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Abstract

To extend the research on self-monitoring and romantic relationships, we explored the
connection between self-monitoring and romantic jealousy using a between-subjects design. We
hypothesized high self-monitors (like men) would find sexual infidelity more distressing than
emotional infidelity, whereas low self-monitors (like women) would find emotional infidelity
more distressing than sexual infidelity. Participants completed the 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale
(Snyder, 1974) and 6 hypothetical infidelity scenarios (Buss et al., 1999). To statistically control
for third variables, participants also completed the 11-item Sociosexual Orientation Inventory
(Gangestad & Simpson, 1991). Although we found a main effect for self-monitoring in romantic
jealousy, these results did not support our hypotheses. That is, these reliable differences in self-
monitoring reflected more or less distress by emotional infidelity. Limitations (e.g., third
variables, directionality) and future directions (e.g., potential moderators/mediators for self-

monitoring differences in romantic jealousy) of this research are discussed.

Keywords: self-monitoring, romantic jealousy, infidelity, sociosexual orientation



SELF-MONITORING AND ROMANTIC JEALOUSY

Self-Monitoring and Romantic Relationships: Individual Differences in Romantic Jealousy

Individuals differ in their underlying motives that guide their behavior. Some individuals
are motivated to be situationally appropriate, whereas other individuals are motivated to be self-
congruent (see, for review, Fuglestad & Snyder, 2009). Using expressive control as a framework
to explain individual differences in impression management, Snyder (1974) developed the theory
of self-monitoring to capture systematic differences in individuals’ willingness and ability to
engage in self-presentation (e.g., Fuglestad & Snyder, 2009; Gangestad & Snyder, 2000; Snyder,
1974, 1987). Snyder (1974) originally defined self-monitoring as the propensity to monitor and
manage one’s self-presentation. Snyder suggested there are two types of people in this world:
high self-monitors (i.e., individuals who are motivated by social status) and low self-monitors
(i.e., individuals who are motivated by self-congruency). These individuals systematically differ
across the five dimensions of self-monitoring: Attention, motivation, ability, use of ability, and

behavioral consistency (see also Fuglestad & Snyder, 2009; Snyder, 1974).

Prototypical high self-monitors are concerned with being “the right person at the right place
at the right time” (Snyder, 1974, p. 352). With that motivation in mind, high self-monitors attend
to external information (e.g., situational features) for inferring socially appropriate behavior.
Their strong focus on interpersonal contexts gives high self-monitors a vast knowledge of a
multitude of social roles. Using their broad repertoire of social knowledge, high self-monitors are
able to quickly identify appropriate social identities to strategically manage their public images.
Given that environmental contexts vary from situation to situation, high self-monitors’ behavior

is situationally specific.
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Prototypical low self-monitors, on the other hand, are concerned with being true to
themselves (Snyder, 1974). With that motivation in mind, low self-monitors attend to internal
information (e.g., attitudes, beliefs, values) for enacting personal behaviors. Their strong focus
on personal states allows low self-monitors to develop a thorough understanding of the self. In
order to be self-congruent, low self-monitors use their well-developed sense of self to verify that
their behavior matches exactly with their internal states. Given that personal attributes remain

relatively stable across situations, low self-monitors’ behavior is cross-situationally consistent.

Self-monitors have different ideas and goals for managing their close relationships (for a
review, see Leone & Hawkins, 2006). High self-monitors prefer to compartmentalize their social
worlds so they can fulfill their various social roles with ease. Low self-monitors, on the other
hand, create an integrated social world that allows them to be true to their self with little to no
internal conflict. These distinct views that high self-monitors and low self-monitors have about
their social worlds in general carryover into specific kinds of interactions like dating

relationships.

There are several aspects of dating worlds (e.g., partner preferences, levels of commitment,
sexual history) that systematically differ among high self-monitors and low self-monitors (for a
review, see Snyder & Simpson, 1987). These individual differences are evident in the partner
preferences of low and high self-monitors (Jones, 1993; Snyder, Berscheid, & Glick, 1985).
When reviewing profiles of prospective dates, low self-monitors focus their attention on internal
attributes (e.g., personality traits) of a potential dating partner, whereas high self-monitors focus
their attention on external characteristics (e.g., physical appearance) of a potential dating partner
(Snyder, Berscheid, & Glick, 1985). Even when time spent assessing both internal and external

attributes are comparable, low self-monitors give more weight to indicators of personal
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compatibility than do those high in self-monitoring. Conversely, high self-monitors give more
weight to indicators of physical attractiveness than do those low in self-monitoring (Jones,

1993).

High self-monitors and low self-monitors also have divergent orientations toward levels of
commitment in romantic relationships (for a review, see Snyder, 1987). High self-monitors
typically adopt an uncommitted orientation (i.e., willingness to engage in casual sex) toward
romantic relationships (Snyder, Simpson, & Gangestad, 1986). That is, high self-monitors tend
to experience less psychologically close and less exclusive relationships than do low self-
monitors. Low self-monitors, on the other hand, typically adopt a committed orientation (i.e.,
unwillingness to engage in casual sex) toward romantic relationships. That is, low self-monitors
tend to experience more psychologically close and exclusive relationships than do high self-
monitors. Consequences of these divergent orientations are evident in reported willingness to
substitute a current dating partner for an alternative partner (Snyder & Simpson, 1984). That is,
high self-monitors are more likely than low self-monitors to choose an alternative other-sex

skilled activity partner over their current romantic partner for a specified activity.

Self-monitoring differences are also evident in other aspects of dating relationships. When
they are in a “steady” relationship, high self-monitors report having dated their recent romantic
partner for an average of 11 months; if they are, however, not involved in an exclusive
relationship, then high self-monitors report having dated six romantic partners with in the last 12
months (Snyder & Simpson, 1984). Conversely, when low self-monitors are in a “steady”
relationship, they report having dated their recent romantic partner for an average of 20 months;
if they are, however, not in an exclusive relationship, then low self-monitors report having dated

three to four romantic partners within the last 12 months (Snyder & Simpson, 1984). High self-
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monitors also reported having had more sexual partners within the last year than did their low
self-monitoring counterparts (Snyder, Simpson, & Gangestad, 1986). For low self-monitors, love
is seen as a long-lasting and profound investment with their “one true love”; for high self-
monitors, however, love is seen as a casual affair that could develop with virtually anyone (Neto,

1993; Oner, 2002).

