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Private Self-Consciousness and the Five-Factor Model of Personality:
Distinguishing Rumination From Reflection
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A distinction between ruminative and reflective types of private self-attentiveness is introduced and
evaluated with respect to L. R. Goldberg’s (1982) list of 1,710 English trait adjectives (Study 1), the
five-factor model of personality (FFM) and A. Fenigstein, M. F. Scheier, and A. Buss’s (1975)
Self-Consciousness Scales (Study 2), and previously reported correlates and effects of private self-
consciousness (PrSC; Studies 3 and 4). Results suggest that the PrSC scale confounds two unrelated,
motivationally distinct dispositions—rumination and reflection—and that this confounding may account
for the “self-absorption paradox” implicit in PrSC research findings: Higher PrSC scores are associated
with more accurate and extensive self-knowledge yet higher levels of psychological distress. The
potential of the FFM to provide a comprehensive framework for conceptualizing self-attentive disposi-
tions, and to order and integrate research findings within this domain, is discussed.

In this article we examine the private half of the popular public—
private taxonomy of trait self-consciousness (Fenigstein, Scheier,
& Buss, 1975) and propose a reconceptualization of private self-
consciousness (PrSC) based on motivational distinctions implicit
in its relation to the five-factor model of personality (FFM).
Although enthusiasm for the FFM is not universal (e.g., Block,
1995; McAdams, 1992), for the present purposes we adopted the
FFM as an initial best approximation of a comprehensive taxon-
omy of personality trait descriptors and their superordinate pattern
of covariation.! The potential of the FFM for organizing and
integrating dispositional research findings has been demonstrated
in several research domains (e.g., Marshall, Wortman, Vickers;
Kusulas, & Hervig, 1994; T. W. Smith & Williams, 1992; Tokar,
Fischer, & Subich, 1998; Trull & McCrae, 1994). The PrSC
research literature s vast but has yet to be systematically related to
the FFM. We propose in the present article a distinction between
ruminative and reflective self-focus, derived from the FFM dis-
tinction between Neuroticism and Openness to Experience, and
demonstrate how it may explain a paradox in the current research
literature on PrSC.
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The Self-Consciousness Scales

Fenigstein et al. (1975) proposed a dispositional analogue of
Duval and Wicklund’s (1972) concept of self-awareness, opera-
tionalized by means of a self-report questionnaire. Factor analyses
of their initial item pool did not, however, confirm their prelimi-
nary hypothesis of a general disposition to be self-focused. On the
basis of those analyses, they concluded there were two psycholog-
ically distinct self-focusing tendencies: private self-consciousness
(PrSC— consciousness of one’s inner feelings, thoughts, and phys-
ical sensations) and public self-consciousness (PbSC— conscious-
ness of one’s appearance to others). The public—private distinction
was eventually extended to self-focus states (e.g., Buss, 1980) and
was a key component of Carver and Scheijer’s influential research
program, providing “interlocking conceptual replications” (Carver
& Scheier, 1981a, p. 40) of studies involving manipulated self-
focus. Fenigstein et al.’s Self-Consciousness Scales (SCS) quickly
became among the most influential trait measures in social psy-
chological research (Fenigstein, 1987).

The Problem of Motives in the SCS

Despite this popularity, the construct validity of the SCS has
been the object of considerable controversy (see Wicklund &
Gollwitzer, 1987, and the commentaries and rejoinders that follow
it). Researchers reasonably assumed that the PbSC and PrSC scales

