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| ‘ . Abstract

Two studies were conducted to investigate the nature of
individual, differences in self monitoring High

‘self mon\toring indiv duals modify their behaviour to suit
the situation and the expectations of others in the‘
situation.‘ Low self-m nitoring individuals behave in .
“accordance with their wn attitudes and beliefs In Study

1, 1031 subjects were given the Self Monitoring Scale (SMS

—

Snyder, 1974) the Revised Self Monitoring Scale (RSMS;
Gangestad & Snyder, l985a) he Lennox and.WOlfe ’ -
Self—Monitoring‘SCale (L‘SMS Lennox & WOlfe, 1984), and
other personality measures. Aﬁalysis of responses to these

scales showed that the SMS (and RSMS) was a heqerogeneous

'measure with moderate internal consistency and three weak

factors - that correlate independently with other measures
i SR )
'The LWSMS was shown to be a’ highly homogeneous measure vith

h,

two strong factors, few cdrrelations with other measures,~n.

'and high internal consistency. However, consideration of
~ ‘

.the possible "true" nature. of the salf monitoring construct
! .

led to the conclusion that the RSMS was a more appropriate

N

fmeasure of the construct but that the LWSMS should be'
- N

; administered concurrently to facilitate clarificatioh of theﬁf

';self monitoring construct In Study 2 an information;”

'“ﬁpprocessing maradigm (dichotic listening) was employed to.f7’>

Q"address possible differences in low and high self—monitoringp

"j individuals sensitivity to social information.’ Subjects;iﬂ~ih

4




participated in a 2 (high'verSusplov self monitoring) X
2 (expectation of meeting 'the target versus no such
expectation) X 3 (positive, neutral .or’ negative valence of

. nonshadowed items) factorial design Both high\and low
\
self-monitoring individuals shadowed (repeated) neutral

. words while negative,|positive,*and neutral words were

presented over a nonsﬁbdowed ear. In addition, subjects S

performed a periodic reaction time task that served as a ) ”Q

’

measure bf the additional resources that had to be allocated

to ignoreﬂthe-nonShadowed material. The findings showed |
that high - but not 1ow, self monitoring individuals

exhibited an attentional response to potentially relevant

\
social,information presentgp\to a nonshadowed ear.

-+

Therefore, it appears that high self monitoring individuals

\ .

vmay have a higher sensitivity to relevant social | .

s

j &5

informatton, and thus may have greater access to information

in arsituation relevant to self—presentationai choices.
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The ability of popular actors to convey a range of
emotions and personalities {s often admired. However, it is
apparent to many that all people are faced with day-to-day,
even moment~to~moment, decisions about how to present
themselves to others.  In fact, an examination of the
social~psych01ogical.literature reveals the fundamental
imoortance of.impression management forvunderstanding social
behaviour (Tetlock & Manstedd, '1985). It has been'stated,
"That individuals can and do enercise control over their
self-presentation is a basic tenet of most, if not all,
theories of the self in social interactionm (Snyder, 1979,
P- 875. However, it'is‘aoperent that there are differences
in people's ability and motivation to observe and cont;ol

their expressive behaviour and self-presentation. Snyder

(1974, 1979) has addressed these individual differenees with

the introduction of the construct of self-monitoring.

| 4
Individuals scoring high in self monitoring are more .

sensitive ‘to’ situational cues as to how they should act andh

dre better able to subsequently modify their presentation

: accordingly.‘ On the other hand individuals scoring low 1in

self- monitoring act in accordance with internal cues (e. 3..
their attitudes, morals), regardless of the situation.
' Since the introduction of the self-monitoring

5

construct, a number of hypotheses (e By concerning

.attitude-behaviour relationships, selective presentation,

self-disclosure effects) have been generated on the basis of



the initial propositions. In turn, research employing the
Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974) has revealed several
relationships between 1t and a ﬁidg,vqpiety of behavioural
criteria (Snyder & Gangestad, 1986; see also Snyder, 1974,
1979, and Shaw & Costanzo, 1982 for relevant reviews).
Recently, Furnham and Capon (1983) have summarized the
Belf—monitoring literatufq in terms of a distinction between
two major abilities\of the high self~moni£or1ng (HSMf
'individual. The first ability is that of monitoring the
situation, or what they call "self-monitoring sensitivity".
This refers to the HSM individual's greater sensitivity to
aspects of the sitﬁét}on (including the/Z;pres fons and
behaviour of others) that provide clues to appnopriate
self-Presentatioﬁ. The'second ability 4is that of modifying
behaviour, or "behavioural flexibility". This refers to the
charagteristic most frequently associated with HSM
1ndiz}duhls - the ability to control their behaviour to suit
the situation.

However, regardless pf the_appafent "success" of'the
self-monitoring éonsFruc;. tﬁe Seif-MoniEoring Scale itself
nhas.been the focus of a psychometric controversy‘(see Snyder
&‘Gange%tad, 1986, for a relevant review of the issues).
This contro&ersj.hqs centered largely.on the pr?sence éf a
3-factor structure within the Self-Monitp;ihg Scale (Briggs,

-Cheek, & Buss, 1980). Demonstrations that these factors

(subscales) not only exist but correlate independently with

a.
.



other personality measures (e.g., Self-Esteem, Manifest
Anxiety) have prompted sémé Investigators to question the
Qalidity of the Se1f~Monitoring Scale as a measure of any
identifiably coherent construct (e.g., Lennox & Wolfe,
1984). More recennlf; thebériticisms of the Self~Monitoring
Scale have resulfed 16 the introduction of alternative
scaless for measurement of the construct. Lénqpx and Wolfe
(1986) have introduced the Lennox and Wolfe Seif—Monitoring
Scale. In addition, Gangestad and Snyder (1985b) have
provided a shortened version of the original scale, the

. |
Revised Self-Monitoring Scale. - -

Given the controversy surrounding the properties of the

Self-Monitoring Scale, and the introduction of new measures,

not‘possiblé to conduct an investigation of
self-monitoring without a consideration of measurement
issues. Therefore, Study 1 was designed to address séme of
these—tssuEBT‘—Specifica11y, Study 1 primarily focused on
two topics: (a) the factor structure of the self-ﬁonitéring
measures; and (b) the relationship among total and subscale;
scores derived from. these ﬁeasureé and other measures of
personality. The inclusion of the Reving Self—Honitoring.
~ Scale and fhe‘Lennox and Wolfe scales was designed to
-pr§vide a comparison of diffg;entfmethodeUf assessing
differenceé in-self-mqnitoring. There were two interrelated

goals of Study 1. 'First, it was hoped that the findings

would clarify the most effective means of assessing

o
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self-monitoring. Second, given.the\evoivihg conceptions of

self-monitoring (e.g., Snyder & Simpson, 1986), it was hoped

.the study would clarify the nature of‘the'self—monitoring{

' construct.

In contrast to the psychometric issues addressed by
Study 1, Study 2 was concerned with the procesges of

self-monitoring. To date, research on self-monitoring has

primarily examined the consequences of self-monitoring

differencés for social interaction. Thué} the tendency ofy
HSM 1ndiv1duais to edabt their behaviour to suit the
situation 1s well documented (e.g., Snyder, 1979). More
fecent 1hvedtigations havefexamine& ghe consequencgs‘of
self-monitoring differences fo; the‘seiectibn of friends
(e.g., Snydér, Gangestad; é Simpson, 1983; Snyder & Smith,

1986), for dating (e;g.{ Snyder & Simpson, 1984),Vfor

romantic relationships (e.g., Snyder & Simpson, 1986), and

'for sexual relations (Snyder, Simpson, & Cangestad, 1986) .~

[

However, while there has been a gfeat‘deéll%f-reseafch_ o
qgmonstratiné self—honitoring differences in social
behQQroﬁf,‘}éss research has examined the actual component
processés that sont}ibufe to these differences.

‘Study 2 was‘deéigﬁed to examine one such pétential
comppneﬁt process of self-moniﬁoring. ~Dur1ng-;he-

Snyder (1979)

develoﬁmént of.ée}f-monitoring theory,
summarized findings indicating that the bfbspect of‘so#iél‘

in;éractibn may lead'thg HSM individual to gngaée pgrcep;uall

<
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and .cognitive processes that direct the search for

Moy

information about another individual. As%a conseouende of
. B 45\ ) C - pe

these processes, the HSM individual may~possess greater

amounts of relevant 1nformation about a target person than

does the’iow self- monitoring (LSM) 1nd£§idual. Thus, the

HSM 1ndividual may possess mére information on which to base
impression management decisions

' These- findings can be seen as 1ndicative of a higher
basic sensitivity to relevant social 1nformat13n ,on the part
of the HSM individual Seen in this way, the higher .
'sensitivity of the' HSM individual to sociaf-information can
‘be tested directly within an information processing |
framework. Therefore, Study 2 employed the dichotic
’listening paradigm (c.f., Bargh, 1982) to dérectly address

iself—monitoring differences in sensitivity to socilal

information. ‘ b o ‘ s ,
Thus, the two studies to he'reported addressed‘three
general isshes' ~(a) the measurement of self- monitoring.-
(b) the nature ot the se1f~monitoring construct' and
. (c) self-monitoring ‘differences in the processiv? of aocial
information. The general goal was to contribute to a |
clarification of both the actual nature of self monitgring
differences, as vell as some of the perceptual/cognitive,s
o ‘

components that_produce thesa_difﬂerences.

v o
N .
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STUDY 1

‘ The original Se1f~Monitoring Scale is a 25 item measure’

provided by Snyder (19742 In responding to this scale,

Aeachvitem is answered true or false, with a low total score

'indicating a LSM indiridual and a high total score.” ,"" ‘
indicating;a HSﬁ‘individuaL; Until‘recentlf,‘the tota1.~‘ |
score on this scale represented theﬁonly measurevof the .

,‘self-monitoring eonstruct. | |

| .Recently, howeveri’Briggs; Cheek, and BuSS‘(i§80f.,

—

factor‘analyzed their suhjects' scores on the
Self- Monitoring Scale. These authors-found‘that responses
"to the items grouped into three factors that they labelled -
"acting", ext?ﬁversion ’ and "other directedness Theirh
'suggestion yaz that the presence of these three ‘factors
ciarified'cases in self-monitoring research where T
‘self;monitoring hypotheses have not been supported.
Subsequently, ainumber of other ‘authors. have included
subacores from the three factors-identified by Briggs et al.
in their examinations of the relationships ‘between
self—monitdriug aqﬁ'other variables (e. 8- Caldwell &
OnReilly, 1982; Furuham & Capon, 1983; Mill, 1984 Riggio & .

Friedmau; 1982‘ Riggio & Friedman. '1983; Siegman & Reynolds,

1983; Sypher & Sypher, 1983). . &
In addition to the issue of the Self-Monitoring Scale s
p factor structure. some authors have questioned ‘the oy
discriminant validity of the original scale. For example,f‘
¥ S‘:'
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1a . ' [

i

"some inVestigators have found poaitive correlations between

)

self—monitoring and extraversion (Briggs, et al., 1980;
Lennox & Wolfe, 1984) As well Riggio and Friedman (19%2)

found further correlations of the Self Monitoring Scale with‘

[

‘the’ Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale Coopersmith s Self- Esteem

’Inventory, and the Machiavellianism scale

Lennox and Wolfe (198&) considered these apparent

.difficulties with the original Self—Monitoring Scale

~

sqﬁﬁicient to warrant a-revision of the scale. After the.

S

'generation of new items and repeated factor analysis, the

authors developed a 13—item scale. This scale was purported

[

‘to measure only sensitiviry to the expressive behaviour of.

others and the ability to modify self presentation.

-Therefore, Lennox and Wolfe stated that this new scale

identifies as HSM individuala only people who are not

-socially anxious, An additional "Concern for

Appropriateness-Scale"‘was“constructed from remaining.itens ‘

that appeared to measure concern or anxiety .over - B

Y .

v',selé presentation. ’Nonetheless. the vali&ity of both these

. scales remains as yet" largely untested

Recently,vGangestad and Snyder (1985b) and Snyder and

‘ Gangestad (1986) have provided data releVant to the validityr;
',of the oriéiial Se1f~Monitoring Scale., In their papers,t.“

4“they emphasize that self-monitoring is‘a glggg variable'f‘ 
‘pindividuals scoring high and low on sq%f-monitoring "differf~f=

"not in degree, but in kind" ;the authors.haye~argued that”'

A



"

“if the varisnce in responding to the Self- Monitoring Scale
is attributable to a class variable. then this class | .
variable should appear as a general factor on which most of
"the‘items load positivelye‘ In turn, this general factor .
bhould‘be-reflected‘as the‘firsp‘unrotated factor 4n a
'factor analysis and»account forba'relatively large‘amount of

the variance scross items. From the results of their

'

-

analysis, it appeared that the self monitoring variable was

indeed expressed as the first unrotated‘factor. ‘L‘- _ L R

‘Furthermore, Gangestad and Snyder have addressed the

\ ‘issue of the rotated factor structure that Briggs et al.

(1980) and others hed demonstrated. They pointed out that‘
the factor structure that had been demonstrated in these

other’studies ﬁas in accordance with principles of simple

structure.‘rﬂowever, it was further indicated that there is
"no justificstion for believing that a rotated factor |
'structure identifies the real" underlying sources of _E
l”‘san;ation;i When Gangestad and Snyder (1985b) reproduced the“;"

'_Briggs et al. factors with an oblique rotation of their ]

. DN
‘-‘dats. it was found that the subscales correlated with the

first unrotated factor. These authors speculated that-‘

]f"The three rotated factors correspond to three dimensional

lfvarisbles that discriminate between the two classes and yet

‘Jare. in part, independent of the class variable" (p. 37)

‘E;Hore recently, Snyder and Gangestad (1986) have repeated

L e

"‘”"that the three factors may account for Variaﬂce “ﬂrelated t°




\ B - : , , R
the self-monitoring construct as it is presently understood.

They have encouraged researchers to examine relations among
' . . ' KNY e )

~
.

their criterion variables~and thedsubscalé@ to assist in the
delineation of the self monitoring conatruct. .;: o n
' Poesibly more relevant to the: validation of the~
original Self Monitoring Scale, Gangestad and Snyder have
introduced a revision of the original scale. This‘scale"
yconsists of the 18 items from the original Self- Monitoring
’Scale that were shown to load above .l5 on the first

-unrotated factor. Analysis of the scale showed an,internal

consistency of .70 (increased from .66), that the first

'tunrotated factor accounted for 6ZZ of the common variance

_(increased from 512 in the case of the original ecale), that

.total‘scores were uncorrelated with'the second minor,

unrotated factor, and that the correlation between the new |

measure and the original Self- Monitoring scale was .93. The

“authors emphasized that high scores, on the new' scale refer
.: to the probability of belonging to the HSM' elass rather than‘
greater amounts of self- monitoring. | | | |

Construct validation of the Self Monitoring Scale (or

‘”any other scale) is crucial to interpreting the meaning of

1

"differences between roups scoring high or low on the scale."

ﬂThe controversy surro nding the construct validity of the
origihal Self Monitoring Scale has focussed on. three major
,fissues°~ (a) interpreting the factor structure of the

Tself-Monit°r1“8 Scale- (b) intefpretins correlations between:‘

TN
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" and other personality measures (discriminant validity)‘ and

"the total. and subscale scores of the. Self Monitoring Scale:.

§

.
(c) the introduction of revised’ scales for the measurement

. . U N
of self—monitoring. Therefore, Study 1 was designed to

!

examine these validation issues. Specifically, re3ponses

'ty ,

:were collected to the three Self—Monitoring Scales as well

'

‘as a selection of other personality ueasures that had been

previously shown to correlate with the total and/or subscale

jscores of the original SelféMonitoring,Scale. Analysis of

'.these responses fOCussed on the factorgstructure of the

three scales recommended for measuring self—monitoring, as

véll as the relationships between these scaleS‘(and

;subscales) and other personality measures.,

‘ The intent with Study 1 was not solely to verify the

. three-factor structure of’ the original Self Monitoring scale

and its relationship with other measuresl‘ Rather, the study’
' *'|
was also intended as ‘an initial investigation of the factor

structures of the other two Self- Monitoring Scales,vand

"their relationships with both the original scale and the

<,other personality measures. Thus, there were two desired

.

outcomes of this study'” (a) a clarification of the most

N effective means of assessing self—monitoring,'and ~(b) a‘.

clarification of the nature of ' the self-monitoring construct

’

itself



11
‘ ‘hethodg
Subjects’

Subjects were 1031 undergraduates who participated as

r

'Han option in partial fulfillment of an introductory Lo

psychology course requirement ‘ Of these subjectaﬂ 600 were J‘

[0}

male, and 624 were female (7 did. not indicate their gender
1

.on their response sheets). For each analysis, subjects with
missing data were excluded The specific sample size for
‘.'each analysis is indicated under the relevant table

. n
Materials . ‘ ‘ ‘ ' ‘ .

Subjects were~given"booklets-that containedlthe
‘following eight personality scales (see Appendix A)
(l) Snyder s Self Monitoring Scale (SMS; Snyder. 1974),
(2) Taylor”s Manifest Anxiety Scale (Taylor; 19532, a test
ofAtrait anxietyf (3) The Eysenck Personality InVentory!
?(EPI 1963), containing scales measuring extraversion, .
) neuroticism, and a Lie Scale, (4) Rosenberg s Self- Esteem

T Scale (Rosenberg, 1979). (5) The Lennox and Wolfe Revig*a—~~www

Self- Monitoring Scale (LWSMS Lennox & Wolfe, 1984), (6) The

Lennox and WOlfe Concern:for Appropriateness Scale (EWCAS:; Q
Lennox & Wolfe; 1984), (7)‘The Machiavellianism Scale L
'(Christie & Geis, 1970), a scale that taps the degree to
thich an individual feels other people are manipulable in:
hgdinterpersonal situations- and (8) the Self‘ConsciOusness g

‘~Sca1e (Fenigstein,chheier, & Buss. 1975),,a scale that

e -’

- ,fcontaLns subscales measuring the dispositton to attend tOr flw‘
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vprivate aspects‘of‘the selft(priyage'self—consciousness),;
Kexternal or‘publicfaspects of'the self (public ~ﬂ, h
‘h"eelf;consciousness), and sbcial anxiety. For each scale,’
'h the response format from the original scale (e.g.,
true- false, b~ point scale, etc. ). was malntained with the '
ﬂlabels suggested by the authors (e g,, agree strongly")
These scales were presenved 1n an order that minimized : .
ahifts in the response scale (e. g., ell true false seéles
'wers grouped together). . In addition to the question |
booklet, each subject was given\tso‘compdter;scored sheets
t‘on which-soiplace theirtresponses, T‘ | |
.grocedure-” S ‘”b" N T‘ ,_;
Subjeqts"were’tested'in groups ranging;from'9”to 37
individvals per SeSSion. When the’ subjects arrived they
were seated at tablgs on which booklets had been placed.

I I
.Subjects were told thet- "We are . interested in people‘s‘

attitudes toward themselyes and others." The "attitude

inventory wes explained to subjects as a means of
"'ldetermining which questions are useful for distinguishing

people with different attitudes. Finally, subjects were»
.J*dtold that their answers were»confidential bthat they should
vb~try to answer every question (although they could skip any .
ﬁfgqueetion they found disturbing).gand that they should

dsﬂﬂfprovide their first impressions. Subjects thet did not wish

”V;j.to complete the inventory were free to leave (with credif)

" L3

“The mean time to complete the inventorg was 45 minutes with




individual times ranging from 26 to 75 minute;.-lAtttbe} ) ' !
‘ conclusion oflthe session;.subjects turned‘in‘their‘EESponse“,“ '
lsheets and‘were'éiven aﬂwrittenle;blanation‘of tne researon;
QAt‘:his point,‘the experimentervansyered‘any renainihg" t ) ?“ i’

‘questions,

Results .

Factor Analyses'of Selmeonitoringaltems

Factor analysis of Snyder s scale&v Responses to both

'Snyder s original Self- Monitoring Scale and recently revised

Self Monitoring Scale (RSMS Gangestad & Snyder, 985b) were S

subjected to. factor analyses The revised scale consists of
a subset of 18 items from the original 25~ item scale.n

However,‘subjects were given only the full 25~item scaleﬂ
" Vo

: 5
«Therefore, analeis of the RSMS was based. on subjects
PeSPOnses to the subset of 18 itemS.‘ R ¥ §

Responses were factor analyzed using a principle axes

t
N,

eolution and boqh varimax and equemax orthogonal rotations.'

.\

As well either principle axes - or meximum likelihood

solutions were combined with ‘an oblique oblimin rotation. -

LN

,.All factor analyses yielded highly similar results. iﬁil‘f'ﬁld.o:
K\Therefore, loadings from tﬁe more cogmonly used varimax,gr-d |
ﬁrotation are reported.’ For both scales, three factors were
:bretained for final rptation based on the ﬂnllowing ‘N”. ﬁil.f'ei
vconsiderations. (a) eigenvalues over one' (b) applicationfif
fof Cattell s (1566) scree test-‘(c) discontinuities 1n~the
:&ieigenvalues~ and (d) interpretability of the final factora.(lldllbu
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In'gﬁ% casé of the Snyder scaleS, the first three criteria

bl

14

>e
£

S

. 4
it

indicated that eitherma 4~ or 3 factor solution would be

appropriate. However. consideration of the interpretability

¥ 1

of the -$4nal factors (includlng replication of previous

4

analyses) led to the Selection of 3-factor solutions. The

'1Cem 1ncluaion'crrterion was, a factor loading of 'a least .30

1

(Briggs et“al.. 1980) | The' resultlng 3-factor solutions
1ncludedhl6 of the 25 1tems on the original scale (SMS) and
15 ofsthe 18 1tems on the revised scale (RSMS)

For‘all‘factor solut}ons neported}here, two variance
calcalations verenperformed on. the unrotated factors
ektracted.y Figse, the‘perdentahe of Egtgl‘pariance
(percewﬁége of;all varlance’in the origlnal data, iatrix)
explaiﬁned by each factor was calculated. “ This@uree a -
factor 8 cod%rehensivenesa and strength (Ru;mel ;1970)
Second, the percentage of common variance explained by each
f;ctor‘was alao calcnlated. This shows/yow the variance
“explalned by all the factors is divided up among each of the
‘factors (Rummel, 1970).

'For the orfglnal-SMS the percentage of total (and
common) variance explakﬂed by each of the three factors was:
(a) 9. SX (il 72), (b) 5. 62 (30. 62). and (c) 3.2%2 (17.2%).

1 For che botal aolution. the total variance explained was

-« 51
18. 21 (99. SZ common variance, with rounding error). In the

Te

£
ic&%a qf the RSMS. the'peréentage of total and common

var{ance explaiged by each of the three factors was:

[
’
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(a) 13.1% (58.9%); (b) 5.6% (24.9%); and (c) 3.6% (16:2%).
For the total solution, the total ;ariancé explained was ’
12;32 (100% common variance). Therefore, theéﬁ&ctor
analysis of the RSMS items shows an‘increase (2.12) in the
total variancé explained by respénses to the items. |

Table l‘shows the first rotated factor resulting from
the analysis of both of the Self-~Monitoring Scales. Two
labels have been~suggested(for;tﬁis faétor: "Acting"
(Briggs etlal., 1980), and "Expressive Self-Control”
‘(Gangestéd & Snyder, 1985b). The labels suggested.by Briggs
et al. for each of the factors will be uséd in discussing
the factors. The items loading on the original SMS 1nc1u9e
the five items indicated by Briggs et al., as well as an
additional three items (6, 12, and 22) spe?ific-to this

gsolution. It can be seen that stx\of‘éhékeight items

/
\‘ e /
loading on this factorvmentibn acting,\gptéttaining, or .

~spontaneous public*speaking (e.g., "I would probably make a
good actor"). Tﬂeref;re. it appears that the emphasis of
these itens ;s more on theatrical acting rather than;
sélf-presenta;ion in everyday life (Briggs et al., 1980;>
Lennox & Wolfe, 1984). The interpretation of this factor

‘for the RSMS is not changed with the exclusion of two of the

items.
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Table 1
Factor li "Actingf‘gl "éxpreésive.Self~Control"
Ldadings'
Ttem : '
Number , ITtem SMS RSMS
~‘(8> I wou1d probab1y make a good actor. \ .58 .58
(5) I can make impromptu speeches even on Lopics .56 .54
about which I have almost no information.
(18) I have considered ﬁeing an entertainer. .52 .54
(20) I h;ve never been good at gahes like .43 .39
charades or improvisational acting.[R] ‘
(6) I guess I put on a show to impress or LA .33
entertain people. |
(12) In a group of pgoplelI am rarely the .38
center of attenqion.[R] N
(24) .I can look anyone in the -eye and tell a lie .37 .37
with a straight fgce (1if for a right end).
(22) At a party I let othérs keép.the jokes .37
~and stories going.[R]
Note: (1) In this and following'tables, "SMS" refers to tﬁe

original Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974) .and
"RSMS" refers to the Revised scale (Gangestad &

Snyder, '1985).

(2) Items followed by "[R]" are reversed scored. .

- (3) Factor analyses were based’on 1007 (SMS) and 1009°

i(RSMS)‘casgs.
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Table 2 shows the second factor resulting from the

factor ahalyses of these two scales, the "Ex;rgversion" (or

,"gtcial'Stage Presence”) factor. The items loading on the

SMS and RSMS constitute 4 and 5 of the 6 items reported. by
Briggg et al.; respectively. As in the BriggQ et al.
anﬁlysis, all the items loading on thils factor are written
in the reverse direction, that is ﬁhe? are scored in the
direction of high self—moniforing when théy aré'answered
falée. When the items are fecéded,‘the items seem to
1nvolve'extraversion; being the center of attention, makingvr
peoéle like you, telling jokes and stories. Gangestad and"
Snyder's more sﬁecific 1abé1, "Social Séage Presence",
dccuratélj describes the three items that also load on the
"Actingﬁafantor (items 12, 20 and 2?): Thevinterprgtation'
of this factor does not diéfer between the hyo

Self-Monitoring Scales.
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Factor II: "Extraversidn" or "Social Stage Presence"

Loadings
Item ‘ : : e
Number Item SMS RSMS
(23) I feel a bit awkward in company and do not .59 .60
show up quite so well as I should. [R]
' (22) At g party I let others keep the jokes .45 .51
and stories going.[R] : :
(12) In a group of.people I am rarely the .Aé‘,A.Sl
' center of attention.[R] _
(14) T am not particularly good_at'making - .43» .44
other people like me. [R] A ”
(20). T have -never been good at games: likepf .32

charades or improvisational acting.[R]

]
.

Table 3 shows fhe‘third factor:A the

"Other-Directedness (or "Other Directed Self- Presentation"i

“factor. The items loading on the’ SMS. include 6 of the 11

v

items teported by Briggs et al., as well as 1 additional

item (item 21) Item 6 also loads on the "Acting" factor.

This is the most diffuse factor of the three.

'items appear to deal primarily with modifying

However;'the

jself-presentatiou to conform to ‘the desires of o;ﬁérs in thev



situation. The ifterprétationvof this faétor does not

differ between the two Self-Monitoring Scales.

-

19



Y

Table -3

Factor III: "Other- Directedness or Other Directed y

- Self- Presentation"ﬁ

"

% ‘ Loadings

Item , i T . : ‘

Number ‘ ‘ Item . X ‘ SMS RSMS
(19) In order to get slong and be liked, I‘tend . .42

to- be what people expect me to be rather
than ‘anything else. ‘ A  .A v
(17) I”wonld not changekmy opinions (or the } ".39 .35
| way I do ,things) in order to pleese -

.someone else or win their favor. [R]

‘(3) At parties and social gatherings, I do not .36 . .33

attempt to do or say things that others
will like.[R] |
(6) I guess'I'pnt on a show to impress or .32 .35

'

'entertain people.ﬂ

_(15) Even if I am not enjbying myself I pretend: .31

‘, to be, having a good time. _ | o
(13) In different situations and with different - .31  .46
Apeople, I often act like very different

_persons .,

"(21) I have trouble changing my behavior to suit 3 ;30£y }42

‘different people and " different situations [R]

"-,(16) I'm not always the person I appear to- be.‘v-v’ﬂ L .35




relationships in the data" (p. 142)

a1
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The unrotated factor structnre of the SMS and RSMS.

iBased on the presence of an interpretable, rotated 3- factor
‘structure in the SMS several authors ‘have criticized the

»validity of the, scale, and the meaningfulness of its total

score (e g.,_Briggs et a1., 1980).. However, more recent
statements by Gangestad and Snyder (1985&. 1985b) and by

Snyder and Gangestad (1986) have emphasized the importance
/

Of examining the first unrotated factor resulting from.
i principle-axes’ factoring of the Self Monitoring Scales.“Tha ‘i
dintenu’of such . an examination is to 1ook for the presence of

a general factor that accounts for‘differences in | -

| self—monitoring. ''Gangestad and Snyder (1985b) state:

Q . . . ' .
*  There is no . indisputable justification for
~believing ‘that a rotated factor structure
identifies the "real" underlying sources of
variation. " - (p. 332)

. _ ! ) ) \ . .
In fact; Rummel (1970) does indicate that' "the first
unrotated factor delineates the most general pattern of

Gangestad and Snyder performed a principle axes factor

:analysis of a. sample of responses to the SMS and extracted‘

three unrotated factors. They found that over half of the"

fcommon variance (51%) was attributabie to the first factor.
. Further,‘they found that 24 of the 25 items had positive -

'h‘lo%dings on the first unrotated factor.; Of these 24 items. o

i

518 had loadings greater than .15 (an arbitrary criterion)

o In revising the. SMS Gangestad and Snyder excluded the 7
t i

Jon
T e



22

;;items that did not load above .15 on this first factor

| (resulting in the final 18 item scale) Based on thyir

analysis of this new scale (the RSMS), they found that the

‘first unrotated factor now explained more of the common

variance (621) In total these findings were used as
0

support for the notion that the SMS (and RSMS) taps a .

' pgeneral class variable that discriminates between HSM and

[LSM individuals. " o S i

To assess the meaningfulness of the first unrotated
factor, the above analyses were replicated with the present

data; Responses to the SMS (and those derived for the RSMS)

B

‘were subjected to a principle axes factor analysis and three

factors were extracted but not rotated Findings showed

‘that the percentage of comman variance attributable to. the

first unrotated factor of the.SMS and RSMS was very ¥imilar

to~the figures reported by,Gangestad and Snyder. Similar to

.'above. the first unrotated factor of the SMS accounted for

51. 7% of the common variance, while the first unrotated

‘ffactor of the RSMS accounted for. 58 92 ‘Examination of the '
1oadings on this fir t factor also yielded findings similar
J‘ito those of Gangestad and Snyder.‘ Of the 25 items, 23 had
".positive loadings on the first f?ctor.} Of these 23 items,
15 exceeded Gangestad and Snyder s loading criterion of 15;: fi\*
'ih;These findings sdpported those reported by Gangestad and -

Th;Snyder in demonstrating the possible,presence of a general

factor accounting,for over half of the common variance. .
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\However, the issue of the total (as opposed to common)

varraﬁce explained by a factor is of potential importance in v

assessing the existence of a general factor. Common

variance (that reported by Gangestad and Snyder) 1ndicates‘

" "how much of the variance explained by all the factors is
involved in each factor" (Rummel, 1970 p. 144) On the
jother hand the calculation of percentage of total variance"

explained by a factor indicates how much of the total

variation‘in responding (present in‘the‘cgmplete data

matrix) can be reproduced by that faétor; “In dther’words,w

percentage of total variance measures .an unrotated factor 8

comprehensiveness and strength" (Rummel 1970, p.. 143).

given factor solution may explain very little of the

variability operating in the data (total variance)

'However. within this solution, the first factor (extracted

because it accounts for the most variance) may account for
most of the variance.‘ In an extreme ‘case, it is possible to
force the extraction of only one factor that will account

for. very little of the total variance but account for 1002

of the common variance because the;e are no other factors.

Total variance vas - calculated for the‘unrotated

3= factor solutions and reported above.‘ It was . found that

§

the first unrotated factor explained only 9 SZ of the total

v*.

hvariance in responses to the SMS.‘ This figure increased to"\
"_13 lz'of total variance for the RSMS.' To assess the ‘Q‘Vf'

“Comparability of these figures to the solutions reported bydv

.'r




: appeara that the first unrotated factor accounts for very

:flS of the 25 loadings were still positive while 10 of tﬁese ‘
Al T N I S R Ly

vt

24

Gangestad and Snyde_gJ total variance was calculated ‘from the

ufirst factor 1oadings reported in their papers. Using first‘

factor loadings repor} d for the-SMS in Gangestad and Snyder

‘(1985b), calculations indicated that 9 5% of the total

variance was explained by this factor, a figure identical to_

"the one reported for the present data. Using ﬁirst factor

‘loadings reported for the RSMS in Snyder and Gangestad

V;.(1986), calculations indicated that 13% of the total

variance was explained by this factor, a figure very similar

to the ‘one reported for the present data.: Therefore, it

little of the variability in responding to the‘d,.

