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Abstract 

 The purpose of this study is to examine if people are successful in creating an impression 

when interacting with someone they just met.  Participants were given ten minutes to either 

engage in conversation with a partner, or they were given a goal to make their partner view them 

as likeable or unlikeable.  Both partners then answered a series of questions about each other. 

The results showed that participants were successful in meeting their goals.  Big Five personality 

traits of both the participant and their partner did not show a major impact on how effective the 

participants were in accomplishing their goals. 
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Introduction 

Giles (1970) describes the Communication Accommodation Theory (CAT), which argues 

that people will match or mismatch the behavior of their partner in social interactions in order to 

achieve particular goals.  For example, “convergences” in behavior are a sign of affiliation 

between the partners, and “divergences” are taken as a sign of disaffiliation.  These patterns of 

behavior are usually assumed to be unconscious. Although there is evidence to suggest that 

people’s behavior may converge or diverge during conversation (e.g., Giles & Orgay, 2007), 

there has been little work done to examine whether these behaviors lead to success in meeting 

the speaker’s goals.  I examine the success of conversation partners in meeting their goals in this 

thesis, where I examine what happens when people try to accomplish particular goals in a 

conversation with a stranger. 

Although the CAT suggests that speakers with a goal of being likeable align their 

behavior, and speakers with a goal of being unlikeable diverge from the behavior of their partner, 

it is clear that this picture is too simple.  Swann (1984) thinks that we are assessing future 

behavior, rather than doing a simple “alignment” goal.  When judging behavior, perceivers spend 

their time trying to anticipate how someone will act in future contexts and do not consider how 

others perceivers would view someone.  Schoot et al. (2016) suggest that matching does not 

necessarily lead to liking.  They proposed that the desire to make a positive impression would 

influence their speech pattern, but their findings proved a lack of a relationship and thus leads to 

the belief that there must be other influences.  Bell and Daily (2009) suggest that affinity works 

as a strategy, but that there are personality factors involved.  However, Gordon (2009) finds that 
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in certain contexts, such as exchanging information, affinity is not pursued and open 

communication is used significantly less in the workplace. 

This thesis attempts to see what happens when people first meet, and they are given 

goals.  Like Schoot et al., likeable and unlikeable are used as goals.  Like Bell, personality 

factors are considered because strategies may vary depending on the personality type of the 

participant.  Finally, participants are asked about strategies to see which behaviors are most 

successful. 

Methods 

Participants 

The participants in this study consisted of undergraduates enrolled at Florida State 

University.  The total sample consisted of 68 participants [males=12, females=56], who were 

part of 34 conversation pairs. The final sample was 58 participants [males=10, females=48], 

arranged into 29 conversation pairs. The remaining 10 participants were excluded because the 5 

pairs were composed of one participant and one experimenter (where the experimenter filled in 

for a participant who did not show up), and are therefore not genuinely naïve participant pairs. 

Participants were able to sign up for participation online and rewarded for their time with class 

credit in their psychology course(s).  With the psychology department being predominantly 

female, it was expected that there would be more female participants.  

Apparatus 

The materials used in this study included a questionnaire used for scoring that asked 

participants to reflect on the conversation they had with their partner and what strategies make a 

conversation successful.  A separate questionnaire was used to calculate participants’ scores on 
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the Big Five personality traits (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and 

openness).  A microphone was used to record the audio of the interaction.  

Participants were first asked about partner and if they thought their partner was likeable 

and if they found it easy to talk to their partner.  The participants scored on a 0-10 Likert scale 

with 10 being a high rating and 0 being a low rating (e.g., 10 = highly likeable, and 0 = not 

likeable).  The questionnaire also included an open response section for participants to justify 

their ratings on what they noticed about their partner and what influenced their opinion of them 

during the conversation. 

Participants were then asked questions about themselves and to judge how much they 

believed their partner liked them.  They used the same 0-10 Likert scale with an open response 

section for additional comments.  Questions were about how much they enjoyed the conversation 

and if they liked talking to the other person.  We asked what the participant did to try to achieve 

their goal (if applicable) as well as how they measured their success. 

