F20E AT AMAE, Xopid, EFEE AN

2471 714 2 . (Self-Monitoring Scale) ]
Elg-A A oll B3 A

0l

1. M =2

Z7] A3 = (self-monitoring) &= Snvder(1974)
7t 27l 23S A8l A A" Ao o g b 24 ALE A
Aol ot E At 8 A7) 8o i 1zt x
sk ol 5 RS A 289 52 58 = et Wy
bl 283 Al gl Aol & W 3r] $)Eled A
A% A x ol cH(Snyder, 1974). A7 A H s} Be
Ao A 3 9 Al wElol oigle] adls
ol Al At 3 AHE A7) 7} g FH o o 3
o}x= 2282 AYEY Aot} nelmz A7) FA7
AL Bl A4l AEld, A4 wstE 99 o o
FHehe A ARAA gtz A4l A o AelA
WA & SAY 59l ezt 2o},

mat] B dFollA 2] AN Azl el e AA
371 Aall BEAE Ao 2 & ol = B3] FA A
A 23R A7do] AiA oz e 71549 3§
Fol fpe] wrE4Fol 7€ A2 W, FAH Ashoh
%71 Wi ol A7t Ao of siztsieletn ®ghy) =&
o]},

¥ A7A el oH el gle A7) A4 A

B4R 53, A3 Aol ¥ 3T A
st 27 AWM 2L B2 AR W2 Alakgle] A
I 52 AFR AEA N3 A=A wE 2 5 v mst

ru

=
=

o "
2 ook ft

r\r -a

* Al el stz Abs el wa A g
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o

T-5 Atete] o] &t .2
AL HlEE 97 2 Aol

Snyder(1974) & 2574 £&te 2 FAH =7 A=
A= & AA3l9z, Lennox2}t Wolfe(1984)+= aqly
AL 538 o] Az o e}t & vl 137 S3to 2
TR A7 AN E N 25 A4 8

olo whal Snyder$} Gangestad(1986)%= Snyder
(1974) 7 &AM 2570 F3ke] FA RS wehsie] 18
A FY A7) A= A & i AAsdet, 2 o)
F, ol A m 5ol Nt Hrlrt glol 3/ HEF o= st
7} 2F8-5 = gl=h

ol A A7 A5 Mol el 3o 5 o] &
SR o], £ AFE o|v] AAE Al 1A z7] DA
AEZ ol Zlo] 71A elutA] UEAE A AL
Mo g 3o},

SEERES

% 9% 23

fot

-'iﬂ

=
Ho
o

nt-,

1. Snyder2| X7| HAMT T

Snyder(1974) = #7] 7 A = (self-monitoring) =
‘T P57 3 AE A A AN AR E S e )
Ash A3 chao] wpeba] A7 BT A5

Aelebx A elstgdel. Snyder(1974) = =b7) A


lee dong young



TAMRGE 257 918led 57 eqlew Y Fsi=41
N FEg Ahuratich A WA 2912 ‘27 g A}
B A A BE Aojz, A 291 ‘2] 14
o AHAE stelE w2 ALE) A vlw uo) o=
Z1gol& A x'olc) Al Hd“ﬂ 2227 5 g 39

o3, WA o
4% A& A 5o}

r£’

rlo

shAlnte 2 ohal WS g ol ‘2] $ & o] Abslel ule)
et At Yk g 2ol ot

2eivh, A7) AN At AbS) Ale)shel A o of gk
Aol 73bn 4s ge AFALY v|ahg ugh
ot & Briggs, Cheek ™ Buss(1980), Lennox$}
Wolfe(1984), Cheek # Briggs(1981) & (1) o) ¢
AAEE 18 4 gt 9 2UE, (2)HE By
(Content validity)e] Zof, (3) =4 eb4)(Discri-
minant validity) | Zed-% 22 s} c}. Snyder(1974)
o A7) AW A o) 2 oo 7o}
(1) v k8 A ate] 58 E‘”ﬂ%’i °l¥E
(2) e} HEL wE el WY
AdE F83 Aol
(3) vh& DAl A3l A Ql wolel 4] o} E AlatEo] &
obg T StAY HEL e Y5t et
(4) vh& W7t olu] 23 2l A zbell HefAiat 1
et
(5) e H 17} 74«] gle Aol ojw FAof o
dl 4942 3 4 QUch
(6) vh& =2 AE AERAAAG ZAA 3] Aol
A s @5 U Fel ga g7
(7) b A3l el Adolla] oG A Y Safof 4=
Ealo] glg wl I ES A7) 98 b2 Alaty) 1‘3%
< A2
(8) vtz £ A7 B 4 9l AHolexn <
3.
(9) t7“°|‘+°4§} SO AT 9 A7
ol 79 A
(10) v of & 2= A3t

h=]
AL =AEA

A, dl= zela

O~

|oru

LI T

o=

7_}

I

o

[+]
=%

E oA o Ao 7)
z

2ol 1)},
(1) v 44 Zo|d & Bauc) oje) Al S5 2
o] #ufl ] gho] &}
(12) vt A2 AlgtEo] o) gle v W= 2 o) gjar
o] 5] x| 3},

