ZRIME : X7 | HMHE, XoPHY, Bt dEH

271 73 M 2 = (Self-Monitoring Scale) 2]
E} A Aol A AF

0|

I.M &

7] 7 H % (self-monitoring) = Snyder(1974)
7t A7) 28 A3 A A el g A 2 AR A
A3lol A oh g Algtel 28 A7) g3l g ulzts
sl o] & wtME A7) 38 ¥ 39 Y5 2452 He
e AHgske AQdH el Aol & HElr] Hiled A
A% A =o)ch(Snyder, 1974). A7 A H =7} g
223Abe) 7S A o AlelA wislo) o Fgle] 2z
ol Al AgdEctd 223 A &7) 7 3 28 o)
ojald Ha&-g AT Aot aving #7] A
AL T3] AAY A, A HekE P o] o
e AZHE AFR A ez, A4l Y W Al F
koA & BAE - Y oelet 2o

atela] £ dFollA 7] AW Az elddE AA
517) S8l 2tEAE Ao 2 7 ol f B3] shabel A
A A5aE3le Azke] AdlA oz ke 7t5Abe 3§
ol Z&rle] & £Foll 7l AlelE, AAlA Hist
27 wlFoll 27} Aol of ulztslelet ¥ ok7] W
ojr}.

2 drAstel o8 el gl A0 AN HEE o
£ A £3], #53 gFol Fal B3AE 2
&to] 27] A2}t 2 Aekah W ARtk AR A

3} 5L A2 5ol h WA BEEE w3

< AR e hAbag
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o}*

£ Aotste] ol F o] 2 A ARE 7 73
At =S 97 & Aol

Snyder(1974) & 25/ F3to 2 FAS 27 A4
Hx & )45t z, Lennoxel Wolfe(1984) &= 818
AL 23 o] Hxo el AL wAsa 134 Fite s
TR A7) AN A2 E A

olol thal Snydere} Gangestad(1986)+= Snyder
(1974) 7} A A1 2570 3ol F-A13-& wekstod 18
A e A7 A A2 E o] A A s 2 o]
3, o] H 5ol tHd Hrhr) glo] 37 A =F o dht
7 AHE-E 2 gl

oM A7 AME ] Aol it o)L ol Fa X
3lar gle], £ dAFE o)v] AAHE A 7R A7) M=
Az F o]k Aol 713 e} A=A F HAA}= AL

2402 g},

fot

II.

Ho
o
ki
et

1. Snyder2| X7 Z4ME Mz

Snyder(1974) = #7]1 74 =(self-monitoring) &
‘28 Y53 A7 28] AHE A HAA o 1T sl
Al Agd Aol detd 2715 BAste Al sle
R otk A olstoiel. Snyder(1974) & zb7] A ®



T4 7““3% 2437 f8led 574 g4l Fee41
7 FE-& Aslgich A WA 8L ‘2] 28 A}
33 A A o] BE Aoz, T wiA g9l& 2] Y
o] AAAES 7le)E A2 A3 A v J ol o5
Z1gol= Fx'olnh A A 9]l ‘A7 2H 2 8Y
F52 FANZ FHE 4 Axe FH' )3, vl WA 2
A& ‘5 Aol o)a FHE A&l HEolrt
npRlabo 2 oA Wi g9l 7] gF ol A3l wt
W 3517 v A s A 5 o)),
2y, 27| AR Hx e A3 Alelgellx o] g
Hollx E3dtn A% e AFAES viag ok
t}, & Briggs, Cheek % Buss(1980), Lennox<}
Wolfe(1984), Cheek # Briggs(1981) & (1) st o} +
AAEE ol & 4+ gl 3k 2E, 2)HE A
(Content validity)e] Zof, (3) ¥ e} (Discri-
minant validity) ¢l 7 & # & s 4=}, Snyder(1974)
o) A7) M Az 5L opF 2ot
(1) Ve oh A P55 2akste Aol A5
(2) el @52 B5 e A4 A, AlE 282
Ad-g 548 Aol
(3) vh& kAl A8 Al 2ol A B A §
o}d uh-g slAY Y5 el =8 3R] Yt
(4) v W7} olml wWa Qe Azt cHalAiul -’i‘—%l-
gt
(6) = *17}71—4 e el ofdd TRl =
dl A QLS T 4 gleh
(6) = & 4%‘3 REANAY E2A 7] 948
M 55 &4 9lE o) et A7
(7) vhe AslA Q] Aglel A oG Al YFaoF &4
Aol gL vl JEE A7 A8l oF2 ALk FF
& Aeec
(8) Y& F& d71As 2 4 A&
ghet,
(9) vt Aot J3}, 2ok
o] A2 A g gick.
(10) Y& ow all & AH3Hg ol A izl AdAl ot o] 3
L QAL 7= 7 o] el
(11) e A 2vld & Sulict o] AghEs 72
o] ¥ull o Hol Xert
(12) Ve o2 Aol 2o A& w2 F 2o g4t
o] £z X3t}
(13) & A3t3 Agkoll whet 74 =) $ o} & AL A E
LRSS

