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Abstract

The current study aimed to adapt the Self-Presentation Tactics Scale (SPTS; Lee et
al., 1999) into Turkish and to evaluate its psychometric properties. Accordingly, two studies
were conducted. In the first one, the factor structure of SPTS was tested in a sample of 346
adults with exploratory factor analysis (EFA), which revealed a distinct structure explaining
58.14% of the variance from the 12-factor original scale. The findings showed that a nine-
factor model including 50 items presented the best fit with the following factors: ingratiation,
apology, exemplification, disclaimer, intimidation, excuse/justification, enhancement, self-
handicapping, blasting/entitlement. In the second study, a sample of 653 college students
completed SPTS and Revised Self-Monitoring Scale (RSMS). The second-order nine-factor
solution was uncovered by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). In addition, internal
consistency and test-retest reliability analyses showed significant correlation coefficients.
The criterion-related validity was also proved with significant correlations between SPTS
and RSMS. These results verify that the SPTS is a valid and reliable measure to assess self-
presentation tactics for the adult population in Turkey.

Keywords: Self-presentation tactics, Assertive, Defensive, Reliability, Validity.

* Bu makale i¢in onerilen kaynak gosterimi (APA 6. Siiriim):

Ozkan, O. S., Durna, G., Araz, A. (2022). Psychometric evaluation of the Turkish version of the self-
presentation tactics scale. Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi, 24 (2), 779-800.

! This research was approved by Dokuz Eyliil University Faculty of Letters Ethics Committee in
09.11.2018.

2 The first study of this research was presented as a poster presentation at the 16" European Psychology
Congress with the title "The Turkish Adaptation of Self-Presentation Tactics Scale: Preliminary
Results".

* Ars. Gor., Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Psikoloji Boliimii, ORCID: 0000-0002-1914-
750X, 0.se.ozkan@gmail.com.

**Ars. Gor., Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Psikoloji Bliimii, ORCID: 0000-0002-
6335-4928, gulsahdrn@gmail.com.

™ Dog. Dr., Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Psikoloji Béliimii, ORCID: 0000-0002-
7510-917X, a.araz@deu.edu.tr.

779



Ozkan, O. S., Durna, G., Araz, A. DEU SBE Dergisi, Cilt: 24, Sayi: 2

BENLiK SUNUMU TAKTIiKLERI OLCEGIi’NiN TURKCE
UYARLAMASININ PSiIKOMETRiIK DEGERLENDiRMESi?
0z
Bu ¢alisma, Benlik Sunumu Taktikleri Olgegi’'ni (BSTO; Lee et al., 1999) Tiirkce ye
uyarlamay: ve 6lcegin psikometrik ozelliklerini degerlendirmeyi amaglamistir. Bu dogrultuda,
iki ayri ¢alisma yiiriitiilmiistiir. [k calismada, élgegin faktor yapisi 346 yetiskinden olusan
orneklem ile incelenmigtir. Aqimlayict faktor analizi (AFA) bulgulari, 12 faktorlii orijinal 6l¢ek
yapisindan farkl olarak varyansin % 58.147%inii agiklayan bir yapuwy ortaya koymustur.
Bulgular, en uyumlu modelin 50 madde ve dokuz faktérden olugan yapt oldugunu géstermistir:
kendini sevdirme, oziir dileme, 6rnek olma, dn agiklama, g6z korkutma, mazeret
bildirme/mesrulastirma, one ¢ikarma, kendini engelleme, hak iddia etme/ hor gérme. Ikinci
calismada, 653 iiniversite ogrencisinden olusan érneklem BSTO ve Gozden Gegirilmis
Kendini Ayarlama Olgegini (GGKAO) doldurmustur. Dogrulayici faktor analizi sonuglart,
ikinci diizey dokuz faktorlii yapiyr desteklemistir. Bunun yani sira, i¢ tutarlilik ve test-tekrar test
giivenirlik analizleri sonucunda anlaml korelasyon katsayilart bulunmugstur. BSTO ve GGKAO
arasindaki anlamli korelasyon 6l¢iit bagintili gegerligin varligini kanitlamigtir. Bu bulgular,
BSTO niin iddiact ve savunucu benlik sunumu taktiklerini degerlendiren gecerli ve giivenilir
bir dl¢iim aract oldugunu ve Tiirkiye'deki yetiskin popiilasyonu igin kullanilabilecegini
dogrulamistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Benlik sunumu taktikleri, Iddiaci, Savunucu, Giivenirlik,
Gegerlik

INTRODUCTION

Every person has different ways of reflecting themselves to others. Self-
presentation is defined as “the process by which individuals attempt to control the
impressions others form of them ” (Leary & Kowalski, 1990, p. 34). Self-presentation
tactics may vary from one person to another and from one situation to another
depending on the intention of individuals. Some people may talk about their personal
successes, while others use group performances for creating positive impressions.
On the other hand, people sometimes prefer to make negative impressions by using
specific tactics such as intimidating others.

