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To explicate M. Snyder’s (1987) construct of self-monitoring (SM), a new Q-sort prototype is in-
troduced. Analyses of Q-sorts by both observers and self demonstrated cross-method convergent
validity for the revised 18-item Self-Monitoring Scale (SMS-R) and its Public Performing subscale;
however, neither scale showed discriminant validity against measures of extraversion. The Other-
Directedness items remaining on the SMS-R correlated neither with the other measures of SM nor
with extraversion. These findings suggest that the scale revision led to a conceptual shift toward
extraverted (and away from other-directed) features of self-presentation. To adequately assess the
conceptual domain of SM phenomena, researchers should administer the original 25-item SMS ( not
the abbreviated 18-item SMS-R ) and score Public Performing and Other-Directedness separately to

examine their individual and joint effects.

The self-monitoring (SM) construct (Snyder, 1979) offers a
theoretical account of individual differences in self-presentation
and expressive behavior. The original 25-item Self-Monitoring
Scale (SMS; Snyder, 1974) has been used widely, and its con-
ceptualization has had an important impact on personality and
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social psychology (Perlman, 1984 ). For example, an extensive
meta-analysis supported the validity and utility of the original
SMS as a moderator of the relation between attitudes and be-
havior (Kraus, 1995). Nevertheless, a substantial number of
studies have criticized this 25-item scale for containing several
distinct factors, and some have even suggested it was “psycho-
metrically unsound” (e.g., Briggs, Cheek, & Buss, 1980; Len-
nox & Wolfe, 1984; for a review, see Briggs & Cheek, 1986, Ta-
ble 2). To increase the reliability of the original scale and make
it more factorially pure, Gangestad and Snyder ( 1985 ) abbrevi-
ated it. For their revised scale (SMS-R), they retained only
those 18 of the original 25 items that loaded above .15 on the
first unrotated factor (see also Snyder & Gangestad, 1986,
p. 137).

The Evolution of the SM Construct

Snyder has also modified his interpretation of the construct
measured by the scale: “The construct of self-monitoring has
evolved from my initial concerns with the control of expressive
behavior into a much broader theory of interpersonal orienta-
tions” (Snyder, 1987, p. 172). The current interpretation em-
phasizes the image of the prototypical high self-monitor as
“someone who treats interactions with others as dramatic per-
formances designed to gain attention, make impressions, and at
times entertain” (Snvder, 1987, p. 178). In contrast, the proto-
typical low self-monitor is said to show the opposite social ten-
dencies and to attempt to communicate his or her authentic
feelings and dispositions.

Rather than resolving the controversy, the emphasis on the
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first unrotated factor, the publication of the revised scale, and
the broader interpretation of the construct set off a new round
of criticism and debate (Briggs & Cheek, 1988; Hoyle & Len-
nox, 1991; Lennox, 1988; Miller & Thayer, 1989; Nowack &
Kammer, 1987; West & Finch, in press). Even when they re-
stricted their attention to the unrotated factor structure, as Sny-
der and Gangestad ( 1986) had suggested, researchers continued
to report at least two major factors in the pool of 25 SMS items.
These two factors accounted for approximately the same per-
centage of the total variance, and subscales derived from them
were found to be uncorrelated with each other (Briggs & Cheek,
1988; Gross & John, 1996; Nowack & Kammer, 1987). In the
abbreviated 18-item SMS-R, these two factors have been named
Public Performing (e.g., “I have considered being an enter-
tainer”) and Other-Directedness (e.g., “I may deceive people by
being friendly when I really dislike them”).'

From the perspective of some psychometricians, the presence
of two uncorrelated factors would appear to be a major prob-
lem, given that the scale was designed to measure a single per-
sonality attribute. Snyder and Gangestad (1986, p. 132), how-
ever, proposed an alternative explanation: Even though these
two factors are not related to each other, each could still relate
significantly to a measure of the latent variable assumed to de-
fine the SM construct. For example, Gangestad and Snyder’s
(1985) procedures for estimating the relation between the fac-
tors of the SMS and the latent variable suggest that the set of
items forming the Public Performing factor would have an esti-
mated correlation of about .7 with the latent SM variable,
whereas the Other-Directedness factor would correlate about .3
with the latent variable (see also Gangestad & Snyder, 1991,
p. 143).

Critics have not accepted the results of these latent-variable
analyses. Specifically, Miller and Thayer (1989) have pointed
out that Gangestad and Snyder’s (1985) index of the latent SM
variable contains several of the same items that are scored on
the factors. This item overlap inevitably causes a spurious in-
flation of the correlations between the factors and the index for
the latent variable (cf. Cohen & Cohen, 1975). Moreover, it has
been noted that the sole reliance on self-report measures in
these studies introduces shared method variance that makes it
even more difficult to definitively interpret the findings (e.g.,
Gangestad & Snyder, 1991; Krosnick & Sedikides, 1990; No-
wack & Kammer, 1987). We are persuaded that further internal
analyses of the SM item pool, including factor analysis, will
never be sufficiently unambiguous to resolve the debate about
whether SM is a unitary concept. In our view, the recurrent
controversy needs new light that can be provided only by a sec-
ond, independent operational definition of the SM construct,
one that shares neither specific item variance nor method vari-
ance with the SMS-R and its two major factors.

One widely accepted method for validating self-report scales
is the use of ratings by knowledgeable informants (e.g., Funder
& Harris, 1986). In one of the studies validating the original
scale, Snyder (1974) obtained peer ratings on a number of at-
tributes that he judged to be conceptually related to SM (e.g.,
“Has good self-control of his behavior; can play many roles”;
“Is good at learning what is socially appropriate in new
situations™) and found that the composite of these peer ratings

was related to self-reports on the SMS. The present study fol-
lowed a similar design. To explicate the SM construct, we used
an independent operational definition of the construct that al-
lowed us to examine the convergent and discriminant validity
of the 18-item SMS-R and its two major factors. We derived
validity criteria from both observer and self Q-sorts of person-
ality by using an expert prototype sort of the SM construct.

SM Prototype for the California Adult Q-Set (CAQ)

The SM prototype we used had been devised for the CAQ
(J. Block, 1961/1978), which consists of 100 widely ranging
statements about personality, cognitive, and interpersonal char-
acteristics. J. Block (1961/1978) constructed the CAQ to pro-
vide a comprehensive, generally applicable, and standardized
language for describing the full range of individual differences
in personality functioning (e.g., J. Block, 1971). The CAQisa
general-purpose assessment instrument; it thus avoids the limi-
tations of other instruments that are specifically focused on one
or a few predetermined dimensions of personality. Because of
its comprehensiveness and conceptual openness, the CAQ has
been widely used to create expert-defined operationalizations of
a broad array of personality constructs (see J. Block, 1991),
such as ego resiliency and ego control (J. H. Block & J. Block,
1980; Klohnen, 1996), the Big Five (John, Caspi, Robins,
Moffitt, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1994; York & John, 1992),
optimal adjustment (J. Block, 1961/1978), narcissism
(Wink, 1991), externalization-internalization (Gjerde, Block,
& Block, 1988), and generativity (Peterson & Klohnen, 1995).
Once a prototype definition has been obtained, the construct
can be measured with the CAQ by calculating the degree of re-
semblance between the CAQ description of the individual and
the CAQ prototype defining the construct (J. Block, 1957).2

The usefulness of expert-defined prototypes stems from their
potential to aid the process of construct explication. Across the
diverse content domains represented by the 100 CAQ state-
ments, a theorist can describe, in explicit and numerical terms,
the attributes hypothesized to define a particular personality
type (J. Block, 1957, 1961/1978). Such a theoretical and con-

! The Public Performing factor is essentially the sum of Acting and
Extraversion, two smaller and intercorrelated factors in the 25-item ver-
sion of the SMS (Briggs, Cheek, & Buss, 1980; Gabrenya & Arkin,
1980; Gangestad & Snyder, 1985; Leary, Silver, Darby, & Schlenker,
1982); Nowack and Kammer ( 1987) have interpreted this combination
as a Social Skills factor. Moreover, they suggested that the second factor,
here labeled Other-Directedness, measures Inconsistency, whereas
Schwalbe (1991) called it Inauthenticity. Most of the factor analytic
studies concur that “sources of influence underlying both the 25- and
the 18-item SMS cannot be captured in a single total scale score”
(Hoyle & Lennox, 1991, p. 532).

