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ABSTRACT 

The concept of self-presentation plays a critical role 

in much sociological and psychological theorizing about 

human behavior. Although a number of experimental studies 

of self-presentation have been conducted, until recently 

theorizing about self-presentation has not been translated 

into testable hypotheses. This paper attempts to fill this 

void with an empirical examination of self-presentation as 

it applies to religious verbal self-presentation related to 

salient religious role-identity and religious attitude. 

9 

This research on self-presentation was guided by two 

major theories: structural symbolic interactionism and trait 

psychology. The data, obtained from a sample of 

undergraduates to a questionnaire, provide an examination of 

the relationship between salient role-identity, attitude, 

and self-presentation taking into account individual 

differences in self-monitoring and situation. Two causal 

models were estimated with weighted least square (WLS) 

method using the program LISREL 7. 

The most important findings are that salient role

identity is more strongly associated with self-presentation 

for high self-monitors than for low self-monitors in both 

formal and informal situations; attitude is more strongly 
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associated with self-presentation for low self-monitors than 

for high self-monitors in both types of situations; and 

situation and self-monitoring interact, so that the stronger 

association between attitude and self-presentation occurs 

for low self-monitors in formal situations, and the stror.ger 

association between salient role-identity and self

presentation exists for high self-monitors in informal 

situations. Implications and limitations of the findings 

are discussed. 



Chapter 1 

Introduction 

The concept of self-presentation is featured in much 

sociological and psychological theorizing about human 

behavior. Self-presentation seems to occur everywhere in 

social life, and emerges as a pervasive, fundamental, and 

important part of modern life. In spite of the importance 

of the concept, the term was not discussed by social 

scientists until the late 1950s. The emergence of the 

concept is derived mainly from Goffman's (1959) 

dramaturgical analogy and the pragmatist view of William 

James (1890). Goffman crystallized a viewpoint on 

impression management with his dramaturgical approach, one 

that provided the theme of human behavior in social 

situations and the way that we appear to others. 

11 

Since Goffman's seminal contribution, there has been 

considerable interest in the concept of self-presentation 

(Snyder, 1974; 1979; 1987; McCall and Simmons, 1978; 

Schlenker, 1980; Tedschi,1981; Check and Hogan, 1983; 

Baumeister, 1982; 1986; Buss and Briggs, 1984). Although a 

number of experimental studies of self-presentation have 

been conducted, until recently theorizing about self-
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presentation as a social behavior has not been translated 

into testable hypotheses. This paper attempts to fill this 

void with an empirical examination of self-presentation as 

it applies to religious verbal self-presentation related to 

religious role-identity and religious attitude. 

In earlier discussions, the term self-presentation 

refers to people's efforts to communicate their underlying 

self-images to others in social interaction (Johnson and 

Hogan, 1981; Mills and Hogan, 1978). However, Goffman 

(1959) and Snyder (1987) use the concept of self-

presentation to refer to the self-conscious presentation of 

a temporary public image when individuals in everyday social 

situations present themselves and their activities to 

others. Recent discussions of self-projection (Schlenker, 

1980), self-construction (Baumeister, 1982), and self-

interpretation (Cheek and Hogan, 1983) have suggested some 

qualifications to the extreme situationism implied by the 

self-presentation concept. 

In everyday life, people constantly engage in 

presenting an appearance, either intentionally or 

unintentionally, honestly or deceitfully to others. 

Self-presentation is the process of establishing an identity 
-'. -

through the appearance one presents to ot~ers (Arkin and 

Baumgardner, 1986). Therefore in this paper the term "self-

presentation" will be used more narrowly to refer to the 
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intentional control of appearance in order to guide and 

control the responses made by others toward us. We can see 

people at opposite ends of the dimension of impression 

management as having divergent motives. Those at the top of 

the dimension insist on the pursuit of institutional ends 

such as economic and social reward. Those at the bottom of 

the dimension insist on the expression of their feelings, 

beliefs, and any enduring tendencies (traits). The motive 

of such attempts at social influence is the desire to be 

viewed positively by others and by oneself (Weary and Arkin, 

1981). The main point in this paper is that individual's 

identity can be established only through communication 

(McCall, 1976). Self-presentation provides one means of 

communication: it is a communicative act in which people 

convey a particular image of themselves to others, verbally 

or nonverbally. Verbal expression plays a particularly 

prominent role in communication. In this paper verbal self

presentation will be used as an indicator of self

presentation. 

Such self-presentation is contextually bound and 

influenced by the person and situation. When people play 

their social roles in everyday life, they are likely to 

display not only the behavior normatively associated with 

their roles, but also their own individuality (Buss and 

Briggs, 1984). Both social constraints and individual 
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subjective factors shape the self-presentation. 

Research and theory on self-presentation as social 

behavior have been guided by two major models: structural 

symbolic interactionism and trait psychology. structural 

symbolic interactionism (Stryker, 1980) emerges from the 

symbolic interactionist dictum that an individual's self is 

the product of social interaction with her or his society 

and is also a prime determinant of social behavior. 

Identity theory (Stryker, 1968; 1980), derived from 

structural symbolic interaction ism , argues that salient 

role-identities are related to behavior. The argument that 

salient role-identities are sources of and standards for 

behavior has received empirical support (Stryker, 1968; 

Stryker and Serpe, 1982; Callero, 1985). 

From the standpoint of identity theory, the self is 

organized into a hierarchical ordering of identities (or 

role-identities) that correspond to one's positions in the 

social structure, such as student, friend, son or daughter, 

and religious person. Identity is defined as internalized 

sets of role expectations, with the person having as many 

identities as roles played in distinct sets of social 

relationships (Stryker, 1987). The relative importance or 

centrality of a given role-identity in an individual's self

structure is refered to as the salience of the role

identity. The concept of role-identity is concerned with 
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the sociological implications of action which serve to link 

actors to the socially identifiable roles that define the 

larger social structural context. 

This perspective can be criticized on the grounds that 

it overemphasizes the influence of normative components 

(e.g., roles) or social situations on behavior and ignores 

individual differences. Goffman also ignored individual 

differences in self-presentation. Goffman (1959) focuses on 

"interaction rituals" - social rules that tell us how we 

should behave. Goffman places too much stress on the role 

of social rules in determining behavior. Surely people vary 

in the extent to which they stage-manage their social 

behavior. personality traits and other aspects of 

individuality also make a contribution to social behavior 

(Buss and Briggs, 1984). Snyder (1974; 1987) argues that 

there are marked individual differences central to 

self-presentation. The construct of self-monitoring 

(Snyder, 1974) is useful in identifying categories of 

relatively dispositional individuals and relatively 

situational individuals. 

What is proposed here is that role-identity will direct 

self-presentation more for certain people (e.g., high 

self-monitors) and in certain situations (e.g., formal 

situations), and therefore role-identity's relation to 

behavior must be moderated by self-monitoring (individual 
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differences) and situation. 

According to trait psychology, personality traits or 

attitudes are defined as relatively enduring behavioral 

dispositions, and they should affect behavior across a 

variety of different situations (Ajzen, 1987). Traits and 

attitudes are presumed to be of central and lasting 

importance in the prediction of social behavior. But some 

people change little across situations, whereas others 

behave differently from one context to the next (Bern and 

Allen, 1974). Thus attitude will direct behavior more for 

some people (e.g., low self-monitors), and in some 

situations (e.g., informal situations); they are not 

expected to predict behavior unconditionally. Empirical 

researchers have in fact found that it is those who would be 

classified as low self-monitors who show a high degree of 

correspondence between attitudes and behavior (Snyder and 

Swann, 1976; Snyder and Tanke, 1976; Zanna, Olson and Fazio, 

1980). 

This perspective, which is more psychological, has less 

concern than identity theory for the larger social 

implications of behavior and thus a more limited focus on 

the social context that affects behavior. The problem with 

this position is that it neglects situational influence on 

behavior. What is proposed here is that attitude will 

direct self-presentation more for certain people (e.g., low 
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self-monitors) and in certain situations (e.g., informal 

situations). Therefore attitude's association with behavior 

must be moderated by both self-monitoring and situations. 

The two perspectives or theoretical frameworks 

presented above are both partial and selective in their 

approaches. Thus, neither of the two perspectives presented 

above could provide a full and adequate explanation of 

self-presentation as social behavior. While our ultimate 

goal may be a single, unified theoretical framework 

sufficiently comprehensive to incorporate all the important 

aspects of the defining conceptual variables, that goal is 

not in sight (stryker and Serpe, 1982). But at least we 

should try to arrive at that level. 

The major goals of this research are two fold: (1) To 

seek further theoretical and empirical understanding of the 

concept of self-presentation and its relation to salient 

role-identity and attitude when individual differences in 

self-monitoring and situations are taken into account; and 

2) to integrate the sociological perspective of structural 

symbolic interactionism and the psychological perspective of 

trait psychology to provide a more unified theoretical 

framework for self-presentation. Specifically, in studying 

the self-presentation in social interaction, two causal 

models (Model A and Model B) of self-presentation are 

suggested in this research. Model A specifies in which 
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types of situations salient role-identity and attitude will 

predict self-presentation. Model B specifies 1) for which 

types of people salient role-identity and attitude will 

predict self-presentation: and 2) for which types of people 

in which types of situations salient role-identity and 

attitude will predict self-presentation. Thus individual 

differences in self-monitoring and situations will be used 

as moderating variables to explain relationships between 

role-identities, attitude, and self-presentation. 
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Chapter 2 

Theoretical Framework 

This chapter presents a review of the literature on the 

variables included in the study of self-presentation. 

Salient role-identity and attitude are expected to affect 

self-presentation when self-monitoring and situation are 

used as moderating variables. The concepts of salient 

role-identity, attitude, self-monitoring, situation, and 

self-presentation are each discussed below, beginning with 

salient role-identity. 

Salient Role-Identity 

Self, Identity, and Role-Identity 

The concept of salient role-identity plays a critical 

role in contemporary discussions of the self. The 

sociological view of the self provides a conceptual bridge 

linking the social person to the larger social structure. 

The symbolic interactionist dictum asserts that self is the 

product of society and organizes social behavior. Identity 

theory (Stryker, 1980), stemming from the symbolic 
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interactionist dictum, conceptualizes the self as a 

structure of identities organized in a hierarchy of 

salience. The self can be conceptualized as an organized 

set of identities which are tied to positions and imbued 

with shared expectations for social action (Burke, 1980; 

Serpe, 1987). Indeed, identities are parts of self, 

internalized roles or internalized positional designations 

that exist insofar as the person participates in structured 

role relationships (Stryker, 1981). 

In a contemporary version of symbolic interactionism, 

the self is viewed as "role-identity" (Stryker, 1980; McCall 

and Simmons, 1978; Burke and Tully, 1977). Burke, McCall 

and Simmons, Turner, and Stryker attempt to bring elements 

of role theory into symbolic interactionism for adequate 

theorizing about the relationship between the social 

structure and the social person. Burke (1980) and McCall 

and Simmons (1978) emphasize the interdependence of self and 

role. Turner (1978) refers to the self as a hierarchical 

organization of roles. Stryker (1968) conceptualizes the 

self as comprised of identities reflecting the roles a 

person plays. This connection between role and identity 

directly links self to social structures because roles are 

seen as elements of social structure. 

Role-identity is explained in terms of the positions in 

organized structures of social relationships to which one 
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belongs and the social roles that attach to these 

positions. The term "role-identity" refers to more-or-Iess 

discrete parts of the self - internalized positional 

designations that represent the person's participation in 

structured role relationships (Stryker and Serpe, 1982). 

Roles are social in the sense that it is not possible to 

talk about a position without reference to other positions. 

Multiplicity of Self 

A person has many role-identities - one for each social 

position she or he occupies. Thus, a person may hold the 

role-identities of student, son/daughte~, friend, religious 

person, and so on, all. of which collectively make up his or 

her self. It follows that a person does not have a singular 

self but rather multiple selves. 

William James (1890) argues that a person has as many 

social selves as there are others who respond to her/him. 

According to Goffman (1956), the face that a person presents 

varies from audience to audience. Each face reflects a 

different social self shifting from scene to scene. 

similarly, Stryker (1979) elaborates that the self is seen 

as embracing multiple identities linked to the roles and 

role relationships that constitute significant elements of 
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social structure. A person develops different identities in 

every different situation of interaction in which she or he 

is involved. Thus, the self is socially malleable and in a 

continual state of flux. Self is usefully conceptualized as 

being composed of multiple identities. The term "identity" 

attempts to re-establish the connection between self and 

social interaction in particular roles. Thus, in different 

social situations, the individual performs different actions 

(Reitzes and Burke, 1980). 

stryker (1989) points out a major problem with the 

multiplicity of self view. such a view lends to an extreme 

form of situationalism that leads the concept of self to 

fluctuate in accounts of social behavior. That social 

behavior can sometimes vary dramatically across situations 

is an empirically valid assertion. However, for a number of 

reasons, for at least some persons and or at least some of 

the time, there is consistency and stability of behavior 

across siutations. This consistency and stability warrants 

as much attention and theoretical explanation as does 

inconsistency and variability. The issue of singular self 

versus multiple selves is related to the issue of stability 

and change in self. The important question is under what 

conditions does or can change occur?, and under what 

conditions is change absent? From the standpoint of a 

sociologically oriented social psychology, the multiplicity 



of selves tends to be translated into a set of identities 

linked to the diverse social roles that a person plays. 