! Agreement on the optimal partitioning and rotation of the factor axes
within “a” five-factor model is also less than universal (John, 1990;
McCrae, 1996a). The present studies derive from the five-factor concep-
tions of Goldberg (1990) and Costa and McCrae (1992). For convenience,
we use the terms Big Five and FFM interchangeably in the present article
and refer to the five factors described by those models with the labels
recommended by McCrae and John (1992): Extraversion, Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Openness to Experience, for Big Five
Factors I-V, respectively.
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primarily tap attentional differences between people and conse-
quently interpreted their findings in the context of attentional
processes specified in self-awareness or self-regulation theories
(e.g., Nasby, 1985, 1989). Critics have noted, however, that the
scales do not simply index frequency of attending to the public or
the private selves; they index specific motives for doing so. The
confounding of motive with direction of attention in the content,
correlates, and social effects of the PbSC scale, for example, led
Wicklund and Gollwitzer (1987) to suggest that it is better inter-
preted as a measure of “social dependency” than self-attention.
Motivational confounds have also been cited with respect to the
PrSC scale, including negative affect (Ingram, 1989), need for
self-knowledge (Franzoi, Davis, & Markweisse, 1990), and need
for autonomy and uniqueness (Schlenker & Weigold, 1990). To
the extent that the PbSC and PrSC scales measure differences in
motives, needs, or values, as well as self-awareness, the possibility
exists that effects of the scales thought to be due to self-attentional
mechanisms (e.g., activation of a “comparitor” function in self-
regulation) may instead be due to motivational ones (e.g., approach
and avoidance motives related to interests, values, fears, expect-
ancies, etc.; cf. Trapnell, Meston, & Gorzalka, 1997).

Dispositional Self-Consciousness From the
Perspective of the FFM

We propose a reconceptualization of dispositional self-
consciousness that acknowledges an inherent confounding of mo-
tive and direction of attention in the dispositional domain. In
contrast to the purely cognitive approach to trait self-focus pro-
posed by Fenigstein et al. (1975), we propose that self-attentive
dispositions likely require specification in terms of a particular
motive or value directing attention to the self. From this perspec-
tive, a public—private distinction among self-attentive dispositions
may not merit special status in self-awareness or self-regulation
theories (cf. Carver & Scheier, 1985) because it represents merely
one among many potentially useful superordinate classifications of
motives and values relevant to dispositional self-awareness. In our
view, the PrSC and PbSC scales do not operationalize the two
superordinate categories of private and public self-attention; they
operationalize a specific motivational distinction within each of
these categories (e.g., epistemic curiosity and “appearance” con-
cern associated with social conformity motives, respectively). We
assume other important motivational distinctions are possible, both
within and beyond those categories.

We restrict our focus here to PrSC because detailed critiques of
PbSC have been published by others (Wicklund & Gollwitzer,
1987) and because the high face validity of the PrSC scale presents
a tougher challenge for our motivational confounding hypothesis
than does the PbSC scale. The item content of the PrSC scale
seems remarkably free of motivational or affective connotations.
Consider the wording of the items typically loading most highly on
the PrSC factor in factor analytic studies of Fenigstein et al.’s
. (1975) items: “T reflect about myself a lot,” “I’m constantly ex-
amining my motives,” and “I am always trying to figure myself
out.” It is not clear what motive, need, or value these items
reference, and the definition of the construct suggests that the
motivational ambiguity in the wording of PrSC items was inten-
tional, as they were designed to index frequency of self-focused

attention, per se, not self-focus in the service of a specific psycho-
logical motive.

If the PrSC items do, however, measure particular motives for
self-attending, the motivationally ambiguous wording of PrSC
items that lends them their high face validity may importantly
confound interpretation of their correlates and effects. Consider
two of the personality dimensions described by the FFM: Neurot-
icism and Openness to Experience. People who score high in
Neuroticism describe themselves as prone to negative emotional
states such as anxiety, depression, low self-esteem, pessimism,
moodiness, irritability, and jealousy (e.g., Costa & McCrae, 1980;
Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985; Goldberg, 1990). People who score
high in Openness to Experience tend to seek out novel aesthetic,
emotional, and intellectual experiences and report a high frequency
of, and particular interest in, imaginative and reflective thought
(e.g., McCrae & Costa, 1985, 1997a). Neuroticism and Openness
to Experience are essentially independent domains of individual
differences, a fact instantiated by the FFM. Both dimensions,
however, clearly imply chronically higher levels of PrSC—for
notably different reasons. Motivationally ambiguous items such as
“I am always trying to figure myself out” can be readily interpreted
to mean either reason: psychological distress (“I am always rumi-
nating over or second guessing myself”) or epistemic curiosity
(e.g., “I love trying to figure myself out”).

