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The validity of self-monitoring personality in organizational settings was examined. Meta-analyses were
conducted (136 samples; total N � 23,191) investigating the relationship between self-monitoring
personality and work-related variables, as well as the reliability of various self-monitoring measures.
Results suggest that self-monitoring has relevance for understanding many organizational concerns,
including job performance and leadership emergence. Sample-weighted mean differences favoring male
respondents were also noted, suggesting that the sex-related effects for self-monitoring may partially
explain noted disparities between men and women at higher organizational levels (i.e., the glass ceiling).
Theory building and additional research are needed to better understand the construct-related inferences
about self-monitoring personality, especially in terms of the performance, leadership, and attitudes of
those at top organizational levels.

The Self-Monitoring (SM) Scale (Gangestad & Snyder, 1985;
Snyder, 1974) is one of the most widely used personality measures
for research purposes (Briggs & Cheek, 1988). An underlying
assumption of the SM construct is that people differ in the extent
to which they monitor (observe, regulate, and control) the public
appearances of self that they display in social settings and inter-
personal relationships (Snyder, 1987). High self-monitors tend to
monitor and control the images that they present to better fit with
the social climate around them. Low self-monitors tend to be true
to themselves and display more consistent behavior across various
social contexts; they value congruence between who they are and
what they do, regardless of situational demands.

Snyder (1972, 1974) developed the original 25-item SM Scale,
which was subsequently shortened to 18 items (Gangestad &

Snyder, 1985). Others have revised the measure for special pur-
poses or have used it as a template for variants of the scale (e.g.,
Lennox & Wolfe, 1984). Although Snyder’s scale has its critics on
issues such as dimensionality (e.g., Briggs, Cheek, & Buss, 1980)
and its use as a discrete class variable (Miller & Thayer, 1989), the
enduring popularity of the scale suggests that it assesses a con-
struct of theoretical and applied interest. Because of its social and
interpersonal focus, SM should be especially relevant to under-
standing those attitudes, behaviors, and outcomes that constitute
the primary criterion domains in organizational settings (Binning
& Barrett, 1989).

At the core of the SM construct are individual differences in the
propensity for impression management involving the construction
of positive social appearances (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000). A goal
of impression management is to positively influence evaluations of
oneself and to win approval from others, making it especially
appropriate for work-related settings. Employment decisions often
depend on an impression that is formed about an individual (Te-
deschi & Melburg, 1984). A primary purpose of the present study
was to use meta-analytic techniques to examine the potential of
SM for explaining and predicting individual attitudes, behaviors,
and performance in organizations, that is, to examine its validity in
organizational settings.

The present purpose and the chosen analytic technique differ
from a recent empirical reappraisal of the SM literature. A main
focus of Gangestad and Snyder’s (2000) study was on conducting
a structural framework analysis to understand whether SM is a
unitary phenomenon. Relationships between SM and criteria such
as expressive control and behavioral variability were examined. A
key conclusion was that Snyder’s SM Scales (Gangestad & Sny-
der, 1985; Snyder, 1974) reflect a conceptually meaningful dimen-
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sion, and that dimension is SM personality. The evidence does not
suggest that the scale better represents separate dimensions of
extraversion, acting, and other-directedness (cf. Briggs et al.,
1980). For these reasons, we examined SM as a unitary construct
in the present meta-analyses. However, because no organizational
criteria were included in Gangestad and Snyder’s (2000) study,
important questions regarding SM in organizational settings have
yet to be addressed. Validation in organizational contexts is es-
sentially a process of accumulating various types of empirical and
judgmental evidence to support an inferential network of psycho-
logical constructs and their operational measures (Binning & Bar-
rett, 1989). The following sections review several lines of evidence
used in the present study to support a construct-related validity
inference for SM personality.

Validity of SM

Reliability

In evaluations of the psychometric underpinnings of a construct,
estimates of measurement reliability can provide evidence regard-
ing how well scale items or components model an underlying
construct (Anastasi, 1986). Although Snyder (1987) reported in-
ternal consistency estimates of .66 and .70 for the original and
revised SM Scales, respectively, there have been no more recent
published estimates based on the cumulative data. Nor have there
been any comparisons of the reliability estimates of Snyder’s SM
Scales (Gangestad & Snyder, 1985; Snyder, 1974) with other
widely used SM instruments. For these reasons, we computed
meta-analytic reliability estimates as part of the present study. In
addition, there are possible construct-related differences associated
with how SM is measured. Thus, we examined scale length and
item scoring format as between-study moderators of reliability and
validity.