Identity Salience 
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A person has as many identities as the parts he or she 

plays in varying structures of social relationships. These 

identities are characterized by a given level of salience 

relative to one another; taken together, a person's 

identities comprise a hierarchical organization or salience 

ordering (Serpe and Stryker, 1987). The concept of identity 

salience has its roots in James' (1890) notion of multiple 

selves and the varying degree of value placed on each 

identity. These identities are differentiated with respect 

to their importance for defining our selves. Contemporary 

treatment of the relative importance of identities has been 

studied using various concepts, including identity salience 

(Stryker, 1968; 1980), psychological centrality of self 

components (Rosenberg, 1979), role-person merger (Turner, 

1978), and identity prominence (McCall and Simmons, 1978). 

Within Stryker's identity theory, which provides the 

framework for this research, identities (or role-identities) 

are conceived as being organized into a salience hierarchy 

in terms of their probability of being invoked in a given 

situation or across a variety of situations (Stryker, 1968; 
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1980; McCall and Simmons, 1978). At the top of this 

hierarchy are the most central, pervasive, influential and 

salient role-identities. Therefore, salient role-identity 

in this research is defined as the relative importance or 

centrality of a given role-identity for defining oneself in 

a given situation. Some role-identities are more a part of 

the self than others and consequently have a greater effect 

on the self. For instance, for a college student the 

student role-identity may be the dominant aspect of the self 

over other role-identities. A certain role-identity is also 

more salient in certain behavioral contexts than others. 

McCall and Simmons (1978) usefully refer to this salience 

hierarchy as the "situational self." 

Explanation of variation in role-identity salience or 

centrality has focused mainly on social context variables. 

Actually, role-identities are too temporally stable and 

removed from moment-to-moment interaction and situational 

demands (Burke, 1980). situated identity theory (Alexander 

and wiley, 1981) also proposes that the defining properties 

of social acts are situated identities, attributions made 

from salient perspectives about an actor's presence and 

performance in an immediate social context. 

Role-identities are initially situation-s~ecific. However, 

over time they are organized into what Stryker, McCall, and 

Simmons refer to as a hierarchy of identities. In many 
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situations, behavior is possible that relates to one or more 

of a series of roles, and one has the option of selecting 

among these behaviors in ways that serve to express one or 

more identities (Stryker and Serpe, 1983). For instance, in 

informal situations, when social roles are likely to be more 

ambiguous in the performance expectations that define them, 

alternative courses of action are more likely to be 

available. Choices among behaviors in a given situation 

will reflect the differential location in the identity 

salience hierarchy of identities related to those 

alternatives. 

Behavioral Consequences 

The most important consequences of role-identity 

salience or centrality are found in its association with 

behavior. The obvious theoretical implication is the 

relationship between self and behavior. Role identities 

imply behavior. Role identities are realized and validated 

through behavior. Variance in role-identity salience is 

thus expected to be reflected in variance of behavior 

associated with the role-identity (Callero, 1985). For 

instance, when a religious role-identity is salient, 

specific religious behavior (e.g., talking about religion, 

reading religious materials, and attending services) will be 
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more frequent. The resulting hierarchy of role-identities 

in terms of salience represents their relative order of 

priority as possible sources of behavior. A person tries 

to work out his actual behavior thru those identities that 

are high in the salience hierarachy and is less concerned to 

work in those that are low in the order (McCall and Simmons, 

1978) . 

Such suggestions regarding the behavioral consequences 

of salient role-identity have received empirical support. 

Santee and Jackson (1979) found that role-identity salience 

is meaningfully related to social activity, such as church 

attendance and athletic participation. Stryker and Serpe 

(1982) also found that salience of a religious role-identity 

is associated with self-reports of the amount of time spent 

in the religious role. Also Callero (1985) found that 

salience of the blood donor role-identity is positively 

associated with number of future blood donations. There is 

also current theorizing on impression management (Goffman, 

1959; Schlenker, 1980). Identity salience increases 

motivation to seek opportunities to perform in terms 

appropriate to identities, and increases the likelihood of 

visualizing a particular situation as an opportunity to 

perform in such terms by increasing sensitivity to cues 

calling for the performance of roles attached to highly 

salient identities (Stryker, 1987). The salient 



role-identity is viewed as an important predictor of 

behavior. 
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Whether or not that behavior will occur obviously 

depends on the way that salient role-identity interacts with 

1) the defining characteristics of the person (such as 

attitude and self-monitoring), and 2) the defining 

characteristics of situations (e.g., the extent to which a 

situation is structured and thus the degree to which the 

situation permits alternative identities to be expressed 

behaviorally). 

Attitude 

A Brief Historical Overview of the Attitude-Behavior 

Consistency Issue 

Throughout the history of social psychology, attitude 

has been viewed as a crucial determinant of behavior. 

Allport (1935) described attitude as the most distinctive 

and indispensable concept to explain behavior. Allport 

(1935) asserts that a person's attitude toward some object 

constitutes a predisposition on his part to respond to the 

object in a consistently favorable or unfavorable manner. 

Attitude was typically conceived of as relatively enduring 

disposition that exert pervasive influence on a broad range 
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of behaviors (Ajzen, 1987). This definition seems to assume 

that an attitude is enduring and will produce consistency in 

behaviors across time and situations. With such a 

definition, traits and attitudes were assured of a central, 

lasting role in the prediction and explanation of behavior 

in psychology. 

Although most trait perspectives have stressed the link 

between attitude and behavior, researchers have too often 

reported weak and inconsistent relationships between 

attitude and social behavior. The greatest challenge to the 

utility of the attitude concept was posed by Wicker. Wicker 

(1969) proposed that it is considerably more likely that 

attitudes will be unrelated or only slightly related to 

overt behaviors than that attitudes will be closely related 

to actions. Abelson (1972) was inclined to get rid of the 

concept of attitude entirely. There may be no necessary 

correspondence between the private realitities of attitudes 

and dispositions and the public realities of behavior and 

action (Snyder, 1979). 

In contrast, other researchers proceeded to suggest 

that conceptual (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1977; Bentler and 

Speckart, 1981), psychometric (Epstein, 1979; Kennedy, 

Fossum, and White, 1983), and methodological refinements 

(Borgida and Campell, 1982; Fazio and Zanna, 1981) could 

improve the relationship between attitudes and behaviors. 
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Fishbein and Ajzen's (1975; Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980) theory 

of reasoned action, in particular, provides a unifying 

framework that incorporates the conceptual, psychometric, 

and methodological refinements. Reasoned action theory 

asserts that overt behaviors are determined by behavioral 

intentions which in turn are a weighted function of 

attitudes and social norms. However, the main criticism of 

the theory is that attitudes and social norms so overlap one 

another as to make the construct of social norms superfluous 

(Miniard and Cohen, 1981). However, there have been two 

main perspectives on the "situation versus traits" debate 

when we predict behavior. 

Mischel (1968) interpreted the failure of the trait 

viewpoint to strongly predict behavior as evidence for the 

situational control and situational specificity of 

behavior. The situationist perspective has proposed that an 

individual's behavior can be best predicted by assessing the 

characteristics of the situation in which that individual is 

momentarily located (Endle~, 1976). From a situationist 

view, social behavior may be sensitive to even subtle 

differences in situational factors and normative pressures 

so that the existence of close ties between behavior and 

attitudes, dispositions, and other inner states is 

precluded. However, the evidence for the situational 

determination of social behavior is no better than the 



evidence for the dispositional determination of behavior 

(Block, 1976; and Jaccard, 1974). 
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Bowers (1973) found that the average variance due to 

persons was 12.7%, that due to situations was 10.2%, and 

that due to person by situation interactions was 20.8%. 

Thus, recent debates on the traits-versus-situation have 

stressed the interaction between personal and situational 

determinants of behavior. This interactionist perspective 

suggests that to predict individual behavior one has to 

possess knowledge of both the characteristics of the person 

and the characteristics of the situation in which the person 

is momentarily located (Monson, Hesley, and Chernick; 1982). 

Although both "person" and "situation" account for 

meaningful amounts of variance of behavior, it is probable 

that the person-oriented ("behavior is a function of the 

person") and the situation-oriented ("behavior is a function 

of the situation") viewpoint have captured only a part of 

reality, and that neither perspective provides a full and 

adequate explanation of human behavior. Thus, attitude is 

no longer expected to predict behavior unconditionally. 

Instead, the relationship between attitude and behavior is 

expected to be moderated by other variables (e.g., 

individual differences and situation). The crucial question 

would be "in what situations and for what type of person 

does attitude predict behavior?" 
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Individual Differences as Moderating Factors 

The search for an individual difference variable that 

moderates the relation between attitude and behavior is 

based on the assumption that consistency can be expected for 

some individuals but not for others. The important question 

is "for which people will attitudes predict behavior?" It 

is clear that correspondence between attitude and behavior 

may be a question of "some individuals more than others" and 

"some situations more than others." Bern and Allen (1974) 

have found that individuals who describe themselves as 

invariant will be less variable across situations than those 

who describe themselves as highly variable. Low behavioral 

variability can be expected to increase attitude-behavior 

consistency. 

In contrast to Bern and Allen's approach, which looks 

for individual differences in behavioral consistency that 

are tied to a given behavioral domain (e.g., friendliness 

and conscientiousness), Snyder has suggested that it is 

possible to identify stable personalilty characteristics 

that predispose certain individuals to present strong 

consistency between attitude and behavior and others to 

present little consistency of this kind, ~rrespective of the 

behavioral domain under consideration. This is snyder's 

(1974) concept of self-monitoring. The congruence between 
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attitude and behavior can be conceptualized in terms of the 

concept of self-monitoring. 

Individuals high on this dimension tend to be 

situationally guided individuals. High self-monitoring 

individuals are particularly sensitive to social and 

interpersonal cues to situational appropriateness. Thus 

their attitudes and behaviors are relatively uncorrelated 

with each other. In contrast, individuals low on this 

dimension are relatively dispositionally guided individuals. 

Low self-monitoring individuals seem to act in accordance 

with their personal values, attitudes, convictions, and 

preferences. They manifest sUbstantial correspondence 

between attitudes and behaviors. High self-monitors think 

that what they say and do may not necessarily reflect what 

they believe and feel (e.g., "I'm not always the person I 

appear to be"). In contrast, low self-monitors claim to 

value correspondence between their attitudes and their 

actions (e.g., "My behavior is usually an expression of my 

true inner feelings, attitudes, and beliefs") (Snyder, 

1979). Covariation between attitude and behavior is 

substantially higher for low self-monitors than for high 

self-monitors. It follows that consistency between 

attitudes and behavior should be moderated by 

self-monitoring. Empirical research searching for 

individual differences have been sucessful to the extent 
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that they have identified those individuals who display 

substantial correspondence between attitudes and behavior 

(Snyder and Swann, 1976; Snyder and Tanke, 1976; Zanna, 

Olson, and Fazio, 1980). There is also a theoretical 

attempt to seek moderating variables to specify instances in 

which dispositions will or will not predict behavior (Snyder 

and Ickes, 1985). 

Situation as a Moderating Factor 

Similarly, situational variables appear to moderate the 

relation between attitude and behavior. The crucial 

question is "in which situations will attitudes predict 

behavior?" The most important situational moderating 

variable appears to be the formality of situation (formal vs 

informal situations). However, depending on the some social 

situations more than others stress the relevance and utility 

of attitudes, feelings, and dispositions as guides to 

behavior. Informal situations might be expected to be such 

situations, hence, measures of attitude should typically 

predict behavior better in informal situations than in 

formal ones. Thus when researchers attempt to study the 

relation between attitude and behavior, the formality of the 

experimental setting or procedure may often be highly 

inappropriate. Monson, Hesley, and qhernick (1982) have 
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demonstrated that the relationship between trait and 

behavioral measures depends on the strength of situational 

constraints. Price and Bouffard (1974) indicate that there 

are formal situations (e.g., in church or at a job 

interview) in which there is considerable situational 

constraint, and that there are relatively informal situatio

ns (e.g., informal gatherings in church or with friends) in 

which there is little situational constraint. 

Theoretically, the influence of dispositional factors should 

be maximized in the informal situations because the absence 

of salient situational cues would force people to rely upon 

the cues provided by their own internalized traits and 

dispositions (Ickes, 1982). Therefore, a relation between 

attitudes and behaviors has generally not been found under 

the constraints of normative social pressures in the 

structured situation. Empirical research examining the 

effect of situation has been successful to the extent that 

it has identified those situations within which marked 

congruence between attitudes and actions typically is 

observed (Fazio and Zanna, 1981; Snyder and Swann, 1976). 

Thus the factors that interact with attitude may be 

grouped into the two main categories: characteristics of the 

individual and characteristics of the situation. The search 

for moderating variables to answer the questions "which 

individuals and "which situations" has produced precise 



specifications about the boundaries of predictability in 

human social behavior. 

Individual Differences in Self-Monitoring and 

situational Factors as Moderators 
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with the aid of personal moderating variables, one can 

identify classes of individuals whose social behavior is 

particularly sensitive to situational or normative 

influences and classes of individuals whose behavior 

reflects relevant underlying attitudes and dispositions. 

self-monitoring is one such moderating influence. 

Situational moderating influences are the 

characteristics of social situations that specify when 

individuals are likely to turn to salient and relevant 

attitudes and dispositions as guides to action, and when 

they are likely to monitor their behavioral choices on the 

basis of social and situational cues to situational 

appropriateness. 

Self-Monitoring 

The self-presentation created by a person's words and 

deeds may be the result of deliberate attempt to create 

appropriate images in particular situations in an attempt to 
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be "the right person in the right place at the right time." 

Everyone seems to control the impressions conveyed to others 

to some extent. However, some people are particularly 

sensitive to how they convey particular images in social 

situations. There are marked individual differences in the 

extent to which individuals monitor and control verbal and 

nonverbal self-presentation. Effectively conveying an 

intended impression to others requires controlling and 

regulating a variety of verbal and nonverbal actions. 