A conventional assumption in the interpretation of PrSC scores
is that the motive for scoring high on the scale is not critical to the
interpretation of PrSC effects. The philosopher’s and the neurotic’s
equally high scores would imply the same cognitive state, private
self-awareness, which invokes the same processes (e.g., activation
of a seM-regulatory comparitor function), which precipitate the
same basic psychological sequelae—in particular, heightened per-
ception (amplification) of affect and self-concept articulation. Al-
ternatively, we suggest that the motivational ambiguity of the PrSC
items causes them to capture both negative affective (neurotic) and
positive epistemic (intellective) sources of variance and that these
two different determinants of PrSC variance independently deter-
mine neurotic and epistemic correlates and effects of the PrSC
scale. To explicate the PrSC’s divergent motivational underpin-
nings, we describe below the factorial complexity of the scale and
an apparent contradiction in its psychological effects.

PrSC Factorial Complexity

PrSC item intercorrelations reliably reveal two factors (e.g.,
Anderson & Bohon, 1996; Mittal & Balasubramanian, 1987;
Piliavin & Charng, 1988) labeled Seif-Reflectiveness (SR; six
items, e.g., “I’'m always trying to figure myself out™) and Internal
State Awareness (ISA; four items, e.g., “I'm alert to changes in my
mood”) by Burnkrant and Page (1984). Although Bernstein, Teng,
and Garbin (1986) argued that support for two factors is con-
founded by differences in the items’ distributional properties,
mounting evidence suggests that they are substantively, as well as
statistically, different.

Foremost among this evidence is the fact that the SR factor
correlates positively with measures of negative affectivity or Neu-
roticism, whereas the ISA factor correlates negatively or not at all
with such measures. This divergent pattern of findings has been
found for Neuroticism-related constructs such as anxiety and de-.
pression (P. J. Watson & Biderman, 1993; P. J. Watson, Morris, &
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Hood, 1988), self-esteem and identity seeking (Piliavin & Charng,
1988), and self-concept clarity (Campbell et al., 1996). The con-
tradictory relation of ISA and SR with measures of identity seek-
ing and self-concept clarity is particularly noteworthy because of a
postulated clarification effect of private self-attentiveness. PrSC
“is assumed to make all private events, both affectively charged
and neutral, clearer and more distinct” (Buss, 1980, p. 14). The
notion of self-concept articulation (i.e., self-clarification) is rou-
tinely invoked to explain numerous PrSC information-processing
effects (see below). If the ISA and SR factors both measure the
PrSC construct, it is puzzling why they should show opposite
associations with self-reported clarity and certainty of self-
perceptions (Campbell et al., 1996; Franzoi, 1983). Their divergent
relations with self-esteem, depression, and anxiety are important
for a similar reason. Higher self-esteem has been shown to predict
more certain self-knowledge (Campbell, 1990), and more resis-
tance to social influence attempts (Brockner, 1979, 1984), two
types of phenomena that figure prominently in efforts to test the
clarification hypothesis of PrSC.

The “Self-Absorption Paradox”

In the article introducing the PbSC and PrSC scales, Fenigstein
et al. (1975) noted the importance of self-awareness to many
schools of psychotherapy. Similarly, psychological-mindedness—
the disposition and ability to reflect on the meaning and motivation
of behavior, thoughts, and feelings in oneself and others (Appel-
baum, 1973; Hall, 1992)—is highly prized by mental health pro-
fessionals (Farber, 1989), who often seek to promote it in patients
as well as themselves and consider it important to therapeutic
progress, a viewpoint not without empirical foundation (Appel-
baum, 1973; Conte et al., 1990; cf. Prochasta, DiClemente, &
Norcross, 1992). Farber (1989) considered PrSC “the construct
most closely related to psychological-mindedness” (p. 212) and
consequently operationalized the latter with the PrSC scale.