2 Such a prototype score measures an individual’s similarity to a char-
acteristic pattern of attributes without making any assumptions about
the interrelations among these attributes in the general population. The
computation of a prototype score does not require that the underlying
construct is unidimensional, nor that the most and least characteristic
CAQ statements form an internally consistent scale. Thus, the defini-
tion of prototype scores is quite compatible with the measurement
model for latent class variables, such as the one Gangestad and Snyder
(1985, 1991) proposed for SM.
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ceptual clarification of SM would seem particularly timely now
that the initial definition of the construct is being reexamined
and its scope extended:

Much has been said about self-monitoring since the construct was
first introduced. What precisely, out of all that has been said, con-
stitutes the self-monitoring construct? Just the initial characteriza-
tion? It hardly seems right that the construct should be identified
solely with the initial statements, given that the theory concerning
the individual differences tapped by the Self-Monitoring Scale has
evolved through extension, elaboration, and reemphasis. But this
being so, how much extension, elaboration, and reemphasis can
occur before the construct is, in fact, no longer the same construct?
Perhaps, we might answer, there is a set of core propositions that
are fundamental to the construct. . . . If so, what are the core
propositions? and how does one decide what are the core proposi-
tions? (Snyder & Gangestad, 1986, p. 134)

What was needed, then, was a formulation of the theory that
would be faithful to the construct as theoretically concerved and
extended over the years (e.g., Snyder, 1974, 1979, 1987) and
sufficiently explicit to offer an alternative way of indexing the
construct. The SM prototype (see J. Block, 1991) was designed
for this purpose.

Soon after completing his revisions of the SM construct and
scale, Snyder (pérsonal communication, September 25, 1986)
devised a CAQ-sort of the prototypical high self-monitor, in re-
sponse to a request from J. Block. This expert sort of the high
SM individual was based both on theoretical considerations and
on past research findings. Thus, this expert sort can define the
personality of the high self-monitor in terms of central and sa-
lient attributes, so that hypotheses about the relations between
the SMS-R and independently assessed personality atiributes
can be tested.

Snyder’s description of the prototypical high self-monitor
was based on the 100 CAQ) statements, sorted into nine cate-
gories (from extremely uncharacteristic to extremely charac-
teristic) according to the standard CAQ response distribution
(J1. Block, 1991). The placement of the CAQ statements in the
expert sort amounts to 100 separate hypotheses; although
guided by theory and prior research, the expert sort requires a
considerable amount of inference and interpretation on the part
of the theorist. Thus, before the CAQ praototype of SM was an-
alyzed, J. Block sought Snyder’s opinion of the adequacy of the
sort he had provided. Of central concern was the question of
whether the content of the 100 CAQ items would permit a com-
prehensive and sufficient characterization of the SM personal-
ity. Might some aspects of the construct have been overrepre-
sented, whereas others were omitted from the expert definition
simply because they were not included among the items in the
QQ-set? In response, Snyder offered the following observations:

As for how comprehensive and sufficient 1 feel my Q-sort charac-
terization of self-monitoring is, [ suspect that all criterion definers
walk away from the task with some uneasiness about what they
have just done. I know that | had some difficulty with the more
psychodynamically oriented items. I know too that it was some-
what easier to see items as descriptive of the high self-monitor (the
“top” of the distribution) than of the low self~monitor (the “bot-
tom” of the distribution). And, finally, there were times when [
thought that an item would be sorted quite differently by the actual

subject, by a friend, and by an expert judge. But, I suppose these
are reactions that are hardly unique to me as a criterion definer. All
in all, though, I was quite satisfied with my sort. {Snyder, personal
communication, October 13, 1986)

1t is reassuring that Snyder was satisfied with his SM sort, as
required by J. Block’s (1957) procedures for obtaining expert
criterion sorts. Nonetheless, it would be useful to know whether
this expert sort defines SM in a way similar 1o how other judges
would define it. Larkin (1991 ) had 12 undergraduates read the
items on the SM5-R and then use the CAQ to describe the attri-
butes of the prototypical self-monitor by using the standard
CAQ distribution; the reliability of the composite judgments ex-
ceeded .85. These composite judgments reflect the layperson’s
consensual view of the attributes conceptually related to the SM
construct (as represented by the 18-item SMS-R.) and thus pro-
vide an opportunity to assess the convergence of Snyder’s expert
sort with Q-sorts obtained from judges who were less familiar
with the construct. We computed the correlation between Sny-
der’s expert sort and the composite layperson sort (Larkin,
1991) across the 100 CAQ items and found it to be .75.% This
substantial correlation provides important evidence for the con-
vergent validity of Snyder’s expert sort.

What can we say about the content of the CAQ description
of the prototypical self-monitor? The complete prototype sort,
including the assignments of all 100 items (J. Block, 1991), is
reprinted in the Appendix; however, some general impressions
are conveyed by the 13 CAQ statements most characteristic of
the high self-monitor’s personality (presented in the top half of
Table 1) and the 13 statements most uncharacteristic of the
high self-monitor { the bottom half of Table 1).

The CAQ statements defining the SM prototype cover a
broad range of diverse aspects of the construct; rather than sim-
ply listing them by item numbers, we have organized them in
Table 1 under headings that roughly parallel recent statements
about central propositions of the construct (Snyder, 1987; Sny-
der & Gangestad, 1986). As one would expect, a good number
of the prototypical CAQ statements reflect the well-known de-
scription of the high self-monitor as possessing superior expres-
sive skills and as being particularly aware and perceptive of in-
terpersonal cues and impressions made on others (e.g., Snyder,
1974, 1979). Equally familiar is the characterization of low
SM individuals as people who attend to and value their private
self-views, and whose behavior and personality are genuine
and consistent with their personal values and beliefs (Snyder,
1987; Snyder & Campbell, 1982). Finally, the most recent the-
oretical and empirical applications of SM ar¢ also included,
namely the domains of interpersenal and relational orienta-
tions. These newer aspects of the construct are reflected in
statements concerning the high self-monitor’s interest in sex-
ual contacts and concern with appearance, as contrasted with
the close and committed relationships typical of low self-mon-
itors (Snyder, Berscheid, & Matwychuk, 1988; Snyder, Simp-
son, & Gangestad, 1986). Thus, although by no means ex-
haustive as a description of the construct, the most char-

3 To compute this correlation, we needed information beyond that
presented in Larkin’s (1991) article, and we are grateful to her for pro-
viding us with the full set of 100 CAQ item placements.
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Table 1

Self-Monitoring Prototype for the California Adult Q-Set
(CAQ): Surnmary of the 13 Items Most Characteristic and
Most Uncharacteristic of the Prototypical High Self-Monitor