Although a great deal is known about the romantic relationships of high self-monitors and
low self-monitors, more research is needed regarding the dissolution of romantic relationships in
the worlds of self-monitors (Leone & Hawkins, 2006). There are many factors involved in the
dissolution of relationships (e.g., Le, Dove, Agnew, Korn, & Musto, 2010; Simpson, 1987). An
interesting line of inquiry that is related to the termination of such relationships involves

romantic jealousy.

Romantic Jealousy

According to Bringle and Buunk (1991) as well as White and Mullen (1989), jealousy is a
complex set of emotional reactions (e.g., hurt, fear, anger), cognitive processes (e.g., worry,
suspicion) and behavioral manifestations (e.g., surveillance, violence). Consequences of jealousy
are triggered by real or imagined threats to the self or to a valued relationship (Daly, Wilson, &
Weghorst, 1982; DeSteno & Salovey, 1995; Hupka, 1981; Mathes & Severa, 1981; Pines, 1992;
Symons, 1979; Trivers, 1972; White, 1981). One such threat often involves cues of infidelity
(i.e., emotional infidelity, sexual infidelity) on the part of one’s partner in a romantic relationship

(Buss, Larsen, & Westen, 1996; Buss, Larsen, Westen, & Semmelroth, 1992).

Although men and women find both types of infidelities distressing, researchers also find

robust sex differences in responses to infidelity (cf. Buss, 2000; Carpenter, 2012; Harris, 2003;
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Sagarin et al., 2012). Men relative to women report sexual infidelity as more distressing than
emotional infidelity (Buss et al., 1992; Buss et al., 1999; Buunk, Angleitner, Oubaid, & Buss,
1996; Sagarin et al., 2012). Conversely, women relative to men report emotional infidelity as
more distressing than sexual infidelity (Buss et al., 1992; Buss et al., 1999; Sagarin et al., 2012).
Researchers have found these sex differences in other countries such as the Netherlands and
Germany (Buunk et al., 1996) and Korea and Japan (Buss et al., 1999) as well as in China

(Geary, Rumsey, Bow-Thomas, & Hoard, 1995).

Humans may have adapted a psychological mechanism to solve universal problems
associated with successful reproduction (Buss, 2003; Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Gangestad &
Simpson, 2000; Symons, 1979). According to evolutionary psychologists (e.g., Buss et al., 1992;
Daly et al., 1982; Darwin, 1871; Symons, 1979; Trivers, 1972), men and women faced different
reproductive challenges. Buss et al. (1992) used this theory of evolved sex differences to explain
which of the cues of infidelity would predict jealousy for men and for women. Based on certain
sexual selection pressures for men and for women, our ancestors developed an adaptive
psychological mechanism (i.e., jealousy) to optimize their detection of threats involving
intersexual competitions. Selection pressures such as paternal uncertainty and paternal
investment may in part explain these sex-differentiated responses in romantic jealousy (Buss &
Schmitt, 1993). Men who reacted with more jealousy to cues of sexual infidelity may decrease
their likelihood of being cuckolded compared to men who reacted with less jealousy (Sagarin et
al., 2012). By contrast, women who reacted with more jealousy to cues of emotional infidelity
compared to women who reacted with less jealousy may have increased their likelihood of

maintaining their partner’s resources (Sagarin et al., 2012).
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Jealousy has been assessed using forced-choice hypothetical scenarios in which participants
were asked to imagine that their current romantic partner had become involved with someone
else (Buss et al., 1992; Buss et al., 1999). Participants then chose one of two scenarios that was
perceived to be more distressing. There is a substantial debate concerning whether these sex
differences reflect either true differences between men and women’s reactions of jealousy or
simply measurement artifacts (cf. Berman & Frazier, 2005; Carpenter, 2012; DeSteno, Bartlett,
Braverman, & Salovey, 2002; Harris, 2000, 2003a; Sagarin et al., 2012). Some researchers have
replicated these sex differences using a continuous measure of jealousy (Edlund & Sagarin,
2009), whereas other researchers have failed to replicate these sex differences using a continuous
measure of jealousy (cf. DeSteno et al., 2002; Green & Sabini, 2006; Harris, 2002). However,
Sagarin et al. (2012) conducted a meta-analysis of 199 jealousy effects across 47 studies and
found most sex difference effects were robust across continuous measures and forced-choice
measures of jealousy. Therefore, sex difference effects of jealousy are clearly not artifacts of

measurement.

Given what researchers have discovered about those distinct orientations self-monitors adopt
toward committed relationships, we wanted to expand our knowledge of the dating worlds of
high and low self-monitors. For our study, we explored links between self-monitoring and
romantic jealousy. Is there a relationship between self-monitoring propensities and experiences
of romantic jealousy? If an association between individual differences in self-monitoring and
romantic jealousy exists, do self-monitoring differences in romantic jealousy parallel sex

differences in romantic jealousy?

We developed this line of thinking because men (who are disproportionately high self-

monitors) tend to adopt an unrestricted sociosexual orientation toward sexual relationships,
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whereas women (who are disproportionately low self-monitors) tend to adopt a restricted
orientation toward sexual relationships (Snyder, Simpson, & Gangestad, 1986). Individuals with
a restricted orientation (females, low self-monitors) initiate relationships with a particular person
with whom they feel a strong psychological and emotional connection (Simpson, Wilson, &
Winterheld, 2014). Therefore, a rival with whom one’s partner might form a strong emotional
bond (emotional infidelity) may trigger jealousy more for low self-monitors than for high self-
monitors. In contrast, individuals with an unrestricted orientation (males, high self-monitors) are
willing to engage in casual sexual relationships more often and with little need for psychological
closeness (Simpson et al., 2014). However, high self-monitors might not be so comfortable with
their partners’ engaging in extra-relations sex. To the extent that it becomes known to others,
sexual infidelity by a partner may be especially threatening to the public image of high self-
monitors. Therefore, a rival who one’s partner might find sexually attractive (sexual infidelity)
may trigger jealousy more for high self-monitors than for low self-monitors. We therefore
hypothesized that low self-monitors would be more distressed by emotional rather than sexual
infidelity, whereas high self-monitors would be more distressed by sexual rather than emotional

infidelity.