(13) vhe 482} kol mre} 72 o) $- o2 Abgha o)
45},
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(14) vh Abego] g
Z3ho},

(15) = 247 BEARAAL £5 2k vk

(16) vhe 4 gho
Y},

(A7) v =hE AL 237 s AV 322 <1s) 94
e Aot HE5& vl AL ok Ao},

(18) v <dellalo] 5= Ae mejaln Ho| glc},

(19) e ¢53 37 AU 371E A7) 9 aiA) o
ol Zucte & Algho] voll Al 7|el sl 2L
3= 7 8Fo] o)ct.

(20) Y= AxHt Z54 #52 23
& 8ha] 38}t

(21) vh& At Aol what A 3HshA) Vo] 52 v}
= o] o3,

(22) Y& =olol A e Ao Stala olokrlslw
£ £

(23) vtE oo} A5 glom o7t AL -ra

2% W ok el e R oA %
ghel,

(24) vHe 20l A5 Hai e, FFolAets A
A 3k Adiwte] ¥& vy ARwne @ £
ek

(25) 4 OF ERSIL R Fobsha] & ), AAg
]

2

Aol

rlr
olr

>

2. Lennox2t Wolfe2| JHE €l A}7| HME HT

Lennox ¢t Wolfe(1984) = #17] A A xo gk ul
A At q 247 $HE 24 4 9= 59 79
& Ao 38 5ol i wigts 632 =
do2 7THR 13 G2 Hu S At |35 g

BT 64 Axz AA=
3. Snyder2} Gangestad2| BAE X}7| AT X5

Snyder ¢} Gangestad (1986) = o| 2|3l 4 7} = ] s}
3 g 257 B8 F2 7,9, 10, 11, 15, 198 ) 913
187 502 27| AN & 245 g}

John, Cheek ¥ Klohnen (1996)-2 o3 7] 4 o35 +
AN el EAde] Aol 257 dH2o) M) AR 2 18
N &5 A7 A E Mol o9 u)ag 2 ¢ 7o)

= A& dFsAch



ol Aol 4] 34k uhe} o] whalel A A (person-
ality) & 2A 37 Y AAH ¥ 319 gqle]

E Al 39 ool AT A2 Aoldta, shiz 3l
AL o vzt gicke A AF ebwk4) (convergent
validity), S+ el=}4d (discrimant validity), olsh
A (nomological validity) % 7413 ¢] gl 214 4
(uni—dimensionality) o} Aod% Az ale AL HalF
£ Aeoldh

. oA ey

A dF ANE Eciz B dFo|xE Snyder
(1974) 2] A7] A= 2 x 9} Lennox el Wolfe(1984)
9o A7 FAE o HE AlS A et d g AR
et AF Aze ob57 2ok 1A Snyder(1974) 9
271 AA s #H % o} Lennox st Wolfe(1984) 8] =47 A
Ax Asg sy, o k2 & 2 /-5 HA 85
7] 9 3Fed =}l (back translation) 713 & o] &3}%ic}.
ol ojolod EetE AFFE viFass =S wot
o Hed®l A7) AAE Hr = Likertd 74 HEE o
£33t

QAR AR5 o] &3] Snyder(1974)9] &7 A
A% A x (self-monitoring scale) £ 7 A gha Y
7 Z S Ao 2 5192 Lennox 9t Wolfe(1984) &
AAEY =27l A5 Az (Revised self-monitoring
scale) = A2 w HY 75ASS 4o 2 19984
24 129 %6 29 204 ol A A AF =45 it

Ze 242 9sled PC SAS 6.129 Window-%
LISREL 8.125 A-&3l 9t SAS packagev g9 &
A, ApaA 24 2 Cronbach’s e Al4He7] 9 6k
AH-g-3}e], LISREL 8.12+ &<l g9l #4(CFA : con-
firmatory factor analyses)-& 9] &l A28} o}