Observer CAQ item (abbreviated) Characteristicness

Characteristic of high self-monitors

Expressive skills
15. Isskilled in soctal techniques Extremely
43. Isfacially and/or gesturally expressive Quite
98. Is verbally fluent; can express ideas well Quite
92. Has social poise and presence Extremely
88. Is personally charming Quite
18. Initiates humor Extremely
Attention and sensitivity to interpersonal cues
64. Is socially perceptive of a wide range of
interpersonal cues Extremely
32. Isaware of impression made on others Extremely
3. Has a wide range of interests Quite
Relationships and self-presentation
80. Isinterested in the opposite sex Quite
31. Regards self as physically attractive Quite
33. Iscalm, relaxed in manner Quite
54. Emphasizes being with others; gregarious Quite
Uncharacteristic of high self-monitors
Attention to internal cues (vs. concern with
appropriateness)
96. Values own independence and
aulonomy Quite
16. Isintrospective Extremely
24. Prides self on being cbjective, rational Quite
41. Is moralistic Quite
Behavioral consistency (vs. variability)
100. Does not vary roles; relates to everyone
in the same way Extremely
75. Has a clear-cut, internally consistent
personality Extremely
70. Behaves in ethically consistent manner Extremely
2. Isagenuinely dependabie person Quite
77. Appears straightforward, forthright,
candid Quite
Relationships and self-presentation
35. Haswarmth; has the capacity for close
relationships Extremely
11. Is protective of those close to him/her Quite
12. Tends to be self-defensive Quite
55. Isself-defeating Quite

Note. The characteristicness rating scale ranged from 1 to 9; following
the standard CAQ distribution, five items are extremely characteristic
(a rating of 9) and another five are extremely uncharacteristic (rating of
1), and eight items each are guite characteristic (8) or quite uncharac-
teristic (2). From “Prototypes for the Adult California Q-Set”
(unpublished manuscript, Department of Psychology, University of
California, Berkeley), by J. Bleck, 1991. Copyright 1991 by J. Block.
Adapted with permission. CAQ items from The (-Sort Method in Per-
sonality Assessment and Psychiatric Research, by J. Block, 1961/1978,
Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychelogists Press. Copyright 1978 by Con-
sulting Psychologists Press. Reprinted with permission of J. Block. Re-
produced by special permisston of the Distributor, Mind Garden, Inc.,
P.O. Box 60669, Palo Alto, CA 94306. All rights reserved. Further re-
production is prohibited without the Distributor’s written consent.

acteristic and uncharacteristic items include many important
propositions about SM as the construct has evolved through
both theory and empiricism into the formulation presented in
Snyder’s (1987) book.*

The Present Study

The CAQ prototype of SM provided a way to test the con-
vergent validity of the SMS-R relative to an alternative opera-
tional definition of the construct, We also investigated the rela-
tive contributions of the two subscales, Public Performing and
Other-Directedness. Would these two components converge in
predicting the SM prototype, as suggested by the view of SM as
unitary construct?

In addition, we included measures of Extraversion to address
the controversy about the discriminant validity of the SMS-R.
When Snyder (1987) considered the question of whether SM
truly is “a unique psychological construct,” he argued that the
construct is not Extraversion or Need for Approval “in dis-
guise” and that the “list of other measures with which SM is not
meaningfully correlated is a long one™ (p. 27). However, this
conclusion was based on research from the 1970s that used the
carlier 25-item SMS.

Commenting on more recent findings, Snyder { 1987) also
noted that a number of well-known personality scales do corre-
late with the SMS-R and that the scales “that best discriminate
between people high and low in self~monitoring ar¢ exhibition-
ism, play, and dominance” (Snyder, 1987, p. 178). Note that
Costa and McCrae (1988) have shown these three scales to
measure facets of the broad personality dimension often cailed
extraversion or surgency, which represents the first of the five
factors typically found in personality ratings (Norman, 1963;
see John, 1990). Consequently, it is not surprising that Snyder’s
(1987) most recent interpretation of the SM construct high-
lights these extraverted aspects of the construct. On the basis of
his analyses of the itemas most closely related to the general fac-
tor measured by the SMS-R, Snyder ( 1987 ) concluded:

Thus, the portrait of the prototypical high self-monitor that
emerges from these items is of someone who treats interactions
with others as dramatic performances designed 1o gain attention,
make impressions, and at times entertain. The portrait of the pro-
totypical low self-monitor is of someone who is unable or vawilling
to engage in histrionics in social situations and who typically does
not use dramatic performances to impress others or gain their at-
tention. {Snyder, 1987, p. 178)

Note that this characterization of the construct no longer em-
phasizes the other-directed concerns about social appropriate-
ness that were so central in the initial description of the high
self-monitor and in the original 25-item SMS, thus raising ques-
tions about the uniqueness of the SM construct.

Consider, for example, Briggs and Cheek’s ( 1988 ) findings for
the Social Potency scale, a measure of extraversion that empha-
sizes enjoying leadership roles, being the center of atiention at
social occasions, and liking to influence others ( Tellegen, 1982;

¢ The number of CAQ statements conceptually relevant to SM far
exceeds the 26 most central ones given in Table 1. For example, attri-
butes such as 28, “Tends to arouse liking and acceptance from others”;
44, “Evaluates the motivation of others™; 50, “Is unpredictable and
changeable in behavior and attitudes’; 93, “Behaves in sex-typed ways™;
and 99, ““Is self-dramatizing; histrionic” were all judged as “fairly char-
acteristic” of the prototypical high self-monitor (i.e., 7 on the 9-point
scale).
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Tellegen et al., 1988). Whereas the 25-itera SMS correlated .41
with Sacial Potency, the 18-item SMS-R correlated .54, and the
Public Performing subscale correlated .61. Indeed, Public Per-
forming was correlated so strongly with self-report measures of
social potency, exhibitionism, and sociability that Briggs and
Cheek (1988) questioned its ability to withstand tests of dis-
criminant validity in relation to markers of the Extraversion do-
main. In contrast, the Other-Directedness subscale of the 25-
item SMS tends to be uncorrelated, or slightly negatively corre-
lated, with self-report measures of the extraversion domain
{Briggs et al,, 1980; McCrae, 1993).

Briggs and Cheek’s (1988 ) claim that the two SM subscales
do not converge to form a unitary construct has been criticized
for being based solely on self-report data (Krosnick & Sedi-
kides, 1990, p. 725). To permit a more stringent test of the va-
lidity of both the self-report SMS-R and the observer-based Q-
sort measure of SM, we used both a self-report measure of ex-
traversion { the Social Potency scale) and an observer-based Q-
sort measure of extraversion as discriminant-validity criteria.
Moreover, because we share Snyder’s concern about potential
differences between personality descriptions made by observers
rather than by the self (John & Robins, 1993), we also exam-
ined the participants’ own self-descriptions on the Q-sort. In all,
then, we considered four self-report scales (the 18-item SMS-R,
its Public Performing and Other-Directedness subscales, and
the Social Potency scale) as well as Q-sort observer ratings and
self-descriptions of SM and extraversion.

Method

Participants

The participants were from a longitudinal study of personality devel-
opment, initiated in 1968 by J. Block and J. H. Block at the University
of California, Berkeley. Participants were initially recruited into the
study at age 3, while attending either a university-run nursery school or
a parent-run coaperative nursery school. A comprehensive description
of this project and its aims can be found in J. H. Block and J. Block
(1980). These participants live primarily in urban settings and are het-
erogeneous with respect to race, social class, and parental level of edu-
cation. They have been assessed with a wide range of psychological mea-
sures. The present sample consisted of 86 participants (46 women and
40 men) who completed the SMS-R and the Social Potency scale when
they were 18 years old; 84 of them also participated in the next wave of
personality assessments at age 23.