Method

Participants

Our sample was 113 students (87 females, 26 males) enrolled in psychology courses at
the University of North Florida. Participants used an online SONA system to elect to participate
in our study titled “Individual Differences in Romantic Jealousy.” Participants received and

applied an extra credit to their psychology courses. Those students who did not want to
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participate in this study had alternative means of earning extra credit. Participants had to be at

least 18 years of age to participate in our study.

Participants’ self-reported ethnicity was 68.1% White/Caucasian, 10.6% Black/African-
American, 3.5% Hispanic/Latino, 11.5% Asian/Pacific Islander, and 6.2% Other. Participants’
age ranged from 18 to 46 years old (M= 22.8, SD = 5.1). In terms of current relationship status,
15.9% of participants were single, 22.1% of participants were casually dating, 41.6% of
participants were in committed relationships, 14.2% of participants were cohabitating, and 6.2%
of participants were married. Participants’ length of current relationship if any was measured
using months (M= 34.4, SD = 35.3). A majority (81.4%) of participants had previously been in
one or more committed relationships. A majority (69.0%) of participants had previously been in

one or more sexually active relationships.

We used Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct to protect rights of all
participants (American Psychological Association, 2010). All participants signed an informed

consent document. None of our participants withdrew from this study.

Procedure

Participants completed this study individually. As soon as participants arrived at our lab,
a research assistant directed each participant to a computer, opened up MedialLab v2010, and
entered a participant number. Once all participants were present, that research assistant provided
every participant with an informed consent document and explained our purpose of this study
was to examine individual differences in romantic jealousy. As participants read an informed
consent document, this research assistant emphasized that participation was voluntary, responses

to this survey were anonymous, and withdrawal without penalty was permissible at any time.
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That research assistant was present during this study to assist participants who showed any sign
of emotional distress or who had questions. This research assistant secured a signed informed
consent document from every participant, asked participants to think about their current or most
recent dating partner, and instructed participants to begin this MediaLab survey. Participants
completed the six hypothetical infidelity scenarios (Buss et al., 1992; Buss et al., 1999), the 25-
item Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974) and then the 11-item Sociosexual Orientation

Inventory (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991).

Measures

Romantic Jealousy. We measured romantic jealousy using six forced choice infidelity
scenarios (Buss et al., 1992; Buss et al., 1999). To ensure veracity of any replicated sex
differences in our study, we kept Buss’ et al. (1992) original wording across all six-infidelity
scenarios. Buss et al. (1992) used two scenarios to depict sexual infidelity and emotional
infidelity. Using instructions adapted from those used by Buss et al. (1992), we instructed our
participants “to think of a serious committed romantic relationship that you have had in the past,
that you currently have, or that you would like to have. Imagine that you discover that the person
with whom you’ve been seriously involved became interested in someone else.” In one of these
two scenarios, we asked participants, “What would upset or distress you more: (A) Imagining
your partner forming a deep emotional attachment to that other person (emotional infidelity), or
(B) Imagining your partner enjoying passionate sexual intercourse with that other person (sexual
infidelity)?” In the second of these two scenarios, we asked participants, “What would upset or
distress you more: (A) Imagining your partner falling in love with that other person (emotional
infidelity) or, (B) Imagining your partner trying different sexual positions with that person

(sexual infidelity)?” Those two original scenarios were worded such that emotional infidelity
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occurred without sexual infidelity and that sexual infidelity occurred without emotional

infidelity.

Buss et al. (1999) used four additional scenarios to depict sexual infidelity and emotional
infidelity. Using instructions adapted from those used by Buss et al. (1999), we instructed
participants, “Imagine your partner hoth formed an emotional attachment to another person and
had sexual intercourse with that other person.” We then asked participants, “Which aspect of
your partner’s involvement would upset you more: (A) the sexual intercourse with that other
person, or (B) the emotional attachment to that other person?” Those three other scenarios were
also worded such that sexual infidelity and emotional infidelity had not occurred together (e.g.,
“Imagining your partner having sexual intercourse with that person, but you are certain that they
will not form a deep emotional attachment”, or “Imaging your partner forming a deep emotional
attachment to that person, but you are certain that they will not have sexual intercourse.”). To
eliminate order effects, we counterbalanced order of response options to all six infidelity
scenarios (i.e., sexual infidelity versus emotional infidelity, emotional infidelity versus sexual

infidelity).

We scored responses in a direction of sexual jealousy. That is, if a participant chose a
sexual infidelity option, we assigned that response with a score of 1 and if a participant chose
emotional infidelity option, we assigned that response with a score of 0. We summed responses
to all six scenarios. Scores ranged from 0 to 6. Higher scores indicated increasingly more sexual
jealousy than emotional jealousy. Conversely, lower scores indicated increasingly more

emotional jealousy than sexual jealousy.
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There is evidence of reliability in scores for these forced choice infidelity scenarios (Buss
et al., 1999). Researchers measure reliability of scores across items using an internal consistency
index (Furr, 2011). Several researchers used those six infidelity scenarios and found a minimum
Cronbach’s alpha of .79 (Becker, Sagarin, Guadagno, Millvo, & Nicastle, 2004; Bohner,
Echterhoff, Glab, Patrzek, & Lampridis, 2010; Brase, Adair, & Monk, 2014; Burchell & Ward,
2011; Miller & Maner, 2009). Shackelford, Buss, and Bennett (2002) used the two original Buss
et al. (1992) infidelity scenarios and found a phi coefficient of .41. Phi is an index of associations
from scores on categorical variables (Cohen, 1988). We found a Cronbach’s alpha of .66 in our

sample.