Self-presentation behavior emerges in many different interactions at any
time in life from job interviews to romantic relationships (e.g., Fullwood et al., 2016;
@verup & Neighbors, 2016; Sandal et. al., 2014). Recent studies show that people
especially use these tactics while interacting through some social media platforms
(e.g., Gever & Okoro, 2020; James et al., 2020). Considering this wide area of use,

Bu arastirma, DEU Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Etik Komisyonunun 09.11.2018 tarihli karariyla, etik
olarak uygun bulunmustur.
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the importance of classifying and measuring self-presentation tactics becomes more
apparent.

Scholars have been using various classifications for self-presentation
behaviors. A well-known classification, which was suggested by Tedeschi and
Norman (1985 as cited in Schiitz, 1998), points to two categories, namely assertive
and defensive behaviors. Assertive self-presentation can be defined as creating a
particular identity for others, while defensive self-presentation refers to
reestablishing a positive identity that is spoiled. A similar distinction was also used
by Arkin (1981) for acquisitive and protective behaviors. While the former is parallel
to assertive self-presentation and implies seeking social approval, the latter can be
matched with defensive self-presentation in terms of avoiding disapproving
behaviors. In a similar manner, Roth et al. (1988) introduced attributive tactics
(affirm the positive) vs. repudiative tactics (deny the negative).

Related literature indicates that there are different scales that measure self-
presentation behavior. However, most of these scales were criticized due to various
methodological and conceptual problems. For instance, the scale developed by Roth
et al. (1988) was not clear in terms of whether it measures values or behavior (see,
Lee et al., 1999, for discussion). In spite of the fact that there are some other scales
that evaluate a certain aspect of self-presentation, they do not directly aim to measure
self-presentation tactics (e.g., Crowne & Marlowe, 1964; Fenigstein et al., 1975;
Syner, 1974).

Unlike the above mentioned, the SPTS, which was developed by Lee et al.
(1999), stands out with the aim of covering a wide range of self-presentation. The
scale assesses 12 different tactics under two main subscales which are assertive and
defensive tactics. The assertive tactics include seven subscales: intimidation,
ingratiation, supplication, enhancement, entitlement, exemplification and blasting.
The defensive tactics consist of five subscales which are apology, justification,
excuse, self-handicapping and disclaimer. Among assertive tactics, intimidation
refers to spreading fear to get respect from others or to be seen as powerful.
Ingratiation is simply defined as flattering others to be liked. Supplication can be
defined as using one’s own vulnerabilities to get help from others. Enhancement is
(over)emphasizing the value of one’s achievements. Entitlement is taking all the
credit for achievements. Exemplification is trying to be a good example to others.
Blasting is the way of looking better by saying negative things about other people
(Hart et al., 2017).

Among defensive tactics, apology refers to admitting the responsibility for
the harm and expressing the guilt (Tedeschi & Lindskold, 1976 as cited in Lee et al.,
1999). Another tactic is justification which is used when people accept some
responsibility for negative behavior and try to provide explanations for that behavior
(Scott & Lyman, 1968). Excuse is denying liability for unfavorable circumstances
(Tedeschi & Lindskold, 1976 as cited in Lee et al., 1999). Self-handicapping is
hindering persons’ own success to prevent other people from making dispositional
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attributions for failure (Berglas & Jones, 1978). Disclaimer is offering explanations
for poor performance beforehand (Hewitt & Stokes, 1975).

Previous studies emphasize the clear differences between cultures in terms
of relations to other people (Kagitcibasi, 2005; Mayer et al., 2012). As commonly
known, Turkish culture relies on autonomous and relational nature, which refers to
“a combination, or coexistence, of individual and group (family) loyalties”
(Kagitcibasi, 1996, p. 89). Considering this unique cultural structure of Turkey, it
can be anticipated that the perception and use of self-presentation tactics in Turkey
may differ from other cultures.

