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This study was conducted to determine how individual differences in sex and
in level of self-monitoring were related to subjects’ behavior during an initial
interaction in same-sex dyads. Subjects who bad been previously tested with
Snyder’s Self-Monitoring Scale were covertly videotaped during an unstructured
S-minute interaction with a same-sex stranger. They were then asked to give
impressions of their own and the other person’s behavior during the interaction
period. The videotapes of these interactions were subsequently coded for a
variety of behavioral measures. With respect to variations in sex, the data pro-
vided considerable evidence of greater involvement and affiliation in the female
dyads than in the male dyads. The data also suggested that the self-monitoring
of certain expressive behaviors may be mediated by perceptions of their sex-
role appropriateness. With respect to variations in self-monitoring, the data
indicated that (a) the higher self-monitoring (SM) subject within each dyad
was more likely to initiate conversation, (b) dyads in which a high-SM subject
and a low-SM subject were paired appeared to experience particular interaction
difficulty, and (c) within dyads, the higher (versus the lower) SM subjects’
perceptions of their own and their partners’ bebavior were generally consistent

with Snyder’s conception of self-monitoring.

Experience suggests that some people are
much more concerned than others about be-
having in a “correct” or appropriate way in
the social situations that they encounter.
Despite the fact that much of socialization is
dedicated to teaching and encouraging people
to monitor and control their behavior effec-
tively during interaction with others, it is
apparent that individuals may differ markedly
in the extent to which they actually do so.
Snyder (1974) has argued that such differ-
ences are real and important, and he has pro-
posed that they can best be conceptualized in
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terms of an underlying dimension of self-
monitoring (SM)—a construct that he has
attempted to operationalize and systemati-
cally validate.

Conceptually, SM may be viewed as a uni-
tary construct that reflects the individual’s
tendency to employ the tactics of impression
management in his relations with gthers (Sny-
der, 1977). However, because this general
tendency is the resultant of a number of spe-
cific behavioral components, Snyder (1974)
has elaborated the concept of SM by describ-
ing certain basic ways in which the behavior
of the high-SM individual should differ from
that of the low-SM individual. Specifically,
the high-SM individual should be (a) more
concerned about behaving in a socially ap-
propriate manner, (b) more sensitive to the
expression and self-presentation of others in
social situations, and (c) more skillful in
using these and other situational cues “as
guidelines for monitoring and managing his
own self-presentation and expressive be-
havior” (Smyder, 1974, p. 536). Snyder has
also suggested, as corollaries to these basic
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differences, that the high-SM individual
should be more likely to seek out and use
relevant social comparison information in a
self-presentation situation and should be able
to express and communicate an arbitrarily
chosen emotional state more accurately.

Operationally, SM can be assessed by
means of Snyder's (1974) Self-Monitoring
Scale. This is an internally consistent self-
report measure that contains 25 true—false
items such as the following: “In different
situations and with different people, 1 often
act like very different persons;” “When I am
uncertain how to act in a social situation, I
look to the behavior of others for cues;” “I
may deceive people by being friendly when 1
really dislike them.” Snyder has reported
that the scale has a Kuder—Richardson 20
reliability in the .60-.70 range and a test-
retest reliability of .83.

Some initial evidence for the validity of the
SM construct has been provided by a rapidly
growing number of empirical investigations.
In Snyder’s 1974 paper, convergent validity
for SM was established in four separate stud-
ies. The first study demonstrated that in com-
parison to low-SM subjects, high-SM sub-
jects were rated by their peers as being better
at learning what is socially appropriate in
new situations and having better self-control
of their emotional expression. The second
study revealed that the mean SM score of a
group of professional stage actors was sig-
nificantly higher than that of a sample of
Stanford undergraduates, whereas the mean
SM score of a group of psychiatric-ward pa-
tients was significantly lower than that of
the student sample. The third study indicated
that high-SM subjects were able to com-
municate a variety of emotional states non-
verbally with greater accuracy than low-SM
subjects were. Finally, the fourth study
showed that high-SM subjects were more
likely than low-SM subjects to seek out so-
cial comparison information when it was rele-
vant to their self-presentation.