Procedure 

Participants were greeted by an experimenter, who directed them into the lab. 

Participants sat down at separate desk spaces and read over the informed consent form.  They 

were then given the opportunity to ask the experimenter any questions they might have about the 

study.  After all questions were answered and the informed consent form was signed and 

collected, the experimenter explained more in depth what they will be asked to do during the 

study. 

Participants were told that they will meet another participant and have a conversation 

with them for ten minutes.  They were informed that their partner would be rating them after the 
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conversation on a score sheet.  While they are being rated, they would be able to write down 

their own perspective on how they felt about the conversation using the questionnaire provided. 

Both participants were reminded that their conversation would be audio recorded, but will 

remain confidential, and then were left to converse for ten minutes.  The experimenter returned 

and separated the participants into different areas to avoid bias before handing each of them their 

questionnaires to complete. 

Before meeting their partner, some participants were given a goal by the experimenter 

and told to influence their partner to rate them either with high scores (likeable) or low scores 

(unlikeable).  Their partner was simply told to engage in conversation for ten minutes.  The 

control group had both participants engage in conversation without a given goal. 

Results 

 A series of one-way ANOVAs were conducted to determine whether the participants’ 

goals (to be likeable, unlikeable, or no goal) had any effect on their partner’s ratings of them. 

The means for these ratings in each goal condition are presented in Table 1, and the 

accompanying ANOVA results are presented in Table 2.  The participants’ goal had a significant 

effect on their partner’s rating of their likeability [F (2,26)=5.77, p=.008] and how much they 

enjoyed the other person [F (2,26)=5.422, p=.011].  The Bonferroni-corrected post-hoc tests, 

presented in Table 3, showed that the positive and control groups were similar in most of the 

items, suggesting that people have generally positive views towards new people.  The differences 

between the negative and control groups, and the negative and positive groups however, were 

significant for many of the questions. 
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 The preceding results suggest that the participants’ goals had an effect on how their 

partner rated them. An additional set of analyses were carried out to determine whether these 

effects would still hold if the rater’s (partner’s) personality characteristics (Big Five personality 

scores) and the participant’s own personality characteristics (Big Five scores) were taken into 

account.  In the first set of analyses, the ANOVAs from Table 2 were repeated with the rater’s 

Big Five scores included as covariates.  None of the Big Five scores were significant in any of 

the analyses.  Once controlling for the effect the Big Five, the participant goals had a marginally 

significant effect on their rated likeability [F (2, 19)=2.692, p=.093].  A second set of analyses 

were done with the person who had the goal’s Big Five scores included as covariates.  Again, 

none of the Big Five scores were significant in any of the analyses.  Once controlling for the 

effect of the Big Five,  the participant goals had a significant effect on their rated likeability [F 

(2, 19)=3.959, p=.037]. 

Discussion 

 The results support that the hypothesis that when people were told to appear as likeable 

or unlikeable to another person, they would be generally successful in their goal.  This was 

especially true for the participants who were told to be unlikeable. Participants who were told to 

be likeable were generally not viewed more positively than participants with no goals.  The lack 

of difference between positive and control participants may be due to the fact that participants’ 

default strategy might have been to try to get the partner to like them.  The greatest difference 

between groups was with the control and the negative conditions.  It is possible that participants 

in the positive condition may have over accommodated.  Their partners would have rated them 

lower if they perceived that the participant was putting on an act, compared to the control group. 
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In addition, the personality characteristics of the parties to the conversation did not seem to have 

affected their ratings of their partners.  

