghs or wrong.

6. CONCLUSION

The paper investigated the application of self-@néstion strategies in academic sur-
roundings, and juxtaposes them with their poteimiglact on students. The strategy of self-
promotion is helpful while people endeavour to dedtention to their attainments in order
to be regarded as competent or capable. Most impibyt though seemingly akin to ingra-
tiation, the strategy of self-promotion does natu® on building a likable image. One of
potential risks pertinent to inapt use of thistelgg is appearing as conceited and fraudulent.
The second strategy, exemplification, createsrti@éssion that someone is morally supe-
rior, virtuous, or righteous, yet sometimes atdlpense of being viewed as hypocritical,
sanctimonious, or selfish.

Based on the online questionnaire completed by&al@@iemic teachers, it may be in-
ferred that the strategies of self-promotion andneplification were the least frequently
chosen ones. The rationale behind this result redgind in teacher’s reluctance to appear
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as showing off or being vainglorious. As alreadtest, people, including teachers, aim at
relatedness, i.e. they want to belong to groupseople that they care for, here — the stu-
dents. Essentially, people are aware that it isenppobable to successfully integrate with
those who perceive them positively. To this enéytfrequently endeavour to establish
a favourable impression.

Most conspicuously, individual's public behaviowstermines to some extent private
self-conceptions. People are audiences for their lm#haviour. Inasmuch as our behaviour
may convince other people that we are competeabler, we may, too, convince ourselves.

To conclude it is prudent to adduce Park’s wordilegeryone is always and every-
where, more or less consciously, playing a rols. ith these roles that we know each other;
it is in these roles that we know ourselvésThe main limit of the research connected to
the Likert scale proved wrong, on the grounds thathers were not inclined to choose
answers right in the middle of the questionnaiag, afraid to state their opinions clearly.
The paper may well constitute a basis for furtlesearch on self-presentation strategies
applied in academic surroundings. It is also werdtutinizing, what personal traits — if any
— may determine the inclination to behave in canteays.
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STRATEGIE AUTOPREZENTACJI STOSOWANE PRZEZ RZESZOWSK ICH

WYKLADOWCOW | ICH POTENCJALNY WPLYW NA STUDENTOW —
AUTOPROMOCJA | EGZEMPLIFIKACJA

Artykut podejmuje problematykzastosowania strategii autoprezentacji w warunksa
demickich i zestawia je z ich potencjalnym wplywem studentéw. Dane przedstawione
w artykule zostaty wyekscerpowane z bagazeprowadzonych w lutym i marcu 2018 roku,
odndinie do zastosowania przez rzeszowskich wyktadowstbategii ingracjacji, intymida-
cji, autopromociji, suplikacji i egzemplifikacji. Aoprezentacja to, w uproszczonych stowach,
dobdr zachowamapcych na celu zagzlzanie wkasnym wizerunkiem i tym jak postrzegaj
nas inni, podczas gdy strategia autoprezentadiobmrsrodkéw do budowania konkretnego
obrazu. Artykut obejmuje grypl00 rzeszowskich wyktadowcéw akademickickezazyzn

i kobiet, pom¢dzy 26. i 62. rokienaycia. Badania przeprowadzone zdngolnictwem ankiety
online wykazaly,ze autopromocja i egzemplifikacja byly najrzadzigjbieranymi strate-
giami. Kazda ze strategii objfa pig¢ powigzanych tematycznie pyiaWynik ten mae wyni-
kat z faktu,ze wyktadowcy nie chebyé postrzegani jako pidi, lub zapatrzeni w siebie.
Podczas konstruowania pytautorka starata gdopasowéje tematycznie do danej strategii
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na tyle na ile to mdiwe. Cechy charakterystyczneiej z dwoch strategii zostaty wyatir
nione podczas budowania kognitywnej rzeczywviisitavokot pytania.

Stowa kluczowe:autoprezentacja, strategia, autopromocja, egzékagiia, nauczyciel aka-
demicki.
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