Self-Report Scales: SM, Its Two Subscales,
and Social Potency

The abbreviated 18-item SMS-R, recommmended by Snyder and Gan-
gestad (1986) as the best measure of SM, was administered when the
participants were 18 years old. The items were given in true-false for-
mat (Snyder, 1974), interspersed among items from other personality
scales. In addition to the total SMS-R score, we also scored two sub-
scales, Public Performing and Other-Directedness. Whereas three
obliquely rotated factors have been found in the original 25-item SMS
(e.g., Briggset al., 1980), in the shortened 18-item SMS-R two of these
factors ( Acting and Extraversion ) combine into one broader factor, sim-
ilar to the first unrotated factor identified as SM by Snyder and Gan-
gestad (1986) and labeled Public Performing by Briggs and Cheek
{1988; see also Gross & John, 1996). Our Public Performing scale was
scored from the nine items loading above .30 on Briggs and Cheek’s

(1988) factor (i.e., Items 1, 5, 8, 12, 14, 18, 20, 22, and 23, as numbered
on the 25-item SMS). However, Public Performing represents only one
of two sources of variance remaining in the shortened SMS-R, the sec-
ond being Other-Directedness. Because Snyder and Gangestad (1986)
omitted 4 of the 10 initial Other-Directedness items from the 18-item
scale, only 6 items remain as a measure of Other-Directedness (i.e.,
Ttems 3, 6, 13, 16, 17, and 25).

To assess discriminant validity, we used the Social Potency scale, a
self-report scale that assesses three components of extraversion: social
attention seeking, persuasiveness and the ability to influence others, and
leadership. The scale consists of 25 true-false items, such as I enjoy
being in the spotlight™ and “I am quite effective at talking people into
things” (Tellegen, 1982; Tellegen et al., 1988). All items were adminis-
tered on a personal computer.

Personality Descriptions

Three independent sets of personality descriptions that used the CAQ
were available: observer descriptions at age 18, observer descriptions at
age 23, and self-descriptions at age 23.

Observer CAQ descriptions at ages 18 and 23.  The personality char-
acteristics of each participant were described by four assessors at age 18,
and by six assessors at age 23, with the standard vocabulary of the CAQ
(J. Block, 1961/1978). The CAQ consists of 100 statements, each
printed on a separate card, that describe a wide range of personality,
cognitive, and social attributes, The task of the assessors was to sort the
100 personality-descriptive statements from the CAQ into nine catego-
ries, ranging from least characteristic of the subject (1) to mosi charac-
teristic of the subject (9). The assessor was required to place a predeter-
mined number of statements into each category (i.e., 5 in Categories |
and 9, 8 in Categories 2 and 8, 12 in Categories 3 and 7, 16 in Categories
4 and 6, and 18 in Category 5). The personality descriptions provided
independently by each assessor were averaged to obtain a composite
personality description of each participant at age I8 and again at
age 23.

The assessors providing the personality descriptions had doctorates
in personality or clinical psychology, or were advanced graduate stu-
dents in a doctoral program in personality or clinical psychology. Each
assessor had supervised the participant in one or more research proce-
dures and had additional formal and informal contacts with the partic-
ipant over the course of the assessment, which was conducted across
several days. For example, the age 18 assessment battery included a de-
tailed clinical interview, a standardized emotion—expression behavioral
task, as well as numerous behavioral and experimental procedures that
measured a range of psychological characteristics, such as conformity,
field independence, rigidity, creativity, political beliefs, and word asso-
ciations. The age 23 assessment battery included interviews focused on
adult attachment patterns, relationship histories, and early memories:
a procedure to measure individual differences in moral judgment, cog-
nitive complexity, and emotion expression; as well as several additional
experimental procedures that measured physiological reactivity and
psychological processes. It is important to note that none of the asses-
sors knew the participants beforehand and that two entirely indepen-
dent teams of assessors provided personality descriptions for the age 18
and age 23 assessments.

CAQ self~descriptions. At age 23, participants described their own
perscnalities by sorting the 100 CAQ statements (now phrased in first-
person form) into nine categories, ranging from leasr characteristic of
myself (1) to most characteristic of myself (9). They used the same
predetermined rating distribution that the observers used.

Prototype Scores for SM and Extraversion on the CAQ

SM. The personality characteristics posited o be associated with
the SM construct (as specified by the originator of the construct, Mark
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Table 2

Internal Consistency (Alpha) Ceefficients, Mean Interitem
Correlations, and Correlations With Gender for the 18-Ttem
Revised Self-Monitoring Scale (SMS-R), Its Subscales,

arud the Social Potency Scale
Mean interitem No.of Correlation

Scale Alpha  correlation items  with gender®
SMS-R &0 07 18 340
Public Performing .73 23 g 28"
Other-Directedness .40 09 é 10
Social Potency .86 .19 25 16
Note. N =386.

2 Positive correlations indicate that men scored higher than women.
L L
p=< 0Ol

Snyder } were available from JI. Block {1991 ). { The compiete expert Q-
sort is reprinted in the Appendix.} We used this expert Q-sort to com-
pute three independent SM prototype scores for each participant: one
for the age 18 observer CAQ descriptions, one for the age 23 observer
descriptions, and one for the age 23 self-descriptions. Prototype scores
were calculated by correlating, across the 100 CAQ items, the partici-
pant’s individual CAQ personality description {i.e., values between 1
and 9 for each of the 10G CAQ items) with the SM prototype sort (also
defined by values between 1 and 9 for the 100 CAQ items). The proto-
type score is thus defined by the correlation between individual and
prototype; a high correlation implies the individual shows a pattern of
personality characteristics very similar to the prototype, whereas a low
score means the individual’s personality is dissimilar to the pretotype.

Exiraversion. Prior to and independent of the construction of the
5M prototype, I. Block {1991) developed a CAQ prototype definition
for Extraversion based on expert judgments. Following the same proce-
dures used to compute the SM prototype scores, three Extraversion pro-
totype scores were computed for each participant.

Results

Cross-Method Validity and Stability of the
Prototype Scores

On the hasis of the age 18 and age 23 observer descriptions
and the age 23 self-descriptions, we computed three SM proto-
type scores and three Extraversion prototype scores for each
participant. We first examined the cross-method validity and
temporal stability of the prototype scores. The convergent va-
lidity of the SM prototype score, assessed across the observer
and self descriptions at age 23, was substantial; the SM proto-
type score obtained from observer CAQ) descriptions correlated
.53 with the participants’ own CAQ self-descriptions. Moreover,
the SM observer prototype was quite stable over the 5-year in-
terval; although the abservational procedures differed at the two
accasions and nonoverlapping sets of observers were used, the
stability correlation was .63, The results for the Extraversion
prototype score were similar; convergent validity between self
and observers was .68 at age 23, and 5-year stability for the ob-
server protoiype score was .74,

The Self-Report Scales and Their Intercorrelations

The internal-consistency coefficients of the four self-report
scales and their correlations with gender are given in Table 2.