The term self-monitoring refers to the ways in which 

individuals plan, act out, and regulate behavioral decisions 

in social situations (Snyder, 1979; snyder and Cantor, 

1980). Some individuals are better than others at 

controlling and regulating their expressive behaviors. 

Individual differences in self-monitoring are measured by 

the Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974). The construct of 

self-monitoring is particularly useful in identifying the 

contrasting categories of relatively dispositional 

individuals and relatively situational individuals. This 

categorization also permits specification of when 

disposition will predict social behavior and when situation

al factors will predict social behavior. 

In our daily life, we can find people who monitor or 

control the images of self they project in social 

interaction to a great extent. We also find people who 
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value congruence between who they are and what they do. 

They are not so concerned with constantly assessing the 

social situation around them. Such different patterns are 

termed high and low self-monitoring, respectively. A notion 

similar to that of high versus low self-monitors has been 

addressed in terms of other concepts: institutionals versus 

impulsives (Turner, 1976) and formal versus informal people 

(Buss and Briggs, 1984). 

The prototype of the high self-monitor is someone who 

is particularly sensitive to cues to the situational 

appropriateness of his or her social behavior and who uses 

these cues as guidelines for monitoring his or her 

self-presentations. High self-monitors seem to possess both 

the ability to successfully control their expressive 

behaviors and the motivation to seek out and use cues that 

indicate what is socially appropriate (Schlenker, 1980). By 

contrast, the low self-monitor is less attentive to social 

information about situationally appropriate 

self-presentation and does not possess highly developed 

self-presentational skills. Low self-monitors' 

self-presentations seem to be controlled by inner attitudes, 

dispositions, and values (Snyder, 1987). High self-monitors 

are particularly able to construct images.of prototypic 

individuals in particular domains (e.g., the classic 

extrovert) than are low self-monitors, and are more likely 
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to enter into a social situation when norms are clear. Low 

self-monitors, on the other hand, are more skilled at 

constructing images of themselves in particular situations 

(e.g., how they would behave in situations calling for 

extravertedness), and they are more likely to enter a social 

situation if it fits their self-concept (Snyder and 

Gangestad, 1981). 

People high in self-monitoring seem to have a pragmatic 

conception of self that defines identity in terms of 

specific social situations and corresponding roles. 

Moreover, high self-monitors often draw their self-portraits 

in terms of the roles they play. They regard themselves as 

adaptive creatures who shrewdly choose selves that fit their 

situations. People low in self-monitoring seem to have a 

rather principled conception of self that defines identity 

in terms of inner characteristics and personal attributes. 

Their sense of self seems to be an enduring "me for all 

times and places" that does not vary from role to role and 

from situation to situation (Snyder, 1987). High 

self-monitors thus vary with the situations and expectations 

of others, whereas low self-monitors are more constant and 

less willing or able to bend with changing social demands. 

In regulating their social behavior, high self-monitors 

display sUbstantial amounts of role-appropriateness in their 

social behavior. They employ self-presentational abilities 
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to play different roles with different people in different 

situations (Snyder, 1987). They demonstrate considerable 

situation-to-situation specificity depending on situational 

demand in their self-presentation and social behavior. High 

self-monitors are constantly adapting their behaviors to the 

particular situation, thus presenting themselves in 

different ways. Therefore, for high self-monitors, 

correspondence between behavior and attitude ought to be 

minimal. Low self-monitors by contrast are relatively less 

responsive to situational specification of behavioral 

appropriateness. They are less affected by the differences 

in social situations. Presumably, their self-presentations 

and social behavior are more accurate reflections of their 

personal attitudes and dispositions (Snyder, 1983). 

Therefore, for low self-monitors, covariation between 

behavior and attitude ought to be substantial. 

For example, high self-monitors think that what they 

say and do may not necessarily reflect what they believe and 

feel. High self-monitors also regard themselves as skilled 

actors who are able to adopt whatever self-presentation 

seems to be appropriate to the requirements of their current 

situations. The sense of self for high self-monitors is a 

flexible me for the current situation. They claim that: 

"I'm not always the person I appear to be."; 

"In different situations and wit;h different people, 



I often act like a very different person."; 

"In order to get along and be liked, I tend to be 

what other people expect me to be rather than 

anything else." 
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In contrast, low self-monitors claim to value 

correspondence between who they think they are and what they 

try to do. Low self-monitors tend not to consider 

themselves as possessing the self-presentational skills that 

would permit them to adopt any orientation other than being 

themselves. The sense of self for low self-monitors is an 

enduring me for all times and places (Snyder and Campbell, 

1982). They claim that: 

"my behavior is usually an expression of true inner 

attitudes and beliefs."; 

"I can only argue for ideas that I already believe."; 

"I would not change my opinions (or the way I do 

things) in order to please someone or win their favor." 

There exist categories of individuals whose social 

behavior is readily predictable from situational and 

interpersonal specifications of behavioral appropriateness 

as well as categories of individuals whose social behavior 

is readily predictable from measures of personal attributes 

such as attitudes, traits, and dispositions. It follows 

that consistency between attitudes and behavior should be 

moderated by self-monitoring. Low self-monitors manifest 
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substantially greater consistency between attitudes and 

behavior than high self-monitors. The use of individual 

differences as moderating variables is based on ~he assumpt

ion that consistency can be expected for some individuals 

but not for others (Ajzen, 1987). Empirical investigations 

have provided support for these predictions. 

In one investigation of self-monitoring and the 

situational specificity of self-presentation, Snyder and 

Monson (1975) demonstrated that group discussion conditions 

sensitized individuals to different reference groups that 

could provide cues to social appropriateness of self

presentation. High self-monitors were keenly sensitive to 

the differences between the situations in which the 

discussions occurred. They were conforming in the private 

discussion condition, where conformity was the most 

appropriate interpersonal orientation and nonconforming in 

the public discussion condition, where reference group norms 

favored autonomy in the face of social pressure. Low self

monitors were virtually unaffected by these differences in 

social settings. 

In one investigation of self-monitoring and consistency 

between attitudes and behavior, Snyder and Swann (1976) 

found that whereas strong, positive correlations existed 

between attitudes and behavior for low self-monitors, no 

significant attitude-behavior correlations existed for high 
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self-monitors. Snyder and Tanke (1976) showed that it is 

possible to forecast accurately the future behavior of low 

self-monitors from measures of their present attitudes; it 

is also possible to predict the attitudes that they will 

express in the future from knowledge of their current 

actions. Zanna, Olson, and Fazio (1980) also predicted that 

only low self-monitors whose past behaviors had been 

relatively invariant manifested high attitude-behavior 

correlations across all behavioral measures. 

Miller and Grush (1986) demonstrated that low 

self-monitors displayed high attitude-behavior 

correspondence and high self-monitors showed high 

norm-behavior correspondence. There are marked individual 

differences in the extent to which dispositional and 

situational factors influence behavior. 

Formal and Informal situations 

We can usually better understand individuals and their 

behaviors when we know the situations in which actions take 

place. People expect certain kinds of behavior to occur in 

certain kinds of situations. Most people can readily judge 

the social appropriateness of a particular behavior in a 

particular situation. Although many researchers and 

theorists have emphasized the importance of the situation as 



a determinant of behavior, very little research has been 

done defining and determining the nature of situations. 
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In this paper situations are classified into two types 

depending upon the degree of situational constraints on 

individual behaviors: formal and informal. The level of 

situational constraint influences the range of behavior 

performed within that particular situation (Price and 

Bouffard, 1974; Monson, Hesley, and Chernick, 1982; Schutte, 

Kenrick and Sadalla, 1985). 

The type of situation has been approached theoretically 

using various labels, including front stage versus back 

stage (Goffman, 1959; Schlenker, 1980), structured versus 

unstructured situations (Brittan, 1973; McCall and Simmons, 

1978), institutional versus noninstitutional settings (Buss 

and Briggs, 1984) and strong versus weak situations (Snyder 

and Ickes, 1985). Based on these theoretical 

conceptualizations, the distinction between formal and 

informal situations is used for this research. The type of 

situation chosen for study may determine the relative power 

of situational influence on behavior as opposed to 

individual differences. 

In daily speech, the terms "formality" and 

"informality" are sometimes used to refer .to the central 

axis of situational regulation. The terms "tight" and 

"loose" might be more descriptive (Goffman, 1963). Goffman 
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(1963) suggests that situations can vary in terms of their 

relative tightness and looseness. situations can be 

described as a continuum ranging from highly formal 

situations that narrowly define actions to highly informal 

situations ones that require the minimum of definition 

depending on the relative tightness and looseness of 

situational regulations. Any social establishment is itself 

likely to provide instructive variation in tightness or 

formality requirements, according to place and time. We 

usually think of tight occasions as ones in which the 

participants have many onerous situational obligations, and 

of loose occasions as ones relatively free of these 

constraints. 

There are formal situations (e.g., church, class room, 

job interview, and wedding) in which there is considerable 

situational constraint or regulations and few behaviors are 

considered appropriate. The more constraining a situation 

is, the more specific behaviors are prescribed and 

proscribed for the individuals who find themselves in the 

setting and the less opportunity there is for 

individualistic behavior. It is thus implicit that a higher 

level of constraint will result in a smaller range of 

behavior (Schutte, Kenrick and Sada11a, 1985). In our 

culture, the situation itself is so standardized that it 

provides sufficient clues as to the mutual implications of 
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the person involved (McCall and Simmons, 1978). For 

instance, in a wedding or funeral, all the participants are 

expected to adhere to a strict set of social rules that 

govern dress, forms of address, and demeanor. Such formal 

situations tend to provide salient cues to guide behavior 

and have a fairly high degree of structure and definition. 

The influence of dispositional factors on behavior thus will 

be minimal, since the behavior is determined by the 

situational factors and not by individuals' own 

dispositions. In formal situations, we can find few 

behavioral variations or individual differences. 

However, clarity of situation does not obtain in every 

human encounter. There are relatively informal situations 

(e.g., informal gatherings of church members, a family 

dinner, and with friends) in which there is little 

situational constraint and two or more alternative 

interpretations can be placed upon the situation. Informal 

situations provide a relaxed, casual atmosphere that allows 

the participants to express thoughts and feelings openly and 

to interact naturally. These situations also do not 

generate uniform expectancies concerning the desired 

behavior. In informal situations, interpretation of the 

role-script is relatively given its greatest leeway and 

there is believed to be some constraining influence such as 

an "internalized norm of reciprocity'~ which governs the 



performance (Brittan, 1973). Individuals seem to rely 

primarily on their own internal traits and dispositions to 

guide their behavior (Snyder and Ickes, 1985). In such 

informal situations, individual differences would be 

expected to exert the greatest influence on the individual 

behavior. 
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Individual differences will manifest themselves more 

readily in some types of situations than in others. Michel 

(1977) suggests that in a formal situation there will be few 

individual differences in the stimulus meaning that is 

assigned to the situation. As a consequence, there should 

be little variance in the behavior presented by different 

individuals. In contrast, situations that are weak and 

ambiguously structured are more likely to have relatively 

different psychological meanings for different individuals. 

As a consequence, there should be considerable variance in 

the behavior presented by different individuals. 

The existence of such a difference in the type of 

situations indicates that traits and dispositions can be 

used to predict behavior in some situations, but they cannot 

be used to predict behavior in other situations. situatio

nal moderating variables enable us to differentiate those 

situations in which situational factors can be used to 

predict social behavior from those in which disposition can 

be used to predict behavior. 
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The situational moderator was investigated by Snyder 

and Kendzierski (1982). They demonstrated that situations 

that increase the relevance of salient attitudes as guides 

to actions increase the correspondence between attitude and 

action. A more obvious situational moderator was 

investigated by Monson, Hesley, and Chernick (1982). To 

manipulate situational constraint, confederates either acted 

neutrally during the interaction, thus permitting expression 

of the student's personality trait, or they constrained the 

student's behavior by strongly encouraging or discouraging 

talking on his part. There was significantly less 

behavioral variance in the two high-constraint conditions 

than in the condition of low constraint. 

Self-Presentation 

People use self-presentation as a means of communicat

ing an image about themselves to others in a given 

situation. Self-presentation is a communicative act in 

which people convey a particular image of themselves to 

?thers, verbally or nonverbally (Whitehead and Smith, 1986). 

Such self-presentation is intended to establish, maintain, 

or refine an image of the individual in the mind of others 

(Goffman, 1959; Schlenker, 1980). Baumeister (1982) argues 

that the main self-presentational motives are the desires to 
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construct the individual's public self-image and to get 

favorable responses from the audience. Impression 

management is a central part of the very nature of social 

interacation. Thus self-presentation involves more or less 

intentional control of verbal or nonverbal presentation in 

order to guide and control the responses made by others 

toward us. Like performers on stage, social actors must 

have an idea of how their actions will be interpreted, a 

desire to maintain face or the appropriate situated 

identity, and a wide range of self-presentational skills 

(Snyder, 1980). self-presentation is concerned with 

constructing and maintaining the general public image of 

self. 

Almost all behaviors and appearances potentially convey 

information about the self and may be used as indicators of 

self-presentation. The ways in which an individual presents 

an appearance to others are numerous. Schneider (1981) 

generally classifies self-presentational indicators into 

four classes: (a) verbal presentations; (b) nonverbal and 

expressive behaviors (e.g., smiles, frowns, and eyecontact); 

(c) artifactual displays (e.g., clothing jewelry, and 

cosmetics); (d) purposive behaviors ("e.g., requests for 

help, conformity, and careful listening). stone (1981) 

argues that appearance and discourse are two distinct 

dimensions of the social transaction in our daily life. 