V. A3dn ¢ =2

2 QArE A7 AAEe] FAANEE 2
=5 B e A Asted £
2 dgih

250 G2 A7) A= Al g0l $4 Azte 2
£ 330 HelAde AF shgadel Yok sielelx gl
Zbol = 1 ehk Aol glek Slulalel, 2570 Fgo) 4
z}eildl 43 dFvhet e 49 99loz P FHE

L g gt Ad gl 2y elgiile] Mol At Ao g

3 ok A A28 M35

A 4 918 Blelch

2 AT A8 E o] 83 29 B4 AAE B FE
o ‘A7) A= A 750 aql, 309 gal 9 20
o gl Fojd oz E ¥RHA ot Aoz Yl
weh ti50] 267 59 Ay e He'e she] o
AdEe] Fhde] FAMNEE o] 5 4 gle AolR AL
Zerhe A ol Ase A4 AGE AT £
oot Aok 221184 dFo ‘HaH A7
A= A A 257 o FAY Ao §
ARE A A R, o5 o Heol ofaig 4
A A= ebe H7HE 2wt ek

o] A & Snyder 9] 27 A= H e} A3 Al 3
ofell 4| F #5HAl AH&=AUE, F gt dFE =A A
=at3 shejate Al ga) el de] gl FE A XY A
=5 AL olgdtet: AL wiAdA 2 A
ofe},

o2& S AL Ay AME FAHMEE
2ok HASA £A57] Aste] AlXF ‘Lennoxs}
Wolfe(1984) 1 AR =17 A4 = A % o] 41242} e}
FAL 2 AT AL E o] &3le] EAsHt 2 84l
FA A QN st N2 2709 galo g B EHo el
gl e Aoz YFHAL, 7 294 H A 7
29] Cronbach’s a$ 71522 g A=A #AA A=z
= A4 glE Heete Fo] dFHch ool dEo
LISRELS.122 &l gl 24& & A3}, 134 52
A7l AN E AEE F A9 2oz FRIE 2]
H4gg ez vebylon, 5 ehd g2} bl ety
o AdadA ol A Fs At

ol9} e AAE iz el & 2y AMxe
HAErtold el & o 4 0} Ao AR ARE
o5 3o

1) Snyder] =7 24 = 9] 4154 5 ehei4
A A%

2570 FFe| A7 BYE HEe A4 Py

Ao, 4 A, Snyder(1974) €] H4 o) 2 2570 %

o
oY

o] Azt g9l FAol o3l obil gqle g BREEXA
F 248k 2 Ax ALz (g Dol viekd v)
9} zte], Snyder(1974) 7} +A N2l gl ZHztel] sl

o] & £ SM3, SM24, SM25, SM13 % SM 72 H 9]
_3_0 o= :]1__,_5] Z] oLoLr,}

2efA] ebgo 2 John, Cheek % Klohnen(1996) |
FA8 oz 2570 d59] z7] AME He & % g9l



{3 1) Rotation Method : Varimax

Ay 2491 29l2 893 8914 8915

SM1 0.24924 0.00871 0.09486 0.55438 ~0.17614

SM2 ~(.16160 0.15893 0.22698 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

SMé 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

SM9 0.05340 —0.48516 0.30809 0.37226 0.06258

SM10 0.12204 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 0.38886

SM20 0.72964 0.068%9 —0.08478 0.14137 —0.05230

SM21 0.63914 0.06594 0.14313 0.19228 —0.19327

SMz2 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

vanance explained 4.037817 2175466 2139993 1.622007 1.519952

by each factor
=2 #7314 (Harris-Kaiser ortho-oblique) 4] 21 2 TE ABE 29 Ao E (F Dol el upe} 3
e (E 200 vebd wiel ek SM1, SM4, SM7, ol 2 £¥o| sluhe] gqlo @ el o} 9419 A
SMY, SM10& #-9) e2le g Fu5 = ekghe}. TE AR A &g AolE (I 3)ol vhebd upo}
zbol shikel galo] ofulzh 4l Aol aqlo s vfy ol
2) Lennox 2} Wolfed] AAH 247 AAx Ao 4 T = Aoz vebgoh 28l w SM73F SM132 gol
A7 etk A A A3 12 221 2% 9] @9l A4 (factor loading score) 7} .
1370 859 AR A7) BAEE A xe) A5y 30¢ W Aoz vehytoh,

Bt A& A4 shAnh A, SAS packageZ o] £3}e 3] SM1(1}= AF3| A Q] A s}ol 4] o} Ao} g 75