Previous studies point out a cultural variation in terms of reflecting self-
presentational behaviors (Kim & Papacharissi, 2003, Zhao & Jiang, 2011). For
instance, the comparison of 100 Turkish and U. S. adolescents’ Facebook profiles
indicated that Turkish adolescents use more exemplification strategies while U. S.
adolescents use self-promotion strategies more frequently in their Facebook posts
(Bozetal., 2016). Although the contribution of these studies is highly valuable, most
of them depend on the qualitative analysis of participants’ social media profiles.
Therefore, supporting these findings with self-report measurements provides more
comprehensive and objective information about self-presentation. It is thus crucial
to introduce a scale that covers a wide range of self-presentation tactics into Turkish.
Accordingly, we aimed to adapt the SPTS, which covers both positive and negative
presentations of self into Turkish.

In accordance with this purpose, two main studies were undertaken. In the
first study, the construct validity and reliability of the SPTS was examined in a
Turkish adult sample. Confirmatory and further findings were added with the second
study. Analyses were run through IBM SPSS statistics 24 and Lisrel 8.80.

STUDY 1
METHOD
Participants

The sample was made up of 346 adults. Among those, 65.9% were female,
and 33.5% were male. The mean age was 30.34 (SD =10.98). Other sample
characteristics are presented in Table 1.

782



Psychometric Evaluation... DEU Journal of GSSS, Vol: 24, Issue: 2

Table 1: Sociodemographic Characteristic of the Sample.

N (%)
Marital Status
Single 117 (62.7)
Married 116 (33.5)
Divorced 12 (3.5
Education Level
Primary School 3(9)
Secondary School 1(.3)
High School 147 (42.5)
Associate 18 (5.2)
Bachelor 101 (29.2)
Masters 55 (15.9)
PhD 20 (5.8)
Employment
Employed 166 (48)
Unemployed 179 (51.7)
Personal Income
0-1500 TL 126 (36.4)
1501- 3000 TL 45 (13)
3001- 4500 TL 62 (17.9)
4501- 6000 TL 52 (15)
6001 TL and over 21(6.1)

Instruments

Self-presentation Tactics Scale (SPTS): SPTS, which includes 64 items, was
developed by Lee et al. (1999) for the purpose of measuring different self-
presentation tactics. The participants were asked to state how they perceived
themselves on a 9-point Likert (1= very infrequently to 9= very frequently) scale.
The reliability and validity findings showed that the items were loaded on 12
different factors with two main self-presentational tactics: assertive (7 tactics) and
defensive (5 tactics). The level of internal consistency was high for both assertive
and defensive items (r = .91, .86, with respectively). In addition, the Cronbach’s
alpha for all items was 0.93.

Sociodemographic Information Form: In order to identify the socio demographic
characteristics of the sample, a questionnaire was developed by the researchers to
obtain data related to gender, age, relationship status, education, employment and
personal income.
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Procedure
Translation

During the adaptation period, all the authors with mastery of both Turkish
and English independently translated the scale items into Turkish. The translations
of the researchers were considerably consistent with each other. To complete the
translation of the scale, two more judges from the department of psychology and
department of translation and interpreting evaluated a few items that were translated
differently by the authors. Finally, back translation was performed by a different
researcher with proficiency in English. As a result, the translation mostly
corresponded to the original scale except a minor addition to an item (item 42) for
better understanding.

Data collection

In order to collect the data, both online and paper-pencil forms of the
questionnaire were prepared. The online form was prepared via “docs.google” and
shared through the researcher's social media accounts. While the paper-pencil form
was applied to college students at Dokuz Eylul University, Faculty of Letters, the
online survey was conducted to reach non-student adult sample. After the
participants read the consent form, they filled out the demographic information form
and SPTS respectively. The Ethical permission was taken from the Ethical
Commission of Faculty of Letters of Dokuz Eyliil University for the study.

RESULTS
Exploratory Factor Analysis

EFA was performed to explore the factor structure of SPTS in the Turkish
sample. All of the 63 items of the scale were included in EFA with oblique rotation.
In the present study, The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value was detected as .90,
which is considered to be excellent (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The KMO value
verified that the sample was eligible for the factor analysis. Bartlett’s test of
sphericity (1225) = 8116.83, p < .001, indicated that the correlation structure was
sufficient for factor analysis. The first analysis showed that the data were gathered
around 14 factors, which explained 62.52% of the variance. However, some items
were not loaded to any factor, and some factors consisted of only one item in the
existing model. Throughout the analysis, two items from supplication (item 8, item
31), two items from disclaimer (item 10, item 49), two items from blasting subscales
(item 20, item 56) and seven items from seven different subscales (items: 22, 30, 37,
38, 44, 48, 53) were excluded from the analyses. After removing the items, the
analysis was finally run with 50 items, and the principal component factor analysis
with eigenvalues greater than 1 (see Field, 2009) produced an optimal nine-factor
solution accounting for 58.14% of the variance. Factor loadings, number of items,
explained variances and Cronbach’s alpha values for all factors are presented in
Table 2.