But words are the only tools we have for confident 

manipulation of the interpersonal situation. The 

conventions which facilitate social action are largely 

verbal. The discussion of self-presentation in this paper 

mainly deals with verbal presentation. 
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Any verbal statement may be construed as a self-pre

sentation. People can rely on what the individual says 

about himself or on documentary evidence he provides as to 

who and what he is (Goffman, 1959). Language as a symbolic 

system incorporates class terms referring to parts of these 

worlds, doing so by representing their meaning for human 

action (stryker and Statham, 1985). Fundamental to the 

social ceremonial is the proper use of words. The actors 

must be able to deliver the lines correctly. The proper 

word or phrase, properly delivered, is the highest 

attainment of human interpersonal power. The public 

appearances created by a person's words and deeds may be the 

result of deliberate attempts to create images appropriate 

to particular circumstances in an attempt to be " the right 

person in the right place at the right time" (Snyder, 1987). 

A primary tenet holds that self-presentation constructs 

and expresses an identity. Whenever people are in the 

presence of others, it is usually in their best interests to 

convey particular types of identity images (Goffman, 1959; 

Schlenker, 1980; Tedeschi, 1981). Some projected images 



50 

will be appropriate to the situation, make a desired 

impression on others, and result in desired reactions from 

others. Goffman (1959) has focused mainly on the 

situational conditions that help social actors to establish 

and maintain temporary identities which in turn provide the 

basis for regulating their behavior. A role-identity may be 

a general one, consisting of an overall evaluative 

impression of the person as being good, and norm-abiding, or 

it may be specifically tied to a particular role in a 

particular situation. 

In cases of highly formal situations, we possess 

scripts that allow us to know what to expect in these 

particular situations. Then we perform roles that symbolize 

how we wish to appear to others (Schlenker, 1980). In such 

formal situations, actors are likely to present themselves 

as the situation dictates when their options are seemingly 

restricted, as in cases of highly formal situation that cue 

relevant social roles and provide actors with less flexible 

social scripts (Schlenker, 1986). In social situations, 

everyone acts to control the impressions conveyed to others 

to some extent. But some people (e.g., high self-monitors) 

are particularly sensitive to how they appear in social 

situations. The person practicing impression management 

attempts to convey the right image for their roles in any 

social occasion to secure a positive evaluation from the 
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audience. For these people, their role-identities direct 

appropriate self-presentation to be the right person in the 

right place at the right time. These people (high 

self-monitors) may create gaps and contradictions between 

their private reality and public appearances. 

However, Buss and Briggs (1984) argue that when people 

engage in social roles, they not only self-present and 

follow rules but also allow expression of their personal 

feelings and personality traits. Baumeister (1982) also 

asserts that one kind of self-presentational motive does not 

imply that the self is created only by impressing others. 

For instance, low self-monitors may make their choices of 

clothing based ~n their abiding tastes and preferences. For 

some people (e.g., low self-monitors), cross-situational 

consistency of self-presentation derives mainly from the 

fact that one's desired (ideal) self is relatively stable 

and unchanging. For these people, the self-presentational 

behavior can be directed by stable dispositions rather than 

by role-identities. They show a great amount of 

correspondence between their private reality and public 

appearances. 

Also in relatively informal situations, actors are more 

likely to present themselves consistently with their 

personal attitudes and personality traits. Even for high 

self-monitors, the roles they take on with family and 
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friends entail expressions of their own attitudes, 

preferences, and values (Snyder, 1987). If people know the 

individual by virtue of experience prior to the interaction, 

they can rely on assumptions as to the generality of 

psychological traits as a means of predicting her or his 

present and future behavior (Goffman, 1959). 
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Figure 1. Causal Model A of Self-Presentation 

Salient Role-Identity Self-Presentation 
in Formal Situations 

Attitude Self-Presentation 

in Informal Situations 
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Figure 2. Causal Model B of Self-Presentation 

Salient Role-Identity 

Attitude 

Salient Role-Identity 

X Self-Monitoring 

Attitude 

X Self-Monitoring 

Self-Monitoring 

Self-Presentation 
in Formal Situations 

Self-Presentation 

in Informal Situations 



Based on the theoretical understandings indicated 

above, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

Hypotheses 
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1) Salient role-identity will display higher association 

with self-presentation in formal situations than in 

informal situations for both high and low self-monitors; 

2) Attitude will display higher association with self

presentation in informal situations than in formal 

situations for both high and low self-monitors; 

3) High self-monitors will display higher salient role

identity and self-presentation association than low 

self-monitors in both formal and informal situations; 

4) Low self-monitors will display higher attitude and 

self-presentation association than high self-monitors 

in both formal and informal situations; 

5) In formal situations, association between attitude and 

self-presentation will be high for low self-monitors, but 

relatively low for high self-monitors (ex., low religious 

high self-monitors will be more religious in self

presentation than low religious low self-monitors in 
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formal situation. 

6) In informal situations, association between salient role

identity and self-presentation will be high for high 

self-monitors, but relatively low for low self-monitors 

(ex., high religious high self-monitors will be less 

religious in self-presentation than high religious low 

self-monitors). 
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Chapter 3 

Method 

This chapter describes the research methods utilized to 

survey a college population about salient role-identity, 

attitude, and self-presentation. The chapter discusses the 

selection of the sample, the data collection, 

characteristics of the sample, measurement, and statistical 

method. 

Sample and Data Collection 

Data were collected from 551 college students enrolled 

in introductory sociology classes at the University of 

Arizona during the spring Semester, 1990, and also 239 

students attending the meetings of religious organizations 

on campus during the same semester. For the purpose of this 

study, students were excluded from the sample who did not 

identify themselves as religious, who identified themselves 

as religious persons, but who did not go to church at all, 

who went to church only on holidays, or who provided 

incomplete responses (Table 3-1). After exclusions, 443 

respondents remain of the original 790. 
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The population base from which the sample was drawn 

comprised college students. The students selected as the 

sample were not randomly selected from the entire student 

population. Thus, to see if the overall characteristics of 

the sample differed greatly from those of the student body 

as a whole, the sample in this research was compared to the 

undergraduate population at the University of Arizona for 

the fall semester, 1990 (Table 3-2). As Table 3-2 

indicates, the sample seems to be representative of the 

college population in general, except in terms of year in 

school. There is also enough variation in sex, race, and 

religious preferences to make meaningful analysis possible. 

The respondents' ages ranged from 17 to 56, with a mean age 

of 21.6. Of the sample, 45.4 percent were male, 82.4 

percent were White/ Non-Hispanic. Turning to year in 

school, 35.4 percent (N = 157) were freshmen, 23 percent (N 

= 102) sophomores, 18.1 percent (N =80) juniors, 14.4 

percent (N = 64) seniors, 2.3 percent (N = 10) unclassified, 

and 6.8 percent (N =30) were graduate students. In terms of 

religious preference, 31.8 percent were Catholic, 16 percent 

were non-denominational, 13.1 percent belonged to the Church 

of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day saints (or Mormon), and 12.2 

percent were Baptist. Table 3-2 shows the overall 

characteristics of the sample in terms of sex, ethnicity, 

major, year in school, and religion. 
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The data were collected from the two groups - students 

in the introductory sociology classes surveyed and those in 

the religious organizations on campus studied using the 

questionnaire. In the sociology classes, students finished 

the questionnaires during the class-hour under the 

supervision of the instructor and the researcher. For 

religious organizations, the survey was administered after 

their regular meeting with students who volunteered to 

participate, supervised by the researcher. It took about 25 

minutes for a student to complete the questionnaire. 

The content of the questionnaire focuses on the five 

major classes of theoretical variables previously 

discussed: salient role-identity, attitude, self-monitoring, 

situation, and self-presentation. In addition, background 

information was obtained. 

Measurement 

Salient role-identity 

Religious identification is one among the various role

identities that a person may include as a part of his/her 

self-concept. Role-identities that are more salient and are 

more in the center of one's concern are more likely to play 

a part in one's definition of self. Thus, among the various 
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Table 3-1. The Selection of the Sample 

Introductory Religious Total 
Sociology Organization 
Classes 

N % N % N % 

Students who were 221 27.97 222 28.10 443 56.07 
attending church 
regularly 

Students who did not 83 10.51 0 0.00 83 10.51 
have religion 

Students who were 82 10.38 0 0.00 82 10.38 
identified 
themselves as 
religious person, 
but did not go to 
church 

Students who went to 132 16.71 0 0.00 132 16.71 
church only on 
holidays 

Students who provived 33 4.18 17 2.15 50 6.33 
incomplete 
responses 

Total 790 100.00 
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Table 3-2. Selected Background Characteristics of 
Sample 

Sample Univ. of Arizona 
Population 

sociodemographic 
Variables N % N % 

Sex 443 27,522 
Male 201 45.4 14,114 51. 3 
Female 242 54.6 13,408 48.7 

Ethnicity 442 27,522 
White 364 82.2 21,645 78.6 
Black/African American 10 2.3 595 2.2 
Asian 15 3.4 962 3.5 
Chicano/Mexican/Hispanic 41 9.3 2,743 10.0 
American Indian/Native 8 1.8 360 1.3 

American 
other 4 .9 1,217 4.4 

Major 339 27,522 
Agriculture 10 2.3 1,143 4.2 
Architecture 7 1.6 554 2.0 
Business and Public 86 19.6 5,349 19.4 
Administration 
Education 36 8.2 605 2.2 
Engineering and Mines 54 12.3 3,133 11.4 
Natural Sciences 26 5.9 2,197 8.0 
Nursing 13 3.0 193 .7 
Pharmacy 8 1.8 43 .2 
Social Sciences and 103 23.5 6,703 24.4 

Humanities 
Fine Art 17 3.9 2,113 7.7 
Exercise and Sports 1 .2 6 .0 

Sciences 
Undecided 78 17.6 5,483 19.9 

Year in School 443 27,522 
Freshman 157 35.4 5,893 21.4 
Sophomore 102 23.0 6,639 24.1 
Junior 80 18.1 6,106 22.2 
Senior 64 14.4 7,811 28.4 
Unclassified 10 2.3 1,073 3.9 
Graduate 30 6.8 
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Table 3-2. continued 

Sample 

Sociodemographic 
Variables N % 

Religion 443 
Catholic 141 31. 8 
Jewish 9 2.0 
Baptist 54 12.2 
Methodist 30 6.8 
Lutherian 24 5.4 
Presbyterian 22 5.0 
Episcopalian 15 3.4 
The Church of Jesus Christ 58 13.1 

Latter-Day Saints 
Non-denominational 71 16.0 
Other 19 4.3 
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role-identities, the salience of religious identities is 

always relative to other role-identities. Salient 

role-identity is the "salience of the religious identity in 

relation to the salience of other identities," or the 

"location of religious role identity in the identity 

salience hierarchy." Following the theory of role salience 

it has been generally accepted that the order in which the 

respondent enumerates his/her role-identities serves as an 

indicator of the order of their salience (McCall and 

simmons, 1978). Salient religious role-identity was 

measured with two items taken from Stryker's (Stryker and 

Serpe, 1982) scale. The salience of the religious identity 

was operationalized by a two-item scale with an alpha 

reliability coefficient of .75. 

For each item, the respondent was asked to rank 

religion in relation to the other roles. The seven roles to 

be examined include student, friend, son/daughter, worker, 

religious person, dating person, and athlete. The salient 

religious role-identity for this research had an alpha 

reliability coefficient of .87. The two items are: 

1. Think about meeting people for the first time. You 

want to tell them about yourself so that they'll really know 

you, but you can only tell them one thing about yourself. 

Of the following [ (1) being a student, (2) being a friend, 

(3) being a son or daughter, (4) doing the work you do, 
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would you most likely do? (first, second, third, 

etc.?) Please order them according to their imporatance, 

from most important (first ranked) to least important (last 

ranked) by number. 

Most Important ___ ___ ___ _ __ ___ ___ Least Important 

The higher the ranking of the religious role in 

relation to other roles, the higher the identity salience of 

the religious role. 

For this scale, subjects who have the highest rank in 

religious role related to other roles were assigned as 7, 

and the lowest rank as 1. Then the two items were added to 

form the single scale value. The range of possible values 

is 2 through 14. 

Attitude 

Attitudes were assessed on the basis of subjects' 

responses to 17 Likert scale items on a religious attitude 

scale. This measure of religious attitude is taken from 

Poppleton and Pilkington's (Poppleton and Pilkington, 1978) 

"religious attitude scale." For the purpose of this 

research, four items were excluded from the original 21 
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items. 2 This scale was designed to measure the religious 

attitudes of college students. Attitude toward religion was 

measured with a five-point Likert scale ranging from 

strongly agree to strongly disagree. The alpha reliability 

coefficient for this research was .86. The seventeen items 

are: 

1. To lead a good life it is necessary to have some 

religious belief. 

2. I genuinely do not know whether or not God exists. 

3. People without religious beliefs can lead just as 

moral and useful lives as people with religious 

beliefs. 

4. Religious faith is merely another name for belief 

which is contrary to reason. 

5. The existence of disease, famine and strife in the 

world makes one doubt some religious doctrines. 

6. The miracles recorded in the Bible really happened. 

7. It makes no difference to me whether religious 

beliefs are true or false. 

8. The truth of the Bible diminishes with the advance 

of science. 

9. Without belief in God life is meaningless. 

2 The four excluded items do not appear to be adequate 
measures of gereral religious attitude. 



10. The more scientific discoveries are made the more 

the glory of God is revealed. 

11. Religious education is essential to preserve the 

morals of our society. 

12. The best explanation of miracles is as an 

exaggeration of ordinary events into myths and 

legends. 

13. International peace depends on the world-wide 

adoption of religion. 

14. If you lead a good and decent life it is not 

necessary to go to church. 

15. There is no survival of any kind after death. 
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16. The psychiatrist rather than the theologian can 

best explain the phenomena of religious experience. 