Subsequent research has indicated that the
behavior of high-SM subjects varies more in
response to situational changes than does
that of low-SM subjects (Lippa, 1976; Rar-
ick, Soldow, & Geizer, 1976; Snyder & Mon-
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son, 1975). These findings have been com-
plemented by the data obtained by Snyder
and Swann (1976) and Snyder and Tanke
(1976) that suggest that high-SM subjects
can tolerate greater inconsistency between
their behaviors and their attitudes than low-
SM subjects can. With respect to social per-
ception, high-SM subjects have been found
to be (a) more sensitive to situational-con-
text cues in their perception of others (Jones
& Baumeister, 1976), (b) more likely to re-
member and make strong dispositional attri-
butions about persons on whom their out-
comes depend (Berscheid, Graziano, Monson,
& Dermer, 1976), and (c) better able to de-
tect deception, whether in other subjects
(Krauss, Geller, & Olson, Note 1) or in “To
Tell the Truth” contestants (Geizer, Rarick,
& Soldow, in press). From a social interac-
tion standpoint, high-SM subjects appear (a)
to define themselves more in terms of their
relationships with others (Ickes, Layden, &
Barnes, Note 2), (b) to have more insight
into hypothetical means of influencing the
affective response of others (Brothen, in
press), and (c) to be better able to control
their expressive behavior and thus facilitate
the expression of socially desirable disposi-
tions while suppressing socially undesirable
ones (Lippa, Note 3). Finally, it appears
that obese people may be generally higher in
SM than non-obese people (Younger &
Pliner, 1976), a finding that may be due
either to the presumed hypersensitivity of
obese individuals to extermal cues (eg.,
Schachter, 1971; Schachter & Rodin, 1974)
or to a “deviant” status that forces obese
individuals to monitor and control their be-
havior more carefully in order to achieve
social acceptance.

These results are intriguing in that they
appear to provide fairly consistent evidence
for a number of different facets of the SM
construct. In none of the studies, however,
was an attempt made to examine the role of
SM as an individual-difierence variable in
ongoing social interaction. Instead, the ap-
proach adopted in most of the studies was to
present subjects with an “as if” or hypo-
thetical task and then look for SM differ-
ences in the resulting behavior(s). Because
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SM appears to be a construct that is ideally
suited to the investigation of social-interac-
tion processes, the major purpose of the
present study was to extend previous valida-
tion attempts by beginning to explore the
role of this variable in the unstructured dy-
adic interactions of strangers.

It should be noted that the use of SM as
an individual-difference variable may pose an
interesting if not unique problem for the ex-
perimental social psychologist. If high-SM
individuals are indeed more responsive than
low-SM individuals to social-appropriateness
cues, their behavior should be especially sen-
sitive to whatever ‘“demand characteristics”
may exist within a given experimental situa-
tion. In the context of the present research,
this argument suggests that if two subjects
were explicitly instructed to interact with
each other for a specified period of time, any
resulting evidence of greater interactional in-
volvement on the part of the higher SM
subject might simply reflect a greater respon-
siveness to experimental demand rather than
a more general difference in interactional
style. For this reason, we believed that it
was essential to create a situation in which
social interaction would not be required of the
subjects as a ‘“task” to be performed. We
therefore attempted to construct a setting in
which interaction could either occur or not
occur, depending on the subjects’ willingness
to interact.