There is evidence of convergent validity in scores for these six infidelity scenarios
(Becker et al., 2004; Buss et al., 1999). Convergent evidence occurs when two methods of
measuring a single construct have correlated results (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Furr, 2011).
Physiological measures of electrodermal activity (e.g., sweating), electromyographic activity
(e.g., brow muscles used when frowning), and pulse rate (e.g., heart rate) were used to measure
an individual’s distress toward sexual infidelity and emotional infidelity (Buss et al., 1992; but
see Harris, 2000, for a counterargument). All participants showed an increase in pulse rate, an
increase in brow contraction, and an increase in sweat while reading the two original scenarios.
Schiitzwohl (2004) measured participants’ reaction time for choosing which infidelity type was
distressing. Men showed faster reaction times for choosing sexual infidelity than emotional
infidelity. Conversely, women showed faster reaction times for choosing emotional infidelity
than sexual infidelity. Several researchers also have found participants’ responses to the two

original scenarios with a forced choice answer format are positively correlated with responses to
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the two original infidelity scenarios with a continuous answer format (cf., Becker et al., 2004;

Cann & Baucom, 2004; Tagler, 2010; Tagler & Gentry, 2011).

There is evidence of discriminant validity in scores for these six infidelity scenarios.
Discriminant validity occurs when measures of conceptually unrelated constructs have
uncorrelated scores (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Furr, 2011, Nunnally, 1990). Researchers
conducted a meta-analytic review of sex differences in responses to jealousy to examine whether
these robust interactions between sex of participant and type of infidelity exist across several
methodological variations: participants’ age, random versus convenience sampling, forced-
choice versus continuous response formats, unipolar versus bipolar response scales, student
versus nonstudent populations, published versus unpublished articles. In short, there was no
evidence that these sex differences in reactions to different kinds of infidelity were artifacts of
measurement procedures (cf., Harris, 2003; Sagarin et al., 2012). Additionally, Bassett (2005)

found no relationship between race of potential rivals and reactions towards infidelity scenarios.

There is also evidence that these scenarios are useful in substantiating theoretically
derived hypotheses concerning romantic jealousy. Several researchers have replicated sex-
differentiated responses to sexual infidelity and emotional infidelity in the United States (e.g.,
DeSteno & Salovey, 1996; Harris, 2003; Shackleford et al., 2002; Wiederman & Allgeier, 1993),
in Japan and Korea (e.g., Buss et al., 1999), in Sweden (e.g., Wiederman & Kendall, 1999), and
in Germany as well as the Netherlands (e.g., Buunk et al., 1996). Sex differences in responses to
infidelity scenarios are related with sex differences in responses to mate value (e.g., Brown &
Moore, 2003; Buss, 1989a; Buss & Shackelford, 1997), mating strategies (e.g., Buss & Schmitt,
1993; Mathes, 2005) as well as infidelity forgiveness (e.g., Buss, 2013). These sex differences in

sexual jealousy are also related with sex differences in mate retention tactics such as spousal
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abuse and spouse homicide (Buss, 1994; Daly & Wilson, 1988). Researchers also have
discovered a correlation between participants’ relationship status, sociosexuality, and responses

toward infidelity (Buss, 2000; Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Treger & Sprecher, 2011).

Self-Monitoring. We measured individual differences in self-monitoring using Snyder’s
(1974) 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale. Snyder (1974) developed 25 self-descriptive items to
measure self-monitoring in terms of five dimensions: motivation (e.g., “I would not change my
opinions (or the way I do things) in order to please someone else or to win their favor.”),
attention (e.g., “When I am uncertain how to act in a social situation, I look to the behavior of
others for cues.”), ability (e.g., “I have trouble changing my behavior to suit different people and
different situations.”), use of ability (e.g., “I may deceive people by being friendly when I really
dislike them.”), and behavioral consistency (e.g., “In different situations and with different
people, I often act like very different persons.”). Each dimension was comprised of five

individual items, and participants responded to individual items using a true-false answer format.

Thirteen items were positively worded statements (e.g., “I would probably make a good
actor.”) such that a response option of #rue indicated high self-monitoring. Twelve items were
negatively worded statements (e.g., “I find it hard to imitate the behavior of other people.”) such
that a response option of false indicated high self-monitoring. That is, if a participant chose a true
response option, we assigned that response with a score of 1. If a participant chose a false
response option, we assigned that response with a score of 2. We summed responses to all six
scenarios. Scores ranged from 25 to 48. We reverse scored negatively worded items. We scored
all responses in a direction of high self-monitoring such that higher scores indicated higher
degrees of self-monitoring. We summed responses to all 25 items and classified participants

either as a high self-monitor or a low self-monitor based on a median split of this full range of
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scores in this sample for the Self-Monitoring Scale. Participants whose scores were at or above
this median on the Self-Monitoring Scale were classified as high self-monitors. Conversely,
participants whose scores were below this median on the Self-Monitoring Scale were classified

as low self-monitors.

Researchers have found evidence of reliability in scores for the 25-item Self-Monitoring
Scale (Fuglestad & Snyder, 2009; Snyder, 1974). Internal reliability is a consistency index of
scores across items on a scale (Furr, 2011). Snyder (1974) found a KR20 of .70 for scores on the
25-item Self-Monitoring Scale. Gangestad and Snyder (1984) found a KR20 of .66 for scores on
the 25-item Self-monitoring Scale. Several researchers have found Cronbach’s alphas of .69 or
larger for scores on the 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale (e.g., Ahmed, Garg, & Braimoh, 1986;
Briggs, Cheek, & Buss, 1980; Day, Schleicher, Uckless, & Hiller, 2002; Glick, 1985; Girvin,

Weaver, & Snyder, 2010). In our sample, we found a Cronbach’s alpha of .80.