‘Self-Monitoring Scales. S "'

The interpretation‘df‘the first unrotated factorpwasc

addreesed with two further analyses. First;‘responSes‘to

_the SMS were subjected to a principle axes factor analysis
;that forced a 1 factor solution. As was expected

calculations showed that this single factor explained only

L4

9.2% of the total variance while accounting for IOOZ of the

i“common variance as the sole factor extracted Second ‘the

| loadings'on the second and third unrotated factors from the!
?,SMS ware examined For the second factor, it was found that
'fd18 of the 25 loadings remained positive,‘while 11 of these:
“v?18 loadings exceeded the Gangestad and Snyder criterion of'a jV‘

'“loading over .15.; For the tﬁird factor, it was found that

——
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15 items still exceeded the 15 criterionl fherefore;git_is.
' apparent that, using these criteria, the second and third

unrqtated factors extracted appeared‘to have,"meaningful"

1oadings

The clearest point resulting from these analyses is

<

Ithat it 1s very difficult to interpret the relevance of the -
unrotated factor structure. In contrast, rotation to simple.
structureumaximizes the'loading"oflitems on‘single factors
'and increases the potential interpretability of the factors

Rummel (1970) states that'

: The reason for. rotation is that the factoring
technique may be adequate to define the minimum
dimensionality of the data and a basis of the ,
‘space, ‘but the original factors are often

substantively uninteresting. (p."372) o o N

e *“"""“’f

’

‘Given the ambiguity in- assessing the unrotated factor‘
:structure, any use of’ this structure to suppq&t the claim of
‘,a;general‘factor is hazardous. Therefore,‘the issue of a

»"dgeneral factor accounting‘fdr differences,in self—monitoring

remsins unresolved from»these data.

r

Factor analyses of ‘the Lennox and Wolfe scales.-

fResponses to Lennox and Wolfe s 13 item Self Monitoring, and

1

20~ item Concern for Appropriateness Scales were subjected to.f“

'

factor analyses employing a principle-axes solution and

.varimax, equamax and oblimin rotations.‘ In the case of thefj-’

: % Self-Monitoring Scale (LWSMS), all factor analyses yielded

identical results.‘ Therefore, loadings from the more 1";;o

' commonly used varimax rotation are reported In the caae of’%?f

e

e -
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.the Concern for Appropriateness Scale (CAS),.the oblimin '
;oblique rotation is reported because it was found to“
(a) minimize double loadings and (b) more closely replicate
-  the solution reported by Lennox and Wolfe (1984) - The same:
criteria used in the analyses of the SMS and RSMS were |
"applied here. Therefore;~for both scales, two factorsiaere
‘ﬂlretained for final rotation based on the following .
Idconsiderations- (a) eigenvalues all well over one,
-(b) application of Cattell 8 (1966) scree test; (c)
.discontinuities in the’ eigenvalues, and (d) interpretability
of the final factors. In the case of the LWSMS, ‘all fourii
icriteria indicated the appropriateness of a. 2 factor
solution.‘ For ‘the LWCAS the first three criteria indicated
. the appropriateness of either a 3— or . 2- factor solution.}
“‘However, with the consideration of interpretability
‘(including replication of Lennox and Wolfe s original
d:f , findings), the 2- factor solution df the LWCAS was selected
" a8 most appropriate. The item inclusion criterion was a- |

' factor loading of a least although the smallest loading

Y‘A

“:was 42

ﬂ"VU[; A As was the case with the analyses of the SMS and RSMS

- Y
"f;percentage of total and common variance was calculated for

'ééil*ﬂeach of-the unrotated factors extracted from responses to
{"ﬁf:he stns and LWCAS.‘ In the case of the stus the total and
fﬁ“;fﬁtfcommon variance explained by the first and second factor o

"27 42 (67 81), and (b) 12 92 (32 OZ) For the

o
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total 351qc16ﬁ, 40. Bz.of.the total and 99 81 (with r;Lnding‘
error) of the tommon varianqe was accounted for. Total»and |

| common varﬁance explaﬁned by ‘the unrotated factors extracted )
from the LWCAS was: (a) 27 SZ (74. lZ), and (b) 9. 6%

(26 OZ), with 37.1% total, and 100.1% common varianced
\‘\' . . (\\?

explained by the tOtal solution, “Therefore; solutions.
resulting from factoring of the LWSMS (and LWCAS) produced
stronger factors that, in total explained up to twice as
much of the total variance fn responding than did solutions

from the’ factoring of the SMS.and RSMS.

A

Table 4 shows the first factor resulting from the

-~

analysis of the LWSMS "Ability to Modify
- Self- Presentation This factor duplicates the solution

reported by Lennox and WOlfe (1984) ‘It can .be se®n that

Al

items 1oading on this factor involve rather subtle \

' rewordings that emphasize adjusting, changing, regulating or -
. ‘ B

altering behaviour to suit the situation. Therefore,‘
although there is nat - the emphasis on, theatrical acting
found in the Acting factor of the SMS and RSMS " the .

i

‘ .questions appear very repetitive. .
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- Table 4

Lennox and Wolfe Self- MOnitoring Factor I: "Abilitx

Modify Self Presentation

v \

»

|

Noteé

Item - = .
Number ' Item - i ' " Loadings
?% ' . ‘ R ‘

(10) T have found that I can adjust my behavior to meet .72

the‘requirements of anj 31Uuatioh_I find myself 1n.

(9) 'I héée'trouble:changing by behavior to suit 71

S y '
different people and different situations.[R]

+(13) Once I know what the sitﬁation calls for, its easx,,363'

for me to regulate my actions accordingly.

(7) - When I feel that_giibimage I am portraying 1snft .65
Vworking,‘I can readily change it to something é? &Wg

. that doés., )

(1) _In sociél situations, I have the ability to alter .64
i (,\ ' i
lbmy behavior i1f T feel that something else is.

called for. /
(3) ,ﬁﬁhave ‘the ability to control the way I come .58
' r}‘] .
across to people, depending on the impression
R ,
.~ I wish to give'them.
(12) Even when it might be to my advantage, I have .52
| jdifficulty putcing up a good front [H/j
A "
A | S o | N @
N = 1012 for the entire factor analysis.

—
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\ fable 5 showh the second factor'resultihg from the
analysis of the LWSMS: "Sensitivity to the Expressive
Behaviour of Others". Again, this factor duplicates the
solﬁtion reported by Lennox and Wolfe. The items on thils
féé?or emphasi;e feading information in otheré’ eyes, facial
expressions or manner, and understanding others' emotions or
6p1n66ns. As wa; the case with the self-presentation
factﬁr, somé of the items on this factor 'involve quite
subtle rewordings (for exa@ple, items 2 and 8):

- N
. (\
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Table 5 '
Lennox and Wolfe Self-Monitoring Factor II: -"Sensitivitp
to the Expressive Behaviour of Others" .
Item ‘ , _
Number + Item - Loadings
(2) I am often able to read people's true emotions . .66
correctly through their eyes. |
{5) My powers of intuition are quite good. when it .64
comes to understanding otners' emotions and |
motives.
(8) I can usually tell when I've said something .64
1nappropriate'by‘reading—it in the listener's
eyes. ‘ | :
(4) 1In convérsations, I am sensitive to evsn the .59
slightest change in the facial expression‘of‘
the person,I:m conyersing with.
(6) 1I csnfnsuaily tellwwnen.others considef a joke .55
| to“be in bad taste, sven though they may laugh
oonvincinglir“ ‘ | .
(11) 1f someoneiis ly}ng to me, I usually know it at 47

A}

once from that person's manner of expression. .

~

Table 6 shows the first factor resulting from the _

analysis of the Concern for Appropriateness Sca1e~

"Attention to~§g?TS% Comparison Information This factor
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duplicates the solution reported by Lennox and Wolfe except

that item 9 fails to load (on this or .the other factor).
: \
\

Given that this item does not 1pad on either factor reported
\

here, and w§f a weak item 1n the original Lennox and Wolfe

tﬁaper; its eiclusion from the scgle 1s|warranted. The

emphasis of réhaining items loéding on this factor 1is on

looking to others for cues on how to aét or dress in a way

. that plegses them. However, ,these items are the most

repetitive of any of the Lennox and Wolfe factors, with

several of the items (for.example,A6 and 17) worded almost
\ ‘

identically. .
Table 6 \
‘ )
Lennox and WOlfe CAS Factor I: "Attention to Social '

I ‘ ’ toLs

Comparison Informatign

\~

Item , , \ ' , o oo ‘ o
Number _ Item o B Loadings .

\

N

(6) When I am uncertaix how to act in a social = . .68

‘siﬁuqtion, I lobkvgb the'beha§1or'of<o£hers for

cues.‘

(17) If I am the least bit uncertain as to how to act ,: ,66

in a social situation,

t

I look to the behavior of

others for cues.- ¢

kS

G

'(14) It's 1mportant to me to fit 1n to the group I m . .66

with

FAI

(5) At parties I usually try kp behdve in a'ﬁaﬁneg S .65

3
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‘that makes me fit in.
(18) I usually keep up with clothing style changes by .61

watching what: others wear

(15) My behavior often depends on how I feel others " .59

wish me to behave. f\
(8) I'try to pay attention to the reactions of" others .59
to my behavior in order to avoid heing out of place.
(2) It is my feeling‘that‘if‘everyone else in a group .49

is behaving in a certain manner, this must be the'

proper way to behave.

‘(ZO)AWhen in a social situation, I tend not to follow‘ .46 -

the‘crowd but instead behave in a manner that

osuits my particular mood at the time.[R] : -

(11) I tend to pay attention to what others are, wearing. 45

(3) I actively avoid wearing clothes that are not in .43
style. B . o " : . ﬂi e
(12) The slightest look of disapproval 1n the eyes of«' .42

‘a person with whom I am 1nteracting is enough to

make me change my approach¢

‘Note:J‘N'- 987 for the entire £attor analysis.

5 0

: Table 7 shows the secoyd factor resulting from the'

analysis of the LWCAs;‘ "Cross-Situational Variability"'

.eThis factor duplicates the solution reported by Lennox and

X
Volfe;~ The emphasis of this factor is on one of the results

N - s
C- oo . 3
R . fa . : AR
W . ¢ . o o
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of4impression managehent a variable self-presentatién; The
~items loading on this factor emphasize being different—
persons‘for‘different people such that others‘are unsure of
who this person really is. As with all the factors from the
: Lennox and Wolfe scales. the items loading on this factor
are very narrowly worded.

Together, the items from the LWCAS closely resemble tHe
items from the "Other- Directedness fagtor 6f the SMS and’ ‘L
‘RS%@ " This is most clearly the case for ‘the. "Attention to
Social Comparison Information" factor. This similarity
représents the desire of Lennox and Wolfe to localize all
items similar to those of the ‘other- directedness factor
(items referring to any concern over the image being
presented to others) on a scale separate from any acale

assessing self presentcation abilities.



 Table 7 _ o

.

‘Lénnox and Wolfe CAS Factor II: ‘"Crdssésituaﬁiona1 

Varihﬁilitj"
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Item‘

-

(16) T am not alwaYs.the persbn‘I épﬁéar to be.

a9

I sometimes have the feeling that people: don t

"know who I really am.‘

(4)
(13)
(10)

(1)

| different péoplé.

[In different'situatiohs and wiih‘different people,

I then:act like very differentupersons.

Différent people tend to have different impressions

about the type of person I am.v

Differept sitdations céh make me behave like very

’

I tend to sﬁow.different:sides of myself to

) different §eop1e;

()

Although I know myself Iffinﬂ‘;hat others do not

know me.

J’Ngmber ' }I 'Itém'l_ T ‘ :‘l | 'v‘Loanggf

.75

.70
.64
.64
-.58

'.56‘

55

w |

M . ] . : ’ * . " ! .
B S - L ,



Internal Consistency of the Self Monitoring Measures ‘

Responses to the total score and subscales from

‘.Snyder 8 Self Monitoring Scale (SMS), Gangeatad and Snyder's

Revised Self Monitoring Scale (RSMS), the Lennox and WOlfe
Self—Monitoring Scale (LWSMS), and Concern for |
«Appropriateness Scale (LWCAS) were examined for their
*internalaconsistency.l Two measures were used (a)
Cronbach‘s alpha; and (b) correlations between the items and
the total‘or subscale scores. Cronbach's alpha is a method
of measuring reliability that measures the inter item |
.COnsistency of responses to a test or scale. ‘Thisvmeasure
vis affected by two sources of error variance° (a)vthe
]consistency of content sampling represented by the itemS‘.
-and (b) the heterogeneity of the behaviour domain sampled
'(Anastasi 1976 116) This latter aspect is important
in the assessment of multiple factor tests. Specifically,
the more homogeneous the behaviour domain that is being
7tested the higher will be the measured inter item

consistency. On the other hand the more heterogeneous the

\‘behaviour domgins{as in the case of a multiple factor test),

'p‘the lower will be this measure of relisbility. Table 8

‘shows the alpha coefficient,‘the range of item-total

”f'correlations, and the mean item-total correlation from each ‘EW

-

' of the total and,subscale scores._;_“{i" ~‘w"' el
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Internal Consistencx,of All Self Monitoring Scores

f

vCronbach s Alpha. and Item—Total Correlations

' Item-Total Cott.

'chlo L t"”‘ ' . - " Alpha ‘Rahgo ' Mgan
SMS (1974): TOTAL SCORE 64 .01/.61 .21
SMS (1974): "Acting" Aqm\] .70 _.28/.49 .39
SMS, (197&) "Extraversion”  .° .63 = .30/.46 . .41
sus (1974).: ._ "Other-Directedness” = .52  .17/.32 .26
RSMS\(1985). 'TOTAL SCORE - = .69 . .13/.42 .27
' RSMS,(iéBS): "Acting” o .65  ..29/.50  :38
RSMS (1985): "Extraversion ‘ | .64  .30/.47 +39
RSMS (1985): Other- Directedness .52 .22/.33 .27
LWSMS (1984): TOTAL SCORE: .81 .32/.57 .45
ﬁ;LWSﬁS;(i984):,"Sekﬁ-presentation"'u ;83 ;47/;66 :1559
| LWSMS (1984): "Sensitivity" . .77 .41/.57 = .51
~ LWCAS (19845- TOTALlSCORE 'f‘ C .87 J27/.65 .47
gLWCAS (1984) "Social Comparison . .85. . .38/.62 . 52
LWGAS (1984) "Variability S lse o 43768 .59
,t fmﬂdto-' (1) Analyses were based on . 1007 cases for the SMS,H,
L '1009.cases:; for' ‘the RSMS, 11012 ‘cases for- the
LWSMS; ‘and 987 cases- for ‘the LWCAS.‘fT‘ : PR
(2) With: the dichotomous format of Snyder's scales,.j'yf.‘wg
-.Cronbach's: Alpha 1s equivaient to the KR-20 e e

._Fcpefficient.u;‘v




‘Thelsnyder scales.d The original SMS produced a

'moderate reliability coefficient of ‘6& (very similar to

Gangestad.and'Snyder 8 .66). ‘The coefficients for the three

' subscales decrease with inCreasing factor number, from a

‘high of 70 for the acting subscale, t0‘.52 for‘the mOre

n

‘ diffuse other directedness subscale.‘ The mean item total
TS ) i
correlation for the full scale is 1ow ( 21) However,‘the ‘ bf:

item—total correlations within each of 'the three subscales e

1

—

are higher, with the acting and extraversion subscales again
"showing the highest internal consistency (M = .39 and .41,
respectively) o

The interna& consistency statistics were slightly

"jimproved for the RSMS The total score produced a higher,.‘

but still moderate, reliability coefficient of . 69‘(very ‘
‘similar to Gangestad and Sn>der s .%0). The pattern of
reliability coefficients for the three subscales was very )
similar to that from the SMS However, there was a slight
‘”ydrop in the reliability of the acting subscale ( 65 down<'d‘
}ffrom ;70?. The mean item-total correlatidn for the full :
Vgscale is still low for the RSMS ( 27) but higher than that
pof the SMS. The mean item—total correlations for each of

‘ ]
the subscales is very similar to that reported for the SMS

'-although the means from the three subscales differ 1ess thanji)fﬂ
j;was the case for the SMS In general' the RSMS appears to j”gf?;

"?be a more reliable general measure of self-monitoring,¢ The,gf:,x

'*‘ ’.

Texclusion of items fnom the SHS not loading on the first




jg unrotated factor has resulted in a. scale with higher total
scale reliability and more uniform inter subscale item total

‘correlations. Therefore, it appears that the revision of
‘ : .
'-the SMS has resulted in a more homogeneots measure of 4 . S
"-*:) ' e a

‘ f”»self monitoring.‘ ‘
T L L SR

- The Lennox and-~ Wolfe scales.‘ All-measures of*internal“

consistency were higher for the Lennox and Wolfe scales than ‘

those reported for the SMS and: RSM? The total score

‘reliability o~h Gnt for the LWSMS was quite high“‘,él
ﬁ ;

P Lo
u&reported by Lennox and Wolfe) Internal\’

(similar to..l
consistency was also high for the ability to modify
‘self presentation subscale ( 83), and the sensitivity to‘the
'j’expressive beheviour of others subscale ( 77) The mean'
item—total correlation was moderate for the total scale‘”
1tems'(‘45i and somewhat higher for each of the subscales
fffr (. 59 and .51) As was the case for the SMS and the RSMS
| l'the LWSMS is - most reliablelas a measure of the ability to’
econtrol selfbpresentation (e g., as opposed to extraversion
fr:or sensitivity to: others behavioural displays) .
- 'Cronbach s alpha was also high for the total score andi:ysz
"'Lsaubscale scores of the Concern for Appropriateness Scale fU |
‘M“h;;( 87 .85, and 84) The item-total correlations were also

"». o

lfa‘*\very aimilar to those of the LWSMS ‘ )
' The issue of heterogeneity versus homogeneity At‘thiSfj'. ‘

'“point. there are two major methods of measuringg

self-mouitoring, e“ch.representing different‘philosophies ‘on fihffhi




“both measurement and the nature of'the‘selfemonitoring

‘construct; the RSMS and .the LWSMS "Based'on the‘findinés

reported to this point, it can be‘seen that these'tyo
measures differ in terms of: .(a) ‘the range‘ofAQuestions;
asked on each of the scales;‘and (b) the resulting internal
consistency.statistics;V‘The LWSMS'contains items that a}e

essentiallypsubtle rewordings‘of-each‘other, as opnosed to”~

the range of items on the RSMS. -‘Hoseéer,‘this narrower

hrange of items appears to result in much greater internalv
[consistency.' Therefore, the sqlection of one of these‘
.measures to‘assess self monitoring (based on the data to“
‘this point) depends partially on the perceived nature of the

]

" self- monitoring construct. Anastasi (1976) makes this’

clear: oo . . ‘ 3

A highly relevant question in this, connection is.
. whether the criterion that the. test is trying to
' -predict is itself relatively homogeneous or .
"heterogeneous. Although homogeneous tests are to
. be preferred because their scores permit fairly ‘
wunambiguOus interpretation, a single homogeneous —
test is obviously .not an adequate predictor of a
" highly heterogeneous criterion;"Moreover, in the
- prediction of a heterogeneouys criterion, the "
fheterogeneity of test items would not necessarily
represent error vsriance.” (p. 117) . «;.c

'{Therefore, although a test may be constructed in such a way

‘ as to maximize ingernal consistency (i e., a homogeneous\

test), this may not maximize the validity of this test as .

. the measure of a diffuse (i e., heterogeneous) construct.m*

\...
In this case, internal consistency, and other tests of
"\\4

ifyareliability will be high.‘ However, other measures of the

-




‘*;}Gangestad (1986). They see differen;ial correlations

% miiogical consequence of there being variance within the B

'validity of the test may be very 1ow. ‘The Assue of the
' \
homo— or’ heterogeneity of Dhe self monitoring construct will

. be addressed further‘in 1aten\sections.
\ ' ‘, . -y *
x Y

Intercorrelations Co ,

5
'

A number of researchers have reported that the full -

f_scale score and the subscale scores from nhe factors of thel
SMSAgorrelate with other—personality measures (e g., such ‘as
extraversion or machiavellianism}\\ Furthermore; it has been
‘demdnstrated that the total and susscale %qpres/correlate

'dissimiiarly with these other measures\ Reactions to’ these

correletions have been of two forms.; pically, thesel w%

,correlations are interpreted as evidence\of theroor
A

construct validity of the SMS (e g., Brig;\ et al.,51980)

The most extreme case is the claim by Lennox and Wolfe

N\
(1986) that because the factors correlate dis

ilarly with
\

vother variables, the total score "tends to defy\ \

'”interpretation' it is impossible to determine wham the scale

v

.‘as a whole might be measuring" (p. 1350) : a .
Relying, in part, on the 1arge number of studies
.demonstrating‘self presentational differences between HSM
’ﬁyand LSM individuals, a more moderate position on ih '3ky
‘».dcorrelations with éhe SMS has been presented by Snyder and

‘”-between the SMS or RSMS subscales and other measures as a‘j

‘ \ RS ,.'.‘.. -

40 .
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self—monitoring. In fact they go so far as to suggest thet‘f'

"any network of intercorrelations may help to clarify the

nature of the self monitoring construct.

Therefore. a matrix of 253 intercorrelations wasg

K

calculated between.subjects (a) total and subscale scores

on the SMS\and RSMS (b) total/subscale scores on the LWSMS

Qand‘LWCAS- (c) score on the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale,
S . 4 _ c

L (d) eXtrayersion, neuroticism,, d lie scale-scores‘from the
/)1 .

Eysenck Personality Inventory, (e) score, on - Rosenberg 8

edSelf Esteem Scale' (f) score on the Machiavellianism Scale.

and their scores on (g) the private self consciousness,

&

”public self consciousness, and social anxiety scales of the

-

"Self—ConsciousnesspScale.‘ All subscales were formed in two‘

L

,steps' (a)‘reveréeescored items were recoded An the

| appropriate direction and (b) responses to the subscale

items were summed B

These intercorrelations were addressed here not only to

assess the relationship between the SMS total/subscale

. ‘fscores and‘other Variables AlsO'Of 1ntere8t‘"ere any

'jchanges in the nature og cor:elations between the RSMS

;‘;f'total/subscale scores and other variables, relationships

between the LWSMS and LWCAS (total scores and subscale

scores) with other variables,—and the—relationship between

‘ "‘rthe sus and RSMS on one hand, and the stus and L’CAS

R o : : R ' , 41»
) . . : n ) '
. N ' i

Lo . . R

the other. Therefore, the matrix of correlati ns forms~e~§;<;g
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.

'etc.)\—(multimethod (e.g+, RSMS, LWSMS);matrix (Campbell &
Fiske. 1959). he primary'difference here is that the

mqthods" were 1ntended by their authors to measure the,

tsrget trait (selfemonitoring) 1n a distinctly different

. manner,

‘ To make the presentation of these intercorreldtions

clesrer, thep‘hsve.beéﬁtdividedvinto 7 categories:

(1;, intercorrelations Among the total/subscale scores ‘of

.‘l "the SMS and RSMS, respectively;N

(2) corrslstlonsghetween the total/subscale scores of the
SMé‘and those of the RSMS; | \

(3) 1ntercorrelatdons among the total/subscale scores of
“the LWSMS and LWCAS;

(4)*'correlations between total/subscale scotes of the SMS

'snd RSMS snd those of the LWSMS and LWCAS

l EAl

(5) 'correlations between the total/subscale scores of the
SMS and RSMS and other personality measures;
I"(6) correlations between the totsl/subscsle scores of the
| " LWSMS’ and LWCAS‘and other personality measures, and
(75 ‘intercorrelations among the.other personality measures.

o For. these intercorrelations, 32 of the 1031 subjects

(or. 3 1%) were excluded for making responses outside the

"rsnge of the: requested scale.\ Specifically, these subjects
snswered the final questions of "Phe - inventory (the '

Self-Consciousness Scale) using a 5- rather than the correct\

A-point response sCsle.' Extensive checks of responses to
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other scales failed to show any other cases of extra-scale

responses However, for some of the correlations. 1 further:
subject was deleted due to missing responses.

The final prefatory issge.concerns the intérpretation
of different magnitudes of correlations. Given the sizable

number of subjects involved in the intercorrelations (N =

998 -~ 999), even small correlations achieve statistical

significance. Furthermore, with intercorrelations among a

large number of variables, the standard test of significance
(based - on the’ x test) is highly susceptible to Type 1

errors. Under these circumstances, Hays (1973) recommends

that the researcher "interpret th% significance levels with

considerable latitude” (p. 713).

Therefore, three steps were taken to clarify the
interbretation of the correlations presented. First,

correlations were considered statistically significant only

if they‘exceeded the criterian of p K .001 with two-tailed

@*

significance testing. Second correlations were considered

as a network and examined for overall patterns of

~

correlations, with indiyidual correlations given less
. [ . " ..

weight

Finally. several so}rces were examined for guidance in

>

establishing the criticél magnitude of a meaningful

corralation. Anastasi (1976) speaks to the importance of

&

_smaller (statistically significant) correlations°'~
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A test may appreciably improve predictive
efficiency 1if it shows any significant correlation
with the criterion, however low. Under certain
"circumstances, even validities as low as .20, or

.30 may justify—4nclusion of the test in a
selection program. (p. 116)

' This statement can be interpreted as indicating that with a
group of tests (correlations), lower significant
correlations may. be meaningful. In Snyder s (1974) original'
presentation of intercorrelations between the SMS and other

variables, correlations less than ..20 were discussed as
"slight" or "very slight", correlations less,than .30 vere
"discussed as ﬁlow" or "small", and correlations’over..BO S
were scussed without ' qualifications. Within the areaiof
attitud /behaviour‘consistency, much attention has been
given &to the question of how’ the predictive validity of
self- assessment can be improved above‘.30 (e.g., Gibbons,
~1983) Within this literature; correlations of .éb"and‘
‘lower appear to be considered by many as’ meaningful but
small. . -p o o | | | H
‘Finally;sfriedman (1975, as cited fn-hosoh Leippe;A
——==;~Herchioni, & Cooper, 198&) has provided guidelines for .

4

interpreting m ~3nitude of effect measures that are expressed

o

as correlation ratios (square roqt of the proportion of
variance explained by the qpserved effect) ‘ Friedman has
tarbitrarily deacribed values less than 30 as small effects.f
between .50 and SG as moderate effects, and greater than
;.50 as large effects. Based on all of the above sourcéa\e:

“e

Y
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correlations that are statistically significant (> .11) but
. less than .30 will be labelled "small" or "loﬁ"
correlations between 30 and .50 will be considered

"moderate , Aand correlations exceeding ;50 will be

considered "high" or strong

Intercorrelations‘within the SMS and RShS. Table 9
“shows the intercorrelations between;the}total score and
‘subscores ofnthe SMS. 'As would be expected;'the total‘score,
of the SMS shOwsra strong relationship with. each of the |
_three subscales (.51 to .77). The acting suhscsle |
correlates highly with the: extraversion subscale (. 61) but
moderately with the other- directedness subBCale (. 32)
Finally, the extraversion subscale exhibits only a small
relationship with other- directedness C. 12)

‘Table 22 shows the intercorrelations between the total
score and subscores of the RSMS (because of the high degree.
‘of similarity of correlations involving the RSMS to those of
‘the SMS tables of the former can be found in Appéndix B)
\Essentially, the pattern here is the same as the‘
fintercorrelations of the SMS Although the relstionship
. between the acting and extraversion subscales has decreased‘“
slightly ( 48 from 68), the smallest relationships are
still those with the more diffuse other-directedness -

+ .subscale.
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()Intercorrelations ‘Total Score and Subscales from

46

SMS (1974) A
Scale/Subscales ‘ o 2 . 3 4
“1.‘,Snyder‘1974 o art S st .70"
, . . S
2. Snyder 1974 H - et .32
i Acting ' o , :
3. ‘Snyder 1974 .. . a2k
:II: Extraversion
4. Snyder 1974 .
III: Other—Directed
_ Note: "N = 998:- 999.
N ) _ | .
.p < .001, two- tailed
Intercorrelations between. the’ SMS and RSMS.ﬂ,Table‘lo
rsshovs the intercorrelations between ‘the total and subscale

scores of the SMS with the same scores. from the RS

MS As

. reported by Gangestad and Snyder (1985b),‘the original and,'

revised total scores correlate highly ( 93) Furt

P

her,.the

diagonal of this matrix shows that the subscales derived

'«from the two versions of the Self Monitoring Scale are also

highly related ( 88 to .93) Correlations of each of the

full scale scores with the subscale scores of the

other

scale sre also high, similar to the correlations reported in‘

Tables 9 and 22 Also as inrthe previous findings. the'

other-directedness subscale of each of the versions shows

. . '
. R B
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only A small relatiohship with‘extraversion,‘and‘a‘largerrw
moderate relationship with the ;cting subscale. ‘The -
‘relationships between the acting and extraversion subscales .
of the two versions were more van&able, with‘the RSMS -
.‘:acting/SMS‘— extraversion correlation showing a’moderatek‘
relationship while the RSMS - extraversion/SMS - acting
correlation shows a strong relationship. However,
.examination of the items loading on these ﬁactors shows that‘
the latter correlation is tnflated by three items shared by
the two factors (as 1is 'not the case for the former
relationsﬁip) |

‘'The above findings indicate a consistently high A
"relationship between the SMS and the RSMS. At‘thiS‘point,
then, given'that.the RSMS is shorter, .has somewhat'better
internal consistency, and is highly relatedlto‘the original
SMS cited in the literature, it appears that this revised
scale‘can, and should be used in the future. However, the
relationships between responses to these two versions are-

‘all based on. a restricted pool of shared items. Therefore,"

it is important to assess the external re' ' - : : ween

each of these versions»and other’measures,'
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| Table 10

IntercorrelationS‘ Totaiiscore and Subscaies'from

SMS (1974) with RSMS (1985)

Gangestad & Snyder (1985)

Sceles/Sdbeceies‘ ‘ “Fullh : 1 Ir . CIII
1. Sayder 1974 . .93% .73t st (70”
2. Sagder 1974 . .8s* .93 .70 .37t
| 1: Acting ‘ o : -

3. Snyder 1974  .é2* 3t o5t . 17
C II:'ExtraverSion' oo . ' ' o

4. Snyder 1974 . .s8® .t 4t s8”

~IIIs Other-Direct, .o T &
Note" N= 998 - 999.
2 < 001, ‘two- tailed » R S '“n K

Intercorreletions between the total and subscele scores‘

of the LWSMS end LWCAS. Table 11 shows ;he 1ntercorrelation‘

matrix formed by the LWSMS and LWCAS and the two subscales"‘
h;deriwed from each scale. As would be expected the two |
'acales correlate higﬁI’~with their subsca]es ( 74 to .89)

l';‘Correlations between the two subsceles of each scale were :

low ( 27) in the case of th ““WSMS and moderate ( 39) in the‘

elation of the sensitivity

f?subecale with the self presentation subscale of the LWSMS is}{ﬂi;?;

71¥twaupported by en absence of a relationship between the 7'ff5

sensitivity subscale‘and the LWCAS (total ecale and

LS
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subscales). 'Thus; the "sensitivity to the expressivef
hehaVionr of others"subscale appears to tap portions of the !
'self monitoring construct distinct from the other items of .
'the Lennox and WOlfe scales. |
Lennox and Wolfe's intent with the formation of the
separate Concern for Appropriateness Scale was to isolate
items that tap ‘any anxiety or lack of confidence over ‘3'
Aself‘presentation.‘ However, the total score on the LWSMS
still shows small but consistent correlations with the LWCAS
(.ZQ to .28). Further, the" self presentation subscale of
-the.LWSMS‘also shows small to moderate correlations with‘theh

L}

LWCAS (.27 to .34). ~ ~ a
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'i Table 11 R oL I
f ntercorrelationg= Intal Score and Subscales from
‘Lennox and Wolfe Self—Monitori;g,and Concern for N
‘o._bAppropriateness Scales"fﬂ
p "‘_Scales/Subscales"u o “" f‘ 2 3. 4 “':‘S 6
" 1. Leniox & Wolfe - .85% .74* 28" .20" " .28"
Self-Monitoring ‘ T e .
‘2. . Lennox & Wolfe SM . . TS A VA ¥ A
~. I: Self-Presentation s 5 R
"..3. 'Lennox & Wolfe SM . oo lo7 .03 .10
- :II Sensitivity ‘ Lo
4. Lennox & Wolfe = . o .89 . .76"
Concern for Appropriateness ' ‘
5. Lennox & Wolfe CAS T
I Social Comparison 4 o , ‘ ‘
: 6, Lennox & Wolfe CAS.
- II Variability .
vNote° N 998" - 999 BT T P