Work-Related Criteria

We conceptualized the criterion domain in this study by using
multiple outcome measures, consistent with recommendations that
personality variables be examined against a variety of construct-
relevant criteria (Hogan, Hogan, & Roberts, 1996). Conceptualiz-
ing the criterion domain in broad terms as compared with a narrow
focus solely on performance outcomes is more descriptive of how
individual employees contribute to the broader organizational mis-
sion (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). Although organizational cri-
terion domains are often value judgments determined by key
stakeholders (Fiske, 1951), job performance, leadership ability,
and thoughts and feelings about the job and the organization
arguably comprise the most prevalent employee-related concerns
in work settings. Accordingly, the present meta-analysis summa-
rizes relations between SM and each of these organizational
outcomes.

In terms of job performance and advancement, the concern for
the appropriateness of social behavior displayed by high self-
monitors makes them interpersonally competent (Snyder, 1987).
Holland (1985) suggested that interpersonal competence plays a
prominent role in vocational achievement. Although previous re-
search has suggested that SM has positive effects on job perfor-
mance (Caldwell & O’Reilly, 1982), it is less clear why high

self-monitors show superior performance. The effect may be due
to high self-monitors’ ability to more effectively manage impres-
sions than low self-monitors. If due primarily to impression man-
agement, then the positive correlation between SM and measures
of work performance should be higher when measured subjec-
tively (e.g., ratings) than when performance is indexed objectively.
We explored this possibility through moderator analyses. Another
possible explanation for a relationship between SM and work
performance is that it is due partly to a third variable such as
problem-solving ability. For this reason, we examined the relation-
ship between SM and various ability measures in this study.

An expected link with leadership stems from the notion that the
same social style that makes it likely for high self-monitors to
initiate conversations (Ickes & Barnes, 1977) may lead them to
facilitate rewarding interactions with group members, thus pro-
moting their emergence as leaders (Snyder, 1987). High self-
monitors also are more other-directed than low self-monitors,
which may help them discern the needs of other group members
and gain their acceptance by appropriately responding to them. As
such, SM may be related to leadership by means of referent power
(J. R. P. French & Raven, 1960).

Regarding job attitudes, the image consciousness of high self-
monitors makes them more likely than low self-monitors to use
their jobs as a way of projecting a desirable self-image (Gangestad
& Snyder, 2000), thus resulting in an expected positive relation-
ship between job involvement and SM. However, this tendency
would also contribute to high self-monitors feeling relatively un-
constrained about pursuing more prestigious job opportunities
(Kilduff & Day, 1994). One of the more interesting and robust
findings associated with SM concerns its link with lower levels of
interpersonal commitment and less stable social bonds (Gangestad
& Snyder, 2000). Given that the people make the place (Schneider,
1987), we expected that SM would be negatively related to orga-
nizational commitment. Because of high self-monitors’ need for
structure and dislike of ambiguity (Snyder & Gangestad, 1982),
they should also report greater levels of perceived role stressors
(ambiguity and conflict) than low self-monitors. Contrary to other
job attitudes, there is no reason to expect an aggregate relationship
between SM and job satisfaction; therefore, we examined these
effects as an exploratory analysis.

Demographic Correlates

Validity issues are often complicated by legal concerns related
to possible adverse impact against members of protected classes.
With regard to potential linkages with key demographic variables,
we expected a negative relationship between SM and age. Older
individuals are more likely to behave in accordance with their own
attitudes and beliefs, and younger individuals are more likely to be
especially attentive to social cues in adjusting their behavior (Reif-
man, Klein, & Murphy, 1989). In terms of potential sex differ-
ences, it has been proposed that women are more likely to express
their true feelings in interpersonal contexts rather than monitor
their behavior to fit in a given situation (Rosenthal & DePaulo,
1979a). Thus, we expected that the SM effect size associated with
sex would favor male respondents. Although race would be an-
other relevant demographic variable to consider, insufficient stud-
ies exist on its relationship with SM. Therefore, we did not include
race as a demographic variable in this study.
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Method

Literature Search

The studies in the present meta-analysis were identified through com-
puterized database searches and manual reviews of abstracts in applied
psychology and management journals targeting post-1974 years (Snyder,
1974) through July 2000. Articles were identified through the PsycLIT
(1975–1984) and PsycINFO (1984–2000) electronic databases by using
the keyword self-monitoring. Because we believe that many studies report
a relationship between SM and criterion variables without mentioning such
a relationship in the abstract, a search of the Social Sciences Citation Index
was also conducted on several prominent SM articles (Gangestad & Sny-
der, 1985; Lennox & Wolfe, 1984; Snyder, 1974; Snyder & Gangestad,
1986). The search for relevant articles was limited to published studies.
This decision was made because many studies include SM without men-
tioning the variable in the title or the abstract. Thus, a search of conference
programs and dissertation abstracts would likely result in an incomplete
and unrepresentative sample of unpublished papers.