784



Psychometric Evaluation... DEU Journal of GSSS, Vol: 24, Issue: 2

Two factors (apology and intimidation) were found totally compatible with
the original factor structure. Two other factors (exemplification and self-
handicapping) preserved the original factor structure, except for excluding one item
from each factor. The original factor names were held for those four factors. Unlike
the original scale, seven items from the ingratiation scale (items: 11, 9, 63, 52, 28,
43, 33) and three items from the supplication scale (items: 7, 54, 14) were merged
into one factor. Because the new subscale included items most of which belonged to
the ingratiation factor of the original scale, it was named as “ingratiation”.
Similarly, three disclaimer items (items: 4, 25, 17) and one justification item (item
5) composed another factor which was named as “disclaimer”’. Four items from the
enhancement scale (items: 6, 19, 41, 60) and two items (items: 40, 23) from the
entitlement scale created the “enhancement” factor.

Table 2: Factor Loadings, Cronbach’s Alpha, Total Variances of Subscales
of SPTS

Factors N of Items  Factor Loadings Variance Explained (%)  Cronbach’s Alpha
Ingratiation 10 A42-.77 24.26 .90
Apology 5 .63 -.76 8.98 77
Exemplification 4 .75 - .86 6.43 .89
Disclaimer 4 .50 -.72 3.89 .82
Intimidation 5 .39 - .82 3.42 .76
Excuse/Justification 7 40-.71 3.04 .80
Enhancement 6 46 - .67 2.97 81
Self-handicapping 4 .56 - .67 2.79 .67
Blasting/Entitlement 5 A45-.72 2.37 .76

One of the new factors consisted of four excuse items (items: 62, 36, 39, 35)
and three justification items (items: 61, 45, 64). Because there was not a huge
difference between the number of the items coming from these two factors, keeping
the names of both factors was preferred and this factor was named as “excuse /
justification”.

Three blasting items (34, 27, 47) and two entitlement items (55, 46) formed
the last factor of the scale and was named as “blasting/entitlement”. The factor
structure suggested that although the Turkish and American participants perceived
certain self-presentation tactics exactly in the same way, the perception of some
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tactics was different for the Turkish sample. The latest version of the SPTS can be
seen in Appendix A.

Reliability Analysis

Cronbach’s alpha values were obtained for each factor to examine the
internal consistency of the items. As seen in Table 2, the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients varied between .67 and .90. Besides, the Cronbach’s alpha values for
assertive tactics, defensive tactics and for the total items were found .92, .86 and .93,
in turn. The findings indicated acceptable internal consistencies for each scale.

STUDY 2

This study was to put confirmatory findings forward for the factor structure
of SPTS, which was derived from the first study, on a different sample, thereby
providing further evidence for validity of the scale. Moreover, reliability studies
were carried out.

METHOD
Participants

In this study, 653 college students (64.6% females, 32.8% males) from
different universities in Turkey were involved. The average age was 20.71 (SD =
2.42). From this sample, 38 (78.9% females, 21.1% males) participants were
included in the test-retest analysis. The average age of the re-test sample was 19.89
(SD=1.52).

Instruments

The Sociodemographic Information Form, SPTS and RSMS were used in
the study.

Revised Self-Monitoring Scale (RSMS): In addition to SPTS, RSMS as a related
construct was included to examine criterion validity. The scale consists of 13 items
which measure individuals' capability to monitor their behaviors using cues to get a
desired expression (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984). The studies on the Turkish version of
RSMS showed two-factor structure, which is consistent with the original scale, and
also the Cronbach alpha coefficient was .80 (Tiiretgen & Cesur, 2006).

Procedure

The participants were recruited from Turkey depending on the convenience
sampling method. Participants were mostly selected among the freshman and 2"-
grade university students to decrease the participant bias. Different from the first
study, all the procedures were handled via paper-pencil forms. Before the study, the
participants were informed about the research purpose, and their written permission
was taken. Following this, they were asked to complete the Sociodemographic
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Information Form, SPTS and RSMS. The measurements for the test-retest analysis
were repeated with an interval of two weeks.