There is evidence of temporal reliability of scores for the 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale.
Researchers use test-retest consistency to measure reliability of scores on a scale across time
(Furr, 2011). Snyder (1974) found at one-month interval a temporal reliability correlation of .83
for scores on the 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale. Girvin et al. (2010) found over a four-week

interval a test-retest correlation of .73 for scores on the 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale.

Several researchers found evidence of convergent validity in scores for the 25-item Self-
Monitoring Scale. Convergent validity occurs when two measures of a conceptually related
construct have positively correlated scores (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Furr, 2011). Snyder (1974)
conducted a sociometric study of peer ratings and found convergent validity in scores for his 25-

item Self-Monitoring Scale. Snyder instructed members of a male fraternity to rate themselves as
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well as six of their fellow fraternity brothers on these five dimensions of self-monitoring. Self-
reported scores on the 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale positively correlated with respective peer
ratings (Snyder, 1974). Snyder also found convergent validity of scores by examining groups of
individuals whose behaviors often resemble high self-monitoring propensities or low self-
monitoring propensities. Professional actors, for example, scored significantly higher on the 25-
item Self-Monitoring Scale than those participants who were not professional actors. Psychiatric
patients, for example, scored significantly lower on the 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale than those
participants who were not hospitalized (Snyder, 1974). Snyder and Gangestad (1986) assessed
similarity between scores on the 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale and scores on the 13-item

Lennox and Wolfe (1984) measure and found a correlation coefficient of .72.

There is evidence of discriminant validity for scores on the 25-item Self-Monitoring
Scale. Discriminant validity occurs when measures of conceptually unrelated constructs have
uncorrelated scores (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Furr, 2011). Snyder (1974) found weak negative
correlations between scores on his Self-Monitoring Scale and scores on Marlowe-Crown Social
Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964), Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory
Psychopathic Deviate scale (McKinley & Hathaway, 1944), the c scale of the Performance Style
Test (Ring & Wallston, 1968). Snyder (1974) found no significant correlations between scores
on his 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale and scores on Machiavellianism (Christie & Geis, 1970),
Achievement Anxiety Test (Alpert-Haber, 1960), and inner-other directedness (Kassarjian, 1962;
but see Howells, 1993, for an alternative view). Snyder and Monson (1975) found a weak
correlation coefficient between scores on the Self-Monitoring Scale and scores on the Locus of

Control Scale (Rotter, 1966).



SELF-MONITORING AND ROMANTIC JEALOUSY 16

There is also evidence that the Self-Monitoring Scale is useful in substantiating
theoretically derived hypotheses concerning romantic relationships. Individual differences in the
25-item Self-Monitoring Scale are related with individual differences in conceptions of love
(e.g., Neto, 1993), mate preferences (e.g., Jones, 1993), sociosexual orientation (e.g., Simpson &
Gangestad, 1991). Individual differences in the 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale are also related to
individual differences in number of sexual romantic partners as well as longevity of romantic

relationship (e.g., Snyder & Simpson, 1984).

Sociosexual Orientation. We measured individual differences toward sociosexual
orientation using the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). Simpson
and Gangestad (1991) identified 11 items that are intended to measure three domains of
sociosexual orientation: overt sociosexual behavior (e.g., “With how many different partners
have you had sex on one and only one occasion?”), covert sociosexual behavior (e.g., “How
frequently do you think about sex?”’), and sociosexual attitude (e.g., “Sex without love is OK.”).
Participants responded to three overt behavioral items using a free response format. Participants
responded to two covert behavioral items using a 9-point response scale (1 = virtually never, 9 =
almost all of the time) and responded to another cover behavioral item using an 8-point response
scale (1 = never, 8 = at least once a day). Participants responded to three attitudinal items using a

9-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 9 = strongly agree).

Two attitudinal items were positively worded statements (e.g., “I can imagine myself
being comfortable and enjoying casual sex with different partners.”) such that a response in
agreement or often indicated an unrestricted sociosexual orientation. One attitudinal item was a
negatively worded statement (i.e., “I would have to be closely attached to someone (both

emotionally and psychologically) before I could feel comfortable and fully enjoy having sex with
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him or her.”) such that a response in disagreement or never indicated an unrestricted sociosexual
orientation. We reverse scored responses to that negatively worded item. We scored individual
responses to each of the 11 items in a direction of unrestricted sociosexual orientation such that
higher scores indicated higher degrees of unrestricted orientation (e.g., willingness to engage in
casual sex). Based on recommendation of Simpson and Gangestad (1991), we used a weighting
scheme to standardize responses to all 11 items. Participants with higher scores on the

Sociosexual Inventory have increasingly unrestricted orientations toward close relationships.

There is evidence of reliability in scores for the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory
(Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). Researchers measure reliability of scores across items using an
internal consistency index (Furr, 2011). Simpson and Gangestad (1991, 1992) found a
Cronbach’s alpha of .73 and .74 in scores for the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory. Several
researchers found a Cronbach’s alpha of .72 or larger in scores for the Sociosexual Orientation
Inventory (e.g., Jonason, Teicher, & Schmitt, 2011; Jones, 1993; Schmitt, 2005; Schmitt & Buss,
2000; Walker, Tokar, & Fischer, 2000). Russell and Harton (2005) also found a Cronbach’s
alpha of .80 for scores on the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory. Webster and Bryan (2007)
found a Cronbach’s alpha of .85. In our sample, we found a Cronbach’s alpha of .69 for scores

on the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory.

There is evidence of temporal reliability of scores for the Sociosexual Orientation
Inventory. Researchers use test-retest consistency to measure reliability of scores on a scale
across time (Furr, 2011). Simpson and Gangestad (1989a) found at two-month interval a

temporal reliability correlation of .94 for scores on the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory.
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There is evidence of convergent validity in scores for the Sociosexual Orientation
Inventory (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). Convergent validity occurs when two measures of a
conceptually related construct have positively correlated scores (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Furr,
2011). Simpson and Gangestad (1991) conducted a sociometric study of couple-ratings and
found convergent validity in scores for the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory. Simpson and
Gangestad (1991) instructed 144 heterosexual couples to rate themselves on the Sociosexual
Orientation Inventory as well as to indicate length of time prior to having sex with their current
partner. Within-couples’ scores for the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory were positively
correlated with one another (» = .30). Individuals whose scores were low on the Sociosexual
Orientation Inventory were more likely than those individuals whose scores were high on the

Sociosexual Orientation Inventory to report extended pre-sex time with their current partner.

