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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to determine the relative contributions of psychopathy and

self-monitoring to the prediction of self-presentation tactics (behaviours that individuals use

to manipulate their self-image). Psychopathy is composed of two main factors: Factor 1,

which includes manipulativeness and shallow affect, and Factor 2, which includes

irresponsibility and anti-social behaviours. Self-monitoring is a personality trait that

distinguishes between those who adapt their behaviour to fit different social situations (high

self-monitors) and those who behave as they feel regardless of social expectations (low self-

monitors). It was hypothesized that self-monitoring would moderate the relationship

between psychopathy and self-presentation tactics. One hundred and forty-nine university

students completed the Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974), the Self-Report Psychopathy

Scale - Version III (Paulhus et al., in press), the Self-Presentation Tactics scale (Lee, S., et

al., 1999), the HEXACO-PI (a measure of the six major factors of personality; Lee, K., &

Ashton, 2004), and six scenarios that were created as a supplementary measure of the self-

presentation tactics. Results of the hierarchical multiple regression analyses showed that

self-monitoring did moderate the relationship between psychopathy and three of the self-

presentation tactics: apologies, disclaimers, and exemplification. Further, significant

interactions were observed between Factor 1 and self-monitoring on apologies and the

defensive tactics subscale, between Factor 2 and self-monitoring on self-handicapping, and

between Factor 1 and Factor 2 on exemplification. Contrary to expectations, the main effect

of self-monitoring was significant for the prediction of nine tactics, while psychopathy was

significant for the prediction of seven tactics. This indicates that the role of these two

personality traits in the explanation of self-presentation tactics tends to be additive in nature





rather than interactive. In addition. Factor 2 alone did not account for a significant amount of

variance in any of the tactics, while Factor 1 significantly predicted nine tactics. Results are

discussed with regard to implications and possible directions for future research.
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Introduction

"Honesty is the best policy." This saying is well known, but one might wonder

whether people typically follow this advice. In fact, it seems clear that deceiving and lying to

others is something that many individuals do every day. Research has shown that individuals

lie more frequently to acquaintances and strangers, but that they will lie to their spouses and

family members as well (DePaulo & Kashy, 1998). Deception involves making another

believe as true something that is in fact false (Barber, 1998), and outright lying is just one of

the ways of accomplishing this. Creating a false image of oneself in order to elicit a desired

reaction from others is another method by which individuals may deceive. Who engages in

this form of deception? Do all individuals employ the same tactics, or are there differences

between individuals in the means they employ to create false images of themselves? The

current study deals with observing differences between individuals on psychopathy and self-

monitoring, and determining the ways in which they manipulate others by creating a

deceptive image.

Psychopathy

Psychopathy is generally described as a personality disorder (Cleckley, 1988).

Through his experience in dealing with patients having this disorder, Cleckley originally

proposed several symptoms that are typically found among psychopaths. These include

superficial charm, egocentricity, untruthfulness, a lack of remorse, and general deficiency of

emotions, among others (Cleckley).

Since then, there has been an abundance of research on psychopathy, including efforts

to create measurement tools that could be used to effectively assess levels of psychopathic

traits and identify those having the disorder. One of the most widely used measures of
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psychopathy is the Hare Psychopathy Checklist - Revised (PCL-R; Hare, 2003). Factor

analyses of the PCL-R, as well as of the original version of this scale, suggest that the

characteristic features of psychopathy consistently cluster into two factors labelled Factor 1

and Factor 2 (Hare, Harpur, Hakstian, Forth, & Hart, 1990; Harpur, Hare, & Hakstian, 1989).

However, further work with the PCL-R has shown that there are two distinct facets within

each of the two factors (Hare, 2003). This factor/facet organization provides a means of

understanding the typical combinations of traits that are associated with psychopathy. The

two facets found within Factor 1 are labelled Interpersonal (facet one) and Affective (facet

two). The Interpersonal facet consists of such traits as superficial charm, a grandiose sense

of self-worth, manipulativeness, and lying. The Affective facet consists of such traits as lack

of remorse and empathy, failure to accept responsibility for one's actions, and shallow affect.

The two facets found within Factor 2 are Lifestyle (facet three) and Antisocial (facet four;

Hare, 2003). The Lifestyle facet consists of impulsivity, irresponsibility, a parasitic lifestyle,

a need for stimulation, and a lack of goals. The Antisocial facet consists of criminal

versatility, poor behavioural controls, a history of behavioural problems, juvenile

delinquency, and revocation of early release from prison (Hare, 2003).

Although much of the research on psychopathy has focused on the use of the PCL-R

in groups such as criminal offenders (e.g.. Hare et al., 1990; Harpur et al., 1989), there has

also been interest in identifying individuals in the normal population who possess

psychopathic traits (e.g., Levenson, Kiehl, & Fitzpatrick, 1995; Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996).

Efforts to understand psychopathy in the normal population have led to research on the

connections between psychopathy and other 'normal' personality traits. For example,

Machiavellianism and narcissism are two personality traits that have been shown to be





strongly correlated with psychopathy in a normal student population (Paulhus & Williams,

2002). In addition, research has been done on the relationships between psychopathy and

core personality traits. Paulhus and Williams (2002) report that those who are high in

psychopathy tend to obtain lower scores on Neuroticism, Conscientiousness, and

Agreeableness. However, the standard Big Five organization of personality traits may not

fully explain the dimensions of psychopathy (Lee, K., & Ashton, 2005).

K. Lee and Ashton (2005) suggest that the HEXACO model of personality is better

suited for explaining such constructs as psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism. The

HEXACO constellation of personality traits is an alternative to the traditional Big Five

model, and is based upon lexical studies carried out in several different languages (Ashton et

al., 2004). It consists of Honesty-Humility, Emotionality, Extraversion, Agreeableness,

Conscientiousness, and Openness to Experience. The addition of the Honesty-Humility

factor is the primary (but not the only) difference between the HEXACO and the Big Five,

and it appears that it is this trait that is most important for explaining psychopathy. K. Lee

and Ashton (2005) found that although the Primary Psychopathy scale (Levenson et al.,

1995) was negatively related to Agreeableness as measured by the Big Five Inventory (BFI),

a stronger negative relationship was observed between psychopathy and the Honesty-

Humility trait (as measured by the HEXACO-PI; Lee, K., & Ashton, 2004). Using the

HEXACO measure of Agreeableness, the relationship with psychopathy was weaker than

was observed with BFI Agreeableness, although the negative direction was maintained. In

addition, psychopathy was shown to be negatively correlated with all of the Honesty-

Humility facets (Lee, K., & Ashton, 2005). These four facets are Sincerity, wherein low

scorers tend to be disposed to manipulate others; Fairness, wherein low scorers tend to be



',1?



willing to profit by exploiting others; Greed Avoidance, wherein low scorers tend to be

driven to accumulate and exhibit wealth and status; and Modesty, wherein low scorers tend

to believe that they are better than others (Lee, K., & Ashton, 2004). Strong negative

correlations between psychopathy and all of these facets suggest that highly psychopathic

individuals do indeed tend to be manipulative, egocentric, exploitative, and materialistic

(Lee, K., «fe Ashton, 2005).

In his original description of psychopathy, Cleckley (1988) included the characteristic

of untruthfulness and insincerity. This observation has been supported by the finding that

psychopathic individuals tend to be low in sincerity, fairness, and other traits relating to

honesty and humility (Lee, K., &. Ashton, 2005). It would seem likely, then, that

psychopathic individuals would tend to engage in various types of deceptive behaviours.

Evidence that individuals scoring high on measures of psychopathy are skilled at

deception is provided by the findings of Book, Holden, Starzyk, Wasylkiw, and Edwards

(2006). In this study, students first completed the Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale

(Levenson et al., 1995). They were then instructed either to portray themselves in a more

positive manner (i.e., fake good) or to portray themselves in a more negative manner (i.e.,

fake bad) on a questiormaire that included a check for faking. Interestingly, they found that

individuals who had higher psychopathy scores were less likely to be revealed as fakers than

were individuals with lower psychopathy scores. However, there was no relationship

between psychopathic traits and the ability to fake bad. It was therefore suggested that

individuals having higher levels of psychopathy are better able than individuals having lower

levels of psychopathy at displaying a false positive appearance, but that psychopathy does

not confer any particular ability to fake a negative appearance (Book et al., 2006).
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Further evidence for the connection between psychopathy and deception is supplied

by Seto, Khattar, Lalumiere, and Quinsey (1997). This study involved administering to a

group ofmen the PCL-R in addition to a measure of general deception and a sexual

deception scale developed from the work of Tooke and Camire (1991). It was found that

individuals who were high in psychopathy tended to use both general deception and sexual

deception. However, while the connection with general deception remained significant after

controlling for impression management, the connection with sexual deception became non-

significant. Nonetheless, those who were high in psychopathy tended to obtain lower scores

on an impression management scale, and lower impression management scores were

associated with higher use of both general and sexual deception. Psychopathic individuals,

then, appear to use deception mainly to achieve goals in general, but perhaps also to gain

access to relationships with members of the other sex, and to impress members of their own

sex with their supposed desirability (Seto et al.).

It has been demonstrated, then, that one of the characteristics of psychopathy is a

tendency to engage in deception (Book et al., 2006; Seto et al, 1997). However, deception is

certainly not unique to those with psychopathic tendencies. Individuals who deceive will not

necessarily possess any of the other characteristics of the psychopath. There may be many

reasons for which individuals would choose to present an image of themselves that is not

entirely genuine, and these reasons may not all involve a malicious intent. One reason might

involve a desire to conform to perceived social norms. Self-monitoring is a construct that

explains differences among individuals who may or may not deceive for reasons of social

appropriateness (Snyder, 1974). •
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Self-Monitoring

The concept of self-monitoring was first proposed and explained by Snyder (1974).

His theory suggests that individuals fall into one of two categories: those whose behaviour is

highly variable across situations and those whose behaviour is relatively stable across

situations (Gangestad & Snyder, 1985; Snyder). High self-monitoring individuals carefully

analyze each social situation, observe the behaviour of others in that situation, and adapt their

behaviour accordingly (Snyder). These individuals are thought to be motivated by a concern

for appearing socially appropriate in the eyes of others. In contrast, low self-monitoring

individuals generally do not adapt their behaviour to conform to the demands of the social

situation. These individuals are thought to behave in a more consistent manner, as they are

motivated primarily by their own feelings and attitudes (Snyder).

The behaviour of high self-monitoring individuals, then, appears to have a deceptive

element; they behave as the situation seems to require even if this behaviour is not truly

representative of their own feelings or attitudes. Support for the idea that high self-monitors

are more deceptive than low self-monitors is provided by Rowatt, Cunningham, and Druen

(1998). Rowatt et al. (1998) conducted a study in which male participants were told that a

few young women would be selecting a date from among the participant pool. Each

participant was provided with the photographs and profiles oftwo of the women (including

personality information, interests, and descriptions of their ideal partners), and each

participant was asked to create a profile of himself to return to each woman. Participants

were also asked to rate their preference for each woman in terms of their relative

attractiveness and desirability. The degree to which the participant altered his own profile to

correspond to his preferred woman's ideal partner description was used as a measure of





deceptive self-presentation. Rowatt et al. (1998) found that high self-monitoring participants

altered their profiles more than did low self-monitoring participants. That is, high self-

monitoring participants presented themselves as being more like the ideal partner described

by the woman they most desired to date, such that there was a discrepancy between the

profile created for her and the profile created for the less-desirable woman. These findings

were replicated in a second study involving both female and male participants (and male and

female profiles). In addition, the second study showed that high self-monitoring individuals,

more than low self-monitoring individuals, believe that it is acceptable to change one's self-

presentation in order to get a desired date (Rowatt et al., 1998).

Additional research suggests that high self-monitoring individuals' concern for social

appropriateness extends into their personal relationships. For example, Snyder and Simpson

(1984) reported that high self-monitors prefer to engage in activities with individuals who

were well suited for the activity, more so than low self-monitors. In contrast, low self-

monitors choose to engage in dating activities with their current relationship partner more

than do high self-monitors, regardless of whether their partner was suited to the activity

(Snyder & Simpson). Likewise, high self-monitors were more likely to admit that they

would give up their relationship with their current partner for a relationship with someone

else. Low self-monitors, in contrast, were more likely to choose to stay with their current

relationship partner (Snyder & Simpson). In addition, studies have found that low self-

monitoring individuals place more emphasis on a partner's personality attributes, while high

self-monitoring individuals place more emphasis on a partner's physical attributes (Glick,

1985; Snyder, Berscheid, & Glick, 1985). These studies suggest that high self-monitoring
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individuals will not only adapt their own behaviour but will also adapt their relationships

when they believe it is appropriate.

Research conducted by Ashton and Lee (2005) also leads to the conclusion that, like

psychopathy, self-monitoring is connected with deception. Ashton and Lee report that self-

monitoring is negatively correlated with the Honesty-Humility factor. In this study, a

negative correlation was also observed between self-monitoring and the Agreeableness trait

(as measured by the NEO-PI-R). However, the authors established that this negative

correlation was likely due to only two of the Agreeableness facets (Straightforwardness and

Modesty), which appear to relate more strongly to Honesty-Hvmiility than to Agreeableness.

When these two facets were removed, the correlation between self-monitoring and

Agreeableness was greatly reduced (Ashton & Lee). High self-monitors, then, seem to share

with psychopathic individuals a tendency to engage in flattery and deception, but not

necessarily the tendency to be disagreeable.

The Relationship between Psychopathy and Self-Monitoring

It seems clear, then, that self-monitoring and psychopathy share a common feature.

However, these two variables are distinct from each other in many respects, and it is possible

to rate individuals on their level of each construct. There is no reason to suppose that all high

self-monitoring individuals are also highly psychopathic, or vice versa. It is more likely that

these two variables interact with each other, resulting in distinct behaviours in each

individual that depend on the levels of both traits. As the self-monitoring trait influences the

degree to which an individual expresses their underlying personality, individuals who are

high in psychopathy and low in self-monitoring are more likely to display their psychopathic

characteristics than those who are high in psychopathy and high in self-monitoring.
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Individuals having high levels of both traits, although possessing many of the personality

characteristics of a psychopath, will tend to be more careful about the ways in which they

reveal those characteristics. Self-monitoring is therefore likely to be a moderating variable

that affects the ways in which psychopathy is expressed. More specifically, self-monitoring

may moderate the ways in which psychopathy influences individuals' use of deception.

Snyder (1974) proposed that self-monitoring would function as a moderating

variable, and previous research has successfully operationalized self-monitoring as such.

Barrick, Parks, and Mount (2005) performed a study in which they posited that self-

monitoring would function as a moderator of the relationship between the Five Factor Model

traits and ratings of interpersonal skills in workplace settings. They found that self-

monitoring moderated the relationship between three of the factors (Extraversion, Emotional

Stability, and Opeimess to Experience) and supervisors' ratings of interpersonal skills. The

results showed that there was a positive relationship between these three traits and ratings of

interpersonal skills among those having lower levels of self-monitoring, whereas there was

no relationship among those having higher levels of self-monitoring (Barrick et al.).