M
2 &
71

|

Aolebn A7

AP o A7 = F

(14) vt AsEe] Vg FobshA stee 2% B3
P isa

(15) Y= 24 A 4L AdolM s £F EAL A

(16) v 34 oz wole A3} e a8 Aake of
Y,

(17) vh= b2 AsHE 24 A AV 225 4 A8
vho] o)A ol HE-& v R = ¢-F Roldh,

(18) vt ddodlgle] 5= A& sefs] L Ao glch,

(19) v FE3 &7 AV 3308 7] HelA o2
ol Ructe ch& Algko] iholl Al 7l A&
s 7 ol Qlrt.

(20) Y= Axxvd S5 Y5 98 AUl 5
%3] £-5)e}

(21) Ve Al Aslol wjel A gshAl el 58 1)
I Aol of&ch,

(22) = 29lolA g Algto] Fdsla ool dte
i

(23) vt o8 ARET Yo o Loy I
23 o W7t Bolaxl sl A &% Az &
o},

(24) Vi 208 A E AEM ghd, FrollAlzte
AL sx Adiute & :
9t}

(25) V= AAZE ARES Solelx & o, A

]

Ao A AEEL Y+ AUk

o}

2. Lennox®} Wolfe2| JHE S X7 HM T X

Lennox¢} Wolfe(1984)+ A7l A A =l o gk v} &
A Aol 27 FEE 22T 4 Y= FH7EE
& Algkel 38 5o g "]7&£6 150 o g
ez FAH 13/ &5 Ax g ¢Igirt 137 52
2564 ez At

3. Snyder2} Gangestad®| HAE A7 | AME Mg

Snyder ¢} Gangestad (1986) = o}2] &k A] 7}=] vzt
3} &A 2570 8 32, 7,9 10, 11, 15, 1918 Aot
1874 5o 2 A7) AN 5 243} g

John, Cheek % Klohnen (1996)-& 3714 1535
g el EAo] glale] 250 2o Mert Az 18
A g5 A7) AN s Aot ol v S =T
£ AL dFsdrh
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ol ol T wie} o] whalel 434 (person-
ality) & 23517 sl AAH Hxze 3k g4lo] o
2 A 39 wAoe] WAL Az Aol sta, R el
F5 ol on]7}t goke A
validity), =+¥ e}=-A (discrimant validity), ©]s} e}
=} 4 (nomological validity) o 74 7/Md o] gt A4 4
(uni—dimensionality) o] 2% ¥zt AL LallF
= Aelrh

£ A2 glgd A (convergent

. oA+ e

A A7 AFAE Edz 2 AFdAE Snyder
(1974) 9] =47] A= A =9} Lennox 2t Wolfe(1984)
ol A7 A Aol ot A=A el S A3
gt AF Axbe b3k 2ok 1R Snyder(1974) €
7] A s A9l Lennoxst Wolfe(1984) 2] k7] 7
Ax Az E wodsla, Ao Bz 2 F& 34383
7] 9)s+od =)l (back translation) 7% & ol &35} 9ic},
olw] §oid F-g AFsE wFuss =& Tk
o} Wy 27 A A e Likertd 74 HE E ol
£ °P‘}ir+.