Data analysis

In the first stage, data cleaning and screening and also normality tests were
applied. Descriptive statistics for the participants were conducted through SPSS
version 24. A series of CFA was run with LISREL 8.80 to compare the model fit
indices of the original second-order 12-factor structure and the second-order 9-factor
structure of the SPTS, the latter found in the first study. The model fit was examined
through the mostly used fit indices: “chi-square index (y2), x2 divided by degrees of
freedom (y2/df), comparative fit index (CFI), goodness-of-fit index (GFI), root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA), and standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR).” (Kline, 2015). Model fit is evaluated as good if y2/df< 2, CFl > 0.95, and
SRMR and RMSEA < 0.05; as acceptable if y2/df < 3, CFI > 0.90, and RMSEA and
SRMR < 0.08 (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). In addition, Pearson correlation
analysis was applied via SPSS to evaluate the test-retest reliability.

RESULTS

For the originally proposed second-order 12-factor structure of SPTS, the
goodness-of-fit indices were: y2 (1877) = 8046.19, p < .001; y2/df = 4.29; CFl = .93;
GFIl =.72; RMSEA = .071 (90% CI= 0.069, 0.073). This means neither a good nor
an acceptable fit. On the other hand, the model fit indices for the second order 9-
factor solution were found as; y2 (1165) = 3562.64, p < .001; y2/df= 3.06; CFl =
.95; GFI = .82; RMSEA = 0.056 (90% CI=0.054, 0.058); SRMR = .08. When both
structures are compared, it could be stated that the 9-factor solution shows a better
yet still not acceptable fit. As the maximum modification indices were detected
between items 4- 5 and also 6- 23, the error covariances of those items were set free.
The model fit indices for the new solution were attained as follows: 2 (1163) =
3413.46, p < .001; y2/df= 2.93; CFl = .95; GFI = .83; RMSEA = 0.054 (90% Cl=
0.052; 0.057); SRMR = .08, which is satisfying for the criterion ranges. Almost all
the standardized factor loadings were above .30 (ranging between .35 and .83). The
summary results of the CFA are indicated in Table 3. Also, Figure 1 demonstrates
the modified model with standard solution estimates. As can be seen, all the model-
fit indices are above the recommended cut-off values, which suggests that the
adjusted model has an acceptable fit.
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Table 3: Model Fit Indices of the CFA

RMSEA
90%
x2 df p x2/df  RMSEA CFl  GFI

confidence

interval
I o T T T T T T T T
12-factor .
solution 8046.19 1877  .000 4.29 .07 .069; .073 .93 .72
I T T T T T T T T
9-factor solution 3562.64 1165  .000 3.06 .06 .054; .058 .95 .82
I T T T T T T T T
9-factor
solution- 3413.46 1163  .000 2.93 .05 .052; .057 95 .83
adjusted
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Figure 1: The Proposed Factor Model of SPTS

A= b24, bl5, b26, b2l (exemplification), B= b51, bl, b59, b2, b32 (intimidation),

C= b55, b34, b46, b27, b47 (blasting/entitlement), D= b52, bll, b63, b9, b7, bl4, b54, b33, b28, b43
(ingratiation),

E= b60, b23, b40, b6, bl9, b4l (enhancement), F= bl3, b29, b50, bl8, b3 (apology), G= b58, b57, bl2,
b42 (self-handicapping),

H= b64, b6l, b62, b36, b39, b35, b45 (excuse/justification) I= b4, bl7, b5, b25 (disclaimer)

Chi-Square=3413.46, df=1163, P-value=0.00000, RMSEA=0.054
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Reliability Studies
Internal consistency reliability

The results showed that all the subscales and the total scale have an
acceptable level of internal consistency (see Table 4).

Test-retest reliability

The correlation between the scores on the first and second administration for
38 participants was obtained to measure the test-retest reliability of SPTS. The test-
retest correlation of the SPTS for all items was 0.83 (p < 0.01). The test-retest
correlations for the assertive and the defensive self-presentation subscales were 0.91
and 0.60 (p < 0.01). Test-retest correlations for each tactic and total scale can be
seen in Table 4. Overall, results confirmed test-retest reliability of SPTS.