2 <;.001 two-tailed.‘

,Intercorrelations between the SMS and RSMSL and the

Lennox and Wolfe scales.‘ Table 12 showe the 35” h

‘ intercorrelations between reaponses to the SMS and responses
. ' G

S“to the LWSMS and LWCAS. In looking at correlations with the i

‘ttotal score of the SMS it can be seen that there is a

';lmoderate correlation ( 41) between this score and the total

fyf§score on the LHSHS. The total score also correlates

'?moderstely‘( 50) with the LWSMS self-presentation subscale




'\”HfLennox and WOlfe items.'f*

‘but does not correlate significently with the sensitivity
‘subscale; As well qhe ‘total SMS correlates moderately ( 33G
Nto 40) with the LWCAS and each of i'ts subscales.
‘Intercorrelations between the acting end extraversion
subscales of the‘SMS‘and the LWSMS total“score,vand‘
self;presentation'subscale,urespectively‘yere moderate‘and““
;highly similar (. 33 to 41) : Of interestxis‘thelfindingo"'
‘that the other directedness subscale shoWs a low ( 24)
correlation with the LWSMS total score end a moderate ( 35)
i“correlation with the self presentation subscale. These‘
correlations indicate that. the components of respondinﬁ to
the SMS‘other directedness subscale have not been complet;ly‘
]removed from the LWSMS | o | |
- The sensitivity subscale of the LWSMS did not correlate
with the SMS total score or ‘other- directedness subscale.‘
Correlations with the acting and extraversion subscales wereh7
small ( 21 and ;lS, respectively) On the whole, the ‘
i_sensitivity subscale of the LWSMS seems to measure a: domain'
,'trelatively distinct from the SMSWbr the remainder of the :

There were moderate to high ( 37 to .51) correlations

.“fhbetween the»three LWCAS scores,and the other-directedness.V‘

‘"i_Fsubscale of the SMS. These corretﬁtions support the notion

‘.3=§that the QVCAS isolates components of reaponding tapped by '1fd

‘fthe other-directedneﬁs subscale.f Less important are two

oy

'ftsmall correlations hetween the variability subscale °f the
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o | r .
LWCAS and the acting ( 16) and extraversion (— 13) subscales
of the SMS. ) e %“_‘< : " | R B
Table 23 (Appendix B) shows the matrix of ; a :
‘intercorrelations among the four.scores of the'RSMS and’the'

S |
Lennox and Wolfe scales. On the whole,‘the pattern of

| dcorrelations is very similar to that shown with thedSMS.x
gme correlation between the total scores of the SMS‘and
LWSMS is;now somevhat higher (. 45) and 1is similar to the

o finding reported by Snyder and Gangestad (1986) - There is
now a significant but low (.14); correlation between .the
total SMS and the sensitivity subscale of the LWSMS .
However, if the sensitivity subscale is a valid measure of
self-monitoring sensitivity, then the small relationships |
between the SMS and RSMS scores and ‘this subscale may

“nindicate a weakness on the part of these scales. It is
possible that the 'SMS ‘and RSMS measure only

”.self presentational differences and not sensitinity to:
wothers,‘en important comp;nent of . self monitoring. 'f:" " | ﬂ’ d
| There are two other differences between the SMS and |
RSMS shown in these intercorrelations.‘ First, the‘-“
correlations between the total RSMS and the scores of.the:j'

LWCAS are now conaistently low ( 20 to .29) rather than L xfg];;ﬁ

moderate., Thishmay indicate that the RSMS has a. smaller

‘;“npotential anxiety component than the SMS.. Second the

béﬁi st ehgthened by ‘a now significant correlation with the |
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total LWCAS ( 15) accompanying the significant correlatio1 iy '
with the variability subscale (.22). " However, these small .
correlations are again overshadowed by the moderate‘,"
relationship between the other- directedness subscale of the
- RSMS,and the LWCAS. scores. L T o
. Table 12, |
'Intercorrelations' Total Score and Subscales from'
SMS (1974) with the Lennox ‘and Wolfe Self _Monitoring and
Concern for Appropriateness Scales Lo .l o
‘ISnyder (I974)
‘chales/Subscales, Full T IT IIT
B ‘. ] N \ s }“*4“ * . ‘*
1. Lennox & Wolfe g1t st L33 .24
- _Self Monitoring I S R
: ' * T T & *
2, Lennox & Wolfe ‘SM ) .50 A4l .36 .. «35
I: Self- ~Presentation : - o
: : - R *
3. Lennox & Wolfe SM .10 .21 “a150 0 -.02
: II-‘Sensitivity‘ A Lo ' : -
- o ‘;* E E Lk
,,4,‘,Lennox & Wolfe S 40 .i0-. -,08 " .51 ¢
o Cohcern for ApprOpriate. LT . A N
L : R SRR x
‘ 5;‘ Lennox & Wolfe CAS o .33, - 03~ -.04 .46
N %W Social Comparison P P : B
!‘,ﬁ m-‘f "‘ “ » D R ,

e w e e
6.3 Lennox ' & Wolfe CAS Do W34, 0 0160 =130 v W37
- II: Variability {,' e

. Note" N - 998 - 999, : S

S

2 < 001, two-tailed."7Wv,“tl‘lﬁw“ﬂg:w

. B
x,‘
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Intercorrelations of the SMS and RSMS with other

—_—

personelity.measures.: The relationships between the SMS and
RSMS and other personality measures are important in~v |
evaluating the construct validity of these Self Monitoring
.Scales.‘ Table 13 shows the matrix of intercorrelations -
among the four scores of the: SMS and the nine scores derived

fr\\\the personality measures that were administered

N

Looking first at the total SMS score, " there are a number,of

small’ relationships with the other measures, including

neuroticism ( 13), the lie scale (— 25), machiavellianism -

]

( 29). both private ( 20) and public ( 25)
.self consciousness, and social anxiety (— 19). In addition’,
the total SMS shows ‘an moderate ( 40) relationship with

extraversion.' As a whole, these correlations indicate that‘

‘ ‘the HSM individual is somewhac of an extravert with a belief

that people can be manipulated or at least controlled .‘.(
\/

(machiavellian) Alao. a component of the HSM. individual s .
impression management appears to be a generalized concern;
‘over well being (neuroticism), and a disposition to attend
;h" to both private and public aspects of the self |
L (self-consciousness) Somewhat contradictory is the small

negative correlation with social anxiety., This can best be

explained by seeing the HSM individual (measured by the,‘;

«

total score) as someone with a concern with but not anxiety
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Of-interest‘are the small but'eonsi tent negative

relationships between the Eysenck Li"‘cale‘and the fOur

scores of the SMS (-. 11 to ~.25) There are at least two
v | N

possible interpretations for this’ relationship. First HSM

3

-individuals ‘may be more sensitive ‘than LSM individuals to

what others are going to'"buy :in\terms of their

self presentation and thus are légs likely to lie. 1In. other

Vwords, HSM individuals may be more likely to ’make a claim'
‘to an ima\e\'that’they know‘they‘can defend (Goffman, 1955),
hThe other possible interpretation is that LSM individuals

'may, in fact, be more virtuous" than HSM individuals. With

‘rthe LSM individuals greater adherence to their internal h

”nothing about (examples from the Lie Scale), and 'so on.

standards, they ma'y actually be ‘mpre likely(fl keep

promises not goss¢p*~n\t talk about things they khow

v
l[l
Al

Consistent with previous findings (e 8., Briggs, et

]

| : s
,.al.. 1980), the SMS subscales show a different patterh of

:intercorrelations than the total score. The acting subscale

.,,(I) displays small relationships with machiavellianism (. 22)

.ithe intercorrelations with the acting subscale and those‘i;/

fWOIfe. 198&)¢ 4However, the absence of a relationship with .

Ty

'and private self consciousness ( 17), a moderate negative‘

I|

dcorrelation with social anxiety (- 36), and a moderate

ﬁcorrelation with extraversion ( 48) The similatity between

AT

fﬁwith the total score supports the claim that the SMS

ﬁmeasures primarily theatrical acting ability (cf Lennox and

TR S

ARV ARB ORI
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negative relationship

neutoticiem; and.the.increase in
nith soeiel‘anxiety shown by,this subscale
by itsélf the acting subscale meaaures a more confident
self- preeentation than does the total score. .‘ |

.

Correlations with the extraversion subscale (II)

Not only does this subscale

correlate highly with a ﬁ-;énre of extranersion (.53) but it

alsg?ehows small negative relationships with manifest

anxiety (-J24) and neuroticism (-.17), as well as a sm311‘

‘positive correlation with self esteem (.26)" and a moderate

‘negative correlation with social anxiety (-.45). - Thus, this

-

subscale, by itself, measures a very ¢onfident, extraverted

self-presentational style. “

Correlations with ‘the oth‘:-directedness subscale (III)

support the notion that this subscale may tap an anxious .

iconcern over self-presentation (Lennox and Wolfe, 1984)

-

Scoree on this subscale showed small positive correlations

"fwith manifest anxiety (. 25).'neuroticism (. 22), and a small

ﬂ.€§

negative'correl%tion (f.16) with self-esteen. - In.additionw‘
thisueubsc51e snows small correlations with extraversion
C. 15). machiavellianism .19), aqﬁ both private (. 13) and

public (. 28) self-consciousness.

y ,.
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.
p < 001.

two- teiledg

. Table 13
Intereoireletions: Total Score and Subscale Scores from
YA “
- SMS (1974) with Other Personality Measures
Total and Subscale Scores
Scales Full I JII . III
R h o *
“ 1. Taylor Manifest .09 -.06 -.24 .25
: Anxiety ‘
2. Eysenck .a0" 48" 53" 15"
Extraversion .
-~ “ |
3. Eysenck 13" .00 =177 22"
Neuroticism - ' '
4. Eysenck 25t 200 -2t -t
Lie Scale - >
S. Rosenberg's -.02 .08 .24 —.16*
Self-Esteen
' x % o x
6. Machiavellianism .29 .22 ,+05 - .19
* * *
7. Private .20 .17 .01 .13
Self- Conaciousness ‘
. E') ' *
8. Public .25 .09 .01 . .28
Self-Consciousness > ' ‘ )
. . ’ * B
"9, Social ~-.19 -.36 . -.45 .07
: Anxiety K
g
Note: N = 998 - 999.

Table 24 (Appendix B) shows the matrix of

vintercorrelations between the four scores of the RSMS and

‘the nine scores from the personality measures.

v

v 4

The pattern
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Il

of results snown here 1is very similar to that shown by the
SMS.”'One interesting difference is that neuroticism does”
not now correlate withrthe full scale scorel(unlike the
SMS). In addition, the negstive relationship between the
full scale‘snd social anxiety 1s larger (-.30 from -.19)
while éhe same relationship with the acting subscale is
somewhat smaller (-.27 from -.36). It cannot be ssid on the
basis of these correlations alone that the RSMS _has "betterf

construct validity than the SMS. Hovever, for those who are

who wish to capture only the confident HSM dndividuai with

‘the total score (e.g., Lennox and Wolfe, 1984), the RSMS

will represent an improvement.
'Clearly, each of the three rotated factors of the SMS,
and RSMS tap. aspects of personality different from those of

the total score and each other. Acknowledgement of this

'consistent finding has resulted in the following suggestion

by Snyder and Gangestad (1986):

Because 1t is possible that the factors do possess

_ external relations independently of the general
factor, and because these relations may contribute
to a better understanding of. self-monitoring
phenomena, we encourage researchers, in addition
to analyzing their studies using the . ‘
Self-Monitoring Scale, to examine the relations of ~~

* - the rotated factors to their criterion variables.

(p. 130)- .

Although 1t\1s clear that the factors tap unique domains, it

is far less clear what this means for the construct of

self-monitoring. In some cases; the factors may be related

. to variables that are unrelated to self-monitoring by virtue

.
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of "independent variance (Snyder and Gangestad 1986). On .
the other hand, the factors may tap variebles that
contribute to the self-monitoring conscruct. For example,

the total score of the SMS does not correlate with manifest

anxiety but"the extraversion and other-directedness

.'subscales do correlate with this construct. Furthermore,

, Q :
the extraversion subscale correlates negatively, while the

other-directedness subscale correlates. positively with this
measure. This same findihg has aleo been reported by Cheek
and Briggs‘(1981; as cited in Snyder and Gangestad, 1986).
Snyder'end Gangestad (1986) have responded Eo this finding
by suégeeting chat“there is sufficient variance that 1is
orthogonal to rhe general eelf—monitoring factor to
accommodate the variance thetbis related in oopoeite ways to. -
‘trait anxiety (p. 131) However, the‘important qnestion 1;:
When is a relationship betweenfone or more of the subecales
of the SMS due to construct-relevant variance, and when is

it due to "orthogondl" variance?. When. should we consider

. trait anxiety as a relevant component of self-monitoring,

and when should we consider it as due to orthogonal error

.variance9

_——_—_—,—ander has suggested that researchers examine -

relationships among their criteria and the subscale acores.

This suggestion serves as an acknowledgement by Snyder that‘

1

it is important to address ‘the contributions of the rotateds

' ﬁfactors‘;o the overall construct of qelf-monitoring.



However, . examination of the aignificance of”the fattors to

N

Gself—monitoring will reQuire incorporating the subscale
aZores into all further examinations of the self monitoring
;construct. In‘other worda,’the subscale scores must be
fofmally included in .the oontinainglprocess of‘conatruct

nalidation.

~Intercorrelations of the LWSMS and LWCAS with ‘other

personality ‘measures. Table 14 shows the matrix of
intercorrelationa between the‘LWSMS and .the other
personality measures. Both the total score'and

self- presentation subscale show a highly similar pattern of
correlations_with the other.measures. Both the total score

" and the self- presentation subscalenshow low positiée"
correlations with extraversion ( 27 and 30),'ee1£-esteem\
¢+18 and 19), machiavellianism ( 14 and .20), and both
private (. 22 and .15) and public (.16 and .16)

*aelf conaciouaness.' In addition,-these two scores show low
negative correlationa with Manifest Anxiety (—.12 and -.18)
and social anxiety (-.23 and —.26) Thus, both the total
score anstEe~;2lE~presentation aubscale appear to isolate
‘the confident self-monitoring individual However, ‘the
desire of Lennox and Wolfe to remove any relationehip with‘
extraversion has not been met. )

The only statistically significant relationship with

the senaitivity subscale was. a 1o~ positive correlation with

. 7.
private self-consciousness. It %s not clear why attending

.T'\'

:'m ‘ L _.“’
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to internal aspects of the self should be related to -
‘sensitivity to the expressive behaviour of others or, 1in
fact what a. small isolated correlation really means. Anl4
‘assessment of the validity of this subscale would: require
incorporating other measures designed to assess sensitivity
to the expressive behaviour of others (e.g.,isensitivityoto
expressed‘emotions; peech inflections, etc.).‘

Table 15 shows the intercorrelations between“the‘three
scores of the LWCAS and the personality measures.{ It candbe
seen thats: (a) the only personality variable with which
these three scores don't show a relationship is
extraversion; (b) the three scores show highly similar
intereorrelatiOns with the personality measures; and‘(c)
-Lennox and Wolfe's objective‘to‘isolate the more.anrious‘
componénts of self—monitoring‘on.this seale has been-mett
pAll three scores show. a’ small to moderate relationship with
~”Manifest Anxiety (.30 to .37) and neuroticism ( 29‘to‘.37),1
T a small relationship with social anxiety ( 18 to. 27). and
small, negative relationship with self esteem (-.18 to
~.26). | |

5
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'7Tab1e 14

0

Intercorrelations. ‘Total Score and Subscale Scoxes from

Lennox and Wolfe 8 Self Monitoring Scale with Other

: Personality Measures : ®

:Tbtélgand Sdbsca1e Scores

Scales ‘ B o " Full ' B G | 11

1. Taylor Manifest a2t —ast .00

: Anxiety ' o o

2. vEysenck - ‘ 27t ‘.39* .11
Extraversion o i :

3. Eysenck - . -.05 - -.11 © .05
+ Neuroticism - " : o -

4. Eysenck ' .01 . -,04 - .08
Lie Scale . - » ‘ , :
e o ' ‘ T o x o
5. 'Rosenberg's . ‘ .18 .19 .08
© Self-Esteem ' A e
6. .Machigvéllééhism et 20t o0
" 7. Private. .22 ast gt
N .Self Consciousness o T T T '
8. Public - - et L1et 0 .08
‘ }.Self-Consciousness o S e o -

oy

9. Social . . o230 Zle* 08

Note-’ N - 998-- 999.”;;;
‘g < .001, two-tailed.\",

,Yi- . . . D
: ,d;,. S o . . At . LN -



R Table 15

,‘Intercorrelations~ Tocal‘Score and Subscale Scorés from

Lennox and Wolfe's Concern for Appropriateness Scale

'with Other Personslity Measures

”Tdcsi and Snnscalc Scares

' Scales . . - Full . L IS ORI II

1. Taylor Manifest . ; 37t ,30*?"' o .32fﬁ
Anxiety O - L o ‘
2. Eysenck . I I,02' - .02 ' - -.02
"Extraversion o ' R o » -
' o T — e
3. Eyseack L T A T MO VN
Neuroticism . B N S
4. Eysenck - T LA 1, NP VAT
- 'Lie Scale : . o e T
o L ST S X T
S. Rosenberg's - 25T Za8t . -6
. Self-Esteem. : T
. A S * : T Y T
6. Machiavellianism o 29 - 17 .33
o ‘ : l K. B L '.;'
7.“‘. Private » Tow o h ’027 . 019 - o ‘-*27
. Self Consciousness ' o c o BRI R

= 8;"Public“J‘ - R Yy SURETE Y 1 KRS A
a Self Consciousnessib SRR LI
'“‘9. Social o \‘:.'. L }271;4';"Jf J?ﬁ o .18
RS Anxiety o . - ' IR PR S

_Note° N & 998 - 999, T

2 ( 001, two-tailed.

Measures correlating with both the SMS and LWSMS;?iAt;fp*ﬁrf

fithis point, it is possible to 1ook at consistent A?j}fé'f

B

AR A SR T



ncorrelations across the two’ methods of assesaing ‘
hself—monitoring (the SMS. and LWSMS) ' "Consistent" here
- refers to a personality measure that correlates with both .
I}‘the total score and at 1east one subscale of both the
.SMS/RSMS and LWSMS.' Using this criterion, there are
consistent low to moderate positive relationships across the‘
‘1‘two scales with extraversion, machiavellianism. and. both
‘private and public aelf—consciousness,‘as well as a low
negative relationshippwitthocial anxiety.‘m | B

gConsistent'relationships‘across two methods of

measuring a'construct can be vieued as indicators of the -

“"true nature of the construct. Across both asures the.

'HSH individual appears to be an extravert who f els that"

"_people can be controlled This person also shows a concern uﬁ

for both the internal/private aspects of the self, as well
}ias how this self is portrayed to others, but is not socially
\veanxious.- “In general then, these relationships support and :f]

Ceon

:fﬁstrengthen the notion of individual differences in
”"impression management reflected in the construct ofh,f
,Vf{self-monitpring. ‘. vu_ ‘,V;‘ | _.‘ , i N
| = The issue of anxietz in the measurgmen. f
jt?self—monitoring The possible presence of an anxiety

Y*component is a consistent theme in criticisms of the SMS
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voften act like very different persons_+~SMS item 13 LWCAS

|':idifferentia1 relationships between SMS subscales and

Y
”'.]sqﬂicale of the SMS.‘ Clearly. the attempt‘by Lennox and

o

'ﬁmeasures Jf anxiety. Rather, it is what these'fjj

'“‘L:iaolate it in thevLWCAS has.ot been completely.'successful.

| " oy Loy

'SMS correlates with manifest anxiety while the remaining

nsubscales not only do not correlate with this construct but

aAso show consistent relationships with measures of
confidence" (e 8., extraversion, self- esteem) These

relationships were cited by Lennox and Wolfe as a major o

' reason for creating the separate LWSMS and LWCAS scales.‘

i This study replicated previous~re1ationships found‘
‘between the other directedness subscale (and the total
'score) and measurea of anxiety._ As expected ‘the LWCAS
(total and subscale scores) also correlated with measures of
lanxiety. Not surprisingly, the other directedness subscale

correlated consistently with the highly similar LWCAS

scales,‘ This would be expected given the incorporation of R

’items from the other-directedness subscale into the LWCAS

(e g., "In different situations and with different peeple, I"’

‘item 6)

What is interesting here, though is not the J; ‘Y;’Q‘

intercorrelations max suggest 'tout the construct of

‘“self-monitoring.y Of relevance were the relationships' _ri”“'

s._@

ibetween the LWSMS and both the LWC&S and other-directedness‘ |

’lf"Wolfe to remove any anxiety componentffromkthe LWSMS and
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' However, rather than focussing on the short comings of the

l.“Lennox and Wolfe scales, it may be more. informative ‘to

“examine these findings as indicative of a consistent role of
“anxiety in self-monitoring (i e,;vacross measures- of the

.construct)

However, on‘the hasis'of‘intercorrelations'alone, the
. & _

issue of an anxiety component within self monitoring is

:equivocal As Snyder and Gangeatad (1986) point out, the-
‘correlations between measures of self- monitoring and
measures of manifest anxiety may be the result solely of

'variance unassociated 'with self- monitoring (error variance)

-

gOn the other hand it is possible that\anxiety plays some

Y
- %

J'role (or,role%? at some point in the self—monitoring
lprocess. _For: enample, any‘process of self- examination
“(self-consciousness) involved in self monitoring may result
in an anxiety producing discovery that the image being
.igprojected fulls short of the image desired (e g., Carver,‘ '
‘,1979) L5:§ﬂ3u Ll e
In any case, whether or not anxiety\plays a: role in

7353e1f-monitoring, and at what point in the process, remains

7;an empirical question“yEHoweVer._addressing this issue will

.'require more than further intereorrelations. Rather, the

ffnrther experimentalfinquiry (cf HcCall 1977).»-;,ﬁﬂ11r
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Intercorrelations among the other personality measures.f

\ Table 25 (a and b see Appendix C) shows the matrix of
intercorrelations among the nine personality measures. The‘=
‘major purpose for examining these correlations was- to yerify
the. nature ‘of. these scales by demonstrating that they | ’
correlate with‘other'scales‘in the way ehpected.' However,r<
it muSt be noted that the degree to which the |

'characteristics of the scales can be addressed was 1imited

§
by the subset of tests that yere selected”foﬂ .

administration. jfhese tests were”selected as thosetthatf
-might form interesting relationships sith'the,f‘ |
\Self Monitoring Scales and not those that would form a
balanced multitrait multimethod matrix (Campbell & Fiske,
1959) " In total ‘though the personality measureslthat were
selected for the intercorrelation matrix show an

‘interpretable pattern of intercorrelations that validate the

. constructs the tests were intended to measure.ﬂ

(N

'Y‘Factor Ihalxa'ﬁ of Scaleslb

e

" To analyze further the intercorrelations among the‘gw~v”

{'jmeasures that were administered (both self monitoring and

"ﬁbother measures),‘two separate factor analyses uere ,“ B

’fconducted The first analysis entered the total scores from"”

;feach of the personality measures, ‘as:. well as, the total ”T‘*'wf,

bnscores from the RSMS LWSMS and LWCAS.; Scores from the
f“RSMS rather than the SMS were selected for two reasons.}:'

:fFirst, it was £e1t thet the RSMS is a superior scale to the j;;
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analysis of subscale scores,,discontinuities in the

68

SMS ‘and will appear in future literature.k Second thewRSMSn
produces results highly similar to those of the SMS 'The;,'
second anarysis entered the total scores from each of thi\
personality measures, as well as the 3 subscale scores from
the RSMS 2 subscale scores from the LWSMS ~and the 2

subscale score% from the LWCAS. Separate analyses of total.

: and subscale scores were conducted for two reasons: (a)

I » A

including both total and subscale scores in a factor‘
analysis results in an ill conditioned«matrix that may yield

inaccurate results- and (b) total score and subscores may

i

‘present different'pictures‘of;thehrelationship petween the

target sCales and other measures.r

For both analyses, a principle ‘axes extraction,‘

followed by both varimax (orthogonal) and oblimin (oblique)

bH

'rotations was performed As was the case for the item'

[y

' analyses, the number of factors that were retained for finsl

' 'rotation was based on the following considerations*hl, f

(a) eigenvalues over one~ (b) application of Cattell o
(1966) scree test- (c) discontihuities in the eigenvalueS°.
and (d) interpretability of the final factors. For the

analysis of total scores,‘all four criteria indicated that a

A,‘

3 factor solution was most appropriate. In the case of the f‘,‘

../.,

eigenvalues and interpretability of the resulting factors‘t-jth'

'f'indicated ‘h:t a 4-fact'r solution was most aPPropriate.fffwi"




TN o ey
‘ . ‘ , .

Talso based on- the clarity and interpretability of the final
l rotated factorS' for both analyses the varimax: solution is
reportedf Ahe scale inclusion criterion was a factor

loading of at least ,30,

Factor analysis of total scores. Table l6/shoss the v
three rotated factors that were extracted from/the factor N
analysis of total scores This solution accounted for a
ﬁsubstantial 47. 7% of the ‘total variance’ (99 8% common’
Jvariance) ‘that was divided among the three factors (I to
| HIII respectively) in the following @annerw. (a) 25 SZ
‘;(53 37 common) (b 15.9% . (33.3%); and’ (& ) 6. 3% (13. 2%).

St ' )

For Factor I the tests showing the highest»loadings

were. Taylor 8 Manifest Anxiety Scale, and the Eysenck _
Neuroticism Scale. In addition,‘both the LWCAS and Social o

N 1 1

Anxiety Scale. show smaller, positive 1oadings.‘ Finally, the '

“Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale\loaded negatively on’ this-"

"&factor, Given &e emphasi/ of‘ these tests on anxiety and

3fse1f doubt, this factor Xt be labelled' "Negative o

nSelf—Feelings X '”,-” o '-'- o e
‘ .// e Kx . ' -
In the case of Factor 1I, “the testq showing positive L
\ b
"gloadings (in decreasing order) include the RSMS, the Eysentk
o i)

‘yHExtraversion ScaLe, the LWSMS and the Machiavellianism
:Scale.‘ Two tests showed negative loadings on this factortylf“l
T'the Social Anxiety Scale, and the Eysenck Lie Scale.tfefdylf.t'?

J'“Because of the presence of the two Self MonitoringuScales'M.”

[ ' - ' R T o e
CL PR - . - . S a

e
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and the MachiaVellianism ScaZe, this factor 13 labelled:

-«

3

Finally. in the case of Factor IIY, all aignifiéant

-

,loadings ere positive./ Tests loading on this factor

fncluded Phblic Self Consciousness, Private ' v

, - Self- Consciousness, the LWCAS, the Social Anxiety Scale, and

“theﬁLWSMS B7cause of the presence of a11 three subtests of

the Self- Cons?iousness Inventory, and both of ‘the Lennox and

VWOife scales, this. faétor‘ﬂs labelled: "Concern over

t

Self Other Consistency

Of primary’f/terest here is the "Control\over;

)

Self Presentation" factor. Three of the fouT ‘tests loading

on this factor along with the RSMS anﬂ LWSMS are tests that

~

showed consistent intercorrelations with the two s

LY

Self-Monitoring Scalea-f Extraversion, Machiavellianism, and

.ocial Anxiety (negative loading). Thus, t,his factor

"solution provides additional support for the relationship

'between self monitoring and both Extraversion and. the

'
o)

o ‘manipulative attitudes 1nherent in Machiavellianism.;lSn the «

other hand the negative loading of Social Anxiety,. ‘the

\

absence pf an; self-monitoring loadings on\the "Negativeo

v

Self Feeling" factore does not support the suggestion that

H”anxiety iq\a co;ponent of<;e1f-monitoring. Eurther, given

lthat hoth Private and Pnblic SelfnConsciousness also load on .

‘{tho RSMS aeaaures confident self—presentation.

! W

eeparate factor, it appears from this factor solution that i
. “ \ -
. . _‘0,

FTR o : ¥ o K . §
ﬁ\ C > A L 9 . -.“f' . = F ""- ‘—, ’ o RN
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Other findings of interest in this factor solufion

A

include the second, smaller loading of the LWSMS on the

"Concern ovet'Séif—Other'C&ﬁsistency Factor™. There are two

o "

possible reasons for this loading: (a) the total LWSMS taps
a2

into this anxious concern-over consistency with others; or
(b).tae'sensitivity subécale of the LWSMS alon; taps this

factdr;énd has‘prod;ced‘this loading. 1In eigher case, the
tota{ sco}e of the LWSMSEat least partial}y tapé‘a concern’
over fitting in with othe;s:' kisb of interest is the double'
loading of'the LWCAS on both the "Negat16é Se1f—Fee11ngs"

and 6ConcerQJover Self-Other Coﬁs{étency" factérs. Clearly

the LWCAS taps the.-more negative aspects of adap®ing to

other peopie. Finally, the negative léading of the Lie

Scale on the control over self- preseﬁtation factor 1is again

;nterestingJ. Thig finding adds support to‘gcrelationship
betweén the Lie Scale and total self—ﬁonitoring A.As ﬁasv‘
addressed previously, this may ‘be due either to the- tendency
of the impression manager - to make a "face valid

self—presentation"'or.the'more virtuouS-characte: of the

2

non-impression mapager.. o T
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Table 16

Factor Loadings: Factor Analysis of Total Scores

Factors
‘Total Score I 1T~ III
] : - .
: ' *

1. RSMS: . .11 .80% .18

? . ' " . ' * '. E 3

2. LWSMS | ' -.24 .64 .31

< o ‘ * ) : *

3. "LWCAS 32" .29 47
4. Manifest Aniiety .91* .03 ,20
5. Extraversion ) ~-.24 B .56* ' '-.Oi
6. Neuroticism ' 80" - .10 .26
7. Lie Scale ‘ -.15, -.35" .01

. o 0 / I . l* Lo . !

8. Self-Estéem » C -.61 - .07 . =-.09.
9. MachiaveIlianism S X YA .09
10. Private S-C A T Y S 3 &
11. Public S-C . 20 .0 .06, - . .81
_ s o o x 0 * . e
.‘12.'Socfa1‘Anxiety S 49 . -39 0 . .37

Note: (a) N = 998 - 999 B ;

Y

*
(b) denotes loadings > |. 30|

l~var1ance) that vas divided among the three factors (I'to 1v,

PR S |

' '“9 ,respectively) 10 theﬁegalowingﬁmanner-4 (a) 21 42 (45 3%

Factor analxsia of subscale scores. Table 17 shows the f



‘_common), (b) 16 2% (34. OZ), and (c) 5. 21 (11 12); and
(d) 4. 5% (9 S5%).

Interpretation of the'first two fsctors'does not differ
snbstantially from the interpretation of the‘first two
factorsAfron the fector snslysis of totel scores. There are
-only two differences in the subscale loadings on the first
factor. First, the self-presentation subscale of the LWSMS
displays a negative loading. Second, the LWCAS scores‘do
not load on this factor. Therefore, the lsbel for.this
first factor duplicates the lahel from the total scores
analysis: "Negative Self-Feelings" |

The secqhd subscale factor is also similar to the
second factor resnlting'from the total scores gnalysis,'vith
the‘exceptions‘that\neither the Lie Scale or | |
Machiavellianism Scale load on this fsctor. However, giveﬁ
the loadings %v the active self presentational subscsles of
both the RSMS and LWSMS the label for this second factor
‘duplicetes the label from the total scores anelysis."
'"Control ‘over; Self- Presentatio; | ‘.

The third _and fourth factors of this 4- factor solution '
represent more specific components of the "Concern over
Self Other Consistency factor from the ‘total scores
| analysis.~ As'l'ble 17 shows, the third factor shows
positive loadings by (in descending order) the LWCAS ‘
cross-situational variability subscele- the RSMS
o other-directedness subscale‘ the LVCAS_attention to social

TN : : AR |
csey | e
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comparison information eubecaIe' the LWSMS ability to modify

eelf-preeentation subscale; the Machiavellianism ecale\~andf‘

the RSMS ecting eubscale. Given the loadings on this-fector

. by three self-monitoring subscales, and the two. aubscales of

hthe LWCAS, this factor is labelled: "Other—Directed

‘Self-Presentation".

‘aelf-presentation and other-directed self-presentetion

[

4

The.fourth and final factor consists of loadings by the
three enbteete of the Self-Consciousness lnventory, in -
addition to g¥loading‘by‘the‘attention t% social comﬂarison
informetion subecale of‘the-LWCAS.;‘Given the‘predominance
of the selféconsciouaness.measuree, and their coneistency
with thefLW§AS subscale, this tactor is labelled:' rPublic
and Private Selt-Consciousness .

Again. the loadings of the various~se1f monitoring
5ubecalee are pf: primary interest 'The double load'ngs of

both the acging sdbecale of the RSMS, and the B

self-present&tion subecale of the LWSMS ‘on the COntrol over

&

.

subscales of. thie solution is logical given both subscales:

r

'double loadings highlight a contrast between confident,

controlled eelf-preaentation in iteelf (Factor II), and

eelf-preeentetion that is responsive to the presence of

‘:in the eituation (Factor III)

,5‘9 aspecta of controlled selﬁ'presentation., However, thesef_

e

It appeers’that SNy
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RSMS on Factor II and the’ 1oading of the other- directedness
on Factor III, supports this interpretation. On the other'
ihend the self—monitoring measures continue not to load on’
"negative self feelings factor. Therefone, there is no

direct support here for a role of anxiety (and other

‘negative affect) in the measurement of self- monitoring.yp

i 1_/\ "

Of further interest here is the absence of awyfloadinge

by the Lie Scale.” Is ‘1s” possiblenmhat any relhuionship

between the Lie Scale and self monitoring may only exieth
= J"% . a

vhen self- monitoring is considered in’ total

.