Several criteria were imposed on identified studies: (a) SM personality
was measured; (b) an effect size for the zero-order relationship between
SM and an organizational correlate or demographic variable could be
calculated, or a reliability estimate was reported for the SM scale; and (c)
the relationship was included in at least three other studies. The final
criterion was necessary to ensure that the number of studies for each
meta-analysis was adequate for drawing generalizable conclusions. No
quality of study criterion was imposed, other than that indirectly implied in
the published requirement. These inclusion criteria yielded 123 usable
articles. Eleven studies contained 2 samples and one included 3 samples,
resulting in a total of 136 independent samples. The total sample size
across studies was 23,191.

Self-Monitoring

There are several forms of the SM Scale, including the 25-item version
(Snyder, 1974), the 18-item version (Gangestad & Snyder, 1985), and a
13-item scale developed by Lennox and Wolfe (1984). Across organiza-
tional criteria and reliability analyses, 69 samples reported results for the
25-item scale, 34 samples reported results for the 18-item scale, 14 samples
reported results for the 13-item scale, and 19 samples reported results for
“other” study-specific SM scales or did not report scale length. Most
studies (k � 90) adopted a true–false scoring system for scale items,
although some studies (k � 37) used continuous scoring. The remainder
(k � 9) did not report the scoring format. A total of 93 samples were
identified that reported a full-scale internal consistency reliability estimate
for an SM measure.

Work-Related Criteria

Job performance and advancement. Twenty-eight samples reported a
relationship between SM and indicators of job performance and advance-
ment. Most data (k � 25) were collected in field settings. Outcome
variables included objective (e.g., sales volume, number of promotions;
k � 12) and subjective (ratings; k � 16) measures. The objective–
subjective distinction was examined as a potential moderator.

Ability. The relationship between ability and SM was examined in 10
samples. Ability measures included problem-solving performance (k � 2),
school performance (grade point average; k � 1), cognitive ability or
intelligence (k � 6), and skill level (k � 1).

Leadership. Twenty-three samples examined the relationship between
SM and leadership behavior and emergence. Leadership ratings were made
by targets (i.e., self; k � 8), group members (k � 12), or observers (k �
3). Ratings source was examined as a potential moderator.

Organizational commitment. Fifteen samples estimated a relationship
between SM and organizational commitment. Studies included attitudinal

(k � 6) and behavioral (k � 9) commitment, which was examined as a
potential between-study moderator. Attitudinal commitment was assessed
with the Affective Commitment Scale (Meyer & Allen, 1984) or with
Mowday, Steers, and Porter’s (1979) or Hrebeniak and Alutto’s (1972)
commitment scale. Behavioral indices of commitment included tenure–
retention (k � 8) and turnover (k � 1; reverse coded).

Role stressors. Separate meta-analyses investigated the relationship
between SM and role ambiguity (k � 5) and role conflict (k � 5). All
samples measured the role stressor constructs by using Rizzo, House, and
Lirtzman’s (1970) scales.

Job satisfaction. Six samples examined the relationship between SM
and job satisfaction. Several scales were used to measure satisfaction,
including Hackman and Oldham’s (1974) scale, the Job Descriptive Index
(Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969), and the Minnesota Satisfaction Ques-
tionnaire (Weiss, Dawes, England, & Lofquist, 1967).

Job involvement. Four samples examined the relationship between SM
and job involvement. Two samples used the Job Involvement subscale of
the Jenkins Activity Survey (C. Jenkins, Zyzarksi, & Rosenman, 1979),
one sample used Lodahl and Kejner’s (1964) scale, and one sample used a
perceptions of involvement self-report scale created for the study (Zahrly
& Tosi, 1989).

Demographic Variables: Age and Sex

Thirteen samples reported correlations between age and SM. Twenty-six
samples reported correlations between SM and sex, but six of these
samples did not report the direction of the relationship (i.e., whether men
or women scored higher on SM). Attempts were made to contact the
authors of those studies. Only one author responded with the needed
information regarding the direction of the relationships, thus resulting in a
final k of 21 for sex. Effects were coded so that a positive correlation meant
a higher SM score for men.

The following study-specific information was coded and used for cor-
rections formulas or as between-study moderators whenever feasible: (a)
properties of the SM scale (scale length, scoring type, reliability), (b)
characteristics of the sample (sample size), (c) research setting (lab vs.
field), and (d) measurement information for criterion variables (measure-
ment instrument, criterion reliability). All studies were coded by two
independent raters, and disagreements were resolved through discussion
among the authors.

Computation and Analysis of Effect Sizes

Only one effect size from each sample was included in each
meta-analysis. In cases in which a study reported relationships
between SM and two or more dependent variables that were part of
the same construct, the effect sizes were averaged. Analyses were
conducted using the DSTAT meta-analytic program (Johnson,
1989), which calculates effect sizes and homogeneity statistics
according to formulas proposed by Hedges and Olkin (1985).
DSTAT converts correlations to d statistics and corrects them for
sampling error before computing an overall effect size.