17. On the whole, religious beliefs make for better 

happier living. 

Strongly agree on the five-point Likert scale was coded 

as 5 and strongly disagree as 1. The seventeen items were 

added to provide a single measure of religious attitude. 

Values range from 17 to 85. Low values indicate anti

religious and high values pro-religious attitudes. 

Self-monitoring 

There are important individual differences in the 



extent to which people can control and manage their verbal 

and nonverbal self-presentation. These differences were 

measured by Snyder's (Snyder, 1974) "self-monitoring 
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scale." The self-monitoring scale (Snyder, 1974, 1987) 

consists of 25 true-false self-descriptive statements that 

describe: (a) concern with social appropriateness of 

self-presentation (e.g., "At parties and social gatherings, 

I do not attempt to do or say things that others will 

like"); (b) attention to social cues to situationally 

appropriate self-presentation (e.g., "When I am uncertain 

how to act in social situations, I look to the behavior of 

others for cues"); (c) ability to control self-presentation 

(e.g., "I can look anyone in the eye and tell a lie [if for 

a right end]"); (d) use of this ability in particular 

situations (e.g., "I may deceive people by being friendly 

when I really dislike them"); and (e) situation-to-situation 

shifts in expressive self-presentation (e.g., "In different 

situations and with different people, I often act like very 

different persons"). 

Each subject was classified as either low or high on 

the self-monitoring dimension for the analysis. 

The 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale is both internally 

consistent (with a Kuder-Richardson 20 reliability of .66; 

Gangestad and Snyder, 1985) and temporally stable {with 

test-retest reliability estimates of .83 for a one-month 
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interval, Snyder, 1974; and .71 for a 2.S-month interval, 

Greaner and Penner, 1982). In this research the alpha 

reliability coefficient for the 2s-item scale was .66. The 

twenty five items are: 

1. I find it hard to imitate the behavior of other 

people. 

2. My behavior is usually an expression of my 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. 

5. I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about 

which I have almost no information. 

6. I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain 

people. 

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. 

9. I rarely seek advice of my friends to choose movies, 

books, or music. 

10. I sometimes appear to others to be experiencing 

deeper emotions than I actually am. 

11. I laugh more when I watch a comedy with others than 

when alone. 



12. In a group of people I am rarely the center of 

attention. 
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13. In different situations and with different people, 

I often act like very different persons. 

14. I 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 I appear to be. 

17. I 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. 

19. In order to get along and be liked, I tend to be 

what people expect me to be rather than anything 

else. 

20. I have never been good at games like charades or 

improvisational acting. 

21. I 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. 
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Texaco 100 $58.25 $5825.0 -1 0 
Raytheon 1cont. 1.125 112.5 +1 0 
wisc Enry 100 31.375 3137.5 -1 0 
LaGear 1cont. .75 75.0 +1 0 
Nike 1cont. .125 12.5 +1 0 
IBM 100 112.125 11212.5 -1 0 
IBM (put) 1cont. 2.875 287.5 +1 0 
Amoco 100 50.00 5000.0 -1 0 
Chevron 100 71.00 7100.00 -1 0 
Sun Energ 100 9.375 937.5 -1 0 

Total -33412.7 0 

Ending cash position: Beginning cash position + total (cell d) -
total (cell f) 

=49774.5+-33412.7 
=16361.80 
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Texaco 100 $50.00 $5800.0 -1 0 
Raytheon 1cont. 1.125 112.5 +1 0 
wisc Enry 100 31.125 3112.5 -1 0 
LaGear 1cont. 13.375 1337.5 +1 0 
Nike 1cont. .75 75.0 +1 0 
IBM 100 117.625 11762.5 -1 0 
IBM (put) 1cont. 5.875 587.5 +1 0 
Amoco 100 48.5 4850.0 -1 0 
Chevron 100 72.25 7225.0 -1 0 
Sun Energ 100 8.75 875.0 -1 0 
Coke 1cont. 5.875 587.50 -1 49.111 
Phil Mor. 1cont. 1.25 125.0 -1 53.28 
Intel co. 1cont. 1.50 125.0 -1 44.19 
USHlth 1cont. 1.50 150.0 +1 25.38 

Total 35387.0 171.96 

End Cash= 67024.44-35387-171.96 
=31465.48 
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24. I can look anyone in the eye and tell a lie with a 

straight face (if for a right end). 

25. I may deceive people by being friendly when I 

really dislike them. 

For these items, high self-monitoring items were coded 

as 1 and low self-monitoring items as 0. 3 The twenty five 

items were combined to make up the single self-monitoring 

scale. The range of possible scores is from 0 to 25. 

Subjects with a score above the group median (12) were 

classified as high self-monitors, and subjects with scores 

at or below the median were classified as low self-monitors. 

situation 

situation was measured with a self-presentation 

questionnaire. situations are classified into two 

categories depending upon the degree of situational 

constraints for individual behaviors in particular 

situations: formal situations (e.g., church) and informal 

situations (e.g.,· informal gatherings in church-dinner, 

picnics, or parties-, with family-family dinner-, and with 

friends). 

3 High self-monitoring items are items 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 
13, 15, 16, 18, 19, 24, and 25. Low self-monitoring items 
are items 1, 2, 3, 4, 9, 12, 14, 17, 20, 21, 22, and 23. 
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For this work, situations are classified as objectively 

formal or informal. However, to know whether subjects' 

definitions of situations were different from the objective 

formality of the situation, the following question was 

asked: In your everyday life, you have developed subjective 

impressions or feelings about situations you find yourself 

in. We can generally categorize situations into formal and 

informal situations. How would you define the following 

situations (e.g., church, social gatherings with other 

church members, family dinner, and going to a movie with a 

friend or going to the park with a friend)? Table 3-3 

displays the subjects' definition of situation. As Table 3-

3 reveals, the subjects defined church as a formal 

situation, and social gatherings with other church members, 

family dinner, and with friend as informal situations. In 

this research, the classification of the situation by the 

researcher was consistent with subjective situations defined 

by subjects. 
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Table 3-3. The subjects' definition of situation 

situation 

Church 

Values N % Mean 

Formal 
situation (S) 141 31.8 

(4) 214 48.3 
(3) 66 14.9 
(2) lS 3.4 

Informal 
situation (1) 7 1.6 

Total 443 100.00 4.0S4 

situation 

social Gatherings with 
other Church Members 

Values N % Mean 

Formal 
situation (S) lS 3.4 

(4) 83 18.7 
(3) 129 29.1 
(2) 134 30.2 

Informal 
situation ( 1) 82 18.S 

Total 443 100.00 2.S82 
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Table 3-3. continued 

situation 

Family Dinner 

Values N % Mean 

Formal 
situation (5) 11 2.5 

(4) 32 7.2 
(3) 89 20.1 
(2) 115 26.0 

Informal 
situation (1) 195 44.1 

Total 442 100.00 1.980 

situation 

with Friend 

Values N % Mean 

Formal 
situation (5) 2 .5 

(4) 10 2.3 
(3) 39 8.8 
(2) 104 23.6 

Informal 
situation (1) 286 64.9 

Total 441 100.00 1.449 
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self-presentation 

The measure of self-presentation consists of five items 

of verbal self-presentation in different situational types 

(e.g., formal and informal situations). The verbal 

self-presentation was measured with a five-point scale 

ranging from regularly (5) to never (1), with an alpha 

reliability coefficient of .85. The five items are: 

1. In talking with other members of your church before 

or after church service, how often do you talk about 

religious topics? 

2. In talking with other members of your church in 

informal gatherings (e.g, dinner, picnics, or 

parties), how often do you talk about religious 

topics? 

3. In talking with members of your family at a family 

dinner, how often do you talk about religious 

topics? 

4. In talking with other members of your church, how 

often do you share the problems and joys of trying 

to live a life of faith in God? 

5. In talking with your friends, how often do you share 

the problems and joys of trying to live a life of 

faith in God? 

Each item of verbal self-presentation was used as an 



dependent variable individually. The range of possible 

scores is from 1 to 5. 

statistical Method 

76 

The causal models were estimated with weighted least 

square (WLS) procedures using the program LISREL 7 (Joreskog 

and Sorbom, 1988). The best way to investigate the problem 

in this research is to use LISREL 7, as it permits an 

assesment of mixed scale measurement (ordinal and interval). 

In many cases, especially when data are collected by 

questionnaire, the variables are ordinal or of mixed scale 

types (ordinal and interval). In this analysis, self

presentation and salient role-identity are treated as 

ordinal, and attitude, self-monitoring, interaction between 

salient role-identity and self-monitoring, and interaction 

between attitude and self-monitoring are treated as interval 

scales. 

When the observed variables in LISREL are of mixed 

scale types, it is suggested that estimates of polychoric 

and polyserial correlations be computed and that the matrix 

of such correlations be analyzed by the WLS method. PRELIS 

produces estimates of the asymptotic covariance matrix of 

the estimated sample variance and covariances under 

arbitrary non-normal distributions a~d the matrix of 



polychoric correlations. These can be used to compute a 

weight matrix for WLS (SPSS Inc, 1990). The weight matrix 

required for such an analysis is the inverse of the 

estimated asymptotic covariance matrix of the polychoric 

correlations (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1988). 
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Variables in this research are directly observed 

variables. In such case, the LISREL statistical method 

provides an analysis of relationships which is used to 

assess the structural relationships among structural 

constructs in the theoretical models. Results of this 

analysis include structural regression coefficients (gammas) 

and their associated statistical tests, as well as the 

goodness-of-fit measures. 
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Chapter 4 

Results 

This chapter presents the results of the data analysis. 

The aim of this study is to empirically examine the 

relationships between salient role-identity, attitude, and 

self-presentation, taking into account individual 

differences in self-monitoring and the formality of 

situations. The data analysis, the test of structural 

models (Model A and Model B), and the assessment of fit of 

the models are presented and discussed. 

Data Analysis 

Two structural models (Model A and Model B) were 

estimated in this research. Model A is a simplified causal 

model that includes the relationships among salient role

identity, attitude, and self-presentation taking into 

account the type of situation, as shown in Figure 3. In 

accordance with the theoretical framework, salient role

identity and attitude are hypothesized to be determinants of 

self-presentation in formal situation, and informal 

situations, respectively. Model B is an elaborated causal 



model that includes the relationships among salient role

identity, attitude, self-monitoring, and self-presentation 

considering situational types (Figure 4). 
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Model B differs from Model A by the addition of 

individual differences in self-monitoring. This model 

allows for a test of four hypotheses: 1) the association 

between salient role-identity and self-presentation will be 

higher for high self-monitors than for low self-monitors in 

both formal and informal situations; 2) the association 

between attitude and self-presentation will be higher for 

low self-monitors than for high self-monitors in both 

situations; 3) the association between attitude and self

presentation will be relatively higher for low self-monitors 

than for high self-monitors in formal situations; 4) the 

association between salient role-identity and self

presentation will be relatively higher for high self

monitors than for low self-monitors in informal situations. 

The causal models were estimated using the 

correlation/covariance matrices of the measured variables as 

input to the LISREL 7 computer program (Joreskog and Sorbom, 

1988). The weighted least square (WLS) method was used to 

estimate the structural coefficients and test hypotheses. 

For the causal analyses the structural models were 

estimated. The structural models express the hypothesized 

causal relationship among the structural constructs as 
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regression coefficients. 

Assessment of Fit 

To assess the fit of the models to the observed data, 

two model statistics are used. First, measures of overall 

fit with the chi-square test are examined. The chi-square 

test indicates the degree to which a model fits the data. A 

small chi-square value supports the hypothesis that the 

model provides a plausible explanation of the processes. 

The degrees of freedom serve as a standard by which to judge 

whether chi-square is large or small. The chi-square value 

for Model A is 0 with 0 d.f. which yields a p value of 1.00. 

This model is just identified with zero degrees of freedom 

and fits the data perfectly. As a result, it is only useful 

to the extent it gives information about the relative 

importance of the independent variables as predictors of the 

dependent variables (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1988). The chi

square value for Model B is 13.45 with 10 d.f., 

corresponding to a p value of .200. This finding shows that 

there is no significant difference between the observed 

covariances among the variables and the model-implied 

covariances. Apparently model A and mode~ B fit the data 

well. Second, the goodness-of-fit (GFI) index is exa~ined. 

The goodness-of-fit index is 1.000 for the model A, and the 
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goodness-of-fit index is .997 for the model B. Each of 

these values suggests that the models are plausible 

explanations of the observed data. According to the chi

square and the goodness of fit of the structural models, the 

models fit the data very well. 

The structural Model 

The simple (Model A) and elaborated (Model B) causal 

models are considered. 

Model A: This model includes the relationship between 

salient role-identity and self-presentation in formal 

situations (hypothesis 1), and the relationship between 

attitude and self-presentation in informal situations 

(hypothesis 2). Of the 443 students selected as the sample, 

the number of students used in the analysis given the 

listwise deletion procedure was 426. 

Model A is a simplified model, which includes the 

variables representing salient role-identity, attitude, and 

self-presentation both in formal and informal situations. 

This model specifies in which types of situations salient 

role-identity and attitude will predict self-presentation. 

The correlation/covariance matrices for the variables used 

in the analysis are presented in Table 4-1. Table 4-2 

represents the structural coefficients and their 
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corresponding t values for each pair of variables linked in 

the model. One of the steps for testing and building LISREL 

type causal models is to inspect the t statistic for each of 

the structural coefficients to examine whether or not they 

are significantly different from zero (Lomax, 1982). Table 

4-3 presents the significance test using the t distribution 

to test hypotheses about differences between formal and 

informal situations. Figure 3 displays the causal model A 

specified by the structural relationships among measured 

variables. In the model A, a SUbstantial portion of the 

variance in the ultimate dependent variable, self

presentation, is accounted for by the independent variables 

incorporated into the model in Figure 3 (overall R2 = .517). 