‘;’» v ’ ‘ " ‘ : . "i‘“"‘,
| A |
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Table 17 .o

Factor oadings. ‘Factor Analysis .of Subscale Scores

Factors

Total Score . .1 II. 1x Iy

1. ‘RSMS: Acting N .00 .59 33t o8 .
2. RSMS: Extraversion . -.17  .80° ~.01 .07
3. RSMS: Other-Directed ~ ~ .09 .18 .66 .11

4. LWSMS: Self-Presentation  -.32" ° .37° " 48" .24

s."stMs,,Sensitivity © 205 - .207 ‘\?ng .24
. L "‘ . D ' %

.6f LWCAS° Sociat Comparison W13 =10 . .48 .35
7{,‘Lwcas ‘Variability 19 o060 .68% s,

i
*

8;thanifest Anxiety o ';88; ‘.~.15“;".18i‘  :17.‘ﬂ
. 9;'-Ext;a;e;sion : ‘J“ : '.“—.13"“‘ .65*‘.',09.’”f62
10. Neurot;cism o .,j‘ : “.82*; ~.04 l .L7i' .24
11. Lie Scale‘]vﬁlgm,, '11;ﬂ . %,;6‘ | :,éz. ";.22 =04

124 sélf-Eeresm T _is6™ .21 16 Sloa .

. i3 S&acﬂiatrellianism ;ff=(;_;_“-1215j;7”3.14;}";aéifg ;,Olﬂ,tf.f;

x%it'l4 Private S C ,1F7§ };;-: ’¢;;20]1 ;oS;;g;?.Loa ,'.61** LA
) 15-.Public S-c 7];fo,!;ﬁf,fT:,ﬁ$29' :;- 05  7'-;2}'ch;?Z.,‘_ 3 ‘
iA:‘J"“:'i\16.-So<::0.a]. Anxiety .i-:y ;;;ljix;ébs;}; .53 { ';05>:€fE§i

Notes: <a> N -;-99

.:(b) f denotes




Discussion
The results can be discussed‘in light of two issues T

relevant to the assessment of self monitoring. The first'

issue concerns the ‘process. of construct validation itself

”»
More specifically. this issue concerns the nature and

»

interpretation of the construct of self monitoring. ,The”‘
v_other’iSSue concerns a comparison of the‘two different
scales that have been offered to measure‘selfémonitoring;f
vSnyder 8 SMS-(and thé RSMS), and thenLennox and Wolfe
SeIf—Monitoring Scale (LWSMS) In many ways these two‘
| issues are interrelated. The way in which,thelégnstruct of
' self:monitoring isiConstrued determines:not only the nature
) of the scale that is developed to measure it but also
determines how findings relevant to the scale are,
Iinterpreted As will become apparenb Snyder (Gangestad &
Snyder; 1985a° Snyder & Gangestad 1986) and Lennox and

' Wolfe (1984) haye adopted distinctly different attitudesw'

toward the self—monitoring construct. scale constructior :
. . : . ) ‘.~‘ v . M e " v, . ‘ ‘ PR
e and the proper process of construct Validation. S

e . ‘ o

h{. The Snyder Scales

A

S ' '.vv'. - . ,
v ‘- . ,,‘““.

the SMS (e g,, Briggs et a=., 1980) Factor analysis o’




- analysis of subscale scqres,'verified the consistent claim
Vi ‘ \
that the three factors correlate independently wﬁth other

'}7 measures. The acting factor was shown to measure '. ‘yf

.

‘essentially theatrical acting ability.‘ The extraversion’

factor also was demonstrated to be true to its labe1~“In

-
- . [ ‘ '
|

‘contrast“ the other directedness factor was shown to measure

a possibly anxious concern over the opinions of others°'au

finding that also replicates previous results. Finally,

'
B \

‘both intercorrelationsvwith,other measures'and'factoring‘of
the .total scores‘of,the*various measures showed consistent

components (ip a11 Self—Monitoring Scales) of extraversion,
3 machiavellianism, as well as negative relationships with | 5

social anxiety (dndicating confidence), nd a Lie Scaler i
‘wFindings such as these have been viewed in two

differenﬁ ways. Many (most notably Briggs et al and Lennox

: . " 'A',

and Wolfe) have adhered closely to "rules of psychometric »."‘g=3,
Sy . &, t

purity, and have seen the presence of factors that correlate

differentially with other measures as critically weakening

‘”‘the SMS as a measure‘of self-monitoring. Briggs et al.,hvflf'“”

;(1980) have said that different ways of responding to the

.,-




self monitoring.k Perhaps most importantly, Snyder has

' it . ! N . .
PR £
s L : : e T BT

. I‘

structure of‘the‘SMS‘" His position is that the factors are, :

in fact, dimensional variables that contribute to individual

I a

differences in self monitdring. Further, since it is

. || A "

entirely likely bhat self monitoring does not. account for
1

~

,all the variance in responding, it is quite likely that the

i

‘factors will show relationships vith measures unrelated to

I
Lok

[
N

'tstated that individuals with different patterns of. responses -

‘self—mOnitﬁrt

¢
" l

“on the three factors may, in.fact, diffet psychologically

:, i u
)
) i

s inconsistent with the measurement of

but not i

g (Snyder & Gangestad 1986). _ |
4’ /

Cleanl ;ﬂthese two general views of the SMS '8 uf

N
“ 5

‘psychometric properties are very different. Although Snyder

‘ Bl np e

argues for the st%engtﬁ &f the'munitary causal entity (or

7genera1 factor% that undtrlies responding to the SMS and

»

T

hconsiders the factors of lesser importance, othens 889 the

§HS\as impure.;f‘ K

f“ex'f



‘produce a scale that measures only confident control over:

day to day impression management L, - -

~

" Findings reported here supported the strong.', ‘"7 o
| psychometrically engineered factor structure reported by “w
‘»‘ Lennox and Wolfe. -Not‘only uasithiS‘structure.sho;h‘to vﬁ. o
| account for more than foLr'times the total variance in‘

,responding than did the 'SMS’ but internal consistency

statistics indicated a much higher degree of consistency i“‘z“

responaes to the LWSMS Examination of’ intercorrelations

'

with other measures indicated that the LWSMS had in‘fact

e - i i

{
largely removed any anxiety component, and was ‘now, selecting
primarily the confident impression manager. However.\the.‘

scale still showed consistent relationships with

" v \

extraversion (among other measures) 1'37 ]Q

e e e

Of apecial interest in the Lennox and Wolfe scale is . bh

P ."‘
. A ) .\

‘the sensitivit; to the expressive behaviour of others

’

iBriggs et al (1980) have pointed out that the SMS

~4:“.
8 '

”ffactorr
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npbet33 n“those'scoringihigh.on‘this‘factor andhthose*scoring:
. “‘lo‘w.. ‘-" 2. C | o ‘\“ . ‘.
‘ﬁ,hfhﬁ l‘hh'Perhaps the most pivotal issue in addressing the } '

L IO s
P W ™

Yeia ‘constr ct validity of these two Self Monitoring Scales is B
“1§ ‘ .

148 “ "‘.'. .‘ v
"'fi * ‘the

heterogeneous test It contains a variety "of items that S

homogeneity versus heterogeneity v The SMS is a

-

produce tHree, relatively weak, factors and somewhat low =3

~

f internal consistency findings.4 On the: other hand the

LWSMS Ls a highly homogeneous test. ‘It contains items that .

. ‘are- basically subtle rewordings of two narrow. themes
\\/\QF )
' (oontrol over self presentation and sensitivity to others)
! C : ] "
S and produces two strong factors and high internal )

'consisteﬂcy flndings. ,”" R

-

b

s

t

. ‘ As Anastasi (1976) points out because total scores are’,
T L ! .‘ - ' : St

S 'not summed across "a range of item contentl(i e., acting‘j.' T

i

items, extraversion items. othe ~directedness items), total

O -
! . Y NS
N

“\test scores will be "less ambiguous when derived from*”pﬁg .
l;-jg relatively homogegeous tests (p.,116) _ However, it is "}g B




P

items are selected around themes) in a: robust factor

R4

solution that accounts for a great deal of total variance.
Therefore, it w111 appear that this test constructor has

produced a psychometrically pure and robust test
Houever, this test will only tep 8 narrowly defined
¢ -

‘construct. ‘It 1s. of course,,the potential,artificiality of
the result of test construction that makes the ongoing

-process of construct validation (with externsl tests, .;:If‘ o
, experimentaImeesures,kothervparsdigms,,etc.)'e:pecially'
.relerant., .fhwh‘“‘ o | ‘ﬁbu L IR ‘ld”'h‘ o

e : : . v o o ‘ o ‘
_u”f' The 1mportant issue here, though Iswnotrwhether-ituis‘ V‘i@f

z.h"hetter ‘to construct a homogeneous or heterogeneous ‘test.

-whether'se;f—monitoring\is-itself a

~

\ .
The important issue‘

homogeneous or . heterog neous construct. VAlthough a

homogeneous tesr 1is less ambiguous to’ interpret it will ‘not

* W v

adequately measure a heterogeneous construct (Anastasi

1976) Therefore. the immediate question for th08e who want'7”

to asseSs self-monitoring becomee°v "Who is the high “. .

Loy

if-monitorihg individual? For those who see the HSM




o ‘IWhat is Self Monitoring" oo |

Most of the inquir’y 1nto the nature oﬁ the SMS itself

“‘

. p‘\\l o ' -
: ‘ w‘
o - has been motivated by ‘ttempts to contrast charatteristics V"

!

;of the scale with early statements (Snyder & Gangestad "

‘, ”1986) Investigators such as Briggs and colleagues have

B 1 o
N - b . s T

""’demonstrated the presence of three independent factbrs and

\

have argued that these factors contradict ‘the inten Ve s .
« self monitoring construct However, as Snyder and Gangestad @
(1986) have pointed cut, .’the construct of self monitoringw |
itself is evolving ~In faet as the.’cd\n‘tr,ast betwe!n”the -
two Self Monitoring Scales h;{ghlights, the: Elx_e‘n‘a‘tuxje“o‘

A

q.—-.‘

P self monitoring may ne%‘er ha‘?; been as unclear as it is“ now' B
: L

)

Sny‘der and Gangestad (1986) have gone 8o, far as to encouragef.n

the examination of relationships between criterion variables

-«

.and-scores on the three factors, in,order to‘sort ou.t the ’

N
s
tN

‘I

relationships (and non relationships) between .

»
-

self monitoring and o.t:her measures’, o ;

.‘ B ",

activi ties" thé

t contribute toﬂ




\. " ‘1nd1vidua% differences as measured by psychometric '
) Y. ' » . . :
~ Y 7. instruments” (Pellegrino & Glaser, 1979, p. 188). One

'
o
A

N

approach within this field is the "cognitive correlates"
i 5

\ :

v A o quroach; In this approach questioés such as "What does 1t
- . ) o - ‘

‘mean to score high on verbal scales?" are being asked ahd

the answers are being sought in examinations of

re}acionghips between the experipehtal ‘tasks and ﬁaradigms
‘;.muged to gkamine cognition, and group differences ;n the
1ntel%1gencé.tests. |
It agpéars that it is ﬁow time for the 1ﬁyestigation.of
seif—monitdring to g%aee a primafy emphasis on the question
of "Vhaé does 1t mean to be a high self~mdn¥tor1ng
individual?" It is .not the 1§sues of the ﬁresence of a
factor structure or 1ntercorrelatﬁons‘thaf are most
important. Rather, it 1s what these external‘relatioﬁehips
can tell us about the nature of seif-monitoring that 1is
important. As Campbell and Fiske (1559) have .pointed out:
"The failure to demonstrate convergence may lead to
conceptual developments ratﬁer than to the abandonment of a
test" (p. 1d-§); | ,
The findiﬁgs that have been reported here lead to a ,
number of questions about the nature of self-monitoring.
‘For example, althoughﬂconfiQencé is clearly a component of

P

the HSM individual's self-presentation (the result of

.
' —_—

‘self-monitbring), ﬁt is less clear whether or not there is

s

an anxiety cbmponent to/the motivation to manage impressions



AN

. .
(the precursor of self;monitoring). lIt is entirelyxlikely
that HSM individuals are anxious about the image they
present. If this 1s the csee‘and wve remove this component
from the measurement of self monitoring (as Lennox and WOlfe\
have), we‘will not accurately tap the consttuct. Other
questions 1nc1ude:’ "What 1s the nature of the‘relationship
between self—monieoring and the Lie Scale?", and ‘ﬁWhat.are
.the'shared charecteriseics of che Machiavellian amd the high
self-monitoring individual?” By addressing the "attisndinal
and behavioural correlates" of se1f~mon1torlng it becomes
possible to clarify the nature of the construct; to define
the characteristics of the HSM individual. This is cleafly

*

more-productive than an attempt to modify the measurement of
self-monitoring to conforn to early not;ons of'its nature.

What recommendations can be provided for those ;ho wish
to assess the self-monitoring construct? For those who want
to measure self—monitoring a la Snyder, the findings here
indicate that the RSMS does, in fact, represent an
improvement over the original SMS.

However, for those who wish to employ the more
.homogeneous measure of Lennox and wolfe much nofe caution
muse be exercised. Cronbach and. Meehl (1955) have pointed
dut that the individual who challenges an established
measure must "validate the»test foF himself, if he wishes to-
show that it represents the‘eonsfghetkas he defines it" (p.

- P
L0
(Y
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‘ T -

1 291). A relét;d pointuby‘Shydek and Gangestad (1986) is

~
»

that:
" Any attempted reformulatidn must not ignore the
accumulated body af confirmatory evidence, in
addition to accounting for the anomalous results.
(p. 135) A

~

In fact, there is a ¢onsiderable bédy of support showing
thac.difgerences on self—qpniéofing afe‘reLated to a vafiéty
of meaningfﬁl differences on g'rénge of béhayiourali;
méasures. On the other hand,}che’Lennox and WOlfé scale has
been Criticized,forlhaving: (a) a narrow range of rectated
quesc;ons:.(b)'only'two revejse scored items, which may
increéée acquiescent respphdzdé; and (c) some:poorly w;itten
Atems (Snyder & Gangestad, 1P86). x 2

In the end, the‘stratejy for selection of ‘a
Self-Monitoring Scale should still be guided by the need for
" an ongoing examination of tﬁe,conétruct. Therefore, given
the body of literature employing~the SMS, further studies
could beséﬂméke a contribution to self—mohitoring‘research
by also using the SMS (acthg}ly, the RSMS). Not only should
tﬂe RSMS be used to select HSM and LSM individuals but |

investigators should examine relationships between their

-

dependent. measures and both the total and factor scores of

‘the scale;‘ o | _
Optipally, however, the LWSMS should be admin;éte(pd'as

‘well. This recommendation is provided for three reasons:

(1) the addition of a further method for assessing G

-
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self- monitoring may help to clarify consistent relationships

with the construct (Campbell & Fiske, 1959); (2) the Rfigg

from the sensitivity factor of the .LWSMS may help to clarify

\ |

this potential component of self- moniroring, and"

'(3) regardless of the support for the SMS, the issue of the

Q

homo- versus heterogeneity of the self-monitoring construct
. . 0 B

g

is still open to question.
Thus, again, the emphasis should be not be on the
'psychometric characteristics of the"Self—Monitoring‘Scales
. . i .

but on how we can now best define and delineate the

-

self-monitoring construct?

:( Vo
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-individusl s ability to monitor social information (orp

~‘ - STUDY 2

During the early development of self monitordng theory,
y
Snyder (1979) discussedwthe components of the HSM }

self monitoring sensitivity) A portion of this discussion
e AN
focused on the findings of Berscheid, Graziano, Monson, and

Dermer (1976) These findings showed that HSM indﬂ\iduals

A,

were more likely to remember accurately informatioﬂ &bout a

person they had observed and with whom they enticipated

interacting than were LSM individuals., In discussing ‘these

re Suﬁts. Snyder stated - hh L J‘*j

Evidently, for high self- monitoring individuals..
the prospect of social interaction may initiate
‘perceptual and cognitive processes that . *
predictably channel the search for potentially
relevant information, the interpretation of that :
- information, and the form and substance of the
images constructed of those with whom they ,
anticipate further social contact. (p. 99): e

The notion that HSM individuals may engage different
perceptual and cognitive processes than LSM'indiViduals is

very important.‘ Most notably this suggestion departs from

repeated demonstrations that HSM individuals appear to

acquire more information about others than do LSM

‘individuals (cf Snyder, 1974 1979) Rather than

identifying the outcomes of - different self-monitoring

processes, the examination of perceptual and cognitive

‘differences addresses the steps leading to these outcomes° B '

5 B
* ¢

“the nature. of self—monitoring processes themselves.

¢ ' : N

"-‘.‘
&




E 'prospect of social interaction). B | o

B

Specifically, this level'of\analysis permits en

identification of truly fundamental differences inwthe
'informntion processing stretegies of HSM and LSM . l% ‘ =
individuels.v Identificetion of such differences can also
provide insight into the development of bghavioural '
differences between HSM and LSM individuals.

N Unfortunately, the existence of different perceptual or’

\

cognitive processes (between HSM -and LSM individuals) ha@

k'not been verified by further research At tlis point, B 1&
. n . ) \ ‘
not clear whst*&s different about how HSM and LSM ‘ N

‘individuals select and process information about otﬁ%rs.

Therefore, the intent of Study 2 was to examine the early

-

stages . of!the processing of social information for . ‘ ‘ .h

differences in the perceptual/cognitive processes of HSM and

. LSM individysls (includihg differences resulting from tﬁ?

Yy oo

S \ R )
“ Applicatioh of the concept of selective attention has :

been an effective meens of addressing social psychological

'topios such as this (e. g., -Bargh, 1982) Presumahiy,,people

AT }

‘fare continuelly bombarded with information. Because the i
CEE

Vorganism is incapeble of processing all of this information,‘

A‘a

»‘mechenisms are in place for the selection of relevent

ainformation %or possible encoding and storage. Especially

fin the context Qf the complex social environment, it is TJT

. A & .
, important to understand the mechanisms of selective AR

“.

N . N . N IS 0 v
e NS
N T
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attention in order to, assess the possible influence of

S,

.'social constructs or categories (Bargh 1982).

’.

The dichotic listening method~has been useful in
assessing selective sttention to social information. Using
‘this method ‘the subject is simultaneously presented with
different auditory information (e.g., words) to each ear.

. The subject's task. is to shadow (repeat out loud) the
‘information‘in one ear while ignOring the inforpation coming:
into the other ear. The measure of interest here.is the
degree to which the information in the nonshadowed ear
’enters awareness (e g., by causing shadowing errors) If:
;social information presented toythe-nonshadowed ear affedts
the‘cognitivehprocessing of shsdowed‘information{'there‘is
then evidence that this social informafion is. activating ‘ “p‘/

relevant knowledge structures in the individual . § S

—————

Using this paradigm,’Nielsen and Sarason,(l98l)‘,

presented word pairs to thein subjects. ?The(shadowed

ey

‘channel contained the same neutral words presented in the ;

“ssme order for alllsubjects.- On the other hand the ignored——*

‘o

n:channel had a set'oﬁ unique words. half of which were their

l

. target words (e gm,’words relevant to university 1ife,.'*'
f'lsexually explicit words) It was found that most of the\@'

"information presented to the ignored thannel never entered
! . S\ ! |

'awareness.7 However, taboo words presented to the ignoged

- ].< T ’ 5

channe1~did enter awareness"some subjects were certainfthey

Q:

: ' / SR
‘ heard one or more taboo words, and shadowing errors A




1ncreased during and after the presentation of taboo words.f

LS

To the authors, these findings indicated that both semantic"”

and emotional an%lysie could occur preattentively.

-

Bargh (1982) introduced a more sensitive measure of the

wdegree of attention given to the nonshadowed‘channel

Y
-

:Presumably,Qitems presented to the nonshadowed channel can

differ in the strength of the attentional response they

[elicit ‘ The stronger this response is, the more attentional
M ' v,

resources that must be allocated to the shadowed channel to

- prevent nonahadowed material from disrupting focused o -

\

Jattention.\ Thus, while performing the shadowing task

’subjects were pe?fodically presented with a probe stimulus

,) [

(light) to which they had\to respond by pressing a button as
' fast as possible. Independence- schematics (subjetts for
‘whoﬁ the trait of independence was central to their

™

self description), and aschematics, wvere studied It wasf

—-—

) 5

‘predicted that the probe reaction times would be. relatively
shorter when the relevant adjectives (independence trait
vhké?terms) were presented to the shadowed edr but relatively

“'longer uhen the relevant adjectives were presented to the L

f‘fnonshadowed ear. Bargh found that all the awareness,

ffmqaaures indicated that subjects had not been avare: of theh 3

e v

\

of;informstion presented to the nonshadowed channel. 'As
”‘ﬂﬁpredicted though, schematics tobk less time than {d ,i;,f c;j_:;;&f\

-

:5nf aachematics to respond to the probe when attending to the_;'f'”




- 'contained positive words (e g.,'pleasant) and the remaining

when the independence information was presented to the

( nonshadowed channel ) This indicate}cthat "automatic"',
'processing of self relevant inédrmation facilitated the‘

f‘shadowing task when it was on the shadowed channel and

:inhibited performance when At was dn the rejected channel

'Bargh stated that .the findings suggested that attentional
and" automatic processes operate in much the same ‘way for

social information as they do for nonsocial information,

(\

Based on. Bargh 8 study, Study 2 was designed’to employ
the dichotic listening paradigm to address self-monitoring

')differences in attention to social information. Both-HSM

-

‘and LSM individuals shadowed neutral words (i e., nouns)

ostensibly taken from a conversation about a student
ci
assistant._ The’ nonshadowed channel contained three blocks “-;

of'words! ‘also ostensibly taken from the Same conversation.

i

One block contained further neutral words (e g., savings)
‘ oo ‘
: The two remaining blocks contained positive and negative

1

'trait terms describing the student assistant. One block B
‘ i :

'7block contained negative/words (e g.; selfish) Further.

 half of both the HSM and LSM. individuals were led % believe

“(blthat they would later meet the target person (a student

““;fthe nonshadowed ;prds were collected to»assess awareness of

’assistant)—that the conversation was about. and half were"

v

'Hitold that it would not be possible to maet this person._:

‘;ﬁMeasures of shadowing performance and subsequent memory for

AL



"

kh*; It wee predicted that

<, ‘

'~-gexamined. 7:.fot::jﬁggt‘»g.

’

questionnaire was administered following the first block of

oo e &

| the nonshadowed material.\ In additisn, subjects =reaction h L

times to two probe stimuli presented during each block werem‘

i

collected to aseees the relatiwe amount of attentional
IR o -
R

\

resourcee that had to be allocated to tha shadowed channel

R
\

to ignore the nonehadowed informationc"Finally, a brief

i

nOnshadowed material to assess the impact that information'

An the nonshadowed channal had on subjects imprbssions of
the target person.v‘V L

‘

The study was designed to addrees differences between

HSM and LSM individuals with regard to three issues~

(a) awarenees of the mhterial in the nonshadowed channel-
- .

(b) effects of materiel in the nonshadowed channel on
resources alloca ed to the shadowed channel (r.ction o
times), and (c) effects of material in the nonshadowed

channel on impressions of the terget person, ,The‘

'relationships between the behavioural measures of this study

and responses to the scales used in Study 1 were also = Lo

oy
.

-

There were two measures of awareness of nonshadowed

4 .

, 4 meterial - the recognition test and shadowing performance.u

“recognition performance would be very

:‘ e

'ondition. Further, based on Bargh s



attentional response to releva t nowshadowed material may ba 4

‘ sufficiently strong for HSM dividuals to "be aware of spme

of the nonshadowed material'(i e., as measured by~
recognition and shadowing errors)
The major dependent measure ‘of interest vas subjects

!

reaction times to'%he robe stimulus.- The reaction time

measure was intended o assess theppllocation of additional,‘
| resources that'rele ant material‘in:the‘nonshadowed‘channel
‘could‘produce; ‘"Relevant" material was defined as words
(both positLﬁea d negative trait terms) that were
'potentially moﬁe informative about the target person than
were relativeiy uninformative neutral words. It-waa S
predicted that the positive and negative wOrdS'would lead to

an attentional resppnse to the nonshadowed material by ‘the

;HSM indyviduals, thereby rncreasing the difficulty of

[}

\

focu:};; on the shadowed material (the shadowing task)4_and
iner asing‘their reaction time to. the probe stimulus.

Therefore, the major hypqtheais was that for LSM

i dividuals, probe reaction times would Epmain constant |
"across valence of nonshadowed material whereas HSM y-?i° "‘;w
<individuals would show longer reaction times than LSM -

’ individuals during the presentation of both positive and,

”“lpfnegative material on the nonshadowed channel, ,HSM

&

"_individuals reaction times during the.gresentation of } (f?.f e

Na neutral material on the nonshadowed channel‘was expected to

L P g M~Vﬂ‘
pre similar to those of tﬁe LSM individuals.x In other words,:;»;%ﬂ

.’ .
b "

AR




. |

it uaa predicted that the reaction times would show a | o I
pelf-monitoring X valence of nonshadowed material‘

interaction.‘

\

0

‘“ﬁ F"' However, 1t was predicted that this pattern of resulta
‘ would occur primarily when subjects believed they would '

' later meet the target person., The expectation was - that

. -

under these circumstances the nonshadowed material would bef

‘hof greater potentigl relevance to the HSM indfvidual would
)be harder to, ignore while ahaﬂowing, and would produce a’
";greater draw on attentional resources (longer reaction
“times). Without the expectation of meeting the target

,person. it vas predicted ‘thdat the nonshadowed material would

[P

be lees relevant to either LSM or HSM individuala, wOuld be

ﬁ‘:leas likely to use resources that would make the shadowgng
. ' . - "v“ IR ' :
. ‘task more difficult, and therefore would not regult in

>

i'different reaction times between HSM and LSM individuals.

o Thus, it was predicted that the self-monitoring X valence

T e e

Finteraction would be qualified by a highenAorder interaction

y”p"ith the expectation of'meetins Ehe target Person.lf | . ,\J
‘ o o

The other major dependent meaaure was the subjects
tad impressions (erg., aasessment of 1ikability) of. the target l‘»f"mf}

*‘?peraon folloving the first block (valence) of nonghadowed

f?guaterial.v It vaa predicted that LSM indivrduals would

¢

‘hxpreaa neutra

J

5of the valence of~the nonahadowed materiai. In contraat, it 1hif‘f'7




impressions than LSM individuals following exposure to

Coh

I S i ey ' L ' ' L

. . ) , o .
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negative nonshadowed content ‘similsr impressions to LSM

individuals following neutral content and more positive .
| . ) ) y\

L/

impressions following positive nonshadowed channel content Y

As was. the case for the reaction time measure, it was T
' i

. further predicted that this interaction would be qualified ‘

N

\

by a higher order: interaction involWing the expectation of :

.meeting the target person. Differences between the

impressions of LSM and HSM individuals were expected to

occur primarily when the subjects expected to meet the

target person. ‘Both HSM and LSM- individuals impressions

were expected to be neutral when it was clear that the
. Y ' b R o
target person would not be: met.‘ Thus, the impression‘

‘measures were also hypothesized to: show a self monitoring X -

nonshadowed valence interaction, and a further, higher- order

f
——

interaction with the expectation of meeting the targetv : L
person.“~ ‘_,‘*. , o :' Ie., ‘. ﬁ' , E //ki |
‘. Therefore, it was predicted that the reaction time\an®%§ .
imp ion findings would show not only that HSM indi;iduals"
are more sensitive to socisf/information and orient to its‘%

presence but that they also automstically incorporate this i

. .8 ol

information into the formation of their attitudes toward the &5

target person. These findings were intended to support the

N

notion pf a fundsmentslly greater sensitivity on the pert of

HSM individuals to infbrmation about other individusls.:ﬁ;‘
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this study and the measures of Study 1 (1nc1uding the total

o

and subscale scores of the SMS and %SMS) were calculated to
explore the nature of the sensiti@itylcompongnt of

ee1f~mon1€or1ng.
Method

'
»> y \

Design .
‘The design~was a 2 (high versus low self-monitoring) X

2 (expectation of meeting the target versus no such
expectation) X 3 (positive, neutral, or negative valence of

nonshadowed items) fully-crossed factorial. Only the final

N

fector‘yas within-subjects. ‘The repeated dependent measures
‘were ehedowing performance (e.g;. erroré)'and reaction times
to the probe stimulus (probevae).‘ Oéher mneasures 1nc1udeé
aubjeets' ratinés of the target ?ersdn,'end a recognition
memory ;est for nonshadowed maeeriai.

L St Lo
The ear to which shadowed material was presented was

-
-

also counterbalanced. Within .each condition, an

approximately equhl nuﬁbef.oﬁ subjects shadowed material

A}

.presented to the lef;\:ersus the right ear. This

counterbalencing wae performed to distribute evenly any

ipoasible effects of latgralfty. “

W

The order of presentation .of the three blocks of

nonshadowadqmaterial (posttive. neutral and negative words)

was also cdunterbelanced. There were six orders of the

"nhree velences (+/N1-. +/ /N N/+/—T“N/ /+. —/N/+. -/+/N).
() ]
=wh1ch,were counterbalenced within each condition to
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distribute any effects of the materfal 1n the first

nonshadowed block dcross both valences of the remaining
, .
material.

Subiects

Subjects were 120 dndergraduate students who
perticipated~ss an option in partial fulfillment of an
introductory psfcholﬁh& course requirement. Of these
‘subjects; 85 were female and 36 were male (2] females and 9
males in all betweenJSuKJects conditions). This L
distribution of females and males (70%/30%) was similar to
the distribution shown in the original popuiation (61%/39%)
from which subjects were selected. D;ta were collected from
an additional 5 subjeets but were not included in data
analyses. These subjects were excluded for the following

\'reesons: (a) impaired hearing (1); (b) inability tp shadow

(1); and (¢) eXcessive missing probe reaction times (3).

These exclusions were unrelated to condition.

4
-

Two groups of subjects wereé sélected on the basis of
their responses to the original SMS (Snyder,‘197&),
administered during the previous academic term (Study 1).

HSM individuals were defined as those\in the upper 25% of
.the distribution (those scoring > 15).‘ LSM individuals were

selected es.tnbse in the lower 252~of the distribution

(fhose s<coring < 10) In the final sample of subjects. the

mean self-monitoring score for HSM'fndividuals was'17 7 (SD
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= 1.8). The mean éco;e for LSM individuals was 7.9 (SD =
1.4).

On the basis of f%ndings from Study 1, 1t was suggested
that the RSMS (Canges%ad % Snyder, 1985§) should be used in
further 1nve8tigat10ns of the éoheﬁfuct. In addition, given
the focus of Study 2 on sensitivity to éocial information,
selection based (at least in part) on the seﬁsitivity factor
of the LWSMS may appear logical., However, at the time
subjects were Q:}ng.seiected for Study 2, the relutive merit,
of the RSMS and iWSMS had not been assessed. Further, even
at the conclusion of the analysis of data from Study 1, the
value of the sensitivity factor of the LQSMS remained
unclear. Thefeforé, HSM and LSM individuals for Study 2
were selecfedldn the basis of the original SMS.

Apparatus and Méterials

Stimulus tapes. Six blocks of 30 words were selected

as stimulus words. One block of words consisted of
v"negative" vords, one block consisted of "positive" wordé,
and four blocks consisted_éf “néptral" words. Negative and
positive words were'selec;ed from trait AQJectives used by’
Anderson (1968) in impressi;n formatiqn research. The f
negative wérds‘selected were.onq and tyo-syllable adjeétivés
- vith mean "likableness" ratings of 2.0 or less (on a scale
of 0 tb’ﬁ);-lThe positive words‘belected vere one-aﬁd

A

two-syllable adjectives‘with'mean.iikableness ratings of 4.0
, or.highér (see Appéndi; D for the words se1ectéd); N A

Y
. N . " . .

LIS
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Neutral words consisted of one and two~syllab1e
non~ad jectives (primarily nouns) selected from the word
frequency norms of Cerroll,nDavies, and Richman (1971).
These eords were selected to be nendiagnostic of the
target's attributes. Also, words were selected thac could
occur in a discussion within the centeit.of a psychology’
exberiment‘(in keeping with the cover eCOry).

. From a'eeol of negative, positive, and neutral words,
the blocks of 30 1tems were selected such that they were
matched on the basis of word frequency (Carroll et al.,
1971). The primary constraint in the selection of items was
the much lower word freqhedcy of crait adjectives, |
egpecially negative trait adjectivee. Mean estimated
frequency ber million words for each block ranged (across

locks) from 9.0 to 10.0, F(5,174) < 1. Three blocks of

eutral items were recorded as the material to be.shaddwed.
The 'remaining three blocks of itemsr(negative, neutral, and
- positive) were recorded as the nonshadowed material, In
'addition to the stimulus words, 2 matched blocks of 20 high

e e

frequency nouns were selected as practice uords, High

frequedcy nouns were selected as practice items to

facilitate acquisition of the shadowing'taSk. .