Although our procedure was independently
developed, it bears some resemblance to that
used in previous studies by Mehrabian (e.g.,
Mehrabian, 1971; Mehrabian & Diamond,
1971). As in Mehrabian’s studies, the mem-
bers of each dyad—two strangers of the same
sex—were led into a “waiting room” and left
there together in the experimenter’s absence.
During this interval while the subjects were
ostensibly waiting for the experiment to be-
gin, the verbal and nonverbal behaviors of
both individuals were audio- and videotaped
over a S-minute observation period. Any in-
teraction that occurred during this period was
unstructured and spontaneous; both partici-
pants were naive subjects (no confederates
were employed in the study) who had not
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been previously introduced to each other or
instructed to get acquainted.

In the present study, the interactional be-
havior of six different dyad types was exam-
ined. These dyad types represented all pos-
sible pairings of same-sex subjects at high
(H), moderate (M), and low (L) levels of
SM. Thus, two high-SM subjects comprised
an HH dyad, one high-SM and one low-SM
subject comprised an HL dyad, and so on.
Of the six dyad types (HH, HL, LL, HM,
MM, and ML), the HL condition was con-
sidered to be of particular interest for the
study of interactional dynamics. Assuming
that Snyder's (1974) characterization of
high-SM versus low-SM individuals is essen-
tially correct, the extreme differences in the
interaction styles of the members of the HL
dyads might cause them to experience par-
ticular difficulty or interactional strain in
their attempts to relate to each other. On a
more general level, Snyder’s (1974) analysis
suggested that differences in SM should be
directly evidenced by differences in (a) the
subjects’ concern about behaving appropri-
ately, (b) their sensitivity to the other’s
expression and self-presentation, and (c) the
degree to which they monitor and control
their own expressive behavior.

Method
Subjects

The subjects were 60 male and 64 female under-
graduates enrolled in introductory psychology classes
at the University of Wisconsin. They were drawn
from a population of 607 students who had been
pretested with Snyder’s (1974) Self-Monitoring
Scale earlier in the semester. From the obtained
distribution of scores, subjects at three levels of
SM—high (SM score of 15-22), moderate (SM
score of 9-14), and low (SM score of 1-8)—were
contacted by telephone and scheduled to participate
in the study in same-sex dyads. Of those dyads who
actually participated, the data for two female pairs
were excluded from the analysis—one pair because
the subjects suspected that their interaction had
been monitored with a hidden camera and the other
pair because the subjects had met each other previ-
ously.

Design

In attempting to relate SM to social interaction
processes, we were interested in behavior at two
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levels of analysis. On one level, using dyads as the
units of analysis, we were interested in how behavior
might vary as a function of sex of dyad and dyad
type (SM composition). On another level, using
subjects within dyads as the units of analysis, we
were interested in how behavior might vary as a
function of the relative SM rank (higher vs. lower)
of the subjects within dyads. After obtaining sta-
tistical consultation, we adopted a two-between,
one-within design that varied sex of dyad and dyad
type (HH, HL, LL, HM, MM, and ML) as the
between-dyads factors, and varied the SM rank of
subjects within dyads (higher vs. lower) as the
within-dyads factor.! Subjects were assigned ran-
domly, within the constraints imposed by sex and
dyad type, to the 12 between-dyads conditions,
with n =5 dyads in each condition.

Given the sources of variation that we wanted to
study, the design was necessarily unconventional in
two respects. First, because the magnitude of the
difference in SM scores within dyads was obviously
not independent of dyad type, any interpretation of
effects involving both the between-dyads variable of
dyad type and the within-dyads variable of SM
rapk must take into account the fact that the mean-
ing of the SM-rank comparison varies from one
dyad type to the next. Fortunately, this interpretive
problem affected very few of the findings to be
reported here because significant effects involving
both the dyad-type and the SM-rank factors were
rare. Second, the SM ranking of the members of the
homogeneous (HH, MM, and LL) dyad types was
arbitrary (i.e., random) for seven dyads in which
the participants’ SM scores were equal. As the arbi-
trary ranking in these cases could have contributed
to the production of spuriously significant effects
involving the SM-rank factor, we recomputed all
the relevant analyses with the data for these seven
dyads excluded. In no case did the reanalysis render a
previously significant result insignificant, and since
the original analyses proved to be the more con-
servative in nearly every case, the results of the
original analyses are presented here.