Table 4: Cronbach’s Alpha and Test-Retest Reliability Results of the Scale

Factors Cronbach’s alpha Test-retest reliability*
Ingratiation .86 .90
Apology 73 69
Exemplification .84 .82
Disclaimer .79 43
Intimidation .76 .75
Justification/Excuse .82 .61
Enhancement .79 .82
Self-handicapping .60 .57
Entitlement/Blasting .69 .83
Assertive .90 91
Defensive .83 .60
Total 91 .83

*p < .01 for all correlations

Criterion-Related Validity

The relationship between the self-presentation scale and RSMS was
examined for the estimation of the criterion validity of the scale. It was found that
apart from apology, self-handicapping and entitlement/blasting tactics, there were
significant positive correlations between the total score of self-monitoring and self-
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presentation tactics subscales (r=.09 to .28, p< 0.05). The correlation between self-
monitoring and assertive self-presentation; defensive self-presentation and total
scale were .23, .17 and .24, respectively (p< 0.01) (see Table 5).
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Table 5: Correlation Table

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Assrt. Def. Total

L.Ingratiation 4

2.Apology _03 1

3.Exemplificati 5 us ogux ¢
on

4.Disclaimer 33k 3gEF 41 |
5.Intimidation 38%*% 26%* 18** 04 1

B.Justification/  ggux 1gux ggix 51x 23wk 1
Excuse

7.Enhancement B51**% .08*  47F* 40** 29%* 59** 1

8.Self- gk

. . .08* .05 .21** [15** 26** 17** 1
handicapping

9ENntitlement/  gzux _ ggux powx 15xx A7R* 6% A6r* 20%% 1

Blasting
Assertive 84X 102 BOFX ALR* BTRF GO*F BOXF 25%F 70%* 1
Defensive SRR B3XK AR TTRK ]2k BNk BIkk Gpkk DGkk GAkk

Total Scale  7gux ppwx goxx GOFE ApFE TEFE 79xE 30%k pIxE Qaxk 7gEx |

Self-monitoring ggx 7 ogex 1wk 20%* 23%* 24%x (07 05  23%% 17%% 4%

Assrt.; Assertive Subscale, Def.: Defensive Subscale
*p<.05
**p<.01
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DISCUSSION

In the present research, we investigated the psychometric properties of the
Turkish version of SPTS by conducting two different studies. According to EFA, the
self-presentation tactic scale consisted of 9 subscales (5 assertive, 4 defensive) with
a total of 50 items. It was seen that the 12-factor structure in the original scale (Lee
et al., 1999) was replaced by a 9-factor structure in the Turkish version. The results
of CFA also pointed out that the second order 9-factor model was more compatible
than the original 12-factor model for the Turkish sample.

Analyses showed that the Turkish form of the scale differentiated from the
original factor structure in some ways. In the current structure, intimidation and
apology tactics remained the same as in the original scale, which points out that
Turkish and American participants use those tactics in the same way. Also,
exemplification and self-handicapping tactics mainly preserved their structure.

The striking point of the study was that some of the tactics loaded on separate
factors in the original scale were combined under the same factor in the Turkish
version. When we compare the factorial structure in the original scale study and the
factorial structure in the Turkish adaptation study, we can make the following
evaluation. In our study, the 7, 14 and 54 items of the supplication factor were
combined with the seven items of the ingratiation factor. In this context, considering
that two items of the supplication tactic also failed to load in any factor and have
been removed from the Turkish version of the scale, we can say that in our culture,
the supplication tactic does not exhibit a separate factorial structure and that it is
included in the ingratiation tactic, which is a more centralized structure. This finding
indicates that in our culture, people can display their own weaknesses while
emphasizing the positive characteristics of their interlocutors as part of achieving
their goals of being loved.

It is also an understandable finding that one item (item 5) from the
justification factor was added to the disclaimer factor in addition to the items parallel
to the original disclaimer subscale. Because while "making an explanation before the
action" is emphasized in all three of the items (items: 4, 17 and 25), which form the
disclaimer factor, the 5™ item (“I justify my behavior to reduce negative reactions
from others. ”) loaded on the disclaimer factor in our study also corresponds to a
similar content, although it is a “justification” item in the original scale. Therefore,
inclusion of this item to the disclaimer factor in the Turkish version does not cause
any problem semantically.

Moreover, the analyses showed that the subscales of blasting and entitlement
created a new factor. Those findings may indicate that while participants in the
Turkish sample exaggerate their own achievements (entitlement tactic), they also
have the tendency to denigrate others (blasting tactic). Similarly, a new factor was
formed with the items from the excuse and justification subscales. As stated by many
researchers before (e.g., Baron, 2005; Botterell, 2009; Malone, 2009), it is hard to

793



Ozkan, O. S., Durna, G., Araz, A. DEU SBE Dergisi, Cilt: 24, Sayi: 2

set a clear distinction between the definitions of excuse and justification, so the
combination of those tactics can be interpreted as a possible outcome. Besides, the
findings may also indicate that when people perform behaviors with negative
consequences, they emphasize that they are not responsible for that behavior and that
they underline the conditions which cause the problem at the same time.

