~

DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 221 796 . CG 016 222
AUTHOR Gabrenya, William K., Jr,
TITLE Social Anxiety, Situational Variability, and the
Self-Monitoring Scale.
PUB DATE - 15 Apr 82
NOTE 18p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meet1ng of the .

Eastern Psychological Association (53rd, Baltimore,
MD, April 15-18, 1982). -

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC01 Plus' Postage.
DESCRIPTORS Adults; *Anxiety; Attribution Theory; Behavior
: Patterns; Factor, Analysis; *Individual Differences;

*Interpersonal Competence; *Personality Traits;
*Social Adjustment; Test Validity

IDENTIF IERS *Self Monitoring Scales (Snyder) *Self -
Presentations

: ' wd

N ,

ABSTRACT .
Growing interest in self-presentation has spawned .
~several examinations of individual differences in the tendency to
manage one's impressions, notably Snyder's attempt to identify ’
skilled impression managers through self-monitoring and an associated :
mon1tor1ng device, the Self-Monitoring Scale (SMS). To further
examine the SMS, factor _analyses were conducted and revealed a factor
- that could be 1nterpreted as tapping social anxiety. This factor
caused persons identified as high or low self-monitors on the basis
of extreme score selection criteria to be low and high, respectively,
in social anxiety. Four exper1ments demonstrated that social anx1ety
may account for low self-monitors' self presentational behaviors in
highly socially evaluat1vg,s1tuat1ons. These £1nd1ngs indicate that
the confounding of self-ménitoring and social anxiety in- K@e SMS may '
lead to ambiguous interpretations of research findings. '
*  (Author/JAC) -

#

)

LS
kkkkkkkkk (************************************************************

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *,

3
* . from the original document. ' v *
********* *************************************************************




Social Anxiety, Situational Variability,
* ' d
and the Self-Mon{toring Scale

William K. Gabrenya, Jr.

FloridaoInstitute of Technology

Paper presented in the symposium "Monitoring Self-Monitoring: : .

A Critical Look at the Construct and the Scale." -
EY ’ < .

Eastern Psychological Association, Baltimore, April 15, 1982.

I >
. . o . N ~ °
> 5 -
N .
N . U S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION -« "PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
« N NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION MA‘TERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
\'o N EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION .
— X CENTER (ERIC : : ‘
This document has been. reproduced s »
o . recerved from the person or organization W"“Q&‘OA‘,\ {l< %V\% . *
onginating 1t N ' . Ly e > N 4 ,"9—»
8 Minor changos have been made to improve '
u;m:ducﬂon qQuality TO THE éDUCATlONAL RESOURCES
® Pounts of viaw oropinions stateckin this docu INFORMATION CENTER (ER'C) "
ment do not necessanly represent otficial NIE 4

position or pohicy . . N

ERIC : , .

s . .
.




e . . ; , .

’ . 4
Social Anxiety, Situational Variability,

and the Self-Monitoring Scale ‘ ' ' . ¢

. 7
.

William K. Gabrenya, Jr.

- A 3 \
. ‘The growing interest in self-presentation has spawned several ‘examina-

ﬁions of in&;vidual differences in the predisposition or tendency to manage-

one's impression, most notably Snyder's (1974) attempt to identify the

. skilled impression manager throygh the ‘concept "self-monitoring" and an

associated measurement device, the Self-Monitoring Scalg-(SMS): "Self-

m§nitoring" refers to the coﬁcern for and tendency to observe and control |
one's‘self—preéentatien and expressive behavior, including an acute sensi- ~
tivity to situational cues that aight indicate what behavior is appropriate
and what i€ not. The present pape; outlines a series of studies that call

into question the validity of the SMS and, by extension, the conclusions of

-

some of the associated research (see Snyder, 1979). The gms'is shown to be

confounded with social anxiety or sociability, and several studies and in-

.

ternal analyses are reported that demonstrate that this confounding. may lead

to self-presentational findings inconsistent with Snyder's conceptualization
-~ \ *

3

of the self-monitoring construct.