Each effect size was corrected for the SM scale reliability
reported in that specific study. If a study did not report reliability
of the SM scale, the effect size was corrected using the meta-
analytic reliability estimate from the present study for the partic-
ular SM scale type that was used. Measurement reliability of the
criterion constructs was incorporated into the correction formula
only for those constructs in which 75% of the studies reported
criterion reliability. The only constructs meeting this requirement
were role conflict and role ambiguity (which both reported crite-
rion reliability in 100% of the studies) and job satisfaction (which
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reported criterion reliability in more than 80% of studies). Thus,
we were able to estimate population correlations for those three
constructs.

DSTAT also calculates homogeneity statistics (Q). A significant
Q statistic indicates that the overall mean effect size inadequately
describes all effects, indicating possible moderators. Because the
formulas for homogeneity of effect sizes are inappropriate for
disattenuated (i.e., corrected) effect sizes, the Q statistics associ-
ated with the correlations corrected for measurement reliability are
not reported. It is common for overall effect sizes to be heteroge-
neous (Hedges, 1987), which may be due to statistical artifacts or
other factors such as statistical outliers. Some researchers have
advocated the removal of outliers in an attempt to achieve homo-
geneity of effect sizes and obtain a more reliable estimate of the
true population effect (e.g., Huffcutt & Arthur, 1995). Both outlier
and categorical moderator analyses were done to examine potential
sources of heterogeneity.

Outlier analyses were conducted by ordering the effect sizes in
each meta-analysis with regard to their deviations from the mean
effect size and then sequentially eliminating the largest outlier
until the overall Q statistic was nonsignificant or until 20% of the
studies had been removed (see Hedges & Olkin, 1985, pp. 256–
257). When homogeneity can be achieved by removing 20% or
fewer of the outliers, the overall effect size calculated from the
remaining studies is thought to better represent the population
distribution of effects, as compared with the mean effect size based
on all studies.

Theoretical and measurement scale moderators were also exam-
ined when sufficient samples (k � 2) existed in each moderator
category. A between-class goodness-of-fit statistic (QB) is used to
test the hypothesis that the average effect size differs across classes
of a moderator variable. Within-class homogeneity statistics (QW)
are computed to assess the extent to which the moderator is
successful at reducing effect heterogeneity within classes of a
moderator. If a categorical moderator completely fits the data, then
the between-class effect is significant but the within-class effect is
nonsignificant.

Results and Discussion

The overall effect sizes (see Table 1) were calculated for the
eight work-related correlates and the two demographic correlates
of SM, as well as the internal consistency estimates for the SM
scale (see Table 2). Outlier and moderator analyses are summa-
rized in Tables 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7.

Reliability

The overall sample-weighted reliability (k � 93; total
N � 19,065) was .74. Outlier analysis was unsuccessful in attain-
ing homogeneity. Moderator analyses were conducted on the re-
liabilities using type of scale and type of item scoring as between-
class categorical variables (see Table 2). Results indicated higher
average reliabilities for Lennox and Wolfe’s (1984) 13-item scale
(� � .81) as well as for the “other” category (� � .80) than for
either Snyder’s (1974) 25-item scale (� � .71) or Gangestad and
Snyder’s (1985) revised 18-item scale (� � .73). We also found
that SM scales using continuous scoring had higher scale reliabil-
ity (� � .77) than those using dichotomous scoring (� � .72).

Work-Related Criteria

Job performance and advancement. The mean sample-
weighted correlation between SM and measures of job perfor-
mance and advancement was .09 (k � 28). Outlier analysis was
unsuccessful at rendering the effects homogeneous (see Table 3).
A significant between-class relationship was found for measure-
ment instrument (see Table 4), although all of the within-class
effects were also significantly heterogeneous, indicating that un-
explained variance remained between study outcomes after differ-
ences in measurement instrument were accounted for. The same
general finding applied to scoring format, with the within-class
effects having substantially more heterogeneity than between-class
effects (see Table 5). The between-class effect sizes for the
research-setting moderator model were homogeneous (see Table
6); thus, the hypothesized model did not fit the data.

Table 1
Summary of Sample and Effect Sizes

Variable k N d�

95% CI for d�

r Corrected rLower Upper

Demographic correlates
Age 13 2,240 �0.13 �0.19 �0.07 �.07 �.08
Sex 21 2,921 0.22 0.17 0.27 .11 .13

Work-related correlates
Job performance–advancement 28 3,069 0.18 0.13 0.23 .09 .10
Ability 10 1,244 0.11 0.03 0.19 .06 .07
Leadership 23 2,777 0.37 0.32 0.43 .18 .21
Organizational commitment 15 1,878 �0.23 �0.29 �0.16 �.11 �.13
Role conflict 5 628 0.25 0.14 0.36 .12 .17
Role ambiguity 5 628 0.35 0.24 0.46 .17 .24
Job satisfaction 6 631 �0.09 �0.20 0.02 �.04 �.07
Job involvement 4 326 0.36 0.21 0.52 .18 .22