It would be logical, then, to expect that self-monitoring would interact with other

personality traits, including psychopathy, to predict a variety of behaviours, including

deceptive behaviours. However, deceptive behaviours may take diverse forms; different

individuals may choose to deceive others by different means. Some of these means may be

more direct or intentional, while others may be relatively benign or unintentionally deceptive.

Self-presentation tactics are behaviours that can be used to produce a deceptive image of an

individual, but which may be employed with varying levels of dishonest intent (Lee, S.,

Quigley, Nesler, Corbett, & Tedeschi, 1999).
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Self-Presentation Tactics

Self-presentation tactics are behaviours by which individuals may manipulate the

image they project, in ways that may be more or less deceptive (Lee, S., et al., 1999). These

tactics are not used in every situation (Jones & Pittman, 1982). The behaviour required in

some situations may be routine, or may require a high degree of concentration, such that self-

presentation tactics become unnecessary or forgotten. In these types of situations,

individuals may not normally engage in tactics for managing their image. Nonetheless, an

individual may engage in self-presentation in many situations, and the individual who is very

concerned with his/her image may engage in self-presentational behaviour in more situations

than an individual who does not have this concern (Jones & Pittman).

Several different types of self-presentation tactics were proposed by Jones and

Pittman (1982). These include ingratiation, intimidation, supplication, self-promotion, and

exemplification. However, several additional tactics were later identified, and incorporated

into a comprehensive measure called the Self-Presentation Tactics Scale (Lee, S., et al.,

1999). The scale is based largely on the work of Tedeschi and colleagues (as cited in Lee, S.,

et al.), and it measures two separate groups of tactics: assertive tactics and defensive tactics.

While assertive tactics are meant to create a particular image, defensive tactics are meant to

reinstate an existing image that has been sullied. Assertive tactics include ingratiation,

intimidation, supplication, entitlement, enhancement, blasting, and exemplification.

Defensive tactics include excuses, justifications, disclaimers, self-handicapping, and

apologies (Lee, S., et al.). Examples of all 12 types of tactics, as measured by the Self-

Presentation Tactics Scale (Lee, S., et al.) are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1

Examples ofItems on the Self-Presentation Tactics Scale (Lee, S., et al, 1999).

Tactic Sample Item

Assertive Tactics

Blasting "I have put others down in order to make myself look better.'

Enhancement "1 exaggerate the value ofmy accomplishments."

Entitlement "I claim credit for doing things I did not do."

Exemplification "I try to set an example for others to follow."

Ingratiation "I use flattery to win the favor of others."

Intimidation

Supplication

Defensive Tactics

Apologies

Disclaimers

Excuses

Justifications

Self-

handicapping

"I threaten others when I think it will help me get what I want from

them."

"I lead others to believe that I cannot do something in order to get

help."

"I express remorse and guilt when I do something wrong."

"I justify beforehand actions others may not like."

"I try to convince others that I am not responsible for negative events."

"I offer socially acceptable reasons to justify behavior that others

might not like."

'I get sick when imder a lot of pressure to do well.

S. Lee et al. (1999) suggest that self-presentation tactics are not always used

dishonestly; an individual may or may not believe that the tactic accurately portrays his/her

true image. However it might be argued that assertive tactics are more direct forms of
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deception, while certain defensive tactics more frequently may be genuine behaviours.

Apologizing for a mistake (apologies) may be done with complete honesty, while pretending

to be weak in order to obtain assistance (supplication) is, perhaps, less honest.

Examination of the definitions of assertive and defensive tactics suggests that

psychopathic individuals would be more prone to use the former. A psychopath is defined in

part by a lack of guilt or remorse and a failure to accept responsibility for his/her behaviour

(Cleckley, 1988; Hare, 2003). It would, therefore, be unlikely that psychopathic individuals

would engage in such tactics as apologies (which require a confession of guilt) or

justifications (which involve accepting responsibility for one's behaviour, while giving

explanations for it; Scott & Lyman, 1968; as cited in Lee, S., et al., 1999). It is also unlikely

that they would use self-handicapping, as this involves feelings of anxiety or distress that are

not always prominent in psychopaths (Harpur et al., 1989; Paulhus & Williams, 2002).

Perhaps the defensive tactic that might be considered most usefiil for psychopathic

individuals is excuses, as it involves denying that one is responsible for negative occurrences

(Tedeschi & Lindskold, 1976; as cited in Lee, S., et al.). In contrast, then, it seems likely that

individuals who are high in psychopathy wdll be more likely to engage in assertive tactics

such as intimidation and ingratiation. Both of these tactics involve creating an image that is

false, in order to obtain a desired effect (Jones & Pittman, 1982).

Individuals who are low in psychopathy should feel no such restriction against using

defensive tactics. Individuals who feel remorse and anxiety, and can accept some

responsibility for their behaviour, should be capable of using the fiill range of tactics.

However, among those who are low in psychopathy, it is likely that differences will be

observed between those who are high in self-monitoring and those who are low in self-
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monitoring. As high self-monitors tend to adapt their behaviour to suit each situation

(Snyder, 1974), it is reasonable to assume that they will tend to use more self-presentation

tactics in order to create an acceptable image. Support for this assumption is provided by S.

Lee et al. (1999), who report a positive correlation between use of self-presentation tactics

and self-monitoring. In addition, high self-monitors tend to have lower scores than low self-

monitors on the Honesty/Humility trait, suggesting a tendency to flatter and take advantage

of others (Ashton &. Lee, 2005). The use of self-presentation tactics may be the means by

which high self-monitors express this tendency.

Hypotheses

In accordance with previous research on psychopathy and deception, it was

hypothesized that a positive relationship would be observed between psychopathy and total

self-presentation tactics scores (Book et al., 2006; Seto et al., 1997). Based on the research

of S. Lee et al. (1999), it was fiirther predicted that a positive relationship would be observed

between self-monitoring and total self-presentation tactics scores. In addition, it was

predicted that a negative relationship would be observed between the Honesty-Humility trait

and both self-monitoring and psychopathy (Ashton & Lee, 2005; Lee, K., & Ashton, 2005).

A negative relationship was also expected between psychopathy and Agreeableness (Lee, K.,

& Ashton, 2005; Paulhus «& Williams, 2002). Correlations between self-monitoring,

psychopathy, and the other traits comprising the HEXACO were investigated in an

exploratory manner.
,

No specific hypotheses were proposed regarding the main effects of either self-

monitoring or psychopathy on the use of the 12 different self-presentation tactics. Rather, the

main hypothesis for the current study was that it would be primarily the interaction between
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these two variables that would account for the variance in self-presentation tactics. Self-

monitoring was predicted to moderate the relationship between psychopathy and self-

presentation tactics. That is, in examining the differences between groups (high

psychopathy/high self-monitoring, high psychopathy/low self-monitoring, low

psychopathy/high self-monitoring, and low psychopathy/low self-monitoring), different

patterns of use of self-presentation tactics would be revealed^ Those who have low levels of

both constructs were predicted to use very few self-presentation tactics overall. In contrast,

members of each of the other three groups would report higher levels of deceptive

behaviours. However, the specific types of self-presentation tactics used by these three

groups would not be the same.

Individuals who are high in psychopathy and low in self-monitoring should tend not

to monitor and adapt their behaviour to conform to social expectations (Snyder, 1974).

These individuals would therefore be likely to demonstrate their psychopathic tendencies in a

more obvious manner. It was therefore expected that a higher degree of impulsivity and

aggressiveness would be foimd among these individuals, as demonstrated by more frequent

use of aggressive self-presentation tactics such as intimidation and blasting. Although these

two tactics are classified as assertive tactics by S. Lee et al. (1999), they can be described as

aggressive in that they are hostile behaviours that inflict harm on others.

Individuals who are high in psychopathy and high in self-monitoring, on the other

hand, were expected to show a different type of behaviour. These individuals have

tendencies towards callousness, low empathy, and low guilt, in accordance with their

psychopathic nature (Cleckley, 1988; Hare, 2003). However, in accordance with their high

' Both psychopathy and self-monitoring are continuous variables, and will be analyzed as such. However, in

order to graph the hypothesized interactions, it was necessary to analyze the two variables at specific values.
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self-monitoring tendencies, these individuals are also aware ofthe social situations in which

they find themselves and may adapt their behaviour accordingly (Snyder, 1974). It was

therefore expected that these individuals would not favour aggressive or threatening self-

presentation tactics, but rather a more carefully manipulative approach. These individuals

were, therefore, predicted to use assertive tactics such as ingratiation, enhancement, and

entitlement more frequently.

Individuals who are low in psychopathy but high in self-monitoring are likely to

show a different pattern of behaviour from that of those who are high in psychopathy. These

individuals are capable of feeling remorse and empathy, and are not particularly egocentric.

However, these individuals are also inclined to behave deceptively insofar as they may

present an image of themselves that is appropriate to the situation (Snyder, 1974) and not

necessarily personally authentic. It is likely that this need to conform to the situation will

drive these individuals to make use of different self-presentation tactics in different

situations. It is therefore expected that this group will not be limited in their use of any of

the self-presentation tactics. Rather, their frequency of use of both assertive and defensive

self-presentation tactics was predicted to be high.

More generally, it was predicted that the incompatibility of the psychopathy construct

with the general requirements of the defensive tactics would result in those with higher levels

of psychopathy reporting less frequent use of these tactics than those with lower levels of

psychopathy. Therefore, it was predicted that most frequent use of defensive tactics would

be reported by low psychopathy/high self-monitoring individuals.

For assertive tactics, it was predicted that more frequent use would be reported by

individuals who are high in self-monitoring, whether high or low in psychopathy. However,
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it was predicted that a difference would be observed among low self-monitoring individuals.

That is, high psychopathy/low self-monitoring individuals were predicted to use many

assertive tactics, while low psychopathy/low self-monitoring individuals were predicted to

use fewer assertive tactics. A representation of the expected differences in use of self-

presentation tactics is presented in Table 2.

Table 2

Expected Self-Presentation Tactics Use as a Function ofPsychopathy and Self-Monitoring

Psychopathy

Low High

Low use of all Low use of defensive

Low tactics tactics; high use of

Self-Monitoring intimidation and blasting

High use of all Low use of defensive

tactics tactics; high use of

High ingratiation, entitlement

and enhancement

In addition to examining the contributions of psychopathy and self-monitoring to the

explanation of self-presentation tactics as measured by the Self-Presentation Tactics Scale

(Lee, S., et al., 1999), six scenarios were developed to provide a supplementary measure of

self-presentation tactics. It was intended that these scenarios would provide a concrete

measure of self-presentation tactics that would be specifically relevant to university students.

Each scenario was designed with four responses, each of which represented a particular self-

presentation tactic. A detailed description of the format and scoring of the scenarios and

accompanying responses is provided in the Methods section.
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It was predicted that the main hypothesis proposed for scores on the self-presentation

tactics scale would also apply to scores resulting from the scenarios. Specifically, it was

hypothesized that the interaction between psychopathy and self-monitoring would explain the

variance in rated preference for scenario responses and also in choice of "best" response.

Specifically, it was hypothesized that individuals who are low in psychopathy and low in

self-monitoring would have the lowest ratings for all types of responses, and that those who

are high in psychopathy and low in self-monitoring would have the highest ratings for

aggressive responses. Choices for "best" response were analyzed in an exploratory manner.

In addition to the analyses conducted to test the main hypotheses, several exploratory

analyses were conducted. In order to better understand the relative contributions of the main

components of psychopathy (Factor 1 and Factor 2) to the prediction of self-presentation

tactics, a series of hierarchical multiple regression analyses was conducted in which these

two factors were entered in place of psychopathy. Factor 1 and Factor 2 tend to be highly

correlated, but they have shown different patterns of correlations with other variables

(Harpur et al., 1989). These analyses were, therefore, conducted to determine whether self-

presentation tactics could be explained by manipulative and callous tendencies (i.e.. Factor 1)

or by impulsive and anti-social tendencies (i.e.. Factor 2). In addition, three hierarchical

multiple regression analyses were planned in which psychopathy, self-monitoring, and self-

presentation tactics would be separately regressed onto the 6 factors of the HEXACO-PI

(Lee, K. & Ashton, 2004). This was intended to elucidate the basic composition of these

three variables. Because the factors of the HEXACO explain personality variation at the

most basic level (Lee, K. & Ashton, 2004), they should clarify the underlying structure of
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composite personality variables such as psychopathy and self-monitoring, and elucidate the

similarities and differences between them.





Methods

Participants

Participants for the current study were 149 Brock University students (112 women

[75.17%], 35 men [23.49%], 2 no response [1.34%]), of which 100 were Caucasian

(67.1 1%), 35 were Asian (23.49%), and the remainder (17.45%) indicated other ethnic

backgrounds. Participants ranged in age from 17 to 44 years (M= 20.58 years, SD = 3.83).

Participants who were enrolled in business or accounting majors (n = 58) received $10 in

return for their participation. Participants enrolled in an undergraduate psychology course («

= 91) were able to use their participation experience as the basis for an assignment.

Procedure

Participants completed the questionnaires either individually or in small groups.

Participants were instructed to read the consent form and asked to sign it prior to completing

the questionnaires. A copy of the consent form was provided to all participants for their

information. Participants were asked to read the questionnaires carefully and to proceed in

the order presented. Each questionnaire package presented the demographic information

page, followed by the scenarios, and the four questionnaires. The Self-Report Psychopathy

Scale (Paulhus, Hemphill, & Hare, in press), the Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974), the

Self-Presentation Tactics Scale (Lee, S., et al., 1999), and the HEXACO-PI (Lee, K., &

Ashton, 2004) were presented in counterbalanced order. Participants were allowed to

complete the questionnaires at their own pace.

Materials v

Measures consisted of a demographic information sheet, the HEXACO-PI (Lee, K.,

& Ashton, 2004), the Self-Report Psychopathy Scale - Version III (Paulhus et al., in press).

19
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the Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974), the Self-Presentation Tactics Scale (Lee, S., et al.,

1999), and the scenarios. All measures are described below. Participants were also provided

with an information and consent form (see Appendix A) and (when the questionnaire

package had been completed) a feedback letter (see Appendix B). Scoring keys for the

measures are presented in Appendix G.

Demographic Information, (see Appendix C)

The demographic information page requested details including the participant's age,

sex, current year of study at university, major field of study, minor field of study (if

applicable), whether they were engaged in full-time or part-time studies, and ethnicity.

Self-Report Psychopathy Scale - Version III (SRP - III).