A= AFAE o] &3lo] Snyder(1974) 2} A7) A
A = A % (self-monitoring scale)+ 4N edn ¥
Z3AES A e 2 g9 Lennox et Wolfe(1984) 2
AR =7l AN x A x(Revised self-monitoring
scale) & 7 gdlgtm WY BFEAES Ao 2 1998
29 12936 294 20 o) AAH AFE =AE 3

Zg 2A4L 9std PC SAS 6.129 Window$
LISREL 8.12% #8399} SAS packagee 89 &
A, A#3AA 24 9 Cronbach’s ad A 4et7] 9] 5o
Ap-&-8}v], LISREL 8.12+& #<¢) g9l ¥4 (CFA : con-
firmatory factor analyses) S 9] 8] A+-&3} et

V. g7 % =2

AP A7 AAze FANEE 25 A A
£5e B e A4a] Aekel £4 A7 AF
+% shglek.

257) B2 A7) A% Axe) g ¥4 Ao 2
£ g9 Woll Al A% st Aol Yehe sfvlolx ga)
Zroll e 29 ehet4l o] Slehe oulalel), 2570 F5o] 4
Alelol A AFulch e 4o gdloz PRAGE
AL W e s B ehao] Wojekt Ao

A5 &3] A A28 A3E

HAL 4 & el

£ A7) AR E o83 2ql B4 AAE 254 F5
o ‘A7) AME H2'7h 509 g9, 370 89 W 270
o gl Fojd dozs RHER e Aoz et
ek vl Sol 2570 @59 ‘A7) A= Ao 58] o
ol &tdel TAMEL ol F 4 e Aol 4AL
Eote AL o] A= A4 AFE dFEA0 F
sheby zgeh 225 18 e ‘Had A7)
Ax e Al 264 Lo g FA Ao ¥
AR NA A Z3hx, 238 AA A= o2& 4
AA A= ebe HoHE 42 vt 9ok

o] A& Snyder®] 27} AME A}t AHg Aejet &
ofoll 4] FstA AHEH AR, T2 JFE oA A
=2ty dpeiets Al Az et o] IS HA 23 A
=5 ASHA ol &dote AL wFA} A 2 A
o,

oleidt &AL siAdn Ay s FAAIL
s A™sA £ fste] AA" ‘Lennoxst
Wolfe (1984) &} A= 27 AN = H =2 A4 et
G 2 AT AEE o] &5led BA At 2 gl
24 A7 el Az 20 geqloz BFslo B}
Aol dv Aoz AFsgn, 2 el g AM
E-9] Cronbach’s % 71522 3 A4Y AR Az
= A4 dE Asehe 2ol dFsgleh olol Q¥
LISREL 8.122 &<l 29l ¥4¢ & A3, 134 §59
A7l AME g F ol 2oz BHEE 2o
A Aoz velyton, A5 et 2y el A
o Aol sl FE et

o} e Azs Bz et v A7 A
Heotojd A E o 4 ok Z24e) AAAA}E
o5} e},

 de o 2

oL
o

1) Snyder®] #47] A= A o] A2 A2} ebk4
A A

254 529 27| AMx Az Al el S
st gde}. WA, Snyder(1974) o 7H4 ol 2 2570 &%
o] Ax7l g9l FAo o8l A 9l BFHE =X
EZ 243t gct 2 Ao A& 2 (E Dol Vel v
9} 7o, Snyder(1974) 7} o}Al A9l gl 7pztol] o &)
ol & & SM3, SM24, SM25, SM13 % SM 7-& 47 ]
s9le 2 TR Gk

e A o8- 2 John, Cheek % Klohnen(1996) ol
FAE dl2 257 59 27 AME A g F gql
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{3 1) Rotation Method : Varimax