Note. Significant effects are indicated by confidence intervals (CIs) that exclude zero. k � number of samples;
N � total number of individuals across k; d� � mean sample-weighted effect size; r � mean sample-weighted
correlation; Corrected r � mean correlation corrected for measurement unreliability (only correlations associated
with role conflict and role ambiguity were corrected for criterion unreliability).
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Adequate study numbers existed to examine the potential theo-
retical moderator of objective versus subjective performance indi-
ces (see Table 7). Results demonstrated that the categorical mod-
erator model was significant, but the within-class effect sizes were
also significantly heterogeneous. Nonetheless, the mean sample-
weighted correlation was significantly higher for subjective (.15)
than for objective (.03) measures of job performance and advance-
ment. These findings suggest that high self-monitors may be adept
at influencing performance ratings of themselves through the use
of impression management tactics (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000). It
is also possible that subjective success measures take into account
more interpersonal or contextual information, which is particularly
well-suited for high self-monitors given their noted strengths at
interpersonal relations. It also cannot be ruled out that the objective
indices had poorer reliability, greater contamination, or larger
deficiencies than the subjective ratings.

Ability. The mean sample-weighted correlation across 10 stud-
ies assessing the relationship between SM and ability measures
was .06. The overall effect was rendered homogeneous through the
removal of two outliers (20%), with a slightly smaller revised
correlation (.05). These results show a small but robust relation-
ship between SM and ability, suggesting that the noted relationship
between SM and work performance may be partially attributable to
ability differences between high and low self-monitors. The scale-
type moderator model completely fit the data (see Table 4), with
the 18-item scale yielding a larger average weighted effect than the
25-item scale. The research-setting moderator model did not fit the
data (see Table 6).

Leadership. A total of 23 samples were identified that as-
sessed the relationship between SM and leadership behaviors
(mean sample-weighted r � .18). Outlier analysis successfully
reduced effect heterogeneity by removing three outliers (13%),
with a slightly larger revised estimate (r � .19). Adequate study
numbers existed in each moderator category to examine the source
of leadership ratings, research setting, as well as scale type and
scoring format.

Results indicated that the moderator model associated with
rating source fit the data somewhat well (see Table 7), with the
correlation between SM and outside observers’ ratings of leader-

ship larger than the correlations for group members’ ratings and
self-ratings. The moderator analysis for research setting resulted in
a significant between-class effect, but the within-class effects were
also heterogeneous, indicating a partial model fit (Table 6). The
average correlation associated with laboratory studies was larger
than that for field studies. Type of scale and scoring format were
also investigated as possible moderators. Results for scale type
(Table 4) indicated a significant between-class effect and a signif-
icant within-class effect only for the 25-item category. The stron-
gest effect was found for the 18-item scale, which was also
associated with homogeneous within-class effect sizes. The
scoring-format moderator model also fit the data fairly well in that
the between-class effect was significant, as was the within-class
effect for the true–false category (Table 5). Overall, true–false
scoring formats showed stronger correlations than did continuous
scoring.

Work-related attitudes. Results indicated a mean sample-
weighted correlation of �.11 across 15 samples investigating
organizational commitment. The effects were made homogeneous
through the removal of three outliers (20%), with the average
correlation becoming somewhat stronger (�.14; see Table 3). The
moderator model for scale type failed to demonstrate a significant
between-class effect (Table 4), indicating that the hypothesized
moderator model did not fit the data. The moderator model for
scoring format provided a somewhat better fit to the data; however,
the within-class effects were more heterogeneous than the
between-class effect (Table 5). Sufficient numbers of studies were
available to examine the relationship strength between SM and
organizational commitment measured as an attitude or a behavior.
Results indicated that the hypothesized moderator model fit the
data fairly well, with a significant between-class effect and a
homogeneous set of effect sizes for the attitude category (Table 7).
The correlation was estimated to be twice as strong when com-
mitment was measured as a behavior as compared with when it
was measured as an attitude.

The mean sample-weighted correlation between SM and role
conflict (k � 5) was .12; the sample-weighted correlation for role
ambiguity (k � 5) was .17. The 95% confidence intervals for each

Table 2
Summary of Moderator Analyses for Self-Monitoring Reliability

Moderator QB k � QW

Scale length 388.78**
25 items 44 .71a 426.31**
18 items 27 .73b 258.80**
13 items 13 .81c 110.75**
Other 9 .80c 134.49**

Scoring format 112.43**
True–false 63 .72b 732.07**
Continuous (Likert) 29 .77d 437.80**

Note. Average reliability estimates with different subscripts are signifi-
cantly different based on nonoverlapping 95% confidence intervals. Sig-
nificance of Q statistics indicates rejection of the homogeneity hypothesis.
QB � between-classes goodness-of-fit statistic; k � number of samples;
� � mean sample-weighted reliability estimate; QW � homogeneity of
effect sizes within each class.
**p � .01.