 In the future, we have the audio recordings of the conversation to code for and the open 

responses to analyze.  We have not yet looked at what strategies were used in the conversations, 

but we have the data to examine at a later date.  We would see if the strategies played a role in 

how successful the participant was in achieving their goal and also if strategies used were 

affected by personality traits.  We would want to look at which specific behaviors were used to 

try to achieve each goal. 
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Tables/Figures 

Table 1: One Way ANOVA Descriptives 

N Mean Std. 
        Deviation 
 

Likeable 10 6.100 2.8460 

 9 9.000 1.1180 

10 8.500 1.5811 

29 7.828 2.3310 

Friendly 10 6.700 3.8312 

9 8.444 3.2447 

10 8.900 0.9944 

29 8.000 3.0000 

Sincere 10 6.500 3.2404 

9 9.000 0.7071 

10 8.300 2.4181 

29 7.897 2.3044 

Easy to talk 10 5.100 3.4464 

9 9.333 1.1180 

10 8.500 1.2693 

29 7.586 2.8600 

 
 

N Mean Std.  
                                                        Deviation 
Conversation 
Enjoyment 10 5.000 3.3333 

9 7.778 1.6415 

10 7.900 1.8529 

29 6.862 2.7088 

Person  
Enjoyment 10 5.200 3.1552 

9 8.222 1.4814 

10 8.000 1.6997 

29 7.103 2.5959 

Continue 
Conversation 10 4.200 3.5839 

9 8.333 1.4142 

10 6.900 2.1318 

29 6.414 3.0298 

Your  
Likeability 10 4.700 3.2677 

9 7.889 1.6159 

10 7.000 1.0541 

29 6.483 2.530 
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Table 2:  ANOVA Source Table 

       Sum of Squares df Mean Square F  Sig. 

Likeable Between Groups 46.738 2     23.369          5.765 .008 

Within Groups 105.400 26      4.054 

Total 152.138 28 

Friendly Between Groups 26.778 2     13.389          1.546 .232 

Within Groups 225.222 26      8.662 

Total 252.000 28 

Sincere Between Groups 32.090 2     16.045          3.578 .042 

Within Groups 116.600 26      4.485 

Total 148.690 28 

Easy to talk Between Groups 97.634 2     48.817          9.659 .001 

Within Groups 131.400 26      5.054 

Total 229.034 28 

Conversation 
Enjoyment Between Groups 52.993 2     26.496          4.519 .021 

Within Groups 152.456 26      5.864 

Total 205.448 28 

Person 
Enjoyment Between Groups 55.534 2     27.767          5.422 .011 

Within Groups 133.156 26      5.121 

Total 188.690 28 

Continue 
Conversation Between Groups 84.534 2     42.267          6.371 .006 
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Within Groups 172.500 26      6.635 

Total 257.034 28 

Your 
Likeability Between Groups 52.252 2     26.126          5.349 .011 

Within Groups 126.989 26      4.884 

Total 179.241 28 
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Table 3: Bonferroni-Corrected Comparisons 

Goal Sig. 

Likeable 

Negative-Control .013 

Negative-Positive .039 

Positive-Control 1.000 

Friendly 

Negative-Control .625 

Negative-Positive .320 

Positive-Control 1.000 

Sincere 

Negative-Control .049 

Negative-Positive .205 

Positive-Control 1.000 

Easy to talk 

Negative-Control .001 

Negative-Positive .007 

Positive-Control 1.000 

Goal Sig. 

Conversation Enjoyment 

Negative-Control .058 

Negative-Positive .038 

Positive-Control 1.000 

Person Enjoyment 

Negative-Control .022 

Negative-Positive .031 

Positive-Control 1.000 

Continue Conversation 

Negative-Control .005 

Negative-Positive .081 

Positive-Control .710 

Your Likeability 

Negative-Control .013 

Negative-Positive .084 

Positive-Control 1.00 
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Table 4: Big Five Scores  

 E A C N O  

Goal Participant 
Negative 25.33333 32.88889 25.33333 20.33333 24.4444 
 5.91608 5.754226 3.872983 6.22495 8.032918 
  
Rating Participant 
Negative 27.55556 35.4444 30.22222 22.11111 28.44444 
 5.364492 4.156655 5.717906 5.510092 6.207075 
  