Simpson and Gangestad (1991) also found further evidence of convergent validity in
scores for the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory by examining participants’ self-reported extra
dyadic sexual involvement. Simpson and Gangestad (1991) asked participants to rate themselves
on the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory as well as to indicate whether that participant has
engaged in sexual activities with someone other than their current partner. Men and women who
reported involvement in sexual activities with someone other than their current partner, for
example, scored significantly higher on the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory than those
participants who reported no involvement. Simpson and Gangestad (1991) also found positive
correlations between scores for the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory and scores for Eysenck’s
(1976) measures of permissiveness and impersonal sex (rs ranged from .32 to .54). Bailey,

Gaulin, Agyel and Gladue (1994) also found a correlation coefficient of .76 between scores for
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the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory and scores for Bailey’s et al. (1994) Interest in

Uncommitted Sex scale.

There is evidence of discriminant validity in scores for the Sociosexual Orientation
Inventory (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). Discriminant validity occurs when measures from
theoretically unrelated constructs are found to be uncorrelated (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Furr,
2011). Simpson and Gangestad (1991) found weak negative correlations between scores for the
Sociosexual Orientation Inventory and scores for Eysenck’s (1976) Inventory of Attitudes to Sex
(e.g., sexual satisfaction subscale, sexual anxiety subscale, neurotic sex subscale). Meston,
Heiman, Trapnell, and Paulhus (1998) found non-significant weak correlations between scores
on the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory and scores on the Balanced Inventory of Desirable
Responding (Paulhus, 1989) as well as scores on the Maslowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale

(Maslowe & Crowne, 1964).

There is also evidence that the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory is useful in
substantiating theoretically derived hypotheses concerning sexuality. Individual differences in
sociosexual orientation are related with individual differences in partner attributes (e.g., Buss &
Schmitt, 1993; Simpson & Gangestad, 1992), number of lifetime sexual partners (e.g., Webster
& Bryan, 2007), and in propensities of self-monitoring (e.g., Gangestad & Simpson, 1990;
Simpson & Gangestad, 1991, 1992) as well as short-term mating strategies (e.g., Greiling &
Buss, 2000). Individual differences in sociosexual orientation are also related with individual
differences in attachment orientation (e.g., Brennan & Shaver, 1995). Simpson and Gangestad
(1991) also have found individual differences in the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory are
related with individual differences in Lund’s Commitment Scale (Lund, 1985) and in Rusbult’s

Investment Model (Rusbult, 1980) as well as in Rubin’s Love Scale (Rubin, 1970).
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Treger and Sprecher (2011) also found evidence of validity in scores for the Sociosexual
Orientation Inventory by examining participants’ sociosexual orientation and those participants’
reactions to six infidelity scenarios. Participants with sexually unrestricted orientations were
more likely than were participants with sexually restricted orientations to be distressed by sexual
infidelity. Conversely, participants with sexually restricted orientations were more likely than

were participants with sexually unrestricted orientations to be distressed by emotional infidelity.

Demographics. We asked participants to identify basic demographic information such as
their age (free response), sex (male or female) as well as race (White/Caucasian, Black/African
American, Hispanic/Latino, Asian/Pacific Islander, or Other). We assessed participants’ current
relationship status (i.e., “What is your current romantic relationship status?”’). Response options
were labeled Single, Single (casually dating), Single (committed relationship), Single
(cohabitating), or Married. We asked participants to indicate length of current relationship using
months (free response). We also measured participants’ experience in a committed relationship
(i.e., “Have you ever been in a serious or committed relationship?”). Participants responded to
that previous item using a forced choice format with response options labeled yes or no. If a
participant indicated yes, then we asked that participant “Was this a sexual relationship?”
Participants responded to that previous item using a forced choice format with response options
labeled yes or no. We also asked participants to indicate a total number of committed
relationships (free response). We then asked participants to determine the length of their longest

committed relationship using months (free response).
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Results

Preliminary Analyses

We conducted several preliminary analyses to determine whether participants’ biological
sex was confounded with self-monitoring differences in our sample. Because we simply
measured individual differences in self-monitoring, there may be other variables that moderate or
mediate any relationships we found in this study. In a meta-analysis, several researchers
provided evidence that participants’ biological sex and self-monitoring are consistently
confounded (Day et al., 2002). Individuals who are categorized as low self-monitors are usually
female. Contrarily, individuals who are categorized as high self-monitors are usually male.
Recall that we used a median split of the full range of scores in our sample to classify
participants as either high or low self-monitors. Both of these variables are categorical in nature

with two levels each: biological sex (male vs. female) and self-monitoring (high vs. low).

To examine a potential confound between participants’ biological sex and self-
monitoring scores, we ran a chi-square analysis to examine whether males were more likely to be
high self-monitors than low self-monitors and whether females were more likely to be low self-
monitors than high self-monitors in this study. In our sample, we did not find a significant
relationship between participants’ biological sex and self-monitoring scores y* (1, N=113) < 1.
Females were no more likely to be low self-monitors (49.4%) than high self-monitors (50.6%).
Males were no more likely to be high self-monitors (50%) than low self-monitors (50%).
Through our preliminary analyses, we established that participants’ biological sex is not a

confounding variable in this study.
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We also examined another plausible third variable that is theoretically and empirically
linked with self-monitoring (Leck & Simpson, 1999; Sakaguchi, Sakai, Ueda, Hasegawa, 2007;
Snyder, Simpson, & Gangestad, 1985). As previously mentioned, scores from sociosexual
orientation inventory describes a person’s willingness (or lack thereof) to engage in casual sex
(Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). Given that high self-monitors often adopt an unrestricted
approach toward sexual relationships and low self-monitors often adopt a restricted approach
toward sexual relationships, we anticipated participants’ sociosexuality might be confounded

with self-monitoring.