The Self-Report Psychopathy scale - Version III was developed by Paulhus et al. (in

press), and is a revision of the Self-Report Psychopathy Scale - Version II. The SRP - III

consists of 64 items designed to measure four correlated facets that are very similar to those

reported by Hare (2003) for the PCL-R. These facets have been titled Interpersonal

Manipulation, Callous Affect, Erratic Life Style, and Anti-Social Behaviour (Paulhus et al.).

High scores reflect high levels of psychopathic traits and behaviours. Items include, "1 rarely

follow the rules" and "I can talk people into anything" (Paulhus et al.). Paulhus et al. report

an internal consistency .88 for this version of the scale. Published research on this version of

the SRP-III is forthcoming, but an earlier, 40-item version of the SRP-III was shown to be

highly correlated with other self-report measures of psychopathy (such as the Levenson Self-

Report Psychopathy Scale; Levenson et al., 1995) and with self-report measures of

delinquent behaviours (Williams, Nathanson, & Paulhus, 2003).
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Self-Monitoring Scale, (see Appendix D)

The Self-Monitoring Scale was developed by Snyder (1974) as a means to

differentiate between high and low self-monitoring individuals. Although it was created with

a true/false response format (Snyder), a 5-point Likert response format has also been

employed (Briggs & Cheek, 1988; Briggs, Cheek, & Buss, 1980). In the current study, a 7-

point Likert response format was employed to improve score variability. In addition,

although Gangestad and Snyder (1985) have argued that self-monitoring is a class variable

having only two possible categories (low and high), this argument has been disputed (Miller

& Thayer, 1989). Self-monitoring was treated as a continuous variable in the current study.

The scale consists of 25 items, with higher scores reflecting higher self-monitoring

tendencies. Internal consistencies for this scale have been reported between .62 (Rowatt,

DeLue, Strickhouser, 8c Gonzalez, 2001) and .74 (Ashton & Lee, 2005). Items include

"When I am uncertain how to act in a social situation, I look to the behavior of others for

cues" and "I find it hard to imitate the behavior of other people" (reverse scored; Snyder).

Self-Presentation Tactics Scale. (See Appendix E)

The Self-Presentation Tactics Scale was developed by S. Lee et al. (1999). It consists

of 63 items measuring 12 different self-presentation tactics, as described in the Introduction.

Confirmatory factor analyses conducted S. Lee et al. indicated that a two-factor solution,

corresponding to defensive and assertive tactics, provided a better fit to the data than a one-

factor solution (although apologies failed to load on either factor). The items are rated on a

9-point Likert type scale, ranging from 1 (very infrequently) to 9 (very frequently). Lewis

and Neighbors (2005) report internal consistencies of the subscales ranging from .56 for self-

handicapping to .84 for intimidation.
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HEXACO-PI.

The HEXACO-PI was developed by K. Lee and Ashton (2004) to measure the six

core personality traits that have been consistently revealed in studies in several languages

(Ashton et al., 2004). These six factors are Honesty/Humility, Emotionality, Extraversion,

Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Openness to Experience. A shortened, 104-item

version of the scale was used in the current study. Items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). For the full-length, 192-item

version of the scale, K. Lee and Ashton (2004) report internal consistencies of .89 for

Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, .90 for Openness to Experience and Emotionality, and

.92 for Extraversion and Honesty-Humility. K. Lee and Ashton (2006) report convergent

correlations between self- and observer-reports for the six factors ranging from .55

(Agreeableness) to .65 (Emotionality and Extraversion).

Scenarios. (See Appendix F)

Six scenarios were created for the purpose of the current study. These scenarios were

intended to serve as an additional measure of the Self-Presentation Tactics Scale (Lee, S., et

al., 1999). Each scenario was designed with four responses, each of which represents a

particular self-presentation tactic. The rationale behind the number and type of responses

created was based on both practical and theoretical considerations. While the Self-

Presentation Tactics Scale (Lee, S., et al., 1999) contains 12 individual tactics, it seemed

likely that offering 12 different responses to each scenario would be overwhelming to

participants. *i

The goal, therefore, was to represent the range of tactics as thoroughly as possible,

and to offer a similar selection of tactics for each scenario. This would allow for responses to
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be compared and aggregated across scenarios. It was, therefore, necessary to reduce the

number of self-presentation tactics to a manageable number. The original grouping of

defensive and assertive tactics, however, does not sufficiently distinguish between the

diverse methods and intentions of the different tactics. Several of the tactics, particularly

among the assertive tactics, appear to share features with just a few of the other tactics. For

instance, the entitlement, enhancement, and exemplification tactics all share the characteristic

of having the intention of improving the individual's image. With enhancement, the

individual exaggerates something he/she has done (Schlenker, 1980; as cited in Lee, S., et al.,

1999), while with entitlement, the individual claims credit for doing something he/she has

not done (Tedeschi & Lindskold, 1976; as cited in Lee, S., et al., 1999), and with

exemplification, the individual promotes him/herself by trying to appear morally worthy

(Jones &. Pittman, 1982). In essence, these tactics are used for self-promotion, and so these

three tactics formed the promoting cluster.

Ingratiation and supplication are similar in that they both involve making another

individual look better than oneself, so that the other individual will perform some service for

oneself (Jones & Pittman, 1982). These tactics are active attempts to get something fi-om

another by engaging in flattery or other deceptive behaviours. These two tactics formed the

manipulative cluster.

Blasting and intimidation share the characteristic of being unfriendly or antisocial,

and they tend to have negative consequences on others (Cialdini & Richardson, 1980; as

cited in Lee, S., et al., 1999; Jones & Pittman, 1982). Blasting involves verbally abusing

others to make one look better by comparison (Cialdini & Richardson, 1980; as cited in Lee,

S., et al., 1999), while intimidation involves threatening others to get others to behave in a
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certain way (Jones & Pittman, 1982). Although intimidation may seem to share certain

characteristics with ingratiation and supplication, in that they are all used to elicit an action

from another, it is clear that ingratiation and supplication use means that are relatively

innocuous while intimidation uses methods that approach violence. Thus, blasting and

intimidation form the aggressive cluster.

Finally, a defensive cluster was formed by apologies, disclaimers, and excuses. These

three tactics involve responding to a negative event. It was not possible to include

justifications as a response, as it could not be formulated as a response that would fit with the

responses representing tactics from other clusters. In addition, self-handicapping was

omitted as it seems to be unique in its intention and unlike the other defensive tactics. This

tactic consists of presenting an obstacle to one's own success, for the sole reason that it will

prevent others from attributing one's failure to internal sources (Berglas & Jones, 1978; as

citedinLee, S.,etal, 1999).

In summary, then, four separate clusters of tactics were identified. Each cluster was

represented in the responses for each scenario, so that comparisons could be made across

scenarios. A response reflected one tactic from a particular cluster. More specifically, each

response was crafted to mimic a specific tactic from each cluster. For example, scenario one

responses represent entitlement, blasting, ingratiation, and disclaimers, in that order.

Some practical issues were encountered during the process of scenario development.

The scenarios were crafted to reflect experiences that university students would be likely to

encounter. Thus, many of the scenarios revolve around scholastic issues. It was found that

some tactics were more easily applied to the scenarios than others. Although in some cases it

would have been possible to create a response representing a particular tactic, it was
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important that the responses be believable. If a tactic did not have a good "fit" as a response

to a scenario, it was rejected, as poorly fitting responses would likely result in low

endorsement rates. For this reason, tactics within the promoting and manipulative clusters

are not equally distributed. For example, within the promoting cluster, entitlement is

represented four times while enhancement and exemplification are each represented only

once. This resulted from the difficulty of creating spoken responses that corresponded to the

exemplification tactic; this tactic may be more easily performed than spoken. Likewise, the

entitlement tactic fit the scenarios better than did enhancement, and in the interest of realism

this difference was preserved. For the aggressive cluster and the defensive cluster, all tactics

were equally represented. A key indicating the tactic that each response is intended to

duplicate is presented in Appendix H.

For each response, participants were first asked to rate the degree to which they

would be likely to use a similar type of response if they found themselves in a situation like

that of the scenario. Participants rated the likelihood on a scale of 1 ("I would definitely not

respond in this manner") to 7 ("I would definitely respond in this manner"). Response

ratings were summed for each cluster. Second, participants were asked to choose the one

response that would best help the character in the scenario achieve his/her goal. Each

participant could choose a particular type of tactic as many as six times (that is, once for each

scenario) or as few as zero times. The number of choices made per cluster was summed.

Thus, each participant had four response ratings and four response choice scores (one for

each of the four clusters).





Results

Missing Data

There were very few missing data. No data were missing on the Self-Monitoring

Scale (Snyder, 1974). Missing data on the Self-Report Psychopathy Scale (Paulhus et al., in

press) and the Self-Presentation Tactics Scale (Lee, S., et al., 1999) appeared to be occurring

at random. Eleven participants had missing data on the Self-Report Psychopathy Scale

(Paulhus et al.), while five had missing data on the Self-Presentation Tactics scale (Lee, S., et

al.). Therefore, participants' scores for these scales were calculated as the mean multiplied

by the total number of items for each scale, such that it was possible to obtain complete

scores for all 149 participants.

Two participants provided invalid responses for many items of the HEXACO-PI

(Lee, K., & Ashton, 2004). These two participants were omitted from all analyses involving

the HEXACO-PI (Lee, K., & Ashton, 2004). Only one other participant was missing any

data on the HEXACO-PI (Lee, K., & Ashton, 2004), and the total scores for the six factors

were computed as the mean of the factor subscale (facet) scores.

Four participants were missing some data on the scenarios. For missing data on the

response cluster ratings, scores were again computed as the mean of the items multiplied by

the total number of items. For response cluster choices, only two participants had some

missing data. One participant did not provide a choice for one scenario, and was kept in the

analyses (with a total choice score of 5 instead of 6). One other participant did not respond to

any of the choices, and was therefore not included in the analyses of response cluster choices.
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Descriptive Statistics: Scales

Descriptive statistics for all scales and subscales involved in the current study are

presented in Table 3. Factor 1 consists of the Interpersonal Manipulation and Callous Affect

facets, and Factor 2 consists of the Erratic Life Style and Anti-Social Behaviour facets. The

assertive tactics subscale consists of the sum of all seven assertive tactics, and the defensive

tactics subscale consists of the sum of all five defensive tactics.

As can be seen from Table 3, internal consistencies for the scales were generally

good. Internal consistencies for the 6 factors of the HEXACO-PI (Lee, K., & Ashton, 2004)

ranged from .77 for Agreeableness to .86 for Honesty-Humility. Although the internal

consistency of the total Self-Presentation Tactics Scale (Lee, S., et al., 1999) was excellent

(.94), some of the individual tactics had much lower levels of reliability. Among defensive

tactics, internal consistencies ranged from .57 for self-handicapping to .80 for excuses and

justifications. Among assertive tactics, reliabilities ranged from .66 for supplication to .83

for ingratiation. These lower levels of reliability are perhaps to be expected, however, as

each scale contains only five items (except for ingratiation, which contains eight items). The

internal consistency of the SRP-III (Paulhus et al., in press) was very good, and the level of

internal consistency for the Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974) was acceptable.

The scales and subscales were normally distributed. However, one tactic,

intimidation, was found to be highly positively skewed (zskew - 5.28). To correct this,

intimidation scores were log-transformed (following transformation, z^kew = 0.69), and all

analyses involving this tactic were performed using the transformed scores.
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Table 3

Descriptive Statisticsfor all Scales, Subscales, and Tactics

Cronbach's

Variable n M_ SD alpha

Psychopathy
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Table 3 Continued

Descriptive Statisticsfor all Scales, Subscales, and Tactics.

Cronbach's

Variable n M_ SD alpha

Self-

Handicapping
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Table 4

Descriptive Statisticsfor Scenario Response Cluster Ratings

Cronbach's

n M SD alpha

Aggressive
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Table 5 shows that both manipulative and defensive cluster tactics were most

commonly chosen twice, while aggressive cluster tactics were most commonly chosen zero

times and promoting cluster tactics were commonly chosen once. The minimum number of

times that each of the clusters was chosen was zero times.

Logistic regression analyses were planned for the response cluster choices. However,

it was observed that, for each cluster, large differences existed in the number of participants

indicating different levels of choice. For example, three participants chose defensive tactics

four times, 8 1 participants chose defensive tactics twice, and one participant never chose a

defensive tactic. This extreme imbalance was, therefore, rectified by creating groups

representing high and low levels of choice for each cluster. Because these groups were

formed to equalize (as much as possible) the number of participants in the high and low

groups, the number of choices that qualified a participant for inclusion in the low versus the

high choice group differed for each cluster. These groups are presented in Table 6.

Table 6 shows that aggressive tactics were the least popular, as 95 participants never

chose aggressive cluster tactics, while only 52 participants chose an aggressive tactic once or

twice. For both manipulative and defensive cluster tactics, the majority of participants chose

to use these tactics never, once, or twice, while 58 and 41 participants chose them three or

four times, respectively. Promoting cluster tactics were somewhat less popular than

manipulative cluster tactics, as just 49 participants chose these tactics more than once and 98

chose them once or never.
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Table 6

Number ofTimes each Cluster was Chosen (n)for Low and High Choice Groups

Cluster

Group
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Table 7

Correlations between Psychopathy, Self-Monitoring, and Self-Presentation Tactics, including

Subscales (N = 149)

Scale

Scale Psycho Factor 1 Factor 2 SM SPT Assert Defens

Psychopathy

Factor 1

Factor 2

Assertive

Tactics

Defensive

Tactics

1.00

.93"*

.89"*

1.00

.65'

Self-

Monitoring .51

Self-

Presentation

Tactics .43

.48

.24

.48'

.47

.54'

.26'

1.00

.43'

.28

.31'

.17'

1.00

.52

.51'

.44'

1.00

.96'

.87'

1.00

.68' 1.00

Note: Psycho: Psychopathy; SM: Self-Monitoring; SPT: Self-Presentation Tactics; Assert:

Assertive Tactics; Defens: Defensive Tactics

***/?<.001 **;?<.01 */7<.05, two-tailed

Correlations between psychopathy, self-monitoring, and the self-presentation tactics

scores are presented in Table 8. Table 8 shows that self-monitoring was positively correlated

with all of the individual tactics except for apologies. Psychopathy was negatively correlated

with apologies, uncorrelated with exemplification and self-handicapping, and positively

correlated with the rest of the tactics. The pattern of relationships for Factor 1 was quite

similar to those for psychopathy total scores. Indeed, the correlations were higher for Factor

1 than for the total psychopathy scores. Factor 2 showed a slightly different pattern of
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relationships with the individual tactics. For example, both psychopathy total scores and

Factor 1 were positively correlated with disclaimers and supplication, while Factor 2 was

not. Factor 2 was also not significantly correlated with apologies. However, Factor 2

was significantly positively correlated with seven of the tactics.