For recording, each 30 item block was divided inco'two

sets of 15 items. During recording, the shadowed words .were
recorded in a male voite,-vhile the nonshadowed words were

recorded in a female voice. Tﬁevvoiceé,of different genders -
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were used to make it easier to distigguish between the two
channels. Each channel was recgrded onto a master tape by

having'the male or female read the stimulus_words in

responae'to a liﬁht flashing everj 750 msec. ‘A 4500 mFec

pause was placed, between each set of 15 words to reduce the

‘possibility of fatigue during shadowing.. These master tapes

wvere then ﬂfirecorded onto different channels of stereo“
cassette tapes. 'During re-recording,‘care was-taken to
synchronize the shadowed and nonshadowed material such that
items were presented in pairs (one shadowed item, one
nonshadowed 1item). This was to ensure that nonshadowed
material would not belheardkduring pauses in the shadowed
material. In addit;on, sound levels were controlled so that

there was minimal fluctuation both between and within

‘channels.,-Finally. a shortgwarning tone was}inserted at the

beéinning of each set of itema on the shadowed channel

'

In total, six stimulus tapes were made, each lasting

>

for appraximately two minutes. Each tape began with the

. . ‘ 0
same 20 pairs of practice items.  Practice items were used

ﬁto permit subjects to adapt to the novel task, and allow

htham a few seconds to focus their attention ‘on the shadowed

ear (Bargh 1982) As well, the order of presentation of

. the’ shadowed material was the same on each tape. Across the :

aix tapes,‘each possible order of the three blocks of

1

Hnonshedowed material ‘was prodnced. Aa a final precaution.

' soae of the tapes were played using the experimental
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‘apparatus with the headphones connected Lo a sound level
. R
meter. This permitted further calibration of ‘the sound

levels so. that both channels were migfhed at a\comfortable
70 (+/- 3) decibels. ' ‘ ‘ - Ty
Apparatu&. Stimulus words were presented over Koss Prq

AAAA headphones connected to "a B. flC T3 cassette deck and

*Sanyo- amplifier., Laterality (the ear shadowed) was varied k
‘by placing the headphones on the subject with the { '
nonshadowed material presenting to the Ieft or right ear.
(;dth nonshadowed material presented to t%e other ‘ear). ln‘
‘further set of headphones permitted the experimenteg to
monitor the shadowed words as they were presented to the
subject. During the session,‘shadoving wasjrecorded_byha
microphone placed in front of thelsubject; and these tapes
were retainedlfor 1ndependent codjng of‘shadowiné |
peréormance.' . | | o | | ]
[ ' -

During each block of. items, two reaction times (RTa)

were collected.' The RT probes‘were presented by the

aexperimenter who activated the apparatus according to a -
predetermined random schedulea wThese‘RT probes consisted of‘d

‘@ digital‘picture.of;two-males.presented_On}a computer’ SRR ‘f‘\
screen in‘front of.the subject (and’on a‘Separate screen.dn::f. p;i

/
‘front of the experimenter) Subjects responded to the

nprobes by pressing a hand switch that removed the probe ftom‘ >

‘the screen.- Both presentation of the RT probe and

3 . o
' - .
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éllection/storage of RTs was performed by a:Apple‘IIf ‘

computer.f' o ,%f. . . - S

Impressions. Following theufirst block of shadowing,

\

subjects were given short questionnaire that esked them'to.
‘rate their "first impres;ions of the target‘person the
:stimulus words were describing (see Appendix E). |
Specifically, subjects were aaked tp rate . how likable,l”h’
socially commetent, friendly, bright, and moody the target
person was.' In addition, they were also ‘asked to rate. how
much they would "like to ‘meet ‘this target person. Allbsix‘
ratings were made on a 7- point scale where a rating of 1 was'
negative (e.g., nothlikable")‘and a8 rating of 7‘was
,posi;ive;(e.g..d"very likabler).' None pf the”traits tO'be {:
"rated appeared at any‘other point in the session (e‘gr,fon |
‘the stimulus tapes, recognition test, etc.). : The impression a .
questionnaire was kept brief to minimize any - disturbance to |
,the shadowing~task snd to appear face valid as a measure of
first'impressions. . M";’«:‘ " '“_ o : ‘{;tf ,;.i; fx
| Recognition test.: Near the.end';f-thelsessionf". j Cow
lf-subjects were given a recognition test of memory for. the v_‘ o
himaterial that was presented\on the nonshadowed channel (see‘
quppendix F) In constructing the test, 10 target items wereﬂg
.”randomly selected from the 30 items in each nonshadowed

‘fblock (negative. neutral, positive) In addition, 10 words s
. K ‘\‘;\
M;of eaeh valence were selected as distractors. These ‘*f_nf

\,fdistractors had not previously been presented on either the /




‘1‘0‘4
"shadowed?or nonshadowed‘channel .and were.matched ‘to the
target words on the basis of valence and word frequency. ‘ﬂ‘:'il
Thus, the recognition test consisted of a randdmized
list of 60 words; half of which had been presented on the
‘nonshadowed channel and half which had not previously been
presented.t Subjects were asked to rate each of the words ‘as o
towhow‘confident they were that they had or had not heard T
‘the words spoken by the female (nonshadowed% voice., These'
confidence ratings were made on a 6 point scale, from 1
™ certain did not hear") to 6 ("certain heard") Subjectsf
“were not. provided with a midpoint on the rating scale andd i ‘T
~thus had to make a.forced choice. This scale was selected |
‘_to increase the probability that a faint recognition of an»
item would be reported However. some subjects Verei
.-resistant to responding on a scale that did not permit them
to indicate that they didn t know. These subjects were -
encouraged to guess and/or use the rating points closest tO‘g(:'j
:the center (3 and 6) ’A\fnjiijb~lni ;"j‘:p:rgl | ‘d,
. S S R P RS

Procedure g7”7>ﬂ.” R ‘W.Q-'J_'yﬁ“

\Q.:

After arriving at the waiting area. subjects were showngi'”
) into the exPerimental room and seated., Their student ?fﬁ; j{piﬁﬁp
Lj;b' identifi ation number was used to verify that they had been. 35'

g pretesd;i‘.and to ascertain their selr-monitoring condition;_:f;”j
S“bJeCtS were then randomly assigned to a condition within yfﬂ;f
"1lqtheir level of self-monitoring. Thus, subjects were ‘ |

e! . -

randomly assigned to a condition where they were or were notp
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led to expect that they would meet the target person. Also,
- at this point‘ftvwas determined which tape‘order they;uould

. receive, and whether thevaould'shadow material over’theitf .

left‘or-right ear; . .'x,j - I - '
Subjects wvere first .presented with the general cover

story (see - Appendix G for a copy of the complete script)

The research was described as being concerned with the’ |

-

ﬁf "cocktail party phenomenon .~ This phenomenon was explained‘”

f | y‘l as the ability of individuals to pick put a conversation and

follow it,ﬂeven in a room Vhere there‘are a number of other
conversetions going on'at“the same time., It*was further

wexplained (eccurately) that: phenomena ‘of this sort heve been

!

‘ used as support for the presence of a cognitive filter
‘«(i e.. selective attention) Finally,‘ he-experimenter

explained that in this particular research
S . , We are’ interested particularly in how people sort
R .. _out information .about other people. So, to.goy
- " back to. the cocktail party:" phenomenon, we are. .-
% /.. . interested in what kind of things peoplé can find.

. o out about ‘other individuals by picking. out a '
'fconversation in a noisy environment.

jNext, the experimenter explained the dichotic listening
‘.and probe RT tesks.' The task was presented as a simulation..

'}}of the cocktail party phenomenon.v Subjects were told to

f?;ff‘?;}repeat the words spoken by the male voice (over the

.fignore the words spoken by the female voice.‘ However. it»

-ﬁ;{fwes.suggested that in other sessions, it may be the female

if‘fﬁfleft/right eer) into the microphone in front of them, and - f4:3
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voice thatﬁwould'be shadowed. The intention of this
‘suggestion was to imply that the material on both\channel
.was relevant.‘ In addition, thekprobe'RT task was explai‘ed

~The . .occurrence of the picture on the screen was '

demonstrated as was pressing ‘the button to remove the j

‘picture. It was explained that subjects should press the

- button quickly but consfﬁér the shadowing of - the words as

h‘more important The probe RT task was: described as a
simulation of an interruption that:could occur while someone,'

is trying to follow a conversation. . o
Following the first portion of the cover story,
- subjects were given the opportunity to practice?the:

‘shadowing and BT tasks. -First, the experimenter placed the

headphones on t e subject with the shadowed earl

'aterality condition.__Then, subjects ._

the two sets of 20 word pairs. These

‘corresponding

were presente

sets were repeated until the subject could accurately

1‘per£orm the shadowing task. ;Accurate performance was

Mrdefined as*either ertdr-free‘shadowlng of the practice
items, or performance marred only by consistent

misunderstandings and/or mispronunciations of selected‘

:}words.; For subjects who had difficulty performing the task

“fdthe tape wvas stopped and they were given coaching statementslcyﬁfﬂla

bp(e g.;‘"Be sure to ignore the female voice.‘) Also during.i'=

et

practice, the RT probe was presented twice to familiarize

-r‘subjects with this task.'ﬂs_fglﬂ, g3:3‘; t(; \K'_ »,,_;¢'¢15-ﬂf

’.,, . C . » : ‘,“,,' RN . g
. . ' - L R I
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At the conclusion of the practice session, subjects
' .

‘were given the remainder of the cover story. ‘The

experimenter explaié%d that ‘two . lists of words had’ ‘been

LY

taken from a conversation that had occurred in another
‘experiment. At this point the meet versus not meet

manipulation was delivered Subjects were told that 4n the,

—._‘_..

previous experiment research participants had interacted
~ ~

‘with either "one of our student assistants whom you 11 meet
toward the end of today s session" (meet condition), or My
student assistant who 's now at UBC" (not meet condition)

The experimenter went on to explain that the- participants*

v

“who haﬂ interacted with the student assistant had been. asked
to describe this person to. a group. of fellow participants.
It was from one of ‘these conversations that the lists of
(shadowed/nonshadowed) words had been-selected ‘ However;,it .

fwas further explained that the lists contained o ‘

‘Not only words pertaining to this student N

S assistant but also words from other. things the
-~ group talked’ about like their schoolwork. for
—_ ‘example.,>‘ : | ' S

o\

The intent of this statement was to provide an explanation”f-
for the neutral words the subjects would be shadowing. As -

was the cass for the practice material it was again Lo T
suggested that, in other sessions, the female voice wasf‘”‘

ahf”oved.; In other qords, it was suggested that both

ch'[nels. in fact.xcontadned relevant material.;n

S
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After reminding subjects of the task the presentation‘

of the cover story concluded with a repeated emphasis of the
meet/not meet manipulation. The,finql statement‘by the

h experimenter was either: C “\‘ ; . S
. v o t '
:Later in this session you'll’ get a chance to work

with the student’ assistant. that is described in.
these lists (meet)

F‘ or: ‘. _"\——— : | l“‘ ‘...‘ ."‘ | = , f ‘.‘ “,' /? .o "\
. 'Some' people wonder about the possibility of -
- meeting the person they're hearing described on
.the tape. Since this student assistant is now

'studybng. at another university, this is not - v
possible here (not meet) - . R

1The'intent of this manipulation washto leave‘the subject~

with one of two different expectations.ﬁ One expectation was
" that they,would not only meet ‘the. student assistant but
"would have to-work with this person. ‘Therefore, it was

y

possible that these subjects (especially HSM individuals)
,cbpld be more motivated to. “figure out" the target person.
'In the “other. conditions,.it ‘was intended that subjects would)

F‘not expect to meet the student assistant and moreover, would“

}“believe that there was no possibility of meeting tpis‘
uperdon. Therefofe; there was. no: reason for these subjects
tjto be particularly concerned with the target person.

Following the second portion of the cover story,

f[.suhjecta were presented with the first block of word pairs. ﬁ)
‘leuring the subject s shadoving of the male voice. tVO RT

'fprobes were presented randomly. The only constrsintron the |
'~f'rando3 presentation of probes was that theY not be presented ) “

.““‘

Coem
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:within two items of pauses or. other RT probes. At the
‘conclusion of fhe first block, the tape was.: stopped and
'hsubjects were asked to rate their first impressions of the
itsrget person.‘ Subjects were asked to do their best and
‘not to spend too much time on the ratings. ‘The experimenter
p,slso explained that their responses were confidential

f Whe:Jthe subjects had completed the first impressions

\questionnaire,‘the remaining two blocks of items were
dpresentedﬂ During each block ' two further RT probes were

randomly‘presented-‘ At the conclusion of the final block

’the subjects ‘were asked to complete the recognition test.‘
_It vas emphasized both verbally and on the test itself that

they were being asked ebout the female (nonshadowed) voice.

When the’ subjects had completed the recognition test, they4

F\. fwere probed for suspiciousness, fully debriefed (without

revealing ‘their self-monitoring score), thanked and

dismissed . ' ,ff

. .



Results’

Manipnlation Check -

'ﬂ&a‘ At the end of the recognition questionnaire, subjects

‘read the following statement Lo o B

A

f{ S In some conditions of this experiment the o
‘ participants meet the .student assistant described
on the tape.. In other conditions they don t.
Please tell us whether or not you will be meeting
this person.‘jﬁ . ‘ o ' o

SubJects responded to this gtatement by circling‘"YES""‘r c

"NO" : This question was intended as a check on whether the
'subjects had acquired the appropriaxe expectation of meeting

or not meeting the target person.

Answers to this question were entered i;)o'a Chiquuare"

Vanalysis. It was found that oﬁ those who had\been told they
would meet the target person, 98 3Z said at the end of: thé
session that they would vwhile only 1 7% (1 person) said

LR 13
they Jould not. Of those Vho had been told that they would

{" ot n eet the target person 96 SZ indicated that they would

not meet this person,.while only 3 52 (2 cases) indicated

that they would Chi Sguare(l) = 10% 3 p <I %01 ‘
*;&f: 3]1? : These findings indicated that subjecta had acquired the -,i

desired expectatiOns from the meet/not meet manipulation.

e ,._ . 4 e o

In fact,'oﬁ anecdotal interest was the need tg convince
,;several of the §ubjects in the meet",conditiona that the
target person did not exist and they wduld not be meeting
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arenees Meaeurea

; Recognition test. As stated by. Bargh (1982), accurate

a
F
&
LRy
,ak

"

ggfbgnition of material presented to the nonshadowed ear
.‘vould 1nd1cate thgt there had been conscious processing (and“
storage) of that 1nformation. Thus, fpr each subiectﬁ the
freqpency of both "hits ‘and "felse alarmew'wae calculated.
"Hite were defined as‘confidence ratings in the "heard"
'portion of. the.scale (4, 5.;or 6) for items that had been
'presenued. False alarms were defined as confidence ratings

iy

also in this range Qf the scale but for items that had not
t

lpgen preeented.(distracto;s)ﬂ

Te exnnine the accuracy of subjects! recognition of the
nonshedoﬁed\naterial, hits‘and.faiee alarms for each subject
wefeﬁenger)d 1n§o‘e 2'<8e1f;mon1tor1ng)'x ? (expectation to

i

repeangd measures on the final factorL',Th

mee;}xxsz (hits/false alarms) analysis of varfance, with
' 'g N s . s . . .
’;éalysis -

rebealed only & main.effect of hits/false ale:ms F(1,116)
11(07; j: KN .01. Across all subjects, there were. |
eignificanﬁly more hits (8.3, or 27.6%) than false alarms
<7f05 or 23.5%). One method of netermining recognition
Taccuréci'is by enéefing‘the percentage of nite and false a
alarms in the following formula- lAccdrady‘- Hits - False |

-Alarms.i Using this formula. subjects accuracy was only

~

’4 IZ.F Al{hough subjects made very few confident ratings

.(that they had Heard an item), their ratings did indicate a.

d"’
- e“

. .4

A
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marginal recoénition (awa?enegs) of the nonshadowed
matérial.

Subjects' hits and false giarms were further‘div}ded b}
‘the valence of the items {ﬁegative. neutral, or positive).

A

‘ ,“¥o examine the 50331b1e effects of both &Iém valence and
laterality, these values‘were enterea into a
2 (éelf—mon}toring) X 2 (expectation to meet) X
2 (laferality)lx 2 (hits/false alarﬁs) X 3 (valence)
analysis of variance, with repeafed.megsﬁreé on the létter
two factors. In addition to the main effect of hits/fals?
alarms, two further effects were revealed. First, a main
effect of<valencevwas revealed, 2(2,224) - 6.73, p < .61.
Across all subjecté the number of hits/false alarms varied
debeﬂdihg_upon whether the item being rated was positivé (M
= 2.9), negative <§ = 2.5), or neutral (M = 2.2). A
Newman-Keuls analysis showed that all three means were
significﬁntly.diffegent froahbach other (p < .05). Since
these means are acnos;{béth hits and false alarms, . they
represent the mean frequgncy of confident ratings (4, 5. or
6) of all re;%gnition items. . Thus, this effect 1nd1ca§f§
that'subjects wete siightly more iikély ﬁodfeel that they j

 had previqusly_heardva positive or negdtive item than they
were to feel thgy had heard a neutralvitem. Further, the;
were‘mqre‘likely to féel théy had‘heard'a positive item Ehan
a ﬁegative ;ted; This effect grobébly fepresents the higher

- salience of affect-laden (positive and negﬁtive) items.

- —
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The second effect revealed by this analysis was a meet
X laterality X hits/false alarms X velence interaction,
F(2,224) = 4;08, R < .05. This interaction appearellergélx
attrlbutable to the increased accuracy (11.7%Z) for positlve
1tens (only) presented to the nonshadowed left ear when
subjecte‘e}peeten to meet the target.person. There is no
clear explanation for thls surprising finding. Finally,
there were no main effects or interactions innolving

.

self-monitoring.

.

Shadowing performance. Although subjects may not have

'é recognized manf'of the nonshadowed stimuli, this does not
unambiguously 1ndicate the level of awareness of them at the
time of presentation. It is possible thet one could be
momentarily aware of stimuli but not remember them (Bargh
19824 Holender, 1986). Thus, shadowing performance
tespecially errore) 1s a more sensitive measure of
moment-to-moment awareness of the nonshadowed material.

The tapes of subjects' shadowing performance were coded
by an independent rater wno remained blind to subjecfe'
1conditions. Initially, shadowing performance during

practice and the three blocks of shadowing was coded into
the following categoriesr (a) items correctly,repeated;
(b) items not repeated (omissions); (c). repeating the
nonshadowed word of a word pair (simultaneous intrusion);
(d) repeating an item that had previously been presented on

e e

_the nonsnadoyed channel (delayed intrusion); (e) repeating’
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any other word of poaitive‘or‘negative valence (affect laden
intrusion); and (f) otnerberrors. Howejer, analysis of
theseAdata shewed that subjects were, on the whcle, quite
proficient at shadowing and made few errors. Therefore,
most of the categorized errors occurred at too low a
frequency‘for meaningful analysis. As a result, it was
decided to enter only subjects' cdrrect responses and total
errors into the analyees. .Both correct responses and errors
were entered because of periedic cases where subjects' |
number of correct and number of incorrect responses did nct5
sum to the number of items shadcwed'(e.g., when a subject
made multiple errors when trying to pronounce a word).
However, examination of the findings snowed that subjects'
errors did, in fact, show a pattern reciprocal to their
correctﬁperformance. Therefore, because errors.are
consideredvaa a potentia} indidator of shifts 1in attentien
to the nonshadowed channel (Bargh,'1§82), oniy the_reaults:
of the error analyaes are reported.

" The first analysis of shadowing pecfermaaea—eentered on
sub jects' performance during practice. Practice data vere
analyzed to examine whether there were any prior group
a differences in shadowing ability. For each aubject. the
number of passes through the practice material until
accurate performance and the mean errors across. all passes

1 6 .
.were‘entered into separateﬁz (aelf—monitoring) X
SR T T ‘ E .

2 (expectation to ‘meet) ana;ysesiof’variance. .The‘findinga

’

S .

5

-
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\

failed to show any significant main effects or interactians

'

in either of the analyses (highest F(1, 115) = 3.56, p >
.05) However, there were two marginal Lffects revealed.
First, subjects required marginally fewer passes to acquire
the task when they expected to meet the target person (M =
2. 7) than when they did not (M =3.1), F(1, 115) =, 3,56, 2 =
.06. Second HSM subjects made marginally fewer errors

(M 1.9) th;p LSM subjects (M '2'4)',2(1'115) = 2.88, p =

lTo assess the effect of'laterality in the'praqtice
data, both passes and mean errors were entered into further
2 (self—monitoring) X 2 (expectation to meet) X

2 (laterality) analyses of variance. Both analyses revealed
an effect of laterality. Subjects required fewer passes

through the practice items when they shadowed the right ear

—

~(M =2, 6) than then they shadowed the deft ear (M =3, 2).

F(l 111) = 7.89, g < .01, Subjects also made fewer errors

per . pass when they. 'shadowed the right ear (M -1 7) than when

they shadowed the left ear (M 2.6), F(l 110) =.9,05, 2_( o

.01, Thus, subjects found it easier to shadow words
,presented to the right ear. On average, however, subjects -

frequired 2. 9 presentations of the 20 practice pairs to.

attain accurate ahadowing performance.‘ During each‘practice

trial, aubects made an average of 17. 9 (89 S%) correct'

, responses, and 2 1 (10 52) errors. Even after exposure to a

) AR ’ . ) . . . s . ' .
. ) C Ve } e / . :
B .. . . o * - . AN - . 4 e
N : N . . : ’ T . N o N : B N !
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very novel (and5somewhat difficult) task, suhjects performed
. v ‘ : ‘ . _— Y
" very well.

" The data of primary interest were subjects frequencyﬂ‘

of errors during shadowing."Errors vere entered into a
2 (self monitoring) X 2 (expectation to meet) X 3. (valence)
analysis of variance, with repeated measures on the final
factor. ?his_analysis revealed a main effect-of the meet
manipulation, F(l‘llSj'- 8. 28' 2 < 01 Subjects who.l
expected to meet the target person made significantly fewer
shadowing errors than subjects who did not expect to meet
the target peraon. _ o

\ However, the latter effect was dualified by a
'significant Self—monitoring X meet interaction, F(l 115) -'
5.59, p < .0S. Table 18 shows the pattern of this “‘ .W'

interaction. HSM individuals showed 1itt1e variation in
their frequency of errors as a result of their expectation
to meet or not meet the target person. On the other hand
LSM individnqls made fewer errors when they expected to ‘meet
the target person than when they did not. A Newman—Keuls
.analysds confirmed that only the difference between' |
expectation to meet conditions in the LSM individuals e

errors (7 22) was statistically significant.

This pattern of findings was not predicted -In fact,

an increase in errors by the HSM individuals who expected to:gvl'ﬁ

i meet the target person (due to attempts to examine"'

/ N

f}nonshadowed material) was considered more likely., Hogé§§g.;{,gﬂ B
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‘one possible‘explanationffor this interactdon 1s that LSM

indifiduals vere less motivated to perform the shadowing

3
. '

ltask when there was’ no clear reason to de 80 (i e., when
‘thep were not going to meet the target person) On‘the
other hand the HSM individuals may have maintained more
uniform performance across meet conditions because of their_
X S ‘habitual (i. e., consistent) tendencies to monitor -social
.information. or simply to tpy and perform wellifor the
' experimenter. In any case,’all groups made relatively few:
:.errors during shadowing. As well it is important to note
”'that there were no statistically significant ‘main effects or
interafti;hs involving the. valence of the items. Therefore,
neither HSM or LSM individuals showed any changes in their -

.shadowing performance as a result of the valence 6f material

} -being presented on the nonshadowed channel

- Table 18 | o _ |
Mean Shadowing Errors_gPercentz as a Function of -
h‘Self—Monitoring and Expectation to Meet Target Condition

= Expectation to Meet Target o

. Self-Monitoring ‘ﬁni'a“ *Méepafl*:_ ffi"* ‘fuét.uéetj»f

,.slﬂiéhigu..“f:},[:j*a{h, ;'5-3 1 (10 sz) b _‘5~e3,4_(11.zz)a£;
'”ll7L691Jxﬂf,'iff”*'*r~f[f(.f'f2 3 ( 7. 7z) ”_i fa;sf(f¢l92)ga~=

~...,” ) ” e D R o e Y "
. . . BN

"Elhotej Means that do not share a common subacript differ at

R R ,:,.,,»_Q1"“‘"
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‘To assess‘the‘role of‘leterality intshadowing . o S
performance, total shadowing errors were entered into a 'f"v
f2 (self monitoring) X. 2 (expectation to meet) X
2 (laterality) X 3 (valence) analysis of variance, with~

s

repeated measures on the final factor._ This analysis
revealed :‘significant main effect of laterality, F(l 111) -

5. 94 p <‘.05. Subjects made significantly fewer errors |
‘.when they shadowed material presented to the right ear (M -

2. 9) than when the material was presented to the left ear (M,

=, %fB) This finding again indicates that suhjects either
lfound it easier to follow material presented to the right -

ear, or found it easier to ignore (nonshadowed) material
presented to the left ear.. Corteen (commentary in Holender,,
'1986) has also reported that (based on errors) right ear
”Jshadowing is. significantly easier than left ear shadowing
Corteen explains this effect as resulting from ‘the dominance_

of the left hemisphere in linguistic processing Most , 'l‘ e
’importantly, however, there were no statistically |
significant interactions involving laterality.

To examine whether a priori differences in shadowing

gperformance during practice had any effect on shadowing

:"sdhring the main session, shadowing errors were entered into‘5

"separate 2 (self—monitoring) X 2 (expectation to meet) X 1-),
j2 (1aterality) X 3 (valence) analyses of covariance with
ffpasses and mean errors during practice as. covariates. R

. HiInclusion of either of the covariates resulted only in the

o ‘ AL . ""‘,i"' L | i oot
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‘removal of the laterality effect. This indicated that the
‘laterality effect found during the main shadowing session
. was attributable to the fact that it ‘is a priori easier to

‘shadow with the right ear.“ o | p
N Y-E Bargh (1982) points out o8 certain number of
shadowing errors is desirable in that they indicate‘that thei'
. shadowing task 1is sufficiently difficult to engage subjects |
full attention. However, it remains difficult to assess
whether shadowing errors are due to shifts in attention to

the nonshadowed ear, or solely to the difficulty of the task

(Bargh 1982)

Taken together, however, both the recognition test
findings and the shadowing performance findings provided
:evidence of the allocation of attentional resources to the
'nonshadowed channel Recognition findings revealed a slight‘

"memory trace for the nonshadowed items. Shadowing errors

‘fcan be used as-a crude indication of shifts in attention to:"‘L

. the nonshadowed chalpel.‘ This measure, though equivocal

'Fprovided evidence of attentional shifts to the nonshadowed

c"dmaterial.a Thus, it appears that although the shadowing task

‘E‘F,jnonshadowed channel-;<;gh

. tAmount of Processing ‘;'?;intf;bhh ;1p5;n;¢“,

}g}successfully focussed the majority of subjects attention on

hfthe shadowed wbrds,'some resougces were allocated to the‘.;”

-

For the analyses of probe RTs. three RT values were’-‘

qsubject, oneﬁfor each block (negative,-‘




. V‘valence of the nonshadowed material | Specifically. it wasj
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/ &

neutral, and positiue) of items. Each of thése ualues
iconsistéd of’the mean for the. two RTs taken during each
blotk.d,Hbuever, some subjects beceme sufficiently engrossed
in the shadowing task that they did not notice the |
presentationbofﬁan‘RT probe. This resulted in ‘some reaction_
.times of up to several seconds. rTherefore, prior to
Aanalysis of the probe RT data, the complete distribution of
‘RTs was examined It was found that this distribution had a .
@ean of 642 053 msec, with a standard devfation of 813. 360 |
~To exclude excessively long RTs from analysis, RTs - exceeding
;‘3 SD s from the mean (3082 133 msec) were not included in“
subsequent analyses. This resulted in the deletion of 11
RTs (1 SZ) In most of these cases. this deletidn meant
‘_that one RT of- the pair for any one block ‘was deleted ,For
the subjects who had an’ excessively long RT deleted frou a
block the remaining RT was substituted for the mean of the
two RTs., In the, caae of four subjects, both RTs of one -

o block were deleted leaving missing data.’ It was possible
to replace 3 of these 4 subjects.j‘hg‘ .

o It was predicted that HSM but not LSM individuals
performance on the probe RT task would be affected by the
predicted that HSM individuals probe RTs would be longer
than those of LSM individuals during the presentation of
negative and positive (but not neutral) material on the‘iiilf

nonshadowed channel Based on this prediction, planned
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comparisons between HSM and LSM individuals RTs were‘

conducted separately for probe RTs that had been collected

‘! . Kd

| ' 9 " e
during negat e, neutral ‘and positive content L

raspectively.. Because both between subjects error

‘ (self monitoring) and within subjects error (valence) were‘

S k ' ‘

,involved in each comparison, the denominator of the F
statistic for all contrasts to be reported here was’ formed
ﬁby pooling the between subjects and within subjects mean.‘

‘ square errors (Bargh 1982 as; per Winer, 1971) | This
prasulted in a more oonservative test of the comparisons.

Table 19 shows the means from the self monitoring X

valence conditions.? This analysis revealed that RTs during

‘ negative nonshadowed content .were significantly longer for
.HSM individuals (M - 602 72 msec) than for LSM individuals
(M - 539 02). F(l 345) = 4 00 2 < .05. Howeyer,

Vrdifgsrences in probe RTs during both neutral and positive

*material"did not attain statistical significance, Fs(l 345)

- ) . ' it L s ' ’ ) A -. .{"-I, -

<1,
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Table 19 X

Planned Comparisons on Mean Probe Reaction Times as a .

Function of Self~Monitoring and “alence ;. - | f‘v

s

.—.Valence of,Nonshadowed‘Itemsﬂ

t ‘d'sgif—Monitoring”‘ | Negative . Neutral Positiie
High. . . . 602.72. ' S&4.57 S41. 70
Low . | ©+539.02° . '540.73 . 551, 63
| Patir-wise F(1;345) .  4.00% = - <1 <1
o ‘ S s ‘ e .

" Note: (a)r-All values are in milliseconds. -
‘ ' "~ (b)  The planned comparisons were between the Bself~
_ monitoring means (high and low) within each Bf
» °~  the valence conditions.‘ . . |
‘(C)' 2 < 05..,:‘ L K B o . w"§>f

~

‘

. It was. further predicted that HSM individuals would
'have longer probe RTs during relevant material (negative and
positive valence) primarily if they held the expectation’- .

that they weré going to meet, the target person.' Smaller

N
[

differences in probe RTs were expected when subjects held

the expectation that they would not meet the target person.

3

| f‘i Based on this further ppediction, planned comparisons

between HSM and LSM individuals RTs were conducted on probe

l

RTs at each valence, within the meet conditions and the not

e

meet conditions, respectively, All differences tested

failed to achieve statistical significance (highest F(l 345)

:7?j¥?{’- 3 04, p < 09) A further comparison tested the .fﬁ;t;ﬁ”i‘pwih




el

self—monitoring X. meet interaction for negative material

A .

.only.L This analysis also indicated that subjects R§°be‘R?S‘

Ty

.wwere not 1nf1uenced by ‘the meet manipulation,bg(l,34%) < 1.
Therefore, the probe RT" predictions vere supported in‘
the case of negatively valenced content nHSM individuals
'took more time to respond to the probe RTs when negative
o material was“being presented on the nonshadowed channel
joowever, this effect was not affected by HSM individuals
"expectations about meeting the person who was ostensibly a
' 'being described on the tape. Thus, HSM individuals shifted L
their attention to negative material on the nonshadowed |
;channel regardless of whether or not they were going to meet
' the’ person described -‘;A'f.i" . 'l “ji T ‘,;3;
.‘ A 2 (self—monitoring) X 2 (expectation to meet) X ST
2 (laterality) X 3 (valence) analysis of variance with ,vw.‘
L’repeated maasures on the final factor wﬁa conducted to
‘fassess any effects of laterality. This analysis reveaIed a
‘&‘main effect of 1atera11ty”such that RTs were longer when the
H;‘left ear . was shadowed (M =- 576 81) than when the right ear'
‘ \'_"was shadowed (M - 529 73), E(1, 111) =3, 96 2 < m\
ﬁxfh"ﬂoweVer, this effect was qualified by a self monitoring X ti'u;'iff:
““.'-llaterality interaction, F(I 111) - 3 96 b < .os.‘ Table 20

xd?:ﬂshows the mean reaction times from this interaction. Aiijff-wf ¢e?.