Apart from the construct validity, the criterion-related validity of the scale
was also tested. It is demonstrated that there are significant, positive but low
correlations between the subscales of SPTS, except for apology, self-handicapping,
entitlement/blasting tactics, and self-monitoring, which is consistent with the
original study (Lee et al., 1999). In addition to the validity results, adequate
reliability was found in terms of internal consistency and test-retest reliability. While
almost all the subscales of SPTS revealed acceptable internal consistency, a
Cronbach alpha value of .60 was observed only in the self-handicapping subscale.
Its internal consistency score was reported as .62 and .58 in the original form (Lee
et al., 1999), which is parallel to our findings. On the other hand, this subscale was
found to be correlated with all the other subscales except for exemplification, which
is under assertive tactics and not associated with self-monitoring. Further empirical
studies may be valuable to reexamine its reliability.

CONCLUSION

The present study shows that the Turkish version of the SPTS is a valid and
reliable tool that measures how people present themselves to others in various
situations. The scale will be a useful instrument for researchers who intend to
measure all assertive and defensive self-presentation tactics mentioned in the
literature with a single measurement. While the scale can be effective to measure
tactics separately, it has the advantage of evaluating the total scores of assertive,
defensive and general self-presentation behaviors. Especially with the widespread
use of social media, it is thought that the presence of a psychometrically sound
measure other than qualitative profile analysis, which is mostly used for self-
presentation measurement in studies, will greatly contribute to the field. Given that
the literature on online self-presentation is growing, psychometrically checked
measures are required to identify how people tend to create impressions about
themselves in online platforms other than offline environments. Furthermore, studies
testing the interaction of self-presentation with some variables such as narcissism
and self-esteem (Hart et al., 2021), identity development and personality traits
(Kawamoto, 2021) prove that SPTS can be a quite useful tool in a broad-ranging
scope of psychology. From clinical perspective, understanding how clients present
themselves in their relationships with people may facilitate clinical formulation and
psychotherapeutic process.

Apart from the strengths, the study also has some limitations. Although the
sample size was quite large in the second study, the fact that it consisted of only
students can be seen as a limitation of the study. Moreover, the sample mostly
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included female participants in both studies (65.9% and 64.6%, respectively). Future
studies could take those limitations into consideration.
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Appendix A. Turkish Version of the SPTS

Asagida kendinizi nasil algiladiginiz ile ilgili birtakim sorular bulunmaktadir. Liitfen
yonergeleri dikkatli bir sekilde okuyun ve tiim maddelere olabildigince diiriist ve
acik sekilde yanit vermeye calisin. Dogru ya da yanlis cevap yoktur. Maddeleri
yanitlarken, liitfen 6l¢ek {izerinde davraniginizi en iyi yansitan rakami isaretleyin.

Cok nadir Sik Sik
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Kendini sevdirme
09. (11) Bagkalarinin takdirini kazanmak i¢in onlar1 6ven ctimleler kurarim.
07. (07) Insanlarin sempatisini kazanmak icin zayifliklarimi kullanirim.

08. (09) Beni kabul etmeleri i¢in insanlara onlarla benzer tutumlara sahip oldugumu
sOylerim.

50. (63) Insanlar1 kendi tarafima ¢ekmek icin onlara iltifat ederim.

41. (52) Bir sey istedigimde, bagkalarina iyi gériinmeye calisirim.

24. (28) Beni sevmeleri i¢in insanlara iyilik yaparim.

35. (43) Daha sonra bana yardim etsinler diye insanlara yardim ederim.

42. (54) Insanlarin benim icin bir seyler yapmalarim saglamak adia onlara benden
daha gii¢lii veya becerikli olduklarini sdylerim.

12. (14) Insanlardan yardim almak icin onlarin bazi seyleri yapamayacagima
inanmalarini saglarim.

27. (33) Baska insanlarin hosuna gidecek goriisler ifade ederim.
Oziir Dileme
11. (13) Yanlis bir sey yaptigimda 6ziir dilerim.

25. (29) Agik bir sekilde benim hatamdan kaynaklanan kotii bir davranig igin
suclamalari kabul ederim.