Ar ¢ 8911 2912 2913 2914 8415

SM1 0.24924 0.00871 0.09486 0.55438 —0.17614

SM2 -0.16160 0.15393 0.22693 0.47008 0.00777

SM3 0.08619 —0.03037 0.67670 -0.07175 —0.08138

SM4 0.03567 —0.28501 0.47305 —0.01611 -0.00323

SM5 0.62980 0.19514 —0.07905 —0.17101 —0.03630

SM6 0.65852 —0.04060 0.07160 0.07137 0.28548

SM7 0.00629 0.14947 —0.15432 0.61951 0.04035

SM8 0.69163 0.06174 —0.16166 0.20452 0.28423

SMg 0.05340 —0.48516 0.30809 0.37226 0.06258

SM10 0.12294 0.23542 —0.03816 —0.18784 0.67259

SM11 ~0.18747 0.06562 0.32199 —0.09991 0.48448

SM12 0.71322 0.01673 0.17872 —=0.15723 0.06828

SM13 ~0.09960 0.49906 0.03305 0.34757 0.04194

SM14 0.60032 0.01382 0.34075 —0.09586 —0.04539

SM15 0.06651 0.47050 0.41628 0.20619 0.10382

SM16 0.08341 0.49895 0.01951 0.16310 0.24590

SM17 0.03712 0.17716 0.64850 0.05305 0.00281

SM18 0.49053 —0.03730 —0.10740 0.20433 0.45384

SM19 0.07354 0.06314 0.56295 0.18266 0.338886

SM20 0.72964 0.06899 —0.08478 0.14137 —0.05230

SM21 0.63514 0.06594 0.14313 0.19228 —0.19327

SM22 0.21044 0.17932 0.03941 —0.21534 —0.25775

SM23 0.63428 0.11675 0.07417 ~-0,16013 —0.27911

SM24 0.19391 0.61998 —0.10681 0,09881 —0.05712

SM25 0.12742 0.71491 —0.13585 —0.06473 0.03719

variance explained 4037817 2.175466 2.139993 1.622207 1.519952

by each factor
o 2 Apzt3] A (Harris-Kaiser ortho—oblique) A1 71 A 5 AT 29 FAHE (FE poll el vpof 3
e (F 200 Jebd vke} 2l SM1, SM4, SM7, o] mE F3lo] 3lrte] gale 2 velgtont, g9lo A
SM9, SM10& e gele s 7R= = ehofrl, 5 AA 3R WhE Aol (F 3ol el wie}
7ol dhrtel g alo] ola} Al Ao gelo g vprolA
2) Lennox e}t Wolfeel 7| A5 A7) A4 = Ao A 4 3= Aoz Jepdeh, 28z SM73 SM132 g9)
A7t ebdAd A4 A3 17 991 2 & ©he] 8.4l A< (factor loading score) 7},
1370 429 AR A7) DA Az AHY7 30 € Aoz el

e}t A& A Aslgel v1#], SAS package® ol &3} £33 SM1(vh A3l Q) Adloll A 32 Zo) 378
2ol 243 AE (F 3Dl velyd vo} 2o o3 27w v Y5 24 4 o), SM5(E
Lennox s} Wolfe (1984)7F A4 =17 A= Hx of] Aol E 2 g Fof ZA o HE5L AL 4

ofa] F A gQlog R-F5a b Agte 24 4 5ol
A AR E 9A 44 eqle) AFE AH} AS
(R399l AFE A L ASE D 25
oll4] shte] eolo 2 vhebyte 2aid] A WA agle

ERFE AN S 2AT U FH2 898 A

S1eh) o SM7(A%k A3l 2 Fahe Hol Folalxg
I e # 5T 2B AL A Lol gal
A& AHA weke @ shbe) aelez el
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{H 2) Snydere] A}7| HAMT Xz o| F QoI EA 3}

A3 2491 g9l2
SM1 0.25501 0.23627
SM2 —0.12153 0.40503
SM3 0.09952 0.35996
SM4 0.01065 0.14165
SM5 0.64375 0.03336
SM6 0.65750 0.19830
SM7 0.03413 0.24095
SM8 0.69930 0.163%4
SM9 0.00247 0.08311
SM10 0.17057 0.28023
SM11 -0.15268 0.35430
SM12 0.71282 0.14067
SM13 —0.01951 0.44834
SM14 0.60375 0.21678
SM15 0.15273 0.65320
SM16 0.163%4 0.45327
SM17 0.08412 0.53476
SM18 0.49330 0.18331
SM19 0.11495 0.60045
SM20 0.72928 0.07918
SM21 0.64351 0.18505
SM22 0.22337 —0.02679
SM23 0.63503 0.00577
SM24 0.27600 0.32315
SM25 0.23171 0.49520