The coeflicient alpha of the 18-item SMS-R was .60, somewhat
lower than the alphas of .70 in Snyder and Gangestad’s { 1986)
and Briggs and Cheek’s { 1988) sampiles, but similar to the .62
figure reported by Miller and Thayer (1989). Although only
half as iong as the total scale, the 9-item Public Performing sub-
scale had considerably better alpha reliability, .73, The alpha
for the Other-Directedness scale, represented by only 6 items,
was rather low, 40. The 25-item Social Potency scale had an
excellent alpha, .86,

The overall mean of the SMS-R. was 10.8 (SD = 3.0); Miller
and Thayer ( 1989 reported similar figures for their sample of
college students (M = 11.3, SD = 2.3). As in several previous
studies (e.g., Stewart & Carley, 1984; see also Snyder, 1987, p.
19), men scored significantly higher (M = 11.9, SD = 2.8) than
women did (M = 9.9, SO = 2.9). The point-biserial corre-
lations between gender and all four self-report scales, given in
the fourth column of Table 2, indicate that the gender difference
in the total SMS-R score was due primariiy to its Public Per-
forming component.

‘Table 3 shows the intercorrelations among the four self-report
scales. The correlations among the SMS-R and its subscales
closely replicated previous findings; note that the Public Per-
forming and Other-Directedness subscales did not correlate sig-
nificantly with each other. The Social Potency scale correlated
.56 with the SMS-R and .70 with the Public Performing sub-
scale, but —.14 with the Other-Directedness subscale. Appar-
ently, the Public Performing component of the SMS-R mea-
sures something very similar to Social Potency, and both
measures are unrelated to the second SMS-R component,
Other-Directedness,

Correlations Between the Self-Report Scales and the
CAQ Observer Prototype Scores

Table 4 presents the validity correlations of these four scales
in predicting the SM prototype score and the Extraversion pro-
totype score for the observer descriptions at ages 18 and 23. The
convergent validity of the SMS-R across methods is indicated
by its correlations with the observer-based SM prototype scores;
the correlations of the two SMS-R subscales with the prototype

Tabie 3
Correlations Among the Self-Monitoring Scales
and Social Potency
Total Public Other- Social
Scale SMS-R  Performing Directedness Potency
Self-Monitoring
subscales
Public
Performing 820 —
Other-
Directedness 360 ~.47 —
Social Potency Il 70* -.i4 —_
Note. N=86.

*These are uncorrected part-whole correlations; Public Performing
and Other-Directedness are subscales of the revised 18-item Self-Moni-
toring Scale {SMS-R).

* p< .05,
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Table 4

Predicting the CAQ Self~Monitoring and Extraversion
Prototype Scores From the SMS-R, Its Subscales,
and Social Potency

Total  Social Public Other-
CAQ prototype score SMS-R Potency Performing Directedness
Observer descriptions
atage 1§
Self-Monitoring 33+ 4B* A0 —.04
Extraversion 29* 41 3o -0l
Observer deseriptions
atage 23
Self-Monitoring 30* L44* .38+ —.06
Extraversion 23> 34- 29+ -07
Self-descriptions at
age 23
Sel-Monitoring A 43" 39 —-06
Exiraversion 20 A6* .28* —~08
MNote.  Nsrange from 82 to 86. CAQ) = California Adult Q-Set; SMS-R

= revised Self-Monitoring Scale.
*p < .05,

score indicate the degree to which the two components are re-
lated to an independent assessment of the construct. The corre-
lation between the 18-item SMS-R and the SM observer proto-
type score was .33 at age 18 and .30 five years later. However,
Table 4 also shows that the Public Performing subscale pre-
dicted the SM observer score at least as well as the full scale did
and that it did so at both occasions (.40 and .38, respectively),
as did the Social Potency scale (.48 and .44). In contrast, the
Other-Directedness component of the SMS-R was not at all re-
lated to the SM observer score at either occasion (—.04 and
—.06). Indeed, the two subscales of the SMS-R differed signifi-
cantly in their correlations with the SM observer score both at
age 18, 1{83)=2.9 p< 01, and atape 23, 1(81} = 2.8, p < .01

A very similar pattern of corrclations emerged for the Extra-
version observer prototype score. The total SMS-R correlated
moderately with the Extraversion observer score at both occa-
sions (.29 and .23), as did the Public Performing subscale (.32
and .29) and the Social Potency scale (.41 and .34). However,
the Other-Directedness subscale of the SMS-R was not related
to the Extraversion observer score at either occasion { —.01 and
-07).

In summary, the SMS-R showed respectable levels of con-
vergent validity with the SM observer score, even across a 3-
year interval. However, the SMS-R was about equally strongly
refated to the Extraversion observer score at both occasions. Of
the two SMS-R components, the Public Performing subscale
{which was closely related to the Social Potency scale) consis-
tently predicted both the SM and Extraversion observer scores.
In contrast, Other-Directedness (which was not related to the
Social Potency scale), showed zero convergent validity with the
SM observer score and was also not related to the Extraversion
observer score.

Generalizability to CAQ Self-Descriptions

The preceding analyses of the SM prototype score relied on
observer assessments. Would our findings be different if we used

the participants” own CAQ self-descriptions rather than the ob-
servers’ descriptions? At the bottorn of Table 4, we present the
findings for the SM and Extraversion prototype scores based on
the self-descriptions obtained at age 23. The pattern of corre-
Jations provides a close replication of the observer-based find-
ings. Again, the SMS-R, its Public Performing subscale, and the
Social Potency scale all predicted the SM and Extraversion pro-
totype scores, and they all did so about equally well. In contrast,
the Other-Directedness subscale remained unrelated to the SM
prototype score {r = —.06) even when it was based on self=de-
scriptions, and again the correlation for Other-Directedness was
significantly lower than that for Public Performing, 7(81)= 2.9,
p<.0l '

The comparisons presented in Table 4 show that our findings
are not limited to personality descriptions made by psycholo-
gists but generalize fo self-descriptions as well. The importance
of this replication across two data sources and over time cannot
be overemphasized: It ruies out the possibility that methodolog-
ical artifacts associated with a particular set of observer descrip-
tions might account for our findings.® Regardless of the occa-
sion or data source, then, we found some evidence for the con-
vergent validity of the 18-item SMS-R but little evidence for its
uniqueness as a psychological construct,

Discriminant Validity of the SMS-R: Partial
Correlations

The demonstration of discriminant validity requires that
measures of the same construct (operationalized by different
methods} correfate more highly with each other than with mea-
sures of a different construct (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). How-
ever, Table 4 shows that neither the SMS-R total score nor the
Public Performing subscale correlated more highly with the SM
prototype score than did the Social Potency scale. Given that
both the SMS-R and the Social Potency scale predicted a sig-
nificant portion of the SM observer variance, how much of this'
variance can be attributed uniquely to the SMS-R?

Partial correlations can provide an answer to this question.
Table 5 shows the partial correlations with the SM observer pro-
totype scores when the effect of Social Potency was statistically
controlied. Note that not one of these partial correlations was
significant. The correlations for the SMS-R dropped from .33
to 08 at age 18 and from .30 to .06 at age 23. Similarly, for the
Public Performing subscaie, the correlations dropped from .40
to .10 and from .38 to .11, respectively. As shown in Table 3,
these findings were replicated when the SM prototype score was
based on the age 23 self-descriptions. Thus, neither the SMS-
R nor the Public Performing subscale contributed significant
variance above and beyond that shared with Social Potency.