Psychotherapeutic advocacy of self-awareness assumes that
veridical or authentic self-knowledge is critical for psychological
growth and maturity and that pondering the self improves the
extent and accuracy of self-knowledge. The first assumption is
both ancient (e.g., the inscription “Know Thyself” on Apollo’s
shrine at Delphi) and central to many clinically derived theories of
adjustment (psychoanalytic, humanistic, existential), although its
empirical status has been challenged in recent years (Taylor &
Brown, 1988). _

The second assumption is a fundamental corollary of most
self-attention theories (e.g., Carver & Scheier, 1981a; Gibbons,
1990). Buss (1980) presented a particularly clear statement of this
hypothesis: “Private self-conscious people regularly inspect their
bodily processes and moods, reflect about their motives and goals,
and fantasize a lot about themselves. As a result of repeated
self-reflection [italics added], they know themselves very well” (p.
20). Self-knowledge, or self “clarification,” is postulated to explain
all three of the most widely researched psychological effects of
PrSC on the self: accuracy, for example, enhanced consistency and
validity of self-reports; articulation, for example, more extensive
and efficient processing of self-relevant information; and auton-
omy, for example, enhanced reactance and reduced compliance
and suggestibility (for reviews see Carver & Scheier, 1981b, 1985;
Gibbons, 1983, 1990; Nasby, 1985, 1989; Porterfield et al., 1988).

These and other findings suggest that chronic attending to private
thoughts and feelings, per se, stimulates greater differentiation,
integration, accuracy, and cognitive accessibility of self-informa-
tion—that is, that it enhances self-knowledge. ‘

If private self-focus increases self-knowledge, and if self-
knowledge facilitates psychological adjustment, one would expect
positive associations between PrSC and psychological health and
adjustment. Instead, higher PrSC scores are reliably associated
with higher levels of psychological distress, a finding that may
reflect a broader phenomenon: Heightened self-focus appears to be
implicated in a remarkably broad range of psychopathology (In-
gram, 1990).

PrSC associations with psychological distress and pathology
constitute a paradox for many traditional theories of adjustment:
Chronic, private self-attention appears to enhance self-knowledge
at the expense of psychological adjustment. Although one might be
tempted to interpret this relation in terms of a “sadder but wiser”
phenomenon (e.g., Alloy & Abramson, 1979), note that self-
concept clarity typically shows a strong negative association with
neuroticism, depression, and poor self-esteem (Campbell et al.,
1996). This fact plainly contradicts any simple “sadder but wiser”
assumption that PrSC-related improvements in self-clarification
should have the effect of increasing psychological distress.

In addition, some of the traits associated with neuroticism pre-
dict the same self-knowledge-telated behavioral phenomena as the
PrSC scale, but in an opposite direction. For example, PrSC has
been associated with resistance to suggestibility and social con-
formity pressures (Froming & Carver, 1981; Scheier, Carver, &
Gibbons, 1979), whereas low self-esteem is generally implicated
in behavioral plasticity effects such as suggestibility and compli-
ance (Brockner, 1984). More important is that both the PrSC and
self-esteem literatures postulate the same underlying mediator of
these phenomena: self-knowledge. PrSC effects are typically at-
tributed to more accurate knowledge of internal states and personal
beliefs (e.g., Froming & Carver, 1981; Scheier et al., 1979); the
behavioral plasticity effects of low self-esteem have been attrib-
uted to lack of certainty or confusion in the self-concept (Campbell
& Lavallee, 1993).