A closer look at specific relationships suggests that the 

relationships between variables hypothesized by the theory 

obtain. 

Hypothesis 1. Salient role-identity will display 

higher association with self-presentation in formal 

situations than in informal situations for both high and low 

self-monitors. 

This hypothesis, suggesting an interactive effect of 

salient role-identity and formality of the situation on 

self-presentation received no support (Table 4-2). The 



significance test using the t distribution,4 presented in 

Table 4-3, indicates significant differences in the 

coefficients for different situations. However, the 

coefficients between salient role-identity and self

presentation are higher in informal situations than formal 

situations, with the exception of one informal situation 

(with family). The results of this test of hypothesis 1 
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show that a statistically significant positive relationship 

exists between salient religious role-identity and self-

presentation, in formal and informal situations, with the 

exception of one informal situation (with family) (Tabl-e·· 4-

2). These findings imply that salient religious role-

identity is a good predictor of self-presentation without 

considering situational types (formal vs. informal 

situations). These results confirm those of earlier 

analyses (Stryker, 1968; Stryker and Serpe, 1982; Callero, 

1985), although the earlier researchers were guided by a 

somewhat different theoretical model. In this analysis 

attitude and situation were added since it was assumed that 

these variables had significant effects on individual 

behavior. 

4 The t-tests are calculated by 

t = 
(b, - a,) - (0) 

J var(b,) + var(a,) - 2cov(b"a,) 
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Hypothesis 2: Attitude will display higher association 

with self-presentation in informal situations than in formal 

situations for both high and low self-monitors. 

This hypothesis is not supported. Although Table 4-3 

shows that there are statistically significant differences 

in the coefficients between informal situations and one 

formal situation (in church-B), attitude is significantly 

related to self-presentation only in one formal situation, 

as shown in Table 4-2 (in church-B, coefficient = .333, t = 

2.101). The findings in hypothesis 2 are consistent with 

those of earlier researchers (Wicker, 1969; Abelson, 1972; 

Snyder, 1979), although the formality of situations is 

included in the present analysis. It thus appears that 

attitude is not a significant predictor of self-presentation 

when formality of the situation is taken into account. 

Model B: This model includes hypotheses 3 through 6. 

The number of students from the total sample of 443 analyzed 

here is 406, using the listwise deletion procedure. The 

elaborated model, model B, is presented in Figure 4. This 

model differs from model A by the addition of individual 

differences in self-monitoring. The estimation of this 

model should indicate 1) for which types of people salient 

role-identity and attitude will predict self-presentation 

(hypotheses 3 and 4); and 2) for which types of people in 

which types of situations salient role-identity and attitude 
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Table 4-1. Correlation/covariance Matrices Among 
Measured Variables 

Self-Presentation 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Formal situations 
1. Self-Presentation 1.000 

in Church-A 
2. Self-Presentation .670 1.000 

in Church-B 

Informal situations 
3. Self-Presentation .792 .697 1.000 

in Informal 
Gatherings in 
Church 

4. Self-Presentation .451 .453 .513 1.000 
with Family 

5. Self-Presentation .542 .716 .622 .423 1.000 
with Friend 

6. Salient Religious .556 .605 .575 .322 .598 1. 000 
Role-Identity 

7. Religious Attitude .506 .592 .505 .359 .537 .690 
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Table 4-2. Results of the Test of the structural 
Model A 

Salient Religious 
Role-Identity 

Dependent 
Variable Coefficients 

Formal situations 
Self-Presentation .395 

in Church-A 
Self-Presentation .376 

in Church-B 

Informal Situations 
Self-Presentation .433 

in Informal 
Gatherings 
in Church 

Self-Presentation .141 
with Family 

Self-Presentation .434 
with Friend 

R2 = .517 
Chi Square = 0, p = 1.00 
df = 0 

t 

3.124 

2.980 

3.355 

1. 090 

3.519 

Goodness-Of-Fit Index = 1.000 
Root Mean Square Residual = .000 

Religious Attitude 

Coefficients t 

.233 1.516 .338 

.333 2.101 .425 

.206 1.309 .353 

.262 1.814 .140 

.238 1.549 .387 

Note: t values greater than 2.0 show that the coefficient 
is statistically different from zero. 
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Table 4-3. The Significance Test of the Structural 
Model A for Differences between Formal 
and Informal situations 

Informal 
situations 

Self-Presentation 
in Informal 
Gatherings 
in Church 

Self-Presentation 
with Family 

Self-Presentation 
with Friend 

Formal Situations 

Self-Presentation 
in Church-A 

SRRI RATT 

t t 

2.235 -1.174 

-12.095 1.208 

2.438 .227 

Self-Presentation 
in Church-B 

SRRI RATT 

t t 

3.353 -5.522 

-11.190 -2.958 

3.867 -4.524 

Note: t value exceeding 2.33 in absolute value is grounds 
for rejecting the hypotheses of no differences 
between formal and informal situations at .01 
significant level. 

SRRI: Salient Religious Role-Identity 
RATT: Religious Attitude 
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will predict self-presentation (hypotheses 5 and 6). Table 

4-4 displays the correlation/covariance matrices of Model B 

among measured variables used in the analysis. The 

coefficents and associated t statistics of the variables 

linked in Model B are presented in Table 4-5. In addition, 

Table 4-6 presents the coefficients for both high and low 

self-monitors and associated t scores. In order to test 

hypotheses 5 and 6, a t-test is used to see whether there 

are significant differences between formal and informal 

situations in terms of the relationship between attitude and 

self-presentation, or salient role-identity and 

self-presentation. 

To test the hypotheses in Model B, subjects are divided 

into two groups: high self-monitors and low self-monitors. 

Subjects are dichotomized at the median to form a high self

monitors group and a low self-monitors group. A self

monitoring dummy variable was formed, with low self-monitors 

coded as 0, and a high self-monitors coded as 1. The 

effects of salient role-identity and attitude on self

presentation considering situational types for both groups 

is modeled by the folowing structural equation: 

where SP = self-presentation; SRRI = salient religious role-
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identity; RATT = religious attitude; SM = self-monitoring; 

SRRISM = an interaction variable created by multiplying SRRI 

times SM; RATTSM = an interaction variable created by 

multiplying RATT times SM. 

The prediction equation for the low self-monitors group can 

be written as : 

SP = a 1SRRI + a2RATT + a3sRRI X (0) + a4RATT X (0) + 

as X (0) = a 1SRRI + a2RATT 

while that for the high self-monitors group: 

SP = a 1SRRI + a2RATT + a3SRRI X (1) + a4RATT X (1) + 

as X (1) = (a1 + a 3 )SRRI + (a2 + a4 )RATT + as. 

Table 4-5 and Table 4-6 summarize the results from 

these structural equation analyses and presents t scores and 

LISREL statistics. Model B is diagrammed in Figure 4. The 

inclusion of individual differences in self-monitoring in 

Model B increases the overall explained variance of self

presentation by fourty four percent (from R2 = .517 to R2 = 

.961) • 

Hypothesis 3. High self-monitors will display a higher 

association between salient role-identity and self

presentation than low self-monitors in both formal and 
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informal situations. 

This hypothesis receives substantial support. 

Hypothesis 3 predicts that salient role-identity and self

monitoring interact in their association with self

presentation. Specifically, it is argued that the 

relationship between salient role-identity and self

presentation should be stronger for high self-monitors. The 

structural coefficients between salient religious role

identity and self-presentation are greater for high self

monitors than low self-monitors in both formal and informal 

situations (Table 4-5 and Table 4-6). In addition, t scores 

presented in Table 4-6 indicate significant differences in 

standard deviations away from the mean for different self

monitoring groups both in formal and informal situations. T 

scores indicate the meaningful differences between the 

relative scores for high and low self-monitors in both 

situations. This supports the hypothesis that there is a 

higher salient role-identity and self-presentation 

association for high self-monitors than low self-monitors in 

both situations. 

Hypothesis 4. Low self-monitors will display higher 

attitude and self-presentation association than high self

monitors in both formal and informal situ~tions. 

There is clear support for this hypothesis. Hypothesis 

4 predicts that attitude and self-monitoring interact in 
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their relation to self-presentation. It is suggested that 

the association between attitude and self-presentation will 

be stronger for low self-monitors. The structural 

coefficients of religious attitude with self-presentation 

for low self-monitors in both situations are statistically 

significant, as shown in Table 4-5 and Table 4-6, and t 

scores demonstrate the meaningful differences between the 

relative scores for high and low self-monitors in both 

situations (Table 4-6). These results support the 

hypothesis that the association between attitude and self

presentation will be higher for low self-monitors than high 

self-monitors in both situations. 

Hypothesis 5. In formal situations, association 

between attitude and self-presentation will be high for low 

self-monitors, but relatively low for high self-monitors. 

This hypothesis is supported by statistically 

significant relationships between the variables in the 

predicted directions. Hypothesis 5 predicts that attitude, 

self-monitoring, and situation interact in their association 

with self-presentation. It is asserted that the 

relationship between attitude and self-presentation should 

be stronger for low self-monitors than for high self

monitors in formal situations. The structural coefficients 

among the hypothesized relationships are significant and z 

scores are also significant (Table 4-5 and Table 4-6). As 
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Table 4-7 indicates, there are statistically significant 

differences in the t values between formal and informal 

situations, with the exception of one (formal situation in 

church A with informal gatherings in church). As 

hypothesized, attitude is highly associated with self

presentation for low self-monitors compared with high self

monitors in formal situations. 

Hypothesis 6. In informal situations, association 

between salient role-identity and self-presentation will be 

high for high self-monitors, but relatively low for low 

self-monitors. 

The results offer mixed support for this hypothesis. 

This hypothesis predicts that salient role-identity, self

monitoring, and situation interact in their relations to 

self-presentation. It is suggested that the association 

between salient role-identity and self-presentation will be 

stronger for high self-monitors than for low self-monitors 

even in informal situations. The structural coefficients 

among measured variables are statistically significant, and 

t scores are also significant (Table 4-5 and Table 4-6). 

Also one informal situation (with family) shows significant 

differences with formal situations. However, there are no 

meaningful differences between informal gatherings in church 

and one of the formal situations (in church-A), and the 

informal situation with friends and the other formal 
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situation (in church-B), as shown in Table 4-7. These 

results imply that salient role-identity is a good predictor 

of self-presentation for high self-monitors without 

considering the type of situations. These findings are 

consistent with those in hypothesis 3. 

Self-monitoring in this research has been used as a 

moderating variable in hypotheses 3 through 6 to specify for 

which types of people salient role-identity and attitude 

will predict self-presentation. The interaction effects of 

self-monitoring with other measured variables in hypotheses 

3 through 6 are significant (Table 4-5 and Table 4-6). In 

addition, self-monitoring alone has strong positive effects 

on self-presentation in both formal and informal situations 

(Table 4-5). These results confirm those of earlier 

research (Snyder, 1974). 

In summary, four of the six hypotheses are supported. 

Hypothesis 3 through hypothesis 5, tested with the 

estimation of Model B, received strong support. Hypothesis 

6, which is testing the association between salient role

identity and self-presentation for high self-monitors in 

informal situations, received mixed support. The structural 

coefficients of measured variables are significant, and the 

t scores for high and low self-monitors are significant. 

However, two informal situataions (informal gatherings in 

church and with friend) showed no statistically significant 
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differences with formal situations. Hypothesis 1 and 

hypothesis 2, which specify in which types of situations 

salient role-identity and attitude will predict self

presentation, were tested with the estimation of Model A and 

were not supported. Hypothesis 1 was not supported because 

although salient role-identity had positive effects on self

presentation in both types of situations, the interaction 

effect of situation was not significant. There were no 

statistically meaningful differences between formal and 

informal situations. In terms of hypothesis 2, attitude had 

a significant postive effect on self-presentation in only 

one situation (a formal situation : in church, coefficient = 

.333, t = 2.101). The results indicate that attitude can 

not be a good predictor for self-presentation in either type 

of situation. 



Formal Situations 

1. Self-Presentation 
in Church-A 

2. Self-Presentation 
in Church-B 

Informal Situations 

3. Self-Presentation 
in Informal 
Gatherings 
in Church 

4. Self-Presentation 
with Family 

5. Self-Presentation 
with Friend 

6. Salient Religious 
Role-Identity 

7. Religious Attitude 

8. Self-Monitoring 

9. Salient Religious 
Role-Identity X 
Self-Monitoring 

10. Religious 
Attitude X 
Self-Monitoring 

Table 4-4. Correlation/Covariance Matrices 
among Measured Variables 

1 2 3 5 6 7 8 

1.000 

0.699 1. 000 

0.790 0.694 1.000 

0.440 0.433 0.497 1.000 

0.539 0.703 0.616 0.389 1.000 

0.530 0.597 0.562 0.291 0.594 1.000 

0.482 0.589 0.491 0.347 0.531 0.680 1. 000 

-0.152 -0.121 -0.110 -0.138 -0.088 -0.152 -0.175 1. 000 

0.105 0.137 0.147 -0.010 0.202 0.254 0.127 0.806 

-0.076 -0.026 -0.033 -0.081 0.007 -0.053 -0.012 0.974 

97 

9 

1.000 

0.871 
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Table 4-5. Results of the Test of the Structural Model B 
(1 ) 

Dependent 
Variables 

Formal Situations 

SRRI t RATT t SRRISM t RATTSM t SM t 

self-Presentation -0.048 -0.322 1.132 9.760 0.891 3.200 -5.284 -10.913 4.530 9.454 0.729 
in Church-A 

Self-Presentation -0.289 -1.967 1.129 9.920 1.419 4.831 -4.348 -9.649 3.112 7.528 0.748 
in Church-B 

Informal 
Situations 

Self-Presentation -0.055 -0.366 1.215 10.167 1.009 3.541 -5.850 -10.916 5.042 9.558 0.852 
in Informal 
Gatherings 
in Church 

Self-Presentation -0.237 -1.456 0.879 6.649 0.691 2.613 -3.454 -7.406 2.811 7.028 0.305 
with Family 

Self-Presentation -0.205 -1.360 0.889 7.739 1.396 4.481 -3.511 -7.137 2.317 5.194 0.645 
with Friend 

R' = 0.961 
Chi-Square = 13.45, P = 0.200 
d. f. = 10 
Goodness of Fit Index = 0.997 
Root Mean Square Residual = 0.024 

Note: t values greater than 1.65 in absolute value show that the coefficient 
is statistically different from zero. 