Correlations: Scenario Response Cluster Ratings

In order to determine whether the scenario responses accurately reflected the

intended self-presentation tactics, correlations with the relevant self-presentation tactics

subscales were computed. These subscales were specifically created to consist of the

same self-presentation tactics represented by the scenario response clusters (as described

in the Methods section). Therefore, an aggressive subscale was created consisting of the

blasting and intimidation tactics, a defensive subscale was created consisting of the

apologies, excuses, and disclaimers tactics, a manipulative subscale was created

consisting of the ingratiation and supplication tactics, and a promoting subscale was

created consisting of the enhancement, entitlement, and exemplification tactics.

Correlations between the response cluster ratings and the self-presentation tactics

subscales are presented in Table 9.

Table 9 shows that the aggressive cluster ratings, defensive cluster ratings, and

promoting cluster ratings were most highly correlated with the corresponding self-

presentation tactics subscale. However, the manipulative cluster ratings were most

highly correlated with the defensive subscale. The next highest correlation for the

manipulative cluster ratings was with the manipulative tactics subscale. The evidence for

the scenario response clusters as accurate representations of the appropriate self-

presentation tactics subscales is, therefore, uncertain.
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Table 9

Correlations between Scenario Response Cluster Ratings and Self-Presentation Tactics

Subscales (N = 149)

Self-Presentation Tactics Subscales

Scenario
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(Paulhus et al., in press), and the highest Mahaianobis distance score for these analyses.

In addition, this participant appeared to be creating a spurious interaction effect in the

regression of intimidation on psychopathy and self-monitoring. It was, therefore,

necessary to remove participant #6 from all further analyses in which psychopathy total

scores and psychopathy Factor 1 and Factor 2 scores were used as predictors.

Fifteen hierarchical multiple regression analyses were performed to test the main

hypothesis. For each of the main analyses, psychopathy and self-monitoring total scores

were entered on the first step of the regression, followed by the interaction term

(psychopathy x self-monitoring) on the second step. In addition, a second set of 1

5

exploratory multiple regression analyses was conducted using Factor 1 and Factor 2

scores in place of psychopathy total scores. The object of these analyses was to discover

the relative contributions of Factor 1 and Factor 2 to the prediction of self-presentation

tactics. Therefore, on the first step of these analyses, three predictors were entered:

Factor 1, Factor 2, and self-monitoring. All 2-way interactions were entered on the

second step of the regression analysis (Factor 1 by self-monitoring, Factor 2 by self-

monitoring, and Factor 1 by Factor 2).

For both the main analyses and the exploratory analyses, the self-presentation

tactics total scores were first regressed onto the predictors. Subsequently, the assertive

self-presentation tactics subscale (consisting of the sum of scores for blasting,

enhancement, entitlement, exemplification, ingratiation, intimidation, and supplication)

and the defensive self-presentation tactics subscale (consisting of the sum of scores for

apologies, disclaimers, excuses, justifications, and self-handicapping) were each

regressed onto the predictors. Finally, 12 separate analyses were conducted in which
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each of the individual self-presentation tactics were regressed onto the predictors.

Results of the analyses showed that the overall models were significant for all 30

regression analyses (ps < .028).

Although Bonferroni corrections are often employed when multiple tests are

conducted, it has been argued that this is not always advisable (e.g., Moran, 2003;

Pemeger, 1998). The use of a Bonferroni correction increases the likelihood ofType II

errors (which results in reduced power; Silverstein, 1986), and it is often difficult to

determine which tests should be included in the correction (Moran, 2003; Pemeger,

1998). Therefore, due to the potential problems associated with the use of corrections

and the largely exploratory nature of the current study, no such correction was made to

significance levels.

For those analyses revealing a significant interaction, several additional analyses

were conducted. First, these interactions were plotted using values of the mean and plus

and minus one standard deviation from the mean (to represent medium, high, and low

values of the predictors, as recommended by Cohen, Cohen, West, and Aiken, 2003).

Second, simple slopes analyses were conducted for each, to determine at which values of

self-monitoring the slopes of the tactic on psychopathy were significant. Third, a regions

of significance test was performed for each to determine more generally the range of

scores on the moderator variable (self-monitoring) for which the interaction was

significant, using computational tools provided by Preacher, Curran, and Bauer (2006).

Significant interactions resulting from the exploratory analyses were dealt with in

the same manner as the interactions observed in the primary analyses. However, as these

regression analyses were conducted with three individual predictors and three
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interactions, each final regression equation contained variables that were not concerned in

the significant interaction. To plot these interactions, then, all three predictor variables

(self-monitoring. Factor 1, and Factor 2) were first centered by subtracting their

respective means (as recommended by Aiken and West, 1991). The interaction terms

were then created by multiplying these centered variables. In order to plot the

interactions, all variables not concerned in the interaction were held constant at the mean

(M= for the centered data). Simple slopes analyses and regions of significance tests

were also carried out using the centered data. According to Aiken and West, simple

slopes are identical for centered and uncentered data, as long as the same relative values

are used (for example, one standard deviation from the mean in both cases). In addition,

any analyses conducted on these simple slopes are invariant across centered and

uncentered data (Aiken & West). Therefore, centering of the data was only performed in

this case to permit the simplification of the analyses by holding constant all of the

extraneous variables at a mean of zero. Simple slopes and regions of significance

analyses were conducted for each significant interaction using the computational tools

website (Preacher et al., 2006).

Results of the hierarchical multiple regression analyses will be discussed

according to the main effects of psychopathy (and Factor 1 and Factor 2), self-

monitoring, and the significant interactions. Complete results and overall model statistics

for the 15 main analyses are presented in Tables 10 through 24. Complete results and

overall model statistics for the 15 exploratory analyses are presented in Tables 25 through

39.
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Table 10

Summary ofHierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction ofTotal Self-

Presentation Tactics (N = 148)

R^ F
Variable 6 sr^ change change ^ ^
Stepl
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Table 12

Summary ofHierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction ofDefensive Self-

Presentation Tactics Subscale (N = 148)

Variable
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Table 14

Summary ofHierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction ofBlasting (N =

148)

Variable
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Table 16

Summary ofHierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction ofEnhancement
(N = 148)

Variable
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Table 18

Summary ofHierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction ofExcuses (N =

148)

Variable
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Table 20

Summary ofHierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction ofIngratiation (N
= 148)

Variable
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Table 22

Summary ofHierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction ofJustifications (N
= 148)

R^ F
Variable B sr^ change change ^ p

Step 1

Psychopathy 0.15 .02

Self-Monitoring 0.34 .09*** .19 16.81 2,145 <.001

Step 2

Psychopathy x

Self-Monitoring 1.01 .01 .01 1.75 1,144 .188

Note: overall R' = .20 (F(3,144) = 1 1.85,p < .001).

***p<m\

Table 23

Summary ofHierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction ofSelf-

Handicapping (N = 148)

I^ F
Variable B sr^ change change ^ p

Step 1

Psychopathy -0.00 .00

Self-Monitoring 0.23 .04* .05 3.95 2,145 .021

Step 2

Psychopathy x

Self-Monitoring -1.00 .01 .01 1.47 1,144 .228

Note: overall R' = .06 (F(3,144) = 3.13,p = .028).

*p<.05
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Table 24

Summary ofHierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction ofSupplication (N
= 148)

R^ F
Variable 6 sjf^ change change d£ p

Stepl

Psychopathy 0.13 .01

Self-Monitoring 0.33 .08*" .17 14.91 2,145 <.001

Step 2

Psychopathy x

Self-Monitoring -0.05 .00 .00 0.00 1,144 .947

Note: overall ^^ = .17 (F(3,144) = 9.87,;? < .001).

***;?<.001
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Table 25

Summary ofExploratory Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction of
Total Self-Presentation Tactics (N = 148)

R^ F
Variable B sr^ change change df

Step 2

^
Stepl

Factor 1 0.37 .08*"

Factor 2 -0.09 .00

Self-Monitoring 0.40 .12*" .38 28.88 3,144 <.001

Factor 1 x Self-

Monitoring 1.24 .01

Factor 2 x self-

monitoring -0.82 .00

Factor 1 x Factor

2 0.29 .00 .01 0.86 3,141 .464

Note: overall R' = .39 (F(6,141) = 14.83,/? < .001)

***;?<.001
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Table 26

Summary ofExploratory Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction of
Assertive Self-Presentation Tactics (N = 148)

R' F
Variable B sr^ change change ^ p_

Stepl

Factor 1 0.47 .12
***

Factor 2 -0.09 .01

Self-Monitoring 0.35 .09*" .42 34.90 3,144 <.001

Step 2

Factor 1 x Self-

Monitoring 0.54 .00

Factor 2 x self-

monitoring -0.55 .00

Factor 1 x Factor

2 0.44 .00 .00 0.33 3,141 .808

Note: overall R' = .43 (F(6,141) = 17.37, /> < .001)

***p<m\
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Table 27

Summary ofExploratory Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction of
Defensive Self-Presentation Tactics (N = 148)

R^ F
Variable B s^ change change d[^ p_

Step 1
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Table 28

Summary ofExploratory Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction of
Apologies (N = 148)

I^ F
Variable B si^ change change d[^ p_

Stepl

***

Factor 1 -0.38 .08

Factor 2 0.03 .00

Self-Monitoring 0.15 .02 .11 5.77 3,144 .001

Step 2

Factor 1 x Self-

Monitoring 2.84 .05"

Factor 2 x self-

monitoring -0.42 .00

Factor 1 x Factor

2 -0.31 .00 .07 3.79 3,141 .012

Note: overall R' = Al (F(6,141) = 4.94,p < .001)

***;?<.001 **;?<.01
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Table 29

Summary ofExploratory Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction of
Blasting (N = 148)

R^ F
Variable B s^ change change df_ ^

Step 1
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Table 30

Summary ofExploratory Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction of
Disclaimers (N = 148)

R^ F
Variable B sr_ change change d[^ p_

Stepl
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Table 31

Summary ofExploratory Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction of
Enhancement (N = 148)

Variable
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Table 32

Summary ofExploratory Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction of
Entitlement (N = 148)

R^ F
Variable B ^f change change d[^ p_

Stepl

Factor 1
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Table 33

Summary ofExploratory Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction of
Excuses (N = 148)

I^ F
Variable fi sr^ change change d[^ 2_

Step 1
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Table 34

Summary ofExploratory Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction of
Exemplification (N = 148)

R^ F
Variable B sr^ change change df p_

Step 1
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Table 35

Summary ofExploratory Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction of
Ingratiation (N = 148)

R^ F
Variable B sr^ change change d[^ p

Step 1

Factor! 0.31 .06**'

Factor 2 -0.13 .01

Self-Monitoring 0.50 .19*" .41 33.16 3,144 <.001

Step 2

Factor 1 x Self-

Monitoring 0.62 .00

Factor 2 x self-

monitoring -0.58 .00

Factor 1 x Factor

2 -0.13 .00 .00 0.22 3,141 .880

Note: overall R' = .41 (F(6,141) = 16.43,/? < .001)

***/?<.001
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Table 36

Summary ofExploratory Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction of

Intimidation (N = 148)

R^ F
Variable B sr^ change change d[^ p_

Step 1
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Table 37

Summary ofExploratory Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction of

Justifications (N = 148)

R' F
Variable B sr_ change change df^ p

Step 1

Factor 1 0.23 .03*

Factor 2 -0.07 .00

Self-Monitoring 0.34 .09*** 2Q 12.28 3,144 <.001

Step 2

Factor 1 x Self-

Monitoring 1.11 .01

Factor 2 x self-

monitoring 0.06 .00

Factor 1 x Factor

2 -0.64 .00 .01 0.71 3,141 .547

Note: overall R' = .22 (F(6,141) = 6.46, p < .001)
***p<m\ */?<.05
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Table 38

Summary ofExploratory Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction of
Self-Handicapping (N= 148)

R^ F
Variable 6 sj^ change change df p_

Stepl
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Table 39

Summary ofExploratory Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction of

Supplication (N= 148)

R^ F
Variable B sr^ change change df p_

Stepl
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Main Effects: Psychopathy

The main analyses revealed a main effect of psychopathy on total self-

presentation tactics and on assertive tactics, accounting for 5.1 1% and 9.18% of the

variance, respectively (see Tables 10 and 1 1). Similarly, the exploratory analyses

revealed a main effect of Factor 1 on total self-presentation tactics and assertive tactics,

accounting for 7.73% and 12.46% of the variance, respectively (see Tables 25 and 26).

Neither the main effect of psychopathy nor the main effect of Factor 1 accounted for a

significant amount of variance in defensive tactics scores (see Tables 12 and 27). In

addition, Factor 2 did not account for a significant amount of variance in any of these

variables.

Table 40 presents a simimary of the amount of variance accounted for in each of

the 12 self-presentation tactics by the predictors in the main analyses (for complete

details, see also Tables 13 through 24). Table 40 shows that the main effect of

psychopathy accounted for a significant amoimt of variance in 7 of the 12 tactics. For

intimidation and blasting, psychopathy accounted for 22.66% and 14.98% of the

variance, respectively. In comparison, psychopathy accounted for only 2% of the

variance in ingratiation.^

2
Inspection of the ingratiation scale showed that some items were highly similar to items in the Self-

Report Psychopathy Scale (Paulhus et al., in press). In particular, psychopathy items 8, 41, and 54 appear

to be very similar to ingratiation items 1 1 and 62, and slightly less so to items 9 and 27. These items all

concern the use of flattery or deception in order to obtain something from another. In order to determine

the degree to which this similarity of items affected the results, the three items from the Self-Report

Psychopathy Scale (Paulhus et al., in press) were removed and total scores and interaction terms were

recalculated. With the three items removed from the psychopathy scores, the correlation between

psychopathy and ingratiation fell to .38 (from .42). The difference between these correlations was

significant, p< .01, two-tailed. The hierarchical regression was also recalculated; the overall model was

still significant, R' = .365, (F(3,144) = 27.58, p <.001). However, psychopathy scores no longer accounted

for a significant amount of variance in the frequency of use of ingratiation tactics {sr^ = .01, r = 1.68, p =

.094).
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Table 40

Squared Semi-Partial Correlations (t-test)for Hierarchical Multiple Regressions ofSelf-

Presentation Tactics on Psychopathy and Self-Monitoring (N = 148)

Predictor
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Table 41 presents a summary of the amount of variance accounted for in each of

the 12 self-presentation tactics by the predictors in the exploratory analyses (for complete

details, see also Tables 28 through 39). As can be seen from Table 41, Factor 2 did not

account for a significant amount of variance in any of the self-presentation tactics. Factor

1, on the other hand, accounted for a significant amount of variance in 9 of the 12 tactics.

Specifically, Factor 1 accounted for a significant amount of variance in all of the tactics

that were significantly predicted by psychopathy, and for two additional tactics

(justifications and supplication).

Main Effects: Self-Monitoring

The main analyses revealed a main effect of self-monitoring on total self-

presentation tactics scores, accounting for 12.82% of the variance (see Table 10). The

exploratory analyses also revealed a significant effect of self-monitoring on total self-

presentation tactics scores, accoimting for 12.32% of the variance (see Table 25).