R . ! . [

k study of attributions for success and failure conducted by Arkin,

Cabrenya, Appelman, and Cochran (1979) reported early findings problematic
» ‘ ) ' i
faf the SMS. Individuals who scored in the upper gnd lower quartiles of the

SMS received (false) success or failure feedback while delivering therapeutic

"desedsitization" instructions to a supposedly test-anxious peer' (a confederate). a

“Half of the subjects were videotaped throughout the therapy so that their per-—

formance could be "evaluated by experts;" the remaining half were not video-

taped. Typical findings in a study of this kind are that subjects take greater

responsibility for success than for failure (see Bradley, 1978). To the extent

‘that this attributional bias reflects self-presentational motives we expected

.
¢
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low self-monitors to evidence a weaker bias than hfgh self-monitors because

‘

'of their apparently lower concern for impression manag%ment and their prefer- p
3 - ' : 5 1
ence for consistency between cognitions held and expressed. More importantly, we
‘ N .

expected that the videoﬁ?pe manipulation would have a much weaker effect. on

«

the attributions of low self-monitors, because of ‘their supposedly lower
sensitivity to sigzﬁtional cues as to appropriate or strategic self-presentation,

‘tﬁan on.those of high self-monitors.- Figure % illustrates our predictions

-

for low self-monitors. However, eontrary to this theorizing based on Snyder's
ha}
. , .
conception of self-monitoring, low self-monitoring subjects assumed significantly
-~ B

less responsibility for success when they were videptaped than when thg; were
4
not, and assumed Somewhat greater.responsibility for “ailure when they were

taped than when they were not (Figure 1lb presents these f4ndings.) Thus;'low

self-monitoring individuals were not consistent in their attributions across
n-
evaluation conditions as the original formulation of the self-monitoring con-

struct would predict. High self-monitors tended to report attributions opposité

to those of low self-monitors, taking more responsibility for success than for

failure in the high evaluation condition. " Hence,.low self-monitors responded

to evaluatiqn By moderating thei; statements concerning personal responsibility‘

for success. ) .

»

These rather intriguing findings suggested a closer'look at the SMS and
-
the charactgristics‘hf people who score high and low on the scale. We per-

formed a factor analysis of the SMS and Eomparedrche obtained factors to‘g

number of other well-known personality measures (Gabrenya & Arkin, 1980). Our

-

factor analysis revealed a factor structure similar to those found in a number

.of bther factor analyseé available at that time (e.g., Briggs, Cheek, & Buss,

1980). Our correlations of, these factors with other individual difference

»

measures led us to suspect that the SMS contained a sotial awxiety component.
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Tablgrl presents GorFelations between .the four stable factots that we found

3

and other selected mepasures. Factor ﬁ'includes items typically referred to as

?

the "éxtraversion" factor of the SMS, although a close examination of the cor-"

relation matrix reveals that only what Eysenck (Eaves and Evsenck, 19753 refers

» P Y

" ’ > : 1" .
to as "social extraversion” ) a subset of the items in the extraversion scale, is

- -d

srelated to factor B. The items Eysenck identifies as measuring the impulsivity

»

! : N
aspect of extraversion 'were not related to this factor. Furthermore, although

» * ' “
the faetor B items seem to tap sociability, (e.g., "in a group of people I am

0y

A
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rarely the center of attention™), the factor is correlated equally as strongly

» .

.

. . . . : R, .
with a measure pf social anxiety as with one of sociability. Hence, it appears

- b}
that the SMS does include a spcial anxiety component as we suspected. The items

that load on this factor are scored such that low self-monitors are higher in

social anxiety than high self-monitors. Th4§,'}n fhe Arkin et al. study low

self-monitors may have moderated the%r attributions in the face of social evalua-
tion because of their social anxiety about such close scrutiny, whereas. high

AY ) 4 -
self-monitors felt no anxiety about such evaluation afd may, in fact, have

a

-
.

welcomed it.

-

Given this interpretation of the Arkin et al. study it appears that the~

social anxiety factor .cannot be assumed to operate consistently with the remain-

f

%

der of the SMS or with the self-monitoring construct. Hence,the SMS seems to
. { .