-

further Newman-Keuls indicated that the 1onger RTs when the;,fh

was shadowed{(and right ear nonshadowed) than when.,w'



the right edr was shadoued was significant only for HSM 1\

individuals (p < 05)

T&ese laterality findings supplement those from the
shadowing data. Analyses of the shadowing data showed that
‘subjects made fewer errors when they repeated items

PR

presented to their right ear.‘ These Current findings

\ d ' i
.

indicate that subjects appeared more distracted and

therefore had higher RTs, when they had to ignore material

~presented to the right ear. For many subjects, 1t appears oo

N )

that their right ear was more sensitive to the material S
s Yoo
being presented However, of special interest in the case

of the probe RT findings, 18 the finding that %pIﬂ HSM’
‘individuals had more difficulty responding to the probe when
‘ nonshadowed material was. presented to their right ear.;‘The
'vfindings involving valence showed that .HSM individuals w@re

more sensitive to. the kind of material (i e., negative‘

‘material in particular) presented on the nonshadowed channel

;than ,were LSM individuals. This self-monitoring X

laterality interaction appears to increase the generality ofif

the findings involving valence. Specifically, it appears

'v}‘ that HSM individuals had more difficulty ignoring

,:'potentially relevant material when it was presented to their»“

M

”fmore sensitive (right) ear. On the other hand£ this was not

o~

the case for LSM individuals.,vfh;””"*p;yf‘;f'.w.,\'
RV lj§.*“yyf.‘ ,;;”vv‘_.ﬂj

o
kol

o S e
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Table 20

——

’ﬁhean Probe Reactibn.Time 5 a Function of Self-Monitoring

and Ear’ Shadowed (Lateralit )

o

Ear Shadowed

Self-Monitoring : Left " Right
. High . o 607.03a ‘ , ‘.512*67b
<N : . . :
Low ‘ ‘ » 542.27ab : 545.13ab

-

Note: Means that .do not share a common subscript differ at
+p < .03.

‘ - o (
Impressions of the Target Person

A self- monitoring X valence (of nonshadowed material SR

{presented during the first block) interaction was predicted
for subjects’ impressioniﬁbf the target person.
Specifically. it was expected that HSM, but not LSM,- [% gég

individuals'’ iMpressions.of the target person/woufd be .

%ffected by negative or positive content in the nonshadowed

-

channel It was further predicted that this would occur
primarily when the subjects expected to subsequently meet

the targgﬁ person. }?e test these predictions, subjects six

‘ ‘ @ﬂ
ratings, as well as a sum of these ratings, vere entered
: , :
into a series of planned comparisons. All ratings were made

- 8
‘on scales where a lov rating indicated a negative impression

(e, g.;'"not_likable" "very moody") and a high rating

indicate”,a.positive impression (e g., "very likable", "not
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moody"). Therefore, it was not necessary ﬂg‘transform any
of the scales prior to forming a sum. These comparisons
examined differencep beCwéen the ragings of HSM and LSM
fndividuals at each valence of nonshadowed content.

Further, comparisons were conducted on the mean ratings

within the higher-order self-~monitoring X meet X valence

interaction. . N

i .
In total, these comparisons failed to'proQide any

qﬁbstantial support for the predictions. Neither HSM or LSM
1nd1viduals' ratings were reliably affected by the content

of the nonshadowed channel, or by the expecﬁatiqn of meeting‘

the targéc\persok. Of the many comparisons, only two

achieved statistical significance. Subjects' ratings of how

"bright" the target person was revealed that HSM individuals

, rated. this person more fi(ii:bly (M = 5.6) than LSM
/ —~

individualsf(ﬂ = 4.6) following the presentation of negative
nonshadowed material, F(1,108) = 4.03, p < .05. Thié.effect
occurred only within the meet.condition but was in ;he
reversehhirection to what had\been>predi;ted. Subjects'
ra;ings‘of how muchlthéy would like 'to meet the target

person showed that HSM individuals rated this pérgon more

favorabiy (ﬁ_- S.O)Vthan LSM‘ihd}viduals (M = 3.8) following

'the'presenfa;ion of néutral nohshadbwedAmaterial, F(1,108) =

5.69, p < .05, This effect waé achieved fblIOwing exposure
to neutral content and within a fot meet conditiqﬁ, contrary
to predictions. Given the léc&'of‘a meaningful network of

P ‘ \

.
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résults in which to embed these‘findings,'little~importanCe
can ne'attribnted to them. \ \ | .
Subjects' ratings (and the sum of thesé ratings) were
also entered—iato separate 2 (self-monitoring) X |
2 (eXpectation to meet) X 2 (laterality) X 3 (valence)
anaelyses of variance, with all measures between—subjectsn
The majority of these analyses failed to indicate any nain
effects or interactions involving laterality. Hdnever,
there were two eXceptions. CFirst,.analysis of subjects'

ratings of how "likable" the target person was, revealed a

significant‘laterality by valence interaction, F(2,96) =

Zlégtw2-< .05.. Table 21 shows the mean ratings from this

interaction. n Newman;Keu1s analysis showed that only the
means‘for positive nonshado#ed content were'significantly
different (2 < .05). Reéardless of self—monitoring'or meet
condition, sbadowing:naterial with the right ear (and
ignoring.therleft) dnring the presentation of positive
nonshadowed ‘content resulted in more positive ratings of
likableness (M = 5 1) than was the case when- the left ear
was shadowed (M - 4, 2) Second analysis of subjeéts
ratings of how much they would like: to meet the’ target
person, showed a significant meet X laterality interaction.

N

F(l 96) - 5 56 p < .05. However, a further Newman-Keuls

'. analysis failed to- reveal any significant differences among

o -

the individual means (2 > .05). Again, these'isolated f

&
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finding% do not lend themselves to a meaningful

interpretation.
. S
Table 21 \

Mean Ratings of Target's Likableness as g'Fdnction of

\ , : . :
Nonshadowed! Content Valence and Ear Shadowed (Laterality)

\x

Ear Shadowed

Valence - - 'Left o Right

Negative \‘ . ‘ A'Aab - 4.6,

"Neutral . o ' 4.9ab-- A;Sab_
: \ . |

Positive o . é.Za. .‘ S.lb

o

Note: Means that do not share a common subscript differ at
R < .05, Y

Therefore, although the probe RT findings indicated
that HSM individuals\(relative to LSM individuals) were

influenced by the non hadowed (negative) material, = those

i;r"

'findings were not suppirted by the rating findings.
1 had their attention drawn to. the‘t.
SF

Although HSM_indiyidua

nonshadowed channel by gatiye content, this shift digd not

apparently result in the \formation of different attitudes to

. ) » e "
the tar et erson. ‘ ‘ ' T

get p “ S .

Correlations with Study 1 essures )

One intent of this stu y was to explore the possible
relationships betueen the. mek sures collected from this study

and the personality meashres\of the first study. Therefore,'

w o
“I o
\
! Teo
e
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:“all measures collectednfron the 120 subjects of Study 2 were
entered into a correlation matrix.“This resulted'in
‘ correlations between  the personality‘measures collected
'previously (both self- monitoring and external measures), and
the following measures from Study 2: (a)'negative, neutral,
and positive RTs; (b) the six impression"ratings, and the
| sumjof‘these ratings;'(c) total hits and false alarms from
the recognition'test° and (d) mean correct shadowing, and
_mean errors across the three blocks of shadowing.' The major;
focus of these correlations was on possible correlations .
between Study 2 measures of sensitivity to social o |

information (e 8- RTs during negative nonshadowed content),

and the’ total/subscale scores from the three Self-Monitoring

'Scales. The desired outcome of this analysis was a

.

clarification of the nature of the sensitivity component’ of
*self-monitoring. |

y However, using the criterion for statisticali'
significance from Study 1 (p < 001 two tailed).
examination of the matrix of 266 correlations failed©to

” reveal any significant relationships among Study 1 and 2

‘measures. Relaxing the criterdon for statistical

significance to ‘D < .05, two-tailed revealed only 7°(6 less

”Vthan expected by chance) small (-.20 to .18) correlations‘“i'

with the impression“ﬁatings from Study 2 Of these, only 2
'were with self—monitoring measures. Both.were correlations:,n

_betveen ratings of the target person s' moodinesa:‘and-both

-—

. : - - ».,‘.) H 3 .

C AN : R N . : l‘-. ' i . v'l“
e - . B LR
S ST SRR

R
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the LWSMS C;lB), and'the self—presentation factor-ot the
‘LWSMS ( 19) | | |

It is possible that the meet manipulation may have
subtly enhanced the relationship between self- monitoring and
thelmeasures taken during the aecond study. Therefore, a
. further series of cornelations were . conducted of the A
‘measures taken on\the subjecta within the meet conditions
'only._ This analysis revealed a small correlation betweenl
the other directedness factor @f the SMS and the probe RTs
taken‘ouringﬂnegative nonshadowed content.‘L(QO} - .27, p <
.05.“Although this is a small, iaolated correlation, it
provides further evidence of .a relationship between |
responding on the SMS and probe RTs during. negative content.
Specifically, this finding suggests that ‘the
other directedness factor may tap the aspect of , o .
‘self~monitoring‘relevant t0taocia1 information1senaiti§ity.j
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Discussion -
The results provided some evidence of the HSM
‘ individual 8 greater sensitivity to. relevant socisl

information. For a11 subjects, active processing of the'
’\

shadowed (non-adjective) channel successfully focused\itii

majority of their attentional resources._ Therefore,,

4

recognition memory for the nonshadowed items was poor, and

relstively few shadowing errors were made.: However, even

though'attention had been highly focused on the shadowed‘

—

“channel there was evidence that HSM individuals vigilance

to social material in the nonshadowed channel was: sufficient

1

to prompt an attentional response.‘ This sharing of )

‘ attention with adjectives on the nonshadowed channel
resulted in- costs to overall attentional capacity (or
cognitive resources) This cost was reflected in higher
reaction times to the probe stimulus in the caSe of HSH
individuals. These findings support those of both Nielsen*l

"and Sarason (1981), and Bargh (1982) in demonstrating that g

-

‘even under conditions of highly focussed attention,‘"

.nonshadowed material can attract attentional resources. TR P

'fffkﬂ Of interest were the conditions under which this

K

v attentional response occurred First, the increased need

\ .

l,-;for attentional resources to focus on the shadowing task

“'(i.e., higher probe RTs for HSM as opposed to LSM

“f1individuals) was demonstrated only when the nonshadowed

Lchannelvcontained negative adjectives.; The fact that this .
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‘effectwoccurred for‘negative but not positive adjectives is

‘ undoubtedly due'to the greater salience of negative |

descriptions of others compared to positive descriptiona of
“others.. Of the words selected as stimuli the word with the

| highest lik§bility rating (in the positive block) was:

‘"honest . By comparison, the word with the lowest rating‘

(in the negative block) was: "phony". Although ane would

s

-~ al ! -

expect the target person (a student assistant) to be
"honest", it‘is 1ikelY'quite shotking to hear this person

- described as."phony".- Therefore,»negative'material,was‘more:
likely to‘attract attentional‘resources invthewcasé‘of HSM .
individuals. -However,lthe fact that onlv the’more,extreme”
inegative items made a draw on attentional resources helps ‘to
..define the nature*of probe RT effect. It appears that the |
'subtle shifts ‘in attention produced by nonshadowed content
foccurs only when this content is highly salient under the

3particu1ar circumstances, and therefore, a more powenful

"jdraw on attentional resources. In the case of this study, a’

UnposiEive description of the student assistant presented on

‘the nonshadoved channel was unremarkable, and failed to 33/
Yattract attentional resources.‘ However, a. (probdbly

hjfunexpected) negative description of this person attracted .WQW‘

’Tgthe HSM ind;viduals' attention and resulted in decreased

fperformance on the probe RT task Therefore, it appears “Vrjf'f~

"T“that it is npt just relevant material in general that

"fattracts the HSM individuals attention under these ,,J‘"“




circumstances,y Rather, it.is'unexpected social information
‘vthat motivates shifts in the HSM individual 8 allocation ofu
attentional resources, | - |
.i Contrary to predictions, the expectation of meeting or
not meeting the terget person did not effect the probe RT
‘findings.‘ Thus,'the results indicated that the HSM '

findividual was more sensitive to the nonshadowed (negative)"

'social information regardless of their expectations of

meeting the target. There are two possible explanations for',f

',the minimal impact of the expectation to meet manipulation'
on the probe RTs. First,vit is possible'that although
‘subjects attended to the manipulation, those in the not- meetf
iconditions (especially HSM individuals) still felt there was
trsome.possibility of meeting the target person. A second f
hmore compelling, explanation is that the expectation of
‘fmeeting the target person may not have affected HSM
giindividuals vigilance to social information. In other
| hwords, it appears that HSM individuals may be habitually
1V;attentive to relevant social information, regardless of the;3j
Qsituation.pli_;_”_ s | EEE

The reaction time findings indicated that HSM :%fr , Qidéz

,dividuals may process aocial information in a different

.manner“thangdo LSM individuabs.u LSM individuals did not.fw"

‘ 'fdisplay evidance of differential attention to material of

hand EHSM indiv duals'provided“evidence of shifts in

ent va‘ences on the nonshadowed ehannel.. On the othefﬂﬂVfﬁ
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‘attention during the presence‘of potentially relevant
. nonshadowed material There ‘are at least two major‘\ ;
implications of these findings for the theory of . f
r'self monitoring.‘ First  these attentional differences.were
shown to occur at‘a comparatively early stage of.informatIOn“ ‘
'processing. The second .related implication is that thev 4f§§'-
‘dimpression management differences that have been repeatedly v
‘demonstrated between HSM and LSM individuais~may not be due
.solely to differing motivations or. abilities to manage
”‘impressions:‘ Rather, q; a result of their greater vigilance
to .social information, the HSW individual may’ acquire-
'greater amounts of relevant information (than the LSM
individual) on which to base situational impression
1management strategies.
There are two major explanations of the processes “i
. underlying the attentional responses demonstrated in these
Wfindings. Of importance is the issue of whether or: not it
is felt subjects were conscious of the material presented'
‘on the nonshadowed channel Investigators such as Bargh *fh;glfkpﬁg

'lf (1982) have explained the influence of nonshadowed material

Lﬁlas evidence that &he nonshadowed material has undergone -

‘ﬂunconscious, automatic processing. According to this

kJ

'I’framework information on,the nonshadowed channel of

‘; relevsnce to the subject is processed outside awareness and‘d

influences the processing of shadowed material (e\g by

causing a.draw on resources and increased probe"TT);"



‘rfﬁ_‘active processing of nonshadowed material ‘ Triesman,

i:attention to ths nonshadowed channel ‘.&h, AT

However, others see the issue of unconscious processtng

'ﬁ;as unresolved (cf Holender, 1986) The main difficulty in

“Andemonstrating unconscious processing iugproviding' N
.‘unambiguous proof that ghe nonshadowed material was not "in
:}Ifact, available to consciousness at the time of o

-bfpresentation.~ for investigators concerned primarily with

l

‘demonstrating unconscious processing, this problem is‘

.;rﬁpn\‘in the dichotic listening paradigm.ju

“;>Lf§§'indicated that both recognition memory -

and shadowing errors are not sufficiently\sensitive measurés

'

of conscious awaneness. Further,’measures of awareness

considsred ‘more appropriate (e.g., trial by trial tests for-

‘awareness of the nonshadowed material) alter the ‘nature of
)
the shadowing task and may actually direct conscious‘

In addition to the difficulty of proving (or even

co

t

Squire, and Green (1974. as«cited in Holender, 1986) found‘

that.subjects had difficulty focusing attention from the ﬂfrlﬂ"

B

jsfining) unconscious processing, there is evidence of the- .b‘



t

©o136

and Naatanen (also in Holender, 1986) have indicated thatl

focused attention may often be far from perfect,,allowing

the subject to trade off attention between the. two channels.

i

Since the issue of unconscious processing is equivocal

At is clearly more appropriate to see dichotic listening as

o

-,0
- a divided—attention task : Althoughwshadowingnfocuses_the

majority of subjects attention on the shadowed]channel,‘it .
is*likely that they still have sufﬁicient attentional‘

resources remaining to \examine the?nonshadowed channel

ﬂ What is interesting is the apparent individual differences

in who allocates these remaining attentional resources to

‘ the nonshadowed channel ' From the present findings it

appears that HSM individuals greater vigilance to social
information results in the allocation of these resources to

the nonshadowed channel During the presentation of

Lrelevant (negative) content, more resourcesnare allocated

w

‘longer probe RTs than when they had to shadow material

"with a. corresponding decrease in resources allocated to the

shadowed channel (reflected by increased probe RTs)

( An dnteresting supplemental finding concerned the role o

b

‘of 1aterality in the vafious findings.: There was eVidence .:,,*5»f

in both the recognition test and shadowing performance

findings that subjects found it easier to shadow{haterial

presented to tﬁéir right ear.g However, when subjects had toQ.pdf:“'

shadow the left ear (and have nonshadowed material presentedVQfﬂf

\

to their more sensitive, right ear), HSM individuals showed

.-l-”
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preeented to the right earg\ Therefore, it appeared that it“‘
was more difficult for HSM individusls to exclude‘.

“information presented to their .;more sensitive ear

s ‘. , A

(regardless of whether or not they expected to meet the p

[terget person) However, LSM individuels could exclude '.f

/\

information presented to either\ifr equally well.; Thia
Hl finding supported the notion that\\SM ineividuals hsd in“.
Fh“genersl, more difficulty (than LSM 1ndividuals) excluding g
“the potentially relevant informetion\occurring on the ‘(@d\
‘nonshadowed channel “ C "'\i v ;X“ |
It now becomes importent to demonstﬂete tha the
ettentionel differences between HSM and L;k indi(iduals »

' 6 v’ : \ - )
‘result in attitudinel, or even behevioural s\fferences., In

S \ .

co summarizing his findings, Bargh (1982) stated -hat. \V‘"‘

- ‘ Self—relevant tr it stimuli apparently can be \.'

. .processed outside of conscious awareness, but it

1s not known whether such ‘automatic. processing has\
.any influence on the moment-to-moment = ~ \
interpretetion of the social environment. o
(pe l‘35) \ . ‘. o ,‘ S l ‘ ' ,

- ’ N ! . . .
\

' l‘.‘

:The present study was designed to eddress this issue by

9essessing svojects impressions of the target person be}h

N

'”*3531194 to indicate thet the sttentional shifts of the HSH

l"Ejﬁindividuels had resulted in any systematic differences 1“

fi?<{their 1msge of the target person (relative to LSM .,3i ;14

RS

:individuslsa“ Not only did the majority of both LSM and HSM

'}described on the nonshadowed channel A—However, the findings N

Vo

.- e N R
UL e . ST e :

evaluste the target person odd, ggﬂﬂ
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but: their ratings differed very 11tt1e; Clearly;—even. |
attentional shifts to the nonshadowed channel had not .

; affected subjects impression of the target person.

There are at least three possible reasons why the ,
differences in taréet impressions (between HSM and LSM ‘
individuals) were not oétained First, ai%hough subjects
_were. given practice shadowing and respending to the RT

robe, they knew that the "réal"lsession began with the‘I
first b10ck This knowledge may have caused concern over
their performance and an exclusive focus on accurate |
‘c‘shadowing. In fact Y the 11 probe RTs that were deleted "f"lﬂ
because subjects\neglected tﬁb probe RT task 9 had occurred"V‘ ‘
during this first\block By the second and third blocks.;f
N all subjects may have been’ more relaxed with a resultant |
greater probability of attentional differencea;

o, The,second possible reason why differences in
. e ,
impressions were not. obtained may have concerned the realism

of the experimental situation.b Subjects shadowed neutral

t

words for a relatively short duration before they were asked-'r

for their impressions of the target person.? After having
performed a novel vand perhaps odd task for so short a nl}f’
Time, all subjects may have thought that the formation of

:f‘hany impressions would not be possible.‘ In fact, many 7;g3hrff@ﬂﬁ

:’subjects voiced this claim., Even the HSM individuals whoff,&ﬂdyf

o f'had their attention»drawn to the negative material may have

?”fjconsidered this material of insufficient relevance for an fﬂik‘fQﬂ




b

B

[

139

impreesionvﬂglherefore, material on the nonshadowed channel
may have been discounted during the formation of impressions

.

of the tsrget person.”
A more-likely reason for the uniform impression data

concerns the point during information processing at which

the impressions. were’ requested. The probe RT data provided

evidence of~an attentional response to: relevant information

'on‘the part of'the HSM‘individuals. However, .although HSM
suhjectslshifted some of their attention to the nonshadowed
'msterial they may nbt have processed this information

sufficiently to. form any lasting impressions of the target

| perqon. ’This is especially the case given that the

-

. impressions were requested after only one block of

shsdowing. Further, it 1s quite likely that although

. N ’ N
attentional. shifts can occur, significant shifts in

~attitudes. towerd others may require more'focused active p

processing of the new (previously nonshadowed) information.
‘ ’ 1
Therefore, although this study revealed self—monitoring

)

, differences 1n the very early attentional stages of the

* D

processing of. sociel informetion, the results of these

'ettentionsl differences could not be assessed with the
LS B

a

present methodology.

The impression findings may sugges( the need for a

different medeu:e of the incorpordtion of the nonshadowed

materisl ~- The use of impression rstings may not be the most
-,

» o

appropriate means to sssess "the moment to-moment

O
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1nterpretation of the social environment" | Insteady it 1s .
possible that a less direct measure ‘may have been more
efféctive. This measure could involve the use of projective
techniques such as asking subjeots to tell a story‘about the
target, or‘complete sentenceS‘referring to the,target. Use
of a less direct method of testing subJects' impressions of
the target nay encourage,the expression of more tentative.
impressions that nay have been acquired from'the'material on
the nonshadowed channel.

The psychometric component of sny selfrmonitorinéﬁﬁ
differences in sensitivity to social information were
explored through'coé{elatiohs between tbe méasures of Study‘~1f
1 and Study 2. Inpparticulerh~it was hoped that any
measures tapping senéiti*ity differences between LSM‘and HSM
individuals (1.e., RTs during negative nonshadowed‘ﬂ
material), wOuid correlate with one of the measures of
self-monitoring (total or subscale scoresj In fact, one
such correlation was found between the other- directedness
factor of the SMS and the probe RTs during negative content
(for subjects within .the meet conditions) : Although this is

»

an isolated correlation that should be . interpreted with some f_

caution, it Supports the ‘notioh- that behavioural differencesf‘
in sensitivity are tapped by responses to the SMS. However.
there are at least two reasons vhy more: robust relationshipsv

were not found. First,uthe distribution of the 120

..subjeéts scores on the Study 1 measures may have been.
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.distorted (e.g., m@n—normal,‘vastly reduced variance) by the
sglection of.subjects for Study 2.‘ This may have Suppressed"
any possible correlations. Second although differences in
attentional processes were shown to accompany'differences in
’self monitoring, this does not ensure‘the two measures will
correlate. In other words, some of‘the differences between
HSM and LSM individuals may not. be directly measured by some,
.of the existing Self Monitoring Scales. For example, the
sensitivity-factor of the LWSMS may tap a sensitiVity to
others that occurs only‘after'further processing'bfvrelevant'

4

socia1~inform5tion.

Inwtotel the result provided an initial, exploratory

1nve Iigation of self _mon oring differences in information

proces ing. " HSM individuals were more vigilant to novel

‘socia information presented outside their focnssed

"N il

i‘attention. These findings supported the notion that HSM

individuals have a fundamentally greater sénsitivity to‘

M

E relevant social information than-do LSM" individuals.
T.Rowever, it still remains to verify the links between these\
attentional differences and the eVentual behEvioural ‘

— o

‘differences between "HSM and LSM individuals. It ‘is enti;ely

Tlikely ‘that attentional differences are only one group of

ES

differences between the information processing systems of

- ’ -
L4 "

HSM and LSM individuals,

[ . . ; . R * «
i} . .



GENERAL DISCUSSION -

‘The‘research,presented here‘focussed on‘two different.
"areas of'inquiry into self;monitoring.. Study l contrasted
two conceptions of how to measure individual differences on:
self—monitoring. On one hand, Snyder has‘provided‘theyu
’Self-Monitoring Scale (SMS: Snyder, 1974), and, more |
/recently, tne‘Revised Self—Monitoring Scale (RSMS- Gangestad
IQ?Snyder, 1985b). The findings from Study 1 reproduced the
..Commonly“found 3-factor structure of the SMS (i.e..;
"acting", "extravérsion",yandi"other—directédnesS")" In
addition subscale scores derived from these factors were

- shown to correlate independently with a variety of other
personality measures (e g.; Eysenck extraversion) ’ Further,ﬁ
responses to the SMS (total and subscale scores) snowed at
‘relatively low level of internal consistency, and accounted
for very little of the total variance in subjects
lresponding. R Yo

‘ As an alternative to the SMS (and RSMS). Lennox and
TWOlfe ‘have provided their own, version of the éelf Monitoring
Scale (LWSHS Lennox & Wolfe, 1984) Findings from SEudy 1
l'reproduced the 2- factor structure of the LWSMS (i e., N .
"ability to modify seif-presentation . and' "sensitivity to}
‘the expressive behaviour of others") In: contrast to the

'SMS su;?cale ‘scores from these factors showed fewer, and

"smaller correlations vith other personality measures.” In'i}j

5

o
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additiong responses to the LWSMS (total and suhscale scores)

showed high internal consistency, and acoounted for much

more of the total variance in responding than did. the SMS
However, the most important issue resulting from an

- ‘xexaminetion of the two scales 1is not the question of which

‘measure is "better Rather, these two methods‘of measuring

gelf- monitoring highlight the lack of clarity regarding the

nature of the construct. The LWSMS was shown to tap a '
narrOwly defined (homogeneous) constructdefined_primarily“
as confident~impressionhmanagemept.. In contrast, the SMS

«'wasishoyn to‘measure a more:complex‘(heterogengous)

‘fconstruct.that' in some- findings, appears to include an a
enxiety component (among other aspects) Thus, the.most“
important issue resulting from the Study 1 findings is the®

| k“‘questionf "Who is the. high self—monitoring individual?"

5{ -{d h‘ _Are individual differences on self—monitoring only
;“fdifferences in ‘the way individuals choose to present
k:themselves in various situations? uOr, elternatiVely, are.'

o the personality differences between these two groups (LSML

'and HSM individuﬁls) more broad? Perhaps HSM and LSM

| 'pindividuals d tfer on everything from their perception ofﬁ
situations.kno their motivations to adopt different . o
= ”self-oresentarional styles, to the effects their styles have‘

;on their future iuteractions with others.y At the conclusion

:of Study 1, it appeared that clarification of the | -

oo

E5se1f-monitoring construet would be facilitated through
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concurrent administration of the RSMS and LWSMS. and the
‘ examination of correlations between these messures and

u

-criterion variables.: . |
The findings from Study 1 highlighted clarification of

the self monitoring construct (as opposed to repeated |
criticisms of the SMS) as an importan:ltarget for further
inquiry. However, readdressing the nature of the
selgtmgpitpring construct leads to the related, but much.4
broader, issue of self—monitoring theory. Part:of the
difficulty“in trying to determine who the HSM individual ' is
stems from the lack of coherent theory in which to -embed -
' research’ findings.' With the exclusion of relatively
isolated statements by Snyder (e 8. Snyder, 1979 Gangestad
& Snyder l985a, 1985b), much of the findings on

elf monitoring make little appeal to theory. It appears

"that a number of investigators have found self monitoring

”huuseful (or perhaps just intriguing) for their own purposes.

Thus,. a number of studies have been produced that appear to
include the self-monitoring variable as almost an f .
afterthought.» One consequence of having little theoretical
N reason for including self-monitoring within a research |
design is findings that indicate that the construct has had
hlittle impact._ It is often findings such as these that

:motivate criticisms of the self-monitoring construct.;

.However, as Snyder and Gangestad (1986) point out, in some ﬂfwﬁﬂﬂ,

I .
v
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of these studies there is little reason to expect '‘any .
‘ﬁpmeaningful relationships with self—monitoring.‘ | |
. Although part of the difficulty with negative findings‘”
;.stems from‘the indiscriminate ugse of individual difference
' measures, much;more‘important'is the lack‘of‘a‘general""
'theoryiofrself4monitoring.‘ For example,‘consider the roles
}of anxiety end confidence. Although these attributes have |
been pitted against- each other in debates of how to measure
self—monitoring, their actual role is not clear. Does y
N anxiety over the image being presented to others elicit
occur concurrently with or result from attempts to control’
“self-presentation? Are HSM individuals truly more confident
" about themselves than LSM individuals oﬁ“is the projection
of confidence one of the strategies of impression management

\

used by ‘the. HSM individual? Are bothnthese components

~

important to maintaining individual differences in\g .
self—monitoring? Clearly, the development of ‘a general

L theory of self-monitoring is warranted

o . -
]

Study 2 addressed a more narrowly defined issue,

ivsensitivity to social information. The Jlnd1J88 revealed

*ifﬁthat LSM and HSM individualsﬁ iffer in their vigilance to ‘g‘

_social information., When p nted (outside focused

?f attention) with highly salient (negative) information about'“g o

an individual, only HSM individual”dshowed evidence of

;Qattentionalﬁshifts,to this material M?Important was the facteiff”
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that these differences occurred during the compsratively

early stages of information processing. These findings
’ provided partial support for the suggestion by Snyder (1979)
that for (HSM individuals,‘ L
| the prospect of social" interaction may initiate
.perceptual and cognitive. processes. that
: predictably channel the search for potentially
R relevant information.. (p. 99) n‘ L ,
Elsewhere in the same paper, Snyder (1979) presented,
thevtheory of "peraon in—situation scenarios"
‘According to this theoretical analysis, -
individuals plan their actions in social settings
by, first,- reading the character. of the situation.
" to learn what self-presentational attributes are
most relevant to a situation qf that type and,
then, constructing cognitdve: ‘scenarios in which a

person expresses and manifeats:. those”attributes in
. a fashion appropriate to that situation. (p.- 103)

‘ Basically, then, individuals are seen as engaging a. ';' 'Qf”V
f script ~like" mental image of how to behave in a particularvj
“situation., What differs between LSM and HSM individuals is
3_Ithe person jwho is entered into the image (see also Snyder ;"
| &'éantor,‘1980) HSM individuals apparently read the
“tsituation and select an appropriate prototype (e.g.. the
extrovert) ta put in the scenario.; On the other hand LSM lah':
individuals also read the character of the situation".and
o enter their most appropriate "characteristic self" into this
”lﬂ‘mental image.A This scenarib then guides both the LSM and
HSM individual s behaviour in the particular situation.vf'jh

Clearly, hovever._the LSM individual and the HSM

'individual may not have an equivaIent ability to read the f;@lifwf

- e

oo )
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‘sitnationn Findings from Study 2 indicate that the

‘attentional processes of the HSM individual may dinct this f ‘Jw
peraon to more relevant information.‘ This,‘in turn, may '
result in superior access'on the part of the HSM individual

lto information relevant to. the"character of the situation

‘In other words, their greater sensitivity to potentially |
‘relevant social_information may direct the HSM individual to
‘more actually relevant information. As a result, at 1east N

‘ one reason why the self—presentations of LSM. and HSM
»yindividuals differ may be that HSM individuals simply have‘*

more relevant information on which to hsse their decisions

,on how to~behave. ‘The HSM individuals shifts in behaviour

‘from situation to situation may result partially from their‘

,greater perception of information relevant to appropriate

"-‘self-presentation.,‘By contrast, LSM individuals may not use

C their own attitudes and emotions as a guide to how to act

Linternal cues. solely by choice. Rather, their reliance on : fl Qz?

-

:']may result from a lack of access to other relevant

H\Tinformation available in the situation._f'fffl.* .:t””q‘.;;.‘w'gﬂf

The two issues addressed by the research presented ";'fmina

P ' o

‘*h:hare. construct validation and sensitivity to social

"f,finformation,

inifially appear quite distinct.f However; in |
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fto the need for'a general theory in which to embed findings. i:ni.

vStndy 2 was an attempt ‘to examine the exact nature of some

differences between high and low self monitoring !

v

‘individuals. It is by disentangling the precise nature of

individual differences in self—monitoring that a meaningful'

\htheory of this construct can be developed In light of the :

?bpresent findings, questions arise as ‘to other information

-

‘Qprocessing differences between high and low self—monitoring“

‘ individualsi, From the present point of view, the natural
atarget for further investigation are the remaining stages
between the differentdal access to social informatibn shown
in Study 2 and the ;wentual (well known) behavioural |
jdifferences between HSM and LSM individuals. The eventual

ispecification of the. nature of these stages will assist in“

f.the formation of a general theory of‘seif-monitoring.

Y
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. PART I

N

'Snyder's Self-Monitorigg Scale‘

157

Director; to Sceles Included in Qneetionnaire
‘ AYStudy 1) -

rd

(a) Source...................Snyder (1974)

(b) Original Response Scale..l -~ True/2 - False
(c¢) Response Scale Used......Same

(d) . Items..........;.........1 2§ (25 1tems)

Snyder's Revised Self- Monitoring Scale‘

’(a) Source...................Gangestad & Snyder (1985)
(b) Original Response Scale..As above - .

(¢) Response Scale Used......Same
‘(d) Items.......‘...‘.......‘1 368 12 14 16 18 20 25
. (18 1tems) . .

kS

Taylor's Manifest Anxiety Scale‘

" (a) Source...................Taylor (1953) )

(b) Original Response Scale..l - True/2 - False .
- (¢) Response Scale Used......Same ' . ‘
-(d) Items....................26 75 {50 items)

.PART II‘"

<

Eysenck Personslitz Inventorz

(a) Source........-.......c-.EPI Form A (1963)
(b) Original Response Scale..l - Yes/2 - No -

- . (c) Response Scale Used......Same '
“(d) Items.ooooolOQeoo-ooo000076-132 (57 itemS)

wos

PART III

TRosenberg' Self-Esteem Scale

(a) Source...................Robinson & Shaver (1978)
(b) Original Response Scsle..l -~ Strongly Agree :
A _ 2 - Agree . -
3 - Disagree - .
4 - Strongly Disagree '

PR . FREC R
- s P 1
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(c) Response Scale Used......3 - Strongly Agree
. ' 2 - Agree
' S S Disagree y
. ‘ -~ 0 - Strongly Disagree_
(d) EtemB...cveeencvaanns .o 1 10. (10 items)
PART Iv

Lennox and Wolfe Self Monitoring Scale .