Resolving the Paradox

Why, then, does PrSC correlate positively with psychological
distress? There are at least three different potential explanations
for this paradox. Two are cognitive explanations and are basic
predictions from self-attention and self-regulation theories. If self-
attention increases awareness of shortcomings (Duval & Wick-
lund, 1972), habitual self-attending (PrSC) should precipitate
chronic negative affect. Constructs such as narcissism, however,
suggest that this is not necessarily true with respect to chronic or
dispositional self-attention. It is possible to be chronically self-
attentive yet positively brimming with self-regard. A second in-
terpretation is that attention to inner states heightens awareness of
those states (Scheier & Carver, 1977). PrSC should therefore
heighten awareness of one’s mood in addition to other aspects of
the self. If so, one would anticipate a positive relation between
PrSC and not only negative mood tendencies but also positive
ones. PrSC typically shows no between-subjects association, how-
ever, with measures of positive affectivity (Campbell, 1993) or
traits related to Extraversion (e.g., Carver & Glass, 1976; McCrae,
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1993), the personality dimension most closely associated with
positive affectivity (D. Watson & Clark, 1997). A third interpre-
tation is implied by the fact that PrSC correlates about equally with
two unrelated personality dimensions: Neuroticism and Openness
to Experience (McCrae, 1993). The motivationally ambiguous
PrSC items may fail to differentiate neurotic motives for self-
attending (e.g., anxiety) from epistemic ones (e.g., curiosity),
thereby confounding individual differences related to Openness to
Experience with those related to Neuroticism.

Overview

In the present studies we introduce and articulate a distinction
implicit in PrSC research findings: neurotic self-attentiveness, or
rumination, and intellectual self-attentiveness, or reflection. We
first attempt to establish some generality of the proposed distinc-
tion across natural language descriptors of self-attention (Study 1)
and the research scales proposed by Fenigstein et al. (1975; Study
2). We next introduce brief measures intended to maximally dif-
ferentiate ruminative from reflective self-focus and evaluate their
relations with the original Fenigstein et al. (1975) scales, the
proposed factors within the PrSC scale, and the FFM. Finally, we
test our principal hypothesis that the two motivationally distinct
traits of rumination and reflection independently explain PrSC
correlates and effects.

Study 1

An underappreciated application of lexical trait taxonomies is
their use as empirical tools for mapping the potential nomological
terrain of a trait. The “lexical hypothesis” (Goldberg, 1993) holds
‘that all individual differences that are socially important enough
for people to notice and need to communicate about will tend to be
registered in their lexicon, typically in the form of a trait adjective
(e.g., stupid) or noun (e.g., blockhead). To the extent that this is
true (cf. McCrae, 1990), archival lexical data provide an efficient
means for surveying the psychological semantics of phenotypic
trait constructs (e.g., social evaluative anxiety) having natural
language exemplars (e.g., shy, bashful). In Study 1 we exploited
lexical data to comprehensively map the correlates of two natural
language exemplars of Fenigstein et al.’s (1975) trait conception of
self-awareness: self-conscious and self-examining.

Method

Participants

Participants were 187 university undergraduate volunteers (84 men, 103
women) at the University of Oregon who completed self-reports on Gold-
berg’s (1982) “1,710” trait taxonomy. The data were generously made
available to us by Lewis Goldberg (see Goldberg, 1982, for a more detailed
description).

Measures

Participants rated themselves on the list of 1,710 English trait adjectives
assembled by Goldberg (1982) from a lengthier list of 2,800 trait terms
assembled by Norman (1967). The procedures used to construct these two
taxonomies of trait descriptors are detailed in Goldberg (1982) and John
(1990). Goldberg’s 1,710 taxonomy is among the most comprehensive and

represeniative compilations of English trait adjectives currently available
(John, 1990).

Procedure

A convenient but reasonable assumption is that the 40 adjectives in
Goldberg’s 1,710 taxonomy containing the prefix self (e.g., self-assertive)
define the subset of terms most likely to include the exemplars of dispo-
sitional self-focus. Two of these 40 adjectives—self-conscious and self-
examining—clearly stand apart in denoting self-attention without accom-
panying denotations of self-evaluation or interpersonal style. Self-
conscious and self-examining clearly denote a type of self-attentive state
(consciousness of the self) or a type of self-attentive process (examining or
inspecting the self) that directly implies a self-attentive state. The remain-
ing adjectives refer to self-directed attitudes and evaluations (e.g., self-
satisfied, self-pitying) and interpersonal tendencies (e.g., self-confident,
self-expressive, selfish).? We therefore selected self-conscious and self-
examining as the most prototypic exemplars of the dispositional self-focus
construct (e.g., Fenigstein et al., 1975) within Goldberg’s 1,710 taxonomy.
In Study 1, self-ratings on self-conscious and self-examining were corre-
lated with self-ratings on the remaining 1,708 trait adjectives. From the
resulting pattern of correlations, we sought to explicate the differences in
meaning between these two natural language exemplars of trait self-focus.