>

be confounding social anxieti'aﬁﬁ other trait dimensions that are said to char-

acterize self-monitoring. The extent of this confounding given the common

practice of extreme group selection procedures in research that uses the SMS is

illustrated in Table 2.

pretest sample of nearly 700 &QO scored in the upper and lower quartiles of
SMS and of an independent measure of social anxiety (Fenigsteint Scheier, & Buss,
1975) are presented. It can be seen that the SMS:social anxiety confound 1is

fairly strong at this selection criterion,)(%= 12.0, ,p < .001, notably among low

o
J
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The numbers of introductqory psychology students from a
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. self-monitors. The chances of selecting a highly socially anxious low self- :

’ - . ~ )

, monitor in this sample are abogj twice as great as those .of selecting a low X

social anxiety low self-monitor. HNot unexpectedl®, as the.selection criterion

. M < \
becomes progréssively more extreme, the chances that subjects characterized
< v .
. A : ’ 4 ]
ag low self-monitors are high in social anxiety continues to inc%ease, as

4 . -~

~ .Figure 2 illustrates. SMS selection criteria are on the horizontad axis of
¢ this figure and the probabilities of chgosing\subjects high or low in social ™F
anxiety are plotted on the vertical axis. When low self-monitors are defined

3

.as those 'scoring in the 10th percertile on the SMS, the odds of their being

high 'rather than low in social anxiety,h approach 4 to 1.

2

L .
Given this apparent confounding of social anxiety and self-monitoring,

several other studies were examined for evidence that social anxiety is an

* ~
v el

important determinant of the kinds of behaviors to which §elf-ﬁonitoring

-

is supposedly relevant and that it may affect those behaviors inconsistentiy
“r e * !

% : with previous conceptions of éelf-monitoring.

: First, a conceptual replication ofe the Arkin et al. (1979) séudy dis-

~

cussed above that employed an id?ntical desensitization Eherapy task (Arkin,

s

. Nt , .
Appelman, and Burget, 1980, Experiment I) demonstrated the potential functional

similarity of the SMS and‘Fenigstein et al.'s social anxiety scale. Both high

‘;jand low social anxiety subjects in this study reported slightly, but not signifi-
cantlyﬁ more responsiﬁility for success than for failure under lew evaluation.' Q
However, in the high ebaluation conditions, low sociai anxiety subjects assumed

' somewhat greater res;onsiﬁility.for suchess than for failure. In contrast, high .

social anxiety subjects presepted themselves in an exceedingly modest way,

assuﬁing significantly more ;esponsibility'for failure than for success (see

Figure 3). Hence, both high social anxiety subjects in this latter study and

low self-monitors in the Arkin et al. (1979) study’took inte account. expected .

sociﬁl evaluation and did so by moderating their personal attributions for .

.~

o success.,
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We sought additional corroborating evidence for this.relationéhip between
. - 4 T »
social anxiety, specifically, the social anxiety factor of the SMS, and self-

presentation in internal analyses of two studies that used subjects for whom

raw SMS. pretesting data were available. A strong case for the problematic
-

influeﬁce of the social anxiety factor in the SMS would be made if it were_

¢

-~

found that this factor is correlated with self—presentationa} behavior in a

»

fashion opposite to }hat predicted by the self-monitoring construct.

Pretest SMS data were partly-available for the social anxiety stuhy just

]
.

discussed (Arkin, Appelman, and Burgér, 1980, Experiment I). Based on our

previous social anxiety findings, we expected to find a negative correlation

between scores on the SMS social anxiety factor and self-attributions in the
4 success/higﬁ evaluation condition of the study. In other words, the gmeaté;
a subject's social anxiety? the more modest the subject will be about taking
resﬁonsibility for success if he or she expects to be evaluated. We expected
o a positive correlation in the failure/evaluation condition according to the
same logic. The higher a subject's social anxiety, the more ghe subject will
téké responsibility for failure if he or she expects to be evaluated. These
relationships between social anxiety and self-attributions should be éreatly
reduced in the low evaluation condition. Table 3 presents thesk predictiéns

€

and the obtained correlations. Despite the low cell frequencies, the‘results

.

generally supported our predictions. The correlation between social anxiety
3 N

and self-attribution in the success/evaluation condition was.-.72 (df = 8,

-

p <.05), whereas in the failure/evaluation condition it was .07, n.s. The

difference between these two correlations is significant, z = 1.76, p< .05

-

(one-tailed). In the no-evalua ton conaition the correlations did not approach
significance, as predicted. Corresponding correlations based on the balance
of the SMS items were neither significantly different from zero nor from one |,

agother, suggesting that social anxiety, and not self-monitoring, was uniquely

-~
o regponsible for the effect.