(a) Source...; ....... ‘........Lennox & Wolfe (1984)
(b) Original Response Scale. 5 -~ Certainly, Always True
4 - Generally True '
, ‘ 3 - Somewhat True,
p ) : " But w/Exception
2 -_Somewhat False,
~ But w/Exception
1 - Generally False -
. 0 - Certainly, Always
t ‘ © - False ‘
.(c) Response - Scale Used......Same ’
(d) Items....................11 23 (13 items)

HLennox and Wolfe Concern for Egrogriateness Scale

(a) Source..q................Lennox & Wolfe (1986)
(b)..0riginal Response Scale..As above

* (c) Response Scale Used......Same
(d) Items...................u24 43 (20 1tems)

PART V

s

Machiavellianism Scale ,

(a) Source...................Robinson & Shaver (1978)
(b) Original Response Scale..+3 - Agree Strongly

‘42 - Agree Somewhat
" 41 - Agree Slightly .
~.=1" - Digagree Slightly . L
. =2 = Disagree Somewhat .
‘.-31-

Disagree Stronglyj?}é SN

Agree_Strongly,v*?
Agree Somewhat
Agree Slightly

(c) Responae Scale Used.......5

-

‘Disagree Somewhat

¢Hnus

: J:f~l1-1 I

‘Disagree: Slightlyifﬂ‘.arf
‘Disagree Stronglyffxff :°‘
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(4) Ttems.uuiviunneeiivennne. 44-63 (20 items)

PART VI . . o IR

‘ Seiflcdnsciouéness Scale

(a) Source................‘..Fenigstein, Scheier,

&, Buss. (1975)

- (b)‘Original Response Scale..4 - Extremely

o C Characteristic to-

"0 - Extremely _—

: . Uncharacteristic °

(c) Response Scale Used......Same R

¢d) Items....................64 86 (23 items)

~+ Note: The subjects' questionnaires were printed‘in a- ,
B smaller font than the following example to minimize
the perceived size of the questionnaire. .This also
permitted more detatled scales on each - page than are:
shown in the following example. : :
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ATTITUDE INVENTO&X

‘We are interested in people 8 attitudes toward
themselves and others. ‘The purpose of asking you to answer

. the questions on this inventory is to help us assess ‘how

useful .the questions here are for. distinguishing people with .
different attitudes. with many peoples' responses to these:

questions, we can. then statistically sort out the good and

bad items. . In other words, .we can assess the validity or.
worth of the various itens in this inventory for messuring

I

We would like- to stress to you that your answers to ot

i “these questions are completely confidential. 'We are.
‘interested in group responses, butwe. want you to indicate

your I.D. number so that ve can match your . two answer

sheets. - o C e

-

. A

e

you:

e

p(l) QPlease respond to each question by darkening in the»‘

correct circle on the’ answer sheet with ‘a pencil

vfp(Z) Please indicate youf‘sex and your I. D. number on. both

the answer: sheets you have been given.wwuv

“

(3) You may think that some of the questions sre ‘not very L

. good or seem kind of odd. " In. fact, one purpose of thishf

inventory is to "isolate bad items. However,'our

ability to assess which’ qqé}tions are ‘good and which
‘ ;questions are bad in this inventory depends ona .
7 complete response. So, please try and answer sll of

;the questions._ L SR

o

i(4) If you find a questiQn personaIly objectionable, you dov,»ﬁ

'ant have to answer it.

M e
"'.',

v

e (S)T”Don t spend too much ‘time on: any one‘question, ve are S
o interested in your "firs impressions o *v-;,"f

H(é)f;There are no, "risht"fort—wrons answers;‘w% are~;__riéffd

' h:ginterested only in whst zou think.«ﬂ:

.\4-_‘

PLEASE FILL. IN YOUR SEX AND I. D._NUHBER o BOTH ANSWER g}t :
... SHEETS BEFORE BEGINNINngu‘. T
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———-----————--——--—-—————-—-. __..._——---.——-—-—-_——..—-—_--..—_.--_ '

, The following statementa concern your peraonal

reactions to a number of different situations. No. two
‘statements are exactly alike, 80 consider each statement
carefully before answering. . If a statement is TRUE or
- *MOSTLY TRUE as applied to you, blacken the space marked 1. on’
 your answer sheet. If a statement is FALSE or NOT USUALLY o
~TRUE as applied to you, blacken the space marked 2." Do.not

' put your answers on this test booklet itself T )
‘ .. “ , N .' . . . ‘ I ‘ ‘ ’ ) . m ‘T"_'N ,‘v/'/v.. l
(1 I find it hard to imitate the behavior of . other‘

I ‘people., ‘ ‘ .

(2)',f My behavior is usually an expression of my .true inner o

'hfeelings, attitudes, and beliefs.‘

Lp(3); [“At parties and ‘social gatherings, I do not " attempt to
. V“do or aay things that others will like. : ‘ Coa

‘(4?‘3'“1 can °“1Y argue for ideas which I already believe.. 3 dp‘

“(5)"ddI can. make impromptu apeeches even on topics about'
e 3which I have almost no. information.‘( ‘
(6) I guass I put on a show to impress or entertain
- “‘ﬁ-people._ - o ‘ _
‘ xﬁ?;*f?)\ff=When I am uncertain how to act in.a social situation,:‘
| R ~p;ﬂI look to the behavior of others for cues. LR
"J"fIKQja}HfI would probably make a good actor.»fi_fif.lﬂ o
Lt h:(Q)ffiuI rarely need the advice of my friends to choose

fiyfgtmovies, books or: musico-_,u

v ‘ﬂaometimesAappear to othera to be experiencing f"x‘
kz;deeper emotions than I actually am.‘gx;y,.i‘ e

Qlaugh more when I watch a comedy with others than

- 2(False)



<12>
‘.(1‘?‘) .

(s

(15)

(16)

Coan

(18)

(19)

120)

(1)

=

(22)

@y

i (27)

‘Even if I am not enjoying gyself
- be. having a good time.

I have considered being an entertainerv

l“going.

(24)
sy, o
N ,ﬂ»hdislike them.
}I do not tire quickly.,3 -

g;I am often sick to my stomach.

soaue: 1<T> 2<ra1se—>’ B

S T T o162,

In a group of people I am rarely the center of

'attention.

In different situations and with different people, I
often act like very different persons. '

\

1 am not: particularly good’ at making other people -

like me.‘,.
Iyoften"pretend'to

o

,I~m‘not always the person I.appear~to be.

I would not change my opinions (or the way I do

" things) 1in order to please someone else or win their
‘favor.‘ R

\

In order to get along and be liked I tend to be what.
people expect me to be rather than anything else.

I have never been good at ~games like charades or .
improvisational acting ' :

\

s

" I have trouble changing my behavior to suit different
people and different situations. ‘ . : ‘

)

At a party. I let others keep the jokes and stories

— !

”?I feel a bit awkward ‘in company and do not show up .
*w-quite so. well as 1 should. L B

BE

yI can: look anyone fa’ the eye and tell a 1ie with a
‘astriight face (if for a right end) o : .

I may. deceive people by 'ting friendly when I really

rl‘I am about as nervous as other people. B

(29) g

I have very few headachesq;”“ &




'(30)‘-\‘ ‘'work. under a great deal of strain.

_(31) ; I cannot keep my mind on one thing. S

‘(32) I;rorry over money and business.~
‘"(33) frequently notice my hand shakes when I try to do ‘
. something. L ( , o

RN ’(34) 'I‘blush as ofte%)as otheﬁs
(35)

N ;I‘have diarrhea ( the runs’ ) once a month or more.
“(36)‘l‘I‘worry quite a. bit over possible troubles.'
‘ ' (37)i ‘I-practically never blush ' |
, ‘.;‘;;"(38)‘ 'Iham often afraid that I am going to . blush
>(39) [ ¢ have nightmares every few nights;

"1(&0)‘ﬁ My hands and feet are usuallp;warm enough
f(&l)iﬂ I sweat very easily egen on cool days.vI'

(42) When' embarrassed 1 often break out in a sweat uhich
' is very annoying. ;-" o o= ‘

"(43) I do not often notice my heart pounding and I am
S seldom ahort of breath EETERI - -

:f(44)ﬁ4 I feel hungry almost a11 the time. '

.ff(ﬁS) Often my bowels don ¢ move for several days at a
R time.wyﬁ*' e . : : . .

t“ﬁ(éﬁ) I heve a great deal of stomach trouble.

ﬂphi(aj) At times I lose sleep over . worry.,”i?

QI,often dreemfebout things I don t like to te11 other
'Ze°ple‘ RN TSRt S TR




b(52)'y often find myself worrying about something
”(53)-' wish I could be as happy -as others.

I
I

1(545" I am usually calm and not easily upset,
.I , | | o
1
o

h* (55) cry-easily; | _
(56)" feel anxious about something or someone almostfall
1 o —_ f the time. v

(57) T am happy most’ of the time.

‘(58)" It makes me nervous to have to wait."
H

(59)‘ ,At times I am SO restless that I cannot sit in. a.
chair for yery long.' . .

(60) Sometimes I become 80 excited that I find it hard to‘
: get to sleep.‘ el

(615 I have often felt that I faced go many difficulties I Ey

could not overcome them.
L]

(62) At times I have ‘been worried beyond resson about
' ‘something thet really did not matter."

? '“j‘(63);' I do not have as many fears as my friends.
o -5(64) I have been afraid of things or people that I know‘\‘
@ R ‘could not hurt* me. I o -

}(651 ;,I cert nly feel useless at times.

v‘d(66)‘vfI find it hard to keep my mind on a task or Jbb. 1.;¢Vndf

te . PR

67y fiI am’ more self conscious than most people. f@ L

7v;(68)» I am the kind of person who takes things hard."

‘?~'LI am a. teTy nervous person.,f"
iﬂ[(?O) Life is often a strain fot me._’ tﬁf‘dtbﬂhﬂt.73b;bwﬂ_l;?~

.;'(71) At times I think I am no good at all.

ﬁ’Q@(72) am not at a11 confident of myself-
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(73)‘" At ‘t:i‘uiea‘-fI 'féel. that I am gdidg to cta’ck'up.

S : Iy

“(74) ‘ I don't like to face a difficulty or make an
' " important decision. : ‘

'(7,5) I am very confident of myseIf o [ ‘ o N

A, ! '\,N"‘ h : )
_— .

o o , .
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' Part x WO
" Following are some queationa regarding the way you
behave, feel and act. Try ‘and .decide whether "Yes," or "No"
repreaents your usual way of acting or feelimg If your
-answer 1is YES," darken the circle marked. 1. on the answer
, ‘sheet.‘ £ your answer is NO, darken the circle marked 2 on
.. the. answer sheet ‘ S B / N
“<76) p Do you often long for excitement? C g
(77) hDo you often need understanding friends to cheer you
L "mup? : : : . S ‘ ~
1(78) f Are you nsually carefree9'.d ﬁn,.
‘ - (79) . Do you find it very hard to take no for an answer?
(80)' Do you stop and think things over before doing R
- anyth1n39 e SR o : S e
R ! bY ' : : S o :
‘ (QP)‘ . If you say\Jou will do somethéng do you alwaws keep
: _your 'promise, no matter how inconvenient it might be -
lto do so° o : , e s : S -
| (82) . “Does your mood often go up and dS'h? |
‘(83),r.Do you 8 rally do and say things quickly without f»
| T stopping think? / : L
Ca ) " ", - ' .'
fdnv, (84) : Do you ever feel "jaa{ miaerah}e" for no good reaaon?
o E “. / ' ) ) .
685)“ ‘Would y0u do a;most anythihg for a dare?
RIER: ‘T‘“(BG)' ‘Do you auddenly feel ahy when you want to talk to an
RTINS j"attractive stranger? : T R ‘ L ‘j
. : ‘_‘ ‘~" : C / , o K ’ ‘“; . s ) [y ./,“L / "‘
(87): ‘Once in a while do you lose your temper and get
o angry? R SR ‘w e
ILTQU(SS)iiwDo you often do things on the spnr of the moment?
\} (89)‘;”Do you often worry about things you should not have ”ﬁff
Co ~done or said} -h_ﬂis -,u,:”‘u‘ P ‘v‘i-. R
: "si(QO)ferenerally do you prefer reading to meeting people?

soaLE 1(Yes).lii.2(Ne)

PR S
R T




fxﬁj 0 . ." - ‘E’ | ‘ \‘ .
' K AL o R o . 167
) t '

(91) Are your ﬁeelings rather easily hurt?

»

\

'(92) Do you like going out a lot? s

(93) Do you'oécasionazly_have thoughts and ideas that you

'”1"\ would not like other people to know about? \
,»& ¥ '; . ' ' ! . . 4
(94) "Afe you someéimes bubbling over with energy and
' \_ 'sometimea very sluggish? ‘ ,
]',- \

(95) "Do you Prefér to have few but special friends? .
(96) " Do ou @ayﬂreem a lot? i ’ ) g

v (97) When pegple shout at you?.do }ou shout back?
K31 k98)“l‘Are you, fften troubled Qbout feeli;ge of guilt?i
' [ )

(99) Are'alljyour habits good "and desirabie'ones?

b (100) Can you usually/let yourself go and enjoy yourself a
A - lot at a:fun party? o

| mmmead ::-_-- -;-----;__),_-_-_:;_-_______--_____-; _________
PLEASE TURN OVER YOUR ANSWER SHEET FOR THE‘FOLLOWING
. 'QUESTIONS .- o

(v

(101) Would you call youraelf tense d? "highly strung"?
(102) Do other people think of you as ﬁeing very 11¢e1y?

(103) . After you. have donevsomething important, do yoq often

e _. . [.come away feeling you" could have done better?
" ,(104) Are yOu mostly quiet when you are with other peop1e7\
(1Q5) Do jon some;imes gossip? o .- S
’1106) Do 1deas run through your head so that you cann t
: s ,aleep? ;"‘ ‘ ! ‘ e v
'.(107) If therﬁ 18 something you want to know about, wo ld
¢oe 0 you ‘rather look it up in a book than talk to- éomeonef-'
il T .about i;? o "o : : _—
ﬁ; & e oo e Lo
108) Do you get palpitations or thumping in your heart?
N N »,-‘ 5"':;‘ LERY ; CJ ‘ : )
 SCALE: “L(Yes)...u.i2(No) sy [ < lTin T e
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(109) Do you like the kind of work that you need to pay
close attention to?

N

(110) Do you get attacks of shaking or trembling?

(111) Would you always declare everything at the customs,
even 1if you knew that you could never be found out?
\

(112) Dg you hate being with a crowd who play jokes on one

‘ another’

(113) _Are you an irritable person?

“, (114) Do 'you like doing things in which you have to act
! quickly?

/

K,/(IIS) Do you worry a?out wful things that might happen?
(116) . Are you slow and unhurried in the way you move?
. \ [y
(117) Have you ever been late for an appointment or work?

»

(118) , Do you have many nightmares?

(119) Do you like talking to people so much that you would
never miss a chance of talking to a stranggr?

(120) Are you troubled by aches and pains?
S (121) Woulgd you be very unhappy if you could not see lots.
. of people most of the time’ L e
\ 5 A
(122) Would you ca11 yourself a nervous pereon?

(123) Of all the people you know are there somé whom you
:" definitely do not like? . = ‘ » .

. -

ST (124) WOuld'you say- you were fairly self confident?

"2 (125) Are you easily hurt when people find fault with-you
or your work? C

;j'(126) Do you find* it hard to really enjoy yourself at a
v lively party’ A .'!. SRR &

. QK127) Are you troubled with feelings of inferiority?

: ‘ ' ‘ ;.‘.‘ A : .w : SN . A A,‘_ e . ~
(YGS) o e :‘0‘0 zgﬂb) = o K | ‘ ;“ ‘/%‘it" .
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Nt

(128) Can you easily get some life into a rather dull
‘ . party? .

. o |
(129) Do you sometime talk about things you know nothing

about?
(130) Do you worry about your health?
(131) Do you like piaying pranks on others?
l)(132) Do ‘you suffer from sleeplessne;s?

- — — T — - ks — i — A ) — — - — - . —— —— o — — o ——— . —— . ——

PLEASE SWITCH TO THE GREEN ANSWER SHEET FOR THE REMAINING
* ITEMS ) ! !

s " " = " —— D D 5. =D S = —— - . — — A T A AL " -t S o " T —— — i —— —— —— -

2t

R
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D
Part Three

The following statements (in the remaining parts)
represent beliefs or preferences about one's self, personal
reactions to a number of different situations, end some
commonly held beliefs that are true of some people but are
not true of others. } D

Read each statement carefully. ‘Then indicete‘the
extent to which you agree or disagree by darkening the
correct number ¢n your answer sheet. The numbers and their
meaning (for this pert) are indicated below:

‘If you STRONGLY AGREE darken circle...eeesecnen..3
-If you AGREE, darken circle...................:..4.2
Ifryou'DISAGREE, darken circle...c.eeveeccascasanaal
If you STRONGLY DISAGREE, darken circle........;.{.o

. Therefore, fog all of the remaining-questions, thl more -

——

you agree with an item, the higher the number you shou*d
select. . - . \‘
: -,

(1) I feel that I'm a person of worth, at least on an- \
equal basls with others. t

(2). I feel that I have a number o} good.gualit}es; Lt
.(3) .All in all, I ap.inciined to feel that I em‘a‘”
failure. ) ' f ‘ V .
(4) uI am ablq to do things as well as most other peopﬁe.‘
~(5) I feel I do not have much to be proud of. )
(6)"‘\1 take a positive attitude toward myself “f"

.57).." On the whole, I am satiefied with myself

(8;’ “I wish I could have more respect for myseI'f.

'(b) I certainly feel ueeless at times.‘-, }l”__ r 3
;i;}(lb)‘ kAt times 1 think I am ‘no good at all.

2 L e
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'Part Four

NOTE that the following questions are answered on a
different scale. Please indicate the extent to which you'
think the statement is true or false in your case by

. " darkening the appropriate ‘circle on your .answer sheet. The
' numbers and their meaning are indicated below: 4

. If the statement is CERTAINLY, ALWAYS TRUE, darken.circle..5
If the statement is GENERALLY TRUE, darken circle .........4
If the statement is SOMEWHAT TRUE, BUT WITH EXCEPTION,..... 3
If the statement is SOMEWHAT FALSE BUT WITH EXCEPTION,..;.Z
‘'If the statement is GENERALLY FALSE "darken circle....cc...1"
If the statement is CERTAINLY, ALWAYS FALSE, darken circle.Q

(ii) In social situations, I have the ability to alter my
lbehavior 1f I feel that something else is called for.
L = ks .
(12) I am often able\to read people's true emotions - L
correctly through their eyes. . Co

.(13) I have. the ebility to control the way I come across
- to people, depending on the impression I wish to give,

them.—

) (14)“ In conversations, I am sensitive to even the
slightest change in the facial expression of the
person I'm conversing with < ] .

,(13) ‘ My powers,of intuition are quite good when it comes_v
'_to understanding others emotions and motives.

(16) I can usually te11 when others consider a joke to be
¥ " in bad taste, even though they may . laugh ) ,«
;o33 i R convincingly. X S .

i (17)" When I feel that the imsge I am portraying isn t
- .. . .working, I can reedily change it to something that
”?ﬁﬁ‘ : Qudoee.;' I R S e
e R /” y -1‘° L
.~ 1318) -+ I can usually tell when I've said something

TR ~'inappropriate by reading it in the listener ) eyes.

: ‘I heve trouble changing my behavior to suit differento Q:f’
; people and different situetions.‘w;;ggx R B iy




(20) -

(21)

(22)

(23)

o (24)

(25) -
(26)
(271)

(28) -

At parties I usually try to behave in’ a manner thatL

',Although I hpewtzyself I find that others do_ not :
,know me. -~ ,

H-f:Different situations cén make me behave like very
'1different people.s_;,;,t_ -‘; :'rﬁ:lf_.ks,‘_.wp,<ﬁ =

172
‘e ,‘ -~ . . i‘ * ) [ ‘

I have: found that I can adjust ‘my behavior to meet
the requirements of any situation I find myself in.

If someone is lying ‘ta me, I usually know it et once
from that. person s manner of expression,

Even when- it might be to my adventege, I have

‘difficulty putting up a_ good front

\4)‘

-Once I know what the situation calls for, ft's easy

for me to regulate my actions accordingly. : 8

I tend to show different sides of myself to different
people. T . ,,¢ B
It is my feeling that if. everypne else in a“group is
behaving in a certain manner, "this must be the proper ,
way to behave. ' o , ¥l

“

.8

I actively avoid wearing clothes that .are not in.
style.

- ol P . "\‘“‘ -
In different s&tuations and with different people, L.

often act like very different persons.

makes qe fit in. . ’ v &

When Iyam uncertain hdw to ‘act.in a social situation,,

I look to the. beheviﬁr of others for cues.

.

. ﬁ

. //{ ‘ - : : ' -t =t

R

I try to/pay attention Eo the reactions of others to
=y behavior in order to avoid being out of place.-f

-

o~ '8 ' -A +

I find that I tend to- pick up. slang expressions from 'i{
Vothers and use them as part of my own vocabulary.p,. K

., ~: s r




- (37)
(38)

'(39)

(40)-
J(&l)
(42)

(43)

\ ' \ o 3
r CooL L r
\

for cues. . .

S ¥ 3

,l.

;Differenm people tend to’ have different impressions

about the type of person I am.‘ ‘ \ |

It! s important to me to fit in to’ the group L'm with

‘My behavior often depends on how I feel others wish

me to behave., . o .

I am: not always the person I appear to be.. .

-~ If I am the 1east bit uncertain as to how to act in a

social" situation, Iilook to the behavior of others

I usually keep up with ciothing style changes by
watching what others wear.

I sometimes _have the feeling that people don’ t know .

" who. I really am.

When in a social situetion, I tend not to follow the
crowd, but .instead behave in a manner that suits oy
particulari ood at the time. '

. Sy X ’ B L Lo
. , . o . Wl . )

» .. ,
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Part Fivew
L NOTE that the following questions are answered on a
different scale. Please indicate the extent to ‘which you
‘agree or disagree with each statement by darkening the
. appropriate circle on your answer sheet. The numbers and-
- their meaning are indicated below°»u

If‘you,AGREE STRONGLY darken circle........S
If you AGREE SOMEWHAT, darken circle........4
If you AGREE SLIGHTLY, darken circle..coes..3
If you DISAGREE SLIGHTLY ‘darken circle.....2
‘ ‘ If you DISAGREE SOMEWHAT, .darken circle.....l : .
R I you‘DISAGREE STRONGLY, darken c¢ircle.....0 .
) . o X :
{(44)  Never tell anyone the real reason you did something
unless it is useful to do so. : o

(45) The best way to handle people is to tell them what

\they want to: hear. ) - ‘ .

- (46) 'One should take action only when ‘sure 1t is morally
: ' -‘right.,,‘_'_ o _ Lo

“(4?) 7rMost people are basically good and kind “,'. 3 “bﬁ
'(68)' It is safest to assume ‘that all people ‘have a vicious SR
‘ st:eak and it will come out when they are 3ive a . . AR

= chanse. S 8 J R L T
'.(49) _ Honesty 1s the: best policy in" all cases. ; '}“y_ S

/’

t (50) > There is no excuse for lying to someone else.

¢A'[']"(51) Generally speaki%g, mén, ‘won' t work %ard unless o iw'}:;gﬂﬂ
' ’ they e forced to do so.“gbugwtfs - f~~‘V' o S

N

3‘}k52) All in- a11 4 is better to be humble and honest than:'
L to be important and dishonest*' [ SRR ‘w, N

;'f?(ss>




.(§5>~‘

(56)

(57)

@

- |
Anyone who completely trusts anyone else is asking -
for trouble. o . » ‘ LN

The biggest difference between most. criminals and - P .
‘other people is that the criminals are stupid enough ‘
ro. get caught. A : ,

Most men are brave. . Qn‘ o oo .

.(58) ”‘It 1s wise to flatter important people. -

(59)

(60) -

PLEASE TURN OVER.YOUR ANSWER . SHEET FOR THE FOLLOWING

| It is possible to be good in all respects.

Barnum was wrong when ‘he said that there s a sucker '
. born’ every minute. S S ‘

| ‘ QUESTIONS
- (61) '1It 1is hard to get ahead without cutting corners here .
Lo ‘and there. } . )
-(62) ‘People suffering from incurable diseases should have
I the choice of heing put painlessly to- death -
f(63) ESMoat men forget more easily the death of their father

“vthan the loss of their property

N '~E.‘,, ‘,.;{'Q‘UQ e




(65) I m concerned abOut my style of doing things.

S ‘ | i
. (69) I'm concerned aboutﬁthe w&y T present myaelf

M(7O): I n often the subject of my %wp fantasies. o

f(JZ)I I neven*écrutiniae myaelf é‘V

o s
[
"1 : B
." -
m

o1x. o R P

NOTE that the following questions are answered on a-

\different scale ,Please 1ndicate the- extent to which you

‘feel the following statements are characteristic (tfue) of
you personally. Iﬁ you-thimk an ited is EXTREMELY * .- . -
UNCHARACTERISTIC of you, darken 'circle: 0 ‘1f you think. an\?'

 1tem 1is EXTREMELY CHARACTERISTIC of you, darken ‘circle 4.

If your Opinion lies between these two pointa, darken circie’

)

"1,'2; or 3; depending ow the degree to; which you feel the‘ S

item is characteristic 6f you.

‘(66)E 1 m always trying to figure myself out.

- (66). .
(67) - ‘ ‘.‘.,_ ‘ in ' i
; ; situation fy"' ‘h¢f o . e Ty
-(68) I reflect*about myself a 1ot lf‘nﬂtf;“ o ol

"
i

,‘M;,‘ .
e . 4' t\

'.f(fl);; I have troubie working when“someone 1s watching me.v;*‘

RAR. R N

ey




| K ‘.‘v’@, . | y‘ .“

- y o R IR ¥ & A
R:f (51)~ I sometimes have the feeling that I m off somewhere v
.f,;q S watching myself R . ‘k ' L

(82) I 'm concerned about what other people think of me.

(83)“ I m alert to changes in my mood h-f | ,.;V;‘f;' f“ujg

(84)Q' I’ m usually aware of my appearance., | |

(85)w ‘I m aware of the way my mind works when I work , . K
E through a problem. . e

(86)“ Large groups make me nervous. S L '

”Pleaae check that., ‘,”',3rf ';”f SR ‘

‘ffﬁ ' f'ﬁik (1) You have answered evefy question. oo '
| ":,' .‘(2)‘ You have indicated your 'sex and I. D o ,'J g

LI I number om- both answer sheets. o I

. \‘ .;' ' \ﬁ\) .




..

f

i

. Correl'é’t;iqné with the RS

9
MS.




; _179

Table 22 . ‘

Intercorrelatione.‘ Total Seore'and‘Subscalea from : ‘
VRSﬁ§ (1985)( S ,;;
s ait == . . \‘\\
Scale/Subscales 2 T3 4

i . v | ! . ,’ .ot
. . '(’w ' “’ " ' “ .“‘ N C o . - <_*v ’ L ‘,‘ . *. . ; " ‘*-‘
I P Gangeetad & Snyder (1985) .79 .68 . N.Q7v
AR : ORI *
2. Gangeetad & Snyder (1985) » .48 7 .38

‘ I Acting v s I | ; *‘ . . .
3. Gangestad & Snyder (1985) N \ .16

BN 3 § ¥ Extraversion‘ . 3

38 ‘Gangestad & Snyder (1985)& '

L IIT\ Other-Direcne\\ e

Note,\ N i- 998 - 999. \ - .

,2; <- ,,00'1, two-tailed‘. | . P
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/4 ' ' Table 23 ) { ) ° . } "" “ ) R o ! v“\
e : SR S e

L S Intercorrelations.‘ Total- Score\and Subacales from . ’ )
L o §ﬂ (1985L with the Lennox and Wolfe Self Monitorigg and

[ ' o H“‘pp

 !§!§§ern for Approp;iateness Scales “‘f.l Vf' L e

) M
'

Y
.8
oo

f SR " Gangestdd & Snyder (1985) ...
A . et , ‘ ‘ ‘ L L NI L#' X )

Scales/Sdbééalesffb o _ L 'Fu11, r ‘ ’f"u"JII‘ ;‘“III

N . '1.. Lennox & Wolfe - a5 T4 ooaast T 26
P ‘ Self-Monitoring o T R L

T

ﬁfrl&' u} 2. Lennox & Wolfe SM ﬁ&‘; v-§:547,‘;‘;33¥ Y R
A o T Self- Presentabionl’~ SRR T e
ﬁmh;-;B:' ﬂ%nnox & Wolfe 'SM - | ﬁfx' 14 21  ‘~t;11:”ﬂ-+;Q2”u ?T

0 II Sensi~tivity T ST TR

4. Lennox & Wolfe 29 .15 . -.06 : “g5I
’ Concern for Appropriate., Lo : :

LS. Lennox & Wolfe CAS ' :.  .20* .06  -.03 .40
w0 I: Social Comparisoh  ' ‘ SR R o e

6. Lennox & Wolfe CAS

S 1t _Variability
e Note: N ==998 ) 999 jW‘,;r:‘ |

- p < 001 twd-tailed A T el e
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.\\ “:Table 24

‘A

L

[

“

N

/

P
Y

i 'i', -

\

Intercorrelations: Total Score and Subscale Scores from

“"

\ &5“3 (1985) with Other Personality Measures
S ‘

2

181 .
B2

b
NS

N

N

|

\

D
Vv A

Total and Subscale Scores

o) v \‘ {a
‘chles Full' B | II III
, ‘ . x
‘I Taylor Manifest ~.04, ~.02 -.23 .20
Anxiety
2. Eysenck . 47" .37" .5s" .a8”
" Extraversion . ‘ '
3. Eyseick .02 .03 . 16" .20"
Neuroticism e '
4. Eysenck .25t -8t 12 -ast
Lie Scale . ' ‘
' ' P | *
5. Rosenberg's .07 .03 C.24 -.12
Self-Esteem ' '
' x * x
6. Machiavellianism .28 .23 .05 .24
\ * x ' *
7. Private .16 .19 .04 .15
Self--Consciousness ‘
‘ * ‘ *
8. Pub}ic .16 .09 .02 .25
Self-Consciousness
. ’ x - % *
9. Social -.30 ~-.27 ~.45 .04
Anxiety .

o

Note: N = 998 - 999.

* A ‘
p < .001, two-tailed.
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Correlations among the Personality Measures
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The in%ercorrelations within Table 25 will be examined

for each scale ingividually. Exajining.the Taylor Manifest

Anxiety Scale first, it cam be seen that, as expected, this

scale shows a high correlation wilﬁ neurotlcism (.83)} and a

moderate correlation with social anxiety (.48). Further,
t\k)\
the scale has a small negative relationship with

extraversion (-.19), and a large negative relationship with

selfHesteem\(~.58).‘ The scale also shows small to moderate

relationships with machiavellianﬁsm (+17), and both private
(.27) and public (.34) self—coniciousness. The pattern of

correlations support the interpretation of this scale as a
) ‘ : ' : ’
measfire of trait anxiety.

The Eysenck Extraversion Scale shows small positive
relationships with self-esteem (.25) and machiavelllanism

(.12), and small to moderate negative correlations with

'

manifest anxiety (-.19), the lie .scale (-.23), and social

anxiety (-.36). Clearly, extraversion taps more positive

o~

attributes,

The Eysenck Neuroticism Scale produced - -

: ' i
intercorrelations similar to those of the manifest anxiety

- scale. Neuroticism cofrelates highly with manifest ahkiety

(.83), moderately with social anxiety (.44), and moderately
negatively with self-esteem (-.49). 1In addition,'this scale

shows small to moderate relationships with machiavellianism

( 17), the lie scale (- 15), and both private (.32) and

b4

-

RN
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:seIf-esteem (-.11) and the lie scale (-.24) vThe,image of

| - ‘ . 184,
: | | . Ay -
pubric (.36) self-consciousness. The label of neuroticism L
appears appropriate for this scale.

The Eysenck Lie Scale‘shows'small'negatiVé | B .

‘ . ; %
relationships with extraversion (~-.23), neuroticism .15),

~ and machiavellianism (~.24). Although it is not‘CIear what

correlations with the lie scale actually mean, negative.

[

relationships with the two other subscales of the Eysenck

Personality Inventory would be expected if the scales had: - )

been designedvto minimize the effects of lying. The
negative correlation with machiavellianism 1s similar to the
negative relationship with self ~monitoring, and perhaps can
be addreased Wwith the same ékplanations (i.e., accurate
machiavelfiars\versus h;irtuous" non-machiavellians).
Rosenberg 8 Self-Esteen Scale_ggows $mall to large
negative correlations with machiavellianism (-.11),‘private

(-.18) and public (-.17). self—oo sciousness, social ‘anxiety

. In addition, the scale N

PM

(-.32), and manifest anxiety (-.5

shows a low, positive relationship with extraversion (. 25)
In general, then, this scale shows a pattern-of

intercorrelations consonant with a medsure of self-esteen.