  
  
  
Goal Participant 
Control 22.33333 27.22222 25.77778 22.44444 25 
 7.92149 5.629782 7.446103 8.530989 9.273618 
  
Rating Participant 
Control 28 32.88889 25.11111 18.88889 27.44444 
 7.331439 4.166667 2.891559 9.333333 4.275252 
  
  
  
  
Goal Participant 
Positive 19.33333 30.66667 28.44444 12 28 
 7.416198 6.5 4.245913 18.31666 3.24037 
  
Rating Participant 
Positive 28 33 23.88889 21.55556 27.88889 
 7.905694 3.201562 6.900081 5.570258 5.861835  
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Table 5: Personality Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Type III  

      Sum of Squares df Mean Square    F Sig. 
Rating Participant 

Likeable 22.091 2    11.045 2.692 .047 

Friendly 7.358 2    3.679 .422 .662 

Sincere 10.710 2    5.355 1.876 .180 

Easy to talk 45.093 2    22.547 4.413 .027 

Conversation  
Enjoyment 19.664 2    9.832 1.487 .251 

Person  
Enjoyment 17.669 2    8.834 1.738 .203 

Continue  
Conversation 41.472 2    20.736 3.065 .070 

Your  
Likeability 32.795 2    16.398 3.230 .062 
 

Goal Participant 

Likeable 40.152 2    20.076 3.959 .037 

Friendly 32.025 2    16.013 1.647 .219 

Sincere 24.735 2    12.368 2.769 .088 

Easy to talk 55.879 2    27.940 4.332 .028 

Conversation  
Enjoyment 40.992 2    20.496 2.880 .081 

Person  
Enjoyment 39.059 2    19.529 3.109 .068 

Continue  
Conversation 75.038 2    37.519 5.100 .017 

Your  
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Likeability 60.886 2    30.443 5.356 .014 
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Appendix  
  
  
First, we are going to ask you some questions about partner.  We want to know what you noticed 
about them and what influenced your opinion of them during the conversation. 
Please answer all questions honestly, all responses will be confidential. 
  
  
  
Did you find the other person likeable?  Please circle. 
Not at all                                                    Neutral                                                  Very much 
     0 1 2 3 4 5    6           7 8 9 10 
  
Explain: 

  

  
  
  
Did you find the other person to be friendly?  Please circle. 
Not at all                                                    Neutral                                                  Very much 
     0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  
Explain: 
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Did you think the other person was sincere?  Please circle. 
Not at all                  Neutral                                                  Very much 
     0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  
Explain: 

  

  
  
  
Was it easy for you to talk to the other person?  Please circle. 
Not at all                                                    Neutral                                                  Very much 
     0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7          8 9 10 
  
Explain: 

  

  
  
  
Please justify your rating. 
What did you think of your partner when you first met them? 
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What did you think of your partner at the end of the conversation? 

  

  
  
What behaviors did you notice your partner do during the conversation? 

BEHAVIORS MOST USED 

1.   

2.   

3.   

4.   

5.   

BEHAVIORS LEAST USED 

 
  
Please rank how effective you thought each behavior was. 

BEHAVIORS MOST EFFECTIVE 

1.   

2.   

3.   

4.   

5.   

BEHAVIORS LEAST EFFECTIVE 
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What did the other person do that made you like them? 

  

  
  
  
What did the other person do that made you dislike them? 

  

  
  
  
  
Now, we are going to ask you some questions about yourself.  You may have been told to try to 
get your partner to like you, dislike you, or nothing at all.  We want to know what you did to try 
to achieve your goal as well as how successful you were. 
Please answer all questions honestly, all responses will be confidential. 
  