An experiment concerning anticipatory belief change, siﬁiiarly conducted
/ . -

»

during a semester in which pre-test SMS scores were collected, was also re-

, analyzed. Anﬁicipatory belief change refers to the finding that individuals
. .

‘tend to change their attitudes in anticipation of receiving a persuasive com-
municétion, and appears to be best understood in terms of impression manage-

ment (Cialdini, Levy, Herman, Kozlowski, and Petty, 1976; Hass & Mann, 1976).

¢
The primary evidence for this interpretation is that shbjects in anticipatory

.
»

belief change studies tend to change their attitudes toward a more moderate
position but that this new position is not "internalized;" subjects return

to their original position if they are informed that the communication had
3

to be canéelled. Turner ((1977) found that high social anxiety subjects ex-
hibited anticipatory belief change but that low social a&xfﬁty'subjects did
not, and speculated that individuals high in social anxiety ghifted their
opinions towards thqse of the communicator's in order to avoid appearing

argumentative and becoming the object of public attention.

The present study employed a methodology similar to Turner (1977) . Sub-

jects were told that they would hear a speech maintaining that a cure for

cancer was still only a distant possibility. Previous research has shown
that undergraduates hold the opposite opinion (Turner, 1977). After be;gg

informed of the nature of the speech they would hear, subjects filled out a

r .
questionnaire that included a measure of agreement with the argument to be

vy
A
0

heard and a measure of ego-involvement in the communication topic “(whether
or not a family member or friend had had-cancer). As expected, subjects'

scores on the social anxiety factor bf the SMS were highly correlated with |

conceptually replicating Turner's findings. Ig other words, the higher a ;n :?”
Jeme
f“:“u)y?_‘_.
subject's social anxiety, the more he or she backed off ftom his or her origin- € il
* o " Xy -i.
ally eXpressed opinion in anticipation of the counter-attitudinal message. The. ‘g%&
. . . v
. ’ Te oV

-
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social anxiety- factor did not mediate belief moderation for high ego-involve-

., —

s N . ”
_ment subjects, r{20)=-.14, n.s., consistent with previous findings (Cialdini

¥
et al., 1976). The relationship of the balance of the SMS items to belief

.

moderation was low f; the high ego-involvement condition, r = -.33, n.s., but
the entire Self-monitoring Scale was moderately correlated with belief modera- 4
. b N .
L) . .. ‘% .
tion, r(16) = -.47, p €.06. Hehce, low seif—moéicors moderated their opinions

more than did high self-monitors, and this reversal of the expected self-moni- .

toring effect seems to have been largely due to the social anxiety factor of

[

the scale. ! ) ’ . ..
To summarize these findings, low self-monitors-seem to regulate their AN
behavior according to cues about appropriate self-presentation to a greater .

extent than one would expect on the basis of Snyder's conception of the self-

monitoring conmstruct, and social anxiety or sociability seems to, be implicated

as the causal agent. This confounding of social anxiety(iiiglother traits of
the SMS may be most appareﬁt and problematic in experimental contexts such as
those utilized in the studies reported he;e that induée a good deél of evalua-
tion apprehension. Thus, it appears that in such hig@ly evaluative situations
low as well as higg self-monitors may exhibit self-presentation, but that the
content. of this impression management will differ. Highly socially anxious low
self-monitors may seek to present themselves in a.modest, unobtrusiveﬁfasﬂion
in order to avoid potential disapproval or embarrassment that would result from

attracting the attention of others. Low socially anxious high self-monitors

soe-may self-present in the opposite fashion, seeking attention that they are con-

A}

A}identnwill lead to %ocial.approbation.
There are two major implications of these data. First, these findings

point to social anxiety or sociability as an important ‘individual difference

factor idfluencing self-presentation style or strateg{i Second, these findings

suggest that individuals interested in investigating the influence of self-—

[




| ‘

o .
- ” - .