\

Thevﬁaehiavellianism Scale shows a variety of

."

statistically significant byt low positive correlations with
nanifest anxiety ¢. 17), extraversion (.12), . neuroticism

(e 17), and public self-qgnsciousness (. 13) In addition,

the scale produced-lou negative correlations with

',
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the machiavellian produced by these intercorrelations is one

r

of an outgoing but anxious individual.‘ Although this person‘

o
may believe that other people can be manipulated or |

controlled these beliefs do not prevent the existence of“

anxiety about self and others. " This places an\fntereeting
i AN
- 1ight on the consistent correlations between this variable

and self -monitoring. Although these correlations mosmh

‘\\\‘

likely represent an overlap between the two. constructs on

| |

attitudes that others can be manipulated it is’ possibley

that the two constructs also share an anxreﬁy component

. Private and Public Se1f~Consciousness showed a hiéhly

similar pattern of correlations with the other variables.
Both variables show low to moderate correlations with |
manifest anxiety (.27 and .34), neuroticism (. 32 and 36),
and social anxiety (.23 and .39). As well both scales show

a low negative correlation with self -esteen (-. 18 and -.17)

v

Finally, public'self—consciousness shows a‘low‘positive
relationship with machiavellianism (.13), and as would‘be

‘expected the two, forms of self consciousness’ intercorrelate

highly (.56). It appears that a focus on internal and/or

external aspects of the self can be a source of - negative

self feelings. Again, of interest here are the consistent

¢ (&3

o correlations between the two forms of self—consciousness and

self-mopitoring.‘

B}

Intercorrelations between the Social Anxiety Scale and

2

the other measures were consonant with the label of the

~

\



scale. Social,dnxiety shgbs low to ﬁoderate corfelations 

"
Vo

“with pfivatev(.23)'and public ( 39) self consciousness._

héuroticish (. 44); and manifest anxiety (. 48) In addition, ~
. My

the scale prodqud moderate negative relationships with

eelf-egteem'(—.BZ) and extrayersion (-.36).. ‘ ““L/”'
Table 25a L |
Intgkéorrelationsil PeréohalityVMeasures; ~(5
Scalés‘ _I:%$  "L , 2 3 4 5
1. Taylor Manife&t T -9t o e3* o9 -.sg*
‘ Anxiety - ' o ' . - -
| - B : | Lk an x v
2. Eysenck = o ‘ .09 -.23 .25
Extraversion : : ‘ ‘ '
3. Eysenck ' . . -.15* o —.49*
‘Neuroticism .- ' . ' ‘ o ‘ o
4. REysenck S B .05
. Lie Scaleﬁ R - T "
P ‘ | ¢
5. ‘Rosenberg s ‘ '
»°  Self-Esteem. o 4
~ Note: N = 998 - 999.
. * f ‘}\‘ ‘
'p.< .001 two-tanled.
‘ IS " %.’ ' ' ,z@f' ’ ‘ . o . ) v ‘ . ' 8
v.. . ) . ‘3 )
5 |
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Table 25b -

‘Intercorrelations: Personality Measures
Scales- . ~ ' . 6l 7 . 8 g

1. Taylor Manifest SIS U LR 5 AR VAR MR
Anxiety . Cooo ‘ o » S
e e v . RN L e
2. Eysenck’ . -, 120 o-02. .04 .-.36"
Extraversion’ . T R R
3. Eysenck . o oo™ a2t et U
+ Neuroticism U T L S
4. Ejsencki - ‘thZ&*' ‘”;&03 ‘ .%i
'* Lie Scale’ R R
5. Rosenberg's o=l =018 =017 -032
Self-Este®m - . =~ . S A B
- . |
|

\
¢

6."Machiavélliénism.' llg r,fj ”‘  ‘.fOé"f;‘Q

7. Private 4 S . Ny
Self-Consciousness =~ ' . . T 0T e

“ - ‘ . - . ‘ . " S . L v_‘l L "‘" g “._ ’ 1 *’."‘. ’t."‘ ,‘.’ .
8. _Public " . S LT U390
- Self-Consciousness Sl el BT,

_9;"1Sociaif“‘ 5_ . ‘,u "‘A":‘e :fH ' f""'J‘; R ﬂ
Anxiety - o e e e e

‘Note: ‘N =998 - 999. . . - Ll

oo p< ,001, two-tailed. . .0 o AT ;ij;_.x.*
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"PositivéxWords
* . (Nonshadowed)

- Freq. per Mean
Word '~ 1,000,000 Lika%@eqess'

‘well-read ST .01 - 4,90
trustful A1 75,00
tactful - . <14 ‘ 4,90
witty .60 4.80

- truthful 0 1.06 5.50
sincere .. 137 . '5.70
prompt : 1.47 4.70 .
trusting 1.53 . 5.00
wholesome 1.81 : 4.50
decent ‘ - 2.31 co 4,50
poised ' © 2,52 Y4 4,50
tidy . 4.22 . 4.30

' earnest ° . 4,22 - 5.20

' modest O 5.64° 0 4y30
loyal s 5,50
‘mature a 5.80 5,20
humble e 64220 4.30
relaxed 5, 7.06 ~ 4.40
thoughtful . .9.37 5.30
grateful - \9.53 | 4.90
polite 10.38 - 4,90
honest ' - +13.38 ' 5.60: '« |
cheerful [ - 14.31 , 5.00
‘smart o 17410 4.90
patient /' 18.04 4.80
clever ', 21.55" - .5.00
lively 21.71 . 4.70 .
eager O 26018 4,50
active - o 29,77 t 4.60,
pleasant .~ = 48.18 .. 5.00
Sum . 291,10 = .  146.40 -

| ' 5 ‘I o

Mean " 9700 !/ 4,88
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‘1Négétiveﬂﬁ0fd§';¥ ' o B \
(Nonshadowed) : e

' ' - Freq. per, =~ Mean

~ Word ' ‘1,000,000 . Likableness
spiteful  + . 00.. - .70 - ‘

phony t .05 o ..30‘<f‘ Co o A
'~ vulgar - . .56 .. .80 ‘ o L
liar o .99 0 .30
scornful 1.11 1,50
messy ' - - 1.36 ; 1.50 . .
‘bragging © . . 1.56 S 1.00 -
showy - 1.7 T . 1.50
childish = 1.86 o 1.100
jealéus & - 2.41 1.00
unkind : 2.82 \ .70
unfair . - 2.83 . . 1.10

‘greedy . 3.33 .70 -
selfish™ ‘ 4,07 ' .80 -
boring . 4,11 1.00
- gloomy ‘ 4,13 . 1,40
‘rude © oi5.32. .80 ¢ o
hostile '5.36 S .90 e v
vain . - 8.80 1430 o
helpless 9,09 1,40 o
.crude . . 10,2 1,00 ' (3 4
careless =~ 10.27: -~ 1,40 B VA
‘eruel " 15.16 ! © .40 .
-noisy - . 15,75 - 1,70
lazy - 16.36 o 1.30
. foolish: = 21,95 © . 1.40
. shallow = ' 23,33 - l.20
' dull o 25,27 . 1.20
. nervous . .25.28'. - . 2.00
“yeak . 44.06: 1.60 -
‘Sum . ' 269.15° . 33,00
Mean " ° . 897 . 1,10
o . / TN



u‘Sum of all
g Neutral wds

Neuifai Words

| ‘-1‘1-9]'2.59. o
: *Mean o 5' V ' :9.94j_

(Nonshadofed)

B L)
| " ' , " m
h ‘ Freq. per
Word - 1 000,000
o briefcase ‘ ;. .14
K brochure .18
exhale 1
salads' T ,60
,cancel =~ . . 1.3
birthplace o 1,50
S hallway "' 2.38 .
utlook ' 1 2.40
yebrows L C3.21
compute o . 3.46
‘pens - . 4.42
gesture - . 4,57
~attach .~ - A4 5,06 .
react " @/02 ‘
savings .
~adjust '’
‘ - chapters
o gloves. ‘ /8.
shovel : = . /‘ 9.16
" acre. 9.16
greeting // ' 11.30 .
phone /“ - 11.59-
tissue - 14,76
* mention ., 15,07
entrance// y . 17.94
printing 20,02
recall .23.05
adult , 23.18
.. income o 28.31
‘42.38
293 40
9 78

.



~‘fchecklistsg

'”‘fulltime

"cheekbonesl
‘surname °
_ 8kyline:

blink
lab
campus

. rating

exit .
good=~bye:

-alect
couch ; ,
. weekend

lately °
session

- .cloudy

.~ carpet
" proceed .

sandwich

—motionS'
“igsue
.. kettle

behave
career

gk:button
. detail’
‘' plastic

“‘cooking

.. program

_SﬁﬁTVu”

‘Mean

LT 21.25

Freq. per'

o — o, 2

.69,
S 1,12
1.81 "
1.82
2.84
‘2.86
3,79
' 3.93
4.75
5.15
1 6.21

6.23 .

L 7.79

NeuﬁraIMWords

1,000,000 o

7.96 -

. 8.74

. 8.78

9.67

. 10.05-,

13.21
14.18
17.08

17,29

)21 19

25.17
25.91

o 4“9.:55‘\'\

299070

(Shadpwed - Block 1)

9.99 1

192



. Sum

T T T X S,
f . ‘ﬁeutraijWoids"' |
o 'Qs(Shadowed ~_?lock 2) ‘ ,
B C Freq' per : S ‘ ‘ | i |
Word 1,000,000 - . \

crosswalk ) o ~06 - ‘ o ' o \
scissor o .20 Co . - e SRR
handshaké L4600 , ST, ‘
.~ armchair = ".66 '
- roommate ‘ 1.20, —
inspect c 1.63 -
‘.cafe '+ - 1.99 . .
census: 2.82 v
classmate o 3.00
budget _ - 3.67° .
. railing = . - 4,23 ‘
- 'textbook 4,72
ankle .- .. 5.76
~conclude . 6.12
‘consult R
- parking,
sweater
glimpse
‘carton
indoors
fountain
. curtain
address
speaker
chin
fashion .-
jacket
arrive. -
package

: }penciyll’@

. Mea'n"*"““r"" ‘, S



(Shadowed - Block 3)

Freq. per

1,000,000

.
S e . — — o Sy

clipboard
viewer
postcard
seafood
inhale
drapes
bracelet
stair
poster
drawvers
access
parcel
guided
- elbows
_grammar
. findings
"brand
respond
belief
margin
briefly

campaign

‘keys
afford
doorway

' actions
' prairie
sale
owner
student

Sunm

~ Mean,
o

.13

.18
.47

.60

1.21
1.60
1 2.29
2.40
3.02

3.50 ..

4.36
4,64
'5.78

6.09"

6.68
7.00
8.28
8.50
9.11
- 9.32
10.68

12.46

14.66
15.42
17.92
©20.62
S 21.51
24.36

27.92

48. 44

299.10

Neutral Words

9.97 my

194



Freq. per

Word 1,000,q00
"weather 166.34
fact 173.52
system 179.00
yoice 209.79
list - +216.13
letter - 238.16
wind 240.80
ground 266.87
book 271.65
body 295,73
morning : 302.23
sentence ‘ 362.78
paper 373.94
mother . 417.67
head 429,00
sound 525.74
name 629.90
back 055.60
words ' 1124.,10
time 1634.30
Sum 9113.25

Mean 455.66

‘Practice Words °

(Shadowed)

195
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Practice Words

(Nonshadowed) - —
. Freq. per
Word 1,000,000

snow : . 168.09

pictures 171.02
- mind 185.36

meaning - 192,60

person 218.94

rest 228.12

hands '241.40

table 263.51

group 286'.05

face 290.91

car 302.74

city 310.95 . ,

father 405.23 : .

light 413,06 . '
.school 484 .43

house 496.81

number 704,34

place 798.93

water 1207.30

people 1344.10 |
Sum 8713.89

Mean 435.69

A
O A L P B E 2 ) P PEE I T 3 T

Sum of all
Practice wds 17827.14

Mean 445,68
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L)

FIRST IMPRESSIONS OF THE STUDENT ASSISTANT
- DESCRIBED ON THE TAPE:

\

~ o

- Please give your first impressions of the student assistant
wvho was the main topic of the words you have been listening
to. For each item below, read the word and circle a number - |

on the 7-point scale that best expresses your opinion of |

this person.

(1) Likable -
Not .1 2 3 45 6 T Very
Likable ‘ s : Likable

(2)' Socially Competent

N6t Socially 1 2 '3 4 S 6 7 . Very Socially
‘Competent a C ‘ Competent

‘(3) Friendly

Not : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 - Very
Friendly Friendly’
~(4) Bright’ B b
e - Not 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very
7wy oo Bright ¥ . Bright
f(S) Moodyw T S : - i _ —
Very . - 1. 2 3 4 S5 6 7 Not |

Moody . -~ - - - _ o ~ Moody

¢ [P
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(6) ‘Like To Meet \ |
. ' ~ - }
Don't Want 1" 2 3 & 5 6 7 ¢ Vould Like
To Meet' r I To Meet

[N
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Recognition Measure
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' "'not hear

Y(B) saorts‘

The Female Voice A., S I
Please rate each of the following words as to h0w confident_f'
you are that you did or 'did not hear them spoken by ‘the

'FEMALE voice. o | , ‘},a

(1).‘ang:y S L S . L ‘
Certain did 1 -~ 2 . 3 4. 5. 6. ' Certain
' o o ‘ S - heard -

' ! -
11\' ) . . : \

TN v v :
Y : . .

(2) ‘de;voua

‘Certain did .1 2. '3 4 5 6  Certain:
-not hear o T : heard

— ! - [ .

Certaln did i 2 3 Aﬂ',b 5 6 ‘Certatin

. r“"g‘
,

not hear . co - S - ' heard .

(4) neat

~

. . : ) . ‘f
Certain did 1 2 3 4 5 . 6 /*Certain
not hear" : , _ - heard

(s) sthbborn“

‘Certatndid 1 2 3. 4 5 g | Certain
not hear‘ C - ' B S ,h © * heard

(6) scoiding | R E ;'.‘ R

Certain did - ll'fr 2 s 6 s 6 Certain"
not hear FE S heard

¢(7) . a‘cti‘\‘re“‘.v S > " ‘: N

" Certain didhz 1 f‘zh'h 3 4. 5 6. Certain
.not hear. = .- 7T . e O heard
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(8) prompt
Certain did 1~ - 2 ' 3 . 4 5. 6  Certain

" not hear o . : - heard

(9) ‘trﬁstful:‘ o Co .

Certain did = 1 2 3 4 5 . 6  Certain -

not hear ST o heard .

(10) phony E e
Certain did 1 _ 2 3 4 5 6 Certain
dot hear . . ot 2o b3 6 feratn

- (11) purchase

Certain' did .- 1 2 .+3. 4 s 6 Certain.
"not hear D o - ' - . heard
(12) noisy ,
Certain'did 1 2 3. 4 .5 6  Certain
not hear . - ; . SO . , , 'heard .

'(13) ih#oiveg L , ; ' |
Certaindid © 1 . 2 3 4 5 6 cettain
. mot hear .. ~ . . héard
(14) frank' .

5 Certain d;ﬁ '5”1‘ S 2 3 4 5 ‘;' 6 ‘f _Certain‘ .
& (15)}#&61e§ome;’ FRRRRERE o : ’ {k_ L R

T Certatn did 1 2 3 4 s ' 6  Certain

o omot hear ol o oo ... -heard. - ?;‘775
ST . ) " ! -"‘ . . . ' 5 ‘.“, .:" :.,‘I.“v‘..-:v

“.l . "“ 6&
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e S N
(16) decent R

Cértain did ~ 1. - 2 3. 4 s 6 Cerpain

not hear ' : S B ' heard
(17) realist . . _

- Certain did 17 2 3 4 '5 ' 6 ' Certain

- not’ hear" Do j"f : o S e - 'heard

" '(18) hopeful

Certqin did = 1 23 4 s 6  Certain

' not hear. = ' | o . heard .

-

(19)‘bragging
Certain did =~ 1 . 2 3 4 . 5 6  Certain '
not hear N ' a heard

7 (20) scornful

Cerfain'did 1 2 "3 ‘ "4 5 . 6 , ;Certain
not hear , . ‘ A heard

(21) -acquire . .
" Certain did 1 2 3 a4 5 6.  Certain
‘not hear o CL e S heard
- (22) skates . . o AU o

Certain'did -~ 1. - 2. 3 45 6 . Certain .
~.not hear. - ., DR ﬂ‘f“.;f”'f'c‘-hEQEd o

1 .(23) disturbed - e T e
Certain did " 1 2" 3 4 s g . errein
‘aot hear ~ . o SRR T ~ heard

‘e




',:.\ 4

' Certain did -
- mot hear'

(1) ‘anart -

E (24) compute o

fCértain a4d

no't hear
. 1 , .

lCértgip did‘
not hear

~Certain did -

© {29) 1ifeless

not hear

(27) reckless ' . .

Certain’did
not hear

PR

Certain did
not hear .

’

)

e
. v

RN

" (25) well-read’

, (26) pbbne.»

" (28) composed

1 430) kindly
. Certain did .
.mot hear -

R O

. Certain did - 1
.. mot hear ...

4

‘:“ ‘» f“‘ 4, - o

204.

Cérfaiﬁ\

heard .

.

Certain

heard

. Certain

‘heard

Certain
" heatrd

Certain

e

'Certain
- heard

.

A}

“heard. "~

‘  Ceftaiﬁ“‘.";
"heardu “ ‘

< Certain
. heard =
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‘.'(32) acclaim

Certein'ddd . 1 2 -3 4. 5 6  Certain

not hear " ¥ - e ‘ .. ".heard ..
(33)»depressed ‘ A - ’ o T I““RA“

. Certaindid 1 2. 3 4. 5 6  Certain .
not hear _ - J"' ‘ o . . heard

(34) truthful

. Certain did, 1 2 3 4 s .6 . Certain
- not hear N o S S » . 'hgard
- (35) rash g |
Certain did 1 2 - 3 4 s 6 "‘Certaip
. not hear. .- . _ . ‘ " ,heard .
‘(36)vmén£ion , g S o  ,“'
' Certaindid 1 2 3 4 s . 6" . Certain
not hear. | f v . heard .

1‘(37f'gausé'-

Certain did 1\.‘“ 2 3. 4 5 6  ‘}'Certain i.‘ﬂﬁf
. not hear - -~ st heard _ = -

' (38) honest . = o ‘1‘ \‘ W‘    1 f  S
Y o=Certain did -

12 3 456 certain.
not hear /- . B ARV |

. " heard
~ (39) childish

?;.;Cértéih:didﬂ‘lw,i' y :2 :va3_“‘ 6  '~1S;_ 6"” ‘Cé£ﬁaih V.,,M_

- o .'”
' \ el T
W " . .
v . -
- ‘ - :
. - :
. ' v SN
e ,
R L o



-

‘ ‘(46)’jealehs...f‘

Certain did

'not hear

(41) ladder

Certeid did

not hear
e

(42) ¢alm

" Certain did
‘not hear

43) adult

Certain did

, not hear
‘(AA)Vebide

' Certain did
not hear .

(X

:ﬁ‘f(45)fﬁfeehuref

' “"Certain did .
”&u‘not,hear‘

.

(46) discreet-”ﬁ .

Cettain did
not hear

‘,\'<‘

(67) clumsy

Certain did L
not hear ;efhf

206
Nt

Certain
heard

Certain
“heard"

. Certain

hee:d'

.'Certain

héard

T

" Certadin

heard

.. Certain.

heard '

.

Certain

eaheafd('

‘fCertainUV*-V’n
“&heard




 (48) cancel’

1 - Certain did 1 . 2 :3Wff 4 5 '-‘6_ " Certain
- -ndﬁaagar o : ‘ L . C . heard

(49) dull . - .. ‘
. ‘Certaln did ' 1 .2 _ 3 4, 5. 6. Certaln -
‘ not hear - . Ce S " 'heard
. SRR S S o ,
(50) manners * . f |
Certain did L2l a0 6  Cettain
not hear SRR Lo - o heard. | »
‘(51>‘e7dbfoys S o S 'A\‘ | S . . [L:% 
 Certain did - 1 2 3 .. 4 .5 ' 6° Certain | -
..not hear | . .| e e L - heard )
(SQﬁ'factiesa ‘ - Lo e _f';»,
Certain did - 1 2 3 4 . 5 6. ' Certain »
not hear . . ¢ S e - heard
TN .’-,‘.‘ " ‘.{ B v . “ ,' ' . . ' [N . A ’[‘/ “ . . "

© (53) cultured .
Cettain did - . L ~ 2 3 “ &4 ' 5 .6 . Certain -
‘not hear = . g ‘ o o '”‘Lheqfd L

. (54) spiteful

T Certain did " 1. 2 . 3. 4 5 ' 6 - ‘Certain
© " 'motlhear ', v b T ‘ R heard:.

‘ ‘.' ‘\ l.“‘ ' . J“\‘,“-“ ., ¢ " "v Ve ({V o . Z . i ‘ ' e .‘u' )
5‘5 " 5*(55)h°Aré1¢§s}?'FwﬂfT f,ﬂ | f*h‘iﬁ-v_“ e EU‘~.*% .
'\  ﬂ;!}peﬁtaih didt‘£ ﬁ1_ :T~2v\1i”3‘g‘ “4\‘&: 5 -  6:‘w\VCef£§i¢:-&VﬂJv

boeodomotrhear ot ol T o e o heard
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L2 3 4 5 6 Certain
, ‘ , heard

(57) ggmousn ot
Certain did =~ 1 2 3 4 5 6 Certain
not hear . oA . n heard
(58) briefcase ' B
Certain aad 1 2.3 4 5 6 Certain
not hear , | C . heard
(‘5“5).‘!1'&11\4” ‘
. Cetta£n 6id iﬂ't1 2. 3 . 4 5. . 6 Certain
" not hear” | R y ' . heard
St ‘ ‘ o
‘.Q" ) ) ‘ “
"(60) 4income - )
Certain did 1. 2 3 4 'S 6  Certain

not hear- I . ; Lo heard

7

Y

l.ga . , A
In some conditiona of this experimerst, the part ants meet
the student aasistant described on the tape. In Q{her .
cadpditions they don’, Please tell us whether or: not you

will be meeting this person.

“YES ~NO

T will ‘meet ‘ T I will not meet
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(i} - DISSERTATION: STUDY I
' (Revised February 16, 1986)

PRE-SESSION CHECK LIST
(1)  Name' tag 1is on.

(2) The SHADOWING RECORDER is ready.

(3) The probe apparatus is ready and the reaction.cimes
will not write over existing data.: “

A

(4) Fresh attribution and recognition booklets are ready.
(5) A fresh interview and the debriefing 1is ready

(6) The data sheet 1s prepared (including the date, tine,
and the beginning tape position for shadowing).

GREETING K ‘ . : | )
(1) Greet participaﬂt and take into room.

(2) Get participation card and check to see if their I.D.
number is on the 1list; if it is, sign their card and
put the library reading name on the back.

(3) Get, person's information on the participant record
sheet. . % ‘ :

(4) Have person fill out /and keep a "Psychology‘Research

: Participation Credit/ System" answer sheet.

~

(S) Whilé they;are filliﬂg

——"\_\__‘_* P -
out the sheets?,
' i

,‘(a) check to see their SM level,/thén~asaign them
 to a condition; : : , .

'(b) put the correct stimulus tape in the playback
deck and make sure it is rewound to be )
beginning (practice items);

.',(c)'set the sound-levela for‘the‘shadowiht tapg;
2 ‘ and ' . ' ' /- TN ~
. . ‘. . . : k PN

i =

(d) ° check thé target manipulation .and lateraiit&. \\/,

-



i

| | B33

(6) Ask the person:

(a) 1f they have normal hearing in both ears;
(b)rif Engldsh is their first language; and

. ' ' 5 o . )
(¢) which hand they use for writing.

‘(Note the answers on the data sheet.)
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THE COCKTAIL PARTY PHENOMENON
‘Déliver the following desiripﬁion:

, In this resLarch, we are interested in what 1s known as
the "cocktail party phenomenon". 'This refers to a situation
wvhere a person is at a party or some other event and there

- are several different conversations going on at the same
time. Under these circumstances, if you listen to the sound

"in the room 1t Just sounds like noise. However, it has been
demonstrated, ‘and you probably have found this yourself,
that people are able to pick out one conversation and follow
it, even with all the other conversations going on 1in the

room, -

. The fact that people can zero ia on a converéation‘like
this has been of primary interest to researchers
investigating the way individuals sort through information

"1in the world around them. Demonstration of this cocktail

- party phenomenon has been used as, support for the idea that
we have a kind of filter in our cognitive system that
selects information that is important to us while "filtering
out" information that is not important to us. ' '

In our research, we are interested in a slightly
~different angle aon the cocktail party phenomenon., Rather
than exploring how people sort through the information
-available in a busy environment, we are interested
- particularly in how people sort out information about other
people, So, to go back to the cocktail party phenomenon, we
are interested in what kind of things people can. find out
about other individuals by picking out a conversation in a
noisy environment. ; ' g : -

!
1
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THE‘DICHOTIC LISTENING TASK ‘ L ' ‘ }
In order to simulate the cocktail party phenomenon, we -
would 1fke you to listen to two sets of words that are,
recorded on different channels,of this stereophonic tape.
You will hear a ﬁalg voice in one ear and a female voice 1in
the other. During this particular session, we want you to
repeat what you hear spoken by the male voice in your L
- LEFT/RIGHT EAR as it is spoken. This is somewhat difficule,
but as {ong as you ignore what 18 spoken by the.female S
voice, you should be able to do this. This task is called
shadowing. = -/ . : ‘ .

There is one other thing we ‘would like to to ‘do. -While
you are shadowing the male voice you will periodically see a
'picture appear 'on the computer screen in front of you
(show). When you see this picture, I'd like you to press
this button (show) as fast as you can.  However, I would
like you to consider the ‘shadowing of the words as more - -
important than pressing the button to the ‘picture. -
Therefore, when the picture .appears, push the button but try
to not let if affect your shadowing of the words. The idea .
.behind this responding to the picture is for it to simulate
an interruption you might get while trying to follow another"
conversation. o - :

First, we'll give you a chance to practice this task.
You'll hear a warning "beep" followed by the words. After .
you repeat 10 words, you get a brief rest and then. another' -
" warning "beep" and more words. While you are ‘practicing
‘these words you will see the picture appear on the screen
and have to press the button. We'll practice until you're
comfortable with shadowing:. The trick witl-this task is to
‘repeat the male voice as soon as you hear it. Please speak
into the microphone on the table. ‘ ‘ o

BN oA R L : :
~.Do you have any questions about whaf—you're'supposed:to,
do?? . Okay, &et me put these: headphones .on you now, . Now
please position yourself in /front of the screen., = ..

f

)

!
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N

PRACTICE | |
(1) Make sure headphones are on (WITH THE MALE VOICE COMING
.+~ OVER' THE CORRECT EAR), adjusted, and comfortable.

(Z)j‘Tan the shadowing and‘*‘RECORDING*# tabe ﬂecks‘on.

(3) Continue practice (rewinding -and re-presenting the two
' - .practice blocks) until the participant is comfortable
. with the task and has accurately shadowed the two =
' practice sets at "least once (4-8 repetitions of the .
~ practice items is not uncommon). e

'(4)"Note on the proBé éheéf,the number ofjrépetifiods of
., the practice items. | h .- IS
(5) Present two ptéétice pfdbeé. Howevér} if the ;
‘ participant is having difficulty shadowing, wait for
their performance to improve before presenting a probe.

(6) If participants have difficulty gétting started, the
tape can be stopped! temporarily and they can be-given
4 coaching statements, such as "Be sure to ignore the
. 4 female voice" or "Repeat the male voice as soon as, you
Jhear 1it". o ' s ' “

N
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LIST DESCRIPTION AND TARGET MANIPULATION
'At‘the cdncluéionydf the,pratfiéé session say:

Please take the headphones off (wait). You're doing
very well. Now I want you to do some more shadowing.
we have done is make up two 1ists of words taken from a
conversation that occurred in another experiment. In. that
experiment, research participants interacted with:

'MEET: ONE OF OUR STUDENT. ASSISTANTS WHOM YOU'LL MEET TOWARD

 THE ENS OF TODAY’S 'SESSION
' NOT MEET: - A STUDENT ASSISTANT WHO'S NOW AT UBC.

 Later'£hey had to deécribe‘this person;to‘a group of fellqwr

participants. ' We have taken, the content of one conversation

~about this student assistant and formed two lists of words,

One list has been recorded in a male voice while the other.

list has been recorded in a female voice. These lists §
"contaim¥not only words peftaining\to this student assistant

. but also words from other things the group talked about, '
~like their schoolwork for example. " For this 'session, I

- would like you to shadow the words that are in the male

voice that will continue to come over your LEFT/RIGﬂT ear.

. . "The task will be the same as before, except that:you .
will be repeatinp different words and there will be 15 \
instead of 10 words between the rests. Remember to ignore
the female voice and repeat the mal& voice as soon as you
hear it. -Also; remember to press the button whén you see

the picture on the screen but consider the shadowing as more

important. You should have no difficulty, Remember to
speak ;nto‘the mic:qphone.‘“ g ‘ T
. MEET: LATER IN THIS. SESSION YOU'LL GET A CHANCE TO-WORK.

LISTS.

- WITH. THE STUDENT ASSISTANT THAT IS DESCRIBED IN THESE

- SOME PEOPLE WONDER ‘ABOUT THE POSSIBILITY OF
. . MEETING THE PERSON THEY'RE HEARING DESCRIBED ON.
“. .+ THE TAPE, ;SINCE THIS; STUDENT ASSISTANT IS NOW
-~ STUDYING AT ANOTHER UNIVERSITY, THIS IS NOT '
' 'POSSIBLE HERE. - - =T

" NOT MEET:.

M

Are‘yOpT:eady«tg begin_agaiéé U

o

What
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FIRST BLOCK AND ATTRIBUTIONS

(1),nMake sure: headphones are ‘on (WITH THE MALE VOICE COMING
. LOVER THE CORRECT EAR), adjusted ‘and comfortable.“

(2)1}Turn the shadowing and RECORDING tape decks on.‘
‘63)"Present probe stimuli as per random order and check .
them off as. presented , ‘

} : g ‘ ,
(4) _Continue task until conclusion of the first main block
(2 item sets). L. e ‘ S *

.wp(S)s At this point, stop both the shadowing and recording“
' 'tape decks, and say: : - ‘

o ‘Before we' continue the shadowing task “I'd. 1ike you ,
> complete a short questionnaire. This questionnaire asks you '
about your impression of the student assistant that was :
' deacribed in the conversation.the words on the tape are .
taken from. The idea here is to get your "first . e :
impressions of the person the. convérsation 1is about. You
"may or may not feel that you know enough about. the person
- from this tape to make any judgments, but please do your:
best.-“ : : ~

1

There are no right or wrong answers to these items.aWe
are interested solely in your first impressions. So, please
-don't spend too much time on any one item. Of courseX you
"answers are confidential. When you are finished, we vill
finish the shadowing task BRI L

(6) Give the participant ‘the’ questionnaire (and a pencil)

o2
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J

J"'REMAINING SHADOWING AND RECOGNITION TEST

’(1) 'Make ‘sure headphones are on (WITH THE MALE VOICE COMING

'OVER THE CORRECT EAR),‘adJusted, and comfortable.ﬂ'
l

'(2) 'Turn the shadowing and RECORDING tape decks on._‘

(3) ‘Present probe stimuli as per random order and check
‘them off as presented \

o

‘(4)7 Continue task until conclusion of the remaining two

blocks (4 item sets)

(5) At this point, stop both ‘the shadowing and recording

tapeddecks and say:. \.

Now, I would like you to do just one more thing. This

. booklet (give them the- recognition test booklet) contains a
'series of words, some .of which were spoken by the female
' .voice and some that were not.on the tape at all, It may

sound kind of odd ‘to you, but.I would 1ike you to look at
éach word and assess whether: Wou heard that word spoken by

the FEMALE voice. In other words, did you hear any of thé&

words that you were: trying .to ignore. Each word has a

rating scale for you to indicate how confidént you are that .
you did or did not hear the wérd. Please fill this out now.

R
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CONCLUSION OF SESSION

|

-_Khen the participant haa completed the recognition test
) (l) Collect the test.‘; I

f(2) Conduct a auepiciousness interv{eu. R

C(j) Fully debrief. | |
'(4) Thank and dismiss.’

" (5) Have another cup of coffee."

| .AFTER THE PARTICIPANT LEAVES
'-(1) —Note tape locations for snadowing performance.
(2) Note suspiciousness.. '-v;; ” A ﬂln-‘ . )
(3) Catalog data disk. and}assignCa‘subﬁect:number. |
‘(4)‘ Store RT: data with subject number, e.g.: |

BSAVE 8014 A$6000 L$100 2

(5) Make any notes.ﬁ

Al ’ ) : i .,
N . . ’ . -