Because self-monitoring (predictor variable) has two levels (high vs. low) and
sociosexuality (potential confound) is continuous, we used a two-tailed independent #-test to
examine whether high and low self-monitors differed in their sociosexual orientation. We did not
find a significant difference in sociosexuality between these two groups, ¢ (110) = .06, p = .475.
High self-monitors (M = 79.33, SD = 48.41) and low self-monitors (M = 80.13, SD = 85.7) did
not reliably differ in their sociosexual orientation in this sample. Through our preliminary

analyses, we established that these predictor variables are independent in this sample.

Main Analysis

We hypothesized that low self-monitors would be more distressed by emotional rather
than sexual infidelity, whereas high self-monitors would be more distressed by sexual rather than
emotional infidelity. Our predictor variable (i.e., self-monitoring) was categorical with two and
our outcome variable (i.e., romantic jealousy) was continuous. We expected to find a significant

difference between high and low self-monitors in romantic jealousy.
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We tested this hypothesis using a two-tailed independent samples #-test. We expected to
find a significant difference between high and low self-monitors in their scores of romantic
jealousy. In this sample, we in fact found a significant difference in romantic jealousy between
high and low self-monitors, 7 (111) = 2.62, p = .010. Low self-monitors (M = 2.25, SD = 1.84)
scored higher than did high self-monitors (M = 1.45, SD = 1.36) on romantic jealousy. That is,
high self-monitors were more distressed than were low self-monitors by emotional infidelity.

Our hypothesis was not supported with these findings in this sample.

Ancillary Analyses

Although there were no sex differences in self-monitoring propensities in our sample, sex
differences could potentially moderate self-monitoring differences in romantic jealousy. To
evaluate this potential moderation, we conducted a 2 (high vs. low self-monitor) x 2 (male vs.
female) ANOVA with romantic jealousy as our continuous outcome variable. The effects of the
t-test previously reported were corroborated by the results from this ANOVA, such that high
self-monitors were more distressed than were low self-monitors by emotional infidelity,
(1,109) = 4.08, p = .046. There was also a marginally reliable main effect of biological sex on
scores for romantic jealousy, F (1,109) =2.89, p =.092. Women (M = 1.70, SD = 1.56) were
more distressed than were men (M = 2.35, SD = 1.94) by emotional infidelity. The interaction
between biological sex and self-monitoring was not statistically significant, 7' < 1. Thus,
although there were sex differences in romantic jealousy, those differences did not moderate self-

monitoring differences in romantic jealousy in our sample.

Although there were no sociosexual orientation differences in self-monitoring

propensities in our sample, differences in sociosexual orientation could moderate self-monitoring
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differences in romantic jealousy. To evaluate this potential moderation, we conducted a multiple
regression analysis using sociosexual orientation as a continuous predictor variable, self-
monitoring as a categorical predictor variable, and romantic jealousy as a continuous outcome
variable. The effects of the ¢-test previously reported were corroborated by the results from this
ANOVA, such that high self-monitors were more distressed than were low self-monitors by
emotional infidelity, F (1,108) = 6.18, p = .015. There was also a marginally reliable main effect
of sociosexual orientation on scores for romantic jealousy, £ (1,108) = 3.20, p =.077.
Individuals who were more distressed by sexual infidelity than emotional infidelity also had an
increasingly unrestricted sociosexual orientation. Conversely, individuals who were more
distressed by emotional infidelity than sexual infidelity also had an increasingly restricted
sociosexual orientation. The interaction between self-monitoring and sociosexual orientation was
not significant, ' (1,108) = 1.06, p = .305. Thus, although there were marginally reliable
sociosexual differences in romantic jealousy, these differences did not moderate the relationship

between self-monitoring and romantic jealousy.

Discussion

We explored how individual differences in self-monitoring were related to romantic
jealousy. Given their restricted and committed orientation toward romantic relationships, we
expected low self-monitors (like females) would report more distress from emotional infidelity
than from sexual infidelity. Given their unrestricted and uncommitted orientation toward
romantic relationships, we expected high self-monitors (like males) would report more distress
from sexual infidelity than from emotional infidelity. However, we did not find support for this

hypothesis in our sample.
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Although these results were contrary to our hypothesis, we did find a reliable main effect
for self-monitoring in romantic jealousy. Our sample as a whole found the emotional aspect of
infidelity distressing. Hence, these reliable differences we found in self-monitoring reflected
more or less distress by emotional infidelity. Although both low self-monitors and high self-
monitors found emotional infidelity more distressing than sexual infidelity, high self-monitors

were more distressed by emotional infidelity than were low self-monitors.

There are some plausible alternative explanations for these findings. One explanation
might involve the biased nature of our sample. Approximately three quarters of our sample was
female. Empirically, females tend to report more distress from emotional infidelity than from
sexual infidelity (e.g., Buss et al., 1992; Buss et al., 1999; DeSteno & Salovey, 1996a). For our
sample as a whole, that is in fact what we found. If we had a larger number of males and a
number that approximated the number of females in our sample, then we may have at least

observed our predicted self-monitoring differences among males.

However, even if we had observed our expected self-monitoring differences in romantic
jealousy, there still could be an alternative explanation for this finding. One such explanation
might be individual differences in sociosexual orientation (Simpson & Gangestad, 1992). There
is theoretical and empirical evidence linking self-monitoring propensities with orientations
toward sexual relationships (Fuglestad & Snyder, 2009; Sakaguchi et al., 2007). That is, high
self-monitors tend to have an unrestricted sociosexual orientation whereas low self-monitors tend
to have a restricted sociosexual orientation. Consistent with those aforementioned findings,
individuals high in self-monitoring compared to individuals low in self-monitoring typically
report dating a large number of partners of relatively short durations, feeling lower levels of

intimacy relative to their partner, and engaging in more one-night stands (Simpson & Gangestad,
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1992). This possible confound however can be ruled out given results of our analyses. That is,
we found no relationship between self-monitoring and sociosexual orientation. However, we

cannot rule out other plausible explanations for these findings.