. /0 ;
monitoring per se should eliminate the items identified as reflecting intro-

. why h
version-extraversion, sociability, or social anxiety prior to selecting sub-
: .

jects (especially if the investigatior is selecting subjects from the extremes
- . i e TN

-

R ’
of the SM§\distribhtion) in that these items: 1) seem theoretically and
empirically unrelated to the concept of self—monitéring, and 2) affecghself-
presentational behavior in a manner that may run counter to hypotheses derited

from the self-monitoring concept if the context is one in which an individual
| .
L4

can expect high social evaluation.
-~
In conclidion, although self-monitoring is certainly an interesting concept,
a#d research employing the SMS prodﬁces increasingly interesting findings,rthesq

. [} '
findings are unfortunately subject to the qualifications implied by the

social anxiety confound treated here. More generally, the SMS seems to be

multidimensional in such a way that it does not satisfactorily correspond to

>
- '

.the original construct, and at least one of these dimensions has behavioral

<
~ * '

effects that under certain circumstancgs run counter to the construct. Hence,

-

we are left in a.Situatlon in which otherwise intriguing experimental findings

can be attributed to one or more of the several "gonstituent traits" that seem

to comprise self-monitoring as it is/;urrentiy measured. Whereas the social
anxiety factor maf come into play in situations involving social evaluation, other

SHS fadtors may be influential in other .situations that involve social perception,

-~

interpdrsonal skills, or values concerning manipulation or deception of others.
- )

Perhaps ‘our understahding of individual differences in each of these social

behaviors would be enhanced by turning, from the use of a global self-monitoting

concept and measure to a set of more specific personality constructs and measures,

one example béing social anxiety.ﬁ

4 A
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S TABLE 1
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SELF-MONITORING SCALE FACTOR SCORES
AND SELECTED PERSONALITY MEASUREST

SELF-MONITORING  SCALE FACTOR
i

. A . B ¢D . E SELF-
' ACTING  SOCIAL OTHER  VERBAL: MONITORING
PERSONALITY MEAsuﬁﬁf ABILITY  ANXIETY ORIENTATION ABILITY SCALE

EYSENCK PERSONALITY INVENTORY” .
EXTRAVERSION | 27 b .02 11
.SOCIABILITY .20 .56 -.04
. IMPULSIVITY. ,22 12 .06
NEUROTICISM < ..,08 " ~.30 - ,18

SELF-CONSGIOUSNESS SCALED \ ™
SOCIAL ANXIETY =24 - -.50° ..10
PRIVATE SELF-CSNESS 17 -,01 -.05 -
PUBLIC SELF-CSNESS .07

SELF-MONITORING SCALEB 480

-

AN=690  BN=1507
lCORRELATIONS ARE UNWEIGHTED AVERAGES OVER. SEX. ‘

[}
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" TABLE 2

FREQUENCIES OF PRETESTED .
INTRODUCTORY PSYCHOLOGY STUDENTS IN THE UPPER AND
LoweR QUARTILES OF THE SELF-MONITORING SCALE
AND THE SOCIAL ANXIETY SCALEl

“»

SELF~-MONITORING

SoCIAL ANXIETY " HiGH Low
HIGH ‘ . 55 , 76

Low ‘ o4 . 35

lTABLE ENTRIES ARE FREQUENCIES. SOCIAL ANXIETY
SCALE IS THE SOCIAL ANXIETY SUBSCALE OF THE
FENIGSTEIN ET AL, (1975) SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS
SCALE. '

13
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TABLE 3 . v

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE SOCIAL ANXIETY
SMS FACTOR AND SELF-ATTRIBUTIONS FOR OUTCOME
. UNDER HIGH AND Low EVALUATIONl

LEVEL OF EVALUATION

THERAPY OUTCOME HIeH Low
Success PREDICTED  NEGATIVE Low
~0BTAINED  -.,72% (9) -.11 (10)
FA1LuRg PREDICTED POSITIVE Low
- : .. OBralNeD .07 (100  -.08 (9)
1BaSED ON DATA FROM ARKIN, APPELMAN, AND
BURGER (1980, EXPERIMENT I).. .
*p<,05
‘/\4
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-

High. Low
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o--""" ,
4, . | . High S.A.
Success - Failure  Success ~ Failure

Therapy Outcome

Figure 3. Attributions of personal responsibility for
success and failure by high and low social anxiety
subjects under high or low expected evaluation. Data

are from Arkin, Appelman, and Burger (1980, Experiment 1).
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Figure 2. Probabilities of obtaining high and low social anxiety subjects
as a function of selection criteria on the Self-Yfonitoring Sgale. High and
low social anxiety subjects scored in the upper, and lower quartiles of the

social anxiety subscale of the Self-Consciousness Scale (Fenigstein et. al.
1975.