2ol $48 AAE (F 3ol vhelrd ule} e},
Lennox 2} Wolfe (1984) 7} A AR =17 A4z Mg
oldl F wisl gole g Y5 chE Alte] 59 o o)
N R 9B A eale] AT Y7 AL
(O} 2919 A45 AYohx S AL (FP S
oll4] shite} gqlo

= RFE A

A% el HEL 249 4 9loh), SME(4s
Aol E 2 g Tol 2A o] 5L A7 &
) 2 SM7(Urt A3le] g2 73k 7o) Zojglx2
el el FBE 2o AL A+ BolhE 99
M55 A3 edoke o shite] eolow veygs
dl, ol ¥ Snyders} Gangstad(1986) 7} =] 4 &
dpo} Zro] 2 g0 AR S SRR fE winjow B

Ry
rﬁ |:] _11m rulo
1r

—754—



HEArEetsl ) 4|28 M35

(4 HH™HE X7| AME Fzo) = T el =
Rotation Method : Harris —Kaiser, Nfact=2

{E 2) Snyder2] X}J7| HAE XMo| T Qol EAM
Arid 291 292
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
SMé6 0.65750 0.19830
SM7 0.03413 0.24095
SM8 0.69930 0.1634
SM9 0.00247 0.08311
SM10 0.17057 0.28023
SM11 —0.15268 0.35%430
SM12 0.71282 0.14067
SM13 —0.01951 0.44834
SM14 0.60375 0.21678
SM15 0.15273 0.65320
SM16 0.16394 0.45327
SM17 0.08412 0.53476
SM18 0.49330 0.18331
SM19 0.114% 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 2 676642
by each factor

CE3) MAE A7) HME XEQ Q0 24 A

(Nfact X|H5HX| 2 AS)
Rotation Method : Varimax

at

AL te 24911 2492 2913 2914

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
Ardslwisk 2589813  1.697384  1.557889  1.406516

—755—

AgEa 291 29l2
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
SMé 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

Aozl Wz 2.751581 2.47469%6

2 ZF3 3k 282 (F 3ol A SM1, SM5 % SM734
22 gelo g veh}A = edoto) W &) falg &
2 2 SM4( & Absteo| vt Abalol wha} A el A B %
< vhFE Aol o1y th) 7} ek, o] Ul 23] Atk
A4E £ A (E 5 vebd vlel 2k & SM],
SM4, SM5, SM77ke] AAd Al 7} $-9 % 0,014l
A §-o 3kl e, £3] SM59 SM7, SM4g} SM52] 4
F[A 7t Ek

CE5) MY E X7 HM T Azof Abmab 2 21

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

ARR A7) AAE e
0:] Cronbach's o 2+-&

< 7012 vhetyte} 29
azke 71542 »}EME%

CE 6ol vhEb} up o} o] 8tal g4l B4 A3y
(lambda) #telt gte]l =+ 1.96% ol 5 2l
THAH13E5e A A7) g s s A el
Aol A A s Adet,



{Z 6> A (lambda) &8 7|=E22 3l &= EletS HH

g
Parameter MLestimate S.E. t—Value

SM1 1.000
SM2 1.19%6 .359 3.328
SM3 1.924 .500 3.852

891 SM4 2.030 .522 3.890
SM5 2.052 507 4.043
SMé 1.002 .3%0 2.570
SM7 1.638 .450 3.643
SMs 1.000
SM9 .943 218 4,318
SM10 1.243 .226 5.504

292
SM11 1.158 .218 5.316
SM12 1.182 205 5.776
SM13 1.260 .236 5.347

2017 29l 28 T2 o X234-2 139.8584) o) H] 3}
CE79) 29113 29127k phi ¢ 12 24319
wh o] X2gko] 142.7262 AR 4, T aqle s 74513
52| 2A7] A E Az o] 3 bt o] AA =Y}

CET) o(phi) 871522 8 T ELHN 243 Any

phi & 891 8912
997
2491 (.140)
4.277

.220 042

892 (.064) (.137)

3.442 3.954

2l (Z 879 A3 SM73 SM13¢) MI 3to] 3.84
(1.96°) & ol FAAYY 31042 225] 9
3 4] = SM73} SM13¢] A & 5] o] of 3+ ot 4= gt} o]
A AR =C(E 9 89 24 A A SM73}
SM13°] 89113 212 % vtol] 30014 H A= 1Al =
A gk el gl B4 Aol bl QA4 A A
A5 7122 SM73 SM130] A A5 oS w) o] L €l
2 YEHEs = 4 glche 28 & 4 gl