Setting and Equipment

The experimental room used as a setting for the
study was furnished so that it appeared to be a
storage area that had recently been converted into
a temporary waiting room (for schematics, see Fig-
ure 1). Boxes, printouts, old questionnaires, and
various experimental paraphernalia were stacked in
a disorderly fashion in one corner of the room; these
concealed a Panasonic NV-3130 videotape recorder
and 2 Panasonic WV-340P camera fitted with a
zoom lens. The camera was positioned behind a set
of boxes stacked on a table and was hidden by a
screen of translucent blue plastic placed directly in
front of the lens. The videotape recorder was con-
cealed within a sound-insulated box on the table.
Directly across the room from the camera were a
couch, approximately 170 cm in length, and a
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medium-sized coffee table. The coffee table was
flanked by two desk chairs that were positioned
about 3 m apart to face opposing walls.

Procedure

During the telephone solicitation, a research as-
sistant (who feigned naivety of what the study was
about) instructed the subjects to report to specific
waiting areas in the psychology building. These
areas were physically isolated from each other but
were on the same floor as the experimental room
described above. At the beginning of each session
and prior to meeting each pair of subjects, the ex-
perimenter activated the videotape equipment in the
experimental room and checked to ensure that it
was well concealed and operating properly. He then
turned off the lights in the room and collected the
two subjects from their respective waiting areas.
(The experimenter was kept blind with respect to
the subjects’ SM scores.)

While conducting the subjects to the experimental
room, the experimenter explained that the first part
of the study involved filling out copies of a ques-
tionnaire but that he had just run out of these and
would have to get some more. He led the subjects
into the experimental room and, turning on the
lights, asked them to leave their belongings by the
door and take a seat on the couch while he went for
some fresh copies of the questionnaire. Explaining
that he would return “in a2 minute or two,” the ex-
perimenter left the room and closed the door behind
him. He then activated a stopwatch to time the
S-minute interval in which the subjects were co-
vertly audio- and videotaped.

At the end of this period, the experimenter re-
entered the room, announced that the study was half
over, and queried the subjects for possible sus-
picion of the videotaping before proceeding further.
After testing for suspicion, he explained that the
first part of the study had been designed to examine
“the actual behavior of two strangers during their
initial interaction.” He showed the subjects how
their interaction had been videotaped, assured them
that any data taken from the tape would be used

1 An alternative design was also considered but
was not recommended as most appropriate by our
consultants: Here, the subjects within each dyad
would arbitrarily be labeled #1 and #2, and the
data would then be analyzed in a 3 X 3 X 2 between-
dyads factorial (SM Level of #1 X SM Level of
#2 X Sex of Dyad). This design would permit the
effects of sex and of SM level of the participants to
be tested, with the dyad used as the sole unit of
analysis. It would fail, however, to test for varia-
tions in behavior that occur within the unique
interactions and therefore would not take into ac-
count the substantial degree of correlation between
the scores of the subjects within each dyad.
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Figure 1. Schematic representations of the experimental room. (VTR = videotape recorder.)
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for statistical purposes only, and asked them to sign
a release form giving their consent for the tape to
be used in this way (all subjects agreed to sign the
release). He also indicated that all tapes would be
erased as soon as the relevant data had been coded
from them.

The experimenter then explained that the second
part of the study involved assessment of the sub-
jects' perceptions of the interaction in which they
had just engaged. Accordingly, both subjects were
asked to fill out a brief posttest questionnaire de-
signed to elicit perceptions of their own and the
other subject’s behavior during the interaction pe-
riod. Before completing the questionnaires, the sub-
jects were seated in opposite corners of the room,
facng away from each other, and were explicitly
assured that their responses would not be seen by
the other subject. The experimenter waited outside
in the hall while the subjects completed the ques-
tionnaires and collected the forms from them when
they left the room. Each subject was sworn to
secrecy and then released.