SRRI: salient religious role-identity 
RATT: religious attitude 
SRRISM: an interaction variable created by multiplying salient religious 

role-identity times self-monitoring. 
RATTSM: an interaction variable created by multiplying religious 

attitude times self-monitoring. 
SM: self-monitoring 
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Table 4-6. Results of the Test Structural Model Ba (2) 

salient Religious 
Role-Identity Religious Attitude Self-Monitoring 

H SM L SM H SM L SM H 5Mb 

Dependent Variables coeff. coeff. t coeff. coeff. t coeff. t 

Formal Situations 

Self-Presentation 0.843 -0.048 4.508 -4.152 1.132 -9.436 4.530 9.454 
in church-A 

Self-Presentation 1.130 -0.289 5.745 -3.219 1.129 -7.775 3.112 7.528 
in Church-B 

Informal Situations 

Self-Presentation 0.954 -0.055 4.974 -4.635 1.215 -9.537 5.042 9.558 
in Informal 
Gatherings 
in Church 

Self-Presentation 0.454 -0.237 2.538 -2.575 0.879 -6.296 2.811 7.028 
with Family 

Self-Presentation 1.191 -0.205 5.754 -2.622 0.889 -5.879 2.317 5.194 
with Friend 

R' = 0.961 
Chi-Square = 13.45, P = 0.200 
d. f. = 10 
Goodness of Fit Index = 0.997 
Root Mean Square Residual = 0.024 

Note: a: H SM = High Sel f-Moni tors; L SM = Low Self-Monitors. 
b: Coefficient equals 0.000 for L SM. 
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Table 4-7. The significance Test of the Structural 
Model B for Differences between Formal 
and Informal situations 

Formal situations 

Self-Presentation 
in Church-A 

Self-Presentation 
in Church-B 

Informal 
situations 

Self-Presentation 
in Informal 
Gathering 
in Church 

Self-Presentation 
with Family 

Self-Presentation 
with Friend 

SRRISM 

t 

-1.242 

1. 724 

-3.367 

RATTSM 

t 

.761 

-4.256 

-3.259 

SRRISM RATTSM 

t t 

2.950 2.563 

5.127 -2.139 

.080 -2.25 

Note: t value exceeding 1.65 in absolute value is grounds 
for rejecting the hypotheses of no differences 
between two situations at .05 significant level. 

SRRISM: an interaction variable created by 
multiplying salient religious role-identity 
times self-monitoring. 

RATTSM: an interaction variable created by 
multiplying religious attitude times 
self-monitoring. 
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Chapter 5 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Two models were estimated in order to test the six 

hypotheses derived from the theoretical framework presented 

here. The estimation of Model B provided strong support for 

four of the theoretically predicted relationships. Model B 

predicts the relationships between the independent variables 

- salient role-identity and attitude - and the dependent 

variable - self-presentation, taking into account variations 

in self-monitoring and the formality of situations. However, 

the estimation of Model A did not provide support for the 

remaining two hypothesized relationships. Model A predicts 

the relationships between the independent variables -

salient role-identity and attitude - and the dependent 

variable - self-presentation - with formality of the 

situation included as a moderating variable. The results 

have important implications for the theory of self

presentation that informs the analysis. The theoretical 

implications of the findings will be discussed in this 

chapter. 
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Discussion 

This research demonstrates the necessity of 

incorporating more explicit analyses of sociological and 

psychological processes into the study of self-presentation. 

While there have been many theoretical discussions of self

presentation, few researchers have attempted to investigate 

empirically the conditions under which self-monitoring and 

situations moderate the effect of salient role-identity and 

attitudes on self-presentation. The research reported here 

has attempted to fill this void. 

The most important findings of the present study are 

that first, salient role-identity is more strongly 

associated with self-presentation for high self-monitors 

than for low self-monitors in both formal and informal 

situations; second, attitude is more strongly associated 

with self-presentation for low self-monitors than for high 

self-monitors in both types of situations; third, situation 

and self-monitoring interact, so that the stronger 

association between attitude and self-presentation occurs 

for low self-monitors in formal situations (the association 

is weaker for high self-monitors); fourth, situation and 

self-monitoring interact, so that the stronger association 

between salient role-identity and self-presentation exists 

for high self-monitors in informal situations {the 
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association is weaker for low self-monitors). 

These results have a number of interesting 

implications. The present study utilized a conceptual 

framework in which self-monitoring and situation moderates 

the effects of salient role-identity and attitude on self

presentation, in an attempt to integrate sociological and 

psychological factors into a more comprehensive model of 

self-presentation. From the structural symbolic interaction 

perspective, the self, which has been conceptualized as 

being made up of identities or internalized role 

designations, is the prime determinant of social behavior. 

Salient role-identity is considered to be an important 

predictor of behavior. However, this perspective fails to 

specify the type of situation or the type of person for 

which the relationship between self and behavior is 

examined. According to findings of this research, an 

interactive effect of salient role-identity and formality of 

the situation on self-presentation received no support. But 

there is a clear indication that salient role-identity and 

individual differences in self-monitoring interact in their 

association with self-presentation, and salient role

identity, self-monitoring, and situation interact in their 

relations to self-presentation. These findings imply that 

self-monitoring, and self-monitoring and situation, taken 

together moderate the relationship between self and 
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behavior. Thus, by the addition of individual differences 

in self-monitoring and situational variables, the 

relationship between role-identity and behavior can be 

specified more clearly. Theses findings are one of the main 

contributions in this research. 

Individual differences in self-monitoring moderate the 

relationships between the independent variables - salient 

role-identity and attitude, and the dependent variable -

self-presentation. The findings reported here suggest that 

self-monitoring does act as a moderating variable, providing 

theoretically informed answers to the "which people?" 

question. Self-monitoring works as a moderating variable 

because it differentiates people whose behavior is an 

expression of inner feelings, attitudes, and beliefs from 

those who, in different situations and with different 

people, act like very different people (Snyder, 1987). High 

self-monitors show higher salient role-identity and self

presentation correspondence than low self-monitors whereas 

low self-monitors show higher attitude and self-presentation 

correspondence than high self-monitors. 

Self-presentation in this research refers to the 

intentional control of verbal or nonverbal presentation in 

order to guide and control the responses made by others 

toward us. Everyone seems to control the impressions 

conveyed to others to some extent. However, there are 
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marked individual differences in the extent to which 

individuals control verbal and nonverbal self-presentation. 

The construct of self-monitoring is particularly useful in 

identifying the contrasting categories of relatively 

dispositional individuals and relatively situational 

individuals. As Snyder has suggested, it is possible to 

identify stable personality characteristics that predispose 

certain individuals to show high consistency with social 

norms and others to behave consistently with their 

attitudes. This is Snyder's (1974) concept of self

monitoring. The self-monitoring dimension helps to solve 

the stability and variability issues on behavior. High 

self-monitors show high cross-situational variability in 

their behavior. Because they behave consistently with social 

roles or social norms that vary from situation to situation, 

high self-monitors show little consistency across 

situations. Low self-monitors, on the other hand, show less 

situational variability in their behavior than high self

monitors, and their behavior can be better predicted from 

knowledge of their relevant attitudes. Low behavioral 

variability can be expected to increase attitude-behavior 

consistency. Thus low self-monitors show ~igher attitude 

and self-presentation correspondence than high self-monitors 

in both situations. In contrast, high self-monitors are 

particularly sensitive to social and interpersonal cues to 
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situational appropriateness. Thus their attitude and 

behavior are relatively uncorrelated with each other. 

However, there is one situation in which high self-monitors 

show attitude-behavior consistency: when the relevance of 

personal attitudes to behavior is made salient, they are 

consistent, presumably becasue it is socially desirable to 

act on one's attitudes (Snyder and Kendzierski, 1982; 

Snyder, 1982). In regulating their social behavior, high 

self-monitors display substantial amounts of role

appropriateness in their social behavior. They define 

identity in terms of specific situations and corresponding 

roles. High self-monitors demonstrate considerable situation 

to situation specificity depending on situational demand in 

their self-presentation. Thus high self-monitors show 

higher salient role-identity and self-presentation 

correspondence than low self-monitors. There are marked 

individual differences in the extent to which dispositional 

and situational factors influence behavior. 

Self-monitoring and situations taken together moderate 

the relationship between salient role-identity and self

presentation and that between attitude and self

presentation. The current findings demonstrate that self

monitoring and situation together work as moderating 

variables to answer the "which people?" and "which 

situations?" questions. In formal situations, low self-
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monitors show higher attitude and self-presentation 

correspondence than high self-monitors. The social behavior 

of low self-monitors is highly responsive to dispositional 

influences and only minimally responsive to situational 

considerations. In contrast, high self-monitors show higher 

salient role-identity and self-presentation correspondence 

than low self-monitors in informal situations. The social 

behavior of high self-monitors is more responsive to 

situational influences and minimally responsive to 

dispositional demand. High self-monitors display 

sUbstantial amounts of role-appropriateness in their 

behavior compared with low self-monitors, even in informal 

situations. 

The predictions not supported had to do with expected 

differences between formal and informal situations in the 

association between salient role-identity and attitude, on 

the one hand, and self-presentation, on the other. Past 

research on the self fails to specify the type of situation 

in which the relationship between self and behavior is 

examined. The theoretical model guiding this research 

differs from earlier research on the self by the addition of 

the consideration of the type of situation. The results 

suggest that salient role-identity has a statistically 

significant positive association with self-presentation in 

both types of situations (all situations examined except 



one, with family). However, the interaction effect of 

situation was not significant. Salient role-identity in 

this research appears to be a good predictor of self

presentation; adding a consideration of the type of 

situation provides no additional information about this 

relationship. These findings imply that salient role

identity seems to predict behavior across different 

situations, a finding consistent with the findings of 

earlier research (Stryker, 1968; stryker and Serpe, 1982; 

Callero, 1985). 
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There are several possible explanations of the lack of 

support for hypothesis 1. From the identity theory 

perspective, the structure of self is assumed to be 

relatively stable over time as a consequence of the 

stability of social relationships (Serpe, 1987; Serpe and 

Stryker, 1987). It is further assumed that changes in the 

structure of self are related directly to the person's 

movement within the social structure (Wells and Stryker, 

1986). People can behave consistently or inconsistently as 

they move from situation to situation. They can resist or 

accelerate changes in themselves as they respond to changes 

in interpersonal and larger social circumstances. The 

central issue here is the question of stability and change 

in the self-structure related to behavior. Once self

structure is assumed to be stable, behavior should be 
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consistent across situations. If self-structure is assumed 

to be variant, behavior is expected to be inconsistent 

across situations. Salient role-identity in present 

research was assumed to be variant across formal and 

informal situations. Thus, differences in behavior across 

different situations were expected. But the hypothesis 

suggested received no support. The question is "under what 

conditions does stabililty in self exist?" or "under what 

conditions does change in self occur?" Of the 443 students 

who were selected as the sample in this research, 35.4 

percent were freshman. This implies that at least 64.6 

percent among the subjects did not experience personal 

movement within the social structure (eg., a physical 

relocation from high school to college). They also attend 

church regularly. Thus, it can be assumed that the self

structures of the subjects making up the sample are 

relatively stable across situations as a consequence of 

their stable social relationships. Bem and Allen (1974) 

argue that some features of behavior such as expressive 

behaviors, simple physical appearance, cognitive styles, and 

intellectual ability do show cross-situational consistency. 

Verbal self-presentation, examined in this research, is a 

type of expressive behavior. These factors provide 

plausible explanations of failure of the hypothesis 1. 

The concept of attitude has been the focus of attention 
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in many explanations of human behavior within social 

psychology. Empirical research has provided no strong 

support for the existence of an attitude-behavior 

relationship. It has been suggested that individual 

differences in self-monitoring must moderate the 

relationship between attitude and behavior (Snyder and 

Swann, 1976; Snyder and Tanke, 1976; Zanna, Olson, and 

Fazio, 1980). However, attitude research has failed to 

identify in which types of situations attitude will predict 

behavior. The research findings presented here demonstrate 

that attitude is significantly associated with self

presentation in only one formal situation (in church). This 

result implies that attitude is not a good predictor of 

self-presentation in either type of situation, at least when 

self-monitoring is not controlled for. These results 

confirm those of earlier analyses, although such earlier 

analyses employed a somewhat different theoretical model 

(Mischel, 1968; Wicker, 1969; Abelson, 1972; Snyder, 1979). 

As hypothesized, situation and self-monitoring taken 

together serve as moderating variables to identify for which 

types of people in which types of situation attitude will 

determine self-presentaion. 

These results are important, in large part, because 

they address a neglected area of research. With this study 

we now have at least some empirical evidence supporting the 
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theoretical implications of self-presentation. 