In a second analysis, we tested whether the total SMS-R has
any unique association with the SM prototype score above and

* ‘These conclusions are also consistent with a reanalysis of a sampie
of self and peer CAQ descriptions initially described by Funder and Har-
ris { 1980) and subsequently extended { Funder, personal commuanica-
tion, January 30, 1990). In the extended data set (N = 140), the corre-
lations between the 25-item SMS and each of the 26 CAQ) statements
most central to $SM (see Table 1) showed a very similar pattern across
self and peer CAQ descriptions.
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Table 5

Partial Correlations of the Revised Self-Monitoring Scale
(SMS-R) and Its Subscales With the CAQ Self-Monitoring
Prototype Controlling for Social Potency

Total Public Other-
SM prototype score SMS-R Performing Directedness
Observer data at age 18 08 10 04
Observer data at age 23 .06 1 .00
Self-reports at age 23 10 12 .00
Note. Nsrange from 82 to 86. None of these correlations was signifi-

cant, CAQ = California Adult Q-Set; SM = Self-monitoring.

beyond that already captured by its own Public Performing sub-
scale. When controlling for Public Performing, the partial cor-
relations of the SMS-R with the SM prototype score were all
reduced to zero (.00, —.02, and .02 for the observer descriptions
at ages 18 and 23 and the self-descriptions at age 23,
respectively). The reverse, however, did not hold true; when the
effect of the SMS-R was partialed, the criterion validity corre-
lations of the Public Performing scale with the SM prototype
score all remained significant ( partial rs were .25, .25, and .23,
respectively, all ps < .05). In cther words, all of the valid vari-
ance the SMS-R shared with the SM prototype score could be
accounted for by the much shorter Public Performing subscale,
which in turn predicted valid variance above and beyond that
predicted by the SMS-R.

Finally, discriminant-validity problems were also apparent in
the observer- and self-based prototype scores. Specifically, the
SM and Extraversion prototype scares were highly correlated,
with rs of .87 at age 18 and .82 at age 23 for the observer proto-
type scores and .73 at age 23 for the self-description prototype
scores.

Internal and External Validity of the 18 Items
onthe SMS-R.

The preceding analyses examined the convergent and dis-
criminant validity of the SMS-R and its subscales at the level of
scale scores. However, Snyder { 1987 ) has emphasized that some
of the items on the scale may be better indicators of the underly-
ing construct than others. Are there some items, or item subsets,
that account for the convergent validity of the scale in predict-
ing the SM prototype score, whereas other items contribute Lit-
tle to this validity, or even reduce it? Moreover, are these items
the same as those that fail to show discriminant validity against
the Social Potency scale?

In Table 6, we present four correlations for each of the 18
SMS-R items: the item’s correlation with (a) the SMS-R itself
(i.e., corrected item-total correlations), (b) the Social Potency
scale, {c) the SM observer prototype score, and (d) the Extra-
version observer prototype score. Because the pattern of find-

ings was similar for ages 18 and 23, we aggregated the observer

prototype scores across the two ages. In Table 6, the 12 SMS-R
items most related to Public Performing and the 6 items most
related to Other-Directedness are ordered by their item-total
correlations with the SMS-R; these correlations, often referred

to as internal item validities, indicate the degree to which each
item is a good indicator of the total SMS-R score and thus the
general SM factor.® ‘

In this sample, 9 of the 18 SMS-R items had significant item-
total correlations and all 9 of them were part of the Public Per-
forming factor; 7 of these 9 items also correlated significantly
with the Social Potency scale. In contrast, none of the 6 Other-
Directedness items had significant item-total correlations
(mean 7 = .02), nor did any of them correlate with Social Po-
tency (mean # = —.08), Across the 18 items, the correlations
with the total SMS-R. and the correlations with Social Potency
showed a very similar pattern, and the correlation between these
two vectors of correlations (i.e., columns 1 and 2 of Table 6)
was r = .83, That is, the best indicators of SM were the items
most highly correlated with the Social Potency scale.

The third and fourth columns of Table 6 present the external
validities of the 18 SMS-R items as assessed against the SM and
Extraversion observer prototype scores, aggregated across ages
18 and 23. Six SMS-R items correlated significantly with the
SM observer score, four correlated significantly with the Extra-
version observer score as well, and all came from the Public Per-
forming factor. None of the OtherDirectedness items corre-
lated significantly with either observer score.’

Looking across all four columns of Table 6, we see a re-
markably consistent pattern, and this pattern can be de-
scribed more formally by the correlations among these four
columns (computed across the 18 SMS-R items). The items
with the highest item-total correlations (column 1) tended to
show the strongest convergent validities with the SM observer
score (column 3), r = .77. As can be seen in Table 6, the
content of these items involves attention-seeking, verbal flu-
ency, and expressive skills. Perhaps not surprisingly, these are
the same SMS-R items that also most lacked discriminant
validity in relation to the Social Potency scale (column 2), r
= .83, and the Extraversion observer score {column 4), r =
.79. Moreover, the SMS-R items that best predicted the SM
prototype score (column 3) were also the best predictors of
the Extraversion prototype score (column 4), r = 93 across
the 18 items.

Finally, the findings in Table 6 also pertain to the validity of
the SM observer score as a measure of SM. Snyder (1987, pp.
175-180) argued that the best available indicators of the latent
SM variable are those SMS items that load most highly on the
first unrotated factor. The results in Table 6 show that the 7
SMS-R items with the highest loadings on the first unrotated
factor of the original 25-item SMS (indicated in brackets in Ta-
ble 6) also produced the seven strongest correlations with the
SM prototype score (column 3), with six of the correlations
significant beyond the .05 level. The data in Table 6 show that

¢ Across the 18 items, the item-total correlations obtained in the pres-
ent sample correlated .68 with the toadings of the items on the first
unrotated factor of the 25-item scale in college samples {Briggs &
Cheek, 1988); see Table 6 for the loading of each item.

7 This pattern of findings was closely replicated when the SM proto-
type score was based on the age 23 self-descriptions: The same & Public
Performing items correlated significantly, and the mean r for the 12
items in Table 6 was .19; in contrast, none of the 6 Other-Directedness
items correlated significantly, and their mean r was —.05.
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Correlations of Each Self-Monitoring (SM) Ttem With the SMS-R Total Score, Social Potency, and the SM and Extraversion CAQ
Prototype Scores Based on Aggregaied Age 18 and Age 23 Observer Datla

Self-report scales Observer prototypes
Social
[tem numbers and content on the 18-item SMS-R SMS-R*  Potency SM Extraversion
Items related to Public Performing
4.+(5) 1 can make impromptu speeches even on topics about which I have almaost no 46* 41* 3o 21*
information. (T)[.48/.01]
15.4(22)  Ataparty [ let others keep the jokes and stories going. (F) [.54/—.19] 43* A0* 22 .19
7.1(12) Inagroup of people 1 am rarely the center of attention. (F) [.55/—.16) 41* 67* 40* 28*
16.1(23)  1feel a bit awkward in public and do not show up quite as well as I should. .38 48* 45* 35+
(F)[.45/-.41]
12.+(18)  Ihave considered being an entertainer. (T) [.51/.18] .36* 43* 15 .11
13.4{20) 1have never been good at games like charades or improvisational acting. 31 .30* .38+ 32*
(F)[.57/—.07]
3.(4) 1 can only argue for ideas which 1 already believe. {(F) [.20/.05] 30+ 22* .13 .15
14.(21) 1 have trouble changing my behavior to suit different people and different situations. 29 10 04 15
(F)[.28/.13]
Li(1) 1find it hard to imitate the behavior of other people. (F) [.29/.06] 26" .08 —07 -.06
6.1 (8) 1 would probably make-a good actor. (T) [.65/.17] 21* 56 22¢ .07
9.1 (14) 1am not particularly good at making other people like me. (F) [.35/—.27] 19 .18 11 .18
17.(24) 1 can look anyone in the eye and telt a lie with a straight face (if for a right end). .04 .08 01 -05
(T)[.27/.17]
Mean of the 12 items related to Public Performing 31 33 .20 .16
) Items related to Other-Directedness
11.(17) 1 would not change my opinions (or the way 1 do things) in order to please someone A2 —.06 04 .03
or win their favor. (F) [—.06/.23]
2.(3) At parties and social gatherings, [ do not attempt to do or say things that others will 07 -03 -.10 .03
like. (F) [.15/.15]
B.(13) In different situations and with different people, I often act like very different 02 06 02 —01
persons. (T) {.08/.60]
10. (16} I'm not always the person [ appear to be. (T) [.04/.55] -.01 =20 —.03 —.06
18.(25) 1 may deceive people by being friendly when 1 really dislike them. (T) [.09/.39] -.04 -.13 -.10 -.09
5.(6) 1 guess [ put on a show to impress or entertain others. (T) [.37/.45] -.04 ~09 04 .03
Mean of the 6 items reigted to Other-Directedness 02 -.07 -.02 —.01