Variance explained 4194960 9 676642
by each factor

CE3) HHE X7 HME HEL Q0 BAM it
(Nfact X| M 8IX| %2 H<)
Rotation Method : Varimax

ArEd 29l 292 893 21914

SM1 0.02072 0.69656  0.01280 —0.01658
SM2 0.07257  —0.00127  0.82346  0.01960
SM3 0.03787 0.26397  0.72244  0.10741
SM4 0.02877 0.31223  0.34549  0.64719
SM5 0.12556 0.67710  0.28072  0.17535
SMé6 0.01367  —0.04538 —0.00707  0.84926
SM7 0.29701 0.57341 0.07422  0.04642
SM8 0.63106 0.05287  0.11306 —0.25939
SM9 0.56565 —0.39442  0.28648  0.09709
SM10 0.72382 0.11544  0.03638 —0.06800
SM11 0.61069 0.09839 —0.21103  0.33955
SM12 0.72575 0.10545  0.00189  0.05465
SM13 0.57958 0.25139  0.11526  0.14733

Awyslw®k 2589813 1.697384  1.557889  1.406516
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A5 a5 A 4284 A3%

(H 4 HEE X7 | BAME HE ol F 01 7=
Rotation Method : Harris —Kaiser, Nfact=2

ATES 891 892
SM1 0.10613 0.45797
SM2 0.12540 0.49801
SM3 0.11919 0.64883
SM4 0.10545 0.70985
SM5 0.22974 0.70410
SMé6 0.02911 0.36215
SM7 0.37018 0.47799
SM8 0.63196 —0.06118
SM9 0.53275 ~0.02690
SM10 0.73137 0.15811
SM11 0.61165 0.17726
SM12 0.73295 0.18864
SM13 0.61576 0.37446

A g 2.751581 2.4746%

2 &3 ek 282 (¥ 3)al4l SM1, SM5 % SM73
Z2e gdez Vel ggtoy wWdo] FAE 5
o 2 SM4(y= Algto| o} Aakol mpe} 2 gaiA
£ w3 Ae] ol gl ch) sl Uk o] ul E3He] Autu A
A4E & AL (I 50 et vle) 2ol & SM,
SM4, SM5, SM77t el A3 BA 71 2= 0.015F o
A o5l e, &3] SM59F SM7, SM4stSM5¢] 4
TAA 7} E ko)

CES) JNEE A AU T X o MREH BN A1t

SM1 SM4 SM5 SM7
SM1 1.0000
SM4 0.17102
0.0112

SM5  0.28762 0.31111
0.0001 0.0001
SM7  0.19836 0.19624 0.38580
0.0032 0.0035 0.0001 1.0000

AGH A7 A Bx
o} Cronbach’s a 3t5 7148 2 7 1332 A A 9] o 3
<. 7012 Jeptel 29119 a
a e 71542 vhebyic),

{Z 6)oll etk vl o] &al a9l &
(lambda) 3t 9l t gtol =5 1,962 Jol« F
A3 FE A A7 HAs He o) FF et
Aol A= e}

Lo
S
tu
oX
o o
L
o
o
N
2o
ol
o



(¥ 6> 2 (lambda) S 7|22 & T = et A4

=i}
Parameter ML estimate S.E. t—Value

SM1 1.000
SM2 1.196 .359 3.328
SM3 1.924 .500 3.852

g9l SM4 2.030 522 3.890
SM5 2.052 .507 4.043
SMé6 1.002 .39 2.570
SM7 1.638 .450 3.643
SM8 1.000
SM9 943 .218 4.318