(R D AR 2ol sl 2 o] Fo}dl 279
delvt 303E Aokt At A2 deF
€ GFlY A (AT A4)& 9112 Jebyto
Silva(1988) o ol o st=d FL 9 277} 200 o] 4
ol X GF17} Aol = .9 o] Ao 2}ob m 3ol & 2|7} ¢

G g g gla, 9ol gold FL 2P|y g 49
o2 s oleh GFIE 223132 =) Silvag] 1988 o
T EN A5t £ A7) A w YL 2lge Fzo
At gl

{¥ 8) MI(modification indices for lambda—x) gt& 7|

Eoz 3t iRt AN AN

MIzk 8all 2912
SM1 010
SM2 .000
SM3 .588
SM4 755
SM5 .033
SMsé .245
SM7 6.522
SM8 .830
SM9 1.269
SM10 .022
SM11 242
SM12 573
SM13 7.680

HA AT 2o NNFI(HFE 214) & 882 vhebyd
o NNFI9] 22+ 714 of %= 283 713 2 2
w3 Apolo] RFof A2 & olv|3le], Bty AT RS}
ARG Y o] 7hA okt mH ol A adnj} wle] ol
ANETE LAFE = dte] AR S oo g
Silva(1988) = NNFI7} vt 2.8 & 7] zbele] g2
o a7l M Qg gt te F2 B4 F9 3}
2t 3. 3}gict. Bentler o Bonett(1980) = NNFI 7} .9u
& a9 4 2 2y olabn shgdeh. NNFI 7] 3ol o 3}
HE AT A2 g9 APer) b & 4 9o

A QAT 282 FF3H RMR-2 0650 Qich, o] |
TEEHAES hEJ 20 m| A4S0l o) A4 E
HEH 7o YaEol Prht pols} YertE vl F
o ol 5(1990) ol o 3hed B YAz s} ArdadA 2z
°|®d.05¢°]3t9) RMR¢ 24 o & 2+ vl g 7133
i 3hgirh RMR 71 &) ol ebd 2 d72] A< =g
<= Azl & LgHchn e}

H A o7 =¥ ¢ Chi~Square = 139.4730] ¢} o =,
- % 64, pF-E 15622 vhebyteh Chi—Squareo]]
osted melo] Aol sty & 4 ok 0|42
(1990) ol 213+ Chi—Squaret= 2.¢] m7)0] gtaz
EAH 7] s Foll Rl ofS 2 o] AL Z A

— 756~



LB o3 A A28 A2

ability to modity

38 (29D !

sensitivity to the
expressive

\___/

X? = 7456(64) P = 17

GFI = 90
AGFI = 86
RMR = .072

(8 1) 1374 852} confirmatory factor analysis

ek glolx mella} AT Z48 Aolol dlsA

17 ekA Al 2 abel el Al B fcha shgch =
& o] &5-(1990) 2 mello] #al o 7 olu]glg 7 $-ol
E EAAE A $HE 2l FEE 24S S A
M olA o g Hrtdle], BAH ooz s st
A F34% A= dol Y= E dlof At 4
et B AT FL0] 2197 ol RS Zeldohd &
o] A =L 373w Chi-Squarezkel Fo 4o 3}
4354 gt

v.a B

2570 59l A7) AAE 5ol 184 B Fo5)
A7) AAE HEE A% AFFol o8 Blko] gl
ez gFgon, & A7) ALLE Hh4ol 8l
£ Hxal Aol FRANUD olol el 137 2 %ol
AHH A7) AU HEr 2 7ol ez An4 o
3 ebba gl A eht ol AW s wek oke

2.8 Aol 27l AAEE A6 st =7 A

el

o
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A 5 o 45 27 A45 Yx vl 13889
NP A7) AAE A g Adste Aol vlata g A
olth, 22} 137 &5 o A= A AA= Hes)t
whol 29 A (uni-dimensionality)-& 31237 2 &l 4]
= 793 139 F-E AAE Rol b AR} v
ek, 9ol #4 Aol M 73 139 F3fo] = )
9] g9l ®Fol 30014 Z3ts]o] o]a]d) Azfe}l U

A& (1995). Ao hdH = o eledst 24 mgdT
¥ %, 12 43—80
o) 45 (1990). FHlgFF2EA A8 4a}
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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
cmpirical 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
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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 tilat
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(1084)
suggested 13 items. This study was dedicated to test
the validity and rehability 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 a
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 rccommended to usc 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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