Table 3
Summary of Outlier Analyses Results

Relationship Q
Number
removed

% of
k

Revised
r

Age 78.48** 4 31
Sex 67.21** 4 19 .12
Job performance–advancement 135.05** 11 39
Leadership 86.10** 3 13 .19
Ability 23.53** 2 20 .05
Organizational commitment 56.84** 3 20 �.14
Role conflict 28.36** 3 60
Role ambiguity 1.78 0 0 .17
Job satisfaction 26.84** 2 33
Job involvement 10.25* 1 25

Note. Revised r values were calculated for analyses in which homoge-
neity was achieved through removal of 20% or fewer outliers. Q �
homogeneity statistic; Number removed � number of outliers removed
before achieving a homogeneous effect size; % of k � percentage of total
studies that were removed.
*p � .05. **p � .01.
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Table 4
Summary of Moderator Analyses for Scale Type

Variable and moderator QB k r QW

95% CI for d�

Lower Upper

Age 57.99**
25-item scale 5 �.13 11.79* �0.35 �0.18
18-item scale 4 �.19 7.01 �0.55 �0.24
13-item scale 3 .13 1.69 0.11 0.43

Sex 11.34**
25-item scale 11 .11 39.47** 0.15 0.30
18-item scale 8 .14 15.42 0.20 0.36
13-item scale 2 .00 0.98 �0.13 0.15

Job performance–advancement 19.05**
25-item scale 11 .03 57.11** �0.03 0.14
18-item scale 9 .10 29.37** 0.12 0.28
13-item scale 5 .19 14.15* 0.24 0.52
Other 3 .15 15.37* 0.15 0.45

Ability 8.72*
25-item scale 7 .04 12.94 �0.03 0.20
18-item scale 2 .13 1.86 0.12 0.38

Leadership 17.15**
25-item scale 11 .20 55.17** 0.32 0.49
18-item scale 6 .24 3.91 0.39 0.61
13-item scale 5 .12 9.87 0.16 0.33

Organizational commitment 1.80
25-item scale 8 �.13 31.18** �0.36 �0.17
18-item scale 5 �.11 23.25** �0.32 �0.12
13-item scale 2 �.07 0.61 �0.31 0.03

Note. Moderator analyses were conducted only for those constructs with two or more effect sizes per category.
Significance of Q statistics indicates rejection of the homogeneity hypothesis. QB � between-classes goodness-
of-fit statistic; k � number of studies in each analysis; r � mean sample-weighted correlation; QW �
homogeneity of effect sizes within each class; 95% confidence interval (CI) for d� � lower and upper bound
estimates for effect size estimates.
*p � .05. **p � .01.

Table 5
Summary of Moderator Analyses for Scoring Format

Variable and moderator QB k r QW

95% CI for d�

Lower Upper

Age 18.55**
True–false scoring 10 �.10 59.09** �0.27 �0.14
Continuous scoring 3 .05 0.85 �0.02 0.22

Sex 5.94*
True–false scoring 18 .12 58.03** 0.19 0.30
Continuous scoring 3 .03 3.24 �0.07 0.20

Job performance–advancement 4.18*
True–false scoring 14 .07 74.48** 0.07 0.20
Continuous scoring 14 .12 56.39** 0.17 0.31

Leadership 9.59**
True–false scoring 18 .21 68.72** 0.36 0.49
Continuous scoring 5 .12 7.79 0.14 0.34

Organizational commitment 2.36*
True–false scoring 10 �.12 37.76** �0.32 �0.18
Continuous scoring 5 �.06 16.72** �0.27 0.04

Job satisfaction 13.11**
True–false scoring 3 .06 3.75 �0.04 0.28
Continuous scoring 3 �.14 9.99* �0.45 �0.13

Note. Moderator analyses were conducted only for those constructs with two or more effect sizes per category.
Significance of Q statistics indicates rejection of the homogeneity hypothesis. QB � between-classes goodness-
of-fit statistic; k � number of studies in each analysis; r � mean sample-weighted correlation; QW �
homogeneity of effect sizes within each class; 95% confidence interval (CI) for d� � lower and upper bound
estimates for effect size estimates.
*p � .05. **p � .01.
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of these effects excluded zero but overlapped, indicating that SM
did not show differential relationships with these two stressors.
Results support the hypothesis that high self-monitors likely ex-
perience greater role stress than low self-monitors. The effects
associated with role conflict could not be rendered homogeneous
through the removal of outliers (Table 3), and too few studies were
available for appropriate moderator analyses. The role ambiguity
effects were homogeneous (see Table 3).