Note. N = 86 for the self-report scales and N = 82 for the aggregated observer CAQ prototypes. Item numbers are from the 18-item SMS-R, with a
dagger indicating that the item is scored on the Public Performing subscale; the item numbers from the original 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale (SMS)
are given in parentheses. [tems are ordered by their item-total SMS-R correlations. All items were scored in the direction of high SM; item keying (T
= true and F = false) is indicated in parentheses. Loadings on the first and second unrotated factors of the 25-item SMS are given in brackets after
each item (from Briggs & Cheek, [988). SMS-R = revised Self-Monitoring Scale; CAQ = California Adult Q-Set.

* Corrected part—whole correlation (i.e., of each itemn with the remainder of the SMS-R).

*p <.05.

an item’s correlation with the first unrotated factor of the SMS
strongly predicted its correlation with the SM prototype score
(column 3), r = .76. These findings provide further criterion
validity for the SM prototype score.

Discussion

We began by suggesting that the availability of a second op-
erational definition, one that uses an independent assessment
method, could advance the interpretation of the construct
measured by the self-report SMS-R. We have presented a se-
ries of analyses that use the CAQ-based prototype of SM (J.
Block, 1991). Three sources of evidence support the validity
of the SM prototype score as a measure of the revised SM con-
struct. First, in terms of content validity, the prototype was
based on the judgments of the foremost expert on the con-

struct of SM, Mark Snyder, and covers a broad range of SM
phenomena (see Table 1). Second, in terms of convergent va-
lidity, we demonstrated that Snyder’s expert judgments
showed substantial convergence with judgments obtained in-
dependently from a panel of undergraduates (Larkin, 1991).
Third, in terms of criterion validity, the findings presented in
Table 6 demonstrate that the SM prototype score correlates
most strongly with those items that loaded most highly on the
first unrotated factor of the SMS—the items that, according to
Snyder (1987, pp. 175-180), are the best indicators or signs of
the latent SM variable. For these reasons, we believe that our
results can shed new light on the definition and measurement
of the SM construct. We first discuss the evidence for the con-
vergent and discriminant validity of the revised SMS-R and its
two factors and then consider the implications of our findings
for the measurement of SM in future research.
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Convergent Validity of the 18-Item SMS-R

The significant correlations between the SMS-R and the SM
prototype scores provide evidence for the convergent validity
of these two measures of SM across instruments {SMS-R and
CAQ), data sources (observers and self), and time (a2 5-year
interval). Our findings at age 23 show that the SMS-R corre-
lates about equally with the CAQ prototype score, regardless of
whether the score was based on the composited descriptions by
multiple observers or on a single set of participants’ self-descrip-
tions (cf. Hofstee, 1994 ).

Discriminant Validity Against Social Potency
and Extraversion

The substantial correlations between the SMS-R and the So-
cial Potency scale on the one hand, and between the SM proto-
type score and the Extraversion prototype score on the other
hand, raise concerns about discriminant validity. [n fact, there
was little evidence for discriminant validity of the SMS-R
against the Social Potency scale. Neither the SMS-R total score
nor its Public Performing subscale correlated more highly with
the SM prototype score than did the Social Potency scale, even
when the SM prototype score was based on self-descriptions.
Moreover, the partial-correlation analyses showed that neither
the SMS-R nor Public Performing contributed significant vari-
ance above and beyond that already predicted by Social Po-
tency. This lack of discriminant validity was also apparent at
the item level: The SMS-R items that best predicted the SM
prototype score were those that were most highly correlated
with the Social Potency scale.

Our exploration of discriminant relations across methods
(i.e., between the SMS-R and the Extraversion prototype score)
further confirmed this conclusion. The SMS$-R did not corre-
late more strongly with the SM prototype score than with the
extraversion prototype score; these two correlations were not

different from each other either when the prototype scores were -

based on two independent sets of observer descriptions nor
when they were based on self-descriptions, Moreover, the SMS-
R items that best predicted the SM prototype score were also
the best predictors of the extraversion prototype score.

In short, the entire pattern of findings suggests that the items
Snyder ( 1987} considered to be the best indicators of SM are
empirtcally equivalent to extraversion items. Qur findings thus
replicate and extend the earlier finding that the 18-item SMS-R
is difficult to distinguish from measures related to extraversion
(Briggs & Cheek, 1988, Table 8). The correlations between
long-studied measures of the extraversion domain and both the
SMS-R and the SM prototype scores raise serious questions
about the uniqueness of the construct measured by the SMS-R.

Public Performing and Other-Directedness in the
18-Item SMS-R

As in previous research, Public Performing and Other-Di-
rectedness correlated near zero with each other in the present
sample. However, the absence of correlation between the sub-
scales does not preclude the possibility that each correlates sig-
nificantly with criterion measures of the underlying SM vari-

able (Snyder & Gangestad, 1986). Our data failed to sustain
this theoretically possible outcome.

The Public Performing subscale, which most closely approx-
imates the first unrotated factor described by Snyder and Gan-
gestad (1986), correlated .40 (and .38 five vears later) with the
observer-based SM protatype score; these are substantial corre-
lations for a short 9-item self-report scale. The correlations for
the Other-Directedness subscale, however, were essentially zero
and differed significantly from those for Public Performing. The
overall pattern of our findings is thus consistent with previous
suggestions from factor analytic studies that the variance cap-
tured by the Other-Directedness items is orthogonal to the vari-
ance represented by the first unrotated factor, that is, Public
Performing ( Briggs & Cheek, 1988; Miller & Thayer, 1989; No-
wack & Kammer, 1987). Similarly, Snyder and Gangestad
(1986 ) noted that the second source of variation in the 18-item
SMS-R is independent of the major source of variation, which
they identified as SM.

Two related findings are worthy of comment: The Public Per-
forming scale had valid criterion variance above and beyond
that accounted for by the full SMS-R, and the validities of the
18 SMS-R items differed substantially and in predictable ways.
Apparently, some of the items retained on SMS-R were not
efficient indicators of the intended construct. In fact, when Sny-
der and Gangestad (1986) revised the original 25-itemn SMS,
they found that 7 of the 18 items they retained on the SMS-R
failed to load above .30 on the first unrotated factor they identi-
fied as SM. Qur findings indicate that by scoring just half of the
items (i.e., those on the Public Performing scale), one can ob-
tain a scale that is more internally consistent than the full 18-
item SMS-R and that is at least as valid in relation to the ab-
server-based SM prototype scare. However, this further short-
ened scale would not capture the same range of phenomena as
the original 25.item scale, which included 10 Other-Direct-
edness items that formed a reliable subscale and were orthogo-
nal to measures related to extraversion (Briggs et al., 1980).