03. (03) Eger birine zarar verirsem 6ziir diler ve bunu bir daha yapmayacagima dair
sOz veririm.

39. (50) Yanlis bir sey yaptigimda pigsmanlik ve sugluluk hissettigimi ifade ederim.
16. (18) Baskalarma verdigim herhangi bir zarar telafi etmeye galigirim.
Ornek Olma

14. (15) Insanlara nasil davranmalari gerektigi konusunda model olmaya galisirim.
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20. (24) Insanlara &rnek olmaya caligirim.

18. (21) insanlarm beni olumlu bir 6rnek olarak goriip model almalar1 igin
cabalarim.

22.(26) Baskalarinin da benim gibi dogru davranislarda bulunmalari i¢in ¢abalarim.
On Acgiklama

04. (04) Bagkalarinin yanlig bulabilecegi bir seyi yapmadan 6nce davranigima dair
aciklamalar yaparim.

05. (05) Insanlardan gelebilecek olumsuz tepkileri azaltmak igin davranisimi
gerekeelendiririm.

21. (25) Bagkalarinin begenmeyebilecegi eylemlerimi 6nceden gerekgelendiririm.

15. (17) Bagkalarmin olumsuz algilayabilecegi bir seyi yapmadan 6nce onlarin
onayini almaya ¢aligirim.

Goz Korkutma
40. (51) Bagkalarinin goziinii korkuturum.

46. (59) Insanlara istedigim seyleri yaptirmak icin benden korkacaklar1 seyler
yaparim.

01. (01) Insanlarin benden korkmasim saglayacak sekilde davranirim.

26. (32) Istedigimi elde etmeme yardimc1 olacaksa insanlari tehdit ederim.
02. (02) Insanlar1 etkilemek icin gerekirse bedenimi ve giiciimii kullanirim.
Mazeret bildirme/Mesrulastirma

48. (61) Davranigim bagkalarina ne kadar kotii goriiniirse goriinsiin, o davranigim
icin saglam nedenler sunarim.

36. (45) Insanlar davranmisimi olumsuz olarak degerlendirdiklerinde, davranisimda
hakli oldugumu anlayacaklar agiklamalar yaparim.

51. (64) Olumsuz bir eylemden sonra, insanlarin benim yerimde olsalard1 ayni1 seyi
yapacaklarini anlamalari i¢in ugrasirim.

49. (62) Suglanmaktan kaginmak i¢in zarar verme niyetimin olmadigini sdylerim.
30. (36) Isler ters gittiginde, neden bundan sorumlu olmadigim agiklarim.

31. (39) Bir sey igin suclandigimda mazeretimi belirtirim.

29. (35) Insanlar1 olumsuz olaylardan sorumlu olmadigima ikna etmeye ¢aligirim.
One ¢ikarma

06. (06) Baskalarinin zor buldugu bir isi iyi yaptigim zaman insanlara bundan
bahsederim.
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32. (40) Yaptigim ancak diger insanlarin fark edemedigi olumlu seylere dikkat
¢ekerim.

17. (19) Sahip oldugum seylerden bahsederken o seylerin degerinden de s6z ederim.
19. (23) Insanlara basarilarimdan bahsederim.

33. (41) Verdigim hediyelerin degeri azimsandiginda o hediyelerin ger¢ek degerini
vurgularim.

47. (60) Bir iste basarili oldugumda, o isin ne kadar 6nemli oldugunu vurgularim.
Kendini engelleme

45. (58) Kaygi performansimi engeller.

10. (12). Bir seyi iyi yapmak i¢in ¢ok fazla baski hissettigimde hastalanirim.

34. (42) Egitim hayatimda, kronik bir hastaligim olmasa da ortalama bir dgrenci
olmamin nedeni sagligimin pek de iyi olmamasidir.

44. (57) Basarimin o6niine engeller ¢ikaririm.

Hak iddia etme/ Hor gorme

43. (55) Yapmadigim seyler tizerinde hak iddia ederim.

28. (34) Popiiler olmayan gruplar hakkinda olumsuz seyler sdylerim.
23. (27) Kendimi daha iyi gostermek i¢in baskalarini elestiririm.

37. (46) Bir grupla bir proje tizerinde ¢alisirken sundugum katkiy1 oldugundan daha
fazlaymig gibi gosteririm.

38. (47) Benimle yarisan kisilerin olumsuz 6zelliklerini abartirim.
Kontrol Sorusu

13. (16) Kontrol sorusu, cevaplamayiniz.

*Numbers in parentheses are the item numbers of original version of the scale.
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