Conclusion 

The search for the causes of self-presentation as a 

social behavior is extremely important for a better 

understanding of individual behavior. The results of this 

study clearly demonstrate the usefulness of causal modeling 

with LISREL 7 in helping us gain a much better understanding 

of the causal process connecting salient role-identity, 

attitude, self-monitoring, type of situation and self

presentation. This is the first attempt to use causal 

modeling techniques to test the integrated self-presentation 

models, and more research is needed to further generalize 

the model. There are a number of researchers who use the 

experimental method to examine self-presentation. However 

there has not been empirical research of self-presentaion 

using a questionnaire method because of the lack of 

measurement. One of the important contributions of this 

research is that it provides a first attempt to develop the 

measurement of self-presentation by survey. This type of 

measurement needs to be further developed for self

presentation research to more forward. 

However, there are some limitations in the present 

research. First, the group of subjects studied here 
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consisted of a nonrandom sample of college students at the 

University of Arizona. It was a matter of convenience. 

However, the sample in this research does seem to represent 

the undergraduate population at the University of Arizona 

reasonably well, suggesting the possibility of generalizing 

these findings. Additionally, the subjects consist of two 

groups from the introductory sociology classes and the 

religious organizations on campus. For data collection from 

the religious organizations, there is a possibility of 

imposing a strong "demand characteristics" on the 

measurement of the salient role-identity item (e.g., doing 

the religious activities you do) from the context surveyed. 

That is, there might be demand pressure on religious items 

from survey setting in the case of religious organizations. 

Finally, there are also some suggestions for future 

research. First, the assertion that salient role-identities 

are related to behavior has received empirical support. 

However, there have been few clear theoretical and empirical 

explanations specifying the conditions under which stability 

or variability occur. Already suggested, for at least some 

people and some of the time, there is consistency and 

stability of behavior across time and situations. Behavior 

can also vary dramatically across different situations. The 

answer currently contained in identity theory is incomplete. 

One route to develop the answer would be a consideration of 
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the issue of the pervasiveness versus the specificity of 

role-identities. Future research needs to be more concerned 

with the conditions under which a salient role-identity is 

pervasive, thus leading to behavioral consistency across 

situations, versus the conditions under which a salient 

role-identity is less pervasive or salient and is thus 

associated with behavioral variability across situations. 

Second, further research is should try to model a single 

role-identity related to other kinds of roles. The analysis 

reported was limited to exploring one role and identity in 

the presence of other roles and identities. Understanding 

of how all role-identities function together as a single 

structure in a given situation should be the goal of future 

research concerned with the understanding the self-structure 

and its relation to behavior. Third, the conceptualization 

and measurement of situation are still somewhat vague and 

imprecise, even though there has been a good deal of 

theoretical discussions about situation. The analysis 

presented in this research was limited to exploring one 

formal situation (ex., church) and three informal situations 

(ex., informal gatherings in church, with family, and with 

friend) depending on the degree of situational constraints 

on individual behavior. This was the first attempt to 

develop the measurement of situation by survey. Reaching a 

more refined measurement of situation should thus be an 



additional goal of the future research concerned with the 

relationship of role-identity and behavior. 
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College Student Survey 

The following survey has been designed to discover the 
relationships between role-identity, attitude, and behavior 
among college students. This survey will be used for 
theoretical and statistical purposes only. The questionnaire 
is anonymous so that you, as an individual, can not be 
identified as the person who answered this survey. Please be 
honest and answer every question. 
Thank you for your cooperation! 

1. In what year were you born? Year. • • • • 19 

2. What is your sex? Male Female 

3. Which do you consider yourself? 

White/Non-Hispanic __ __ Black/African American __ __ 
Asian Chicano/Mexican/Hispanic __ __ 
American Indian/Native American __ _ 
other {Specify) __ __ 

4. What is your current major? 

Agriculture Architecture 
Business and Public Administration ___ Education 
Engineering __ Law___ Medicine-===-
Mines___ Natural Sciences___ Nursing __ _ 
Pharmacy Social Sciences and Humanities 
Undecide-d---

5. What is your classification in school? 

Freshman 
Junior 
Unclassified 

Sophomore __ _ 
Senior 

6. What is your religion? (If Protestant, what church?) 

7. What is your family's total annual income? Even if you 
are not sure, please estimate. 

Bellow $10,000 
$10,000 - $19,000 ___ 
$20,000 - $29,000 __ _ 
$30,000 - $39,999 

$40,000 - $49,999 
$50,000 - $59,999-
$60,000 - $69,999--
$70,000 and over ---
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8. What is the highest educational degree that your father 
completed? 

Less than High School____ High School Diploma __ __ 
Business or Trade School 
Some College (AA) __ __ 
College Degree (BA/BS) __ __ 
Graduate Degree __ __ 

9. What is the highest educational degree that your mother 
completed? 

Less than High School____ High School Diploma __ __ 
Business or Trade School 
Some College (AA) __ __ 
College Degree (BA/BS) __ __ 
Graduate Degree __ __ 

10. Briefly describe your father's primary occupation when 
you completed high school. 

occupation Title: 
Description (Duties, etc.): 
What company or organization did your father work 
for? 

11. Briefly describe your mother's primary occupation when 
you completed high school. 

occupation Title: 
Description (Duties, etc.): 
What company or organization did your mother work 
for? 

12. To what extent do you consider yourself to be favorable 
or unfavorable toward being religious? Please check 
appropriate place. 
Extremely favorable __ __ __ __ __ Extremely unfavorable 
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13. Think about meeting people for the first time. You want 
to tell them about yourself so that they'll really know 
you, but you can only tell them one thing about 
yourself. Of the following [ (1) being a student, (2) 
being a friend, (3) being a son or daughter, (4) doing 
the work you do, including part-time and summer work, 
(5) doing the religious activities you do, (6) being a 
dating person which includes going out with a member of 
the opposite sex-or same sex for homosexuals-on a 
friendly or intimate basis, (7) being an athlete which 
does not refer solely to organized athletics: this can 
refer to any kind of recreational activity involving 
physical exertion you engage in or used to engage in ], 
which would you tell them (first, second, third, etc.)? 
Please order them according to their importance, from 
most important (first ranked) to least important (last 
ranked) by number. 

Most 
Important ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- -----

Least 
Important 

14. Suppose it were a weekend and you had a choice to do the 
following things [ (1) study for school, (2) spend time 
with friend, (3) spend time with parents, (4) catch up 
on work, (5) go to a religious service or activity, (6) 
go on an outing with/visit dating person, (7) spend time 
for any kind of recreational activity]. Which would you 
most likely do? (first, second, third, etc.?) Please 
order them according to their importance, from most 
important (first ranked) to least important (last 
ranked) by number. 

Most 
Important 

Least 
Important 

15. Below are 17 statements which concern religious 
beliefs. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or 
disagree with each of them. Please do not leave out any 
statements even if you find it difficult to make up your 
mind. 



(1) To lead a good life it is necessary 
to have some religious belief. 

(2) I genuinely do not know whether or 
not God exists. 

(3) People without religious beliefs 
can lead just as moral and useful 
lives as people with religious 
beliefs. 

(4) Religious faith is merely another 
name for belief which is contrary 
to reason. 

(5) The existence of disease, famine 
and strife in the world makes one 
doubt some religious doctrines. 

(6) The miracles recorded in the Bible 
really happened. 

(7) It makes no difference to me 
whether religious beliefs are 
true or false. 

(8) The truth of the Bible diminishes 
with the advance of science. 

(9) without belief in God life is 
meaningless 

(10) The more scientific discoveries 
are made the more the glory of 
God is revealed. 

(11) Religious education is essential 
to preserve the morals of our 
society. 

(12) The best explanation of miracles 
is as an exaggeration of ordinary 
events into myths and legends. 

(13) International peace depends on the 
world-wide adoption of religion. 

(14) If you lead a good and decent life 
it is not necessary to go to church. 

(15) There is no survival of any kind 
after death. 
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(16) The psychiatrist rather than the 
theologian can best explain the 
phenomena of religious experience. 

(17) On the whole, religious beliefs 
make for better happier living. 

16. Does the influence of your religious conviction vary 
from one situation to another? Please check appropriate 
place. 

varies greatly 
across situations 

Does not vary 
across situations 

17. The statements on the following pages concern your 
personal reaction to a number of different situations. 
No two statements are exactly alike, so consider each 
statement carefully before answering. If a statement is 
TRUE or MOSTLY TRUE as applied to you, check the space 
marked T. If a statement is FALSE or NOT USUALLY TRUE as 
applied to you, check the space marked F. 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 
T 

T 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 
F 

F 

(1) I find it hard to imitate the behavior 
of other people. 

(2) My behavior is usually an expression of 
my 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. 

(5) I can make impromptu speeches even on 
topics about which I have almost no 
information. 

(6) I guess I put on a show to impress or 
entertain people. 

(7) When I am uncertain how to act in a 
social situation, I look to the behavior 
of others for cues. 

(8) .1 would probably make a good actor. 
(9) I rarely seek advice of my friends to 

choose movies, books, or music. 
(10) I sometimes appear to others to be 

experiencing deeper emotions than I 
actually am. 

T ____ F ____ (11) I laugh more when I watch a comedy with 

T F 
others than when alone. 

(12) In a group of people I am rarely the 
center of attention. 
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T F (13) In different situations and with 
different people, I often act like very 
different persons. 

T F (14) I am not particularly good at making 
other people like me. 

T F (15) Even if I am not enjoying myself, I 
often pretend to be having a good time. 

T F (16) I'm not always the person I appear to 
be. 

T F (17) I would not change my opinions (or the 
way I do thing in order to please 
someone else or win their favor. 

T F (18) I have considered being an entertainer. 
T F (19) In orde to get along and be liked, I 

tend to be what people expect me to be 
rather than anything else. 

T F (20) I have never been good at games like 
charades or improvisational acting. 

T F (21) I have trouble changing my behavior to 
suit different people and different 
situations. 

T F (22) At a party I let others keep the jokes 
and stories going. 

T F (23) I feel a bit awkward in company and do 
not show up quite so well as I should. 

T F (24) I can look anyone in the eye and tell a 
lie with a straight face (if for a 
right end). 

T F (25) I may deceive people by being friendly 
when I really dislike them. 

18. In your everyday life, you have developed subjective 
impressions or feelings about situations you find 
yourself in. We can generally categorize situations into 
formal and informal situations. How would you define the 
following situations? Check the appropriate place along 
each scale. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Church Services: 
formal 
situation 
social gatherings 
formal 
situation 
Family Dinner: 
formal 
situation 

informal 
situation 

with other church members: 
informal 
situation 

informal 
situation 



(4) Going to a movie with a friend: 
formal 
situation 

(5) Going to the park with a friend: 
formal 
situation 

(6) Going shopping to the mall: 
formal 
situation 

informal 
situation 

informal 
situation 

informal 
situation 
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19. Listed below are statements concerning the discussion of 
religion. Please answer each question according to your 
own experience. Check the appropriate place along each 
scale. 

(1) In talking with other members of your church before 
or after church service, how often do you talk about 
religious topics? 
Regularly Never 

(2) In talking with other members of your church in 
informal gatherings (ex, dinner, picnics, or 
parties), how often do you talk about religious 
topics? 
Regularly Never 

(3) ~n talking with members of your family at a family 
dinner, how often do you talk about religious 
topics? Regularly ____________________ Never 

(4) In talking with other members of your church, how 
often do you share the problems and joys of trying 
to live a life of faith in God? 
Regularly Never 

(5) In talking with your friends, how often do you share 
the problems and joys of trying to live a life of 
faith in God? 
Regularly ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ Never 

20. What kind of clothing do you wear in the following 
situations? Please describe specifically (e.g., a suit 
with tie, tuxedo, dress, pants with blouse, blue jeans, 
shoes, etc.). 

(1) Church Service: 
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(2) Informal gatherings with other church members (ex, 
dinner, picnics, or parties): 

(3) Family Dinner: 

(4) Going to a movie with a friend: 

(5) Going to the park with a friend: 

(6) Going shopping to the mall: 

21. How often do you attend religious services/activities? 

Twice a week or more Once a month or less ----Once a week ----- only on holidays ____ _ 
2 or 3 times a month Not at all ----- -----

22. How many hours in the week on average, do you spend in 
doing things related to religious activities? ____ _ 

23. How do you perceive other's expectations of you as a 
religious person? Please check appropriate place. 

(1) Many people think of me in terms of being a 
religious person. 
strongly agree___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly disagree 

(2) Other people think that religion is important to me. 
Strongly agree ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly disagree 

(3) It is important to my friends and relatives that I 
continue as a religious person. 
Strongly agree ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly 

(4) Many of the people that I know are not aware that I 
am a religious person. 
Strongly agree ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly disagree 

(5) Many of the people that I know expect me to continue 
as a religious person. 
Strongly agree ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly disagree 
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(6) No one would really be surprised if I just stopped 
going to church. 
Strongly agree ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly disagree 

(7) Many people would probably be disappointed in me if 
I just decided to stop going to church. 
Strongly agree ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly disagree 

24. I intend to attend the church during the next six 
months. 

Likely ____ ____ __ __________ Unlikely 

25. The following statements ask about your social relations 
in your religious life. Please answer by number. 

(1) Of all the people known through religion, how many 
are important to you: that is, would you really miss 
them if you did not see them? 

(2) Think of those people who are important to you. 
About how many would you lose contact with if you 
did not do the religious activities you do? 

(3) How many people do you know on a first name basis 
through your religious activities? 

(4) Of the people you know through your religious 
activities, how many are close friends? 

(5) Of the people you know through religious activities, 
how many participate in other activities with you 
(e.g., work together, engage in recreation together, 
visit each others homes, etc.)? 

*Thank you for your cooperation! 
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