The mean sample-weighted correlation between SM and job
satisfaction (k � 6) was �.04. The 95% confidence interval
estimates around the average effect included zero. Outlier analysis
could not successfully reduce effect heterogeneity (Table 3). The
moderator model based on scoring format indicated a significant
between-class difference, although the within-class effect sizes
were heterogeneous for the continuous-scoring category (Table 5).
Results indicated a significant negative correlation (�.14) when

Table 6
Summary of Moderator Analyses for Research Setting

Variable and moderator QB k r QW

95% CI for d�

Lower Upper

Sex 6.03*
Field setting 9 .07 21.40* 0.07 0.22
Lab setting 12 .14 39.77** 0.21 0.35

Job performance–advancement 2.19
Field setting 25 .09 127.81** 0.12 0.22
Lab setting 3 .16 5.05 0.13 0.49

Ability 2.43
Field setting 4 .02 12.57* �0.09 0.16
Lab setting 6 .08 8.53 0.06 0.26

Leadership 5.91*
Field setting 10 .15 20.71* 0.24 0.39
Lab setting 13 .22 59.48** 0.37 0.52

Job satisfaction 0.15
Field setting 4 �.05 6.54 �0.22 0.03
Lab setting 2 �.02 20.15** �0.31 0.23

Job involvement 7.14**
Field setting 2 .09 2.42 �0.02 0.39
Lab setting 2 .29 0.69 0.37 0.85

Note. Moderator analyses were conducted only for those constructs with two or more effect sizes per category.
Significance of Q statistics indicates rejection of the homogeneity hypothesis. QB � between-classes goodness-
of-fit statistic; k � number of studies in each analysis; r � mean sample-weighted correlation; QW �
homogeneity of effect sizes within each class; 95% confidence interval (CI) for d� � lower and upper bound
estimates for effect size estimates.
*p � .05. **p � .01.

Table 7
Summary of Additional Moderator Analyses

Variable and moderator QB k r QW

95% CI for d�

Lower Upper

Job performance–advancement 23.29**
Objective rating 12 .03 64.30** �0.01 0.13
Subjective rating 16 .15 47.46* 0.24 0.38

Leadership 9.12*
Self-rating 8 .21 51.74** 0.35 0.52
Group member rating 12 .15 24.39* 0.23 0.38
Outside observer rating 3 .27 0.86 0.36 0.76

Organizational commitment 5.02*
Attitude 6 �.07 6.97 �0.24 �0.05
Behavior 9 �.14 44.85** �0.38 �0.21

Note. Moderator analyses were conducted only for those constructs with two or more effect sizes per category.
Significance of Q statistics indicates rejection of the homogeneity hypothesis. QB � between-classes goodness-
of-fit statistic; k � number of studies in each analysis; r � mean sample-weighted correlation; QW �
homogeneity of effect sizes within each class; 95% confidence interval (CI) for d� � lower and upper bound
estimates for effect size estimates.
*p � .05. **p � .01.
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continuous scoring was used but a nonsignificant positive effect
(.06) when true–false scoring was used. Research setting was
examined as a possible moderator; however, the moderator model
did not fit the data (Table 6).

The mean sample-weighted correlation with job involvement
(k � 4) was .18. Outlier analysis could not successfully reduce
effect heterogeneity. The only possible moderator model that could
be examined was for research setting. Results indicated that this
hypothesized model completely fit the data (Table 6). Results from
laboratory studies (r � .29) demonstrated larger effects between
SM and job involvement than did field studies (r � .09).

Demographic Correlates

The mean sample-weighted correlation between SM and age
(k � 13) was �.07. Removal of four outliers (31% of total studies)
was needed to render the effects homogeneous (see Table 3); thus,
a revised correlation with outliers removed was not computed. A
moderator analysis comparing the 25-item, 18-item, and 13-item
scales produced significant results (see Table 4), as did comparing
scoring formats (see Table 5). The within-class effect was also
significant for the 25-item class but not for the 18-item or the
13-item version, indicating that the hypothesized moderator
classes partially fit the data. Similar results were noted regarding
the true–false moderator class. All confidence intervals excluded
zero, indicating significant age-related differences in SM (except
for the continuous-scoring-format class). For Snyder’s scales
(Gangestad & Snyder, 1985; Snyder, 1974), older respondents
tended to be lower self-monitors, whereas for Lennox and Wolfe’s
(1984) scale, older respondents tended to be higher self-monitors.
There is no ready explanation for the directional differences for the
correlations with age between the two scale types. One caveat is
that comparisons were based on small numbers of studies within
each moderator class and may have been susceptible to second-
order sampling error.