Dependent Measures

Several different categories of dependent measures
were obtained from the data generated by this
study. First, the videotape data were coded to pro-
duce primary measures of some relatively constant
or “static” behaviors and of some relatively varia-
ble or “dynamic” behaviors. Second, the coded rec-
ords of this first set of measures were used as a
basis to derive a number of measures of the pat-
terns of verbal and nonverbal interaction. Third,
responses to the items on the posttest questionnaire
yielded data concerning the subjects’ individual im-
pressions of self and of other during the S-minute
interaction period. For the purpose of clarifying our
later discussion of the results, the dependent mea-
sures in each of these categories will be discussed in
turn.

Primary Measures

Static behaviors. A number of the measured be-
haviors were labeled static either because they could
occur only once or because they were relatively
invariant over the entire interaction period. Two
independent judges who were blind to the subjects’
SM scores made ratings of these behaviors from
the first few seconds of interaction recorded on the
videotapes. Coded behaviors that occurred only once
were who sat first and who talked first (i.e., ini-
tiated conversation). Interrater reliability coefficients
indicated near-perfect agreement (rs =.99) for both
of these measures.

Coded behaviors that continued but remained
fairly invariant throughout the interaction were
interpersonal distance and the degree of body orien-
tation each subject maintained with respect to the
other. Interpersonal distance (in cm) was measured
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in three ways: (a) axis-to-axis distance, a measure
of the distance between the imaginary axes that
laterally bisected the bodies of each pair of sub-
jects as they sat on the couch; (b) boundary-to-
boundary distance, 2 measure of the distance be-
tween the closest points of their bodies (e.g., el-
bows); and (c) shoulder-to-shoulder distance, a
measure of the distance between their proximal
shoulders. Body orientation was measured by esti-
mating the degree of orientation of the subject’s
body (plane of back) toward or away from the
other person. Given the assumption that sitting
faced forward with one’s back flat against the
couch represented a 0° orientation of one’s body
with respect to the other, estimates were made
within a range of —90° (facing away from the
other, back at right angles to the couch) to —+90°
(facing toward the other, back at right angles to
the couch). Interrater reliabilities were .92 for the
interpersonal-distance measure (computed from the
shoulder-to-shoulder data only) and .76 for the
body-orientation measure.

Dynamic behaviors. A number of the measured
behaviors were dynamic in the sense that they could
occur more than once or were relatively variable
over the interaction period. The primary measures
in this category—uverbakizations, directed gazes, and
expressive gestures—were coded by two independent
judges who were blind to the subjects’ SM level. An
Esterline-Angus heat-sensitive event recorder was
used in conjunction with the videotapes to record
the total frequency and duration of each behavior.
All verbalizations were recorded, regardless of their
content. Directed gazes were recorded whenever the
subject under observation looked directly toward
the other person’s face, regardless of whether or not
the other person returned the gaze. Expressive
gestures were recorded as gross arm and hand
movements that accompanied verbalizations and ap-
peared to supplement their content. Interrater reli-
abilities for the total frequency of these three
dynamic behaviors were .87, .94, and .99, respec-
tively. Reliabilities for the total time given to each
of these behaviors were .99, .84, and .99, respec-
tively.

Derived Measures

Initiation and termination of mutusl gazes and
conversation sequences. From the Esterline-Angus
charts of the directed gaze data, blind independent
judges recorded mutual gozes whenever the charts
indjcated that both subjects were simultaneously en-
gaged in a directed gaze. After determining when
these mutual gazes occurred, the judges then noted
which subject initiated the mutual gaze (i.e., met
the other’s gaze) and which subject terminated it
(i.e., looked away first). Interrater reliabilities for
these derived measures were .99 for initiations and
.99 for terminations. In a similar manner, judges
used the charts of the verbalization data to record
the number of times each subject initiated (i.e.,