Implications and Recommendations

Thus, our findings suggest an alternative research strategy to
Snyder and Gangestad’s (1986) abbreviation of the original
construct and scale. We have seen that in terms of bath internal
and external validity, the Other-Directedness items retained on
the SMS-R are unrelated to both the Public Performing sub-
scale and the SM prototype scores. However, there are several
important domains of SM phenomena that have been shown to
be attributable primarily or exclusively to the Other-Direct-
edness component included in the original 25-item SMS: in-
consistency of attitudes and behavior, concern about behaving
appropriately, and the tendency to use other people’s behavior
as a guide for what to do in social situations (e.g., Baize & Tet-
lock, 1985; Miell & LeVoi, 1985; Nowack, 1994; Panlhus &
Martin, 1988; Wymer & Penner, 1985; see also Schwalbe,
1991 ). These behavioral domains, part of the original construct
formulation and scale, are no longer well represented in the re-
vised scale (Briggs & Cheek, 1988, Table 4; Snyder, 1987, p.
180). Thus, Snyder and Gangestad’s ( 1986 ) abbreviation of the
original SMS had the intended effect of making the scale more
reliable and factorially pure but also had unintended effects:
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It wealkened the conceptually important aspects of other-
directed self-presentation and thus shified the construct toward
extraversion. :

A recent study further illustrates this point. Cheek (1995)
collected peer ratings that included a criterion item used by
Snyder ( 1974) in his peer-rating study: “Is concerned about act-
ing appropriately in social situations.” Aggregated across four
peers, ratings on this item correlated .20 with participants’ self-
reports on the original 25-item SMS, .06 with the 18-item SMS-
R, and —.12 with its Public Performing subscale. However, for
the abbreviated Other-Directedness subscate on the SMS-R, the
correlation was ,30, and the full 10-item Other-Directedness
subscale of the original SMS yielded a correlation of .41. This
pattern of correlations suggests that the original SMS and its 10-
item Other-Directedness subscale are more successful in cap-
turing important aspects of the original SM construct, such as
concern for social appropriateness.

What, then, ought to be the role of the behavioral domains
represented by the Other-Directedness items? The present as
well as previous findings suggest that a sufficiently reliable and
valid Other-Directedness measure cannot be scored from the
items remaining on the SMS-R. Thus, we recommend that re-
searchers do rot use the abbreviated 18-item scale. Instead, we
recommend that researchers return to using the original 25-
item scale and score the Pubtic Performing and Other-Direct-
edness items as separate scales, rather than summing them to-
gether 1o form a single total-scale score. Thus, we do not suggest
that the Other-Directedness items be discarded. In fact, in his
meta-analysis of the literature on attitude-behavior consistency,
Kraus (1995, p. 71) suggested that use of the original Other-
Directedness subscale might produce larger moderating effects
than the total scale (see aiso Baize & Tetlock, 1985). Similarly,
in their recent attitude research DeBono and Snyder (1995) re-
verted to using the original 25-item SMS.® Note that in two-
factor solutions of the original set of 25 items, the Other-Direct-
edness items account for almost as. much of the total variance
and almost as many item loadings above .30 as do the Public
Performing items; in fact, Other-Directedness occasionally
emerges as the first of two unrotated factors in the 25-item SMS
(Briggs & Cheek, 1988; Nowack & Kammer, 1987}. Therefore,
we agree with Gangestad and Simpson’s (1993, p. 136) sugges-
tion that it makes sense to suppose that the two factors account-
ing for the buik of the covariance between SM items are gener-
ated by two orthogonal latent variables.

In the present research, the Public Performing subscale and
the abbreviated OtherDirectedness subscale of the SMS-R did
not jointly predict the SM prototype scores. It is true that when
measured with all 25 items on the original SMS, Public Per-
forming and Other-Directedness sometimes do converge in pre-
dicting the same outcome variable (e.g., Krosnick & Sedikides,
1990). Such parallel findings may be particularly interesting
to researchers investigating individual differences in expressive
behavior and self-presentational stvles (c¢f. Arkin, 1981). The
idea that social skiils (as reflected in the Public Performing
subscale) are linked to a motivational tendency to engage in
impression management ( as reflected in the Other-Directedness
subscale ) has always been a key attraction of Snyder’s (1974)
conceptualization of SM (Schienker, 1980, p. 77; Snyder, 1981,

p. 102). However, our data suggest that the two are not neces-.
sarily linked. Therefore, researchers should compute Public
Performing and Other-Directedness scores separately from the
25-item SMS in order to test for both individual and joint
effects.® This approach avoids the ambiguity presented when
the reader does not know whether an effect reported for the total
scale is due to just one of the two orthogonal factors or to both
(e.g., Jones, Brenner, & Knight, 1990; cf. Hull, Lehn, & Tedlie,
1991; Nunnally, 1978, p. 268). From this perspective, the high
self-monitor would be defined as an individual who scores high
on both of the two orthogonal factors scored from the original
SMS. Eventually, both the Public Performing and Other-Direct-
edness measures should be revised to improve their reliability
and validity (cf. Briggs & Cheek, 1988, p. 675; Gangestad &
Simpson, 1990, 1993; Hoyle & Lennox, 1991).

In conclusion, our approach appears to have been helpful in
explicating the current stage in the evolution of the SM con-
struct. Our work also adds to the ways in which research on SM
has increased awareness of many general issues in the develop-
ment and evaluation of personality scales and the explication of
psychological constructs, In particular, we have shown how Q-
sort data based on extensive and multiple observations of each
participant can help resolve a protracted controversy about the
validity of one of the most frequently used self-report scales in
personality research.
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Appendix
Scoring the Self-Monitoring Prototype From the California Adult Q-Set (CAQ)

CAQ item number Scoring value CAQ item number Scoring value
1 3 51 4
2 2 52 6
3 8 53 5
4 7 54 8
5 3 55 2
6 3 56 7
7 4 57 7
8 6 58 6
9 5 59 4

10 4 60 4
11 2 61 6
12 2 62 5
13 6 63 7
14 3 64 9
15 9 65 5
16 i 66 7
17 4 67 4
18 9 68 3
19 6 69 6
20 6 70 1
21 3 71 5
22 3 72 4
23 5 73 6
24 2 74 5
25 4 75 1
26 5 76 4
27 5 77 2
28 7 78 5
29 4 79 4
30 5 80 8
31 8 81 7
32 9 82 4
33 8 83 5
34 3 84 6
35 1 85 7
36 4 86 6
37 6 87 3
38 5 88 8
39 5 89 6
40 4 90 3
41 2 91 6
42 4 92 9
43 8 93 7
44 7 94 5
45 5 95 5
46 5 96 2
47 3 97 3
48 6 98 8
49 6 99 7
50 7 100 1

Note.  From “Prototypes for the Adult California Q-Set” (unpublished manuscript, Department of Psychol-
ogy, University of California, Berkeley) by J. Block, 1991. Copyright 1991 by J. Block. Reprinted with per-
mission. CAQ items from The O-Sort Method in Personality Assessment and Psychiatric Research, by J.
Block, 1961/1978, Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press. Copyright 1978 by Consulting Psycholo-
gists Press. Reprinted with permission of J. Block. Reproduced by special permission of the Distributor, Mind
Garden, Inc., P.O. Box 60669, Palo Alto, CA 94306. All rights reserved. Further reproduction is prohibited
without the Distributor’s written consent.
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