9012 SM10 1.243 .226 5.504
SM1 1.158 218 5.316
SM12 1.182 .205 5.776
SM13 1.260 .236 5.347

90113} 29122 F59 of X232 139.858<1 6l v} sl
(74 2915 891279 phi & 182 23R &
w) o] x?3ko] 142,725 AR A, ¥ gloz FAH 13
2ol 27| AN H o Y eletilo] A= )

(E7) ¢(phi) @S 71522 & H ey HE A3}

phi & 291 892
.597
291 (.140)
4.217

.220 542

2912 (.064) (.137)

3.442 3.954

aad (8 8> 23 SM73 SM132] MI ztel 3.84
(1.962) & dol s FAME o] A A48 25371 9
8 A &= SM73 SM130] A 2] 5 of o} & ok 4 =t
A AR E=(F 4 2 24 AT SM73
SM13e] g.¢l 134 891 2 & choll .300] 4 0 & Apd =
dA gk A o<l $4 Ao g A4 FA
A5 7122 SM73 SM130} A A = ¢l o o] % &l
FA Qe At ¢ 0de AL & F Aok

(2g Do HH 2ol AalA 2y o] Fo}A Az o)
Hekolut A FE Avit A= sta e & et F
B GFlo AF(AE=E AF)E 9112 Hepyhet
Silva(1988) &] <ol o 3t g8 =27]7}200 o] 4
ol A GFI7} Aol = g o] Aol ghof By ol 2 FA7L ¢

B3 @ 4 9, 95oldeld & 2¥oln & 4 9l
b2 stg b GFIE 23k 9l-g ol Silva2] 19884 o
T71E oFtd £ A7 AA YL A8 o FZo
A gslcha shalch

(I 8) MI(modification indices for lambda—x) t& 71
Foz stoielkialy 2 dnt

MI 3k 491 8912
SM1 010
SM2 .000
SM3 588
SM4 755
SMs 033
SM6 245
SM7 6.522
SM8 .830
SM9 1.269
SM10 022
SMi1 242
SM12 573
SM13 7.680
22 a7+ 29 o NNFI(H = A1) = .882 ebyt

th. NNFlo| 2 2& /b ok e 283 7t 2 2 e
23 Aol 8l AF 2 AR ou|de, BAE= AR}
ARG 2Ho] 7hA A 2ol A et ] Ho
A QYE7E RAFE = v AE uldd
Silva(1988) &= NNFI 7} v} 238 2 7|z 3] 3 2
o] arlol Al F&-E At it T FYUAF T 5
2t 3} =} Bentler 2} Bonett (1980)-& NNFI~} .91
o} 29 & gt 2 o)gkn sk el NNFI 7] &4l &8}
g dTe] Ayl q¢est g n E 4 ek

51’—*! A+ 289 73t RMR2 06501t} o] =]

ER2A4AEY 2 A9 X 4-Foll o 3] YA

"H Zazbel] Ja 5ol Auhvt Abolr} e7ke B F
ok o] E%(1990) ol &5t 257t ARdA Aa
olm 050|532l RMR& 3 wf A& gtz il 2 7k33)
b3 3kl =h RMR 7] Foll o3l 2 A7 A2y
€ Azl & F-FE o sl

HA A7 289 Chi—Squarex 139.4730] gl 2.1,
AF5 £ 64, pAt2.1560. 8 vlElydr), Chi—SquareOI]
o3ld welo] @A) APt & 5 ek ol
(1990) ot &3} Chi—Square: 22| 27]¢] 42
FA 5 7] e Foll FEo]vig 2 mele] HAS A A
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A7k 5 551 A A28 A3E

ability to modify

sensitivity to the
expressive

X? = 7456(64) P = .17
GFI =

AGFI =

RMR = 072

{2l 1) 1374 #=2] confirmatory factor analysis

=5} %),015 2 ﬁi*alﬂfl T4 2lolol Ha]A
Fat A A g Abolate A5 5 v a stdeh =
fi} lf (1990) & =l o] Jlrz o7 9
= EAAE AL FEHE R
A%} o] Ao 7 Fetdle, 574]74
A Z o A4S A= Yol glE
gk 2 dFel o] 21974 al
¥ o] Agx & 9719 w Chi~Square