Results and Discussion

The 20 trait terms most highly correlated with self-conscious
and self-examining are presented in Table 1. With the exception of
self-critical (shown in the last row of the table), traits strongly
correlated with self-conscious were not strongly correlated with
self-examining, and vice-versa. Furthermore, the two adjectives
diverge in meaning in a way that corresponds to the motivational
distinction proposed here: Self-perceptions of being self-conscious
are mainly related to negative self-perceptions and negative emo-
tions, whereas self-perceptions of being self-examining are mainly
related to epistemic interests and intellectual traits. These findings
suggest that the English trait lexicon rather clearly distinguishes
neurotic from epistemically motivated self-attention. According to
the lexical hypothesis, this fact implies that such a distinction was
a socially significant one to our English-speaking ancestors. The
behavioral consequences of anxious versus epistemic self-focus
are likely to vary in socially important ways.>

2 The remaining 38 *‘self”” hyphenated words contained in the Goldberg
list are: -assertive, -assured, -centered, -confident, -consistent, -controlled,
-critical, -deceiving, -defeating, -defensive, -deluding, -denying,
-deprecating, -destructive, -disciplined, -disparaging, -doubting, -effacing,
-excusing, -expressive, -important, -indulgent, selfish, selfless, -pitying,
-possessed,. -punishing, -reliant, -reproachful, -respecting, -restrained,
-revealing, -righteous, -sacrificing, -satisfied, -seeking, -sufficient, and
-willed. We would consider several additional terms frequently referred to
in the PrSC literature as exemplars of dispositional self-focus (e.g., self-
aware, self-attentive, self-reflective). Their absence from Goldberg’s
(1982) empirically derived list offered us no a priori rationale for consid-
eration in Study 1 and precluded their evaluation in these archival data.

3 Many of the correlates of self-examining reported in Table 1 bear more
than a passing resemblance to important PrSC research findings. For
example, the negative association with unamusable recalls associations
reported between PrSC scores and intensity of laughter in response to
videotape presentations of broadcast media bloopers (Porterfield et al.,
1988). Other correlates reported in Table 1 that resemble PrSC effects are
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Study 2

Proponents of the FFM argue that the Big Five dimensions
represent fundamental semantic axes of trait description (Gold-
berg, 1993; McCrae & Costa, 1997b). One implication of this view
is that the Big Five will typically exert some pressure on the factor
structure of virtually any broadly defined pool of trait descriptors,
regardless of its theoretical origins. The empirical evidence for
these claims (for reviews see Goldberg, 1993; Wiggins & Trapnell,
1997) led us to consider whether the Big Five played an unrecog-
nized role in Fenigstein et al.’s (1975) decision to abandon a
unifactor model of dispositional self-attention in favor a multifac-
tor one. Fenigstein et al.’s (1975) three scales were not constructed
on the basis of an a prior, three-factor conception of self-
attentiveness but unexpectedly emerged from a pool of 38 items
that had been written to measure “a unitary, homogeneous dispo-
sition to be self-attentive” (Fenigstein, 1987, p. 548). Is it possible
that this multifactor conception was, in part, produced by a Big
Five “undertow” unknowingly unleashed beneath the surface of an
overly broad item pool?