For assertive tactics, the main effect of self-monitoring accounted for 9.67% of

the variance in the main analysis, compared with 9.12% in the exploratory analysis (see

Tables 1 1 and 26). The main effect of self-monitoring was also significant for defensive

tactics, accoimting for 13.18% of the variance in the main analysis and 12.89% of the

variance in the exploratory analysis (see Tables 12 and 27).

For the individual tactics. Table 40 shows that the main effect of self-monitoring

accounted for a significant amount of variance in 9 of the 12 tactics (for complete details

see Tables 1 3 through 24). For blasting, the main effect of self-monitoring approached

significance (p = .051). The contribution of self-monitoring ranged from 19.62% of the

variance accounted for in ingratiation scores to just 3.17% of the variance accounted for
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Table 41

Squared Semi-Partial Correlations (t-test)for Hierarchical Multiple Regressions ofSelf-

Presentation Tactics on Self-Monitoring, Factor 1 and Factor 2 (N = 148)

Predictor
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Table 41 (Continued)

Squared Semi-Partial Correlations (t-test)for Hierarchical Multiple Regressions ofSelf-

Presentation Tactics on Self-Monitoring, Factors I, and Factor 2 (N = 148)
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5.90% of the variance in exemplification (see Table 34), and the interaction between

Factor 2 and self-monitoring accounted for 5.81% of the variance in self-handicapping

scores (see Table 38).

Interactions: Apologies.

Figure 1 presents the interaction between psychopathy and self-monitoring on

apologies. The simple slopes analysis for the interaction between psychopathy and self-

monitoring on apologies revealed that the slope at one standard deviation below the mean

of self-monitoring was significantly different from zero {b = -OAl,t = -4.44,p <.001), as

was the slope at the mean of self-monitoring (b = -0.07, / = -3.60,p <.001). However, the

slope at one standard deviation above the mean of self-monitoring was not significant (p

= .325). Therefore, among those having lower levels of self-monitoring, those having

higher psychopathy scores used apologies less frequently than those having lower

psychopathy scores. The same held true for those having mediimi levels of self-

monitoring. However, among those having higher levels of self-monitoring, the

fi^equency of use of apologies did not vary as a fianction of psychopathy scores. A

regions of significance test was performed using the on-line computational tools provided

by Preacher et al. (2006). This analysis showed that the interaction between psychopathy

and self-monitoring on apologies was significant only for self-monitoring scores below

106.34 (z = 0.56; self-monitoring scores range from 57.00 to 139.00).

The interaction between Factor 1 and self-monitoring on apologies is presented in

Figure 2. As can be seen from Figure 2, the slopes at low and mean levels of self-

monitoring were negative, while the slope for high self-monitors approached zero.
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The simple slopes analyses revealed that the slope for low self-monitors as well as

the slope for medium self-monitors were both negative and significant (for low self-

monitors: b = -0.25, t--4.1S,p< .001; for medium self-monitors: 6 = -0.14, /
= -3.83,/?

<.001). The slope for high levels of self-monitoring, however, was not significantly

different from zero (p = .513). In addition, the regions of significance test indicated that

the interaction was only significant for self-monitoring scores below 8.73 in the centered

solution (z = 0.54; range of self-monitoring scores in the centred solution is from -40.04

to 41.96).

Interactions: Disclaimers.

The interaction between psychopathy and self-monitoring on disclaimers was

plotted and the simple slopes analyses performed with the values of the mean and plus

and minus one standard deviation from the mean. However, the simple slopes analyses

revealed that at these values none of the simple slopes were statistically different from

zero (aWps > .088). This suggested that more extreme values of the predictors were

required to reveal a statistically significant simple slope. Aiken and West (1991) state

that any values that are of interest can be used to plot an interaction within continuous

data. Therefore, further analyses were conducted using values of the mean and the mean

plus and minus two standard deviations. This interaction can be seen in Figure 3.

The simple slopes analyses revealed that the slope of disclaimers on psychopathy

was significant at two standard deviations above the mean for self-monitoring (b-AO,t

= 2.00, p - .048). Neither the slope at the mean nor at two standard deviations below the

mean of self-monitoring was significant (ps > .137). Therefore, among those having very

high self-monitoring scores, those having higher psychopathy scores tended to use
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disclaimers more frequently them those having lower psychopathy scores. In addition, a

regions of significance test revealed that this interaction was only significant for values of

self-monitoring greater than 126.31 (z = 1.81). Self-monitoring scores beyond this value

were reported by only 3.38% of the sample. The lines did not cross within the actual

range of the data (cross would occur at a value of psychopathy = 71 .67, z = -2.81),

therefore this interaction was ordinal according to Aiken and West (1991). Thus, the

main effect of self-monitoring on disclaimers remained interpretable.

Interactions: Exemplification.

Analyses of the interaction between psychopathy and self-monitoring on

exemplification revealed that, once again, none of the slopes were significantly different

fi"om zero using high and low values of plus and minus one standard deviation fi-om the

mean (all ps > .098). Further analyses were conducted using values of plus and minus

two standard deviations from the mean. This interaction can be seen in Figure 4.

The simple slopes analyses indicated that the slope of exemplification on

psychopathy at two standard deviations below the mean of self-monitoring was

significant, b--0.l\,t=^ -2.07,p- .041. Therefore, among those having very low self-

monitoring scores, those having higher psychopathy scores tended to use exemplification

less fi-equently than those who were lower in psychopathy. The slope at two standard

deviations above the mean was positive and it approached, but did not reach, significance

(6 = 0. 10, / = 1 .79, p = .076). A regions of significance test revealed that this interaction

was only significant at values of self-monitoring below 70.67 (z = -1 .63). Self-

monitoring scores below this value were reported by 4.05% of the sample.
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In the exploratory analysis, the significant interaction on exemplification was

different fi-om the previous interactions as the anticipated moderator for the current study

(self-monitoring) was not involved. Instead, the interaction in this case was between

Factor 1 and Factor 2. It was, therefore, necessary to select one of these predictors to

function as the moderator and the other to function as the predictor.

Although this selection is more arbitrary than the selection of self-monitoring as a

moderator. Factor 2 was identified as being the moderator in this case. This was decided

because Factor 1 appeared to be the more influential variable, as it accounted for

significant amounts of variance in the frequency of use of many of the self-presentation

tactics, while Factor 2 did not. Again, the values of the mean, and plus and minus one

standard deviation from the mean were used in calculating the significance of the simple

slopes. Figure 5 presents the interaction between Factor 1 and Factor 2 on

exemplification.

The simple slopes analyses for the interaction depicted in Figure 5 revealed that

the slope for high Factor 2 scorers was positive and significant {b = 0.14, t = 2.3\,p =

.022). This indicates that among those having higher Factor 2 scores, those who were

lower in Factor 1 used exemplification less frequently than those who were higher in

Factor I . In addition, the slope for low Factor 2 scorers was negative and approached

significance (b = -0.14, / = -1.87,/? = .064). The slope at the mean of Factor 2 was not

significant (p = .945). A regions of significance test showed that this interaction was

significant for scores below -13.26 (z = -1.1 1) and above 9.25 (z = 0.77; the range of

Factor 2 scores in the centered solution is from -27.33 to 45.67). At the lower bound of
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the significant region of this interaction, then, the simple slope was negative, while at the

upper bound it is positive.

Interactions: Self-Handicapping.

The interaction between Factor 2 and self-monitoring on self-handicapping is

presented in Figure 6. Simple slopes analyses for the interaction depicted in Figure 6

revealed that the slope for low self-monitors was positive and significant (6 = 0.21, /
=

2.57,p = .011). The slope for high self-monitors was negative and it approached, but did

not reach, significance (b = -0.l7,t = -l.S9,p = .061). The slope at the mean of self-

monitoring was not significant (p = .741). The regions of significance test showed that

the interaction was significant for values of self-monitoring below -9.49 (z = -0.59) and

above 17.51 (z = 1.08). The simple slope was positive at low values of self-monitoring

and negative at high values of self-monitoring.

Interactions: Defensive Tactics Subscale.

The interaction between Factor 1 and self-monitoring on defensive tactics is

presented in Figure 7. Simple slopes analyses indicated that only the slope for high self-

monitors was significantly different fi"om zero {b = 0.53,t = 2Al,p = .017). Among

those having higher self-monitoring scores, individuals having higher Factor 1 scores

used defensive tactics more frequently than individuals having lower Factor 1 scores. In

contrast, among those with medium and low self-monitoring scores, fi^equency of use of

defensive tactics did not vary according to Factor 1 scores (p > .235). A regions of

significance test showed that the interaction was significant only for values of self-

monitoring above 7.02 in the centered solution (z = 0.44).
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Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysesfor Scenario Response Cluster Ratings

In order to determine whether the main hypothesis applied to the scenario

response cluster ratings as well as to the self-presentation tactics scale, a series of

hierarchical multiple regression analyses was performed. As for the analyses involving

the Self-Presentation Tactics Scale (Lee, S., et al., 1999), analyses were conducted with a

total A^ of 148. In the first analysis, aggressive cluster ratings were regressed onto self-

monitoring, psychopathy, and the interaction between the two (entered on the second

step). Overall, the model was significant, R^ = .18, (F(3, 144) = 10.829,p <.001).

Results of this analysis are presented in Table 42. As can be seen from Table 42, only the

main effect of psychopathy was significant, accounting for 8.18% of the variance in

aggressive cluster ratings.

Table 42

Summary ofHierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction ofAggressive

Cluster Ratings (N=148)

Variable B sr^ R^ change F change ^ p

Stepl
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Subsequently, the defensive cluster, manipulative cluster, and promoting cluster

ratings were each regressed onto the predictors (see Tables 43 through 45). However,

none of these analyses reached significance (all i? < .02,p> .333).

Table 43

Summary ofHierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction ofDefensive

Cluster Ratings (N = 148)

Variable fi st^ change F change df p

Stepl
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Table 45

Summary ofHierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction ofPromoting

Cluster Ratings (N= 148)

'Y'
JVariable C sr^ change F change (^_

Step]
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psychopathy and self-monitoring, as well as self-presentation tactics, from some

combination of these factors.

Correlations between the HEXACO factors and the main variables involved in

these analyses are presented in Table 46. Table 46 shows that those having higher

psychopathy scores tended to be lower in Honesty-Humility, Emotionality,

Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness. Similarly, those having higher self-presentation

tactics total scores (i.e., those who used self-presentation tactics more frequently) tended

to be lower in Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness. In addition,

those having higher self-monitoring scores tended to be lower in Honesty-Humility and

Conscientiousness, and higher in Extraversion.

Prior to conducting the analyses, tests for the assumptions of hierarchical multiple

regression analyses were conducted. As with previous analyses, these assumptions were

met. No multivariate outliers were observed in this case: Therefore the entire sample

having valid data (N- 147) was used.

For all three of these analyses, the overall model was significant, /? < .001.

Results of these analyses are presented in Tables 47 through 49.

First, psychopathy total scores were regressed onto the six factors (see Table 47).

The contributions of Honesty-Humility, Emotionality, Agreeableness, and

Conscientiousness were significant, accounting for 1 1.49%, 18.92%, 2.96% and 2.69% of

the variance, respectively. Higher psychopathy scores were, therefore, uniquely

predicted by low Emotionality (t = -8.60,/? < .001), low Honesty-Humility (t = -6J0,p <

.001), low Agreeableness {t = -3A\,p = .001), and low Conscientiousness (/ = -3.24,p =

.002).
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Table 47

Summary ofHierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction ofPsychopathy using

HEXACO (N = 147)

^ F
Variable 6 sr^ change change d[^ p

Step 1
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Table 48

Summary ofHierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction ofSelf-Monitoring

using HEXACO (N = 147)

1^ F
Variable fi 5r change change df p

Stepl

Honesty-Humility -0.44 .15*"

Emotionality -0.02 .00

Extraversion 0.32 .10

Agreeableness -0.00 .00

Conscientiousness -0.20 .03

Openness to

Experience 0.05 .00 .43 17.60 6,140 <.001

Note: overall R' = .43 (F(6,140) = 17.60,/? < .001)

***/?<.001 **p<m
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Table49

Summary ofHierarchical Multiple Regression Analysisfor Prediction ofSelf-

Presentation Tactics using HEXACO (N = 147)

dL
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Next, self-monitoring scores were regressed onto the six factors (see Table 48).

Honesty-Humility accounted for 14.90% of the variance, Extraversion accounted for

9.55% of the variance, and Conscientiousness accounted for 3.3 1% of the variance in

self-monitoring scores. Therefore, higher self-monitoring scores were uniquely predicted

by low levels of Honesty-Humility (t = -6.05, p < .001), high levels of Extraversion (/
=

4.84,/? < .001), and low levels of Conscientiousness (t = -2.86,/? = .005).

Last, self-presentation tactics total scores were regressed onto the six factors (see

Table 49). Just two of the main effects were significant: Honesty-Humility accoimted for

24.80% of the variance and Emotionality accounted for 4. 16% of the variance. Thus,

frequent use of self-presentation tactics was predicted by low levels of Honesty-Humility

(t = -7.64,p< .001) and high levels of Emotionality (t = 3.\4,p = .002).
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. Discussion

The primary objective of this study was to determine whether self-monitoring

moderated the relationship between psychopathy and self-presentation tactics. Self-

presentation tactics are a collection of behaviours used by an individual to manipulate and

control the image that he or she presents to others (Lee, S., et al., 1999). Most of these

behaviours are deceptive, while others may be used honestly. Research has shown that

individuals who obtain higher psychopathy scores tend to be more proficient at deceiving by

faking a positive image than individuals with lower psychopathy scores (Book et al., 2006).

Similarly, individuals who obtain higher self-monitoring scores are more willing to create a

deceptive image in order to achieve a desired end (Rowatt et al., 1998). Together, these two

constructs appear to have a significant capacity for predicting self-presentation tactics. The

results of the current study suggest that the influence of these two constructs is mainly

additive, but also that for certain types of tactics, the interaction between psychopathy and

self-monitoring can have important explanatory power.

The main hypothesis for the current study was that individuals' use of self-

presentation tactics would depend on both their levels of psychopathy and self-monitoring.

In order to test this hypothesis, a series of hierarchical multiple regression analyses was

conducted in which self-monitoring and psychopathy were entered on the first step and the

interaction between these variables was entered on the second step. In addition, four

hierarchical multiple regression analyses were performed to predict scenario response cluster

ratings and four logistic regression analyses were performed to predict scenario response

cluster choices. .•
^
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The expected positive relationship was found between psychopathy and self-

presentation tactics, which is in keeping with previous research on the connections

between psychopathy and deceptive behaviour (Book et al., 2006; Seto et al., 1997).