The mean sample-weighted correlation between SM and respon-
dent sex was estimated as .11, with men showing higher average
SM scores than women. Outlier analysis was successful (see Table
3) in removing four studies (19%) to render the effect homoge-
neous. The revised correlation was .12. The scale-length moderator
model partially fit the data (see Table 4) in that the between-class
effects were heterogeneous and the within-class effects for the
18-item and 13-item versions were homogeneous. However, the
within-class effect sizes for the 25-item scale were heterogeneous,
suggesting additional possible moderators for that category. The
confidence intervals for the 25- and 18-item scales excluded zero,
whereas the confidence interval for the 13-item version included
zero. In a similar manner, the scoring-format moderator model
partially fit the data (see Table 5), with true–false scoring demon-
strating a higher average correlation (.12) than continuous scoring
(.03). Moderator analyses based on research site indicated that
laboratory studies showed a larger correlation (.14) between SM
and sex than did field studies (.07), but the within-class effects
were more heterogeneous than the between-class effects (see
Table 6).

Summary

Results of the relations between SM and organizational criteria,
except for job satisfaction, demonstrated generally good empirical

prediction. Taken together, the results suggest that SM is signifi-
cantly related to work-related outcomes associated with job per-
formance and advancement, ability, leadership behavior and emer-
gence, and several work-related attitudes. High self-monitors (vs.
low self-monitors) are likely to be younger and male, to be more
involved in their jobs, and to perform at a higher level and are
more likely to emerge as a leader. High self-monitors are also
likely to experience more role stress and show less commitment to
their organizations as compared with low self-monitors.

Conclusion and Implications

The foundation of SM personality is that people differ in the
extent to which they observe, regulate, and control the appearances
of self displayed in social settings and interpersonal relationships
(Snyder, 1987). A central question in the present study involves
the relevance of SM personality in organizational contexts: Do
differences in the monitoring and display of self have work-related
implications? In terms of the psychometric properties of the var-
ious scales used to assess SM, reliability analyses indicate that all
of the scale types demonstrate respectable levels of internal con-
sistency reliability. The findings also suggest that Lennox and
Wolfe’s (1984) scale shows higher reliability than either of Sny-
der’s scales (Gangestad & Snyder, 1985; Snyder, 1974). This
finding is noteworthy given that Lennox and Wolfe’s scale is
shorter than Snyder’s scales. Results of the moderator analyses for
scale type, scoring format, and research setting did not resolve
questions regarding the most appropriate way to measure SM.
These findings suggest that it makes little difference empirically
which particular SM scale or scoring type is used for predicting
organizational criteria. Results are more clear-cut in suggesting
that if high internal consistency is desired, the 13-item scale
(Lennox & Wolfe, 1984) is more reliable than either the 25-item
version (Snyder, 1974) or the 18-item version (Gangestad & Sny-
der, 1985).

Despite the relatively small average effect size estimates, the
findings with regard to sex may help shed light on the noted
disparities between men and women at top organizational levels
(Glass Ceiling Commission, 1995). As shown through computer
simulations, relatively trivial effect sizes associated with sex dif-
ferences in promotion can have detrimental effects on the career
progress of women (Martell, Lane, & Emrich, 1996). As little as
1% of the variance in performance appraisal ratings associated
with bias against women was shown to result in 35% of the highest
level positions being filled by women, as compared with 50% for
an unbiased appraisal system. Thus, even a “little bias can hurt
women a lot” (Martell et al., 1996, p. 158). SM surely is not the
sole cause of sex-related disparities in organizations, but the
present results suggest that differences in performance ratings and
leadership emergence between high and low self-monitors may
have harmful effects on women’s progress when considered across
all organizational levels.

The present results indicate that high self-monitors tend to
receive better performance ratings and more promotions than low
self-monitors and are more likely to emerge as leaders. Extending
these findings across organizational hierarchies suggests that high
self-monitors should be overrepresented among those in upper-
level management positions. It has been argued that progression
into middle management may be a function mainly of likability
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and perceived ability to work with senior management (Hogan,
Curphy, & Hogan, 1994). For these reasons, high self-monitors
appear to have a competitive advantage in promotional tourna-
ments; however, there has been no research devoted to understand-
ing or predicting the performance and leadership effectiveness of
high self-monitors in top-level positions.

Organizational scholars have noted that leadership varies qual-
itatively across organizational levels. A systems perspective is
critical for success at top echelons, whereas human relations skills
contribute more to success at middle levels (Katz & Kahn, 1978).
Because of their variability in attitudes and behavior, attention to
others’ expectations, and lower commitment, high self-monitors
may be less likely than low self-monitors to adopt firm strategic
positions or communicate a consistent vision on key issues. The
traits and behaviors associated with SM may contribute to high
self-monitors’ disproportionate rise to the top of corporate or
political ladders, but more needs to be known about their effec-
tiveness in those top-level positions. Theory building and addi-
tional research are needed to better develop these leadership-
specific inferences about the SM construct. Nonetheless, results of
the present meta-analyses suggest that SM personality appears to
play a pivotal role in shaping who succeeds in organizations and
emerges into leadership roles and in contributing to important
work-related attitudes. Thus, it is concluded that the SM person-
ality construct has relevance (i.e., validity) in organizations. Re-
searchers and theorists are encouraged to further consider how SM
helps shape who succeeds and leads in organizations.
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