Limitations

Other potential limitations of our study involve its correlational design. Our non-
experimental design leaves our results prone to two problems commonly associated with
correlational designs (Hoyle & Leary, 2009; Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2010). One problem in
conducting correlational research is an unknown causal direction between variables. Another
problem commonly associated with correlational design deals with identifying and eliminating

confounding variables.

Those aforementioned problems limit our ability to make causal inferences concerning
why two or more variables are related (Hoyle & Leary, 2009; Shadish, Cook, & Campbell,
2010). Even if we had found a connection between self-monitoring and romantic jealousy, we
could not infer self-monitoring propensities caused romantic jealousy because we did not
manipulate self-monitoring. However, we speculate self-monitoring propensities precede
individual differences in romantic jealousy for two reasons. One reason is such that development
of self-monitoring occurs early in life (i.e., self-monitoring propensities are observed in children
as young as 6 years) (Graziano, Leone, Musser, & Lautenschlager, 1987). Another such reason is
that experiences involving romance typically occurs post puberty. Given that puberty occurs well
after the development of self-monitoring, we speculate individual differences in self-monitoring

precede individual differences in romantic jealousy.
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However, each of these variables could be caused by a third variable. Third variables
(i.e., confounding variables) may systematically vary with our variables of interest and can be
problematic (Hoyle & Leary, 2009; Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2010). Two variables might be
related and neither could be a cause of the other. Instead, two variables might only be related
because they have a common cause (i.e., a third variable). Even if we had obtained our predicted

relationship, other variables could be responsible for this relationship.

One such third variable might be the type of jealousy experienced by low self-monitors
and high self-monitors. In a recent investigation, Leone and Andolina (unpublished manuscript)
found self-monitoring differences in experiences of emotional and behavioral jealousy. Low self-
monitors, compared to their high self-monitoring counterparts, experienced greater levels of
emotional jealousy than behavioral jealousy. Given that low self-monitors’ use their internal
affective states as a guide for expressing their thoughts and feelings, these individuals may be
prone to experience jealousy in reaction to a partner’s emotional transgression only because
those low self-monitors are emotionally jealous in general. High self-monitors, on the other
hand, experienced greater levels behavioral jealousy than emotional jealousy. Given high self-
monitors’ openness toward sexual variety, these individuals may project their unrestricted
orientation onto their partners and as a result engage in surveillance-related behaviors to protect
their social image more so than low self-monitors. High self-monitors may therefore report more
jealousy in response to a partner’s sexual transgression only because those high self-monitors are
behaviorally jealous in general. Although these initial findings highlight potential self-
monitoring differences in romantic jealousy, additional investigations are needed to identify and

eliminate other plausible alternative explanations.
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Future Directions

Exploring and identifying causal factors of romantic jealousy for high self-monitors and
low self-monitors could be a focus for subsequent studies. For high self-monitors, one such
causal factor might be an environmental context of a partner’s infidelity (i.e., public affairs vs.
private affairs). Given high self-monitors’ relatively high concern with social status (Gangestad
& Snyder, 2000; Fuglestad & Snyder, 2009), the public nature of a partner’s affair may have a
greater impact on high self-monitors’ ability to maintain a desirable social image. Therefore, this
type of affair might cause high self-monitors to engage in behavioral tactics for mitigating
damage to their social image. However, high self-monitors might experience less emotional
distress following a private affair, because a transgression that does not involve people outside of
the relationship would not threaten high self-monitors’ social status (Snyder, 1987).

For low self-monitors, one such causal factor of romantic jealousy might be levels of
relational investment (i.e., high investment vs. low investment). Given the relatively high
investments that low self-monitors have with their relatively few close relationships (Snyder &
Simpson, 1984), a partner’s transgression (regardless of the public/private nature of an affair)
may have a greater emotional impact on low self-monitors who are highly invested in their
relationship. That being said, low self-monitors may experience relatively more emotional
distress following a partner’s affair, because a transgression when high involvement is present
represents a significant threat to the stability of a valued relationship. As we can see from those
aforementioned speculations, identifying situational and relational moderators could potentially
be valuable for understanding self-monitoring differences in experiences and expressions

involved in romantic jealousy.
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In regard to expressions of romantic jealousy, communicative responses to one’s partner
(or rival) can provoke negative consequences to that individual as well as to that relationship.
One such consequence is enduring psychological and physical abuse from a partner or spouse
(e.g., Barnett, Martinez, & Bluestein, 1995; Buss, 2000; Daly et al., 1982; Follingstad, Bradley,
Laughlin, & Burke, 1999; Peters, Shackelford, & Buss, 2002). Those effects of intimate partner
violence can range from depression and isolation to hospitalization and homicide (see, for a
review, Johnson, 2006). Given this range of psychological and physical effects of romantic
jealousy on individuals and relationships (Buunk & Dijkstra, 2006), it is thus important to
investigate any impact these consequences might have on an individuals’ overall well-being.

In order to help people cope with these relationship transgressions, researchers have
examined the impact of relationship distress on individuals’ mental and physical health
(Falconier, Nussbeck, Bodenmann, Schneier & Bradbury, 2015; Kawachi & Berkman, 2001;
Langner & Stanley, 1963; Stanton & Campbell, 2014). Consequences of relationship distress can
be costly to an individual such as a carry-over of depression or anger into other relationships
(e.g., Duckworth & Levitt, 1985; Sheppard, Nelson, & Andreoli-Mathie, 1995; Traupmann &
Hatfield, 1981) as well as to society such as decreased productivity for businesses and stresses on
capacity of health care systems. Therefore, health care providers may want to give patients an
opportunity to disclose information about their relationship transgressions. Asking patients to
describe their relational transgressions could help health care professionals identify stressors that
may be associated with romantic jealousy. In sum, additional research concerning processes and
consequences of relationship transgressions is needed to better understand this link between

relational distress and romantic jealousy.
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