Also as expected, a positive relationship was found between self-monitoring and self-

presentation tactics. This finding is in accordance with the finding of S. Lee et al. (1999),

and it provides support for the idea that high self-monitoring individuals tend to be more

willing than low self-monitoring individuals to deceive others by manipulating their

image (Rowatt et al., 1998).

Due to the lack of previous research on this topic, specific hypotheses were

proposed for just five of the self-presentation tactics. It was hypothesized that individuals

having higher psychopathy and self-monitoring scores would tend to use manipulative

tactics like ingratiation, entitlement, and enhancement more frequently than other

individuals. It was fiirther hypothesized that those having higher psychopathy scores and

lower self-monitoring scores would use aggressive tactics like intimidation and blasting

more frequently. However, the interaction between psychopathy and self-monitoring did

not account for a significant amoimt of variance in any of these five tactics. Similarly,

none of the 2-way interactions included in the exploratory analyses contributed

significantly to the prediction of these tactics. Instead, psychopathy and self-monitoring

separately predicted the use of ingratiation, entitlement, and enhancement. In the

exploratory analyses, these three tactics were predicted by both Factor 1 (which is

characterized by manipulative and callous traits; Hare, 2003) and self-monitoring. For

intimidation, only the main effect of psychopathy was significant in the main analysis,

and for blasting the effect of psychopathy was significant while the effect of self-
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monitoring approached significance. This pattern of results held true for the exploratory

analyses, in which Factor 1 took the place of psychopathy for both tactics.

Thus, it seems that for the three manipulative tactics, the contributions of

psychopathy and self-monitoring were additive rather than interactive. More specifically,

it seems that it was the contribution of Factor 1, rather than psychopathy as a whole, that

was important in the prediction of ingratiation, enhancement, and entitlement.

Individuals who adapted their behaviour to suit different situations tended to use these

tactics more frequently, and individuals who tended to be more manipulative and callous

also tended to use these tactics more frequently.

In addition, it appears that it was Factor 1 alone that explained the fi-equency of

use of the two aggressive tactics. The manipulative and callous aspects of psychopathy

predicted the use of tactics that involve threatening and insulting others. It is interesting

to note that the separation of Factor 1 from Factor 2 (that is, the separation of

manipulativeness and callousness from impulsivity, irresponsibility, and antisocial

behaviours; Hare, 2003) did not have much effect on the prediction of either intimidation

or blasting. Psychopathy total scores accounted for almost 23% of the variance in

intimidation, while Factor 1 accounted for approximately 22%. For blasting,

psychopathy accounted for nearly 15% of the variance, while Factor 1 accounted for

about 9%.

The tactics for which the interaction between psychopathy and self-monitoring

accounted for a significant amount of the variance were unexpected. Apologies,

disclaimers, and exemplification were predicted by the interaction between psychopathy

and self-monitoring. Additional interactions were observed in the exploratory analyses
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for defensive tactics (Factor 1 by self-monitoring), apologies (Factor 1 by self-

monitoring), exemplification (Factor 1 by Factor 2) and self-handicapping (Factor 2 by

self-monitoring). Although these interaction terms accounted for a significant amount of

variance in these tactics, the effect sizes were generally small.

Apologies

The tactic for which the results appear to be most consistent is apologies.

Significant interactions were found to predict the frequency of use of apologies in both

the main analysis and the exploratory analysis. Indeed, the interaction between Factor 1

and self-monitoring showed a very similar pattern to the interaction between psychopathy

and self-monitoring. Thus, separating Factor 1 from Factor 2 for the exploratory analysis

served to clarify the explanation of apologies. Among individuals having low or medium

self-monitoring scores, those having higher Factor 1 scores used apologies less

fi-equently.

Individuals who have higher Factor 1 scores and lower self-monitoring scores

may apologize less frequently because their tendency to experience less remorse (Hare,

2003) is combined with a lack of concern for engaging in socially appropriate behaviour

(Snyder, 1974). Low self-monitoring individuals having lower levels of Factor 1 traits,

on the other hand, experience higher levels of remorse, and are therefore likely to express

remorse because they feel it. In contrast, high self-monitoring individuals may express

remorse because it is generally a socially appropriate behaviour. Among high self-

monitors, individuals who have higher Factor 1 scores ought to, by definition, experience

less remorse than those who have lower Factor 1 scores. However, among high self-

monitors there was no difference in the frequency of use of apologies between high and
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low Factor 1 scorers. A possible explanation for this, then, is that high self-monitoring

individuals differ not in their frequency of apologizing but in their motivation for

apologizing. Specifically, high self-monitoring individuals with higher levels of Factor 1

traits may express remorse when they do not feel it, simply because it seems to be

appropriate or expected. High self-monitoring individuals with lower Factor 1 scores

may actually feel the remorse they express (although it may also be an appropriate

behaviour). r . .

The items composed for the apologies tactic allow for the possibility that some

individuals apologize honestly while others apologize dishonestly. For example, item 49

states, "I express remorse and guilt when I do something wrong" (Lee, S., et al., 1999).

Endorsing this item requires merely that the individual have expressed remorse but not

necessarily to have experienced the emotion which one might assume should underlie this

expression. Thus, individuals who tend to be more callous and less remorseful might

nevertheless apologize frequently. This possibility was not immediately evident when

the hypotheses were developed. It appears that high self-monitoring, high Factor 1

scorers make use of the apologies tactic by expressing what they do not feel.

Disclaimers

For disclaimers, the pattern of results was also reasonably straightforward. For

this tactic, a significant interaction was found in the main analysis but not in the

exploratory analysis. In the main analysis, it was found that, among very high self-

monitors, individuals having higher psychopathy scores used disclaimers more frequently

than those having lower psychopathy scores. It may be that individuals having higher

levels of psychopathy commit, or plan to commit, more negative actions that could
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require a disclaimer than individuals who have lower levels of psychopathy. In addition,

only those high psychopathy scorers who also have high levels of self-monitoring are

likely to care enough to explain their actions, as they would realize that their actions may

have socially undesirable consequences. Those high psychopathy scorers who are low in

self-monitoring, on the other hand, might commit negative actions but still not use many

disclaimers because they do not care about the social ramifications of those actions.

In the exploratory analyses, no significant interactions were observed for

disclaimers. Instead, self-monitoring alone significantly predicted frequency of use of

disclaimers. The lack of significant interaction in this case may suggest that it is the

complete psychopathy construct (that is, the combination of Factor 1 and Factor 2) that is

required to interact with self-monitoring to predict disclaimers. This finding provides

some support for the psychopathy construct as being composed of both of the factors

proposed by Hare (2003), as neither Factor 1 alone nor the interaction between Factor 1

and self-monitoring accounted for a significant amount of the variance in this tactic.

Exemplification

The hierarchical multiple regression analyses for exemplification showed some

interesting differences between the main and exploratory analyses. In the main analysis,

it was shown that among those having very low self-monitoring scores, those who have

lower psychopathy scores use exemplification more often than those who have higher

psychopathy scores. Comparison of this interaction with the interaction observed in the

exploratory analyses is difficult. Neither of the interactions involving self-monitoring

was significant in the exploratory analysis. Thus it appears that, as was the case for
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disclaimers, the combination of Factor 1 and Factor 2 (i.e., overall psychopathy scores) is

required to create the interaction with self-monitoring that explains exemplification.

However, in the exploratory analysis it was shown that an additional interaction,

between Factor 1 and 2, explained a significant amount of variance in exemplification. It

was shown that among those having higher Factor 2 scores (i.e., who tended to engage in

more antisocial and impulsive behaviours), those who also had higher Factor 1 scores

used exemplification more often than those with lower Factor 1 scores. Thus, a tendency

to be antisocial and impulsive combined with a tendency to be callous and manipulative

lead to more fi-equent exemplification behaviours. When antisocial and impulsive

behaviours were not combined with callous and manipulative characteristics, then the

tendency was for less frequent use of exemplification. Perhaps the use of this tactic

requires more Factor 1 traits like manipulativeness and superficial charm.

On the other hand, among those who showed fewer Factor 2 behaviours, use of

exemplification was lower for those having higher Factor 1 scores than for those having

lower Factor 1 scores. Thus, for those who engaged in fewer antisocial or impulsive

behaviours, exemplification was more often used by individuals who were less

manipulative than by individuals who were more manipulative. This may also indicate

that, as for apologies, exemplification can be used either honestly or dishonestly.

Individuals having lower Factor 1 and Factor 2 scores may want others to behave as they

do because their behaviour is indeed worthy of admiration. Having lower Factor 1 and

Factor 2 scores indicates that these individuals tend to be neither manipulative nor callous

and they do not act in antisocial or impulsive ways (Hare, 2003), therefore it is not

surprising that they would consider their behaviour worthy of replication by others. It is
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worth adding that the main effect of self-monitoring was significant in this analysis, and

as neither of the interactions involving self-monitoring was significant, this main effect

still stands. If exemplification is a tactic requiring finesse or superficial charm when used

dishonestly and an admirable behaviour when used honestly, it is not surprising that those

with higher self-monitoring scores would use it more often than those with lower self-

monitoring scores. It may be that high self-monitors use this when they behave morally

and also when it appears to be the appropriate behaviour.

Self-handicapping

The results of the analysis for self-handicapping revealed only a main effect of

self-monitoring in the main analysis. However, in the exploratory analysis a significant,

unexpected interaction between Factor 2 and self-monitoring was revealed. This

interaction showed that among those having lower self-monitoring scores, individuals

who engaged in more antisocial and impulsive actions (i.e., had higher Factor 2 scores)

tended to use self-handicapping more fi-equently than those having lower Factor 2 scores.

Higher Factor 2 scores indicate the presence of higher levels of impulsivity and

irresponsibility, among other characteristics (Hare, 2003). High Factor 2 scorers may

therefore find it necessary to fabricate impediments to their success (i.e., engage in self-

handicapping), in order to prevent others fi-om attributing their lack of success to their

impulsivity. In addition, since these individuals were low in self-monitoring they are

more likely to say what they feel, rather than behaving as others would expect (Snyder,

1974). Perhaps these individuals truly believe, then, that their lack of success is due to

outside causes rather than their own personalities.
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Among high self-monitors, on the other hand, the reverse was true. Individuals

having lower Factor 2 scores used self-handicapping more frequently than those having

higher Factor 2 scores. Those with lower Factor 2 scores are less impulsive and

irresponsible (Hare, 2003), but if they also have higher levels of self-monitoring, these

individuals may perceive self-handicapping as being the socially appropriate behaviour in

some situations. It is difficult to determine, then, why those who had higher levels of

both traits tended to use self-handicapping less frequently. It would seem more probable

that these individuals would need to use self-handicapping more frequently, in order to

prevent others from attributing any lack of success to their personalities. This

consequence should be avoidable for those who tend to be higher in self-monitoring, as

they are capable of managing the image they present to others. This was not the case,

however.

It should be noted that the internal consistency reliability of self-handicapping

was low. Among all of the tactics, self-handicapping had the lowest reliability (.57),

followed by apologies (.62). It is likely, therefore, that the observed correlations with

these tactics somewhat underestimate the correlations that exist in the population.

Further, the results of the analyses conducted with these tactics should be interpreted with

caution until they are replicated.

Defensive Tactics

It was predicted that those having higher psychopathy scores would tend to use

defensive tactics less frequently than those having lower psychopathy scores. This was

not the case, however, as psychopathy was positively correlated with the defensive tactics
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subscale, as well as with three of the five individual defensive tactics. Psychopathy was

negatively correlated with just one defensive tactic, apologies.

However, the regression analysis of defensive tactics on psychopathy, self-

monitoring, and the 2-way interaction revealed no significant effect of psychopathy or the

interaction. Likewise, the regression analysis of defensive tactics on Factor 1 and 2, self-

monitoring, and the 2-way interactions revealed no significant main effect of either

Factor 1 or 2. However, the significant interaction between Factor 1 and self-monitoring

in predicting defensive tactics indicated that among those having higher self-monitoring

scores, those with higher Factor 1 scores used defensive tactics more frequently than

those with lower Factor 1 scores. Perhaps those with higher levels of Factor 1 traits

engage in more behaviours that are perceived negatively by others, and as a result, these

high self-monitoring individuals frequently use defensive tactics to repair their damaged

images. Among those having lower self-monitoring scores, there was no difference

between high and low Factor 1 scorers in the frequency of use of defensive tactics. It is

interesting to note that this interaction appears similar to the interaction between

psychopathy and self-monitoring on disclaimers.

Main Effects

An unexpected result of this study was the importance of the main effects of

psychopathy and self-monitoring on self-presentation tactics. Self-monitoring alone and

psychopathy alone were important in explaining total use of self-presentation tactics, but

for most of the tactics they did not interact. This suggests that scores on both traits

predict use of self-presentation tactics overall, but in a much simpler way than was

predicted. Individuals who were higher in psychopathy and individuals who were higher
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in self-monitoring tended to use self-presentation tactics more frequently. This was also

the case for assertive tactics. However, only self-monitoring was significant in

explaining defensive tactics. Perhaps this was the case because defensive tactics are used

with the intention of repairing a damaged image, whereas assertive tactics are used with

the intention of creating a new (and usually false) image (Lee, S., et al., 1999).

Individuals having higher high self-monitoring scores may find both forms of self-

presentation useftil in different situations. In contrast, individuals having higher

psychopathy scores may not perceive the need to engage in image repair through the use

of defensive tactics since they tend not to take responsibility for their actions (Hare,

2003). The only caveat to this supposition is that those with higher Factor 1 scores who

also had high self-monitoring scores did use defensive tactics more often. Alternatively,

psychopathy may have failed to predict defensive tactics because it was negatively

related to apologies, but positively related to excuses, disclaimers, and justifications. It

remains to be seen, then, whether the five defensive tactics form a subscale that measures

behaviours that are similar in method and intent.

Both psychopathy and self-monitoring were significantly predictive of total

tactics, assertive tactics, blasting (self-monitoring only marginally, /> = .051), entitlement,

excuses, ingratiation, and enhancement. Psychopathy alone contributed to blasting,

intimidation, and to apologies. Self-monitoring alone contributed to defensive tactics,

disclaimers, exemplification, justifications, self-handicapping, and supplication. Thus,

the current study shows that both high self-monitors and high psychopathy scorers tended

to use a variety of tactics to manipulate and manage their image.
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The analyses in which Factor 1 and Factor 2 were employed as predictors in place

of psychopathy revealed some important information regarding the contribution of

psychopathy to the explanation of the frequency of use of self-presentation tactics.

Although the two factors combine to form the construct of psychopathy (Hare, 2003;

Harpur et al., 1 989), it is clear that they work in different ways. In the current study,

exploratory analyses showed that Factor 2 did not account for a significant amount of

variance in any of the tactics, subscales, or total scores. Factor 1, on the other hand,

accounted for a significant amount of variance in nine of the tactics. Indeed, all tactics

that were significantly predicted by total psychopathy scores in the main analyses were

also significantly predicted by Factor 1 in the exploratory analyses. In addition,

justifications and supplication were significantly predicted only by self-monitoring in the

main analyses, while the exploratory analyses showed significant contributions of both

self-monitoring and Factor 1 . This may suggest that, at least for these two tactics, the

presence of Factor 2 in the total psychopathy score masked the effect of Factor 1.