Consider, for example, the seven a priori categories Fenigstein
et al. (1975) adopted to generate their item pool. Three catego-
ries—concern over the appraisal of others; preoccupation with
past, present, and future behavior; and recognition of one’s posi-
tive and negative attributes—clearly implicate general negative
affectivity or Neuroticism (e.g., anxiety, rumination, and [low]
self-esteem, respectively), whereas three others—sensitivity to in-
ner feelings, introspective behavior, and a tendency to picture or
imagine oneself—clearly implicate Openness to Experience (e.g.,
openness to feelings, ideas, and fantasy, respectively). Given these
categories, one might anticipate at least two factors: a
Neuroticism-related factor and an intellect/Openness-related fac-
tor. As it happened, three factors emerged (PbSC, PrSC, and Social
Anxiety). The third factor label, Social Anxiety, implies that some
items were included that overlapped with a third Big Five dimen-
sion, Extraversion (or, more precisely, its negative pole, Introver-
sion), a possibility that could readily account for their relative
dissociation from the other items (see Briggs, 1988).

Although our foremost concern here is with PrSC, it is instruc-
tive to initially locate all three SCS within the FFM. Doing so
permits an evaluation of a Big Five explanation of Fenigstein et
al.’s (1975) unexpected factor results and provides a common

feelingful and sensitive, which dispositionally correspond to the “affect
amplification” effects of PrSC (Scheier & Carver, 1977), and self-reliant
and self-willed, which appear to correspond to the autonomous identity
orientation (Schlenker & Weigold, 1990) and greater resistance to com-
pliance (Froming & Carver, 1981) and suggestibility (Scheier et al., 1979)
found to be associated with higher PrSC scores. The construct of Openness
to Experience may offer useful insights into why these various phenomena
tend to be linked to epistemic, but not neurotic, self-attentiveness. See, for
example, Pinker’s (1997, pp. 545-554) fascinating evolutionary analysis of
humor, which offers an explanation of why the antiauthoritarianism typical
of people who are dispositionally open to experience (Trapnell, 1994)
would tend to make them prone to bemusement. Perhaps it is more than a
historical accident that the notorious unamusability of prudes (e.g., Queen
Victoria of Britain) is a Western cultural cliché (e.g., comedian Dana
Carvey’s character “The Church Lady”): Like authoritarianism, sexual

- conservatism is associated with dispositionally low Openness to Experi-
ence (Trapnell & Meston, 1996).

Table 1
Top 20 Correlates of Self-Conscious and Self-Examining
Among 1,708 English Trait Adjectives®

Adjective Self-conscious Self-examining
Self-doubting 44 19
Self-punishing .39 .16
Self-disparaging .36 12
Pouty 35 ) —.04
Self-excusing 34 13
Reclusive 32 07
Self-deluding 31 .04
Seclusive 31 17
Self-indulgent 31 15
Fretful .30 .14
Overnervous .30 .06
Self-deprecating .30 .01
Self-effacing .30 —.04
Oversensitive 29 .18
Bashful 29 —.08
Inward 29 .14
Self-reproachful 29 17
Despondent 28 —.08
Withdrawn 27 .06
Anxious .27 .08
Reflective .04 47
Philosophical -.02 41
Introspective 13 .39
Sensitive 12 39
Meditative .06 38
High-principled 12 35
Philosophizing -.01 33
Deep .02 33
Unamusable —.02 -32
Curious .01 31
Feelingful .02 31
Progressive -.02 31
Analytical .06 .30
Perceptive .01 30
Self-reliant -.02 .30
Free-minded -.02 30
Overthoughtful .16 29
Self-willed .06 29
Contemplative .11 28
Intellectual .08 28

Note. N = 187. Data are adapted from Goldberg (1982). Correlations
with an absolute value > .20 are presented in boldface type.

* Omitted from the table is the only notable exception to the discriminant
pattern above we observed, the adjective self-critical, which correlated
moderately and equally with self-conscious (.36) and self-examining (.45).

perspective on the original SCS factors (PbSC, PrSC, and Social
Anxiety) and the PrSC subfactors (ISA and SR). In Study 2 we
therefore evaluated the Big Five profiles of the SCS and the PrSC
factors.

Method

Participants

Five independent samples of university undergraduates (referred to as
Samples A through E) were recruited from introductory psychology classes
during the early part of the fall semester, in four successive years. All of the
participants completed questionnaires on a voluntary basis in exchange for
partial course credit. Between 5%-8% of participants from each sample
were excluded because of missing data, leaving 555, 570, 441, 710, and



















