=
437 e

ol

L NI L

A
30
N S - T

AcH

—hl
rlr

o
lo,
to & ox o

gl
o
ofN ¢

N9 J‘*“
2 o
o e wo
:o&

NS
b e o

o LW

_Y.‘.ru'mr

v.d g

2570 5o A7) WAL Aro} 187 B5e] Fa
A7) AME AL A AT o3 bl glE
ez dFggen, ¥ A7 Aa2E b4 ol ¢
£ Axehe Aol AAAA, olol whal 134 FFe|
vl Aez 484 3l
Aol AR5 9deh v Fe
=% 2737 3ol A7 3

¥
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A Hx v 245 A7) AAE A8 ohE 13889
AR A7) ANz A5 A835e Rl vzl d 3
ojet, zeir} 137 5o AR 27 AYE HE5}
< 2k A (uni-dimensionality) & #8.3}7] $8)4
£ 749139 F85 AAE Aol Fobe AA7
eltn, 9ol B4 Aol 72 134 Fale] T sl
o] 29) 2ol 30014 2gts]o] oleidt Aot A

37k 3 8H3] A, 20(2) 185 194.

22 (1995). Aot H s o] elwdst 24, w87
=%, 12, 43—80.

ol 5 (1990). gulzvzR 4. A& A8l
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The Study of the Validity Test on
the Self-monitoring Scale

Lee, Seon Ah*

The study of the validity test on the self —-monitor-
ing scale for nurses

In this study, both the literary survey as well as
empirical research has been executed to test the val-
idity of the scales that measure the construct of the
self -monitoring scale. The self-monitoring scale
could not be classified into five factors as Snyder
suggested. Many other scholars(Briggs, Cheek and
Buss, 1980) suggested 3 different classifications
which was accepted by Snyder and Gangestad
(1986). John, Cheek and Klohnen(1996) claimed a
two—factor classification,

As has been discussed, factor analysis is used to
prove convergent validity within the factor and
discriminant validity between the factors. However,
depending on the researchers, many variations in
classification of the factors were found and a lack of
content and discriminant validity were found in the
previous research findings.

It is also important to note that Snyder’s
self ~monitoring scale did not factor-load at over .30
for all 25 items, regardless of how many factors
could be classified.

According to findings of this study, the
self-monitoring scale neither classified as five,
three or two factors nor factor loaded as
hypothesized, It is also clear that Snyder’s

self ~monitoring scale lacks convergent validity as

* Doctoral Candidate, College of Nursing, Keimyung University

l&zk 5337 A128W M35

the sub-factors of the scale failed to prove its
uni—dimensionality. The A self-monit oring scale
not only fail to overcome the problems of Snyder’s
self -monitori ng scale but even lost the attractive-
ness of the self-monitoring scale. In this study it
was also found that the A self-monitoring scale was
not classified in either in a two or three—factor
classification as hypothesized.

It is, of course, not desirable to use any scale that
lacks convergent and discriminant validity even
though it has been widely used and has held a great
deal of influence on the field of social psychology.

To overcome the shortcomings of Snyder’s self—
monitoring scale, Lennox and Wolfe(1984)
suggested 13 items, This study was dedicated to test
the validity and reliability of the scale, in which we
found that the data presented in validity as the two
factors were class ified and loaded as expected. Re-
liability was also proven by checking Cronbach’s «
for each factor and for the total items. In addition, a
confirmatory factor analysis was executed for the 13
items using LISREL 8.12 program to confirm con-
vergent validity in a two—-factor classification, The
model was fitting and sound ; however, the
self -monitoring scale was unfitted and not
validated.

Thus, it is recommended to use not the original
nor the abbreviated self ~monitoring scale but the 13
items in future studies. It should also be noted that
items 7 and 13 should be removed to obtain better
uni—dimensionality for the 13 items, These items
loaded at over .30, too high for the two factors in the
test results of Factor analysis.

In addition, it is necessary to double-check the
cause of two—hold loading at over .30 for the two
factors. It could be a problem caused by data or by
the scale itself. Therefore, additional studies should
follow to better clarify this matter,
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