Individuals' manipulative and callous tendencies were clearly more influential than

individuals' antisocial and impulsive tendencies in predicting self-presentation tactics.

The overarching importance of manipulative and callous personality characteristics to the

prediction of self-presentation tactics would have been overlooked if the exploratory

analyses had not been conducted.

Contributions ofthe HEXACO

Hypotheses regarding correlations of the main variables with the HEXACO were

supported. As predicted, negative relationships were observed between psychopathy and

Honesty-Humility, and between self-monitoring and Honesty-Humility. This is in
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keeping with previous research (Ashton & Lee, 2005; Lee, K., & Ashton, 2005). The

expected negative relationship between psychopathy and Agreeableness (Lee, K., &

Ashton, 2005; Paulhus & WilHams, 2002) was also observed in the current study.

In the second set of exploratory analyses, three multiple regression analyses were

conducted in which self-monitoring, psychopathy, and self-presentation tactics were

separately regressed onto the six factors of the HEXACO-PI (Lee, K., & Ashton, 2004).

This was intended to determine which individual factors or sets of factors could predict

psychopathy, self-monitoring and self-presentation tactics, and thereby, to determine the

composition of these three personality characteristics.

These analyses returned some interesting results. Just two factors provided

significant contributions to the explanation of self-presentation tactics total scores. Self-

presentation tactics were predicted by both low Honesty-Humility and high Emotionality.

The contribution of Emotionality is an interesting finding as it suggests that higher use of

self-presentation tactics is partly associated with a higher need for the support and

encouragement of others (which defines the dependence component of Emotionality;

Lee, K., & Ashton, 2004). These findings mirror the work of S. Lee, et al. (1999), who

reported a positive correlation between total self-presentation tactics scores and a

measure of social anxiety in one oftwo studies. The results of the current study provide

support for the idea that the use of self-presentation tactics is driven partly by a lack of

self-assurance.

The results of the analysis on self-monitoring provided some support for previous

research. In the current study, self-monitoring was predicted by low levels of Honesty-

Humility (as predicted), high levels of Extraversion, and low levels of Conscientiousness.
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Previous research has suggested that the Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974) is

composed of three factors: other-directedness, "extraversion", and acting (Briggs et al.,

1980). While Briggs et al. (1980) explain that the items loading on this "extraversion"

factor are not perfectly representative of the extraversion construct, they do reflect such

aspects of extraversion as enjoying the attention of others. In addition, the Self-

Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974) has been found to be positively correlated with a

measure of extraversion (Fumham, 1989). Therefore it is not surprising that the

Extraversion factor of the HEXACO predicted self-monitoring in the current study. In

addition, the finding that self-monitoring was predicted by low Honesty-Humility is

consistent with the research conducted by Ashton and Lee (2005).

Psychopathy, on the other hand, was predicted by a combination of low Honesty-

Humility (as predicted), low Emotionality, low Agreeableness, and, like self-monitoring,

low Conscientiousness. This is in keeping with Cleckley's (1988) definition of the

psychopath as being untruthful, unreliable, lacking in empathy and remorse, and as

having a general deficiency of emotion. Cleckley's descriptors coincide quite well the

factors observed to predict psychopathy in the current study. In addition, the results

obtained here show some similarities to the findings of Paulhus and Williams (2002),

who reported that psychopathy was negatively correlated with Neuroticism,

Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness.

The results of these three exploratory analyses help to clarify the nature of the

relationships among the three personality constructs. It is clear that they share the low

Honesty-Humility component, as was expected. However, psychopathy involved low

Emotionality and low Agreeableness, while self-monitoring was not predicted by either
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of these. As was suggested by Ashton and Lee (2005), this demonstrates that individuals

having higher self-monitoring scores are not necessarily disagreeable or callous. More

generally, this provides additional support for the maintenance of the distinction between

Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness. Had a measure of the Big Five been used in place

of the HEXACO-PI (Lee, K., & Ashton, 2004), these results could have been overlooked.

It seems clear that both Agreeableness and Honesty-Humility provide important

information on composite personality traits.
'

^

Limitations and Future Research

One limitation of the current study was the failure of the scenario responses to

accurately recreate the Self-Presentation Tactics Scale (Lee, S., et al., 1999). More

specifically, the scenarios produced somewhat less individual variability than was

expected, and the reliabilities of the response cluster ratings were very low. In fact, the

reliabilities of the defensive and manipulative clusters in particular were so low as to

render them largely uninterpretable. In addition, the aggressive cluster tactics,

particularly those that represented the intimidation tactic, were selected and endorsed

relatively infrequently. Finally, the cohesiveness of the defensive cluster is questionable,

as the apologies tactic appears to share less in common with excuses and disclaimers than

was originally thought. More work on a measure of this type would be needed for it to

fiinction as an accurate representation of the self-presentation tactics.

Perhaps one of the main limitations of this study resulted from the choice of

population from which to recruit participants. The participants for this study were all

currently enrolled university students, and this may have contributed to the unexpectedly

high correlation between psychopathy and self-monitoring. This result was unexpected
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as it was anticipated that a range of self-monitoring scores would be found at all levels of

psychopathy. However, the correlation between psychopathy and self-monitoring

indicated that individuals having lower psychopathy scores tended to monitor their

behaviour less. This is perhaps not surprising, as these individuals are neither callous nor

remorseless, and therefore are less likely to have the need to monitor their behaviour in

order to appear socially appropriate. Individuals having higher levels of psychopathy on

the other hand, must necessarily restrain the manifestation of those characteristics that

would be considered inappropriate. If they did not succeed in doing so, they would likely

engage in behaviours that could lead to expulsion or even arrest. It may be, then, that the

positive relationship between these two traits is a function of drawing a sample from a

population where the expectations for socially appropriate behaviour are reasonably high.

Cleckley (1988) describes psychopathic individuals who apparently succeed in

integrating with the rest of society as being better able to maintain a normal appearance

than those psychopathic individuals who are more often incarcerated. This would

suggest that those who succeed in blending in with society have higher levels of self-

monitoring. However, the strong positive correlation between psychopathy and self-

monitoring might not be foimd in all populations. In particular, psychopathic individuals

who engage in extremely anti-social behaviours may tend to be low self-monitors. In the

current study, higher levels of Factor 2 were correlated with higher levels of self-

monitoring, but this might not be the case in samples where more extreme levels of

Factor 2 are present. In addition, Cleckley (1988) describes one of the essential features

of psychopathy as being the inability to learn from experience. This feature would seem

to be incompatible with a high level of self-monitoring, as the high self-monitor must
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learn from a situation in order to effectively adapt to it. Perhaps the relationship between

psychopathy and self-monitoring in a broader sample would be observed to be curvilinear

- a positive relationship as long as the levels of psychopathy are not extremely high, and

becoming negative as levels of psychopathy increase further. Further research is needed

to determine whether this is indeed the case.

Perhaps an additional limitation rests on the choice to use the original Self-

Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974) to measure self-monitoring. This scale has been

extensively reviewed and often criticized (e.g., Briggs & Cheek, 1988; Briggs et al.,

1980; Leimox & Wolfe, 1984). However, this scale was selected as being the best

measure of the self-monitoring construct as was proposed by Snyder (1 974).

Furthermore, in the current study this scale was shown to have adequate levels of

reliability, which may be due in part to the use of a 7-point likert scale in place of the

true/false choice that has been previously used (Snyder, 1974). However, it is possible

that any deficiencies in the Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974) itselfmay have affected

the chances of finding significant interactions. Future research might focus on

developing a new measure of self-monitoring, as the current alternatives, the revised 1 8-

item Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder & Gangestad, 1986) and Lermox and Wolfe's (1984)

Revised Self-Monitoring Scale, are also imperfect.

Although the interactions that were observed in the current study revealed some

important information about certain self-presentation tactics, it is unclear why the

interaction between psychopathy and self-monitoring did not predict other self-

presentation tactics. For example, one might question why similar results were not found

for justifications as for disclaimers. Justifications are very similar in definition to
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disclaimers, therefore it might be expected that similar results would be found for both

tactics. Instead, justifications was predicted by only the main effect of self-monitoring in

the main analysis, and by both Factor 1 and self-monitoring in the exploratory analysis.

Future research is therefore needed to determine whether the results of the current study

are replicable.

Future research might also investigate the nature of the self-presentation tactics.

S. Lee et al. (1999) determined by confirmatory factor analysis that the self-presentation

tactics are best explained by two factors, corresponding to assertive and defensive tactics.

However the apologies tactic failed to load on either of these factors (Lee, S., et al.,

1999). In addition, further work is necessary to determine whether all of the tactics are

distinct from each other, or whether some of the tactics measure essentially the same

behaviour (such as entitlement and enhancement). The motivations behind the use of the

different self-presentation tactics is also worthy of further study. The results of the

current study suggest the possibility that certain tactics (including apologies and

exemplification) are used honestly by some individuals and dishonestly by others. This is

likely to be an important avenue for research, as the use of self-presentation tactics for

deceptive purposes may have more detrimental consequences than the use of self-

presentation tactics for honest reasons.

Conclusions

In summary, the results of this study provide partial support for the main

hypothesis. Self-monitoring did ftmction as a moderator in 3 of the 15 main analyses,

and in 4 of the 15 exploratory analyses. These results provide support for previous

research showing that self-monitoring can function as a moderator variable (Barrick et
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al., 2005). However, for most of the tactics it appears that the effect of psychopathy and

self-monitoring are additive rather than interactive. Thus, the current study provides

important information regarding who deceives and by what means, but further research is

needed to determine the different motivations behind the use of different self-presentation

tactics.
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Information and Consent Form - PSYC 1F90

Date: Sept. 2006

Project Title: The Influence of Self-Monitoring and Personality Variables on Self-

Presentation Behaviours.

Principal Investigator:
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Voluntary Participation:

Participation in this study is volimtary. If you wish, you may decUne to answer any questions

or participate in any component of this study. Further, you may decide to withdraw from this

study at any time and may do so without any penalty or loss of benefits to which you are

entitled.

Publication of Results:

Results of this study may be published in professional journals and presented at conferences.

Feedback about this study will be available upon request from the Principal Investigator in

August, 2007.

Contact Information and Ethics Clearance:

If you have any questions about this study or require further information, please contact the

Principal Investigator or the Faculty Supervisor using the contact information provided

above. This study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through the Research

Ethics Board at Brock University (File # 06-040). If you have any comments or concerns

about your rights as a research participant, please contact the Research Ethics Office at (905)

699-5550 Ext. 3035, or reb@brocku.ca.

Thank you very much for your assistance in this project. Please keep a copy of this form for

your records.

Consent Form
I have read the above form and I agree to participate in this study described above. I have

made this decision based on the information I have read in the Information and Consent

Form. I have had the opportunity to receive any additional details I wanted about the study

and understand that I may ask questions in the future. I imderstand that I may withdraw this

consent at any time.

Name:
[ icj .

Signature: Date:





115

Information and Consent Form - Business

Date: Sept. 2006

Project Title: The Influence of Self-Monitoring and Personality Variables on Self-

Presentation Behaviours.

Principal Investigator:
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Voluntary Participation:

Participation in this study is voluntary. If you wish, you may decline to answer any questions

or participate in any component of this study. Further, you may decide to withdraw from this

study at any time and may do so without any penalty or loss of benefits to which you are

entitled.

Publication of Results:

Results of this study may be published in professional journals and presented at conferences.

Feedback about this study will be available upon request from the Principal Investigator in

August, 2007.

Contact Information and Ethics Clearance:

If you have any questions about this study or require further information, please contact the

Principal Investigator or the Faculty Supervisor using the contact information provided

above. This study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through the Research

Ethics Board at Brock University (File # 06-040). If you have any comments or concerns

about your rights as a research participant, please contact the Research Ethics Office at (905)

699-5550 Ext. 3035, or reb@brocku.ca.

Thank you very much for your assistance in this project. Please keep a copy of this form for

your records.

Consent Form
I have read the above form and I agree to participate in this study described above. I have

made this decision based on the information I have read in the Information and Consent

Form. I have had the opportunity to receive any additional details I wanted about the study

and understand that I may ask questions in the future. I understand that I may withdraw this

consent at any time.

Name:

Signature: Date:
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Feedback Letter

The Influence of Self-Monitoring and Personality Variables on Self-Presentation Behaviours

Thank you for participating in this study!

The study you have just participated in is about how people present themselves to others.

We are interested in discovering how several different personality traits might be related, and

how these traits effect individuals' behaviours.

Research suggests that some individuals pay attention to what behaviour is considered

appropriate in a social situation. Other individuals, however, tend to be less concerned with

the social situation and act primarily as a result of their own feelings and beliefs. Self-

monitoring is the term used to explain these differences.

In this study, we are particularly interested in how these different self-monitoring tendencies

are related to certain types of antisocial and deceptive behaviours. In addition, we are

interested to see whether individuals with different combinations of personality traits will use

different self-presentation behaviours. Self-presentation behaviours are those behaviours that

most individuals use everyday to alter or repair the image of themselves that they present to

others. It is expected that different patterns of self-presentation behaviours will be related to

differences in self-monitoring and antisocial tendencies.

Should you have any questions or concerns regarding this study, please contact the principal

investigator, Namia Worth, at nw05ea@brocku.ca. Alternatively, you may contact the

faculty supervisor. Dr. Angela Book, at abook@brocku.ca. If you feel uncomfortable about

aspects of yourself that have been addressed in this study, you should feel free to contact

Brock Counselling Services at (905) 688-5550 ext. 4750 to make an appointment (hours:

8:30am - 12:00pm and 1 :00pm - 4:30pm). These services are confidential and are available

free of charge to Brock students.

The results of this research will be available in late August, 2007. If you would like to

receive information about the results of this research, please send an email at that time to

nw05ea@brocku.ca. It is not possible to provide individual scores on any of the measures as

your name will not be associated with the questionnaires.

Thank you once again for your time!

Namia Worth

M.A. student

nw05ea@brocku.ca
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Appendix C

Demographic Information





Age:

120

Gender (circle one): F M

Current Year of Study (circle one): 1^' 2'

Major Field of Study:

nd ,rd

Minor Field of Study (if applicable):

Circle one:

Full-time student

Ethnicity (circle one):

Caucasian

Black/African-American

Asian

Hispanic

First Nations (Canadian aboriginal)

Other (please specify):

Part-time student

ith -th
Graduate Study
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(Snyder, 1974)
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The statements below concern your personal reactions to a number of different

situations. No two statements are exactly alike, so consider each statement carefully before

answering. For each statement, circle the one response that best describes you. Use the scale

below.