  
How much did you enjoy the conversation you just had?  Please circle. 
Not at all                     Neutral                                                  Very much 
     0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  
Explain: 
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How much did you enjoy talking to the other person?  Please circle. 
Not at all                                                    Neutral                                                  Very much 
     0 1 2 3 4 5 6  7          8 9 10 
  
Explain: 

  

  
  
Would you want to continue the conversation with the other person?  Please circle. 
Not at all                                                    Neutral                                                  Very much 
     0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  
Explain: 

  

  
  
How effective do you think you were at accomplishing your goal?  Please circle. 
Not at all                                      Neutral                                                  Very much 
     0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  
Explain: 
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How much do you think the other person liked you?  Please circle. 
Not at all                                                    Neutral                                                  Very much 
     0 1 2 3 4 5      6           7 8 9 10 
  
Explain: 

  

  
  
  
Please justify your rating. 
What specific strategies did you do to try to influence the other person’s opinion of you? 

  

  
  
  
Please rank your strategies based on how often it was used. 

MOST USED 

1.   

2.   

3.   

4.   

5.   

LEAST USED 
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Please rank your strategies based on how effective you thought each was. 

MOST EFFECTIVE 

1.   

2.   

3.   

4.   

5.   

LEAST EFFECTIVE 

  
  
Why did you choose these strategies? Please elaborate. 

  

  
  
What do you think is the key to having a successful conversation? 
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What do you think other people do during this study? 

  

  
  
  
Additional Comments: 
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Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe 
yourself as you honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same sex as 
you are, and roughly your same age. So that you can describe yourself in an honest manner, 
your responses will be kept in absolute confidence. Indicate for each statement whether it is 1. 
Very Inaccurate, 2. Moderately Inaccurate, 3. Neither Accurate Nor Inaccurate, 4. Moderately 
Accurate, or 5. Very Accurate as a description of you. 

  
    Very 

Inaccurate 
Moderately 
Inaccurate 

Neither 
Accurate 
or 
Inaccurate 

Moderately 
Accurate 

Very 
Accurate 

 

1. Am the life of 
the party. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

2. Feel little 
concern for 
others. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

3. Am always 
prepared. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

4. Get stressed 
out easily. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

5. Have a rich 
vocabulary. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

6. Don't talk a 
lot. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

7. Am interested 
in people. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

8. Leave my 
belongings 
around. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

9. Am relaxed 
most of the 
time. 

だ だ だ だ だ  
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10. Have 
difficulty 
understanding 
abstract ideas. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

11. Feel 
comfortable 
around people. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

12. Insult people. だ だ だ だ だ  

13. Pay attention 
to details. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

14. Worry about 
things. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

15. Have a vivid 
imagination. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

16. Keep in the 
background. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

17. Sympathize 
with others' 
feelings. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

18. Make a mess 
of things. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

19. Seldom feel 
blue. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

20. Am not 
interested in 
abstract ideas. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

21. Start 
conversations. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

22. Am not 
interested in 
other people's 
problems. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

23. Get chores 
done right 
away. 

だ だ だ だ だ  
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24. Am easily 
disturbed. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

25. Have excellent 
ideas. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

26. Have little to 
say. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

27. Have a soft 
heart. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

28. Often forget to 
put things 
back in their 
proper place. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

29. Get upset 
easily. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

30. Do not have a 
good 
imagination. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

31. Talk to a lot of 
different 
people at 
parties. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

32. Am not really 
interested in 
others. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

33. Like order. だ だ だ だ だ  

34. Change my 
mood a lot. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

35. Am quick to 
understand 
things. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

36. Don't like to 
draw attention 
to myself. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

37. Take time out 
for others. 

だ だ だ だ だ  
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38. Shirk my 
duties. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

39. Have frequent 
mood swings. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

40. Use difficult 
words. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

41. Don't mind 
being the 
center of 
attention. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

42. Feel others' 
emotions. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

43. Follow a 
schedule. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

44. Get irritated 
easily. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

45. Spend time 
reflecting on 
things. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

46. Am quiet 
around 
strangers. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

47. Make people 
feel at ease. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

48. Am exacting 
in my work. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

49. Often feel 
blue. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

50. Am full of 
ideas. 

だ だ だ だ だ  

 