Extremely

Characteristic

ofme

? 1

Extremely

Uncharacteristic

of me

1. I find it hard to imitate the behavior of other people.

2. My behavior is usually an expression ofmy true inner feelings, attitudes, and beliefs.

3. At parties and social gatherings, I do not attempt to do or say things that others will like.

4. I can only argue for ideas which I already believe.

2 3

5. I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about which I have almost no information.

1^: 3 jiiiiiiiilliiliiiiiiiM

6. I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain people.

2 3 :'irilllMiliilii»|'lMlMlill^

7. When I am uncertain how to act in a social situation, I look to the behavior of others for

cues.

8. I would probably make a good actor.

2 3

9. I rarely seek the advice ofmy friends to choose movies, books, or music.

2 3 fMB' 4 mttM 6





1

Extremely

Uncharacteristic

ofme

3 4 5

Neutral

123

Extremely

Characteristic

ofme

10. I sometimes appear to others to be experiencing deeper emotions than I actually am.

1 1. I laugh more when 1 watch a comedy with others than when alone.

12. In groups of people, 1 am rarely the center of attention.

13. In different situations and with different people, I often act like very different persons.

I

14. 1 am not particularly good at making other people like me.

15. Even if I am not enjoying myself, I often pretend to be having a good time.

16. I'm not always the person 1 appear to be.

liTfiiiiwimm^

17. 1 would not change my opinions (or the way I do things) in order to please someone else

or win their favor.

18. I have considered being an entertainer.

<i 2MtM.. 3

19. In order to get along and be liked, I tend to be what people expect me to be rather than

zmything else.





Extremely

Uncharacteristic

ofme

Neutral

124

Extremely

Characteristic

ofme

20. I have never been good at games like charades or improvisational acting.

auMa ik wk

21.1 have trouble changing my behavior to suit different people and different situations.

22. At a party, I let others keep the jokes and stories going.

23. I feel a bit awkward in company and do not show up quite so well as I should.

24. I can look anyone in the eye and tell a lie with a straight face (if for a right end).

5%

25. I may deceive people by being friendly when I really dislike them.

H 5^
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Appendix E

Self-Presentation Tactics Scale

(Lee, S.,etal., 1999)
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On the following pages you will be asked a number of questions dealing with your
perceptions of yourself Please read the instructions carefully and try to respond to all the

items as openly and honestly as possible. There are no right or wrong answers. In

responding to the items, please circle the number on the scale which most closely represents

your behaviour.

1

Very

infrequently

1.
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1 2 3 4

Very

infrequently

1 1 . I use flattery to win the favor of others.

127

9

Very

frequently

12. I get sick when under a lot of pressure to do well.

13. I apologize when I have done something wrong.

14. 1 lead others to believe that I cannot do something in order to get help.

15. I try to serve as a model for-how a person should behave.

16. I try to get the approval of others before doing something they might perceive

negatively.

HIIHHHHHB 6 '71

17. I try to make up for any harm 1 have done to others.

6 T

18. In telling others about things that 1 own, 1 also tell them of their value.

19. 1 point out the incorrect positions of the opposing political party.

20. 1 try to induce imitation by others by serving as a positive example.

*
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

21

.

When telling someone about past events, 1 claim more credit for doing positive things

than was warranted by the actual events.

1 8



iV.
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Very

infrequently

22. I tell people about my positive accomplishments.

23. I try to set an example for others to follow.

9

Very

frequently

Ba^WHi. 9

24. I justify beforehand actions others may not like.

5

25. I try to get others to act in the same positive way I do.

26. I have put others down in order to make myself look better.

6 _ _, I ,
8

27. I do favors for people in order to get them to like me.

1 2 3 4:1|HHHP: 6 71

28. I accept blame for bad behavior when it is clearly my fault.

_„ 6 7

29. I exaggerate the value ofmy accomplishments.

"" 6-—
7

30. I hesitate and hope others will take responsibility for group tasks.

31.1 threaten others when I think it will help me get what I want from them.

32. I express opinions that other people will like.

12 3 4 5 6 7 8
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Very

infrequently

33. I say negative things about unpopular groups.

Very

frequently
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Very

infrequently frequently

44. When others view my behavior as negative, I offer explanations so that they will

understand that my behavior was justified.

4 5 6 7';|mKrS 9

45. When working on a project with a group I make my contribution seem greater than it is.

5 ^^^^^^^^/a/mt;, g 91

46. I exaggerate the negative qualities of people who compete with me.

JiiiBiiaiii i II ii 4 s 6
^^^

7 r 9 i

47. I make up excuses for poor performance.

48. I offer an excuse for possibly not performing well before taking a very difficult test.

t 4 __ ^ 5. _ 6 ,
,

7

49. I express remorse and guilt when I do something wrong.

4 5 6
.
.7.

50. I intimidate others.

51. When I want something, I try to look good.

"""^ '

8

"

"

9
'

52. I do not prepare well enough for exams because I get too involved in social activities.

I 9

53. I tell others they are stronger or more competent than me in order to get others to do
things for me.

8 9 1
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54. I claim credit for doing things I did not do.

4

55. I make negative statements about people belonging to rival groups.

56. I put obstacles in the way ofmy own success.

WBKstKlMstKKM 3 4 5 6i

57. Anxiety interferes with my performances.

r 9

58. I do things to make people afraid ofme so that they will do what I want.

59. When I succeed at a task, I emphasize to others how important the task was.

4 5

60. I offer good reasons for my behavior no matter how bad it may seem to others.

61

.

To avoid being blamed, I let others know that I did not intend any harm.

1

62. I compliment people to get them on my side.

63. After a negative action, I try to make others understand that if they had been in my
position they would have done the same thing.

1
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Scenarios
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Scenarios

In this questionnaire, you will read six fictional scenarios in which the

main character is faced with a problem or difficulty, and has the option to

respond in different ways. For each situation, four different responses are

provided. Please read each of the scenarios and available responses carefully.

First, for each response (labelled a, b, c, and d), you will be asked to rate

the degree to which you would be likely to use that type of response yourself, if

you found yourself in a similar situation. You will use the following scale:

1



T ,
i
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Example:

1

I would

definitely

not respond

in this

manner

I would

probably

not respond

in this

manner

I might not

respond in

this manner

Neutral I might

respond in

this manner

I would

probably

respond in

this manner

I would

definitely

respond in

this manner

Sonia has just received some money from her parents, and now her friend Maria is asking to

borrow $20. Sonia does not want to lend Maria the money.

Below each response, rate the degree to which you would be likely to use a similar type of
response yourself, ifyou were in Maria 's situation.

a) "If I had the money and you needed some, I would definitely lend it to you. I hope
you will follow my example and lend me the money."

m1

b) "You had better lend me the money or I will be really mad. If you don't give it to

me, I'll just start spreading rumors about what a cheapskate you are."

m1

c) "I really need you to help me and lend me the money. I can't get the money any

other way, and if I don't have it I'll really be in bad shape."

®1

d) "I'm sorry that I'm asking you this, I know it must look really bad. I really will

pay you back as soon as I can."

Hi1

Next, ofthe responses listed above, which one is most likely to help Maria convince Sonia to

lend her the money?

a b

*Please begin on the next page.*



1
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1
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1
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1
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Scoring Keys
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Scoringfor Self-Report Psychopathy Scale - Version III (SRP - III)

Reverse-keyed items (1 = 5, 2 = 4, 3 = 3, 4 - 2, 5 =1) are marked (R).

Interpersonal Manipulation facet = MEAN [3, 8, 13, 16(R), 20, 24(R), 27, 31(R), 35, 38(R),

41,45,50,54,58,61(R)]xl6

Callous Affect facet = MEAN [2, 7, 11 (R), 15, 19(R), 23(R), 26(R), 30, 33, 37, 40, 44(R),

48, 53, 56, 60] x 16

Erratic Lifestyle facet - MEAN [1, 4, 9, 14(R), 17, 22(R), 25(R), 28, 32, 36(R), 39, 42,

47(R),51,55, 59]xl6

Antisocial Behavior facet = MEAN [5(R), 6(R), 10, 12, 18(R), 21(R), 29, 34(R), 43, 46(R),

49, 52, 57, 62, 63, 64] X 16

Factor 1 = Interpersonal Manipulation facet + Callous Affect Facet

Factor 2 = Erratic Lifestyle facet + Antisocial Behavior facet

Psychopathy Total Scores = Factor 1 + Factor 2

Scoringfor Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974)

Reverse-keyed items (1 = 7, 2 = 6, 3 = 5, 4 = 4, 5 = 3, 6 = 2, 7 = 1) are marked (R).

Total Self-Monitoring Scores = 1 1(R), 2(R), 3(R), 4(R), 5, 6, 7, 8, 9(R), 10, 1 1, 12(R), 13,

14(R), 15, 16, 17(R), 18, 19, 20(R), 21(R), 22(R), 23(R), 24, 25

Scoringfor Self-Presentation Tactics Scale (Lee et al, 1999)

Apologies = MEAN [3, 13, 17, 28, 49] x 5

Blasting = MEAN [19, 26, 33, 46, 55] x 5

Disclaimers = MEAN [4, 10, 16, 24, 48] x 5

Enhancement = MEAN [6, 18, 29, 40, 59] x 5

Entitlement = MEAN [21, 22, 39, 45, 54] X 5
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Excuses = MEAN [34, 35, 38, 47, 61] X 5

Exemplification = MEAN [ 1 5, 20, 23, 25, 36] x 5

Ingratiation = MEAN [9, 1 1 , 27, 32, 37, 42, 5 1 , 62] x 8

Intimidation - MEAN [1, 2, 31, 50, 58] X 5

Justifications = MEAN [5, 43, 44, 60, 63] x 5

Self-handicapping = MEAN [12, 41, 52, 56, 57] x 5

Supplication = MEAN [8, 22, 39, 45, 54] x 5

Assertive Tactics Subscale = Blasting + Enhancement + Entitlement + Exemplification +

Ingratiation + Intimidation + Supplication

Defensive Tactics Subscale = Apologies + Disclaimers + Excuses + Justifications + Self-

Handicapping

Total Self-Presentation Tactics Scores = Assertive Tactics Subscale + Defensive Tactics

Subscale

Scoringfor HEXACO-PI (Lee & Ashton, 2004):

Available fi-om the authors of the HEXACO-PI (upon request).

Scoringfor Scenario Response Cluster Ratings:

Aggressive Cluster: MEAN [lb, 2a, 3a, 4d, 5d, 6d] x 6

Defensive Cluster: MEAN [Id, 2c, 3d, 4a, 5a, 6a] x 6

Manipulative Cluster: MEAN [Ic, 2b, 3a, 4b, 5c, 6c] x 6

Promoting Cluster: MEAN [la, 2d, 3c, 4c, 5b, 6b] x 6

Scoringfor Scenario Response Cluster Choices:

Aggressive Cluster: Z (number of times these responses were chosen: lb, 2a, 3a, 4d, 5d, 6d)

Defensive Cluster: S (number of times these responses were chosen: Id, 2c, 3d, 4a, 5a, 6a)
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Manipulative Cluster: S (number of times these responses were chosen: Ic, 2b, 3a, 4b, 5c,

6c)

Promoting Cluster: Z (number of times these responses were chosen: la, 2d, 3c, 4c, 5b, 6b)

Scoringfor Self-Presentation Tactics Subscales (for Comparison with Scenario Response

Cluster Ratings):

Aggressive Subscale = Blasting + Intimidation

Defensive Subscale = Apologies + Disclaimers + Excuses

Manipulative Subscale = Ingratiation + Supplication

Promoting Subscale = Enhancement + Entitlement + Exemplification
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Appendix H

Scenario Responses: Key
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Scenario Responses: Key

Scenario 1

1. Entitlement

2. Blasting

3. Ingratiation

4. Disclaimers

Scenario 2

1. Intimidation

2. Supplication

3. Apologies

4. Exemplification

Scenario 3

1. Ingratiation

2. Blasting

3. Entitlement

4. Excuses

Scenario 4

1. Excuses

2. Supplication

3. Entitlement
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4. Intimidation

Scenario 5

1. Apologies

2. Entitlement

3. Ingratiation

4. Intimidation

Scenario 6

1. Disclaimers

2. Enhancement

3. Ingratiation

4. Blasting
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Appendix I

Results Tables for Logistic Regression Analyses for

Response Cluster Choices
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Table II

Summary ofLogistic Regression Analysisfor Prediction ofAggressive Cluster Choices (N =

147)

df PVariable
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Table 13

Summary ofResultsfor Logistic Regression Analysisfor Prediction ofDefensive Cluster

Choices (N = 147)

df pVariable
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Appendix J

Ethics Clearance Form





DATE: October 4, 2006

FROM: Julie Stevens, Vice-Chair

Research Ethics Board (REB)

TO: Angela Book, Psychology

Narnia Worth

FILE: 06-040 WORTH

TITLE: The Influence of Self-Monitoring and Personality Variables on Self-Presentation Behaviours

The Brock University Research Ethics Board has reviewed the above research proposal.

DECISION: Accepted as clarified.

This project has received ethics clearance for the period of October 4, 2006 to March 31 , 2007 subject to full REB ratification at

the Research Ethics Board's next scheduled meeting. The clearance period may be extended upon request. The study may
now proceed.

Please note that the Research Ethics Board (REB) requires that you adhere to the protocol as last reviewed and cleared by the

REB. During the course of research no deviations from, or changes to, the protocol, recruitment, or consent forni may be

initiated without prior written clearance from the REB. The Board must provide clearance for any modifications before they can

be implemented. If you wish to modify your research project, please refer to http://www.brocku.ca/researchservicesyforms to

complete the appropriate fomn Revision or Modification to an Ongoing Application.

Adverse or unexpected events must be reported to the REB as soon as possible with an indication of how these events affect,

in the view of the Principal Investigator, the safety of the participants and the continuation of the protocol.

If research participants are in the care of a health facility, at a school, or other institution or community organization, it is the

responsibility of the Principal Investigator to ensure that the ethical guidelines and clearance of those facilities or institutions

are obtained and filed with the REB prior to the initiation of any research protocols.

The Tri-Council Policy Statement requires that ongoing research be monitored. A Final Report is required for all projects upon

completion of the project. Researchers with projects lasting more than one year are required to submit a Continuing Review

Report annually. The Office of Research Services will contact you when this forni Continuing Review/Final Report Is

required.

Please quote your REB file number on all future correspondence.

JS/bb

Brenda Brewster, Research Ethics Assistant

Office of Research Ethics, MC D250A
Brock University

Office of Research Services

500 Glenridge Avenue
St. Catharines, Ontario, Canada L2S 3A1

phone: (905)688-5550, ext. 3035 fax: (905)688-0748

email: reb@brocku.ca
http:/Awww.brocku.ca/researchservices/ethics/humanethics/
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